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PREFACE

There are few controversies more alien to the modern mind than
the prolonged dispute over the Trinity which occupied the greater
part of the fourth century. Not only were the arguments employed
of a forbiddingly logical nature, but the polemical depths to which
otherwise sober churchmen might be driven in asserting them are
unattractive, to say the least. The point at issue, however, was one
of relevance to any age: the salvation of humankind and the
mystery of the nature of God—a prolonged, careful, deliberate
effort to pay God ‘the debt which is above all others his due: the
acknowledgement that he is what he is.’! In an age of theological
reappraisal, a clear understanding of the motives, circumstances,
and meaning of the original doctrinal development is imperative.
In particular, it is important to acquire an accurate and sym-
pathetic understanding of theologians whose positions were
eventually rejected. The present edition of the surviving works and
fragments of Eunomius of Cyzicus is an attempt to supply this need.

There have been several efforts in this century to produce such an
edition. A Corpus Eunomianum was projected early in the century
by U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, but was never carried out.?
Werner Jaeger likewise intended to produce an edition in connection
with his study of the Eunomian fragments preserved by Gregory
of Nyssa, but at the time of his death this had still not appeared.?
More recently an edition was planned by Bernard C. Barmann but
had to be discontinued for personal reasons.* Most recently, an
edition of the Liber Apologeticus has been brought out by the
editors of Sources chrétiennes in connection with their edition of
the Contra Eunomsum of Basil.* In what follows we have attempted

1 Eun., Apol. 8.2-3.

2 So E. Vandenbussche, ‘La part de la dialectique dans la théologie d’Eunomius
“le technologue” ’, RHE 40 (1944-5), 47 n. 1.

8 W. Jaeger, Gregoréi Nysseni Opera ii (Leiden, 1960), p. vii.

% So ]J. van Parys, ‘Grégoire de Nysse. Réfutation de la profession de foi
d’Eunome’ (Unpublished thesis, Université de Paris, 1968), p. 54.

5 Basile de Césarée, Contra Eunome suivi de Eunome, 4pologie, edd. B. Sesboiié,
5], Georges-Matthieu de Durand, OP, Louis Doutreleau, SJ, Sources chrétiennes
nos. 299, 305 (Paris, 1982), 2 vols. Unfortunately this edition became available too
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to present, so far as possible, the whole ‘Corpus Eunomianum’
—all of the surviving texts and fragments which can reasonably
be assigned to Eunomius of Cyzicus—and it is our hope that in
so doing we have brought the desired goal somewhat nearer to
completion.

Anyone who has attempted a work of this kind cannot but be
aware of the large numbers of people who have contributed to it in
one way or another. It is with particular regret, therefore, that I am
unable to thank individually the many librarians, scholars, and
curators who have made their expertise available to me or who have
patiently answered repeated requests for information. Some,
however, must be singled out for special mention. In the first place
I would like to thank the Revd Dr Maurice Wiles for reading over
the translations and for making many valuable suggestions (any
errors which still remain are entirely my own). I would also like to
thank the Revd Dr Henry Chadwick together with the Bampton
Electors of the University of Oxford and the Bethune-Baker
Trustees of the University of Cambridge for their kindness and
generosity, without which this edition would not have been
possible. I am particularly grateful to Mr Nigel Wilson of Lincoln
College, Oxford, and the Revd Walter M. Hayes of the Pontifical
Institute of Medieval Studies for their help in matters of palaeo-
graphy. Finally, I wish to thank the trustees, scholars, and staff of
the Dumbarton Oaks Center for Byzantine Studies, the Catholic
University of America, and the Ecumenical Institute for Advanced
Theological Studies (Tantur) for allowing me the time and
resources to complete this project.

RICHARD PAUL VAGGIONE, OHC

late to be taken account of directly in our own work; I am grateful to Pére Doutre-
leau for his adoption of our sigle and for his comments in vol. ii, p. 198.
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ABBREVIATIONS

There is no consolidated bibliography in this volume, but the
reader will find most of the needed material in the various intro-
ductions and in the notes. The following abbreviations are used
frequently in the notes and apparatus:

A. PATRISTIC AUTHORS AND WORKS

Anast. S., Monoph.
(ps.-)Ath., Dial.
Barhad., HE
Basil, Ep.
Eun.
Spir.
Chrys., Hom. in Mt.
Incomp.

Cyril Alex., Thes.

Epiph., Haer.

Eun., 4, Apol.
A4, Apol. Apol.
EF, Exp. Fid.

F, Fr.

Grg. Naz., Carm. Vit.
Or.

Grg. Nyss., Conf.

Ep.

GN, Eun.
Hieron., Vir. Hlus.
Nemesius, Nat. Hom.
Origen, Jo.

Philo, Leg. Alleg.
Philost., HE
Philostratus, VS
Rufinus, HE
Soc., HE

Soz., HE

Anastasius of Sinai, Contra Monophysitas Testimonia
(ps.-)Athanasius, De Sancta Trinitate Dialogi
Barhadbe$abba “Arbaia, History of the Holy Fathers

Basil the Great, Epistulae
Adversus Eunomium
Liber de Spiritu Sancto

John Chrysostom, Homiliae in Matthaeum
De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura

Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus de Sancta et Consubstantiali
Trinitate

Epiphanius, Adversus Haereses

Eunomius, Liber 4 pologeticus
Apologia Apologiae
Expositio Fidei
Fragmenta

Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmen de Vita Sua
Orationes

Gregory of Nyssa, Refutatio Confessionis Eunomii (= Eun.,
vulg. ii)
Epistulae
Contra Eunomium

Jerome, De Viris Illustribus
Nemesius, De Natura Hominds
Origen, Commentarit in Joannem
Philo Judaeus, Legum Allegoriae
Philostorgius, Historia Ecclesiastica
Philostratus, De Vita Sophistarum
Rufinus, Historia Ecclestastica
Socrates, Historia Ecclestastica

Sozomen, Historia Ecclestastica
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Synesius, Ep.
Thdr. Mops., Eun.

Thdt., Ep.
HE
Haer.

Adler
Albertz
Briquet

BZ
Cod. Theod.
Cohn and Wendland

Courtonne

EO

Excerpta Valestana
GCs
Gothofredus

Hahn

Henry

J

JTs
Mason

Mommsen

Nauck

ABBREVIATIONS

Synesius, Epistulae
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Contra Eunomium
Theodoret of Cyrus, Epistulae

Historia Ecclestastica
Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium

B. OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner,
1981), 5 parts.

M. Albertz, Untersuchungen iiber die Schriften des
Eunomius (Wittenberg: Herrosé und Ziemsen, 1908)

C. M. Briquet, Les Filigranes, 2nd edn. (Leipzig: Verlag
Karl W. Hiersemann, 1923), 4 vols.

Byzantinische Zeitschrift
Codex Theodostanus

Philonis Alexandrini Opera quae Supersunt, ed. L. Cohn,
P. Wendland (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1896--1980), 7 vols.

Saint Basile, Lettres, ed. Yves Courtonne (Paris: Société
d’édition ‘les belles lettres’, 1957), 3 vols.

Echos d’orient

Ammiani Marcellini, Rerum Gestarum Libri, excerpta
Valesiana

Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten dred
Jahrhunderte

Iacobi Gothofredi, Codex Theodosianus cum Perpetuis
Commentariis (Lyon: Huguetan and Revaud, 1665)

A. Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der
alten Kirche, dritte Auflage (Breslau: Verlag E. Morgen-
stern, 1897)

Photius, Bibliothéque, ed. René Henry (Paris: Société
d’édition ‘les belles lettres’, 1959), 7 vols.

W. Jaeger, Gregorii Nysseni Opera (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1921 ff.) (All references to the Contra Eunomium are to
the 2nd edn., 1960)

Journal of Theological Studies

The Five Theological Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus, ed.
A. J. Mason (Cambridge University Press, 1899)

Theodostani Libri X VI, ed. Th. Mommsen, Paul M. Meyer
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1905), 2 vols.

Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, ed. Augustus Nauck,
rev. Bruno Snell (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlags-
buchhandlung, 1964)
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Athanasius’ Werke, ed. H.-G. Opitz (Berlin and Leipzig:
Walter de Gruyter, 1935 ff.), vols. 2 and

The Fragments of Sophocles, ed. A. C. Pearson (Cambridge
University Press, 1917), 3 vols.

Patrologiae Cursus Completus, accurante ].-P. Migne,
Series Graeca

Patrologiae Cursus Completus, accurante ].-P. Migne,
Series Latina

Patrologiae Orientalis, ed. R. Graffin, F. Nau
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The author of the works contained in this volume has been largely
neglected by modern scholars, but it is clear from the writings of his
contemporaries that they afforded him an eminence which the
meagreness of his surviving fragments does little to suggest. Almost
every major theological figure of Eunomius’ own age undertook to
refute him. To mention only those who are said to have composed
full-scale treatises against him, we find that Apollinarius,! Basil the
Great,? Didymus the Blind,3 Diodore of Tarsus,* Gregory of
Nyssa,> Theodore of Mopsuestia,® Theodoret of Cyrus,” and
Sophronius® are all said to have written treatises ‘Contra
Eunomium’. Today only the works of Basil and Gregory are extant
in full, but the sheer number and eminence of Eunomius’
opponents demonstrates his importance in their eyes and suggests
that our own neglect has been misplaced.

Eunomius represents the second generation of Arian thinkers,
that is, the generation which attempted to carry on the theological
work of Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia after the break-up in the
840s of the original anti-Nicene coalition.® Together with his
teacher, Aetius, Eunomius represents this tradition in its most

1 So Philost., HE viii.12 (GCS 21.114.1~5), Hieron., Vér. dllus. 120 (PL 23.7114).

2 Basil, Eun. i-iii (PG 29.497-669, also SC 299, 305).

3 So Hieron., Vir. illus. 109 (PL 23.7054a), 120 (PL 23.711a). Perhaps to be
identified with Books iv-v of (ps.-)Basil, Eun.? See the literature cited in M.
Geerard, ed., Clavis Patrum Graecorum ii (Brepols-Turnhout, 1974), p. 142,
no. 2837,

4 So Barhad., HE 17 (PO 28.315.18) and Ebed-jesus, Carmen 18 in J. S.
Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana iii (Romae: Typis Sacrae
Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1725), parsi, p. 29, line 6.

5 Grg. Nyss., Eun. 1-111(J i and ii).

6 Cf. R. P. Vaggione, ‘Some Neglected Fragments of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s
Contra Eunomium’, JTS 31 (1980), 403-70.

7 Cf. Thdt., Haer. v.2 (PG 83.449c), Ep. 113 (SC 111.64.11-12), 116 (SC
111.70.26), 146 (SC 111.176.18-19).

8 Photius, Cod. 5 (Henry i.8.8-15), 138 (Henry ii.107.31).

9 For a general discussion, cf. Thomas A. Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-Arianism
i-ii (The Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, 1979); for a more specialized
treatment, cf. Elena Cavalcanti, Studi Eunomian:, Orientalia Christiana Analecta
no. 202 (1976).
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extreme form. In his view, any assertion of a similarity of essence
between Father and Son must lead to an assertion of their identity
in essence and hence to a denial of the reality of the persons. The
only way to avoid this and to guarantee the substantial reality of the
persons is to assert that the essence of the Son is not simélar
(anomofos) to the essence of the Father. Because of this assertion,
the followers of Aetius and Eunomius have generally been known as
‘anomoeans’.

Eunomius himself was a Cappadocian of relatively humble
origins. To recapitulate briefly the earlier portions of his life, he
was born sometime toward the end of the decade 320-30 in the
small village of Oltiseris on the Galatian border.!® Originally
trained as a shorthand writer, he went to Constantinople in search
of a literary education after the death of his parents.!! From there
he went on to Antioch and Alexandria, where he became the
disciple of Aetius, and, together with him, became part of the
entourage of Eudoxius, bishop successively of Antioch (358-60) and
Constantinople (360-70). Ordained deacon by Eudoxius, he took a
full part in the controversies of the age, and at the time the first
works found in this volume were written had already begun to
acquire an identity separate from that of his master. The events
which followed, and which led to the composition of Eunomius’
surviving works, are discussed in the introductions to each. When
Eunomius finally died in exile (¢.394) after some thirty-five years of
literary activity, the impact of his person and writings could be
described by an admirer as follows:

It was there [at Dakora in Cappadocia] that Philostorgius, then twenty
years old and staying in Constantinople, saw him. He praises Eunomius
extravagantly and describes his understanding and character as ‘incom-
parable’. He also speaks flatteringly of the great distinction of his facial
appearance and of his limbs. He even likens the words of his mouth to
pearls —though a little further on he admits (if unwillingly) that his voice
had a lisp. Nor was he ashamed of the lisp; he extols it as extremely
elegant.!? Likewise, the white blemishes which disfigured and spotted his

0 So GN 1(J 1.83.17, 57.21-58.1, ii.309.15); Sozomen's assertion in HE vii.17
(GCS 324.21-325.1) that Eunomius’ zargic was Dakora near Caesarea seems to be
based on a false deduction from the fact that in later life he had an estate there.

11 Cf. Thdr. Mops., Eun., Fr. iv, Gk. 8-28, Syr. 37-63 (Vaggione, op. cit.,
421-2, 424-5) and GN 1(J 1.39.21-8, cf. 56.20-4).

12 The ‘lisp’ need not have been a speech defect. The use of the Cappadocian
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face he strives to make into a bodily ornament. He praises all his works
extravagantly but says that his letters surpass the others by far. 13

These letters, like much else written by Eunomius, are lost, but the
testimony of his contemporaries, both positive and negative,
confirms the power of his impact on others.

The loss of so many of Eunomius’ works is not due simply to the
vicissitudes of time. In a decree dated 4 March 398, the Emperor
Arcadius, responding to renewed heretical activity in the years
following the death of Theodosius the Great,'* and perhaps acting
at the instigation of the then newly-elected archbishop of Constan-
tinople, John Chrysostom,!® ordered all Eunomian works to be
burnt.!6 Contemporary authors mention the carrying out of this
decree. 17 Between the efforts of Arcadius’ ministers and the work of
the intervening centuries little now remains of what must once have
been a sizeable literary inheritance.

The three works which have in fact come down to us in whole or
in part were all occasioned by a single controversy lasting over a
period of twenty years (360-83). The first salvo in this controversy
was fired by Eunomius himself in his earliest surviving work, the
Liber Apologeticus. A reply to this was published by Basil the Great
in his treatise, the Adversus Eunomium, and was answered in its
turn by Eunomius in his 4pologia Apologiae. To this Gregory of
Nyssa produced yet another answer in his own Contra Eunomium,
refuting at the same time a further work by Eunomius entitled the
Expositio Fidei. These, together with fragments which include a
scholion on the Syntagmation of Aetius and part of a work entitled
De Filio, constitute the entire known surviving corpus of Eunomius’

language was still widespread in the fourth century, particularly among persons like
Eunomius from a rural background (cf. Basil, Spir. xxix.74.50-2 [SC 17bis.514]);
even Cappadocians with a rhetorical training could have a pronounced accent (cf.
Philostratus, VS 1i.13.594). It may be that the ‘lisp’ which Philostorgius found so
elegant was simply the remnants of a Cappadocian accent.

13 Philost., HE x.6 (GCS 128.10-20).

14 See Synesius, Ep. 5 (PG 66.1341¢); cf. Gothofredus, vi, pp. 152-3.

15 Consecrated 26 February 398; compare Theodosius’ attitude as reported by
Sozomen, HE vii.12 (GCS 316.9-15) with that of Chrysostom in, e.g., his Hom. in
Mt. 46.1.2 (PG 58.477 ad medium), first suggested by C. Baronius, Annales Eccle-
stastici (Lucae: typis Leonardi Venturini, 1740), vi.281, anno 398, section Ixxviii.

16 Cod. Theod. xvi.5.34 (Mommsen i, pars post., p. 866).

17 Philost., HE xi.5b (GCS 135.26-7), Nicephorus Callistus, HE xiii.l1 (PG
146.925c).
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literary output, a theological corpus almost entirely dogmatic in
character.

The one-sided nature of what has come down to us is emphasized
by what is known of Eunomius’ two remaining lost works. The
historian Socrates Scholasticus mentions a work by Eunomius in
seven volumes usually designated the Commentary on Romans,
though Socrates does not actually say that it was a commentary.18
Likewise, as we saw above, Philostorgius tells us that the Letters of
Eunomius surpassed all his other works. Photius had read some
forty of them, though he claims that in writing them Eunomius
displayed his ignorance of the laws of epistolary style.!® Apart from
a single fragment of the Commentary on Romans, not a single line
which can be ascribed to either of these works survives. That they
were not isolated phenomena is suggested by the other known
products of the Eunomian school,?® and by surviving indications of
Eunomius’ own wider interests.2! We can gauge the extent of our
loss if we think how different our appreciation of the Cappadocians
would be if time had preserved to us only their dogmatic treatises
and we had lost all of their exegetical, ascetical, and mystical
works.

The reason for this one-sidedness soon becomes apparent.
Whatever the actual range of Eunomius’ interests, his writings as
preserved inevitably reflect the interests of his adversaries. Quite
apart from the deliberate efforts at destruction mentioned above,
there was simply no incentive for Orthodox scribes to copy heretical

18 Soc., HE iv.7 (PG 67.4734).

19 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.107.17-108.21).

20 Notably the Ecclestastical History of Philostorgius (together with two epigrams
in the Palatine Anthology ix.193-4 [Waltz vii.77]) and a lost work by Eunomius’
disciple Theophronius entitled ITegi zfjs yvuvaosias 108 vot (Soc., HE v.24 [PG
67.648c], Soz., HE vii.17 [GCS 325.1-5]). To this may be added the extremely
interesting commentary on Job published by Dieter Hagedorn in his Der Hiob-
kommentar des Arianers Julian (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1973), a work which is
correctly identified by Hagedorn as very closely related to the 4pology of Eunomius
(ibid., p. Iv). There is also considerable evidence of Eunomian editing of such works
as the Clementine Homilies (GCS, 2nd edn., pp. vii-ix) and the 4postolic Con-
stitutions, together with the longer recension of the Ignatian Epistles (cf. Hagedorn,
op. cit., pp. xxxvii-lii). Finally we may mention two Easter homilies preserved
among the spuria of John Chrysostom (SC 67) which, while certainly anomoean, may
or may not be Eunomian,

21 Cf., e.g., Eunomius’ speculation on the population of the world as recorded by
Nemesius of Emesa, Nat. Hom. (PG 40.5754-B).
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literature unless they had some specific purpose in doing so. This is
illustrated by the way in which our two surviving complete works,
the Liber Apologeticus and the Expositio Fidei, have come down to
us. Both have been preserved because at some point they were
bound up with a copy of their respective refutations by Basil and
Gregory. One scribe went so far as to warn his readers in a marginal
comment that his sole purpose in copying it was va dexvitar 7
yeagf) and to tell them to beware of the book’s heretical teachings. 2
In a similar way, the one other work of Eunomius which has come
down to us, the 4 pologia Apologiae, has been preserved only in the
quotations of it made by Gregory of Nyssa in his refutation.
Though, as we shall see, there is little reason to suspect deliberate
falsification (as opposed to tendentious misrepresentation!), the
reader of Eunomius’ works must always be aware that even when he
is able to read a given work in full, he is still to some extent seeing
him through his adversaries’ eyes.

Despite the fact that this causes considerable difficulties in
interpretation, there can be no doubt that even in this attenuated
form Eunomius’ works represent an interesting and valuable body
of material. In trying to make them available to a wider modern
audience, it is our hope that some of the richness which, for good or
ill, so clearly fascinated their ancient hearers will have come
through.

22 Eun., 4pol. 1, apparatus, codex G.






EUNOMII LIBER APOLOGETICUS
THE APOLOGY






INTRODUCTION

1. TITLE

We have already remarked that almost all of the surviving works of
Eunomius derive from a single controversy. The first of these is the
so-called Liber Apologeticus. In using this, its traditional name,
however, we do not mean to prejudge the question as to whether
this was its original title. The name given to it in the manuscripts!
and in the title of Basil's Adversus Eunomium? is ’Amoloynrixds,
but some modern scholars have contended that its original title was
’Anodoyia.® This contention is based on references in Basil the
Great and Philostorgius (discussed below), and on the fact that
Eunomius’ second apology, a defence of this one, was entitled Ynép
tijs dmodoyiag dmoloyia.t A statement of Gregory of Nyssa,
moreover, seems to clinch the case, for he tells us flatly that éxeive
udv yag fiv 1@ Adyw ’Amoloyia 16 Svopa.® In spite of this, a close
examination of the evidence shows that the case is not so simple.
For one thing, there is good reason to believe that Gregory of
Nyssa did not himself possess a copy of the Liber 4pologeticus and
that all his information about it derives either from Basil or from
the second apology of Eunomius which he was refuting.® This
means that we cannot look to Gregory for any independent infor-
_mation as to what the original title of this work may have been, and
that the statement quoted above is simply a gloss intended to
explain the title of Eunomius’ later work. In order to obtain any
new information we must turn to the Adversus Eunomium of
Basil.

1 See the apparatus criticus ad loc. The longer title found in G (perhaps added by
a different hand) is also found in B and in these manuscripts’ numerous progeny.

2 Basil, Eun. i (PG 29.497-8), though the remark of the editors that ‘Tot sunt
fere tituli varii, quot codices’ is abundantly borne out by the list provided in the new
edition of Basil (SC 299, p. 139). All references to Basil in what follows are to
column numbers in PG 29, also used in the new edition.

3 As asserted in Albertz, p. 5, and Fr. Diekamp, ‘Literargeschichtlichen zu der
Eunomianischen Kontroverse’, BZ 18 (1909), 1.

4 So GN1(J 1.29.26; 42.24-43.1), u (J 1.392.7-10).

5 Ibid., 1(] i.48.4-5, cf. 45.5-6).

6 See the discussion of Gregory’s quotations below, pp. 25-6.
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We have already noted that in the title of Basil’s work, Eunomius’
treatise is referred to as the "Anodoynzinds. In the course of the work
itself, however, Basil frequently uses the word dmoloyfa, though he
nowhere states that this was the title of the treatise.” Most of these
uses are connected with Basil’s claim that Eunomius had no right to
use ‘apology’ as a literary category (see discussion below), and are
usually accompanied by some uncomplimentary phrase expressive
of this critique: év dmoldoyias ¢ibet,® év dnoloylac nidouar:,® 16 i
dnoloylas mpoxaldupar, 10 1) nepi tiv dmoloyiay axnvi,!! and 14 17
dnodoylag . . . dpdua.'? The remaining references all reflect the
same pattern and are part of Basil's attempt to deny Eunomius any
right to use this particular literary form.!3 Moreover, with a single
exception all these occurrences are to be found in the same chapter
of Basil's work (i.2). This suggests the source of the word dnoloyia,
for it is in this chapter that Basil discusses the opening paragraph of
Eunomius’ treatise, a paragraph in which Eunomius describes his
purpose as being mgdc dmoloylav.'* Here, then, we have an
explanation of Basil's use of this word which does not give us any
reason to suppose that the title he found in his copy of Eunomius’
treatise was any different from that found in our own. Basil cannot
provide us with a definitive solution to our problem.

The same statement also applies to the mention of this work
found in the Ecclesiastical History of Philostorgius. The two sources
which give us our knowledge of this passage both use dmoloyia
merely to describe the literary character of the work and shed no
new light on its title.’> In the end we are left with a single piece of
evidence, the title of the second apology, Ynée tic dnoloyias
dnoloyia, but since Eunomius was under no obligation to use the
same word in both cases, this too is inconclusive. It seems, then,
that while the possibility that ’Amoloyla was the original title
cannot be excluded, there is no reason to overturn the unanimous
witness of the manuscript tradition.!6

7 The one possible exception is Basil, Eun. i.2 (5018) where Basil specifically
mentions a ‘title’: . . . & adrifs tijc dmypapiic vy doyiv momoduevos. This confirms
that the work had a title but does not tell us what it was.

8 Basil, Eun. i.2 (5018). 9 Ibid. (501c). 10 Ibid. (504A).

11 Ibid. (504B). 12 Ibid. (504B). 13 Ibid., i.2 (5054, B), ii.1 (573B).

14 Eun., Apol. 1.13-14. 15 Philost., HE viii.12 (GCS 114.2, 17).

16 There is an unfortunate lacuna in the manuscripts of Photius just at the point
where he is about to tell us what the title is, Cod. 137 (Henry ii.105.41-2).
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II. DATE AND OCCASION

. If the title of Eunomius’ work cannot be determined conclusively,
its general significance remains unimpaired, for the very word
‘apology’ raises the question of the occasion which warranted such
a presentation. By definition an ‘apology’ presupposes a legal
context if not a trial proper, and in their criticisms of his work both
Basil'? and Gregory!® claimed that Eunomius chose this manner of
presentation only to gain sympathy as an injured party, alleging
that his so-called ‘apology’ had never in fact been presented in
public. Nevertheless, and despite obvious evidence that the work
had been revised for publication,!® Eunomius contended vehe-
mently in his second apology that the earlier work had been
presented at a public trial.?® Since it is difficult to see what he
might have gained from lying about so professedly public an event,
and it is clear that Gregory and Basil are disingenuous to say the
least,?! it seems that we must take his contention seriously; but if so,
we must ask when such an apology can have been presented.

In seeking an answer to this question, we are fortunate in that
Basil’s reply to Eunomius, the Adversus Eunomium, provides us
with a terménus ante quem. This work can be dated generally by its
references to Constantius’ persecution of the Orthodox and by its
mention of events surrounding the years 359-60;22 this suggests that
Basil took advantage of Julian’s edict of toleration, and the
confusion following his death in 363, to bring out his own work. A
more precise date is provided by a letter of Basil which can be dated
to the end of 364 or the beginning of 365 telling us that he had sent
a copy of this work to Leontius the Sophist.?3 In all likelihood, then,
Basil produced this work during his years of monastic solitude at
Annesoi, most probably during the period of his retirement from
Caesarea in deference to Bishop Eusebius (362-5).2¢ This surmise

17 Basil, Eun. i.2 (5018-5058). 18 GN I (Ji.42.16-62.22).

19 Cf. Apol. 1.15 (‘by setting out for you in writing an expression’) and 2.1-2
(‘those who may come across this work in the future’).

20 Eun., Apol. Apol. i, below pp. 100-1.

2l See the remarks by L. R. Wickham, ‘The Date of Eunomius’ 4pology: A
Reconsideration’, JTS 20 (1969), 238-9.

22 Basil, Eun. i.2 (504C-5058). 25 Basil, Ep. 20.25-32 (Courtonne i.51).

24 NB Basil's comment in Ep. 13 (Courtonne i.42) on each season’s characteristic
product: in springtime, flowers; in summer, wheat; in autumn, fruit; in winter, books!
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could be raised to near certainty if we could accept the authenticity
of Basil’s correspondence with Apollinaris, for this correspondence
contains verbal reminiscences of the 4dversus Eunomium and must
(if authentic) be dated to about this period.?® Eunomius’ treatise,
then, must have appeared sometime during the period preceding
Basil’s retirement, so that we must look for the event which
occasioned it at some point prior to the year 362.

In considering the possibilities, two events stand out as having a
prima facie likelihood; both are to be found in the Ecclesiastical
History of Philostorgius. The first is the defence of his position
made by Eunomius before Eudoxius and the assembled clergy of
Constantinople when accused of heterodoxy by members of his own
Church at Cyzicus.?® The second is an appearance before the
Emperor Constantius at Antioch in response to an accusation by
Acacius of Caesarea. Since the latter failed to appear, the matter
was still in abeyance when Constantius died in November of 361.%7
The reason for thinking of these events as possible occasions for
Eunomius’ apology is Philostorgius’ choice of words in describing
them: of the one he says, évretfev eis dmodoyiav 6 Edvéuios 1
Kwvoravuvovndlews xAfow xaraords . . .28 and of the other, xai
nagayeyovéra els Groloyiav xeleder xaraorijvar . . .2° In the latter
case at any rate, Eunomius’ accuser never put in an appearance, so
it seems unlikely that there was an opportunity for him to present
a defence. This makes the former of the two possibilities seem more
likely since, as has been rightly pointed out,% several of the points
at issue on that occasion are in fact discussed in the extant
apology.

In spite of this, however, there are other and more powerful
reasons for maintaining that neither of these events could have been
the occasion for our apology. We may note first of all, as Basil had

25 Basil, Ep. 361-4 (Courtonne iii.220-6); cf. G. L. Prestige, St. Basil the Great
and Apollinaris of Laodicea (London: SPCK, 1956), pp. 10, 19 ff., 24 ff.

26 Philost., HE vi.1 (GCS 70.2-71.2); also mentioned with considerable dif-
ferences by Soz., HE vi.26 (GCS 273.7-15) and Thdt., HE ii.29 (GCS 166.13-167.6).
This is the occasion accepted by Diekamp (op. cit., 5-6) and, following him, by E.
Vandenbussche, ‘La part de la dialectique dans la théologie d’Eunomius “le techno-
logue”’, RHE 40 (1944/5), 61f. n. 1; also by E. Cavalcanti, Studi Eunomiani,
Orientalia Christiana Analecta 202 (1976), p. 24.

27 Philost., HE vi.4 (GCS 71.23-73.6).

28 Ibid., vi.1 (GCS 70.12-13). 29 Ibid., vi.4 (GCS 71.28-9).

30 By Diekamp, op. cit., 5-6 (see below p. 9).
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already done,3! that the parties to whom this apology is addressed
are not clearly delineated, a lack which would be difficult to
understand if this address had been presented before the clergy of
Constantinople in response to charges arising from Eunomius’ own
diocese.32 A stronger reason, however, is provided by something
that Eunomius himself says in his second apology:

PO 2 s sz P YOO VRN
&l yag 10 GOAov . . . vixs éoti yvdooua xai télog, unvier 8¢ Tiv Sixny 1) vixn,
ovvewodyer 8¢ mdviwe Savtf v xaryyoglay 1) Sixn, 6 6 EOlov &idods
dvayxaiay elvae prioe xai iy droloyiav.3

If a reward . . . is the token and crown of victory, and a victory indicates

a trial, and a trial inevitably implies an accusation, the one who grants the
reward must admit that of necessity there was a defence.

In this passage Eunomius was trying to use Basil's own words
against him, since in his reply to the first apology Basil had
admitted that Eunomius received the bishopric of Cyzicus as the
‘reward’ of his impiety.3* While it is true that Eunomius nowhere
states in so many words that this was the case, it would rather ruin
the point of his argument if it was not. This means that Eunomius
must have delivered his apology before he received the bishopric of
Cyzicus, in which event he cannot have done so on either of the
occasions mentioned by Philostorgius since by then he already was
a bishop.?”

It seems, then, that we must turn to two earlier possibilities, both
mentioned by Basil, the councils of Ariminium/Seleucia
(September 359) and Constantinople (January 360).36 In assessing
these possibilities we are somewhat hampered by the fact that
Gregory has not preserved the section of Eunomius’ reply to Basil,
from which the above fragment comes, in its original order.3” None
the less, a careful comparison of the surviving fragments with the
comments made by Basil shows that Eunomius indeed discussed
both events.® In the case of the former he replied to Basil's
accusation that at Seleucia he had been convicted by default (!414a

31 Basil, Eun. .2 (504c). 32 See Wickham, op. cit., 238.

33 Eun., Apol. Apol. i (] 1.60.12-16). 34 Basil, Eun. 1.2 (505A/B).

35 That is, assuming with most commentators that Soc., HE iv.7 (PG 67.472c),
followed by Soz., HE vi.8 (GCS 248.4-11), cf. vii.6 (GCS 307.15-18), is wrong in
placing this under Valens.

36 Basil, Eun. i.2 (504c-504A); Basil, of course, denies that a defence was
presented at either.

87 GN 1 (J1.29.21-2). 38 See below pp. 100-1.
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awwnhoavies édAwoav)® by saying that while this was indeed
the case (qiwnd@vres édAwuev),* faced with a packed jury he could
have done nothing else.*! In the case of the second, although
Eunomius did not actually mention the Council by name, 4 it is
clear from a comment of Gregory that he had turned his attention
to the events at Constantinople as well.#® Though it is no longer
possible to restore the original order, it seems that there too
Eunomius was responding directly to the accusations of Basil. To
Basil’s demand to know the locale of this trial and the identity of -
the accusers, ! he replied that it was a council of great importance,
and that its members came from every region.*® To Basil’s charge
that in any case no defence was needed there,*¢ he answered that
indeed there was a mortal combat at which Basil himself had been
present,*’ and that contrary to his own inclinations he had been
forced by intermediaries to make his defence.* Furthermore, he
went on to say that while he himself had presented his arguments at
the appropriate time, Basil had been too late,*® apparently
meaning by this that he had presented his own arguments before
the council itself while Basil had declined to appear, only putting
forward a reply at a much later date. It is difficult to find any
known event to which this might apply other than the Council of
Constantinople. Moreover, despite Basil and Gregory’s patently
‘economic’ approach to the narration of these events, it can be
shown that this understanding of the events is consistent with their
statements.5! It seems, then, that Eunomius made the claim that he
had given his apology at the Council of Constantinople in January
of 360 and that he had received the bishopric of Cyzicus as the
reward of a successful defence. The probable date of this work’s

33 Basil, Eun. 1.2 (504c). 40 Eun., 4pol. Apol. i (Ji.44.5; 51.17-18).
41 1bid. (] i.44.4-7; 51.17-21; cf. 44.15-18; 47.8-11).

42 1bid. (J 1.49.9-13; 50.8). 43 GN1(Ji.50.18-283).
44 Basil, Eun. 1.2 (504c). 45 Eun., Apol.Apol. i (] 1.49.9-22; 50.8-10).
46 Basil, Eun. 1.2 (505A). 47 Eun., Apol. Apol. i (] 1.49.16-22).

48 Ibid. (J 1.51.23-8).

49 Ibid.; cf. Gregory's acidic résumé of the significance of this argument, GN 1
(Ji.51.6-12).

50 This seems to be the import of his abuse at Apol. Apol i (J 1.63.2-10), cf.
Wickham, op. cit., 236. Gregory, moreover, seems to confirm Basil’s silence at GN 1
(/ 1.50.18-23). For a discusion of Basil’s role at this council, see S. Giet, ‘Saint Basile
et le concile de Constantinople de 360°, /TS 6 (1955), 94-9.

51 Cf. Wickham, op. cit., 238-9.
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publication, then, would be sometime late in 360 or 361, with
Basil’s reply appearing during the years immediately following.

11I. STRUCTURE AND CONTENTS

The general concerns of this Council are clearly reflected in the
Liber Apologeticus, as they are, indeed, in other works appearing
about this time. Although, as we noted earlier, Eunomius’ defence
of his position before the clergy of Constantinople was not the
occasion of our own Apology, the arguments recorded by Philo-
storgius as having been used there provide an excellent summary of
its general approach:

xal yag dvéuoiov T@ matel 1OV vidv ob udvov oddauds év ols Edmunydenoe
doyuarilerv épwedln, dlAd ye xai Suowov xatd 105 yoagpds dvaxngidrrery
émagenowdlero. 16 pévror Suotov xard v odelav od mpoalero, ioov eis flac-
pnuilav Aéywv elvar Suotov xatr’ odolav Aéyey 1¢ matgl tov vidv xal uf
SuotéTarov pgoveiv xatd tods povoyevel Oed mpds tov dmalbds yeyevviudta
raréga mgoorxovras Adyovs.5?

For not only had he never been found to teach in his public preaching that
the Son is ‘dissimilar’ to the Father, he had boldly proclaimed that he is
‘similar to him in accordance with the Scriptures’. He did not, moreover,
accept (the formula) ‘similar in essence’ but asserted that it is just as
blasphemous to say the Son is ‘similar to the Father in essence’ as it is not
to account him ‘most similar’ to him in accordance with the passages which
speak of the Only-begotten God in relation to the Father who impassibly
begot him.

In using the phrase duotos xatd tac ypapds (‘similar in accordance
with the Scriptures’), Eunomius was adopting a formula which had
been used not only by the Council of Constantinople,*? but also by
those of Sirmium IV,%* Thracian Nike,* and Ariminium56 (all in
859) in response to the homoeousian formula duotos xat’ odolav
(‘similar in essence’) adopted at Ancyra in 358.57 In the Liber
Apologeticus Eunomius several times condemns the formula duotoc
xat’ odotav,®® and one of his principal concerns is to show that the
assertion of a similarity of essence inevitably implies an sdentity of

52 Philost., HE vi.1 (GCS 70.15-22). 5% Hahn, no. 167, p. 208.
5¢ Hahn, no. 163, p. 204. 55 Hahn, no. 164, p. 206.
56 Hahn, no. 166, p. 208. 57 Hahn, no. 162, pp. 201-2.

58 Eun., Apol. 11.6-9, 18.12-13, 20.910, 24.26.
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essence as well.>¥ While he nowhere uses the actual phrase duotog
xara tds ppagpds, he alludes to it in asserting that we must accept
the likeness of the Son to the Father ‘in accordance with his own
words’.% One of the major purposes of the Liber Apologeticus,
then, is to show that Eunomius’ own teaching is conformable in this
respect to the teaching of the Council. In pursuing his arguments in
greater detail, however, we shall have to turn to the question of the
structure of the work.

At first sight, this structure seems perfectly obvious and straight-
forward. At the very beginning of his work Eunomius presents the
basis on which he intends to proceed, a short Trinitarian Creed in
three sections which had come down to him from the Fathers.5!
Although it is apparent that the ultimate basis of this creed is 1 Cor.
8: 6, Basil tells us that it was indeed used by some of the Fathers and
that it had been presented to Alexander of Alexandria (Bishop,
AD 312-28) by Arius in token of his faith.%2 As the creed stands, we
are told that some undisputed secondary matters have been
omitted, but we are not told what they were. % The most likely guess
is that a paragraph on the resurrection of the dead such as that
which closes the Expositio Fidei%* has been passed over,% but in any
case it is evident that in this creed Eunomius found ‘that essential
faith which is common to all who are concerned either to seem or to
be Christians’®6 on which he proposed to base his defence.

However this may be, in the immediate introduction to his main
argument Eunomius provides us with an explicit statement of how
he intends to make use of it: ’

netgaoduela g &v olof te duev els todugpavés dyayeiv fjv adrol mepl tovrwy
tvyydvouev' Exovies 66kav, ot mgovibévres v Aékwv, &l Toregov éx-
xalbnrovies v Evvotav, ) xal mgoxewévars raic évvoioig Ths pwvas
épaguslovres. . .5

We shall try, therefore, so far as we can, to make the opinion we hold with
regard to these arguments explicit—either we shall first set out the text of

59 e.g. Eun., Apol. 11.4-9. 80 Eun., 4Apoi. 22.4-5, cf. 12.6-7.

61 Eun., Apol. 4.6-7; the creed itself is at Apol. 5.1-7 = Hahn, no. 190,
pp- 260-1.

62 Basil, Eun. i.4 (5098). 63 Eun., Apol. 6.3-4.

6¢ Eun., Exp. Fid. 5.1-12.

65 A suggestion first made by J. A. Fabricius, Bibliotheca Graeca viii (Hamburg:
Christian Liebezeit, 1717), p. 267.

56 Eun., Apol. 6.1-2. 7 Ibid., 6.17-20.
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the profession and then disclose its meaning, or, after setting out the
meaning, we shall then apply it to the vérbal expressions of the text.

On the basis of this programme it is possible to construct what is, on
the surface at least, a very satisfactory outline of the main features
of the Liber Apologeticus:

1. Introduction 1.1-6.28
II. Argument 7.1-25.26
A. The Father 7.1-11.14
B. The Son 11.15-24.28
C. The Spirit 25.1-26
III. Summary 25.27-27.15
IV. Conclusion 27.16-42
V. Appendix 28.1-26

Yet, while this analysis clearly does reflect the external structure of
the Apology, in other ways it is less adequate as a full expression of
Eunomius’ meaning. This is suggested by a statement made by
Eunomius himself on the methods by which theological enquiry is
to be pursued:

Svelv yap fubv tetunuévav 686@v mpdg iy T@v {nrovuévwy eligeowy, uids pév
xal’ fiv 1ac odolas adrag dmoxomoduevor, xabopd 1 megi adrdv Adyw Thv
éxdarov mowobucla xpiowy, Barépag 62 tiis bia 1@V évegyeiwv éberdoews, v éx
@y dnuioveynudrwy xai v dnoteleoudrwv Swaxgivouev, oddetépay Tdv
elgmuévwy ebgetv dugarvoudvry iy tijs odotag duodtnra Svvarév. 5

There are two roads marked out to us for the discovery of what we seek
—one is that by which we examine the actual essences and with clear and
unadulterated reasoning about thermn make a judgement on each; the other
is an enquiry by means of the actions, whereby we distinguish the essence
on the basis of its products and completed works—and neither of the ways
mentioned is able to bring out any apparent similarity of essence.

In some ways this might almost be taken as a summary of the
contents of the treatise. In any case, it makes clear that there are
two methods of doing theology, the one a priori where, by an
analysis of the essences as revealed by their names (e.g. dyévvnrog,
yévvua), we come to an understanding of the things signified, the
other a posteriori where, by an analysis of the effects, we are able to
discern the essence which caused them. On the basis of this

68 Ibid., 20.5-10.
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methodological distinction, it is possible to detect a more subtle
structure underlying the surface features of the work, one which
gives us a more satisfactory understanding of Eunomius’ meaning:

I. Introduction 1.1-6.23
II. First Way 7.1-19.23
A. The Father, analysis of dyévyyroc 7.1-11.14
B. The Son, analysis of yévvnua 11.15-19.23
III. Second Way 20.1-25.26

A. Relations of the persons: the
Son the product of the Father 20.1-24.28
B. The Spirit, the product of

the Son 25.1-26
IV. Summary 25.27-27.15
V. Conclusion 27.16-42
VI. Appendix 28.1-26

Even in this rough outline we can see that the composition of
Eunomius’ Apology is more integrally linked to his basic approach
to theology than the more mechanical analysis presented earlier
would lead us to believe.5® Beneath the apparently simple structure
of his treatise we are led by a two-fold way to the acceptance of his
contention that neither way ‘is able to bring out any apparent
similarity of essence’.

1Vv. AUTHENTICITY

The authenticity of the work found in our manuscripts as the Liber
Apologeticus of Eunomius is guaranteed by the quotations of it
preserved by Basil of Caesarea. Questions have arisen, however,
over those chapters which Basil does not quote.’® Although he cites
almost every chapter of the work in the course of his refutation, he
passes over chapters 14, 21-4, and 26-8, some eight in all. Of these,
only chapters 26-8 pose a real problem. There is no reason what-
soever to doubt the authenticity of chapter 14, which fits perfectly
into its context, and scarcely less that of chapters 21-4, which

69 For a more detailed analysis based on similar principles, c¢f. Th. Dams, ‘La
controverse Eunoméenne’ (unpublished dissertation [place lacking], 1951),
Pp- 12-14 (a copy is available in the Bodleian Library, Oxford); cf. also L. R. Wick-
ham, ‘The Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomoean’, JTS 19 (1968), 537-40
(hereafter referred to as Wickham, ‘Syntagmation’). 70 e.g. Albertz, pp. 6-7 ff.
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cannot without violence be separated from the main body of the
work.”! Since neither of these sections adds a great deal that is new
to the argument, the most probable reason for their omission is the
demonstrable tendency of these authors to quote less fully as they
proceed with their work. Certainly it is impossible to think of any
reason why a forger would have added theml|

Chapters 26-8, however, pose a different problem. We can set
aside chapter 28 for the moment because it clearly requires special
treatment, and deal only with chapters 26-7. The authenticity of
these chapters has been doubted because, despite the tight
organization of the treatise as a whole, they seem to have only a very
general relationship with what precedes.” Although there is
nothing in them which is incompatible with the rest of the treatise,
their creed-like character, together with the obviously transitional
nature of the paragraph which introduces them,’® suggests a
distinct change of literary gears. A certain amount of thought,
however, suggests a less sinister explanation. Many of those who
opposed Eunomius were suspicious not only of his theology, but also
of his theological method, a suspicion which they expressed by
calling him the ‘logic-chopper’, ¢ rexvodéyos.” In view of the’
systematic and highly technical nature of most of the work, it is not
difficult to understand that in concluding his defence Eunomius
might have wanted to present a more popular and immediately
comprehensible version of his opinions, one untainted by the
presence of the much-maligned zéyvy. There are, however, more
concrete reasons for believing these chapters to be integrally related
to the rest of the work. If we consider the latter part of chapter 27
(clearly the original ending of the work) in relation to Eunomius’
introductory remarks in chapters 2 and 3, we find that the
parallelism is almost exact: in both there is the same appeal to an
audience actually present and to a wider range of future readers;’s
there is the same exhortation to avoid anything which might distort

71 Cf. Albertz, pp. 7-8. 2 Ibid., pp. 10-11.

73 Eun., Apol. 25.27-26.8.

4 Cf, eg,GN1 (J 1.402.28); the burden of the accusation was, as Eunomius
himself recognized (4pol. 21.6-8), that he ‘perverted the truth (of Scripture) by his
clever inventions and use of argument.’ The powerful interest in logic is borne out by
all the works contained in this volume, but in Eunomius’ own view, of course, he was
merely providing the confirmation (n{orweis) of what was to any unbiased eye the
real meaning of Scripture, cf. 4pol. 6.10-12, 21.8ff., etc.

75 Eun., dpol. 27.17-19~2.1-2.
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the judgement and to ignore the appeals of influential men; 78 there
is the same dichotomy between present joys and pains and the sure
reward promised to the faithful in the future.?’ Parallels so exact
must, in the absence of contrary evidence, be taken as showing that
the passages in question come not only from the same author,’® but
from the same work.

Before passing on to a discussion of chapter 28, let us deal with
two passages said to provide this evidence. The first of these is the
introductory paragraph of Eunomius’ concluding remarks:

Tobrwv 8 ndviwy edxguviss uév xai adariregov év érégots Huiv dmodedery-
pévww, év Boayel 68 vy mpde Suds duoloynuévav, edyducla tods te magévrag
duds. . ."°

Since we demonstrated all these things with clarity and at greater length év
érépos and have now professed them again by way of summary, we beseech
not only you who are present . . .

We have left the phrase év érégois untranslated for the moment
because it is precisely the point at issue. These words have usually
been understood as referring to earlier and presumably larger
works of Eunomius. 8 If this could be shown to be the case, it would
be unlikely that these chapters belong with the rest of the work, for
the Liber Apologeticus was almost certainly Eunomius’ first
published effort. This is deduced not only from Eunomius’ own
statements,®! but also from the assertion of Basil that he had
previously hidden his opinions and had only now (presumably for
the first time) brought them out in his #fzov xfgvyua.’? A com-
parison of the passage quoted above, however, with Eunomius’
earlier statements in the introduction to chapter 26 shows that the
usual understanding of év étépocc is mistaken. In that passage,3?
after clearly alluding to an immediately preceding longer dis-

76 Eun., Apol. 27.19-23~2.2-11. 77 Eun., Apol. 27.23-42~3.1-9.
78 Assuggested by Albertz, p. 8. 78 Eun., Apol. 27.16-18.
8¢ Thus W. Whiston’s translation in Primitive Christianity Reviv'd i (London,
1711), p. 28, ‘We have elsewhere with greater care, and more largely demonstrated
these things . . .’, plainly gives this impression, and Fabricius, op. cit., p. 301 n.,
makes the explicit statement, ‘Notandus hic lecus quo ad uberiora sua scripta jam
ante illud tempus edita Eunomius provocat.’ Albertz, pp. 8-9 also clearly bases his
arguments on such a translation, as does B. C. Barmann, ‘The Cappadocian
Triumph over Arianism’ (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Stanford University, 1966),
PpP- 54-5. 81 Eun., Apol. 1.7-10.
82 Basil, Eun. i.2 (501B-c). 83 Eun., Apol. 26.1-3.
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cussion, the author goes on to say that, in order not to weary his
hearers by the length of his discourse, he proposes to present the
force of his arguments in a few words (év feayef). In the present
passage, the author begins his appeal to his hearers by saying that
he had previously presented his arguments ‘at greater length’ év
évégois, and that he had just now made his profession in a few words
(év Ppayet). Unless, then, we are prepared to divide these chapters
yet again and separate the passage which opens them from that
which closes them, we shall have to conclude that-the reference in
both is to the same thing, the earlier part of the work. The correct
translation of this passage, then, must be as follows:

Since we demonstrated all these things with clarity and at greater length
the other parts of our discourse and have now professed them again by way
of summary, we beseech not only you who are present . . .

We can deal with the remaining passage more briefly. In the
closing part of Basil's Adversus Eunomium there is a statement
identified by the editor as coming from Eunomius which bears no
apparent resemblance to any known portion of the work.# This has
been taken to indicate that a section has dropped out and been
replaced by the matter now found in chapters 26-7.8 The most
natural understanding of this passage in context, however, would
be as a rebuke directed at Eunomius and as a caution not to use his
previous arguments, now proved fruitless. In this case, there ought
to be a passage earlier in the work of which this alleged quotation is
a paraphrase. A perusal of Eunomius’ chapter on the Holy Spirit,
that refuted by Basil in the preceding passage, shows that this is in
fact the case. That chapter contains a passage which corresponds
almost exactly to that mentioned by Basil,® the sole difference
being that Basil has considerably abbreviated the argument and
has supplied a suppressed premise. In view of the positive evidence
cited above, then, and the fact that these chapters do occupy a
logical place within the work itself, they must be regarded as

84 Basil, Eun. iii.6 (665D-6684); the passages so identified are, of course, purely
editorial, though following in part the usage of the manuscripts.

85 As by Albertz, pp. 11-12; he also cites in the same place another fragment of
Eunomius as not corresponding to any extant portion of the apology. This is Basil,
Eun. 1.23 (5644), but this passage is clearly a paraphrase of 4pol. 11.1-12, the
portion of the work there being refuted; cf. also Basil, Eun. ii.8 (5888), where the
argument of Apol. 12.6-10 is summarized.

8 Eun., 4pol. 25.19-25.
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forming an integral part of the Liber 4pologeticus, and indeed as
marking the proper conclusion of the work.

With this in mind, we may now turn to the one remaining section
of the treatise, chapter 28. That this chapter forms an independent
unit can scarcely be denied, and it has clearly been appended to the
work by a later hand. Whether the hand in question was that of
Eunomius or of a disciple cannot now be determined. In any case, it
clearly reflects Eunomian doctrine and teaching, and in the
absence of any independent title in the manuscripts we have given it
the name Confessioc Eunomiana. As it stands it possesses a marked
creed-like character and may be divided into two paragraphs or
sections. The first, 28.1-17, deals with the various ranks of the
chain of being, beginning with the Unbegotten and then
proceeding to each of the beings derived from him in their proper
order: the Son, the Holy Spirit, all other created beings. In each
case it is shown that there can be no similarity of essence between
the members of the intelligible hierarchy. The second and shorter
section, 28.17-26, tries to show the same thing on the basis of Holy
Scripture. It seems unlikely that either section ever circulated
independently of the other. While the manuscripts themselves give
us no indication of the original purpose of this short work, it is
a very attractive hypothesis that it is one of those ‘Introductory
Works’ (Aéyov eloaywyxdv) said by Gregory of Nazianzus to have
been used in Eunomian missionary work among the less educated. %
If so, it may have become attached to our treatise simply because at
some point it followed the Liber 4pologeticus in a collection of
Eunomian works and was copied consecutively by a scribe without
his noticing that in doing so he had passed from one work to
another.® In any event, if it cannot certainly be ascribed to
Eunomius himself, this short work can still provide us with a
valuable witness to the teaching of the Church he founded.

V. THE MANUSCRIPTS*
a. Manuscripts CIG

Taken together, these three manuscripts form the main inde-
pendent witnesses to our text. Before discussing the relationships
87 Grg. Naz., Or. 29.1 (Mason 74.6-11). '
88 As happened in MS F of the Expositio Fidei; see the apparatus at Exp. Fid.

4.16 and the discussion on p. 187.
8 I am most grateful to Mr Nigel Wilson of Lincoln College, Oxford for
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between them, however, we will attempt briefly to identify and
describe each manuscript.

C  Codex Parisinus (olim Colbertinus) graecus 965, fos. 1"-17°,
saeculi x1.%

This manuscript, by far the oldest known to us, consists of the first
17 folios (out of 215) of a volume also containing the Adversus
Eunomium and De Spiritu Sancto of Basil. It is written on
parchment in a single column of 24 lines, each folio measuring
22 X 17 cm. The hand is a clear and legible minuscule making use
of few abbreviations or contractions. On fos. 17, 2%, 3, 47, 47, 57,
5Y, 67, 67, 7Y, 167 (?), 17V a later hand has added a series of abusive
comments usually consisting of the single word dvdfsua, but in a
few cases more extensive; none of these comments shed any
additional light on the text. Presumably the same scribe who was
responsible for these comments is also responsible for crossing out
the closing lines of chapter 28 (21-6) which appear on fo. 17Y
together with the opening chapter of Basil’s Adversus Eunomium.
In contrast with most other manuscripts of the Liber 4 pologeticus,
the portions of the treatise refuted by Basil are not designated in the
margin, though Basil’s quotations of Eunomius in the Adversus
Eynomium are so distinguished. On fos. 17-5", 6", and 7" a hand of
the late fifteenth or early sixteenth century has added a series of
extensive comments in Latin. In the seventeenth century, this
volume formed part of the library of Jean-Baptiste Colbert
(1619-83), and its number in his collection (no. 4529) is written at
the top of fo. 1*. Colbert had the volume rebound in red moroccan
leather with his arms on the front and his monogram (JBC)
repeated several times on the back. In 1732 this manuscript entered
the Bibliothe¢que Royale (now the Bibliothéque Nationale) together
with the rest of Colbert’s collection and has remained there ever
since. Unfortunately, there is no information as to its prior history.

examining all of these manuscripts (as well as those of the Exposttio Fider) with an
eye to verifying their dates and provenance. Except where specifically indicated to
the contrary, the suggested dates of composition and possible identities of some of
the scribes are his.

9 1 am indebted to the kindness of M. Charles Astruc, Conservateur au Départe-
ment des Manuscrits, Bibliotheéque Nationale, for much of the detailed information
about this manuscript (personal letter, 3 March 1979).
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I Codex Athous monasterii Iviron 354 [376] (Lampros 4474),
Sfos. 17-16", verisimile saeculi xiv.

As in the case of C, the Liber Apologeticus occupies the first place
in this codex, immediately followed by the Adversus Eunomium
and De Spiritu Sancto of Basil.! The manuscript is written on
paper in a single column of 25 lines, each folio measuring 13.5 X
20.5 cm. It is written in a clear, though not wholly regular
minuscule employing few abbreviations or contractions. Although
the work of several second-hand correctors can be discerned in the
text of the Adversus Eunomium, 2 no such corrections are visible in
the Liber Apologeticus. Apart from one exception on fo. 127, there
are no marginal notes or comments, although the portions of the
treatise refuted by Basil in the Adversus Eunomium are dis-
tinguished by a stroke placed against the line in the margin. In
contrast to the same manuscript’s treatment of the Adversus
Eunomium, no use is made of red ink in initial letters or titles. We
have been unable to obtain any information as to this manuscript’s
earlier history. '

G Codex Gudianus graecus 85, fos. 1™-9", saeculi xiv medii vel
exeuntis. 9
Codex G is virtually unique in containing the Liber Apologeticus
alone, unaccompanied by any other work. It is written on paper in
a single column of 35 lines, each folio measuring 21 X 14.5 cm.
There is a very faint and otherwise unknown watermark in the form
of a bell with a line on either side visible across the fold between fos.
37 and 67.% The written portion of the manuscript is preceded and
followed by two uninscribed folios which are in fact joined together
(those at the beginning of the book are unfoliated, those at the end

91 The lacter is surely what is intended by the entry in 8. Lampros, Catalogue of
the Greek Manuscripts on Mount Athos ii (Cambridge University Press, 1900),
p- 95.

92 W. Hayes, ‘Greek Recentiores, (Ps.-)Basil, Adversus Eunomium, 1V-V’, in
J. R. O’Donnell (ed.), Essays ¢in Honour of Anton Charles Pegis (Toronto: Pontifical
Institute of Medieval Studies, 1974), pp. 350-1.

93 I am indebted to Dr Helmar Hirtel and Dr Wolfgang Milde of the Herzog
August Bibliothek Wolfenbiittel for much information about this manuscript,
particularly to Dr Hirtel for the tracing of the watermark (personal letters 26 Oct.
1977, 4 Nov. 1977, and 29 May 1978).

94 1t is most similar to watermark no. 3945 listed in Briquet i, pp. 247 ff., and
deriving from Bologna, 1321.
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form fos. 10 and 11). The paper used for these folios is entirely
different from that of the inscribed portion and bears a different
watermark; the blank folios are wholly unconnected with those
bearing the written text and were presumably added when the book
was rebound for the Wolfenbiittel Library.% In the course of this
rebinding the pages were trimmed and some parts of the folio
numbers were cut off. Since there is no indication of any earlier
systemn of numbers, that now found in the manuscript is presumab.y
original and was there when the manuscript was rebound. This
raises another question. If the manuscript as we have it is complete,
an explanation must be found as to why Orthodox scribes should
have secured the independent transmission of an heretical text.%
The most reasonable explanation is that it was intended to illustrate
the arguments employed by Basil in his 4dversus Eunomsum, an
explanation rendered the more likely by the fact that the passages
quoted in that work are distinguished by a mark in the margin.
This suggests that our manuscript was once part of a larger whole.
If, as we have suggested, the present foliation is original, there is a
strong possibility, even probability, that our manuscript is a
detached portion of a larger one similar to those already con-
sidered. Thus, as in the case of C and I, G would once have been
followed by the Adversus Eunomium and (perhaps) De Spiritu
Sancto of Basil from which it has now become detached. If so,
however, there is no surviving manuscript of the Adversus
Eunomium with which it can now be identified.?” The manuscript
is written in a highly compressed though clear minuscule making
consistent use of abbreviations and contractions. The scribe himself
is apparently responsible for a variant appearing in the margin of
fo. 77 which has passed down into the tradition of this manuscript’s
numerous progeny.” In addition to this, three hands can be dis-
cerned in the marginal notations. The first is responsible for

9 For the binding see F. Koehler, Die Gudischen Handschriften (Wolfenbiittel:
Verlag Julius Zwissler, 1913), p. 51.

9 Their reluctance to do so is shown by the marginal comment on fo. 17 of this
very manuscript (cf. 4pol. 1.1, apparatus).

97 T am indebted for this information to the kindness of the Revd Walter J. Hayes,
§J, who has examined the manuscripts for me (personal letter, 15 Feb. 1978).

98 See the apparatus at Apol. 25.6. G has megiffoAsv in the text with the correct
perafodry in the margin; B, followed by A and F, has written puerafoddv in the text
but kept zege- between the lines as a variant; VMOS (all copies of B) have written
both sequentially, zegi uerafoldrv.
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a relatively lengthy caveat to the reader on fo. 17 (for the text, see
apparatus). Another hand has added the phrase &beoic miorews to
the margin of fo. 27 directly opposite 4pol. 7.1, and is apparently
responsible for the bracket appearing at this point in the text as well
as on fo. 1" opposite 4pol. 5.1. This same hand has also added the
comment trgayélagos in the margin of fo. 2Y opposite Apol. 8.4.
Finally, another much later hand (Holsatius?) has added the
probably correct conjecture émiop(aiés) to the margin of fo. 17 in
place of the dogalés of the manuscripts.®® Since the seventeenth
century this manuscript has been part of the collection of
Marquardus Gudius (1635-89), now in the Herzog August Biblio-
thek Wolfenbiittel. Although there is no direct information as to
the previous whereabouts of this manuscript, the Italian origin of
many of the copies made from it suggests Italy as the most likely
possibility. 100

There are numerous indications that these three manuscripts
derive ultimately from an exemplar at some remove from the
autograph, one, moreover, already joined to a copy of Basil's
refutation. 19! To take only the external evidence, we may note that
the contents of two of the codices (CI) are identical and that the
same may very probably have been true of the third. Moreover, all
three have a marginal notation in connection with Eunomius’
discussion of the Holy Spirit in 4pol. 25.1: C and G have the surely
original on(ueiwa)ar while I has negi 10T ayiov nveduaros. Again,
all three manuscripts agree in a number of obvious errors: the
omission of mioric in Apol. 6.1; the reading xal Aeydviwv xai
yevouévwv at Apol. 8.6, shown to be an erroneous banalization by
Eunomius’ own quotation of the passage, etc. Yet if these readings
and shared characteristics show the ultimate common origin of
these manuscripts, many others show the extent by which they
differ. To begin with, we may note that I and G must derive from a
common ancestor, though not an immediate one. They agree in

99 See the apparatus.at Apol. 1.19,

100 In view of the copies made by Friedrich Lindenbrog (LW) it appears that this
manuscript was acquired during his trip to Italy in 1606-7, though' it cannot be
excluded that he may Bave made the copies in Italy (in that case it was presumably
bought by Gudius during his trip, 1659-63). See my article, ‘An Appeal to
Antiquity’, cited in section ¢ below.

101 The Revd George Dennis, SJ, who has examined the manuscripts, informs me
that in his view there is evidence of two separate transcriptions from uncial to
minuscule (personal communication, March 1978).
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error against C eight times and share a common omission, 12 while
I agrees with C against G only three times, % and G and C against
I only four.1% The picture which this presents is that of two groups
of manuscripts originally descended from a common exemplar
which have become sufficiently distinct in the course of time to
occupy quite separate branches of their common family tree.

This raises the problem of the means by which this text has been
transmitted. We have already remarked several times that the main
reason for its preservation appears to have been a desire to illustrate
the arguments used by Basil in his Adversus Eunomium —indeed,
two of the manuscripts are still bound up with this work and the
same may have been true of the third. The problem is the relation
of this work to the text tradition of Basil. This tradition has been
studied intensively by Walter M. Hayes as regards Books iv and v of
Basil's work (originally separate), 1% and both C and I belong to the
same family of manuscripts in Hayes’s stemma, that designated
beta. Unfortunately it is not clear how the stemma of the authentic
books (i-iii) is related to the stemma presented by Hayes. % Despite
this, we may still draw attention to a number of interesting points.
The first is that of the fourteen complete manuscripts belonging to
Hayes’s family beta, only two contain the work of Eunomius—a
strong indication of the reluctance of scribes to copy this work. The
second is the possible origin of the tradition represented by
manuscripts I and G. I (designated ¢ by Hayes) is closely related to
two others, the ninth-century D (Codex Athous monasterii

102 Eun., Apol. 1.14, 6.10, 10.13-14, 11.16, 13.9, 15.11, 25.18, 24; omission,
Apol. 11.9.

103 Eun., 4pol. 7.11, 16.10, 25.17.

104 Fun., Apol. 13.8, 13 (CB), 26.1 (if I is correct at this point), 27.22. Pére
Doutreleau informs me that in his view Codex I ought to be connected with C rather
than with G. This conclusion, however, appears to be based on the assumption that
G almost always represents the correct reading and hence that where C and I agree
they are reflecting 2 common ancestor different from G; in my view this agreement is
to be explained in most cases because C and I jointly reflect the original reading,
e.g. Apol. 13.12, where C and I read the certainly correct doeféorazov as opposed to
G’s edoeféotaror.

105 W. M. Hayes, The Greek Manuscript Tradition of (Ps.)Basil's Adversus
Eunomium Books IV-V (Leiden, 1972); see also the article cited above, n. 92.

106 The Revd M. J. Hayes, S] (personal letter, 19 Mar. 1975) informed me that
Bernard C. Barmann had concluded that the two traditions were probably identical;
Pére Doutreleau has since informed me (personal communication) that they are in
fact different, as is now confirmed by the SC edition of Basil.
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Vatopedi 68) and the fourteenth-century g (Codex Athous monas-
terii Vatopedi 58), though it is a copy of neither.197 Since I is itself
an Athonite manuscript, it is not unreasonable to suppose that all
three ultimately derive from an original formerly on Athos and that
manuscript G is from a similar source. This supposition is
considerably strengthened by the discovery that in the mid-
fourteenth century there was a considerable revival of interest in
Eunomius in connection with the Palamite controversy. Since it can
be demonstrated that participants in the controversy had actually
read Eunomius’ apology, and codices G and I date from just this
time, it seems likely that we owe the preservation of this work in
part to the passions stirred up by the Palamite controversy. %

b. Manuscripts BVMOSAF

All of the manuscripts in this group are directly or indirectly copies
of G through their common exemplar, codex B. Since they do not
bear directly on the text, we have not included them in the
apparatus, with the exception of B itself. Since this manuscript’s
independence of G cannot be ruled out absolutely (Pére Doutreleau
informs me that this is in fact his own view), we have decided to
include its readings in the apparatus. For a description and
discussion of the remaining manuscripts (VMOSAF) the reader is
referred to my article, “The Other Half of a Controversy: The
Rediscovery of one of Basil's Opponents in Renaissance Italy’, in
Proceedings of the Patristics, Medieval, and Renaissance Con-
ference [Villanova, PA] 6 (1981), pp. 101-16.19°

B Codex Monacensis (sive Bavaricus) graecus 512, fos. 17-18",
saeculi xv. 110

Codex B, the oldest member of this group, contains along with its

first entry, the Liber 4Apologeticus of Eunomius, three other short

107 See Hayes, op. cit. n. 92, pp. 350-1, 355-7, stemma p. 360.

108 For a discussion and references, see the article cited in section b immediately
below; there is reason to believe that codex G entered Italy in connection with the
Council of Florence (1438-55).

109 Together with the rest of Cardinal Grimani’s library, codex B was given to the
library of San Antonio di Castello in Venice; all of the copies of this codex
(VMOSAF) can be connected directly or indirectly with this library and more
specifically with participants in the Council of Trent (1545-63).

110 1 am indebted to Dr Karl Dachs and Dr Erwin Arnold of the Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek Miinchen for information on the details of this manuscript.
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works, two of which have been passed on to some of its numerous
descendants.!!! It is written on parchment in a single column of 22
lines, each folio measuring 21.6 X 14.3 cm. The hand is a neat and
clear minuscule making moderate use of contractions and abbrevi-
ations and may perhaps be that of Ioannes Thettalos Scutariotes
(fl. ¢.1460).112 On the blank page opposite fo. 17 the contents of
the manuscript have been written first in Greek, then in Latin, and
a number of Latin notes are to be found in the margin of fo. 3".
The passages of the work refuted by Basil are marked in the
margin. The binding is Italian, most probably Florentine. ‘A now
erased, but still (with difficulty) legible entry on the verso side of the
front endpiece informs us that this manuscript formerly belonged
to the famous collection of Cardinal Domenico Grimani (1460-
1523), son of Doge Antonio Grimani of Venice (1436-1528). It is
not known when or under what circumstances it entered the
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich, where it now resides.!!3

V  Codex Vossianus graecus Q 13, fos. 227-38%, saeculi xvi.

M Codex Monacensis (sive Bavaricus) graecus 58, fos. 2947-3087,
saeculi xvi.

O Codex Vaticanus Ottobonianus graecus 112, fos. 18™-287,
saeculi xvi (24 October/November 1542).

S Codex Vesontionus Sequanorum graecus 408 (Suppl. Gr. D
13), fos. 1417-1517, saeculi xuvi.

A Codex Ambrosianus graecus C 255 inf., fos. 91"-1007,
saeculi xvi.

1M The Hermiae irrisio gentilium and the Dialogus SS. Bastlii et Gregorii; several
of the other manuscripts also have treatises in common (for a discussion, see my
article cited above).

112 As suggested by Mr Nigel Wilson; cf. M. Vogel and V. Gardthausen, Die
griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und Renaissance (= Centralblatt fiir Biblio-
thekswesen, Beiheft 33 [Leipzig, 1909]), pp. 197-8; Scutariotes’ dated manuscripts
run from 1442 to 1494.

113 pere Doutreleau informs me that in his view B is an independent witness to the
exemplar of G. Although this cannot be excluded absolutely, the 14th-century date
of G as established by Nigel Wilson’s analysis of the palaeography and the
watermark (see above) suggests, as the most economical theory, that B is derived
from G, since everything in it can be explained on this basis; moreover, in view of the
rarity of the text and the Italian origin of B one would presumably have to suppose
another lost copy of Eunomius (and Basil?) in Italy, which, though not impossible, is
difficult. Either view makes little difference to our understanding of the text.
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F  Codex Matritensis graecus O. 9, tractatus 10, saeculi xvi.

c. Manuscripts PWLH

All of the remaining manuscripts are relatively late copies of one or
another of those already discussed. For a description and discussion
of these manuscripts see my article, ‘An Appeal to Antiquity: The
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century Manuscripts of the Heretic
Eunomius’, in Aréanism: Historical and Theological Reassessments,
ed. Robert C. Gregg (The Philadelphia Patristic Foundation,
1985), pp. 335-60.11*

P Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 294, fos. 27-19%, saeculi xvit
tneuntis.

W Codex Gudianus graecus 100, pp. 1-147, saeculi xvii.

L Codex Lindenbrogius graecus, Hamburg Cod. Theol. 1518 in
4°, saeculi xvi.

H Codex Gudianus graecus 89, pp. 1-147, saecult xvit.

d. Manuscripts TEYQRJN

All the manuscripts in this group are directly or indirectly copies of
.V, formerly in the possession of Canon Isaac Vossius of Windsor
(1618-89). For a description and discussion, see the article cited in
section c.11%

T Codex Tenisonius graecus, Lambeth 802 (a), fos. 17-22%,
saeculi xvii.

E Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii Emmanuelis 249, pp. 1-31,
saeculi xuvii.

Y Codex Tenisonius graecus, Lambeth 802 (b), pp. 9-82,
saeculs xvii.

Q Codex Oxontensis Collegii Reginensis 187, fos. 17-157, saeculi

114 P (described as ‘ex bibliotheca Friderici Lindenbrogii J. C.’) appears to have
belonged to Emery Bigot (1626-89), as did N. W and L belonged to Friederich
Lindenbrog (1573-1648); H is mainly in the hand of Marquardus Gudius (1635-89).

115 All of these manuscripts except N (copied ¢.16567 for Emery Bigot) can be
associated with one or another,of the participants in the late 17th- and early 18th-
century controversies over Socinianism and Arianism in England. For a detailed
discussion, see my article cited above. .



INTRODUCTION 25

R Codex Bodleianus graecus Cherry 25 (9799), pp.37-88,
saeculi xvit exeuntis (c.1700).

J  Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii Sanctissimae et Individuae
Trinitatis 0.2.3. (1107), fos. 77-157, saeculi xviii ineuntis
(verisimile c.1710).

N Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 270, fos. 2727-279%, saeculi
xviL.

e. Quotations by Basil and Gregory

The quotations of the Liber Apologeticus made by Basil in the
course of his refutation are potentially of great importance, and
enable us at several points to get behind the manuscript tradition to
what clearly must have been the original text. At the same time
caution must be exercised in using them. Not only is it apparent
that Basil was frequently paraphrastic and often not concerned
with verbal accuracy, but there is evidence of some mutual
influence between the texts of the Liber Apologeticus and the
Adversus Eunomium. For instance, at Apol. 2.1 IGB read the
probably correct alroduey while C reads alrotua:.!'® While it is not
impossible that airotuar was Eunomius’ original reading, or that
the variant represents a very early division of the text, the possibility
of mutual influence cannot be excluded.!!?

The quotations of the Liber Apologeticus made by Gregory of
Nyssa present quite different problems, primarily because there is
every reason to suspect that he did not actually have a copy of it. All
his information, therefore, would have come from Basil or from the
second apology of Eunomius. Certainly most of his direct
quotations of the Liber Apologeticus are also to be found in Basil
and several show distinct verbal resemblances. For instance, in
quoting Apol. 7.10-11 Gregory uses not the dxolovfel of the
manuscripts and of Basil's direct quotation, but the (mag)&nesfac
of his subsequent detailed discussion. 118 Again, it is clear that
Gregory’s quotation of 4pol. 8.14-18 is (despite a lacuna in his
manuscripts) not based on Eunomius’ original but on the more

116 My thanks to the Revd M. J. Hayes, S, for checking the manuscripts of Basil
at this point (personal letter, 15 Feb. 1978). .

117 A likely point at which this might have taken place is when the marginal notes
were added indicating passages refuted by Basil.

18 GN 1 ([ i.214.21-2) quoting Basil, Eun. i.5 (517c, 5204).
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streamlined version of Basil.!'® Yet again, in quoting Apol.
19.12-14 we find that although the quotation itself is a paraphrase
and differs from both Eunomius and Basil,'?0 in Gregory's sub-
sequent comments he reproduces one of Basil's remarks almost
exactly, thus showing that he had the latter’s work in front of him
when composing this passage.!?! While it is clear that some of
Gregory’s quotations do not derive from Basil, the general weight of
evidence suggests that he did not himself possess a copy of the Liber
Apologeticus. Most of his quotations, therefore, are of use as
witnesses to the text of Basil; where they are of independent worth,
it is as witnesses to Eunomius’ own quotations of his earlier work in
the second apology. In those cases Gregory indeed enables us to get
behind the manuscript tradition to the work of Eunomius himself.

V1. EDITIONS AND TRANSLATIONS

¢ Guilielmi Cave, Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Historia Lite-
rarta i (Londini: Typis T. H. & Impensis Richardi Chiswell
ad insigne Rosae Coronatae in' Coemiterio D. Pauli, 1688),
pp- 170-6.122
This partial edition prepared by the Revd William Cave, Canon of
Windsor (1637-1713), is the first appearance of any portion of
Eunomius’ apology in print. It includes only chapters 1.1-6.4 and
27.16-28.26 and is accompanied by the Latin translation of Cave’s
assistant, Henry Wharton (1664-95). Chapter 28 is correctly
printed under a separate heading: Eunomii Confessio Fider,
Apologiae suae calct subjecta. The edition is based on Codex T (‘ex
Codice Tenisoniano’, p. 170) though Codex Y, a defective copy in
Wharton’s hand with a Latin translation, was apparently the
printer’s copy—it lacks just those portions of the work published by
Cave and is now bound up in the same volume with T.

119 GN 11 (J 1.245.1-5) quoting Basil, Eun. i.11 (5374).

120 GN nx (J 1i.296.7-9), cf. Basil, Eun. ii.25 (629¢).

121 GN 1m.x (J 1i.296.9-25), cf. Rasil, Eun. ii.28 (6328-D).

122 A second, pirated edition appeared at Geneva a few years later (1705),
describing itself as ‘nunc auctior facta’; Eunomius’ work appears on pp. 188-41.
A new authorized edition was issued in 1740 at Oxford with the corrections prepared
by the author before his death. Eunomius is found in vol. i, pp. 219-23. Finally,
Cave's text was reprinted yet again in Jacobus Basagne's Thesaurus Monumentorum
Ecclesiasticorum et Historicorum, nova editio (Antwerp, 1725), pp. 181-4.
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William Whiston, M.A., Primitive Christianity Reviv'd i-iv
(London: Printed for the Author; And are to be Sold by the
Booksellers of London and Westminster. 1711), i, pp. 1-30;
iv, appendix pp. 50-3.
This English translation by William Whiston (1667-1752) marks
the first appearance in any form of the complete Liber Apo-
logeticus. The translation of the apology proper includes only
chapters 1-27, but chapter 28 (‘Eunomius’s large Creed’, i, p. 30)
is found in an appendix at the end of all. The translation is clearly
based on a manuscript derived from V and is very probably a
rendering of J.12® Though the translation is frequently perceptive,
Whiston was more concerned to present a clear exposition of his
own ‘Eusebian’ position than to render the thought of Eunomius
exactly.

vi  To. Alberti Fabricii, Bibliothecae Graecae viii (Hamburgi:
Sumtu [séc] Christiani Liebezeit, 1717), pp. 262-305.

Julianus Garnier (ed.), Sancti Patris Nostri Basilii Caesareae
Cappadociae Archiepiscopi Opera Omnia quae exstant . . .
i (Parisiis: typis & sumptibus Joannis Baptistae Coignard,
Regis architypographi ac Bibliopolae ordinarii, 1721),
pp. 618-30.12¢

The edition of Johann Albert Fabricius of Hamburg (1644-1729)
marks the editio princeps of the complete Greek text and, with
some modifications, has remained the commonly received or
‘vulgate’ text to this day. Included along with the Greek text is a
modified form of the Latin translation of ‘Holsatius’, apparently
Jacobus Fabricius of Schleswig-Holstein (i.e. ‘Holsatius’, 1589-
1645). The text is said to be based on three manuscripts, the
‘codices Gudii, Lindenbrogii, Tenissonii’. The last is clearly the
manuscript (Y) used by Cave in his printed edition. The other two
are somewhat more obscure. The ‘codex Lindenbrogii’ is
apparently L, but the readings of the ‘codex Gudii’ do not cor-
respond exactly with those of any of the copies of G owned by
Gudius. The most probable explanation is that Fabricius made

123 Formerly in the possession of Roger Gale (1672-1744); for a detailed dis-
cussion, see the article cited in section ¢ above.

124 A second, Latin edition of Garnier’s work appeared at Venice in 1750; the text
of Eunomius appearing in vol. i, pp. 325-33 is a straight reprint of the translation
as it appears in Garnier.
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a transcript for his own use and introduced some new errors in
doing so, in which case his ‘codex Gudii’ is our own codex W. When
the well-known Maurist, Dom Julianus Garnier (1670-1725), came
to produce his famous edition of Basil, he reprinted Fabricius’ text
with only minor alterations, though he did not include any of
Fabricius’ notes or critical apparatus. He did, however, keep
Fabricius’ paragraph divisions, and these have been transmitted to
subsequent editions. As Fabricius based these primarily on the
location of Basil’s quotations, the meaning of the text is sometimes
obscured. In our own edition we have kept Fabricius’ paragraph
divisions in order to facilitate reference, but where the sense
requires it we have printed the text consecutively.

v8 Sancti Patris Nostri Basilii Caesareae Cappadociae Archi-
episcopt Opera Omnia quae Exstant . . . editio Parisina altera,
emendata et aucta . . . opera et studio Juliani Garnier, i
(Parisiis: apud Gaume Fratres, Bibliopolas, 1839), pars ii,
pp- 887-907.1%

This third, revised edition of Garnier also contains a revised edition
of the Liber Apologeticus. In addition to a revised preface,
readings from Codex C have been included in the text or added to
the notes. Thus, although the text is still basically that of Fabricius,
both it and the translation have been improved at several points. It
has certainly been the best previously available printed text.

v™ ].-P. Migne (ed.), S. P. N. Basilii Caesareae Cappadociae
Archiepiscopt Opera Omnia quae Exstant . . . ii (= PG 30)
(Parisiis: Apud Garnier Fratres, editores et J.-P. Migne
Successores, 1888), cols. 835C-868c.

The edition of Migne is by far the most readily available text of
Eunomius, and while like the others considered it is based on
Fabricius, it is also in part composite. The Greek text printed is,
with some minor differences, that of the third edition of Basil
mentioned above (v8). The translation and notes, however, are
those of Fabricius with minor alterations and additions; there is
nothing to indicate that the same is not also true of the text.
Migne’s purpose in so combining and altering texts is unclear, for
the notes of v8 would have clarified his text at several points.

125 This text was later republished in J. D. Goldhorn (ed.), Sanct Basilit . . . et
Sancti Gregorii . . . opera dogmatica selecta (Leipzig, 1854), pp. 578-615.
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VII. A NOTE ON yev(vntés AND ayév(v)yrog

It has been frequently noted that the manuscripts of many Greek
authors display a tendency to confuse the words dyévyrog and
dyévvnros and their derivatives.!26 This is no less true of those of
Eunomius. The tendency of Fabricius and later editors has been to
regularize this usage. A consideration of Eunomius’ use of these
words shows that there is no hard and fast distinction between them
—indeed, at Apol. 13.7-14 the whole argument depends on their
being used interchangeably. We have therefore made no effort to
regularize Eunomius’ usage in this respect but have tried to follow
the manuscript tradition as closely as possible. The same principle
has also been applied to the other works which appear in this
volume.

126 Cf., e.g., G. L. Prestige, God tn Patristic Thought (London: SPCK, 1952),
pp. 42 ff.
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Codex Parisinus (olim Colbertinus) graecus 965, fos. 17-17",
saeculi xi.

Codex Athous monasterii Iviron 354 [376] (Lampros 4474),
fos. 17-167, verisimile saeculi xiv.

Codex Gudianus graecus 85, fos. 17-97, saeculi xiv medii vel
exeuntis.

Codex Monacensis (sive Bavaricus) graecus 512, fos. 17-18",
saeculi xv.

Codex Vossianus graecus Q 13, fos. 227-38", saeculi xvi.
Codex Monacensis (sive Bavaricus) graecus 58, fos. 294"-308",
saeculi xvi.

Codex Vaticanus Ottobonianus graecus 112, fos. 187-287,
saeculi xvi (24 October/November 1542).

Codex Vesontionus Sequanorum graecus 408 (Suppl. Gr.
D 13), fos. 1417-1517, saeculi xvi.

Codex Ambrosianus graecus C 255 inf., fos. 917-100", saeculi
XVi.

Codex Matritensis graecus O. 9, tractatus 10, saeculi xvi.
Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 294, fos. 27-19", saeculi xvii
ineuntis.

Codex Gudianus graecus 100, pp. 1-147, saeculi xvii.
Codex Lindenbrogius graecus, Hamburg Cod. Theol. 1518
in 4°, saeculi xvii.

Codex Gudianus graecus 89, pp. 1-147, saeculi xvii.

Codex Tenisonius graecus, Lambeth 802 (a), fos. 17-227,
saeculi xvii.

Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii Emmanuelis 249, pp. 1-31,
saeculi xvii.

Codex Tenisonius graecus, Lambeth 802 (b), pp.9-82,
saeculi xvii.

Codex Oxoniensis Collegii Reginensis 187, fos. 1*-15", saeculi
xvii.

Codex Bodleianus graecus Cherry 25 (9799), pp.37-88,
saeculi xvii exeuntis (c.1700).

Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii Sanctissimae et Individuae
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Trinitatis 0.2.3 (1107), fos. 77-15%, saeculi xviii ineuntis
(verisimile ¢.1710).

Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 270, fos. 2727-279", saeculi
xvii.

Excerpta quae in Basilii 4dversus Eunomium libris in-
veniuntur.

Textus vulgatus iuxta editionem Parisinam alteram Dom
Juliani Garnier (1839). ,
Textus vulgatus iuxta editionem J.-P. Migne (1888).

Excerpta quae in Gregorii Nysseni Contra Eunomium libris
inveniuntur.
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THE APOLOGY OF EUNOMIUS

1. If slandering or defaming people with unbridled tongue or
hostile intent is a mark of knaves and wranglers, the zealous effort
of those who have slanderously been called evil to refute the
falsehood through argument is a sign of prudence, the work of
people who by their personal discretion set great store on the
common welfare. We used to hope, indeed, that we could keep our
knowledge of both these things merely verbal: since we had no part
in the former, we hoped to escape the trial of the latter as well.
Events, however, did not turn out as we intended. With a crafty
and varied cunning, both by words and deeds, a lying allegation
had been trumped up against us in the minds of many, an
allegation as painful to ourselves as it was harmful to those who
believed it.! Originally concocted by the kind of good-for-nothings
who won’t scruple to say or do anything, it was then taken up by the
sort of simpletons who measure truth by partisan accusations and
who unthinkingly accepted the slanders brought against us. We
have decided, therefore, to profit ourselves by way of apology and,
by way of caution, to help those who have thoughtlessly accepted
these charges by setting out an expression of our opinions in
writing. Perhaps by this means we can eliminate the aforesaid
slander and, for the rest, make the wicked less daring and the
reckless more cautious, showing the former the uselessness of
spreading lies and the latter the danger of believing them. By thus
showing the truth of our position we shall demonstrate what
correction is due them both, for fellowship in a common lie will
work in both a common retribution.

1 The allegation was that Eunomius believed the Son to be unlike the Father in
all senses, not only in some, i.e. not ‘in accordance with the Scriptures’ as taught by
the Council.
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2. Above all we implore those who are about to hear us now, as
well as any who may come across this work in the future: don’t try to
distinguish truth from falsehood by mere numbers, confusing the
better with the more numerous part; don’t darken your minds by
paying attention to some people’s ranks or arrogance; don’t give so
much attention to earlier speakers that you shut your ears to those
who come after. Rather, honour the teaching of our Saviour Jesus
Christ above any mere number of persons, above every considera-
tion of dignity or love of rivalry, indeed, above every relation or
kinship —or to put it briefly, above all the things which so often
darken the soul’s power of judgement. Make your decision with a
partiality for the truth, for the greatest part of the discernment of
truth is to adopt her as one’s own.

3. Moreover, we ask you not to judge us harshly if, caring
nothing for either arrogance or fear ourselves, and preferring the
assurance of things to come to any present favour or security, we
reckon the threats levelled against the ungodly more fearful than
any earthly suffering or temporal death, and so lay out unveiled the
naked truth. ‘For’, as the Apostle says, ‘the sufferings of this present
time are not worth comparing with the glory that is to be revealed’,?
nor is the whole world with all its pleasures and dominion a fit
exchange for anyone’s soul,® by so much do things which are to
come, both joys and punishments, outstrip those which are present.

4. But not to waste further time on all this and unduly prolong
the discourse, let us turn to that very profession of faith by which
those who wish to do so may acquire an easy and convenient
knowledge of our opinion. For it does not behove those who are to
discourse of such matters and to present an account of their
doctrine to give in to the majority opinion without thought; rather,
after first setting out as a kind of rule or norm that pious and
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governing tradition which has come down from the fathers, they
should agree to use that as the exact standard by which to judge
what is said:?

5. We believe in one God, the Father almighty, from
whom are all things;

And in one only-begotten Son of God, God the Word, our
Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things;b

And in one holy Spirit, the Counsellor, in whom is given
to each of the saints an apportionment of every grace accord-
ing to measure for the common good.®

6. Apart from certain secondary matters which, being still
undisputed, we have decided not to bring up, this is that essential
faith which (speaking generally and by way of summary) is common
to all who are concerned either to seem or to be Christians. Now if
we could see that those who had once accepted the sounds [which
make up this profession] must of necessity keep their real meaning
undistorted along with the words, or that once we had presented it
those bringing the indictment of impiety against us would let us go
free of these charges, their minds then cleansed of every evil
suspicion about us, we would have made it the measure and term of
our arguments, for the profession itself would have guaranteed our
undisturbed tranquillity. But in fact, when people have delibe-
rately set out to twist and distort its significance, whether through
ill-will or some other perverse inclination, it is neither itself an
adequate confirmation of the truth, nor does it suffice us for the
refutation of these alleged charges. Otherwise, neither Sabellius the
Libyan, Marcellus the Galatian, Photinus,? or anybody else who
may join them in their mad rage would ever have been excluded
from the priestly assemblies, fellowship of the sacraments, or
ecclesiastical precincts. On the contrary, this profession requires

2 According to Basil, Fun. i.4 (5098) this creed (Hahn no. 190) was in fact used
by some of the Fathers ‘in the simplicity of their hearts’, and had been presented by
Arius to Alexander of Alexandria in token of his faith.

3 These three figures are frequently joined together as symbolic of modalism,
though they were not all contemporaries. Sabellius was originally condemned by
Pope Callistus 1 (217-22). Marcellus of Ancyra, however, was accepted by some
councils (Rome, c¢.340; Sardica, 343) and condemned by others (Jerusalem, 336;
Antioch, 339, 345; Sirmium, 351, Ancyra, 359, etc.); his disciple, Photinus of
Sirmium, shared in his condemnation (Antioch, 345; Sirmium, 351).
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additional arguments to bring out its underlying meaning. We shall
try, therefore, so far as we can, to make the opinion we hold with
regard to these arguments explicit: either we shall first set out the
text of the profession and then disclose its meaning, or, after setting
out the meaning, we shall then relate it to the verbal expressions of
the text. No distortion of the truth will result from this interchange
of order, for these approaches are clearly both sufficient, not only
for our own defence, but also for the refutation of our accusers.

7. It is in accordance, therefore, both with innate knowledge
and the teaching of the fathers that we have made our confession
that God is one, and that he was brought into being neither by his
own action nor by that of any other, for each of these is equally
impossible. In fact, just as the maker must be in existence before
the thing he brings into being, and the thing made must be later
than its maker, by the same token a thing cannot exist before or
after itself, nor anything else at all before God. If it did, it would
surely be the first which had the dignity of Godhead rather than the
second; for after all, anything which can be said to come into
existence by the action of another (granted that this is in fact the
case) has itself to be placed afmong created beings, and must
properly be ranked among things which have come into existence
by the action of God. So then, if it has now been demonstrated that
God neither existed before himself nor did anything else exist
before him, but that he is before all things, then what follows from
this is the Unbegotten, or rather, that he is unbegotten essence. To
some people it will seem useless and superfluous to develop an
argument for things that are commonly acknowledged as though
they were subject to doubt. They are not. But because there are
some who think it wisdom to contest the obvious, or who have their
objections and slanders ready, we will need some more precise
investigation.

8. When we say ‘Unbegotten’, then, we do not imagine that we
ought to honour God only in name, in conformity with human
invention; rather, in conformity with reality, we ought to repay
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him the debt which above all others is most due God: the acknow-
ledgement that he is what he is.” Expressions based on invention
have their existence in name and utterance only, and by their
nature are dissolved along with the sounds [which make them up];
but God, whether these sounds are silent, sounding, or have even
come into existence, and before anything was created, both was
and is unbegotten. He is not such, however, by way of privation; for
if privatives are privatives with respect to the inherent properties of
something, then they are secondary to their positives.¢ But birth has
never been an inherent property of God! He was not first begotten
and then deprived of that quality so as to become unbegotten!
Indeed, if to say that God has been deprived of anything at all is
impious in the extreme as being destructive of the true notion of
God and of his perfection (or rather, destructive of the minds of
those who invent such things), then it must surely be impious to say
this with respect to things which belong to his nature, for no one of
sound mind would say that a thing had been deprived of something
which it did not previously possess. So then, if, as shown by the
preceding argument, ‘the Unbegotten’ is based neither on invention
nor on privation, and is not applied to a part of him only (for he is
without parts), and does not exist within him as something separate
(for he is simple and uncompounded), and is not something
different alongside him (for he is one and only he is unbegotten),
then ‘the Unbegotten’ must be unbegotten essence.

9. But if God is unbegotten in the sense shown by the foregoing
demonstration, he could never undergo a generation which
involved the sharing of his own distinctive nature with the offspring
of that generation, and could never admit of any comparison or
association with the thing begotten. Still, if anyone did want to
make this essence a common property with some other or give
something else a share in it, he would have to argue either on the
basis of separation and division or on the basis of comparison; yet
whichever of these he chooses, the argument will be entangled in
manifold absurdities (or rather, blasphemies). If he proceeds on the
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basis of separation and division, then God cannot be unbegotten
already (what he was not before is precisely what he becomes as a
result of the separation),? but then again, God cannot be incor-
ruptible either (division is destructive of the whole principle of
incorruption); on the other hand, if he undertakes the comparison
of this essence with something else, then, since a comparison cannot
be made between things with nothing in common, the fundamental
principle of the essence will be made common. But if that happens,
the name will be made common as well, so that those who persist in
this line of reasoning will of necessity be obliged either to keep the
designation uncommon if they want to keep the essence uncommon
too, or, if they want to share that out with something, they must
share out the designation just as they do the essence. Indeed, if it is
really only in name that the one is pre-eminent and the other less,
the very prodigality which bestows the missing grace on the other
part will prove a hindrance to them, while the verbal distinction will
not work out properly either (assuming they are using the designa-
tion in the strict sense). But if the reasoning on which this argument
is based forces them to share out the actual vocable, let them the
more prodigally share out the equality as well, for we have found
nothing on the basis of which they can establish a pre-eminence.

10. They certainly cannot say this, that while the essence is
common to both, it is in order, and in a superiority based on time
that the one is first and the other second, for after all, the cause of
pre-eminence must surely be an inherent property of the things
which are pre-eminent. But neither time nor age nor order have
ever been joined to the essence of God. Order is secondary to the
one who orders, but nothing which pertains to God has ever been
ordered by another. Time is a certain motion of the stars,? but the
stars came into being not only later than the essence of the
Unbegotten. and all intelligible beings, but even later than the first
corporeal objects.© As for the ages, what can be said? The Scriptures
themselves clearly state, ‘God exists before the ages’,d and the

4 This series of arguments is difficult to render in English because in it Eunomius
is making use of a tradition in which ontology is ‘the projected shadow of logic’
(Proclus, The Elements of Theology, ed. E. R. Dodds (Oxford University Press,
1983), p. xxv). Thus in the present instance the same words represent both logical
operations and ontological realities: if we are said to know the divine essence by the
logical operation of distinguishing or separating it from something else, then the
essence itself is considered to have been distinguished or separated.
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common reckoning of mankind confirms them. It is not only
impious, then, it is positively ridiculous for those who grant that
there is one unique unbegotten being to say that anything else
exists either before it or along with it. Indeed, if something else did
exist before the Unbegotten, it is that which would properly have to
be called ‘unbegotten’ and not the second. On the other hand, if
some other individual existed along with the Unbegotten, then, by
the very same association whereby each coexisted with the other,
the qualities of being ‘one and unique’ and of being “‘unbegotten’
would be done away, because in conjunction with the essence the
two entities would also introduce a kind of partitioning and circum-
scription. This in its turn would introduce composition along with
the cause of the composition, (11.) and yet not even an attribute
such as shape, say, or mass and size can exist in this essence because
God is altogether free from composition.

But if it neither is nor ever could be lawful to conceive of these or
anything like them as being joined to the essence of God, what
further argument is there which will permit the likening of the
begotten to the unbegotten essence? Neither the likening nor the
comparison nor the association of the essence has left any room for
a pre-eminence or a distinction but has manifestly yielded an
equivalence, and along with that equivalence has shown that the
thing likened or compared is itself unbegotten. But after all, there
is no one so ignorant or so zealous for impiety as to say that the Son
is equal to the Father! The Lord himself has expressly stated that
‘the Father who sent me is greater than I.’> Nor is there anyone so
rash as to'try to yoke one name to the otherl® Each name pulls in its
own direction and the other has no common meaning with it at all:
if the one name is ‘Unbegotten’ it cannot be ‘Son’, and if ‘Son’ it
cannot be ‘Unbegotten’.

But now, even though the greater number of arguments have
been passed over, I will take what has already been said as a
sufficient demonstration that the God of all things is one and that
he is unbegotten and incomparable. (12.) As for showing that the
Son too is one, being only-begotten, we could rid ourselves of all
care and trouble in that regard simply by quoting the words of the

5 That is, to produce something like the ‘Son-who-was-not-begotten’ or ‘Father-
who-did-not-beget’ ridiculed in chapter 14 below.
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saints in which they proclaim the Son to be both ‘offspring’ and
‘thing made’,P® since by distinguishing the names they show the
difference in essence as well. However, because there are people
who suppose that this generation is a bodily one and stumble at the
use of equivocal terms, it will be necessary to discuss these words
briefly also. We call the Son ‘offspring’, therefore, in accordance
with the teaching of the Scriptures.” We do not understand his
essence to be one thing and the meaning of the word which desig-
nates it to be something else. Rather, we take it that his substance is
the very same as that which is signified by his name, granted that
the designation applies properly to the essence. We assert, there-
fore, that this essence was begotten—not having been in existence
prior to its own coming to be—and that it exists, having been
begotten before all things by the will of its God and Father.

13. If this statement seems rash to anyone, let him ask himself
whether it is true or false. If it is true, then in his own judgement
the audacity is blameless since nothing that is true (when spoken at
the proper time and in the proper measure) is blameworthy. If it is
false, he will doubtless admit the necessity of accepting the opposite
to be true: that the Son was begotten when he was already in
existence. Now that would be not only the ultimate in absurdity or
blasphemy, it would be completely ridiculous as well. What need of
begetting has something which already exists unless it is trans-
formed into something else after the manner of animate or
inanimate bodies? Those might perhaps be properly said to be
‘born’ or ‘come to be’, since although they are in existence already,
they are not what they are to become.® The seed is not the man, the
stone is not the house, but each comes to be such, the one a man,
the other a house. Now if each of these (to which in any case it is
wholly impious to compare the begetting of the Son) becomes what
it previously was not—it could not become what it already was—
what cure is there for someone who still asserts that the Son was
begotten when he was already in existence?

6 Basil, Eun. ii.2 (576A) refers this to Acts 2: 36, but Eunomius himself in 4pol.
Apol. iii (] ii.10.25-11.8) shows that the reference is to Prov. 8: 22 and 1 Cor. 1: 24.

7 Here, as in chap. 22, Eunomius’ concern is to show that his teaching is consistent
with the then current formula, ‘similar . . . in accordance with the Scriptures’.

8 Eunomius’' arguments here and in chap. 14 depend on yiyvopor and yewdw
being synonymeous. In English, the meanings of yiyvopat, used here both for ‘to come
to be’ and ‘to be born’, would be more clearly distinguished.
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c-<Basil, Eun. ii.17 (608A) 14.2 Although this proverb is nowhere found as
such in the published collections of proverbs, it is alluded to frequently in other
literature, e.g. Aeschylus, Fr. 349 (Nauck 105); Sophocles, Fr. 77 (Pearson i.48f.),
Ajax 362; Euripides, Bacchae 839; Herodotus iii.53.4; Thucydides v.65.2; Plato,
Protagoras 340D/E, etc. 15. 2-2Basil, Eun. 1i.18 (608D-6094) bCf, e.g.
Arius, Ad Eusebium Nicomediensem Epistolam 4-5 (Opitz iii.2.9-3.8) -
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If he existed before his begetting, he was unbegotten; (14.) but it
was already rightly conceded earlier that there is no unbegotten
other than God. Let them therefore either retract this concession
and bring in some other unbegotten, or else let them abide by what
has been said and refuse to speak of the Son as being begotten after
he was already in existence when there is no common ground
between the designations ‘son’ and ‘offspring’ and that of
‘unbegotten’. Indeed, if there were, there would be a complete
confusion of both the names and their objects: there would be one
essence which both is and is called ‘unbegotten’, yet there would be
included within the scope of its definition still another essence, an
essence designated ‘begotten’. The names would then be, according
to them, ‘Son-who-was-not-begotten’ and ‘Father-who-did-not-.
beget’ (if the Son, that is, was not begotten in a real sense). On the
other hand, if someone were to understand this begetting as being
by way of augmentation or transformation (curing one ill by
another, as the saying is, the lesser by the greater),? he wouldn’t
have worked that argument out any better than he did the others,
for if anything does grow by augmentation, it is by the addition of
something from outside itself that it does so. And where is that
addition to come from if we do not postulate the existence of some
other being? But if that is so, then it is necessary to assume that
many entities—entities themselves unbegotten—are required for
the completion of just onel On the other hand, if the growth in
question comes from a non-entity, that is, from that which does not
exist, what is the better alternative? To admit that every non-
existent thing has been begotten by the will of the one who brought
it into existence? Or to say that this essence is made up of both the
existent and the non-existent? Yet if we say that this essence is
transformed, then of necessity it must be transformed into the non-
existent! And how could the assertion that the existent has turned
into the non-existent fail to be ridiculous, not to say irreligious? It is
our duty to leave such unbridled nonsense (or rather, insanity)
alone and soberly acknowledge the truth.

15. But these people —who are in fact liable to prosecution for
these and many other more numerous absurdities—have forgotten
all about themselves! They have not so much brought us into court
for the correction of audacity as themselves on a charge of
irreligion! Our practice has been to keep to the arguments used in
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times past by the saints® and now again by us: we have not ascribed
begetting to the essence of God (it is unbegotten); we have not
ascribed separation or partition (it is incorruptible); we have not
postulated some other underlying material for the begetting of the
Son; rather, we assert that the Son was begotten when as yet he was
not. We do not, however, include the essence of the Only-begotten
among things brought into existence out of nothing, for ‘no-thing’
is not an essence. Rather, on the basis of the will of the one who
made him we establish a distinction between the Only-begotten and
all other things, affording him that same pre-eminence which the
maker must necessarily have of his own products. For we acknow-
ledge, in conformity with the blessed John, that ‘all things were
made through him’,4 since the creative power was begotten
coexistentially in him from above; he is therefore the Only-
begotten God of those things which came into existence after him
and through him. Since he alone was begotten and created by the
power of the Unbegotten, he became the perfect minister of the
whole creative activity and purpose of the Father.

16. But if, because of the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, it is necessary
to understand this begetting as a human and bodily one, and on the
analogy of begetting among human beings to subject God to the
names and passions of a communication of essence, then, since God
is also ‘Maker’, it is necessary to presuppose matter for the
production of the things made in accordance with the error of the
pagans, for the same man who begets from his own essence is
unable to make anything apart from matter. But if they reject this
and pay no attention to the verbal expression of the words, holding
rather to the meaning appropriate to God . and ascribing the
creative action to his power alone, how can the passion of a
communication of essence have any place in God because of the
designation ‘Father’? What well-disposed person would not
acknowledge that there are some words which have only their sound
and utterance in common but not at all their signification? For
instance, ‘eye’ is used of both human beings and God, but in the
case of the one it signifies a certain bodily member while in the case
of the other it means sometimes God’s care and protection of the
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righteous, sometimes his knowledge of events. (17.) 2On the other
hand, the majority of words [referring to God] are different in their
verbal expression but have the same meaning, as for instance, ‘I
AM’, and ‘only true God’.2

Accordingly, it is by no means necessary, when God is called
‘Father’, to understand this activity as having the same meaning
that it does with human beings, as involving in both cases the idea
of mutability or passion; the one activity. is passionless, while the
other involves passion. Again, when God is called ‘Spirit’? this does
not imply that he is of the same nature as other beings called
‘spirits’. Rather, in each case we preserve the proportionate
relationship, so we are not at all disturbed to hear the Son called
‘thing made’,® as though even his essence could be regarded as
wholly comparable with those of others because they share the same
names! The Son is the ‘offspring’ and ‘thing made’ of the Un-
begotten and Unmade, while heaven and angels and every other
‘thing made’ whatsoever are things made by this ‘thing made’,
‘made through him'f at the command of the Father. In this way the
inerrancy of the scriptures can be preserved when they call the Son
‘thing made’ and ‘offspring’,8 while we ourselves will not be moved
from our own sound conclusions: we will neither ascribe bodily
members to God, nor will we lay down either his own essence as the
basis for begetting or matter for creation, for it is from these that
the distinction in the use of these words inherently arises. 1°

18. Yet if in begetting God does not impart his own nature after
the manner of human beings (for he is Unbegotten), and has no
need of matter in creating (for he is without need and mighty), then
the rejection of the word ‘creature’ in this context is altogether
irrational. Once we have shown by these and other arguments that
we need not try to conform meanings to words exactly or try to
distinguish those of differing expressions, but must rather direct
our attention to the concepts inherent in the underlying objects and
accommodate the designations accordingly (for the natures of

9 i.e. by Scripture; cf. the following remarks and n. 6 above.

10 j.e. as above in Apol. 16.12ff. it is the absence of matter or any other pre-
existent substratum which distinguishes the meaning of ordinary words used in a
divine context from that of their normal usage. Thus, in accepting Scripture’s
description of the Son as ‘offspring’ or ‘thing made’ Eunomius is no more obliged to
ascribe bodily members (or parts) to God than he is by the use of the word ‘eye’
above. The absence of any pre-existent substratum distinguishes the words’ usage,
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18. 2-2Basil, Eun. ii.24 (6294) 19. 2This passage addresses the problem of
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1 Tim. 6: 16 (cf. Eun., Apol. Apol. iii (J ii.297.8-9))~]n. 8: 12; (life) Jn. 5: 26;
(power) Matt. 26: 64~1 Cor. 1: 24. A very similar discussion of the words ‘light’ and

‘life’ is found in Origen, Jo. 11.xxiii.148-54 (GCS iv.79.26-80.36) bCf. Dio-
genes Laertius vi.32 cCf. 2 Tim. 2: 25 d-dBasil, Eun. ii.25 (629c)
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objects are not naturally consequent on the verbal expressions;
rather, the force of the words is accommodated to the objects in
accordance with their proper status), we could find not a little fault
with those who both accept that the Son is ‘offspring’ and ‘thing
made’ and agree that God is unbegotten and uncreated, yet set
themselves up against what they earlier acknowledged by adding
qualifications and using the phrase ‘similarity of essence’.!! These
people, if they really did have any concern for the truth, ought
rather to have acknowledged that since the names are different, the
essences are different as well (at any rate, that is the only way they
could have kept the proper order and rendered to each essence the
acknowledgement properly its own), or, if they took no notice of
this, at least they ought to have kept to the logical sequence of their
own supposition and not changed the language which fitted it by
rejecting the phrase ‘of the same nature’—not when we ourselves
have shown throughout the preceding arguments that the
designations in fact indicate the very essences.

19. But perhaps someone who has been goaded by all this into
responding will say, ‘Even granting the necessity of paying attention
to the names and of being brought by them to the meanings of the
underlying realities, still, by the same token that we say that the
unbegotten is different from the begotten, we also say that “light”
and “light”, “life” and “life”, “power” and “power” are alike with
respect to both.’* Our reply is not to substitute the rod for an

" answer in the manner of the admirer of Diogenes® (for the philo-
sophy of the Cynics is far removed from Christianity), but rather to
emulate the blessed Paul who said that we must correct our
opponents with great patience.© Our response, then, to such a
person is to say that the one ‘light’ is unbegotten and the other
begotten. When spoken of the Unbegotten, does ‘light’ signify an
entity other than that signified by ‘the Unbegotten’, or does each
word signify the same entity? If there are two separate entities, then
it is obvious that the thing made up of these entities is also composite,

cf. R. Vaggione, ‘Ody &g & tév yewnudtwv: Some Aspects of Dogmatic Formulae in
the Arian Controversy’, Studia Patristica 18 (1982), 181-7.

11 Eunomius’ reference, here and at 18.17-18, is to the so-called ‘Semi-Arians’
under Basil of Ancyra who at the Council of Ancyra held in Lent, 358 asserted that
the Son is ‘similar in essence’ (8uolog xat’ obsiayv) to the Father but rejected the
doctrine of the identity of the essence, the homoousios.
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and what is composite is not unbegotten! On the other hand, if both
words signify the same entity, then, just as the unbegotten differs
from the begotten, so ‘the light’ must differ from ‘the light’, and
‘the life’ from ‘the life’, and ‘the power’ from ‘the power’, for the
same rule and method applies for the resolution of all such
problems. If, then, every word used to signify the essence of the
Father is equivalent in force of meaning to ‘the Unbegotten’
because the Father is without parts and uncomposed, by the same
token that same word used of the Only-begotten is equivalent to
‘offspring’. But even they admit that those words are to be dis-
tinguished! What argument is there, then, which will still permit a
similarity of essence or allow God’s pre-eminence to be circum-
scribed by something greater when all mass, all time, and
everything of that kind has been excluded and this essence both is
and is reckoned to be simple and alone?

20. Thus, to begin with, it seems to us that those who presume
to compare the essence which is unmastered, superior to all cause,
and unbound by any law to that which is begotten and serves the
law of the Father, have neither really examined the nature of the
universe, nor made judgements about these things with clear
minds. There are two roads marked out to us for the discovery of
what we seek: one is that by which we examine the actual essences
and with clear and unadulterated reasoning about them make a
judgement on each, the other is an enquiry by means of the actions,
whereby we distinguish the essence on the basis of its products and
completed works—and neither of the ways mentioned is able to
bring out any apparent similarity of essence. For if anyone begins
his enquiry from the essences, he finds that that essence which
transcends all authority and is wholly incapable of undergoing
generation —the essence that gives instruction in these things to the
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mind approaching them with good will—that essence commands
him to reject any comparison with another as being wholly foreign
to the law of its nature. As a consequence he is also brought to
recognize that its action too conforms to the dignity of its nature.
On the other hand, if he begins his study from the things which
have been made, from them he is led up to the essences and
discovers that the Son is the ‘thing made’ of the Unbegotten, while
the Counsellor is that of the Only-begotten. Thus, having con-
firmed the difference in their activities from the pre-eminence of
the Only-begotten, he accepts as indisputable the proof that their
essences are distinct as well. And this is without even mentioning
a third consideration, that he who creates by his own power is
entirely different from him who does so at the Father’s command
and acknowledges that he can do nothing of his own accord,® just as
the one who és worshipped is different from the one who worships.!

21. Hence, if they think it not ridiculous to ascribe the same
qualities equally to both of them — essence say, or action, authority
or name (thereby doing away with the differences between the
names and their objects)—let them explicitly speak of two Un-
begottens. But if that is manifestly irreligious, let them not twist
what is acknowledged by everyone into an impiety under cover of
the word ‘similarity’! But now, lest we ourselves should seem to
pervert the truth by our clever inventions and use of argument

_ (such being the charge brought against us and commonly bandied
about), we will establish the proof of these things from Scripture
itself. There is one God proclaimed by both Law and Prophets.
That this God is also the God of the Only-begotten is acknowledged
by the Saviour himself, for he says, I am going ‘to my God and your
God’2—the Only true God," the only wise God,° who alone is
good,? alone mighty, who alone has immortality.© Now don’t
anyone interrupt or let his mind be troubled. We have not used
these expressions in order to take away the godhead of the Only-
begotten, or his wisdom, or his immortality, or his goodness, but
rather to distinguish them with respect to the pre-eminence of the
Father. For we confess that the Lord Jesus is himself ‘Only-begotten
God',f immortal and deathless, wise, good; but we say too that the
Father is the cause of his actual existence and of all that he is,
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for the Father, being unbegotten, has no cause of his essence or
goodness. This is the understanding to which the preceding
arguments have brought us.

22. If, then, God is the only true and the only wise God because
only he is unbegotten, the Son, being only-begotten because he is
the Unbegotten’s only offspring, could not in fact be anything
‘only’ at all if hjs nature were made to share a common property
with some other by means of a ‘similarity’. Rejecting, therefore, any

_‘similarity of essence’ and accepting the similarity of the Son to the
Father in accordance with his own words,? we must mount up in
very truth to the one and only font and source of all things, clearly
having subordinated the Son to the Father. Again, having carefully
refined our conception of these matters, we must understand that
God’s mode of action too is not human, but effortless and divine,
and must by no means suppose that that action is some kind of
division or motion of his essence. This is in fact what those who have
been led astray by pagan sophistries do have to suppose, because
they have united the action to the essence and therefore present the
world as coeval with God. Yet even so they have not escaped the
logical absurdity arising from this assertion: those who have once
witnessed the cessation of the creative action have no need to look
back toward its beginning — nothing could have come completely to
an end which did not start from some beginninglP

23. But these people really ought to give up! They have neither
perceived the difference in the beings with wholesome eyes nor have
they shown themselves right-minded judges of the actual objects—
Judgement has hidden the truth from them on account of their ill-
will. We ourselves, however, judge the action from its effects in
accordance with the principles enunciated just a moment ago,? and
do not consider it unhazardous to have to unite the action to the
essence. We recognize that the divine essence is without beginning,
simple, and endless, but we also recognize that its action is neither
without beginning nor without ending. It cannot be without
beginning, for, if it were, its effect would be without beginning as
well. On the other hand, it cannot be without ending since, if the
effects come to an end, the action which produced them cannot be
unending either. It is therefore childish and infantile in the extreme
to say that the action is unbegotten and unending (making it
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identical with the essence) when not one of its effects is capable of
being produced either unbegottenly or unendingly! Indeed, on
these premises only one of two conclusions can follow: either the
action of God is unproductive or its effect is unbegotten. If both of
these are admittedly ridiculous, then the remaining possibility must
be correct: that granted the effects had a start, the action is not
without beginning, and granted the effects come to an end, the
action is not without ending. There is no need, therefore, to accept
the half-baked opinions of outsiders and unite the action to the
essence. On the contrary, we must believe that the action which is
the truest and the most befitting God is his will, and that that will is
sufficient to bring into existence and to redeem all things, as indeed
the prophetic voice bears witness: “‘Whatever he willed to do, he
did.”> God needs nothing in order to bring what he intends into
existence; rather, at the same moment he intends it, whatever he
willed comes to be.

24. Accordingly, if this argument has demonstrated that God’s
will is an action, and that this action is not essence but that the
Only-begotten exists by virtue of the will of the Father, then of
necessity it is not with respect to the essence but with respect to the
action (which is what the will is) that the Son preserves his similarity
to the Father. Going forward on the basis of these conclusions, we
must also safeguard the real meaning of the word ‘image’. The
blessed Paul has explained this meaning himself when he says, ‘He
is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation,
because in him all things were created, in heaven and on earth,
visible and invisible.”® This is the reason for ‘image’, but the
mention of ‘all the things created in him’ along with ‘the first-born’
points not to the unbegotten essence (for that essence has nothing in
common with these things), but to the action through which the
Son ‘in whom are all things’ came to be. The word ‘image’, then,
would refer the similarity back, not to the essence of God, but to the
action unbegottenly stored up in his foreknowledge prior to the
existence of the first-born and of the things created ‘in him’.
Indeed, what person who knew the Only-begotten himself and then
perceived ‘all the things made through him’® would not
acknowledge that ‘in him’ he had seen all the power of the Father?
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It was because the most blessed Paul recognized this that he said
not ‘through him’ but ‘in him’, though he also added the title ‘first-
born’ so that by including the Only-begotten himself along with the
things made through him he could make known to all those capable
of comprehending these things the action of the Father. We use the
word ‘image’, therefore, not as comparing the Offspring to the
Unbegotten (which in any case is both incongruous and impossible
for any creature), but as comparing the only-begotten Son and
first-born to the Father, for the designation ‘Son’ makes his own
essence clear, while that of ‘Father’ manifests the action of the one
who begot him. However, if there is anyone who still holds
contentiously to his own opinions and, paying no attention to what
has been said, still insists that the designation ‘Father’ is indicative
of the essence, let him give this same designation to the Son also,
since he previously gave him a similar essence! Indeed, let him
give each of them a share in both these names—the Father in that
of the Son, and the Son in that of the Father—for the idea of a
similarity of essence will force those who hold such an opinion
about them to give the same designations to both.

25. However, if these arguments have sufficed us for what
concerns the Only-begotten, logical order requires us in what
remains to say something about the Counsellor as well, not
following the thoughtless opinions of the multitude, but holding to
the teaching of the saints in all things. Since from them we learn
that he is third in both dignity and order,” we believe that he is
third in nature as well, for the dignities of the natures have not been
bestowed on each in turn the way political office is among human
beings, nor is the order of their creation the reverse of that of their
essences. Rather, the order of each conforms harmoniously to its
nature, so that the first in order is not second in nature and the first
in nature is certainly not allotted second or third place in the order.
Now if this order is in fact the best as regards the creation of the
intelligible beings, and the Holy Spirit is third in the order, he
cannot be first in nature since that ‘first’ is ‘the God and Father’®
(for surely it would be both ridiculous and silly for the very same
thing to occupy first place at one time and third at another, and for
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both the one worshipped and the one ‘in whom’ he is worshipped to
be identical, that is, in accordance with the Lord’s own statement,
‘God is spirit, and those who worship him must worship in spirit and
truth’), nor is he identical with the Only-begotten (otherwise he
would not have been numbered after him as possessing his own
substance, since the Saviour’s own voice is sufficient proof of these
things, when he expressly says that the one who would be sent to
bring to the Apostles’ remembrance all that he had said and to
teach themf would be ‘another’),® nor is he something numerically
other than God but nevertheless unbegotten (for the Unbegotten
‘from whom all things’! came to be is ‘one and only’),? nor yet is he
some other distinct from the Son but nonetheless an ‘offspring’ (for
our Lord, ‘through whom are all things’, as says the Apostle, is
‘one’ and ‘only-begotten’),] rather, he is third both in nature and in
order since he was brought into existence at the command of the
Father by the action of the Son. He is honoured in third place as the
first and greatest work of all, the only such ‘thing made’ of the
Only-begotten, lacking indeed godhead and the power of creation,
but filled with the power of sanctification and instruction.

But as for those who believe that the Counsellor is some kind of
action of God but include him in the order along with the essences
none the less,! they are so completely ridiculous and so wholly
debarred from the truth that to refute them at this time would
undoubtedly require a lengthy discourse; (26.) but so as not to
weary our audience by the length of our arguments, we will
encompass the whole force of our discussion in a few words: We
assert that ‘the God of all things'® is the one and ‘only true God’,?
unbegotten, without beginning, incomparable, superior to all
cause, himself the cause of the existence of all existing things, but
not accomplishing the creation of those things by an association
with any other. His primacy is not taken away by the order nor is his
superiority to all things done away by a comparison, but being, in
accordance with his pre-eminence, incomparable in essence,
power, and authority, he begot and created before all things as
Only-begotten God¢ our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all things
were made,d the image and seal of his own power and action. This
Only-begotten God is not to be compared either with the one who
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begot him or with the Holy Spirit who was made through him, for
he is less than the one in being a ‘thing made’, and greater than the
other in being a maker. And indeed, a trustworthy witness of the
fact that he was made is Peter, of whom the Lord himself bore
witness that he had received his knowledge from God,® for Peter
said, ‘Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God
has made him both Lord and Christ’,f and still another witness to
this is the one who spoke in the Lord’s own person saying, “The
Lord created me as the beginning of his ways.’8 But the one who
bears witness to the fact that the Holy Spirit, on the other hand, was
also made is the one who said, ‘There is one God from whom are all
things, and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things’,” to
which also the blessed John bore witness when he said, ‘All things
were made through him and without him not one thing was made.’
From these passages it must follow either that the Holy Spirit is
unbegotten (which is blasphemous), or that, if he was made, he was
made ‘through him’.

For we confess that only the Son was begotten of the Father and
that he is subject to him both in essence and in will (indeed, he
himself has admitted that he ‘lives because of the Fatheri and that
he can ‘do nothing of his own accord’),X believing him to be neither
homoousios nor homodousios, since the one implies a generation
and division of the essence and the other an equality; (27.) we
neither believe that the Father is begotten or that the Son is
unbegotten, but that what the Son is everlastingly is what he is also
rightly called: Offspring, obedient Son, most perfect Minister of the
whole creation and will of the Father, ministering for the
maintenance and preservation of all existing things, for the giving
of the Law to mankind, for the ordering of the world and for all
providential care. He makes use of the Counsellor as his servant for
the sanctification, instruction, and assurance of believers. 2In these
last days he was born of the holy Virgin, lived in holiness in
accordance with human laws,? was crucified, died, rose again
the third day, and ascended into heaven. He will come again to
judge both the living and the dead by a righteous retribution of
both faith and works, and he will reign as king forever. In all these
things the pre-eminence and sole supremacy of God is preserved,
for the Holy Spirit is clearly subject to Christ, as are all things, while
the Son himself is subject to his ‘God and Father’® in accordance
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with the teaching of the blessed Paul who said, “‘When all things are
subject to him, then the Son himself will also be subjected to him
who put all things under him, that God may be everything to
everyone.’c

Since we gave a clearer and more extensive demonstration of all
this in the other parts of our discourse and have now gone over it for
you again by way of summary, we beseech not only those who are
present, but all who have shared with us in the same sacraments:
don’t be afraid of human censure; don’t be deceived by their
sophistries or led astray by their flatteries. Give a true and just
verdict on the issues of which we've spoken; show that the better
part has clearly won out among you all. Let right reason prevail
over these troublemakers and flee all the traps and snares laid for us
by the devil; he has made it his business either to terrify or entice
the many who fail to put what is right before what is pleasurable,
and who account things present more certain than things to come.
But if, because the majority have agreed in a lie and fought against
the truth, preferring their present safety and reputation to what is
pleasing to God and commonly reckoned fitting, the worse part
should triumph among some (and may God forl "1 the fulfillment
of these words!), I beseech my own followers, at least, to preserve
the faith unshaken and steadfast for the one who gave it to them,
awaiting the judgement seat of Christ our Saviour. For from that
tribunal all pretence, conjecture, and falsehood have been done
away, and those who are judged are stripped of all power,
attendance, and flattery. There, indeed, neither a numerous
retinue nor wealth are a sufficient appeal, be they never so
esteemed by human beings, for a whole crowd of distinguished men
is not the equal in intercession of a single poor and religious man
when Truth itself is judge: religion joins its plea with his in con-
formity with the recompense due those who now count even death
a gain in its behalf.? The rewards of those contests are given by
Christ, who both in ages past and in the present offers his rewards:
to those who have laboured for the truth, the genuine liberty and
kingship of heaven; to those who through ill-will have dishonoured
it, inexorable punishment. Let these two alternatives be mentioned
before you but once, and may the outcome go to the better part.
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Confessio Eunomiana ad calcem manuscriptorum transmissa
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A Eunomian Confession of Faith
appended to the manuscripts of the Apology

28. God is one, both unbegotten and without beginning,
admitting of no being prior to himself (for nothing can exist prior
to the Unbegotten), nor with himself (for the Unbegotten is one,
and only he is God), nor in himself (for he is simple and uncom-
pounded). Because he is one and only and always the same,? he is
the God, creator, and maker of all things, primarily and in a special
sense of the Only-begotten, but also in a sense appropriate to
himself of the things made through the Only-begotten,® for he
begot and created and made only the Son by his own power and
action prior to all things and prior to the whole creation. He did
not, however, share out anything of his own substance with the one
begotten (for God is immortal, undivided, and indivisible, and
what is immortal cannot share out its own essence), nor did he
establish any other like himself (for only he is unbegotten, and
nothing can be begotten which is like the unbegotten essence), nor,
indeed, did he make use of his own essence in begetting, but of his
will only, or beget anything like his own essence, but rather, what
he willed, such he begot. It was through the Son that he made the
Holy Spirit, the first and greatest of all his works, creating him by
his own authority and commandment, but by means of the action
and power of the Son. After the Holy Spirit, he made through the
Son all the other things which are in heaven and upon earth, things
seen and unseen, corporeal and incorporeal. ‘There is one God
from whom are all things, as says the Apostle, ‘and one Lord, Jesus
Christ, through whom are all things.’b Hence, there is ‘one God’,
unbegotten, uncreated, unmade, and ‘one Lord, Jesus Christ’; the
Son of God, the offspring of the Unbegotten (but not like any other
offspring), the creature of the Uncreated (but not like any other
creature), the ‘thing made’ of the Unmade (but not like any other
‘thing made’),® just as Holy Scripture proclaims: ‘The Lord created
me as the beginning of his ways, before eternity he set me up,
before all the hills he brought me forth.’d There is also one Holy
Spirit, the first and greatest of all the Only-begotten’s works, made
at the command of the Father by the action and power of the Son.
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INTRODUCTION

I. THE ORIGINAL EXTENT OF THE WORK

As we already noted in our General Introduction,! all the surviving
works of Eunomius are offshoots of a single great controversy; this is
no less true of the work now under consideration. Eunomius’ first
effort, the Liber Apologeticus, was answered promptly by St Basil
in his treatise, Adversus Eunomium. Basil was answered in his turn
(though not so promptly) by Eunomius in his 4 pologia Apolograe,
his ‘Apology for the Apology’. Unfortunately, this work has come
down to us only in the more or less extensive quotations of it by
Gregory of Nyssa, who answered it in what proved to be the final
riposte of this phase of the controversy.

Because we do not possess the treatise as a whole, therefore, there
is some question as to its original size. Both Gregory of Nyssa? and
Photius? seem to assert that the work consisted of three books, while
the Eunomian historian Philostorgius speaks of five.? It is certain
that we now possess the fragments of only three books, but the
question remains open as to whether there were not once two more.
Let us look at the evidence.

When St Basil wrote his refutation of Eunomius’ first apology, he
did so by quoting from it and answering each section in turn. It is
because Gregory of Nyssa adopted a similar policy with regard to
the second that its surviving fragments have come down to us.
Eunomius’ practice in the matter was little different from that of his
adversaries; there are any number of instances in which his own
comments are directly based on those of Basil.? If with this in mind
we examine the instances where his argument is a response to that
of his adversary, we find that the latest passage refuted is that
beginning in chapter twenty-five of Basil's second book.® This

1 See pp. 3f. above.

2 Apart from the mentions of the books found in the manuscript titles of the
books of Gregory, see GN 11 ( ] 1.226.2, 10-11, 16; 227.22), 1L (J i.8.6-16; 4.19).

3 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.12).

4 Philost., HE viii.12 (GCS 114.3, 24).

5 See pp. 6-9 above.- 6 See pp. 126-7 below.
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leaves the last five to eight chapters of this book and all of book
three unanswered. Unless we are prepared to believe, then, that
Eunomius replied to Basil only in part, some portion of his work
must be missing. The question is, how much? In trying to find an
answer, let us look at the direct evidence, beginning with that
of Photius.

It seems almost inescapable that Photius did not himself possess a
copy of this apology; all his information about it derives from
Gregory of Nyssa. A comparison of the two authors’ statements
shows not only that Photius has very little which cannot be found in
Gregory, but that there are striking verbal parallels as well.” The
conceptual parallels are even more striking: the simile of the
children of Babylon dashed against the rock of Christ;® the mention
of the secrecy with which the work was produced? and the joy with
which it was received by Eunomius’ intimates;!? the (slightly
different) pictures of Basil's ascent to his true home in heaven.!!
The only passages in Photius which are actually new are the use of
the simile of Kronos devouring his children,!? and the statement
that Eunomius published his work only after the death of Basil.!®
This last assertion is not made by Gregory in any of the places where
he discusses the matter, but since it does appear in the title given in
the manuscripts of his first book,* and might be deduced from a
hasty reading of what he actually does say,!® there is no reason to
suppose any additional source for Photius’ statements. We can take
it as virtually certain, then, that Photius derived all of his informa-
tion about Eunomius’ book from Gregory. Our problem thus
reduces itself to a simple opposition between the statements made
by Gregory and those made by Philostorgius. Let us see if this
opposition is as absolute as has been supposed.

Important to an understanding of our problem is the realization
that Gregory nowhere states that there were not five books; he

7 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.15-16) ~ GN1(Ji.26.6-7); Photius, Cod. 138
(Henry i1.106.18-19) ~ GN 1 (J 1.24.8-10); Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.19-20)
~GN1(Ji.24.8,10-11).

8 Photius, Cod. 137 (Henry ii.106.7-9) ~ GN1(J1.24.10-17).

9 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.16-18) ~ GN'1( 1.24.7-8).

10 Photius, Cod. 188 (Henry ii.106.29-30) ~ GN 1(J 1.26.4-6).

11 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii. 106.27-8) ~ GN'1(]1.24.26-25.3).

12 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.23-5).

15 Ibid. (Henry ii.106.25-30). 14 GN1(J1.22.3).

15 e.g., ibid. (J 1.24.19-25.6), cf. also Grg. Nyss., Ep. 29 (J vin.ii.87.22-88.8).
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simply makes it clear that he himself did not possess more than
three. How is this to be explained? Part of our problem is resolved if
we take into consideration that Eunomius’ work did not appear as a
complete whole, but that the various books were issued individually
or in groups over a period of time. Both Philostorgius!® and
Gregory!’ state specifically that the first two books came out
together.!8 The third book appeared at a somewhat later date, as is
implied by some statements of Gregory.'® Furthermore, the work
was not readily available to the general public, at least to begin
with; Gregory had some difficultly in obtaining a copy of the first
two books,?? and some of his other statements suggest that initially
the work was confined to circles likely to be sympathetic.?! It thus
becomes understandable that Gregory might know of some parts of
the work without having heard of (or at any rate seen) others.
Moreover, there is every reason to believe that Philostorgius would
have known the work intimately. He was himself a member of the
Eunomian Church, had written an encomium of Eunomius,2? and
had even as a young man seen him personally.?3 It is almost
impossible to believe that Philostorgius might have been mistaken
in a case like this or that he would have accepted a lengthy spurious
addition to the work practically within the lifetime of its reputed
author. It seems, then, that the opposition between Philostorgius
and Gregory is not so absolute as it might at first appear, and that
we may accept as almost certain Philostorgius’ statement that in its
finished form Eunomius’ second apology consisted of five books.

16 Philost., HE viii.12a (GCS 114.25).

17 Grg. Nyss., Ep. 29 (J vin.ii.87.8-9, 14-15).

18 Though this does not mean that Gregory answered them together. Because of
the short time he was allowed to keep the book by the person who loaned it to him
(17 days), he was then able to reply only to Eunomius’ first book, Ep. 29 (J
VII1.1i.87.8-15); later, urged on by his brother Peter, Ep. 30 (J vin.ii.90.13-25), he
brought out his answer to the second book in the second book of his own treatise.

19 GN m.i (J ii.3.5-12; 4.18-19); there is no evidence, however, to support
Jaeger’s assertion that Eunomius was moved to produce the rest of his refutation
because of Gregory’s treatise (J ii, p. ix).

20 Grg. Nyss., Ep. 29 (J viI1.ii.87.9-15).

21 GN 1 (J 1.24.10-11; 26.4-6, 15-16), all referring to the joy of Eunomius’
adherents on the appearance of this work.

22 Philost., HE iii.21 (GCS 49.1-2).

23 Ibid., x.6 (GCS 128.10-20), quoted above, pp. xiv-xv.
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II. DATE AND OCCASION

If we have successfully gauged the extent of Eunomius’ work, the
problem that now faces us is the date of the book’s appearance and
the occasion that warranted it. That Eunomius’ reply had appeared
only some years after Basil launched his attack is sufficiently
obvious from the comments of Gregory of Nyssa, who jeers that
Eunomius slaved over it for long years,?* that he passed many
olympiads in its production,? that, indeed, the whole thing took
longer than the Trojan Warl?6 Fortunately, we are in a position to
date the work with more precision than this and can assert with
some assurance that it appeared around the time of the death of
Basil the Great (1 January 379). Whether it was before or after that
event is more problematic. Philostorgius implies that it appeared
before Basil’'s death, for he tells us that on reading the first two
books Basil died of despairl?’ On the other hand, both an early
editor of Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra Eunomsum and Photius under-
stood Gregory to mean that it appeared only after Basil’s death,
since the title of the one?® and the direct statement of the other??
assert this to be the case. Gregory himself, however, does not say
this. All he says is that his own justification for writing is that the
great and holy Basil is now dead.3® This, presumably, is the source
of Photius’ statement and of that in the title of the Contra
Eunomium. Although this is one possible interpretation of
Gregory’s statements, it is far from being the only one. Most
attempts to solve this problem have been based on the statements
found in the Contra Eunomium, but Gregory in fact makes a much
more precise statement elsewhere. In the letter to his brother Peter
to which we have already referred several times,3! Gregory
mentions that he received Eunomius’ work at the time of Basil’s
death (xat’ adriv 100 dyiov Baogilelov v xofunowv), and that his
natural reaction at such a time to the slanders contained in it
accounts for the harshness of tone in his own work.%2 Since Gregory

24 GN1(J1.24.5-10). % Ibid. (J 1.26.6-8).
26 GN 11 ([ i.263.3-6). 27 Philost., HE viii.12 (GCS 114.2-4, 24-6).
28 GN1(Ji.22.3). 25 Photius, Cod. 138 (Henry ii.106.25-30).
0 GN1(Ji.24.19-25.6). 81 nn, 15, 17, 18, 20, above.

32 Grg. Nyss., Ep. 29 (J vin.ii.87.22-88.8), as already noted by Fr. Diekamp,
‘Literargeschichtliches zu der Eunomianischen Kontroverse’, BZ 18 (1909), 9-10.
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had only just heard of it, it cannot have appeared any long while
prior to Basil's death, but since he also mentions various ‘threats’
accompanying its production,3? it must have been an open secret
that it was forthcoming. Books one and two, then, of the Apologia
Apologiae must have been published sometime during the last few
months of 378 with the rest of the work appearing at intervals in the
years following.

If we have sufficiently resolved the problem of the date of the
book’s appearance, the next question which must be considered is
the occasion of its publication and why it appeared so long after the
work it was intended to refute. The years immediately following the
publication of Eunomius’ first apology were sufficiently eventful,
both for him personally and for the world at large, to provide a
sufficient explanation as to why he did not answer his attacker
immediately, but a consideration of the events surrounding the
appearance of his second work should enable us to explain the
reasons for its publication at that particular time. Philostorgius
tells us that Eunomius was exiled to Naoxia (almost certainly
Naxos)3* after Modestus had replaced Auxonius as Praetorian
Prefect.®® Modestus became Praefectus Praetorio per Orientem in
369. There is, however, some possibility that Eunomius was not
exiled until 370, when Demophilus succeeded Eudoxius as bishop
of Constantinople; Demophilus is singled out by Philostorgius as
particularly hostile to the Eunomians.?® We have no direct
information about Eunomius’ recall, but just prior to the entry of
Theodosius into the city (24 November 380) we find him at
Constantinople, feared by the Orthodox as the hope of the Arian
party.3” If we take this information together with the date
previously established for the publication of the second apology, we
can reconstruct some of the reasons that moved Eunomius to bring
out this work when he did.

In the aftermath of the battle of Adrianople (9 August 378), the

33 GN1(J1.24.7-8).

34 Cf. the medieval forms of the island's name: Naxia, Nacsia, Nicsia, etc.,
P-W 16.2081.3-9.

35 Philost., HE ix.11 (GCS 120.4-7).

8 Ibid., ix.14 (GCS 122.2-3); though it may be questioned how much difference
the death of his old protector would have made to Eunomius’ situation, since he had
broken with him some time previously, and had even been involved in an attempt to
consecrate a rival bishop of Constantinople! Philost., HE ix.4 (GCS 117.1-3).

37 Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.13-15).
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Emperor Gratian is said by Socrates®® and Sozomen?® to have
recalled the exiles and to have permitted all religious groups to
assemble freely with the exception of the Manichaeans, Photinians,
and Eunomians.4? That there was such a decree granting toleration
(said to have been a rescriptum issued from Sirmium) is sufficiently
proved by another decree of Gratian withdrawing it, given at Milan
nearly a year later (3 August 379);#! the actual decree itself has
perished. Moreover, while both Socrates and Sozomen make it clear
that toleration was not extended to Manichaeans, Photinians, or
Eunomians, they also indicate that the recall from exile was not so
restricted, but applied to all. This, taken together with the date
established for the publication of Eunomius’ work, suggests that
Eunomius too took advantage of the decree to return to Constan-
tinople, probably to Chalcedon, where he had had a house and a
garden prior to his exile.*? At a slightly later date we find him living
in ‘Bithynia near Constantinople’.#3 This gives us the information
necessary to construct a possible scenario explaining Eunomius’
actions with regard to the production of this book: during his exile
Eunomius made good use of his enforced leisure to work on

38 Soc., HE v.2 (PG 67.568A-B).

3% Soz., HE vii.1 (GCS 302.10-15).

40 Note, however, that Rufinus, HE xi [ii].13 (PL 21.522c) ascribes this recall to
a repentant Valens just after the Gothic invasion and does not mention Gratian's
law at all.

41 Cod. Theod. xvi.5.5 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, p. 856); all ministers of such
‘perverse superstitions’ (apparently Arians and Donatists) are to cease holding
assemblies and the earlier decree is to apply only to Catholics. That the decree
referred to must be one issued by Gratian and not an earlier emperor is sufficiently
shown in Gothofredus vi.116-17. As for other possible references, there is nothing to
indicate what is meant by the mention of a ‘special rescript obtained by fraud’ in
Cod. Theod. xvi.5.6 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, p. 856), but it seems unlikely that
it could refer to the decree of Gratian, as implied by a note in the GCS edition of
Sozomen, HE vii.1 (GCS 302.10-15).

42 Philost., HE ix.4 (GCS 117.6-9).

4% Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.17-19). Although Sozomen apparently knew nothing
of an exile to Naxos and visualized Eunomius’ residence in Bithynia as extending
from his eviction from Cyzicus until the arrival of Theodosius in Constantinople in
380, he clearly implies that the heresiarch was there at the latter date since it was the
crowds going out to hear him there who first drew the Emperor’s attention to him.
Sozomen may not, of course, have had Chalcedon in mind, since at a later date
Eunomius is described simply as ‘living in the suburbs’, HE vii.17 (GCS 324.17-18),
but Chalcedon, though separated by the Bosporus, was only 7 stades from the city
(something under a mile) and thus well within the definition of ‘suburb’.
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a rebuttal of Basil's charges and had completed, or very nearly
completed, the first and second books of it when news of his release
reached him in late September or October of 378 (allowing a
certain amount of time for Gratian’s decree to be promulgated and
disseminated). Hastening to Constantinople, he published (at first
to sympathetic circles) his Apologia Apologiae sometime during
November or early December 378, so that a copy (or at least word
of it) would have reached Gregory about the time of Basil’'s death
on 1 January 379. After this first installment, subsequent volumes
appeared over the next few years.

If this provides us with a scenario explaining this apology‘s late
appearance, we must still ask ourselves not only what Eunomius
hoped to accomplish by it, but also the reasons for its continued
publication in a rapidly changing political situation and the uses to
which it was put. To answer this, we must return to a consideration
of the events surrounding the appearance of this apology. The
initial result of Gratian’s decree must have been a considerable
amount of confusion if not actual chaos. Leaders of the Church did
not need the events at Antioch** to warn them of the damage that
might be done to the Church from .the competition of several
returned bishops for the same see, and some at least tried to
compose their differences with their rivals in an attempt to remedy
the situation.?® These efforts, however, seem to have been of little
avail, and Constantinople in particular (whither Eunomius had
immediately gone) is described as a hot-bed of competing sects.
Although the established Arian Church of the previous reign was
still officially in power there, and was, indeed, much the largest
religious body in the city,¥’ the various other parties took advantage
of their new freedom to reinforce their positions and gain converts.
Thus the Macedonians, for instance, used this opportunity to
repudiate their previous alliance with the homoousians,*® while
among those attempting to rally their flocks in the city we find not
only Eunomius, but at a slightly later date (early 379) Gregory of
Nazianzus as well.#% Moreover, there were rumours of a meeting of

44 Soc., HE v.5 (PG 67.569¢-5728), Soz., HE vii.3 (GCS 304.1-21), Thdt., HE
v.3 (GCS 279.10-282.8).

4 Soz., HE vii.2 (GCS 303.18-30). 46 Ibid., vii.4 (GCS 305.8-12).

47 Ibid., vii.5 (GCS 306.1-12), 6 (GCS 307.9-18).

48 Soc., HE v.4 (PG 67.5698-C).

48 Grg. Naz., Carm. Vit. 562-82 (PG 37.1068-9).
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Apollinarian bishops,®® and other groups were also active.?!
Eunomius himself was not only engaged in building up his followers
in Constantinople, but even went on an organizing tour of the East,
putting the affairs of the Churches in order.52 Gregory has given us
a vivid picture not only of the divisions which split the capital,?® and
the zeal with which religious controversy was pursued,® but also of
the inherent violence of the situation—he himself was actually
mobbed in the course of the Easter celebrations of 379.5 It is not
without significance that during this period Gregory preached two
sermons on Peace,’ and one on Moderation in Disputes!®?

The problem which now faces us is how we are to place Eunomius
in all this. It is significant that during this period an apparent
change seems to have come over his approach. To begin with, as we
have seen, he was extremely cautious and took care to restrict his
new work to sympathetic circles. By the latter part of 380, however,
we find him openly drawing large crowds to hear him speak.>® Since
we are also told that one of his usual means of instruction was the
public recitation of his writings,?? it is difficult not to connect
a magnum opus produced at just this period with this activity. But
how are we to account for this apparent change? Let us look again
at the progress of events during this period.

When Eunomius first returned to Constantinople, Gratian was
still sole Emperor, but on 3 January 379 he invested Theodosius
with the purple as his eastern colleague. While no one would have
been under any illusions as to the probable religious tendencies of a
westerner chosen by an Orthodox Emperor, Theodosius’ delay in
entering his capital city as well as his preoccupation with fighting
the barbarians must have permitted the initial chaotic conditions to
continue for some time. By the summer of 379, however, things had
already begun to change. Quite apart from the repeal of the edict
of toleration by the Emperor Gratian (3 August 379),% we find that

50 Ibid., 609-30 (PG 37.1071-2). 51 Ibid., 631-51 (PG 37.1072-4).
52 Philost., HE ix.18 (GCS 125.2-6).

5% Grg. Naz., Carm. Vit. 652-720 (PG 37.1074-9).

5 Grg. Naz., Or. 27.2 (Mason 3.5-11).

5 Grg. Naz., Ep. 77.1-8 (GCS 66.10-19), 78.1-4 (GCS 68.15-28).

56 Grg. Naz., Or. 22 (PG 35.1132a-11524), 23 (PG 35.11528-11684).

57 Grg. Naz., Or. 32 (PG 36.1734-212c).

58 Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.17-20).

59 Soc., HE v.20 (PG 67.6208-c), Soz., HE vii.17 (GCS 324.17-20).

60 Cod. Theod. xvi.5.5 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, p. 856).
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Gregory of Nazianzus had already begun to account the Emperors
as members of his own party:

ad 1ov ooy Pacdéa, xdyd tods duovs ob tov Axadf, éyd 1ov Twotav.!
You have your Emperor, and I have my Emperors; you have Ahab, I Josiah.

If in the summer of 379 it might still have been possible to take such
allusions lightly, the events of the following year were enough to
cause second thoughts. In a law dated 27 February 380 and
addressed specifically to the people of Constantinople, Theodosius
commanded all peoples to follow that faith delivered by the Apostle
Peter to the Romans and now followed by Damasus of Rome and
Peter of Alexandria. Further, he declared that only these were to be
designated by the title ‘Catholic Christians’.5? The baptism of
Theodosius shortly thereafter by Ascholius, the Orthodox bishop of
Thessalonica, must have made things even clearer.®® While the
practical effects of this edict may have been for the moment
negligible, it made crystal clear which way things were going. It is
fortunate, therefore, that we possess an account of the Arian party’s
reaction to these events:

"Ete 8¢ otrot, whijfog Svres éx tiic Kwvoraviiov xai ObdAevros gomils, ddeéa-
Teg0V ovWévres mepl Beod xal ovoiag adrod dnuooia diedéyovro xai dmomepdo-
Ba: ot Paciréws Enefov tods Sudpgovas adrois év tois Pacidelows. fyotvro yap
émretleoar tiis Emiyeptiocwe td éni Kwvoraviiov ovufdvra oxonovres. todro
82 atd xai toic and xafélov éxxlyolas pooviidag xai péfov éxiver: oty ipuora
08 megidecic fjoav Aoylduevor iy év raic diadéécorv Edvoulov Servérnra.®t

These (Arians), however, still numerous on account of the influence of
Constantius and Valens, were continuing to meet without fear and
discoursing publicly about God and his essence. They persuaded some of
their co-religionists at court to make an attempt to win over the Emperor.
Indeed, looking for precedent to what happened under Constantius, they
thought they might really succeed in their undertaking, a possibility which
caused heart-searchings and fear among the Catholic party, not the least

61 Grg. Naz., Or. 33.2 (PG 36.216C); dated to the period after Easter 379 by
P. Gallay, La vie de St. Grégoire de Nazianze (Lyons/Paris: Emmanuel Vitte, 1943),
pp- 145-6. The reference to Josiah is enough to show what Gregory's expectations
were, even if at this point they may have been as much pious hope as sober thinking.

62 Cod. Theod. xvi.1.2 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, p. 833).

63 For the baptism after the decree and the literature, see N. Q. King, The
Emperor Theodosiys and the Establishment of Christianity (London: SCM, 1961),
p-30 n. 3. 64 Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.9-15).
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part of whose apprehension came from their recognition of Eunomius’
formidable skill in debate.

That such a plan might have succeeded was not an entirely
forlorn hope. Contemporaries did not have our own knowledge of
Theodosius’ subsequent policies, and at this early date he was
inclined to be conciliatory, to judge from Gregory of Nazianzus’
evident dissatisfaction with him.®® The fear that the reigning
monarch might be won over by a heretical body seems to have been
one of the abiding anxieties of late Roman life. We may note that
even at a much later period, when the Eunomian Church was in
manifest decline, the Emperor Anastasius is said to have been
publicly rebuked by the populace for Eunomian leanings, a story
which, however unlikely as fact, fully reveals the reality of the
concern.% In the present instance, indeed, the plan seems to have
come very near to succeeding, for Eunomius’ preaching attracted
the attention of the Emperor and, until dissuaded by the Empress
Flacilla, he actually expressed a desire to meet him personally.®
The fact that the plan was ultimately foiled need not lessen its
interest for our own purposes, for it shows Eunomius an apparent
participant in a plan sponsored by the ‘official’ Arian party, a party
headed by that same Demophilus who had perhaps been
responsible for his exile and who was certainly his bitter opponent.®8
Seemingly, then, between the time of Eunomius’ cautious arrival in
the city and these last desperate efforts of the Arian party to retain
its hold on power, a reconciliation had taken place, even if it was to
prove only a temporary one.%?

This conclusion leaves us with a tantalizing possibility. For while
the fragmentary state of the evidence makes it inevitably somewhat
conjectural, it can (if true) enable us to understand some of
Eunomius’ purposes in writing this, his second apology. The main

65 Grg. Naz., Carm. Vit. 1279-1304 ff. (PG 37.1117-8).

66 Excerpta Valesiana, pars posterior 13.78.

67 Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.19-23). 68 Philost., HE ix.11 (GCS 120.4-7).

69 Although Sozomen was obviously ignorant of Eunomius’ exile, he was clearly
aware that a break had existed between Eunomius and the ‘official’ Arians during
the time of Eudoxius, HE vi.26 (GCS 273.10-17). He is not, therefore, likely simply
to have confused the two groups. However, he also describes Demophilus and
Eunomius as leaders of the Arian and Eunomian parties respectively at Theodosius’
‘Council of Heresies’, HE vii.12 (GCS 316.1-2); whatever modus vivend: may have
been established, therefore, must have been short-lived.
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purpose, of course, was the ostensible one, the defence of his own
position against a hostile attack. In addition to being a step-by-step
rebuttal of Basil’s treatise, however, it was also a fairly systematic
presentation of Eunomius’ own theclogy.’ In this guise, there is
every reason to suppose that it was one of the works used in
Eunomius’ public meetings as part of his attempt to spread his
influence and gain converts,”! an endeavour in which he was not
wholly unsuccessful, for he was even able to gain supporters at the
Imperial court.” It is possible, indeed, that this explains why he
was able to continue publishing his book, and was not immediately
exiled. But if Eunomius’ apology was directed in part at high court
officials as well as the general public, we must ask ourselves if they
were the only ones whom he hoped to influence. His earlier work
was, as we have seen, most probably addressed to the Council of
homoean bishops assembled at Constantinople in 360, while the
immediate cause of that exile during which he wrote the first part
of the Apologia Apologiae was the hostility of those same homoean
bishops under Valens. If after his return from exile and the
publication of his book we find him reconciled, if only briefly, with
these bishops, we must ask ourselves why. While it is easy to fall into
the fallacy of post quod, propter quod, it seems not unlikely that
one of the purposes of this work was his own rehabilitation in the
eyes of the ruling ‘orthodoxy’, a purpose certainly begun during his
exile and partially consummated on his recall. While in view of the
nature of the evidence this conclusion is inevitably speculative, it
none the less provides us with a framework within which we may
understand both Eunomius’ actions and some of the aims and
purposes which moved him to write this, his second apology.

III. THE QUOTATIONS OF GREGORY OF NYSSA

We have already noted that this work has come down to us only in
fragments preserved by Gregory of Nyssa. The next problem which
faces us is one which arises directly out of that fact. We must ask
ourselves how accurate Gregory’s quotations are, and to what
extent he has conformed them to his own purposes; still more

70 Cf., e.g., the lengthy systematic résumé of Eunomius’ teaching found in 4pol.
Apol. i (J1.71.28-73.15).

71 See the references in n. 59 above.

72 Philost., HE x.6 (GCS 127.23-128.3).
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importantly we must ask how confidently we can use them
ourselves. We may note in this regard that Gregory was perfectly
prepared to accuse Eunomius of misquoting,’® and shows an
awareness that his own accuracy might be called in question.”*
Moreover, Gregory specifically states that at least in some respects
he is following the practice of Basil,” and the latter’s treatment of
the text, while far from cavalier, is none the less very selective and
often paraphrastic.’® Beyond this, Gregory’s frequent use of
sarcastic misapprehension’” must be taken into consideration, and
we have already seen that he is not above ‘economizing’ the truth on
occasion.” The question of accuracy, therefore, is a real one, and
must be faced before we can treat the text with any confidence.

When we do look at Gregory’s treatment of Eunomius, we find
that at least on the surface there is good reason to believe that he
does not deliberately misquote him (as opposed to interpreting him
tendentiously!). We find that he several times refers his readers to
the original or assumes that they have access to it and are in a
position to check him.” Moreover, when we examine his manner of
citation in detail, we find that he frequently gives quite specific
indications of the accuracy of his quotations. He makes a careful
distinction between those cases where he is reproducing the text of
Eunomius with verbatim accuracy,®® and those where he is

8 GN1(Ji.187.19-188.18), 11 (] i.404.24-7).

4 GN nLvii (J ii.228.5-9), viii (J i.251.16-18), ix (J ii.287.8-11).

7 GN 1 (J1.29.15-20).

76 Compare Basil's highly paraphrastic treatment of Eunomius at Eun. ii.14
(5978) ~ Apol. 13.1-7, and Eun. ii.33 (649B) ~ Apol. 20.15-19.

77 Cf., e.g., GN 1 (J 1.156.4-160.2; 216.23-217.25), n (J i.282.29-286.7;
401.10-402.18), etc.

78 See the discussion in Liber 4 pologeticus, Introduction, section 11, above.

79 GN11(Ji.885.1-11; cf. 388.25-9), m.v (J ii.168.5-8), ix (J ii.287.8-11), x (J
ii.310.28-311.3); cf. also GN nr.vi (J ii.251.16-18) where he shows that he is aware
that he may be charged with ovxogaviia.

80 He expresses this in various ways, most frequently by éxi Aéfews, GN 1 (J
1.71.25-6; 142.27-143.2; 216.15-16), 11 (J i.262.28-263.3; 311.28-30; 366.16-18;
874.2 (Basil); 379.32-380.2), uLiii (J ii.111.27; 129.13-14), vi (J 1i.200.25-6), ix
(] 1i.271.28-272.1; 272.16-17), and xaza (adriy tiw) Aékv, GN 1(1.164.1; 165.20),
1 ([ i.808.6; 815.81; 818.15-16), 1.ii (J ii.52.8-4; 82.6-7), viii ([ ii.250.23-4);
other less widely used phrases are (xar’) adrd 7a grjuara GN 1 (] i.145.20-2), n
(] 1.406.26-7), m.ix (J ii.276.22), éxi gnudrwv, GN 11 (J 1.347.8-4), adrois. . . roi5
ghuaoe, GN nLi (] ii.44.7-8), adriy . . . v ¢fjorv, GN HLii ([ 11.76.6-7), adra v
yeyoapuéva, GN 11 (] .60.11-12; 216.15-16), adriv v AéEv, GN 1(] i.145.8-9),
adrals, , , tak. . . pwval, GN 11 (Ji.271.16-17), voit oofc Abyots, GN 11(]1.408.52).
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epitomizing him or merely giving the general sense®! while using his
own style and vocabulary.’? In so far as he gives reasons for para-
phrasing, it is generally because he says that to quote verbatim
would be too tiring for himself or for his readers, or because he
wants to eliminate abusive language, or so that he need not
subject his readers to the roughness and verbosity of Eunomius’
style.®® We note, too, that where he says that his paraphrase is
intended to make the meaning clearer, it is generally after he has
already quoted the passage in full elsewhere.?¢ Thus, while we have
no way of checking him and may be sure that he was prepared to
put Eunomius in the worst light possible, at least on his own say-so
Gregory did not substantially distort the text by reworking it. While
Gregory may not always give us Eunomius’ exact words, we may
count on him to give us the thought they represent. Any other
policy, indeed, would have undermined his  whole purpose in
writing a refutation.

If we may be confident, therefore, about the substantial veracity
of Gregory when he actually quotes Eunomius, we cannot help
wondering how much he has given us out of a work said to have
extended to ‘many thousands of lines’ (érx@v).8” Gregory was
presenting a lawyer’s case, not a dispassionate disquisition, and it is
only natural to suppose that he selected those passages for quota-
tion which were most damaging to his adversary. He was obviously
aware of the problem of selectivity and found himself torn between
a desire to avoid excessive length and the need to consider all the
arguments.®® There is no question but that he eliminated a great

81 Usually expressed by the word &tdvota, e.g. GN 1 (J i.165.16-20), 11 (J
1.347.3-4), m1.ii (/ ii.73.14-16), but also by xaraoxevr] in opposition to zfj uavrod
Aéker, GN 11([]1.366.30-367.1), and by 1dv voiv 1®v slpnuévewv, GN 1Lii (] ii.53.5-6).

82 Thus, e.g., in addition to those mentioned in the preceding note we find GN 1
(J i.181.12-18), u (J i.282.15-18; 302.27-8; 372.5-6; 8391.14-17), mLiii (J
ii.116.29-117.5; 124.18-20).

8 GNn(Ji.262.28-263.8), 1Lii (/ ii.73.14-15).

8 GN 1 (]i.181.12-18), 11 (J i.302.27-8).

8 GN 1 (J 1.282.15-18; 372.5-6); cf. E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa ii
(Leipzig/Berlin: Teubner, 1909), pp. 558 ff.

8 GN 1 (J1.165.16-20; cf. 71.25-6), uL.ii (J ii.58.5-6), iii (J ii.116.29-117.5).

87 GN 1 (J i.325.24). The lines referred to, however, may be those of Gregory's
refutation rather than Eunomius’ apology.

88 GN 11(J 1.324.30-325.28), un.ix (J i1.279.24-280.17).
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deal.’® Fortunately, he has given us a description of his policy:

énedt) Tolvov 8o mponeyévwy fuiv, 10t te bia ndviwy tov Adyov EAGety xal
107 10ls dvayxatotégols udvors émbgauetv. 1o udv éxaybis tols dxovovor, 16 82
1085 draférhovay Bromrov, xaldg Exery gmui péony Tva roanducvoy éxpuyely
éxaréowlev g olév 1€ 16 tmaitiov. tis odv 1) pélodog; ndviwy t@Y xard o
pdratov memoviuévory abtd ovvreudvies dig olév te 10v moddv ovgperov O’
SAlywv émboapoduclo xepalawdids té vofuara, ds ufre Toic dvoritow
éufabbvewy elnf] uite T 1@v elpnuévov mepiidely Gveléraorov.

Two roads, then, lie before us: either to go over the work in complete
detail, or to touch only on its stronger points—the one burdensome to the
hearers, the other an opening for critics. I think, therefore, a kind of
middle way the best, as putting to flight, so far as possible, the accusations
of either side. What then is to be our method? Clearing aside as far as we
can all the rubbish of his useless productions, we shall briefly touch on the
main points of his arguments. Thus we shall neither rashly plunge ourselves
into his nonsense, nor pass over any saying unexamined.

Thus, while attempting to deal with the work as a whole (if not
always in order), Gregory will take up dnly its more important
arguments in detail, and will pass over those of lesser significance.

On the whole Gregory’s statement is supported by the evidence of
his work itself. It is clear that in general he discusses each part of
Eunomius’ apology in turn. For example, he occasionally gives
indications of the structure of the work, and mentions the preface®!
or the end® of a book. He frequently draws attention to the fact
that his quotations are consecutive by the use of such phrases as ‘the
following’ (dxoAovbia),?® or ‘after a little he adds’,* or ‘immediately
following'.®® However, if we can be fairly sure that Gregory follows
Eunomius grosso modo, the same cannot always be said in detail.
Quite apart from the fact that the sheer number of omissions
sometimes makes it difficult to follow the train of Eunomius’

8 Thus, e.g., GN 11 (] 1.341.22-6), 1r.v (J ii.182.19-21), viii (/ 1i.247.14-20),
ix (J ii.279.24-280.3).

80 GN 1 (] 1.825.28-326.5).

91 (Bk. I) GN 1 (J 1.27.11-12; 28.27; 29.25; 42.18; 163.28); (Bk. III) GN i
(] ii.4.18-19).

92 (Bk. II) GN 11 (] i.404.22).

9 GN 1 (J i.121.4-5; 140.3), n (J i.356.28-9), uri (J ii.41.21), ii (J ii.91.4;
105.5), vi ([ ii.185.14-15). _

% GN1(J1.121.5, 11), 11 (J i.274.26-7), nLiv (J i.149.6-8), v (J ii.171.21-2),
ix (J i.288.11-16).

% GN1(Ji.146.20-1).
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thought, it is clear that Gregory occasionally rearranges the
argument or cites it only in random fragments. Thus, in his
refutation of the opening section of Eunomius’ first book, he asks
the point of going over the whole thing in order (xaza ziv to% Aéyov
1d£v).% Indeed, between Gregory's very allusive manner of
quotation and the fact that he apparently went over the same
material several times (a phenomenon also visible in several other
passages), it is now virtually impossible to restore the original order
with any confidence. Elsewhere we find several instances of places
where Gregory rearranged the order to suit his own convenience.%
Thus, while we may be sure that Gregory follows the main lines of
Eunomius’ arguments, this assurance must not be pressed too far.

When we turn to Gregory’s omissions, we find that we can place
them under a number of headings. Apart from his frequent use of
paraleipsis,? we find that he passes over sections because they are
unimportant, stupid, or vain,* because they are too ridiculous to
bother refuting,!® because they do not contribute to the
argument,'?! or might weary his readers, %2 because he needs to get
on to more important matters,'% or sees no reason to repeat
something already refuted,'® because he fears to revolt his
readers, % or (most often) does not wish to retail abuse.'% A varied
list, but sufficient to show us the extent of Gregory’s omissions as
well as the possibility of distortion which may arise from them. It
seems, then, that the greatest problems in dealing with the
Apologia Apologiae will arise not from what Gregory gives us, but
from what he does not. Within limits we can accept the passages
which Gregory does quote as substantially accurate; what we
frequently cannot do is judge those quotations within their context,
and this must inevitably give rise to distortions. In dealing with this

% GN1(]1.29.21-2).

97 e.g. GN 1Li (J ii.6.8-6, omitted passage given at ii.27.21-2; 47.21-5), iii
(J ii.119.4-9), vii (] i1.217.13-16).

9% e.g. GN 1 (J 1.311.18-23; 345.25-346.6; 398.4-6; 399.16-400.1).

9 GN1(J1.29.11-15),1(Ji.339.8-15; 342.15-21; 403.5-10), 1.ii (J ii.122.5-9).

100 GN 1 ([ 1.368.13-16; 385.1-11), 1Ly (J ii.166.24-167.2), vi (J ii.205.9-12).

101 GN 1 (] i.380.10-12). 102 GN 1 (] i.828.16-28; 324.19-29).

103 GN'1 (] i.71.3-17).

104 GN 11 (J 1.356.17-20; 378.14-16), 1L.vi (] ii.185.8-10), viii (J ii.247.14-20).

05 GN 1 (]1.398.1-13), uLv (J ii.168.8-11).

196 GN 1 (] 1.49.24-50.2; 53.11-18; 164.5-10; 164.28-165.2), 11 (] i.515.10-14;
256.6-7; 357.9-15; 359.14-18; 406.16-18, 23-6; 407.16-28), nv.iii (fii.117.15-17).
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most important of Eunomius’ surviving works, then, while we may
be generally confident in the text Gregory gives us, we must always
be conscious of the great deal he does not, and, since we frequently
cannot judge their context, that many of the surviving fragments
have been chosen purely for their damaging potential. Despite this,
we cannot but be grateful that Gregory chose to refute his opponent
so thoroughly, for without him a work which was perhaps
Eunomius’ magnum opus would have disappeared without a trace.

IV. STRUCTURE AND CONTENTS

As has already been noted, Eunomius’ second apology is a step by
step refutation of Basil's Adversus Eunomium; its structure
therefore is largely based on his and, indirectly, on that of the
Liber Apologeticus. No outline less detailed than that given below
with the list of fragments is likely to prove useful here, but we can
give a brief general summary of the contents of each book.

Book I is a defence of the first seven chapters of the Liber
Apologeticus against Basil's attack in Eun. i.1-5 (PG 29.497A-
520B). Apart from the preface, this defence is divided into two
parts. The first is historical, a defence of Eunomius’ claim to have
presented his apology at a real trial before real judges; the second is
more properly theological. Eunomius rejects Basil’s claim that he
should have begun his treatise with a flat assertion of ‘the
Unbegotten’ and then proceeds to a defence of Apol. 7.3-15, his
first arguments for the absolute and unbegotten nature of God.

Book II undertakes the defence of Eunomius’ assertion in 4pol. 8
(and following) that God’s very essence is to be unbegotten and that
this unbegottenness is not in name only but in reality and in very
truth—apart from and prior to any human word or concept. Basil
had attacked this in Eun. 1.5-14 (PG 29.520C-544B) by asserting
that the titles and names of God, even those in holy scripture, are
predicated of him through the exercise of a God-given human
mental faculty (xat’ énivotav). Even when they are divinely
inspired, therefore, they cannot give us any direct knowledge of the
essence of God, for that remains unknowable. In Eunomius’ view
this was blasphemous, for it seemed to undermine the possibility of
any real knowledge or revelation of God.1%” In order to guarantee
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the reality of God’s revelation, therefore, and in particular to
guarantee the real separate identities of the divine persons as
revealed by their names,'® Eunomius developed an elaborate
theory of language ultimately based on that found in the Cratylus
of Plato.1% According to this theory words are directly expressive of
the essences to which they refer and have their origin in the divine
creative act recorded in Genesis.!!® The divine names thus refer
directly to the divine essences and manifest the separate identities of
each. Book II is largely devoted to the development of this theory.
Its first part is devoted to the refutation of Basil’s theory and to the
scriptural defence of his own. The second part defends the unity of
the eternal divine life against Basil’s contention that its eternity is
perceived through a comparison with the temporal order. The
third part undertakes the defence of Eunomius’ discussion of
‘privation’ in 4pol. 8.7-18 against the attacks of Basil.

The third and final surviving book is a defence of Eunomius’
doctrine of the generation of the Son as found in 4pol. 11.15 and
following. After a discussion of the nature of generation, Eunomius
goes on to defend his contention that the Son was begotten ‘when as
yet he was not’; the final argument takes up the defence of
Eunomius’ discussion of the differing senses of ‘light’ in Apol.
19.1-16. At this point the surviving fragments cease and the
remainder is lost.

V. EDITIONS

Christ. Henr. Georg. Rettberg, Marcelliana. Accedit Eunomdt
EKOEXIY INETEQX Emendatior (Gottingae: sumptibus
Vandenhoek et Ruprecht, 1794), pp. 125-48.

108 The antecedents of Eunomius’ theory are not easy to determine, but at least
one of the concerns behind it is that expressed in the so-called Second Creed of
Antioch (Hahn, no. 154, pp. 185-6) regarding Matt. 28: 19: *, . . the names not
being given without meaning or effect, but denoting accurately the peculiar
subsistence, rank and glory of each that is named . . .’ (translation of ]. N. D. Kelly,
Early Christian Creeds (London: Longman, 1950), p. 269). This is one of the points
at which Eunomius differed sharply from Arius, who regarded God as dxatdinnrog,
cf. Philost., HE ii.3 (GCS 14.1-8), 1.2 (GCS 6.1-5).

109 As first recognized by ]. Daniélou, ‘Eunome l'arien et l'exégése néo-
platonicienne du Cratyle’, REG 69 (1956), 412-32. In Eunomius’ own view, of
course, he was merely presenting the authentic teaching of scripture, cf. the
fragments of Bk. II section ii below. 110 Cf. Bk. II section ii below.
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This edition by C. H. G. Rettberg (1736-1806) is the only known
attempt, even if partial, to publish the fragments of Eunomius’
Apologia Apologiae apart from the Contra Eunomium of Gregory
of Nyssa.!!l While Rettberg made no attempt to produce a
complete edition, he did publish fifteen of the most important
fragments, chiefly from Gregory’s third book (vulgate books iii-xii).
His comments on these fragments are highly perceptive and in
many cases still retain their usefulness.

J  Werner Jaeger, ed., Gregorit Nysseni Opera (Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1921, second edition, 1960), vols. i and ii, Contra
Eunomium Libr:.

Although Jaeger never fulfilled his intention of bringing out a
separate edition of the fragments of Eunomius,!!? he took a first
step in this direction by italicizing these fragments as they occur in
the text of Gregory. This, together with the fact that he restored the
original order of Gregory’s books (and hence of Eunomius’
fragments), accounts for his mention here. The passages selected
for italicization are generally reliable, but there is some incon-
sistency in detail. At some points isolated words quoted from longer
fragments are italicized every time they occur, while at other points
they are ignored. At times passages which are largely summaries of
the argument by Gregory are italicized while similar passages
elsewhere are ignored. There are also on occasion errors in gauging
the precise extent of fragments. Most of these problems arise less
from any carelessness on Jaeger’s part than from the difficulties
inherent in Gregory's editorial technique. While these problems
must be kept in mind, we must also recognize the great service
which Jaeger has performed not only in enabling us to read
Eunomius’ fragments in sequence, but in making them genuinely
available to us.

L. Abramowski, ‘Eunomios’, Reallextkon fiir Antike und
Christentum (Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 1966), vol. vi,
cols. 940-2.

111 Note also that on pp. 119-24 of this work there are a number of highly
perceptive notes on the Liber Apologeticus.

112 Cf, Jii, p. vil. Apparently it was because he intended to publish the fragments
separately that his apparatus did not give passages of scripture cited by Eunomius.
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H. C. Brennecke, ‘Nachtrage zum Reallexikon fiir Antike und
Christentum: Stellenkonkordanz zum artikel ‘Eunomios’ (RAC
6 [1966] 936/47)', in Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum
18 (1975), 202-5.

In her excellent article on Eunomius in the Reallexikon fiir Antike
und Christentum Professor Abramowski did not attempt to present
the text of Eunomius’ lost work; rather, she listed in order each of
the fragments as they occur in the first edition of Jaeger’s text of the
Contra Eunomium (1921). Although she based her work on the
fragments italicized by Jaeger, she did not list separately those
fragments which appear several times. In 1975 H. C. Brennecke
brought her article up to date by publishing her original listings
together with the corresponding passages in Jaeger’s second edition
of 1960.

VI. THE PRESENT EDITION

The present edition follows in the footsteps of that of L. Abramow-
ski in that its fundamental component is a list of the surviving
fragments. Considerations of space and the very diverse nature of
the fragments as presented by Gregory have made it impossible to
give the actual text. In order to make it as easy as possible for the
reader to follow the main lines of the work, we have organized our
edition as follows: '

1. The volume, page, and line numbers of each fragment are
given as in Jaeger’s second edition (1960) of the Contra Eunomium
(= J) on the left hand side of the page. The fragments are listed in
their original order so far as this can be determined; where this
differs from Gregory’s order the fragment is indented.

2. An English summary is given with each fragment. This is not
a translation but is intended to give the main points of the fragment
and to relate it to its context. Read consecutively, the summaries
(with the notes) give a general idea of the main lines of the work.

3. At the end of each summary the page, column, and line
numbers are given for the only English translation of the Contra
Eunomium, that in The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, second
series, vol, v,113

113 We have included this with some reluctance as there is no easy way to refer
to specific passages, and the translation, being designed to convey Gregory’s
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4. Words of theological or other importance have been listed in
the Index Verborum at the end of all.

5. The passages of Basil's Adversus Eunomium being refuted are
listed as sub-headings in the text and a summary of the relevant
portions is given in the notes.

It is our hope that in presenting the fragments in this manner, we
will have to some extent made up for the loss of this interesting and
important ancient work.

understanding of a passage, often does less than justice to that of Eunomius. It is,
however, the only English translation, is readily available, and will be of use to the
English reader. Some of the very short passages have not been included.



YIIEP THX ATIOAOTIAX AIIOAOTIA'
AN APOLOGY FOR THE APOLOGY
BOOK I2
i. év mpoorpiorg’

a. Opening paragraph*
J iz 27.4-55

27.16-17

28.27-29.132 Eunomius is hated by his enemies for the
truth’s sake (37b.11-28).6

29.25-30.2 He gives a lengthy account of a dream.”

b. 4 loroplo: a reply to Basil, Eun. .2 (501B-505B)8

1. Events surrounding the Council of Ancyra (358)

30.6-9 Eunomius’ tribulations.

30.14-31.2 . His encounter with Basil of Ancyra and
Eustathius of Sebaste; his condemnation by
the Council (38a.6-20).°

228.28-29.2 ~ 42.17-18; 28.28 ~ 44.21-2, 47.21

! Title: GN 1 (] 1.29.26; 42.24-43.1), cf. 1 (J1.392.7-10).

2 Cf. GN 11 (] 1.226.6) and 1 (J 1.22.4). ’

3 So GN 1 (J 1.27.11/12, 28.27, 29.25, 42.18). The reconstruction of this
opening section is rendered appreciably more difficult by the fact that Gregory
chose not to go over it ‘in order’ (J i.29.21-2).

4 Cf. GN1(J1.28.27, 29.25): £60d¢.

5 Though some of Eunomius’ language seems to be preserved here, this fragment
may in fact be only Gregory’s mocking imitation of his ‘Sotadean’ style (Ji.27.13).

§ The number in parentheses at the end of the longer fragments represents page,
column, and line in The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, vol. v.

7 Unfortunately not repeated by Gregory; the mention of a paxpdy o5 dvelpov . . .
Sufynoey (30.1-2) seems to allude to some such experience as that recorded of Aetius
in Philost., HE iii.15 (GCS 46.19-21).

8 So GN 1 (Ji.30.13, 31.14, 16, 21, 32.3, 41.9-10); Basil had claimed that
Eunomius’ first apology was only a literary fiction and that it had never been
presented publicly in the context of a real trial. Eunomius’ response was to give an
account of the events leading up to the presentation of his defence.

9 So GN 1 (J i.41.7-9), though the names are not actually given; a clearer
account, which may in fact be based on this passage, is to be found in Philost., HE
iv.8 (GCS 61.17-62.24).
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J i: 31.7-12 He is accused of complicity in the revolt of the
Caesar Gallus in 354 (38a.26-33).1°

32.6-8, 18-33.1 Abuse of Basil and Eustathius.

33.6-8, 13-16P Eunomius is exiled to Phrygia (38b.32-44).1

2. Eunomius’ early life'?

33.17-34.3,¢ Eunomius’ youth and upbringing (38b.44-
cf. 39.3-23 39a.6).

34.5-7

34.12-17 His increasing notoriety (39a.16-22).

40.16-21 (?) Eunomius’ baptism (40b.35-45).13

41.15

3. Events surrounding the Councils of Seleucia (359) and
Constantinople (360)*

49.9-22 The council gathers; Eunomius flees home
(43b.7-20).15 v
50.4-10 The importance of the council and its partici-
pants (43b.27-85).16
b33.13-14 = 43.15-16 ©33.20-34.3 ~56.15-18

10 Aetius had in fact been a confidant of Gallus and to some extent of Julian
(Philost., HE iii.27 (GCS 52.18-53.10) ); it was inevitable that he should have been
suspected of complicity and that Eunomius should have been involved in his
teacher’s downfall, cf. Philost., HE iv.8 (GCS 61.17-62.5).

11 Apparently at this point Eunomius mentioned Aetius, who was also exiled at
this time, and thus called forth the unflattering discussion by Gregory of the latter’s
life and background in GN 1 (] 1.84.18-39.2).

12 This autobiographical digression appears to be part of Eunomius’ lament over
the disgrace of exile, cf. GN 1 (J i.41.19-24).

13 These lines are not italicized by Jaeger and yet clearly reflect something in the
text Gregory had before him; they apparently formed part of a larger account of
Eunomius’ relationship with Aetius, cf. GN1(J1.39.24-41.2). Since the reference to
baptism itself is clear enough, the logical assumption is that the baptism referred to
is Eunomius’ own.

14 Eunomius did not give the actual name of the council at which he was
condemned (cf. GN 1 (] 1.49.8-11}), but the fragments preserved clearly allude to
the language used by Basil of Seleucia and Constantinople (see the following notes),
and this is the sense in which they were taken by Gregory (GN 1 (J i.50.18-23) ).
There is also evidence from the Contra Eunomsum of Theodore of Mopsuestia that
the affair of Cyril of Jerusalem and Acacius of Caesarea was discussed at this point,
see R. P. Vaggione, ‘Some Neglected Fragments of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s
Contra Eunomium’, JTS 31 (1980), 456-7.

15 Cf. Basil, Eun. 1.2 (PG 29.504c¢5-7). ) ) ’

16 J 1.50.4-5 = Basil, Eun. i.2 (PG 29.504c7-8), 50.13-14 = ibid. (PG
29.504c9-10).
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50.13-14 Basil of Caesarea, though present (at Constan-
tinople?), shrank from the struggle (43b.
38-41).17

51.17-21 = 44.4-7, 10 Eunomius was condemned by default
(44a.32-7).18
44.15-18 His jury were the prosecutors (42a.3-7).
. 45.18-209 = Apol. 2.2-3.19
46.12-13 = Apol. 6.6.20
47.8-11 Eunomius was driven over land and sea

(42b.43-8).

54.6-17°~ 47.22-7  Abuse of Basil of Caesarea.

57.14-16f Abuse of Basil of Caesarea.?!

57.20-1 Basil had wrongly called Eunomius a Galatian
though he was in fact a Cappadocian.??

60.1

51.23-8 Basil's own words show that Eunomius’ apology
was not a literary fiction (44a.41-6).%3

60.12-16,8 Basil admits that Eunomius received the

cf. 6-11 bishopric of Cyzicus as the ‘prize’ in a real

contest (46b.36-42),24 ,

63.2-10" Basil is accused of cowardice (47b.1-10).%

445.19-20 = 48.17-18, cf. 55.16-20 €54.6-7 = 55.14-15; 54.7-8 =
55.15-16; 54.8-9, 10 = b55.23-5; 54.10-11 = b56.15-16, 56.12/13 = 56.15
f57.14-15 = 58.4 £ 60.12-13 = 61.16-18 h63.2 = 66.2-3, 68.17
(cf. 70.11); 63.2-3 = 70.12-13; 63.7 ~ 66.3; 63.5-6 = 66.4; 63.6 = 68.18

17 Cf. Philost., HE iv.12 (GCS 64.5-7) and Eunomius’ own comments at J
1.63.2-10; presumably this episode was introduced to provide a justification for
Eunomius’ allowing himself to be condemned by default at Seleucia. On the role of
Basil at this council, see S. Giet, ‘Sainte Basile et le concile de Constantinople de
360°, JTS 6 (1955), 94-9. 18 Gf. Basil, Eun. 1.2 (PG 29.504cl1).

19 Quoted by Basil, Eun. i.3 (PG 29.5058-5084).

20 Not quoted by Basil and perhaps, therefore, quoted by Eunomius himself.

21 This and the preceding string of abusive epithets may have been provoked by
Basil's own shorter list in Eun. i.1 (PG 29.501B).

22 In Basil, Eun. i.1 (PG 29.500c). Gregory, GN 1 (] i.58.1-3) claims not to have
found this phrase in his copy. Eunomius was in fact from a border region.

28 This fragment is clearly out of place in its present location in Gregory; it is most
logically seen as the preface to the quotation of Basil given in 60.12-16.

2 Quoting Basil, Eun. i.2(PG 29.505415-81).

25 It is not impossible that GN 1 (J 1.70.13-17) also reflects something of
Eunomius’ language. The matter intervening between this and the next section has
been omitted according to GN 1 (J 1.53.11-13).
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ii. & mepl tob Séypartog Adyos.”8

a. A4 reply to Basil, Eun. 7.4 (512B)%

Ji

71.28-73.15! Our whole doctrine is summed up in the highest
and principal essence, in the essence which
exists through it but before all others, and in
the essence which is third in terms of origin and
the activity which produced it. This same order
is revealed whether we consider the essences
themselves or approach them through their
characteristic activities (50a.13-b.16).%28

156.4-8] The argument turns from providence to the
manner of the (divine) begetting (76b.7-13).%

71.28-72.7 = 73.20-6; 71.28-72.1 = 75.14-15; 72.1 = 76.23, 78.1, 137.17;
72.1-2 = 75.18-19, 76.6-7, 78.7, 81.23-4, 96.29, 97.2/3, 137.19, 146.4-5,
. 148.16-17, 151.21, 159.23; 72.2-4 = 82.6-8; 72.6-7 = 82.17; 72.7-10 =
86.17-19; 72.9 = 86.22, 87.3, 8, 20/1, 88.11; 72.10 = 74.24-5, 82.2, 86.25-6,
217.6; 72.10-18 = 91.20-92.1; 72.10-12 = 92.18-20; 72.10-11 = 92.3-4,
94.15-17, 95.20; 72.11 = 96.4; 72.11-12 = 96.14-15; 72.12 = 96.16, 25; 72.12-18
= 97.24-98.1; 72.12-13 = 98.5-6, 9; 72.13, 14, etc. = 88.18, 89.8, 90.26, 149.27;
72.13-15 = 98.16-18 (cf. 99.4-5); 72.14-15 = 150.3-4; 72.15-17 = 101.12-14 (cf.
92.9-10, 109.15-16); 72.15-18: cf. 121.5-10; 72.16-17 = 112.23-4; 72.18-73.83 =
121.11-21; 72.19-20 = 122.2-3; 72.20-3 = 123.2-4; 72.23-4 = 125.3-4, 128.8,
17, 183.3/4, 134.6, 187.15/16, 139.26; 72.24 = 139.27; 72.23-6 = 122.15-19,
124.19-22; 72.26-73.3 = 140.3-7; 72.26-73.1 = 140.89, 25-6, 141.29-142.1;
78.1-3 = 148.9-11, 144.16-17; 73.3 = 146.3; 73.3-13 = 145.10-20; 73.4-5 =
146.21-3, 28-30, 147.2-3; 73.6 = 147.3-4, 8; 73.8-12: cf. 159.18-19; 73.11-12
= 153.3-4 i156.7-8 = 156.11-12, 17-18, 157.7-8, 15-16, 25, 158.4, 9-11,
16-18, 27-8; 156.8 = 157.28-158.1, 159.14-15.

" 26 So GN1(Ji.42.16, cf. 53.13).

27 The whole of the following argument is designed to refute Basil's claim (ad
loc.) that if Eunomius had really intended to ‘lay out unveiled the naked truth’
(Apol. 3.4-5), he would have begun with a flat assertion of the agenneton and the
anomoion. 28 = Rettberg, Frag. 1 (pp. 125-7).

29 This is apparently a reiterated portion of a larger fragment lost to us through
a lacuna in the manuscripts of Gregory, cf. J i.154.1-4 and Jaeger's comments ad
loc. The missing section doubtless dealt with the activities of the various essences as
revealed in divine providence (cf. J1.72.20-73.12); having completed this, Eunomius
tries to show the impossibility of begetting in the proper sense within these essences.
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160.11-13 The manner of the begetting is shown by the
= 161.7-8 status of the begetter (77b.46-8).
164.1-5k As against Basil, it is not necessary to begin

with a flat assertion of agennesia and the dif-
ference in the essences (79a.17-22).3¢

164.10-27" Begetting within the divine essence is a contra-
diction in terms (79a.29-50).51

165.24-5
b. A reply to Basil, Eun. i.5 (516p-5174)%
182.2-6™ The folly of Basil’s rejection of ‘Unbegotten’ in
= 182.9-12 favour of ‘Father’ (85a.41-7).
189.4-11" He might better have kept silent altogether
(87b.49-54). .
186.3-10° A reductio ad absurdum: If ‘Father’ is the

same as ‘Unbegotten’, then ‘Father’ means
‘from nothing’, not ‘begetter of the Son’
(86b.31-8).33

192.20-193.1p But if God is ‘Father’ because he begot the Son,
and ‘Father’ is equivalent to ‘Unbegotten’, then
God was not unbegotten before he begot the
Son (89a.9-14).

k164.3 = 163.16/17, 173.24, 174.15 1164.13-17 = 166.2-6; 164.16-17

= 168.18-20; 164.24-7 = 168.24-8 m182.2-3 = 183.16-17 n189.7-11
= 185.26-8 °186.3-10: cf. 188.27-189.3; 186.6-8: «cf. 189.22-3

P192.20-193.1: cf. 195.7-10; 192.20-2 = 193.10-11; 192.22-193.1: cf. 199.24-5;
192.23-193.1 = 198.20-3; 192.24-193.1 = 193.30-194.1

30 Gregory here omits a lengthy section of the work because of its abuse of Basil,
GN1(J1.164.5-10, 28-165.2).

31 At Ji.165.10-16 Gregory gives a paraphrase of this passage in his own words,
GN1(Ji.165.16-20).

32 Basil had contended that, however true in itself, the use of the word ‘Un-
begotten’ ought to be discontinued in favour of the word ‘Father’ on the grounds that
it was not found in scripture and had been abused by Eunomius. Gregory, GN 1
(J 1.181.12-182.1), complains that in quoting this passage Eunomius had left off
a crucial qualification.

83 It is clear from Gregory's statement at GN 1 (] i.199.18-28) that this fragment
and the two following (/1.192.20-193.1, 201.26-202.5) are to be taken as part of
the same argument, preceded by that at J i.189.4-11 (cited in part earlier at
185.26-8).
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Ji

198.27

201.26-202.59 Another reductio ad absurdum: If ‘Father’ is
equivalent to ‘Unbegotten’, then we ought to
be able to say things such as, “The Unbegotten
is the Unbegotten of the Son’ (92a.10-15).

201.3-57 What sensible person would suppress the
natural meaning of a word in favour of a
secondary meaning (91b.41-3)?

c. A reply to Basil, Eun. i.5 (517B-520B)%*

214.6-10 Basil’s ineptitude and failure to understand
: Eunomius’ meaning (96a.35-8).%°
214.21-2,
215.13-14 = Apol. 7.10-11.%6
215.16-17 = Apol. 7.10.
216.12-13
216.16-22° In the face of Basil’s criticism, Eunomius clari-

fies his meaning (97a.22-31).%7

9201.26-202.5 = 199.4-10, 203.10-15; 201.27-202.2: cf. 199.26-8; 202.2-3
= 200.30; 202.3-5 = 200.1-2; 202.4-5 = 200.10-11 r201.4-5 = 201.11-13
$216.17-18 = 216.23-4, 25; 216.21-2 = 217.10-12

34 This section, only fragmentarily preserved, is a reply to Basil’s critique of the
assertion in Apol. 7.10-11 that ‘what follows from this is the Unbegotten, or rather,
that he is unbegotten essence.’

35 The burden of this passage seems to have been that Basil (deliberately?) mis-
understood Eunomius’ meaning, cf. GN 1(J1.214.25-214.12); it was in this context
that Eunomius referred to or quoted the following passages from the Liber
Apologeticus.

36 The use of (nag)éncofa: here shows that Gregory at any rate (and perhaps
Eunomius) is quoting the version of this passage given by Basil in Eun. i.5 (PG
29.517¢c-520A) and not the Liber Apologeticus directly.

87 Ji.216.16/17 = Apol. 7.11; 216.18 = Apol. 7.10/11. Basil had claimed that
Eunomius’ statement that ‘the Unbegotten’ ‘followed’ from his arguments meant
that God’s unbegottenness was adventitious and secondary; Eunomius replies that
his statement applied only to our manner of expression, not to God’s being.
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BOOK II'
i. A reply to Basil, Eun. i.5-6 (520C-524B)®

Ji

[233.11-172] A summary by Gregory of Eunomius’ argument
that ‘Unbegotten’ designates the nature of God
(252h.10-18).3

238.11-12 Cf. Apol. 8.16-18.

238.15-16 Cf. Apol. 8.15.

238.18-19 Cf. 4pol. 11.1-3.

238.26-9 Cf. Apol. 8.1-5.

245.1-5 = Apol. 8.14-18.%

270.1-4¢ Basil rejoices in God’s life by means of invented
names; God rejoiced in it before the creation of
anyone to invent them (265b.3-6).

271.11-16 Eunomius will dispel Basil’s ignorant under-
standing of his meaning (266a.3-9).

271.17-224 He notes the real context of his statement in
Apol. 8.:3-7 (266a.11-15).5

3233.13/14, 15 = 233.18; 283.17 = 234.2, 285.7, 12 b245.5: cf. 817.6-7
€270.1-2 = 270.25-6; 270.1 = 270.15-16, 271.9-10, 272.31; 270.2 = 270.16, 18,
21; 270.3-4 = 270.5-6 d271.11-16, 17-22: of. 272.13-16, 274.7-10;

271.18-19 = 286.7; 271.21-2: cf. 273.16-17, 276.12-13

1 Title: cf. GN 11 (J1.226.10; 230.11-12; 245.16; and Gregory's own transmitted
title, 226.2).

2 As Gregory sarcastically indicates in GN 11 (J 1.229.29-230.14), this book is
almost wholly consecrated to the refutation of Basil's contention that (scriptural)
names and titles can be and are predicated of God by means of human invention
(xar’ émivorav), of. also J 1.240.10-12.

3 The introduction to this book appears to be wholly lost. The present fragment
(in brackets) is part of Gregory’s summary of Eunomius’ position in contradistinction
to that of the Orthodcx, just gone over in outline, GN 11 (J 1.230.15-18); since the
passages which follow are all paraphrases of the Liber Apologeticus, it is not
impossible that the same is true of the first, in which case it would summarize the
whole of Apol. 8 and Apol. 8.1-3, 14-18 in particular. There is, of course, no way to
be sure.

4 This quotation appears to have been made by Eunomius himself, cf. GN 1
(J 1.244.28-245.1). .

5 Basil had quoted this passage in Eun. i.5 (PG 29.520c) and then given an inter-
pretation of it, ibid. i.6 (PG 29.521A); Eunomius complains that he had only quoted
part of it and gives the complete text.
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Ji:

274.25-30, The folly of thinking that invented names are
cf. 268.20-4 older than those who invent them (267a.22-8).5
276.22-9 Genuine invented names are mental constructs

(267b.49-57).7

ii. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. 7.6 (524B-C)°

281.25-7 Basil’s eisegesis; his shrinking from the witness
of scripture (269b.19-22).
282.1-14 By introducing pagan philosophy into his

analysis he has denied providence and rejected
the scriptures which portray God as using
names before the existence of human beings
(269b.27-270a.10).°
282.26-7 Basil is the advocate of a perverted (linguistic)
= 302.26-7 usage.!?

6 Though not italicized by Jaeger, J i.268.20-4 seems to contain a portion of the
present argument. Eunomius’ point appears to be that Scripture portrays God as
making use of names before the existence of human beings (cf. J1.308.1-6); if as
Basil contends these words are based on human invention, they must be older than
those who invented them!

7 Replying to Basil, Eun. i.6 (PG 29.521B, 524A). Basil, taking up Eunomius’
contention in 4pol. 8.3-5 that invented words ‘have their existence in name and
utterance only’, argued that all human conceptions would therefore be completely
arbitrary and fictional, like centaurs or pygmies; Eunomius responded by admitting
that conceptions of this kind do exist, but asserted that they are the exception rather
than the rule.

8 According to GN 1 (J i.281.27-282.1), immediately following the fragment
which begins this section (281.25-7) Eunomius quoted Basil, Eun. i.6 (PG
29.5248-C). In this passage Basil discussed the analytical powers of the human mind
by using the word ‘grain’ as an example and analysing it into the concepts (énivotar)
‘fruit’, ‘seed’, and ‘food’. Though this was clearly not Basil’s intention (cf. his
comment on taking up a new argument in Eun. 1.7 (524c), xal magd o Bziov
8ededdyucba Adyov), Eunomius understood him to be referring to holy scripture and
in particular to Gen. 1: 11-12. This explains his accusing Basil of adulterating the
witness of scripture and his own exegesis of the opening chapters of Genesis which
immediately follow.

9 Ji.282.12-14: cf. Gen. 1: 11-12. This fragment is a paraphrase of Gregory's
(cf. GN11(J1.282.15-18)) and seems in large part to be a summary of the argument
developed in the following fragments.

10 Eunomius here takes up Basil's use of the word gvvifeta in Eun. 1.6 (PG
29.521c4, 52486).
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284.30-285.3° In the creation narrative, Moses shows that
God himself used words in creating (270b.
48-56).11

308.1-6f Moses bears witness that God gave human

beings the use of both the things named and
their names, and that the names are older than
those who use them (277a.11-17).12
342.21-9 If our first parents had not been taught the
names of things by God, they would have
been irrational and dumb, unable to make
use of creation (290a.49-58).13
344.8-13¢8 The Creator’s greatness is shown in the
fitting bestowal of names as well as in the
things made (290b.48-52).
345.12-16 From these things it is clearly shown that
God made names conformable to natures
(291a.86-40).1¢

311.24-8F Basil thinks human thought is more important
than the providence of God (279b.49-53).
345.25-9 His doctrine of ‘invention’ is equivalent to
€284.30-285.3: cf. 282.30-283.2, 284.1-4 £308.2-4 = 308.9-10, cf. 317.24
8344.12 = 345.23 h311.24 = 310.8; 311.24-6 = 312.2-3

11 71.284.31-2: Gen. 1: 3; 284.32: Gen. 1: 6; 285.1: Gen. 1: 9; 285.2a: Gen.
1: 11; 284.2b: Gen. 1: 20.

12 J 1.303.1-6: cf. Gen. 2: 19-20. Gregory, GN 1 (J i.311.18-24), seems to
indicate an omission at this point, presumably of Eunomius’ further exegesis of
Genesis (see the fragments cited out of sequence immediately below). It is not clear
how far this exegesis went but Gregory's own arguments in-GN 11( J 1.300.27-302.24)
suggest that it may have included the assertion that the original language was
Hebrew. .

13 7i.342.21-9: cf. Gen. 2: 19-20. Gregory tells us in GN'11(J i.342.15-21) that he
will now return to deal with some material found & nvov 1@v xard 10 péoov. It is
clear enough that this involves the partial repetition of the preceding argument, but
the precise locations of the individual fragments within the argument are more
difficult to determine. In what follows we have indented the fragments listed out of
sequence but have not attempted to show more than their general place in the
argument.

14 Because the passage is cited by Gregory out of context, it is not clear what
‘these things’ refers to; the most likely supposition is that it is the preceding
argument from scripture.



108 APOLOGIA APOLOGIAE

Ji the teaching of Epicurus (291b.10-15).15
346.4-11 In asserting it, Basil agrees with Aristotle in
denying providence (291b.22-31).
346.12-15 Basil is challenged either to deny the creation

of the world by God or admit it and not
reject the bestowal of names (291b.32-5).

346.20-347.1 God’s providence combined the transmission
of names with the knowledge and use of
things (291b.43-51).16

iii. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. 1.7 (524c-p)"’

312.30-313.3 Basil not only perverts scripture, but even
defames God (280a.39-41).
313.16-18! Which of the saints ever said that the titles of

Christ were applied to him by way of human
invention (280b.1-3)?

315.31-316.3 Contrary to the teaching of the apostles and
evangelists, Basil derives these titles from
human invention (281a.41-5).

316.6-11J To ascribe what are in fact equivocal terms
based on analogy to human invention is to
pervert scripture (281a.48-b.2).

318.10-15k God (in scripture) has allowed the lowest things
to share the names of the most honourable, but
without any interchange of rank (282a.30-6).

323.23-6 Human inventiveness has not been given
authority over names (283b.57-60).18

i318.16-18: cf. 317.3-4 i816.7: cf. 816.23-4; 316.8-11: cf. 820.23-5
k318.10-18 = 818.24-7, cf. 322.12-13; 318.10-11; cf. 819.26-7, 320.28-9;
318.13 = 323.14

15 Though not italicized by Jaeger, this passage clearly contains fragments of
Euromius’ language.

16 Gregory has here omitted other similar passages, GN 11 (J 1.347.1-3).

17 In this passage Basil raised the issue of the application of the scriptural terms
‘door’, ‘way’, ‘bread’, ‘vine’, ‘shepherd’, ‘light’, etc., to Christ; since these words
could hardly refer to his nature, they must be applied by way of ‘invention’. Gregory
tells us that Eunomius quoted this passage immediately following the first fragment
of this section, GN'11(J 1.313.4-10).

18 It is apparent from GN 1 (J i.323.16-22) that there has been an omission at
this point.
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847.4-6 The invention of new words is not to be
ascribed to poets (291b.56-8).1%

347.18-21 The saints are not said by scripture to have
invented new words (292a.11-15).

348.6-10 Since God has not refused to speak with his

servants, it must be supposed that from the
beginning he has given them proper words
with which to do so (292a.30-33).
324.1-5 The Creator, by means of relationship,
activity, and analogy, has apportioned names
suitable to each thing (284a.9-13).

350.6-9 David bears witness that God calls the stars
by their names (292b.48-52).20
326.14-18 Basil says that our first act of thought about

something is analysed in a second stage which
is called ‘invention’ (284b.49-52).%!

326.19-22 But where there are not two stages of thought
there can be no such ‘invention’ (284b.54-8);
327.9-12 If an apostle or prophet had used the titles

under discussion of Christ, Basil would have
a case (285a.23-6),

328.21-5! But as the Lord has used them of himself, there
are not two stages of thought and therefore no
‘invention’ (285b.21-5).

329.26-8 Such names are not bestowed upon the Lord
by another (286a.5-7).

1328.21-5: cf. 328.8-14

19 In this and the following fragments Gregory has given the sense rather than the
exact words of the argument, GN11(J i.347.3-5).

20 J1.350.8-9: Ps. 146(147): 4. Eunomius seems to have given a more extensive
scriptural proof at this point, including an explanation of the name of Adam, cf.
GN 11 (] 1.356.4-10). :

21 The argument found here and in the following fragments is given only xepadai-
wbde, GN 11 (] 1.8325.80-326.5). It refers back to Basil's statement in Eun. i.6 (PG
29.52487 ff.) on the stages of human thought (see n. 8 above) and relates it to his
discussion of the titles of Christ: since these titles were revealed by Christ himself and
not deduced by the apostles they cannot be ‘inventions’ in the sense meant by
Basil.
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iv. A reply to Basil, Eun. ¢.7 (525B-C)*

J i

331.17-21™ Basil blasphemes the God who is over all
(286b.7-10).23

356.20-4 The grain of Valentinus is stored up in his
soul (295a.22-5).2 .

332.7-10 After having speculated about ‘wheat’ and the
titles of Christ, Basil even declares that the
essence of God admits of a variety of invented
notions (286b.31-5).%

332.18-22 He had already said that the Only-begotten
God can admit of such notions (286b.45-50),%6

332.23-4 But what a ridiculous blasphemy it is to

= 882.29-333.1 compare the Unbegotten to such things (286b.
52-287a.1)1%7

357.9-14 Abuse of Basil (295a.43-8).
359.19-20, It is from the Aeons that Basil lends God his
cf. 860.1-3 superiority (296a.21-2).
360.3-4 He divides the Aeons in two (past and future)
(2962.40-4)!
361.27-8 What does he think the Aeons are?

m331.19-20 = 331.22; 331.20 = 331.23-4

22 It is clear from GN 11 (J1.881.8-17) that a new argument began at this point.
Eunomius now turned to a discussion of Basil’s application of his idea of ‘invention’
to God himself.

28 Ji.331.18: Rom. 9: 5; this may be based on Basil’s use of rof Oco? zwv §Awy in
Eun. 1.7 (PG 29.525811).

24 J1.856.20-1: Matt. 18: 25-6. Gregory has omitted a good deal here (cf. GN 11
(J 1.356.17-20)) but it is clear enough that Eunomius profited by Basil's earlier
analysis of the word ‘wheat’ to bring in an allusion to the parable of the tares and the
wheat. The reference to Valentinus is explained by the discussion of the ‘aeons’ later
in the argument.

25 Gregory gives a general outline of this argument in GN 11 (] 1.333.14-24;
389.16-340.4). 26 J1.332.18-19: cf. Jn. 1: 18.

27 Although it is no longer clear at what precise point he did so, in the course of
this argument Eunomius quoted Basil's remark about God’s incorruption and
unbegottenness in Eun. 1.7 (PG 29.525B-c). Basil had said that if we look back at
God’s infinite life in the aeons which preceded us, we speak of ‘unbegotten’; if we
look forward to the aeons yet to come, we speak of ‘incorruptible’. It is of these
remarks that the following is a detailed refutation, cf. GN 11 (] 1.856.29-357.9).
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362.7-11 If you say that the Aeons are eternal, you are
pagans, Valentinians, barbarians; if you say
that they are not, then God is not un-
begotten (297a.6-10),

362.23-5 For if it is by comparison with the Aeons that
God is without beginning, then, if the Aeons
do not exist, neither does the one compared
to them (297a.27-30).

v. A reply to Basil, Eun. 7.8 (528B-529¢)™

363.16-18" The divine life which is without beginning
and without ending is one (297b.12-15).
364.1-8 But if there is a single divine life, every name
367.9-14 applied to it must effectively signify the same
divine essence (297b.29-37, 298b.38-40).
368.6-18° This single divine life must have a single

inner meaning, even if the names expressing
it are different; real meanings are deter-
mined on the basis of the underlying objects,
so that (if their names are different) either
the reference is to a different object or there
is no difference in meaning (299a.10-25).2%
370.20-3 All designations used of the divine nature
agree in meaning with one another in

n363.16-18: cf. 363.27-8 ©368.6-18: cf. 367.2-6; 368.6-7 = 368.21;
368.6-9: cf. 870.20-3; 368.7-9 = 368.22-4; 368.9-16 = 366.18-25; 368.13-18
= 368.24-369.1; 368.14-15 = 369.31-370.2

28 Basil, after ridiculing the idea that all names referring to God, because they
refer to the same subject, must signify the same thing, goes on to say that this very
argument in fact leads to the conclusion that the Father and Son are one because
they share the same attributes: how could the single attribute ‘unbegottenness’ show
a difference in essence when there are so many others to show identity? The following
is Eunomius’ attempt to reply to this attack by defending his basic contention; in the
course of it he refers back to some of Basil's earlier statements.

25 There is some question about the order at this point but it seems likely that

J 1.368.6-18 belongs after 367.9-14, and that the portion cited before it (366.18-25
is identical with 368.9-16) was quoted by Gregory out of order.
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Ji accordance with the thing signified (299b.
40-3).30
334.23-4p God is not ‘incorruptible’ and ‘unbegotten’ in

the same way that he is ‘Father’ and ‘creator’
(287b.27-30).3!
370.14-19 ‘Father’ is more recent than God’'s other
names, for he became ‘Father’ from be-
getting (299b.33-9).

871.5-94 The names ‘Father’ and ‘creator’ are applied
to God on the basis of his activities (300a.

7-12).
337.14-167 It is in terms of the essence itself that God is

incorruptible and unbegotten, for he is simple
and unmixed (288b.16-18).
373.10-13¢ But if we must use a more detailed argu-
ment, according to them even the essence
itself is not unmixed (300b.35-9),32
373.16-23 For if God is incorruptible and unbegotten
= 380.2-10* only because his life is without beginning or
ending, then in so far as he is not incor-
ruptible he is corruptible, and not un-
begotten he is begotten; thus, on the side of

P334.23-4: cf. 333.25-6 1371.8 = 371.13, 16 r337.14 = 336.22-3;
337.14-15: cf. 337.1-2 $373.11 = 373.24 t378.16-20 = 375.1-5;
373.21-3 = 876.23-6

30 It is possible that this fragment is part of an earlier section of the argument, cf.
GN 11 (] 1.870.19-20); on the other hand, it may be Gregory’s own summary of the
preceding fragment.

31 This seems to be the sense of the argument; it is difficult to be certain because
Gregory has quoted very little of the context. The connection of this argument with
that in J i.370 ff. is shown by the mention of t7is 107 natpds xai 100 Snpuoveyos ngoo-
nyogiag at J1.371.6-7. Ji.333.25-6 is apparently Gregory’s paraphrase of this passage
as the use of the word ‘Father’ there is his. It appears, too, that it was in the course of
this argument that Eunomius made the assertion alluded to by Gregory at J
1.839.22-4 that the most fitting afria for God to beget the Son was his unmastered
power (cf. /1.339.8-11).

32 Immediately preceding this fragment, Jaeger has italicized J i.371.81-872.5.
Since Gregory himself, however, has described this as a paraphrase given in his own
words (J 1.872.5-6) and since it reproduces the order of ideas found in the suc-
ceeding fragments, it is apparently a summary of the argument by Gregory and not
a fragment in its own right,
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beginninglessness he will be Unbegotten and
corruptible, on the side of endlessness,
incorruptible and begotten (300b.41-9).
But God is unbegotten by nature, not by
comparison with the Aeons (303b.52-4).
God’s single life, beginninglessly incor-
ruptible and endlessly unbegotten, is
uncomposed and incomparable (304a.10-14,
32-5).

God was not given his name by the Son or by
the intelligible beings made through him
(289b.14-16).3

The madness of asserting that God’s name is
based on invention (290a.14-17).

God’s status is higher and older than Basil’s
‘invention’ (305a.3-4).

A law of nature teaches us that the status of
names derives from the things named, not
from the authority of the one who does the
naming (305a.15-18).

It is in accordance with the law of Provi-
dence that words are bestowed upon things
from above (305a.15-18).

The Provider, by a law of creation, has sown
them in our souls (305a.53-6).

On Basil’s theory there are two possibilities:
either the invention is older than its inventors
or words belonging naturally to God before
creation are later than man (305b.50-6).
God’s essence itself is incorruptibility and
immortality (306a.27-8).3¢

33 It is difficult to identify the locations of this and the following fragment in the
argument. Gregory gives little of their context and is here preparing to go over the
same material a second time; it may be that these two fragments are in fact parallel
with materials found at J 1.274 ff. and J i.284 ff. and belong with that. On the other
hand, they are at the end of a series of fragments dealing with Basil, Eun. i.8
(PG 29.529A-B) and fit in well with them; indeed, it may be that the uavia of the
second fragment (] i.341.28) picks up the charge of pavia made by Basil in Eun.
1.8 (PG 29.5294). In any case we may note that Gregory has omitted a good deal at
this point, GN 11 (] 1.341.22-3).

34 Gregory may be summarizing Eunomius’ position rather than quoting directly.
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vi. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. i.9 (5324-533C)%

J i:391.19-27 The folly of those who assert that God is un-
begotten by way of privation (307a.26-36).

392.11-19" In his perplexity, Basil accuses us of using
pagan learning, and claims a monopoly of the
Holy Spirit (307b.2-10).36

395.25-6

398.7-11" Basil thinks more of the forms of words than
the things they designate (309b.13-17).%7

vii. A reply to Basil, Eun. .10 (533c-536C)*®

399.4-8 ‘Privation’ is.not used indiscriminately: it refers
to privation of the good, not the bad (310a.
12-16).%9 '

399.14-16 Basil neither understands how to distinguish

= 402.29-31 the actual objects nor how to use their names
(310a.25-7).4 ’

399.23-5 We do not think it right for the forms of words

to be twisted into inappropriate inventions
(310a.37-43).

u392.13-14: cf. 391.20-2 v398.9-10 = 398.14-15

35 As is clear from the introductory remarks of Gregory (GN 11 (Ji.391.9-11)),
the following fragments mark the beginning of Eunomius’ defence of his assertion in
Apol. 8.7-14 that, though privative in form, ‘unbegotten’ is not privative in
meaning. His argument, however, is only given by Gregory &a ovvroulac éni
xepalaiw, GN 11 (] 1.391.14-17).

36 71.392.17-18: cf. Basil, Eun. 1.9 (PG 29.532A-B).

37 J 1.898.7-11: cf. Basil, Eun. i.9 (PG 29.532B-cC). At this point Eunomius
introduced a discussion of Scriptural passages showing the distinction between the
word ‘immortality’ as used of angels and of human beings, so GN 11 (] i.398.24-8).

38 Basil’s main contention in this chapter is that words applied to God (by
‘invention’) are of two kinds: those which are negative and assert that God does not
possess a certain quality, and those which are positive and assert that he does. In
neither case is there any single word which expresses directly the nature of God.

3% The fragments in this section appear designed to refute Basil, Eun. .10 (PG
29.533c-536A). In this passage Basil argued that words such as ‘incorruptible’ are
not only privative in form, they are also privative in meaning; that is, they tell us of
qualities which God does not possess. Eunomius’ reply is to accuse Basil of using
these words’ privative form to pervert their meaning—God cannot be anything on
the basis of a negation!

40 Gregory has omitted something at this point, GN 1 (J i.399.16-18).
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400.22-6 How can God be above his works on the basis of
what he does not possess (310b.18-20)?4!
401.7-10 God surpasses mortals as being immortal,

corruptible things as incorruptible, begotten
things as unbegotten (310b.48-51),

401.25-7¥ Yet it is not because he lacks mortality or
corruption that he is immortal and incor-
ruptible (311a.23-6).

viii. A reply to Basil, Eun. i.14 (5444-B)%

403.10-12*% Truth bears witness to no union of natures
with God (811b.33-4),
403.16-18 Nor has she inscribed any invention discovered

by ourselves in Holy Scripture (311b.41-3).

ix. A reply to Basil, Eun. .15 (545B-548B)*®
406.28-407.4Y Basil has unknowingly said that God is derived
from nothing, for if he is, as Basil asserts, ‘from
none’, and ‘none’ is equivalent to ‘nothing’,
then God is from nothing (3132.29-38).%
408.31-409.1

w401.25-7: cf. 402.8-9, 19-20 *403.10-12: cf. 403.31-404.1
¥406.31-407.4 = 407.21-5; 406.31 = 408.18-19; 407.1-2 = 408.27-8; 407.3-4
= 404.23-4, cf. 406.14-16

41 This seems to be a direct reply to Basil, Eun. i.10 (PG 29.536c), where Basil,
having contended that ‘unbegotten’ is negative in meaning, says that God's very
being cannot be numbered among the things which he is not!

42 1t is clear from his comments at GN 11 (J .403.9-10) that Gregory passed over
a good deal at this point. The following two fragments seem best understood as
Eunomius’ retort to Basil's scriptural argument in Eun. i.14 that, in contrast to
creatures who know him ‘by invention’, the Father’s essence is known to none but the
Son and the Holy Spirit because they participate in it. Eunomius can reply that
scripture bears no witness to a union of natures with God and that it contains
nothing based on human invention.

43 According to GN 11( J 1.404.22-3), this argument marked the end of the book.
Eunomius began by quoting Basil, Eun. i.15 (so GN u (J 1.404.24-7; 405.21-
406.5) ), which uses the ‘reverse’ genealogy of Luke 3: 23-38 to show that ‘begotten’
and ‘unbegotten’ are purely relational terms and do not refer to the essence.

4 11.406.31, 407.2 quotes Basil, Eun. i.15 (PG 29.54843).
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BOOK II!

i. év mpooyiow®

: In accordance with the order of the (divine)
.20-52 natures and revelation, we assert that the Son,
44.6-13 being begotten, may be called ‘offspring of
begetting’, since his begotten essence and the
word ‘Son’ make this appropriate (135b.19-25).
6.6-13" The same argument applies in the case of the
designations ‘thing made’ and ‘creature’; our
authority to use them derives from the relation-
ships of the natures and the usage of the saints

(136a.26-34).3

ii. A reply to Basil, Eun. .2 (573c-576c)*
10.25-11.8 The scriptural basis for speaking of the Son as
‘thing made’ and ‘offspring’ is Prov. 8: 22 and
1 Cor. 1: 24 (187b.27-38).5
35.2-5 Though ‘son of the living God’, the Lord is not

2420 = 5.2, 10-11; 4.20-1 = 5.14-15; 4.21-5 = 27.23-6, 44.21-6; 4.22-5
= 50.7-11; 4.22-3: cf. 56.19-20; 4.23 = 27.28; 4.23-4 = 34.12-15, 44.26-7
b6.7-8 = 6.13-14, cf. 22, 24; 6.9-10 = 7.21; 6.12-13: cf. 7.7-9, 11, 8.1, 26.27-8,
27.17

1 Cf. GN mi (Jii.3.9, 4.19).

2 Cf. ibid. (J ii.4.18). Jaeger (J ii.4.22 n.) connects the following fragments with
Basil's refutation of Eun., 4pol. 12.6-10 in Eun. ii.6 (PG 29.584Aff.). In view of
Gregory’s comments, however, it seems better to see the specific refutation of this
passage as coming later and the present fragments as part of a preface to the
argument as a whole.

8 At GN1i (J ii.6.1) this fragment is described as being pexpév dmoffds and thus
is presumably still part of the preface and not, as suggested by Jaeger (] ii.6.12),
a reply to Basil’s attack on Apol. 17.6-8 in Eun. ii.24 (PG 29.628cff.).

4 In the face of Eunomius’ claim in Apol. 12.1-4 that his description of the Son as
‘offspring’ and ‘thing made’ was based on ‘the words of the saints’, Basil challenges
him to name the actual passages.

5 Gregory gives none of Eunomius’' language here, but it is clear from the
passage cited and the extensive refutation which follows that Eunomius responded
to Basil’s demand for the scriptural justification of his position by citing Prov. 8: 22
and 1 Cor. 1: 24.
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ashamed to call himself ‘Son of Man’ (145b.
16-20).6

46.21-47.16 Titles applied to the Only-begotten by scripture
are to be taken in a sense befitting the divine;

the same principle applies to the word ‘Son’
(149b.19-53).7

iii. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. #1.6-7 (5818-585¢)®

52.4-15¢ Who is so foolish as not to know that earthly
bodies communicate their essences with passion
by material means (152a.11-24)?°

61.8-14¢ The Son’s essence was not begotten of the
Father by extension or division, but solely by
the will of him who begot him (155b.8-14).1°

66.18-25 The ‘First-born of all creation’ must be of the
same essence as the creation itself; if that
creation is of one essence with the Father, then
so is the ‘First-born’; if the creation is not, then
neither is he (157a.44-52).11

78.15-17 Human beings do not ‘create’, they only give
form to pre-existing material (159b.38-40).

€52.14-15: cf. 71.25 461.8-14: cf. 61.25-62.4

6 Jii.35.2-5: cf. Matt. 16: 13-17.

7 = Rettberg, Frag. 2 (pp. 128-9). This fragment is clearly a reply to Basil, Eun.
ii.2 (PG 29.576C), part of whose language it reproduces. J i1.46.22: Acts 4: 11;
Matt. 3: 10 ~ Lk. 3: 9. ] ii.46.28: 1 Cor. 3: 11; Jn. 6: 85ff.; Jn. 15: 1; Jn. 10: 7, 9;
Jn. 14: 6. J ii.46.23/4: Jn. 10: 11, 14. [ ii.46.24: Jer. 2: 13, 17: 13, cf. Jn. 4: 14;
Gen. 2: 9, 3: 22, 24, cf. Rev. 22: 2; Jn. 11: 25; Jn. 13: 13; Jn. 8: 12. Jii.47.10/11:

n. 1:18.
! 8 Despite the suggestion of Jaeger (J ii.52.4-15n.) that the following fragments
refute Basil, Eun. 1i.21-2 (PG 29.620A-B), it seems clear from both their content and
their context that they are in fact refutations of Basil, Eun. ii.6 {ff. (PG 29.581B-c
ff.), Basil’s contention that ‘begetting’ need not imply a material substratum. The
following fragments seem to be Eunomius’ defence of the ‘natural order’ of the
divine natures as the basis for interpreting the word ‘son’ as applied to the Only-
begotten. ¢ = Rettberg, Frag. 3 (pp. 129-30).

10 = Rettberg, Frag. 4 (p. 130). There is a verbal echo of Basil, Eun. ii.6 (PG
29.581814-c2). According to GN 11.ii (] ii.56.6-12) Eunomius here refuted Basil’s
prohibition of évouaromotia, i.e. the transformation of the scriptural words yévvrors,
" yewvvdw into pévvmua, referring to Basil, Eun. ii.7 (PG 29.584c-5858), not (pace
Jaeger ad loc.) directly to Eun. ii.22 (PG 29.620c-D).

11 Jii.66.20, 24: Col. 1: 15,
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J ii: Both agent and patient in human generation

74.2-5 and creation share the same nature (159b.
57-160a.2).

76.8-12¢ = 79.21-6 = 82.10-147 Itis the only essence established

86.28-87.3f = 91.4-7 by the direct action of the Father

92.24-5 which must be called ‘offspring’

and ‘thing made’ and ‘creature’, for its begetting
was unmediated and it preserves its relation-
ship to its Begetter, Maker, and Creator
without separation; it is not to be compared to
any of the things made through it (160b.34-43,
164a.55-b.2, 166b.14-17).12

93.22-5 For the Begotten Essence, being Only-begotten,
leaves no place for any property shared with
another, nor is the Maker’s (direct) action seen
to be shared (167a.2-6).13

96.24-97.58 Having found nothing other than the Son’s
essence to which begetting can be referred, we
believe that the names refer to the essence
(unless ‘son’ and ‘begotten’ are used in vain),
and are confirmed in separating the essences
(168a.15-24).1

105.5-14 Basil dishonours the begetting of the Son by
comparing it with human begetting (171a.

17-28).15
€76.9-12 = 83.13-15; 76.10-12 = 86.18-20 £86.28-87.3: cf. 76.13-15;

NB, 88.21-5 = 76.10-12 + 86.28-87.3; 87.1-3 = 91.25-7; 87.2-3 = 87.7-9
896.25-6 = 101.9-10, 18, 101.28-102.1, cf. 102.17; 97.5 = 97.8-9, 10, 98.13-14

12 7 ii.88.21-5 = 76.10-12 + 86.28-87.3, showing that these fragments form
part of a continuous whole; J 1i.76.18-15 is almost certainly a paraphrase of J
ii.86.28-87.3, not an independent fragment. According to GN mu.ii (] 1i.92.8-12),
Eunomius’ teaching at this point is based on that of Theognostus, head of the
catechetical school at Alexandria, ¢.265-82.

13 Jii.98.24: cf. Jn. 1: 18. As is evident from GN mrii (J 1i.93.19-21), this
fragment is the immediate sequel to the preceding.

14 = Rettberg, Frag. 5 (p. 130). Jii.97.8-5: cf. Basil, Eun. ii.4 (PG 29.577c2-3).

15 Gregory here gives only a résumé of Eunomius’ attack, though he seems to
preserve some of his language; at this point Eunomius apparently quoted Basil,
Eun. ii.24 (PG 29.625c).
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iv. A reply to Basil, Eun. #.3 (5760-5774)"
112.10-116.28% Basil preaches two Christs, the one divine and
the other human, by perverting scripture to his
own ends; then follows a reductio ad absurdum
of Basil’s interpretation of Acts 2: 36 and Phil.
2: 7, and an explanation of the real meaning

of these passages (174a.21-175b.18).17

v. A reply to Basil, Eun. #.4 (577¢)"®
166.11-16! Granted that the essences are distinct, then so
also are the designations which signify them;
things which have one and the same name are
themselves one (193a.35-41).

h1i2.12 = 125.21; 112.14-15 = 128.6; 113.16, 17-18, 20, 28-114.1 =
117.22-4; 113.16-18, 115.14: cf. 124.26-7; 113.18-23: cf. 124.14-18; 113.18-19
= 125.7-8; 113.23-4 = 148.4-6; 113.26-8 = 149.8-10; 113.28-114.1 = 164.22-3;
114.3-11 = 149.10-18, 151.11-17; 114.3-9 = 150.11-16; 114.7-9 = 151.1-6;
114.9-11: cf. 143.28-9; 115.6-9 = 156.17-20, cf. 154.19-20; 115.9-17 =
141.26-142.6; 116.10-13 = 129.14-17 i166.11-16: cf. 80.8-10

16 In discussing the meaning of Acts 2: 36, Basil denied that the Apostle intended
to refer to the essence of the Only-begotten; in doing so he made a sharp distinction
between the pre-existent Christ and the one ‘who emptied himself and became
‘obedient unto death’ (Phil. 2: 7). In what follows Eunomius accuses him of
preaching two Christs.

17 = Rettberg, Frag. 6 (pp. 133-7). Jii.112.10: Acts 2: 36; Ji1.112.17: Jn. 1: 1;
Jii.112.17-18: Acts 2: 36; J ii.112.18-20: cf. Phil. 2: 7-8; J ii.112.20-113.9: Basil,
Eun. ii.3 (PG 29.576D-5774); J 11.114.3-4: Jn. 1: 1; [ii.114.15-16: Jn. 1: 1, 14;
J1i.114.22-5: Phil. 2: 6-7; J ii.114.27: Jn. 1: 18; J ii.115.5-6: Jn. 1: 1; J ii.115.6:
Jn. 1:18; Jii.115.7: Jn. 1: 1; J ii.115.15: Jn. 1: 1; J ii.115.22-3: Acts 2: 36; J
ii.116.4-5: 1 Cor. 8: 6; Jii.116.12-13: Jn. 1: 14; J ii.116.15-18: cf. Phil. 2: 6-8;
Jii.116.19-20: 1 Cor. 2: 8; Jii.116.22-3: 2 Cor. 3: 17. It is not clear from Gregory’s
comments at GN 1Liii (J ii.107.1-3) whether or not this passage was quoted in
sequence. It seems probable, however, that throughout this section Eunomius did
not refute Basil in order, but presented his own argument while citing passages from
Basil at need.

18 According to GN uLv (] ii.166.11), the first in this series of fragments came
shortly after that in J ii.112.10-116.28. It is a defence of Eunomius’ assertion in
Apol. 12.3-4 (cf. 18.13-14) that the difference in the names of the divine persons
shows a difference in their essences. Basil had attacked this in Eun. ii.4 (PG 29.577¢)
by pointing to the fact that some names refer to individuals sharing a common
essence. Gregory mentions at GN uLv (J ii.166.24-168.4) that Eunomius had
quoted this passage as a whole before attacking it; since he himself proposed to pass
over much of it, the following fragments give only isolated portions of the argument.
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J ii: Praise of the significant concepts which reveal
168.11-12 the objects underlying them (193b.55-7).1°
169.10-13 Who is so foolish, when speaking of human

beings, as to call one thing ‘a human being’ and
another ‘a horse’ by way of comparison (194a.

30-5)?20
171.21-4 The immutability of the natural relationship
= 172.2-3 between names and their object (195a.12-14).2!
172.18-21 Not one right-thinking person has called be-

gotten things ‘unbegotten’, or the God who is
over all ‘begotten’ (195a.47-50).%2

174.18-175.2} If (as Basil contends) the names of individuals
reveal genuine differences between them, the
same must be said in the case of words which
refer to essences; in enumerating the different
names of the intelligible beings, the Apostle
displays the distinction in their essences

. {196a.25-45).2%

177.26-178.1 Basil’s presumption in using material examples
for the contemplation of intelligible realities
(197a.41-7).2

182.25-183.2 Every individual united to the idea of an essence

i174.14 = 182.19, 185.3

19 According to GN mLv ([ ii.168.15-18) Eunomius here used language derived
from Isocrates and Philo Judaeus.

20 A reference apparently to Basil, Eun. ii.9 (PG 29.588c) where Basil mentions
‘human being’, ‘horse’, and ‘cow’ as examples of words referring directly to the
things named.

21 According to GN 11.v (f 1i.171.21-2), there was a small amount of material
intervening between this and the preceding fragment.

22 Jii.172.20-1: Rom. 9: 5. .

28 ]1i.174.28-175.2: cf. Col. 1: 16 (so GN mLv (J ii.183.19-26)). The general
reference of this passage is to Basil's argument in Eun. ii.4 (PG 29.577c) that some
names (such as ‘Peter’ and ‘Paul’) refer not to essences but to individuals.

24 It seems that more of Eunomius’ language has been preserved here than has
been italicized by Jaeger. It is possible that GN v (J ii.178.13-15) represents
another fragment, but it is more probably a hypothetical argument put in
Eunomius’ mouth by Gregory.
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exists corporeally and is joined to corruption
(199a.23-6).%

vi. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. #.11-13 (5924-5960)%
194.11-22k We made two statements about the Son (in
Apol. 12.10-12): (1) the Son’s essence was not
before it was begotten; (2) it was begotten

before all other things (208b.5-19).%

205.17-20 Basil will be taken in his own snare (207b.
26-9);28
206.4-12! What will he do if someone says, ‘If to create is

good and befits God, why did God not possess
this good from the beginning and create
eternally?’ (207b.45-56)2°
207.24-5, If the Creator begins (to be such) from the
28-208.2 time of the creation, then the Creator of time
must begin to be (such) from the same kind of
‘beginning’ (208a.53-b.5).30

k194.11-14 = 200.26-201.1; 194.12-13: cf. 203.4-5, 10 1206.4-12: cf.
207.19-21; 206.4 = 206.14

25 According to GN mLv (] ii.182.19-25) Gregory has omitted a good deal here.
The point of the argument seems to be that individual exemplars of a common
essence can only exist in a bodily way, i.e. where there is matter to differentiate
them; purely immaterial beings (such as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) must possess
individual essences.

26 Cf. GN yuvi (J ii.185.10-15); J ii.185.11 echoes Basil, Eun. n.11 (PG
29.5924). In these chapters Basil attacked Eunomius’ contention that the Son was
begotten before all other beings ‘when as yet he was not’. In the following fragments
Eunomius clarifies his position and replies to Basil’s arguments.

27 = Rettberg, Frag. 7 (pp. 187-8).

28 Jii.205.17-20 + 206.4-12 = Rettberg, Frag. 11 (pp. 140-1). J ii.205.20 (lit.
‘caught with his own feathers’): cf. Aeschylus, Frag. 139 (Nauck p. 45). Gregory
seems to have passed over some abuse of Basil here, cf. GN mnr.vi (J ii.205.8-12).

29 This is a direct parody of Basil's argument in Eun. ii.12 (PG 29.5934) that if
the act of begetting was ‘good and befit God’, God must have possessed that good
and fitting thing from the very beginning.

30 The proper extent of the fragment seems to include 207.28-208.2; Jaeger did
not italicize the apodosis when resumed after an interjection. Eunomius is replying
to Basil's contention in Eun. ii.13 (PG 29.596A-8B) that to speak of the Son’s essence
as ‘not being before its begetting’ introduces time as a new principle between the
Unbegotten and his Offspring. Euromius replies that his phrase need no more imply
such a new principle than the creation of time by God at any point would do.
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J ii: 216.3-12™  God, as the highest good and in need of
nothing, begets and creates in accordance with
his own will; if, in accordance with this will,
‘everything is good’, then he defines not only
the creature itself as good, but also the time
when it should be created (211a.39-b.6).3!

217.17-19 Before all other things that are begotten, God
has dominion of his own power (212a.6-9).3
220.5-8n When God willed to do so, it was good and

proper that he should have begotten the Son,
leaving no room for any enquiry as to why he
did not do so earlier (213a.5-9).33

vii. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. #.15 (600c-6044)*

200.13-18 Basil shows his own ignorance by saying that
the investigation of the terms used by the Spirit
is impossible for human beings (213a.15-22).3

224.4-14° No act of begetting goes on indefinitely, but
comes to some end; if the Son was begotten, his
begetting must have come to an end; if it came
to an end, it must have begun; this is confirmed
both by nature itself and the divine laws
(214b.7-18).36

227.22-228.4 God shows in scripture that he rested from his
works in order to show that he had also begun

m216.8: cf. 217.17; 216.3-6: cf. 215.6-8; 216.4-5 = 216.15-18; 216.10-11
216.20-1 n220.5-8: cf. 220.27-8 ©224.4-5 = 224.24-5; 224.4-6
226.7-9; 224.10-11: cf. 227.6; 224.12-14 = 227.8-10; 224.14 = 227.20

31 = Rettberg, Frag. 8 (p. 139). fii.216.9-10: cf. Gen. 1: 31.

82 According to GN 111.vii ( J1i.217.19-23, 27-218.3), this statement is taken from
Philo Judaeus; cf. Philo, Leg. alleg. iii.175 (Cohn and Wendland i.151.27-80).

33 = Rettberg, Frag. 9 (p. 140).

34 Basil continues his attack on Eunomius’ teaching that the Son was begotten
‘when as yet he was not’ by examining the opening lines of the gospels, in particular
Jn. 1: 1. Eunomius replies with a scriptural argument of his own.

35 Jii.220.18-15: cf. Basil, Eun. ii.15 (PG 29.601a). The ‘terms’ (Aéyot) to be
investigated are those of scripture.

36 = Rettberg, Frag. 10 (p. 140); J ii.224.4-14: cf. Basil, Eun. ii.15 (PG
29.601c). According to GN n1.vii ( J1i.227.3-5), this argument is borrowed from the
Phaedrus of Plato (cf. Phaedrus 245c).
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them (215b.48-55).37
235.25-6 Cf. Apol. 18.7.%8

viii. 4 reply to Basil, Eun. .16 (6044-6058)%

236.14-19 The Father is absolute virtue, life, and light;
there is no need to suppose (with Basil) that he
was in darkness when as yet the Son was not
(218b.55-219a.3).40

238.7-15P It is one whose mind has been darkened by ill
will who ascribes the same darkness to others
(220a.16-22).

240.7-14 Or does scripture call the Lord ‘door’ and ‘way’
in vain, if no one passes through him to the
contemplation of the Father? How can he be
‘light’ if he does not enlighten human beings to
know the transcendent Light (220b.36-46)?4

243.23-84 The mind of believers leaps over every sensible
and intelligible essence and does not even stop
at the begetting of the Son but shoots beyond
it, eager to encounter the First in its yearning
for everlasting life (222a.21-7).42

246.27-8 Basil’s doctrine is likened to that of Sabellius
i and Montanus. )
247.20-248.2 Just as begottenness is joined to the Son’s

essence, so unbegottenness is joined to the

p238.8, 9-10 = 240.2-4 4243.25 = 244.3/4

37 Jii.227.22-228.4: cf. Gen. 2: 1-3, Exod. 20: 11.

38 The text given, however, is that found in Basil, Eun. ii.14 (PG 29.5978), not
a direct quote of the Apology itself; if Gregory's allusion to this passage reflects
anything in the present work, then Eunomius was quoting Basil’s version of his
earlier statement, not himself directly.

39 In asserting that God cannot be known apart from the Son, Basil accused
Eunomius of ‘trying to see without light’ in claiming to know the Unbegotten God at
a stage ‘when as yet the Son was not’. Eunomius in turn accused Basil of blasphemy
in trying to claim that there was ever a time when the Father was in darkness.

40 Cf. Basil, Eun. ii.16 (PG 29.604A-B).

4l Cf. Basil, Eun. ii.16 (PG 29.604c); J ii.240.7: Jn. 10: 9; J ii.240.10: Jn. 14: 6;
Jii.240.12: Jn. 1: 9. This and the following fragment are a response to Basil’s con-
tention ad loc. that apart from the enlightenment of the Word the mind can know
nothing of God and must halt its ascent at the begetting of the Son.

42 = Rettberg, Frag. 12 (p. 142).
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J ii: Father's (228b.8-23).43

248.23-7* Since God exists apart from begetting and is
prior to the Begotten One, he whose existence
derives from begetting was not before he was
begotten (223b.50-4).

ix. A reply to Basil, Eun. #.18 (608D-6124)*

251.18-23¢ He who is in the bosom of the I AM does not
possess existence simply or in the proper sense,
even if Basil, neglecting the distinction, uses
‘I AM’ interchangeably of both (225a.3-9).%

254.27-255.3¢ For he who possesses existence and who lives
through the Father does not appropriate to
himself the status of the I AM for the essence
which rules even him draws the meaning of
‘T AM’ to itself (226a.24-7).46

264.4-12 The Only-begotten himself has given the
Father the title which is properly his by calling
him alone ‘good’ (230a.8-17).%

273.24-274.2Y By calling the Word ‘angel’, scripture shows
through whom the I AM’s message was pro-
claimed; by calling him ‘God’, it shows his
superiority to all the things made through him

r248.25-7 = 250.1-2 $251.18-19: cf. 252.5-6 £254.27-255.3 =
261.6, 10, 14, 21-2, 25, 28, 272.1; 255.2-3 = 262.1-3, 22-3, 272.5-6; 255.3
= 262.13, 263.1 u264.4-6 = 272.12-14; 264.6-12 = 272.17-28; 264.7/8 =
272.27 v274.1-2 = 275.10-11

45 This seems to be the import of the argument; it is not clear whether this is an
actual fragment or a restatement of Eunomius’ position by Gregory. It is not
italicized by Jaeger. .

4 In denying Eunomius’ contention in 4pol. 15.3-7 that his teaching about the
Son was that ‘used in times past by the saints’ (i.e. the authors of sacred scripture),
Basil argued that in speaking the phrase ‘1 AM THAT I AM’ in Exod. 3: 14, the
Word showed that he shared the Father’s eternity and godhead. The following is
Eunomius’ refutation. Much of the argument turns on a play between the verb efuf
(‘to be’) and the name 6 Qv (‘I AM’) which is difficult to render in English.

45 J1i.251.9-10: Jn. 1: 18, Exod. 3: 14; J ii.251.20: Jn. 1: 1; J ii.251.22: Exod.
3: 14. ] ii.252.5-6 preserves a phrase, 0982 antlodc v, which has apparently dropped
out at line J ii.251.18-19.

46 J1i.255.1-2: Jn. 6: 57; J 1i.255.3: Exod. 3: 14.

47 J1i.264.6-7: cf. Mk. 10: 18, Lk. 18: 18 (cf. J ii.267.17-18).
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(233b.57-234a.6).48

276.4-7 He who sent Moses was the I AM; He through

= 276.22-4 whom he was sent was the angel of the I AM,
the God of all other things (234b.34-7).

277.26-278.2 Scripture puts the word ‘angel’ first and thus
introduces the dialogue of the I AM (235a.
45-9).49

x. A reply to Basil, Eun. .19 (6124-613¢)®
281.19-24 We not only acknowledge that the Son s, but
that he is Lord, Creator, and God of every
sensible and intelligible essence (237a.15-19).5!

282.4-10v He has been entrusted by the Father with the
creation and providential care of all things
(287a.32-9).

283.19-21 Did not earth and angel come into being when
as yet they were not (237b.45-6)?52

283.29-284.2 It would be a lengthy task to go over the origins

and essences of the intelligible beings; they do
not share the nature of non-being, but differ
according to the creative action which pro-
duced them (238a.1-6).

284.12-19 Basil is compared to Valentinus, Cerinthus,
Basilides and other heretics and is denied the
name ‘Christian’ (2382.22-31).%3

w282.5 = 282.22; 282.8-9 = 282.27-9

48 Jii.273.24: Exod. 3: 2; J ii.278.26: Exod. 8: 4ff.; J ii.274.2: Rom. 9: 5.

49 J1i.277.27: cf. Exod. 3: 2.

50 The following fragments are a reply to Basil’s contention in this chapter (cf.
612A-8) that Eunomius’ position implied that the Son was actually non-existent!

51 = Rettberg, Frag. 13 (p. 142):

52 According to GN mLix (J ii.288.11-15) this and the following fragments are
given only ‘by way of summary’. The point of the argument is presumably that other
beings besides the Son, both intelligible and sensible, were created by God ‘when as
yet they were not’, and do not therefore share the nature of non-being.

5% Though not italicized by Jaeger, this passage surely represents Eunomius’
language; it echoes Basil’s similar charge in Eun. ii.19 (PG 29.612B-c). According
to GN 11.ix ( J 11.284.6-9), a good deal has been omitted here.
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xi. A reply to Basil, Eun. i7.22 (6204-6218)*

J ii: 284.20-5 Believing the saints, we affirm that the mystery
of godliness is not established by the sacredness
of the Names or the distinctiveness of customs,
but by accuracy of doctrine (238a.33-7).5

287.15-17 The Father is not only the Father of the Only-
begotten, but also his God (239a.83-5).%6
291.25-292.7 Therefore (if Christ said, ‘My God and your

God’), either the disciples are of one essence
with the Father, or the Son is not of the same
nature as the Father but serves his ‘God’ in the
same sense as the disciples do (241a.12-22).

xii. A reply to Basil, Eun. i7.25-9 (6294-6414)%

296.7-9 Cf. Apol. 19.12-14.

297.2-13 The different senses of the word ‘light’ in
scripture, in which we learn to distinguish the
begotten from the ‘unapproachable light’
(242b.49-243a.8).58

299.21-3 Eunomius will present his proof from the facts
themselves and from holy scripture (244a.2-4).
299.26-300.4 The prologue of St John’s gospel shows that the

54 The ‘Names’ of the first fragment in this section are shown by GN nvix (J
ii.285.26-7) to be those of the baptismal formula; the reference therefore is to Basil,
Eun. ii.22 (PG 29.620p), where Basil condemns those who depart from the Names
‘in which they were sealed’. Eunomius’ reply seems to be that veneration for the
Names simply as sounds without a proper understanding of them is pointless.

5 = Rettberg, Frag. 15 (p. 144). J ii.284.22: cf. Matt. 28: 19; J ii.284.24:
1 Tim. 3: 16.

56 Jii.287.17: Jn. 20: 17 (according to J ii.289.5-13, this passage was then quoted
in full); Jaeger is almost certainly wrong in italicizing efs dnutoveydv xai xriotyy,
which seems to be an interpretation by Gregory.

57 In Apol. 19 Eunomius had tried to answer the arguments of those who asserted
that because scripture used words such as ‘light’ and ‘life’ of both Father and Son
they must be of the same essence; he had said that ‘light’ must in each case be under-
stood in a sense proper to the entity to which it was applied. Basil, in the chapters
cited, denied this and tried to show that an identity of essence was indeed implied.
The following are surviving portions of Eunomius’ refutation.

58 Jii.297.2-13 + 299.21-300.4 + 301.6-12 = Rettberg, Frag. 14 (pp. 143-4).
J 1i.297.3: Jn. 1: 9; J ii.297.3-4: Gen. 1: 8; J ii.297.6-7: Matt. 5: 14; J ii.297.8:
1 Tim. 6: 16; J i1.297.9: Rom. 9: 5.
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= 119.11-15

303.7-10

307.17-23

309.18-21

310.25-6
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‘light’ mentioned there was ‘made flesh’ (244a.
7-15).59

If Basil can show that it was ‘the unapproach-
able light’ which was made flesh and was
crucified, etc., then he can say that ‘light’ =
‘light’ (244b.7-13).5

It was the light ‘made flesh’ which was active
for salvation; the ‘unapproachable light’ was
not active in the bestowal of this grace
(2452.33-5).

Basil’'s God is composite in that, while ‘light’ is
property common to both persons, one ‘light’ is
separated from the other by individual charac-
teristics (247a.1-8).6!

But if the Begotten is contrasted with the Un-
begotten, the begotten Light will be equally
inferior to the Unbegotten Light: the one will
be light, the other darkness (247b.33-7).62
Basil has undertaken to write without any skill
in logic (248b.8-12).%3

59 Jii.299.26-7: Jn. 1: 1; J i1.299.27-8: Jn. 1: 4; J ii.300.1: Jn. 1: 14.
60 7ii.301.7/8: Rom. 9: 5; J ii.801.8: 1 Tim. 6: 16.
61 According to GN 1m1.x (] 1i.309.7-8), something has been omitted following

this fragment.

62 Though he does not list J ii.309.18-21 as a separate fragment, Rettberg
(p. 144) cites it in connection with his fragment 14. It seems to follow on those which
precede it as part of Eunomius’ continuing effort to show the logical absurdity of

Basil’s argument.

63 According to GN mLx (] ii.310.28-311.6), Gregory has omitted the end of

the book.






EUNOMII EXPOSITIO FIDEI
THE CONFESSION OF FAITH






INTRODUCTION

I DATE AND OCCASION

The Expositio Fide: is the last of Eunomius’ surviving complete
works. It was produced in connection with events following on the
second ecumenical council held at Constantinople in 381. When
the Emperor Theodosius the Great attempted to put the council’s
first canon into effect—a canon reaffirming the Nicene faith and
anathematizing all others! —there were severe civil disturbances.?
Theodosius tried to achieve an accommodation, if not a reconcilia-
tion, with the dissenting groups by calling a ‘conference of all the
heresies’ to meet at Constantinople. This conference finally met in
June of 383.% The initial plan was that there should be a free
discussion of the issues,* but the Emperor was dissuaded from this
by the efforts of Nectarius, Archbishop of Constantinople, and it
was proposed that the discussion should be based instead on the
writings of those Fathers who had lived before the divisions had
arisen in the Church.5 When the heretics could reach no agreement
about this procedure, the Emperor suggested that each group
present a written account of its teachings.® In thus preventing any
free discussion, Nectarius achieved what was doubtless his aim —he
effectively frustrated any weakening of Nicene orthodoxy as well as
any positive result which might have been hoped for from the
conference. In the end the Emperor accepted only the confession
presented by the Novatians (it affirmed the homoousion) and
rejected all the others.” He then issued an omnibus edict against
heretics (25 July 383),% followed by another later in the same year

1 J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio iii (Floren-
tiae: expensis Antonii Zatta Veneti, 1759), 557-5604; cf. Cod. Theod. xvi.5.8,
dated 19 July 381, shortly after the end of the Council’s first session (Mommsen i,
pars posterior, p. 858), and cf. Gothofredus vi, p. 123a.

2 Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.584A-B), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 314.17-19).

3 Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.584B-c), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 314.19-26).

4 Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.584C), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 814.23-315.8).

5 Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.585A-5884), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 315.3-24).

Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.5884), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 315.24-9).
Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.5894-5934), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 316.3-6).
Cod. Theod. xvi.5.11 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, p. 859).

® -3
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(8 December 383),° and others of gradually increasing severity in
the years following. Any accommodation which might have existed
earlier between Eunomius and Demophilus, the former Arian
Archbishop of Constantinople, had by now obviously (and, be it
said, understandably)!® broken up, for we find each representing
his respective party at the conference.!! Eunomius joined with the
others in presenting his profession of faith.!? That the profession
then presented and that found in our manuscripts are identical is
shown by Gregory of Nyssa’s quotations and the mention of ‘the
imperial decrees’ in the confession itself.!®> We may therefore be
reasonably confident of the identity as well as of the authenticity of
the work now under consideration. As to its later history, we know
little. Although it was certainly an ‘occasional work’ in one sense, it
is clear that it was soon put to use in a broader context. Gregory of
Nyssa elected to write a refutation of it largely because it was being
used in Eunomian missionary activity and might lead many of the
‘simpler sort’ astray.!* Thus this work has come down to us not only
because of its original apologetic purpose, but because as a more or
less complete summary of the Eunomian position it was admirably
suited for missionary purposes.

1II. STRUCTURE AND CONTENTS

When we begin to look at the actual text of this document, we find
that it divides easily into a creed of four main sections together with
an introduction and a conclusion:

9 Ibid., xvi.5.12 (Mommsen i, pars posterior, pp. 859-60).

10 Demophilus would hardly have wished to be associated with a body already
increasingly singled out for punitive action by the government. As Gothofredus (vi,
p. 123a) remarks concerning Cod. Theod. xvi.5.8, this period sees the beginning of
really separate Eunomian activity.

1 Soc., HE v.10 (PG 67.588B), Soz., HE vii.12 (GCS 316.1-2).

12 N. Q. King, The Emperor Theodosius and the Establishment of Christianity
(London: SCM Press, 1961), p. 54, n. 1 seems clearly wrong in referring the Empress
Flacilla’s successful attempt to prevent the Emperor from seeing Eunomius to this
period (Soz., HE vii.6 (GCS 307.19-23)). Apart from the fact that such an action
would have made any conference pointless, Sozomen is clearly referring to an earlier
period. :

13 Eun., Exp. Fid. 1.5-6 (cf. Valesius, PG 67.592pn.).

14 Grg. Nyss., Conf. (] ii.320.5-10).
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I. Introduction 1.1-7
1I. The Profession of Faith 2.1-5.12
A. The One and Only True God 2.1-19

B. The Only-begotten God 3.1-46

C. The Counsellor, The Spirit of Truth 4.1-24

D. The Future Judgement 5.1-12

III. Conclusion 6.1-5

A more detailed examination makes it evident that Eunomius had
few expectations of actually conciliating the Emperor. His pointed
(and courageous) allusion to Matt. 10: 32-31> and emphatic
assertion that he had neither added nor omitted anything!® bear
this out. This document, then, is on the whole an uncompromising
presentation of Eunomius’ teaching. It is not, however, a deliber-
ately provocative one. If Eunomius could not hope to escape
condemnation altogether, he could still hope to mitigate the
severity of the sentence. The basic orientation of the work is
scriptural —each of the three paragraphs devoted to the divine
persons is in effect an exposition of the titles given them by holy
scripture.17 Indeed, the expositions of these titles are themselves
almost thickets of scriptural quotations and allusions. In many
ways, however, this work is chiefly notable for what it does not say.
Apart from a few provocative phrases such as eis dnéoraoty roiooiy
oxlépevov'® (if this is the correct reading), there is a distinct
muting of the characteristic Eunomian catch-phrases. We find no
mention of yévvnua or dvduoios at all, and even dyévvyrog!® is
played down in favour of the less suspect 6 mavroxpdrwp.?’ Likewise,
when speaking of the divine persons, such words as moinua?' and
Zoyov?? are used very cautiously indeed. In a more positive vein, we
may note that in spite of the work’s generally scriptural orientation
there is no attempt to try to conform to the formula duotoc xara ras
yoapds which had been popular at an earlier period. In describing
the Son as 8uotov . . . uévov xatr’ éalpetov duoibtyra xai thHy
ibealovoav Evvorarv,2® Eunomius indeed went as far as he well could

15 Eun., Exp. Fid. 1.2-4 16 Ibid., 6.2-5.

17 Thus, the Father: Jn. 17: 3 (2.1); the Son: 2 Cor. 1: 19, Jn. 1: 49, etc., Col.
1: 15 (8.1-2); the Spirit: Jn. 14: 17, 15: 26 (4.1-2).

18 Eun., Exp. Fid. 2.6-7. 19 Ibid., 3.2, 29, 30bis.

20 Tbid., 2.10; 3.13, 30, 32. 2l Ibid., 4.7, 10. 22 1bid., 4.8.

28 Ibid., 3.27-8.
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under his own presuppositions, but as the qualifications in the lines
which follow show,?* his basic position remained unchanged. While
it is obvious, then, that Eunomius tried to use scriptural and
conciliatory language wherever possible, it is equally obvious that
he nowhere retreated from the full rigour of his acknowledged
position.

1II. THE MANUSCRIPTS

Before we go on to a presentation of the manuscripts on which the
present edition is based, it would be well to take into consideration
the reasons which have permitted the survival of this last of
Eunomius’ extant complete works. As we have already remarked
several times, there was no incentive for Orthodox scribes to copy
heretical literature unless they had some clearly defined purpose in
so doing. In the case of the Liber Apologeticus this purpose was to
provide an illustration for the arguments of St Basil in his
refutation of it. Similar motives have governed the preservation of
the Expositio Fidei. This work has survived only because at a very
early period in the history of its transmission it was included in
manuscripts of its refutation by Gregory of Nyssa, his Refutatio
Confessionis Eunomii (previously known as Book II of the Contra
Eunomium).?® Indeed, in three of the six known manuscripts of this
work (LPZ) Eunomius’ treatise is still bound up with the Contra
Eunomium of Gregory.?® Since these three manuscripts have
already been described in detail in Jaeger’s excellent critical edition
of this work, we will confine ourselves to comments directly relevant
to the text immediately before us.

a. Manuscripts LN

L Codex Laurentianus Mediceus plut. VI, 17, fos. 4°-5°, ut
videtur, saeculi xi medis.

The Expositio Fidei of Eunomius occupies the second place in
this manuscript (described by Jaeger, vol. ii, pp. xiv-xv), immedi-
ately following the chapter headings of (vulgate) Books II-XII of

24 Ibid., 3.28-33.

25 Jii.312-410 (= Conf.); cf. his comments, ibid., ii, pp. xvif.

26 Of the remaining three, two (N]) are apographs of known copies, leaving F as
the sole independent witness. 27 See p. 16 n. 89 above.
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Gregory’s Contra Eunomium, and preceding those of Book I. Apart
from the name of the author, there is nothing to indicate the
heretical nature of the work, but in the margin of fo. 5" the word
on(uelwo)ar draws attention to a phrase in Exp. Fid. 4.2-3 var.
referring to the Holy Spirit: yevéuevov ©n6 108 povoyevods. The
same marginal note appears at the top of fo. 5¥ opposite the words
mepnduevos tn’ adrob xal map’ avrod Aaufdvwv, again referring to
the Spirit (Exp. Fid. 4.12-18).

N Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 270, fos. 466"-467°, saeculi
Among the numerous, if miscellaneous, treatises contained in this
codex are found not only the Expositio Fides, but also the Liber
Apologeticus of Eunomius (see the article cited above, p. 24,
section c). The several parts of the manuscript, however, appear to
be quite separate, and are in different hands. The manuscript is
written on paper in a single column of 34 to 35 lines, each folio
measuring 28.3 X 18.5 cm. The somewhat rough hand is that of
Emery Bigot(ius) of Rouen (1626-89). This manuscript is a direct
copy of L, as a Latin note at the top of fo. 466" informs us: ex ms*
cod. Bibliot. Florentiae / iacobus Gretserus in proligomenis ait
hanc expositionem Eunomii haeretict in bibliot. bavarica et in
codice Livinedi post Nysseni in Eunomianis libros. ex cod. ms®® Flor.
transcribuntur. The value of this manuscript, then, lies not in what
it can tell us of the text of Eunomius, but in the fact that it was used
as the basis of the first printed edition and explains many of the
- vagaries of the vulgate text. It formerly belonged to the Abbey of
Saint-Germain-des-Prés and entered the Blbhothéque Nationale
during the French Revolution.

b. Manuscripts PZ

P Codex Patmensis (I') 46 monasterii S. Ioannis, fos. 2387-241",
saeculi x vel xi.

While the Contra Eunomium is only one of several treatises by
Gregory found in this manuscript, within it the Expositio Fidei of
Eunomius immediately follows the Refutatio Confessionis Eunomii,
commonly called Book II (the manuscript is described in Jaeger,
vol. ii, pp. xxx-xxxi). The scribe has called attention to the
heretical nature of the work being copied by a series of marks in the
margin, though he neglected to do so on fo. 2417 which closes the
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work. Other quotations of Eunomius in the text of Gregory himself
are similarly treated.

Z Codex Vaticanus graecus 1773, fos. 149™-151%, saeculi xvi.

This manuscript, described in Jaeger, vol. ii, pp. xxxi-xxxii, is a
sixteenth-century copy of the preceding (P). Although the contents
of the codex as a whole are not completely identical with those of its
exemplar, the Expositio Fidei occupies the same relative position
within the Contra Eunomium of Eunomius, i.e. immediately
following the vulgate Book II (= the Refutatio Confessionis
Eunomi?). Asin P, the Expositio Fide: is distinguished by a series of
marks in the margin.

c. Manuscript F

F  Codex Parisinus suppl. graecus 174, fos. 146'-151%, saecult
xui, fortasse ineuntis.?8

This manuscript is composed of two otherwise unrelated sections of
different ages. The first, fos. 17°-141", contains Book I of the Contra
Eunomium of Gregory of Nyssa (fos. 1°-140%) and an extract from
a work of St Maximus together with a comment on it in an Italian
hand of the seventeenth century; the manuscript itself is also
seventeenth century.?® The second section (following the blank fos.
141v-145") consists of fos. 146°-151 and contains the copy of the
Expositio Fidei now under discussion; it dates from the sixteenth
century, perhaps the earlier part. Apparently the two manuscripts
were already joined together prior to their entry into the Biblio-
th2que Nationale. Since the two sections of the work were originally
unrelated, this manuscript is unique in containing the Expositio
Fidei independently of the Contra Eunomium of Gregory. The
manuscript is written on paper in a single column of 25 to 26 lines,
each folio measuring 29.5 X 22 cm. The paper is Italian of the
sixteenth century and possesses a watermark in the form of an
anchor in a circle surmounted by a star (cf. Briquet nos. 477-532).
The hand is a rapid, somewhat angular minuscule, slightly leaning
to the right. There are no marginal notes or comments connected

28 T am indebted for much of my information about this manuscript to the
kindness of Dr Charles Astruc of the Bibliothéque Nationale (personal letter dated
29 May 1979). 29 1t is mentioned, but not described in J ii, p. lvi.
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with Eunomius’ text.3? At fo. 1487, line 7, the text of the Liber
Apologeticus suddenly breaks off at the words =z mveduare to¥
Sidévrog v yxdowv (Exp. Fid. 4.15-16 var.); then, without any
external indication of a break in continuity, the same line continues
(through fo. 151¥) with an excerpt from the thirty-ninth and
fortieth chapters of the Oratio Catechetica Magna of Gregory of
Nyssa (PG 45.10042-105B3). It is to be noted that this excerpt,
which begins suddenly in mid-sentence with &ls 16 xziorov xai 16
&xtiotov, ends equally suddenly with the words peré radra 84, xara
iy alwviav dvridoorv, leaving the latter part of the chapter
incomplete. This is immediately followed by eight crosses in the
form of a line and cross, strongly suggesting that this marked the
end of the volume. It seems, then, that in this manuscript we have
an excerpt of six folios from the end of a once larger sixteenth-
century codex, now attached to an entirely separate volume of the
seventeenth century. Although the indications of an originally
Italian provenance are quite strong, there is nothing in the volume
as now constituted to indicate its previous owners. It is said by
Omont to have belonged formerly to the Convent of the Feuillants
at Paris, whence it passed into the Bibliotheque Nationale during .
the French Revolution.3!

d. Manuscript |

]  Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii Sanctissimae et Individuae
Trinitatis 0.2.3 (1107), fos. 17-6", saeculi xuviii ineuntis
(verisimile ¢.1710).

In addition to the Expositio Fidet, this manuscript also contains the
Liber Apologeticus (see the article cited above, p. 24, section c),
but whereas the latter is interleaved, the verso sides of the folios in
the Expositio Fidei have been left blank, presumably to allow for a
translation. The hand is the same throughout, but is not identical
with any of the five or six hands visible in the Liber Apologeticus.
The text is a straight copy of the editio princeps published by
Valesius in 1668 (see below, section iv).

30 On fo. 1517 there is a subject heading in connection with the excerpt from the
Oratio Catechetica Magna of Gregory of Nyssa.

31 H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale
ifi (Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1888), p. 228, and ibid., I**¢ partie, Introduction,
p- xvi.
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Of the six manuscripts described in the preceding pages, only
three, L. P, and F, are independent witnesses to the text. They will
be the main basis of the present edition (questions of space
unfortunately make it impossible to include the others in the
apparatus). Of the three, two, L and P, are still joined to manu-
scripts of Gregory of Nyssa. The third, F, was also once part of
a larger manuscript, perhaps even one containing Gregory's
refutation. It is clear, then, that the relationship of these
manuscripts to one another cannot be determined apart from their
context in the larger work. With this in mind, let us look briefly at
the evidence presented by the manuscripts. That all three derive
ultimately from a common ancestor is sufficiently shown by the fact
that all three agree in a number of incontrovertibly erroneous
readings. To cite only two of the most obvious, we may mention
Exp. Fid. 4.2-3, where all three manuscripts have the certainly
wrong a6 to¥ povoyevois for Gregory’s correct om0 to¥ pévov feod
b 707 povoyevois. Again, at Exp. Fid. 3.2, all three read the
undoubtedly incorrect ypiotév dAnbivév Oeév for the vidv dinbivév
reported by Gregory. This last reading is particularly interesting,
for it shows at least two stages of transmission prior to the diversi-
fication of the manuscripts. The error is most probably explained
by assuming that one scribe misread the nominum sacrum YN as
XN. A later copyist tried to make better sense of this by supplying
the word 0e¢év to produce the reading now found in the manu-
scripts. If it seems clear, however, that all three derive ultimately
from a common exemplar, it is equally clear no one is particularly
close to any other, although L and P seem closer to one another
than either is to F. We may note in this regard that whereas L and P
agree against F eighteen times, F and P agree against L only seven
and F and L against P only ten.3? For a more detailed
understanding of these relationships, we must look at the complex
history of the text of Gregory as studied by Jaeger.3?

In the printed editions prior to Jaeger’s, the Contra Eunomium
was presented as containing twelve books (I-XII) with an
additional, longer book added to the whole as a kind of appendix
(XIIP or XIII). After prolonged study, Jaeger was able to show that

32 Some of F's unique correct readings, however, represent fairly obvious scribal
corrections and perhaps the influence of g (cf., e.g., Exp. Fid. 2.5, 7).
33 The following is entirely based on Jaeger’s presentation of the MS tradition.
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the book labelled XII® or XIII had originally been Book II, while
the book bearing that title in the printed editions was in fact a
separate work, the Refutatio Confessionis Eunomii (Conf),
Gregory's attack on the Expositio Fidei. Books III-XII, on the other
hand, were shown to be the ten 1éyot of Gregory's original Book
II1.3* In order to avoid confusion in what follows we will reserve
‘Book II’ for the original second book of Gregory (= vulgate Book
XII® or XIII), that now printed as such in Jaeger's edition; the
Refutatio Confessionis Eunoms#i (= vulgate Book II) will be
referred to as Conf., while the vulgate Books III-XII will be
designated Book IIl.i-x, again as in Jaeger. The origin of all this
confusion is to be sought in the fact that originally all three books of
the Contra Eunomium and the Conf. circulated separately. At
a very early period two separate recensions grew up combining
these works, designated by Jaeger II (fourth to sixth century) and
(fifth to sixth century) respectively.®® Both contained the same
general order of books in the Contra Eunomium: Book I, Conf.,
Book IIl.i-x; Book II was missing altogether. Ignoring their other
differences, we may note that one of the features distinguishing ®
from IT was the presence in ® of the Expositio Fidei of Eunomius
immediately preceding the chapter headings of Book I. One of the
two surviving representatives of this tradition is our own manuscript
L. In the tenth century, in the aftermath of the renaissance of
letters sparked by Photius, Book II, omitted in the earlier
recensions, came to light. This discovery resulted in a new recension
of the Contra Eunomium (designated X by Jaeger) which contained
the following books: Book I, Conf., Book IIL.i, Book II. While one
exemplar (C) still possesses these books and these books only, most
other copies of this recension represent a stage at which the
remaining books of the Contra Eunomsum had been added to the
end of the whole treatise to produce the following order: Book I,
Conf., Book IILi, Book II, Book IIl.ii-x. Although the various
copies of this recension all seem to go back to exemplars originating
in the same workshop, manuscripts of differing traditions were used
to provide the text for the various parts. Thus while the text of Book
ITLii-x goes back to recension ® in all the manuscripts, that of
Book I, the Conf., Book IIL.i, and Book II goes back to recension I1

34 See the comparative table in J ii, pp. lviii-lix.
85 For II, see J ii, pp. xxxviiff.; for @, Jii, pp. xiii ff,
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in some cases, to recension ® in others. Our own manuscript P,
which contains the Expositio Fide: immediately following the
Conf., is one of those going back to the ® recension. This confirms
the evidence provided by our own manuscripts, which shows that
while all three certainly go back to a common original they come
from separate branches of the tradition. This is clearly evident in
the case of L and P, and it is obvious too that the original source of
F is a manuscript of the @ tradition (perhaps one closer to L than to
P). The manuscripts of the Contra Eunomsum went through many
further vicissitudes before the appearance of a printed edition, but
the Expositio Fide: of Eunomius did not take part in them and does
not appear in any of their surviving copies.

e. Quotations from Gregory

We have already noted several times that Eunomius’ Expositio Fidei
was refuted by Gregory in a separate work entitled by Jaeger the
Refutatio Confessionis Eunomdt. Since in the course of this work
Gregory quotes very nearly 60 per cent of the whole treatise, these
quotations are an important source for the text, and as such are
listed in a separate register after the text and translation. The
portions quoted are also italicized in the text. Apart from their
textual importance, however, they also constitute one of our few
opportunities to check Gregory’s accuracy, an accuracy all the more
important to determine since in the case of one of Eunomius’ most
important works, the 4 pologia Apologiae, we are wholly dependent
on what he gives us. In the past the interpretation of the evidence
has been severely hampered by the numerous serious discrepancies
which exist between the printed text and Gregory’s quotations.
Indeed, Albertz found them so great that he actually thought they
represented two separate editions!® Examination of the manu-
scripts, however, reveals that while there are indeed two editions,
one of them is the editor’s (see below section iv)l There is no need to
resort to the hypothesis of two ancient recensions.

In our treatment of Gregory’s citations of the 4 pologia Apologiae
we dealt first with his actual quotations and then passed on to his
choice of material and omissions. We shall do the same here. We
have already noted (p. 138) that in at least two of the cases where
Gregory differs from the manuscripts his is surely the correct

3 Albertz, pp. 42-3.
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reading. The same phenomenon is observable in another instance
where Gregory has preserved a line which has dropped out of the
manuscript tradition. At Exp. Fid. 3.2-3, presumably due to the
carelessness of a scribe, the phrase dinfd¢ yevvylévra mgd aidvwv
has been omitted. Since this line is needed to complete the
parallelism with the lines which immediately precede and follow
and makes sense of the following clause, odx dvev tfic mgd tob elvar
yevviioews dvopaléuevov vidv, there is no question but that it is the
correct reading. Since all of these examples are from theologically
sensitive parts of the work, it is to Gregory’s credit that there is no
evidence of tampering for polemical purposes. Perhaps the only
possible exception is at Exp. Fid. 2.6-7, where all of the manu-
scripts of Eunomius and most of the manuscripts of Gregory read
elc dmoordoes tpels oynuarnl{éuevov. We have followed Jaeger,
however, in accepting the reading of his manuscript A as genuine,
els dndoracy tooofv oxlbuevov.’” If this is indeed Gregory's
original reading, there seems every reason to believe that it was also
Eunomius’. While dmootdoeis tpeis is hardly an impossibility for its
time, it is far more likely to be a banalization of dméoracty ooy
than the reverse. Certainly ox:{éuevov brings into sharp focus
Eunomius’ contention that the Orthodox position was
fundamentally Sabellian. Whatever the true reading in this
somewhat doubtful case, however, it is certainly true that neither in
this nor in any other example is there any evidence of a deliberate
change in the text on Gregory's part for theological or polemical
reasons.

If we may be assured, then, that Gregory does not deliberately
misrepresent what he does quote, there are greater problems with
what he does not. Although as already noted Gregory quotes over
half of the whole treatise, we still find that there are substantial
omissions. In fact, these omissions are so substantial that Albertz
regarded them as evidence for the existence of two ancient
recensions.’® Gregory omits both the Introduction (1.1-7) and the
Conclusion (6.1-5) as well as Eunomius’ concluding paragraph on
the Future Judgement (5.1-12). Since none of these paragraphs

37 Grg. Nyss., Conf. (J ii.325.9-10).

38 Albertz, pp. 47-9; despite his recognition that many of the lacunae in Gregory
must derive from the ‘fragmentarischen Uberlieferung’ of the text (p. 47), he seems
consistently to assume that what is not actually quoted did not, therefore, exist.
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contain matter under dispute, however, there is nothing in them
inconsistent with Gregory's stated policy of giving only a partial
quotation of his opponent’s statements, dvayxaiws xard uégog
mpotBévres v mepipegouévyy mag’ adtdv Exbeorv.’® There is no
need to suppose any lost ancient recension.

Of the paragraphs he does give us, Gregory quotes those dealing
with the Father (2.1-19) and the Holy Spirit (4.1-24) virtually
entire. The same is not true, however, of the second and longest
paragraph, that dealing with the Son (3.1-46). Ignoring a number
of minor omissions, we may note that two substantial lacunae are to
be found at 3.16-22 and 3.41-6, while 3.29-31 is cited only very
fragmentarily, and 3.39-41 is considerably abbreviated (for
convenience we will treat 3.39-40 and 41-6 as a single omission).
When we look at Gregory’s reasons for omitting these passages, we
find that for both 3.16-22 and 3.39-46 they are very similar. One
of his problems in dealing with Eunomius’ work was that there were
many passages to which even the most determined critic would have
difficulty taking exception (though this certainly did not prevent
him from trying).*® Such passages were, as Gregory puts it, like
‘bread mixed with sand’, sound doctrine with heresy,*! and he gives
us a specific statement as to how he proposes to deal with them:

Ta 8¢ épebiic Tovrows dovvagriitws mgoaxeiueva Smegfivai pnue Seiv xalds
Eewv, 0By d¢ dlimrwg Exovra, dAL’ s dvvdueva xal magd t@v edoefotvrwv
AéyeoBau, eineo bralevybein tijs »axotgdmov éupdoews. e pdg Tt xal medoxeitar
nag’ adroB 16 els eboéfeiav ovvrervévrwy, dvii deledouaros 1o Towodrov 10l
axepatotégots mpoteiverar, va ovyxaramolfj tovrowg xal o tijg doefeiag
&ymiotgov.

That which is incoherently set out in the following I think it best to pass
over, not as being immune to criticism, but as being the kinds of things
which even religious persons might say if only they were detached from
their malicious context. Indeed, if there # anything put forth by him which
might tend to true religion, it is only as bait laid out for the simple, so that
they may swallow the hook of impiety along with it.

This is his justification for the omission of 3.16-22, but he gives

8% Grg. Nyss., Conf. (J1i.320.8-9); in Albertz’s defence, however, it must be said
that the phrase xara uépos did not occur in the MSS on which the Migne edition was
based (PG 45.476A).

40 Note, e.g., his scurrilous misapprehension of the phrase danydv edyouévois
(4.17) in Grg. Nyss., Conf. (Jii.405.11-18).

41 Grg. Nyss., Conf. (J ii.360.22-6). 42 Thid. (] ii.369.12-18).
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very similar reasons for his decision not to cover 3.39-46 in detail
either: the uncritical will see only the teachings of Holy Scripture
while the discerning will be able to recognize that none of
Eunomius’ work is free from heretical villainy.® Thus, the main
reason why these large sections were eliminated was that, apart
from the name of their author, there was nothing in them to which
exception could be taken. While such a policy is perhaps under-
standable in an author who could expect his readers to have ready
access to the work being refuted, for us who do not it must remain
as a warning that the picture Gregory presents to us is not free from
distortion.

IV EDITIONS AND TRANSLATIONS

v'  Henricus Valesius, Socratis Scholastici et Hermiae Sozoment
‘Historia Ecclesiastica (Parisiis: excudebat Antonius Vitre,
Regis & Cleri Gallicani Typographus, 1668), notae pp. 61-4.

The first appearance of this work in print was in the notes to the
edition of Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History by Henri Valois or
Valesius (1603-76). Valesius makes the following comment about
the source of his text: Hanc fidei expositionem . . . manuscriptam
penes me habeo, beneficio viri clarissimi ac doctissimi Emerici
Bigotii. In codice quidem Bavarico,** et in exemplari Livineii,*>
subjecta erat libris Gregorii Nysseni Contra Eunomium, ut testatur
Gretserus.*® Verum in codice Florentino, ex quo Bigotius eam
descripsit, praefixa erat t@isdem lbris (p. 61A-B). The copy of L
made by Bigotius is our own manuscript N, described on p. 135
above; it is, on the whole, a faithful copy of its exemplar. The same
cannot be said, however, of the text prepared by Valesius; it differs
so markedly from both the manuscripts and the quotations made by
Gregory that it provoked Albertz to invent two hypothetical ancient
editions of the work.*” Some of the changes (some correct) are the

45 Ibid. (/ ii.384.8-19).

4 This is apparently erroneous. I am informed by Dr K. Dachs, Director of the
Department of Manuscripts of the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Miinchen (in a letter
dated 25 Feb. 1974) that the manuscript in question (Cod. Bavaricus graecus 92)
does not in fact contain a copy of the Expositio Fides.

45 Apparently our own manuscript Z; cf. the comments of Jaeger, J ii, p. xiv.

46 In the introduction to the 1618 supplement to the 1615 edition of Gregory's
Contra Eunomium (cf. Jaeger, loc. cit.). 47 Albertz, pp. 42-3.
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work of the editor;*® others are simply errors, whether on the part
of Valesius or of the printers cannot be said.® Perhaps the most
serious is the omission of odx (1) at Exp. Fid. 3.41, an error which
significantly alters the meaning of the passage. In addition to the
Greek text, Valesius also published a Latin translation in a parallel
column. Both text and translation have remained the basis of the
vulgate text to this day and have been many times reprinted.? The
most accessible form of this text is that found (with minor
- variations) in;
v™ J.-P. Migne, ed., Socratis Scholastici, Hermiae Sozomeni
Historia Ecclestastica . . . (Parisiis: apud J.-P. Migne editorem,
1864 (Patrologia Graeca LXVII)), cols. 587Cc-592D.

Column numbers in Migne’s edition are given in the margin of the
text printed below.

v" Christ. Henr. Georg. Rettberg, Marcelliana. Accedit Eunomii
EKOEX]Y NIXTEQY Emendatior (Gottingae: sumptibus
Vandenhoek et Ruprecht, 1794), pp. 148-70.5

This second, revised edition, although based on the text of
Valesius, has nonetheless been thoroughly revised on the basis of
the quotations given by Gregory of Nyssa. The result has been
a vastly improved text and translation accompanied by copious

48 Thus xai &re for dn xai at 2.1; odx dvev yevvioews mpd tof elvar at 3.2-3, an
attempt to correct the obviously wrong odx &vev mgd to¥ elvar yevvijoews; 66@v Egywv
for &pywv 686w at 3.4-5 (the manuscripts are shown to have lost a xai at this point by
Eunomius’ treatment of similar texts elsewhere, e.g. Ephes. 2: 17 at 3.42, where
there is a reversal of order separated by a xai); megropwuévov for the difficult
mpoogwuévov at 5.8 (very near to the correct magewgauévov). It is only fair to mention
changes in which Valesius was correct (apart from mere changes in spelling): doyiv
for doyi) at 3.4; 4w for &lAo at 3.10; 707 for 6 at 5.3-4; &v for i at 6.2.

49 Thus, the omission of 707 xvgfov at 2.2; of one xai at 2.7 and another at
2.10/11 (perhaps correctly); the omission of #d5s at 2.18; Iazgds for mveduaros at
3.15; oddév for odde & at 3.19; dnuxeboavra for émxlboavra at 3.34; éxi for én’ at
3.39; the omission of odx at 3.41 (editorial?); yevousvwv for yivouévwy at 5.6.

50 Those known to me include: J. A. Fabricius, Bibliothecae Graecae viii
(Hamburg, 1717), pp. 253-60; J. Basagne, Thesaurus Monumentorum Ecclesiasti-
corum i (Antwerp, 1725), pp. 177ff.; N. Coletus, Sacrosancta Concilia . . .
Stephani Baluzii & Joannis Harduini additamentis ii (Venice, 1728), 12038-1208c;
J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio iii (Florence,
1759), 6458-650cC.

51 Reprinted in J. D. Goldhorn, ed., Sancti Basilii . . . et Sancti Gregori theologi
vulgo Nazianzeni . . . opera dogmatica selecta (Leipzig, 1854), pp. 616-29.




INTRODUCTION 145

notes, many of which are still useful. This is certainly the best
edition prior to that of Van Parys.

a M. Albertz, Untersuchungen iiber die Schriften des Eunomius
(Wittenberg: Herrosé und Ziemsen, 1908), pp. 43-6.

Unlike the editions mentioned above, that of Albertz is not based
on the text of Valesius. Misled by the many discrepancies between
the quotations of Gregory and the vulgate text, Albertz supposed
that each must be based on a different ancient recension; he
therefore attempted in this edition to reconstruct that used by
Gregory. The text thus includes only those portions of the work
actually quoted by Gregory (2.1-4.24 with lacunae), but, while
based on a misapprehension, it still provides a useful guide to the
text as Gregory presents it.

p  Michael Van Parys, Edvoplov Kufixo Exbeoig niotews, in Biko-
Ofxn ‘Elfvov Tlatépwv xal "Ewdnowotidv  Zuyypagéwy
(’Abfva, #xBooig Tiig *Ameotohoxiic Awxoviag tic "ExxAnsiag i
‘EAAé&3og, 1968), vol. 38, pp. 115-18.

The text of Van Parys is the first attempt since Rettberg to produce

a corrected text of the Expositio Fidei, and the first to attempt to do

so by a re-examination of the manuscript tradition. Unfortunately,

he wrongly assumed that the text of Valesius was an accurate copy
of L, and used in addition only manuscript Z and the quotations of

Gregory. None the less, he was able materially to improve the text

at a number of points, and his certainly represents the best

available text prior to the present critical edition. The text was
originally prepared as part of a doctoral thesis for the University of

Paris entitled Grégosre de Nysse. Réfutation de la Profession de foi

d’Eunome (1968), and is found on pp. 110-36 of that thesis

together with a French translation. It is to be regretted that the
format of the series in which his edition appeared did not allow Van

Parys to present either his translation or an apparatus criticus, since

this would have greatly increased the utility of his already helpful

edition.
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Codex Laurentianus Mediceus plut. vi, 17, fos. 4¥-57, ut
videtur, saeculi xi medii.
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Codices omnes.

Excerpta quae in Gregorii Nysseni Refutationis Confessionss
Eunomai libro inveniuntur (Conf.).

Textus iuxta Martini Albertz editionem excerptorum
Gregorii.

Textus vulgatus iuxta editionem Henrici Valesii (1668).
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Textus vulgatus fuxta editionem J.-P. Migne (1864).
Textus iuxta Michaelis Van Parys editionem (1968).
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EYNOMIOY EKGEXIX

1. Tob Beod xai owrfigog fudy Inood Xpiotold xatd Sixaiov xpiow
@fioavtog Oporoyelv Eumposlev tob Beol xal matpds Todg Spohoyobvrag
adtdv Eumpoabev 16y dvBpomwy, xal drapvelcor tod dpvoupévoug ad-
t6v,? xal 1ij¢ dmootoldic Sidaaxaliag npotpemobong Nds etoinoug elvan
npog dmoloylay mavtl 1@ énepwtddvTt Adyov,P xal 16y Bagthixdy mposTay-
pdtev tabtny dmlntodviey iy duoroyiav, mpobBiuws duoroyobuey &
ppovoduey,

2. YO xol motedouev eis 1ov Eva xai pévov dAnbivov Gedv? xard
v attod 100 xvgiov Sidaoxaliav, ovx épevauévy pwvij tyudvres adtéy
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THE CONFESSION OF FAITH

1. Our God and Saviour Jesus Christ has said by a just decree
that he will acknowledge before his God and Father everyone who
acknowledges him before men;? apostolic teaching likewise urges us
always to be prepared to make a defence to anyone who asks us for
an account of our faith;? since, therefore, imperial decrees have
asked us for just such a confession, we readily acknowledge that
which we also profess:

2. We believe in ‘the one and only true God’? in accordance with
the Lord’s own teaching, not honouring him by means of a lying
name (for he cannot lie),” but reverencing him as he really is: both
by nature and in glory ‘one God’, beginninglessly, everlastingly,
unendingly ‘only’. As regards the essence in respect of which he is
one, he is not divided or separated into many, nor has he at any
time become something else, or changed from being what he is,©
nor yet out of single essence has he been split up into a threefold
substance (for he is absolutely and altogether ‘one’, remaining
uniformly and invariably ‘only’); he has none to partake of his
Godhead, none to divide his glory, none to inherit his authority
with him, none to share the throne of his kingdom (for the
Almighty is the ‘one and only God’),? ‘God of gods’,® ‘King of kings
and Lord of lords’,f ‘Most High over all the earth’,8 Most High in
the heavens, Most High in the highest, heavenly, ‘true’ in that he is
what he is forever! and remains true in his works, true in his
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words. He is superior to all rule, subjection, power, or kingship; he
is free from change or alteration since he is uncompounded. In
begetting he does not divide his own essence, nor are begetter and
begotten the same, nor does the same Father become also ‘Son’ (he
is incorruptible); in creating he has no need of matter, parts, or
physical instruments (he is without need of anything).

3. We also believe in ‘the Son of God’,2 ‘the Only-begotten
God',} ‘the First-born of all creation’:® a genuine ‘son’, so not
unbegotten; genuinely ‘begotten’ before the ages, so not without an
act of begetting prior to his own existence to be called ‘Son’; ‘born’
before ‘all creation’, so not uncreated;! ‘beginning of the works and
ways of God’,? and existing ‘in the beginning’,® so not without
beginning; living Wisdom, operative Truth, subsistent Power,
begotten Life (it is as Son of God that he is the life-source of living
creatures and the giver of life to the dead),! ‘true light that
enlightens every man coming into the world’;¢ he is good and the
supplier of good things (he was begotten of the Father in goodness
and in power), but he does not partake of the status of the one who
begot him or share with any other the Father’s essence or his
kingdom; rather, becoming glorious and ‘the Lord of glory™® as
a result of his begetting and ‘receiving glory from the Father’ (he
does not participate ¢n his glory for the glory of the Almighty is
incommunicable, as he himself says, ‘My glory I will not give to
another’),] he has been glorified ‘from the Father' before the ages,k
and is glorified throughout eternity by the Spirit and by every
rational and begotten essence; he is attended by the whole heavenly
army (he is both ‘Lord’ and ‘King’ of glory,! being both Son of God

1 As with the explanation of Prov. 8: 22 which follows, each of the preceding
three clauses draws out the implications of the biblical titles with which this
paragraph commences.
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and God); he is maker of both immortals and mortals, maker of
spiritual beings and of all flesh (for ‘all things were made through
him and without him was not one thing made’),™ King and Lord of
the whole life and breath of the things made through him (for in
accordance with his own holy voice, ‘all things have been delivered
to him by his Father’," and ‘the Father has given all things into his
hand’),® obedient with regard to the ordering and creation of all
existing things, obedient with regard to all governance, not made
‘Son’ or ‘God’ because of his obedience, but, because he is ‘Son’ and
was begotten ‘Only-begotten God’,P obedient in his works, obedient
in his words, mediator in doctrine, mediator in law; he it is whom
we acknowledge as Son of God and Only-begotten God.q Only he
resembles his begetter with a most exact likeness in accordance with
the meaning which is proper to himself: not as Father to Father
(there are not two Fathers), nor yet as Son to Son (there are not two
Sons), neither as Unbegotten to Unbegotten (only the Almighty is
unbegotten and only the Only-begotten is begotten), but as the
image and as the seal of the whole activity and power of the
Almighty,” the seal of the Father’s deeds, words, and counsels. Him
we acknowledge as ‘one’: the one who overwhelmed the earth
beneath the waters, who consumed the people of Sodom by fire,
who laid just retribution upon the Egyptians,® who gave the Law in
accordance with the command of the eternal God,! who in the time
of the prophets spoke to the people of old,* who called back those
who were disobedient,” who received the whole power of judgement
(‘the Father judges no one, but has given all judgement to the
Son’),Y who in these last days was born in the flesh,* ‘born of
a woman’,Y born a man for the freedom and salvation of our race,
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yet not taking upon him ‘the man’ made up of body and soul. With
tongue and voice ‘he preached peace to those who were near and to
those who were far off’;> he ‘became obedient unto the cross and
unto death’,2* and yet ‘did not see corruption’,’® but rose again the
third day and after his resurrection summed up the mystery for
those who were his own; he is seated at the right hand of the
Father; he will come again to judge the living and the dead.

4. After him we believe in ‘the Counsellor, the Spirit of truth’,
the teacher of godliness:? he was brought forth by the Only GodP
through the Only-begotten and was made subject to him once and
for all; he is not on the same level as the Father nor is he numbered
along with the Father (for ‘the God who is over all'd is ‘one and
only’< Father), nor is he made the equal of the Son (the Son is ‘only-
begotten’ and has no brother begotten like himself), nor yet is he
placed in the same category as any other being (he transcends all
the creatures made through the Son in origin and nature arnd glory
and knowledge, being the first and most mighty work of the Only-
begotten, the greatest and most beautiful; rather, since he too is
‘one’ and ‘first’ and ‘only’® and surpasses all the works of the Son in
essence and in dignity of nature, he brings every activity and
teaching to completion in accordance with the Son’s will, being sent
from himf and receiving from him and declaring it to those who are
being instructed and guiding them into truth:8 he sanctifies the
saints, initiates those approaching the Mystery, distributes every
gift at the command of the Giver of grace, assists those who believe
in the apprehension and contemplation of what has been
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commanded, inspires those who pray,h leads us to that which is
advantageous,! strengthens us in godliness, enlightens souls with the
light of knowledge, cleanses our thoughts, binds demonsi and heals
the sick, cures the diseased, raises the fallen, refreshes the weary,
encourages the struggling, cheers the fainthearted; he is the
guardian of all and exercises every care and providence for the
advancement of the better-disposed and the protection of the more
faithful.

5. After these things, we also believe in the resurrection to be
brought about through the Saviour of our actual dissolved bodies
together with their own proper parts and members, nothing being
lacking or altered of that which went to make up the body of each
in this present lifetime. Moreover, we also believe in the judgement
after these things of that which has been thought or done wickedly,
as well as of all the actions, words, and activities, deeds,
conceptions, or thoughts which have been done in this present life;
not one thing overlooked, lawful or unlawful, which had been done
or accomplished. The proper and appropriate retribution will be
meted out to each: those who have lived godlessly and remained in
sin to the very end will be sent to everlasting punishment; those who
have lived devout and righteous lives will be borne up to life
everlasting.

6. These things, then, we profess, having learned them from the
saints, and, professing them, believe. We have neither passed over
anything we have learned out of shame or fear nor have we added
anything extra or distorted anything out of shame or love of rivalry;
nor, indeed, have we even been conscious of any discordant or
derogatory thing of the kind trumped up against us by detractors or
slanderers — ‘their condemnation is just’.?
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THE FRAGMENTS OF EUNOMIUS






INTRODUCTION

FRAGMENT i

In addition to the larger works of Eunomius which, whether
complete or fragmentary, have come down to us, a number of
fragments have also been preserved. The first of these is contained
in the pseudo-Athanasian Dialogus de Sancta Trinitate ii.6 (PG
28.1165A-B),! and has come down to us in connection with what is
described as a ‘letter’ of Eunomius’ teacher Aetius (it is part of his
Syntagmation).? In the section of the Déalogus which introduces it,
it is described as follows:

"Avépotog. Adfe, dvdyvolde v émorody Aetiov, xal elné mpdc adriv.
’Opb6Sokog. Adtés dvdyvwle. "Avép. Eloi uet’ avrijs xai oxdha Edvoulov.
’0p8. Kai adre dvdyvawbe.?

Anomoean. Here! Read this letter of Aetius and see if you can answer that!
Orthodox. Read it yourself. Anom. There are some Scholia of Eunomius
with it. Orth. Read those too.

The actual Scholia are introduced by the following title:
Zybla Edvoutov. xai mgdc adre 'Oplfodébov.*
The Scholia of Eunomius and (the reply) of the Orthodox to them.

It is abundantly clear, then, that the scholia in question are
notes, marginal or otherwise, added to the letter (Syntagmation) of
Aetius. What is not so clear is how far they extend. In the case of
the quotation from Aetius made in the same dialogue, the passages
taken from his work extend far beyond that specifically identified as
such,® but it is only because we possess the treatise as a whole that
we are able to identify them. The same may be true here. Although
short of actually finding the complete document there is no way to

1 On the vexed question of the real author of these dialogues see A. Heron, “The
Two Pseudo-Athanasian Dialogues Against the Anomoeans’, JTS 24 (1973), 101-22.

2 (Ps.-)Ath., Dial. ii.10-29 (PG 28.11734-12018). 3 Ibid., ii.5 (PG 28.1164D).

4 Ibid., ii.6 (PG 28.11654). I have omitted the reference to the Orthodox response
in the text printed below.

5 The quotation specifically identified as Aetius’ is found at Dial. ii.10 (PG
28.1173A-B), but the quotations from it actually continue throughout Dial. ii.11-29
(PG 28.11738-12018).
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be certain, it seems reasonable to suppose that there were other
scholia besides that specifically identified as such in the text. In that
case, it is not impossible that in addition to the passage actually
entitled scholia, the other questions and statements ascribed to the
Anomoean in the following passages are also from the same source.
Unfortunately, in the absence of the document itself there is no way
to ascertain the truth, and we have therefore printed in what
follows below (p. 176) only that passage actually headed scholia in
the text.5 We can be almost certain, however, that whatever the
status of the other passages in the Dialogus, the one under
discussion was not Eunomius’ only comment on Aetius’ work. We
can therefore legitimately ask to which passage it was originally
attached. Since it clearly cannot apply to the opening section of
Aetius’ ‘letter’ quoted under that heading in the Dialogus,” it must
be intended to go with one of the chapters in the main body of the
work. That on which it seems to provide the most apposite
comment is the central section of Aetius’ chapter 18 (quoted in the
Dialogus at ii.20 (PG 28.1188C)), which seems to imply the same
distinction between God’s will and his essence which is the subject of
the scholza. In any case, the opening words of our fragment seem to
flow quite naturally from the last part of Aetius’ statement on this
subject, and, while recognizing the conjectural nature of this
suggestion, we have therefore printed out the passage just prior to
the scholia themselves.

When we turn to the question of this fragment’s authenticity,
there seems little reason to doubt it. It is quoted together with a
passage from the Syntagmation of Aetius which is certainly
genuine, and moreover seems to provide a relevant comment on at
least one of the chapters of that work. We find, too, that the ideas
which it expresses are found elsewhere in Eunomius,® and that such
additions as it makes (notably the idea of the multiplicity of God’s
acts of will) appear to be logical consequences of his teaching.® The
only hesitation we might feel is due to the tendency of obscure
authors to be displaced by better known ones in the course of trans-

6 It must be said, however, that there is no obvious way to connect these passages
with Aetius’ Syntagmation. The passages are Dial. ii.7 (PG 28.1165¢, 11684 bis),
8(11688), 9(1168p), 10 (1172c).

7 (Ps.-)Ath., Déal. 1i.10 (PG 28.1173A-B).

8 Eun., Apol. 23.4-24.4, cf. Apol. Apol. iii (] 1i.224.4-14).

9 Cf., e.g., Eun., dpol. Apol. 1(]i.72.1278.3).
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mission. It is not impossible that these scholia might have been
composed by one of Eunomius’ humbler followers and subsequently
ascribed to the heresiarch himself. However, since the name of the
author occurs not only in the title, but also in the body of the
dialogue, and since the thought expressed in the fragment is
coherent with the rest of Funomius’ teaching, this possibility seems
to us hypothetical at best.

The text presented below is that of Migne with some slight
revision, mostly in terms of punctuation. The only substantive
change is the addition of ofiorc at i.5 as required by the sense and
witnessed by Codex Parisinus graecus 1258, fo. 325Y and the Latin
translation printed in Migne.l0

FRAGMENT ii

Our next fragment has come down to us in Socrates, HE iv.7 (PG
67.473B-C), and in terms of content is perhaps among the most
interesting. Yet it is precisely because of this content that its
authenticity has been called into question, for in it Eunomius
makes the claim to know God’s essence as God knows it himself.
Whatever difficulties this may raise, however, it is important to
realize in evaluating their significance that Socrates himself clearly
believed that he was presenting a genuine fragment of Eunomius.
This is shown by the words with which he introduces the passage
(ii.1-3), for it is precisely because he wishes to show that his earlier
statements were not his own inventions that he now quotes
Eunomius verbatim (xazé Aé5iv). This must be kept in mind as we
look at the objections which have been raised against this
fragment’s authenticity.

It has been suggested!! that this fragment is in fact simply an
expansion of a similar statement ascribed to Eunomius’ teacher
Aetius by Epiphanius. A comparison of the two texts, however,
reveals substantial differences between them. The statement
ascribed by Epiphanius to Aetius is as follows:

épavraadaln yog oBrog Joregov elnelv, atrds te xai of tn’ abrod peuabnyrev-
pévor, dr ‘oftws, gnol, 1ov Gedv énforauar tyhavyéorara xai tocobrov adrdv
3 7 N za o 8 ra; 2 . .21 e 0 . 2t »12
éniorauar xai olda, dore u7 eldévar duavrév udllov dc Gedv éniorauar.

10 Variants given by Migne are printed in the apparatus in the form he gives them.
11 Albertz, p. 54. 12 Epiph., Haer. 76.4.2 (GCS iii.344.18-21).



168 FRAGMENTA

For afterwards this fellow (the man himself, that is, and those who had
been instructed by him) deluded himself to speak thus: ‘I know God’, he
says, ‘with perfect clarity, and I know and understand him to such an
extent that I do not understand myself better than I know God.’

It is obvious in reading this passage that it is part of the same
general community of ideas as that found in our own fragment.
Indeed, we can see certain verbal resemblances between the two:
énforarar in Eunomius parallels énforapar in Aetius, eldeinuev and
oldev parallel ofda and eldévar, and uddlov is used in both. The fact
is, however, that despite these verbal reminiscences the differences
are even more striking. Even ignoring the fact that the verbs are
used in different persons, there is the striking absence in the passage
quoted by Socrates of Epiphanius’ zndavyéorara, and the addition
of such words as yivwexouévy and dnagalldxrws is worth noting as
well. All of this goes to show that there cannot be any direct literary
link between the two, and this is confirmed by the fact that the only
work of Epiphanius with which Socrates shows any familiarity is the
Ancoratus.)® Moreover, there is yet another reason for suggesting
that the passage quoted by Socrates cannot be a development, even
indirect, of that found in Epiphanius, a reason which is one of our
chief grounds for taking Socrates’ claim to be quoting Eunomius
directly seriously. That is, that Socrates does not portray Eunomius
as claiming a perfect knowledge of God in himself, but rather a
knowledge of God’s odoia or essence. It is precisely because he does
not mention the essence that one suspects Epiphanius of giving, not
a direct quotation, but rather what he understood Aetius to be
saying. This suspicion is strengthened by his mention in the sentence
immediately following of the things he had ‘heard’ about Aetius.!4
Moreover, there is another difference between the ideas expressed
in the two passages. Eunomius, according to Socrates, asserted that
he knew God’s essence as well as God knew it himself, whereas
according to Epiphanius, Aetius said that his knowledge of God was
equivalent to his own knowledge of himself. This difference makes
it even more difficult to believe that Socrates’ passage depends even
indirectly on that of Epiphanius. This impression is strengthened
when we discover that there is an independent witness to this
tradition given by Theodoret of Cyrus:

18 Soc., HE v.24 (PG 67.6498).
14 Epiph., Haer. 76.4.2(GCS iii.344.22-3).
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"EtréAunce yog einetv, ¢ 008y 1dv Beiwy fyvénoev, 6AAd xai adriv drpifie
éntorarar tob Beol v oboiav, xal v adriv e negl 10T GeoT yvdowy, Hiv
adrog Exew megi éavrob 6 feds. Elg ratrny dn’ adrod tiv paviay éxPaxyevbévres
of tijg éxeivov Adfing peteoynxires, roludoy dvringus Abyery, offtws eldévar
1ov Geév, d¢ adrog Eavrdv.!d

For he dared to assert such things as not one of the saints ever perceived:
that he knows the very essence of God perfectly, and that he has the same
knowledge about God as God has about himself! As for those who shared his
disfigurement, in their Bacchic frenzy they rushed under his leadership into
the same madness, and dared to say outright that they know God as he
knows himself!

As in the case of Epiphanius, there are indications that this is not
a quotation from a written document, but a statement of
Eunomius’ position as understood by Theodoret himself.!6 We
note, for instance, that in the second part of the statement which he
ascribes to Eunomius, and in that which he attributes to his
followers, he describes them as claiming to know God himself
rather than the essence of God. There are, however, striking
similarities between this passage and that given by Socrates. We
note that both use énforapa: in the third person, both speak of the
ovofa of God, and both assert that Eunomius’ knowledge about God
is the same as that which God has about himself (i.e., they do not
portray Eunomius as claiming that his knowledge of God is as great
as his own self-knowledge, as in the passage from Epiphanius).
Thus, Theodoret’s statement clearly represents a form, even if a
variant one, of the tradition preserved by Socrates. Indeed, this
accusation seems to have been one of the stock weapons in the
Orthodox arsenal.
If there is no justification, then, for seeing the passage quoted by
Socrates as a simple development of that given by Epiphanius, we
" may well ask what reasons there are for questioning its authenticity.
We have already noted that Socrates’ whole reason for reproducing
the passage at all was that he did believe it to be genuine, for he
used it as proof of the veracity of his own statements. It seems, then,
that the chief reason for hesitating before pronouncing it genuine is

15 Thdt., Haer. iv.3 (PG 83.4214A); cf. also Chrys., Incomp. ii.158-9 (SC 28bis,
154), (ps.-)Ath., Dsal. i.1 (PG 28.1117a, 1117c/p), Cyril Alex., Thes. 31 (PG
75.441B-c, 445D, 449A-B).

16 Cf. Theodoret’s mention of oral knowledge in the passage preceding this one,
Haer. iv.3 (PG 88.420D-421a).
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its content. If we can find a place for this doctrine within
Eunomius’ system, we will presumably be justified in accepting the
fragment as genuine; if not, we will not. Unfortunately, a
discussion of this issue would take us beyond the limits of this
Introduction, and we must content ourselves at this time with the
simple statement that in our view Eunomius did indeed make a
statement of this kind and that the form of it preserved in Socrates
is perhaps as close as any to what he may really have said.

The text presented below is identical with that of Migne; in the
absence of a critical text we have collated the manuscripts of
Socrates at this point, but have found no significant variants.!’?

FRAGMENT iii

This third fragment is taken from a florilegium of texts dealing
chiefly with the interpretation of Matt. 26: 39 (‘nevertheless, not as
I will, but as thou wilt’) and bearing chiefly on the Monophysite
and Monothelite controversies. It is to be found in Codex Vaticanus
graecus 1409, fos. 178'-183" included among the works of
Anastasius of Sinai (the fragment of Eunomius occurs on fo.
1797).18 Like most of the other texts in the floridegium, including
two from Aetius,!? it deals with Christ’s will in relation to that of the
Father. The fragment itself is preceded by the title (iii.1-2):

Edvouiov mpwroordrov tiic Apeiov Ouuedurils dpyfiotpas, éx tilc mepl vied
Toftov Abyov, xep. 16",

From the nineteenth chapter of the third book Concerning the Son of
Eunomius, the leader of Arius’ theatrical dancing-floor.

17 1 am grateful to the Revd George Dennis, 5], of the Catholic University of
America for allowing me to use his microfilm copies of these MSS: Codex Patmensis
688, fo. 697 (18th c.), Codex Alexandrinensis 60 (86), fo. 329Y (18th c.), Codex
Laurentianus Mediceus plut. 70.7, fos. 296v-297* (10th c.), Codex Laurentianus
Mediceus plut. 69.5, fo. 1087 (11th c.), Codex Marcianus gr. 2.389 (916), fos.
2377-237v (14th c.), Codex Marcianus gr. 2.387 (691), fos. 274¥-2757 (15th c.).

18 This collection has been reprinted in Migne at PG 89.1180c-1189p; for
convenience when referring to the collection as a whole we will refer to Migne. On
collections of this kind see Theodor Schermann, ‘Die Geschichte der dogmatischen
Florilegien’, TU 28 (1904/5), 43-6, and also F. Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum de
Incarnatione Verbi (Miinster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1907), p. Ixv.

19 Anast. S., Monoph. (PG 89.1181a-B). They are discussed by G. Bardy,
‘L’Héritage littéraire d’Aétius’, RHE 24 (1928), 826-7, and by V. Grumel, ‘Les
textes monothélites d’Aétius’, EO 28 (1929), 164-6.
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Since all but a few of the works quoted in this florilegium are now
either wholly or partly lost, it is difficult to ascertain with what
accuracy their titles are given. Many of these designations are only
generally descriptive, and, indeed, the passages quoted from Aetius
are themselves said to come from a work Iegi vio©.2% Because, then,
so many of the headings of these fragments seem to be general
descriptions rather than titles strictly so-called, we might be in
doubt as to whether the title quoted above refers to an otherwise
unknown work of Eunomius or to a known work under a different
name,?! were it not for additional information given us by Nicetas
Acominatos, quoting Philostorgius:

‘O uév obv Amolivdgiog xai 6 BaotAewog xara tfic dmoloyias fic Edvdutog
éfveynev Eypaypdrny. 1ot 8¢ Ionyoplov . . . Sayvévros dmdboov adrd medg
éxetvov v 10 tijs Svvduews péoov xai v fovyiav donaguévov, pévov 86 tiva
@y Edvoulov xepadaiwv év 1 Iepl viot Aéyw dvargépavtos dic év elbet tij
mods Avouolovs dvrigpiioews . . 22

So then, Apollinarius and Basil wrote against the 4pology which Eunomius
had brought out, and Gregory . . . discerning the extent of the gap between
his own and his opponent’s powers, and desiring nothing but peace, having
only refuted some of Eunomius’ chapters in the book Concerning the Son
as in the shape of a reply to the Anomoeans. . .

Although this passage is not entirely unambiguous (it is possible to
understand it as referring to a book by Gregory of Nazianzus
Concerning the Son),?® when taken together with the title of the
fragment found in Anastasius of Sinai it none the less seems to
confirm the existence of a separate work by Eunomius going under
the title Ilegi vioD, Concerning the Son. We note that in both
passages the title is identical and the work is spoken of as being
divided into »epdiata. Albertz, in his somewhat hesitant discussion
of this fragment, says that it must have belonged to ‘ein sonst
unbekanntes umfangreiches Werk des Eunomius’,?* no doubt
basing this description on the mention of a ‘third book’ in the title

20 Anast. S., Monoph. (PG 89.1181a-8); the headings of the other works in the
collection are similarly obscure.

21 As noted by Albertz, p. 54. 22 Philost., HE viii.12a (GCS 114.16-22).

23 As was apparently done by J. Bidez, the editor of the GCS Philostorgius, since
he cited ad loc. the third and fourth theological orations, De Filio, of Gregory of
Nazianzus; if this is the case, however, the reference must be to the fourth, which
does refer to capitula of a sort, Grg. Naz., Or. 30.12 (Mason 125.7-128.7).

2¢ Albertz, p. 54.
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given by Anastasius. However, despite the conventional translation
of Aéyog by ‘book’ in the above, there is no real reason to assume
a large work is intended. This supposition is strengthened by the
mention of the xegpddaca into which the work is divided, since this
suggests a treatise divided into relatively small sections in the
manner of the Syntagmation of Eunomius’ teacher, Aetius. Thus it
seems likely that in the treatise Concerning the Son ascribed to
Eunomius we are in fact dealing with a short dogmatic work
divided into at least three sections and composed of short ‘chapters’.
We may also note another possibility. The Syntagmation of Aetius
mentioned above has come down to us as a separate work quoted
entire by Epiphanius,?® but it is also described in the pseudo-
Athanasian Dialogus de Sancta Trinitate as being from a letter of
Aetius.? Since this is undoubtedly its proper literary form,? it is
not at all impossible that the treatise Concerning the Son of
Eunomius, which is similar to the work of Aetius in other respects,
was similar in this as well, and that in this fragment we are in fact
dealing with one of the lost letters of Eunomius. Naturally, until
such time as further fragments are found, this and other specula-
tions can only remain interesting conjectures.

When we turn to the problem of authenticity, however, we are
faced with an entirely different set of problems. In the past the
chief reason for viewing this fragment with suspicion has been that
its title refers to an otherwise unknown work.28 However, the fact
that the existence of this work can apparently be verified from a
passage in Philostorgius suggests that this consideration may be
given less weight than heretofore. Moreover, while the teaching
found in the fragment is nowhere discussed as such in Eunomius’
other extant writings, it is not inconsistent with his position. We
may note, for instance, the characteristic Eunomian distinction
between xtto1és and dxtiorog, and that the difference of wills flows
naturally from the difference between ayévvyroc and yévvnua. The
only reason, indeed, we might have for hesitating is that the
collection from which this fragment comes was made for a specific
polemical purpose, to serve in the Monothelite and Monophysite

25 Epiph., Haer. 76.11.1-12.37 (GCS iii.351.21-360.4).

26 (Ps.-)Ath., Dial. ii.5, 10 (PG 38.1164s, 1173A/B).

27 Cf. L. R. Wickham, ‘The Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomoean’, /7§ 19
(1968), 533-4; hereafter referred to as ‘Syntagmation’. 28 Cf. Albertz, p. 54.
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controversies, and that several of the othér fragments contained in
it are suspect or show signs of tampering.?? Since there is nothing in
this particular fragment which shows such signs, it is difficult to
know how to evaluate it, and indeed quite eminent scholars have
been divided.’® We can only say that in our view the negative
evidence is insufficient to establish its inauthenticity, and that until
such time as more turns up the best policy is to treat it as probably
authentic.

FRAGMENT iv

This fourth fragment stands in a somewhat different category from
the others. It has come down to us in the Ecclesiastical History of
the sixth-century Nestorian author, Barhadbe$abba ‘Arbaia (PO
23.281.2-4). As we have tried to show elsewhere,3! there are two
sources for this writer’s information about Eunomius, the Eccles:-
astical History of Socrates, and the lost Contra Eunomium of
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The present fragment is inserted into a
section of the work which is otherwise a verbatim translation of
Fragment ii quoted by Socrates. It comes between the introductory
clause and the fragment itself, so that it immediately follows the
words ‘. . . for he asserts the following in these very words’ (ii.2-3).
It seems, then, that Barhadbe$abba intended these words of
Socrates to apply to his own fragment as well, and that he believed
that this too was a genuine quotation from Eunomius. The question
is, was he justified in believing this?

Probably he was. At any rate, there is nothing in the fragment
inconsistent with Eunomius’ thought, and much that is closely
parallel. The crucial phrase in this respect is the second one, to the
effect that the Father had ‘poured the whole power of God into the
Son’. In what context are we to see it? A passage in Eunomius’
Expositio Fidei suggests part of the answer, for the Son is there

29 Cf. Grumel, op. cit., and M. Spanneut, Recherches sur les écrits d'Eustathe
d’Antioche (Lille: Facultés Catholiques, 1948), pp. 411., 82, 126.

30 Though neither scholar has made a specific study of the matter, J. Paramelle is
of the opinion that these fragments of ‘Anastasius’ are probably false, whereas the
late Marcel Richard felt that they were probably authentic (personal letter of J.
Paramelle, dated 13 Feb. 1978).

81 R. P. Vaggione, ‘Some Neglected Fragments of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s
Contra Eunomium’, JTS 31 (1980), 403-70.
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described as being ‘. . . di¢ eixéva xal &¢ opgayida ndong tijc 100
navroxgdrogos évepyeiag xal Svvduews . . .’32 An even closer parallel

is to be found in the Liber A pologeticus, for in that work Eunomius
asks ‘zés &g adrév te OV povoyevi] yivddoxwy . . . odx dv duoloyiieiey
év> adrd Bewgeiobar ndoav tiv tof margds ddvauv;’® These
passages undoubtedly give us the kind of context in which a
statement such as that found in our fragment is to be understood. It
seems, then, that while there is no known example of precisely this
way of putting it in the surviving works of Eunomius, and no
entirely certain use of 1 Cor. 1: 24,3 there is nothing in this passage
which is inconsistent with its being by Eunomius. We may note,
too, that the presence of a specific citation of Holy Scripture helps
to assure us that this is a genuine quotation and not simply a
generalized statement of the Eunomian position.

The question which this naturally raises is, where did Barhad-
befabba get such a quotation? Obviously no certain answer is
possible, but we can weigh the probabilities. He may have taken it
from some completely known work and simply inserted it as one of
the ‘single phrases’ he mentions in his preface as sometimes adding
to the text.3? But since it is very doubtful that he would have leafed
through some full-scale refutation of Eunomius’ teaching looking
for an appropriate quotation, and very unlikely that he possessed
any actual work of Eunomius,’ the kind of flordegium in which
Fragment iii is found might be a better possibility. On the other
hand, the most likely possibility is also the most convenient, the
Contra Eunomium of Theodore of Mopsuestia which, as we hope
we have shown, was one of the sources used in this section of his
work. In that case, this fragment would be Theodore’s version of
something in the Apologia Apologiae. Unfortunately, in the
absence of Theodore’s work itself, there is no way to be sure.

32 Eun., Exp. Fid. 3.31-2, cf. Apol. 26.9-10. 33 Eun., Apol. 24.13-15.

3 Cf., however, Apol. 19.3-4; there is also some evidence that Eunomius used
this passage in the third book of his 4pologia Apologiae, cf. J ii.10.25-11.8 and
the Summary, p. 116 above.

35 Barhad., HE., Introduction (PO 9.496.7-10).

36 Though this is not quite impossible. Eunomius’ 4pology has come down to us
in manuscripts of Basil’s refutation of it, and since we have reason to believe that
Barhadbe$abba possessed that work (cf. HE 14 (PO 23.282.11-13)), it is not
impossible (if unlikely) that he also had Eunomius’. In the present instance, of
course, the 4pology is not the source of our fragment.
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The text of Barhadbe$abba’s history is based on a unique
manuscript (British Museum MS Or. 6714), and unfortunately the
text as it stands in the manuscript at this point is very obscure.
F. Nau (PO 23.281, trans. 3~4) has translated the opening line
(F 4.1-2) as follows: ‘Le Pére (a rapport) au Fils seulement et
celui-ci au Saint-Esprit.” It is difficult to know what that might
mean even in translation! Another possibility might be: “The Father
(is the Father) with respect to the Son only, and he to the Holy
Spirit.” This makes some sense of the first clause (by reading a lot
into it) but still leaves the second obscure. A further point to be
considered is the reason behind Barhadbesabba’s interpolation at
this point. Socrates used his quotation as an illustration of the
enormity of Eunomius’ heresy. If Barhadbe$abba has amplified
this, it is probably because nowhere else does he more than hint at
what Eunomius’ heresy was, and he now needed something which
would indicate the heretic’s general position. In that case, one
would expect the inserted phrase to reflect the main point of the
heresy, not one of its more obscure dicta. The probable solution,
then, is to be sought in a corruption of the text. We have assumed
that the verb «is ‘to create’ dropped out from before <31z} ‘the
Son’ so as to give the reading found in the manuscript. This
emendation has the advantage of making good sense, fulfilling the
expectations mentioned above, and explaining the error; it seems to
us very probably correct.
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EUNOMII FRAGMENTA

FRAGMENTUM i

Scholia Eunomii super Aetit Syntagmatio
[Cf.Aetii Syntag. w: El % dyéwnroc obsla xpeltrwv dotl yevéoews,
oixofev Exovoo T6 xpeittov, adtd oboln Eotlv dyéwwntoc. ob yap Bould-
uevog 81 BodAetan yevéoeddg Eatt xpeitTwy, AR St1 mépuxey.]?

ZyéAa Edvouiov®

‘Ot ) 8éAnaig xod 7 Bodinaig ob tadtéy 17 oloig toT Beob- ) uiv
vap BéAnoig xad dpyeton xal moadetan, 7 8¢ odofa olte &pyeton ofite
noadetal, 16 8¢ dpybuevoy xol mawbuevoy TH uATE dpxopéve pATE TALO-
pévew 10 adto elvan ob ddvatar. xal FAAwe, el tadtév fiv T odely tob
feob 7 Bolinowg, Expfiv wdic ofiong tfic obolag, miav elvar xal thv
Béhnotv: edploxovron Bt xatd thv didaoxaAiayv tav Belwyv yoapdyv ob wix
BéAnoig, dAAX moAlad Bedfioeig, Tic YpapTic Aeyodarng, Tldvra Sao 70éAY-
2 Ié .C kl\ T ,e,)\ 1 k 173 é é 8\ ’8 CA
oev émofnoe'¢ moAL obv ABéAnse xal oy Ev. dvapyéotepov B3¢ delv
éni tiig xoopomotfag, ABéAnce vop elvar tov xbopov, xal Gméatr xotd

A 9 - elk b 8 ? by 7 d ,I)\k 8[ 3 < 8
v adtob BéAnow, xal Bepéver t0 yevépevov,d FAdo 8¢ oy 7 S
povy) mapd Ty BéAnow tfic Smuovpylae. énmyyelhato 8¢ xal perasyn-
patioar tov xbapov € Beddoag &pa petaoynuatile. o wévov 3¢ modial,
3 A N 2 e 7 . 202 S \ > 2 f 202 N
A& xal Stdgopor ai Bedfioerg ABéAnoe yap xal odpavdv,! HBEAnce xal

2 sz Vo= h oo~ \ . ’ » I
Hkiov, 8 ABéAnoe xai Yiv'P tédv 3¢ Behnudtov Spdpwy dvtwy, dvdyxn
Sropépety xal thg mepl adtdy fehdoeig” xal énl v vontdy 88 hoabtex.

2 Aetius, Syntagmation: L. R. Wickham, ‘The Syntagmation of Aetius the
Anomoean’, /TS 19 (1968), 542 = Epiph., Haer. 76.12.18 (GCS iii.855.19-21),

(ps.-)Ath., Dial. ii.20 (PG 28.1188c) b(Ps.-)Ath., Dial. ii.6 (PG 28.11654-5)
cPs. 113: 11 (115: 3) dGen. 1: 1-2, cf. Ps. 148: 5-6 eGen. 1: 9ff.
fGen. 1: 6-8 8Gen. 1: 16 hGen. 1: 9-10

Zxbie Edvopfov sic scripsi: Zyxéhee Edvoulov xal mpde adta 'Opbodéfov Migne
5 olang tfig codex Parisinus gr. 1258, fo. 325Y necnon et translatio Latina Mignei:
om. Migne 10 fotw v: gor MS Palat.: w Paris., Felck



THE FRAGMENTS OF EUNOMIUS
FRAGMENT i

The Scholia of Eunomius on the Syntagmation of Aetius
[Cf. Aetius, Syntag. 18: ‘If the unbegotten essence is superior to
generation, possessing this superiority as an inherent quality, it is
unbegotten in respect of its very essence. For it is not such by way of
purpose, because it purposes to be superior to generation, but
because it is so by nature.’]?

The Scholia of Eunomius®

. . . because the will and the purpose of God are not identical
with his essence: the act of willing has both a beginning and an
ending, while the divine essence neither begins nor ends, and it is
impossible that that which begins and ends should be identical with
that which has neither beginning nor ending. Besides, if the
purpose of God were identical with his essence, then, since there is
only one essence, there would have to be only one act of willing. But
we find in fact that according to the divine Scriptures there is not
just one act of willing but many such acts, for Scripture says,
‘Whatever things he willed to make, he made.’¢ He willed many
things, therefore, and not just one. We can see this even more
clearly with regard to the creation of the world: God willed the
world to be and it came into existence in accordance with his will
and that which was brought into existence endured;? yet the
permanence of the creation is something different from the act of
willing which created it. God also gave a command to change the
shape of the world,® hence it was after willing it that he changed it.
But the acts of willing are not only numerous, they are also distinct:
God willed ‘heavens’,f he willed ‘sun’,8 he willed ‘earth’.? If the
things which he willed are distinct, the acts of willing concerning
them must also be distinguished, and the same principle will apply
in the case of the intelligible beings.!

I Consistently with Eunomian usage elsewhere (e.g., Apol. 25.10-12) the
‘intelligible beings’ refer (though not exclusively) to the Son and Holy Spirit.
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FRAGMENTUM ii

Fragmentum a Socrate Scholastico transmissum?®
“Iva 82 ud) 86Ewuev Aotdogiag ydorv tadra Aéyery, adriig éndxove tiig
Edvouiov pwvils, ola copilduevos megi Geot Aéyewy todud, ol yad xatd
Aékwv tdde- "0 Bedg mepl i Eavtol obafag 008y mAéov v éxlatatat,
008¢ éatv abtr pdrAov pév éxelvep, 7Ttov B¢ AUy Ywwoxopévy, GAN
5 §mep &v eldelnuev Muels mepl adtiig, t00t0 mdvtwg xdxeivog oidev, & &
ab mdAw Exelvog, tobto edphiaets dmapaAidxntws v Nulv. Tadra udy xai
dAha molda rowatra Edvéuios coplouara mowdv odx fjobdvero.

FRAGMENTUM iii

Fragmentum operis Eunomi# ‘De Filio™
Edvopiov mpwrosrdrov 1ijs Ageiov Bvucliniis dpyrioreas, éx tij megl
vioB teirov Adyov, xep. (b".
KotaBéBnxa yap, onoi, éx 100 odpavod ody o mowe 1o BéAnua 1o
ubv, GG 10 BéAnua 10D motpds.b Spa tov xateABévra dvewley Adyov
5 dxvpobvra 16 1Btov BéAnua 6¢ 11| ovppwvedy 1@ dxtiote Bedfuatt Tob
natpde, Sid 10 xtioTiy Exew Tov Adyov xabdmep v low, obtw xal
70 BéAnpa.

FRAGMENTUM iv

Fragmentum a BarhadbeSabba Arbaia transmissum?

<na nasds «am) €Ga) <ach LAy aad
L I AP I A Y )13 a\ro | xunn <noi)
LM< mhinana P.l auam .ol d

Frag. ii. 2Socrates, HE iv.7 (PG 67.473B-C) Frag. iii. 2 Anastasius of Sinai,
Contra Monophysitas Testimonia (PG 89.11818-c) bJn. 6: 38 Frag. iv.

aBarhad., HE 14 (PO 23.281.2-4) ®1 Cor. 1: 24

Frag. iv. 1 <<<u> sic conieci: cod. om.
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FRAGMENT ii

A Fragment transmitted by Socrates Scholasticus®

But so that we should not seem to be saying these things purely
for the sake of abuse, listen to Eunomius’ own voice—the sorts of
things which, in his subtlety, he presumes to say about God—for he
asserts the following in these very words: ‘God does not know
anything more about his own essence than we do, nor is that essence
better known to him and less to us; rather, whatever we ourselves
know about it is exactly what he knows, and, conversely, that which
he knows is what you will find without change in us.” And indeed, in
producing this and many other simzelar contrivances, Eunomius did
not even recognize them for the absurdities they were.

FRAGMENT iii

A Fragment of a work ‘Concerning the Son’®
From the nineteenth chapter of the third book ‘Concerning the
Son’ by Eunomius, the leader of Arius’ theatrical dancing-floor:

For he says, ‘I have come down from heaven, not to do my own
will, but the will of the Father.’? Note that the Word who came
down from above set aside his cown will since it was not in accord
with the uncreated will of the Father —for just as the Word has a
created nature, so also he has a created will.

FRAGMENT iv

A Fragment transmitted by Barhadbesabba Arbaia®
For he said: “The Father «created> only the Son, and the Son the
Holy Spirit—indeed, he (the Father) poured the whole power of
God into the Son, for he is “the power and the wisdom of God”."®
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THE QUOTATIONS IN THE
THESAURUS OF CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA

The quotations contained in the Thesaurus de Sancta et Consubstantials
Trinitate of Cyril of Alexandria are both of unique interest and also present
a number of unique problems. The source of much of the work is the third
of Athanasius’ discourses Contra Arianos, but it is also clear that Cyril
made use of another treatise as well, perhaps the lost Contra Eunomium of
Didymus the Blind.! In any case, as it now stands the work contains a
number of excerpts described as coming ¢ éx t@v Evdvouiov, though
exactly what that means is not clear. There is thus no way to tell whether
the work used by Cyril was directed against some specific Eunomian writing
or against the Eunomian position in general. What is certain is that they
have been reworked by Cyril prior to their insertion in his own treatise.
Although it is clear, then, that these quotations may not be from any
specific work and must be used with some caution, we have treated them
much as we did the excerpts given by Gregory from the A pologia Apologia:
we have given first the column number in Migne PG 75, together with
the chapter heading, and then below it a brief résumé of the contents
of the fragment. Only those passages which are specifically ascribed to
Eunomius or Aetius will be included, with the exception of those in Assertio
xxx? which clearly reflect distinctively Eunomian teaching.

Assertio v
57B-C. Avtifeos dog éx tdv Edvouiov.
If the Father exists beginninglessly and unbegottenly forever while the Son
was begotten, how can' the thing begotten fail to be circumscribed by
a beginning?
60D. "Egditnio w¢ éx t@v Edvouiov.
Let those who say the Son is co-eternal answer: did the Father cease

begetting? He did cease. Then the Son has a beginning of his being in the
Father’s ceasing to beget.

! For a detailed study of this work see J. Liébaert, Saint Cyrile d’Alexandrie et
Uartanisme. Les sources de la doctrine christologique du ‘Thesaurus’ et des
‘Dialogues sur la Trinité' (Lille: Facultés Catholiques, 1948).
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69A. AAAO. g 8 avribéoews 1@v Edvouiov.

We too confess that the Son is coeternal with the Father for the Father had
the power to be able to beget him even before he did so.

69C-p. AAA0. Q¢ & dvribéoews v Edvouiov.

If the Son is coeternal in the way you say and the Father never became
active for the begetting of the Son, how could he have been begotten? If he
did become active and bear him, then the thing begotten must have a
beginning of existence.

Assertio vi
72D-73A. Avtibeows s éx t@v Edvouiov.
And how can you avoid acknowledging the diminution of the Father's
essence if the Son came forth from him as a part of him? If you want to
retain the Father’s immutability, you must acknowledge that the Son is
from without and that his coexistence is in the potentiality in the will alone.

73D-76A. Aviifeais cos éx 1@y Edvouiov.

If you want to say that the Son came forth from the Father’s essence, you
must first confess that he pre-existed within him. If the Father begat no
other Son, you will have to say he was deprived of the power to beget, for
the Son was no longer within him as before.

77A-B. AAA0O. ’Epdrrno dg éx tdv Edvouiov.

The Father was perfect before he begot the Son, but if in begetting he was
divided into a dyad, how could he remain perfect unless there were some
superabundance in his essence to fill up what was missing? If this does not
befit the divine nature, then the Father did not beget the Son from himself
but created him to be like himself in all things.?

81c-D. AAAO. Avribeais g éx v Edvoutov.

If the Father begat the Son from himself and yet is ‘another’ in respect of
him in having his own hypostasis, all the Father has will be divided between
them. Either, then, the Father no longer has perfect glory, having divided
it with the Son, or if he has it, he has taken it back to himself again.

Assertio vit
96C. AAAO. Avrifeos ws éx 1év Edvouiov.

Did the Father beget the Son willingly or unwillingly? If the Son existed as
another within him, he did not beget by choice, but by nature; if the Son

2 The formula 8uotos xatd mdvra is found in the Fourth Creed of Sirmium (Hahn
163), but was omitted in the related Creeds of Thracian Nike (Hahn 164) and Con-
stantinople (Hahn 167). If genuine here it must presumably refer to the will.



182 FRAGMENTA

was not within the Father but was begotten by his will, then the will existed
before him and the Son is not coeternal.

97B. AAAO. Qg & dvubéoews 1@v Edvouiov.

If it was not by choice but by nature that the Father begat the Son, then he
did not himself have knowledge of him but derived it from his nature. If
this is ridiculous, then it was by will, knowing that he would be, that the
Father begat the Son.

100A. AAAO. Qs & dvribéoews tiv Edvopiov.
The Father begat the Son either by his will or by nature. If it was by his

nature alone, then he was begotten unwillingly; if it was by both, God is
composite, being made up of both.

100B-c. AAAO. Qs & dvribboews v Edvopiov.

Answer this, you who say the Son is the reflection of the Father:3 Light or
fire in a lamp shines outward but does not itself fill everything. If the Father
is the light and the Son his reflection, the Father’s essence cannot fill
everything, for there must be a place for the reflection. If the Father does
fill everything, where is there a place for the essence of the begotten?

Assertio ix
112B-c. AAAO. ¢ & dvribéoews t@v Edvouiov.
The Father’s essence does not admit of begetting while the Son was
begotten; how then can the Son be homoousios with him?
1188. AAAO. Aviileois tbg éx 1dv Edvouiov.

Anything derived from a source is secondary to the source; therefore the
Son is secondary to the Father, not homoousios. If he is homoousios, the
one Godhead must be cut in two; the Son cannot be homoousios.

118n. AAAO. Qs é¢ dvubéoews v Edvoutov.
If the Son is homoousios with the Father, why is he not ‘good’ in the same

sense as he? For Christ says, ‘No one is good but God alone’ (Mk. 10: 18),
including himself. He is good, but not in the same sense as the Father.

Assertio x
124p. Avtifeois dic éx tdv Edvouiov.
How can the Son be homoousios with Fhe Father if the Father is also his God
(citing Jn. 20: 17; Matt. 27: 46)? Things of the same nature cannot be gods
to one another by nature.

3 Perhaps an allusion to Heb. 1: 3.
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125C. Avtifeois dg éx v Edvouiov.
How can the Son be homoousios with the Father if the Father is the source
of his being? Everyone agrees that the Father is not from any source.

128c. AAA0. Qg €€ dvubéoews 1dv Edvouiov.

How can the Unbegotten be homoousios with the begotten? Great is the
difference between them.

129a. AAAO. Aviifeoig g éx v Edvopiov.

A thing cannot be completed if it did not have a beginning. If the Father
ceased to beget the Son, and this cessation is a completion, the Son had
a beginning.

182B-c. Ilpéraoic ds éx 1@v Aetiov.

How can an identity of essence between Father and Son be saved if the one

is Unbegotten and the other begotten? One would have to say there was no
difference at all and call the Father ‘begotten’ and the Son ‘unbegotten’.*

1338, AAAO. Qg é€ dvribéoews tav Aetiov.

If God is indivisible in essence, the Son was not begotten by a division of
essence but established by an act of power. How can the nature thus
established be of the same essence as the one which established it?

Assertio xt
140B-c. Aviifeas i éx v Edvoutov.
There can be no greater or less with respect to essence. If the Son, then, says
‘the Father is greater than I (Jn. 14: 28) he cannot be homoousios with him.

144p. AviiBeois s éx v Edvouiov.

The Saviour said, “The Father is greater than I' (Jn. 14: 28). If he spoke the
truth the Father s greater, and if he is, the Son is unlike him and therefore
not homoousios.

Assertio xtx

318A-B. dvribeots ds éx 1@v Edvoulov.

If the Son is the Word and is also homoousz'o_s with the Father, he differs in
nothing from him; let him therefore be called both Word and Father. But
the sense of Scripture and the teaching of the Apostles does not allow this: it
knows the Father as Father and the Son as Son, and thus as different in
essence. The Son is thus not the Word of the Father in the true sense and
does not come forth from him but is separate by nature.

4 See Aetius Synt. 6 in Epiph., Haer. 76.12.6 (GCS iii.353, 16-18).
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316c-D. Avrileows we éx tiv Edvopiov.

In the Gospels the Son speaks to the Father and is answered by him (Jn.
12: 28). How then can the Son be the Word of the Father in the true sense?
Either the Word was speaking to itself or the Son is different from the
immanent Word which is in the Father by nature and spoke to him at the
Father’s will.

317B-D. AAAQ. Avribeais dbg éx 1@dv Edvouiov.

In holy Scripture the Father speaks to the Son (Gen. 1: 26; Jn. 12: 49, cf.
8: 26). Did the Father tell the Son what he knew or what he did not know?
If he told him what he did not know, he learned from the Father and is
different from him in nature. If he knew, why tell him? Therefore the Son
did not know; he is not the immanent Word and does not know the Father’s
will apart from that Word.

321A-B. Avtibeows g éx toD Edvouiov.

Who is so foolish as not to say that names are different from their under-
lying objects? The one is a visible object, while the other is not visible but
audible only. Because the Son is called “‘Word’ he is not what some people
think he is; he is called “Word’, but he is something different by nature.

321D-824A. Avrifeows dig éx 1dv Edvoulov.

How can the Son be the Word and Wisdom of God if Wisdom is knowledge,
while the Word is the bare utterance of the thing spoken? Knowledge does
not have an independent existence nor is the Word a living being. The Son
is a living being and is thus neither Knowledge nor Wisdom nor Word.
Moreover, like cannot be #n like. If he were the Word of God, how could
the Father speak to him (Gen. 1: 26)?

825A. Avitifeows s 8x t@v Edvouiov.

The name ‘Word’ is not sufficient to manifest the essence of the Son. He is
called by many other names which are bare designations without
independent existence.

825c. Avribeaic tog éx t@v Edvouiov.

Scripture calls the Son ‘Word’ not because he has his existence from the
Father by nature or is himself the Immanent Word, but because he hears
the Word of the Father and declares it to us. For the same reason he is
called ‘Sanctification’ and ‘Rightecusness’ (1 Cor. 1: 30).

Assertio xxv
412c. Aviifcow ws éx v Edvouiov.
If the Son is True God, how can Scripture include him among created
beings by calling him ‘the First-born of all creation’ (Col. 1: 15)? He must
himself be of the same nature as those things of whom he is the chief.
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Assertio xxvi
413c. AwiBeais dg éx 1@v Edvouiov.
If the Son is equal to the Father, how could he say, ‘It is not mine to grant’
(Mk. 10: 40, Matt. 20: 25)? This is the language of one who lacks authority;
how can he be equal to the Father who possesses all authority?

Assertio xxuvitt
421D-424A. Aviifeoic dig éx tav Edvopiov.
How could one who is not perfect be equal to the Father in essence? The

Son is said to have ‘grown in wisdom’ (Lk. 2: 52), while the Father, being in
need of nothing, does not grow.

Assertio xxxt
441B-C. Avtifeoig dog éx v 8¢ dvavriac.
The Wisdom of God is Unbegotten and this is its own proper being.
Therefore God, who knows what this is, knows himself altogether. But God
knows himself to be Unbegotten. There is no difference, therefore, between
him thinking this about himself and us believing that this is the way he is.

445D. Avtifeois éx 1@y Aeyéviwy eldévar 1oy Oedv dis adrds Eavtdv.

The word ‘Unbegotten’ means either something revelatory of the essence of
God or signifies something accidental to him. But nothing can be
accidental in the divine essence. ‘Unbegotten’, then, is significant of the
essence. If this is so, God knows that he is Unbegotten, and if someone else
knows this, he will know God wholly, as God knows himself.

449a-B. Avtileois éx 1@v adrdv dua 175 elg dromov dmaywyi.

God knows his own nature exactly and truly. If we do not know it just as he
does, we are found to think of what pertains to him falsely and distortedly.
He whose knowledge is not like that of the one who truly knows will not
truly understand but errs altogether.
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ALLEGED UNPUBLISHED
FRAGMENTS OF EUNOMIUS

The possible existence of unpublished fragments of the lost works of
Eunomius has been suggested repeatedly over the past century and a half.
The issue was originally raised in the Bibliotheca Graeca of Fabricius/
Hareles,! and subsequently taken up by both M. Albertz? and L. Abram-
owski.? It must now be reported that none of the possibilities suggested by
Fabricius/Hareles shed any new light on Eunomius’ literary remains. In
what follows, we shall discuss each of the suggested possibilities in turn
(including some not mentioned by Fabricius/Hareles) and attempt to
identify the manuscript in question and evaluate its authenticity:*

1. In bibl. Scorial. regis Hispan. Eunomii et orthodox: contra Eunomium
dialogus, cutus inittum ab impii Aetii epistola ducitur, secund.
Montfauc. bibl. biblioth. MSSt. ¢. p. 619 A.

The manuscript described by Fabricius/Hareles following Montfaucon?® is

to be identified as MS Escorial Gr. 371, fos. 4217-428,% and is a rearranged

version of the second of the five pseudo-Athanasian Dialogi de Sancta

Trinitate (PG 28.1157D-1201¢). The ‘impii Aetii epistola’ is that found at

PG 28.1173a/B, and in the manuscript begins the dialogue. In this

manuscript the single Déalogue ii is broken up into two separate dialogues

in the following order: Dialogue i (fo. 4217) = PG 28.1173A-1201c;

Dialogue ii (fo. 426"y = PG 28.1157D-1173A.

2. Osxon. in bibl. Bodlei. inter codd. Cromwell. nr. 291. fragmenta
Seueriani, Eunomii et aliorum.

This manuscript is to be identified as Codex Oxon. Bodleianus Cromwell 7,
pp- 579-81,7 and contains a short dialogue entitled "Epditnowg Edvouiov

1 J. A. Fabricius, G. C. Hareles, Bibliotheca Graeca, editio nova ix (Hamburgi:
apud Carolum Ernestum Bohn, 1804), p. 211, note ss.

2 Albertz, p. 55. 3 L. Abramowski, ‘Eunomius’, RACh vi, col. 938.

4 The headings which precede nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8 are the descriptions given by
Fabricius/Hareles.

5 B. de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Bibliothecarum Manuscriptorum Nova i
(Parisiis: apud Briasson, 1739), p. 617p. Hareles’s reference to p. 6194 is an error.

6 Described in G. de Andrés, Catdlogo de los Codices Griegos de la Real
Biblioteca de el Escorial ii (Madrid, 1965), p. 280.

7 Described in H. O. Coxe, Bodleian Library Quarto Catalogues i (Oxford:
Bodleian Library, 1969), col. 126.
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ngd tov uéyav Baoilewv. While this dialogue was apparently composed for
didactic purposes, it contains no fragments of Eunomius; his participation
is limited to the asking of short questions, of which the first may be taken as
representative: ©/ éont Bedg 6 nda megiomovdacrov; The same dialogue is
also found with variations in MS Tibingen gr. Mb 2 (K 16), fo. 2877, MS
Tiibingen gr. Mb 3 (K 15), fo. 1487,% and Codex Vaticanus Bibliothecae
Angelicae graecus 28, fo. 60'.°

3. Codex Oxon. Bodletanus Canon 41, fos. 837-847.10

Although this manuscript is mentioned neither by Fabricius/Hareles nor by
his modern followers, it contains a short dialogue entitled  Edvouiov
algetinod épdinaig mpds Tov dytov Aupidéyiov dnd 1@y edayyeln@y dnudromv.
In fact it contains only a single set of questions by Eunomius followed by
relatively lengthy replies of ‘Amphilochius’. A more detailed examination
reveals that it is actually an independently circulating excerpt from the life
of St Amphilochius appended to the Menologion of Simeon Metaphrastes
(par. 5-6, PG 116.961B-963A): It contains no independent information
about Eunomius.

4. Inter codd. Vossian. Eunomii catechesis religionis christianae.
secundum catal. codd. Angliae etc. pag. 60. vol. #i. nr. 2210. Contra
in bibl. Leidensi inter codd. Vossian. pag. 395. nominatur Eunomii
tob SusoeBobs apologeticus, contra quem scripsit antirrheticos ser-
mones Magn. Basil.

This manuscript, described in the catalogue mentioned by Fabricius/
Hareles as Eunomi: catechests religionis christianae,!! is to be identified as
Codex Vossianus graecus Q.13, fos. 227-38". It is in fact a copy of the Liber
Apologeticus and is the manuscript designated V in our own edition.!?

5. et p. 397 citatur Eunomius de mercede meretricis non admittenda in
templum, graece.

The title, Eunomsus de mercede meretricis non admittenda in templum, is
derived from an early catalogue of the Library of the University of
Leiden.!* The manuscript in question is undoubtedly Codex Vossianus

8 Described in W. Schmid, Verzeichnis der griechischen Handschriften der
Koniglichen Universitdtsbibliothek zu Tibingen (Tibingen, 1902), pp. 5 and 7.

9 Described in P. Franchi de’ Cavalieri and G. Muceio, ‘Index codicum grae-
corum Bibliothecae Angelicae’, Studs Italiani di Filologia Classica iv (1896), p. 57.

10 Described in Coxe, op. cit., col. 45.

11 Cf. Catalogi Librorum Manuscriptorum Angliae et Hiberniae ii (Oxoniae:
E Theatro Sheldoniano, 1697), p. 60, no. 2210.

12 See above, pp. 22-3.

13 Catalogus Librorum . . . Bibliothecae Publicae Universitatis Lugduno-Batavae
(Lugduni apud Batavos: Sumptibus Petri Vander Aa, 1716), p. 397.
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graecus Q.30, fos. 2567-259"," and is in fact a pseudo-Philonic work based
on a passage in the De Specialibus Legibus.'®

6. Vindobon. #n cod. caesar xlii. nr. 6 sunt Mathusalae monachi montis
Sinai excerpta de S. Trinitate ex Hermete Trismegisto, Platone,
Aristotele et Eunomio. v Lambec. comm vit. p. 175.

This manuscript is to be identified as MS Vindobonensis Phil. Gr. 110,

fo. 2467.16 It contains a fragment ascribed to ‘Eunomius’ which is part of a

collection entitled ITlovtdggov dmopféyuara pidoodpwv megi toiddog. The

fragment itself reads as follows: Edvoulov: voff dnegrdrov 1@v SAwv aitiov,
sgooemvoeitat 0086y, dAdo 82 d¢ adris & adrod. dAdos ovx dAdoiog:— As the
title of the collection indicates, this fragment is part of a series of
attestations to the doctrine of the Trinity by Greek philosophers. Apart
from ‘Eunomius’, the other philosophers cited in the collection are

(ps.-)Plato, (ps.-)Aristotle, and Hermes Trismegistus.!” This, together with

the announced purpose of the collection itself, goes to suggest that the

‘Eunomius’ in question is not the heretical Bishop of Cyzicus, but a Greek

philosopher of the same name. In view of this, the most likely possibility is

that this fragment derives from a Neo-Pythagorean source, and that the

‘Eunomius’ named as its author is in fact E#¥vouog, described in the

tradition as the brother of Pythagoras.!?

7. Gregorii Abu-l-Farag (Barhebraeus), Liber Candelabri Sanctuari,
pars i (PO 27, 582, 25-7).
Although this reference was unknown to Fabricius/Hareles, it is well worth
our attention because, like entry no. 6, it contains a quotation from
someone named ‘Eunomius’. The quotation is one of a series listed under
the heading ‘Pagan Witnesses’, and intended to illustrate a discussion of the
procession of the Holy Spirit. Other witnesses cited include Hermes Tris-
megistus (PO 27.582, 13; 584, 4), an Oracle of Elea (PO 27.582, 20), .

14 Described in K. A. De Meyeier, Bibliotheca Universitatis Leidensis, Codices
Manuscripte vi (Leiden, 1955), p. 108.

15 Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.280-4 (Cohn and Wendland v, 67, 20-69, 22; cf. the
comments, ibid., p. xx).

16 Described in H. Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Oster-
reichischen Nationalbibliothek i (Vienna: Georg Prachner Verlag, 1961), p. 219.

17 What are fundamentally the same fragments are found in a somewhat different
form in Richard Bentley’s De Ioannes Malalae Chronographia Epistola: (ps.-)Plato
at PG 97.7248; (ps.-)Aristotle at PG 97.722p; and Hermes Trismegistus at PG
97.722c. That ascribed to ‘Eunomius’ is not included.

18 Cf. Diogenes Laertius viii.2, and the Suda s.v. [Tvfaydgag (Adler iv, 262, 28,
no. 3120). Cf. also entry no. 7 below, which gives another similarly ascribed
fragment in a collection of pagan authors.
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(ps.-)Plutarch (PO 27.584, 1), (ps.-)Aristotle (PO 27.584, 10), (ps.-)Sopho-
cles (PO 27.584, 12), and (ps.-)Plato (PO 27.584, 15). Our own fragment
reads as follows:
AN Aapalld Baniar B ohaamo
S e L4 WA @ <adh s
AN <Andn e <Ay m) N duagan
afa Lo 14 Lz Aan ddws 90 o
+AS L« aiAs
Witness Three: The Philosopher Eunomius said, “The fountain of the
Father is incorruptible, its flow everlasting; by his will’® he possesses
a power equal in force (to himself), so that the Almighty Word is from
him by nature, since he also is Omnipotent by nature.’

The general context in which this fragment is fourd, as well as the
designation of the ‘Eunomius’ in question as ‘the Philosopher’, is sufficient
to show that the reference cannot be to our own heresiarch, and, indeed,
must be to a non-Christian. It is a reasonable supposition, then, that the
‘Eunomius’ intended is the brother of Pythagoras, as in our item no. 6
above, and that the fragment found in Barhebraeus is yet another sample
of Neo-Pythagorean literature.2

8. In Nicetae Choniatae Acominati panoplia dogmatica, (cod. Baluz.)
tom. v. est enarratio de Aetii et Eunomii haeresi; deinceps capita,
quibus Eunomius probare nititur, filium post patrem ortum remque
esse creatam: sub haec propositiones quaedam haereticae Aetii et
Eunomd, earumque refutationes, teste Montfaucon. in palaeographia
gr. pag. 329.

This manuscript is to be identified as Codex Parisinus gr. 1234,%! and is
a copy of the Thesaurus Orthodoxiae of Nicetas Acominatus which has
been heavily interleaved with extraneous matter. As noted by Mont-
faucon,?? this manuscript does indeed contain a series of ‘propositions’
ascribed to Eunomius; however, they are identical with those in the printed
text of the Thesaurus at v.41-53 (PG 139.1401c-14184a). These are of so
general a nature that it is impossible to believe that they are direct
quotations of a specific work. Rather, they are to be taken as propositions
assembled by Nicetas as generally illustrative of the Eunomian position
rather than actual quotations.

19 Reading the suffix as masculine. :

20 On this and the preceding entry, see Hasmut Erbse, Fragmente griechischer
Theosophien (Hamburg: Hansischer Gildenverlag, 1941), pPp- 138-9, especially
p. 188 n. 279.

21 ¢f. H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque
Nationale (Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1898), I Partie, p. 278.

2 B. de Montfaucon, Palaeographia Graeca (Parisiis: apud Ludovicum Guerin
. . . Viduam Joannis Boudot . . . et Carolum Robustel . . ., 1708), p. 329.
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9. Codex Vaticanus graecus 495, fo. 227"

This manuscript?® contains a passage entitled mapadoyiouds Edvouiov.
Unfortunately, upon examination it proves to contain no words at all
except those incidental to its purpose. It is a small diagram dealing with the
relationship between the natures of the Father and the Son according to
Eunomius. It contains no quotations whatsoever.

23 Described in R. Devreese, Codices Vaticani Graeci ii (Rome, 1937), p. 319,
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NOTE. For the books of the Old Testament the numbering of the Septuagint has
been followed. For works appearing in the preceding edition references are to
paragraph and line number; for the Apologia Apologiae references are to volume,
page, and line number in Jaeger's 2nd edn. of the Contra Eunomium of Gregory of
Nyssa (/). The following abbreviations are used throughout for the works of
Eunomius: 4 = Liber Apologeticus; A4 = Apologia Apologiae; EF = Expositio
Fidei; F = Fragmenta.

A. SCRIPTURE 14: 26-31 EF 3.34-5
20: 1£f. EF 3.35-6
Genesis 3 Maccabees
1:1-2 Fi.9-10
1:3 AA 1.284.31-2, i.297.3-4 2:4-8 EF 3.33-5
1:6 AA41.284.32  Psalms '
1:6-8 Fi13 15(16): 10 EF 3.43
1:9 A4 1.285.1  93094).7-10 EF 3.17
1: 9ff. Fill-12 49(50): 1 EF2.10
1:9-10 _Fil4 54(55): 20 410.9
1:11 A41285.2a  go(g3): 19 EF2.11-12
1: 141, A10.6-8  415:11 (115: 3) A4 23.18-19;
1:16 Fil3-14 Fii-8
1: 20 _ A41.285.2b y49043): 10 EF 4.17
1: 26 Thes. xix (PG 75.3178- 146(147): 4 AA 1.850.8-9
) 3244)  148:5-6 Fi.9-10
2:1-3 AA 1i.227.22-228.4
2:9 AA ii.46.24  Proverbs
2:19-20  AA i.303.1-6; 342.21-9 892 A 12.2-3; 17.13-14;
3:22, 24 A4 ii.46.24 26.15-16; A4 1.10.25-11.8;
7:10-24 EF 8.38-4 . EF 3.4-5
19: 24-5 EF3.34  8:92, 93, 25b A 28.23-4
Exodus Isaiah
8: 14f. EF3.35-6  49:8 EF 3.13-14
3:2 AA 11.273.24; 277.27 48: 11 EF3.13-14
3: 4 4. AA i.273.26 .
3: 14 A8.3; 17.2; 28.4; Jeremiah
A4 1.251.19-20, 22; 255.3; 2:18 A4 ii.46.24

EF 2.6, 13 17:138 AA ii.46.24
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Matthew 5: 22 EF 3,38
8:10 AA ii.46.22 5:26 419.3-4
5: 14 AA ii.297.6-7 5: 44 EF 4.2
10: 32-3 EFi.l-4 6:27 EF 3.31-2
11: 27 EF3.90-1 6: 85 ff AA ii.46.23
12: 28 EF4.19 6: 38 F3.5-4
13: 25-6 A4 .356.20-1 6: 57 4 26.22
16: 13-17 A4iiss2-5 812 . A419.3-4
16: 17 4 926.12-13 8:26 Thes. xix (PG 75.317c)
16: 26 437-8 10:7,9 AA i.46.23
20: 25 Thes. xxvi (PG 75.415¢) 10:9 Ad ii.240.7
26: 64 A19.5-4 10: 11-14 AA 11.46.23/4
27: 46 Thes. x (PG 75.124D) 11:25 A4 i.46.24
98: 18-20 EF $.44-5 12: 28 Thes. xix (PG 75316C)
28: 19 4 25.3-4; A4 ii.284.22 12: 43 Thes. xix (PG 75.317¢)

13: 3 EF 3,21-2

Mark - 18:13 AA 11.46.24

10:18 A 21.12; A4 ii.264.6-7; 14:6 44 i1.46.23; 240.10
Thes. ix (PG 75.113D) 14:16 A4 25.17-18

10: 40 Thes. xxvi (PG 75.418c) 14:17 EF 4.1-2
14: 24 A411.11-12

Luke 14: 26 A4 25.18-19

2: 52 Thes. xxviii (PG 75.421D- 14: 28 A 11.11-12: Thes. xi (PG
424A) 75.140c, 144D)

3:9 Ad i1.46.22 15: 1 A4 ii.46.23
18: 18 T A4 ii.264.6-7 15: 26 EF4.1-2 12
16: 13-15 EF 4.12-14

John 16: 13 EF 4.2

1: 1 Ad 1.112.17; 114.3-4; 16: 14 A 20.21-2
115.5-6, 7, 15; 251.20; 17: 3 A 17.2-3; 21.11; 25.20;
299.26-7; EF 3.5 26.2-3; EF 2.1, 10; 8.12; 4.4
1:1, 14 AA4 ii.114.15-16 17: 5 EF 8.14
1:3 A4 15.11; 17.12; 24.18-14; 20:17 A4 21.10-11; A4 i.287.17;
25.21; 26.8-9, 18-19; Thes. x (PG 75.124D)
EF 3.18-19

1:4 A4 ii299.27-8 A
1:9 AA 1i.240.12; 297.3; 2:27 EF 3.43
EF 3.7-8 2:36 A4 26.14-15; A4 ii.112.15,
1: 14 A4 ii.116.12-13; 300.1 17-18; 115.21-2
1:18 A 21.15-16; 25.21-2; 26.8; 4:11 Ad ii.46.22
A4 1.382.18-19; ii.47.10f.; 18: 37 EF 3.43

98.24; 114.27; 115.6; 251.19-20;
EF 3.1, 24-5

1: 49 EF 3.1 1: 20-3 A 8.2-3
3:85 EF 3.21-2 3:8 EF 6.5
4:14 AA ii.46.24 8:18 4 3.5-7
4:24 A 17.6; 25.18-16 8:26 EF 4.17
5: 19-29 EF 3.6-7 9:5 AA 1.331.18; i1.172.20-1;
5:19 A 20_21; 26.22-3 274.2; 2979, 3017/8, EF 4.5
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15: 6 A 25.12; 27.13
16: 26 EF 3.35-6
16: 27 A 21.11
1 Corinthians
1:24 A 12.2-3; 19.3-4;
AA 1i.10.25-11.8; F 4.3
1:30 Thes. xix (PG 75.325c)
2:8 AAii.116.19-20; EF 3.11, 17
3:11 AA ii.46.23
8:6 A 5.1-4, 5-7; 25.21; 26.8-9,
17-18; 28.18-19; A4 ii.116.4-5
12:7 A 5.5-7; EF 4.17
12:9, 11, 13 ) EF 4.9-10
15: 28 A 27.14-15
2 Corinthians
1:3 A 25.12; 27.13
1: 19 EF 3.1
3:17 AA 1i.116.22-3
11: 31 4 25.12; 27.13
Galatians
1: 8 A 25.12; 27.13
4:4 EF 3.39-40
Ephesians
2:17 EF %.41-2
4: 6 var. A 26.3
Philippians
1:21 A 27.37
2: 6-7 AA ii.114.22-5
2:6-8 AA ii.116.15-18
2:7-8 AA ii.112.18-20
C2: EF 3.42-3
Colossians
1: 15-16 A 24.6-8

1:15 AA ii.66.20, 24; EF 3.1-2,
31-2; Thes. xxv (PG 75.412c)

1: 16 AA ii.174.28-175.2
1 Timothy

1: 17 var. A 21.11; EF 4.2

3:16 AA ii.284.24

6:15 A 21.12; EF2.11

6:16 A 19.3-4, 21.12;

A4 ii.297.8; 301.8

2 Timothy

2:25 A 19.7-8
Titus

1:2 EF2.3
Hebrews

1:1 EF 3.36

1:2 EF 3.39

1:3 Thes. vii (PG 75.1008)
1 Peter

3:15 EF1.4-5

3:20 EF 3.36-7
2 Peter

1:17 EF 3.12
Revelation

22:2 AA 11.46.24

B. OTHER SOURCES

Aeschylus
Fr. 139 (Nauck 45) 44 ii.205.17-20
Fr. 349 (Nauck 105) A4 14.10-11
Aristotle
Categorige 12326-34 A48.7-8

Arius

Epistula ad Alexandrum

(Opitz 3.1.12.9-10) A 28.20-22
Epistula ad Eusebium

(Opitz 8.2.9-10.5) A 15.3-4

Basil of Caesarea
Adversus Eunomium (PG 29)

i.1 (500c) A4 1.57.20-1
i1(5018)  Ad 1.44.22-7; 54.6-17,

57.14-16
i.2 (504a) A41.1-5
1.2 (504C5-7) A4 1.49.9-22
i.2 (504c7-8) AA 1.50.4-5

1.2 (504c9-10) AA i.50.13-14
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1.2 (504cll) AA i.44.4-7, 10;

51.17-21
i.2 (505a15-81) AA i.60.12-16
i.3 (505B-5084) A42.1-6
i.3 (508c) A3.1-5
i.4 (509c-D) A 4.6-9
i.4 (512a) A5.1-5
i.4 (5124, 5134) A46.1-3
i.4 (5128) AA i.164.1-5
i.5 (513D-5164) A47.1-7
i.5 (516D-5174) A4 i.181.13-182.1

.5 (5178) A417.9-11
i.5 (5178-520B) A4 1.214.6-10ff.
i.5 (517¢c, 520a) A17.11
1.5 (620c) A 8.1-5; 44 1.271.
17-22

i.6 (521a) AA41.271.17-22
1.6 (5218, 5244) AAi.276.22-9
i.6 (521c4, 52486) A4 i.282.26-7;
302.26-7

i.6 (524B-C) A41.281.28-282.1
1.6 (52487 ff.) AA 1.326.14-18
i.7 (524c-p) A4 1.313.4-10
i.7 (525B-c) A4 1.8356.29-357.9
1.7 (525811) A41.331.18
1.8 (528a) A 8.1-5
1.8 (5288-529c) A4 1.363.16-18ff.
1.8 (529a) AA i.341.23
1.9 (532a) A8.7-8
1.9 (632A-B) AA41.392.17-18
i.9 (632B-c) A4 1.398.7-11
.10 (533c-5364) A4 1.899.4-8
.10 (536¢) AA 1.400.22-6
i.11 (537A) A 8.14-18
i.15 (545B-5484) AA 1.404.24-7;
405.21-406.5

i.15 (5484a3) A4 1.406.31; 407.2
i.16 (548c) A49.1-3
i.17 (5524) 49.1-3
.19 (553c-D) A4 10.1-9
.22 (560c-561B) A4 11.1-12
.22 (561a/B) A4 11.15-17
.23 (564a-c) A411.1-12
1.26 (5694) A4 11.15-17
ii.1 (573A) A 12.1-6
ii.2 (573c-576a) AA4 ii.10.25-11.8
ii.2 (576¢) AA4 ii.46.21-47.16
ii.3 (576D-577a) A4 ii.112.20-
113.9

ii.4 (577¢) A4 ii.177.26-178.1
ii.4 (577c1-3) A4 ii.166.11-16;

166.24-168.4
ii.4 (577c2-3) AA i.97.3-5
ii.5 (581a) A12:1-6
ii.6 (581B-C) AA ii.52.4-15
ii.6 (581814) AA ii.61.8-14
ii.6 (584a) A4 12.6-10
ii.7 (584c-5858) AA ii.56.6-12
ii.9 (5888) A412.6-10
ii.9 (588c) AA ii.169.10-13

ii.11 (592a)
ii.11 (592B)
ii.12 (59384)
ii.18 (596A-B)

A4 ii.185.10-15

A4 12.10-12
AA ii.206.4-12
A4 ii.207.24-5;

207.28-208.2

ii.14 (5974) A412.10-12
ii.14 (5978) A 18.1-7; AA ii.
285.25-6

ii.15 (601a) A 18.1-7; A4 ii.
220.13-15

Ad 1i.224.4-14

AA ii.236.14-19
A4 ii.240.7-14

A4 13.15

A 15.3-7

AA ii.251.18-23
AA 1i.281.19-20
AA 11.284.12-19

ii.15 (601c)

ii.16 (604A-B)
ii.16 (604c)

ii.17 (608A)

ii.18 (608D-6094)
ii.18 (609a-B)
ii.19 (612A-B)
ii.19 (612B-C)

ii.19 (6134) A415.7-11
ii.20 (613D) A 15.14-15
ii.21 (617a) 4 15.14-15
ii.22 (620A-B) A416.1-3
ii.22 (620813-c4) A 16.3-6
ii.22 (620D) AA ii.284.20-5
ii.23 (621c) A416.9-17.9
ii.23 (6248-C) A16.1-3
ii.24 (625B-C) A 16.9-17.9

A4 ii.105.5-14
4 9.11-15; 12.1-6;

ii.24 (625c)
ii.24 (628c)

17.8-9
ii.24 (6294) A4 18.18-14
ii.25 (629c) A419.9-15
ii.30 (641A-B) A420.11-14
ii.31 (6448) 420.1-5
ii.81 (644D-6454) 4 20.13-15
ii.32 (645C~648A) A4 20.15-19
ii.33 (6498) A4 20.15-19
ii.83 (649¢) 4 20.21-2
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iii.1 (6534)

iii.1-2 (6538-660A) 4 25.3-4
iii.2 (6578-660A) A425.3-4
iii.5 (665a-B) A4 25.22-6
iii.6 (665D-668A) 4 25.19-26
Creeds

Antioch (Hahn 154) A 28.20-2
Apostolic Constitutions

(Hahn 129) A 271.6-8
Ariminium (Hahn 166) A 22.4-5

Constantinople (Hahn 167) 4 22.4-5
Sirmium (Hahn 163) A4 22.4-5;
EF 8.26-7; Thes.
vi (PG 75.77a-8)
Thracian Nicaea

(Hahn 164) A422.4-5
Diogenes Laertius
vi.32 A4 19.4-6
Eunomius
422-3 AA 1.45.18-20
4 6.6 AA 1.46.12-13
A 7.10-11 AA41.214.21-2;
215.13-14; 216.18
41711 AA41.215.16-17;216.16-17
48.1-5 A4 1.238.26-9
A4 8.3-7 A4i.271.17-22
A 8.14-18 AA41.245.1-5
A 8.15 A4 1.238.15-16
A4 16-18 AA41.238.11-12
A4 11.1-3 A4 1.238.18-19
4 12.10-12 A4 ii.194.11-22
419.12-14 A4 11.296.7-9
A441.46.11-12 A 6.6

AA1.271.17-22; 272.13-16 A4 8.3-7

AA 1i.227.28-228 .4 A 22.14-15

AA 1i.297.8-9 A 19.3-4
Euripides

Bacchae 839 A 14.10-11

A4 25.1-5 ! Gregory of Nyssa

Contra Eunomium (Jaeger)

1.45.8-10 A21-2
i.45.18-20 A422-3
1.48.17-18 A422-3
i.55.16-20 A 2.3-6
1.214.21-2 A4 7.10-11
1.215.13-14 A4 7.10-11
1.215.16-17 A7.11
1.238.11-12 A 8.14-18
i.238.18-19 A11.1-12
1.238.26-9 A 8.1-5
1.245.1-5 A 8.14-18
11.235.25-6 A418.7
11.296.7-9 A4 19.12-14
Herodotus
iii.53.4 A 14.10-11
Origen

Commentarii in Joan. ii.83.148-50

(GCS iv.79.26-80.36) A4 19.3-4
Fr. in Joan. 37

(GCS iv.518.17) A 25.27-8
De Oratione 24.2

(GCS 1i.354.8-18) 417.1-3

Philo Judaeus

Leg. Alleg. ii.175 (Cohn and
Wendland i.151.27-30)
AA41i.217.17-19

Plato

Phaedrus 245C AA 1i.224.4-14

Protagoras 340D/E A 14.10-11

Timaeus 37c-39E A4 10.6
Sophocles

Ajax 362 A4 14.10-11

Fr. 77 (Pearson i.48f.) A4 14.10-11
Thucydides

v.65.2 4 14.10-11
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II: PROPER NAMES

ABdp A4 1.356.8
Aéniog 44 1.80.19
Alybrriog EF 3.35
’Apratotéing A4 1.346.5
Apuéviog 44 1.30.16

Baotheidng A4 ii.284.14

Baoihetog A4 1.164.2; 326.15; 359.19;
ii.114.6; 115.10/11; 116.2, 27/8;
251.21

Taldtng 4 6.13; 44 1.57.21
T'édhoc A4 i.31.10

Aafid A4 1.350.5
Avoyeviis 4 19.6
Aopetiavés 44 1.31.10

‘Efpatos A4 1i.227.23
“EXinveg 4 22.10; 44 1.362.8
‘EXAnwixés 4 16.5

'Enixoupog 44 1.845.29
Efewog Hdvrog 44 i.80.14

’Inoobs 4 2.6; 5.4; 21.16; 26.8, 17;
28.18, 20; AA 1ii.113.6; 115.23;
116.7, 15; EF 1.1

Topatih A 26.14

Twéwng 4 15.12; 26.18; 44 1i.116.10;
299.26

Kannadénng A4 i.57.21
K#pwhog 44 ii.284.14
Kuviaués 4 19.6

Afvg 4 6.13

Mdpxedhos 4 6.13

Mopxiwv 44 1i.284.15

Movtavég 44 ii.246.28; 284.14
Moévriogc A4 1.31.9

Muwvotic 44 1.284.80; 303.1; ii.276.5

Odareviivog 44 1.856.21/2; 362.9; ii.
284.13/14

Muthog A 19.7; 24.5, 16; 27.13; A4 ii.
116.18; 297.8

Tlétpog 4 26.13; A4 ii.114.5; 115.8, 8

Iplaxog A4 1.33.21

ZaBéAhog 4 6.12/13
Sodouttng EF 3.34
Dpvyio A4 i.33.15
Dwrewbds 4 6.13

Xpronaviopds 4 19.6
Xpronavég 4 6.2; AA ii.284.16

III: IMPORTANT WORDS

dyaBés A4 21.12, 17; AA ii.216.3/4;
264.6, 9; EF 3.8 (bis)

dyabéeng A4 21.14, 18; A4 1i.264.8;
EF 3.9

Syyehos A4 17.11; 44 1.72.21; ii.273.
24; 274.1; 276.6; 277.27; 283.20

dyewnafe A4 1.164.3; ii.248.1

dyéwnrog 4 7.11 (bis); 8.1, 7, 10, 15,
17, 18; 9.1, 8; 10.7, 11, 13, 15; 11.6,
8, 14 (bis), 15; 13.15; 14.2, 3/4, 6, 7,
14; 15.5, 14; 17.10; 18.2, 10; 19.3,

8, 9, 10> 12, 18, 17; 20.16; 21.3, 19;
22.2 (bis); 28.9, 12; 24.9, 19; 25.20
(bis); 26.3, 19; 27.1; 28.1, 2, 3, 11
(bis), 19. 21; A4 1.164.22, 27; 186.3,
6; 192.23, 24; 193.1; 201.27; 202.2
(bis), 3 (bis), 4; 216.17, 21, 22; 271.22;
332.29; 334.24; 337.15; 3%62.10/11;
364.3 (bis), 8; 367.13/14; 373.18,
20, 22; 382.12; 383.10; 391.24;
401.10; 1ii.172.20; 809.19, 20/21;
EF 3.2, 29, 30 (bis)
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dyewftoog A 23.10; 24.12

éydle EF 4.14

dyopds A4 27.6

dywaoninég A 25.26

&yiog A4 5.5, 7; 12.2; 15.3; 25.3, 11;
26.11, 16; 27.7, 11; 28.14, 23, 25;
AA 1.32.19; 313.16; 332.9; 347.18;
392.18; ii.6.10; 114.27; 116.8;
284.21; EF 3.21; 4.14; 6.1

&yvobw A4 1i.52.6

dyvoix AA 1.271.16; ii.206.8; 220.15

&yvwatos AA ii.284.17, 18

&dehgbs EF 4.6

ddéomotog A 20.1

&dnhog AA 1.342.27

ddipetog A 28.9

&3tépopog AA 1.599.4

el A4 28.4; EF2.13

&Bavasie A 21.12, 14; AA 1.882.25;
388.30

&B&vatoc A21.16-17; AA1.382.25;
401.8, 27; EF 3.18

&feog AA 1.282.8

diSog A4 1.862.8; 382.24

4tdiwg EF 2.4

alofintég AA 1i.248.25; 281.23

alria 4 20.2; 22.6; 26.4; AA i.72.5;
ii.52.11; 216.5

aitiov 4 10.4, 17; 21.18, 19; 26.4;

A4 1i.264.8
aldv 4 10.4, 8, 9; 27.10; 28.24; A4
i.359.19; 360.4; 361.28; 373.12;

i.112.21/2; 116.7; EF 3.5, 14, 15
aimwog AA 1i.243.27/8; EF $.36; 5.12
ax-qpa-:o; EF 2.15
dxowvedovnros A4 9.11, 13, (bis)
dxorovbées A 7.10/11; 18.8; 26.19;

AA i.156.7; 216.18 (bis), 21
dxohovBia A 9.19; 18.17; A4 ii.115.

13/14
dxéhovBog A 20.14; 25.1/2; A4 i.348.

8; ii.47.12
dxorodbwe A 18.7
dxpiBein  AA ii.284.25
dxpBfc A4 4.8; 6.16; 7.15; A4 i

326.17, 21; 328.23/4
dxpiBohoyéopar A 9.17
dxpBis A 22.7
dxtiotog A 18.11; 28.19, 21; EF 3.4;

197

F3.5

dxdoAutog AA 1.407.1/2; ii.6.10

daifer 4 1.12, 19; 2.2/3, 9, 10; 8.5;
6.12, 21; 7.4; 8.2; 18.13; 21.8; 23.3;
25.15, 29; 27.28, 36, 39; 44 1.28.28;
54.6/7, 11; 367.12; 403.11; ii.172.18;
288.11; 251.28; 297.5; EF 3.5; 4.2, 13

dinbhg A4 6.6; 7.8; 8.11; 18.2, 3, 5;
14.21; 23.18, 16; 24.5; 27.20; AA4
1.868.9; ii.174.17

dinfwés A4 17.2; 21.11; 22.1; 26.3;
27.39; AA ii.297.8; EF 2.1, 18 (bis),
14; 8.2, 7

dinbdg A4 18.9; 22.6; 27.2; A4 ii.
47.10; EF 3.2

dAhoiwag AA ii.61.12/18

dhoyle A4 i.342.25

dAéyiotog A4 18.3

duaprtéves AA1.214.7;1i.6.11; EF5.10

duepfic 4 8.15; 19.17

duéptatos A 28.9

dueploterg A4 ii.87.1

dpeofzevtog AA ii.86.28

dperddotog EF 3.13

duetdbetog A4 11.171.22

duryfic A4 1.387.15

&umedog AA ii.46.23; 47.2

dvoBaive A4 1.72.25; EF 4.7

dvaxegaiatoes EF 3.44/5

dvahopBive A ii.118.22, 24; 114.16;
EF 3.41

dvodoyie A4 1.316.7; 324.3;

dvéhoyos A4 17.7/8

dvapyos A4 23.6 (bis), 7, 14; 26.3; 28.1;
AA 1.164.24; 362.24; 363.18; 364.1,
4; 367.10; 375.18, 21; ii.206.8; EF3.5

dvdpxws AA 1.164.17, 20; 383.10;
i1.206.7; EF 2.3/4 )

dvdotaog AA i.46.24; EF 3.44; 5.1

dvevépyntog A4 1i.303.9/10

dventdextog A 20.12

dvenipixtog A4 1.8373.12

dvip A4 1.4; 27.34; AA
ii.113.13; 284.21/2

évBpcdomerog A4 22.8

dvbpdmivoc 4 8.1/2; 16.1; 27.7; A4
i.316.1, 7/8; 11.105.6; 113.8; 169.10;
301.11

avlpwnog A4 1.11;2.7; 18.10, 11; 16.2,

332.21

1.347.19;
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5, 12; 17.4/5; 18.2; 25.6; 27.4, 19,
23, 84; AA i.50.5; 51.19; 54.10;
72.28%; 274.28; 282.12/13; 303.3;
811.25; 328.25; 388.6; ii.35.5;
7%.15/16; 113.18, 19, 21; 114.1 (bis),
7, 9, 10 (bis), 25, 27/8; 169.11, 12;
220.13; 288.12; 240.12; EF 1.3; 3.8,
40, 41

&wioog AA4 1.398.10

dvloenu A 27.8; EF 3.44

dvidhhaypx A 3.8

Gutanbdoaic A4 27.10

v A 20.11; A4
ii.194.16, 20; EF 2.15

dvwlbey A4 4.6; 15.12; AA
11.4.20/21; 282.8; F 3.4

dvewporla A4 1.182.2; ii.115.14

Gkl A4 18.9; AA 1.72.12; 160.12;
385.12, 24; 398.8; ii.255.1; 264.5;
EF 3.10; 4.11

&ktvy A4 1i.46.22, 30

&kwog 4 8.6; 9.17

diwpa A4 2.4; 7.7; 9.9, 11; 20.14;
25.4, 6; AA 1.318.12/13

dbpatog A 24.6, 8; 28.17; A4 1i.282.6

dmabhg A4 17.6

dnapdBatos A4 1.73.4/5

dnapaArdntws F 2.6

&navetoc A4 23.8, 15

dnetbée EF 3.37

ey 4 3.4

dmetpog A4 1i.224.5

dmewotog AA ii.114.20/1

dmotéw AA 1i.224.13

dmotia  AA4 1.28.28; ii.114.21

dmotog AA 1i.116.3

dnfoteg AA ii.224.9

amhobs A 6.1; 8.16; 19.22; 28.6; 28.3;
AA41.72.11; ii.46.28

dmodelxvopt A4 15.4;
27.17; AA4i.827.12

anbdetfic A4 9.1; 11.17; 20.19; 21.8

émofntog A 17.10; 28.19/20, €22»

dmoxinpbw A4 ii.282.8

dmoxifipworg A4 10.15

dmokoyta A 1.14; 6.22; A4 1.44.17;
51.26; 60.16; EF 1.5

dmoondw AA ii.61.11

dmbotagy AA 1.399.7

i.72.1; 303.5;

1.386.6;

18.18/19; 24.1;

dmootohixég AA ii. 118.2/3; EF 1.4

arméatohog A 3.5/6; 25.19, 22; 28.18;
AA4 1.816.2; 327.10; ii.112.13, 21;
113.10; 115.12; 175.1

dnotéheapa A 20.8

dnotedbw AA1.73.1

dnovolx 44 1.401.25

&npaxtos A 23.12

dnpoadefi A 18.3; EF 2.19

dmpbortog AA 1i.236.16; 297.8; 301.8

dpethy AA ii.236.15

dptfpée 44 1.350.8

GpBpds A 2.7; 25.19

dpubdiog A4 1.73.18

dpublw A 18.18; AA i.54.15; 344.13;
891.25; ii.6.6/7

&prog AA 11.46.23

doxh A 20.1, 11; 22.6, 14 (bis); 26.16;
27.32; 28.2%; AA 1.34.15; 348.8;
it.112.17, 25; 114.4, 15; 115.6, 7, 15,
20, 27; 116.23; 208.1; 224.8/9, 12;
228.1; 251.20; 299.26; EF2.14; 3.4, 5

dpynrinés AA i.311.24

dpyw A 23.13/14; A4 1.164.2; 11.207.
25; 208.1/2; 224.10; F 1.2 (bis), 3
(bis)

doéBeir A 6.6; 11.10; 15.3; 21.5; 44
1.400.24

doelées EF 5.10

doeffc 4 8.4; 8.10;
14.19; 21.4; 26.20

dothp A 10.6, 6/7; A4 1.72.22; 350.9

datyxprtog 4 11.15/16; 26.3, 7

dovvapthitews A4 1.164.3

dotvletoc A4 8.16; 19.18; 28.4

doynudriotos AA ii.46.28/9

datpatos A 28.17; A4 ii.46.28

dtehednrog A 23.6, 7, 9; 44 1.363.18;
864.2, 4; 373.11, 22/8; EF 5.11

dtedevthtong A 28.11; 27.2; 44 1.383.
10/11; EF 2.4

Yohog AA ii.46.28

adkdver A 14.12, 13

10.10; 18.12;

affnog 4 14.15/16; AA 1.276.26;
ii.61.12
adfnmeds A4 14.11

abténg A4 1.78.1; 164.5
dpbapsic 4 9.9; A4 i.364.4; 388.30
&pbaptos 4 9.9; 15.6; 21.16; 28.9, 10;
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AA 1.334.23; 3387.14; 3864.2, 7,
373.17, 19, 23; $82.25/6; $83.10;
401.9, 26; EF 2.17

dpwvie A4 1.342.25

ddevdé A 17.18

&¢evdfs EF 2.3

&duxos 4 13.8

Barmopds A4 1.40.20

BéoBapog A4 1.8362.9

Bacikelx 4 20.11; 27.39; EF 2.9/10,
15; 3.11

Baotheds A4 i.31.11; 34.13; EF 2.11;
3.17, 19

Bactheds A 27.10; EF 2.11

BePafworg A4 27.6

Blog EF5.4

B6w EF5.5, 11/12

Buogedfic A4 1.342.26

Braconuéew A4 1ii.112.14

Bhaconuie A4 1.16; 9.6/7; 21.7; A4
1.189.9; 381.19; ii.115.26

Bodhevpo  EF 3.33

Boshmua AA ii.113.3, 10; 115.11/12

Bobdnaic A4 28.17; 24.1, 2, 3; 28.13;
AA 1.61.13; 216.7, 10; F 1.1, 5

Bodhopon 4 4.%; 9.13; 23.19, 20;
28.13; A4 1.31.9; ii.216.12; 220.6;
227.22; 240.11

véveatg 4 8.9; 9.2; 13.7, 12, 15; 14.11;
15.5, 7; 16.2 (bis), 4; 17.15; 20.11;
26.24; AA4 1.282.13; 308.6; 345.28;
346.13; 388.6; ii.114.9, 10; 282.9;
283.30; EF 3.23; 4.8

Yyevizég A4 7.8

yewdo 4 9.2; 12.10, 11; 18.5, 13;
14.4, 8/9, 9 (bis), 16; 15.7, 15; 16.5;
18.1 (bis); 24.21/2; 26.7, 10, 21;
27.7; 28.7, 9, 12, 18/14, 24; A4
1.160.12; 164.12, 13, 27; 186.9;
192.21, 28, 24; ii.4.28; 52.7 (bis), 8,
9, 12, 12/13, 13; 61.8, 11, 14; 87.2;
93.22; 194.18/14; 216.6; 224.8,
9/10, 11, 12; 248.24/5, 25/6, 26;
EF 2.16 (bis), 16/17; 3.2/3, 9 (bis),
24, 27

Yéwnuax 4 12.2, 6/7; 14.5; 17.10, 13;
18.10; 19.19; 22.2; 24.19; 25.21;

27.2; 28.20, 21; A4 ii.4.22; 76.11

véwnoig A 12.5; A4 i.156.6, 7/8;
160.12/13; 164.19/20, 23, 26; 270.3;
391.24; ii.35.%; 87.1; 96.26; 105.7;
194.12, 16, 20/1, 21, 22; 224.4, 7,
11; [227.25]; 228.2; 243.26; 248.2,
24; 284.18; EF 3.3, 11

yewntés A 9.3; 11.6; 14.8; 19.3, 9,
13; 20.2; 27.1; A4 1.859.20; 362.9;
373.20, 23; 401.9; ii.4, 21; 97.2;
172.19, 21; 194.20; 217.18; 309.
18/19, 20; EF 3.6, 15/16. 31

YR A 24.7; 28.16; A4 i.30.7; 47.9;
50.6; 285.2; 318.11; ii.52.7; 174.27;
288.20; 297.4; EF 2.12; 3.34; F 1.14

Yiyvopor A 1.6; 4.3; 7.3, 4, 8, 9; 8.6
(bis), 10; 9.8/9, 11; 10.8; 11.4; 13.9
(bis), 10, 12, 12/13; 14.6; 15.8, 11,
14; 17.12, 16/17; 28.2, 11, 20; 24.14,
17; 25.20, 23; 26.9, 11, 18, 19, 20
(bis); 28.6, 26; 44 1.34.13; 51.27;
72.6; 164.21; 216.20; 271.15, 21
(bis); 284.32 (bis); 340.10; 344.12;
370.14, 18, 19; 1i.92.24; 112.27;
114.26/7, 27; 115.8/9, 16, 23, 28,
29; 116.5, 6, 11, 12, 13; 206.4; 216.8,
10, 11; 264.9, 10; 282.7; 283.21;
800.1, 8 (bis), 4; 301.9 (bis); 309.21;
EF 2.5, 17; 3.4, 11, 19 (bis), 20, 25,
39 (bis), 40, 43; 4.2, 7; 5.1, 6; F1.10

Tiyvaexew A 24.13; 26.14; A4 1.29.3;
ii.4.21; 116.19; Fii.4

youn 4 1.2, 7; 4.4, 6; 6.11; 12.11;
14.16; 15.9, 16; 23.15; 26.22; 27.3;
AA 1.182.5; 282.9

yvaos A 1.6; 16.14; 26.13; 44 1.34.6;
346.24; EF 4.8, 18

ypagph A 6.6; 10.9; 12.7; 17.13; 21.8;
28.2%; AA 1.282.14; 1i.46.22; Fi.6, 7

ypogieds A4 1.347.20

yovd, EF 3.39/40

dafpwv EF 4.19

Belxvor A4 7.10; 8.15; 18.4; A4 i.73.
10/11; 160.12; 216.18; 391.19;
11.1156.11; 278.27; 301.7

debtepog A4 6.3; 7.5, 7; 8.8; 10.2/8, 5,
13; 18.11; 25.8,9; 441.27.17; 72.18;
73.15; 326.20; 328.23; ii.114.21
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Snuovpyéew A4 16.4, 6, 8; 20.20; 44
i.303.2; 324.2; ii.206.6, 10; 216.6;
282.9/10; 284.1

Snuodpynua 4 20.8, 15; A4 1.274.
29/30

Snuwovpyle A4 15.15/16; 22.13; 25.7,
10; 26.5; 27.3; A4 1i.386.18/19;
ii.74.5; 207.25; 227.23/4; 227.25/
228.1; 228.4; 282.6/7; EF 3.22; Fi.ll

dnwiovpyids A 15.18; 25.25

Snutovpyés A4 16.3/4; 28.5; A4 1.334.
24; 344.9; ii.207.24; 281.23; EF 3.17,
18

Si&Borog A4 27.23

Sidyvworg A 2.10

Sradefwvopt A4 1.344.10/11

Suafpeare 4 9.8; A4 ii.61.10

Boupéw A4 9.7; A4 1i.76.8

Srondnpébw A4 1.164.13

Braxnplves A4 2.2; 20.9; A4 i.54.11/12

Budxpraig 4 21.15

Siéhvoe A 6.16; 19.15/16; A4 1.73.12

kb A4 1.73.18; 271.14; EF 5.2

Swpévw EF 2.8, 13; Fi.l0

Swpovy 4 27.4; Fi.10/11

Soupoppbey A4 11.46.30

Swvéuw EF 4.15

Savobopar A4 1.72.26

Swdvowx A4 2.4; 6.6, 8, 17; 8.12; 20.4,
13; 21.13; 44 1.214.9; 276.25; 316.
9/10; 342.27; 368.17; 1i.112.21

Stavopr} A 5.6

Swonuaive 44 1.399.8

Sidotaarg A4 9.5; 15.5

Sxpépw A 20.20; AA 1.30.16; 34.
16/17; ii.66.23; Fi.15

Sixglopd EF 3.43

Sxgopd A4 9.17; 11.7; 12.3; 15.9;
17.16; 20.18; 21.8; 23.2; 44 1.72.19;
337.16; 370.23; ii.175.1; 307.20, 22

Stdgopog A 1.12; 44 1.332.19; 368.9;
382.23; ii.174.25; F i.13, 14

dxgbpwg A4 1.332.8, 9

Sdaaxahia A4 2.6; 7.2; 12.7; 25.4, 19;
27.6, 13; A4 1.392.19; ii.113.14/15;
EF 1.4; 2.2; 4.11; Fi.6

Siaaxakinés A 25.26

Siddaxakog AA 1.49.16; ii1.46.24

Siddoxw A4 1.40.16, 20; 316.3; 342.

. dofhog AA

24; 385.21; ii.46.22; 116.12; 264.7;
273.25

SeAéyxe A 25.29

dixaog A 16.13; 18.15; 28.2; 27.9,
20, 36; EF 1.1; 5.9

Sucté  AA 1.201.4/5; 386.20; 399.23

Bwxatwg A 7.9; 10.18; 15.2; EF 5.11

Swolunog EF 3.28

Swoptlley A4 1i.297.9/10

Soplopds A4 11.251.21

Siyotopéw A4 1.360.3

Séypa AA 1.71.28; 346.7; 891.20;
ii.112.16; 116.9/10; 284.25; EF 3.26

B6kx A 1.15; 3.7; 4.5; 6.18; 24.28;
25.3; 27.29, 32; AA 1.30.19; 54.8;
ii.116.18, 20, 24; EF 2.8, 9; 8.11, 12,
13 (ter), 17; 4.8

Bokdlw AA ii.118.19; 114.2, 20; EF
3.14, 15; 5.5

Bovhela A4 1i.292.4

Sovhedw A4 20.3; A4 1i.292.6

i.31.7; ii.112.19, 26;
118.21, 24 (bis); 114.8 (bis), 17, 24;
115.1, 2, 4, 21; 116.16

Bbvaps A4 15.13, 14; 18.9;°19.4 (bis),
14, 14/15, 17; 24.15; 25.25; 26.2, 7,
9; 28.7, 15, 26; AA i.186.4, 4/5;
ii.216.8; 217.18/19; 282.9; EF 3.6,
9, 82

duvatée A4 7.7; 11.1; 18.%3; 20.10;
21.12; 44 i.364.6; ii.220.17

dwped  EF 4.15

Swpéwy A4 1.398.9/10

dyxataonelpw AA 1.386.19

d0éhw A4 2.2;9.4/5; 23.18, 20; Fi.7/8,
8, 9, 12, 18 (bis), 14

#o; AA 1i.284.23

Wog A 11.2; A4 ii.73.17

Bw 4 1.2;23.6; 44 ii.238.10; 297.2,
3 (bis); EF 3.26, 43; F i.8; 2.5 (bis)

elxvv 4 24.5, 6, 8, 11, 18; 26.9;
EF 3.31

elpfvy  EF 3.42

elppuds A4 1.73.4

ex3d4oxw AA 1i.115.8; 116.9; 297.

10/11
Exxhnaaotixés A4 6.15
Exatacg AA ii.61.9
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tutefves  AA 11.224.5

ixpdvnog A4 16.11; 17.1/2

Hatéw A4 9.18

dttov 4 14.11; 26.11; 44 1.72.16

Bheyyos 4 1.4; 6.23; 44 1.54.9;
391.25; ii.174.15

éyyw A4 ii.194.15; 220.15

dhevlepla A4 27.39; A4 i.81.7/8; EF
$.40

tAetlepos A4 6.7; 11.2/8; 20.2; EF 2.15

tupaivo A4 12.4; 20.9; 44 1i.73.3;
344.9; ii.46.29; 174.19; 175.2

dupaviic A 6.18; 44 1.40.17

tupaving A4 i.345.13

fugaog AA 1.47.5

tuduyos A4 18.8

dvéyw A 22.6; A4 ii.116.14

dvaéprog A4 1i.47.2

dvamoxelpar A 24.11/12

dvomotiBepon A4 ii.228.1

fdabic A4 ii.47.11

tvdofoc A 27.85; EF 3.11

dvépyerr A4 17.5; 20.8, 15, 18; 21.2;
22.8, 9, 11; 23 .4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16,
17; 24.1, 2, 3, 10, 11, 18, 22; 25.28,
27; 26.9/10; 28.7, 15, 26; 44 1.72.6,
9, 13, 14, 16, 21, 24, 25, 26; 73.2/3,
10, 12; 324.3; 332.21; 834.23; 371.8;
ii.52.14; 76.9/10; 93.25; 174.23/4;
284.1; EF 3.32; 4.11; 5.6

tvepyéw AA ii.503.8/9; EF 3.6

évBounpa EF 5.7

dwoiw A 16.2; 17.4

twaix A4 6.11/12, 19, 20; 7.1; 8.11;
16.7; 18.6; 19.3; 21.19; 22.7; 44
i.201.4; 391.26; 399.5, 25; 403.18;
407.1; ii.255.3; 297.1%; EF 3.28

fvéw A 22.11; 23.5, 16; AA4 1i.182.26

dvtuyydve A4 2.2; A4 1i.243.28

dvtombe AA ii.227.24

dwrdpyw A4 11.1

¢kaipetog EF 8.27

orpétog A4 28.5

dupér 4 19.22

tEaviw EF4.12

dEetdlw AA 1.346.10/11; ii.52.8

déraoig A 20.8; A4 1.73.6; 326.17/18

devploxw A4 1i.47.15

the 488
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dbovala A 16.8; 20.20; 21.2; 26.7;
28.15; AA4 1.323.25; 385.23; ii.6.11;
216.7; 264.11; 301.9/10; EF 2.9, 14;
3.37

toyos AA1i.216.3

tradnbedes 4 12.9

tracdyw A4 14.8, 7; A4 ii.112.15

ineloaxtos AA 1.382.22

énéxteva  AA i.248.27

dmdeiovopt A4 i.347.19

dmixpatéow A4 ii.47.13

inixpiog A 4.9; A4 1.368.11

¢mvoéw A 11.5; 14.11, 15; 22.10;
AA 1.270.3; 274.25/6; 388.3

inivoie A4 8.1, 4, 14; 18.17; A4 i.30.
22; 270.2; 271.18; 274.26, 30;
276.22/3; 313.17; 315.31/316.2, 8;
328.24/5; 326.18, 22; 328.24; 352.8,
10, 20; 345.27, 29; 346.10; 385.
12/13; 388.4

imppéw A4 11.52.12

inloxedrg 4 20.11

émioxoméwy A4 18.1; 20.4, 6; A4 1.282.
11; 316.11

dnfotopar A4 1.54.12; Fii.3

¢mray, EF 3.35

dmovpbviog EF 2.12/13; 8.16

inovopia 44 1.282.14; 1i.264.5/6,
11/12

dovdbouar A4 9.17, 11.8; 44 i.72.14

toyov 4 1.2; 23,5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14;
27.10; 28.25; A4 1.72.13, 14, 20, 23
(bis); 73.1, 2; 156.6; 316.8; ii.228.3;
EF 2.14; 3.4, 25, 33; 4.8; 5.6

dounvela A4 1.281.26; ii.47.14

gtepog A 6.11; 7.2, 6, 8, 10; 8.16, 17;
9.4, 10, 16; 10.6, 12; 11.12 (bis), 13
(bis); 12.7, 8; 18.7; 14.2, 3, 8, 18;
15.6; 19.10, 11 (tres); 20.7, 14; 22.3;
23.12, 15; 25.18, 19; 26.5; 27.16;
A4 i.27.17; 164.19, 23; 326.21 (bis);
329.27; 368.11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18;
383.11 (bis), 12; 388.3; ii.47.16;
93.23; 96.25; 114.21; 115.17, 19, 20;
116.18; 307.20, 20/21; EF 3.14

érepbre A4 1.164.4/5; 352.20; 337.16

edayyehifopor EF 3.42

edayyehothis A4 1.316.3

edfovhia 4 1.5



202

edvoéw EF 4.23

ehvoe 4 2.9; 20.12

edoéBera A 27.36; A4 1.403.18; 1i.113.
18; 284.24; EF 4.2, 18

eoeffy A 4.7; 27.85; AA ii.46.26

edoefidg A4 1.72.25

edppovéwv A4 16.10

elyopor A 1.5; 27.17; EF 417

tpapubtrr A4 6.20; 18.7, 8

Law A 26.22; 27.9; A4 ii.85.3; 255.2;
EF3.5,7, 46

{ntée A 20.5; A4 1.164.2/3

Uhmog A4 ii.220.7

fw?, A4 19.4 (bis), 14 (bis); 44 1.270.1;
363.17; 364.1, 6; 367.10, 11; 368.6,
17; 873.17; 382.23, 24, 25; ii.236.16;
248.28; 297.5; 299.27, 28; 300.2
(bis); EF 8.6, 20; 5.6, 12

{woyovéw EF 3.6

{wonotéw EF 3.7

fhog A4 1.47.10; Fi.l4
firrwv A 18.9; 44 1.182.3; ii.174.17;
307.21; Fii.4

fdvatog 4 3.3; A4 1.401.25/6; ii.116.
17 (bis); EF .43

Bavpdles A4 1.282.10

Bavpbotog A4 ii.116.13

Octoc A4 22.9; A4 1.47.25; 313.1;
$67.13; 870.20; 1i.46.22; 224.14;
284.18; Fi.6

6éAnpo  F 1.14; iii.3, 4, 5 (bis), 7

GéAnag Fi.l,2, 6, 7 (bis), 11, 18, 15

Bepéhiov A4 1i.46.23

Beodoylo A4 1i.118.3; 114.13

Bcompensc AA 1i.47.4

Bebc A 5.1, 3 (bis); 7.2, 6, 9; 8.3, 5, 9,
11, 12; 10.4, 5, 9; 11.3, 15; 12.11;
14.2; 15.5, 13; 16.3, 4, 7, 9, 12; 17.3,
15; 18.1, 11; 21.9, 10, 11 (ter), 16:
22.1, 11; 23.12, 16; 24.6; 25.12, 15,
19, 27; 26.3, 8, 15, 17; 27.11, 13, 15,
26, 28; 28.1, 3, 5, 9, 18, 19; 44
1.186.7, 9; 192.21, 24; 270.1; 271.20;
274.29; 282.5; 284.31; 311.25; 313.3;
318.10; 324.3; 331.18; 332.9, 19;

INDEXES

342.22; 3844.11; 345.14; 346.13;
347.6; 348.6; 350.6; 359.20; 362.10,
24; 370.14; 371.9; 382.12; 385.11;
388.4; $91.24, 25; 400.23; 403.11;
406.80; 407.3, 4; 1ii.85.2; 47.11;
66.24, 25; 112.18, 24, 25; 113.6;
114.4, 15, 28, 24, 27, 28; 115.4, 5,
6, 7, 15, 20, 21; 116.11, 15, 25, 26
(bis); 172.21; 206.6, 8, 12; 216.4;
227.23; 287.17; 292.4, 6; 297.9;
301.8; 307.18; EF 1.1, 2; 2.1, 3, 10
(ter); 3.1 (bis), 5, 6, 17 (bis), 24, 25, -
26, 27, 36; 4.2, 5; Fi.l, 5; ii.3

Bebmg A4 7.7; 21.14; 25.25; EF 2.8

Oéoig AA 1.346.15

Beopds A4 1.385.21/2

fewpébr A 24.14/15; A4 ii.98.25

Oecrpnpua A4 1.282.3

Becwpla A4 1i.177.30; 240.9; EF 4.16

Bvfioxw A 27.87

Bvnuég A4 1.401.8; EF 8.18

Odpx AA 1.63.6; 1i.46.23; 240.7

Salw EF 3.28

Wog A41.4;8.8;6.9;9.2;12.11; 15.11;
16.5; 17.15; 18.17; 21.7, 18; 25.17;
26.9; 28.15; AA i.54.16; 72.12;
164.21; 276.25; 1i.52.9; 194.12;
205.20; 216.7; 220.15, 16; 273.27;
EF 2.16; F iii.b

Biétng 44 ii.174.18; 284.23; 307.19

Blope A4 ii.307.23

8lwg A 28.6

{epatixdés A 6.14

iepogpdvtye AA 1.40.20

{ooduvopé A4 1.345.26; 407.1

{oopopla  AA4 1.318.13

Yoo A 11.10; 19.17; A4 1i.114.17, 24;
301.12; 309.20

labtne A 9.20; 11.8 (bis); 26.24

{ootuia 44 1.398.10/11

fotopla AA 1.347.20

xofapeder A4 6.8
xafagbs A4 20.4,

373.12; ii.52.14
xafnyéopuow EF 4.14
xafnyntic AA 1.357.12; EF 4.2
xouvde AA 1.347.20

6; A4 1.337.15;
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xoupbs A 3.6; 13.3; 44 1.50.4; 51.25

xaxdvorw A 6.10; 23.3; 27.40; 44
1i.286.8

xavey A 4.7; 19.15

xatdhndy A4 ii.238.11

xatavobw A 23.2

xotavénog A 4.4; A4
13/14; EF 4.16

xatamadbe AA ii.228.3

xatovopdle AA ii.47.6

xevéw AA 1.112.18, 26; 113.19, 25;
114.6, 7, 8, 9, 10/11, 19, 24; 115.
1/2, 3, 20; 116.16

xrdepovia 44 1.282.5; 311.25/6

xndepcdv  AA 1.386.18; EF 4.22

xfpuype A4 ii.118.13/14

xwvéw AA1.73.8

xivnorg 4 10.6; 22.9

xAfiorg 44 1.503.5; 345.15/16

" xowomaées A4 9.4, 11; 15.7; 17.9; 22.5;
AA ii.220.17

xowdg A 1.20; 6.1; 10.1, 10; 17.4, 7;
27.28; AA ii.47.16; 52.10; 93.25;
28%.31; 291.27; 307.18

ii.240.8/9,

xowdtng 44 1.307.21
xowwvéw A 27.18/19; A4 1.66.25;
74.%

xowwvie A4 1.20; 6.14; 9.3; 10.14;
11.7, 13; 16.11; 17.9; 26.4/5; AA
1.50.6; ii.93.23; 292.3

xotvwvég EF 2.8

xoopornoite  Fi.9

xbopog A 3.7; 22.11/12; A4 1.50.7/8;
392.17; ii.297.7; EF 3.8; F i.9, 12

xpeittwov 4 2.3; 20.2; 26.4, 6, 12;
AA 1.399.6

xpivw A4 2.10; 23.5; 27.9, 33; 44 1.47.
8; EF 3.37, 38, 46

xploig A4 1.12; 13.8; 20.5, 7; 27.20;
AA 1.29.4; 30.22; 49.19; 50.9;
899.15; ii.6.8; 194.18/19; EF 1.1;
3.38; 5.5

xptefipov A4 2.9; 4.8; 27.31

xtilw A 15.15; 18.2; 24.7, 8, 13;
26.15; 28.8, 23; A4 ii.6.13; 87.3;
297.3

xtisig A 17.16; 24.6; 28.7; AA4 ii.66.
19, 21, 23; 116.6; 282.5; EF 3.2, 4

xtiopx A 18.3/4; 28.21, 22; 44 ii.6,

7/8, 13; 76.12

xtlotng A 28.5

xtetég  Fiii.6

xoplebes A4 ii.255.2; EF 2.11

xbptog A4 5.4; 11.11; 21.16; 25.14, 21;
26.8, 13, 14, 15 (bis), 17; 28.18, 20,
28; AA 1.72.1/2; 311.24; 313.17;
$16.11; 318.13; 328.22; 329.27;
382.7; 898.7; ii.35.2; 46.26; 76.9;
112.15, 17; 113.5; 115.9, 16, 19, 21,
22, 24, 28, 29; 116.1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 18,
20, 22, 24 (bis), 24/5, 27; 240.7;
243.24; 281.22; 292.2; EF 2.2, 11;
3.11, 16, 20

wplg A4 1i.251.19

xopbee AA 11.284.23/4

AéEic A 6.19; A4 ii.113.3
ABog A 13.10; A4 i1.46.22
Aoyilopar A 14.12; 27.25
hoyixég AA ii.310.25; EF 3.15

Aéyov A4 1.813.1; 11.299.23

Aoyopde A4 10.10; 17.14; 27.22; A4
1.182.5; 214.6/7; EF 4.19

Aéyoc A4 1.6, 8; 4.2, 4; 5.3; 6.9, 17;
8.15; 9.7, 12, 17, 19; 11.6; 14.8, 10;
18.17; 19.18, 20; 20.7; 21.7; 22.5;
24.1, 5; 26.1; 27.26; AA 1.27.16;
51.27; b4.15; 60.1; 72.1, 8; 182.2;
189.8; 214.8; 216.20; 282.12; 316.11;
331.19; 364.7, 8; 367.12; 368.7, 9,
16, 18; 378.11; ii.6.7; 35.4; 47.7;
112.16, 17, 23, 24; 118.5; 114.4, 15,
26; 115.6, 13, 15, 20, 22, 25, 28;
116.11, 12, 23, 26; 168.11; 174.14,
17; 182.26; 206.5; 220.14; 273.25;
292.6; 299.27; 300.1, 2/3, 3; EF 1.5;
2.14; 3.25, 33; 5.6

Mrpwotg A4 ii.114.3

pobqrhe A4 ii.291.26; 292.4; 297.6

poxdpog A4 15.12; 19.7; 24.5, 15;
26.18; 27.13; A4 i.270.1; ii.114.4;
115.3, 7; 116.10; 284.21; 297.7/8;
299.26

popropéew A 23.18; 26.13; 44 1.308.1;

313.18
woptupie 44 1.281.26/7
uéptog A 26.12; 44 1i.31.11
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peyahonpéneer 44 1.344.10

nebiornue 44 1.31.12; EF 2.6

pelwog A4 1.276.26/7

wéves  AA 11.303.10

uepilw A4 9.7; EF2.5, 16

pepiopds 4 9.5, 9; 15.6; 22.9; 26.24

wepitng EF 2.9

wépog A4 8.15; 9.16; 16.13;
AA 1.189.10; EF 2.18; 5.2

pesitng AA4 i.51.24; EF 3.25, 26

uésog A4 i.399.5

petaBddhe A 14.17/18, 18, 18/19

uetaBinmixdg A 14.11

petaforyy A4 25.6; EF 2.15

netadidopt A4 9.2, 4, 14, 15, 19, 19/20;
18.1; 21.2; 24.24, 25; 28.8, 10; AA4
1.318.11; ii.52.8/9

uetddoo; AA 1.846.25

petoahopBdve A4 1.202.1/2;
EF 3.12

wetdAndg A4 1.407.2

petappubulle A4 18.8

petaoynuatilfew Fi.11/12, 12

petagépw A4 1.311.27; 1i.47.5

uetovsfa A4 16.3, 9; A4 1.406.28/9

wkébnp 44 1.276.29

povapyie A 27.11

wovoyeviig A4 5.3;12.1; 15.8, 13; 19.18;
20.17, 18; 21.9, 14, 15; 22.2; 24.2,
13, 20; 25.1, 16, 21, 25; 26.8; 28.5/6,
25; A4 1.332.18/19; ii.46.21; 47.10;
93.24; 112.22; 114.27; 115.6; 194.13;
236.18; 264.4; 287.17; EF 3.1, 24, 26;
30/1; 4.3, 5,9

uévoc A4 8.1, 4, 17; 9.18; 10.7, 10, 11,
15; 15.14; 16.8, 11; 17.2; 19.22;
21.11 (bis), 12 (ter); 22.1, 2 (bis), 3,
6; 25.20, 24; 26.2, 21; 28.3, 4, 7, 11,
13; AA4 1.164.24; 270.3; 276.24;
344.8; 378.17, 18; ii.61.13; 73.17;
76.9; 216.10; 264.5, 6; 281.19;
287.16; EF 2.1, 4, 8, 10; 3.27, 30
(bis); 4.2, 4, 10; Fi.12

popepn, A4 1i.112.19, 26; 113.21, 22,
24 (bis); 114.8, 9, 17, 22, 24, 28;
115.1, 2, 4 (bis), 5, 21; 116.15, 17

woppbw AA ii.61.13

pofw AA41i.31.8

pootaywyéw EF4.14

17.15;

11.52.10;

INDEXES

puotaywyle A4 i.40.19
pvotiplov 4 6.15; 27.18; A4

19/20; ii.284.24; EF 3.45; 4.15
uvotixdg 44 11.284.23

1.40.

vexpbs A 27.9; EF 3.7, 46

vebpa A4 20.20/21; EF 4.15

vrotelo A4 1.32.19

vofw A 12.8; 19.23; 20.15; A4 i.72.
12; 826.17; 328.22; ii.46.27; 47.1, 3,
6, 9; 66.19; 236.19

vonuae A4 1.326.16, 20; i.236.17;
EF5.7
vontég A 10.7; 25.10; A4 1.340.10/11;

i1.174.29; 177.30; 243.25; 281.24;
283.830; Fi.156

vopobeata A4 27.4

vopoletéw A4 1.164.1/2

vopog A 20.2, 3, 13; 21.9; 27.7; 44
1.54.10; 282.10; 324.4; 345.13;
346.23; 386.6, 19; 403.18; ii.224.14;
227.24; 301.10/11; EF 3.26, 35

volis, A4 24.28; AA 1.316.9; ii.113.10;
115.12; 116.15; 238.8; 243.23%

Eohov AA i1.46.24

8yxoc A4 11.2; 19.21

odnyéew EF4.17

686¢ A 20.5; 26.16; 28.23; 44 ii.46.
23; 240.10; EF 3.5

olxovoufa A 27.5; A4
114.13

opoyeviiy EF 4.6

Spoog 4 24.24, 25; A4
EF 3.27

buobte A4 11.6/7; 18.12; 19.20; 20.10;
21.4/5; 22.8, 4; 24.4, 11, 26; AA4
i.156.8; ii.105.7; EF 8.27

<duotodaiogy A 26.28

Suotdw A4 11.9

dpoiwg A4 1.401.7

opohovéw A 7.2, 12; 14.2, 16; 15.12;
16.10; 18.14; 20.21; 21.5, 10, 16;
24.14; 26.21, 23; 27.17; A4 i.44.5;
164.24/5; 282.6; 362.10; 1i.292.7;
EF 1.2 (bis), 6; 3.33

dpohoyia A4 1.15; 4.3; 6.7, 10; 8.3;
14.3; 18.12, 16; EF 1.6

ii.113.4/5;

ii.208.1;
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duootorag A4 26.23; A4 11.66.21

Spwwpia A4 12.5; A4 1.30.14/15;
316.7

dvopx A4 6.6; 8.1, 4; 9.12, 18; 11.12;
12.3, 9; 14.6, 9; 16.3, 7, 10; 17.9,
16; 18.5, 9, 14; 19.2; 21.2, 3, 5;
A4 1.72.10; 186.5; 216.21; 270.2;
303.4; 313.18; 3%16.1; 318.12, 15;
323.26; 327.11; 328.25; 342.29;
344.10; 346.15, 25/347.1; $50.7, 9;
368.8; 370.15, 16; 385.24; 398.7, 9;
399.7/8, 16, 24; ii.4.24; 46.21, 29;
47.5, 10; 171.23; 174.16, 19; 175.1;
236.17; 284.22

dvopdlw A 14.8; 24.27; A4 1.34.12;
57.21; 282.14; 303.4; 324.4/5;
340.9; 342.25; 385.22, 23; 398.8;
11.85.5; 116.19, 22; 172.20; 240.7;
278.24; 292.5; 297.8; 299.28; EF 3.3

ovopasia A4 18.18; 44 1.282.6/7

bpotés A 24.7; 28.16; A41i.282.6
Spyavov EF 2.18

opflw A 3.4;15.10; 19.21; 441.189.7;
1i.216.10

bpuds A 22.14/15; AA i1.97.3

dotog AA 1.386.5; ii.113.183, 17

bolwg A 27.8; EF 5.11

obpavég A4 17.10; 24.7; 27.9, 39/40;
28.16; A4 1.72.22; ii.297.4; EF 2.12;
Fil3

obst A4 7.11; 8.17; 9.4, 11, 14, 15;
10.1, 4, 7, 15; 11.5, 6; 12.3, 8, 10;
14.7, 17; 15.5, 8, 9; 16.5; 17.9, 15;
18.12, 14, 19; 19.16, 20, 22; 20.2, 6,
9/10, 10, 14, 16, 19; 21.2, 18; 22.4,
9, 11; 23.5, 10, 16; 24.2, 38, 9, 10, 11,
21, 24, 25, 26; 25.7, 28; 26.7, 10, 22,
24; 28.10, 11, 12, 18; 44 1.72.2, 9,
11, 16; 78.8, 10, 13; 164.4 (bis), 12,
18, 25, 27; 216.19; 382.9; 337.14;
340.11; 867.11, 138; 878.12; 388.29;

ii.4.28; 52.9; 61.9; 66.19, 23, 25;

76.10; 93.22/3; 96.26, 27; 97.3, 4;
112.11, 24; 116.21; 166.12, 13;
174.21, 22, 23, 25, 29; 175.2; 182.26;
194.13; 243.25; 255.2; 281.24;
283.30; 292.1; EF 2.4, 6, 16; 3.10,
16; 4.11; F i.2, 4, 5; ii.3

bpethr A4 ii.264.5

Sphnua A4 8.3

ndbog A 16.3, 9; 17.5, 6; A4 1.33.14;
ii.52.13, 15

novtoxpdtwp 4 5.1; EF 2.10; 3.13, 30,
32

napafdiiw A 13.11; 24.19; A4 1.382.
24

nupdyw A 14.16/17; A4 1.282.12

napddoay A 4.7

nopdlests A4 1.362.23; 382.11 .

napdxintos A 5.5; 20.17; 25.2, 28;
27.5; EF 4.1

napardayfi A 12.4; 20.19; 44 ii.174.
18, 19, 20, 22; 175.2; 284.2; 297.11

napaArdtiw A4 18.5/6, 6, 18/14, 14;
19.3, 12, 18, 19; A4 i.78.2 (bis);
ii.97.4; 166.12 (bis); 174.25/6

napapetpénr AA1.72.15

napénopot A4 1.72.9

napbévog A4 27.7; A4 ii.35.3

napovaie  AA ii.115.29; 116.1

ndoyxw AA1i.52.8; 74.3; 114.2

natip A4 4.7; 5.1; 7.1; 11.10; 11;
12.12; 14.9; 15.16; 16.1, 9; 17.4, 12;
19.16; 21.15, 18; 22.5, 7; 24.2, 15,
18, 20, 21, 23, 26 (bis); 25.12, 23;
26.21, 22; 27.1, 13; 28.26; 44 i.164.
25; 186.3, 8; 192.22 (bis); 201.27;
202.1, 4, 5; 334.24; 370.15, 17/18,
18; ii.61.8; 66.21; 76.10; 194.17/18;
236.15; 240.9, 11; 255.1;. 264.5;
282.5; 287.16/17; 292.1, 3; EF 1.2;
2.17; 3.9, 12, 14, 21, 22, 28 (bis), 29,
31, 83, 38, 46; 4.4 (ter); F iii.4, 6

ratpixés A4 20.3, 21; 27.3; EF 3.10

matpbtryg A4 1.370.15

mobha A4 22.13; 44 ii.224.11

nodw A 23.8, 14; A4 11.114.19; 224.
7/8,9; Fi.2, 3, 3/4

mepiyetog AA 1.346.9

neprypogh, A 10.16

nepiypdow AA 1.164.26

nepéye Ad ii.47.11

nepupepfic A4 11.174.28

nétpa  AA 1i.46.23

Trh AA i.46.24

wnAétng A 11.2
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matedw A4 1.10, 18/19; 5.1; 25.5, 27;
AA ii.243.24; 299.22; EF 2.1; 3.1;
4.1; 5.1; 6.2

nionie A4 4.2; 6.1; 27.10, 31; AA i.73.
11; ii.228.1; 299.23

motég A 27.6; A4 ii.114.18; EF 4.16,
24

motéw A 20.18; AA i1.97.4/5; 224.11

wigtwog A 6.12

mAdopo A4 21.7

mAdttew  AA 1.51.24; 342.22/3; 403.17;
EF6.4

nmvebua A4 5.5; 17.6, 7; 25.11, 14, 15;
26.11, 16; 27.12; 28.14, 24/5; AA4
1.892.19; ii.116.22, 23, 26; EF 3.15,
18; 4.1

nvevpatixds A4 1.220.14

néBoc AA 1i.248.27

nmotéw A 1.5; 4.5; 6.9; 7.4 (bis), 5;
15.9; 18.16; 20.4, 7, 10, 21 (bis);
21.8; 23.19; 26.8, 12, 15, 16, 23;
27.29; 28.8, 15, 17; A4 1.31.1; 33.7;
72.22; 78.6/7, 10; 345.15; 398.8;
ii.6.12; 52.7; 74.3; 87.2/8; 93.24/5;
112,10, 18; 113.6; 116.25, 26;
216.12; EF 2.18; F i.8; iii.3

motnpae A 12.3; 15.11; 17.8, 10, 11
(bis), 12, 13; 18.10; 20.17; 25.25;
26.11; 28.22 (bis); A4 1.344.9;
400.23; i1.6.7, 12; 76.11/12; EF 4.7,
10

momtic A 15.11; 26.12; AA4 1.347.4;
ii.208.1

mowufv A4 1i.46.23/4

oty AA ii.174.24

nohtele A 25.6

moAttebw A 27.7/8; AA 1i.301.11

npdype A 12.4; 14.6; 18.8 (bis); 21.3;
25.2; A4 1.51.27; 54.9; 73.6; 282.7;
326.16; 342.24; 346.9; 348.9; 350.7;
368.10, 12, 14, 16; 385.22; 386.7;
898.9; 399.15; 1i.6.9; 114.12; 171.23;
174.19/20; 299.22

npérw AA i.189.4; 345.14/15; ii.206.6,
7; 220.6

npemedne A 23.16

npeaPitepog A4
385.11; 388.4

mpoPddhe A4 ii.61.9/10; 174.16

1.72.23/4; 274.25;

npbyvwory A 24.12

mpoéyw, npolyw EF 4.10

npoxonf, AA ii.116.5

npbvorx A4 27.5; A4 1.156.5; 282.8;
$11.27/8; 346.8, 23; 386.5; 1i.282.7;
EF 4.22/3

npovopla A4 1.398.10

npoayiyvopor 44 1.362.23

npéaes A 8.13; 10.8; A4 1.400.22/3

npootxy A 2.4; 18.6; 19.2; 24.23;
AA41.73.9; ii.116.14

npoanyopie A 9.13, 15, 18; 12.10;
14.5; 16.9; 18.7, 20; 24.21, 23, 27;
A4 1.216.19; 324.5; 328.22; 344.
12/13; 348.9/10; 3870.21; 388.5;
ii.4.24; 76.12; 97.1; 166.13/14, 15;
174.26; 251.23; 284.17

npooipe A 18.16; 20.14; A4 1.51.25;
73.5; 888.5; ii.264.7

npbabeog A4 1.276.27

npoabixn A 14.12; 18.11; A4 i.189.8
(bis); 216.18; 1i.251.21/2; 297.9

npooxuviw A 20.22 (bis); 25.14 (bis),
15, 15/16

wpoarotntés AA 1.391.21

npbapnog A4 ii.264.6

nmpbotaypa A4 17.12; 25.23; 28.15, 25;
A4 ii.301.10; EF 1.5/6

npootifnur A4 14.13; 24.16; 44 1.362.
25; 1i.115.18

wpoaguris AA 1.72.10; 348.9; 386.6;
i1.171.28

npooguidng AA i.324.4; 344.12

npbowmoy A4 26.15; A4 1.63.8

npobndpxe A 7.4, 10; 10.11/12, 12;
A4 1.388.6

mpoghtng A 21.9; 441.327.10; EF 3.36

npoprtixds A 23.18

npogopd A 8.4; 16.7, 11; AA i.276.23

wpwtebe A4 1.72.3/4

mpitog A 10.2, 8; 25.8, 9, 11, 13, 24;
26.6; 28.14, 25; 44 1.72.17; 73.9,
15; 282.11; 326.15, 20; 328.22;
342.22; ii.76.9; (227.24); 228.2;
2438.28; EF 4.8, 10

mpwtdtoxos A 24.6, 9, 12, 16, 20; 44
ii.66.20, 22, 24; EF 3.2

nwpotwg A 28.5



IMPORTANT WORDS 207

pedarg A4 17.5; 44 1i.61.10
pina A4 1.165.24/5; 216.12; 284.32;
342.28/9; 3847.5; 892.17; ii.97.1/2

ohpf AA ii.114.16; 115.29; 116.1, 11,
12; 300.1, 3, 4; 301.8; EF 3.18, 39

oepvds AA 1.34.7; 40.19

oepvétng AA ii.284.22

sepuvive 4 8.2

onuaivew A4 12.8, 9; 16.13; 19.9; 26.24;
Ad i.186.5/6, 6, 8; 192.22; 276.24;
342.28; 367.10, 10/11; 870.21; ii.47.
12/13; 174.18/19, 21, 26

onuavtixég A 18.20; 19.16; 24.24;
AA 1.857.18; ii.166.13; 168.12

onpasic A4 16.12; 17.2; 18.5; 19.17;
AA ii.46.26, 29/30; 47.15; 291.27

oidnpoc A4 ii.47.1

oxoméw, -fopor A 20.15/16

sopla A4 7.1%3; 21.14; AA 1.282.10;
344.11; 392.18; EF 3.5

ebpopo A 22.10; 27.19

gopiatig AA i.54.7

sopiotixde AA 1.60.1

sopds A 21.11, 17; 22.1; A4 1.409.1

atoupds A4 1i.112.12; 116.18; 301.11;
EF 3.43

otowpbw A 27.8; AA i1.112.19, 28;
118.7; 115.23; 116.19, 20

ctepbwr A 8.9/10, 12, 13

otepéwpo A4 1.284.32

otépnoig A 8.7, 8 (bis), 14/15; A4
i.391.23; 599.5, 6

otepnuxds A4 1.395.25

obyxewpar 4 19.11

abyxinpos EF 2.9

guyxpivee A4 11.9; 20.3; 26.10; 44 ii.
92.25; 169.13

abyxptors 4 9.3, 5, 10 (bis); 11.7;
20.14; 26.6

ouyybew Ad4i.73.7

abyyvos A4 14.6

obuforog AA 1i.284.23

cuppeplle EF 3.10

ouppetadBoopt A4 i.318.12

auppetapépw A4 i.318.14

ouumepiypdoe A4 1.72.12/13

ovpnepthopuBdve A4 1.72.7

ovumhéxw A 11.5; A4 i.50.14

oupguiy A4 1.78.6

cuuguin A4 1.403.11; 1i.61.11

awvanabdvopon 44 1i.115.14

suvamoyewdw A 15.12

cuvoplBuéw EF 4.4

auvdpous, 44 i.307.23

ovveldw EF 6.4

suvebicbw EF 4.5

suvebopoidw A4 185

ouvemvoéw A4 17.5

cuvepyéy EF 4.16

suvnyoplae A4 1.40.21

obvlearc A4 1.276.28

alvletog A4 14.17; 19.11, 12; A4 1.382.
23; 1i.307.18, 21

ouwBipen 4 10.16, 17; 11.2

obvlpovog EF 2.9

owviotnut A4 26.5; 44 ii.115.26/7

suvtdttw AA 1.72.4/5; EF 4.6/7

suwmdpyxe A 10.12, 13, 14

gbotaog A 12.11; 21.17; 23.19; 24.12;
27.4; AA 1i.194.16; 216.9

oppaylc 4 26.9; EF 3.31, 32

oxéoig AA 1.31.8; 73.4; 324.3; 332.
21/2; ii.4.25; 6.9; 87.3; 171.24

oyetinde AA 1.291.27

oy A ii.47.1; 174.24

oxnpotiiew EF 2.7 var.

oxflw EF2.7

solw A 17.8; 23.17; 27.10/11; AA
ii.87.1/2

adpe A 10.8; 13.8; 28.17; 44 ii.52.6;
112.27; 183.1; EF 3.41; 5.2, 4

swpatikég 4 12.5; 16.1

swthp A 2.6; 21.10; 25.17; 27.31;
EF1.1;5.2

swtpin  EF 3.40

b A 2.5; 6.21; 10.2, 5 (bis); 18.15;
25.4, 7, 8, 10 (bis), 11, 23; 26.5;
AA 1.81.9; 49.21; 72.18; 73.6;
164.19; 368.8; ii.4.20

téttew A 7.9; 10.5, 6; AA4 1i.96.27

téhetog A 15.15; 27.3; A4 1.346.24

teAsdtg 4 8.11

tehebw A4 1.61.12

" céhog A 1.8; 22.14; 27.42; AA4 1.60.13;

ii.224.5; 227.25; EF 5.10
teyvindg AA 1i.74.5
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npbew A 25.24; A4 i.201.5; 409.1;
EF 2.2

tipog A4 1.72.24; 318.11

tplywvog AA 1i.174.28

tpieséy EF 2.7

tplrog A4 20.20; 25.4 (bis), 9, 10/11,
13, 22, 28; 27.8; A4 1.72.4; EF 3.44

tporny EF 2.15

wpémog A 19.15; 22.8; A4 1.40.20;
51.25/6; 156.7, 8 (bis); 160.13;
271.12; 328.24; 350.8; 368.8; ii.113.
4; 284.18

tormog AA
1i.6.11

tuyalos AA4 i.345.27 116.16

1.271.12; 398.7; 399.24;

vibg A4 5.3; 11.10, 14 (bis); 12.1, 2, 7;
13.6, 12, 13; 14.5 (bis), 8; 15.6, 7;
16.1; 17.8, 14; 18.10; 20.17; 22.2, 5,
7, 24.4, 10, 20, 21, 24, 26 (bis);
25.21, 238; 26.21; 27.1, 2, 13, 14;
28.6, 16, 17, 20, 26; A4 i.164.19,
26; 186.10; 192.21, 23; 202.3, 4 (bis);
340.10; 406.28; ii.4.22, 24; 35.2, 4;
47.12; 61.9; 96.26; 97.2; 105.7;
112.11; 116.1; 172.21; 194.20;
220.6; 224.7; 243.26; 281.20; 292.6;
EF2.17; 3.1, 2, 4, 6,17, 24 (bis), 26,
29 (ter), 31, 38; 4.5, 6, 7, 10, 12

GAn A4 16.4, 6; 17.16; 18.2; 44 ii.73.
16, 17; 74.5; EF 2.18

SAwde A4 ii.52.11; 177.30

Smoaxofp, AA ii.113.20; EF 3.23

Smaxobw AA ii.801.10

Smalhay AA 1.357.11

SmaArdoow A4 ii.118.10/11

Smaptfuén A 25.16, 28

Srapbc AA4.1.276.24

Smépxe A4 8.14; 10.9; A4 i.842.27/8;
ii.114.23; 115.4/5, 5; 116.16

dmepéxw A 9.18; 10.3; 44 1.34.14/15;
400.23; 401.8

Smepxeipon A4 11.240.14

Snepxbnte  AA ii.248.25

Smepoxh, A 9.21; 10.3; 11.7; 15.10;
19.20; 20.18; 21.15; 26.7; 27.11;
A4 ii.216.7; 273.27; 297.10

Smiroos A 27.2; EF 8.22, 23, 25 (bis),
43

Smnpetéw A 27.3

Smnpérng A4 27.5 :

dméxewpar 4 15.6; 18.6; 19.2; 44
1.164.21/2; 368.10, 16; ii.168.12

Sméotacg A 12.9; 25.17; 28.8; A4
ii.112.22; EF 2.6

$motayd; EF 2.14

Smotdtte A 22.6; 26.22; 27.11/12, 14,
14/15, 15; A4 1.72.6/7; EF 4.3

Smovpyés A4 15.15; 27.2

Splotnue 4 24.2; 28.11; A4 ii.76.10;
116.7; EF 3.6; Fi.9

O¢mrds A4 1i.236.17

Gdiotog  EF 2.11, 12 (ter)

plaptée A4 1.373.19, 22; 401.9

glops A4 1.401.26; ii.188.1

prhavBponin A4 ii.303.8

phosopla A4 1.282.4

ppovéw AA  1.274.28;
EF 1.7; 6.1 (bis)

opoviilw A 16.7; 44 ii.172.19

ppovtis A4 12.4; 18.13; AA i.311.25;
EF 4,22

b AA1.78.7

puowds A4 7.1, AA i.160.11; 201.4;
318.15; ii.4.20; 6.8; EF 2.18; 4.11

ploic A4 8.8, 9, 13; 9.2; 13.8; 17.7;
18.2, 8, 18; 20.4, 13; 22.4; 25.5 (bis),
8, 9 (bis), 11, 22; 44 1.40.20/1;
3038.2; 3845.14; 370.21; 3882.11;
385.21; 388.5; ii.47.7, 11, 14; 52.5,
18, 15; 74.4; 114.12; 194.18; 216.4;
224.13; 281.31; 284.18; 292.3; EF
2.3; 4.8; F iii.6

obew A 8.5; 17.17; 18.7; A4 1.186.6;
271.19; 342.23; ii.52.10; 243.26

pwvy A 6.5, 20; 8.5; 9.19; 12.2; 18.7;
28.18; 24.24; 25.17; AA 1.54.16;
63.8; 202.1; 271.18/19; 329.28;
347.20/1; 371.9; 386.7; 391.26;
,1i.47.15; 118.7; 114.16, 21; 166.14;
277.27/278.1; 292.2; EF 2.2; 3.21

pdc A 19.4 (bis), 8, 9, 18, 14; A4 i.
284.82; ii.46.24; 47.1; 236.16, 18;
240.12, 14; 297.8, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13;
299.28; 300.2, 4; 301.8, 12 (bis);
303.8; 307.19; 309.20, 21 (bis); EF
3.7; 4.18

1i.113.27/8;
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ot 44 ii.240.12; EF 3.7; 4.18

xopaxtnpilew A4 24.9

xdpry A 3.2; 5.6; 9.16; A4 ii.308.9;
EF 4.15/16

xopnyla AA ii.52.12

xopnyés EF 3.8

xpfioww AA 1.303.4; 346.25; 399.16;
ii.6.10

Xpotég A4 2.6; 5.4; 26.8, 14, 17;
27.12, 31, 38; 28.19, 20; A4 1.327.
11; ii.112.15, 17; 113.6; 115.9, 19,

. 22, 24, 29/30; 116.3, 4/5, 15, 25;
297.5; EF 1.1

xpévog A4 10.2, 4, 6; 19.21; 44 ii.207.
25; 208.1

xwpa A 7.8; 25.13, 24; AA 1.44.6;
326.22; 1i.93.23

xwpéew  A414.20; A41.373.11;1i.174.14

yowpilw 417.2;19.6; A4 1.164.17/18;
ii.97.3; 807.20, 23; EF 2.4/5

xwpiouds A4 1.399.6

evdiic A4 1.18; 44 1.81.11

$ebdosc 4 1.4, 9, 20; 2.3; 13.2, 4;
27.27, 32; AA 1.327.12; ii.194.15

¢eddw EF 2.2

bevdidg A4 1i.116.4

dedome A4 1.47.23; 57.15

Yihée A ii.97.1; 207.12

duxfi A 2.8; 3.8; A4 1.316.8; 356.23;
386.19/20; ii.240.13; EF 3.41; 4.18





