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Tours, lived in the latter halfof the 5th century,
A native of Cahors, he visited Bourges, and founded
monasteries at Tausiriacum (perhaps Toiselay),
Onia (la Forét d’Heugne), and Britiniacum.
Leaving these under the care of priors, he re-
paired to Tours and built an oratory and another
monastery at Senaparia (Sénevitre). Over this
he set St. Leobatius as prior, and founded yet
another monastery, Loceis (Loches), which he
ruled in person, the community winning their
bread from the earth by the sweat of their brows.
Gregory of Tours gives a story of the miraculous
punishment of one of Alarie’s Goths. who
coveted the monastery mill and persecuted the
brethren. Ursus’ tomb became famous for the
cures performed at it. His death is placed
about 510. He is commemorated Jul, 28 (Greg,
Tur. Vitae Patr. xviii.; Boll. Actae S5. Jul. vi.

563). [s. A. B]

URSUS (9), monk, died at the same moment
as JOANNES (510), q. v.

USAILLE (Avuxivtius), son of Ua Bai
‘li-“iltl]l of Killashee or !\-LHH.\'_\', co, T\'illi:lt'
associate of SS. Patrick and Isserninus, died
AD. 460, (dan. Ult. A.D. 4 Four Mast,
A.D. 4545 Ussher, Wis. vi. 384, A.D. 460;
Colgan, Acta S8. 658, and Tr. Th. pass.)

Bt

USIA (Otigwa), a female recluse at the
monastery of H (‘Houxa) near the sea,
visited by Palladius, who describes her as in all
points must worthy of veneration (Pallad. Laus.
Hist, ¢ 129 in Pai. Gr. xxxiv. 1232, Pat.
Lat, Ixxiii, 12055 Tillem. xi, ) [C. H.]

USTHAZANES, April 21, a Persian eunuch,
and favourite of Sapor. He was a Christian, and
suffered with Symeon, bishop of Seleucia, about
A.D. 343. Sozomen (M. E. ii. 9) gi 1 long
account of his martyrdom. [G.T. 5.]

UTEL (Urror, Urrern), the twelfth bishop
of Hereford in the ancient lists (M. H. B,
p- 621). He was the successor of Ceolmund,
who was alive in 793, and himself attests char-
ters of the years 798 and 799, after which
Wulfhard succeeds. (Kemble, C. D. 175, 1020.)

He was probably the same person with the
abbat Uttel, who appeared at the legatine coun-
cil in 786, with other Mercian abbats (Haddan
and Stubbs, Councils, iii. 461), and who as abbat
attests charters of 788-790 (Kemb. C. D. No.
156, 159). [8.]

UTTA, a Northumbrian priest of high cha-
racter, and of good repute among the princes of
his time. He was selected to bring from the
Kentish court Eanfleda, the daughter of Edwin,
to be the bride of Oswy, king of Northumbria.
Jtta told Cynimund, a friend of Bada, how,
hefore he u'le]‘m he sought the prayers of bishop
Aidan, who gave him some consecrated oil to
calm the .L-h-l‘nn_.' sea over which he was to
journey. The 1;1'E%Ji<.'l-'3e[ storm burst upon the
voyacer, who describes the results of the oil as
miraculous (Beda, iii. 15). Utta afterwards be-
came the abbat of the monastery called Ad
Caprae Caput, the modern Gateshead, on the
Durham bank of the Tyne (Jd. iii. 21). The
name, perhaps, indicated in the first instance the
sign-board of a hostelry which was haunted by

VALENS

| the herdsmen who tended the flocks of goats'

which pastured on Gateshead Fell, and its
vicinity, and it was afterwards assigned to the
village which grew up around the inn. Utta
was the brother of Adda, one of the four priests
who were sent as missionaries into Mid-Angha
after the baptism, in the ur_ut,h, of l'c;ulu: son of

Penda (Beda, iii. 21). [J. K.]

V

[Names commencing with V will cometimes be found
under the initial W.]

VADIANI (Aug. Haer, 50), heretics, also
called Aunrant, [Aupivs.] [C. H.]

VALENS (1), a presbyter of Philippi men-
tioned by St. Polycarp (dd Philip. § 11) as
having cansed a scandal in his church through
some sin of covetousness, [l:. H.]

VALENS (2), the L\\'n-nt}'—t-ighfh bishop of
Jerusalem, the eleventh of the Gentile succession.
The b ung of his episcopate 1s placed in the
tirst year of Caracalla, A.p, 211. He succeeded
('.'Iplli‘u_. and w 1eceeded 1&_'.' I:u]je-hi.tm:s. l‘lmy-
chius (376) assigns him three vears of office.
(Euseb, A, . v. 12; Epiphan. Huer. Ixvi. 20,
Chron. Armen.) (L V.]"

VALENS (8), June 1, martyr at Caesarea,
a deacon of the church of Aelia (Jerusalem),
He was eminent for his knowledge of the
scripture He suffered with Pamphilus in the
Diocletian persecution (Euseb, Maré. Palaest.
cap. xi.) [G. T. 8.]

VALENS (4), Arian bishop of Mursa in
Pannonia, and, together with Ursacius, the
h-:tllilllt_; western opponent of Athanasius. He
must have been born about A.D. 300, as we find
him a most influential bishop from the
(cf. Soc. H. E. i. 27). He was a dise ple of
Arius, probably during the period of Arius's
exile in Illyriecnm after the council of Nice.
This exile seems to have resulted in the whole-
sale adhesion of the bishops of Pannonia to the
Arian view (cf. Sulp. Severus, Chron. ii. 38),
and may have had a great deal to do with the
subsequent Arianism of the Gothic tribes [Ur-~
FILAS]. Valens remained ever firm in his Arian
views, though, like the majority of his sect,
he proved very shifty, ever striving to keep
in favour with the party in power. He was
bitterly hostile to Athanasius, being one of his
chief opponents from the time of the eouncil of
Tyre in 335, He was not a scrupulous op-
ponent. Thus, he brought charges against
Athanasius, which he retracted a
pope Julius in 347 (Epiph. Huer, Ixv
NASIUS, JULIUS (5) in Vol. I1L.
and Ursacius were ever chan
ference of western bishops at
they put forward a creed which avowed Anos
moean doctrine as to Chri person. In 339,
Valens signed, with a reservation, the dated
creed of Sirmium, but withdrew his reseivation

false before
i. 9) [ArHA-
32].  Valens
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ot the command of the emperor COllst:lnH}lﬂ.
la 359, he formed the Homoean party, which
uled the eastern church during the following
Iu.‘..lw years, till the accession of Theodosius
Z\:\L{[’] the victory to the Nicene or catholic party.
Hé pl-ﬂimbl_\-' retained, hn\\:t‘\'el', Ih]ﬂ .““1”“.‘"‘."‘1“
views to the end, as \\-‘u‘hlui fmln \Ii‘ltt‘l"ul'.:lllj_:
with the emperor Valens in behalf of .];unumms,
the leader of that party \_\‘hx'r\ (:nrn‘nmunr-fl to
evile in 366 (Philost. H. L. ix. 8). .l“"l activity
.LM influence of Valens was confined to the
. The west was always hostile to him, and
il, uently excommunicated him, the last oc

sion being at a council held at Rome in 369,
sior g 2 2 ey
He probably died some time prior to 375,
The aunthorities for Valens are very numerous.

Hilary of Poitiers and Athanasius, and Socrates
is History, h‘(':;um.tt]y :Illt‘l]]‘in[l him. ’ Gwat-
s Studies of Arianism, and Hefele’s Councils,

t. ii. (Clark’s translation) give full references for
his manifold intrigues. [G. T. 8.]

VALENS (5), emperor, A.D. 364-378, He
was brother of Valentinian L., and was born about
His wife was named Albia Dominica, by
whom he had a son Galates, and two daughters,
asia and Carosa. He was made emperor
tin March 364, and immediately dis-

ympathy with Arian doctrines, which
ed itself in active hostility to the Athana-

His secular history will be found
Dict. of Greek and Roman J!:’r'i{-j'.i"f:xr}f:‘fl.'.
il here confine ourselves to his church

He was baptized in 368, by the Arian
loxius, patriarch of C. P. In 370 he is
| by all the historians, Socrates iv. 16,
omen vi. 14, Theodoret iv. 24, with an act of
us cruelty. Eighty ecclesiastics, led by
18, Theodorus, and Mendemus, were sent by
the orthodox party of C. P, to protest against
the conduct of the Arians in that city. Valens
i to | sent them all to sea, ordering the
¢ to the ship and then to abandon
perished off the coast of Bithynia,
ebrated as ms yrs on Sept. 5. (Mart.
In 871 he made a tour through his
Astatic province, At Caesarea in Cappadocia, he
sime nto conflict with St. Basil, whose letters,
Migne, P, . ¢. x
pleture of the P

sailors to set

it. They

si, afford us a very lively
ecution of Valens. He pro-
4 tosend St. Basil into exile. Just at that
nt his nu]}' son fell sick, Valens had
Tecourse 1o the g int, who promised to heal him
I he received orthodox baptism. The Arians
were however allowed to baptize the young

ice, who thereupon died. Basi and the
':‘l'hl”“'i]l‘l'!? IIFltlli‘iL”“\' attributed his death to
p oo UEIMENt of heaven on  the imperial
fion 'd"tl-\il.]\'t Itﬂ Jlii_-l- \'-‘l]{.‘!l.\'. T2 l::'u[ a4 persecu-
t t(T EL"[}““‘ \'1‘0-})]}[1:“1]!1.: philosophers, and
s 31‘\\‘}1‘.1’1'1“\‘ _‘rsl of llhvn‘ (r:‘uiurs,.nmung
frend of ghe - (25) of Ephesus, the tutor and

and A, uill‘;:i‘l‘l‘l‘}t;i_ IJlt]i:m, Hilarius, Simonides
1eriod apainst 1mao 18 anger was excited at this
which b g; magical practic 8, by a conspiracy
is told at ||'1:\‘I i ered Flt Antioch, The story
vi myaehIn Soe, /., E, iy, 19, and Soz.

81y ”lfh;u]tl_‘:?" I‘:.H't'\‘ W Es'h‘cni to secure the
Valeng Princing {]L\ T]Jll(-nu of J]ll.‘@{,lt.ll'll!\', one of
10 magieq] -m‘]‘_'l court o cicials. They resorted

i “Antations with g tripod of laurel-

Wood ap

| 378 ¥
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modern spiritualism., The table spelled out the
four letters @, € o0, 8, whence they concluded
that Theodorus would certainly succeed. The
séance came to the ears of Valens, who put
Theodore to death and every one alse whose
name began with the unfortunate letters, the
emperor absurdly supposing, as the historian
well remarks, that he could put his successor to
death, The father of Theodosius the Great is
supposed to have suffered in consequence of the
suspicion of Valens, S, Chrysostom tco, as is
told in the article on him, had a narrow e pe
at the same time. It would extend this article
to undue limits to enumerate and describe all
the acts of persecution at Edessa, Antioch,
Alexandria and Constantinople attributed by the
historians to Valens, in all of which MODESTUS
(3), the praetorian prefect, was his most active
agent, save in Egypt, where Lucius, the Arian
Successor of Athanasius, endeavoured in vain to
terrify the monks into conformity. The last
year of Valens’ life was marked by a striking
manifestation of monkish cour:

e. In the year
alens was leaving Constantinople for his
fatal struggle with the Goths at Adrianople.
As he rode out of the city an anchorite, Isaac,
who lived there, met the emperor and boldly
predicted his death.  The emperor ordered him
to be kept in prison till his return when he
would punish him; a threat at which the monk
only laughed. Clinton's Fasti, i. 476, ii. 119,
should be consulted for the chronology of
Valens. Till. Zmp. t. v. and De Broglie's
L'Eylise et IEmpire Lomain, t. v., give good
connected accounts of the carcer and violence of

Valer The names and narratives of the con-
temporary church historians have been already:
mentioned, [G.T.8.]

VALENS (6), a deacon in Augustine's clerical
community, intending to devote his property,
like the subdeacon Patricius, to its maintenance
(Aug. Serm, 356, § 3). [PaTricius (6).]

[C. H.]
VALENTTANUS, Roman curator of Russi-
cada, who compelled Victor, bishop of that place,
to burn the book of the four gospels which he
had in his p sion at the time of the perse-
cution under Diocletian. (Aug. c¢. Crese. iii.
c. 27, § 30.) [H. W. P]

VALENTINA, July 25, virgin of Caesarea
and martyr in Palestine under FIRMILIANUS (2),
the successor of Urbanus as governor of that
province.  She protested against the tortures
inflicted on another woman, and kicked over the
altar which stood in front of Firmilianus. She
was then tortured and condemned to die by fire,
(Euseb, Mart. Palaest. viii.) [G.T. S.]

VALENTINIANUS (1) I. was a native of
Cibalis in Pannonia. He entered the army, and
having served with distinction, was captain of
the guards during the reign of Julian, when he
boldly confessed Christ. Theodoret tells us
(#. E. iii. 16) that when Julian was one day
entering the temple of Fortune with great pomp,
Valentinian was marching in the procession
betore him. Two priests had stationed them-
selves at the gate, to sprinkle all who entered
with lustral water. Some of it fell upon

Lt letters of ] ke
e ttters of the alphabet, j
RIS o 2 o ‘t Wphabet, just lik

Valentinian’s robe, whereupon he struck the
3 7
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priest and eried out that he was defiled, not
puritied. Julian banished him for tiis act to a
desert fortress. Upon the death of Jovian,
Valentinian was elected emperor, Feb, 26, 364,
and reigned till his death, Nov. 17, 375, a period
of twelve years all but one hundred days. An
exhaustive account of the civil history of his
reign will be found in the DicrioNARY OF GREEK
AND ROMAN BI1oGRAPHY ; we now confine our-
selves to the ecclesiastical history of that period.
Valentimian presents the rare phenomenon of an
emperor who was a sincere adherent of ortho-
doxy, and yet generously tolerant of the Arians
and all other heretical sects, He published an
edict at the very beginning of his reign, giving
a complete toleration in religious matters. To
this fact we have the most opposite testimonies.
The emperor himself refers to it in Cod, Theod.
ix. 16. 9, in a law directed against the practices
of the Haruspices. Ammianus Mareellinus, xxx.
9, praises him for it, and St. Ambrose, in his
oration, de Obitw Valent, Junioris implicitly cen-
sures it (cf. Hilar., Pictav. Cont. Auxent. Opp.
t iii. p. 64); yet his toleration was only directed
towa rious opinions, permitting men to be
orthodos, us or Pagans, as they ple S
did not extend to practices. Thus in September
4 he issued a law (C. T. ix. 16. 7) pro-
hibiting nocturnal sacrifices and magical incan-
tations, a law which was further enforced by
legg. viii, and ix, of the same title, These edicts,
however, seem to have been issued more from a
moral and ial than religious point of view.
They w irected against immorality, not
agninst anism, as is evident from the fact,
:h Ambrose (/. ¢.) laments, that he tolerated
the public profession and practices of paganism
in the Roman senat 5 One circumstance
al ince towards the
followers of the ancient relicion. There is not
a single ediet in the Theodosian code, lib. xvi.
tit. x.—the celebrated title D¢ Paganis, which is
lled with persecuting laws—dating from any
between 356 and : while the same
irk will also apply with one exception to
titles De Haercticis and De Jud eis, lib, xvi.
v.and wiii. The one exception is the
an heresy, which he strictly prohibited
by a law of A.p. 872 (C. 7. xvi. v. 3), which
orders the punishment of their teachers and the
confiscation of the houses where they instructed
their pupils in the city of Rome : for Manicheism
seems at that time to have assumed the character
of a philosophy rather than of a religion. This
tolerant spirit of the emperor seems to have been
helpful rather than the contrary to true reli-
gion, This appears from the fact that, under
Valentinian, heathenism began first to be called
by the name of the peasant’s religion (pagan-
ismus). The name religio paganorum, applied
to heathenism, first occurs in a law of the year
38 (C. T. xvi. ii. 18). Valentinian legislated
so for the clergy ({heod. Cod. xv. ii. 17-22),
restraining the tendency of rich men to take
holy orders in order to escape ecivil duties,
o, 17, 18, 19 ; and rendering illegal, bequests
and to monks from widows and
, by a celebrated law (l-“:_. :..’H game title)
addressed in 870 to Damasus, bishop of Rome,
under the t[-:.sd']'ii»!h'-u & De \'i1.'L, Honestate, Con-
-1 sticorum et Continentium,”
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ation. (Cf. on this celebrated law and its
restrictions upon the clergy, the commentary of
Gi]dul‘l'oj‘, Theod. Cod, t. vi. p- f}—I-, where all the
notices of it in the works of contemporary
writers are collected.) The legislative activity
of Valentinian in every direction was very great,
as can be seen by an inspection of the Theodo-
sian Code. Though not directly bearing on
ecclesiastical history, we may note his laws “ de
Medicis et Professoribus” in lib. xiii. tit. iii.
legg. vi—x., organizing the profession of medicine
and education. Lex viii. of this title with Gode-
froy’s commentary is especially deserving of
attention as appointing physicians to attend the
poor at the public expense, one for each region
of the ecity of Rome, offering thus in the year
368 the first instance of that system of medical
relief for the poor which modern legislation has
brought to perfection. He also issued, in 370,
an edict regulating the schools of Rome (C. 1.
xiv. ix. 1), upon which Godefroy’s commentary
is an exhaustive handbook concerning ancient
eduneation.

The reign of Valentinian was marked on the
whole by a tolerant spirit. It is possible, how-
ever, that he would have changed in this respect
had he lived. The influence of St. Ambrose
would have been injurious to him. St. Ambrose
was essentially intolerant. A synod was held in
Hlyria in 375, convoked as Theodoret, says H. E.
iv. 7-10, by Valentinian, to interfere in favour
of the orthodox who were depressed under the
Arian rule of Valens, Valentinian was at that
time wholly under the influence of St. Ambrose,
Theodoret (1. ¢.) gives us the decree in fayour of
the orthodox which Valentinian then issued to the
bishops of Asia. Death, however, overtook him
before he could make any substantial change in
his policy. Socrates tells a curious story (4. E.
iv. 31) concerning his domestic relations. His
wife Severa had a female friend Justina, to whom
she was deeply attached. She praised her beauty
so much to the emperor that he fell in love
with her, and then considered how he could
espouse Justina without repudiating Severa.
He accordingly published a law permitting men
to have two lawful wives, and then married
Justina, by whom he had Valentinian IL. and
three daughters, Justa, Grata and Galla, the
last of whom married Theodosius the Great, This
story is, however, vigorously contested by Tille-
mont (Hist. des Emp, v, 682), and by Bonamy
in the Men. de I’ Acad. des Ins. for 1760, t. xxx.
p- 394-405 [JustiNa]. We have already cited
the contemporary authorities. We need only
add to the moderns quoted, Clinton’s Fusti, i. 460,
and appendix, p. 110-119, where is an exhaustive
statement of all his legislation, together with
notices of medals, coins, &e., bearing on his reign,
and De Broglie’s L'Eyise et " Lmpire Romain,

part iii. ch. i. [G.T.8.]
VALENTINTANUS (2) 1L, emperor, A.D.
375-392, son of Valentinian I, and of Justina his

second wife, The narrative of his secular life
will be found in the Dictionary of Greek and
Roman Biography, we shall therefore deal merely
with his life so far as it touches on ecclesiastical
matters. His name is celebrated in church
history in connection with two events. The
first is the attempt made in 384 by the toman
\ate to restore the altar of victory and the
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pagan rites connected with thc‘xeu:nfz.
ess the documents connected with this

.mpt 1 the Relatio Symmachi Urbis praefecti
A ide, and the Epistles xvii. and xviii,
on the one side, and it o ot
of St. Ambrose to Valentinian on t!m(n‘l_:u: ({,!
g, Amb. opp. Migne, P. L. t. xvi. col. 962-932).
As might paturally have been expe ifr\l s ‘\Im—
!'Ji.,,,.e carried the day, and the senatorial petition
was rejected. The |Iml'uuw.1tt., drawn up by the
\-mm!f."!‘ 5}-nnmu:hu.\' is ln:en‘m:ni by grace z_:]ni
dignity ; the Epistles of St. :\!]ll)t‘llsc by ._.]:n_'|t
..f:intluluram:v. natural enough im\w_-\'_er in the
professors of a m-iumlah;mn, \:\‘et-‘ll5111etl'tr[11g under
the remembrance of recent sufferings, The senate
le a similar attempt in 391, but were :l%:‘un
refused ( Till. Emp. v. 244, 300, f'li-l-fr)‘ { I'he
other celebrated point connected with Valen-
tinian regards the necessity of baptism, I;U
died, or more [\1‘«]1.‘]!1|}' was murdered h}' his
seneral Arbogastes, at Vienne in Gaul. He was
-thun about t.;rem'\', and as yet nnl}' a catechu-
men. He was anxious to receive baptism how-
ever, and had sent for St. Ambrose to baptize
him. Before the sacrament could be administered
he was found d St. Ambrose’s treatise, D¢
i Valentiniani Consolatio, §\‘ 21-56, is most
interesting on this point, showing how Ambrose
superior to any hard mechanical view of the
uments and recognised the sincere will and
equivalent to the deed (ct. Till. Emp. v.
806 ; De Broglie, L'Eylise et I Empire, part iii.
and viil.). At one time Valentinian was
ned to support the Arian party at Milan,
enced by his mother Justina, who was
bitterly hostile to St. Ambrose, It is ditficult,

ancient
We poss

we have practically only one side of the
story, Thus 8 H. E. vii. 13, followed
by Ceillier, v. ¢ resents Valentinian and
he empress as persecuting St. Ambrose and the
lics of Milan in 386, but when we turn to
the Cod. Theod. lib. xvi. tit. i. leg. iv., to which
1 er, find that the persecution simply
ssolves itself into a permission to the Arians to
meet for worship as freely as the Catholics, and
a prohibition of the Catholics from molesting
them in so doing. [AmBRrosius ; J

[

VALENTINIANUS (3) IIIL, emperor, A.D.
42 He was the son of Constantius IlI.
: 1 I in Dict. G, AND K. Broa.) by Galla
Placidia, daughter of Theodosius the Great and
tonsequently great-grandson of Valentinian L.
L:’M‘LA. (3) Pracipra). The civil history of

jlluntmmn will be found at length in the [ict.
9 Greck and Romun Biography, He w
Managed by ; ]
His characte
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3
his mother till her death in 450,
i e l1' '.‘ms \\'ci\k and \'i(‘ioua:, and after
4l in‘~1‘;'> IIL il-t'ma:ml from one crime tnl:l..nuthw_:l',_
A m:];-. e ]“v.' 8 i sassinated h_\- the 11'-11_'!]([?1 of
5 J]:l-h\'mj”}“- he Vl'iiicl outraged. His reign was
g Y several laws bearing on church

Matter 1 2h157
latters, At the very b rinning of it, on July
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city. This law has been illustrated at great
length by Gothofred, t. vi. 204. Identical laws
were at the same time issued for the other cities
of Italy and for Africa, which are numbered 63 and
64 in the same title. In the same vear he issued
edicts (Cod. Theod. lib. xvi. tit. ii. 1. 46 and 47)
renewing clerical pri s and reserving clerical
offenders to the tribuna
rule which, as we shall see, he abrogated in
later life. In tit, vii. of the same 16th book of
the Theodosian Code we find a law against,
apostates dated at Ravenna April 7, 426, where-
by they are deprived of all testamentary power.
On the very next day April 8, 426, a law was
enacted (Cod. Theod. lib. xvi. tit. viii. 1, 2

of the bishops alone, a

Jud

» e issued at Aquileia or rather there |

| by an Eve (Greg. N

y
whereby Jews were prevented disinheriting their
children who became Christians. The most in-
teresting portion, however, of his ecclesiastical
legislation will be found in his Novels embodied
in Ritter’s Appendix to Gothofred’s great work,
Lip., 1743, t. vi. pars ii, p. 105-133. Thus tit.
ii. p. 106, A.p. 445, t s of the Manicheans and
gives us various particulars about the action of
pope Leo the Great against them. Tit. v. L s
A.D. 447, treats of the violations of s epulchres,
and enacts severe penalties against such crimes ;
from this law we learn that the clergy them-
selves were frequently guilty of such offences.
Tit. xii. p. 12 , 18 his most celebrated
law, and is an anticipation of medineval legi
tion. It withdraws the clergy from the epi=
scopal courts and subjects them to the lay
>s. Baronius in his Annals, A.D. 451, heartily
abuses Valentinian for this impious iaw, and
considers Attila’s invasion a direct and immediate
expression of Heaven’s anger. Many of the
remaining Novels deal with testamentary law,

and are of importance for the history of that
[G. T. 8.]

s AD, 4D

branch of forensic science.

VALENTINTANUS (4), surnamed Galates,
only son of the emperor Valens, was born in
January A.D. 366, was consul in A.D, 369 (Fasti
[datiani, in Migne, Patr. Lat. 1. 910), and died
in January A.p. 372. For the circumstances of
his death, see Basiuius oF Carsarea, Vol. L

[F. D.)
VALENTINIANUS (5‘{, a relation of

Gregory Nazianzen who, having, it appears, met
with a serious accident when making use of a
vehicle belonging to the state, by which the
horses were killed and he himself injured, Gre-
gory wrote in his behalf to Nemesius the go-
vernor of Cappadocia for a remission of the penalty
incurred (Greg. Naz. Ep. 183). Valentinian
caused grievous offence to Gregory by settling

c]

with the female members of his family near

Carbala, where ( ory, towards the close of his
life, had found a temporary resting-place in the
vicinity of a 1n.11t\']"|\', The proximity of a
number of women, whose character was not
above suspicion, was very offensive to Gregory,
and he wrote an indignant letter to Valentinian,
harging him with driving him from paradise

. 196). [E. V.]
VALENTINIANUS (8), a presoyter of

Rome, one of the Western deputation charged
with the letters of Honorius, Innocent, and tha
Italian bishop to Constantinople. (Pallad. 31.%
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VALENTINIANUS (7), monk in Gregory

the Great’s movastery, one of the monks whose

death was foreshadowed by the vision that

appeared to the monk Gerontius, (Dial. iv. 26.)
[F. D.]

VALENTINIANUS (8), abbat of the
Lateran monastery, where the Benedictines took
refuge after the destruction of M. Cassino,
After a rule of many years, he died some time
before the date of the Di: logues of Gre rory the
§ He was one of his four authorities for
the life of St. Benedict. (Dial, ii, Praef.)

[F. D.]

VALENTINUS (1), (OlaAerrivos), founder
of one of the Gnostic sects which originated in
the first half of the second century.

. Biography.—Acc urilmw to the tradition of
the Valentinian § ssed to by Clemens
Alexandrinus (Strom. vii, 17, 1(1!'_. p- 8938,
Potter), Valentinus had been a disciple of
Theodas, who himself, it is said, had been ac-
qus ainted with the apostle St. Paul (ti‘oal:"rws
5t kal ObaAertivor @codddi axnroévar Gpépovoy *
yvdpipos 8 oiros yeydver MavAw). The latter
half of this statement is wvery improbable.
Valentinus cannot have begun to disseminate
his Guos doctrines for which he is said to
nave alleged Theodas as a witness, till towards
the end of the reign of Hadrian, Before this he
is said to have been a catholic Christian. It
must have been, therefore, at that very time, or
only shortly before his appearance as the head
of a Gnostic sect, that Valentinus became a
hearer of Theodas and received, as he said, his
doctrines from him. Now we know that the
were fond of deriving their seeret
from apostolic tradition, and to trace
them back to disciples of the apostles. As
such a disciple of the apostles themselves we
must suppose this -otherwise unknown Theodas
to have been described. To him the Valen-
tinians appealed as an authority in much the
same way as Basilides was said to have been a
disciple of Glaucias, and he to have been an
“interpreter of Peter.” If with Bentley we
read Oeoda Siaknroévar (instead of Oeoddd:
arnroévar) it seems obvious to find in ®eodis or
Vevdds a contraction from Oeddwpos, or as

anostios
gnostics

doectrines

Ussher had assumed from @edSoros. In the
iatter case there would be something very
attractive in Zahw's conjecture (Forschungen,

iii. 125), that Theodas was and the same
person with that Theodotus from whose teaching
Clemens Alexandrinus has elsewhere }mwu\ed
some fragments (excerpta ex scr iptis 'F'.-‘n-rm"w.-fé).
But this after all remains a mere possibility
which receives no confirmation from the terms
of the supe rscription lll'l’t]wt[ to those J: erpta
(¢ TV BeoddTov Kal 'rns A;a.ru)um;s Kalov-
.MWIS Siackarias kara Tobs ObaAertivov
XFHPVUUS érvropal).  For “the Anatolic school ™
we know, on the testimony of other witnesses,
to have been a branch of the Valentinians,
though it must have stood nearer to the original
teaching of Valentinus himself. At any rate
this *AvaroAuch SibaowaAla, said to have existed
ward Tobs OvaAertlvov xpdvous, and to have
had, as would seem, this Theodotus at its head,
canmot be meant to designate a doctrine which
was disseminated before Valentinus and adopted

one

VALENTINUS

opinion widely received among his disciples, as
is clearly proved by the designation, so frequent
in the excerpts, ol awd Ovalevrlvov or ol
Obarerriiavol. 1f then that Theodotus was
really one and the same person with Valentinus’s
alleged teacher ®eobas, we must at any rate
assume, not indeed that Clemens made his
excerpts from a book disseminated in the name
of Theodas, but only that in the writings of
those Anatolic Valentinians from which Clemens
excerpted, Theodotus was cited as an older
authority. But whether such citations were
actually made, as Zahn would have it, from a
book bearing the name of either Theodotus or
Theodas, must be left to staud as a mere con=
Jjecture,

Irenaeus (i, 11, 1) speaks of Valentinus as the
first who transformed the doctrines of the
Gnostic “ Heresy” to a peculiar doctrinal
system of his own (eis Ydiwow xepaktipa Sibao-
xahelov). The meaning of these words cannot
possibly be that Valentinus was the first among
all heretics to be the founder of an independent
school called after his own name, For Irenaeus
would thereby set himself in opposition to his
own statements concerning Simon, Menander,
turninus, Basilides, The only F\ltlfllthl\L is
to take the expression yvwoTikh alpesis in the
narrower sense, and to understand it as desig-
nating a party which called themselves
% Gnostics.” These self-styled “ Gnestics” we
may recognize in the so-called Ophites whose
opinions are described by Irenaeus (i. 80). For,
at the conclusion of his description of them,
Irenaeus himself remarks that the Valentinian
school originated from those unnamed heretics
as from the many-headed Lernaean Hydra (i.
30, 15: a quibus velut Lernaea hydra multi-
plex capitibus fera de Valentini schola generata
est). The same statement is repeated in some=
what different words further on (i. 31, 3 : a tali-
bus matribus et patribus et proavis eos quia
Valentino sunt ... necessarium fuit manifeste
arguere). The only remaining difliculty is
found in the circumstance that we do not know
whether the words in Huer. i. 11, 1 (which,
moreover, have been handed down to us with
a variation of text), are Irenaeus’s own words or
a quotation from un older authority. 'The old
Latin text renders them thus: * Qui enim est
primus ab ea quae dicitur gnostica haeresis
antiquas in suum characterem doctrinas trans-
ferens, Valentinus sic definivit.” Epiphanius
reads, on the other hand: § uév ~yap wpaTes
amd TS Aeyouévns yrwoTikhs alpédews TS
apxas eis v xaparxripa dFacwakeiov pebap-

péoas Odaherrivos obrws Inpopdpnpoer (L
éAnpordymoer). Similar expressions recur i.

24, 7 (illorum enim theoremata accipientes, in
suum characterem doctrinae transtulerunt),
and i, 28, 1 (mu].“lllll characterem doctrinae
l‘nll'iiihur) Hereby it seems that the ul:gm\l
reading in i. 11, 1, also have been Tas
apyalas eis f5wv XapakTipa Sibackrarlas, and
also to be proved that the words in question are
Irenaeus’s own, to whose peculiar dietion they
appear to belong. Irenaeus then informs us
that Valentinus transformed the already existing
doctrines of those nameless (Ophitic) Gnostics in
a way peculiar to himself, and so became the
founder of a new form of doctrine, The cor=

mus

by him as an external authority, but rather an | rectness of this statement will appear further
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o when we come to 4 detailed deseription of
. Valentinian system. Concerning the home
lity of these so-called * Gnostics”

T_,ill' 5
and Jocality : )
I;-L:n':ull-*‘ tells us nothing. But we know from

ther sources that those Ophite parties to whom
;n refers had their homes both in Egypt and

y

b'\z'l:wrrning the fatherland of Valentinus him-
It J-;}nip}iilllill-“ is the first to give, us :I.L‘L'Ll\]'.‘lt‘.f}
information, which, hnwv.rul'. he I(l('l‘l\'{’:I not from
any older writer, but simply, it appears, from
oral tradition (lipiph:almus, Haer, xxxi. 2), Ac-
gording to this his native h:_:mc was on t‘]u: Elomb
of Egypt, and he 1:9:!:1\'{’[] instruction Jin (ri-pek
literaiure and science a\tﬂ Alefu:}u!rla (alrov
yeyeriobas @psﬁwvw:’rv s Ai'}:urrruu | mapa-
Atdrnw s €v’Adefavdpela Be meraidetofar THy Taw
‘EAMvor Tadeiar). This statement appeurs to
have been derived from an Egyptian local tra-
dition. Whether the name assigned to the
district is correct or not, seems impossible to
determine.  (For ¢peBovirny or ¢peBuviryy
some ‘have proposed to substitufe @fevoriryy
Nrevorirny ®apBaiblrnr.) In various parts of
Egvpt (év 79 ’AfpBlrp kal Mposwmity kal
"Apaevoity kal ©nBaldy, kal Tols kaTw pépeot Tijs
rapahlas, kal *AAefavipeomolitp) there were
found, in the time of Epiphanius himself (Haer.
xxxl, 17) scattered relics of the Valentinian sect.
The statement, that the birthplace of Valentinus
was in Egypt, was probably derived from the
traditional reports of these Egyptian Valenti-
nians of the fourth century.

It may, on the other hand, appear doubtful in
what place or country Valentinus first came
forward with his Gnostic doctrines. Epiphanius,
who makes him begin to teach in Egypt, relates
further that he also went to Rome, and appeared
i a religious teacher there, but that, both in
Egypt and at Rome, he was regarded as orthodox,
aud first made shipwreck of faith in Cyprus, and
ln-;a:l to disseminate heretical opinions (/. c.
Evoifigato 8¢ oTos ) kifpvyua kal &v Aiylrre
s v+ s GAAG Kal &v ‘Pdpp dverfiv KexfipuXev.
Eis Kimpor 8¢ éAnAvfds, &s vavdyiov tmoords
Puoel cwpaTikds, Tiis mlorews ékéoTn, kal Ty
vow derpdrn. *Evopllero yép mpd Todrou uépos
XeW evaeBelas év Tols mpoeipnuévors Témoist &y
'E“T!'J Kimpew Aowmdv eis €oyator doeBelas
MMAake. k. 7. A.). But this statement rests
merely on a confused combination of different
:ﬂcoun.is. Aceording to Irenaeus, Valentinus

flourished ” at Rome i the times of Pius and
fmuu,tus (fikpaoe érl TNy rxal mapéueiver
s Avieqiroy Haer. iii 4, 3). Epiphanius,
U‘n‘ the other hand, read
i'lulnstU" H«_cr. 38) in the odvrayua of Hippo-
“‘\“ﬁ:?mr];ﬁh‘:“"L""L_“'LU"I STUHL} once in the com-
werning r]."d’nlltull: s but being drawn I)_}- over-
Tedange gy M0 apostasy had, during his
doctrine, (Et 'ii'jl’“.‘f, _I'I"In'-umlcq .hif; |aert:tu“.-1]
Platiop Flutu;n I'-lil-ltm-m lil.unlum fuit in Eecclesia,
Trvo deceptus “Lr“* i“’-\l%ﬂillill]‘ll errore non
vinitia coepit 'Ul », Cegensque in Cypri pro-
C"Flﬂ)inimrlt} 0¢ defimire.) Epiphanius, we see,
. ing the diff

(as we learn from

Which j : nt accounts and traditions
the o = Various ways had reach him, drew |
conclusion  ghat ‘ |

, after teaching orthodox
Fhostic Ypt and Rome, he propounded his
;i"ll.iJ{ ) stem first, in Cyprus. But we cannot
fiiJILz‘is]1iI;:i whmz Irenacus speaks of Valentinus’s

£ at Rome during the times of Pius

doctring jp, E
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and Anicetus, he refers to the fact, that his chier
activity as a religious teacher was then dis-
played, and that under Anicetus he stood at
the head of his own Gnostic school. With this
there will be no difficulty in reconciling Tertul-
lian’s statement, that Valentinus no more than
Marcion separated himself from the Church on
his arrival at Rome (Lraescript. Hueret. 36).
For the Guostics, for the very sake of dis-
seminating their doctrines the more freely, mude
a great point of remaining in the Catholie
church, and made use for that end of a twofold
mode of teaching, one exoteric for the simpler
sort of Believers, the other esoteric for the
Initiated, The proof of this is found in the
fragments which have come down to us, the
most part of which purposely keep the peculiarly
Guostic doctrines in the b ground. Tertullian,
in another place (adv. Valent. 4), gives, as the
occasion of Valentinws's apostasy from the church,
his having been a candidate for the Episcopal
dignity as being a man of intellectual ability
and eloquence, and his having been ed over
in favour of another who had the higher claim
(praerogativa) of having been a Martyr, ie a
Confessor. This narrative, it must be allowed,
is, like so many other imputations of unworthy
motives laid by tne Fathers to the charge of
their heretical opponents, subject to the suspicion
of having been a malicious invention.

In the other place in which Tertullian
relates the origin of the false doctrines of
Valentinus and Marcion, he tells us that they
both, after more than one excommunication
(semel ef dterum) on account of the injury they
were doing to the brethren by their unruly
search after novelties, had been finally cast out,
and then spread abroad their poisonous teaching.
It may, nevertheless, be quite true that Valen-
tinus was once a candidate for the episcopal
dignity. His philosophical training (for which
we have abundant evidence—Tertullian, Pr
Haer. 30 ; Philast., Haer. 38 ; LPhilosoph. vi.,
37, p. 197 et passim), hi ability and his
eloquence may well have given him claims in
the eyes of others as well as in his own, to the
bishop’s chair. But whether this candidature
was at Rome or Cyprus must remain uncertain.
If we assume the former alternative it seems a
probable conjecture of Hilgenfeld’s that the
Roman confessor for whose sake he was passed
over, was the bishop Pius, and that Pius’s
% Martyrium ” was contemporaneous with the
martyr death of Telesphorus (Irenacus, Haer,
iil. 3, 3). But neither of Pius nor of Hyginus,
his immediate predecessor, is it elsewhere re-
corded that he had attained the glory of a Con-
fessor; for statements to that effect in the Liber
LPontificalis, which makes out nearly all the first
bishops of Rome to have been martyrs, deserve
no consideration.

We may confidently place Valentinus's resi-
dence in 1.‘-}'1.1‘115 before his journey to Rome.
.'\t‘l‘ul‘liill.g to the express statement of Irenacus
. 4, 3), Valentinus came to Rome in the time
of Hyginus, flourished under Pius, and remained
there till Anicetus. According to this the resi»
dence at Rome must have occupied the period
between A.p. 1 and A.D. 160. With this
agrees the statement of Clemens Alexandrinus,
who, in 2 passage (Strom. vii. 17, 106, p. 898)
of some obscurity, but evidently intended to

-
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be chronological, reckons Valentinus among
heretical leaders in the time of Hadrian, and
places him between Basililes and Marcion.
Tertullian (Praescr. Haer. 30) puts him along
with Marcion in the time of Antoninus Pius;
but when he states further (4, ¢.) that Valentinus
was still an orthodox member of the Catholic
church under the episcopate of the blessed
Eleutherus (since 175 or 176) he is evidently
confusing Eleutherus either with Hyginus or
with Pius. Elsewhere (de Carne Christi, i.) he
designates Valentinus as Marcion’s Condiscipulus
and Condesertor, who, like him, was at first a
disciple of the catholic verity, but in like
manner had afterwards fallen away. Later
writers, as us (Chronicon ad Ann. Abrak.
2153 and 2159 ; Hist. . iv. 11), Hieronymus
(Chronicon ad Ann. Abrah. 2156 and 2159),
Theodoret (Hiter. Fab. i. T), and others, merely
repeat the statements of Irenaeus.

Following the above authorities we may con-
clude that Valentinus, towards the end of
Hadrian’s reign (cir. A.p. 130), appeared as a
teacher in Egypt and in Cyprus, and that after
this, about the commencement of the reign of
Antoninus Pius, or in the early years of that
emperor, he came to Rome, and during the long
reign of Antoninus worked as a teacher in the
eternal (H'\" It is 1?1'“}3:!]}]'..‘ that he had deve-
loped an etly prepared his theological
system before he came to Rome. His removal
thither was doubtless occasioned by the same
motive as that which led other leaders of sects,
like Cerdon and Marcion, to go to Romej he
hoped to find a wider field for hi activity as a
teacher. From a similar motive he attached
himself at first to the communion of the
Catholic church.

I1I. History of the Sect. — Valentinus had
pumerous adherents. They divided themselves,
we are told, into two schools—the anatolic or
oriental, and the Italian school (Pseudorig. Philo-
soph. vi. 35, p. 195, Miller, ef. Tertullian, ads.
Valentinian. c. 11, and the title prefixed to the
excerpts of Clemens "Ex Tov QeoddTov kal THS
"AvaTohikiis kahovuérns SdaokaAias). The
former of these schools was spread through
Egypt and Syria, the latter in Rome, Italy, and
Southern Gaul. Among his disciples, Secundus
appears to have been one of the earliest. Ter-
tullian (adv. Valentinian. 4) and the epitomators
of Hippolytus mention him after Ptolemaeus
(Psendotertull. Haer. 15; Philast. Haer. 40);
the older work, on the other hand, excerpted by
Irenaeus is apparently correct in naming him
first as Valentinus’s earliest disciple (Haer.i. 11,
2). Then follows, in the same original work as
quoted by Irenaeus (Haer. i. 11, 3), another
illustrious teacher (&AAos émupavijs Biddoraros),
of whom a misunderstanding of later heresio-
logists has made a Valentinian leader, named
1“:1‘]‘1|lhﬁ!1[‘.:-'|', who this illustrious teacher was is
matter of dispute. Certainly not the much
later Heracleon, whose views as known to us
from other sources by no means coincide with
the statements of Irenaeus. A much more pro-
bable conjecture is with Neander (Gnostische
Systeme, p. 169), and Salmon [Marcus (17)] to
suppose it was Mareus whose first Tetrad exactly
corresponds to that of this nnnamed teacher
(cf. Haer. i. 15, 1, kab’ & wpoetpnrac). That
Irenaeus does not name him here is easily ex-
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plained by the supposition, that no pame was
given in the source from which he was quoting,
and that the agreement of the views there
described with those of Marcus escaped his
attention. Harvey and Hilgenfeld suggest the
name of Colorbasus or Kolarbasos (irreimeus i.
14, 1, cf. Tertull. ade. Valentinian. 4). The
name itself Hilgenfeld has shown to be Egyptian
(KoAdpBaais, J[nscr. Gr. 65853 Kolorbasios
Nilus, Epp. iii. 52). Meanwhile, however, the
historical reality of the alleged heretic Colar-
basus is not hereby established, but only the
ease with which the misunderstanding may
have arisen [KoLArpbasus]. The agreement
between Hippolytus (ap. Pseudotertull. 15,
Philast. 43 ; cf. Philus. vi. 5, p. 161, and vi. 55,
P 22), and Tertullian (adv. Valentinian. 4,
where instead of “ colubroso™ we must read
¢ Colarbaso ™), makes it a very probable con-
jecture that Iremaeus himself may have been
guilty of the misunderstanding of the Aramaic

pae 53 or v LSyp.  Meanwhile the
words Oftes ofy 6 Mdpros uhTpay kal éxdoxeiov
Tiis KoAapBdoov Zryijs éavrdy HOVEOTATOV YEYO-
vévar Aéywv (Iven. Haer. i. 14, 1) can only mean
what is more plainly expressed immediately
afterwards, that the highest Tetrad bhad itself
ended upon Marcus in female guise be=
cause the world would have been unable to bear
its manhood (7d &pper alris), and that it had
made known to him only what till then had not
been revealed to any whether gods or men. This
3iyf, then of Marcus, to which Irenaeus else-
where refers in a tone of irony, is none other
than the female form of the masculine Tetrad,
which for all except only the pov@raros Mdpros
has remained a Siyh cesiwmrnuévn. In this way
the express i KohapBdgov Ziyf explains
itself as one already used by Marcus himself,
KoAdpBagos is 70 &pjer Tis Terpddos, and
Siyh the highest female principle which has
revealed to Marcus alone the mysteries of the
Tetrad (cf, Iren. Haer. i. 14, 3, Ty and 15, 1,
5). As this Zuyn is introduced by lrenaeus as
the speaking authority for the of
Marcus (ff Mdprov Zryh €EdoyudTioe — és
¢noe % Mdprov Siryh—olitws &mayyéAda ]
wavaopos avTd Svyi), one is led to the econ-
jecture, that Irenaeus may have made his
citations from a writing of Marcus which
bore the title 4 KoAapBdoov Ziyn. Quite im-
possible on the other hand is the attempt of
Hilgenfeld to amend 73s KoAapfdagov Zuyfs into
Tiis KoAapBdoov yrdoews (Hetzergeschichie,
p- 288). Hippolytus (/I cc.) made this supposed
Colarbasus inte a disciple of Marcus, while
Hilgenfeld regards him as his teacher. Marcus
himself will, in any case, belong to the eldest of
Valentinus’s disciples (Lipsius, Quellen  der
dltesten Ketzergeschichte, p. 33). His labours
in Asia were probably contemporaneous with
Valentinus’s residence and activity at Rome, and
there a “ godly elder and herald of the truth ”
whom Irenaeus quotes from as an older authority
made him the subject of metrical objurgation as
the ® forerunner of anti-Christian malice”
(Iren. Haer. i. 15, 6).

Ptolemaeus, on the other hand, was a contem-
porary of Irenaeus himself [PTOLEMAEUS], and
one of the leaders of the Italian school (Iren.
Haer. Praef. 2, Pseudorig. Philos. vi. 53), whom

e

sion

doctrines
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in the syntagma, and probably on
of an ul'iliflziil'_)' combination of Iren. i.
with 11, 2, puts at the head of all other
.s of Valentinus. Heracleon was still
than Ptolemaeus [HeracLeox], and
the second head of the Italian school. His
doctrinal system u‘:n‘sltr\ be tlt;:t‘ mainly kept
in view in the FPhilo. -fflr'[N nena (cf.
[renaeus names him as it were in pa
ii. 4. 1), while Tertullian designa . 7
to his predecessors with the u':wrd.a, \ “]l.n:,_,,,]l_\.
ghowed the way, Ptolemaeus j\\';ll.cu-! along it,
Heracleon struck out some side paths (Adv.
Valentinian. 4). He makes also the like remark
concerning  Secundus and Marcus. Clemens
speaks of Heracleon (cir. A.D. 193) as the most

18

el

distinguished among the |1J:.‘?1'i111u5 of Valentinus |
i - EQE n . o
(Strom. iv. 9 73, p. 595)., He means of course |

),
among these of his own time. Origen’s to-
ment, therefore, that he had a personal acquaint-
ance with Valentinus (Origen. & Joann. tom. ii.
8) is to be received with caution. In part con-
tv-miw1':lm'==llﬁlj-' with him appearto have worked
the heads of the amatolian (oriental) school
Avionikos and Bardesanes (ApSnoudens, Philos.
vi. 35), who both lived into the first decennia of
the third century.

Axionikos was still working at Antioch when
Tertullian composed his hook against the Valen-

tinians, and therefore circa A,p. 218 (Tertull. |
L We cannot here enter into the inguiry |
how far the celebrated ene Gnostic DBar-

) may be rightly accounted a
ntinian, Tertullian indicates Axionikos
the only one who in his day still represented
riginal teaching of Valentinus. Theotin
fore, who is previously mentioned
ullian, and seems to have occupied him
much with the * Figures of the Law,” was, it
appears, an older teacher. The same w

as

ably the case with Alexander, the V:

yllogisms Tertullian had in his
hands (de Carne Christi, c. 16 sqq.).

Concerning the later. history of the Valen-
tinian sect we have but meagre information.
'1"Frt|1|fi:m, writing about A.D, speaks of the
\;l_lrmini::n:a in his book ag t them as the
:‘.” quentissimum  collegium  inter haereticos.”
This is confirmed by what is told us of the local
extension of the sect. From Egypt it seems to
h:u‘e:- read to Syria, Asia Minor, and to Rome,
Its division into an oriental and an Italian
school shows that the party had its adherents
€ven after the death of its founder, in both the
east I(]'-—Q_"i'l, SyTia, Mesopotamia) and the west
(fﬂj-’('lal]y at Rome). In Asia Minor the Valen-
ti an doctrine appears to have been mainly
gli:.l:(l’lltlttili}_ry _\lur:_-lrs, \\"nﬂ‘wds 50 \'i:_"u't"ﬁ'li\]:\‘

cked (cir. A.D, 150) by the godly elder,”
quoted by Irenaeus (Haer, i. 15, 6). ‘l]i.\t'il]l
3:51}:-1';::?:(:‘;'};“:‘:‘j;';i-l-l:l.—hy Il-u.-n:_u-u-; in the Rhone
the bishop ;.:‘ Ii -'.'(). and in the same parts
adhierents of l,"‘.ri‘l’ls‘_dl‘iru:t? to h-‘l‘\'ﬁ -n-lt. with
I{('U]e, Hlllll:t A.D, “;-IJ-‘:L‘.U.S ‘( ‘I{‘{t:r_". !) . .“).' ]]1
talian dehivel l“‘il‘l);‘i.-lﬂt‘ui[“-\“E-”Ilt\u” 4\\01»_ ot It.}na
of the Philosont 1o the ands of the ‘writer
i i_,vj.,‘:.,}:iltm,‘f'“.f‘ “ h.n speaks of ,1 th
vi. 85, p. l&s-‘;; 1';‘?!.~hlzu_xu in his n:nn.‘(lf( 08
duce 36l ;‘m:i r!au-“& lian also mentions the
the party wias di\'i-lb‘ri. ‘-“rt?{z i) between which
dinian. l'[), . l. in .L-, time (A¢
wmains of the sect w

Valen-
1 found
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in Egypt, as we have seen, in the time of Epi-
phanius  (Haer. xxxi. Theodoret, on the
other hand (/7. f. Praef.), can only speak
Valentinians as of other Gnostic sects ( whom he
deals with in his first book) as belonging to the
past—madaias alpérers—of whom he possesses
a mere historical knowled

III. Writings.—The fragments of the writings
of Valentinus have been ecollected by (
( Spic ium, ii. 45-48), and more :'n;nj'-ll e
'f"‘-' Hilgenteld (h-(.‘. zerieschi p- 93-207).
These consist of fragments of letters and homilies

1

praserved by Clemens Alexandrinus (8¢ ii.
8, 96, p. 448; ii. 20, 114, p. 488 sq.; iii. 7,
29, p. ai 83 1\ 13, 91, p. 603 ; ¥i. 6, H2, p- 767),
and of two pieces contained in the FPhil L

mena, the narrative of a vision (Gpaua) n by
Valentinus (Philos. vi. 42, p- 203), and the
fragment of a psalm composed h_\- him (Philos,
197 sq.). Psalms of Valentinus’s
are mentioned by Tertullian (de
carne Christi, 17, 20). r hand, the
opinion that he was the author of a \-,_fn.'slwl
(Pseudotertull, adv. Haeres. 12) rests on a mis-
understanding, as does also Grabe’s assumption
(Spicil, ii. p. 49) founded on Tertullian (adw.
Valentinian, 2) that he had ecomposed a peculiar
work entitled ¢ Sophia.” G was more-
in error when he
n the Dialogus de recta in Dew
gen. Upp. i, 840 gq. de la Rue ;
seribed 7b 8dypa Odarerrivov among the fr
ments of Valentinus. The s
in a more complete form in
avrefovaiov (ed. A.

: piece is found

T
5 wepL ToOU

s part of

vii. 22).
Remains of the writi
Valentinus are more al
Beside the numerous {1
in Irenacus and the Fhi
excerpts from Tl
which seem yet to need a clos
may be mentioned here: Th tter
macus to Flora (ap. Epiphan. Huer, xxxiii, 3
numerous fragments from the commentaric
(dropviuera) of Heracleon on 8. Luke (ap. Clem.
Alex. Strom. iv. s P- 595 sq. 3 excerpt.
ex prophet. § 25, ), and on 5. John (ap.
rigen @ Joann. passim), eollected by Grabe
. 1. 80=117) and Hi
schichte, 98) ; lastly, a rath
out of an otherwise unknown Valentir
preserved by Epiphanins (Haer. xxxi.
F iven by the i
and his scho

idantly  fort
ents and quotations

1 in the

ming.

I, an

odotus, and the ana

T
on,
Ptole-

r investic

r

and I-).q

—obate-

Accounts

| are

ments concerning Valentinus
Very numerous ]H Ll‘.i' W ]'HJ'.]'_’F HI‘ (tl'l':"]"" ‘Il. thi"
church. DBut many of these are so contradictory
that it is difficult to make out what was the
original doetrine of Valentinus in distinetion
from later developments. Even in his day Ter-
tullian made the complaint (adv. Valentinian. 4),
“ Jta nunquam jam Valentinus, et tamen Valen-
tiniani, qui per Valentinum.” Amone those who
before him had controverted the Valentinians,
Tertullian enumerates (/. ¢. 5): Justin Martyr,
Miltiades, Irenneus, and the Montanist Proculus.
Of the writings of these four men on this sub-
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ject one only has been preserved, the gre:\t work
of Irenaeus in five books, entitled *EAeyyos
xal avarpowh Tiis Yevdwriuov yrdoews, which
has come down to us, alas! i great part, only in

the ancient Latin version. This work was
written, as we learn from a notice near the
commencement of the third book (iii. 3, 3) in

the time of the Roman bishop Eleutherus, cir,
A.D. 180-185. The greater part of the first
book (ce. 1-21, accorc g to Massuet’s division),
which Epiphanius has preserved to us almost
completely (Haer. xxxi, xxxil X307
xxxid. 1, 23 xxxiv. 1-20; s xxxvi. 3),
and in part Pseudorigenes also (Philos. vi. 38,
39, 42-55) occupies itself exclusively with the
Valentinians ; and the refutations contained in
the following books are principally concerned
with them. The lengthened descriptions of
Valentinian doctrine fall into four main groups.
The first seven chapters give a connected account
of the whole system, to which ce. 8 and 9 add a
description and confutation of the Valentinian
method of interpreting Seripture, followed in
¢. 10 by a concluding summary of the Christian
faith. Chapters 11 and 12 give, by way of ap-
pendix, brief statements concerning the different
opinions of Valentinus and his chief disciples,
with interspersed polemical observations. Chup-
ters 13-18 treat of the Valentinian Marcus and
his followers, the Marcosians. Finally, cc. 19—
21 form an appendix to the whole description,
as is evident from the introductory words (19, 1),
and yet more from the contrast between the
subjects treated of in these chapters and those
of the preceding section (cc. 13-18B). Again,
cc. 19 and 20 give further examples of the
Valentinian (here chiefly the Marcosian) method
of scriptural interpretation; c. 21 contains a
collection of Gnostic customs and formulas which
are expressly referred back to various groups
and divisions of the sect. The Aramaic forms
of prayer, for instance, belong probably not to
the Marcosian group but to the Syrian branch
of the Valentinians, concerning whose Ilater
theories Epiphanius has some further informa-
tion to give us, derived from the above men-
tioned original source to which he had access
(Haer. xxxi. 5 and 6, cf, cap. 2-4).

Isolated notices serving to complete the whole
representation are found in the following books
of ll:_nm.u:. (e.g. the notice concerning Hor
in ii. 12, 7). The sources from which Irenaeus
derived his accounts are of sufficient variety.
In the preface to the first book (c. 2) he refers
to the writings of those who call themselves
disciples of Valentinus, adding that he had met
some of them himself, and heard their opinions
from their own mouths (évrvxr Tols dmwourr-
pact T@v, &s abrol Aéyovow, Obakevrivov uadn-
@y, dviots 8¢ abr@y kal cupBardr kal kaTaAa-
Bduevos Thy yvduny avrev)., Immediately after-
wards he indicates that the contemporary
Valentinians, whose doctrine he promises to
describe, are those of the school of Ptolemaeus
(xal kalds Slvaus Huiv, THY TE YYouny abroy Ty
yoy frapab":'dan'm_;y'rwv, .\s"yw 5:;] TGOV rsp} IToAe-
paioy, ardvlirua oboay Tis OlaAerTivov oxoAs,
ovrrduws kal capds drvayyelovuer). Accord-
ing to this we may venture to assume, that
Irenaeus had read writings proceeding from
Ptolemaeus and members of his school, and that
information thus obtained he had completed by
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means of oral communications, In the first
book (c. 8, 5) he introduces into a detailed
description of the Valentinian methed of inter-
preting Scripture a large fragment which under-
takes to prove the truth of the higher Ogdoad
of the Valentinian Pleroma from the prologue
of the Gospel of St. John. The concluding notice
(found only in the Latin text) expressly ascribes
the authorship of this fragment to Ptolemacus.
In like manner with regard to the doctrine and
practices of the Marcosians, Irenacus has obtained
his information partly from a written source,
partly from oral communications. We can
h.’\l'ti]"f assume that Marcus was still alive when
Irenneus wrote. As proof of this we cannot
admit either his occasional use of the present
tense in his account of Marcus, nor his occa-
sionally addressing him in the second person, as
Tertullian do Marcion. Still less can we
assume with S. Jerome (in Jes. 64) that Marcus
himself worked in Gaul and Spain.
tion rests on a misunderstanding of a passage
in Irenaeus (Huer. i. 13, 7), whereas another
(i. 13, 5) plainly intimates that he lived in
Asia Minor, and there also we must look for the
“oodly elder,” from whose iambics against
Marcus Irenaeus quotes a few verses (i. 15, 6).
It is, however, not unlikely that adherents of
Marcus may have appeared in the Rhone dis-
tricts in the time of Irenaeus [MArcus]. The
section which specially treats of Marcus (i, 12-
15) appears to have been derived from a written
source. But what he brings to light for the
first time (cc. 16-18) concerning the mysteries
celebrated by the adherents of Marcus is tounded
on oral information.

A written source of information
the basis of cc. 11 and 12, or at least of e. 11,
1- My conjecture (Lipsius, Zur Quellen-
f)ai&. des L}Jipfuuuu p- 159), that the account

This assnmp-

forms also

(e.. 11; 1) of Valentinus’s own doctrine, was
taken from the same heresiological writing
which ll‘t,[i.'h us made use of in his summary

review (cc. 22-27) of all the heretical partie
has been extended to the whole section ( faer. i.
ce. 11 and 12) by Heinrici (Die Valentinianise fu:
Gnosis und die Heilige Schrift, p. 40), and

have myself been inclined to agree with ilum
(Quellen der iltesten Ketzergeschichte, p. 60).
But this view has been opposed by Liidemann
(Literarisches Centralblatt fiir Deutschland, 1876,
col. 348), and by lllinmulc d (I. ¢ p. 53-36)
[IRENAEUS]). And, in fact, it lL‘I)LLllI:: only a
mere possibility, that the same writing, from
which Irenaeus made extracts to furnish out his
description of the doctrine of Valentinus, as
well as that of his two oldest disciples, Secundus
and the unnamed, &AAos émparns Siddoxaros
(interspersing at 11, 4 observations of his own)—
should also be the source from which he derives
his later statements (11, 5 and 12, 1 and 3) con-
cerning subsequent llu\'\.ll\lﬂm'nls of the school.
At 12, 2 Irenaeus is again himself the speaker,
and we must also rt'tr,ul the good bishop of
Lyons as responsible for what is stated at 12, 4
concerning differences of teaching among lhl!
Valentinians about the soter. It remains,
therefore, the safest course to restrict fo L
11, 1-3, the assumed use by Irenaeus of his old
wr |tt n authority, and to regard the statements
at 1, 11, 5, and those at 12, 1, 3 and 4 as addi-
tional notices obtained by him from other
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quarters. The words (11, 5) Tva TeAelwy Teded-

€pot 7
qu-rtpﬂi betray the same writer as those at

12, 1, of 8¢ mepl 'rrby MroAepaioy TV_THT‘I““{"T‘EP”F
(I‘,[li|'h““- dumeipdTepor), euui_ :lt 12, 3 Mqui
tem prudentiores imt;lnturI_ll;nrnm esse.” If
indeed (as at one time I was disposed ‘Iu assume,
Quellen der iilt. Ketzergesol ) Ptolemaeus
and his whole party are meant (at 12, 1) to be
sériously designated as * the more prudent or
expericriced ones,” such a description \vn.uf\l i.','"
o means agree with the first seven chapters in
which Irenaeus sets himself, especially to de-
scribe the doctrine of the Ptolemaie school, nor
with the fragment 8, 5. But neither would
this discrepancy be any proof that 12, 1 was
derived from the same older source as 11, 1-3;
on the contrary, it remains leniable that the
hand of Irenaeus is to be traced in every part of
this twelfth chapter. Buthe has here probably
in view (as indeed Tertullian understood him,
Ady. Valentinian. 33), not Ptolemaeus himself
but the *emendatores Ptolemaei,” with whose
views he could hardly have become acquainted
in any other way than by oral communication.
Assuming, then, that the use made by Irenaeus of
the old written authority must be restricted to
11,1-3, the main ditficulty is removed for re-
ling that document as identical with the
yma against all heresies of Justin-Martyr.
cond ditficulty which still remains is also
capable of a like solution [IRENAEUS]. But yet
more difficult is it to determine from what
sources Irenaeus drew his main description
(i. 1-8). That several accounts must have lain
before him has already been rightly discerned
by Heinrici. Twice is our attention specially
directed tothe transition made from one authority
to another by the expressions &nior 8¢ avraw
% 3), and eigl B¢ ol Adyovres (7, 2). Baut
for the most part, Irenaeus is content to in-
troduce the Valentinians whom he means to
controvert, without quoting any particular
authority, and simply with the word A€yovri o1
gasl. That lis statements differ among them-
..le]rus in cert particulars is no sure proof of
his having used different written authorities.
One such source may have _}_{:L?hirl‘unl and com-
bined a variety of statements. The concluding
Dotice at the end of 8, 5, “et Ptolemaeus
quudem ita™ proves only that the piece imme-
”:"‘t"]." ceding was derived from a book of
Polemaens’ authorship, and does not even
WaTant our inferring that 8, 1-4 consist of
statements from the same authority. Our foot-
< ot th-ms ]f:l:”]ltf‘!' ':\']lu".l} we vu!nu'm the obser-
he s:n’nu ;m“r }.‘l\jlsll.s.] nas sc_nuol imes d rawn from
excerpts 1:1'L>|11tfl‘l(ii Li emens r_-‘\l.ex:uuinnu:: in the
tween them PL1‘\II-t @ “\t!h- - f.he ﬂgm‘:‘!lw”tﬁ hf'l_
abd 5 oo 0‘“1: bi-m\_ttnlz:b literal. " They begin
at 7. 1 s ‘_} BN “t,'l‘ b, ]1 «"thl again re-appear
drawn from li;mt': o .1:.1'(. ,I_Ub L.‘lr}\;‘ G _H ,]u:llt]-\l
partly added by Tiarocs 6,23 7, 2-4), and
el i )Y Irenaeus himself (6, 3 and 4).
sponding sec

from 45 ¢ 65, )
of bel
schaol
see

au

g

ing become

tion of the excerpts extends
The authority thus made use
mged “lll-ltu the oriental but to the Italian
:h-:; rl‘l;"l"‘_ilnglo_ utterance in the whole
b traced baoy I:'h' .t.“" c‘n-mmufl use .cxteuzirs can
assumption 1} Fu Theodotus hm}m)ll._ Heinrici’s
Alesandsinge hat the deseription in Clemens

SHUS, if not the direct source of that

| given by Irenneus, is
pavaaiy tvres kal yrwoTikay YrwoTi- |

Clemens, has
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at any rate, the more
original of the two (L c. p. 92) proves on a closer
comparison to be untenable. The truth is
rather that sometimes Irenneus, sometimes
ade the fuller use of the original
decument. Nor can we any longer determine
i iinty how much of what he has written
Irenaeus actually read in this particular autho-
rity. For in many instances his deseription
seems to have combined two : cparate accounts ;
as, for instance, is evident from the numerous
repetitions. In regard to section i. 1-4, 4, we
can prove that he made use of different sourc
i. 1-2, 2 forms a connected whole (A). At 2,3
with &0t 8¢ adr@r begine another account (B),
which, according to Lidemann (1. ¢.), extends to
the ‘words peTaywyéa wakovor (in 2, 4), and
gets mixed up with the former account in 3, 1.
The second authority had, according to Lii
mann, maintained the unity of the Sophia, and
“according to all appearance ” (?) the identity
of Hores with * Christus ” and % or.”  The
origination of the world is here (
the sufferings (wd67) of the Sophia by which she
is seized on beholding the odola &uoppos to
which she has given birth. To the same source
B) must we refer the conception of Buds as
sexless Irenaeus, on the other ]1:1|1|!, appears
to have gone back (2, 4) to the former account
(beginning at the words 5.4 §& T0b “Opov TovToU
¢ari), and to this authority he continues to
adhere through 2, 5 and 6. With rezard to the
section 3, 1-6, which gives, for the most part,
mere allegorical interpretations, we might be in
some doubt as to its origin; but here al

there does not appear to be any mixture of )
two sources; the dogmatic form is really iden-
tical with that of A. From the same source A
at any rate derived the account given at
4, 1 and 2 of the formation of the world.

4, 5 and 4 contain additions made by Irenaeus
himself.

With 4, 5 begins the authority common to
Irenaeus and Clement (C) whose description is
1‘1-._«[m=ml_\' comple by means of A, or inter-
rupted by parallel accounts from that source.
From all this the relation of the sources appears
to be as follows :—From A are derived 1, 1
2, 4 (from 8:& 8t Tob “Opov TodTov on) to 2, 6,
4,1 and 2; 4, 4 from the words 7Hv 7e 'Axaudd
éirbs wabovs yevouévny, and on to the end of
5, 15 5, 3 some clauses (from Tabrnv §¢ v
unTépa to guyrerelas); 5, 4 from the words S
TOUTO &.Tm-‘u’]?‘eprw to the words év Tl??' wad’ ‘r‘)‘tuqn
kdoruws 5, 63 6, 1 the greater part apparently ;
5, 2—4 entirely; and 7, 2-5. From B are taken
2, 84 (as far as to 8. 5& 70U “Opov). From C:
4,5 and 6 (for the most part)to the words dedn-
Jovpynicéva @daxr}u(r;); 5, 2-4 (for the most
part) to 6nplwy kal avfpomwy, and from éx 8
Tiis ékmAfidews onwards to the end ; 5, 5 entire;
some things in 6, 1 (?); and 7, 1.

It seems certain that A and C were written
sources, The brief account, which we have
entitled B, is probably to be traced back to
various occasional notices derived from oral
tradition (2, 43 2, 1; 5, 1. 3). The here,
so-called, &vior will be the same as those whom
Irenaeus -L-v.;1ka‘ of in the pr face (¢, 2). Of the
two main sources, A and C, the former, which
Irenaeus follows with only a few interruptions
down to 4, and to which he afterwards re~

o
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peatedly returns, seems to have originated in
the Ptolemaic school, if not to h;n'e- ]JLL.ll the
work of l'Ln]mn aeus h \'-U][' Source ]:11'\! nts
what is, at least in all essential pumh the same
form of doctrine, The extr 8, 5 is certainly
made from an exegetical work of Ptolemaeus ;
from which may have been taken the
examples of allegorical interpretation at 8, 1-4,
unless they be derived from the same source
the examples at 3, 1-5. But,
one case, at any rate (the symbolical in liw'm‘nzl
of the suffering the twelfth Aeon by the
suffering of s in the twelth momth), the
same example recurs in hoth sections, we may
perhaps, from hence, ermelude that a borrow ing
tuul\ place from both sources.

xt in importance to the statements of
IJ‘(ru.‘mu.ﬂ. as a source of information concerning
Valentinus himself and his school, are the frag-
ments preserved among the works of Clemens
Alexandrinus, and bearing the title 'Ex =av
@eobdTov kal Tis avaroAuchs Kalovuérns §ibac-

s

20

as

of

Jes

karlas émropal. These are feund in the
Florentine MS., fol. 358%, with this super-
scription, after the so-called viiith Book of the

followed,
They

ition
tunws, which

Stromateis ; they are immediately
fol. 374", by éx Tov wpopnTikay éxAoyal.
appear also to bave occupied the same }
in the now lost Coder Aug
occasionally ecited by Sylburg in his edition of
Clemens (p. 385 sq.). The text of these excerpts
is come down to us in a somewhat forlorn con-
dition. The only edition ( with
the older editions of Sylburgz and Potter) is that

18

useable

of Bunsen, in the first volume of the Ana
Antinicaena  (London, 1854), p. 205-
The Greek text is furnished with a Latin

translation by

-I'l.(l'." ]I'l']'-'\:l\'.". l‘.ll \\l]l)“] we
also inde

ited for

inasmuch as in |

are |
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of the excerpta is not exact. For only a portion
of them is, in fact, derived from the Valentinian
sources made use u: ; another and not smaller por-
tion of the work consists of counter-obhservations
and independent discussions by Clemens himself.
With respect to the fragmentary character of the
extracts themselves, and near relationship
between the opinions of Clemens and those of
some Gnostics, it may in some cases be doubtful
what origin to assign to this or that piece.
Discussions belonging to Clemens himself, are:
§ 1, 70 éxhextdv omépua. .. €is wori. §§4,
5, & wilpos &ia woAAIW . .. vopodibackdiwy
aywyf, §§ 8-15, Nuels 5 —kal Tals obolais;
§ 17, from éuol 8¢ Borel on to § 20 70 droua
avrov ; § 23 from rdya 8¢ 70 wpdowmoy on to
the end dyvwordy éori Tob warpds; § 24 from
Gyvootor 8¢ to maAmay Bwabfrmr; § 27 (the
whole piece); § 34 &rw ofy & Adyos to
kapmol abrov. With respect to the last sections
from § 66 on, and especially, § 82-86, the
judgment may remain doubtful. It is evident
that the excerptor himself regarded what is
there given as Valentinian opinion, and some-
times even in these sections we find a ¢gmai or
pacl (§§ 67, 78, 79, 81); §§ 66-68, are
isolated additions made to a Ilw.i.lill\.{ exposi-
tion, the Gnostic origin of which is indubitable.
1§ 69-81, form a connected discussion concern-
ing the eluapuérn. At the same time, the violent
way in which these excerpts have been dis-
located and their original coherence broken up,
renders it almost impossible to arrive at a fixed
‘iu.|_gm|'ut. The title which fhl‘}' now bear i.\"
further, inexact on another account. Theodotus
is actually cited as :tlwil.tll'it}' in these l_’M'l_'I‘]'f.:‘-

=
(0

only five times (§§ 22, 26, 30, 32, 35). The
circumstance, that in a few laces, ¢pyol is used
| instead of ¢agf cannot prove that the writer
I meant is Theodotus, and not the Valen-
tinians (oi amd Obahavrivov or of OvoAevTiv-

numer: happy emer
of the original Greek. ¢ Oxford edition of |
W. Dindorf (vol. iii. p. 424-435) gives merely |
the old text without taking any notice of the

labours of Bernays and I}

en. The edition by
Klotz (vol. iv. p. 1-81) distinguishes itself in
these excerpts, as evervwhere else, by i
gence and untrustworthiness. he genersy

racter of these excerpts is similar to th
the like in other writines of Clemens
Alexandrinus, and does not justify the

tion, that the abrupt fra

at of
cases
assump-
Fmentary form in which
they have reached us jproceeded from Clemens
himself. 1l less can we discern in these
excerpts, “ A youthful work of Clemens belong
ing to the time in which he
striving for the first time to emancipate him-
self from the i11|’]ul'|u‘¢' of Gnostic authorit
(Heinrici, £ ¢. p. 13, 89) The kindred relation

was laboriously

in which {']--lmnn stands to Gnostic opinions is |

not

greater in these excerpts than in his other

writings. These sections, which have reached
us only as mere extracts; constituted formerly
one of the greatest works of Clemens, Zahn
(Forschungen, iii. 122) would assign them to the
viiith DBoo of the Stromateis, because he
found the eclog. proph. sometimes assigned to that

book in the quotations of later Church writers
119 sq.). DBut no such citation can
2d on behalf of the Excerpt. ex Theod.,
and internal evidence (cf. Strom. iv, 1-3) would
rather refer them to the writing wepl apydv ral
Beodoylas, or to the Hypotyposes, whose first
book they may possibly have formed,

The title

for rpurri and mum are [u]]utll.lll\ in=
(m;rr: stands § 1, 22, and
we have ¢aciv of Odaler-
afterwards, we have

avot) :
terch 'IIlfl‘-L in M
that in § _’|.
Tunarof, but immediately
rain paciy; § 41 ¢noly, immediately after-
wards ¢aclv; § 43 ¢naf, and after that,
Aéyovaw, § 67 ('."n}m';afnn which, see Zahn, 1
p. 123). Heinrici thinks himself able to t
back yet more sections to Theodotus,
to him series of |
certainly not of his authorship; e.qg. (§ 5
statement about the bodily nature of Chri

betore

butes ssages

and

whole of § 67. The first remark to be
iade on this is that, in the passages parallel
with Irenaeus, the name of Theodotus nowhere
meets us. But even such sections as substan-
tially agree with what can be expressly traced
back to Theodotus are (r‘\"\_'s\.lr\ o un]\ in \ 1
the interpretation of Luke xx 46, cf. §'L";)
not with certainty to be referred to him,

any

So at § , the very same doctrine cunw:mn\'
Christ, for which at § 32 Theodotus is cited as
authority, is ascribed to the Valentinians; and

Zahn remarks with right (p. 123), that
ments from and concerning Theodotus are wont
insensibly to pass over into utterances concerning
Valentinian doctrine generally. According to
this, our previous inference will be confirmed
that Clemens made use of a Valentinian \\.:lel__.,
which appealed to Theodotus as its :-.hu'f
authority. A third inaccuraey inthe title given

state-
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sts, is that of aseribing them to
school (ék 7Tiis dvaToAikis Aeyo-
For it is omly the first

to these excer]
the Orie las)

i (Saakalias).
j’::j;mﬁ of the \'n]l'ntil]i‘:1|1 :
L'll)]lﬁ to that school (§§ l—-é‘_.‘].'. il‘h-.'l_mn:mi_nl
portion, on the other hand (8§ 43 65), ex-
ound the teaching of the Italian school ' I'he
l--'riuu made use of for the latter exposition
“_l!l < served, as remarked above, as one of the
:':l.” - |.n.n.l(z use of F-.Iv I.i aens, Ip distin-
suishes the upper Sophia from the Achamoth,
vontains a Christol
first portion, and ol 10t a
pneumaticy but a mer sychial body. .]]uu_:nul

. p. 90) disting iishes three roups in these
ceerpts : (1) Exegetical pieces (§§ 1 3
91-27); (2) A well-connected exposition
of doctrine (8§ 29-65), and (3) .-mut_hcl_' “-'.‘”_
connected piece (§§ 69- True it is that
the first of these groups, which is frequently
interrupted by counter-observations :\m_i detailed
expositions on the part of Clemens, is I:lhnc-.\"r“
exclusively occupied with interpretation of
jassages of Seripture, It belongs to the Ana-
tolic school, and presents the same type of
doctrine as §§ 29-42.

The passages treated of point for the most
to allegorical interpretations of Genesis
2, 21), and the prologue of St. John
6,7), and passages (generally) from the
ol of St. John (§ 26), though other
ipture are also dealt with (§ 1,
463 § 16, St. Luke iii. 83;
Numb. xiv. 18).
icient to enable
i to Ti]L
The main

to Christ,

o

passag
8t. Luke xx

writings from w ¢
group, §§ 29-¢ was already ed by
Bunsen as forming a connected whole, DBut in-
asmuch as here also there are not a few expo-
sitions of ipture texts, we shall hardly be
warranted in classing the suppos

»d sources made

f as works of exegesis on the one hand, and
atic theology on the other. §5 6
vea connected account of the Pleroma
wons and treat specially of the position
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treat 1|1'tlzu coming down of the L us,
ﬂlil-.L the mlu-m]m--n of pneumatic souls, All
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in order to appease him and to raise up the
pneumatic seed by the sign of the Cross to that

[ Upper World to which from the beginning it

fragments which |

differing from that of the |
i not a |

1

iped one, produces the Tdmos, the |

| rather conclude that II'jnp-n\_\hyl'
place beside the fiery Topos, | bined Irenaeus (cc. 1-7) with some other

has belonged. Immedintely connected with this
exposition there now follows upon it the Second
Pi¢ 3§ 43-65), belonging to the Italian
school, which relates first the coming down of
the Soter in order to impart to the Sophia the
mippwois kata yrémy, | then describes in
detail the formation of the natural world and
its constituent parts out of the wdfy of the
Sopl It dwells with ial

cination of the different classes of men
and of the constituent parts of human nature,

predilection on

and then once more describes the Redemyption
accomplished by the (second) coming down of
the Soter with the Anc Among the dis-

crepancies between this Piece and that which
i led it must be reckoned (1 :s what has
been noticed) the notion of the psychical
Christus of the Demiurge and the differ
conception of the Demiurge himself, who app
here mo longer as a terrible but simply as an
inferior restricted Being. The tl-rmim;]u;__r_\' is

just

also different. The peculiar way in which this
Piece is connected with that which precedes it
seems not to be explicable 1»}' the supposition

that this younger (Italian) writer had the older
(Anatolie) account before him, and has here
developed it in his own way, but simply to be
due to Clemens himself,

With the former (Anatolic) aceount, Iren
(if we except a superficial resemb
I.iv. 5 and § 23 of the Z t. ex T/
betrays no acquaintance; Clemens, on the
hand, repeatedly refi in the
Valentinian opinions h  recur
account (comp 3 1 Strom. iv.
v.1,3; 1II. 1,1; with § 41 cor
3,10). We also find in the S
102) the sar view of the

3

» hetween
Theodot.)
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Stromat

¢

ot
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r Aéyovaty oby b7t ai Sefial, and endi
with dvwawwr. That sentence still tx
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follows is part of a description of the de
the Soter to effect the e.u:};rp:._\rn\; KoTa Yroy of
the lower Sophia. (In accordance with this
observation should d my remark in
the Protes 1872, col.
179 sq.) Hilg
determination of the relatronship betwe

Jesus as in the second (It
Excerpts.

sentence

be corT
Kirchenzeitung,
onfeld moreover is wrong in his
n the

two Valentinian sources when he rds
§§ 43-47 only as piece of * Western Valen-
tinianism,” and refers all the rest to the

Anatolic school (cf. Hilgenfeld, . ¢. p. 507).
Very little is to be obtained from the
Syntagma of Hippolytus, which is preserved to
us in the excerpts of Pseudotertullian (Haer, 12),
and by Philaster (Haer. 38), as also in part by
Epiphanius (Huer. xxxi. of. Quellen der @
Ketzergeschichte, p. 166).
tion that Hippolytus is here quite ind
enhrit der ;

p. 1523 ¢ ilt. Ketzergesch.
I ean no longer maintain against the ar
of Heinrici (. ¢. p. 158), and more es
those of Liidemann (I ‘\\ must
nere com-

My former assump-
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authority belonging to the older Anatolic system.
This is most evidently the case in the somewhat
detailed excerpt in Pseudotertullian, The
doctrine concerning the Aeons is derived from
Irenaeus, i. 1-3; the precedence given to the
twelve emanations from Y AvBpwiros and *Exxrg-
ola, and their being placed before the ten
derived from Adyos and Zw1), appears to find its
explanation in Hippolytus’s method of making
his extracts, Having mentioned " Avbpwmos and
’ExxAncia, he at once proceeds to name the
twelve Aeons which emanate from them, and
then by way of supplement adds the ten earlier
emanations from Adyos and Zwf. It must be
allowed that the same transposition recurs in
the authority excerpted by Epiphanius (Hacr.
xxxi. §).

But here, as well as in the system of the
Prudentiores veferred to by Irenaeus (L xii. 3,
ef. Epiphan. Haer. xxxv, 1), the arrangement is
a consistent one; the Syzygy of Y Avbpwres and
ExxAnaia prece that of Adyos and Zawd,
which in Hippolytus is not the case. When
Philaster, after mentioning the twelve and then
the ten Aeons adds, “de Intellectu autem ot
Veritate octo acones,” this rests on a mere mis-
understanding of the words of Irenaeus, 1, 1, xal
elva: Tabryy dpxéyovor "Oydodéa pllar kal
iméoTagy Tdv wdyvtwy (this Ogdoad being
Bufds and Sy, Nobs and 'AAbera, Adyos and
Zw, ¥ Avfpwmos and *ExxAneia). The doctrine
of the Aeons is immediately followed in Hippo-
lytus by the narrative of the Sophia’s fall, and

i

her blishment by means of Horus (° Opos)
cf. »25 3, 1. Here the words ef paene

) esse nisi and paene perditi point
clearly back to Irenaeus (dvaAeAdofai—el ity
Iren, 2, 2; pera (or kard) puepdy drwAoAdros,
Iren. 3, 1). To this attaches itself the notice in
Iren. 4, 1 that Horus hinders the lower Sophia
from forcing her way into the Pleroma by the
utterance ot the word ’lad. Hippolytus who
had read in his furmer authority of only one
Sophia, makes this narrative refer to Aer and
her establishment in the Pleroma, against the
original sense of the words. But having thus
identified the Sophia of his former authority
with the Achamoth of Irenaeus, he goes on to
relate (following Irenaeus 4, 1) the origination
of the world and its various parts from the
longing and the wdén of the Sophia, and pro-
ceeds with the words quoniam quidem wpse fuerit
de deceptatione (&mopla) conceptus atque prolutus
to adopt and make completely his own the con-
ception of Irenacus who had made the world to
originate entirely in the sufferings of Achamoth,
the lower Sophia. The excerpt goes on in a
very abrupt manner, and with a perfectly un-
intelligible Aune to speak of the active part
taken by the Soter in the creation of the world
(cf. Iren. 4, 5). And here Hippolytus makes
another mistake ; misunderstanding” an ironical
expression of Irenaeus about the
Achamoth (4, 4), he derives the elements of the
universe not merely (as Irenaeus’s authority 4, 2
had done) from the fear and grief (pdBos xal
Admry), but alse from the sweat of Achamoth.
After this, Hippolytus returns to his former
authority with the words—hiristum
missum ub illo Propatore.

8

autem
According to that

authority Christus had been endowed by Bythos |

with a pneumatic body, and so had passed

sweat of
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through Mary as through a channel. This
authority followed by Hippolytus is not (as [
once umed) identical with that which
Irenzeus made use of (e. 11), nor again (as
Liidemann conjectures) with that followed by
Irenaeus at 2, 3 and 4. The concluding remarks
concerning the denial by Valentinus of the
bodily resurrection, and concerning his relation
to the Old and New Testament may have been
drawn from the same source as that from which
he derived his Christological  statements.
Philaster, who leaves out all that has been said
above about the origination of the world from
the wd#y of Achamoth, agrees pretty r.'x:u:t]}'
with the accounts of Valentinus’s Christology
and his denial of a bodily resurrection as given
by Psendotertullian, but” omits the concluding
notice about Valentinus's relation to the canon
of Scripture. This last point is also wanting in
Epiphanius, who takes (Haer. i. 8) from
Hippolytus along with some particulars con-
cerning the biography of Valentinus, the ac-
counts of his Christology, and the statements
concerning the resurrection of the c@ua mvev-
paricdr. To these he adds some particulars
about the pneumatici, the psychici, and the
hyliei, but fulls into the mistake of introducing
the hical souls into the pleroma, and there
espousing them to the angels of the Xpigrds.
In the following sections which treat of the
disciples of Valentinus (Pseudotertullian, Haer.
13, 14; Philaster, Haer. 39-41) Hippolytus
appears to have also combined the accounts
given by Irenaeus (ce. 11 and 12) with notices
derived from another source. From Irenaeus
(11, 2) appears also to have been derived the
statement (Pseudotertull. 13) that the fallen
Acon does not belong to the thirty. For Hip-
pulytus, who, resting on his other authority, had
assumed, though not with perfect consistency,
the unity of the Sophia, this statement must
have seemed to be specially important. What
he relates concerning the two-fold Tetrad (which
Ptolemaeus had made to precede his Triacontad),
is connected with Iren. 11, 5 (comp. 11, 2);
while his statements concerning Heracleon are
connected with the doctrines of the #AAos
émpavy)s iddokaros of Iren. 11, 3. What is
here peculiar is that Irenaeus neither attributes
the latter of these views to Heracleon, nor the
former to Ptolemaeus, and that on the other
hand just those doctrines which Irenacus does
attribute to Secundus and Ptolemaeus (e.g. 11, 2
the Terpas Sefid and dpiorepd; 12, 1, the
doctrine of the two oi(uyor of Bythos which
are assigned him by the wepl by MroAeuaior
YrwoTikGTEpoL) are not so attributed by Hippo-
lytus. Moreover in contradiction to the order
observed by Irenaeus (cc. 11 and 12), Hippolytus
puts Ptolemaeus before Secundus, And even
if this last-mentioned transposition be explained
IJ}' a reference to Irenaeus 8, 5, we must yet
probably refer the other discrepancies to the
influence of another authority, which 1 can
now no longer identify as I did formerly
( Quellen der alt. Ketzerq. p. 169) with that
which is supposed to have formed the basis of
Irenaeus, i. 11 and 12. A trace of this anthority
appears to be found in the introductory words
as given by Philaster: post istum Valentinus
quidum surrexit, Pythagoricus magis quam Chris=
ticnus, vanam quandam ac perniciosam doctrinan
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eructans et w!ut_a:—itimicfi‘c:_—r'rn id est :a':rrie?f-nsif:rtf's
titiamy  fallaciam praedicans.  In perfect ac-
. ‘{ii.mué with this are the statements in the
jn‘:i:-[;m.‘r;,-luuu‘:irz that \'ﬁln:nt.:nu;w" derived his
duvctrines from l’_\'thz\gur;:al .'md‘ Plat )y m‘ul) tlhrlt.
his whole systemﬂennh‘rd in _;u'Jthmulu: (£ fl‘rlfu.s‘.
vi. 21, 29, 34). lhg following sentences from
Philos. vi. 29, p. 184 5q., are ‘nlmnskt htcmil)"
jdentical with what we find in !’thi:tstt\r €]
Tubaydpov Kkad HAG’.’#;LJVOS Sota) ag ns\DuaJ\w-
civos o « + Ouwalws Hut’a’}inpmbs Kal I'E,i\aj'w—
yikds, ob Xp:(TTICW'EIS ,\u?scrﬁsm_ _Obarerrivos
robwy Kxal 'Hpamhem{v kai IlTolepaios kel waoa
4 Tolrwy axoAn, 0l Tvbaydpov Kal TAdTwros
pabnraly akohovBfoavTes  ToLS Kﬁ.\‘g‘l’]'}«"b:jfTa,uf-
VoIS épw‘#nnm‘?: ™y 313&6{(“}“2# T Ea‘v_'rwle
xareBaropro. The assumption, that all this is
due to some common :nllth:'ll'i!y ﬁ'trnm which
these judgments concerning Valentinus were
taken, is not established. It the author of the
alyraypa and of the Philosophumena hp not
ilentical, we may yet assume that the former
work was made use of by the writer of the
la Moreover, Irenaeus himself more than
once points out the relationship between the
entinian system and Pythagorean ideas
(i. 1, 1, and especially ii. 14, 6).

PSEUDORIGENES, or as is now almost univer-
gilly assumed, HippoLyTUS, gives us in the
Philosophumena  ( the larger *EAeyxos rkata
rac@y aipécewy) a quite peculiar account of the
Valentinian svstem, one more uniform and
stical than that of Irenaeus. The original
suthority on which this description is based can-
not have been the same as that in the Syntagma,
because whereas the latter belonged to the
Anatolic school, the former was a product of the
(estern or Italian, The doctrinal system re-
duced by Psendorigenes is in a general way
n to the Ptolemaic system as presented by
eus. But the representation of his original
hority is entirely independent of the sources
1se of by Irenaeus, It has, to begin with,
rent terminology. The first prineiple is
called Mowds and most frequently IMaT#p instead
of Bubds, the lower Sophia is mnever called
‘f\X“.“'-:‘& but % Ew Zopla, Muépa k. T. A, the
Soter (Jesus) is never called MapdkAnTos, the
Koouokpdrwp is BeeA(eBodA and so on. The form
of doctrine moreover is (in some particulars at
any rate) a different one. The Bu@ds is a simple
L_"“." (Mowvds), and therefore sexless without
Syiygy, which Irenacus reports to have been
the opinion of % some 3 the original number of
A0ns is therefore here reduced to 28. The
subsequent addition to this number of XpioTds
:'!._“'! Myvelua “Avyioy makes up finally the full
‘tiacontad, The series of Aeons ave also differ-
vitly determined, Whereas according to Ire-
_I' § Adyos and Zw# emanate ten, *AvBpamos
;l[:l'LlE.\ﬁ::U“.:i {!J.':'h;e- A eons, there proc Ti[’. jrfC'?‘L‘,‘
Ko 'm:i l‘.l “AAnfea (after the emanation of
Aeons, A\\r'hll-(:‘:-s)x, a (perfect) Decad of _Iurlh(-r
bsua (('lf'h-rl ) : .(Hlt[u:ricut.) ].M-.in:c‘;hi of Aeons
’E'ﬂ{?\m;fu. I“)t“.f- .1[1};.“21I1‘:_1I1111‘{!‘ of A:Vf‘s'pw'rrus‘ and
an g et from this Puix but) from Adyos
E“'-‘tf‘l'at,i;m t}L {‘J. ?\t‘thi_-. :.:”.ilhm also and her
of the (,_.h’ e t“I l-ndlht-n of the ]l_awor s\l'nrl‘l ﬂ.ul..
l‘xmrm]__f;w"ta 0 “..]Hd]. she h;ul_. given birth (the
8 | €§w—Sophia) are in many particu-

By

tring ""']"”g“‘ to the Italian school is evident

lliﬂuru).t]:,' related. That the form of
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from its Christology. The Suter (the common
fruit of the Pleroma), who after the redemption
of the &w Zopla remains with her as od(iyos,
is distinguished here (as in Irenaeus’ Source €)
from the Son of Mary, who is produced by the
power of the Sopl 3
of the psychical world. Numerous literal cita-
tions are inserted from the original authority

a herself for the redempt

n

made use of—each of these being introduced
with a ¢mef. Some have thought that this
¢matl points to Valentinus himself as the actual
speaker from whose words the citation is made.
But it is evident from the form of doctrine proe
pounded in the Philosophumena that this is
impossible, for that is demonstrably a younger
development of the Italian school. "I have
myself offered the suggestion, that we have here
the form of teaching which was prevalent in
the school of Heracleon (Quellenkritik des
Epiphin. p. 171).,  Heinrici (I ¢. p. 38) and
Hilgenfeld (/. ¢. p. 472) have expressed agree-
ment with me. Dr. Salmon [HeracLEON]
objects that the grounds alleged for this view
in the Quellenkr. des Epiphan. are not strong
enough to prove it. And certainly, the fact
that Pseudorigenes twice mentions Heracleon
(Philos. vi. 29, p, 1853 vi. 83, p. 195) without
furnishing a special article concerning this cele-
brated Gnostic teacher, is no proof that the
main exposition which he gives us of Gnostic
doctrine is taken from a writing of Heracleon’s.
To which must be added that we know other-
wise only of exegetical writings of Heracleon,
and not of any strictly systematic treatise. But
Hilgenfeld (/. ¢. p. 499 sqq.) has shewn that the
Fragments of Heracleon contain, with some
discrepancies, yet also many points of agreement
with the account given in the Philosophumena,
and thinks it to be therefore *a less important
(?) deseription of the system taught in the
school of Heracleon.”—To the main body of this
description Pseudorigenes adds a series of his
own observations, which inform us of various
differences of teaching in the Valentinian schoo
So he mentions, for example, at vi. 30, p. 1

L ]
the genealogy of the Aeons given by Irenaeus as

the tl_-:lchiug of *others,” and supplies from
Irenaeus the names of individual Aeons; vi. 31,
p. 188, he mentions (again following Irenaeus)
that Tweés would give the Father (ITar#p) for
his companion the iy, and then recken both
these in the triacontad of Aeons. Other particu-
lars of information he has obtained in other
ways. So, vi. 31, p. 189, he gives (varying from
the statements in Irenaeus) different appellations
for the Zravpds (“Opos and Meroxeds), different
appellations of the Demiurge (Témos, ‘EBSouds,
HaAais Té@v Huepwv) and (vi. 35, p. 195) the
doctrinal differences of the Anatolic and Italian
schools. In conclusion, he gives the fragment
of a Psalm of Valentinus (vi. 37, p. 198), of
which it remains a question whether it was
derived from an original source or from else-
where at second-hand. This probably was the
case also with the notice (vi. 40, p. 203) of a
vision which Valentinus is said to have had. It
oceurs in the section about Marcus, and intro-
duces a narrative taken from Irenaeus about
another vision which Marcus had. The section
(vi. 38) which treats of the disciples of Valen-
tinus is taken bodily from Irenacus. The same
is the case with the |;L1‘.'_'," section alout Marcus
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(vi. 40-54), Ttisthe introductory sentencesonly
(vi. 39), which derived from another source,

Tertullian’s tractate Adversus Valentinianos
cannot be considered asan independent authority.
Apart from a few personal notices cc-n::vrnir;g
him and his disciples which he may have taken
from the lost work of Proculus (1_‘..' 4, ef. c. 11),
his whole account is a paraphrase of Irenaeus,
whom he follows almost word for word, and
more or less faithfully from cap. 7 onwards.

Epiphanius (Haer. xxxi. }2) has incor-
porated the whole long section of Irenaeus
(i. 1-10) in his Panarion. Haer. xxxii. and
xxxiv. (Secandus, Marcus) are simply taken
from Irenacus. He follows Irenaeus also in his
somewhat arbitrary way in what he about
Ptolemueus, Colarbasus, Heracleon (Haer. xxxiii,
XXXV, XXXVi).

On the other hand, Haer. xxxi. 7 and 8
is taken from the Syntagma of Hippolytt
Huer. xxxiii. 3-7, contains the important letter
et maeus to Flora. ["[‘E}I.l-,.\lg\l-ll‘s.] Haer,
» and 6, gives us a fragment of an unknown
Valentinian writing, from which the statements
in cap. 2 are also in part derived. This writing,
with its barbarous names for the Aeons, and its
mixture of Valentinian and Basilidian doctrines,

1

]

ays an alrealdy degenerate de pment of
atolic Valentinia ter, who (Histoire
ii. 5) endeavours to

interpret these names from Hebrew, is w rong in
attributing the authorship of this work to
Valentinus hims The names of the Aeons
and their order differ in several from
the older tradition; and beside this, under the
intluence, as appears, of the Marcos sym-
bolism of numbers in regard to the upper
Ogdoad, a second is placed at its side, which is
named merely after tlie numbers of those com-
posing it.,  This writing has also pre
several older elements, ¢.g. the identity of Horus
and Jesus.

Later he

espect

siologi ts, such as F[‘hl'fn]”l'r."f1 who
(Haer. Fab. i. 7-9) simply follows Irenaeus and
Epiphanius, cannot be regarded in any way as
independent authorities.

V. The Sysiem.— A review of the accounts
given by the Fathers confirms the judgment
that, with the means at our command, it is very
diflicult to distinguish between the original doc-
trine of Valentinus himself, and the later
developments made by his disciples. A des -
tion of his system must start from the Frag-
ments, against the authenticity of which (apart
from the so-called 8pos Odarerrivov in Dial. de
recta fide) no doubts have been started. But
from the nature of these Fragments we cannot
expect to be able to recomstruct the whole
system out of them. From anabundant literature
a fow relics only have been preserved. And in
addition to this the kinds of literature to which
these Fragments belong — Letters, Homilies,
Hymns—show us only the outer side of the
system, while its secret Gnostic doectrine is
passed over and concealed, or only i_lniir:lt.-ul in
the obscurest manner. The modes of expression
in these Fragments are brought as near as
possible to those in ordinary church use. We
therein the evident desire and effort of
Valentinus to remain in the fellowship of the
Catholic church. Of specific Gnostic doctrines
two onlvy appear in their genuine undisguised

see
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shape, that of the celestial origin of the spiritual
man (the Pneumaticos), and that of the De-
miurge; for the docetic Christology was not
then, as is clear from Clemens Alexandrinus,
exclusively peculiar to the Gnostics. All the
more emphatically is the Anthropological and
ethical side of the system insisted on in these
Fragments,

As the world is an image of the living Aeon
(Tot (@rros ai@vos), s0 is man an image of the
pre-existent man of the &vfpwmos wpody. Valen-
tinus, according to Clemens Alexandrinus ( Valen-
tiné homil. ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 13, 92), spoke of
the Sophia as an artist ((wypdgos) making this
visible lower world a picture of the glorious
Archetype, but the hearer or reader would as
readily und ind the heavenly wisdom of the
Book of Proverbs to be meant by this Sophia, as
the 12th and fallen Aeon, Under her (according
to Valentinus) stand the world-creative angels,
whose head is the Demiurge. Her formation
(mwAdoua) is Adam ereated in the name of the
*AvBpwwos mwpowy. In him thus made a higher
power puts the seed of the heavenly pneumatic
nce (oméppua Ths Gvwder obalas). Thus
furnished with higher insight, Adam excites the
fears of the angels; for even as koouirol &w-
fBpwmor are seized with fear of the images made
by their own hands to bear the name of God,
i.e. the idols, so these angels cause the images
they have made to disappear (Lp. ad amicos ap.
Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 8, #6). The pneumatic
seed (rvetua Sagpépor or yévos Siadépor) never=
theless remains in the world,as a race by nature
capable of being saved (pdoer cw(duevor yévos),
and which has come down from a higher sphera
in order to put an end to the reizn of death.
Death originates from the Demin oe, to whom
the word (Exod. xxxiii. 20) refers that no one
can see the face of God without dying. The
members of the pneumatic church are from the
first immortal, and chiidren of eternal life. They
have only assumed mortality in order to over-
come death in themselves and by themselves.
They shall dissolve the world without themselves
suffering dissolution, and be lords over the crea-
tion and over all transitory things (Valent. hom.
ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 13, 91 sq.). But without
the help of the only good Father the heart even
of the spiritual man (the pneumaticos) cannot be
cleansed from the many evil spirits which make
their abode in him, and each accomplishes his
own desire. But when the only good Father
visits the soul, it is hallowed and enlichtened,
and is called blessed because one day it shall
see God. This cleansing and illumination is a
consequence of the revelation of the Son (Va-
lent. Bpist. ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 20, 114).

We learn from the Fragments only (Valent.
Epist. ad Agathopoda ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 7, 59)
that Jesus by steadfastness and abstinence earned
for Himself Deity (mwdwra dwouelvas éyxparis
v, Thy BedTTa "Inoods elpydoaro), and that by
virtue of his abstinence he did not even suffer to
be corrupted the food which he received (de. it
did not undergo the natural process i
because he himself wasnot subject to corruption
(fiobiev wal Emev idlws, olk amodibods Ta Bpd=
patae: TogavTn v alTe Tis eykparelas Suvauss,
daTe kal ph Pplapivac Thy Tpophy v avTa, érrléz
Td ¢beipeobar alrds otk elyer). It must remain
undetermined how Valentinus defined the rela=
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us to the vids. If the text of the
.esipe quoted above be Sﬂl]{l\i. Jesus must h:r‘
{An:]f:i'll to have put himself in possession of
Uulil;:’:tll by his own abstinence, a notion which
we should rather expect to find in J’:-i_numrlw than
in Guostie circles. But it may be that the true |
: ding is elkd(eTo (not eipyd(ero), and in that |
the meaning will be that by an extra-
sceticism Jesus avoided every kind of
elf the
shable
s not

tlon of Jes

rea
case
ordinary & :
erial pollution, and so becs m._-_]nm
so of the incorruptible and impe
Go lhead. At any rate this Fragment <E‘z
tell us whether, according to the teaching of
Valentinus, the body of Jesus was pneur atic or
pychical. Aw'rtlmg_:_ to another Frag
tributed to Valentinus, and preserve 1
15 of Alexandria (ap. Photium, Bibi. Cod.
), he appears to have treated \\'iFh ridic
the opinion of the # Galileans " that Christ h
two natures, and to have maintained that He
had but one nature composed of the visible and
¢ i Hilgenfeld (/. e. p. 302 sq.) sup-
alentinus of this Fragment to be the
wostic, while others take him to have been the
\linarian. But we have no other instance of
i iving to Catholic Christians (like
the emperor Julian of later times) the epithet
#@alilean.” And further, although Tertullian
9) and Origen (de Princip. i. 2, 1)
may have spoken of two natures or two sub-
stances in Christ, we can hardly imagine Valen-
tinus pronouncing a doetrine ridiculous, which,
such circumstances, could hardly have
acceptance in his own school. For so we
find the Uccidental Valentinians act :lH}' teach-
invery similar terms, that Soter, the common
luct of the whole Pleroma, united himself
with the Christus of the Demiurge the Man
Jesus.  Could we otherwise assume that the
Fragment is genuine, it would serve to prove
I doctrine of the orient

il

i}

CONCETN=

ic body of Clrist was in fact
ing of Valentinus. How
rht concer r the origin of

» made out from
however we find
e as author of
that he deriv
) imperfect
t-llth»: terrestrial universe from an orici
m! material substance. The view moreover
‘hich underlies the psalm of Valentinus, of
v:'hn-h the Philosophumena have presery a
Fragment (Philos. vi. 37, p- 197 sq.) is decidedly
monastic, He there sees in the sp 11
TI!;}||;3 are hang ng (kpepdueva) and are upborne
(oxovuera), the flesh hanging on the soul, the
soul upborne by the air, the air har
aether, from I;_\‘:hns. fruits produced and from
the womb the child.” An interpr ion of
,tl""l’ Saymgs current in the Valentinian school
15 appended. According to this interpretation,
(t[l:w N' :_hle‘. [’ja\f‘r \\']1ivh_I-lwl-r:u‘.s upon the soul
the le J'ULI nature) |‘\1 the Demiurge,
lllti>f||2-\]|;]'-.l.1§l: lfiltlgi from the spirit whi
ottt r}?.l. iy lh:-l.‘-u]w]n.l in the king-
S \]=‘|‘.1 ~f,l the ‘I[l;ll 1|‘|-1|\! Horus and
Cih ,.l;]- 1‘- :mr.ll 1;i1:t:]§' the \l'--rH_ of |
Fathes. “"I.t‘n‘ t:lf‘m-"l from the abyss, i.e. t;l-:i1'|
Asume it tg l.'lc’“‘ (l-l.lwI~!1"-]-m..\"‘t. e |
eonceived to \\'}.{.-1.1 u_.r_. hn tinus must have
i€ universe as forming a grand |

matter and of evil cannot

i Fragments. When
ating the Dem
can hardly suppose
the transitory nature and

death, w

t how ¢

ing on the

on
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scale of being, beginning with the abysmal
gruumi of all spiritual life, and thence descend-
ing lower and lower down to matter. Ths
whole seale then is a descent from the perfect to
ever more and more imperfect images ; according
to the principle expressly laid down by Valen-
tinus, that the cosmos is as inferior to the living
Aeon as the image is inferior to the living coun-
tenance (ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 13, 92). It is
clear that this view of the nature of the uni-
verse exhibits a much nearer relationship to
Platonie philos phy,than to the oriental dualism
! 18 3 and
Hippolytus is therefore completely in the right,
when dealing with the psalm of Valentinus, to
speak of Platonising Gnostics (Philos. vi. 37,
p- 197).

The Fragments do not suifice to cive us any
detailed acquaintance with the doctrine of
Valentinus concerning the Aeons, The Harnp or
BuBds stands at their head ; but what place in
the Valentinian Pleroma was assigned to the
"AvBpwmos wpody in whose name Adam was
created, is ditficult to ermine, Valentinus’s
connection with the ordinary Syrian Gnosis, for
which we have the express t 'n-nun_\' of Irenaeus
(i. 11, 1), makes the assumption highly probable,
that the "Awbpwwos mpodv was one of the
highest Aeons, either Bv8ds himself or one of his
earliest emanations, The Gnostics in Irenaeus
(i. 30, 6) designate the [ r Umnium as primus
Anthropos from whom as second masculine
;-l'i}1|'i|wl‘ p]‘m'l‘x:\]:-, Anthropos  filius ;lhh"r}'uju."_
The Naassenes moreover of the Philosophumena
0 5. ¥.'B, p. 855 T, p. 96 sq.3 p. 1043 8, p.
10%= x, 9. P- 314) desienated }-‘\' the names
¥ AvBpwmos and also *Apxdvlpwmos, and *Adduas,
the
:‘tpx?‘;p), to whom, like Va
the predicates 6 mpowy (FPhi T, p. 985 9, p.
117), and & pdwvos Dl;'EIUl:: (P . V. Ty pe 1023
8, p. 116). With n again is occasionally
identified (/ 5. X 9 p. 31 1) the second Mascu-
line Principle, who 1s also deseribed (v. 6, p.
as male-female (aprerdfnivs) ”Ai‘(’ll‘wrrr)i. We
have it also as a tradition from some of the
Valentinians themselves that with them (just as
it was with the Ophite parties) the First Father
or First Princi bore the name “Apfpwmos
. Haer 4), and so also a work quoted
\ ‘nl[nh"\;]iu\: (xxxi. D) as '|n'-|<|n‘,:iu_g to the
Valentinian hi']l"lll, gives the same name to the
]'[aT‘F;p Tiis 'AAnfelas, the second Masculine
Principle, called also Novs or Movoyerfs, who is
designated here as awrirvmos Tob wpodvros
ayevvfTov, and is expressly distinguished from
the gd{vyos of *ExkAncia, who is also called
”A;-{}pwm,;_ _-\m(.n:; the Marcosians also the
First Principle of Revelation, mnyh wavrhs
Adyou, who scems to be identical with the
Tru']")‘llp Tijs GAnBelas—is called "Av-ﬁ-‘luwvru\‘ (Iren.
i. 14, 3) ; and Heracleon calls the upper Christus
vidbs Tov 'AvBpdmov, and transfers the same
appellation warparvuinas to the Soter also (ap.
Origen, tn Joann. tom. xiii. 58). DBat further—
if the ”AU”I(V;J'JF(I\' ﬂ'lueJLL":l' of Valentinus is not to
be identified with the like-named Aeon of the
Fourth Syzyey, just as little is the Adyes of
Valentinus £o be identified with the Aeon of the
Third Syzygy which bears the same name, The
Lozos whit }1'““.(-;.;-{41 to Valentinus in the form
of a mew-born child (Philos. vi. 42, p. 203) is

which under ay the older Gnostic s

irst Principle (rhy mpdrny Tov mwdvrwv
inus, they also gave
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probably to be identified with the Soter who
elsewhere also in the older Valentinian school
bears the name of Logos (Zxe. ex Theodot. § 1,
cf. § 26, § 2, 25). He and not the Sophia, is
probably meant, by the higher Power which
secretly infuses the Seed of the higher Essence
into the formation of the angels (Erc. ex
Theod, § 2).

These Fragments give us no more information
about the history of the Sophia, and the pro-
cesses by which the present world came into
existence, than they do about Valentinus’s
world of Aeons, Of a two-fold Sophia, a higher
and a lower, we read nothing. Sophia is the artist
((wypdgos) who forms the world after the
archetype of the living Aeon, in order to be
honoured by his name, And the world as formed
obtains eredit and stability through the invisible
nature of God (Strom. iv. 13,92). The Svoua(after
whose type this world has been formed to be
its image, solid indeed but yet imperfect), is in
the teaching of the Anatolic school sometimes
designated as the name of archetypal being
(bvopa avwvopaorov), sometimes as the wvids
whose shadow is the rkévwua yvdoews produced
by the twelfth Aeon in its &ywwela and
auoppla (excerpt. ex Theod. § 31, cf. § 22);
and here we are expressly met with the
thought, that that only is perfect which proceeds
from a Syzygy, but that what proceeds from
a single Principle is merely an imperfect Image
(boa éx av(vylas mpoépxerar mAnpduard éor,
boa 3¢ amd évds eixdves, Clem. Strom. iv. 13,
92, cf. Excerpt. ex Theodot. § 31). It seems
natural to understand under the word voua
here the vids, i.e. the xpiorrds who has mounted
upwards to the realm of the Aeons, and after
whose image the Sophia has formed this lower
world (Lxcerpt. ez Theod. § 33). After the
type of Christus she first forms the Demiurge,
the head of the psychical creation, from whom
again Death and Mutability and the perishing
material substance have their origin. The
Fragment however does not itself clearly inti-
mate what is meant by the &vopa after which
the xéouwos and the Demiurge are formed.
Adam was, according to another Fragment,
formed eis 70 Ovoua Tob mpodyros *Avbpdmou.
s Clemens interprets the words which have
been alrveady discussed, the Demiurge himself
is identical with the typical kdouos, and his
Archetype is not xpords but 6 aanbwds eds,
the supreme Father, whence he is also himself
called Beds ral warfip. This would agree with
what has been already remarked concerning
Adam. The following words of Clemens seem
meant to explain the condition of the pneun-
matic seed, Because, says he, the visible
manifestation of the lnvisible is not the soul
which proceeds from the Midst (i.e. the
Demiurge), therefore the ¢ excellent ™ comes, and
that is the inspiration of the excellent spirit

P o /
(éwel Be 0 pawbuevov abrov [i.e. 7ol dopdrov)

otk doTiv 1) éx peodrnTos Yuyd, Epxetar b
Biapépoy, kal Toir' EoTw TO duplonua Tob
diapéporros wvelparos). The mveipa Sagpépoy
according to a usus loquendi of repeated occur-
rence in the E.GL'(.’r‘pL ex Theod, is the pneumatic
seed.  'This seed as Clemens relates further on,
without expressly saying that it is the teaching
of Valentinus himself, has been without her
knowledge imparted to the soul, by a pricess
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which is typically represented in Genesis by’
the inbreathing into Adam of the breath of
life. The inbreathing of this mvebua diapépoy is
made by the Soter or Logos into that which
has been formed by the Demiurge and his
angels, i.e. into the psychical Adam, who, as in
the doctrine of the Ophites (Iren. i. 30, 6-8)
is by them cast down and set aside because
he had alarmed them by his higher knowledge.
The preservation of the pneumatic Seed in the
world, was probably represented by Valentinus
likewise in a similar ay to that of the Ophites,
according to whom this was provided for by the
Sophia without the knowledge of the Demiurge
(Iren. i, 30, 9).

To what authority Valentinus made appeal as
the source of his doctrine cannot be made out
from the Fragments. From the Homily to the
Friends, Clemens Alexandrinus has preserved a
sentence which defines “many of the things
written in the public books” (dnuocfors BiBAais:
he means doubtless the writings of the Old
Testament) as “found written in the Church of
God —¢ for,” he adds, “ those things which are
common ” (i.e. not merely found in books—read,
with Heinrici xowd instead of Kkevd) “are words
from the heart”: and proceeds: *The law
written in the heart is the People of the Be-
loved One, both loved and loving ” (Grabe was
wrong in proposing to emend Aads into Adyos).
The meaning is that this “ People ” is in virtue
of the inward revelation of the Logos a Law
unto itself (ef. Rom. ii. 14). But this inward
revelation has reference only to *“that which is
common ”’ (t& kowd) i.e. to the universal ethical
truths written in the heart which ¢ the Church
of God ” needs not first to learn from * the puh=
lic books.” But this passage tells us nothing
about the sources whence Valentinus derived his
Gnosis. For these we must go back to the
statement of Clemens (Strom. vii. 17, 108)
ady referred to, according to which the
Valentinians spoke of their leader as having
learned of a certain Theodas, a disciple of St.
Paul. But the actual statement of Irenaeus is
more to be depended on, that Valentinus was
the first who transformed the old doctrines of
“the Gnostics ” into a system of his own (Haer,
i. 11, 13 eof. Tertullian, adv. Valentinian. 4).
The Fragments, moreover, give us a series of
points of contact with the opinions of these
older “ Gnostics.” We may therefore regard as
an axiom to be adhered to in our investigations
that of any two Valentinian doctrines, that is
the older and more originally which approaches
more closely to the older and vulgar Gnosis
(Iren. i. 30). Yet herewith we do not mean to
deny that the system of Valentinus had a pecu=
liar character of its own. He was the first to
breathe a really philosophic spirit into the old
vulgar Gnosis, by making use of Plato’s world
of thought to infuse a deeper meaning into the
old Gnostic myths. Baur therefore was quite
right in emphasizing the Platonism of Valen-
tinus (Christhche Gnosis, p. 124 sq.), to which
the Philosoplumena had already called atten-
tion (Philos. vi. 21 sqq.).

The section of Irenaeus, in which he finds
the origin of Valentinus's s
uévn yvworuch alpeais, is then, as already re
marked, the first indey«ndent description of his
doctrine, It commences with the words;

alre
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Pupey viv xkal v ru{:i‘rwp &a-ra;‘oy (c’zﬂcrafru-:wrnu,
Harvey) '}fl‘ﬂ?.m?":‘ f!}m wov Kal Tpiwr drTwy,
o5 Tepl Taw alTéy ob ':Ira @it Aéyouaw,
Gk ol pdypact “x-a ITO‘S _oyf:‘#afrlu'»
yavrla aropalvortar. ‘I hat Ie[]?ll’lla. simply
porrowed these words Irumlthe n]_fiu? autho-
rity which he was f'-i].IfJ\\IIIg' (Lllzsm.?‘, ;T.r"‘t.
Quellen der Keteerg. p. 53 :‘:q.) is a 1:c:|1r_|m-tu1e
which I no longer maintain. The ToUTwy of
the sentence _iustl.luwrmi refers to the E:Earrrc_q,\m
of whom shortly before lrun:?uus has been
speaking as having f?tht"!I away from the truth,
and whose &oraros yvdyr) s ‘;wmlt_ to be con-
trasted with the unity of Catholic teaching
throughout the worh}. At the utmost Wwe may
find in the words 8do wov rlml Ty SrTwy a
reminiscence of the authority made use of|
since they are not well ﬂ]:l)“t'.:l]{]?. to the
much gré;npr number of Valentinian parties
who are introduced in the following ce. 11 and
12. But all the more certain is it that at 11, 1
Irenaeus really means to give the opinion of
Valentinus himself in contradistinetion to the
doctrinal aberrations of the numerous adherents
of his school. He expressly closes the short
article devoted to Valentinus with a haee quidem
,and then passes on at once to the doctrine of
his disciple Secundus. But even so we must
remark—first that Irenaeus may not have been
rightly infurmed as to all the statements made
by him concerning Valentinus, and sec ondly
that in this particular section he may not have
been able to withstand his inclination to allege
a variety of inconsistent doctrines, of which one
or the other might not really have proceeded
from Valentinus h 11,

Irenaeus, in the first place, completes the in-
formation afforded by the Fragments concerning
Valentinus’s doctrine of the Aeons. At the |
head of them stands a Suds avovduaaTos, the
“Agbnros (called also Bufos and Hatnp dyév-
vyros) and his gd(uyos the 3y, From this
Dyad proceeds a second Dyad, Tarp and
AMfe, which with the first Dyad forms the
highest Tetrad. From this Tetrad a second
Tetrad proceeds — Adyos and Zwd, “AvBpwmos
and 'EK-Thﬂﬂia, and these complete the First
U;dog-i. From Adyos and Zwij proceed a
Decad, from "Avﬂpwrms and *ExxAncla a Do-
decad of Aeons. In this the number 30 of
Aeons forming the Pleroma is completed. The
names of the Aeons composing the Decad and
:hf i:;i“{'a‘ll ﬂ.l'E! not f_"'I\'L'llb. We may .hu\q'g_'\'ul'
S br ”1-“1-‘--?1:111e _t_h:it. Hm names elsewhere
peated by 11?71_"“'“5.-“' 1, 2), ‘?”‘l literally re-

] “lll'll'vllgt‘m’s (Philos. vi. 50), and
2 agiin by Epiphanius (xxxi. 6) with some
did IIQL‘I‘I‘]"“ ';f:‘\lut- il, in his mnch later account,
They ate ag ’}:I]]tljl\-:_f:!. from Valentinus himselt
:‘;1 Bf'f?lus and M{

"Toduis and ‘H3,
75 Movoyerfis and

A Exedpgfy
‘Ilmr'n;__

From Adyos and Zw pro-
§is, "Ayfparos and “Evwais,
0w, "Akivyros and Siykpa-
Makapla. From “Avbparis
= , Proceed ; (].—I{lpti'NA?ITUS‘ and
Andry ’:\TE—P“\OS. "'l[hE‘JE.\TrIT,‘ Mnrpicds and
i Mn:rm v vous and Zjvku‘,‘ Er‘mAmnua'T:xd;
Whitrapy Ptl"'_??sg Bﬁhnrqs and Jogia. However
@\'i-iuuft".“a name-giving may seem, it is
hat the first four masculine Aeons

fist foy ‘t'uml‘ll.,‘n of the I"ilr.w‘t, I'{‘i]u:iplu and the
Varioyg l‘m':n-n“n.g‘ the notion of his $
s OIS of eXpression,
CHRIST, piogR,

zygy, in
1¢8 Mopo- |
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vewis and Nois (here "Aelvous) meet us again
amoug the Valentinians of Irenaeus as L'K};]
sion for the second Masculine Principle, and
HapdkAnTos as that for the common product of
all the Aeons—the Soter, Marpucds, MnTpurds,
"ExxAqoactikds are names simply expressing
that the Aeons which bear them' are derived
from the higher powers within the Pleroma,
The feminine names Makapla, Iieris, *EAxls,
"Aydmy, Zbveois, Sodla, describe generally the
pertection of the Pleroma by means of Predi-
cates borrowed from the characteristics of the
perfect Pneumaticos, So that all these inferior
Aeon names are but a further and more detailed
expression of the Thought contained in the
names of the first and second Tetrad. The first
Tetrad expresses the sence of the Upper
Pleroma in itself, the second Tetrad divided into
two puairs of Aeons expresses its revelation to
the Prieumatici and the Pneumatic World,
The last of the 30 Aeons, the Sophia or M"&'r??p
f In her remembrance

falls out of the Pleroma.
of the better world she gives birth to Christus
with a shadow (uerd owids Twos), Christus
being of masculine nature cuts awa y the shadow
from himself and hastens back into the Pleroma.
The mother, on the other hand, being left behind
and alone with the shadow, and emptied of the
pneumatic substance, gives birth to another Son
the Demiurge, called also Mayroxpdrwp, and at
the same time with him a sinistrous archon
(the Koouowpdrewp). So then from these two
elements, “the right and the left,” the psychical
and the hylical, proceeds this lower world,
This the original doctrine of Valentinus appears
to have had in common with that of the
Ophites (Iren. i. 30), that both doctrines knew
of only one Sophia, aud that for the Ophites
also Christus leaves the Sophia behiud and
escapes himself into the upper realm of light.
But whereas nmong them Christus and Sophia
as “right and leit” proceed from the union of
the first and second masculine principle with
¢ the mother of all living,” and so are in fact
brother and sister, here, on the other hand,
according to Valentinus Christus is Sophia’s son
and elder brother of the Demiurge. And
whereas turther, among the Ophites, the Sn].].i;;
herself does not originally belong to the upper
world of light, but has come into existence
through the ks of heavenly light which,
when Christus was produce ued from the
Pleroma and overflowed into chuos, so here with
Valentinus she has her original place in the
Pleroma, and now has lost it | fall into the
Kenoma. The ewid from which Christus sepa-
rates himself as he mounts upwards into the
world of light, is according to the Ophites of
Irenaeus, Sophia herself, whereas according to
Valentinus it is the Sophia whe gives birth to
Christus with a shadow, the darkened image of
departed light, from which Christus separates
himself, leaving his mother with this shadow to
form the lower world—“a right hand and a
left.” DBoth views were subsequently combined
in the later developments of the Valentimian
school. The “s " was identified with the
€xTpwua to which Sophia gives birth after the
departure of Christus, and -this again is shaped
snto the lower or external Sophia (4 e Sopia)
while the true, the upper Sophia, returns once
more herself to the Pleroma,

adow

4 A
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The notion of a fall of the last of the Aeons
from the Pleroma, and the consequent forma-
tion of vhis lower world as the truit of that
fall, is that which is new and peculiar to Valen-
tinus in his reconstructionof the older Gnosticism,
He set in fact his Platonic Monism in the place
of the Oriental Dualism. The Platonie thought
of the soul’s fall and longing after the lost
world of light he combined with the other
Platonie thought of the things of this lower
world being types and images of heavenly
Archetypes, and so obtained a new solution of
the old problems of the world’s creation and
the origin of evil.

The statements of Irenaeus concerning his
teaching are alas too fragmentary on the one
hand and too uncertain on the other, to enable
us to obtain a complete view of the system of
Valentinus. He is said to have taught the
existence of a twofold boundary (“Opos), one
separating the BuBds from the rest of the
Pleroma, the other dividing the Pleroma from
the Sophia. Later Valentinian doctrine knew
of one Horos only, who after the return of the
upper Sophia into the Pleroma, cut the Pleroma
off from any contact with the lower Sophia and
her creation. That to this u()luns a twofold
function was ascribed—first that of confirming
or establishing the Pleroma (in virtue of which
he was called Zravpds), and the second that of
dividing the Pleroma from the lower world
(Iren. i. 3, ), is not explained by the doctrine
ascribed to Valentinus of a twofold “Opos.
I'd::.-ihl}' 1-}' the ]li;{hitl‘"ﬂpr:s‘ which divides the
Bythos from the Pleroma he may have meant
the Zlyn (cf. Exc. ex Theodot. § 29). Yet more
unreliable is that which Irenaeus has to tell us
about the Christology of Valentinus, According
to him Valentinus had three views of the I>1'igila
of Jesus, first making him the offspring of
Theletos the ad{vyos of Sophia, who after her
fall had withdrawn from her and united himself
to the rest of the Aeons: then ."l_s:.'\ill l]=.‘1‘j\’i[:g
him from the Aeon Christus (the son of Sophia)
after his admission within the Pleroma: and
thirdly making him the offspring of *Avlpwmros
and "ExixAnoia. We cannot imagine that all
three views were actually taken by Valentinus
himself. The second was probably his own
original view, but maintained in the sense of
the Anatolic school, that Jesus or Soter, at the
intercession of Christus issued from the Pleroma
as the common fruit of all the Aeons (Fxe. ex
Theodot. §§ 23, 41). The derivation or mission
of Jesus from Theletos the od(uwyos of Sophia
may be explained a misunderstanding of the
doctrine that their reconciliation had been his
work. The simpler and perhaps more original
doctrine seems to be that of the Marcosians,
which taught that Christus who had left the
:ﬁ»pi:]i;t and ascended into the Pleroma descended
ag on Jesus (the Ew'rﬁp or the &yﬂpwrra; ék
775 oikovoulas) at his baptism (Iren. i. 15, 8).
The last notice given us by Irenaeus in this
section (i. 11, 1) comes in quite abruptly, The
Ivedua dyiov is said to have proceeded from
' Adifeia [i-:lnilnimm from ’Em(.\nﬂ'fa] €ls avd-
kpiriwv kal kaprodopiay T@v Aldvwy by invisibly
entering into them, and through him they
have borne as fruit the products (r& ¢vrd,
Epiph.; folia =& ¢idAre old Lat. wversion)
of ’AAjfeie. With this may be compared
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the statement in the Phiosophumena (vi. 81, p.
188) that Xpigrds and Tiveiua dyior were
emanations from Nots and ’AAsfeia; only there
the purpose of this new syzygy is said to be the
pbppwais of the lower Sophia. According to
Irenaeus (L. 2, 5) Xpiords and Mretpa Gyior pro=
ceed from Mowoyerrs, the aiuyos of 'Arffea,
and by them the Aeons are established, Christus
teaches them the law of the syzygies and the
limits of their knowledge, the Holy Ghost
teaches them how to give thanks, and leads
them into the true rest. But meither of these
views will quite suit. One might conjecture
that Mretua dyiov is here to he identified with
Jesus as he who was sent to the aid of Sophia,
and is also called MapdrkAnTos ; but no parallel
passage can be cited for such identification. Or
one might compare the function here assigned
to Tivevua “Ayioy with that of the“Opos. But
the most probable interpretation is that which
refers to the rvetua éydmys, which also proceeds
from ’AAifeia, as the Tvaois proceeds from
'Ev8buneais (the Zryif), and united himself with
the mveipe yrdoews as the Father is united
with the Son, and ’Epfdunois with Tracs
(Lwcerpt. ex Theod. § 7).

If in these short and meagre notices Irenaeus
has made use of some older aunthority (possibly
that of Justin’s Syntagma), the authority itselt
must probably have confounded the doctrines o®
Valentinus himself with the later opinions of his
school. But we have yet another means ot
obtaining information as to the original teaching
of Valentinus. The Excerptsin Clemens Alexan-
drinus taken from Theodotos and the Anatolic
school contain a doctrine in §§ 1-42, which
at any rate stands much nearer to the views of
Valentinus than the detailed account of Ptolemaie
doetrines which Irenaeus gives us in i. 1-8. We
have here (in these Excerpts) a somewhat com-
plete whole, diff 'ing in some important respects
from the doctrinal system of the Italic school,
and agreeing with that of Valentinus in this
respect, that it knows of only one Sophia, whose
offspring Christus leaving his mother, enters the
Pleroma and sends down Jesus for the redemption
of the forsaken One.

The doctrine of the Aeons stands as much
behind the anthropological and ethical Problems
in these Excerpts as it does in the Fragments.
We find something about the Pleroma in an
interpretation of the prologue of St. John’s
Gospel (Excerpt, §§ 6, 7). By the &px?‘,f' of
St. John i. 1, in which the Logos * was,” we
must understand the Movoyerss  who is also
called God” (the reading & wovoyevhs Oeds
John i. 18 being followed). % The Logos was. év
épxi ”* means that he was in the Monogenes, in
the Nobs and the AAsffeia—the reference being
to the syzygy of Adyos and Zwf, which is said
to have proceeded from Noos and ’AAffea.
The Logos is called God because he is in God, in
the Nots. But when it is said  yéyover év
airg (wh Av the reference is to the Zwh) as
oi{vyos of the Logos. The Unknown Father
(matip &yvworos) willed to be known to the
Aeons. On knowing himself through his own
’Ev@luncis, which was indeed the spirit of
knowledge (wveipa yvdoews), he, by knowledge,
made to emanate the Monogenes ("AyvwoTos oy
6 marhp by H0éAnTey yrwalival Tois aldot, Kal Sik
Tiis évBupricews Tis éauTod, ds by éauTdy dyyaKes
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oua yrioeas obions & yvéoer mpoéBake THV
ﬂw'uw;? (Bernays by reading évdioer instead of
F”F,;_‘L o i,,t(-rpnnrtu:uing after éyvwrds and
el 8

{Bake, elicits quite a different sense.) The
'fa( u;.,u’-s having then emanated from the
ns .,' e, the Enthymesis of the Father, is in

hrim.-'u]‘[' |J'l.m.\'}i£‘ a: ;;;u':l)i'ur it is through the Son
a Father 1s &nown.
lh.';.th:ell;yl‘s:llul‘ 1&7&””9 zni{!g]us Iitsn]f’ With the
as the Father with the Son (ie.
Noiis) and the Enthymesis with
1A e, ;u‘m‘tcdislg rrnl.'tl Liu.’. _=.\h-t]u A as 'Hll'
Guosis  proceed from ‘tuclluntn_\'nw. s e
oVOYENTIS vids, who abides in !lll_'.}mhulll of the
‘;athl‘h emanates from th:‘r Father's }‘:nsuill ::11.=l
thereby declares (¢é&nyeiTar) the !‘.I}Ihv\'nw.\'ls
throt h Gnosis to the Aeons. H:n’ipg |-wc‘u1pt-
visible on earth, he is mo longer (mllu-l by 'i“!
A{,nsﬂp Monogenes (-"Illf!ll_\:)_ but WS pOVOYEVNS.
For though remaining in himself one ;u{l:l the
sume, he is in the Creation {:{:I‘il"l TPWT T OKOS,
and in the Pleroma Movoyeris, and appears in
each locality as he can be compr ehended thlu:l'r.!,
Now if we have here a specimen only of that
wide-spread Valentinian Exegesis the iike of
which we find in Ptolemaeus (Iren. i. 8, 5), the
Excerpts give us on the other hand from S“BU
onwards a detailed and connected account. The
Sigé (as the giuyos of the Supreme Father [1.
709 Bullob instead of Tou Bdfow] and mother of
all his emanations is here called) is silent con-
cerning what she is unable to utter of the
Mysteries of the Inexpressible (708 &ppfiTov);
but what she has comprehended that she declares
to be incomprehensible (wpoonydpevoer : the
change proposed by Bernays wposayopedovaw is
unnece /). But when the reserved and un-
approachable Nature of the Father malkes itself
approachable, in order to His being compre-
hended by the Sigé, then (according to Theo-
dotus) suffering enters into the Pleroma. In
this way the Father Himself becomes capable of
sympathy, for sympathy is a tellow-feeling for
the suffering of another, and is therefore itself
suffering (§ 30). Through the suffering of the
Twelfth Aeon, the Sophia, suffering finds an
'?!ltl'an(‘c into the whole Pleroma, which aceord-
ng to them [1. kar’ adrods] suffers in order to
restore its suffe 'ing member. As afterwards
this suffering of the Sophia is communicated to
Jesu coming down for her help, and to the
Preumatic orépuara taken up by Him,
Aea‘\lns also chastened hy the sar
Sufier t.“"‘ The Sophia desired to comprehend
that wh h lies beyond Gnosis (comprehension),
and so involved herself in ignorance and form-
essness (&y a'.-wm(rfq kal duopdla éyévero). And
:Er“ :ritlti\lf"?ns tllunlm‘l\'vs“h:L\'lr ff\nrrmd that
Himself his o Thﬁ! grace of the l‘Jti?Pl‘, who
s [| l%v:#ﬂ- ’t!I;wIJD,uf(chou, :_I.lld popdn ﬂf,ld
e Al ﬂczsv XapiTe 'rav‘ I]Mp&s:_. is
Ritlde o ',ula‘u:«wlv MaTTOY, Hopdi) kall yviois].
8 Way also the Pleroma regains its unity,

£ s
Fyelua TYETEWRS
the Monogenes or

so are the
ring and

e n} -

U':}}f:;\euu ]bemg possessed of its Pleroma, i, e, its
os (. wi R e o

80-39. (I with Bernays ~hp oiluyor), §§

ﬂﬂii}ef:z};HJIZ[?’}Lﬂ has suffered f::r. her longing
leroma, cayges (El};:;.]:dil"e by 2 ff‘“ i?'_om the
W Evporn Goe. 1ot ‘Urs to f‘m.m.n‘p llun} her
Vorld), og (o s 'eX remembrance of the higher

85 (50 Theodotos calls him) an Image of

8 Plerame N 4
eroma. For pot having emanated like
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the perfect Aeons from a Syzygy, but from the
Sophia only, Christus is Himself, like the later
offspring of the Sophia, a mere image (eikdy).
But being of pneumatic nature, he leaves this
lower alien world, and mounts up to the
Pleroma, where he mingles [L. énpdfn] with the
rest of the Aeons, and specially with the
clete; and as the elect one and first born
of this lower world is established as the Son, or
receives the name of Son. Sophia seized with
longing for the departed one, produces the
“Apxwr Tis Olkovoulas, the Demiurge, or
Topos, formed after the type of Christus, or (as
is also said) after the type of the Father of all,
or (as is said again) after the image of the
Monogenes (cf. § 7). Being derived from the
wdfos Tis émbuulas, he is of a lower chieal
essence (810 xal firTwr ylverar, @s &y éx wdbous
Tis émbuulas ovverrds). The mother her elf,
seeing his abruptness (v dwovoular durod), is
filled with dislike of this her offspring (§§
31-33). To this production of the Demiurge
and of the whole lower world must probably
refer the observation (§ 81) that Sophia in her
state of ignorance and formlessness produced a
Kévwua yraoews, a mere okid Tob ovduaroes
(that is of the name of the Sun). Who is meant
by roua here, called also wids and pdpdm Tav
aidvawy, is not quite elear: one naturallv thinks
first of the Christus, who is said to have
emanated from the Sophia along with the giid,
which is left behind in the xévwua (cf. Iven. i.
11, 1). But more probably we should under-
stand the Monogenes who gives form to the
Aeons by imparting the Gnosis to them, and
whose Name (Jvopa) Christus as vid@eros re-
ceives (cf. § The following words (§ 31)
are also obscure: obros 70 rordpepos iroua
Ty aidvwy dueer 0Tl Tob drduatos. Bernays’
conjectural reading: obros 7ot kardwheos By
Uvoua K.T.A. is certainly not the right one. Per«
haps we should read olirws and explain it thus :
even as the wids (as dvoua) is the wopgh Taw
aigywy, 50 the Svopa kath pépos Tav aidrvwy (the
special name belonging to each individual Aeon),
is in fact 700 ovduaroes, i.e. partakes of the
.
[JVUIU.G.

From beneath the throne of Topos proeceds
a stream of fire, which flows into the vacuum
(0 wevdr) of creation. This is Gel
though from the beginning of ¢
flowed into it, is never full. Topos himself is
fiery, and therefore hides his countenance behind
a veil, that the sight of it may not destroy all

YALENTINUS

enna, which,
eation fire has

thi The apydyyeros only, ie. Jesus goes
into his presence, as a type of which the high
priest entered once a year within the veil (§

38). Besides the Demiurge and the §efial Surdues
(the Psychici), Sophia also produces left hand
powers (the Hylici), which are left to be shapen
by the Demiurge or Topos (§ 34; ef. Iren. i. 11,
1. Thereading mp@ra: cannot possibly be right).
The Demiurge forms this lower world from the
right and from the left, i.e. from the Psychieal
and from the Hylical, At the end of the work
of creation he '}'1':\<|1]t.‘1.‘.-: Adam, who had already
been begotten in thought (§ 40). From Adam
proceeds a twofold human race, the &lkaor (the
Psychici) and “the others” (the Hyliei), § 87.
Sophia, on the other hand, after giving birth to
Christus, and being left behind by him, produces
no more anything perfect. Rather she keeps
[y
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back with herself the things which she was
able (to have produced). This applies not merely
to the angels of the Topes, but also to the
xAnTol (the Pneumatici), whereas the éxAerral,
the dyyeAwd who proceeded from the masenline
principle the Logos, had already withdrawn
themselves with him (§ 39, cf. 21 and 23).
Here again the text is not sound. I read:
pnTnp mpoPatotoa Tov XpioTdr GAdkAnpov kal
i’ abTot katalewpleica Tol Aotmob ok ETi
otdey mwpoéBaie dAdkATpov, GAAG Tk Suvara Tap’
adTfi kaTéoxev, SoTe Kal Tob TOWOU TG Gyyehind
kal T@y kANTEY TR CWEppaTa abTy wpoBa-
Aoboa map' abrThi karéxe, TOV CkAexT@V TaW
GyyeAikay bwd Tov Gppevos ETi wpdrepov mpofPe-
BAnuévwr,

The distinction between the édrxAextol and the
kAnTol, or between the masculine and feminine
spirits, is defined more closely elsewhere. Ac-
cording to that definition the éxAextol are the
Angelic beings (7a ayyeAwxa), the kAnrof called
also (as ]1‘\' Valentinus ]liu'n::vllj TO Siagp Epoy
mvelpa, T& Swadéporta omépuara, are the spirits
of the Pneumatici, who in their totality make
up the *ExxAncia. The former proceed accord-
ing to one theory from the Sophia (§ 21), ac-
cording to another from the “ Mascul ¥

e.” e
from the Logos (§ 39), but so probably from
him as having the Sophia for his instrument.
At the er

ion of man, but after the formation
of his psychical body by the Jh-mim re A owépua
&Idljﬂuf.'rjy. an efflux from the “"ft?\[hui‘ is in-
fused during S:\'t'la |=_\' the Logos mtn the chosen
soul, that it may not be an dorépnua (i.e. sub-
jected to the inf fluence of ihh lower transitory
world). This owépua appervindr leavens through
and through, that which nlw]u-:u'ul about to
separate, uniting body and soul, although these
had been produced by the Sophia in a divided
condition. But the deep sleep of Adam was
that forgetfulness of the soul which held her
together with th )dy, so that she might not be
dissolved, until the Soter had |E|-Em-i11'|l in her
the pneumatic seed w

spark (rnr:vrh:r?)
A5oz,u 7 z\ub‘ﬂ Tis Yuxis h rrw'ef\e i e vdiva
éwn"rrsp 1'” WV&U;.(GTH(M! rrfrsppla. éynr'nhe 'rr}
Yuxii & cwrfp.] This cr'rrsplua was an efflux
of the dppemicdy and the dyyerwdv (§ 2,
comp. § 3). An operation of the Logos
(with mediation of Sophia) is therefore here
spoken of, which precedes the earthly mani-
festation of us. As to the fate of Adam
himself, the orizinal ereation of the De miurge,
and into whom the pneum: itie seed had been de-
posited, nothing more is here told us. But we
may venture fo complete the defective account
here by older narratives, in this way: the terri-
fied Demiurge makes his creature again to dis-
appear, the masculine omwépun deposited in it is
ca upwards into }l.lmchw the feminine
omépua is taken by him (1. with i‘wm.‘lys apd-
pevor) and thro u_:h Eve transferred to the pneu-
matici (§ 21). According to s other account
(§ 40) the emanation of the owépuara vijs ékxay-
alas does not take place till after the production
of the Demiurge, who proceeds from the Sophia
immediately after the departure of Christus as
a fruit of her wdfos. Seeking aid she lifts up
her eyes with a prayer for light. Contempo-
raneously with this emanate from the mother the

:h went on glowing as a

h[:r‘.‘t-! with Bernays : frvos & 7w
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principle the angels of these owépuara who are
destined after their complete reder n]stinu to form
syzygies with them. The angels therefore pray
for the emépuara to which they belong. because
without these (pneumatic ones) they cannot hope
themselves to enter the Pleroma. They form
with t-]l"\l‘ pnenms itic souls a x]m itual uml\ h\'
reason of their common origin (§§ 40,
22). They are the angels of "Tm.\a ;ltrlu Unes
who do always behald the face of their Father,”
the angels of *“the elect ” who will share their
future inheritance and perfection with them
(§ 23). The Siapépovta omépuara oOr omép-

-.,

uara ekxAneias are not like wdfy with whose
dissolution the emwéppara too would be dissolved,
nor like the creations t-rn-hh'::il iw_\' the Sophia,
but they are as children (&s Térva), otherwise
would
have

when the creation was completed they
have been completed too. And there
they kinship with the light which
first made to come forth by his supplication to
the Aeons, i.e. with Jesus. In him all owéppaTta
which with him will enter into the Pleroma,
are potentially (kara Stwaww) purified; and
therefore we can richtly say that the éxkAnoia
was chosen from the foundation of the world
§ 41). The process of redemption is as
lows. Christus having left his mother behind
and outside the Pleroma implores on her behalf
the assistance of the Aeons. In accordance then
with their good pleasure (ebSokia) Jesus in whom
the fulness of the Aeons dwelleth, issues forth
to be the wapduAnros of the fallen Aeon (§§
23, 31). He is also, as messenger of all the
\m\ ns, called )\d'ym‘, fijf'}rs.\us and a,p!(a‘;r“;r‘)\ni
(§§ 25, 35, 38). Passing over the “Opos which
separates the Pleroma from the Kévwua, he leads
with him the angels 7o Siagpéporros omépparos,
in order to redeem the owépua, the pneumatic
souls. He himself, as descending from the Ple-
roma, is possessed of the Adrpwois. But the
angels receive it in baptism for our sakes, through
the communication of the dvoua of him de-
Jesus. In reference

scending in the baptism of
to this baptism of the angels is interpreted the
baptism for the dead of 1 Cor. xv. 29. By the
“ dead” are there meant the (feminine) souls
which in this world are subject to death, that
is the souls of the pneumatici, by the hving
we must understand the #ppeves or the angels
who have no portion in this lower world. This
viearious baptism is that ealled m' the Marco-
sians AdTpwots u'y'ys,\[xv] With this are bap-
tised all the pneumatici destined for an ultimate
union with thl: angels ; they are baptised into
the same name as that in which the angel of
every \!ll' 10 pneums iticus has been h‘i] itised, in
1r||!|i not to ||1 debarred ir\ the {_)pc]s or zrab‘p(ii
from entering into the Pleroma (§ 22).

The coming down of Jesus, or the paraclete,
takes place so that he assumes a pneumatic
Emd}' (-'To;mrf{w) formed by the Sophia from the
pneumatic seed, or, as (with special reference
to Theodotus) it is elsewhere expressed, by in-
vesting himself with the Sophia and wi ith the
exxanala Tav rrwrepuo.'r.uu Tay SiapeptvTay
(r’,r'. the pueunt: atic humanity) as with a body

[(§ 1, 26). This body (& capkiov) i8 the

visible in Jesus, the invisible being the dwops,
the wvibs uuvn‘;.c—r":fc, or the Logos. So then
Jesus, the ékxAnoiaand the Hn]\]lm form together

oméppara exkAnoias, and from the masculine | a powerful and perfect kpagis 7@ TRudTwy
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17) analogous to the parental wp@ois which
1 alog

Y juces offspring, or to the mingling of a body
l".'_'h the earth, or of wine with water, un}_\' that
, s Y P 3 :
;el:e the K}Jaﬂgs is much L"JHJL'l‘I11L:|3.-'nltu‘n as 1t

v an intermingling of sp
E;T;L;_I”:“lm.l_\- the jurlwlu:f. of Sophia and in-
p\l.u‘:ll' called Jesus, trl-.-u wu‘u‘a COMmes 'E'f,“;“ 'I.‘t
the baptism in the form of a dove (§§ 16.
92, 96); and it must be in reference to this
L:-.h- \at it is said that JlusﬂT Iil]:-']“ u-;v-l].--l t.}u-.

pat in order not to be hinderes )y the
éu.lfti‘sglga-;epﬁluaras (to which He had been
g ertain way subjected on His issuing from

inac : : )
the Sophia) in His mounting upwards into the
[Heiurici is mistaken in re-
] With regard

Pleroma (§ 22). r
ferring these words to Cl h re
to the suffering (passion) of s but few hints
are given, The ewépuara “]mm. has
ken up into Himself share in this suffering,
thereby the whole universe (td GAov ral

Jesus

a
and

by map, both the Dleroma and this lower
|d) is drawn into sympathy (§ 31). In

ion he gives over to His Father the Sophia
the words, Luke xxiii. in order to
ceive her again from Him that ::'-]u:‘ be not
kept back by the powers of .thc ]u.:t.r ]liL[I:I
[l with Bernays émo 7w apirrépwy Buya,u-:clou_-‘
With the same words He also commends into
the Father’s hands the whole pneumatic seed
of the elect. [By the éxAextol here we cannot
understand, as at § 23, the ayyerwcd apferind,
but only their associates the pneumatici; and
mnst therefore assume a variable use of term
The passion of Jesus also rej

divided in order to the reunion of the
ndered parts., As Jesus is baptised to bring
it the union of the pneumatici whose femi-
nine souls are separated from their masculine
5 the s, 50 also the indivisible must
rided in :r that the pnewmatici may be
united to their angel consorts and so we, the
many being made one, may all be commingled
the One who for has heen
ded (\3 36). {‘H\lt'-l‘ éBamticaTo & Inoovs
we must place a stop.] What we are to under-
stand by this « being divided ™ predicated of
:"3-“1-‘ will be evident if we bear in mind that it
spressly mentioned (cf. § 1) how in His
on He gives up to the Father the pneumatic
f‘]L‘II]L‘l]h‘ which on coming down to earth He
had received from the Sophia (and from the
E‘R’R-\?.‘Q’l“)s and had clothed Himself theres
&5 with a body,
them for 1

40,

our sakes

th
and so separates Himself from
a time in order to receive them back
and to take them up with Hims
1[‘“ Pleroma, But 1| re this can take place
'l]::”;ll"':'“."[l’f?\nﬁf-is, ie. the oapicloy united with
. baraciete, the pneumatic man Jesus, being
{Il?f"[;“ i, takes His place at the right hand of
¥ UeMlurge in order to the

]”,l"‘”ll}ﬂ\"tlcls :d to enter the Pleroma
]'&;:Lt;:t‘f ]_“_“ Paul .1114"2 Apostle a type ul'\ the
Re ]Tl'!'rt.ilw“!g St‘ll.f_- forth as preacher 1.}1 the
U T 'Illi _lMlﬂI]{fllm‘uu!_\' after the Lord’s pas-
two diffe 14t Teason he preached the Soter in
6 Tent ways [1. kad érdrepor] according
Now ;:* fl”l'-""-"’t Powers of comprehension,
H »107 the sake of the aptoTepol, he preaches
SR A DOt And s ffayine (v ) PERs Dt
because 14, s I'Wﬂ.(/f”ﬂrlrar- Kol walnTav)
fear Him oo 1 only know this Christus and

b1 Y
: MaTa 7oy Téwev TodrTwy
5 uerg

into

whaole

(§ 38).

enable

[Bernays
TO0 Tér C S g
Tov Tomor TovTor]; and now, for

t with spirit. |
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the sake of higher minds, he preaches Him pnen=
matically even as He is known by the Sekiol
dyyelot, and as born of the Holy Ghost and of
| the Virgin, i.e. as proceeding from the pueumatie
world and from the S For the Lord

ift a different way.

the work of redempt ion
are given with special reference to that pneu-
matic seed which is to redeemed. The
descent of Jesus takes I-|:\.<'|’ (.u'-_'nr.ting to Theo-
dotus) with an accompaniment of #yyeAor Tod
Biagpépovros  omépparos (§ 85). The Soter
awikes the soul out of sleep and fans the arwnp
me. For this reason the elect seed which
is quickened into life by the Logos, is called

sts Himself to each one in :
The further details of

be

omwlip, apple of the eye, mustard seed, and
leaven, which united unto faith that which
seemed to be divided [l évomooloayv].  After

the resurrection he breathes the Spirit into the

les, blows away the dust like ash but
2 amwbip into life (§§ 1, 3). 1 [
ghtenment of the pneumatic seéd is referred
to in John i. 9 (The *lisht which lichteneth
every man ™).
is the owépua Biagépor.
world was an adorni

g inte the
4 Himself (Ffs TOV 1.'r’irrluou
fnbev TovTéaTw EauTdy éxdaunoer: the play on
the word wdouos is untranslatable) by putting
away from Himn the beclouding and commingling
maln (§ 41). It is thus that by the coming
of Jesus down to earth, the separation is ac-
complished between believe
The ins

His comi

unbelievers,

s and

rument of this separation 58
(STavpds) which is the sign of Horus ("Opos)
within the Plerm Horus divides this
lower world from the Pleroma, Stauros
believers from unbeliey Tobs awloTous Toy
moTav). DBy *beli here we are not to
understand, as in r teaching, the psychiei,
but the pneumatici, the oméppara Blageporra.
These it is whom Jesus carries by the sign (the
Cross) upon his shoulders l into the Pleroma.
Jesus therefore is called t *shoulders ™ of
the seed as Christus is called their * head;”
and therefore is it said, “ He that taketh not up
his cross and loweth me is not my brother.”
So Jesus took up his own body (to the cross)
which being of pneumatic nature w
stantial with the church (dpoototor T éxrAnaia)
(§ 42). The Demium tes (of
Befiwol) before the coming (rapovria) of Jesus
into the world, knew the names of Jesus and of
Christus (1. 700 ’Incot kal Toi X T
ovduara) but not the power of the sign (i.e. of
cross) § 43. [1. GAAd Tob gnueiov ovkx fbecay
dacl vHv ddvamiv. With the we im=-
mediately following in the same section (§ 43)

is the cr

80

]

01,

his asso

NTTOU

Us

\ ~ s ¥
—~xkal SovTos mwaoay étovolay Tol TaTpos —
i 2 school].

b

e piece taken from the Itali
to

open the way for the pneumatici
| 1 1 b . .
into the Pleroma, Jesus after His x >
tion places Himself at the right hand of

Topos (the demiurge) and pacifies his fiery
nature (§ 38 of Iren. i, 30, 14, where pre-
cisely the same :-'!u_»l-\ll:ltiun 18 1|-ln-:'[|-(l ot
the Ophites). But the their
places in the twelve lineal l'll['(']'.:\ because as
the matural birth proc ds from the zodiae, so
regeneration (or new birth) from the apostles
(§ 25). Along with the pneumatic oméppata
Sophia also is broug ht into the Pleroma, The
feminine oméprara (pneumatic human :i-.:ui~') are

Vs 1
wstles take
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united with their masculine consorts (the angels)
and so they all enter together into the Pleroma.
Therefore is it said in the Egyptian gospel,
¢ The woman is transformed into the man and
the church below into angels” (§ 21). When
the mother with the Son and with the owépuara
have entered the Pleroma, then will Topos take
the place which is now taken by the Mother
(§ 34). The psychici (otherwise called the
Righteous) taking their way through creation
(l. é» 7§ éxtiouévy and not with Bernays éx
wlorews) remain behind with Topos, the rest
(the Hylici) remain in the dark portion of
creation (&v 7§ 1o okdrov ékriouére) with the
&piorepol, and there fall into the fire (§ 37).
The preceding survey shows that in the first
forty-two paragraphs or sections of Clemens’s
Fragments from Theodotus, we really have a
well connected and consistent doctrinal system.
The scattered notices in §§1-28 fit in tolera-
bly well into the dogmatic whole, and there is
no more reason to doubt that we have here an
account of the so-called Anatolic school, as that
it also gives in substance the oldest form of
the Valentinian system. When therefore it is
added to the Title of these * Excerpts from Theo-
dotus and the Anatolic school,” that they are
katt Tous Obalertivov xpdvovs, the addition is
perfectly justifiable. It is certainly an error
when the title expressly assumes that all the
excerpts belong to the Anatolic school (CEx Taw
@eoddTov Kkal Tijs avaToAikis kaAouuévns diba-
araMlas), but this mistake is not probably to be
Jaid to the charge of Clemens himself, It seems
however likely that the combination of the later
account of the doctrines of the Italian school
(8§ 42-65) with that of the older Anatolic
system was Clemens’s own work. We may even
discover how he was led to make this combina-
tion. In § 44 we are told how the Son upon
his coming is received by the Sophia. She sees
his likeness to the light which has left her, and
hastens to meet him with joy and adoration.
But when she discovers the masculine angels by
whom he is accompanied, she veils herself for
shame. Now the later Italian document (which
reappears also in Irenaeus, i. 4, 2) referred this
Light by which Sophia had been deserted, to the
Aeon Christus who he emanated from the
Pleroma along with TIvetua @yior, in order to
impart to the Kdrw Zogla a plppwois xar’
obolayv, and after accomplishing this work had
returned into the Pleroma. After which the
Soter, at the instance of Christus, comes down to
Sophia accompanied by his angels (cf. [ren. i. 2,
654,55 5,65 7, 1), and imparts to her a udp-
Puwats kara yvaow (Eve. ex Theod. § 45, cf.
Iren. i. 4, 5). Clemens explained this in the
sense of the simpler account of the Anatolic
:-':_'hnn], Whi(.‘h he had himself been _Q,‘i\'mg, and
1‘ullg|‘ri:‘1| Lhurvfnre, Christus to the Soter of the
Sophia, and the tyyeror to the masculine seed
which after the creation had been emanated
along with the feminine seed at the instance of
the Logos. DBut herein he made the serious mis-
take of overlooking that the Christus of the
older school was a quite different character and
performed a quite different part from the Chris-
tus of the later school. Again, whereas accord-
ing to the first account the work of redemption
begins with the descent of Jesus, the udppwois
kat& yr@ow (imparted to the lower Sophia) is,
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according to the second account, the commence-
ment of creation (the elements of the universe
being formed out of her wdfn separated and trans-
muted into earthly substances) and the work of
redvmption takes place much later. We must
indeed allow that the obscure character of the
latter account shows plainly that it is derived
from an older and simpler source. According
to Irenaeus (i. 4, 1; cf. 4, 5) the udppwais xara
yviow imparted by the Soter to the lower
Sophia, is preceded by the udppwois xar’ olalay
imparted to her by the Aeon Christus. 1t is
however hard to say how these two poppdoe:s
are to be distinguished the one from the other
when the whole process of the world’s formation
from the wdfn of Sophia is said to proceed from
the péppweris kara yvoow.

The historical development of the Valentinian
doctrine can be traced out with only approxi-
mate certainty, and in any case only imperfectly.
The roots of the system are to be found in the
old vulgar Gnosis. For even if the original
dualistic foundation is repressed and concealed
by a platonizing pantheism, it still gives evident
tokens of its continued existence in the back-
ground. The ©An and “dark waters™ into
which the Ophitic Sophia sinks down (Iren. i.
30, 3), are here changed into the xévwua or
torépnua, which in antithesis to the mAfpwua is
simply an equivalent for the Platonic uy 0.
But yet more when the Universe is no sooner
formed than it divided itself into a right and
a left, a psychical half, and a hylical, a
demiurge and a cosmocrator, the dualistic
foundation is no less evident than in the some-
what differently turned Ophitic doctrine which
makes Jaldabaoth generate the Ophiomorphos by
mirroring himself in the dregs of the fAn (Iren.
i. 30, 5). The same is the case when the
Demiurge is described as a feds Trﬁ'pwﬂs (Eze. ex
Tueod. § 38, cf. Philos. vi. 52, p. 191, and
compare what is snid of the so-called Docetm
Phi‘os. viii. 9, p. 265), which is not only a
reminiscence of a well-known Old Testament
representation, but also of the doctrines of the
Syrian Gnosis. Compare, more especially, the
teaching of Apelles concerning the &yyehos
whpwos, the “igneus praeses mali,” who is now
distinguished from and now identified with the
God of the Jews (Tertullian, de Carne Christi, 8;
de Anima, 3 Dhilos. vii. 38, p. 259). This
original dualism appears also in the theories of
later Valentinians, as in the piece contained in
the Dialog. de recta fide, and erroneously ascribed
to Valentinus himself.

The Valentivian doctrine of emanations is also
of Oriental origin. If indeed we might venture
to reckon Bardesanes himself among the Valen=
tinians, the investigation into points of connec-
tion between them and the Ophitic gnosis might be
carried much further, But the statement found
in the Philosophumena (vi. 35), that Bardesanes
was one of the heads of the Anatolic School is
not confirmed by a -comparison with other
accounts. Yet, undoubtedly, the antithesis of a
masculine and a feminine principle, which is
perpetually recurring in the syzygies of the
Valentinian Pleroma, and in ever \':lr}'iugf{)rmﬂ,
as also the notion of wAnpduara in contradis-
tinction to efkowes, indicates a connection with
the ideas and conceptions of Aramaiec paganism.
From the Syrian gnosis moreover are derived
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the“Avfpwmos mpod, the names 'Axapd, "Tad
[ren. i. 4 15 21, 8), and probably also the
Aramaic formulae for prayer and conjuration
which are found among Marcosians and other
Valentinians. Valentinus, on the other hand,
appears to have been th_e first wh__ﬂ, un-l_vr t!le
jntluence of Platonic philosophy, tuuncll in the
old Cosmogonic Mythe‘;\ new and phllusx_:ph:c
meaning. The mythical personages of the
Valentinian Pleroma present the history of
mind or spirit, W hich breaking forth from ij
primal silence of the hidden ground of all bl;‘ll.l_f_:'
in the form of the creative thought and \‘vth
roceeds from its hidmu-p!;u-ril tlu revelation.
This Mt‘.de\'ulnlmwn: of the iul:tn!e_ :1]»!}»:5;[1'.‘% to
pring it under finite conditions of wafos or
gutiering, which affect even the highest Pleroma,
and threaten to destroy the primal }1::1‘1|1u.!|}§'.
unless the individual Aeons, in whom the in-
finite powers of spirit Lii‘-'t.l'lllllti.-‘, lhr_-.tnfcl\'(-.s, can
be once more established in their original order,
ned within his own limits. The

and each rest }
game process which within the Pleroma is
brought to vest by the action of Horus ( Opos,
limit-maker) repeats itself at the lower stages
and developments of existence. In ‘t!m lr:nu_hlos
of Sophia we find represented the history of the
soul, which having forsaken her original home,
and so lost her proper rank and purity, is
yisited now with innumerable sufferings, pangs
of grief and unstilled longings, till deliverance
is finally vouchsafed her from above. The
erigin of this Valentinian Sophia is also to be
found in the Syrian gnosis. [SopmiA.] She is
here described as the overflow of light which
the mother of life can no longer retain, the beam
bursting forth on * the left side,” which (like
the licht sparks of Saturninus’ Pleroma) be-
comes the principle of all life and all formation
in the BAn. With Valentinus also the Sophia
appears as the formative principle in the visible
universe : but with this old cosmogonic con-
ception we find the platonic thoughts combined
of the soul’s fall, of her punitive suffering, of
her reminiscences of the long lost home, and
her final return thither.

Valentinus himself as well as the older Ana-
1f'|'lu school represented in the excerpts of
Clemens Alexandrinus knows but one Sophia, the
twelfth (or thirtieth) Aeon of whose Fall and
consequent sufferings the whole of this mun-
dane creation is the issue, The same conception
méets us again in the older source made use of
oy l_!L]‘l”'}."t“-“ in the Syntagma, in Mareus (Iren.
118, 4; of. 15, 3 ; 16, 1, 23 17, 1; but other-
Wise 1, 16, 3) as well as in the second account
given by Irenaeus (i. 2,3). According to this
1:5 Sophia atter attempting the impossible gave
Enth alter the manner of a woman, to an oveia
ftif:f‘::;, :;n beholding which she is seized with

a B OITOW
B T

at ler
tent SOTTOW, and

» with horror and despair, and
way to hide what has happened.
1gth to the Father in her peni-
iy all the u‘l]_'wr Aeons ma.kg in-
of 5=1I]{hi1 (‘Ulb Er. .‘vlczl}l\\'mll: from the passions
¢ ematt:ri-\;[r-- oI, Avmrn, qbo:B‘os .'113-.i ’E'mr-\nﬁxs)
oo is [_‘PY‘*' W i'l.lil isformed. T hxl‘ obie Buoppos
bk 'mtl‘lll }L_Imt. the lowe}‘ N\Ip.hlu, but l‘]w
behind \':‘jltﬁ“t-l 1]rth, the owid, “-".mh. remains
o1, born i l“_ mother, \‘\-‘hr:n (_.hrl:«'tus her
has Teminiscence of the higher world,
Hounted up to the Pleroma.
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The distinction made of a twofold Sophia, is
the most important alteration in the original
system taken in hand by a certain part of the
Valentinian school. We are expressly informed
of this doctrine as taught by Scu_umhm, one of
the oldest disciples of Valentinus (Iren. i. 11, 2),
but elsewhere we find it only in documents of
the Italian school. The Irenaens’ main account
from source A relates first the history of the
last Aeon Sophia. In overweening desire for
immediate communion with the all - perfect
Father, she separates herself from her agv{vyos,
falls into a state of :-'uﬂ'u:rint__f‘ and would have
been wholly dissolved in her longing if Horus
had not delivered her from her suflering, re-
introduced her into the Pleroma, and reunited
her to her ad{vyos (Iren. i. 2,2, cf. 2, 43 3, 3).
The purification of Sophia by Horus is thereby
accomplished that her ’Ev8dunois (Desire), to-
gether with the wdfos that has come upon her
(ebv 76 emywouévew mdber), is separated from
her (2,4; 4, 1). This ’Ev8dunois of the ¥vw
Sopia is the Axaudf or kdrw Zopia. It is
described here, as in the doctrine of the &
2, 3), with which however this account is not
otherwise to be confounded, as a formless being
(&uopgos kal aveideos). It is indeed still of
pneumatic essence and endowed with a certain
natural longing after the upper world (the
Aidv), but, being unahle to comprehend any-
thing, it is formless, a mere weak feminine off-
spring, an &Tpwua (compare also Philos. vi. 31,
p- 188 sq.). Outside the region of light and
the Pleroma she is driven about by an irresistible
fire in places of shadow and emptiness (1. éw
orias kal kevduaros timows, cf. Excerpt. ex
Theod. § 31), till the upper Christus takes
pity upon her and imparts to her the pdppwais
kot ololay (2, 45 4, 1). Although this pdp-
Pwrs kat obolay is !.'.\1!]'1:\"-]_\-’ contrasted h_v
Irenaeus with the pdppwots katd yr@ow which
has not yet taken place, it nevertheless from his
own account appears to have consisted in an
impartation of knowledge to Achamoth. Not
till the upper Christus has again left her,
does she come to the knowledge of her suffering
and of her separation from the Pleroma, and is
filled with longing after the better world, of
, since the coming of the Christus, a
ragrant savour had remained with lLer. But
v endeavour to mount upwards into the
Pleroma finds a bar in the action of Horus, who
keeps her back with the magical utterance Iao.
Now then more than ever feeling herself left
alone outside the Pleroma is she laid hold of by
all manner of sufferings, sorrow, fear, despe
tion, ignorance, but also for the first time with
an érepa Sidfeqis of penitent conversion (émi-
arpodh) to the Giver of Life. While then her
mother (the first Sophia) obtains liL‘[]\'jﬁl‘FlTl‘?Q
(érepolwois Tav wdfwy) she (the &w Zogia) }Jns
experience of the opposite, From her mafy
issues this lower world. From her émorpodd
comes the soul of the world (7 Yvxh Tob kéauov)
and of the Demiurge, from her ¢dBos and Avay
the rest, from her tears the watery particles,
from her smile the substance of light, from her
Atmn and dmwop.a the corporeal elements of the
universe (4, 1, 2).

This formation of the Universe is further
designated as an opening of the uiTpa of Acha-
moth (3, 3)-
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The further process of the world’s formation
is depicted by Irenaeus from two accounts which
supplement each other, the first that which he
has been using hitherto (source A), a document
of the Ptolemaic school 3 the second (source C)
the writing used by Clemens also (Lxcerpt. ex
Theod. §§ 43-65). The account given by C is
the basis of what is found in Irenaeus from 4, 5
to 5, 5, but is frequently interruptes by inser-
tions from A. Most of the accomn is given
twice in different words and with slight modifi-
cations in detail. This is the case with the
origination of the Demiurge, the formation of
the Psychici and Hylici from the wdén of the
Sophia, the psychical Christus of the Demiurge,
the constituent parts of the Soter who descends
for the work of Redemption, and the like.
Common to both accounts is it that the udppwos
kera yvacw of Achamoth or her deliverance
from her wdéy is effected by the Soter or Para-
clete, who on the intercession of Christus is sent
forth from the Pleroma and with a company of
his angels descends to her. From the psychical
substance he forms the Demiurge, or the Heb-
domad over which Achamoth as Ogdoad sits
enthroned ; from the hylical substance proceed
the mvevuaTica T7s morqpias, the Cosmoerator or
Devil and the demons. (Following souree A,
Irer 1; following source C, Exc. ex Theodot.
§§ 43-46 = lren. 4, 5 down to BGednuiovpyn-
kevar pdawovor and 5, 2-3). We have here an
echo of the old Ophite doctrine, the Demiurge
appearing as a limited Being who knows of
nothi righer than himself, but the Cosmocra-
tor as an evil spirit who is possessed of that
knowledge (lren. 5, 4, cf. 30, 5). The formation
of the varions constituents of this lower world
out of the wafy of Achamoth is the work of the
Demiurge acting as an instrument of the Sophia,
while imagining that He himself is the Highest.
The further details are with some insignificant
modifications the same in both accounts (follow-
ing source A Iren. 4, 2; 5, 1; following source
G o Thendot, §5 47—49=1Iren. 5, 4, where an
interpolation from A repeatedly breaks the con-
nexion). To the three original elements of the
Universe, the Pneumatic, the Psychic, and the
Hylic Elements, corresponds a threefold race of
human beings, one by nature capable of salva-
tion, another endowed with freedom of will, and
1 third by nature devoted to destruction. These
Jhree races or kinds of human beings are repre=
sented by the three sons of Adam, Seth, Abel,
Cain (from A, Iren. 6, 1, 23 from C, Kro. ex
Theod. §§ 50-57=Iren. 5, 5; 7, 5). The pneu-
matic seed is secretly sown by the Sophia in the
soul of Adam ( ex Theod. § 53) and the mas-
culine angels watch over the ewépuara (ebid, ).
But in the main source A the origination of

prenmatic souls from the impregnation of the |

Bophia by the Angels of the Soter is given with
more detail, (Iren. 4, 5, last sentence ; 5,1 ; 6.)
Essentially the same form of doctrine is that
presented in the /Zhilosophumena (vi. 31-34,
pp. 188-192).

The doctrine of redemption is curiously modi-
fied in the Italian system. The older teaching
of a Christus, son of the Sophia, who forsakes his
mother in order to ascend into the Pleroma is
attributed besides to Valentinus himself (Iren.
11, 1) and the Anatolic school, to Marcus also,
sccording to whom Christus recei*vs the place
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of the xiith Aeon within the Pleroma (Iren. 15,
33 see Hilgenfeld’s remarks upon it, £ c. p. 374).
But according to the source A, as used by
Irenaeus, the new Syzygy of Christus and
Mvevua “Avyiov takes the place of Christus, son
of Sophia, having emanated from the Monogenes
(the Nous and *AAffeia), after the restoration of
the Upper Sophia, and the separation of Acha-
maoth, According to the yet younger form
which the doctrine takes in the Plulvsophumena
the number of thirty Aeons is first made up by
this fifteenth Syzygy (Philos. vi. 31, p. 188). The
only peculiarity seems to be that in the account
given by Irenaeus (from source A) the samne
functions are ascribed to the Aeon Christus as
to the “Opos. He confirms and establis
Aeons by teaching them the Law of Sy:
shewing them the impossibility of their know-
ing the Father, whereas the Tveiua“Ayior, on
the other hand, teaches them how to thank and
praise the Father of all (Iren. 2, 5, 6). It
seems here evident that the new form in which
Christus here appears is not part of the original
arrangement of the system, and does not well
fit in with it. This higher Christus it is, as we
have seen, who imparts to the lower Sophia the
popdwaris xar’ ovolay, and immediately after
returns into the Pleroma (Iren. 4, 1). Why the
Christus leaves Achamoth so quickly after a
half-accomplished work of Redemption can only
be explained by supposing a transformation of
the original doctrine. The pdppweots kara
yridow and the deliverance from the wdfny is
imparted to the Achamoth through Soter, the
Paraclete, or Jesus, who appears here also issuing
forth as the common Product of the whole
Pleroma. (From source A, Iren. 2,63 3,1,2,4;
3, 1; from C, Exe. ex Theodot. §§ 43-45=1ren. 4,
5). Heisthe general Framer of the Universe, who
has tormed all things Suvduer; in his work he
makes use of Achamoth and of the psychical
Deminrge without his knowledge. (From
source A, Iren. 5, 13 from C, Exe. ex Theodot.
§'1'T=]I'l.'n, 4, 5.) And so the |>!1vt]m:|ti|: seed to
which Achamoth gives birth is derived from the
angels of the Soter, and comes down at his
instance into the lower world (see above).

In this form of doctrine also it is the Soter,
who at the end of all things comes down once
more, to bring in the universal Redemption.
But, wherens, according to Anatolic doctrine,
he descends to earth invested with the Sophia
and 'ExxAnale as with a pneumatic body, so
here he unites on coming down both psychical
and pneumatic elements, being obliged to assume
the firstfruits of all which he is minded to
redeem. Thus from the Achamoth and from
"ExiAnoia, he takes the pneumatic elements and
adds them to his own puneumatic essence, i
the dvoua, and from the Demiurge he takes the
psychical. He unites himself with the psychical
Christus of the Demiurge, and assumes amd 7is
Oikovoutas a psychical body which has been
prepared with exquisite art, in order to be seen
and touched, and capahle of suffering, Only
from the Az, which in itself is incapable of
redemption, be assumes mothing. His descent
on the psychical Christus takes place at the
baptism ; at the passion he is deserted, not only
by the Soter, but also by the pneumatic element
received from Achamoth (from source C, Kze,
ex Theod. §§ 58-61). In the two accounts
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given by Irenaeus, By, fmd 7, 2, the x;ulutin_n
of the sources is not quite clear. As 7, 1 is
derived from G, it would seem that the t’r:}n.x::
tion to A takes place at the \I\'Ul'll.s eiml 55‘
AéyorTes. But this is nr:t a {&mt.l]riu‘ form of
expression t0 denote his main source ; and
besides this, the i“."“i'\' of ::uts.t:u'i. with the
excerpts are greater in. 7, 2 H‘mul in 6, 1.

The notion of a psychical '«;hl‘].“tlln‘ who passes
through Mary as water through a conduit
(Iren. 7, 2), is to be found ever
Italie school (;Jﬁf}fus, ¥i. 35, p- 194 Si!.)
assumes that the Demiurge who has f
announced this his own Messiah by the Law
by the f'rnpill't‘-ﬁ (I'I\. Ezxc. ex Theodot. § 249 3
Iren. 7, 2) is only a limited and not in any way
a hostile Being.  This last notion however is not
peculiar to the Italian school. Among the
Marcosians also we meet with the &u-ﬂpwrm éx
7ijs oikovopias, or the cwrip éx Tis oikovoulas,
who is also called the ¢awduevos "Incois, on
whom at his Baptism the Xpiords descends.
The generation of this &vfpwros éx s olkove-
ulas, and his birth from Mary, is the work of
Powers flowing forth in a wonderful manner
from the Upper Tetrad. The place of the Lo
is taken by the Angel Gabriel, that of Zws by
the Myetpa “Avyior, that of “Avfpwmros by the
divauis Toi Ugigrov, that of ’ExkAngia by
the Virgin Mary (Iren. 15, 3, ¢f. 14, 6). The
duwaues Tov UddoTov is understood to mean the
Demiurge in the Italian account as it appears in
Pseudorigenes (Philos. vi. 35, p. 1943 of. Exc. ex
Theod, § 60), but it is not made out that the
Marcosians sharved this view. Heracleon, on
the other hand, makes the expression 6 dauvds
70t Beodi refer to the imperfect and
therefore psychical Body of the Re
Urigen. in [oann. tom. viii. 88).

Apart from this one point of diflerence the
further process of the Work of Redemption is
represented in the accounts which have come
to us from the Italian school with the same
features essentially as in those of the Anatolic

sible, and
emer (ap.

\:. I.  Duri ¢ the Passion of the rchical
Christus, the Soter withdraws himself from the

gGue to give room for Death asserting its
]lelm‘. But the B Iy having died, and so Death
having exercised its power over it [1. kpatfioay-
Tos abTob] the Soter sends down a ray of fus

5‘-”“'” and drives away Death [read with
TRAY : iy - - L

HMAYS arpdace] awakens the Body, and
abolishes its gy (Exc. ex Theod, § 61), The

kes
Resurrection at the
]’{'TIIIIH"-_:L'. (just a

Psychical Christus tal

then his place after
the

Right Hund of the
\ sus in the Anatolic doctrine)
and there ,“.i]] remain till the end of the World
Pner - h ot. § 62). In t}lih interval the
neumatici find pest along with their Mother in

}i“‘-("-'.l'irlucl, and wear till their perfecting their
ﬁlt‘::ihr:ll](:).ﬂﬂﬂs as wedding garments: the other
e .Ib}ﬂu]s (the ‘i'a_\ ici) find their place
. ng’,l\ﬂt.l the ]}umlm‘ge. At the end of the

“]"‘;;zlrg?}r EAl\lE-;tI}:C]-I ascends up into the I'Jt'!'i.rllltt
With the S.r. Heumatici. She is there wedded
kit \;it‘-l”-tl a8 her oi(uyos, and the Pneu-
el L their Angels ‘as Brides with their
Supper B e 20 e great “Marriags
within 1i1[\';'¥;;<11f-'-|{hl1\1 II)hrc Mar e C hamber
vision of the F.-t' ‘f. : noum:at_u-: obtain the
et ather, :lllll having themselves
tional Aeons, they are now admitted to

| &pxrrpleAwos  at

rywhere in the |
It |
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the rational and everlasting marriage joys of the
celestinl Syzygy. The Demiurge alone with
the faithful psychiei moves up into the {.).;_-’win.ui’
and takes the place which the Mother has
vacated. He is the guest who has been made
the wedding banquet, the
conductor of the Bride, the friend of the Bride-
groom who stands without and rejoices when he
hears the B legroom’s voice (l'f.-\-"l'. ex Theod,
§% 61-65. In § 63 a comma should be put
fter untpl and éxdvrar be veand instead of
€xovres; in § 64 read marpds instead of wyed-
pmaros). | itially the same are the accounts
iven by Irenaeus (fren source A, 7, 45 5;
from C, 7, 1), and the Philvsophuinena
(vi. 36, p. 195 SQ. )

The doctrinal system contained in source A 15,
as we have already observed, that of the Ptole-
maic school with which the
is in thorouch agreement. But the w riting also
made use of by Hippolytus, or whoe
author of the Philosoplwinena, Teprese the
Italian type of doctrine. If we except the dif-
ferences already noted in the doctrine of the
."\l-nr_ri, and some other differenc
which have
diti from

in

unt in source C

s in terminology
been already mentione it
sources A and C in only a few

also

the

non-essential particulars. The Fra of
Heracleon moreover ree with the Phivsopliu-
mena in all main points (cf. Hilgenfeld, 7. e.

pp. 472-505, for the proofs of this statement).
Compared with the older Anatolic Valen-
tinianism, the Italian exhibits a richer and more
dev [ \ The sufferin the
are at bottom a n repetition of
the upper Sophia, the part played by
the higher Christus is a copy of that of Horus,
The Christol is # mor
structed. The oldest form o

by Marcus appears to have ta

s of

lower Sophi

those

y is artificially con.
ctrine preserved

ply

s0

(i}

1t quite sin

that Christus Son of Sophia, after mounting
upwards iuto the Pleroma came down at his
Baptism on the wondrously formed aapkioy

(product of the .*u-]fll\:t an kAnaia), the Man

The Anatolic doctrine which Irenaeus or
nis authorit e ascribes to Valentinus
11, 1) already attributed the
Redemption mo longer to Choristus
himself, but to the Soter, who at his request had
been sent forth as a common fruit of the whole

Jesus,

Pleroma, and who descended on Jesus, i.e. on the
tpK The Italian school dis ished more
TapKLoy, ne 1talin school dis ru el 1OTE
a threefold Christus: first the Aeon

s, #OCvyos of Trveipa “Ayiov, who ema-
after the establishment of the lv;wr r

nated

Hn]n]lin; second, the Soter, who is also called
Christus, and was emanated as the common
fruit of the Pleroma; third and last the

psychic Christus of the Deminrge with whom
Soter unites himself at his Baptism.

The centre of gravity of the whole s_\'.\'t-‘rn
lies undoubtedly in its ive interes
’l‘i]l’ names .'ll“l!!‘— I"f fhi' ‘hil'T .\.' ;\I'HH.“! are a l!]'“(lrl
of this. 1t deserves notice that the desig
Nous and Movoyerfis applied to the first ru:m:nlmu
prineiple emanating from the supreme Father
do not seem to have been used h'&' Yalentinus
self, It was called .\'im]?'!j\' l_[a‘.“{lp or i.‘\x'ﬁpw-
rrus(uf?.ns' &.r.-ﬁpiﬁ‘-‘ruv). Discussions like those of
the Anatolic school (;!S. l'v]sul'i:'-] ]r}' ('hmwnx’
Pxe. ex cod. §§ 6, 7) concerning the ema-

gpecu

1ations

nation of the Movoyerqs from the Supreme
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Father minister to that philosophical tendency
which seeks to solve the old old question of the
origination of all existence from primeval
silence, by means of the “ Eternal Thought.”
It is a genuinely speculative feature when, as
here (l.c.), the knowledge of the Father through
the Son is derived from a union of the Spirit of
Love with the Spirit of Knowledge. Related to
this is the theoretical exposition attributed by
Irenacus to the * Scientiores circa Ptolemaeum ™

(12, 1). According to this Bythos had two |

consorts, “Evvoia and @éAnua, from whom pro-
ceeded the Syzvgy of Movoyerfis and *AAnfea.
Then in the first place he conceived the thought
of the emanations, and afterwards made the
resolve to carry it out. The unknown authori
in Pseudorigenes (the Philosophumena) makes
love once more the final cause of the emanation
of the Pleroma from the e-Father in his]nnu
someness, with the beautiful words: &ydmry v
BAos, 9) 8¢ dydmn olw EoTiv drydmy, éav i f TO
Hyarnuévoy (LPhil. vi. 29, p. 185).

In view of the origin of the doctrine of
Valentinus, concerning the Aeons which we have
found to be in the cosmogonic and astral powers
of the old Syrian Gnosis, one cannot doubt that
the Aeons were originally thought of as
mythological personages and not as personified
notions, although Tertullian (adv. Valentin. 4)
would refer the former view to Ptolemaeus,
and not Valentinus as its first author. The
oricinal form of the doctrine, therefore, is that
which gives Zryf or “Ewwowa to Bubds as his
consort. Another mode of conception regards
the first principle as both male and female
(hermaphrodite), even as the masculine and
feminine members of the Svzygies of the Pleroma
are again sometimes regarded as bisexual
(Cf. Iren. 11, 5, with 1, 1 and Epiph. ci. 5).
Just as in the religious systems of Hither Asia,
might the Syzygy of the masculine and feminine
1nmulllv coalesce in a bisexual being, without
the original conception being abandoned. It has,
on the other hand, a qmru different signification
when tiie first principle is raised above all sexual
antithesis. So reports Irenaeus repeatedly (2,4;
11, 5; cf. Epiph. xxxii. 7) concerning a portion
of t!n, Valentinians. According to them, the
Father is above male and above female, or as it
is said in the second passage m pév yip a.u‘rfw
tvyor J\ryunrm unTe &p,reva unte BHAetay unTe
#Aws dvte T7i. Here, then, the Platonic or
Pythagorean Monas takes the place of the
bp exual First Princ I'lJl‘ This form of doctrine is
presented in the ,r.'l.frl.\'-‘r.lhr{mr‘nd in contradiction
to the older authorities as the proper doctrine of
Valentinus and his disciples Heracleon and
Ptolemaeus. The apyh T@v wdyrwy is here
deseribed as uovas ayevwyros, &pbapros, drard-
AnwTOSs, dmwepwdnTos, yoviuos (vi. 29, p. 184sq.).
Here, then, we have the speculative question
concerning the Absolute answered in a similar
way, as by the Basilidians, and as also by the
Alexandrine fathers of the church, that, namely,
the Absolute is the M]I]l!lL Monad, the One,
raised above all quality and definition. Still
more clearly appears the Pythagorean notion of
the Movds in the teaching of that #AAos émipa-
vhs Biddokalos abTdy, who is mentioned in the
ancient sourcefollowed by Irenaeus in Haer, i, 11,
According to him the highest principle is the
powdrns, which is further designated as wpoapxi)

| this all the other Aeon:
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wpoavervinTos, lppnrds Te kal dxarovduacTos,
Along with this wordrns subsists another dUvapuss,
the évdrns. Both BSuvduers are one. From
them proceeds, even because they emanate nothing,
the uovdas, an dapxh vonrh ayevwnrds Te Kal
ddparos. Along with the povds subsists a
Sivapus co-essential with it, & €&. We have
then here the Pythagoerean Tetractys, and from
ire supposed to emanate
(Iren. i. 11, 3). The same exact doctrine re-
appears in the teaching of Marcus, who is

[ probably the “illustrious teacher” alluded to

[ (xv. 1). The Pythagoreism of the system has

here degenerated into a symbolism of numbers,
and letters spun out into i-nlinit_\'.

Others make an Ogdoad to precede Bythus,
as the mpdtyn Kal apxéyoves &ydods, whose
single members represent tie idea of the primal
and unfathomable Being on all its sides : the first
Tetrad is wprmpx.-; auewan'm;, &pﬁﬂ‘r{:s, anpm‘as,
the second is apx# &kardAnmros, &vovduacTos,
ayévymros (Iren. i. 11, 5). How much this mel_\
philosophical questioning occupied the school is
evident from what Irenaeus tells us of those who
would be more knowing than they. These do not
make the first Ogdoad come forth by degrees, one
Syzygy after J.llnﬂll’l but the wpr:BoP\n n! the
three first pairs of Aeons from the Ilpordrwp
and “Ewvoia takes place at one and the same
moment. What the Fore-Father thought within
Himself to emit (évevofifn wpoPareiv) was hence
called Father; because it was true, it was called
'AMffeia s because He willed to reveal Himself,
it was called ”Apﬁpwm)s: and 'E.]'ll'}' whom He
foreknew before causing them to emanate were
called ExxAnofa. The man (’Arfpwmros) spake
the word (rdov Adyor)—which is, therefore, his
only-begotten "-n-n ; the Logos, moreover, was
followed by the Life. And thus the first Ogdoad
was nnmlnhtr (Iren. i. 12, 3; ap. Epiph. xxxv.
1, where this party is called Kolarbasianians).

With the notion of the Syzygy "Av@pwros
and ’ExkAncia, as preceding that of Adyos and
Zw, is to be compared the order in which the
unknown source made use of by Epiphanius
(Haer. xxxi. 5) reckons up the lists of the Acons.
Differently again the authority made use of in
the Philosophumena makes Nobs and ’AAffea
the source from whence first Logos and Zo#, and
then ten other Aeons proceed ; from Logos and
Zot proceed again "Avfpwmros and "ExxAnola, and
after them twelve other Aeons (Philos, vi, 29 sq.
p- 186 sq.). Of like sort is the controversial ques-
tion mentioned by Irenaeus (i. 12, 4)—“'}1|_Lht‘
the Soter draws his origin from the twelve
emanations which proceeded from ’ Alﬂpwvros and
"ExkAnoia, or from the ten derived from Logos
and Zo#, or whether merely from Xpm'ni; and
Mveipua “Ayiov. However unimportant such
difference may appear, their explanation is to be
found in the lively speculative interest which
attached itself in Gnostic minds to the various
forms of the inner divine life, and its various
manifestations in the Pleroma. Secundus, him-
self the oldest of all Valentinus’ disciples, set up
a doctrine of his own concerning the relations of
the different Aeons one to another. So in the
first Ogdoad itsulj‘, he distmmu\hed a Tetras
ek and a TeTpas apm-rspa, and called the one
¢as, the other gkdros (Iren. 11, 2, cf. Psendo-
tertull. 13). It is, indeed, quite vossible that
this statement, as lt stands, is founded on errer;




ire
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ay venture to conjecture that what
Secundus really mrl:;mt was tu_dlfungmsh an
upper and 8 lower Tetrad, one within, the other
g =
mj,g:'.de the divine Pleroma. In this case
his tem of doctrine would approach very
mlqu};- to the old Syrian Dualism. But thisis a
I,rjm on which we can no longer decide with
o
certainty.
A yet m

and one m

ore widely different conception of the
Valentinian doctrine of ,-\’wms is lfulm:l in the
Fragment given by 1-.!|11:h:m1u.-=_(xxxl, 5-6). y Here,
too, the speculative interest m}wmmicst in 1]10‘
endeavour to follow up in detail the process of
the emanation of individual Aeons within the
Pleroma from the Abromdrwp. DBut the whole
deseription, bathed as it is in sensuous w:u'mt_h,
with its peculiar plays with numbers and its
barbarous names for indiv idual A 20N, APPEATS to
be merely a degenerate Marcosian form of Gno

Finally, have a quite peculiar trans-
funnnt:lu.n of the Valentinian system in the
doctrine of the so-called Docetae, as preserved in
the Philosophumena (viii. 8-11). From the
xpiros Beds who is small as the seed of a fig-tree
but infinite in power, proceed first of all three
Acons, which by the perfect number ten enlarge
themselves to thirty Aeons; from these again
proceed innumerable other bisexual ;\:-ul:sj
From these proceed an infinite multiplicity of
Ideas, of which those of the third Aeon are
expressed and shapen in the lower world of
darkness as gwrewal xopaxrtipes. To prevent
a further robbery of Light, the third Aeon forms
a wall of p:irtltic'»n between the upper and lower
world, After his form the wvpoeidi)s feds comes
into existence as the Creator of this lower world,
having for his essence, Light changed into Fire.
He holds in his keeping the sparks of light
which have been congealed into souls, and
compels them to transmigrate from one dark
bedy into another, and exercises violence over
them till the Soter appears, and puts an end to
their transmigrations. For the formation of
the Soter all the Aeons meet together in the
middle Aeon, and so form a product of equal
power with that of the fig-tree seed. The
great task set before him in his work of Re-
demption is to bring back all the sparks of
light which have sunk down into the material

‘“Ul‘l\l. or all the Ideas which have congealed
th? human souls, to that particular Aeon from
which each has originally

by

yroceeded. In order to
ome the Redeemer of all, he clothes himself
Vith the ideas of all the Aeonsy last of all
fﬂlc soul thus produced puts on a clothing of
mapf, taken from the lower World of Darkness.
The rocess of this Incarnation is precisely that
\‘1-‘:”-1[.\.:.1 in the Gospel. When the Demiurge
mils his own creature, the odpf, to the cross,
the yuxch of the cwrhp puts off this odpt, and
L'h:tnt:s himself in, in order not to be found
naked, with the g@ua, which at his Baptism
?d been formed in the water to take the
rh(r:.(;_c,]f t'h-'l't odpt. Each soul comprehends
Whoh "i-;'sy who corresponds to her own nature,
W ot e eternal Monogenes has taken from
selt‘,t j\r&‘;lt}l’}ficjm. and therewith clothed him-
(edpt this is why so mauny sects or parties
I'L‘r:p]f:?i} -‘!;‘f.‘k Jesus with contention, who is
Wi ‘“ 0 th.“lm all, and appears to each

Wise ﬂ‘.‘tn‘r\lmg to the different 1\1;1:’{5.\' in

the spirit-won ;
SPint-world to which each belongs. Each | Marcus, Ptolemaeus,
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party regards that Jesus who is its own kins-
man and fellow-citizen as the only true one,
and all the others as spurious. Those whose
nature is derived from the inferior places in
the spirit-world, are unable to discover these
Ideas of the Saviour, which are above them,
while the higher natures from the middle
Decad, and the noblest Ogdoad, perceive and
know Jesus, not only éx uépovs but entire, and
for that reason only are the perfect ones, while
all others have only a partial knowledge.

The Platonic foundation of the Valentinian
system is very perceptible in this its last offshoot
though mixed up in a peculiar way with
Oriental Dualism. At the same time these
Docetae endeavour to reduce the metaphysical
distinetions which they maintain, to merely
gradual ones. No part of Christendom therefore
is entirely excluded from the knowledge of the
Redeemer, and participation in His Redemption :
all, even those of the lower grades of the
spirit-world, participate at least éx wépous in
the Truth, The way in which all, and each
according to his measure, attain to the know-
ledge of the truth, is, as in the Doctrine of
the Church, Faith. Since the Redeemer’s
advent—so we read expressly— “ Faith is an-
nounced for the Forgiveness of sins.”

Beside working out philosophical problems,
the disciples of Valentinus were much oceupied
with the endeavour to find traces of their
Master’s doctrine in Holy Scripture.  The Ex-
cerpts of Clemens and abundant notices in
Irenaens give us information as to an allegorical
method of scriptural exposition pursued with
great zeal in the Valentinian schools. It is not
limited to the Gospels or the Pauline Epistles
but extends to the Old Testament, and attaches
special significance to the history of creation in
the book of Genesis. Valentinian expositors
shew a special preference for the Gospel of St.
John, and above all for its Prologue. Of those
allegorical expositions have been preserved
some belonging to the Anatolic school (Erc. ex
Theod. §§ 6, 7) and others derived from Ptole-
maeus (Iren. i. 8, 5). DBut before all we must
make mention of the labours of Heracleon, of
which Origen has preserved numerous specimens.
From Heracleon proceeded the first known
commentary on St. John’s Gospel.

V1. Literature. — Valentinus occupies a
distinguished place in all works on Gnosticism ;
so, after still older writers, in the works of
Neander, Baur, Matter, Lipsius, Moller (Ge-
schichte der Kosmologie in der Clristlichen Kircle),
and Mansel ( The Gnostic Heresies of the First and
Second Centuries—a posthumous work, edited by
Bishop Lightfoot) ; as well as in the Prolegomena
of Harvey's edition of Ire The best
Monograph is that by Heinrici (die Valentini-
anische Gnosis und die Heilige Schrift, Berlin,
1851), with which may be compared the Review
by Lipsius (Protestantische Kirchen oitung, 1{'\73,
pp. 174-186). The latest inquiries are_ tlmfu
set forth by Hilgenfeld in two papers, 1n his
Zeltschrift fiir wi senschaftliiche Theologie (1880,
pp. 280-300; 1883, pp. 356 360), a'nd in ltass
& Ketzergeschichte des Urehristent hums,” Li.’]}' igy
1884 (pp. 283-316; 335-384; 461-522 5
546-550). Compare also the Articles in this
dictionary on Bardesanes, Colorbasus, Heracleon,

(R A. L)




1100 VALENTINUS
VALENTINUS (2), a bishop mentioned by

Sulpicius Severus as in company with St, Martin
when he was visiting Chartres. On a little
dumb girl being brought by her father to the
saint for cure, the father’s p‘r‘ rer was supported
by Valentinus and by Victricius, anotl
who was with them, and St. Martin comj

) 5 |ria|:|n])

(Sulp. Sev. Dial. iii. 2 in Pat. Lat, xx. 213). |

Valentinus is believed to have been bishop of
Chartres ¢. 390, and Victricius, bishop of Rouen
(Tillem. x. 333 ; Gall. Cir, viii, 1094). [C. H.]
VALENTINUS (38), a layman, in high
official position at Constantinople, friendly to
Chrysostom. Three letters of Chrysostom’s to
him are extant (Zpp. 41, 116, 217).  [E. ¥.]
VALENTINUS (4), bishop of Baiana, or
Vaiana, a place of unknown site in Numidia, re-
spected by the Donatists, who wished that their
case might be heard in his presence at Ravenna,
A.D. 4U06. (Aug. Ep. ¢ 10.) He al joined
in a letter to the Donatists, from the bishops
assembled at Zerta, about the charge of par-
tiality at the conference brought against
Marcellinus the President. (Zp. 141.) He
was present at the conference A.p. 411 (Carth,
Coll, i, 57, 99), and also at the Council of
Mileum A.D, 416, and at that of Carthage,
A.D. 419, by which time he had be : primate
of Numidia, after the death of Silvanus. (Zp.
176, 182 ; Bruns, Conc. i. 156)) [UrBanus (of
Sicea) ; XANTHIPPUS. ] [H. W. P.]
VALENTINUS (5), abbat of a monastery at

Adrumetum or Hadrumetum ital of Byzacene.

ct. of Ge i. 1024). The troubles which
irbed this monastery A.D. 423 or 427, are

above [FELIX (189) and FLorus
)0, 546.] In his letter to St.
Valentinus explains their origi
he restoration’'of peace, and begs his
the welfare of the house, and his
advice as to its regulation. (Aug. Ep. 214, 215,

216.) [(H. W. P.]
YALENTINUS (8), abbat of St. Andrew’s
at Rome [VALENTIUS].

"\]J.\llﬁ\ll"‘* (T), U}-I\:!t, had allowed
women to frequent his monast
mitted his monks to be Spo
Gr y the Gr
forbidding both
Pr

ry the Great that monks of his monas-
tery, whom he had excommunicated, fled to the
diocese of L‘\Jh-]rin, and were allowed to receive
communion there, He also complained that one

7, and also per-
s with women,
it wrote to him in A.p. 594
i He was perhaps the
tinus, who complained

same as th

to (-':1_‘\\;

of two slaves whom a deacon had manumitted
on condition of their becoming monks in his
monastery had left it. (fpp. iv. 42, ix. 37.

[F. D.
VALENTIO (1), May 25, m rtyr with l’mji-
crates at Dorostorum (Silistris He suffered
under a president Maximus in the Diocletian
persecution. His name occurs in the acts of
Julius, A 4. Sincera, ed. Ruinart, p. 616. These
acts are plainly genuine according to the tests
laid down by Le Blant, Aetes des Martyrs, p. 121,
and elsewhere in that work. The acts of Julius
mention that Julius, when about to die, was
asked by Hesychius, another soldier, to salute
from him
already suffered. (G. T. 8.]

Valentio and Pasicrates, who had | on lt:ll}', and Gallus and |

VALERIANUS
VALENTIO (2), bishop in Numidia. Cris-

conius, bishop of an adjoining see, complained to
G ry the Great that he had arbitrarily joined
certain parvishes of Crisconius’s diocese to his
own, and that he had also appropriated the pro=
perty of Crisconius’s predecessor. These com-
plaints were referred by Gregory the Great to
bishops Vietor and Columbus for investigation,
and, if proved, for redress. (Hpp. viii. ¢
(F.D.]

VALENTIUS (VALENTIO, VALENTINUS),
abbat, first of a monastery in the province of
Valeria, and afterwards of Gregory the Great’s
own monastery at Rome, while Gregory the
Great was a monk there, is his authority for
the story of the sheep-stealer miraculously
stopped as he passed a priest’s grave, and for
that of the two monks who were hanged by
the Lombards, whose souls were heard singing
after their murder. (Diad. i. 4, iii. 22, iv. 21.)
He is commemorated on March 14th, [¥. D.]

VALERIA (1), Ap. ¢ [Viraus (1).]
VALERIA (2), Christian daughter of Dio-

cletian, compelled by her father to sacrifice to
the gods (Lactant. Mort. I'erse.. cap. 15). She
became the wife of the emperor Galerius, and in
her widowhood was sought in marriage by
Maximinus ia. On her refusal to marry him
she was banished, together with her mother
Prisca (39, 40). After wandering for some time
they were both apprehended at Thessalonica and
put to death by order of Licinius (50, 51, their
being cast into the sea. (Tillem. v. 7,
1 180 ; A. J. Mason, Persec. of Divcl. 40,
121, &ec.) [C. H.]

VALERIA FALCONIA PROBA. [FAr-
CONIA.]

VALERIANA, martyr with Victoria and
Fidentius, a bishop. They seem to have been
numbered among the twenty martyrs who
had a church at Hippo, whom Augustine prais
i 3. August. in his De Civ, Dei, xxii.
a story of the effects of prayer to these
twenty martyrs. [FLorexTIUS (2)). [G. T. 8]

VALERIANUS (1), C. PUBLIUS LICI-
NIUS, emperor, belonged to a noble family.
He was born probably about A.p. 190, and filled
all the offices of the state in regular succession.
1 237 he was princeps senatus, and as such
2 the embassy from Africa, announcing
vation of the Gordians to the empire ( Vita
.¢.9), When Decius, shortly b
revived the office of censor L“l-',-_‘l['n_], the sen
to whom the election had been left, unanimously
chose Valerian, who was then in Thrace with
the emperor, He prudently declined so invidious
an ce, and the death of Decius, which fol-
lowed immediately afterwards, put an end to the
project. When Gallus heard that Aemilianus
had been proclaimed emperor by the army
in Moesia, he despatched Valerian to Gaul and
Germany to collect troops (A.D. 2 Before
the close of that year, Valerian was }II‘UC}H;I]]L’,J
emperor by the legions of Rhaetia and Noricum,
and associated his son Gallienus with him in that
dignity. Meanwhile Aemilianus had marched
I son had been slain
, who went over to

bodie

£3

at Terni by their own trooj
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gheir rival. This happened probably in February
or March A.D. 954, Valerian then crossed the
Alps, Aemilianus in his turn was slain by his
,‘”]\li,, s at \].u| :to (or, according to Victor, de
Cazs. ¢ 31, died of disease) t]m-u months after
the =!u th of Gallus, and in June or July
Valerian was recognized as sole emperor, the
senate also I ifying the
the empire (Victor, de Cacs. ¢. 32).

The reigns of Valerian and his son were the
most disast period in the hist of Ri me
down to the time of Honorius. e empire
geemed on the verge of dissolution. Not ouly
was every frontier menaced by barb:
n the interior provinces were invaded
'unv_(ell, A German host entered Italy
and penetrated as far as Ravenna., The
who now first appear under 3 name
assailed the Rhine i

in histor
withst: ‘nluaf the efforts of ( i
sent there to command in per.on, for

after rava
2y storme

passage at several }minlh. a
Gaul invaded Spain, wh
cacked the capital Tarragona, and eve
rod from their attacks. In the
15 and their kindred tribes pour

Africa
the
«l across the
The great
city of Thessalor wwad, and was with
dithienlty saved by the gallant
inhabitants, The walls of Athens were rebuilt
by the terrified tltm ns, and the Isthmus of
Corinth fortified. 4 Boians, Goths, Carpi,
and Burgundians, obtaining vessels from the
inhabitants of the Crimea, ravaged the coasts
of the Euxine. Trebizond was taken r
hem, probably in A.D. 259, and in the followir
X Bithynia was invaded, and Nicomedia,
Nicaea, and Prusa were taken and burnt.
cus was saved only by a freshet in the

The Persians took Nisibis and
1, led by the ren Cyriades, even
into Syria and x':l].-i:'ul'x':l Antic

cA Was ]n..

i}

9

1ch

eat plague which had begun in
Llj_:n of Decius, and which raged for fifteen
vears (Zom, xii. 21). ]

To the other calamities of the reign was
Ided the most terrible ]ucl\.lr ution the church
ienced, except the final one under
1 and his colleagues. There are some
carious points of resemblance between the
s that precedec persecutions. In the
dingly

rian was ex
£ s, and his |
of Diceletian, was filled with

0L

fa \||-1|H. to the Chris
that

5. ek
1Cey, l1Ke

B evers.
\!IH n 4 207 a terrible change took ]Ile 3,
alerian t.wll more m-l more unds

r the influence

of the praetorian l'“ st Mad
\\hn was chief of the “ magi™ of that
The same lnv.mw 1]:(11; were lmtl agai

srsuaded the emperor to }
abominable il‘l.L'f"i of children, and ’ other
_onable means of forecasting the future,
and attribyted the failure of these unholy

course to

* The accounts o
and confi cting,
and the ¢la
253, The
dissert

f these events are exceedingly meagre

The deaths of Gallus end Aemilianus

*vation of Valerian are often placed in A.n.

it narrative in the text is based on Eckhel's
o0, Doclrina Numorum, vii, 361.

svation of Gallienus to |

, and not- |
1s, who was |

ence of the |

Worse even than all these wars |

VALERTANUS 1101

rites to the presence of the Christian members of
the imperial household, (Compare D10CLETIAN,
Vol. 1. 835.)
‘ Under the influence of the favourite, Valerian
issued an order, commanding that those who did
| not belong to the religion of Rome should at
! least render the outws

ird signs of conformity to
it under pain of exile. Dy the same edict,
Christians were forbidden, under pain of death,
worship, or to enter their ceme-
s of St. Cyprian (Acta Procons.
Patr. Lat, iii. 1499) and 5t.
Alexandria (Eus. H, Z. vii. 11)

in J\]i_"n
| Dionysius of

, | shew how uniform the procedure was under this

edict. St. Cyprian was apparently the first to
in Af and the date of his exile (August
37) shews when the persecution began.
His senlence was le banishment, but a great
number of African bishops, priests, and deacons,
besides some of the laity, were sent to the mines,
where they endured great ]w:lr‘l\"n[m (8. Cypr.
Epp. 77 79, 80 in Patr. Lat. HH

This edict was followed in A.D. by a
rescript of t us severity from Valerian,
who, in the erval, had probably set out to the
East to e the command arainst the Persians.
(In the early part of the year he had held a
council of war at Byzantium [Vopiscus, Vit
Awreliani, |||- punishment for the cler
of every ! P riests, and deacons
was death. App 1I} in their ca ven
cantation was unavaili Senators, i egregii,
unished with degradation and
v. Death was the punis
ment if they to recant. Nob ]- Ladies
were to forfeit their property and be exiled.
Members of the i'.]l!'l']']- 1 a
imi forfeiture, and were to be sent in chains

It is re-

A.D,

v

and knights wes

confiseation of |

household suffered

on the i‘l\]u'li:l| Eu::s‘.—.n-s‘.-iun\',

wde of Christians
oy and the hig

@ eMpPeror’s

that no mention is

in general, but
| elasses of the ]
policy was apparer » at the leaders.
The first victim of this Tescript was |
Nvystus. On August 6th he was found, in v
tion of the first edict, in a subterranean oratory
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A woman who was a follower of Marcion shared
their fate.

But the reign of Valerian was not destined to
be of long duration. Dionysius regards his perse=
cution as lasting the forty-two months mentioned
in the Apocalypse. After the council of Constan- |
tinople he had hastened to the East, and busied
]‘Jilnrii.']finl‘elnui]wiingun'lrns'rm‘in-f;\ntint'h.\\']\ii:h
had suffered much from the Persians. At the news
of the Gothic invasion of Bithynia, he marched
into Cappadocia, but again retreated, either on
account of the departure of the Goths, the |
Persian invasion, or the state of his army, in
which the plague had broken out. His _m'tlll]-a-'liéf'l'l
against Sapor, the scene of which was the neigh-
bourhood of Kdessa, was disastrous. He found
himself, it was said, through the treachery of
Macrianus, in such a position that he could
neither ficht nor fly. He was taken prisener,
and passed the rest of his life in a miserable
captivity, embittered by the insults of the
Persian king. The most probable date of his
capture is late in A.D. 260. How long he lived
in captivity is unknown. Indeed the order of
events throughout his reign is very doubtful,
and the dates of nv:n'l}' all of them are uncer-
tain. Gallienus, immediately after his father’s
captivity, put a stop to the persecution, but it
probably lasted in the East till the fall of
Macrianus, who on Valerian's captivity had
assumed the purple in A.D. 262, (Zos. 1. 28-36;
Zon. xii, 22, 23; Bernhardt, Geschichte Roms
von Valerian ; Tillemont, Emp. iii., M.E. iv. 1;
Victor, de Caes. 32 ; Epit. 32 5 the life of Valerian
in the Augustan history; Gibbon, e. 10, 16.)

[F. D.]

VALERIANUS (2), Sept. 15, martyr with
Marcellus, near Lyons, towards the close of 2nd
cent. Their acts are rejected ]r}' Ruinart, though
their fame is celebrated by Gregorius Turonensis
(de Gloria, MM, lib. i. cap. 53, 54). [G. T. 8.]

VYALERIANUS (8) husband of St, Caecilia,
For the story of his martyrdom (commemorated
AIn'ii 14) see Vol. L. p- 363, Here may be added

the ingenious explanation given by the late
bishop Fitzgerald, how St. Caecilia came to be
regarded as the patron of music. Her Aects
relate that although she had dedicated herself
to a life of nity she consented, in compliance
with the urgency of her family, to go through
the ceremony of marriage with Valerianus,
She is deseribed as steeling her heart against all
the allurements to sensmal pleasure on the
occasion of the wedding festivities, and among
these, h‘]rl.‘l'\tl.l mention is made of the ¢ symphonia
ingtrurcentorum ”  to which she refused to
hearken ; but “urg:mis cantantibus die nupti-
arum ** she made melody in her heart to God,
saying, “ may my heart and body be undefiled.”
The ne ities of the pictorial art demanded
that each saint should be depicted with an
appropriate S‘\'Illlull by which the spectator
might recognise w hat saint was intended.
Bishop Fitzgerald thought that as St. Lawrence
was represented with his gridiron and St.
Catherine with her wheel, so St. Caecilia was
yepresented in early pictures with the organ
prominent in her Acts; and that she was thence
imagined to be a mus sian by those who did not
understand that she was only represented with

15

an organ in the same way that other saints are
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depicted with the instrument of torture by
which they suffered.

We may certainly believe that Dryden’s « drew
an angel down” had its origin in a misunder-
standing of pictures. The Acts relate that on
her wedding night she told Valerianus that she
was under the protection of an angel who would
punish him if he did not respect her chastity,
and whom he could see for himself if he
would be baptised. This no doubt is the angel
who appears in pictures of St, Caecilia, and there
is no ground for the idea that the angel came
down to listen to her music.

The Acts of St. Caecilia have been recently
studied by Erbes (Zeitschrift f. Kirchengeschichte,
ix. 1), who has given good reason for thinking
that they are not earlier than the end of the
oth century. They not only exhibit a use of St.
Augustine’s work on the Trinity which appeared
in A,D, 416, but coincidences in language, as
well as in substance, make it probable that the
whole story of Caecilia is derived from the
story of Martinianus and Maxima told by Victor
Vitensis I. 30, This would bring down the date
of the Acts to about A.p. 490, The name of
Caecilia is not found in earlier lists of Roman
martyrs, Erbes remarks that the original day
of commemoration of St. Caecilia was Sept. 162
the day Nov, 22 really commemorates the dedi-
cation of the church of St. Caecilia, which
probably took place under Sixtus ILL between
434 and 440, Erbes ingeniously supports the
opinion that this, and not the chureh of St.
Mary in Trastevere, was the church which as
Lampridius tells (in his life of Alexander Severus,
¢, 49) was adjudged by that emperor to the
Christians, in opposition to the rival claim of
the Company of Victuallers, who desired to make
a tavern of it. Concerning the neighbourhood
of the burial-place of St. Caecilia in the cata-
combs to that of certain popes, Erbes holds
that in the year 236 a suitable burial-place
was being prepared for the body of Pontianus,
then brought from Sardinia, as well as for
that of Anteros who had died in Rome, that the
site was furnished by the Caecilian family, and
that in order to make room for the two bishops
the body of Caecilia was moved to an adjacent
side chamber. How Caecilia suffered martyrdom
or whether she was a martyr at all, we have no
authentic information, [G. 8.]

VALERIANUS (4), 8T., bishop of Aquileia,
is first mentioned as present at the council of
Rome in A.n. 371. (Theodoret, H, E. ii. 17.)
He ]PI'{?“i\lw] also at the council held in A.p, 381
in his own city against the Arian bishops Palla-
dins and Secundinus, but took hardly any part
in the discussion, in which St. Ambrose was the
leader on the Catholic side. (Gesta Cone. Aqg. in
Ambrosii Op, ii, 786 in Migae, Patr., Lat. xvi.
9, 16.) He was also at the council of Rome in
the following year (Theodoret, /. F. v. 9.) The
date of his death is uncertain. He is commemo-
rated on Nov, 27, But little is known of his
life, but under his rule there grew up at Aqui-
leia the society of remarkable persons, of whom
Hieronymus became the most famous [HIERONY-
MUS (4), Vol. IIL. 30], and which he describes in
his Chronicle (A.p. 378) as a company of tiie

[F. D

bl essed,
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AT ERIANUS (5), addressed by Eucherius
i 1‘-}}!‘“ letter on contempt of the world, the

(Migne, Pat.
[G. W. D.]

date of which is about A.D. 428.

Lat. iv. 711.)

VALERIANUS (6), bishop of Iconium, ad-
dres-:t‘d by Cyril (Ep. 50 al. 44) in censure of
the NHStLJi'iﬂTls- [C. H-]

VALERIANUS (7), 8T., bishop of Cemele,
thought to have been the \'u]criu%. mnul:'_q:rf
[,éri]ll.i. who was honoured as a bi P rltlf\u'o
on July 24th. He is probably the }:Linrlmm.-a
who subscribed at the council of Riez in 439
(Mansi, V. 1196), the Valerianus who occurs
among the Gallic bishops in the letters which
l_,_-;s-;ed between them and pope Leo the Great in
450, 451, 452 (Leo, Epp. 66, 99, 102 in Pat,
Lat. liv. 884, 966, 984), and the Valerianus
present at the council of Arles under Ravennius
in 455, supporting FAUSTUS (11) of Riez (Mansi,
vii. 907). Under pope Leo the bishoprics of
Cemele and Nice were united, and it seems likely
that this was done while Valerianus held the
see of Cemele (Gall. Chr. iii. 1271). He was the
author of Homiliae XX. and Epistola ad Monachos
(‘;Il“iillli. Eibl, t. x.; Pat. Lat. lii. 691). The
first of his homilies, De Bono Disciplinae, was
long ascribed to St. Augustine, and printed
am:mg his writings, On the strength of some
expressions in his eleventh homily he has been
acccused of semi-pelagianism, but Theophilus
Raynaud has vindicated him in a treatise, Apo-
logia pro Valeriano, accompanying the bishop's

k. (Cave, i. 427 3 Ceillier, viii, 444, 605,
; ; Dupin, i. 485, ed. 1723; Hist. Litt. de
la France, il. 328,) Migne’s edition includes a
Vita from Galland. [!], Ww. D,]

VALERIANUS (8), patrician, to whom pope
Pelagius writes about PAvLINUS of Aquileia
and the other schismatic bishops of Istria and
Venetia. The letter is almost identical word
for word with those numbered 4 and 2 to
Narses, (Pelagius, Epp. in Migne, Patr. Lat.
liix. 413, 397, 394.) Another fragment has
been published by Theiner, (Disg. 203.

)
[F.D.]
VALERIANUS (9), advocate at Rome,

ather-in-law of Ammonius, who afterwards
became & monk in Gregory the Great’s monas-
tery. (Dial. iv. 26.) [E. D]

VALERIUS (1) (VALERIANTS), June 14,
martyr with Rufinus at Soissons, in 287, Their
f;‘!:‘-‘IrU Wwas composed in the ninth century by
q.l.:[‘il\'l.:lll.c Radbert. (Boll, Acta SS. 14 Jun. ii.
2845 Paschas. Radb. ed. Sirmond in Pat. Lat.
E-f.‘:.l lJf_HD‘. Ceill. xii. 545.) Guérin (Les Petifs
Boll, Vii. 5) mentions several small places near
llhl‘_\t’.sls- in the diocese of Soissons as under
their patronage. [C. H.]

5 \,;:Il'r‘l_{_n'{s (2), ST-! L, first certain bishop
b e o -“ml confessor, was arrested and
f:::;ll;ilftgt‘o‘:\ ;\v]cnnin with his i_\r‘c-hllo:n:un, iho
]'!'uew:‘ o h“{j'lc."lx‘l“- by order of DACIANUS, the
Ii"'|7;'0.1}! probal ‘ in A.D, 304, After a long and
1,“1”1 :helmi'”“""“ment they were Isttljnur.'ncwl
o the god Vpl-*f“?:?ﬁ. i}nd ordered to mi.or I.IIJ:.\tinm
in his ¢ = alerius, as he had an impediment

§ speech, left the reply to St. Vincent,
© Praeses, enraged at St. Vincent’s answer,
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sent Valerius into exile. Valerius was after-
wards at the council of Elvira in May (2) A.p.
306. He is commemorated on Jan. 28 (A 4. 8S.
Jan. ii. 394, Esp. Sag. xxx. 101 jada
y Ramiro, Col. de Can. de la Igl. Esp. ii. 21).
[F. D]
VALERIUS (8), vicar of Africa. [VErINUs.]

VALERIUS (4), a bishop addressed by Fir-
mus, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia (£p. 38
in Pat. Gr. lxxvii. 15 [C. H.]

VALERIUS (5), bishop of Melza, a place men-
tioned by Pliny, and called by Ptolemy Meldita,
in Proconsular Africa, between Tabraca and the
river Bagradas (Plin. H, N. v. 4, 30 Ptol. iv, 3.
31) present at the council of B . 394
(Aug. c. Cresc. iii. 19 §§ 22, 53
¢ Gaud. ii. 7, 7.)

VALERIUS (8), bishop of Hippo R. pre-
decessor of Augustine, whom he had admitted
to the priesthood at the earnest desire of the
people, against Augustine’s wish, expressed in
a letter to Valerius, but in answer, as Valerius
thought, to his own pr (Ang., Ep. 213
Possidius, Vit, Aug. 4, 5.) Contrary to African
usage, but in accordance with that of the Eastern
Chuarch, Valerius caused Augustine to preach in
his presence when he himself became unable to
do so. When Valerius felt his own infirmities
increase, fearful lest so able a man should be
caught up to fill some other see, he sought and
obtained the consent of the other bishops, but at
first not that of Megalius of Calar primate of
Numidia, to ordain : 1stine as a wdjutor to
himself, contrary to the usual practice of the
chureh, and to the express wish of Augustine,
who refused on this ground to accept the office,
though, as he said afterwards, he was not then
aware of the canon of the council of Nicaea,
that there should not be two bishops in the
same place. (Conc. Nic. can. 8, Bruns, Cone
p. 16; Aug. e. Petil iii. 16, § 19, c. Crese. iv.
64, § 79; DBrevie. Coll. iii. 7, § 9.) DBut his
objection-was overruled by the earnest desire
of :I“ L'un[-vrm:d, illl-‘l b_\,’ lhe ihs'f-ill'u't‘.h‘ adduced
of similar practice, both in Africa and else-
where (Aug. Ep. 31, 4; 213, 4.) Valerius,
better acquainted with Greek than with Latin,
was rejoiced to have one so able as Augustine, to
and preach in the Latin language. He is

ighest terms by Augustine,
by Possidius = r Paulinus of Nela. (Aung.
.";-'ja, 31, 4, 32; Possid. Vit. Aug. 5; Paulinus,
Ep. 5.) After Augustine’s appointment, Vale-
rius gave him a piece of land for his monastery.
(Aug. Serm. 355, 1, 2.) He died A.D.
(Aug. Ep. 33,4) A Donatist, Proculei:
bishop of that sect in Hippo during his 1.._r-tnn_o.
(Aug. Ep. 33 ; PROCULEIANUS.) [H. W. P.]

yers.

teach
spoken of in

396,

1118, Was

VALERIUS (7), count of Africa, a firm
uluhﬂin\,.:r of Catholic truth against heretical
attack, who wrote to St. Augustine three letters,
in return for which Augustine sent him the first
book of his work de Comcupiscentia et gratia,
(Aug. Ep. 200.) Valerius had adopted the rule
of conjugal continence, and of this Augustine ex-
pressed high approval. This was about A.D. 418
or 419. To this book Julian of Eclana replied
in four books, in which he accused Augustine of

denying the divine institution of marriage; and
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of this work some one sent extracts to Valerius
who was then at Ravenna, who caused them to
be sent by Alypius to Aug gustine, in order that he
might lepi\ to them, which he -hul in his second
book, abouf 4.D, 423, The entire book by Julian
was sent to Augustine by Claudius. (. ¢
2245 ¢. duas Ep. Pelag. i. 5, 93 Retract. ii. B3,
62.) On another oceasion Augustine wrote to
Valerius commendine to him a imnuln named
Felix, [L;l 206 3 JU\ ‘\u)rn‘u\ et (,{lruu,lhr B 2
25 . 1, 15 e. Jul, vesp. i praef) [H., W. P.]

VALERIUS (8) IL., (?) bis hop of Saragossa,
attended the first council of Sarage in A.D,
380. The sees of the bishops are not given, but
Valerius was probably the bishop of Saragossa,
as from the allusion of Prudentius (/’eri:
iv. 79) it appears that several bishops of Sar
gossa had belonged to the Valerian house, just
as at Seville we find several Sabini among the
bishops. He is su td to be the Valerianus
to whom Prudentius dedicated his hymn on
St. Hippol, ytus (Veristeph. xi. 2.) (FEsp. Say.
ay ]:nlllil'u, Col. de Can. de la

ii. 124.) (F. D.]

VALERIUS (9), friend of Nilus, who ad-
dressed to him a letter on the duty of forgiving.

(Nili Epp. ii. 318.) [ G.S]
VALERIUS (10), a presbyter of

who, with Castus, Cyrincus, and others, st rted
Chrysostom’s cause against the intended hop
]u!|n| yry, and addressed together with them by
( hl\».w-hnm in consols atory ||11| rs (Chrys. P
22, 62, 66, 107, 130, 222), See Casrus. |_l V.]

Antioch,

VALERIUS (11) 8

Conserans, about the

T, July 3, first bishop of
finding of whose remains
by Theodorus, one of his successors, a story is
told by Gregory of Tours (Glor. Conf. c. 84).
His 1-n:i'in.l is doubtful (Boll. Acta SS. Jul. in

227 3 Tillem. x. 465; Gall. Chr. i. 86, 1123).
[J. G.]
VALERIUS (12), an abbat of the Monas-
terimmn Rufianense who lived about the year

s, which are
i\\\\]] . Lf

, and ]-i‘u-hu‘m! several treat
coll 1rui in \lil!u;'s Pat. Lat. t.

Ceill, xi. p. 734 “L wrote the life
tuosus, E li]l‘]_i' of his monastery.

B.us (10).]
VALERY, ST. [WarAricus.)
VALGIUS, an old

man whose life

was
]wn:.\n-r\'m[ in a wonderful manner in a 5hi[.w1-pclﬁl

In consequence of his deliverance, Valgius became
a Christian, and was baptized under the name of
Victor, (Paulinus, Ep. 49, and note 197.)

1L G )

VALLAGAS, a presbyter of the church of
Nisibis, who accompanied Dumitianus, the oeco-
nomus of the church of (_-‘ulh'f.‘lmill--|'l(‘. to Rome,
conveying the particulars of the judicial proceed-
invs of Optatus, the pre fect, iinst Olymy pias,
Pentadia, and the other friends of C '|‘\~.u-.t,. .
charged with the conflagration of the church
as well as the complaints of the inhabitants of
the monasteries of )f!'*ll[\~'fil]|]i(1 who were !n:im:
induced by force to abandon (\‘h:‘_\‘ad.\h’m and
recognise 1"<!J'phy|‘iu.-:. (Pallad. p. 28.) [E. V.]

VEDASTUS
VANDRILLE, ST. [WANDRISGISILUS.)
VANNES, 8T.

VARARANES, son of Isdigerdes, and king
of Persia in the earlier part of 5th cent. This
prince persecuted the Christians with much
violence till he was overthrown by the imperial
forces and an]u“nl to ist, about A.D, 420

(Socrates, F. E. vii. 18, 20), [G.T. 8.]

VARIMADUS, an Arian, against whom was
written the treatise Confra Varimodum bes aring
the name of Idatius Clarus, but believed to have
been written by Vigilius ]\1:3}1[5]; of Tapsus, :
whose works it now appears (Pat, Lat, 1x
Ceillier, x. 48; 3). [(_‘ H: ]

VARNACHARIUS, VAR\T.\UAR[['S
(WARNAHAL 'il.*w}, ;alnla\t,u at Langres, c. A.D.
615. Asa sc and a man of some eminence,
he wi .1|u1|’.iui to by St. Ceraunus, bishop Uf
Paris, for the acts of the three Martyrs of
Langres, Speu ~|J pus, Eleusippus, and Mele usip=
|\u- He provided these, and also sent the Acts of
St. )t\.tll\ll:‘\, along with a letter, commendatory
of the zeal of St. Ceraunus. These Acts were
probably copied by this cleric and retouched,
rather than composed by him, but we can draw
no exact conclusion. They were <"lwu in an
altered form, by Surius ( Vié. S )2), ilnt in
their original form in Boll. (4.4. r.\,l.ln. ii. 440
sq. and Mai v. 246 §q.) and Migne (Pat. Lat.
xxx. 186 sq.) [ELasirrus] (Ceillier, Aut. Sucr.
xi. 630-1; Iist. Litt. de la France, iii. 524-5).

[J. G.]

[Vironus.]

VEAU, 8T

VEDASTUS (Vaasr, Waasr), ST., first
bishop of Arras and Cambray (cire. A.D. uln_ 540),
ted in the conversion of Clovis. His bioe
ohy, though the text is very corrupt, is of
some value as a contribution to the history of
the time. Born and reared in Aquitaine, in the
country between Limoges and Périgueux, he left
parents and home and wandered tv Toul, where
apparently he was ordained a priest. Clovis
passing through after his victorious battle with
the Alamanni in the heat of which he had called
upon Clotilda’s God, being now inclined towards
Christianity, heard of Vedastus as a priest
leading the religious life, and carried him with
him to Rheims, where he and other members of
his family were baptized by St. Remigius (A.D.
496). \huut four years later hnnwmx con=
secrated Vedastus bisho p of Arras, to ]lr.[p on
the conversion of the Franks, In this city he
found paganism supreme, and the church
neglected and dilapidated. After an episcopate
of about forty years, during which he converted
many to Christic anity and extended his efforts to
Cambray, he died on Feb, 6, on which day he is
commemorated, and was buried in the eathedral
h. St. Dominicus is the next name both
and Cambray (Gall. Christ. iii. 2, 820).
s remained united for some time.
astus's memory has been preserved in the
name of the fumous abbey of Saint-Vaast, the
L{um of which was constituted by a httlL cell
of planks built by himself at a spot called

Nobiliacum, on the brook Le Crinchon. He had
nimm.t[ to be buried there, but it was not till
towards the close of the 7th century that one

[VENERANDUS,]
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of his successors, St. Auf_b_urius, removed his

Iy from the cathedral thither, ;lll‘t] :‘1}.I)Sf.t‘tlcfl‘l1
1'.";'[111}11;15{,,,-% For the history of this founda-
b e Gl Christ, iii. 878 sqq.

The rude style of t‘hu original life |I|:~p|_|-;1.~|':1[
Jater ages, and Alcuin undertook to write it
afresh, but his version a.lu.!s ll”t?llll}_}' to our
,\\']c-]gr’- Both are to }le' luuun! .]'H Boll. z‘i‘(‘frt
Feb. i. 792 sqq., together with a metrical
o h by the same author nlnwi a \‘-:]uml‘n-ms
n:‘“.‘.n'l‘-t of the tr;mshtrwusl of the saint’s Uu-_i_\'
and the miracles ascribed to it. [S. A. B

k

VENANTIUS (1), African bishop, Syn. 4
Carth. sub Cyp. A.D. 252, de Basilide, Cyp. Ep.
¢7: 49th suffrage in Senét. Epp. Syn. Carth,
vii. sub Cyp. de Bap. iii.; bishop of Thinisa
Thinissa, Tinnisa) in  Prov. Proe. between
Utica and Hippo Diarrhytus; famous for its
martyr Felix, on whom Augustine preaches
Morcelli). No inscriptions. He is called Con-
fassor in the later margin. Three other bishops
known up to dth century. [E. W. B.]

VENANTIUS (2) (VENANCUS), recluse, was
elder brother of Honoratus, bishop of Arles
[HoXORATUS (10)].  Under the influence and
instruction of Honoratus, he distributed all his
to the poor, and set out on pilgrimage
him, but in passing through Greece he died
at Methona, which is supposed to be on the coast
of Messenia, ¢. A.D. 395 (Hilar, Arel, Sermo de
Vit. Honor, c. 2).  His feast is 30 May, and his
life, by an anonymous author, is given by the
Bollandists (Mai vii. 236 sq., with praev. com-
ment,, and see also tb. Jan. 382-3). [J. G.]

VENANTIUS (3), ST., abbat of a monastery
at Tours, which afterwards took his name, lived
in the latter half of the 5th century. He was,
aceording to Gregory of Tours, vir macnificae
sanctitatisand possessed of wonder-making pOWers.
His tomb, which G ry knew, was also cele-
rr ed for the cures performed at it (Greg. Tur.
Vit Patr, cap, xvi, Lib. de Glor. Conf. xv.).
Venantius is commemorated Oct. 13, For his
mention in the martyrologies and the history of
his relics see Loll, duta SS, Octs vi. 211.

[S. A. B.]

VENANTIUS (4), patrician of Palermo,
Was In A.D. 601 addressed by Gregory the Great.
(Epp. xii. 4, 40, xiii, 15,) TN
! \ ENANTIUS FORT UNATUS. [Forru-
NATUS UT}.]

VENANTIUS (5), bis erugia, [E
. US (5), bishop of Per ugia. [Ec-

VENANT]
4 frie

De

NTIUS (6), a patrician of Syracuse,
{ of Gregory the Great, before the latter
1e pope, had embraced and left the monastic
and had married a wife named Itali

e by
e 1 he had two d: ighters, Barb: and
Antonin; . ; :

mina.  One of the first cares of Gregory on

1S POpe was to write to Venantius and
M to Teturn to the monaste Venantius
l to comply, hut Gregor; inued on
terms with him, Venantius subse-
quarrelled with Joannes, the bishop of
ecanse the latter had refused his
and actually

ed violence towards him,

'y reproves him. Venan-

mduct Greg
BIOGR,—vorL, Tv.

CHRIST,
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tius diea 1 A.D, 602, having steadily refused to
resume the monastic life, and Gregory after his
death took pains to protect the interests of his
orphan daughters (Epist, lib. i, ind. i 343 lib,
vi. ind. xiv. 43 7 lib. ix. ind. ii, 123 ; lib. xi. ind.
iv. 30, 35, 36, 78, in Migne, Patr. Lat. lxxvii.
486, 850, 1056, 1143, 1147, 1218).  There is no
authority for the title of cancellarius sometimes
given to Venantius. [F. D.]

VENANTIUS (7), Roman nobleman, was
anxious to procure for himself a patent of ex-
consulship, and had asked Gregory the Great to
exert his inHuence in his favour, who accordingly
wrote on his behalf to Honoratus, his .'1p0(':'i.<i:1fi us
at Constantinople. (Epp. ii. 53.) [F. D.]

VENANTIUS (8), bishop of Luna. Seven
letters are addressed to him by Gregory the Great
(lib. iv. ind. xii, 21, lib, v. ind. xiii. 3, 7, lib, viii.
ind. i. 4, lib. ix. ind. ii, 29, 34, lib. x. ind.
iii. 44, in Migne, Patr. Lat. lxxvii. 690, 723,
728, 908, 957, 969, 1104 Of these the most
important are the first, directing him to enforce
the law which forbade Jews to have Christian
slaves, Christian coloni, however, on estates of
Jews to remain as before; the second, fnr]:isl-]ing
that clergy guilty of immorality should ever be
restored to their office, and the fourth, giving the
conditions as to ornaments and cirluu‘niunt,
on which ( wy allowed a church to be con-
secrated. Venantius is Gregory’s authority for
four remarkable stories in the Dialogt 5 (iii., 9,
10, 11, iv. 53, in Patr. L. lxxvii. 5, 414).
He was perhaps the bishop deputed Gregory
the Great to investigate the complai f bishop
Theodorus against DEuspepIT (4) (£p. xiii. 30).

[k. D.]

VENERANDUS (VEAU), seventh bishop of
Clermont, succeeded Artemius, c. 394, He is
classed with other well-known bishops in Gaul
by Paulinus, a presbyter, who is cited by Gre ry
of 'I‘\'Itr:‘(f}'e's' . Frane, ii, ¢. 13), and was pussibly
Paulinus bishop of Nola. Venerandus died e.
1d was buried in the church dedicated
memory (l:|'< Tur, De Glor Conf. cc.
, 1xxi. 835 sq. 5 Gall. Christ. ii,
an. 18 (Boll. 44. 85, Jan. ii. ).

[J. G.]

VENERI (1), bishop of Milan, to whom
Aurelius bishop of Carthage in June 401, a
season of dearth, recommended that an envoy
should be sent to ask his assistance to the African
clergy (Cud. Can. Afr. . num. lvi. in Hard.
i. 895 ; Hefel, Counc. i An epistle written
I.l}' Chrysostom to pope Innocent was addressed
likewise to Venerius (Pallad. Dial. cap. ii. fin. in
Pat. Gr, xlvii. 12). Palladius (cap. iv. p. 15)
mentions his having written to Chrysostom, and
among Chrysostom’s letters there is one (Ep.
182) addressed to Venerius in 406. Venerius is
also praised in a poem of Ennodius (lib. ii. carm.
79). See also Ughelli ([tal, Sac. iv. 47) and
Cappelletti (Le Chiese d’ftal. xi, 109, 301).

[C. H.]

VYENERIUS (2), fourth bishop of Marseilles,
between Pisculus and St. Eustasius (cire. A.D.
$28-452), is said to have been a disciple of
Cassianus in his monastery of St. Vietor. The

rivalry of the two sees of Arles and Marseilles
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was so bitter that Venerius was charged with
welcoming the assassin of Proculus, archbishop
of Arles, and *“rejoicing at his own brother’s
murder.” “The pope Caelestinus L., in a well-
known letter written in 428, refers the matter to
the bishops of the provinces of Vienne and Nar-
bonne (Kpist. iv. Migne, Patr. Lai. 1. 435).
Venerius, however, seems to have been undis-
turbed, as he is one of the prelates addressed a
few years later by the same pope in his letter
against the Semipelagians (Fpist. xxi. Patr. Lat.

VENERIUS

1. 528), and later on he was a correspondent of

b

St. Leo, (see Leo, st Xeix. cii. ciii. Patr. Lat.
liv. 966, 984, 988). He is said also to have
sat in the council of Arles, held in 451. It was
at the bidding of Venerius that Musaeus, the
priest of Marseilles, composed his lectionary and
treatise on the Sacraments (Gennadius, De
Seriptor. Eccl, 1xxix., Patr. Lat. lviii. 1103). See
Gall. Christ. i. 634; Ricard, Les Evéques de
Marseille, 13, 14.) [S. A. B.]

VENERIUS (8), monk. [MAxXeNTIUS (%),
P 367 :1.:]

VENERIUS (4), bishop of Vibo, in DBruttii,
is addressed with other bishops by Gregory the
Great in A.D. 599, and the next year, with Ste-
phanus, is appointed by him visitor of the
churches of Taurianum and Turris, sede vacante.
(Epp. ix. 48, x. 17.) [F. D.]

VENERIUS (5). ;1;ai-t:1'_\'|n}ml bishop of Ca-
gliari, to whom two spurious letters, purporting
to be from Gregory the Great, are addressed.
(Jaffé, Reg. Pont. Sp. n. 268, 269; Sardinia
Sacra, 81.) [F. D.]

VENNIANUS, according to St. Columbanus
in his letter to pope Gregory the Great (£pp. ix.
127), inquired of Giltas what should be domne
in the case of monks who, from desire of a more
ascetic life, left their monasteries against their
abbat’s will and retired to deserts. This Giltas
may be GILDAS the author. [F. D.]

VENUSTIANI. [PATERNIANI.]

VENUSTUS.
See ARISTO.

Mart. Carthage A.D. 250,
[E. W. B.]

VERA, a lady in the family of Jurnianus
(106). Jerome in a letter to him (Kp. 118 § 7,
fin.), mentions her eminent piety as supporting
her under the trials of life, and counsels him to
copy her example. (Ceillier, vii. 640.) [C. H.]

VERANUS (1), ST., fourth bishop of Vence
in the 5th c{‘.ll!ui’}', was a son of St. Eucherius,
the famous bishop of Lyons, and Galla. With
his brother Salonius he was educated at Lérins,
and their father wrote for their instruction
the JInstructionwmn Libri duo ad Saloniwm, and
the Liber Formularum spiritalis intelligentioe
ad Veranum ; EucHErius (1). Both of the
brothers became bishops (see Gennadius, De
Scriptor. Eecl. lxiii. lxvii.; and cf. Salvianus,
Epp. viii. ix., Patr, Lat. lvii. 168, 169); but
there has been considerable discussion as to
Veranus’s see, some having maintained that he
and his brother succeeded their father at Lyons.
It seems probable, however, on the evidence of
an ancient martyrology of Vence and a MS. of
Lérins, that he may be assigned to Vence. The

VERECUNDUS

question is discussed in Gall. Christ. ifi. 1212,
iv. 24, and Boll. Acta S5, S-_'!rl. iii. 547. As
bishop, whatever his see may have been, he
seems to have been in the confidence of the con-
temporary popes. A joint letter of himself, his
brother, and a third bishop, to Leo, on the sub-
ject of Eutychianism, written in 451, is to be
found in Migne, Patr, Latf. liv. 887. And Leo’
successor, Hilary, delegated to him the task of
composing several episcopal controversies in the
south of Gaul (Hilarius, Epp. iv. xi., Patr, Lat.
Iviii. 20, 28). It is not certain whether he is the
bishop of the same name who was at the conncil
of Arles in 475. The year of his death is un-
known, His day is t. 10. For a former
:lh]w}' of his name in the diocese, see Gall. Christ.
iii. 1234.

Veranus may have been part author of the
Dialogue on the books of Proverbs and Ecclesi-
astes, in which he and his brother appear as
interlocutors, though the work is usually as-
cribed to Salonius alone (Migne, Patr. Lat. liii.
967 sqq. ; cf. Hist. Litt. de la France, 435, 436,
476-478). [S-A. B.]

VERANUS (2) (vulg. UraIx), ST., 6th
bishop of Cavaillon, was a man of some conse-
quence, being twice employed on royal missions.
The first date we have is 585, when he was at
the second council of Micon. The next year
Practextatus, bishop of Rouen, was murdered in
his church at the command, as was said, of
Fredegund. Veranus, with two other bishops,
was sent by kinge Guntram to examine into
the matter, and, according to Gregory of Tours,
boldly defied the queen (Hist. Frane. viii. 31).
In 587 he was chosen to baptize Childebert’s son
Theodoric II. (ibid. ix. 4), and two years later he
was one of the bishops summoned to deliberate
on the scandalous ontbreak of the nuns of St.
Radegund’s convent at Poitiers (ibid. ix. 41,
CHRODIELDIS). Veranus is commemorated on
Nov. 10 and 12, and on Oct. 19, on which day
the Bollandists notice him; and he is honoured
as the patron saint of Cavaillon. Gregory, to
whom he was personally known (De Mirac. S.
Marting, iii. 60), speaks with great reverence of
his sanctity (Hist. Frane. 4). A biography
published by Labbe (Now. Bibl. ii.), and repeated
by the Bollandists (Acta SS. Oct. viii. 467 sqq-),
makes him a native of the Gévaudan, but this
work is of a very legendary character.

In Mansi (ix. 947, 48) is a Senfentiz on the
subject of chastity in priests, spoken at some
synod of about 584, which is attributed to Ver-
anus (cf. Hist. Litt. de la France, iii. 357; Ceil-
lier, xi. 322). His body is said to have heen
carried in later times to Gorgeau, in the diocese
of Orleans, though another opinion is that it
always remained at Cavaillon. (Gall. Christ.
i. 941; Doll. p. 461 sqq.) [S. A. B.]

VERECUNDUS (1), a citizen of Milan and
teacher of grammar, an intimate friend of St.
Angustine. He became a Christian, after an ill-
ness of which he died, while Augustine was at
Rome, (Conf.ix. 3; NeBrIDIUS.) [H.W.P.]

]

He was bishop of the Civitas Juncensis in By
cena, and was summoned to Constantinople in
549, touching the question of the * Three Chap-
ters.” He died at Chalcedon, the year before
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cond council of Lt)lht'll)tn‘l(h‘i]u. In the
e rsy on the *Three Chapters,” he seems
e “;\L ;tui until his death \\1Lh Virgilius,
,l,th‘: the works in question, 'anl joining
i \f]|HI‘- in his censure on Theodore of
Me of Constantinople. He
\\ith hnn also, it would appear, in his
withdrawal to Chalcedon, and would probably
- nnl aued to act in concert with him had
Ll n hnrt ium ll‘il!lllll[!'ll by ]m death.

er=

ot . he died a defender of works
Is condemned ; the expressions of Yictor of
Tunnunum perhaps are re ! ;
able by the pe cause, There is certainly no
reason to think, as Isidorus hints, that his poem
& da Poenitentia ” was intended as a lament over
his own past hete ) It is very Eu'nl'
that he is identical \\:Ith the }lll‘wl\}tnel' Vere-
Clm:lll.‘a \\'h{r L'nn||.\n.-.l}!| a Ll\]ll]l\l'u*'n‘\' on thi_-
Feclesiastical canticles, comprehending the sor
of Miriam, Moses (from 1'!.'H1l‘1<llm11]} ), Azari
. akkuk, and Deborah, the pr
the thanksgiving Jonah.

'S

nense, with other works
attributed to Verecundus. It is an explanation
of the canticles according to the various modes
pretation, thoug fh these are not always
all ¢ ven for every verse: in fact a full staf
ment of them seems to be the eption. The
commentary shows some philosophical learning
and historical knowledge, and some illustrations
are drawn from his own experience. His man-
ner of referring to the Vandal persecution in
Africa and the unsettled state of atfairs secms to
fix the date of this work before 534, when the
e cution ended.  The poems attributed to
him, and also published in the Spicilejium, are
as follows : (1) Ezhortatio Poenitendi, {2) * De
satisfactione Poenitentine,” (3) ¢ Crisias.”

The first of these, by its closing lines, seems to
have been the first portion of a longer poem :
and it is hard to believe that the second is real Iy
the continuation of it, though from its sense it
might well be so. The 111Lm. of the two is
entirely distinet, that of the first being ex-
mnwl\ rude, .md regardless of the quantity of
syllables, w 11l|‘. that of the second is more ne: L]]\
nU”-lﬂ] But as Pitra points out, the first of
the poems is an example of a special style of
versification, illustrated also by Commodianus,
and not the result of mere barbarism, rude
though it seems. The spirit of the two poems
is alike: in both there is expressed a strong
i::tl:. of the need of repentance, and an earnest

pation of the Jud: gment. But the remark

of int

of Isidorus mu.mrmnl above ("llmrnmlhltl
Nli'lnluv propria delicta (.L}ﬁlu] it ™) seems un-
l\\‘il inted ; thL poems are, in their purpose,
lortatory rather than penitential. The third
l“"t‘-}n toncerning the s of the Judgment, is
probably not by the e hand. It has

much

50

more
= re artificiality, and much less carnest distinet-
{ than either of ¢]
&

he others.

*Breviarium, Cong silit Chalcedonensis ™ drawn

up s
CE‘L.“" a5 to favour the supporters of the © Three
; Aplers™ is also attributed to Verecundus, It
8 very Possibly

his; such a work would be less
¥ ed after his death
ifetime, when preparations were

liks
ely o have been cormp
than i his

lered more favour- | “°°
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being made for a general council on the question.
But it may have been composed by a more
extreme partisan, and issued under his name, by
one who 1 rded him as a confessor, and wished
to obtain the influence of his reputation. Pitra
prints this also in the Spici [H. A. W.]

VERENA, virgin, martyr with St, Ursula.
(Ln“ Acta SS, 22 JUL Ve 1""1.) [J tl.]

eqivim,

VERGILIUS MAROQ, a Latin grammarian
of the sixth or seventh century. The frag-
ments of his works which remain are very im-

as representing the Latin when it was
sing into the modern lang 5. They
re written in a ve Y provineial dialect. They
illustrate the development of rhyming
poetry and of mediaeval Latin. Keil, de
quibusdam, Lat. Inf. Aet. Erlangae,
1868, p. 5; ichte der Wiener Akad.
1881-42, t. x p- 810, contains a long article
on his Epitomae by Huemer. [G. T. 8.]

VERGUNDUS.

VERIANUS (1), Af;
ub Cyp. a.p. 252, Cyp.

VERIANUS
of Naz n, &
who havii

also
Latin

Gramnat,

[See VERECUNDUS.]

Carth.

. W. B.]

1 bishop,
1’.[}1‘ 7. [
() (VERINIANUS),
friend of
ived

layman
Nazianzen,
offence from

GJ.'L'L:“: L

some cause of

his son-in-law was anxions to bring about a
divorce from his uchter, a matter in which
Gregory refused to ul him (Greg. Naz. £p. 181
al. 145; Ceill. v. 236). [E. V.]

VERIMODUS. [See Darivus, Vol. L. 789.]
[H. W. P]
VERINA, empress, wife of Leo L., and cousin
to the wite ot JuLius NEros(Malchus), a person
of great influence during the gn of her hus-
band’s successor, her son-in-law, Zeno. (Joh. Ant.
in Miiller, fm- Hist. Gr, iv. 210, 211, 214,
and Hermes, vi. 326.) Suidas (s. v. Bapiyn)
mentions two statues of her at Constantinople,
one near the church of St, / _,.lthﬂllitll. and one
near that of St. Barbara. (Tillemont, Emp. vi.)
[F. D.]
VERINUS (VALERIUS), vicar of Africa, A.D.
21, to whom Constantine wrote about removing
the prohibition nst the Donatists to carry
on their worship, isst after the acquittal of
Caecilianus. (Aug. Ep. 141, 9; Brevic. Coll. i
24, 423 ad Don. _pmf. Coll. 33, 56.) [H W. [).]

VERONICA (5 ainopfooiica), July 12, the
woman whom our Lord cured of the bloody
issue (Matt. ix. 20). Concerning her Eusebius
tells a very curious (H. E. 18).
“ But as we have mentioned this city (Caesarea

story Vil

Philippi or Panet the Phoenicians called
it) 1 do not it right to pass by a
narrative that .L]m deserves to be recorded
for posterity., They say that the woman who
had an issue of blood, 1t_1u_'11151w15.-uL by the evan-
golists, and who obtained deliverance from
= g = .

her alfliction by our Saviour, was a native
of this place, and that her house is shewn

in this 1:1_\, ‘m-i the wonderful monuments of
our "nnmur s henefits to her are still remaining.
At the gates of her house, on an elevated \tnm

a brazen image of a woman on a ben d
hane ‘?I‘\'t'lch‘:ll out he

stands

knee, with her .ore iier,
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like one entreating. Opposite to this there is
another image of a man erect, of the same mate-
rials, decently clad in a mantle, and stretching
out his hand to the woman. Before her feet,
and on the same pedestal, there is a strange
plant growing which, rising as high as the hem
of the brazen garment, is a kind of antidote to
all kinds of diseases. This statue, they say, is a
statue of Jesus Christ, and it has remained even
until our times, so that we ourselves saw it
whilst tarrying in that city. Nor is it to be
wondered at that those of the Gentiles who were
anciently benefited by our Saviour should have
done these things, Since we have also seen
representations of the apostles Peter and Paul,
and of Christ Himself still preserved paint-
ings; as it is probable that, according to a
practice among the Gentiles, the ancients were
accustomed to pay this kind of honour indis-
criminately to those who were as saviours or
deliverers to them.” With regard to the subse-
quent history of this statue the authorities are
contlicting. Eusebius tells us it was there in
his time. Asterius, as quoted by Photius in
Biblivtheca, Cod. 271, p- 1508, cf.
Auct. Nov. Diblioth. t. i. p. 235, et 262 sq.,
states that Maximinus overthrew it during the
persecution A.D.  308-312, while Sozomen
(H. E. v. 20) asserts that Julian removed it,
substituting instead his own statue, which a
thunderbolt soon after cut in twain, hurling the
head and neck to the gr:.und, where the histor
says it still remained even in his time, bearing
traces of the lightning's action. The frazments
of the statue of Christ, which the populace had
smashed, were carcfully preserved in the church.
J. Malalas (Chronograph. x. 306-308, in Corp.
Scriptt. Hist. Byzant.), writing in the 7th
century, tells us that Haemor ssa petitioned
Herod, the murderer of John the Baptist, for
leave to erect the statue. He gives us the very
words of the petition, and relates that in his
time the fragments of the statue were still pre-
served in the local church, and that he himself
had seen a copy of the ]n’titi\m preserved h_\' a
certain Bassus, a convert from Judaism to
Christianity. Gibbon, in (h<i|l xlix. note 7,
acee ]‘Ts the testimony of Eusebius to the exist-
ence of the statue, which he supposes may have
been inseribed 7@ Swrfpt, TG evepyérn, but he
ridicules the idea that it could have been erected
in honour of the Saviour by a woman whom
the lf]m]si-]s describe as poor, He thinks that
Beausobre more reasonably conjectures the
philosopher Apollonius or the emperor Vespa-
sian; in the latter supposition the female is a
city, a province, or perhaps the queen Berenice.”
Round the person of this woman legendary tradi-
tion tlourished during and after the 4th century.
Macarius ‘\lufns\mu says she was princ
Edessa, and t her name was Veronica or
3 ice (Macarii Magnet. ed. Blondel, Paris,
1876 : Till. Mém. i, 203 Hist, des Ewp. iv. 308),
ful]u\n:w whom Baronius (dnnal. xxxi. 75)
her rich and noble. Pseudo-Ambrosius
slvi. in App. Opp. ed. Bened. p. 454)
ains she was Martha, the sister of s
e the gospel of Nicodemus introduces her
under the name of Veronica as one of the wit-
nesses in behalf of Christ at His trial by Pilate
('l'ui]u_ Cuoel, Test. . a60). In

miready mentioned

Combefis.

ss of

Apocrypi. Ne d
authoritive

| < 245 })‘\f‘i»]\ L wnt.m-t 8 f_fﬂ(f-'u'(‘
| his death the

VERSE-WRITERS

there may be consulted Joan. Damase. de Tmah.
Orat. 33 Philostorgius, Hist. Eccles. vii. 33 a
long and learned note in Thilo, /. ¢.; Du Cange,
s.v.; Acta SS. Boll. Jul. iii. 273-279; Alban-
Butler, Lives of the Suints ; Ceillier, vi. 308.)
[G.-T

[SiLvaxnus (8).]

VERRES, bishop of Omboe,

VERSE-WRITERS. Poetry, which in its
1}'I'i:_: form is the natural uutil:lni'ing of jn.\' and
in other forms is the attempt to express in the
most appropriate words the truths which under-
lie the world of nature and of human action,
has naturally found a congenial soil in Chri
tianity, with its message of good-will to all
men and of redemption of the universe. And
so poetry has struck deeper and wider notes,
whether in telling of the sympathy of man with
nature, or the secrets of human life, or in
pouring out the soul to God in Christian times
than in any previous e This is true of one
side of Christian poetry from the earliest times:
the lyric poetry of popular church use from the
first formed to itself new metres and new
methods, and rose far above all contemporary
heathen lyric. Great themes like the nature of
God and the work of Christ, became at once
themes for joyous praise. In other forms of
poetry it is less true during the period treated
of in this Dictionary. Poetry, which should
be the willing handmaid, is !
religion § it could complain, as the soul does to
the body in Synesius, avrl 8¢ Ofooas yevduay
SovAa. The poet is too much dominated by the
dogmatic or apologetic purpose which he has to
serve : like St. C ypriun, Disserit, eloquitur,
narrat, docet, instruit, prophetat. (Prud. Perist.
xiii. 101.) Nafure, which had been prominent
in Hebrew poetry, falls into the backeround
for the time before the thought of God’s work
in humanity. Further, the poet has to us
his instrument, languages decaying, ar #
and unnatural ; and so, it is not till Christianity
has emauncipated the modern languages of
]'L!ll'i\]ri- that Christian poetry reaches the level
of ii:mh;_, ot Shakspere, of Milton, or of Words-
worth. It will be best, therefore in this article
to consider first the liturgical, and afterwards
the more individual poetry.

A, Liturgical Poetry. The nmmlde of the
Jewish Church (c f. St. Matt. . 30), and the
natural e xlllu\nm of ;cl\ at the new trlii\ of the
Spirit, produced hymms, psalms, and spiritual
SONES 1'J'wm the earliest times in the Christian
assemblies (L. Cor. xiv. 26 ; Eph. v. 19; Col. iii.
16). The Old Testament Psalter
supplied the main body of such songs; butin
addition to this we have the Christian Canticles
in St. Luke’s and probable traces of
short hymns and expressions of praise tl]l]wlilh"{
in the New Testament (cf. Acts iv. 24-303 Eph.

- 1435 1 Tim. iii. 16, vi. 15; 2 Tim. ii. ll—li;;
]u\ iv. 8, 9, xi. 15-17, xxi.

In the 2nd century we find frequent allu-
sions to such il\,]mu ‘\!ltllhullll singing,
which had been practised among the Jews (&-
LPrilo de Vita Conte sl 11), had already been
mhmum‘.l into the church of Antioch by the
time of St. Ignatius, to whom it is ~au~1wl|1nﬂ:
-Itlnlmtrll (Socrates, vi. 8, but cf. []umiultl
P al). ('ll
}l'\'IlIUS to Gud,

doubtless

Gospel,

B

church sings
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res Toy @eby Ty BoTTipa T@y Gydfwy Kal
yres Toy &yov (Martyr. Lyn. vii. ; (‘-f.
ii.), words which summarize the
of Greek hymnody. Hymns
ation (Justin Mar-

&pvﬁg?v

apldra
T‘:: ad Rom. :
chief characteristic ]
 God for His blessings in cre B (J
to Apol, i. 13); hymns to Christ as
(Pl : j'_'\:ll_, Eus: . jii. : and v “_-,4):
h\lnnls to the Holy h‘pmt. (Basil, ff._,\},_ § 29),
lar part of church worship (Orig
67 3 Sozomen, vi. 33), whether
they were taken from Holy 5""ii?fi11‘c v ll"'-_m-
1 anew ('I‘vr:ul]i:m, de Orat. -_3‘?.; Apol. 39).
y few relics of this body of hymns are

a3,

Gk

extant ; many poets sang inu:’lnl-r,- their historian
arose. But to this century Vm-iwn_ : ]ul'r]l.lps.
the Iyric hymn to Christ attributed to St. (."lv—
ment of Alexandria. (This is lmll'ic-:LI‘ but with
strophes, but was J:(‘:’ul' used 1‘11 worsl ip.) ]JII'H-
bably also the ¢ds TAapov 8oéns 3 the morning
and evening hymn, and the found in E]sr:
Apostolical Gonstitutions, vil. 48, 49 ; hymns of
a loose rhythm, without any strophes, probably
modelled upon the Hebrew Psalms. F
In the 3rd century the martyrs in the
hebaid meet death with psalms and hymns
(Eus, viii. 9), and the prevalence of 51{{:]1 hymns
is shown by the frequent use made of them by
i 0 re acceptance for their own
ions, T s the case with the Syriachymns
0 lfl].'nih»,\‘ (Origen, ¢. Celsum, vi. 31), and of
Bardesanes and Harmonius (Theodoret, iv. 29;
zomen, iil, 16): with the hymns of Nepos in
pt (Dionysius ap. Euseb. vii. 24), and rather
r with those of Apollinaris at Antioch (Soz.
vi. 25), of Paul of Samosata (Eus. vii. 30), and
with those of the Arians in Alexandria and Con-
sl.mt.in.\l-!.e (Socrates Iy vi. 8, @das drripdvovs,
Ath. ¢, Arinn, i. 4). One hymn of the Naassenes
is preserved in Origen (Phil. v. 1), and also
some corrupt translations of the Syriac hymmns
of the Ophites (c. Celsum, vi. 31). This use
ed a reaction in the Church itself, and a
canon (§ 59) was passed in the council of
Laodicea (A.D. cire. 350), od del idiwTikols
Vahpobs & 7ff éxkAnole Aéyeobas, which at
least insisted that all hymns should have church
sanction. It is doubtful whether we have any
extant hymns of this century. The interesting
?W#ﬂi'mv of Methodius—a bright Christian song
In praise of virginity, with verses sung by one
leader and a refrain taken up by the whole
chorus—was composed mot for chureh use, but
to be sung ut a banquet. It is, however, inter-
esting both in its metre, and in the indication
1t gives of a larger amount of lyric song adapted
h;r social life ‘(lf'Jlll]-. Sozomen, vi. ,h\\'hu says
of ‘l]w songs of Apollinaris that dvBpes Te mapd
Tovs ‘wér?us kal &y Epyois kal ~ylvaikes mapd
ToUs lotobs 8. abrod wéAy HaAov ¢ awoddys
U e Sl Mo g
wdira s s:'JJ\Tﬂ{v "R‘vaﬂﬂﬁiuh.\m alT@ TemdynTo,
i Oylay Beov TévorTa).
renE]tL;j,:h:;r(:.h'iiTlgm]'. 5001 1‘m.-c-vm'o_d from the
he \'afueu:j‘( Jt\l this use of heretical hymns.
ceived ; and th:rf'.:l‘;\d{;,x ‘h_\ mn’h" was soon per-
the Silore. n["},(- 1 l(',Ullt’l}lv\ l.Juc-l:nn{: :ruc of
ate ]‘rf'l“-i':‘.utiq _.\mf‘]“' \ lh‘.! .\_uliuro}"a in the
With 31-\‘;1\1.15 njuli C‘L ]t']rl‘atc‘ T.mz'u‘ nlc]l\'c{;umu
Julian the & ‘L. psa mr.._ (Eus, ix. 1), bwl?l‘
Antiochenes sing psalms at once in

on { s ) I .

Shour of their Christian martyr, and with

Batire on l'aw «
o

| fifth century, Anthimus and
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sostom composed orthodox hymns in rivalry os
the Arians at Constantinople (Secrates, vi. 8;
Sozomen, viii. 8). Of these, however, none are
extant. The chief product of this century are
the Syriac hymns of Ephrem, composed on the
incidents of the life of our Lord and of the chief
martyrs, and though not metrical, prepared for
ularly-trained choir (Sozomen, iii. 16;
doret, iv. 29),

s hymnody of the Eastern Church produced
a similar development in the West, of which
we must speak later.

Contemporaneous with
ical poems of Synesius and Gregory
1zus, but none of these (except per
the rhythmical poem of Gregory) were
used in church se though " those of the
latter pro l the later writers of

ices,
ly influence

church hymns., As we pass into the fifth cen-
tury, we gain a firmer treading. The work of
the councils had stereotyped the creed of the

church, so that there was less danger of innova-
tion in doetrine. The services of the church
had become popular, so that there was a greater

ire for a bright and attractive mtual (cf.
Euseb ). In some quarters indeed, e.q. in
the Egyptian monasteries, any ch 2 was

resented as destroying the greater simplicity of
ancient times (Christ and Paranikas, pp. xxx.
.), but the change was very general; and
the church services were expanded. The litur-
gies were enriched, e.g. by the addition of the
Cherubic hymn, said to have been inserted by
the orders of Justinian, and by the end of the
sixth century at least, the two chief services,
mattins and ev , were arranged very
much as at the present day. Hitherto these

rices had consisted of three parts, the chant=
ing of psalms, generally with antiphonal chants,
the reading of Seripture, and prayers. To these
was added now an e e system of rpordpia.
These probably originated in the short doxologies
and antiphons which had been common in the
liturgy, and consisted of short stanzas inter-
spersed in different parts of the servic
times between the ditferent sections of a psalm,
knitting together the Old and New Covenant by
prais of the Incarnation, or commemorating the
acts of the saint whose festival was being cele-
brated. Then these were developed into regular
hymns, sung apart from the psalms, and were
divided musically into adrduera, wpooipowa,
and iiduera, :‘.n.v'uruiing as they we composed
for a new tune, or for one already existing, or
for one which was new, and never adapted to
any other hymn subsequently. They were fur-
ther divided by their subject-matter or by the
position in the service into var ious ‘IIHI.\, such
as xablopara, Kovrdiia, peyadvvapia, ¢EaTooTeL=
Adpia, édbwa, oTixipa, dwboTixa, amoAUT ik,
®cotokle. They consist of short hymms, not
metrical, but with a slight rhythmical simi-
larity, the number of syllables being generally
the same in each line, and one or two syllables
in each being regularly accentuated, The names
.1's of Tpumdpia are mentioned in the
Timocles : but the

150N,

o

some=

of twe write

earliest extant Tpowdpioy thav can be dated is
that by Justinian in the sixth century. The
seventh century was the most prolific: in it
wrote Sl!]']l!‘ﬂlli;]s of Jerusalem, Hcr;il:s‘:u-(:h-
bishop of Constantinople, Syriacus, Anastasius;at

anism (Soer. iii. 18). St. Chry- | the end of it should probably be placed Romanus
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and thnutrh with more doubt, Anatolius (+ 458,
Neale, 1), Germanus and Ephraim of Caria;
and 1|1 thL 8th century St. Andrew bishop
of Crete. Many of the xorrdiia run to great
length, and give a dramatic account of scenes

in the Gospel narratives, These, perhaps,
were chanted at great imperial solemnities,
as well as in festival services, and may

have been the origin of the mysteries of the
Middle Ages, and so of the Christian drama.
The 8th century, however, marks a new depar-
ture in Greek hymmnody. The Iconoclastic con-
troversy and the inroads of the barbarians had
stirred men’s minds and led to frequent appeals
for protection to tln’ Blessed Virgin and to the
saints. The rpowdpia are developed into more
regular hymns — the eanons— which entirely
supplant them in the services. The origin of
these canons was as follows. Originally the
nine Bible Canticles had been sung throughout
in mattins, with a short Tpowdpior attached to
each; then, for sake of brevity, only the first
verse of each canticle was recited, each with its
Tpowapioy : then the place of both canticle and
Tpomdpioy was taken by one connected hymn,
consisting properly of nine odes (though the
ond ode was omitted except in Lent, pe l}m]n
from the sad tone of the second canticle). Each
ode consisted of sev strophes, though
gcn(-l;ll]_v it was limi to three. The sub-
stance of the hymn consisted of a praise of the
fact celebrated in the festival of the day, with
an address of prayer or praise to the Virgin in
the last ode. Besides these long full canons
sung on Sundays and the greater festivals, there
were shorter canons, called according to their
length 3igfdia, Tpigdia, Terpawbia, for week days,
for lesser festivals and for special services such
as funerals. Three of the
Damascus are metrical ; but all the rest are like
the Tpomwdpia, rhythmical and accentual, and are
generally also alphabetically arranged.

The two great writers of canons in the 8th
century were John of Damascus, author of the
greater part of the canons for Sundays : and his
friend Cosmas, bishop of Maiuma,

the greater number of canons for the chief
festivals, canons which are more directly

theological and less purely poetical than those
of John. This is the golden age of
hymnody, and these writers are called pexgdor,
as they composed their tunes as well as the
words, Later writers adopted their tunes, and so
are only called duvoypdgor. The chief of these
are Joseph Hymmnographus and Theophanes
Graptus in the ninth century; less famous
writers were Theodorus Studites, Methodius,
Casia, Photius in the same century, and the
emperors Leo and Constantine in the tenth.
By this time the hymns were collected into the
service books, and very few were added after
this date.

The chief centres of Greek hymnody were,
then, Alexandria, Constantinople, Jerusalem and
the neighbouring monasteries. The chief influ-
ences to which it is indebted, are (1) the spirit
of Christian joy pouring itself forth in song ;
(2) the Hebrew Psalter T}ll‘l!\\‘ill:,! this song into

Greek

the form of rhythmical 1!'lr‘1llu]is‘m : ('-') the |

Syrian hymns, 0311(1(‘[!1]\' those of E |ni11’vm Syrus,
which supplied the impulse for Acrostichs,
refrains, division of lines by the quantity U]‘

canons of John of

author of

| strong
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syllables. The practice’ of rhyme, which at one
time prevailed in Greek hymns, may have come
from Arabian influence, but it never secured a
hold on Greek pnenv and soon died out ;

4) the influence of al Greek lyrie poetry
supplying the division into atlr\phm nd, to a
certain extent, metrical form. The characteristics
w hnn are kpun]n peculiar to it are (a) the
wealth of praise; praise of God and
praise of His saints, praise ;pu,'iu][v of the
Virgin and prayer to her is the chief theme,

poured forth so lavishly that \t has been caleu-

lated that four-fifths of T]]t' Greek service-hooks
consist of poetr () theological precision and
fulness ; the pra is always based on the great
facts of the Incarnation or the nature of the
Godhead and is objective rather than the expres-
sion of individual feeling ; (¢) monotony arising
from a constant repetition of the same truths;
(d) great artificiality of arrangement; the
acrostich system is found as early as Methodius,
rhaps due to the influence of the Hebrew
salter, or of Syrian Christian hymns; and
reaches its climax in tho metrical accentual
acrostich canons of John, and in the poems of
Elias Syncellus, in w hich each line of each verse

‘..1\

Authorities, — Daniel. Thesaurus I]\mm:]u-
: J. P. Pitra, Hymnographi
que, Rome, 1867 (with an interesting ac-
count of previous works); and Analecta Sucra
vol. i 18765 but especially Christ et
Paranikas, Antholojia Graeca Carminum Chris-
tianorwm ; with excellent introduction, and a
good selection of hymns (Leipzig, 1871). Inter-
« articles will be found in The Christian Re-
membrance April, 1859. ¢ Greek Hymnology:”
Dr. Smith’s Dict. Christ. Antig. s.v. Hymns; a
'L[l'l',

€5

short monograph on the metre by A. Thierfi
De Christianorum Psalmis ¢t hymnis, 14
1868 Meyer, Anfang der Lat. und Gr
rythmischen Di (Munich, 1885).
: t fiir Kirchengeschichte, Nov, 1881 (an ex-
cellent summary of Pitra and Christ, with an ac-
count of the general tendencies of Greek hymnody
Jacobi); and some translations of Gre
hymns in J. M. Neale's Hymns of the Eastern
hurch (4th edit. by S. G. Hatherley: London,
32}; and Hen’"re’u{ § and Hymns of
sliest Greek Christian Poets: London, 1876,
Latin.—in the Western Church there was an
equally striking development of Christian lyric
poetry, seizing upon and stirring the very heart
of the church and of the individual Christian
(5. Aug. Conf, ix, 6). As in the East this lyrie
is the popular poetry. The Christian hymns
are “ the only true Roman lyric poetry.” They
scize on nmew metres and popular methods of
accentuation and of rhymin uul.ut: far simpler
and more direct in their expression than other
poetry ( contrast the directness of the hymns
of Venantius Fortunatus and Sedulius with the
artificiality of their poems). Buthistorically these
hymns arise at a later date than in the Eust,
and were later in reaching their climax, many
of the est writers falling quite outside the
scope of this Dictionary. It is not until the 4th
ntury that we find any definite notice of
hymn-writers or any extant hymns, The im-
mlw to h\mmnh came then from contact with
t]u stern, f.e. probably the Sy rian, churc h 3
and from the same cause which had operated

/1’ 1-

D0ngs

are.
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i ore. the desire to find an antidote to growing
] | opinions. Hilary of Poictiers, during
hgr?llt“l:l}c:]iw"t to Asia, collected many of the
h.l'; '::}Lj‘:.:,m;\\-hiuh he found in use rhnz:n, trans-
v El‘n.“:w of them, and probably omposed some

. (,\C-n_ and introduced the practice of hymn-
:I'l‘“.ri;ur into the Gallican Church to cl the
:,].I”-g'ﬂ of Arianism. These hymns were con-
fained in his L Hymnorum, but  this has
peen lost. Daniel attributes seven extant h_vmalm
to him3 but Kayser only :ulrmts_lus authorship
; wase of four [** Lucis largitor Splendide,”
r ingenitus;” # In matutinis sur- |
Jam meta noctis transiit ]} and
r are suspected by Ebert. Pos-
to attribute to him the Latin-
in Excelsis (K. p. 32). About
ne Damasus more thoroughls
nemg in the services of the
church, and two hymns, in honour of St. Andrew
and St. Agatha, are attributed to him, but on
do ‘u'.ﬂ.u:hnrit'\'. St. Ambroseisthe first writer
to whom any of our extant Latin hymnsg can
with certainty be attributed. We have his own
statement that he purposely wrote hymns and
introduced the practice of singing them in the
church at Milan in the interests of orthodoxy
21), and the authority of St. Augustine for
g that this was done in conscious imitation
Eastern Church (Conf. ix. 6). The same
rity attribntes to him the authorship of
ant hymns—¢ Deus Creator Omnium,”
ne rerum conditor,” “Jam surgit hora
2 % Veni redemptor gentium.” These are
all written in the same metre, and so are scme
thirty or forty others, which were called
Ambrosiani, but it is impossible to say whether
of them are written by him or only by later
imitators. Contemporaneously with St. Am-
rose, we have mention of Donatist hymns in
honour of Donatus (Optat. iii. 3).

In the 5th century, we have the chief Lyric
poet Prudentivs ; but as his poems were not
written for church service, being too long and
too didactic for that, t':i{-)’ will be mentioned
Extracts were, however, adapted from
id used both in the Roman and Spanish

An hymnarium is aseribed to Paulinus
but nothing is known of its character.
alphabetic hymn of Sedulius belongs to
this century, and also a large number of the
anonymous “hymni Ambrosiani,” and other
which found incorporated in bre-

in the ¢
6 eus
gimus ;"
even these fou
ibly, we ar

: e Glor

of the next century mainly under ti
influence of St. I ser, ii. cap
1L eap, xi.). 1ded the
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ganizer of the music and psalmody of the
church., Lastly, in the Tth and 8th centuries, we
have a few Latin hymns written by the North-
ern Christians, such as Bede, and Boniface, and
Alcuin, and possibly even by Charlemagne him-
self, if the % Veni Creator Spiritus ” is to be attri-
buted to him. The great development of accen-
tual hymns, and of prose sequences, lies outside
our scope. Up to this point the chief influences
which moulded Latin hymnody are—

(i.) The influence of the Eastern Church, sug-
gesting the practice, and perhaps suls]sl_s'iﬂg
models for translation,

(ii.) The cle 1l Latin lyrie poetry supplying
the metres, strophes, and prosody. The iambic
dimeter and trochaic esp. tetrameter catalectic
remain the popular metres, with rare use of

| sapphic.

(iii.) The exigencies of popular expression and
of chanting, which gradually substitute an
accentual rhythm, emphasized by rhyme and
alliteration, for the classical prosody. This
change took place gradually, and owing to ihe
uncertainty of the authorship of most of the
hymns, it is difficult to speak with any certainty
of the exact stages in the change. Apparently
St. Ambrose preserves a classical metre, with
correct 1:1‘('-*1\(1'\', with no attvmllt at A‘h}'mr. and
no attention paid to the accent; in Sedulius
there is a growing tendeney to rhyme, and a
carefulness to avoid conflict between accent and
quantity, and a more frequent hiatus; in For-
tunatus both these tendencies are more strongly
marked still, though St. Gregory, who is mainly
modelled on St. Ambrose, falls back on the more
classical prosody. By the end of this time the
number of metrical hymns with classical prosody
still preponderates ; but the tendencies torhyme,
to leonine lines, to alliteration, have all set in,
and were destined scon to gain the upper hand.
Such tendencies were more in sympathy with
the early tendencies of the Celtic and Teutonio
yaces, and found expression in the vernacular
hymns and poems as well as in application to
Latin.

The characteristics of this Latin hymnody
are—

(i) Its objective character: like the Greek it
deals mainly with the praise of God, for the
facts of Redemption, and the lives of the martyrs;
s prominence is given to the Blessed
1 in the Eastern Churchj in Mone,
enlieder, there is not one which can
v be placed in this period. The personai
tone is commoner in the later hymnody of the
Middle Ages.

Gi) Its di

tness and simplicity, in eontrast

Deum Lan

ot Liturgies and of the
which may with great probability be
1 to some Gallican writer in the first half

eness and artificiality o! the

) Its moralizing and hortatory character.
Authoritics.—Daniel, Thesaurus Hymnologicus;
Mone, Lateinische Hymnen des Mittelalters, Frei-

fllfh.*hi;" century (Ch. Qu. Review, April, 1884).
18 1s the only early Latin hymn which is
Unmetr = %

i and based upon the rough parallelism
of Hebrew and Greek hymnody.
H:j‘}\lt“lt:l:‘if‘n.t'\.:uu:r_\' we ]1:1\'1-‘1?19 two hymns of
i L;.ﬂ\[‘ ‘ k\:\.l' I }f-‘_ FEnnodius ‘(thungh ap=
of \':'n:'mh Llu\a\"l in l!i!lL!‘(:}l); t.h»r Enmusl:é_]l}'mlls‘
\hm“'-“ﬂ itius !'1,n1-€1111:n_u~" Y vm!]n_ Regis pro-
h\'lm.;; nlan-l'l} “ Pange 1.||1~ru;1 gloriosi 3 several
u:'mL‘.i; 1:11 '-l"'_"-l to Gregory the Great, whose
Ore important, however, as the or-

burg, 1¢ . Kavyser, Beitriige zur Qeschichie
des d /s 1—?,3,'m.m’m Paderborn, 1881-86,
a clear and careful account of the history, with
chief hymns; Ebert,
lateinischen Literatur,

suchung 2

Geschichte der christlich
Leipzig, 1874 ; Huemer, Un
dlt. lat.-christl. Rhythmen, Vienna, 1
Méril, Po populaires Latines antérieurcs aw
wii. siécle, Paris, 1843. : )

3. b‘yrirm,-—l\'u notice of this subject would

“]U]mldtﬂ execesis of the
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be complete without referring to the large mass
of Syrian poetry, especially as it seems to have
given the impulse and the type to much both of
Greek and Latin poetry. But the present writer
cun only do this shortly and at second-hand.
We have already seen that to the church at
Antioch has been attributed the introduction of
antiphonal singing in liturgical worship, and
consequently that it may have had an influence
both upon Greek and upon Latin hymnody. But
of the details of the early Syrian hymnody, there
is very little historical information. From the
first three centuries A.D. we have no relics
extant, except the fragments of Gnostic hymns
preserved in Ephrem Syrus. These are attri-
buted by him to Bardesanes, and, if so, would
date from the 2nd century; but more modern
critics have assigned them to Harmodius, the
sou of DBardesanes, or even to later writers
(Christian Biography, Vol L p. 252-254). They
cannot be later than the 3rd century, and their
chief importance lies in the impulse which they
gave to Ephrem himself. Setting himself to
counteract their Gnostic tendency, Ephrem wrote
orthodox hymns, and used poetry for nearly
every purpose. He used it for dogmatic treatises,
for controversy, for history, for the praise of
saints and hermits, for the exposition of Scrip-
ture, for description of the events in our Lord’s
life, as well as for metrical sermons, and for
]1}‘111115 for the services of the church (c'f. ;".]-]11'(-‘1:1
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the Syrian, Christian DBioyraphy, Vol. 1L
pp. 139-141).

This century proved indeed the golden age of
Syrian poetry. In addition to the 5 of

Ephrem there remain three hymns by S. S)
of Barsabae, preserved in the Nestorian offic
short songs in praise of martyrs by Maruthas
Rabulas, and Balaeus, as well as historieal
poems 1:}‘ Balaeus and C‘\'rﬂlm‘.ﬂs. In the first
half of the 5th century, Isaac of Antioch (31, Vol.
11I. p. 296) followed the example of Ephrem,
writing historical poems on the sack of Rome,
the Ludi Saeculares, the earthquake at Antioch,
&c., as well as composing many hymns and
metrical discourses. At the same time Simeon
the Cucita composed hymns of a new kind,
which gave rise to a whole class of hymns,
pamed Cucitae, from him ; like the hymni
Ambrosiani from St. Ambrose in the Western
Church. Indeed the chief work of this century
was the formation of the office books of the

Nestorians, which seem to have received their |

permanent shape soon after the Nestorian con-
troversy. In them the recitation of the Psalms
occupic:'s a prominent part, and they are supple-
mented by hymns (teshbuchthae) and by a kind
of anthem (unithae), in which each strophe is
preceded by an antiphon, The chief writer of
these Nestorian hymns is Narses; others are
preserved from this century by Barsauma, and
Abraham and John of Bethrabba. In the 6th
century come the very prolific writings of
Jacobus of Sarug [JacoBus (13) Vol. 1IL}, con-
sisting mainly of hymns to the S:lil_n:". and the
Blessed Virgin and of metrical homilies ; there
are also hymns by the Patriarch Marabbas and
by Babaeus the elder; in the 7th by George
bishop of Nisibis, and by Babaeus the younger.
Beyond these there are few names to record in
the period which falls within this Dmtmnzu‘yl'.
Authorities.—Daniel, Thesaurus Hymnologicus,
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iii. ; Assemann, Bibliotheca Orientahs ; Bickell
Conspectus Rei Syrorum literariae, Miinster, 1871
(a most clear and excellent introduction) 3
Badger, The Nestorians and their Eit uals, London,
18525 and J. M. Neale, History of the Huly
Eastern Church. Translations of some speci-
mens will be found in German in Zingerle, Die
heilige Muse der Syrer, Innsbruck, 183: ; and in
English in Burgess, Select Mctiical Hymns of
Ephrem, London, 1853,

Individual Poetry.—1. Greek. In this section
of poetry, the relative proportion of Greek to
Latin poets is reversed. The number of Greek
poets is comparatively few. Perhaps it was that
Greek poetry was more intimately connected
with religion, than Roman had been, and there-
fore Christian writers were slow to use it for
sacred purposes. Certainly the two chief
literary centres in classical times, Athens and
Alexandria, remained under the power of
heathenism longer than the rest of the FEast,
and very few new poetic centres arose. But
even in heathen literature, poetry holds a very
small place during these centuries and searcely
rises above the play of epigram or the serious-
ness of didactic treatises, The chief sources of
poetic inspiration had died out and it was not
being rekindled, as in the West, by contact with
the fresh blood of the new races of the North
and West of Europe. The first impulse to use
poetry as a Christian instrument, seems to have
come from imitation of the Jews., These latter
had been accustomed ever since their contact
with the Romans, to throw their future hopes
of deliverance from their persecutors, and their
warnings of the certainty of judgment into the
form of prophetic utterances of the Sibyl; and
Christisn writers imitated this practice, from
the first century until the fourth, soon after
which the present collection seems to have
received its present form. [SisyLLiNe Books.]
With this exception the only extant poems of
the first three centuries are the metrical hymn
to Christ, found in Clement of Alexandria, and
perhaps written by himj and the rhvthmical
acrostich poem with regular refrain which is
sung by the Virgins in the Symposium of
Methodius. In the 4th century there is a great
change, Christians no longer dread the heathen
associations of poetic form, but are anxious to
preserve it, and not to leave charms of style only
to the heathen (v. Socrates, . E. iii. 16,
and Gregory Nazianzen, Eis ra &uperpa, Hist.
Poems, No. 39). Two results followed upon this.
First, the attempt to put parts of the Bible into
the classical metres, as illustrated by the work
of the two A;nr]liﬂ:\l‘ii at Laodicea. Here, too,
there was a Jewish example to follow, Before
the time of Clement of Alexandria, a Jew,
Ezekiel, had written a tragedy on the subject of
Moses. So now, under the stress of the Julian
persecution, the two Apollinarii translated the
whole of the Bible into Greek cl 1l metres
or Platonic dialogues, that Christian scholars
might learn at once the classical forms and the
Christian truths. Of this gigantic effort the
only remains are a complete translation of the
Psalms in hexameters of some merit, but of
rather halting rhythm. Some editors have
attributed to Apollinarius the Xploros wdoyw,
a quasi-Euripidean tragedy, which is found in
some MSS. of Gregory Nazianzen and attributed
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ometimes to him 3 but the metrical and lin-
.guinitil? pm-n!ia:'iliqs point to a much lEllTI'l'l!Iﬂl?
than either, and it ]1:1.*-‘ rvrl--ntllv been assigned t‘.:
Theodorns Prodromus in the 1'_"r}.| ¢'L-11tt11't"(.l. G,
Brambs, Dissert. fﬁr_!h’l‘,f. I'.1:'|:: lt.‘]. I:LT]EI
Christus Patiens. Leipz 1-\-‘*-*)._ But hesides
this pedantic use, poetry Hlowed in another and
more natural channel. It became the true

ux]]rl‘b.\i\li’ of ]Hlu’:m ?]‘l_’]fh:._',_ ;mfI_ reached the
highest point which it touches in _fl-. e cen-
:'11‘ri='-'- i ay pass l:}' the rr.‘n.w-min- story of

B of Heliodorus as written before he

the Ethopi
was a Chris d
gongs of Apollinarius are said to

n (Socrates, . E. v. 22), but the

been

popular, and sung by men and women alike at
work and at festival (Sozomen, v 'wo
poets meet us here, each characterized by much
real feeling and power of expression.  The first

Influenced perhaps by
the example of the S n poems of Ephrem,
and aiming, as he himself both at
cunsnl:llimfﬁu!' himself in his trials, and also to
entice those who cared for poetical form,
not to leave the graces of style in the posses
of Pa he uses for almost eve
purpose,  Theological, dogmatic,
treat found in hexameter
and iamb historieal accounts of his
and iambies

is Gregory of Nazianzus

tells us,

poet

gincs
T 5
life and times

xameters

satirical in iambics; epitaphs in
elegiacs, and hymns in anac ics 3 while
he even mixes several mets ther in
forming memor s of the
bible, the pl One of his

Lhecedarius

and intro
the num
accent (v
be classed his friend Amphilochius, the bishop of
Iconium, if he is the author of the * graphic and
effective ” Jamhi ad Seleucum. The other
name is that of Synesius of Cyrend, “the
for true and natural gifts of all our Gi
Poets.”  He stands quite independent
ry, and probably did not know of his
s he calls himself the first Christian
Of his hymns some may have been written
e he was still Ps "‘l.ll_:-IH]t the later are
5“"“':_1}'(_7}11‘ 1. They are anacreontic in metre,
h‘. ¢cin dialeet and in simplicity of tone, full
“T_F}'t'lrul. melody : the lavish m-lrlu-u:'in-_{ of a
Pl,”]'f-“f‘}"“it‘”] spirit in praise of the One Source
;}pj:-nr].l.:.l;'“.m,d. ]'Ij:h‘_r-l. with t‘rvr;u-.\_nt: prayer for
ction from evil and thanksgiving for past

mer

h century saw a short revival of Greek
'y in Egvpt, which was used either for
s | stories or for historical
he Christian representative of this revival is
-I‘";!llEli". who, after writing the Dionysiaca,
-L‘]':]J.\]!nl}:i;'::*(‘:,‘lm;:l{]’ paraphrased the whole of
ey inf‘]u.-m. el in q-!nluwr:trn and luxuriant
whill Con : and luscious hv_.\:n?n-:n-.ra. Mean-
S i .‘::L‘tum];lvr was springing into a new
et l:'?].tll-: an emperor led the hymns; an

s!iuuﬂ\'i.tstclu-lll‘:j im“'ll‘:hi]:md' ariiy
oy OO0 Spo) e rising poe
}‘:i‘li\\.v fl{ B, vii, . The v!npi:l
arge ;‘lm‘tu‘.!\‘mn][‘mtdi.;‘t(')i\]“j]‘hmmlH in t 1'::n.~;1:‘itiu_g;
e o 71 Testament into Greck
% as well as composing Centones Ho-

{

poems,

patronage
t (cf. Soc-

| and
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merici; she also celebrated in her poems the
l‘lllll\l'l'l‘l‘.ﬁ victories and the life of St, Cyprian.
The last of these, and perhaps the Centones

Homerici, are her only extant works.
: 1}1 the sixth century the only poem preserved
15 that of another court-poet, the d cription of
the Church of St. Sophia by Paulus Silentiarius
in hexameters, with i;;ll:iwic"p:‘uln gue. Perhaps,
too, the grams and of Agathias
should be added—if, inde 5 he were a Ch ristian,
In the seventh century another court poet,
George of Pisidia, writes an historical poem
in correct iambics,

on the victories of Hera

metre for dormatic subjects
and criptions of the lives of the saints. A
few spirited anacreontic hymns in honour of the
facts of Christ's life, and of the mercies of God
have come down to us from Sophronius of Jeru-
salem and his friend Maximus, Theologus (No.

sonnets

ep

8

uses the same

23). But from this time onward we find little
| poetry except the liturgical hymns, and a few
| metrical fours de force like the acrostich hymns

of Cosmas and John of Damascus.
The Greek poetry of this period is, then,
indebted partly to Jewish influen s in the
1§ for the
stich form; partly, perhaps, to an impulse from
ian Christian poetry ; the Greek
Greece | * contributes to

s

» Books and the fondness

40r0-

ly to

wssical models,

it no j but the centres round which it clus-
ters are Asia Minor, ¢ dicea and Nazianzus,
the end of the time, almost

intin The metres used

st entirely al; but in

we have a rhyth poem in

, with the quantities rather !'l'e'i'ly

which should be compared with the

somew n: im |wh~}1|-1| ma  in the Latin
poems id  in some of the

of the accent

inning to

hymns of Gr
over the old
assert itself. 'The

7 is be

SOuUrces inspiration are
either the desire to teach the truth, whether in
\]u_ matic controv (e. g. in Gregory, Geox
of Pisidia, &e.), or in t‘\‘-]:luu'iml of the f
of the Bible (Apollinarius, Eudocia, Nonnus):
or the desire to others a true life
(Gregor Amphilochius); or desire
comme the beauties

acts

)

to

win

to
Art
(Paulus Silentiarius) or the victories of Christian

the
Christian

wrate of

and the lives of Christian saints
George); or, i:|~1]}', the Illn.-l'-'
gratitude to God for His glory and

(Gregory, Synesius, Sophronius,

emperors
(Eudoci
expression of
His mercies
Maximus).
Authorities.—The poems will be found in the
below ; an anthology
poets
der

rsonal

large editions mentioned
in Alzc
in

an account of the
Grundr

Patrologie ;
ind Bernhardy.
ratur ; and an interesting intro-
duction to the study of them in Mrs. Browni
Greek Christian Poets
Latin.—In Latin the quantity of poetry is
greater than in Greek, though the quality
is not much higher; Prudentius, and possibly
Paulinus of Nola and Venantius Fortunatus,
being the only poets who can be ranked with
Svynesius and Gre ry of Nazianzus. Yet it 1s
not till the third century that we find any
poetry at all. The power of paganism remained
stronger in the West than in the East, and
Christians were therefore more suspicious of an

Cave in
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art which had served the cause of their antaco-
nis indeed, Rome itself produced very little
poetry during the whole of this period. The

VERSE-WRITERS

main centres are Gaul, Spain, the North of |

Italy, and Africa in the earlier part; while in
the later, Ireland and Great Britain take up
and continue the old classical culture ,\[L]:l]],
Autun, Toulouse, Marseilles, Bordeaux, Carthage,
aud Bangor being the chief educational centres.

The authenticity of the poems atirvibuted to
Tertullian and St. Cyprian is so doubtful, that
we must probably rd the poems of Com-
modianus as the earliest that have survived;
originating either in Africa or in Syria. If so,
the fOrst impulse to Christi ¥y comes
from the missionary des instruct the
ignorant and to fend them against error.
¢ Instruetiones” and ¢ Carmen Apologeticum ”
are the titles of the earliest Christian poems;
“perdoctus ignares instruo verum” the motto

de

of the first Christian t. It is interesting
also to note that the 'm already marks a
chanre from classical metre The lines have

been generally ed based on accent;
but Meyer. (ubi infra) seems to have shown
conclusively that they are based on quantity,
which ghly observed in the middle and
at the end of the lines; but with that excep-
tion both quantity and accent are ignored, the
mere number of syllables being the only guide.
Further, there are traces of rhyme, and of
constant acrostichs (in the * Instructiones’),
and lines of the “Carmen Apologeticum ™ are
grouped in couplets All these changes are
probably due to the influences of Eastern Semitic
poetry, but they all eontributed to make the
poem serve a didactic purpose, by making it
more easy to be learnt and remembered by
ignorant people. Possibly also in this century
is to be ]-|<'L|'-_-d the elegiac * De
attributed to Lactantius, an attempt to enlist
heathen mythology in the service of Christian
truth.

In the 4th century, poetry takes a freer
range. Christianity has gained the upper hand.
It can take the measure of its antagonist and
learn from it; it can venture to appreciate and
to use the culture and beauty of art, and to
enlist them ainst heathenism. The poet
writes to express freely his own feelings; his
poetry is to win immortality for him (Juvencus,
Preface, 31). But the missionary spirit also
remains, The attempt to keep the masses from
error is seen in the Abecedarius of St. Augustine;
a warning against Donatist error in the form of
arhythmical poem, in which the laws of quantity
are entirely ignored; the lines fall into
halves of about an equal number of syllables
with a similar aceent at the end of each half;
rhyme is observed throughout the whole poem ;
the strophes are alphabetical, and divided by a
refrain. But the missionary spirit directs
itself mainly to the educated: fhey are to be won
fni‘“;-i-:t__:m:l to attract them the Christian poet
uses the forms of classical poetry. (cf. Sedulius,
C. P.I.1-35). Consequently the most character-
istic work of this century is to put the message
of the Bible into metrical form. Spain is the
scene of the earliest attempt. Thus Juvencus
composes “the first Christian Epic,” a con-
tinuous narrative of the Gospel story in hexa-
meters. Probably, too, he attempted the gigantic

is roug

Phoenice,’

two
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work of translating the whole of the Old
l'estament history, of which fragments remain

containing the first Christian lyries in the
translation of the Old Testament Canticles.
Similar attempts to translate parts of the
Bible were made in the poems De Sodoma
and De Jona, sometimes attributed to St.
Cyprian or Tertullian; and with greater free-

power in the D¢ fratribus
septem B s* attributed to Marius Viec-
torinus. The didactic spirit reaches its climax
in the Ca gilignus of Faltonia Proba, in
which half-lines of Virgil are pieced
together in such a way as to convey the teach-
ing of the Old and New Testaments in the form
of a memoria technica. In the writings of pope
Dama we find a lighter kind of poetry used
for epitaphs, inscriptions, poems on saints and
martyrs, which was afterwards largely developed.
By the end of the century, poetry is felt to be
such a power that Prudentius forsakes his sec ular
to it, and in him early
Latin Christian poetry reaches its highest point.
Lyrical poetry becomes in his hands the vehicle
-aphic description and of panegyric, especially
in praise of the martyrs; and the hexameter
used for direct teaching, for controversy, and for
apology ; while in the Psychomachia we have
the first specimen of the allegorical poetry,
which had so strong an effect upon the imagina-
tion of the Middle Ages, and bore rich fruit in
later liter

In the § itury the number of poets is
unusually large, though none of them is equal

dom and dramatic

abete

to Vir

lines or

calling to devote himself

is

in merit to Prudentius. Among them there
emer more clearly than before a distinction
between two ¢l ;. On the one hand, there

are those who use poetry almost as a plaything,
certainly without any serious Christian purpose.
Christianity has conquered classical paganism:
pagan poetry practic: 1sed with Claudian ;
but Christianity, or at st some Christians,
have taken up its forms, and we have so-called
Christian poets whose tone is almost heathen,
who dress up Christian truth in pagan phrase-
ology, or who devote their poetry to purely
secular subjects. Such had been in the last
century Ausonius, whose religion is still a matter
of doubt. Such were now Boethius, about whose
faith there is equal doubt ; Merobaudes, with his
la panegyrics on the emperor; Ennodius
with his panegyrics and vers de société ; Sidonius
,-\!n.]lin:Ln;,, whose instinct (unlike that of Pru-
dentius) was, on becoming a bishop, to give up
poetry : “ Ne reus cantu petulantiore, sim reus
actu” (Ep. ix. 16). Such was also a small
group of African writers, whose short poems are
}_Il'\"l"l'\'l'l{ in the 4 ”I"I""""{e'.’r' ((‘i‘. Ebert. p- 410).
On the other hand, there is still the class who
devote poetry to the direct service of Christianity.
The translation of the Bible is continued with a
freer treatment and a greater fondness for mys-
tical interpretation in the paraphrase of Psalms i.
viii. exxxvi. by Paulinus of Nola; the Com-
mentary on Genesis, by Claudius Marius Victor ;
the Carmen Paschaule of Sedulius; the De
Mosaicag historiae gestis of Avitus. The Hexa-
emeron of Dracontius dwells on the mercies
of God in creation and redemption; Christian
apology is represented by Paulinus of Nola
and the anonymous Carmen de Providentia
(printed among St. Prosper’s works), which
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?!:lli\ti‘. belief in astrology, in the face of the
atallobit ®

parbarian devastations of (._v:LuI_; Cha
ersy by the De Ingratis of Prosper «111-! the
o rnta em sententiis Augusting, written
_.[’|-."Lqi;l\liﬁlll; Christian exhortation in
itatis Laude of Avitus, and the Com-
» of Orientius. Satire appears in
Epistola ad Salmonem of Claudius Marius
r: even an attempt at pastoral poetry in
Sunctus. The praise of the saints is
'l]lli
X

ot 5 s : 2 5
{ound in Elpis, in Paulinus of Périguenx,
cially in the poems in honour of St. Feli
by his ]','..,“ﬁ and cultured namesake of Nola,

('.‘:E'L'
which, with the autobiographical K
of Paulinus of Pella, are perhaps the most
interesting poems of this time. The tristichs of
Elpidius are valuable as illustrations of the

s
LS TICOTY

ainting of the time. )

In the 6th century there is little poetry, and
its quality is inferior. The decay of elassi _|\
literature was complete, and it survived only
ithin the walls of the monasteries, whose in-
s were too much occupied with the harder
tasks of preaching to and civilising the barl
rians, A test of the culture of the day y be
found in the applause which greeted Arator
when he recited publicly at Rome his versifica-
tion of the Acts of the Apostles, a free transla-
tisn full of mystical interpretation. A fa
higher level is reached in Gaul by Ven:
Fortunatus, the versatile cot i
and priest of the convent of R 4
poems deserve to rank mext to those
dentius ; whether for their variety, or
metrical power, or for the insight which they
give into the life of the time.

In the 7th and Sth centuries there is no
real poetic inspiration apart from hymn-writing.
We have fugitive picces showing clever variety
of metre by Eugenius in Spain. In the mai
however, culture passes northward. Ire
contributes the [lil('T_iL‘iL] E‘])‘.‘\‘;I'B\ of St. Columb:
Wales, hymns of its monaster ially that
of Bar 3 Eng ¢ 5 P of
and imitation of classics in the
and De Lawde Virginum of St.
the praises of the martyrs by s, and the
short poems of Alcuin : Germany in the Ae-
fugmata of St. Boniface, DBut for the ti
peetry was silent. The old classical inspi
was dead; the work of the ristian church
Was to convert and inspire the heart of the
;HE":”- nations which were to influence Europe.
These were already trained by their bards to
assoclate poetry with religion, and were destined
to give to the germs laid in these centuries a far
wider development.

In lookine back upon the whole pe
i that, like the Pagan poetry of the time,
1_n much that was .':]'1'lti|‘i..'l!‘ pedantic,
1(!:111!'.1], imitative. Such l'-"i”“'l“ _|‘\- were the

»lm, and

iod we

poems of Merobaudes, Ennodius, Sidonius, and,
rartly, Venantius. But this was not all. There
Were genuine feelings which found their ex-
Pres Perhaps most marked of all, more
marked than in (
‘E{:j-:ir:et\: l‘ixl;ltti! 1?1'\!‘:[!“1. This prompted t'il_l'
i ﬂlrm‘.L-lil_l 'Ei:w.' tl‘ut,lh to m‘!lcl‘;-, to robe it
et t]“ hich wm:]ulmztl;v it most ::w-e-u_-]\i-
st ’-'\ le _Tl‘\‘ to the ignorant (Commodian,

* <lgustine) or to the educated (Juvencus,

ian con- |

| instinet had not develo
| most

LN Y, Ty . " r
ireece, was the genuine love of
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olds a belief in God’s Providence as against a | Sedulius, Prudentius, Marius Victorinus, Marius

Vietor, Paulinus, Avitus, Arator); or even to
children (Faltonia Proba). 'This prompted also

e desire to defend it in controversy (St.
An ine, Prudentius, Prosper, Paulinus).
With other poets the inspiration eame from

Imiration of the new

. e, now lived on earth,
In a few there is a

tic note of sadness at
the shortness of id its uncertainties
(Paulinus of Nola, E Columban); but,
as a rule, the glory an rightness of lif
celebrated. This evoked the prais

(Avitus, Aldhelm); the p: yrics of the
saints and martyrs (Damasus, Prudentius,
I ippius, the three Paulini, Bede); and, more
rarel) in this period, of the Blessed ‘”]I'_'._fllll
(Fortunatus), With others the mercies of God
to the poet himself (Dracontius, Paulinus of
Pella) are the source of inspiration: to othe
the beauties of Christian painting or archite
ture, and numerous illustrations of these will be
found in the poems of Prudentius, Elpidius
Paulinus of No Eu wantius For-
The poems of the latter and of
Dracontius are ‘l'i:l]]}' valuable to the his-
torian for the light which they throw on the
life of the time.

Of the various hkinds of poetry, nearly all
those which belonced to the old classical litera-
ture wer Tt
in the translations of the Bible and the longer
lives of the saints; dids » in the moral and

ai of ¢

’

ius, Ve

adopted.

Epic found its countery

apologetic and contr ial treatisee; lyric in

the hymns to th ints, and th ligh

fugitive pi though scarcely a
‘ound full scope in the

1d imiy
y. Commo

derision poured upon the follie lities
of the 1 and
Prudentius). Only the ama is wanting.
T y and comedy had both |s]‘;;-'1]|';l\':_\'
ical Latin literature; and Christian
1 them afresh. The
ts of the time are the
r description of the
lives of the saints by Prudentius, and his intro-
duction of the allegorical poem. And these

various poems did not pass away. Side by si

athen religion (cf.

wsed

original develoj

e use of lyrie

na

with

ssical authors they were e
wl commented on in 1he o
] ! i Fortunatus
long roll of Christ includi
Sedulius, Orientius, Prudenti

Arator, Alcimus (De Vi A {

and the 1 r of
ness to their

have traced the influer
yet probably quite real—of i
ings of the Bible upon the Hi
Harmony of the C [s \;}' Otfried ; of the
1 . of Prudentius upon mediaeval ballads ; of
the description of God's ns of c ition 1
redemption by Avitus uj Milte s ¢
Lost ™ s of the vivid description of the rewar
of the sood and the punishment of the wicked by
Prudentius (Hamartigeneia) upon ..[m“: E
Divina Commedia; of the Psychomackia upon
the allezorical literature which culminates in

udy. Consequently

render-

and the

Spenser and Bunyan. . )

A similar influence may be found in the style
of these early poets. In that, there are two
tendenc (@) On the one hand, there is the

careful imitation of the best classical writers, of
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Virgil, Ovid, Luecan, &ec., such as is found in
Juvencus, Prudentius
The prosody is indeed

Paulinus, Fortunatus,
ften but slackly observed :
there is, as in most periods of decadence, a
fondness for archaisms, a redundancy of epithets,
a fanciful formatio A there
is much that is art in the mere form, such
as the mixture of ditferent metres in one poem
(Paulinus, Eugenius); the practice of epanalepsis
(Sedulius, Fortunatus); the introduction of
acrostichs alphabetic poems (Amoenus,
Sedulius, Engenius, &« but yet with all this
artificiality the i n of eclassical model:
|]t”'.\ I.Il‘!"'l'l'\" a ¢

f compound wor

ssical simplicity to some
extent. A comparison of the prose poetry
same write f Avitus or Sedulius)
ow that the poetry is the less turgid and
artificial of the two.

(h) Side by side with this imitation, 2 new
tendency arises in a more popular direction.
To this tendency may |
frequency of alphabetic p

s (.

T

ms and acrostichs men-
tioned above, as they would serve as he \] 8 to the
memory : to it lso is d
for alliteration (Fortun
and for rhyme (St. :
most important point is the
|'|l!§]l" r New \\-hm‘i ||111\
for the old “qua
the number of s

fondness
dhelm, I 1||.'z!|_‘-e)
&e.). But the
growth of an

, based upon
combined -‘h ac
tual stress on a few importaut parts of the line
(Commodian, St. Augustine, &ec.). origin
of this change was complex. It w: e, doubt-
less, to the fact that the old classical pronun-
ciation of Latin w much rupted in the
mouths of the barb: ke it, so that
a poem based on classical prosody became less
and less to correspond with the pronunciation of
daily life. St. 2 directly _-_'L\'m this as

his reason for

s new method, * ne me
necessitas metric ‘.l]lll. quae Vi
5 » (Retr. i,
mn-]u as alliter:
corresponded with
the Northern races ;
but probably n cause is to be found in
Eastern Semitic influences; for a similar
development took place almost exactly con-
temporaneously in Greece, where these other
reasons do not operate; and nearly all the
tendencies which mark it find parallels either
in the Hebrew poetry of the Old Testament or
in the Christian hymns of the Syrian Church.
Within this period the tendencies are not fully
developed ; further influence from the Greek
Church in later centuries contributed to that

ninus
Possibly
tion and

development, and to the great lyrical outburst of

hymns and sequences which marked the Middle
res (v. esp. Trench, -(c;-r{ Latin Poetry
(]nhlhll]t“u]l), and Meyer, uli infra).
Authoritics.—The poems referred to will be
found in the large editions of Aldus, Fabrieius,
Gallandi, Migne (with most useful indices in
vol. ecxxi. pp. 70-91); ew of them in the
Vienna Corpns Scriptorum Ei S'fr_.f\'e‘r"'—n-mr:.
Accounts of the writers in Funcius, De
Lat. lin juae senectute, capp. iii. and xi. ; in C
a'\'rf'."p!, Eeceles., Oxf., 1740; and |1‘.~'~]u'ui:l1]'\' in
Biihr, Geschichte der Romischen Literatur, vol, iv.
Carlsruhe, 1872; Teuflel, History of Roman
Literature, London, 1873 ; and Ebert, Geschichte
der Christlich-Lateinischen - Literatur, Leipzig,

be partly due the |
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1874.  Gond discussions of metrical questions in
Trench's s\"ar‘rr'u’ Latin Poetry (Introduction), and
in G. Meyer’s Anfang und Ursprung der Lat. und
he rythmischen Dic h!sm;, Munich, 18853
Munroe in Lransactions of Cambr. Phil. Soci ‘;,
vol. A short anthology in J. Alzog’s
Patrologie, ad Jin, Freiburg, 1876.
A full account of previous literature will be
found in Bihr, pp. 16-21. [(w. L.]

(rrie

YERULUS, bishop of Rusiccade, the port
of Cirta and a Colonia, called in later MSS.
“martyr de schismaticis,” appears in Roman
111:11‘1._\':n>1-|;ints on ix. Kal. Mart., but erroneously
referred to Yandal persecutions (see Morcelli) ;
sufir. 70, Syn. (.(11111 sub Cyp. vii. de Bap. iii.

[E. W. B.]

VE ]\[ 3 (1), bishop of Vienne, present at the
council of Arles, A.p. 314. (Lmllh, Rel. St 1CT
iv. 95.) [H. W. P.]

VERUS (2), addressed by Salvianus of Mar-
seilles (Lp. 7 in Put, Lat. liii. 167 5 Ceill, x. 37
[C. H.]
VERUS (3), eichth bishop of Tours, was
consecrated about 498, and, like his pl'l'-iun-u-ﬁ.-.ul'
Volusianus, was driven into exile by the Goths
on suspicion of being favourable to Clovis,
whaose orthodoxy commended him to the Catholic
clercy ;\i'l'(l]"i.. f Tours he sat
Frane. ii. 26,
authors of the Gallia Chris-
tiana (xiv. 16) shew good reason for suspecting
an error, probably clerical, in this statement,
and would substitute six for eleven. He
was succeeded in the see by Licinius, and
after his deposition was represented by a deacon
at the council of Agde in 506 (Mansi, viii. 338).
He died in exile, leaving his g

goods in part to
the churches (Greg. Tur. ilid.).

[S. A, B]

eleven years and

x. 31). But the

YERUS (4), bishop of Orange some time
between 475 and 517, author of a life of his pre-
decessor EUTROPIL w(r. all, Chr. 1. 767 ; Boll, Acta
SS. 27 Mai. vi. 693 5 Hist. Litt. Frane. ii. 663).

[C. H.]

VERUS (b), seventh bishop of Rodez,
between St. Deus-dedit I. and Aredius, was the
rec i]-imt of one of the three w-\t.mf letters of
St. ‘Hul] icius of Bourges (Fpist. 2, Migne, Patr,
3), and was the writer of ru.. to
St. !JL'H'AltIIIH of Cahors (St. Desiderius, Epist.
ii. 16, 19; Patr. Lat. Ixxxvii. 263, 265). His
signature is also found in a fragment published
by Mabillon, supposed to be part of a privile-
gium of St. Faro for the monastery of the Holy

‘ross, which At"itr\\',u'ni\' bore the latter's name
(see Gall. Christ. i. 201). He was one of the
prelates enume Mh.-.i by Flodoard as present at
the council of Rheims in 625 (Hist. Eeel. Rem.
ii. 5, Patr. Lat. cxxxv. 102). [S. A. B.]

VESPARIANUS, TITUS FLAVIUS, em-
peror July 1, A.D. 69-June 24, A.D. 79, and his
son TITUS, emperor June 24, A.p. 79-Sept. 13,
A.D. 81. As a great part of the imperial
power was exercised by Titus during his fat her’s
reign, of which his own short reign may be
wrded as the continuation, it seems convenient
to treat them together. The influences of these
princes on Christianity was wholly indirect.

i
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The destruction of Jerusalem and the ‘rli'mp]vl
1[,";{‘..[ to hasten the 1_‘nm]:J\-_t.1‘ w:e]a:lt_ruan. of
Judaizm and Christianity. I'his <Li:t1||-'§1-w‘|l.
5 had not as yet become apparent to the
Roman authorities, :1|.|l as I‘:n“.'u: 1_.!_1|-_\ had any
knowledge of the existence n! Christ , they
il v rarded them as one of the various sects
s which t As such on

however,

he Jews were divided.
the one hand they .\'h-(ll_'-'il th ‘ i
enjoyed as a reliyio t’u ‘:.‘v:, while on the other th
had to pay the ||:il][-~_lu‘;{w' zing
le, to the service of the temp of
'[m--un' the capitol, to which it had 1
sferred (Dion lxvi. 73 Jos. B. J. vii.
tribute which must have offended the consciences
of many, and might be m;ulul:m er )
pre sion (Suet. Dom. 12). The fact that the
Christians had taken no part in the Jewish war

lependence, and had withdrawn from J
T

J

sine of op-

of ine L
salem before the siege, would hav |
them favourably in Roman eyes from : other
Jewish sects with which they were confounded.
The reversal of the sentences on treason in the
cases of all whe had been convicted of doéBeia
in the reien of Nero and his three successors,
and the ]uruhihitiuu of prosecutions on such
a charee for the future (Dion lxvi. 9), whicl
was one of the first acts of Vespasian’s reig
an example in which he was followed by Titus
(Dion lxvi. 19), must also have been very favour-
able to the Christians. Consistently with these
circumstances a longe and almost unbroken chain
of Christian authorities bear witness to the
favourable condition of Christianity under these
emperors.  Melito of rdis, writing in the
reign of M. Aurelius (Eus. M. £ iv. 26). knows
of o imperial except Nero and
Domitian. Tertullian (Apol. 5) expressly d
that Vespasian was a persecutor. I
(4 2, 3) in like manner knows of no perse-
cution between Nero and Domitian, FEusebius
(. E. 17) expressly orts that Ve
did no harm to the Christians. It is not ti
reach Hil; ry of Poitiers, writing atter a.D, 360,
we come to any charge of
nst Vespasian, In a rhetorical passage
ntra Arignos 3 in Migne, Patr. Lat. x. 611),
to all previous Christian tes my. he
Vespasian with Nero and Decius, Sul-
pieius Severus (H, E. ii. 30 in Patr. Lat. xx.
146), in a passage, whose :t_'.':l- St
was borrowed from one of the lost
avitus, states that the motive of Titus in de-
stroying the temple w to abolish not only
J‘ll'|:|i‘m but Christianit y, but he does not men-
tion any hostile act on the part of Vespasian or
his son ‘against the Christians.

Besides Gaudentius, who is only known by a
d inseription (Aubé, i. 142), the only mar-
tirs ascribed to the reign of Vespasian are
Linus and _-\lu-l]n;-:uu-;, the ];i_<]\<-]>.~ of Rome
A l:"“*"'”“'l. and Leontius, H rpatit and Theo-
IIH]'-\'\. soldiers of ']'i'-l;u.l]i in Phoenicia. The last
nree 3, like that of Gaudentius, according
i, quoted by Aul
the 8rd « ury, an
for placing their mart
1 of Vesps : 5

tinouigl
iIstimguish

secutnrs

nies

ntius

ries

nsLn

ass

we

persecution

(
cont
con

the only
dom in the

covmony above cited, represent Ve
I5Uine adio . 4 |

. MNE edicts against the Christians, and di
rsecution (44, SS. Jun. iii. 539, 5

i

ll;'é il

! an is their Acts, which are of
date, and, contrary to the early Christian |

1, originally levied for |

voests 1t |

books of |

indicate a date |
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As for Linus, there is no early authority for his
martyrdom. The enly martyr among the Roman
bishops known to Irenaeus (in Fus. H. . v 5)
is Telesphorus, nor does Linus appear as a mar=
tyr before a catalogue of the time of pope
Hormisdas or the early part of the 6th century
(Lipsius, Chron. der rém. Bisch. 78). As for

| St. Apollinaris, he is first mentioned by his
protection Judaism | )

successor Peter Chrysologus in the 5th century,
who knows him only as a confessor and not as g
martyr (Serm. S in Patr. Lat, i, 552), and
the only authority for placing him in the reion
of Vespasian is his Acts and
that follow them, which I
103, 518) and Goérres (526) consider to be
spurious. We may therefore conclude that the
reigns of the first two Flavian emperors were a
period of tranquillity for the church. The
chief authorities for the general history of
these emperors are Tacitus, Hist. ii—v.; Su

the [11;\!‘[.\'z'u|.|w:u>:;

llemont (I.Ir E. i

vale, ¢. lvii.-Ix.; Tillemont, Emp. i. ii.; and
for their relation to the church Tillemont, A, E.
Hist. des Pers
at. Theol. xxi. 4 M.
litus (L’ Empereur
ingeniously maintains that, contrary to
eived opinion, he was in reality a monster
[F. D.]
VESTIANA, a lady, an inmate of the fe-
]‘.]:\11' mox el \ i'l-!l-l‘ll'{nl‘:l il_\' \]
y Nyssen the circt s of
15 cure (lirl' r 1 S
She is identifie

iir 1

Gorres, Zeitscl
Double in his r
Titus
the re
of wickedness,

nt work on

ina, who Te-

Jaronius,
ady who, to
3 : at the
W 2 By

sient grounds, with th

|""|||" mMarri
(1

i
Baron,
'

chnr

nal. 370, § 64;
. ix. 667, 6). [E. V.]

(1), a pretender to the em-
the military at Sirmium in

A.D. (Socrates, H. F. ii.
i, and flom. Bioy.) [G.T.8.]
VETRANIO (2), bi y of all Scythia

ved the em-

He be

- his persecution of the ¢
J 35.) [G.

In the early
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mony by death; and Renan (Mare Aupile
p. 507) is r»fﬂ]'lmnn that Vettius had “only the
merits of martyrdom without the reality ” His
reasons are that no mention is made ﬂi Vettins
in the subsequent narration of the st tags of
Christians tortured in the amphitheatre, and,
what he thinks decisive, that tnw’ epistle of lht.
chuarches says of \lﬁtlm that “he was and is
a genuine \1|.-c.111|‘.‘ of Christ, following the Lamb
whithersoever he goeth.” But the addition
¢ following the Lamb, etc.” indicates that the
%5 does not refer to the life of Vettius in this
world, but rather to that which he enjoyed in
company with Christ. Vettius + probably
a Roman citizen, and as such was sim
headed instead of undergoing the rtures of
the amphi tre. [G. 5.]

VIATRIX, July 29 (alias BEATRIX), sister
to the martyr FAUSTINUS (23). is called
Beatrix in the Muartyrologics. De Rossi, in his
Bullet, 1883, p. 144. Cf. 18 » 1868,
5, 48, 873 1874, 1184 and in his Rom. Sott.
shown that her name was Viatrix.
Her story is told under Faustinus. [G. ]

VICTOR (1), bishop of Rome after Eleu-
therus, in the reigns of Commodus and Severus,
His dates are variously en in Hlu an
records. The Liberian Catalogue assigns him an
episcopate of nine years two months and ten
days, the Felician of ten years and the same
number of months and days, giving the consuls
of A.D. 186 and A.p. 197 as those of his first
and last years. The Eusebian Chronicle assiens
him twelve years, ending A.D. 198 -
Eusebius (f. E. v. 28) ten years, and s:
Zephyrinus succeeded him about the ninth year
of Severt t.e. A.D. 202. Lipsius (Chron. der
rim. Bischof.) supposes his episcopate to have
been from A.D. 189 to A.D. 198 or 199. Soon
probably after his accession he excommunicated
Theodotus of Byzantium (6 owxvreds), who had
come to Rome, and taught that Christ was a
man (Euseb. H. E. v. 28; cf. Epiphan.
eres. liv. 1). Kusebius in the passage referred
to is quoting from an opponent of the sect of
Artemon, who afterwards under pope Zephy-
rinus maintained a similar heresy. It appears
from the quotation that the Artemonites allc ged
all the bishops of Rome before Zephyrinus to
have held the same views with themselves ; and
the allegation is refuted by the fact of Victor,
the predecessor of Zephyrinus, having excom-
municated Theodotus, # the founder and father
of the God-denying apo " Mont: anism also
was rife in Asia Minor |i|. fing the re of
Victor, who is supposed by some to have heen
the bishop of Rome alluded to by Tertullian
(Adv. Praz. c. 1) as having issued letters of
peace in favour of its upholders, though
wards persuaded by Praxeas to revo
approval. But others think it more proha
thl[ Eleutherus was the bishop referved to.
1[[ WS (lljJ See, however, MONTANT 9

be-

81
+
L

s P2

action of Victor was
s on the Easter ques-
d in what is called the
which they pleaded
the authority of i John, of keeping their
Pasch on the 14th of 1, on whatever day of
the week it fell. So far, intercommunion be-

"Ihu most memorable
with regaxrd to the
tion. They still persi
Quartodeciman us

VICTOR

tween them and the church of Rome had not
been broken on this account. The Roman bishop
Anicetus had (e. 160) communicated with St.
Polycarp of Smyrna, when the Jatter was at
| Rome, and parte «d from him p»\[caintl\'. though
each upheld the tradition of his own church.
In the time of Victor the usage of the Asiatics
in which, according to Euse |mt~ they stood alone
among all the ¢ |11|1| hes of Christen: lom, had
attracted general attention. 1ds were held
on the subject in various parts—in Palestine
under Theophilus of Caesarea and Narcissus of
Jerusalem, in Pontus under Palmas, in Gaul
under Irenaeus, at Cori under its bishop
Bacchillus, at Osdroene in Mesopotamia, and
elsewhere, by all of which synodical letters
we unanimous in disapproval of the
n, and in declaring that “on the
Lord’s Day only the mystery of the resurrection
m the dead was accomplished,
at day only we keep the close of
h: ? (Euseb. . E. v. 23). Dut the
general feeling was that the retention of their
own tradition by Hw Asiaties was no sufficient
ground f 1 off communion with
them. ‘\l.l|\31 alone was intolerant of difference,
He had issued a letter in behalf of the Roman
church to the like effect with those of the
synods held elsew What Eusebius says of
itis: “And of se at Rome there is in like
manner another, indicating bishop Victor (éni-
oromoy Bintopa dnAoloa).” From the reply to it
we may conclude it to have been peremptory in
its requivement of compliance., This reply was
from Polycrates bishop of Ephesus, as head of
the Asiatic church who, ab Victor’s desire,
had convened an assembly of bi
curred with him in his rejoinder. In it he
resolutely upholds the Asiatic tradition ; he
supports it by the authority of “ great lights”
who slept in Asia awaiting the vesurrection; of
Philip the apostle, who, with his two aged
virgin daughters, was buried at Hierapolis; of
wther saintly dauchter of his who lay at
Ephesus; of St. John (** who lay on the Lord's
\-usnm, dl-d became a priest w earing the peta-
lon "), also at vest at Ephesus; o l'ul}uatea of
Smyrna, bishop and martyr; of Thraseas of
Eumenia, also bishop and martyr, who slept at
Smyrna. After naming others after them, who
had all kept the fourteenth day according to the
Gospel, he speaks also of seven of his own kins-
men, all bishops, before himself, who had main-
tained the same us He adds, I therefore,
having been for five-and-sixty vears in the Lord,
and having conferred with the brethren from
the whole world, and having perused all the
Holy Seripture, am not scared with those who
are panic-stricken, For those who are greater
than I have said, ‘It is right to obey God rather
than men.’”  After receiving this reply, Victor
| endeavoured to induce the church large to
excommunicate the Asiaties, but failed in his
attempt. Whether he himself, notwithstanding
this failure, renounced communion with them on
| the part of the Roman church is not clear from
the language of Eusebius. Socrates (H. E. v.22)
says he did ; and that this was the case is pro-
[ bable, though Eusebius speaks only of his
endeavour to cut them off as heterodex from
the ¢ common unity,” and of his letters with a
view to this end. Jerome also (el vir. illustr. e. 35)

issu
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YICTOR

cnpaks only of his desire to have them generally
-mulmmml' % Siquidem Victor multos Asiae et
conde .

Orientis €
Judaeis Pascha ce ; ; i
In qua sententia hi qui discl il|lilllli '.L.ll ]|JI\:- non
dederunt manus.” At any rate it _1~“ evident
that the judgment of the ]\!.‘i]urll‘ of l.--m‘-.ui.‘l
nob 1N that age carry ‘f“-" 1‘:'1‘ .:T e weirht
with other chur ; For _]',\1.\1;\;:[:5 expressly
tells us that * these things did not please all the
bishops ;7 that they exhorted ]Tll}l in return to
s pind the thi: f unity and of love I-:\\':il‘-].\'
his neighbonrs ; and that they wrote  sharply
;1-3;\'1“[1‘.: Victor.” He cites a letter sent 1.IlJ T||‘|‘.
son to Victor by Irenaeus, who, th h

oC i
holding with him on the question at ),
exhor him in the name of a synod ha

of Gaul “that he should not cut off
whole churches of God for preserving the tr
tion of an ancient custom,” He reminds
that churches have long differed on other j
of usage as well as this without interruption of
communion:—*‘not only about the day is the con-
troversy, but also about the very mode of the
fast preceding it. For .some think that they
ht to fast for one day, some for two, some
for more; while some make forty hours of day
and night the measure of their fast.” Such
\‘IE'L‘L)’;.h(? says, was of long standing, having
ariginated with persons of influence who (it
might be wrongly) had handed down different

and we are at peace with one another,
ty of the fast establishes the
Lastly, he cites the
s before Soter,” chiefs of the Roman church,
ad been at peace with those from other
s who differed from them in the matter
at issue; and especially Anicetus, who, thougl
unable to persuade the blessed Polycarp to give
up the custom which, “ with John, the disciple
of our Lord, and the other apostles with whom
John lived,” he had always observed, and, thoug

and the dive
unanimity of faith.”

himself not persuaded to renounce the custom of

the elders in his own church, had still honour-
ably accorded the FEucharist in the church to
l’“]_\ﬂ'ﬂP, and parted from him in peace (Euseb,
H E. v, 24). Jerome (de vir. illustr. c. 33)
alludes to several letters written by Irenaeus to
”"I’ syme purpose: “ Feruntur ejus et aliae
epistolae ad Vietorem episcopum Romanum de
Paschae epistolae, in quibus com-

t eum non facile debere unitatem collegii
_—

seind

name, as Eusebius obs

; erves, corresponded with
his character of peacemaker) appear elsewhere
\'u.']lw.u he says, probably with reference to
Victor'’s attitude in this dispute, “The apostles
ordered that we should not judge any one in
meat op in I]rillk. or in t‘x'-lw.ut'llul‘ a .i'm:\[. or
1eWw moon, or sabbaths, Whence then are these
tontentions?  Whence these divisions? We
kfj“}‘ the feast, but in the leaven of malice and
::‘]L‘ctf‘{““sf» ‘l‘tndln;:la.\umlvr the church of God ;

“ep external things that we may

15t aw

::; l:etlul' things of faith and love. These are
% easts and fasts which we have heard from
& prophets are pleasing to the Lord.”  (Iren.

fh’;;’; (_0-1!&‘_!-. ‘lihl'l‘.) The {,}:::\1'Tn4m_-||! ans :11‘tzir
usage um{‘l-kth‘ﬁ‘..l“” to have m:uut.:mu-e‘L t-hmr
which e ‘?fflllh_ud '“_“ ”'Ill' council ”1, Nice,

enjoined its discontinuance. It is true

piscopos, qui decima quarta luna cum |
JJebrabant, damnandos crediderat. |

% And nevertheless all these were at |

The sentiments of Irenaeus (whose

| to the testimon
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that the Asiatics themselves appear from Con=
stantine’s letter after the council to have already
zonformed to the general usage, which he s !
of as disregarded only by some
specified, but obs | in the !
Athanasius also (de syn. ¢, 5) s

eaks
Fasterns not
inti a

diocese,
ys that one
reason for summoning the council of Nice was
that “those from Syria, Cilicia, and Mes
tamia kept the Pascha with the Jews,’
he does mot mention the Asiatics as then doing
so. 1f, then, the Asiatics had by this time
conformed, it would seem, if Eusebius is to
be trusted, that othe ad adopted their uss
after Victor’s denunciations; for, while he
that in Victor’s time ¢ Asiaties stood alone
with respect to it among the churc " all
» rest of the world (M. E. v. 23), he ks of
Is having condemned it in Palestine and at

]
I

avs

ene, wh was in .\Tl-ﬁxwi:lli':illl:l. whe -
Athanasius refi to both H_‘. ria and )]Psr-'ln'-f:l«
mia as maintaining it. The u may have
prevailed from the first
than Eusebius was aware of, and notwithstand=
ing what he says; and that this was the case
implied by Jerome, who speaks
Asiae et Orientis episcopos” ated in it ;
or it may be that the action of Victor in the
matter had the effect of rather spreading than
ng it, and that some of tl adopted
it from the Asia retained it
they. At any r it is evident that the in-
tolerance of Victor her won general approval
nor effected his intended pury
Victor is mentioned by St. Jerome
illustr, ¢, 34) as the writer of a treatise on the
Easter question and other works,
epistles are assigned to him,
Theophilus of Ales
to Desiderius of Vieune,
Parac the leading su ts |
and the authority of the
said in the Liber Pontifi
African and the son of Felix; tol
that in cas
baptized anywhere—in a river, it the sea, in a
fountain, or in a lake; to have summoned
']‘]lt'i:]r'[lilll.-i bishap of Alexandria® to a council
at Rome at which the time for kee|
was ordained j to have suffered martyrdo
to have been buried beside the body of St. Peter
on the Vatican. He is commemorated in the
Roman martyrology on the 28th of July as
pope and mnﬂ." . There is no evidenece of his
martvrdem beyond the tradition which, contrary
p 3 .~1':_".|- that honour

[J. B—y.]

more extensively
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VICTOR (2), African bishop on committee
de Virgg. subintroductis, A.D. 249, C ; :

a « Nonnulli qui ad Orientem hubitant non admi
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entia libent
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Vv [(JI'()R (8) The same (African bishop) on
Sy n. Carth. sub Cyp. 8, de Puce danda, A.D,
2, Cyp. Ep. iv. [E. W. B.]

VICTOR (4) (7 the same as (2), or (3)). Svn.
Carth. sub Cyp. 4, de Busilide, A.D. 254, C P
f.}u. 67. [E. W. B.]

VICTOR (5) (? the same as (2), or (1)) Syn.
Carth. sub Cyp. 5, de Bapt.i. A.p. 255, C vp.
Ep. 70, [L W. 1’]

VICTOR (8). The ahove apparently distinct
from Vie :tor, bishop of Assurae, ab Assuras, in
Prov. Proe. Colonia Julia Assuras, mentioned
several times by Augustine, hod, Zanfiir, and the
plain near it B’hairt Fssers. Seven other bishops
in Morcelli before 5th century. See FOrRTUNA-
TIANUS (1). In A.D. 253 Victor had not yet suc-
ceeded EvieTerus, but was bishop before A.D.
255 (67) in Syn. de Bapt. iii. Sent. 68. He is
distinguished asa “ confessor ” in the late marein
of the list, But if this note is intended to refer
to the confessor biw’nw]l addressed in Ep. 76,
and replying in Ep. 77, one would think it a
mistake for a Numidian Vietor, all the names
capable of identification are Numidian.

[E. W. B.]

avum, Octabum,

VICTOR (7), bishop of Oct
Octann H., in Numidia, near Cirta, in Syn.
Carth. sub Cyp. vii. r-’ Bap. iii. Sent. 783, then
recently appointed [Vicror (3 3)]; 11u}n| |\ the
same as Hu Numidian bish p addressed m Cyp.
Fp. 62 [see JANUARIUS (])J, and in Ep, T(
(Sy n.r_a’. J"-Jr,u i.), a confessor in the mines, Kp. 7¢
and 77. See NEMESIANUS (1). [E. W. B.]

VICTOR (8), another Victor, a Numidian
bi -.IIUH addressed in same ]‘p rlﬁ[ see VICTOR (3]

who eannot be distinctly separated from '1.

(E. W. B.]

VICTOR (9), bishop of Gor (('ilnl"rmcl;x H.) in
Prov. Proc. (¢ 1e as Coreva, on road f
Carthage to Sufetula, Morcelli); 7 Syn.
de Dap. iii. Sent. 40. [E. W

VICTOR (10), a lapsed African preshyter
restored too early to communion as a layman.

See Fipus, Cyp. Zp. 64. [E. W. B.j

VICTOR (11), African bishop associated with
CavLpox1us, Cyp. Ep. 41, 42, [E. W. B.]

VICTOR ( 12)'\1[1@:1‘~ in the (s ]\1|1]\ us?
of fju xiii., as Lwl]rl[ll[lluu of C \|>1|1|: in retire-
ment, a lector made deacon, who sends a Ia
sum with one of Cyprian’s bw-lmlu-\ to i .||T. 1age,
. B.]

e

close

VICTOR (13). Mart. Carthag. A.p. _‘.:H.
Arisro. [E. W

VICTOR (14), martyr of Marseilles, belongs to
the Divcletian period about the close of the third
century, The church dedieated to his memo ry at
Marseilles is alluded to by St. Gregory of Tours
(/fist. Frane. ix and De Glor. Mart, i. 77),
which shows that by the end of the sixth century
his name was well known, His Acta (Breviora
and Longiora) are anonymous, though the longer
has been attributed to St. Cassian. (Both the
Acta were publishe, first by Bosquet, fist. Feel.
Gladl. ii. 127 sq.; also \\itin Miracula in eight
88, Jul. v. 142 5q.; the

chapters, by Boll. A,

VICTOR

longer aione iz given by Ruinart, dcta Mart.
933 8q., ed. 1859). According to the Acta,
Victor was an officer in the !mnmu army when
| Maximian came to Marseilles to pencmtu the
church. Viector employed his nights in vi ting
and encouraging the Christians, mml he th,lf
was arrested and brought before the emperor.
He was cruelly lt'lttlli.d but in the prison con-
verted his ]u.e]mn, and was at last martyred.
His most famous monument is the church and
monastery of St. Victor, built at Marseilles by
St. Ce ASSIANUS (11) JoHANNES], and
“'1\!‘!1 afterwsy mls to the Benedictines, His feast

21st July. [J. G.]

VICTOR (15), bishop of Garba, a town of
uncertain site in Numidia, present at the meet-
ing at Cirta A.p, 505, and one of those who gave
their opinion that the acts done during the per-
secution, like those of Secundus of Ti risis,
should be left to the judgment of God (Opt, i, 14 3
Aug. ¢ Cresc. iii. 27-30). He was I!tLl-
wards sent to preside over the small Donatist
community (paucos erraticos) at Rome, where
he is described by Optatus as ¢ pastor sine
(Opt. ii. 4)

[H. W. P.]

VICTOR (16). martyr at Gerona in Spain in

the persecution of Diocletian. [Oroxtivs (1).]
[C. H.)

VICTOR (17), one of the friends of Theo-
dotus bishop of Ancyra and his companion in
martyrdom. [Turoporus (9).] (Mason, Fersec
of Diocl, uu-\) [L‘ “]

YICTOR (18), Donatist bishop of Russiceada,
in Numidia, a town (Sgigata) near the sea-coast
and the river Thapsus, called a colony in Peut.
Tah., between Hippo and Chulli. (Vib. Seq,
] . Ant. [tin, 5, 3; 19, 2, Mela. i. 73 Shaw,
Trav. p.45.) He was one of those who met at
Cirta, A.p. 305, to L bishop, and was there
taxed by Secundus of Tigisis \\‘1]1 having sur-
rendered a book of the umlu-lx during the per-
secution. He did not deny that under compul-
sion he had thrown it into the fire ; but hoped
that he might be pardoned.  [SECUNDUS of
Tigisis.] (Ang.e. Crese. iii. 27, 303 Opt. i. 13;
Mon. Vet. Don. iv. p- 176, ed. Oberthiir, p. 170
ed. Dupin.) [H. W. P.]

VICTOR (19), bishop of Utica, and (20)
]>i$h“p of a place in Numidia called Legisvolu-
mini, present at the council of Arles, A.p. 514

(Routh. Rel, Sucr. iv. 95). [H. W.P.]

; episcopus sine populo.”

VICTOR (21), a professor of Roman litera-
ture, but of Moorish origin, brought forward as
a witness at the enquiry under Zenophilus, A.D.
320, and accused by Nundinarius with “ tradi-
tion™ in his own person and of knowledge of
the guilt of Silvanus., Victor however denied
t he was present, or that he had any know-
ledge of the act attributed to Silvanus, but the
judge decided that mw-\ idence tended to convict
Silvanus (Aug. . s iil. 20-33 ; Mon. Vet.
Don. iv. p. 168— lmiJIJ-:t]uu,l. lb-—lx‘iljlll'l")

[H. W. P.]

VICTOR (22), a fuller by trade, who gave
20 folles to Silvanus in order to be <ul]mfhd to
the order of ilnlutu-\(\w.-r ¢, Crese. iii. 19-23 5
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Vet. Don. iv. pp. 172-179 Oberthiir,

don. [H. W. P.]

169-70 Dupin).
VICTOR (23), son of S;un.\'u‘l'i:‘us, a grave-
r) and worker (artifex) probably in
posed before Zenophilus that he
had heard from ilvanus himself a confession of
his act of sur r. He seems tujmve been a
lidate for the episcopate when Silvanus was
inted (Aug. c. Cresc. iii. 29-33: Mon. Vet.
um. iv. pp- 170-178 Oberthiir, pp. 168-170
Dupin)- [H. W. P.]

VICTOR (24), one of the Numidian bishops
addressed by Constantine, A.D. 330, (W n. Vet.
Jion, xxvi. ps 215 Oberthiir, p. 189 Dupin.)

[H. W. P.]

VICTOR (25), a distinguished general under
YValens, a man of high character, consul in A.D.
249 an orthodox Christian who felt a high re-
gard and esteem for Basil,whom he reproached for
pot writing to himmorefrequently. Dasil excuses
his silence on the ground of his unwillingness to
trouble one of so exalted a station with many
letters, but promises amendment, and thanks
him for the services rendered by him to the
church. (Basil, Ep. 152 [374].) In another
letter Basil thanks Victor for continuing to
honour him with his letters, and for not allow-
ing his regard to be affected by calumnious re-
ports (Lp. 153 [428]). Gregory Nazianzen also
wrote to Vietor in 382 to excuse himself from
attending the eouncil which Theodosius was then
proposing to summon, and begging him to use
his powerful influence to extinguish the flames
of discord which were threatening to consume
the church (Greg. Naz. Ep. 133). In another
letter he commends to him an accomplished
young friend Hyperechius (£p. 134). In 378 he
united with TRAJANDS (2), Arintheus and other
generals in remonstrating with V on his
Arian impiety (Theod. H. E. iv. 30 al. 3

V]

shop of Abziris, Abdira, or
; Ptol. iv. 3, 34), present
Jarthage, A.D. 390. (Bruns.

[H. W. P.]

digger (foss
goldand silver, de
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VICTOR (26), bi
Audira (Plin, v. 4
at the Council of
COone. i. 117, 121.)

' VICTOR (27), bishop of Putput, a town of the
Proconsular Province of Africa (Hammamats),
on the way to Hadrumetum, Ant. [tin. 52, 4,
present at the second Couneil of Carthage, Bruns.

Cone. i, 117, (H. W. P.]

VICTOR (28), a eunuch of infamous cha-

r"l"tlrl'n made bishop of Ephesus by the enemies
of Chrysostom in the place of the deposed Hera-

clides (Pallad, p. 140). [E. V]
YICTOR (29), bishop of Liberta, a place

of unknown site in the proconsular province of
211'“".‘- present at Carth. Conf. A.p. 411 (Carth.
nn’;“- l-fl 1‘.1). (30), bishop of Hippo Diarrhytus,
b, sl the keepers of the documents on the

) st’.\nlc at the Carth. conference A.p. 411
I i. 132, 139). (31), the name of two
it at the Council of Carthage A.D.
_ome present at that of Mileum A.D.
Ep. 175-6 181). EH W B

VIeTOD 159 4 .
S I\IL EU]) (32) brother of Nebridius, of whom
i €. urging him to live with him
. PIOGR,—VOL. 1V,
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hat if Nebridius consents, his mother will
. }‘m\'e Victor to live with her (Aug.
Ep. i.iv.). [H-W.P.]
VICTOR (33), a Donatist preshyter of Hippo
R. about whom, in a letter to Eusebius, Augustine
enquires (Aug. £p. 34-85). [Euvsemius (135)
Vol. II. 330. PROCULEIANUS.] [H. W. P.]

VICTOR (34), a bishop of Mauretania
Caesarien who having committed an olfence,
was for :n by St. Augustine to communicate
outside of his own diocese. The case is men-
tioned by Augustine in a letter to pope Celestine
concerning the case, one of a similar kind, of
Antonius, bishop of Fussala (Aug. Ep, 208-9;
Moreelli, Afr. Chr. iii. T1. URBANUS of Sic

[H. W. P.]

VICTOR (85), solitary of Egypt, friend and
follower of Cyrillus of Alexandria, was accused
by the Nestorians of many crimnes before the
council of Ephesus, A.n. 431, but honourably
acquitted ({'}'l‘ill. Alex. xlj}uf(};}. ad Theodos.
[y [J. G.]

VICTOR (86), accuser of Cyril. [SOPHRONAS.]

VICTOR (37), a disciple of St. Martin and
one of the religious brotherhood under Sulpicius
Severus (Paulin. Nol, Epp. 23, 29). [C. H.]

s in Africa,

W

VICTOR (88), bishop of Martyrit
published a revised edition of ( im's confer-
ences with the doubtful points omitted or c
rected. It is not now extant. It is menti
by Cassiodorus in his Inst, Div, Litt. cap.

[

VICTOR (89) (Vicrorius, VICTORINUS),
CLAUDIUS MARIUS, the author of three
books in hexameter verse, ¢ the narr:
tive of the B wi to the destruc-
tion of the Cities of the Plain, and
letter to “ Salmon,” or Solomon, an
on the corrupt manne

ok of Genesis

hexameter v

time. He is probably to be identified with
torinus, mentioned }i_\‘
60) as a rhetorician of
tiano
1 to

the Victorius, eor Vic
Gennadius (De Vir. Ld
arseilles, who died * Theodosio et Va
intibus™ (i. 5-50), and who addy
Aetherius a commentary on Gene
us ys “a principio libri usque ¢
te Abrahae tres diversos edidit
y describe
ame of
there

obitum pat
libros.” This, ind dos
the work which we have under th
M. Victor. But it is to be noted that
diversity of reading in the passage of Genna
In Erasmus’s edition of St. Jerome, the pas:
stands  quatuor versuum edidit libros.” If this
be the right reading sertain
that the three books we now have of CL M.
Victor, ending as they now do at a ]min!: w h.lr:'n
geems to call for some vx;n'n:m:ﬂi(-n. are the first
three books of those mentioned by Gennadius,
and that a fourth book, now lost, ried on the
narrative to Abraham's death, whe natural
halting ]s]-n-u for the wo i q
i]_\]u)iiw-:i nswers one o
Teuffel assigns for doul i
M. Victor with the Victorius of
(Tenftel, ii. 457), and possibly the ot
alleres from the absence of a dedication to
Aetherius may be met iJ:,' the same -}fu'-,:mm-m

(6}

28 ot accure

re

5 1
1t seems almost
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Aetherius may have been addressed, not at the
beginning, but at the end of the work, in which
case the address to him would have pmhdhlv
shared the fate of the fourth book, even if it did
not form part of it, His third objection, that the
Victorius of Gennadius, being a native of
Marseilles, would probably have shown more
traces of semi-Pelaganism than are discoverable
inVictor’s work, may be an objection, if we assume
that all the people of Marseilles were semi-
Pelagian in the first half of the 5th century.
but the writer of the books which bear the name
of Victor, while he is certainly not a Pelagian,
does not go into the opposite extreme, and there
is nothing in his work which would absolutely
exclude or contradict semi-Pelagianism. The
three books inseribed as the work of Vietor
correspond very well with what Gennadius says
of the character of the work of Victorius; they are
written in a piousand Christian spirit, but without
depth or great force of treatment. They are in
fact, for the most part, a paraphrase in verse of
the portion of the book of Genesis to which they
correspond. There are but few reflections, and
the narrative, with one or two exceptions, keeps
closely to that of Scripture. The most notable
variation is the introduction of a prayer by
Adam on his expulsion from Paradise, which is
followed by a strange episode. The serpent is
discerned by Eve, who urges Adam to take
vengeance on him. Inassailing him with stones,
a spark is struck from a flint, which sets fire to
the wood in which Adam and Eve had taken
shelter, and they are threatened with destruc-
tion. This mishap, however, is the
revealing to them metals, forced from the ground
by the heat, and of preparing the earth, by the
action of the fire, for the production of corn.
The style of the poem and its language are in
no way remarkable ; its versification is for the
most part tolerable, but there are one or two
instances of disregard for the normal quantities
of syllables,
The Epistle to Salomon is a poem of about 100
hexameters, and is more original, though not of
any special interest. The vices especially blamed
are, in men, a desire for gain, and a desire to
search unduly into the secrets of nature known
only to God; in women, immoderate love of
personal adornment, leading to extravagance in
dress, From the closing words it would seem
that it either was, or was intended to be, one of
a series of epistles. Its date would seem to be
about 450. It may be added, that if Victor and the
Victorius, or Vietorinus of Marseilles, mentioned
by Genn: ldmk,dli.uui‘ heis probably not tobe iden-
tified with the poetVictorius mentioned by Sidonius
in the last letter of the fifth book of his Epistles ;
for that epistle is written to the nephews and
heirs of Victorius, who is therefore not likely to
be the same as the father of Aetherius. The
Comment. in Genesin and Epistola ad Salmonem
are to be found in de la Bigne's Bill. Patr, viii.
278, and Appendix ; thLy are also in ‘Maittaires’
Corpus Poetarum Lat. ii. 1567. [H. A. W.]

VICTOR (40), bishop of Cartenna about the
middle of the fifth century. He was a zealous
opponent of the Arians during the Vandal
persecution. Gennadius (de Viris [fllust. cap.
77) attributes to him several works (nome of
which is now extant),—specially one against

means of
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the Arian heresy, which was presented to
Genseric  a treatise on the Repentance of the
Publican (identified by some with a treatise
found in St. Ambrose, Opp. ed. Migne, P. L.
t. xvii. col. 971); together with some devotional
works and homilies (Ceill. x. 468). [G.

VICTOR (41), bishop of Donaghmoyne, co.
Monaghan, said to have been an unwilling con-
vert of St. Patrick, but full of zeal when con-

verted (Colgan, Tr. Th., 95, ¢. 139, 151, e
266, and Acta SS. 424 ; Boll. Acta SS. Feb. 28,
iii. 723). As Vietor is not an Irish name,

Colgan (7. Th.
translation of Buaidhbheo,

115, n, ¥7) thinks it may be a
[BuaiDHBHEO.]
[J. G.]

VICTOR (42), quaestor under Anthemius
(467-472).  Sidonius Apollinaris, in a poem
addressed to the emperor, speaks of him as his
own master in the art of poetry. This reference
has been interpreted, perhaps unwarrantably, to
imply that Victor was actually a teacher of the
subject :—it probably means nnt}ung more than
a compliment to the poetical powers of an officer
in favour with the emperor. Except for Sic
nius’s passing mention of Vietor, he is unknown.

[(H. A. W.]
[Vicrurtus. ]

VICTOR of Mans.

VICTOR (483), bishop, addressed by pope
Gelasius I. (in Migne, Patr. Lat. lix. 100, 154).

Vietor had by the pope’s advice discontinued
the processions from the basilica of St. Agatha
on the estate of Caclanum, because Petrus, the

owner of the estate, had appropriated the
revenues of the basilica. The pope directs him
to resume the processions, as Petrus had now
made a satisfactory a gement. By the second
letter the pope permitted Vietor to ordain
acolytes or sub-deacons as priests, if his deacons
declined to take }ll'in‘:\T-’S or A third letter
(Patr. Lat. lix. 143) addressed to Vietor and
some other bishops deals with the case of an
alleged violation of sanctuary at Beneventum.
[F. D.]
VICTOR (44) VITENSIS, a North African
bishop and writer of the latter half of the
fifth century. The known facts of his life are
very few. He was called Vitensis either after
the see over which he presided (Ebert), or after
the place where he was born (Auler). Of the
year of his birth we have no information, but
as he seems to have been numbered amongst
the clergy of the church of Carthage about the
year 455, he may have been born about the year
430. His Historia Persecutionis Provinciae 1Iu~
canae¢ is very interesting because he seems
to have been an eye-witness of the Vandal
persecution for more than thirty years, though
he also seems to have escaped any serious incon-
venience on his own part. He was actively
employed by Eugenius, metropolitan of Carthage,
in the year 483. Humneric banished in the
earlier part of that year 4966 bishops and clergy
of every rank. Victor was used by Eugenius to
look after the more aged and infirm of the
bishops, and tells us in lib. ii. 8 how cruelly Felix
of Abbir Major, bishop for forty-four years, was
treated, [Ferix (17.)] He was paralytic and
unable to speak. Victor strove to obtain per-
mission from the Vandal monarch for Felix to
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romnin in Carthage as he was ina d}"ing con-
.nd unable to bear the journey, !hu king
ordered that ©if he can not sit on an
1al, let him be carried bound between two
ﬂ",": med oxen.” The History of Victor is very
IL:’“::] not only for the view it gives us of the
w0 of the Vandals, but also for other
"5, It tells us many particulars about
ve. and its churches, their names and dedi-
2" ¢ those of Perpetua and Felicitas, of
Celerina and the Seillitans (i. 3). It shows the
persistence  of Paganism at (J:Ll‘[i]:‘!ga, ﬂn_ll
iuentiun\' the tu[n]nlcs of Memory and of Coelestis
ine till the Vandals levelled them after
15.‘—‘LLLT‘=! of Carthage. This h’.mi'nllz of
special mnotice. Victor's
text (i. 3) refers to it as “ Aedem
Memoriae et viam quam Coelestis vocitabant,
funditus deleverunt.” Eyssenhardt in Hermes
t. 11 (1867), p- 319, suggested a reading “ unam 2y
for “viam,” which makes good sense of the
passage. The Temple of Coelestis existed, as we
know, in Augustine’s time, who describes in his
De Civ. Dei, lib. ii. capp. 4, 26 (cf. Tertull.
dpol. ¢, 24), the impure rites there performed.
The site of this temple at Carthage has lately
been elaborately discussed by M. A. Castan in a
Mém. in the Comptes Rendus de U'Acad. des
Iuseript, t. xiii, (1885), pp. 118-132, where all
the references to its cult are collected out of
classical and patristic sources. Victor's History
is useful too for glimpses of North African
titual. In lib. ii. 17 we have an account of the
healing of a blind man, named Felix, by the
hands of Eugenius, bishop of Carthage. In
that chapter he deseribes the ritual of the fe
of Epiphany, while there are frequent referen
to the singing of hymns or psalms at funerals.
The History relates some curious miracles with
great precision, The most notable are that of
Felix just mentioned, and another which has
given occasion for much controversy, in which
Gibbon has taken part. The story is told by
Victor in Hist. lib. v. 6.

dition &
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cations, 48

rens
Car

e
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(pelestis deserves
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2 The inhabitants of
1']?“-‘41 refused to hold communion with the
ATMB bishop. Hunneric sent a military count,
Who collected them all into the forum and cut
out their tongues by the roots, notwithstanding
,”.:L‘h they all retained the power of \puc—u}i_
“.m remarkable fact has been discussed ll_\'
G“'IJ‘.'D. cap. xxxvii,, by Middleton in his Firee
& [Hery, p. 3 16, and by many others. See
m'““]"_f‘ll Husx¥eric in Vol. 1IL "p. 181, where
h.clj}]'m“" itis fully discussed. The History
o \1“.‘"1" is usually divided into five books, the
:,'II'S‘L of which tells of the persecution of Genserie,
41,::“ Tt'}rle Euml“":"& of Africa by the Vandals in
f\:L{ “]“ enseric’s dc:lkh_ in 477. The ﬁ_ucnmi,_
.r ‘F‘"'-l fifth deal with the persecution of
cr‘;]:j'lﬁ::p’ﬂ“-n- _47:7'-‘_454, \}'il‘ilc the third book
‘11":@llil:1~‘ 1';'(‘“'?1”'355101I of faith drawn up I".-V
at .thu t." :11‘. I--'“Thil_ﬁlc. and I :-ll!ed ‘.H "llmn:”
iust, ‘;’”n"}:’jc‘f of 484 (cf. Gennadius de 1 ir,
fession i n‘(]{n'h)i- dh:? l\lnre! book or the Con-
John v, § f{ Ih‘\t.‘dl_lne the celebrated text
Witnesses f:“_q{“ ):I}_(L{ml:i.g" “]1‘L; t._h_rve ll&:l."tlll}'
this point i‘[:rs;l }-\.ilr-:v thex lt-(‘l ) Elll_l 1). ,(.T\W on
Notes on ¢ ns letter to I'ravis, and Gibbon's
Fletor b ‘.l]:..){_\,\\'il.). _lhu 1
G (l::]bwn t]ue‘s‘uh‘]uut of much modern
% great ‘ln:'liuti;m which has not huwm’(:l‘ udd_l.’d
5 our knowledge, the points dis-

ife and works of
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cussed being far too minute for general interest,
The student of such discussions mavy refer to
Papencordt’s Geschichte der Vandal, }‘ﬂu-r.\;x:ﬂarﬂ
in Afrika, Berlin, 1837, pp. 366-370; Ebert's
Literatur des Mirtelalters im Abendlande, Leipzig
1874, t. i. 433-436, who fixes the date of ti;’e'
composition of History about 486; and
Teuttel's Hist. of Roman f:llf‘\'J'-r;"-’r‘r", trans, by
Wagner, t. ii. p. 509.

The latest piece of criti-
cism is a very elaborate one. 1t is contained in
Schaefer's Historische Unters.chun jen, Bonn,
1832, where Aug. Aulercontributes (pp- 253-275)
an article in which he maintains, with much
learning and acuteness, that Victor was born in
Vita, that his see is unknown, that he was con-
ated bishop afterthe persecution, that he wrote
his history before 487, and that this History
is a piece of tendency-writing and untrust-
worthy. Like a true German he cannot recognise
intheactionof Genserie acainst L]th{‘:{thn]il‘]‘azll"\'

anything but a legitimate measure of state re-

pression, like Prince Bismarck’s Cultur-Kampf,
The bibliography of Victor is given down to
date in Potthast’s Bibliotheca, s. v. p- 561, The
best of the older editions of the History is that
of Ruinart, which has been reprinted, with its
elaborate dissertations, in Migne’s P. L. lviii.
The History has been at least three times re-
published within the last thirteen years, by
Hurter at Innsbruck in 1873, among the Upus-
cula Selecta SS. PP.; by C. Halmius in the
Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Auct. Anti=
quiss, t. iii, s prior, Berol, 1879 ; and lastly
by Michael Petschenig in the Vienna Corpus
Seriptt. F siast. Lat. t. vii. Vindob. 1831,
with which may be compared an elaborate ace
count of the manuseript aunthority for the text
by the same writer, Ueberlieferung des Victor

von Vita, Sitzungsher. d. Kais. Akad. d. Wis-
sensch. in Wien, phil.-hist. Classe, t. xevi., p.
637 sqq. Petschenig abandons the old division

of the text, dating from Chifflet in the 17th
century. He divides it into three books, treat-
ing the Counfession of Faith as an appendix to the
second, and Imi[iug the fourth and fifth into one.
At the end of all the editions will be found the
Puassio Septem Monach rum and the Notitia Prov,
et Civit, Africae, the authorship of which is un-
certainj the latter is a valuable document for
the geography and ecclesiastical arrangements
of North A Ceill, (x. 448—465) gives a full
analysis of Victor's History. He also appends
a complete bibliography, where he says that the
History was translated into French in 1563
again in 1664, and was published in Engli
1605. [G.
VICTOR (45), primate of the Dyzacene pro-
vince in 508, by whom Fulgentius of Ruspe was
consecrated [FULGENTIUS (3) in Vel. IL p. 578].
(Ceill. xi. 5.) [G. T. 5.}
VICTOR, of Grenoble. [VICTURINUS.]
VICTOR (46), one who induced Fulgentius
of Ruspe to write against the discourse of Fas-
tidiosus, and to whom Fulgentius addressed his
refutation of that work (Fulgent. Rusp. Cont.
Serm. Fastidiosi in Pat. Lat. lxv. 507 ; Ceillier,
xi. 34, 35). [C. H.]

YICTOR (47), bishop of Capua, apart from

his writings is known only by his (,'}‘lft‘i::;_. which
2

1C
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states that he died in April A.p. 554, after an
episcopate of about thirteen years from February
A.D. 541, He is commemorated Qctober 11:,
(Ughelli, vi. 306).

Whritings.—1. He is best known from his con-
nection with the Codex Fuldensis (F), after the
C. Amiatinus the most ancient and waluable
MS. of the Vulgate, which was transeribed by
his direction, and afterwards corrected by him.
The MS. is remarkable for containing the lnmpd\
in the form of a Harmony. In his preface he re-
Intes that a M3, without a title had come into
his hands containing a single gospel composed
of the four. Inquiring inte its authorship, he
concludes, though with some doubt, that it was
identical with the work of TATIANUS, which by
a blunder he calls Diapente instead of Diafes-
saron, 'Till recently so little was known of the
Diatessaron that it was impossible to say if
Vietor was right, but on the whole it was gene-
rally supposed []l.t[’. he was not. It was known
that the Diatessaron began with St. John i. 1,
whereas F. ns with the preface from St. Luke,
But Misinger’s edition in 1876 of Aucher’s Latin
translation of the Armenian version of EPHRATIM
(4) Syrus’ Commentary on the Diatessaron (E),
followed 1 Dy Zahn’s work (f“--,"a'f.'-"'rf!n_,‘{.‘){- zur Ge-
ichen Kanons, 1.) (Z)
now makes it possible to know with tolerable
accuracy the contents and rangement of the

Neutestame

ron, and to that it is plainly the
archetype of the Harmony in F. It must he
remembered that the silence of E is insufficient

to prove the

ge, S0 that
have existed in T, thon -r]\ unnoticed in E, and E
may also not alwa ollow the ¢
which connected passages oceurre

At the outset two app:
sent themselves. T he
F with St. Luke i, 14,
]u-{\' from St. Matt. nulspl»-nmt 1 with part of
that from St. Luke, whereas it is expressly stated
that T contained no eal But the ndex
of F shows that th are accretions which did
not exist in the or al form of F. Inite, i
is 'n principio Verbum, with no reference to the
preface from Luke, and c. v. is D¢ genera-
tionem (sic) vel nativitate Christi, which in like
manner refers only to the dast half of § 5.
Removing the preface and genealogy, §§ 1-11 of
F, which go down to the return from Egypt,
correspond with T, the teaching in the Temple,
§ 12, is preceded in T by St. John i, 6

i

ct order in
in T.

nt discrepancies pre-
1s with St. John 1. 1.
and iins the gene

3, and
fn]lu\wnl by the mission of the Baptist, which
are both blended into § 13 of F. Then in both
follow the baptism of -n:n' Lord, the temptation,
and the call of Andrew, , Philip, (11'1 Na-
thanael, Then comes a consi lur.bla. dive
In F the order is :—

73

L‘u'

Tence,

Reading in the Syt
. The calling of Simon and Andrew, James and
John.
20. The call of Matthew.
aJourney to Judaca — Baptizing— Return to
Gralilee (John iii. 22—end, iv. 1-3).
¢ 22, Residence at Capernaum (Matt, iv. 12-16),

1agogue,

# This section is omitted in index. Whether it ex-
isted in this place when the index was made or whether
the omission is a slip, queere.
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¢ 23. Preaching in Galile
Twelve

the

e — Appointment of the
Apostles—DBeginning of Sermon on
Mount,

40 2444, mon on the Mount.

.;\ 45. Mission of the Twelve Apostles,

age |rL L \na.

aling seper on coming down from the
)I-mutuin.

g 47, n

In T on the other hand the marriaze in Cana
comes first, happening the third day after the
temptation (K 56), then followed the journey to
and return from Judaea, the call of the Apostles
and of James the publican and the healing of the
paralytic succeeded, in what order is uncertain,
and then came the plucking of the ears on the
Sabbath, which is § 69 in F. Apparently how=
ever this section was elsewhere in the original
form of F, or was omitted, as it is omitted in
the index. Then in T follows the Sermon on
the Mount, and the order of F and T are the
sume for the next few sections, from § 48, healing
the centurion’s servant, to § 54, healing the
demoniac among the Gerasenes, except that
ing in T, as far as we know, corresponded to
, ol of F, the healing of Peter’s mother-

aw, and the healing the sick at even, § 50
being the raising the widow’s son at Nain. Then
) ling the paralytie, already related
; § 56 healing the Ruler’s son omitted in
T ]u-luh.\ identified with the healing of the
centurion’s servant ; § 57 call of Levi, probably
previously related in T as the eall of
§§ 58-60 come later in T, while § 61,
of Jairus’s daughter, in
next sections in F are :—

James;
the raising
T follows § 54. The

$ 62, The healing of t\\-r blind men and a demoniac
(Mark i

§ 63. The Pharisees ¢ 1g, “He casteth out devils
through Beelzebub.”

§ 64. Martha and Mary,

$ 65. The mission of his disciples by the Baptist.

§ 66. The denunciation of Chorazin and Bethsuida.

§ 67. The re turn of the Apostles.

§ 68, T ing of the 70 (72).

§ 69. T Inck the ears on the Sabbath.

§ 70, " : man with the withered band.

§ 71. The prayer on tlm mountain.

Of these

is no tr of 62, 66,

67, 70

and 71 in 69 in T immediately precedes the
Sermon on the Mount. It is omitted, as alreas

mentioned, in the index of F. The ovder of the
parallels in T to the other sectioms apparently
was § 54 followed by § 61,then came §§ 64, 65,
33 then the supper in Simon the Pharisee’s
hut. ¢ (Luke vii. 36-50), which in F comes long
5, § 138, Mary the sister of Lazarus

d with “the woman that was a
then § 68, and then the omitted §§
From § 72, the parable of the sower,
to § 94, the tribute money, ¥ and T run ]
except that in the latter th i -ace of four
sections of F, and that the healing of the leper,
§47 in F, in T comes between § 88, the Woman
of Samaria, and § 89 the Pool of Bethesda.
further, F omits the healing of the blind man
ark viii, 22), which in T followed § 89, where

F inserts the feeding of the 4000. Then follows
another divercence. In F the order i

58-60.

§ 95, The dispute am
should be the

g the disciples which of them

casting

ding one
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o (1) Parable of the lost sheep and the lost piece of
money. )
. Parable of the Prodigal son.
The question of Peter, “How oft shall my
brother sin against me " 2
2iful servant.

g o
§ o

100. Parable of the unme .
§ 101, Tk ion and answer about divorce.

10 sing little children. 8
g 103. ;alileans whose blood Pilate had mingled
with their sacrifices, and the parable of the
barren fig tree
§ 104 Healing of the woman with an infirmity of

hteen years.

§ 105, The feast of tabernacles (John vii. 2-30).

§ 106. The parable of the foolish rich man (Luke
xil. 13).

In T., apparently, the order (which is difficult
to determine, £ Leing here very
47, 98
102, 104, : 3
s the only trace of 106 in E (:1-5 )
it, p. 168, referring to “ Who made me
ivider over you?”)is so slight as
ked by Zahn. Here again the
¢ and text of F are at variance, prob:
g that the order of the ;L:‘t:llvT)‘]-l‘ 1
, 104 and 105 there preceding 103,
; repeated instead
of 106, 107. From this point the order
far as it can be tra
il with that of F,
par of the unjust stew
T follows that of the pro | son, is placed
between that of Lazarus and Dives, and the

syard ; that in F the triumphal entry into
alem, § 117, comes between the miracle of
rtimaeus and the cleansing of the Temple,
eing thrown back to the autumn before

, omitting
ver, have existed

udicem

as

s of 96, 97 bei

corresponds to
pt that in F the
rd, § 109, which in

already
5 combines the supper in Simon the
s house with the anointing.
ides the correspondence in the order of the
which was apparently closer in the
f F, there are other remarkable
for instance, it would scarcely
urred to two independent harmonists to
iie journey through Samaria (John iv, 4)
m Galilee to Judaea instead of from Judaen
y the first three verses having been
‘usi_\‘ used by both (F, § 22 T, §‘1:;) to
Uescribe the return to Galilee after the second
Vit to ‘11;.1,1‘:.:1, to place the conversation with
Nicodemus after the t mphal entry into Jeru-
’s threats (Luke xiii, 31)
stiguration and the healing of
Again, in both (F, § 105, T, § 52)
P I“'-f the account of the Feast of
Bt z;:;f (L.nls;ll}:rp‘i 31) is torn from its
s iy 1oty ‘\.];11(:11:;‘;11‘15;”1 mass ':l,i .llh,“““n
tgins the I.m.‘, e laa = N'-b, e s m!.lm
without g hre S extract which in both runs
; to the end of chapter xi., the
, which is naturally wanting in
ced most :n\kw;u‘:ll}' after the

the
the demoniqe
the first P

T j“"“‘h Nicodemus, and the mention ¢f
et ld-\u‘ﬂi the Dedication (John x. 22-42)
P Mitted in T, whose scheme it would

> With. The ope impor
L the later parts of F
I of

ant  difference
and T is that the
P : l_]”"l'“.\‘ severs the cleansing of the
{\\:1.:'1-[“' “‘m triumphal entry into Jerusalem
8 1t at the Penultimate visit, while F
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is not so bold, and thus places the trinmphal
entry not before the final passover, but before
the penultimate visit. In both, however, the
narrative of the eleansing is followed immedi-
ately by the parable of the Pharisee and the
publican. Even the variations of F show its
want of originalit, For instance, the marriace
at Cana has been displaced. The notice t%l:ltqt
was the beginning of miracles is inconsistent
with its following the miraculous draught of
fishes (§ 19); in its present place it immv-liutuly
follows the sending of the disciples, who not-
withstanding are present at it, and again the
next paragraph begins abruptly “ When he had
come down from the mountain.”

We may therefore conclude that the arche-
type of F was formed by taking T and substi-
tuting for each Syriac in Tatian's
Mosaic the corresponding fr from the
Vulgate, the adapter « i r altering the
order and inserti 2 in T where
he found a convenient opportunity.
erepancies between the index and text in F show
that it underwent further ch te
ing a Latin shape, but it is impossible t y
how far the differences between it and T }ll'u('l‘«;i
from such subsequent alte
the or
is unce

passages miss

The dis-

* are due to
adaptation

rtain, the
of the Vulgate be
the date of F.
and text show tha
ably before the inferior limit
hand it must have been ma
had become well-k
not till long after
therefore, the most
“lili\\'”-\' Iﬂ:i“'(‘('i] t"‘,
of the fifth century,
notices in Gennadius
during this period, col
show that either he was
or was acquainted with one, at
pilgrimages from the West to ypt and the
Holy Land were frequent. To substitute in
Tatian’s Mosaic the proper fragments of the
Vulgate would require a much less thorough
knowledge of Syriac than an independent trans-
lation would imply,

F also contains the rest of the New Testament
with the Epistle to the Laodiceans in the follow-
the Pauline Epistles (the Philippians
being llowed by 1 and 2 Thessalonians,
Colossians, Laodiceans, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus,
Philemon, and Hebrews), the Acts, the seven
Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse, the whole
concluding with the verses of pope Damasus on
St. Paul. To each book, except the Laodiceans,
is prefixed a “brevis” or table of headings,
and to each of the Pauline Epistles except the
Hebrews, to the Acts and to the Apocalypse, a
short ;n'i-.l‘:mn In addition there are prefixed to
the Pauline Epistles a table of lessons from them,
a general preface or argument of them, a long
special argument of the Romans, and a con-
cordance of the Epistles giv references to the
various passages which treat of each particular
doetrine. To the Acts is prefixed an account of
the burial-places of the Apostles. There is a
short general preface to T.]‘II.‘ seven .(‘:thhc
[-;1;1'5?.1:\.\', and also the remarka le ]~1'|:1.‘l-7u pur=
porting to be St. Jerome's, which contains the

Dy
dex
r-

W IL

t

On the whole,
le date seems to be

2, 313),
riac scholar
that time

ing orde
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accusation, referred to by Westcott and Hort
(&. 7. ii, Notes on Select Readings, 105), against
the Latin translators of omitting the * Patris
Filii et Spiritus testimoninm ” in 1 John v, 7, 8,
while the text itself is free from the interpola-
tion. Besides this there are other places where,
a6 in the Gospel, the text and supplementary
matter no longer correspond exactly, showing
that changes have occurred since the former
was composed. For instance, the General Argu-
ment to the Pauline Epistles reckons but four-
teen in all, including the Hebrews, and therefore
excluding that to the Laodiceans, though it
stands in the text. Again, the preface to the
Colossians, “ Colossenses et hii sicut Laodicienses
sunt Asiani,” must have been written when the
Laodiceans preceded the Colossians, but the
transposition might perhaps be due to Victor
himself.

The whole MS. was carefully revised and cor-
rected by Victor, in whose hand are three notes,
one at the end of the Acts, and two at the end
of the Apocalypse, respectively recording that
he had finished reading the MS, on May 2 A.D.
546, April 19 A.p. 546, and a second time on
April 12 A.p. 547. In the same hand are oc
sional glosses, the most remurkable being the
explanation of the number of the beast in the
Revelation as Teitan. The MS. was edited in
1868 by E. Ranke, whose preface gives a full
description of it and its history, and the Har
mony only is printed in Migne, Patr. Lat. lxviii,
255,

II. Victor was the author of several Com-
mentaries on the Old and New Testament, partly
consisting of extracts from various fathers, and
partly original. Pitra (Spic. Sol. i) has edited
fra~ments of some on the Old Testament, con-
tained in an Expositio in Heprateuchum, by
Joannes Diaconus. The first, entitled Responsions,
contained extracts ascribed (erroneocusly accord-
ing to Lightfoot, Ap, #. Part IL ii (1) 1002),
by Victor to Polycarp, of which two are given
by Pitra (p. 266) and five more (reprinted by
Lightfoot, ubi supra), were printed by Feuardent
in his notes on Irena from a catena on the
Gospels now lost. Another work is the Feticulus,
or Un Noak's Ark (p. 287), containing an extra-
ordinary calculation to show that its dimensions
typify the number of years in the life of our
Lord. Many other quotations from unnamed
works of Victor occur in the Catena, containing
extracts from various other writ including
quotations from four works of Origen, other-
wise unknown, On the New Testament he
wrote & Commentary, eleven fragments of which
preserved in the Collections of Smaragdus are col-
lected by Pitra (Patr. Lat. cii. 1124), according to
whom a St. Germain MS. of Rabanus Maurus'’s
Commentary on St. Matth marks numerous
passages as derived from Victor. Perhaps the
most curious is the reason for the change of name
from Saul to Paul, as if from wabAa, becanse he
ceased to persecute. Another, ¢ Principem
hujus saeculi latuerunt ista tria mysteria, id est,
virginitas, partus, et passio,” comes mediately or
immediately from Ignatius (Zph. 19, see Light-
foot, Ap. F. Part IL ii. (1) 76.) Fragments of
Capitula de Re surrectione Domini are given in
Spic. Sol. i. (liv. lix. Ixii. Ixiv.), in which Vietor
among other matters touches on the difficulties
in the genealogy found in St. Matthew, and the

VICTOR TUNUNENSIS

discrepancy between St. Mark and St. Johnas to
the hour of the Crucifixion. Of the last he
gives first the explanation of Eusebius in Ques-
tiones ad Marinwm, and then one of his own,

III. Victor’s most celebrated work was that
on the Paschal Cycle mentioned by several
chroniclers and praised by Bede (De Kat. Tempa.
51), whose two extracts are given in Patr. Lut.
lxviii. 1097, xc, 502, The rest of the work
was supposed to be lost till considerable extracts
from it contained in the above mentioned Cafena
of Joannes Diaconus were published in the Spic.
Solesm. (i. 296). It was written about A.D.
550, to controvert the Paschal Cycle of VicTo-
11US, according to which Easter Day would have
fallen in that year on April 17, while Victor,
considered that April 24 was the correct day, in
accordance with the Alexandrine computation
which he defends, In fact, after 5 metonic pe-
riods the diserepancy of A.p. 455, which was the
cause of the composition of the Cycle of Victo-
rius, had recurred. The new fragments do not
add much to our knowledge of Victor’s argu-
ments. It should be noticed that by * Mensis
Martius,” and ¢ Mensis Aprilis secandum Alex-
andrinos ” he means the Egyptian months Pha-
menoth and Pharmuthi, beginning on February
25, and March 27 respectively. He places the
berinning of the world at the vernal equinox,
for much the same reasons as Virgil in the
Georeies, and observes that the darkness at the
Crucifixion must have been miraculous, as a
total eclipse could occur only at new moon,
Several curious explanations of the mystical
properties of numbers, resembling that alreadz
mentioned, are given. [F. D.]

VICTOR (48) TUNUNENSIS, an African
bishop and chronicler of the sixth century.
He was also a zealous supporter of the Three
Chapters, for whose sake he endured much per-
secution after A.p, 556 and till his death about
567, both in his own province and in Egypt.
He wrote a Chronicle which began at the Creation
of the world and ended at the second year of the
reign of Justinus 1. A.D, § We have now
only the portion which comprises 444-566. The
Chronicle, as we have it, deals almost exclusively
with the history of the Eutychian heresy, and
the controversy about the Three Chapters. He
also gives details about the Vandal persecution,
the memory of which must have been still fresh
in his youth, and various wonderful stories tell-
ing against Arianism as that of an Arian bishop
who dared to change the baptismal formula,
saying “Barbas baptizes thee in the name of
the Father, through the Sonm, and in the Holy
Ghost,” whereupon the baptismal water dis-
appeared out of the font and the vessel itself
was smashed. The Catechumen immediately
resorted to the Catholic church for the re-
ception of the sacrament. The Chronicle is
very useful for illustrations of the social and
religious life of Cent. vi. Canisius first printed
it in 1600. It is reprinted in Migne’s Patrol.
Lat. t. 1xviii. with Galland's preface. Cf. Isidor
de Vir. Illust. cap. 58 ; Cave’s Hist. Lit. i. 4153
Hodgkins, Invaders of Italy, iii. 35 and passim,
quotes the Chronicle. A work on FPenitence,
included among the works of St. Ambrose, i's
attributed to Victor; Ceill. v. 512, x. 469, xi.
: [G. T. 8]
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VICTOR (49), bishop of Saint-Paul-Trois-

succeeded Heraclius, but we do

haleaux . A
Chat |.;un\‘\' the year of his accession; it was
IJI'Itr AD. D4l * From Sagittarius, bishop of
aite nbrun, he received

and Salonius, bishop of
U:Eh persecution. (Sacrrrarivs.] He was
mescnt and subscribed at the council of Paris,
KIU 573 (Labbe, Cone. v. 920), and signed the
ﬁj,,j,,ji[._;d letter to king Sigebert ([b. v. 922):
e was 8t the council of Micon, A.D. 581 (Ib. v.
g71). The date of his death is unknu\\'l_l ((;_',zh'_
Clrist. 1. T07). [J. G.)
VICTOR (50), bishop of Palermo, is sum-
by Gregory the Great in the

moned to Rome e |
ate, A.D. 591. Two years

first year of his pontifi
Jater the abbot Marinianus and the notary
Benenatus are commissioned to inquire into his
ot to one Bonifacius. In A.D. 599 the Jews
of Rome complained to Gregory that Victor had
forcibly seized some sy Palermo.
G,--g:wlf at first ordered them to be restored, but,
it appearing they had been already consecrated,
ordered Victor to pay a pric for them to be
fised by arbitration. The M and other things
b-:iun;i'ng to the synagogues which had been
carried away were to be restored.  Three other
of Gi‘v-_:ur\' are addressed to Victor (lib. i.
.72, lib, iii. ind xi. 27, lib. viii. ind. i. 25,
. lib. v. ind. xiii. 6, lib. vi. ind.
ind. ii. 92, in Migne, Patr, Lat.
8

. 526, 624, 927, 993, T2

condu

agogues at

YICTOR (51), bishop of Phausiana or Fasiana
in Sardinia, was appointed in consequence of
Gregory the Great’s remonstrances, after the
see had been long vacant. In A.D. 599 he is
addressed with the other five suffragans of
Sardinia [ViNcexTIUS (18)]. He was successful
in the missionary work for which he was ap-
pointed among the heathen Barbaricines [VITALIS
(13)] and others, For his complaints of the
officials see INNoCENTIUS (37). (ZLpp. iv. 29,
ix, 8, xi. 5, 22.) [F. D.]

VIOTOR (52), primate of Numidia, Two
leltters of Gregory the Great arve adilressed to
him and Columbus, another Numidian bishop,
Jointly, and a third to him alone, a separate
letter being written to Columbus on the same
business, in A.p, 594, 508, and 602. The first
relates to the measures to be taken to check the
recent increase of Donatism, the second to the
complaints made by bishop VALENTIO, and a
third to those against PAULINUS (19). (Epp- iv.
99, vii. 28, xii, 29,) [F. D.]

; VICTOR (53), 8T, presbyter in Champagne
n the 6th or 7th century, was, according to his
anonymous biographer, sprung from a noble
f.:lmnl_\- of Tm_\'ﬂh‘- He entered the ranks of the
:;:;gg;;ﬂlli lived the solitary life somewhere in
J‘mi:(-)l. ,;T:“'.":]Perh:qnl; at .-\:';:hul[:llln (Arc -sur-
i "11“">Iunm=]| ace of his burial, “in loco amoena,
nlu“;“r.\.[-m”.mn.' The d:‘\_\' of his \_!l“:llh {m-l com-
H'.-" 100 is given as Feb. 26. The l_-mgl‘:\]-hy
p:‘jj;l?“”lhbl the Bollandists (Aeta SS. Feb. iii.
C“-‘DSiflp; H‘:h “l'lllther name nor date, thm_tgh they
trz!11sf;- ancient. His supposed relics were
erred in the 9th century to the monastery

VICTORIANUS

of Moutier-Ramey to compose an office in honour
-“lf \ ictor, wrote a discourse and hymn still exe
isting (ibid. 664, 667, 668 ; Ceillier, xiv. 458),
[S5. A. B.]
VICTOR (54), elected bishop of Carthage
July 16, 646. He at once sent a synodical
letter to pope Theodore, announcing his election
and df_\c_-lzu‘ing against the Monothelite heresy
(Mansi, x. 943 ; Hefele, sec. 304 5 Ceill. xii. 925).
[C. 18
VICTORIA (1), wife of presbyter FrrLix
(228), Cyp. Ep. 24. [E. W. B.]

VICTORIA (2), martyr in Numidia in the
persecution of Diocletian. [FORTUNATIANUS
(13); Darivus (3).] [C. H.]

VICTORIA (3).
VICTORIA (4), confessor of Culusitana in

Proconsular Africa under Hunneric. (Viet. Vit,

Persec. Vandal, 1ib, v. 8.) [C. H.]
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[TWENTY MARTYRS.]

VICTORIANUS (1), bishop of Carcabia, or
Carcavia, a place of unknown site in Byzacene,
present at the council of Cabarsussum in 393, and
one of the twelve ordainers of Maximianus, con-
demned by the council of Bagaia (Aug. c. Crese.
iii. 19 § 22, 53 § 59, iv.4 § 5, 13 § 15, c. Gaud.
ii. 77, Ep. 108, 115) [Maximianus (2), Vol. 111
p. 8697 [H. W. F.]

o

VICTORIANUS (2), bishop of Musti, to
which Turris, or Turis, seems to have been joined.
He was opposed at Carth. Conference A.D. 411
by Felicianus, Donatist bishop of Musti, and
Donatus of Turis, who does not appear to have
been present. (Carth. Coll, i. 121, 134; Aug.
Brevic. Coll, i, 12.) A bishop of this name attended *
the council of Carthage A.D. 401 (Moreelli, Afr.
Chr. iii. 10). [H:W. E.}

VICTORIANUS (3), a presbyter who wrote
to St. Augustine for advice as to his conduct
during the danger of barbarian invasion. He
replied to him, pointing out (1) the general
prevalence of the danger from which not either
ltaly, Gaul, or Spain, and even scarcely any
l'“”- of the world was exempt; for even in
the Egyptian desert some monasteries had been
attacked. But in Africa the outrages of the
Cireumcellions were equal to those of the bar-
barians ; for not only did they lay waste pro-
perty, and inflict grievous bodily injuries, but
they also compelled many to submit to re-
baptism. 2. He ought to remember how all
this had been foretold in Scripture, especially
by our Lord, and also in the books of Daniel;
Ezekiel, and Maccabees, and in the writings of
St. Paul. If the question of desert be enter-
tained. no one could deserve their punishment
less than the three children,” or than Daniel
himself: yet he was forward to confess his own
sins, and those of his countrymen, and to ac-
knowledge that both he and they had deserved
what befel them. He exhorts Victorian to
teach his ]u-ni-.lc not to murmur against God ;
that after all people must die in some way or
other; and thata long illness is more li1.~‘-t?~m~|n;
than a sudden death. The worst case is that
of virgins dedicated to God ; yet even instances

of Moutier.p _
‘“,ﬂif"_'h”j"‘"_'111‘}'; and in the 12th century,
ard of Clairvaux, being asked by the abbat

are known, as that of the daughter of Severus
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in which women carried off b\-’ barbarians, have
been restored through the prayers af their
friends. He ought therefore to pray and urge
others to do so also; either that such women
may not suffer nulmme. or that if it be suffered,
it may not be impmel to them as sin. lullt\
resides not in the body, but in the soul. He
therefore exhorts him to study Scripture care-
fully (Aug. Ep. 111.). [H. W. P.]

VICTORIANUS (4), a magistrate or & pro-
consul ” of Carthage, under the Vandal domina-
tion, martyred under Hunreric for refusing to
join the Arians (Vietor. Vit. Persec. Vandal.
1ib, v, 4). [C. H.]

VICTORIANUS (8), priest. [SApINUS (14).]
VICTORICUS (1), twenty-si

xth bishop in

Cone. Carth, ii. de Pace, Cyp. 57 5 thirty-
fifth in iv. de Basilide, Cyp. 70; twenty-
fifth in vii. de Bap. Haer. iii.; Sentt. E

bishop of Thabraca in Numidia Proe., now
barka and Cap Roux, on river Tusea, a colony ;
its forests (Juv. 10, 194). Its port is now
Ea Calle (Mommsen, p. 513). Its bishops at
Cone. Carth. A.p, 388, and Coll. Carth. A.D. 411
(Morcelli). [E. W.

VICTORICUS (2), disciple of St. Cyprian,
martyred with Lucius, Montanus, and others.
[Fraviaxus (27).] (Tillem. iv. 206, 647.)

[C. H.]
S (3), disciple of St. ]':l:]‘i k in
Acta S8, 37

VICTORICUS
Tirechan’s list (Colgan,

probably the man seen in 5. Patr
bearing innumerable letters, and y the
one with * Vox Hiber rum related

St. Patrick’s Confession (B

..-’j‘;h‘un!‘-}‘!‘a. 4 k).
[J. G.]
VYICTORINUS (1) The tract against
heresies Pseudo-Tertullian closes with the
notice of the heresy of Praxeas * quam Victo-
rinus corroborare curavit.” It has been sus-
pected, and apparently with reason, that th
is here a corruption of reading, and that under
“Victorinus ” the name of a Roman bishop
concealed. Those who suppose that Vietor v
the bishop referred to by Tertullian (udv. Prax.
cap. 1) believe that Victor is also the person here
intended, In the article MoNTANISM (Vol. II1.
p- 941 @) it has been contended that rather
Zephyrinus is meant, Oehler (Tertullian ii. 765)
makes a conjecture as to the possible origin of
the corruption. [G. S

VICTORINUS (2). Mart. Carthag. A.D. 250.
See ARisTO. [E. W, B.]

VICTORINUS (8), martyr in Egypt from
Corinth with NICEPHORUS (2) under Numerian,
¢ 284, [C. H.]

YICTORINUS (4), ST., of Pettau, ];is]nnp
and marty This saint appears to have been by
birth a Greek, and was (according to the repeated
statement of Cassiodorus) a rhetorician by pro-
fession before he became bishop of Pettau
(Petavio), in Upper Pannonia. He is believed to
have suffered martyrdom in the persecution of
Diocletian,  St. Jerome (who the chief
authority concerning him), mentions him several
times, and even w luu. his criticisms are adverse,

by
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with words which show respect. He enumerates
among his works (Catal. Seript., Feoles. T4),
commentar on Genesis, Kxodus, Leviticus,
Is: LiA!]. Ezeki {'1 Habak |\ll|\ Ecclesiastes, the hl)mf
of Songs, the (:(l'-] el mw-chu'_f to St. lllltthe\\,
and the “\pm alypse, besides a treatise *adversus
omnes haereses.” He says, however, in the same
place, that he knew less Latin than Greek “ unde
s, grandia sensi viliora videntur
verborum.” sewhere, he seems
¢ him in a more disparaging way, asin
the epistle to Magnus (tom. iv. p. 65), “ Vic-
torino martyri licet desit er uditio, non tamen
deest eruditionis voluntas ;” and the second
epistle to Paulinus (tom. i\‘, p. 567), “Inclyto
Victorinus martyrio coronatus, quod intelligit,
eloqui non potest.” He oceasionally cites the
n]a.ninn of Victorinus, both in his own Commen-
taries (in Ezeles. iv. 135 in Ezech. xxvi.) and
elsewhere, but he considered him to have been

us,

in

ted by the opinions of the Chiliasts or
narians (see Cafal. Script. 18, and the
1ge cited from the Commentary on Ezekiel),

and he also states that he borrowed extensively
from Ori; Still, when he mentions him in
the character of a translator of Origen, he
mentions him in such company that of St.
“i|:11"\' and St. Ambrose, s!re:i]ciug of lhu]n
collectively “ql:.hi columnas :clesiae
(Apol. adv. Ruf. tom. iv. p. 851; de Error, Origen.
tom. iv. p. It may have been in conse-
quence of his Millenarian tendencies, or of his
relations to Or , that his works were classed
as “apocryph in the “Decretum de libris
recipiendis,” which Baronius (ad ann. 303)
erroneously refers to a synod held under Gela-

as

sius.

Of the works of St.Victorinus little or nothing
is left : nothing, indeed, which can be attributed
to him with any certainty, The poems which
have had his name attached to them are attri=
buted to him without any authority better than
that of Bede: while the two lines quoted }:_\'
Bede the work of Victorinus were clearly
written by some one who had a tolerable know=
lede

as

‘he scholia on ‘r}u: Apocalypse published in La
Bigne’s Bibl. Patr. i. 1245, answer well vnnu_';h
to what C l~~|<ul->1lh [c!’f Inst. Div. Lit. 9, p. 544,
ed. Bened.) tells us of the Comme ntary (:t Vie-
torinus on that book: that it was a collection
of notes on difficult pa Jut these mnotes
oppose the Millenarian opinion, and cite Theodore,
the ecclesiastical historian of Justinian's reign.
Hence, even if the body of them be the work of
St. Victorinus (which is quite uncertain), they

must be seriously interpolated. So with the
“Scholia of Victorinus on the Apocalypse” in
Gallandius, Biblioth, Patr. tom, i The two, as

Routh remarks (Rel. Sacr. iii. 482), are closely
akin, and each may be emended from the other,
while the resemblances to the fragment next to
be mentioned make it probuble that they are by
the same author. DBut the explanation of " the
“number of the beast ” by the name of Genserie,
given in the scholia in landius, shows that
there also have been revised, at least, by a later
hand than that of St. Victorinus.
A fragment, * de fubrica mundi,
by Cave (Script. Fecles. Hist. i. 148) from a
Lambeth MS., and has been re d by Routh,
with other fragments extracted from St, Jerome

EH

was edited
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and notes (Rel. Sacr. tom. iii. pp. 453 et sqq.).
This fragment seems t.”. satisfy the conditions of
a composition of St. ‘fh‘tnl'mL_:a as de f‘l'lU'i by
§t, Jerome in everything but Il!li intrinsie value.
It is obscure; it is the work of an :_millc:l' \\'11|:
did not know Latin (for, even .’l|.I|n\ ing for .fm;
orruph state of the )T'."?.? the Latin of the writel
is singularly bad); and it may be taken to fayour
the Millenarian opinions. ’."“t it is difficult tu.
suppose that this fragment is really the \\'.I_llli of
an author whom St. Jerome classed with St,
Hilary and St. Ambrose, indeed, if it is a fair
specimen of the work of which it once formed a
part, the loss of the rest can hardly be matter of
regret. It is possible that it may be a portion
of the commentary on Genesis, but it is perhaps
more probable that both this fragment :mwl the
scholin on the Apocalypse are the work of
another Victorinus, and that all the works of
the bishop of Pettau have been lost.

[H. A. W.]

in bis

VICTORINUS (5), a Numid
tioned in the letter of Constantine A.D ! 30 (Mon.
Vet. Don. xxvi. p. 215 Oberthiir, p. 189 Dupin).

[H. W. P
VICTORINTS (6), called Carus Marivs (by

Jerome, Commentary on Galatians, 'roleq.), and [

also MARIUS FABI
on Cicero and else

8 (in MS. of his commentary
re, see Suringar, Historia
i. Lat, p. 153, note) : known also as AFER,
m the country of his birth, is to be distin-
guished from two Christian writers called Vie-
torinus, mentioned by Gennadius (de iptor
Ecel. capp. 60 and 88), as well of courss
from Victorinus of Petau, the commentator on
the alypse, and also from the Grammati-
@l writers Victorinus Maximus and Quintus
Fabius Laurentius Victorinus (see Launoy, Opp.
tom. il P. 1, pp. 645 sq. De quingue illustribus
Victorinis, and J. E. B. Mayor's e to Latin
Literature, pp. He was a celebrated
man of letters and rhetorician in Rome in the
middle of the 4th century. * Vietori
et Donatus ¢ ;

as

rinus rhetor

rammaticus Romae insignes haben-

i i 5 @ o e
tur,” s me, in his * Chronicon ” for tl
JEaT 903, 2 had the instruction of the m
‘llﬁlillgu‘ she ses, and was altogether in suc

high re

n that a statue was erected in his
honour in the forum of Trajan. (S. Augustine,
C ; iil, 2, “ doctissimus senex et omninm
lum doctrinarum peritissimus quique phi-
losophorum tam multa et legerat et dijudi-
Caverat et dilucidaverat, doctor tot mnobilium
Senatorum qui etiam ob insigne praeclari m:
terii staty
perat,”

am in Romano Foro meruerat et acce-
:icl‘(\l:le Chronicon, ut supr. and Boethius,
opiea Cic. Commentar. ad init. % Victorinus
mae in disserendo not tiae.”)

Among  his writings belonging to the pre-

pluri

Christign period of hj

joi lite, there ain to us,
.* 20 AT grammatica,” of which very little

15 origi Cni v A e
OTiginal (see K iy Grammatici Lating, vol.
Praef, pp. xv.

% -=XVil., and C. Thiemann, Jakrd. fiir
f.e"‘:;s. I'Jef!-_afo_.,lz'g', vol. 107, pp. 429-432), 4
[\‘-] A_]Ittl.u tres tl,isn “de Metris Horatianis™
&t vol. vi. praef. pp. xvii, xviii).
Rl;r-lofict:ﬂ]l},m"']'m”- on Cicero’s trmtiﬁe_ on
b‘u’e;,r o e Inv ni m',.” (Suringar, Hist. Crit.
Oru]];",- ‘(" - Pp. l-uf-lh_l‘). ; It is printed in
Wl vol. v. (Turin, 1 It was
0 when he was in close relation to Chris-

:

\i.{
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tianity, if not after he became a Christian.

B. L p. 59, 1. 42, Orelli.)
s appears to be all that
this fu-l‘ind of | Iifi
matical and metrical works. th is ¢
culty in distinguishing what belon
from the work of otk
name. Indeed, from ev
every stage of his

and in re

to him

of the same

int of view, and in

1 s, author presents

alimost msuperable difficulties to his cominen-
"

count
, and his commentary on Cicero

ttions of the intense « bscurity of
gleal writings,
s these works we hear of others which
have perished.

1. Translat
(Au ", Viil.
assure us of his familiar
of the Neo-Platonist ¢

2. Other commentar

s of the Platoni
theological works
with the philosophy

—
@

10018,

on Cicero. (See Su-
cif. pp. 156-160, for further

Tsagoge, em-
. (ad., Origines)

ismis hypothetiols

well-known narrative in St. August
sions. (B, viii, capp. 2-5.) In extren
zealous study of seripture and Chri

br 1t him to the conviction of the truth of the

“in the chure
vhether walls
—a characteristic qu

n from one disposed to
sehool of
philosophy t inization. The
fear of his which kept him
from making profession of his faith, was removed
by further meditation, and after being envolled
as a catechumen for a short time, he was bap-
tized, and by his own deliberate choice made his
prelimir 'l]'_\'-[\l'u sion of faith with the utmost
publicity. St. Augustine gives us a vivid ac-
count of the excitement and joy his conversion
caused in Christian circles at Rome.

The date of his conversion is uncertain. It was
at least before the end of the reign of Constan-
tius, A.D, 361 (vid, subter). But he continued
to teach rhetorie, ete., in Rome till the year 362,
when Julian’s edict forbidding Christians to be
1‘:1Li_-li|' teachers made his ]u-sitiun ilh‘un*ir‘-?z.‘ut.
with his religious convictions. (Aug. Conf. l.c.)
Then * choosing rather to give over the wordy
1’s Word,” he withdrew, and as

ace which he

as another

school than G
St. Jerome emphasizes the great

s See a pathetic complaint of a 16th century editor,
quoted by Keil (vol. vi. praef. p. x.), 'l“JT-,:-'lt pro exi-
guitate sua hic nos Victorinus satis misere. ) n

b He :ms to speak of himself (ad Justin. _UII?‘UC;L
init.) as one “ qui multa lectione, w‘ul'ﬂ.im:.i laboris inde=-
fessis vigiliis, tenuerit quid ad fidem legis debeat cone
fiteri.”
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had attained before his conversion, it is not
surprising that we should hear nothing more of
him. He lived, howeve ;i
a number of Christian treatises and commen-
taries, and it is even possible that
alludes to him as still alive on the breaking out
of the dis connected with the name of
Jovinian ir (See Prolegomena to Victorinus

Jerome

in Migne’s Patrolog. Lat. vol. viii. p. 994, for |

nee and qu tion of reading.)

» following is a list and br notice of his
Christian writings. (For further information on
editions, ete., the Prolegomena in Migne’s edition
ecan be consulted) :—

1. The Anti-Arian treatise, * Liber de gene-

ratione Verbi Divini ” written in reply to the
¢ Liber de Generatione Divina™ addres to
Victorinus by Candidus the Arian.

2. The long work “ Adversus Arium,” in four

ndidus’s brief vinder to the
Caxpipus (4).] The
book of his treatise alludes to Constantius as
8 emperor (B. ii. cap. 9). It must have been
written therefore not later than 361, The first
book (cap. 28), according to the better realing

books, elicited b
former treatise

second

(see Migne's Profejomena, § 7), speaks of the
Nicene Council as having occurred *forty years
before ” (ante xl. anno ould have been

written, therefore, about It is possible the
first bo may have been actually written after
the second, or the expression may be simply in-
exact,

3. The ¢ De §uooveiw recipiendo,” a summary
of the last-named work.

4. Three “Hymns™ on the subject of the
Trinity which have not even the claims to
rhythmical structure possessed by St. Augus-

tine’s * Psalmus contra partem Donati”” They
consist mainly of formulas and p ntended
to elucidate the relations of the Trinity. On

the contents of the above writings,
be said below.

5. Commentaries on St. Panl’s Epistles to the
Galatians, Philippians, and Ephesians,

Without having much continuous merit as
commentaries (see Lightfoot, Galations, p. 227),
these writings contain a great number of points
of doetrinal interest to be noticed below. They
are probably the first Latin commentaries on
St. Paul’s Epistles. (See Jerome, Cummentar.
n Gal. Prologus.)

6. An anti-Manichaean treatise which may
with reasonable certainty be ascribed to Victor-
inus (Migne, Prolegomena, § 3), entitled by
Sirmond, who first edited it in 1630, * Ad Jus-
tinum Manichaeum contra duo principia Mani-
chaeorum et de vera carne Christi.” It is the
first treatise against the Manichaeans which
exists, and insists with considerable insight on
the inconsistencies of their dualism.®

7. A little treatise of a very strange charae-
ter, edited by Sirmond in company with (6),
and entitled “De Verbis Scripturae Factumn e¢st
vespere et mang dies unus.”®

Besides these we may notice the De Physi
ascribed 1o our author by Cardinal Mai (see his

enough will

e It is, however, curious to find a Christian appealing
to Roman pride against an Oriental “sacrilege™ (a
Persico vel Armenicrum sacrilegio), eap. 16.

d It seems, in asserting the substantiality of darkness
(cap. 2), to contradict the previous treatise (cap. 10).

ng encugh to write |

|
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remarks in Migne prefixed to the treatise,
p- 1295). It is a plainly and ably-written
treatise on the Creation, Fall, and Recovery of
Man. But the style does not suggest “the
authorship of Victorinus, and the character of
the guotations from the New Testament seems

| also to argue a different author (see below,

p. 24, note w). Again, there is a poem on the
Maceabees sometimes, but certainly erroneously,
ascribed to Victorinus (see under Hilary of Arles
[HinAartus (17), p. 71], and correct reference in
JULIANUS, p. 504).

We have some allusions in his extant works
to others which have perished, e.y. on Eph. iv. 10
(lib. ii. #nit.) there is an allusion to a commen-
tary on the Corinthians. Cardinal Mai refers to
a commentary on Leviticus by Victorinus extant
in the Vatican (see Ceillier, Auteurs Sacre:
vol. iv. p. 328, note 2).

All these writings of Vietorinus (with the ex-
ception of the commentaries which make a nearer
approach to lucidity) are intensely obscure. It
is matter of astonishment that one who had Vie-
torinus’ reputation as a rhetorician should have
been so wholly incapable of giving clear expres-
sion to his thoughts. His intense obscurity in
treating theological subjects of themselves re-
ondite, aggravated by the extremely corrupt
condition of the text as hitherto edited,® the bar-
barous mixture of Greek and bad Latin in which
he often writes, his prolixity and his repetitions,
have been the causes of his being ignored more
than is at all justified by his substantial merits.
He has wearied the very few people who have

iied to read him beyond their patience, and
r have almost wholly missed his significance.
who have read him have mostly done
¢ but complain of him. “He wrote,”
's Jerome, “ in a dinlectical style some very
obscure books, intelligible only to the learned ™
(De [lustr, ci.). He condemns him,
moreover, as a man so occupied in secular
iture as to have ignored Holy Scripture
. ad Gulat. Prologus), a judgment reversed
by Augustine (Confessic viii, 2) and the
evidence of his works. Petavius, besides ac-
cusing him of an heretical tendency, matched
him with Heraclitus as é oxorewvds, and con-
med him as “incommode balbutientem ” (De
Trin. i. v. § 8). Such commentators as he has
had show scant patience with him (see Mi rne’s
edition, p. 1179, note 3; 1245, note 3; 1265,
note 4). He is “obscurissimus,” “ barbarus,”
s forreus.”” Tillemont would not trouble himself
to search his works (Mém. Ecel. vol. x. p. 799,
1. 4). Ceillier (Auteurs Sucres) commends him
with an utter want of appreciation of his
peculiar position. Dorner ignores him. But
there is one notable exception to these severe
judgments on Victorinus’ style and matter and

Vir.,

sy

e A great number of corrections of the text can be
made by any reader, e.g. Adv. Ar. i, cap. xxiii. (p- 10566
in Migue, 7th line from bottom) opowvawoy for opo.
cap. xliv, (17th line from bottom of p. 1074), “recipien~
tia virtutem,” for *recipienda, virtutem,” cap. xlix. 1. 11,
nullam for unam. [A better text exists in a hitherto
unedited MS. (No. 1684, Phillips’ Library, Cheltenhamn)
of the 10th or 11th century. It has been used for this
article.]

f He i ably defended against Petavius's careless de
nunciation by the Ballerini, Dissertationes de Zenone,
ii, cap. 1, ¢ 8. Migne, Patrol. Lat. vol. xi. p. 111
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these ignorings of his significance, '|jhnm:1:sin,
whose theological judgment is a weighty one,
speaks of him zi.-i_"l _m.-}n "' 11|Ig to ulr-nzr n
the prul'undi y of }}15I mmglht into t'ha.’. mm:_-st
mysteries "’ of ftm‘[‘!\'l11‘1'"15'1’[‘[]}_"‘, and the r«l:nilmu
of the Persons of th(?' lruntr_\; .t”, one another
(De Incarn. Verbi, B. ii. cap. i. § 6). y .
This judgment will put us en the right lines
for estimating his position and his powers. He
has no 5]u-ci:1l merits as a R'I‘HHIII-’HI,EL.I:I]'. nor th‘v
t':\|\:L<"t$.LI’S of a dogmatic t-hcnl--gl'rln in the u?ruil—
nary sense. He does mot manipulate skilfully
the stock anti-Arian arguments. He _combats,
in m-nurnl s ]V.l-l[‘\-' as l”"\“ﬂ']ll', ﬂn’ (‘!!!t'l‘tl'!ll to
the §uoobaios, on the ground of its being an un-
seriptural term (Adv. Ar, 1. 30, p. 1063 B.C.2;
and ii. 8, 9, pp- 1094-5). He has none of the
controversial power and vividness of an Atha-
15 or an Augustine.,®  Almost all his im-
ance lies in his metaphysical and speculative
capacities, and in his belief in the power of the
intellect to give a rational presentation of the
Trinitarian Creed, etc. He does indeed feel the
danger of such speculation. It is madne
he says (Adv. Justin. 2, 1000 ¢), “to supj
that while we are almost unknown to ourselves,
weshould have either the capacity or the leave to
investicate what lies beyond ourselves and the

W0se

worl He rebukes Candidus for writing about
God *“tam audenter.” He would have him
keep himself to the Seripture.! * Magnam tuam
intelligentiam quis fascinavit ? ”* he ¢ De
Deo  di supra hominem au a est”

[Jr.’(-‘ (Fen. i. p. 1019, ¢, p). He ends his own first
answer to Candidus with a striking prayer to
God to forgive his sin involved in writing about
God (f’( tren. ad |iIL). But the ¢ fascination >

of such subjects he feels himself to the full, and

on the whole, he is sure that they are within
the power of the illuminated Christian intellect.
“Lift up thyself, my spirit,” he cries, *and
recognise that to understand God is difficult, but
1ot bevond hope.”  (Adp. Ar. iii. 6, 1102 p.)
The special character of his theology may be
further explained by two epithets. 1. Though
Jost Nicene in date, it is anfe-Nicene in character
T'he doctrine of the subordination of the Son is
emphasized by him, and this very subordination
doctrine is used against sm without the
if:snst suspicion of its being itself open to the
tharge of any Arianizing tendency. He sees, as
boldly as the earlier theologians, :inriwip:atiuns of
Mie Incarnation in the Theophanies of the Old
et 47 g5 1550 e
e B e Inferpretations of o1 lu:ml texts—
§ ‘l”jil 1 greater than 17 (St. John xiv. 28),
] .“..“]m! has come into being in Him was
(t. John i. 8). He keeps the functions of

18

E These referen
the 8th vol

are to the pages or columns of
i sl 1[' of ¥ igne’s Patrologia,
S o 0 .jl-lu“v_\--r.:mii('v .lhiL[. he states vigorousl
"I"'l“lﬂfilhiru]’-h-t' I"“”“ fl\lu dilemma based on Christ’s
B et 1 “ﬁ-'l_l‘!ul‘ Father. * Hoe dicens Deus fuit,
Omuimodis J.::Ilf"“ +i nutem mentitus est, non opus Dei
! He Usr-sih '."-llm;‘ _De Gener. 1. 1020 ¢.
the-ﬂ-llti]uri“»“[": .:!1}.- ordinary (.‘m‘—!.\'(l\m language about
 Dr. Rm‘_-m‘_'“m-'l_l‘t'lm’: but cf. ddv. Ar. ii. 3, 1091 c.
Praces Tn’lf‘u.’ur.f; 1:-1-:1.\ 1r‘\ EII]I.! in this connection, See
£ Bee on “J Tﬂl and Eeclesiastical, pp. 247, seq.
“ Major .“ut‘g; o .xl_\l‘ 28 _(-‘H" Az 1. 13, p. 1047 ©).
ipsi Filig ot E‘i't“'ﬁl ipse dedit i sl omnia et causa est
» € isto modo sit” “Pilius ut ceset,
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the Tncarnate in the closest possible rel
the Cosmic function of the Pre-Incarnate Word,

2. “Lht]\slulu; ris Neo-Platonist in tone. Here
we get to the really special interest attachine to
Victorinus’ works.  He had grown old I\L‘.ﬂlrt:ﬁhi;ﬁ
conversion in the Neo-Platonist schools, When
he was converted, he applied many principles
of the Plotinian philosophy to the elucidation of
the Christian mysteries, His importance in this
respect has been entirely overlooked in the his-
tory of tin-nhn_g:_v. He preceded the Pseudo-
Dionysius. He anticipated a great deal that
appears in Scotus Eri If he is sometimes
more Neo-Platonist than Christian, this is no
doubt due in part to his mind having lost the
flexibility of youth and middle e before
applied himself to Christian theology.

Here shall be give

ation to

he

I. A summary of his theological system,
II. An estimate of its relation to
tonism.

Neo-Pla-

ecification of further points in his
v which demand notice.

notice of his importance in relation to
the ante-Hieronymian versions of the Latin Bible.

1. The fo ing is a summarized statement
of his mode of conceiving the relations of the
Trinity and the processes of creation and re-
demption.

Candidus had objected to the orthos
trine that in tino m in God, it
asserted change (* omnis generatio per mutati-
onem est”), and thus contradicted the essential
idea of God ; further, he had contended that the
idea of a * genitus Deus ex prae-existente sub-
stantia ™ is in co diction to the ¢ simplicity
of the Divine substance, Dwelling on ideas such
as these of the Divine immutability and simpli-
city, he believed himself, in fichting against the
Catholic doctrine, to for the
dignity of God, *“the infinite, the incomprehensible,
the unknowable, the invisible, the unchangeable ”
(Candidi Arian, Lib. de Gen, Div. 1-3; Migne,
Pat. Lat. viii, 1015).! To this Victorinus’s reply

3

be contending

is central and final. Your transcendent and
immutable God is so conceived that He can
come into no possible relation to anything
beyond Himself. To become a creator at a

certain moment in time—to act in creation, as
much involves change as the act of generation.
If vou admit, as you must, that God can create
\\'i[‘hut]t l'h:\!l:_fl“ yvou must admit eq l!:l”'\' that he
can generate. You have admitted a “motus
which is not *mutatio” (e Gen. 30, 10:
But this ]\rr‘('.w|in:,: forth of God in the action
of creation is only not a * change " in the Divine
Essence, because it has its origin and ground
ther It has been the eternal being of God to
proceed forth, to move, to live. This eternal
motion, eternal transition in God, it is that we,
speaking in the necessarily inadequate terms of

accepit,” cf. his comment on Philipp. iii. 21 (p. 1
A B), with reference to 1 Cor, xv. 28 Uhr‘ subjection of
the Son)—a very amb but of great intere-t.,
“ Verbum subditum est Deo, est enim Deus potentior,
Ille est qui mittit. Hic qui mittitur. Hic per quem
operatio est, Ille operator.” Cf. his interpretation of
Gabriel's Message to the Blessed Virgin, Adv. ar. i. 58,
p. 1054 »; and on St. John L 3, 4, Adv. Ar. 1. 4, p.
1042 B, etc.

! Thie litlle treatise concludes with an intercsting
statewent of the position of the Arian Christ, cap. 10, 11.

NOUS PASEAR
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human disecourse,™ call the “eternal
of the Son.” (D¢ Gen. 1, 1019 D De

1034 |~._; Adv. 1..;‘;
&

sration
ren. 29,
A B. 'I‘Lu

Arium, i. 43.
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human lar

reason,” that

may

it himself

some
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utterly
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tempore
prius,

no¢

en,
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Tt 1eratic i
qm-!uﬂ_\' but e
the best
eternal
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one i

Hymn, iii. 1144 ¢.
cpressed not m
in such a way

18 *F o¢

as to ¢

ition, as the
Will,
2 will of God not fox
lutely self
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moving

equate
of

1versal ¢
I liit), the eternal
ather’s self; one with the
Father is id the Son is
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1 that
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e will fin

ins and yet in a way [ 1
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mind are, as it

Thus
one w
Son. l[-c thought not one tl
another.” The Itilhﬂ] act of
has one eter ject (in
1236 B.C). '|”r1|lw T:"u'
according to Victorinus,

pnaturae sed voluntate Patris
cumterminavit ”’ (Adv, Ar.

or will

gene

*non a

necessitate
Ipse se ipsum cir-
31).»

m Adp. Ar. ii. 3, 1091 A, sa prima
deficiunt ; ef. de Gen, 28, 1 n, 1034
language: accordingly **a nos
nominamus ; actiones Dei, existente tamen lllo super
omnia.”

o Ad
sit: qui

o All
aut vivimus fut
this respect our
“ gemper per pra
(Adp, Ar. iv, 15, 1124 A.)

P See on this question Gwatki
p. 24, note 6; Newman's Arians
sius' Treatises against Ariganism (
wder head of * W ;II,

et summa verba

celestiul

Fphes. il. 18, 1269, ¢, “Ordo est ut prior fides
snim credit is ad scientiam venit.
¢ Non enim vivimus praeteritnm

life is a4 now.
rum,

fe is an * imago aeterni
entiam habet omnia et haec semper,”

Studies of Arianism,

references in Inde

,\t ianasing
would not necessarily have condemned the expression
in this context.

we have no |
is actionibus |

ed semper praesenti utimur.” In |

of God is equivalent to “moveri,” “ et |

| knows,
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As the Son is thus conceived of as the eternal
n-\.|-'~'l of the Divine will, so he is the eternal and
adequate object of Divine self-knowle As the
nally wills, so the Father eternally
imself in the Son. The Divine know=

Father e

the Divine will, must have its ade=
quat God knows Himself in the Son
for m is the l\}llt‘-\llﬂl of His own being,
The Son is thus the * forma ™ of God and His
limitation. This is a thought which constantly
recurs. It is mot that God is limited from out-
side, but that nite and the indeterminate in

sing Hin:w'i ]1 nits or conditions Himself.
Himself in the Logos or determinate,
inite Utterance ; and thus the u it '!]x'l‘
ner, limits or conditions
eternal utterance by which He
Knowledge is thus ¢ sived of
[ 1‘\‘1'!!:‘. 1t 18 an eternal '||\1um<r
ject and object. Once for all the
knows Himself as what He is in thi Son.
is thus an object of knowl bo
1t from the Father (fori
—distinet from Him
wledge stands over ag

solute, the
mn l[rl!

us «

because the ol

of 15t the ~|1Iv

one with Him ause He is t'u- Father’s own
essence, and in knowing Him the Father knows
Himself. This is cons [Ii all

acts of knowl > there is an ¢ ur ritas nata”
—* Cognoscentia s est ab illo quod cupit
but yet there is a unity of the

and the known; so when the Divine

srnally moves ¢ to the knowledge

F ere is the me distinction and

*In isto, sine intellectu temporis, tem-

]'--W'w'l. . . est al
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hnowledge or * tor

nata, cito in identitatem
5 3D, ete).
the Son,

b 2
** esse,

1. O,

with the
/!umr, i 4. ].1"’ A,

one

concept ion of
* a multitude of

« be given ()
. 1"\] D oive 11,
The Father is “ine

Cons
Son

dered (as He cann

& imru-nil
is both * def

»

tvrlniumm Rrg
et definitor ™

19. 20

, etc.

see also St. ons . Heres, B, iv, 4 § 2
Immensus Pater in Filio mensuratus: Mensura
Patris Filins. Cf. Synesius Hymm iii. (to the

| Son) 8pos el ¢uolwy, Tas Texroloas kal TikToO-

wevas. Cf. Hymm v. & marpds uopod.

It is only stating this same principle in broader
terms to say that the Son is to the Father as
effect to r;mw( idv. Arium, iv. 1115 A), that
is to say, He is the revelation of r1.1 the Father
What the Father is, the Son expresses, ex-
s, manifests. As outward intelligence and
life express our inner being, so the Father, the
inner being, is e xpressed in the Son. The Father
is the esse, the vivens, the Son the Vita, the
actualized life. (Adv. Arium, i. 32, 42.) Sub-
stance can only be known by its manifestations
in life (iii. 11, 1107 B.) The Father is the
“motio,” the Son the “motus.”” What the
Father is inwardly (in abscondito) the Son is out-
wardly (foris He is the *substantia quaedam
subsistens in qua apparet et demonstratur quod
occultum et velatum est in alio.” The Father is
“silentium,” © cessatio,” * quies.” The Son is
the “progressio, quod non dimittens unde pro-

i




VICTORINUS AFER
grelitur, ma apparentia.”” Thus }n thj:
broadest sense He is the utterance of the "lt]u'l_.
( 1;w.‘, L5652, 1081: i, ¥, 1103 D, '{‘,
]\‘l‘]l't'll:- iv. 6 § Inv ile ]_JH |.'tIT"1. Visi-
Patris Filius.) This ag in [f'mg}n-utl}'
expressed by describing the |I\|.'Ar-f (m:lrfl:i
U.,.[. oternal actualizing of what is 11"1.l"||tlill.
Al things are ]=<wt-l'11tli:l|‘}' in the | r,
actually in the Son. The Son is the “ image
* the Father, because He does not,
express the Father’s power or
. s, actuali the Father’s
{“ Ads, Ar i. 19, ete. “ Quod
z\l_ﬂl est : quod spec Filius: esse autem
imago est ejus quod est esse,” *imago
stantia est cujus et in qua est imago ....in
declarationem intus potentiae. Hine Pater Qui
intus: filius qui foris.”) It is only this same
W mn Yictorinus x\pu'wm in the ;»m'-x @
er is to the Son as § Iur] fpr to & .
ather is & m; &v in the one of the four
s of the “not being” (De Gen. 3):
1per-essential, the transcendent : that
vhich is prior to all substantialization. This
nu 1|l|-|~ a l’TL’lt. \"\rJLt\' of expr 1‘5-\11\1&\ Hu s
wpody o mwpody, the ©prae-p
t.w fpr usa,” “ante un.‘ln m existent
tem,” th Ipra-univer *the pr
tia potius quam existentia "—uut t]nu
iing but by absolute transce
of being, (sre’( Ariwm, iv. 19,
1129 b+ T A 1. 39,
thought i 1

“:u.‘

est

»

1070 B.

of the Liber ¢

lnuu

£ iich the supreme,
1.u- uncondi r finds His condition
form or r 4 So utterly
untrue as to d ! It were
tten than to ¢
0 A). He is
ing : and
“In eo quod est,

ibe Hin
l- h. even to deny [[m]
h, 1

is the
perfect action:
11.” “Generatur
tlun involves being and bej

The Father and the Son are one.
r i uo” (De Gen. 22).

f the Son

as creat

agere ab e
rtion.
“ Unum ergo
In this con-
to the Father
solute stantiality
rdination,  “The F
, not in virtue of having
A the Son is or has not,
He that gives is prior to Him that
“The Son has Life,” not as a creature
‘in Himself,” He has it as the I
it, Iut “He has received from the F:
e | (Adv. Arium, i. 42, \'] ke
Thus he is said to be
is even
e ————

8 Vide infyq, P. 20 note
¥ This

consi

ather

has, and js »
}‘l.\l.l‘ note k),
The Father

da note m.
8 by no means strictly adhbered
: 1113 ¢. The Father
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b. regarded as very remarkable that
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A) as He who sends
Him who i and

He is a described
as “ beati HIHN’ h the Son is “totus Der 3,7
like the F and “equal in substance
power and dignity.” (Adv. Adrium, i, 1
Thus the Adyos is often 8¢ “minis-
tering ” to the TFather. e virtue of
being that *subsistent Life tr~1uu;]1 whom all
things live” (Adv. Ariwm, i. 52, 1080 ¢; iv. 8,
1118 ¢).

The passages * in which the distinction between
the évdidferos and the wpodopikds Adyos are
implied are not many or emphatic in Vietorinus,
He holds it in no such emphatic sense : srtul-
lian. The Son is eternally Son and self-subsis-
tent. That * effulgentia ? % Filie ? is out of
all time, absolute (Adv, Arium, i. 27, 1060 D).
“ Catholica disciplina dicit et fuisse
Patrem et semper Filium ” (Ag
Yet Victorinus admits there se in which
he may be called “maxime filius"” in Humanity
A), and speaks of Him as getting ﬂ'.l.
name of Son, the “Name above every Name,
only in His Incarnate exaltation (. {d Phil ipp.
1210 ¢ D, ita ut tantum nomen acces rit,
eadem fu

Vi 1}.\»1.‘111\\ thourht expresses its
turally in the doctrine of tl
Son and His co-essential equ
But his thoue does not so <.J-||'
to formulas which ex
and Substantiality of
intends to be perfectly orthodox. He
the Faith, even
formul i

aai

(Epist. ad Philipp. 1227
ks, is to sent,
througl .

\\Iw m He works.

and

1047 )
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f thus na=
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13, 16, 1044 c,
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Jesu ( ||

1046 D, 1048 A,
he Holy Spirit
s T@ Adye,
illi omnia (quie
i. 47, 1077 B, cf.
1111 B). Once
Christum et i
1138 o). Thus from flu'
Father and the Son: is subsequent in order
to the Son. On the | 8 '“"['HIT of
the Father ™ ti i He |
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i irit, is that in
He conve
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113 VICTORINUS AFER
apparently intentionally wveiled in obscurity ®
(Adv. Ar.i. 16, 1050 ¢; i. 58, 1084c). ;

In all this the distinction of Son and Spirit is
carefully maintained, but yet the essential
duality which is in God—the distinction of that
which is, from that which proceeds forth—the
distinction expressed in all the antitheses re
ferred to above, clearer to Victorinus than
the Trinity of relations. The and the
Spirit seem to him more utterly one than the
Father and the Son. "They are “existentiae duae,”
but they proceed forth *in uno motu ” and that
“motus ™ is the 1: so that the Spirit is as
it were, contained in the Son (Adv. Ar. iii. 8,
1105 4).
us Victorinus sometimes aks as if the
Spirit were the Son in another aspect (he even
says ““idem ipse et Christus et Spiritus Sanctus,”
see Adp. Arium, iii. 18, 1113 p and i. 59, 1085 B).
He has also a subtle mode of speaking of the
Spirit as the “Adyos in occulto,” and Christ
Incarnate as the * Adyos in manifesto;” Logos
and Spiritus being used interchangeably ;™ or
again Christ is the * Spiritus apertus,” the
Spirit the “ Spirvitus occultus ” (Ade. Ar. iii. 14,
1109 B ). Again the Spirit is the “interior
Christi virtus ” (iv. 17, 1125 ¢) in whom Christ
1s present (1109 ¢). The confusion to
spring from the use of * Spiritus” as meaning
the Divine Nature. But in intention and
generally the two persons are kept distinet. If
Christ is the “ vox,” the Spirit is the * vox vocis ”
(Adv. Arium, iii. 16, 1111 ¢, i. 13, 1048 A), or
again, as the Son is Life the Spirit is Knowlec
(*¢ vivere quidem Christus, intelligere Spiritus,
Adv. Ariwm, 1, 13, 1048 B), or iin the
relations of the Trinity are expressed in formulas
such as these: *® visio, videre, discernere:”
“esse, vivere, intelligere,”” expressing three
stages of a great act (Adv. Arium, iii. 4, 5; the
latter chapter should be studied).

Again, Victorinus is the first theologian to
speak of the Spirit as the principle of unity
in the Godhead, the bond or * copula” of the |
eternal Trinity, completing the perfect circle of
the Divine Being, the return of God upon Him-
self. (Adv. Ar. i. 60, 1085, ¢, D, “sphaera,”
¢ circularis motus,” Hymn 1, ad init. et fin,
Hymn iii. 1144 A, “status, progressio, r
See also a passage somewhat more Platonic than
Christian, Adv. Ar. 1. 51, 1080 A.)

On His work in the Incarnation his language
is clear (Adv. Arium, iii. 18, 1113 ¢, D), * ex ipso
concipitur Christus in earne; ex ipsosanctifieatur
in baptismo Christus in carne; ipse est in Christo
qui in carne; ipse datur Apostolis a Christo qui
in carne.”

In stating the doctr of the Trinity in
gmu-r:ii, Victorinus insists with endless reitera-
tion on the circuminsession of the Three Per
—* omnes in alternis existentes, et semper simul
duootaior divina affectione, secundum actionem
(tantummodo) subsistentiam propriam habentes:”

5

Son

seems

rg

"
OTessus.

S0NS,

¥ The passage in the original is spoken of the Spirit in
his special quality as * Intelligentia,” vide subter, p. 19.
The idea recurs in mystical writers.

w 8o the words * genitus,” * procedens,” are not kept
strictly to the second and third Persons of the Trinity
respectively. The Spirit is said once (Adv, Arium, iv. 23,
1138 A), to be * genitus,” and the * processio™ of the Son |
is frequently spoken of, e.g. i, 27, 1061 b; i. 14, 1048 B,
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“ aterque in utroque ” (Adv. Ar. i. 15, 16, 1050
A, C, cf. iii. 9, 10). They are one with a unity
which transcends number—* ante unum quod est
in numero, plane simplex”: “unde et Pater et
Filius et Spiritus non solum unum, sed et unus
Deus” (Adv. Ar, iii. 1, 1098 D). Yet in the
unity there is a distinction of the Three which
to Victorinus seems not adequately expressed by
the phrase ““tres personae.” He would render
the Greek dmoordaeis by the Latin subsistentiae,
and speak of {res subsistentiae de (or “ex”) una
substantia, or say that “Ipsum quod est esse,
subsistit tripliciter = (Adv. Ar. i. 41, ii. 4, iii.
4, 1072 A, 1092 p, 1101 D). We have in the
hymns a number of formulae of the Trinity, but
it must be admitted that Victorinus lets himself
play with 1 age in & way which brings him
now and again perilously near to nonsense. The
formulae of the third hymn will be found
perhaps most suggestive.”

One quotation shall be given to conclude this
subject, illustrating the completeness of Vie-
torinus’s Trinitarian Theology ; the words are
those concluding the four books against Arius
¢ Existit Christus sua existentia, et Spiritus
Sanctus sua; sed ambo una substantia, ex quo
omnes, id est tota Trinitas una, atque eodem
modo juncto Patre cum Filio, Filioque cum
Spiritu Sancto. Atque ista ratione Patre cum
Spiritu Sancto per Christum juncto, singulis
quidem existentibus, unum omnis Trinitas est,
atque existit illnd duoodeios, cum sit omnibus
una eademque substantia. Haec nobis salus est,
haec liberatio, haec totius hominis plena salvatio,
Patrem omnipotentem Deum credere, sic
Jesum Christum Filium, sic Spiritum Sanctum,
Amen."”

To pass from Victorinus’s doctrine of the
Trinity to his conception of the relation of God
to Creation.

All things are conceived as pre-existing in God
—potentially in the Father, actually in mce
in the Son. In Him dwells all the fulness bodily,
that is (according to Vietorinus) in the Eternal
Word dwells all existence substantially —oboia-
ks,  Whatever eame into ]willg >llh.\ﬁw‘|1h‘:11'f])'
in time, in Him was eternally Life. Thus the
Advyos is the * Adyos of all things ”"—the univer-
sal Logos—the seed of all things, even in His
Eternal Being, containing all things in Himself
in archetypal reality. (Adv. Ar. i, 25, 1059 A
i, 3, 1091 B i. 3, 1100 ¢. and iv. 4, 1116 ¢,
where the Word is almost identified with the
Platonie *ideas at least He contains the
ideas in Himself, as “species” or * potentiae
principales.”)

It follows that the Son is very mainly con-
sidered as existing with a view to Creation. He
exists as the * .‘\d",’u) of all that is” with a view
to the being of whatever is (“ad id quod est
esse iis quae sunt ). It is His essence to move,
as it is the Father’s to repose. And the “motus”
in virtue of which He is, is still pressing out=
ward, so to speak, from the *fontana vita” of

S1C

s

x The Son is spoken of as * Medius in Angelo [Angulo
Cheltenham MS.} Trinitatis,” Adv. Ar. i. 56, 1083 A,

¥ It mnst be admitted that a great number of passages
in Victorinus bearing on the Trinity are really unintel-
ligible, and not the most charitable belief in the corrup-
tion of the text can acquit him of reckless use of
language.
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he Father. The Son “ festinat in actionem.”=®
t‘;‘ ] Ii-a His “eoing forth”—His “ proceeding
Ill'.-;:'jl”- in Creation which ‘L'Ll]ll]'i'l'l:lh’s in “the
v;rreme point of His going forth,” the Incarnate
I.il'- (Ade. Ar. i. 24, 1057 p, 1058 ¢. 33, 1066 C,
:LIIL 1067 4, 22 1036 C). He proceeds l'ulartI], then,
or “descends " gs a river of lif ii|:-tr.11mt|u-;
Life (spargens v 5) to all ihel l'-ﬂl_'l.'l'lflr_-'.-i.’i forms ol
according to the distributive energy
and wisdom of the Holy Ghn.-:L.. ‘thc “ divider '
or distributor of the gif "f“_l:I[lT (Ade. Ar. i
96, 1060 A Hymn. 1, 1141 D. iii. ll+l.i I'I). II‘I. thus
s descending ” the Son who in the ]]"'I.l""' ,\:lt\_[r.-
js impassible, becomes passible in His I‘:.’]‘»LHHH
to the lower forms of lite.* All in Him is pure
ition, absolute energy, ]m.‘siti\'v. unchaneeable
Life. But as the river of water is affected by
the varying materials which form its bed m
distribute its waters, so the Life of the Word i
affected by the infinite varieties in the capacities
of material and ereated beings to receive Life,
Hesubjects Himself to their infirmities in conde-
sns'n-iiﬁg to their capacities.® For He Himself is
their Life—the inner principle of their substan-
tiation; He is *“*made all things” (effectus
omnia) for in Him all things consist—*Insubstan-

cieation

a

tista sunt omnia drra in Jesu, hoc est, dv ¢
Abyw.’® He is the Unity of Nature—which is

one not as a heap of detached grains, but as a
vitally coherent and united body, one with its
head Christ, bound together by the chain of the
life of God (Adv. Ar. i. 24, 1057 D3 i. 25,
1059 ny i. 44, 1074 ¢ D i. 45, 1075 B C. 1. 47
1077 A B. iv. 31 1135 ¢ D). This
Christ to Nature finds a number of expressions.
Heis its * elementum ” and its ¢ receptaculum® ;
its aculum ”* and its “ habitator;” even
its *loc He is the “unum totum » with
which the universe in its manifoldness ¢ claud
tur et ambitur” (Ad Justin, 4, Ade. Ar. i. 25,
1059 & ; i. 37, 1069 p).

All this, it must be said by anticipation, is
somewhat Neo-Platonic in tone. What is to
follow is almost pure and undiluted Neo-Pla-
tonism. Victorinus follows Neo-Platonic emana-
tionism in even describing the process of Creation,
s a drawing out of the Plenitude of God into a
chain or gradation of existences,
Spiritus yofs anima angeli et deinde w'n]'|ml“|]f:1
omnia subministrata ”? (Adv. Ar. i. 25,1059 B;
1. 61, 1086 B ¢ iii. 11 1107 ¢ D). He follows

26,

“ Deus Jesus

Neo-Platonism in his ocecasional conception of

* He is more properly * C
e

"_ reator non convenlt Deo,
this is Platonism.

sty : vy
t :II another senge, however, e is only * passible” in
i ity, i l i
".. 'llm.\lllt}, Adv. 4r. 1 4, 1048 ¢ but e contra, iv.
41, 1136 A,

b o ¥, 1
fonte,

ator ™ than the Father:
Ad Ephes. 1266 A, DBut

er Fili Fons, Filius ut flumen quod excurrit ex
lll\mlj-l[i;l.;:‘;m“l ut manens 1ua et quieta est, pura im-
e 8Ing ge , 8ibi oceulto motu plenitu-
+ item ut flumen motu apertiore
8, terrarum quas suleat qualitatibus
nmodo patitur, sic et filius aqua sua,
alatus, impas E:_qn;r II'.\h_'hi est, semper .]’Ilfll.‘: mmll;l-
NS Vel ;tn!.]:-.bl.-” 1.*-.. p-;:u:m]n]x |\l'T.l§u:ni Illa::i'ill'l'l\‘ Im'|~.:-
bt e : :1‘ -caclestibus v caelestibus vel intracaclesti-
K"Tif‘l'lhus-‘IT ‘lllliﬂ ut oce I"I:I']ltl!IJlJ\‘ Baxis, quae sunt ex
(Chelteny E um.nlmm, campis quietus excurrit.” 1185 ¢ b,
S nham _lf.\_)
Not “Consubstantial” with Him, as He 18 with the
(Adv. Ar, i, 26, 1009 B.c.)

1 1i spec
dinem Slam suggerens

P diy B4 discurre
&t afficitur, e quods
Suague substanj

Father,

relation of
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as substantial existences, the
2 of all particular minds and souls, through
which God informed and animated the lower
material world. He adopts the Neo-P
conception of “anima * as something
spiritualization, but not yet spi
mediate between spirit and matter,

vous and “ anima

sonur

it "—inter-
He follows
-Platonism in his conception of the “ return
of all things ” into God. (Adv. Ar. 1. 1098
Biiv. 11, 1121 AB; de Gen. 10, 1026 A B Adp.
:h'. iii. 3, 1100 ¢; Hymn 1. 1141 A3 ad Ephes.
i. 4, 1239 B.C)

Once more Victorinus is simply Neo-Platonic
in his conception of Matter and the material
world. % Matter » has no existence independent
of God; in itself it is “non-existent’””® — ap
abstraction. But as created and fishioned and
vitalized by God, to become the material w orld,
it is both appreciated and depreciated.® It is
appreciated as a true revelation of God (e.g. ad
Justin, Man, 2). 1t is depreciated with the old
philosophic depreciation and horror of the
material which still elings to Vietorinus, and mili-
tates against alike his grasp on the Incarnation

and his ar assertion of Responsibility.
We shall see this mn considering his Anthro-
]:H]u'_f_\'.f

Man is regarded as a mixed being, a spiritual
anima (see Ad Ephes. 1, 4, 1239 ¢) merged in the
n'lll'l‘H|||§Hl'. of matter. He calls the human race
“animae seminatae saeclis” corrupted by the
material darkness in which they are merged &
(Hymn 1 1142 : i, 26 1060 A
1087 B). Misled by this ineradicable
ception of material life, he thinks in a wholly
Platonic and non-Christian spirit® of men as
existing in an unfal wition, in a premundane
state of being, and being born into tl ruption
of material life at their natural birth.! Moral
2vil, from this point of view, must be physical and
indeed the s to greater
good—representing only the darkness by anta-
eonism to which the rises to the true
3{11':\\31'4\1‘«.‘ of the Light, For Christ the Word,
Who is the source of all Life and its sustainer,
pursues the degraded *“ anima * into the material
He enters into the l'll!']'llilf]wll of the
material Life in order to redeem the fallen souls
into their pristine purity g3 nay, not
.-nl_\- to bring them back into what they were,

miscon-

necessary. It is

soul

but to advance them into w r had
known—the condition of spirit, the fellowship
and par 1g of God’s spiritual bei All this

15 an undeniable element of Victorinus’s teach-
ing, oceurring mostly the ¢ ' his Com-
and lying side by side

188

mentary on the Ephesi

4 Ttisthe wy 6w in one of its four senses: the py ov
Father is
istences and their
appears Lo

which is below all actual existence: as the

& wn &, who is above all actual ¢
De Gen.4 and 10. In one pass
natter ”

source,
deny the “creation of
Adv, Ar. iv, 31, 1136 A.

e See on this double tendeney in Neo-Platonism
Zeller, Phil. der Griechen, part iii. div.

f His passages on th
unintelligibly obscure,
Satan and the ¢
material (Ad Eph

b Which is, however, Neo-P'latonic—not Origenistic,
as has been suggested by Card. Mai,

i The material world is created for their probation
(ad Ephes. i, 4, 1242 A).

e substance,

a pos

&
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unharmonized with a really Christian concep-
tion of the Incarnation and Grace.

[See mostly in Commentary on Ephes. 1240
A B, 1’4’A I A B, 1258 B D, 1259 B, 1244
B C, 124¢ B, 1254 B. The phrase “natu-
rales filii ira” is expounded “secundum naturam
carnis geniti et materie,”

The other main 't of Platonism upon Vic-
torinus’s anthropology is to produce a profound
and unmitigated Predestinarianism. His ide
leads him (in the commentary on the Epl
at least) to assert not ouly the pre-existence
of the absolute “anima” in the Eternal Word,
but also the 1;1‘9—-1\i~'1!>r.u of all particular souls.
All the history of the soul in its descent into
matter, and its recovery therefrom through the
Incarnate Christ, is only the development of the
idea of the soul which pre-existed eternally,
indivi Iy and substantially in the Mind and
Will of God, (Comment. in Ephes. 1245 ¢,
1243 ¢, 1238 ¢, 1239 B, 1242 B. What exists in
God’s thought must exist S'\lllt‘\t:lllti‘ll]_\'.)

But these Platonizing elements in the teach-
ing of Vie tn11111.~, do not occupy all the ground.
They lie side by si le with the stock conceptions
of Christian tx , N0 less l.'H]]l\I-I.'-\],’!"l B0
than the Platonic Thus the eommoen
view of sin and responsibility and the or
evil in the corrupt cho
emphasized sev il times (e.g. ad Justin, Man.
16, 1008 BY), and it would seem that, muc n 5
the mode of | 7
Victorinus adopts wou e
he is not a Universalist. ([fn /

. D; 1286 B. ¢. On Uni
B, “ univers J

es. 1245 B, * non omn ¢

quae in Christo sunt” ; ef. 1274 ¢, “quae

*  This interprets such pas

mes

views

1 of

e of the free will is

. 1281 a.

]l' ssent.’
L3 )C}
1in, though on one oecasion the view given
Incarnation is vitiated by the notion of
the essential corruption of matter (Adv. Ar. i.
38, 1084 ¢) in general the Incarnation teaching
is strikingly sound, and repudiates by anticij
tion a g od deal of fifth-century heresy. God
the Son enters into conditions of real humani
He takes human nature whole and complete into
the unity of a .\illj_{'n} Per 3 an ".'u-u-u-;-,[ir,
carnis,” not a proper “generation ™ of a person),
and He lives, God in Manhood. [* ,,U, %S tn
(homo = manhood) Ade, 4
1075 B; in Philipp.
uses an Ad onist ph
The ]I’I'II\HII'\ which He
sed as universal ("umﬁ-'- i
caro, uni alis anima: in isto omnia univer-
salia erant,” Adp. Ar. i 1101 4.

Thus the Passion in which He suffers for man’s
redemption is universal, because He s s
representative of the race He is to recreate.
(“Quia Corpus Ille u:.l'wrwl"rum ad omuem
hominem habuit, omne w[ nod passus est c: i
cum fecit ; id est, ut o 0 in illo
sit.” Ad Phil. 1196 b, 1.".‘). B, and Adp. .

homine ™
1048 D3 i
He hows
Ar. i. 10,
tal 5

1045

3, 1101 A.) The effect of Christ taking
humanity is to make the whole of that which He
assumed — soul and flesh — vital with new

capacities of life. The “ Word made flesh’

i If the De Physicis is Victorinus's work, this would

need saying more strongly. Free will is prominent there
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makes the flesh He took to be life in Him who
is the Life (* Omne quod Christus est vita aeterna
est,” etc., Adv. Ar. iv. 7, 1118 A ; cf. language
about Eucharist quoted below). And in this
humanity—spirit, soul and body—whieh Christ
took, He is and exalted (Adv. Ar, |\'
T, 1118 B; cf. ad Lph. 1259 B *aeterna caro,”

* eorporalis majestas *"). Through it* He lives
in His people, so that th Y become what He 1-,
through Him. They become I"“' of the Christ
The Church is Christ (Ad Gal. 1173 ¢. D.; cf.
1184 B.). And we are to be glorified, body and
soul, in Christ (Ad Philipp. 26 A, B, 1227 &
of. Ad Ephes. 1255 B, “resurrectio Christi,
resurrectio nostra™).

It need only be added in this connection that
Victorinus uses suggestive language about the
sacraments and ministry of the Church, in rela-
tion to the communication to us of the life of
Christ, e.g. (on baptism) Ad Gal. iii. 27, 1173 B.
and 1184 B3 Ad f}h’m v. 25, 1287 ¢: (on the
Eucharist) Adv. Ar. ii. 8, 1094 ¢ (“xlnml accipi-
mus Corpus Christi E‘ht. ipse autem Christus,
vita est , . . nii\'i1i:le in Christo corporaliter habi-
tant” ; cf. Adp. Ar. i. 30, 1063 B. * Corpus ipsius
Vita est, m]\u-. autem Panis “ Panis émiwv-
m0s,” in the 1I's Prayer, is interpreted as
“ panis ex 1],\1 aut in ipsa Substantia, hoc est
vitae panis,” and 1u:un!\1 to the Eucharist, and,
in the same way, I)1'i]'1|]1[.‘-‘ Tre'pw(:f;rms 220
ven an Eucharistic reference, as meaning
ulus eirca Tuam Sul
ion from old Africs
and (on ministry) Ad Ephes. iv

II. 1t has bee 0 e nn‘“t out above wher

tantiam veniens.”

See quots

torinus i o retain Neo-Flatonie
\'1"A|."l er to 1’K||.‘.'ll” [” \\]HIL

eral rela stands to the Neo-
mie system, chief claim upon
the attention of students will be found to depend
upon his having been the first systematically to
convert the results of that system to the uses of
and upon his having shown
le in one or two cases to develop as
15t Arianism the really her philosophical
th latent in Catholic doctrines,!

The idea of a being or beings mediating
between the supreme God and the lower world
was common to almost all the later schools of
ancient philosoph (See Zeller, pp. 219, 1)
Eusebius of Caesarea had already seen in this a
common ground for philosophers “and Christians.
(See Gwatkin’s
(f. St. Athanasius De

peared in Plotinus’s theory
anima, which with the One, the
what is called “the Neo-Platonic Trinity.” Now
a rood deal of Victorinus’s languace, in which
s to express the relation of the Adyos to

because

Studies of Ariunism, p. 22,
Incarn. cap. xli.) It
of the vovs and
make up

he s

kY
only met

nus, however, in one place speaks as if Christ
ly imparted His flesh to His people
(Ad £ph. 1 ks of Christ’s humanity as
“ tutus spiritus s" (Ad }_ph 1274 A).

1 Of course it would Iu out of place here Lu give any
general account of Neo-I'latonism with a view to com=
i wlogy. Far the best account
ic system is that given by Zeller,
fm Griechen, part iil. div, iil., to which
will be made in the text. There are many
s in Victorinus’s writings where the meaning

depends on allusions in detail to Neo-Platonic phraseos

lered here.

logy. These cannot be cons




st
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.1 on Plotinus’s language about
ut the

the Father, is ba R o
th“‘Im‘,n of the rous to the 11 ;
yois i Plotinus is (a) (like the . in l.-‘\rr'ym)
but the lm]u rfect, inadequate image of the One,
» never realizes itself ;--1|.crl‘. at
I” and (b) its lrmlmnuu out of the One is an
meileable contradietion, The one God i
red of as ”“l'”‘“‘ 1al, without will or con-
gciousness or motion ; it is abstract and lifeless ;
it is only ]._\ bold contradiction that it can
ne p:'nuhh'ti\'c or generate (see on this con-
sionsly realized contradiction, Zeller, pp. 496-
.Tu meet both th ditliculties Chris
t Catholie, anti-Arian Chris-
5 Victorinus with abundant
( h1:~t;.1mu takes up 1n-1‘.-nn:1]1i_\'.
., on into the inmost heart of the
1;{.i|u_(_ and thus as a Christian, Victorinus
to fill the Neo-Platonic formulas with
the powers of a new life. All lower transitions
ssible because the eternal Being of the
is an eternal® motion in Himself.
tion is not degradation ; it is the life of God.
which is the eternal expression
iod in Himself —the eternal pro-
ry imperfeet or lower
fugtion, but the very co-equal and co-essen-
tial Word—eternally adequate to Him who is
His s -

Onece

o

so that the (One

bec

tianity— st l¢

formula for the
regressus,”’ is
an i

again Victorinus’s
X tnu * status, pro
x of a Neo-Platonic ideaP®
finitely formulate
Plotinus—the idea of all progress and des
it of life involving (1) the immanence of the
lin that which causes it, (2) the issuing of
ed out of that which causes it, (3 )llu’
urn of the caused into that which causes it.
This threefold relation of immanence, progr
1-.tl.1‘n. the Neo-Platonist re; as essentia

) the clu-ul-w|u:(ut and um:\ of ]i both in
g IlL'I‘l[ and in detail (Zeller, pp. 787
Th § conception in its er stage Victorinus,
ly or not, adopts, and what
when it is seen to
st e sion in the very life of God Him-
This threefold relation is seen to be the
 being of God.?  The Son is eternally abiding
the Father, eternally proceeding from the

ressio,

ik
1 by Proclus but implied by

its

g The One is the svvaus, the vo vs 18 the évépyeca,
I'h One is unlimited, forml Sos soke 8 Hut form.
Im‘ is the Image of the One that in which the One
s ltself as knowledge, it, etc. The One is
l—ewénewn yviboews, irécara oboins. “”
‘@ aud yvigus. The expression for the
must have US, 6 iy & v (which recurs in e
been uir‘nu‘d lrn:n the Plotinian sc
®uld hardly haye bee
boes po Se€m to !w t
scarcely in Proclys, (
ger l\ul-

18's works and
, note 4, and the

D)

Ln-l in Pl
e Zeller, p.
tance of the note 8, Pp.
Production of :] Ol rnenn d-:h‘l"“:nliw,ur‘ﬂw
1.515, 516, 53 £ vois and even * anima. 1ler,
o [.rﬂ“ : ’”5 But it was outside God, His “overflow.”
Love -1~tu-lv\[t he fact of Victorinus saying nothing about
uu:h domix eing of God is due to his being still too
inated by the Pagan formulas.

H\ﬂlll\u.-“ "

Juivalent of Procius’s later formula—
oodosg, ¢ ETLTTPOP. See Ueberwe,
wsaphy, vol.

deg &
Ao, 4y ;. ,: has stil] g
L P,

Es

flavour, however, in
1080 A, where the expression “deficit a
oo T8 18 used of the Son’s generation.

» BIOGR,—vor, 1V,

8. |
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Father in His eternal He-:wruri--n. and
pouring back into the bosom of the Father that
which He receives, in that Holy Ghost, Who is
Himself the life of Father and Son, the love
| and bond of the Holy Trinity.

It is in d bing the relation of the Advyos to
the world, in His function as Creator, that. as we
have seen, Victorinus allows himself to be too
entirely moulded by . On
that enough has been said, His “ de velopment
of the pleniti (i lo supra, p. 20), his pr
existing *anima ” and “animae,”

|

eternally

Neo-Platonic idea

L

his cor| por

demons, his matter the seat of corru mu.u—.ill
these have their source in the Hutuuu ystem,
and are only very imperfectly adapted to Chris-

tianity (se ller, pp. 049
may wonder that he did not use, mo
[ cally than he did, an
inconsistency in Neo-Pl
system emphasize the f)
7).
The above must suffice as a brief account of
the relation to Neo-Platonism in which Vieto-
rinus stands. It will help us to recognize the
“ Divine preparati for ristianity which
was involved in the independent growth of the
Neo-Platonic system—so many philosophie ideus
needed for the intellectual presentation of
Christianity being made ready to hand—and it
will enable us to vindicate for Victorinus the
credit of a pioneer in claiming for Christianity
the products of p He is a pivneer
whose name has igh passed into un-
(l|::~|'|".'.'-| oblivion,
I1I. There are
Victorinus’s teaching whit
cion with Neo-Plate
He is an intensely
devoted to St.

; 070-575). We
emphati=
ht-minded
tonism, and with that
edom of the will (Zeller,

p. 9855

|..cr\||]|\‘,
well-n

a few characteristic points in
1 do not stand in any

sm, still deserving

follower of

notice
St. Paul,
tion of
very strongly
]"J',][(III) \'l']'_\'

anti-
hing
mmentar ad Gal.
; ad Phil. iii. 9, 1219 ¢ D, “ ‘ non meam
iam’ tunc enim ® mea ’ est, vel nostra, cum
15 nostris justitiam Dei mereri nos putamus
]u-]'i'.-c-izun per ‘mores. At non, inquit,
habens justitiam, sed quam? Illam ex fide,
Non illam quae ex lege, uae in operibus est et
c hn ali disciplina, sed ‘hane quaz
justitia ex fide.”” Cf. ad Ph
‘phes. ii. 5, 1255 B. Cf. 1:
est, quod saepe moneo, ut nos sol
1y fides in Christum nobis salus est”;
“nostrum pene jam mnihil est nisi
vit omr Hoe e

\(‘1\-”".\

This element in his te:
uml.h-niv in
22, 11

his ¢

18, 0.9,

hane

ex [}'n 'lltnll dit
:'if

28 ¢ '"non

solum
st enim plena

re qui supe
salvatio, Christum haec viciss lem in Chri
habere, plenam fidem, nullus labor est, nulla d

cultas, animi tantum voluntas #1290 B ef.
1290 p: “justitia non tantum valet quantum
fides.” Again on grace, ad Ephes. i, 14, 1247
A, iii. 7 1264 B, ad Phil. ii. 13 “ quia ipsum
velle a Deo nobis operatur, fit lit ex Deo et
{)j)(.’ttﬂirrm m et voluntatem habeamus.’*

So strong is the sclifidian tendency in Vie-
torinus that it led him, like Luther, to a dis-
paragement. of St. James and a somewhat

r With this sirong grasp on man's helplessnesa in
himself goes his intense and (in view of his own history)

touching insistence on humility. Ad Ephes. III:r:: 1,
)
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minimizing tone as regards the eflicacy of good
works, (See some very remarkable passages in
Commentary on Galatians, i. 19, 1155 B ¢, 1156
A B, cf. 1161 B, 1162 D.)*

It is worth while calling attention to the
evidence, suggested by a good deal of Victorinus’s
theology, of a closer connexion than has been
yet noticed between him and St. Augustine.
His strong insistence in his Trinitarian Theology
on the double Procession of the Holy Spirit—his
conception of the Holy Spirit as the ¢ Bond’ of
the Blessed Trinity—his emphasis on the unity
of Christ and His church—his strong predesti-
narianism® — his vehement assertion of the
doctrines of grace—his assertion of the priority
of faith to intelligence (p. 16, note n)—all these
elements, important and unimportant, in Vie-
torinus, reappear in St. Augustine, and it seems
not at all improbable that the (hitherto unsus-
pected) influence of the writin the old
philosopher whose conversion s irred him so
deeply, was a determining force upon the theo-
logy of St. Augustine.”

IV. A word must be said on the Latin text of
the Bible used by Victorinus. No adequate use
seems yet to have been made of the very large
bulk of quotation which is to be found in his
writings.

Sabatier ¥ (Bibl. Sacr. Lat. Versiones antiquac,
tom. iii. Remis 1749) makes occasional reference
to him, but omits to notice at times his most
remarkable quotations, and wrote before Cardinal
Mai’s publication of the Commentaries, etc.

Some specimens of his quotations, not noticed
by Sabatier, may be given :—

St. John i. 1 is quoted as “ Adyos erat circa
Deum,” and it is added “ Romani apud Deum
dicunt,”” Libri de Gen. 20, 1030 ¢. Elsewhere
he uses “circa Dewn” and “ad Deum ™ (Adv.
Ar.1,3). These do not seem to be merely his
own renderings. (“Ad Deum ™ is noticed by
Sabatier).

In Phil. ii. 30 (p. 1216) exponens in incertum
animam suam is a better rendering than the
Vulgate tr+dens and the St. Germain parabolatus
de anima Ibid. iii. 20 (p. 1225) he uses
Salutaris for Saviour, a term not found in other
authorities in this place. Cf. Rinsch, Ttala und
Vulgata, p. 100, 18 Ibid. iv. 3 (p. 1228)
unijuge is a remarkable rendering of ots (vye.

s Ol

suka.

® It may be worth while noticing that Victorinus
appe to speak as if the perpetual virginity of the
Blessed Virgin were an open qu n: “cum Virgo
Maria sit vel fuerit,”—butthat is perhaps laying too
much stress on a word,

t Restraiped in him, as in Augustine, by antagonism
to Manichaeism, which forces him to assert free will in
man.

u There are one or two contributions to the history of
heresies, made by Vietorinus, which it is worth while
noticing. Ad Gal. i, 19, we have an account of a
Judaizing or Ebionite sect called the * Symmachians ™
gee p. 1155 B and 1162 . They made a point of the
Apostolate of James, the Lord's brother. See also for
heresies in regard to Christ’s person an interesting pas-
sage, Adv. Ar. 45, 1075 B C; cf. 1 28,1061 Bc. He
callg the definition of Nicaea *a wall and a defence,”
ii. 9, 1095 p. We notice also that he probably is the
first to use * paganus” for the beathen, e recip.
dpooveiw, t.; ad Gal. 1168 c. For the origin of the
term godfather, see ad Gal. 1184 B

v Before whom Simon and Mill had made slight notice
of him. Sce Migne, Prolegomena, p. 997,

| virtus alt
[ 1. 56, «5
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Ibid. iv. 6. 7 (p. 1229) reads thus: * Nihil ad
sollicitudinem redigatis, sed in omni precatione
et oratione eum bona gratia petitiones vestrae
innotescant apud Deum. Et pax Dei quae habet
omnem intellectum custodiat corda ves item
corpora vestra in Jesu Christo.”

St. Luke ii. 14 : Pax in terra hominibus boni
decreti (p. 1306).”

Ephes. iv. 14 (mpbs 7hy pebodelav tis mAavis),
ad remedium erroris (p. 1276 B), This reading
is found also in other authorities, Ibid. vi. 14,
et omnibus ctis stare supports the corre
reading of Jerome’s text, et omnibus per
stare.

Titus ii. 14. Besides the version populum
abundantem (p. 1084 D), a remarkable rendering
of the word wepiodoiov is given as oceurring in
a Eucharistic office ("Ti]\" prayer of the obla-
tion’), which he more than once refers to.
(See Adv. Ar. 1, 30, 1063 B, and ii. 7, 1094 D.)
It is as follows—* Munda tibi populum eircum-
vitalem  emulatorem bonorum operum,
tuam substantiam venientem” (p. 1063 B, vide
supra, p. 22). [C. G.]

I8

circa

VICTORINUS ('7), an African bishop, but of
what see unknown, who, after the death of the
primate of Numidia. took upon himself to sum-
mon a council for the purpose of restraining the
irrecularities of Cresconius, bishop of Villa
Regia, alveady censured by the conncil of
Carthace, A.n. 401. Hesent out a notice (Trac-
t.toria) for this purpose, which reached Augustine
late in the on Nov. 9, hut found him too much
occupied by business to attend toit immediately.
But he soon wrote to Victorinus, pointing out to
him (1) that as the summons was ssed to
the bishops of Mauretania, it ot e sent to
the primates of that province. (2) That the
order in which the bishops of Numidia were
named was incorrect, for that his own name was
placed third on the list, whereas there were
many hishops senior to him, who might be
offended by this mistake (3) That Xanthippus,
bishop of Tagora, claimed the place of primate,
and that if so, it was his duty to issue notices of
this kind. Even if the question between him
and Xanthippus could be arran f

:_'l"!. the name cf
Xanthippus ought on no account to be omitted.
(Aug. Lp. 59 ; Morcelli, Afr. Chr. ii. 10-11.)
[H. W. P.]
VICTORINUS (8), a subdeacon of Malliana,
Manliana, Maliana, or Miliana, a town of Maure-
tania Caesariensis, 16 miles from Tigara, on the
slope of the Atlas mountain range (Ant. Zfin. 18,
4: Ptol, iv. 2, 243 Shaw, Trav. 9). St. Angus:
tine wrote to Deuterius, bishop probably of
Caesariensis (Jol.), to inform him that he had
convicted Victorinus both by evidence and by his
own confession, of Manicheism, He adds that he
had caused him to be banished from the city,

w These words conclude a long quotation thoroughly
independent of any known wversion. They occur in
the De Physicis. Victorinus’s authorship of the treatise
geems, as has been said, on other grounds improbable.
And where the same passage is quoted by Victorinus and
in the De Phy , the quotations do not tally. De
Phys. ¢. 17, “8piritus sanctus superveniet super te, et
mi obumbrabit te” (S, Luke i, 35), Adv. Ar.
{tus sanctus adveniet in te et virtus altis-
slmi obumbrabit tibi” (imumbrabit, ecap. 68). Buk
Victorinus again does not tally with himself.
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e ol that he should be admitted to repent-

¢ he consented to inform inst other
in this way not only in Malliana but
province at large (Aug. Ep. 236).
[H. W. P.]
TCTORINUS, CL. M. (9} rhetor of Mar-
seilles Ll-'mul;lll.) and poet. [\ 1eroR ( i‘.P).]

VICTORINUS (10) also called EMILIANUS,
& monk belonging to the times of (murun the
t. who in one of his homilies desc ribes his
able penitence (Homilige in Evang. hom.

[C. H.]

VICTORINUS (11), bishop of Tauromenium,
died before A.D. 591, in which year Gregory the
Great directs the subdeacon Petrus to a: i
suceessor in recovering church property said to

in the

Ft . =
xxxiv. § 18 in Pat. Lat. lxxvi, 1257).

have been lost during his episcopate. ({jp‘;.‘ i
73.) [F. D.]

VICTORIUS (1), proconsul of Asia, to
whom Theot ddressed an edict April 15th,

)4, prohibiting consecrations of
ordinations of priests by heretics (Theod. Cod.
lib. xvi, tit. 5, leg. 22. [G. T. 8.]

VICTORIUS,

VICTORIUS (2) of Ailmtum During the
T»{IlltJII\dLL' of Leo the Great in A.D. 444 and
rences arose between the Western
| ed by Rome, and the Eastern
headed by Alexandria as to the correct day for
telebrating Easter. Pope Lo yielded on ‘both
oecasions, }mt to avoid such :|1~1|1:1m in future,
directed his Archdeacon Hinarius (18), who
succeeded him, to investigate the question.
lary then referred it to his friend V ietorius,
as then at Rome, requesting him to in-
te the causes of thL‘ discrepancy, and to
nine how the true date was to be found :
aud the Jatter in A.p. 457 drew up a cycle for
the | purpose of determining the date of Easter
both in past and future years., Several such
eycles had been previously used (see EASTER in
1‘“‘1 OF CHRIST, ANT. i. 591) but Annianus, an
ptian monk, a contemporary of Archbishop
lmu»n lus (ob. A.D. 412), was apparently the
first to ghserve that, assuming the perfec
accuracy of the Me tul]l\ cycle of nineteen ye
if it was mu 111]u111>l by the Solar eycle of twe nt\-
eight years, after which the same days of the
Jear recur on the same days of the week, a
great eycle of 532 years would be obtained, and
lurf;]?:L?d::‘:lr Tﬂ;ﬂ:{‘l\ \'tw:::-j-u\.ci‘\'eticrim{ ut‘] 1i1i\-.
movah]. ok other feasts lﬂ[J\'lil e or
¥ek and o t\h LH-ILII on the same day of the
of the onth as in the correspon lm-' year

preceding cycle. (Georgius \\uu.Hu.a

i'p 62, 63, Bonn edn,) Sy
.Urlux first tr
of the dis

shops or

of Le Mans. [VicTURIUS (1).]

S,

s in his preface of the
difference of ¢} repancy. The first is the
the Weat 1€ cycles, of which he names three,
Ninety.f ern of OWM\ four, the Cyrillian ui
g \1&. and that of Hip i-(al\fnkut 112 years,
expir “L“a ern of eighty-four for instance at its
s e.mm gives the new moon more than a day
veirs “:’;1\{‘“]1' the Calippic of seventy-six
nore g} Hd not be a d: 1y wrong till rather

lan four periods or 304 years had expired.

CFI.IISL‘

|1l|Tl\l'11 him of his clerical office, but | Another cause of confusion was that
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the addi-
tional day called the Saltus Lunae added to the
Epact was inserted in different years in different
cycles. A further cause of " divergence
that, while the Latins made ‘_\I;m_-i_;
April 3rd the limits between which inclusive
the first day of the Paschal nnnlh might fall,
and did not permit Easter to be earlier ‘r}mn the
16th |]'1\' of the moon, thus makine March 18th
and .\[-: il 16th the possible limits of the 14th
day, and March 20th and April 25rd, the possib e
limits of E aster; Theophi \Hl'i the Alex-
andrians, on the contrary, made March 8th and
.\lnnil 5th their first dl\' limits, March 21st
and April 18th their 14th’ day limits, and March
22nd and April 25th their Easter
hesitating 11 the full moon fell on a [l]llriv to
keep Haster the next day, though it was only
the 15th day ur the moon.

The cy 2ars, consisting of twenty-
eight Metonic or rather seven Calippie ua[w
was adopted or indepenc dently discovered by
Victorius. He began it with the year of the
crucifixion, which he placed on the 26th March
in the consulship of the two Gemini. As the
year in which he composed his cycle, the
consulship of Constantinus and Rufus, which
corresponds with A.p, was the 430th of his
cycle, its first year corresponded with A.p. 28,
He JT one time intended to carry his eycle back

was
5th and

15

limits, not

to the creation, but to aveid nlth}' contented
himself with giving only one period. The
table contains eight columns, The first, in
which there are many mistakes, gives the names
of the consuls, the second the year of the
Vietorian pe , the third marks the Bissextile
years, the fou the d ¥ of the week on which
January 1st falls, the fifth the Epact on January
1st, in which he notes the Saltus Lunae or

addition of twelve instead of eleven days in the
16th of every ni een-year period, the sixth
gives the date of Easter, the seventh gives the
moon’s age at Easter, while the last, probably
added by a later hand, gives the Indictions.
Vietorius makes March 20th and April 16th

his fourteen-day limits, but as he retained the
Latin rule, that Easter could not be earlier than
the sixteenth day of the moon, his earliest
Easter limit was March 22nd, the same as the
Alexandrians; but his latest fourteen-day limit
being April 16th, while theirs was the 18th,
his latest Easter limit was April 24th, while

theirs was the 25th.

His cycle gives from two causes a double date
for Easter. In the years eleven to sixteen in-
clusive of each nineteen-year cycle, it gives the
same date for the fourteenth of the moon
the Alexandrians, If that date fell on a Satur-
day, the latter would keep Easter the next day
but the Latins not till the Sunday after, in o
to avoid keeping it before the sixteenth of the

as

moon, This occurs twenty-four times in the
532 years. Again in the tenth and eighteenth
years of his nineteen-year cycle, where his

moon is two days older than the Alexandrians,
if its fourteenth day fell on a Friday, the Latins
would keep Easter the next Sunday; but the
fourteenth day of the Alexandrians’ moon fall-
ing on the Latin Easter Sund they would
i,s‘.pp their Easter a Sunday later. This would
hap |wn eight times in the 2 years. In these
cases he left it to the pope to decide the d: 1y,

4 D2
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The r‘}'("‘n‘ of Victorius was widely,
universally accepted in the West, and especially
in Gaul. In A.p. 527, however, Dioxvysius
(19) published a new period of the Cyrillian
ninety-five year cvcle, which would terminate
in A.D, 53! ; and VicTor of Capua e. A.D.
wrote against Victorius's eycle and in favour of
the Alexandrian method of computation. Vie-
torius’s cycle seems thereafter to have become
disused in Italy, but red to a much later
date in p of Gaul. been edited with
elaborate dissertations by Bucherius, De doctrina
temporum, where all notices of Victorius are
collected. The only additional information they

though not

220,

give is Gennadius’s statement (de Vir. Iil.
that he was a native of Aquitaine. As Hilar
addresses him as * Dilectissimus et honorabilis
sanctus frater,” he was bly in orders.
A full account of his ey is given by
ldeler (Handbuch der Chron ii, 275-285),

who points out that what Dionysius did, was to
continue the ninety-five year cycle, and that
there is no evidence that he did .m_\thm; to the
Victorian cycle. The fact that his continuation
of the Cyrillian cycle began in A.D. 532, which
would be the first year of a new period of the
Victorian eycle, if the latter commenced with
the of the birth of Christ, probably
suggested the notion that he had thus altered
the beginning of the Vietorian cycle, and started
A Dew pe sriod of it from A.D. 532. Victorius is
by later writers sometimes called Victorinus
ana Victor, the last mistake in leading to
confusion with his antagonist Vietor of Capua.
[F. D.]

VICTORIUS (8), a poet of this name is
mentioned by Sidonius Apollinaris in one of his
letters (the last letter of Book v. of his Lplxilh}
The letter is addressed to the nephews of the
poet, then app arently just deceased, and exhorts
them to imitate their uncle’s example. What
the works of Victorius may have been is abso-
lutely uncertain, though it is possible that some
is poems may be those still extant,
ascribed to poets of the names of Victorinus, or
Victor, who are otherwise unknown.

[H. A. W.]

VICTORIUS (4), count or duke of Au-
vergne, was ap ]-nmrul by Eurie, king of the
Visigoths in Gaul, to have ‘char
(civitates), and he built a
Auvergne (Sidon. Apoll.
Hist, Frane. ii. 20, Vit. Pat. ¢
with the obsequies of St. Abraham, which he
carried out, he is very highly spoken of by
Sidonius, as an “amplissimus vi quem jure
saeculari patronum, jure ecclesiastico filium,
excolo ut cliens, ut pater diligo” (Sidon. Apoll.
ut supr.). But he closed his nine years’ rule in
Auvergne by some acts of i ntT igue and oppression,
especially of violence st KEucherius the
genator, and had to flee for safety to Rome.
Following the course there he was stoned
to death in the 2 mi year of Euric’s reign (Gr
Tur, Hist, Franc 20, and De Glor. Conf.
and De Glor. Mart. i. .1). He flourished in the
second of the 5th century (Boll. 44. SS. Jun. iii.
534-6). [J. G.]

year

amor

of seven states

e

vii, 17 3 G
5. 8). In lumn:huu

same

VICTRICIUS, ST., eighth archbishop of
Rouen, at the close of the 4th and beginning

VICTURINUS

of the 5th centuries, is a figure of some import-
ance. He was the friend of St. Martin of lours
(Sulpic. Sev. Dial. iii. £; Boll. Acta SS. Aug. ii.
194) and St. Paulinus Nola, to whose letters
We OwWe 50 details of his | He came *de
extimo orbis ¥ (Paulinus, Epist, xviil. Migne,
Patr. 1xi. 39), which has been con-
jectured to be the country of Boulogne, or
even Britain, and began life as a st but
quitted military service for conscience’ sake,

desertion which entailed such maltreatment as
nearly lost him his life (i col. 240, 41).

He beeame bishop of Rouen sometime before 5t
and occupied himself with the conversion of the
heathen Morini and Nervii, occupying Flanders
and Brabant,

)
h?

who may po: y at that early

time have been within the limits of his diocese.
From this task he was summoned in 394 or
5 to DBritain, to assist the bishops there in

re-establishing peace, probably in their contest
with Pelagianism (\'l:-Tril-mu, Lib. de Lawle SS,,

Migne, Patr. Lat. xx., 443). An accusation ui
heresy, as it seems (a. ' Ceillier, vii. 76), brought
him to Rome, at the close of 403, to defend him-

self before the poy u-(i’m inus, Epist, xxxvil. (36)y

Migne, Patr. 1xi. While there he
ceived, in answer to his application tor infore
mation, the { letter of Innocent I called
E . + of various heads

of ecclesiastical practice un-i discipline (Migne,
Patr. Lat, 1vi. 519; see InNoceENTIUS (12), p.
244+ Ceillier, vii. 507). The chu h at Rouen
flourished under his care. The relics he obtained
for it, the musical services which he instituted,
and the devotion—under the
virgins and widows, cansed the city, hitherto
unknown, to be spoken of with reverence in dis-

his guidance—of

tant lands, and counted among cities famed for
t r sacred spots (l.mhmh !',1 i 7
Patr. Lat. col. 239). The date of his d
Li]ll\ll“\\ll; but from the fact that the
written by Paulinus to St. Augustine 409,
omits the na of Vietricius from its list of
bishops, :t has heen that he was then

(For h|- li
Hist. L:.’F. i

ist. xi. 7.)

sermon, it is not
er de Laude
d on I‘ht! l'l'l'.‘l\il:l] of the re-

quite clear which, c

Sanctorwm, comp

ceipt of some relics from St. Ambrose of Milan.
It was formerly ascribed to St. lh:‘nuwu.—: of
Auxerre (Hist, L ii. 261, 750), but the dis-
covery of a MS. at 5t. 11, in the last |-mur\',
made it elear that to Victricius

T 1)|'|ur1:_:l'11
he abbé Lebeuf in Mig
Patr. Lat, x ). It gives a few details
of the lnl]lElT]l‘] u-l‘ the church at Rouen, and
mwakes mention of a church being built for the
reception of the relics, possibly the one after-
wards dedicated to St. Gervais (Migne, ibid. 443~
458 Hist. Litt. ii. 750)., Paulinus had perhaps
read this document (Epist. xviii.). [S. A. B.]

VICTURINUS (1) (Vicror), ST., bishop
of Grenoble, a {(ll‘llH]h\rIHILnL of St. Avitus, of
Vienne, Whether churches and church fur-
niture, which heretics had made use of, could
again, by virtue of a fresh consecration, be made
serviceable for the orthodox, to which Avitus
replies in the negative (Avitus, Epist, vi.), and

(see the Pre

i
fatio of t
442




VICTURINUS

25 fo the E,(-n‘-lhics to be inflicted in the case of
as

marriage with a dec ' wife's sister, \\'].Ii{‘.]}
Iy severe (f'.l,u Te points
h he consulted and received replies from
the a hop. Viecturinus is among the fIJ\'h"I]i:\
]‘,c-m.t at the eouncil of Agaunum, in 515, if it
is to be accepted as genuine, and also at Epaon

and Lyons in 517. [3. A. B.]
VICTURINUS (2), a bishop in Gaul, in

the latter halt of the 5th or beginning of the

were ve

gth century, who wrote to Ruricius, bishop of

Limoges, begeing aid for a man whose family,
t ;. ivti\'x' 2'.\- barbarians, was held to S0,
We are t of h The letter is pub-
(l“:-ﬂ\l..
ii., Migne, Patr. Lat. lviii. 863 ; Ceil-
[S. A. B.]

lished Faustus of Riez
Epi

Yer, x. 610.)

VICTURIUS (1) L (Vicror), ST., fifth

i Mans, was, if his dcta are to be

by St. Martin of Tours

(vire. A.D. 397). He had a wite named Maura,

s thenceforth I'e>]i11li|lia]|c'-1 the world, and a

lowed him at Le Mans as Victurius I1.

His episcopate is said to have lasted 24 years,

7 months, and 13 days. He is commemorated
25 (Boll, Acta SS. Aug. v, 140; (

t. xiv. 341). [S.A.B]
VICTURIUS (2) IL (Victomrs), ST.

sixth ]:inhnp of Le .‘\I.'Ln.-', is said to have been
he son of his predece St. Victurius I. and
and to have been |-'l§-!i2|--[ and educated
. Martin of Tours (Boll. deta SS. Aug. v.
In 451 he appears as subscribing the letter
the Gallic |u.~'il<-|:.~ to Leo on the subject of
Eutychianism (Leo, t. xeix.,, Migne, Patr.
Lat. liv. 966); and about two years later, in
conjunction with his metropolitan, Eusebius of
Tours, and another, he writes to the l.:lu[l_!:_\' of
the third province of Lyons, denouncing the
practice of appealing to kings and emperor:
settle spiritual controversies (ibid. liv. 1239).
The same year he was at the council of Angers,
rijvi in 461 at that of Tours. In 463 pope
entrusted to him a commission, with
bishops, to settle a controversy as to juris-
genuus, archbishop of Kmbrun,
rl\lw_i Auxanius, one of the bishops of his province,
lulu_-_\\ml by another to compose disputes in the
province of Arles (Hilarius, Ep. iv. xi., Migne,
Patr. Lat. lyiii, 20, 28). His memory is pre-
served in the De Gloria ('r{'H:,I‘IL'.""\'.J’."N-.'H of f‘n‘:“.,,rm'\_f'
urs, who attributes to his sanctity mi-
Heulous powers (Ivi.). According to his Acta
he "N"If on the Ist of September (un which day
:ll. 18 commemorated) 490, after an episcopate of
So I_\t"lh 6 1nu:11hx‘._ :mfl 10 days (I’wi.\. Actu SS.
g 3 Gall, Christ. xiv. 342). [S. A. B))

VIGILANTI A,

o the
Jusdniay [,

mother of
(JustiNiaNus (6).]
n-'}'!““‘-\NT“'.‘: (1), a preshyter or Com-
linges and Bureel in the end of the 4th and

century,

emperor

ath by his

known

st the superstitious practices then | s

;;IT‘;I\“I.H::‘”“' the church. He was born about
ab Cal , near Commine

from A 5 .l tion on the great
Aquitaine to Spain ([linerarium

Quoted in Gilly's

Which wq
road
bulonin.
Vigilantius, p. 128). 1lis father

il 3
inclination to learning ; and

| cism

s (Convenae), |
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probably kept the statio or the place of refresh-
ment there; and Vigilantius appears to have
been brought up to the tr:

wine seller. (“ [ste Caupo Ca
Cont. Vig, 1).
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» of i]J]lkuuper and
igurritanus,” Jer,
But he had from the first an
clin Sulpicius Severus,
who had estates in these parts, took him into his
service. From him, probably, he received bap-
tism ; possibly he may have been the manager
of his estates (Gilly, 133—4). What is certain
is that in the year 395 he was sent with letters
from Sulpicius to Paulinus, then recently settled
at Nola, possibly he was the puer sent to Pau-
linus at DBarcelona the year before (Paul. Ep.
i. 11). By him he was treated as a friend.
Paulinus speaks of him as Vigilantius noster
(£p. v. 11), and reports the care with which
he had watched him during illness, and re-
fused to let him depart till he was well. On
his return to Severus, then living at Eluso in
Gaul, he was ord: g a desire for
learning usalem, he set
forth by way of Nola.
had now died he was
hayve many notaries
lxi. 4),

at Convenae.

ned ; and,
and a wish to visit .
er, it seems,
wealthy enough to
in his employ (Jerome, Ep.
he was the proprietor of tl
(Jerome, Ep. Ixi. 3, C.

Paulinus gave him a very hon
tion to Jerome (Jer. Ep. Ixi. 3), then living at
Bethlehem ; and be was received on his arriva.
there with great respect (Jerome, Ep. lviii. 11).
He remained there a considerable time, staying
partly with Jerome, but partl
with others g
iti, 11), whe
honoured by Paulin
not been pr

schism between

since

Vi )

introdue-

supposed,

h Jerome, was known
y but whose letters
serve At that time the
steries of Bethlehem
and the bishop of Jerusalem was at its height ;
and it is probable that it was in connexion with
that he had his first di eement with
Jerome (Jerome, Ep. Ixi. 1; Apol. iii. 19).
Origenism, which had caused the schism, and
with which Vigilantius afterwards connected
Jerome’s name, was, no doubt, the subject of
this disagreement. But Vigilantius was brought
to confess that he had been inthe wrong and to
ask pardon for his fault (Jerome, Ep. Ixi, end).
He was an inmate of Jerome's monast y on the
-asion of a tremendous storm with earthquake
and eclipse, when all the monks thought the
last day was coming, and Jerome reco that
he was in such terror that he sprung from his
bed Jt]}ﬁu]tlh'h‘ without (-'||»r11'!\:_'._:.: came out
rst, the brethren in a condition which
ards caused their derision (Cont. Vi
He was for a time favourably impresse
by what he saw at Bethlehem, and on one ocea-
sion when Jerome preaching upon the
reality of the body at the resurrection, Vi
lantius was so much struck by what he heard
up and with applause of hands
1 Jerome as champion of ortho-
But asceti-
a1 [-|'|‘|1ll la_\ indiscriminate
ul the violence, perhaps the in-
of Jerome’s dealing with the question
[HIERONYMUS,
1nst

l-|!1.'!H\' Wi

Ave

this

was

that he sprang
and feet salut
doxy (FEp. Ixi.
: the o

the extremes of

ction Origenisut] pro-
Jerome. Vigilantius
left in great haste
2), without giving any reason. e

was the bearer of Jerome’s reply te Paulinus at

reaction
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Nola (Jerome, Ep. Ixi. 11) ; but his journey home
was first by Egypt (26, 1, Cont. Buf. iii. 12), © by
Hadria and the Cottian Alps” (.]1?;‘. Ep. cix, 12).
He landed probably at Naples, and, after visiting
Nola, went home by the land route. He stnp]ntui,
however, on the way for a considerable time at
wious places, and the account he gave of what
he had seen in the East, which was related to
Jerome either by report or by some writing of
Vigilantius to or about Jerome, provoked him
to write a reply (Jerome, Ep. 61). In this he
shows the same feeling which comes out more
fully in his replies to Rufinus, that of a jealous
sensitiveness for his own orthodox reputation;
and it seems probable that Vigilantius had
acted somewhat as Rufinus subsequently did,
praising Jerome’s learning, but thereby bringing
“him under the imputation of Origenism (Cond.
Ruf. iii, 19), He had subscribed some docu-

ment rather unwillingly Ep. lxi. 1),
perhaps a condemnation of Origenism, forming

possibly part of the reconciliation between
Jerome and Rufinus, which occurred soon after-
wards ; but continued, Jerome says, to preach
in a sense contrary to the compact as Jerome
understood it ; and he quoted Jerome rreel
to statements which Jerome himself regarded
as heretical (Jerome, Ep. 1xi. 1). He boasted,
Jerome says, that he had overcome him in
argument (FZp. Ixi. 3), but this may imply no
more than that he could not accept Jerome's
judgment, and had 1 his own against him.
Jerome treats him wi contempt, declari
that he had never understood the peints in dis-
pute (£p. 1x1, 1), and that he should attain some
elementary knowledge which would show him
his ignorance ; but this was Jerome's
manner in controver He quotes also (/b. 4)
a ¢ from a Commentary of Vigilantius
upon Daniel, in which he makes the mountain
from which the stone was cut out without hands
to be the World and the Deyil ; an interpretation
which ome speaks of as a blasphemy never
to be pardoned until, as Origen holds, the Devil
himself is pardoned; but such interpretations
were common and can easily be matched in the
Commentaries of Jerome himself. He speaks of
him also as a man of uncouth speech (Cont. Vig.
8); yet he had evidently acquired the Greek lan-
guage, for Jerome gives more Greek expressi
his letter to him than in any other lette
Gennadius s him “homo lingud politus”;
nor is it likely that a man who spent a large
part of his fortune in the increase of literature
({0, § 4) would be worthy of the contemptuous
expression”“Ove P\t‘lpa. which Jerome flings at him,
or of having his name turned to Dormitantius.
The mention of the Cottian Alps as a place
in which Vigilantius sojourned has led sey
writers, both Roman and Protestant, to connect
the subsequent efforts for a religion freed from
superstition made by Claude, bishop of Turin,
and the Walden with what may be called
the Puritanism of Vigilantius (See Jonas Aure-
lianensis, quoted by Gilly, 484). The evidence
is too slight to build upon; but Vigilantius
must certainly be reckoned amongst those who
raised an unavailing protest against a super-
stitious system destined to last till the Reforma-
tion. On his return to Gaul, he settled in his
native country. Gennadius (fh' Ser. Keel 35)
states that he at one time held a church in the

o

o
g

own

'l\iiﬁ :
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diocese of Barcelona ; but this was probably at a
later time, since his doctrines prevailed in the
parishes of Riparius and Desiderius (Ripaire
and Didier), and the messenger who tovk back
Jerome’s work against Vigilantius toock at the
same time his Comucntary on Zachariah which
was dedicated and sent to Extllsvl‘il!-:, }ll'illll?}l of
Toulouse, and his letter to Miner and
Alexander (119) who was presbyter of Toulouse,
and the Commentary on Malachi dedicated to
them.

The work of Vigilantius against superstitious
pract was written about the year 403. We
may presume that his intercourse with Severus,
Paulinus and Jerome furnished the principal
motives and materials for it. The fables told
of St. Martin by Severus, the cult of St. Felix
by Paulinus, the extreme asceticism recommended
by the monk of Bethlehem, together with the
crowds of persons maintained in idleness at
Jerusalem by the mistaken almsgiving of the
churches, are evidently present to his mind in
making his protest. There were similar prac
tices no doubt arising in a grosser form in his
own neichhourhood among a population emerging
from heathenism, which provoked his protest
against the introduction of heathen ceremonial
into Christian worship. The work is only known
to us through the writings of Jerome, of whose
unscrupulousness and violence in controversy
we have many proofs. Nothing of the kind
appears in the quotations from the book of Vigi-
lantius, which, considering the extreme difficulty
of his position in the rising flood of superstition,
we must presume to have been a serious and
faithful protest. It was not written hastily,
under provocation, such as he may have felt in
leaving Bethlehem, but after the lapse of six or
seven years. His own bishop (Jerome, Ep. cix, 2)
and several others in his neighbourhood (Cont.
Vig. 2) approved his action, and he appears to
have been appointed to a church in the diocese
of Barcelona after the controversy had run its
course (Gennad. De Sc. Eecl

The points against which he argues are
four :—1. The superstitious reverence paid to
the remains of holy men, which were carried
round in the church assemblies in gold vessels

15

or silken wrappings to be kissed, and the prayers
in which their intercession was asked; The
late and frequent watchings at the basihicas of

the martyrs, from which scandals constantly
arose, the burning of numerous tapers, which
was a heathen practice, the stress laid on the
miracles performed at the shrines, which, Vigi
lius maintained, were of use only to unbelievers;
3. The sending of alms to Jerusalem, which
might much better be given to the poor in each
separate diocese, and generally the monkish
habit of divesting oneself of possessions which
should be administered as a trust by the pos-
sessor ; and, fourthly, the special virtue attri-
buted to the unmarried state. Vigilantius held
that for the clergy especially to be married was
an advantace to the church 1d he looked upon
the solitary life as a cowardly forsaking of re-
sponsibility.

The bishop of the diocese, who may possibly
have been Exuperius of Toulouse ';i"\liljlllc.ll'.‘-i_—f,
since he is known to have had communications
with the pope, Innocentius, about this time
on points of discipline, strongly favoured the
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1 they began to spread
ul. The clergy who were
fostering the practi in}pugpud y him E‘uumil
their l,eu]-]u i||1hi|-m_glhm. views, and two of
them, Desiderius :1||t\'1(llfnm'|r\:.~'., \v!'uile to _.Iv.rmm:‘
representing the _opinions of Vigilantius and
asking for his adv _ .Jernn'\(- answered at once
in a letter to Riparius (Ep. 109, ed. \‘::]J.),
wwhich is one expressive of chagrin and indigna-
tion rather than one of sober argument. He
pegins by declaring that no adoration was paid to
the martyrs, hut that their relics were honoured
25 a means of worshipping God.
‘];!cu'h n:lll of Moses were not held to be unclean.
He breaks off, however, very soon, confessing

yiews of Vigilantiu
widely in Southern G

that in a case of plain Mu'ri]v;_gu he cannot speak
patiently. He expresses his wonder that the
bishop of the diocese should :m[uiu.\:n'u‘lu Vv .
lantius's madness. It was a case for such
dealing as that of Peter with Ananias and
S;Lll[lillll'.'\. He offered, however, to answer more
fully if the work of Vigilantius itself were sent
to him.

This offer was accepted. Through their friend
Sisinnius, who was going to the East with alms

for the Egyptian monks and the poor of
Jerusalem, Riparius and Desiderius sent the book
in the latter part of the year 406. (Pref. fo

Comm. on Zach.) Jerome gave little attention
to the book at first, but finding Sisinniu
¢bliged to leave Bethlehem in haste, he sat
down and in one night’s work wrote his treatise
Contra Vigilantium. This treatise has
reason and more of mere abuse than any which
he wrote. The method followed throughout is
to impute fo his adversary extreme views, which
it may certainly be umed that he did not
hold. If you deny that the bonmes and shrines
of martyrs are to be honoured, you assert that
t|lt‘_\' ought never to have become ms: . O,
if you say it is should
marry, you
unless the bishop first sees the wife pregnant
or the child in her arms. Jerome admits that
the lighting of candles by day is undesirable,
but defends the simple devotion of those who
adopt the p ce. As to the support of the
poor at Jerusalem, I content to quote the
Practice of St. Paul as if it were binding in the
.?1[: century, though his letters to Paulinus (58,
§ 4) shows his bad opinion of the population at
Jerusalem. In reference to the monastic life,
he "Ullmits that it is a flying from the battle ;
ub it is safer to run away than to fight with
=: chance of being beaten. “There can be no
Coubt,” says Zickler (Hieronymus, p. 310) * that
Jerome wrote no treatise which, both as to the

less of

desirable that the clergy
ert that no one should be ordained

um, than this immoderately vehement apology
for a superstitious idolizing of the creature and
a Ceremonial sanctity i a man who at
east in the main was striving to uphold the
si..' point of pure evaneelical truth.”
‘ “. hnt._ effect was produced by this philippic
:;t the time we do not know. If is possible that
Tuperius, if Vigi

BEs

[U‘I:L i “I‘I‘Ll:lt'!_‘ll'*il ‘his mind towards him, and
the {l]‘I.I‘L;;c’ll ;th‘ils_'l‘mmt that he pas :
places hin; ]'I" ila‘:lu.».-lmm, where Gennadius
treated a\-la |I i oes mot appear to have been
s teretic in his own day. Indeed

] ers which he defended and as to its tone of
latred and of passion, was more unworthy of

antius was in his diocese, by |

The bodies of |

ed into |
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Jerome in his Apology (iii. 19) expressly repels
the imputation of having asserted that the
character of Vigilantius had been stained by
communion with heretics. But, as is seen by
the sentence of Gelasius, quoted in the end of
the article on Rufinus, the officiul leaders of the
church came to reckon as enemies those whom
Jerome had so treated, and Vigilantius came by
d('f_‘,_’l't':!n‘ to be ranked among 1CS. Th‘u
sentence of Gennadius upon him is as follows
(De Sec. Eccl ; “Vigilantius the presbyter,
a Gaul by birth, held a church in the Spanish
diocese of Barcelona. He wrote with a certain
zeal for religion; but he was led astray by the
praise of men, and presumed beyond his strength ;
and being a man of elegant speech but not
trained in -1[%{:01‘1]1115: the sense of the a(‘l'il-t ures,
he interpreted in a perverse manner the second
vision of Daniel, and put forth other works of
no value, which must be placed in the catalogue
of heretical writings, He was answered by the
blessed preshyter Jerome.”

This judgment has lasted nearly down to
our time. In the year 1844, Dr. Gilly,
Canon of Durham, published a work on * Vigi-
lantius and his Times,” (Seeleys), in which he
brings together all the facts known ahbout him,
and shows the true significance of his protest by
describing the life of Severus, Paulinus, and
Jerome from their own writings. [W. H. F.]

VIGILANTIUS (2), one of the metro-
politans of Illyricum addressed by pope Leo L.
(Zp. 13) in 446 (Pat Lat. liv. 663) [C. H.]

VIGILIUS (1), a bishop to whom Celsus
(otherwise unknown) dedicated his Latin trans-
lation of the Dialogue between Jason and Papis-
cus (Mat. Lat. vi. 495 Tillem. ii. 139). [C. H.]

VIGILIUS
A.D. 385, vid. for refs.,, D. C. A.

VIGILLUS (3), a deacon mentioned by Gen-
nadius (Ser. Eecl. 51) as the aut hor of a monastic
rule, drawn from the Oriental monks * breviato
et aperto sermone.” Cave (i. 402) ass i
period as A.D. 420. What purports to be
ven by Holstein in hi
¢ da Orientalis, which may be
en likewise in Migne's Paf. Laf. li. 373;
Ceillier (x. 472) has a notice of it. [C. H.]

VIGILIUS (4) THAPSENSIS, an African
bishop, mentioned in the Nofitia published at
the end of the Historia of Victor Vitensis
[Vicror (44)], was present at the conference
convened by the Vandal Hunneric in 484. He
beloneed to the Byzacene province, and was
banished by the Vandal king. He seems then
to have ﬂl,"li to ‘_'HH.\‘..mt-ili“[-\(‘. where he wrote
his works against Eutychianism and Arianism.
He }-n!wl:siu'-.l one work alone under his own
m
inst

VIGILIUS THAPSENSIS

her

oW

(2), bishop of Trent, martyr in

[C. H.]

is Codex R

rule is
under the title fe

name, viz. his five books against Eutych
which he produces the usual arguments
states them v

the Eutychian system, and
clearly.  An ext rJ-mu-i_\' good and copious analy
of this work will be found in Ceillier, x. 472 i
It is interesting as a specimen of fifth and sixth
0 and also as showing the
mong the Eutychians. The
Eutychian party of his day had not {[11'£Lc COm-
l-ll't"wl or thought out their system. They had
not fixed, for instance, on a date for the dis-
appeavance of Christ’s human nature. A cen=

century controversy
evolution of thought
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tury or so later they determined upon the
Resurrection as the time when the human
ature was swallowed up in the Divine.
{leoNocLAsTAE, Vol. III p- 203.] In the age
of Vig s this was a novel tenet, and found
but few adherents, and he refers to it in his
first book, as a view taught by some, not by all.
In his fourth book he discusses the tome of St. Leo
and the orthodoxy of the deca of Chalcedon,
in which he has some remarks important for
on the form of the cr
[See art. CrEeD, Vol. I. p. 708.] He
ends St. Leo on the und that he quoted the
ereed used in the Rom church from apostolic
V' ius wrote several works under
i nished names. TI

hus Chifflet, who
has published the best edition of his writings,
attributes to Vigilius a dialogue in twelve books
on the Tri r the works of St,

\ st an Arian ealled
the name of Idacius
anus the Arian unc
that of 5t. Au % 1 two conferences, in
which he repre 5 Athanasius as sputing
arainst Arius before a j ame:l Probus, who
of cours gainst Arit These
conferences he published in two editions, one in
two books, where Athanasius and Arius me
appear. Another in three books, in which
bellins and Photinus are introduced in addition.
His authorship of these conferences is absolutely
certain, because in the fifth book of his work Contra
E 8, he speaks of his argument “in
eis libris quos adversus Sabellium, Photinum et
Avianum sub nomine Athanasii, conseripsimus,”
Chifflet also ascribes to him a treatise 1inst
Palladius, an Arian bishop, printed among the
works of St. Ambrose and of Gregory Naz, and
also the acts of the Council of Aquileia found
among the Epistles of St. Ambrose (Epist.
S. Ambros, prima C s). e At i
creed has also been att ted to him, chie
the ground that in the creed and in his treatise
against Eutyches the same use is made of an
argument derived from the constitution of Man,
In both the union of two natures in man is
brought forward as an explanation of the union
of two natures in the one person of Jesus Christ.
The works of Vigilius were published, with an
elaborate comme 'y by Chifflet at Dijon in
1664, together with those of Viector Vitensis.
This edition has been reprinted by Migne, P. L.
t. lxii. [G. T. 8.]

VIGILIUS (5), bishop of Rome, intruded into
the see in the room of Silverius, A.D. 537, by
Belisarius, acting under the orders of the em-
press Theodora. By birth a Roman of cood
position, being the son of one John, who had
been consul, he had accompanied Agapetus as
one-of his deacons, when that pope went to
Constantinople A.n. 536 and procured from
Justinian the deposition and banishment of the
Monophysite |r.L!1'i:mh Anthimus, and the ap-
peintment of Mennas in his room, e AGAPE-
TUS.] The Monophysite party (called commonly
at that time the Ace ), who continued to

ty, printed amor

Clarus, a book

o

gives sentence a

8 They by
accepted the se
tha emperor Z
then deserred him, and

n to be go called when Peter Mongus
of Alexandria on the d
10's  Aenobicon.

8 Of

& party without a head.
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reject the council of Chalcedon, had a resoluts
supporter in the notorious empress Theodora,
through whose contrivance Anthimus had been
nally translated to Constantinople, and who
continued to manage her orthodox husband,
though he prided himself on being a theological
autocrat.  “ Theodora,” says Procopius (Hist.
arcan.), *““took upon herself to manage all
things in the state; for she herself appointed
both to magistrac and ec i

offi €5,

used at |
| this one thing, that

wtrinal basis of

£ re her
no honourable or good man
should obtain any dignity, but only such as
| would be subservient to her commands.” Aga-
petus having died in April, a.p. 53 3y when on
the point of departing for Rome, she seems to
have lost no time in securing, if possible,

aiming at and continnally kee

sub-

servient pope as his successor. According to
eratus (Dreviarium, c. 22), e sent for
Vigilius, and promised him an order to Beli-

g
sarius to get him ordained pope, and also a
reward of seven cenfenaria of gold,” on condition
of his Z‘*U.‘l‘{‘ii_\' u]]lfl'l‘t:lkiu:-_f to disallow the
council of Chalcedon, and to write to Anthimus,

and also to Theodosius and Severus (former
Monophysite patriarchs of Alexandria and
Ephesus, who, like Anthimus, had been pro-

moted by Theodora, but since deposed), con-
firming their faith. Vigilius (says the same
authority) willingly complied, influenced * by
the love of episcopacy and of gold,” and there-
upon proceeded to Rome, but found, on his
-al, Silverius already ordained. He then
is further ) .\sll:_\_"hl‘. Belisarius, who
at Naples,® delivered him the order of
the emp1 d pr ed him two centenaria of
gold in case of Silverius being removed and him-
self or ] For an account of the subsequent
proceedings at Rome to attain this end, the de-
position, banishment, and death lverius, and
the ordination of Vigilius by order of Belisarius,
see art. on SILVERIUS.

Vigilius having been thus ordained in the
year 537 (on the 22nd of November, according to
the conclusion of Pagi; on the 25th of March,
according to that of Mansi), and the death of
Silverius having been certainly not earlier than
20 June, A.D, 538, it is evident that for at least
seven months his position was that of an unlaw-
ful antipope, his predecessor never having been
canonically deposed. Nor is it easy to see how he
ever became lawful pope at all, if it be true
(as Bower contends, quoting m: y authorities)
that ordination to a canonically full was
anciently accounted null and void. For the
sup tion of Baronius, that after the death of
Silverius he resigned his usurped position, and
was re-ordained, has not a shadow of historieal
evidence to rest on. However, as pope he was
accepted, the ~l4:}n-~'i.’1‘u]1 of ]»i\huim and the ordi-
nation of others in their room under imj I
dictation being at that time, however irre gular,

relate

1

see

b« Centenaria awri in Cod. Justin. Iih. 12, tit. 51,
leg. 12,

sunt auri cuniTa
ostendit Salmas. ad Lamprid.

F

centenae librae
r. et Cujac

in Alczand, Sev. c.

signati, at

cciolati.

© Liberatus says, at Ravenna. But see article on
| Sty 108,
4 Kor discussion of probable dates, see Pagi ¢n Baron,

ad an. 536, cxx.; ad an. 538, vi.; and ad an. 555, vii.;
| with Mansi's notes,
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non enough elsewhere ;s and the ancients
<eem to have dated his episcopate from the time
his intrusion into the see. For
uration of that of Silverius 1 year,
= months and 11 days, which could only be
on the sapposition that it terminated with his
deposition, while the duration of that of
\|'1|1u~ (who died A.D. 555) l:n‘. gives 17 years,
and some months and :IL\ , thus implying that
it beean in the year , when he was first

comt

of Anastasius

gives as the d

as

ord

Through Antonina, the wife of Belisarius and
the real accomplice and agent of the empress in
the whole transaction, Vigilius sent without
delay letters to Anthimus, Theodosins, and

arus, in fulfilment of his secret promise. He
his entire agreement with
th, but d them to

avowal in the dark, so that he might
mplish what he had undertaken
to do. He ad a confession of his own faith,
condemning t me of pope Leo (in which the
orthodex doctrine of two Natures in Christ had
ted), and anathematizing Paul of
a, Diodorus® (of Tarsus), Theodore of
tia, and Theodoret, with all who agreed

re easily acc

been
Sim
Mopsu

t Binius and DBaronius, in their
jealousy for the ¢ of the Roman see, dispute
the genuineness of this letter, supposing it to

been the Mono site party.

adduced for
ratus and Vietor
hoth <--11t-m|w-1 aries 3 and
also a lu’mm]u Iy,
Pagi (Nut. in Baron.
and suec -l|\l|_\ the
alleging at the same
ime that the Roman see was not compromised

Vigilius was not the true pope at the an
(a writi

But no v been

SlS=

Tuno mens sis, who wer
Facundus (c. Mocianumn),
ningly alludes to it.t

ad an. 5 wh) meets at length
uments of DBaronius,

® In the extant ions of the letter the name here is
Dioscorus, which Pagi, with good re
have been an error of trans

as0n, supposes to

ription for Diedorus. For

Dioscorus of Alexandria, the supporter of Eutyches and
the president of the Rot 1\:‘1 Council { Latrocinium), could
1ot have been anathematized by Vigilius in the interests
of Eutyehianium ale

and Theo

1g with Theodore of Mopsuestia
liut Diodorus of Tarsus, who with the
of Nestorianism, and to whose sch
ter of these had belonged, was |
od with them the Eutyc
Further, the er in which
occur suggests Diodorus, rather than
for the former came in poi f time between Paunl of
dvl:llmu and the other two, Dioscorus being of later
ate,
T Baronius cites, in proof of the spuriousness of the
epistle, Act 15 goxtae § Anathema sit librc o qui
ieitur Mennae ad Vigilium , et qui en
unt: anathema libellis qui dicun
ad Justinlanum et Tl
Pposes the latter ang
before us. By the refe
ot addressed to Justin
tion in the present

h.m been assoc
Monophy,
names

by

the
Dioscorus

nodi—

1iema to refer to the
ence cannot be t

an and Theod
wrently corrupt) text of Li
8 (al. Patribus) V
ves it thus

I<11 P
it is

Tunonensis
Dei Salvg ator

ribug, Theo-

,..||_.-. ry.
elyas y s
ilstuuqq oy

]Jlk[ a for
ilius hiny self to inr

T \\nzl]c! have
luce such an obvious

as
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In whatever way the circumstances were re-
presented to Justinian, he was evidently kept in
the dark about all these secret proceedin
after the death of Silve rius, he wrote to Vigilius,
sending a confession of his ow n faith, and recog-
nizing him as pope without any suspicion of his
u]l]wl[u\\. The letter was muf to Rome J;\ a
patrician and ex-consul Dominicus, the reply to it,
dated 540, together with a letter ad Iressed at
same time to the patriarch Mennas, being
t. In these letters \ igilius de s hm.\t]'g
her orthodox accepts the tome of Leo and
the tI'H[ cil of Chalcedon, and condemns by name
Theodosius, .\nthunlh an l "~n1 erus, toge sther with

sin ice,

the

all : 3 Baroniuns
.|.1-]L;| es these letters evidence against the
genuineness of his a 1] d previous letter to the

I also as striking proc
over the apostolic in
man as Vigilius is acknow-
1 to have been ori ally was guarded from
g heresy from the time of his
lawful poj It is true that he backed
promise to the empress, which he had
along been so desirous should be kept a
et : but, though thus preserved from openly
committing the of Home to ‘I]H[](}J]]\‘-IT!
he cut in other res but a sorry
as an authority in matters of faith, as
ar below.

leposed patriarchs, fs of
ine \\.lem!nn.\

it even such a

see,

becoming
out of his

all

see

e}

In the year 541 began at Constantinople the
new theol il disputes which led to the 2nd
council of Constantinople (called the 5th oecume-
nical), in the course of which Virilius came in

conflict with

e emperor, presenting a painful

\-Iw ture of vacillation and incons 1~.l|]1t\ It is
not easy to disentan the skein of events at
this jur ties were pulling

the strir
self, wh he

g Jus lmmn him-
d as a mh{n\iu :Nulugl:lll}
W notwithstanding his undoubted abilities,
made a tool of intriguers. The course of
things, briefly stated, appears to have been as

pos

by

g
follows.

The controversy on the writi of Origen,
which had been rife in Palestine in the fourth
century, when Jerome had been resident at
Bethlehem, had lately broken out afresh in the
monasteries ther Peter, the patriarch of Jeru-
salem, who was opposed to the Origenists, sent
two abbots to Constantinople, with a letter to
the nd extracts from Urigen’s writings,
oum|:| iining of the unmmut]um excited by the Ori-
genistic p.ul , and praying for their condemna-
P agius, apocrisiarius of
at Constantinople, who had been
hims ne, was joined by these monks
on his return, and supported their petition,
having (as Liberatus informs us) his own private
For two O

|1\1]\1'J'|>1'.

tion ( Vit. S. Sabae).
R

the

nan s

enistic abl

reasons for doing so. ats
from Palestine, Domitian and Theodore Ascidas.
were at that time resident at th court of
Justinian, and had aequired great influence with
him. The former the e emperor had made bishop

and the latter of C:
still remainec

ssarea in Cappa-
it Constantinople,

Ancyra,
doeia ; but tl

It was to _].II-H‘-_\' of Theodore Ascidas that
Liberatus attributes the readiness of Pelagius
to support the petition of the me Mennas,

lu-l'h.‘l!m
of the
n of thee-

the
similavly influenced
opportunity of lli\:Luliug on a ques

|\;\1:i.‘L]’|'||_, also ‘iu'mt'-l him,
The

cmperoer




1146 VIGILIUS—Porx

logy, l'mtm)‘ acceded, and issued a long edict,
addressed to Mennas, setting forth and :-Jnfu!inq |
the heresies attributed to Origen; commanding
the patriarch to assemble the bishops and abbots
then at Constantinople for the purpose of
anathematizing him, his doctrine, and his
tollowers, and to suffer no bishop or ahbot to
be thenceforth appointed except on condition of
doing the same. The edict was to be sent also
to all the other patriarchs, including Vigilins of |
Rome, who were all enjoined to receiveit. There
seems o have been no resistance to this imperial
command 3 few probably out of Palestine cared
enough about the matter to incur the risk of
disobedience; but, if the purpose of Pelagi
and Mennas had been to ruin Theodore Ascidas
and Domitian, they were disappointed, for the
latter signed the decrees of the synod which
Mennas assembled, and retained their influence at
court.

To them, Theodore and Domitian, the his-
torians of the time attribute the moving of
Justinian to take up the question of * the thre
Chapters,”—that further subject of controversy
by which he long disturbed the church’s peace.
He was e ng: \ged, we are told, after his condem-
nation of (Jnm n, in Lum]nmn-f a treatise on the
Incarnation in defence of the council of Che !|:1--
don and in refutation of the Eutychians. The
and Domiti sgested to him at this juncture
that he might better serve the cause of ortho-
doxy by procuring a condemnation of certain
writers who had been accused of Nestorianism,
but had been acquitted of the charge of heresy
by the council of Chal
ore of Mopsue

J
lon. These writers were
tia, Theodoret of Cyrus, and
, the alleged author of a letter to one Maris,

a Persian. It was represented to the emperor
that, if these were now authoritatively con-
demned, and the council of Chalcedon freed
from the imputation of having approved their
errors, the Acephali would no longer refuse to
accept that council. Theodore and Domitian
were moved, it wouald seem, to offer this advice,
partly in order to turn Justinian's thougl
a new channel, and so diminish the r of his
discovering their own concealed Origenism ;
partly by way of reprisal on Pelag nd other
Chalcedonists who had |;1‘|s<_'1t1':'1 the condemna-
tion of Origen ; and partly because one at least
of the writers in question, Theodore of Mopsues-
tin, was held to have written in opposition to
the views of 01-ig_fun, And they were abetted in
their design, if not moved to it, by Theodora the
empress, who welcomed the :‘Hlul‘f'.lniT_\-' of
covertly disparaging Chaleedon, and promoting
measures against writers who had long been
held in l}nnvnu by the Monophysite party
which \]m favoured. It has been said above
that Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret had
been among those whom Vigilius had been b}
her :c-;unul to condemn. The emperor, who
had at heart the :-]IJ(LI so adroitly proposed
to him, that “of reconciling the A\\a]-lmii to
Chalcedon, and who was always only too glad |
of an opportunity of dogmatising, readily fell
into the snare. The writings thus prepared for
condemnation are knows as “ the Three Chapters™
(tres rrrpr'f'rer’a) The imiu-l'i']l edict against them
(mepi Tpiow KeﬁmAmwar) was issued probably |
about A.D. 544, in which they, their deceased
authors, and all defenders of them, were anathe-
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matized,—with a saving clause to gnard against
any inculpation of the council of Chalcedon :—
“Si quis dicit haec nos ad abolendos aut exclu-
dendos sanctos patres qui in Chalcedonensi fuere
concilio dixisse, anathema sit ” (Facund. 1. iv. c.
4). The edict itself has not been preserved, its
purport being known only from fragments given
by Facundus.® It was given to Mennas, as that
against Origen had been, to be accepted within
his jurisdiction, and sent to all the patriarchs to
receive universal ecclesiastical sanction.  Justi-
nian acknowledged in theory the authority of
the spiritualty in matters spiritual ; but he
took upon him to dictate to the spiritualty what
doctrines they should approve or condemn, and
to enforece n-m]-ll.’mve with his own views. He
aimed at being an autocrat in church as well as
state. DBut it was not so easy in this case as in
the former one to secure compliance, the edict
being regarded as disparaging the authority of
the council of Chalcedon. Mennas at first re-
fused his assent to it, but at length gave his ac-
quiescence in writing, though still with the
proviso that, if the Roman bishop should de-
clare vinst it, his approval should be with-
drawn.  The other three patriarchs of the East
also refused at first, but yielded to threats of
deposition. The rest of the tern bishops
followed their example, the few who still refused
being in the end deposed and banished. But in
the West, less accustomed to imperial despotism,
there was more difficulty.  Especially in North
Africa, and in Illyria and Dalmatia, the bishops
and clergy were resolute in their opposition. It
was of course of the first importance for the em-
peror’s purpose to win over Vigilius, who, from
his antecedents, might have been expected to

But it did not prove so. Being now in
sion of his see, he shewed, though incon-
sistently in the sequel, considerable independence
of spirit, being probably influenced by the pre-
vailing feeling at Rome, and in the West gene-
rally. He being himself, it may be sup 1~uw|i no
great theologian, his deacons, Anatolius and
us, suspecting a plot of the Monophysite
wrote to the learned deacon, Fulgentius
andus of Carthage, requesting him to deliver
an opinion on the subject after consultation with
his bishop, or other competent persons.  He re-
plied to the effect that what the council of Chal-
cedon had approved ought not to be called in
question, since the conclusions of all councils
might be unsettled if this were done, that per-
sons deceased were removed from the jurisdiction
of human tribunals, and that what individuals
had written, whether right or wrong, did not
matter much,having no binding authority (Facun=
dus, . iv. ¢. 3). Thus supported and advised,
Vigilius refused his assent to the emperor’s
edict, and was thereupon summoned peremp-
torily to Constantinople, and unwillingly uhl'l\'!'\i
the summons. Anastasius (in Vit. ¥ iscribes
his going to Consts m..un]\]u to the action of
Theodora, on the ground of her be incensed
nst him for not fulfilling his promise to her
about the revocation of Anthimus, and on the
plea of accusations of homicide and cruelty

'J]?'..‘

DS

2 A lengthy edict, beginning, “Scientes quod nihil
iud,” !:i\u'-n by Baronius as the original one (ad an. 646,
appears to have been a subsequent production. Seo
in Baron, ad an. 546.

ﬁﬂﬂﬂr:
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e to her against him by the Roman people.
continues that she thereupon sent oune
a scribe, with a charge to seize the
pope, wherever found {||li]l‘.‘\_\. it were in the basi
lica of St. Peter), under pain (as the empr
gwore by the living God) of being skinned alive ;
—that Vigilius was found and apprehended in
the church of St. Caecilia, and at once carried
on board ship in the Tiber ;—and that the
Roman l_\,.]\u\.‘[l'v threw stones after him as he
ted, crying, * Famine and death go with
But, as all the contemporary writer
en sent for by Jus

mac

1h"““, % 2
speak only of his having
pian in the matter of the Three Chapters, little
is due to the whole story thus told.

he

Cr
Vicilius sailed first to Sicily, wher
joined by Datius p of Milan, a r
']n-. ent of the conder ion of the Three Cha :
and by an emissary from the patriarch of
,‘\Illi'lt'-h‘g'l'll'l Was appar "t]_\’ h_\' them informed
that Mennas, with his colleagues at Constanti-

was

hishe

1
1

nople, d already condemned the writings, with- |
out waiting, as they had been expected to do, for
the and that St '1-]|u!1 (who

1s the pope’s apocrisiarius),
consequently withdrawn from
the patri s communion. Thereupon he wrote
from Sici » Mennas, referring to the “',i'“""
tions that had heen sent by the emperor to him-
self to the effect that he should consult the

peace of the church by com ce, and sett
forth in reply that the peace of this world was
not the same thing as the peace of Christ. And

he further threatened to assert his authority on
his arrival at Constantinople, unless what had
been done amiss were amended (Facundus,
Liv. ¢. 3; and c. Mocianum). Arrived at
stantinople, accompanied by Datius (A.D
), he persevered for a time in the same
renouncing communion with Menr
his followers,—for four months, g
Theophanes (Chron. 1. iv.). But, having been re-
ceived, says the same authority, with flatt
distinetion il_\’ both emperor -:k:vl en
was before long won over to remove the excom-
munication, and to give a secret pre
demn the chapters (Oceulta ejus ant
pollicitatio tenebatur, in qua se spopon
capitula damnaturum. Facund, ¢. M
ilment of this promise he first I 1 over a
l, with the hope of inducing it to do what

j uired. DBut meeting opposition
ially from bishop Facundus of

accor

ise to con-
wdicium
eadem
In ful-

ted leave to argue the ques-

he

nself tells the story),
ed the proceedings, requiring the
Sparately to send to him their opini
l‘\'l'l[mg_ It!![‘i'ﬁ:ll officers were emp
isten the
Which were given in to V
handeq ¢, the emperor, S
thus induced tq

the ch

lius, and by him
y bishops were
leclare for the condemmation of
Chapters, including many who had previously

3
;lfxl.il;.‘lt“ '-"Hl{‘-] #1 Vigilius appears, from the
said Facu, I"l.lh of “I]L' proceedings given by the
e “n”lll-ula-(_\s'h-; 1§ our main ;mrhunt_\', and
drie oo duite trustworthy), to have been

a_L it in cajoli
hig 0Wn inte

¢ objectors by misrepresenting
1 *ntions in the matter. He represented

El tl:ul\m that in merely E
e h].\'hui-s to the

Billlnht,_\‘ in th

handing these answers of
emperor he threw all respon-
¢ matter on him, and saved the see

| secret

reparation of the required i‘r-l‘]iu-;

| place, supported by these s

| provoked serious ||'||]:H:~.i:-|n“_ At Cor

VIGILIUS—Pore 1147

of Rome from complicity in disparagement of the
council of Chalcedon, ~As Facundus (c.
Mocianun), he could not have burnt the answers
or refused to take them, or condemned them by
his own authority. But he did m than re-
port to the emperor. He himself, in the next
enty signatories,
issuned the document known as his Judi atum,
addressed to Mennas, and promulged on Easter
Eve, A.D. 548 (Xp. Vigilii, ad Rustianum et
Sebastianum). In it he condemned the Chapters,
though disavowing any dispara

of the council of Chalcedon.

ement thereby
This Judicatim
stantinople
lute in his position, pr(
uinst bishops who betrayed their trust
to win favour with princes —JI‘-(.\:\E-I he) God
e, there would
fail to be a Theodosius. Vigiliug® own
15, Rusticus and Sebastianus, with others,
red against him, and renounced his commu-
ter which he wrote these two deacons a
long vituperative letter, which is extant, deposing
them from their and

them. Elsewhere the bish
demned the .

undus continued 1

testi

should now raise up an Am
not

nion 3

office excommunicatin

s of Illyricum con-
od ; those of North

atum in s

Africa did the same, and even formally excom-
only the

reserving  him
urch (Viet, Tunon.
000).  Alarmed by the consequences of
Vigilius now recalled his Judicatun,
to have represented to tne Westerns that he had
issued it unwillingly, | ling also ignorance of
the l'\[lllL‘:'Ul‘\ intentions; to which excuses

municated Vigilius,
penance of the

and

seems

Facundus lies that he could not plead unwill-
ingness, sin no severe persecution had been
used to compel himg 1 that the plea of

with that of unwill-

norance was inconsistent

He attributes his whole action to
*t favour and P sition, as his earlier
promise to Theodora had been due to

ion. He could not, however, undo what he
had done, for the Judicatum was now known far
and wide, Rusticus and Sebastianus having taken

upon themselves to eirculate copies of it, for
doing which without his leave he sewerely re-
| proves them in his letter to them that been

wished so to

referred to. He seems to have
mans matters be able to back out if
necessary, throwi onus of both the exac-

of the Judicatum on

tion and the pr m
the emperor. If any further proof were needed
of his double dealing, we should have a al one
in the fact (if' it be true) that, at the very time
when hewas thus trying to persuade the Westerns
that he was on their si duced by the
emperor to take ore him to do

't oath

all he could to o about the condemnation
of the Three Chapters. The oath said to E];n'u‘
been thus taken, attested by T orus of

yrea and t patrician Cethegus, present
at the time of swearing, and dated the 23rd
vear of Justinian, is given among the Acts of
the 7th on of the 5th council (Labbe,
vol. vi. p. 194), and may have lul‘n-n produced
then with other documents which were sent
by the emperor to compromise V lius. There

to doubt its
in most

po sufhicient reason
cenuineness. In it he swore
;-;]--mn form to unite with the emperor to the
utmost of his power to cause the L'L‘l:l.ilh'l':-'-‘ to be
and anathematized 3 take no

to be

the

condemned to
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measures
faveur

or counsels with

against the emperor’s
clare to him whatever he might hear prejudic
to the faith or the republic with refterence
these chapters as well as to other matters
all this on the understanding that the oath thus
taken should be kept secre t from all, and that
the emperor, in consideration of his position,
would not betray his person, and would also
secure to him his honour and dignity, and the
privileges of his see. Conduct like this at this
Juncture renders highly probable his alleged
secret compact with Theodora, and his private

letters to the J-'urvviuinuhh]l(-lm. at the [
of his reign, though, as has been B,
Baronius and others are anxious to regar: 1 these
rges asunproven. All was in keeping with
hh character. Probably he cared little himself
about the theological matters in dispute, but he
denied two thi e really ince -nuw\!n nt:

any in their

one

sep

o5 which were

Wi with his own clergy and the
ishops ge ners ly, and to retain court
favour. The I!\\l| of his crooked policy was,

as it was likely to be, that neither party trusted
him, and that he got wrong with both,

In the same year in which the Judic
issued (A.D. }

thim was
, 80 that she was

548) Theodora di

no longer at hand to insti the
empers But he continued res 1\'i1|<f
out his project for the condemnation of the
Three Chay s by full eeclesis authority.
Vigilius, hampered by the ition of his
Judicatwin in the West, and by his own secret
unders ling with the emperor, would

have left the scene of action. In a letter to

1

Aurelianus of A vhichhe
as on the side of tu- Westerns, he says, “ When
the lord, my son, the most eclement emperor
shall (with the help of God who holds his heart)
order me to return, as he has promised, I will
send to you one who shall inform you ¢ un itely
of all that has been here done.” But his presence
being required at Constantinople for the e 1“1 eror’s
purpose, he was not allowed to go. The plan he
now adopted was to persuade the emperor to
summon the bishops, both of the East and West
(including especially those of Africa and Illyricum
who had shewn themselves so strong gly nm.mr.l
to the Judicatum) to a council at Const intinople,
and in the meantime to take no further steps.
Justinian, ever open to management, acted on
his advice ; but, though the obsequious Easterns
of course obeyed the summons,” very few of the
Westerns came at the time appointed ;—a small
number from Italy, two from Illyricum, but
none from Afric Justinian would have had
\'igi]iuﬁ proceed at once with such bishops as
were in Constantinople without waiting for the

resses himself

3

rest. Vigilius, who now wed considerable
spirit, refused to do so. Thereupon the emperor
issued a new edict against the ‘.]mplvr\'_ which

he caused to be ed in the churches.
not only protested against this act as a vi
of the : come to, but

1r11u|~

-

rreement

h «“The Greek bish

over ecclesiastical affairs. Wheref

cumstances, and according w the will of princes,
consent without altercation to whatever is required of
them.” (Letler of the miatn cler .'u; to the le, *J wesof Lhe
Franks a.0, 501, See Labbé, vol.
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assembly of bishops in the palace of Placidia
where he I conjured them to use their
efforts to P revoeation of the ediet
till the episcop: of the West should have an
opportunity of declaring its xllwlltll n, and in v lrlm.
of the authority of the 3
excommunicated who sh
receive it. Datius of Milan,
supporter in these proceedir
voice (m-(,r:m vociferatione)
porters of the edict to be sep: rom his own
communion, and 1|nm that of the churches of
Gaul, Burgundy, Spain, Liguria, Aemilia and
Venetia (\' i }1[# Fneyel, and Lp. Cler. ltal.

ad leqat, I The uu]‘. Eastern bishop who
-.nn;mlrni the l'”l“' on the occasion seems to have

eure

who was his firm
rs, also in a loud
lared all

sup-

been Zoilus of Alexandria, who was consequently
the

1 on the same
Vigilius and Datius,
hend luw danger,

day by emperor.
with good appre-

ge in the basilica of St.

took refi

Peter in Ormisda; and there the former drew
1|[. a ] stter ef excommunication against bishop
Theodore Ascidas of Caesarea, whom he accused

of being the main contriver of all the mischief,’
and against Mennas the patriarch, and all
who had ed with them. But he did not at
once promulge the sentence, in the hope (as he
says in his encyclic letter abo red to) that
the emperor would be mov i ic
He committed it meanw
person, to be published in
through violence being offi
own death ensuine. Justi
whose office it was to apprel
factors, w |*h an armed band,

also

to a

need arising
to himself, his
n sent the praetor
nd common male-
to seize the pope in

case

his }lu- of refug He fled to the altar of St.
| Sergius in the church, and clung to its columns,
whenee he was dr: 1-4\'!111.\' vy his feet, so
that the altar \\uuH have been pulled down had
it not been held up by 1h|: el present. But
a mob assembling at the d f the church,

rescued him. After this, an honourable embassy
was sent to him, including Belisarius and Justin
the emperor’s nephew, who induced him on the
security of an oath to return to the palace of
Placidia. He complied, he says in his encyclic
letter, only because he was told that he would
be removed violently if he refused, not as being
satisfi with the terms of the promise made
to him, which was not what he demanded, but
all that the emperor would allow. After thus
Jeaving the church he complains of having been
subjected to incredible annoyances, being visited
catedly and to conform to thv em-

r's will, e he in vain, both by word and
writing, appealed to the oath that had been
sworn to him that he should be left in peace if
he would return to his palace. At length, find-

ing that every egr from the house was
guarded, and hearing from his bedchamber voices
that filled him with alarm, he escaped by night,

though in bad health, over a wall that was in
course of construction, and reaching the shore,
boat for Chalcedon, and there sought the
sanctuary of the chureh St. Euphemia.
This was two \1;1_\\ before Christmas, A.p. 551,
Noattempt was made to violate this sanctuary:

took

of

Theodore, be it remembered, who was
said to with coll ue  Domitian, the
| rinal instigator of the emperor in the matter of 1he
{ ‘T'hree Chapters.

i 1t was this

have been, his
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in public “|‘iﬂi““, Justinian’s own | On the appointed day the
rious now to conciliate l.l:-r 1€5, under the pre
rather than to irritate, may have conspired t." Vigilius and the West

]nrl\dlli any: and so the pope remained safe come by ¢
tl and in a position to <l11_1ai-- ll!.l.' terms on aloof,
which he would take part in the forthcoming A d
meil, The same honour: ible embassy as before | p mi‘,l. hs of Constantir
sent to him to induce him to come out | Antioch, with twenty \[”1”]
, under the ritv of a solemn oath. But | him from the council, at its
he was resolute in remainii
the edict against the chapter:
the whole question recognised as open till the

fts sanctity
8 \(11:1;I.n._ and a desi

re

secu

5 WAaS T n, but promised to sen

the council, at length acceded to these condi- | not tak part in proceedings w

111;:1\ who were 511.1-

cation, which was Im]:r in re
vet formally promulged), Mennas, and other bi- | space of twenty days he won

shops, '||1'II|]L"!"' 1 hi
full 'Ll'l'l-}'l
CIe
|||||\ thLl]c revocation of whate \l‘l had been so
against the Three Chapters,
or any ill-treatment to which V
subjected, and apologizing for having at any | condemn, and, in obedience
time received into their communion any whom | orders, in a
¢ had excommunicated or condemned ( Constitu- | Vigiling, me
tum Vigilit). Thus apparently triumphant for | Westerns that were with him,
the time, and inv with the temporary | ment
dignity of firmness, Vigilius returned to Con- | It was a very lencthy comj
Juplu towards rhn end of the year 2. | the emperor. It becing with
een nearly a year in the san y of | of the ne
8t. Euphemia, Meunas had meanwhile died, and | council between himself and
Lutychius, who had succeeded him, addressed to | then quotes at great length,
the pope a confession of faith and of agreement | tracts that had been made

of the council of Chaleedon, | state of his health as
for preparing it. Th
the council a
wait no lo

\I'II
INSWer

all prec

t

rer, and proce

1as nana

the views ¢ hereti

8 to Pt

of popes, similar to what had been offer
to him by Mennas previously, with a ve- inst the
retful |'>'\]1|I’Si that he would take the pre- | Theodorus himself as a hereti
sidency of the forthcoming council. This he had not been so cond
ed also by Apollinaris, who had
ed in the room of Zoilus into the
andria, Domnus of Ephesus, Eli
and other bist ps. Vigilius 1l1|iv in

an extant letter to Eutychius, giving his assent.
But he represented at the same tir

and also inst

any

see of

" Thessa-

1e to the em- \ thin

peror  the overwhelmi preponderance of | been settled by us with al

ﬂl‘l"lil bishops who would be present at the ‘

and Im11ll\1l d leave to conve a ¢ 1
including the Africans, in some

‘rn the emperor, Unsucces in this request, r further que
he proposed that the emperor should summon la |1. .1 .m\r]“ ]
9 L“‘i"t !L]tmr] le a number of Western h:nhnp: lone said or wr
Whose names he and his colleagues rtaining to order
: by any one w
m! re Three C
» here asserted and ordaine
r on both sides of the | refute it by the authority of the
erace of God, we |

Le

y
would sub-
t for approval, for the purpose of such delibe-
M. But neither was this allowed. To a
1 proposal, that the matter should be deter-
T\'-\‘Ill’_‘li 'r»_\- an equal num
(\._._.; 't and Kastern bis shops []1.[1 present at | which, by the
nl]~t‘1l|tlil“] le, Justiniar
]T"““ unaceeptable to the Easters bis] ]'." sixteen Wes
{‘.I -_l the comparatively small number of | the 1.-?&-*_\-- con, and Pel
usterus that had taken tart in former general | deacons of Rome. It does not

(]:’Il[lh"" and the fact that the Western | iRl o 0
n summoned as well as the

1t have Leen
‘-1I|||III||:|||wd the
nten,

iters cor

A8se

n bishops, an

s

emperor t

migh

ement of what had

present if they had chosen, he | May, a
d council, as he had originally . between himself and V
) e : a
ed, to meet on the fifth of May, A.D. 553. | had once himself condemned

o

where he was till request his attendance. He pleaded

The same deputatior
council should have considered it. The emperor, | at the time ‘||_-[-c-i1|1-‘ and rece
in his anxiety to secure the pope’s concurrence at | answer, which was to the eff

diced on the matter in disput
Theodore also ([hin.le]M with the excommu- | were in so lar e a majority. To th
liness, though not | and remonstrances he finally r

1 profession of their faith, in- | ment on the poin \ts at 1\-11“ alle

its third session,

spirit adverse to then
anwhile, in conce

known as his Constitutum a
sition, adda

tions before the openii

with the four councils and with the decrees | of [llt'ﬂ\}l\“[\ of Mopsuestia, and con

ineil of Ch

shal
n in the name of

tever,

finding | stitutum, dated 14 May, A.D. 55:

wded in, at the Tth session,
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rns met, in num-

eney of Eutychins.
ns, though urced to
<t¢]nli ition from the empero
ssembling by themselves in the Placidian
|ut‘ntl-m, consisting of the three

, kept

Alexandria, and

first

nswer the
1in waited on
ived his "
et that he could
here the Eastern

a1

ar -n|=um-
eplied that in the
Id send his judg-
ine the weak
r 50 long a time
luin-._r reported to
it determined to

1 to an examination
of the writings which it had been as

mbled to
to the emperor’s
from the first.
t  with the
wived a docu-
{ ITmperatoren.
sed to
pitulation
of the
the emperor: it
and refutes, ex-
from the w

p

4 re

mns

but it pro-
condemnation of
after his death,
ed when alive

1d had died in communion with the church;
such condemnation of Theo=-

h having be

N AC=
1o
vely

is author

therefore, having
ution and dilizence

it is lawful for
dignities eccle=

or com

part of Italy, or at any rate in Sicily, which rthing contrary to what we have in
‘-hﬂ ld in the first P lace de rate on the sub- nt itutic asserte d ordained
[ the Three ( ‘hapters, and send their report | concerning the sai ayte to move

inition.
he found to

pre

le-

wl d

the matter
itrary to what we
1, wein every way
.'\Il\!'\-{l-]il' ee over
weside,” This Con-

3, was signed also
d by Theophanius,
and Peter, two
appear that the
council : but he
on the 26th of
previously passed
—how the latter
the chapters, and
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had pledged himself to do so by wond, by writing,
and by “solemn oath ; and how he had been
invited to the council and had refused to come.
He sent also copies of sundry letters and other
documents thus implicating the pope, and a
direction to the counci
i 1 proceed with its work, without regard
lius, and even remove his name from the
18 of the church, The fathers uhsn:-]uiu:m']_\'
lauded the emperor’s pious solicitude in defence
of the fuith, and in their two subsequent ses-
sions proceeded to a definite sentence, Anathemas
were pronounced against Theodorus of Mopsuestia,
his person as well as his writings, and against all
defenders of them ; gainst the inc u][l.lh sd writ-
ings, but not the ]n rsons, of Theodoret and Ibas ;
and ‘1]1 who should lf‘]Il‘l\t\"."Ilk‘ the decisions of
the council, or continue to defend the condemned
writings, were, if ecclesiastics, to be deprived, if
monks or laymen, to be excommunicated.
The banishment of Vigilius, asserted by
tasius, to the island of Proconnesus is dnnmml
There is indeed no doubt that many bishops
were both deposed and banished by the em-
peror, Liberatus makes the general statement,
“ quomodo consentientes episcopi in trium dam-

nationem
vel non consentientes depositi in exilium missi
sunt ; vel aliqui fuga latitantes in angustiis
felicem exitum susceperunt, quoniam nota sunt
omnibus, puto nunc a me silenda.” (Breviar. c.
xxiv.) But neither he nor
author speak definitely of any banishment of
Viei which is therefore on the whole impro-
bable. Banished or not, he did not long retain
his firm 51 for there is no doubt that he soon
changeld sides once more,assenting to and confirm-
ing the decrees of the council, and thus giving
them at length the sanction of the Roman see.
lid this is indis ']mt \ble, and, according to
Evagrius (Zib. iv. ¢. 34),in writing, éyypddws ; nor
does there seem to be valid reason for doubting
the genuineness of the two written documents in
which his recantation is declared. The first of
these is a letter to the patr h Eutychius, first
published by Peter de Marca from a MS. in the
Rey. Bitlioth. (1642) in Greek and Latin (in diss.
de decreto Pape Vigiltii pro eonfirm. V. Syn—in
ejusd, diss, 111, i

given in Lal

P The
reasons the -]llt"."] for bting it
(as to which see J. Garner in edit, Liberati,
Dissert. de V. Syn. e. ), mn'ml:; resting on its
contents ;— dicunt primo, in hacce decretali
contineri plura, non contraria magis sedis apo-
stolicae dignitati quam falsa et inepta ;”—are no
proofs that Vigilius did not write it In it he
attributes his own former dissent from the views
of his brethren, though he had really held the
same faith with them, to the machinations of

i Peter de Marca (Dissert., de Vigilii decreto, See
Labbe, vol. vi 246) thus describes the MS. found by
him in the IRoyal Library: * Volumen lllmi manu-
seriptum Graecum extat in bibliotheca regia, accurate
descriptum a  Leone Cinnomo, et ab > Tepositum
( yoli in bibliotheca imperatoria, temporibus
aeolegi, anno mundi 6784, seu anno Christi
Amanuensis vero testatur a se transcriptum ex
apho quod in veteri bibliotheca ecclesiae Romanae
asservubatur, calamo exaratum anno Christi 753.  Quod
ideo annotavi, ut de manuscripti codicis antiquitate et
fide nullus esset dubitandi locus,”

antir
elis Pa

auto;

signed by himself that |

capitulorum muneribus ditabantur; |

(
any contemporary

||l
t1ons

| an attack of the stone. His suec
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[ the enemy of mankind, who had deceived him;
but at length, he says, God had enlightened his
mind to p{-l‘u-i\'u the truth. His desire all :lluug
having been to ascertain the truth, he need not
be amed, he continues, to acknowledge former
error, since even so distinguished a theologian
and master of the Latin lang e as Augustine
had corrected his own writings, and retracted
his own words. He concludes thus :—* Where-
fore we anathematize and condemn the aforesaid
three impious chapters, i.e. the so-called epistle
| of Ibas to Maris the Persian, in which the above
described wicked blasphemies are contained, and
the impious Theodorus of Mopsuestia with his
wicked writings, and what Theodoret impiously
wrote. And whosoever at any time shall hold
them to be received or deferred to, or shall ever
endeavonr to set aside this present condemnation,
we condemn with the like anathema. But those
who, preserving the true faith declared by the
four synods aforesaid, have condemned or do
condemn the said Three Chapters we hold as
brethren and fellow priests. And whatever may
have been promulged, or anywhere found,
whether in my name or that of any persons
whatever in defence of the said Three Chapters,
by the authority of this present full constitution
we declare null and void.”

This let 3 i.e, six
months after the conclusion of the council. The
other document above spoken of (dated Feb. 23,
was first published by Baluzius, in
| a1, from an old M
lL is entitled * Con=
stitutum Vigilii pro d'uunminr.g 'l\riu m Capitu-
lorum ” ("i\ en in Labbe, vol. vi. p. 239), being
a lengthy production like llw ]-l--u-ﬂh _H)!.bti,-
tutum, and much in the same style. It ex-
presses entire agreement with the decisions of
the council, and ends with the same declaration,
word for word, as has been quoted above from
the letter to Eutychiuns.

Justinian having thus attained his end, Vigi-
lius was allowed to leave 'rlw |1nlu,1ml city for
wome, after a compelled s of 7 years,
having before his departure obtained from the
emperor certain grants, privileges, and exemp-
or the people of Rome and Italy (Baron
ad an., 554, ix, %, xi, xii). But he died on his
way, at Syracuse according to Anastasius, from
: 1, the deacon
Pelagius, fell under suspicion of having hastened
| his end, with respect to which cha art. on
Peragius I.  The exact date of his imth is not
known: it was either towards the end of the
year 554, or in the earlier part of 555. His
body was conveyed to Rome, and buried in the
church of St. Marcellus on the Salarian Way.

Vigilius was evidently a man with no firmness
of character or principle j—an exception in this
respect to the majority of ancient popes, who
usunally maintained well the dignity and autho-
rity of the great Roman see \]ﬂ‘lHl\t ml]wlml
despotism. The attempts of l;m»nma to vindi-
cate his conduct after he had become lawful
pope, though allowing him to have been a poor
creature before, are pitiably unavailing. The
man’s character was of a piece throughout. He
seems to have been ever ready to enter into

k For conjectures as to the date, see Pagi in Baron,
ad an. 555, vii, and Mansi’s note.
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socret compacts with a view to pmitiun and
m:lrl‘ favour, to keep them dark, and break them
if it lr[’n\ll[ convenient : and he trimmed
prevaricate ed through his whole career.
ry firmness at L u.1-1<lllrl11--| le, when he w

and |
His tem-= |
| tulis
ed by his Western friends and hoped for a |

time to earry the day against the emperor, does |

him little credit in view of his speedy repudia-
tion of all his solemn declarations, It
that, in those evil times of int 1d contro-
and under a theological despot like
, the 1>u~:ihu1] of honest ecclesiastics was

difficult : but there were who,
|-_r||1n~._ ]1.!1 views and principles of
own, which they maintained consistently,
and were |wn‘[-ell“>wl to suffer for. As an ;\m}‘.\‘-;]_\-
on matters of faith in virtue of his occupaney of
1's chair he proved an utter failure ; for
what he authoritatively in that capacity pro-
nounced on one day he as authoritatively revoked
on another; and ]11:\:11:111;;l1-l backwards and for-

Tersy,

80

wards as circumstances changed. DBut to his

final submission to Justinian’s will was due this
rtant result 3 that the fitth council,

origin, the purpose, and the eonduct of which

have been seen to have had so little to commend
them. came at last to be universally accepted, in
the Wast as well as the I and
suthoritative. For, y nst
the dead and th ings were passed under
imperial dic m in defiance of the pope and of
the Western Church, Vigilius’s eventual ap-
proval of them was endorsed by his successors,
and thus led to the general eptance of the
Council in the end, though not without pro-
longed resistance in some parts of the West.

here is no lack of contemporary aut hor v for
ﬂll' history that has been given above ;—viz. the
“wm of Liberatus, archdes ;x]‘i]rl_

el Hi the C

con of (

ry of Evagrius ;

bishop of Tununum ; the
:’ msione Triwm  Capituloruwm, and the L
condra Mocianm of Facundus, bl"ln]\ of Ermiana;
and the Hst, & Goth., and the Anecdota, o

Historia arcana, o

k ]lulu}]ll'. The writings of
Facundus are peculiarly valuable in giving us ar
insight into the state of parties, anc | the
of events, in which he was himself implicated,
having been, with Victor Tunonensis, a promi-

course

nent opponent at Constantinople of the condem- |

nation of the Three Ch: ipters,
letters written by V
"}‘1”1!\ | value, and the Acts of the F
cil, with contemporary documents preser o |
among them., The letters of Vigilius which
elucidate the for ng history are —(1) Those
\\nﬂw-u from ]unn- before I}]L'AI'ISE'J"J'H\'A'I"-\' abont

e 3 Wiz, Ep. ad Justinianum,
and £p. v, ad Mennam —(2) Those \n:ku from
('j!\'s? antinople duri ng the controversy: viz. Ep.
ML ad Valentinianum episcopum Jumll \num,

W

lius, which

» hay

of

oreat

P 2 iil. Ad Aureli relatensem (both of
Wiich—the second with details—refer to his ex-
Perience at Constanti nople after his breach with

:n‘ emperor), £p. xiv. ad Rusticum et Sebastia-
]1”]“ (his two deacons whom he excommunicated
atter the jssue of his Judicat 3 f“, xv. (an

encyelj

‘_“””IIN- N ll'_w'rh‘!s during his conflict with t

i Ny £ ]‘]”_'i an account of his troubles), and
d Eutych (written in answer to
farch’s letter of invitation to the conneil,
his also extant),

15 true |

also the |

1 ' |
ifth Coun-
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dammnationts Theodori episcopi Cuesareae Cappa=
dociae (the excommunication of Theodore Ascid: 15,
which, as has been related, was prepared, I-ut
not promulged), the Constititum de tribus ca
(sent to Justinian durine the sittin
council),and the second Constitutom.t
the letter to Eutychius (with respe

EIH-'
f the
‘the l‘\\’!}:
to which

see above), in which he finally
chapters. Preserved also is
Francorum ab Italiae Clevicis

addressed by the Roman cle
Theodebald, the king of the

Fran who were

about to |»:mwl to Constantino ]...- (\,1»_ 551),
in which letter the leg: d of the
state of things in the imperial (11\. an

quested to support the p--]u ags

Extant also is a letter from the
Pontianus to Justinian, written on recei

emperor's edict inst the Three Chap
which the writer protests iinst the cond lem-
nation of dead men, and disturbance tJu by of

1 covert
This bold
valuabl

the church’s peace, and expresses fe:
design in favour of Eutychianl
but temperate and ll"[l‘fi[ll] lett
not uu{_\' its own me 80 as expressing
well taken from the first
by the North African bishops on the matter in
dispute,

The fol ]f-\\‘!‘l’ letters of Vigilius .\I]l!~l‘ If, not so
far alluded to, also remain :—Epp. i written
apparently during the life of Silve The first

SY.

I is

Vi

and concisely the

i, 1ii
ius,

of these is to Profecturus, bis ]|--|\--I Bracara Au-
gusta in ?‘\'| C emning the abstinence from
meat of the P lml' ianists, and the omission of
and in the Doxo tween * the Son” and

the Holy Ghost owing the reception into

:nts who had been
o Unnec

the church of returning per
od by
second consecr
the had remove
variation on any festivals in the
directing

Arig
tion of a re-

re-baptiz

S5ATY &
church, unless
forbidding any
canon itself of

altar been

the mass,—and the excommunication
of any who departed from the v form of bap-
tism in the name of the Holy Trinity, Appended

fthe

sgertion

receiv
me

in the | editions is a strong
supre er uthority of the Roman
in virtue of the \|-|.nl commission to St. Pe

whose name f-;-uf- is interpreted as :nv;mm;_;
Head. But this section of the letter,
absent from several MS3. (including 3
Biblioth. Colert.) mayv be concluded to have been
| a later addition. p. iii. is te Caesarins of
Arles, led forth by an llh]l:h‘}’ of king Theo=
debert to how one who had married his
brother’s wife was to be dealt with. The answer
is that Caesarius may use his discretion in con=
doning the offence in consideration of the
offender’s penitence 5 but that the guilty paities
must henceforth live in separate houses, the
king must forbid all such unions in fu
Epp, vi, vii, v are to Auxaniusof Arles on the
occasion of pall being sent to him after his
accession, and the usual vicariate jurisdiction in

is to the bishops
ect to him
Aurelianus
ectively,

and Ep. ix.
oceasion with res

‘e to

igned him ;
on the same

Gaul a
of l-'lln

and m\ authority.

written when the

the and are of similar purport to those last

mentioned. ) IJ. 11‘—};.'|
VIGILIUS twenty-first bishop of Aux-

S (6,

We have also Fragmentum | erre, succeeded Palladius, A.D. 608, and cons
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tinued hish(:p till 684, He is 1id, on account of
his s;~.11-‘li'._\" to have incurred the
Warachus, or Varatus, high steward of the Frank
king, and been mu in a wood at Scotia or
Cotia (Boll, 4. §8. Mart. |1‘ 71-2, from Ferra
and Saussay 3 be 269 ; \munt
Belvac. Spee. Nrn, xxiii, c. 126, ed. 1624). His
feast is March 11, but some (c.g. Usuard and
Saussay) give June 26. [J. G.]

VIGOR, seventh bishop of Bayeux, succeeded
Contextus ¢. A.D. h14. He was born of noble
and wealthy parents among the Atrebates
flourished in the time of Childebert I., ]
the Franks.
St.Vedast at Arras, but leaving home and country
he travelled westward with one companion
to Bayeux, and settled first at an idolatrous
vill lled Redeverus (Raviére He died
¢. A.D. 537, and was buried at Bayeux, but his
body was translated to Centoul. His feast is
Nov. 1. His life is said to have been written 1.\
Paternus, bishop of Avranche (Surius, 1.
3-5 3 Vincent Belvac, Spec. Hist. xxi. ¢, 39
ist. xi. 348). Foleard. Sith. (Migne,
exlvii. 1179) wrote a short Carmen

de S. Vigore. [J. G.]
VILLICUS, bishop of Metz, 543-568 (Gall.

Chr, xiii, 688), addressed by Mappinius with
much praise (Paf. Laf. lxviii. 43), and by
Dynamius Patricius (Ixxx. 25), who asks him to
arrange his recall from exile. He is also eulogised
in a poem of Venantius Fortunatus (lib, iii.
carm. iv. in P. L. lxxxviii. 138). The Bollandists
(17 Apr. ii. 476) place him among their
praetermiss [G. W. D.]

VIMINUS
placed by Camer
18) in Fifeshire

(Vimivs), bishop in Scotland,
us (De Scot. Fort. 88, Jan.
ind  dated by King (Kal

Jan. 21) at A.p. 715 (Bp. Forbes, Aals. 142,
234)., To him Dempster (H. E, & i. 637)
ascribes Lectura in Uhrenos and Meditationes in

terium. He is possibly St. Finnian of

Moville. [FINN1AN (2).] . G.]

VINCENTIUS (1), martyr A.D. 192,
[Eusenius (108).]

VINCENTIUS (2), African }ml,l-]a in Syn.
iv. Carth. sub k\lj de Basilide, A.D. 254, (1|.
Ep. 67; bishop of Thibaris, Prov. Byz., thirty-
seventh su Carth. sub Cyp.

rage in Syn. vii.
de )’—rlJrL ii. 4.D. 256 Pr :]I}_\', l‘hl'l‘::ilul'(::
he was the bishop whose absence under the
| ersecution is felt by the Thibaritans (Ep. 57).
l]ulwu]un tractantes non audi The name
of the city is found only in these two pa
and in the Collatio Carthag, A.D. 4—11

L. WB]

VINCENTIUS (3), deacon of H:Lr;t_(__;u-- 8,
one of the most famous martyrs in the persecu-
tion of Diocletian, Prudentius (Peristeph. v.)
and certain Acta are the chief sources of infor-
mation A native of rossa, he
was made archdeacon by bishop VAL
Arrested with his bishop, and brot
Valencia by DACIANT TALSES, Pro
A.D, 304, after a long and rigorous imprisonment
he unflinchingly endured the most horrible
tortures. He is commemorated on Jan, 232,

(44. 88. Jon, ii. 393 5 Tillemont, M, L.

about him.

dislike of

He was educated in the monastery of

|

: | that time shared the interests snd purst

VINCENTIUS

[ . 179 xxx.
von Sp. i. 376.)

VINCENTIUS (4),
[OroNTIUS (1).]
VINCENTIUS (5), bishop of Capua, for

many ye a prominent figure in the controver-
sies of the 4th century, was probably the same
as the priest Vincentius who was one of the two
legates of pope Silvester to the council of Nice.
bably attended the council of
pe Julius in A.D. 341, and two years

248 3 Gams, Kircheng.

[F. D.)

martyr of Gerona.

Rome

was sent by him to Milan to induce the
L']l]]ul\ll

Constans to convene the council of
. He subseribes the Acts of this council,

and l was sent by it with Euphratas, bishop of
Cologne, to ;wlxllllll‘ the Eastern emperor Con-
stantius to recall the exiled bishops to their sees,
a mission whicn proved sucecessful (Ath. Ap. c. Ar.
§ 50, Hist. Arign. § 20 in Patr. Gr. xxv. 337,
716). After the Arian Constantius had by his
victory over Magnentius become the master of
the Roman world, Vincentius, with Marcellus
another ( Jmp.mlm bis hup was sent to him at
Arles by Liberius in A.D. 353, to obtain the as-
sembling of a council at Aquileia. He was
treated with such harshness that he was com-
pelled to renounce communion with Athanasius
[Liserius (4) Vol. 11L 3] (Ath. ad Const. 247,
in Patr. Gr. xxv. :..'.') This was probably the
extent of his error, though Liberius (Hil. Frag. vi.
677, in Patr. Lat. x. 688) speaks of it in graver
terms. When the constancy of Illu)nh him-
self had given way, he wrote to Vincentius, ¢
ing him to convene the bishops of Campania and
to write in their name to Constantius to procure
his recall from exile (Hil. supra 682), Vin-
centius appears to have returned to the orthodox
faith if he had ever left it, for at Ariminum he
was one of the few who remained firm through-
out (Damasi Fp. quoted by Theod. LEecl. MHist.
ii. 17, in Patr. Graee. 1xxxii, 1053). [F. D.]

VINCENTIUS

council of Nicaea

k=

5 (8), papal legate to the
vid. preceding

]

VINCENTIUS (1), second bishop of Digne
and martyr, accompanied Marcellinus, bishop of
Embrun from Africa [MARCELLINUS (2)], and
was sent by him with Domninus [DouNixUs (3)]
into Gaul. When Domninus became bishop,
Vincentius was only a deacon, but afterwards
n, ¢. A.D, i, Tillemont thinks
have died about 407. His feast is
(Usuardu art. 22 Jan.; Tillemont
H. E, vii. 561, 563, 780, viii. 557 ; Gall. Chri
ifi. 1110). The Gall. Christ. (ii. 1110)
he was present at the Council of \'1‘{11\"
A.D, 374, but though a Vincentius is there
named, and the name appears in the synodical
letter (Labbe, Cone. ii. 904, 906), yet it may
not have been that of the Lllb]].O[} of Digne (Tille-
mont, H. E. ii. 369). [J. G.]

VINCENTIUS (8), presbyter of Constan-
tinople, but intimately attached to Jerome,
through whose writings we hear of him
throughout the last twenty years of the 4th
century, Jerome became acquainted with him
when he came to Constantinople in 380 to be
under Gregory Nazianzen, and Vincentius from
s of

succeeded hi
he may
l)-j
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his friend. To h““-. “"".' _t ”"'“f‘-‘ J”"_m" suc T at Cartenna of Rogatus, during whose
Jedicated his translation of ]'_‘us‘\'fllllﬁ:i chronicle | lifetime Aq gustine as a young man ha y
in the year 382. In T]’l'_ preice to the second ‘ him at Carthag In his re ply Augustine defends
part of that \\.mik _\.l"_' ‘."II!-:Ill?:z ]l.\ I.II-‘[..[’-L]'}“F repression, by legal means, of Donatists whose
i.rusil}'il‘l'- whereas .E![l‘l\\‘l!-h e .il‘]]‘*l’.ch[_\ l_'(JI]JIiIJ.L.'l 18 violent and \'t\‘{t"un-,; but he re-
hears that title, and it seems certain that he |‘|'u1|_'-‘.1 that some of the Circumeellions have
a presbyter of the church of Constantinople returned to the church. Some remain in Ehi
_ . r ‘ Donatist persuasion from heredits wy attachment
therefore suppose that }u-”\\ as ordained early | only, but some are only to be restrained by fear
in 882. But \\]1Iw-mu|. ]15:5 ‘h-rjnmv\ he wt of punishment. Friends ship does not consist only
d against his own will, or for some other | in leniency " it is better to
reason, he never fulfilled the office of preshyter. | to deceive l- nient treatm
Even when the ministry of a preshyter was | thinks that no compulsion uld be used : but
specially needed in the monasteries at Bethlehem | against this idea he brings forward instances hoth
(394) the place, unoccupie l by Jerome and | from Old Testament and New Testament. As to
Vincentius, had to be supplied by the irregular | the Rogatists, they seem to be of a mil Jw-;';li:-
ordination of Paulinianus. That he knew both | position than the Donatists, but they are
G and Latin is shown by the prefice to the | the animal deprived of claws and teeth, for their
chronicle of Eusebins, where Jerome, writing to | founder, Rogatus, was bitter in Il-l;tl'u\'l‘l'."
him in Latin, excuses le fuults of [ When they complain of the use of secul: R
translation by appealing to Vincentius’s appre- | they are answered by the fact that Donatists who
r of the nec difference between a -Jlnuul severity unst the Maximinnists and
translation and an original writing, as shown in s, who had not yet separated from them
the contrast between the LXX d the Greek l to Julian for protection, as their for :
Testament. The same dedieation shows that he | fathers had appealed to Constantine
was interested in general history. He shared | Coecilianus. He then repeats some ar guments on
Jerome’s admiration of Orvigen, then at its heicht, | ti question of thu complicity of the rch in
and asked him to tramslate all his works into | individual and special acts, in order to shew that
Latin. This was an impossible task, but the | the question of co m] pulsion turns, not on the act
preface to the translation of Origen’s Com- | towards whic sed, but its quality,
mentary on Jeremiah and Ezekiel ate not | whether q ts are
fived) shows rome's wish to tran e ¢ seen in urn of ms church, He
h as possible, not emf}‘ of the commen- | entreats h iend to a s false nions,
ies, but even of the doctri works. In  not with his obscure and seanty band of
ar 382 Vincentius accompanied Jerome it Cartenna and a few other pl
to I\lm-’ hut without intending to stay there. | oppose the Catholic Church. If the
J 8 (Cont. Joan. H""“" c. “ that | are not to he listened to, nor the Maxim
ent had quitted Const: \]IT]IUI]I]:, as hL had [ how much less the Rogatists, a mere crumb cut
{lll'lul Antioch, the place of his ordination, so | off from the general 1
they might in solitude lament the sins :
of youth and invoke the mercy of Christ. We |
do not hear of him during Jerome’s stay at
Rome, but they left Rome together in .
ettled with him at Bethlehem (Cont.
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I known

wis
(Jerome, c mt. Joan. Hieros. e. 41). We n

LOW seve m} than
nt. His friend

his possible

agalnst

wd or bad ;

wers

¥, and who can have no
n to be called the Church of Christ. But his
nid fears lest imperial compulsion may give
asion to Jews and pagans to bl l.\]f
as they will rather s 1
num s who can have no li' 1t Lo separate f
. He shared not only Jerome’s studi the church, The sayings of Hi lary al
but his asceticisim and his controversial antipa- | prevalence of Arian opinions ought not to be
He was severe in his ;m[wana.nt upon | perverted as if the church had pted them ;
giantius (Jerome, Fp. Ixi. 3, A.D. 396), and | nor those of Cyprian about the disagreement
he co-operated eagerly in the subsequent con- | between Peter and Paul asif they were
ation of Origenism. In the year 396 or | and as if the latter did not maintain firmly the
he went to Rome, for what cause is un- | unity of the church, v in his letter to

||‘|i\],

Ly y : & A 5 l
suown (Cont, Ruf, iii. “4) Rufinus, who came | Jubaianus he taught that in some cases those

il

s0me

1 outside of th
it without re

th " 1
i : time after, looked on his presence | who had been bapt
Y 'T€ 4s in  some way hostile to himself. This [ should be received

church

€ pomnts out was unreasonable, si | Some have s opinion to have bee
Rufinus had ot reached Rome till two vears | ascribed falsely to C , an opinion in which
after Vincentiy 3 but no doubt. he tnn-.\-]zzu‘t | Augustine ; 2 5 but I||I'||\~ that ha
;'hu:]\{..j:nu“ ( gainst Origenism, in which r»i.tiu»r afl : i or that
fr remona and Jerome’s Roman | his great charity covers this blot. He also

a Donatist, who condemned
If he says
man whom
se that his state=
church was
urch

llei: Were actively engaged. On his return quotes Tichon
“\H E\U‘:ltlfmu.m ””’ he was full of the su the false views u[ his own_
delivared . 'L]'r!l l_t,‘l-" he reported had been [ who is Tichonius? he r
Alexand .a_“ his praise of Theo philus of | Parmenian put down. _Ell ppose
ndria as h'“'”” by his letter to the pope | ment as to communing with th
mu1\F.--1t1_T Proc is ‘l“_]"‘ rance, is com- | untrue, let l_|i|:| l-'l‘TlH'}I.tI' {':\']_-1'i:lui.l . If the e
bl it Jl‘] ite in Jerome’s letter | is I-Ujl'.][vl[ by the cuilt of individuals, it must
i 58 ed, 11.) to him, the last ntion | have died out before Cyprian’s time. The church
entius which has come down to us. | does mot re-baptize persons ing from
. ", ] Donatism, any more than Paul baj i
‘I\(’\lll \(9) a fri | --['.iu]\n:.}ru[le;' yone who o
‘wll ubt as Lo its gen | must do so th penitence (\l.
at great i TICHONIUS). [H. W. ]
BIOGR.—YOL, 1v, 1K

uu‘m
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VINCENTIUSR (10), bishop of Culcitanum,

Cullicitanum, or Culusitanum, a place in the pro-
consular province of Africa; but by Antoninus

placed between Rusiccada and Hippo (Ras |
Tchekidich) called in Peut, Tub. Culusitani
(Ant. Ztin. 19, 4; see Notit. Episc. 33, and

Annot, ad Notitiam Africae, in App. to Victor |
5, ed. Migne). He is mentioned by !
Paullinus in his life of St. Ambrose as having been |

0

Yitensis, p.

met by him at the house of Fortunatus
brother to Aurelius (Paull.
He was one of the managers of the Carth. con-
ference A.D. 411, on the Catholic side (Carth.
Joll, i. 138). Previous to this he appears to
have been joined with Fortunatianus of Sicea,
in a mission to Honorius from the African church
A.D. 407, to request that advocates may be ap-
pointed to support the causes of the church before
the imperial tribunals; and that they may be
allowed to have access to the private roomsof the
wes (Bruns, Cone, i. 184 ; Cone. AfT. Can. 97).
With Clarus and Tribunitianus he was chosen
from the province of Carthage a member of
the judicial committee, c hops
from each i-".l'“\'i]u'n', to act

d

201,

g of t
Wf of the African
episcopate, A.D. 418 (Brunms, i. 194 Afr. Cc

ee

on kL

Cun.

127). He was also present at the council
which Faustinus appeared on behalf of pope
Boniface, and at a council held at Carth:
A.D. 419 (Morcelli, Afr. Clr. i. 148

[H. W. P.]
(RIS (st

VINCENTIUS (11) LIRIN
LERINSIS, VINCEST oF LERINS), ST, a distin-
guished presbyter of Gaul in the 5th century.
Date of birth uncertain. Must have died in or
before A.D. 450.

Name.—The name is one of a considerable
class of names (common after the Christian
epoch, but less usual in earlier Latinity), which
are simply formed by the lengthening of an ad-
jective, generally a participial adjective. Thus
we have Crescens, Crescentiusj; Fulgens, Ful-
gentiusg; Vincens, Vincentins, and many mor
Both the short and the lengthened forms were
oceasionally employed as proper names; ..
Constans, Constantius. It is almost needless to
notice the existence of a form still more pro-
Jonged in respect of quantity; e.g. Florentinus,
Constantinus.

Authoritics—Gennadius, Virorum
Catalogus (cap. 64). [lh-.\'x,\l:il
to himself and to his times

Tlustrium
References

his

1n

nitortum. Of the copious literature which has
grown up avound this treatise some mnotice will
be found below.

ILife—Concerning the events of Vineent’s life
we are all but absolutely ignorant. He was a
native of Gaul, ]u-s.-'i]-i_\' brother of St. Loup,
bishop of Troyes [Lurus (2)], and he himself in-
forms us that he had for a considerable time
been involved
perhaps of warlike life, before his retirement
into that harbour of religion, a monastery near
a small town, itself remote from the stir of
vities® This the monastery of Lerins
( Lerinum), situated in the island of that name

Was

a Dom Ceillier does not hesitate to speak of Vincent
as having experienced the sad and varied trials du
siecle el e He may be right, but the
lerived from the profession
i. 13-17; 1 Tim. vi.

la guerre
Apostulic nse of metaphors ¢
of usoldier is so frequent (Eph. v

Vit. Ambr. c. 54). |

: iii. 34, 88). |

chief |

(most, in'n!u:llwl}' his sole) work, the Commo- |

in the turmoils of worldly life, |

VINCENTIUS

near Antibes, now known as L’ile de St. Honorat,
from the founder of this celebrated institution.
[HoxoraATUS (10).] Here he wrote his Adversus
profanas omninm novitates Hacreticorum Commo-
nitorium, almost three years (as he tells us in
cap. 42 of the work itself) after the council of
Ephesus, consequently in A.0. 434, The date of
his decease is approximately fixed by Gennadins
as falling within the joint reign of the emperors
| Theodosius and Valentinianj; f.e. as has been
already said, in or or about A.p. 450.

His name

| oceurs in the Roman Martyrology, where May
| 24th is given as the day of his death. It is not
| too much to assert that his name must be

| reckoned among those which have shed lustre on
the retreat of Lerins, in company with those of
Honoratus, Cassian, Eucherius and others.
THoxoratvus (10 and 14). Ca N (11). Eu-
CHERIUS (1).]

Wiitin It will be convenient to treat, in
irst place, of works often ascribed to Vin-
Lering, but of which the authorship is,

cent of
| to say the least, extremely doubtful, These are
| two. One is a tract, which was not g rerally
known before its publication by Sirmond (Paris,
1643), entitled Pra us sive Pracdestina-
torum Haeresis et libri ad-
scipti Kefutatio. The o ently
| have discussed the same subject, but it is only

known to us by the reply of Prosper [ProSPER

AqurTanus], which will be found in the third
‘ irt of the appendix to tom. x. of the Benedic-

tine edition of St. Augustine, headed Pro Augus-
‘ tini Doctring Responsiones ad Capitula  Objec-
tionum Vincentianarum.

The opinion that these two treatises are mot
only from the pen of one and the same author
(which is highly probable), but that this author

is Vincent of Lerins is supported, though with
| varying degrees of confidence, by names of con-
siderable authority. Among foreign Protestants
may be mentioned Vossius, Rivet, Daillé, Scher-
zer. and H. Schmidt (in Herzog’s Cyclopaedia) ;
among Roman Catholics, Jansen, Henri de Noris,
Noel Alexandre, Pagi. The Louvain editors of
St. Augustine (herein followed by the Benedic-

tine editors) mention the identity, at any rate
| as regards the Objectiones, as an opinion held by
some, without committing themselves to amy
decision. Canon Robertson, citing Pagi, seems
to incline to the identification. On the other
ide stand Baronius, Labbe, Papebroch, Ceillier,
Schgnemann, Fabricius, the Bollandists, Migne,
and Ramsay, and probably, by implication,
(Cassander and Casaubon s Tillemont is doubtful.
der such circumstances it is natural toshrink
from dogmatising. DBut it is right, though with
diffidence, to state the impression made on the
writer’s mind by the consideration of both the
arguments and the authorities.

The arguments are (a) that the author of
these tractates was named Vincent; (b) that
| their s Pelagian tone is not at variance with
| that of the Commonitorium; and (¢) that the
‘ 12: 2 Tim. iv. 7) that Vincent is probably taking a
liberty with the word militia, which is authorised by
Ovid and by Cicero, and which wounld even mors
at. it The con-
interpretation,  quippe cim aliquam-
e tristibus secularis militiae turbinilbus

obviously sugg Jf to a Christian writer.

text favours th

dife var

| volveremur.
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monastery of Lerits was a stronghold of semi-
Pelagian teaching. To the present \\'r_itr'r these
st;,”i“gs do not appear to carry conviction.

As irds the name (a) it is enough to re-
mark, that the name of Vincent was exceeding ly
common, especially in Gaul, during the 5th cen-
tury ; and that it is consequently impossible to
Jay much stress upon that circumstance. The
l.|-.u.|1ol identity of tone between the Qb
fiones and the Commonitorium (b) will be noticed
of the latter work. Despite the
advocates for the identity of
ly Natalis Alexander, and
writer is compelled to say non

i¢), & monk of Lerins of this

no means mi-
Loup, bishop o
(2)], was a monk of Lerins m[ ]IIHl
brother to Vincentius. Now t
‘Hl-:lmr.l St. Germain Li:l'.l

non an anti-Pelagian mi
as suspected of the
and the Bolland
of L

VINCENTIUS

m our e |n'nl|\
lity of many

author -“h'l'-

especi

nece

s app
ins by Euche-

Caesarius,

rius, onius, and other eminent
divines, as evidence of the general orthodoxyv of
the monaste It may be said that some of

the negative side, such as B
1. DBut it is no less true
|l‘ the nist writers, such as N
v a decided tendency to pr everything
inst an author who cannot be reckoned
mn-wng the thorough and unhesitating disciples
[ Augustine, and that they too approach
Ihe subject with a certain bias.

We now pass on to what is universaily ad-
mitted to be the genuine ;\ncl authentic produc-
tion of Vincent. Although, for brevity's
it is usually known as Hu' (-umn—:)utmum‘ its
full title is that given above, namely, Vincentii
Lirinensis adversus Pr ofanas omnmm novitates
Huereticorum Commonitorium.

The importance and celebrity of this work
seem to justify the insertion of a brief epitome
of its wntents, as indeed has been done by Dom
Ceillier and others. In the form in which it
has come down to us it e\tl nds, even in a duo-
decimo edi tion, to only 1 vages, and consists
of 42 short ch |1wh\1\ Yeregrinus (as Vincent
called hi ) begins by stating that he thou
1t might be useful and in ac ince with Serip-
l"ml precepts (Deut. xxxii. 7; Prov. xxii. 17,

i 1) to write down certain principles, which he
A eived from holy Fathers. It is needful for
himself that he m: iy repair the feebleness of

those who ts
nius, are prej

\RLJ(“

11‘:"1“"‘_- Time and “place (Ephes. ii. 193 1 St.
:91 i Psalm \l\' [\\ xlvi.] 11) in
his favour, the quiet of monastery and his

eXperience of Inv

He \\'iH try, Domino prae-
stante, to ye i

lect h|1ht‘|ll\ , and to write simply
). His tests to rn the truth of
L'] : at E"ht faith from here will be sought
i idia g ority of the Divine {ow, and next
i th tradition, f_l f}h’ Catholic r"f'.a-f.r'f_'./'r, Tl
Second 5 f information

Hllll‘rv of

would not b

Vi had all the leading

||""1 of Holy Seripture (c
:'1“ ; "--U that, which has be
’ ! by all (quod ul
wibus creditum est)

Univ

words

them,

1|1|:\|

b, Antiguit
understanding by the last the

tollow

| True,
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agreement of all, or almost all h.\h.n]». and
| doctors (cap. ii). A small portion of the
church di :-nlmu from the rest must be cut ut]"
like an unsound limb ; nay, even a lar: e |
if' it does not abide by 111Th11||t\
are alforded ||wrm\e]\
tism and of Arianism ;

ortion
IHustrations
by the history of Dona-
ll’\]ll\i]\ by the teac

of St. Ambrose and nf [mhu eminent co 1|rl< \]1]:1“:
(_‘.1”.. iv.—viii.). _‘nm{mt\ was on the
of pope S ephen, bishop of the Apostolic see,
and unst the excellent Agrippinus, |-|~.h-|], uE
Carthage, who desired to re-

the re-baptizers claim the
holy Cyprian ;
Ham toward

aptize hereties,
sanction of the
but to do so is behaving like
h, for on this peint that pious
martyr erred ( pp. ix.—xi.), Apostolic warrant
for what has been advanced may be "uul:-l in St.
Paul’s writings, as in the epistles to Timothy
and Titus ( pissim), to the Romans (xv. 17)

to the Galatians (i. 7-10). Those who wo
make accretions to the faith stand tk by con=-

lemned for all tinw The Pelagians are such
( il—xiv.). Valentinus, Photinus, A]-u.] -
and others, are similarly condemned by the

5 of Moses (Deut. xiii. 1-11). Even
such as those of Nestorius, or useful
1ch as the of Apollinaris Linst
l"']'i'i‘f' ry, cannot be pleac inst their novel-
ies (capp. xv.—xvi.). It ble to explain
L some comparative minuteness wherein con-
\'hlnl the respective heresies of Photinus, .\lmi-
linaris, and Nestor nn,,mu] the true doctrine of the
church as opposed to theirs (capp. xvii.—xxii.).®

is desi

The language of the Commonitorium in these chs 1P
ters bears at times a marked resemblance to that of the
Symbolum “Quicunque,” commonly called the creed of
St. Athanasius. A few specimens only can be here set
down, but the list might easily be enlarged.

Commonitorium
Vincentii.

i verd Catholica
. unam divinitatem in Ut ur

Trinitatis plenitudine et in Trinitate,

Trinitatis aequalitatem in tem in Unitate, venere-

Symbolum quod vulgi vo-
cant Seti. Athanasii,

e autem Catholica

und atque eddem i mur.
tate veneratur.
xviii.)
In Deo una substantia, Neque confundentes

sed tres
quia scilicet
Patris, alia Fi
Spiritis sancti.
xix.)

Cum veritas dicat ex
duabus substantiis unum
Christum, . . . In
Christo esse duas sub-
stantias, unam divinam,
alteram humanam ; unam
ex patre, alteram ex

PErsonae: ... Personas: mneque Sub-
lia est per- stantiam separantes. Al
i, alia est enim Persona Ps
(Cap. alia Filii, alia Spiritiis
Sancti.

Est ergd Fides recta, ut
credamus et confiteamur :
quia Dominus noster
Jesus Christus, Dei Fi-
lins, Deus et Homo est;
Deus est ex substantid
Patris, ante saecula geni-

matre. (Cap. xvii.) tus: et Homo est ex sub-
Altera substantia di- stantii Matris, in culo
vinitatis, alt humani=- natus: . . . Qui +t, Dens
Jeitas et git et Homo: non duo

sed tamen |

nit non alter et tamen, sed unus est Chris-

sed unug idemque tus Unus omnino, non
us, unus idemqgue confusione  substantiae :
unius ejus- ged  unitate  Personae,

isti et filii Dei Nam sicut anima ratio-
idemque  persona. nalis et earo unus est

homo, ita Deus et homo
unus est Christus.

aliud

Sicut in  homi
caro, et alind ani
unus idemgue ho
ma et caro. (Cap. xix.)
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The danger of ignoring the principles here
laid down, more especially the test of antiquity,
is painfully exhibited by the case of Origen,
whose acute, profound and brilliant genius (fully
recognised by imperial lliﬁl:i]nl('.-s and by the
church at large) has not saved his writings from
becoming a source of temptation ; though it is
just possible, as some think, that they may have
been tampered with (eap. xxii.). Very similar
must be the judgment passed upon Tertullian,
of whom Hilary [of Poitiers] too truly said that
“ by his errors he had diminished the authority
due to his approved writings” (ecap. xxiv.).
The true and genuine Catholic is he who loves
Christ’s body, the Churchj; who puts
truth before all things, before the authority of
any individual, affection, genius

God's

before

quence, or philosophy. Many who fall she

Unus autem, non cor-
ruptibili nescio qud di-

Aequalis Patri secun-
dum divinitatem : minor
vinitatis et hume tis Patre secundum humani-
confusione, sed inte et tatem.
gingulari quidam unitate
personae. (Ib.) Non ergo
alter Christus Deus, alter

homo non alter
aequalis  Patrii, alter
minor Patre . . . sed unus

idemque Christus Deus et
homo (ib.)

These identities of expression are too close to be
accidental. Three ways of accounting for them are

eonceivable. (1) That the Athanasian Creed was extant
before the composition of the Commonitorium, and that
Vincent simply interwove into his treatise expressions
taken from the creed, (2) That Vincent was himself
the author of the Athanasian Creed. (3) That the
author or authors of the creed were well acquainted
with Vincent's book and mad
Hypothesis (1)
por
this creed an ¢
that by A.D. 4

» free use of its language.

AN BCAIC w said to have any sup-
1 as few, if any, of those who assign to
y date would be prep:

are, inasmu

red to maintain
it could have become so well known as
that its language was likely to have been embaodied in
this manner into a controversial treatise. Of supposi-
tion (2) it can only be said that it is not absolutely im-
possible, Those portions of Waterland's essay which
tend to show thatthe Athanasian Creed was a produc-
tiun of Southern Gaul in the fifth century are as applic-
able to St. Vincent of Lerin: t. Hilary of Arles.
But definite proof is wanting in either ca The last-

er the most

named view (3) seems to the present wr
probable. It accords well with the e
made by Dr. Caspari in 15876 to Dr
Creeds of Christendom : London, 13
note). (
fifth centur

imunication
(Hist. of
X PSS
spari is inclined to trace this creed to the
y, and has found some symbols resem-
It is also compatible with the ably-reasoned
of Mr. Ommaney on this subject.
ywe was written, my friend Dr. Dowden

bling it.

{\\\]m

this inquiry $ 1
marks of Mr. Ommaney ( Ea
Cyeed : 1880). In s to the list of
gimilurities independently collected above, Mr. 0. points
out the curious fact that the words * perject:
which eeceur in both the Commonitorium

story of the Athanasion
London,

Heus,
j:r'.v:f?'.r‘mihumr-.'
and the creed, *“are not to be found in St. Augustine,
though the sense which they express is abundantly
taught by him ; inasmueh as he uses the similar ph
v totus Deus et totus home’ and ‘verus Deus el verus
homo” (pp. 287-9). Mr. Ommaney evidently considers
that the case on behalf of St. Vincent's authorship is
stronger than that which can be made out on behalf of
any single Father, tut that the point ie still sub-judice.)
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this standard, when not slain, are yet sadly
stunted in their spiritual growth (eap. xxv.).
Additions to the faith, or detractions from it are
alike condemmned by Holy Seriptur scially
by St. Paul (1 Tim. vi.). The deposit is the
talent of the Catholic faith, which the man of
God must, » a spiritual  Bezaleel, adorn,
ArT 1 v to others, but not injure by
nove.t Is there then to
be no ses of religion (profectus religionis)
in the Church of Christ? Certainly there is to
be pre :s, but it must resemble the growth ot
the infant into manhood and maturity ; a growth
which, throngh all changes, preserves identity.
The dogmas of the heavenly philosophy may by
the ope m of time be smoothed and polished.
They may gain in the way of greater fulness of
evidence, light and elucidation (distinctionem),
but they must of necessity retain integrity, and
all essential characteristics (capp
Such has been the Church’s t in the de«
of councils, which have simply aimed at adding
clearness, vigour and zeal to what was believed,
1 1\1':1&'11%-‘\1 already (capp. xxx.—xxxii.).
John, in his second epistle s emphatic as
Paul against the teacher of false doctrine.
Such an one cannot be wouraged without a
virtual Tejection of saints, eonfessors and mar-
tyrs; a rejection in short of the holy Church
thronghout the world. Pelagius (with his dis-
ciple Coelestius), Arius, Sabellius, Novatian,
Simon Magus, agree in being introducers of
novelties (capp. xx xxxiv.). The heretics use
the Scriptures, but only in the way in which
bitter potions are disguised for children by a pre-
vious taste of honey, or poisons labelled as healing
dicines. The Saviour warned usagainst such
perils in His words concerning the wolves in
sheep’s clothing. We must attend to his subse-
nt advice, by their fruits ye shall know them.
ipostle too bids us beware of false apostles
(2 Cor. xi. 13-15), the imitators of Satan, who
transform themselves into ancels of light. Their
employment of Scripture resembles that of Satan
in the Temptation of our Lord. They presume,
in the teeth of the teaching of the Chureh, to
claim a special illumination for their owu s wll
conventicle (capp. XXXV.—xxxvi Catholics
must, as has been stated at the beginning of this
treatise, :‘i‘i"“‘ to the interpretation of Scripture
the texts of universality, antiquity, and consent.
Where they can, let them adduce the decrees of
general councils ; where that cannot be done, the
consistent rulings of great doctors.  This is not
meant to apply to small questions, but only to
whatsoever affects the rule of faith. Inveterate
heresies can generally be met by Holy Seripture
alone, or by cl ar decisions of
3. New often present at
areater difficulty, and we must be caveful to cite

Qecumenical

first

counci

ones

| those Fathers only who lived and died in the

faith, or who even sutfered martyrdom for it.
What all, or the majority clearly and persever-
ingly received, held and tanght, let that be held
as undoubted, certain and ratified. DBut any
merely private opinion, even of a saint or mar-
tyr, must be put upen one side. This agnin
agrees with the teaching addressed by St. Paul
to the Corinthians and the Ephesians (1 Cor. xil.
27, 28, i. 10, xiv. 33, 36; Ephes. iv. 11). That
Pelagian writer, Julian, neglected these cautions,
and broke away from the sentiments of his col-
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Jeagues.  But it is time to give an illustration
g , S r

of the contrary course being happily pursued
und the rule of the Church’s faith being settled
by the anthority uf‘IL (I:oun::il‘ This topic, how-
ver, demands a fresh commencement (capp.

c\'l‘r
yxxviii—xL).t i’ \ e
Here ends the first book of the Commonitorium.

Tt

for the most part lost, having been stolen from
Vincent has, however, provided us
with a reeapitulation of its subste which
pecupies three additional chapters. We proceed
to epitomise them in the same manner as the
jreceding ones,

The first of these (cap. x1i.) simply re-states
the ]:1‘\511 ]|1‘Ul\(l::‘|fll!'t'l of the (’Jil'li“r book. The
author then, in order to show that his view is
pring of private presumption, adduces the
example of the council of Ephesus, which was
held nearly three years before the time in which
he is writing, in the consulship of Bassus and
Antiochus. Great pains were taken to avoid an
unfortunate issue, such as that of the council of
Rimini ( Coucil. Arimingnse) ;3 and the testmonies
of martyrs, confessors and orthodox doctors,
were considered by an assemblage of nearly two
hundred bishops to prove Nestorius an irreligious
impugner of Catholic truth, and il
be in accordance with it.
doctors who were present in person, or wh
works were cited as authoritative, may be name
Peter of Alexandria, Athanasius, Theophilus,
Cyril, Gregory Nazianzen, Basil, and his excellen
brother, Gregory of Nyssa. The West was re-
pre
of Rome 3 the South by the evidence of Cyprian
of Carthage; the North by that of Ambrose of
Milan. The whole of the bishops, for the most
part metropolitans, acted upon the principles
maintained in this treatise and censured Nestorius
for his unhallowed presumption,—that he was
the first and only man who rightly understood
the Scriptures. (xli.) )

Une element must be added, lest to all this
weight anything seem lacking, namely, the
authority of the apostolic see, which was illus-
trated by the twofold testimony of the reigning
Jope Xvstus [Sixtus 111.] and of his predecessor
oelestine. [t was on the principles herein set
forth that pope Sixtus condemned Nestorius;
and Coelestine wrote in the same spirit to cer-
tain priests in Gaul who were fostering novelties.
I: 5 In fact an acceptance of the warning of St.
{_i“'-]_tn ]l]lliji]l'\‘ to keep the deposit (1 Tim. vi. 20,
LV margin) and to the Galatians, that he
would be anathema who should preach to them
STunds are Pelagius and Coelestius as well as
Aestorius condemmed.® (Cap. xlii.)

its author.

Lt 1
Both inclusive” must be understood at each of
our numberings of .-]m.l.‘r\'.
1t must be owge,
dll‘airul:y, one

thege

d that there is a certain amount of
a may almost say mystery, connected with
& lpw :l‘;t-ll::)“ft‘l]:lim'rs' .I“ H'f' Place 1hey hiseduice
Rait 1\]. \m?w the dn-(‘n»:f-lu, namely, the anthority
T it [1..17.' ‘Iu.um:u] see. The autho
the vide i 11~ authority will always be munifested on
i 18 great maxim of the

e, quod ab omnibus
N_"’ bossibility of g iver
Rome and 1
Cbeerujng

appears to as-

quod semper, quod
, and mukes no provision for
ween the teaching of
ily, while the language
Nestorius and Lis uppon. ut Cyril is elear and

fantigui y. Seco

nted by letters of Felix and of Julius, bishops |

second book, as Gennadius informs us, was |

VINCENTIT

I.t is t.ITI'IIl' to give, from details, some general
estimate of the work of Vincent : it
safely be asserted that few theolos
such mn-al«‘:t bulk, published within the period
embraced in this Dictionary, have attracted
large a share of attention.
included within all the 1
ot the works of the Fathers ase.q. i e i
Bibliotheca Patrum, Lug !I$| '.f ;;,Ial‘! 1::57-};?.?'1:;:;
in our own age, in that of gne), but 1‘)1. Ihrls
been repeatedly published separately in many
I\e:}]l‘lx,.;u:wl not untrequently translated. The
following, tiu»ngra not an exhaustive lis ¥ 2
found sutficient for ordinary purposes, il

The earliest printed edition of the Commonii-
forium is to be found in the Antidotum contra
diversas ommiwmn feré sacculorum Ha reses, by J,
us, fol. Basil, 1528. It has :1p|u‘:‘t|‘u~]
ately, cum commentario Costeri, Antvery
Lugduni Batavorum, 1572: (ol
Agrippinae, 1600; by Steph. Baluzius, Parisiis,

i3, 166 lelicorum,
edition was reproduced also by
heca Patrum (tom, x.), fol. Venet,
Other single editions are those issued by
3 mag, 1731; by Engelbert
Kliippe 1809.  Among
itions by Baluzius and by Kliij
eminent. Still more ]'I."'!'n{
Ingoldstadt, 1834 ; at Bres
Lyons, by Grégoire and C
by Dr. P '
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and it may
weical books of

80
Not only has it been
est known collections

Sichar

se

Galland,
1774.)

Joann,

Onae,

Issues are those r

au, by Herzog,
lombet ; at Oxf

ord,

Ev d of its popularity
m: rhaps be found in the translations. These
have been very numerous. Among them may
be ified an Italian version published at
M in 1665; a French version (one of
many such) dedicated to M. de Har ay, arch-

ler s

bishop of Paris, 1686 ; German ones
Bamberg, 17853 and h_\' Geiger, [;EII'I')'I-]t‘._ 1t
A Secottish translation, ated to Mary Queen
of Scots, was issued by Kno onent, Ninian

Winzeit, at Antwerp, in 1563;° and a com-
emphatie, there does m to be a certain de of reti-
cence about some of the opponents of Augustine, 8

instance, Julian. The name of Augustine Lims:
even mentioned, and though it is true that (qual
is observed respecting Avgusiine’s great conter
Jerome and Chrysostom, still there was no esp
for the Introduction of their names, while the repes
mention of Pelagius would bave rendered the introduc-
tion of the name of his chief opponent only natural.

It cannot be matter of surprise to find that this reti-
w that Vincent was a
¥ have been
But if Vincent's
a doubt whether Augus
concerning Uriginal Sin and
ond what was warranted by
threefvld text of universality of time, place, and
it seems hardly fair to stigmatize as semi-
an, sentiments held by so many divines of orthod
l'--[\ll.ll', from the 5th down to the 19th century. Erasmus
famous preface to his edition of the works of St-

:sly asserts that in his time Augustine was
thought in th jout of his zeal against Pelagius to have
lalt less scope for free agency than was now (.. circ. A.D.
1520) generally granted. For our own day, to say nothing
of Arminian divines in the past, it may suffice to refer
to the commentary of Mr. Beet on the Episile to the
Romans. (London, 1883, Fourth Edit.)

e« A richt goldin buke writtin in Latin about xi e
[vears) passit and neulie translated in Scottis ba
(Original title.)

cence is urged in favour of the vie
semi-Pelagian, and that consequently he m:
the author of the Olgectiones.
was only intended to exp
had not p
the cognat
the

1 his vie
uctrines

3er
Niniane Winzet a catholik Preist.”
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paratively recent English one by the Rev. W. B.
Flower, London, 1866.

Further, tiu‘. Commonitorium has gathered
around itself a literature of its own, How far
its leading pnm‘wp!u-s have been accepted, either
explicitly or implicitly, in the past; how far
they made a line of demarcation between those
who accepted and those who rejected the Refor-
mation ; to what extent they are available in
the controversies between the various Christian
communions, or in the contest between Christi-
anity and unbelief ;—these are questions which
have all been kuu.i and ably discussed. To
review these controversies would far exceed the
limits of this work, but it see right to call
attention to one or two features of the debate,
which have not received elsewhere the motice
which they deserve.

[t has been asserted that the Commonitorium
lays down a broad line of demarcation between
the Protestant and the Roman churches. This ap-
pears to be an over-statement. It is true that
any Protestants, who regard the Bi ible as its own
soie and all-sufficient witness and interpreter,
must be inclined to set aside the work of Vincent
as needless and superfluous, and hence perhaps
its rejection by Rivet, Daillé, and other foreign
Protestants. DBut this verdict has not, even on
the continent of Europe, been an universal one.
The Magdeburg Centuriators distinetly pronounce

asa work of learning and acuteness;
as a book which reveals and forcibly assails the
frauds of heretics ; which supplies a remedy and
:mtlnlnh’ against their poisons; which sets forth
a weighty doetrine and displays knowledge of
kmtnclm.\ with skill and clearness in its treat-
ment of Holy Scripture.” As regards England,
the |r1.11>-' given by Casaubon to the principles
of its Reformation, the challenge of Jewell, and
a large consensus of 17th century divines, all
rest, more or less explicitly, upon the famous
dictum of Vincent,—which, indeed, derives con-
siderable support from certain pnrtinus of the
Prayer-Book, Articles, and Canons.®

It is, of course, equally true that Roman
Catholic divines, especially at the p;.m h of the
Reformation and long after, also professed to take
their stand upon the principles asserted in the
n. The fact that Knox’s opponent,
Winzeit, published a translation of Vincent’s
treatise. as en aid to the Roman side of the con-
troversy, is but one instance out of many that
micht be adduced.

There is no reason todoubt the sincerity of the
toman Catholic controversialists who thus acted.
They were not in a position to judge the evi-
dence on bel
medieval doctrine and practice, and they ap-
pealed with confidence to guch stores of learning

Componitori

\1| sxander \”"I’ ,’
may be well to su |_|n|.11 a part
tum esse eruditum et acntum; quodque
¢s claré in apertum ;\"~--’1lll';lt detegat,
é impug .praesens valde remediun
m, quasi contra eunn..lvm venena m
gnitudo. . . in Se 1'!_1rtl.. \TUI Lrac-
sm et perspiennm.”

1 V. Cap. V.

f the pas-

aud

tatione argutom,

£ E.g. The p
Article wnd the canon urging
Holy Scripture in accordance witl Llu-
of the Fathers.

1age of
interpret
general teaching

tions of the cre

f of this and that portion of
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as L’\_\: open to them.
confidence was Tudely
editions of the works
with honest and di
to their

A day came when this
:n. The Benedictine
of the Fathex .l|||-L-:1ru|,
iminating criticism applied
writings. Not only was it seen how

conside 1 portion of their works, which had
been lo accepted as genuine and authentic,
was in T ity niw.m-n. but it also became evi=

dent that while distinctively Roman tenets and
]1.uit es received mmn support from the ser-
mons : and treatises relegated into the unlm
of each volume, the s was widely
when reference had to be made to the
s. In time a new sc
‘atholic divines arose, of whom

Patristic rem
Roman Catl

Father
Petau (i’\-t::\'iuu) may perhaps be considered the

earliest, as he is ultm]lx among the greatest.
In our own age the process of de \du'\mcut in tl
church of Rome has widened the bnuu h hetween
her teaching and the principles of Vincent of
Lerins. The church which has set forth the
doctrine of the Immaculate Conception of the
Virgin Mother, not merely as a lawful upininn.
but as a dogma, has, to all appearance, for ever
broken with the maxim : Quod semper, quod ubi-
que, quod ab omnibus. And, indeed, the process
of wll refutation, which Curdinal Newman has
endeavoured to achieve in the notes to his re-
issue of his Anglican work on the Via Media,®
seems to give up the Vincentian rule, and only
to argue that Anglicanism, no less than Homan=-
ism, has failed to CArTy it out.

But even if it can be shown that there are
some few cases of controversy between Christian
bod to which it is difficult to apply the test
of Vincent’s maxim, its general value must still
be pronounced to be very great. Most especially
in the contest of belief with unbeliet] its « Ly
is deeply fe 1t, inasmuch as both in faith and
morals there still exists, despite of differences, a
code which may fairly be called the Creed of
Christendom: and that code is m: ainly based,
even if sometimes umnnu(inuul\', upon the }um-
ciples asserted in the Commonitorium of St. Vin=
cent of Lerins. [J. G. C.]

VINCENTIUS (12), a monk of Lerins in the
first half of the 5th century, a brother of St. Lu-
pus of Troyes (Eucherius, De Laude Eremi, 43,
Patr. Lat. 1. 711), must be distinguished from
his more tamous namn ». the author, who was
also a monk of Lerins (Ceillier, viii. 46t

ieh
some have identified them (see Boll. S8,
Jul. vii. 59). A. B.]

VINCENTIUS (13) a p||l'-| a Gaul by
birth ; thought to be identical with Vincentius, a
presbyter, who siened the decrees of the council
of Riez in 439 on behalf of bishop Constantinus
(Labbe, v ]1"-;) Gennadius (Pat. Lat. lviii.
1104) spe q]u of him as well-versed in Scripture,
learned, and \]Hlllil]t.. and author of a Comumen=
tary on the Psabmns, part of which he had himse If
heard him read. his work is lost. It has I
thought by some that he 1s the author of
the teaching of St. Augus-

I".-’E.I_J,l‘_tfum.\ defendi

whlighed in 1837, its author
1w<-i|-;: then Fellow of Oriel Col anil Vicur of 8t. Mary’s,
| third edition, pu iblished in 1877, containg
the notes from a Roman Cathiolic stand-point, which ** L
| suys the author, © consider a refutation.”

h The original work was
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tine agninst W hich St. l‘rn.ap_ur. wrote ; ‘r:f', Baron.
An 434, XV .. XX Hist., Litt. ‘f‘:'rr_nu:. vol.
i, p. 4135 also .-\r!l:-iuls I"J:IUS]W::R_(“)? VINCEN-
qws (11) LIRINENSIS in this Dictionary.

[G.W.D.]

VINCENTIUS (14). addressed by Sidonius
(f;“,,_ 7),in a letter giving an "“-“”.l.:m of Arvandus,
a ]-l'|'1.l"l of Gaul, While \\"J‘]II]HL:!:\' was at
Jome, A.D. 469, this Arvandus, his friend, was
1 of 1,-_-<_L;]:;:i--n and treason. By the inter-
f Sidonius his punishment was les

[R.

\"L\'l'|‘1N|I]_'R (15) bishop of S
became an Arian in the reign of Leovi
submitted to re-baptism. It was
that the treatise of SEVERUS of o4 was
written.  (Isidorus, MHist. Goth., de Vir. 2. 43,
in Migne, Patr. Lat, lxxxii 1071, 110: ,f,'\-‘p,
Say. xxX. 129.) [E. D.)

VINCENTIUS (16) of Iviga. [LiciNiaxus.]
VINCENTIUS (17) and l"t:lit'i\'\j_mus, dencons

of the church of Lamigia or Lamiggiga in Atvica,
brought before Gr y the Great various grave
charges against their bishop., (Epp. i. 74.)
[F. D.]

VINCENTIUS (18), addressed with five
other bishops of Sardinia by Gregory the Great
(Epist. lib. ix, ind. ii. 8, in Migne, latr. Lat.
Lxxvii. 947). He directs them according to the
ancient customs of Sardinia to ascertain from
their metropolitan the date of Easter and not
to leave the island without his permiss

aeew

sened,

k)

cession Of

VINCENTIUS (19), ST., July 14, Sep. 20
(MapELGARIUS, MAUGER), abbat of Haumont
and S He was originally a count at the
court of Dagobert, but on the persuasion of his
wife Waldetrudis embraced the monastic life.
Founding a monastery at Haumont on the
Sambre, near Maubeuge, he became its first
abbat; and when this prew famous and too
public for him he founded another in a more
retired spot at Soignies in Hainault and there
passed the remainder of his life, dying c. 677
(Boll. Acta SS. 14 Jul. iii. 668 ; Guérin, Les Pet.
Boll, wiii. 290), A full view of all the authorities
may be seen in Chevalier, &

mies.

[C. H.]

VINCOMALUS (1), a deacon, married to his
deceased wife’s sister, and on that account the
i » hetween his diocesan
\E. p of Grenoble, and the metro-
politan Avitus, bishop of Vienne, who directs
the immedi separation of the offenders (Pat.
Lat, lix, 2 [G. W. D.]

DOUrCes, P. @

ect of a corresponder

\'IXUHMAT,U:‘T‘ (2), was appointed defensor
of the Roman church by Gregory the Great in
March a.p, 595, He is therefore probably not
the same as the Vincomalus wh widow is
commended the next yes:

Subdeacon Anthemius,

o

3@
3 by Gregory to the
(Lpp. v. 29, vi. 38.)

[F. D.]
. "n('}).\l;\l,l}i (3), magister officiorum at
t.-‘n"tlﬂ]:u]\,!u[e_! who, though he had no special
‘_‘n nacy with Theodoret, on Marcianus be-
) o @ e L= i i
. ming [‘mpu_-lut i A.D. 450, lost no time in
“Presenting to him the injustice with which he

VINNOCUS

had been treated by Theodosius, and procuring
the remission of his sentence of exile. Theodoret
testified his yratitude in a letter (Theod, Ep. 140).
_Hu tuok part in the council of Chalcedon (Labbe,
iv. 535). : cond ediet, requiring the
general acceptance of the decisions of the Couneil
of Chalcedon, March 13, A.D. 452, was
dressed, among other chief officers of st:
Vincomalus, who
(Labbe, iv, 843).

VINDEMIALIS (1), an African bishop,
bearer of a letter to Augustine from Vale rius,
count of Africa (Aug. £p. 200). [H. W. P.]

VINDEMIALIS (2), bishop of Capsa, mar-

:d under Thrasamund king of the Vandals
Vandal. in Pat. Lat. lviii.
¢, 400 ¢, 401 ¢). [C. H.]

VINDICIANUS, an eminent physician, men«
tioned by St. Augustine (Aug. £p. 138, 3).
[H. W. P.]
VINDICIANUS, eighth ]Ii.\hil[ﬁ of Cambrai
and Arras, succeeded Authertus c. 668. His Vila
is given in Boll, A4, 88 Mart, ii, 7 He was
born at Bullecurtium in Artesia e, A.D. 620,
and educated under St. Eligius at Novon and
St. Autbertus at Cambrai. He was called by
Amandus, bishop of Maestricht, to attest, with
Amandus and Autbertus, Richtrudis’s disposition
red her monastery,
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ade-

was then consul-de

of her goods betore she ent
and was associated with Autbertus in admini-
stering the see of Cambrai; at that time he
was present at the translation of the remains
of 83. Vedastus and Furseus. On Autbertus’s
death Vindicianus was consecrated, finished the
monastery of St. Vedast, sought to promote its
interests, and subscribed the will of St. Amandus.
When Theodorie 111, succeeded Childeric 11, in
Neustria, and Ebroinus the mayor of the palace,
and Leodegarius bishop of Autun, were carrying
on their intrigues [LEODEGARIUS (2)], Vindi-
cianus held a synod at Arras, and induced the
kine to make crants to the see. And after the
violent deaths of these ambitious ministers he
was able to bring the king to a form of penitence
which issued in further grants to ecclesiastical
purposes ; by a personal visit to Rome, he induced
pope l. to exempt the monastery of
St. Ve al jurisdiction. He built
many ('.:ll\"l_' 3 :l]]li Ul"]lii‘\"']'i\"& ‘{l!]'i!]';_: Itl:h' I'[']I—
51-.;]\::1.- of more than 1‘|w;t._\ years at a time of
onstant trouble in the kingdom, and dying
A.D. 712 of a fever at Brus: he was buried

in the church of St. Elig r Arras. In the
10th century the relics were , and enshrined
with great pomp in the pr of a vast
assemblage by Fulbertus the bishop. His feast

(. GJ
VINNIANUS, bishop of Clonard while St.

Columba was a deac ps, St, Adamnan.
1044 l.h_-n\_l[n;:-;r, H. E. Scot. ii. 649.) [1"]3 NIAN

W) L
VINNOCUS, bishop of Rath-Easpuic-Innie,

where he and St. Patrick were contemporaries
and friends (Colgan, TR 27,6 T, e all).
His place was in the north of co. Down, an
(ol ran identifies him with Uindie of Tuighneatha
ves, Keel. Ant. 339, 3795 Cotton, Fus
252).

is 11th March (Gall. Christ. iii. 7).
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VIRGILIUS

(1), ST., twenty-fourth arch-
bishop of Arles. There is some confusion as to
his earlier life. According to (:H’s_\u]l, of Tours,
his contemporary, on the d h of Licerius, thu
twenty-third archbishop, Virgilius, who was
abbat of Autun, was put in his place by the
influence \\"wnm bishop of that see, A.D.
i 3), and this high dutnw
rity h\\ usually bt’m followed (see G« all, Christ,
i, 540 ; Gams, 49 }). The old catalogue of Arles,
however, inserts a Paschasius between the two.
Jt may be, as has been suggested, that the latter’s
tenure of office be

very short escaped Gre-
gory’s notice (see ( du" Magn. Fpist. i. 47,
n., Migne, Patr. Lat. lxxvii. 509).

the life extracted from an ancient MS. of the
diocese, by Barralis Salerna, makes him a monk
and abbat of Lérins, and has no mention of any
abbacy at Autun (Chronologic Lerinensis, 1.
87). As archbishop he was the recipient of
BEVL letters from Gregory the Great between
| 590 and 601. The occupant of the
see of Arles was in some sense primate of France
at this time, and Virgilius received
from the pope t lium and the papal vice-
gerentship in the kingdom of Childebert, < If
any LPIH}EHIP desire to make a long journey, he
must obtain your consent. If there shall arise
any question of faith or other matter of difficulty,
you are to assemble twelve bishops to discuss and
decide it,” are the pope's words (Epist. v. 53 ;
see too 54 and ! The other letters are mainly
occupied with the suppression of simony and
matters of discipline, and the mission uf St.
Augustine and his monks tu hl land (mu i. 47,

3, ix. 106, 111, 55, 68 f(u“ul.
484 sqq.) St .-\u. 1~9mc himself was con-
xd by Virgilius, not, as 3
stated by Bede (fI. E. i. 27), by Aetherius, who
was bishop of Lyons, not Arles. Virgilins is
said to have built the cathedral church of St.
Stephen in the city, and that of St. Saviour and
St. Honoratus outside the walls. According to
the above-mentioned biography he died in the
127th year of his age, which would bring him
down to 640, but we have no record of him
after 601, ead it is improbable that he lived
later than 610. According to the same :mt]un'}?'\'
he was buried in the church of 5t. Saviour and
3t. Honoratus, which he had built h]msvlt He
was commemorated at Lérins March 5, and at
Arles Oct. 7 or 10. His successor was 1"1(.1‘i,11um
As to his cult see Boll. Acta SS. Mart. i. 399 sqq.
For his life see Gall. Chris 540, and Iln haud,
Hist. de U Eglise d’ Arles, ii. 125-151 3 and i, 100
for an inscription in the cathedral attributed to
him. [S. A. B.]

as such,

VIRGILIUS (2) (1 FIRGHIL, FERGHIL, FER-
GAL), of ;\\I_\;}].[\cw and ..lzhmg_‘, the Geometer,
In the stream of mmniun:n'i-:h that passed from
Britain and Ireland to the continent in the fifth
and following centuries, an honourable place
must be assigned to St. Fergil as a divi
a philosopher, and a man of general learni

His Irish name was Ferghil Fergal, which,
as latinized, became Virgilius, the usual form
of his name in connexion with Bavaria. Beyond

the affirmation that he was of noble Irish desce nt,
the Lives tell us nothing of his parentage, and the
earliest traces of his history we find in the notices
of his death in the Annals of the Four Masters :—

VIRGILIUS

“A.D 784, Ferghil, i.c. the Geometer, abbat of
Achadh-bo, died in Germany in the thirtieth year
of his episcopate ;” and in the _.‘hm Ult. :—* A.D,
8, Feirgil Ab. Acaid boo mor,” but Je!"]"lﬂ,
with others, doubts the identity of the saint of
Aghavoe and the bishop of Salzburg,

From Aghaboe, in Queen’s County, Fergil
said to have gone to France before 746, and to
have been kindly received by Pepin, then mayor
n} the palace under Childeric IIL. king of Austra-

a. After being with Pepin for two years at Cari-
-‘\i?l.t.‘ﬂ]l], near Compiégne on the Oise, he proceeded
to Bavaria, and was again kindly treated by duke
Otilo, upon the recommendation of Pepin. There
he became abbat of St. Peter’s monastery in
Salzburg. At that time, from motives probably
of humility, he concealed the fact of his ordina-
tion for the space of about two years, and had a
]Jir-h--]) L ]\}'c:}-l‘ium cini'vuinun * attached to his

monastery for the performance of holy func-
tions. (Messingham, Flor. Insul. Sanct. 3
col. 1 3 and see Todd, St. Patrick, 647, discuss

concealment.)
Salzburg, the

the meaning and purpose of this
[Dospa.] During his abbacy in
controversy seems to have between him
and St. Boniface, at first upon a theological
question, and afterwards upon certain conclusions
of science. St. Fergil had acknowledged as
valid the baptisms of a priest \\']'w through
ignorance had mutilated the words of adminis-
tration ; he refused also to re-baptize at the
command of St. Boniface, in whose province
Salzburg then lay. When the case was referred
to the decision of pope Zachary (A.D. 741-752),
the pontiff decided in favour of Fergil, and
cautioned St. Boniface about his conduct in the
matter. The feeling thus aroused between the
two ecclesiastics does not appear to have been
allowed to remain inactive, and St. Boniface soon
found or took occasion again hn denounce Fergil
to the pope, on grounds apparently more or less
personal. But that which gave St. Boniface the
readiest and most fatal weapon against his op-
ponent was the publication, by the latter, of a
philosophical treatise regarding the rotundity of

arisen

the earth, and thus the fact of there being anti-
podes. What gave plausibility to the accusation
against the teachi [ Fe

that two sides of the earth involved two diff
races of men, one of which, being not descended
from Adam, would be free from the stainof original
sin. And his ultimate acquittal was pnuh.‘] ly
brought about by his beine able to show that hi
speculations (}mw , possibly, on those of Marti-
anus Capella of Madaura in Africa, who wrote in
the 5th century) not encroach in the least on
the doctrine of original sin, or the unity of the
human race. But at first it was like to go hard
with the lxhi]u:ilr]b'l'n_"[' and mathematician, when
Zachary issued the decretal, that ifit was proved
by his own confession that Fergil taught that
there another world, and people on the
other side of the earth, a council shouvld te
\lnmnuuwi, and Fergil desraded from the priest-
hood and {h\pt.“wl th\ church. Milder teli.nwl“»,
however, prevailed, atter St. Boniface’s mar-

tyrdom in A.D. 755, and when John, bishop of
Salzburg, died, Fergil was appointed to take his
place, and consecrated on the 15th of June, A.D.
767 (Todd, St. Patrick, 66, adopting the
date given by Mabillon, Acta S8 tom. iv. 2803
but Lanig gan, " Foel. Hist. Ir. iii. 184, places it in

was

766 or
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A.D. 756, and is very hard on those who follow

the Jater date). At Salzburg e built a may
ficent cathedral, which he dedicated to the
Wmm\ of one of his predecessors, the famous

transfer

E\vluli or Rudber .u:-l thither
his relics. In the duties of his episcopal office
he was special lly careful, sending missionaries into
the nei nlmmmw heathen countries; one of his
last off jal acts was to visit all his lm:_r-
diocese, and pay his long deferred visit to
ithia. On his return he was seized with
at first appeared to be a mild sickness,
(though har lly in the thirtieth year of his
episcopate, as said in the Four Mast.) l'uln:]_\,—
4}].\.1 his 11~t, on November 27, A.D. 789,
acquitted at the time by the
heterodoxy clung to his
.-‘[ by canoniza-

» 12 He
|:|.1 for what
appellation
]']l:l

pope. “the ~1|~.1m ion of
memory, till it was finally purg
tion by ]lulu Gregory IX. in the y
and Solivagus
1l reason he received the \.lthJ
we do not h [[hlm.\nhuuln St.
pil and suce SOARER

ssor at & ll

v Canisius (Lect. Ant. tum . pars ii. Basn:
nI ] ]J\ Mabillon (. rf' fu n. sec. iil. pars.
0551 Insul. Sanct.

labillon,
785; In-m[nm
]L 171 sq.; Usshe J._

3+ Raynaldus, Ann,
si, Lueae, 1747 3

L on ]li.~ li

11'1]\:-
Fmr- 1. ? wm. ii. lib. ii
Opera, tom. 1:'. E
¢, Ep. xvi.
tom. ii. 93, ed. .\1

A.D, 756,

are, Ir. Writers, by Hd 49, giving his
consecration in A.D. and his d rl!|’l in
A.D. 785 or 784 : Reeves, Adamnan, 340, n. ®:
Wricht, Biog. J'J:J.. Lit. 314, 315, 327 3 Journ.
Arche rmf. Soc. 1. 222 n. 1; Proc. Roy. Ir.

dead, viil. 300, giving an acc s'-unt of a very

interesting silver
belong:

erown-piece of Salzburg, now
g to the Royal Irish Academy, and repre-
2 obve the two patron saints of
. Rupert and Ferghil. [J. G.]

VIRGNOUS, abbat of Iona. [FErRGNA (1).]

ANTIUS, monk. Gregory the Great
ulty wmluzllwl the ptlmnm Catellus

a | -
Salzburg,

to give him part of his mother's property. (Zpp.
iv. 47.) Lf. J-".]
VIRO, EJI\]](\]) of Dublin or ( ow (Bp.
Forbes, Kuls. 459 : Camer: arius, De Scof. Fort.
138, May 8). [\\um] [J. G.]

VIRTIUS (al. Brrrivs),
thage, one 1.1 ¢ ‘I'“”‘ s (_]m} supporters in his
absene e (Cy .i";, 43), v Britins. Fell would
conclude th uf the thrc\z‘ mentioned here were
the only presbyters who remained faithful. But
as ane of them, Numidicus, was not a preshyter of
Carth at the time of Cyprian’s retreat, and
there are five persong mentioned whom Fell
?“1"1“? Itv the party of Felicissimius, it would
ollow if Fell were right it there were but
Jéven preshyters in Carthage at this time. This
1~h not h.\e-l\, since at Rome at the same time
'€ Were no less than forty-four presbyters
(Euseb, vi, 43). i i W B:)

VITALIANT.

VITALIANUS
Padocia and of
Whom Gregoy
bumll of

\'J‘l?.-}\_\'f er at

oe

[Virarivs]
(1), a man of rank in Cap-

ianzen addressed a poem in
his “two <ons, Peter and lnm.\b, for

I'\'.-hhm he had conceived
i

high religious profession, to |
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an unnatural aversion,
leath had driven them
i forced them to subsist on
charity. The appeal is put by Gregory in the

nwh-ur]\ of the elder son Peter (Greg. N:
esic o g. Naz.
(].Huf 52, p. I’ll—i_’h,) Baronius in defiance of
‘}‘lll"""‘l’””‘ identifies Vitalianus with the
msband of Greg :
id of Gre gory’s sister Gorgonia (Annal,

389, § 51). [E. V)

VITALIANUS (2), a senator ad: Iressed by
Avitus, bishop of Vienne (Ep. 42 in Jat. Lat.
lix. 259.) [C. H.]

‘I‘['I'AU.L\NV.\'- (3 ), magister militum, as-
.\'l‘f'l(‘l-fl!‘li with IRENAEUS (21) in the emperor
Justin’s measures t Severus, the heretical

" of Antioch (Evag. iv. 4). E rius
his treasonable desic and his violent
end (iii. 43, iv, : [(f. H.]

VITALIANUS (4) deposed priest of the
diocese of 1 an, was sent hi lm-mnl\ the Great
to Sicily to be kept in strict cus stody., (Epp. v.
4.) [F. D]

VITALIANTUS (5), bishop of Sipontum is
early in A.D. Led \]Ill ly by
the Great for allowing tl
to abandon her nun's
SERG1US the defensor to place her under strict

stody in a nunnery. In A.D. 600 he is directed
with In\\ NES ( o83) to investigate whether the
bearer «f the letter was free or not. He may
be meant by the Vitulinus, bishop of \']mntum
whose signature appears to the probab ily spurious
grant mentioned under PETRUS of Anaeni
(Lpp. viil. 8, xi. 24, App. ad 8. Greg. Epp. 4.)

[F.D.]

and after their mother's
from his house and

relates

298

€

VITALTANUS

Eugenius,

S (6), bishop of Rome after
ined (probably) 30th July, A.n.
657, the see having been v month and
twenty-nine days (Anastasius). Hu was a native

|J1|(

acant one

of Campania, the son of one Anastasius. The
burning question of his day was Monothelitic
controver All the popes since its origin,

out for the
the
sup-

except the first, Honorius, had st
doctrine of two wills in Christ against
patriarchs of l.‘nmt:;m.inn]s]u, who were
ported hy the emperors 3 pope Martin especially,
in the famous Lateran Council, having
condemned Monothelitism and the patriarchs
who had maintained it, and having died in con-
with a martyr’s halo rourd him
(1)). The emperor Constans Il
had indeed, under the advice of the patriarch
Paul, evinced a desire to close the controvers
by issuing the document called The Type, which
prohibited all future discussion of the subject
on either side. DBut this attempt at
had [l[u\uT as little accep

first

senuence

[MARTINUS

Sy

at issue
comprom is
Rome as distinet assertion of her
and the 7% pe, no less than the p
of Heraclius, had been condemned by ti
said Lateran Council. When Vitalian
pope, Constans was still in pOWer as emperor,
sociated with himself his young som
Constantine (called Pogonatus) A.D. 654. Peter
had Pyrrhus (whom Rome had
excommunicated) as patriarch. The relations
between Rome and Constantinople, however
strained, were still not such as to prevent the

new pope from sending the customary announces

revious Ko

came

having

succeeded
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ment, of his accession, with a confession of his
taith, to the emperors and the patriarch ; which
confession appears to have been so worded as to
give no offence: for the emperors sent him in
return a book of the Go s adorned with gold
and jewels, while Peter replied to him in a
letter which began,  The letter of your unani-
mous and holy fr aternity has given birth in us
to ﬁt'il’It]l.L] .|"."“ Howe wver, neither the |.<|lu~ 3
letter nor the whole reply of the patriarch being
extant, we do not know how the former had ex
pressed himself with regard to doctrine. What
further passed between them is known of only
through reference to it in the sixth general
council (Actio xiii.); from which it certainly
appears that Peter had understood the pope, or
aftected to understand him, enting to the
Monothelite position. That he had not really
done so, but that, at the same time, he had not
declared himself distine against it, may be
concluded from a subsequent letter of Constan-
tine Pogonatus to pope Donus, in which the
emperor s that he had been urged by the
then patriarch Theodore, and by Macarius of
Theopolis, to cause the name of Vitalian to be
erased from the diptychs at Constantinople, in
which, along with that of pope Honorius, it
still 1'rn1'li11n-l- but that he had refused to
allow this to be done till he should be satisfied,
through emissar then expected from Rome
that the di nee between the pope and thn
patriarchs hs u! been of real importance. It thus
seems to have been still a question at Constanti-
nople what his doctrine really was. at,
however, his me was afterwards erased, and
thus that his views had not eventually satis
the Monothelites, ay rs from the Acts of the
sixth council (Actio viii.), at which petition was
made to the emperor to restore the name. Still,
orthodox as he may have always been, his rece p-
tion of Const when the latter visited Rome
A.D. 668, affords further evidence of his inclina-
tion to conciliation, rather than resolute dog-
matism. His attitude in this respect might be
due partly to deficiency of such courage .mwi zeal
as had been so notably evinced by pope Martin;
or perhaps also to his entertaining a hope (which
wis |\: tified by the final result under l'u Fona-
tus) of at leng ’T‘I winning & OVEer the en NPETOTS, who
were alr sposed to compromise.

The visi --||\1 ns to lmmu was before his
retirement to Syracuse, wt e spent the latter
His reasons for leaving Con-
as gathered from the historians
Theopl Cedrenus, Constantinus M: ses,
and Z , were the odium inst him there
because of his murder ot his brother Theodosins
and of the vi
and St. Maximus, and his own consequent
mental misery. He used continually (says
Cedrenus) to ions of his brother (who is
d to hav n foreibly ordained deacon, and
afterwards soned in the Eucharist) in a
him a cup full of blood,
brother.” The same
sailing from

5 a

ed

o

stantinoj

deacon’s habit, offex
and saving, “ Drink,
authority informs us that, on
Constantinople, he turned round and spat against
the city, and th e had a design of trans-
erring the seat of the empire to Syracuse.
But he had an intermediate design, not men-
tioned by the above annalists, viz., that of break-
ing the power of the Lombards im ltaly. For,

YITALIANUS

according to Anastasius and Paulus Di:
(rf«' est. Lonjob. 1. v, ¢ 6=12), he first pro
thither with an army, landed at Tarentum,
besie Beneventum, and after unsuccessful
wartare ainst the Lombards, retired at last to
first (as said above) visited Rome.
Vit 111 in met him with his clergy, at a distance
of miles from the city, and seems to have
received him with the utmost honour. Having
arrived on Wednesday, 5th July, and on the
same day paid his devotions and made an offering
at St. Peter’s, and having on Saturday done the
same at the i'}ll]l.‘i'h of St. Mary ad Praesepe, the
emperor made his erand entry, attended by his
army, into St. Peter's on Sur lay, being met by

all clergy ca ng w 1ts ; mass was
celebre , and he »d at the altar a mantle
of cloth of gold. On the following Saturday he

bat and dined at the Lateran palace, and
acain on Sunday attended mass at St. Peter’s,
he took leave of the pope. His stay in
Rome lasted twelve days, during which he had
not been wholly oceup ied In\ devotional exercises;
for he is said by .\n.ht \sius, with whom I_Lulns
Diaconus agrees, to have removed all the brazen
ornaments that were in the city, and even the
brazen tiles from the roof of the Pantheon (then
the Church of St. Mary ad Martyres), and to
have sent the spoils to Constantinople. Baronius
(ad an. 663, iii. et seg.) expresses surprise that a
pope, now numbered among the saints, should
ve so cordially received and honoured the
sacrilegious fratricide, and the ruthle ersecutor
of Martinus and Maximus, instead of L'}I’Ml'l:- the
doors of the church against him, as canonical
discipline required. He attributes such conduct
to a wise and justifiable economy, ¢ reised with
the view of winning the heretical East to ortho-
doxy through the emperor ; and he supposes the
l.nl‘r] to have himself ])lLILn-i od to be « fhml("{

ac i further by this supposition iur
ving accepted a present from him at
the commencement of his pontificate.  But such
a sup position has not the least historic: 1l ground :

it is only resorted to by Baronius to save the
it of a pope.

To Vitalian Encland was indebted for the
ble and  influential archbishop of Canter-
ary, Theodore, consecrated at Rome A.D. 665.
[Tueonorus (7).]

Vit 1 died in "ll]'ll?ll“\_' (probably the 27th),
A.D. 672, having held the see for about fourteen
years and a half, and was buried in St. Peter’s,

The only ex of Vitalian, pt that
to king Oswy, red to, and the alleged
one given L_\' William of Malmesbury, have
reference to the case of John, bishop of Lappa
in Crete, who had been deposed by Paul his
metropolitan in synod, and appealed to Rome.
Vitalian, in a synod assembled for the purpose,
absolved the :1l|5n-l]:mt. and commanded his
restitution, on the ground—so far as appears
from his letters—not so much of the merits of
the char inst him (whatever it may have
been) as of unecanonical iﬂl\-hlll!l' in that the
accused had been put in prison, had been re-
quired to find bail, and had been treated as
euilty after his appe al to Rome, He wrote two
letters to Paul the metropolitan on the subject,
ordering John’s restor: ition, and one also to
Vaanus, the emperor’s chamberlain and chartu=-
larius at Syracuse, and another to the bishop of
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Syracuse, desiving them to enforce the appellant’s
I ution to l]h' see. It would thus appear
that the metropolitan and bishops of Crete were
not ready of their own accord to submit to the
}’"‘i’““" :Luthu:f‘xt.}', Y )

A more distinct case of insubordination was
that of Maurus, archbishop of Ravenna. The
ops of this city, eing the seat of the ex-
, at this time claimed to be autoce phaloy
y supported by th
le Rome stood out ¢
with regard to Mon
Manrus had, it seems,
come to Rome and give an
and was tl 1ereupon excommt

exarchs |II:I]"||]|,| rs

he, in return, excommunic: l[lll the pe
forbade the churches under his jnrix‘u]in"mu to
pay allegiance to the see of Rome; and his

lation from the priesthood was consequently
ed in a synod of bishops at Ri
m. Rubeus, Hist. Ravenn. lib. iv. 648,
P ed, 1572) This position of independ-
ence was continued by Reparatus, the sue r
of Maurus, during the pontificate of pope
Adeodatus, but was apparently given up by
the following bishop Theodore under pope
Donus (676-678). For Anastasins tells (in Vit.
Doni) * Hujus temporibus ecclesia Ravennatum,
quae se ab ecclesia Romana segregaverat causa
antocephaliae, denuo se pristinae Apostolicae

annmn.

subjugavit : "—and we find the name of Theo-
dore of Ravenna among the signatories of a
Roman council under the next pope Agatho.

Under Leo II., who succeeded Agatho (683-684),
an imperial reseript is further said to have been
obtained for confirming the submission of Ra-
venna to Rome :—“ Hujus temporibus per-
currente divali jussione clementissimi Principis.
restituta est Ecelesia rennatis sub ordina-
tione sedis apostolicae, defuncto archiepiscopo,
qui electus fuit juxta antiquam consuetudinem in
civitatem Romanam veniat ordinandus :—sed et
n¢ Mauri quondam episcopi anniversitas cele-
bretur: sed et typum autocephaliae, quem sibi
elicuerant ad amput.uuia seandala sedis apostoli-
cae, restituerunt (Anastas, in Vit, Leonis I1).
[J. B—y.]
VITALINUS, praised 41:-1:-7 with his brother
Marianus b 0y St. Ambrose (Oerm. lxiii. 6).
[C. H.]
VITALIS (1), 8T, \Ir 28th, a reputed
maityr of Ravenna, <]11w fly interestine us as the
pa tron saint of the famous church v, that city.
EcoLestos (1).] The fullest early notice of
(but quite legendary) oceurs in Ado’s
loqy, while he is mentioned also by
y the Mart. V. Rom., the Mart. Rom.,
ker, and W andelbert. Rubeus in his Historia
Ravenn igum (ed. rives his story
Papebroch ( \.]nr iii. 568) and
1“!':5]!] (‘ 3, 496) discuss the period, \\'F\i{‘h
The ”H‘s (Mart. Rom. ) comsiders as A.D, 11_1.
'|1I="_t legend however ¢ ns him to the
{' Nero, makes him the father of G

ASITS (1) and Protasi us, and attributes his
n; .n'1|..,,, t

1572, p.
oll, Ame S8,

2"-[—:1

Neineis to his having paid honour to t.l\lu
o \'* of the martyr Ursicizus (1). ‘!]m
i '*:Inl ‘t“”d comm rated on the sa
Tenti .“ have suffer 1 at Milan. '

Mons other churches dedi to
Viz,

4 Rome, Faenza, Kimini, Ferrara,

LComo,
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I\;w:f-r'z!;_ Verona, in Italy, and at Jadera in
almatia. ; :
[C. H.]

VITALIS (2), reader, martyred wit

h FeLix
(174) in 303. (Ruinart, Acta Sine.

355.)

[C. H.]

VITALIS (3), m artyr at Bologna with his
master. [AGRICOL Al] (i| em, \'.'.'511,.)

[c. 1]

och, 21st in

VITALIS (4), bishop of Anti

suceession, followed [\rmul \fter the o
of the persecution of Diocletian, c. A.p, 31
313. Entering on his episcopate amid the uni-

 at the
wl been de

axation of the fiery trial
tating the church, he sig

nalized his entrance on office by commencit h
rebuilding of the mo neient church in
Antioch, which was spe ' to the Chris-
tians, as in Chrysostom’s words “ the mother of
all the churches in the city,” having b
cording to tradition founded by the
themselves (Theod. H. Z. i. 33 Chrysost.
in Inseript, - )

which I

Humu’
t. Apostal.), which on his death in

A.D, 318 or 319, he left to be finished by his
successor Philogonus. He was present at the
cound :I]w of \[<\11 A.D., 314 (L'llllhl': i. 1475),
al late of which is uncertain

i 'H—*/), and signed the canons. Euty
l_'-ll].‘- hlm Vitellius, and assicns him 6 vears
(p. 412) (Tillemont, Mem. E tom. vi. p. 194).

[E. V.]

VITALIS, Apollinarist. [Virarivs,]
VITALIS (56}, a presbyter, perhaps of Aqui-
ania, who wrote to Jerome in the year 398 to
the solution of difficulties as to the t‘:l!'!)’
at which of the | kings are
aid to have had children. Jerome admits that
Tlu-n are discrepancies as to these matters, but
deprecates the wasting of time on such trivial

(Ep. 72, ed. Vall.) [W. H. F.]
VITALIS (5

some Jewish

que: stions.

an archdeacon, bearer of a

letter from the bishops of Macedonia to pope
Innocent L (Inwee, Ep. 17 al. 22 in Pat. Lat.
xx. 526.) [C. H.]

VITALIS (7), a friend to whom
wrote to reclaim him from Pelagianism.
not God’s gift,

Augustine
Vitalis
but

had said that belief was
entirely in a man’s own pe H: |\11|lr qu
Phil. ii. 15, Augustine a him wheth

ht it needful to pray for those to whom the
q-ml..l is preached or ni]]\ to preach to them,
The priest at the alts s for those who are
not converted, and for
faithful that they may continue in the
How can Vi adict the church, or

and for the
faith.

umens,

is cont

the authority aman so eminent in the Afrie:
branch of it, as Cyprian in his treatise on the
Lord’s Prayer, or, to go hi still, that of the

17es as

Apostle Paul (2 Cor. xiii. T), or such p:
Ps, xxxvi. (xxxvii.) 2 “]]l‘“\\\fhlt a man is
guir led |:\ (zod so |"qu as EJ\ his own free will he
is the inion
ins himself before

walks in God’s way, this same 0]

which was condemned by P
the Eastern bishops. Grace it
inc to man's desert, but ['I't‘\'ltﬂ:.\]
therwise, there would be no ne
the conversion of unbelievers. Let him d t-u
Lord's Prayer and Cyprian’s treatise on it (e. 17).
To pray in any other spiritis to pret end to pray,

d [\.|.| ay for
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for we must suppose that what we pray for is
done, not by Him, but by ourselves. In main-
taining free will let us not deny God’s grace ; for
if we do so to t]m!k G
darkness (Col. i. 12) is a mockery. Men become
Christians by 11|| will, but, at the same time, by
His grace, Children are redeemed, regenerate 1,
not by their own free will; but this must be
called into action afterwards by agreement with
saving doctrine. The works of unbelievers, e.g.
of illustrious Homans, being done without faith,
cannot please God however much they may please
men. It is the Mediator who enters into the
strong man’s house and binds him. Teaching is
not grace, but grace makes teaching effectual
(John vi. 68). We pray for the conversion of
sinners; we pray, not that doctrine may be
preached to them, but that their will may be
changed. The faithful pray that they may per-
severe, carrying out the warning r:I ] {nl x. 12,
The question as to the remov:
early life, in order to prevent them hnm IEL]Hng
into sin, must be put aside for the present; our
duty is to walk in true faith now.

Then follow twelve rules or principles opposed
to the doctrine o
stance may

f Pelagius, of which the sub-

be said to be that grace is given by

God at His wsure, not on account of man’s
desert whether in the case of children or adults.
All, even children, will be judged for their
works. The who believe in God do so of

their own free will.
that they may be
God for those who ha

We pray for unbelieve
brought to believe;

]
we thank
ve been so brought. In
summing up what been said, Augustine
touches the argument drawn from 1 Tim. ii. 4, by
showing that some infants die without baptism,
and, the other hand, the one drawn from
1 Cor. xv. by showing that those who are
saved are so in accordance with God’s will; but
will

has

on

that against his none can be saved. As
those who die in the Lord are blessed, the

opinien that men will be judged according to
their hypothetical conduct is absurd. To say
that men believe with their own free will is not
to deny free will, whereas those who oppose
God’s grace really How can we thank
(n--i for what He has not done? or will Vitalis
refuse to allow the church to pray for the con-
version of infidels, as the priest does at the altar,

do so.

or will he blame St. 1’:ml for praying for the
Jews? he allows that prayer to God and
thanksgiving are lawful, how can he deny that

’s grace precedes man’s will? (Aug. £p. 217.
H. W. P.]

a notary on the Catholic side

A.D. 411 (Carth. Coll. i. 1.
[H. W. P.]

VITALIS (8),
at the conference
1827 i1 1 3kl

VITALIS (9),
T1US (1) by Capreolus. [C.

VITALIS (10), ]zix“imp of Truentum or Tronto
in Picenum, and, with Misenus, legate of Felix I11.
in A.D. 483, sent to Constantinople to procure
the nl|’|1r|-\|1;|ur[ of Peter \]ﬂIl;_';lh Overcome hy
1|nl‘11n|-|1m¢ nt and threats, tnuy were induce
go over to the side of Acacius, to join him in pro-
Cessions, {u communicate \\1tl; him and the here-
tical partisans of Peter Mongus, and to recite the
name of the latter in the diptychs. They
brought back a letter from Acacius to the pope

addressed along with Toxan-

H.]

d for bringing us out of

VITALIUS

in which he praised Deter Mongus. On their
return the pope assembled a council at Rome in
July, A.p. 484, at which they were deposed from
the episcopate and excluded from communion
till the church of Alexandria should receive a
Catholie hirhn]x. Vitalis died excommunicated
between A.p. 492 and 495, but at a synod under
pope Gelasius in the latter year Misenus was ad-
mitted to communion and restored to the episco-
pate on abjuring Eutychianism and anathema-
tizing its chief supporters. []"1:!,[:\' (3) 11L. and
GELASIUS (1)] (Felicis 111, Epist. 2, 6. 103 Ii\u--
ratus 18, in Mi Patr. Lat, 1\111 899, 921,
9386, Ixviii. 1028 ; L\m' H, E. iii. 20). [F. I)]

VITALIS (11), third

abbat of M. Cassino

after St. Benedict. (Paulus Diac. Hist. Lang.
iv. 18.) (F. D.]
VITALIS (12), addressed as bishop of

Ravenna, by Venantius Fortunatus, in two
poems describing the church of St. Andrew and
its consecration which Vitalis had built (Miscell.
i. 1, 2, in Migne, Patr, Lat. 1xxxviii. 63). As no
bishop of Ravenna of this name is otherwise
known, the editor of Fortunatus conjectures he
is the same as Maximianus, who was bishop from

A.D. 546 to A.D. 553, and who restored the church
of St. Andrew (Agnellus, V. 8. Maximiani 4, in
Patr. Lat. cvi. 608). [F. D.]

VITALIS (13), defensor of the Roman church

at C ri in Sardinia. Four letters of Gregory

the Great are addressed to him (lib, ix, ind. ii. 2,
64, lib, xi. ind. iv. lib. xiv. ind. vii in
Migne, Patr. Lat. , 1000, 1135, 1303 In

the first the case of Januarius, bishop of Cagliari,
is referred to, who was accused of ploughing up
the crops of a neighbour ona Sunday and remov-

ing his landmarks, and Vitalis is forbidden to
take any commission on the money remitted by
the pope for wheat purchased; in the second, he
is forbidden to interfere with the bishop’s juris-
diction over his elergy ; in the third, he is told
to assist in the purchase of Barbaricine slaves.
The Barbaricines were the heathen descendants
of a tribe transported to Sardinia by the Vandals,
who lived by brigandage in the mountains near

Cagliari. [E. D.]
VITALIUS (Vrranis), the most distin=
guished and influential of the disciples of

Apollinaris, ordained by him bishop of his schis-
matical congregation at Antioch. Vitalius was
a man of the highest character, much revered at
Antioch for the sanctity of his life and his many
virtues. He had been brought up in the ortho-
dox faith, and after having spent some years as
a layman was ordained presbyter by Meletius
(Theod. H. E. v. 4; Soz. H. E. vi. 25). Anun-
happy jealousy of his fellow presbyter Flavian,
whom he thought to be higher in Meletius’s
favour than himself, caused a breach between
him and his bishop. Deprived of the whole-
some guidance of Meletius, Vitalius fell under
the influence of Apollinaris, whose intimate
friend he beecame, and embraced his theological
system. Tidings of his unsoundness in the faith
having reached Rome, Vitalius made a journey
thither (which may be placed in 375) to clear
himself of the charges before pope Damasus, and
to be re ed by him into communion. By the use
of equivecal terms, and the production of a de-




VITALIUS

claration of faith in which all ('!I‘li{'ift] i.‘N|)1‘(“‘-SiuH,‘%
were skilfully omitted he convin ed Damasus of
his orthodoxy. lJ;un;1§u.~' did “"tf,h““""\'w! Te-
ceive him into communion, but as if he .\‘lt.-}u-\_-'{,ud
that he was being imposed on he sent \ ita-
lius back to Antioch \\‘:_HI a ]".“"r to Paulinus,
whom, during the Meletian suh'.sin, Rome and the
Western Church recognised as the orthodox and
canonical bishop of that see, remitting the whole
matter to his decision, as one likely to be better
informed on its true bearing than himself. He
ised his caution, but recommended that it
ng the re-
xy he had
the Nicene

Son of God took on Him “entire Adam” with
bodv. soul and sense. Those whom Paulinus
admitted to communion would be received into
communion with Rome (Labbe, Conecil. ii. 864).
doth of these requirements were satisfied by
YVitalius, but with a secret reserve as to the in-
terpretation of the words. Hh-ll'tl}' after Vitalins
had left Rome, Damasus, not quite easy in his
mind as to his orthodoxy, despatched a second
letter to Paulinus, containing a profession of
faith, and a long string of anathematisms, which,
without naming Apollinaris, condemned him and
his doctrines, desiring Paulinus to require

signature to them as the terms of being
admitted into communion (Luhiu-. i, 900,
5q Theod. H E. v. 1 ].). These

Vitalius refused to satisfy, and the
between him and Paulinus became complete.
Apollinaris ordained him bishop of his schismati-
cal church, his holiness of life and pastoral zeal
gathering a large number of followers, the suc-
cessors of whom were still existing at Antioch
under the name of Vitalians when Sozomen
wrote (Soz. H. E. vi, 25). The unsoundness of
Vit on the point on which Apollinaris
¢ from the orthodox faith, didnot pre-
vent his being regarded with much esteem and
affection by leaders on the orthodox side, with
whom, this one point excepted, he completely
agreed, On his return from Rome to Antioch,
A.D. 375, he visited Gregory Nazic )
whom he was acknowledged as a beloved
brother, whose soundness in the faith he
entirely accepted, though subsequently when
tonvinced of the real aning of his ambi-
].‘nl_ﬂl:]:e he w forced to recall his
approval (Greg. Nagz. Ep. ad Cledon. ii. Orat.
i, p. 746). It must have been Yery

ifter Vitalius’s return to Antioch that
5, urged thereto by Basil (Bas. Ep.

Lwao] ted Antioch for the purpose of

h ]III:_[ the differences which were rending that
appy church. mong those he met th
specially mentions “ Vitalius the bishop,” whom
© Speaks of in the highest terms as edAaBéo-
TE,T‘"S 79 Bly, kal 7§ kararrdre: Kol ThH woAi-
r_"." I‘"!I“’i !"ill"llﬁ.\“}"ily:&n\]:_l'ht him to reunite
l‘ll-n:;}it.‘t.“ tf'-.l: Catholic Church. Finding that
sunderstanding was chiefly a personal one,

1zen, by

a8 [32

‘e he

3?1‘-1“.“"'“ him and Paulinus, each cha the
1'-|‘|I\1F-]l With unsoundness in the faith, Epiphanius
\'.11\]‘.,1 n both to a conference. At firs
e 4 I 2 appeared § ctly orthodox

acknow]e
Was perfect

(\3“‘)(1’;) :

as fully as Paulinus that Chs
man with a human body and soul
but when pressed as to whether He also
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had a }.Ill'lnlllll- mind (vois) he denied it, stuting
T%L’i.f His divinity was to Him in its |-1:u-:
.\~.1-l11]Iur1"i;:|1‘t.}' could persuade the other, :uui
i‘,plllwlaumus h.uEﬂtn give up the hopeless attempt
(IIL]II}J]I(LII, Ixxvii. ¢. 20-28). The schizm of Vita-
l‘ill.\' added a third, or counting the Arians, a
fourth church at Antioch, each denonncing 1‘]“;
others. Meletius, Paulinus and Vitaliuns each
claimed to be the  orthodox bishop. The
plexity they created is graphically describ
Jerome in his letters to pope Damasus (Hieron,
Lp. 57, 58): “Whoever is united to the chair
of Peter he regards as his own. But Meletius,
Vitalius and Paulinus, each asserted t they
clave to Damasus. He counld believe it if every
one said so. But now two must be liars, if not
all three. He is equally ignorant of them all,
‘non novi Vitalem; Meletium respuo,
Paulinum,” anl he begs the pope for his soul’s
gnify to him whom he is to communi
cate with” (Tillemont, Mem., E

per-

{ by

ignoro

6225 Dorner, Person of Christ, Div. 1, vol. ii.
p. 386 ff, Clark’s transl.). [E. ¥.]

VITELLIUS, an African Donatist writer
mentioned by Gennadius (Ser. F 4). He

flourished in the time of the mperor Constans,
and so cir. A.D. 344, His works De eo quud odio
sint mundo servi Dei (written against the Catholic
party as persecutors). o8, adversus
Catholicus (accusing them of being traditors) are
not extant. (Cave, i. 209; Cell. v, 105.)

[C. I.]

VITONUS (Vito~ius), Nov. 9, bishop of
Verdun, succeeded Firmus A.p. 502, His Life
is given 31.\' Surius ( Vit. SS. ) and Mabillon
(AA. S8, Ben, vi. i, 496), 2 modern inte
in St, Vitonus centres in tl
abbey with the Benedictines.
) (Ceillier, xii. ¢ xiii. 119).

Adversus Gent

connection of h
He died a.p.
[J. G.]

5

YITUS (1) (Guy), ST., June 15th, a youth-
ful martyr in the persecution of Diocletian, He
was the son of a itleman in Sicily, but
had been secretly ¢ his
nurse Crescent
After the boy I
suffering they succeeded in carrying him over
to Italy, where however iht'—}' all three fell
victims, either in Lucania or at Rome 1

her
1 encountered much

estus,

eruel

(Boll.

Acta S5, 15 Jun. iii. 491, ed. 1867.) _}]-:‘
ferences to the Martyrologies, see D, C. A.
Vrrus (2). His Passio, composed in the sixth

or the seventh century, was discovered at Lome
in the ninth, and is of no authority. His relics

oy and at Pracue. He
ainst sudden death and hydrophobia

App. p. 217%),

as well as

He is also, says Guérin,
I'S. ‘1‘\\ o
i'ull'{
enth
ady
the

references,

. 30).
patron of comedians
German medical writers, G
John Juncker, of the seventeenth and ei
centuries respectively, relate hu-\\_'_ the ma
pame of St. Vitus, and

remarks, with
Encyclopedia, s.v. Chorea.
There sprang up, the in Germany in the
seventeenth .l‘M'JIi]T'\', a superstitious belief that
by presenting gifts to the image of S5t, Vitus,

dar
ity Horst

and

the

came to take the
substance of their
may be read in Rees’s

54y,
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and dancing before it day and nicht on his
festival, people ensured themselves good health
through the following year. The saints’ two
at Ulm and Ravensberg became more
iy noted for the annual resort of “hese

fanatics. 'Hu‘ Dance of St. Vitus or
St. Guy, thus g currency in speec h, became
a |m}uu\ i name for 1]1c well-known lI(]\"ln\'lT‘\'
order. » H.]

dancing

VITUS (2), bishop of Charrae (Haran). He
was one of the sig rners of the letter of the
Oriental prelates to Tlm ps of Italy and Gaul
in 372 (;‘r\i' i'|)_ On the return
of Sancti- 1 rr west, Basil sent a
letter ll\ him to Vitus, expr o his res
regard 1 his desire to er
Ep. . He was present at
nopls 1 (Labhe ). Sozomen speaks
of him as famous fi s sanctity, and records
that on his first interview with Constantine, the
emperor stated that he had seen him frequently
in visions, and that he had M-.n bidden to obey
all his coun (“n.: H. \
Or. Christ. i

VIULANDUS. Gregory the Great requests
the bishop of Ravenna to hear

and determine

without nll"il}' a suit between him and one of his |

deacons. (Epp. ii. 40.) [F. D.]
VIVENTIOLUS (1), a rhetorician who
found fault with St. Avitus for pronouncing the
second syllable of the word * potitur  long in a
» pronounced at the dedication of a
at Lyons. Avitus replied, justifying
and stating that the shortening of the
by Virgil (An. iil. 56) was a case of
|w|h| licence (Avitus, Ep. li. Migne, Patr, Lat.
lix. 268 ; Ceillier, 3. 562). [S. A. B.]

VIVENTIOLUS (2), ST. (VivenTIUs), 24th
bishop of Lyons. He spent the first part of his life
at Condot in the monastery under Eugendus. In
1e went to Lyor 1d had a correspondence
with Avitus, who thanks him for telling him of
the illness of his brother _'\]“‘]H]I‘II']I 18, ]-S‘h\"[l of
Lyons, and exhorts him to interest himself in
settling the discords in the monastery at Condat,
consequent on the death of Eugendus. Avitus
also wishes him a higher post than that of head
of a monastery—a * Cathedra’ instead of the
¢gella,” which he had brought as a present to
Avitus, (Pat. Lat. lix. 272.) In 516 Viven-
tiolus assisted at the consecration of the
monastery at Agaunum as bishop of Lyons, and
of his oration on this o
].ﬂ'l-svr\-u--i. (Pat. Lat. 1xvii. 994 ;

1559.) In 517 he subsc
wrote a ‘tractoria n]f~tn:| summoning the
hish ps tu]l (Labbe, iv. 1581; Pat. Lat, 1xvii.

yresided at the Council of i,}--1;~
;,],_ [L;]I»'u-. iv. 1585.) There
letters of Avitus to him, some
which speak highly of his zeal and alle
(1'.4! Lat. lix.), and one of his to Avitus, inviting
nce at the Feast of St.Just (Pal. Lui.

510

sion is
iv.
and

Ehl:-'

His
Lat. (Ixvii. 994-6).
Jud. Sup., mentions w
konown what these arve,

cited above arein Paf.
ybardus, in his work D¢
s of his, but it is not

He makes the 1‘u|.|u\\'i-£_‘:_' H

VODINUS

remark concerning hi‘.n - \ 1\\“1.[!‘].![\ Eee ]-M"IE
Lugdunensis ep . 15 doctrinae fuerit
non solum ipsius, sed aliorum de eo seripta
testantur.” (Pat. Lat. civ. 823 JMHist, Litt,
de da Fr. iii. 94-95, [G. W. D.]

VIVENTI'IUS of Lyons. [VIVENTIOLUS.]
VIVENTIUS, a bishop in France, and one
of the three authors of the first book of the life
of St. Caesarius of Arles. adjutors were
St. Cyprian, bishop of T ind  Firminus,
bishop of Usez. It was written immediately
after Caesarius’s death in 542, at the request of
the abbess Caesaria, the younger, and her nuns
(Migne, Patr. Lat. Ixvii. 1001 ; Hist. Litt. de la
France, iii. 2383 Ceillier, xi. 128) From a
letter of a priest, Messianus, to Viventius, first
published by Mab lH-uu. we learn that he was a
“l"l"“l‘ (see Boll. Acta S8. Aug. vi. 60, but his
see is unknown. [S. A. B.]

Bipraxus,

VIVIANDUS  (BIBraxpus,
VIBIANUS), second bishop of Saiutes, succeeded
Eutropius, and has a me y tradition. The Vita,
auctore anonymo, given I“." the Boll. (44. S8§.
Aug. vi. 461-2) is late, and malkes him pupil and
-, instead of predecessor, of Am rosius,
According to the Life he wa Saintes j
his mother was Maurela, a Christian : av the age
of eleven he was placed under Ambrosius the
bishop, passed through the ecclesiastic:
and became his successor. He flouri
450, and his tomb at Saintes is mentioned by
Gregory of Tours (De Glor. Conf. c. 58). He
is usually known as Bibianus, and his feast is
28 Aug. (Surius, Vit. SS. viii. 3185 Hist. Litt.
de la France, vi. 228 ; x. p. lvil.; Gall. Christ.
ii, 1055). In Append. ad Opera S. Germu i
Parisiensis, there is given by Migne (Pat. Lut.
Ixxii. 430 sq.) KEpistula 8. Augustini ad Sanctum
Deir  Bibianwmn  Santonicae civitatis antestitem
(ex MS. Codice 8. Petri Carnotensis). It purports
to be in reply to a letter from Bibianus to St,
Augustine of Hippo; the letter was sent throurh
janus, a deacon of Saintes, and the reply
-h Eugepins, a presbyter of Hippo; the
\l!.‘a‘jl t relates to the observance of A\i\'cllt-, but
the whole is 1\1'\\|_>5\‘|h]'\’ fictitious. [.l. U.]

VOCIUS, bishop of Lyons, present at the
council of Arles A.D. 314 (Routh, Rel. Sacr. iv.
95). [H. W. P.]

succe:

VOCONIUS, bishop of Castellanum in
Mauretania, c¢. 460, author of a work Against
Jews, ,lucn and other Hevet and another
On the Sacramenis (fr nnad. Scer. Eeel. T8) now
lost. (Cave, i. 448 LU“‘ x. 469.) [c. ll_]

VODALIS (Vopvar, Str. VoueL), Pictish
1 at St Hildegarde’s monastery of
A.D. 720 (Innes, Civ. and Eeel.

8, Sp. CL. Ed.). [J. G.]

\'HT?[NI'.‘;‘ 15th in the mythical list of

1 1'.o|'~ of Lon l m, as to which, see
md Stubbs’s Rey. Sae, 152, He is said
been slain in 436 H hs), for for-
Yor king of Britain, to marr
* Rowenna (Godwin, I»‘o Prac-

C. H.]

to have
M-l-hug'




VOLAGESUS

Edessa he died in 396, H

author of 2 phic narrative of the
wlief of Nisibis in Julian’s Pers
Chron. Paschal. p. 291 5 Asseman. I
.18 Le Quien, Ur. Christ.)
VOLCATIUS GALLICANUS,
writers of tl' A 1stan r

f the usurper
ated it to
extensive

of «
Teuffel’s
. trans.

use

VOLOCUS, [FAELCHU (2

VOLUSIANUS
GALLUS VELDUMNIANUS

with his father Gall

bishop.

3 (1), C. VIBIUS

afte

with the Gi

« them to ke

p their prisor

» eIIPerors }u‘u--\-u-n‘;u-.[

tilence which
thewhole Ron

h H

n world,and inv

s of the sun and the air (
support the statement of St. Cy
Migne, Put . Lat. iii. 805), that th
edict, ordering sacrifices to be offered ¢
ase the wrath of the
refusal to S‘ill'_"\' the edict the
the hatred of the populace.
i aid
the outbreak of a ]u-]"\--!"\[[in][ waorse
daily snded  (

855,

In

num leonem was a

15

of Decius wi apprehe
Patr. Lat, iii. 861).

apprehensions were not reali
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VOLUSIANUS 1167
cesses over the Goths in Moesia. was proclaimed
emperor by his soldiers, and towards the end of
tl\u year marched on Rome. Gallus and Vola-
sian advanced to meet him, but their own troops
mutinied, 1 l

i murdered them at Torni,
| over to their rival about the month of
| A.p. 254. [See VALERIANUS.]

Zon, xii. 21 : Ell lemont, Z

iii. 465, iv, 115; Gibbon
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1168 VOLUSIANUS

eyes of the possessor of Hippo, whose name may
have |m.11, unless the word be only an epithet,
Eximius, who under the guise of flattery could
hesitate to declare himself satisfied (f::lu_ 136
Tillemont, xiii. 594). To the letter of Volu-
sianus Augustine replies, 1. That the depth of
Scripture is great, that men’s minds are un-
willing at first to conceive of bodiesin any other
light than as full g grown and occ 1:1\11\v definite
space, but that God fills the universe without
limitation of space. The senses are bound up in
ot those of hearing and seeing, and even
smell, have often a range beyond the body, und
thus life may be said to e st at a distance from
it. What then is the soul buta sense of the
body, d.e. in the mind by which it looks at these
things, for it does not judge of the senses by a
sensation of the body, and yet we cannot belie
that God took a 1uwl\. Tom his virgin 1;1-11]|11
while he did not depart from the bosom of the
Father. The u:]s"il‘l'w-l‘m‘e of the Word
sembles in some degree the human voice before
a multitude ;3 and thus the impregnation of the
virein mother is not incredible, for God is great,
not i bulk but in energy. He who caused her
womb to produce fruit passed through the
closed door after the resurrection. Of this, not
the first example of pow ason is to be
sought in the power of the t. The Word
took human form not, as He m cht have done in
the form of an adult, but as (\n infant, in order
to prove the reality nt his human nature, which
otherwise might have been doubted. In doing
this He ad the human to the divine nature;
but this union of natures is not more wonderful
than t at of soul and body in man. Augustine
then eularges on the moral benefit arising from
the truth, in leading men to the divine nature
through the assistance of divine grace. to
the immortality of the soul, who is there that
refuses to believe in it ?

“ But,” says Volusianus, “the divinity of
Christ was not apparent by any sufficient s
for his miracles were after all only small we
as regards God.” rants that similar
works have been perforied ]u--p-lnts and
others, for how could His works be unlike those
of His servants ? But His incarnation, resurrec-
tion, and ascension, belong to Him alone. He
then appeals to the preparation for His coming
in Abraham and in the ory of Israel, the law
with its sacrifices and rites, and 'm prophecy,
and to the subsequent fulfilment of all this in
the progress of the church. He asks what pre-
cepts of philosophers are equal to the two great
commandments, including as they do all public
and private duty., Scripture contains plain pre-
cepts both for learned and unlearned people, but
also deep mysteries which prevent man from
despising the plain pre cepts. He invites Volu-
questions, which he need not
serup le to express at length. As to the Gospel
he]ul_‘: unsuited to state un\m nment, this notion
must come from those who think that a state
stands, not by strength of virtues, but by im-
punity of vices. God’s mercy and grace do not
desert men living by faith, whatever their
sufferings in the world may be. He assures him
of his prayers and trusts that they may he
heard (Ep. 137). In a letter to Marcellinus
Augustine mentions his having sent this letter
(bp. 139). In a letter to Evodius Augustine |

er, the r

YOLUS

ANTUS

asked him to explain a passage in the same letter
in which he had said, (a) That if a reason were
required for the Int,h of Christ of the Virgin,
there need be no wonder at it. (b) That if a
similar instance, it would be found to be not
singular (Ep. 137, 2, 8). This argument,
Evodius says, proves too much, for we can give
no account of any birth at all, and therefore to
say that the birth fiom the Virgin is not
wonderful is to say no more than may be said of
every birth, and to say that it is not without
parallel, is only to repeat what we know about
many instances of spontaneous generation in
animals. In his reply to this letter, in which
other questions besides these are treated, Augus-
tine says, (a) That the birth was not without
reason, but that the reason is not apparent te
some to whom it seems wonderful, somewhat in
the same w as our Lord marvelled at the
centurion’s fuith because it was uncommon.
As to (b) the instances adduced by | ius are
irrelevant, while the birth of Christ is unique in
its circumstances, but not without parallel as
an act of power (Ep. 161-162). It is plain that
Augustine touk great pains with his letter to
Volusianus, and he refers to it in his Enchiridion
addr ] to Laurentius ¢. 34. In A.D. 420 or
421 an edict was issued by Constantine or
Constantius, created Augustus by Honorius, to
expel Coelestius from Rome, which was addre
to Yolusianus, praefectus wrbi (Photius, Bibl
14; DBaronius, ann. 420, ii, iii). Not \\]th-
standing the duty which he had to perform in
this matter, it appears to have made no differ-
ence in his religivus profession, but in A.D, 434,
the year in which Proclus became archbishop of
Constantinople, he appears, being then very ill,
to have sent for his niece Melania to come to
him to that city from Jerusalem, and there to
have been persuaded by her to receive baptism
from the archbishop. This is stated shortly by
Photius in a passage expressing the common
reading of the text, but which is not accepted
by '.]\x_' editor, Bekker. It is v
i n one of the letters of Me
y Symeon Me 1ftl|[)rl T'“H but which is extant
suly in the Latin version by Surius, given by
Baronius, ann. 434, viii,—xi. The statement may
be true, but t e seems to be in the narrative
some confusion of time and place, for Volusianus
is represented as having been made praefectus
urbi at Constantinople at that time, an of
which he held at Rome thirteen or fourteen
years before. Tillemont speaks doubtfully of
the identity of the two persons, vel. xiii. 595.
He is mentioned as a praefectus praetorio in an
edict of Theodosius and Valentinian III. A.D. 429
(Ad Theod. xii. 6, 32), also as holding the same
office in one from the same emperors dated
Ravenna, June 10, 429 (Just. Cod. i. 14, 43
Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. vi. p. 202).
fH. W. B
VOLUSIANUS (4) addressed by Firmus
bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, (Ep. 25 in
Patr, Gr, lxxvii. 1499,) [C. H.]

VOLUSIANTUS (5), ST, seventh bishop of
|mna, who succeeded his relative St. Perpetuus,
). 491, was of senatorial family, very 11Lh, and
hr-l\' in life. In the seventh year of his episco-
llfit:'. he was driven into exile at Toulouse hy
the Goths, who suspected him of favouring the

ce




VOLVENTIUS

f the orthodox Clovis and his Franks. In
o were built the bourg of Manthelan and
h of Saint-Jean-i-Marmoutiers. He
gied in exile after an episcopate of seven years
,‘r[ two months, and was succeeded by Verus
‘.,:.re”. Tar. Hist. Frane. ii. 26, x. 31). A story
it Euv\\'u to Gregory makes him die a IlIELl‘t_\'I:‘.‘,
death at a place called 1’xtf1'skﬂ:l, near i'eln‘n-.: s, in
the year 20U. His day is Ja 18, (See Boll,
,]au.-ii. 194-5; Gall. Christ. xiv. 14-15.)
[5. A. B.]
VOLVENTIUS, proconsul of Spain. [Pris-
CILLIANUS.]

arms 0
his time !
the churcl

e

VOUEL. [Vopaus (1).]
VULGANIUS (WuLGAN), bishop and con-

fessor, patron of Lens, dep. Pas-de-Calais, has a
wery uncertain tradition, but he apj to have
peent of Irish birth, and missionary in ancient
«dy or Belgic Gaul in the first half of the
 century. " His death was soon after the
ildle of that century. His relics were trans-
from Arras to Lens about the 11th century
and his feast is Nov. 2. (Malbrancq, De Mor. ii,
0 sq.; Molanus, 88. Belg. v. : O’Conor,
e, 1493 Colgan, Acta SS. 162, 377, 797;
Baring Gould, Saints, Nov. p. 59.) His connec-
tion with Canterbury is mythical, and so also
with Seotland, [J. G.]

YUSCFREA, a son of Edwin, king of North-
umbria, who was baptized by Paulinus, with
Edwin and others, on Easter day, A.D. 627 (Beda,
i il, 14).  After his father’s death, in A.D.
, he was conveyed to Kent for safety, and
was afterwards sent into France to be brought
up at the friendly court of king Dagobert, where

he died in his childhood. (Zd. ii. 20.) [J. R.]

W

[Names commencing with W will cometimes be
found under the initial V.

WAERMUND, bishop. (Kemble, €. D. 155.)
[WerenoND (2).]

WAIMERUS (Vammerus, WAGEMARUS,
W ARUS), twenty-first bishop of Troyes,
mes before us first as duke of Champagne,
when he was sent to take Autun: on “the
surrender of Leod ius bishop of Autun, that
Prelate was handed over by Ebroin mayor of the
dlace, to Waimerus for torture and death
ODEGARIUS (2)] ( Vita S. Leodegarii, c. 12 sq. ;
t:\]::.h, f"‘al. Lat. exiv. 1138 _n‘-;‘), ]‘.Ilf. {l(i'[?l'L!i.H_f
I_\'-L of the anonymous Lives of Leodegarius
E“;f l‘forfl.‘l_w_‘\'i. 300), \\-';Lh_m-l‘us.:mul hi,.-' wife
et lrll‘L-I t‘-‘:‘ .i.Jj{ Lt‘_'-l arius, who |'w.'u1\'n:-! a
% t'fl'u‘il'“llllw" trom his ur-]nw-rts,_ and <l..-~.-un-|1 it
of li-i;r..ig;l\l\:‘: Il’“. ”’H'UllgI.I the ‘m'i'[m-m:u
e oty ¢ aimerus ]_P{H:;llllul bishop of Troyes,
Ebrum {\-hn incur the suspicion and hatre
2 Who had him strangled, or at leas

TOm his ga S . v
8 8ee, A.D. 678 (Ib, ri. 3
eould q 378 (Ib. xcvi. 36

rposes.

"¢ not have been bishop more than two or
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_(See Vitae duae 8. Leodegarii, in
320 sq.; Gall. Christ. xii. 488.)
[J. G.]

., founder and

three years.
Migne, xcvi.

i WALARICUS (VaLERY), ST
first abbat of the monastery of Leuconaus, at
'f.lw. mouth of the Somme, which, with the ad-
_]:u:'rmt town, took his name (Saint-Valery) in the
9th century. He died about 622, and his life
was written about 660 by raimbertus, or Ragim-
bertus, the second abbat after him., 'l'hisﬁlif\‘
as so often happened, being composed, as \\'(l‘::
thought, “mnimis prolixo et simplici sermone,”
was rg\\'ritu‘n to suit the taste of a later age,
the 8th century (Hist. Litt. iii. 602) or the 11th
century (Boll. Aeta SS. Apr.i. 14). The original
has been lost, but the new version is preserved,
the most correct edition being that of the dcta SS.
(ibid. pp. 16-23).

Walaricus was born in Auvergne, where he
fed his father’s flocks and taught himself to
read in the field. He became a monk in a
ighbouring monastery, and a member of the
He next u «d to a monaster,
xerre, and thence repaired to St. Columban
at Luxenil. When the latter was banished in
610, he remained for a time with his successor
St. Eustasius, but before long departed with one
companion to the diocese of Amiens, where he
b from Clotaire a spot called Leuconaus,
1e mouth of the Somme. Here a small
community colleeted round him, though he lived
apart in a solitary cell. His death is v

riously

given as Dec. 12 and April 1, but he is com-
memorated the latter day. His ve becoming
famous for its mirac his suc r St. Blit-

mundus built the mo fterwards known
as St. Valery. For its history see Gall. Christ.
31; and for the subsequent removals of
wricus” body and attendant miracles, Boll.
ibid, pp. 23-30; cf. Hist. Litt. de la France, vii.
558. [S. A. B.]

WALBURGIS, ST., Feb, 25 (WALBURGA,
WiLeureA, WALPURGA, WALTPURDE, WAL=
POUR, WARPURG, VAUBOURG, FALBOURG, (GAU-
BURGE, PERCHE), abbess of Heidenheim, in the
diocese of Eichstidt in Bavaria, the sister of
Willibald and Wunebald. She educated
in the monastery of Wimburn under the abbess
Tetta, with whom she was sent with Lioba and
others into Germany at the request of Boniface,
about A.D. 748, At first she remained under
Lioba at Bischofsheim, but in or about 750 she
was appointed abbess of the monastery founded
by her brothers at Heidenheim, and there she
b, iii. 516 ; Pat.
L. 293 ; Hardy,

was

Lat. exxix. 86635 Ce
Dese. Cat. i, 907; DButler, Feb. 25). For
numerous other Lives see Potthast, Biblioth.
Hist. ii. 929 ; Chevalier, Sources Histor. p. 2325.

(C. H.]

WALDEBERTUS (WALBERT, VALBERT),
ST., third abbat of Luxeuil, where he succeeded
St. Eustasius, wh disciple he was, about 625
We have a 10th-century life of him, written by
an abbat Adso, who either belonged to Luxeuil
(Boll, Acta S, Mai 1. 277) or, as seems More pro=
bable, to Moutier-en-Der (Ceillier, xii. 887, 88).
Though :ill]‘]aun'wl to be on an older :11'('1:}[11&
(1-1', Boll. ibid. p. 275), it is of little value. First
published by Mabillon, it is repeated by lI‘.]n_- Bol-

3 v

Cio.
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