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Series Foreword

This series provides reference works in Syriac studies from original books
digitized at the ICOR library of The Catholic University of America under
the supervision of Monica Blanchard, ICOR’s librarian. The project was
carried out by Beth Mardutho: The Syriac Institute and Brigham Young
University. About 675 books were digitized, most of which will appear in

this series.

Our aim is to present the volumes as they have been digitized, preserving
images of the covers, front matter, and back matter (if any). Marks by
patrons, which may shed some light on the history of the library and its
users, have been retained. In some cases, even inserts have been digitized

and appear here in the location where they were found.

The books digitized by Brigham Young University are in color, even when
the original text is not. These have been produced here in grayscale for
economic reasons. The grayscale images retain original colors in the form
of gray shades. The books digitized by Beth Mardutho and black on
white.

We are grateful to the head librarian at CUA, Adele R. Chwalek, who was
kind enough to permit this project. “We are custodians, not owners of this
collection,” she generously said at a small gathering that celebrated the
completion of the project. We are also grateful to Sidney Griffith who
supported the project.



PREFACE.

THE fortunes of this book have been somewhat peculiar. It
was commenced in the year 1910, to serve as a thesis for the
author’s degree of D.D. at Cambridge, and was largely written
in Kurdistan, where the writer then resided. Some of the material
used was, in fact, gathered during wanderings in the Jacobite
monasteries of Jebel Tur.

In 1914 it was finished and the MS. was despatched, in the
June of that fateful year, to Professor Swete at Cambridge, that
he and his brother professors might pass judgment on it according
to the statutes of the University. It was passed by them as
sufficient for the Degree sought, and the official intimation of
the fact, forwarded by the Professors to the writer, reached him
when he was a civil prisoner in Turkey, and quite unable to take
any action in the matter.

The writer did not return home till late in 1919, and then had
the pleasure of finding that the MS. of the thesis had vanished,
with much that was more valuable, in the general confusion of
the war. Fortunately, the mass of the notes and references from
which the book had been composed had survived, and from these
the book was re-written, and submitted afresh to a new generation
of Professors at Cambridge, who again honoured it with their
approval. The question of its printing remained. To find a
publisher, at the then rate of prices, for a book which is not in
the least likely to make any popular appeal, was by no means an
easy thing : this difficulty, however, was at last overcome by the
enterprise of the “ Society of the Faith,” and by the generosity
of the trustees of the *“ Hort Memorial Fund ”’ at Cambridge, to
both of whom the author wishes to make his grateful acknowledg-
ments.

The book, having undergone these vicissitudes, is now submitted
to the public, in the hope that it may fill what appears to the
writer to be a gap in existing Church histories, and also may
perhaps rouse some interest in the present descendants of those of
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whom it treats, those * Jacobites ” who are among the most
Innocent victims of the war.

In conclusion, the writer would wish to express his thanks to
Professor Burkitt of Cambridge, who not only read the MS. as a
part of his official duty, but who offered to the author many helpful
criticisms and amendments on points of detail.

W. A. WIGRAM.
Athens.
October, 1922.
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His failure, 111.

Jouw or Epnesus. Historian, 98, n,, 100, n., 101. In Theodora’s Monastery,
109. On character of Theodora, 110, n. Evangelistic work in Asia, rio.
Account of plague, 126—7. His Missionary work, 138-9. On the Tritheites,
158-9. Attacked by them, 160. Argues before John Scholasticus, 161.
Arrested, 165. Treachery used towards him, 169. Sufferings in prison,
170. Internment at Prinkipo, re-tmprisonment, 172. Accuses Eutychius
of heresy, 173. Despair over the Alexandrine quarrel, 181-2.

Joun THE FasTeErR. Bp. of Constantinople, 173. Adopts title of ** Universal
Bishop.”” Quarrel with Gregory the Great, 174.

Joun, Bp. of Jerusalem. Condemns Severus, go. His character, 9I.

Joun or Niciota. Bp. of Alexandria, 57.

Joun PuirLoroNus. Leader of ‘‘ Tritheites,”” 157. His mentality, 157.
Quarrel with his own party, 159.

Irrus, Comes Orientis, 44.
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Jonn tur Rurrtorician. Ultra-Monophysite teacher, 19, 121, I150.

Joun Scuovrasrticus (John of Sirmun). Bp. of Constantinople, 142. Acts as
umpire in ‘* Tritheite *’ controversy, 16o~1. Commences a persecution, 164.
Arrests various Bps., 165. His methods in persecution, 166. Re-
ordinations, 167. Attempts to win over John of Ephesus and Paul ‘' the
Black,” 168. His treacherous conduct, 169. His illness, 170. Triumph
over Paul the Black, 170. IHis penitence and death, 171.

Joun Taraia. Elected Bp. of Alexandria, 41. Received at Rome, 48.
Rejection by a minority at Alexandria, 48, n.

Joun oF TeErLAa. Career as Monophysite organizer, 97. His arrest, 101-2.
Friendliness of his actual captor, 102. Imprisonment at Antioch, 103.
Theological argument, 103. Death, 104. Apparent presence at Justinian’s
‘“ collatio,” 113. Fellow-townsman of Jacobus Baradaus, 133. Supposed
appearance to him after death, 134.

Jurian oF HALICARNAsSsUs. Monophysite Bishop. Flight to Egypt, 94.
Founder of ‘ Aphthartism ' ; dispute with Severus, 122. His ‘‘ Aph-
thartist " tenets, 151.

Justin, Emperor, 88.

Justin I1. Emperor. Leaves Monophysites alone, 142. Tries to reconcile
them by Conference, 144. Anger at failure, 146. Anxious for reconciliation,
163—4. Tool of John Scholasticus in his persecution; his madness, 166.
Lucid intervals, 168~9. Answer to John Scholasticus, 171, n.

JustiniaN. Emperor. Makes peace with Pope, 91. Writes announcing the
fact, 93. Exiles the Monophysite Bps., 94—5. Determines on persecution,
100. His theological position, 106. His objects, 107. Desire for a con-
cordat, rxx. First effort to secure one, 112. Calls a *‘ collatio,” 113,
Second Conference (536 A.D.), 1x5. His work through various agents,
120. Inclined to be * Casar-Pope,” 127. Decoyed into starting the
‘“ Three Chapters’ controversy, 129. Sends Mission to Nubia. 139—40.
Continues Theodora’s Monastery on her death, 140. Lapse into ‘* Aph-
thartism,’” 141, 163. Arrests Bp. of Constantincople, 141. His death, 142.

JuveNAaL or JeErusarLeM. Conduct at Chalcedon, r7. In Palestine after
Council, 18. His leniency, 19. Builds Church of St. Stephen ; institutes
separate solemnity of ‘* Nativity of Christ,”” 1r9. Comsecrated Peter the
Iberian, 7z. ’

L.

ILeo. Emperor. Attitude towards Chalcedon, 25.

Leo. Pope, 39, 62, 163.

LeonTiUs. His work, 120, n.

Lowncginus. Dp. of Nubia. Consccration, 143. Starts for Nubia, 165.
Asked to consecrate a patriarch for Alexandria, 175. Comes to Mareotis,
176. Meeting with Paul the Black; consecration of a Bishop, 177.
Attempt on his life, 178. Returns to Nubia, 179.

M.

Maceponius. Bp. of Constantinople. Wavers, but becomes firmly Chalce-
donian, 55. Series of accusations against him, 56. Abduction and exile, 56.

Marcian. Emperor, 14, 20, 23.

MarTYRIUS. Bp. of Antioch. Exiled by Monophysites, 29.

MarTYRIUS. Bp. of Jerusalem. Consecration, 4o0. Accepts Henoticon, 41.

Maximus., DBp. of Antioch, At Chaleedon, zo.

MEenNAS. Bp. of Constantinople. Consecrated, 116. Presides at Council
(536), 117. Consecrates Paul of Alexandria, 125.

MiurpaDp. Persian Governor of Nisibis. Concerned in arrest of John of
Tella, 102,

Misexus. Legate of Rome at C'ple. Failure and degradation, 49.

Monpir. Arab prince. Shelters fugitive Monophysites, 171. Tries to stop

Alexandrine schism, 177. Renews his effort, 179. Makes agreement with
Damianus, 180. Its failure, 181,
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N.
NABARNUGIOS. See PETER THE IBERIAN.

Q.
OMmar. Khalif, 190.
ORrIGEN, 6, 7. Condemnation, 128.

P.

ParrLavius. Bp. of Antioch, 54.

PauL OoF APHRODISIAS. Mono. Bp. Dies as result of persecution, 167.

PauL THE BLack. Bp. of Antioch. Abbot of Guba Baria. Consecration
by Jacobus Baradazeus, 137. Relations with Jacob, 138. Appointed
representative of Theodosius in Egypt, 143. Anathematized by Jacob,
145. Repeatedly anathematized by monks, 159-60. Argues before John
Scholasticus, 161. Arrested, 165. Dealings of John Scholasticus with him,
169. His lapse, 170. Refuses promotion and escsapes, 171. Begs for
absolution from Jacob, 171. Sentenced to suspension, 175. Performs
penance and is absolved, 175. Meets Longinus at Mareotis, 176. Approves
consecration of Theodore, 176. Declared deposed by Monks, 177. His
conduct in the quarrel, 180. Retires to hermitage, 181. Theological
position, 204.

Pavur tue Jew. Bp. of Antioch. Persecutor of Monophysites, 8. Deposed
for immorality, 99.

Paur oF Tanis. Bp. of Alexandria. Consecrated, 124. Energy and
indiscretion, 125. Exile and degradation, 126.

PeLacius. Roman Apocrisarius, C'ple. Selects Paul of Tanis for Alexandria,
125. Advises his deposition, 126. Share in starting the ‘* Three Chapters *’
controversy, 126, n.

PeTer. Bp. of Jerusalem, 45.

Perer. Monk and anti-patriarch, Alexandria. Consecrated, 177. Death,
179.

PeTer orF ArpaMea. Monophysite Bp. At Conference of 536. Charges
against him, 117-18.

PeTer orF CaLriNicus. Bp. of Antioch, 181. Quarrel of Damianus with
him, 182. Attempt at peace fails, 183, Death, 185.

PeETeEr THE FuULLER. Monophysite leader at Antioch, 29. Addition to
Trisagion, Exile, 29. Bishop of Antioch, 32. Second exile and escape,
34. Recall by Zeno and death, 44. Attitude on recall, 44, n. Condem-
nation by Justinian, 128.

Perer T IBERIAN. Monophysite Bp., 18. Consecrates Timothy Aelurus,
23. Career, 68-73.

PeETErR MoONGUS. Agitator at Alexandria, 17. Consecrated Bishop, 39—40.
Supported by Acacius, 43. Forced to anathematize Council of Chalcedon,
45. His duplicity, 46. Recognition at C'ple, 49. Dealings with Fravitta
and Euphemius, 52. Death, 52, 122. Intervention in *‘ Pralius '’ episode,
75-

PriLoxenus. Monophysite theologian, Man of Antioch, 14. Accuses
Martyrius the Bp., 15. Accuses Calendio, 43. Demands anathema on
Theodore from him, 55. Procures deposition of Flavian, 57. Regarded
as lukewarm by zealots, 85. Theological position as authority, 85. Exiled
to Gangra, 94. Death, 95. Standard Monophysite authority, 191. Tenets,
192, 201—3.

PHILOXENUS OF DULICHIUM (nephew of above), 114.

Pitorius. Stepson to Belisarius, 161.

Prarius. Student and monk, Youth and education, 74. Hero of episode
at Alexandria, 74-—7.

ProBus. Monophysite and theologian. Reverts to Chalcedon, 183.

Procorius. Historian. Account of plague, 126,

ProTerIUS. Bp. of Alexandria, 16, 19, 23. Murder of, 24.

ProLemy. Egyptian Bp., 143. Death at Constantinople, 165.
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R.
Rurinus. High-priest of secret pagan hierarchy, 77.

S

SeEverRuUS. Monophysite theologian and Bp. Moderate type of Monophysite,
14. On consecration of Aelurus, 24. Accuses Macedonius, 56. Elected
Bp. of Antioch, 57. Previous career, s57-9. Work as Bishop, 59~60.
Evidence of his letters, 63. Experiences at Beyrout, 80-81. As Bishop,
82-7. Anathematized on ‘* Orthodoxy Sunday,” 8g—go. Accusations
against him, go. Order for arrest; exile, g4. Relations with Theodora,
108. Declines invitation to ' collatio,”” r113—4. Present at second
Conference, 115. His reason for its failure, 1r16. Charges against him,
117-8. Condemnation, 119. Death in Egypt, 119. Dispute with Julian
of Halicarnassus, 122. Evidence concerning episcopal consecration at
Alexandria, 122, n. Supposcd appearance to Jacobus Baradaus.
Friendship with Julian of Halicarnassus, 151. Controversy with him,
153—156. Position as standard Monophysite authority, 160, 191,
Systematizer of Cyril, 192. Characteristic term ‘' synthesis,”’ 192.
Denounces Eutyches, 195. His Christology, 196-201.

Surrin. Christian wife of Chosroes I1., 187.

SiLvERIUS. Pope and martyr, 119-20.

Simprictus.,  Pope.  Protest at honour to Timothy Aclurus, 31.  Protest at
consecration of Stephen of Antioch. Supports John Talaia, 43, 48.
Death, 43. :

Sopnia. Empress. Her Monophysite sympathies, 164.

SorarRoNIUS. Bp. of Jerusalem. Protests against Monothelitism, 190.
Surrenders Jerusalem to Omar, 190.

StepHeN I. Bishop of Antioch. His consecration. His death, 35.

StepHEN 1I. Bp. of Antioch. His consecration. Roman protest. Death, 35.

StepPHEN oF CyPrRUS. Monophysite Bishop. Arrested by John Scholasticus,
165. Recants under torture, 167. Attempted re-consecration, 168,

STEPHEN BAR Subpalri. Monophysite mystic, 152.

T.

TueMmistius. Leader of ** Agnoetae,” 156.

THueopora. Empress. Protector of Monophysites, 101. Influence on
Justinian, 107. Theological position, 108. Home for heretical hermits,
108. Sends John of Hephastus to Syria, 110. His failure, 111. Procures
translation of Anthimus to Constantinople, 114. Makes her plans for
securing Pope, 119. Invites Theodosius to Constantinople, 123. Her
influence, 127. Her mission to Nubia, 139-40. Her death, 140.

TiEOoDORE Askipas. Bp. of Casarea, 126—7. Condemns Origen. Share in
starting the ** Three Chapters ' controversy, 129.

TiEODORE oF EDEssA. Secretary to Rufinus, 77.

TiHEODORE OF MoPSUESTIA, 6, 7, 20. Condemnation, 129, 131.

TieonpoRE OoF Puirxk. Egyptian Bp. Asked to consecrate a Patriarch, 175.
Appoints an “‘ attorney ' to work, 176.

TureopoRE oF Ruamnia. Consecrated Patriarch, 176. Resigns, 180.

Tureoposius II. Emperor, 13, 14.

THroposius. Monk and agitator, 18, 19.

Tueoposius. Mono. Bp. of Alexandria. Resident in C’ple, 109. At Con-
ference (536), 118 Election as Bishop, 122. The riots with Gaianists, 123.
Exiled, 124. Offered Patriarchate, 1z24. Life as Arisphoca, 127. Conse-
crates Jacobus Baradasus, 134. Allows him to consecrate in Egypt, 136,
Local rules, 136, n. Regarded as the head of the Monophysites, 142.
Begins to distrust Jacobus Baradazus, 143. Asks Paul the Black to act for
him in Egypt, 143. Final precautions, and death, 143. Writes against
the * Tritheites,”” 158. Position as a standard Monophysite authority
160, 191. His tenets, 203—4.

B
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Treonas. Tritheite Bishop, 158.

THeorHILUS. Bp. of Alexandria, 6.

TreoPHILUS. Mono. Sectary, 150. .

TiBERIUS. Emperor (regent), 170. Refuses to persecute, 171. Permission,
172,

TiMoTrHY, AELURUS. Agitator at Alexandria, 16. Consecrated Bp., 23.
Murder of Proterius, 24. Arrest and exile, 26-7. Complaints, 26, n.
His theology, 30. Recall by Basiliscus. Triumphal entry, 31. Presides
at Council of Ephesus, 32. Return to Alexandria. Lenity, 32. Left
alone by Zeno, 34. Death, 39. Denounces the Mono. sectaries, 150.
Condemnation of Eutyches, 194-95. His tenets, 196.

Timotuy II. Mono. Bp. of Constantinople, 20, 56, 57.

TIMOTHY SALOPHAKIOLUS. Patriarch of Alexandria, 27. His tolerance, 28.
Theological position, 28. Death, 40.

Timoruy III. Mono. Bp. of Alexandria, 203.

Tutus. Roman legate at C'ple., 49.

V.

ViciLius. Pope, 47. Present as deacon at Conference of 536, 116. DBargain
with Theodora, 119. Communicates with Monophysites, 120,
ViTaLiaN. Comes Orientis. Seeks to arrest Severus, 94.

Z.

ZacHariaH. Friend of Severus, 58. Adventures at Alexandria, T4—7.

Zeno. Emperor, 30. Exile, 31. Return, 33. Policy, 38. Attitude to
Timothy Aelurus, 39. Draws up Henoticon, 41. Exiles Calendio, 43.
Recalls Peter the Fuller, 44, Regards Italy as lost, 45. Receives petitions
against Peter Mongus, 46. Intercedes for him with Rome, 49. Is directed
by Felix to take order in the matter, 50.

ZoiLus. Bp. of Alexandria, 126-127.

Z'ora. Monophysite hermit. At Conference of 536, 115. Attempt at
arrest, 116. His reputation, 117, n.

Zuvzo. Nurse to Peter the Iberian, 69.



CHAPTER 1.
CHURCH AND STATE IN THE FIFTH CENTURY.

THE end of the fourth century saw Nicene Christianity the
established faith of the Roman Empire, and it was a cardinal
feature of imperial policy in the fifth and sixth century that
“ Orthodoxy ”’ (by which was meant the type of Christianity
that the court favoured) must be made the religion of the
State, and of every subject of it. It was but a slight variation
of an old rule: previously, readiness to accept Caesar-worship
had been the test of loyalty, and of fitness for state employment,
but Christianity had fought resolutely against that tyranny,
and had overcome it. Therefore, the empire now entered into
partnership with the great organization that had vanquished
it—the Catholic Church, and Cezesar’s worship took the place
of Cesar-worship as a test.

This process of taking into partnership was begun by Con-
stantine (whose Christianity perhaps can hardly be said to
have gone farther than the conviction that the power that had
been able to overcome the Empire must be somehow divine)
and it reached completion when Theodosius made Paganism a
penal offence.

The implied agreement ran much on these lines. The Church
was to hold the Empire together, giving to all its subjects
that universal religion which all men felt to be necessary, and
which it had been proved that Ceesar-worship could not be : the
Empire in return gave force to Church rulings, and high position
and privilege to its officers, while it ‘‘ restrained with the civil
sword the stubborn,” who were in this case the heretics.

The Church was perfectly willing to enter into this partnership,
and to see, as sometimes happened, its Bishops acting as State
agents for the repression of the crime of paganism.

It was, indeed, an axiom of all political theory at the time,
that it was the duty of the State to assist all its subjects in
the living of ‘‘ the noble life,”” and that guardianship of the truth

X
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and of true religion was the first duty of the Emperor. When
all argued on this assumption, the question, ‘“ what is truth,
and which is the true religion ? ”’ was bound to cause suffering :
all men were persecutors in theory, it was only persecution of
‘“ the truth ”’ that was so-objectionable in each case.

We must own, however, that the conception was in itself
supremely noble. Ideally it was a quasi-sacramental union of
the spiritual and secular sides of life ; according to it, the whole
of the administration and the law-giving would be guided by
the spirit of Christianity. That was an ideal that could capti-
vate the minds of men ; for its sake they would struggle, and, to
preserve it, they might even shut their eyes to much that was
unworthy of it. The ideal failed, but it did not fail because
it was an ignoble one, but because it was too noble for the
human instruments who strove to work it, to apply worthily ;
too great for them to hold in due proportion with other truths.
Having failed, it was with this as with other truths, corruptio
optimi pessima. But even so, it did not pass away quickly :
both East and West did homage to it for many a century, and
both made noble efforts to embody their ideal of a Christian,
a ‘“ Holy Roman’’ Empire; it ruled the thoughts of men until,
within one century, the Reformation rent the West asunder,
and the last remnant of the Eastern Empire bowed to the Turk.*

Then, the ideal of a government that was at once imperial
and paternal, caring for the spiritual and temporal needs of its
subjects, passed away gradually, and one of laissez faire and
liberty took its place. Thinkers proclaimed that he who would
be a man, must needs be a Non-conformist ; this conception
was simply unthinkable to an earlier age, which would have
held that it was the primary duty of every man to do his part
1n assisting the state to enforce the true and beautiful.

Now, there are signs that the tide in the minds of men has
turned once more, and the drift of opinion seems to be towards
the old ideal in a new form, and we are taught that it is the
duty of the State to guard the interests of all its subjects, and
to ensure them at least equality of opportunity! It is true
that those who hold this often hold also that the State has,
and can have, no religion. An attempt has been made to

* It may be said to have lingered even longer in the West, but in debased
forms such as the "' cujus regio ejus religio ”’ and the like.
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carry this to its logical conclusion in Russia, and to forbid the
public practice of any religion whatever, and in fact, to
persecute all alike. This is, however, an admitted aberration
of over-logical minds, and we question whether the non-religious
theory of the State is more than a result of ages of religious
division. Supposing (per impossibile, perhaps) a religious
synthesis effected, will it be always an axiom that the socialistic
state that is to stand in a quasi-paternal relation to all its
subjects, must regard their highest and most enthralling interests
as a matter altogether outside its sphere ?

We have for our subject the history of an attempt to apply
the “ State-church ideal’’ to facts, in the Roman Empire of
the fifth and sixth centuries. We shall see its success, as regards
part of the Empire, where it erected a bulwark of civilization,
that endured for a thousand years ; its breakdown, as regards
others, where it encountered a spirit of nationality with which
it had no sympathy, and which it could not overcome.

So we have, in our period, the beginning of an age of schism
that lasts to the present day; schisms like those of the
Novations and the Donatists had existed before, but almost all
of thesc older divisions had ceased to be. This was partly
because uniformity in the expression of faith had not yet become
a craze with the church in their day, partly because they had
failed to find the national point d’appui that was to give
permanence to others. Now, we have the beginning of divisions
that shall endure; divisions of Copt, Syrian, Armenian,
Assyrian, from the Greek and from one another, under titles of
Nestorian, Jacobite, and the like ; these schisms are accom-
plished facts by the middle of the seventh century. Somewhat
later, Latin Christianity splits off from Greek, and Teutonic
from Latin, and the fissiparous tendency is indulged in, almost
ad infinitum. Now at last there are signs of the turning of this
desolating tide, and of a drift back towards union once more.

Yet, when this ‘* age of schism ” was beginning, the religio-
imperial idea had a strong hold on the minds of men, and any
that might revolt from the current attempt to embody it did
not throw over the ideal, but would often (as was the case with
the Latins, for example) set about attempting to realize it for
themselves, in what they fondly hoped would be a better form,
in a Holy Roman Empire.
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In both cases, the Church benefited from the attempt, but
suffered from the conditions under which the attempt was
made. The great Empire that made it was inevitably breaking
up, slowly but surely; and as each one of the two main
divisions must needs have its own state Church, the Church was
broken with the Empire, and the schism of East and West
came into being. Human ambition and perverseness (the
rivalry of the sees of Rome and Constantinople) might have
brought about this result in any case, and as things were, they
affected it in many ways.

Each part of the Church had its own trials. In the West
the Empire itself broke down, and the absolute need for some
machinery of order thrust secular power on the Church, and
her officers succumbed to its temptations. In the East, the
Empire survived and was able to assimilate the Church and
make it practically a department of State; the system of
Diocletian was extended in a Christian dress ; heresy, like
paganism, became an offence against State order rather than
against Christian love and truth, and the Bishops were Imperial
agents for its punishment, rather than right reverend Fathers
in God. Truth became a thing for the Emperor to regulate
and for disputants to sharpen their wits on, rather than a
revelation from on high that should give life and freedom.

Further, the Empire that thus assimilated so large a part of
the Church was itself decadent and tawdry. Its history, with
all its brilliance (and its importance as a guard to human
development has been much under-rated) is yet the history of
a decline and fall, though it be one that took a thousand years
to accomplish, and that was redeemed by many efforts at
renascence. Thus, the history of the Church in it is not,
indeed, the story of a living man bound to a corpse, but that of
a young life coupled to one slowly dying of creeping paralysis ;
one, fettered thus, acquires such ways of thinking and acting
that, when at last the link is severed by the death of the partner,
he has lost the power of thinking or acting as one that is
free.

Finally, the Empire was Greek. By that is meant, not
Hellenic, but what the Roman of old meant by * Graculus,”
and its citizens by *“ Romaic.” Being Greek, its policy was to
“ Graecize ”’ (if we may be allowed to express a barbarous
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process by a barbarous word) all nationalities within it : this
naturally commended itself to all Greeks, as obviously for the
benefit of those concerned, even if they were misguided enough
to object to it! It was like the project of ‘‘ anglicizing the
native,” which was once a commonplace of benevolent thought
in India, or the fetish of uniformity which, applied in other
circumstances, has lost both Scotland and Ireland to the
English Church.

The Church was the instrument by which this process of
““ Greecization ”’ was to be effected, and the officials thereof,
who not only took their own religion in a Greek dress, but who
could not conceive of its existence apart from that expression
of it, were very willing instruments of a policy that they
entirely approved. This type of ecclesiastic survives in the
Balkan States to this day.

There were, however, nationalities that resented this
assimilation and, in resisting, these fought their battle on the
religious field, taking sides in the doctrinal and ecclesiastical
quarrels of the age accordingly. Had the embryonic national
feeling of Syrian and Copt been allowed by the Emperor such
expression as the Mussulmans were wise enough to permit it,
the schisms of the Christological controversy might have been
avoided, and the nations would have been content to remain
in the Empire, instead of seeking for a recognition of their
national existence and national faith under the rule of another
religion.

The doctrinal question under discussion, and round which
the battle of nationality was fought, was, of course, that known
as the Christological. The doctrine of the full deity of Our
Lord was fully admitted by the Church throughout the Empire,
and that question was settled, though the fact that the various
Gothic nations had embraced Arianism had introduced a sad
complication into a great political problem of the day. Within
the Empire, however—that is to say, within the Catholic Church
—no abandonment of the Nicene decision was even thinkable.
Its doctrine was the common heritage of, and its standard the
authority invoked by, all the parties who disputed on the
Christological question, ** Given the full deity of God the Son,
how 1is this divine being also man ? "’

Two schools of thought were striving to give an answer, but



