
Thel .Fate ot Fustathius of Antioch
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The 4a1 of thıs article 15 chow that the yCal 376 15 impossibly V

early on  CD for the deposıtion ot Eustathius, and consider the reasons

for that deposıtion.
We chall first consıder the XIr2AGL ftrom anti-Arıan writing of Eustathıius

ıven by Theodoret 1.8.1—5 (Parmentıier). It IMUSL be dıstinguished
trom what heodoret SayY > laterPabout the deposıtıon, paSSagc
which (with the possible X C®ption of ON  CD detail) deserves little credence. The
earlıer reterence Eustathıius, however, has very appcaCC of quoting
Eustathıius’ actual words, tor ıts style 15 ıke the inflated and ornate language
of other fragments of ustathius.‘ In thıs EXTIraCct Fustathıus begıns by speak-
ıng of the Councıl of Nıcaea. He Say > that when the subJect ot beliet W as dis-
cussed, EVOAOYNS WEV ENEYYXOG TO VOoQULO. ING EVOEßBLOU NOOVPAALETO
BAQOONULAG. It read 1ın the of the whole councıl and caused
OUICIY wiıth consequent barrassment its author. „And when the actıon

EBLOV) W as cshown(EOYAOTNQLOV) of Fusebius’ followers (ol ÖuCODL TOV EUuo
then and there, and SOMIC, part of policy,u the document W as tOrn

began SUggESL cCompromı1se, and silenced all those wh: WEeEeIC orthodox
ÜOLOTO. NEYVELV ELWÜOTAG The Arıans WEeIC afraid of being exiled („OSt:

the rejected doctrine (Arıus’ teachıng) andracısed‘ X and eagerly condemne
put theır signatures documents that effect (Ov UPOVOLG YOQUUOOLV,
presumably the Nıcene Creed and ıts anathemas). Then tollows passapc
which MUST be oiven 1ın full

NEQLÖQOUWNG XOOTNOOAVTEG, ÖSOVTOV ÖE NOOEÖQLWOV ÖLO MÄELOTNG OO0N
QUTOUC ÜNONTWOLV NOUBAVELV, TOTE WEV EANVOTOWG, TOTE ÖE MOOPAVOC TÄC
ÄNOWNDLOVELOOALG NOEOPEVOVOL EaC, ÖLAQMOQOLG  E ENLBOUVAEVOVTEG TOLC

CLEAVLOÖN MUTOVOYNLATA, OE-EAEYYOLG. BOUAOLEVOL ÖE ÖT NOAYLOOOAL T
ÖOLXO.OL TOUC EMLYVOMOVAG, EXX%ALVOUOL TOUC EQOQOUG X“COLL TOUTN TOUC ıNS
EUOEBELAG XNOUKAC EXMNOAEUOUVUOLV. A  QUTWC ÖE MLOTEUOMEV WC äAvido@-
JLOUC ÖUVVAOÜaL XKOOTNOOAL O1& TOU Üe  LOU KOLV  z YAQ IUOL.  ALV LOXUVOWOL,
IO  ALUV NTTNÜNOOVTAL, XATO TOV GEUWVOQWVOV MOONTNV HOa LOV.

che (Lille 1948).See Spanneut, Recherc?1es SUT les ecrıtes d’Eustache ‘d’Anti
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Thıs PasSsayc Can be translated thus
„HMowever, NO that they have gained control of the leadıng posıtıon (LE

leadıng SEES) by intrıgue, SInCe they had aCCEPL submıissıon (to
the Nıcene Creed), they ATC beginnıng, sometımes secretly, sometımes
openly, advocate the condemned doctrines, usıng Varıo0ous aCccusatıons (or
possıbly arguments) orward theır plot. They want establish the rank
weeds e Arıanısm) but ArCc afraıd of the INOTITC intelligent and ATC avoıdıng
the authoritıies ( Constantıne), and iıt 15 that they ATC wagıng W ar agaınst
the champı0ns of orthodoxy. But do nNnOLT elieve that godless MAC  3 Call Ver

CONQUCI the Dıvanıty. And Y >] ıf they A © ino AL OT1  CD tıme, AL another
they ll be defeated, the solemn-soundıng prophet Isa1ah says” (Isa 69
1LXX|)

Thıs EXTtFAaCT, of COUFTSC, NOLT only &1 VES intormatıon about the Councıl of
Nıcaea but also, iın the DaSSapc Just quoted entire in Greek, Z1VES general
SUMIMAL Y of what happened immediately atter the Counscıl. The first question

determiıne 1S, which Eusebius 15 Eustathius referring here, FEusebius
of (Caesarea FEusebius of Nicomedia? Some scholars have ecıded that
Eustathius the bishop of Caesarea, maınly the grounds (tO be CON-

sidered later) that 1T W as he whi brought about Eustathius’ downfall.* But

short consideration ll cshow the extreme improbabilıty of thıs conclusıon.
We know from Eusebius of Caesarea’s letter hıs flock in Caesarea wrıtten
immediately atter the Councıl what the document W as which he produced AT

Nicaea. It would be absurd imagıne that creed ike thıs could ave
aroused uUr10us opposıtıion an have eventually been publicly torn u use-
bius ın tact tells that the Emperor warmly approved of It and declared ıt

be orthodox. Besides, It 15 unlikely that the bıshop of (aesarea began the
debate AL Nıcaea by producıng creed be basıs of agreement 5 he W asSs

chiefly concerned ENSUTIC that the provisional condemnatıon tor heresy
which had been passed hım AT the Councıl of Antioch few months before
should be lıfted, and thıs end W as achieved by the production of thıs creed.
On the other hand, have independent evidence that Fusebius of Nicod-
media produced document at Nıcaea which met wıth disapproval.
Ambrose, iın hıs work De Fide, tells and produces trom the
document which 15 NOL inconsıstent wiıth what NOW of thıs Eusebius’
ideas firom hıs Letter Paulinus of Tyre.“ It the document referred by
Eustathius torn by indıgnant members of the Councıl durıng session
of the Councıl 15 identical wıth that described by Eusebius of (Caesarea
accepted by all and welcomed by Constantıne, then ON  \\ other of these LW!

\

Dr Henry Chadwick tak\es thıs 1e W ın article be discusse: below
See K EDItZ,  ) Urkunde ZUur Geschichte des Arıanıschen Streıtes (Berlın’

111, No 20 (42 f
De Fide S1 Inqult, deı tiılıum increatum dicımus, homo-” 77 * a a n S dn Qa Ousıon CU) 1INC1 1IMus contıterı (see Opıtz, CIt No 21) For FEusebius ot Nıco-

media’s Letter Pau inus SCC the Samlıc work, No
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wrıters 15 conviıcted, not ‚merely of INaCCUraCY, but S Blatane mendacıty
about subject which when each wrote MUSLTE have still been fresh in the
o of Mahny. Stead has plausıbly suggested that it Wa>s the antı-
Arıans at Nıcaea who produced the letter of Eusebius of Nicomedia in order

embarrass the Arıans AL the outset.? For Stead, of COUISC, Eustathius’
Eusebius 15 he of ( aesarea. We ATrC compelled conclude that the Eusebius
referred by Eustathius in the PDassSasc quoted above 15 the bishop of Nıco-
media, and OUr conclusıon 15 reintorced by the expression sed by Eusta-
thiıus, TOV AuL EUOEBLOV, whıch 15 almost identical wiıth term OL NEQL
EUOEBLOV used consistently by Athanasius.® Almost all authorities that
the leading creator and of pro-Arıan polıcy shortly after Nıcaea W as

Eusebius ot Nicomedia rather than hıs namesake of (aesarea.
We a(0)] face choice of conclusıons. 1t the CrSON referred in thıs

SE fACT 15 Fusebius of Nicomedia, either Fustathius regarded the bıshop of
Nicomedıa hıs maın antagonıst and thıs PaSSasc atter he had been
deposed through the actıv1ty of thıs Eusebius, he thıs PaSSagc betore
he W asSs deposed (perhaps by Eusebius of Caesarea) and did NOL yerl apprecılate
the threat which the bishop of Caesarea constituted hıs tenure of the SCC

of Antioch. What W e CannOt conclude 15 that Eustathıius, havıng been
deposed through the aABCNCY of Eusebius of (Caesarea ın 326, afterwards Wro

PassSagc describing Eusebius of 1comedia the maın of pro-Arıan
intrıgue AL the Nıcene Councıl an later. 1f adopt either of the conclusıions
posed alternatıves above, CAannOL iımagıne that Eustathius W as deposed
in 326, for in that YVCäal FEusebius of Nicomedia W as in exıle; he could NOL have
been influential in the deposıtion of Eustathius in that VCar., But ıf Fustathıius

thıs Passasc betore he (Eustathius) W as exiled, then he MuUuUSL have
wrıtten ıt AL time when Eusebius of icomedia W as actıve ın intrıgue,
havıng gained SOINC SUCCESSCS in deposing biıshops whi opposed ım, and
W as longer languishıing in helpless ex1le. In that asc Eustathius MUSLT have
been still bishop of Antioch after 326, an probably late 39728 522

{In fact,; the reconstruction of events which places the deposıtion of Eusta-
thius early 376 has thıs antecedent improbabilıty, that it 21ves hım VE
lıttle time either expel anumber of pro-Arıan presbyters ftrom hıs SCC atter
the Nıcene Councıl, he did,“ OFE41tE Stırong nucleus oft devoted tol-
lowers who would tor and atter hıs deposıtıon and later after his
death cherish hıs MCIMOLY and perpetuate hıs doetrine. He Can, the

„Eusebius and the Counscıl of Nıcaea“, Journal of Theological Studıes 24 (N 5);173 5—1
Kannengeiser („Ou quand Arıus composa-t-ıl la Thalie?“ (K3Iriakon, Fest-

chrift Johannes Quasten, ed: Grandtield an Jungmann, Müunster [1970],
Vol I1 347 anı Il. 13) has pointed Out the frequent OCCUITFENCEC ot chıs term ın A1la-

s1us’ works an noted that it Iso OCCUTS iın Julıus otf Rome and the Letters of the
Councıl of Serdica. He retfers the phrase OL Ö uWCPL TOV EUOEBLOV in Sozomenus,

But ın sayı that there 15 echo of the term elsewhere he has overlooked thıs
UCCUrTENCE ın Eusta15  ch1US.

Athanasıus, Hıstoria Arıanorum
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reckoning that he W as ousted 326, havehad NOLT much HOF€ than yYCar
CrG4Fe band of tollowers and leave legacy of dissatıstaction an distur-
bance AT hıs departure.  8

It ook carefully AL the words recorded ı Theodoret
chall SCC that they do NOL fact SUggEST that they WEeIC wriıtten by somebody
who had NOLT long betore been driven OUut of hıs SE for LCAasons which he MUST
have regarded unJ)ust They CXADICSS dislike of the Arıans and ıslike of
Eusebius of Nıcomedia, ot COUISC, but they do NOLT ACCUSC aNyYONC of actually
deposing bishops un)justly, least of all hımselt The verbs AIC the present

they SUuUggESL that Eustathius describing PTFOCCSS polıcy which has
begun indeed but has nNnOtTt touched hım personally And Eustathius States that
he SUTC that the polıcy NO DUut hand by the Arıans 111 NOLT ucceed It
1 tact V lıkely that these words WerTIr«c Wwriıtftfen before he W 4s deprived
of hıs SCC; whiıle pamphlet WAar between PTrO 1cenes and Arıans W 4s being
carrıed Lt therefore preterable place FEustathius deposition later that
376 328 329

I1

It 9however, order thıs cshow that the
arguments tavour of the date of 376 tor Eustathius’ fall ATC less than COIN-

pelling. These argumentTts AIC conveniently aM ably put artıcle by
Dr Henry Chadwick P or1ginally published the ournal ot
Theological Studies 1ı 948 (Vol 49 O5), but recently reprinted ı Hıstory
anı Thought the Early Church (London by the Samne author

27— 35) Theodoret 7T 1 — Eustathius’ fall wıth the
of Eusebius of icomedia and Theognis of Nıcaea SOON after theır

FeLHLN from exıle, and Philostorgius [Bıdez has sımılar ACCOUNT
Chadwick’s effort directed towards dıscrediting thıs SLOFrY an CONNECLINS
the deposıtion of Eustathius wiıth the work of Eusebius of (aesarea during
the peri0d when hıs namesake ot 1comedia and Theognis WEeTC exıle He
begıns by referring the theory of Schwartz, which need NOLT discuss
detaıl here It depends upDON LW tlımsy lınks, the assumptıon that when
Asterius detended Eusebius of Nicomedia the latter W as exile, and the
hypothesıis that when Asterıius described Paulinus oft Tyre makarios thıs
ımplied that he W as dead The second ı NOLT cCertaiın; EXCCDLONS Ca  — be cıted
without much dıfficulty. The first ı15 wholly improbable. To detend SOTINCOMNC
who had recently been exiled by the Emperor would have requıred heroic
COUrFag«c and ave fCcason 4A4SSUIMNEC that Asterıus possessed thıs rather

For the evidence tor these disturbances, SCcC Eusebius of Caesarea, ıta Onstan-
tinı 5,

And ı thıs pamphlet WAar Eustathius INaYy ell have Tıtten agalnst Eusebius ot
CGaesarea, Socrates ındıcate, E1

Op CITL 3()—5
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the contrary know that he had lapsed durıng the recent persecution.
No doubt Asterıus W asSs engagıng iın the general lıterary melee produced by
the asc ot Arıus, and thıs could have been Aat tıme between 375 and 335
Chadwick himselt (Op CIt 31) think that Schwartz’s theory 15 LNOTIC

ingen10uUs than convincıng.
More weighty evıdence, however, 15 contaiıned 1n the encyclıcal Letter

issued by the Fastern biıshops atter the abortive Councıl of Serdica of 34%
which declares that ıt W 4s then seventeen Since Asclepas oft (jaza had
been deposed,* and the Statement in the encyclical of the Western
bishops atter that Counscıl that Asclepas had been deposed at Councıl of
Antioch presided OVCI by Fusebius of (aesarea. Seventeen betore 343
brings A (though Chadwick, datıng Serdica 342, calculates it
326) It Fusebius of (Caesarea W as able preside OVCTLI Councıl of Antioch
surely Fustathıus MUSLT have been deposed betore (Or Vecnl conceivably
durıng) that Councıl; otherwise Eustathius himselt would have been the
ProOpCI CrSON preside. That Eusebius of Caesarea NOL only could but actu-
ally did preside OVCLI at least ONC Counscıl of Antioch, and possibly (QVETr

second, 15 cshown by the letter which Constantıne WTro hım (quoted in hıs
Lite of Constantıne) directing hım chaır councıl in Antioch in order
$11 the VaCaNCcY ın the SE caused by the death of Euphronius‚‘ and by
Schwartz’s demonstratıon that some of the CanONS ascribed the Dedication
Counscıl of Antioch of 341 (by which tiıme FEusebius W as dead) really belong

earlier Antiochene Councıl presided OVECLI by Eusebius of Caesarea.
Chadwick theretore that Asclepas W 4S deposed at Councıl of
Antioch where Fusebius of (aesarea presided and that Eustathıius MUSETE have
been deposed at sımılar councıl, agaln wıth the bıshop of (aesarea in
charge, whiıch took place ven earlıer, and indeed that the whole ser1es of
changes in the OCCUDANCY of the SCC of Antioch, Paulinus succeeding Eusta-
thıus, Eulalıus Paulinus, Euphronius Eulalıus, and finally Flacıllus Euphro-
n1us, W as OVCLI before Fusebius of Nicomedia and hıs fellow-exıle returned
trom banıshment in 3727 3728 He adds urther pomint that Constantıne’s
letter adressed the synod of Antioch quoted in Eusebius of (aesarea’s Lite
of Constantıne does NOLT on the bishops addressed mention eıtherEusebius of Nicomedia Theognıis of Nicaea. ‘

Let take the last point tirst: the only bishops mentioned ın Constan-
tine’s letter the synod of Antioch aArec those whose SCC5 are in the vicınıty
of Antioch. We should NOLT CXPCCt hım SUIMMON bishops from the provıince
of Bıthynia, the whole length of Asıa Mınor emoved trom Antioch, in ordgr

11 Hılary, Collecfio Antıarıana (Feder SEL 65) 1V.11 (56,57)
hat the ate of Serdica W as 343 an nNnOtTt 347 has recently een argued wıth

COBCNCY by Barnard 1ın hıs artıcle, „The Councıl of Serdic SOMIMEC Problems Re-
assessed“ Annuarıum Hıstoriae Conciliorum, 1980, 1—25)

Euse 1us, Vıt Const. 5:61,
adwiıck, CIt 34—35
bıd
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take part in choosing IIC bıshop of Antioch. Next, musf ook AT the
Statements of the councıl of Fastern bıshops after the Councıl of Serdica. Not
only do they Sa y that It W as seventeen Since Asclepas W as unfrocked,
but also that when Asclepas W as condemned Athanasıus of Alexander himself
agreed the ACt The words do NOL necessarıly ımply that Athanasıus hım-
selt W Aas present at the Councıl, wherever ıt W as held, which condemned
Asclepas. It 15 unlıkely that bıshop of Alexandria would have had OCCcasıon

attend councıl concerned wıth the affaırs of the SCC of Gaza. But the
words iımply that he assented it and did HOt; when iıntormed otf E: protest
agalınst It. Chadwick trıes explaın AWaY thıs difficult pıece of evidence by
quoting PassSasc from the Eastern bishops’ letter after Serdica which STates
that „those who ATC NO wıth Marcellus hımself ATC tavourıng hım, Proto-
I bıshop ot ardıca and Cyriacus of Naıssus, wh their Judgments
agalnst hım wıth theır OW: hand ven though elsewhere 1n the same letter
ıf 15 revealed that Cyriacus 15 NO dead and has been succeeded by Gauden-
t1us. Chadwick 4SS5SUumes that Gaudentius 15 held have assented „wıth hıs
W. hand“ U what hıs predecessor dıd So It W as wıth Athanasıus, who 15

held have approved the deposiıtion of Asclepas because hıs predecessor,
Alexander, approved. */ But the AdTIC NOLT al fours: the first ASCcC does
NOLT mentıon Alexander the predecessor, the second does NOLT mentıon (5A11=
dentius the SUCCECSSOUOTL. On thıs theory . Damasus MUST be held responsible tor
whatever Liberius publıcly assented and Ambrose for al] the concılıar CIS
of Auxentius! It 15 much INOTC lıkely that at thıs poıint ın theır encyclıcal the
Eastern bıshops sımply forgot that Cyriacus W as longer alıve, though they
later remembered the tact. The ancıents did NOL POSSCSS the unerring CYC tor

which modern scholars enJoy We MUST conclude that the authors
ot thıs document that Athanasıus, who succeeded the SCC of Alexan-
drıa in 328, archbishop of Alexandrıa approved of the deposition of
Asclepas, and that therefore they wWere either NS in thıs STtatement Ö
15 equally possıble, on 1n statıng that Asclepas had been deposed N-
teen before the Councıl of Serdica iın 343 Both STaAteMENTS CAaNNOT be
COTTEGCT. Thıs 15 NOLT contend that Eusebius of Nıcomedia W ds necessarıly
concerned wıth the deposıtion of Asclepas, and before that ot Eustathıius,
Theodoret an Philostorgius aSSEIT; ıt 15 quıte possiıble that Eusebius of
Caesarea W as the maın OWV! iın both 9 certamly he W as Asclepas’
metropolitan. But the deposition of Asclepas 15 MOSLT unlıkely have taken
place early 4S 376 Incıdentally INay nOte that, though thıs pomint CAanNnnNOL
be proved, the estern bıshops’ encyclical after Serdica does NOLT actually Sa y
that FEusebius of Caesarea presided Aat the downtall of Asclepas, only that he
Was present at It (praesentibus adversarııs eT Eusebio Caesarea). “ It 15 NOLT

I-Iilarf‚ Coll Antıar. 1V.13 (57) f  eténim adhuc C ep1sCopus Athanasıus,
Asclepan depositum SU.:  Q sententis ıpse damnavıt.

Chadwick, C1It 3 9 N.
18 Hılary, Coll Ar 11  118
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impossible that FEustathıius pfesided Aat the synod which deposed Asclepas.
We do nNnOL NOW the TeCaAasONMN tor which he W as deposed. Eusebius of Caesarea
maYy have been mentioned NO only hıs metropolıtan but hıs ief ad-
verSsarYy.

One MOTEC pıece of evidence alleged ın favour of datıng the deposıtıon of
Eustathius 376 15 derived trom the MmMOvement.: of the Empress Helena,
Constantıne’s mother. Athanasıus, Hıstoria Arıanorum 4, Say>s that Eusta-
thıus was deposed because he had insulted Helena, an thıs W as pretext tor
getting rid of Strong of Arıan Opinı0ns. We NOW that AL some

tıme after the Councıl of Nıcaea Helena made LOUr of the Holy Places. We
do NOT NOW exactly when che made thıs visıt, NOT the date of her death,
though che certaınly died betore her SO Constantıne. Chadwick argucs that
Helena’s visıt W as kind of pilgriımage of reparatıon tor the tragedy (what-
NF it WAS) that involved the deaths of Crispus, Constantıne’s eldest SO by
his first wite, and of Faudsta; Constantine’s second wiıte. These myster10us
deaths took place in the first half of the yYCar 326 1f Helena visıted Palestine
1ın 376 che would have been in excellent posıtıon be insulted by Eusta-
thius in that yCar che passed through Antioch her WaYy Jerusalem.
Theretore ıt 15 lıkely that Eustathius’ insulting reference (whatever It WAaS)
occurred in 326, and he W as deposed shortly 1fterwards. !”

We INa y doubt, begın wiıth, whether church councıl ın the early fourth
cCentury would have regarded ıtselt cCcompeten depose bıshop on such

charge, aM ıf 1t did whether the deposed bishop would have eft behind hım
band of evoted discıples:. But ven ıf councıl A thıs period W as COMPEC-

tent ACT ın thıs WAaY, the theory that Helena went the Holy Land on

pilgriımage of reparatiıon immediately atter the unsavOury events connected
wiıth the death of LW members oft the imper1al House 15 fantastic. That 15 PTE-
cisely the tiıme 4 which Helena 15 least likely have undertaken such an
enterprise. Constantıne’s polıcy OVCI thıs unmistakable blot the reputa-
t1on of hıs dynasty W as hush the whole affaır Crispus’ name 1s erased
from MONUumMenN Fusebius of Caesarea, wh had made laudatory references

Crispus ın the tırst edition ot hıs Ecclesiastical Hıstory, TEeEINMOVCS all iINEeN-

tiıon of hım ın the second edition. In hıs Litfe Constantıne he Say> nothing
whatever about the unhappy death of Constantine’s first Son and second
wite. It 15 ın the last degree unlikely that immediately after the diäastcr Con-
stantıne would have encouraged permitted hıs mother Z on ell
publicised pılgrimage which r  D Christian Pagan, would hav inter-
preted 0)8l  'g of reparatıon. The damage done the reputatiıon of hıs House
W 3as V enough without thıs aggravation of ıt. We have N} LCAasOnmNn think
that Constantıne W as specially solicıtous 1about hıs mother’s teelings. The

basılica which he erected Aat Trıer, and which still stands (though much
restored) W as apparently built the sıte of earlier bulldıng, then

Chadwick, CIt 32—34
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destroyed, which there had been LNOSAaIC of Helena. The attempt Pn
the deposıtion of FEustathius the yYCar 376 by Ng the of Helena
the Holy Land CANNOL be sustaıned.

111

Finally INaYy consıder the (  3 what charge W as Eustathius of
Antioch deposed? The Eastern bıshops after Serdica make curi0usly indi-
ecCt reference hım which both that the had been deposed for the
evil INAanNnnNer of hıs ıte and that he W as by then dead The estern
bishops atter Serdica do NOTLT mMention hım at all, which has caused SOINC (e
Simonetti)“ conclude that he had ındeed mısbehaved hımself ı SOMEe WaAY
Philostorgius““ Says that he W 3as deposed for NALÖLOKNG WLELV UL ALOYXOAC
NOOVNS Theodoret AA 1 —z has SLOrY of talse aCcCCusation by the
mother of ıllegıtimate baby which caused Eustathius be deprived
WOLXOV OMUOU XL Socrates (H 24) SayS that George, later
Arıan bıshop of Laodicea saı1d that Eustathius W as deposed doctrinal
grounds tor Sabellianısm, the AaCCUuUsatıon of yrus of Beroea, but he
thinks the iımplausıble, tor yrus hıimselt W3as later deposed tor Sabel-
1anısm

We Can rule OUut Chadwick rightly rules Out the STtOrYy of Eustathius
deposition tor SOINC sexual otffence It tradıtional ıngredient of legend
(ın the ase of the Easterners Aat Serdica) S0OSS1D hearsay It unliıkely that
Eustathius would ave eft behind hım band of devoted discıples dedicated

PIESCIHVINS hısoand hıs W: ıf thıs sordıid [CAaSON had been the
of hıs dowrnfall. Fitteen later hıs SUCCESSOT Stephen, convıcted of

N less sordid ı’eft band of admırıng devotees. The STtOrY of Eu-
stathıus insulting the Efi1press Helena does NOLT AD DCal earlier than the per10d
when Athanasıus ı the late 350s W asSs wrmng the Hıstoria Arıanorum, 1ı
whıiıch, Chadwick allows,“ Athanasıus » inclined be less ı touch wiıth
hıistorical fact than usual“. It ı possıble that later PrOÖ--Nıcene wriıters

preferred represecnNt eheir earlier heroes deposed 1ON--theological
orounds ı order conceal the fact; that they had really been deposed for
unorthodoxy

Athanasıus tact NOLT the only cCONtLeEMPOFarYy of Eustathius reter
hıs fall Socrates, have Just SCCH, tells that George of Laodicea
reported that Eustathius had been deposed ftor Sabellianısm Now Athanasıus
(Hıst Arıan ıntorms that thıs George W as 0)81  CD of the Antiochene PT'

Hılary, oll Ar (66) the subject of the 15 Ossı1us) sed et Eustasıo
uUulImMatıo adhaerebat PCSSIMC fult, de quOorum 1Ca iıntamı dicendum

nıhı 6SL; EX1ITUS CN illorum COS omnibus declaravıt.
LT Orısı Arıana nel Quarto Secolo (Rome 1975 105 — 106

(Bıdez 18, 19)23 CITL 28
Op CIL
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byters expelled from Antioch by Eustathius hıs return from the Councıl
o Nıcaea. George;, though he W as ot Eustathius an doubt
regarded hımselt 1CLiImM of Eustathius’ INJuStiCE, W as VE x0o0d DOS1-
LION know the [CasSON tor Fustathius fall perhaps better than
W as Athanasıus It sıgnıfıcant that George Say> nothıng about insult
Helena 8(0)8 1about sexual irregularıties, though d of FEustathius
he would doubt Aave mentioned sordid and discreditable etaıls had there
been anı y We have 1CAaSON doubt the of Socrates here (heö

hıs SOUTITCC lost eulogy Eusebius oft Emesa by George), especıially he
dıd NOT thınk that George had mentioned the LIrue TCAason tor Eustathius tal]
We CannOot and need NOT explaın the fact that Cyrus of Beroea W as Eustathius

at thıs We do NOLT know, alıy INOTEC than Socrates knew, the
iINEriICcCAate MOvement: of ecclesiastical polıtıcs which Aat thıs iınduced
Cyrus make ACCUSALION of Sabellianısm and later succum b sımılar
charge himselt, 8(0)8 how bishop of Beroea (who INaYy ave directly s LHC=-

ceeded Eustathius ı that see) amnc be bishop of Antioch. But
Cal  5 FrECOPNIZC thıs Statement early ot evidence anı y about

the 1CASON tor the fall of Eustathius, an aCCECDL that ıIT much the MOST PrO-
bable Not only would Pro Nıcenes later ave z00d OLLVE tor S  E
thıs fact but anythıng NOW about Eustathius theological (a sub-
JEeCTt upOon which thıs artıcle 411 NOLT enter) leads thınk that he could ell
have been accused of Sabellianism It Just possible that the last LW words
of Theodoret ACCOUNETot the ACCUSatıon agalınst Eustathius, kal’
INay contaın N of truth. FEustathiusmay have been arbıtrary and violent

expelling Arıans from hıs diocese atter Nıcaea.
We conclude, then, that Eustathius W as deposed, NOL 326, but ı 3728

379 NOLT necessarıly at the InSt1gatıon of Eusebius of Nicomedia (though
assuredly wiıth hıs approval) but perhaps the inıtı1atıve ot Eusebius ot
Caesarea, aM deposed for unorthodoxy, tor Sabellianısm The of the
Paulinists, hıs doctrinal SUCCECSSOTS WETIC, after all nNnOLT eASY distinguish
trom Sabellianısm of ıld SOTrT ven after 363 We do nNnOL know when Eusta-
thıus died We IMUSL wiıth Spanneut that the EXTIraCt ftrom the work
agyalnst Photinus ascribed Fustathius EV1INCECS theological vocabulary LOO
far advanced be regarded plausıbly that of Eustathius, and theretore
need NOL 4ASSUTINC that he survıved long enough attack Photinus. He W as

almost certaınly dead by the Councıl of Serdica ı 343 It ı likely that he W as

dead before the death of Constantıne 3D otherwise should have
heard something of hıs return, attempt return, At that Hıs death

the MOSLT probable 1CAaSsSonNn tor the sılence of the estern bishops after Ser-
dica about hım rather than something discreditable ı the reason tor hıs depo-
S1T10N.
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