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PREFACE

The sources whence a History of the Church of Alexandria is to be derived, are
so many and so various, and some of them so little known, that it will be perhaps useful
to particularize them. They naturally divide themselves into two branches; those which
treat of the whole, and those which only embrace a portion, of Alexandrian History.

There are works which relate the Annals of the Egyptian Church from the
preaching of S. Mark to the time at which their respective authors lived; those of Le
Quien, Renaudot, Sollerius, and Wansleb.

The treatise De Patriarchatu Alexandrino of the learned Dominican Father,
Michael Le Quien, is contained in the Second Volume of his Oriens Christianus. The
plan of this work is well known. It commences with a general sketch of the rise,
progress, rights, privileges, and character of the Church of Alexandria, of the heresies
by which it has been infested, and the duties which were claimed from it by the Church
Catholic. It proceeds to a list of the Patriarchs, both heretical and Melchite; giving,
under each, a slight and brief review of his actions. It concludes with a catalogue of all
the Sees which are known to have been its suffragans; and a list under each, of all the
Prelates who are recorded as having filled that particular See. The patient industry,
accuracy, fairness, and moderation of this work are above praise; it did not, however,
receive the last touches of its author; and occasionally self-contradictions may be
discovered in it. It is evident also from many accidental hints that the writer was not
acquainted with Arabic; a circumstance which must considerably detract from the worth
of such a history. Nevertheless, it is very valuable as an outline which may be filled up
from other sources; and it is the only complete history which we possess of the Catholic
Church of Alexandria.

Very different is the character of the next work I have to mention; the “History
of the Jacobite Patriarchs of Alexandria”, written by the learned Eusebe Renaudot. It
extends from the time of S. Mark to the year 1703; but, after the great schism, leaving
the Catholic succession of Patriarchs, it confines itself to the heretical successors of
Dioscorus. It is extracted principally from the “Patriarchal History”, that is to say, the
history of the Jacobite Patriarchs commenced by Severus, Bishop of Aschumin, and
carried on by Michael of Tanis, Mauhoub the son of Mansour, Mark the son of Zaraa,
and others, as far as the conclusion of the Patriarchate of Cyril the son of Laklak; that is
to say, down to the year 1243. The immense learning of Renaudot, his acquaintance
with nearly thirty languages, his devotion to Eastern literature, and the advantage which
he enjoyed in being able to consult the unrivalled collection of Manuscripts in the
King’s Library at Paris, have rendered his work, so far as it goes, more complete than
probably any other scholar could have made it. Besides his translations from the
historians whom I have just mentioned, and whose works yet remain manuscript, he has
enriched his history from other writers, both such had been already printed in his time,
as Eutychius and Elmacinus, and those which have been given to the world since, as is
the case with Makrizi. His pages also embrace very copious accounts of the succession
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of Caliphs, and of the rise and fall of the various Mahometan Dynasties; and
occasionally refer to the doings or sufferings of the Catholic Patriarchs. But with all
these merits, the work has also all the faults of Renaudot; it is insufferably long, tedious
and confused; learning is wasted in the discussion of points known to all the world; and
the thread of the history broken and taken up again in the most perplexing manner
imaginable. In this place we may also mention the Discursus of the same author de
Patriarcha Alexandrino of his Collection of Oriental Liturgies.

The next work I shall mention is that of Wansleb, a Dominican Missionary in
Egypt. It also relates entirely to the Jacobite succession; and had the merit of being the
first work in which their history was introduced to Europe. It is divided into seven parts.
The first treats of the constitution of the Jacobite Church; the second of its customs and
present state; the third of its belief; the fourth of its ceremonies; the fifth of its canons:
the sixth gives a catalogue of its Patriarchs; and the seventh of its principal writers. The
small size of this volume, its continual inaccuracies, and the scanty information which it
furnishes on any subject, renders it nearly useless, except for occasional reference. The
catalogue of Patriarchs is translated from the Arabic of Abu'lberkat; with a continuation
by later hands in the manuscript which Wansieb consulted.

The fourth history is the “Chronological Series of Alexandrian Patriarchs”,
written by the Jesuit, John Baptist Sollerius; and prefixed to the fifth volume of June, in
the Bollandist Acts of the Saints. This treatise, which fills a hundred and sixty closely
printed folio pages, is little more than an amplification of the work of Wansieb.
Sollerius, besides his general acquaintance with Ecclesiastical history, had little to fit
him for the task; he was not acquainted with the Eastern languages; he had access to no
manuscripts; nor had he any private sources of information, except a communication
from the Jesuit Bernati, then a missionary in Ethiopia. The consequence is that he relies
too much on the comparatively worthless materials which were in his possession; he is
anxious to reconcile dates with each other, which are none of them consistent with truth;
and he endeavours to settle minute points of chronology in times when an
approximation to accuracy is all that can be hoped for. His treatise does not pretend to
be a history, and, except for its dates, adds little to our knowledge of the Alexandrian
Church. Of the Catholic Patriarchs this writer takes hardly any notice.

Besides the works which 1 have mentioned, the latest of which only comes
down to the year 1730, I have had two other sources of information. I applied in the
spring of 1844 to His late Holiness, Hierotheus, then Catholic Patriarch of Alexandria,
for the history of his predecessors since the beginning of the eighteenth century; and the
results of that inquiry will be found in their proper place. I also obtained, through the
kindness of a Jacobite Priest, a complete list of the Patriarchs of that sect from
Dioscorus to Peter VII, who now fills that post; and from the same quarter I also
received some interesting information as to the present state of the Jacobites in Egypt.

I come now to speak of those authors who have treated of a part of the period
which this work embraces. The first of these is Eutychius. Of his history of the Catholic
Patriarchs of Alexandria I have spoken in treating of his own Patriarchate; and it is
needless therefore to say anything further here, than that I believe that nothing which he
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relates of interest down to the time when his annals terminate, namely the year 938, will
be found to have been omitted in this work. Without professing any very great
obligations to him, I may yet observe that some of the facts which he relates in the
eighth, ninth, and tenth centuries, are mentioned only by himself.

The next author whom I shall name is the Jacobite Elmacinus, as translated and
edited by Erpenius. His Saracenic History only incidentally mentions the Jacobite
Patriarchs of Alexandria; but his accuracy and truth stand very high: and when he fixes
a date, his testimony is to be received beyond that of any other author. I have in the
history already given his character; and need therefore say nothing more of him here.

I will next mention the Mahometan Makrizi, who, while he draws great part of
his information from Elmacinus, nevertheless adds considerably to it, and is highly to be
commended for his accuracy and fairness. Of his work, which extends to the year 1327,
I have also spoken in the proper place.

The “History of Dynasties” written by Abu'lpharaj, better known by his name of
Gregory Bar-Hebraeus, and translated and edited by Pococke, is also not without its
value as a contribution to Alexandrian History. We are frequently indebted to it for
some hint as to the actions of the Caliphs, which may serve to clear up points left in the
dark by Elmacinus or Makrizi.

I now come to speak of the Ethiopic Church. The character of Ludolph’s
History, and Commentary on his History, is too well known to need any observations
here. It is only wonderful that a man possessing an acquaintance with the Ethiopic
language, which has been attained by no other European before or since his time, should
have added so little to our knowledge of that country. The facts which are to be gleaned
from this vast folio he scattered thinly among the heap of rubbish with which they are
surrounded; and his ignorance of everything but the language itself, his absurd
confidence in some worthless Ethiopic compositions, and his blind prejudice, manifest
themselves throughout.

The “Church History of Ethiopia” of Dr. Michael Michael Geddes is one of the
most despicable compositions which was ever inflicted on the public. His only
qualification for historian of that country was his knowledge of Portuguese, and a
tolerable acquaintance with the various works in which the proceedings of the
missionaries in that country are related. His prejudice against everything connected with
Rome is such, that nothing can be taken upon his testimony: his principal value lies in
his pointing out original sources of information. He had been Chaplain to the British
Factory at Lisbon; and was under the patronage of Bishop Burnet.

A much fairer work is the “History of Christianity in Ethiopia”, written by the
celebrated La Croze. It does not pretend to the same fullness as Geddes, and is derived
from nearly the same sources: but, although a Protestant, the author is unable, like the
English Divine, to see nothing but excellence in the Ethiopian, or faults in the Roman,
Church.
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The first book of this History extends from the Foundation of the Church of
Alexandria to the rise of the Nestorian heresy. Besides the ordinary Church historians,
such as Eusebius, Sozomen, and Socrates, the works of S. Athanasius are of course my
chief authority. But I am also bound to express my obligation to the very able Life of S.
Dionysius by Byauns the Bollandist; to the Propaganda edition of the works of the same
Father; to the Benedictine Life of S. Athanasius, and to Tillemont’s Annals of that
Patriarch. In a less degree, De la Rue’s Life of Origen and Huet’s Origeniana have been
of service to these pages.

The second book comprises the controversy on the Incarnation, from the first
outbreak of Nestorius, to the deposition of Dioscorus. Here, of course, I am principally
indebted to the works of S. Cyril; to Tillemont’s Life of that Father; to Garnier’s edition
of Marius Mercator; to the two editions of S. Leo’s works,—the one by Cacciari, the
other by the Ballerini, and to the very accurate chronological researches of Pagi.

The third book comprises the history of the Alexandrian Church, from the
commencement of the great schism to the subjection of both Catholic and Jacobite
Communions to the arms of the Caliphs. Here we begin to derive assistance from the
works of Eutychius, Elmacinus, Makrizi, and Severus; Liberatus, Evagrius, and the
Chronicon of Victor are also our guides. The Patriarchate of S. John the Almoner is
indebted to the labours of Stilting the Bollandist in the fourth volume of September in
the Acts of the Saints;—and the Epistles of S. Gregory throw some light on the
Alexandrian annals of that period. To the Life of S. John the Almoner, in the second
volume of the Bollandist January, I am less indebted.

In the fourth book, which extends from the Conquest of Amrou to the Vizirate
of Saladin, Severus and his continuers are my chief guides. Of the Catholic Church,
when Eutychius deserts us, we know nothing more than can be picked up by incidental
notices of the Byzantine historians. These are generally few and far between; with the
exception of a tolerably detailed account of the proceedings of Athanasius II afforded in
the prolix pages of George Pachymeres. For the Crusades, so far as they affected Egypt,
I have depended principally on Wilken’s Geschichte der Kreuziige, and the authors
alleged by him. I have also derived, in Jacobite history generally, very important
assistance from the Chronicle of Gregory Bar-Hebraeus, as epitomized in the second
volume of the Bibliotheca Orientalis of Asseman.

The fifth book embraces the period between the elevation of Saladin and the
first interference of the Portuguese in Ethiopia. Here we are worse off for materials than
at any other period. Its most important event is the great confessional controversy,—and
the remarkable history of Mark the son of Kunbar. But from A.D.1243, when the
Patriarchal History ends, to 1490, I am compelled to confess that Alexandrian annals are
hardly more than catalogues of names.

The sixth book comprises the remainder of my task, and sixth divides itself into
two distinct portions. The first of these is the rise, progress, and decline of Roman
Influence in Ethiopia. Here, besides Geddes, La Croze, and Ludolph, we have the
advantage of Bruce’s very clear Abyssinian history; and the original authorities are
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Alvarez, Tellez, and the account of the Patriarch Joao Bermudez; which latter is
translated in Purchases Pilgrimage, and thence retranslated by La Croze. The other
subject is the attempt made, in the seventeenth century, to engraft Calvinism in the
Oriental Church; and as this part of history is extremely important, and very little
known, I have preferred rather to overstep the bounds I proposed to myself than to treat
it cursorily. My authorities, on the Roman side, are, principally, the Perpetuité de la
Foy, and the Defense de la Perpetuité; the Creance de [’Eglise Orientale of Simon; the
De Consensu of Leo Allatius; and the incidental notices of Le Quien and Benaudot. On
the Oriental side,—the Councils of Constantinople, Jassy, and Bethlehem, as given in
Labbe; the History of the Russian Church by Mouravieff; the Chronicon of Philip of
Cyprus : to which I may add the “Present State of the Greek Church” of Ricaut,—a very
fair writer. On the Calvinistic side, — Crusius’s Turco-Graecia; Claude’s Reply to the
Perpetuité, and his Doctrine of the Catholic Church, which is a Reply to the Defense;
Aymon’s Memoirs of the Greek Church; Smith’s Account of the Greek Church, both in
English and Latin: to which may be added Dr. Covell’s account of the same Church. I
also applied to the Public Library at Geneva, for permission to copy all the hitherto
unpublished letters of Cyril Lucar’s preserved in that Library; and among these the
reader will find a very important and hitherto unprinted one, to the Archbishop De
Dominis, on the publication of his work De Republica Christiana. To all these I must
add, the Life of Cyril Lucar from the pen of Dr. Beaven, which appeared in several
numbers of the British Magazine.

I had intended to affix an excursus in defence of the very early chronology
adopted in the first Section: want of space has obliged me to forbear. A vindication of it
may, however, be found in the Bollandist Life of S. Peter under the 29th of June. For
the same reason, I have been obliged to omit the list of Egyptian martyrs in the Tenth
Persecution, to which reference is made at its conclusion.

Two remarks connected with orthography may not be out of place. The first is
that I have adopted the two different spellings, Dioecese and Diocese, to signify two
different things. By the former I mean its old sense, the jurisdiction of an Exarch or
Patriarch, as the Dioecese of Ephesus, the Dioecese of Alexandria; by the latter, that of
a Bishop. Fleury, in like manner, speaks of /e and /a Diocese. The other is that I have
followed the Oriental method of spelling names, after the Mahometan invasion. Thus,
Chail is written for Michael; Chenouda for Sanutius; Abdel-Messiah for Christodulus. I
have not done so, however, where the name is that of one well known as an author.
Thus, I do not refer to Said Ebn Batric, but to Eutychius.

I have now to express my obligations for the valuable assistance I have received
in this work. I desire gratefully to commemorate the kindness of His late Holiness,
Hierotheus, to whom I had hoped to inscribe the History of his Church. My thanks are
also especially due to the Rev. Edmund Winder, British Chaplain at Alexandria, for the
indefatigable kindness with which he has collected and transmitted to me information;
to Alfred S. Walne, Esq., Her Britannic Majesty’s Consul at Cairo, who was so obliging
as to wait on the Patriarch with the queries I had transmitted to him; and to the Vicar of
the Jacobite Patriarch at Alexandria, (whoso name I regret not to know,) who furnished
me with a great deal of valuable information as to the state of that Communion.
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But, in a most especial manner, my warmest thanks are due to the Rev. W. H.
Mill, D.D., late Principal of Bishop’s College, who, with the greatest kindness, gave me
the advantage of his remarks on most of the sheets, as they passed through the press;
and to whom I am indebted for several corrections, and for some important references to
sources of information with which I was previously unacquainted. I have also to express
my obligations to my friend the Rev. B. Webb, M.A., who finally read through most of
the sheets of this history before they were struck off; a work of which he only who has
tried it can calculate the trouble or the use.

I am indebted also to D. José Xavier Cerveira e Sousa, Bishop of Funchal and
Arguim, for the kindness with which he furnished me with any book which was
contained in his Episcopal Library; and to Canon Antonio Pestana, Rector of the
Seminary in Funchal, for the obliging manner in which he put the valuable library of
that institution completely at my disposal. Portuguese libraries are especially valuable to
a historian of the Alexandrian Church, for the works of Tellez and Alvarez are not to be
procured in England. Lastly, I would thank M. Chastel, Professor of Ecclesiastical
History, and Librarian of the public library at Geneva, for the great pains which he took
in procuring the transcription of Cyril Lucar’s letters; and M. Grivel, for the success
with which he deciphered them. They are written in a mixture of bad Latin, bad Italian,
and (occasionally) bad Greek, and the hand-writing is as bad as the language.

I trust that, whatever judgment may be formed of this history, while its
deficiencies are noted, its difficulties will also be remembered. If the chronology shall
sometimes appear unsatisfactory, it is no shame to fail where Renaudot, Le Quien, and
Sollerius are often egregiously wrong. If [ appear sometimes to compress a century into
comparatively few pages, it is a century to which, as connected with Alexandria,
Baronius and Fleury do not devote one.

I have reserved, for my Introduction to the study of the History of the Oriental
Church, some remarks which it seems right to make on the spirit in which such a book
should be written. The historian should write, not as a member of the Roman, not as a
member of the English, Church; but, as far as may be, with Oriental views, feelings, and
even, perhaps, prepossessions. Mouravieff’s history is a perfect example in its kind. It
was intended that this Introduction should have been prefixed to the present volumes.
But it swelled to a size which precluded the possibility of that arrangement; and has
been also kept back for valuable information which I hope to receive from
Constantinople and Damascus.

Sackville College,
East Grinsted.

S. Mark’s Day, 1847.
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BOOK I

FROM
THE FOUNDATION
OF THE CHURCH OF ALEXANDRIA
TO
THE RISE OF NESTORIANISM.
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SECTION 1.

The Foundation of the Church

It is the constant and unvarying tradition of both the East and the West, that S.
Mark the Evangelist was the founder of the Church of Alexandria. The history,
however, of his labours in Libya, Pentapolis, and Egypt, is involved in considerable
obscurity, a circumstance in which there is nothing to excite surprise, nor to weaken our
belief in the truth of the general statement. If the rise of the Church in such a city as
Rome, which has always, since primitive times, been under Christian government, and
always retained the same ecclesiastical language, is, in a great degree, unknown to us,
and if the succession of its Bishops is implicated in historical difficulties, much more
may we expect the case to lie so in one which, like Alexandria, has been for many ages
subject to Mahometan tyranny, and where the change of language has introduced many
errors into its historical records.

That, however, S. Mark the Evangelist was not the same with Mark, the nephew
of S. Barnabas, can hardly, notwithstanding the ingenious arguments of several learned
men, be now doubted, and by considering the two as distinct personages, we are enabled
to reconcile conflicting statements, the authors of which appear equally worthy of
credit.

Yet, though antiquity agrees in bestowing on S. Mark the title of the Apostle of
Egypt, we are not compelled to suppose that the faith had not previously been preached
in that country, even did it appear that his mission were postponed as late as A.D. 50.
There were dwellers in Egypt, and in the parts of Libya about Cyrene, who were present
at Jerusalem at the outpouring of the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost, some of
whom were probably converted by S. Peter’s sermon. The Eunuch of Candace, Queen
of the Ethiopians, that is, of the Abyssinians, must, on his return to his own country,
have passed through Egypt. Simon, who bore the Cross, was a native of Cyrene, and his
sons, Alexander and Rufus, were evidently persons well known in the Church: and it is
remarkable, and affords an argument in favour of the tradition we have been narrating,
that S. Mark, who, from his connexion with Cyrene, would have been likely to be
acquainted with the principal persons among its inhabitants, should alone of the
Evangelists have particularized the family of Simon the Cyrenian. Again, among the
prophets and teachers at Antioch whom the Holy Spirit commanded to lay hands on S.
Barnabas and S. Paul, we meet with the name of Lucius, of Cyrene. He was probably
one of those men of Cyrene, whom the sacred historian mentions before, as the first
after S. Peter to preach the Gospel to the Gentiles. It is hardly likely that so many
natives of Egypt should, in their labours for the sake of Christ, have entirely neglected
their own country.

10
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There is a celebrated passage in Philo Judaeus, in which he mentions the
Therapeutae, who inhabited the mountain and valley of Nitria, on the western side of the
Nile. It has been much disputed who these men were; but we may be content to believe
with all the early writers, among whom is Eusebius, that they were Christians. Thus it
will appear that the Gospel had already been proclaimed in more than one province of
Egypt, when S. Mark arrived at Alexandria.

Yet this circumstance by no means forbids us to regard him as the founder of
that Church, nor deprives the city of a title in which it gloried, The Evangelical See.
There were many Christians both at Antioch and at Rome before S. Peter set foot in
either place; yet antiquity always considered him as the founder of the Churches in
each. Again, S. Paul had not only himself dwelt at Ephesus, but had ordained S.
Timothy first Bishop of that See; and yet that Church acknowledges S. John the
Evangelist as its founder. So that the received belief with respect to S. Mark does not
invalidate another tradition, that S. Simon the Canaanite was the first to proclaim the
Gospel in Egypt.

For some time after the day of Pentecost, the Evangelist is said to have preached
in Jerusalem and the neighbouring villages, particularly in Bethany. S. Peter, however,
about the year 37, appears to have sent him into Egypt; and it would seem that he
entered Alexandria in, or towards, the year 40. Here his first convert was one Annianus,
or Hananias, a shoemaker by trade; on whom the Evangelist wrought a miracle, and
who, in consequence, received him into his house. Having preached the Gospel with
great success, and having, in a proportionate degree, irritated the idolatrous inhabitants
of the city, than whom no idolaters were more strongly attached to Pagan superstition,
S. Mark returned for a season to Jerusalem, first, if we may believe Coptic tradition,
having ordained Annianus Bishop of the new Church, with three Priests and seven
Deacons as his assistants. This seems to have taken place in the year 44.

From Palestine, S. Mark accompanied S. Peter to Rome. It was here that, under
the direction of the Apostle, he wrote his Gospel, whether, as some will have it, in
Latin, or, as it seems more probable, in Greek; for the Egyptian tradition which assigns
to it a Coptic original is not for a moment to be received. It matters little to Alexandrian
History whether he founded the Church at Aquilea, or whether that tradition is to be
rejected as fabulous. We find him mentioned in the first Epistle of S. Peter, under the
affectionate title of “Marcus my son”: but this is the only certain information that we
possess with respect to the Evangelist, while residing in Rome.

It was, apparently, towards the year 49, that S. Mark returned to Egypt; and
there, till the time of his decease, he labored with great success. And during this period,
the first church in Alexandria is said to have been built, at a place called Boucalia, near
to the sea shore, and thence called Boucalis, or Baucalis. The name Boucalia arose, if
we may believe Strabo, from the fact, that in former times the spot had been
appropriated for the pasturage of cattle.

The Egyptians, indignant at the progress made by the Gospel, resolved to be
avenged on its first preacher. A feast in honour of Serapis held annually on the twenty-

11
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fifth of April was approaching. Advantage was taken of the circumstance to excite and
organize a riot, on the preceding day, Saturday, April 24: the rather, that the Evangelist
had denounced the approaching festivity as idolatrous and impious. Seizing S. Mark,
and tying a rope round his neck, they drew him through the principal streets of the city,
till the blood gushed from his sides: and, at evening, they threw him into prison, while
consulting with respect to his fate. On the same night the sufferer was cheered by the
appearance of an Angel, who comforted him with the assurance that his name was in the
Book of Life; and shortly afterwards by a Vision of the Saviour Himself, Who,
addressing him by the title of Mark the Evangelist, bade peace be with him. To Whom
S. Mark replied, “I yield Thee thanks, Saviour, that Thou hast counted me worthy to
suffer for Thy Name”. On the next day, the Pagans drew the Evangelist around the city,
as before, until with the words, “Into Thy Hands I commend my spirit”, he went to his
rest. It was by the side of the Martyr’s tomb in the church of Baucalis, that the election
of the Patriarchs took place in after times.

We must not pass over in silence the celebrated account which Eutychius,
Patriarch of Alexandria in the tenth century, has given, with respect to the custom
introduced by S. Mark concerning the election of Bishops in that See. Though this
writer’s statement has been repeatedly noticed and confuted, it still remains a staple
argument with Presbyterians, and a History of the Church of Alexandria were
incomplete without an examination into its truth.

The words of Eutychius are as follows : “S. Mark alone with Ananias, ordained
twelve Presbyters, to remain with the Patriarch; so that when the Chair should become
vacant, they might elect one out of the twelve, on whose head the other eleven should
lay their hands, give him benediction, and constitute him Patriarch; and should after this
choose some other man, to supply the place of the promoted Presbyter, in such sort that
the Presbytery should always consist of twelve. This custom continued at Alexandria till
the time of the Patriarch Alexander, one of the Three hundred and eighteen”; (the writer,
of course, means the Fathers of Nicaea); “who forbade the Presbyters in future to ordain
their Patriarch, but decreed that on a vacancy of the See the neighbouring Bishops
should convene for the purpose of filling it with a proper Patriarch, whether elected
from those twelve Presbyters, or from any others”. Eutychius adds, that during the time
of the first ten Patriarchs there were no Bishops in Egypt; Demetrius, the eleventh,
having been the first to consecrate them.

If, then, we are to take this writer’s words in their literal sense, we must believe
that the Second See in the Catholic Church was for the space of one hundred and fifty
years governed by Arch-Priests; that these men, during that period, refrained from the
ordination of other Bishops, though presuming to lay hands on Priests and the inferior
orders of the hierarchy: that the eleventh Patriarch asserted his claim to consecrate
Bishops; and that six of his successors, for nearly a hundred years, persevered in this
practice without a remonstrance from, and enjoying communion with, every other
branch of the Church.

So monstrous a story at first leads us to regard its author as grossly
misinformed, or a pure fabricator. Yet the authority of S. Jerome forbids us to do this.

12
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That Father, in an epistle to Evagrius, while dwelling on the dignity of the Priesthood,
thus expresses himself : “At Alexandria, from the time of S. Mark the Evangelist to that
of the Bishops Heraclas and Dionysius”, (that is, till the middle of the third century,) “it
was the custom of the Presbyters to nominate one, elected from among themselves, to
the higher dignity of the Bishopric; just as the army makes an emperor, or the Deacons
nominate as Archdeacon any man whom they know to be of active habits in their own
body”.

The above quoted passage from Eutychius was first published by the learned
Selden, with a very prolix commentary, as a prop to the falling cause of
Presbyterianism. It was refuted at the time by Abraham Echellensis, and afterwards by
Renaudot and Le Quien. Two different explanations have been given, either of which is
perfectly satisfactory.

In the first place, it may well be asserted that the words of Eutychius refer to the
election, not to the consecration, of the Bishop. It was the custom in the early Church,
that not only Presbyters, but even laics, laid their hands on the head of the party so
chosen; and this was the case more especially in the Coptic Church, as writers, both
Catholic and Jacobite, allow. And Echellensis has clearly proved, that, in many
instances at least, a triple imposition of hands took place; of the people voting, of the
Presbyters electing, of the Bishops consecrating. At the same time, the Presbyters of
Alexandria had certain privileges which the Presbyters of other Churches did not enjoy;
and these two facts, coming together to the knowledge of an ignorant writer like
Eutychius, may have occasioned the fable to which the unhappy consequences of the
Western Reformation have given such undue celebrity. S. Jerome’s testimony is decided
against those who bring him forward as a witness; for, at the very time he is stretching
to their very utmost the privileges of the Priesthood, he asks, “What is there which a
Bishop may do, except ordination, that a Presbyter may not do?”

Again, as it has been well remarked, how could the Council of Alexandria, A.D.
339, have decided against the orders conferred by one Coluthus, himself a Presbyter,
when, within the memory of living men, the Patriarch had received no other ordination?
Or is it likely that among the various charges brought in succeeding ages against the
Church of Egypt, this of Presbyterian ordination should never have been one?

It may, however, be granted, that the Patriarch was really ordained by these
twelve Presbyters. It is, then, certain that they were an Episcopal College, retaining the
name, which in the Primitive Church was used synonymously with Bishops. That the
case is so in the Acts is well known. S. Paul, for example, having called the Presbyters
of the Church of Ephesus to Miletus, warned them to take heed unto all the flock, over
the which the Holy Ghost had made them Bishops. And that there was such an
Episcopal College at Alexandria appears likely from two considerations. The one, that
the account of Eutychius as to the absence of any Bishops in Egypt till the third century
thus receives some confirmation, since we may well suppose that this College governed
the country jointly, and that till the time of Demetrius it was not divided, to use the
word in the modern sense, into Dioceses; the other, that we may thus account for the
extraordinary privileges retained by the College when it became really Presbyteral,
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more especially that of provincial letters being addressed in its name jointly with the
Patriarchs.

Let the case, however, be as it may, Eutychius’s authority is little worth, since,
in asserting that till the Nicene Council the Patriarchs were invariably elected from the
order of Presbyters, he asserts that which is contrary to fact, Demetrius for example
having been a layman till called to the Chair of S. Mark. And among the many frivolous
objections raised against S. Athanasius, his immediate elevation from the Diaconate to
the Patriarchate does not appear.

SECTION II.

THE FOUNDATION OF THE CHURCH.

It pleased God that the Church which was afterwards to be exposed to such
fierce persecution from the Pagan power, and to struggle for its very existence with
heresy under two forms, should, in its infancy, be in great measure protected from the
storms which fell upon its sister Churches. Time was thus given for its establishment
and consolidation; the True Faith took deep root in the hearts of the people of
Alexandria, and, in due season, brought forth fruit to perfection. During the first two
centuries, Egypt enjoyed unusual quiet; and little is known of its ecclesiastical history
beyond the names of its Patriarchs.

On the decease of S. Mark, S. Annianus succeeded to the government of the
Church. He was a man, says Eusebius, beloved of God, and admirable in all things. In
his time the number of the Faithful was increased exceedingly. His memory was held in
great veneration by the Egyptians, and a church under his invocation long existed at
Alexandria. He governed the See twenty-two years, and had for his successor Abilius,
or Melianus, who is said to have been the first of the three Presbyters whom S. Mark, at
his first visit to Alexandria, had ordained. The remark of the Chronicon Orientale, “the
Church during his time was in peace”, renders it probable that the case had been
otherwise during the Episcopate of Annianus. And it is not unlikely that, in the
massacre of the Alexandrian Jews which followed the siege of Jerusalem, some of the
Christians might have suffered. On this subject, however, we have no certain
information. The persecution of Domitian does not appear to have extended to Egypt.
Abilius governed the Church for nearly fourteen years, and was succeeded by Cerdo,
one of the Presbyters whom S. Mark had ordained. He presided over his diocese for
about nine years; and there is an obscure tradition that he suffered Martyrdom under
Trajan. Primus, who is also called Ephraim, next ascended the Evangelical Throne. He
was a layman, and was advanced for his angelical purity of life. His Episcopate was in
all probability a season of trouble. The Jews of Egypt and Cyrene, as if possessed by an
evil spirit, fell on the Pagans among whom they dwelt, massacred them without mercy,
carried everything before them, and compelled their enemies to retire within the walls of
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Alexandria, where they revenged themselves by enslaving or murdering such of the
Jews as were dwelling in that city. Nor was it till Marcius Turbo, into whose hands
Trajan committed the conduct of the war, had defeated the rebels in several battles, and
had slaughtered many thousands of them, that peace was restored to the country.
Primus, after an Episcopate of twelve years, was succeeded by Justus, a man who was
good and wise, and beloved of God. He is said to have been baptized by the Evangelist;
and, doubtless, the Egyptian Church would delight in honouring such, more especially
at a time when few who had personally known S. Mark could be yet surviving. To
Justus succeeded Eumenius; and it is remarkable that history is still silent as to the
sufferings, which there almost certainly must have been, of the Alexandrian Church,
during the time that Hadrian was in Egypt, where he restored the pillar of Pompey, and
attended the apotheosis of his favourite Antinous. And in the great and last insurrection
of the Jews, led on by the impostor Barcochebas, the Egyptian Christians suffered
severely from the fury of the rebels, who would have had them join in their revolt. At
the same time Alexandria was infected by the fanatic teaching of Basileides and
Carpocrates, both natives of that city. To enter into an exposition of the Gnostic heresy
would lead us too far from our immediate subject, inasmuch as it does not appear that
the Alexandrian Church was peculiarly interested in its rise, or opposed to its progress.

Marcian was the successor of Eumenius, of whom nothing whatever is known,
and Marcian was followed by Celadion. Of this Bishop nothing is related except the
love that his flock bore to him; and that he was succeeded by Agrippiuus. He, in his
turn, left the Patriarchal Throne to Julian.

A barren list of names is all that history has left us with respect to these early
Bishops of Alexandria; all of whom, however, with the exception perhaps of Primus,
are reckoned among the Saints. With the successor of Julian we leave uncertain
traditions, and uninteresting catalogues, and enter on the real History of the Church of
Alexandria.

SECTION III.

ORIGEN

While the Patriarch Julian—so runs the Egyptian legend,—was on his death
bed, he was informed by an Angel, that the man who should, on the succeeding day,
bring him a present of grapes, was designed as his successor. On the morrow, a
countryman, who could neither read nor write, and who was married, made his
appearance in the predicted manner, and Julian acknowledged him as the future
Patriarch. Demetrius was so unwilling to receive the proffered dignity that he was
ordained by main force; and, from the time of his consecration, he became another man.

15



www.cristoraul.org

He immediately applied himself with success to the study of the Scriptures, and became
one of the most learned prelates of his time. His being a married man rendered his flock,
if we may trust Severus, unwilling at first to receive him as Patriarch, as it happened
that, from S. Mark downward, none such had been promoted to the See. This
indisposition, however, was shortly removed, probably by the exemplary character of
the new Prelate; for the miracle which, according to Coptic tradition, established his
continence, is unworthy of relation, and far more so of belief.

Demetrius had presided over his Church fourteen years, when the terrible
persecution of Severus, reckoned as the sixth, broke conversion over the Church. Philip
was at the time Prefect of Egypt, one of the most honourable posts which it was in the
power of the emperors to bestow, and known above others by the name of the Augustal
Prefecture. Philip, however, with his wife Claudia, and daughter Eugenia, embraced the
Christian Faith; and though he made no secret of his conversion, he was permitted to
retain his dignity for some time after it had taken place. Severus having, at length,
become acquainted with the fact, wrote to the Prefect, upbraiding him with the ill return
he had made for the kindness shown him; he had been honoured, he said, rather as a
king than as a prefect, and while he retained the faith of his forefathers, he was worthy
of the dignity. He must at once either renounce the superstition to which he had attached
himself, or submit to be deprived of the office which he had so long held. On receiving
these commands, Philip feigned illness, and availed himself of the relaxation thus
obtained from public business, to convert all his possessions into money, which he
bestowed on the poor. Having done this, he returned a firm answer to Severus, who
superseded him in his government by Terentius Laetus. The new Prefect had express
orders to destroy Philip. This, however, was not so easy to be accomplished: the
populace still loved and respected the deposed governor, and it was necessary to have
recourse to stratagem. A hired band of ruffians were easily engaged: having dispatched
Philip in his own house, they were, to save appearances, thrown into prison; from
whence they were speedily liberated. Severus himself paid a visit to Egypt; and, as a
popular measure, permitted that in future a senator should be made prefect. Hitherto that
honour had, by the institution of Augustus, been conferred on men of equestrian rank
only.

The persecution, on the approach of Severus to Alexandria, began to be so
severe in Egypt that many believed the days of Antichrist to be at hand. Alexandria
itself was the scene of many martyrdoms because the Christians, arrested in the various
parts of the province, were sent thither for trial and execution. The most celebrated
among its victims was S. Leonidas, the father of the more famous Origen. He had
carefully educated his son till the seventeenth year of his age, not only in the Scriptures,
but also in the usual studies of the time. Every day, before entering on the latter, it was
his habit to require the repetition of some portion of the former, which he then
explained and enforced. The quick mind of Origen was not satisfied with the literal
signification; he eagerly inquired after the mystical meaning, which he considered to
possess the deeper interest, and more richly to repay the study. S. Leonidas considered it
right to check these demonstrations of that fertility of genius for which Origen became
afterwards so remarkable; he advised him to confine his inquiries to subjects more
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suitable to his age, and not to enter on topics which were only fitting for the ripe
theologian. Yet, in private, he would bless God for the talents which He had bestowed
on his son; and often, while the latter slept, he would steal to his bedside, and kiss that
breast which he looked on as a special shrine of the Holy Ghost. Besides Origen,
Leonidas had six other sons: the name of their mother is unknown.

The Catechetical School of Alexandria possessed at this time a high reputation
in the Church. It had its origin in the first century; but its earliest master with whom we
are acquainted was Athenagoras. He had been an Athenian philosopher, and on his
conversion, wrote an apology for Christianity, unknown to Eusebius and S. Jerome, but
cited by S. Epiphanius. We have also another work of his, in defence of the probability
of a Resurrection. To Athenagoras succeeded the more celebrated Father of the Church,
Pantaenus. An Hebrew by nation, a Sicilian by birth, he was in philosophy an Eclectic;
and drew his principal dogmas from the Stoic and Pythagorean sects. While he presided
over the Alexandrian school, the Indians sent to Demetrius, requesting him to dispatch
some teacher of the Faith to that country, who should be recommended no less by his
learning than by his character. Pantaenus accepted the office with joy, and left the
government of his school in the hands of his celebrated disciple, Clemens.

In the Catechetical School, therefore, Origen was placed; and under Clemens,
(whom we shall have occasion to mention more at length hereafter), made rapid
progress not only in sacred, but also in profane literature. Here, in all probability, he
formed that friendship with Alexander, afterwards Bishop of Jerusalem, which was at a
later period so important to his welfare. He also attended the lectures of Ammonius,
from whom he drank deeply of that Platonic philosophy which more or less tinged his
writings. On the breaking out of the persecution, such was Origen’s desire for
martyrdom that he was scarcely to be prevented, by the tears and entreaties of his
mother, from denouncing himself at the tribunal of the governor. And on the
apprehension of his father, he was restrained by little short of main force. Happy had it
been for him had he thus early and gloriously ended his life! Happy, had he not been
spared to leave a doctrine that divided the Church for centuries, and a reputation of so
doubtful a nature that the salvation of Origen was one of the most famous questions of
antiquity! He at length contented himself with encouraging S. Leonidas to endure to the
end, neither regarding his own sufferings, nor the destitute condition of his wife, and her
seven sons, of whom Origen, young as he was, was the eldest. S. Leonidas was
beheaded, and his family reduced to the deepest poverty, the possessions of the Martyr
being confiscated. Origen himself was, for some time, an inmate in the house of a rich
Christian lady; but as she also entertained Paul of Antioch, a determined heretic, whom
she had adopted as her heir, he was at length compelled, through hatred of the false
doctrine with which he was thus continually brought in contact, to seek an asylum
elsewhere. He then undertook to teach the science of grammar, and in this manner
obtained a precarious subsistence.

Pantaenus, on his return from India,—where he had found some traces of the
labours of S. Bartholomew, and had discovered, it is said, a Gospel of S. Matthew,
written in Hebrew,—reassumed his place in the Alexandrian School, assisted by
Clemens: Origen heard and reverenced both. On the death of his master, Clemens
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succeeded to the entire management of the school. But the fury of the persecution
increasing, he was tempted to relinquish his charge, and to retire into Cappadocia. On
this, Origen, then but eighteen years old, but whose learning was already famous, by
degrees, and, as it would seem, at first of his own accord, undertook the conduct of the
first Christian school in the world. Sometime having elapsed, and there appearing no
hope that the persecution would cease, or that Clemens would return, Demetrius
confirmed Origen in his charge, and entrusted to him the care of the Catechumens.

Origen’s first resolution on assuming his new office was, to apply himself
entirely to the study of theology. With this view, he sold all his grammatical and
philosophical books, for an annuity of four oboli a day: and his frugality and
abstemiousness enabled him to support life on this small sum. His meals were so scanty,
that he seriously impaired his health; he never tasted wine; he had but one garment; in
the severest winters it was his custom to go barefoot; his fasts were frequent and
rigorous, and he had no other couch but the bare floor. His reputation for learning and
ability soon extended itself widely. His disciples were numerous; they attended him not
only from the commoner class of Christians, but from those of attainments in
philosophy; nay, there were Pagans who scrupled not to be his auditors. In the
meantime, the persecution became still more violent under Aquila, the successor of
Laetus; and many of Origen’s disciples laid down their lives for the truth. The first of
these was Plutarch, his earliest hearer; Origen accompanied him to the place of
suffering, and consoled him in his last moments. The friends of Plutarch, however,
regarding him as the cause of the disgrace and death of their relation, attempted his life;
and he narrowly escaped their designs. Six others of his disciples fell in the same
persecution. Serenus was burnt; Heracleides, a catechumen, and Heron, who had but
recently received baptism, were beheaded; another Serenus was honoured by
Martyrdom, but in what manner is unknown; and Herais, also a catechumen, received,
says the historian, a baptism of fire. But of all the pupils of Origen, Basileides was the
most celebrated.

A Christian slave, named Potamiaena, having refused to comply with the
unholy suggestions of her master, was accused by him to Aquila, and condemned, after
being stripped, to be plunged into a caldron of boiling pitch. She requested that she
might be allowed to retain her garments, and voluntarily offered to be lowered by slow
degrees into it. Her offer was accepted, and Basileides was appointed to preside at the
execution. He treated her with as much kindness as circumstances enabled him to
bestow, and in assuring him of her gratitude, she also promised not to forget him in the
state on which she was about to enter. A short time afterwards, his comrades, for some
unrecorded reason, endeavoured to oblige him to swear by the gods. He refused,
alleging that he was a Christian. They at first treated the declaration as made in jest; but,
on discovering that Basileides spoke seriously, they hurried him before prefect, and
thence to prison. The Christians were no less astonished at his confession than the
Pagans; not having any previous reason to imagine him a convert. In answer to their
inquiries as to the method in which the event was brought about he informed them that
his conversion was wrought by a vision in which S. Potamiaena had appeared, and
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holding forth a crown promised it to him. He was baptized in the prison, and beheaded
the next day.

Undismayed by the sufferings of his friends and disciples, Origen let no
opportunity pass of showing his sympathy with the sufferers in the cause of Christ. He
visited them in prison, he was at their side when before the tribunal, he accompanied
them to the place of punishment; he conversed with them, he prayed with them, he
encouraged them, he supported them, he gave them the kiss of peace. He exposed
himself in every possible manner to the fury of the heathens, from whom, on several
occasions, he very narrowly escaped; he was more than once arrested, and his life
seemed preserved by the special interposition of Providence.

Demetrius heard with feelings of respect and admiration the hardy actions of the
young Christian philosopher; and encouraged him to persevere in the path he had
chosen, assuring him that it could not fail of obtaining a glorious reward. But, after a
while, rumours of a less pleasing character reached the ears of the Bishop. It was said
that Origen had interpreted too literally the saying of our Saviour with respect to those
eunuchs who had made themselves so for the kingdom of Heaven’s sake, and had
indeed acted on that misinterpretation. Demetrius interrogated him on the subject, and
obtained a confirmation of the fact from his own lips: he pleaded in extenuation, that the
situations into which he was thrown as Catechist, when attended by women as well as
by men, presented sometimes considerable temptation, the occurrence of which he
thought it better to prevent. Demetrius heard his defence with more of surprise than
anger; indeed, considering the harsh manner in which he afterwards treated Origen, he
hardly appears to have, in the outset, dealt fairly with him. It is but just to add, that at a
later period of life, Origen himself condemned his own mis-interpretation of the passage
in question.

About the same time, Origen published his first commentary on the Canticles,
which, at a later period of his life, after a careful revisal, he again presented to the
public, thus ingenuously confessing, that to attempt the exposition of Holy Scripture at
so immature an age, was both presumptuous and dangerous.

The death of the Emperor Severus put a stop to the persecution; for Caracalla,
whether from motives of policy or humanity, commanded that it should not be carried
on. Origen profited by the calm to visit Rome, where his stay was of no long
continuance. Demetrius was so sensible of the value of his labours, that he urged him to
resume them without loss of time, so little culpability did he at this period attach to the
hasty act we have before related. Origen, however, feeling himself physically unequal to
the whole responsibility of the Christian school, divided it into two portions; the one
containing the students of inferior ability or learning; the other, those whose parts and
application were more remarkable. The former division he entrusted to the care of
Heraclas, his friend and associates pupil, brother of S. Plutarch the Martyr, and the
successor of both Origen and Demetrius; of the more advanced class he took charge
himself. He undertook the study of the Hebrew language, in which he acquired
considerable proficiency by comparing the original with the versions of Aquila,
Symmachus, and the Seventy. His lectures on philosophy and the subjects connected
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with it, were attended by many of the heathen students; his name was mentioned by the
philosophers with respect, and their writings were dedicated to him. Nor had he less
reputation among heretics. One of these, a Valentinian, named Ambrose, of great
reputation in the city both for his riches and ability, was converted by him to the
Catholic Faith; and this success was the means of establishing still more firmly his
reputation. Many other heretics and many Pagans were brought to a knowledge of the
truth by the profound reasonings and eloquence of the Christian philosopher. Of the
heathen who did not embrace the Faith, many openly professed themselves admirers of
its teacher: and the testimony of Porphyry, the bitter enemy of Christianity, as preserved
by Eusebius, shows in what general estimation Origen was held. It would appear that in
these occupations several years passed away: nor was Origen’s career of usefulness
interrupted till a governor of Arabia, having heard much of the prodigy of learning that
had arisen at Alexandria, dispatched a pressing request to the Bishop and to the Prefect,
that they would send him without loss of time into that country. Origen went, and
having satisfied his entertainers on some points of science, returned again into Egypt.
But his tranquillity was disturbed, A.D. 215, and his life endangered, by civil
commotions.

Alexandria had made herself “drunk with the blood of the martyrs”, and her
time for punishment had come. Caracalla, who professed to form his habits on those of
Alexander the Great, affected a particular love for the city of which that Conqueror was
the founder. The inhabitants by no means reciprocated this friendly feeling, and made
the Emperor the subject of their raillery, to which the whole course of his life laid him
open, but especially the murder of his brother; and raillery was an offence which he
could not forgive. Under pretence of a solemn festival he assembled the youth of the
city; and at a given signal; a part of his troops fell upon them, while another part
commenced a massacre in the town, which lasted many days. The number of the dead
was never known; “nor did it matter”, observed Caracalla, in writing to the Senate,
“how many had actually suffered, since all deserved to do so”.

From these scenes Origen withdrew into Palestine, and took up his abode at
Caesarea. And hence we may date the rise of his troubles. He was not yet in Priest’s
orders; but the different Bishops of Palestine, out of respect to his learning and
character, invited him to explain the Scriptures in their respective churches. Demetrius,
on receiving the news of this proceeding, wrote a remonstrance; the thing, he said, was
uncanonical and irregular; none but a Priest could speak in the presence of his Bishop;
and that even a Priest should do so, had been, and was, in many places counted
improper; Origen, on the contrary, had not yet arrived at that dignity, and took upon
himself this office out of his own Diocese. Alexander of Jerusalem and Theoctistus of
Caesarea urged, in reply, that they were not the first who had thus authorized laics; that
it had been the practice of Bishops, who possessed the most eminent reputation for
sanctity, such as Neon at Laranda, Atticus at Synnada, and Celsus at Iconium; that if
any person, not in Holy Orders, was capable of throwing any light on the Scripture, his
assistance should be accepted with thankfulness, not stigmatised as an intrusion, and
forbidden as an irregularity. This answer did not satisfy Demetrius; and it must be
confessed, that although jealousy of Origen’s attainments might have in some degree
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influenced his conduct, his objections had much force, and scarcely any violation of the
Canons might not be justified on grounds similar to those adopted by the Bishops of
Palestine. The Prelate not only wrote to Origen, but sent some of his deacons to
command his instant return, and the order was obeyed.

Origen was now engaged, at the request of his friend Ambrose, in the
composition of those Commentaries on Holy Scripture, some of which have descended
to our own time. His friend’s zeal scarcely allowed the philosopher the necessary time
for food and repose, and well-earned for him the title of Adamantius. In correcting and
polishing his works, Origen owns how much he was indebted to the kindness and
liberality of Ambrose. Grateful for the benefit which he had received from Origen, he
provided him with seven amanuenses: the genius and fluency of the philosopher being
able to keep so many employed. But, as it is well remarked by Baronius, “An
inheritance may be gotten hastily in the beginning, but the end thereof shall not be
blessed”. If S. Jerome and S. Ambrose were incapable of supplying sufficient work for
one notary, the rapidity of Origen’s conceptions must be allowed to have been full of
danger: and the event proves that it was fraught with mischief. Ambrose provided the
whole expenses which were necessary to enable Origen to carry on his studies: they
were inseparable companions; their meals were always improved by the reading of
some grave work. Ambrose boldly confessed the faith of Christ; at what time is not
ascertained: but incurred reproach after his death for not having in his will remembered
Origen, whose poverty he must have well known.

Towards the end of the reign of Caracalla, Titus Flavius Clemens, commonly
known as S. Clement of Alexandria, (though in truth he has no claim to the honour of
canonization), rested from his labours. As a writer, we are hardly concerned with him,
further than to observe that the errors and follies which, under Origen’s name, distracted
the Church, seem to have been to some extent a development of Clement’s teaching.
Had we his Hypotyposes, we should be able to speak with more decision on this point.
According to Photius, his doctrine in this work was heterodox in an almost incredible
degree.

The murder of Caracalla in Mesopotamia, and the rapid succession of Macrinus
and Heliogabalus, gave the Church another interval of peace. Alexander, who was next
elevated to the purple, was still more favourably disposed to the Christians, having, it is
said, in his private oratory, among other images, those of Abraham and of the Saviour.

Shortly after the succession of Heliogabalus, Mammaea, the mother of
Alexander, (whom Eusebius characterises as a most devout woman, if any ever
deserved the title), being at Antioch, and having heard of Origen’s great reputation, was
desirous of conversing with him. She accordingly sent for him, and, accompanied by a
guard of honour, he went to Antioch. He there discoursed at large on the verities of the
Christian Faith, and, after some time, returned to Alexandria.

But in this season of tranquillity, heresy was busy: Tertullian had joined the
Montanists, and his powerful eloquence was a loss to the Catholics not easily to be
replaced. Greece, in particular, swarmed with heretics; and the assistance of Origen was
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requested in exposing and refuting their statements. Illyria, the Dioecese of which
Greece was a part, was then in the Patriarchate of Rome, though afterwards transferred
to that of Constantinople; so that Origen’s fame must have extended far and wide, or an
unordained member of a totally different Patriarchate would scarcely have been
summoned. He requested leave from Demetrius, who not only consented, but gave him
recommendatory letters, with which he passed into Palestine. In relating the difference
which followed, a most undeserved imputation has been attached by ecclesiastical
historians to the character of the Bishop of Alexandria. No sooner had Origen reached
Caesarea, than Theoctistus and Alexander, whom we have mentioned before, ordained
him Priest. Demetrius was naturally indignant; and if it had been kinder still to conceal
Origen’s early fault, we cannot wonder that the uncanonical nature of his ordination
induced the Bishop to publish it, by way of proving it altogether irregular, and contrary
to ecclesiastical discipline. For by the Apostolical Constitutions it was forbidden to
ordain such as Origen; and the prohibition was repeated in the Council of Nicaea.
Alexander, in reply, stated that his ground for ordaining Origen was the letter of
recommendation which Demetrius himself had furnished. We are not informed of the
rejoinder of the latter, but he might well have urged that his letters were given for the
purpose of procuring a friendly reception for Origen, not to be used as passports to the
Priesthood; and that, although the Bishops of Palestine might not be aware of the
canonical incapacity for ordination of him on whom they had laid their hands, Origen
himself was, and had therefore incurred the triple fault of deceiving them, and acting
contrary, in two particulars, to the Canon.

In the meantime, the cause of this dispute proceeded on his mission, and having
accomplished his work in Greece, returned by Ephesus to Alexandria, hoping perhaps to
find Demetrius more favourably disposed, and trusting to the influence of time in
softening down his anger. If such were his hopes, they were fallacious. The Bishop
retained an undiminished sense of his fault, and determined to take public notice of it.
He assembled a Council, and laid before them not only the irregularity of Origen’s
Ordination, but a series of errors extracted from his writings. The latter must have
presented a formidable appearance, as the works which he composed during his
residence at Alexandria comprised his four books on Principles, known to us almost
entirely through the translation of Rufinus, who has softened down some of the most
obnoxious expressions; five books of his Commentary on S. John; eight of that on
Genesis; an exposition of the first twenty-five Psalms, and of the Lamentations of
Jeremiah; two books on the Resurrection, and ten of Stromateis, in imitation of those of
his master Clement. The Council having examined the extracts submitted to it from the
works of Origen, unanimously condemned them, and Demetrius not only forbade their
author to teach, but even to reside, in Alexandria. Origen, leaving his school to the care
of his disciple Heraclas, retired to Caesarea. Demetrius shortly afterwards assembled
another Council, in which, with the consent of the Bishops, he proceeded to the length
of deposing and excommunicating Origen; Heraclas was present, and subscribed the
sentence.

It is not wonderful that in later ages the traditions of the Alexandrine Churchy
as well Catholic as Jacobite, should have branded Origen with the title of magician. The

22



www.cristoraul.org

Catholic writers of that country, not possessing his works, nor having been aware of the
really great and excellent points in his character, knowing that S. Cyril, whose memory
is deservedly precious among both the Orthodox and Monophysites, was a bitter enemy
of both Origen and his followers, considering also the edict of Justinian, in which the
latter were condemned, as possessing the same weight as the decree of an Ecumenical
Council, have naturally loaded with every kind of calumny the memory of one whom
they were thus from their births taught to hate, while Demetrius, his opponent, is
reckoned among the Saints.

The days of this Prelate were now drawing to a close; and his last moments
were embittered by the knowledge that his sentence of deposition and excommunication
was disregarded by the Bishops of Palestine. By them Origen was, as before, invited to
preach; his disciples were numerous: the most illustrious among them were Theodorus,
afterwards known by the name of S. Gregory the Wonderworker, from his astonishing
miracles, and Tryphon the philosopher.

Alexandrian writers affirm Demetrius to have been, in a supernatural degree,
possessed of the power of knowing the hearts of those who came to the Holy
Communion; and assert that an extraordinary degree of purity in his Church was the
result. What is more certain is, that he wrote to the other Patriarchs on the Paschal
computation; and, from his time, as some think, it became the office as the Nicene
Council made it the duty of the Bishop of Alexandria, to give notice every year on what
day Easter would fall. He is also said to have invented the system of Epacts.

Having governed his Church for more than forty-two years and a half, a longer
period than the Chair of S. Mark was ever filled by one Prelate with the exception of S.
Athanasius, he was taken away from the evil to come, dying three years and a half
before the commencement of the cruel persecution under Maximin.

SECTION IV.

THE OCTAPLA

Heraclas, the former friend, and subsequent condemner of Origen, succeeded to
the vacant chair. He appears to have been far advanced in years, and on that account
transferred, not only the Christian school, but also the greater part of his Episcopal
labours, to Dionysius, his successor. He renewed the Sentence of excommunication
against Origen; and in his Canons on Penance, inveighed severely against the
intercourse which Faithful carried on with proscribed heretics; among whom probably
the Origenians were uppermost in his mind. Whether it were either wise or justifiable to
pursue the system of Demetrius, and thus to hazard a schism between the Sees of
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Caesarea and Alexandria, appears very questionable; the rather that Origen was now, by
the testimony of all, exerting himself greatly for the faith. Besides carrying on his
Commentaries on the Old Testament, he was labouring at his parallel arrangements of
Greek versions with the Hebrew text. In his Octapla were eight columns, arranged thus:
—the Hebrew in Hebrew characters; the same in Greek characters; the version of
Aquila; that of Symmachus; that of the Seventy; that of Theodotion; and finally two
other versions discovered by Origen himself, called the Fifth and Sixth, because their
authors were unknown. The Hexapla omitted the Fifth and Sixth versions; the Tetrapla,
also the two Hebrew texts. On this work the compiler was engaged twenty-eight years.
He also was the means of crushing in its infancy the heresy of Beryllus, Bishop of
Bostra in Arabia, and of bringing back its author to the True Faith. He taught that our
Saviour had not existed as a separate and self-existent Person before the Incarnation.

But Heraclas was soon called upon to set an example to his flock of courage and
resolution. Alexander having been murdered in his tent by the gigantic and brutal
Maximin, was succeeded by him. This Goth, having discovered a conspiracy formed
against him by the servants of the late emperor, among whom were several Christians,
took thence occasion to commence a general persecution, which is reckoned as the
Seventh; it was, however, not so sanguinary as many. It was principally directed against
the Bishops and Priests; and it appears that Heraclas, to avoid its fury, retired from
Alexandria. Several inhabitants, however, both of that city, and of other parts of Egypt,
glorified God by their sufferings in it. On its cessation, Heraclas returned to the city.
Whether it were now, or at an earlier period, that the fame of his learning induced the
Ecclesiastical writer, Julius Africanus, to visit Alexandria, is not certain; whenever the
event took place, it is a strong testimony to the merits of Heraclas, because Africanus
was the friend of Origen.

Alexandria was fortunately no sufferer in the civil commotions which followed;
the Gordians appeared as claimants of the purple in Africa, and lost their lives in the
attempt; Puppienus and Balbinus assumed it, with brighter auspices, at Rome, and the
head of Maximin was sent by his soldiers, engaged in the siege of Aquileia, as an
acceptable present to the Senate. But the Capitoline games put an end to the lives and
reigns of emperors in whose election the army had had no voice; and the young
Gordian, a mere child, who had been previously made Caesar to gratify the people,
succeeded. In an expedition against the Persians, Philip, Prefect of the Praetorians,
excited the soldiery against him, and in spite of his earnest entreaties for a share in the
empire,—for the title of Caesar,—for the Prefecture of the Praetorians,—for the
government of a Province,—and lastly for life, caused him to be murdered, and
assumed the purple.

Heraclas did not long survive this event; he was removed from his labours after
having governed the See of Alexandria more than fifteen years. The Egyptian writers,
having nothing authentic to tell of him, are reduced to put forth fables; as that he was
the first Bishop of Alexandria to whom the title of Pope was given; whereas the mere
student of Ecclesiastical History knows it to have been in use long before the time of
Heraclas; and, originally, to have applied even to Priests,—and to have been of common
use as regards Bishops. Again, it is affirmed that he created twenty new sees, a thing
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most unlikely, since it is hardly probable that in his short patriarchate he should even
have consecrated that number of Bishops. Of his penitential Canons, once, particularly
those on conversation with heretics, of considerable reputation, nothing remains at this
day.

As Origen will scarcely again appear in our pages, and as his teaching and his
influence operated, both for good and for evil, on the Alexandrian Church long after his
decease, it will not be out of place to touch a little on his doctrine and opinions, the
rather because disputes to which they gave rise will hereafter occupy our attention. He
is to be judged not by his earlier writings, nor by his familiar communications to
friends; not by the interpretation of his enemies, nor as an author, the whole of whose
teaching we possess; but by the works of his matured of judgment, and which he
himself intended for publication. Again, writing before the Council of Nicaea, he is not
to be hastily condemned, should some of his statements appear to differ verbally from
the Confession of the Three Hundred and Eighteen: provided it shall appear that,
allowing his words that fair latitude of expression which will be conceded to them by all
unprejudiced readers, they are not opposed to its meaning. How successfully Bishop
Bull has vindicated the memory of Origen from the imputation of heresy, so far as
regards the Divinity of the Son of God, the English scholar needs not to be told. He
might, perhaps, have rendered his apology still more triumphant, (though not more
convincing,) had he confined himself less entirely to the Reply to Celsus, allowedly the
most satisfactory of Origen’s remaining works.

His express and formal statements on the Mystery of the Adorable Trinity are
not to be set aside by expressions of a more ambiguous character, and phrases which, in
themselves, might receive a heterodox interpretation. That Joshua, in passing the
Jordan, was a type of the very God; that the rulers, on account of the Divinity of Jesus,
offered their supplications to Him; that the same Christ That spoke with the woman by
the well, was the God of the humble; that it was the Son of God That said, No man shall
see My Face, and live; that His also are the words to be considered, If I am a Master,
where is My fear?—words which the prophet ascribes to none other than Jehovah;—
that Christ is God, the Son of God, the Very Word, the Very Wisdom, the Very Verity;
that he who shall say, There was a time when the Word was not, says in effect, There
was a time when Wisdom was not, Truth was not, Life was not; that if the Son of God
were not Eternal, neither could the Father be Eternal; that the Magi brought gifts to Him
That was composed of God and mortal man; that God appeared in a human body for the
benefit of our race; that God, who is above all created things, was made man; that the
Father and the Son are One in identity of Will; that all things that are in the Father are in
the Son;—these clear and definite assertions cannot be overthrown by teaching of more
dubious orthodoxy. So that we shall endeavour to explain, or adopt in their most
orthodox sense, such expressions as, that the operation of the Father extends to all
things; that of the Son, as less than the Father, to such as are rational only; that of the
Holy Ghost, as less than the Son, to such as are holy only; as, again, that the Son is a
Second God; that the Word, compared with the Father, is not the Truth, but compared
with us, the Image only of the Truth; that the Son is not the Most High God over all;
that the Father, and not the Son, is to be addressed in prayer; that the Father and the Son
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are hypostatically Two, it being usual, in the time of Origen, to use hypostasis in the
sense of substance.

Again, with respect to the Divinity of the Holy Ghost, the statements of Origen
are, in many places, clearly and formally the orthodox. If the soul, he writes, have not
God, if it have not the Son, saying, I and the Father will come unto him, and make Our
abode in him, if it have not the Holy Ghost, that soul is deserted; but it is inhabited
when it is full of God. The Jews, he says, appeared to thirst after God, the only Fountain
of Waters, but because they thirsted not after Christ and the Holy Ghost, neither can
they drink of God. In like manner he speaks of the Trinity That rules all things, the
Trinity That is to be adored: and yet, in other places, he seems, as we have seen above,
to deny the co-equality of the Holy Spirit with the Father.

On the subject of the Incarnation, Origen’s doctrine can hardly be accused of
heresy; and if exposed to a charge of error, it is easy to explain how that error arose, and
to define how far it extends. That the Word, Consubstantial with God, on the as
touching Deity, is Consubstantial with man as touching humanity—that the
Hypostatical Union is everlasting,—that the Two Natures yet remain unmixed and
unconfounded; that Christ really and verily died, really and verily ascended into Heaven
in our flesh, and in our flesh sitteth at the Right Hand of God;—these things are almost
as clearly asserted by Origen, as by S. Cyril or S. Leo. His occasional obscurity and
appearance of heterodoxy arises from his belief in the pre-existence of souls; whence it
followed, in his judgment, that there was an union of the Word with the human soul,
before the union of the Word with the body. This doctrine, though erroneous, is not
heretical; for Origen most carefully guards himself against appearing to teach that there
was a time when the Soul of Christ was not hypostatically united to the Divine Word :
nay, he clearly deduces Its sanctity and impeccability from that perpetual hypostatical
union.

But the warmest admirers of Origen must be contented if they can vindicate him
from the charge of grave heresy; for the errors and absurdities which abound in his
earlier writings, and more especially in his treatise Peri Archon, are too manifest to be
denied, and too gross to be excused. That God created in the beginning a certain number
of pure spirits, capable of retaining their original holiness, but also capable of falling,—
that the greater part of these spirits actually have fallen,—that according to their degrees
of guilt they were his errors, punished by being united to matter more or less gross,—
that accordingly some became angels, some stars, and others men; that the Blessed are
still exposed to the liability of sin, and that, on the other hand, Satan will one day repent
and be pardoned, so that God shall be All in All:—these are but some of the many
doctrines which, however hypothetically proposed, have rendered the authority of
Origen so small, and have exposed him to suspicion of, and condemnation for, heresy in
matters of graver import.

It is a curious, and not unprofitable, inquiry, in what degree, and to what effect,
the authority of Origen influenced the subsequent history of the Alexandrian Church.
Notwithstanding his general condemnation, in after ages, both by East and West, and
the more particular odium which attached to his name in Egypt, his influence, (or rather
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that of his school), pervaded the Church of that country in a manner of which, at the
time, his adversaries and his supporters were alike unconscious. In reading the works of
Origen, we are not to consider his tenets and opinions as those of one isolated Doctor;—
they are rather an embodiment of the doctrines handed down in the Catechetical School
of Alexandria. And this school was the type, or model, according to which the mind of
the Alexandrian Church was cast: the philosophy of Pantaenus descended to
Clemens,—and from him it was caught by Origen. Heraclas, though opposed to the
principles of the latter, gave evident tokens of having unconsciously imbibed them:—
and, still later, Pierius was known as the second Origen.

The truth is, that in every people there is a national tendency to carry certain
doctrines to an extreme length: an hereditary predisposition, so to speak, to a particular
heresy. Thus, the English Church has, from its earliest infancy, evinced a tendency to
Pelagianism, and the Ethiopic to Judaism. Now, the two great forms into which heresy
has divided itself in all ages, have been rationalism, and that which, for want of a better
term, we may call spiritualism, or mysticism. Under the former division we may class
Arianism, and Nestorianism; under the latter, Sabellianism, Monophysitism, and
Monothelitism. To the one, the Church of Antioch was given from the earliest times; to
the other, that of Alexandria. Now of this class was the mind of Origen, the mortal
enemy of rationalism, and of all the heresies springing up from it. And Egypt never
gave way to any such: and from Egypt arose the Doctors by whom they were
overthrown: Arianism by S. Athanasius, Nestorianism by S. Cyril. But to mysticism it
fell an easy prey. The head-quarters of Sabellianism were fixed in the Pentapolis; and S.
Dionysius, who first exposed that heresy, was not an Egyptian by birth or education.
But when, in that exposure, he himself appeared to rationalise, his Dioecese was up in
arms against the innovation in doctrine. Again:—we may wonder that Apollinaris, the
forerunner of Eutychianism, should have risen in Syria, till we remember that his father,
the elder Apollinaris, was born and bred in Alexandria. In the same manner Alexandria
yielded to the teaching of Dioscorus; while that heresy as well as Monothelitism was
first detected and exposed in the rationalistic city of Constantinople.

It is therefore certain, that the same principle which dictated the Angelic
theories of Origen, gave birth to the subtle heresy of the Jacobites, and the still more
refined poison of Monothelitism. But it is also true that the same tendency, subject in
this instance to Catholic authority, produced a S. Athanasius and a S. Cyril. The
tendency, in itself, one way or the other, is neither good nor bad; the greatest saints have
given proofs of sharing it. S. Chrysostom could not have been a Monophysite, nor S.
Cyril a Nestorian.

Nor is it any objection to urge, that the doctrine of Origen has been accused of
Arianism, but never of Sabellianism, and that it was actually appealed to by the Arians
in defence of their tenets. It is the property of heresy, that apparently opposing forms
should be, in the long run, identical. Thus, nothing can, at first sight, seem more directly
contrary to Arianism than Nestorianism; yet, in truth, the result of both is the same. —
And, indeed, there are passages in the writings of Origen, of an apparently Sabellian
tendency, which have not received the consideration, nor been thought worthy of the
explanation, that they merit.

27



www.cristoraul.org

In short, Origen’s claim to orthodoxy will probably remain an enigma until the
end of all things. He can hardly be accused of heresy whom S. Athanasius, S. Basil, S.
Gregory Nazianzen, S. Hilary, S. Ambrose, and S. Gregory Nyssen, have defended; —
he can hardly be acquitted of it whom so many synods, if not a General Council, have
condemned.

SECTION V

THE DECIAN PERSECUTION AND ITS RESULTS.

If we may believe the Egyptian writers, Dionysius, who had for some time past
performed the duties of the Episcopate, and who now succeeded to its possession, A.D.
247, had been brought up a Pagan, and was deeply skilled in astrology. It happened that
the Epistles of S. Paul were one day lent to him by a poor woman who had embraced
the True Faith; and a perusal of them induced him not only to purchase the volume, but
to make inquiry whether the Christians were in possession of other works that bore a
similar character. The woman advised him to apply to the Priests of the Church; and, on
his complying with her advice, the books which they lent, and the instructions which
they gave him, were made the means of his conversion.

The new Bishop, a Sabaite by birth, that is, as appears probable, an Arabian,
was a man of good family, but an idolater. On his conversion he studied under Origen,
for whom he always retained a sincere attachment. At a later period he addressed to
him, when suffering for the Faith of Christ, a consolatory treatise;—thus repaying to
him the same comfort that he had love to so often given to others. On the death of
Origen, Dionysius addressed an eulogy on his character to that Theoctistus, Bishop of
Caesarea, whom we have already had occasion to notice.

Dionysius was a man of universal learning; and the first of those great Fathers
by whom the throne of Alexandria was rendered so illustrious. As, like all the Masters
of the Catechetical school, he had joined the study of philosophy to that of Theology, he
was the means of bringing many Pagans to a knowledge of the Truth; and he was
particularly conversant with the writings of heretics, and had an inexhaustible treasure
of arguments against their various perversions of the truth.

“I was at considerable pains”, he says in an epistle to Philemon, “in reading the
books and acquainting myself with the traditions of the heretics. I thus, for the moment,
polluted my soul with their most vile devices; but I obtained this advantage from
them,—the confuting them in my own mind, and the abominating them much more than
I had previously done. There was a certain brother among the presbyters who was for
hindering me from this practice; and who feared that I should be contaminated with the
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same pollution of wickedness. My own mind, he said, would be injured; and I thought
that he was speaking the truth. A vision, however, sent from God, came and confirmed
me; and a word spoken to me expressly commanded me thus: ‘Study everything that
shall come into thine hands; for thou art capable of examining and proving all things’;
and this habit of reading was, at the beginning, the occasion even of thy believing. |
received the vision, as consonant with the apostolic exhortation to them that have
powerful minds,—Be ye wise bankers”.

On his accession to the Episcopate, he resigned the charge of the school into the
hands of Clemens, the second Master of that name. It would appear that, before his
consecration, Dionysius had been married.

Philip is believed to have been a Christian, at least in creed; the means by which
he attained the Empire show him to have been entirely uninfluenced by the spirit of the
True Faith. But the Church, with a single exception, enjoyed a profound repose during
the whole of his reign;—that single exception occurred in Alexandria. In the winter of
A.D. 249, the populace were excited against the Christians by a man, who united
Alexandria: the professions of poet and soothsayer. The particulars of the persecution
are preserved in an epistle written by Dionysius to Fabius of Antioch.

Metras, an aged man, was the first victim. The populace seized him, and
insisted on his blaspheming Christ; on his refusal, they fell upon him with clubs, tore his
face and eyes with sharp reeds, cast him out of Alexandria, and stoned him. A few days
after they drew a woman named Quinta into a temple, and on her refusing with horror to
adore the idol which it contained, they bound her by the feet, dragged her over the rough
pavement of the city to the place where S. Metras had suffered, and stoned her. This
second martyrdom was the signal for a general attack on the Christians. Their houses
were assaulted; their goods thrown into the street and burnt; themselves insulted, and
forced either to hide themselves or to leave the city. Dionysius escaped unharmed; and
had to bewail the apostasy of but one from his flock. S. Apollonia, who had devoted
herself to virginity, and had attained a great age, was seized by the Pagans, who, after
brutally striking her on the face till her teeth fell out, threatened her with being burnt
alive, having lighted a fire for the purpose, unless she would praise the gods. She
appeared to hesitate, and the persecutors imagining themselves successful, loosed her;
but she only availed herself of freedom to show her constancy and courage, by entering
of her own accord the blazing pile. They then beset the house of Serapion, attacked him
as he sat by his own hearth, tortured him in a fearful manner, and having broken all his
bones, carried him to the roof of the house, and thence threw him into the street. No
street nor lane could be passed in safety; bands of infuriated Pagans paraded every
public place, compelling those whom they met to blaspheme Christ, or burning their
houses and torturing their persons. All these Martyrs are by the Western, as well as the
Eastern Church, reckoned among the Saints.

This persecution seems to have lasted for nearly six months, and to have been
put a stop to for a brief season by the murder of Philip, at Verona. He was succeeded by
Decius, elevated to the purple in Pannonia. Immediately on his accession, the eighth
persecution began; it was more terrible than any, excepting the last, and the most
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successful of all. For, in the interval of peace which the Church had enjoyed, faith and
love had begun to wax cold; worldliness and self-indulgence had crept in; and this to
such a degree, that some of the holier Bishops gave warning, while all was yet tranquil,
of the storm about to burst forth, and which they saw to be necessary for the purification
of the Church.

The account which Eusebius gives us of the sufferings of the Christians at
Alexandria, is the more valuable, as being extracted from the letters of Dionysius
himself, fragments of which are preserved both by that historian and by S. Jerome. They
were addressed, when the Church had regained her tranquillity, to Fabius, Patriarch of
Antioch, Didymus, Domitius, and others.

On the first tidings of the persecution the consternation in Alexandria was
dreadful. Some of those who had previously made a high profession, ran voluntarily to
the altars, exclaiming that they had never been Christians, and sacrificing with alacrity;
others, urged on by their neighbours, came with pale countenances and trembling limbs,
amidst the jeers and mockery of the heathen, who evidently perceived them to be almost
equally afraid of living by sin, or dying in torments. Others confessed the name of
Christ before the magistrate, were thrown into prison, and after a few days’ endurance,
apostatized; others, after resisting the torture for some time, yielded to it, and offered
sacrifice.

S. Dionysius gives us an account of what befell himself, prefacing his statement
with an appeal to God that his story is exactly true. The Edict for persecution had no
sooner reached Alexandria, than Sabinus, Augustal Prefect, dispatched a sergeant of
police in search of the Prelate. The Bishop remained quietly in his house; while the
party of soldiers sought him for four days, in every unlikely place, roads, rivers, and
fields; but, by a divine infatuation, never thought of searching the Bishop’s own
habitation. On the fifth day, Dionysius received a supernatural intimation to fly; he was
accompanied by his children and several of his priests. During his journey, he was made
useful to some of his flock; probably in confirming their minds, and alleviating their
fears.

At sunset, however, the Bishop fell into the hands of his persecutors; and, it
being then not more than five or six o'clock, was examined before the magistrates, and
sentenced to exile at Taposiris. This was a little city in Mareotis, about a day’s journey
from Alexandria. A priest named Timothy, who is by some believed to have been the
Bishop’s son, was absent when Dionysius left his house; on returning there towards
evening, he found the place occupied by soldiers, and learnt that the Prelate had been
sent to Taposiris. After hearing these tidings, he took the road to Mareotis, and the
anguish that he felt was sufficiently displayed in his countenance. A countryman, whom
he met, inquired the cause of his agitation. On learning the misfortune that had befallen
Dionysius, the man, then going to a nuptial feast, at that time carried on through the
whole night, hastened to the house where the banquet was prepared, and stated the
circumstance to the assembled guests. They arose as one man, laid hands on what they
could find as instruments of defence, and assaulted the house where the Bishop was
confined. The guard took them for banditti, and dispersed. Dionysius, who had retired to
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rest, was at first under the same mistake, and pointing to his clothes, bade them take all
he had, and begone. When he discovered their real design, and perceived that they were
bent on his liberation, he refused to stir; and besought them, if they were really willing
to do him a service, to rid his guards of any further trouble, by cutting off his head. It
was in vain that they prayed and conjured him to have pity, if not on his own life, at
least on the state of his Church; he remained inflexible. They at length had recourse to
actual violence; and raising him forcibly from his bed, carried him off. All those who
had been with him followed; he made choice of two only, Peter and Caius, to be his
companions, and with them retired into the desert till the violence of the persecution
should have exhausted itself.

In the meantime its fury was unabated. Julian, an aged Christian, an inhabitant
of Alexandria, was summoned to the tribunal. He was so much tormented by the gout,
as to be unable to walk without the support of two assistants, and leaning on their
shoulders he appeared before the judge. One of them, at the first sight of the terrible
preparations, lost courage, and apostatized; the other, whose name was Cronion, but
who was surnamed Eunus, together with Julian, witnessed a good confession. They
were bound on camels, scourged through the whole extent of the city, and burnt alive
without the gate. As they were passing to the pile, amidst the insults of the populace, a
soldier named Besas protected them to the utmost of his ability; and the rabble, enraged,
cried out that he deserved the same fate. He was taken before the judge; confessed
himself a Christian, and was beheaded. It does not appear that he received the
Sacrament of Baptism; supplied to him, in this case, according to the belief of the early
Church, by the Baptism of Blood whereof he was counted worthy. Macar, a Libyan, and
worthy, says S. Dionysius, of his name (which signifies blessed), was burnt alive. By
the same means Epimachus and Alexander, after enduring a tedious imprisonment, the
torture of the iron hooks, and scourging, were called to receive their crown. Dionysia,
the mother of several children, was among the Martyrs; Ammonarium, a virgin, having
declared her resolution, at the commencement of her examination, not to utter a word,
was tormented long and cruelly, but without flinching from her determination. Mercuria
also, and another Ammonarium, witnessed a good confession. The judge, mortified to
be thus baffled by women, contented himself with causing the other prisoners of the
same sex to be beheaded. Heron, Ater, and Isidorus, died gloriously for the Name of
Christ. Dioscorus, a youth of fifteen years old, was brought before the magistrate in
company with these elder Christians. Thinking that his tender age would make life the
sweeter, and death the bitterer, the judge addressed him kindly; failing in this, he tried
torture with as little effect; he then caused the three others to be tormented and finally
burnt; and afterwards renewed his offers to Dioscorus, hoping that the sight of the
sufferings of his friends might overcome his obstinacy. At length he ordered him to be
set at liberty, giving him time, he said, to reconsider the subject; and the youth retired to
Dionysius in the wilderness. Nemesion was at first accused of robbery; having repelled
that charge, he was denounced as a Christian; tortured twice as much as the robbers with
whom he was tried; and finally burnt with them. A short time afterwards four soldiers,
and another Christian, came before the praefect; a prisoner was at that moment
undergoing the torture, and his resolution was evidently failing. Advancing to a spot
where he could see them, the soldiers made signs to the sufferer to hold out but for a
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few moments longer, and so secure his reward. The bystanders regarded them with
astonishment; but before any accusation was brought against them, they voluntarily
came forward and professed themselves Christians. Wearied out with cruelty, and
terrified at the wide spread of Christianity, the praefect ordered them to immediate
execution; and they were hurried to it, exhibiting tokens of the liveliest joy.

But those who suffered at Alexandria were by no means the whole of the
Egyptian believers who laid down their lives for the Faith. Many were torn in pieces by
popular violence in the other cities; many fled to the mountains, and there perished with
hunger and thirst, cold and weariness; many fell into the hands of the Arabians, and
were reduced to slavery; many made their escape, but were never afterwards heard of.
Among the last was Chaeremon, Bishop of Nilopolis, with his wife. Some, who were
overtaken by the soldiers sent in pursuit, bribed the officer to liberate them. Ischyrion,
who was the deputy of a magistrate, was commanded by him to sacrifice to idols. He
refused; and after suffering, in the first instance, reproaches, in the next, ill-treatment,
was thrust through by his master with a stake.

Dionysius, after giving Fabius the above account, refers to those who had fallen
away in time of persecution. “Those god-like Martyrs”, he says, “now the assessors of
Christ, and the partners of His Kingdom, the sharers of His Judgment, and to be fellow-
judges with Him, while they were on earth, received some of their brethren who had
lapsed and were guilty of having sacrificed to idols, and beholding their conversion and
penitence, and believing that it was acceptable to Him, Who willeth rather the
repentance than the death of a sinner, admitted them to their communion. What then,
my brethren, do ye advise with respect to such? What are we to do? Shall we show
ourselves to be of the same opinion with the Martyrs, and uphold a matter decided, or
rather a grace conferred by them, and have mercy on those that were pitied by them; or
shall we render their decision null and void, and make ourselves judges of their
sentence, and grieve their kindness, and overthrow appointed order, and offend God?”.
We shall presently see the importance of the inquiry.

In the meantime, Alexandria was not deserted. The Priests Maximus, Dioscorus,
Demetrius, and Lucius, are mentioned by Dionysius as having been particularly active
in the city; Faustinus and Aquila in the country. Of the Deacons, Faustus, Chaeremon,
and more especially Eusebius, signalized and endangered themselves by their zeal in
visiting the prisoners, and in burying the dead.

It was while he was in the desert of Libya that Dionysius addressed his
exhortation on Martyrdom to Origen, who was now imprisoned, had already suffered on
the rack, and was threatened with death by fire. Of this work, considerable fragments
remain. It commences by a statement of the brevity of all earthly sufferings; it proceeds
to set forth that God, to Whom only all wisdom belongs, appoints the measure and the
term of our afflictions; that though His ways are above our thoughts, yet, with Job, we
shall finally acknowledge them to have been just; that by trial only can we obtain an
insight into the devices of Satan; that it was from want of such experience that Eve fell
so irreparably; that the enduring hardness is the one way by which we become good
soldiers of Jesus Christ; that our Lord Himself has left us an example, not of apathy to
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pain, but of resignation under it, not of praying that the Cup might never come, but that
having come it might pass; that in His Agony we are to look for our best consolation in
our own; that we are to deal with our enemies in all gentleness and meekness, even as
He dealt with Judas;—and here the fragment abruptly terminates.

There was one sufferer in this persecution, whom Dionysius does not mention,
and of whose name, afterwards to become so illustrious, he was probably ignorant. This
was S. Paul, the first hermit. He was a native of the Lower Thebais, and was left an
orphan at the age of fifteen. His property was considerable, and pains had been taken
with his education. Finding himself at liberty to fix the place of his abode, he became an
inmate in the family of a married sister, with whom he lived till the Decian persecution.
To avoid its fury, he retired to a country house belonging to his brother-in-law; and
there learnt that the latter intended to inform against him, for the sake of gaining his
property. The young man was thus compelled to retire into the desert; and he soon
acquired a love for the loneliness of his retreat. He frequently changed his dwelling,
advancing by degrees into the wildest depths of the wilderness. At length he discovered
a spot so well adapted for the life he proposed to lead, that he fixed on it as the final
place of his abode. It was a cavern, the mouth of which was shaded by a palm; a
fountain burst forth from the side of the hill, and entered the earth again at no great
distance. The leaves of this tree afforded him his garments, and its dates his sustenance
until a better method of subsistence was provided for him. He was twenty- two years
old when he retired into the cave; and here he dwelt for ninety years.

The next transaction in which S. Dionysius was engaged affords a remarkable
instance of the immense power tacitly claimed by, and unhesitatingly ceded to, the See
of Alexandria in these early ages. The Chair of Rome was vacant, S. Fabian having
received the Crown of Martyrdom on the 20th of January, A.D. 250. Such was the fury
of the persecution that the Roman clergy, of whom there were then forty-six Priests and
seven Deacons, found it impossible to proceed to another election; for Decius, says S.
Cyprian, would sooner have allowed a competitor in his Throne than a Bishop in his
metropolis.

There was at that time in Rome a priest named Novatian, originally a Stoic
philosopher, then possessed by a Demon, after that baptized in illness, and never
subsequently confirmed: he had been raised to his Sacerdotal rank in double violation of
the Canons; for clinic Baptism and the not having received “the LORD’s Seal” were
each a bar against Holy Orders. He, however, entertained the idea of raising himself to
the highest station in the Church; and was confirmed in his design by the arrival of
Novatus, a man of bad character, a Bishop or Priest of Africa, who was compelled, by
the fear of punishment, to leave Carthage. Every effort was employed by the two
adventurers to raise Novatian to the vacant Chair, but in vain; for in the month of June,
A.D. 251, Cornelius was, by the unanimous consent of clergy and people, elected
Bishop of Rome.

The confederates, aware that they had everything to fear from the resolute
character of the new Pontiff, determined to use their utmost endeavours to procure his
deposition. Novatus had, at Carthage, charged S. Cyprian with too great harshness in re-
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admitting to the Communion of the Church those who had lapsed during the
persecution; but he now united with Novatian in attacking Cornelius on precisely
opposite grounds. Novatian attracted to his party several of those who had distinguished
themselves as confessors during the Decian persecution; and to invest his cause with the
fairer colours, he denied on oath that he had any intention of aspiring to that Bishopric
which ought, he contended, from the crimes of its present occupier, to be declared
vacant. The dispute became serious; and Dionysius, who had, as he afterwards gave
proof, deeply considered the subject of the reconciliation of apostates, thought fit to
interfere. He addressed two letters on the point in question; one to the faithful at Rome
in general, dwelling on the virtue of penitence, as effecting a re-admission into the
Church even for apostates, and exhorting all parties concerned to peace and brotherly
love; the other more particularly to the Confessors. These letters appear to have been
written towards the beginning of August.

In order to have a firmer ground on which to act, Novatian sent some of his
disciples to three country Bishops, in a corner of Italy, informing them that urgent
business required their presence in Rome. When they were come, he invited them to a
banquet, where he made them eat and drink to excess; and while in this condition, at the
uncanonical hour of four in the afternoon, they laid their hands on him, and consecrated
him Bishop. One of these unhappy men afterwards confessed his fault, and was received
by S. Cornelius to lay- communion; the two others remained impenitent; but all three
were deposed.

The principal tenet of Novatian was the following: that those who had once
fallen in time of persecution, could never be received into communion, whatever
penance they might perform; that the Church had no power of forgiving such, and could
only leave them to the infinite mercy of God. The judgment of the Catholic Church has
ever been more favourable.

At this time, there was no general rule by which the reception of the lapsed was
regulated. In the vacancy of the See, the Roman clergy, meeting in council, had decreed
that those who, after expressing their penitence, were seized with mortal illness, should
be allowed to receive the Holy Eucharist. For other cases, they decided nothing. S.
Cyprian followed in the same course. That of S. Dionysius was milder. “I had given
directions”, he writes to Fabius, “that communion should be allowed to the dying, if
they desired it, more especially if, previously to their last illness, they had requested it”.
Whereas, according to the Roman and Carthaginian rule, if the dying-man had during
health exhibited no signs of repentance, he was to be debarred from receiving the
Viaticum. The rule of S. Gregory Nyssen, a hundred and forty years later, may be taken
as a specimen of a penitential more than ordinarily strict. For voluntary apostasy, the
guilty person was to continue for the whole course of his life among the penitents; but
even such an one was to receive the Viaticum on his death-bed; and S. Basil adds, in his
penitential canons, that the communion should be given with confidence in the
compassion of God. But for apostasy occasioned by the fear of death, or the infliction of
torments, S. Gregory appoints only nine years’ penance; and it was this species of
denial of the Faith to which the schism of Novatian principally referred. The followers
of this schismatic took the name of Cathari or Puritans.
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Novatian, immediately after his consecration, wrote letters, as the custom was,
to the principal Churches, giving them notice of his election, and pretending to have
been ordained in spite of his opposition. These epistles created, in many places, great
confusion. The cause of Novatian, at first sight, appeared fair, as showing zeal for the
preservation of the Church’s purity; and the names of those who had signed the letters
carried great weight with them; since many were known to have been Confessors at
Rome for the Faith, and men, therefore, not to be suspected of countenancing schism.

Cornelius, for his part, was not idle. But the missives of the two rivals were
attended with different effects in the two great Eastern Sees. Fabius, then Bishop of
Antioch, was inclined to the party of Novatian; Dionysius, on the contrary, replied to
the letter of the schismatic in the following terms:

“Dionysius to his brother Novatian, greeting.

“If you have been compelled, against your will, [to assume the Episcopate] you
will prove the truth of your account by retiring from it spontaneously. It were better to
suffer all things, of what kind soever, than to cut in sunder the Church of God. And the
martyrdom suffered for the sake of avoiding a schism were not less glorious than that
endured for refusing to sacrifice to idols. Nay, in my judgment, it would be more
illustrious; in the one case it is borne for the sake of the Martyr’s own soul, in the other,
for that of the whole Church. And if, even now, you can persuade or compel your
brethren to return to concord, your well-doing will be greater than your fault. The latter
will not be laid to your charge: the former will be spoken of to your honour. If you have
no influence over them, and they refuse to obey, save at least your own soul. I pray that
you may hold fast the peace that is in the Lord, and so bid you farewell”.

This letter, which was highly celebrated at the time, and for many years
afterwards, produced no effect on the arch-schismatic; for he continued in his separation
till his death. His schism had already begun to assume the character of a heresy, by his
denial of the Power of the Keys in the case of apostacy; and he afterwards rendered it
still more heterodox by extending that denial to the crimes of muder and fornication,
and by condemning second marriages.

The letter of Dionysius to Novatian was written, it would seem, towards the end
of August; and, in that or the ensuing month, he received an Epistle from the Roman
Confessors, bewailing their error, and mentioning their return to the Church. The
Council of Carthage, under S. Cyprian, had already decreed that Apostates were to be
received on performing penance; though, if in Holy Orders, merely to lay-communion:
its Canons were confirmed by Cornelius and sixty Bishops in the Council of Rome,
where Novatian, persisting in his error, was condemned. He, for his part, dispatched
Novatus into Africa, to sustain his falling party; and the absence of this man, the
originator of the schism, combined with the letters of S. Dionysius and S. Cyprian, and
probably the treatise of the latter on the Unity of the Church, occasioned the return of
the Confessors. The Bishop of Alexandria, in the September of the same year, addressed
two letters of congratulation to them on the subject.
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It is plain that the Church of Rome had been in great danger of suffering a long
schism. The personal authority of S. Cornelius was not sufficient to carry him through
the trouble by which he was surrounded : the influence of the Confessors who were
leagued against him was great; the terrors of the persecution depressed the Faithful
externally as much as their own internal dissensions weakened them, and had it not been
for the exertions and weight of character of Dionysius and Cyprian, the consequences to
the Church might have been most pernicious. But, though Italy was now quiet,
Novatianism was in danger of pervading the East. We have already mentioned that
Fabius was favourably disposed to it; and to him Dionysius addressed the letter on the
Decian persecution, to which we are indebted for our knowledge of its effects in Egypt,
and subjoined the history of Serapion, as a manifest proof that God approved of the
administration of the Holy Communion to dying penitents, even though they had been
guilty of the crime of apostasy. He also addressed his own Dioecese on the same
subject; and divided the penitents into different ranks, according to their various degrees
of guilt. To Conon, Bishop of Hermopolis Magna, he sent a letter on the same subject;
his solicitude extended itself even as far as Armenia, and he wrote to Meruzanes,
Metropolitan of Sebaste, who appears to have been inclined to Novatian errors; as also
to Thelymidres, then Bishop of Laodicea. The heresy appearing to make some progress
at Alexandria, Dionysius addressed to his own flock a most elaborate letter, which
appears to have been successful in preventing the perversion of the faithful.

Fabius, however, was not convinced by the epistle which he had received from
Dionysius; nor yet by four or five written to him by S. Cornelius of Rome. And the
persecution lulling for a short time on the death of Decius, and succession of Gallus, he
took the opportunity of convoking a Council at Antioch to consider and to decide the
question. To this Dionysius was summoned by several Prelates, among whom were the
celebrated Firmilian, and Theoctistus of Caesarea, whom it is pleasant thus to find in
friendly communication with the See of Alexandria. But the same messenger that
brought the summons, brought also the tidings of the decease of Fabius, and the
accession of Demetrian. On the eve of going to Antioch, Dionysius informed Cornelius
of these events; and, together with this letter, he dispatched one of brotherly communion
to the Church of Rome.

The Council was held under the presidency, it seems, of the new Bishop of
Antioch; and after the reading of the letter in which Pope Cornelius explained the
history of Novatian, and the Acts of the Council of Rome, the schismatic was
condemned as favouring sin, by rendering repentance unavailing.

It must have been either during his absence from, or immediately after his return
to, Egypt, that Dionysius heard of the decease of Origen, who, worn out with years and
labours, was called, as it is not unreasonable to hope, to receive the forgiveness of his
errors, and the reward of his sufferings. The Church of Alexandria, as it is plain from
the treatise addressed to him by her Bishop, had long ceased to regard him as
excommunicated.
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SECTION VI.

THE MILLENARIAN CONTROVERSY.

That, on his return from Antioch, Dionysius visited Alexandria, it seems natural
to conclude; though we have no certain evidence of the fact. It was at the same time
(A.D. 252) that the great pestilence, which lasted, with intermissions, fifteen years, and
of which we shall have further occasion to speak, spread from Ethiopia into Egypt, and
thence over a large portion of the Roman Empire.

It does not appear that the persecution of Gallus extended into Egypt; and the
afflicted Church of Alexandria had time to breathe. Dionysius, in visiting his Dioecese,
had arrived at Arsinoe, when he found that city and the surrounding villages under the
influence of an opinion which threatened, if not checked in time, to degenerate into
heresy. A belief had existed, from the earliest ages of the Church, and had numbered
among its adherents Cerinthus and Papias, that, after the General Resurrection, Christ
would personally reign on earth; that for the space of a thousand years His Saints, under
that dominion, would enjoy all corporal, as well as spiritual delights;—and that in this
sense the predictions and descriptions of the Apocalypse were to be understood. Nepos,
a of Arsinoe, had adopted these tenets; and as his character both for learning and
holiness stood justly high, his teaching was received with avidity, and a party speedily
formed itself in his favour. The Millenarians, or Chiliasts, however, were not
unopposed; and to support his views, Nepos composed a work which his followers
regarded as an impregnable bulwark of his doctrine. As his opponents insisted that the
Apocalypse, in those portions which he brought forward, was to be understood in a
typical sense only, he entitled his treatise, A Confutation of Allegorists. The arguments
were ingenious, the language persuasive; and it is not wonderful that the essay should
have been considered unanswerable.

Nepos, however, had before the period of which we write been taken from the
world, leaving behind him the reputation of a faithful, laborious, and learned prelate;
and endeared to his flock by the many hymns that he had composed for their use. After
his death, those who held his sentiments began to and then separate themselves from the
communion of others; and, led on by one Coracion, to denounce the rest of the faithful
as heterodox.

S. Dionysius, whose account of the transaction is preserved to us by Eusebius,
on his arrival at Arsinoe, called together the Priests and Deacons of that city and of the
neighbouring villages, and, in general, such of the faithful as chose to attend, and
proposed that the matter should be quietly and candidly discussed, and the treatise of
Nepos more particularly examined. For Nepos himself he professed to entertain the
highest respect; both for his piety and his talents, and, more especially, he added, since
he had already fallen asleep. It was unanimously agreed that his advice should be
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followed; and for three days continuously, from morning till evening, the good Patriarch
sat in the midst of the Priests, reading and commenting on the work of the deceased
Prelate, receiving and replying to objections, giving to all arguments their due
consideration, and modifying his own opinions, or confessing himself to be wrong, if
his opponents seemed to have truth, in any matter, on their side. He relates that he
admired the moderation, intelligence, and docility of his auditors; their unfeigned
anxiety to attain the truth, and the order and propriety which they observed during the
whole discussion. At the end of the three days, Coracion declared himself convinced;
and promised that he never more by writing or word of mouth would uphold the
doctrine of Nepos. Thus, by the truly evangelical conduct of this great Prelate, the
schism was nipped in the bud.

The Patriarch, however, thought fit to confute it in writing, as he had already
done in conversation; the rather, that the Treatise against Allegorists had been dispersed
through many parts of Egypt. This gave rise to his Treatise on the Promises, in which he
relates the circumstances that we have just recounted.

In treating of the Apocalypse, as the only portion of Scripture on which Nepos
had founded his hypothesis, the writer’s singular reverence and modesty may well
account for the equally rare and happy result of the Arsinoitan Conference. He was
evidently inclined to believe the authority of the Book of Revelation doubtful. “But”,
says he, “I should not venture to reject it, when so many of our brethren highly esteem
it. I believe that it is above the capacity of my intellect, and consider that it contains a
certain hidden and marvellous explanation of all things that it sets forth. For though I
understand it not, yet I suspect that there lies in it a sense deeper than words; I measure
it not, and judge it not, by my own reason but allowing faith more room, am of opinion
that its contents are too lofty for my comprehension. I condemn not that which I cannot
understand; I rather admire it the more, because I cannot fathom it”.

He then enters into an examination of the book, which we no longer possess;
and having shown that it cannot possibly be understood in the literal sense, he proceeds
to argue, that though composed by an inspired writer, it had not S. John the Evangelist
for its author. His principal proof is drawn from the fact that, while the Evangelist
shrinks, in his Gospel, from naming himself, and in his three epistles designates himself
only from his character, or not at all, the writer of the Apocalypse seems to bring his
name forward, on every occasion where the subject allows him to do so. “He sent and
signified it by His Angel to His servant John”;—*“John, to the seven Churches which are
in Asia”’;—*I John, who am your brother and companion in labour”; “I John saw these
things and heard them”. From the various phrases employed, in the Gospel and the
Apocalypse, and their different degrees of grammatical correctness, he arrives at the
same conclusion.

There appears no reason to believe, that Dionysius found it necessary to
summon a Council on the subject of Millenarian errors; — and that a Provincial Synod
condemned and deposed Nepos, after his death, which has been asserted by some
writers, is evidently a fable.
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We now enter on the consideration of a more important controversy; and shall
find the conduct of S. Dionysius marked, during its course, with the same moderation
and love of peace that had distinguished him at Arsinoe.

SECTION VIL

QUESTION OF REBAPTISM.

It will be proper, though by so doing we a little deviate from the strict order of
time, to give a concise and uninterrupted view of the unhappy division that arose on the
question of reiterated Baptism:—and of the share that Dionysius took in its discussion.

Agrippinus, Bishop of Carthage, had in a synod of African Bishops decreed, in
violation of Apostolic tradition, that Baptism could not be validly conferred by those
who were out of the pale of the Catholic Church; that heretical Baptism was,
consequently, null and void;—and that such as had received none other should, on
entering the Church, be re-baptized. More than fifty years afterwards, this question was
again mooted in Africa; and eighteen Bishops of Numidia, uncertain as to their proper
duty, consulted S. Cyprian, who then occupied the Chair of Carthage. That Father
happened at the time when their letter arrived, to be holding a Council, which was
attended by thirty-one Prelates; and they, in a synodical epistle, replied to the inquiry of
their brethren. The tradition of the African Church, they said, was to be observed; the
Council of Agrippinus had decided the matter. S. Cyprian replied in a similar strain to
the same question, after the dissolution of the Council; but without entirely satisfying
the doubts that had arisen in his province.

He therefore judged it expedient to summon another and more numerous Synod
of the Bishops of Africa and Numidia; and seventy-one Prelates assembled at Carthage
in the early part of A.D. 256. The decrees of the former Council were confirmed in this;
and a synodical epistle was addressed to S. Stephen of Rome, informing him of the
decision of the African Church, and requesting his confirmation of their Acts. Stephen,
though afterwards a glorious Martyr, was evidently a man of hasty temper; and he
replied by an angry letter, in which, not content with exposing the fault of receding from
an Apostolic tradition, he threatened the African Bishops with excommunication, if they
persisted in their sentiments.

S. Cyprian, undaunted by the reception of this epistle, convoked a third Council
on the same subject; and used his utmost endeavours that it should be as numerously
attended as was possible. Eighty-five Bishops were present; and the decision of
Agrippinus was a third time confirmed as well by their own subscriptions, as by that of
two absent brethren, whose proxies were given to the Synod. The Acts of this Council
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were dispatched to Rome under the care of some of the Fathers. But Stephen refused to
see the messengers; he forbade the Rupture faithful of Italy to show them any
hospitality; and commanded them to return without loss of time to Africa, and to inform
their brethren that, unless they acknowledged their error, he should proceed to the
threatened excommunication.

S. Cyprian, finding that the African Church was unable to carry its point, looked
round him for assistance. He knew that his opinion was prevalent in the East; that the
Councils of Iconium and Synnada, holden in or about the year 230, had ordered
iteration of Baptism; and that some of the most eminent among the Oriental Prelates, as
S. Firmilian of Caesarea, and Helenus of Tarsus, had incurred the displeasure of
Stephen by their adherence to the decrees of those Synods. To Firmilian, then, Cyprian
wrote; consulting him on the steps which it might be proper to pursue under the present
emergency, when their common cause was in danger, and when the See of Rome
appeared to be stretching its prerogatives too far.

It has been conjectured that, in this letter, which no longer exists, S. Cyprian
had requested Firmilian to interest Dionysius in the matter. With Firmilian, the Bishop
of Alexandria must have been personally acquainted; for they had met in the Council of
Antioch; of Cyprian, he seems to have had no more intimate knowledge than that
necessarily arising from the high station and well-known character of each Prelate. It
would seem, however, that Stephen himself was the first to bring the subject before
Dionysius. The latter, in his reply, earnestly requested the Pope to proceed with
moderation, and not to disturb the peace of the Church, then, as he relates at length, but
just recovering from the Novatian schism, by any harsh decision with respect to the
African and Oriental Prelates. At the same time he wrote to Dionysius and Philemon,
who had consulted him on the same subject; they were then Priests of the Church of
Rome; and the former afterwards attained to the Chair of S. Peter.

S. Cyprian and S. Stephen, though they could not agree on a matter of minor
importance, were united by a glorious and nearly contemporary Martyrdom in the
persecution of Valerian. To S. Sixtus, the successor of Stephen, Dionysius again wrote;
sand a second time urged the necessity of union and mutual forbearance. To Philemon
and Dionysius he also addressed two other letters; and in the former, speaking of the
subject in question, he affirms (what none can doubt), that the tradition which he had
‘from the blessed Pope Heraclas’ was to require renunciation of error, and profession of
Faith, but not to re baptize those, who having been baptized in the Church, had been
seduced to heresy, and had then rejoined themselves to Catholic Communion. And in a
second letter to S. Sixtus, he relates the following tale:

“One of the brethren, who gather together in the church, and who had long been
accounted a member of the congregation before my ordination, or even, as I think, that
of the blessed Heraclas, happened to be present at a Baptism. When he had heard the
questions which were put to, and the answers received from, the candidates, he came to
me weeping and bemoaning himself; and falling at my feet, he confessed and abjured
the Baptism which he had received among the heretics, as not being of the same kind,
nor having any the remotest resemblance to it; rather, he affirmed, it was full of impiety
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and blasphemy. His soul, he said, was filled with the most bitter remorse; nor did he
dare to lift up his eyes to God, since the commencement of his Christian life had been
those unholy words and actions. He therefore besought me to bestow on him that most
pure laver and adoption and grace. This I dared not to do: saying that his long continued
communion was sufficient. I bade him be of good courage and approach with an
untroubled conscience to the participation of the Holy Mysteries. He, however,
continues to mourn; he shudders to approach the Table, and hardly, though exhorted,
dares to assist at the prayers”. On these circumstances he requests the Pope’s advice.
Eusebius informs us that he addressed the Church of Rome again on the subject of
heretical Baptism, in the name of the Church of Alexandria; and considered the question
at great length.

A doubt has been raised as to the opinion which Dionysius himself entertained
on the validity of heretical baptism: a question, which but for the extremely confused
account given by Eusebius, after his accustomed manner, of the whole correspondence,
could hardly have been agitated.

It appears clear that the views of S. Dionysius were opposed to those of the re-
baptizers; but that he was for allowing each Church to act according to its own
traditions. S. Jerome indeed says, that he consented to the dogma of S. Cyprian and the
African Synod, and wrote many letters on the re-baptism of heretics, which were then
extant. But, in the first place, it is very doubtful if that Father were in possession of
more of his epistles than the fragments preserved to us by Eusebius; and, in the second,
if he were, as we cannot suppose Dionysius to have contradicted himself, the lost letters
must have contained the same doctrine with those which we now possess.

Now, of the five Epistles of which we have fragments remaining, the first,
addressed to S. Stephen, contains nothing which can be alleged either for or against our
assertion. The same may be said of the fourth, which is written to S. Dionysius of
Rome. But in the second (which is the first to Pope Sixtus) he says, “Consider the
importance of the subject. It has been decreed, as I am informed, in very large Synods
of Bishops, that they who come over from heresy should first be instructed in the True
Faith, and then be washed and purged from the filth of their impure leaven”. And again,
in the third Epistle, which is to Philemon:—*I have learnt this also,—that this custom
was not now introduced for the first time, nor in the African Church alone; but long
before this, under Bishops who have preceded us, and in very populous Churches; and
that it approved itself to the Synods holden at Iconium and Synnada, and to many of the
brethren. Whose decisions if you overthrow, I cannot bear that they should be thrown
into strife and contention. For it is written: Thou shalt not remove the landmarks of thy
neighbour, which thy fathers have set”

These fragments, if they at first sight seem to countenance S. Jerome’s
assertion, appear, on a little closer consideration, to be nothing more than a deprecation
of too harsh a mode of vindicating what Dionysius allowed to be the true doctrine. True,
he seems to say to the Roman Pontiff and his Presbyter, you have right on your side; but
recollect by how many Bishops, and for how long a time, the opposite notion has been

41



www.cristoraul.org

received, and do not plunge the Church into confusion by excommunicating the re-
baptizers as if guilty of heresy.

The story which we have above quoted from the second letter of Dionysius to S.
Sixtus leads us to the same conclusion. That Prelate certainly doubted whether the
baptism were valid that had been received by the aged man of whom he speaks; but
clearly he doubted this, not because it was conferred by heretical hands, but because it
was conferred in an heretical way. This baptism, we are expressly told, was in no
respect similar to that of the Catholics. If then, even in such an extreme case, Dionysius
doubted of the propriety of re-baptism, a case in which every Council that treated the
subject commanded reiteration, how strongly must he have been opposed to a second
Baptism, when the rite had been administered, though by heretics, in the Name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost!

It is objected that S. Dionysius himself assigns another reason for refusing in
this case, to re-baptize,—namely, that the aged man who applied to him had made good
his want of baptism, by his long enjoyment of the Communion of the Church. This,
however, seems rather an argument addressed to the inquirer himself, than a reason
brought forward for the consideration of the Pope. Be it so, he seems to say: consider, if
you will, your heretical Baptism invalid. But be of good cheer, nevertheless; it has been
supplied to you by your frequent participation in the Divine Mysteries. To conclude: in
the case before us, is there any doubt that S. Cyprian would have re-baptized the
individual without further hesitation?

One thing more we learn from this account. It appears clear from it that, as early
as the time of Demetrius, the practice of the Alexandrian Church was opposed to the
iteration of Baptism, or the layman of whom Dionysius writes would not, in the first
instance, have been received without it. And whatever authority the testimony of S.
Jerome may be supposed to have, it cannot possess more weight than that of S. Basil,
who expressly affirms that Dionysius allowed the validity of heretical Baptism, and
adds his astonishment that so great a master of canonical learning should not even have
rejected that of the Pepuzenes; although, says he, they baptized into the Father, and the
Son, and Montanus and Priscilla. By this he simply intends to say that by the Holy
Ghost they meant the Spirit that had animated Montanus and Priscilla, and of whom,
indeed, Montanus professed to be an incarnation.

The controversy, for the time, remained undecided; or rather, the increasing fury
of the persecution of Valerian removed the principal disputants to that Place where there
are no more controversies. It was decided by the Council of Nicaea; and before that
period, iteration of Baptism was virtually abandoned by all, except a few of the
Numidian Prelates. The interference of S. Dionysius seems not to have been without its
effect; and to it we may ascribe the abstinence of Stephen from excommunicating S.
Firmilian and the African Bishops.
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SECT. VIIL

VALERIAN PERSECUTES THE CHURCH (A.D.257)

The controversy on Baptism was yet at its height when an unexpected calamity
overwhelmed the Church. Valerian, who had hitherto favoured Christianity in a
remarkable degree, insomuch, says Dionysius, that not even those who were openly said
to be Christians, (that is, Philip and Alexander Severus,) proved themselves warmer
friends to its professors, now altered his conduct and commenced that persecution
which is usually reckoned as the Ninth. To this change he was incited by Macrianus, a
man whose wealth, experience, and military talents, gave him influence second only to
that of the emperor. He had been informed by an Egyptian astrologer, that he should one
day succeed to the Imperial Throne:—and he, in consequence, took on himself the
patronage of the whole tribe of soothsayers and prognosticators. As the Church ceased
not to proclaim the abandoned character of these men, and the unlawful nature of their
art, Macrianus determined to revenge himself on those that had insulted and injured his
favourites.

As soon as the edict of persecution reached Alexandria, Dionysius was
summoned before Aemilian, Augustal Prefect. He was not left to face his trial alone.
Maximus, then one of his priests, afterwards his successor, accompanied him to the
tribunal: so also did three deacons: and a Christian from Rome, named Marcellus, who
happened to be at Alexandria, went with the Patriarch to the Augustal. Of the good
confession that these servants of Christ then witnessed, we have an account from the
pen of Dionysius, who, however, with characteristic modesty, chooses rather to
transcribe the public Acts, than to relate his answers from his own remembrance.

“Aemilian, the Prefect, said:—I now, by word of mouth, as heretofore by
writing, set before you the clemency of our princes. They give you the power of
preserving your lives, if you will turn to that which is agreeable to nature, and adore the
gods that preserve their empire, and forget that which is contrary to nature. What say
you to this? I expect that you will not be unthankful with respect to their kindness,
since, assuredly, they are for turning you to a better course. Dionysius answered:—All
men do not adore the same divinities, but each worships those whom he considers to be
gods. We reverence and adore One God, the Maker of all things, Who gave the empire
into the hands of Valerian and Gallienus, beloved of God, and to Him we pray
continually, that their government may remain unshaken. Aemilian, the Prefect, said to
them: Who hinders you adoring Him also, if, as you say, He is God, together with those
that are by nature gods? You have been commanded to worship the gods, and such gods
as all own. Dionysius said: We adore none other. Aemilian, the Prefect, said to them: I
see that you are at once ungrateful for, and unconscious of, the clemency of our
Augusti. Therefore you shall not remain in this city, but shall be sent into Libya, to the
place called Kefro. I have chosen this spot as directed by the Augusti. But it shall in no
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manner be lawful for you, nor for any else, to hold assemblies, nor to enter into the so
called cemeteries. If any one shall be convicted of not going to the place which I have
mentioned, or shall be found in any assembly, he shall bring danger on his own head,
and the fitting animadversion shall not be wanting. Depart then whither you have been
commanded”.

Kefro, or, as the Arabians call it, Valorri, lay in the wilds of Libya; and thither
Dionysius, though labouring under illness, was at once hurried. A large body of
Christians accompanied him thither; some from Alexandria, others from various other
parts of Egypt. The Gospel had not hitherto been preached in this place; and there, to
use the Patriarch’ own words, the Lord opened a great door for the Word. For though
the little band of believers were reviled and exposed to personal violence, before long a
large number of the heathen left the worship of idols, and gave their names to Christ.
God had evidently led His servants to that place, to be the founders of a flourishing
Church; and when that ministry was fulfilled, he conducted them to another spot.
Among the Bishop’s fellow exiles, we have already spoken of Maximus. The deacon
Eusebius, having been sent into Syria to oppose the heresy of Paul of Samosata, was
there made Bishop of Laodicea, and the deacon Faustus, in extreme old age, finished his
course by martyrdom under Diocletian.

Aemilian, hearing of the progress that the Faith was making at Kefro, gave
orders that Dionysius should be removed to Coluthion, a city of Mareotis. The Bishop
confesses that he thence to was much annoyed on receiving this intimation: the place
was infested by robbers, and tenanted by a wild race. His friends, however, represented
that it was nearer to Alexandria; that if at Kefro the resort of Christians had been great,
the inhabitants of the metropolis would flock to Coluthion as to a suburb; that the
change was evidently designed, by the Head of the Church, for its good. And so it fell
out.

While Dionysius was thus enacting the part of a brave and vigilant pastor, and
towards the end of the persecution, he was exposed to considerable annoyance by
Germanus, an Egyptian Bishop, though it is uncertain in what See. Germans accused the
Patriarch of general carelessness and remissness in his pastoral duties, but more
especially of neglecting, during the time of his exile, to assemble for worship the
Christians who were with him. Dionysius replied by the letter, to which we are indebted
for the particulars which have reached us of his behaviour, during both the persecution
of Decius and that of Valerian.

At the same time, he was engaged in writing other letters, both regarding his
own Church, and that of other countries. He was in correspondence with S. Sixtus on
the Baptismal question: we find him also addressing the presbytery of the Alexandrian
Church, during the greatest violence of the persecution. Two other letters, respectively
addressed to Flavian, and to Didymus and Domitius, require a few observations.

They were Paschal letters, and, as it is supposed by some, the first of their kind.
But whether S. Dionysius followed the example of his predecessors, or was the original
author of the custom, it is certain that from this time, the Patriarchs of Alexandria
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annually announced the date of the commencement of Lent, and of Easter Day. Custom
at first, at the Council of Nicaea this became law; and many of these Paschal Epistles,
especially of Theophilus, S. Cyril, and we may now add, of S. Athanasius, still remain
to us. They began with a sermon on the Festival, whence they are indifferently known
as Homilies or Epistles, and end with the required announcement. Those of Dionysius
appear to have been addressed to various Egyptian Bishops, and not to have been
possessed of, nor to have claimed, authority beyond the limits of his own Dioecese.
Afterwards this office, exercised with respect to the whole Church, was a most
honourable, and somewhat laborious function of the See of Alexandria.

Alexandria had been, from the first, so noted a school of Mathematics, that it is
not wonderful to find its Prelates engaged in calculations connected with the Calendar.
But we may justly admire the zeal displayed by Dionysius for the minuter points
connected with the Service of God, when we find him, during the violence of the
persecution, engaged in the composition of his Paschal Cycle. It contained a period of
eight years. S. Hippolytus had already composed one of sixteen: but that of S. Dionysius
was, by the Fathers of Nicaea, made the basis of a more extended cycle of nineteen
years, which is known by the name of the Alexandrine. The octennial period was
doubtless suggested to the Patriarch by the Octaeterides of Cleostratus, Harpalus, and
Eudoxus. It was in his above-named Epistle to Domitius and Didymus that he
promulgated this cycle; and laid down, at the same time, his celebrated Canon, that
Easter cannot fall previously to the Vernal Equinox.

SECTION IX.

RISE OF THE SABELLIAN HERESY

Hitherto S. Dionysius, though often well nigh overwhelmed with affliction, and
suffering alike from sickness and want, from the oppression of enemies, and the
calumnies of false friends, had run a course equally glorious for himself and profitable
for the Church over which he presided. He had stood forth the pacificator of the East
and West; he had crushed, in its rise, a dangerous heresy; he had been distinguished for
his zeal in ascertaining the discipline, as well as maintaining the doctrine of the Church,
and he had gloriously confessed Christ in two several persecutions. Again he was called
to defend the One Faith against a new and more perilous heresy; and although, through
the infirmity of human nature, he had nearly tarnished his former glory, and from an
illustrious defender, become a powerful adversary of the Truth, the same meekness and
humility that had made him willing to listen to the reasonings of the partisans of Nepos,
rendered him ready to give ear to the admonitions of a Roman Council.
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It was at the commencement of the persecution of Valerian, or perhaps even
somewhat earlier, that Sabellius began to disseminate his doctrine in Pentapolis: and
denying the real distinction of Persons, to annihilate the doctrine of the Ever Blessed
Trinity. The heresy was not new:—it was, in effect, the same with that which had, at an
earlier period, been propagated by Praxeas; and had been taught to Sabellius by his
master, the heretic Noetus. In its earlier forms, it had made but little progress; but now,
assuming a more definite shape, and attracting to itself the elements of congenial errors,
it spread rapidly through the whole of Pentapolis. If it be true that Sabellius was Bishop
of Ptolemais, as an uncertain tradition asserts, it had a firm basis whence to propagate
itself : and falling in, as we have elsewhere observed, with the mystical temperament of
Egyptian minds it had soon infected not only a large portion of the laity, with a
considerable number of Priests, but was cherished by more than one Bishop in the
neighbouring Sees, in particular, by Ammonius of Bernice. The dogma thus acquiring
strength may be briefly stated as follows:—That the Father, the Son, and the Holy and
Ghost are one Hypostasis; one Person with Three Names; that the same Person, in the
old dispensation, as Father, gave the law; in the new, as Son, was incarnate for the sake
of man; and as Holy Ghost, descended upon the Apostles at the Day of Pentecost. As
the natural consequence of the dissemination of this doctrine, the Son of God was no
more preached in the churches. But some there were who were valiant for the Truth of
God, and who girded up their loins to contend for the Faith. They represented, in the
words of S. Dionysius, that the new teaching was full of impiety and blasphemy against
the Almighty God, the Father of Our Lord Jesus: full of unbelief against His Only
begotten Son, the First-born of every creature, the Word, That dwelt among men; and
full of madness against the Holy Ghost.

The partisans of Sabellius daily increasing, both parties appealed to Dionysius,
who was then in exile at Kefro. Not content with consulting him by letter, they
despatched trustworthy persons to receive his decision by word of mouth; and he
listened with patience to the assertions and arguments of the contending factions. When
they had concluded, he lost no time in making his decision, and in setting himself, by
several letters, to oppose the new heretic. Of his proceedings, he gave an account to
Sixtus of Rome, in the first Epistle which he addressed to the Pontiff on the subject of
re-baptism, to which we have heretofore damns the referred. He wrote to Ammonius,
who seems to have been a Prelate of talent, and one whom it was therefore important,
on all accounts, to reclaim from error; to Telesphorus, and to Euphranor, who were
probably also Bishops in the Pentapolis, and again to Ammonius and Euphranor
conjointly.

But the last letter, instead of composing, did but excite the controversy. Since
the Sabellians, confounding the Father and the Son, attributed to the former those things
which referred to the Human Nature of the latter, in the same manner that the
Patripassians had done before them; it was the object of Dionysius to demonstrate that
what was attributed to the Humanity of Christ, could not be predicated of the Father. He
thus intended to compel his adversaries to an admission of the distinction between the
Persons of the Father and the Son; and this was to be considered only as the first part of
his argument. He would then have demonstrated the Divinity of the Son of God; and
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having confuted those that confounded the Persons, would have guarded himself against
the imputation of dividing the Substance. And this method of teaching is approved by S.
Athanasius.

That Father was constantly traduced by the Arians, as if he contradicted the
doctrine delivered by S. Dionysius; he devoted a treatise to the consideration and
refutation of their objections: and from it we obtain a fuller insight into the merits of the
Pentapolitan controversy, than the meagre and somewhat unfair account of Eusebius
supplies. The method pursued by Dionysius was considered by his great successor to be
consonant with that employed by the Apostles. They, he says, exhibited first the Human
Actions of Christ to the Jews: they thus endeavoured to convince them, from His
miracles, that Messiah was come, and then, and not till then, made manifest, by the
consideration of His marvellous works, that this same Messiah was their Lord and their
God.

But the epistle to Ammonius and Euphranor unfortunately contained only the
first portion of the Patriarch’s argument. Incautiously, it would appear, Dionysius
suffered himself to be hurried on in his most true assertion of the Saviour’s real
Personality and Humanity, to the failure of setting forth, according to the full analogy,
His Consubstantiality and Divinity. He asserted nothing, so far as we now have the
means of judging, that was contrary to Catholic Truth; but he did not sufficiently guard
his assertions from the possibility of misconception and misrepresentation. When he
was in reality speaking of the Human Nature, his enemies might say, and weaker
brethren might believe, that he was speaking of the Divine. And one famous passage to
the orthodox gave a handle to a formal impeachment of his orthodoxy.

“The Son of God, he wrote, was made and produced. He is not proper in His
Nature, but differing, in essence, from the Father, as the vine from the husbandman, and
the boat from the shipwright: for seeing that He was made. He was not before He was
produced”.

These expressions of S. Dionysius occasioned no small controversy throughout
Pentapolis. Some, who were entirely opposed to the doctrine of Sabellius, saw as much
danger in that of Dionysius; and their zeal caused them to forget their charity.—
Without writing to their own Patriarch, without considering that he might be able to
explain or willing to retract that which they deemed heretical in his statements, they laid
a formal complaint before S. Dionysius of Rome, who had succeeded S. Sixtus in A.D.
259. The heads of their charge were that the Bishop of Alexandria asserted the Son of
God to be a creature, and refused the word and the doctrine of Consubstantiality. A
Council, whether already assembled for some who, in other cause, or convoked by the
Pope to decide on this, condemned without hesitation the doctrine contained in, or
deduced from, the extracts submitted to them. The Bishop of Rome wrote, in their name
as well as in his own, to his namesake of Alexandria, informing him both of the charges
made against him, and of the decision to which the Council of Rome had come. At the
same time, perhaps to vindicate himself from the suspicion of holding an opposite error,
the Pontiff himself composed a work against the Sabellians.
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The Bishop of Alexandria, on the receipt of these missives, found himself put,
as it were, on his trial, with Rome for his accuser, and the whole Church for his judge.
That he, whose whole life had been one long struggle with heresy,—he, who could look
back on the time when he confirmed in the faith or disposed to unity the very Pontiff
who now appeared as his opponent,—that he should thus be compelled to stand on his
defence must have been a bitter task; and one which a proud spirit would probably have
refused even though he had thereby plunged the whole Church into an abyss of
confusion. Not so Dionysius.

He had already, it appears, addressed a letter to the Bishop of Rome on the same
subject; and more particularly in defence of his unwillingness to use the word
Consubstantial. But he now, under the title of a Refutation and Apology, composed four
books, or epistles (for they are indifferently called by both names) against the
accusations of the Pentapolitans. He complains that his accusers quoted his words in so
disjointed and arbitrary a manner, that they misrepresented his sense;—that they
uniformly affixed to them the worst signification, and made him say things which he
was far from intending.

His adversaries had urged against him that he had asserted the Son to be
different in substance from the Father; bringing forward the unhappy,—because nakedly
stated,—illustration of the Vine and the Vinedresser.

He replies, that he had not used the term Consubstantial, as not having found it
in Scripture; but that his meaning, if rightly considered, was the same with that of those
who employed it; that the examples in his first letter sufficiently proved partly this, and
that on this account he was grieved to be unable, at the moment, to lay his hands on a
copy of it;—that as a plant differed from its root, a river from its fountain, while yet in
each case, the nature of both was the same; so it was with respect to these Divine
Persons.

It had been urged against him that he had asserted the Son not of necessity to be
eternally existent. He answers, that what he affirmed was totally different; namely, that
the Father only was self-existent, the Son existing in and by the Father; in the same
manner as if the Sun were eternal its splendour would be co-eternal; yet not self-
existent, but eternally derived from the Sun. He had always, he said, affirmed the
eternity of the Father’s existence as Father; and therefore by implication affirmed the
eternity of the Son. It had also been objected that he had spoken of the Father and Son
separately, as if wishing to make a division of Their substance. He answers, that in
naming the Father, he implied the Son by the very title; if there were no Son, how could
there be a Father? In like manner, in naming the Son, he implied the Father; if there
were no Father, how could there be a Son? His opponents had said, that the Father,
according to him, had created all things. He defends himself by returning that he had
expressly guarded that assertion. The Father, he had affirmed, was not properly and by
way of generation Father of the things which He created; therefore He had not created
that of which He was properly and by way of generation Father; and therefore it
followed from his statement, that the Word was uncreated.
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Proceeding to another illustration, he says, that as the heart indites a good word,
the thought and word yet remaining entirely distinct and unconfused, the one dwelling
in the heart, the other on the lips, while yet one does not exist without the other, but the
thought engenders the word, and the word exhibits the thought, and the thought is an
implicit word, and the word an explicit thought, and the thought is the father of the
word, and the word the child of the thought, existing with it, existing from it; even so
that Great Father and Universal Mind hath before all things His Son, as His Word,
Interpreter, and Angel.

This apology was considered satisfactory;—and the Bishop of Alexandria
retained his reputation as the first living Doctor of the Church. Doubtless it was
providentially ordered that the suspicious passages in the letter against Sabellius
received so full an explanation;—otherwise that Epistle would have formed the great
bulwark of the Arians in the subsequent controversy. Even as it was, they as we have
seen, abused it to their own purposes;—and there have not been wanting some, and they
not unable, judges who have believed him, however innocently, to have given the first
hint to the then undeveloped frenzy of Arius.

SECTION X.

WAR, FAMINE AND PLAGUE IN ALEXANDRIA. A.D. 260.

The exile of S. Dionysius was not of very long duration. He had himself applied
to Valerian the words of the Apocalypse; “there was given unto him a mouth speaking
great things and blasphemies and power was given unto him to continue forty and two
months”. And in fact Valerian, after persecuting the Church for three years and a half,
was taken prisoner by Sapor, King of Persia, by whom he was treated with every
indignity during a ten years’ captivity, and at last flayed alive. He was nominally
succeeded by his son Gallienus, who had been associated with him in the purple; but the
Roman Empire groaned under the violence of the Thirty Tyrants. Gallienus was anxious
to put a stop to the persecution; but Macrianus, who with his sons, assumed the purple
in the East, remained the same bitter enemy to Christianity that he had ever been.
Alexandria owned allegiance to him; and the persecution continuing, Dionysius was, for
the time, unable to return to his flock.

But Macrianus, marching against Aureolus, who had appeared in Illyria as a
claimant of the empire, was defeated and slain by him on the borders of Thrace. Thus
Egypt fell into the power of Gallienus. A rescript was immediately addressed by that
emperor to Dionysius, Primus, Demetrius, and the other Bishops, permitting them to
enjoy the general toleration of religious opinions, and strictly forbidding all persons to
molest them on account of their belief. On this, Dionysius returned to Alexandria.
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But the peace enjoyed by that Church lasted only a very short time. A quarrel
broke out between the soldiery and the populace on the most trifling pretence (it is said
to have arisen in a dispute between a slave and a soldier, as to whether had the better
shoes). The whole city was in a state of sedition; the governor was attacked by stones,
weapons, and every other missile that popular indignation supplied. Despairing of life,
Aemilian, a man of parts and vigour, assumed the purple: the army supported him;—
and he had soon subdued the Thebais and the whole of Egypt. He then again returned to
his metropolis. Part of the city held for Gallienus, part acknowledged Aemilian: while
Theodotus besieged Alexandria with the troops of Alexandria of the emperor. There
were two Christians, Eusebius and Anatolius, both natives of Alexandria, and both in
course of time Bishops of Laodicea, whose actions deserve to be recorded. Eusebius
was a partisan of Theodotus; Anatolius among the christian followers of Aemilian. That
part of the city which acknowledged Gallienus was free from any further trouble than
the presence of the army necessarily occasioned; while the other portion suffered all the
horrors of famine. Eusebius, who dwelt in the former, receiving information from his
friend of the dreadful sufferings of which he was daily eye-witness, used his influence,
which was not inconsiderable, with Theodotus, to obtain a promise of safety to any one,
who would abandon the usurper, and surrender himself prisoner. He gave notice of this
to Anatolius, who assembled the Senate, and proposed submission to the Romans. A
tumult instantly arose; but the speaker kept his place. “At least”, said he, “let those who
cannot be of any assistance to us, let the infants, the aged men, and the women, avail
themselves of this promise of security. Weak by nature, exhausted by famine, what
service can they render? They will but consume the corn which we should husband for
the support of those who can fight in our defence”.

The Senate assented; and multitudes took advantage of this permission to
escape to the enemy’s camp. The Christians, disguised as women, passed the gates and
were in safety; and Eusebius took care to provide the nourishment and the medicine
necessary for those who had suffered such extremity of hunger.

Aemilian possessed nine of the public granaries; and frightful famine was
followed by pestilence. We have already remarked that Alexandria, since the first
ravages of the plague that had visited it from Ethiopia, had never been entirely free from
it. It began in autumn, and ended about the rising of the dog star. But now the new
elements which unwholesome diet, want of the necessaries of life, and a crowded
population, added to predisposition towards this disease, caused, its ravages to be
terrible.

Easter drew on; and still on all sides raged war, famine, and disease. “It is
easier”, writes Dionysius in a Paschal Epistle to Hierax, an Egyptian Bishop,—“it is
easier to travel from east to west, than from one part of Alexandria to another. The heart
of the city is wilder and more pathless than that vast desert, through which Israel
journeyed. The river, as in the time of Moses, seems turned into blood, and fetid;—
what water can cleanse the stream itself? When will the dark and clouded air become
clear and serene?”—It would appear—for the words may well be taken literally—that
Alexandria was enveloped in the same dense, close, murky atmosphere that is known to
have accompanied so many great plagues.
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At length the arms of Theodotus were crowned with success; Aemilian fell into
his hands, and was strangled in prison. But, on the approach of another Easter, the
plague appears to have raged with increased violence, and the subject of Dionysius’s
Paschal letter, addressed to the Alexandrians in general, was charity. He begins by
remarking that to other men such a season would little seem the time for a festival; that
every street and lane of the city was full of misery, that the multitude of funerals, and
the countless numbers of the dying, seemed to fill all quarters of Alexandria,—that as of
old in Egypt, so also now, there was not a house where there was not one,—and would
there were only one!-—dead. Nevertheless, as in times past persecution and tyranny
could not prevent them from celebrating the Festivals of the Church, so that the desert,
the ship, the prison became the House of God, (though none were so blessed as the
Martyrs, who were banqueting in the Kingdom of Heaven), so now, in the midst of
sickness and death they might share in the same holy joy. The pestilence, he observes,
while it had not spared the Christians, had committed the greatest ravages among the
heathen. Many of the brethren had taken their lives in their hand, and attempting for the
love of Christ to cure the sick, had died with them; others had succeeded in preserving
the lives of them to whom they ministered, at the expense of their own:—they had
tended their persecutors, and supplied the necessities of those who had been the
murderers of their brethren. Some there were, who taking up the bodies of the Saints,
closing their eyes and lips, bearing them on their shoulders, washing, composing, and
adorning them, had need, no long time after, that the same offices of love should be
performed to themselves. The Priests and deacons especially signalized themselves in
these deeds of charity;—and three of the latter, whom we have already mentioned,
Faustus, Chaeremon, and Eusebius, fell victims to their love. The Pagans, on the
contrary, endeavoured to avoid death at the sacrifice of every tie of domestic love; they
would not visit the sick, they would not bury the dead, and yet they were unable, after
all, to preserve themselves.

The Confessors, who gave their lives for their brethren, are commemorated as
Martyrs on the twenty-eighth day of February. Eusebius, in the Coptic Calendar, is
honoured by himself on the seventh of the same month, A.D. 265.

In the ensuing summer the plague seems to have much abated;—and in his next
Paschal Epistle, which was also his last, addressed to the Christians throughout Egypt,
Dionysius speaks of the city of Alexandria as at rest.

SECTION XI.

END OF S. DIONYSIUS.

Worn out with years and with his labours for the truth, Dionysius seemed but
waiting for his signal to depart and to be with Christ, which to him was far better, when
it pleased God to make manifest that His servant’s continuance yet a little while in the
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flesh was more needful for His Church. Paul, surnamed from his native city, Samosata,
(it was situated near the Euphrates under Taurus, and is now called Sempsat), had been
raised, about the year 261, to the Chair of Antioch. He had not long enjoyed that
dignity, when being consulted by the famous Zenobia, in whose power the East then
almost entirely lay, on the doctrines of Christianity, he brought forward certain dogmas
which, gradually acquiring form and consistency, appeared to the neighbouring Bishops
nothing short of heresy. He taught that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, formed
but one Hypostasis; that the Word and the Spirit were in the Father in the same manner
that reason is in man, that is, without any real and personal existence; so that, except by
a latitude of expression, it is improper to speak of either Father, Son, or Holy Spirit,—
but only generally of God. The Son, he argued, must be prolatitious and without
hypostasis how otherwise, such was his blasphemous sophism, could He be
consubstantial with the Father? On any other hypothesis, he said, we assert three
substances, and thus fall into a modified Tritheism. Nor was his life at all calculated to
recommend his doctrine. He was arrogant, avaricious, and an affecter of novelties; —
and the Presbyters of his own Church were thoroughly convinced of his unsoundness in
doctrine, and worthlessness of character.

A Council was convoked at Antioch to consider the question. Anxious to obtain
all the assistance in their power on an affair so momentous, and which might lead to the
condemnation of the third Prelate in the Church, the Priests and Bishops in and near
Antioch requested the attendance of S. Dionysius and S. Firmilian, as men unequalled
in the East for theological learning and piety. Dionysius, then on his death-bed, exerted
his remaining energy, and addressed the Fathers of Antioch in an epistle in which he
vindicated the Catholic Faith:—and doubtless, as Bishop Bull beautifully speaks, that
divine soul, on the eve of departing to its God, divinely expounded the true Divinity of
the Saviour. But the Epistle has perished;—and the supposititious writings of Dionysius,
which pretend to supply its place are a poor substitute for its loss.

The Council met; and Paul, by artifice and a profession of submission, at that
time escaped. The Fathers, using the word consubstantial in the same sense that Paul
had affixed to it, condemned it, as it is generally believe: at the same time that they set
forth the Saviour’s Divinity in the strongest and simplest terms. But four years later, the
heterodoxy and malpractices of Paul being now undeniable, he was condemned and
deposed; and Domnus substituted in his place.

While the first Council of Antioch was yet in deliberation, Dionysius was called
to the joy of his Lord. In the February of 265 he fell asleep; and left behind him the
reputation of peerless learning, unshaken orthodoxy, and a character that well entitled
him to his usual appellation of the Great.

The loss of the writings of Dionysius is one of the greatest that has been
suffered by Ecclesiastical History. Besides those that we have noticed, fragments of a
Commentary on Ecclesiastes, and of a treatise against the Epicureans, on Nature, remain
to us; besides an Epistle to Basileides, which is received by the Oriental Church into its
body of Canons. Basileides, a Bishop in Pentapolis, had asked Dionysius at what hour
the Lent fast ended. At Rome, it appears, it did not conclude till cock-crow on Easter
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morning; in Egypt, it finished on the evening of Saturday. The Patriarch observes, that
to fix the time exactly was impossible; that those are to be commended who keep vigil
till the fourth watch, while they are not to be blamed who are compelled, by the
weakness of their bodies, to repose themselves earlier; that the fast, however, was not at
an end till Saturday midnight. He observes that some passed six days of Holy Week
without eating,—some four, some three, some two, some not one, and while he lays
down no specific rule, that he disapproves the conduct of those who make good cheer
on the first four days, and think to compensate it by a strict fast on the Friday and
Saturday. This canon exemplifies the wonderful rigour of these earlier ages, both in
making mention of some who abstained from food during the whole week, and in
simply not imputing it as a fault if any, compelled by weakness, ate daily. The second
and fourth canons concern physical reasons for abstaining from the Holy Communion,
and the third is on nuptial continence.

The great humility of S. Dionysius is conspicuous in the end of this epistle. You
have not consulted me, says he, through ignorance, but to do me honour, and maintain
peace; you will judge my observations for yourself, and let me know your decision. We
may remark, as an instance of the extraordinary power of the See of Alexandria, that S.
Dionysius, though twitting to a Bishop, addresses him by the title of Son, — an
appellation not used in the like sense, even by Rome.

SECTION XII.

S. MAXIMUS AND S. THEONAS.

Maximus, whom we have already had occasion to mention as the companion,
was also the successor of S. Dionysius. The uneventful annals of this Patriarch prove
that the Church of Alexandria, after her long afflictions, enjoyed some repose. The
persecution of Aurelian either did not extend to, or did not rage in Egypt. The occasions
on which this prelate appears in Ecclesiastical History are two only. The first is in the
superscription of the synodical epistle, written by the Fathers of the Second Council of
Antioch, when, as we have already seen, Paul of Samosata was deposed. That letter is
addressed to Dionysius of Rome, and Maximus of Alexandria. The second is a letter
written to him by S. Felix of Rome, the successor of Dionysius, on the subject of the
heresy, which survived the deposition, of Paul.

Having governed his Church more than seventeen years, Maximus was called to
his rest; and some internal divisions, if we may trust an obscure tradition, troubled
Alexandria, which were at length composed by the elevation of Theonas to the
Evangelical Chair. The new Patriarch found his flock suffering from a local persecution;
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but he courageously exposed himself to public observation: and at lengthy if we may
believe Eutychius, obtained leave to build a church.

The Episcopate of this Patriarch was a time of much suffering to the Egyptians.
In its ninth year, Achilleus assumed the purple at Alexandria, and held it for six years.
The city was taken by Diocletian after an eight months’ siege: its walls were levelled
with the ground, and the usurper and many who had favoured or were suspected of
favouring, his interests, put to death. The whole of Egypt suffered severely: death, exile,
and fine were inflicted on many of the principal inhabitants in its various cities.

We possess an Epistle of Theonas;—and the prudence and piety which it
exhibits may well make us deplore that we have but one. It was apparently written
towards the beginning of the reign of Diocletian, and is addressed to Lucian, chief of the
gentlemen of the bed-chamber. “The peace”, says the Bishop, “which the Churches now
enjoy, is granted to this end; that the good works of Christians may shine out before
infidels, and that thence our Father, Which is in heaven, may be glorified. This should
be our chief end and aim, if we would be Christians in deed, and not in word only. For,
if we seek our Own glory, we desire a vain and perishable thing: but the glory of the
Father and of the Son, Who for us was nailed to the Cross, saves us with an everlasting
redemption,—that great expectation of Christians. I neither think therefore, nor wish,
my Lucian, that you should boast, because many in the Court have come, by your
means, to the knowledge of the truth : you should rather give thanks to God, Who hath
chosen you as a good instrument to a good result, and hath given you favour in the sight
of the Prince, to the end that you should spread abroad the savour of the Christian name,
to His glory and to the salvation of many”. Having dwelt on the necessity of avoiding
everything that might cast a stumbling block in the way of Diocletian, “God forbid”, he
proceeds, “that you should sell to any the entry of the Palace, or receive a bribe to
suggest what is unseemly to the Emperor’s ear. Put away from you all avarice, which
worketh idolatry, rather than the Christian religion. Unworthy gain, and duplicity is
much unbefitting him who embraces Christ, the Poor and the Simple. Let there be no
evil speaking, nor immodest language among you. Let all things be done with kindness,
courtesy, and justice: that in all things the Name of our God and Lord Jesus Christ may
be magnified. Fulfill the duties to which you are severally appointed with fear towards
God, and love towards the Emperor, and exactness and diligence. Account that all
commands of the Prince, which offend not against those of God, proceed from God
Himself. Put on patience as a robe: be filled with virtue and the hope of Christ”.

He then proceeds to the particular duties of those whom he is addressing:—one
of whom, it appears, had the charge of the privy purse;—another of the wardrobe,—a
third of the gold and silver vessels. The post of librarian was not yet filled up: but the
Bishop gives directions, in case a Christian should be nominated to it, for the proper
discharge of that function. The librarian should acquaint himself with the principal
orators, poets, and historians of antiquity. He should, as occasion served, introduce the
mention of the Septuagint as a book that had attracted the attention of a King of Egypt,
and might not be unworthy the perusal of an Emperor of Rome. The books which
Diocletian most frequently read should be well arranged, and transcribed from the most
correct copies, or amended by learned men; they should be handsomely, but not
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sumptuously, written, and the affectation of purple membranes and gold letters, (unless
the Emperor expressly commanded it,) should be avoided. The Bishop concludes with
general exhortations for behaviour towards Diocletian, for cheerfulness, submission,
and the utmost complaisance that the Law of God did not forbid;—at the same time,
retirement must be found for prayer, and for the reading of the Scriptures, “which will
enable you”,—thus the letter concludes,—“to fulfil your duties in the love of Christ, and
to despise all things transitory for the sake of His Eternal Promises, and shall conduct
you to the attainment of everlasting felicity”.

History records nothing further of this Prelate: he was summoned from his
labours towards the beginning of January, 300; and was surnamed by his people The
Column of the Church. The Alexandrian school, during his time under the management
of Peter, the succeeding Patriarch, still retained its fame, as it had done since the
Mastership of S. Dionysius, under the succession of Clemens II, Pierius, Theognostus,
and Serapion. More particularly, Pierius enjoyed great reputation as a teacher of
philosophy, and left so many learned treatises on various subjects, as to acquire the title
of the second Origen. He survived the persecution of Diocletian, and took up his abode
in Rome, where he died.

One remarkable epoch dates from the Patriarchate of Theonas. It is well known
that the ancient Alexandrian Church did not reckon its years from the Incarnation, but
from the Era of Martyrs : that is, from the first year of the reign of Diocletian, that reign
which sent so many Martyrs to Paradise. The Coptic Communion still employs that
computation; the orthodox Alexandrian Church has long disused it; exchanging it, as
almost all other national customs, for the use of Constantinople. In future, we shall
employ both one and the other reckoning.

SECTION XIII.

PERSECUTION OF DIOCLETIAN.

HITHERTO, however illustriously her Prelates had confessed the truths and
however boldly they had testified, even before the tribunal, to the Name of Christ, the
Evangelical Throne of Alexandria had never been filled by a Martyr. Of the other two
great Sees, Rome, could claim that glorious title for sixteen or seventeen of her Pontiffs:
Antioch, for at least two of her Prelates. Alexandria was now to be counted worthy of
the same honour.

The infancy of Peter is, by the oriental writers, ornamented with many fables.
They inform us, that he was ordained Priest at the age of seventeen, and nominated by
the dying Theonas as his successor: events unlikely in themselves, and not based on any
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satisfactory authority. From these authors, however, we gain an additional testimony
(were it needed) against the misstatement of Eutychius, with respect to the Presbyteral
College founded by S. Mark. S. Peter was constituted Patriarch, we are told by Severus,
by the imposition of the hands of the Alexandrian clergy and laity. But that the laity
ordained as Bishop, is evidently an absurd statement, and the words must therefore be
understood of election.

S. Pcter’s first act was not only attended with considerable trouble to himself, but
was fraught with momentous consequences to the Church of Egypt. The See of
Lycopolis, situate on the northern boundary of the Thebais, appears to have possessed
some honorary pre-eminence over the other bishoprics of the Dioecese of Alexandria.
Alexander, who during the time of Theonas had filled that See, had distinguished
himself by a work against the Manichaeans, which still exists. His successor was
Meletius, a man of far different character. He had for some time been a cause of
scandal, from the crimes of which he was suspected, and at length, in some local
persecution, or perhaps popular insurrection, he renounced the faith, and sacrificed to
idols. On apostatizes this, Peter convoked a Council at Alexandria, by which the
offending Bishop was convicted and deposed. Meletius, however, was by no means
willing to submit to the sentence. Instead of appealing to another Council, he separated
himself from the Communion of the Church; and thus obtained the miserable renown of
being the first leader of a schism at Alexandria, as Novatian had been at Rome. Like
Novatian, too, he professed to separate himself from Peter, on account of the too great
facility with which the latter re-admitted apostates.

To strengthen his party, Meletius took upon himself to ordain Bishops of his own
sect : and he consecrated as many as thirty, one of whom arrogated to himself the title of
Bishop of Alexandria. Meletius further claimed a total exemption from Patriarchal
jurisdiction, and pretended, it would seem, to confer this exemption on others. To what
cause we are to attribute the rapid spread of his schism, it is not easy to divine: possibly
the distance of Lycopolis from Alexandria, and the then recent accession of Peter, may
have been favourable to its growth. We have already observed, that the Patriarch was
the only Archbishop (till the conversion of Ethiopia), in his own Dioecese; and this
rendered the attempt of Meletius still more unjustifiable.

The schism soon began to develope into heresy;—and the monks who attached
themselves to it, were foremost in this advance. They are accused of Judaical
observances in respect of ceremonial purifications; of mixing dances and unseemly
motions in the service of God : of looking for a Heaven that abounded with sensual
delights. It is possible that, in process of time, they were guilty of some innovation in
the Form of Baptism: for S. Peter, as we are informed by Sozomen, refused them as
invalid.

Not content with the propagation of his sect, Meletius spread the most unfounded
calumnies against his Patriarch. And these reports had a wide circulation, and enjoyed
considerable credit for we find S. Epiphanius himself misled by them.
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One of the principal adherents of Meletius was Arius, a native of Libya. This man,
even then distinguished by his powers of argument and persuasion, in a short time
reconciled himself to the Church, and was ordained Deacon by S. Peter. But when the
latter excommunicated Meletius and his partizans, Arius exclaimed against his tyranny,
and was so pertinacious in his opposition, that the Bishop suspended him from the
exercise of his office.

And now the greatest and the last of the persecutions was drawing on.

S. Peter had not sat fully three years, when Diocletian, urged on by Galerius,
commenced the last and the most bloody persecution. By a first edict, issued at
Nicomedia towards the end of February, he commanded the demolition of the churches,
and the destruction of the sacred books. A second rescript ordered the imprisonment of
all Ecclesiastics; a third, which followed close upon it, the death of all that should refuse
to sacrifice. In the beginning of the next year, a fourth and more stringent edict, against
all Christians, of all stations whatsoever, was published; and then the persecution began
to grow tremendous in Egypt and the Thebais.

Of these illustrious Confessors of Christ we must speak, not as their acts deserve,
but as the analogy of history will permit. Eusebius was himself a spectator of the
courage of some Egyptian Martyrs who were crowned at Tyre. After being lacerated
with the scourge, they were exposed to the fury of leopards, bears, and boars, and these
animals were irritated by strokes and fire. But they either refused to attack the
Christians, or were repelled by some invisible force; and, as in revenge, sprung on the
Pagan keepers of the arena and commissioners of the games. One youth stood calmly
awaiting their onset, extending his arms in the form of a Cross, and occupied in prayer;
—the animals could not be induced to attack him.

Eusebius visited Alexandria while many of its inhabitants remembered the terrors
of this period; and professes himself perfectly unable to recount the names of even the
chief Martyrs. In the Thebais, more especially, day after day, month after month and
year after year the executioners went on: fifty, eighty, a hundred fell daily; the
executioners were wearied out with slaughter, and relieved each other by gangs; in some
instances, the axe was worn out by use all kinds of tortures were employed: some were
crucified; some suspended in the air by the feet; some burnt; some drowned; some were
tied to two trees, bent together by mechanical force, and torn asunder by them when that
force was relaxed; some rent by hooks of iron, some with potsherds. The Pagans
themselves took pity on the sufferers, and as far as they could, sheltered and concealed
them; but many Christians were unwilling thus to be deprived of the glory of
Martyrdom. The apostacy, so prevalent in the Decian persecution, w as now scarcely
heard of; women and children confessed Christ joyfully; many were thrown into prison,
mutilated, and dragged through the streets; many looked cheerfully on the deaths of
those they held dearest.

The first of the Egyptian Martyrs under Diocletian, with whose name and acts we
are acquamted, was Asclas. A native of Antinous in the Thebais, he was arrested at the
command of the magistrate Arrian, himself, at a later period, a Confessor of Christ. On
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refusing to sacrifice, he was tortured with the iron combs till his flesh hung down in
strips; and even then would return no answer to the interrogatories of the magistrate.
Bizanon, a professor of oratory, who stood by, suggested that the prisoner was
senseless; on which S. Asclas replied. “My senses have not left me, nor will I leave the
God That made me”. The Confessor was removed to Hermopolis, and there subjected to
the torture of the lamps; until Arrian, owning himself conquered, said, “As I think, you
are about to die”. S. Asclas replied. “Though I die, I shall live again”. A stone was
attached to his neck, and he was thrown into the river. He suffered on the same day that
S. Agnes confessed at Rome. At the same time S. Leonides obtained his Crown.

S. Apollonius, a monk of great eminence, occupied himself in visiting and
comforting his brethren; many were encouraged by his persuasion to stand firm.
Philemon, a great favourite of the people for his skill on the flute, met him one day in
the city of Antinous, and began to revile him; the monk only besought God to have
mercy on his slanderer and not to impute his of words to him. The gentleness of his
answer so touched Philemon that he hastened to the magistrate, and confessed himself a
Christian; the latter, unwilling to deprive the people of their favourite, tried to pass over
the matter as a fit of insanity. Finding him, however, in earnest, he condemned him, in
company with his seducer, as he termed Apollonius, to be burnt alive. When they were
at the stake, the monk besought God’s deliverance from that horrible death. The words
were no sooner uttered than a moist cloud surrounded the pile and extinguished the fire.
Arrian, and great part of the spectators, professed themselves Christians on the spot.
They were summoned to Alexandria, and by the prefect’s order thrown into the sea;
thus being supplied, say their Acts, with a Baptism which the Augustal little intended to
give them.

Notwithstanding the ferocity of the persecution at Alexandria, the tendency of the
faithful was rather to over-rashness than to over-prudence. Both in Egypt and the
Thebais, men of property, of rank, and learning, gladly renounced all; came forward to
confess Christ, and were found among the Martyrs.

The Confession of S. Theodora was attended with some remarkable
circumstances. She was of high birth, and equally celebrated in Alexandria for her
family and for her beauty. Eustratus Proculus, the judge, urged her not to disgrace her
ancestors, nor to despise the rites they had used; in consideration of her youth and noble
extraction, he allowed her three days to make her recantation. On the expiration of that
term, finding her still resolute, the judge ordered that she should be conveyed to one of
those sinks of iniquity with which Alexandria abounded, and tauntingly inquired,
whether the God Whom she worshipped could now save her? Theodora, on entering the
place, prayed that He Who had delivered S. Peter from prison would be pleased to
manifest His Power in preserving her from all contamination. A Christian, named
Didymus, who had heard the sentence, disguised himself as a soldier, and entering the
house, was admitted to the chamber where the prisoner was confined, when he
discovered his true design, by urging her to take his military cloak and cap, and, under
that disguise, to make her escape. She did so; and in the course of an hour, a Pagan
having come in, was astonished at finding a man, seated by himself. Having heard much
of the miracles wrought by the Saviour, he cried out that a woman had here been
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changed into a man, and fled with consternation. The Augustal Prefect, informed of the
truth, threatened to put Didymus to the torture if he refused to discover where S.
Theodora was. The prisoner replied that he knew not: this only he knew, that she was a
servant of the Most High God, Who had preserved her spotless. The judge commanded
him to sacrifice, and threatened him with double punishment, as a Christian, and as
having abetted the escape of a prisoner. Finding him firm, he ordered that he should be
beheaded. As Didymus was being conveyed to the place of execution, S. Theodora,
hearing what had passed, hastened to the spot, and disputed with him the guilt of
disobeying the laws, and the glory of Martyrdom. They were beheaded together; and are
together reckoned among the Saints.

The violcucc of the persecution was lulled for a short time by the abdication of
Dioclctian and Maximian. Galerius and Constantius succeeded to the purple: but the
former possessed all the real authority, and his nephew Daia, one of the Caesars, who
had adopted the name of Maximin, a young man of semi-barbarous extraction, had the
government of the East. He prided himself as being the most vigorous opponent of
Christianity that had yet appeared. The persecution then recommenced with redoubled
fury.

Phileas, Bishop of Thmuis, one of the most important Cities of Augustamnica
Prima, now an inconsiderable town, and known by the name of Tmaié, came to
Alexandria, probably to concert some measures with S. Peter for the government of
their flocks during this dreadful crisis. While in the metropolis, he addressed an
exhortation to his Church, of which a portion has been preserved by Eusebius.

“The Martyrs”, — so he writes,— “fixing the eye of their soul simply and entirely
on the God That is over all, and wel-coming death for piety’s sake, held fast their
calling; for they knew that our Lord Jesus Christ became man for us, to the end that He
might utterly destroy all iniquity, and might lay up for us a provision for our entrance
into Eternal Life : for He thought it not robbery to be equal with God, but emptied
Himself, and took the form of a slave, and being found in fashion like a man. He
humbled Himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the Cross.
Wherefore desiring the greater grace, these Martyrs, filled with Christ, endured every
labour, and all devices of insult, not once only, but some have already done so twice;
and setting at nought all the threats, not in words only, but in deeds also, of the soldiers
that emulously exerted themselves in actions of cruelty, they flinched not from their
resolution. What account may suffice to describe their courage, and their manliness
under each torture? For since all that would had full permission to insult them, some
were struck with clubs, some with lashes, some with thongs, others with reeds”.—The
Bishop proceeds to describe the tortures inflicted on these noble athletes; how some,
stretched on the equuleus, had every portion of their body lacerated with combs and
pincers of iron; how others were suspended by one hand from the summit of a pillar,
and in the tension of their sinews and dislocation of their joints endured a torment
greater than any other suffering; how others, torn with a thousand wounds, were thrown
into prison, if perchance protracted agony might weaken their resolution.
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As Easter, in the fourth year of the persecution, drew on, S. Peter was pressed by
those who had lapsed to appoint them some canonical penance, and to re-admit them,
on its accomplishment, into the Church. Some had now been excluded from
Communion for three years, and were anxious once more to be received as penitents
the rather, that their lives were still in hourly danger from the persecution. The Epistle
which S. Peter wrote on this occasion is received into the canons of the Oriental Church.
In the Coptic Communion, it is interpolated with directions for the re-admission of such
as had apostatized to Mahometanism: —the Syriac Version is free from such additions,
and contains a fragment on Penitence, between the XIIIth and XIVth canons, which
does not appear in the Greek. The Ist Canon ordains that those who, after boldly
confessing Christ, and suffering the torture, had at length yielded through the infirmity
of the flesh, should, in consideration of the time they had already been excluded from
the Church, be received at the ensuing Easter, on condition of observing the then
commencing Lent with extraordinary devotion. By the IInd, those who, without
enduring tortures, had fallen away, from the tedium of imprisonment, are enjoined
penitence for another year. By the Illrd, those who had endured neither torture nor
imprisonment, are, after the example of the barren fig tree, sentenced to four years’
more exclusion. The IVth is not, strictly speaking, a canon; but a lamentation over those
whose apostacy had not been followed by penitence. The Vth appoints six months’
further penitence to such as had feigned themselves epileptic, or had hired Pagans to
personate them and to sacrifice, and had thus received a certificate of having obeyed the
edict. The VIth and VIIth treat of the case where masters had compelled Christian
slaves to sacrifice in their place. The masters are condemned to three more years, the
slaves, to one, of penitence. The VIIIth receives at once such as having lapsed, returned
to the conflict, confessed, and came off with life. In the IXth, S. Peter receives to
Communion, while he blames their conduct, those who had presented themselves at the
Tribunal. They considered not, he says, the meaning of the prayer, “Lead us not into
temptation”; they laid not to heart His example, Who waited till His enemies came to
take Him; they listened not to His Voice, ”"When they persecute you in one city, flee ye
to another”. In like manner, they followed not in the steps of S. Stephen and S. James,
of S. Peter and S. Paul. By the Xth, Clerks, hurried on by the same indiscreet zeal, are
pardoned, on condition of applying themselves for the future to their respective duties.
But if they had lapsed, though afterwards they had returned to the conflict, they are
received to lay Communion only. The XIth Canon is an explanation of the IXth, and
declares bystanders excepted from it, who, during the examination or torture of a
Martyr, had found themselves carried away by a generous ardour of imitating him, and
had confessed before the magistrate. The XIIth and XIIIth exempt from blame—in
opposition to the hard opinion of the Montanists—those who had paid a sum of money,
and thus escaped confession; and those who had evaded it by flight. The XIVth allows
those to be honoured as Confessors, and elevated to the Priesthood, who had been
compelled by force to swallow wine offered to idols, or to throw incense on the altar.
These Canons were ratified by the Quinisext Council. It is to be remembered that those
of them which enjoin penance, pre-suppose three years to have been already spent in it.

S. Phileas was now called to make good indeed his exhortation to Martyrdom. He
was arrested by order of Culcianus, the Prefect, who was extremely anxious that he
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should be induced to apostatize, because he had acquired great reputation from the study
of philosophy, was of a noble family, and possessed considerable wealth. He argued
with him at great length, urging him at least to offer sacrifice to his own God; setting
before him the example of Moses, who offered burnt offerings. Failing in this attempt,
he inquired if S. Paul had not denied the Resurrection of the Flesh; if he had not been a
persecutor of the Church; if he were wiser than Plato? If conscience were his motive for
refusing, did not conscience, he inquired, also forbid to leave wife and children in
distress, and to disobey the Emperor? Was Jesus Christ, he further interrogated, Very
God? How was the prisoner persuaded of it? How could the Crucified be God? The
governor then boasted of his clemency towards Phileas, who thanked him for it; he
informed him plainly that had he been less wealthy, he would not have taken so much
pains to convince him by gentle measures, but he was unwilhng to deprive the
numerous poor, who were fed by his alms, of their only resource. As he continued to
argue and to entreat the Bishop to have compassion on his wife, who was standing by,
Philoromus, a magistrate of Alexandria, who was present, inquired why the Governor
endeavoured to render Phileas faithless to his God, and how he could hope by the
miserable persuasions of earth, to divert him from the eternal weight of glory, to which
he was looking forward? He was instantly arrested, and the two were, by the Governor’s
order, led forth to be beheaded. At the place of execution, S. Phileas, turning to the east,
exhorted his hearers to watch over their own hearts, to be on their guard against the
great Enemy, to suffer for the Saviour, and to remember His own precepts. “Let us
call”, he concluded, “on Him Who is spotless, and incomprehensible, and sitteth upon
the Cherubim, the Beginning and the End, the First and the Last : to Him be glory for
ever and for ever. Amen”. On finishing these words, he and his companion were
beheaded.

In the fifth year of the persecution, the Prefects, wearied out by the interminable
Confessions to which they were every day witness, began to content themselves with
the punishment of mutilation instead of death. Multitudes lost an eve, and were branded,
and then sent to labour in the mines; and some experienced the same fate after having
undergone the torture. Among the most illustrious of these Confessors was S.
Paphnutius, a Bishop in Upper Thebais, of whom we shall have in the sequel to speak
more at length.

In the following years, whole armies of the Confessors were sent from the
Thebais, and condemned to the mines in Palestine and Phoenicia. At one time we meet
with ninety-seven, at another, with one hundred and thirty of these Christian heroes,
sent into banishment; and three Egyptians, Ares, Promus, and Elias, sealed the truth
with their blood at Ascalon. In like manner, two Bishops of Egypt, with a Priest named
Elias, and Patermuthius, whom Eusebius mentions as known far and wide by his
charity, suffered by fire in Palestine. Thirty-nine Christians, the greater part from the
Patriarchate of Alexandria, laid down their lives at Gaza. And, towards the close of the
persecution, four Bishops, Hesychius, Phileas, Pachymius, and Theodorus, with many
priests and laymen, were crowned at Alexandria. It would seem that this S. Hesychius
was the same of whom S. Jerome writes, and who published a new edition of the LXX.

61



www.cristoraul.org

Towards the conclusion of the persecution, an event happened, which, though
somewhat uncertain in a few of its details, is, in its general character, undoubtedly true.
Mennas, an Athenian of consummate wisdom and prudence, was entrusted by Maximin
with the Augustal Prefecture. He used his influence and talents, and, it is said, his power
of miracles, to propagate the Faith, to which he had been converted; and, in
consequence, Hermogenes, also an Athenian, was sent out to supersede and to punish
him. The ex-Prefect was cruelly tortured, but supernaturally healed. His arguments and
constancy touched the heart of Hermogenes, and both Augustals, to the astonishment of
the Pagans, did all in their power for the increase of the Church. Maximin himself
visited Alexandria, and condemned both the Confessors to death; and at this time it
probably was that S. Catherine suffered.

In Cyrene, the Bishop Theodore was among the Confessors, with a Deacon
Ireneus, and two Readers, Serapion and Ammonius. The Prelate survived. But none was
more illustrious than S. Cyrilla, in the same city. When the burning coals with the
incense were forced into her hand, she held it motionless, lest, if she shook them off,
she should seem to have sacrificed: after this she was grievously tortured, and so
entered into Paradise.

S. Peter’s life was spared to his Church as long as it stood in need of his care and
protection. Like another Moses, he was permitted to see the good land into which the
Lord was about to bring His people, though he himself might not enter thereinto. He
heard of the cessation of the persecution in the West, and in Palestine; he received
tidings of the edict for liberty of Christian worship that the dying agonies of Galerius
wrung from him, and then he was called to follow his companions, and to close the long
train of Martyrs for Christ. In his company suffered Faustus, whom we have already
mentioned as signalising himself under S. Dionysius, Dius, and Ammonius.

It is remarkable, considering the high place which he held in the Church, as well
from his office as his sanctity, that no authentic acts of his Confession have been
preserved. The Arabic historian, Severus, gives an account, which, though mixed up
with some fables, probably contains a good deal of truth, and may, therefore, be worth
while relating.

There was, he says, at Antioch, a Christian of some dignity, named Socrates, who
in time of persecution fell away. His wife remained faithful, and requested her
husband’s leave to to take his two sons to Alexandiia, for the purpose of being baptized
there. He refused, fearing the emperor’s wrath; on which she made her escape with
them, and commending herself to God, embarked for Egypt. A storm arose, and the
sailors gave themselves up for lost. The mother, unwilling that her children should
perish unbaptized, herself performed the rite, in the Name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost. The tempest passed over, and the ship arrived safely at
Alexandria; and, as it happened, at the very time that the Easter Baptisms were about to
be performed. Presenting herself to a Deacon of the Church, she informed him of the
motive which had brought her into Egyt; but said nothing of the occurrence which had
taken place on the voyage. The Deacon laid the matter before the Bishop, who promised
to baptize the children among the other candidates. When their time came, he was twice
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miraculously impeded : and calling the mother, he inquired what she had done. On
hearing her tale, he bade her be of good cheer : God, he said, had already received her
children; and the One Baptism could not be repeated. Returning to Antioch, the mother
and her infants were burnt alive, by order of the emperor; and stricter inquiry
commanded to be made for S. Peter.

When it was known, this writer proceeds to tell us, that S. Peter’s life would fall a
sacrifice to the emperor’s indignation, Arius, who had all this time remained
excommunicate, requested several of those with whom he was acquainted, as well
clergy as laity, to intercede for him with the Bishop. They did so; and when they hoped
that he was about to comply with his request, he said with a loud voice, “Let Arius be
anathema from our Lord Jesus Christ, in this world, and in the world to come”. Struck
with the vehemence with which these words were pronounced, none dared to plead in
favour of the guilty man; and S. Peter rising, and taking two of his disciples, Achillas
and Alexander, apart, informed them, that the anathema he had pronounced was not the
effect of any private resentment : that, on the preceding night, he had beheld in a vision
our Saviour with a garment rent from top to bottom; that on inquiring, “who, Lord, hath
thus rent Thy garment” he received for answer, “Arius”: that he knew therefore, that
Arius would bring some great evil on the Church. He further informed them that they
should, in turn, be his successors : he exhorted them to oppose to the utmost whatever
heresies might, whether by Arius or others, be propagated, to shew themselves valiant
and vigilant for God, after the example of his predecessor, Dionysius, of blessed
memory, and his zeal against the Sabellians. He then bade them farewell, assuring them
that they should see his face no more : and turning to the rest of his flock, he confirmed
them in the Faith, prayed over them, and gave them his benediction.

When he was committed to prison, the Christians collected in great numbers,
determined to oppose the execution of the Imperial Edict, and prevented the soldiers
from entering by the door. It was a stormy and rainy night: and the centurion took
advantage of the noise of the elements, to throw down that part of the wall which
bounded the cell of S. Peter. When an orifice had been made in it for this purpose, the
Prelate, fearing that the design would be observed, and the Christians endeavour to to
oppose it, made the sign of the Cross, and said, “Better is it that we should die, than that
such a multitude shoidd meet with evil for my sake”. With these words, boldly
stretching forth his head to the soldiers, it was struck from the body. At the same time, a
voice was heard by a consecrated virgin proclaiming, “As Peter was the first of the
Apostles, so shall Peter be the last of the Martyrs”.

Such are the Arabic traditions of the Martyrdom of S. Peter. Eusebius simply
relates, that he was unexpectedly arrested and beheaded. He is named by the Greeks the
Seal and End of the Martyrs; an epithet which is not literally true. For, even in
Alexandria, SS. Cyrus and John sufixired two months subsequently.

Besides the Canons on Penitence, and the fragment of a Paschal Epistle preserved
at their end, S. Peter composed a work on the Divinity of the Saviour; and another on
His Coming. In the latter he confuted the opinion of Origen on the pre-existence of
souls.
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SECTION XIV.

S. ANTONY AND THE RISE OF MONASTICISM.

While the Church of Alexandria was destitute of a Pastor, it pleased God to
raise her up a protector, in one whom we have not yet had occasion to mention, but
whose actions had already excited great notice, and whose influence was beginning to
be felt in every part of Egypt. We speak of S. Antony, the Father of Monastic Life.

We have already dwelt on the mystical temperament of the Alexandrian Church.
The natural result may be traced in the adoption of the eremitical life by the holiest of
her sons; and the case appears to have been so from the earliest age. Even under S.
Mark, the Therapeutae had already distinguished their holiness and devotion, — and S.
Frontonius, in the middle of the second century, had, with seventy brethren, led the life
of a recluse, in the same mountain tract which they had hallowed. S. Paul had long since
betaken himself into the wilderness: and was still leading there his life of more than
human asceticism. At or near Antinous, SS. Julian and Basilissa, observing continence
in the married state, had formed a double kind of hospital for men and women; and
there, when the latter had departed to her rest, the former received a glorious
Martyrdom, in company with several associates, under Maximin. And separated by the
Red Sea from Egypt, the still illustrious monastery of Mount Sinai even then existed:
for forty of its inmates had suffered under Diocletian, and others, and their house had
been temporarily destroyed. It thus appears that there were, at the time when S. Antony
commenced his career, a few holy anchorets scattered throughout Egypt: but their
number was small, their system undefined, their devotions unconnnected, and it was not
till the rise of Antony, that the deserts of Thebais and of Egypt became the favourite
retreat and the principal school of monks and anchorets.

Antony was born at Coma, a village near Heracleopolis, and on the boundary of
Upper Egypt, about the year 251. Educated at home, by Christian parents of noble birth,
and considerable property, he was so completely cut off from the knowledge of the
world, that he was acquainted with no one out of his own family: nor did he ever learn
to read any other language than his native Egyptian. Christianity, during his youth, must
have been protected or connived at: for we read that he was in the habit of attending
with his parents the church, while at home he was a pattern of obedience and
submission. When he had attained the age of twenty, he was left an orphan, with a
younger sister in his charge; and for some time he continued the same course of life to
which he had been accustomed, and occupied himself with her education, and with the
management of his estate. At the end of six months, however, while engaged in
meditating on the readiness with which the Holy Apostles abandoned all things for the
sake of Christ, he was struck, by hearing in the church the words of our Lord, “If thou
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wilt be perfect, go and sell that thou hast, and give to the poor, and thou shall have
treasure in heaven : and come, follow Me”. At once he resolved to follow the
Evangelical Counsel: and parting with all his estates, which contained three hundred
arurae, and were noted for their fertility, he distributed them among his neighbours; that
there might be no dispute between them as to right of possession. His other property he
turned into money, and apportioned to the poor, retaining a small portion for the future
wants of his sister. But, going a second time to the church, he listened to the words,
“Take therefore no thought for the morrow, for the morrow shall take thought for the
things of itself”: and on his return home, he distributed the remainder of his property to
the poor, and placed his sister in a kind of religious house for women, perhaps one of
those which had arisen in imitation of the Christian love of Basilissa. There she
prolonged her life to a good old age: and in her turn, became the Mother and the
Directress of many Virgins.

Having thus divested himself of all earthly cares, he resolved on embracing a
solitary life. In its perfection it was yet entirely unknown: those who had adopted it
dwelt in a retired spot near some village, whence they might be supplied with the
necessaries of life. Such an hermit there was near Coma, and from him Antony derived
his first instructions in the ascetic life. He made choice of a suitable retreat: and from
thence visited the different anchorets in the neighbourhood : selecting with a holy
eclecticism the various points in the practice of each, which it was his desire to form
into one perfect whole. In the mean time he wrought with his own hands, and after
supplying himself with bread from the profit of his labour, distributed the rest among
the poor.

Even while he dwelt in his first cell, he was exposed to those temptations of
Satan, which have rendered his history a mark of scorn for the sceptic, of pity for the
liberal, and of astonishment to him who believes in the wiles of an ever-present Enemy,
and in the unseen might of an ever-victorious Church. He that doubts the temptations of
S. Antony, must doubt every supernatural occurrence: must set at nought the testimony
of witnesses never so numerous, of holiness never so manifest, of historians never so
judicious, of influence never so prevailing. We are not about to relate, far less to defend,
these narrations. But none can doubt thus much : that a life, as completely contrary to
every natural desire of the heart as was that of the Egyptian hermits, such a total
abnegation of every tie between the individual and the world, such constant danger,
want, and suffering, days and nights so lonely,—and all this endured without the hope
of human applause, because beyond the sphere of human knowledge;—that such a life,
we say, which is believed by all to have been practised, is far more wonderful, and far
more contrary to antecedent experience, than the marvellous tale of the conflicts of S.
Antony.

For some time he dwelt in a monument, situated at a considerable distance from
his native village. At the age of thirty-five, he resolved on a more secluded retreat. He
would fain have had the aged hermit, from whom he had learnt his first lessons in
asceticism, for his companion; but the faith of the old man shrank from an ordeal so
terrible in itself, and hitherto so wholly unattempted. On this, Antony crossed the river,
penetrated, by himself, the wilder parts of the desert; and took up his abode in a
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deserted castle among the mountains. He closed its doors, (A.D. 285), and could not be
persuaded to re-open them for twenty years. Bread was brought him half-yearly; and he
quenched his thirst in a spring that arose within the building. His fasts were most
rigorous or rather his whole life was one continual fast. He never tasted food till after
sun-set; and frequently prolonged his abstinence for three consecutive days. His fame
attracted numerous visitors from various parts of Egypt: he spoke to them from his
prison, but would not permit them to see his face. Frequently his visitors were terrified
by the supernatural and terrific sounds which issued from his castle: but the Saint bade
them be of good cheer, and scorn the efforts of those who had been conquered on the
Cross.

It was now the middle of the tenth persecution, when Antony, overcome by the
solicitations of his friends, who were desirous that he should form a monastic institute,
came out of his castle. They were astonished to find the same figure, the same
countenance, that they remembered him to have possessed. His fasts and his
confinement seemed equally to have been unable to affect him. The miracles that he
then performed, as they must much have cheered the faith of the Church under her
heavy trial, so they induced many of her children to place themselves under the
guidance of the great Hermit.

Between the Red Sea and the Nile, and nearly opposite to Mount Sinai, the
desert is intersected by two ranges of mountains which, running north and south, stretch
themselves interruptedly for many leagues. That to the east is now called Zaffarana: that
to the west is known by the name Khalili. More northerly, and nearly opposite the
ancient Heracleopolis, the mountains run east and west; looking down from their
northern side, on the pilgrim’s road from Cairo to Suez. The whole of this region was
soon tenanted by holy anchorets;—S. Antony himself founded his first, and more
illustrious monastery, towards its northern extremity.

It lay nearly equidistant from the cities of Memphis, Babylon, (now Cairo,) and
Aphroditopolis (now Atfieh). On an abrupt stony mountain, situated at about thirty
miles distance from the Nile, and only to be surmounted by the laborious zigzags of a
winding pass, it received its name from the little town of Troy, which lay somewhat to
the south of Babylon. At the summit of this mountain, repeatedly termed by S.
Athanasius the interior, were two small cells, hewn out of the rock, and here it was that
Antony himself principally dwelt: his monastery was situated on the opposite, or
exterior mountain, known also by the name of Pisper. These savage crags, the
barrenness and desolation of the interjacent plains, the melancholy sound of the torrents,
falling from rock to rock, till finally lost in the bibulous sand, seem to have impressed
those who then visited the spot, as they do modern travellers, with the deepest awe.
Soon the adjacent mountains were too narrow a domain for his fervent band of
disciples: and, crossing the Nile, they began to fill the deserts in the neighbourhood of
Arsinoe.

Of his followers, many are still held in honour by the Church. Among these, the
two Macarii hold the first place. The Elder, or Egyptian, was not strictly speaking, a
disciple, though he afterwards became the friend of Antony. The place of his retreat was
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the savage wilderness of Scete, eighty miles beyond Mount Nitria, and rather in Libya
than in Egypt. Here he dwelt sixty years, and became the spiritual father of many
anchorets, who peopled that desert. He was compelled by an Egyptian Prelate to receive
holy orders, and saw four churches rise in the very heart of the desert where he had
withdrawn himself. The younger, or Alexandrine, Macarius, originally a seller of sweet-
meats, who was also elevated to the Priestly Office, had even a wider reputation than his
namesake. He had a dwelling in Mount Nitria, another in the Desert, as it was
afterwards called, of Cells, from the multitude of hermits that there had their abodes;
and a third in that of Scete. In his power of abstinence and self-discipline, he was
unrivalled even by Antony himself. There was yet a third hermit of the same name, who
was placed by S. Antony in charge of his monastery of Pisper: and who succeeded him
in the government of his five thousand monks. Of no less renown was S. Pachomius, the
first that committed a monastic rule to writing. S. Isidore was another of the anchorets
of renown. He also was a priest in the desert of Scete: and was reckoned one of the
Fathers of that wilderness. The like reputation was also acquired by S. Pambo, who,
above all others, was noted for his diligence in manual labour. Among the personal
friends of Antony, were Sarmata, who was honoured by martyrdom in an irruption of
barbarians, and Amathas, who ministered to the death-bed of the departing Patriarch of
monks. And the great S. Hilarion, a native of the neiglibourhood of Gaza, was to be the
first propagator of Egyptian Monasticism in his native land.

But at the time of which we yet write, these illustrious servants of God were
some in childhood, some in training for their conflicts and victories. We will leave them
in their deserts, to fight, by their prayers, and tears, and fasts, the great battle of the
Alexandrian Church, on the relation of which we shall soon enter. When they have
passed long years of hardness and mortification, we shall return to them again, and
endeavour to sketch that life which as yet was but in course of formation.

At the recommencement of the persecution by Maximin, S. Antony, exclaiming
to those about him, “Let us go to combat ourselves, or to see the combatants”, left his
mountain, and hastened to Alexandria, where he arrived just before the death of S.
Peter. Anxious as he was for martyrdom, he would not expose himself to the tribunal,
but he ministered to the Confessors in the mines and in prisons: he went with the
accused before the judge, and he accompanied the condemned to the place of execution.
Several of his companions imitated his example: and the Prefect, astonished at then
boldness, issued an edict, by which it was forbidden to any monk to present himself in
the hall of judgment, or to sojourn in the city. The disciples feared, and hid themselves;
the Master, clad in his white robe, took up his position in a conspicuous spot, and
crossed the path of the Prefect as he passed with his train. Deeply grieving that he had
not been honoured with the Martyr’s Crown, and perceiving that the violence of the
persecution was passed, he returned to the mountain.

The last who fell under Maximin, for the faith of Christ, were the holy Martyrs
Cyrus, John, and their companions. Cyrus was a physician of Alexandria, who had
improved the opportunities afforded by his profession to convert many of his patients:
under Diocletian he had, in obedience to the Lord’s commandment, fled into Arabia,
and had there become acquainted with John, an officer of rank, who accompanied him

67



www.cristoraul.org

back to Alexandria, and became his guest. Hearing that Athanasia, a Christian lady, had
been arrested at Canopus, in company with her three daughters, Theodosia, Theoctiste,
and Eudoxia, the eldest of whom was only fifteen years of age, the two friends hastened
thither, in order to console the Confessors. And they obtained a signal reward for their
charity; for, being themselves apprehended, and tortured in the most cruel manner,
torches being applied to their sides, and vinegar and salt poured into their wounds, they
witnessed a good confession, in which S. Athanasia and her daughters followed them.
The latter were first beheaded: two days after, Cyrus and John in the same manner put
on immortality; and by their deaths closed the persecution.

SECTION XV.

THE ARIAN HERESY.

After a vacancy of about a year, and doubtless, as soon as prudence would
allow, Achillas was raised to the Evangelical Throne. We have already mentioned that
he was a disciple of S. Peter the Martyr: he had been ordained by Theonas, at the same
time with Pierius. It would appear that the friends of Arius importuned him to remove
the anathema pronounced by his predecessor: and he not only did this but elevated the
future heresiarch to the Priesthood, and appointed him to the church of Baucalis, already
named as the oldest in the city. The Jacobite writers will have it, that the death of the
Prelate, which followed shortly after, was a supernatural punishment for having violated
the last injunction of S. Peter; and they therefore exclude him from a place in their
Calendar. If, however, Achillas erred, it was through ignorance: otherwise S.
Athanasius would hardly have commended him under the title of the great. Achillas
only sat seven months.

We will now for a moment cast our eyes on the state of the Church Catholic.

Diocletian and Maximian, compelled to resign the purple by the superior vigour
and enterprise of Galerius, named, as we have already seen, their successors; Galerius
himself was nominated as the Eastern, Constantius as the Western Augustus: the
Caesars were respectively Daia, nephew to Galerius, and surnamed by him Maximin,
and Severus. On this the persecution languished, and finally failed in the West; and on
the death of Constantius, his son Constantine, elevated to the purple by the soldiers, but
contenting himself, for the present, with the more modest title of Caesar, was known to
be most favourably disposed to the Faith of Christ. Maxentius, however, at Rome,
declared himself Emperor; and, to prejudice the army in his favour, associated his father
Maximian with himself. Severus, now Augustus in the West, marched against them; his
troops forsook him: he fled to Ravenna, surrendered himself, and was put to death. On
this, Maximian associated Constantine with him in the Empire: Galerius marched into
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Italy, but was forced to retire with dishonour: Licinius was presented by him with the
purple, and a hollow reconciliation took place between the six Emperors, Galerius,
Maximian, Maximin, Licinius, Constantine, Maxentius. Maximian endeavouring to
destroy Constantine by treachery, was discovered and capitally punished; and the five
surviving emperors were acknowledged equals. Galerius, eaten of worms, gave up the
ghost, after having issued an edict in favour of the Christians, which was only
nominally obeyed by Maximin, and the persecution ceased everywhere but in Syria and
Egypt. Then followed the civil war between Constantine and Maxentius: the apparition
of the miraculous Cross; the defeat and death of Maxentius; Maximin, burning to
revenge his loss, was defeated by Licinius, and perished miserably: the Great Tenth
Persecution came to an entire end : and to the joy of the Church, Constantine and
Licinius were recognized as joint Augusti.

But the persecution, though no longer formidable, had not entirely ceased at
Alexandria, when S. Achillas was called from his labours. Two candidates appeared for
the vacant Chair: the one was Arius; the other Alexander, the friend of Achillas, the
disciple of Peter, and a man generally beloved for the sweetness and gentleness of his
disposition. The latter was elected by unanimous consent of clergy and people: and
Arius, who could not endure this preference of his rival, determined to find some
pretext for separating himself from his communion.

The Meletians, who had not refrained from calumniating Achillas, continued
their accusations against Alexander; and they even went so far as to lay a formal
complaint against him before the Emperor: whether Licinius or Constantine be meant it
is impossible to decide. It would appear also that Alexandria was troubled by a faction,
headed by one Crescentius, who was schismatical on the proper time of observing
Easter; and that Alexander was obliged to compose a treatise on the received practice.

As the life of Alexander was perfectly irreproachable, Arius was reduced to
calumniate his doctrine. An occasion soon presented itself. The Prelate, in one of his
sermons, maintained the Unity of the Trinity; and this statement was branded by Arius
with the title of Sabellianism. If the Father, he argued, has begotten a Son, there must be
a period at which the Son was begotten; and consequently there must be a period when
He had no being. Hence it followed that the Son of God was created by the Father; and
Arius attributed to Him the power of either holiness or sin, maintaining that by His Free
Will He chose the former, being equally capable, had He so chosen, of the latter. The
heretic did not at first dare to preach this doctrine; it would have been heard with
undisguised horror. But in private conversations he seized every opportunity of
insinuating it; and being respected for his sobriety and gravity, endued with great
powers of persuasion, and in the decline of life, he soon found himself followed with
eagerness, and heard with attention. Thus it happened, that many were already seduced
to heresy before S. Alexander was aware of the danger. In the meanwhile, the different
parish priests of Alexandria,—for Alexandria, as we had occasion to observe in the
introduction, was, like Rome, divided into parish churches or titles, to which the
different Presbyters were attached,—maintained different doctrines, and the faithful
were distracted, divided, and perplexed by the voices of their teachers. The trumpet
gave an uncertain sound; and who could prepare himself for the battle? It would appear
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that, at this time, the church of Baucalis, as it was the oldest, so also was it the most
honourable cure; it was in the heart of the mercantile part of the city, and Arius thence
acquired greater influence. He was supported, among the parish priests, by Carponas,
and Sarmates, by Aithalas, Achillas, and his own namesake Arius; among the deacons,
by Euzoius, Macarius, Julius, Menas, and Helladius. Alexander, seems, at the outset, to
have hesitated as to his proper course; and a momentary appearance of irresolution
encouraged the discord. The Arians exclaimed against him as a Sabellian; some of the
Catholics called him an Arian, because, in their judgment, he did not show sufficient
vigour in putting down the new sect; and Coluthus, one of the parish priests, separated
himself from the communion of his Bishop, and even ventured (not, it is hinted, without
simony,) to ordain Presbyters pretending that the necessities of the times justified him in
this action. As schism is seldom unaccompanied by false doctrine, he further taught that
God is not the Author of evil, which proposition, though capable of a Catholic sense, is
heretical in that which Colathus attached to it: namely, that God does not produce those
evils which, as punishments, afflict men. The Coluthians were never a powerful sect
and in the end, by no uncommon change, the greater part of the followers,—for the
leader himself, as we shall see, recanted his errors,— allied themselves with the Arians.

At length the evil rose to such a height, that Alexander was compelled to take
some decisive step for its termination. He summoned a meeting of the clergy of
Alexandria, and allowed to all a full liberty of explaining and defending their
sentiments. Willing rather to persuade by reason, than to force by authority, he refrained
at first from giving his own judgment: and the conference closed without any result,
both parties claiming the victory. A second assembly, held with the same intention,
equally failed of attaining its end. It was probably in one of these two meetings that
Arius presented to his Bishop a confession of faith, very simple in its expressions, and
bearing on its face a Catholic sense: but so contrived as to be capable of perversion to
the heretic’s own meaning : and which was therefore rejected as unsatisfactory.

The heresy every day increasing, Alexander, after a solemn warning to Arius to
renounce his errors, and to return to the Doctrine of the Apostles, found that his only
resource lay in excommunication. Assembling then the principal Priests of Alexandria,
and of the neighbouring province of Mareotis, he proposed that sentence accordingly.
The partisans of Arius made a show of defence: but their efforts were unavailing. Five
Priests and five Deacons only attached themselves to his faction; thirty-six Priests, and
forty-four Deacons signed the sentence against him. Among the former, Coluthus signs
first: but this must have been a different person from the author of the schism. Among
the latter, the signatures occur of two that bear the name of Athanasius.

One of these was already in the confidence of Alexander, and had given
promise of the highest talent. He was known by a treatise against the Gentiles: in which,
though the writer had not much exceeded the twentieth year of his age, he displayed
such power of argument, such acquaintance with Scripture, such deep learning, united
with so much wit, and such elegance of expression, that great things were expected from
him. Born about the year 296, his tender youth had exempted him from the fury of the
Tenth Persecution; but doubtless, in the Martyrdoms that he must himself have
witnessed, and in the many more which must have formed the daily topic of
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conversation, his mind was led to that energetic sense of His full and proper Divinity,
Who was the strength of the Martyrs, that, in after times, wrought such wonders for the
Church. He was thoroughly educated in profane as well as in Christian antiquity and
Homer and Plato seem to have been, in an especial manner, his admiration and study. In
short, it might be said of him, as it was of another, that he “was learned in all the
wisdom of the Egyptians, and was mighty in words and in deeds”.

Arius, on his condemnation by the Synod of Alexandria, far from owning
himself in the wrong, was but the more eager to strengthen his party, and to procure, by
fair means or foul, a reversal of his sentence. Finding that his partisans were
outnumbered in the metropolis, he excited, by letters and by friends, the other portions
of Egypt. In Mareotis, especially, he was successful; and in Libya, his native country,
Secundus, Bishop of Ptolemais, Theonas of Marmarica, (the latter of whom is said to
have been consecrated by the Meletians,) Secundus of Teuchiri, and Zephyrius of
Barce, pledged themselves to the new heresy. Among the laity of Alexandria, great
progress was made by the insinuating manners and plausible language of Arius; and
among the consecrated virgins he drew away great numbers. Alexander found that the
struggle, far from being terminated by the decision of his first synod, grew daily more
formidable: and threatened the very foundations of his Church. He therefore convoked a
general Council of his province: and we now, for the first time, learn the number of
Prelates over whom the Patriarch of Alexandria presided: the synod was attended by
nearly one hundred: and it would appear that very few could have been absent. Arius
and his friends prepared themselves to the utmost of their ability for their trial; but
notwithstanding the equivocal manner in which they stated their dogmas, and their
ingenuity in so couching their sentences as to be patient of a Catholic sense, they
excited the horror of the synod. They stated, to use S. Alexander’s own words, that God
was not always a Father : but that there was a period in which He was not so ; that God,
Who is, created Him That was not from that which is not; wherefore there was a time
when the Son was not, because He is a creature and a thing made; that He is not similar
to the Father in substance, nor His True and genuine Word and Wisdom;—but when
called so, is named so in an improper and lax signification, as having His origin from
the proper Word of God, and the Wisdom that is in Him, by which He made all things,
and among them the Son,—for the heretics thus distinguished a twofold Word, and a
twofold Wisdom. One of the Prelates, whose zeal for the truth led him to put the matter
in its clearest and simplest light, inquired, whether in the opinion of Arius, the Son of
God could change, as Satan had changed? And the heretic unblushingly replied. “He
can, because He is by nature not immutable”. The Prelates, on hearing this and other
dogmas, came to an unanimous conclusion, and declaring Arius and his followers
separate from the Communion of the Catholic Church, delivered them over to an
anathema, till such time as they should repent and recant.

Among all the losses that Ecclesiastical History has sustained, none is more to
be regretted than the loss of a complete Arian account of these events, such as that of
Philostorgius. Till we have it,—though it is not probable that such a work now exists,
we shall never be able to explain that wonderful mystery, the early progress of
Arianism. A Priest at Alexandria,—and that, too, a man branded as the follower of a
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convicted schismatic,—proclaims a novel doctrine : two synods are convoked against it
and condemn it; and yet within six years, it convulses the whole Church from Britain to
India; and compels an Emperor to interfere in the restoration of peace. It is not
wonderful that Catholic writers, more especially such as were engaged in the struggle,
should have been so preoccupied with their sense of the blasphemy of the new system,
that they had no eyes for its plausibility. Thus, Alexander mentions with horror the
dogma of Arius,—“There was a time when the Son was not, as being a creature and a
thing made”. Doubtless the heresiarch replied, Dionysius also said, “As being a thing
made. He was not before He was produced”. If Arius asserted, the Son of God is not
similar to the Father in substance,—Dionysius had said, “He is different (we might
rather say, alien) from the Father in substance”. And though the Catholics might rejoin,
and we may allow, and have allowed, that the Patriarch was speaking of the Son of God
as regarded His Humanity,—or that he was merely stating the case very strongly against
Sabellianism, or that, whatever he meant at the time, he gave it a Catholic explanation
afterwards, for he never retracted it, the statement of the Arians would seem to a mind
incapable of weighing evidence far more plausible than the laborious, however true,
explanation of the Catholics. This is but one instance of the manner in which we must
conceive those in the Communion of the Church to have understated the strong points
of the Arians. There must, too, among the latter, have been much apparent holiness of
life: and doubtless, among the earlier followers of Arius, much real conscientiousness.
And here again it is certain that the Catholics, fully (and most justly) persuaded that
heresy implies a wicked heart, spoke of those as notoriously flagitious, whose
heterodoxy was the only proof that they were so. We cannot imagine that the people of
Ptolemais, after having been governed by a Martyr like S. Theodore, could quietly have
submitted to the rule of Secundus, his successor, and the patron of Arius, had he been at
that time in appearance the villain that S. Athanasius calls him, and that he afterwards
proved himself to be.

But, after all, these considerations, though full weight be granted them, are far
too confined to account for the instantaneous stride of Arianism from the weakness of
infancy to the strength of a giant. Alexander and Arius are not to be regarded as simply
the heads of two contending factions; but as the embodiments of two principles, which
had from the beginning conflicted in the Church, but had never encountered each other
on the same scale as now. That the tradition of the Church, from Apostolic times, was in
favour of the teaching of S. Alexander, was sanctioned by the Council of Nicaea, and
asserted the true and proper Divinity of the Saviour, is a point that has been
triumphantly proved by Catholics of all ages. But it is not less true, that a tradition,
disavowed by the Church, but still existing in it, an under-current to the recognized
course of the stream, had also existed from primitive times: and taught the opposite
doctrine. It was this principle which, assuming different appearances, but still acting to
the same end, had in the first century broken forth in the heresies of Cerinthus and
Ebion, in the third, in that of Paul of Samosata and now, finding the Church free from
external tribulations, made Arius its mouthpiece. It was but necessary to strike the
chord, and in every country hearts were found to respond; the train had long since been
laid, and the weakest hand could fire it. The creed of Arius was not heard by his
disciples as something new and unknown; they recognized it as the true and boldly

72



www.cristoraul.org

developed expression of what they had previously held by implication, but had shrunk
from acknowledging nakedly. It is easy to see that many of the texts quoted on both
sides in defence of their doctrine, could never have been so cited, had they not come
down to them invested with a traditional explanation:—for instance, “My heart hath
produced a good Word”, on the part of the Catholics; “For we which live are always”,
on that of the Arians. And thus it happens that a City Priest has hardly been condemned
in Alexandria, when Egypt echoes with his doctrine; hardly anathematized in a
Provincial Synod, when Antioch and the whole East is lit up with the controversy.

For it was soon evident that the Council of Alexandria was insufficient to stop
the evil. Pistus, a priest of Mareotis, who had apparently been condemned with Arius,
was considered second only to him in talents and influence: and he was afterwards
raised, by the heretical faction, to the Episcopate of Alexandria. The Deacon Euzoius,
then one of the most zealous among the new party, attained, as we shall see, to the same
dignity at Antioch.

But now a new actor appeared on the stage, who quickly reduced Arius,
however he might still be considered the head of his own peculiar sect, to a second rank
in the grand movement that was troubling the Church. This was Eusebius, Bishop of
Nicomedia; one of the most hateful characters whom history records. He was possessed
of all the talents which were the most likely to give influence at court : an insinuating
manner, a ready flow of eloquence, the reality of some learning, the affectation of more;
an insatiable ambition, a conscience that never stood in the way of preferment: a
sanctity of demeanour so great, that miracles were ascribed to him; an inward depravity
so foul that he is accused of having joined Licinius in his persecution. To that tyrant he
had rendered essential services; and had even borne arms for him. Raised to the See of
Berytus in Phoenicia, in a manner contrary to the Canons, and which gave some reason
for doubting whether he had ever received valid consecration, he found himself
discontented with the comparative obscurity of that city, though one of the largest in
those parts; and casting his eye on those sees which from time to time became vacant,
he could find none more suitable to his projects than that of Nicomedia. Not only was
this city reckoned the fifth in the world, but it possessed the principal palace of the
Eastern Emperor, which Diocletian had built there : and as the Metropolis of Bithynia, it
gave considerable ecclesiastical authority. Eusebius had already acquired great
influence over Constantia, the sister of Constantine, and wife of Licinius; and this
influence probably procured him the translation that he coveted. The Faithful of
Nicomedia had no voice in the matter: the mandate of the Emperor prevailed; and so
flagrant a violation of the Canons as an unnecessary translation was allowed to pass
unnoticed or uncondemned. For Eusebius was one whom no man cared to offend; and
they who did were sure, sooner or later, to rue his anger. He never forgot; and never
forgave.

In what manner Arius and Eusebius had first become acquainted, it is
impossible now to discover. They had long before the time of which we write,
communicated to each other their sentiments on the Divinity of the Son, and found them
similar. Arius, as the more fearless of the two, carried his teaching to what his friend
must sometimes have considered an imprudent length; nevertheless the league between
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them was firmly kept, and lasted till they were called to give an account of their evil
deeds. In fact, Eusebius, after the character of the Eastern teaching, was probably the
earlier inventor of the Arian system; and he always gloried in being a Collutianist, that
is, a fellow thinker with S. Lucian of Antioch, who, whatever might have been the
orthodoxy of his own faith, (which he had sealed by a glorious Martyrdom) had the
misfortune of having numbered among his disciples a great part of the champions of
early Arianism, or rather Eusebianism.

Arius, shortly after the Council, was compelled to leave Alexandria; perhaps
because he thought that the dissemination of his heresy required his presence elsewhere;
perhaps because he was banished (as he himself asserts) by Alexander. For however
extraordinary this power may appear in the Prelate of a yet heathen city, it is no more
than was exercised, as we have already seen, by S. Demetrius, on far less provocation,
with respect to Origen. The thoughts of Arius naturally turned to Asia; but before
leaving Egypt, he addressed a letter to Eusebius, to acquaint him with the state of
affairs, and to ask his sympathy. This epistle, which is extant, displays most fully the
character of the two men. On the side of Arius, there is abject flattery; falsehoods which
he and Eusebius must equally have known to be so; the most unfounded calumnies
against Alexander, and the most determined perseverance in his own doctrine. The
unbounded vanity of Eusebius, his willingness to be deceived, his wish to deceive, are
most clearly displayed in this letter of his correspondent.—“Your sentiments”, he
replied, “are just;—that which was made was not before it had been made, because its
existence had a beginning”.

Arius, on this, went into Palestine, accompanied by several of his followers, and
among the rest, by Carponas and Achillas. Here his flattery won on many of the Prelates
: he represented himself as one who ardently desired peace, but had been persecuted by
his Bishop for the maintenance of dogmas ever held in the Church, and not invented by
him; he brought forward his own views with more or less distinctness, as he saw the
minds of those whom he addressed more or less disposed to embrace them, and he
requested their interference with Alexander to receive him again to communion. Many
fell into the snare, and, with really good intentions furnished him with the letters which
he requested; some embraced the pernicious doctrine of the heretic; and but a very few
stood on their guard, and requested Alexander not to re-admit Arius till he had given
some satisfactory proof of penitence.

The Bishops who were the most active partisans of Arius, in addition to
Eusebius, Secundus, and Theonas, were Theognius of Nicaea, Menophantes of Ephesus,
Maris of Chalcedon, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Theodotus of Laodicea, Paulinus of
Tyre, Athanasius of Anazarbus, Gregory of Berytus, Aetius of Lydda; those most
opposed to him were S. Macarius of Jerusalem, S. Philogonius of Antioch, and
Hellanicus of Tripoli.

Alexander, though an old man, took the most active measures to defend the
Faith. Provincial Councils were held in several parts of Egypt: and the Patriarch wrote
letters to all provinces of the Church, entreating the various Prelates to contend
earnestly for the Truth, and to refuse Communion to Arius. As many as seventy of these
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are known to have existed; and a century later they were collected as curiosities. But
two only of them remain to us. They were not without their effect; and those addressed
to the Bishops of Palestine, among others to the celebrated historian, Eusebius of
Caesarea, a man disposed towards Arianism, but wishing to stand well with all parties,
obliged Arius to retire to Nicomedia. The subtle Eusebius, of Nicomedia, now openly
coming forward as his champion, wrote again and again to Alexander to rescind his
condemnation; and he writes Arius himself addressed a letter to his Bishop, which we
still have.

He professed to believe in One God; Only wise, good, just and powerful; in One
Son of God begotten by Him before the worlds, by Whom He made the worlds;
begotten by Him, not in appearance, but in verity; created by Him unchangeable; though
a Creature, yet not like His other creatures; though a Son, not like His other sons : not
come forth from the Father, as Valentinus held, not consubstantial with Him, as Manes
taught; not confounded with Him, as Sabellius averred: “all which heresies”, adds
Arius, addressing Alexander, “yourself, Blessed Pope, have condemned”. From the
Father, he proceeds, the Son received life and glory: the Father is the Source of all: so
that in the Godhead are three Hypostases. And the epistle concludes with the assertion
that S. Alexander had formerly taught the doctrine now condemned by him, the
existence of the Father before the Son. This confession of faith was signed by such
disciples of Arius as were with him at Nicomedia; and when it reached Egypt, by
Secundus, Theonas, and probably others.

It was probably not till then that Alexander wrote an encyclic Epistle,
containing a brief history or the Arian schism, and an exposition of the True Faith. It
opens thus beautifully:

“To his beloved and most honourable fellow ministers in all parts of the
Catholic Church, Alexander, Salutation in the Lord.

“Since the body of the Catholic Church is one, and there is a command in the
Divine Scriptures, that we should keep the bond of like-mindedness and peace, it
follows that we by letter should signify to each other that which happens to each; that
whether one member suffer, all the members may suffer with it, or whether it joy, all
may rejoice with it. Wherefore, in our Dioecese, certain men have gone forth, workers
of iniquity and the enemies of Christ, teaching an Apostacy which may well be thought
and called the forerunner of Antichrist. I would fain have consigned a matter of this sort
to silence, that, if it might be so, the evil might have an end in the apostates alone, lest,
getting abroad into other places, it should defile the ears of the simple. But since
Eusebius, now Bishop of Nicomedia, thinking that the affairs of the Church depend
upon him, because, without receiving punishment, he hath forsaken his See of Berytus
and set eves on that of Nicomedia, takes the lead of these apostates, and hath taken in
hand to write to all quarters, commending them, if perchance he may secretly draw the
ignorant into the worst heresy,—that which fights against Christ,—I have thought it
necessary to break silence, as knowing that which is written in the law, and to narrate
the thing to all of you, so that you may both know them that are apostates, and the
unhappy dogmas of their heresy, and if Eusebius writes, may pay no regard to him”
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After stating the facts of the case, and setting forth the Apostolic Truth, S. Alexander
concludes thus: —

“But we do not think it strange. The case was the same with Hymenaeus and
Philetus, and before them with Judas, who, when he had been a follower of the Lord,
afterwards became a traitor and an apostate. And concerning these men themselves, we
have not been left untaught. But the Lord hath said before, ‘Take heed that no man
deceive you: For many shall come in My Name, saying, I am Christ, and the time
draweth near, and shall deceive many: go not after them’. And Paul, who had learnt
these things from the Saviour, wrote, that in the last days some shall apostatize from the
faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and to doctrines of devils, turning themselves
away from the truth. Seeing then our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ hath signified
concerning these things, both by Himself and the Apostle, we, who have been hearers
for ourselves of their ungodly words, have accordingly delivered them over to an
anathema, and have declared them to be aliens from the Catholic Church and the Faith.
And we have set forth the matter to your piety, beloved and honourable fellow
ministers, that if any of them come unto you, ye may not receive them, nor give heed to
Eusebius nor to any other that write to you on their behalf. For we that are Christians
ought to turn away from those that speak or think anything against Christ, as enemies of
God and destroyers of souls, and not so much as bid them God speed, lest we be
partakers of their iniquities, as Blessed John exhorted us afore. Salute the brethren that
are with you: they that are with me salute you”. This letter was signed by a large body
of Priests and Deacons, in token of their approval.

Arius, on his part, continued to receive letters of sympathy from various
Bishops, and to exhibit them for the encouragement of his partisans. He also acquired
influence from another source. Eusebius introduced him to the feeble-minded
Constantia; and the heretic had address to win her entirely to his sentiments. Another
triumph awaited him. Eusebius assembled a Provincial Council of Bithynia, and appears
formally to have admitted Arius to the Communion of the Church. Authorized by this
false synod, the Metropolitan, after the example of Alexander, despatched letters on all
sides (as indeed in a less degree he had hitherto done): one of these, to Paulinus of Tyre,
is preserved by Theodoret. In this he calls on that Bishop, as one possessed of great
influence, to keep silence no longer, but openly to assert what he privately
acknowledged to be the truth.

It was at this time that Arius composed that infamous work, his Thalia:— a
work which must have proved to all earnest-minded men, that God had given him over
to a reprobate mind. It was an exposition of his principles written in the style and verse
of Sotades, one of the most immoral of heathen poets. The airs, the measure, the whole
effect of the verse inspired horror and disgust to the better part of the heathens
themselves; and Pagans, who even professed no extraordinary purity, shrank from the
writings of Sotades. And this was the pattern whom a Christian Priest, in treating of the
most exalted doctrines of the faith, professed to follow; these the ideas which he desired
to associate with arguments concerning the sublimest mysteries of religion! Of all the
writings of Arius, this inspired the faithful with the deepest loathing.
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Nevertheless, George, a Priest and philosopher of Alexandria who then
happened to be spending some time at Nicomedia endeavoured to interfere on behalf of
Arius, and wrote to his Bishop, requesting that he might be re-admitted to Communion.
The only consequence was that this man, whom S. Athanasius terms the most wicked of
the Arians, was himself deposed by Alexander from the Priesthood. This loss, as we
shall see, was soon counterbalanced by the favour of his new friends. Refused
admittance into the Clergy of Antioch by S. Eustathius, then Bishop of that See, he
obtained it on the deposition of that Saint, and was shortly afterwards elevated to the
See of Laodicea.

From whatever reason, Arius preferred a residence in Palestine to one at
Nicomedia. He accordingly went into that country, and presented a petition to three of
the Bishops on whose good-will he could count,—Paulinus of Tyre, Eusebius of
Caesarea, Patrophilus of Scythopolis,—of an almost unprecedented nature. He
requested that he might be allowed to assemble his own followers for the Divine
Offices, as he had done when Parish Priest at Alexandria. The Prelates met to consider
the demand, and agreed to it. It is wonderful that they could be blind to the
inconsistency of their own conduct: they would not communicate with one whom S.
Alexander had, wrongfully in their opinion, pronounced a heretic ; but they allowed him
to add schism to heresy, and that in their own Dioceses. It was now that Arius, finding
himself exempted by ecclesiastical authority, such as it was, from all jurisdiction
whatever, took upon himself to alter the Doxology to a form, which, containing in itself
nothing contrary to the Catholic Faith, yet allowed of an heretical interpretation:—
Glory be to the Father, through the Son, in the Holy Ghost. He was anxious also to
change the formula of Baptism; but this appeared, for the present, too hazardous an
enterprise.

The various collections of letters made respectively by Arius and Alexander
seemed to answer no further end than that of exciting emulation, and increasing
controversy. Alexander, probably by the advice of Athanasius, whom he consulted in all
things, devised another plan. He drew up a Confession of Faith, or, as it is generally
termed, a Tome, which he dispatched to all quarters, and requested the signatures of the
various Bishops. It was signed by the whole of his own Diocese, which contained, as we
have seen, about one hundred Prelates; by those of Cappadocia, in number about fifteen;
of Lycia, in number about thirty-two; of Pamphyha, in number about thirty-seven; of
Asia Proper, about forty-three; and others. Thus we cannot imagine the whole number
of signatures to have been less than two hundred and fifty.

When affairs had attained this condition, Alexander wrote the other Epistle
which we have mentioned as still extant.

It is addressed to S. Alexander of Byzantium, who was not only an unshaken
champion of orthodoxy, but appears to have been the tried friend of his namesake. This
is the first communication that we find between the Churches of Alexandria and
Constantinople, afterwards so closely to be linked together; nor was it from any superior
dignity in the latter See, but simply from the venerable character of the Prelate, that
Alexander consulted him in this emergency. According to some, the Bishop of
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Byzantium was but the second that had governed that See:—others, but perhaps with
less probability, make him the fifth.

The Epistle is of great length; and complains bitterly of the violence of the
Arians. Then, as during the whole course of that heresy, its supporters seem to have
relied on female influence for the propagation of their dogmas; the busy intermeddling
spirit of the young women whom they had perverted to heresy at Alexandria, gave great
occasion to the heathen to blaspheme. He complains of the reception of the Arian clerks,
by some Prelates, contrary to the Apostolic Canon, into the Church; and calls it a
grievous blot on the offenders. This Canon is probably the Sixteenth, which forbids the
reception of a deposed Clerk, as a Clerk, in another Diocese. After a short narration of
this sort, which infers that his correspondent was already acquainted with the general
features of the case, Alexander proceeds to a confutation of the Arian theory, and
doubtless drew largely on the almost inspired genius of his Deacon. He concludes his
refutation thus:

“This we teach; this we preach;—these are the Apostolic dogmas of the Church,
for which we are ready even to lay down our lives, making small account of them that
would compel us to forswear them, even though they would force us by torture, and not
turning away from the hope that is in them. Which things seeing that Arius and Achillas
opposed, and they that with them are adversaries of the Truth, they have been cast out of
the Church, as enemies to our pious doctrine, according as Blessed Paul saith. If any
preach unto you another Gospel than that ye have received, though he feign himself an
Angel from Heaven, Let him be anathema”.

He then proceeds to the subject of the Tome, to which he requests the signature
of Alexander; and mentions that together with it he had sent by the same messenger,
Apion, a Deacon of Alexandria, copies of some of the letters he had received from other
Prelates. We cannot doubt how this Epistle was received by the holy Bishop to whom it
was addressed. Of the other seventy persons to whom Alexander wrote on the same
subject, we only know S. Sylvester of Rome, S. Macarius of Jerusalem, Asclepas of
Gaza, Longinus of Ascalon, Macrinus of Jamnina, and Zeno, who appears to have been
ex-Bishop of Tyre.

Towards the close of this Epistle, Alexander mentions that the Arians, as much
as in them lay, had excited persecution against the Church in time of peace.

We must now say a few words on the persecution of Licinius. It seems to have
been commenced, as much out of pique at the superior power of Constantine, as from
any other cause: and it was carried on with more or less vigour, principally against the
Bishops, but never with any great degree of ferocity, for about seven years. Its most
illustrious Martyr in Egypt was S. Donatus, Bishop of Thmuis, and the successor of the
Martyr S. Phileas. A native of some insignificant town in Istria, he went to Aquileia for
the purpose of evangelizing the surrounding country:—when the persecution of
Diocletian grew violent, he retired into Dalmatia, and led an eremitical life on the
summit of a high mountain. Having confessed before Diocletian himself, and having by
his exemplary courage converted Macarius and Theodorus, two of the bystanders, he, in
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company with them, sailed to Egypt. Happening to pass through Thmuis, probably on
his way to the Mountain of S. Antony, he was elected Bishop of that See, and governed
it for several years, raising Macarius to the Priesthood, and Theodorus to the Diaconate.
They finished their course gloriously under Licinius, being cut piecemeal; a method of
execution which, as Eusebius informs us, was not unusual in this persecution.

Justly enraged at the injuries inflicted by Licinius, both on his religion and on
his empire, Constantine marched against him. The armies met at Adrianople: Pagans
and Christians alike owned the supernatural terror which the Labarum struck into its
opponents.—Licinius left more than thirty thousand men on the field of battle, and
retreated towards Asia. At Chalcedon a second and more decisive engagement was
fought: Licinius was totally defeated and taken prisoner: the conqueror spared his life,
but sent him to Thessalonica : and there, as his restless spirit urged him on to fresh
attempts at agitation, he was strangled in the course of the succeeding year.

Constantine, thus become Master of the world, learnt with becomes deep sorrow
the distracted state of the East. But, unhappily, Eusebius of Nicomedia, far from being
overwhelmed in the ruin of his patron Licinius, obtained equal, if not greater influence
over the mind of the new Emperor. Capricious almost to imbecility by nature, elated by
his rapid and extraordinary rise, naturally regarded with the greatest deference by the
Prelates of that Church which he had saved from persecution, and believing himself,
though a mere catechumen, as qualified to be the supreme moderator of ecclesiastical,
as well as civil, affairs, Constantine presented the character most exactly suited to the
insidious attacks of such a master of finesse as Eusebius. It was easy to represent to the
Emperor that the controversy at Alexandria had arisen from the discussion of an
unimportant question, which ought never to have been mooted, or, when unfortunately
raised, to have been instantly quashed;—that a frivolous distinction had lighted up
discord throughout the Earth, had divided families, and separated friends:—and that the
only remedy lay in compelling the authors of the controversy to reconciliation.
Constantine fell into the snare:—and he wrote, or it were more true to say, suffered
Eusebius to write in his name, the disgraceful epistle, which Eusebius the Historian has
from his hatred to Catholic Doctrine, taken pleasure in preserving to us whole, if,
indeed, he have not, contrary to his profession, mutilated and corrupted it.

It is addressed simply to Alexander and Arius; and its whole tenor is based on
this one notion,—that if Arius had been somewhat too pertinacious in refusing,
Alexander had been tyrannical in exacting the profession of an unimportant dogma; that
such disputes might be beneficial as exercises of subtlety, and mediums of oratorical
display, but that when discussed by the vulgar, incapable of curious distinctions and
accurate definitions, they became highly injurious and perilous : that no essential part of
the Christian Law was at stake, no new dogma in the worship of God had been
introduced: that philosophers of different sects lived in friendly communication,—much
more should the teachers of Christianity agree to differ: that they who should be the first
in binding their people together in peace, were the authors of innumerable and
interminable discussions. “Restore to me”, concludes the Emperor, “quiet days, and
nights void of care: that henceforward I may have the joy of Pure Light, and the
gladness of a quiet life. This if [ gain not, I must needs lament, and be dissolved in tears,
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and go heavily for the remainder of my days. For when the people of God, my fellow
servants, are divided by unjust and harmful contention, how can I be of unmoved soul? .
... Open to me, by your reconciliation, the way to the East, which ye have closed by
your contentions: and allow me speedily to behold yourselves and all other people at
union, so that I may be enabled, with the unanimous accordance of every mouth, to
return thanks to God for the common concord and liberty of all”.

To this effect wrote Eusebius of Nicodemia: thus openly did he declare the
dispute to be a mere strife of words which involved the question, whether the Saviour
were a mere creature, or Very God of Very God. The state of Arius himself, who boldly
accused the Catholics of idolatry, were surely enviable, in comparison with that of this
Bishop.

The messenger who was entrusted with the Royal Letter was Hosius, Bishop of
Cordova, a Prelate who was destined to act a foremost part in the troublous times that
followed;—and one who, had he not lived too long for his own fame, might have held
the second place among the Saints that suffered in the Arian persecution. He was now
almost seventy years of age, so that he had not only stood firm during the persecution of
Maximian, which raged with peculiar fury in Spain, but must have well remembered
that of Aurelian. How Eusebius could suggest or consent to the nomination of such a
Commissioner, it is difficult to say: unless the great age, well known sanctity, and tried
prudence of Hosius, rendered the Emperor’s choice too manifestly proper to be
gainsaid. He was also charged with an inquiry, as it would appear, into the conduct of
the Meletians and Coluthians; and was to use his influence in composing the long
continued disputes concerning the proper time of the celebration of Easter.

On the arrival of Hosius, a Council was held at Alexandria, the acts of which
have unfortunately perished. It only appears that the heresy both of Arius, and, of
Sabellius, were thoroughly sifted;—that the word Consubstantial was formally
approved;—that Arius was excommunicated afresh; that the Meletians were condemned
anew;—and that Coluthus and his partisans were summoned before the Synod. His
assumed power of ordination was derided as an unheard of novelty:—those on whom he
had laid hands, (and among them, the afterwards notorious Ischyras,) were reduced to
the rank of laymen; but both the schismatic and the greater part of his followers were,
on their recantation, admitted to the Communion of the Church. How, as we have
elsewhere said, could the Council have come to such a determination on the Orders
conferred by Coluthus, if within the memory of living men, the Bishop of Alexandria
had received no other ordination?

The Arians, throughout Egypt and the Thebais, on the result of the Council
being known, joined by the Meletians, committed the wildest acts of fury. They insulted
the Catholics; they cast stones at the statues of the Emperor;— every petty town was
filled with controversial disputes. The contemporary Fathers give a lively picture of the
popular interest, and fearful irreverence displayed on the question. On asking for the
necessities of life in the inn, in the bath, at the shop of the baker or that of the
shoemaker, the inquirer, instead of receiving the reply he expected, was met with the
answer, “Great is the Only-Begotten, but greater is He That begot”. Women were more
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especially active in propagating the new sentiments; and the female disciples of Arius
were, in particular, the curse of Alexandria.

Arius, on this, addressed a letter to Constantine, complaining of his unjust
excommunication; and the Emperor replied by an Epistle, not indeed without its force
of argument and vigour of expression, but utterly unworthy of the author and the
occasion, inasmuch as it condescends to play on the name and to ridicule the person of
the heretic. It concluded with an invitation to Arius to plead his own cause at court. This
letter was brought to Alexandria by the Public Couriers, Syncletius and Gaudentius, and
was fixed in the public places of this and the other principal cities of the Empire. Arius,
however, did not lose courage, but presented himself personally to Constantine, on
whom, though he concealed the poison of his heresy, he was not, at that time, able to
make a favourable impression.

At length, wearied out with disputes, and urged by the authority of Alexander
and Hosius, Constantine summoned an Ecumenical Council, at the city of Nicaea in
Bithynia, for the fourteenth day of June, A.D. 325.

SECTION XVI.

THE ECUMENICAL COUNCIL OF NICAEA

If, on commencing the relation of an arduous war, it be the practice of profane
historians to number the contending chieftains, to characterize their various
constitutions of mind, to catalogue their most illustrious actions, and thus to bring them
forth on the field of battle,—much more, about to enter on the most fearful struggle in
which the Church was ever engaged, and to write of its august opening in the ever
memorable Council of Nicaca, may we be allowed to pause for a moment on the
principal Prelates who there assembled, and on the noble deeds of this great host of the
King of Kings. Among these “three hundred and eighteen trained servants” of the True
Abraham, were men who carried about with them the glorious marks of Confession in
the Tenth Persecution,—men on whom distant Churches had hung as Columns of the
One Faith,—men, in whom the Apostolic gifts still dwelt in all their pristine vigour,—
men, who had not only the power of binding and loosing in Heaven, but of healing
diseases, and of raising the dead, on earth. They gathered from every province of the
known world, an exceeding great army of Prelates, an innumerable multitude of Priests
and Deacons; they came to compare the Creeds taught in their Churches by the
Apostolic founders of each, and to bear witness to the Truth of the same Holy Ghost
That spoke by all;—they came to invest traditional faith with infallible words, and to
rear an everlasting bulwark between the Church and heresy:—they assembled from Italy
and Spain, and Africa, and the Goths, and Palestine, and Cappadocia, and Isauria, and
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Egypt, and Mesopotamia, and the Pentapolis; the Euphrates and the Guadalquivir, the
Tiber and the Nile, the Danube and the Orontes, sent forth their champions for the
Verity of Catholic Creed, and the Glory of the Consubstantial. There was S. Macarius of
Jerusalem, illustrious for many miracles: there was S. Eustathius of Antioch, who had
raised a dead man to life : there was S. James of Nisibis, who by the power of his
intercession routed Sapor and all the flower of the Persian host; there was S. Leontius of
Caesarea, in Cappadocia, “the equal of the Angels” and the spiritual Father of many
Martyrs; S. Hypatius of Gangra, who himself attained the Crown of Martyrdom, and
breathed out his spirit in a petition for his murderers; S. Paul of Neocaesarea, who had
been mutilated in the persecution of Licinius; S. Alexander of Constantinople, at whose
supplication Divine Vengeance overwhelmed Arius; S. Nicasius of Die, the only
delegate from the ever orthodox Gaul; Protogenes of Sardica, the bulwark of the Dacian
Church; S. Meletius of Sebastopolis, who fought his good fight in Armenia; S. Spiridion
of Tremithus, the glory of Cyprus; S. Achilleus of Larissa, the Athanasius of Thessaly;
S. Gelasius of Salamis, who had been all but a Martyr; and multitudes of other Prelates,
whose names, less famous in the Church Militant, were doubtless not the less surely
written in the Book of Life.

In such an august assembly, then, did S. Alexander, with twenty of his Prelates,
appear. Of these the most famous were S. Potamon of Heraclea, who had lost an eye
under Maximin, and whom we shall see hereafter a faithful Martyr, under Constantius;
—and S. Paphnutius, from the Thebais, so renowned for his Confession and Sanctity.
But of all that went from the Diocese of Alexandria, S. Athanasius, at that great crisis,
stood foremost. Among the Egyptian Prelates were three, Secundus, Zephyrius, and
Dathes, who were infected with Arianism; they were all from Libya, a proof how great
was the influence that Arius, Secundus and Theonas had possessed in their own
neighbourhood. The Egyptian Bishops, as all the other Fathers, were furnished with
public conveyances, and had every expense paid, by a rescript of the Emperor issued for
that purpose.

It is evidently beyond our proposed scheme to write more at length of the
proceedings at Nicaea, than may be necessary for the perfect understanding of the
affairs of that Church whose history we have taken in hand to relate. The
condemnations of Arius and Meletius are essential to that end; on the other regulations
of the Council we shall dwell with extreme brevity.

S. Sylvester, then filling the Chair of Rome, sent two Priests, Vitus, otherwise
called Viton, and Vincent, as his Legates to the Council; being unable, through his great
age and infirmities, to be present in person. It thus fell to S. Alexander of Alexandria to
preside: but he, doubtless, was unwilling to sit as judge where he was both the chief
accuser and the principal witness. On this, the right of precedence devolved on S.
Eustathius of Antioch; and he it was, in all probability, who did accordingly preside. It
has often been asserted, that Hosius, as one of the Pope’s Legates, filled that post: but it
seems almost certain, that this venerable Prelate was not a Legate from Rome: and the
arguments for his presidency, though strong, are not overpowering. That he was the life
and soul of the Council, none denies; at the same time, it would be a painful reflection
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that the formal head of this great Synod had, at a later period, fallen away from the Faith
of which he was then the principal support.

But if, in this august assembly, the numbers of the Catholics were far superior to
those of their adversaries, the latter formed a well-arranged phalanx, wanting neither
courage nor art, strong in the favour of court parasites and eunuchs of the bedchamber,
troubled with no scruples, and hesitating at no degradation. Of these, who numbered
seventeen or eighteen, Eusebius of Nicomedia occupied the first place; Eusebius of
Caesarea the Ecclesiastical Historian, Paulinus of Tyre, Aetius of Lydda, the two
excommunicated Libyan Bishops, Secundus and Theonas, possessed great influence;
while Menophantus of Ephesus, as at that time next in rank to the See of Antioch, and
Theognius, as Bishop of the city in which the Council were assembled, must have
possessed an importance to which their talents and reputation do not seem to have
entitled them.

The Council was opened on the nineteenth day of June, the Emperor being
absent. For the first fortnight, the Bishops held frequent meetings in the principal church
of the city, for the purpose of hearing, from the mouth of Arius himself, the doctrines
which had thus disturbed the peace of the Church. The heretic, standing as it were at
hay, concealed nothing: he openly declared that the Son of God had been created from
nothing: that He was capable of holiness and sin, and had, of His own free will,
preferred holiness; and that, in the purest sense of the word. He was a creature and a
work of the Father. At these blasphemies, the greater part of the Prelates stopped their
ears; but the Eusebians were instant that the doctrine should be examined: if new, it
might be supported; if strange, explained. The Confessors as loudly exclaimed that the
ancient tradition should, without re-examination, be maintained and asserted.

In the midst of these disputes, Constantine, who had been celebrating at
Nicomedia the anniversary of his first victory over Licinius, arrived at Nicaea. His entry
was made on the eve of the day which had been appointed for the solemn session of the
Council. Some of the Bishops, influenced probably by Arian wiles, repaired to the
Emperor, and presented memorials on injustices alleged to have been committed by
each other;—and Constantine, retaining them in his possession, promised to give them
his attention.

The appointed day having arrived, the Fathers assembled in the great hall of the
Palace, where seats had been arranged, correspondent with the number of the Prelates.
They took their places, and waited in silence for the entry of the Emperor.

As many of the Bishops were little skilled in human learning, and entirely
unacquainted with the rules of controversy, some learned men, as well Priests as Laics,
were present to render their assistance.

The Emperor entered, in his robe of purple, studded with precious stones: his
retinue consisted of a few unarmed Christians: the assembly rose as one man:
Constantine blushed and, passing up the ball, stood before a little throne prepared for
him at its higher end. The Bishops made signs to him to seat him-self; and when he had
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done so, they all took their places. Eustathius of Antioch, who occupied the highest seat
on the Emperor’s right hand, then rose, and addressed the Council ina short
congratulatory speech; the Emperor replied by expressing his joy at meeting so large an
assembly, and his hope that their deliberations would lead to unanimity. He spoke in
Latin; and an interpreter translated his words into Greek, which was the native language
of the greater part of the Fathers.

The progress which was made in each of the sessions held after the arrival of
Constantine is quite unknown to us; and can only be discovered if researches in Oriental
Monasteries should bring any contemporary history of the Council to light.

The first subject brought under consideration, was the heresy of Arius. The
Catholic Bishops demanded of his supporters an account both of their principles, and of
the reasons which had led them to embrace their present views; the heretics, in
endeavouring to answer, disagreed as much among themselves, as they did with the
orthodox. The Emperor paid great attention to the arguments on both sides: he
addressed the disputants in Greek, which he spoke with tolerable ease, moderating their
eagerness, and endeavouring to his utmost ability to promote union. S. Athanasius, in all
these disputes, signalized himself as the most powerful champion against the
Eusebians;—and thereby attracted that implacable hatred on their part, which intrigues
of ceased not to pursue him to the end of his days. Eusebius of Nicomedia finding that if
Arius were condemned, his own deposition might very possibly follow, applied himself
to win Constantine through some of his Court favourites. The scheme failed, and the
Bishop himself was exposed to the horror and indignation of the Council by the
production of a letter in which he said, intending a reductio ad absurdum,—If it be
asserted that Jesus Christ is Very and Uncreated Son of God, it is almost the same thing
as asserting that He is Consubstantial with the Father. The letter was torn in pieces by
the Council, in token of abhorrence.

Nor did Eusebius of Caesarea fare better. He composed a Creed, which he
endeavoured to pass off as the true sentiments of his party; and which he affirms to have
been received with applause by the Council, and merely rejected because it did not
employ the Word Consubstantial. But this falsehood is worthy of its author. For the fact
is, that it was rejected with disgust, as an attempt to condemn the grosser expressions,
while it maintained the doctrine of Arius. This Creed ran as follows. “ We believe in
One God, the Father Almighty, Maker of all things, visible and invisible: And in One
Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God, God of God, Light of Light, Life of Life, the Only
Begotten Son, the First-Born of every creature: begotten of the Father before all worlds,
by Whom all things were made, Who for our salvation took flesh and had His
conversation among men : and suffered and rose again the third day, and ascended to
the Father; and shall come again with glory to judge the quick and dead. And we believe
in the Holy Ghost. Believing that each of These are and subsist: the Father Very Father,
the Son Very Son, the Holy Ghost Very Holy Ghost: as our Lord, sending forth His
Disciples to preach, said, Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them in the Name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Concerning which we also affirm that
these things thus are, and that we thus believe, and have ever thus held, and will
constantly remain in this faith till death, anathematizing every godless heresy”.
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It was therefore necessary to proceed to some more Catholic exposition of the
Faith.

The Fathers first advanced as the most simple proposition: “The Word is God”.
The Arians agreed; so, they said, after a certain sort are all men: for it is written. All
things are of God. To press the matter still more closely, the Council next asserted that
the Son was the Virtue, the Wisdom, the Eternal Image of the Father: like Him in all
things, immutable, eternally subsistent in Him. The Arians, by emphasizing certain
words of this statement, declared their willingness to subscribe to it. He is the Image of
the Father: for it is written that man was made in His image: He is in Him: for it is
written; in Him we live and move; eternally, or always, in Him: for it is written, “for we
which live are always”; the Virtue and Power of God, for we are told of many such. The
Fathers exclaimed, He is Very God. He is so, replied the Arians; if He has been verily
so made, verily He so is.

Then the Council, purposing to leave no subterfuge, said: — The Son of God is
CONSUBSTANTIAL with the Father. And here the Arians would not follow. They
would not affirm that He is not only similar, but inseparable, not only like, but the same;
that that may be predicated of Him with respect to the Father, which can be predicated
of no creature.

And doubtless this word was the greater affliction to the Arians, because it was,
as it were, a sword borrowed from their own armoury. If the Son be as the Catholics
would have Him, they had said, He must be Consubstantial with the Father. He must be,
the Fathers would seem to reply:—and so He is. Their opponents loudly clamoured
against the term. One thing, they said, can be consubstantial to another only in three
ways. Either by production, as a plant and its root: by procession, as a child and its
father : by division, as the several pieces of a broken mass. The Catholics explained that
the word was to be taken in a divine and heavenly sense, and not according to the gross
meaning which the Arians put upon it. The next shift of the heretics was the assertion,
that the term had been condemned in the Council of Antioch, held against Paul of
Samosata. For this very reason, replied the faithful, that it had been applied in a gross
and earthly manner. Lastly, the Eusebians objected that it was not a Scriptural word.
The orthodox answered, that neither were many terms employed by the Arians
themselves; and that the word (which indeed, Eusebius himself confesses) had been
employed by several of the most eminent Doctors of the Church. Paying, therefore, no
attention to these representations, the Council proceeded to draw up a Symbol of Faith.
It would appear that this task was entrusted to a committee, of which Hosius of Cordova
acted as chairman; it is certain that S. Athanasius also had a hand in it, and we probably
shall not err, in imagining S. Alexander, who had written so much and so well on the
subject, and who is known to have had so much authority in the Synod, to have been
one of its framers. It was copied out and read by S. Hermogenes, afterwards Bishop of
Caesarea in Cappadocia : which would lead to the supposition that S. Leontius, the then
Bishop of that See, was also one of the framers of the Creed.

Thus then, spoke the Church.
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“We BELIEVE IN One God, the Father Almighty, Maker OF ALL THINGS,
VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE:

And IN One Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son OF God, begotten of the
Father, that is, of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, Very God of
Very God, begotten, not made, Consubstantial with the Father: by Whom all things
were made, both in Heaven AND on Earth: Who for us men and for our salvation came
down, and was incarnate, and was made man : He suffered, and rose again the third day,
and ascended into Heaven : and shall come again to judge the quick and the dead.

And we believe in the Holy Ghost.

And for them that say, concerning the Son of God, There was a time when He
was not, and He was not before He was produced, and He was produced from things
THAT ARE NOT, AND, HR IS OF ANOTHER SUBSTANCE OR ESSENCE, or
created, or subject to conversion or mutation, the Catholic and Apostolic Church saith,
Let them be anathema”.

The creed of Nicaea was at once embraced by a very large proportion of the
assembled Fathers. Seventeen alone dissented, and these urged all the objections they
could raise against the adoption of the term Consubstantial. In time, however, all gave
way excepting five; Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognius of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon,
and the Libyan Prelates, Secundus and Theonas. The three former used every effort both
in the Council, and with the Emperor, to avoid signature. Nothing, however, availed
them : and they found themselves driven to a choice between subscription and exile. On
this, Maris reluctantly put his name to the document: Eusebius and Theognius are
reputed, on Arian authority, to have inscribed an iota in the ~omousion so as to term the
Son of God Aequisubstantial instead of Consubstantial: Eusebius moreover declaring
that he subscribed the Creed but not the anathema. Secundus and Theonas alone had
courage and honesty to stand firm in their sentiments. The Council condemned them
with Arius and together with them Euzoius and Pistus, who were afterwards
respectively intruded by the heretical faction, into the thrones of Antioch and
Alexandria. They, as well as the heresiarch, were banished by the decree of the
Emperor, into the province of Illyria. Here, though deposed, they persisted, it would
seem, in exercising Episcopal functions; at least we find that Pope S. Julius refused
ordination conferred by Secundus as invalid.

S. Alexander next brought before the Fathers the schism of Meletius:—and it is
difficult to account for the lenity with which the Council treated its originator. Perhaps
it was feared that harshness might induce the Meletians to throw themselves
unreservedly unto the party of the Arians, with whom they had already formed a
connexion; perhaps Alexander himself was not unwilling, having been compelled to
proceed with the greatest vigour against the Arians, and thereby having incurred the
imputation of acting from personal motives, to show, in a point where moderation might
more safely be employed, that he was willing to sacrifice all things for the sake of
peace, truth alone excepted. Another reason has been suggested in the excessive
eagerness of Constantine himself to compose differences. However this may be,
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Meletius was received to Communion, and permitted to retain the title of Bishop: while
he was forbidden for the future to exercise any episcopal functions, and another Prelate
was given to the Church of Lycopolis, if indeed, a Catholic had not been ordained there
previously. As to those whom he had consecrated, they were to be received into the
Church by imposition of hands, and to continue in that rank, to which he had elevated
them : though they were to yield precedence to such as had been canonically ordained
by Alexander. In case of the death of any of those Prelates who had remained in the
Communion of the Church, his place might be supplied by one of those who had been
consecrated by Meletius, at the choice of the people, and by the confirmation of the
Bishop of Alexandria. To prevent the possibility of any collusion, Meletius was ordered
to present a list of those whom he had elevated to any ecclesiastical office. On his return
to Alexandria, he complied with the injunction: and gave in the names of twenty-eight
Bishops, besides eight Priests or Deacons.

The event, as we shall see, proved the lenity of the Council to have been much
misplaced; and the terms in which S. Athanasius speaks of it, prove clearly his opinion
of the ill-judged character of the measure.

Thus far is the Council of Nice intimately connected with the welfare of the
Alexandrian Church. With its decision of the question about Easter, we are no further
concerned than to remark, that it was now made the office of the Bishop of Alexandria
to give notice of the true day to his brother of Rome, and by his means, to the whole
Catholic Church.

Of the twenty celebrated Canons of Nicaea, one only concerns the Church of
Alexandria. The Sixth Canon provides for the observation of the ancient customs in
Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis; confirming to the Bishop of Alexandria his right of alone
ordaining Bishops in those provinces. But we must not omit mention of the manner in
which S. Paphnutius, the Egyptian Bishop of whom we have before spoken,
distinguished himself in the debate on the celibacy of the clergy. In the consideration of
the Third Canon, which forbade the clergy to retain the practice prevalent in some
places, of having women, known by the title of subintroduced, to manage their domestic
affairs, and limiting those who might dwell in the same house, to mothers, aunts, or
sisters, some of the Fathers were desirous of ordaining that any Clerk married before his
ordination must after it observe continence. S. Paphnutius opposed this, and as he
himself was unmarried, and of notoriously pure life, his opinion had great weight. “The
Church had advanced”, he said, “that none could marry after the reception of Holy
Orders : let that suffice; to press the matter further would rather tend to immorality than
to chastity. S. Paul had declared that marriage was honourable in all; and the liberty
received from our fathers should be left to our posterity”. This opinion prevailed.

The synodal letter of the Nicene Council, recapitulating its proceedings, was
addressed to the Churches of Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, in the first place, and in
them to all Catholic Churches. The principal Bishops were ordered to make known the
decrees of the Council to the Prelates in their various countries; so that while the news
of the triumph of the Faith was propagated by Osius to Spain, France, and Britain, it
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was at the same time announced by means of John, Bishop of Persia, to the Faithful as
far as Malabar and the borders of China.

The Council was terminated on the twenty-fifth of August; on which day
Constantine gave a banquet to the Bishops, in honour of its conclusion, and of the
commencement of the twentieth year of his reign, having deferred the latter ceremony
for a month, that the two might coincide. Eusebius of Caesarea pronounced a panegyric
on Constantine : and the feast which followed was one that might become such guests
on such an occasion. The Emperor dismissed the Prelates with magnificent presents,
and earnest exhortations to peace and unity.

The Eastern Church commemorates the Fathers of Nicaea; the Western Church
has not followed its example.

We must now say something on those Ecclesiastical laws, commonly known by
the name of the Arabic Canons of Nicaea, and considered by the Eastern Church
authoritative. Isidore Mercator is the first Western author who mentions them; and he
appears never to have seen them, merely saying that he had heard of other Canons of
Nicaea in the Eastern Church, which were of considerable length, and superior in size to
the four Gospels. The Crusaders seem to have known nothing of them: nor were they
accessible to Europeans till edited as genuine in the seventeenth century. Now, while on
the one hand, it is absurd to receive them as the work of the Nicene Fathers, as the
Orientals do, and as even some members of the Roman Church have done, affirming
that they took three years to compose, it is equally wrong to call them false and
supposititious and to esteem them utterly valueless. For all the Oriental Churches, as
well Orthodox as Nestorian and Jacobite, are agreed in receiving them, and have done
so for more than a thousand years; and they are even held good in law, in those cases
where by a special privilege of the Sultans or the Caliphs, the Patriarchs or the Bishops
are allowed to act as temporal judges. They are, in fact, an Arabic version of the whole
body of the ancient Ecclesiastical Canons, attributed by mistake to the Council of
Nicaea. And this was not an uncommon error. So we find Pope S. Innocent quoting, by
mistake, a Canon of Sardica for one of Nicaea, in his controversy with the African
Bishops respecting the right of appeal to Rome. That there was such a collection of
Canons is evident from many writers, but more especially from Photius. They were first
received by the Eastern Catholics, and from them borrowed by the Jacobites and
Nestorians, as one simple fact proves. The forty-third Canon is merely a repetition of
the last of the Council of Ephesus, the fifty-third of the second of Chalcedon. The
Nestorians, therefore, had they known its origin, would not have received the former,
nor the Jacobites the latter. The compilation was probably made shortly after the rise of
the Mahometan Empire, and it consists of three parts. The first contains, in differing
MSS., 80, 83, or 84 Canons; the second comprises 33 or 34; the third, entitled the
Canons of the Emperors, embraces a variety of extracts from the Digests, Novels, and
Constitutions of the later Emperors. And it is remarkable, that though some of these
Emperors are, of course, by the Nestorians and Jacobites accounted heretical, those laws
were by all the differing sects, as well as by the Catholic Church in the East, considered
authoritative.
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It is hardly worthwhile to note the extraordinary traditions of certain Jacobite
writers concerning the 2048 Bishops, whom they affirm to have met at Nicaea; of
whom, they say, 318 only maintained the Consubstantiality of the Son. Yet these wild
fables, adopted from Mahometan authors, have actually been appealed to by a Socinian
author of the seventeenth century, in defence of the blasphemies of that sect.

The first employment of S. Alexander, on his return to Egypt, was to compose
the Meletian schism. Meletius, after having given in the required catalogue of his
ecclesiastics, retired to Lycopolis, where, as some will have it, he ended his days in the
Unity of the Church. But some of his followers were more obstinate; and the Bishop of
Alexandria found himself chiefly thwarted by three persons: John Arcaph, Bishop of
Memphis, Callinicus of Pelusium, and Paphnutius, an anchoret, who had obtained an
excellent reputation for piety among his own partisans. These men betook themselves to
Byzantium, intending to prefer a petition to the Emperor that they might be allowed to
hold separate assemblies, on account, as they protested, of the harshness of Alexander.
But Constantine, probably irritated at the ill-success of his conciliatory measures, would
not so much as see them. They still, however, followed the Court: until, at Nicomedia,
Eusebius, glad of any opportunity to harass his great opponent, espoused their cause,
and presented them to the Emperor. But the interview procured them nothing beyond
the reproaches of Constantine. These attempts, however, induced Alexander to despatch
Athanasius to Court: and the latter, acquainted with the declining health of his Bishop,
and foreseeing that the Church of Alexandria had already set its eyes on himself, was
not unwilling to charge himself with the embassy, and thus to escape from the honour of
the Episcopate.

Five months after the Council, Alexander was seized with a mortal disease. As
his clergy stood around him, he called for Athanasius. One of the same name, probably
he who had signed the condemnation of Arius together with his more celebrated
namesake, stepped forward, but the dying Prelate took no notice of him, and thus
showed that it was another to whom he referred. In a few moments he again called for
Athanasius, and repeated his name several times: when no one replied, “Athanasius”,
said he, “you think to save yourself by flight, but flight will not avail you”. And shortly
afterwards, this a “loud voiced preacher of the Faith”,—so Theodoret calls him—was
gathered to his fathers, after an Episcopate of fourteen years.

A comparison naturally suggests itself between Dionysius and Alexander, the
most illustrious among the Antenicene Bishops of Alexandria, as Athanasius and Cyril
were among those who subsequently filled that throne. That in learning, talent, power,
and influence with the Church at large, Alexander was inferior to Dionysius, none can
deny: at the same time, if he defended the truth less powerfully, he also never gave a
handle to a charge of heresy, except from heretics. Both eminently possessed a mild and
conciliating spirit: but in Dionysius it was tempered by firmness and decision, in
Alexander it sometimes seems almost to have degenerated into irresolution. The former,
under God, relied entirely on his own resources in dealing with enemies; the latter
evidently depended on those of his greater deacon. Finally, if Dionysius had the honour
of confessing Christ in two persecution’s, it may be doubted if the real sufferings that
Alexander underwent for His name were not the greater; if the weariness and harassing
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nature of his Epistles to all parts of the Church, the bitter opposition he received from
enemies, the lukewarm support afforded him by friends, did not more than
counterbalance the exile of Valorri, and the plague and famine at Alexandria.

SECTION XVIIL.

CONVERSION OF ETHIOPIA.

To write the life of S. Athanasius, as it ought to be written, is to write during the
period when he flourished, the history of the whole Catholic Church. It is plain that our
limits must confine us to a concise sketch of his actions and his sufferings: for we are
less concerned with him in this work, as the great champion whom it pleased God to
raise up in defence of the Faith, than as the persecuted, and finally triumphant, Bishop
of Alexandria.

It is said by Rufinus, and the story has been repeated by Sozomen, that he had
been early attached to the service of the Church, and that from the following occurrence.
Alexander happening, on the feast of S. Peter the Martyr, to look from a window of his
house towards the sea-shore, saw him, in company with other children of his own age,
amusing himself by a game, in which one of them personated the Bishop, the rest his
congregation: Athanasius supported the former character. Alexander sent some of his
ecclesiastics, whom he was about that day to entertain at dinner, to stop the game, and
from there and his own interrogatories, he learnt that Athanasius had already baptized
several of his play-fellows in the sea. Alexander, the above named historians further
affirm, considered this Baptism, valid, and thenceforth, pleased with the bearing of the
young Athanasius, took him under his especial protection, and in process of time made
him his Archdeacon. But the story is, to say the least, very doubtful.

The dying words of Alexander had left no doubt that he recommended
Athanasius as his successor: and his wishes met with general acquiescence. As the
Deacon, however, was still absent, the Meletians intruded a creature of their own named
Theonas, into the vacant See; but he died at the end of three months; and when S.
Athanasius returned, and was forced from the retirement to which his modesty had
caused him to retreat, he was pointed out by popular clamour for the Evangelical
Throne. A large number of Prelates from different parts of Egypt were assembled for
the purpose of giving a successor to Alexander, when the shouts of the multitude hardly
seemed to allow them a choice. “Give us Athanasius! the true Christian, the ascetic, the
true Bishop! We will have none but Athanasius! The Prelates shall not depart till they
have elected Athanasius!” Glad to comply at once with their own judgment, the late
Bishop's recommendation, and the popular clamour, the Fathers pronounced Athanasius
to be him on whom their votes had fallen.
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An important accession was made in the beginning of the Episcopate of the new
Bishop, to the territorial extent of the Church of Alexandria. A philosopher named
Meropius undertook a journey into Ethiopia, partly with the view of satisfying his
curiosity, partly with the desire of enriching himself by the productions of that country:
and he was accompanied by two young relations, Edesius and Frumentius. On his
return, the vessel foundered in a part of the Red Sea, and the men were, as the barbarous
custom of the Ethiopians then was, cut to pieces on making their escape. The two
youths were alone spared, and being presented for slaves to the king of the country,
became, from their good temper and talents, favorites at court. Frumentius in particular,
was made secretary to the king, who dying not long after, left his queen and two young
children, Abreha and Atzbeha, unprotected. The former besought the two Christians not
to take advantage of the liberty to which the Monarch on his death-bed had restored
them, but to assist her in managing the affairs of the kingdom, until her sons should
attain a riper age. Frumentius, thus invested, as the more able of the two, with the
character of Regent, endeavoured by all the means in his power to propagate the
knowledge of Christianity: he invited foreign merchants to open a traffic with
Abyssinia, and gave both the sites and the materials for the erection of churches. Thus
the Faith made great progress during the term of his government; and he gave in a
faithful account of his expenditure and proceedings when the young princes were
considered of sufficient age to administer themselves the affairs of state. The queen and
her sons would gladly have longer availed themselves of the service of the former
captives, but they were bent on leaving Abyssinia. Edesius repaired to Tyre, his native
place; but Frumentius, whose heart was more in the work, hastened to Alexandria, and
recounted to S. Athanasius the whole series of events. A Council of Bishops was sitting
at the time; and the Archbishop, on their recommendation that a Prelate should be
appointed for Abyssinia, looked on Frumentius and said, in the words of Pharaoh to
Joseph, “Can we find such an one as this is, a man in whom the Spirit of God is?”. He
therefore consecrated him first Bishop of Axum, and recommended him to the Grace of
God in returning to the scene of his labours.

It is a question of as much difficulty as interest, to determine the condition of
the Ethiopians, at the time of the mission of Frumentius. That this people has always
retained a strong partiality for Jewish rites, is an undoubted fact :—the practice of
circumcision has never been dropped. The only question is, how far the Ethiopic
tradition of the origin of this disposition has any foundation whatever in truth.

The Queen of Sheba, who came to Jerusalem, attracted by the wisdom of
Solomon, is by Ethiopic writers affirmed to have reigned over their own country. They
name her Makeda; and report that, on her return, she became, by Solomon, the mother
of a son, whom she named Menilchec, but who was by his father, under whom he
received his education, called David. On attaining to manhood this prince was
accompanied by several of the Jewish nobility to his own country;—and from him
descended the line of Salomonian kings. In the time of Bazen, the twenty-fourth of
these monarchs, our Lord was born: and thirteen of his successors wielded the Ethiopic
sceptre before the arrival of Frumentius. When he returned with Episcopal jurisdiction,
Abreha and Atzbeha were still joint monarchs: and for their docility in profiting by the
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instructions of the Missionary, and their zeal in propagating the Faith, they were added,
by their grateful people, to the catalogue of the Saints. There seems no reason for
believing that the Gospel had been previously preached in Ethiopia; or, if it had been,
that it ever took root.

The Church founded by S. Frumentius, Apostle of Abyssinia, exists, though in a
miserably degraded and heretical state, at this day: and it may not be improper to say a
few words with respect to its constitution, in reference to the Mother Church of
Alexandria. The Bishop of Axum is often called Patriarch of Ethiopia, but this title is
wrongly applied : his proper jurisdiction is that of a Metropolitan, but there are some
peculiar limits to his power. He is never a native of Ethiopia, but an Egyptian : his
nomination and consecration rests with the Bishop of Alexandria alone; and he has the
right of consecrating Bishops, so that the whole number in his province do not exceed
seven. This, as the event proved, was a most unwise regulation; it was apparently
adopted at first by the jealousy of Alexandria, lest Axum should constitute itself a
Patriarchate. As twelve Bishops were canonically required for the consecration of a
Patriarch, the limitation to seven entirely obviated this danger; but it has caused two
great evils; it has prevented the spread of the Gospel in Africa, and has been the
occasion of the heresy of the Abyssinian Church. Two years must necessarily elapse
before a vacancy can be supplied, because of the length of the journey, and the period
required by the new Metropolitan for acquainting himself with the Ethiopic and
Ambaric; the former the language employed in the offices of the Church, the latter that
commonly spoken. No dues or offerings are expected by the See of Alexandria from
Ethiopia, but it is usual on the death of the Metropolitan that the king and nobles should
accompany their letters requesting the consecration of his successor, with suitable
presents. In an Ecumenical Council, the Metropolitan of Axum would claim the twelfth
place.

The neighbouring Church of Nubia, the origin of which is involved in great
obscurity, is not subject to the See of Axum. It depends entirely on Alexandria: from
which it not only receives its Metropolitan but also all its Bishops.

SECTION XVIIL

ATHANASIUS FALSELY ACCUSED CONCERNING ISCHYRAS AND
ARSENIUS.

The Meletians, by their artifices and restlessness, continuing to excite
disturbances throughout the Diocese of Alexandria, and having now so completely cast
in their lot with the Arians, that the names were used almost promiscuously, Athanasius
resolved on a visitation of the Thebais, where these schismatics principally abounded.
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He embarked on the Nile, and pursued his course as far as Syene, the boundary of Egypt
and the Dioecese of Ethiopia. As he was passing Tabennesis, Pachomius, to whom his
piety, his age, and his miracles assigned the first place among the ascetics of those parts,
came forth to meet him with a large band of monks. Serapion, Bishop of Tentyra, would
have pointed him out to Athanasius, and recommended him for the priesthood: but the
humility of Pachomius induced him to hide himself in the throng, until the Bishop’s
vessel had passed by. Then he assured the by-standers that it had been revealed to him
how Athanasius was ordained a great light of the Church, and should suffer many things
for the Name of Christ. a.C.328.

Eusebius and Theognius had for communicating with Arians, been banished by
Constantine, but they now found means to return to their Sees, and to appease the anger
of the Emperor. Having ejected Amphion and Chrestus, the legitimate Prelates of
Nicomedia and Nicaea, they were at leisure to bend all their efforts for the re-
establishment of Arius, who had already returned from exile, at Alexandria. They then
accomplished the overthrow of Eustathius of Antioch, on a false charge of adultery; and
next endeavoured to intrude Eusebius the historian into the vacant chair. The people
flew to arms; and, as the multitude were almost equally divided, the consequences
might have been serious, had not the civil power promptly interfered. Eusebius,
however, though he was the deadly enemy of the Homousion, had no mind to become a
confessor for his creed: and one or two Arians of less note were successively intruded
into the See. Asclepas of Gaza, and Eutropius of Hadrianople next fell before the wiles
of the heretics, and a way was thus, it was hoped, made clear for the return of Arius.
Arrangements having been made with the Meletians for the furtherance of the scheme,
Eusebius wrote to Athanasius, urging him, in the gentlest language he could employ, to
receive Arius to his Communion. At the same time, the messenger who carried the
epistle, had it in charge to add menaces to persuasions. Athanasius disregarded both
equally: Eusebius, undiscouraged, wrote a second time to the same effect, and
persuaded Constantine to dispatch an angry mandate for the reception of Arius. But
these efforts were, for the present, in vain: Athanasius persuaded the Emperor to
acquiesce in his view, and clearly proved that union between himself and his
excommunicated Priest was impossible.

On this, the Eusebians, who had probably thought that the greatest opposition
would come from Asia, and from the elder Prelates, found that though in the Dioecese
of Antioch they were carrying matters with a high hand, they could only attain the
summit of their wishes by the overthrow of Athanasius. The Meletians were apprised
that the time for action had arrived. They were at a loss for some time to discover a
specious subject of accusation; at length they dispatched three of their leading men:
Ision, Eudaemon, and Callinicus, who appear to have been in the number of the Bishops
consecrated by Meletius, to Nicomedia, for the purpose of bringing a charge before
Constantine, to the effect that Athanasius had imposed on the Egyptians an
unaccustomed tribute of linen vestments for the Church of Alexandria. Providentially,
two Priests of Athanasius’s, Apis and Macarius, were then at Court; and by them the
falsehood of the accusation was made clearly manifest. Constantine, in a letter to
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Alexandria, condemned the attempt, and requested S. Athanasius to visit him. The
Prelate obeyed, and was received with great honour.

Eusebius had been prudent enough to retain the Meletian envoys: and they now,
at his instigation, brought forward two new accusations. The one was, that the Bishop of
Alexandria had sent a chest of gold to Philumenus, an aspirant to the purple, of whom
we have no other account; the other, which attained far greater celebrity, was the
famous history of Ischyras, and the broken Chalice. On this we must dwell at length.

In the Mareotis, which formed the proper Diocese of Alexandria, was a hamlet
called the Peace of Sacontarurum, the size of which did not enable it to maintain a
separate Church and Priest. Ischyras, a man of notoriously bad character, who had
received pretended orders from Coluthus, as we have mentioned above, thrust himself
into the charge of this place, and hesitated not to perform the most sacred offices of the
Church. Not more than seven persons formed his Communion; and his own father and
mother remained firm Catholics. Informed by the Priest, within whose parish the Peace
lay, of these scandalous proceedings, Athanasius despatched that Macarius, whom we
have just named as his vindicator, to summon Ischyras before him. The Priest went; but
as the offender was confined to his bed by illness, he left a message for him with his
father, charging him to abstain from his sacrilegious attempt, and to intrude himself no
more on the ministry of the Church. Ischyras on his recovery found himself unable to
maintain the shadow of authority he had hitherto exercised, and joined himself to the
Meletians. Under their auspices, a tale was invented for the purpose of ruining
Macarius, and blackening the character of the Bishop by whom he was employed and
trusted. Macarius, it was said, arrived at Sacontarurum, at the moment when Ischyras
was at the Sacrifice: he threw down the altar, burnt the sacred books, broke the chalice;
and (as tales never lose by repetition,) some affirmed that he had overthrown the church.
The story refuted itself. There never had been a church at Sacontarurum: Ischyras had
employed for that purpose the house of an orphan named Ision; there never had been a
Priest, and therefore never any sacred vessels; it was not on Sunday that Macarius
visited the place, and therefore (the inference is remarkable) the Communion could not
have been in course of celebration. Constantine, who heard these accusations in a
suburb of Nicomedia, recognized this falsehood, and honourably dismissed Athanasius,
furnishing him with a letter to the Praefect of Alexandria, in which the conduct of the
Meletians was exposed, and the Faithful were encouraged.

Ischyras, who had been led by pique and the influence of others to propagate his
calumny, now came to Athanasius, confessed his Crime, and with tears besought
admission to the Communion of the Church. Athanasius called together the Parish
Priests of the Mareotis, with some Deacons, partly of that province, partly of
Alexandria, and in their presence Ischyras gave a written statement that what he had
asserted was false, and that he had been compelled to yield to the ill treatment of the
Meletian Bishops, Isaac of Cleopatris, Isaac of Latopolis, Heraclides of Nicius. This
document was attested by the Priests and Deacons who were present: but it was not
thought right to admit one who had been involved in two schisms to immediate
Communion. And the event proved the prudence of the measure, for Ischyras remained
attached to the party of the Meletians. It appears that notwithstanding the retractation of

94



www.cristoraul.org

Ischyras himself, his partisans persisted in declaring his charge well-founded, and even
invented additional circumstances, for the purpose of throwing still greater odium on the
Patriarch.

As, however, his deposition or banishment was in no way advanced by these
efforts, John Arcaph, the acknowledged leader of the Meletians, bethought himself of
another method of attack. Arsenius, Bishop of Hypsele, one of the same party, was
persuaded, on the receipt of a sum of money, to retire into seclusion; and the Meletian
faction instantly gave out that he had been murdered by Athanasius. To give the better
colour to their words, they invested their complaints with all the pathos and eloquence
that they could command. “At least” said they, “if you have removed him from the
world, deny us not the poor consolation of paying a last tribute to his remains. Restore
us his body; it is all that we can now ask, or that you can bestow. You can no longer
dread him as an enemy: if you did violence to him in life, it is the part of a foe to respect
the ashes of a departed opponent”. They carried about a dried hand in a box, which they
affirmed to be that of the Bishop; and to have been severed by Athanasius for magical
purposes.

When some degree of odium had been excited against the perpetrator of so foul
a deed, they sent the hand to the Emperor, demanding vengeance on Athanasius.
Constantine wrote to his brother Dalmatius, committing the inquiry to him. The latter
summoned the accused and the accusers before him. Athanasius had hitherto despised
the accusation: but he now discovered that it would be necessary to provide himself
with a sufficient defence. He therefore wrote to the Egyptian Bishops, requesting them
to examine into the matter, and to discover whether Arsenius were dead,—and if so, to
procure authentic information as to the time and manner of his decease,—or alive, and
in this case, where concealed. A Deacon was charged by the Archbishop with the
commission: and he pursued his researches to so good effect as to discover that the
Bishop asserted to have been murdered was resident at the monastery of Ptemencyrecis,
in the Thebais. To Ptemencyrcis he accordingly went, but Arsenius was no longer there;
he had been sent by Pinnes, the superior of the monastery, into Lower Egypt. The
Deacon seized on Pinnes and brought him to Alexandria: and the officer there
commanding the troops discovered, in a judicial examination, that Arsenius had in truth
been concealed at Ptemencyrcis, in order to give a handle for the accusation of S.
Athanasius. Pinnes then wrote a letter to John Arcaph, then at Antioch, and pressing the
charge before Dalmatius, and advised him to withdraw the accusation of murder, since
all Egypt knew that Arsenius was alive. This letter fortunately fell into the hands of
Athanasius. Still, the subject of the imposture was not yet arrested. Diligent inquiry had
discovered that he had been at Alexandria, and was now at Tyre; and at Tyre
accordingly he was seized. He then resolutely denied himself to be Arsenius; but Paul,
Bishop of Tyre, convicted him of falsehood. The partial detection of this atrocious
scheme confounded the Meletians; and John their leader, and Arsenius himself,
requested to be re-admitted into the Communion of the Church, promising all canonical
obedience for the future to the See of Alexandria. Undaunted by the ill success of his
former plots, Eusebius had, at the early part of 333, exerted his influence with the
Emperor to obtain the Convocation of a Council: and in March, Constantine summoned
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one to be holden at Caesarea. At this assembly, which did not meet till long after it was
convoked, little was done, and Athanasius and his Bishops refused to be present at it.
Thenceforward Eusebius conceived that hatred of the Egyptian Church which never
afterwards forsook him.

While Athanasius was consoled and refreshed by a visit from S. Antony, which,
not to disturb the course of our history, we shall relate at a more convenient time,
Constantine was persuaded to convoke another Council at Tyre, judging that Athanasius
might possibly suspect Eusebius of Caesarea, of harbouring personal ill will against
him: while Paul of Tyre was open to no such charge.

Sixty Bishops, for the most part Arians, were present, and Constantine was the
more glad of their meeting at this conjuncture, because he had just completed a large
and magnificent church at Jerusalem, and wished its dedication to be solemnized by a
numerous concourse of Prelates. S. Athanasius, for a considerable space of time, refused
to be present, knowing that the President, Placillus, Bishop of Antioch, was one of his
great enemies, and that the Count Flavius Dionysius, sent under pretence of maintaining
order, would be very willing to employ the secular arm against him. The unhappy
Macarius was dragged before the Council, loaded with irons; and Athanasius was
warned that, if he did not appear of his own accord, force would be employed in his
case also. On this intimation he went, taking with him forty-nine Egyptian Bishops, and
among them the celebrated Paphnutius, whom we have before mentioned. Potammon,
another holy confessor, was also in the number.

On their arrival at Tyre, Athanasius was not allowed to take his seat among the
Bishops, but was treated as a criminal. “What!” cried Potammon, addressing Eusebius
of Caesarea, and bursting into tears; “What! you too among the judges of Athanasius?
You and I were in prison together during the persecution: I lost an eye in confessing
Christ: how you escaped unharmed, let your conscience tell”. “What!” cried Paphnutius
to the Bishop of Jerusalem; “who would have expected to find Maximus among these
men? Did we not each of us suffer mutilation for our Lord? and is one of us now to
occupy the seat of the scornful?” Maximus, who had been deceived by
misrepresentations, was then instructed in the real nature of the Arian charges; and to
the end he continued firm in the communion of Athanasius. Eusebius, on the contrary,
instantly rose: “Judge”, he said, “holy Fathers, what would be the insolence of these
Egyptians, were they our judges, who thus insult us when theirs!”

The Catholics, at the outset, excepted against thirteen of the assembled Bishops
as judges, on account of their violent and undisguised hostility to Athanasius: but no
regard was paid to their remonstrances.

The first accusation brought forward was that concerning Ischyras and the
broken chalice;—but that, having been satisfactorily answered, was for the present
dismissed, to make way for the following charge; that at the death of S. Alexander there
had been a considerable difference of opinion as to the choice of a successor, and with
respect to the Arian controversy; that the Bishops of Egypt had bound themselves by
oath not to ordain to the vacant see, till these differences were adjusted; that
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notwithstanding, seven Prelates had in a clandestine manner consecrated Athanasius;
that the latter, finding many averse from his communion, committed great violence,
especially at the Feast of Easter, and that many of the Faithful at Alexandria viewed
their Bishop with such sentiments of abhorrence, as to abstain from worshipping in his
Church. S. Athanasius replied, that to give these charges a shadow of truth, they should
have been attested by at least one of the hundred Bishops over whom he presided; and
satisfactorily proved that he had been elected by the unanimous voice of the people, and
consecrated by an unusually large number of Bishops.

The Arians, in the meantime, were busy in inventing new calumnies against S.
Athanasius. He was accused of having violated a virgin consecrated to God, and of
having given her money to bribe her silence. The woman was brought forward in the
midst of the Council, and with many signs of grief repeated her story. Athanasius had
concerted his defence with Timothy, one of his priests; and when the tale of the woman
was finished, sat still, as if merely a spectator. Timothy, on the contrary, replied, “You
affirm then that I have been guilty of violating your honour?” “I do”, replied the
woman, pointing him out with her finger, and adding the details of time and place.
Those of the Bishops who were impartial spectators, could not refrain from laughing:
Eusebius and his faction were covered with confusion, and drove the accuser from the
place, in spite of the request of S. Athanasius that she might be arrested, for the purpose
of discovering the author of the calumny.

The Arians, furious at their repeated failures, now came to that charge which
was the most heinous, and which they thought the best capable of proof, as not thinking
that the discovery of Arsenius before mentioned was capable of proof before the Synod.
They brought forward the severed hand of Arsenius, affirming that he had been
murdered by the Archbishop of Alexandria. A murmur horror passed through the
Council : when it was hushed, Arsenius. S. Athanasius rose, and demanded if any of the
Bishops then present had been acquainted with Arsenius. Many replied in the
affirmative. He then sent to his own house, and in a short time a man, muffled from
head to foot, was introduced into the hall where the Council were assembled. “Look
well”, cried S. Athanasius, uncovering his face, “and see if this be not that Arsenius
whom I am reported to have murdered”. The Bishops were astonished: those ignorant of
the plot because they really believed Arsenius to be dead; those implicated in it, because
they thought him at a distance. Athanasius, pursuing his advantage, exhibited first one
hand, then the other, of his supposed victim; thus completely exposing the
groundlessness and malice of the plot. The rage of the Eusebians at this discovery was
so great, that had it not been for the prompt interference of the secular authorities, S.
Athanasius would have been torn in pieces.

They were not, however, to be so baffled. The Council, recurring to the first
charge, decided that the treatment of Ischyras could not so well be judged at a distance
from the spot, and appointed a deputation to visit Mareotis for the purpose of gaining
such information as personal examination might enable them to furnish. Six of the most
determined enemies of S. Athanasius, Macedonius, Maris, Theodorus, Theognius,
Ursacius, and Valens, to whom Theodoret adds Narcissus, were appointed
commissioners; and the Meletians had already dispatched four of their own body into
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Egypt, to smooth the way, and to pack evidence. The Egyptian Bishops protested in
writing against the whole procedure. Alexander of Thessalonica, who possessed
influence with Flavius Dionysius, addressed a letter to him of the same tenor,—and, as
it at first seemed, with some effect. The Prelates attached to the True Faith did the same
thing, but the faction of Eusebius prevailed, and the deputation set forth with a letter of
recommendation to the Prefect of Egypt, and a cohort of soldiers for their safeguard. It
is true that the Count cannot be charged with injustice on this score; for, on the
complaint of Athanasius and his friends, who were afraid that an iniquitous choice
would be made, he wrote to the Council, urging all fairness, and reminding them that
truth, not condemnation, was the object of the inquiry. But, by referring the selection to
a Committee, the Eusebians contrived to choose the commission as we have stated.

On this the Egyptian Bishops, to the number of forty-nine, drew up a memorial
to Dionysius, pointing out the visible injustice of the late proceeding, and calling on him
to put a stop to it. They also applied to Alexander of Thessalonica, one of the oldest
Prelates in the Church; and he, who possessed great influence with the Count, addressed
a letter to him in behalf of Athanasius, which the latter has preserved. Dionysius again
interfered by a letter to the Commission: but no attention was paid, and probably he did
not wish that any should be paid, to his remonstrance. Thus convinced that no justice
could be expected at Tyre, the Bishops signed an Act of Protest, and, it would seem,
also appealed to the Emperor.

In Egypt, however, things went on very differently. The deputies found a most
willing coadjutor in Philagrius, the prefect, who, being an apostate from the Faith, and a
man of bad character, bore a particular hatred to S. Athanasius; he not only gave the
commissioners all the assistance in his power, but himself accompanied them into
Mareotis. Arrived there, they evidently showed that they had already prejudged the
cause. They lodged at the house of Ischyras; the tendency of the inquiry all was one
way: and they would not allow copies to taken of the testimony. The Priests and
Deacons of Alexandria drew up a firm but moderate protest: they stated that Macarius
ought to have been brought into Egypt, as his accuser was there; they claimed the right
of themselves being present at the inquiry, and called all impartial persons to witness
that the refusal of this claim rendered the whole conduct of the commission in a high
degree suspicious.

The Priests and Deacons of Mareotis protested in a similar manner. Ischyras,
they said, had never been a priest; he had never possessed a church; complaints had
never been made against S. Athanasius by any Catholic; they themselves had claimed to
be present in the course of the investigation, and had been refused. The former paper
was signed by sixteen Priests and five Deacons; the latter by fifteen of each. So that
here, in the immediate vicinity of Alexandria, were fifty-one of the Catholic clergy
bearing testimony in favour of their Bishop: and not one who in any way appealed
against him, or brought forward any statement prejudicial to his character. Jews,
Catechumens, and Pagans, were openly admitted and encouraged to give evidence: the
most palpable discrepancies were overlooked, as when some of the Catechumens
professed themselves to have been present at the irruption of Macarius, while Ischyras
all along declared that when the Chalice had been broken, he had already commenced
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the Sacrifice: if so, the Catechumens would of course have departed. To these facts,
however, the Commissioners paid no sort of heed. On their return to Alexandria, they
openly persecuted the Catholics, and encouraged the heathen soldiery to every kind of
insult against them, more especially violences at against the Consecrated Virgins.

On arriving at Tyre, they gave in their report: and S. Athanasius being no longer
there, (for he had thought it necessary to his safety to hasten to Constantinople,)
sentence of deposition was pronounced against him. John the Meletian and his party
were received into Communion; Ischyras was raised to the Episcopate; and a grant
obtained from the public treasury to rebuild the church which Athanasius was asserted
to have demolished. The village thus, contrary to the Canons, erected into a See, was as
we have said so small, that it never had up to that time possessed even a parish church.

The Bishops were about to receive Arius into their Communion, when a
message was received from the Emperor, commanding them to hasten to Jerusalem,
where the Church of the Holy Sepulchre was now complete. Athanasius, in the
meantime, remained at Constantinople, where the Bishop, Alexander, was a pillar of the
orthodox doctrine. After the solemnities of the dedication, the Council of Tyre was
continued, and Arius, on giving in a new, but equally unsound, profession of his Faith,
was received into the Communion of the Church.

The Emperor returned to Constantinople, and on entering the city, was
astonished by the appearance of Athanasius, who threw himself at his feet, recounting
the injustice which he had suffered, and praying for protection. Constantine did not at
first recognize him, and was for some time unwilling to have any communication with a
man whom he regarded as justly condemned by a Council. Athanasius called God to
judge between himself and his accusers, whom he adjured the Emperor to set face to
face before him, and Constantine yielded. The Bishops, yet sitting in Council of
Jerusalem, were summoned to Constantinople. The messengers who bore the summons,
found them about to condemn Marcellus of Ancyra, a partisan of Athanasius, and who
though, as appeared afterwards, unsound in doctrine, was for a long time considered by
the Catholics, chiefly on the strength of his vigorous opposition to the Arians, perfectly
orthodox.

The Council was thus a second time broken up: and although the Emperor’s
letters desired the attendance of all the Bishops then in Jerusalem, the Eusebians played
their part so well, that six only were sent as deputies, and these six were the most
powerful enemies of Athanasius, three of them having been also employed as
commissioners to the Mareotis.

On their arrival at Constantinople, they dropped all their former calumnies
against Athanasius, but adopted a new charge, which they considered likely to touch the
Emperor more nearly. They affirmed that the subject of their hatred had, by his
influence with the people of Alexandria, obstructed the supplies of corn which that city
was in the habit of furnishing to Constantinople. Constantine, who was tenderly jealous
of the greatness of his own foundation, and who knew that without the granary of
Alexandria it could not subsist, burst forth into fury: it was in vain that Athanasius
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denied the calumny; Eusebius of Nicomedia pressed the charge, and Constantine too
easily believed him. Indeed, on a similar accusation, this impotent prince, whom the
adulation of the Eusebians represented as the chief pillar of the Church, had ordered the
philosopher Sopater, an intimate friend of his own, to execution. Taking credit to
himself for his clemency, he banished Athanasius to Treves in Gaul. Thus after a
struggle of ten years, this holy Confessor was given over to the will of his enemies. He
generously, in his writings, excuses the Emperor: the exile, he says, was rather intended
to remove him to a place of safety, than as a punishment. And indeed Constantine
showed his suspicion of the Arian faction by refusing to fill the see of Alexandria with
the candidates whom they wished to intrude. Five of his Bishops stood by S. Athanasius
in the hour of his need; and four Priests, his most active supporters in Egypt, were also
subjected to the same sentence of exile.

SECTION XIX.

FIRST EXILE OF S. ATHANASIUS.

Athanasius was received with great honour, both by S. Maximin, Bishop of
Treves, and by Constantine the younger, who had the chief Command in the Gauls, and
resided in the city which was then capital. Shortly after his arrival the news of the
Council of Constantinople under the presidency, it would seem, of Placillus of Antioch,
reached him with all its remarkable consequences. Marcellus of Ancyra was deposed,
how justly it is impossible to say, on a charge of Sabellianism; the work which laid him
open to this accusation was one on that passage of S. Paul, “Then shall the Son also
Himself be subject unto Him That put all things under Him”: the reply to it, by Eusebius
of Caesarea, is still extant. With this intelligence, Athanasius also received other tidings
of greater importance. Wrought onby the Eusebians, the Emperor allowed Arius to be
received into the Church; his faction desired S. Alexander of Constantinople, then more
than ninety years old, to do so: he refused; they threatened him with deposition if he
would not comply: he persisted; they by the mouth of Constantine named a certain day
on which Arius should be received; the city was in consternation; arguments and
entreaties were bootless; by the advice of S. James of Nisibis, then present, the
Catholics discontinued them, and had recourse to prayer alone; the Friday night was
spent by Alexander in earnest supplications that God would stretch forth his right arm;
the morning dawned; the triumph of the Arians seemed complete; Arius was led in
procession round the city; S. Alexander still persevered in prayer; the day was wearing
away; the Catholics began to despair; at three in the afternoon, Arius, then in the square
of Constantine, was struck by the Hand of God, and gave up the ghost; the Catholics
crowded the churches to return thanks for their deliverance; many Arians were
converted; and the place of the archheretic’s death was long held accursed.
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In the meantime, the people of Alexandria were not idle. They were earnest in
their supplications to God that He would open the Emperor’s eyes, and to Constantine
himself they addressed a memorial, praying him to recall their Bishop. S. Antony
himself wrote again and again to the same effect; but Constantine, now drawing near the
end of his days, turned a deaf ear to all petitions. He upbraided the Alexandrians with
folly, in desiring the return of an ambitious and turbulent Prelate; he commanded the
Priests and Consecrated Virgins to concern themselves no more in the affair, and
professed his fixed determination to abide by his resolve. To S. Antony he represented
the probability that the few who attached themselves conscientiously to the party of
Athanasius might be mistaken through ignorance or party feeling: while it was not to be
supposed that the decision of the many pious Bishops who had condemned him could
err through the one, or be influenced by the other. At the same time, as John Arcaph
was intriguing at Alexandria, Constantine, in spite of all the efforts of the Eusebians,
banished him also.

Shortly after came tidings of the baptism of Constantine, who had till then
deferred that Sacrament, by Eusebius of Nicomedia, and his subsequent death. He is
reckoned by the Greek Church among the Saints; the Latin Church has judged more
soberly and reasonably in denying him the title, although reckoning him in a certain
sense one of the greatest benefactors that the Faithful have ever known.

In spite of all the efforts of Eusebius, the dying Emperor gave strict commands
for the recall of Athanasius; and, it is said, reiterated these injunctions in his will. But,
whatever might be the reason, the exiled Prelate did not, or could not, at once avail
himself of this permission. It is a tradition at Treves, that he principally dwelt in a
cavern, which is still shown, and is in the precincts of the late abbey of S. Maximin; and
that, in this place, he composed the Hymn Quicumque Vult. The last part of this
assertion is undoubtedly false; the former is probable enough.

The division of the empire followed:—Constantine, the friend of S. Athanasius,
had all the territory beyond the Alps; Constantius, Egypt and the East; Constans, Italy,
Illyria, and Africa. From the share of Constantius must be subtracted Armenia and
Cappadocia; from that of Constantine, Achaia and Macedonia, which had before been
apportioned to Hannibalianus and Dalmatius. These, however, having been murdered by
the soldiers, not, it is said, without the instigation or connivance of Constantius, these
provinces were annexed by the respective emperors to their own shares.

Constantius was soon gained by the Arians; and Eusebius of Nicomedia
resolved, by the Emperor’s authority, to fill the See of Alexandria with a partisan of that
heresy. Constantine however prevented this occurrence by determining to send
Athanasius to his own Church: a resolution which he well knew Constantius would not
venture to oppose. He therefore addressed a letter to the Faithful of Alexandria, in
which he exhorted them to receive their Prelate with joy, as a true preacher of the Law
of Christ; and menaced his calumniators with the severest punishment. Athanasius
accompanied Constantine into Pannonia, whither he went to confer with his brothers on
the division of the empire, and had an interview with Constantius at Viminiacum, a city
of Moesia. He here procured the recall of many other Catholic Bishops, and even
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ventured so far on the indulgence of Pope S. Julius, as to expel several Arian Prelates
who had intruded themselves into the Sees of the cities through which he passed. After
a short stay at Constantinople he proceeded into Cappadocia, and had a second
interview with Constantius at Caesarea; and so, in the autumn, he arrived at Alexandria.
The burst of exultation with which he was received is reported to have exceeded the
usual demonstrations with which the Emperor himself was wont to be welcomed.

The return of S. Athanasius, though doubtless in itself most justifiable,
nevertheless gave a greater handle to his enemies than any other action of his life. By a
Council, they said, he had been deposed; by a Council therefore he ought to have been
restored. But their complaints were drowned in the burst of joy which greeted the
passage of the exiled Bishop through Syria to Egypt. Marcellus of Ancyra, still held to
be a Catholic, and probably erring rather in words than in meaning, took the same
opportunity of returning to his See. (A.D. 340).

Full of indignation at the return of Athanasius, the Eusebians invented another
calumny against him. Constantine, after the Council of Nicaea, had by public ordinance
decreed that in every city a certain quantity of corn should be set apart for the
ecclesiastics, the widows, and the Consecrated Virgins; and more especially for the
Sacrifice, in places where, as in Libya, the soil did not produce corn. This portion,
freely distributed by Athanasius, was affirmed by his enemies to have been disposed of
by him to his own advantage. This charge was in vain denied and the Arians then drew
up a memorial to the three Emperors, embodying this with other accusations. They
obtained, however, neither his death nor his banishment, evidently as they longed for
either; but Constantius was weak enough to credit the charge with respect to the corn,
and wrote a letter to the Prelate upbraiding him with avarice. Many of the Egyptian
Bishops came forward with an attestation of his innocence: and thus this accusation fell
to the ground.

The Eusebians, who had already, by the unjust deposition of S, Paul of
Constantinople, seated their patron on that throne, now assembled in considerable force
at Antioch, and pretending that the See of Alexandria was vacant, proceeded to fill it
with that Pistus whose deposition we have already mentioned. That the deposed Priest
might not want a suitable consecrator, Secundus, Ex-Bishop of Ptolemais, took upon
himself that office. It does not appear that the civil power gave any encouragement to
this monstrous act; and it was by God’s good Providence attended with happy effects. It
was desirable to obtain the recognition of Pistus by the Roman See: to this end his
friends dispatched a Priest and two Deacons to Rome, who carried with them the
information that had been collected in the Mareotis. Julius forwarded them to
Athanasius, and he dispatched his own legates to Home. The Arian deputies, who
expected nothing less, were thrown into consternation; Macarius, though sick, left the
city by night; the Deacons Martyrius and Hesychius, who, with greater effrontery, stood
to their charges, were covered with confusion.

The same legates were charged with another important document. The Bishops
of Egypt, whether at the suggestion of Athanasius, or from their feeling that to allow
him to bear alone the brunt of the storm was, so far as in them lay, to betray the truth,
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met in Council at Alexandria to the number of nearly one hundred; and addressed a
synodal epistle to all Catholic Prelates, which S. Athanasius has preserved. In it they set
forth the entire innocence of Athanasius, the gross and impudent falsehoods of his
adversaries, the preposterous conduct of Eusebius who, himself guilty of the greatest
violations of the Canons, ventured to upbraid the Bishop of Alexandria with his pseudo-
deposition at Tyre; and conclude with the information that the Eusebians had now
thrown off the mask, were making common cause with the pure Arians and were openly
communicating with them in Egypt.

On the receipt of these missives, Julius resolved on convoking a Council, where
the point in question might be decided. To this the deputies of S. Athanasius willingly
assented, while those of the Arians could not venture directly to decline the proposal.
Athanasius himself went to Rome, where also a memorial arrived to Pope Julius, signed
by sixty-three Bishops of Asia, Phrygia, and Isauria, in his favour. But whether or not
the Pontiff ever had proceeded so far as actually to separate Athanasius from his
Communion, certain it is, that he regarded him with some suspicion : and perhaps justly,
but not generously, endeavoured to bear himself as an impartial judge between two
contending parties.

Athanasius waited at Rome during eighteen months, in the vain hope that his
adversaries would bring their formal charge against him, and that the matter would
come to a trial. The Council was fixed for the middle of the year 341, and the Eusebians
were invited to attend. In the meantime, Bishops from all parts of the Church, among
whom Marcellus of Ancyra was the most eminent, continued to arrive in Rome, in
hopes of their obtaining that justice which their Arian persecutors had denied them. The
Eusebians were compelled to declare that in their opinion no Council was necessary; the
event showed how much reliance was to be placed on their words.

Constantine had been, in the preceding year, murdered by the troops of his
brother, Constans; so that Constantius was at liberty to follow his own pleasure
regarding Athanasius. Ten years previously the elder Constantine had commenced a
church of rare magnificence at Antioch; and his son had now completed it. The
Eusebians gladly took advantage of the solemnity of the dedication to assemble a
Council of ninety-seven Bishops;—and the Synod of Antioch is one of the most famous
in Ecclesiastical History. With its three Creeds, none of them Arian, and yet none fully
Catholic, we have nothing to do; we are here concerned with its treatment of S.
Athanasius alone. Among the twenty-five Canons which under its name have been
received by all the Church, two, though not in themselves objectionable, were evidently
intended by the Eusebians as fatal weapons against Athanasius.

The Fourth Canon provided, that if a Bishop deposed by a Council, or a Priest
or Deacon deprived by his Bishop, presumed to exercise his office, he should not be
capable of restoration even in another Council. The twelfth Canon ordered that if a
Bishop or Priest, under the like circumstances, should appeal to the Emperor, his
punishment should be the same.

103



www.cristoraul.org

It is easy to sec that Athanasius had laid himself open to the penalty pronounced
in both cases. Constantius was at Antioch, assisting at the Synod, and the Arian portion
of the Council importuned him to allow the Canons to be put in force against the Bishop
of Alexandria, dwelling on their old as well as their later calumnies against him. The
Emperor did not, or would not, see the flagrant injustice of an ex post facto application
of Canons, and consented.

The next difficulty of the Arians was to choose another Bishop for Alexandria.
Eusebius of Emissa, a learned Prelate, and voluminous author, though afterwards
suspected of Sabellianism, was first proposed, but he declined the dignity. Gregory of
Cappadocia was then brought forward. He had spent much of his time at Alexandria,
had been kindly treated by Athanasius, and had requited his benevolence by becoming
one of his calumniators. This ordination was entirely contrary to the Canons; and,
fearing great opposition at Alexandria, the Eusebians obtained an escort from the
Emperor for the new Bishop, and the re-appointment of Philagrius (who had before
distinguished himself in the inquiry with respect to Ischyras), as Prefect of Egypt.

Gregory and his followers arrived at Alexandra towards the end of Lent; and the
excesses which they committed are beyond description. The imperial edict, treating
Athanasius as deposed, and his successor as the orthodox Bishop, was published by
Philagrius the Apostate: young men of debauched lives, Jews, and Pagans, were
encouraged to attack the Catholic churches, to wound the monks, to insult the virgins,
and even to kill some of the worshippers. Heathen sacrifices were offered on the altar of
the church of Quirinus: in its baptistery such enormities were committed as cannot be
mentioned. On Good Friday, Gregory and Philagrius entered another church and, as a
punishment for the horror everywhere evinced at their horrible proceedings, caused
thirty-four persons, as well married women and virgins, as men of high family, to be
publicly scourged. Athanasius, whom the affairs of his Church had again called to
Alexandria, finding that his presence only increased the disturbance, while he was
utterly unable to render any assistance to the Catholics, embarked for Rome.

On Easter Day, Gregory threw many Catholics into prison, and attacked several
churches. He drew up a series of charges against Athanasius, signed, for the most part,
by Pagans, and filled with such enormities as to deserve no punishment short of death.

Gregory not only possessed himself of all the churches, but forbade, under
severe penalties, the private assemblies of the Catholics. The dying departed without the
viaticum; children remained unbaptized: better this, said the Faithful, than recognize the
ministrations of the blasphemers of our Lord. Complaints were made in vain to
Constantinople; no letters were allowed to pass. Gregory soon after began his visitation
of Egypt : he pursued the same course wherever he went; Bishops were treated with the
same barbarity which had been exercised towards the Priests of Alexandria. Potammon,
the illustrious Confessor, whom we have already mentioned, and one of the Three
Hundred and Eighteen, was beaten so cruelly as to occasion, shortly after, his death; and
the Church reckons him among the Martyrs.
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SECTION XX.

EGYPTIAN MONASTICISM.

It is refreshing to turn from these bloody scenes to the quiet life of S. Antony.
At the age of ninety, he was tempted to consider himself the most perfect of all the
Monks. That night it was revealed to him that he had overrated his attainments, there
being a hermit who had made greater advances in holiness, whom he was exhorted to
visit. Three days’ journey brought him to the cell of S. Paul, the first hermit, then in the
ninetieth year of his solitary life. They knew each other at once, though they had never
before met : and the raven that had brought half a loaf daily for the supply of Paul’s
wants, on that day came charged with a double portion. S. Paul knew by revelation that
the hour of his departure was at hand; after sharing his repast with his guest, and
spending the night in prayers and psalms, willing to spare S. Antony the pain of
witnessing his death, he requested him to fetch him a mantle which S. Athanasius had
bestowed on him. Antony returned with speed to his monastery for the purpose of
bringing it: on coming back again, he beheld in a vision the soul of S. Paul carried by
Angels into Heaven. Hastening onward to the cell, he found the corpse of the hermit in
an attitude of prayer, and bitterly lamented that he had known so late one whom he had
lost so soon.

Antony, as we have said, had already paid a visit to Alexandria during the
Pontificate of S. Athanasius. The occasion is related thus: — His disciples observed him
in an ecstasy, which, after lasting about an hour, passed off. He threw himself on his
knees, and prayed long and fervently, shedding at the same time abundance of tears.
When he arose, he warned his hearers to prepare for a severe persecution of the Church.
“I have seen”, said he, “in a vision, an altar surrounded by mules, who were employed
in kicking at and overturning it: and I heard a voice which said, “My Altar shall be
profaned. Notwithstanding, my children, be not discouraged —the Catholic Faith will in
the end be victorious, and Arianism must be cast out. Only stand fast in the Faith, and
resist the doctrine, not of Apostles, but devils”.

Of S. Antonyms disciples, we have already mentioned the Macarii. S. Paul the
Simple held also a distinguished place among that holy fellowship. He was a poor
countryman, who, till the age of sixty, had served God in the married state. The vices of
his wife induced him to quit the world; and he took an eight days’ journey into the
desert, for the purpose of being received as the disciple of Antony. The latter rejected
him, observing that he was too old for the monastic life; and that he had better return
and serve God in the state to which he had been called. The fervour of the candidate
induced him to remain three days without food at the door of the Hermit; and Antony,
won by his importunity and earnestness, at length admitted him his disciple. After a
long and rigorous practice of obedience, he placed him in a cell at three miles’ distance
from his own; and was accustomed to regard him as the holiest among his followers.
Paul had the gift of miracles in a far more eminent degree than his great master; and to
him, accordingly, S. Antony was in the habit of sending such sick or possessed persons
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as he himself was unable to cure. He had departed to his Lord some time before the
period at which we have now arrived.

S. Hilarion, again, was one of the most successful imitators of S. Antony. Born
at Gaza of heathen parents, he was sent to Alexandria for instruction. While there he
received the illumination of Baptism, and at once changed a life of dissipation for one
of penance. After a visit to S. Antony in the desert, he conceived the idea of following
the same life in his own country; and to this end, at the age of fifteen, he took up his
abode in a desert on the Asiatic border of Egypt. He here, though naturally of weak
constitution, passed a life of singular austerity: but twenty years elapsed before he was
known or followed. Then he was privileged to work his first miracle; and soon became
the most celebrated of all monks for his supernatural gifts. From that time his disciples
increased rapidly, and, as the Father of the Monks of Palestine, he enjoyed little solitude
from the concourse of those who came to visit, to consult, or to be cured. On the death
of S. Antony,—for we will anticipate the course of history,—he resolved to retire into
greater privacy; and though opposed by the inhabitants of the neighbouring country,
who assembled to the number, it is said, of ten thousand, to resist his determination, he
went into Egypt for the purpose of visiting the monastery of Antony. At Aphroditopolis,
he obtained the requisite information from Barsanes, a Deacon, who let dromedaries for
those who wished to visit Mount Pisper; and, after three days’ journey through a fearful
desert, he was received by the disciples and attendants of Antony, Isaac and Pelusius.
By them he was conducted over the various places which had been hallowed by their
Master. Hence he retired to a desert near Aphroditopolis, and was soon regarded by the
Egyptians as him on whom the mantle of Antony had fallen. Distressed at the honour he
received, he went first to Alexandria, and thence retired to the desert of the Oasis. His
reputation still following him, after a year spent there, he sailed to Sicily, and took up
his abode near Pachynus. For a similar reason he left this retreat also, going first to
Epidaurus, and then to Cyprus, where, after five years’ residence, he gave up the ghost
with great calmness. “Go forth”, he said, “my spirit; what hast thou to fear? Threescore
and ten years hast thou served Christ, and dost thou dread death?” The well-attested
miracles of S. Hilarion are more astonishing and more numerous than those of any other
Father, with the single exception of S. Gregory the Wonder-worker.

Less celebrated than Hilarion, and yet a worthy follower, though not disciple, of
Antony, was S. Isidore. He was the spiritual director of many in the great desert of
Secte; and to the end of a long life persisted in the severest manual labour. He was
principally remarkable for the gift of tears,—both that he had sinned so much, and that
he fell so far short of Antony and Pambo.

For Pambo also was one of the great Fathers of the desert; and was to the
Wilderness of Cells,—as that inhospitable tract of country was called,—what Antony
was to the desert of Pisper. Here, eighty miles beyond Mount Nitria, in a solitude where
travellers directed their course, as in the high seas, by sun and stars, he laid the
foundation of that wonderful brotherhood, of which we shall hereafter have to tell more
largely. Of him the story is related, that towards the beginning of his course, he applied
to another holy anchoret for spiritual direction. The hermit began to recite the thirty-
ninth Psalm: — “I said, I will take heed to my ways, that I offend not with my tongue”.
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“Stay”, said Pambo, “that is enough: let me retire to my cell to practise it”. In the
seventy-first year of his age, he fell asleep (A.D. 386). in the Lord, as he was engaged in
his usual occupation of basket making.'

We can perhaps hardly calculate the prodigious influence which this noble army
of anchorets must have exercised on the affairs of the Egyptian Church. The
supernatural austerities of all, the wonder-working powers of many, the impossibility of
influencing them by hope or by fear, and the physical security in which their solitude
placed them, rendered them a barrier which Arianism in vain endeavoured to assault. If,
in after times, when little remained of their original institution, except its austerities,
they were powerful enough to lead nearly the whole Church of Alexandria into heresy,
can we doubt that under God, and next to S. Athanasius, they were the means, at this
epoch, of preserving it unshaken in the profession of the Catholic Faith?

SECTION XXI

SECOND EXILE AND RETURN OF S. ATHANASIUS.

On leaving Alexandria, S. Athanasius appears to have remained for some little
time uncertain whither he should direct his course. He lay concealed near the city for a
few days: and employed himself in the composition of his encyclic Epistle to all
Catholic Bishops throughout the world; in which he stated the proceedings of Gregory
at length, and showed that, as the danger was common to all prelates, so the defence
should be undertaken by all in common. He then sailed to Rome, apparently after the
conclusion of the Paschal solemnities, Easter having this year fallen on the nineteenth of
April.

Pope Julius received Athanasius in the most cordial manner; and again
despatched legates to the Eusebians, requiring them to send a deputation without loss of
time, for the purpose of making good their charge against the Bishop of Alexandria. In
the meantime, through the exertions of the two companions of Athanasius, during both
this and his former visit to Rome, the monastic system was becoming known and
followed in that city. Ammonius and Isidore, for such were the names of these monks,
were noted for their holiness of life, and contempt of the world; Ammonius carried the
latter quality to such an excess as to refuse, when in Rome, to view any of the public
buildings or other spectacles of interest, except the basilica of S. Peter.

In due time, Pope Julius received the answer of the Eusebians, still in Council at
Antioch, to his summons. It recognized, in general terms, the Primacy of the See of
Rome, but excused the Prelates from attending the proposed Synod in that city, on the
grounds of distance, shortness of time, and the Persian war. Julius for some time kept
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the letter by him, hoping that the Orientals would change their mind; but finding no
likelihood of such an event, he convoked the long intended Council. Fifty Bishops
assembled in the church of which Viton, the same who had been legate at Nicaea, was
parish priest. After a careful examination of the causes of Athanasius, Marcellus of
Ancyra, and S. Paul of Constantinople, the Synod acquitted all; and Julius announced
the fact in a Synodal letter to the Fathers of Antioch. He severely rebuked them for their
injustice, violence, and false excuses for non-attendance: and concluded his epistle by
an assertion of the privileges of his See, and by reminding his brethren of the terrible
account that they must one day render to God for all their works.

That account had, when the legates arrived at Antioch, been already given in by
Eusebius of Constantinople. But Julius, finding that those who now were at the head of
the Eusebian faction, paid little attention to the Epistle of the Council of Rome,
addressed himself to Constans, the firm friend of the banished Bishop. On his
remonstrance to Constantius, Narcissus, Maris, Theodore, and Mark of Arethusa, in
Syria, were ordered to wait on the Emperor of the West, and to vindicate the
proceedings of the Council of Antioch. This they failed in doing: S. Maximin of Treves
abstained from their communion, and a breach seemed on the point of breaking out
between the East and West.

A second Council at Antioch produced a Confession of Faith, called
Macrostichus, on account of its length: it was not heretical, but was declined by the
Western Council of Milan, at which S. Athanasius was present; the Fathers declaring
their preference for the Creed of Nicaea. It was now plain that an Ecumenical Council
would be the only remedy for the distracted state of the Church; and by the consent of
the two Augusti, it was summoned at Sardica, on the confines of the two empires. A,D.
347. About one hundred and seventy Bishops met: but to relate at length their
proceedings would be beyond our purpose. The Western Bishops, about a hundred in
number, remained at Sardica, Hosius of Cordova presiding; acquitted Athanasius and
Marcellus, and excommunicated the heads of the Eusebian party.

The Eastern Bishops retired to Philippopolis: and there, to the number of
seventy-three, at the head of whom was Stephen of Antioch, excommunicated Julius,
Hosius, Athanasius, Paul of Constantinople, and all their adherents. Thus the East and
West were thrown into a state of open schism.

In the meantime the persecutions continued at Alexandria. Public notice was
given that if S. Athanasius or his companions returned, it should be lawful for anyone to
bring them to condign punishment. A second Council of Milan prevailed on Constans to
send an embassy to his brother, requesting the return of S. Athanasius, in compliance
with the Council of Sardica. Constantius, however, found some pretext for evading the
escape of the exiled Bishop, till the murder of Gregory by the Alexandrians, who
naturally hated him, left him without the shadow of an excuse. Finding that the result of
his longer refusal would be a civil war, he determined to do with a good grace that
which must at all events be done; and the letter which he wrote on the occasion to
Athanasius, was by no means wanting in fair professions or obliging offers. Athanasius
was at first undecided how to act; but the result of a second, and then of a third
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invitation, each more urgent than the former, accompanied with the offer of a public
conveyance, convinced him that it was his duty to return. Leaving therefore Aquileia,
which had been the place of his abode since the Council of Sardica, he waited on
Constans at Milan, and on Pope Julius at Rome; and furnished with a letter from the
latter to the Church of Alexandria, exhorting them to receive their Pastor with all joy
and thankfulness, he went by land to Antioch. Here he was favourably received by
Constantius, who confirmed by word of mouth all that he had before written: and
besides this wrote many letters in his favour, and swore to the sincerity of his own joy at
his return. S. Athanasius in the mean while carefully abstained from the communion of
Leontius of Antioch, assisting in the private assemblies of the Eustathians, as the
Catholics were called in that city, from their last Bishop, and one of the Fathers of
Nicaea. The Emperor took the opportunity of asking, not as a matter of right, but simply
as a favour, that in consideration of the large body of Arians at Alexandria, Athanasius
would allow them the use of one church. The latter at once consented; “but then”, he
added, “it is but just that the Eustathians, who are also a numerous body, should have
the use of one church in this city”. Constantius replied that he was satisfied with the
proposition: but on consulting with his Arian Bishops, he found them averse from
closing with it. “Arianism”, they urged, “will make no great progress at Alexandria,
while Athanasius is there; on the contrary, if the great number of the Eustathians comes
to be known, their tenets will spread more and more extensively in Antioch”. The
Emperor on their advice withdrew his request.

S. Athanasius, in his progress through Egypt, held ordinations everywhere,
according to the peculiar right of the See of Alexandria. The joy of that city on his
return was unbounded. Prelates from every part of Egypt were awaiting his arrival;
multitudes pressed round him, as he entered: many embraced the monastic life as a
token of thankfulness; each house seemed for the time turned into a church; charity was
extensively bestowed on orphans and widows; many among the heretics joined the
Catholic Church; many of the enemies of S. Athanasius openly retracted their
sentiments; many others who had appeared against him, visited him in private, assuring
him that in their hearts they had always clung to his communion. In the words of the
Sacred Historian, “there was great joy in that city”

The peace with which the Church of Alexandria was blessed remained
unbroken by the commotions which shortly afterwards arose in the Western Empire; the
murder of Constans, the civil war of the three claimants to the purple, the battle of
Mursa, and the final accession of Gallus as Caesar. But Liberius, having succeeded to
the chair of S. Peter, vacant by the death of Julius, the Eastern Bishops took that
opportunity of requesting the new Pope to refuse his communion to Athanasius. At the
same time a memorial in favour of the latter was presented from about seventy Egyptian
Bishops: and Liberius and his Council at Rome remained firm to the Church of
Alexandria. The Eusebians renewed their calumnies to Constantius persuaded him that
the ill-will of Constans toward himself had been an effect of the machinations of
Athanasius: that they, and the Emperor as well, were regarded by the Catholics as
heretics; and finally, that Magnentius, the murderer of Constans, had been supported by
the influence of the Bishop of Alexandria. Constantius, forgetting his promises and his
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oath, and being completely under Arian influence, became daily more inveterate in his
hatred to that Prelate: though as yet veiling his ill-will.

The Arians, shortly afterwards, invented a method of annoying Athanasius, of
implication in which it is difficult to acquit the Emperor. They forged a letter, as
addressed by the Bishop to Constantius, in which he requested permission to wait upon
him in Italy, for the purpose of conferring with him on Ecclesiastical affairs.
Accordingly, to the great surprise of Athanasius, an officer of the palace named
Montanus, visited him and informed him that he was to be transported at the public
expense to Italy. The Prelate, after some hesitation, determined on remaining where he
was: and explained by letter to the Emperor the fraud that had been used. This
behaviour was, by his opponents, treated as a crime of disobedience to Constantius.

Athanasius despatched five Bishops, one of whom was Serapion of Thmuis, and
three Priests, to the Court, to watch the turn of affairs. (A.D. 353) By the artifices of the
Eusebians he was condemned in a Council holden at Arles this year; the Pope’s legate,
Vincent Bishop of Capua, and probably the same who had been present at Nicaea, after
much persuasion, and with great reluctance, signing the sentence. He, however, in some
measure repaired this fault, by his subsequent noble behaviour with respect to the
apostacy at Rimini. The news of this event probably gave rise to the composition of the
great apology of S. Athanasius, commonly called his second: it contains only a short
introduction and conclusion of his own, the greater portion being taken up with a
collection of documents which establish his innocence. He afterwards appended some
additional matter to it; for, as we have it now, it contains allusions to events which did
not occur till subsequently.

Liberius, afflicted and indignant at the betrayal of the Faith by his legates at
Arles, demanded another Council: it was summoned by Constantius, then at Milan, in
that city. Heresy again triumphed. Athanasius was condemned; but the Church of Rome
was no longer implicated in the sin. Liberius was banished; Felix, Archdeacon of Rome,
himself a believer in the Faith of Nicaea, though communicating with the Arians, was
consecrated Bishop of Rome, thus becoming an Antipope, and Hosius of Cordova was
harassed and persecuted. A persecution broke out everywhere; the Catholic Bishops
were in many places insulted or exiled; and to crown the misfortunes of the Church, in
this year Julian the Apostate was made Caesar.

Officers from the Court arrived at Alexandria, charged, as they said, with orders
that all should communicate with the Arians; and that Athanasius should present
himself before the Emperor. Athanasius demanded to see the instructions of the officers,
but they were not forthcoming; and so many prepared to arm themselves in defence of
their Bishop, that the Arians did not at once dare to proceed. Troops however were
thrown from every part of Egypt; and there appeared some danger of a civil commotion,
when the dispute was compromised by the agreement that Athanasius should be left in
quiet possession of his Church, till the Emperor’s pleasure could be more definitely
known. The Bishop addressed a circular to all his suffragans, exhorting them to
constancy in the Orthodox Faith, by a recapitulation of the variations existing at
different times and in different places between the Creeds adopted by the Arians, as
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contrasted with the One Faith of Nicaea; of the violences employed by their Prelates,
and the remembrance of those Holy Bishops as well living as dead, who had exerted
themselves manfully for Catholic Truth.

In spite of the assurances given that the orthodox should not for the present be
molested in their public assemblies, as the people were keeping vigil on Thursday night,
February 8, in the Church of S. Theonas, the Emperor’s officers, conducted by the
Arians, and followed by five thousand soldiers, invested the whole place, rendering
escape impossible. S. Athanasius remained in his Throne, and ordered one of his
Deacons to read the hundred and thirty-sixth Psalm, which dwells on the eternity of
God’s mercy, exhorting the congregation to respond, “His mercy endureth for ever”,
and then to retire. The soldiers burst in : swords were unsheathed, and bows drawn :
some persons of the assembly were killed by the arrows, and a general rush made
towards the door. Athanasius still remained in his place; the soldiers surrounded the
Choir, or rather the Holy of Holies; the monks formed in a close body round their
Bishop, and bore him off; but such was the heat, the violence, the confusion, and the
struggle, that he fainted, and was carried out for dead. This is one of the events which
may lead us to suspect that Athanasius was not a man of much physical courage; and
the rather to admire the grace which enabled him to give so long and so arduous a proof
of moral constancy.

The corpses were buried, in order to prevent inquiry: but those who fell on this
occasion are reckoned among the Martyrs. The arrows found in the church were
preserved, as incontestable proofs of the outrage; the soldiers attempted to obtain
possession of them, but were prevented by the Catholics. A protest was drawn up by the
latter, and forwarded to Constantius. So far from attending to it, he addressed a letter to
the people of Alexandria, approving what had been done, and exhorting them to drive
from the city Athanasius, whom, he said, he had only recalled out of respect to the
wishes of his brother. Heraclius, to whom this letter was sent, read it in public, and
declared that resistance to the wishes of the Emperor would be absolutely useless: if the
inhabitants would not communicate with the Arians, their public allowance of corn
should be stopped; and if the Pagans would not declare their readiness to receive that
Bishop whom the Emperor should appoint, their idols would be taken from them. It is
hard to say whether the latter threat were more blasphemous or ludicrous; nevertheless,
it produced great effect. The Cathedral was shortly after attacked by Heraclius with a
band of Pagans and heretics; the same violences were committed that have been
described in the church of S. Theonas : the altar, the throne, the seats, and the curtains
were publicly burnt, and incense was offered in the fire to the idols of Alexandria. It
was noted as a mark of Divine vengeance, that one of the rioters, who seated himself
insolently in the Bishop’s chair, was pierced by a splinter, and died in a few hours.

During these troubles, S. Antony, who had now attained the hundred and fifth
year of his age, found his health gradually decline. Calling two of his most favoured
disciples to him, he said, “My sons, as Scripture saith, I am going the way of all the
earth: the Lord hath called me, and 1 am desirous to depart”. After exhorting them to
avoid all heresy and schism, he left one sheep-skin cloak, and a cloak on which he was
then lying, to S. Athanasius : another sheep-skin to S. Serapion of Thmuis : and his vest
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of hair to those whom he was addressing. “And now”, he continued, “farewell; Antony
is going, — and will not be seen in this world among you again”. And so he departed to
his rest.

SECTION XXII.

THIRD EXILE OF S. ATHANASIUS.

One George had been ordained by the Arians for the See of Alexandria. Of low
birth, he had first been a parasite, then a pork contractor for the army, then forced to fly
on a charge of dishonesty; and now he was made Bishop of the Second See in the
world. He had probably been ordained at Antioch two years previously, and was by
many believed to be a Pagan : his very appearance testified the sensuality and cruelty of
his disposition, and he did not give himself the trouble to make any pretence to religion.
He made his entrance into Alexandria during Lent; and though behaving with the
greatest insolence from the beginning, his principal cruelties were reserved for the week
after Pentecost. Many were put to death for the Catholic Faith; and the tortures invented
for them by George were quite worthy of the most ferocious of the Pagan Tyrants.

Athanasius retreated into the desert: diligent search was made for him, but in
vain: and the persecution extending itself throughout the whole of Egypt, many Bishops
were driven into banishment. S. Athanasius shortly after resolved on a personal appeal
to the Emperor, and was only debarred when actually on his journey, by authentic news
of the consequences of the Council of Milan, and a perusal of two letters of Constantius.
One of these was addressed to the Princes of Axum, desiring them to send Frumentius,
now at the head of a very flourishing Church to be examined by George of Alexandria:
in order, that if his sentiments were heretical, he might be sent into exile, or if approved,
reordained. It appears that one Theophilus, an Arian Bishop, after visiting the western
coast of Arabia, and the island of Socotra, came to Axum, and thence returned to the
Court; but neither his mission, nor the Emperor’s letter, occasioned any difficulty to
Frumentius, who steadily persevered to the end of his course in the Catholic Faith, and
dying peaceably, was succeeded by Cosmas, commemorated, like himself, in the
Ethiopic Calendar. Athanasius employed the period of his exile in visiting, and
informing himself on, the Monasteries of Egypt. He also composed another apology and
addressed it to Constantius, in which he clears himself from the charges of having sown
discord between the two Royal brothers; of having assisted the usurper Magnentius; of
having celebrated the Holy Eucharist in the great church, while yet unconsecrated; (this
was a new accusation of his enemies, and he defends himself by producing several
instances, where in case of necessity the practice had been allowed by Bishops whom
the whole Church venerated), and finally, of disobeying the Emperor in refusing to
leave Alexandria.
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The tidings which S. Athanasius received in the desert grew as every day worse
and worse. First, he heard of the persecution raised by Macedonius at Constantinople;
next of the creed of the Council of Sirmium, which, so far from pronouncing the Son to
be Consubstantial, would not allow Him to be like in substance; then of the persecution
of Hosius of Cordova, who was more than a hundred years old, and had presided at
Sardica,—of his courageous resistance of torture,—his fall, his communicating with the
Arians, his bitter repentance, and death; then of the fall of Liberius, and loss of the
immaculateness of S. Peter's Chair: of the schism among the Arians, the one party
affirming, the other denying, the Son to be of like substance: of the persecution, under
Eudoxius of Antioch, of the former, who assumed the title of Eusebians, by the latter,
under that of Anomoeans, (from the Greek anomoios, unlike;) of the Council of Ancyra,
where the former party, though still wide of the whole truth, showed some symptoms of
returning to the Catholic Faith; of the labours of S. Hilary in defence of that truth for
which he was exiled; of the project of an Ecumenical Council at Nicaea; of the
mischievous alteration, by which it was proposed to hold two simultaneous Councils of
the East and West; of their assembling at Rimini and Seleucia respectively; of the
artifice by which the four hundred Bishops in the former place were led to subscribe to a
formula which might be interpreted to mean that the Son was created; of the deposition
of George of Alexandria and other violent Arians, at Seleucia, where the Eusebians
numbered one hundred and five out of one hundred and sixty Bishops; of the final
victory of the Arians, by means of the Creed of Rimini, over both East and West, at
Constantinople. Thus the whole world, as it were, became Arian; and the Church
Catholic was nearer to a general apostacy than she has ever at any other time, been
permitted to come.

Athanasius in the meanwhile had not been idle. He had addressed a letter to the
Monks of Egypt, in which he at length exposed the vacillation and perfidy of
Constantius. He wrote a treatise on the new Confession of Faith adopted at Rimini and
Seleucia; forcibly exposing the absurdity of imagining that the Faith had till now been
unknown. And Macedonius of Constantinople, deposed as an Eusebian by the
Anomoeans, having been the author of a new heresy, which denied the Divinity of the
Holy Ghost, and his followers, thence called Pneumatomachi, or Fighters against the
Spirit, extending themselves widely, S. Athanasius, in a third treatise, refuted his
blasphemy.

The Church was now in a very low condition: Athanasius was her principal
support in the East, and S. Hilary, or rather his influence, in the West: but God was
raising up other champions,—S. Martin of Tours, S. Basil, and S. Gregory Nazianzen. If
the Church of Alexandria were divided, much more was that of Antioch, split, as it was
in a short period, into three factions; the Eustathians, or old Catholic party: the
Meletians, or followers of Meletius, a Catholic in heart, (though consecrated by the
Eusebians,) and reckoned among the Saints; and the Enzoians, or pure Arians, so called
from their lately advanced Bishop Euzoius, one of those Deacons whom S. Alexander
of Alexandria had excommunicated in the beginning of the troubles. It is necessary here
to note this, because this schism led to important consequences. The bright spot in the
horizon of the Church was the increasing inclination of the Eusebians to return to the
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True Faith; they seemed startled at the depths of impiety into which their scheme led,
when consistently carried out; and when they had to decide between the Consubstantial
and the Dissimilar in Substance, seldom failed to prefer the former.

Such was the state of things when Julian declared himself Emperor at Paris, but
offered to share the world with Constantius. The latter, preparing to march against him,
fell ill of a fever; and finding his illness mortal, received baptism from the hands of
Euzoius the Arian, and shortly after departed this life.

Julian succeeded peaceably: and to show his contempt of Christianity
proclaimed a general toleration for all sects, and liberty for the exiled Bishops to return.
Of this edict Athanasius did not dare to avail himself, on account of the violences
committed by George in Alexandria. But the end of this wretched man was
approaching.

Artemius, general of the forces in Egypt, was accused by the Pagans to Julian of
having deprived the temples of their dues, and appropriated their wealth to other uses;
and his head was struck off by the Emperor’s order, at Antioch. George had irritated the
heathen in a similar way, and they now turned their fury against him. Odious to the
Catholics for his persecutions and blasphemies, disliked by the Arians tor his vacillation
and time-servingness, he now offended the Pagans by bringing to light the cruelties
attendant on the worship of Mithras, having discovered the skeletons of those who had
been its victims, when building a church on the spot once appropriated to those rites.
The Gentiles could not endure this exposure of their enormities; they assaulted the
church where George was, slew several of his adherents, and tying cords to his feet, and
to those of two of his friends, dragged them up and down the city till life was extinct;
then bringing them on the sea shore, they scattered their ashes on the waves, fearing that
their victims might be honoured as martyrs; an apprehension most certainly groundless,
so far as respects the tyrant and the blasphemer George. Julian overlooked the riot,
though not failing in his epistle to blame the Alexandrians for the want of reverence it
evinced to their god Serapis.

S. Athanasius lost no time in returning to Alexandria, and mounted on an ass, he
made his entry into that city. The same joy prevailed as on his previous restoration.
Roofs, walls, and battlements were thronged; incense was burnt, and torches lit; the
Catholics present from all parts in the great mart of the world vied with each other in
doing honour to the Confessor : the inhabitants of Alexandria, in different divisions,
according to their age and sex, gave welcome to their Bishop; there were feasts in
public, and banquets in private. The Arians were driven from their churches; the
Mystery of the Most Holy and Consubstantial Trinity was again preached in them: and
no thing distinguished the Professors of the Catholic Faith more illustriously than the
gentleness with which their persecutors were treated. Those Arians who still retained
their heresy obtained episcopal consecration for Lucius, a Priest ordained by George.

A Council was next held at Alexandria, at which S. Eusebius of Verceil, an
illustrious Confessor for the Faith in the West was present: he, and the celebrated
Lucifer of Cagliari, had been banished into the Upper Thebais: and, when the edict of
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Julian allowed them to return to their Sees, Eusebius proposed to go back by way of
Antioch, for the sake of settling the distractions of that Church, while Lucifer should
repair to Alexandria, and give his assistance to Athanasius in the Synod which was then
on the point of assembling. Lucifer unhappily preferred to visit Antioch: and there, by
consecrating Paulinus Bishop for the Eustathians, instead of inducing them to
communicate with the Meletians, he perpetuated the schism. He however dispatched a
Deacon to Alexandria, with orders to assent to what should there be done. The Council
of Alexandria, on the contrary, was not more distinguished for its firmness than for its
moderation. The first business was to decide with respect to those who had been
induced to subscribe the formula of Rimini. They had anathematized all such as should
say that the Son of God was a creature like other creatures, meaning thereby, that He
was not a creature at all; while the Arians intended to assert that being a creature. He
was yet different from other creatures. The Bishops who had subscribed, protested in
the most solemn manner that they had meant no harm: some further affirmed that they
had only attached their names to the formula, in order that by retaining their churches,
they might be enabled to exclude heretical Prelates from possessing them. There was a
difference of opinion in the Council on this subject; some were for deposing all those
who had subscribed this formula, or any other heretical Creed; the greater part pointed
out the tremendous breach that such a sweeping condemnation would occasion; others
wished that those who had fallen should content themselves with the Communion of
their own Church, being separated from that of all other Churches. But in the end,
gentler sentiments prevailed. The Bishops who had erred were only compelled to
anathematize Arius, and to subscribe to the Creed of Nicaea; and even those of the
opposite party were received into lay communion, on renouncing their errors.

The Divinity of the Holy Ghost, and the equality of the co-eternal Trinity was
affirmed by the Council, who next proceeded to settle a point of dispute between two
parties of the Catholics. The one asserted Three Hypostases in the Trinity, the other
only One: the former were called Arians, the latter Sabellians by their opponents. S.
Athanasius perceived that the Faith of both parties was orthodox, and that the Question
of dispute was only about words. To the asserters of Three Hypostases, he said, “Do
you mean by these words, as the Arians do, Three substances differing from each other,
or, as other heretics, Three Principles, or Three Gods?” “God forbid”, they replied: “we
only mean that the Father is and exists; that the Son is and exists in the Substance of the
Father; and that the Holy Ghost is and exists : we abhor the heresy that teaches the
existence of Three Principles : we hold the Son to be Consubstantial with the Father,
and the Holy Ghost inseparable from the Substance of Both”. “This”, said the Council
to their opponents, “is the very Catholic Faith. But you, who hold One Hypostasis only
in the Holy Trinity, do you mean, with Sabellius, to annihilate the Substance of the Son
and the Holy Ghost?” “God forbid”, they answered: “we merely use the word in the
sense of substance, that we may assert the Holy Trinity to be Consubstantial”. Then said
the Council to both parties, “You are all agreed, then, in anathematizing Arius and
Sabellius, Paul of Samosata and Manes, and to subscribing the Creed of Nicaea”. Thus
unity was restored among the orthodox. In a similar way, those who, both holding the
Faith, were dissatisfied with each others’ expressions on the subject of the Incarnation,
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were made to allow their real accordance. In this Council Asterius, an Arabian Bishop,
was spokesman for the Eastern, Eusebius of Verceil for the Western Church.

S. Athanasius, writing in the name of the Council to the Church of Antioch,
detailed the proceedings which we have recounted : and sent several other letters on the
same subject to the more influential among the Bishops. The only unfortunate result of
this most Catholic Synod, was the schism of Lucifer of Cagliari, who would not
communicate with those who received to their communion the subscribers of the
formula of Rimini. Thus the Luciferians were with respect to the Demi-Arians what the
Novatians were to the Pagans; though in no other respect can the two sects be
compared. For Lucifer had been a Confessor for the truth, and, but for his unhappy
division, would doubtless have been reckoned among the Saints by the Church at large,
as by a peculiar devotion of that of Sardinia he is to this day. Of the proceedings of the
Apollinarians in this Council we shall have a further occasion to speak.

SECTION XXIII.

FOURTH AND FIFTH EXILES OF S. ATHANASIUS : HIS RETURN AND
DEATH.

The Pagans, emboldened by the favour of Julian, addressed a memorial to him,
in the same year, against S. Athanasius, whom they represented as the great enemy of
their religion, and the preventer of the due exercise of their rites. For they had recently
reintroduced the murder of infants, for the purpose of drawing auguries from an
inspection of their entrails. Julian replied, that although out of his moderation he had
allowed all the Galileans, banished by Constantius, to return, yet he would not suffer the
insolence they complained of in the case of Athanasius, whom he commanded on the
receipt of that epistle to leave the city. The Christians also presented, though in vain, a
memorial : Julian taunted them with being the slaves of those Hebrews who had been
bondmen to their fathers, and with preferring a man accused of the most heinous crimes,
to the memory of Alexander their founder, and Serapis their guardian god; and
Athanasius, who had at first been required only to leave Alexandria, was now
commanded to withdraw from Egypt.

Troops were sent to drive the bishop into exile, with orders, if they were able, to
slay him: the Caesarea, or great church, was sacked and burnt. S. Athanasius consoled
his weeping friends by assuring them that it was a cloud that would soon pass. He
embarked in a boat, and sailed up the Nile towards the Thebais. He was soon missed
and pursued; but a friend had time to give him warning of the design against his life.
With great presence of mind, he ordered the boat to be put about, and descended the
river towards Alexandria: in a short time he was met by the murderers, who demanded
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if Athanasius was far before him. “He is very near” replied the friends of the Prelate,
according to others S. Athanasius himself; and the boat of the officer was urged on with
greater speed.

Julian was now on his expedition against the Persians. Didymus, celebrated in
the Church of Alexandria for his piety, and, although blind, for his learning, was in deep
distress at the tidings of persecutions in different places, and at the general exultation of
the Pagans. He had passed a whole day, towards the end of June, in fasting and prayer :
and as he slumbered in his chair, at one o'clock in the morning, heard a voice say
distinctly, “Julian is dead ; rise, and eat, and send tidings to Athanasius.” Didymus
carefully noted the day and hour; and found that at that very hour the Apostate had
indeed gone to his account: as though wounded in the morning, he survived till after
midnight. S. Athanasius, it is said, received a yet earlier intimation of the Emperor’s
fall. While at Antinoe, he received a visit from Pammon, an Abbat in the adjacent
country, and S. Theodore of Tabenna. By their advice he betook himself to the cells
governed by the last-named hermit; and while one day lamenting the state of the Church
to his two friends, was amazed to see them look at each other, and interchange a smile.
“Are you mocking the weakness of my faith?” demanded the Prelate. On which they
informed him that the tyrant had been summoned to his account.

Arianism now began to totter. The succeeding emperor Jovian professed
himself a Catholic, and recalled the Bishops banished by Julian. Athanasius had not
waited for this summons, but had previously returned to Alexandria. He was here
agreeably surprised by receiving a letter from the Emperor, requesting from him a True
Exposition of the Catholic Faith. He assembled a Council, and inserted in his reply the
Creed of Nicaea, and a brief but clear explanation of it. Jovian requested Athanasius to
visit him at Antioch, where, shortly afterwards, a small Council was held, by those in
the Communion of S. Meletius, where several Demi-Arian Bishops approved of the
term Consubstantial. The proceedings of this Council having been laid before
Athanasius, he wished to enter into Communion with Meletius: but the affair was
procrastinated by the Meletians till it fell to the ground.

Lucius, the Arian Bishop of Alexandria, and his friends, made a journey to
Antioch, wishing to influence the Emperor in their favour: but they only succeeded in
incurring his indignation: and to make the prospects of their sect yet darker, a schism
broke out among the pure Arians.

Athanasius, on his return into Egypt, spent some time in visiting its principal
monasteries, more especially that of S. Pacomius. We may refer to this period his letter
to Rutinianus, who had consulted him on the proper method of dealing with penitent
heretics. The Prelate points out that various Synods had already defined the matter; that
the originators of heresy, if ecclesiastics, were, on repentance, to be received to lay
Communion only; those who had joined the heresy through ignorance or infirmity, were
to be retained in the enjoyment of their full rank. In this decision, he says, the whole
Catholic Church was agreed: the Luciferians only objected and rebelled. While thus
engaged, he heard of the death of Jovian, and the appointment of Valentinian as
Emperor, who at once gave the East to his brother Valens. The happy reconciliation, in
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a great measure, of the Eastern with the Western Church followed: and was succeeded
by the Arian persecution of Valens.

At its outset, an Edict was passed, banishing those Bishops who, having been
exiled under Constantius, had returned under Julian. In virtue of this proclamation, the
prefect of Egypt endeavoured to drive the Alexandrian Catholics of their churches, and
to drive Athanasius from the city. The orthodox replied, that Athanasius did not came
under the terms of the edict: that he had indeed been banished by Constantius, but had
also been restored by the same Emperor; and were on the point of taking up arms in
defence of their Bishop. The Praefect wrote to Valens for instructions and the sedition
was appeased. A few days after, S. Athanasius, divinely warned of impending danger,
left his house and the city towards evening, and hid himself in the tomb of his father.
Towards midnight the prefect surrounded the house with troops, hoping to seize
Athanasius, and convey him quietly from the city. This was the last trouble which befell
the Confessor: an order came from Valens to recall him; and after a few months’
absence, he again entered Alexandria.

Various conjectures have been made as to the reasons which induced Valens,
while persecuting the other Catholic Bishops and their flocks, to spare Athanasius and
Alexandria. It is probable that he did so either from fear of Valentinian, who might have
taken it ill that so great a champion of the truth should suffer anything; or by the
persuasion of the Arians, unwilling to bring the powerful genius of Athanasius in
contact with the mind of Valens, and fearing that persecution might induce him to try
the force of a personal appeal to the Emperor.

Athanasius had now governed Alexandria more than forty years, and the end of
his life was peaceful. At the head of a Council of ninety Bishops, he remonstrated with
S. Damasus of Rome, that Auxentius, the Arian Bishop of Milan, had not been
excommunicated, and his representation had the desired effect. The synodal letter
addressed by this Synod to the Bishops of Africa exists among the writings of S.
Athanasius.

About this period we meet with an instance of his willingness to drop the rights
of his See where the good of the Church was at stake. There was, in Pentapolis, a See
called Erythrum, which comprehended, among other villages, the petty towns of
Palaebisca and Hydrax. Orion, Bishop of Erythrum, a man advanced in years, was
solicited by the inhabitants of Palaebisca and Hydrax, in consideration of their distance
from the See, and his own infirmities, to consecrate a young man named Siderius, their
Bishop. Orion consented, and the ceremony was performed by Philo, Bishop of Cyrene,
a well-meaning man, but inexact in his observance of the Laws of the Church, without
any reference to the See of Alexandria, and by himself: thus violating two Canons. S.
Athanasius not only confirmed Siderius in his See, but sometime after, approving his
character, translated him to the Church of Ptolemais, which we now find to have
become, in a sense, Metropolitical. He did credit to the choice of the people: and in old
age, resigning the more honourable See of Ptolemais, retired to end his days in the
charge of his former See. We also find him excommunicating the governor of Libya for
cruelty; defending S. Basil, lately made Bishop of Caesarea; at length apparently
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reconciled to Meletius and instructing Epictetus in the Mystery of the Incarnation,
which the widely-spreading Apollinarian heresy rendered a necessary task.

Three years after the date of this work, S. Athanasius was attacked by a mortal
illness. Being pressed to name his successor he mentioned his faithful and aged
companion Peter: and shortly afterwards, after so many perils and banishments, gave up
the ghost in his bed, in his own house, justly claiming the most illustrious place among
the Confessors, and known in his Church by the title of the Apostolic Patriarch. “And
thus”, as S. Gregory Nazianzen closes his panegyric, “he ended his life in peace, and he
was gathered to his fathers in a good old age, to the Patriarchs and Prophets, Apostles
and Martyrs, who strove for the truth. And on his departure he received more excellent
honours than those which attended his entrances to the city: for he so left this world, as
to move the tears of many, and to leave a glorious remembrance of himself, of more
value than visible tokens of respect, in the hearts of all”.

SECTION XXIV.

PONTIFICATE OF PETER.

The death of S. Athanasius was a signal for fresh efforts on the part of the
Arians. Peter was however peaceably enthroned by the unanimous voices of the clergy
and people, the neighbouring Prelates having assembled with the utmost speed to
prevent any attack of the opposite faction.

Euzoius of Antioch resolved to go himself to Alexandria, and to put Lucius into
quiet possession of the See. This project was approved by Valens, who in the meantime
wrote to Palladius, the prefect of Egypt, to drive out Peter by main force. This
commission was very pleasing to Palladius, who was a Pagan: and assembling a band of
heathens and of Jews, he surrounded the church of S. Theonas; and informed Peter, that
if he did not voluntarily retire, he would be dragged forth by force.

The Prelate was thrown into prison and on his liberation thought it prudent to
retire: and the same scenes were re-acted, which in the time of S. Athanasius had been
witnessed in the same church. A youth, infamous for his debauched life, mounted the
altar, and there exhibited a popular dance; another ascended the pulpit, and thence
delivered an harangue in praise of vice. Many of the Catholics suffered on this occasion,
and are reckoned as Martyrs.

Shortly after, Euzoius and Lucius, in company with the Count Magnus, arrived

in Alexandria. The blasphemous congratulations with which they were received by the
Pagans must have been revolting even to themselves. “Welcome”, they cried, “to the
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Bishop who does not acknowledge the Son: welcome to the Bishop, the beloved of
Serapis!”. Nineteen Catholic Priests and Deacons, some of them in extreme old age,
were dragged before the tribunal of Magnus the Quaestor, a man of bad character, who
had narrowly escaped capital punishment under Jovian, for having destroyed the church
of Berytus in the time of Julian the Apostate. He pressed them to communicate with the
Arians, urging that even if they were in the right, God would surely pardon them for
yielding to compulsion. They appealed to the Creed of Nicaea, and protested that they
could not vary from that. Having been thrown into prison for several days, they were
scourged in public, and banished to Heliopolis in Phoenicia. Those who by tears or
gestures expressed their sympathy with the sufferers were also imprisoned or sent to the
mines by Palladius the Praefect. Among the latter was the Deacon whom S. Damasus of
Rome had commissioned to carry to Peter his congratulations and condolences on his
accession to the Chair of S. Mark. Ephianius even assures. us that some of the most
strenuous advocates of the Truth were condemned to the beasts. With the details of this
persecution we are acquainted from an encyclic epistle of Peter himself, preserved by
Theodoret.

Though Arianism thus again prevailed in Egypt, it was in a far different manner
from its former supremacy. Now the Church knew herself better: the Formula of Nicaea
was acknowledged by all to be the expression of her belief; and the True Faith was
known to be so by those who yielded to fear or constraint. The number of the Arians
was also much diminished: the contest had more definitely assumed its true form, and
was felt to be a struggle, not about words, but for the greatest Truth for which man can
contend.

Euzoius, having accomplished his errand, returned to Antioch. Probably by his
persuasion, Valens shortly afterwards issued an edict, commanding the banishment
from Egypt of all who confessed the Consubstantial. Eleven Bishops were sent into
exile. The behaviour of S. Melas of Rhinocorura deserves to be mentioned. The soldiers
sent to convey him to his place of exile reached his church towards evening, and found
him engaged in preparing the lamps. Not imagining that a Prelate could be employed in
so menial an office, they inquired for Melas. The Bishop informed them that he was
within, and should be told of their arrival. Taking them into his house, he set supper
before them, and himself waited at table: when they had finished he made himself
known. They were so much touched by his humility and kindness, that they offered to
let him escape; but S. Melas preferred sharing the exile of his brethren. He must have
been at this time young; since Sozomen, witting nearly eighty years after, mentions his
brother Solon, who succeeded him in the Episcopate and seems to have resembled him
in virtue, as not long dead.

The Monks of Egypt were one of the great objects of the hatred of Lucius. He
spared no pains in discovering their abodes; and even himself led a large party of
soldiers to drive them into exile. It is said that the inmates of a particular monastery
which he was about to visit, were requested, as they often were, to pray over a paralytic
man brought to them for that purpose. They anointed him with oil, and on saying the
words, “In the Name of Jesus Christ whom Lucius persecuteth, arise, and go to thy
house!” they restored him whole to his friends. Neither their prayers, however, nor their
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miracles protected them from the insults and from the fury of the Arians; till Lucius,
perceiving that the number of the Monks prevented the exercise of any very severe
measure against the whole of their body, contented himself with banishing their Abbats.

Among the most illustrious of the exiles had been the two Macarii and Isidore.
They were banished to an island in the Nile, the stronghold of Paganism, where the
Gospel had not as yet been preached, and where the priest was honoured for the
supposed sanctity of his life and prevalence of his prayers. At the moment that the bark
which was carrying the Holy Confessors touched the shore, the daughter of this man
was seized by a demon. Rushing down to the coast,—“We had trusted”, she cried, “to
be safe from you in this unknown spot: it is our ancient habitation; here we abode in
peace; here we hurt none. But if you claim this island also, take it: we cannot resist your
power”. As the spirits thus spoke, they threw the maiden to the ground, convulsed her,
and left her. The result of this miracle was the conversion of the whole island. The
populace of Alexandria, on receiving intelligence of the event, were scarcely to be
restrained from an open outbreak: and Lucius thought it prudent to give private orders
for the release of the Macarii and Isidore.

Peter, shortly after his release from prison, retired to Rome, where he was
honourably received by S. Damasus, the successor of Liberius. While there, he assisted
at a Council held by S. Damasus against Apollinaris, whose heresy, as we have already
observed, may be said to have arisen at Alexandria. He had been for some time accused
of teaching that the Saviour was Only in His Body a man, and that His Divinity supplied
the place of a human soul; but his great reputation had rendered the Eastern Bishops
unwilling to condemn him, though not hesitating to anathematize his doctrines. At
length his errors became too flagrant to be any longer concealed or connived at: and the
See of Alexandria had again the honour, in conjunction with that of Rome, to be the
foremost in condemning heresy.

The presence of Peter at Rome was important on another account. The schism at
Antioch, between the Eustathians, or old Catholic party, under their Bishop Paulinus,
ordained by Lucifer before his return to the West, and the new Catholic party under S.
Meletius, had troubled both the East and West. The holiest Bishops in the East, such as
S. Basil and S. Eusebius of Samosata, sided with Meletius. S. Damasus and the Western
Bishops communicated with Paulinus. Meletius asserted Three Hypostases in the Holy
Trinity, Paulinus One: S. Damasus would not allow the former, for fear of being
considered an Arian, nor S. Basil the latter, lest he should be imagined a Sabellian.
Notwithstanding the decision of the Chair of S. Peter, Meletius after his death was
reckoned even by the Western Church among the Saints,—an honour not accorded to
Paulinus. Peter served as a kind of connection between the two conflicting parties,
though his sentiments inclined to those of Damasus. S. Basil addressed a letter to him
while at Rome, on the subject, in which he complains in very strong language, that the
Western Bishops, who could not be so well acquainted with the actual state of affairs,
should presume to class Meletius and Eusebius among the Arians.

S. Basil also addressed an Epistle to the Faithful of Alexandria, in the absence
of their Bishop, calling on them to contend earnestly for the Faith once for all
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committed to the Church, to call to mind their own illustrious Saints, to emulate them in
their conflict, that they might be accounted worthy to share with them their glory, and to
play the man for the Lord of Hosts.

A remarkable event which happened about this time must have convinced the
Arians that they were not recognized by any party as the legitimate occupants of the
Throne of Alexandria. Mauvia, Queen of the Saracens, who bordered on Palmyrene and
Phoenicia Libanensis, had been engaged in a series of wars with the Roman Power, and
had generally been successful. Terms of peace were offered, and accepted by the Queen,
on condition that Moyses, a monk of reputation in her dominions, should be ordained
Bishop of the Saracens. The proposal was considered reasonable; and Moyses was
directed to receive consecration from Lucius. When brought before that Arian Prelate,
“I am unworthy”, said the Monk, “to receive the grace of the Episcopate at all: but if
necessity be laid upon me, I refuse to accept it from a blasphemer of our Lord, and an
intruder into a See already filled”. However much Lucius might resent this public
affront, for the protest was made in the presence of the civil authorities of Alexandria,
the necessity of the case compelled him to acquiesce; and Moyses was ordained by the
Metropolitan of Damascus.

During the persecution of Lucius, the Monks of Egypt received the most
essential services from the celebrated Melania, who was at that time on her way to
Palestine, and remained eight months in the country. Her zeal led her to provide retreats
for a vast multitude of recluses; and during three days, she supported, at her own
expense, five thousand monks. She was summoned before the Prefect, and threatened
with the severest punishment, unless she consented to acquaint the magistrates with the
names and hiding-places of those whom she maintained; but her popularity and high
birth exempted her, though desirous of suffering for Christ, from further molestation.

Valens, now at Antioch, found it necessary to defend Thrace from the
incursions of the barbarians; and accordingly set out for Constantinople. But before
leaving the city, he gave orders that the persecution against the Catholics should cease,
and that the exiles should be restored. As soon as the intelligence reached Rome, Peter,
provided with letters of Communion from Damasus, returned to his Church, where he
was received with great joy. On this, Lucius retired first to Constantinople, then to
Beroea. Valens, by the just judgment of God, perished in his expedition. The few
remaining months of the life of S. Peter were darkly clouded by an unfortunate action
on his part, which threatened to lead to serious results.

The Church of Constantinople was now in a most lamentable condition, having
been in the hands of the Arians for more than forty years. Demophilus, their present
Bishop, was altogether intolerable to the Catholics, and Theodosius, on being elevated
to the purple in the East, was anxious to provide a Prelate who might be able to raise
that important Church from her ruins. S. Gregory of Nazianzum, a Bishop without a
See, appeared to the orthodox party the most eligible for the post; and he accordingly,
not without great reluctance, came to Constantinople. His difficulties were at first great :
the Arians possessed all the churches, and he was compelled to hold his assemblies in
the house where his friends entertained him. This house afterwards became the
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celebrated church of the Resurrection: so called from the Resurrection of the Faith in
Constantinople, which had its origin there. Peter favoured the election of S. Gregory,
and, in virtue of the jurisdiction which Alexandria claimed, and still claims, over
Constantinople in a vacancy of the latter See, instituted him therein. But from whatever
cause, he soon after repented of this action. There was one Maximus, a native of
Alexandria, who although a Christian, professed himself a Cynic, and wore the ordinary
dress of that sect of philosophers. This man, whose character had been notoriously bad,
obtained from Peter a promise to ordain him Bishop of Constantinople. We are not
informed by what artifices he procured this engagement; but having secured it, he sailed
for Constantinople, where, partly by praising the eloquence of Gregory, and partly by
exhibiting, as if received in Confession, the marks of stripes by which he had been
punished for a misdemeanour, he insinuated himself into the confidence of the Bishop,
and made some progress in popular esteem in the city. Having so far succeeded, he
informed Peter of his proceedings, and requested him to send some Prelates for the
purpose of consecrating him.

The character of Peter at this time stood high; and he used all his authority for
the promotion of the design of Maximus. He dispatched three Bishops to
Constantinople, with full powers to consecrate him. The pretext, however, under which
these Prelates were sent, was the conveyance of the customary tribute of corn to
Constantinople. On arriving in the Imperial City, they, in a most irregular and hurried
manner, ordained Maximus. The people were indignant: the expressions of their
affection towards S. Gregory were numerous; and the intruder was compelled
ignominiously to leave the city. The Emperor and the Pope declared against him; the
latter, indeed, who did not approve of the Translation of Gregory, considered the See as
vacant. Maximus, meanwhile, after a fruitless interview with Theodosius at
Thessalonica, returned to Alexandria, and urged Peter to assist him in reestablishing
himself at Constantinople. To entreaties he added threats, declaring that if the Bishop of
Alexandria would not give him the help he demanded, he should himself be deposed.
But the Prefect of Egypt banished Maximus; and Gregory was for a short time quietly
restored to his dignity.

Peter’s life was now drawing to an end. On the fourteenth of February,(A.D.
380), he was taken from the world. His memory is venerated by the Coptic Church,
which reckons him among the Saints. But the Church Catholic has refused him the title :
partly on account of his inconstancy in the matter of Maximus; partly, as it would seem
from S. Jerome, from the too great facility with which, after his return to Alexandria, he
admitted heretics to his Communion;—thence laying himself open to the charge, though
perfectly unfounded, of having received bribes for the purpose of shortening the period
of their probation.

Fourteen days after the death of Peter a law was published by Theodosius, then
at Thessalonica, for the purpose of defining the Catholic Faith; in which Communion
with S. Damasus of Rome and Peter of Alexandria is required in its professors. The
tidings of the death of latter had not as yet reached Thessalonica.
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SECTION XXV.

PONTIFICATE OF TIMOTHY.

On the decease of Peter, Timothy, his brother, who appears to have been
designated by the dying Prelate as his successor, was, by the election of the Bishops and
Clergy, placed in the vacant See. (A.D. 380).

In the year following this election, Theodosius, eager to put an end to the
various disputes by which the Church was distracted, determined on convoking a
numerous Synod for their Second Consideration and settlement; and the Second General
Council met at Constantinople. Though consisting only of Eastern Bishops, from the
subsequent reception of its decrees by the whole Church it is justly regarded as
Ecumenical.

The first proceeding of the assembled Fathers was to declare the consecration of
Maximus null and void. This was done the more easily, because, from whatever reason,
no Egyptian Bishop was then present at the Council. S. Meletius of Antioch, as Prelate
of the See third in dignity, presided. Gregory was then solemnly installed in the
Episcopal Throne, in spite of the most vigorous opposition on his own part. S. Meletius
shortly after went to his reward; and it was now hoped that the Antiochene schism
might cease. For it had been agreed by both parties, that of the two Prelates, Paulinus
and Meletius, whichever should survive the other should be accounted by all as the
Canonical Bishop. S. Gregory, now presiding in the Council, was urgent that this
compact should be observed; but the younger Bishops could not endure the idea of thus
yielding to the Western Church, which had always continued in the Communion of
Paulinus : and the schism was continued by the election of Flavian.

It was probably during this interval when neither Alexandria nor Antioch were
properly represented in the Council, that its celebrated Canon was passed, whereby
Constantinople was declared the second See. But Thimothy constantly refused to allow
the validity of this Canon; the Church of Rome did the same; and, for centuries after,
Alexandria still held the second dignity everywhere but at Constantinople.

Timothy having arrived at the latter city, immediately attacked the validity of
Gregory’s translation; rather out of jealousy of the Eastern Church (Alexandria, as we
have seen, always allying itself with Rome), than from any dislike to that Bishop. His
opponents could not be more willing to insist on, than that aged Prelate was to tender
his resignation: and the appointment of Nectarius to the See was the final result. On the
cession of S. Gregory, Timothy presided in the Council; till disgust at the influence of
the Eastern Prelates and at the Canon by which his own See was degraded, caused him
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to sail for Alexandria; and he refused again to leave his city, though invited to be
present at the subsequent consecration of Nectarius.

It need hardly be said that the chief thing done in the Council of Constantinople,
besides what has been specified, was the expansion of the Creed of Nicaea into that
form which we, in common with the whole Catholic Church, employ in our
Communion Office : the single point of difference being, that the Procession of the
Holy Ghost was only affirmed to be from the Father. In the law which gave force to the
decrees of the Council, Timothy was named with Nectarius and other principal Bishops,
as those with whom all, professing to be Catholics, were required to be in Communion.

Timothy, after returning to his flock, was under the happy reign of Theodosius
spared the persecutions to which his predecessors had been subjected. He was an old
man when raised to the See, and departed this life in peace, after having held it more
than five years. Though not reckoned among the Saints by any except the Coptic
Church, his character stood high for piety and learning. The rescript of Theodosius to
Optatus speaks of him in the highest terms, and his contempt of riches appears to have
been so great, as to obtain for him the surname of the Poor. His most celebrated work
was a Canonical Epistle on Penance, still extant; and he had composed the lives of S.
Apollos and other Egyptian recluses. He is said to have built several churches in
Alexandria: and to have been eminently successful in the conversion of Arians.

SECTION XXVI.

DESTRUCTION OF THE TEMPLE OF SERAPIS: THEOPHILUS AT
CONSTANTINOPLE.

The episcopate of the two succeeding Patriarchs was the period at which the
Church of Alexandria attained her highest dignity. The power of its Prelate was in some
respects, as we have already observed, greater than that of the Bishop of Rome over his
own Prelates; and the civil authority attached to the office was, as we shall have
occasion to notice, exceedingly great.

Theophilus had been secretary to Athanasius, and was, so far as the
management of business and the maintenance of his Churches dignity was concerned, a
fit possessor of the Evangelical Throne. In other qualities yet more important for a
Prelate, the contrast between himself and his predecessors is sorely to his disadvantage.

His first memorable action proves him, however, not to have been wanting in
zeal. There was at Alexandria an ancient temple of Bacchus, once of great celebrity, but
now so complete a ruin that only the walls remained. Theophilus obtained a grant of it
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from the Emperor Theodosius, purposing to build a church on the spot. In clearing the
ground for the foundations, various crypts were discovered, and in them figures
connected with the abominations of the Phallic rites. The Pagans could not endure the
discovery of their shame. They flew to arms: the Christians defended themselves, and,
although the stronger party, would not attack their opponents. The latter, after having
killed some of those who were most foremost in exposing their secret crimes, retired
into the Temple of Serapis. This building served excellently as a fortress. It was raised
on a terrace of enormous height; its form was square with a central court; there were
subterranean passages and communications known only to the Priests; the walls were
massy, and composed externally of excellent masonry, while covered internally with
copper plates, under which popular belief held a layer of silver to be concealed, while
under that again was one of gold. The greater part of the edifice was taken up by
lodgings and apartments of various kinds for the Priests and official attendants : the
shrine itself was lighted with only one window, so contrived that at midday, once a
year, a ray of the sun fell on the face of Serapis, an enormous figure, the extended hands
of which reached from one side of the temple to the other : and precisely at that time the
sun-god was brought on a visit of congratulation to his brother idol. The Pagans having
fortified themselves in this building elected Olympius, a philosopher, as their leader:
they were even bold enough to attempt a sally, in which some Christians were taken
prisoners: these were instantly dragged to the altars, and either compelled to sacrifice, or
exposed to the most cruel tortures.

Evagrius, the Praefect of Egypt, collected a few soldiers, and hastened to the
temple, representing to the rebels the madness of hoping to resist the whole Roman
power, and the punishment which a prolonged resistance would necessarily entail.
Driven to despair, and encouraged by the harangues of Olympius, who exhorted them to
suffer any extremity rather than abandon the gods of their ancestors, the besieged
refused to listen to any terms of accommodation. As the situation of the place rendered
it inaccessible, except with loss of life and by means of a regular storm, Evagrius
thought it his duty to write to Theodosius for instructions how he should proceed in this
conjuncture, and, in the meantime, the insurgents were left in quiet possession of the
fortress. Theodosius replied, that he envied the lot of those Christians who had fallen in
this affair, as esteeming them Martyrs; that their murderers should be freely forgiven
(the invariable custom of the Church, lest the glory of the Martyr should be tarnished by
revenge), but that, at the same time, all the temples of Alexandria, which had been the
causes of this outbreak, should be demolished. Theophilus, in conjunction with
Evagrius, charged himself with the execution of this edict. It was read in
public Christians as well as Pagans assembled to hear the result of the inquiry. The
former, as soon as its bearing was manifest, gave a shout of exultation; the latter were
struck with terror and fled; the insurgents, and Olympius among the rest, quitted the
temple of Serapis, and left it an easy prey to the Catholics. It is said, that in the dead of
the preceding night, the doors of the shrine being shut, and no person within it, the chant
of “Alleluia!” was heard in its recesses. It is certain that the victory of the Christians
was not stained with any blood; for even Helladius, the Priest of Jupiter, who had, or
professed to have, slain nine persons in the revolt, was permitted to fly to Damascus,
where he obtained a livelihood as a teacher of grammar.
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Theophilus and the people repaired to the temple of Serapis for the purpose of
effecting its destruction. There was however an ancient tradition that, when the idol
should be destroyed, the earth would perish, the heaven fall in, and chaos would return.
This belief, actually held by some, and influencing others almost unconsciously to
themselves, held back the crowd from attempting its ruin. At length a soldier,
possessing more courage than the rest, struck the image, which was of wood, though
studded with various metals and precious stones, a blow on the cheek destroyed: with
his hatchet. A shout of horror arose from the Pagans, of triumph from the Christians.
The soldier redoubled his blows: he smote the idol on the knee, and it fell; a third blow
lopped off the head. The Heathen were in expectation of some dreadful event: an
extraordinary noise was heard in the body of the fallen god; and a swarm of rats, its
ancient tenants, escaped at the neck. Now all was derision and mockery: the unfortunate
Serapis was hacked in pieces, and afforded materials for a bonfire; and the images of the
same deity, the common ornaments of the Alexandrian houses, were demolished, their
place being supplied by a painting of the Cross.

In levelling the foundations of the temple the Cross was found engraven on
several of its stones : and an ancient tradition tradition was then remembered,
purporting that, when that figure was triumphant, the worship of Serapis should be at an
end. This prophecy has been imagined, like others, to have been made after the event;
but recent discoveries in Yucatan have strangely tended to confirm it. The Cross, in that
country, was venerated long before the arrival of the Spaniards; and a tradition was
current to the effect that when it was triumphant, the Mexican gods would no longer be
worshipped.

The Pagans had yet one strong hold on popular feeling. The celebrated Nile-
gauge, kept till the time of Constantine in the temple of Serapis, transferred to the
cathedral by Constantine, and brought back again at the command of Julian the
Apostate, was now a second time removed to the church. The worshippers of Serapis
prophesied that the Nile would not rise that year: on the contrary, it arose higher than
had ever been known. A few years subsequently there was a deficient inundation: the
Pagans attributed it to their being forbidden to appease the Nile by their usual sacrifices.
The Governor, in reply to their remonstrances, assured them, that if such rites as theirs
were necessary to the fertilization of Egypt, the goodness of the result did not
compensate for the wickedness of the means. Shortly after, the river rose rapidly: it
passed the highest mark, and fears were entertained that Alexandria itself would he
inundated. The Pagans consoled themselves for their disappointment by an indecent
jest.

The destruction of idols, commenced at Alexandria, extended itself throughout
the whole of Egypt: the infamous secrets of their worship were discovered, the metal
obtained from them recast into vessels for the use of the Church; and one image only
retained, that of a ridiculous ape, lest in after times the heathen should deny their
worship of such monsters. The wrath of Eunapius, a pagan writer, is excessive. He
accuses Theophilus of changing the worship of the great gods into the adoration of
miserable men who had suffered for their crimes, referring of course, to the honour
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shown to the relics of the Martyrs; and asserts that the Bishop’s private interest was at
the bottom of his exertions against idolaters.

The schism of the Church of Antioch still continuing, the Council of Capua
entrusted Theophilus with the final settlement of the matter; but Flavian, the same who
was ordained by the Council of Constantinople, would not submit to his arbitration. It
must be confessed that the Western Bishops interfered unwarrantably in this matter:
they attempted to prejudice Theodosius against Flavian, by complaining of his tyranny;
but the Emperor stood firm to that excellent Bishop, the patron of S. John Chrysostom,
and the preserver of Antioch from the penalties which it had incurred by sedition

We find Theophilus at a Council holden in Constantinople (A.D. 394); on
occasion of the consecration of the Church known by the name of the Apostolicon, and
dedicated in honour of SS. Peter and Paul, to decide the dispute between Agapius and
Bagadius, for the possession of the See of Bostra, the Metropolis of Arabia. In the
course of the examinations, Theophilus, who presided with the Bishops of
Constantinople and Antioch, gave it as his opinion, that although three Bishops could
consecrate, they could not depose a Prelate, and that nothing less than a Provincial
Council was sufficient for the latter act. This was approved by the Fathers then present.

The errors of Origen, which had slumbered for so long a time, were now to
occasion fresh trouble in the Church. A difference arose between John Bishop of
Jerusalem, who was suspected of holding these tenets, and S. Epiphanius and S. Jerome;
and the angry feelings excited on both sides, before the death of Theodosius, brought
forth bitter fruit subsequently to that event.

Epiphanius was a great admirer of Theophilus, and was drawn on by him to acts
of which, had he lived, he would assuredly have repented. On the death of Nectarius of
Constantinople, the Emperor Arcadius resolved to supply his place by S. John
Chrysostom of Antioch; and to render his consecration the more solemn, he convoked a
Council on the occasion. Theophilus had designed a Priest of his own, named Isidore, to
fill the chair of the imperial city: and the reason assigned for this desire is, if true, not a
little discreditable to both. In the war between Theodosius and Maximus, Isidore had
been entrusted by Theophilus with two letters, charged with which he awaited the event
at Rome. The one was a congratulation to be delivered to Maximus, in case his forces
should prove victorious; the other was to be given to Theodosius, if success should
declare in his favour. Having formed this design, it was natural that the Alexandrian
Patriarch should be opposed to the election of S. Chrysostom; and personal intercourse
did not diminish his unwillingness to officiate, as his office rendered it necessary for
him to do, at the consecration of the new Prelate. Eutropius, the then powerful prime
minister, on hearing of the opposition of Theophilus, took a summary method of putting
an end to it. Taking him aside, he showed him a large quantity of documents, carefully
preserved. “These”, he said, “are memorials received at different times from several of
your Bishops against your proceedings your choice is free, either to consecrate John of
Antioch, or to defend yourself against these accusations”. Theophilus chose the former
alternative. This account too clearly shows the closeness of that dangerous embrace
with which, at Constantinople, the State had already clasped the Church.
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At the same time we must remember that on this matter and the subsequent
transactions connected with it, we are left for information almost entirely, so far as
historical accounts are concerned, to writers prejudiced in favour of S. John
Chrysostom. It cannot be denied that the latter, in common with S. Meletius, and the
rest of the Antiochene school, had a tendency to rationalizing views;— a tendency from
which, as we have observed, the national feeling of the Egyptian Church shrank with
horror. We, in looking back on the whole course of events, are able to perceive that this
tendency in S. Chrysostom’s mind was left in check by his piety and the authority of the
Church: but Theophilus had no guarantee at that time, that it would not result in semi-
Arian, or even Arian tenets. Doubtless his desire of placing a Priest of his own in the
chair of Constantinople, had much influence on his conduct: but it were uncharitable not
to allow that he might not unreasonably be prejudiced against a Priest of S. Flavian,
who had been elevated to the Throne of Antioch in spite of a most solemn compact, and
who undoubtedly represented the Arianizing portion of the Catholic Church in that city.

In the next year (A.D. 399) the Sees of Alexandria and Constantinople re-
established communion between Flavian of Antioch and the Church of Rome. But this
harmony between S. Chrysostom and Theophilus was not of long continuance.

Rufinus, the friend of S. Jerome, unfortunately at this time (A.D. 400) published
a translation of Origen’s work on principles, hinting in his introduction that Jerome had
approved it; that Father wrote against Rufinus, and strongly condemned the doctrine of
Origen. The tenets of the latter were condemned at Rome, and generally in the West;
Theophilus had already set the example. The hasty tempers of S. Epiphanius and S.
Jerome accused the See of Alexandria of too great tolerance for heretics; and a
circumstance occurred which quickened the proceedings of Theophilus.

The errors and doctrines of Origen had for many years ceased to occupy a
prominent place in public interest. The Arian controversy had concentrated on itself all
the polemical theology of the Church; and while that lasted, no other heresy, not even
the Apollinarian, could excite more than a passing investigation. But the writings of
Origen had made their way into the Monasteries of Egypt, and there found readers who
were not engrossed by the all-prevailing topic of Arianism, and the mystical
temperament of whose minds disposed them to adopt the opinions of that extraordinary
man. Men, who dwelt in the furthest recesses of the desert, who passed months together
without the sight of a stranger, who had wild crags and interminable wildernesses for
their companions, who were familiarized with the sublimity of a mountain noon-tide,
and the awful beauty of a tropical night, these men, we say, must have been peculiarly
susceptible to the impressions of nature, and peculiarly willing to see or to imagine the
links which unite visible nature with the invisible world. Hence they eagerly received
the wild theories of Origen on Angelical natures, the origin of spirits, the essence of
stars, and the like mystical visions; and hence, when the word Origenian became a term
of reproach, Egypt was plunged in endless disputes. For, though undoubtedly the public
tendency was to the mysticism of that writer, few owned themselves his partisans, and
some among the Monasteries were declared enemies to his name and doctrines.
Foremost among these were a set of heretics who at this time appeared in Egypt, and
interpreted literally those passages of Scripture where the different members of the
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human body are attributed to the Deity. They thence acquired the name of
Anthropomorphites; they were for the most part ignorant monks, and violently opposed
to Origen, as from his attachment to the mystical significations of Holy Writ, the most
diametrically opposed of all Christian writers to their own dogmas. They went further,
and branded the Catholics with the title of Origenians.

Theophilus, in his usual Paschal letter, took occasion to combat this heresy,
which he did with great clearness and by solid proofs. His Epistle was received by the
Monks with an outcry of indignation. Those of Secte, reputed the most perfect in Egypt,
would not allow it to be read; their Abbat Paphnutius was the only person in the
monastery who received its doctrine as sound. Serapion, who possessed great authority
among the brotherhood, from his age, his austerities, and his exemplary life, was in vain
told by Paphnutius that the passages he quoted were to be taken in a spiritual sense. It
happened opportunely that Photinus, a Deacon of Cappadocia, well esteemed for his
learning, visited the monastery: and from him Paphnutius learnt that the Eastern Church
explained the texts in as he himself had done. This concurrence of testimony overcame
the obstinacy of Serapion; the poor old man burst into tears, exclaiming, “They have
taken away my God, and I know not what to worship!”. The greater part of the Monks
were not so easy to be convinced. They came in a crowd to Alexandria, exclaiming
against Theophilus as a heretic and a blasphemer. If, they cried, he is not implicated in
the errors of Origen, why does he not anathematize them? The Bishop, desirous of
restoring peace to his Church, promised to do so; and in a Council which he shortly
after assembled, he fulfilled his engagement. In his next Paschal letter, he took occasion
to dwell at length on the subject; and in some instances, appears to have dealt unfairly
with the expressions of Origen. The Paschal letters, in which Theophilus attacked these
errors, are now only known to us through the Latin version of S. Jerome.

A dispute arose about this time at Alexandria, which was destructive of the
peace of the whole Eastern Church. An aged priest named Isidore, who had been
ordained by S. Athanasius, was master of the Hospital in that city: and as his charity
was well known, he was presented with a thousand pieces of gold by a rich widow,
engaging himself by oath to expend the money in clothing the poorest women of the
city. The donor was unwilling to entrust the sum to Theophilus, because his passion for
building was notorious: and she feared that he would employ the money in increasing
the principal Church, already too large. The Bishop heard of the transaction, and though
indignant with Isidore, was unable at the time to punish the affront he imagined himself
to have received. But shortly afterwards, he called his Priests together, and in their
presence, put a paper into the hand of Isidore, informing him that it was a memorial
presented eighteen years before against him, and desiring him to answer it. Isidore
represented the injustice of requiring him to defend himself when no accuser was
present; and Theophilus, after shuffling for some time, promised that on another day the
plaintiff should be forthcoming. He soon, by a bribe, prevailed on a young man to
undertake the character; but the transaction came to the ears of Isidore; and Theophilus,
perceiving his scheme to be discovered, excommunicated that Priest, on pretence of a
heinous crime committed by him. His victim took refuge in the monastery on Mount
Nitria, where he had been brought up. Theophilus commanded the neighbouring
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Bishops to drive the principal Monks from their retreat, without assigning any cause.
Four brothers, known by the surname of the Long, Ammonius, Dioscorus, Eusebius,
and Euthymius, men of great learning and reputation among the Monks, presented
themselves at Alexandria, conjuring their Prelate to inform them wherein they had
offended him: but they received the grossest insults, and were taunted with vague
accusations of Origenianism. Theophilus went farther; he prevailed on five Monks
whom he selected from Mount Nitria, by bestowing on them Ecclesiastical preferment,
to accuse their brethren, and to sign memorials which he had himself composed.
Fortified with these documents, he obtained the assistance of the civil power in
dispossessing the Monks of their mountain: and they retired, to the number of three
hundred, into the surrounding provinces. Fifty of them, whom with others, to the
number of eighty, the malice of Theophilus had pursued into Palestine, sought refuge at
Constantinople; and casting themselves at the feet of S. John Chrysostom, implored his
protection against the unprincipled attack of Theophilus.

S. Chrysostom acted in this affair with great prudence. He learnt, no less from
the statement of the Monks themselves, than from the confession of some clerks of
Theophilus, then at Constantinople, that great wrong had been done them; at the same
time, he was unwilling to come to an open rupture with the Bishop of Alexandria, not
only for the sake of preserving the peace of the Church, but because his own station was
at this time, through the machinations and violence of the Arians, exceedingly insecure.
He therefore lodged the fugitives in the buildings attached to the Church of the
Resurrection; yet, while he allowed them to perform their devotions in it, and took care
that their wants should be amply supplied, he would not admit them to his communion.

In the meantime he wrote to Theophilus, beseeching him, from friendship to
himself, his spiritual son, to receive them. In reply, Theophilus despatched the five
monks whom he had suborned, and their accusations were laid before S. Chrysostom.
The exiled Monks, now thoroughly aroused, drew up a memorial of the violence they
had suffered, and appended to it several grave accusations against their Bishop.
Chrysostom wrote in more urgent terms to Theophilus, and received an angry answer, to
the effect, that the Canons of Nicaea forbade one Bishop to interfere with the concerns
of another; that if the See of Alexandria was to be tried, a Synod of its own Bishops was
the proper judge: and that the Bishop of Constantinople, at so great a distance, could in
no case be a proper authority. S. Chrysostom, thus linding interference useless,
contented himself with general exhortations to peace, and let the matter rest.
Theophilus, on the contrary, was determined that it should not sleep. He had at one time
regarded S. Epiphanius as an Anthropomorphite but he was now glad to avail himself
of his authority. Knowing his hatred of Origenianism, he requested him to assemble the
Bishops of Cyprus, to condemn the errors of that system, and then to send its Synodal
letter to S. Chrysostom. For, he hinted, the Bishop of Constantinople was not
thoroughly opposed to them; as he had evinced by giving shelter to certain Egyptian
monks condemned for holding them, who had taken refuge with him. At the same time,
he wrote to S. Chrysostom, exhorting him to convene a Council for the same purpose.

S. Epiphanius, having done as he was requested, brought the acts of the Cyprian
Council in person to Constantinople (A.D. 402); where he would not hold communion
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with Chrysostom, who had proposed to receive him with great honour. The four Fathers
whom we have previously mentioned, not contented with the manner in which their
cause was espoused by S. Chrysostom, presented a memorial to the Emperor, against
Theophilus, and the latter was required to present himself at Constantinople for the
purpose of justifying his proceedings. He did so; and the result was very different from
that which the parties interested in promoting his arrival had expected.

Theophilus brought with him many Egyptian Bishops: and some from India, by
which Abyssinia is probably meant. He was lodged for three weeks in one of the
palaces of the Emperor: and during the whole of that time pointedly abstained from
every mark of communion with S. Chrysostom. The contrast between the behaviour of
the two Prelates to each other was indeed remarkable. Chrysostom, although the Monks
importuned him continually to do them justice, would not take cognizance of an affair
out of his own province; on the contrary, Theophilus wrought night and day to effect the
destruction of his rival. Nor was he alone in his endeavours. The reform brought to pass
by S. Chrysostom in his Church, had of course raised many enemies against him :
already a deputation had been sent to Antioch, in the hope of discovering some fault of
his youth, for which he might be deposed,—but to no purpose; Acacius, Bishop of
Beroea, was incensed against him, and some Priests and Deacons, and a few ladies of
consideration, at court, whom Chrysostom had reproved for their love of dress, and their
false hair, were eager to revenge themselves upon him. Theophilus kept open house for
all the discontented, lavished his money where he thought it necessary, promised
promotion to those who should remain faithful to him, and even engaged to restore two
Deacons to their rank, one deprived for adultery, the other for murder, if he should
succeed in his project.

He then drew up a memorial to himself, which he caused to be signed by his
partisans: it contained a number of false accusations, and only one true charge, which,
even if proved, was immaterial. The Empress Eudoxia was won over to the side of the
malcontents; and by her means they doubted not that the Emperor would lend a
favourable ear to their representations.

Matters being thus ripe, Theophilus passed over to Chalcedon; the Bishop of
that place, Cyrinus, an Egyptian, was known to be an enemy of S. Chrysostom, and was
unable, from an accidental wound, to cross the strait to Constantinople. A Council of
synod of forty-five Bishops, of whom thirty-six were Egyptian, were assembled in a
suburb of Chalcedon, known by the name of the Oak: and twenty-nine articles of
accusation were presented against S. Chrysostom. He on the other hand assembled a
Council of forty Bishops in the hall of the Bishop’s house. The relation of this event
belongs rather to the History of the Church of Constantinople; Theophilus triumphed,
and S. Chrysostom was deposed. He was forthwith banished by the Emperor’s orders,
and carried over into Asia. His exile, however, only lasted a day. On the night of his
banishment, an earthquake occurred, which Eudoxia regarded as a warning of the
Divine anger. The people loudly exclaimed against the Emperor, and against
Theophilus; orders were given for the recall of Chrysostom : there was a burst of
popular joy when he crossed the strait; and though unwilling to re-enter the city till
acquitted by a more numerous Council than that which had condemned him, he was

132



www.cristoraul.org

constrained by the people to resume his ordinary episcopal functions. The sermon which
he delivered on the occasion, in which he compares his Church to Sarah, and
Theophilus to Pharaoh, is still extant.

In the meantime, the Council at the Oak were in no small danger from the
violence of the people. Theophilus, finding that there was a project of throwing him into
the sea, embarked in the middle of the night, and at the beginning of winter, when the
navigation of the Mediterranean was dangerous, and hastened to Alexandria. He had
previously reconciled himself with the two superiors of Mount Nitria, Eusebius and
Euthymius, who were the only survivors of the four whom he had driven into exile. This
very reconciliation, however, so easily effected, excited still more strongly popular
indignation against Theophilus; and that the rather because, after all his opposition to
the works of Origen, he did not himself desist from reading them. This inconsistency
was pointed out to him. “The works of Origen”, he replied, “are like a meadow, adorned
with various kinds of flowers. If I find anything useful or beautiful, I gather it; if I light
on anything poisonous, I pass it by”. Of the whole of this proceeding, so disgraceful to
Theophilus, the Eastern historians say not one word.

On his return, he wrote a long work against Chrysostom, in which the language
is said to have been worthy of the design. We know it from the description given of it
by Facundus. In the final exile and persecution of S. Chrysostom, however, Theophilus
seems to have borne no part. Had the request of S. Innocent to Honorius for a general
Council been attended with success, it is more than probable that the Bishop of
Alexandria would have paid the penalty of his violence by his deposition. Yet it is fair
to remember, that, had the grounds of S. Chrysostom’s condemnation been just,
Theophilus was only exercising an undoubted right in the deposition of a guilty
Patriarch of Constantinople. It is, however, but charitable to hope, that in the nine
remaining years of his life, his repentance was sincere. And there are the more grounds
for believing this, because of the willingness which he displayed, after the death of S.
Chrysostom, to communicate with the Bishops of his party, and his intercourse with the
illustrious Synesius. Synesius was a native of Cyrene: he had studied philosophy at
Alexandria, where he also married, Theophilus performing the ceremony. He gave
himself up, on his return to his own country, to his studies, and to the pleasures of the
chase, but his reputation was so great that it was proposed to elevate him to the See of
Ptolemais, which, as we have seen in the Introduction, was at this time invested with
Metropolitical, or rather Legatine dignity. To this he offered the greatest resistance,
declaring, in the first place, that his faith on the subject of the Resurrection was not the
same with that of the Church: and in the second, that he by no means proposed to
himself to observe continence. Theophilus convinced him that, on the first point, his
creed was essentially Catholic: and was content, in order to avail himself of his services,
to overlook the second. And, in fact, this proceeding was fully justified by the event.
Synesius became an excellent Prelate: and his letters, still extant, evince the respect and
submission he entertained for the decisions of the Evangelical chair.

We have already mentioned that Siderius had, by S. Athanasius, been
consecrated Bishop of the little town of Palaebisca. He had no successor: and the See
was again united with that of Erythrum. Paul, Bishop of the latter place, was
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exceedingly beloved: but Theophilus, thinking it more for the interest of the Church,
that Palaebisca should once more be constituted a separate See, despatched Synesius
thither to arrange the matter. The inhabitants of Palaebisca, while professing the greatest
respect for the decrees of the See of Alexandria, besought with the most pitiable
entreaties that they might not be deprived of the watchful tenderness of Paul. Women
held up their children to move compassion: and neither the promises nor the threats of
the legate could prevail over their deep-rooted affection. He adjourned the assembly for
four days; but the next meeting presented the same scene; and Synesius, quite overcome
by the affection of these poor people, advised Theophilus not to insist on the point : and
the latter consented.

But Synesius, on proper occasions, knew how to display the most determined
firmness. Andronicus of Berenice, a city of Pentapolis, having purchased his situation
by bribery, used it to practise the most odious cruelties. He invented new instruments of
torture: the hall of justice had become a mere place of punishment. The people
complained to Synesius : and the latter warned the Governor, but uselessly, against the
course he was pursuing. Andronicus, instead of paying any attention to this
remonstrance, affixed to the doors of the church an edict against the Priests. At length,
as Synesius requested him to set free a man of high birth, whom he was putting, without
any pretext, to the torture, Andronicus exclaimed to his prisoner, “Your trust in the
Church is hopeless: if you had clasped the knees of Christ Himself, He should not
deliver you”. Having heard this blasphemy, Synesius solemnly excommunicated its
author, and announced this proceeding in a letter to all the Bishops of Pentapolis.
Andronicus was terrified, and made a profession of penitence: Synesius did not believe
him in earnest, but yielding to the persuasion of Bishops more experienced than himself,
he re-admitted him to communion. The event justified his suspicions; Andronicus
committed greater excesses than before; and was finally disgraced and imprisoned.
Synesius interceded for him with the civil government, and procured the alleviation of
his punishment.

In the next year (412), Theophilus fell sick of a lethargy, which proved to be
mortal. Just before his death, he exclaimed, “Happy wert thou, Abbat Arsenius”
(referring to one of the most illustrious of the Egyptian monks) “to have had this hour
constantly before thine eyes!”

So died Theophilus, in the twenty-eighth year of his episcopate. His faults are
obvious to all, and admit of no defence. His ambition, his intolerance of opposition, his
total want of principle, are displayed in his persecution of the Monks of Mount Nitria,
and of S. Chrysostom. But he had also virtues, for which he was esteemed by his
contemporaries, and held in honour after his death. His care of his province was most
exemplary: his orthodoxy was never questioned; his writings were afterwards appealed
to as authorities; his ecclesiastical regulations were judicious. His Paschal Cycle was
celebrated in antiquity. He created several new Bishoprics: but is said neither to have
been sufficiently careful of the character of those whom he consecrated, nor of the
Canon which forbade the erection of a See in a hamlet or village. On the whole, he
appears to have possessed most of the requisites for a good Bishop, except the most
important of all,—personal piety .
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SECTION XXVII.

THE EARLY PONTIFICATE OF S. CYRIL.

On the death of Theophilus, two claimants of the Chair of S. Mark appeared.
The one was Timotheus, Archdeacon of Alexandria, who was supported by the
influence of the Prefect; the other Cyril, brother’s, or as the Arabian writers will have it,
sister’s, son to the deceased Bishop. The people were on the point of sedition: but at
length the party of Cyril, providentially for the Church, prevailed. After a vacancy of
three days, the neighbouring Prelates assembled, and laying the Gospels on the head of
the Bishop elect, prayed over him, that God, Who had chosen him, would strengthen
him with the virtue necessary for the well governing of His Holy Church.

Cyril had been brought up under Serapion, on Mount Nitria; he had early
displayed great diligence in study: and is said to have known the New Testament by
heart. It is the reproach of S. Isidore of Pelusium, in a letter addressed to him, that his
thoughts were rather with the world than in the desert. After five years’ abode in Mount
Nitria, his uncle summoned him to Alexandria, where he was ordained, and where he
expounded and preached with great reputation. His favourite authors, if we may believe
the Jacobite Severus, were S. Dionysius of Alexandria, S. Athanasius, S. Clement of
Rome, and S. Basil. The works of Origen he held in abhorrence, and would neither read
them himself, nor have any communication with those who did.

The power of the Alexandrian Bishop was now very great: it is somewhat
inconsistently, by writers of the Roman Communion, termed excessive and S. Cyril,
from the first, seems to have determined that it should lose nothing in his hands. Indeed
from the hasty and violent actions which distinguished the beginning of his episcopate,
we should rather expect a repetition of the outrages of Theophilus, than,—in spite of
whatever infidel or schismatical historians may choose to call it,—the noble defence of
the perfect Divinity of our Redeemer, which has rendered his memory precious to the
Church.

The See of Alexandria was not, at this time, in Communion with that of Rome :
the Western Church had vindicated the character, and now revered the memory, of S.
Chrysostom; Theophilus, on the other hand, and, following in his steps, Cyril, would
not insert the name of that illustrious Prelate in the sacred diptychs; that is, in the list of
those Bishops who were commemorated in the office of the Holy Eucharist. And this
state of things lasted for several years.

Cyril’s two earliest acts were by no means worthy of his character or of his
dignity. He not only closed the churches of the Novatians, but deprived them of their
vessels and treasures, and confiscated the property of Theopemptus, the Bishop of that
sect. He next exerted himself against the Jews; and certainly not without great
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provocation. Hierax, one of his most zealous auditors, was in the theatre, while the
Governor was transacting in that place some civil business. The Jews who were present
cried out, that he came for the purpose of exciting sedition. Orestes, the Governor, had
long been offended at the enormous power assumed by the Bishop, and the more so, as
it encroached on his own: he was glad therefore of any excuse for venting his anger on
Cyril, and having arrested Hierax, caused him to be scourged publicly on the spot. Cyril
sent for the principal persons among the Jews, threatened them severely, and charged
them to beware how they again excited popular feeling against the Christians. The Jews,
in their turn indignant, concerted a general massacre of their adversaries; and, on an
appointed night, having taken care previously to distinguish themselves so as to be
easily recognizable by each other, gave the alarm in all quarters of the city at once, that
the great church was on fire. The Christians rushed forth in large numbers to give their
assistance: the Jews fell upon them, and despatched not a few. On the following day,
Cyrid, with a large body of his adherents, and the corporation of the Parabolani, whose
office it was to visit the sick and Jews, in time of plague or other mortality, and who
were thus familiarized with scenes of horror, attacked their synagogues, drove the Jews
themselves out of the city, and gave their houses to a general sack. Orestes was justly
indignant that Cyril should thus have taken the law into his own hands : and was besides
fearful that the commercial prosperity of the city would receive a blow from the
compulsory exile of so many of its inhabitants. He drew up a representation of the case
for the Emperor’s consideration; and the Bishop forwarded a counter-memorial. But the
latter some short time afterwards, probably thinking that he had carried matters with too
high a hand, requested to be reconciled with Orestes; the latter obstinately refused. The
Monks of Nitria, hearing this, came in a crowd to the city, and attacked the Governor in
his chariot; and one of them, named Ammonius, wounded him severely with a stone.
The culprit was arrested, condemned, and executed; Cyrilordered that his name should
be changed to Thaumasius, (admirable), and that he should be honoured as a Martyr.
But the more sober part of his people were opposed to the step: and in the course of a
few years, Cyril himself was glad to let this monstrous canonization sink into oblivion.

It would have been well had matters stopped here. But the people, imagining
that a lady of high birth, celebrated as one of the first philosophers of the day, and the
correspondent of Synesius, named Hypatia, was the chief hindrance to the
reconciliation of Orestes with their Bishop, attacked her, headed by one Peter, a reader,
in the street, dragged her into the Caesarea, tore her in pieces and burnt her remains in a
public place. This audacious crime deservedly threw a dark cloud over the reputation of
Cyril, which was not dispersed for some time; and was the occasion of a severe law
from Constantinople, to prevent for the future the like excesses, as well as to restrain the
number of the Parabolani, and to deprive the Patriarch of their nomination.

The name of S. Chrysostom was inserted in the diptychs about this time, first at
Antioch, and then at Constantinople; Atticus, Bishop of the latter See, wrote to Cyril,
excusing himself for the act, and exhorting him to imitate it. Cyril blamed what had
been done, and positively refused to follow the example of the other great Sees. S.
Isidore of Pelusium, hearing of this, wrote in strong terms to Cyril, exhorting him not to
imitate the passionate violence of his uncle, nor to let private hatred, under the mask of
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piety, entail a perpetual schism on the Churches. The other yielded to this remonstrance,
and, it is said, to a supernatural vision: and thus Alexandria came once more into
Communion with Rome.

The Pelagian heresy made but few converts at Alexandria; and S. Cyril
therefore took no prominent part in defending the Doctrine of Divine Grace. He was
principally employed in the quiet government of the Church, and in the composition of
some of his voluminous writings. Among these we may mention the earliest of his
Paschal Homilies, of which we have twenty-nine, from A.D. 414 to A.D. 442, his
seventeen books on “Worship in Spirit and in Truth”, his Glaphyra, or commentary on
the Pentateuch; and those on Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, and S. John. He also confuted
the treatise of Julian the Apostate against Christianity: and the remark which Severus
makes on this subject is an amusing proof how little dependence can be placed on his
accounts. Julian’s treatise, says he, was worse than the writings of Origen or Porphyry;
which is the same thing as if an historian of the present day were to declare that the
works of Voltaire were more dangerous than those of Bishop Taylor or Gibbon.

It would seem that years were necessary to mellow down the spirit of S. Cyril,
before he could be a fit instrument in the Hand of God for the maintenance of the Faith,
in the great contest to which he was to be called.

Egyptian monasticism still maintained its high sanctity: and continued to
produce recluses whose names are had in veneration by the whole Church. Of these,
Arsenius, the same who was envied by the dying Theophilus, stood forth at this time the
most illustrious. A Deacon of the Roman Church, he had been entrusted with the
education of the young Arcadius: and having irritated the Prince by inflicting on him
corporal punishment, escaped to Alexandria, and at length took refuge in the desert of
Scete, where he received the apologies and forgave the anger, of Arcadius. Here he
dwelt for forty years, distinguished above all other monks by his love of solitude. When
that part of Egypt was ravaged by the barbarians, he retired into another wilderness:
where he lived fifteen years longer.

It is a strange and almost incredible picture that Cassian draws, who visited the
most celebrated Egyptian monasteries towards the close of the fourth century. On the
mountains of S. Antony five thousand monks followed his example, and venerated his
memory. Near Hermopolis, S. Apollonius was charged with the spiritual conduct of five
hundred recluses: S. Isidore, in the Thebais, with that of a thousand. At Antinous,
Dioscorus instructed twice that number: five thousand occupied the Desert of Nitria:
five hundred that of Cells. The Rule of Tabenna was followed in most of the Egyptian
monasteries: twice a year the monks met, or, as it would afterwards have been termed,
held a chapter of their order: at Easter, and in August; and the Easter Communion was
sometimes attended by fifty thousand monks. These monasteries consisted for the most
part of about thirty houses: each house contained a certain number of brethren, generally
about forty, who all wrought at the same trade: and these were distributed by three and
three in cells. The houses were distinguished by the letters of the alphabet, and the
inmates of the house wore that letter worked on their habit. Three or four houses formed
a tribe,—that is, a body that during one week took, in turns, the manual labour, the more
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immediate service of the Church, and every other branch of monastic discipline. Their
usual food was biscuit and water: of the latter they took two of six ounces each, one at
three in the afternoon, the other at sunset. This quantity of food was not easily eaten by
the novices, but was found necessary, after long trial. On Festivals, the first meal was
taken at noon: but no alteration was made in the quantity or quality of the food.

They met for prayer at night-fall, and at midnight. It consisted of twelve Psalms,
recited by one of their number, stand-ing, the rest sitting on low stools; for their labours
and fastings did not permit them to stand. At the end of each Psalm, they rose,
continued awhile in mental prayer, prostrated themselves for a moment, and again sat.
To the Psalms were added two lessons, one from the Old, and one from the New
Testament: except on Saturday, Sunday, and in the Paschal Season, when they were
both from the New Testament. They communicated on Saturday and Sunday morning:
on other mornings they did not meet for prayer, but continued at work in their cells, and
engaged in mental devotion.

But the nearest approach to Heaven which was ever made by the Church
Militant, was to be found at Oxyrinchus. It was a large city: but the monks and
consecrated virgins formed the greater part of the population. The number of the former
was ten, of the latter twenty thousand. There was neither heretic nor Pagan in this city.
It contained, besides the oratories of the recluses, twelve churches: the praise of God
continually resounded in its streets; and by the order of the magistrates, there were
police continually on the look out for the poor and the strange, who were constantly
supplied and lodged by the wealthier citizens.
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BOOK II.

FROM
THE RISE OF THE NESTORIAN HERESY,
A.D. 428,
TO

THE DEPOSITION OF DIOSCORUS, AND THE GREAT
SCHISM

A.D. 451.
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SECTION 1.

NESTORIUS PREACHES AND DEFENDS HIS HERESY.

WE now approach the critical period of Alexandrian History. We shall see the
Church of Egypt, in the brief space of twenty-three years, stand forth the foremost
champion of Catholic Truth, and its deadliest enemy;—we shall sec it overthrowing
rationalism, and succumbing to mysticism: we shall find it at length rent into two
opposing Communions, both continuing to this day, and thenceforth declining, till the
second See in the Christian Church sunk to an unassignable position among Catholic
Bodies, till its succession of Patriarchs has become little more than a name, and the
region once so illustrious for Bishops and Martyrs, is almost swallowed up by the
doctrines of the False Prophet of Mecca.

We are bound therefore to dwell more minutely on the two controversies which
distracted the Church concerning the Incarnation of the SON of GOD, than we did on
that, which while its subject-matter may be held of more importance, left no trace
behind it;—the Arian heresy. It would seem as if rationalism, in its stronghold, Antioch,
unable longer to deny the True Divinity of the WORD, sought another outlet whereby it
might trouble the Church. Of the rise of the new heresy we are now to write : and it will
be necessary for a while to leave Alexandria, that we may trace the controversy to its
source.

Sisinnius, the successor of S. Atticus on the Throne of Constantinople, departed
this life, after a Pontificate of less than two years, on the twenty-fourth day of
December, A.D. 427. The choice of his successor was a question of much difficulty. A
large number of the clergy were in favour of Proclus, the Metropolitan of Cyzicum, who
is reckoned among the Saints; but Philip, a Presbyter of the Church of Constantinople,
had also his partizans, and there seemed but little likelihood that the contending factions
would be able to agree in the election. Theodosius, desirous of composing the difference
by the nomination of a third party, cast his eyes for that purpose on the Church of
Antioch; both because its Presbyters were at that time celebrated for learning and
eloquence; and doubtless also because the memory of S. John Chrysostom seemed to
render such a choice popular and full of promise.

Among the clergy of Antioch, Nestorius had the highest reputation. A native of
the little town of Germanicia, he had embraced the monastic life in the house of S.
Euprepius near Antioch. On entering the Priesthood, he was made Catechist of the
Church of that city: and in that capacity was noted for the facility with which he
exposed and combated the heresies of the day. He had studied under Theodore of
Mopsuestia; and was imbued by him with those unsound principles of rationalising
tendency which, a century earlier, might have made him a ready disciple of Arius, but
which now, without at present assuming, either in his master or in himself, any very
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definite form, floated round and obscured the Doctrine of the Incarnation. His learning
was not deep: but his asceticism, his solitary life, his decisive and dogmatical manner,
and above all, his great power of extempore eloquence, rendered him the admiration of
the citizens of Antioch. He was an imitator of S. Chrysostom in his style and
sentiments, and employed himself principally, and with sufficient effect, in attacking
the Arian and Apollinarian heresies.

It has been the fashion to regard him as a man who, having thoroughly digested
his own system, simulated asceticism, and affected piety, for the sake of attaining an
eminence whence he might propagate and support it. But it is unnecessary to attribute
any such well-formed plan to one who, in truth, seems neither to have been possessed of
talent nor powers of dissimulation, to render it effectual. It is sufficient to regard him as
weak, and ambitious, but as much inferior to Arius in power as superior to him in
morality; one who regarded the orthodox with a great degree of contempt, as illogical
and superstitious; and who was determined, if the occasion should present itself, to
propagate those purer and more enlightened principles which he believed himself to
possess.

On receiving the Emperor's summons to Constantinople, he chose for his
companion Anastasius, a fellow Priest, who was imbued with the same sentiments as
himself, and of whose assistance he afterwards availed himself. His nomination was
popular; and he was consecrated amidst a large concourse of Prelates, Priests, and Laity.
A speech which he shortly afterwards made in public to Theodosius, was considered at
least as derogatory from his humility as expressive of his zeal. “Give me, O Emperor”,
he exclaimed, “a world freed from heresy, and I will bestow on you the Kingdom of
Heaven as your reward. Assist me in quelling heretics; and I will assist you in putting
the Persians to flight”.

Nor did his somewhat intemperate zeal confine itself to words. Only five days
after his consecration, he demolished a church of the Arians. Its possessors set fire to it;
the flames spread; and had not the wind providentially changed, that quarter of the city
would have been reduced to ashes. The populace, from this circumstance, bestowed on
their Prelate the name of “the incendiary”, and the fact was afterwards remembered and
commented on. He attacked with similar violence Macedonians, Pelagians, and
Novatians; and shortly afterwards procured a law from the Emperor against all heretics.
A deed of at least equal merit was his extinguishing the last spark of hatred against the
memory of S. John Chrysostom, whose name, though precious among the citizens of
Constantinople, had up to this time been regarded with jealousy and dislike by the
Court.

Whatever might have been the opinions, and the general system of Nestorius,
his orthodoxy seems to have been unsuspected for seven months after his ordination. A
circumstance then occurred which brought him into direct collision with the implicit
teaching of the Church.

Anastasius, the Presbyter whom we have already mentioned, preaching in the
great church, and in the presence of Nestorius, asserted that the Blessed Virgin Mary
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had no right to the title of Mother of GOD: for, said he, she was a human creature, and
Deity cannot be born of humanity. A tumult instantly arose in the church, and the
preacher was compelled to pause; on which a Bishop, Dorotheus by name, and one of
the most intimate friends of Nestorius, rose in his place, and said, in a loud voice, “If
any man affirm Mary to be the Mother of GOD, let him be anathema”. Nestorius, in the
increasing confusion, showed by his silence that he approved the new doctrine; and, not
content with thus negatively supporting it, he prepared to uphold it by most vigorous
measures.

On Christmas Day, the great church, as usual, was thronged with worshippers;
and Nestorius openly stood forward the patron of the new heresy. After a few common-
place observations on the general providence of GOD, he proceeded to dwell on the
Incarnation as its most wonderful display. Man, he observed, the image of Divine
Nature, had been attacked and corrupted by the devil: for man, he proceeded (using a
metaphor happy from its appositeness to the then state of things), the King of Kings
grieved, as for a violated statue of his own, and by forming a nature, without human
seed, in the womb of the Virgin, brought to pass by a man the restoration of humanity.

“Hath GOD”, he continued, “a Mother? Then may we excuse Paganism for
giving mothers to their divinities. Then was Paul a liar when he testified concerning
CHRIST, that He was “without father, without mother, without descent”. No: Mary was
not the Mother of GOD. For “that which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that which is
born of the Spirit is spirit”. A creature brought not forth Him Who is uncreated; the
FATHER begat not of the Virgin an Infant GOD, the WORD; for in the beginning was
the WORD, as John saith: a creature bore not the Creator, but rather a Man who was the
organ of Deity. For the HOLY GHOST created not GOD the SON : and that which is
conceived in her, is of the HOLY GHOST; but He fabricated of the Virgin a Temple,
wherein GOD the WORD should dwell. GOD was incarnate, but never died; yea, rather
elevated him in whom He was incarnate: He descended to raise that which had fallen,
but He fell not Himself. On account of the employer, then, I venerate the vestment
which He employed: on account of that which is concealed, I adore that which appears”.

The horror which these doctrines occasioned were so excessive, that, even in the
presence of that august assembly, there were not wanting some who openly expressed
their indignation. A monk was bold enough to oppose the celebration, by Nestorius, of
the Holy Mysteries; and, as the reward of his zeal, he was publicly scourged, and driven
into exile. Yet this violence was without effect on the popular mind; and the greater part
of the pious inhabitants of Constantinople abstained from the communion of their
patriarch.

At the commencement of the following year, Nestorius delivered his second
sermon in defense of his dogma. The moderation of tone in the second, as compared
with the first sermon, is remarkable; and the same observation is also applicable to the
third, delivered a few days subsequently, possibly on the Feast of the Epiphany.

In this discourse, while he applauds the piety and reverence of his flock, he
severely rebukes them for their want of a proper knowledge of GOD. From hence, he
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proceeds to establish the two Natures of CHRIST, on which his sentiments are
sufficiently orthodox and temperate; and then dilates on the Scriptural argument, which
he conceived to lie against His One Person. It is never, he observes, said in the Gospel
that GOD was born, or that GOD died : the term employed on such occasions is JESUS,
or CHRIST, or LORD. This point he endeavours at length to establish; and, singularly
enough, in the course of his argument, he reveals how low were his views on the subject
of the Holy Eucharist. His conclusion is this:—*“Say of Him That assumed, that He is
GOD; and of that which was assumed, that it was the form of a servant. Then infer the
dignity of the union, because the authority of the two is common—because the dignity
of the two is the same; and while the natures remain separate, confess the oneness of
their conjunction”.

The seventeenth Paschal Epistle of S. Cyril was read, as the custom was, on the
Feast of the Epiphany. It is certain, therefore, that if the first sermon of Nestorius were
delivered on the preceding Christmas Day, S. Cyril would not have seen it; but he might
very well have heard of the occurrences at the end of November, and of the anathema
then pronounced by Dorotheus. It is not wonderful, then, that he should devote the
homily to a discussion of the Doctrine of the Incarnation. It must be confessed that, in
some of his statements, the writer goes to the very verge of Catholic truth; and it is
almost necessary to receive them with a tacit explanation of his words in an orthodox
sense. Among these passages, his explanation of the text, “JESUS increased in wisdom
and stature”, stands preeminent. The name of Nestorius, and all allusions to
Constantinople, are suppressed.

In that city a spirit of determined opposition was also awakened; and, as has
been so often the case in a holy cause, it began with the laity, and, through Monks and
Priests, finally communicated itself to Bishops. Eusebius, then an advocate at
Constantinople, afterwards Bishop of Dorylaeum, put forth a short pamphlet, in which
he accused Nestorius of renewing the heresy of Paul of Samosata. “I conjure those who
shall read these lines”—thus the writer commences it,—“by the Most Holy TRINITY,
to communicate it to all Bishops, Priests, Deacons, Readers, and laymen, residing in
Constantinople, to the evident confusion of the heretic Nestorius, as evincing him to
hold the sentiments of Paul of Samosata, condemned a hundred and sixty years since by
Catholic Bishops™.

While this composition was the principal topic of conversation in the city,
Marius Mercator, a resident in Constantinople, and a man of considerable power in
religious controversy, brought out a pamphlet on “the difference between the heresy of
Nestorius, and those of Paul of Samosata, Ebion, Photinus, and Marcellus”; and this
treatise was also conducive towards the exposure of the new teaching. By degrees, the
Priests took up the defense of the faith; and one or two who had ventured in the church
of S. Irene-next-the-Sea, to inveigh against Nestorius, were by his authority, silenced.
“We have an Emperor”, exclaimed the populace, “but no Bishop”. Complaints were
brought forward in all quarters against the Patriarch: he was charged with want of
charity towards the poor, covetousness, and. indolence; and threats were heard of
easting into the sea one who had now manifested himself to be a wolf in sheep’s
clothing.
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Nestorius, alarmed at the turn which affairs were taking, threw himself on the
Emperor's protection; and Theodosius took care to repress by an exertion of his
authority, the murmurs of the people.

The Festival of the Annunciation drew on; and Proclus, whom we have already
mentioned as one of the candidates for the Throne of Constantinople, was appointed to
preach on that day. He had been consecrated Metropolitan of Cyzicum by Sisinnius: but
the clerks of that church claimed the election, and would not admit the Patriarch’s
nominee. Proclus therefore resided at Constantinople as a Priest attached to the great
church : and his eloquence pointed him out as an appropriate preacher to address so
numerous an audience on so august an occasion. Nestorius was present in person: and it
is easy to judge what his feelings must have been when Proclus delivered his
magnificent oration on “the Virgin Mother of GOD”; an oration which, if we except a
few homilies of S. John Chrysostom, finds no match in the treasures of Oriental
Theology. It was the Festival of the Virgin, he said, that had called that assembly
together;—that Virgin to whom earth and ocean emulously offered their best and their
noblest gifts; she who was typified by the bush that burnt with fire, and was not
consumed:—the Mother and the Maiden,—the Bridge from GOD to man;—in whose
womb the incircumscript GOD found an habitation; who embraced Him Whom the
Heaven of Heavens cannot contain. “GOD”, continued the orator, “was born of a
woman, but not mere GOD:—man was born of her,—but not man unmixed : and He
made the gate of ancient sin the gate of safety, and where the Serpent by disobedience
had diffused his poison, the WORD, by obedience, formed a living Temple. Be not, 0
man, ashamed of that Birth;—it was the means of thy Salvation. If GOD had not been
born, he could not have died; if He had not died He could not have destroyed him that
had the power of death, that is, the devil. It is no injury to the architect to remain in the
building which he himself has raised; it is no pollution to the potter to renew the clay
which he himself has formed; it contaminates not the Incontaminable to proceed from
the Womb of the Virgin. In that Womb the deed of our common liberty was engrossed;
in that Womb the panoply against death was fabricated. There, as in a Temple, GOD
was made a Priest;—not changing the nature that He had, but out of compassion putting
on that which is after the order of Melchisedech. The Word was made Flesh, although
the Jews believe not the truth; GOD put on the form of man, though the Pagans deny the
miracle: and for this cause the Mystery is fo the Jews a stumbling block, and to the
Greeks foolishness. 1f the WORD had never dwelt in the womb, Flesh could never have
ascended the Throne. If GOD had abhorred to enter the Virgin, it had been an injury to
the Angels to minister to man. We speak not of a deified man; we confess an Incarnate
GOD. He That is in his essence without a Mother, is in the earthly economy of grace
without a Father; or else how shall we say with Paul, without father, without mother? If
He be purely man, He is not without a Mother : if He be purely GOD, He is not without
a Father; but now He, remaining one and the same, is without a Mother as the Former,
and without a Father as the formed”. Thence Proclus takes occasion to dwell on the debt
which human nature owed, and of its utter inability to pay: a debt which could be paid
by none but GOD, and which GOD accordingly condescended to pay. If CHRIST be
one, and the Word another, we have no longer a Trinity, but a Quaternity. This were to
rend the tunic of the dispensation, woven from the top throughout; this were to be a
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disciple of Arius, and with him to divide the Essence;—this were to sever the Unity, and
to be ourselves severed from GOD. He came to save, but it was necessary also that He
should suffer: and how could both these things be? A mere man could not save; a mere
GOD could not suffer: but He That was GOD by essence, became man: and that which
was, saved; and that which was made, suffered. “I see”, concludes the Saint, “His
miracles, and I proclaim His Deity: I behold His sufferings, and I deny not His
Humanity: Emmanuel opened the gates of nature as man; but burst not the bars of
virginity as GOD. He so came forth from the womb of Mary, as by hearing He entered,
[when she heard the Angelic Salutation]: so was He born, as He was conceived: without
human passion He entered: without human corruption He came forth; as saith the
Prophet Ezekiel: This gate shall be shut, it shall not be opened, and no man shall pass
out thereat: because the LORD, the GOD of Israel, hath passed out thereat, therefore
shall it be shut. Behold the manifest setting forth of S. Mary, the Mother of GOD.
Henceforth let contradiction be at an end: that, being enlightened with the knowledge of
the Holy Scriptures, we may obtain the Kingdom of Heaven for ever and ever”.

As soon as the preacher had concluded, the loud and long-continued applause of
the congregation gave token that his sentiments on the controverted question were
entirely their own. Nestorius, with great presence of mind, relying on his power of
extempore discourse, rose in his place, and commenced an address to the people.
Though his name had not been mentioned, nor his office hinted at, by Proclus, the
allusions to his three sermons were frequent and manifest; and the turn given to the text,
without Father, without Mother, sufficiently showed the person whom Proclus had in
view. It must be allowed that the answer of Nestorius, considering the circumstances
under which he spoke,—the eloquent discourse that had preceded, the infuriated
multitude that surrounded, and, above all, the badness of the cause that he supported,
evinces a high degree of coolness, judgment, and tact. No wonder, he began, that these
applauses are considered due to the praises of Mary: the Temple of the LORD’S Flesh
exceeds all praise. Still, the dignity of the SON of GOD ought not to be sacrificed to the
honour of a creature. To say that GOD was born of Mary is to give a handle of unbelief
to the Pagans: to say that GOD was joined to the Son of Mary is firm and impregnable
ground. To affirm with him who had just spoken that CHRIST, Who was born of the
Virgin, was neither purely GOD, nor purely man, was indeed a strange doctrine. Surely
the people of Constantinople were not inferior in theological knowledge to those of
Antioch: surely they would not endure to be told, as they had just been, that “GOD was
made a High Priest”. The words of the Angels to the Apostles as they stood gazing after
their ascended LORD were beyond all controversy. This same Jesus, Who was hunged,
Who died, Who bore the Cross, He shall so come in like manner as ye have seen Him
go into Heaven. If the Quickener of all could die, where is He That shall give life to us?
To confuse the Persons of our LORD is to put arms into the hands of the Arians: the
Catholic Truth is far otherwise to be enunciated. He who inhabited the Temple is one
thing; the Temple which He inhabited, another. It is the LORD’S own declaration.
Destroy this Temple, and in three days I will raise it again. By Nature, then, CHRIST is
Two: in so far as He is the SON, One. To confound this with Photinianism was a
mistake unworthy of a serious confutation: it was the only doctrine by which the error
of Photinus could be opposed. Answer not a fool according to his folly. The
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blandishments of eloquence, the popularity of a dogma, must never be suffered to stand
in the way of diligence in examination, and the glory of Truth.

There can be no doubt that this sermon was not without its effect: and Nestorius
resolved on re-stating at greater length, what he had then briefly touched. The three
statements of Proclus, that S. Mary is entitled to the name of Mother of GOD,—that
GOD was made a High Priest,—that GOD suffered and died,—afforded Nestorius
materials for three elaborate sermons. They would appear to have been delivered on the
Saturday and Sunday following Easter, and on the next Sunday. In the first he
endeavours to explain how the term “Mother of GOD”, may be used in an inoffensive
sense, while he alleges that its employment may lead the way to heresy and blasphemy.
“I have learnt”, he concludes, “from Scripture that GOD passed through the Virgin
Mother of CHRIST; that GOD was born of her, I have never learnt. Holy Scripture
never asserts this;—there we are told that CHRIST, that the SON, that the LORD, was
born of the Virgin. Let us all confess this; for he that receives not the words of
Scripture, when he has heard them, is wretched indeed. Rise, take the Child and His
Mother. 1t is an Archangel that speaks. An Archangel may be supposed to be acquainted
with the Incarnation better than yourself. And he arose, and took the Child and His
Mother. 1t saith not, he arose, and took GOD and His Mother”. And with this notably
inapposite quotation, the sermon, as we now have it, abruptly ends.

The next sermon of Nestorius, founded on the text, “Consider the Apostle and
High Priest of our profession, CHRIST JESUS”, vehemently attacked the statement of
Proclus, that GOD was made a High Priest. It contains little more attempt at argument
than the stringing together of several passages which the author thought favourable to
his views: and while, like the preceding, it suppresses the name of Proclus, it freely
deals out to him the charges of madness, of heresy, of evident opposition to Scripture.
Finally, the third and most famous sermon contradicted the dogma of the Birth and
Death of GOD. It commences by a statement of the opprobrium, under which Nestorius
then laboured,—and for which he seized this opportunity of congratulating himself.
“Nothing”, says he, “is more wretched than the state of that shepherd who boasts that he
has received the praises of wolves. For, if he desired to please them, and chose to be
loved by them, woe to his flock! None can please at the same time sheep and wolves;
and therefore do I condemn the voices of those that reproach me, and employ against
them the words of our LORD, generation of vipers, how can ye, being evil, speak good
things?”. Such language showed that no compromise was to be looked for: and the
whole tenor of the discourse evinced the same thing. In its doctrine and its arguments it
in no respect differed from those that had preceded it.

It was probably with a view of strengthening his cause by spreading his dogma
beyond his own Diocese, that Nestorius dispersed copies of his sermons, more
especially of his first Homily, in all quarters. They by this means reached Egypt, and
falling into the hands of some Monastic bodies were read and received. Cyril had
hitherto taken no active part in the controversy that was raging at Constantinople. But
he now came forward with a Letter to the monks, in which he stated and vindicated the
True Doctrine of the Incarnation. We feel immediately that a new turn is given to the
controversy. Cyril was an antagonist from whom Nestorius must instinctively have
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shrunk. There is no laboured panoply of culled texts and adjusted quotations : the
Bishop of Alexandria seems imbued with the whole analogy of the Faith, and evidently
perceives, almost by instinct, that it and the new doctrine could not co-exist. And yet it
would also appear that Cyril was not as yet fully awake to the danger with which the
Church was threatened. For he speaks, in one passage, of the desirableness of leaving a
question so difficult in the obscurity with which it had pleased GOD to invest it. After
bringing forward the authority of Athanasius, for the term which Nestorius had
condemned, he proceeds to argue against those who, from the silence of Nicaea, object
to the word Theotocos. After reciting the Creed, without its Constantinopolitan
additions, he deduces from that the orthodoxy of the common belief as to the
Incarnation. To call S. Mary the Mother of CHRIST, says he, is to bestow on her a term
which, in a sense, might be applied to others: as it is written, Touch not My CHRISTS,
and do My Prophets no harm. He then dwells on the objection, that S. Mary was in no
sense the Mother of the Divine Nature of our LORD; and proves that in consequence of
the intimate union between the Two Natures, which, however, he in no way confounds,
(and we may see Divine Providence in his clearness, when we remember the heresy that
was, at no great distance of time, to arise on this point,) what may be predicated of one
may be, and in Holy Scripture frequently is, predicated of both. And from many
passages both of the Old and New Testament the writer makes manifest, that CHRIST
was not a Deiferous Man, but Incarnate GOD. The concluding words of the Epistle
were, in after times, perverted by the Monophysites to an heretical meaning : but they
contain in themselves nothing besides Truth. “Since then, according to nature, He is
truly GOD and King, since we read expressly that they crucified the LORD of Glory,
how can we doubt that the Holy Virgin is to be named the Mother of GOD? Thou,
therefore, adore Emmanuel as truly One, nor, after the conjunction once made, again
sever Him into Two. Then the infatuated Jew will laugh in vain, then will he be
manifestly guilty of the Death of the LORD: then he will be convicted of having sinned,
not against a man like ourselves, but against GOD the Saviour of all. Then shall the
words be fulfilled,—Ah, sinful nation, a people laden with iniquity, a seed of evil-doers,
children that are corrupters : ye have forsaken the LORD, ye have provoked the Holy
One of Israel to anger : ye are gone away backwards. Then shall the Gentiles in nowise
be able to mock at the Christian Faith. They will acknowledge that it is to no mere man
that we pay Divine honour: GOD forbid: but to Him That in His Nature is GOD, for we
are not ignorant of His Glory. For though He was born as we are, yet He remained that
which He was, namely GOD”.

A copy of this Epistle was forwarded by Cyril to his apocrisiarii, or
ecclesiastical agents, at Constantinople: and thus reached the hands of Nestorius. It was
well received by several of the most influential men in the government, and some even
thanked the Patriarch by letters for his exertions in the cause. But Nestorius, while for
some reason he did not think fit to reply himself, committed that task to one Photius,
who was probably a Priest attached to the great church. That pamphlet has perished:
though Cyril himself saw it. Not contented with this, Nestorius is accused of suborning
certain Egyptians, who were then resident in Constantinople, and had been banished
from Alexandria by Cyril on account of their immoralities, to present a memorial both
to himself and to the Emperor against their Patriarch, accusing him to the one of ill
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administration of his Church, to the other, of arrogating to himself Imperial powers in
the civil government of his province.

In the meantime, as the controversy was beginning to attract the attention of the
whole East, S. Celestine, who then filled the Roman chair, received information of it
from some quarter, of which we are ignorant. A Council (as was so frequently the case),
was then sitting at Rome: and the Pope, in its name, addressed a letter to Cyril,
requesting information on the subject. The Patriarch replied; and then, understanding
that Nestorius was still continuing his efforts to injure him at Court, addressed his first
letter to him, which is extant. In this he complains that Nestorius left no means untried
to injure him : that he had given no just ground for such proceedings : that he was
impelled now to write, as well by his own desire to contend for the Faith, as by the
Epistle he had received from Pope Celestine, and by the general complaint of the
Eastern Churches; that if a false statement of doctrine had been made by Nestorius, the
recognition of one word, the Theotocos, would restore orthodoxy to himself, and peace
to the Church,—that he himself was not then for the first time engaged in the
controversy, having composed a treatise on the Incarnation before the ordination of
Nestorius; and that he was prepared to submit to imprisonment, exile, or death itself,
rather than betray the truth once delivered to the Saints. This letter was despatched to
Constantinople by Lampon, a Presbyter of Alexandria, and the confidant of Cyril.

The terms in which it is couched were by no means calculated to conciliate: and
show somewhat of the same spirit which had led Cyril to the vehemence displayed by
him in his youth. Nestorius, to a mere worldly eye, has a great advantage in his answer,
which is extremely short. “The importunity of Lampon”, he writes, “has wrung from me
these few lines. I shall say nothing further than this: that though, in the Epistle of your
brotherliness, there are many expressions which ill assort with Christian charity, yet, for
the sake of that gentleness than which nothing is more mighty, I am resolved to
persevere in my former relations of friendship, and not to be provoked to a rupture”. It
is evident that Nestorius was playing the same game which Eusebius had employed with
so much effect in the early part of the Pontificate of S. Athanasius, and was determined
to represent the controversy as one about words, and its origin as lying solely in the
pertinacious dogmatism of the Bishop of Alexandria. Henceforward, the two most
powerful Sees of the East were in a state of open opposition, and in the ruin of his rival
consisted the only safety of either Nestorius or Cyril.

The Patriarch of Constantinople resolved, if possible, to support himself by the
authority of the Roman Pontiff. He therefore addressed to him an Epistle on the subject
of certain Pelagian Bishops, then resident in Constantinople, and subjoined three
pamphlets,—the first on the Incarnation: the second against the Arians and
Macedonians: the third professedly against the Apollinarians, but in reality against the
Catholic doctrine. Nestorius, however, was attacked at the same time by Marius
Mercator, on the ground of the intimacy he maintained with the Pelagians; and by
several monks of Constantinople, in which they complained of the hard usage to which
they had been exposed, on account of their defence of the 7heotocos, and demanded a
Council. Complaints were openly heard of the conduct of Cyril, that, whereas he had
shown himself manifestly equal to supporting the controversy, he had hitherto taken no
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steps in his official character to overthrow Nestorianism. He excuses himself, in a brief
reply, by observing that himself, and all the Eastern Bishops, had, in fact, been
anathematized by Nestorius, since all held Mary to be the Mother of GOD: and that to
retort that anathema on those who should deny that title to her was a step which he and
his Egyptian Synod had not thought it right, in the then juncture of affairs, to take. But
the eighteenth Paschal Homily, published at the commencement of this year, dwells, as
might be expected, on the subject of the Incarnation, though it does not commence with
that topic. According to their usual custom the Synod of Alexandria assembled before
Lent. S. Cyril, having now received the attacks made by Nestorius on Proclus,
addressed a letter, in the name of his Council, to that Patriarch. He commences by
complaining of the injurious reports which had been circulated against him, and leaves
his innocency to be vindicated by GOD: he proceeds to warn Nestorius of his errors, to
prove that he misunderstood the Nicene Creed, to explain the Incarnation of the SON of
GOD, neither by the conversion of the Divinity into Flesh, nor into man, that is into
Flesh and Soul, but by the hypostatical union of the Soul and the Flesh to GOD the
WORD : Who thus, in an inscrutable manner, became man, and is called the Son of
Man. He proceeds to dwell on the two generations of CHRIST, from his FATHER,
before all Worlds, from His Mother, in the world: he asserts that it was not by the
infusion of the WORD into a man previously conceived by the Blessed Virgin, that
CHRIST became what He was; he explains in what manner GOD may be said to have
suffered, in what manner to have died, and to have risen again : in what manner the
Humanity of CHRIST is to be adored: he affirms that the term Theotocos has the
authority of the Fathers, and concludes as he began, with entreating Nestorius to
acknowledge his error.

Nestorius replied by an Epistle which evinces more talent than any of his other
writings. He artfully confounds his use of the word GOD, with that of the word
Divinity; and thus, by confusing the abstract with the concrete, is enabled to distort
various passages of Scripture to his own meaning. He however, virtually at least, allows
that Two Natures are united in one Person : and praises Cyril for asserting this “true”, as
he calls it, “and orthodox” dogma. The end of this letter is remarkable. Nestorius praises
the zeal of Cyril for preventing scandal, but tells him that he has been misled by the
clergy of Constantinople, who entertained his sentiments, but were infected with
Manichean errors : that so far from the Byzantine Church being in any confusion or
trouble, its state had never been more flourishing,—that, in particular, the Court was
well satisfied with all that had passed, and concludes with an application to himself and
his opponent of the text, “David waxed stronger and stronger, and the house of Saul
waxed weaker and weaker”.

In mentioning these “Manichean” clerks, who were undoubtedly Catholics, as
opposed to Pelagians, Nestorius adds that they had been deposed, and the Council in
which this deposition, whether just or unjust, took place, was probably held at
Constantinople according to the usual custom, enjoined by the Canons of Nicaea, before
the Lent of this year.

By the same messenger to whose care he had entrusted his second Epistle to
Nestorius, Cyril had also written to his apocrisiarii, instructing them how to reply to the
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difficulties proposed by the Nestorians,—how to bring forward their own arguments,—
and, above all, on what conditions to assent to a pacification. He had also addressed a
letter to a common friend of Nestorius and himself (who has been supposed to be
Acacius of Melitene) protesting that he was earnestly desirous of peace, so that it could
be obtained only without injury to the Faith; but that he was resolved to suffer the
extremest penalty before he would suffer that to be violated or attacked.

In the meantime the See of Rome had not been idle. When Celestine had
received from Nestorius the letters that we have already mentioned, he lost no time in
laying them before Leo, then Archdeacon of Rome, afterwards his more celebrated suc-
cessor. By his advice the documents were entrusted to his intimate friend Cassian, to be
translated into Latin and refuted. And a more suitable choice could hardly have been
made. For, besides his skill in both languages, he had a particular affection for the
Church of Constantinople, in which he had been ordained deacon by S. John
Chrysostom. The result was the work of Cassian on the Incarnation, divided into seven
books, and containing a complete refutation of Nestorius, whom the writer frequently
quotes, but never names.

Having probably heard some report that such a work was in hand, Nestorius
again addressed Celestine: in appearance on the subject of the Pelagians, but in reality
with the intention of making good his own cause. This letter was entrusted to Valerius, a
patrician of reputation, and an active friend of the Patriarch’s; but the result, as will be
seen, by no means answered the expectations of the writer.

S. Cyril, finding that the account given by Nestorius of the favourable
disposition of the Emperor towards his doctrine was not unfounded on fact, addressed
two treatises to Theodosius, and his sister Pulcheria, who is since reckoned among the
Saints. That Princess appears not to have shared in the general prepossession towards
the Patriarch of Constantinople; and doubtless her dislike to his tenets was strengthened
by the timely interference of Cyril. He, meanwhile, as soon as the Paschal Festivities
were over, despatched an Alexandrian Deacon, by name Possidonius, to Rome: together
with a confession of faith, authorized by the Septuagesimal Synod, and contained in a
letter to Celestine. Possidonius was detained some weeks in Rome, probably while
Cassian was putting the finishing stroke to his work: at length, in the beginning of
August, a Synod met in that city, where the Treatise on the Incarnation, Cyril’s
confession of faith, and the Epistle of Nestorius, were publicly read. The Synod
resolved that the statements of Nestorius were heretical, that those of Cyril were
consonant to the orthodox faith; that the Patriarch of Constantinople should be
compelled, on pain of deposition, to subscribe the Alexandrian confession, on or before
the tenth day after monition,—and that Cyril should take the proper means for notifying
and carrying out the sentence. The Pope, in the name of the Council, wrote to Cyril,
informing him of the province that had been assigned to him; to Nestorius, warning him
even now to recant his error, and escape the severest penalty that the Church could
pronounce : to the Clergy of Constantinople, exhorting them to stand fast in the faith :
and to the Prelates of four of the principal Oriental Sees, John of Antioch, Juvenal of
Jerusalem, Rufus of Thessalonica, and Flavian of Philippi, setting forth what had
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already been done, and the peril with which the Truth was menaced. These letters all
bear the same date, August 11, 430.

Possidonius returned with these documents to Alexandria, and having allowed
himself a few days’ rest in that place, proceeded to Jerusalem and Antioch. To the
Prelates of those Sees Cyril also wrote, defending his own proceedings, and acquainting
them with his appointment as the Legate of Celestine, to carry out the resolutions of the
Roman Council. The result was a letter from John of Antioch to Nestorius, advising
him, but in vain, to retract. As soon as the unwearied Deacon had embarked, Cyril
assembled the autumnal Synod, and, as its head, addressed his last and most celebrated
letter to Nestorius, which was approved as it seems most probable on the third of
November. None can justly accuse Cyril of eagerness in procuring the downfall of his
opponents, but such as, to carry out their own preconceived hypothesis, dare to violate
all truth, and to reject all testimony. The controversy had now lasted two years: the
unity of the Church was endangered. Rome commissioned (had commission been
needed) and the East requested Cyril to interfere : the rationalizing Oriental school was
gathering strength, and every moment’s delay was dangerous; and yet, allowing a
month for the voyage of the Deacon from Rome to Alexandria, the Patriarch delayed his
final and decisive communication to Nestorius six weeks longer. The letter, which is of
considerable length, contains the Creed of Nicaea, and an exposition of that part of it
which concerns the Incarnation,—which exposition Nestorius was summoned to sign,
as also to subscribe to twelve anathemas, proposed by Cyril, and directed against the
errors of the new Constantinopolitan school. These celebrated anathemas are in
substance as follows:—

1. If any shall assert that EMMANUEL is not Very GOD, and consequently that
His Blessed Mother is not the Mother of GOD:

2. Or, that the WORD is not hypostatically united to the Flesh, so as to be one
CHRIST :

3. Or, that the Union is not real, and more than a simple connexion of authority
and power; thus, after that union, dividing the LORD into Two Hypostases:

4. Or, that the things said of CHRIST in the Gospels, Epistles, or by Himself,
arc attributable to Two Persons or Hypostases:

5. Or, that the SAVIOUR was not True GOD, but a Man carrying or filled with
the Divinity; whereas the WORD being Incarnate was fellow-sharer with us in Flesh
and Blood:

6. Or, that the Word is the GOD or LORD of CHRIST, instead of confessing
that after the Incarnation of the Word, One and the same is GOD and Man:

7. Or, that the Man JESUS was energized by the operation of GOD the WORD :
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8. Or, that the Man, assumed as an Habitation by GOD the WORD, ought to be
honoured, and glorified, and named GOD with Him, as being another from Him:

9. Or, that CHRIST was enabled by the SPIRIT, as by a virtue alien from
Himself, to do His mighty Works :

10. Or, that our High Priest was not the Very WORD of GOD; or, that in the
Sacrifice offered for man, He offered also for Himself:

11. Or, that the SAVIOUR’S Flesh is not life-giving, as proper to the WORD,
but as belonging to another joined with the WORD :

12. Or, that the WORD did not suffer, was not crucified, and did not rise
according to the Flesh:

LET HIM BE ANATHEMA.

This Epistle was dispatched to Nestorius by four Egyptian Bishops,
Theopemptus of Cabasa, Daniel of Dardanis, and Potamon and Macarius, whose sees
are unknown. With it, Cyril despatched two others. The one is addressed to the Clergy
and people of Constantinople; in which, as upbraiding himself for the delay which had
taken place, he informs them that the step was now taken which ought to have been
made long before; that the authority of Celestine and of himself had denounced
excommunication to the troubler of the faithful; and exhorts them, whatever might
happen, to stand firm, remembering the blessing promised to them that are persecuted
for righteousness’ sake. The other is to the monks of the Imperial City, in which the
Alexandrian Synod praise them for, and exhort them to maintain, their constancy.

The Bishops sailed from Alexandria at the beginning of November, but contrary
winds prevailing, they did not arrive at Constantinople till Friday, the fifth of
December. Thus they crossed, as we shall see, the mandate of the Emperor for the
Ecumenical Synod. On the following Sunday, at the conclusion of the Liturgy, they
followed Nestorius to the Bishop’s palace, and there, in the presence of almost all his
Clergy, and a considerable number of laymen of rank and station, they delivered to him
the anathemas. After receiving them, he promised the Legates an audience on the
following day; but, on presenting themselves for that purpose, they were refused
admittance. Nestorius, in the early part of the week, sent an express to John of Antioch,
with a copy of the Epistle of S. Cyril. He appears to have mistrusted his own power of
coping with such an antagonist, and he requested his friend and former Prelate to call on
Theodoret and Andrew of Samosata for a reply.

Theodoret had now attained considerable eminence. Born at Antioch, he had
been dedicated to GOD from the cradle; he had been the intimate friend of Nestorius
and John of Antioch; and had now for about seven years been Bishop of Cyrus, in Syria,
to which dignity he had been raised against his own will, as he preferred the quiet
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retreat of his monastery of Apamaea. He distinguished himself by his untiring zeal: his
diocese had contained a great number of heretics, all of whom he was made the means
of converting; among others, he baptized ten thousand Marcionites. He wrote against
both Pagans and heretics, and now, conceiving that the views of Cyril were
Apollinarian, declared himself against them.

Nor is it to be wondered at, that one so intimately connected with the Syrian
rationalistic school should have entertained apprehensions of the uncompromising tone
of Cyril: or imagined that, to say the least, some balance of doctrine was needed in his
statements. Andrew of Samosata, originally a monk of Constantinople, was of the same
school and temperament as Theodoret; like him also in this, that, while his feelings and
prejudices were on the side of Nestorius and the Asiatic teachers, he did not finally
forfeit the Communion of the Church.

Before the legates could arrive at Constantinople, the Emperor, by a rescript of
the nineteenth of November, had, at the desire of both Catholics and Nestorians,
convoked an Ecumenical Synod. Ephesus was fixed as the place: the approaching
Pentecost as the time. The Bishops who were summoned by their metropolitans would
thus be enabled to celebrate Easter with their flocks, before they began their journey to
the place of meeting. It would appear that this “appeal to the Future Council”, (as in
later ages it would have been called,) had the effect of suspending the execution of the
sentence on Nestorius. With the summons to the Council, the Imperial messenger bore a
private letter from Theodosius to Cyril. The emperor accused the Prelate of being the
cause of the then troubles and rebuked him for having addressed separate letters to
himself and the Princess Pulcheria, as if there had been division in the Royal Family. To
this letter Cyril thought it better to return no answer, till the Ecumenical Council should
establish his innocence.

Having secured the co-operation of his Eastern friends, Nestorius, on the
Saturday following his receipt of the anathemas, delivered a sermon in the great church
on the question. The Priest-Catechist had preached on the necessity and benefits of
charity: and Nestorius, taking up the subject when he had left off, proceeded to
complain, (though not expressly naming Cyril,) of the want of that virtue exhibited by
the See of Alexandria in its dealings with Antioch and Constantinople. “From it”, said
the Patriarch, “Flavian and Nectarius suffered: from it, Meletius, now reckoned among
the Saints: from it he, whose holiness, in spite of their unwillingness, thou hast been
compelled to own, John Chrysostom”. He then debates the question at great length, not
without many inuendos against John of Antioch: and concludes by recommending
moderation, on both sides, as to the use of words, so that Catholic virtues might be
retained in deed. On the following day he again spoke, but very shortly, on the same
subject; and with that discourse, our collection of his sermons terminates.

As winter passed on, S. Cyril employed himself in the composition of three
works: the first, his reply to Andrew of Samosata, whose work had been approved by a
Council at Antioch; the second, his answer to the treatise which Theodoret, as
requested, had composed: the third, his answer to the Blasphemies of Nestorius. The
controversy raged uninterruptedly at Constantinople: Nestorius replied to the twelve
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anathemas of S. Cyril by twelve counter anathemas, and Marius Mercator again
answered these.

With the approach of spring, preparations were made at Ephesus for the
numerous body of expected Prelates: provisions were laid in, houses made ready: and
the holy season of Lent drew on.

SECTION II.
THE ECUMENICAL COUNCIL OF EPHESUS.

A.D. 431

As soon as the Paschal Feasts were over, Nestorius and Cyril respectively set
sail for Ephesus. The former was accompanied by ten of his Bishops, by a large body of
private friends, among whom was Count Irenaeus, and a sufficient number of slaves,
who are said to have been armed: Count Candidian, the Emperor’s commissioner and
captain of the Imperial Guard, also went with the Patriarch. On the other hand, Cyril
was attended by fifty of his Bishops: but was not accompanied by any retinue. As the
Diocese of Alexandria contained about one hundred Prelates, we may judge that the
Patriarch was unwilling to deprive the faithful of more than half their Pastors, lest the
business of the Churches should be insufficiently carried on.

Their voyage was prosperous as far as Rhodes: and thence Cyril wrote to his
flock a short letter, expressive of his affection for them, and his desire to be
remembered in their prayers. From Rhodes the Egyptian Prelates had a less favourable
passage: nor did they arrive at Ephesus till the Tuesday or Wednesday before Pentecost,
which this year fell on the seventh of June. Nestorius was already there: Juvenal of
Jerusalem arrived on the Friday after Pentecost; and the concourse of Bishops was very
numerous. Cyril embraced the opportunity of again writing to his people. The Prelates,
he assured them, were in good health, and eagerly expecting the opening of the Council:
nor did they doubt that the Catholic Faith would prevail, to the consolation of the
orthodox, and the confusion of heresy. But “that wicked one, the sleepless beast, walked
about plotting against the Glory of CHRIST”: his purposes however must fail, since a
Mightier than he confined him, and overruled them.

The fact that the Egyptian Bishops were well was of no trivial moment, for the
extreme heat of the weather was most prejudicial to the health of the assembled
Prelates, and had actually cost one or two their lives. The Fathers were extremely
impatient of their long detention, and it began to be whispered that something more than
the mere length of the journey must detain John of Antioch and the Oriental Prelates of
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his Diocese. On the 18th of June, that Patriarch wrote to S. Cyril, acquainting him with
the hardships which he had undergone in a forced march of thirty days. “Many of the
Bishops”, says he, “are sorely afflicted from the difficulties of the journey,—and many
of our beasts of burden have perished through long continuance of labour. Pray
therefore for me that we may accomplish without inconvenience the five or six days
which yet remain, and embrace with joy thy holy and reverend head”. Alexander of
Apamea and Alexander of Hierapolis were charged by the Patriarch to inform the
Fathers of his near approach;—and they again and again requested them, on his part, not
to delay the opening of the Council.

But during these delays, the Prelates were not idle. Various conferences were
held on the grand subject of controversy; and S. Cyril found no more devoted adherent
than Memnon, Bishop of Ephesus,—a Prelate whose personal character did not equal
the orthodoxy of his sentiments. Among those who distinguished themselves by their
eloquence in the sermons which were preached before the Fathers, S. Cyril stood
conspicuous; though the vehemence of his expressions against Nestorius, who was, at
all events, as yet uncondemned by the Church, can neither be justified nor excused.
Acacius of Melitene and Theodotus of Ancyra also supported the True Doctrine, though
friends of Nestorius. He, meanwhile, after having so far yielded as to confess that the
Blessed Virgin might, in a certain sense, be termed the Mother of GOD, so she were
also confessed the Mother of Man, relapsed into worse than his former error, and
persisted in declaring that he would never allow a Child of two months old to be GOD.

Wearied out with the delays of John of Antioch, suspecting that he was
purposely prolonging his journey, finding that other Prelates had already arrived from a
greater distance, and having already passed the prescribed time by fourteen days, S.
Cyril and the greater part of the Prelates determined to open the Council on the twenty-
second day of June; and, on the preceding morning, they signified, by four Bishops,
their resolution to Nestorius. He, with seven Prelates who happened to be with him,
replied, that he should come or not come, as he should judge expedient. He then went to
Memnon, and demanded the church of S. John for himself and those of his party; the
Council being in possession of that of S. Mary. Memnon, very properly, refused: and
the inhabitants of Ephesus were loud in their approbation of his conduct. That day was
employed by the Constantinopolitan faction in procuring signatures to a protest against
the opening of the Council, previously to the appearance of John. It was signed by sixty-
eight of the Fathers; but produced no impression on the majority of the Council.

The next day, the Imperial Commissioner, Candidian, hearing that Cyril and his
partizans were already assembled in the church of S. Mary, hastened thither, and
represented to them that his instructions forbade any secret or partial meeting of the
Bishops, and expressly ordered that whatever was concluded on should be decided by
common consent and in full Council. Cyril demanded to see the Commission, and after
much hesitation on the part of the Courtier, it was produced. On being read, however, it
was found to be totally irrelevant to the present question: merely ordering Candidian to
be present, without a deliberative voice, at the Council, and to make arrangements for
the decent order and uninterrupted quiet of the deliberation. The Fathers therefore
declared themselves resolved to proceed: Candidian earnestly requested a delay of but
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four days; and when this was denied him, he retired in anger, and despatched a protest
the same day to Constantinople.

On the departure of the Commissioner, the Prelates took their places; the book
of the Gospels being open in the Episcopal Throne, to signify the Presence of CHRIST,
and the Bishops being arranged on either side of the church. They were one hundred and
fifty-eight in number, besides Bessula, a deacon of Carthage, who represented the
African Church.

Cyril presided, both by virtue of his own dignity, and as Legate of Pope
Celestin; Juvenal of Jerusalem was next in honour; then Memnon of Ephesus; and after
him Flavian of Philippi, who appeared for Rufus of Thessalonica. There were also six
other Metropolitans.

When all were seated, Peter, an Alexandrian Priest, and chief notary, briefly
stated the cause for which the Council was summoned; and on Juvenal’s demand, the
imperial edict convening it was read. Memnon of Ephesus reminded the Prelates that
sixteen days had elapsed since the period fixed for the first Session; and Ciyril
pronounced it to be his opinion that the Council had now waited with sufficient patience
for the Bishops not yet arrived. This being the general sentiment of the Fathers,
Theodotus of Ancyra inquired why Nestorius was not present. The Bishops who had
carried the citation on the preceding day gave an account of their proceedings, and
mentioned the unsatisfactory reply which they had received. A second and third
deputation, the first consisting of three Bishops, the second of four, were sent with a
written citation to Nestorius: they found his house surrounded by soldiers, and could
only obtain the reply, that when the Council was fully assembled, by the arrival of John
of Antioch, he would appear before it. The defendant had thus been, as the Canons
ordered, three times admonished; Juvenal expressed his perfect willingness to do so a
fourth time, but said that as they had no occasion to expect any happier result, the next
thing, in his opinion, was to examine the question of faith. The Creed of Nicaea was
first read, and then the second letter of S. Cyril to Nestorius. Cyril, when it was finished,
said, “You have heard my letter: I believe it not to be at variance with the Faith of
Nicaea; if your opinions are different, say so”. Juvenal of Jerusalem, the metropolitans,
and a hundred and twenty of the Bishops, severally declared their adherence to the
doctrine of S. Cyril; and the rest of the Council expressed its concurrence by
acclamation. The second letter of Nestorius was then read: when it was finished,
Juvenal said, “This epistle is at variance with the Faith of Nicaea: anathema to them that
hold its doctrine”. The Metropolitans briefly agreed with him. Acacius of Melitene was
the only one who spoke at length: he observed that the writer of that Epistle attributed
the Birth and Passion of our LORD to His Humanity only, and therefore in effect
destroyed the real Unity of GOD the SON with our flesh. When about thirty Bishops
had expressed the same sentiments, the whole Council burst out in different cries, all
tending to the same effect: “Anathema to the heretic Nestorius! Anathema to the
doctrine of Nestorius! Anathema to him that will not anathematize Nestorius”. There
was then a call for the letter of Celestin to Nestorius; a Greek translation of which was
read; and it was followed by the third epistle of S. Cyril, that which contained the threat
of excommunication if Nestorius did not retract within ten days, and the twelve

156



www.cristoraul.org

anathemas. The Bishops who had been charged with the delivery of these letters proved
that they had been given to Nestorius in the presence of all his clergy, after he had
celebrated the Holy Eucharist on a Sunday in his Cathedral; but that so far from
retracting his doctrine, he had, in his subsequent sermons, re-stated and enforced it.

Two of his intimate friends, Acacius and Theodotus, were examined as to
whether any change had appeared in his sentiments since his arrival at Ephesus. They
professed that, however dear Nestorius was to them, the Faith of CHRIST was dearer;
and their testimony clearly showed, that he had not, in the smallest degree, retracted, on
the contrary that, by his blasphemous expression concerning a GOD of two months old,
he had amplified and strengthened his heresy. Extracts were next read by the notary on
the subject of the Incarnation, from S. Peter of Alexandria, S. Athanasius, SS. Julius and
Felix of Rome, Theophilus of Alexandria, S. Cyprian, S. Ambrose, S. Basil, S. Gregory
Nazianzen, S. Gregory Nyssen, S. Amphilochius of Iconium, S. Atticus of
Constantinople,—twelve Fathers in all, of whom one only, Theophilus, is not reckoned
among the Saints. Twenty articles, extracted from the writings of Nestorius, were also
produced. A letter from Capreolus of Carthage, brought by his deacon Bessula, was
then read: in it he excused his own and fellow Bishops’ absence, on the grounds of
shortness of notice, and the desolate state of Africa; mentioned that S. Augustine who,
on account of his reputation, had been specially summoned to the Council, had been
called to his rest; and prayed the Fathers to maintain the Catholic Faith against all
novelties whatsoever.

Sentence was then pronounced against Nestorius to the following effect:—
Forasmuch as Nestorius hath refused to obey our citation, and declined to receive the
Bishops whom we charged with it, we have thought it necessary to examine his dogmas;
and having proved both by his letters and sermons, as well as his conversations in this
city, that he holds and teaches heresy, we are compelled by the Canons and by the letter
of our most holy Father and colleague, Celestin, Bishop of the Roman Church, to
pronounce with tears this grievous sentence: Our LORD JESUS CHRIST, Whom he
hath blasphemed, declares by this holy Council that he is deprived of all Episcopal
dignity, and excommunicate from every Ecclesiastical Assembly.

This sentence was subscribed by Cyril, Juvenal, and all the Bishops then
present; others, to the number of forty, accidentally absent, or not yet arrived in
Ephesus, afterwards attached their names to it.

Thus ended the First Session. It had opened at an early hour, and night had now
shut in, although it was one of the longest days. On issuing from the Church, the
Bishops found an immense multitude collected at the door to learn the sentence. It was
received with expressions of great joy : the men conducted the Fathers by torchlight to
their several lodgings, the women went before them with perfumes, and the city was
generally illuminated.

On the following day the sentence was communicated to Nestorius, and affixed
to the principal public places. At the same time the guardian and treasurer of the Church
of Constantinople were informed of the deposition of their Bishop, and desired to take
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the same charge of the sacred property that they would do in case of a vacancy. S, Cyril
also took the opportunity of writing to those whom he knew to be the warmest and most
influential supporters of the truth in the Imperial City.

Nestorius and Candidian, for their parts, drew up a memorial to the Emperor,
complaining of the excesses and violences of the Council, accusing Memnon as the
principal author of the disturbances, and requesting that the Synod, which they treated
as not having yet commenced, might be held agreeably to the Canons : that none but
Bishops should be admitted thereto; that but two Prelates should accompany each
Metropolitan; and that the confusion attendant on a large and tumultuous assembly
might thus be obviated. It is easy to see that the last requisition, however plausible in
itself, was directed against Alexandria, that See, as we have observed, possessing no
Metropolitan, except the Catholic of Abyssinia.

The Acts of the Council were some time in preparation for the Emperor’s eye :
and the opposite faction were thus enabled to present their own account first. The Acts
had not only to be transcribed from the short-hand of the notaries, and furnished with
the necessary apparatus of documents, (no inconsiderable task in itself, since the matter
thus brought together exceeds in size the present volume,) but the whole was
confessedly subjected to the revision of Cyril. He, no doubt, omitted such parts as were
irrelevant to the matter in hand, such as the protest of Candidian: and, it is probable,
such also as, in his judgment, made against himself. It is impossible but that something
must have been said on the subject of the anathemas; and we have reason to believe that
the feeling of many of the Bishops was strong against them. It is hardly likely that not
one of the Prelates raised his voice in favour of Nestorius. We must remember,
however, that such alterations, however much they may impair to us the value of the
original documents, were certainly not regarded by contemporaries as necessarily
unfair. No doubt it was necessary to subject the genuine Acts to a revision: much, in the
heat of the moment, might be said, which the speakers would afterwards regret having
spoken, and be extremely sorry to have entered upon record; there must necessarily
have been much repetition, and much that would bear compression. The complaints,
therefore, that have been raised against any alteration are evidently out of place: and on
the question whether S. Cyril took any unfair advantage of the trust committed to him,
we conceive that there are not data to decide.

On the fifth day after the Council (June 27), John of Antioch arrived,
accompanied by about fifteen of his Bishops. It appears that he had received
information of what had been done from Count Irenaeus, who had left Ephesus for that
purpose. The Council, having heard that the Patriarch was entering the suburbs, deputed
several Bishops and Priests as his escort into the city: but the soldiers by whom he was
surrounded would not permit them to approach him. Immediately after arriving at his
lodgings, without giving himself time to make any change in his garments, and covered
with dust as he was, he held a Council of the Prelates whom he had brought with him,
and of those of his faction who were already in Ephesus.

At this disorderly assembly, convened in a private room, summoned by no
lawful authority, the fraction of a schism, without citation, examination, witness, or
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lawful judge, Cyril and Memnon were deposed. During all this time, the deputies of the
genuine Council were in waiting at the door: they were then admitted, and allowed to
give their message. They received, however, no other answer than blows, which were
inflicted on them, in the very sight of John, by Irenaeus and the soldiers. Escaping to the
Synod, they exposed the marks of the ill treatment they had received, and in the
presence of the Holy Gospels related what had passed. On this, the Fathers separated
John from their Communion, till he should make reparation for the outrage at which he
had connived. At this time the sentence against Cyril and Memnon was not known : for,
though subscribed by forty-three Bishops, it was not published in the city, but privately
sent to the Court as the Act of the True Council.

In the meantime the legates Arcadius and Projectus, Bishops, and Philip, Priest,
arrived from Rome; and the Second Session of the Council was forthwith held. The
proceedings were opened by the Priest, Philip, who demanded that the letter of Celestin
to the Council, with which they were charged, should be read and inserted in the Acts.
Celestin, though by no means failing to support the dignity of the Chair of S. Peter, yet
freely acknowledged in this Epistle, that there must be a concordance of the various
Bishops of the Church for the preservation of the precious deposit of Divine Truth : he
allowed that the charge of teaching was equally given to all Bishops; and exhorted them
by their sound deliberations to maintain the reputation of that city where S. Paul had
preached the Gospel, and S. John founded the Church. The Council loudly expressed its
approbation, “Praise to Celestin, another Paul! to Cyril, another Paul! One Celestin, one
Cyril, one Faith of the Council, one Faith over the whole earth”

The Legates were then formally acquainted with the anterior proceedings: the
Acts were laid at their disposal; and the Second Session thus terminated.

On the following day, the eleventh of July, the Fathers again assembled; the
Legates declared their perfect accordance with the determination of the Council, and
their approbation of the Canonical method of their procedures. The whole of the Acts of
the First Session were then pro forma read, and the Legate, Philip, after dwelling on the
Primacy of S. Peter’s Chair, then speaking by himself and his fellow Legates,
announced his assent and consent to them; the two other Legates did the same, and at
the request of S. Cyril, all three subscribed the sentence of the deposition of Nestorius.
Synodal letters were written to the Emperor, and to the Clergy and People of
Constantinople.

Five days afterwards, the Fourth Session was held. As the business was
peculiarly connected with S. Cyril, Peter, the notary, as a member of the Church of
Alexandria, abstained from conducting the proceedings, as before: but Hesychius, a
Deacon of Jerusalem, informed the Council, that the most holy Bishops of Alexandria
and Ephesus wished to present a memorial, which they held in their hand. Juvenal of
Jerusalem desired that it might be read.

It set forth the uncanonical proceedings of the Council held by John of Antioch;
the deposition of Cyril and Memnon without citation, or opportunity of defending
themselves; the bad character of the Bishops who had pronounced it, some of them
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having even been deposed; and finally conjured the Council to oblige John of Antioch
to appear before them in person, and there to give account of himself and of his
proceedings. Acacius remarked, that the idea of any Council then assembled in Ephesus,
except the Catholic Council at which he was assisting, was perfectly absurd, and that,
for his own part, the request of Memnon and Cyril seemed superfluous; as, however,
they thought otherwise, he proposed that John of Antioch should be forthwith
summoned by three Bishops whom he named. The deputies went as they were desired;
and on their return informed the Council that, when arrived at the lodging of John, they
were refused admittance by soldiers who were posted at the door: that when their errand
was known, they were insulted, ill-treated, and had, not without danger, escaped the
swords of the military, and the stones of the populace. A second citation was made with
as little effect; and the Council then declared, that as John had not appeared to defend
his own proceedings, they were null and void.

On the following day, S. Cyril complained that the schismatical party had
published a paper derogatory to the Council, and accusing its members of
Apollinarianism : he therefore desired that John should be a third time cited to answer
for all these violences. The citation was again carried by three Bishops, who reported
that on approaching the house of John, the clerks who surrounded it began, as usual, to
insult them, but were restrained by the soldiers, who, it appears, were acquainted with
the person of Commodus, one of the Legates, as having been posted in his See, Tripolis
of Lydia. That the Archdeacon of Nestorius, on hearing their errand, gave them a paper
as from his own Council; and on their refusal to accept it, declined all further
communication. On hearing this account, the Council pronounced John of Antioch, and
his accomplices, to the number of thirty-five in all, excommunicate, and concluded the
Fifth Session with subscribing the sentence, of which information was given as before
to the court of Constantinople, as also to S. Celestin. It is remarkable that in the
signatures Juvenal of Jerusalem, who seems to have presided on this and the former
Session, subscribes before the Roman Legates.

The Sixth Session was taken up by matters of general importance : principally
by the condemnation of an erroneous formula of Faith, to which some converted Asiatic
heretics had been compelled to subscribe, and the proposition of an explanation of the
Creed of Nicaea. It was decreed, in the Seventh and last Session, that the bounds of the
jurisdictions of Metropolitans should remain as they were; a complaint having been
made by the Bishops of Cyprus that the See of Antioch had usurped, of late years, the
authority of ordaining in that island. As John of Antioch was not present to defend the
rights of his own see, the Council guardedly decreed, that if the assertions of the
Cyprian Bishops were true, they should remain, as in time past, free. The fact was, that
the claims of Antioch in this instance were well founded.

Thus the deliberations of the Council ended: but its troubles were yet to begin.
The Count John arrived from Constantinople as the Emperor’s Commissioner, and gave
orders that the Bishops of both parties should appear on the following day at the house
where he was lodged. The animosity between them was so great, that he considered it
necessary to post a body of troops between the quarters of the two factions. On the next
morning, Nestorius came first before the Commissioner; shortly afterwards John of
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Antioch and his followers; and lastly S. Cyril, with all the Catholic Bishops, except
Menmon. The greater part of the day was spent in a series of useless disputes. The
Catholics would do nothing while Nestorius, nor the schismatics while Cyril was
present. The Count John at length, but not until evening, settled the matter, by obliging
both of those Prelates to retire. To the rest of the Bishops he then read the Emperor’s
letter, which was so drawn up, as if both the false and the true Council were the same
Assembly to which the acts of both were to be attributed, and was addressed to Pope
Celestin, and to Rufus of Thessalonica, neither of whom were personally present. Its
purport was that the deposition of Nestorius, of Cyril, and of Memnon, met with the
approbation of the Emperor. The schismatics were overjoyed at this result; the Catholics
as much depressed, and John, to avoid a popular tumult, arrested the three Bishops in
question, committing them to proper guards. After this act, and attending prayers in the
great church, the Commissioner gave a report of his proceedings in a letter to the
Emperor; and with this went a strong remonstrance from Juvenal of Jerusalem, and the
other Bishops who had assisted at the genuine Council: and who now exerted
themselves in every way, both by fresh epistles to the Emperor, and by addressing the
Bishops who then happened to be in Constantinople, to set their cause in its right point
of view. So great was the prejudice excited against S. Cyril, that even S. Isidore of
Pelusium, whose locality would naturally render him favourable to Alexandria, thought
necessary to exhort him not to follow the bad example, and to be sharer in the violence,
of his uncle Theophilus.

During the whole of these negotiations, S. Cyril was in considerable danger. He
was strictly guarded by the soldiers appointed for that purpose, who even slept at the
door of his chamber: nor could he be certain that any moment might not bring the
Emperor’s sentence for his banishment into some inhospitable region, where he could
never more in this world hope for justice, nor for a return to the possession of his own
See.

It is not our intention to pursue with minuteness the tedious course of
negotiations which followed the Council of Ephesus. The Catholics of Constantinople
manfully exerted themselves for their distressed brethren : and the Abbots and Monks
were more particularly distinguished by the freedom with which they addressed
Theodosius.

At length, in the month of August, the Emperor desired that a deputation from
each of the Councils should wait on him. Both parties obeyed: and eight Commissioners
were sent from each : on the Catholic side, Juvenal and Acacius, with the legate Philip,
possessed the greatest influence; in the party of the schismatics, John of Antioch, and
Theodoret. The instructions given to the former were carefully to avoid all communion
with John of Antioch and his followers, at least until they had subscribed to the
deposition of Nestorius, anathematized his doctrine, and asked pardon of the Council;
they were also charged with a letter of thanks to the Bishops at Constantinople,
commending their zeal for the Council, and requesting them not to relax their efforts in
its behalf. The instructions of the sehismatics were far more general; the only point in
which their deputies were restricted, was the forbidding them, on any pretext, to agree
to the twelve anathemas of S. Cyril. This Father, in the meantime, employed himself in
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drawing up a defense of his anathemas, in which he shows that they are free from any
taint of the heresies which were attributed to them, and exerts himself to reconcile the
Oriental Prelates to himself and to his writings.

As soon as the Commissioners were on their journey, Nestorius was banished
by the Emperor from Ephesus, with a permission, however, to go where he chose. This
came to the knowledge of the deputies on their arrival at Chalcedon, for they were not
permitted to cross the strait; and was a severe blow to the hopes of John of Antioch and
of his party. On the fourth of September, both parties had an audience of Theodosius: in
which, while nothing definite was settled, the schismatics obtained the grant of a
church, while they should remain at Chalcedon. The deputies on both sides wrote to
their respective Councils, and gave such accounts as might raise the hopes of their
friends.

Theodoret preached more than once to the assembled deputies of his party, and
was attended by a number of the inhabitants of Constantinople, whom the fame of his
eloquence attracted across the strait. He expresses, in the fragments we possess, horror
at the thought of a passible GOD; not distinguishing, or not choosing to distinguish,
between this expression, and belief that the Divinity was passible. But he had the better
grounds for his mistake, if, as is reported, Acacius of Melitene, one of the deputies, had
advanced the latter proposition. He also speaks of Nestorius as the legitimate pastor of
Constantinople, and expresses his firm belief that, at no distant period, he would be
restored to that dignity.

At length, after five audiences, in which the Catholics confined themselves
strictly to the facts of the ease, and much to the chagrin of their opponents, would not
dispute on points of doctrine, the Emperor announced his final determination in a letter
to the Council. While expressly forbearing to condemn the Orientals, he ordered the
Bishops, including Memnon and Cyril, to return to their own Dioecese, and exhorted
them to cultivate peace to the utmost of their ability. At this result, confirming in fact
the deposition of Nestorius, the schismatical deputies were frantic with disappointment.
They despatched memorial after memorial to Theodosius; they conjured him to alter his
judgment; they protested that they shook off the dust of their feet against him, and were
clear from his blood. But their threats and lamentations were to no purpose; and their
only, remaining consolation was to vilify the character of Cyril in the last letter which
they addressed to their friends at Ephesus. The Catholic deputies and Bishops at
Constantinople, proceeded to the election of another Bishop for that See, and
consecrated Maximian, who had greatly distinguished himself by his efforts in behalf of
the Council, to the dignity. In the meantime S. Cyril returned in triumph to Alexandria,
which he reached on the thirtieth of October, after an absence of rather more than half a
year. It is said by his enemies that he did not wait for the Emperor’s permission, but
escaped from his guards before his final acquittal had been pronounced.
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SECTION III.

RECONCILIATION OF ANTIOCH WITH ALEXANDRIA.

THE Sees of Antioch and Alexandria were now out of Communion, and John,
during and on his return to the former, again deposed, in two separate Councils, S.
Cyril, and the seven Bishops who had assisted in the consecration of Maximian. The
latter, on the other hand, in a letter to the Archbishop of Alexandria, gave him the
highest praise. “Thy desire”—so he wrote,—“0 Servant of GOD, is fulfilled: thy labours
for the cause of the Faith accomplished : the wishes of thy piety brought to a close :
thou hast been made a spectacle to Angels and to men, and to all the Priests of CHRIST.
Thou hast not only believed in CHRIST, but hast borne for Him all kind of ills. Thou
alone hast been accounted worthy to bear His marks on thy body. Thou hast merited to
confess Him before men, that He might confess thee before the FATHER, in the
Presence of the Angels. Thou hast been able to do all things in CHRIST, Which
strengthened thee: thou hast overcome Satan through patience: thou hast despised
torments: thou hast trampled on the fury of rulers : thou hast counted hunger to be
nothing, because thou didst possess that Bread which, coming down from Heaven,
imparteth Celestial Life to men”. And S. Celestin, a few months later writing to the
clergy and people of Constantinople, speaks as strongly: “In no work of an Apostle”,
says he, “was that apostolic man wanting: he conjured, he admonished, he rebuked.”
And comfort like this Cyril needed. The whole of the East was in the greatest confusion:
and it was a happy circumstance that four out of the five great Sees remained firm to the
True Faith. The Prelates, ordained in the place of Nestorian Bishops, were not
everywhere favourably received; in some places they had to call in the secular arm, in
others they could not establish themselves at all. Theodosius consulted Maximian, and a
few other Bishops, of whom some were, it would appear, the Deputies from the
Council, as to the best means of restoring unity. They all agreed that John of Antioch
must approve of the deposition, and anathematize the doctrine of Nestorius; and that
Cyril must forgive what had passed at Ephesus. There was a plan proposed, for the
meeting of the two, in the Emperor’s presence at Nicomedia; but it was dropped, on
account of the repugnance which John felt towards it. There was, however, a Council
held at Antioch, in which six propositions were drawn up, which S. Cyril was required
to sign as a preliminary step to union. We know not what they were, further than may be
gathered from Cyril’s reply. “He could not”, he said, “retract what he had written
previously to the Council; he was ready to declare the sufficiency of the Creed of
Nicaea, only against those who explained it heretically its true meaning must be boldly
stated; that he was perfectly willing to forgive all the insults he had himself received,
but that the See of Antioch must anathematize the heresy of Nestorius : he repudiated
the doctrines of Arius and Apollinaris; he held the Divine Word to be Impassible; be
acknowledged that the SAVIOUR’S Body was informed by a reasonable Soul, and he
promised, when peace should be restored, to give full satisfaction on the subject of the
twelve anathemas.
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The reception of this letter was different among the Eastern Bishops, as their
tempers or prejudices varied. But John of Antioch, the most important among all,
thought that it afforded a ground for reconciliation. He despatched Paul of Emesa to
Alexandria, with a Confession of Faith, and a letter, in which he stated his personal
friendship for Cyril, his longing for peace, his ardent hope that the anathemas would be
given up, and his joy that they had a common ground on which to argue, namely, the
letter of S. Athanasius to Epictetus on the Incarnation. This treatise was much insisted
on by Paul, until Cyril by a reference to the original copy, preserved in the archives of
Alexandria, proved that it had been altered by heretics. Indeed he was by no means
satisfied with this communication, though confessing the orthodoxy of the Creed of
John. Far from being an apology for the past, it was rather, he said, a new offence. Paul,
who was well skilled in negotiations, used all his efforts to persuade him that this was
not the case; he, however, could hardly prevail on the Bishop of Alexandria to admit
himself to his communion, and only after signing a Confession of Faith, drawn up in the
form of a letter to S. Cyril. Having done this, he preached in the great church of
Alexandria on Christmas Day : and in the early part of his sermon, after dwelling on the
peace to men which the Gloria in Excelsis promises, having pronounced the words,
“Mary, the Mother of GOD, brings forth Emmanuel”, he was interrupted by the
acclamations of the people : “The True Faith! the same Faith! welcome, orthodox
Bishop! welcome, like to like!”. His discourse, which was very short, was continually
interrupted by such exclamations as these: and on the succeeding feast of the
Circumcision, he had the opportunity of explaining his sentiments at greater length.
Paul was anxious that the declaration he had himself signed might be accepted for John
of Antioch also : but to this S. Cyril would by no means consent, and drew up another
formula which he required that Prelate as a condition of Communion to subscribe,
founded on John’s own Confession. He at the same time carried on a negotiation at
Constantinople, for the purpose of bringing about the wished-for reconciliation; and the
influence of the Princess Pulcheria was highly useful in the furtherance of his views.
John, finding that his cause lost ground, was glad to come to terms: and signed the
Confession of Faith which Cyril required, and which was the same which he had
previously sent by Paul. In it he expressed his belief, that “our LORD JESUS CHRIST
is the Only Son of GOD : perfect GOD and perfect Man, of a reasonable soul and of
flesh subsisting: according to his Divinity, begotten of the FATHER before the world;
according to His Humanity, born in these last days for our Salvation, of the Virgin
Mary: consubstantial to the FATHER, according to His Godhead, and consubstantial to
us, according to His Manhood : and in that the Two natures have been united, we
acknowledge one LORD, one CHRIST, one SON. Wherefore we confess that the
Blessed Virgin is the Mother of GOD : because the Word of GOD was incarnate and
made man”. The formula concluded by an approbation of the deposition of Nestorius,
and an acknowledgment of Maximian as the rightful possessor of the Throne of
Constantinople.

The anxiety consequent on the prolongation of this affair, had already cost S.
Cyril two severe illnesses : one before Christmas, at the time of the arrival of Paul,—the
other a few weeks later, which prevented him from announcing in person the time of
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Easter, according to his custom. And that during the whole of this year he suffered from
ill health, the commencement of his twenty-first Paschal Letter sufficiently shows.

S. Cyril announced the happy news of his reconciliation with John, in a sermon
which he delivered on the twenty-third of April, A.D. 433, in which he took occasion to
explain his own tenets, and to vindicate them from certain objections which had been
raised against them. For some members of the Latin Church took exception at this
reconciliation, as if it had been brought about by a retractation, or at least suppression of
the truth on the part of Cyril; and Isidore of Pelusium now as hastily accused him of a
disposition to compromise the truth, as, during the Council of Ephesus, he had
complained of his obstinacy in defending it. On the other hand, some,—the precursors
of the destructive heresy of the Jacobites,—complained that though he denied the
existence of two Persons, he still allowed John of Antioch to confess two Natures in the
SAVIOUR. The Orientals, when once satisfied that he was not implicated in the error of
Apollinaris, were glad to profess their unity of faith with the Bishop of Alexandria : the
Emperor and the Pope expressed their approbation of the happy reunion : and thus the
difference, which at one time threatened such serious consequences, was quietly
composed. Heresy, indeed, still prevailed in the far East, and Chaldea was not many
years afterwards separated—as it still remains—from the Church Catholic : the
followers of Nestorius keeping up their succession of Bishops from that day to this.
Theodoret was one of the last to forsake the heretical party: and though some of his
expressions on the Incarnation were always held unsound, or at least suspected, he
thenceforward lived, as he finally died, in the Communion of the Church.

With respect to the conduct of the Oriental Bishops throughout this whole
affair, we may remark that it has been usually characterized in much harsher terms than
truth allows. One or two of the companions of John fell away into open heresy;—but
the greater part, as soon as Cyril gave proof that he was not an Apollinarian, thankfully
accepted his Communion. Had it not been for these men, the Monophysites, in the next
phase of that controversy, by which the Church was harassed for two hundred and fifty
years, would have reaped a fearful advantage : when, in fact, they did use or abuse, even
notwithstanding this safeguard, many of the expressions of the Alexandrian Patriarch.

S. Cyril was much taken up in the business of composing, both by writings and
by negotiation, the divisions of the East; but he also found time for the arrangement of a
Paschal Cycle of ninety-five years. That Alexandria was still considered, by the larger
majority of Christians, the Second Church, we have a striking proof in a letter of Pope
Sixtus to a Council of Illyria, wherein he draws a distinction between the Decrees of the
Council of Constantinople on matters of Faith, and on points of Discipline.

After this time we find Cyril vainly attempting to procure the condemnation of
Theodore of Mopsuestia: and from time to time interposing in the Oriental disputes on
the Incarnation. In the course of his labours in this way, he once visited Jerusalem. At
length, worn out rather with labour than years, he departed to his reward on the twenty-
seventh day of June, A.D. 444.
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The character of S. Cyril, like that of S. Gregory VII., S. Thomas of Canterbury,
Nikon, and our own Laud, is precisely that which the world will never be able to
comprehend. That he should have laboured and suffered, and spoken and written so
earnestly in defence of an abstract point of doctrine, should have excommunicated, and
should have been excommunicated for its sake; and, in obtaining the victory should
have been content, although a heresy, yet existing, thereby had birth,—all this is
mystery and scorn to those who have not learnt to value Catholic doctrine on the subject
of the Incarnation, as closely connected with the Sacrament of the holy Eucharist, and
with our own Resurrection, or who have learnt to despise dogmatic teaching under the
lax influence of a faithless age. But Cyril, while he knew the value of the great deposit
which he guarded, was willing to yield everything of a personal nature to his adversa-
ries, and insisted on nothing which he did not deem essential to the preservation of the
truth in its fullness and purity. It is true, that in youth his temper had been hasty, and his
manner perhaps overbearing: so much the more is it to his praise, that in the great act of
his life, the Council of Ephesus, where the one was severely tried, and the other closely
observed, the defects of his earlier years are in vain sought. Again : his calm and
moderate statement of Truth is worthy of notice. Pressed by adversaries who asserted
the doctrine of Two Persons in our LORD, it would have been most natural for him to
fall, as his followers did, into the opposite error of denying the existence of Two
Natures. This he never did. The same writings, which had crushed one heresy in the
Council of Ephesus, crushed its opposite in that of Chalcedon : they have indeed been
quoted by the Jacobites, as testimonies in their favour, but only in detached portions,
and with a manifest perversion of their sense. If, in any of his voluminous works, he
speaks in a manner which, may seem to give advantage to the Monophysite creed, it
must be remembered that many of his writings were falsified when the Church of
Alexandria, with all its archives, was in the power of that sect. The letter of S. Leo,
which was with respect to Monophysitism what the anathemas of S. Cyril were with
respect to Nestorianism, was approved by the Fathers of Chalcedon expressly on the
ground of being consonant with them. And Theodoret, with a candour which does him
the highest honour, makes use of the works of his great rival as a sword against the
Apollinarians, with whom he once confounded him, and against the Monophysites, who
professed, and still profess, to be his followers. If, nevertheless, any casual expression
may fairly be quoted as favouring the tenets of Eutyches, we must say with the
Catholics in their great conference with the Severians, that if such expression seems at
variance with the Twelve Anathemas, and S. Cyril’s defence and explanation of them,
we neither approve nor condemn it. If we compare S. Cyril’s conduct with that of
others, who have been placed in a similar position, it will but shine the more brightly. It
is no derogation from the veneration due to the memory of a most glorious Doctor of
the Church, to say, that S. Augustine, in defending the doctrine of Divine Grace against
the Pelagians, sometimes trembled on the verge of heresy: and, as matter of fact, the
worst errors of Calvinism are defended by quotations, (unfair, it is true, and distorted
quotations) from the writings of that Father. Again, S. Jerome, in his writings against
Vigilantius and his fellows, while elevating Virginity, gave great countenance to those
who regarded marriage as a tolerable evil, rather than as being honourable in all. And,
as we have seen, S. Dionysius, in opposing Sabellianism, gave great occasion to the
Arians to blaspheme. And yet S. Cyril’s temptations to defend one truth at the expense
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of another, were stronger than in any of the above cases. There may be other Fathers
whose writings will be more generally interesting, and in these days more profitable,
(though at the present time, when many openly refuse, in unconscious heresy, to bestow
on the Blessed Virgin the title of Mother of GOD, they seem peculiarly appropriate,)
but we shall not be wrong, while bestowing the first place among the defenders of
Divine Truth on S. Athanasius, in allotting the second to S. Cyril. His courage was,
doubtless, his most distinguishing feature: but his moderation in his conduct with John
of Antioch, and his acquiescence in the creed proposed by the latter, notwithstanding
the comparative unsatisfactoriness of some of its expressions, are truly praiseworthy.
And if at Ephesus he may be thought to have carried matters with a high hand, it must
be remembered that his moderation was chiefly visible in his prosperity, his impetuosity
in his adversity. And even in that action which may be considered the great weakness of
his life, his precipitation of the Council of Ephesus, he still evinced the same disregard
of personal danger in the prosecution of a great cause. His humility is amply proved by
the patience with which he received the unjust rebukes of S. Isidore of Pelusium. Thus,
with S. Eulogius, we shall call him “the ardent, the pious, the learned, the never-
vacillating”; with Anastasius, “the most celebrated and blessed light of the Fathers”;
with the Menology, “the glory of all Priests, the defender of the most Holy Synod”; with
Sabbas of Palta, we shall regard him as one that, by the inspiration of the HOLY
GHOST, followed the doctrine and expressions of the Fathers; with S. Celestine, as the
generous defender of the Faith, as he that made good all that S. Paul requires in a
teacher; even though we may not entirely subscribe the affectionate exaggeration of S.
Sixtus III, that “Cyril surpassed all persons in all things”.

It remains to say a few words on the fate of Nestorius. After having resided for
some time at his monastery of S. Euprepius, near Antioch, he was banished by the
Emperor to Petra. But Theodosius appears to have changed his determination, and the
great Oasis was chosen as the final place of his exile. The end of his life was miserable.
Driven by the barbarians from the Oasis, seeking, in extreme old age, a refuge in
Panopolis, hurried thence, by the inhumanity of the governor to Elephantine, recalled
before arriving there, brought back to Panopolis, half dead with fatigue, and suffering
from the effects of a fall, and again exiled to a neighbouring town, he was seized with a
mortal disease; and according to some his tongue, according to others his whole body,
being eaten of worms, he gave up the ghost. By his followers he is, of course, esteemed
a glorious Saint and Confessor: the Jacobites have a tradition that the dews of heaven
visit not the grave of the heresiarch.

SECTION IV.

THE RISE AND PROGRESS OF EUTYCHIANISM.
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THE bright days of Alexandria are past: and we are about to trace the decline of
a Church, which we have followed through her various stages of increasing splendour,
till, in S. Athanasius and S. Cyril, she reached the zenith of her reputation. It was
reserved for a disciple of the latter to commence the downward course.

On the death of S. Cyril, his Archdeacon Dioscorus succeeded to the chair of S.
Mark, although, as it would appear, not without some opposition. For it was afterwards
asserted that he had been ordained by two Bishops only: and this report, though
probably exaggerated, seems to indicate a diversity of sentiment from the outset as to
the merits of the Bishop-elect.

He had hitherto been accounted a man of excellent disposition, and was much
beloved for his humility. But the asperity with which he claimed from the heirs of S.
Cyril certain money which he alleged to be due to the See, procured him many enemies;
nor was it accepted as a satisfaction by the people, that these sums were employed by
the Patriarch in enabling the sellers of bread and wine to furnish the poor with
subsistence at a lower rate.

In the answer which Pope S. Leo wrote to the letter, in which, according to
custom, Dioscorus announced his election and consecration, we find the first attempt on
the part of the Church of Rome, to intermeddle with the affairs of that of Alexandria. He
gave the new Bishop instructions as to the rites to be observed at Ordinations and in
Festivals, prefacing his advice with the apologetic, and indeed half-playful, remark, that
doubtless the observances of the two Churches were the same, inasmuch as S. Peter
must have taught S. Mark the same discipline which he himself observed. And in point
of fact, there was, as we have already had occasion to notice, a great similarity between
the ceremonies of the two Churches. One remarkable point of discipline wherein they
agreed, is pointed out in this letter of Leo : that even on the greatest Feasts, such as
Easter, the Holy Eucharist was only celebrated in one church of the city, although it
might be repeated as often as there was occasion, from the multitude of the people who
attended in several distinct congregations.

The new Bishop, however, soon showed that personal holiness formed no part
of his character. His palace was disgraced by the public dancers of Alexandria, and the
too celebrated Irene was notoriously entertained as the Patriarch’s concubine.

Theodoret had been, previously to the death of S. Cyril, apparently much
esteemed by Dioscorus, as indeed the tone of the letter addressed by the former to the
latter on his elevation sufficiently proves. But after that event, the Archbishop of
Alexandria thought fit to change his conduct to his early friend. He, in the meanwhile,
continued his writings on the subject of the Incarnation, and particularly opposed
himself to the teaching of those who, through an excessive zeal against the errors of
Nestorius, maintained that there existed only One Nature in the SAVIOUR. Whatever,
in other passages, may least, maintaining the Catholic doctrine; and other witnesses in
its favour, he cited Theophilus and Cyril, who could neither of them be suspected of any
partiality for the heresy of Nestorius. Theodoret was accused of dividing the Person of
our SAVIOUR into two Sons, and Dioscorus, probably wishing to imitate Cyril, wrote

168



www.cristoraul.org

to Domnus of Antioch, in which city Theodoret had promulgated his opinions. The
latter addressed a letter to his accuser in his defence, in which, after satisfactorily
explaining his faith, he concluded by anathematizing those who should say that the
Blessed Virgin was not the Mother of GOD. But Dioscorus paid no manner of attention
to this defence; he not only, in the Church of Alexandria, delivered Theodoret over to an
anathema, but made a formal complaint of him to Flavian of Constantinople. Theodoret
loudly complained of this step, as in contravention of the Canons of Nicaea. “The
province of Alexandria”, so he wrote to Flavian, “is Egypt and Egypt alone; if that city
has the chair of S. Mark, Antioch has that of S. Peter, the Master of S. Mark”. Domnus,
for his part, also sent a deputation to Constantinople, to defend himself against the
charges of Dioscorus; regardless of the taunts of the latter, that Antioch was thus giving
precedence and jurisdiction to Constantinople, and abandoning its high post of the
Church third in dignity.

It was evident, that although Alexandria and Antioch professed the same faith,
there was a substantial difference in their tenets; and an occasion soon presented itself
of bringing them into collision. There was one Eutyches, Abbot of a large monastery
near Constantinople, who had been a friend of S. Cyril, and was considered by him as
one of the staunchest defenders of the Truth against Nestorius. This man was accused
by Eusebius of Dorylaeus, (who by a singular coincidence had been the first opponent
of Nestorius,) of renewing the Apollinarian heresy, by asserting that the Divinity and
Humanity of the SON of GOD formed but One Nature, and that the former as well as
the latter had suffered. This heresy had often been imputed to S. Cyril, but was now
clearly brought home to Eutyches, before a Council of about thirty Bishops at
Constantinople. They treated him with the utmost patience; but finding him invincibly
wedded to his errors, proceeded, Flavian being the president, to anathematize himself
and his tenets. This proceeding threw the East into confusion : Flavian was stigmatized
as a Nestorian in disguise: even Pope S. Leo, afterwards the great bulwark of the
Church against the Eutychians, was not at first fully satisfied : and the Emperor was
finally persuaded to summon an Ecumenical Council at Ephesus. Several letters were
addressed by Theodosius on the subject: one to the future Council, marking out the
question to be debated, namely the differences which had arisen between Flavian and
Eutyches; one to the two commissioners, whom he appointed for the maintenance of
order; and one to Dioscorus, appointing him President, Flavian being required to appear
as a party, not as a judge. Leo was also invited to attend : but excused himself on
account of the shortness of notice. He however sent three legates: Julius, Bishop of
Puteoli; Renatus, a Presbyter; and Hilarus, Archdeacon of the Roman Church, and
addressed a most important letter to Flavian, on the subject of the Incarnation; which,
from its subsequent reception by the Church, may be considered an embodiment of
Catholic teaching on this point.

As it was the rejection or adoption of this Epistle which influenced the whole
future fortunes of the Church of Alexandria; as a great part of its subsequent history is
nothing else than an account of the struggle between the heresy condemned, and the
truth supported by Leo; and as without a clear understanding of the exact and
dogmatical decision of the Church on this subject, much that will occur in the following
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pages will be unintelligible, it seems well to give a translation, in this place, of the
doctrinal portion of this celebrated Epistle.

LEO BISHOP, TO HIS BELOVED BROTHER FLAVIAN, BISHOP OF
CONSTANTINOPLE.

HAVING perused the letters of your love, at the lateness of which we marvel,
and having gone through the Episcopal Acts in order, we have at length become
acquainted with the scandal which has fallen out, and which has risen among you
against the integrity of the Faith, and those matters which aforehand appeared to be
hidden, have at length been opened and made manifest to us. By which it appears to us,
that Eutyches, who was beforetime honourable from the name of Priest, is exceedingly
imprudent and unlearned; so that the saying of the Prophet may refer also to him, He
hath left off to be wise, and to do good, he imagineth mischief vpon his bed. For what
more wicked, than to give the mind to impiety, and to refuse trust to the wiser and more
learned? but into this folly they fall, who, when they be by any obstacle hindered from
the knowledge of the Truth, seek not to the voice of the Prophets, nor to the letters of
the Apostles, nor to the authority of the Evangelists, but to themselves : and are
therefore masters of error, because they were not disciples of Truth. For what erudition
hath he acquired from the sacred pages of the New and Old Testament, who
understandeth not even the principles of the Creed itself. That which is uttered through
the whole world by the mouths of all Catechumens, is not yet received in the heart of
this aged man.

He then, ignorant what he ought to believe concerning the Incarnation of the
WORD of GOD, and unwilling to labour in the extent of Holy Scripture, that he might
merit the light of intelligence, must at least have received by continual hearing that
common and consentient confession, by which the whole multitude of the faithful
professes, That they believe in GOD the FATHER ALMIGHTY, and in JESUS
CHRIST His Only SON our LORD, Who was born by the HOLY GHOST of the Virgin
Mary. By which three sentences the engines of well-nigh all heretics are destroyed. For
since GOD, Almighty and Eternal, is asserted to be the FATHER, it is proved that the
SON is Co-Eternal with Him, differing in nothing from the FATHER, because He is
GOD of GOD, Almighty of Almighty, Co-Eternal Son of the Eternal; not later in time,
not inferior in Power, not dissimilar in Glory, not divided in Essence; and the Same
Eternal and Only Begotten SON of the Eternal FATHER was born of the HOLY
GHOST, and the Virgin Mary. Which temporal Nativity in no way detracted from that
divine and eternal Nativity, in no way added to it; but expended itself wholly in
restoring man, who had been deceived, and in conquering death, and destroying by its
virtue the Devil, who had the power of death. For we could not have overcome the
author of Sin and Death, unless He, Whom neither sin could contaminate, nor death
detain, had taken upon Himself our Nature, and made it His. For He was conceived of
the HOLY GHOST in the womb of the Virgin Mary, who bare Him, even as she had
conceived Him, without loss of Virginity.
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But if from this most pure Fount of the Christian Faith he was not able to draw
true knowledge, because he had, by his own blindness, darkened the splendour of
manifest truth, he should have betaken himself to the doctrine of the Evangelists, seeing
that Matthew saith, The Book of the generation of JESUS CHRIST, the Son of David, the
Son of Abraham. He should have sought instruction from the preaching of the Apostle;
and, after reading in the Epistle to the Romans, Paul, a Servant of JESUS CHRIST,
called to be an Apostle, separated unto the Gospel of GOD, which He had promised
afore by His Prophets in the Holy Scriptures, concerning His SON JESUS CHRIST our
LORD, Which was made of the Seed of David according to 