PETER VAN NUFFELEN

TRUE TO THEIR WORDS.
THEODORE LECTOR
AND HIS PREDECESSORS

By adding a four book compilation of Socrates, Sozomen and
Theodoret to his own Ecclesiastical history, Theodore Lector was
an innovator in the history of ecclesiastical historiography. As such,
he directly inspired the Historia Tripartita of Cassiodorus, com-
posed in Constantinople between 544/5 and 551.! Innovations,
however, rarely appear out of thin air. This chapter offers an in-
ventory of the evidence for earlier ecclesiastical histories that went
over terrain already covered by earlier authors, that is, works that
we would also call compilations. The evidence is largely fragmen-
tary and as such, the chapter also seeks to complete our knowledge
of Greek and Latin ecclesiastical historiography.

As we shall see, Theodore’s innovation does not lie so much
in the explicit reliance on earlier authors, which was common
practice among ancient historians and of which examples can
be found among earlier ecclesiastical historians. Rather, it lies in
the fidelity to their words and the professed intention to indicate
similarities and differences between the three authors. We shall
conclude by suggesting that Theodore Lector’s Historia Tripar-
tita is the result of the impact on historiography of the rise of the
so-called Viterbeweis: citation of the very words of an authorita-
tive Father of the Church became a necessary argument in theo-

logical debate.?

! Van Hoof - Van Nuffelen 2017, pp. 287-88; Van Ginkel 1995, pp. 52-54
argues that John of Ephesus may have used a collation of Socrates, Sozomen, and

Theodoret.
2 Graumann 2002; Dietrich 2018.
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P. VAN NUFFELEN

1. Eusebius the compiler

The earliest predecessor of Theodore is Eusebius of Caesarea him-
self — at least according to Theodore’s own interpretation. As all
historians, Theodore situates himself in a tradition. In his preface,
he aligns his own form of historiography with that of Eusebius,
by subtly redefining the latter’s project: “The most admirable
Eusebius, called son of Pamphilus, made the effort to collect the
learned men who have written about such ecclesiastical matters
from the beginnings — I mean not only of writers among the
Christians but also among the Jews — and he made a historical
narrative until the twentieth year of the Christ-loving and truly
ordained by God rule of Constantine the most praiseworthy and
blessed’.? The formulation picks up exactly the terms used by
Theodore to describe his own activity in the preceding lines of the
preface.* Sylloge is a term commonly used for compilations and
excerpt collections,” and thus Eusebius’ ecclesiastical history is
redefined as a compilation, just as Theodore’s own work. In the
preface to his ecclesiastical history, Eusebius had acknowledged
using carlier authors (whom he indeed copiously cites), but he
made clear enough that these are not historians, that they offered
at best fragmentary accounts of their own times, and that he thus
was making a coherent historical narrative out of material that
was not historical in nature.® We do not know if this assessment
of Eusebius was shared by other late antique readers and writers,
but there can be no doubt that Theodore interpreted the work

3 'Theodore Lector, Historia Tripartita 1 (ed. Hansen 1995): EdoeBiov tod
Bowpaciwtérov Tob énikiny Iapdilov kexunxdTog mepl Thv culhoyny T@V dvéxabey
TéG ToldTal EKKANTlaaTIKdG DToBédelg hoylwy avdpdv cvyyeypuddTwy, o uévov
Ayw 16v Tapi Xplotiavols dthosodnodvtwy, aMé kel map’ Efpalog, kol thvde
TV loTopixiy cVvTaéy momonpévov dypt Tod eikoaTod EToug Tig dhoyploTov Kol
g &nBag Omd B0l yetpotovnBelong Bacihelag Kwvotavtivov Tod mavevdyuov xal
UAKAPLWTAETO, ...

# Theodore Lector, Historia Tripartita 1 (ed. Hansen 1995): "Ex tvog ¥-
dov eméevotodal pot heydvrt katir & duérepov TTadhaydvay 8vog év pntpomdlel
Totvopa Ldyypae, &v adti] Te dmohadoavtt Tig o7 lepdg dpod kol Tiplag pot kedadfi,

> See the following works, with further references: Manafis 2018; Németh
2018; Odorico 2014.

¢ Eusebius of Caesarea, Ecclesiastical history 1.1.3=5 (ed. Schwartz - Mommsen

1999).
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THEODORE LECTOR AND HIS PREDECESSORS

of the father of ecclesiastical history in this way because it gave
his own kind of writing history a grander pedigree. Possibly,
though, his judgement was not merely self-serving: an under-
standing of Eusebius essentially handing on the testimony of
carlier church fathers may well have been shaped by the rise of the
Viterbeweis noticed above.

2. Sozomen’s Epitome

One of the authors used by Theodore, Sozomen (writing ¢. 445),”
had intended to cover the history from the beginning of the
church (that is, after the Ascension of Christ) until his own day.
When realising that he could not find anything to add to his pre-
decessors, he revised his plan and decided to continue Eusebius.
But he did compose an epitome of the period that Eusebius had
covered: ‘At first, I intended to write that history from the begin-
ning. Realising, then, that others had already tried their hand
at it until their own times (Clement and Hegesippus, very wise
men who followed on the Apostolic succession, and Africanus
the historian and Eusebius called son of Pamphilus, a man inti-
mately acquainted with the Sacred Scriptures and the poets and
writers of the Greeks), I composed an epitome in two books of all
events that have come to us and that happened to the churches
after the ascension to the heavens of Christ until the deposition
of Licinius. Now, if God permits, I shall set about narrating what
happened after these’® Modern scholarship tends to define an
epitome as the abbreviation of a single work, but ancient vocab-
ulary was not that precise.” We should understand Sozomen
as saying that he wrote what we would call a breviary, that is,

7 Van Nuffelen 2004, p. 61.

$ Sozomen, Ecclesiastical history 1.1.12-13 (ed. Bidez — Hansen 1995):
OpunBny 88 & gy mpaTe & dpyiic TaVTY ouyypdlet THY Tpaypatelay. hoyioduevos
Ot &g xatl &dhol TabTng Emetpalnaay péypt TV kot adtods ypdvwy, Kijung te xal
‘Hy#howrrog, dvdpeg codwtatol, T T@V drootéhwy Sladoxd] TapaxorovBioavtes, kol
Adpreavig 6 auyypadeds kot EdatBiog 6 émthqy TTaudtiov, dvip tav Belwy ypaddv
kel 7@V mop” ‘ENnor momtev kel ovyypadéwy molvuabéotatog lotwp, Son pev Tév
elg Nudg ENGSVTWY Talig Exihnatnig Guvéfy petd TV eig odpavods dvodov Tob XploTod
uéxpt Tg Auwcviov Kaealpéaewg, ETTEUOUEVOG ETTPUYUOTEVTAUNY €V Bl@liotg dbo, viv
O¢, b Be® dpavar, Tot peter TadTo Siekelbely melpdoopa.

% Horster — Reitz 2018.
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a brief account of events in a given period, normally relying on
literary sources. Indeed, his own statement (oo uév T@v eig A
ENBSvTwY Talg éxicnaloug cuvéPy) indeed defines the scope of his
work by the events, and not by the source, as would be the case
with what moderns call an epitome (e.g. Jordanes’ Getica is an
epitome of Cassiodorus’ History of the Goths). Even so, one could
wonder to what degree Sozomen’s epitome would contain any-
thing that was not in Eusebius, for the authors mentioned are all
sources of Eusebius and his statement may betray the fact that
he had been unable to find anything else than Eusebius. The epito-
me is completely lost. One factor in that loss certainly was that
Sozomen conceptualised his Ecclesiastical history as an indepen-
dent work, prefacing it with a dedication to Theodosius II and
a proemium. This implies that Epitome and Ecclesiastical history
circulated separately.

3. Sabinus the Arian

In a Syriac list of authors of ecclesiastical history, catalogued per
period they wrote on and found in Parisinus Syriacus 9 (thirteenth
century), we encounter a certain Sabinus the Arian:

How many writers wrote ecclesiastical histories from Adam
until the Messiah: Africanus, Hegesippus, Josephus and Judah
who wrote on the weeks of Daniel.

From the Messiah until the time of Constantine the Great:
Eusebius of Caesarea, Sabinus the Arian and Rufinus of Rome.

From Constantine the Great until Theodosius the Young:
Sozomenus, Socrates and Theodoret.

From Theodosius the Young until Justinian the Elder:
John, priest of Antioch, called Glybo, Theodore Lector of the
Church of Constantinople, Zachariah bishop of Melitene,
Qura of Batna, John of Asia and Daniel of Tur Abdin. End
of these things.!°

10 Nau 1915, Translation by M. Mazzola:

aumsian uarsl o pIw o Apmedi asha Kishas =an

Lidin ,mas dar ML ohat dm Wro0mo . wacmaso . @asma oo

Gimol wamwward #rdoi wau\pmas almy cusl os Kasurs 0
s ~amami wanaacio . MLik’ wauawma

.mo&vinc\mc\ vammaw +ias) maawarahl o oi mcu..k\.\)vmc\n >a
':~ooo§v.io:|or<)nc\
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THEODORE LECTOR AND HIS PREDECESSORS

There are too many names mentioned here to be discussed in
detail and I refer to our Clavis Historicorum Antiquitatis Poste-
rioris for further information on the authors mentioned here.!!
The intriguing reference to Sabinus the Arian is our interest here.
A church historian Sabinus is not attested anywhere else. The
only possible identification is Sabinus of Heraclea, who belonged
to the Macedonians (a branch of Arianism) and was the author
of a collection of synods, which ran from the Council of Nicaea
to ¢. 370 and was used by Socrates and Sozomen.'? Yet his work
did not run from Christ until Constantine the Great, contrary
to what the list states. If we identify the two Sabini, we must
accept that the author of the note (or his source) committed
an error, possibly by misinterpreting the citations of Sabinus in
Socrates and Sozomen as referring to a full-fledged ecclesiastical
history. Such an error is rendered likely by the fact that Rufinus
is also misrepresented as the author of a history from Christ until
Constantine and not (through his translation and continuation
of Eusebius) from Christ until Theodosius I.1> The alternative,
that there was another Sabinus, also an Arian, who wrote a proper
ecclesiastical history from Christ to Constantine, is intriguing
but less plausible. We have no idea what the narrative would have
looked like, but we need not expect it to have been substantially
different from what we have in Eusebius, for he too had sym-
pathised with Arius and the Eunomian historian Philostorgius
simply continued Eusebius.'*

~am un\ mai\ o ias waumaradh o

:m.'l«:\s.\.-lvﬁvmcmn iy oio Kioioha C\:u.\\ ~iohn V\Av\r{.‘\ ravn Qscs
:rﬁ.a:m’ic\&v Atato iaweda Qwasa r(._ﬁv: ~iaoa :,_ulv.‘.\..‘mn ~aaamiard iavo
o mle

11 Van Nuffelen — Van Hoof 2020.

2 Van Nuffelen 2004, pp. 447-54. On collections of documents as a
genre distinct from but related to ecclesiastical history, see Van Nuffelen 2004,
pp- 207-09.

3 In Anonymous of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical history pr. 22 (ed. Hansen 2008)
Rufinus is said to have participated in the council of Nicaca. In Grecek there there-
fore seems to have been a tradition of Rufinus having been contemporancous
with Eusebius, which we also find in the list.

44 Bleckmann — Stein 2015.
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4. Jerome

Jerome had a tremendous impact on the history of chronogra-
phy by composing a slightly adapted translation of the chroni-
cle of Eusebius of Caesarea. At one point in his life, he had the
intention of also composing an ecclesiastical history: ‘In the same
way I, who have long been silent (for a certain person who finds
my talking punishing has forced me to be quiet), wish to train
first in a minor work and to scrape off; as it were, a certain patina
from my tongue, so that I can proceed to a wider history. What
I set out to write (provided that the Lord gives me life and my
detractors stop persecuting me now that I am fleeing and locked
away) is an account from the arrival of the Saviour until our age,
that is, from the Apostles down to the dregs of the present time,
how and through whose agency the Church of Christ was born
and came of age, increased through persecutions, was crowned
through martyrdom; and how, after she reached the time of the
Christian emperors, she became greater in power and riches but
lesser in virtues’."> Derived from the preface to the Life of Mal-
chus, one of Jerome’s hagiographies, the passage is preceded by
a comparison of the writing of lives of saints to the mock battles
fought by the navy in preparation for a real encounter. In other
words, history is the real thing, hagiography is just an exercise.
The passage suggests that Jerome wanted to compose his own,
original history and did not intend to translate Eusebius. Admit-
tedly, the scope of the history starts where Eusebius had started
his own history, with the Apostles, and there can be little doubt
that the work would have undergone his influence in other ways.
By reaching until his own age, however, the work would have
been more than a mere translation. At the very least it would have

15 Jerome, Life of Malchus 1 (ed. Gray 2015, p. 79, with commentary pp. 106—
11): ita et ego, qui diu tacui — silere quippe me fecit cui meus sermo Supplicium est —
prius exerceri cupio in paruo opere et neluti quandam rubiginem linguae abstergere,
ut uenire possim ad historiam latiorem. scribere enim disposui — si tamen dominus
uitam dederit et si uituperatores mei saltem ﬁAgientem me et clausum persequi desie-
rint — ab aduentu Saluatoris usque ad nostram acetatem, id est, ab apostolis usque ad
huius temporis faecem, quomodo et per quos christi ecclesia nata sit et adulta, persecu-
tionibus creuerit, martyriis coronata sit et, postquam ad christianos principes uenerit,
potentia quidem et diuitiis maior sed uirtutibus minor facta sit. See also Chronicle,

pr. p. 7 (ed. Helm 1956).
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THEODORE LECTOR AND HIS PREDECESSORS

looked like that of Rufinus of Aquileia, who translated Eusebius’
church history and added two books of his own hand.!®

5. Gelasius of Caesarea

Gelasius, the bishop of Caesarea (d. before September 400) is
attested to have written an ecclesiastical history, which continued
Eusebius and supplemented him.!” In 1992, P. Nautin advanced
the hypothesis that Gelasius wrote a continuation of Eusebius
which was simply added to a manuscript of Eusebius, after a
prooimion of his own inserted at the end of Eusebius’ text. That
collection of Eusebius + Gelasius was then excerpted by the com-
piler of the seventh-century Epitome of Ecclesiastical Histories,
our major source for Theodore Lector.'® This would be the single
known example of an ecclesiastical history that consciously con-
tinued another one in the same manuscript, discounting the Latin
translation and continuation of Eusebius by Rufinus — which as,
as a translation, a special case. In fact, Nautin’s idea cannot be
correct.

Nautin relied on two arguments. First, in the Epitome of Eccle-
siastical Histories, the excerpts of Eusebius conclude on ‘Until
here narrates Eusebius’ ("Ewg tottov iotopel 6 Evoéfiog). Nautin
takes this to be a note drawn from Gelasius, who supposedly had
indicated that Eusebius ran until that point, before continuing
the narrative himself. This can only seem plausible if one fails
to look at the entire lay out of the Epitome, as there can be little
doubt that it is a marker introduced by the compiler. In fact,
the Epitome has headings for its major constitutive parts (Euse-

16 In the fifth century a Greek ecclesiastical history circulated under the name
of Rufinus, but which, to judge by the extant fragments, included material not
in the Latin history of Rufinus. Scholars tend to identify the work with that of
Gelasius of Caesarea: Van Nuffelen 2002.

17" Gelasius of Caesarea F1b (ed. Wallraff — Stutz — Marinides 2018): xaté-
kpwey éyypddws T'eddoiov éml Ty loToplay T@v petd EdotBlov xal dv odx Eypaev 6
Evoérog eNbeiv. Cf. Photius, Bibliotheca 89 (ed. Henry 1959) = Gelasius of Cae-
sarea, Ecclesiastical history TS (ed. Wallraff — Stutz — Marinides 2018): té peté:
Y dxxoreotikiy iotoplay EdoeBiov tob Iaudidov. The edition followed is that
of Wallraff — Stutz — Marinides 2018.

18 Nautin 1992. He is followed by Hansen 2008, p. 22, Wallraff - Stutz —
Marinides 2018, pp. xxi, li, Ixxxi-ii; Stevens 2018, p. 656.
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P. VAN NUFFELEN

bius, Theodore Lector and John Diacrinomenus).!® Yet, between
the excerpts of Eusebius and those of Theodore, the excerptor
intercalated excerpts from Gelasius and Philip of Side and he
thus marked clearly that he had ended his excerpts on Eusebius.
The note alerts the reader to this fact. Indeed, we should not for-
get that the title of the collection was Zvvaywyy iotopidv dadbpwv
4o Tiig Korte adpxa Yevwioews Tob Kuplov kel €7 Ty apyipy Exovae
4md Tob TPWTOV Adyou Tig éxkAnowoTikig loToplng evoefiov Tod
mapdihov (‘Collection of various histories from the birth in the
flesh of our Lord and further, taking its start from the first book
of the ecclesiastical history of Eusebius of Pamphilus’). The reader
was thus warned that the collection started with Eusebius and
that more would follow: hence the compiler added a note when
he ended his work on Eusebius. The compiler was a fairly diligent
men, for in the excerpts from Eusebius he noted quite often where
he had added information to what Eusebius said and where he
had taken it from.? He does the same in this instance, signalling
that he is now adding from Gelasius of Caesarea and, when he
finishes using Gelasius, he signals that he adds something from
Philip of Side.?! Then he inserts a heading that signals his return
to a major source, Theodore Lector. As shown by P. Manafis,
such indications are common in excerpt collections. There is hence
no reason to accept that the note ‘Until here narrates Eusebius’
derives from Gelasius.??

Second, Nautin noticed that Photius does not mention the
title of the ecclesiastical history, but only that of a proomion,?

1 Listed in Manafis 2018, pp. 173-74.

2 Manafis 2018, pp. 173-74; Stevens 2018.

21 Hansen 1995, p. 160.

22 Nautin 1992 is also not very consistent, for he argues that the notice on
the sons of Constantine, intercalated between the end note on Eusebius and the
first excerpt from Gelasius (printed in Gelasius F1b) is not by Gelasius (neither
do Wallraff — Stutz — N. Marinides 2018). Thus he accepts intervention by the
compiler at the very spot where he sees an original note of Gelasius. His argument
would be more convincing if he could prove that the compiler of the excerpt col-
lection had not intervened at all in the excerpts and had simply selected material
from Eusebius + Gelasius. Fven in Nautin’s reconstruction, there is intervention
by a compiler, who he thinks he can distinguish from Gelasius. Stevens 2018 has
the same illusion.

2 Gelasius of Caesarea, Ecclesiastical history T5a 1. 62-63 (ed. Wallraff -
Stutz — Marinides 2018): ‘H 8% hovmy) Bihog émrypadtpy uév Exet Towedmy- [pooiuov
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THEODORE LECTOR AND HIS PREDECESSORS

This indicates nothing more than that the manuscript used by
Photius did not carry a title before the preface, and it is hazardous
to speculate that it reflects the fact that Gelasius did not give his
own work a title and simply added it to a manuscript of Eusebius.
The title may have dropped out.

If Nautin’s two basic arguments are hardly convincing to start
with, his hypothesis generates a series of problems. There is sub-
stantial overlap between Eusebius and the fragments attributed to
Gelasius. The first fragments that go under the name of Gelasius
relate to events of AD 305,* that is, material that would belong
to book 9 of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical history. Indeed, there is over-
lap with Eusebius until F9.% This is not what one would expect
if Gelasius continued Eusebius in the same manuscript. Why
continue Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical history in the same manuscript
if one rewrites the last third of it? The argument that Gelasius
might have revised the last books of Eusebius does not offer an
escape route. Indeed, Nautin’s based his hypothesis on the struc-
ture of the Epitome of ecclesiastical bistories in which excerpts from
Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical history are followed by a few excerpts from
Gelasius. He argued that this reflects exactly the structure of
Eusebius + Gelasius. Yet the excerpts from Eusebius come from
all ten books,*® which would mean either that Gelasius copied
Eusebius and then started with a long section of repetition anyway
or that Gelasius had revised all ten books of Eusebius. The latter
option also begs the question of why he then started with a long
section of overlap.

Another problem for Nautin’s hypothesis is the clear contra-
diction between Eusebius and Gelasius: Gelasius F3, recording
how Diocletian and Maximian were executed on order of the

g¢moxdmov Konoapelag Iahouativng eig té peté miv dxichnaieatucy lotoplay EvaeBiov
0D [Tapdilov.

2 Gelasius of Caesarea, Ecclesiastical history F2-3 (ed. Wallraff — Scutz -
Marinides 2018).

2 The statement by Wallraff — Stutz — Marinides 2018, p. li that “The quota-
tions from Eusebius only reach the reign of Diocletian while the extracts from
Gelasius stretch from the time of the persecutions under Diocletian to the revolt
of Licinius’ is wrong. The last extract from Eusebius is drawn from Ecclesiastical
history 10.9.6 (ed. Schwartz — Mommsen 1999), the death of Licinius in 325:
see Manafis 2018, p. 290.

26 See Manafis 2018, pp. 275-90.
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P. VAN NUFFELEN

senate when they tried to regain imperial power, is not only ficti-
tious but flatly contradicts what is in book 8 of Eusebius, as it was
excerpted by the epitomator (exc. 103, following the numbering
of P. Manafis 2018) noting how Diocletian died of disease and
Maximian hung himself. However one construes Gelasius activ-
ity, this is hard to explain. If Gelasius simply continued Eusebius
in the sense that his own history constituted a single work with
that of Esebius (as Nautin wishes us to believe), it is very curious
that such a contradiction would occur: any reader of the manu-
script would wonder about the reliability of Gelasius if he reads
how the continuation simply contradicts what he had read earlier.
If one assumes that Gelasius updated Eusebius by adding material
into Eusebius’ text, it is impossible that the compiler of the Epit-
ome found Gelasius F3 in his Eusebius + Gelasius. Indeed, if the
compiler was able to extract Gelasius F3 from book 8 of Euse-
bius, this supposes that the compiler would have found there two
different versions of the deaths of Diocletian and Maximian
next to each other and that he would have been able to identify
which version was by Gelasius and which by Eusebius. This would,
in turn, entail, that Gelasius marked his additions as such?” with

27 Stevens 2018, p. 641 argues something on these lines, although it is only on
the basis of knowledge of the standard text of Eusebius that one can identify the
additions. For Stevens, the additions to Eusebius found in the Eusebius-excerpts
of the Epitome were identifiable scholia. Yet the fragments from Gelasius cannot
be scholia, for F3-9 are too long for being mere scholia. Stevens also argues that
the additions to the excerpts of Eusebius in the Epitome of Ecclesiastical Histories
have a double origin, a scholiast whom he identifies with Gelasius of Caesarea,
and the epitomator himself. His thesis is an modification of that of de Boor 1888,
who argued that it was unlikely that a seventh-century epitomator would have
been able to consult second- to third-century authors like Pierius, Papias, and
Africanus, who are cited in the additions. Hence he supposed that two authors
had been active: the epitomator and another individual. De Boor proposed as
source of the additions Philip of Side, who is cited in Baroccianus 142, one of the
manuscripts from which the Epitome is reconstructed. In identifying the scho-
liast not with Philip but with Gelasius, Stevens builds on Nautin 1992 and the
arguments levelled against Nautin can thus also be levelled against Stevens.
Attributing the additions to Gelasius is neat but cannot be squared with the rest
of the fragments in the Epitome. Stevens does not notice, for example, the con-
tradiction between excerpt 103 and Gelasius F3. He assumes that Gelasius added
new material to Eusebius as scholia, but why then does the Epitome not cite the
Gelasian fragments among the Eusebian material and postpones it doing so until
after its end? If Gelasius simply added his material in Eusebius’ text, it would ap-
pear carlier in the excerpt collection. If Gelasius certainly cannot be the scholiast,
I am not convinced that it is possible to distinguish two layers in the additions
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THEODORE LECTOR AND HIS PREDECESSORS

his name or clear authorial indications, so that a compiler could
separate out Gelasian material from Eusebian material. This is
a procedure unheard of, as a comparison with the way Rufinus
blends his additions into his translation of Eusebius” ecclesiasti-
cal history shows. This option also forces us to accept that not
just the compiler of the Epitome but all users of F3-9 of Gelasius
(the fragments in which there is overlap with Eusebius) were care-
ful enough to extract the additions by Gelasius from the text of
Eusebius and cited them as if deriving from an independent text.
If such behaviour in a single compiler would be remarkable, the
adoption of a similar method by a series of independent authors
working across centuries begs belief — especially as we know that
the compiler did add material to the excerpts of Eusebius, drawn
from many sources.”® Nautin’s hypothesis demands that he would
change his habits only for Gelasius and started extracting material
from Gelasius that he found mixed with Eusebius.?’ The alterna-
tive would be that the compiler diligently checked his manuscript
of Eusebius + Gelasius against another manuscript of Eusebius
so as to identify additions. The latter option is extremely unlikely
and effectively contradicts Nautin’s hypothesis that the Epitome
of Ecclesiastical histories reflects exactly the single manuscript
of Eusebius + Gelasius, for then we would have interference
with another manuscript of Eusebius.

It should be clear that Nautin’s hypothesis does not fit the
method of the compiler of the Epitome nor the fragments of
Gelasius as they are transmitted to us. It should be laid to rest.
Thus, Gelasius composed a self-standing ecclesiastical history,
which started his work with a summary of earlier events and thus
consciously overlapped a bit with Eusebius (as did Socrates, for
example). If the excerpts in the Epitome are anything to go by,

to the Eusebian excerpts, as done by de Boor and Stevens. There is much authorial
intervention in the Eusebian excerpts (see Manafis 2018, pp. 275-90, who has
a more complete overview, although he does not yet use a manuscript that Stevens
did use (R Bodleian, Auctarium E.4.18). Not all results reached by Stevens con-
vince: § 5 and § 7 both cite Pierius, but according to Stevens one would be by the
scholiast and another by the epitomist (p. 645).

28 This is accepted by scholars who follow Nautin, such as Stevens.

» Nautin’s hypothesis regarding Gelasius was followed by a similar one re-
garding Theodore lector (Nautin 1994), which is equally untenable: Delacenserie
(2016, pp. 73-74).
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he started with the beginning of the life of Constantine.’® This is
irreconcilable with the idea of a continuation of Eusebius in the
same manuscript, for in no known instance of a historian ex-
pressly continuing a predecessor in the same manuscript,* a prac-
tice that is well-known among chroniclers,? the continuator
starts with the overlap we witness here. Given the compiler’s
careful way of working in the Eusebian fragments, where he lists
additional parallels, we may be entitled to think that he did not
find much of interest in Gelasius except for political history
of the years 305-25 or at least nothing that was worthwhile to
add to Theodore Lector.

6. John of Aegeae (?), Ten books of ecclesiastical history
Anonymous of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical history

In Biblioteca 41, the patriarch Photius summarises an ecclesiasti-
cal history composed by a certain John:

Read the Ecclesiastical history by a certain John. It begins with
the reign of Theodosius the Younger, the heresy of Nestorius
and his deposition, and goes down to the time of Zeno and
the deposition of Peter the heretic, who had usurped the see
of Antioch. The style is clear but florid. The author describes
in detail the third council held at Ephesus, and also another
council held in the same place, I mean the Robber council,
which he deifies together with its president Dioscorus and
his companions. He also gives a slanderous account of the
council of Chalcedon. This justifies the conclusion that the

3 T am assuming that the unnumbered and usually unprinted fragment
found in Gelasius of Caesarca, Ecclesiastical history F1b 1. 2-3 (ed. Wallraff -
Stutz — Marinides 2018) (which is not in Hansen, nor in Manafis) is by Gelasius.
Note that the fragments as printed by Wallraff — Stutz — Marinides 2018 (an edi-
tion that should, however, be used with prudence: Van Nuffelen 2019) deal mostly
with Constantine and Nicaea. The confusion of Photius between the Anonymous
of Cyzicus (the earliest source for Gelasius of Caesarea) and Gelasius of Caesarea
is hence not that remarkable.

31 Tt is, of course, different if different authors have been copied in the same
manuscript.

32 Nautin only adduces examples from chronography. He also gives the ex-
ample of the Life of Origen by Pamphilus and Eusebius (Photius, Bibliotheca 118,
ed. Henry 1959), but this is a different case as both were co-authors of the first
five books and Eusebius finished it after Pamphilus’ death.
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author is John, presbyter of Aegaca, a heretic who wrote espe-
cially a book against the council of Chalcedon.* The history,
according to his statement, is in ten books. I have only read
five, containing (as already stated) a record of events from the
heresy of Nestorius to the deposition of Peter the heretic.?*

The manuscript identified the author merely as a certain John
and on the grounds of its obvous anti-chalcedonian tendency
Photius proposes the plausible but by no means certain identifi-
cation with the miaphysite presbyter John of Aegeae.” The his-
tory, as read by Photius, ran from ¢. 428, when Nestorius became
bishop of Constantinople and the problems leading to the coun-
cil of Ephesus (431) started, until ¢. 476, when Peter the Fuller,
intermittently bishop of Antioch between ¢. 470 and 488, was
deposed by the emperor Zeno (474-91) who had regained power
after the usurpation of Basiliscus (475-76).% 476 is the only mo-
ment when a deposition of Peter the Fuller happened in the reign
of Zeno. The five books read by Photius would thus have cov-
ered about fifty years. Where do we locate the other five books?
They could have followed the account that Photius read. In that
case, assuming that the pace of narration was similar and hence
that roughly another half a century was covered, John could
have been writing in the reign of Justin I (518-27) and Justinian
(527-65), during the time of restoration of chalcedonism. The

3 See Photius, Biblioteca 55 (ed. Henry 1959).

% Photius, Bibliotheca 41 (ed. Henry 1959): Aveyvaofy Twdvvov éxkhnoie-
otk loTopla. Apyetal 4md Tig Oeodogiov Tob véov Pacthelns, d’ adtig mov THg
Neoropiov Bhacdnpiog kel kabaipéoeng, kol kdrear péypt Zivwvos kal g xebaipé-
oewg ITétpov Tob aipetixod, & Tov Avtioyuedv vdfprace Bpdvov. "Eatt 8¢ oltog v
dpaov oadhg kol avOnpde. Attpyetar 8¢ Tiv Tpltry glvodov Ty év ‘Edéow Aemto-
uep@g. AN kel TN peté TadTy &v adti cuvayehaceioay, Ty AoTpikiy Aéyw: fiv
otTog Betdlel, kol TOV TabTY Tyepdve Awbaropov kol Todg obv abTy. Attkeiat Ot xal
v &v Kaynmdéve atvodov, deadpwy tadtyy. E§ dv 2ot cupfodely Twdvvyy elval
Tov Tatépe. Tob BuBhiov oV mpeaPiTepov oV Alyediy, &6 kel iSlwg dg alpetivdg
kot g &v Kedyndévi auvédov BiBhiov ovvétale. Tijg uévrorye iotoplag adtod Séxa
TUYYAVOVaL TUOL, GG Kol alTdG Ekelvog Emayyelhetal (v AUy Todg TévTe Yéyovey
Gvoryvaval, TepteyovTag, 0¢ Ednuev, amd g Neotopiov Bhaodnuing uéypt tig Tod
aipeticod [Tétpov xaboupéoens. Translation J. H. Freese, adapted.

3 See further Facundus of Hermiane, Defense of the Three Chapters 3.2.20,
5.1.17 (ed. Clément — Vander Plactse — Fraisse-Bétoulieres 2002-2006). Wright
1872, p. 937 records an attack by John of Aegeac on Theodoret, preserved in
Syriac translation.

3¢ Kosiriski 2010.

29



P. VAN NUFFELEN

other possibility is to locate the five books before the ones read
by Photius. In that case, it is likely that John started with Nicaca.
This option seems most plausible, given the parallel of the Anon-
ymous of Cyzicus.

The Anonymous of Cyzicus (formerly known as Pseudo-Gela-
sius of Cyzicus) composed an account of the council of Nicaea
because the partisans of Eutyches, having acquired the upper
hand under Basiliscus, accused the Chalcedonians of misrepre-
senting the faith of Nicaca. Indeed, the Encyclical of Basiliscus
recognised only Nicaea and Ephesus I and rejected the council
of Chalcedon.’” It became hence important to show that Chal-
cedon did or did not explicate what was already said in Nicaca.
The Anonymous provides an Chalcedonian account of Nicaea
to that effect. The work is essentially a compilation of Euse-
bius, Socrates, Theodoret, Gelasius of Caesarea and Rufinus of
Aquileia.?® If that dependency is not denied, the Anonymous
construes an elaborate genealogy of lost sources to enhance the
authority of his own work. Indeed, he opens the preface with
a reference to an old book, once the property of Dalmatius of
Cyzicus, bishop elected ¢. 426-27: ‘A very long time ago I had
read everything that was said, done and decided in this virtu-
ous and holy synod, when I was still in my father’s house. I had
found it written in a very ancient book, whose pages contained it
all in full detail. They had belonged to the holy and praiseworthy
Dalmatius, who was archbishop of the holy and catholic church
of the brilliant metropolis of Cyzicus and had come to the then
lord of our house, that is, my father in the flesh, who had the
position of presbyter in that same holy church’¥

37 Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical history 3.4 (ed. Bidez-Parmentier 1898).

3% Hansen 2008, pp. 1643 whose idea of a reliance on Philip of Side is cer-
tainly wrong. A thorough study of how the Anonymous composes his narrative
is needed.

% Anonymous of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical history pr. 2 (ed. Hansen 2008): mévta
To &V xelvy) TR EvapéTe kol dyla cuvdde hexBévta Te kol TpoyBévTa kol StTvwde-
vToL ThAcll Te Kol TpoTahot dveryvodg ETL &V Tf TaTpa oixig didywy, edprkdg aiTé
&v BiBAw apyatotdry éyyeypauuéve v pepBpivals dravta dropadeintag gxovacus,
yevopgvoug v tob Belov kol dowdipov Axdpariov Tob dpylemiorémoy Yevouévoy Tiig
brylag xal xaBohxig éxicdnatog T tav Kulunvay haumpis untpomdlews, mept-
eMdobaaug 8¢ elg TOV ToD moTe MueTépov olkov SeaTdTHY, héyw OF) TOV kTl Ghpka
TaTépa udv, T alTAg AywTdTng Exihnatoag TpeaBuTeplov HEwpévo.
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The author states that he read the entire book and made many
notes from it, for he could not remember everything. The book
may have existed,”” and the Anonymous gives some indications of
its content.*! Yet the reference to an old book reminds one of the
pseudo-documentary fictions known from Greek literature,” and
one suspects here a literary ploy to enhance the claim to authority.

Later he adds that he looked up additional sources to com-
plement his notes, in particular Eusebius and Rufinus. He refers,
however, to another, further unknown author: ‘John, a certain old
and very literate presbyter, in rather old fascicles [did not record]
everything’.** Again we have no further attestation of this work.
It may well be authentic, but it could also be part of a strategy
of authentification.* Indeed, the Anonymous also turns Rufinus,
who wrote about a century after Nicaea, into a participant of the
council. At the very least, we may suspect that the information
regarding date of the further unknown John given here is not
fully reliable.®

The strategy of authentification pursued by the Anonymous
is thus clear: he obscures the use of later sources, such as Socrates,
and suggests that he only used sources that are old and date mostly
from close to the council itself. He may be relying on literary
fiction; at least, he is willing to turn Rufinus into a participant
of the council. Although clearly a compilation, the Anonymous
of Cyzicus is in many ways different from Theodore Lector.
He focuses on a single, albeit foundational, event and although
he regularly references the sources he is using, he obviously com-
poses the narrative in his own words.

4 Cf. CHAP s.v. Anonymous, Account of the council of Nicaea.
4 Anonymous of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical history pr. 3-7 (ed. Hansen 2008).

2 Ni Mheallaigh 2008.

# Anonymous of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical history pr. 21 (ed. Hansen 2008):
Twdvvy pév T mpeaPutépw avdpt madaud, dyav ypadik@, év Tetpadiols Tahaiolg
Mo, o0 piy hae.

“ Honigmann 1953, p. 173 n. 22; Speyer 1971, p. 74.

% A more hazardous identification would be with John of Aegeae. It is not
uncommon for ecclesiastical historians to use works from authors deemed hereti-
cal: Socrates and Sozomen used Sabinus of Heraclea, and Evagrius Scholasticus
relied on Zachariah. In line with his practice to suggest that he used sources that
date close to the council, he could have turned John of Aegeae in an old presbyter.
By the same token, he would have obscured his reliance on a heretical source.
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The Anonymous and his strategies of authentification testify
to a debate about Nicaea that was current around the reign of
Basiliscus. It seems hence likely to take this as the Sitz-im-Leben
for John of Aegeac’s work too. It would have been driven by
theological concerns about continuity with Nicaea in the other
two councils, Ephesus and Chalcedon. It is likely to assume
(although we cannot know) that John would have used mate-
rial he found in Socrates, Sozomen and/or Theodoret, and thus
that his first five books would have been compilatory in nature.
A further indication of this is that these books circulated sepa-
rately in the age of Photius: readers may not have felt the need
to preserve the first part of his work because it did not offer any-
thing original in comparison with the authoritative accounts
of the three ‘chalcedonian’ synoptic historians.

At any rate, theological debate of the 475s seems to have
spurred the writing of ecclesiastical histories that resemble in
many aspects Theodore Lector, even if the Anonymous of Cyzi-
cus pursued a different method and literary strategy for claiming
authority. How John of Aegeae proceeded we cannot tell.

Conclusions

We are used to seeing the independent historical account that
starts where one’s predecessor left off as the normal way of writ-
ing ecclesiastical history. This is indeed how the sequence Ese-
bius-Socrates/Sozomen/Theodoret-Evagrius presents itself to us.
But that picture is misleading. We have surveyed the ways eccle-
siastical historians of the fourth and fifth century shaped their
works when they wished to write on a period that had already
been covered by a predecessor. A limited degree of overlap was
usual, and can be observed in Socrates, Sozomen and Gelasius of
Caesarea in relation to Eusebius of Caesarea. They briefly reca-
pitulated some of the events narrated by their predecessor, so as
to set the scene for their own account. If overlap was greater, the
historian composed his own, new account, although it could be
heavily based on his predecessors, as we have suggested in the case
of Sozomen’s epitome and the first five books of John of Aegeae.*

46 T have left aside Philip of Side, who composed a Christian history from

Adam until 426, of epic proportions. This was not an ecclesiastical history
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That dependency could be tacitly accepted, as in Sozomen,
or obscured, as in the Anonymous of Cyzicus, who turns late
sources into eye witnesses of Nicaca and suggests reliance on
old and thus authentic reports. What we do not encounter is
continuation of a predecessor in the same manuscript, as was
wrongly suggested for Gelasius of Caesarea — that is, at least not
in the same language. Rufinus of Aquileia added his continua-
tion to his translation of Eusebius and Jerome might have done
the same thing had he ever composed his own history. But such
a translation and a continuation is obviously a different matter
than the continuation of a work in the same language, for there
was no pre-existing work to which one could simply add sections
or books.

How does Theodore Lector fit into this tradition? On the one
hand, he shares with his predecessors the wish to create a new,
single account: his express wish is to compose a single narrative
out of the three accounts of his predecessors. On the other, his
undertaking differs clearly from his predecessors by the much
stronger fidelity to the very words of his predecessors. This is
linked to another difference: preceding authors who covered anew
the terrain already covered by a predecessor (usually Eusebius),
defined their scope by the events, by a period, e.g. from the begin-
ning of the church (Sozomen, Jerome, Sabinus) or from Nicaca
onwards (John of Aegeae). Theodore’s task was not to compose
a history from Nicaea until the present day, but to make a single
account out of the three of his orthodox predecessors. Their start-
ing point is his. The texts are seen as carriers of authority and the
events are seen through them. As a consequence, the way Theo-
dore claims authority is different from what we noticed in the
Anonymous of Cyzicus. The latter secks to show that his sources
were eye witnesses of Nicaea and that he used old and venera-
ble texts and reports, suggesting that these are eye witnesses too.
Such a strategy stands fully in the tradition of ancient histori-
ography, for which eye witness reports had the highest status.
Theodore, by contrast, derives his claim to truth from the author-
ity that Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret already have as god-

(there is no church before Christ). At any rate, what we know of the work would
not change the conclusions reached here: Van Nuffelen 2004, pp. 209-10;
Heyden 2006.
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beloved and most learned men (Beodudeig bpod xal Aoyiwtatol
&vopeg).”” The re-defining of Eusebius as a compiler picks up
the same idea and vocabulary: Eusebius transmits the words of
learned men.* Attention is shifted away from the events to the
texts, which have received authority because they are composed
by orthodox and learned men. In this attention to the very words
of authoritative writers, we see, I suggest, the impact of the wider
cultural shift towards a ‘patristic culture’, in which the words
of figures of authority carried weight. As such, the Historia tri-
partita of Theodore Lector was a work of its times.
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Abstract

The chapter offers an inventory of the predecessors of Theodore Lec-
tor who composed ecclesiastical histories that overlapped with histo-
ries that had been written before. To that end, it edits the fragments
of some fragmentary authors. Theodore does not stand out by relying
on the accounts of his predecessors but by adopting their very words.
It is suggested that this reflects the change in patristic culture where-
by citations from acknowledged ‘Church Fathers’ became crucial for
granting authority to statements.
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