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Kavévag ard toug Hatepeg thg "Exkinolag tod téraprov aldva BEV EPEN-
A& Vi Ennpedoet 1000 TOAD TOLG netayevéotepovg oo 6 "Enfokonog Tiig
Kaioapetog Eboéplog. At elye obte 1) S1votLe. oUTE TNV TVEVHLUTLKT] UV
iy peydioy Konradoxdv Matépov, GAAe 1| Oeoroyla Tov NTay avappi-
Bora dpB6doEN. Ol KoAukeleg TOV yie 10 Meydho Kwvotavtivo NTay ov-
yvi dmokpovotikd brepPorikés. "Hrav Spoc Evag poppmpivog Gvlpmmnog
nov elye tig Sukég tov 1déeg. Kal o ovo Obpote. STPOKELTO VI SLUHOPPDOEL
) okéyn tob péddovrog: ot Prhocopla TG Totoplag kui ard poho 1ob
Xptotiavod Adtokpatopa.’

To PiPrlo tov *Exxdnotacrin) ‘lovopla, mob Oneg paivetal elye peyaiv-
tepn Stadoon Gnd kabe GAho PipAio £xelvng tiic troyiig, SEEppuoe i otd-
on Grévavtt oty ‘Totople, mod ftav KatvovpyLd Y1t TOV KAUOIKO KOOHO.
Of 'Apyaiot “EMAnveg ovyypageis EfAernay Ty ‘Totopla (g pla dradoxn
neptodov. Of moltiopol yevviobvrat, dxpatovy, rupukpatovy Kui TEQPTOLV.
TAv éroxn 100 Alyovotov, oi Popatot {otopikol kai & "EAAnvag TToAvfltog
EAmitay 6t 1 Popoikn Abdtokpatopio fjtav pio {otopikn neplodog axpilg
TPOOPLOHEVY VO KpaTNOEL YLl Thvta, "AAAG M| rapokpty tiig Phpng mou Eyive
pavepn todg Emdpevovg aldves, tvioyvoe Eava v raMa Oeople yua )
180y v Teptddmy. Ot Xprotavol Gatdoo dév propoboay vi T oexToby.
't adrove O &pyopdg 1ol Xptotob atdv kOGO ftay Eva lotopikd yeyovog
nov dihate OAGTEND TV ‘Totopla, tfig Onofag 10 dmdyelo O EpyoTay pe ™
Aevtépa Tapovoia. ‘O Ebotfrog oav & npdrog peyarog Xprotavog loto-
ke, mloteve mog T xépL tob Ocob 6dnyoboe v ‘lotopia oty TEALKT)
g 6hokMipwon. ‘H Opnoxevtikly petactpopl 100 Kwvoraviivov frav 1)
eloayoyn otV tehevtaia peydAn npdtn tob dpaputoc.

Mtd tétota dveidnyn tiic ‘Totoplag frav E&vn otV nakaid GIAOCOPLKT)
rapadoon. ‘H xatayoyh e firav lovdaikn. I tovg lovdaiovg to yEpt
1o Ocol Hnyoboe v Totopla tpdg Sperog kai kanote Tpog Tipwplia ToD
nepovotov Aaob. ‘O oy tfig "AleEdvdpelag Edeige nog 1 POpun Epepe

e

1, I 10 Soxfuto adro elpar fabditata droyxpewpévos atd Evilagipov dplpo tob N, H,
Baynes, «Eusebius and the Christian Empire» atd Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (Lon-
don 1955) oeh. 168 - 72 kal atd tipOpo 100 F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Phi-
losophy, (Dumbarton Oaks, 1966), 10 6nolo dvartdooet xai dievpovel 10 Oépn 1od Baynes,
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Of the fourth century Fathers of the Church none was to exercise a
greater influence on posterity than Euscbius, Bishop of Caesarea. He did
not possess cither the intellect or the spiritual force of the great Gappa-
docian Fathers. His theology was doubtfully Orthodox. His adulation
of Clonstantine the Great was at times unattractively excessive. But he
was a learned man, with his own ideas; and on two counts he was to
mould the thought of the future, on the philosophy of history and on the
role of the Christian Emperor,!

The Eeclesiastical History secems to have had a wider circulation than
any other book of its time, It expressed an attitude towards history
that was new to the Classical world, The old Greek: writers had scen
history as a sequence of cycles, Civilizations rise, reach their climax,
decline and fall, Roman historians, including the Greeck Polybius, had
in the Augustan age hopefully regarded the Roman Empire as the
culminating cycle, Its civilization was to last for ever. But the evident
decline of Rome in the following centuries re-inforced the old cyclical
theory. The Christians, however, could not accept it. The coming of
Christ was an cvent in history which entirely altered history; and the
Second Coming would be its culmination, Eusebius, as the first great
Christian historian, saw history being guided by the hand of God to-
wards its final fulfilment, The conversion of Constantine was to usher
in the last great act of the drama,

This conception of history was alien to the old philosophical tradition,
It was of Jewish origin; but to the Jews the guiding hand of God directed
history for the benefit, and sometimes for the correction, of His Chosen
People. Philo of Alexandria had shown that Rome had brought peace
and unity to the world and so was a favoured tool of God, Origen had
adapted this argument in a larger, Christian manner. God had sent
his Son into the world at a moment when Rome had provided this

i Sl L} — Rl i

|. For this cssay I am enormously indebted to the important article by N.H.
Baynes, ‘Euscbius and the Christian Empire’, which first appeared in 1925 and is re-
printed in Byzantine Studies and other Essays, (London, 1955), pp. 168 - 72, and to F.
Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Philosophy, (Dumbarton Oaks, 1966), which de-
velops and amplifies Baynes' theme,
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glpfivn kod Evotnta otdy koopo kal yu' adto 1Ty Eva glvoovpevo Gpyavo
108 Ogol. ‘O *Qpryévng vioBEtnoe 10 tmyelpnpa advtd pé Evav E0POTEPO
Xprotiavikd tpomo. ‘O Oedg Eotethe oV Y16 tou atdv kOopo, Brav 1) Phun
glye dmoxaraotioet Ty Evotnte adti kol Ty elpfivn, yid va propsel va
515007 ©0 Edayyého dvepnddiota o OAovg tovg Gv0phrovg. ME adTov
tov Tpono dikarwvotav 1| POun kal & OplapPog tfig ‘Toroplag Egbave, ™
otiypl) mod 10 pivope 108 Xprotiaviopod yivotav dektd amd 10 Popaio
Aﬁruxpcﬁopu.“

'AAMAG orde axpiplc frav & podhog tol XprotiavoDd Avbrokparopa; ‘O
Xprotde firav & BaotMdg, 6 yidg 100 Aavld, 6 didadoyog 10D MEAYIOEOEK,
‘H dvtidnyn y1é Evav {epéa - Paoiha of eldikn) oxéon pé 10 Oco d&v Ntav
lyvaootn otovg Tovdalovg kai otovg mpdrovg Xprotiavois, "AAA Od pro-
povoape vi mobpe 8t 1) Zédpkoon tob Oeob elye delbet mag 6 teAevtalog {e-
obac - Buothag firay & Xplotdg, 6 Y106 T0b Aavid mob elye xatefel ot yf
yi& va i8pooer 1o vopo Tov kal tdpa kuPepvotioe 10 Aad Tov drd ToV Ob-
pavd. Xpewatdtay dotdoo Eva eldog Enlyeug xvupépynong. ‘O 16106 & Xpt-
ot0g elye mel 81 10 Pacireld Tov div dviike ob adrov Tov kGojlo Kal elye ov-
othoel pdhota otodg padnrég tov v drnodldovv atov Kaloupa Soa avi-
kouv otov Kaloapa.? Kol 6 “Aytog Ilétpog ovviatoboe ativ 'ExkAnola
va tipd 10 Paothdt ToAdol &nd tovg mphrovg IMarépeg tfig "ExkAnolag
elyav Selker kolakevtiky Ektipnon mpodg tovg eldwAoAdrpeg Abtokpdro-
pec. Ta Adyte mod ypnotponoinoe O “Ayiog 'Adnvaydpag tdv 'Adnvy,
dtav npoopwvobos 10 Mdpko Adbpiiio, 0 propoloav va @avolly Lrep-
BoAtkd xohakevtikd tv d&v ta EAeye yia va bmepaorniatf tobg OpONIGTONG
100.5 ‘O Teptoddiavdg dnrdver nidg 6 Adrokpdropag npenel va elval oefa-
otdg, &neidn elvar dxlextdg to0 Oeob.® “Yrootnpllelr pdhota nig & Adrto-
Kpdropag dviikel neplroadtepo otolg Xpiotiavols napd otovg eldwAoAd-
1peg, Enetd) tov EEEAele O Bedg, 6 Xprotiavog Oedg. Ol nphiror Xprotiavol
povov ¢ Eva onueto frav mpddopor va elvat kadol roAlreg, "Av ol vopot
100 Adtokpdropa Epyovrav o& cbykpovan HE tolg vopovg tol Oeold, O
Enpene v brakoLvoovy atovg VOpous 1ol coll Eotm kal ty 1) tipwple yu" adtd
frav urdkion §| xal Odvarog,

MoAg Spwg 6 Adrokpdtopag Eywve Xpiotiavog 10 npdfinpa 0d Ernpene
va elye Abfj. Ol vépor tov Ba Erpene tdpa va guppovody pé todg VOpovg
tod Ocol. "AMAG mo10g ftav katdAAnlog va rpoodiopilel todg vopovg tob

2, Ta t0v Eboipro ig lotoptkd PA. D. S. Wallace-Hadrill Eusebius of Caesarea (Lon-
don, 1960) oe). 168 x.£.

3, Kaya Mapxov, XII, 17, Kal katd Aovkdy, XX, 25,
4. Ilpdn "Ertorod Iétpov, ii, 17,

5. Athenagoras, «Supplicatio pro Christianis», otd: Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum
Saeculi secundi, €xd. L.T. Otto, vol. IV (Jena 1857) oe). 184,

6. TepAlavog, «Liber ad Scapulamy», J.P. Migne, Palrologia Latina, 1, col. 700,
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unity and peace, so that the Gospel could travel without hindrance to
all people. Rome was thus justified; and now the triumph of history
had come with the acceptance of the Christian message by the Roman
Emperor.?

But what was the exact role of the Christian Emperor? Christ was
the King, the Son of David, the heir of Melchisedec. The notion of the
priest-king, a ruler with a special relationship to God, was not unknown
to the Jews and to the early Christians. But the Incarnation could be
said to have shown that the final priest-king was Christ, the Son of.
David, Who had descended to earth to establish His law and now
ruled His flock from Heaven, Nevertheless, some sort of earthly govern-
ment was needed; for Christ had said that His kingdom was not of this
world, Indeed, He had told his disciples to render unto Caesar the things
which are Cacsar’s.® Saint Peter had told the Church to honour the
king.* Many of the early Fathers had been rcady to bestow flattery on the
pagan Iimperors. The language used by Saint Athenagoras of Athens in
addressing Marcus Aurclius would seem fulsomely adulatory were it not
that he is pleading for his fellow-belicvers,® Tertullian declares that the
Emperor is to be respected as the chosen of God, He even argues that
the Emperor is more the Christians’ than the pagans’, because it is God,
the Christian God, who has chosen him,® The early Christians were
ready to be good citizens, but only up to a point. If the laws of the
Emperor clashed with the laws of their God, it was the latter that they
had to obey, even at the price of imprisonment and death,

Once the Emperor became a Christian, that problem ought to have
been removed. The Emperor’s laws would surely now conform with
the laws of God. But who was to decide what were the laws of God?
Was it the Emperor, the carthly law-giver, or the bishops of the Church,
the heirs of the Apostles and guardians of the Faith?

The question was urgent because at the time of the Triumph of the
Cross the Christians were divided by schism and by heresy, There had
always been schisms and heresy in the Church. But a Church which is
unauthorized by the State and is liable to persecution cannot afford
the luxury of emphasizing its divisions. The position changes when the
Church becomes an established body, soon to be the official Church of

2, For Eusebius as a historian see D. S, Wallace Hadrill, Eusebius of Caesarea (London,
1960), pp. 168 fT.

3. St. Mark, xii 17: St. Luke, xx, 25,

4, 1 Peter, ii, 17,

5. Athenagoras, Supplicatio pro. Christianis, in Gorpus Apologetarum Christianorum saecult
secundi, ed, 1,'T, Otto, vol. IV (Jena 1857), p. 184,

6. Tertullian, Liber ad Scapulam, in J. P, Migne, Patrogia Latina, I, col. 700.
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@col; ‘O Adrtokphropag, ig 6 énlyetog vopobétng 1} ol énfokorot tfjg "Ek-
kAnolag, dg Suddoyot tdv *Anootérnv kal gpovpoi tijg IlloTng;

To 0épe fjrov énetyov yart ékelvn Ty Enoyn) 1o Opidpfou tod Zravpod
1o oylope kal 1 aipeon dlyutav tovg Xptotiavovg. [lavia vnfjpyav oyi-
opare kol aipéoeg oty "ExkAnola. "AAMAG i "ExkAnole mobd d&v Exer
axoun avayvoprotii ano tiv roMrela kol dndkettar of drwypd 6¢ 0 tpinet
v dprvetat oty moAvtédete Tl duupéoewv. ‘H kardotaon 6pwg aArlalen
Grav 1 'ExkAnoia yivetar kpotikdg Osopdg, 6rav mpooplletar v elvor 0
énfonpn *ExkAnoia tijc Abrokpatopiag. ‘H Opnokevrtiky) petaotpopn) tod
Meydlov Kavataviivov ftov, motebve, aroAvte etdkpivig. Mropel Spumg
vt aréprene kal otd va droxtioet toAtika @@EAT dnd avtnv.” Tov tpopate
nov EBAERE Tovg Xprotiavoig va diyatovrat and v dypla Eptda t@v Aova-
Totdv otiv  A@pikn, kit and v adfavopevn dEvtnta tfig Eprdag Tdv *Apea-
vy oty ‘AvatoAn. "Enpene Aowrov kdtt va ylver, agol téroteg diarpéoelg
arodvvapovay moAttike kal mvevpoatika v "ExkAnola, ‘'O Kovotavtivog
0&V ftay dLavooldpevog, aAAa dv0pwrog tfig mpatng, Q¢ Abtokpliropuc Nty
Pontifex Maximus kol 81 leptag pe tiv eldikn onpaocla, "Hrav Spog kalf-
Kov tov va gppovtiCel yia ) oot téAeon tfig Oclug Autpelag péoa oty
Avtokpatopla. Topa mov elye voptpomoroet 10 Xprotaviopd énlonua,
Oewpoboe ndg adtd 1o yptog mov éxmAnpoboe 10l Edive 1O Sikalopa aAAd
kal v droypéwon v @povtiler yia 1o kakod kal yid ) cwot) taén Tijg
Xprotiavikfic "ExkAnclag. ‘H npbleon tov @dvnke xalupe o) Zovodo
tfig Nixotog, Elxe xiodag dvardfer ) datnola oty Epida tdv Aovartt-
ot®v Kol ovykaAeoet Zovodo thv Emokdnov tfig Aboewg ativ "ApA, &mi-
pevovtag va ylvoov droypeotikd dektég ol dmogpdoeis g, ‘H Apetavi)
Ep1do 5ng ftay moAd cofapdrepn. I't’ adtd 6 Kovoraviivog dropdoios
va AvOf] grd pa Olkovpevikyy Zbvodo, oty Omola Oi mpondpeve & (Sioc
Kol 9;:1 Enatpvay pépog Aol ol érlokonor tfig "ExxkAnotag §) ol Exknpdownol
TOVG,

Agv Eyovpe ﬁuupu?ﬁg Kaveva GEdnioto ypovikd t@v ovtntiocoy tiic
Zovodov 1fig Nikawag, Ty EvapEn tfic Tuvédov Exave & 10106 O AvtoKpd-
topag, aAra patvetar 611 otig teplocdtepeg outntiosic Tov UVTITPOODTEVTE
6 "Oatog, énfokomnog tfig KopvroPa, & dmotog fray & KUPLOG MVELHUTIKOG TOL
ovppovrog Eketvov toll kaipol. "Av kal pere ) Lovodo & Kovotavtivog
Eypaye otobg émokdmovg tfic Alydmtov 8t moAd TOV gbyaplotnoe mov

7. Aéyopat tyv ﬁfruwn toll N. H. Baynes y1& 1 Opnoxevriky petaotpopn tob Kovoray-
tivov a1d Constantine the Great and the Christian Church, (London, The British Academy,

1929), otd Oroto Orapyet plo TANPNG REPLYpOPn tOV Stapdpmy dAndwemy mou Exovy Siu-
wnmbfy otd 0bpa adrd.

8. BA. W.H.C. Frend, The Donatist Ghurch, (Oxford, 1952), oe). 141 x.6. BA. Erlong:

A.E. BBsurn,, The Gouncil of Nicaea (London, 1925) x.8. kal Baynes, onv rapandve ExSoan,
oeA. 85 - 90,
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the Empire. Constantine the Great's conversion was, I believe, absolutely
genuine; but he may well also have hoped to gain political advantages
from it.” He was horrified to find the Christians divided by the fierce
Donatist controversy in Africa and by the growing bitterness of the
Arian controversy in the Fast. The Church was weakened politically
and spiritually by such divisions; and something had to be done,
Constantine was not an intellectual theorist but a practical man, As
Emperor he was Pontifex Maximus, He was not a priest in the technical
sense; but it was his duty to see that divine worship within the Empire
was properly carried out. Now that he had officially légalized Christian-
ity, he considered that this duty entitled and obliged him to see to the
welfare and good order of the Christian Church. His attitude was clearly
shown in his handling of the Council of Nicaea. He had already acted
as arbiter in the Donatist controversy and had ordered a Council of
the bishops of the West to meet at Arles, insisting that its findings were
to be accepted, The Arian controversy was even more serious than the
Donatist. Constantine therefore decided that it must be solved by an
occumenical Council, a Council at which all the bishops of the Church
should attend or be represented and over which he himself would pre-
side.”

We have, unfortunatcly, no reliable account of the debates at the
Council of Nicaca. The Emperor opened the Council in person; but it
scems that at most of the debates he was represented by his chief
spiritual adviser of the time, Hosius, bishop of Cordova. Though Con-
stantine was subsequently to write to the Egyptian bishops that he had
been very glad to be their “fellow-servant” at Nicaea, it seems clear
that he took no part in the theological debates, It was only when an
impasse had been reached over the wording of the Creed that, prompted,
no doubt, by Hosius of Cordova, he suggested the insertion of the compro-
mise word, duootorog, and then insisted on its acceptance, hoping
thereby to bring back harmony and order to the Church, The bishops
at Nicaca, awed by his presence, generally, if unenthusiastically, accepted
his suggestion,” When it was opposed in the provinces, Constantine re-
garded the opposition not only as heresy but as treason. The dissidents
were disobeying the Emperor, to whom, in his own words, ‘God by

7. 1 accept the view of Constantine’s conversion given by N. H, Baynes, in his
Gonstantine the Greal and the Christian Church, (London, The British Academy, 1929)
which provides a full discussion of the various views held on the subject.

8. Sce W. H. C. Frend, The Donatist Church, (Oxford, 1952), pp. 141 fI.: A, E. Burn,
The Council of Nicaea (London, 1925), passim: Baynes, op. cit., pp. 85 - 90.

9, Burn, op. cit,, pp. 20 -52,
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toue brootipiée ot Nikawa, elvar gavepd &t dév nfipe pépog atig Oeolo-
yikee ovintioeg. Movov Srav dnpovpynOnke adiétodo otdv tpomo oia-
tonwong tob TopPorov tiig Iloteng, rapukivodpevos avapgifore kol and
tov "Oato tiic Kopvrofa, Enpdreive Ty mapepfor tiig ovpPifaotikiic Ae-
Eng duoodorog kol Enépeve va yiver Sexth pe v Ednida nag Etor 0o Eavaé-
pepve Gppovia kol taén oty 'ExkAnota. Ol &xlokoror ot Nikata, Ennpeo-
opévol dd v mapovoic tov of tEpLoadTEPOL, ohovatt ywpig Evlovotaopo,
navtog Séxtnkav v OmodeEn tov ‘H dpvnon OGpwg mou GVTIHETOTLOE
atic Enapyiec 1 OmodeEn adrh, OewpnOnke and tov Kovoravrivo Gyt povov
&g aipeomn, Al kal &g mpodooia. "Ocot Srapwvoboav oNfpulve TR dEV
Ordcovay otov Adtokpdropa, otov Onolo, cOpPwve ue Ta Idia Tov Ta AdyLa,
«6 Oeoc pue tov Oeto tov vopo elye eumartevtd] 6Aeg tig avlpmniveg LODE-
og1g» 10 -

‘0O Kovotavtivog eépdnke 6nwg nloteve ndg Enpene va gepliy Evag Avto-
kphropag amofAémoviag ot cwotn otaxvpEpvnon. Acv evorapEplnke [(O1-
aftepa olite yua tig OeoAoyikég AentoAoyleg ovte yiw ) Dewpla tfig Puoct-
Aelag. AdTH 1 mpaypatiotiky Spmg Popaikn dveidnyn dtv ftav (kavoroin-
TIKT) Y1t Tog PrAocopika oxentopevovg Dsodoyous tij¢ "AvatoAiig. "H Opn-
okevtiKl petaotpoPr) tob Kafoapa dupAove ) dwwpopa avapcon ota Goo
avijkav otov Kaloapa kal ot¢ dod aviikay otd @gd, "AALG & mord dikato-
Aoyla pmopoboe O Kaloapag v @épetal g dvinpdownog tol Ocol;

‘O Eboéfrog tiic Kawodpetag, yia 1oy érnoto, Onwg eldupe, 1 Opnoksutikn
petaatpopn tod Kovotavtivov nrav pud Oprapfevtikn kapnty oty ‘Totopla,
tfade oxomd Tov v Sikamoel OV fipwd tov Mg dvtinpdonro 1o Osod. Of
Opnokevtikég Tov avtidiyels SievkdAvvay 10 Epyo tov. Adv Sexdtay TV
ainBera tiig "Aylag Tpuadag pe o mAfipeg vonpa mob tiig Edtve 6 *Alavéatioc.
"Onag paiverar kabopd drd 1é ypayipard tov évavilov tobd Mapkéiiov Tiig
“Aykvpag, 6 @6Pog tol Zaferhaviopod tov 68fiynoe of v aveiiny
«orotayfigy (subordinatio) oty “Ayla Tpuada.!' Z& tofito d&v ftav poévog
tov, Balvetar dt N droyn adt Nrav téte yevikn oty Altokpatopiki)
A0, “H pntépa tod Abtokpdtopa, ‘EAévy, Erpege 18ialtepo oePaopd
mpog 1OV “Ayto Aovkiovo tijg "Avridyeiug, avapeca otovg padntic tob
orofov firav & "Apetog kal mod 1 Stduokalric Tov Avoryti dkolovlobos Ty

9. Burn, oty napandive Exkdoon, oeh. 20 - 52.

10. 'Emotodn tod Kovortavrivov otov Aelafius Kataxopnuévn oAokAnpn and tov Bay-
nes, oty napanave xdoon, oed. 12, pi oxdiia nod Hroatnpilovy v avbevrikdnta tic
EMIoTOMNG, oEl. 85 - 90.

11, TToAb oulntnbnke 6 Padpdg otdv droto fray Etepodokes ol andyeig tod Edatfiov.
Il e ioopponnuévn yvopn Pr. Wallace-Hadrill, gty rapandve Exdoon, oeh. 126 x.8.
BM. &niong J. M. Sansterre, «Eusébe de Césarée et la naissance de la theorie ‘césaropa-

piste™» at0 Byzantion XLII (Brussels, 1972) agh. 136 - 95, 0mov 10 Ofpa EEetaletal Ste-
Eodikd,
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His divine decree has entrusted the direction of all human affajrs,’®

Constantine acted as he believed that an Emperor ought to act in the
interests of good government, He was not particularly interested in
cither the niceties of theology or the theory of kingship. But this pragma-
tical Roman view was not suflicient for the philosophically-minded theo-
logians of the Fast, Gacsar’s conversion had blurred the distinction bet-
ween the things which were Caesar’s and the things which were God’s;
but was Cacsar therefore justified in acting as the Viceroy of God?

Eusebius of Caesarea, to whom, as we have seen, the conversion of
Constantine seemed to be a triumphant turning-point in history, made
it his business to justify the divine viceroyalty of his hero. His task was
made easier by his own religious views. He was not a Trinitarian in the
full Athanasian sense. As his writings against Marcellus of Ankyra make
clear, his horror of Sabellianism made him incline towards a Subordi-
nationist view of the Trinity.}* He was not alone in this. It seems to have
been the general view of the Imperial Court. The Emperor’s mother,
Helena, had a particular veneration for Saint Lucian of Antioch, who
had numbered Arius amongst his pupils and whose teaching was frankly
Subordinationist. The Emperor himself, in spite of his reliance on Ho-
sius of Clordova as regavds policy, was under her influence spiritually
and under that of Fuschius of Nicomedia, another of Saint Lucian’s
disciples, who was Arian in all but name, and who was to baptise him
on his deathbed.!® In this atmosphere it was not hard for Fusebius of
Clacsarea to stretch his Subordinationism so as to include the Emperor
as a sort of earthly emanation of the Trinity.

It was, however, hard for him to find justification for this in either
the Old or the New Testament. He had to look elsewhere for his philo-
sophical arguments. To the ancient Greeks the two great monarchies
of the world had been Egypt and Persia, Both claimed a divine origin
for their monarchs, In Egypt, however, the monarchy was restricted
by the power of the priesthood. But in Persia, as far back as pre-Zoroas-
trian times, the king was the possessor of the hvarena, an awe-inspiring
glory bestowed on him by the God of Light. It was symbolized by the
halo and, more materially, by the shining diadem and the shimmering

10, Letter of Constantine to Aclafins quoted in full by Baynes, op. cit., p. 12, with
comments supporting the authenticity of the letter, pp. 85 - 90.

[1. The question how far Euscbius's own views were heterodox has olten been
discussed. For a balanced verdict sce Wallace Hadrill, op. cit., pp. 126 fI., See also
J. M. Sansterre, ‘Busébe de Césarée et la naissance de la théoric “césaropapiste”,
in Byzantion XLII, (Brussels, 1972), pp. 136 - 95, where the matter is fully discussed.

12. See A, H. M. Jones, Constantine and the Conversion of Europe, (London, 1948),
pp. 172 - 80,

i

[21



«orotayipy (subordinatio). ‘O {8106 6 Abtokpdropug mapd TNV TOALTLKT] TOV
gEaptnon and tov “Ooto tiig Kopvrofa, énnpeatotay TVEVHATIKG GO T1)
untépe Tov Kol dnd tov Evotpro tilg Nikopndewag, énfong padntn tob
‘Ayviov Aovkiavod kal of 6Aa "Apelavd — AL’ Oyt KaT "Yvope — 6 Omotog
paotioe 1OV Kovotaviivo npiv neddaver.* Méoa o Hid TEToLe ATHOopULP
d&v ftav Sbokolo yia tov EVoéPro Tiig Katodpetag va tpoektelver Ty «OTO~
tayi» (subordinatio) Erot dote va nepihdfer kol 1OV Abtokpdatopa ouv Eva
eldog yivng andppotag tijg ‘Aylag Tpidou.

"Hray Spmg Sokolo vie Ppet otoryeie yu’ adt Ty droyn oty IeAatd kai
oty Kawl Awedixn. “Enpere Aowndv vi waker aAlob yid gthocopika émnt-
vetpfpare. “H Atyorrog kail 7 [epola frav yui tovg "Apyaiovg "EAANVEG
oi 800 peydieg povapyleg tod xk6opov. Kai ol 6vo loyvpifovray nog ol po-
vapyeg tovg elyav Oelo kataymyn. Ztiy Altyvrnto 6pwg 1) ovvap) thg povap-
vioc mepropldtay and 11 SOvepun tob iepatelov. Zyv Iepola, and v npo-
Zopouotpikdy émoxiy, 6 Pecthag Ntav 6 kdtoyos tiig Avarena, g 665ug
oV 1oh elxe 600 and 10 Oed 100 Dwtog kai mpokaroloe tO 6tog. Lopfio-
AMEOTay and 10 potootépavo, kul DMKkdTEpE Ano TO AUprnepd d1ddnpna Kai
1i¢ doTpaprepsc otorég mob Enpene v popet 6 Paotirag.!? Ol Tlepoikeg avre-
Myelg népaoay kui oty ‘EAAnvikn gthooopla, “O ’lookpatng nap 1)
pvnotkakio tov wpog tov Paotid 1ijg Makedoviag @idinno, 1ov ooty
kui 10V Bewpoboe, 6rog kol dAAovg Puotiiades, oav andyovo tob "HpukAf,
Evid 0 *Aprototélng Oeopel 10 Poothie loodmipo pe 10 Ale.® "O Eevopiy
tOv napopordlel pe motpéva i) yetpobpyo.t® "Otav 6pwg dpoiinkuy e "EA-
aviotikd Paociiewa, ote dnola fruv yvootd 10 nepoikd npdTLNO, AVATTO-
ronke pla prhoocopia tiig PaociAelug and otoyaotég mwov 1j0eAay mTOAL Vi
pavolv apeotol otovg avriotowya povapyes tovg, Tov Exto alova p.X. O
Todvvng ZroPaiog eEEdwoe e avloroyla @rhocopik®dy Siatpifdyv, Eva pé-
pog tilg Onolug mepieiye doxipa ywe ) Pacideia. ‘O Zrofalog anodldet td
nepLocotepa aro avtd T kefpeva otoug Iubaydpetovg pirdoopoug: ToOv *Ap-
xota tov Tapavrivo, 1OV "Expuvto, tov Z0evidw drd v Aokplda kai tov Ato-
ToyEVN. “Yrdpyet énfong pua drarptf tod "Etrpodokov Zrwikod Movamviov.
Qg nbavi) gpovoroyla tdv mubaydpetav drnoonaopdtowv propel vie Oempn-
07 10 péoo Tob tpirov aldve n.X., dv kai 10 kelpevo tod Apyitay elvat-
towg AMyo mahoidtepo. Etd kelpeve adtd Pplokovpe pla grhoocopiky dvrl
My vty Paoirela ob pla Emoyn mod elyay (8pudf] T “EAAnviotike Po-

12. BA. A.H.M. Jones, Gonstantine and the Conversion of Europe, (London, 1948), og.
172 - 80.

13. Dvornik, ot0 mapandve dpbpo, I, oek. 84 - 10].

14, "lookplrovg, ITpog Pllnnov, otiv Ekdoon Loeb, vol. I (London 1928) oeA. 322,
BA. érxlong: "Apiorotéhovg Mokrind, Loeb ed. (London 1932) ogh. 246,

15. ITAovtapyov, Moralia, To an Uneducated Ruler, Loceb ed. (London, 1936) oeh. 52-4.
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robes that a king ought to wear,’® Persian notions seeped into Greek
philosophy. We find Isocrates, much as he resented King Philip of Ma-
cedon, respecting him and other kings as being the descendants of He-
racles, while Aristotle puts him on a level with Zeus." Xenophon com-
pares the King to a shepherd or a surgeon.'® But when the Hellenistic
kingdoms werc established, all of them conscious of the Persian model,
a philosophy of kingship was developed by thinkers anxious to please
their respective monarchs, In the sixth century A.D, a certain John
Stobacus published an anthology of philosophical treatises, one section
of which was concerned with essays on kingship. Most of these fragments
are attributed by Stobaeus to Pythagorean philosophers, Archytas of
Tarentum, Ecphantus, Sthenidas of Locris and Diotogenes, There is
also a treatise by the Etruscan Stoic, Musonius. It seems probable that
the Pythagorean fragments, despite their attributions, date from the
middle of the third century B,C., though “Archytas’s” work may be a
little earlier. They seem to reflect philosophical opinion about kingship
at a period when the Hellenistic kingdoms were well established, Much
of their thought is echoed by Musonius and can also be found in Plu-
tarch’s work on monarchy,®

These writers, with the exception of Sthenidas, who uses a more mo-
derate phrase, speak of the king as being incarnate law, Musonius de-
clares this to be an ancient notion; and, indeed, Xenophon used the
phrase when talking of the Persian monarch,'® They all declared that the
king should imitate God and that the state should imitate God’s universe,
Sthenidas calls the king the representative of God.' Diotogenes says that
as God is in the universe, so the king is in the state, adding that the
state 18 the imitation of the order and harmony of the universe and that
the king 1s transformed into a god among men,*® Ecphantus repeats all
this, stressing the idea of ulunoig; but he goes further and adds that
the Logos of God, which sows the seeds of order and visits man to restore
what has been lost by sin, is incarnate in the king,2! All the writers insist

13, Dvornik, op. cit., 1, pp. 84 - 101,

14, Isocrates, Address to Philip, in the Loeb edition of his works, vol, I, (London,
1928), p. 322: Aristotle, Politics, Loeb edition, (London, 1932), p. 246.

15. Plutarch, Moralia, To an Uneducated Ruler, Loeb edition, (London, 1936), pp.
52 - 4,

16, Stobacus, Anthologium, ed, C. Wachsmuth & O. Hense, (Berlin, 1909). The
relevant extracts are to be found in vol. IV.

17, Ibid., IV, pp. 280 -5,

18, Xenophon, Cyropaedia, viii, 1, ed. Holden, (Cambridge, 1890), III, p. 192,

19. Stobacus, op. cit., IV, p. 270,

20, Ibid., p. 270.

21, Ibid., p. 278.
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16. Joannes Stobaeus, Anthologium, €k8oon C. Wachsmuth & O. Hense, (Berlin, 1909).
Ta oyetika aroondopara Pplokovrar otdy topo IV.

17. Ztiy 161a Exdoon, IV, oel. 280 - 5,

18. Zevoedvrog, Kvgov ITatdela, viii, |, Ek8oon Holden, (Cambridge 1890), 11, oeA. 192,

19. Stobaeus, oty napandve Exkdoon, IV, ael. 270.

20. Lty 0wa Exdoon, oel. 270,

21, Zuiyv 10w Exdoon, aeh. 278.

22, DfAwvog, Lepl "lwajp, Exdoan Loeb (London 1935) ge). 224. ‘'O aderpdg tob 'lo-
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that the king must be a good shepherd and be animated above all by
ptAavlpwrla.

Did Eusebius know these passages? He undoubtedly knew the works
of Clement of Alexandria, and, presumably, those of Philo, on whom
Clement so greatly relied, Both Philo and Clement discuss the role of
the ideal ruler, Philo puts the king into a special relationship, or kinship,
with God, Whom he must imitate, bringing order out of disorder; and
he should receive the honours due to an image of God. He is incarnate
law, so long as he 1s himself law-abiding and just, In talking of Joseph
he says that his decisions were inspired by the Logos.?® Similarly, Clement
calls Moses incarnate law, ‘since he was guided by the best Logos’,
He quotes the Pythagorean Eurysus, who says that the king is fashioned
by the supreme Artificer, Who uses Himself as a model.?® Eusebius
must have known these passages; but equally certainly he studied the
works of Plutarch; and in many ways Plutarch’s thought is nearer to
his own than is the thought of Saint Clement. Plutarch, in his Letter
to an Uneducated Ruler, wrote that God had set in the heavens the
sun and the moon, to be a fair image of Himself, and in the carthly
states a similar copy and radiance, the King: so long as the King has
as his guiding principle the Logos of God, The good ruler has within
the Voice which always exhorts him, Though Plutarch had no liking
for monarchy, his king was far closer to the incarnate Logos of Ecphan-
tus than was that of Clement, On the other hand Plutarch was not
prepared to admit that the king was above the law, as Dion Chrysostom
maintained, He did not accept the ruler as incarnate law,

Fusebius’s views on the monarchy are given in the great Oration that
he delivered on the thirtieth anniversary of Constantine’s accession to
the Empire, It is a speech full of adulation; but behind the adulation
there is a genuine wish to work out a philosophical theory for the Chri-
stian, Fusebius skates round the problem of the Emperor’s relationship
with the law, fecling, no doubt, that to stress his position as incarnate
law was alien to Roman tradition. He followed Plutarch rather than
Dion Chrysostom. Indeed, the somewhat illogical belief that the Emperor
was the source of law but at the same time under the law, lasted on into

Byzantine times and was never quite forgotten. What interests Eusebius

. e — e S ST E———

22, Philo, De Josepho, Loeb edition, (London, 1935), p. 224, Joseph’s brother Reu-
ben suggests that it is not Joseph but the Word that is taking vengeance on the brothers.
23, Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, i, 26 and v, 5, in Migne, Patrologia Graeco

Latina, VIII, col. 917 and IX, col. 52,
24. Plutarch, op. cit,, pp. 56 - 60: Dion Chrysostom, Discourse I, On Kingship, Loeb
edition, (London, 1932), I, pp. 124 . Dion holds that the King is above the law

but he must obey his own laws,
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23, KMpevrog "AleEavipéag, «Etpobpatar, i, 26 xal v, 5, Migne, Patrologia Graeco-Latina,
VIII, col. 917 xai IX, col. 52.

24. [Mhovtapyog, oty napardvo ExSoan, oek. 56 - 60, Alov Xpuvobdartopog, Adyos 1,
Hept Baoidelag, Loeb ed., (London, 1932) I, oe). 124 x.£. 'O Alwv Orootnpilet 611 6 Paot-
Aac elvar v ard to vopo aAla npérey va Omaxovel xal 6 [610¢ atoug VOHOLE TOL.

126



o aaa T R T

B T O

is the Iimperor’s special relationship with God. Constantine is the re-
gent, dmapyos, of God, and the ‘friend’ of God. He is not the in-
carnate Logos but he is imbued with the Logos and is its interpreter,
and thus can save men from sin, God is the Emperor’s archetype; and
the Empire is the imitation of the Courts of Heaven. In the Oration we
find traces of Philo’s and Clement’s thought and, still more, of Plutarch’s,
But, even on occasion to the very wording, the Oration is closer to the
Pythagorean fragments later to be collected by Stobaeus, than to any
other later work, The Emperor is the viceroy of God rather than part
of the Godhead (though his close relationship with the Godhead al-
most connects him in a Subordinationist manner with the Trinity).
He i1s filled with the Logos rather than the incarnate Logos, The Courts
of Heaven are substituted for the universe, the Cosmos of the old phi-
losophers, and the Christian God for Zeus or whatever Spirit the phi-
losophers considered to be supreme, But apart from these modifications
the Oration could really have been written by Ecphantus or by Dioto-
genes, It was to those Pythagoreans, who had added a touch of Stoic
doctrine in their use of the Logos, that the Fusebian conception of the
holy Christian Impire was due,

T'his Fusebian conception remained the basic theory of Byzantium
so long as the Emperors reigned at Constantinople. It was not univer-
sally accepted. There was always a party in the Church, represented,

for instance, by the Studites and, later, the Arsenites, who considered,

that it over-rated the role of the Emperor, At the same time the philo-
sophers who had inspired it would have been surprised and shocked by
its practical expression in the high Byzantine period. The ceremonial
ritual of the Court, with its solemn processions, its symbolical robes,
its prostrations before Imperial Majesty, would have seemed to them
alicn and improper. Eusebius himself might not have cared for them,
for all his adulation of Constantine, For he remained at heart a philo-
sopher of the old school who was cager to use the teaching of the ancients
to justify the results of the Triumph of the Cross.

25, The text of Lusebius's De Laudibus Constantini Oratio in eius Tricennalibus habila
is edited and published in I. A, Heikel Griechische Christliche Schriftsteller, Iiusebius
Werke, 1, (Leipzig, 1902), pp. 136 {I. There is no reason for doubting its authenticity.
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Meragpaon: L. Adauflovvéin
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25. TO xeipevo toh Eboéfiov De Laudibus Constantini  Oratio in eius Tricennalibus
habita Exer &x800n kal dnpooievdiy elg LA, Heikel, Griechische Christliche Schriftsteller,
Eusebius Werke, 1, (Leipzig, 1902) oe). 136 k.£. Aty Exouus Aoyovs v augiffalovpe i
TV avBevrikdTNnTd Tou.
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