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PREFACE.

" IVT^ Portion of Church History has been so much ne-

JL 1 glected in recent times as the History of the Councils.

"With the exception of a few monographs on particular synods,

nothing of importance has appeared on this subject in our

days. It is high time that this state of things should be altered,

and altered not by a mere adaptation of old materials, but by

a treatment of the subject suited to the wants of the present

day. This has become less difficult, inasmuch as new docu-

ments have been brought to light, and we live in an age

when many errors have been abandoned, many prejudices

have been put on one side, great progress has been made in

critical studies, and a deeper insight into the development of

the Christian Church has undoubtedly been gained.

" I have been employed for a good many years in the com-

position of a History of the Councils of the Church, which

should be of a comprehensive character, and founded upon

original documents. I may affirm that I have spared no

pains to secure accuracy, and have done my best to consult

all the literature which bears upon the subject."

The hopes which Dr. Hefele thus expressed in his preface

to the first volume of his History have been abundantly ful-

filled. He has not only supplied an acknowledged want in his

own country in a manner which leaves little to desire, but

he has brought within the reach of all German scholars an

amount of information in connection with the ancient councils

which is to be found only in part even in those large collec-

tions of Hardouin and Mansi, which are seldom to be met
with in private libraries. It is to be hoped that the interest
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manifested in that portion of his work which is translated in

this volume may induce the publishers to carry it forward at

least to the close of the fourth (Ecumenical Council.

The Translator was at first in doubt as to the best form in

which to present this, History to the English public,—whether

in the form of a paraphrase, in which case it must have been

almost an original work, or as a simple translation. Various

considerations induced him to adopt the latter course. There

was little difficulty in doing so, as Dr. Hefele's German style,

unlike that of many of his Protestant fellow-countrymen, is

generally lucid and intelligible. The Editor, when he first

undertook the work of preparing the History for English

readers, intended to add a number of notes from writers who
regard the subject from a different point of view. This he

afterwards found to be unnecessary, and the additional notes

are accordingly very few. Dr. Hefele is so fair in the state-

ment of facts, that every reader may very easily draw his

conclusions for himself.

All possible care has been taken to make the references i

and quotations correct. It is almost certain, however, that

slight mistakes may still be found in these pages ; and the

Editor will gratefully receive any corrections which may be

forwarded to him, and make use of them should a second

edition of the work be called for.

Since writing the above, the Editor has received a very

kind letter from the Author, which he desires to acknowledge

the more gratefully, from the fact that he had delayed to

write to Dr. Hefele until after the work of translation was

considerably advanced. This delay was not, however, volun-

tary. At the time when the translation was begun, the

Bishop had gone to Rome to take part in the Vatican'

Council, and it was felt that at such a time it would be

unsuitable to address him. After the close of the Council,

the Editor was himself engaged in various ways ; but he has

now the satisfaction of making various corrections which,

have been most kindly forwarded to him by the Author.
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Most of these have been inserted in their proper place

;

but the following correction is of so much importance,

that it has been thought better to introduce it here. At

p. 50, line 4, the Author wishes the following passage to

be substituted for that which previously appeared:—Erase

from "Martin v." (line 4) to "a general theory" (line 15),

and substitute : " When, therefore, Martin v. declared at

the last session of the Council of Constance, that he ap-

proved and ratified all that had been decreed by the present

holy (Ecumenical Council of Constance in materiis field con-

ciliaritcr (that is, by the whole Council, and not merely by

individual nations), this approval had immediate reference

only to the special matter of Falkenberg (see vol. vii. p. 368

of Heiele's Conciliengcschichte) : he said nothing at all on the

decrees respecting the superiority of an oecumenical council to

the Pope; and if this Pope, in the bull of the 2 2d February

1418, required of every one the recognition of the Council

of Constance as being oecumenical, and that all which it had

decreed in favorem field et salutem animarum must be re-

ceived and believed (vol. vii. p. 347), he evidently avoided

giving it a complete, and universal confirmation. His words,

which we have quoted above, have a decidedly restrictive

character. He indicated by them that he excluded some of

the decrees of the Council from his approbation (evidently

those referring to the superiority of the Council) ;
but for

the sake of peace, he did not choose to express himself more

clearly. His successor, Eugenius IV., declared himself with

greater distinctness in 1446, when he accepted the whole

Council of Constance, and all its decrees, absque tamen prcrju-

dicio juris, dignitatis, et prcceminentioz scclis apostolicct. There

can be no question that by this he intended to exclude from

his approbation the decrees of Constance respecting the supe-

riority of an oecumenical synod to the Pope."

The Editor has to thank several friends for directing his

attention to a few mistakes in the first edition. Should

any be still detected in the present, he will be grateful

for their being pointed out. W. 11. C.
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HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS,

INTRODUCTION.

Sec. 1. Origin and Authority of Councils.

THE two synonymous expressions, concilium and <tvvo$o<;,

signify primarily any kind of assembly, even a secular

one ; but in the more restricted sense of a Church assembly,

i.e. of a regularly convoked meeting of the rulers of the

Church for the discussion and decision of ecclesiastical busi-

ness, the word concilium is found for the first time in Ter-

tullian,
1 and avvoZos in the Apostolical Canons; 2 while the

Apostolical Constitutions
3 designate even the ordinary meetings

of Christians for divine service by the name of avvoSos.

That the origin of councils is derived from the Apostolic

Synod held at Jerusalem about the year 52,
4
is undoubted ; but

theologians are not agreed as to whether they were instituted

by divine or by human authority. The true answer to this

question is as follows : They are an apostolical institution ; but

the apostles, when they instituted them, acted under the com-

mission which they received from Christ, otherwise they could

not have published the decisions of their synod with the

words, " It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us." They

must have been convinced that the Lord of the Church had

promised and had granted His Spirit to the assemblies of the

Church.

Later synods have acted and spoken in the same conviction,

that the Holy Ghost governed the assemblies of the Church

;

and Cyprian in his time wrote,
6 in the name of the Council

1 De Jejun. c. 13.
a C. 36, alias 37 or 33. 3 L. V. c. 20.

4 Acts xv. 6 Ep. 54.

A
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over which lie presided, a.d. 252, to Pope Cornelius: "It

seemed good to us, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit
" i

{Placuit nobis, Sancto Spiritu suggcrcntc). To the same effect

the Synod of Aries, A.D. 314, expressed itself : "It seemed

good, therefore, in the presence of the Holy Spirit and His

angels " (Placuit ergo, prccscnte Spiritu Sancto ct angclis ejus

:

Hardouin, Collect. Condi, t. i. p. 262). And it was this con-

viction, which was so universal, that led the Emperor Con-

stantine the Great to call the decree of the Synod of Aries

a heavenly judgment (ccelcste judicium) ; and he added, that the

judgment of the priests ought to be so received as though the

Lord Himself sat and judged (saccrdotum judicium itcc debet

hcibcri, ac si ipse, Dominus residens judicct). Twenty years

later he again publicly expressed the same belief, at the close

of the first oecumenical council at Nicrea, in these words

:

" What seemed good to the three hundred holy bishops (that

is, the members of the Nicene Synod) is no otherwise to be

thought of than as the judgment of the only Son of God "

{Quod trcccntis Sanctis episcopis visum est, non est cdiud putan-

clum, gruam solius Filii Dei scntentia)} In perfect agreement

with this are the testimonies of all the ancient Fathers, Greek

as well as Latin, of Athanasius as of Augustine and Gregory

the Great, the latter of whom goes so far as to compare the

authority of the first four general councils with the importance

of the four holy Gospels.
2

The earliest synods known to us were held about the middle

of the second Christian century in Asia Minor : they were

occasioned by the rise of Montanism. It is, however, not

improbable that such assemblies were held earlier in the Greek

Church, perhaps on account of the Gnostics, inasmuch as the

Greeks from the earliest times had more inclination, and also

greater need, for synods, than those of the Western Church.

Sec. 2. Different hinds of Synod*.

It has oeen customary, in dealing with ecclesiastical statis-

tics, to divide the councils into four classes ;
but they may

be more accurately divided into eight, since there have actually

been ecclesiastical assemblies of the kinds described under

i Hard. i. 447. Lib. i. Ep. 25.
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tlie following numbers,—two, five, seven, and eight. Foremost

of all stand,—

1. The Universal or (Ecumenical Councils, at which the

bishops and other privileged persons 1 from all the ecclesias-

tical provinces of the world 2
are summoned to be present

under the presidency of the Pope or his legates, and are

bound to attend, unless in case of reasonable hindrance ; and

whose decisions are then received by the whole Church, and

have the force of law for all the faithful. Hence it is clear

that a council may possibly be intended to be oecumenical,

and be summoned as such, and yet not receive the rank of an

oecumenical synod,—as when its progress is stopped, or when
it does not accomplish its object, or becomes divided, and the

like ; and for such reasons does not receive the approval of

the whole Church, and particularly of the Pope. So it was

with the so-called Latrocinium or Bobber-Synod at Ephesus,

a.d. 449. ''• The bishops of all provinces were summoned, and

the papal legates were present ; but violence was used which

prevented free discussion, so that error prevailed : and this

Synod, instead of being recorded with honour, is marked with

a brand on the page of history.

2. The second rank is given to General Councils or Synods

of the Latin or Greek Church, at which were present the

bishops and other privileged persons either of the whole Latin

or of the whole Creek Church, and thus only the representa-

tives of one-half of the whole Church. Thus, in the first in-

stance, the Synod held at Constantinople, a.d. 381, was only

a Greek or Eastern general council, at which were present

all the four Patriarchs of the East,—those of Constantinople,

of Alexandria, of Antioch, and of Jerusalem, with many other

metropolitans and bishops. As, however, this Synod was

afterwards received by the "West, it acquired the rank of an

oecumenical council.

3. When the bishops of only one patriarchate or primacy

{i.e. of a diocese, in the ancient sense of the word), or of only

1 Of these, more hereafter.
2

clxoufilv/t. Not merely of the Roman Empire, as Spittler supposed {Complete

Works, viii. p. 175), although in the ancient Clmrch the boundaries of tl>e

Church very nearly coincided with those of the Roman Empire.

*.0W |4oq. SlNWfc. \HZl.
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one kingdom or nation, assembled under the presidency of tho

patriarch, or primate, or first metropolitan, then we have re-

spectively a national, or patriarchal, or primatial council,

which frequently received the name of universal or •plenary

Universale or plenarium).1 The bishops of the Latin Church

in Africa, for instance, metropolitans and suffragans, often as-

sembled in synods of this kind under the Primate of Carthage;

and in the same way the archbishops and bishops of all Spain

under their primate, the Archbishop of Toledo. In still earlier

times, the metropolitans and bishops of Syria assembled under

the Archbishop of Antioch, their supreme metropolitan, after-

wards called by the name of Patriarch.

4. A Provincial Synod is considerably smaller, and is formed

by the metropolitan of an ecclesiastical province, with his

suffragan bishops and other privileged persons.

5. Intermediate between the third and fourth classes are

those synods, which are not uncommon in the history of the

Church, in which the bishops of several contiguous ecclesias-

tical provinces united for the discussion of subjects of common
interest. They may be called the Councils of several United

Provinces; and they rank lower than the national or primatial

synod in this respect, that it is not the complete provinces of

a nation or of a primacy which are represented in them.

G. By Diocesan Synods we understand those ecclesiastical

assemblies which the bishop holds with his clergy, and over

which he presides either personally or by his vicar-general.

7. Councils of a peculiar and even abnormal character, and

known as avvoSot ivSrj/xovaai [Synods of Residents), were often

held at Constantinople, when the Patriarch not unfrequently

assembled around him bishops who happened to be staying

(ivSiyjLovvres) at Constantinople on private or other business,

from provinces and patriarchates the most widely separated,

for the discussion of important subjects, particularly for the

decision of contests between the bishops themselves. 2 We
shall have occasion to adduce more on this subject when we

1 Cf. an article by the author in the Tiibinyer Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1852,

pt. iii. p. 406.
2 Cf. the treatise of Quesnel, De Vita, etc., S. Leonls M,, Op. S. Leonls, t. ii.

d. 521 if. (ed. Ballerini).



INTRODUCTION. 5

come to discuss the ninth and twenty-eighth canons of

Chalcedon.

8. Last of all, there appear in history not a few Mixed

Councils (concilia mixta) ; assemblies in which the ecclesiastical

and civil rulers of a kingdom meet together in order to take

counsel on the affairs of Church and State. We come across

them particularly in the beginning of the middle ages,—not

unfrequently in France, in Germany, in England, in Spain,

and in Italy. Of this character are the fourth to the seventh

Synods of Toledo, many synods held under Pepin, under

Charles the Great [Charlemagne] and his successors, among

others the Synod of Mainz, A.D. 852, and that held in the

year 876 in the Palatium apud Ticinum, at which the elec-

tion of Charles the Fat was approved by the bishops and.

princes of Italy.
1 "We shall further on meet with several.

English mixed councils, at which even abbesses were present.

All such assemblies were naturally summoned by the King,

.

who presided and brought forward the points which had to

be discussed. The discussion was either carried on in common,

.

or the clergy and the nobility separated, and formed different,

chambers,—a chamber of nobles, and a chamber of bishops,.

—the latter discussing only ecclesiastical questions. The de-

cisions were often promulgated in the form of royal decrees.
2

Six grounds for the convocation of great councils, particu-

larly oecumenical councils, are generally enumerated :

1. When a dangerous heresy or schism has arisen.

2. When two Popes oppose each other, and it is doubtful

which is the true one.

3. When the question is, whether to decide upon some

great and universal undertaking against the enemies of the

Christian name.

4. When the Tope is suspected of heresy or of other

serious faults.

5. When .the cardinals have been unable or unwilling to

undertake the election of a Pope.

6. When it is a question of the reformation of the Church,

in its head and members.

1 Hard. vi. 1C9.

» Cf. Salmon, TraiU de VEtude des Conciles, p. 851 fl., Paris 1726.



6 IIISTOEY OF THE C0UNCIL3.

Besides these, there may be many other kinds of reasons

for the convocation of smaller synods ; but all must have

reference to the one supreme aim of all councils—" the pro-

motion of the well-being of the Church through the mutual

consultation of its pastors." In the ancient Church there

were very many synods assembled, in order to resolve the

contests of the bishops with one another, and to examine

the charges brought against some of their number.

Sec. 3. By wliom are Synods convoked ?

If it is asked who convokes councils, there can be no con-

troversy with regard to the greatest number of the eight kinds

just specified. It is undoubted, that the ecclesiastical head of

the diocese, the bishop, has to summon the diocesan synod

;

the ecclesiastical head of the province, the metropolitan, the

provincial synod ; the ecclesiastical head of a nation, a patri-

archate, etc., the patriarch or primate, either at his own in-

stance or at the wish of another, as of the sovereign, calls a

national or primatial synod. It is equally clear, that when

.several provinces meet in a combined synod, the right of con-

vocation belongs to the most distinguished^imong the metro-

politans who meet. At the avpoSos ivStiftovaa, it was, of

course, naturally exercised by the Bishop of Constantinople.

Consequently, and from the very nature of the case, the sum-

mons to an oecumenical council must go forth from the oecu-

menical head of the Church, the Pope ;
except in the case,

which is hardly an exception, in which, instead of the Pope,

the temporal protector of the Church, the Emperor, with the

previous or subsequent approval and consent of the Pope,

summons a council of this kind. The case is similar with

the other synods, particularly national synods. In the case

of these, too, the temporal protector of the Church has occa-

sionally issued the summons instead of the ecclesiastical ruler
;

and this not merely in ancient times in the .Grseeo-Poman

Church, but also later in the German and Roman States.

Thus, e.g., Constantine the Great convoked the Synod of Aries

in 314, and Theodosius the Great the Synod of Constan-

tinople (already mentioned) in 381, in concert with the four

Eastern patriarchs ; Childebert, king of the Franks, a national
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synod at Orleans in the year 549
j

1 and Charles the Great,

in the year 794, the great Synod of Frankfurt.
2 Even the

Arian sovereign, Theodoric the Great, at the beginning of the

sixth century, gave orders for the discontinuance of several

orthodox synods at Eome. Further examples are noted by

Hardouin.
3

Among those councils which were called by the emperors,

the latter undertook many kinds of expenses, particularly the

expense of travelling incurred by the numerous bishops, for

whom they ordered houses and carriages to be put at their

disposal at the public expense. This was done by Constan-

tine the Great at the calling of the Synods of Aries and

Niccea. They also provided for the entertainment of the

bishops during the sitting of those assemblies.
4 At the later

councils—those of Florence and Trent, for example—many

of the expenses were borne by the Popes, the Christian

princes, and the cities in which the synods were held.

Bellarmin endeavoured to prove,
5

that it was formally

recognised in the ancient Church that the calling of synods

belonged to the hierarchical chiefs, and the summoning ot

oecumenical councils in particular to the Pope ; but several

of the passages which he adduces in proof are from the

Pseudo-Isidore, and therefore destitute of all importance, while

others rest upon an incorrect explanation of the words re-

ferred to. Thus, Bellarmin appeals above all to the legates

of Leo I., who at the fourth (Ecumenical Council—that of

Chalcedon in 451— had demanded the deposition of the

Patriarch Dioscurus of Alexandria, because he had ventured

to call an oecumenical council without permission from Borne.

Their words are : avvohov iroXfxrjae irou](sai liriTpo-Kr]<i Si^a

tov diroaroXiKov dpovov.
6 In their obvious meaning, these

words bear the sense indicated, and they are generally so ex-

plained. As, however, Pope Leo the Great had, by sending

his legates, recognised and confirmed the summoning of the

1 Hard. ii. 1443. - Hard. iv. SS2.

3 Hard. xi. 107S.
4 Euseb. Eccl. Hist. x. 5, p. 392, ed. Mog. ; Be Vita Const, iv. C. 0.

6 Disputationes, t. i. 1. i. c. 12.

« Hard. Coll. Cone. t. ii. \\ OS ; Mansi, t. vi. p. 581.
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Latrociniam} or Robber-Synod— for it is to this that the

reference is made— we are under the necessity of under-

standing that Dioscurus was accused at Chalcedon of thrust-

ing the papal legates into the background, and taking the

direction and presidency of the Council into his own hands.

This is the way in which it is understood by the Ballerini
2

and by Arendt.3 At the same time, it must not be over-

looked that the general nature of the expression of which

the papal legates made choice at Chalcedon, certainly in-

volves the other side of the papal claim, and implies not

only the right to preside over synods, but to convoke them.

Bellarmin appeals further to the seventh (Ecumenical

Council, which in its sixth session rejected the iconoclastic

Synod of 754, and refused to recognise it as oecumenical, for

this very reason, that the summons for its assembling did not

go forth from the Pope. What the Synod does in fact say,

however, is, that " this Synod had not the Roman Pope as its

CO-operator " (ovk ea-^e avvepybv rbv ru>v ' Pco/jiaicov irairav).
4

There is nothing said in particular of the Pope's taking part

or not in the summoning of the Synod.

On the other hand, it is perfectly certain that, according to

Socrates,
5 Julius I., even in his time, about the year 341, ex-

pressed the opinion that it was an ecclesiastical canon,^ hetv

irapa jvoj/xtjv tov 6ttlgkg7tov 'Poop.?]? tcavovl^eiv ra<i eV/cX7;cr/a?
;

and there can be no doubt, if these words are impartially con-

sidered, that they mean that it was " not lawful to pass canons

of universal obligation at synods without the consent of the

Bishop of Rome." The question which is here to be decided,

however, is this : Who, as a matter of fact, called or co-ope-

rated in calling the oecumenical synods ? And the answer

is : The first eight oecumenical synods were convoked by the

Emperors, all later ones by the Popes ; but even in the case of

the early synods, there is a certain participation of the Pope

1 See, for an account of this Synod, Milman, Lat. Cliristianity, vol. i. p. 190.

—Ed.
: 8. Leonis, Opp. t. ii. p. 460, not. 15.

3 Monographic ub. P. Leo d. Gr. S. 270.
4 Hard. iv. 327.

* Hist. Ecd. ii. 17.
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in convoking them, which in individual cases is more or less

clearly seen.

1. The fact that the summons to the first (Ecumenical

Synod proceeded from the Emperor Constantine the Great,

cannot be disputed. 1 As, however, none of the letters have

come down to us, we cannot tell whether they referred to any
consultation with the Pope. On the other hand, it is un-

deniable that the sixth (Ecumenical Synod in 680 expressly

asserted
2

that the Synod of iSTicoea was summoned by the

Emperor and Pope Sylvester (KtovaravTlvos 6 deiae/3iaTaTo<g:

/cal SiXfiearpos 6 doi8ifu.o<; rijv iv NiKaia fieytiXyv re koI irepi-

/3\€7ttov avveXeyov cruvoSov). The same is stated in the

ancient Liber Pontificcdis
i
attributed to Pope Damasus ; and if

this authority be considered of slight value, the importance of

the former must be admitted. Had the sixth (Ecumenical

Council been held in the "West, or at Eome itself, its testi-

mony might perhaps seem partial ; but as it took place at

Constantinople, and at a time when the bishops of that place

had already appeared as rivals of the Bishop of Eome, andl

moreover the Greeks formed by far the greater number present

at the Synod, their testimony for Eome must be regarded as

of great importance. Hence even Eufinus, in his continua-

tion of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius,5
says that the

Emperor summoned the Synod of Nicsea at the suggestion of

the priests (ex scntcntia saccrclotum) ; and certainly, if several

bishops were consulted on the subject, among them must
have been the chief of them all, the Bishop of Eome.

2. With regard to the second Oecumenical Synod, it is com-
monly asserted,

6
that the bishops who composed it themselves-

declared that they were assembled at Constantinople in ac-

cordance with a letter of Pope Damasus to the Emperor Theo-

dosius the Great.7 But the document which has been relied

1 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 6.

1 This was more than 300 years after, and we know not on what authority

the statement was made.

—

Ed.
3 Hard. iii. -*jifc I»f7l,
4 Cf. an article by Dr. Hefele in the Tiibingcr Quarlalsclmft, 1845, S. 320 ff,

5 Lib. i. c. i.

• Even by Hefele himself, in Aschbaeh's Kirchenlexicon, Bd. 2, S. 161.
7 Theodoret : Hist. Ecd. v. 9.
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upon as authority, refers not to the Synod of the year 381,

the second oecumenical, but, as we shall show further on in

the history of this Council, to the Synod of the year 382,1

which actually did meet in accordance with the wish of Pope

Damasus and the "Western Synod at Aquileia, but was not

oecumenical. It is without effect, moreover, that Baronius

appeals to the sixth',(Ecumenical Council to prove that Pope

Damasus had a part in the calling of the second (Ecumenical

Synod. For what the Council says is this : "When Macedonius

spread abroad a false doctrine respecting the Holy Spirit,

Theodosius and Damasus immediately opposed him, and Gre-

gory of Nazianzus and Nectarius (his successor in the See of

Constantinople) assembled a synod in this royal city."
2 This

passage is obviously too vague and indefinite to afford grounds

for concluding that Pope Damasus co-operated in the sum-

moning of the Synod. Nay more, the words, " Gregory of

Xazianzus and Nectarius assembled a synod," rather exclude

than include the co-operation of Damasus. Besides, it should

not be forgotten that the Synod in question, held a.d. 381, as

we have already remarked, was not originally regarded as

oecumenical, and obtained this rank at a later period on its

being received by the West. It was summoned as a general

council of the Greek or Eastern Church ; and if the Pope had

no share in convoking it, no inference can be drawn from

this fact unfavourable to his claim to summon oecumenical

synods.

3. The third (Ecumenical Council at Ephesus, in the year

.431, was summoned, as the Acts prove,
3 by the Emperor

Theodosius, in union with his Western colleague Valentinian

in. It is clear, however, that the Pope Celestine I. concurred,

from his letter to Theodosius, dated May 15, 431, in which

he says that he cannot personally be present at the Synod, but

will send his representatives.
4

Still more distinct is his letter

to the Council itself, dated May 8, 431, in which he sets

'before the assembled bishops their duty to protect the orthodox

1 Cf. the notes of Valesius to Theodoret ; Hist, Eccl. v. 9.

2 Hard. iii. p. 1419.
3 Mansi, t. iv. p. 1111 ; Hard. t. i. p. 1343,

Mansi, iv. 1291 ; Hard. i. 1473.
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faith, expresses Lis expectation that they will agree to the

sentence which he has already pronounced upon Nestorius,

and adds that he has sent his legates, in order that they may
give effect to this sentence at Ephesus.1 The members of

the Synod themselves saw and acknowledged that there was

here not merely an assent to the convocation of the Synod,

hut also directions for their guidance, inasmuch as they de-

clare, in their most solemn act, the sentence of condemnation

against Xestorius :
" Compelled by the canons and by the

letter of our most holy father and fellow-servant Celestine,

Bishop of Eome, we have come to this sad sentence of con-

demnation upon Xestorius."
2 They expressed the same when

they said that " the letter of the Apostolic See (to Cyril, which

he had communicated to the Synod of Ephesus) had already

set forth the sentence and rule to be followed (^rtjcfiov /cat

tvttov) in the case of Xestorius ; and they, the assembled

bishops, had, in accordance with this judgment, followed up

this rule."
3

It is herein clearly acknowledged that the Pope

had not simply, like other bishops, so to speak, passively

agreed to the convocation of the Synod by the Emperor, but

had actively prescribed to the Synod rules for their guidance

;

and had thus, not in the literal sense, but in a sense higher

and more real, called them to their work.

4. The manner in which the fourth (Ecumenical Synod at

Chalcedon, a.d. 451, met together, we learn from several letters

of Pope Leo I., and of the Emperors Theodosius II. and Mar-

tian. Immediately after the end of the unhappy Bobber-

Synod, Pope Leo requested the Emperor Theodosius II. (October

13, 449) to bring together a greater council, assembled from

all parts of the world, which might best meet in Italy.
4 He

repeated this request at Christinas in the same year,
5 and be-

sought the Emperor of the "West also, Yalentinian in., together

with his wife and mother, to support his request at the Byzan-

tine Court, Leo renewed his petition on the 16th of July

450, but at the same time expressed the opinion that the

1 Mansi, I.e. p. 12S\; Hard. f. 14G7.
2 Mansi, I.e. p. 1226 ; Hard. I.e. p. 1431. 3 Hard. I.e. p. 1472.

4 Leo. Ep. 44 (ed. Ballerina, t. i. p. *j&. C\ ((,(>,
5 Ep. 54.

• Epp. 55-58.
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Council would not be necessary, if the bishops without it

would subscribe an orthodox confession of faith.
1 About this

time Theodosius II. died, and was succeeded by his sister S.

Pulcheria and her husband Marcian. Both of them intimated

immediately to the Pope their disposition to call the Synod

which had been desired, and Marcian in particular asked the

Pope to write and inform him whether he would attend per-

sonally or by legates, so that the necessary invitations might

be issued to the Eastern bishops.
2 But Pope Leo now wished

at least for a postponement of the Council. He went even so

far as to say that it was no longer necessary ; a change in his

views which has often been made a ground of reproach to

him, but which will be thoroughly discussed and justified at

the proper place in this History of the Councils. We will only

point out, at present, that what Leo had mentioned in his

69 th letter, during the lifetime of Theodosius II., as a reason

for dispensing with the Council, had actually taken place

under Marcian and Pulcheria, inasmuch as nearly all the

bishops who had taken part in the Robber-Synod had re-

pented of their error, and in conjunction with their orthodox

colleagues had signed the cpistola dogmatica of Leo to Flavian

,

which was, in the highest sense, an orthodox confession of

faith. Moreover, the incursions of the Huns in the "West had

made it then impossible for the Latin bishops to leave their

homes in any great number, and to travel to the distant

Chalcedon ; whilst Leo naturally wished, in the interest of

orthodoxy, that many of the Latins should be present at the

Synod. Other motives contributed to the same desire ; among

these the fear, which the result proved to be well grounded,

that the Synod might be used for the purpose of altering the

hierarchical position of the Bishop of Constantinople. As,

however, the Emperor Marcian had already convoked the

Synod, the Pope gave his consent to its assembling, appointed

legates, and wrote to the Synod describing their duties and

business.
3 And thus he could say with justice, in his later

epistle, addressed to the bishops assembled at Chalcedon,
4

that the Council was assembled " by the command of the

1 Ep. 69. 2 Epp. 73 and 76, among those of S. Leo.

2 Epp. 89-95. 4 Ep. 114.
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Christian princes, and with the consent of the Apostolic See
"

(ex prcccepto Christianorum principum et ex consensu apos-

tolical sedis) ; as, on the other hand, the Emperor at an earlier

period wrote to the Pope, " The Synod is to he held tc auctorc."
l

The Pope's share in convoking the Council of Chalcedon was,

moreover, so universally acknowledged, that, soon after, the

Bishop of Msesia said, in a letter to the Byzantine Emperor

Leo :
" Many bishops are assembled at Chalcedon by the order

of Leo the Roman Pontiff, who is truly the head of the bishops
"

(per jussioncm Leonis Romani Pontificis, qui vere caput episco-

porwni).
2

5. There can be no doubt that the fifth (Ecumenical Synod

in the year 553, like the first four, was convoked by the

Emperor (Justinian I.) ; but it is also certain that it was not

without consultation with the Pope. Vigilius says himself

that he had agreed with the Emperor Justinian, in the pre-

sence of the Archbishop Mennas of Constantinople and other

ecclesiastical and civil rulers, that a great synod should be

held, and that the controversy over the three chapters should

rest until this synod should decide it.
3

Vigilius expressed

his desire for such a synod in a second letter ad unitcrsam

ecclcsiam,
4 whilst he strongly disapproved of the Emperor's in-

tention of putting an end to the controversy by an imperial

edict, and was for that reason obliged to take to flight. "When

they had become reconciled, Vigilius again expressed his desire

for the holding of a synod which should decide the contro-

versy
;

5 and the deputies of the fifth Council afterwards de-

clared that he had promised to be present at the Synod. 6

What is certain is, that Vigilius had desired the postponement

of the opening, in order to wait for the arrival of several Latin

bishops ; and in consequence, notwithstanding repeated and

most respectful invitations, he took no part in the sessions of

the Synod. 7 The breach was widened when, on the 14th of

May 553, the Pope published his Constitutum, declaring that

*Ep. 73. J Hard. ii. p. 710.

* Cf. Frag, damnationis Theodorl (Aseidse) in Hardouin, t. iii. p. 8. Cf.

Schrbckh, Kircheng. Bd. xviii. S. 590.

4 Hard. iii. p. 3.
5 Hard. iii. p. 12 E, and p. 13 B.

• I.e. p. 65 B.
T Hard. I.e. 63, 65 ss.
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he could not agree with the anathematizing of Theodore of

Mopsuestia and Theocloret.
1 At the suggestion of the Emperor,

the Synod at its seventh session, May 26, 553, decided that

the name of Yigilius should be struck out of the diptychs,

which was clone, so that the Pope and the Council were now
in open antagonism. In his decree to Eutychius of Constan-

tinople, however, dated December 8, 553, and in his second

Constitutum of February 23, 554, Vigilius approved of the

decrees of the fifth Synod, and pronounced the bishops who
had put them forth—that is, the members of the Synod—to

be his brethren and his fellow-priests.
2

6. The case of the sixth (Ecumenical Synod, A.D. 680, is

quite the same as that of the third. The Emperor Constan-

tine Pogonatus convoked it,
3 and requested the Pope to send

legates to it.
4 Pope Agatho, however, not only did this, which

involves an assent to the imperial convocation of the Synod

;

but he sent to the Emperor, and thus also to the Council, a

complete exposition of the orthodox faith, and thus prescribed

to it a rule and directions for its proceedings ; and the Synod

acknowledged this, as the Synod of Ephesus had done, inas-

much as they say, in their letter to Agatho, " Through that

letter from thee we have overcome the heresy . . . and have

eradicated the guilty by the sentence previously brought con-

cerning them through your sacred letter" (ex sentmtia p&r sacras

vestras litcras cle its priiis lata).
5

7. The seventh (Ecumenical Synod—the second of Kicrea,

in the year 787—was suggested to the Empress Irene by the

Patriarch Tarasius of Constantinople, who endeavoured to re-

store the reverence for images and union with Eome. The

Empress and her son, the Emperor Constantine, approved of

this ; but before the imperial letters of convocation were

issued, they sent an ambassador to Pope Hadrian I. with a

letter (785), in which they requested him to be present at the

projected (Ecumenical Synod, either personally or at least

1 Hard. I.e. pp. 10-48. [This must be distinguished from the Constitutum

of 554.]
2 See at the end of this Constitutum in Hard. iii. pp. 21S-244 ; and in

the decree, ib. pp. 213-218.

3 Hard. iii. p. 1055. * I.e. p. 1459. 6 Hard. iii. 143S.
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by his representatives.
1 In the October of the same year,

Hadrian I. sent an answer to the Emperor and Empress, as well

as to the Patriarch, and promised to send his legates to the

intended Synod, which he afterwards did, and thereby practi-

cally declared his consent to its convocation. Nay more, in

his letter to Charles the Great, he goes so far as to say,

" And thus they held that Synod according to our appoint-

ment" (ct sic synodum istam secundum nostram ordinationcm)

;

and thereby ascribes to himself a still closer participation in

the holding of this Synod.2

8. The last synod which was convoked by an emperor was

the eighth oecumenical, which was held at Constantinople in

the year 869. The Emperor Basil the Macedonian had de-

throned his former colleague Michael in., or The Drunken,

and deposed his creature, the schismatical Photius, from the

patriarchal chair, replacing the unlawfully deposed Ignatius,

and thereby restoring the union of the Greek and Latin

Churches. As, however, Photius still had followers, the Em-
peror considered it necessary to arrange the ecclesiastical re-

lations by means of a new oecumenical council, and for that

purpose sent an embassy to Pope Nicolas I., requesting him

to send his representatives to the intended Council. In the

meantime Nicolas died ; but his successor, Hadrian II., not

only received the imperial message, but sent the legates, as

it had been wished, to the Council, and thereby gave his

consent to the convocation of this CEcumenical Synod.3

All the subsequent oecumenical synods were held in the

West, and summoned directly by the Popes, from the first of'

Lateran, the ninth CEcumenical Synod, to the holy Synod of

Trent, while smaller synods were still convoked by Kings and

Emperors; 4 and Pope Leo X. declared in the most decided

way, at the eleventh session of the fifth Lateran Synod, with

a polemical reference to the so-called propositions of Con-

stance, that the Pope had the right to convoke, to transfer,

and to dissolve oecumenical synods.
5

1 Hard. iv. 21 ss. Hard, ir. 813 E. * Hard. v. 765, 7G6.

* Hard. xi. 107S sq, s Hard ix. 1828 a.
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Sec. 4. Members of Councils.

In considering the further question, who lias a right to be

a member of a synod, it is necessary first to distinguish be-

tween the diocesan and other synods. For whilst in the

latter either the only members or at least the chief members

sire bishops, the diocesan synod, with the exception of the

president, is made up of the other clergy ; and whilst the

privileged members of the other synods have a votum clcci-

sivum, a vote in determining the decrees of the synod, those

of the diocesan synod have only a votum consultativum, a

light to be present and speak, but not to vote on the decrees.

Here the bishop alone decides, the others are only his coun-

sellors, and the decision is pronounced in his name. The

members of the diocesan synod are divided into three classes.

1. Those whom the bishop is bound to summon, and who

are bound to appear. To this class belong cleans, archpres-

byters, vicarii foranei} the vicar-general, the parochial clergy

by deputies ; and, according to more recent law and custom,

the canons of cathedral churches, the provost and canons of

collegiate churches, and the abbedes saicidarcs'}

2. Those whom the bishop may, but need not summon, but

who are bound to come when he summons them ; for example,

the prebendaries of cathedrals who are not canons.

3. Lastly, those who in general are not bound to appear, as

the clcrici simplices. But if the synod has for its special pur-

pose to introduce an improvement in the morals of the clergy,

or to impart to them the decisions of a provincial synod, these

must also appear when they are summoned.

With respect to the members of other kinds of synods,

ancient Church history gives us the following results :

—

1
i.e. vicars-general for districts outside the bishop's see.

—

Ed.
2 It is more difficult to settle the question with reference to the regular clergy.

Among these must be distinguished the exempt and the non-exempt. The

latter, abbots and monks, must appear. The exempt regulars are divided into

two classes : (1) those who, in conjunction with other houses of their own orders,

are under a general chapter ; and (2) those who, being free, are subject to no such

higher authority. The latter must appear ; the former generally not. They,

however, are also bound to appear if they have parish churches or any other

cure of souls. So it was ordered by the Council of Trent, sess. xxiv. c. 2,

Dp reform.
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1. The earliest synods -were those held in Asia Minor

at out the middle of the second century, on the occasion of

Montanism. Eusebius does not say who were present at

them
;

L hut the libcllus synoclicus informs us that one of these

synods was held at Hierapolis by Bishop Apollinaris with

twenty-six other bishops, and a second at Anchialus by Bishop

Sotas and twelve other bishops.
2

2. The next synods in order were those which were held

respecting the celebration of Easter, in the second half of the

second century. With reference to these, Polycrates of

Ephesus tells us that Pope Victor had requested him to con-

voke in a synod the bishops who were subordinate to him,

that he did so, and that many bishops had assembled with

him in synod.
3 In the chapters of Eusebius in which these

two classes of councils are spoken of,
4 only bishops are men-

tioned as members of the Synod. And, in the same way, the

libcllus synoclicus gives the number of bishops present at each

council of this time, without referring to any other members.

3. The letters of convocation for an oecumenical synod

were directed to the metropolitans, and to some of the more

eminent bishops ; and the metropolitans were charged to give

notice to their suffragans. So it was, e.g., at the convocation

of the third (Ecumenical Synod, for which an invitation was

sent to Augustine, who was already dead.
5 The invitation to

appear at the synod was sometimes addressed to the bishops

collectively, and sometimes it was simply required that the

metropolitans should personally appear, and bring merely the

most able of their suffragans with them. The latter was the

case, e.g., in the summoning of the third and fourth Councils ;

"

to Xictea, on the contrary, the bishops seem to have been in-

vited without distinction. Sometimes those bishops who did

not attend, or who arrived too late, were threatened with

penalties, as well by the Emperors, e.g. by Theodosius II., as

Vy earlier and later ecclesiastical canons.
7

4. The clwrcpiscopi (^wpe7rt'o-/<:o7rot), or bishops of country

1 Hist. Ecd. v. 16. 2 See, further on, Book i. c. i. sec. 1.

3 Euseb. Hist. Ecd. v. 24. 4 Loc. at.

s Hard. i. 1419. c Hard. i. 1313, ii. 45.

* Hard. i. 1346, 9S8 B, 1622; ii. 774, 104S, 1174; iii. 1029; vii. 1812; vui.96ff.

B
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places, seem to have been considered in ancient times as quite

on a par with the other bishops, as far as their position in

synods was concerned. We meet with them at the Councils

of Neocaesarea in the year 314, of Nicrea in 325, of Ephesus

in 43 1.
1 On the other hand, among the 600 bishops of the

fourth CEcumenical Council at Chalcedon in 451, there is no

cliorepiscopus present, for by this time the office had been

abolished ; but in the middle ages we again meet with clwr-

episcopi of a new kind at "Western councils, particularly at

those of the French Church, at Langres in 830,
2
at Mainz in

847,
3
at Pontion in 876, at Lyons in 886, at Douzy in 871

Bishops without a diocese have a certain resemblance to these;

and such we meet with at synods, as in the year 585 at

]\lacon in France.
5

It is disputed whether those who are

merely titular bishops have a right to vote at a council ; and

it has generally been decided in this way, that there is no

obligation to summon such, but when they are summoned

they have a right to vote.

5. Towards the middle of the third century we find a de-

parture from this ancient practice of having only bishops as

members of synods, first in Africa, when Cyprian assembled,

at those synods which he held with reference to the restora-

tion of the lapsed, besides the bishops of his province and his

clergy, confessorcs et laicos stantcs, i.e. those laymen who lay

under no ecclesiastical penance.
7 So there were present at

the Synod held by S. Cyprian on the subject of baptism by

heretics, on the 1st of September (probably a.d. 256), besides

eighty-seven bishops, very many priests and deacons, and

maxima pars plcbis? And the Eoman clergy, in their letter

to Cyprian 9 on the subject, request that the bishops will take

counsel in synods, in common with the priests, deacons, and

laicis stantibus. It must not be overlooked, however, that

Cyprian makes a difference between the membership of the

1 Hard. i. 2SG, 314-320, 1486. 2 Hard. iv. 1364.

3 Hard. v. 5.

4 Hard. vi. 180, 39G ; v. 1316 B, 1318. 5 Hard. id. 466.

G Walter, Khxhenr. (Canon La^v), S. 157 (S. 294, 11th ed.).

^Cypriani^. 11, p. 22 ; Ep. 13, p. 23; Ep. 66, p. 114; Ep. 71, p. 126

(ed. Baluz.)

» Cypriani Opp. p. 029 (ed. Bal.).
9 Cyp. Epp. 31, p. 43.
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bishops and of others. We learn from his thirteenth letter,
1

that the bishops come together with the clergy, and the laity-

are only present fyrcepositi cum clcro convenicntes, prcBsente ctiam

stantium plebe) ; from his sixty-sixth letter, that the priests,

etc., were the assessors of the bishops (comprcsbytcri, qui nobis

assiclelant). In other places Cyprian speaks only of the

bishops as members of the synod,2 and from other passages 3

it comes out that the bishops had at these s}rnods taken the

advice and opinion of the laity as well as the clergy. It is

never, however, in the least degree indicated that either the

clergy or the laity had a votum decisivum ; but the contrary-

is evident, namely, that in the Synod of Cyprian referred to,

which was held September 1, 256, only bishops were voters.
4

6. Eusebius relates
5

that a great number of bishops of

Asia assembled in synod at Antioch in the year 264 or 265,
on the subject of Paul of Samosata, and he adds that their

priests and deacons came with them. In the following

chapter Eusebius gives an account of the Synod at Antioch in

269, and makes special reference to the priest of Antioch,

Malchion, who was present at the Synod, and by his logical

ability compelled Paul of Samosata, who wanted to conceal

his false doctrine, to explain himself clearly. In addition to

this, Eusebius gives in the thirtieth chapter the circular letter

which this Synod, after pronouncing the deposition of Paul,

addressed to the rest of the Church. And this letter is sent

forth not in the name of the bishops only, but of the other

clergy who were present as well ; and among these Malchion

is named in the superscription, whilst the names of many of

the bishops—and according to Athanasius there were seventy

present—are wanting. We see, then, that priests and deacons

were members of several synods; but we cannot determine

from the original documents how far their rights extended,

and whether they had more than a mere consultative voice in

the acts of the synod. As far as analogy can guide us, it

would appear they had no more.

7. In the two Arabian Synods which were held on the

1 Pp. 23, 329. °- Ep. 71, P . 127 ; Ep. 73, pp. 129, 130.
z Ep. 11, p. 22 ; Ep. 13, p. 23 ; Ep. 31, p. 43.

* Cyp. Opp. pp. 330-33S (ed. Baluz.). 6 Hist. Eccl. vii. 28.
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subject of Beryllus and the Hypnopsychites, Origen held a

place similar to that which had been occupied by Malchion.

The bishops summoned him to the Synod, so as to render his

learning and ability serviceable to the Church ; but it was the

bishops themselves who held the Synod.

8. In many synods of the following centuries, besides the

bishops, priests and deacons were present. So it was at

Elvira,
1
at Aries,

2
at Carthage 3

in 397, at Toledo 4
in 400,

etc. The bishops and priests had seats, but the deacons had

to stand.
5 The decrees of the ancient synods were for the

most part signed only by the bishops. It was so at the

Councils of Ancyra, of Neocoesarea—although in this case the

subscriptions are somewhat doubtful ; at the first and second

(Ecumenical Councils, those of Nicrea and Constantinople ; at

the Councils of Antioch in 341, of Sardica, etc. Sometimes

also the priests and deacons subscribed the decrees, and then

either immediately after the name of their own bishop, as at

Aries,
6
or else after the names of all the bishops.

7
It was,

however, not so common for the priests and deacons to join

in the subscription, and it did not occur in the fourth or

fifth century : for we find that, even in the case of synods at

which we know that priests and deacons were present, only

bishops subscribed; as at Nicrea, at Carthage in 397, 389,

401,
s
at Toledo in 400,

9 and at the (Ecumenical Councils of

Ephesus and Chalcedon.
10 At a later period we meet again,

at some synods, with signatures of priests and deacons, as at

Lyons in 830.11 The difference between the rights of the

priests and those of the bishops is made clear by the signa-

tures of the Council of Constantinople under Flavian in 448.

The deposition of Eutyches which was there pronounced was

subscribed by the bishops with the formula, opiaas v7reypayp-a,

dcfinicns subscripsi, and afterwards by twenty-three archiman-

drites, or superiors of convents, merely with the word vireypa^ra

without optaai.
12 At the Piobber-Synod of Ephesus, on the

' Hard. i. 250. 2 Hard. i. 266. 3 Hard. i. 9G1.

4 Hard. i. 9S9. 5 Hard. i. 989, 961, 250. 6 Hard. i. 26G ss.

7 Hard. i. 250. s Hard. i. 971, 986, 988. 9
I.e. p. 992.

Jo I.e. p. 1423 ss., ii. 400 ss.
u Hard. iv. 1305 s.

« Hard. ii. 167.
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1

contrary, along with other anomalies, we find the Archiman-

drite Barsumas of Syria signing, as a fully privileged member

of the Synod, with the word oplaas} and that because the

Emperor Theodosius II. had summoned him expressly.

9. It is easily understood, and it is shown by the ancient

acts of councils, that priests and deacons, when they were

the representatives of their bishops, had a right to give, like

them, a votum dccisivum, and subscribed the acts of the synod

with the formula op/cra?.'
2 And this is expressed at a much

later period by the Synods of Rouen in 1581, and of Bor-

deaux in 1583,—by the latter with the limitation that only

priests should be sent as the representatives of the bishops.
3

1 0. Other clergymen, deacons in particular, were employed

at synods, as secretaries, notaries, and the like—at Ephesus

and Chalcedon, for instance
;

4 and they had often no insignifi-

cant influence, particularly their head, the iirimiccrius nota-

riorum, although they had no vote. Some of these notaries

were official, and were the servants of the synod ;
but besides

these, each bishop could bring his own notary or secretary

with him, and employ him to make notes and minutes of the

sessions : for it was only at the Eobber-Synod that the violent

Dioscurus allowed no other notaries than his own, and those

of some of his friends.
5 Erom the nature of the case, there

is nothing to prevent even laymen from being employed in

such work ; and we are informed distinctly by iEneas Sylvius

that he performed such duties, as a layman, at the Synod of

Basle. It is, moreover, not at all improbable that the secre-

tarii clivini consistorii, who were present at some of the ancient

synods

—

at Chalcedon, for instance—were secretaries of the

Imperial Council, and consequently laymen.
6

11. Besides the bishops, other ecclesiastics have always

been brought in at councils, oecumenical as well as inferior,

for the purpose of consultation, particularly doctors of theo-

logy and of canon law,
7

as well as deputies of chapters and

1 Hard. ii. 272. - Hard. i. S15 ss., ii. 272. 3 Hard. x. 1264, 1379.

4 Hard. i. 1355, ii. 67, 70, 71 ss.
5 Hard. ii. 93.

« Fuchs, Bihlloth. d. Kirchenvers. (Library of Councils), Bd. i. S. 149.

7 Thomas Aquinas was in this way summoned by Pope Gregory x. to the

fourteenth (Ecumenical Council.
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superiors of monasteries ; and bishops were even requested to

bring such assistants and counsellors with them to the synod

So it was at the Spanish Council at Tarragona in 516. 1 But,

at the same time, the fundamental principle is undoubted,

that the vote for the decision of a question belonged to the

bishops, as to those whom the Holy Ghost has appointed to

rule the Church of God, and to all others only a consultative

voice ; and this was distinctly recognised by the Synods of

Eouen in 1581, and Bordeaux in 1583 and 1684, partly in

the most general way,2
in part specifically with reference to

the deputies of chapters, titular and commendatory abbots.*

There has been a doubt with respect to abbots, whether they

held a place similar to that of the bishops or not ; and a

different practice seems to have prevailed at different places

and times. We have already seen that in the ancient Church

the archimandrites had no vote, even when they were priests.

On the other hand, a Synod at London, under the famous

Dunstan Archbishop of Canterbury, a.d. 1075, declares :
" Be-

sides the bishops and abbots, no one must address the Synod

without the permission of the archbishop."
4 The abbots are

here plainly assigned a place of equality with the bishops a?

members of the Synod ; and they subscribed the acts of this

Synod like the bishops. In the same way the abbots sub-

scribed at other synods, e.g. at Pontion in France, a.d. 876,

at the Council held in the Palatium Ticinum, at Cavaillon,

and elsewhere

;

5
but, on the other hand, at many other

councils of the same time, as well as at those of an earlier

and later period, the bishops alone, or their representatives,

signed the decrees. So it was at Epaon in 517, at Lyons in

517, at Ilerda and Valencia in Spain in 524, at Aries in

524, at Carthage in 525, at Orange in 529, at Toledo in 531,

at Orleans in 533
;

G
so also at Cavaillon in 875, at Beauvais

in 875, at Bavenna in 877, at Tribur in 895. 7 The arch-

deacons seem to have been regarded very much in the same

way as the abbots, inasmuch as they appeared at synods not

1 Hard. ii. 1043. 2 Hard. xi. 132. 3 Hard. x. 1264, 1379.
4 Hard. vi. 1556. 5 Hard. vi. 138, 169, 17-1, ISO.

c Hard. ii. 1052, 1054, 1067, 1070, 1071, 10S2, 1102, 1111, 1175-

' Hard. vi. 1C1, 164, 190, 456.
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merely as the representatives of their bishops ; but sometimes

they signed the acts of the council, even when their bishop

was personally present. So it was at the Synod of London

already mentioned.1 At the end of the middle ages it was

the common view that abbots and cardinal priests and car-

dinal deacons as well had a votum dccisivum at the synods,

—

a fact which is expressly stated, as far as regards the abbots,

by the historian of the Synod of Basle, Augustinus Patricks,

a Piccolomini of the fifteenth century.
2 He adds, that only

the Council of Basle allowed the anomaly, and conceded to

other ecclesiastics the right of voting. But we must remark

that, according to the statement of the famous Cardinal

DAilly, even so early as at the Synod at Pisa in 1409, the

doctors of divinity and of canon law had a votum dccisivum

;

and that the Council of Constance extended this right, by

adopting the division of the Council into nations. These

were, however, anomalies ; and after this stormy period had

passed by, the ancient ecclesiastical order was restored, that

only bishops, cardinals, and abbots should have the voUcm

dccisivum. A place of ecpaality with the abbots was naturally

assigned to the generals of those widespread orders, which

had a central authority. This was done at the Council of

Trent. "With regard to the abbots, a distinction was made

between those who possessed real jurisdiction, and those who

were only titular or commendatory. To these last there wast

conceded no more than the votum consultativum ; e.g. in the

Synod at Eouen in 1 5 8 1, and Bordeaux in 1 5 8 3.
3 The formei

went so far as to refuse to acknowledge any such right aa

belonging to the abbots ; and a later synod at Bordeaux, in

the year 1624, plainly declared that it was an error (erroneto

opinio) to affirm that any others besides bishops had a decisive

voice in a provincial synod (jprceter cpiscopos quosdam cdios

habere voccm decisivam in concilio provinciali). In practice,

however, abbots were still admitted, only with the distinction

that the bishops were members of the synod " by divine

right " {jure divino), and the abbots only " by ecclesiastical

appointment " (institutionc ccclcsiasticci).

' Hard. vi. 1557 ; cf. ib. 138. s Hard. ix. 1196.

s Hard. x. 12G4, 1379. 4 Hani. xi. 132.
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12. We have already seen, that in the time of Cyprian,

both in Africa and in Italy, laymen were allowed to be

present at synods. This custom was continued to later times.

Thus, e.g., the Spanish Synod at Tarragona, in 516, ordained

that the bishops should bring to the Synod with them, besides

the clergy, their faithful sons of the laity.
1 Viventiolus

Archbishop of Lyons, in the letter by which he summoned a

synod at Epaon in 517, says :
" Laicos permiltimus interesse,

ut quce a soils pontificibus orclinancla sunt ct populxis iiossit

agnoscere." [We permit the laity to be present, that the

people may know those things which are ordained by the

priests alone.] Moreover, the laity had the power of bringing

forward their complaints with reference to the conduct of the

clergy, inasmuch as they had a right to ask for priests of good

character.
2 The fourth Synod of Toledo, in 633, says ex-

pressly, that laymen also should be invited to the synods.'

So, in fact, we meet with distinguished laymen at the eighth

Synod of Toledo in 653,
4 and at the second of Orange in

529.5 In English synods we find even abbesses were present.

'Thus the Abbess Hilda was at the Collatio Pharcnsis, or Synod

•of Whitby, in 664, where the question of Easter and of the

tonsure, and other questions, were discussed ;
and the Abbess

JElfleda, the successor of Hilda, at the somewhat later Synod

on the Nith in Northumberland.6 This presence of abbesses

of the royal family is, however, exceptional, even when these

.assemblies were nothing else than concilia mixta, as Salmon,

I.e., explains them to be. That, however, distinguished and

well-instructed laymen should be introduced without delay

into provincial synods, was expressly decided by the Congre-

gatio interpret, concil. by a decree of April 22, 1598 ;
and

the Cwremonialc ejpiscoporum refers to the same, when it speaks

of the seats which were to be prepared at provincial synods

for the laity who were present.
7 Pignatelli recommends the

bishops to be prudent in issuing such invitations to the laity f

1 Hard. ii. 1043. - Hard. ii. 1046. 3 Hard. iii. 580.

* Hard. iii. 955. 5 Hard. ii. 1102.

c Hard. iii. 993, 1826 E. Cf. Schrodl, First Century of the English Church

(Das crsle Jahrhundert der engl. Kirche), pp. 220, 271. See also Salmon,

Study on the Councils (Traiti de VEtude des Conciles), Paris 1726, p. 844.

7 Benedict xiv. De synodo dicec. lib. iii. c. 9, n. 7. 8 Bened. xiv. I.e.
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but we still find in 1736 a great many laymen of distinction

present at the great Maronite Council which was held by

Simon Assemani as papal legate.
1 At many synods the laity

present signed the acts ; but at others, and these by far the

most numerous, they did not sign. At the Maronite Council

just mentioned, and at the second of Orange, they did sign.

It is clear from the passage already adduced, referring to the

Synod of Epaon, that these laymen were admitted only as

witnesses and advisers, or as complainants. It is remarkable

that the laity who were present at Orange signed with the

very same formula as the bishops,—namely, consentiens sul-

scripsi ; whilst in other cases the bishops made use of the

words definiens subscripsi; and the priests, deacons, and laymen

simply used the word subscripsi. As was natural, the position

of the laity at the concilia mixta was different : from the very

character of these, it followed that temporal princes appeared

as fully qualified members, side by side with the prelates of

the Church.2

13. Among the laity whom we find at synods, the Emperors

and Kings are prominent. After the Roman Emperors em-

braced Christianity, they, either personally or by their repre-

sentatives and commissaries, attended the great synods, and

particularly those which were oecumenical. Thus, Constantine

the Great was personally present at the first Oecumenical

Council f Theodosius II. sent his representatives to the third,

and the Emperor Marcian sent his to the fourth ;
and besides,

at a later period, he was personally present, with his wife

Pulcheria, at the sixth session of this Council of Chalcedon.
4

So the Emperor Constantine Pogonatus attended at the sixth

(Ecumenical Council

;

5
at the seventh, on the other hand,

Irene and her son Constantine Porphyrogenitus were present

only by deputies ; whilst at the eighth the Emperor Basil

the Macedonian took part, sometimes personally and some

times by representatives.
6 Only in the case of the second

and fifth CEcumenical Synods we find neither the Emperors

nor their representatives present ; but the Emperors (Theo-

1 Bened. XIV. I.e. n. 5.
2 See above, p. 5.

1 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 10. * Hard. i. 1346, ii. 53, 463.

* Hard. iii. 1055. • Hard. iv. 34, 534, 745, v. 764, S23, S96.
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dosius the Great and Justinian) were at the time present in

the city of Constantinople, where those councils were held,

and in constant communication with the Synod.

It was, as we perceive, simply at the oecumenical synods

that the Emperors were present. To this fact Pope Nicholas

I. expressly appeals in his letter to the Emperor Michael, a.d.

865,1 and infers from it that all other synods ought to be

held without the presence of the Emperor or his representa-

tives. In agreement with this Pope, a few years later the

eighth (Ecumenical Council declared, that it was false to

maintain that no synod should be held without the presence

of the Emperor; that, on the contrary, the Emperors had
been present only at the oecumenical councils ; and, moreover,

that it was not proper for temporal princes to be present at

provincial synods, etc., for the condemnation of the clergy.
2

They might have added, that so early as the fourth century

the bishops complained loudly when Constantine the Great

sent an imperial commissioner to the Synod of Tyre in 335.3

In the West, on the contrary, the Kings were present even

at national synods. Thus, Sisenand, the Spanish King of the

West Goths, was present at the fourth Council of Toledo in

the year 633, and King Chintilan at the fifth of Toledo in

638
;

4 Charles the Great at the Council of Frankfurt in

794,
5 and two Anglo-Saxon Kings at the Collatio Pharcnsis,

already mentioned, in 664. We find royal commissaries at

the eighth and ninth Synods of Toledo in 653 and 655.G

In later times the opinion gradually gained ground, that

princes had a right to be present, either personally or by
representatives, only at the oecumenical councils. Thus Ave

find King Philip le Bd of France at the fifteenth (Ecumenical

Synod at Vienne in 1311, the Emperor Sigismund at the

Council of Constance, and the representatives (oratorcs) of

several princes at the last (Ecumenical Synod at Trent.

Pius iv. and Pius v. forbid the presence of a royal commissary

at the Provincial Synod of Toledo ; but the prohibition came
too late. When, however, a second Provincial Synod was

1 Hard. v. 158 ; and in the Corp. jur. can. c. 4, diss. 96.
: Hard. v. 907, 1103. 3 Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. n. 8.

..* Hard. iii. 578, 597. 6 Hard. iv. S82. ' 6 Hard. iii. 968, 978.
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held at Toledo in 1582, in the presence of a royal commissary,

Home, i.e. the Congrcgatio Concilii, delayed the confirmation

of the decrees until the name of the commissary was erased

from the acts of the Synod. The Archbishop of Toledo, Car-

dinal Quiroga, maintained that such commissaries had been

present at the ancient Spanish synods; but Borne held fast by

the principle, that except in oecumenical synods, iibi agitur

de fide, reformedione, ct pace (which treated of faith, reforma-

tion, and peace), no commissaries of princes had a right to be

present.
1 At the later oecumenical synods, this presence of

princes or of their representatives be}Tond all doubt had no

other significance than to ensure protection to the synods, to

increase their authority, and to bring before them the special

wishes of the different states and countries. The celebrated

Cardinal D'Ailly long ago expressed this judgment clearly

;

2

and, as a matter of fact, there was never conceded to a prince

or his orator the right to vote, unless he was also a bishop.

In reference to the most ancient oecumenical synods, it has

even been maintained that the Emperors were their presidents

;

and this leads us to the further question of the presidency of

the synods.

Sec. 5. Tlie Presidency of Councils.

As the presidency of a diocesan synod belongs to the

bishop, of a provincial synod to the metropolitan, of a

national to the primate or patriarch, so, in the nature of the

case, the presidency of an oecumenical council belongs to the

supreme ruler of the whole Church—to the Pope ; and this

is so clear, that the most violent partisans of the episcopal

system, who assign to the Pope only a primacy of honour

(primatus honoris), yet do not in the least impugn his right

to preside at oecumenical synods.
3 The Pope may, however,

exercise this presidency in person, or he may be represented,

as has frequently been the case, by his legates. Against this

1 Benedict xiv. De Synodo dicec. lib. iii. c. 9, n. 6.

2 Benedict xiv. I.e. n. 1.

3 It is unnecessary to remark that all this is simply a part of the Eomnn
system, even as understood by Liberals more advanced than Dr. Hefele. In

a mere translation it would lie usehss frequently even to point out, much mom
to discuss, such questions.

—

Ed.
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papal right of presidency at oecumenical synods the Reformers

brought forward the objection, that the history of the Church

showed clearly that the Emperors had presided at some of

the first eight councils. There was, indeed, no difficulty in

bringing forward proof in support of their assertion, since

Pope Stephen v. himself writes that the Emperor Constantine

presided at the first Council of Nicsea,
1 and the ancient acts of

the synods frequently refer to a presidency of the Emperor or

his representatives. But all such objections, however dangerous

they may at first seem to be to our position, lose their power

when we come to consider more closely the state of things in

connection with the ancient councils, and are willing to dis-

cuss the matter impartially.

Let us begin with the eighth (Ecumenical Synod, as the

last of those which here come into question—that is to say,

the last of the Oriental Synods—and from this ascend back to

the first.

1. Pope Hadrian II. sent his legates to the eighth (Ecumenical

Synod, on the express written condition, addressed to the

Emperor Basil, that they should preside.
2 The legates, Donatus

Bishop of Ostia, Stephen Bishop of ISTepesina, and Marinus a

deacon of Pome, read this letter before the Synod, without the

slightest objection being brought forward. On the contrary,

their names were always placed first in the minutes ; the

duration of the sessions was decided by them ; and they gave

permission for addresses, for the reading of the acts of the

Synod, and for the introduction of other members of the

Synod ; and appointed the questions for discussion. In short,

they appear in the first five sessions without dispute as the

presidents of the Synod. At the sixth and following sessions

the Emperor Basil was present, with his sons Constantine and

Leo ; and he obtained the presidency, as the acts relate.

But these acts clearly distinguish the Emperor and his sons

from the Synod ; for, after naming them, they add, " the holy

and oecumenical Synod agreeing" (convcniente sancta ac uni-

wrsali synodo). Thus we perceive that the Emperor and

3iis sons are not reckoned among the members of the Synod,

1 Hard. v. 1119. " Hard. v. 768, 1030.

* Hard. v. 781, 782, 783, 785, 786 ss.
4 Hard. v. S23, S38, 89C, 1098.
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whilst the papal legates are constantly placed first among the

members. It is the legates, too, who in these later sessions

decide the subjects which shall be brought forward :
* they

also are the first who sign the acts of the Synod, and that

expressly as presidents (prozsidentcs) ; whilst the Emperor gave

a clear proof that he did not regard himself as the real presi-

dent, by wishing to sign them after all the bishops. The

papal legates, on the other hand, entreated him to place his

own and his sons' names at the top ; but he decidedly refused

this, and at last consented to sign after the representatives

of the Pope and the Oriental bishops, and before the other

bishops.
2 In perfect agreement with this, Pope Hadrian II.,

in his letter to the Emperor, commended him for having been

present at this Synod, not as judge (judex), but as witness

and protector (consents et obsecundator).
3

Still less than the

Emperors themselves had the imperial commissaries who were

present at synods a right of presidency, since their names were

placed, in all minutes of the sessions, immediately after the

representatives of the patriarchs, but before the other bishops,
4

and they did not subscribe the acts at all. On the other hand, it

may be said that the patriarchs of the East—Ignatius of Con-

stantinople, and the representatives of the others—in some

measure participated in the presidency, since they are always

named along with the Roman legates, and are carefully dis-

tinguished from the other metropolitans and bishops. They

form, together with the Roman legates, so to speak, the board

of direction, deciding in common with them the order of the

business,
6
regulating with them the rule of admission to the

synod. They subscribe, like the legates, before the Emperor,

and are named in the minutes and in the separate sessions

before the imperial commissaries. But, all this being granted,

the papal legates still take undeniably the first place, inas-

much as they are always the first named, and first subscribe

the acts of the Synod, and, what is particularly to be observed^

at the last subscription make use of the formula, " presiding

over this holy and oecumenical synod" (hide sanctce ct univer-

sali synodo precsidens) ; whilst Ignatius of Constantinople and

1 Hard. v. 898, 912. 2 Hani. v. 921-923, 1106. » Hard. v. 9C9 A.

4 Hard. v. 764, 7S2, 7S3 ss.
6 Hard. v. S98 D, 912 C.
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the representatives of the other patriarchs claim no presidency,

but subscribe simply with, the words, " As receiving this holy

and oecumenical synod, and agreeing with all things which it

has decided, and which are written here, and as defining them,

I subscribe" (sanctam heme ct universalem synodum suscipiens,

ct omnibus qucc ah ea judicata ct scrvpta sunt concordans, ct

definiens suoscripsi). Moreover, as we find a remarkable dif-

ference between them and the papal legates, so there is also,

on the other side, a considerable difference between their

signature and that of the other bishops. The latter, like the

Emperor, have simply used the words, suscipiens subscripsi,

without the addition of definiens, by which the votum decisivum

was usually indicated.
1

2. At all the sessions of the seventh (Ecumenical Synod,

the papal legates, the Archpresbyter Peter and the Abbot

Peter, came first ; after them Tarasius Archbishop of Con-

stantinople, and the representatives of the other patriarchs

:

next to them the other'bishops ; and, last of all, the imperial

commissaries.2 The decrees were signed in the same order,

only that the imperial commissaries took no part in the sub-

scription.
3 The Empress Irene and her son were present at

the eighth and last session of the Council as honorary presi-

dents, and signed the decrees of the first seven sessions, which

had been already signed by the bishops.
4 According to a

Latin translation of the acts of this Synod, it was only the

papal legates, the Bishop of Constantinople, and the repre-

sentatives of the other Eastern patriarchs, who on this occasion

made use of the word definiens in subscribing the decrees, just

as at the eighth Council

;

5 but the Greek version of the acts

has the word 0/3/cra? in connection with the signature of the

other bishops.
6

Besides, we must not omit to state that, not-

withstanding the presidency of the papal legates, Tarasius

Archbishop of Constantinople had the real management of

the business at this Synod.'

3. At the sixth (Ecumenical Synod the Emperor Constan-

1 Hard. v. 923. 2 Hard. iv. 2S ss. 3 Hard. iv. 455 ss., 74S.

4 Hard. iv. 483, 486. 6 Hard. iv. 748 sq. 6 Hard. iv. 457 sq.

7 Compare the author's essay ou the second Council of Nicsea, in the Freiburg

Kircheitlcxicon, Bd. vii. S. 503
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1

tine Pogonatus was present in person, together with several

high officials of the state. The minutes of the sessions name
him as president, and give the names of his officials imme-
diately after his own. They next proceed to the enumeration

of the proper members of the Synod, with the formula, " the

holy and oecumenical Synod being assembled" (avveXdovar)*;

Be Kal tj}? ayias real oiicovfievLicrjs awooov),—thereby distin-

guishing, as in the case already mentioned, the Emperor and
his officials from the Synod proper; and name as its first

members the papal legates, the priests Theodore and George,

and the deacon John.1 So these legates are the first to sub-

scribe the acts of the Council ; and the Emperor signed at

the end, after all the bishops, and, as is expressly stated, to

give more authority to the decrees of the Synod, and to con-

firm them with the formula, " We have read and consented
"

(legimus et consensimus).
2 He thus made a distinction between

himself and the Synod proper ; whilst it cannot, however, be

denied that the Emperor and his plenipotentiaries often con-

ducted the business of the Synod.3

4. At the fifth (Ecumenical Council, as has been already

pointed out,
4
neither the Emperor (Justinian) nor yet the Pope

or his legate was present. It was Eutychius, the Archbishop

of Constantinople, who presided.
5

5. The fourth (Ecumenical Council is of more importance

for the question now before us. So early as on the 24th of

June 451, Pope Leo the Great wrote to the Emperor Mareian

that he had named Paschasinus Bishop of Lilybamm as his

legate (prcedictum fratrcm et cocjnscojmm matm vice meet synoelo

convenit prcesielere)? This legate, Paschasinus, in the name
of himself and his colleagues (for Leo associated with him two

other legates—the Bishop Lucentius and the Priest Boniface),

at the third session of Chalcedon, issued the announcement

that Pope Leo had commanded them, insignificant as they

were, to preside in his place over this holy synod (nostrum
1 Hard. iii. 1055, 1061, 1065, 1072. 2 Hard. iii. 1402, 1414, 1435.
3 Hard. iii. 1059, 1063, 1066, 1070, 1303 A, 1307, 1326, 1327.
4 Pp. 13 and 25. 5 Hard. iii. 202.
6 Leonis Ep. 89, t. i. p. 1062, ed. Bailer. That Leo here asserted a right,

and did not merely prefer a petition for the presidency to the Emperor, lias

been shown by Peter de Marca, De concord, sacerdotii et imp. lib. v. 6.
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parvitatem huic sancto concilio pro sc prccsidcre prccccpif) ; ' and!

soon after, Pope Leo wrote to the bishops of Gaul, speaking of

his legates, in the following terms :
" My brothers who pre-

sided in my stead over the Eastern Synod " (Fratrcs met, qui

vice mea orientali synodo prcesederunf).
2 Pope Vigilius after-

wards asserted the same, when, in a circular letter addressed

to the whole Church, he says, " over which our predecessor of

holy memory, Pope Leo, presided by his legates and vicars"

(cui sanctce recordationis dcccssor noster papa Leo per legatos suos

vicariosquc pra:scdit)? Of still greater importance is it that

the Council of Chalcedon itself, in its synodal letter to Pope

Leo, expressly says, &v {i.e. the assembled bishops) <rv fikv to?

KecpaXrj aekwv yyefioveves iv toli tijv <ti]v rd^cv tirkyovai ; that

is to say, " Thou, by thy representatives, hast taken the lead

among the members of the Synod, as the head among the

members of the body."
4 These testimonies—especially the

last—are of so much weight, that they would seem to leave

no room for doubt. And yet, on the other hand, it is a

matter of fact that imperial commissaries had the place of

honour at the Synod of Chalcedon, in the midst, before the

rails of the altar

;

5 they are the first named in the minutes
;

e

they took the votes, arranged the order of the business, closed

the sessions, and thus discharged those functions which belong

to the president of an assembly.
7 In the sixth session the

Emperor Marcian was himself present, proposed the questions,,

and conducted the business.
s In these acts the Emperor and

his commissaries also appear as the presidents, and the papal

legates only as first among the voters. How, then, can we

reconcile the contradiction which apparently exists between

these facts and the statements already made ? and how could

the Council of Chalcedon say that, by sending his legates, the

Pope had taken the lead among the members of the Synod ?

The solution of the difficulty is to be found in the same

synodical letter written by the Pope to the Synod. It reads

1 Hard. ii. 310. 2 Leonis Ep. 103, t. i. p. 1141, ed. Bailer.

3 Hard. iii. 5.
4 Leonis Ep. 9S, t. i. p. 10S9, ed. Bailer.

5 Hard. ii. G6.
6 Hard. ii. 54, 274 ss.

' Hard. ii. 07, 70, 90, 94, 114, 271, 307.

8 Hard. ii. 4SC s.
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thus :
" Faithful Emperors have used the presidency for the

better preservation of order" (fiaatXels Se ttmttoi 7rpo? ev~

Koa/iLav £%rjpx ov)-
1

In fact, this presidency which was
granted to the imperial commissaries referred only to the

outward working—to the material conducting of the business

of the synod. They were not connected with the internal

work, and left the decisions of the synods without interfer-

ence, gave no A
Tote in the determination of questions con-

cerning the faith, and repeatedly distinguished between

themselves and the council.
2 The acts of Chalcedon also

show the same distinction. After having mentioned the

imperial commissaries, they add these words, " the holy Synod
assembled," 3

etc. We may add also, that neither the Emperor
nor his commissaries signed the acts of the Council of Chal-

cedon : it was the Pope's legate who always signed first, and

repeatedly added to his name, even when the Emperor was
present, the title of synodo prcesidens.

4

We are thus gradually able to explain the double relations

existing between the papal legates and the imperial com-

missaries, quite analogous to that expressed in the words of

Constantine the Great :
" And I am a bishop. You are bishops

for the interior business of the Church" (tcov eXaw tt}<?

itcK\r)<jia<;)
;

" I am the bishop chosen by God to conduct the

exterior business of the Church" (iyco 8e tot i/cros inro

Qeov Ka6earap,ivo<;).5 The official conduct of business, so

to speak, the direction tccv e£a> as well as the seat of honour,

was reserved for the imperial commissaries. The Pope's legates,

although only having the first place among the voters, had

the presidency, Kara ra daco, of the synod, that is, of the

assembly of the bishops in specie; and when the imperial

commissaries were absent, as was the case during the third

session, they had also the direction of the business.
6

6. The Emperor Theodosius II. nominated the Comes Can-

didian as his representative at the third Oecumenical Council,

held at Ephesus in 431. In a letter addressed to the as-

sembled fathers, the Emperor himself clearly determined the

1 Bailer, t. i. p. 10S9. 2 Hard. ii. 634. 3 Hard. ii. 53.

* Hard. ii. 467, 366. 5 Euseb. Vita Const, lib. iv. c. 24.

• Hard. ii. 310 ss.
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situation of Candidian towards the Council. He says :
" I

have sent Candidian to your Synod as Comes sacrorum domesti-

corum ; but he is to take no part in discussions on doctrine,

since it is not allowable to any one, unless enrolled among
the most holy bishops, to intermeddle in ecclesiastical dis-

cussions " {aQkjxiTOV yap, top jirj tov KaraXcyov rcov uyLWTcnccv

kiricKoiiOiv rvy^uvovra toZ? i/cfc\rjcnaGTt.Kol<; aKe/u./zaaci> . . .

i77ifiiyvvadat).

The Emperor then positively indicates what were to be the

duties of Candidian : namely, that he was to send away the

laity and the monks, if they repaired in too great numbers

to Ephesus ; he was to provide for the tranquillity of the

city and the safety of the Synod ; he was to take care that

differences of opinion that might arise between the members

of the Synod should not degenerate into passionate contro-

versies, but that each might express his opinion without fear

or hindrance, in order that, whether after quiet or noisy dis-

cussions upon each point, the bishops might arrive at a unani-

mous decision. Einally, he was to prevent any one from

leaving the Synod without cause, and also to see that no other

theological discussion should be entered into than that which

had occasioned the assembling of the Synod, or that no private

business should be brought up or discussed.
1

Pope Celestine I. on his side had appointed the two bishops

Arcadius and Projectus, together with the priest Philippus, as

his legates, and had instructed them to act according to the

advice of Cyril, and to maintain the prerogatives of the

Apostolic See.
2 The Pope had before nominated Cyril as his

representative in the ^"estorian matter, and in his letter of

10th of August 430 3 he invested him with full apostolic

power. . It is known that from the beginning Candidian

showed himself very partial to the friends of Xestorius, and

tried to postpone the opening of the Council. When, how-

ever, Cyril held the first sitting on the 24th June 431, the

Count was not present, and so his name does not appear in the

minutes. On the contrary, at the head of the list of the bishops

present is found the name of Cyril, with this significant ob-

servation, " that he took the place of Celestine, the most holy

1 Hard. i. 1346 aq.
2 Hard. i. 1347, 1473. 3 Hard. i. 13i>3.
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Archbishop of Eome." 1
Cyril also directed the order of the

business, either in person, as when he explained the chief

object of the deliberations,
2
or else through Peter, one of his

priests, whom he made primicervus notariorinn.
3

Cyril was

also the first to sign the acts of the first session, and the sen-

tence of deposition pronounced against ISTestorius.
4

In consequence of this deposition, Count Candidian be-

came the open opponent of the Synod, and the protector of

the party of Antioch, who held an unlawful council of their

own under John of Antioch. Cyril notwithstanding fixed the

10th July 431 for the second session, and he presided ; and

the minutes mention him again as the representative of Eome.5

The other papal legates, who had not arrived in time for the

first, were present at this second session ; and they shared the

presidency with Cyril, who continued to be called in the

accounts the representative of the Pope.
G

Cyril was the first

to sign ; after him came the legate Arcadius : then Juvenal of

Jerusalem ; next, the second legate Projectus ; then came

Flavian bishop of Philippi ; and after him the third legate, the

priest Philip.
7 All the ancient documents are unanimous in

affirming that Cyril presided over the Council in the name of

Pope Celestine. Evagrius 8
says the same ; so Pope Vigilius

in the profession of faith which he signed

;

9 and Mansuetus

Bishop of Milan, in his letter to the Emperor Constantine

Pogonatus.
10 In other documents Pope Celestine and Cyril

are indiscriminately called presidents of the third (Ecumenical

Council ; the acts of the fourth
11

assert this several times, as

well as the Emperor Marcian,12 and in the fifth century the

Armenian bishops in their letter to the Emperor Leo.
13

7. When we pass on to the second (Ecumenical Council, it

is perfectly well known and allowed that it was not presided

over either by the Pope Damasus or his legate ; for, as has been

already said, this Council was not at first considered oecumeni-

cal, but only a general council of the Eastern Church. The

1 Hard. i. 1353. 2 Hard. i. 1422. 3 Hard. i. 1355, 1419.
4 Hard. i. 1423. 5 Hard. i. 1466. 6 Hard. i. I486, 1510.

7 Hard. i. 1527. « Hist. Eccl. i. 4. » Hard. iii. 10.

.

10 Hard. iii. 1052. .
" Hard. i. 402, 451. " Hard. ii. 671.

13 Hard. ii. 742.
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first sessions were presided over by Meletius Archbishop of

Antioch, who was the chief of all the bishops present, as the

Archbishop of Alexandria had not arrived at the beginning.

After the death of Meletius, which happened soon after the

opening of the Council, it was not the Archbishop of Alex-

andria, but the Archbishop of Constantinople, Gregory of

Nazianzus, who was the president, and after his resignation

his successor ISTectarius. This took place through the deci-

sion of the Council, which in its third session had assigned to

the Bishop of new Eome—that is, Constantinople—the prece-

dency immediately after the Bishop of old Borne.

8. The solution of the question respecting the presidency

of the first (Ecumenical Council is not without difficulty ; and

the greatest acumen has been displayed, and the most venture-

some conjectures have been made, in order to prove that in the

first Council, at any rate, the Pope was not the president.

They have endeavoured to prove that the presidency belonged

to the Emperor, who in a solemn discourse opened the series

of the principal sessions, and took part in them, seated in the

place of honour. But Eusebius, who was an eye-witness of the

Council, and pays the greatest possible respect to the Emperor,

says most explicitly :
" After that (meaning after the opening

discourse by the Emperor) the Emperor made way for the

presidents of the Synod" {irapehihov rov \6<yov rols t*}?

avvo&ov 7rpoe8poi<;).
1 These words prove that Constantine

was simply the honorary president, as the Emperor Marcian

was subsequently in the sixth session of the Council of

Chalcedon

;

2
and, as a matter of course, he left to the eccle-

siastical presidents the conducting of the theological discus-

sions. In addition to the testimony of the eye-witness

Eusebius, we have to the same effect the following documents :

— (a.) The acts of the Council of Nicrea, as far as they exist,

contain the signatures of the bishops, but not that of the

Emperor.3 And if that is true which the Emperor Basil the

Macedonian said at the eighth (Ecumenical Council, that

" Constantine the Great had signed at Nicaea after all the

* Euseb. Vita Const. 1. iii. c. 13.
2 See above, p. 32.

3 Hard. i. 311 ; Mansi, Collect. Concil. ii. 692 sqci. We shall give further

details upon this subject in the history of the Council of Nicaea.
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liishops,"
1

this proves conclusively that Constantine did not

consider himself as the president proper of the Council.

(&.) Besides, the Emperor was not present in person at the

commencement of the Synod. It must, however, have had its

presidents before the Emperor arrived ; and a short sentence

in Eusebius alludes to these presidents: irapeSiSov . . . rots

irpoehpois; that is, " He left the management of the continua-

tion with those who had before presided." (c.) When several

complaints of the bishops against each other were presented to

him, the Emperor had them all burnt, and declared that it was

not becoming for him to give judgment upon priests.
2

(d.) We
will finally recall these words of the Emperor already quoted,

that he was the bishop of the outward circumstances of the

Church ; words which entirely agree with the position in the

Council of Niccea which we have assigned to him.

Who was, then, really the president of the Synod ? Some

have tried to solve the question by considering as president

that bishop who was seated first at the right hand of the

Emperor, and saluted him with a discourse when he entered

the Synod.
3 But here arise two observations : first, from the

Greek word irpoihpoi? it would appear that there were

several presidents ; and besides, it is not positively known who

addressed the discourse to the Emperor. According to the title

of the eleventh chapter of the third book of the Life of Con-

stantine by Eusebius, and according to Sozomen,4
it was Euse-

bius of Coesarea, the historian, himself ; but as he was not a

bishop of any apostolic or patriarchal see, he could not possibly

have had the office of president. We cannot say either with

the Magdeburg Centuriators, that Eusebius was president be-

cause he was seated first on the right side ; for the president

sat in the middle, and not at one side ; and those patriarchs

who were present at the Council (we use this term although it

had not begun to be employed at this period), or their repre-

sentatives, were probably seated together in the middle, by the

side of the Emperor, whilst Eusebius was only the first of the

metropolitans seated on the right side. It is different with

1 Hard. v. 921-923, 1106. See above.
1 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 71.

3 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 11. 4 Hist. Eccl i. 10.
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Eustathius Archbishop of Antioch, who, according to Theo-

doret,
1
pronounced the speech in question which was addressed

to the Emperor. He was one of the great patriarchs ; and one

of his successors, John Archbishop of Antioch, in a letter to

Proclus, calls him the " first of the Nicene Fathers." The

Chronicle of Nicephorus expresses itself in the same way
about him.

2 He cannot, however, be considered as the only

president of the Council of Nicsea ; for we must regard the

expression of Eusebius, which is in the plural (toii 7rpoeSpoL<;)
;

and, besides, it must not be forgotten that the Patriarch of

Alexandria ranked higher than the Patriarch of Antioch. To

which, thirdly, it must be added, that the Nicene Council

itself, in its letter to the Church of Alexandria,
3
says :

" Your

bishop will give you fuller explanation of the synodical

decrees ; for he has been a leader (icvptos) and participator

(koivwvos) in all that has been done." These words seem to

give a reason for the theory of Schrockh
4 and others, that

Alexander and Eustathius were both presidents, and that

they are intended by Eusebius when he speaks of the

irpoeBpoL.
5 But apart from the fact that the word Kvpios

is here used only as an expression of politeness, and de-

signates perhaps merely a very influential member of the

Synod, and not the president, there is this against the theory

•of Schrockh, which is expressly asserted by Gelasius of

Cyzicus, who wrote a history of the Council of Nicoea in

the fifth century :
" And Hosius was the representative of

the Bishop of Rome ; and he was present at the Council of

Nicsea, with the two Eoman priests Vitus and Yincentius."
6

The importance of this testimony has been recognised by all

;

therefore every means has been tried to undermine it. Gela-

sius, it is said, writes these words in the middle of a long

passage which he borrowed from Eusebius ; and he represents

the matter as if he had taken these words also from the

1 Hist. Eccl. i. 7.

2 Tillemont, Memoires pour servlr a lldst. eccl. vi. 272 b, Brux. 1732.

3 Cf. Socrat. i. 9.
4 Schruchh, Kirchengeschichte, Thl. v. S. 335.

5 The Bishops of Jerusalem and Constantinople cannot be referred to here
;

for it was only subsequently that they were raised to the dignity of patriarchs.

n Gelasius, Volumcn actorum Concil. Nk. ii. 5 ; Mansi, ii. 800 ; Hard. i.

375.
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same liistorian. Now they are not to be found in Eusebius
;

therefore they have no historical value. But it must be

remarked, that Gelasius does not copy servilely from Euse-

bius ; but in different places he gives details which are not

in that author, and which he had learned from other sources.

Thus, after the passage concerning Hosius, he inserts some
additional information about the Bishop of Byzantium. A
little further on in the same chapter, he changes the number
of two hundred and fifty bishops, given by Eusebius, into

" three hundred and more," and that without giving the

least indication that he is repeating literally the words of

Eusebius. We are therefore brought to believe that Gelasius

has acted in the same way as to Hosius in this passage,

by introducing the information derived from another source

into the passage taken from Eusebius, and not at all from

having misunderstood Eusebius.

When Baronius and several other Catholic ecclesiastical his-

torians assign to the papal legate Hosius the honour of the

presidency, they are supported by several authorities for this

opinion besides Gelasius. Thus, S. Athanasius, in his Apo-
logia dc fuga} thus expresses himself about Hosius: 7roi'a?

jap ov K.a6r\ji)aaTo ; that is to say, " Of what synod was
he not president ?" Theodoret speaks just in the same way :

2

Uo/<x<? jap ov-% rjji]craro avvohov. Socrates,
3

in giving

the list of the principal members of the Council of aSTicsea,

writes it in the following order :
" Hosius, Bishop of Cor-

dova ; Vitus and Vincentius, priests of Borne ; Alexander,

Bishop of Alexandria ; Eustathius, Bishop of Antioch ; Ma-
carius, Bishop of Jerusalem." We see that he follows the

order of rank : he would therefore never have placed the

Spanish bishop, Hosius, before the great patriarchs of the

East, if he had not been the representative of the Pope.
4

1 B. 5, Athanasii Opera, ed. Patav. 1777, i. 256.
2 Hist. Ecd. ii. 15. 3 ;_ 13>
4 It may be objected that Socrates also mentions, after Macarius Bishop of

Jerusalem, Arpocration Bishop of Cynopolis (in Egypt), although this episco-

pal see had no such high rank. But, as has been remarked by the Bailerin i,

Socrates simply intended to give a list of the patriarchs, or their representa-

tives, according to rank. As for the other bishops, he contented himself with
mentioning one only as antesignamts reliqui, and he took the first name in
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An examination of the signatures of the Council of Nica?a

leads us again to the same conclusion. It is true that there

are many variations to be found in these signatures, if several

manuscripts are consulted, and that these manuscripts are

often faulty and defective, as Tillemont * has conclusively

shown ; but in spite of these defects, it is a very significant

fact, that in every copy, without one exception, Hosius and

the two Eoman priests sign the first, and after them Alexan-

der Patriarch of Alexandria signs. On this subject the two

lists of signatures given by Mansi 2 may be consulted, as well

as the two others given by Gelasius : in these latter Hosius

expressly signs in the name of the Church of Borne, of the

Churches of Italy, of Spain, and of the West ; the two Eoman
priests appear only as his attendants. In Mansi's two lists,

it is true, nothing indicates that Hosius acted in the Pope's

name, whilst we are informed that the two Eoman priests

did so. But this is not so surprising as it might at first

sight appear, for these Eoman priests had no right to sign

for themselves : it was therefore necessary for them to say in

whose name they did so ; whilst it was not necessary for Hosius,

who as a bishop had a right of his own.

Schrockh 3
says that Hosius had his distinguished posi-

tion on account of his great influence with the Emperor ; but

this reasoning is very feeble. The bishops did not sign

according as they were more or less in favour with Constan-

tine. If such order had been followed, Eusebius of Ccesarea

would have been among the first. It is highly important to

remark the order in which the signatures of the Council were

given. The study of the lists proves that they followed the

order of provinces : the metropolitan signed first, and after

his list after the Bishop of Alexandria. Cf. Bailer, de Antiq. Collect., etc., in

Gallandi, de vetustis Canonum Collectionibus, i. 256.
1

I.e. p. 355.
2

ii. 692, 697. See also Mansi, ii. 882, 927. What has heen said above-

also shows that Socrates consulted a similar list, in which Hosius and the

Roman priests were the first to sign. These lists, especially the larger ones,

which are generally translated into Latin (Mansi, ii. 882 sq.), contain, it is

true, several inaccuracies in detail, but they are most certainly authentic oi>

the whole. Cf. Bailer. I.e. p. 254 sq.

8 Schrockh, Kirchengesch. Thl. v. S. 336.
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him the suffragans ; the metropolitan of another province

followed, and then his suffragan bishops, etc. The enumera-

tion of the provinces themselves was in no particular order

:

thus the province of Alexandria came first, then the Thebaic!

and Libya, then Palestine and Phoenicia ; not till after that

the province of Antioch, etc. At the head of each group of

signatures was always written the name of the ecclesiastical

province to which they belonged ; and this is omitted only

in the case of Hosius and the two Eoman priests. They
signed first, and without naming a diocese. It will perhaps

be objected, that as the Synod was chiefly composed of Greek

bishops, they allowed the Westerns to sign first out of con-

sideration for them ; but this supposition is inadmissible, for

at the end of the lists of the signatures of the Council are-

found the names of the representatives of two ecclesiastical

provinces of the Latin Church. Since Gaul and Africa are

placed at the end, they would certainly have been united to

the province of Spain, if Hosius had represented that pro-

vince only, and had not attended in a higher capacity. To-

gether with the two Eoman priests, he represented no particular

church, but was the president of the whole Synod : therefore

the name of no province was added to his signature,—a fresh

proof that we must recognise in him and his two colleagues

the itp 6 ehp 01. spoken of by Eusebius. The analogy of the

other oecumenical councils also brings us to the same conclu-

sion
;
particularly that of the Council of Ephesus, in which

Cyril of Alexandria, an otherwise distinguished bishop, who
held the office of papal legate, like Hosius at Mcasa, signed

first, before all the other legates who came from Italy.

It would be superfluous, in the consideration of the ques-

tion which is now occupying us, to speak of the oecumenical

councils held subsequently to these eight first, since no one

doubts that these more recent councils were presided over

either by the Pope or his legates. We will therefore conclude

the discussion of this point with the remark, that if in some
national councils the Emperor or Kings were presidents,

1
it was

either an honorary presidency only, or else they were mixed

1 Thus Charles the Great at the Synod of Frankfurt in 794, and King Genulf
at that of Becanceld in England in 799. Cf. Hard. iv. 882 E, 925 C.
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councils assembled for State business as well as for that of

the Church.

The Robber-Synod of Ephesus, which was held in 449,
departed from the rule of all the oecumenical councils in the

matter of the presidency ; and it is well to mention this

Synod, because at first it was regarded as an oecumenical

council. We have before said that the presidency of it was
refused to the Pope's legates ; and by order of the Emperor
Theodosius II., who had been deceived, it was bestowed upon
Dioscurus of Alexandria. 1 But the sensation produced by
this unusual measure, and the reasons given at Chalcedon by
the papal legates for declaring this Synod of Ephesus to be
invalid, indisputably prove that we may here apply the well-

known axiom, cxccptio firmed regulam.

Sec. 6. Confirmation of the Decrees of the Councils.

The decrees of the ancient oecumenical councils were con-

firmed by the Emperors and by the Popes ; those of the later

councils by the Popes alone. On the subject of the confir-

mation of the Emperors we have the following facts :

—

1. Constantine the Great solemnly confirmed the Mcene
Creed immediately after it had been drawn up by the Council,

and he threatened such as would not subscribe it with exile.'
2

At the conclusion of the Synod he raised all the decrees of

the assembly to the position of laws of the empire ; declared

tliem to be divinely inspired ; and in several edicts still par-

tially extant, he required that they should be most faithfully

observed by all his subjects.
3

2. The second (Ecumenical Council expressly asked for the

confirmation of the Emperor Theodosius the Great,
4 and he

responded to the wishes of the assembly by an edict dated the

30 th July 381.°

3. The case of the third Oecumenical Council, which was
held at Ephesus, was peculiar. The Emperor Theodosius n.

1 Hard. ii. 80. - Eufin. Hist. Bed. i. 5 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9.

s Eusel). Vita Const, iii. 17-19
; Socrat. i. 9 ; Gelasii Volumen actorum

C'oncilii Nic. lib. ii. c. 36 ; in Hard. i. 445 sqq. ; Mansi, ii. 919.
4 Hard. i. 807.

6 Cod. Theodos. i. 3 ; de Fide Cath. vi. 9. See also Vaksiui' notes to

Socrates, v. 8.
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had first been on the heretical side, but he was brought to

acknowledge by degrees that the orthodox part of the bishops

assembled at Ephesus formed the true Synod.
1 However, he

did not in a general way give his confirmation to the decrees

of the Council, because he would not approve of the deposition

and exclusion pronounced by the Council against the bishops

of the party of Antioch.
2 Subsequently, however, when Cyril

and John of Antioch w7ere reconciled, and when the party of

Antioch itself had acknowledged the Council of Ephesus,

f he Emperor sanctioned this reconciliation by a special decree,

threatened all who should disturb the peace ; and by exiling

aSTestorius, and by commanding all the Nestorian writings to

be burnt, he confirmed the principal decision given by the

Council of Ephesus.
3

4. The Emperor Marcian consented to the doctrinal de-

crees of the fourth (Ecumenical Council, held at Chalcedon,

by publishing four edicts on the 7th February, 13th March,

Gth and 28 th July 452.
4

5. The close relations existing between the fifth CEcumenical

Council and the Emperor Justinian are well known. This

Council merely carried out and sanctioned what the Emperor

had before thought necessary and decided ; and it bowred so

obsequiously to his wishes, that Pope Vigilius would have

nothing to do writh it. The Emperor Justinian sanctioned

the decrees pronounced by the Council, by sending an official

to the seventh session, and he afterwards used every endeavour

to obtain the approbation of Pope Vigilius for this Council.

6. The Emperor Constantine Pogonatus confirmed the de-

crees of the sixth Council, first by signing them 5 (ultimo loco,

as we have seen) ; but he sanctioned them also by a very

long edict which Hardouin has preserved.
6

7. In the last session of the seventh CEcumenical Council,

the Empress Irene, with her son, signed the decrees made in the

preceding sessions, and thus gave them the imperial sanction.
7

It is not known whether she afterwards promulgated an

especial decree to the same effect.

' 1 Mansi, v. 255, 659 ; Hard. i. 16G7. 2 Mansi, iv. 1465.
3 Mansi, v. 255, 413, 920. 4 Hard. ii. C59, 662, 675 8.

B Hard. iii. 1435. 6 Hard. iii. 1446, 1633. * Hard. ii. 4S3-436.
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8. The Emperor Basil the Macedonian and his sons signed

the acts of the eighth (Ecumenical Council. His signature

followed that of the patriarchs, and preceded that of the

other bishops.1 In 870 he also published an especial edict,

making known his approval of the decrees of the Council.
2

The papal confirmation of all these eight first oecumenical

councils is not so clear and distinct.

1. The signatures of the Pope's legates, Hosius, Vitus, and

Vincentius, subscribed to the acts of the Council before the

other bishops, must be regarded as a sanction from the See of

Borne to the decrees of Nicoea. Five documents, dating from

the fifth century, mention, besides, a solemn approval of the

acts of the Council of Nicrea, given by Pope Sylvester and a

Ptoman synod of 2 7 5 bishops. It is granted that these docu-

ments are not authentic, as we shall show in the history of

the Council of Nica?a ; but we nevertheless consider it very

probable that the Council of Nicsea was recognised and ap-

proved by an especial act of Pope Sylvester, and not merely

by the signature of his legates, for the following reasons :

—

It is undeniable, as we shall presently see, that

a. The fourth (Ecumenical Council looked upon the papal

confirmation as absolutely necessary for ensuring the validity

of the decrees of the Council ; and there is no good ground for

maintaining that this was a new principle, and one which was

not known and recognised at the time of the Nicene Council.

/3. Again, in 485, a synod, composed of above forty bishops

from different parts of Italy, was quite unanimous in assert-

ing, in opposition to the Greeks, that the three hundred and

eighteen bishops of Nicrea had their decisions confirmed by

the authority of the holy Boman Church {confirmationcm rcrum

atque auctoritatcm sanctce Romance Ecclesiw dctulcrunt)?

y. Pope Julius I. in the same way declared, a few years

after the close of the Council of Nicrea, that ecclesiastical

decrees (the decisions of synods 4
) ought not to be published

without the consent of the Bishop of Pome, and that this is

a rule and a law of the Church.4

8. Dionysius the Less also maintained that the decisions of

1 See above, sec. 5. 2 Hard. v. 935.

* Hard. ii. 856. * Soerat. Hist. Eccl. ii. 17.
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the Council of Niccea were sent to Borne for approval ;* and

it is not improbable that it was the general opinion upon this

point which contributed to produce those spurious documents

which we possess.

2. When the Pope and the Western bishops heard the de-

crees of the Council of Constantinople, held in 381, subse-

sequently accepted as the second (Ecumenical Council, they

expressed in an Italian synod their disapproval of some of

the steps taken, although they had not then received the

acts of the Council.
2 Soon after they had received the acts,

Pope Damasus gave his sanction to the Council. This is the

account given by Photius.
3 This approval, however, must

have related only to the Creed of Constantinople ; for the

canons of this Council were rejected by Pope Leo the Great,

and subsequently, towards the year 600, still more explicitly

by Pope Gregory the Great.
4 That the Creed of Constanti-

nople had, however, the approbation of the Apostolic See, is

shown by the fact that, in the fourth General Council held at

Chalcedon, the papal legates did not raise the least opposition

when this creed was quoted as an authority, whilst they pro-

tested most strongly when the canons of Constantinople were

appealed to. It was, in fact, on account of the creed having

been approved of by the Holy See, that afterwards, in the

sixth century, Popes Vigilius, Pelagius IL, and Gregory the

Great, formally declared that this Council was oecumenical,

although Gregory at the same time refused to acknowledge

the canons it had promulgated.

3. The third (Ecumenical Council was held in the time of

Pope Celestine, and its decisions were signed by his legates,

S. Cyril, Bishops Arcadius and Projectus, and the Priest

Philip.
5 Besides this sanction, in the following year Ce-

lestine's successor, Pope Sixtus in., sanctioned this Council of

Ephesus in a more solemn manner, in several circular and

private letters, some of which have reached us.
6

1 Coustant. Epistolce Pont!/. Praf. pp. lxxxii. lxxix. ; Hard. i. 311.

2 Hard. i. 845. 3 De Synodis, in Mansi, iii. 595.

4 Gregor. Opp. torn. ii. lib. 1 ; Epist. 25, p. 515 ; Loonis I. Epist. 106 (80),

ad Anatol. c. 2. See afterwards, in the history of the second (Ecumenical Council.

s Hard. i. 1527.
8 Mansi, v. 374 s<j. ; and Coustant. Epist. Pontif. 1231 bj.
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4. The decisions of the fourth (Ecumenical Council, held at

Chalcedon, were not only signed by the papal legates present

at the Council, except the canons, and thus obtained a first

sanction from the Apostolic See ; but the Council, at the con-

clusion of its sessions, sent all the acts of the Synod to the

Pope, in order to obtain assent, approval, and confirmation for

them, as is expressly set forth in the letter written by the

Synod to the Pope with these acts. We there read : Tracrav

xifuv Tb)V 7r67rpajfxivcov ryv Svva/xcv iyvapLcrafiiv et? crvaraaiv

r/fierepav /cal twv irap iyxSiv ireirpa^jxevaiv fieficuwcrLV re kol\

<7vytcaTu6eaiv [We have made known to you the whole force

of the things which have been done, in proof of our efforts, and

in order to the approval and confirmation by you of what we
have done].

1 The Emperor Marcian, like the Council, requested

the Pope to sanction the decrees made at Constantinople in a

special epistle, which he said would then be read in all the

churches, that every one might know that the Pope approved

of the Synod. 2
Finally, the Archbishop of Constantinople,

Anatolius, expressed himself in a similar way to the Pope. He
says :

" The whole force and confirmation of the acts has been

reserved for the authority of your Holiness" (Gcstoram vis omnis

et confirmatio audoritati Vcstrce Bcatitudinis fucrit rescrvata).
3

However, Pope Leo confirmed only those articles of the

Council of Chalcedon which concerned the faith : he ex-

pressly rejected the twenty-eighth canon, which granted in-

admissible rights to the Bishop of Constantinople, without

taking into account the sixth canon of Nicrea.
4 Leo pro-

nounced the same judgment in several letters addressed either

to the Emperor or to the Empress Pulcheria
;

5 and he charged

his nuncio at Constantinople, Julian Bishop of Cos, to an-

nounce to the Emperor that the sanction of the Holy See to

the Council of Chalcedon should be sent to all the bishops

of the empire.
6

5. We have already seen
7
that it was after a protracted,

1 Ep. 89 of the collection of S. Leo's letters in the Ballerini edition, i.

1099. P. 292, ed. Lugd. 1770.
2 Ep. 110 in the collection of S. Leo's letters, I.e. Il82sq.
3 Ep. 132 in letters of S. Leo, i. 263 sq.

* Ep. 114 in Ballerini, i. 1193 sq.

* Ep. 115, 116. 6 Ep. 117. * P. 14.
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refusal that Pope Vigilius finally sanctioned the decrees of

the fifth (Ecumenical Council. We have still two documents

which refer to this question,—a decree sent to S. Eutychius

Bishop of Constantinople, and the constitutum of February

23, 554.1

6. The decisions of the sixth (Ecumenical Council were

signed and accepted not only by the Pope's legates ;
but, like the

Council of Chalcedon, this Synod also desired a special sanction

from the Pope, and asked for it in a letter written by the

Synod to the Pope, whom they name Caput Ecclcsicc, and his

see prima secies Ecclesicc cecumeniccc.
2 The successor of Pope

Ao-atho. Leo il, crave this sanction in letters addressed to the

Emperor and to the bishops of Spain,
3 which still exist. It

is true that Baronius 4 has endeavoured to prove these letters

to be spurious, because they also mention the anathema pro-

nounced against Pope Honorius ; but their authenticity can-

not be doubted on good grounds, and it has been successfully

maintained by others, particularly by Pagi, Dupin, Dom
Ceillier, Bower,5 and Natalis Alexander.

6

7. As the Pope had co-operated in the convocation of the

seventh (Ecumenical Council, which was presided over by his

legates, so it was expressly sanctioned by Hadrian I., as he

says himself in a letter to Charles the Great. His words are

:

Et iclco ipsam susccpimus synocluml However, the Pope would

not immediately send his sanction of the Council to the Em-

peror of Constantinople, who had asked it of him, because the

Emperor did not accede to two demands of the See of Borne

with respect to the jurisdiction of the Patriarchal See, and the

restitution of the property of the Church. s Subsequently

Pope Hadrian confirmed the sanction which he gave to the

second Council of Nicola, by having its acts translated into

Latin, sending them to the Western bishops, and defending

1 Hani. iii. 213 sq., 21S sqq. 2 Hani. iii. 1632 E.

3 Hard. iii. 1469 sqq., 1729 sqq. 4 Ad arm. 6S3, n. 13 sqq.

5 Pagi, Crit. in Annal. Baron, ad ann. 6S3, n. 7; Dupin, Nouvelle. BibUoth.,

etc., t. vi. p. 67, ed. Mons 1692 ; Eemi Ceillier, Hist, des auteurs sacris ;

Rower, Hist, of the Popes, vol. iv. § 108.

N. Alex. Hist. Bed. scec. 7, t. 5, p. 515, ed. 1778.

7 Hard. iv. 819.

* Hard. iv. 819.
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them against the attacks of the Trench bishops in the

" Caroline Books." *

8. Finally, the eighth (Ecumenical Council had not merely

that kind of sanction which is involved in the signatures of

the Pope's legates at the end of its acts : it desired a more

solemn and express approbation,
2 and Hadrian II. yielded to

this desire ; and in his letter addressed to the Emperor,3 he

sanctioned the dogmatic part of the decisions of the Synod,

but noted his dissatisfaction with respect to other points. The

fact that the Pope confirmed this Council is, moreover, made

clear by his subsequently having a Latin translation of its

acts made by the learned abbot and librarian Anastasius, and

by the fact that Anastasius without hesitation calls it an

(Ecumenical Council in the preface addressed to the Pope 4
at

the commencement of his translation.

It would be superfluous to show that the Popes always

confirmed the oecumenical councils of later times ; for it is

universally known that the influence of the Popes in all later

Western councils has been greater, and that of the Emperor

less, than in the first eight councils. Popes have often pre-

sided in person over these more recent councils, and then

they could give their approbation orally. So it was in the

ninth, the tenth, and the eleventh (Ecumenical Councils :

5
it

was also the case in all the subsequent ones, except those of

Basle and Trent ; but the latter asked for and obtained an

express confirmation from the Pope.
G Even in the middle

ao-es several distinguished canonists demonstrated with much

perspicuity that this papal approbation was necessary for the

validity of oecumenical councils
;

7 and we shall see the rea-

son for this statement: for the discussion of the celebrated

question, " Is the Pope superior or inferior to an oecumenical

council?" necessarily leads us to study more closely the

relations which obtain between the Pope and the oecumenical

council

1 Hard. iv. 773-820. 2 Hard. v. 933 sqq., especially 935 A.
3 Hard. v. 938. * Hard. v. 749.

5 Hard. vi. P. ii. 1110, 1213, 1673.

« Sess. 25 in Jin. ; cf. Hard. x. 192, 198.

» Hard. ix. 1229, 1273, 1274.
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Sec. 7. Relation of the Pope to the (Ecumenical Council.

As every one knows, the Councils of Constance and Basle

asserted the superiority of the oecumenical council to the

Holy See
;

x and the French theologians placed this proposi-

tion among the qu editor propositions Clcri Gallicani
2—the so-

called Gallican Liberties. Other theologians have affirmed

the contrary, saying that the Pope is superior to an oecume-

nical council : for example, Eoncaglia, in his learned reply to

Natalis Alexander's dissertation

;

3
also, before Eoncaglia, the

pros and cons had been disputed at great length and with

much animation. The Ultramontanes especially relied upon

the fact that, at the fifth Council of Lateran,
4 Pope Leo de-

clared, without the least opposition in the Synod, that the

authority of the Tope extended super omnia, concilia? The

Gallicans could only reply to this as follows : («.) The Pope,

it is true, had a document read in the Council which con-

tained this sentence, and it passed without opposition ; but

the Council did not give any formal decision : it did not make

a solemn decree of this proposition. (b.) The Pope only

used this sentence argumentanelo, and not clefinicnelo, in order

to use it as a proof, but without giving it as a general pro-

position ; and (c.) it is not certain that the fifth Lateran

Council should be considered oecumenical.
6 Many maintain

that Pope Martin v. sanctioned the decree of the Council of

Constance establishing the superiority of the oecumenical

council to the Pope, and Eugene iv. also sanctioned a similar

decree from the Council of Basle.
7 In point of fact, however,

these two Popes sanctioned only a part of the decrees of the

Councils of Basle and Constance. As for those of Basle,

1 Hard. viii. 252, 258, 1318, 1343.
2 Cf. upon this point the dissertation by El. Dnpin, " de Concilii generalls

supra Romanum pontificem anctoi'ltate," in his hook de Antiqua Ecclesice Dis-

ciplina ; and the long dissertation (Diss. iv. ad sec. xv. ) by Natalis Alexander

in his Illstoria Eccl. ix. 286-339, 446-452, ed. Venet. 1778.
3 It has also been printed in the ninth vol. of N. Alexander, pp. 339-363.

Cf. also p. 470 sq.

4 Sess. xi.
5 Hard. I.e. ix. 1S28.

6 See El. Dupin, I.e. ; and Natalis Alexander, ix. 439. '

* Nat. Alexander, ix. 2S9, 425 sq.

D
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Eugene only sanctioned those which treated of three points,

viz. the extinction of heresy, the pacification of Christendom,

and the general reform of the Church in its head and in its

memhers. 1 Martin v.* sanctioned only those decrees of the

Council of Constance Avhich had been made in matcriis fidei

conciliariter ct non aliter, ncc alio modo? Now the decrees in

question, respecting the superiority of the general council to

the Pope, have nothing to do with the faith, and were given

at Constance rather tumidtuaritcr than conciliariter. We may

add that the Council of Constance did not intend to utter a

universal truth, but only, with reference to the case before it,

asserted a superiority over the Pope, and particularly over

the three Popes who were then contending for sovereign

power. It was more concerned to solve an entirely peculiar

question, than to propound a general theory.
3 Finally, it

must not be forgotten that, on the 4th September 1439, Pope

Eugene iv. and the Synod of Florence, in an especial con-

stitution, Moses, solemnly rejected the proposition that the

council is superior to the Pope,—a proposition which had just

been renewed in the thirty-third session of the Council of

Basle, and had been there made a dogma.4

In confining themselves to this question, Is the Pope

superior or inferior to a general council ? the Gallicans and

the Ultramontanes 5 did not understand that they were

keeping on the surface of a very deep question, that of the

position of the Holy See in the economy of the Catholic

Church. A much clearer and deeper insight into the ques-

tion has more recently been shown ;
and the real question

may be summed up in the following propositions :—An oecu-

menical council represents the whole Church: there must

therefore be the same relation between the Pope and the

1 Hard. viii. 1172. * See Preface.

2 Hard. viii. 899 E, 902 A. Cf. Animadversiones, in Nat. Alex. ix. 361 sq.,

464 sq.

3 Cf. Animad. in Fat. Alex. ix. 357 sq.

4 Hard. ix. 1004; and Raynald, ad an. 1439, n. 29. Cf. Nat. Alex. ix. 43S b,

466 sq. ; Bellarmin. de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 13-19, in the ed. of his Dlsput. pub-

lished at Ingolstadt, i. 1204 sqq.

a Curkdisi's is the word used by Hefele, but that in the text is more common

ftnd familiar.— Ed.
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1

council as exists between the Pope and the Church. Now,
is the Pope above or below the Church ? Neither the one

nor the other. The Pope is in the Church ; he necessarily

belongs to it ; he is its head and its centre. The Church,

like the human body, is an organized whole ; and just as the

head is not superior or inferior to the body, but forms a

part of it, and is the principal part of it, so the Pope, who k
the head of the Church, is not superior or inferior to it : hi

is therefore neither above nor below the general council. The
human organism is no longer a true body, but a lifeless

trunk, when the head is cut off ; so an assembly of bishops

is no longer an oecumenical council when it is separated

from the Pope. It is therefore a false statement of the

question, to ask whether the Pope is above or below the

general council.
1 On the other side, we may rightly ask,

Has an oecumenical council the right to depose the Pope ?

According to the Synods of Constance and Basle and the Gal-

licans, the Pope may be deposed for two principal reasons :

(1) ob mores ; (2) ob Jiclcm, that is to say, ob hcercsim? But,

in reality, heresy alone can constitute a reason for deposition
;

3

for an heretical Pope has ceased to be a member of the Church :

lie therefore can be its president no longer. But a Pope who
is guilty ob mores, a sinful Pope, still belongs to the visible

Church : he must be considered as the sinful and unrighteous

head of a constitutional kingdom, who must be made as harm-
less as possible, but not deposed.

4
If the question arises of

several pretenders to the pontifical throne, and it is impossible

to distinguish which is in the right, Bellarmin says
5

that in

this case it is the part of the council to examine the claims

of the pretenders, and to depose those who cannot justify

their claims. This is what was done by the Council of Con-
stance. In proceeding to this deposition, however, the Council

1 See Roskovanny, DePrimalu, etc., p. 143 s([. ; Walter, Klrchenrecht, sec.

158, 11th eel. S. 296 ff.

2
i.e. for immorality or heresy.

3 Cf. Bellarmin. de Pom. Pontlf. lib. ii. c. 30 E ; de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 19,

in the Ingolstadt eel. i. 820, 1219 sq.
4 Cf. "Walter, Klrchenrecht ; Bellarmin. De dispat. vol. ii. ; de Conc'diis,

lib. ii. c. 19.

* De Disput. vol. ii. lib. ii. c. 19.
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has not the authority of an oecumenical council : it cannot

have that authority until the legitimate Pope enters into rela-

tion with it, and confirms it. The question is evidently only

of the deposition of a pretender, who has not sufficient claim,

and not that of a Pope legitimately elected. The Council

of Constance would not have had any right to depose even

John xxiii. if (a) the validity of this Pope's election had not

been doubtful, (b) and if he had not been suspected of heresy.

Besides, he abdicated, thus ratifying the deposition which had

been pronounced.1 £E£ V0U,$. fclJU), \W$t>.
We see from these considerations, of what value the sanc-

tion of the Pope is to the decrees of a council. Until the

Pope has sanctioned these decrees, the assembly of bishops

which formed them cannot pretend to the authority belonging

to an oecumenical council, however great a number of bishops

may compose it ; for there cannot be an oecumenical council

without union with the Pope.

Sec. 8.

—

Infallibility of (Ecumenical Councils.

This sanction of the Pope is also necessary for ensuring

infallibility to the decisions of the council. According to

Catholic doctrine, this prerogative can be claimed only for the

decisions of oecumenical councils, and only for their decisions

in rebus fidci ct mo-rum, not for purely disciplinary decrees.

This doctrine of the Catholic Church upon the infallibility of

oecumenical councils in matters of faith and morality, pro-

ceeds from the conviction, drawn from Holy Scripture, that

the Holy Spirit guides the Church of God (consequently also

the Church assembled in an oecumenical council), and that K=>

keeps it from all error
;

2 that Jesus Christ will be with His

own until the end of the world
;

3 that the gates of hell (there-

fore the powers of error) will never prevail against the Church.4

The apostles evinced their conviction that the Holy Spirit is

present in general councils, when they published their decrees

with this formula, Visum est Spiritui sancto ct nobis* (it seemed

good to the Holy Ghost and to us), at the Synod held at

1 Mansi, Nota in Natal. Alex. I.e. scholion ii. 286.

8 John xvi. 13, xiv. 2G.
3 Matt, xxviii. 20.

* Matt. xvi. 18.
c Acts xv. 28.
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Jerusalem. The Church, sharing this conviction of the

apostles, has always taught that the councils are infallible in

rebus field ct morum, and has considered all those who did

not believe in this infallibility to be heretics, and separate

from the Church. Constantine the Great called the decrees

of the Synod of Nicrea a divine commandment (delav iv-

roXrji/).
1 Athanasius, in his letter to the bishops of Africa,

exclaimed :
" What God hath spoken through the Council of

Nicoea endureth for ever." S. Ambrose is so thoroughly con-

vinced of the infallibility of the general council, that he

writes :
" Scquor tradatum Nicceni concilii a quo me nee mors

ncc gladius poterit separare
" 2

(I follow the guidance of the

Nicene Council, from which neither death nor sword will be

able to separate me). Pope Leo the Great, speaking of his

explanation respecting the two natures in Jesus Christ, says

expressly that it has already been corroborated by the " con-

sensu irrctrartabili" of the Council of Chalcedon
;

3 and in

another letter, " non p>oss& inter catholicos reputari, qui rcsis-

tunt Nicarno vcl Chalcecloncnsi concilio
" 4

(that they cannot be

counted among Catholics who resist the Council of Nicoea or

Chalcedon). Pope Leo again says in this same letter, that

the decrees of Chalcedon were given " instrucnte Spiritu

sancto," and that they are rather divine than human decrees.
6

Bellarmin 6 and other theologians quote a great number of

other texts, drawn from the works of the Fathers, which prove

that this belief in the infallibility of oecumenical councils has

always been part of the Church's creed. We select from

them this of Gregory the Great :
" I venerate the four first

oecumenical councils equally with the four Gospels" 7
(sicut

quatuor Evangclia). Bellarmin 8
as well as Steph. Wiest 9 have

refuted every objection which can be brought against the infal-

libility of oecumenical councils. S £& ^t>V- V. PHlD. vCW ' o.

The same infallibility must be accorded to councils which

1 Eusebi Vita Const, iii. 20. 2 Ep. 21.

3 Ep. 65, ad Theodoret. 4 Ep. 78, ad Leon. August.

8 Hard. ii. 702. 6 Lfisp. vol. ii. ; de Cone. lib. ii. c S
7 Lib. i. c. 24.

• Bellar. Disput. vol. ii. ; de Concil. lib. iii. c. 6-9.

* Jjtmonstratio rclljionis Catli, iii. 542 sq.
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are not oecumenical, when their decrees have received the

sanction of the Pope, and been accepted by the whole Church.

The only formal difference, then, existing between these coun-

cils and those which are oecumenical is this, that all the

bishops of the Church were not invited to take part in them.1

Sec. 9. Appeal from the Pope to an (Ecumenical Council. .

The question, whether one can appeal from the decision of a

Pope to that of an oecumenical council, is highly important, and

has often been ventilated. Pope Celestine I., as early as the

fifth century, declared that such an appeal was inadmissible.
2

It is true that, in the first centuries, questions were often con-

sidered by the councils which had before been decided by the

Pope ; but, as Peter de Marca has shown, that was not an ap-

peal properly so called. He also shows that the Emperor

Frederick u. was the first who formally appealed from the de-

cision of a Pope to that of a general council.
3 Pope Martin v.,

and subsequently Pope Pius II.,
4 were led again to prohibit

these appeals, because they recurred too often, and especially

on account of the exorbitant demands of the Council of Con-

stance.
5 Julius II. and Paul v. renewed these prohibitions in

the sixteenth century. In 1717 a great sensation was caused

by the appeal of many Jansenists to a general council against

the Bull Unigenitus of Pope Clement xi. But in his brief

Pastoralis officii the Pope threatened with excommunication

every one who promoted the appeal, and did not sign the Bull

Unigenitus ; and also compelled the abandonment of the

appeal, and the dispersion of the appealing party. Even the

Protestant historian Mosheim wrote against this appeal, and

plainly showed the contradiction there was between it and

the Catholic principle of the unity of the Church
;

G and

indeed it must be confessed, that to appeal from the Pope to

1 Bellarmin. I.e. lib. ii. c. v.-x. 2 C. 16 and 17 ; Causa ix. q. 3.

3 De Marca, de Concord, sacerd. et imperil, lib. iv. c. 17.

4
Cf. the bull of Pius ir. dated Jan. 18, 1459.

& De Marca, de Concord, sacerd. et imperii, lib. iv. c. 17 ; and Schrochh,

Kirchengesch. Bd. 32, S. 223 and 227.

c Mosheim, de Gallorum apjyeUationibus ad concilium universal Ecclcsice,

unilatem Ecclesiai spectabilis tollentibus, in the first vol. of his Dissert, ad Hist.

Eccl. p. 577 sq.



INTRODUCTION. 55

8 council, an authority usually very difficult to constitute and

to consult, is simply to cloak ecclesiastical insubordination by

a mere formality.
1 5 ^^ ">d^>. 6W

Sec. 10. Number of the (Ecumenical Councils.

Bellarmin reckons eighteen oecumenical councils as univer-

sally acknowledged
;

2 but on the subject of the fifth Lateran

Council, he says that it was doubted by many : "Aicfuerit vere

generate ; idco usque ad liane diem quaistio superest, etiam inter

catliolicosr
z Some historians have also raised doubts as to the

oecumenical character of the Council held at Vienne in 1311.

There are therefore only the following sixteen councils which

are recognised without any opposition as oecumenical :

—

1. That of Nicsea in 325.

2. The first of Constantinople in 381.

3. That of Ephesus in 431.

4. That of Chalcedon in 451.

5. The second of Constantinople in 553.

6. The third of Constantinople in 680.

JL The second of Mcsea in 787.

8. The fourth of Constantinople in 869.

9. The first Lateran in 1123.

10. The second Lateran in 1139.

11. The third Lateran in 1179.

12. The fourth Lateran in 1215.

13. The first of Lyons in 1245.

14. The second of Lyons in 1274. \[l \\.

15. That of Florence in 1439.

16. That of Trent, from 1545 to 1563.

The oecumenical character of the following synods is con-

tested :

—

1. That of Sardica, about 343-344.

2, That in Trullo, or the Quinisext, in 692.

3 That of Vienne in 1311.

1 Cf. Walter, Kirchenr. I.e. § 153; and Ferraris, B'Miotlieca prompta, etc.,

ti.v. Appellatio.

* De Conc'd. lib. i. c. 5. z De Condi, lib. ii. c. 15.
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4. That of Pisa in 1400.

5. That of Constance, from 1414 to 1418.

6. That of Basle, from 1431 to 1439.

7. The fifth Lateran, from 1512 to 1517.

"We have elsewhere
1 considered whether the Synod of Sardica

can lay claim to the title of oecumenical, and we will again take

up the question at the proper time. We may here recapitu-

late, in five short propositions, the result of our researches :

—

a. The history of the Council of Sardica itself furnishes no

reason for considering it to he oecumenical.

b. No ecclesiastical authority has declared it to be so.

c. We are not therefore obliged to consider it to be oecume-

nical ; but we must also add,

d. That it was very early, and has been in all ages, highly

esteemed by the orthodox Church.

e. Besides, it is of small importance to discuss its oecu-

menical character, for it gave no decree in rebus ficlei, and

therefore issued no decisions with the stamp of infallibility.

As for disciplinary decrees, whatever council promulgates

them, they are subject to modification in the course of time :

they are not irreformable, as are the doctrinal decrees of

oecumenical councils.

The Trullan Council, also called the Quinisext, is con-

sidered to be oecumenical by the Greeks only. The Latins

could not possibly have accepted several of its decrees, which

are drawn up in distinct opposition to the Pioman Church:

for instance, the thirteenth canon, directed against the celibacy

observed in the West ; the thirty-sixth canon, on the equal

rank of the Bishops of Constantinople and of Rome ; and the

fifty-fifth canon, which forbids the Saturday's fast.
2

The Council of Vienne is generally considered to be the

fifteenth (Ecumenical Council, and Bellarmin also accedes to

this.
3 The Jesuit Damberger, in his Synchronical History of

the Middle Ages, expresses a different opinion.
4 " Many his-

1 Tilbinger Quartalschrlft, 1852, S. 399-415.

2 Of. Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. vii. vol. v. p. 528. Bellarmin. I.e. 7.

3 De Concil. lib. i. c. 5.

* Synchronistische Geschichte des Mittelallers, Bd. xiii. S. 177 f.
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torians," he says, " especially French historians, consider this

Council to be one of the most famous, the most venerable,

and the most important which has been held, and regard it

as the fifteenth (Ecumenical. The enemies of the Church will

gladly accept such an opinion. It is true that Pope Clement v.

wished to call an oecumenical council, and of this the Bull of

Convocation speaks ; but Boniface VIII. had also the same

desire, and yet no one would give such a name to the assembly

which he opened at Eome on the 13th October 1302. It is

also true that, after the bishops of all countries have been

summoned, the title and weight of an oecumenical council

cannot be refused to a synod under the pretext that many

bishops did not respond to the invitation ; but the name

demands at least that the assembly should be occupied with

the common and universal concerns of the Church—that they

should come to decisions which should then be promulgated

for the obedience of the faithful. Now," says Damberger,

" nothing of all this took place at the Council of Vienne."

We reply, that this last statement is a mistake. The Council

promulgated a whole series of decrees, which in great measure

relate to the whole Church, and not merely to one province

only—for example, those concerning the Templars ; and these

decrees were certainly published. Moreover, the fifth Lateran

Council, which we admit to be oecumenical, spoke of that of

Vienne, in its eighth session, as a generale.
1 A different

judgment must be given respecting the Council of Pisa, held

in 1409. It was naturally from the beginning considered to

be without weight or authority by the partisans of the two

Popes whom it deposed, viz. Gregory XII. and Benedict xiii.
2

The Carthusian Boniface Ferrer, brother to S. Vincent Ferrer,

and legate of Benedict xiii. at this Synod, called it an heretical

and diabolical assembly. But its character as oecumenical has

also been questioned by those who took no part for either of the

two antipopes—by Cardinal de Bar, and a little subsequently

by S. Antonine Archbishop of Florence.
3 We might add to

these many friends of reform, like Nicholas of Clemonge and

1 Hard. ix. 1719. a Kaynald. Contin. Annal. Baron, ad an. 1409, n. 74.

3
Ci*. Bellarmin, de Condi, lib. i. c. 8 ; Mansi, Collect. Condi, xxvi. 1160;

«md Lenfant, Hist, du Concile de Pise, p. 303 sq.
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Theodoric of Brie, wHo were dissatisfied with it. Gerson',

on the contrary, who about this time wrote his book Be
Avferibilitate Papce, defended the decrees of the Council of

Pisa. Almost all the Gallicans have tried, as he did, to give

an oecumenical character to this Council, because it was the

first to make use of the doctrine of the superiority of a general

council to the Pope.1 But in order that a council should be

oecumenical, it must be recognised as such by the whole of

Christendom. Now, more than half the bishops of Christendom

(cpiscopatus dispersus), as well as whole nations, have protested

against its decisions, and would not receive them. For this

reason, neither ecclesiastical authority nor the most trust-

worthy theologians have ever numbered it among the oecume-

nical councils.
2

It must also be said that some Ultramontanes

have had too little regard for this Council, in saying that the

election made by it of Pope Alexander v. was valueless, and

that Gregory xii. was still the legitimate Pope until his volun-

tary abdication in 141 5.
3

The Gallicans were very anxious to prove the Council of

Constance to be oecumenical. It is true that it was assem-

bled in a regular manner; but, according to the principles

we have explained above, it necessarily lost its oecumenical

character as long as it was separated from the head of

the Church. The sessions, however, which were held after

the election of Pope Martin v., and with his consent and

approbation—that is, sessions 42 to 45—must be considered

as those of an oecumenical council. The same consideration

must be given to the decrees of the earlier sessions, which

concern the faith (res ficlci), and were given conciliaritcr as

they were approved by Pope Martin v.
;; There was no special

enumeration of them given by the Pope ; but he evidently

1 We may name Edmund Eicher, Historia Concll. gen. lib. ii. c. 2, sec. 6 ;

Bossuet, Defensio deri gallic. P. ii. lib. ix. c. 11 ; N. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. xv.

et xvi. diss. ii. vol. ix. p. 267 sq.

2 Cf. Animadversiones, by Eoncaglia, in Natal. Alex. I.e. p. 276 sq.

3 This is the opinion of Baynald in his Contin. Annalium Baron, ad ann.,

1409, n. 79-81, and of Peter Ballerini, de Potestate ccclesiaslica summorum
Pontificum et Condi, gen. c. 6. Bellanhln, on the contrary, considers Alex-

ander v. as the legitimate Pope, and calls the Council of Pisa a "contilium

generate nee approbation nee reprobatum."
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intended those condemning the heresies of Huss and Wickliffe*

Natalis Alexander endeavours to show that this sanction also

comprehended the fourth and fifth sessions, and their decrees

establishing the superiority of councils over the Pope. 1 But

Eoncaglia has refuted his opinion, and maintained the right

view of the matter, which we have already asserted.
2 As for

those who entirely refuse an oecumenical character to the

Council of Constance in all its parts, it suffices for their

refutation to recall, besides the approbation of Martin v., what
Pope Eugene iv. wrote on the 2 2d July 1446 to his legates in

Germany :
" Ad imitationcm ss. PP. et prcedcccssorum nostrorum,

sicut Mi gencralicc concilia vcncrari consucvcrunt, sic gcncrcdict

concilia Constantiense ct Basilcense ah ejus initio usque acl trans-

lationcm per nos factam, absque tamen prcejudicio juris, digni-

tatis et prw-eminentim S. Scdis apostolicce . . . cum omni

revcrcntia et devotione suscijnmus, convplcctimur ct vencramur" 3

[In imitation of the most holy Popes our predecessors, as

they have been wont to venerate general councils, so do we
receive with all reverence and devotion, embrace and venerate

the General Councils of Constance and Basle, yet without

prejudice to the right, dignity, and pre-eminence of the Holy
Apostolic See]. The moderate Gallicans maintain that the

Council of Basle was oecumenical until its translation to

Perrara, and that it then lost this character ; for it would be
impossible to consider as oecumenical the concilictbidum which
remained behind at Basle, and was continued later at Lau-
sanne under the antipope Pelix v.

4 Edmund Richer* and the

advanced Gallicans, on the contrary, consider the whole of the

Council of Basle to be oecumenical, from its stormy beginning

to its inglorious end. Other theologians, on the contrary,

refuse this character to the Council of Basle in all its sessions.

This is the opinion of Bellarmin, Eoncaglia, and L. Holstenius.6

1 Hist. Eccl. sec. xv. diss. iv. pp. 2S9, 317.
5 Roncagl. Animadv. ad Nat. Alex. Hist. Eccl. I.e. pp. 361, 359.
3 Roncagl. I.e. p. 465 ; Raynald. Cont. Annal. Baron, ad an. 1446, n. 3.
4 Nat. Alex. I.e. ix. 433 sq.
8 Hist. Concil. gener. lib. iii. c. vii.

6 Bell. De Concil. lib. 1. c. vii. ; Roneaglia, in liis Animadversiones in Nat.
Alex. I.e. p. 461 ; and Lucas Holstenius, in a special diss, inserted in Mausi,
xxix. 1222 si}.
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According to Gieseler,
1 Bellarmin has given the title of oecu-

menical to the Council of Basle in another passage of his

celebrated Disputationes? This is not so. Bellarmin says

that the Council of Basle was legitimate at its opening, that

is to say, so long as the papal legate and a great number of

bishops were present; but subsequently, when it deposed the

Pope, it was only a conciliabulam scliismaticum, scditiosum, et

uulliits prorsus auctoritatis. It was by Bellarmin's advice

that the acts of the Council of Basle were not included in

the collection of oecumenical councils made at Borne in 1609.

Those who are absolutely opposed to the Council of Basle,

and refuse the oecumenical character to all its sessions, give the

following reasons :

—

a. There was only a very small number of bishops (7-8)

at the first sessions of this Synod, and therefore one cannot

possibly consider it to be an oecumenical council.

b. Before its second session, this Council, promising no

good results, was dissolved by Pope Eugene iv.

c. From this second session, according to the undeniable

testimony of history, the assembly was ruled by passion ; its

members were embittered against each other : business was

not carried on with becoming calmness, but in the midst of

complete anarchy ; the bishops' secretaries spoke and shouted

in the sessions, as iEneas Sylvius and others testify.
3

d. Eugene IV. did certainly at a later period, after the

fifteenth session, confirm all that had been done in the pre-

ceding ; but this confirmation was extorted from him when he

was ill, and by the threat that, if he did not consent to give

it, he should lose the adherence of the princes and cardinals,

and be deposed from the papal chair.
4

c. This confirmation has no value, even supposing that the

Pope gave it in full consciousness, and with entire freedom
;

for it was only signed by him on condition that the members

of the Council of Basle should repeal all the decrees which

they had given against the authority of the Pope, which they

never did.
5

1 Kirchengesch. Bd. ii. 4, S. 52. 2 De Eccl Milit. lib. iii. c. 16.

3 Cf. Roncagl, An'nnadver. I.e. p. 463 A.
4

Ci'. Turrecremata, in Eoncaglia, l.c. p. 463 A. 5 Hard. viiL 157 B, C.
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/. The Pope simply allowed the Council to continue its

sessions, and he withdrew his bull of dissolution again ; but

these concessions imply no sanction of what the Council had

done in its preceding sessions, and the Pope took care to declare

this himself.
1

It appears to us to be going too far to refuse an oecumenical

character to the whole Council of Basle. The truth, accord-

ing to our view, lies between this opinion and that of the

moderate Gallicans in this way

:

a. The Council of Basle was a true one from the first

session to the twenty-fifth inclusive, that is, uutil its transla-

tion from Basle to Ferrara.

b. In these twenty-five sessions we must accept as valid

only such decrees as treat, 1st, Of the extinction of heresy

;

2d, Of the pacification of Christendom ; 3d, Of the refor-

mation of the Church in its head and in its members ;—and

always on condition that these decrees are not prejudicial to-

the papal power, and are approved by the Pope.

Our authority for the establishment of these two proposi-

tions is Pope Eugene IV. himself, who, in a bull read during

the sixteenth session of the Council of Basle, sanctions those

decrees of the preceding sessions which treat of these three-

points. In the letter already mentioned, which he wrote on

the 2 2d July 1446 to his legates in Germany, he says: "As
my predecessors have venerated the ancient councils (evidently

meaning oecumenical councils), so do I receive cum omni

rcverentia et devotione, etc., the General Councils of Constance

and Basle, and this latter cib ejus initio usque ad translationcm

per nos factam, absque tamen prajudicio juris, dignitatis et

prx-emincntiw, S. Scdis apostolicw ac potestatis sibi et in eadcm

canonice seclcntibus conccsscc."
2

But it is asked whether this acceptance be admissible,

whether ecclesiastical authority had not already broken the

staff over the whole Council of Basle. A passage in a bull

published by Pope Leo X., in the eleventh session of the fifth

CEcumenical Lateran Council, has been made use of for the

support of this objection. It is as follows :
" Cum ea omnia

1 Cf. Turrccremata in Roncaglia, I.e. p. 464, b.

* Cf. Roncaglia, I.e. p. 465, a ; Eaynald ad. an. 1446, n. 3.
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piost trdnslationem ejusdcm B'asilecnsis Concilii a

Basilccnsi conciliabulo sett potius convcnticula qiiaz 'prcesertim

post hujusmodi translationcm concilium arn/plius appellari non

mercbatur, facta exstiterint ac propterca nullum robur Jiabue-

rint."
1 In this passage Pope Leo X. condemns what was

resolved during the latter sessions of the Council of Basle,

and which was taken into the pragmatic sanction of Bourges

in 1438 ; and on this occasion he speaks of the Council of

Basle in a very unfavourable manner. But apart from the

fact that we might allege against this passage, which asserts

the superiority of the Pope over a general council, what the

Gallicans have already adduced against it, we will observe

:

(a.) Even in this passage Pope Leo distinguishes between the

Council of Basle, the assembly held before the translation, and

the conciliabidum which began after the translation. (&.) It is

true that he does not speak favourably of the Council itself,

and the word praiscrtim seems to imply blame ; but the Pope's

language can be easily explained, if we reflect that he has

in view the decrees which diminish the power of the Pope,

—decrees which were afterwards inserted in the pragmatic

sanction. He might therefore speak unfavourably of these

decisions of the Council of Basle, as Pope Eugene iv. did,

without rejecting the whole Synod of Basle.

It must also be understood in what sense Father Ulrich

Mayr of Kaisersheim was condemned by Pope Clement xiv.,

viz. for maintaining that the twenty-five first sessions of the

Council of Basle had the character and weight of sessions of

an oecumenical council.
2 The opinion of Mayr is very different

from ours : we do not accept all the decrees of the twenty-five

first sessions, but only those which can be accepted under the

conditions enumerated above.

Some theologians, particularly Gallicans, since the time of

Louis xiv.,
3

will not recognise the fifth Lateran Council as

oecumenical, on account of the small number of its members

;

but the true reason for their hostility against this Council is

that, in union with the Crown of France, it abolished the

pragmatic sanction of Bourges, which asserted the liberties of

1 Hard. ix. 1828. - Walch, Neuste ReUcjlons-gescldchte, Ed. v. S. 245.

3 Cf. Dupin, de Antiqua Ecclesice Disciplina, p. 344.
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r

fche Gallican Church, and concluded another concordat. These
attacks cannot, however, be taken into consideration: for the
great majority of Catholic theologians consider this Council,

to be oecumenical ; and even France, at an earlier period,

recognised it as such.
1

Here, then, we offer a corrected table

of the oecumenical councils :

—

1. That of Nicaeain 325.

2. The first of Constantinople in 381.

3. That of Ephesus in 431.

4. That of Chalcedon in 451.

5. The second of Constantinople in 553.

6. The third of Constantinople in 680.

7. The second of Mcsea in 787.

8. The fourth of Constantinople in 869.

9. The first of Lateran in 1123.

10. The second of Lateran in 1139.

11. The third of Lateran in 1179.

12. The fourth of Lateran in 1215.
13. The first of Lyons in 1245.

14. The second of Lyons in 1274.

15. That of Viennein 1311.

16. The Council of Constance, from 1414 to 1418; that

is to say : {a.) The latter sessions presided over by Martin v.

(sessions 41-45 inclusive)
;

(b.) In the former sessions all the

decrees sanctioned by Pope Martin v., that is, those concern-
ing the faith, and which were given conciliaritcr.

17. The Council of Basle, from the year 1431; that is

to say : (a.) The twenty-five first sessions, until the transla-

tion of the Council to Ferrara by Eugene iv. (&.) In these

twenty-five sessions the decrees concerning the extinction of

heresy, the pacification of Christendom, and the general refor-

mation of the Church in its head and in its members, and
which, besides, do not strike at the authority of the apostolic

chair
; in a word, those decrees which were afterwards sanc-

tioned by Pope Eugene iv.

176. The assemblies held at Ferrara and at Florence

(1438-42) cannot be considered as forming a separate oecu-

menical council. They were merely the continuation of the
1 Cf. Roncaglia in N. Alex. I.e. p. 470.
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Council of Basle, which was transferred to Ferrara by Eugene

iv. on the 8th January 1438, and from thence to Florence in

January 1439.

18. The fifth of Lateran, 1512-17.

19. The Council of Trent, 1545-63.

Sec. 11. Customs observed in (Ecumenical Councils with rcspc.t

to Signatures, Precedence, Manner of Voting, etc.

In some countries—for instance, in Africa—the bishops

held rank in the councils according to the period of their

consecration ; in other parts they ranked according to the

episcopal see which they filled. The priests and deacons repre-

senting their absent bishop occupied the place belonging to

that bishop in those councils which were held in the East

;

but in the West this custom was not generally followed.

In the Spanish councils the priests always signed after the

bishops. The Council of Aries (a.d. 314), in the signatures

to which we cannot remark any order, decided that if a

bishop brought several clerics with him (even in minor

orders), they should give their signatures immediately after

their bishop, and before the bishop who followed. The order

of the signatures evidently indicates also the order of pre-

cedence. This Council of Aries gives an exception to this

rule, for the Pope's legates—the two priests Claudian and

Vitus
1—signed only after sevaral bishops ; whilst in all the

other councils, and even in the Eastern, the legates always

signed before all the other bishops and the patriarchs, even

though they were but simple priests.
2

In the thirteenth century Pope Clement IV. ordained that,

in order to distinguish the bishops from the exempt abbots in

the synods, the latter should only have mitres bordered witli

gold, without pearls, without precious stones, or gold plates.

The abbots who were not " exempt" were only to have white

mitres, without borders.
3

The members of the councils ordinarily were seated in the

1 Hard. i. 266.

2 See above, p. 27 f., on what we have said with regard to the president at tue

cecum nical councils.

3 Salmon, Trailc de I 'Elude des Conciks, 1726, p. 860.
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form of a circle, in the centre of which was placed the hook
of the Holy Scriptures. There were added also sometimes the

collections of the ecclesiastical canons, and the relics of the

saints. Behind each bishop was generally seated the priest

who accompanied him ; the deacon used to sit lower, on one
side, or before the bishop.1

With respect to the ceremonies at the opening of the

ancient Spanish councils, we have an order of the fourth

Council of Toledo, which met in 633 (can. 4), which pre-

scribed as follows: "Before sunset on the day appointed

(May 1 8), all those who are in the church must come out

;

and all the doors must be shut, except the one by which the

bishops enter, and at this door all the ostiarii (porters) will

station themselves. The bishops will then come and take

their places, according to the times of their ordination. When
they have taken their places, the elected priests, and after

them the deacons, will come in their turn to take their places.

The priests sit behind the bishops ; the deacons are in front

;

and all are seated in the form of a circle. Last of all, those

laity are introduced whom the council by their election have
judged worthy of the favour. The notaries who are necessary

ure also introduced.

"All keep silence. When the archdeacon says, 'Let us

pray' {orate), all prostrate themselves upon the ground. After

several moments, one of the oldest bishops rises and recites a

prayer in a loud voice, during which all the rest remain on
their knees. The prayer having been recited, all answer
'Amen;' and they rise when the archdeacon says, 'Stand
up' (erigite vos). While all keep silent, a deacon, clad in a
white alb, brings into the midst the Book of the Canons, and
reads the rules for the holding of councils. When this is

ended, the metropolitan gives an address, and calls on those

present to bring forward their complaints. If a priest, a

deacon, or a layman has any complaint to make, he makes it

known to the archdeacon of the metropolitan church ; and the

latter, in his turn, will bring it to the knowledge of the

council. No bishop is to withdraw without the rest, and no
one is to pronounce the council dissolved before all the busi-

1 Salmon, I.e. p. 861.

£
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ness is ended." The Synod concluded with a ceremony

similar to that of the opening ; the metropolitan then pro-

claimed the time of celebrating Easter, and that of the meeting

of the next synod, and some bishops were chosen to assist the

metropolitan at Christmas and Easter.
1

Before the Council of Constance, they voted by numbers in

all the councils ; but at that Council, to neutralize the advan-

tage the Italian prelates derived from their large number, the

votes were given by nations. Five nations—Italy, France,

Germany, England, and Spain—each had. right to one vote
;

and within the nation they of course voted by numbers.

Another arrangement was introduced into the Council. They

divided, without distinctions of nationality, all who were

present at the Synod into four great commissions—of the

Faith, of the Peace, of the Reform of the Church, and of

general business. Each commission had its own president,

and they combined the commissions three times a week.

"When a commission had made a decree, it was communi-

cated to the other three ; and if it was approved by three

commissions at the least, it was announced as a decree of

the Synod by the president of the Council in a general

session.
2

In the councils which followed that of Basle this manner

of voting was abandoned ; and when, at the commencement

of the Council of Trent, the Pope's legates asked if they would

vote by nations or by heads, the latter was the method which

was recommended, as being the most conformable to the tradi-

tions of the Church. This is at least what Safpi
3 and Palla-

vicini
4
relate. Sarpi adds, that several Fathers of the Council

of Trent actually demanded to vote by nations; but this

statement is refuted by Pallavicini, who proves that no one

made that demand, and that the question asked by the legates

was simply a prudential measure.
5 The Council of Trent

introduced a practice which was a departure from ancient

custom. In the ancient councils the discussions upon the

decrees to be promulgated took place during the sessions

1 Hard. i. 6 sqq., iii. 5S0. 2 Hard. viii. 1439. 3
ii. 29. 4 vi. 4, n. 9.

5 See Briscliar, Beurthtilung der Controversen Sarins unci Pallav. Bd. i.

S. 151 f.
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themselves ; and the acts of these councils contain discussions

of great length. In the Council of Trent, on the contrary,

each matter was first carefully discussed in particular com-

missions ; and when all was ready, and in fact decided upon,

they presented the decree to the general session for confirma-

tion. The acts of the Council of Trent, for this reason,

contain no discussions, but only decrees, etc.

The decisions of the synods were regularly published in

the name of the synod itself ; but sometimes, when the Pope

presided, the decrees were published in the form of papal

decrees, with the addition of the formula :
" with the appro-

bation of the sacred oecumenical council" {sacra universali

synoclo approbantc). This took place at the third, the fourth,

and the fifth Lateran Councils, and in part also at the Council

of Constance.1

Sec. 12. Histories of the Councils.

James Merlin, canon and chief penitentiary of the metro-

politan church of Paris, was the first who had a collection of

the acts of the councils published. This edition, naturally

very incomplete, appeared at Paris in 1523, in one folio

volume, in two parts. A second impression was published at

Koln in 1530, enriched by two documents, the golden bull

of Charles iv., and the bull of Pius II. in which he for-

bade an appeal from the Pope to an oecumenical council.

The third edition, in octavo, published at Paris in 1536,
had no additions. Like all the collections of the councils

which have been made after it, with the exception of the

Ptoman edition of 1609, the edition of Merlin contained, witlj

the acts of the oecumenical councils, those of several provin-

cial synods, as well as many papal decretals. It may be men-
tioned that this alone had the collection of the false Isidorian

Decretals printed in a continuous form, whilst in the more
recent collections they are distributed in chronological order,

assigning to each council or each Pope the part attributed to

him by the pseudo-Isidore.
2

1 Hard. vi. P. ii. 1674 ; vii. 18, 24 ; ix. 1613, 1618, 1677, etc.
2 The longest details on Merlin's edition are found in the work of Salmon,

doctor and librarian of the Sorbonne, Traite de VEtude des Conciles et de Jeurs
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In 1538 there appeared at Koln a second collection of

the acts of the councils (two volumes folio), fuller than that

of Merlin. It was published by the Belgian Franciscan,

Peter Crabbe,
1 who, to make it more complete, had searched

in no less than five hundred libraries. The second edition,

enlarged, dated 1551, is in three folio volumes.2 Lawrence

Servius, the celebrated convert and Carthusian,3
published at

Koln another and somewhat more complete collection of the

councils in 165 7, in four folio volumes ; and the printer,

Dominic Kicolini, put forth at Venice, in 1585, with the

assistance of the Dominican Dominic Bollanus, a new im-

pression, in five volumes folio.
4

Professor Severin Binius, canon of Koln, surpassed his pre-

decessors by publishing another collection of the councils, in

four volumes folio, in 1606. The text of the councils was

enriched by historical and critical notes, taken for the most

part from Baronius. The two later editions, which were pub-

lished in 1618 and 1636, are still better than the first. The

latter was published at Paris by Charles Morel, in nine

volumes,5 as the Eoman collection of the acts of the councils

could here be made use of. This Eoman collection contained

only the acts of the oecumenical councils. It consisted of

four folio volumes, and was compiled between 1608 and 1612

under the authority of Pope Paul v. This work gave for the

first time the original Greek text of many of the synodal acts,

copied from the manuscripts of the Vatican and other MSS.
6

The learned Jesuit Sirmond was the principal author of this

collection ; he wrote the interesting introduction which was

prefixed to the whole work. At the beginning of the acts of

each council there is a succinct but by no means worthless

history of that council in Latin, which has been inserted into

collections, etc., nouvelle edition, Paris 1726, pp. 2S8 sq. and 724. In tlria

last passage Salmon points out the faults of Merlin's collections.

1 Pierre Grable in Fr. transl.

—

Ed.
2 On its character and defects, see Salmon, I.e. p. 291, etc., and 728-740.

3 He was born at Lubeck.
4 Salmon, I.e. pp. 296 sq. and 743-752.

3 On the character and the defects of the edition of Binius, see Salmon, l.c

pp. 300, 756-7C9.
6 Salmon, l.c. pp. 301, 752 sqq.
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several other more modern collections,—in particular, into

that of Man si.
1 We have already said that, by the advice of

Bellarmin, the acts of the Synod of Basle were not admitted

into this collection.

This Roman edition has served as a basis for all subsequent

editions : these have added the acts of the national and pro-

vincial synods, besides the most important edicts and decrees

of the Popes, all of them avoiding several faults and several

singularities of the Roman editors.
2 In these more recent

editions the text has often also been improved by the study of

various mss., and has been enriched by many fragments and

original documents which were wanting in the Roman edition.

The first collection which was made after the Roman col-

lection is the Cottedio Regia, which appeared at Paris in 1644

at the royal printing press, in thirty-seven folio volumes.3

The printing and all the material part is magnificent, but

the same praise cannot be awarded to the editing ; for even

those faults of the Roman edition which had been pointed out

by Father Sirmond still remained uncorrected. In spite of

the great number of its volumes, the royal edition is nearly

one-fourth less complete than that of the Jesuit Philip Labbe

{Lcibbeus) of Bourges. Labbe died in 1G67, whilst he was.

labouring on the ninth and tenth volumes of his collection ;.

but Father Gabriel Cossart, a member of the same order, con-

tinued his work, which appeared at Paris in 1674.4 Stephen

Baluze wished to add to this edition a supplement which

would contain four volumes in folio, but only one volume has

seen the light.
5 Almost all the French savans quote from

this edition of Labbe's with Baluze's supplement, making

use of all these works, and consulting, besides, a very large

number of mss. John Hardouin, a Jesuit, gave a new Con-

ciliorum Collcrtio rcgia maxima ad P. Zdbbei ct P. Gabriclis Cos-

sarti . . . lahorcs hand modica acccssione facta, etc.
6 Hardouin

1 It is not found in that of Hardouin.
2 Salmon, I.e. p. 302. 3 Salmon, I.e. pp. 305, 769 sqq.
4 Seventeen vols, in folio ; Salmon, I.e. pp. 306, 772, 784.

* Paris 1683 (another edition in 1707), under the title, Nova Collectlo Con-

ciliorum: Supplementum Conc'dlorum Labbei. Of. Salmon, I.e. pp. 312, 784.
6 Paris 1715, in twelve vols, folio, containing eleven parts, the sixth part being

in two volumes.
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had been in 1685 entrusted with this work by the French

clergy, on the condition that he submitted it for examination

to Dr. Vitasse, professor of the Sorbonne, and to Le Merre, an

advocate of the Parliament. Hardouin submitted only for a

short time to this condition, as he gained the protection of

Louis xiv., who accepted the dedication of the work, and

allowed it to be printed at the royal press. These different

circumstances gave to the work a kind of official character,

which contributed not a little to render it suspected by the

Jansenists and Gallicans, as Hardouin in his dedication to

Louis xiv. showed himself a very warm partisan of the Bull

Unigenitus, and the bull itself was inserted in the last

volume ; besides which, the Index rcrum betrayed an oppo-

sition to Gallican principles. He took care to point out

especially (see, e.g., the art. on the authority of councils) the

decisions of the Popes or of the councils which were opposed

to the principles and maxims of the Gallican divines. Louis

xiv. died at the moment when the printing of the work was

almost finished; and as the Duke of Orleans, who then became

Tegent, favoured the Jansenists, and showed himself hostile to

the Bull Unigenitus, advantage was taken to complain to the

Parliament of the publication of Hardouin's work. Parlia-

ment ordered Elias Dupin, Chas. Vitasse, Denys Leger, and

Philip Anquetil to draw up a report on the subject ; in conse-

quence of which the sale of the work was prohibited, as being

opposed to the principles of the State, and to those of the

Gallican Church (1716). They destroyed all the copies they

could seize, but happily some had already been sent from

France. Later on, the Parliament was obliged to yield to the

wishes loudly expressed in various quarters for the publica-

tion of the work. They authorized it, but on the condition

that the Jesuits should add a volume of corrections, thinking

they would by these means weaken the Ultramontanism of

Hardouin. This volume appeared in 1722,1
printed at the

royal press, under the title, Addition ordonnee par arret du

Parlcment, pour etre jointc a la Collection clcs Conciles, etc. In

the following year the Jesuits obtained the free publication of

Hardouin's edition, without its being accompanied by the addi-

1 In folio, written in Latin and French.
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tional volume ; and tliey gained their point so well, that that

volume was even suppressed. Since then the Jansenists have

republished it at Utrecht in 1730 and 1751, with this title,

Avis dcs censeurs nommes par le Parlcment de Paris pour exa-

miner, etc.
1

Since Hardouin's edition has been widely circulated, it has

become the favourite text-book of learned men among Catho-

lics as well as Protestants. It is this which Benedict xiv.

always quotes in his work, De synoclo Diceccsana. It is com-

posed of a rich collection of conciliar acts and other important

documents, and extends as far as 1714, thus going much
further than Mansi's celebrated edition. It is recommended

on account of its very beautiful and correct although small

type, and especially for the five very complete tables which it

contains.

These tables contain : (1) a chronological table of all the

Popes
; (2) a table of all the councils

; (3) an index episco-

porum ct aliorum qui conciliis interfuerunt ; (4) an index

gcographicus cpiscopatuum ;
2

(5) lastly, a very complete index

rerum et vcroorum mcmorcibilium. On account of these ad-

vantages, we have also used and quoted Hardouin's collection

in our History of the Councils, along with the more complete

work of Mansi. Salmon has analysed the details of Har-

douin's collection, and has given a long list of its faults.
3

As doctor of the Sorbonne, Salmon was not able to judge

favourably of Hardouin's collection, to which he would rather

have preferred that of Labbe and Cossart. He has, how-

ever, acknowledged the improvements and additions which

distinguish Hardouin's work.

The collections which follow have been made since the

publication of Salmon's work. The first is that of Nicholas

Coleti, which appeared at Venice under the title, Sacrosancta

concilia ad rcgiam cditioncm exacta.
4 The Dominican Mansi,

1 On the history of Hardouin's edition, see Bower's Hist, of the Pope3
[Rambach's translation, Bd. iv. S. 68]—the preliminary dissertation on the col-

lections of the councils.
2 See Salmon, I.e. p. 817 seq.

,

3 Salmon, I.e. pp. 315-331, 786-831.
'

* Twenty-three vols, folio, and 2 vols. Apparatus, 1728-1731.
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who became Archbishop of Lucca, his native town, com-
piled a supplement to Coleti's work.1 Several years after-

wards, Mansi undertook a new collection of the acts of the

councils, which should be more complete than all those which
had hitherto appeared. He kept his word ; and at the com-

mencement of 1759, thirty-one volumes in folio of this edition

appeared at Florence, with the title, Sacrorum conciliorum nova

et amplissima collcctio, in qua prcctcr ca qua? Phil. Labbceus et

Gabr. Cossartus et novissime Nicolaus Colcti in luccm cdidere,

ea omnia insupcr suis in locis optime disposita cxhibcntur, quay

Jo. Bom. Mansi Luccnsis, congrcgationis Matris Dei, evulgavit.

Editio Novissima, ab codem Patre Mansi, potissimum favorem
ctiam et opcm praistantc Em. Cardinali Dominico Passioneo,

S. Scdis apostolicce bibliothccario, aliisque item cruditissimis

viris manus auxiliatriccs ferentibus, eurata, novorum conciliorum,

novorumque documentorumque additionibus locupleteda, ad MSS.

codices Vaticanos Lucenscs cdiosque recensita et pcrfecta. Accc-

dunt ctiam notoe ct disserted ioncs quam plurimce ; quce in cccteris.

editionibus desiderantur. This edition was not completed, and

the thirty-first volume reached only to the fifteenth century.

It had consequently no indices, and its type, although larger

and more modern than that of Hardouin's edition, is yet very

inferior to the latter in accuracy. The order of the subjects

in the latter volumes is sometimes not sufficiently methodical,

and is at variance with the chronology.

By the side of these general collections there are other

works, which contain only the acts of the councils held in

particular countries. To these belong

—

1. The Concilia Gcrmanicc, by Schannat and Harzheim, in

eleven volumes folio (Coin 1749-1790); Binterim, Prag-

matische Geschichte der dcutscJicn National- Provincial- unci vor-

ziiglichsten Pioccsan-concilicn
2
(Mainz 1835—1848), in seven

volumes octavo, which reached as far as the end of the fifteenth

century. We may, besides, consult, for the history of the

German councils : («) Liinig, Entwurf der in Dcutschland von

Anfang des Christcnthums gchaltencn Gcncrcd- Provincial- und

1 Six vols, folio, 1748-1752.
2 Pragmatic History of the National, Provincial, and principal Diocesan

Synods of Germany.
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PartiTcularconcilien, in his Spicilegium des deutschen Bcichs-

arcliivsf P. i. p. 822
;

(b) Pf'aff, Dclincatio collectionis noire

conciliorum Germanim, reprinted in Fabricius, Biblioth. Gtccccc,

ed. Harless, t. xii. p. 310 sqq.
;

(c) Joh. And. Schmid, Diss.

dc historid conciliorum Moguntinensium, Helmst. 1713
;

(d) De
conciliis Moguntinis, in the work of Georg Christian Johannes,

Scriptor. Mogunt. vol. iii. p. 281 sqq. Cf. Walch, Hist, dcr

Kirchcnvcrs. S. 53, and Salmon, I.e. p. 382 sqq.

2. Concilia antiqua Galliw, by Father Sirmond (Paris 1629),

in three volumes folio, and one volume folio,— a supple-

ment added by his cousin De la Lande in 1666. Concilia,

novissima Galliw a tempore concilii Triclcntini celehrata, ed.

Ludov. Odespun de la Mechiniere, a priest of Tours (Paris

1646), one volume folio.
3

Shortly before the Revolution, the

Benedictines of the congregation of S. Maur undertook a

complete collection of the councils of Prance ; but one folio

volume alone appeared (Paris 1789), with the title, Concili-

orum Gcdliai tarn editorum quam ineditorum Collectio, temporum

online digesta ah anno Christ i 177 ad an. 1563, cum epistolis

pontijicum, principum constitidionibus et cdiis ecclesiastical rei

Gallicance monumentis. Opera ct studio monachorum congre-

gations S. Mauri, t. i. ah anno 177 ad annum 591. Paris,

sumptibus Petri Didot. In folio.

3. Garcias Loaisa was the first to publish a collection of

the Spanish councils, at Madrid 1593, in one volume folio.

That of Cardinal Joseph Saenz de Aguirre is much more com-

plete : Collectio maxima Conciliorum omnium Hispaniai et

novi orbis (Rome 1693), in four volumes folio.
4 More recent

is the Collectio canonum Ecclcsice Hispance ex probatissimis ct

pcrvctustis Codicibus nunc primum in luccm edita a publica

1 Sketch of the General, Provincial, and Particular Councils held in Germany
since the commencement of Christianity.

2 " SpiciUge" of the Archives of the German Empire.
3 See, on the French collections, Salmon, I.e. p. 335 sqq., and Bower's History

of the Popes, I.e. S. 76 ff. He speaks also of collections which include only-

synods of certain ecclesiastical divisions of France, e.g. that of Tours, Nar.
bonne, etc.

4
Cf. Salmon, I.e. p. 365 sq. ; and Bower, I.e., who, instead of 1693, gives a

false date, 1639. Aguirre was not born until 1630. ;
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Matritcnsi bibliotheca (ggpr Feanc. Ant. Gonzalez, pull. Matr.

hibl. praifectnni), Matriti, ex typographia rcgia, 1808. In folio.

4. England and Ireland had two collections. The older is

that of Henry Spelman : Concilia, dccreta, leges, constitutioncs

in re Ecclcsiarum orbis Britannici, London, X. i. 1639, t. ii.

1664 ; the third volume, although announced, never appeared.
1

That of David Wilkins followed, which is better and more

complete : Concilia Magna Britannia? ct Hibcrnice, eel. Dav.

Wilkins (London 1734), in four volumes folio.
2

5. Sacra concilia Ecclcsicc Bomano-catholica; in regno TJn-

qaricc, a collection due to Father Charles Peterfy (Vienna

1.742), in two volumes folio.

6. There does not exist a general collection of the Italian

councils, but the councils of certain periods or of certain pro-

vinces have been in part collected. There is, e.g., a collection of

the synods held at Milan, by S. Charles Borromeo (in his com-

plete works) ; a Synoclicoii Bcncventanensis Ecclcsicc, by Vine.

Mar. Orsini (Pope Benedict xiil), Beneventum 1695, folio.

Among the numerous works on the history of the councils,

the most useful to consult are :

1. John Cabassutius' Notitia Ecclcsiaslica hisloriarum con-

ciliorum ct canonum, Lyons 1680, folio. Very often reprinted.

2. Hermant, Histoire eles Concilcs, liouen 1730, four

volumes Svo.

3. Labbe, Synopsis Historica Conciliorum, in vol. i. of his

Collection of Councils.

4. Edm. Richer, Historia conciliorum gcneralium (Paris

1680), three volumes 4to. Reprinted in Svo at Coin.

5. Charles Ludovic Eichard, Analysis conciliorum gcne-

ralium ct particidarium. Translated from French into Latin

by Dalmasus. Four volumes Svo, Augsburg 1778.

i

6. Christ. Willi. Franz Walch, Entwurf cincr vollstancligcn

Historic eler Kirclienvcrsammlungcnf Leipzig 1759.

7. Fabricius, Bibliotheca Grceca, edit. Harless, t. xii. p. 422

1 See Salmon, I.e. p. 376 sop ; and Bower, I.e. S. 94 ff., who did not know

the more recent collection of Wilkins.

.,

- The firstvol. of a new edition of Wilkins, admirably edited by Haddan aid

Stubbs, has lately appeared.

—

Ed.
3 Sketch of a coviplete History oj the Councils.
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sqq., in -which is contained an alphabetical table of all the coun-

cils, and an estimate of the value of the principal collections.

8. Alletz, Concilien-Lcxihon, translated from French into

German by Father Maurus Disch, a Benedictine and professor

at Augsburg, 1843.

9. Dictionnairc universcl et complet des Concilcs, tant generaux

que particuliers, etc., redige par M. l'Abbe P
,
pretre du

Diocese de Paris, published by the Abbe Migne (Paris 1846),

two volumes 4to.

In the great works on ecclesiastical history—for example,

in the Nouvcllc Bibliothequc des auteurs Bcclesiastiqucs, by El.

Dupin, and the Historia Literaria of Cave, and particularly in

the excellent Eistoire des auteurs sacres, by Eemi Ceillier—we

find matter relating to the history of the councils. Salmon,

I.e. p. 387 sqq., and Walch in his Historic der Kirchenver-

sammlungcn, pp. 48-67, have pointed out a large number of

works on the history of the councils. There are also very

valuable dissertations on the same subject in

1. Christian Lupus' Synodorum rjcneralium ac prorincialium

decrcta ct canoncs, sclioliis, notis ac historica actorum dissertationc

iilustrata,~Lou.v. 1665, Bruxelles 1673, five volumes 4to.

2. Lud. Thomassin, Dissertationum in Concilia gencralia ct

particularia, t. i. Paris 1667; reprinted in Eocaberti, Bibl.

Ijontificia, t. xv.

3. Van Espen, Tractatus Historicus, cxJiibcns scholia in

omncs canoncs conciliorum, etc., in his complete works.

4. Earth. Caranza has written a very complete and useful

abstract of the acts of the councils in his Summa Conciliorum,

which has often been re-edited.

5. George Daniel Fuchs, deacon of Stuttgart, has, in his

Bibliothch dcr Kirchcnvcrsammlungcn (four volumes, Leipsic

1780-1784), given German translations and abstracts of the

acts of the councils in the fourth and fifth centuries.

6. Francis Salmon, Doctor and Librarian of the Sorbonne,

has published an Introduction to the Study of the Councils, in

his Traite de VEtude des Concilcs ct de leurs collections, Paris

1724, in 4to, which has often been reprinted.





BOOK I.

ANTE-NICENE COUNCILS.

CHAPTER I.

COUNCILS OF THE FIRST TWO CENTURIES.

THE first Christian Council, the type and model of all

the others, was held at Jerusalem by the apostles

between the years 5 and 5 2 A.D., in order to solve the ques-

tion of the universal obligation of the ancient law.
1 No other

councils were probably held in the first century of the Christian

era ; or if they were, no trace of them remains in history.

On the other hand, we have information of several councils

in the second century. The authenticity of this information

is not, it is true, equally established for all ; and we can

acknowledge as having really taken place only those of which

Eusebius Pamphili, the father of Christian Church history,

speaks, or other early and trustworthy historians. To these

belong, first of all :

—

Sec. 1. Synods relative to Montanism.

Eusebius has given us, in his Church History? a fragment

of a work composed by Apollinaris Bishop of Hierapolis in

Phrygia,3 in which the following words occur :
" The faithful

of Asia, at many times and in many places {iroXKdKi<i kcu

iroWaxv t»7S 'Aalai), came together to consult on the subject

of Montanus and his followers ; and these new doctrines were

examined, and declared strange and impious." 4 This fragment

1 Acts xv. s Lib. v. c. 16.
3 Sec. ii.

4 In his notes to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. I.e.), Valesius (Du Valois) presumes,

indeed, that the author of the work from which this fragment is taken is not

77
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unfortunately gives no other details, and does not point out

the towns at which these synods were held ; but the Libcllus

Synodicus of Pappus tells us that Apollinaris, the holy Bishop

of Hierapolis in Asia, and twenty-six of his colleagues in the

episcopate, held a provincial council at Hierapolis, and there

tried and condemned Montanus and Maximilla the false pro-

phets, and at the same time Theodotus the currier (the cele-

brated anti-Trinitarian
1

). Further on he adds :
" A holy and

particular (fiepiKij) synod, assembled under the very holy

Bishop Sotas of Anchialus (in Thrace, on the Black Sea), and

consisting of twelve other bishops, convicted of heresy the

currier Theodotus, Montanus, and Maximilla, and condemned
them."

The Libellus Synodicus? to which we are indebted for these

details, it is true, can lay claim to no very early origin, as it

was compiled by a Greek towards the close of the ninth

century. But this Greek derived his statements from ancient

authentic sources ; and what he says of the two synods agrees

so perfectly with the statement of Eusebius, that in this

passage it is worthy of all confidence. We read in Eusebius'

Church History (book v. cc. 16 and 19), that Apollinaris of

Hierapolis, and Sotas of Anchialus, contemporaries of Mon-
tanus, zealously opposed his errors, and wrote and preached

against him. Sotas even wished to exorcise the evil spirit

from Priscilla, a companion of Montanus ; but these hypocrites,

adds Eusebius, did not consent to it.
3

The strong opposition which these two bishops made to

Montanus makes it probable that they gave occasion to several

Apollinaris, but Asterius Urbanus. Baluze disagrees with this statement (Mansi's

Collect. Condi, i. 693). It is, however, indifferent for our purpose' whether the

fragment in question be Apollinaris' or Asterius'.
1 Mansi, i. 723; Hard. v. 1493.
2 This Libellus Synodicus, called also Synodicon, contains brief notices of 158

councils of the first nine centuries, and comes down to the eighth (Ecumenical

Council. It was brought from the Morea in the sixteenth century by Andreas

Darmasius, and bought by Pappus, a theologian of Strassburg, and edited by
him for the first time with a Latin translation. It was afterwards transferred

to the Collection of Councils. Hardouin had it printed in the fifth volume of

his Collect. Condi, p. 1491 sqq. ; and Mansi separated its various parts, and

added them to the various synods to which they belonged.
3

I.e. c. 19.
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of the numerous synods in which, according to the summaries

of Eusebius, the Church rejected Montanism.

The date of these synods is nowhere exactly pointed out.

The fragment which is given in Eusebius 1 proves that they

were held shortly after the commencement of the Montanist

agitations ; but the date of the rise of Montanism itself is

uncertain. The Chronicle of Eusebius gives 172 ; S. Epi-

phanius 126 in one place, and 156 or 157 in another.
2 He

says, besides,
3

that Maximilla died about A.D. 86. In this

there is perhaps an error of a whole century. Blondel, relying

on these passages, has shown that Montanus and his heresy

arose about 140 or 141 ; and, more recently, Schwegler of

Tubingen 4
has expressed the same opinion. Pearson, Dodwell,

and Neander, on the contrary, decide for 156 or 157; Tille-

mont and Walch 5
for 171. As for our own opinion, we have

adopted Blondel's opinion (the year 140), because the Shepherd

of Hennas, which was certainly anterior to 151, and was

written when Pius I. was Pope, seems already to oppose Mon-
tanism.

6 In this case, the sjmods with which we are occupied

must have taken place before 150 of the Christian era. The
Libcllus Synoclicus gives a contrary decision to this, although

it attributes to the same synods the condemnation of the

currier Theodotus, whose apostasy can be fixed only at the

time of the persecution by M. Aurelius (160-180). In reality,

Theodotus was excommunicated at Rome by Pope Victor

towards the close of the second century (192-202). In

allowing that sentence of condemnation had been pronounced

against him before that time in certain synods of Asia Minor

and of Thrace (he was living at Constantinople at the time of

his apostasy), those synods which, according to the Libcllus

Sijnoclicus, have also condemned Montanism could not have

been held before M. Aurelius : they must therefore have been

held under that Emperor. The supposition that Theodotus

and Montanus were contemporary would oblige us to date

1 Hist. Eccl. v. 16. - Hceres. 51. 33 and 43. 1.

3 Hares. 48. 2. 4 Der Montanismus, 1S41, S. 255.
5 Walch, KelzerJiist. Bd. i. S. 615 f.

6 Compare the author's treatise, liber Montanus und die Montanlsten, in the

Frciburger Kirchenlexkon, Bd. vii. S. 255, and the Prolegomena to Hefele's third

edition of the Patres Apostolici, p. lxxxiii.
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these councils between a.d. 160 and 180 ; but to us it appears

doubtful whether these two were contemporaries, and the

eonclusicn that they were so seems to result from a confusion

of the facts. In reality, the author of the ancient fragment

given us by Eusebius 1 speaks also of a Theodotus who was

one of the first followers of Montanus, and shared his fate,

i.e. was anathematized in the same synods with Montanus and

Maximilla. He depicts him as a well-known man. The

author of the Libcllus Synodicus having read this passage, and

finding that the ancient Synods of Hierapolis and Anchi lus

had condemned a Theodotus, easily identified the currier Theo-

dotus with the Theodotus whom the author of the fragment

declared to be celebrated in his time. If this is so, nothing

will hinder our placing the rise of Montanism and the Synods

of Hierapolis and Anchialus before a.d. 150.

Sec. 2. Synods concerning the Feast of Easter.

The second series of councils in the second century was

caused by the controversy regarding the time of celebrating

Easter. It is not quite correct to regard the meeting of S.

Polycarp of Smyrna, and Anicetus Bishop of Eome, towards

the middle of the second century, as a synod properly so

called
;

2 but it is certain that towards the close of the same

century several synods were occasioned by the Easter con-

troversy. Eusebius, in the passage referred to, only shows in

a general way that these synods were held in the second half

of the second century; but S. Jerome gives a more exact

date, he says in his Chronicle, under the year 196 : "Pope

Victor wrote to the most eminent bishops of all countries, re-

commending them to call synods in their provinces, and to

celebrate in them the feast of Easter on the day chosen by

the Church of the West,"

Eusebius here agrees with S. Jerome; for he has 3 pre-

served to us a fragment of a letter written by Polycarp from

1 EM. Eccl. v. 16.

2 Cf. the author's treatise on the Easter controversy in the Freiburger KircJten-

lexicon, Bd. vii. S. 874, where the question is considered more carefully. The

fullest 'examination will be given, however, under the history of the Nicene

Council.
3 Hi4. Eccl. v. 24.
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Ephesus, in which this bishop says that Victor had required

him to assemble the bishops who were subordinate to him
;

that he had done so, but that he and all the bishops present

*t this synod had pronounced for the practice of the Quarto-

decimans or of S. John ; that these bishops, the number of

whom was considerable, had approved of the synodical letter

which he had drawn up, and that he had no fear (on account

of the threats of Victor), " because we must obey God rather

than man." We see from this fragment, that at the moment
when the synods convoked at the request of Victor in Pales-

tine pronounced in favour of the Western practice in Pales-

tine, Pontus, Gaul, and Osrhoene, a great synod of bishops

from Asia Minor, held at Ephesus, the see of Polycarp, had

formally declared against this practice ; and it is precisely

from the synodical letter of this council that we have the

fragment given above.

Bishop Victor then wished to exclude the bishops of Asia

Minor from the communion of the Church ; but other bishops

turned him from his purpose. S. Irena^us, in particular, ad-

dressed a letter to him on this occasion, in the name of the

bishops of Gaul, over whom he presided ; a letter in which, it

is true, he defended the Western custom of celebrating Easter,

but in which also he prayed Victor not to excommunicate " a

great number of churches, who were only guilty of observing an

ancient custom," etc. This fragment has also been preserved to

us by Eusebius ; and we may consider it as a part of the synodi-

cal letter of the bishops of Gaul, since, as Eusebius makes him

remark, Irenreus expressly declared " that he wrote in the name
of his brethren of Gaul, over whom he presided." It may be

asked if the synod here spoken of is the same as that men-

tioned by Eusebius in another place,
1 and which we mentioned

above. If it be the same, it must be admitted that, at the re-

quest of Victor, there was at first a synod of the Quartodeci-

mans in Asia Minor, and that it was only later on, when the

result was known, that other councils were also assembled, and

especially in Gaul. It may be also that S. Irenoeus presided

over two successive councils in Gaul, and that in the first he

declared himself for the Western practice regarding Easter, in

1
v. 23.

F
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the second against the threatening schism. This is the

opinion of the latest biographer of S. Irenteus, the Abbe J.

M. Prat.
1 The Synodicon {Libcllus Synodicus) only speaks of

one synod in Gaul, presided over by Irenseus, on the subject

of the Easter controversy ; and he adds that this synod was

composed of Irenaeus and of thirteen other bishops.

The Libcllus Synodicus also gives information about the

other councils of which Eusebius speaks, concerning the ques-

tion of Easter.
2 Thus

:

a. From the writing of the priests of Eome of which we
have spoken, and which was signed by Pope Victor, the

Libcllus Synodicus concludes, as also does Yalesius in his

translation ot the L'cclcs. Mist, of Eusebius,3
that there must

have been a Eoman synod at which, besides Victor, fourteen

other bishops were present. This is opposed by Dom Con-

stant in his excellent edition of the Epistolae Pontif. p. 94,

.and after him by Mosheim in his book Be Rebus Christianorum

ante Constant. II. p. 267, who remarks that Eusebius speaks of

a letter from the Roman priests and Pope Victor, and not of

a synod. But it has often happened, especially in the follow-

ing centuries, that the decrees of the synods, and in particular

of the Eoman synods, have only been signed by the president,

and have been promulgated by him under the form of an

edict emanating from him alone. This is what is expressly

said by a Eoman synod held by Pope Eelix II. in 485.4

b. According to the Synodicon, two synods were held in

Palestine, on the subject ot the Easter controversy : the one

.at Jerusalem, presided over by Narcissus, and composed of

fourteen bishops ; and the other at Csesarea, comprising twelve

bishops, and presided over by Theophilus.

c. Fourteen bishops were present at the Asiatic Synod of

Pontus, under the presidency of Bishop Palmas, whom the

Synodicon calls Plasmas.

d. Eighteen bishops were present at that of Osrhoene ; the

Libcllus Synodicus does not mention who presided.

1 Translated into German by Oiscliinger, Regensburg 1S4G.

2 In Hard. I.e. v. 1494 sq. ; Mansi, I.e. i. 725 sq. 3 v. 23.

4 Mansr, vii. 1140 ; Hard. iii. 856. Cf. the observations of Ballermi, Opera

,S. Leanis M. iii. 933, note 30.
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, e. It'speaks also of a synod held in Mesopotamia, on the

subject of Easter, which also counted eighteen bishops (it is

probably the same synod as that of Osrhoene).

/. And, lastly, of a synod at Corinth, presided over by

Bishop Bacchyllus ; whilst Eusebius1
says expressly that Bac-

chyllus of Corinth did not publish any synodical letter on the

subject of the celebration of Easter, but simply a private letter.

Sec. 3. Doubtful Synods of the Second Century.

The anonymous author of the Prcedcstinatus speaks of three

other synods of the second century. According to him,

a. In a.d. 125 a synod was held of all the bishops of

Sicily, presided over by Eustathius of Libybasum and Theo-

doras of Palermo. This synod considered the cause oi the

Gnostic Heraclionites, and sent its acts to Pope Alexander,

that he might decide further in the matter.
2

b. In 152 the heresy of the Colarbasians, another Gnostic

sect, was anathematized by Theodotus Bishop of Pergamum
in Mysia, and by seven other bishops assembled in synod.'

3

c. In 160 an Eastern synod rejected the heresy of the

Gnostic Cerdo.
4

The Libcllus Synodicus mentions, besides :

a. A synod held at Eome, under Pope Telesphorus (127-

139), against the currier Theodotus, the anti-Trinitarian.

b. A second synod at Piome, held under Pope Anicetus,

upon the Easter question, at the time when Polycarp Bishop

of Smyrna visited the Pope.

c. A third Koman synod under Victor, and which con-

demned Theodotus, Ebion, and Artemon.

d. A fourth Eoman synod, also held under Victor, and

which anathematized Sabellius and JSToetus.

e. Finally, a synod of the confessors of Gaul, who declared

against Montanus and Maximilla in a letter addressed to the

A-siatics.'
3

2 Mansi, I.e. 1. C47. Cf. Mansi's note on the small confidence we must here

place in Prcedestinatus.
3 Mansi, I.e. p. G70. 4 Mansi, I.e. p. G82.
5 Hard. I.e. v. 1491 s<j.

;
Mansi, I.e. i. G62, GS6, 725 sq..
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These eight synods mentioned by the author of Prccdcsti-

natus and by the Libcllus Synodiais are apparently imaginary r

for, on one side, there is not a single ancient and original

document which speaks of them ; and on the other, the state-

ments of these two unknown authors are either unlikely or

contrary to chronology. We will instance, for example, the

pretended Eoman synod, presided over by Victor, which

anathematized Sabellius. In admitting that the usual date,

according to which Sabellius would have lived a full half-

century later (about 250), may be inexact, as the Philoso-

p7ioumena recently discovered have proved, yet it is clear from

this document that Sabellius had not yet been excluded

from the Church under Pope Zephyrinus (202-218), the suc-

cessor of Victor, and that he was not excommunicated until

the time of Pope Calixtus.
1

It is also impossible that Theodotus the currier should

have been condemned by a Eoman synod held under Teles-

phorus, since Theodotus lived towards the close of the second

century.
2

It is the same with the pretended Sicilian Council

in 125. According to the information afforded to us by

the ancients, especially S. Irenieus and Tertullian, Heracleon

changed the system of Valentine. He could not then have

nourished till after 125. As to Pope Alexander, to whom

this synod is said to have rendered an account of its acts in

125, he died a martyr in 119.

It is also by mistake that we have been told of a synod

in which Pope Anicetus and Polycarp both took part. The

interview of these two bishops has been confounded with a

synod : it is the same with the pretended Synod of Gaul,

held against Montanus.

The author of the Zibcllus Synoclkus has evidently mis-

understood Eusebius, who says on this subject :

3
" The news

of what had taken place in Asia 4 on the subject of Montanus

(the synod) was known to the Christians of Gaul. The latter

were at that time cruelly persecuted by Marcus Aurelius
;

many of them were in prison. They, however, gave their

opinion from their prison on the matter of Montanus, and

1 Cf. Dollinger, Hippolytus und Kallistus, S. 19S IT.
2 See above, r- SO.

Uist. Eccles. v. 3. * See above
> P- 7?-
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addressed letters to their brethren of Asia, and to Eleutherus

Bishop of Home." x
It will be seen that the question here is

not of a synod, but of letters written by confessors (the Libcllus

Sjjnodicus also mentions confessors).

Finally, a ninth council, which is said to have conveyed to

the Bishop of Seleucia a patriarchal right over the whole of

Assyria, Media, and Persia, is evidently an invention ; and

the mention of a Patriarchate on this occasion is a patent

anachronism, as has been proved by Assemani in his Biblio-

theque Orientate?

1 Cf. the dissertation of the author, der Montanismus, in the Freiburyer

Kirchenlezkon, Bd. vii. S. 253.

8 T. iii. ; and Mansi, Collect. Cone. i. 706.



CHAPTER II.

THE SYNODS OF THE THIRD CENTURY.

Sec. 4. First Half of the Third Century.

THE series of synods of the third century opens with that

of Carthage, to which Agrippinus bishop of that city

had called the bishops of Numidia and of proconsular Africa.

S. Cyprian speaks of this Synod in his seventy-first and

seventy-third letters, saying that all the bishops present de-

clared baptism administered by heretics to be void ; and he

supports his own view on this subject by what had passed in

this ancient Synod of Carthage.
1 This Synod was probably

the most ancient of Latin Africa ; for Tertullian,
2 who recalls

the Greek synods as a glory, tells not of one single council

being held in his country. According to Uhlhorn 3
it was

about 205, according to Hesselburg about 212, that the work

of Tertullian, de Jcjuniis, was composed ; therefore the Synod

in question must have been held either after 205 or after

212. It has not been possible up to this time to verify this

date more exactly. But the newly-discovered (f>t,\o<jo(J)ovpeva,

falsely attributed to Origen, and which were probably written

by Hippolytus, have given more exact dates ; and Dollinger,

relying upon this document, has placed the date of this Synod

of Carthage between 218 and 222.4 The Philosophoumcna

relate, indeed, that the custom of re-baptizing—that is to say,

of repeating the baptism of those who had been baptized by

1 Cypriani Opp. ed. Ben. Par. 1726, pp. 127, 130; Mansi, i. 734. Cf. on this

Synod, Aug. de bap. contra Donatlst. lib. ii. c. 7, where their conclusions are

found fault with.

2 De Jejun. c. 12. Cf. Mosh. Commentar. de rebus Christ, ante Const. M.

p. 264.
3 Fundamenta Chronologia: TertulUanw, 1852, p. 65 sq.

4 Dollinger, Hippolytus und Kallistus, 1853, S. 189 f,

86
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heretics—was introduced under the Bishop of Piome, Callistus

(in some churches in communion with him). One can

scarcely doubt but that this passage referred to Bishop Agrip-

pinus and his Synod at Carthage ; for S. Augustine and

S. Vincent of Lorins
1
say expressly that Agrippinus was the

first who introduced the custom of re-baptism. The Synod of

Carthage, then, took place in the time of Pope Callistus I., that

is to say, between 218 and 222.2 This date agrees with the

well-known fact that Tertullian was the first of all Christian

writers who declared the baptism of heretics invalid ; and it

may be presumed that his book dc Bcvptismo exerted a certain

influence upon the conclusions of the Council of Carthage.
3

It is not contradicted by the forty-sixth (forty-seventh) apos-

tolic canon, which orders bishops, under pain of deposition,

to re-baptize those who had been baptized by a heretic ; for it

is known that these so-called apostolic canons were composed

some centuries later.

S. Cyprian speaks, in his sixty-sixth letter, of a synod held

long before (jampridem) in Africa, and which had decided

that a clergyman could not be chosen by a dying person as a

guardian
;

4 but nothing shows that he understood by that, the

synod presided over by Agrippinus, or a second African council.

The great Origen gave occasion for two synods at Alex-

andria. About the year 228, being called into Achaia on

account of the religious troubles reigning there, Origen passed

through Palestine, and was ordained priest at Csesarea by his

friends Alexander Bishop of Jerusalem and Theoctistus

Bishop of Ccesarea, although there were two reasons for his

non-admission to holy orders : first, that he belonged to

another diocese ; and secondly, that he had castrated himself.
5

It is not known what decided him or the bishops of Palestine

to take this uncanonical step. Demetrius of Alexandria,

diocesan bishop of Origen, was very angry with what had

been done ; and if we regard it from the ecclesiastical point of

1 Aug. I.e.; Vincent. Lirin. c. 9, p. 114, ed. Kliipfel.

2 Pagi, Critica in Annales Baron'd, t. i. ad ann. 219, n. ii. 222, n. iv. and

224, n. ii. p. 206 scp ;

•
" Dollinger, I.e. S. 191.

,

4 Cypriani Opp. I.e. p. 114 ; Mansi, I.e. p. 735.
6 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 23.
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view, he was light. When Origen returned to Alexandria,

Demetrius told him of his displeasure, and reproached him

with his voluntary mutilation.
1 But the principal grievance,

without doubt, had reference to several false doctrines held by

Origen: for he had then already written his book dc Principiis

and his Stromata, which contain those errors

;

2 and it is not

necessary to attribute to the Bishop of Alexandria personal

feelings of hatred and jealousy in order to understand that he

should have ordered an inquiry into Origen's opinions under

the circumstances. Origen hastened to leave Alexandria of his

own accord, according to Eusebius

;

3 whilst Epiphanius 4
says,

erroneously, that Origen fled because, shortly before, he had

shown much weakness during a persecution. His bitterest

enemies have never cast a reproach of this nature at him.

Demetrius, however, assembled a synod of Egyptian bishops

and priests of Alexandria in 231, who declared Origen

unworthy to teach, and excluded him from the Church of

Alexandria. Demetrius again presided over a second synod

at Alexandria, without this time calling his priests, and Origen

was declared to be deprived of the sacerdotal dignity. An
•encyclical letter published by Demetrius made these resolu-

tions known in all the provinces.
5

According to S. Jerome and Bufinus, a Boman assembly,

probably called under Bope Bontian, shortly after deliberated

upon this judgment ; and Origen after that sent to Bope

•Fabian (236-250) a profession of faith, to explain and retract

his errors. Several writers have thought that the word

acnatus must not be understood in the sense of a synod,

and that we are to consider it only as an assembly of the

Boman clergy. Dollinger, on the contrary, presumes that

Origen had taken part in the discussions of the priest Hip-

polytus with Bope Callistus and his successors (Origen had

learned to know Hippolytus at Borne, and he partly agreed

1 Euseb. I.e. vi. 8.
2 Euseb. I.e. vi. 24. * vi. 26. 4 Hares. 64. 2.

5 Thotii BiUioth. cod. 118 ; and Hieron. lib. ii. in Rufin. c. 5. Cf. Hefele>

discussion on Origen in the Freibure/er Kirchenlcx. of Wetzer and Wclte, Bd. vii.

S. 829. [A French translation is edited by Gbschler.]

6 Hieron. Ep. ad Pammochium et Oceanum, n. 84 (al. 65 seu 41), § 10, p. 751,

t. i. ed. Migne. Further : Eufinus, lib. ii. in Hieron. n. 20 ; in Migne, p. 600,

t xxi. of his Curaus Patrol. ; in the I'ened. ed. of S. Jerome, t. iv. pt. ii. p. 430.
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with his opinions), and that for this reason Pontian had held

a synod against Origen.
1

A little before this period, and before the accession of Pope

Fabian, a synod was certainly held at Iconium in Asia Minor,

which must have been of great authority in the controversy

which was soon to begin on the subject of the baptism of

heretics. Like the Synod of Carthage, presided over by Agrip-

pinus, that of Iconium declared every baptism conferred by a

heretic to be invalid. The best information upon this Council

has been furnished us by the letter which Bishop Firmilian

of Csesarea in Cappadocia, who showed himself so active in

this controversy, addressed to S. Cyprian.
2

It says :
" Some

having raised doubts upon the validity of baptism conferred by

heretics, we decided long ago, in the Council held at Iconium

in Phrygia, with the Bishops of Galatia, Cilicia, and the other

neighbouring provinces, that the ancient practice against

heretics should be maintained and held firm (not to regard

baptism conferred by them)."
3 Towards the end of the letter

we read ;
" Among us, as more than one Church has never

been recognised, so also have we never recognised as holy any

but the baptism of that Church. Some having had doubts

upon the validity of baptism conferred by those who receive

new prophets (the Montanists), but who, however, appear to

adore the same Father and the same Son as ourselves, we

have assembled in great number at Iconium : we have very

carefully examined the question (cliligcntissime tractavimus),

and we have decided that all baptism administered outside

the Church must be rejected." This letter then speaks of

the Council of Iconium as of a fact already old ;
and it says

also, that it was occasioned by the question of the validity

of baptism administered by Montanists. Now, as Firmilian

wrote this letter about the middle of the third century, it

follows that the Council of Iconium, of which he often speaks

as of an ancient assembly held long before (jampridem), took

place about twenty years before the writing of his letter

Dionysius Bishop of Alexandria, about the middle of the third-

century, also says : " It is not the Africans (Cyprian) who
1 Dbllinger, I.e. S. 260. 8 Cyp. Epp. n. 75.

* Cyp. Opp. ed. Benedict., Paris 1726, p. 145 ; Mansi, I.e. p. 9H.
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have introduced the custom of re-baptizing heretics : this

measure had been taken long before Cyprian {irpo ttoWov),

by other bishops at the Synod of Iconium and of Synnada." *

In these two passages of his letter to S. Cyprian, Firmilian

gives us a fresh means of fixing the date of the Synod of

Iconium, saying formally several times :
" We assembled our-

selves at Iconium ; we have examined the question ; -we have

decreed," etc. It results from this, that he was himself pre-

sent at this Synod. On the other side, the jcnnpridcm and

other similar expressions justify us in placing this Synod

in the first years of Firmilian's episcopate. Now we know
from Eusebius 2

that Firmilian flourished so early as in the

time of the Emperor Alexander Severus (222-235) as Bishop

of Coesarea ; so that we can, with Valesius and Pagi, place the

celebration of the Synod of Iconium in the years 2 3 0-2 3 5.
3

Baronius, by a very evident error, assigns it to the year 258.

According to all probability, we must refer to the Synod

of Iconium a short passage of S. Augustine, in the third

chapter of his third book against Crcsconius, in which he

speaks of a synod composed of fifty Eastern bishops.

Dionysius the Great, Bishop of Alexandria, speaks,
4 we

have seen, not only of the Synod of Iconium, but also of a

Synod of Synnada, a town also situated in Phrygia. In this

Synod, he says, the baptism by heretics was also rejected.

We may conclude from his words that the two assemblies

took place about the same time. We have no other informa-

tion on this subject.
5

We know very little about the concilium Lamocsitanwm,

which, says S. Cyprian, in his fifty-fifth letter to Pope Cor-

nelius, had been held long before in the Lambcsitana Colonia

(in Numidia) by ninety bishops, and condemned a heretic

1 Frag, of a letter of Dionysius to the Roman priest Philemon, in Euseb.

Hist. Eccl. vii. 7.

2 Hint. Eccl. vi. 26.

3 Valesius in his remarks on Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. vii. 7 ; Pagi, Critica in

Annates Baronii, ad ann. 255, n. 16 ; cf. Dbllinger, Hippolyt, S. 191 f.

4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 7.
,

5 Dbllinger thinks (Hippolyt, S. 191) this Synod was almost contempo-

raneous with that of Carthage under Agrippinus (between 21 S and 222).

6 Cyp. Opp. I.e. p. 84.
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named Privatus (probably Bishop of Lambese) as guilty of

several grave offences." The Eoman priests also mention this

Privatus in their letter to S. Cyprian
j

1 but they do not give

any further information concerning him.

A better known council was that which was held about

the year 244, at Bostra in Arabia Petroea (now Bosrah and
Bosserat), on account of the errors of Beryllus, bishop of this

town. It is known that Beryllus belonged to the party of

the Monarchians, generally called Patripassianists. This,

bishop held other erroneous opinions, which were peculiar to

himself, and which it is now very difficult to distinguish. 2

The attempt made by the Arabian bishops to bring back
Beryllus from his errors having failed, they called in Origen

to their aid, who then lived at Ccesarea in Palestine.
3

Orio-en

came and conversed with Beryllus, first in private, then in

presence of the bishops. The document containing the dis-

cussion was known to Eusebius and S. Jerome ; but it was-

afterwards lost. Beryllus returned to the orthodox doctrine,

and later expressed, it is said, his gratitude to Origen in a
private letter.

4

Another controversy was raised in Arabia about the soul,

as to whether it passed away (fell asleep) with the body, to

rise (awake) at the resurrection of the body. At the request

of one of the great Arabian synods, as Eusebius remarks,

Origen had to argue against these Hypnopsychites, and he
was as successful as in the affair of Beryllus.5 The Zibcllus

Synodicus adds 6
that fourteen bishops were present at the

Synod, but it does not mention, any more than Eusebius, the

place where it was held.

About the same period must also have been held two
1 K 30, Cyp. Opp. I.e. p. 41, and Ep. 55, p. S4. Cf. Walch, Ketzerh. (Hist

of Heretics), Bd. ii. S. 181 ff.

2 Cf. on this subject, Ullmann, De Beryllo Boslreno ejusque doctrina Com-
mentatio, 1835 ; Kober, Beryll von Bostra, eine dogmenh. Untersuchung, in the
Tubing, iheol. Quartalschrift, 1848, Heft 1 ; and Dorner, Lchrc von der
Person Christi, 2 Aufl. Bd. i. S. 545 ff. [Eng. trausl. published by Clark of

Edinburgh].
3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 33.
4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 33 ; Hieron. in Catalog. Script. Eccl. c. 60. The

Lihellus Synodicus refers also to this Synod, but very barely and inaccurately.
s Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 37. u In Mansi, I.e. i. 790 ; Hard. v. 1495.
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^Asiatic synods, on the subject of the anti-Trinitarian (ratri-

passian) Noetus ; S. Epiphanius is the only one to mention

them, and he does so without giving any detail, and without

saying where they took place.
1 The assertion of the author

•of Prcede&inatus? that about this time a synod was held in

Achaia against the Valesians, who taught voluntary mutila-

tion,
3

is still more doubtful, and very probably false. The

very existence of this sect is doubtful.

We are on more solid historical ground when we approach

the tolerably numerous synods which were celebrated, chiefly

in Africa, about the middle of the third century. The letters

of S. Cyprian especially acquaint us with them. He first

speaks, in his sixty-sixth letter, of an assembly of his col-

leagues (the bishops of Africa), and of his fellow-priests (the

presbyters of Carthage), and so of a Carthaginian 4 Synod,

which had to decide upon a particular case of ecclesiastical

discipline. A Christian named Geminius Victor, of Furni

in Africa, had on the approach of death appointed a priest

named Geminius Faustinus as guardian to his children. We
have seen above, that an ancient synod of Africa, perhaps

that held under Agrippinus, had forbidden that a priest

should be a guardian, because a clergyman ought not to

occupy himself with such temporal business. The Synod of

Carthage, held under S. Cyprian, renewed this prohibition,

and ordained, in the spirit of that ancient council, that no

prayers should be said or sacrifices (oblationcs) offered for the

deceased Victor, as he had no claim to the prayers of priests

who had endeavoured to take a priest from the holy altar.

In the letter of which we speak, S. Cyprian gave an account

of this decision to the Christians of Furni.5 The Benedictines

of Saint Maur 6 presume that this letter was written before

the outbreak of the persecution of Decius, which would place

(this Synod in the year 249.

1 Epiphin. Hares. 57, c. 1, Cf. Mansi, I.e. p. 790.

2 Lib. i. c. 37.
3 Mansi, I.e. p. 790.

* Mansi and the other collectors of the acts of councils have overlooked thii

Synod.
s Cypriani Ep. 66, p. 114, ed. Bened.
a In their Life of S. Cyprian, n. iv. p. xlvi. ed. Bened.
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Sec. 5. First Synods at Carthage and Rome on account of

Novalianism and the " Lapsi" (251).

The schism of Felicissimus and the Novatian controversy

soon afterwards occasioned several synods. When, in 248, S.

Cyprian was elected Bishop of Carthage, there was a small

party of malcontents there, composed of five priests, of whom
he speaks himself in his fortieth letter. Soon after the com-

mencement of the persecution of Deems (at the beginning of

the year 250) the opposition to Cyprian became more violent,

because in the interest of the discipline of the Church he

would not always regard the letters of peace which some

martyrs without sufficient consideration gave to the lapsi}

He was accused of exaggerated severity against the fallen,

and his own absence (from February 250 until the month of

April or May 251) served to strengthen the party which, was

formed against him. An accident caused the schism to break

out. Cyprian had from his retreat sent two bishops and two-

priests to Carthage, to distribute help to the faithful poor

(many had been ruined by the persecution). The deacon

Felicissimus opposed the envoys of Cyprian, perhaps because

he considered the care of the poor as an exclusive right of

the deacons, and because he would not tolerate special commis-

sioners from the bishop on such a business. This took place

at the end of 250, or at the beginning of 251. Felicissimus

had been ordained deacon by the priest Novatus unknown to

Cyprian, and without his permission, probably during his re-

treat. Now, besides the fact that such an ordination was con-

trary to all the canons of the Church, Felicissimus was personally

unworthy of any ecclesiastical office, on account of his deceit-

fulness and his corrupt manners.2 Cyprian, being warned by

his commissioners, excommunicated Felicissimus and some of

his partisans on account of their disobedience

;

3 but the

signal for revolt was given, and Felicissimus soon had with

him those five priests who had been the old adversaries of

Cyprian, as well as all those who accused the bishop of being

x Cf. Cypriani Epist. 14.

s Cf. Cyp. Epp. 49, 37, 35 ; and Walch, Ketzerh. Bd. ii. S. 296.

5 Ep. 38.
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too severe with regard to the lapsi, and of despising the

letters of the martyrs. These contributed to give to the

opposition quite another character. Till then it had only

been composed of some disobedient priests ; henceforth the

party took for a war-cry the severity of the bishop with re-

gard to the lapsi. Thus not only the lapsi, but also some con-

fessors (confcssorcs) who had been hurt by the little regard that

Cyprian showed for the libclli fads, swelled the ranks of the

revolt.
1

It is not known whether Novatus was in the num-
ber of the five priests who were the first movers of the party;

By some it is asserted, by others denied. After having in

vain recalled the rebels to obedience,2 Cyprian returned to

Carthage, a year after the festival of Easter in 2 5 1
;

3 and he

wrote his book de Zapsis as a preparation for the Synod which

he assembled soon afterwards, probably during the month of

May 251.4 The Council was composed of a great number of

bishops,
5 and of some priests and deacons

:

6 he excommuni-

cated Felicissimus and the five priests after having heard

them/ and at the same time set forth the principles to be

followed with regard to the lapsi, after having carefully exa-

mined the passages of Scripture treating of this question.
8

All the separate decrees upon this subject were collected into

one book,9 which may be considered as the first penitential

book which had appeared in the Church ; but unfortunately

it is lost, Cyprian makes us acquainted with the principal

rules in his fifty-second letter : namely, that all hope must not

be taken away from the lapsed, that, in excluding them from

the Church, they may not be driven to abandon the faith, and

to fall back again into a life of heathenism
; that, notwith-

standing,, a long penance must be imposed upon them, and

that they must be punished proportionally to their fault,
10

It

is evident, continues Cyprian, that one must act differently

with those who have gone, so to speak, to meet apostasy,

1 Walch, I.e. S. 305. 2 Walch, I.e. S. 299.
3 Cypr. Ep. 40, p. 55, ed. Bened.
4 Cypr. Ep. 40, p. 55 ; Ep. 52, p. G7. Cf. the Vita Cypriani by Prudentiua

Maran, X. xviii. ; same ed. p. Ixxx.

Cypr. Ep. 52, p. G7. « Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 87.

1 Cypr. Ep. 42, p. 57 ; Ep. 55, pp. 79, 83. 8 Cypr. Ep. 52, p. 67.

9 Cyprian speaks of this in his Ep. 52, p. C7. 10 Cypr. Ep. 52, p. 67.
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spontaneously taking part in the impious sacrifices, and those

who have been, as it were, forced to this odious sacrilege after

long struggles and cruel sufferings : so also with those who
have carried with them in their crime their wife, their

children, their servants, their friends, making them also share

their fall, and those who have only been the victims, who
have sacrificed to the gods in order to serve their families

and their houses ; that there should no less be a difference

between the sacrificati and the libellatici, that is to say, be-

tween those who had really sacrificed to the gods, and those

who, without making a formal act of apostasy, had profited by
the weakness of the Eoman functionaries, had seduced them,
and had made them give them false attestations ; that the

libellatici must be reconciled immediately, but that the sacri-

ficati must submit to a long penance, and only be reconciled

as the moment of their death approached; 1
finally, that as

for the bishops and priests, they must also be admitted to

penance, but not again permitted to discharge any episcopal

or sacerdotal
2
function.

Jovinus and Maximus, two bishops of the party of Felicis-

simus, who had been reproved before by nine bishops for

having sacrificed to the gods, and for having committed
abominable sacrilege, appeared before the Synod of Carthage.

The Synod renewed the sentence originally given against

them
; but in spite of this decree, they dared again to present

themselves, with several of their partisans, at the Synod of

Carthage, held the following year."

Cyprian and the bishops assembled around him decided to

send their synodical decisions of 251 to Borne, to Pope Cor-
nelius, to obtain his consent with regard to the measures
taken against the lapsi* It was the more necessary to under-
stand each other on the subject of these measures, as the
Eoman Church had also been troubled by the Nbvatian schism.5

Tope Cornelius assembled at Borne in the autumn—probably

1 Cypr. Ep. 52, pp. 69, 70, 71.

- Cypr. Ep. 68, pp. 119, 120.
3 Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 84. Cf. Wakh, I.e. Ed. ii. S. 308.
* Cypr. Ep. 52, pp. 67, 68.
6 Cf. Hefele's art. on this subject in the Kirchenkx. Bd. vii. S. 35S ff.
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in the month of October 251 '—a synod composed of sixty

bishops, without counting the priests and deacons. The

Synod confirmed the decrees of that of Carthage, and excom-

municated Novatian and his partisans. The two authors who

have preserved these facts for us are Cyprian 2 and Eusebius.'

It must be remarked that several editors of the acts of the

councils, and several historians, misunderstanding the original

documents, have turned the two Synods of Carthage and

Borne (251) into four councils.
4 The Libellus Synoclicus also

speaks of another council which must have been held the

same year at Antioch, again on the subject of the Novatians

;

but one can hardly rely on the Libellus Synoclicus when it is

alone in relating a fact.
5

The Novatian schism could not be extirpated by these

synods. The partisans of Felicissimus and of JSTovatian made

great efforts to recover their position. The Novatians of

Carthage even succeeded in putting at their head a bishop of

their party named Maximus, and they sent many complaints to

Rome on the subject of Cyprian's pretended severity, as, on the

other side, the persecution which was threatening made fresh

measures necessary with regard to the lapsi. Cyprian assembled

a fresh council at Carthage on the Ides of May 252, which

sixty-six bishops attended.
6

It was probably at this council

that two points were discussed which were brought forward

by the African Bishop Fidus.
7 Fidus complained at first that

Therapius Bishop of Bulla (near Hippo) had received the

priest Victor too soon into the communion of the Church, and

without having first imposed upon him the penance he de-

served. The Synod declared that it was evidently contrary

to the former decisions of the councils, but that they would

1 Cf. the Vita Cypriani in the Benedict, ed. p. xcii.
2 Ep. 52.

3 Hist. Eccl. vi. 43, pp. 242, 245, ed. Mog.
4 Cf. Tillemont, Memoires pour servir a Vhistoire cccUs. t. iii. art. viii., sur

S. Corneille, etc., not. v. pp. 197, 348, ed. Brux. 1732. Cf. also Walch, Hist,

Kirchenvers. S. 102, An. 1.

5 Mansi, i. 867, 871; Hard. v. 1498; Walch, I.e. S. 103.

6 Cypr. Ep. 59, p. 97, and Ep. 55, p. 84.

7 Tillemont, I.e. t. iv. p. 46, art. 30, sur S. Cyprien; Remi Ceillier, Hist,

gtndrale cles auteurs sacrds, t. iii. pp. 585, 588,—have shown that these were not

two councils ; whilst Prudentius Maran, in the Vita S. Cypriani, p. xcviii.,

holds for two councils.
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content themselves for this time with blaming Bishop Thera-

pius, without declaring invalid the reconciliation of the piiest

Victor, which he had effected. In the second place, Fidus

enunciated the opinion that infants should be baptized, not in

the first days after their birth, but eight days after ; to observe,

with regard to baptism, the delay formerly prescribed for

circumcision. The Synod unanimously condemned this opinion,

declaring that they could not thus delay to confer grace on

the new-born. 1

The next principal business of the Synod was that concerning

the lavsi ; and the fifty-fourth letter of S. Cyprian gives us

an account of what passed on this subject. The Synod, he

says, on this subject decided that, considering the imminent

persecution, they might immediately reconcile all those who
showed signs of repentance, in order to prepare them for the

battle by means of the holy sacraments : Idoneus esse non potest

ad martyrium qui ab Ecclcsia non armatur ad jprcelium? In

addressing its synodical letter to Pope Cornelius (it is the

fifty-fourth of S. Cyprian's letters), the Council says formally

:

Placuit nobis, sancto Spiritu surjgerente? The heretic Privatus,

of the colonia Lavibcsitana, probably bishop of that town, who,

as we have seen, had been condemned, again appeared at the

Council ; but he was not admitted. Neither would they admit

Bishops Jovinus and Maximus, partisans of Felicissimus, and

condemned as he was ; nor the false Bishop Felix, consecrated

by Privatus after he became a heretic, who came with him.

They then united themselves with the fallen bishop Eepostus

Saturnicensis,
4 who had sacrificed during the persecution, and

they gave the priest Fortunatus as bishop to the lax party at

Carthage.5 He had been one of S. Cyprian's five original

adversaries.

1 Cypriani Ep. 59, ad Fidum, p. 97 ss.

2 Cypriani Ep. 54, p. 78. Eouth has reprinted and commented upon this

letter of S. Cyprian's, Reliquice sacrce, iii. 69 sqq., 10S sqq. This work also con-

tains the acts of all the other synods held hy S. Cyprian, accompanied with a

commentary.
3 Cypr. Ep. 54, p. 79 sqq. Cf. on this Council, Vita S. Cypriani, in the

Tiened. ed. p. xciv.

4 The reading is here uncertain. Cf. the notes in the Bened. edition of

S. Cyprian, p. 457.
6 Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 84. Cf. Vita Cypriani, p. xcvL

G
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A short' time after, a new synod assembled at Carthage on

the subject of the Spanish bishops Martial and Basilides.

Both had been deposed for serious faults, especially for having

denied the faith. Basilides had judged himself to be unworthy

of the episcopal dignity, and declared himself satisfied if,

after undergoing his penance, he might be received into lay

communion. Martial had also confessed his fault ; but after

some time they both appealed to Home, and by means of

false accounts they succeeded in gaining over Pope Stephen,

who demanded that Basilides should be replaced in his

bishopric, although Sabinus had been already elected to suc-

ceed him. Several Spanish bishops seem to have supported

the pretensions of Basilides and Martial, and placed them-

selves, it appears, on their side ; but the Churches of Leon, of

Asturia, and of Emerita, wrote on this subject to the African

bishops, and sent two deputies to them—Bishops Sabinus

and Felix, probably the elected successors of Basilides and

Martial. Felix Bishop of Saragossa supported them with

a private letter. S. Cyprian then assembled a council com-

posed of thirty-seven bishops ; and we possess the synodical

letter of the assembly, in his sixty-eighth epistle, in which the

deposition of Martial and Basilides is confirmed, the election

of their successors is declared to be legitimate and regular,

the bishops who had spoken in favour of the deposed bishops

are censured, and the people are instructed to enter into

ecclesiastical communion with their successors.
1

Sec. 6. Synods relative to the Baptism of Heretics (255-256).

To these synods concerning the la/psi, succeeded three

African councils on the subject of baptism by heretics. We
have seen that three former councils—that of Carthage, pre-

sided over by Agrippinus ; two of Asia Minor", that of Ico-

nium, presided over by Firmilian, and that of Synnada, held

at the same period—had declared that baptism conferred by

heretics was invalid. This principle, and the consequent prac-

tice in Asia Minor, would appear to have occasioned, towards

the end of the year. 2 5 3, a conflict between Pope Stephen and

the bishops of Asia Minor, Helenus of Tarsus and Firmilian

' 1 Cypr. Ep. 68, p. 117 sq.
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of CiEsarea, sustained by all the "bishops of Ciiicia, of Cappa-

docia, and the neighbouring provinces ; so that Stephen, accord-

ing to Dionysius the Great,
1 threatened these bishops with

excommunication because they repeated the baptism conferred

by heretics. Dionysius the Great mediated with the Pope in

favour of the bishops of Asia Minor and the letter which

he wrote prevented their being excluded from the Church. 2

The first sentence of this letter would even allow it to be sup-

posed that peace was completely re-established, and that the

bishops of Asia Minor had conformed to the demand of the

Pope. However, later on, Eirmilian is again found in opposi-

tion to Eoine.

The Easterns then stirred up the controversy on the baptism

of heretics before S. Cyprian ; and when Eusebius says,
3
irpiaro^

tcov rore Kwirpiavos, /c.r.A,, this passage must be thus under-

stood : Cyprian was the most important, and in this sense the

first, of those who demanded the re-baptism of heretics.
4

Let us now turn our attention to Africa, and particularly

to S. Cyprian. Some African bishops being of the opinion

that those who abandoned heretical sects to enter the Church

must not be re-baptized,
5 eighteen bishops of Numidia, who

held a different opinion, and rejected baptism by heretics,

asked of the Synod of Carthage of 255 6
if it Avere neces-

sary to re-baptize those who had been baptized by heretics

or schismatics, when they entered the Church.7 At this

Synod, presided over by S. Cyprian, there were twenty-one

bishops present :

8 the seventieth epistle of Cyprian is nothing

1 In Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 5.

2 Eusebius has preserved a fragment of this letter, Hist. Eccles. vii. 5. This

fragment implies that the letter contained more than Eusebius has preserved of

it, especially a prayer in favour of the bishops of Asia Minor. Cf. the words

of another letter of Dionysius : de his omnibus ego ad ilium (Steplianum) epis-

tolam misi rogans atque obtestans (Euseb. I.e.). Cf. on this point, Vita S.

Cypriani, by Prudentius Maran, in the Bened. edition of S. Cyprian's works,

p. ex.

3 Hist. Eccles. vii. 3.
4 Vita Cypriani, I.e. p. cxi.

5 Cypr. Ep. 71, p. 126.

c This date is at least probable. Cf. Vita Cypriani, I.e. p. cxi.

7 Cypr. Ep. 70, p. 124.

8 Their names, and those of the eighteen bishops of Numidia, are to be

found at ihe commencement of the seventieth epistle of Cyprian.
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but the answer of the Synod to the eighteen Numidian
bishops. It declares " that their opinion about the baptism

of heretics is perfectly right ; for no one can be baptized out

of the Church, seeing there is only one baptism which is in

the Church," etc.

Shortly afterwards, Cyprian being again consulted on the

same question by Quintus, bishop in Mauritania, who sent

him the priest Lucian, sent in answer the synodical letter of

the Council which had just separated ; and besides, in a pri-

vate letter joined to this official document, he stated his per-

sonal opinion on the validity of the baptism of heretics, and

answered some objections.
1

All the bishops of Africa were probably not satisfied with

these decisions;
2 and some time after, about 256, Cyprian saw

himself obliged to assemble a second and larger council at Car-

thage, at which no fewer than seventy-one bishops were present.

S. Cyprian relates
3
that they treated of a multitude of questions,

but the chief point was the baptism of heretics. The synodical

letter of this great assembly, addressed to Pope Stephen, forms

S. Cyprian's seventieth letter. The Council also sent to the

Pope the letter of the preceding Synod to the eighteen Nu-
midian bishops, as well as the letter of S. Cyprian to Quintus,

and reiterated the assertion " that whoso abandoned a sect

ought to be re-baptized ;" adding, " that it was not sufficient

(piarum est) to lay hands on such converts ad accipiendum

Bpiritum sanctum, if they did not also receive the baptism of

the Church." The same Synod decided that those priests and

deacons who had abandoned the catholic Church for any of

the sects, as well as those who had been ordained by the

sectarian false bishops, on re-entering the Church, could only

be admitted into lay communion (communio laicalis). At
the end of their letter, the Synod express the hope that

these decisions would obtain Stephen's approval : they knew,

hesides, they said, that many do not like to renounce an

1 Cypr. Ep. 71, p. 126 sq.

2 " Nescio qua pracsumptione ducuntur quiJam de collegis nostris, ut putent

eos, qui apud hsereticos tiucti sunt, quando ad nos venerint, baptizare non

oportere," says S. Cyprian in Ins seventy-first epistle to Quintus, consequently

•after tlie Council of 255.

' Ep. 72.
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opinion which has once been adopted ; and more than one

bishop, without breaking with his colleagues, will doubtless

be tempted to persevere in the custom which he had embraced.

Besides this, it is not the intention of the Synod to do violence

to any one, or to prescribe a universal law, seeing that each

bishop can cause his will to be paramount in the administra-

tion of his Church, and will have to render an account of it to

God. 1 " These words," Mattes has remarked,2 " betray either

the desire which the bishops of Africa had to see Stephen

produce that agreement by his authority, which did not yet

exist, and which was not easy to establish ; or else their appre-

hensions, because they knew that there was a practice at Eome
which did not accord with the opinion of Cyprian." This

last was, in fact, the case ; for Pope Stephen was so little-

pleased with the decisions of the Council of Carthage, that he-

did not allow the deputies of the African bishops to appear-

before him, refused to communicate with them, forbade all the-

faithful to receive them into their houses, and did not hesitate-

to call S. Cyprian a false Christian, a false apostle, a deceitful

workman {dolosus opcrarius). This is at least what Firmilian

relates.
3 Pope Stephen then pronounced very explicitly, in

opposition to the Africans, for the validity of the baptism of

heretics, and against the custom of repeating the baptism of

those who had already received it from heretics. The letter

which he wrote on this occasion to Cyprian has unfortunately

been lost, and therefore his complete argument is unknown to

us
;
but Cyprian and Firmilian have preserved some passages

of the letter of Stephen in their writings, and it is these short

fragments, with the comments of Cyprian and Firmilian,*

which must serve to make known to us with some certainty

the view of Stephen on the baptism of heretics.

It is commonly admitted that S. Cyprian answered this

violence of Stephen's by assembling the third Council of Car~

thagc ; but it is also possible that this assembly took place

1 Cypriani Ep. 72, p. 128 sq.

2 Mattes, Abhandlung iiber die Ketzertavfe, in the Tubinger QuartaUchrift,

1S49, S. 586.
3 In Cyprian, Ep. 75, pp. 150, 151. Cf. Vita Cypriani, I.e. p. cxii. sq.
4 Seventy-fourth and seventy-fifth letters of S. Cyprian.
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before the arrival of the letter from Eome.1
It was composed

of eighty-seven bishops (two were represented by one proxy,

Katalis Bishop of Oea) from proconsular Africa, from Numidia,

and from Mauritania, and of a great number of priests and of

deacons. A multitude of the laity were also present at the

Synod. The acts of this Synod, which still exist, inform uS

that it opened on the 1st September, but the year is not

indicated.
2

It is probable that it was in 256.3

First was read the letter of the African Bishop Jubaianus

to Cyprian on the baptism of heretics, and the answer of

Cyprian
;

4 then a second letter from Jubaianus, in which he

declared himself now brought to Cyprian's opinion. The

Bishop of Carthage then asked each bishop present freely to

express his opinion on the baptism of heretics : he declared

that no one would be judged or excommunicated for differ-

ences of opinion; for, added he, no one in the assembly

wished to consider himself as cpiscopus cjnscoporum, or thought

to oblige his colleagues to yield to him, by inspiring them

with a tyrannical fear (perhaps this was an allusion to Pope

Stephen). Thereupon the bishops gave their votes in order,

-Cyprian the last, all declaring that baptism given by heretics

was invalid, and that, in order to admit them into the Church,

it was necessary to re-baptize those who had been baptized by

heretics. /«.£". ^f ^(V.l/01 r

About the same time Cyprian sent the deacon Eogatian

with a letter to Firmilian Bishop of Caasarea, to tell him how

the question about the baptism of heretics had been decided

in Africa. He communicated to him at the same time, it

appears, the acts and documents which treated of this busi-

ness. Firmilian hastened to express, in a letter still extant,

Ids full assent to Cyrian's principles. This letter of Firmi-

lian's forms No. 75 of the collection of the letters of S.

Cyprian : its contents are only, in general, an echo of what

S. Cyprian had set forth in defence of his own opinion, and

in opposition to Stephen ;
only in Firmilian is seen a much

1 Cf. Mattes, S. 587.
2 These acts are printed. Cf. Cypriani Opera, p. 329 sqq. e<l. Bened. ; Mansi,

i. 957 sqq. ; and Hard. i. 159 sq.

3 Cf. Vita S. Cypriani, I.e. p. cxvi. * Ep. 73.
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greater violence and passion against Stephen,-—so much so,

that Molkenbuhr, [Eoman Catholic] Professor at Paderborn,

has thought that a letter so disrespectful towards the Pope

could not be genuine.1

"We are entirely ignorant of what then passed between

Cyprian and Stephen, but it is certain that church com-

munion was not interrupted between them. The persecution

which soon afterwards broke out against the Christians under

the Emperor Valerian, in 257, probably appeased the contro-

versy. Pope Stephen died as a martyr during this persecu-

tion, in the month of August 257.2 His successor Xystus

received from Dionysius the Great, who had already acted as

mediator in this controversy on the baptism of heretics, three

letters in which the author earnestly endeavoured to effect a

reconciliation ; the Eoman priest Philemon also received one

from Dionysius.3 These attempts were crowned with success;

for Pontius, Cyprian's deacon and biographer, calls Pope Xystus

bonus ct pacificus saccrdos, and the name of this Pope was

written in the diptychs of Africa.
4 The eighty-second letter

of Cyprian also proves that the union between Pome and

Carthage was not interrupted, since Cyprian sent a deputation

to Pome during the persecution, to obtain information respect-

ing the welfare of the Eoman Church, that of Pope Xystus,

and in general about the progress of the persecution. Soon

after, on the 14th September 258, Cyprian himself fell, in his

turn, a victim to the persecution of Valerian.

It remains for us now, in order fully to understand the

controversy on the baptism of heretics, to express with

greater precision the opinions and assertions of Cyprian and

Stephen.

1. We must ask, first of all, which of the two had Chris-

tian antiquity on his side.

a. Cyprian says, in his seventy-third letter :

5 " The custom

of baptizing heretics who enter the Church is no innovation

1 Molkenlmlir, Blnce dissertatlones de Firmiliano, in Migne, Cursus Patro-

lo(jice, in. 1357 S(p On Molkenlmhr, cf. in Freiburger KircJienlex. Bd. vii.

S. 218.
2 Cf. Vita S. Cypriani, I.e. p. cxvi.

i

3 Euseb. Hist. Lccl. vii. 5, 7, and 9.. Cf. Vita S. Cypriani, I.e. p. ex.
4 Cf. Vita S. Cypriani,. I.e. p. cxx. 5 P. ,130.
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amongst us : for it is now many years since, under the epis-

copate of Agrippinus of holy memory, a great number of

bishops settled this question in a synod ; and since then, up to

our days, thousands of heretics have received baptism without

difficulty." Cyprian, then, wishing to demonstrate the anti-

quity of his custom, could not place it earlier than Agrippinus,

that is to say, than the commencement of the third century

(about 220 years after Christ) ; and his own words, especially

the " since then " (exinde), show that it was Agrippinus who
introduced this custom into Africa.

b. In another passage of the same letter,
1 Cyprian adds :

" Those who forbid the baptism of heretics, having been con-

quered by our reasons {ratione), urge against us the custom

of antiquity {qui ratione vincuntur, consuetudinem nobis oppo-

nunt)" If Cyprian had been able to deny that the practice

of his adversaries was the most ancient, he would have said :

" They are wrong if they appeal to antiquity {consuctudo) ; it is

evidently for us." But Cyprian says nothing of the hind : he

acknowledges that his adversaries have antiquity on their side,

and he only tries to take its force from this fact, by asking,

" Is antiquity, then, more precious than truth ? {quasi consuctudo

major sit vcritatc) ;" and by adding, " In spiritual things we
must observe what the Holy Spirit has (afterwards) more

fully revealed {id in spiritualibus sequendum, quod in melius

fucrit a Spiritit saneto rcvclatum)." He acknowledges, there-

fore, in his practice a progress brought about by the successive

revelations of the Holy Spirit.

c. In a third passage of this letter,
2

S. Cyprian acknow-

ledges, if possible more plainly, that it was not the ancient

custom to re-baptize those who had been baptized by heretics.

" This objection," he says, " may be made to me : What has

become of those who in past times entered the Church from

heresy, without having been baptized ? " He acknowledges,

then, that in the past, in prcetcritum, converts from heresy were

not re-baptized. Cyprian makes answer to this question :

" Divine mercy may well come to their aid ; but because one has

erred once, it is no reason for continuing to err {non tamen, quia

aliquando erratum est, idco semper errandum est)" That is to

1 l.c. p. 133. 2 P. 138.
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say, formerly converts were not re-baptized ; but it was a mis-

take, and for the future the Holy Spirit has revealed what is-

best to be done (in melius a Spiritu sancto revclatum).

d. When Pope Stephen appealed to tradition, Cyprian diet

not answer by denying the fact : he acknowledges it ; but he-

seeks to diminish the value of it, by calling this tradition a
human tradition, and not legitimate (Jiumana traditio, non
legitima)}

e. Eirmilian also maintained ' that the tradition to which
Stephen appealed was purely human, and he added that the

Roman Church had also in other points swerved from the

practice of the primitive Church—for example, in the celebra-

tion of Easter. This example, however, was not well chosen,

since the Easter practice of the Roman Church dates back to*

the prince of the apostles.

/. Firmilian says, in another passage 3
of this same letter,

that it was anciently the custom also in the African Churches,

not to re-baptize the converts :
" You Africans," he says, " can

answer Stephen, that having found the truth, you have re-

nounced the error of your (previous) custom (vos diccre Afrit

'potcstis, cogivita veritatc crrorem vos consuctudinis reliquisse)."

Nevertheless, Eirmilian thought that it was otherwise in Asia

Minor, and that the custom of re-baptizing converts was traced

back to a very far-off period ; but when he wishes to give the

proof of it, he only finds this one :
" We do not remember (!)

when this practice began amongst us."
4 He appeals, in the

last place, to the Synod of Iconium,5 which we know was not
held until about the year 230.

g. It is worthy of remark, that even in Africa all the

bishops did not pronounce in favour of the necessity of a fresb

baptism,6 which would certainly have been the case if the

practice of Agrippinus and Cyprian had always prevailed in

Africa.

li. A very important testimony in favour of Stephen, and1

one which proves that the ancient custom was not to re-baptize,

is given by the anonymous author of the book de Rebaptismate,

1 Ep. 74, p. 139. 2 In Cyprian, Ep. 75, p. 144.
s P. 149. 4 p. 149.
5 Pp. 149 and 145. • Cf. Cypr. Ep. 71. See above, p. 99.
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•a contemporary and probably a colleague of Cyprian.
1 This

'author says that the practice maintained by Stephen, that of

simply laying hands on the converts without re-baptizing them,

is consecrated by antiquity and by ecclesiastical tradition

(vctustissima consuctudine ac traditions ecclcsiastica), consecrated

as an ancient, memorable, and solemn observance by all the

saints, and all the faithful (prisca ct mcmorabilis cunctoruvi

emeritorum sanctorum et fidelium solcmnissima dbscrvatid), which

has in its favour the authority of all the churches (auctoritas

omnium Ecclesiarum), but from which unhappily some have

departed, from the mania for innovations.
2

i. S. Vincent of Lerina agrees with the author we have

just quoted, when he says that Agrippinus of Carthage was

the first who introduced the custom of re-baptizing, contra

divinum canoncm, contra universalis Ecclcsicc rcgulam, contra

morcm atqnc instituta majonon ; but that Pope Stephen con-

demned the innovation and re-established the tradition, retenta

est antiquitas, explosa noviias?

k S. Augustine also believes that the custom of not re-

baptizing heretics is an apostolical tradition (credo ex ajnstolica

traditionc venicntem), and that it was Agrippinus who was the

first to abolish this wholesome custom (sahiberrima consuctudo),

without succeeding in replacing it by a better custom, as

Cyprian thought,
4

/. But the gravest testimony in this question is that of the

Philosoplioumcna, in which Hippolytus, who wrote about 230,

affirms that the custom of re-baptizing was only admitted under

Pope Callistus, consequently between 218 and 222.5

m. Before arriving at the conclusion to be dedii-ced from all

these proofs, it remains for us to examine some considerations

which appear to point in an opposite direction.

(a.) In his book de Baptismof which he wrote when he was

still a Catholic, and still earlier in a work written in Greek,
7

Tertullian shows that he did not believe in the validity of

' Reprinted at the end of the works of S. Cyprian in the Benedict, edition,

p. 353 sq. As to the author, see Vita Cypriani, I.e. p. exxvi., and Mattes,

i.e. p. 591.

2 Cf. the "beginning of this book, I.e. p. 353.

3 Commonitorium-, c. 9.
4 De Baptism, c. Donat. ii. 7 (12).

8 Cf. above, p. 86.
6 C. 15. 7 C. 15.
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baptism conferred by heretics. But, on considering it atten-

tively, we find that he was not speaking of all baptism by
heretics, but only of the baptism of those 'who had another God
and another Christ. Besides, we know that Tertullian is al-

ways inclined to rigorism, and he certainly is so on this point

;

and then, living at Carthage at the commencement of the

third century, being consequently a contemporary of Agrip-

pinus, perhaps even being one of his clergy, he naturally

inclined to resolve this question as Agrippinus resolved it,

and his book dc Baptismo perhaps exerted an influence upon
the resolutions of the Synod of Carthage.1

Besides, Tertullian

does not pretend that it was the primitive custom of the

Church to rc-baptize : his words rather indicate that he thought

the contrary. He says, Scd circa hevrcticos sane quid custodi-

endum sit, dignc quis retractet ; that is to say, "It would be

useful if some one would study afresh (or examine more atten-

tively) what ought to be done about heretics, that is to say,

in relation to their baptism." 2

(/3.) Dionysius the Great says, in a passage which Eusebius 3

has preserved :
" The Africans were not the first to introduce

this practice (that of re-baptizing converts) : it is more ancient

;

it was authorized by bishops who lived much earlier, and in

populous Churches." However, as he only mentions the

Synods of Iconium and of Synnada before the Africans, his

expression much earlier can only refer to these assemblies,

and he adduces no earlier testimony for the practice of

Cyprian.

(7.) Clement of Alexandria certainly speaks very disdainfully

of baptism by heretics, and calls it foreign vjatcr ;* he does

not, however, say that they were in the habit of renewing this

baptism.
5

(S.) The Apostolical Canons 45 and 46 (or 46 and 47,

according to another order) speak of the non-validity of bap-

tism by heretics

;

6 but the question is to know what is the

date of these two canons : perhaps they are contemporary with

1 Cf. Dollinger, Hlppolytus, S. 191. 2 Mattes, I.e. S. 594.
3 Hist. Eccl. vii. 7.

* Stromat. lib. i. c. 19 ad finem, vol. i. p. 375, ed. Pott. Venet.
4 Cf. Mattes, I.e. S. 593.

.
« Hard. L 22 ; Mansi, i. 33.
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the Synods of Iconium and of Synnada, perhaps even more

recent.
1

We are hardly able to doubt, then, that in the ancient

Church, those who returned to the orthodox faith, after having

been baptized by heretics, were not re-baptized, if they had

received baptism in the name of the Trinity, or of Jesus.

2. Let us see now whether Pope Stephen considered as

valid baptism conferred by all heretics, without any exception

or condition. We know that the Synod of Aries in 314,
2

as well as the Council of Trent,
3
teaches that the baptism of

heretics is valid only when it is administered in the name

of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Were the

opinions and assertions of Stephen agreeable to this doctrine

of the Church ?

At first sight Stephen appears to have gone too far, and to

have admitted all baptism by heretics, in whatever manner

it was conferred. His chief proposition, as we read it in S.

Cyprian, is expressed in these terms : Si aids ergo a quacunque

hceresi venerit ad nos, nil innovctur nisi quod traditum est, ut

manus Mi imponatur in pamitentiam.* He seems, then, to de-

clare valid all baptism by heretics, in whatever manner it

might have been administered, with or without the formula

of the Trinity. Cyprian argues, in a measure, as if he under-

stood Stephen's proposition in this sense.
5 However,

a. From several passages in the letters of S. Cyprian, we

see that Pope Stephen did not thus understand it.

(a.) Thus (Epist. 73, p. 130) Cyprian says: "Those who-

forbid the baptism of heretics lay great stress upon this, that

even those who had been baptized by Marcion were not re-

baptized, because they had already been baptized in the name of

Jesus Christ." Thus Cyprian acknowledges that Stephen, and

those who think with him,6
attribute no value to the baptism of

heretics, except it be administered in the name of Jesus Christ.

1 Drey considers them as more ancient, in his Researches on the Constitutions-

and Canons of the Apostles, p. 260. Cf. the contrary opinion of Dbllinger,.

ffippol. S. 19*2 if.

* 0. 8.
3 Sess. 7, c. 4, de Bapt. * See Cypr. Ep. 74, p. 138.

5 Epist. 74, pp. 13S, 139.

6 We must admit that the latter were not agreed among themselves, as S*

Cyprian was with his adherents. Cf. Mattes, I.e. S. 605.
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(/3.) Cyprian acknowledges in the same letter (p. 133), that

heretics baptize in nomine Christi.

(7.) Again, in this letter,
1 he twice repeats that his adver-

saries considered as sufficient baptism administered out of the

Church, but administered in nomine Christi.

(8.) Cyprian, in answering this particular question—if bap-

tism by the Marcionites is valid—acknowledges that they bap-

tize in the name of the Trinity ; but he remarks that, under the

name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, they

understand something different from what the Church under-

stands. This argument leads us to conclude that the adver-

saries of S. Cyprian considered baptism by the Marcionites

to be valid, because they conferred it in the name of the

Trinity.

b. Firmilian also gives testimony on the side of Stephen,

(a.) He relates, indeed, that about twenty-two years before

he had baptized a woman in his own country who professed

to be a prophetess, but who, in fact, was possessed by an evil

spirit. Now, he asks, would Stephen and his partisans approve

even of the baptism which she had received, because it had

been administered with the formula of the Trinity (maxime

cui nee symbolum Trinitcdis clefuit) ?
2

(/3.) In the same letter
3 Firmilian sums up Stephen's opinion

m these terms : In multum proficit nomen Christi ad fidcm ci

bcvptismi sanctificationcm, ut quicunque ct uhicunque in nomine

Christi haptizatus fuerit, conscquatur statim gratiam Christi.

c. If, then, Cyprian and Firmilian affirm that Pope Stephen

held baptism to be valid only when conferred in the name of

Christ, we have no need to have recourse to the testimony

either of S. Jerome, or of S. Augustine, or of S. Vincent of

Lerins, who also affirm it.
4

d. The anonymous author of the book de Ecbaptismate, who
was a contemporary even of S. Cyprian, begins his work with

these words :
" There has been a dispute as to the manner in

which it is right to act towards those who have been baptized

by heretics, but still in the name of Jesus Christ : qui in

- P. 144.
2 Ep. 75 of the Collection of S. Cyprian's letters, p. 146.
3 Lc. p. 143. * Cf. Mattes, I.e. S. 603.
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lucresi quitkm, sect in nomine Dei nostri Jesu Christi, srint

tincti" l

e. It may again be asked if Stephen expressly required

that the three divine Persons should be named in the admini-

stration of baptism, and if he required it as a condition sine

qua non, or if he considered baptism as valid when given only

in the name of Jesus Christ. S. Cyprian seems to imply that

the latter was the sentiment of Pope Stephen,2 bat he does

not positively say so anywhere ; and if he had said it, nothing

could have been legitimately concluded against Pope Stephen,

for Cyprian likes to take the words of his adversaries in their

worst sense. What we have gathered {a 8 and b a) tends to

prove that Pope Stephen regarded the formula of the Trinity

as necessary. Holy Scripture had introduced the custom of

calling by the short phrase, baptism in tlic name of Christ, all

baptism which was conferred in virtue of faith in Jesus Christ,

and conformably to His precepts, consequently in the name of

the Holy Trinity, as is seen in the Acts of the Apostles
3 and in

the Epistle to the Romans.4
It is not, then, astonishing that

Pope Stephen should have used an expression which was per-

fectly intelligible at that period.

/. In this discussion Pope Stephen seems to believe that all

the heretics of his time used the true formula of baptism,

consequently the same formula among themselves, and the

same as the Church. He declares this opinion clearly in

these words, adduced from his letter by Firmilian : Stcphanus in

sua cpistola dixit : limxticos quoque ipsos in bajitismo convenirc ;

and it was on this account, added the Pope, that the heretics

did not re-baptize those who passed from one sect to another/'

To speak thus, was certainly to affirm that all the sects agreed

in administering baptism with the formula prescribed by our

Lord.

S. Cyprian also attributes to Pope Stephen words which'

can be explained very well if we study them with reference to

those quoted by Firmilian. According to S. Cyprian, Stephen'

i

1 In the Benecl. edition of the -works of S. Cyprian, p. 353.

2 Ep. 73, p. 134 sq.
3

ii- 3S, viii.16, xix. 5.

4 vi. 3. Cf. Binterim, Memorabilia, i. 132- Klee, Dogmeng. ii. 149 f.

4 Ep. 75. Among those of Cyprian, p. 144. e Ep. 74, p. 13S.
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had said :
" We must not re-baptize those who have been

baptized by heretics, cum ipsi liccrctici propria altcrutrum

ad se vcnicntcs non oaptizcnt ; " that is to say, the different

sects have not a special baptism of their own (propria non

oaptizcnt) : and it is for this reason that heretics do not

re-baptize those who pass from one sect to another. Now if

the different sects have not special baptism, if they baptize in

the same way-

—

conveniunt in oaptismo—as Firmilian makes

Pope Stephen affirm, they hold necessarily the universal and

primitive mode of Christian baptism ; consequently they use

the formula of the Trinity.

It is difficult to say whether, in admitting this hypothesis,

Stephen falls into an historical error : for, on one side, S.

Irenams 1
accuses the Gnostics of having falsified the baptismal

formula, and of having used different erroneous formulas ; and

consequently he contradicts Stephen ; and, on the other side,

S. Augustine appears to agree with him, saying : Facilius

inveniuntur hcarctici qui omnino non oaptizcnt qnam qui non illis

verbis (in nomine Patris, etc.) oaptizcnt?

g. We may be inclined to make an objection against Stephen

on the subject of the Montanists. There is no doubt, in fact,

that Stephen considered the baptism of these heretics to be

valid, while the Church afterwards declared it to be of no

value.
3 But Stephen's opinion is not in this contrary to the

doctrine of the Church ; neither did the Council of Nicsea

(can. 1 9) mention the Montanists among those whose baptism

it rejected. It could not do so any more than Stephen ; for it

was not until long after the time of Stephen and of the

Council of Nica?a that a degenerate sect of Montanists fell

away into formal anti-Trinitarianism.
4

3. It remains for us to understand what, according to

Stephens opinion, was to be done with the converts after

their reception into the Church. These are Stephen's words

on this subject : Si quis ergo a quacumque hecresi vencrit ad

1 Adv. hceres. i. 21. 3. - De Baptism, c. Donat. vi. 25 (47).

3 Seventh canon, attributed to the second General Council, but which does

not belong to it.

4 Cf. Hefele's article "Montanus" in Frciburger Kirchenlexkon, Bd. viL

£. 264, 265.
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nos, nil innovdur nisi quod traditum est, ut manus Mi impo-

natur in pcenitentiam. There is a sense which is often given

to this passage, as follows :
" No innovation shall be made

;

only what is conformable to tradition shall be observed ; hands

shall be laid on the convert in sign of penitence." But this

interpretation is contrary to grammatical rules. If Stephen

had wished to speak in this sense, he would have said : Nihil

innovdur, scd quod traditum est observctur, etc. Hence Mattes

translates the words of Stephen thus :
" Nothing shall be

changed (as regards the convert) but what it is according to

tradition to change ; that is to say, that hands shall be laid

upon him," r
etc. 5 fxE VO V- 5 Qaop .Jg£M *?> *T • fa«. \\d

Stephen adds, in pcenitentiam, that is, that " it is necessary

that a penance should be imposed on the convert." According

to the practice of the Church, a heretic who enters into the

Church, ought first to receive the sacrament of penance, then

that of confirmation. One may ask, if Stephen required these

two sacraments, or if he only required that of penance ? Each

of these sacraments comprehended the imposition of hands, as

some words of Pope Vigilius
2
clearly indicate; and consequently

by the expression, manus Mi imponatur, Stephen may under-

stand the administration of the two sacraments. To say that

there is only in pcenitentiam in the text, is not a very strong

objection ; for this text is only a fragment, and Cyprian has

transmitted to us elsewhere other texts of Stephen's thus

abridged.
3 The manner in which the adversaries of Pope

Stephen analysed his opinions shows that this Pope really

required, besides penance, the confirmation of the converts.

Thus, in his seventy-third letter, Cyprian accuses his adver-

saries of self-contradiction, saying :
" If baptism out of the

Church is valid, it is no longer necessary even to lay hands on the

converts, ut Spiritual Sanctum conscquatur et signdur; " that

1 Mattes, I.e. S. 628. The first interpretation of this passage is, besides, the

one which was admitted by Christian antiquity ; and the words of Pope Stephen

became a dictum classicum for tradition, as is proved by the use which Vincent

of Lerins makes of them, Commonitorium, c. 9.

2 Vigilii Ep. 2, ad Profut. n. 4, in Migne, Cursus Patrol iii. 1263 ; and

Mattes, I.e. S. 632.

3 Thus, above, for this text, Hceretici propria non baptizent. Cf. Mattes, I.e.

pp. 629, 611.
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is to say : You contradict yourselves if you attribute a real

value to baptism by heretics
;
you must also equally admit

the validity of confirmation by heretics. Now you require

that those who have been confirmed by heretics should be so

again. S. Cyprian here forgets the great difference which

exists between the value of baptism and of confirmation
j

1 but

his words prove that Stephen wished that not only penance

but also confirmation should be bestowed upon converts.

The same conclusion is to be drawn from certain votes of

the bishops assembled at the third Council of Carthage (256).

Thus Secundinus Bishop of Carpi said :
" The imposition of

hands (without the repetition of baptism, as Stephen required)

cannot bring down the Holy Spirit upon the converts, because

they have not yet even been baptized."
2 Nemesianus Bishop

of Thubuni speaks still more clearly :
" They (the adversaries)

believe that by imposition of hands the Holy Spirit is im-

parted, whilst regeneration is possible only when one receives

the two sacraments (baptism and confirmation 3
) in the Church."

These two testimonies prove that Stephen regarded confirma-

tion as well as penance to be necessary for converts.
4

4. What precedes shows that we must consider as incorrect

and unhistorical the widespread opinion, that Stephen as well

as Cyprian carried things to an extreme, and that the proper

mean was adopted by the Church only as the result of their

differences.
5

5. It is the part of Dogmatic Theology, rather than of a

History of the Councils, to show why Cyprian was wrong, and

why those who had been baptized by heretics should not be

re-baptized. Some short explanation on this point will, how-

ever, not be out of place here.

S. Cyprian repeated essentially Tertullian's argument, yet

without naming it, and thus summed it up :
" As there is

only one Christ, so there is only one Church : she only is the

way of salvation ; she only can administer the sacraments
;

1 Mattes, I.e. p. 630 sq., shows the reasons which prove that heretics can
legally administer baptism, hut not confirmation.

2 Cypr. Opp. p. 333. » Cypr. Opp. p. 330.
4 See more details in Mattes, I.e. pp. 615-636.
6 Cf. Mattes, I.e. p. 603.

H
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out of her pale no sacrament can be validly administered."
'

He adds :
" Baptism forgives sins : now Christ left only to

the apostles the power of forgiving sins ; then heretics can-

not be possessed of it, and consequently it is impossible for

them to baptize."
2 Finally, he concludes :

" Baptism is a new
birth ; by it children are born to God in Christ : now the

Church only is the bride of Christ ; she only can, therefore,

be the means of this new birth."
3

In his controversy against the Donatists (who revived

Cyprian's doctrine on this point), S. Augustine demonstrated

with great completeness, and his accustomed spiritual power,

two hundred and fifty years afterwards, that this line of argu-

ment was unsound, and that the strongest grounds existed

for the Church's practice defended by Stephen. The demon-

stration of S. Augustine is as simple as powerful.
4 He

brought out these three considerations :

—

a. Sinners are separated spiritually from the Church, as

heretics are corporally. The former are as really out of the

Church as the latter : if heretics could not legally baptize,

sinners could not either ; and thus the validity of the sacra-

ment would absolutely depend upon the inward state of the

minister.

o. We must distinguish between the grace of "baptism and

the act of baptism : the minister acts, but it is God who gives

the grace ; and He can give it even by means of an unworthy

minister.

c. The heretic is, without any doubt, out of the Church
;

but the baptism which he confers is not an alien baptism,

for it is not his, it is Christ's baptism, the baptism which He
confers, and consequently a true baptism, even when con-

ferred out of the Church. In leaving the Church, the

heretics have taken many things away with them, especially

faith in Jesus Christ and baptism. These fragments of Church

truth are the elements, still pure (and not what they have

1 Cypr. Ep. 71, 73, 74. - Cypr. 70, 73.

3 Ep. 74. Mattes has perfectly recapitulated S. Cyprian's argument in the

second art. of his Ahhandlunrj fiber Ketzertavfe, in Tuhinger Quartalschrlj't,

1850, S. 24 scp

* In his work, dc Baptismo contra Donalislax.
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as heretics), which enable them by baptism to give birth to

children of God. 1

After S. Augustine, S. Thomas Aquinas, S. Bonaventura,

the editors of the Roman Catechism, and others, have dis-

cussed the question anew ; and the principal propositions

upon which the whole subject turns are the following :

—

(a.) He who baptizes is a simple instrument, and Christ

can use any instrument whatever, provided that he does what

Christ (the Church) wills that he should do. This instrument

only performs the act of baptism ; the grace of baptism comes

from God. Thus any man, even a heathen, can administer

baptism, provided that he will do as the Church does ; and

this latitude with respect to the administrant of baptism is not

without reason : it is founded upon this, that baptism is really

necessary as a means of salvation.

(/3.) Baptism, then, by a heretic will be valid, if it is ad-

ministered in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of

the Holy Ghost, and with the intention of doing as the Church

does (intentio faciendi, quocl facit ccclcsia).

(7.) Should he who has thus been baptized, after remaining

a long time in heresy, acknowledge his error and his separa-

tion from the Church, he ought, in order to be admitted into

the Church, to submit to a penance (manus impositio ad

Ijxnitentiam) ; but it is not necessary to re-baptize him.

(S.) The sacraments are often compared to channels through

which divine grace comes to us. Then, when any one is bap-

tized in a heretical sect, but is baptized according to the rules,

the channel of grace is truly applied to him, and there flows

to him through this channel not only the remission of sins

(vcmissio peccatorum), but also sanctification and the renewal

of the inner man (sanctificatio ct rcnovatio interioris hominis)
;

that is to say, he receives the grace of baptism.

(e.) It is otherwise with confirmation. From the time of

the apostles, they only, and never the deacons, their fellow-

workers, had the power of giving confirmation.2 Now, too, it

is only the legitimate successors of the apostles, the bishops,

who can administer this sacrament in the Church. If, there-

1
S. Augustine's arguments are given in detail in Mattes, I.e. pp. 30-45.

" Acts viii. 1 4-1 7, xix. 6.
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fore, any one has been confirmed whilst he was in heresy, he

can have been so only by a schismatical or heretical bishop or

priest ; so that his confirmation must be invalid, and it is

necessary that the imposition of hands should be repeated, ut

Spiritum sanctum conscquatur ct signetur.

Doctor Mattes has brought out, with much depth, in the

dissertation which we have already frequently quoted, the

different reasons for believing that baptism and marriage may
be administered by those who are not Christians.

2

Sec. 7. Synod of Narbonne (255-260).

The councils of Christian Africa have chiefly occupied our

attention so far : we are now to direct attention to those of

the other countries of the Eoman Empire, and first to those

of Gaul. It is known that, about the middle of the third

century, seven missionary bishops were sent into Gaul by

Pope Fabian, and that one of them was S. Paul, first bishop

of Narbonne. The acts of his life which have reached us

speak of a synod held at Narbonne on his account between

255 and 260. Two deacons, whom the holy bishop had

often blamed for their incontinence, wished to revenge them-

selves on him in a diabolical manner. They secretly put a

pair of women's slippers under his bed, and then showed them

in proof of the bishop's impurity. Paul found himself obliged

to assemble his colleagues in a synod, that they might judge

of his innocence or culpability. While the bishops conti-

nued the inquiry for three clays, an eagle came and placed

itself upon the roof of the house where they were assembled.

Nothing could drive it away, and during those three clays a

raven brought it food. On the third day Paul ordered public

prayer that God would make known the truth. The deacons

were then seized by an evil spirit, and so tormented, that they

ended by confessing their perfidy and calumny. They could

only be delivered through prayer, and they renewed their

1 Cypr. Ep. 73, p. 131, above, p. 112.

2 Tiibinrjer Quartalschri/t, 1850, S. 51-6G. See also in the Frcihurger Kirchen-

lexicon, Bd. vi. S. 71 ff., Gruseha's article on the subject of baptism admini-

stered by heretics. Gruscha also mentions the works to be consulted on this

question.
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confession. Instead of judging Paul, the bishops threw them-

selves at his feet, and with all the people entreated his inter-

cession with God. The eagle then took flight towards the

East.
1

Such is the account given in the Acts. They are ancient,

but full of fables, and, as Eemi Ceillier and others have
already shown, cannot be regarded as a serious historical

document.2

Sec. 8. Synods at ArsinOe and Borne (255—260).

We have, unlike the case last considered, the most tho-

roughly historical records of the assembly over which Diony-

sius the Great, Archbishop of Alexandria, presided at Arsinoe,3

and of which he speaks himself in Eusebius.4 Nepos, an
Egyptian bishop, also a very venerable man, and author of

some Christian canticles, had fallen into the error of the Mil-

lenarians, and had endeavoured to spread it.
5 Dying some

time after, he could not be judged ; and his primate, Dionysius

the Great, had to content himself with refuting the opinions

which he had propagated. He did so in two books, irepl

eirayyeXiwv. Besides this, about 255, Dionysius being near

to Arsinoe, where the errors of Nepos had made great pro-

gress, assembled the priests (of Nepos) and the teachers of the

place, and prevailed upon them to submit their doctrine to a

discussion which should take place before all their brethren,

who would be present at it. In the debate they relied upon
a work by Nepos, which the Millenarians much venerated.

Dionysius disputed with them for three days; and both parties,

says Dionysius himself, showed much moderation, calmness,

and love of truth. The result was, that Coration, chief of the

party of Nepos, promised to renounce his error, and the dis-

cussion terminated to the satisfaction of all.
6

1 Cf. Franc, de Bosquet, Hist. Eccl. Gall. lib. v. p. 106 ; and Mansi, i. 1002.
- Remi Ceillier, Ilistolre ginirale des auteurs sacres, iii. 593 ; Walcli, Hist,

(hr Kirchenvers. S. 110 ; Gallia Christiana, v. 5 ; Histoire die Languedoc, t. i.

p. 129 sqq.
3 Arsinoe was an episcopal town in Egypt, in the province of Heptanomos,

belonging to the patriarchate of Alexandria.
4 Lib. vii. 24. 5 Upon Nepos, see Freiburger Kirchenlezicon on this word,

Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 24.
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Some years later, about 260, the same Dionysius the Great,

from his manner of combating Sabellius, gave occasion for the

holding of a Soman synod, of which we shall speak more at

length in giving the history of the origin of Arianism.

Sec. 9. Three Synods at Antioch on account of Paul of

Samosata (2 64-2 G 9).

Three synods at Antioch in Syria occupied themselves with

the accusation and deposition of the bishop of that town, the

well-known anti-Trinitarian, Paul of Samosata.

Sabellius had wished to strengthen the idea of unity in the

doctrine of the Trinity, by suppressing the difference between

the persons, and only admitting, instead of the persons, three

different modes of action in the one person of God ; conse-

quently denying the personal difference between the Father

and the Son, and identifying them both. In his doctrinal

explanation of the mystery of the Trinity, Paul of Samosata

took an opposite course : he separated the one from the other,

the Father and the Son, far too much. He set off, as Sabellius

did, from a confusion
1
of the divine persons, and regarded the

Logos as an impersonal virtue of God in no way distinct from

the Father. In JUSITS he saw only a man penetrated by the

Logos, who, although miraculously born of a virgin,
2 was yet

only a man, and not the God-man. His inferior being was e/c

irapOevov ; his superior being, on the contrary, was penetrated

by the Logos. The Logos had dwelt in the man Jesus, not in

person, but in quality, as virtue or power (pvic ovguoSm? ak\a

Kara iroiorrjTa). Moreover, by an abiding penetration, He
sanctified him, and rendered him worthy of a divine name/'

Paul of Samosata further taught, that as the Logos is not a

person, so also the Holy Spirit is only a divine virtue, imper-

sonal, belonging to the Father, and distinct from Him only in

thought.

Thus, while Paul on one side approached Sabellianism, on

1 Nicht-unterscheidung. " Cf. Athanas. Contra Apollin. ii. 3.

3 See, upon the doctrine of Ya\\\ of Samosata, Dorncr, Lchrc v. d. Person

Chrisli, Thl. i. S. 510 ff. ; Schwab, de Panli Samos. vita atquc docirina, Diss,

inaug. 1839; Feuerlin, Disp. de kcercsi Pauli Samos.; Walch, Ketzcrhist. Ed. ii.

S. 64-126.
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the other side lie inclined towards the Siibbrdinalians of Alex-

andria, We will not discuss whether Jcivish errors, of which

Philastrius accuses him, were mixed with this monarchianism,

as this is merely an accessory question. Theodoret says more

accurately, that Paul sought, by his anti-Trinitarian doctrines,

to please his protectress and sovereign Zenobia, who was a

Jewess, and consequently held anti-Trinitarian opinions.
1

The new error was so much the more dangerous, as the

ecclesiastical and political position of its author was of great

importance. He filled the highest see in the East. We know

also, that in 264 or 265 2
a great number of bishops assembled

at Antioch
;
particularly Firmilian of Cresarea in Cappadocia,

Gregory Thaumaturgus and his brother Athenodorus, the

Archbishop Helenus of Tarsus in Cilicia, Nicomas of Iconium,

Hymeneeus of Jerusalem, Theotecnus of Coesarea in Palestine •

(the friend of Origen), Maximus of Bostra, and many other

bishops, priests, and deacons. Dionysius the Great of Alex-

andria had also been invited to the Sy/xod ;
but his age and

infirmities prevented him from going in person, and he died a

short time after. He had wished at least to be able in writ-

ing to defend the doctrine of the Church against Paul of

Samosata, as he had before defended it against Sabellius.
3

According to Eusebius, he addressed a letter to the church

at Antioch, in which he would not even salute the bishop.

Without entirely confirming this statement furnished by

Eusebius,4 Theodoret relates that in that letter Dionysius

exhorted Paul to do what was right, whilst he encouraged

the assembled bishops to redoubled zeal for orthodoxy. From

these testimonies we may conclude that Dionysius wrote three-

letters—one to Paul, another to the bishops in Synod, a third

to the church at Antioch ; but it is also true that one single

letter might easily contain all that Eusebius and Theodoret

attribute to Dionysius.
5

1 Theodoret, Hceret. fabul. lib. ii. c. 8.

2 We know this date from that of the death of Dionysius of Alexandria, who,

as Eusebius says, died soon after this Synod (vii. 28).

3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 27, 2S ; Theodoret, I.e. * I.e.

5 The letter by Dionysius to Paul of Samosata, containing ten questions of

Paul's, and answers from Dionysius, which was first published by Tnrrianus, a

Jesuit, and which is found also in Mansi, i. 1039 sq.", is not authentic. Opinions
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In a great number of sessions and discussions they sought.

to demonstrate the errors of Paul, and entreated him to return

to orthodoxy ; but the latter, cleverly dissembling his doctrine,

protested that he had never professed such errors, and that he

had always followed the apostolic dogmas. After these de-

clarations, the bishops being satisfied, thanked God for this

harmony, and separated.
1

But they found that they were soon obliged to assemble again

at Antioch. Firmilian appears to have presided over this fresh

assembly, as he had over the first: its exact date is not certainly

known. The Synod explicitly condemned the new doctrine

introduced by Paul. As, however, Paul promised to renounce

.•and retract his errors (as he had absolutely rejected them as

his in the first Synod), Firmilian and the bishops allowed

.themselves to be deceived a second time.
2

Paul did not keep his promise, and soon, says Theodoret,
3

the report was spread that he professed his former errors as

before. However, the bishops would not cut him off imme-

diately from communion with the Church : they tried again

to bring him back to the right way by a letter which they

.-addressed to him; 4 and it was only when this last attempt

had failed that they assembled for the third time at Antioch,

. are there attributed to Paul which he did not profess ; as, for example, that of

two Christs, of two Sons : the name of mother of God is often given to Mary, and

the whole betrays a period later than Nestorius. None of the ancients knew

of this letter. Cf. Remi Ceillier, iii. 277 ; Mbhler, Patrol, i. S. 632 ; Walch,

JCetzergesch. ii. S. 71 ff., 83 if.

4 Theodoret, I.e.; Euseb. vii. 28. 2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. 3
I.e.

4 Theodoret, I.e. The Jesuit Turrianus discovered a pretended letter from six

bishops of the Synod of Antioch, addressed to Paul of Samosata, containing a

complete creed, and ending with the demand that Paul should declare whether

he agreed with it or not. This letter was first quoted in Latin by Baronius, ad

ann. 266, n. 4, and taken for genuine. It is given in Greek and Latin by

Mansi, i. 1033 ; and the creed which it contains is most accurately reproduced

by Hahn, Biblioth. d. Symb. 1842, S. 91 ff. The letter in question was regarded

as genuine by Mansi in his notes on Natalis Alexander, Hist. Eccl. iv. 145,

Venet. 177S ; but its genuineness was called in question by Dupin (Nouvelle

Bibliotheque, etc., i. 214), by Remi Ceillier {Histoire des auteurs sacris, iii. 607),

and still more by Gottfried Lumper (Historia theol. crit. xiii. 711), for these

reasons : 1. The letter was unknown by the ancients ; 2. Paul of Samosata is

spoken of in a friendly manner in the letter, although, as a matter of fact,

several years before Dionvsius the Great of Alexandria would not even name

him, and Paul had by this time become much worse ; 3. The letter is signed by



SYNODS CONCERNING PAUL OF SAMOSATA. 121

towards the close of the year 2G9.1 Bishop Firmilian died at

Tarsus in going to this Synod. According to Athanasius, the

number of assembled bishops reached seventy, and eighty

according to Hilarius.
2 The deacon Basil, who wrote in the

fifth century,
3
raises it even to a hundred and eighty. Fir-

milian being dead, Helenus presided over the assembly, as we
are expressly assured by the Libcllus Synodicus* Besides

Helenus, Hymenseus of Jerusalem, Theotecnus of Csesarea in

Palestine, Maximus of Bostra, Nicomas of Iconium, and others,

were present. Among the priests who were present at the

Synod, Malchion was especially remarkable, who, after having

taught rhetoric with much success at Antioch, had been

ordained priest there on account of the purity of his manners

and the ardour of his faith. He was chosen by the bishops

assembled at Antioch as the opponent in discussion of Paul

of Samosata, on account of his vast knowledge and his skill

in logic. The notaries kept an account of all that was said.

These documents still existed in the time of Eusebius and of

Jerome ; but we have only some short fragments preserved

by two writers of the sixth century—Leontius of Byzantium

and Peter the deacon.

only six bishops, whilst ten times that number were present at the Synod ; 4. In

this letter Hymenams of Jerusalem is named as president, while we know that

it was Helenus of Tarsus who presided at the third Synod of Antioch. Never-

theless, more recently, Halm (I.e.) has adduced the creed contained in this letter

as genuine ; but Dorner (Lehre v. der Person Clirlsti, 13d. i. S. 767, note 38 ; Eng.

ed. of Clark, A, ii. 10 ff. ) shows that the proposition of this creed, "There are

aiot two Christs," could have no reference to Paul of Samosata (cf. also Walch,

Ketzerldst. Bd. ii. S. 117). Some learned men have ascribed the letter to the

first Antiochene Synod, which is even less possible. It might rather have been

published before or during the third S}'nod by six of its members. Even if it

is genuine, it is impossible to prove that it is identical with the letter quoted

above from Theodoret, and intended to bring back Paul to the truth.
1 We can determine this date, because we know that of the death of Firmilian,

and of Dionysius of I!ome : the latter died 26th December 267. Cf. Lumper,

Hist. Tlieol. xiii. 714. srp ; and Pagi, Critica in Annul. Baron, ad ami. 271,

Ho. 2.

2 Athan. de Synodis, n. 43, vol. i. P. ii. p. 605, ed. Patav. ; Hilar. Pictav.

de Synodis, n. S6, p. 1200.
3 In the acts of the Synod of Ephesns. Hard. I.e. i. 1335.
4 In Hard. I.e. v. 1498 ; and Mansi, I.e. i. 1099.
1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30.

' In the Bibl. maxima PP., Lugdun., ix. 19G, 703 ; and in Mansi, I.e. i. 1102.



122 HISTORY. OF THE COUNCILS.

In these disputations Paul of Samosata was convicted of

error. The Council deposed him, excommunicated him,
1 and

chose in his place Domnus, son of his predecessor Demetrian

Bishop of Antioch. Before dissolving itself, the Council sent

to Dionysius Bishop of Home, to Maximus of Alexandria, and

to the bishops of all the provinces, an encyclical letter, which

we still possess in greater part, in which was an account of

the errors and manners of Paul of Samosata, as well as of the

deliberations of the Council respecting him.
2

It is there said,

" that Paul, who was very poor at first, had acquired great

riches by illegal proceedings, by extortions and frauds, pro-

fessedly promising his protection in lawsuits, and then de-

ceiving those who had paid him. Besides, he was extremely

proud and arrogant: he had accepted worldly employments,

and preferred to be called duccnarius rather than bishop;
3 he

always went out surrounded by a train of servants. He was

reproached with having, out of vanity, read and dictated letters

while walking ; with having, by his pride, caused much evil

to be said of Christians; with having had a raised throne

made for him in the church; with, acting in a theatrical

manner—striking his thigh, spurning things with his foot,

persecuting and scorning those who during his sermons did

not join with the clappers of hands bribed to applaud him

;

with having spoken disparagingly of the greatest doctors of

the Church, and with applause of himself; with having sup-

pressed the Psalms in honour of Christ, under the pretext that

they were of recent origin, to substitute for them at the feast

of Easter hymns sung by women in his honour ; with having

caused himself to be praised in the sermons of his partisans,

priests and chorepiscopi. The letter further declared that

1 Baronius says, ad aim. 265, n. 10, that Paul of Samosata had been con-

demned before by a synod at Rome under Pope Dionysius. He was deceived by

the ancient and false Latin translation of Athan. de Synodis, c. 43.

2 In Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30; in Mansi, I.e. t. i. p. 1095, and Hard. I.e.

t. i. p. 195. According to S. Jerome, Catal. Script, eccles. c. 71, the priest

Malchion edited this synodical letter. In Euseb. I.e. we also read at the head

of this letter the name of one Malchion, but side by side with other names of

the bishops, so that it is dcubtful whether this Malchion is the priest of whom

we are speaking, or a bishop of that name.
;! The functionaries were thus named who annually claimed a revenue of ducenta

rnsterlia.
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he had denied that the Son of God descended from heaven,

hut that he personally had allowed himself to be called an

angel come from on high ; that, besides, he had lived with

the siibintroductce, and had allowed the same to his clergy.

If he could not be reproached with positive immorality, he

had at least caused much scandal. Finally, he had fallen into

the heresy of Artemon ; and the Synod had thought it suffi-

cient to proceed only on this last point. They had therefore

excommunicated Paul, and elected Dommis in his place. The

Synod prayed all the bishops to exchange the liltcras com-

municatorias with Domnus, whilst Paul, if he wished, could

write to Artemon.1
It is with this ironical observation that

the great fragment of the synodical letter preserved by Euse-

bius terminates. It is thought that in Leontius of Byzantium2

are to be found some more fragments of this letter treating of

Paul's doctrine. Much more important is an ancient tradition,

that the Synod of Antioch must have rejected the expression

6fioovcrio$. This is, at least, what semi-Arians have main-

tained; whilst S. Athanasius says " that he had not the synodicai

letter of the Council of Antioch before his eyes, but that the

semi-Arians had maintained, in their Synod of Ancyra of 358,

that this letter denied that the Son was 6[aoov<tio<; t<Z irarpi."

What the semi-Arians affirmed is also reported by Basil the

Great and Hilary of Poitiers. Thus it is impossible to main-

tain the hypothesis of many learned men, viz. that the semi-

Arians had falsified the fact, and that there was nothing true

about the rejection of the expression ofioovcnos by the Synod

of Antioch. The original documents do not, however, show us

why this Synod of Antioch rejected the word 6/xoovo-ios ;
and

we are thrown upon conjectures for this point.

Athanasius says
4
that Paul argued in this way : If Christ,

from being a man, did not become God—that is to say, if He
were not a man deified—then He is 6/xoovaios with the Father;

but then three substances {ova-lab) must be admitted—one first

substance (the Father), and two more recent (the Son and the

1 EuseL. -vii. SO.

2 Mansi, i. 1102.
2 Athan. tie Synodis; c. 43 ; Opp. t. i. P. ii. p. 604, eJ. Pat.-vr.

* De Synodis, c. 45.
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Spirit) ; that is to say, that the divine substance is separated

into three parts.

In this case Paul must have used the word ojjlooikjios in

that false sense which afterwards many Arians attributed to

the orthodox : in his mind 6/xoov<r/o? must have signified the

possessor of a part of the divine substance, which is not the

natural sense of the word. Then, as Paul abused this expres-

sion, it may be that for this reason the Synod of Antioch

should absolutely forbid the use of the word opoovcnos. Per-

haps Paul also maintained that the o^oovaio^ answered much

hetter to his doctrine than to that of the orthodox : for he

•could easily name as o/jloovctlo^ with the Father, the divine

virtue which came down upon the man Jesus, since according

to him this virtue was in no way distinct from the Father

;

and in this case, again, the Synod would have sufficient ground

for rejecting this expression.
1

These explanations would be without any use if the two

•creeds which were formerly attributed to this Council of

Antioch really proceeded from it.
2 In these creeds the word

ofjboovaios is not only adopted, but great stress is laid upon it.

The two creeds also have expressions evidently imitated from

the Nicene Creed,—a fact which shows that they could not

have proceeded from the Synod of Antioch. If in 269 such

a, profession of faith in the mystery of the Holy Trinity had

been written at Antioch, the Fathers of Nica?a would have

had much easier work to do, or rather Arianism would not

have been possible.

We have already said that the synodical letter of the

Council of Antioch was addressed to Dionysius Bishop of

Piome. The Synod did not know that this Pope died in the

month of December 2 C 9 : thus the letter was given to his

1 Cf. the dissertation by Dr. Frohschammer, " iiber die Yerwerfung des

ipooitrios," in tlie Tubing. Theol. Quarlalschrlft, 1S50, Heft 1.

2 One is found in a document against Nestorius among the acts of the Council

of Ephesus, Hard. i. 1271 ; Mansi, iv. 1010. It contains a comparison between

Paul of Samosata and Nestorius. The second creed—said to be of Antioch, and

•directed against Paul of Samosata— is also found among the acts of the Synod

•of Ephesus, in Mansi, v. 175; Hard. i. 1639; in Hahn, BlbUoth. der Symbole,

S. 129 ff. Cf. on this point, Lumper, Hist. Theol. Crlt. xiii. 723, 720, Not.

•a; Walch, Ketzerhist. Bd ii. S. 119.
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successor, Felix I., who 1 wrote immediately to Bishop Maximus
and the clergy of Alexandria to define the orthodox faith of

the Church with greater clearness against the errors of Paul

of Samosata.2

Paul continued to live in the episcopal palace, notwith-

standing his deposition, being probably supported by Zenobia

;

and he thus obliged the orthodox to appeal to the Emperor
Aurelian after this prince had conquered Zenobia and taken

Antioch in 272. The Emperor decided that "he should

occupy the episcopal house at Antioch who was in connection

with the bishops of Italy and the see of Borne." Paul was
then obliged to leave his palace with disgrace, as Eusebius

relates.
3

We have up to this time spoken of three Synods of Antioch,

all of them held with reference to Paul of Samosata ; but a

certain number of historians
4

will admit only two, as we
think, wrongly.5 The synodical letter of the last Council of

Antioch says distinctly that Firmilian went twice on this

account to Antioch, and that on his third journey to be pre-

sent at a new synod, consequently at a third, he died.
6 As

the synodical letter is the most trustworthy source which caiv

be quoted in this case, we ought to prefer its testimony tO'

Theodoret's account, who mentions only two Synods of Antioch.7
"

As for Eusebius, whose authority has been quoted, it is true

that he first mentions s only one synod, then in the following

chapter another Synod of Antioch; but this other he does

not call the second—he calls it the last. What he says in

the twenty-seventh chapter shows that he united into one

only the first and second Synods. " The bishops," he says,

" assembled often, and at different periods." But even if

Eusebius had spoken of only two synods, his testimony would
evidently be of less value than the synodical letter.

It is with these Synods of Antioch that the councils of

the third century terminate. The Libcllus Sijnodicus
9

cer-

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. SO in fin. 2 Mansi, i. 1114.
3 Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. * eg Lnmper, I.e. p. 708, Not. x.
5 Cf. Remi Ceillier, I.e. p. 599; andWalch, Hist, der Kirchcnversamml. S. 113.
6 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. i Hceret. fabulce, lib. ii. c. S.
8 Lib. vii. 23. 9 In Hard. v. 1498 ; Mausi, i. 112S.
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tainly mentions anothei synod held in Mesopotamia ; but it

was only a religious conference between Archelaus Bishop of

Carchara (or, more correctly, Caschara) in Mesopotamia, and

the heretic Manes.1 As for the pretended Eastern Synod in

the year 300, in 'which the patriarchs of Rome, of Constanti-

nople (an evident anachronism), of Antioch, and of Alexandria,

are said to have granted to the Bishop of Seleucia the dignity

of patriarch of the whole of Persia, it is a pure invention.
2

1 The acts of this discussion have been given by Zacagni in his Collectanea

Monumeniorum Veteris Ecclesiai; they are found in Mansi, i. 1129-1226. A

frasrment of this discussion is also found in the Sixth Catechesis of S. Cyril of

Jersualem ; Mansi, I.e. p. 1226. On the authenticity of these acts, cf. Mosbeim,

Commcntar. de rebus Christianorum ante Constant. M. p. 729.

* Mansi, i. 1245.



CHAPTER III.

THE SYNODS OF THE FIRST TWENTY YEARS OF THE FOURTH

CENTURY.

Sec. 10. Pretended Synod of Sinucssa (303).

IF the document which tells us of a Synod of Sinuessa

(situated between Home and Capua) could have any

pretension to authenticity,
1
this Synod must have taken place

about the beginning of the fourth century, in 3 3. It says :

The Emperor Diocletian had pressed Marcellinus Bishop of

Rome to sacrifice to the gods. At first stedfast, the bishop

had finally allowed himself to be dragged into the temple

of Vesta and of Isis, and there offered incense to the idols.

He was followed by three priests and two deacons, who
fled the moment he entered the temple, and spread the re-

port that they had seen Marcellinus sacrificing to the gods.

A Synod assembled, and Marcellinus denied the fact. The

inquiry was continued in a crypt near Sinuessa, on account

of the persecution. There were assembled many priests, no

fewer than three hundred bishops ; a number quite impossible

for that country, and in a time of persecution. They first

of all condemned the three priests and the two deacons for

having abandoned their bishop. As for the latter, although

sixty-two witnesses had sworn against him, the Synod would

not pronounce judgment : it simply demanded that he should

confess his fault, and judge himself ; or, if he was not guilty,

that he should pronounce his own acquittal. On the morrow

fresh witness arose against Marcellinus. He denied again.

The third day the three hundred bishops assembled, once

more condemned the three priests and the two deacons, called

up the witnesses again, and charged Marcellinus in God's

1 Inserted in Mansi, Collect. Concil. i. 1250 sq. ; Hard. Coll. i. 217 sqq.
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name to speak the truth. He then threw himself on the

ground, and covering his head with ashes, loudly and re-

peatedly acknowledged his sin, adding that he had allowed

himself to be bribed by gold. The bishops, in pronouncing

judgment, formally added : Marcellinus has condemned him-

self, for the occupant of the highest see cannot be judged by

any one (prima scdcs non judicatur a quoquam). The conse-

quence of this Synod was, that Diocletian caused many bishops

who were present at it to be put to death, even Pope Mar-

cellinus himself, on the 23d of August 303.

This account is so filled with improbabilities and evidently

false dates, that in modern times Roman Catholics and Pro-

testants have unanimously rejected the authenticity of it.

Before that, some Roman Catholics were not unwilling to>

appeal to this document, on account of the proposition, prima

scdcs non judicatur a quoquam. The Roman breviary itself has

admitted the account of Marcellinus' weakness, and of the

sacrifice offered by him.1 But it is beyond all doubt that this

document is an amplification of the falsehood spread by the

Donatists about the year 400. They maintain that during

Diocletian's persecution Marcellinus had delivered up the Holy

Scriptures, and sacrificed to the idols,— a falsehood which

Augustine and Theodoret had already refuted.
2

Sec. 11. Synod of Cirta (305).

If the Donatists have invented the Synod of Sinuessa,

which never took place, they have, on the other hand, con-

tested the existence of a Council which was certainly held in

305 at Cirta in Numidia. This Synod took place on the

occasion of the installation of a new bishop of this town.3

1 Nocturn. ii. 2Gtli April.

2 Augustine, De unico Bajitlsmo contra PetlUanum, c. 16; Theodoret, Hist.

Eccl. lib. i. c. 2. Details respecting the spuriousness of this document, and

upon this whole question, are to be found in Pagi, Grit, in Annales Baronii,

ad ami. 302, n. 18; Papebroch, in the Acta sanct. in Propyl. Mar/, vol. viii. ;

Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. ste.c. iii. diss. xx. vol. iv. p. 135, ed. Yenet. 177S
;

Itemi Ccillier, Hist, des auteurs sacrds, t. iii. p. 681. Sec, for Protestant

authors, Bower, Gesch. d. Papste, Bd. i. S. 6S ft'. ; Walch, Hist. d. Papste, 8.

68 11. ; Hist, der KircJicnvers. S. 126.

' Now Constantiue.
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Secundus Bishop of Tigisium, the oldest of the eleven "bishops

present, presided over the assembly. A short time before,

an edict of Diocletian had enacted that the sacred writings

should be given up ; and a multitude of Christians, and even

bishops, had proved weak, and had obeyed the edict. Most of

the bishops present at Cirta were accused of this fall ; so that

the president could say to almost all of them, when question-

ing them according to their rank, Dicitur U tradidisse. They
acknowledged themselves to be guilty, adding, one that God
had preserved him from sacrificing to the idols (which would
have been doubtless a much greater fall) ; another, that in-

stead of the sacred books he had given up books of medicine

;

a third, that he had been forced by violence, and so forth.

All implored grace and pardon. The president then demanded
of Purpurius Bishop of Limata, if it was true that he had
killed two of his nephews. The latter answered, "Do you
think you can terrify me like the others ? What did you do

then yourself, when the curator commanded you to give up
the Holy Scriptures?" This was to reproach him with the

crime for which he was prosecuting the others ; and the pre-

sident's own nephew, Secundus the younger, addressed his

uncle in these words :
" Do you hear what he says of you ?

He is ready to leave the Synod, and to create a schism : he
will have with him all those whom you wish to punish, and
I know that they have reasons for condemning you." The
president asked counsel from some of the bishops : they per-

suaded him to decide that " each one should render an account

to God of Ins conduct in this matter (whether he had given

up the Holy Scriptures or not)." All were of the same opinion,

and shouted, Deo gratias !

This is what is told us in the fragment of the synodical

acts preserved by S. Augustine in the third book of his work
against the Donatist Cresconius.

1 We also learn from this

fragment, that the Synod was held in a private house belong-

ing to Urbanus Donatus, during the eighth consulate of Dio-
cletian and the seventh of Maximian, that is to say, in 303.
Optatus of Mileve,2 on the other hand, gives to this Donatus
the surname of Carisius, and tells us that they chose a private

1 Contra Cresc. c. 27. 3 Hist. Donatist. lib. i.

I
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house because the churches of the town had not yet "been

restored since the persecution. As for the chronological

question, S. Augustine says in another place, that the copy of

the synoclical acts, which was carefully examined on occasion

of the religious conference of Carthage with the Donatists,

was thus dated : 'post considatum Dioclctiani navies ct Mctxi-

miani octics, tertio nonas Martis} that is to say, March 5, 305.

That is, in fact, the exact date, as Valesius has proved in

his notes upon the eighth hook of the History of the Church

by Eusebius, ch. 2. ISTatalis Alexander has also written a

special dissertation upon this subject in his History of the

Church?

When the affair respecting the bishops who had yielded up

the Holy Scriptures had been decided, they proceeded to the

election of the new Bishop of Cirta. The bishops nominated

the deacon Silvanus, although, as is proved by a fragment of

the acts preserved by S. Augustine,3 he had delivered up the

sacred boohs in 303, together with his bishop Paul. This

Silvanus and some others among the bishops assembled at

Cirta, after having been so indulgent towards themselves,

afterwards became the chiefs of the rigorous and exaggerated

party of the Donatists, who saw traditores everywhere, even

where there were none.

Sec. 12. Synod of Alexandria (306).

Almost at the same period, perhaps a year later, a synod

was held at Alexandria, under the presidency of Peter, then

archbishop of that place. The Bishop of Lycopolis, Meletius,

author of the Meletian schism, was, as S. Athanasius tells us,

deposed by this Synod for different offences; and among others,

1 Augustine, Breviculus coUatlonls c. Donatlstis, collat. diei Illlice, c. 17,

n. 32, viii. 643, ed. Migne.
2 Hist. Eccles. stec. iv. diss. ii. 340, ed. Venet. 1778.

3 Contra Cres. lib. iii. c. 29. Baronius, ad aim. 303, n. 6, concludes from

this fragment that the Synod of Cirta first elected Paul as bishop of that place.

Baronius had, in fact, remarked that Paul had yielded up the Holy Scriptures

in 303, being then Bishop of Cirta. But he is mistaken in supposing that this

Synod had taken place in the spring of 303. The passage from the document

preserved by Augustine, contra Crescon. iii. 29, ought to have proved to him

that Paul was already Bishop of Cirta when the persecution began, consequently

before the assembling of the Synod.
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for having sacrificed to idols.
1 These last words show that

this Synod took place after the outbreak of Diocletian's per-

secution, consequently after 303. S. Athanasius further adds,

in his Ejristola ad cpiseopos :
" The Meletians were declared

schismatics more than fifty-five years ago." This letter having

been written in 356 or in 361, the latter date would give

the year 306 as that of the Synod ; and this is the date which

we adopt. For on the other hypothesis (reckoning from the

year 356) we should be brought to 301, when the persecu-

tion of Diocletian had not begun.2

To the beginning of the fourth century belongs the

Sec. 13. Synod of Elvira (305 or 306).

This Synod has been, more than any other, an occasion for

many learned researches and controversies. The principal

work on the subject is that by the Spaniard Ferdinand de-

Mendoza, in 1593; it comprises three books, the title of which

is. dc confirmando concilio Illiberitano ad Clcmcntcm viii.
3 The

best text of the acts of this Council is found in the Collcctio

canonum Ecclcsice Hispancc, by Franc. Ant. Gonzalez, librarian

(Madrid 1808, in folio). It was compiled from nine ancient

Spanish manuscripts. Brims has reproduced it in his Bibliotli.

cedes.
4

Pliny the elder speaks of two towns named Illiberis : the

one in Gallia rTarbonensis, which is now called Collioure, in

Eoussillon (now French) ; the other in the south of Spain, in

the province Bcetica, now Andalusia.5 As it is a Spanish

council, there can be no question but that it was the latter-

town, as Illiberis in Karbonne had been demolished long

before the time of Constantine the Great. Mendoza relates,

that in his day the remains of walls bearing the name of

Elbira might still be seen on a mountain not far from Granada
;

and the gate of Granada, situated in this direction, is called

the gate of Elbira,
6 There is also another Eliberis, but it

1 Athanas. Apolog. cont. Avian, c. 59, vol. i. P. i. p. 140, ed. Patav.
'-' Upon this question of chronology, and upon the Meletian schism, cf. a dis-

sertation by Dr. Hefele in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer and Welte, Bd. vii.

S. 38. Dom Ceillier adopts the year 301, Hist., etc., iii. 678.

3 Mansi, Collect. Cone. ii. 57-397. * Vol. i. P. ii. p. 1 sq.

5 Plin. Hist. Nat. lib. iii. c'. \, 4 fi Mendoza in Mansi, p. 5S.
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dates only from the conquest of the Goths. Illibems, with

a double I and a double r, is the true one, according to

Mendoza.1

The s)rnodical acts, whose genuineness could be doubted

only by hypercriticism,
2 mention nineteen bishops as present

at the Council. According to a Codex Pitlwanus of its acts,

their number must have reached forty-three. The nineteen

are : Felix of Acci (Cadiz), who, probably as being the eldest,

was nominated president of the Synod ; Hosius 3
of Corduba,

afterwards so famous in the Arian controversy as Bishop

of Cordova; Sabinus of Hispalis (Seville), Camerismus of

Tucci, Sinaginis of Epagra (or Bigerra), Secundinus of Castulo,

Pardus of Mentesa, Flavian of Eliberis, Cantonius of Urci,

Liberius of Emerita, Valerius of C?esaraugusta (Saragossa),

Decentius of Legio (Leon), Melantius of Toledo, Januarius of

Fibularia (perhaps Salaria in Hispania Tarraconcnsis), Vincent

of Ossonoba, Quintianus of Elbora, Successus of Eliocroca,

Eutychian of Basti (Baza), and Patricius of Malacca. There

were therefore bishops from the most different parts of Spain

;

so that we may consider this assembly as a synod representing

the wdiole of Spain. The acts also mention twenty-four

priests, and say that they were seated at the Synod like the

bishops, whilst the deacons and the laity stood up. The

decrees proceeded only from the bishops ; for the synodical

acts always employed this formula : Episcopi imtiersi clixcrunt.

1. As for the date of this Synod, the acts tell us that it wras

celebrated, which means opened, at the Ides of May ; that

is, on the loth May. The inscriptions on the acts also give

the following particulars : Constantii temporibus eclitum, coclcvi

tempore quo ct Niavna synoclus habita est. Some of the acts

add: era 3G2.4

Of course it refers to the Spanish era, which began to be

used in Spain in the fifth century : it counted from the

1 Mendoza in Mansi, pp. 58,' 59.

- Doubts have been raised, especially by Berardi (Gradiani Ccnwnes gemrini

<ab apocryplds discreti, etc., i. 24, ed. Taur.'n. 1752) and by Marcellin Mol-

kenbuhr (Diss, cr'dica de concil. Trullano Elibcritano, c. Monast. 1791). CC
Katholik, 1819, Bd. ii. S. 419.

3 Or Osius.

4 Bibliotheca Eccles. ed. Bruns, vol. i. P. ii. pp. 1, 2 ; Mansi, Cdlcd. cone. ii. 1.
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thirty- eighth year before Christ, so that the year 362 of the

Spanish era corresponds to 324 of our reckoning.1 This date

of 324 answers to that of the Council of Nica?a (325), also

mentioned in the inscription on the synodical acts ; but the

tempore Constantii does not agree with it, at least unless we

should read Constantini. But there are very strong objections

against this chronological reading.

a. Most of the ancient manuscripts of these synodical acts

do not bear any date : one would therefore be led to conclude

that this had been added at a later time.
2

b. Bishop Hosius of Corduba, named among the bishops

present at the Synod, was not in Spain in 324 : he passed

the whole of that year either at the Emperor's court (in Nico-

meclia) or at Alexandria. Constantine the Great, with whom
he was,

3
after the defeat of Licinius, consequently in the:

autumn of 323 or in the spring of 324, sent him to that,

place in order to try to settle the Arian strife. Hosius not.

being able to succeed in his mission, returned to the Emperor

-

as counsellor on ecclesiastical matters, and immediately after-

wards he took part in the first (Ecumenical Council of Nicaea,.

in 32 5.
4

c. A long time previous to 323 and 324 Hosius had left

Spain, and he generally resided with the Emperor. It is

known 5
that after the close of the Council of Aries, in 314^

the Donatists appealed from the judgment of the Council to

the Emperor Constantine the Great. The sentence given by the

Emperor in 3 1 6 having been against them, they spread the

report that it was Hosius of Cordova who had influenced the

Emperor in his judgment. Augustine, in relating this fact,.,

adds that Hosius had, on the contrary, suggested to the Emperor

more moderate measures than the Donatists deserved.
6

Hosius..

was then at the imperial court, at the latest, in 316: a decree-

1 Cf. the article sEra, by Dr. Hefele, Kirchenlex. of Wetzer u. Welte, Bd. U
S. 115.

2 Cf. Mendoza in Mansi, I.e. 66, 73 ; and Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccles. saec. iii.

diss. 21, art. i. p. 136, vol. iv. ed. Venet. 1778.

3 Sozom. Hist. Eccles. i. 16, and Euseb. Vita Const, ii. 63.

4 Cf. Tubing. Quartalschrift, 1851, S. 221 sq.

5 Cf. in the Kirchenlex. Dr. Hefele's article on the Donatists, Bd. iii. S. 257 (

• A'ig. contra Parmenian. lib. i. c. 8, ix. 43, cd. Migne,
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which Constantine addressed to Cecilian Bishop of Carthage

in 313, and in which he mentions Hosius, would even lead us

to conclude that the Spanish bishop was with Constantine

in 313.1

d. We must also notice, that the purport of several canons

of Elvira cannot agree with this date of 324.

(a.) Several of these canons appear, indeed, to have been

compiled during or soon after a violent persecution, in which

several Christians had apostatized. We say during, or soon

after ; but it is more likely that it was soon after : for during

a persecution, bishops from the most distant provinces of

Spain, from the north and the south, could hardly assemble

in the same place. Now the last persecution of the Spanish

Christians by the Emperors was that of Diocletian and of

Maximianus Herculeus, from 303 to 305.

(/3.) The decisions of Elvira about the lapsi are much more

rigorous than those of Niccea : thus the first canon of Elvira

forbids that the holy communion should be administered to the

lapsi, even in articulo mortis. This severity evidently indicates

a date prior to that of the Synod of Nicoea. Such severity

during a persecution, or immediately after, could be explained,

but not so twenty years later.

2. It was indeed this severity of the canons of Elvira with

:regard to the lapsi which suggested to the oratorian Morinus

the hypothesis which he propounds in his book de Pamitentia}

viz. that the Synod of Elvira must have assembled before the

origin of the Novatian schism, about 250 ;
otherwise the

Fathers of Elvira, by their first canon, must have taken the

side of the Novatians. But the severity of the Novatians is

very different from that of the Synod of Elvira. The JSTova-

tians pretended that the Church had not the right to admit to

the communion a Christian who had apostatized: the Fathers

of Elvira acknowledged this right ; they wished only that in

certain cases, for reasons of discipline, she should suspend the

exercise of this right, and delay the admission, non despcra-

tione venice, scd rigore disciplined We must add, that about

1 In Nieeph. Hist. Eccles. vii. 42, quoted by Mendoza, I.e. p. 63.

2 Lib. ix. c. 19.

8 Nat. Alex. I.e. Propos. ii. 137, 145, nota ; and Migne, Diclionnaire, i. 813.
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250 Hosius and the other bishops present at the Council of

Elvira were not yet born, or at any rate they were not among
the clergy.

3. The hypothesis of the Magdeburg Centuriators, which
places the Synod of Elvira in the year 700, is still more
unfortunate. To give such dates, is to make Hosius and his

colleagues of Elvira into true Methuselahs of the new cove-

nant.

4. Following the Fasti of Onuphrius, Hardouin has adopted

the date 313, giving especially as his reason, that the canons

of the Council of Aries in 314 have much in common with

those of Elvira. But this is extremely feeble reasoning ; for

they might easily profit by the canons of Elvira at Aries, even
if they were framed ten or twenty years previously. Besides,

Hosius, as we have seen above, appears to have left his native

country, Spain, in 313.1

5. Baluze has propounded another theory. At the Council

of Sardica (eleventh canon in Greek, fourteenth canon in

Latin), Hosius proposed a law (on the subject of the Sunday
festival), which had been before proposed in a former council

(superiorc concilio). This is an allusion to the twenty-first

canon of the Council of Elvira. Baluze remarks, that since

Hosius calls the Council of Elvira supcrius concilium, this

Council must have taken place before the Council of Nicsea,

which, with Hosius, when the Council of Sardica was held,

was only the concilium postrcmum. The reasoning of Baluze

can be maintained up to this point ; but afterwards, from
some other indications, he wishes to conclude that the Synod
of Elvira took place after those of Ancyra and of Xeo-
cresarea

; consequently between 314 and 325. 2 This latter

part of his proof is very feeble ; and besides, he has en-

tirely forgotten that Hosius was not in Spain between 314
and 325.

6. Mansi thinks that the Synod of Elvira took place in

309. It is said in the acts, he remarks, that the Council

was held in the Ides of May. Xow in 309 these Ides fell on
a Sunday ; and at this period they began to hold synods on a

2 Cf. the note by Baluze in Mansi, I.e. p. 1, not. 2.

2 ilansi, I.e. p. 3, note. t
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Sunday, as the example of Nicsea shows.1 This last observa-

tion is not exact. The Council of Xicasa requires in the

fifth canon, that two synods should be celebrated annually,

—

one durin^ Lent, the other in the autumn ; but there is no-

where anv mention of Sunday. The apostolic canons, Xo. ob

(38), give the same meaning :
" The first synod shall be held

in the fourth week after Pentecost ; the second on the 12th

of the month Hyperberataios." Here also, then, there is no

mention of Sunday; the 12th of the month Hyperberataios

might fall upon any day of the week. In the statutes of the

- nod of Antioch in 341, Sunday is not prescribed more than

any other day.

7. The calculation of Mendoza, of Xatalis Alexander, of

Tillemont, of d'Aguirre, of Eemi Ceillier, etc.,
2 appears to us

more defensible : they all proceed upon the fact that Valerius

Bishop of Saragossa, who, we know from the acts, was present

at the Synod, was persecuted in 304, with his deacon Vincent,

by the lioman praetor Dacian. The deacon was put to death,

and Valerius exiled ;"
3 afterwards he also was martyred, if we

mav believe an ancient tradition. They concluded from this,

that the Council of Elvira could not have taken place before

304, that is to say, before the arrest of Bishop Valerius ;
and

thev only disagreed upon the point whether the Council took

place at the commencement of the year 300 or 301 : d'Aguirre

even mentions the commencement of 303. The difficulty is,

that they place the Council of Elvira before the outbreak of

1 Cf. JIansi, note upon Alex. Nat. Hist. Eccles. I.e. p. 139, and his CoU.

Concil. ii. 22.

- Mendoza in Mansi, Coll. Condi, ii. 69, 73 ; Fat Alex. Hist. Eccles. sec. iii.

diss. 21, p. 138, ed. Tenet. 1776 ; Tillemont, Memoires, etc., vol. vii. in the

article Osius, pp. 137, 333, ed. Brux. 1732 ; .Aguirr. ComdL Hispan. L 210 sq.,

ii. 1 ; Ceillier, Hist, des aufeurs sacres, iii. 657. See above, p. 132.

: Acta 8. Vincentii, in Euinart, ed. Gal ra, ii. 343. We might be

-rised that there shonld be executions of Christians in Spain at this time,

since this province formed part of the empire of Cassar Constantius. But al-

though Constantins was personally favourable to the Christians, he was obliged

to conform to the Emperor's commands, as he was only the second personage in

the empire. Besides, he did not reside in Spain, but in Gaul ; and it was only

in Gaul, says Eusebius, that the Christians were spared, whilst in Spain and

in Britain the subordinate governors ordered the persecutions. Cf. Tillemont,

uohreg, etc., vol. v., Persecution of Diocletian, art. xxL and not xxii. pp.

25, 26, ed. Brux. 1732.
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the persecution : whilst, as has be 'I "before, several of the

canons were evidently -written jnst after a persecution, and

consequently could not have been promulgated between .;

and 304
8. The opinion, then, which appears to us the most prot

on this question, is the following : In May 3 5 Diocletian and

Alaximianus Herculeus had abdicated : and Constantius, cele-

brated for his benevolence towards the Christians, became
- "ereign ruler of Spain. The persecution, therefore, hav: «

ceased, the Spanish bishops could assemble at Elvira to deli-

berate, £:-:. respecting the treatment of the lap-si, which

was the chief subject of the canons which th y : ttned, and

also to seek for means against the invasion of moral eor-

ruption.

But i sail TTas not Valerius of Sarairosss id in

305 ? I do not think sa To prove it. Bezni Ceillier
1 appe Is

to Prudentius : but the I tfea loes not say a word of thf : r-

i torn of Valerius, either in his poem upon all the martyrs

of Saragossa in general, or in his poem upon Vincent in t -

lar. K Valerius bad] Tred, he would

tainly n : 1 ..we failed to say so.
3 Tl : ifValeri s was tiring

t the time of the abdication of I and }-Iaxrmian.

was und ubtedly recalled from exile by '. nsfcantius: and I

could thitr I ke ] art in the Synod of Elvira, which we thi -

fore place in the autumn of 3. ~. in Baron:

Binius in Mansi* and others, accept 3 .
". :ut on other grou: 3

than ours, whilst Pagi3
leaves the question undecided. The-

1
I.e. p. 557, not .".

2 Pruc - P _^- it. passi.: : -umtgmst.. a;

v. 7 7, n . . L Obbarii

:

" Inde,
~

.. ~: ji'~: ta ;
.

3erashi rantum | m;
I Bes '"-.'-

i.e. " The clergy of Su g ssa, the h: - • ".It :".".'.

Bishop Valerias . wen so sted&st, Oat Q I - \

- - toes I prove :'.
I
" '

• - hinself i - b L He pirdeipatc I i

triumph by '. - I ilendor:. «s forward elsewhere in pro-: I

ryrdom of E isl • - is : ..ken from m~.'~ in : . renees and tr. -

:. is, .uid therefore cannot be adduced as pre. :.

I un. 305. 39 sq. * YoL ii. p. .7.

* Ad ann. 305, n. 6.
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eighty-one canons of the Synod of Elvira are the follow-

ing

Can. 1. Be, his qui post baptismum idolis immolave-

runt.

Placuit inter nos : Qui post fidem baptism! salutaris adulta

tetate ad templum idoli idololaturus accesserit et fecerit, quod

est crimen capitale, quia est summi sceleris, placuit nee in

finem eum communionem accipere.

" If an adult who has been baptized has entered an idol's

temple, and has committed a capital crime, he cannot be

received into communion, even at the end of his life."

Several interpreters of this canon, among others Dr. Herbst,

who has explained the canons of Elvira in the Tubinger Quar-

talschrift,
1 have erroneously thought that we must understand

here by communio, not eucharistic communion, but only com-

munion with the Church, or sacramental absolution. This is

a mistake : the word communio does not mean only communion

with the Church, but sacramental communion as well. If any

one is excluded from the Church, and if they cannot receive

sacramental absolution, neither can they receive the holy

Eucharist.

Can. 2. Dc saccrdotibus gcntilium qui post baptismum immo-

laverunt.

Elamines, qui post fidem lavacri et regenerationis sacrifica-

verunt, eo quod geminaverint scelera accedente homicidio, vel

tripiicaverint facinus cohcerente moechia, placuit eos nee in

finem accipere communionem.

Can. 3. De eisdem si idolis munus tantum dedcrunt.

Item flamines qui non immolaverint, sed munus tantum

dederint, eo quod se a funestis abstinuerint sacrifices, placuit

in finem eis prsestare communionem, acta tamen legitima

pcenitentia. Item ipsi si post pcenitentiam fuerint mcechati,

1 See Mendoza, and the Bishop of Orleans, Gabriel de l'Aubespine. This

fragment is fiund in Mansi, ii. 35-55, 110-396. Herbst's explanations have

been analysed and criticised in the dissertation by Binterim upon the Synod of

Elvira, in the Kathollk of 1821, ii. 417-444.
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placuit ulterius his non esse dandaiu communionem ne lusisse

de dominica communione videantur.

CAN. 4. De eisdem si catechumeni adhuc immolant auando

bajrtizentur.

Item flamines si fuerint catechumeni et se a sacrificiis

abstinuerint, post triennii tempora placuit ad baptismum ad-

mitti debere.

The office of a fiamcn in the provinces of the Eoman Empire

consisted either in offering sacrifices to the gods, or in pre-

paring the public games. It was hereditary in many families
;

and as it entailed many expenses, he who was legally bound

to fill it could not give it up, even if he became a Chris-

tian, as is proved by the Code of Justinian, and S. Jerome's

work De Vita Hilarionis} It followed from this, that the

members of these families of flamines kept their office even

when they were catechumens or had been baptized ; but they

tried to give up the duties which it imposed, especially the

sacrifices. They consented still to continue to prepare the

public games. In the time of a persecution, the people gene-

rally wished to oblige them to offer sacrifices also. This Synod

decided on what must be clone with these flamines in the

different cases which might arise.

a. If they had been baptized, and if they had consented

to fulfil all their duties, they had by that act alone (a) sacri-

ficed to idols
; (/3) they had taken part in murders, by pre-

paring for the games (in the games of gladiators), and in acts

of immorality (in the obscene acts of certain plays).
2 Their

sin was therefore double and triple. Then they must be

refused the communion as long as they lived.

b. If they had been baptized, but if, without sacrificing,

they had only given the games, they might be received into

communion at the close of their life, provided that they should

1 Cf. Aubespine's notes in Mansi, I.e. p. 36.

2 The 30th, 31st, and 72d canons prove, that -with the Fathers of Elvira

mcechia signified immorality in general, rather than adultery properly so called.

Also adulterare in the title of the 13th canon is not adultery in specie, but

debauchery in general, with this difference, that the sin of a virgin consecrated

to God might be called adultery towards God, to whom she had been conse-

crated, and to whom she had been wanting in fidelity.
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have first submitted to a suitable penance. But if, after hav-

ing begun to do penance (that is the sense, and not after the

accomplishment of the penance), they should again be led into

any act of immorality (that is to say, if as namines they should

allow themselves to organize obscene plays), they should never

more receive the communion.

c. If a flamen was only a catechumen, and if, without sacri-

ficing, he had fulfilled his duties (perhaps also given the games),

he might be baptized after three years of trial.
1

Can. 5. Si clomina per zelum ancillam occidcrit.

Si qua fcemina furore zeli accensa flagris verberaverit ancil-

lam suam, ita ut intra tertium diem animam cum cruciatu

effundat, eo quod incertum sit voluntate an casu occiderit ; si

voluntate, post septem annos, si casu, post quinquennii tem-

pora, acta legitima pcenitentia, ad communionem placuit ad-

mitti
;
quod si intra tempora constituta fuerint infirmata,

accipiat communionem.

If, in anger, a woman should strike her servant, so that

the latter should die at the end of three days, the guilty

woman shall undergo a seven years' penance if she struck so

violently on purpose, and a five years' penance if she did not

do so on purpose to kill : she shall not be received into com-

munion till after this delay. If she should fall ill during

the time of her penance, she may receive the communion.

This canon was inserted in the Corpus juris can?

Can. 6. Si auicunque per malcficium homincm intcrfecerit.

Si quis vero maleficio interficiat alteram, eo quod sine idolo-

latria perficere scelus non potuit, nee in finem impertiendam

illi esse communionem.

By maleficio is here to be understood the deceits of magic

or sorcery, which they considered necessarily connected with

idolatry.

The following canon needs no explanation.

Can. 7. De poenitentihus mcecliiaz si rursus mcccliavcrint.

Si quis forte fidelis post lapsum mcechire, post tempora coi>

1 Cf. canon 55. ' C. 43, dist 1.
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stituta, acta pcenitentia, denuo fuerit fornicatus, placuit nee in

finem habere eum communionem.

Can. 8. De fceminis qiice rclictis viris suis aliis nubunt.

Item fcemina?, quae nulla prsecedente causa reliquerint viros

suos et alteris se copulaverint, nee in finem accipiant com-

munionem.

Some interpreters have thought that the question here was

that only of a Christian woman leaving her husband, still a

pagan, without any reason ; for under no pretext could she

leave a Christian husband to marry another. But the follow-

ing canon proves conclusively that the eighth canon speaks of

a Christian couple. If it adds without reason} that does not

mean that there exist any cases in which a woman could leave

her husband to marry another : the canon decrees only a more

severe punishment if she should abandon her husband without

reason ; whilst the following canon prescribes what punish-

ment to inflict in case she should leave her husband not

entirely without a cause (if, for example, the husband is an

adulterer).

The ninth canon, which has also been inserted in the Corpus

juris canon,
2
is thus worded :

—

Can. 9. De fceminis quce aclulteros maritos relinqiiunt et aliis

nubunt.

Item fcemina fidelis, quae adulterum maritum reliquerit

fidelem et alteram ducit, prohibeatur ne ducat ; si duxerit, non

prius accipiat communionem, nisi quern reliquit de sseculo

exierit, nisi forsitan necessitas infirmitatis dare compulerit.

The following canons are much more difficult to explain.

Can. 1 0. De relicta catccliumeni si alterum duxerit.

Si ea quam catechumenus relinquit duxerit maritum, potest

ad fontem lavacri admitti : hoc et circa fceminas catechumenas

erit observandum. Quodsi iuerit fidelis quse ducitur ab eo

1 Binterim thinks (I.e. p. 425) that sine causa means, "without the previous

judgment of the bishop."
s C. 8, causa xxxii. }. 7.
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qui uxorem inculpatam relinquit, et quum scierit ilium habere

uxorem, quam sine causa reliquit, placuit in finem liujusmodi

dari communionem.

Can. 11. De catccliumcna si graviter ccgrotaverit.

Intra quinquennii autem tempora catechumena si graviter

fuerit infirmata, dandum ei baptismum placuit non denegari.

These two canons are difficult to explain, because the section

between the two does not occupy its proper place. They treat

of two quite different cases, and each of these cases is sub-

divided into two others.

1. a, If a catechumen, without any cause, should leave his

wife, who has not yet been baptized, and if the latter should

marry another husband, she may be baptized.

b. In the same way, if a female catechumen should, with-

out reason, leave her husband, still unbaptized, and he

should marry again, he may be baptized.

Such is the first case. It supposes that the party who is

left without cause is not baptized. Here the tenth canon

should stop. What follows treats of another question, viz.

if the party who has unlawfully left the other can be married

again. The canon does not mention whether the party to be

married is baptized, or only a catechumen, and it establishes

the following :

—

2. a. If a Christian woman marries a man whom she knows

to have illegally divorced his wife, she may communicate

only on her deathbed. As a Christian, she ought to have

known that, according to S. Paul,
1 a Christian (and the cate-

chumen is here considered as such) cannot put away his

partner, though an unbeliever, if the latter wishes to continue

to live with him.

b. If a female catechumen marries a man who has illegally

divorced his wife, her baptism shall be put off five years

longer (a further period of trial), and she can be baptized before

that time only in case of a serious illness.

We think we have thus clearly and accurately explained

the sense of these two canons, which have given so much

trouble to commentators.

* l Coi vii. 12.
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Ca>t
. 12. Be mulicribus qiice Icnocinium fcccrint.

Mater vel parens vel qucelibet fidelis, si lenocinium exer-

cuerit, eo quod alienum vendiderit corpus vel potius suum,
placuit earn nee in finem accipere communionem.
We might have remarked on the two preceding canons, that

their titles are not quite adapted to their contents. It is the

same with this one. It threatens with perpetual excommuni-
cation those fathers and mothers who should give up their

children to prostitution, as well as all those who follow this

shameful trade. The words vel potius suum corpus, etc., how-
ever, evidently apply only to the parents of the young prosti-

tute : in fact, they sell their own flesh and blood in selling,

their daughter.

Can. 13. Be virginibus Bco sacratis si adulteravcrint.

Virgines quae se Deo dicaverunt, si pactum perdiderint vir-

ginitatis atque eidem libidini servierint, non intelligentes quid
admiserint, placuit nee in finem eis dandam esse communionem.
Quod si semel persuasce aut infirmi corporis lapsu vitiate

omni tempore vitoe sure hujusmodi fceminre egerint pcenitentiam,

ut abstineant se a coitu, eo quod lapsas potius videantur, placuit

eas in finem communionem accipere debere.

When virgins consecrated to God (whether nuns properly

so called, or young girls who have consecrated their youth to

God, still remaining in their families) have committed a carnal

sin without acknowledging their offence, and so continuing

obstinately in their blindness (for it is thus that we must
understand non intelligentes quid admiserint), they must remain
permanently excommunicated ; but if they should acknowledge
their sin, and do perpetual penance, without falling again, they
may receive the communion at the end of their life. This
canon was inserted in the Corpus juris can}

Can. 14. Be virginibus scccularibus si mcecliaverint.

Virgines quae virginitatem suam non custodierint, si eosdem
qui eas violaverint duxerint et tenuerint maritos, eo quod solas

nuptias violaverint, post annum sine poenitentia reconciliari

debebunt; vel si alios cognoverint viros, eo quod mcechatee
1 C. 2o. causa xxvii. q. 1. Cf. c. 19 of the Synod of Ancyra.
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sunt, placuit per quinquennii tempora, acta legitima pcenitentia,

admitti eas ad communionem oportere.

If a young girl who has taken no vows has committed a

carnal sin, and if she marries him with whom she has been

led away, she shall be reconciled at the end of one year, with-

out being condemned to penance; that is to say, she may
receive the communion at the end of one year, because she

lias violated only the marriage law, the rights of which she

(usurped before they were conferred upon her.

Some manuscripts read, 'post pcenitentiam unius anni rccon-

cilicntur ; that is to say, that one year's penance should be

imposed upon her. The difference between this reading and

ours is not important, for our reading also imposes on the

guilty one minor excommunication for a year ; that is to say,

privation of the communion, which we know was also a degree

of penance, namely, the fourth. The canon only exempts her

from the most severe degrees of excommunication, to which

were attached positive works of penance. The other reading

says nothing more. If this woman should marry any one

except him with whom she had fallen, she would commit a

sort of adultery, and ought to submit to five years of penance.

The three following canons forbid to marry pagans, Jews, or

heretics, and require no explanation :

—

Can. 15. Be conjugio corum qui ex gcntilitatc veniunt.

Propter copiam puellarum gentilibus minime in matri-

monium dandse sunt virgines Christianas, ne setas in flore

tumens in adulterium animoe resolvatur.

Can. 1 6. De pucllis fidclibus ne infidclibus conjungantur.

Hieretici si se transferre noluerint ad Ecclesiam catholicam,

nee ipsis catholicas dandas esse puellas; sed neque Judoeis

neque hsereticis dare placuit, eo quod nulla possit esse societa?

fideli cum infideli : si contra interdictum fecerint parentes,

abstineri per quinquennium placet.

Can. 1 7. De his qui fdias suas sacerclotibus gcntilium con-

jungunt.

Si qui forte sacerdotibus idolorum filias suas junxerint

placuit nee in finem iis dandam esse communionem.
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Can. 18. Dc saccrdotibus et minisiris si mcecltavcrint.

Episcopi, presbyteres (!) et diacones si in ministerio positi

detecti fuerint quod sint mcechati, placuit propter scandalum

et propter profanurn crimen nee in fineni eos communionem

accipere debere.

We must here, as in other places,
1 understand by mcechare,

not only adultery in specie, but all fornication in general.

Can. 19. Be clcricis ncgotia et mundinas scctantibus.

Episcopi, presbyteres (!) et diacones de locis suis negotiandi

causa non discedant, nee circumeuntes provincias qusestuosas

nundinas sectentur : sane ad victum sibi conquirendum aut

filium aut libertum aut mercenarium aut amicum aut qnem-

libet mittant, et si voluerint negotiari, intra provinciam nego-

tientur.

S. Cyprian,
2
in his work dc Zapsis, also complains that many

bishops left their churches and went into foreign provinces for

the sake of merchandise, and to give themselves up to trade.

Can. 20. De clcricis et laicis usurariis.

Si quis clericorum detectus fuerit usuras accipere, placuit

eum degradari et abstineri. Si quis etiam laicus accepisse

probatur usuras, et promiserit correptus jam se cassaturum nee

ulterius exacturum, placuit ei veniam tribui : si vero in ea

iniquitate duraverit, ab ecclesia esse projicienclum.
3

When we consider the seventeenth Mcene canon, which

also forbids lending money at interest, we shall speak of the

judgment of the ancient Church on this matter. The first

part of our canon has been inserted by Gratian in the Corpus

juris canon}

Can. 21. Dc Ids quitardius ad ccclcsiam acccdunt

Si quis in civitate positus tres dominicas ad ecclesiam non

accesserit, pauco tempore abstineatur, ut correptus esse videatur.

As we have said before,
5 Hosius proposed and had passed at

the Council of Sardica a like statute against those who neglected

1 Cf. can. 2.
2 P- 183, ed. Bened.

3 Cf. the art. by the author in the Tuhinr/er Quartalschrift, 1841, S. 405 ff.

* C. 5, dist. 47.
5 P- 135.

K
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to so to church. It is the eleventh canon of the Greek and

the fourteenth of the Latin text of the decrees of Sardica.

Can. 22. Dc catholicis in hccrcsim transcuntibus, si rcvcr-

tantur.

Si quis de catholica Ecclesia ad hseresim transitum fecerit

rursusque recurrent, placuit rmic pcenitentiam non esse dene-

gandam, eo quod cognoverit peccatum suum
;
qui etiam decern

annis agat pcenitentiam, cui post decern annos praestari com-

munio debet ; si vero infantes fuerint transducti, quod non suo

vitio peccaverint incunctanter recipi debent.

Can. 23. Dc tcmporibus jcjuniormn.

Jejunii superpositiones per singulos menses placuit celebrari,

-exceptis diebus duorum mensium Julii et Augusti propter

quorumdam infirmitatem.

The superponcre (vTrepriOecrOaC), or the supcrpositio {vTrep-

deais), was an extension or prolongation of the fast beyond

the usual duration (until the evening).
1

Can. 24. Dc Ms qui in pcvcgrc oaptizantur, id act clcrum non

vcniant.

Omnes qui in peregre fuerint baptizati, eo quod eorum

minime sit cognita vita, placuit ad clerum non esse promo-

vendos in alienis provinciis.

None could be admitted into the ranks of the clergy out of

the province in which he had been baptized. This canon

passed into the Corpus jur. can?

Can. 25. Dc qnstolis communicatoriis confcssorum.

Omnis qui attulerit literas confessorias, sublato nomine

confessoris, eo quod omnes sub hac nominis gloria pas-

sim concutiant simplices, communicatorias ei danda? sunt

litterse.

This canon has been interpreted in three ways. Mendoza,

Baronius, and others, when commenting upon it, thought of the

1 Binterim, DenhvurdlgJceitcn, Bd. v. Th. ii. S. 93 ;
Bohmer, Christlkhe

AltcrOmmswissenschaft; Bd. ii. S. 98.

* C. 4, dist. 98.
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letters of peace {libelli pads) which the martyrs and confessors

give to the lapsi, to procure for them a speedy reception into

the Church. These libelli pads, indeed, induced many bishops

to admit a lapsus too promptly ; but our canon does not speak
of this abuse : it does not complain that these letters deceived

the bishops : it says, coiicutiant simjrtiees. If the canon had
been intended to warn the bishops against these libelli pacis,

it would certainly not have said that they should give to the

lapsis communiccdorias litems ; for this was what was wrono-,

that they were admitted too soon to communion. Aubespine 1

and Herbst 2 were of the opinion that the canon had reference

to some Christians who, before going a journey, did not ask
for letters of communion from their bishop, but preferred

letters of recommendation given by their confessor, regarding

these as more important, and that this practice was forbidden

by one synod. This, again, is a mistake. The meaning of

the canon is this :
" If a Christian, wishing to take a journey,

submits to his bishop the draught of a letter of recommenda-
tion, in which it is said that the bearer is a confessor, the

bishop must erase the word confessor, sublato nomine confessoris,

because many simple people are deceived by this title, and the

bishop shall give common letters communicatorias." 3

Can. 26. lit omni sabbato jejunctur.

Errorem placuit corrigi, ut omni sabbati die superpositiones

celebremus.

The meaning of this canon also is equivocal. The title

seems to imply that it orders a severe fast every Saturday,
and the suppression of the contrary practice followed up to

that time. It is thus explained by Garsias in Binius 4 and
Mendoza.5 However, as the sixty-fifth apostolic canon pre-

scribes that, except Holy Saturday, no Saturday should be a
fast-day, our canon may also mean, "The ancient error of
fasting strictly every Saturday must be abolished

:

" that is to
1 In Mansi, ii. 42. 2 Quartalsch. 1821, S. 30.
3
CT. Eemi Ceillier, I.e. p. 665; Migne, Die. des Conciles, i. 820; and Dr.

Miinchen, "Abhandlung liber das erste Concil von Aries" (dissertation upon
the first Council of Aries), in the Bonner Zeitschrift fur Philosophic u. Thcoloaie
Heft 27

.",

Mansi, ii. 31. 5 jokL p<^
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say, the superpositio is ordered only for Holy Saturday ; and {br-

other Saturdays, as for Fridays, the statio only, that is to say,

the half-fast is ordered. But in comparing this canon with

the forty-third, where the same expressions are again found,

we see that the ut determines what was to be henceforth

observed, and not in what the error consisted. According to

that, our decree would mean that the supcrpositio must be

observed every Saturday, and we must adopt the explanation

of Garsias.

Can. 27. Be clericis ut cxtraneas fceminas in doino 11011

habcant.

Episcopus vel quilibet alius clericus aut sororem aut filiam

virginem dicatam Deo tantum sccum habeat ; extraneam

nequaquam habere placuit.

This canon is more severe than the third similar canon of

the Council oi Nicrea. It allows the clergy to have with them

in their house (ci) only their sisters, or their own daughters

;

(b) and also that these must be virgins, and consecrated to

God, that is, having vowed their virginity to God.1

Can. 28. Be oblcdionibus corum qui non communicant.

Episcopum placuit ab eo, qui non communicat, munus acci-

pere non debere.

In the same way as in the first canon, we must here under-

stand by those qui non communicant, Christians who, like peni-

tents or catechumens, are not in the commuvio (community),

and who therefore do not receive the holy Eucharist. The

meaning of the canon is :
" The bishop cannot accept at the

altar the offerings (oblata) of those who do not communicate."

Can. 29. Be energumenis qucdUcr habcantur in ccclcsia.

Energumenus qui ab erratico spiritu exagitur, hujus nomen

neque ad altare cum oblatione esse recitandum, nee permitten-

dum ut sua manu in ecclesia ministret.

This canon, like the seventy-eighth apostolic canon, excludes

demoniacs possessed by the evil spirit from active participation

in divine service : they cannot present any offerings ; their

1 C£. the nineteenth canon of Ancyra.
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names cannot be read among those who are inscribed in the

diptychs as offering the sacrifice (diptychis offerciitium) ; and
they must not be permitted to hold any office in the Church.1

Can. 30. Be his qui post lavacrum mcechati sunt, ne subdia-

concs fiant.

Subdiaconos eos ordinari non debere qui in adolescentia sua

fuerint mcechati, eo quod postmodum per subreptionem ad

altiorem gradum promoveantur : vel si qui sunt in prceterituni

©rdinati, amoveantur.

Can. 31. Be adolescentibus qui post lavacrum mazcliati sunt.

Adolescentes qui post iidem lavacri salutaris fuerint mcechati,

cum duxerint uxores, acta legitima pcenitentia placuit ad com-
munionem eos admitti.

These two canons need no explanation.

Can. 32. Be, excommunicatis prcsbyteris ut in necessitate

communionem dent.

Apud presbyterum, si quis gravi lapsu in ruinam mortis

incident, placuit agere pcenitentiam non debere, sed potius

apud episcopum : cogente tamen infirmitate necesse est pres-

byterem (!) communionem prnestare debere, et diaconem si ei

jusserit sacerdos.

This canon is quite in conformity with the ancient custom,

according to which the bishop only, and not a priest, could

receive a penitent into the Church. It was only in a case of

extreme necessity that a priest, or, according to the orders of

a priest, a deacon, could give a penitent the communion, that

is, could administer to him the eucharistic bread in siorn of

reconciliation : deacons often gave the communion in the

ancient Church.2 The title of the canon is evidently wrong,
and ought to be thus worded : Be prcsbyteris ut excommuni-
catis in necessitate, etc. It is thus, indeed, that Mansi read it

in several manuscripts.

1 Cf. below, the thirty-seventh canon.
2 Binterim (Katliollh, 1821, Bd. ii. S. 432 f.) thus understands this canon :

*' Even in a case of urgent necessity, the priest only ought to give the com-
munion ; but if he asks it, the deacon may help him."
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Can. 33. De episcopis ct ministris ut ab uxoribus cibstincant.

Placuit in totum prohibere episcopis, prcsbyteris et diaconi-

bus vel omnibus clericis positis in ministerio abstinere se a

conjugibus suis et non generare filios : quicunque vero fecerit,

ab bonore clericatus exterminetur.

This celebrated canon contains the most ancient command

of celibacy. The bishops, priests, and deacons, and in general

all the clergy, qui in ministerio positi sunt, that is, who are

specially employed in the service of the altar,
1 ought no longer

to have any conjugal intercourse with their wives, under pain

of deposition, if they were married when they took orders.

The history of the Council of Mccea will give us the oppor-

tunity of considering the question of celibacy in the primitive

Church. We will only add here, that the wording of our canon

is defective : -proliibere abstinere ct non- generare. The canon

seems to order what, on the contrary, it would prohibit, viz. :

" It is forbidden that the clergy should abstain from their

wives." A similarly inexact expression is found in the

eightieth canon.

Can. 34. Ne ccrei in cosmeteriis incendantur.

Cereos per diem placuit in ccemeterio non incendi, inquie-

tandi enim sanctorum spiritus non sunt. Qui haec non obser-

vaverint arceantur ab Ecclesire communione.

It is forbidden to light wax candles during the day in ceme-

teries, for fear of troubling the spirits of the saints. Garsias

thus explains this canon :
" for fear of troubling and distract-

ing the faithful, who pray in the cemeteries." He thus makes

sancti the synonym of faithful. Binterim has taken it in

the same sense :

2 sanctorum with him is synonymous with

sancta arjentium ; and he translates it, " so that the priests,.

who fulfil their lioly offices, may not be distracted." Baronius,

on the contrary, says :
" Many neophytes brought the custom

from paganism, of lighting many wax candles upon tombs.

1 That this is the true meaning, is seen from the parallel passage of the

Council of Carthage of 390, c. ii., where it is said that bishops, priests, and

Levites, vel qui sacramentis dlvinis hiserviunt, are pledged to celibacy. Hard.,

i. 951.

' Katholik, 1821, Bd. ii. S. 435.
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Tlie Synod forbids this, because metaphorically it troubles the

souls of the dead; that is to say, this superstition wounds

them." Aubespine gives a fourth explanation. He begins •

with the supposition that the bishops of Elvira partook of the

opinion, then very general, that the souls of the dead hovered

over their tombs for some time. The Synod consequently

forbade that wax candles should be lighted by day, perhaps

to abolish a remnant of paganism, but also to prevent the

repose of the souls of the dead from being troubled.
1

Can. 35. Nc fcemince in ccemctcriis pcrvigilcnt.

Placuit prohiberi ne fceniinae in ccemeterio pervigilent, eo

quod saepe sub obtentu orationis latenter scelera committunt.

Can. 36. Ncpicturcc in ccclcsia fiant.

Placuit picturas in ecclesia esse non debere, ne quod colitur

et adoratur in parietibus depingatur.

These canons are easy to understand : we have elsewhere

explained why the ancient Church did not tolerate images.
2

Binterim and Aubespine do not believe in a complete ex-

clusion : they think that the Church in general, and the Synod

of Elvira in particular, wished to proscribe only a certain kind

of images. Binterim 3
believes that this Synod forbade only

one thing,—namely, that any one might hang images in the

Church according to his fancy, and often therefore inad-

missible ones. Aubespine thinks that our canon forbids only

images representing God (because it says adoratur), and not

other pictures, especially those of saints. But the canon also-

says colitur, and the prohibition is conceived in very general

terms.
4

Can. 37. De cncrgumcnis non baptizatis.

Eos qui ab immundis spiritibus vexantur, si in fine mortis

fuerint constituti, baptizari placet : si fideles fuerint, dandam.

1 Cf. Nat. Alex. Eccles. Hist. sasc. iii. I.e. iv. 143.

2 Cf. the art. C'hristusbilder, by Dr. Hefele, in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer

et Welte, Bd. ii. S. 519 f.

* Katholik, 1821, Bd. ii. S. 436.
4 Cf. Nat. Alex. Eccles. Hist. saec. iii. l.c. iv. 141 sq., 145, nottu
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esse communionem. Proliibendum etiam ne lucernas hi pub-

lice accendant ; si facere contra interdictum voluerint, absti-

neatur a communione.

This canon, like the 29 th, speaks of demoniacs. If they

are catechumens, they may be baptized when at the point of

death (in articulo mortis), but not before that. If they are

baptized, the communion may be administered to them when

at the point of death, but not before. However, as the 29 th

canon had before forbidden any ministry in the Church to

demoniacs, ours particularly adds that they could not fulfil

the least service in the Church, not even light the lamps.

Perhaps it may have been the custom to have the lamps of the

'Church lighted by those who were to be baptized, or by those

who were to communicate, on the day when they were to

-receive this sacrament ; and the Synod forbids that demo-

niacs should do so, even if, in spite of their illness, they

were able to receive a sacrament. The inscription of the

•canon does not correspond to its whole tenor.

Can. 38. Ut in necessitate, et ficlclcs baptizent.

Loco peregre navigantes aut si ecclesia proximo non fuerit,

posse fidelem, qui lavacrum suum integrum habet nee sit

bigamus, baptizare in necessitate infirmitatis positum, cate-

chumenum, ita ut si supervixerit ad episcopum eum perducat,

ut per manus impositionem perfici possit.

During a sea voyage, or in general, if no church is near, a

layman who has not soiled his baptismal robe (by apostasy),

and is not a bigamist, may baptize a catechumen who is at

the point of death ; the bishop ought afterwards to lay hands

on the newly baptized, to confirm him.1

Can. 39. I)e gcntilibus si in cliscrimine laptizciri expetunt.

Gentiles si in infirmitate desideraverint sibi manum im-

poni, si fuerit eorum ex aliqua parte honesta vita, placuit eis

manum imponi et fieri Christianos.

This canon has been interpreted in two different ways.

Binius,
2 Katerkamp,

3 and others, hold that the imposition of

1 Cf. what is said above on the baptism of heretics, p. 112.

» In Mausi, ii. p. 40.
3 Kirchengeschichte, ii. S. 21.
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liands spoken of in this canon does not mean confirmation,

but a ceremony by means of which any one was admitted

into the lowest class of catechumens. These interpreters

appeal principally to the pretended seventh canon of the

second (Ecumenical Council.
1 We there read: "We admit

them only as pagans : the first day we make them Christians

(in the widest sense) ; the second, catechumens ; the third,

we exorcise them," etc. etc. According to that, our canon

would say: "When a heathen, having a good name, desires

during an illness that hands should be laid upon him, it

ought to be done, that he may become a Christian." That is

to say, he ought by the imposition of hands to be admitted

among those who wish to be Christians, consequently among

the Christians in the widest sense. The forty-fifth canon

also takes the word catcchumenus as synonymous with Chris-

tian. Besides, we find Constantine the Great received the

imposition of hands at the baths of Helenopolis before his bap-

tism : a ceremony of this kind then preceded the reception of

the first sacrament.
2

Relying upon these considerations, the

commentators we mentioned say that the canon of Elvira

does not speak of baptism, because this could not be admi-

nistered until after much longer trial. The provost of the

Cathedral at Koln, Dr. Miinchen, gives another explanation

in his dissertation upon the first Synod of Aries.
3 According

to him,

—

a. As the thirty-seventh canon allows the baptism of

demoniacs, it is not probable that they would be more severe

with respect to ordinary sick persons in the thirty-ninth

canon. On the contrary, the Church has always been tender

towards the sick : she has always hastened to confer baptism

upon them, because it is necessary to salvation ; and for that

reason she introduced clinical baptism.

b. In the thirty-eighth canon the Church allows a layman

to baptize one who should fall seriously ill during a sea

voyage, but not to confirm him. She certainly, then, would

1 We shall prove, when the time comes, that this canon does not belong to the

second (Ecumenical Council, but is a little more recent.

• Of. below, sec. 52.

» Bonner Zeitschnftfur Phllos. u. Kathol. Theologte, Heft 26, S. 80 L
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allow this sick person to be confirmed if a bishop were pre-

sent in the ship.

c. As for one who should fall ill upon land, he could easily

call a bishop to him ; and therefore the case foreseen by the

thirty-eighth canon does not apply to him : it would be easy

to confer baptism and confirmation on him.

d. The thirty-ninth canon, then, means :
" Whoso shall fall

ill upon land, and who can summon a bishop to him, may

receive baptism and confirmation at the same time."

e. Understood in this way, the canon is more in unison

with the two preceding, and with the practice of the ancient

Church towards the sick.

Cax. 40. Nc id quod idolothytum est fidclcs accipiant.

Prohibere placuit, lit quum rationes suas accipiunt posses-

sores, quidquid ad idolum datum fuerit, accepto non ferant

;

si post interclictum fecerint, per quinquennii spatia temporum

a communione esse arcendos.

That is to say : When the proprietors of lands and houses

receive their rents (rationes),—to? example, fruits from their

farmers, who perhaps are still pagans,—they ought not to admit

anything which had been sacrificed to the gods, under pain of

five years' excommunication.

Can. 41. Ut proliihccint domini idola colcre scrvis suis.

Admoneri placuit fideles, ut in quantum possunt prohibeant

ne idola in domibus suis habeant ; si vero vim metuunt ser-

vorum, vel se ipsos puros conservent ; si non fecerint, alieni

ab ecclesia habeantur.

The preceding canon had shown that many Christians had

farmers who were pagans; the present canon supposes the

case of a Christian having heathen slaves, and it enacts

:

a. That he ought not, even in this case, to tolerate idols

in his house.

b. That if he cannot conform to this rule, and must fear

the slaves on account of their number, he may leave them

their idols ; but he must so much the more keep at a dis-

tance from them, and watch against every approach to

idolatry.
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Can. 42. Be Ms qui ad fidcm veniunt quando laptizentur.

Eos qui ad primam fidem credulitatis accedunt, si bona?

fuerint conversationis, intra biennium temporum placuit ad
baptismi gratiam admitti debere, nisi infirmitate compellente

coegerit ratio velocius subvenire periclitanti vel gratiam pos-

tulanti.

He who has a good name, and wishes to become a Chris-

tian, must be a catechumen for two years : then he may be
baptized. If he should fall ill, and desire the grace of bap-

tism, it may be granted to him before the expiration of two
years.

Can. 43. Be cclcbrationc Pentccostcs.

Pravam institutionem emendari placuit juxta auctoritatem

Scripturarum, ut cuncti diem Pentecostes celebremus, ne si

quis non fecerit, novam hasresim induxisse notetur.

Some parts of Spain had allowed the bad custom of cele-

brating the fortieth day after Easter, not the fiftieth ; conse-

quently the Ascension of Christ, and not Pentecost. Several

ancient manuscripts, indeed, contain this addition : non qua-

dragesimam.1 The same addition is found in an ancient abridcr-

ment of the canons of Elvira, with which Mansi makes us
acquainted :

2
post Paseha quinquagesima tenccdur, non quadra-

gesima. We learn also from Cassian, that in the primitive

Church some Christians wished to close the paschal season

with the feast of the Ascension, that is, at the fortieth clay.

They regarded all Easter-time only as a remembrance of

Christ's sojourn among His disciples during the forty clays

which followed His resurrection ; and therefore they wished
to close this period with the feast of the Ascension.3 Herbst
supposes that a Montanist party in Spain wished to suppress

the feast of Pentecost altogether, because the Montanists be-

lieved that the Holy Spirit did not descend until He came in

Montanus,4 who was regarded by his followers as the Com-
forter.

1 Mansi, I.e. p. 13 ; Brans, he. p. 7, not. 16 ; Mendoza in Mansi, he. p. 295.
2

I.e. p. 21 sq.

3 Cassian, Collat. xxi. c. 20 ; Mendoza in Mansi, i.e. p. 297.
4 Tubinrjer Quartalschri/t, 1821, S. 39 f.
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Can. 44. Be merctricibus paganis si convertantur.

Meretrix quae aliquando fuerit et postea habuerit maritum,

si postmodum ad credulitatem venerit; incunctanter placuit

esse recipiendam.

If a pagan courtezan has given up this abominable way of

life, and is married, being still a pagan, there is no particular

obstacle to her admission into the Church. She ought to be

treated as other pagan women.

Can. 45. Be catcchumenis qui ecclesiam non frcquentant

Qui aliquando fuerit catechumenus et per infinita tempora

nunquam ad ecclesiam accesserit, si eum de clero quisque

cognoverit esse Christianum, aut testes aliqui extiterint fideles,

placuit ei baptismum non negari, eo quod veterem hominem

•dereliquisse videatur.

The case is here imagined of a catechumen who has not

been to church for a long time, probably because he did not

wish to be known as a Christian during a time of persecution

;

but afterwards his conscience awakes, and he asks to be bap-

tized. The canon ordains that if he is known to the clergy

of the Church to which he belongs, and they know him to be

a Christian, i.e. a believer in Christ, or if some of the faithful

•can attest this, he shall be admitted to baptism, because he

appears to have put off the lukewarmness of the old man.

Aubespine 1 gives another interpretation which appears

forced, and shows that he most probably had not the text be-

fore him. According to him, the meaning of the canon would

be: "When a catechumen has fallen away for a long time,

.and still after all desires baptism and to become a Chris-

tian, if he should suddenly lose speech, for example, from illness

(the canon says not a word of all that), he may be baptized,

provided a clergyman or several of the laity attest that he has

•desired baptism, and has become a real Christian." The

Abbe Migne has placed this explanation in his Dictionary of

the Councils?

Can. 46. Be fidclibus si apostaverint quamdiu pceniteant.

»Si quis fidelis apostata per infinita tempora ad ecclesiam

1 Iu Mansi, ii. 50.
a

I.e. p. S24.
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non accesserit, si tamen aliquando fuerit reversus nee fuerit

idololator, post decern annos placuit communionem accipere.

The sin of a Christian who should absent himself from

church for a long time was naturally much greater than that

of a catechumen. For this reason, the baptized Christian who
has in fact apostatized is only received to the communion

after a ten years' penance, and even then if he has not sacri-

ficed to the gods. It appears to us that this canon alludes to

the time of Diocletian's persecution ; for during that terrible

time more than one cowardly Christian did not go to church,

gave no sign of Christian life, and thus apostatized in fact,

without positively offering sacrifice to the idols.

Can. 47. De co qui iixorcm habens sccpius mcechatur.

Si quis fidelis habens uxorem non semel sed saspe fuerit

mcechatus in fine mortis est conveniendus : quod si se pro-

miserit cessaturum, detur ei communio : si resuscitatus rursus

fuerit mcechatus, placuit ulterius non ludere eum de com-

munione pacis.

If a Christian who is married, and has been often guilty

of adultery, is near death, they must go to see him (est con-

veniendus), and ask him whether, if he should recover, he

promises to amend his ways. If he promises, the holy com-

munion should be administered to him ; if he should recover,,

and should again be guilty of adultery, the holy communion:

must not be allowed to be thus despised, it must hence-

forth be refused to him, even in articulo mortis. The sixty-

ninth and seventy-eighth canons complete the meaning of

this one.

Can. 48. De ba/ptizcubis ut nihil accipiat clcrus.

Emendari placuit ut hi qui baptizantur, ut fieri solebat,

numos in concha non mittant, ne sacerdos quod gratis accepic

pretio distrahere videatur. Neque pedes eorum lavandi sunt a.

sacerdotibus vel clericis.

This canon forbids at the same time two things relative to

baptism

:

1. It was the custom in Spain for the neophytes, at the

time of their baptism, to put an offering into the shell which
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had been used at the baptism. This offering, afterwards called

the stole-rights,
1 was to be suppressed.

2. The second part of the canon shows that there was the

same custom in certain parts of Spain as at Milan 2 and in

.Gaul,
3 but which, from the testimony of St. Ambrose, did not

exist at Borne, viz. that the bishop and clergy should wash

the feet of the newly baptized when they left the baptismal

font. Our Synod forbids this, and this canon has passed into

the Corp. jur. can*

Can. 49. Defnigibus ftddium nc a Judcvis bencdicantur.

Admoneri placuit possessores, ut non patiantur fructus suos,

quos a Deo percipiunt cum gratiarum actione, a Jucheis bene-

dici, ne nostram irritam et infirmam faciant benedictionem :

si quis post interdictum facere usurpaverit, penitus ab ecclesia

abjiciatur.

The Jews were so numerous and so powerful in Spain

during the first centuries of the Christian era, that they might

at one time have hoped to be able to Juclaize the whole

country. According to the monuments—which, however, are

of doubtful authority—they established themselves in Spain

in the time of King Solomon.5
It is more likely that they

crossed from Africa to the Spanish peninsula only about a

hundred years before Christ. There they soon increased in

number and importance, and could energetically carry on their

work of proselytizing.
6 This is the reason that the Synod of

Elvira had to forbid to the priests and the laity all intimate

intercourse with Jews (can. 50), and especially marriage (can.

16); for there is no doubt that at this period many Chris-

tians of high rank in Spain became Jews, as Jost shows in

his work.7

1 Something like surplice-fees.—Ed.
2 Cf. Ambros. lib. iii. de Sacramentis, c. i. p. 302, vol. ii. ed. Bened.

8 Mabillon in Missalibus Gotldco et Gallicanoveteri. Cf. Ceillier, I.e. iii. 670,

and Herbst in Tubhujer Quartcilsch. 1821, S. 40.

i

4 C. 104, causa i. q. 1.

5 Jost, Gescluchte dcr Israel'den seit der Zeit der Maccabiier lis auf unscre

Tarje, Berlin 1S25, Till. v. S. 13.

6 Jost, I.e. S. 17.

.
1 I.e. S. 32-34. See Hcfele on Cardinal Ximenes, 2d ed. S. 236 it
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CAN. 50. Dc Christianis qui cum Judccis vcscuntur.

Si vero quis clericus vel fidelis cum Judceis cibuin sump-
serit, placuit eum a communione abstineri, ut debeat enien-

dari.

Cax. 51, Dc liccrcticis ut ad clerum non promoxcantur.

Ex omni hseresi fidelis si venerit, minime est ad clerum

promovendus : vel si qui sunt iu prseteritum ordinati, sine

dubio deponantur.

These canons are easy to understand.

Cax. 52. De Ids qui in ccclesia libcllos famosos ponunt.

Hi qui inventi fuerint libellos famosos in ecclesia ponere

anatliematizentur.

This canon forbids the affixing of satires (libcllos famosos
1

)

in churches, or the reading of them. It has been inserted iu

the Corp. fur. can.'
2

Cax. 53. Dc cpiscopis qui excommunicato alicno communi-
cant.

Placuit cunctis ut ab eo episcopo quis recipiat conrniunio-

nem a quo abstentus in crimine aliquo quis fuerit
;
quod si

alius episcopus pnesumpserit eum admitti, illo adhuc minime
faciente vel consentiente a quo fuerit communione privatus,

sciat se hujusmodi causas inter fratres esse cum status sui

periculo praestaturum.

One excommunicated by a bishop can only be restored by
the bishop who condemned him. Another bishop receiving

him into communion, unless the first bishop acts at the same
time, or approves of the reconciliation, must answer for it be-

fore his brethren, that is to say, before the provincial synod,

and must run the danger of being deprived of his office

{status).

Cax. 54. Dc parcntibus qui fidcm sponsaliorum framgwnt.

Si qui parcntes fidem fregerint sponsaliorum, triennii tem-
pore abstineantur ; si tamen idem sponsus vel sponsa in gravi

crimine fuerint deprehensi, erunt excusati parentes ; si in
1 Cf. Suetonius, Vita Octavii Aug. c. 55. 2 C. 3, causa v. q. 1.
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iisciem fuerit vitium et polluerint se, superior sententia ssr-

vetur.

If the parents of those who are betrothed fail to keep the

promises made at the betrothal, these parents shall be ex-

cluded from the communion for three years, unless either of

the betrothed persons be convicted of a very serious fault.

In this case, the parents may break the engagement. If the

betrothed have sinned together, the first arrangement con-

tinues ; that is, the parents cannot then separate them. This

canon is found in the Corp. juris can}

Cax. 55. Dc sacerdotibus gcntilium qui jam non sacrificant.

Sacerdotes qui tantum coronas portant, nee sacrificant nee

de suis sumptibus aliquid ad idola priestant, placuit post bien-

nium accipere communionem.

It may be asked whether the word sacerdotes is to be under-

stood as referring to pagan priests who wished to be admitted

as Christians, or to Christians who, as we have seen above

(can. 2), still bore the office of jiamincs. Aubespine is of the

latter opinion, and according to him the canon would have

this meaning :
" The Christian who bears the office of flamen,

and wears the distinctive sign—that is, the crown—without

having sacrificed himself, or having contributed money to

pagan sacrifices, must be excluded from eucharistic com-

munion for two years." Aubespine gives the two following

reasons in support of his explanation : (a.) When a pagan

priest wished to become a Christian, he was not kept longer or

more strictly than others as a catechumen, even when he had

himself offered sacrifice. (&.) If it had referred to a pagan

priest wishing to become a Christian, the Synod would have

said, placuit post liennium accipere lavacrum (baptism), and

not accipere communionem. This latter expression is used only

for those who have been excluded for some time from the

Church, and are admitted afresh into her bosom.

For our part, we think that this fifty-fifth canon is nothing

but a complement of the second and third canons, and that it

forms with them the following gradation :—

Can. 2. Christians who, as famines, have sacrificed to idols

1 C. 1, causa xxxi. rj. 3.
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and given public pagan games, cannot receive the communion,

even when at the point of death.

Can. 3. If they have not offered sacrifices, but have had

the games celebrated, they may communicate at the close of

their life, after a previous penance.

Can. 55. If they have not offered sacrifice, nor contributed

by their fortune to pagan sacrifices (and to such public

games), they may receive the communion after two years of

penance.

This gradation is continued in the two following canons,

the fifty-sixth and fifty-seventh : they refer to Christians who

have not been flamincs, but who have borne other offices in a

heathen state, and so have been brought into relation with

paganism.

The fifty-fifth canon evidently alludes to a former and not

far distant time of persecution, during which Christians feared

to refuse the office of flamincs which fell to their lot, and by

a half compliance wore the distinctive mark of their office, the

crown, in order to pass uninjured through the time of perse-

cution.

Can. 56. Dc magistratibus ct duumviris.

Magistratus vero uno anno quo agit duumviratum, prohi-

bendum placet ut se ab ecclesia cohibeat.

What the consuls were at Borne, the duumviri were, on

a small scale, in the Roman municipalities : their office also

lasted only a year. These duumviri were obliged, by virtue

of their office, to watch over pagan priests personally, and the

temples of the town ; they had to preside at public solemni-

ties, in processions, etc., which, like all the other national

feasts of the Romans, had always more or less a semi-religious

and pagan character. For this reason the Synod forbade the

duumviri to enter the Church as long as they were in office.

In limiting itself to this prohibition, it gave proof of great

moderation and of wise consideration, which we ought to ap-

preciate. An absolute prohibition to hold this office would

have given up the charge of the most important towns to

pagans. But the Council is much more severe in the fol-

lowing canon.
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Can. 57. Dc his qui vcstimcnta ad ornandam pcmpam dfde-

runt.

Matrons vel earum mariti vestimenta sua ad ornandam

sseculariter pompam non dent ; et si fecerint, triennio absti-

neantur.

This canon is directed against Christians who should lend

their garments for worldly shows, i.e. for public, half-heathen-

ish religious processions. They are punished with three years

of excommunication. But why are they treated so much

more severely than the duumviri ? Because these men and

women were not obliged to lend their attire, whilst the

duumviri were fulfilling their public duty as citizens. Per-

haps also some gave their garments, that they might not be

suspected during the persecutions.

Can. 58. Dc his qui communicatorias litteras porlant, ut de

fide interrogentur.

Placuit ubique et maxime in eo loco, in quo prima cathedra

constituta est episcopatus, ut interrogentur hi qui communica-

torias litteras tradunt an omnia recte habeant suo testimonio

comprobata.

In Africa no metropolitan rights were attached to particu-

lar towns : they always belonged to the oldest bishop of the

province, whose bishopric was then called prima sedes)

Carthage only was the metropolitan see. It appears to have

been the same in Spain before Constantine the Great divided

that country into seven political provinces, which entailed

the division into ecclesiastical provinces. This may explain

why the Bishop of Acci presided at the Synod of Elvira
:
he

was probably the oldest of all the bishops present. What

is elsewhere called prima scdes in our canon is prima cathe-

dra ; and the bishops of the prima cathedra were to question

Christian travellers about their respective dioceses, the latter

were to present their recommendatory letters, and were to

be asked if they could affirm that all was in a satisfactory

state.

1 Cf. De Marcti, de Primatlbus, p. 10, in the Appendix to the hook de Concor-

dia sacerdotii et imperii, and Van Espen. Commentar. in canones et decrcta,

p. 315.
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Can. 59. Be fidclibus ne ad Capitolium causa sacrificandi

ascendant.

Prohibendum ne quis Christianus ut gentilis ad idolum

Capitolii causa sacrificandi ascendat et videat
;
quod si fecerit,

pari crimine teneatur : si fuerit fidelis, post decern annos acta

pcenitentia recipiatur.

Like Home, many municipalities had a capitol, in the court

of which sacrifices were offered to the gods, and many Chris-

tians were present at the ceremonies of the pagan worship.

Was it from curiosity ? was it in order to shelter themselves

from inquiry, not to be known during the persecution, and to

pass for heathen ? This is what we are unable to decide. At
any rate, the Synod declared that

—

a. Any Christian, either baptized or a catechumen, who
should be present at the sacrifices, should be considered as

having offered sacrifice himself.

b. Consequently any Christian who has been present at

these sacrifices should be excommunicated and a penitent for

ten years. The Synod says nothing about the punishment of

guilty catechumens : in every case they were in general

punished less severely than the faithful, and perhaps the fourth

canon was applied to them by analogy.

Can. 60. Be his qui destruentcs idola occidunhcr.

Si quis idola fregerit et ibidem fuerit occisus, quatenus in

Evangelio scriptum non est neque invenietur sub apostolis

unquam factum, placuit in numero eum non recipi martyrum.

It happened sometimes that too zealous Christians would

destroy the idols, and have to pay for their boldness with their

life. The Synod decrees that they must not be considered as

martyrs, for the gospel does not require deeds of this kind, and

the apostles did not act in this way ; but they considered it

praiseworthy if a Christian, whom they might wish to oblige

to offer sacrifice to an idol, should overthrow the statue, and

break it, as Prudentius Clemens relates with commendation of

Eulalia, who suffered martyrdom in Spain in 304, and there-

fore a short time previous to this Synod.1

1 Prudentius Clemens, Peristeph. iii. in hon. Eulal'm, p. 211, ed. Obba. C£

Rninart, Ada Martyr, ed. Galura, iii. 69 sqq.
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Can. 61. De his qui cluabus sororibus copulantiur.

Si quis post obitum uxoris suae sororem ejus duxerit et

ipsa fiierit fidelis, quinquennium a communione placuit ab-

stineri, nisi forte velocius dari pacem necessitas coegerit in-

firmitatis.

When S. Basil the Great ascended the archiepiscopal throne

of Cresarea, he forbade that a husband, after the death of his

wife, should marry her sister; and when some one, of the

name of Diodorus, reproached him upon this subject, Basil

defended himself in a letter, which has been preserved, and

proved that such marriages had always been prohibited at

Coasarea.
1 The Spanish Fathers of Elvira shared S. Basil's

opinions, as also did the Synod of Neocsesarea of 314, can. 2.

as we shall see hereafter. It is well known that, according to

canon law, these marriages are both forbidden and declared to

be invalid.
2

Can. 62. De aurigis el pantomimis si convertantur.

Si auriga aut pantomimus credere voluerint, placuit ut prius

artibus suis renuntient, et tunc demum suscipiantur, ita ut

ulterius ad ea non revertantur, qui si facere contra interdictunx

tentaverint, projiciantur ab ecclesia.

The " Apostolical Constitutions"
3 contain the same decree.

On the subject of the repugnance of the ancient Church for all

these pantomimic scenes, cf. Hefele, " Eigorismus in dem Leben

und den Ansichten der alten Christen" (Severity in the Lives

and Opinions of the early Christians), an essay published in

the Tiibinger Thcol. Quartalschrift, 1841 (S. 396 ff.).

The following series of canons treats of carnal sins :—

Can. 63. De vxoribus qum filios ex adulterio necant.

Si qua per adulterium absente marito suo conceperit, idque

post facinus occiderit, placuit nee in finem dandam esse com-

inunionem, eo quod geminaverit scelus.

* S. Basilii Eplst. 160, Opp. iii. 249, ed. Bened.

*C. 1 and 8, x., de Consanguinilate el affinitate (iv. 14). Cf. Condi. Trid

sessio 24, cap. 4, de ref. matrim.
3 Lib. viii. c. l>2.
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Can. 64. De fccminis quaz usque ad mortem cum alicnis viris

adulterant.

Si qua usque in finem mortis sure cum alieno viro fuerit

mcechata, placuit, nee in finem dandam ei esse communionem.

Si vero eum reliquerit, post decern annos accipiat communionem

acta legitima poenitentia.

Can. 65. De adultcris uxorious clericorum.

Si cujus clerici uxor fuerit mcechata et scierit earn maritus

suus mcechari et non earn statim projecerit, nee in finem

accipiat communionem, ne ab his qui exemplum bon?e con-

versationis esse debent, ab eis videantur scelerum magisteria

procedere.

The Shcjrfierd of Hernias 1 had before, like this canon, strin-

gently commanded not only the clergy, but all Christians, not

to continue to live conjugally with an adulterous spouse, who

would not amend her ways, but would persevere in sin.
2 Dr.

Herbst says, that what made the sixty-fifth canon necessary

was probably the very frequent case of married men having

taken orders, and not being able to have conjugal intercourse

with their wives, who were therefore on that very account

easily tempted to forget themselves.
3

The series of canons against carnal sins is continued in the

following, which forbids marriage with a daughter-in-law :

—

Can. 66. De his qui privignas snas ducunt.

Si quis privignam suam duxerit uxorem, eo quod sit incestus

placuit nee in finem dandam esse communionem.

Can. 67. De covjugio catechumence fcemince.

Prohibendum ne qua fidelis vel catechumena aut comatos

ant viros cinerarios habeant: qurecumque hoc fecerint, a com-

munione arceantur.

If we attach any importance to the title of this canon, it

must be thought to indicate that Christian women, whether

catechumens or baptized, were forbidden to marry those desio

1 Lib. ii. mandat. iv.

8 See Hefele's ed. Opp. Patrum apostolicorum, p. 353, ed. 3.

s Quarialschrift, 1821, S. 43.
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nated by the name of comatos and cinerarios. In other manu-

scripts we read comicos and scenicos. If the latter reading ia

the true one, the meaning of the canon is very clear
—"A

Christian woman must not marry an actor
;

" and this prohibi-

tion would explain the aversion of the ancient Church to the

theatre, which has been before mentioned. But it is probable

that, not having been able to find out the meaning of the

words comati and cinerarii, later copyists have altered them,

and changed them into comici and scenici. Imagining that here

was a prohibition of marriage, they could not understand why

a Christian woman was not to many a man having long hair,

or even a hairdresser. We believe that Aubespine is right

when he reminds us that many pagan women had foreign

slaves, and especially hairdressers, in their service, who mi-

nistered not only to the needs of luxury, but to the secret

satisfaction of their passions. Perhaps these effeminate slaves

— these sjjadoncs— encouraging the licentiousness of their

mistresses, wore long hair, or, coming from foreign countries

—

for instance, from Gallia comata—where long hair was always

worn, they introduce d this name of comati. Tertullian speaks

of the cinerarii {'percgrincc proccritatis), and describes them as

foreigners, with slight figures, and forming part of the suite of

a woman of the world.
1 He mentions them in connection with

the spadones, who were ad licentiam secti, or, as S. Jerome says,

in sccuram libidincm exsccti."

Juvenal 3 has not forgotten to signalize these relations of

Roman women with eunuchs :
" Sunt, quas eunuchi imbelles

et mollia semper Oscula delectent."

Martial 4 denounces them, if possible, still more energetically.

Perhaps these eunuchs Avore long hair like women in order that

they might be called comati. Let us finally remark, that in

the Glossary cinerarias is translated by SovXos iraipwi.
5

If this second explanation of the sixty-seventh canon is

accepted, it can be easily imagined why it should be placed in

a series of canons treating ol carnal sins.

1 Tertull. Ad Uxor. lib. 2, c. 8.

> Hieron. Adv. Jovinia?i. lib. i. § 47, p. 277, vol. ii. ed. Migne.

s Sat. vi. v. 366 sq.
4 hphjram. lib. vi. n. 67.

* Cf. Index Lalinilatis Tertull in the ed. of Tertull. by Migne, ii. 1271.
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Can. 68. De catcclmmena adultcra qucv Jllium nccat.

Catechumena, si per adulterium concepeiit et prrefocaverit,

placuit earn in fine baptizari.

If a catechumen should conceive by an adulterer, and should

procure the death of the child, she can be baptized only at

the end of her life.

Can. 69. De viris covjugatis postea in adulterium lajJsis.

Si quis forte habens uxorem semel fuerit lapsus, placuit

eum quinquennium agere debere pcenitentiam et sic reconciliari,

nisi necessitas infirmitatis coegerit ante tempus dari commu-

nionem : hoc et circa fceminas observandum.

Adultery committed once was punishable with five years

of penance.
1

Can. 70. Dc fceminis quce consciis mantis adulterant.

Si cum conscientia mariti uxor fuerit mcechata, placuit nee

in finem dandam ei communionem ; si vero earn reliquerit,

post decern annos accipiat communionem, si earn cum sciret

adulteram aliquo tempore in domo sua retinuit.

If a woman should violate conjugal fidelity with her hus-

band's consent, the latter must not be admitted to communion,

even at the end of his life. If he separated from his wife,

after having lived with her at all since the sin was committed,

he was to be excluded for ten years.

Can. 71. Dc stwpratoribus puerorum.

Stupratoribus puerorum nee in finem dandam esse com-

munionem.

Sodomites could not be admitted to communion, even on

their deathbeds.

Can. 72. De viduis mcechis si eumdem postea maritum

duxcrint.

Si qua vidua fuerit mcechata et eumdem postea habuerit

maritum, post quinquennii tempus acta legitima pcenitentia,

placuit earn communioni reconciliari : si alium duxerit relicto

illo, nee in finem dandam esse communionem ; vei si i'uerit

1 Cf. can. 47, 78.
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ille fidelis quern accepit, communionem non accipiet, nisi post

decern annos acta legitima pcenitentia, vel si infirmitas coegerit

velocius dari communionem.

When a widow had sinned, and had married her accomplice,

she was condemned to five years of penance ; if she should

marry another man, she could never be admitted to com-

munion, even on her deathbed ; and if her husband were bap-

tized, he was subject to a penance for ten years, for having

married a woman who, properly speaking, was no longer free.

This canon was inserted in the Corp. jut. can}

The following canons treat of informers and false witnesses.

Can. 73. De dclatoriuus.

Delator si quis extiterit fidelis, et per delationem ejus aliquis

fuerit proscriptus vel interfectus, placuit eum nee in finem

accipere communionem ; si levior causa fuerit, intra quin-

quennium accipere poterit communionem ; si catechumenus

fuerit, post quinquennii tempora admittetur ad baptismurn.

This canon has been inserted in the Corp. jur. can?

Can. 74. De falsis tcstibus.

Falsus testis prout est crimen abstinebitur ; si tamen non

fuerit mortale quod objecit, et probaverit quod non (other

manuscripts have cliu) tacuerit, biennii tempore abstinebitur:

si autem non probaverit convento clero, placuit per quinquen-

nium abstineri.

A false witness must be excluded from the communion for

a time proportionate to the crime of which he has given false

witness. Should the crime be one not punishable with death,

and if the guilty one can demonstrate that he kept silence

for a long time (cliu), that is, that he did not willingly bear

witness, he shall be condemned to two years of penance ; if

he cannot prove this, to five years. The canon is thus ex-

plained by Mendoza, Eemi Ceillier in Migne's Dictionarij,

etc., all preferring the reading cliu. Burchard 3 had previously

read and quoted the canon with this variation, in his Col-

lectio canonum} But Aubespine divides it into three quite

1 C. 7, causa "xxxi. q. I.
2 C. 6, causa v. q. 6.

3 He died iu 1025.
4 Lib. xvi. c. 18. Cf. Mendoz.1 in Mansi, ii. 3S1.



SYNOD OF ELVIRA. 1G9

distinct parts. The first, he says, treats of false, witnesses
;

the second, of those who are too slow in denouncing a crime.

They must be punished, but only by two years of penance, if

they can prove that they have not (non) kept silence to the

end. The third condemns those to five years of penance, who,
without having borne false witness, still cannot prove what
they affirm.

1

We confess that none of these explanations is quite satis-

factory : the first would be the most easily admissible ; but it is

hardly possible to reconcile it with the reading non tacuerit,

which, however, is that of the best manuscripts.

Can. 75. De his qui saccrdotes vol ministros accusant ncc

prdbant.

Si quis autem episcopum vel presbyterum vel diaconum
falsis criminibus appetierit et probare non potuerit, nee in

finem dandam ei esse communionem.

Can. 76. De diaconibus si ante IiGnorcm pcccassc jjrobantur.

Si quis diaconum se permiserit orclinari et postea fuerit

detectus in crimine mortis quod aliquando commiserit, si sponte

fuerit confessus, placuit eum acta legitima pcenitentia post

triennium accipere communionem
;
quod si alius eum de-

texerit, post quinquennium acta pcenitentia accipere commu-
nionem laicam debere.

If any one should succeed in being ordained deacon, and it

should be subsequently discovered that he had before that

committed a mortal sin :

a. In case he was the first to make known his fault, he
must be received into communion (as a layman) at the end
of three years of penance.

b. In case his sin was discovered by another, at the end of

five years. In both cases he was for ever suspended from his

office of deacon.
2

Can. 77. De baptizatis qui nondum confirmati moriuntur.

Si quis diaconus regens plebem sine episcopo vel presbytero

aliquos baptizaverit, episcopus cos per benedictionem perficere
1 In Mansi, ii. 53. * Cf. canons 9, 10, and c. 2 of the Nicene Council.
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debebit : quod si ante de sceculo recesserint, sub fide qua quis

credidit poterit esse Justus.

When Christianity spread from the large towns, where it

had been at first established, into the country, the rural

churches at first formed only one parish with the cathedral

church of the town. Either priests, or Chorcpiscopi, or simple

deacons, were sent to these rural assemblies, to exercise, within

certain limits, the ministerial power. The solemnity of con-

secrating the Eucharist, and all that had reference to penance,

was reserved for the bishop of the town.

The 77th canon refers to such deacons, and it ordains :

a. That baptism administered by the deacon ought to be

completed, finished by the bishop's benediction (that is to say,

by 'xeipoTovla, or confirmation).

6. That if one who had been baptized by a deacon should

die before having received this benediction from the bishop,

he may notwithstanding be saved, by virtue of the faith which

he professed on receiving baptism.

Can. 78. Be fidelities conjugatis si cum Judcca xel gentili

mccchatce (i) fuerint.

Si quis fidelis habens uxorern cum Judsea vel gentili fuerit

mcechatus, a communione arceatur : quod si alius eum de-

texerit, post quinquennium acta legitima pcenitentia poterit

dominicse sociari communioni.

The 47th and 69th canons have already treated of adultery

between Christians : the present canon speaks of a particular

case of adultery committed with a Jewish or pagan woman,

and decrees a penance of five years if the guilty one has not

confessed himself. If he has made a spontaneous confession,

the canon only gives this vague and general command, Arcea-

tur, that is, that he should be excommunicated, but it does

not say for how long a time : it might be supposed for three

years, according to the analogy with the 76 th canon.
1 How-

ever, it would be strange that adultery with a Jewish or pagan

woman should be punished only by three years of penance,

while the 69 th canon decrees, in a general way, five years'

punishment to every adulterer. It is still more difficult to

1 This is the opinion of Mendoza in Mansi, ii. 3S8.
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explain why real adultery should be less severely punished in

the 78 th canon than the evidently less criminal offence of a

widow with a man whom she afterwards marries.1

Can. 79. De his qui tabulam luclunt.

Si quis fidelis aleam, id est tabulam, luserit numis, pla-

cuit eum abstineri; et si emendatus cessaverit, post annum
poterit communioni reconciliari.

The thimbles of the ancients had not any points or figures

upon their sides (tabula), like ours, but drawings, pictures of

idols
; and whoever threw the picture of Venus, gained all,

as Augustus says in Suetonius

:

2
quos tollcbat universos, qui

Venerem jcccrat. It is on this account that the ancient Chris-

tians considered the game of thimbles to be not only immoral

as a game of chance, but as having an essentially pagan

character.
3

Can. 80. De lihcrtis.

Prohibendum ut libcrti, quorum patroni in sseculo fuerint,

ad clerum non promoveantur.

He who should give a slave his freedom remained his

patron ; he had certain rights and a certain influence over

him. The freedman continued to be dependent upon his

former master ; for this reason freedmen whose patrons were

heathens could not take orders. This canon was placed in

the Corp. jur. can.*

Can. 81. Dc fceminavum cpistolis.

Ne foemime suo potius absque maritorum nominibus laicis

scribere audeant, qua3 (qui) fideles sunt vel literas alicujus

pacificas ad suum solum nomen scriptas accipiant.

II we should read qui instead of qum, as Mendoza makes it,

on the authority of several manuscripts, our canon is easy to

understand. It then divides itself into two parts :

a. Women must not write in their own name to lay Chris-

1 Cf. 72d canon. - In Augusto, c. 71.
3 Cf. the document de Aleatorlhus, wrongly attributed to S. Cyprian, ed. of

the works of this Father by the Ben. of S. Jlaur, Supplement, p. xviii. sq.

• * C. 24, (list. liv.
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tians, laicis qui fidclcs sunt ; they may do so only in the name
of their husbands.

b. They must not receive letters of friendship (pacificas)

from any one, addressed only to themselves. Mendoza thinks

that the canon means only private letters, and that it is for-

bidden in the interests of conjugal fidelity.

Aubespine gives quite another sense to the word littcras : he

supposes that the Council wishes only to forbid the wives of

bishops giving littcras communicatorias to Christian travellers

in their own name, and that it also forbids them to receive

such addressed to them instead of to their husbands.1

If we read qucc, we must attach the words qua; fidclcs sunt

to fcemincc. and the meaning continues on the whole the same.

Besides these eighty-one authentic canons, some others are

attributed to the Council of Elvira : for instance, in the Corp.

jur. can. (c. 17, causa xxii. q. 4; also c. 21, dist. ii. dc consc-

crat., and c. 15, causa xxii. q. 5), there is evidently a mistake

about some of these canons, which, as Mendoza and Cardinal

d'Aguirre have remarked,2 belong to a Synodus Hclibcrnensis or

Hibernensis.
z We will remark finally, that whilst Baronius

thinks little of the Synod of Elvira, which he wrongfully sus-

pects of aSTovatian opinions,
4 Mendoza and Xatalis Alexander

defend it eloquently.
5

Sec. 14. Origin of the Schism of the Donatists, and the first

Synods held on this account in 312 and 313.

The schism of the Donatists occasioned several synods at

the beginning of the fourth century. Mensurius was bishop

of Carthage during Diocletian's persecution. He was a worthy

and serious man, who on the one side encouraged the faithful

to courage and energy during the persecution, but on the other

side strongly reproved any step which could increase the

1 Cf. Mendoza in Mansi, ii. 391 ; Aubespine, ibid. p. 55.
2

I.e. p. 85.

3 These additional canons are found in Mansi, ii. 19, 20. Cf. also the two

notes.

4 See above, p. 134.
6 Mendoza in Mansi, I.e. ii. 76 sq., and in many places where he is explain-

ing particular canons. Natal. Alex. UisL Eccl. saec. 3, vol. iv. disseit. xxi. art.

2, p. 139 sqq.
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irritation of the heathen. He especially blamed certain Chris-

tians of Carthage, who had denounced themselves to the heathen

authorities as possessors of sacred books (even when this was
not really the case), in order to obtain martyrdom by their

refusal to give up the Holy Scriptures. Nor would he grant

the honours of martyrdom to those who, after a licentious life,

should court martyrdom without being morally improved.1

AVe see, by a letter of Mensurius, how he himself behaved
during the persecution. He relates, that when they required

the sacred books from him, he hid them, leaving in the

church only heretical books, which were taken away by the

persecutors. The proconsul had soon discovered this cunning

;

but, however, did not wish to pursue Mensurius further.
2

Many enemies of the bishop, especially Donatus Bishop of

Casse-Nigrre in Numidia, falsely interpreted what had passed

:

they pretended that Mensurius had, in fact, delivered up the

Holy Scriptures
;

3
that, at any rate, he had told a sinful false-

hood
;
and they began to excite disturbance in the Church ot

Carthage.4 However, these troubles did not take the form
of a miserable schism till after the death of Mensurius. A
deacon named Felix, being persecuted by the heathen, took
refuge in the house of Bishop Mensurius. As the latter

refused to give him up, he was taken to Borne, to answer in

person for his resistance before Maxentius, who since Diocle-

tian's abdication had possessed himself of the imperial power
in Italy and in Africa. Mensurius succeeded in obtaining an
acquittal

; but he died on the way back to Carthage, and before

arriving there, in 3 ll.
5 Two celebrated priests of Carthage,

Botrus and Celestius, aspired to the vacant throne, and thought
it their interest to invite to the election and ordination of the

future bishop only the neighbouring prelates, and not those of

Xumidia. It is doubtful whether this was quite according to

order. Inasmuch as Kumidia formed a separate ecclesiastical

1 August. Breviculus collationls cum Donatistis, dieiiii. cap. 13, n. 25. Opp.
vol. ix. p. 638, ed. Migne. Dupin in his ed. of Optatus of Milevis, de Sckismate
DoncUist., Antwerp 1702, p. 174.

* August. I.e.

3
Cf. the article de Lapsis, by Hefole, in the Frdhurger Kirchenlcxicon of

Wetzer and Welte, Bd. i. S. 39.
4 August. I.e. c. 12 and 13. 6 Optat. de Schism. Don. i. 17.

!
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province, distinct from the province of proconsular Africa, of

which Carthage was the metropolis, the bishops of Numidia had

no right to take part in the election of a Bishop of Carthage.

But as the metropolitan (or, according to African language,

the primate) of Carthage was in some sort the patriarch of

the whole Latin Church of Africa ; and as, on this account,

Numidia was under his jurisdiction,
1 the bishops of Numidia

might take part in the appointment of a Bishop of Carthage.

On the other side, the Donatists were completely in the wrong,

when subsequently they pretended that the primate of Car-

thage ought to be consecrated by that metropolitan whose rank

was the nearest to his own (primas, or prima? sedis episcopus

or scncx) ; consequently the new Bishop of Carthage ought to

have been consecrated by Secundus Bishop of Tigisis, then

metropolitan (Primas) of Numidia :

2 and it is with reason that

S. Augustine replied to them in the name of the whole

African episcopate, during a conference held at Carthage in

411, that even the Bishop of Rome was not consecrated by the

primate nearest to him in rank, but by the Bishop of Ostia.
3

The two priests mentioned above found themselves deceived

at the time of the election, which took place at Carthage : for

the people, putting them on one side, elected Cccilian, who

had been archdeacon under Mensurius ; and Felix Bishop of

Aptunga, suffragan of Carthage, consecrated him immediately.
4

The consecration was hardly ended, when some priests and

some of the laity of Carthage resolved to unite their efforts to

ruin the new bishop. On his departure for Eome, Mensurius

had confided the treasures of his church to the care of some

Christians : at the same time he had given the list of every-

thing entrusted to them into the hands of a pious woman,

char<rinc: her, " in case he should not return, to remit this list

to his successor." The woman fulfilled her commission ; and

the new bishop, Cecilian, claimed the property of the church

from those with whom it had been left. This demand irritated

1 Cf. below, can. 1 and 4 of the Council of Hippo in 393, and c. 7 of the

Council ot Carthage of August 28, 397, with our observations ; besides, Wiltsch,

Klrchl. Geographic und Statistik, Bd. i. S. 130.

2 Cf. the observations upon the fifty-eighth canon of the Council of Elvira, p.

162.
3 August. I c. c. 16, n. 29. * Optatus, I.e. p. 17 so.
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them against him : they had hoped that no one would have

known of this deposit, and that they might divide it amongst

themselves.

Besides these laymen, the two priests mentioned above

arrayed themselves against Cecilian. The soul of the opposi-

tion was a very rich lady, who had a great reputation for

piety, named Lucilla, and who thought she was most grievously

wronged by Cecilian. She had been in the habit, every time

she communicated, of kissing the relics of a martyr not ac-

counted such by the Church. Cecilian, who was at that time

a deacon, had forbidden the worship of these relics not recog-

nised by the Church, and the pharisaical pride of the woman
could not pardon the injury.

1

Things were in this state when Secundus Bishop of Tigisis,

in his office of episcopus primes scdis of Numidia, sent a com-

mission to Carthage to appoint a mediator (intcrventor) nomi-

nally for the reconciliation of the parties.
2 But the commission

was very partial from the beginning : they entered into no
relation with Cecilian or his flock ; but, on the contrary, took

up their abode with Lucilla,
5 and consulted with her on the

plan to follow for the overthrow of Cecilian. The malcon-

tents, says Optatus, then asked the jSTumidian bishops to come
to Carthage to decide about the election and the consecration

of Cecilian, and in fact Secundus of Tigisis soon appeared with

his suffragans. They took up their abode with the avowed
opponents of Cecilian, and refused to take part in the assem-

bly or synod which he wished to call, according to custom, to

hear the Numidian bishops ; and, instead, they held a conci-

liabulum of their own, at which seventy met, and in a private

house in Carthage, before which they summoned Cecilian to

appear (312). Cecilian did not attend, but sent word "that

if they had anything against him, the accuser had only to

appear openly and prove it." JSTo accusation was made
;

4 and
besides, they could bring forward nothing against Cecilian,

except having formerly, as archdeacon, forbidden the visiting

1 Optatus, I.e. pp. 16-18.

» August. Ep. 44, c. 4, n. 8, ii. 177, ed. Migne.
° Augustin. Sermo 4G, c. 15, n. S9, v. 293, ed. Migne.
* Optatus, I.e. p. 18.
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of the martyrs in prison and the taking of food to them.1

Evidently, says Dupin,2
Cecilian had only followed the

counsel of S. Cyprian, in forbidding the faithful to go in

crowds to the prisons of the martyrs, for fear of inciting the

pagans to renewed acts of violence. Although Cecilian was

perfectly right in this respect, it is possible that in the appli-

cation of the rule, right in itself, he may have acted with

some harshness. This is at least what we must conclude if

only the tenth part of the accusations raised against him by

an anonymous Donatist have any foundation.3 He says, for

instance, that Cecilian would not even allow parents to visit

their captive sons and daughters, that he had taken away the

food from those who wished to take it to the martyrs, and

had given it to the dogs, and the like. His adversaries laid

still greater stress on the invalidity of Cecilian's consecration,

because his consecrator, Felix of Aptunga, had been a Traditor

(i.e. had given up the sacred books) during the persecution of

Diocletian. ~No council had heretofore ordained that the

sacraments were valid even when administered by heinous

sinners ; therefore Cecilian answered, with a sort of condescen-

sion towards his enemies, " that if they thought that Felix

had not rightfull}7 ordained him, they had only themselves to

proceed to his ordination."
4 But the bishops of Numidia did

doubly wrong in thus setting themselves against Felix of

Aptunga. First, the accusation of his having given up the

sacred books was absolutely false, as was proved by a judicial

inquiry made subsequently, in 314. The Itoman officer who
had been charged to collect the sacred books at Aptunga

attested the innocence of Felix ; whilst one Ingentius, who, in

his hatred against Felix, had produced a false document to

ruin him, confessed his guilt. But apart from this circum-

stance, Secundus and his friends, who had themselves given

up the Holy Scriptures, as was proved in the Synod of Cirta,
6

1 August. Brevic. collat. diei iii. c. 14, n. 26. Optat. I.e. p. 176, in Dupin's

edition.

- I.e. p. 2.
3 Optat. I.e. p. 156, Dupin's ed.

4 Optat. I.e. p. IS. August. Brevic. collat. diei iii. c. 16, n. 29.

s Gesta imrgationis Fellcis, ep. Apt. in Dupin's ed. of the works of Optat.

l.e. p. 162 sqq.

6 See above, p. 129.
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had hardly the right to judge Felix for the same offe ice.

Besides, they had at this same Synod of Cirta consecr ited

Silvanus bishop of that place, who was also convicted of

having been a Traditor} Without troubling themselves with

all these matters, or caring for the legality of their proceeding,

the Numidians proclaimed, in their unlawful Council, the

deposition of Cecilian, whose consecration they said was
invalid, and elected a friend and partisan of Lucilla's, the

reader Majorinus, to be Bishop of Carthage. Lucilla had
bribed the Numidian bishops, and promised to each of them
400 pieces of gold.

2

This done, the unlawful Numiclian Council addressed a cir-

cular letter to all the churches of Africa, in which they related

what had passed, and required that the churches should cease

from all ecclesiastical communion with Cecilian. It followed

from this that, Carthage being in some sort the patriarchal

throne of Africa, all the African provinces were implicated in

this controversy. In almost every town two parties were
formed

; in many cities there were even two bishops—a Ceci-

lian and a Majorinian. Thus began this unhappy schism.

As Majorinus had been put forward by others, and besides as

he died soon a.ler his election, the schismatics did not take
his name, but were called Donatists, from the name of Donatus
Bishop of Caste Nigra?, who had much more influence than
Majorinus, and also afterwards on account of another Donatus,
surnamed the Great, who became the successor of Majorinus
as schismatical Bishop of Carthage. Out of Africa, Cecilian

was everywhere considered the rightful bishop, and it was to

him only that letters of communion (epistolce communicatorite)

were addressed.3
Constantine the Great, who meanwhile had

conquered Maxentius in the famous battle at the Milvian
Bridge, also recognised Cecilian, wrote to him, sent him a
large sum of money to distribute among his priests, and
added, " that he had heard that some unruly spirits rought to

trouble the Church; but that he had already charged the
magistrates to restore order, and that Cecilian had only to

apply to them for the punishment of the agitators."
4 "

In
1 Optat. ed. Dupin, I.e. iii. 14, 15, 175. 2 Optat. I.e. p. 19, n. 39, and p. 173.
3 Optat. I.e. p. 20 and p. iv. * In Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 6.

M
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another letter, addressed to the proconsul of Africa, Anuliims,

he exempted the clergy of the Catholic Church of Carthage,

" whose president was Cecilian," from all public taxes.
1

Soon afterwards, the opponents of Cecilian, to whom many

of the laity joined themselves, remitted two letters to the pro-

consul of Africa, begging him to send them to the Emperor.

Anulinus accordingly did so.
2 The title of the first letter,

which S. Augustine has preserved to us, viz. libcllus Ecclcsice

Catholicce (that is to say, of the Donatist Church) criminum

Ccccilianif suffices to show its tenor ; the second entreated the

Emperor, on account of the divisions among the African

bishops, to send judges from Gaul to decide between them

and Cecilian.
4 This latter letter, preserved by Optatus,

5
is

signed by Lucian, Dignus, Nasutius, Capito, Eidentius, ct

ctvtcris cpiscopis partis Donati. In his note upon this passage,

Dupin has proved by quotations from this letter, as it is

found in S. Augustine, that the original was partis Majorini,

which Optatus changed into Donati, according to the expres-

sion commonly used in his time.

AVe see from the preceding that the Donatists deserved the

reproach which was cast upon them, of being the first to call for

the intervention of the civil power in a purely ecclesiastical

case ; and the Emperor Constantine himself, who was then in

Gaul, openly expressed his displeasure on this subject, in a

letter which he addressed to Pope Melchiades (Miltiades).

However, to restore peace to Africa, he charged three bishops

of Gaul—Maternus of Coin, Eeticius of Autun, and Marinus of

Aries—to make arrangements with the Pope and fifteen other

Italian bishops to assemble in a synod which was held at

Lome in olo.

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 7 ; Optat. p. 177 sq.

2 The letter that Anulinus sent to the Emperor on this occasion is to be found

in Mansi, I.e. ii. 438, and more fully in August. Ep. 88.

3 Epist. 88.

4 Upon this demand, see Miinchen, prov. of the Cathed. of Coin, Das erste

Conc'd von Aries, in the Bonner Zeitschrift fur Philos. u. Kath. Thcol. Heft 0,

S. 88 f.

5 I.e. p. 22.

6 This letter is found in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 5. Dr. Miinchen (I.e. pp. 90,

39) proves by this letter, and by all Constantine's conduct, that this prince had

ai i intention of mixing in the inner afiairs of the Church.
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Synod at Rome (313).
1

Cecilian was invited to be present at this Synod, with ten

bishops of his obedience. His adversaries were to send an

equal number; and at their head stood Donatus of Casse

Nigroe. The conferences began at the Lateran Palace, belong-

ing to the Empress Fausta, on October 2, 313, and lasted

three days. The first day Donatus and his friends were first of

all to prove their accusations against Cecilian ; but they could

produce neither witnesses nor documents : those whom Donatus

himself had brought to witness against Cecilian, declared that

they knew nothing against the bishop, and therefore were not

brought forward by Donatus. On the contrary, it was proved

that, when Cecilian was only a deacon, Donatus had excited

divisions in Carthage ; that he had re-baptized Christians who

had been baptized before ; and, contrary to the rules of the

Church, had laid hands on fallen bishops to reinstate them in

their offices. The second day the Donatists produced a second

accusation against Cecilian ; but they could no more prove

their assertions than on the previous day. The continuation

of an inquiry already begun concerning the unlawful Council

of Carthage of 312, which had deposed Cecilian, was inter-

rupted. As Donatus was totally unable on the third day, as

on the two preceding, to produce a single witness, Cecilian was

declared innocent, and Donatus condemned on his own con-

fession. No judgment was pronounced on the other bishops

of his party. The Synod, on the contrary, declared that if they

would return to the unity of the Church, they might retain

their thrones ; that in every place where there was a Cecilian

and a Donatist bishop, the one who had been the longest

ordained should remain at the head of the Church, whilst the

younger should be set over another diocese. This decision of

the Synod was proclaimed by its president the Bishop of

ltome, and communicated to the Emperor.2

After the close of the Synod, Donatus and Cecilian were

both forbidden to return to Africa at once. Cecilian was de-

1 See Constantine's letter quoted above.
s Optat. I.e. pp. 22-24 ; August. Ep. 43 ; and Breviculus collat. Carthag. diel

iii. c. 12 sq. ; and Libett, Synod, in Mansi, ii. 436, in Hard. v. 1499.
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tained at Brescia for a time. Some time afterwards, however

Donatus obtained permission to go to Africa, but not to

Carthage. But the Pope, or perhaps the Synod before closing,

sent two bishops, Eunomius and Olympius, to Africa, to pro-

claim that that was the catholic party for which the nineteen

bishops assembled at Borne had pronounced. We see from

this that the mission of the two bishops was to promulgate

the decisions of the Synod ; we also think, with Dupin, that

their journey, the date of which is uncertain, took place im-

mediately after the close of the Synod of Borne. The two

bishops entered into communion with Cecilian's clergy at

Carthage ; but the Donatists endeavoured to prevent the

bishops from accomplishing their mission ; and some time after,

as Donatus had returned to Carthage, Cecilian also returned to

his flock.
1

New troubles soon agitated Africa, and the Donatists again

brought complaints of Cecilian before the Emperor. Irritated

with their obstinacy, Constantine at first simply referred them

to the decision of the Synod of Bome
;

2 and when they re-

plied by protesting that they had not been sufficiently listened

to at Bome, Constantine decided, first, that a minute in-

quiry should be made as to whether Felix of Aptunga had

really given up the Holy Scriptures (we have given above the

result of this inquiry) ; next, that the whole controversy

should be definitely settled by a great assembly of the bishops

of Christendom ; and consequently he called the bishops of his

empire together for the 1st of August 314, to the Council of

Aries in Gaul.

Sec. 15. Synod of Arks in Gaul (314).
3

Cecilian and some of his friends, as well as some deputies

of the party of the Donatists, were invited to this Council

and the officials of the empire were charged to defray the ex-

penses of the voyage of these bishops. Constantine specially

1 Optat. I.e. p. 25 and p. vi.
2 See Optat. p. 181, erl. Dupin.

3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 5; Mansi, I.e. ii. 463-4G8. The best modern work

on the Council of Aries is the dissertation of Dr. Munchen, in the Bonner

Zcltschr. already mentioned, Heft 9, S. 73 ff. ; Heft 26, S. 49 ff. ; Heft 27,

S. 42 ff.
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invited several bisliops, amongst others the Bishop of Syra-

cuse.
1 According to some traditions, there were no fewer

than 600 bishops assembled at Aries.
2

Baronius, relying on

a false reading in S. Augustine, fixes the number at 200.

Dupin thought there were only thirty-three bishops at Aries,

because that is the number indicated by the title of the letter

of the Synod addressed to Pope Silvester,
3 and by the list

of persons
4 which is found in several MSS. Notwithstanding

this comparatively small number, we may say that all the

provinces of Constantine's empire were represented at the

Council. Besides these thirty-three bishops, the list of persons

also mentions a considerable number of priests and deacons,

of whom some accompanied their bishops, and others repre-

sented their absent bisliops as their proxies. Thus Pope Sil-

vester was represented by two priests, Claudianus and Vitus,

two deacons, Eugenius and Cyriacus.5 Marinus of Aries, one

of the three judges (judiccs ex Gallia), who had been appointed

beforehand by the Emperor, appears to have presided over the

assembly : at least his name is found first in the letter of the

Synod.6 With Marinus the letter mentions Agrcecius of Trier,

Theodore of Aquileia, Proterius of Capua, Vocius of Lyons,

Cecilian of Carthage, Eeticius of Autun (one of the earlier

judiccs ex Gallia), Ambitausus (Imbetausius) of Reims, Merokles
of Milan, Adelfius of London, Maternus of Coin, Liberius of

Emerita in Spain, and others ; the last named having already

been present at the Synod of Elvira.

It is seen that a great part of Western Christendom was
represented at Aries by some bishops ; and the Emperor Con-
stantine could truly say :

" I have assembled a great number

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 5, p. 391, ed. Mogunt. ; Mansi, ii. 463 sq. ; Hard.
i. 259 sq. ; and Optat. I.e. 181 sq. ed. Dupin.

2 Mansi, ii. 469, not. a, et p. 473, not. z sq.
3 In Mansi, ii. 469 ; Hard. i. 261.
4 In Mansi, ii. 476 ; Hard. i. 266. It must not be forgotten that this list

does not quite agree with the inscription of the letter to the Pope, and that
jimong the thirty-three names of the synodieal letter some are mentioned in the
list of persons only as those of priests who were representatives of the bishops.

Cf. .on this list, which Quesnel has wrongly considered as a copy of the super-

scription of the synodieal letter, the Ballerini, in their edition ot the works of

Leo the Great, ii. 1018 sq., et ibid. 851.

* Cf. the list of persons. 6 In Mansi, I.e. 469 ; Hard. i. 261.
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of bishops from different and almost innumerable parts of the

empire." 1 "We may look on the assembly at Aries as a general

council of the West (or of the Eoman patriarchate).
2

It can-

not, however, pass for an oecumenical council, for this reason,

that the other patriarchs did not take any part in it, and

indeed were not invited to it ; and those of the East espe-

cially, according to S. Augustine,3 ignored almost entirely the

Doiiatist controversy. But has not S. Augustine himself

declared this Council to be oecumenical ? In order to answer

this question in the affirmative, an appeal has been made to

the second book of his treatise, Dc Baptismo contra Dona-

tistas* where he says :
" The question relating to re-baptism

was decided against Cyprian, in a full council of the whole

Church" {plcnarium concilium, concilium universes Ecclcsicc):

But it is doubtful whether S. Augustine meant by that the

Council of Aries, or whether he did not rather refer to that of

Nicsea, according to Pagi's view of the case.
6

It cannot, how-

ever be denied that S. Augustine, in his forty-third letter

(vii. No. 19), in speaking of the Council of Aries, calls it

'plcnarium Ecclcsicc universal concilium! Only it must not be

forgotten that the expression concilium plenarium, or universale,

is often employed in speaking of a national council
;

s and

that in the passage quoted S. Augustine refers to the Western

Church (Ecclcsia universa occiclcntalis), and not to the universal

Church {universalis) in the fullest sense.

The deliberations of the Council of Aries were opened on

the 1st of August 314. Cecilian and his accusers were pre-

sent ; but these were no more able than before to prove their

accusations. We unfortunately have not in full the acts of

the Council ; but the synodical letter already quoted informs

us that the accusers of Cecilian were aid clamnati aid rcpulsi.

From this information we infer that Cecilian was acquitted

;

and this we know to have been the actual result of the Donatist

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 5.

2 Cf. Pagi, Crit. ad aim. 314, n. 21.

3 Contra Crescon. lib. iv. c. 25 ; Pagi, Crit. ad aim. 314, n. 17.

4 Cap. 9, n. 14.
5 Opera, viii. 135, ed. Migne.

« Pagi, Crit. ad ami. 314, n. 18. 7 Opera, ii. 169, ed. Migne.

8 Cf. Pagi, I.e. n. 19 ; and Hefele, " Das Concil von Sardika," in the Tiibinger

Quartalsch. 1852, S. 406. Cf. also previously, pp. 3, 4.
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controversy. The Council, in its letter to the Pope, says,

" that it would have greatly desired that the Pope (Silvester)

had been able to assist in person at the sessions, and that the

judgment given against Cecilian's accusers would in that case

certainly have been more severe." l The Council probably

alluded to the favourable conditions that it had accorded to

the Donatist bishops and priests, in case they should be recon-

ciled to the Church.

The letter of the Council contains no other information

relating to the affairs of the Donatists. At the time of the

religious conference granted to the Donatists in 411, a letter

of the African bishops
2 was read, in which they said, that,

" dating from the commencement of the schism {cib ipsias

scparationis cxordio), consent had been given that every Dona-

tist bishop who should become reconciled to the Church should

alternately exercise the episcopal jurisdiction with the Catholic

bishop : that if either of the two died, the survivor should

be his sole successor ; but in the case in which a church did not

wish to have two bishops, both were to resign, and a new one

was to be elected." From these words, ah ipsms scparationis

cxordio, Tillemont 3 concluded that it is to the Synod of Aries

that this decision should be referred ; for, as we have already

seen,
4 other proposals of reconciliation were made at Pome.

It is not known whether the Synod of Aries decided anything

else in the matter of the Donatists. But it is evident that

two, perhaps three, of its twenty-two canons (Nos. 13, 14,

and 8), refer to the schism of the African Church, which we
shall show in examining them one by one.

The Synod of Aries was not satisfied, as their synodal letter

tells us, merely to examine and judge the business of the

Donatists : it wished to lend its assistance in other points

relating to the necessities of the Church, especially to solve

the paschal controversy, the question of the baptism of heretics,

1 Mansi, ii. 469 ; Hard. i. 262.

2 It is the 128th epistle among those of S. Augustine, ii. 489, ed. Migne.

Cf. Brev. collat. diei i. c. 5, p. 615, t. ix. ed. Migne ; et Optat. 250, cd.

Dupin.
3 Memoircs, t. vi. in the Diss, sur Us Donallsles, art. xxi. p. 21, ed. Brux.

1732.
4 Above, p. 179.
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and to promulgate various rules for discipline. . Convinced

that it acted under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, it used

the formula, Placuit ergo, prcesente Spiritu sancto et angelis ejus

;

and begged the Pope, who had the government of the larger

diocese (jnajoris diceccscos gubernaada) under his control, to pro-

mulgate its decrees universally.
1 The Synod also sent him the

complete collection of its twenty-two canons, while in the

letter previously quoted it had given only a short extract from

them : consequently it may be maintained, with the brothers

Ballerini,
2
that the Synod addressed two letters to the Pope,

of which the first, commencing with the enumeration of the

bishops present, dwelt chiefly on the affairs of the Donatists,

and gave but a short sketch of the other decisions ; while the

second included literally and exclusively all the decrees, and

addressed itself to the Pope only in the words of introduction,

and in the first canon. The Benedictines of S. Maur have

published the best text of this second synodical letter, and of

the canons of the Council of Aries, in the first volume of their

Collcctio concilioram Gcdlicc of 1789, of which the sequel un-

fortunately has not appeared.
3 We shall adopt this text

:

Domino sanctissimo fratri Silvestro Marinus vel ccetus epis-

coporum qui adunati fuerunt in oppido Arelatensi. Quid de-

crevimus communi consilio caritati tuae significamus, ut omnes

sciant quid in futurum observare debeant.

Can. 1. Ut uno die et tempore Pascha cclchrctur.

Primo loco de observatione Paschre Domini, ut uno die et

uno tempore per omnem orbem a nobis observetur et juxta

consuetudinem literas ad omnes tu dirigas.

By this canon the Council of Aries wished to make the

Eoman computation of time with regard to Easter the rule

everywhere, and consequently to abolish that of Alexandria,

and all others that might differ from it, taking for granted that

the bishops of the Council knew the difference that existed

1 In Mansi, ii. 469 ; Hard. i. 261 sq.

2 In their edition of the works of Leo the Great, ii. 1019.
3 Keprinted in Bruns' Blbliolheca ecclesiastlca, vol. i. P. ii. p. 107. The pas-

sage, as given less accurately in the ancient collections of councils, is found in

Mansi, ii. 471 sq., Hard. i. 263 sq
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between these and the Roman computation. "We will not

here give the details relating to the paschal controversy, but

further on in the history of the Council of Nicoea, so as the

better to grasp the whole meaning.1

Can. 2. Ut ubi guisque ordinatur ibi permancat.

De his qui in quibuscumque locis ordinati fuerint ministri,

in ipsis locis perseverent.

The twenty-first canon contains the same decision, with

this difference, that the former speaks only of the inferior

ministers of the Church (ministri), while the latter speaks of

the priests and deacons ; and both express the view of the

ancient Church, in accordance with which an ecclesiastic at-

tached to one church ought not to change to another. We
find the same prohibition even in the apostolic canons (Nbs.

13 and 14, or 14 and 15); and in the fifteenth canon of

Xicoca. It is questioned whether this canon of Aries forbids

only passing from one diocese to another, or if it forbade

moving from one church to another in the same diocese. Dr.

Miinchen understood the canon in the latter sense, founding

liis opinion on the seventy-seventh canon of the Synod of

Elvira,
2 which shows that each church in a diocese had its

own minister.
3 Of course the prohibition as to a change of

churches in the same diocese, necessarily applies to moving
from one diocese to another.

Can. 3. Ut qui in pace arma projiciunt excommunicentur.

De his qui arma projiciunt in pace, placuit abstineri eos a

communione.

This canon has been interpreted in no less than four ways.

Ivo of Chartres read, instead of in pace, in prailio ; and an
ancient manuscript, which was compared by Surius, read in

hello. In this case the sense would be :
" He who throws

down his arms in war is excommunicated." Sirmond tried a

second explanation, taking the view that arma projiccrc is not

1 Cf. the diss, of Hefele, Osterfeierstreit (Controversy on the subject of the
Easter Feast), in the Freiburger Kirchenlexicon, Bd. vii. S. 871 ff.

= In his diss, already quoted, in the Bonner Zeitschrift, Heft 26, S. 61 ff.

a
Ci*. atove, p. 170.
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synonymous with arma cibjicere, and signifies arma in alium

conjiccrc} Thus, according to him, the canon forbids the use

of arms except in case of war. Dr. Miinchen has developed

this explanation, by applying the sentence arma projicere in

pace to the fights of the gladiators, and he has considered this

canon as a prohibition of these games. Constantine the Great,

he says, forbade on the 1st October 325 the games of the

gladiators in nearly the same terms : Cruenta spectaada in otio

civili ct domestica quiete non placent ; quapropter omnino gladi-

atores esse proMhemus. Besides these, adds Miinchen, the two

following canons are directed against the spectacula which

were so odious to the early Christians ; and this connection

also justifies the opinion that canon 3 refers to the spectacula,

that is to say, to the fights of the gladiators.
2 Aubespine has

tried a fourth explanation. Many Christians, says he, under

the pagan emperors, had religious scruples with regard to

military service, and positively refused to take arms, or else

deserted. The Synod, in considering the changes introduced by

Constantine, set forth the obligation that Christians have to

serve in war, and that because the Church is at peace {in pace)

under a prince friendly to Christians.
3 This explanation has

been adopted, amongst others, by Eemi Ceillier,
4 by Herbst,

5
in

the Dictionnaire des conciles of Abbe Migne,6 and in Abbe

Guette's recently published Histoire cle Veglise de France? We,

however, prefer Dr. Miinchen's view of the matter.

Can. 4. Ut aurigm dum agitant excommuniccntur.

De agitatoribus qui fideles sunt, placuit eos quamdiu agi-

tant a communione separari.

These agitators are the jockeys and grooms of the courses,

identical with the aurigm of the sixty-second canon of the

Council of Elvira. In the same way that the preceding

canon interdicted the games of the gladiators, which were

celebrated in the amphitheatre, so this prohibits the racing of

horses and chariots, which took place in the circus.

1 Mansi, ii. 481 sq.
2 Miinchen, in the diss, quoted abore.

8 See the notes of Aubespine, in Mansi, ii. 492.

4 Histoire des autcurs sacres, iii. 705. 5 Tub. Quartalsclirift, 1821, S. 6C0.

• T. L p. 199. Taris 1847. 7 T. i. p. 64. Paris 1847.
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Can. 5. TJt theatrici qiimndiu agunt cxcommunicvitur.

De theatricis, et ipsos placuit quamdiu agunt a communione
separari

This canon excommunicates those who are employed in the

theatres.
1

Can. 6. TJt in inftrmitatc convcrsi manus impositioncm

accipiant.

De his qui in infirmitate credere volunt, placuit iis debere

manum imponi.

The thirty-ninth canon of Elvira expresses itself in the

same manner ; and in commenting 2 upon it, we have said that

the words manum imponi were understood by one party as a

simple ceremony of admission to the order of catechumens

without baptism ; by others, especially by Dr. Miinchen, as

expressing the administration of confirmation.

Can. 7. Dc fidclibus qui prccsidcs fiunt vel rem publzcam

agcrc volunt.

De pnesidibus qui fideles ad prsesidatuni prosiliunt, placuit

nt cum promoti fuerint literas accipiant ecclesiasticas com-

municatorias, ita tamen ut in quibuscumque locis gesserint,

ab episcopo ejusdem loci cura illis agatur, et cum cceperint

contra disciplinam agere, turn demum a communione exclu-

dantur. Similiter et de his qui rempublicam agere volunt.

Like the preceding one, this canon repeats a similar statute

of the Synod of Elvira. The fifty-sixth canon of Elvira had
decreed that a Christian invested with a public office should

abstain from appearing in church during the term of these

duties, because these necessarily brought him into contact

with paganism.3 But since the Council of Elvira an essential

change had taken place. Constantine had himself gone over

to Christianity ; the Church had obtained full liberty ; and if

even before this time Christians had often been invested with

public offices,
4
this would henceforth be much more frequently

1 On this hatred of the first Christians for the stage and gaming, cf. Tub.

Quartalschrift, 1841, S. 396 fl'.

2 Above, p. 153 f.
3 See above, p. 161.

4 Euseb. Ilwt. Eccl. viii. 1.
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the case. It was necessary that, under a Christian emperor

and altered circumstances, the ancient rigour should be re-

laxed, and it is for this reason that the canon of Aries modi-

fied the decree of Elvira. If a Christian, it says, become?

praxes, that is to say, governor, he is not, as heretofore, obliged

to absent himself from church; on the contrary, letters of

recommendation will be given him to the bishop of the

country which is entrusted to his care (the governors were

sent out of their native country, that they might rule more

impartially). The bishop was bound to extend his care over

him, that is to say, to watch over him, assist him with his

advice, that he might commit no injustice in an office which

included the jus gladii. If he did not listen to the warnings

of the bishop, if he really violated Christian discipline, then

only was he to be excluded from the Church. The same line

of conduct was adhered to in regard of the municipal authori-

ties as towards the imperial officers.
1 Baronius has erroneously

interpreted this canon, in making it exclude heretics and

schismatics from holding public offices.
2

Can. 8. De haptismo eorum qui ah hwrcsi convcrtuntar.

De Afris quod propria lege sua utuntur ut rebaptizent,

placuit ut si ad Ecclesiam aliquis de hreresi venerit, interro-

gent eum symbolum ; et si perviderint eum in Patre et Filio

et Spiritu sancto esse baptizatum, manus ei tantum imponatur

ut accipiat Spiritum sanctum. Quod si interrogatus non re-

spondent banc Trinitatem, baptizetur.

We have already seen
3 that several African synods, held

under Agrippinus and Cyprian, ordered that whoever had been

baptized by a heretic, was to be re-baptized on re-entering the

Church. The Council of Aries abolished this law (lex) of the

Africans, and decreed that one who had received baptism

from heretics in the name of the holy Trinity was not to be

:

» Cf. Dr. Mhnchen, I.e. Heft 27, S. 42 ; Migne, Diet, des Concll. i. 193.

2 Baron, ad an. 314, n. 57. The opinion of Baronius (ibid. No. 53), that

Constantine was present at the Council of Aries, is not defensible. He thinks

this conclusion can be drawn from a text of Eusebius (
Vila Const, i. 44) ;

but

this passage speaks only in general terms of the presence of the Emperor at the

Council, and evidently refers to the Council of Nicsea.

3 Tp. 86 93 If.
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again baptized, but simply to receive the imposition of hands,

ut accipiat Spiritum sanctum. Thus, as we have already said,
1

the imposition of hands on those converted was ad pcenitmtiam

and ad confirmationcm. The Council of Aries promulgated in

this eighth canon the rule that has always been in force, and

is still preserved in our time, with regard to baptism con-

ferred by heretics : it was adopted and renewed by the nine-

teenth canon of the (Ecumenical Council of Nicsea.
2

In several mss. Arianis is read instead of Afris

;

3 but it is

known that at the time of the first Synod of Aries the sect of

the Arians did not yet exist. Binius has thought, and perhaps

with some reason, that this canon alluded to the Donatists,

and was intended to refute their opinion on the ordination of

Cecilian by Felix of Aptunga, by laying down this general

principle :
" That a sacrament is valid, even when it has been

conferred by an unworthy minister." There is, however, no

trace of an allusion to the Donatists : it is the thirteenth canon

which clearly settles the particular case of the Donatists, as

to whether a Traditor, one who has delivered up the Holy

Scriptures, can validly ordain.

Can. 9. Ut qui confessorum littcras affcrunt, alias ac-

cipiant.

De his qui confessorum literas afferunt, placuit ut sublatis

iis Uteris alias accipiant communicatorias.

This canon is a repetition of the twenty-fifth canon of the

Synod of Elvira.
4

Can. 10. Ut is cvjus uxor adultcravcrit aliarn ilia vivente own

accipiat.

De his qui conjuges suas in adulterio deprehendunt, et

iidem sunt adolescentes fideles et prohibentur nubere, placuit

ut in quantum possit consilium iis detur, ne viventibus uxori-

bus suis licet adulteris alias accipiant.

In reference to the ninth canon of Elvira, the Synod of

1 P. 113.
2 Cf. also the pretended seventh canon of the second (Ecumenical Council of

Constantinople in 381.
3 Mansi, ii. 472. 4 Cf. above, p. 14C.
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Aries has in view simply the case of a man putting away his

adulterous wife ; whilst, on the contrary, the Council of Elvira

refers to the case of a woman leaving her adulterous husband.

In both cases the two Councils alike depart from the existing

civil law,
1 by refusing to the innocent party the right of marry-

ing again. But there is the noteworthy difference, that the

right of re-marrying is forbidden to the woman, under penalty

of permanent excommunication (can. 9 of Elvira) ; while the

man is only strongly advised (in quantum possit consilium its

detur) not to marry again. Even in this case marriage is not

allowed, as is shown by the expression et prohibcntttr nuberc.

This Synod will not allow that which has been forbidden, but

only abstains from imposing ecclesiastical penance. Why is it

more considerate to the man ? Undoubtedly because the

existing civil law gave greater liberty to the husband than to

the wife, and did not regard the connection of a married man
with an unmarried woman as adultery.

2

It may be observed that Petavius,
3
instead of et proliibcntur

nuberc, prefers to read et non proliibcntur nuberc, which would

mean that, while they were not prohibited from marrying, they

should be strongly recommended not to do so.

Can. 11. Dc pucllis quce gcntilibus juvguntur.

De puellis fidelibus quae gentilibus junguntur placuit, ut

aliquanto tempore a communione separentur.

This canon is evidently related to the fifteenth canon of

Elvira, with, however, this difference, that the canon of Elvira

chiefly relates to the parents, while that of Aries rather con-

cerns daughters. This, too, enforces a penalty, which the

other does not.
4

Can. 12. Ut clcrici fceneralorcs excommuniccntur.

De ministris qui fcenerant, placuit eos juxta formam divini-

tus datam a communione abstineri.

1 Fr. q. D. de Divort. (24. 2); Munchen, I.e. S. 58.

2 Const, c. i. ad leg. Tul. (9. 9) ; Munchen, I.e. S. 58. It was not until the

year 449 that the position of man and wife was put on the same footing in this

respect.

3 In his ed. of Epiphanius, Hares. 59, c. 3, t. ii. app..p. 255.

4 Cf. Munchen, I.e. S. 63.
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This canon is almost literally identical with the first part of

the twentieth canon of Elvira.
1

Can. 13. Dc Us qui Scripturas sacras, vasa dominica, vel

nominee fratrum tradidisse elicuntur.

De his qui Scripturas sanctas tradidisse dicuntur vel vasa

dominica vel nomina fratrum suorum, placuit nobis ut qui-

cumque eorum ex actis publicis fuerit detectus, non verbis

nudis, ab ordine cleri amoveatur ; nam si iidem aliquos ordi-

nasse fuerint deprehensi, et lii quos orclinaverunt rationales

subsistunt, non illis obsit ordinatio. Et quoniam multi sunt

qui contra ecclesiasticam regulam pugnare videntur et per

testes redemptos putant se ad accusationem admitti debere,

omnino non admittantur, nisi, ut supra diximus, actis publicis

docuerint.

The Emperor Diocletian had ordered, by his first edict for

persecution in 303, first, that all the churches were to be

destroyed ; secondly, that all sacred books were to be burnt

;

thirdly, that Christians were to be deprived of all rights and
all honours ; and that when they were slaves, they were to be

declared incapable of acquiring liberty.
2 Consequently Chris-

tians were everywhere required to give up the holy books to

be burnt, and the sacred vases to be confiscated by the trea-

sury (ad fiscum). This canon mentions these two demands,

and, besides these, the traditio nominnm. It may be that,

according to the first edict, some Christians, and especially the

bishops, were required to remit the lists of the faithful be-

longing to their dioceses, in order to subject them to the de-

cree which deprived them of all rights and honour. However,
Dr. Miinchen 3

thinks that the traditio nominnm was first in-

troduced in consequence of Diocletian's second edict. This

edict ordered that all ecclesiastics should be imprisoned, and
compelled to sacrifice. Many tried to escape the clanger by
flight; but it also happened that many were betrayed, and
their names (nomina fratrum) given up to the heathen. The
thirteenth canon orders the deposition of these Traditorcs, if

1 Cf. Miinchen, I.e. S. 65.
s Euseb. Hist. Eccl. viii. 2 ; Lactant. de Mortibus persec. c. 2.

3
I.e. S. 70.
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they are ecclesiastics. But this penalty was only to he in-

flicted in case the offence of traditio was proved, not merely

by private denunciations {verbis nudis), hut by the public

laws, by writings signed by officers of justice (ex actis publicis),

which the Eoman officers had to draw up in executing the

Emperor's edict.

The Synod occupied itself with this question :
" What

must be done if a traditor bishop has ordained clergy?"

This was precisely the principal question in the contro-

versy with the Donatists ; and the Synod decided " that the

ordination should be valid, that is, that whoever should be

ordained by such a bishop should not suffer from it" (non

Mis obsit ordinatio). This part of the passage is very plain,

and clearly indicates the solution given by the Council ; but

the preceding words, ct hi, quos ordinavcrunt, rationales sub-

sistunt, are difficult to explain. They may very well mean,

" If those who have been ordained by them are worthy, and fit

to receive holy orders
;

" but we read in a certain number of

mss., et de his, quos ordinaverint, ratio subsistit, that is to say,

" If those are in question who have been ordained by them."

This canon has another conclusion which touches the Dona-

tist controversy ; namely :
" Accusers who, contrary to all the

Church's rules, procured paid witnesses to prove their accusa-

tions, as the adversaries of Felix of Aptunga have done, ought

not at all to be heard if they cannot prove their complaints by

the public acts."

Can. 14. Ut qui /also accusant fratrcs suos usque ad cxitum

excommunicentur.

De his qui falso accusant fratres suos, placuit eos usque ad

exitum non communicare.

This canon is the sequel to the preceding :
" If it is proved

that any one has made a positively false and unwarrantable

accusation against another (as a traditor), such a person will

be excommunicated to the end of his life." This canon is

worded in so general a manner, that it not only embraces the

false denunciations on the particular case of the traditio, but

all false denunciations in general, as the seventy-fifth canon of

the Synod of Elvira had already done.
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Can. 15. Ut diaconcs non offcrant.

De diaconibus quos cognovimus multis locis offerre, placuit

minime fieri debere.

During the persecution of Diocletian, a certain number of

deacons seem to have assumed to themselves the right of offer-

ing the holy sacrifice, especially when there was no bishop or

priest at hand. The Synod of Aries prohibited this. It will be
seen that in this canon we translate offerre as " to offer the

holy sacrifice," in the same sense as this word is used in the

nineteenth canon. Binterim 1
gives another interpretation.

By offerre he understands the administration of the Eucharist

to the faithful ; and he explains the canon in this sense :
" The

deacons ought not to administer the communion to the faith-

ful in various places, but only in the churches which are

assigned to them." We must allow that oferre has sometimes
this meaning ; for example, in S. Cyprian, ale Lapsis : Solem-

nibus adimplctis caliccm diaconus offerre prcesentibus ccepit ; but,

a. It is difficult to suppose that the Synod of Aries should
have employed the expression offerre in two senses so essen-

tially different—in the fifteenth canon, where it would mean to

administer the Eucharist, and in the nineteenth canon, where
it would mean to offer the holy sacrifice—without having in

either pointed out this difference more clearly.

b. The Synod evidently wished to put an end to a serious

abuse, as it says, Minime fieri debere, Now it could not have
been a very grave offence on the part of the deacons, if, in

consequence of the want of clergy, they had administered the

communion in several places : after all, they would only have
done what they performed ex officio in their own churches.

2

Can. 16. Ut ubi quisque fait excommunicatus, ibi commu-
nionem consequatur.

De his qui pro delicto suo a communione separantur,

placuit ut in quibuscumque locis fuerint exclusi in iisdem
communionem consequantur.

The fifty-third canon of the Synod of Elvira had already

1 Memorahilia, t. i. P. i. p. 360.
2 Cf. our observations on the eighteeuth canon of Xicoea, and the discussion

of Dr. Miinchen, I.e. p. 76.

8
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given the same order. This canon should be compared with

the fifth canon of the Synod of Mcoea, the second and sixth

of Antioch (in 341), and with the sixteenth of Sardica.

Can. 17. Ut nullus cpiscopus alium conculcct qnscojmm.

TJt nullus episcopus alium episcopum inculcet.

A bishop could in many ways inconvenience, molest (in-

culcare) a colleague ; especially

—

a. If he allowed himself to exercise various episcopal func-

tions in any diocese other than his own ; for example, to

ordain clergy, which the Synod of Antioch forbade, in 341,

by its thirteenth canon.

b. If he stayed a long time in a strange town, if he

preached there, and so threw into the shade the bishop of the

place, who might be less able, less learned than himself, for

the sake of obtaining the other's see ; which the eleventh

canon (fourteenth in Latin) of Sardica also forbids.

Can. 18. De diaconibus urbicis ut sine conscientia jprcsbytc-

rorum nihil agant.

De diaconibus urbicis ut non sibi tantum pra?sumant, sed

honorem presbyteris reservent, ut sine conscientia ipsorum

nihil tale faciant.

The canon does not tell us in what these usurpations of

the town 1 deacons consisted (in opposition to the deacons

of the country churches, who, being farther from the bishop,

had less influence). The words honorem presbyteris reservent

seem to imply that the Council of Aries referred to the

deacons who, according to the evidence of the Council of

Nicrea, forgot their inferiority to the priests, and took rank

and place amongst them, which the Synod of Nicrca 2
also for-

bade. The Synod of Laodicoea also found it necessary to

order deacons to remain standing in the presence of priests,

unless invited to sit down. The last words of our canon

1 The deacons of the city of Rome were the particular invaders, as Jerome

testifies {Epitst. 85, ad Evagrium). Cf. Van Espen, Commentarius in canones et

decreta, etc. (Colon. 1755), p. 101, in the scholia on the eighteenth canon of

Nicaea.
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indicate that here also the allusion is to the functions that

deacons were generally authorized to exercise in virtue of

their charge, such as baptizing and preaching, but which they

were not to discharge unless with the consent of the priests

who were set over them.

Can. 19. Ut pcrccjrinis episcopis locus sacrificandi clctur.

De episcopis peregrinis qui in urbem solent venire, placuit

iis locum dare ut offerant.

The seventeenth canon having forbidden bishops to exercise

episcopal functions in a strange diocese, the nineteenth canon
declares that the celebration of the holy sacrifice is not com-
prised in this prohibition, and consequently that a bishop

should be allowed to offer the holy sacrifice in a strange

diocese, or, as we should say, should be permitted to say

Mass.

Can. 20. Ut sine tribus episcopis nullus episcopus ordinetur.

De his qui usurpant sibi quod soli debeant episcopos

orclinare, placuit ut nullus hoc sibi praesumat nisi assumptis

secum aliis septem episcopis. Si tamen non potuerit septem,

infra tres non audcat orclinare.

The Synod of Nicaea, canon 4, made the same regulation,

that all bishops should not singly ordain another bishop, and
orders that there be at least three bishops for this purpose.

1

Can. 21. Ut prcshjtcri aid diacones qui ad edict loect se

transfcrunt deponantur.

De presbyteris aut diaconibus qui solent dimittere loca

sua in quibus ordinati sunt et ad alia loca se transferunt,

placuit ut iis locis ministrent quibus prsefixi sunt. Quod si

relictis locis suis ad alium se locum transferre voluerint, de-

ponantur.

Cf. the second canon, above, p. 135.

Can. 22. Dc apostcdis qui in infirmitate communioncm
pctunt.

De his qui apostatant et nunquam se ad ecclesiam repiae-

1 See, further on, our remarks on the fourth canon of Nicsea.
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sentant, ne quidem pcenitentiam agere quoerunt, et postea in-

firmitate accepti petunt communionem, placuit iis non dandam
communionem nisi revaluerint et egerint dignos fructus poeni-

tentise.

The Council of Mcrea, in its thirteenth canon, softened this

order, and allowed the holy communion to be administered to

all sinners at the point of death who should desire it.

Besides these twenty - two canons of the first Synod of

Aries, which are certainly genuine, Mansi found six more in

a MS. at Lucca. He thought, however, that these last must

have been decreed by another Council of Aries. They are

the following :

—

Can. 1 (24).
1

Placuit ut quantum potest inhibeatur viro, ne dimissa

uxore vivente liceat ut aliam ducat super earn : quicumque

autem fecerit alienus erit a catholica communione.

Can. 2 (25).

Placuit ut mulierem corruptam clericus non ducat uxorem,

vel is, qui laicus mulierem corruptam duxerit, non admittatur

acl clerum.

Can. 3 (26).

De aliena ecclesia clericum ordinare alibi nullus episcopus

usurpet
;
quod si fecerit, sciat se esse judicandum cum inter

fratres de hoc fuerit appetitus.

Can. 4 (27).

Abstentum clericum aiterius ecclesia? alia non admittat
;

sed pacem in ecclesia inter fratres simplicem tenere cognoscat.

Can. 5 (28).

Venientem de Donatistis vel de Montensibus per manus

impositionis suscipiantur, ex eo quod contra ecclesiasticum

ordinem baptizare videntur.

1 This ms. of Lucca divides the twenty-two genuine canons of Aries into

twenty-three, and consequently counts the first of the spurious canons as the

twenty-fourth.
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Can. 6 (29).

Praeterea, quod dignum, pudicum et honestum est, sua-

denms fratribus ut sacerdotes et levitse cum uxorious suis

non coeant, quia ministerio quotidiano occupantur. Quicum-

que contra banc constitutionem fecerit, a clericatus honore

deponatur.

If we consider, again, the occasion of this Synod—namely,

the schism of the Donatists—we see that as soon as the

Synod had pronounced its sentence upon them, they appealed

anew to the Emperor, while the Catholic bishops asked per-

mission of him to return to their homes. Constantine there-

upon wrote a beautiful and touching letter to the bishops,

thanking Cod for His goodness to him, and the bishops foe

the equitable and conciliatory judgment that they had pro-

nounced. He complained of the perverseness, the pride, and-

obstinacy of the Donatists, who would not have peace, but ap-

pealed to him from the judgment of the Church, when the sen-

tence of the priests ought to be regarded as that of the Lord'

Himself (saccrdotum judicium ita debet habcri, etc si ipse Domi-

nus resielens judicct). " What audacity, what madness, what

folly ! " he exclaims ; " they have appealed from it like

heathens." At the end of his letter he prays the bishops,

after Christ's example, to have yet a little patience, and to stay-

some time longer at Aries, so as to try and reclaim these mis-

guided men. If this last attempt failed, they might return to

their dioceses ; and he prayed them to remember him, that

the Saviour might have mercy upon him. He said that he

had ordered the officers of the empire to send the refractory

from Aries, and from Africa as well, to his court, where great,

severity * awaited them.

These threats caused a great number of Donatists to return

to the Church ; others persevered in their obstinacy,
2

and,,

according to Constantine's order, were brought to the imperial

court. From that time there was no longer any occasion for

the Catholic bishops to remain at Aries, and in all probabi-

lity they returned to their dioceses. Arrived at court, the

Donatists again prayed tht Emperor to judge their cause him-

1 In Hard. i. 2G8 ; Mansi, ii. 477 ; et Optatus Milev. 184, ed. Dupin,

s Cf. August. Eplst. 88, n. 3.
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self. Constantine at first refused, but, for reasons with which

we are not acquainted,1 ended by consenting to their demand.

He summoned Cecilian, the Catholic Bishop of Carthage, as

well as his Donatist adversaries, to appear before him at Eome,

where he was staying, in August 315. Ingentius, the false

accuser of Felix of Aptunga, was to be there
2
to prove to the

Donatists that they had improperly called in question the

consecration of Cecilian ; but Cecilia:?, for some unknown
reason, did not appear. S. Augustine himself did not know
why

;

3 and the Donatists profited by tins circumstance, and

urged the Emperor to condemn Cecilian for disobedience.

Constantine, however, contented himself with granting him a

delay, at the end of which Cecilian was to appear at Milan,

which so exasperated many of the Donatists, that they fled

from the court to Africa. The Emperor for some time thought

of going himself into Africa to judge the cause of the Donatists

in their own country. He accordingly sent back some Donatist

bishops into Africa, and warned the others by letter of his

project, adding, that if they could prove but one of their

numerous accusations against Cecilian, he would consider such

proof as a demonstration of all the rest.
4

The Emperor afterwards gave up this scheme, and returned

to that which had been first proposed, and in November 316

caused the contending parties to appear before him at Milan.

Cecilian presented himself before the Emperor, as well as his

antagonists. The Emperor heard both sides, examined their

-depositions, and finally declared that Cecilian was innocent,

that his adversaries were calumniators, and sent a copy of his

decision to Eumalius, his vicar in Africa.
5 The Donatists were

thus condemned three times, by the two Synods of Eome and

of Aries, and finally by the Emperor himself. In spite of this,

to weaken the effect of the late sentence, they spread the

rumour that the celebrated Hosius Bishop of Corduba, a friend

of Cecilian, had prejudiced the Emperor against them.6

The subsequent history of the schism of the Donatists does

* "Coactus," says S. Augustine, I.e. Cf. Epist. 43, n. 20.
2 See above, p. 176 ff.

3 Epist. 43, n 20.

4 Opt. Mil. pp. 185, 1S7, ed. Dup. 6 Dujin, I.e. p. 187.
3 August. Contr. Parmen. lib. i. c. 5.



SYNOD OF ANCTEA. 100

not belong to this place;
1 and we have now to consider two

other synods which were held in the East about the same time

as that of Aries, and which merit all our attention. They are

those of Ancyra and Xeocaesarea.

Sec. 16. TJie Synod of Ancyra in 314.

Maximilian having died during the summer of 313, the

Church in the East began to breathe freely, says Eusebius.2 He
says nothing further about these Synods ; but one of the first,

and certainly the most celebrated, of these Councils, was that

of Ancyra, the capital of Galatia, which was held for the pur-

pose of healing the wounds inflicted on the Church by the last

persecution, and especially to see what could be done on the

subject of the lapsi.

The best Greek MSS. of the canons of Ancyra contain a very

ancient preface, which shows, without further specification,

that the Council of Ancyra was held before that of Kicaea.

The presence of A
T
italis Bishop of Antioch at the Council of

Ancyra 3 proves that it was held before the year 310, which is

the year of the death of that bishop. It is, then, between

313 and 310 that it was held.
4 Binius 5

believes he has dis-

covered a still more exact date, in the fact of the presence

of Basil Bishop of Amasia at our Synod. According to his

opinion, this bishop suffered martyrdom in 316, under the

Emperor Licinius ; but Tillemont has proved that he was pro-

bably not martyred till 320. 6

It appears from the sixth canon of Ancyra that the Council

was held, conformably to the apostolic canons, Xo. 38 (36), in

the fourth week after Easter. Maximin having died during

the summer of 313, the first Pentecost after his death fell in

314; and it is very probable that the Christians immediately

availed themselves of the liberty which his death gave them

to come to the aid of the Church.

1 Cf. the author's article " Donatisten," in the Kirchenlexicon of "Wetzer

and Welte, Bel. iii.

- Euseb. Hist. Ecd. x. 3.

3 Cf. the list of the members of the Council in Mansi, ii. 534 ; in Hard.
i. 279.

4 Cf. Tillemont, M4m. etc. vi. So. 6 Id Mansi, Collect. Condi, ii. 5S6.
6 Tillemont, Memoires, etc. v. 219, 220.
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This is also what the words of Eusebius clearly indicate.
1

Baronius,
2 Tillemont,

3 Remi Ceillier,
4 and others, were there-

fore perfectly right in placing the Synod of Ancyra after the

Easter which followed the death of Maximin ; consequently

in 314.

We have three lists of the bishops who were present at the

Synod of Ancyra. They differ considerably from one another.

That which, in addition to the bishops and the towns, names

the provinces,
5

is evidently, as the Ballerini have shown, of

later origin : for (a) no Greek MS. contains this list
; (/3) it is

wanting in the most ancient Latin translations
; (7) the lists

of the provinces are frequently at variance with the civil

division of the province at this time. For instance, the list

speaks of a Galaiia prima, of a Cappadocia prima, of a Cilicia

prima and secunda, of a Pkrygia Pacatiana, all divisions which

did not then exist. Another list of the bishops who were

present at Ancyra, but without showing the provinces, is found

in the Prisca and in the Isiclorian collection. Dionysius the

Less does not give a list of the persons : one of this kind has

not, until lately, been attached to his writings.
7

In this state of things, it is evident that none of these lists

are of great value, as they vary so much from each other even

as to the number of the bishops, which is left undecided, being

put down between twelve and eighteen. In the longest list

the following names are found : Vitalis of Antioch, Agricolaus

of Cresarea in Palestine, Marcellus of Ancyra, who had become

so famous in the Arian controversy, Lupus of Tarsus, Basil of

Amasia, Philadelphius of Juliopolis in Galatia, Eustolius of

Nicomedia, Heraclius of Tela in Great Armenia, Teter of Ico-

nium, Nunechius of Laodicea in Phrygia, Sergianus of Antioch

in Pisidia, Epidaurus of Perga in Paraphilia, Narcissus of

Neronias in Cilicia, Leontius of Ccesarea in Cappadocia, Longinus-

of Neocresarea in Pontus, Amphion of Epiphania in Cilicia,

Salamenus of Germanicia in Coelesyria, and Germanus of

1 Eusek Hist. Eccl. x. 3.
z Ad an. 314, n. 77.

3 M6m. vi. 85.
4 Hist, des auteurs sacrds, iii. 713.

6 Printed in Mansi, ii. 534.

6 Cf. Opp. Leonis M. t. iii. p. xxii. ed. Ballerini.

7 Ballerini, I.e. et p. 105, not. 1 ; Hard. i. 279 ; llaasi, ii. 527, not. 1 ;

liemi Ceillier, l.c. 714.



SYNOD OF ANCYEA. 201

Xeapolis in Palestine. Several of these were present, eleven

years after, at the first (Ecumenical Council of Nicsea. They

belonged, as we see, to such different provinces of Asia Minor

and Syria, that the Synod of Ancyra may, in the same sense-

as that of Aries, be considered a concilium plcnarium, that is,

a general council of the Churches of Asia Minor and Syria.

From the fact that Vitalis of Antioch is mentioned first (prima

loco), and that Antioch was the most considerable seat of those

who were represented at Ancyra, it is generally concluded

that Vitalis presided over the Synod ; and we admit this sup-

position, although the Libellus si/nodicus assigns the presidency

to Marcellus of Ancyra.1

Can. 1.

Upec-fivrepovs tou? eTriOvaavras, ecra iTravairaXatcravTa^ jJLi]Te

ire fiedohov rivos uXX! i% d\rj6eia?, /i?;re TrpoKaTaatcevdaavTa?

kcl\ eViT^Seucra^Ta?, teal ireiaavra^ 'iva So^wat fiev ftaadvoi<?

viroftdWeadai, rravra^ he tw hoxelv KaX tco a-^ij/xart, rrpoaayj-

6r\vat' tovtov; eho^e tt}? /xev ti/j,t)S rfjs Kara ri]V tcaOehpav nere-

XeiV > trpotrcpepeiv he avrovs i) opuXelv i) o\(os Xeirovpyelv ti twv

iepaTiKwv Xeirovp'yiwv /lit) e^elvat."

'•' Priests who sacrificed (during the persecution), but after-

wards repenting, resumed the combat not only in appearance,

but in reality, shall continue to enjoy the honours of their

office, but they may neither sacrifice or preach, nor fulfil any

priestly office."

In this translation we have left out a great incidental pro-

position (from /mj)T€ TrpoKaTaaicevdaavTas to irpoaa^d^vai), be-

1 In Mansi, I.e. p. 539 ; Hard. v. 1499.

2 We find the Greek text of the canons of Ancyra, together with the olcL

Latin translations by Dionysius the Less and Isidore, in Hardouin, i. 271,

and Mansi, ii. 514 sqq. In Mansi there is also a more accurate transla-

tion by Gentianus Hervetus. The Greek text is also found in the mediaeval!

Greek commentaries of Zonaras, Balsamon, and Aristenus, quoted by Beveridge,

Synodicon, seu Pandsclce canon. (Oxon. 1672), i. 375 sq. The Greek text of the.

canons of Ancyra is also to be found in Brans, Biblioth. Eccl. i. 66 sqq.

Bouth has published it in his Reliquice sacrcc, iii. 405 sqq., with notes of his

own, and of others, particularly those of Beveridge and Justell. We give here-

the ordinary text, and place the most important readings of Kouth in brackets..

The canons of Ancyra have also been commented upon by Van Espen, C<\m-

mentar. in canones et decreta (Colon. 1755), p. 107 sq., and by Herbst in the

Tiibinger QuartaUchrift of 1821, S. 413 s^.
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cause to be understood it requires some previous explanations

Certain priests who had sacrificed to idols, wishing to be re-

stored to favour, performed a sort of farce to deceive the

bishop and the faithful. They bribed some officers and their

subordinates, then presented themselves before them as Chris-

tians, and pretended to submit to all kinds of tortures, which

were not really, but only apparently applied to them, accord-

ing to the plan which had been previously arranged. The

Council also says :
" Without having made any arrangements,

and without its being understood and agreed that they should

appear to submit to tortures which were only to be apparently

inflicted on them."

It was quite justifiable, and in accordance with the ancient

and severe discipline of the Church, when this Synod no longer

allowed priests, even when sincerely penitent, to discharge

priestly functions. It was for this same reason that the two

Spanish bishops Martial and Basilides were deposed, and that

the judgment given against them was confirmed in 254 by

an African synod held under S. Cyprian.
1 The first canon,

together with the second and third, was inserted in the Corjms

juris can?

Can. 2.

AiaKovovs o/Wco? Ovaavra^, p,era Be ravra avairaKaLaavra^

rt]V [iev aXkr}v rip.i)v e^eiv, ireiravaOai he avrovs iraari^ t?}?

iepfc Xenovpytwi, tj}? re tov aprov ?} iroTi'ipiov ava$epeiv ?)

K7]pvaaeLV, el fievroi. rwh twv eTUGKQ'nwv tovtols avvihotev ica-

fiarov Tiva r) Tcnreivcocriv 7T/aaoT??TO<? ical edekoiev 7r\ec6v tl Bc-

Sovac i) tupatpelv, eV avrols ehat rip e^ovaiav.

" In the same manner, the deacons who may have sacri-

ficed, but have afterwards returned to the fight, shall keep

the dignities of their office, but shall no longer fulfil any non-

function, shall no longer offer the bread and wine (to the cele-

brant or to the communicants), shall no longer preach. But

if any bishops, out of regard to their efforts (for their ardent

penitence), and to their humiliation, wish to grant them more

privileges, or to withdraw more from them, they have power

to do so."

According to this, such deacons could no longer exercise

3 See aLove, ch. 5.
a C. 32, dist. bu.
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their ministry in the Church, but they continued their offices

as almoners to the poor, and administrators of the property of

the Church, etc. etc. It is doubtful what is meant by " to

offer the bread and the chalice." In the primitive Church,

S. Justin
1

testifies that the deacons distributed the holy

communion to the laity. It is possible that the canon refers

to this distribution. Van Espen,
2 however, thinks that, at

the time of the Synod, deacons no longer distributed the con-

secrated bread to the faithful, but only the chalice, according to

a prescription of the Apostolic Constitutions? and an expression

of Cyprian; 4
so that dvafydpeiv dprov rj iror^ptov (because

there is mention of aprov, bread) must here relate to the pre-

sentation of the bread and the chalice made by the deacon

to the bishop or priest who celebrated at the time of the

offertory. But it seems from the eighteenth canon of Nicrea,

that this primitive custom, in virtue of which deacons also

distributed the eucharistic bread as well as wine, had not

entirely disappeared at the beginning of the fourth century,

and consequently at the time of the Synod of Ancyra.

The word tcrjpvaceiv, to proclaim, needs explanation. It

means in the first place the act of preaching ;
that is declared

to be forbidden to diaconis lajpsis. But deacons had, and still

have, other things to proclaim (tiypvcraeiv). They read the

Gospel, they exclaimed : Flectamus genua, Proccdamus in pace,

Nc aids auclientium, Nc qids infiddimn ;
5 and these functions

were also comprised in the Krjpvcraecv.
6

Finally, the canon directs bishops to take into considera-

tion the circumstances and the worth of the diaconi Iwpsi in

addin^ to or deducting from the measures decreed against
1 UU V* v^v.in.~u^

them
Can. 3.

Toij'i <pevyovra<i kcu avWrjcpOevTas r) vtto oltceloiv nrapaZo-

Oivras ?} aAX&)9 ra vTrapyovra a$aipe6evTa<; r) vTropelvavras

fiaaavowi rj efc Seapoorypiov i/x{3\ii9ei>Ta<i fio&vrds re otl elal

1 Apoloff. i. n. 65 and 67.
2 Commentar. I.e. p. 108.

3 Lib. viii. c. 13.

4 See above, the remarks on the fifteenth canon of Aries, and further on, the

commentary on the eighteenth canon of Nictta.

~° Const. Apost. viii. 5.
6 Van Espen, le.
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Xpiariavol kcu irepia-)^ia6evja<: (irepur)(e6e.VTa<i) ^rot c'? ras

X^P^ 7Tpo<> ftlav ififiaWovTcov twv fiia^ojxevwv i) fipwfxd rt

77-009 avdyfCTjv Be^a/xivov;, ofiokojovvra^ Be Bio\ov otl elal Xpia-

Tiavol, teal to irevdos tov crv/x(3dvTO<; del eTTiBeucvvfievovs Tjj izdajr

Kcnacnokfi koX tu> cr^p-aTi teal ttj tov J31ov TaireivoTriTi' tovtov?

co<? e%co dfj.apT)']fj.aro<; 6Vra? t?}<? noivwvias pi] KcoXvecrOai, el Be

teal eKoihvOrjaav vtto tivos, irepieraorepas a/c/3t/3e/a<? eveicev »} icai

Tuvoiv dyvota, ev6u$ 7rpoa6exd>]i'af tovto Be o/jlolu><; eirl re twv

€K rov K.\i)pov tcai twv tlWaiv Xa'i/cwv, Trpoae^rdadr] Be Ka/celvo,

el Bvvavrca koli Xac/col rfj avrfj dvdytcr] vTroTrecrovTes irpoadyeadau

eh Tu^tv eBo^ev ovv teal tovtovs &k /xrjBev rjfj.aprTjKaras, el

teal i) rrpokafiovo-a evpiaicciro 6p6)j tov fiiov iro\iTela
:
7rpo%eipL-

^eaOai.

" Those who fled before persecution, but were caught, or

were betrayed by those of their own houses, or in any othei

way, who have borne with resignation the confiscation of their

property, tortures, and imprisonment, declaring themselves to

be Christians, but who have subsequently been vanquished,

whether their oppressors have by force put incense into their

hands, or have compelled them to take in their mouth the

meat offered to idols, and who, in spite of this, have perse-

vered in avowing themselves Christians, and have evinced

their sorrow for what had befallen them by their dejection

and humility,—such, not having committed any fault, are not

to be deprived of the communion of the Church ; and if they

have been so treated by the over-severity or ignorance of

their bishop, they are immediately to be reinstated. This

applies equally to the clergy and to the laity. In the same

way it was to be inquired if the laity, to whom violence has

been used (that is to say, who have been physically obliged

to sacrifice), might be promoted to the ministry (ra'^9, ordo)
;

and it was decreed that, not having committed any fault (in

the case of these sacrifices), they might be elected, provided

their former life was found to be consistent."

The meaning of this canon is clear :
" Physical constraint

relieves from responsibility." That there had been physical

constraint was proved in the following ways :

—

(a.) By the previous endurance with which they had borne

confiscation, tortures, and imprisonment.
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(j3.) By this, that during their sufferings they had always

declared themselves Christians.

Among the expressions of this canon the word nvepicr^icr-

Oevras of the tcxtus vulgatus presents the chief difficulties.

Zonaras translates it thus :
" If their clothes have been torn

from their bodies :" for TrepiayjXp means to tear away, and

with tlvcl to tear off the clothes from any one. But the true

reading is irepia-^eOevTa^, which Bouth has found in three

mss. in the Bodleian Library,
1 and which harmonizes the best

with the versions of Dionysius the Less and of Isidore.
2 We

have used this reading (jrepLa^eOevTa'i) in our translation of

the canon ; for irepie-^a) means to surround, to conquer, to

subdue.

Can. 4.

Tlepl itov 77/90? (3iav Ouadvrcov, eVi. Se tovtol<; /cal rcov

ZenrvrjadvTCdv eh to, e'tScoXa, octol pbev uTrajo/xevoc teal a^fxart

<f)Cu8poT6p(p dvifxOov teal iaOrJTi e^pi]aavTO TroXvreXeaTepa teal

fxerea-^ov rov irapaaKevacOevro^ heiTrvov ahiafyopcvs, tSo^ev evi-

avTOV dtcpoaadai, viroireaelv he rpia errj, ev^]9 Be /aoV??? tcoivco-

vfjcrai err] Bvo, teal rore eXOelv eiri to reXetov.

" As to those who have been forced to sacrifice, and who

have besides eaten the meats consecrated to the gods (that is

to say, who have been forced to take part in the feasts off the

sacrifices), the Council decrees, that those who, being forced

to go to the sacrifice, have gone cheerfully, dressed in their

best, and shall there have eaten of it indifferently (as if

there was no difference between this and other meals), shall

remain one year amongst the audicntcs (second class of

penitents), three years among the substrati (third class of

penitents), shall take part in the prayers (fourth class) for two

years, and then finally be admitted to the complete privileges

of the Church (to TeXeiov), that is, to the communion." 3

Can. 5.

"Oaoi Be uv?]k6nv p.era ea6?]To<; 7rev0itei]<; teal dvarreaovre^

tcpayov p.era%v 6Y bXrjs T7?? dvateXlaew*; hatepvovres, el eifkri-

1 Nos. 26, 158, and 625. 2 Bouth, Beliqnice sacrce, iii. 423.

3 Of. Suicer, ad h. v. Cf. also, on the penitential system of the primitive

Church, Blnterim, Denlcwurdicjktiten, Bd. v. Thl. ii. S. 362 if.



206 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

pwcrav tov t^? viroTrru>aew<; rpierrj %povov, ^wpl? Trpoo~$>opa<;

Se^0/)T(oaav' el Se fii] ecjiayov, Bvo VTroTreaoines err) ru> rpirw

Koivoivrjcrcnwaav %6)/?i? Trpoctfiopas, iva to reXeiov rfj rerpaerla

\d{3(i)<Ti, tov<; 8e eTncrKoirov^ igovaiav e^etv tov rpoirov Tr}<;

eViCTTpo^)^? <$OKi/j,d(ravTa<; fyikavdponrevecrdaL i) ifkelova irpoa-

TiQkvai %povov' irpo ttcivtwv Se Kal 6 7rpodya>v /3/o? kcu o fiera

ravra i^era^iadco, nai oi/rw? ?} (pi\av0pa)7ria irmp.eTpeta6w>.

" Nevertheless, those who have appeared there (that is, at

the feast of the sacrifices) in mourning habits, who have been

full of grief during the repast, and have wept during the whole

time of the feast, shall be three years amongst the siibstrati,

and then be admitted, without taking part in the offering

;

but if they have not eaten (and have merely been present at

the feast), they are to be siibstrati"for two years, and the third

year they shall take part in the offering (in the degree of the

consistcntcs, Gvaraai^), so as to receive the complement (the

holy communion) in the fourth year. The bishops shall have

the power, after having tried the conduct of each, to mitigate

the penalties, or to extend the time of penitence ;
buc they

must take care to inquire what has passed before and after

their fall, and their clemency must be exercised accordingly."

We may see that this canon is closely allied to the pre-

ceding one, and that the one explains the other : there only

remains some obscurity arising from the expression %&>pt?

Trpoo-cpopas. Aubespine thought that there is here a reference

to the offerings which were presented by penitents, in the

hope of obtaining mercy ; but Suicer remarks 1
that it is not

so, and that the reference here is certainly to those offerings

which are presented by the faithful during the sacrifice (at

the offertory). According to Suicer, the meaning of the canon

would be :
" They may take part in divine worship, but not

actively ;" that is, " they may mingle their offerings with those

of the faithful :" which corresponds with the fourth or last

degree of penitence. But as those who cannot present their

offerings during the sacrifice are excluded from the communion,

the complete meaning of this canon is ;
" They may be present

at divine service, but may neither offer nor communicate with

the faithful." Consequently %wpt5 Trpoa$opa<; also comprises

1 Thesaurus, s.v. rrpotqiofa.
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the exclusion from the communion ; but it does not follow

from this that irpoa^opa means the sacrament of the altar, as

Herbst and Eouth have erroneously supposed. The eucharistic

service has, we know, two parts : it is, in the first place, a

sacrifice ; and then, as a reception of the Lord's Supper, it

is a sacrament. And the whole act may be called irpoajjopd
;

but the mere reception of the communion cannot be called

irpoafyopd} The canon does not clearly point out the time

during which penitents were to remain in the fourth degree

of penitence, except in the case of those who had not actually

eaten of the sacrificed meats. It says, that at the end of a

year they could be received in full, that is to say, at the eucha-

ristic table. The time of penitence is not fixed for those who
had actually eaten the sacrificed meats : perhaps it was also

a year ; or it may be they were treated according to the fourth,

canon, that is to say, reduced for two years to the fourth degree

of penitence. The penitents of the fifth canon, less culpable

than those of the fourth, are not, as the latter, condemned to

the second degree of penitence.

Can. 6.

ITepl twv direCkfj piovov el^dvrcou KoXdcreoo? icat, acfiaipeered)*;

virapyovTWV rj pLeroiKias icai OvcrdvTcov tcai p-e^pi tov irapovTOS

icaipov (Mr) fieravorjcrdpTcov p,rj8e lirLarpe-^rdvTwv, vvv Se irapa

tov Kaiphv t^5 avvoSov irpoae\6ovT(x>v icai els htavoiav ttj? eVt-

(TTpocprjs yevoptivcov, eSo^e p^e-^pt T^ ^y^V^ VP^epas els d/cpoacriv

Be^dfjvai, teal p,era ttjv pbeyaXriv rjp,epav viroirecrelv Tpla err] teal

p,erd dXKa Svo err/ /coivoovrjacu %«/)i9 irpoacpopas, teal ovtcos

e\9elv eirl to Tekeiov, wcttc ti]v Trciaav e^aeTiav 7r\i]pojaar el

Be Ttves irpb tt}<? avvoSov TavTrjS eoi^Orjcrav eh p-erdvoiav, air

eicelvov tov yjpbvov \e\o<ylo~6ac avTols ttjv dp%i]v t^s e^aeTias'

el puevTOi klv&vvos teal Oavdrov TrpooSorcia etc vocrov i) dkXrjs

Tivbs irpofydcrews <jvp,{3ah], tovtovs eirl opa> he^Orjvat,.

"As to those who yielded on the mere threat of punish-

ment, or of the confiscation of their property, or of exile, and who
have sacrificed, and to this day have not repented or returned,

but who on the occasion of this Synod have repented, and

shall resolve to return, it is decreed, that until the great feast

1 Cf. further on, can. 16.
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(Easter) tliey shall be admitted to the degree of auclicntcs

;

that they shall after the great feast be substrati for three

years ; then that they shall be admitted, but without taking

part in the sacrifice for two years, and that then only they

shall be admitted to the full service (to the communion), so

that the whole time will be six years. For those who have

been admitted to a course of penitence previous to this Synod,

the six years will be allowed to date from the moment of

its commencement. If they were exposed to any danger, or

threatened with death following any illness, or if there was

any other important reason, they should be admitted, con-

formably to the present prescription (ppos)."

The meaning of the last phrase of the canon is, that if the

sick regain their health, they will perforin their penance,

according to what is prescribed. Zonaras thus very clearly

explains this passage.
1 This canon is made intelligible by the

two preceding. A similar decision is given in the eleventh

Nicene canon.

As wt have previously remarked (sec. 16), there is a chro-

nological signification in the expression " till the next Easter,"

compared with that of " the six years shall be accomplished."

According to the thirty-sixth (thirty-eighth) apostolic canon,

a synod was to be held annually in the fourth week after

Easter. If, then, a penitent repented at the time of the synod,

and remained among the auclicntes till the next Easter, he had

done penance for nearly a year. And adding three years for

the degree of the substratio, and two for the last degree, the

six years were completed. It is then with good reason that

wre have deduced from the sixth canon that the Council of

Ancyra was held shortly after Easter, and very probably in

the fourth week after this feast, that is, in the time prescribed

by the apostolic canons.
2

Can. V.

TIepi rcov GvveariaOevTwv ev eoprrj edvLtcf) ev tottw acfrcopicr-

fxevcp Tot? eOvacois, IBia /3pcofx,ara e7rLKo/xtaa/u,ivcov icaX (payovrcov,

eSotje Bterlav VTroTreaovTas Be^6i)vai,' To Be el %pj] fiera rf)<i

1 In Bevereg. Synodlcon, i. 380. This condition was also imposed by the

Council of Orange in 441, can. 3 ; in Hard. i. 1784.
8 This sentence is added from the French translation.
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irpoadxypas e/cacnov ray Ittktkoitwv Bo/ctfiacTai Kai top aWou

fiiov id) e/cuarov u^iuxrat.

"As to those who, during a heathen festival, have seated

themselves in the locality appointed for that festival, and have

"brought and eaten their food there, they shall be two years

substrati, and then admitted. As to the question of their

admission to the offering, each bishop shall decide thereon,

taking into consideration the whole life of each person."

Several Christians tried, with worldly prudence, to take a

middle course. On the one hand, hoping to escape persecution,

they were present at the feasts of the heathen sacrifices, which

were held in the buildings adjoining the temples ; and on the

other, in order to appease their consciences, they took their

own food, and touched nothing that had been offered to the

cods. These Christians forgot that S. Paul had ordered
1
that

meats sacrificed to the gods should be avoided, not because

they were tainted in themselves, as the idols were nothing,

but from another, and in fact a twofold reason : 1st, Because,

in partaking of them, some had still the idols in their hearts,

that is to say, were still attached to the worship of idols, and

thereby sinned ; and Idly, Because others scandalized their

brethren, and sinned in that way. To these two reasons a

third may be added, namely, the hypocrisy and the duplicity

of those Christians who wished to appear heathens, and never-

theless to remain Christians. The Synod punished them with

two years of penance in the third degree, and gave to each

bishop the right, at the expiration of this time, either to admit

them to communion, or to make them remain some time longer

in the fourth degree.

Can. 8.

01 Be Bevrepov teal rplrov dvcravres fiera /3i'a<;, Terpaeriav

viroTreaeTwaav, Bvo Be err] %<wpi9 7rpoa(popa<; KOLVcovrjcraTcoaav,

Kal ru> ej38op.(p TeAe/co? Be^O/jroaav.

" Those who, being compelled, have sacrificed two or three

times, shall remain substrati for four years ; they shall take

part in the worship, without presenting any offering, for two

years (as consistcntcs of the fourth degree) ; the seventh they

shall be admitted to the communion."
1 1 Cor. viii.

O
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Can. 9.

"Oaoi Se fxi] fJLOvov a7reo~Trjcrav aXXa tcai eiraveaTrjaav teat

rjvdjKacrav dSs\(pov<; /cal ainoi iyevovTO tov dvaytcacrdrivai, ovtol

€ttj fiev Tpta tov T>)? aKpodaecos he^dadcoaav Tcnrov, iv Be aWy
k^aerla tov tj}? viroTTjoiaeoi^, aWov Be iviavTov KOLvoiv^aaTwaav

ycooi? Trpoacpopas, i'va tijv Se/iaerlav ifki-jpooaavTe^ tov reXeiov

ixeTaayodcnv iv jxevTot tovtw tu> %povcp teal tov IiWov avTcov

iTTLTiipelaOat (3iov.

" Those who have not only apostatized, but have become

the enemies of their brethren, and have compelled them (to

apostasy), or have been the cause of the constraint put upon

them, shall remain for three years among the audicntcs (second

degree), then six years with the suhstrati ; they shall then

take part in the worship, without offering (in cpiality of con-

sistcntes), for one year ; and not until the expiration of ten

years shall they receive full communion (the holy Eucharist).

Their conduct during all this time shall also be watched."
1

Can. l(f.

Aiglkovoi boot KaQlaTavTcu, Trap avTijv ti)v kcltuo-tclo-iv et

epapTvpavTO Kal efyaaav y^p?)vai <yap,rjaat,
}
p,i] ovvdp,evoi outgo?

jneveiv, ovtoc pueTa Taina ryapijaavTes eaTcocrav iv Trj vrrripecna,

hta to iTTiTpairrjvai ccvtovs inrb tov iirtaKoirov tovto be el

Ttves cnu>7n]aavTe<i ical Karabe^d/xevoi, iv tj} yeipoTovia p-eveiv

ovtco<; fieTa Tama y\6ov hrl <yd/xov, TreiravaOai aiiTOvs ti)<>

diaKOVLai.

" If deacons, at the time of their appointment (election),

declare that they must marry, and that they cannot lead a

celibate life, and if accordingly they marry, they may continue

in their ministry, because the bishop (at the time of their

institution) gave them leave to marry ; but if at the time of

their election they have not spoken, and have agreed in

taking holy orders to lead a celibate life, and if later they

marry, they shall lose their diaconate."

This canon has been inserted in the Corpus juris canonici?

1 Cf. the observations on the fourth canon.

.

2 C. 8, (list. 28. Cf. Van Espen, Comment. I.e. \\ 112; Herbst, Tuhlnger

Quartalsclirlft, 1821, S. 423, and our observations on the history of Papknutiua

at the Council of Nicse3.
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Can. 11.

Ta$ fiv)]arev9etaa<; Kopas koX /jlcto, ravia vtt ciXkwv dpira-

7et'cra? eSo£ei> arrohiZoaOaL to?? 7i-po/j.V7]aT€vo~a/j,evoi<;, el kcli (Slav

inr aurcov iraQotev.

" Damsels who are betrothed, who are afterwards carried off

by others, shall be given back to those to whom they are

betrothed, even when they have been treated with violence."

This canon treats only of betrothed women (by the sponsalia

cle futuro), not of those who are married (by the sponsalia dc

p-cescnti). In the case of the latter there would be no doubt

as to the duty of restitution. The man who was betrothed

was, moreover, at liberty to receive his affianced bride who
had been carried off, or not. It was thus that S. Basil had
already decided in canon 22 of his canonical letter to Amphi-
lochius.

1

Can. 12.

Toi><; irpo tou {3a7TTicr[MiT0<; reOu/coras /ecu fiera raura ficnrTta-

flevrwi eSo^ev eh rd^iv TrpodjeaOac w? a.7io\ovcrapLivov<;.

" Those who have sacrificed to the gods before their bap-

tism, and who have afterwards been baptized, may be promoted

to holy orders, as (by baptism) they are purified from all their

former sins."

This canon does not speak generally of all those who sacri-

ficed before baptism
; for if a heathen sacrificed before having

embraced Christianity, he certainly could not be reproached

for it after his admission. It was quite a different case with

a catechumen, who had already declared for Christianity, but

who during the persecution had lost courage, and sacrificed.

In this case it might be asked whether he could still be ad-

mitted to the priesthood. The Council decided that a baptized

catechumen could afterwards be promoted to holy orders.
2

The fourteenth canon of Nicrea also speaks of the catechu-

mens who have committed the same fault.

Can. 13.

Xa)pe7riaK07rov<i fit) e^etvat 7rpea/3vrepou<; ?; huueovov? yeipo-

rovetv, aXXa /M]8e 7rpeaf3vT€pov<> 7roAeeo?, %eo/3t<? tou iirLTpair^vat

V7T0 tov itiLCTKOTrov piera 'ypa/iudrwv iv erepa irapoiKia.

1 Cf. Van Esjen, I.e. p. 113. - Cf. Van Espen, I.e. p. 1]3.
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The literal translation of the Greek text is as follows :

—

" It is not permitted to the chorcpiscopi to ordain priests

and deacons ; neither is this permitted to the priests of the

towns in other parishes (dioceses) without the written autho-

rity of the bishop of the place."

In our remarks on the fifty-seventh canon of the Council of

Laodicea, where it is forbidden to appoint chorcpiscopi (or

country bishops) for the future, we shall explain what must

be understood by this office, which is here mentioned for the

first time. Compare also the eighth and tenth canons of the

Synod of Antioch in 341, and the second proposition of the

sixth canon of the Council of Sardica. If the first part of the

thirteenth canon is easy to understand, the second, on the con-

trary, presents a great difficulty ; for a priest of a town could

not in any case have the power of consecrating priests and

deacons, least of all in a strange diocese. Many of the most

learned men have, for this reason, supposed that the Greek

text of the second half of the canon, as we have read it, is

incorrect or defective.
1

It wants, say they, iroielv n, or cdiquid

agere, i.e. to complete a religious function. To confirm this sup-

position, they have appealed to several ancient versions, espe-

cially to that of Isidore : seal nee preslytcris civitatis sine cpiscopi

prceccpto amplius aliguid impcrare, vcl sine auctoritatc literarum

ejus in unaquaque (some read iv eKaarr) instead of ev eripa)

parochia cdiquid agcre. The ancient Eoman MS. of the canons,

Codex canonum, has the same reading, only that it has pro-

vincia instead of parochia? Fulgentius Ferrandus, deacon of

Carthage, who long ago made a collection of canons,
3 translates

in the same way in his Brcvicdio canonum : Ut preshjtcri civi-

tatis sine jussu cpiscopi nihil jubcant, nee in unaquaque parochia

aliquid agant. Van Espcn has explained this canon in the

same wray.

Eouth has given another interpretation.
4 He maintained

that there was not a word missing in this canon, but that at

the commencement one ought to read, according to several

1 Cf. Eevereg. Synodicvm, ii., Append, p. 177 ;
Van Espen, I.e. p. 113.

2 In the edition of the Eallerini of the works of S. Leo, iii. 110 sq.

3 Fulgentius Ferrandus, scec. 6.

4 Reliquiae sacra;, iii. 432 sq.
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MSS., ^wpeTricr/coVot? in the dative, and further down a\\a p,i)v

fiTjBe instead of d\\a firjBe, then Trpeo-fivrepow; (in the accusa-

tive) 7roA.e&)?, and finally i/cdo-Ty instead of erepa
; and that we

must therefore translate, " Chor&piscopi are not permitted to

consecrate priests and deacons (for the country), still less (dXka

jj,7]v /J.r]8e) can they consecrate priests for the town without the

consent of the bishop of the place." The Greek text, thus

modified according to some MSS., especially those in the Bod-

leian Library, certainly gives a good meaning. Still dWa /x?]u

^St does not mean, but still less : it means, but certainly not,

which makes a considerable difference.

Besides this, it can very seldom have happened that the

chorepiscopi ordained priests and deacons for a town ; and if so,

they were already forbidden (implicite) in the first part of the

canon.

Cax. 14.

Tov$ ev K\i]prp TrpeafivTepovs ?} hiaicovovs ovras kcu dire^opievouf,

xpzwv kSo^ev ecpuTrreadai, kcu outw?, el fiovXoivTO, Kparelv eavrcov'

€t Be (3ov\oivro (j3he\va<JoivTo), <o? p,i]8e rd pierd Kpewv fiaWo-

jxeva \dym,va eaOletv, Kai el p.rj vireiKoiev ru> kclvovi, ireiravaQai

€Lvrov<i rrj<; Tafew?.

" Those priests and clerks who abstain from eating meat

ought (during the love-feasts) to eat it (taste it) ; but they may,

if they will, abstain from it (that is to say, not eat it). If they

disdain it (fiSeXvo-aoivTo), so that they will not eat even

vegetables cooked with meat, and if they do not obey the

present canon, they are to be excluded from the ranks of the

clergy."

The fifty-second apostolic canon had already promulgated

the same law with reference to the false Gnostic or Manichean

asceticism, which declared that matter was satanic, and especi-

ally flesh and wine. Zonaras has perceived and pointed out that

our canon treated of the agapce, or love-feasts, of the primitive

Christians.
1 He shows, besides, that efyd-nreaQcu means, to

touch the meats, in the same sense as diroyeveaOai,, to taste.

Matthaeus Blastares
2

agrees with Zonaras. Finally, Bouth

has had the credit of contributing to the explanation of this

1 In Bevereg. I.e. i. 390.
2 Syntagm. lit. B, c. 9, p. 55.
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canon,1 inasmuch as, relying on three MSS., the Colhctiooi John

of Antioch and the Latin versions, he has read el Be fiBcXva-

(toivto instead of el Be fiovXoivro, which has no meaning here.

If fiovXoiv-o is to be preserved, we must, with Beveridge, insert

the negation /xrj. But the reading ^BeXvaaotvro has still in

its favour that the fifty-second apostolic canon, just quoted,

and which treats of the same question, has the expression

/SSeXuo-o-o/iei'o? in the same sense as our canon. Let us add

that Kpa-elv eavTwv ought to he taken in the sense of eyKparelv,

that is, to abstain.

Can. 15.

Ilepl rcov BicKpepovrcov ru> KvpiaKoJ, oua eirLa-Kcirov fxrj

01/T09 Trpecrfiv-epoi eiroSXrjaav, avaficCXelaBai, (avaKaXeladaC) to

Kvpiamv, ev Be rfj Kpicei rod eiriGKOTTOv elvai, eXirep irpoai]Ket

aTroXafielv tijv Tip,rjv etVe teal /xj), Bid to woXXd/a? Tr
t
v elaoBov

(yrpocroBov) t&v Treirpapevwv aTToZeBwicevcLi avTols tovtoiq i:\ei-

ova ttjv TipLrjV.

K
If the priests, during the vacancy of an episcopal see.

have sold anything belonging to the Church,2
she (the

Church) has the right to reclaim it (avciKaXeicrdai) ; and it is

for the bishop to decide whether they (the buyers) are to

receive the price given for the purchase, seeing that often the

temporary use of the article sold to them has been worth more

than the price paid for it."

If the purchaser of ecclesiastical properties has realized

more by the temporary revenue of such properties than the

price of the purchase, the Synod thinks there is no occasion

to restore him this price, as he has already received a suffi-

cient indemnitv from the revenue, and as, according to the

rules then in force, interest drawn from the purchase money
was not permitted.

3
Besides, the purchaser had done wrong

in buying ecclesiastical property during the vacancy of a see

ie vacante). Beveridge and Iiouth have shown that in the

text avaKaXelaBai and irpoauBov must be read.
4

1 ReViqidtz sacrce, iii. 440.
8 Kvpazir, that is, the Church, or the property of the Church. Cf. Suicer,

Thesaurus, s. h. v.

3 Herbst, Tiibinjer Quartahclmft, 1821, S. 43C.

* Kouth. Reliqu'az sacrae, iii. 441 f.
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Gas. 16.

Tlepl -roiv aXoyeva-a/ievcov ?} Kal d\oyevop,evcov, ocrot rrplv

eiKOcraereU yeveadat i'luaprov, irevre /ecu Biica ere<nv vTro—eaov-

re? tcoivcovias Tir/yaverhjO a'j tj}? ei<? ra<? Trpocrevya^, etra ev rf}

KOLVwvia BiareXecravre^ errj wivre, tots Kal rfjq Trpocrfyopa?

i&a7TTecrdu>crav i^era^eaOo) Be avrow Kal 6 ev -rfi v77077tcoct6l

/3to?, Kal ovtccs Txrj\p.veT(oaav TJjs (f)i\av9pco77ia$' el 8e nves

KaTaKopcos ev rot? d/iapTijfAaai yeyovaat, -n)v paxpav i^ircocrav

viroTTTCccnv' octol he. inrepfidv-es rrp rjkiKiav rav-7]v Kal yvva?Ka?

evov-ei irepiTre-TTTOiKacn raj d\iap7r)pjvri, nevre Kai eiKoai err]

vTTorreaercDaav Kal KOivwvias Tiriyavk-waav rfjq ei? ra? irpoa-

evyas, eha iKreXecravre^ irev-e err] ev rfj KOivcovia twv evyjuv

Tir/xave-coaav r?}? irpocrcpopar el hi rives Kal yvvalKas eyovres

Kal virepfidvTes rov Trevr-rjKovraeri] ypovov rifiaprov, eVl rfj e£ohcp

rov /3i'ou rir/yavercoaav rrjs KOivcovias.

" Those who have been or are now guilty of lying with

beasts, supposing they are not twenty years old when they

commit this sin, shall be substrati for fifteen years: they

shall then be allowed to join in the prayers for live years

(and will consequently live in the fourth degree of peni-

tence) ; and after that time they may assist at the holy

sacrifice. An examination must also be made of their con-

duct while they were substrati, and also notice taken of the

lives they led. As for those who have sinned immoderately

in this way (i.e. who have for a long time committed this sin),

they must undergo a long svMratio (no allowance will be

made in their case). Those who are more than twenty, and

have been married, and have nevertheless fallen into this sin,

shall be allowed to share in the prayers only after a svMratio

of twenty-five years; and after five years' sharing in the

prayers, they shall be allowed to assist at the holy sacrifice.

If married men more than fifty years old fall into this sin>

they shall receive the communion only at the end of their lives/"

On the expressions substrati, participation in prayers and in

the sacrifice, cf. the remarks above on canons 4 and o.

Can. 17.

Tovs dXoyevaafievous Kal \e77povs ovrasyjroi \errpu>cravras,rov-

tou? irpoaera^ev 7} dyia cvvchos e« raix; yeip.a^op.evov^ ei^eo-t^at.
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It is not easy to give the real meaning of this canon. It

may perhaps mean :
" Those who have committed acts of

bestiality, and, being lepers themselves, have now (jjroi)

made others so, must pray among the %apuz^ofxevois." Others

translate it :
" Those who have committed acts of bestiality,

and are or have been lepers (XeirpwaavTas, i.e. having been

leprous), shall pray among the ^etfia^o/jLevoa." This last

translation seems to us inexact ; for \eirp(aaavTa<i does not

come from Xeirpdw, but from \eirp6w, which has a transitive

meaning, and signifies " to make leprous."
1 But even if we

adopt the former translation without hesitation, it is still asked

if the leprosy of which the canon speaks is the malady known

by that name, and which lepers could communicate to others

especially by cohabitation ; or if it means spiritual leprosy,

sin, and especially the sin of bestiality, and its wider exten-

sion by bad example. Van Espen thinks that the canon

unites the two ideas, and that it speaks of the real leprosy

caused precisely by this bestial depravity.' By the word

%eip,a£6p,evoi some understand those possessed. This is the

view of Beveridge and Eouth.3
Others, particularly Suicer,

think that the Council means by it penitents of the lowest

degree, the flentes, who had no right to enter the church, but

remained in the porch, in the open air, exposed to all incle-

mencies (xeifuov), and who must ask those who entered the

church to intercede for them.4

As, however, the possessed also remained in the porch, the

generic name of
x,

ei
/
J-a^fx€V0L was glven to all who were

there, i.e. who could not enter the church. We may there-

fore accept Suicer's explanation, with whom agree Van Espen,

Herbst, etc. Having settled this point, let us return to

the explanation of \iirpa. It is clear that XeirpwcravTas

cannot possibly mean " those who have been lepers ;" for

there is no reason to be seen why those who were cured of

that malady should have to remain outside the church among

1 The intransitive verb \<<x(*oi would make its participle Xiwfaavrx;.

2 Comment. I.e. p. 116.

3 Bevereg. t. ii. Append, p. 72, in the notes to can. 11 of the Council of

Nlcrea, printed also by Eouth, Ediq. sacr. iii. 490, cf. ibid. 444.

* Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. x,
uPaVc

l
J- %)"> i-
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the fientes. Secondly, it is clear that the words \eirpovs

9Pras\ etc., are added to give force to the expression dXoyev-

trdixevoL. The preceding canon had decreed different penalties

for different kinds of dXoyevad/jLevot. But that pronounced by

canon 17 being much severer than the preceding ones, the

aXoyevo-dfJLevoi of this canon must be greater sinners than

those of the former one. This greater guilt cannot consist

in the fact of a literal leprosy ; for this malady was not a

consequence of bestiality. But their sin was evidently greater

when they tempted others to commit it. It is therefore

\i7rpa in the figurative sense that we are to understand

;

and our canon thus means :
" Those who were spiritually

leprous through this sin, and tempting others to commit it

made them leprous."

Can. 18.

EX rivei k'KitJKOiToi KCLTaaTa6evT6<i koX fii] 8e%6ivT€<; vtto t?}<?

TrapoiKias ifceivr]<;, ek r)v wvo/ido-Orjcrav, erepais fiovXoivTO irapoi-

Kiais iirievai Kal fiid^eaOai rovs KaOecrrwras Kal ardaea icivelv

/car avrwv, tovtovi dfyopi^ecrOai' idv pbevroi fiovXotvro ei9 to

TrpeaftuTepiov KaOe^eadai, ev6a rjaav irporepop Trpeo-fivrepot, firf

u7ro/3dX\.ea$at avrovs t/> Tipi}? idv Be SiaaTacrLd&cri 7rpo?

tou? fcadeaTtoras etcel eTnaKOTrovs, dfyaipeladai cxvtovs Kal tiju

tijx^v rod irpeafivrepiov Kal <yiveaQa avTOvs iKKijpvKrovs.

" If bishops, when elected, but not accepted by the parish

for which they are nominated, introduce themselves into othei

parishes, and stir up strife against the bishops who are there

•instituted, they must be excommunicated. But if they (who

-are elected and not accepted) wish to live as priests in those

places where they had hitherto served as priests, they need

not lose that dignity. But if they stir up discord against the

bishop of the place, they shall be deprived of their presbyterate,

xmd be shut out from the Church."

As long as the people collectively had a share in the elec-

tion of bishops, it often happened in the primitive Church that

a, bishop, regularly elected, was either expelled or rejected by

a rising of the people.
1 Even although, at the time of his

election, the majority were in his favour, yet the minority often

put a stop to it; just as we saw in 1848 and 1849, how a

1 Van Espen, Comment. I.e. p 117, and Jus Eccles. pars i. tit. 13, c. 1.
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very small minority tyrannized over whole towns and countries,

and. even drove out persons who displeased them. The thirty-

fifth apostolical canon (thirty-sixth or thirty-seventh according

to other reckonings) and the eighteenth of Antioch (a.d. 341)

spoke also of such bishops driven from their dioceses.

When one of these bishops tried by violence or by treachery

to drive a colleague from his see, and to seize upon it, he was

to incur the penalty of afyop^eadat. Van Espen understood

by that, the deprivation of his episcopal dignity;
1 but the

u^opia/ib? of the ancient Church signified more than that : it

signified excommunication, at least the minor excommunica-

tion, or exclusion from the communion of the Church.2

But the canon adds, if a bishop not accepted by his Church

does not make these criminal attempts, but will live modestly

among the priests of his former congregation, he can do so, and

" he shall not lose his dignity." Is it here a question of the

title and dignity of a bishop, but without jurisdiction; or

does the word rifir) signify here only the rank of a priest ?

Dionysius the Less (Exiguus) has taken it in the latter sense,

and translated it, " If they will, as presbyters, continue in the

order of the priesthood " (si voluerint in presbyterii online ut

presbyteri rcsidere). The Greek commentators Zonaras 3 and

others have taken it in the same sense. This canon was added

to the Corp. jar. can. (c. 6, dist. 92).

Can. 19.

"Oaot irapOeviav iTrwyyeWopLevoi a0erovcn ttjv eTrayyeXiav, rov

roiv Scydficov opov eKifkripovTuxrav. Tas fievroi crvvepxofievas

irap6evov^ riaiv eo<? a$e\<pas eKcoXvcrafiev.

" All who have taken a vow of virginity, and have broken

that vow, are to be considered as bigamists (literally, must

submit to the decrees and prescriptions concerning bigamists).

We also forbid virgins to live as sisters with men."

The first part of the canon regards all young persons—men

as well as women—who have taken a vow of virginity, and

who, having thus, so to speak, betrothed themselves to God,

are guilty of a quasi bigamy in violating that promise. They

1 Commcntarius, I.e. p. 117. 2 Cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. aipoplfr. .

2 lu Bever. I.e. t. i. p. 305. Cf. Van Espen, Comm. I.e. p. 11".
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must therefore incur the punishment of bigamy (succcssiva),

which, according to S. Basil the Great,
1
consisted in one year's

seclusion. This canon, which Gratian adopted (c. 24, causa 27,

qusest. 1), speaks only of the violation of the vow by a lawful

marriage, whilst the thirteenth canon of Elvira speaks of those

who break their vow by incontinence. In the second part the

canon treats of the crvveicraKToi. On this point we refer to

our remarks on the third canon of Xicrea, and on the twenty-

seventh of Elvira.

Can. 20.

'Edv twos yvvij /xoi'xevOf] ?} /xoi^evar] Tt<?, iv kma erect So^et

(Set) avrov rov reXeiou rvyelv Kara rovs fiaOjiovs rovs rrpo-

dyovras.

" If any one has violated a married woman, or has broken

the marriage bond, he must for seven years undergo the diffe-

rent degrees of penance, at the end of which he will be ad-

mitted into the communion of the Church."

The simplest explanation of this canon is, "that the man
or woman who has violated the marriage bond shall undergo

a seven years' penance ;

" but many reject this explanation,

because the text says avrov rv^eiv, and consequently can refer

only to the husband. Fleury and Eouth 2 think the canon

speaks, as does the seventieth of Elvira, of a woman who has

broken the marriage tie with the knowledge and consent of

her husband. The husband would therefore in this case be
punished for this permission, just as if he had himself com-
mitted adultery. Van Espen has given another explanation :

" That he who marries a woman already divorced for adultery

is as criminal as if he had himself committed adultery." ° But
this explanation appears to us more forced than that already

given ; and we think that the Greek commentators Balsamon
and Zonaras were right in giving the explanation we have
offered first as the most natural. They think that the Synod
punished every adulterer, whether man or woman, by a seven

years' penance. There is no reason for making a mistake

1 Basilius, ad AmpMocli., 3d vol. of the Bencil. ed. of his works, p. 272. Cf.

our remarks on the third and seventh canons of Neoc^sarea.
2 Eouth, Reliq. sacr. iii. 447; Fleury, Hist. Eccl. t. ii. liv. x. § 10.
* Commcitar. I.e. p. 118.



220 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

because only the word avrbv occurs in the passage in which

the penalty is fixed ; for avrbv here means the guilty party,

and applies equally to the woman and the man : besides, in

the preceding canon the masculine ocxov eTrayyeWofievoi includes

young men and young women also. It is probable that the

Trullan Synod of 692, in forming its eighty-seventh canon,

had in view the twentieth of Ancyra. The sixty-ninth canon

of Elvira condemned to a lighter punishment—only five years

of penance—him who had been only once guilty of adultery.

Can. 21.

JJepl rcov yvvaiKtbv rcov eicrropvevovatov kcl\ avcapovathv ra,

•<yevvcop,eva teal arrovBa^ouacov cpdopia rroieiv 6 fxev irporepos opo<?

/ie^pi? e^oSov €Kco\vaev, /ecu rovrco avvrldevrat' (^ikavdpcoiro-

Tepov Be rt evpovres copiaafiev Be/ccierr} ypbvov Kara toi)<? (3a6p:oi<i

toi)? copiapuevovs (adde TrXrjpcocrat,).

" Women who prostitute themselves, and who kill the chil-

dren thus begotten, or who try to destroy them when in their

wombs, are by ancient law excommunicated to the end of

their lives. We, however, have softened their punishment,

a.nd condemned them to the various appointed degrees of

penance for ten years."

The sixty-third canon of Elvira had forbidden the com-

munion to be administered to such women even on their

tleath-beds ; and this was the canon which the Synod of

Ancyra had probably here in view.
1 The expression icai

-rovrco avvrlBevrai is vague : rives may be understood, and it

might be translated, " and some approve of this severity ;" or

we mi edit understand at, and translate with Itouth,
2 " The same

punishment will be inflicted on those who assist in causing

miscarriages :" the words then mean, " and those who assist

them." We think, however, the first explanation is the easier

and the more natural. Gentianus Hervetus and Van Espen

liave adopted it, translating thus : ct ci quidam asscnticntur.
3

Can. 22.

Ilepl e/covcricov (bovoiv, inroTmrrercoaav fxev, rov Be re\eiov ev

tcZ re\et rod fiiov Kara^iovaOcoaav.

1 Van Espen, I.e. p. 119. 3
I.e. p. 447 aq.

• Of. Mansi, ii. 519; Van Espen, Com. p. 119.
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"As to wilful murderers, they must be substrati, and

allowed to receive the communion only at the end of their life."

Can. 23.

'EttX aKovaicov (f)Ova)v, o fiev rrporepos opo<; iv errraeria

KtXevei rov reXeiov fxeracr^elv Kara, toi)<? wpiafievovs {3a0fiov<;~

6 8k Sevrepos rov rrevraerr; ^povov rrXijpcoaai.

" As to unpremeditated murder, the earlier ordinance

allowed communion (to the homicide) at the end of a seven

years' penance ; the second required only five years."

Of the first and second ordinances referred to in this canon

nothing further is known
j

1
as to the terms 0009, reXeiov, and

fiaO/jLol, see the canons of Ancyra already explained.

Can. 24.

01 Kara/j-avrevofievoi koX ral<; crvviiOetais rcov ^povcov (edvcovj

e%aico\ov0ovi'T€<i ?} eladyovres rivas et<? rovs eavrwv ol'/covs irrl

dvevpecrei (pap/j.atceiwv rj Kai KaOapaei., vrro rov Kavova ttltt-

rercoaav t>}<? rrevraeria^ Kara 101)9 f3a0[iov<; oopLo-fievov;, rpia

err/ inroTrrcoaeo)^ koX Svo errj ev%f)<; %<w/H9 Trpoacfoopas.

" Those who foretell the future, and follow pagan customs,,

or admit into their houses people (magicians) in order to^

discover magical remedies, or to perform expiations, must b&

sentenced to a five years' penance, to three years of substratio,,

and to two years of attendance, at prayers without the sacri-

fice (non-communicating attendance)."

"We must refer to the explanations Ave have given under

canon 4 on the different degrees of penance. It has long

been known (as witnesses we have the old Greek commenta-

tors Balsamon and Zonaras,
2 and the old Latin interpreters

Dionysius the Less and Isidore, confirmed by Eouth3
) that

the correct reading is eOvcov instead of xpovtov. The canon

threatens equally diviners and those who consult them and

summon them to their houses to prepare magical remedies and

perform expiations.

Can. 25.

Mvrjar€vcrdfX€v6<; T£? Koprjv rrpoae<^6dpi] rfj d&eXcpf) avrrjs, &>?

cat ini<fiopeace avrrjv' ey?;/ze Se rip /ivrjarip fxerd ravra, r) Be

1 Van Espen, I.e. p. 120. 2 In Bov. i. 399.

3 Eoiith, Reliq. sacr. iii. 419.
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cj)6aoe2<ja a7Ttp/Paro' ot crt/^etSoTe? i/ceXevaOijoav ev Bexaerta

Ze.yOrjvaL et? toi)<? avvecritoTas Kara 7-01)9 copiafievovi {3a0/j,ou$.

" A certain person who had betrothed himself to a girl, had

connection with her sister, so that she became pregnant : he

then married his betrothed, and his sister-in-law hanged her-

self. It was determined that all his accomplices should be ad-

mitted among the sistentes (i.e. to the fourth degree of penance),

after passing through the appointed degrees for ten years."

The Council here decides, as we see, a particular case

which was submitted to it ; and it condemned not only the

particular offender, but all the accomplices who had assisted

him to commit the crime, who had advised him to leave her

he had seduced, and to marry her sister, or the like. The

punishment inflicted was very severe, for it was only at the

end of ten years (passed in the three first degrees of penance)

that the offenders were admitted to the fourth degree. It is

not stated how long they were to remain in that degree

before admission to the communion. The Greek verb Trpoa-

<p06Lpo/xai generally means, " to do anything to one's hurt
:"

joined to <yvvainl or some other similar word, it has the mean-

ing we have given it. We have rendered airi'^aTo by
" hanged herself ;" we ought, however, to note that aird^x^

signifies every kind of suicide.

Sec. 17. Synod of Ncocccsarca (314-325).

According to the title which the ancient Greek MSS. give

to the canons of the Synod of Neocresarea in Cappadocia,

this Synod was held a little later than that of Ancyra, but

before that of Nicaea.
1 The names of the bishops who assisted

at it seem to furnish a second chronological support to this

view. They are for the most part the same as those who are

named at the Council of Ancyra, Vitalis of Antioch at their

head (the Libcllus Synoclicus reckons twenty-four of them) ; but

neither the Greek MSS. nor Dionysius the Less have these

names. Tillemont 2 and other writers have for this reason

1 Cf. on this point the Essay of the Ballerini in their ed. of the works of S.

Leo, t. iii. p. xxii. c. 4.

2 Mdmoires, etc. vi. 86, ed. Brux. 1732, under the art. S. YUale. Cf. Van

Espen, Com. I.e. p. 121 sq<p
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raised doubts as to the historical value of these lists, and the

brothers Ballerini have not hesitated to disallow their authen-

ticity. It remains, however, an incontestable fact, that the

Synod of Neocresarea took place at about the same time as

that of Ancyra, after the death of Maximin the persecutor of

the Christians (313), and before the Synod of JS
Tica?a (325).

Ordinarily the same date is assigned to it as to that of

Ancyra, 314 or 315 ; but to me it seems more probable that

it took place several years later, because there is no longer

any question about the lapsed. The Synod of Ancyra had
devoted no fewer than ten canons (1-9 and 12) to this

subject, as a persecution had then just ceased ; the Synod of

Xeocsesarea did not touch on these matters, probably because

at the time when it assembled the lapsed had already received

their sentence, and there were no more measures necessary to

be taken on that subject. The Libcllus Synodicus, it is true,

states that the Synod of (Neo) Csesarea occupied itself with
those who had sacrificed to the gods or abjured their religion,

or had eaten of sacrifices offered to idols, and during the

persecution , but the canons of the Council say not a word
of them. It is probable that the late and very inaccurate

Libcllus Synodicus 2 confounded, on this point, the Synod of

Neocaesarea with that of Ancyra. It has, without any
grounds, been alleged that the canons of Neocsesarea which
spoke of the lapsi have been destroyed.

3

Can. 1.

npeafivrepos iav yrffip, t/}? Tafew? avrov ^lerariOeaOai, iav

Be iropvevar) i) ixoi^evarj, igcodelaOai avrov rekeov /ecu ayeadac
avrov eh fierdvocav.

" If a priest marry, he shall be removed from the ranks of

the clergy ; if he commit fornication or adultery, he shall be
excommunicated, and shall submit to penance."

The meaning is as follows :
" If a priest marry after ordi-

nation, he shall be deposed from his priestly order, and
reduced to the communio laiccdis ; if he is guilty of fornica-

tion or adultery, he must be excommunicated, and must pass
1 In Hard. v. 1499 ; Mansi, ii. 551. 2 See above, § 1.
3 Remi Ceillier, I.e. p. 722 sq.; Migne, Diet, des Conciles, ii. 54.
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through all the degrees of penance in order to regain com-

munion with the Church." We have seen above, in canon

1 of Ancyra, that in one case deacons were allowed to marry-

after ordination,—namely, when they had announced their

intention of doing so at the time of their election. In the

case of priests neither the Council of Ancyra nor that of

Neoccesarea made any exception. This first canon has been

inserted in the Corp. fur. can.
1

Can. 2.

Tvvi~i iav <y}]/j.i]rat Suo dBeXcpols, i^codeiaBco P-^XP 1 6avu.70u7

TtXy-jV iv rco Qavcnip, Bia ri]v cpiXavdpcoTriav, eirrovaa to? vyid-

vaaa \vaet top <yapov, elfet rrjv peruvotav iav Be reXevTrjar) iy

<yuv7) iv roLOvrco yafx(p ovcra ^toi o uvi]p, Bva^eph^ tw peivavTL

7) pueravoia.

" If a woman has married two brothers, she shall be ex-

communicated till her death ; if she is in danger of death,

and promises in case of recovery to break off this illegitimate

union, she may, as an act of mercy, be admitted to penance.

If the woman or husband die in this union, the penance for

the survivor will be very strict."

This is a epiestion of marriage of the first degree of affinity,

which is still forbidden by the present law. The canon

punishes such marriages with absolute excommunication ; so

that he who had entered into such should not obtain com-

munion even in articulo mortis, unless he promised in case of

recovery to break this union. This promise being given, he

can be admitted to penance (efet tijv peravoiav). Zonaras

thus correctly explains these words :
" In this case he shall

receive the holy communion in articulo mortis, provided he

promises that, if he recovers, he will submit to penance."

Canon 6 of Ancyra was explained in the same way.

•

Can. 3.

Ilepl to)V Tr\eta-TOi<i ydpois irepLTnnrrovTwv 6 pev ^/wo?

<ra</>?)? 6 copiapevos, ?) Be avaarpofyi] icai ?; TriarLS avrtov avv-

repvet, tov ^povov.

"As for those who have been often married, the duration

1 C. 9, dist. 28.
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of their penance is well known ; but their good conduct and
faith may shorten that period."

As the Greek commentators have remarked,1
this canon

speaks of those who have been married more than twice. It

is not known what were the ancient ordinances of penitence

which the Synod here refers to. In later times, bigamists

were condemned to one year's penance, and trigamists from
two to five years. S. Basil places the trigamists for three

years among the audientcs, then for some time among the

consistcntcs? Gratian has inserted this third canon of jNTeo-

csesarea in the c. 8, causa 31, qiuest. 1, in connection with
canon 7 of the same Synod.

Can. 4.

Eav Trpo0T]Tac Ti<? e7n6vn,rjcrat (eTTi6v/X7]cra<i) <yvvai/cb<; o~vy-

KadevBr/o-ac /ner avrrj^ (avrfj)^ /j,rj e\6rj 8e et? ep<yov avrov rj

ivdvfxtjaL^, (paiverat ore inro tj}? ^apLro<i eppvaOrj.

" If a man who burns with love for a woman proposes to

live with her, but does not perform his intention, it is to be

believed that he was restrained by grace."

Instead of etridvyi^aai we must read, with Beveridge and
Eolith,

3 who rely upon several mss., hriQvyJ\aa^. They also

replace fier avTrj? by avrj}. The meaning of this canon is,

that " he who has sinned only in thought must not undergo a

public penance." 4

Can. 5.

Karrj-^ovixevo^, eav elaep-^opievo^ a? (to) Kvpiaicov iv rfj twv
KaT7]^ovp.iv(ov rd^ei (JTrjicr], outo? he (<$avrj) afiapravcov, eav [lev

<yovv kXivwv, aKpoaadco /xrjKerc d/xaprdveov '.Eav he KaX d/cpoco-

jj.evo<? en u/u.aprdvr]
)
e^coOelaOo).

" If a catechumen, after being introduced into the Church,

and admitted into the ranks of the catechumens, acts as a

sinner, he must, if he is genuflcctens (i.e. to say, in the second
degree of penance), become audiens (the lowest degree), until

1 In Bevercg. I.e. i. 404.

Basil, ad Amphil. can. 4, Opp. ed. Bened. iii. 271 sq. Cf. below, canon 7
of this Synod, and the nineteenth of Ancyra.

3 Bev. Synod, i. 404 ; Eouth, lid. Sac. iii. 465.
4 Cf. Van Essen Ccxixunt U. p. 124 ; and Fleury, Hist. Eccl t. ii. liv.

X. sec. 17

P
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lie sins no more. If, after being audicns, he continues to sin,

he shall he entirely excluded from the Church."

Eouth,1 on good critical grounds, recommends the introduc-

tion into the text of to and fyavfj. The form aTi]Krj and the

verb a-rrjKO), to stand up, do not occur in classical Greek, but

are often found in the New Testament, e.g. in S. Mark xi. 25,

and are formed from the regular perfect ean-jKa." Hardouin

thinks the canon has in view the carnal sins of catechumens

;

and afjbapT7]/jLa has elsewhere this meaning, e.g. in canons 2, 9,

and 14 of Nicaea.
3

Can. 6.

JJepl Kvo(f)opovcn]<;, oti hel (pouTL^eadac oirore jSovXerac ovhev

yap iv tovtm KOLVcovei rj TiKTOvaa too riKTop,evcp
:

8ia to etcaaTov

ihiav rrjv irpoalpecnv ttjv eVl rfj opLoXoyia Sei/cvvadcu.

"A woman with child may be illuminated (i.e. baptized)

whenever she demands it ; for she who bears has nothing

on this account in common with him who is borne, since each

party must profess his own willingness (to be baptized) by his

confession of faith."

Some thought that when a woman with child is baptized,

the grace of the sacrament is given to the fruit of her womb,

and so to baptize this child again after its birth is in a

manner to administer a second baptism ; and they concluded

that they ought not to baptize a pregnant woman, but that

they must wait till her delivery.

Can. 7.

npeaffv-epov et? <ydp,ov<; ScyapiovvTcov (St,yap,ovvro<;') fir) kcrri-

ciaOat, iirel fierdvoiav airovvros rov Siyap-ov, rt? carat 6 irpecr-

fivrepos, 6 Sea rfjs iaTidaeo)^ (ivytearariOepLevo? to?? ydfiot,? ;

"Xo priest shall eat at the marriage feast of those who
are married for the second time ; for if such a bigamist should

(afterwards) ask leave to do penance, how stands the priest

who, by his presence at the feast, had given his approval to

the marriage ?

"

We have already seen by canon 3, that in the East that

successive bigamy (bigamia successivct) which is here in ques-

1 Tiellq. sacr. iii. 466. 2 Wahl. Clavis 2f. T. s.v. trrixu.

s Hard. i. 233, n.
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tion, as Beveridge thinks,1 and not bigamy properly so called,

was punished in the East by a year's penance. The meaning

of the canon is as follows :
" If the bigamist, after contracting

his second marriage, comes to the priest to be told the punish-

ment he has to undergo, how stands the priest himself, who
for the sake of the feast has become his accomplice in the

offence ?

"

Can. 8.

Tuinj rivos [xoi^evQelcra \ainov ovtos, iav i\eyxP?l fyavepw?,

o tolovtos a? vinqpealav i\0eiv ov Svvarar iav Se /cat fxera, rr)v

^eiporoiuav fxoL-^evOfj, ocpeiXei cnroXvcrat clvti-jv iav Se cv^rj, ov

hvvarat t^ecrOac tt)? iy^etpccr6e[cn](; avrcp V7n]peala<;.

" If the wife of a layman has been unfaithful to her husband,
and she is convicted of the sin, her (innocent) husband cannot
be admitted to the service of the Church ; but if she has vio-
lated the law of marriage after her husband's ordination, he
must leave her. If, in spite of this, he continues to live with
her, he must resign the sacred functions which have been,

entrusted to him."

The Corp. jur. can. has adopted this canon.
2 The reason

for this ordinance evidently consists in this, that through the
close connection between a man and his wife, a husband is

dishonoured by an adulterous wife, and a dishonoured man
cannot become an ecclesiastic. The Pastor of Hernias 3 had
already shown that a husband must leave his adulterous wife.

4

Can. 9.

IIpeafivrepos, iav TrpoTjfxapTrjKax; acopiaTt, irpoaxOfi Ka\ 6/xo\o~
ytjar) otl i'jfiapre irpb rijs x^porovias, fir) Trpocrcpepera), pevcov ev
to?? Aot7rot? Bia tt]v a\\7]v cnrovSijv ra yap \onra afiapryj/nara

ecpao-av ol iroXkol /cal ttjv xcipodeeriav dfaevac iav 8e avTcx; pi)

ofioXoyfi, eXeyxOvvac 8e epavepoos M hwrjOy, eV avrw eVetW
TToielaQai tijv i^ovaiav.

"A priest who has committed a carnal sin before being
ordained, and who of his own accord confesses that he has

1 Cf. Routh, I.e. p. 469, and Van Espen, I.e. p. 124. 2 C. 11, dist. 34.
3 Lib. ii. mand. 4. See Helele's A post. Fathers, 3d ed. p. 353.
4
Cf. also the sixty-fifth canon of Elvira, which treats of the adulterous wifo

of an ecclesiastic.
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sinned before ordination, must not offer the holy sacrifice

;

but he may continue his other functions if he is zealous, for

many think that other sins (except that of incontinence) were

blotted out by his ordination as priest. But if he does not

confess it, and he cannot clearly be convicted, it shall be in

his own power to act (as he will, i.e. to offer the sacrifice, or to

refrain from offering)."

Cf. can. 22 of the Council in Trullo, and can. 1, causa 15,

qutest. 8, in the Corp. jur. can.

Can. 10.

'O/jLoIoos teal ZiaKovos, iav iv iu> avru> a/xapTJ]fxari, Trepi'Triar),

rrjv tov vTnjperov rdl-iv e^erw.

" In the same way, the deacon who has committed the same

sin must only have the office of an inferior minister."

The preposition iv before tw avrm is struck out by Eouth,1

on the authority of several mss. By ministri (irn-qperai) are

meant the inferior officers of the Church—the so-called minor

orders, often including the sub-deacons.
2 This canon, com-

pletely distorted by false translations (of the Prisca and Isi-

dore), was made into one canon with the preceding in the Corp,

jur. can.
3

Can. 11.

Upea(3vrepos Trpo rcov rpid/covra ircov prj yeiporoveiaOoi, iav

/cal Trdvv fi 6 avOpwiros a%io<s, dXkct diroTrjpeLcrdo)' o yap Kvpios

'It^CTOU? XpKTTO? iv TtS TpiCLKOGTCp 6T€l i(p(DTiadr} KO.I rfp^ClTO

SiSdcnceiv.

" JSTo one is to be ordained priest before he is thirty years

old. Even although he be in every respect worthy, he must

wait ; for our Lord Jesus Christ, when thirty years old, was

baptized, and began (at that age) to teach."

We know that, in the primitive Church, (fxorl^ea-Oai, to be

illuminated, means to be baptized. We find this canon in the

Corp. jur. can*

Can. 12.

'Eav voamv ris (pccTiadf}, eh irpeafivTepov dyeaOai ov Bvvarac,

1 Rellq. sacr. iii. 472.

2 Cf. can. 2 of Aries, above, p. 185; and Suicer, Thes. s.v. vxvpirnt.

» C. 1, causa 15, q. 8.
4 C. 4, 'list. 78.
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—ovk eK 7rpoaipecrea)S yap fj 7ti'o-ti<? avrov, dXX ef awry/c???,

—

et fir] rdya Sid rr)v fierd ravra avrov o-irovSrjv teal itvftiv koX

Zed airdviv dvQponzwv.

" If a man is baptized when he is ill, he cannot be ordained

priest ; for it was not spontaneously, but of necessity (through

fear of death), that he made profession of the faith—unless,

perhaps, he has displayed great zeal and faith, or if the supply

of candidates fails."

All commentators, except Aubespine,1 say that this canon,

which was received into the Corp. jur. can.? speaks of those

who, by their own fault, have deferred the reception of bap-

tism till their deathbed. Aubespine thinks that it refers to

catechumens who have not received baptism earlier through no

fault of their own, but who, finding themselves smitten by a

severe sickness, are baptized before the usual time, i.e. before

receiving all the necessary instruction. It was, he added, on

account of this want of instruction that they were forbidden

to enter the priesthood if they regained their health. But the

forty-seventh canon of Laodicea tells us that in the primitive

Church it was the duty of such catechumens to receive instruc-

tion even after baptism, and this alone overthrows Aubespine's

conjecture.
3

Can. 13.

'ETTi-ywpiOi irpeo-fivrepoi ev t<Z KvpiaKU) rr}<; 7roAe&><? Trpocrfye-

peiv ov hvvavrai TrapovTos eiriaKcnrov i) 7rpeaj3vrep(ov troXew^, ovre

ixrju dprov Si&ovai ev evy^rj ovSe iroTi'ipiov edv he dircbac teak,

eh evfflv Kkrjdfi ixovos, hihwenv.

" Country priests must not offer the holy sacrifice in the town

church (the cathedral) when the bishop or the town priests

are present : nor must they either distribute, with prayer,

the bread and the chalice. But if the bishop and his priests

are absent, and if the country priest be invited to celebrate,

he may administer holy communion."

Instead of /cX^df) /xovos, the old Latin translators of the canons,

Dionysius the Less and Isidore, read fcXrjdcoo-t, fiovoi ; that is to

1 In Routh, lieliq. sacr. iii. 473; and Van Espen, Coram. I.e. p. 126.

2 C. 1, dist. 57.

3 Cf. Van Espen, Comm. I.e. p. 126; Herbst, Tubing. Quartahchri/l, 1321,

6. 445 f. ; Iiouth, I.e. p. 473 s<j.
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say, "If they are asked, then only can they administer the

Lord's Supper ; " and Eouth recommends this reading. This

canon is contained in the Corp.jur. can}

Can. 14.

01 Be -^copeTTia-KOTTOL eial fiev eU tvttov to)V kiBBop.i)KOv-a'

co? Be avWeirovpyol Bta Tt/v <nrovBi)v (t?;j') et? toi <> tttw^ol"?

Trpoa^epovai Tip-oopLevoL.

" The chorcpiscopi represent the seventy disciples of Christ

;

and, as fellow-workers, on account of their zeal for the poor,

they have the honour of offering the sacrifice."

A function is here assigned to the chorcpiscopi which is

denied to country priests, namely, the offering of the holy

sacrifice in the cathedral, in the presence of the bishop and the

town priests. On the chorcpiscopi, compare c. 13 of Ancyra,

and our remarks below on canon 57 of Laodicea. Many MSS.

and editions have canons 13 and 14 in one.

Can. 15.

Au'ikovol eTTra 6(pei\ovo~w elvat, Kara rov Kavoia, tear rravv

fLtyaXi) eh) ;} iroXt'i' TreiaOijcry Be tirro rrjs i3if3\ou tcov Tlpd^eayv.

" In even the largest towns there must be, according to the

rule, no more than seven deacons. This may be proved from

the Acts of the Apostles.''

This canon was given in the Corp. jur. can.'

1 C. 12, dist 95. 2 C. 12, dirt. 95.



BOOK II.

THE FIEST (ECUMENICAL COUNCIL OP NICiEA.

a.d. 325.

CHAPTER I.

FEELIMINARY.1

Sec. 18. The Doctrine of the Logos prior to Arianism.

FPiOM the beginning, two points concerning the Logos and

His relation to the Father have stood as divinely re-

vealed in the consciousness of the Church. On the one hand,

His real divinity and equality ivith the Father ; on the other,

His personal distinction from the Father. But before the

Council of Nicsea this sure doctrine of the faith had not been

set forth in a sufficiently definite or positive manner. Whilst

some of the ancient Fathers, in expounding the faith of the

Church, had, without thoroughly mastering the formula of

Nica3a, perfectly understood and taught its meaning, others

selected less happy expressions, and sometimes erroneous ones

—such as would, in their consequences, even lead to heresy.

These same Fathers have, in different portions of their writings,

expressed themselves sometimes with theological accuracy,

sometimes with less accuracy. Thus, for example, S. Irenteus,

Clement of Alexandria, S. GregoryThaumaturgus of Neocoesarea,
2

1 Compare Hefele's treatise on the origin and character of Arianism, in the

Tubing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1851, Heft 2.

2 On the indecision in the expressions of Gregory, cf. H. Eitter, Geschiclrfe d.

chistl. Plulosophk, Ed. ii. S. 14.
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and Methodius,1
did not always choose their expressions care-

fully, but in substance they incontestably maintained the true

doctrine. It is the same with Justin, Athenagoras, and Theo-

philus, who expressed themselves irreproachably on the chief

dogmatic points, but differ in some of their inferences from

the rule of the Church. The Apologists, above all others, to

make themselves more acceptable and intelligible to the heathen

who were accustomed to the Platonic philosophy, made a less

clear and exact declaration of the doctrine of the Logos. In

this endeavour they have too often brought the Christian idea

of the Logos near to that of Plato and Philo, and so have too

often degraded the Son in His dignity and power, attributed a

beginning to His existence, and consequently have not recog-

nised His equality with the Father (thus, among the orthodox

Fathers, Athenagoras and Theophilus ; among the more hetero-

dox, Tatian, Tertullian, and especially Origen), and have empha-

sized too much the personal distinction between the Father

and the Son.

On the other hand, they also tried to establish the second

point of the traditional doctrine, the true divinity of the Son, and

His equality with the Father, by declaring that the Logos was

not a creature, and by saying that He came from the substance

of the Father, and not from nothing, as the creatures do.
2 They

sometimes deny that the Logos was subsequent to the Father

in His existence, which they affirm in other places. Attaching

themselves to the distinction established by Philo between the

\6yos eVSm^eTo? and Trpofyopiicbs, several of the ancient Fathers,

philosophizing on the Son of God in the sense of the Logos

7rpo(popiicb<; (that is, as He is personally distinct from the

Father), speak of this Logos as of a being subordinate, and

having an existence subsequent in time to that of the Father.

In other places, on the contrary, they seem to suppress the

distinction, purely nominal, between eVSm#eTo? and TrpcxpoptKos,

and include the Logos completely in the divine substance.
3

These last passages correct all that is exaggerated in the

1 Cf. Ritter, I.e. S. 4 ff.

8 Petavius, de thcoloj. dogmat. de Trlnitat. prcpf. c. 1, § 12, 10, c. 3, § 3 sqq.,

and lib. i. 3. 1 ; i. 5. 7 ; i. 8. 2 ; Kuhn in the Tiling. Quart. 1850, S. 25G tf.

» Kulin, I.e. S. 274,
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others, and positively support the ancient Fathers on the solid

basis of the Church. 1

In certain cases, the two principal points of the doctrine of

the Logos—the unity cf the Son with the Father, and the dis-

tinction between the Father and the Son—have been regarded,

as contradictory propositions ; and instead of preserving each

1 The stability and permanence of the doctrine of the Church on the one side,

and the uncertainty of several of the Fathers in expressing the doctrine of the-

Logos on the other, were pointed out long ago by S. Augustine (on Ps. liv. (lv.),

n. 22) and S. Jerome (adv. lib?: Rufin. ii. 440, ed. Migue). S. Augustine says

:

Numquid perfecte de Trlnitate disputatum est, antequam oblatrarent Ariani?'

S. Jerome writes: Certe antequam in Alexandria quasi dcemonium meridianum

Arms nasceretur, innocenter qncedam et minus caute locuti sunt. This uncer-

tainty of the Fathers has been pointed out with still greater force by our great

historian of dogma, Petavius. The Anglican Bull, however, regarded the fre&

and scientific historical treatment of the subject by the Jesuit as an injury done

to high church orthodoxy, and endeavoured, with great expenditure of learning,

to demonstrate the indemonstrable,—namely, that all the ante-Nicene Fathers,

held the Nicene faith exactly and precisely. In more recent times, Dr. Baur of

Tubingen (Lehre von der Dreieinhjkeit, i. 110) has objected to Petavius, to the

extent of accusing him of going beyond the Catholic point of view,—an accusa-

tion which has been refuted in the treatise of Kuhn, already quoted, "the
Vindication of Dionysius Petavius, and the Catholic Conception of the His-

tory of Dogma."

In direct opposition to Bull, writers with a Unitarian bias, like Sandius and

others, endeavour to show that all or most of the cnite-Nicene Fathers were also

a??<i-Nicene ; in other words, that before the Nicene Synod there prevailed an

entirely different doctrine of the Trinity, whether related on the one hand to-

Sabellianism, or on the other to Arianism.

Petavius, as we see, forms the mean between those two extremes, and with

him agree those later Catholic theologians who have examined the ancient doctrine

of the Logos, particularly Prudentius Maran (Divinitas Domini nostri J. Christl

manifesto, in Scripturis et Traditione, Paris 1746, fob ; and la Divinity de noire

Seigneur, etc., Paris 1751) and Mohler (Athanasius, i. 116, 56). These writers,

while they admit the uncertainty and indefiniteness, or even the inaccuracy, of

many of the ancient Fathers with reference to the doctrine of the Logos, at the

same time maintain the firm hold which the Church always had on the substance.

of the faith on those two fundamental parts of the doctrine of the Logos (the-

proper Godhead of the Son, and the personal distinction between Him and the

Father). In doing so, they at the same time separate themselves entirely from

that idea of the history of dogma in general, and of the development of the dogma
of the Logos in particular, which has been put forth by Hegel and Baur. For

while this new Protestant school asserts that dogma has always been produced

by the antagonism of opposite views, and thereby destroys the whole of the solid,

substance of dogma, the Catholic historian distinguishes a permanent element

and a changeable : the former being the substance of the faith itself; the latter

the perception, comprehension, and representation of this firm substance off

fiith.



234 HISTOEY OF THE COUNCILS.

in its theological entirety and relation to the other, they have

thought to annihilate the one by the other. Out of this arose

Sabellianism. This heresy, while maintaining the proper God-

head of the Son, in order the better to establish His equality

with the Father, destroyed the personal distinction between

the Father and the Son. But as one extreme leads to another,

Sabellianism necessarily produced Subordinationism as its

natural reaction ; i.e. the theory which, in endeavouring to pre-

serve the personal distinction between the Father and the Son,

like Emanationism, subordinates in glory and in dignity Him
who is begotten—that is to say, the Son—to Him who is

unbegotten, and thus approximates Him more or less to the

creatures. The celebrated Dionysius the Great,
1 Bishop of

Alexandria, is the most remarkable in this contest. About the

year 260, in his dogmatic letter to Ammonius and Euphranor,2

as is well known, he expressed himself very indefinitely ; and

in order to mark more forciblv the distinction between the

Father and the Son, he spoke of the latter as a irohifia rod

Seou. He added, "that the Son in substance is alien from

the Father (%evov fear oialav), as the vine plant and the vine-

dresser are distinct one from the other in substance
;

" and

"as He is a 7roh]fia, He could not have been before He was

made (oik rjv, irplv 'yev^Tac)" Thus in words, though not by

intention, Dionysius had placed the Son on a par with the

creatures. His excuse is found in the uncertain and vacillating

language of his time, even apart from his well-intended opposi-

tion to Sabellianism, since other orthodox writers also describe

the derivation of the Son from the Father promiscuously by

such expressions as iroieiv, yevvdv, yeveaOai, conderc, and gencrarc.

Pope Dionysius and his Synod were more clearsighted than

these theologians. When several African bishops complained

to him of the errors of Dionysius of Alexandria, the Pope held

a Synod about the year 260 ; and after having deliberated

with the members of the Synod on the dogma in question, he

addressed to his colleague in Alexandria, and probably at the

same time to other bishops of Egypt and Libya, a letter very

1 On the doctrine of Dionysius of Alex., cf. Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. t. iv.

diss. xvii. p. 131 sqq., and Eitter, I.e. S. 14 ff.

2 la Athanas. de sententia Dion^sii, c. 4.
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remarkable in the history of the true faith, the greater part

of which has been preserved for us by S. Athanasius.
1 In it

he protests against three errors : first, against the trithcistic,

" which, diametrically opposed to Sabellius, divides the divine

monarchy into three separate powers or hypostases, and plainly

teaches that there are three Gods." Baur supposed that the

accusers of Dionysius of Alexandria had supported the doc-

trine of tritheism.
2 Dorner, on the other hand, believes that

tritheism was the result of a mixture of Sabellianism and

Marcionitism
;

3 but he has not proved that this amalgamation

existed during that period. Secondly, the Pope condemned,

briefly and casually, Sabellianism; and, thirdly and lastly, he

spoke at some length against those who called the Son a crea-

ture, when Holy Scripture declares that He was begotten.

" Had He been created," said he, " there would have been a

period when He did not exist. Now the Son has always

existed (del rjv)." The Pope then explains critically those pas-

sages in the Bible 4 which seemingly speak of a creation of the

Son ; and against these he brings forward those
5 which speak

of His generation and of His eternity. He closes with these

words: '"'The admirable and holy unity (of God) cannot in

consequence be divided into three Godheads ; and the dignity

and incomparable greatness of the Lord ought not to be lowered

by the expression creature being applied to Him. It is neces-

sary to believe in God the Father Almighty, and in Jesus

Christ His Son, and in the Holy Ghost, and that the Logos is

united to the God of the universe." The Bishop of Eome
here clearly professes the doctrine of Mcsea ; and that Dionysius

the Great of Alexandria also professed it, is proved by two

letters which he then sent to Piome to justify himself, and

which S. Athanasius quoted in order to prove that the Arians

had done wrong in numbering Dionysius as one of their

party. Dionysius says, in his letters, that his accusers had

1 De decretis Synodi Nic. c. 26. Cf. de sent. Dionys. c. 13.

2 Baur, Christ. Lchre v. d. Drdthmjlce.lt, Bd. i. S. 313.
3 Dorner, Lehrt v. d. Person Christi, 2d ed. Thl. i. S. 750 [Clark's translation,

A. ii. 176 ff.l.

4 1'rov. viii. 22 ; Deut. xxxii. 6.

5 Col. i. 15 ; Ps. cix. (ex.) 3 ; Prov. viii. 25.

6 In Athanr.s. de decretis Niccence Synodi, c. 25, and de sententia Dionys. c. 18.
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falsely charged him with denying the equality of the substance

of the Father and the Son ; and if he had said that nowhere

in the Bible the word ofxoovaios could be found, the argument

of which he made use, and which his adversaries had passed

over in silence, was in complete agreement with that expres-

sion. He had, indeed, compared the relation between God the

Father and God the Son with those between parents and

children, as children are of the same substance as their

parents. He had also employed other analogous arguments,

e.g. the example of the plant and its root or its seed, between

which there was an evident identity of substance. To the

same effect was his comparison of the river and its source.

He says, in another part of his letter of justification •} " There

lias never been a moment when God was not the Father ; and

the Son is eternal ; but He has His being, not of Himself,

but of the Father." Also in a third place
2 he declares " he

does not believe the Logos is a creature, and that he has not

called Gocl Creator (tto^t?;?), but Father, to express the rela-

tion that He has to the Son. If, however, in the course of

his speech (and without intending it) he has once called the

Father ttol^tt]^ to express His relation to the Son, he may be

excused, seeing that the learned Greeks call themselves also*

Tronjral, as being fathers of their works, and that the Bible

itself does not always employ the word in the sense of creator,

but sometimes also in . the sense of originator : for instance,

when it says we are the iroir}ra\ of the movements of our

hearts."

After Dionysius the Great, the most illustrious doctors of

the Church of Alexandria, Theognostus, Fierius, and Bishop-

Peter, professed also the orthodox doctrine of the Logos..

The first of these, who was chief of the catechetical school of

this town from 270 to about 280, states explicitly, in a frag-

ment preserved by S. Athanasius :

3 " The substance of the Son

came not from without, neither was it produced from nothing

:

it proceeds from the substance of the Father, as brilliancy

proceeds from light, vapour from water." If in a fragment of

1 In Atlianas. de senlent. c. 15.

v
i.c. c. 21.

* Dt decretis Si/n. Nic c 25.
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Theognostus, preserved by Photius, the Son is called a KTicrfia,

Photius 1 presumes this expression comes from a questioner ;
as

the work from which it is taken is a dialogue : anyhow, the

formal declaration quoted above proves that he could not have

used the word Krla/xa in an Arian sense.
2 His successor, the

priest Pierius, professes the same doctrine of the Logos. Photius

says of him :

3 "It is true he called the Father and the Son

two substances (oiicrta?) instead of persons or hypostases ;
but,

however, he spoke of the two eucrf/3w9, that is, in an orthodox

manner." And this testimony of Photius is the more convinc-

ing to us, from the decided manner in which he blames Pierius

in another passage on account of his doctrine of the Holy

Ghost :

4
if his teaching on the Logos had not been orthodox,

Photius would have blamed him for this too.

The third great Alexandrian of that time was Bishop Peter

;

and although the fragment attributed to him in the Chronicon

Paschalc is probably not genuine, two other fragments 5 prove

that he attributed to the Son the same nature and Godhead

as to the Father.

It was different at Antioch, where the efforts to uphold the

unity of God degenerated into the doctrine of Paul of Samo-

sata, who considered the Logos as impersonal, and not distinct

from the Father, and saw in Christ only a man in whom the

divine Logos had dwelt and operated. A fellow-countryman

of Paul's, who shared his sentiments, Lucian, priest of Antioch,

defended for some time this heretical doctrine of the Trinity,

. and for that reason was excommunicated for a time.
6 Later,

however, he acquired great distinction, by the publication of

a corrected copy of the Septuagint, and by the firmness with

which he suffered martyrdom under Maximin.7 The restora-

tion of Lucian to the Church proves that eventually he re-

nounced the doctrine of Paul of Samosata ;
but being still

convinced that the Church did not maintain with sufficient

firmness the dogma of the unity of God, he imagined another

i Cod. 106.
2 Cf. Dorner, I.e. S. 737 f.

s Coil. 119.
4 Cf. Dorner, I.e. S. 733 f.

5 In Angelo Mai, Nova collectio, etc., vii. 306, 307 ; and Galland. B'iblioih.

&t. Patrum, i. 108. Cf. Dorner, I.e. S. 810.

6 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 4, p. 15, ed. Mogunt.

1 Euseb. II. E. viii. 13, ix. 6.
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hypothesis of the Trinity, which is noc perfectly known to

us for -lack of sufficient information, but which, according to

Alexander Bishop of Alexandria, came out in the heresy of the

Exucontians, and more particularly in that of his disciple

Arms.1 Arms himself traced his doctrine to the school of

Lucian, in greeting his friend Eusehius of Xicomedia, who
shared his opinion, with the name of HvXkovKiavujT?]? (fellow-

Lucianist). This being the case, it is of little importance to

decide whether Arms was personally a disciple of Lucian at

Antioch, or whether his opinion was formed from his writings

only. In the letter from Arius to Eusebius of Mcomedia,

just quoted, one sees that the principles of Lucian were widely

spread in Asia ; for Arius not only speaks of Eusebius as

sharing his opinions, but also of a great many other bishops

of Asia, who had all proclaimed that the Son was not eternal

equally with the Father. The denial of the co-eternity of the

Father and the Son seems therefore to have been a funda-

mental point in the doctrine of Lucian.
2

Besides, S. Epiphanius says :

3 " Lucian and his followers all

denied that the Son of God had taken a human soul, attri-

buting to Him only a human body, for the sake of endowing

the Logos with human feelings, such as sorrow, joy, and the

like ; and they also declared Him a being inferior to God—

a

creature, in fact." Arius and his partisans made great use of

the crwfia Xpiarov d^rv^ov, and thereby again revealed their

affinity with the school of Lucian. We know also that Lucian

was looked upon as the author of the creed that the Euse-

bians (that is, the friends of Arius) submitted to the Synod of

Antioch in 341, in which, as we shall see, the teaching was

1 In Theodoret, H. E. i. 4, p. 15.

2 In opposition to the testimonies here adduced, Baronius endeavours (ad ann.

311, n. 12 ; and 318, n. 75) to clear Lucian of the imputation of heresy ; Lut

even he is forced to concede that Lucian made use oi inaccurate expressions in

the controversy with the Sabellians, particularly with his fellow-priest Pancra-

tius of Antioch, and that therefore he was excommunicated by three successive

bishops of Antioch. Yet Baronius believes that Lucian, whom he defends on

account of his martyrdom, was always orthodox in heart, and that the Ariana

had no right to appeal to him ; and that even Alexander, . the Bishop of Alex-

andria, was mistaken when, in the letter quoted above, he brought Arianisru

into connection with Lucian. Cf. Dorner, I.e. S. 802, note.

3 Ancoraius, c. 33. .
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not positively heretical, but in which all sharp precision of

dogma is intentionally avoided.
1

Sec. 19. Arms.

The Subordinationist theology of Antioch was transplanted

to Alexandria by Arius, the oft-named disciple of the school

of Lucian ; and on this new ground it gained strength and

importance. The mind of Arius was disposed to this purely

rationalistic theology ; and from his point of view of mere

natural intelligence, it became impossible for him to reconcile

theoretically these two apparently contradictory dogmas of the

equality of the Logos with the Father, and of His distinction

from Him. " Arius," says Dorner with justice,
2 " takes part

with pleasure and skill in the relative sphere : he handles the

lower categories of logic with dialectic skill : but he never

rises above it : he applies it to everything. He is quite in-

capable of rising to speculative science, properly so called."

But he would certainly not have created so much disturbance

in the minds of the people, had he not found in Alexandria

a field well prepared to receive this theory of subordination,

even so far back as the time of Origen. A certain hos-

tility had been created against the theology of equality (the

doctrine of the equality of the Son with the Father), which

was taught by Theognostus, Pierius, and Bishop Peter, and

now anew by Bishop Alexander. The representatives of the

old Alexandrian tendency naturally linked themselves with

pleasure to Arius ; and thus it was that in later times the

Arians earnestly appealed to the authority of Origen, and

protected themselves under his name, and pretended to pro-

ceed directly from him. Athanasius carefully refuted this.
3

Besides, the Church of Alexandria was a specially prepared

soil for this new growth : she had been for more than a cen-

tury the philosophizing Church of Christianity (eKKk^ala <pi\o-

1 It is given by Athanasius, De synodis Arimini et Seleuclce, c. 23, and

Socrates, H. E. ii. 10, but without mention of Lucian. "We learn from Sozo-

nien, II. E. iii. 5, that the Arians attributed it to him.
2

I.e. S. 823.
3 Cf. Wolf on the relation of Origenism to Arianism, in the Zeitschrift fur

luther. Tlieologie, 1842, Heft iii. S. 23 ff. ; and Earners, Die Aaferstehiuiys-

lehre des Origencs, 1S51, S. 6, 10.
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cofyucwTCLTn). She readily threw herself into all philosophi-

cal and theological controversies. Being in close proximity to

the native country of Sabellianism, she felt constantly called

upon to combat it, and so was led imperceptibly into the

other extreme. Arius himself was Libyan by birth, conse-

quently a compatriot of Sabellius
;

x thus he might have con-

sidered himself specially called on to combat the Sabellian

theory, which annihilated all distinction between the Father

and the Son. Philonism, of which Alexandria was the hot-

bed, seems also to have exercised some influence over the

development of Arianism
;

2 and as the following details will

prove, Arius built on the base of this philosophy. Thus,

(a.) Like Philo, he exaggerated the distinction between the

world and God, and considered the supreme God much too

sublime to enter into direct relation with the world, and the

world much too low to bear any direct action of God. Xow

Athanasius proves
3 that Arius, and his friends Eusebius and

Asterius, had appropriated to themselves this fundamental

proposition of Philo's philosophy.

(/3.) Like Philo, Arius admitted an intermediate being, who.

being less than God, was the divine organ of the creation of

the world (like the created gods of Plato) : this intermediate

"being was the Logos. Thus the Arian Logos resembled that

of Philo : they are each declared inferior to the Father ;
and

Philo, who in general considered him as personal, gives to him

the name of vtr-qpeTt)^ Geov.

(7.) Now the intermediate and inferior being could not be

equal in substance and equal in eternity (consubstantial and

co-eternal) with the supreme and only true God. It may

thus be seen how all the other Subordinationist predicates of

the Logos arise of themselves from the fundamental proposi-

tions of Philo.

Alius completely failed to perceive the contradiction which

springs from the adoption of an intermediate being. Accord-

1 So Epiphanius asserts, Hares. 69. 1 ; whilst Cave and others, supported by

Photius, pronounce him to have been an Alexandrian.

2 Standenmaier has remarked most powerfully and clearly on this connection,

in his Philos. des Christ, i. 506 ff.

* Oiatio ii. Contra Arianos, c. 24.
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ing to his vie\v
/
the supreme God could not create anything

imperfect
;
yet He makes the Son imperfect. If God can

create only perfect beings, it becomes necessary that the

plenitude of perfection, and consequently of divinity, be found

in the Son ; if not, the supreme God could create imperfect

beings : thus He could equally have created the world. 1

The analogy between the intermediate being of the Arians

and the Gnostic Demiurge is evident, but the difference which
existed between the two must not be overlooked. They re-

semble each other, inasmuch as neither can produce perfect

beings. But whilst the Gnostic Demiurge only presides over

a period of the world's existence, the Arian Logos does not

cease to act as long as the world exists.
2 The age of the

Emperor Constantine was undeniably very favourable for the

rise and rapid propagation of the doctrine of Subordination

;

for after the conversion of the Emperor, many learned heathens

entered the Church without a real vocation, and there spread

on all sides religious theories much more favourable 3
to half-

pagan Subordinationism than to the profoundly Christian doc-

trine of the equality of the Father and of the Son.

We know but little of the life of Arius before he set forth

his errors, and what is known of him is not very certain.
4

He embraced at Alexandria the side of the Meletians at first,
6

but afterwards abandoned it, and was ordained deacon by
Peter Bishop of Alexandria. At a later period, having taken

1 Hitter, I.e. S. 25. 2 Hitter, Ic. S. 28 f. » Mbhler, i. 191.
4 The history of the life of Arius is found most completely in the Storia critka

della vita di Arrio, scritta da Gaetano Maria Travasa, Cler. Eeg. Teatino

(Venezia 1746), and in Tillemont, M6moires pour servir a I'histoire eccUsiastiquex
t. vi. The other works of most importance on the subject of Arianism are:

Maimburg, S. J., Histoire de V'Arianisme (Paris 16/5) ; the biographies and
monographs on Athanasius ; Christian Walch, Ketzergeschichle (1764), Bd. ii.

S. 385 ff. ; J. A. Stark, Versuch einer Geschichte des Arianismus (Berlin 17S3),

2 Theile (of no great value) ; Wundemann, Geschichte der christlichen Glaubens-

lehren von Zeitalter des Athanasius bis auf Greg. d. Gr. (Leipzig 1798), 2 Thle.

8vo ; Wetzer, Restitutio verce chronologic rerum ex controversiis Arianorum
exortarum (Francof. 1827) ; Lange, Der Arianismus in seiner urspriinglichen

Bedeutung, in llgen's Zeitsch. f. hist. Theol. iv. 2, v. 1 ; Baur, Die christliche

Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, etc. (1841), Bd. i. S. 320 ff. ; Dorner, Die Lehrt
von der Person Christi (1845), Thl. i. S. 806 ff.

5 On the Meletians, cf. the author's essay in the Kirchenlex. Bd. vii,

S. S7 ff.
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the side of the Meletians, he was excommunicated by Bishop

Peter; but his successor Achillas (a.d. 312) reconciled him to

the Church, and ordained him priest.
1 Soon after, Arius was

put at the head of a Church called Baucalis, as the large

number of Christians in Alexandria had rendered necessary

the division of the town into districts, corresponding with

what are now called parishes.

Arius was tall and thin ; a learned man and a clever logi-

cian ; of austere appearance and serious bearing, and yet of

very fascinating manners ; at the same time proud, ambitious,

insincere, and cunning.2 Epiphanius 3
calls him a perfidious

serpent. Bishop Alexander reproaches him with his avarice,

and speaks of his following composed of women, in such a way

that later historians believed—wrongfully, no doubt—that

disgraceful inferences might be drawn against his private life.

Two statements by Theodoret,
4 on the ambition and arro-

gance of Arius, have led to the belief that, after the death

of Achillas (towards the end of 312), Arius strove for the

Episcopal dignity ; but seeing his old colleague Alexander 5

•preferred to him, he conceived a deep hatred against him.

The Arian historian Philostorgius,
6 on the contrary, asserts

that Arius himself made over to Alexander the votes which

"Were offered to himself. Neither of these assertions seems

to have been true. Theodoret 7
is nearer the truth when

he says, that in the beginning Alexander highly esteemed

Arius. Chronology confirms this statement ; for the discus-

sion between Arius and his bishop did not, as it would seem,

1 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. i. 15. The false Acta S. Petri relate that both Bp.

Peter and Achillas were expressly -warned by Christ in a vision respecting Arius.

Of. Baronius, ad ami. 310, n. 4 ; and Renaudot, Hist. Pat. Alex. p. 67.

2 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. i. 5, ii. 35 ; Epiphanius, Hceres. 69. 3. The Emperor

Constantine depicts him in the darkest colours, in a letter to Arms himsell and

to his adherents, in Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Concil. Nicccni, lib. iii. ; in

3Iansi, ii. 930 sqq., particularly p. 93S ; and Hardouin, i. 452 scpp

3 I.e.

4 Hist. Eccl. i. 4. Cf. Walch, Ketzcrli. Thl. ii. S. 404 f.

5 See Gelasius, I.e. lib. ii. c. 1 ; Mansi, I.e. p. 791 ; Hard. i. 366.

6 Lib. i. c. 3 of the fragments of Philostorgius at the end of Valesius' ed. of

the Ch. Hist, of Theodoret.

7 i. lu
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take place until" 318 or 320/ when Alexander had been

Bishop of Alexandria for more than six years, and nntil then

apparently the most profound good feeling had existed be-

tween Arius and him. But whilst admitting that a certain

antipathy existed between them, it must not therefore be

concluded that it gave rise to the doctrinal controversy : this

was simply the result of different theological convictions.

Socrates
2 thus relates the manner in which this difference first

arose :
" Bishop Alexander of Alexandria one day spoke, in

presence of his priests and clergy, of the mystery of the

Trinity, and insisted especially on the Unity in the Trinity,

philosophizing on this grave subject, and thinking he was

gaining honour by his argument. But Arius, who was eager

for dispute, professed to discover Sabellianism in the bishop's

doctrine. He opposed it vehemently, and asserted that if

the Father had begotten the Son, he who was begotten had

a beginning of his being {ap^v virap^em), and consequently

there was a time when he could not have been {rjv, ore ov/c

rjv) ; that it also followed that the Son had his beginning from

nothing (e£ ovk ovtcov ey^eo t?]v viroaTaaLv)."

All history posterior to Arianism proves that Arius was

unjust in accusing his bishop of Sabellianism ; but that which

chiefly proves it is the conduct of Alexander at the Council

of Nicaea, and likewise his letters and those of Arius, which

we shall soon have occasion to examine.

Arius admitted, with the orthodox Bathers, that the term
" begotten" was the palladium which could alone save the

doctrine of the personal existence of the Son against Sabel-

lianism. He therefore took the idea of " begotten" as the

groundwork of his argument ; but he transferred the idea of

time, which rules every human generation, to the divine gene-

ration, and drew from that, as he thought, with logical neces-

sity, the proposition that the Son could not be co-eternal with

the Father. He did not, however, wish to speak of a priority

1 Cf. Walch, I.e. S. 423. The supposition that the Arian question came up
at the Synod of Aries in 314, rests simply upon an error in canon 8, where

Arlanis is written by mistake for Afris. See above, p. ISO. Cf. Mansi, ii.

472 ; and Ittig, Hist. Coned. Nicceni (Lips. 1712), § 22.
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in time, properly so called, but only of priority similar to a

priority in time, of the Father to the Son ; for, according to

Arius, time began with the creation, and thus the Son, by

whom all things were created, and who, consequently, was

before the creation, was born also before all time. Other

theologians had, before Arius, already developed this argu-

ment ; but he afterwards went beyond it, and thought that the

distinction he had established between the Father and the

Son would fade away if he admitted that the Son is begotten

of the substance of the Father. This fear has apparently

been justified by the history of the word " consubstantial"

(o/jloovo-ios) ; for this word, as we have already seen,
1 was

rejected by the Synod of Antioch, held in 269. But Arius

not only avoided this definite expression, but all others similar

to it used by the holy Fathers to show that the Son emanated

from the substance of the Father. He not only rejected the

expression, but the thing expressed, by positively declaring

that he was made e'£ ovk ovtwv, which was diametrically

opposed to the 6fioovaio<;, and thus went further than any one

else among the ancients. He positively made the Logos a

" creature" in the special sense of the word.

Arius had another motive for not admitting that the Son

was begotten of the substance of the Father. He believed

that by so doing the divine substance would be divided, whilst

God is essentially indivisible ; and, in point of fact, the Arians

constantly reproached their adversaries with considering the

divine substance as something corporeal, and dividing it. They

believed that their doctrine of the Logos alone maintained, not

only the indivisibility and immateriality of God, but likewise

His immutability. The creation of temporal things would,

according to them, have wrought a change in the Creator; for

if the supreme God had made the world, He would have lost

His immutability, which is contrary to the idea we have ot

God. On the contrary, there was no danger in denying the

immutability of the Son, as being declared to be a creature

who took part in the creation of the world. They said, then,

" By nature the Son is not unchangeable, but only by His own

will."
2

1 r. 123. Ci Athanas. contra Avian, c 35; and Ritter, I.e. S. 23 ff.
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Alius first appeared on the scene with these opinions be-

tween 318 and 320. This date, though uncertain, has every

appearance of probability.
1 Sozomen, Theodoret, and Epi-

phanius relate, as did Socrates, with slight differences of detail

only, the beginning of the Arian controversy.
2 Socrates does

not say that Bishop Alexander gave rise to the discussion by

a sermon ; according to him, it was Arius who began of him-

self to spread his errors. The bishop was blamed for tolerat-

ing: the beginning of it. He did not, however, wish to use his

authority against Arius : he preferred to call together his

clergy, and made them argue in his presence with Arius ; and

they proclaimed the Son 6/j,oovaio<; and crvvalSios (consubstan-

tial and co-eternal with the Father). In the beginning of the

discussion Alexander did not take either side ; but towards

the end he approved of those who had defended the consub-

stantiality and co-eternity of the Son, and commanded Arius

to retract his error. Epiphanius maintains, but it is difficult

to admit the assertion, that the chief adversary and opposer of

Arius was Bishop Meletius, the chief of the schismatics, of

whom we have already spoken. Arius was little disposed to

submit to the orders of his bishop ; on the contrary, he sent

to several bishops a written confession of faith, and begged

them, if they approved of it, to send him their adhesion, and

to intercede with Bishop Alexander in his favour.
3 In a

short time he made many friends, especially the celebrated

Eusebius of Nicomedia,
4 who, being then bishop in the house-

hold of Constantine and his sister Constantia, exercised great

influence over them, and over many of the other bishops.

He interested himself actively with them on behalf of Arius,

and sent him his adhesion in writing.
5 He, like Arius, was a

disciple of Lucian, and accepted in general the propositions of

Arianism.

" One only," he thought, " the Father, is imbegotten ; the

other (the Son) is truly (that is to say, in the full sense of

1 Cf. Walch, I.e. S. 417 ff.

2 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 15 ; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 2; Epiplian. Hearts.

69. 3.

* Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. i. 15. * Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 6.

6 A .lianas. He Synodis Arimin. et Seleucice, c. 17.
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the word) created, and not of the substance of the Father

(ovk etc 7% overlap avrov <yeyovco<i). The Son does not parti-

cipate in the substance (ovala) of the unbegotten ; He differs

from Him in nature and in power, although He was created

in perfect resemblance to the nature and power of His Creator.

No one can express in words His beginning, or even under-

stand it in thought."
1 The letter to Bishop Paulinus of Tyre,

in which Eusebius expresses these opinions, is at the same

time a proof of the zeal he displayed in favour of Arius and

his cause ; for he reproaches this bishop with not having

declared in favour of Arius, although at heart he shared his

opinions. He exhorts him to repair his fault, and above all

to write (as he no doubt had already done himself) to Bishop

Alexander, and set forth the true doctrine, namely, that of

Subordination. He proposed Eusebius of Csesarea to him. as a

model, the celebrated church historian, who, without being a de-

cided Arian, was visibly in favour of this party. Besides these

two, Eusebius and Paulinus of Tyre, there were the bishops,

Theodotus of Laodicea, Athanasius of Anazarbus, Gregory of

Berytus, and Otitis of Lydda (or Diospolis), who interested

themselves in favour of Arius.
2 Very shortly others showed

themselves on the same side: among the most remarkable

were the two Africans, Secundus Bishop of Ptolemais in

Libya, and Theonas of Marmarica, both of whom belonged to

the province of Alexandria, and openly took part with Arius.

Besides, from the Alexandrian and Mareotic clergy, there were

added to the heretical party the two priests Chares and

Pistus, and the thirteen following deacons,—--Achillas, Euzoius,

Aithalas, Lucius, Sarmates, Julius, Menas, Helladius, Serapion,

Paramnon, Zosimus, Irenceus, and a second Arius. Among

them also are named Carponas and Eusebius, without men-

tion of the order to which they belonged. These names are

given by Bishop Alexander himself in three lists, made at

different times, for which reason they do not all agree.
3 Epi-

1 In a letter of Eusebius to S. Paulinus of Tyre (Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 6).

It is, however, not certain whether this letter was Written at the beginning of

the Arian movement or at a later period.

2 Theod. Hist. Eccl. i. 5.

? Theod. Hist. Eccl. L 4; Soc. Hist. Eccl. i. 6; and Athan. Dep. Arii, i. oil,

ed. I'atav.



SYNOD OF ALEXANDRIA AND ITS CONSEQUENCES. 247

phanius, on the contrary, speaks of seven priests, twelve

deacons, and seven hundred virgins consecrated to God (Egypt

had a great many such) who took part with Arius.
1

It is pro-

bable that, in so grave a matter, Alexander early consulted

with other bishops ; at least this may be concluded from some

passages contained in a letter which he wrote later, and which

is found in Theodoret.2 But it is also certain that at the

beginning Alexander endeavoured to keep the matter as quiet

and peaceable as possible ; and that, in connection with his

clergy, he addressed remonstrances not only by word, but in

writing, to Arius and his partisans.
3

Sec. 20. The Synod of Alexandria in 320, and its

Consequences.

Bishop Alexander, seeing the uselessness of his efforts, in

320 or 32

1

4 convoked a large ecclesiastical assembly in

Alexandria, at which were present nearly a hundred Egyptian

and Libyan bishops. The matter of their deliberations has.

not reached us ; we only know that Arius and his partisans

were anathematized.
5 His partisans, said Alexander in two

letters,
6 were the two bishops Theonas and Secundus, and the

majority of the deacons recently named. Arius wished to

prove that Eusebius of Ca2sarea, Theodotus of Laodicea,

Paulinus of Tyre, and, in one word, the greater number of

the bishops in Asia, were condemned with him by the Synod

of Alexandria; but that was a false inference.
7

It is

likely that the Synod, after having excommunicated by name

1 Epiph. Hceres. 69. 3.
2 Hist. Eccl. i. 4. Cf. Walch, I.e. ii. 42S, n. 2.

3 See the two letters of Alexander in Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 6 ; and Atlianas.

Depositio Arii, I.e. .

4 So reckons Walch, I.e. Thl. ii. S. 421, from the expression of S. Athanasius,

that the Arians had been declared heretics thirty-six years ago. Athanasius

wrote this letter (Ep. ad Episc. jEgypti, c. 22) in the year 356, and therefore

indicates the year '320. But it is not a settled point that Athanasius wrote the

letter in question in 356, for he says in it that the Meletians had fallen info

.schism fifty-five years before. As, however, we know that this took place in

306, it would seem that Athanasius wrote this letter in 361 ; and then, in say-

ing that the Arians had been declared heretics thirty-six years before, he must

have had in his eye, not the Alexandrian Synod of 320, but the Nicene Council

of 325. Cf. Walch, Ketzerhist. Bd. iv. S. 381, Anm. 2.

s Socrat. 77. E. i. 6.
6 Socrat. I.e.; and Theodor. I.e. i. i.

' In his letter to Eusebius of Nicomcdia, in Theod. i. 5.
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the African Arians, and especially those of Alexandria, pro-

nounced a general anathema against the partisans of this

heresy; and from this Arius drew the conclusions which

suited him.1

Although excommunicated, Arius continued to hold con-

crregations for divine service ; and Bishop Alexander speaks

of several churches (which he designates as dens of thieves)

where the Arians habitually met, and offered night and day

outrages against Christ, and against the bishop.
2 He men-

tions, in the same letter, how they sought in different towns

to attract adherents by their lectures and writings, and espe-

cially sought to deceive women by their flatteries and false-

hoods. They went so far, says he, that they stirred up

against the orthodox the populace and the civil authorities

(still principally heathen, for Egypt depended on Licinius),

and endeavoured, when all was peace, to excite a new perse-

cution.
3 Alexander saw himself obliged, by the insolence

and constant machinations of the Arians, as well as by the

open partisanship of Eusebius of Nicomedia, to inform all the

bishops of the position of affairs in elaborate letters. For the

.same purpose he convoked a new assembly of the Alexandrian

.and Mareotic clergy, and asked all the united clergy (among

them Athanasius, then a deacon) to sign his Epistola cncyclica}

After a very fine introduction on the unity of the Church,

1 Cf. Walch, I.e. ii. 431.

2 In Theodoret, H. E. i. 4. These outrages consisted in this, that they de-

•graded the Logos to a creature, and, as usual, accused the bishop of Sabel-

.lianism. From this time Arius altered, for the use of his followers in divine

service, the ordinary doxology into " Glory be to the Father, through the Son,

yi the Holy Ghost" (Theod. lib. iv. de hceret. fab. c. 1). It is true that

orthodox Fathers have made use of this doxology (e.g. Leo the Great, Sermo

i. de nativit. Dom. ), as being equally susceptible of an orthodox interpretation.

Cf. Ittig, Hist. Con. Nic. § 51.

3 According to Epiphanius (Heer. 69. 8), the Arians had already selected a

bishop of their own for Alexandria, of the name of Pistus ;
but this could

not have happened so early ;
for («) the Arians still hoped at that time for

a reconciliation with Bishop Alexander (Theod. I.e. i. C ;
Sozom. i. 15. Cf.

the remark of Petavius on Epiph. Hcer. 69. 8). Besides, (£) Athanasius says

expressly (Apol. contr. Arian. c. 24) that Pistus was not ordained bishop until

after the Nicene Council.

4 This remarkable document is found in Athanas. Epistola synodalis, etc. T.

i. 1, p. 313, ed. Patav. 1777 ; t. i. p. 397, ed. Paris 1696 : in Socrat. //. E. i. 6 ;
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Alexander especially complained of Eusebius of Nicomedia,

who had undertaken to protect the heresy, and who recom-

mended Arius and his partisans everywhere by his writings

and letters. This conduct obliged him to speak openly. He
afterwards enumerated the names of the apostates, and ex-

posed their chief errors, which were the following :

—

1. " God was not always Father ; there was a time when

He was not Father (rjv, ore 6 <9eo? irar^p ov/c rjv).

2. " The Logos of God has not always been (ov/c del rjv)
;

He was created from nothing ; God, the self-existent, created

from nothing Him who is not self-existent (the wv @eo?

—

the fit] ovra).

3. " Consequently there was a time when He was not ; for

4. " The Son is a creature, a KJiap.a and a irolrnxa.

5. " He is not of the same substance as the Father (ovre

oiioios /car ovalav) ; He is not truly and according to His nature

the Word and the Wisdom of God (ovre dX^Otvb'i teal (pvcret,

tov rrarpbs A0709 early, ovre d\7)0ivi) ao<fcia avrov ecrTiv)
;
but

one of the works, and of the creatures of God (eh rwv rroir]\id-

rwv Kal yevrjrcov). He is only by an abuse (Kara-^pricnLKw<i)

called the Logos ; He was created by the true Logos (ISirp tov

Seov Xoyrp), and by the inner (eV tw ©ea>) Wisdom of God

(the X070? evZu'iOero's of Philo).

" It is by this inner Wisdom (Ac'70? ivcuideTos) that God

created Him (the A0709 7rpoc])opitcb?) and all things.

6. "Thus it is that by nature He is subject to change

(rpeirTO';, that is to say, by nature liable to sin).

7. "He is a stranger to the divine ovala, and differs from

it (£eVo? Te Kal d\\6Tpi,o<;). He does not know God perfectly

;

He does not even know His own nature perfectly.
1

8. '• He was created for us, so that God might create us by

Him as His instrument ; and He would not have existed (ov/c

and in Gelasius Cyzic. in Hard. i. 366 sq. ; Mansi, ii. 703 ; most perfectly in

Athanasius. Epiphanius relates {Hares. 69. 4) that Alexander sent seventy

letters of this kind into the different provinces ; and we learn from Pope

Liberius, that even Silvester, who was then Pope, received such a letter from

Alexander (Coustant. Epist. Pontif. p. 426).

1 This is quite consistent, for the knowledge of the creature in its essence

can Le derived only from the knowledge of its foundation or Creator. Eitter,

Geschichte der Christ. Phil Bd. ii. S. 27-
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&v' •uTfiarrr}), 'had He not been called into existence by God,

through love for us."

Bishop Alexander afterwards refutes these Arian doctrines

by texts from the Holy Scriptures;
1 and at the end he im-

plores the bishops not to admit the Arians into the communion

of the Church, and to have no confidence in Eusebius and

others like him.

Theodoret
2 has preserved a second letter of Alexander's

(and of his Synod), addressed, according to the title given by

Theodoret, to Alexander Bishop of Constantinople. But not

only is this title wanting in three ancient manuscripts ; but

besides, at the time the letter was written, the name Constan-

tinople did not exist. Moreover, this letter was not addressed

to one, but to several bishops, as the contents prove. It is

said in the letter, that Arius and his friend Achillas went

further than Colluthus had done, who had previously founded

a sect in Alexandria.
3 Even Colluthus at this time blamed

the conduct of the Arians, who did not submit to the Church,

who held meetings in their dens of robbers, denied the God-

head of our Saviour, misinterpreted those texts of Scripture

for their own purpose which speak of the humiliation of

Christ, which was for our salvation, and endeavoured to stir

the people up against the orthodox, and to excite persecutions

against them by calumnious pamphlets written by disorderly

women. After having been for these several causes excluded

from the Church, the Arians endeavoured by falsehoods, and by

1 Alius had endeavoured to prove his doctrine by separate passages of Scrip-

ture, particularly by those which set forward the human side of Christ, and

which speak of His ignorance of anything, of His pain, of His subordination to

the Father, of His <ru.nuw<n;, etc. Alius was forced to apply all these passages

falsely to the divine in Christ, the xlyo; ; for, according to his opinion, the

Xoyo; was not united to a complete humanity, but only to a human body. Cf.

above, p. 238 ; and Neander, Kirchengeschkhte, 2 Aufl., Bd. iv. S. 690. [An

English translation of Neander's Church History is published by Clark of Edin-

burgh.] Arius in this resembles his opponent Apollinaris. It is clear that

Arius, in adducing these Scripture proofs, clung to the mere letter : he always

regarded only separate detached passages, and not the whole doctrinal idea of -a

biblical author. Cf. Keander, Kircheng. 2 Aufl., Bd. iv. S. 6S5.

Hist. Bed. i. 4.

3 See more particularly, with reference to him, in Epiphanius, Hares. 69. 2,

and the note of Petavius upon that passage ; also in Philastrius, dc haresihu*.

0. 78. Cf. also Ittig, Hist. Cuncil. Nic. 1712, § 18.
,
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.concealing their errors,
1
to bring other bishops over to their

side, and many of them had succeeded in being admitted into

the communion of the Church. Consequently it became
necessary to unveil without delay their errors, which consisted

in maintaining

:

" That there was a period when the Son of God did not

exist

;

" That, not existing at first, He was later called into exist-

ence;

" That He was created out of nothing, like everything else,

reasonable or unreasonable, and consequently was by nature

liable to change, capable of goodness and of sin

;

" But that God, knowing that He (the Son) would not deny
Him, chose Him above all created beings, although by nature

He had no higher claim than the other sons of God, that is,

than other virtuous men. If Peter and Paul had sought to

reach the same perfection as Christ, their relation to God
would have been absolutely the same as that in which Christ

stood."

Then Bishop Alexander again refuted the Arians by texts

of Scripture : he compared them to the Ebionites, to Artemas
and Paul of Samosata ; he called them Exucontians {pi eg ovk

ovtwv), a title which in later times was frequently employed ; he

complained that three Syrian bishops urged the Arians to still

graver excesses ; then returned afresh to biblical proof against

the Arians, and developed the orthodox faith, saying that the

Son wras not subject to any change, and is in all things like

the Father, perfect as He is perfect, and in one point only

subordinate to the Father—in not being unbegotten. In other

respects the Son is the exact image of the Father. He is

from all eternity ; but from this it must not be concluded, as

the Arians have wrongfully done, and as they falsely accuse

those who are orthodox of doing, that the Son was not be-

gotten : for those two terms, " Being from all eternity," and
" not begotten," are not identical ; there is a difference between
than. The Son, being in all things the image of the Father,

should be worshipped as God. The Christian recognises also,

with the Father and the Son, the Holy Ghost, who worked in
1 Cf. Neander, Ch. Hist. vol. iv.
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the holy men of the Old Testament, and on the holy teachera

of the New.

Bishop Alexander continued to set forth the other articles

of the faith, and employed the term which became celebrated

later in Christian controversy, the " Mother of God " {OeoTOKos).

In conclusion, he exhorted the bishops to admit no Arian into

the communion of the Church, and to act as did the bishops

of Egypt, Libya, Asia, Syria, etc., who had sent him written

declarations against Arianism, and signed his tojxo<;, that is to

say, his treatise (perhaps the encyclical letter of which we

have already spoken). He hopes they will send him similar

declarations, as perhaps the number of the bishops might con-

vert the Arians. He adds in the appendix the names of the

-ecclesiastics of Alexandria who were excommunicated along

with Arius.
1

Sec. 21. Arius obliged to leave Alexandria ; his Letters and

his Thalia.

Driven from Alexandria by his bishop,
2 Arius went first to

Palestine, and from thence addressed a letter to his powerful

protector, Eusebius of JSTicomedia. In it he complains of the

persecution which he had to suffer at the hands of Alexander,

particularly of being driven from the town ; and accuses Alex-

ander of maintaining " that the Father and the Son co-existed

always together, that the Son was not begotten, that He was

begotten from all eternity, that He was unbegotten Begotten,

that the Eather was not one moment anterior to the Son, and

that He is of God Himself."
3

(It may be seen how Arius

misrepresents some of the doctrinal propositions of Alexander,

as we have already found,
4 because he could not reconcile the

eternity of the Son with His divine generation.) Further,

Alius asserts that Eusebius of Ccesarea, Theodotus of Laodicea,

Paulinus of Tyre, etc., and all the Eastern bishops, were

anathematized by Alexander 5 because they taught that the

1 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 4. This letter is also printed iu Mansi, ii. 642

sqq. Binius has added some notes ; see Mansi, I.e. 659.

- Epiphan. Hcercs. 69. 3 ; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 5.

3 Arian inferences. Cf. Dorner, I.e. 813, note 22.

* p. 251.
6 See above, p. 246.
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Father existed before the Son. Only three Eastern bishops

were not excommunicated, he adds : these are Philocronius,.

Hellanicus, and Macarius, because they have in an impious-

manner called the Son, the one an eructation of the Father

(epvyj], according to the forty-fourth
1 Psalm, ver. 2), the other

a projection (irpofioXij), the third co-begotten (avvayevvTjrov).

Arius could not, he said, admit such impiety,
2 even if the here-

tics threatened him a thousand times with death. As to the

Arians, he says, they teach " that the Son is not unbegotten,

and that He is not a part of the Unbegotten (with reference to<

the sense in which o/xoovaio^ was rejected at Antioch 3
); that

He was not created of anything which existed before Him
;

but that He was called into being by the will and according

to the plan (of God), before time and before the world (that

is to say, He was before the world was made, but that He was

not eternal), and as full God (rrX^p^ @eo<j), only-begotten

(/jLovoyevtjs). and unchangeable (amWotWo?). Before being be-

gotten, or created, or determined, or founded, He was not ; for

He is not unbegotten." He concludes by being remembered to

Eusebius, who, like himself, belonged to the school of Lucian.4

The exposition Arius here makes of his doctrine agrees per-

fectly, one point excepted, with that which was given a little

further back by the Bishop of Alexandria. Alexander, in

fact, says in his two letters, that Arius made of the Son " a

being who, according to His nature, was capable of virtue or

of sin." Arius seems to say the contrary in that which pre-

cedes this ; but this difference is only in appearance. Arius,

to be consistent, should have said :
" The Son being a (crto-pa,

and not of the substance of the Father, is by nature subject

to change, as are all the /cTi'cr^aTa." But he might also, and

he did actually, affirm that " dc facto the Son was immutable,

but that His immutability was the effect of volition, and not

by nature." Arius, in like manner, takes the expression

7r\jjpi]<i 0eo9 in a double sense. He cannot and will not say

1 Ps. xlv. E. V.
2 We see from this, as Neancler points out, I.e. S. 701, the violent intolerance

of the Arians, and the persecuting spirit which they afterwards displayed so

greatly.
a See p. 124. * See this letter in Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 5.
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that tire Son is by nature equal in glory to the Father ; he

says that He is perfect Gocl only by the will of the Father;

that is to say, that the Father has made Him partaker of His

divine glory.
1 A careful analysis of the principal work of

Alius, called the Thalia, will show, besides, how well-founded

was the accusation made by Bishop Alexander, that Alius had

here concealed his real sentiments.

Invited, in consequence of this letter, by Eusebius, Alius

went a short time after to Nicomedia, and wrote from thence,

perhaps at the instigation of Eusebius, a polite letter to his

•former bishop Alexander, in order to be on as good terms as

possible with him. First, he sets forth in his letter a kind

of creed which should explain the faith, as Alius and his

friends had received it from their predecessors, and even from

the Bishop Alexander himself, as follows :

—

1. " There is only one true God, alone uncreate, alone

eternal, alone without beginning, alone wise, good, and power-

ful ; one only Judge and King, and alone unchangeable.

2. " Before all time He begot His only Son, and by Him
created the world and all things.

3. "He did not only beget Him in appearance " (Alius

believed in the eternal generation as being only in appearance,

and imputed all real generation to time), " but He actually

called Him into existence by His own will, as an unchange-

able and immutable being.
2

1 It is remarked with perfect accuracy by Neander, I.e. S. 691 : "Although

this idea of Christ (held by Arius) is in contradiction to the true faith of His

Godhead, Arius did not hesitate to assign to Him the name of God, which he

found given to Him in the New Testament and in the ancient creeds. ... He

probably based his practice upon those passages of the Bible in which the name

of God appears to be assigned in an improper sense to created beings." Also S.

696, Anm. 1 : "Arius could not logically apply such an expression as vx^;
Bio; to Christ ; but in an indefinite sense, as he employed the name of God, he

was able to do so. What was most difficult from his point of view was to

attribute moral immutability to Him ; but this, too, depended upon the mean-

ing attached to it. He was obliged to explain it in this way, that He was

unchangeable, not by nature, but by virtue of the direction of His will, foreseen

by God?"
- We have explained above (p. 253) in what sense Arius understood the expres-

sions unchangeable, etc. Mohler (Alhanasins, i. 205) reproaches Arius further

with equivocation in applying the words " by His own will " (rf ]¥n> fiovsJ.ftcc-,)

not merely to the Father, but also to the Son, so that he says, "The Son is
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i 4. "The Son is a perfect creature of God (fCTta/ia rov

Geov Tekeiov), but yet distinct from all other creatures ; He
is begotten, yet again He differs from all that is begotten.

5. " He is not, as is asserted by Valentinus, a projection

(7rpo/3o\i]), nor yet, as the Maniehseans assert, a substantial

part of the Father (/xepo? ofioovcnov rov Trarpos)
;

1
nor, as

the Sabellians wish, the Son-Father

;

2
nor, as is said by

Hieracas, light of light, or one torch emanating from another

;

nor had He a previous existence, and was afterwards be-

gotten and made the Son,—a thing which Bishop Alexander

himself " (whom Alius still addresses as [laKupie itaira) " had

often publicly controverted, and with reason.

6. " He was created bv the will of God before time, and

before all worlds. He has received His life and His being

from the Father, who also has communicated His glory to

Him ; and without taking from Himself, has given Him the

heritage of all things.

7. " There are three persons : God, who is the cause of all

things, who is unique, and without beginning ; the Son, who
is begotten of the Father before all things, created and estab-

lished before the worlds. He was not until He was begotten

;

but He was begotten before all time, before all things, and

He alone was called by the Father (immediately) into being.
3

He is not, however, eternal or unbegotten, like the Father.

He had not His being at the same time as the Father, as

some say, who thus introduce two unbegotten principles ; but

as God is the monad and the beginning, or the principle of

all things, He is therefore before all things, and consequently

also before the Son, as Bishop Alexander himself has declared

in the Church.

unchangeable by His own will." But I can hardly believe that this reproach

of Miihler's is well-founded ; for in his letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia (Theo-

cloret, i. 5) Alius expresses himself in much the same way, but still so as to

show that it was undoubtedly the will of the Father, and not that of the Son,

which he intended (aXX' an 6iXy.fice.Ti xct) fiovXri VTiffrn Tpo xpovuv y.ai vrpo alalia*

Tkvfr,; 0-o;): Cf. the translation of this passage, above, p. 253. Even Mohler

has in his translation referred the words in question to the Father.

.

1 The Jesus patibilis of the Maniehseans is a substantial part of the Jesus

apqtibilis.

2
i.e. that there is no personal distinction.

8
i.e. everything else was made through the Son-
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8. " The Son having received His being from God, who

gave Him glory, life, and all things, so God must be His

principle (upxn)> an(l must rule Him (ap^et avrov) as His

God, and as being before Him.

9. "In conclusion, it is attempted to show that the

biblical expressions, the Son is of the Father, ex utcro, etc.,
1

do not refer to similarity of substance."
2

During his stay in Nicomedia, Arms wrote his principal

work, called GdXeia, that is, " The Banquet." Only fragments

of it remain. They are preserved in the works of S. Atha-

nasius.
3 The book, it appears, was partly in prose and partly

in verse. The ancients compared it to the songs of the

Egyptian poet Sotades, and pronounced it highly effeminate

and overwrought. According to Athanasius,
4

there were

some of these " Thalias" already among the heathen, which

were read at their banquets for the promotion of gaiety.

Arms selected this light form, it seems, to familiarize the

masses with the doctrine taught in his book. With the same

intention he afterwards wrote songs for sailors, carpenters,

and travellers.
5 Athanasius says

6
the Thalia was held in

great honour by the friends of Arius, and that they venerated

it as a second Bible. In reality, it contains Arianism in its-

strongest form, and at the same time shows clearly its Philo-

1 Ps. ex. 3 ; S. John xvi. 28 ; Rom. xi. 36.

2 This letter of Alius is found in Athanasius, de synodis Arim'ni., etc., c. 10 ;

Epiph. Hares. 69. 7 ; in German, in Fuehs, Bibliotheh der Kirchenversamvil.

Thl. ii. S. 450 ff. In Epiphanius this letter is signed not only hy Arius, but

also by fourteen of his friends. Their names are given above, p. 246. Against

the genuineness of these signatures, we have (1) the fact that Ethales (I.e.

Aithalos), Achillas, the second Arius, and others, who, as we have seen, are

called deacons by Bishop Alexander, appear here as priests. (2) Pistus signs

as Bishop of Alexandria, which, as we showed before, is contrary to all proba-

bility. (3) Besides Pistus, several others sign as bishops, and yet the title of

the letter says it is signed only by priests and deacons. (4) Finally, it is doubt-

ful whether all these friends could have been at Nicomedia at the same time

with Arius.
3 Athanas. Oratio i. contra Arianos, c. 5, 6, 10; de synodis Arimin., etc., n.

15. This writing is mentioned also by Athanas. de decretis synodi Nkancer

c. 16 ; Epist. ad Episc. Egypti et Libyce, c. 7, 20 ; de sententia Dionysu, c. ;

Oratio i. c. Arian. c. 2, 4, 7, 9, 10 ; Socrat. //. E. i. 9 ;
Sozomen, //. E. i. 21.

4 Orat. i. c. Arian. c. 11. b Philostorgii Fragmenta, lib. ii. c. 2.
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nian foundation. In one of these fragments 1
Ariiis boasts of

being very celebrated (7repLK\vTo^), having had much to suffer

for the glory of God (that is, because he gave the Father the

glory due to Him, as opposed to the Son) ; and he goes on :

" God has not always been Father ; there was a moment
when He was alone, and was not yet Father : later He be-

came so. The Son is not from eternity ; He came from

nothing, etc. When God wished to create us, He first created

a being which He called the Logos, Sophia, and Son, who
should create us as an instrument. There are two Sophias :

one is in God (i.e. ivSiddeTo?), by which even the Son was

made. It is only by sharing (fiere^et) the nature of this

inner Sophia of God that the Son was also called Wisdom
(aocpia 77po(f)opiK6<i). So also, besides the Son, there is another

Logos—he who is in God ; and as the Son participates in

this Logos, He also is by grace (Kara X"Plv) cailed Logos and

Son."

In the second fragment,2
the Thalia sets forth that with

which, as we have seen, Bishop Alexander had reproached

Arius,—namely, " that the Logos did not perfectly know the

Father ; that he could not even entirely understand his own
nature

;
that the substances (ovaiai) of the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Ghost are entirely different the one from the

other. These three persons are, in their essence and glory

(So|a), thoroughly and infinitely dissimilar (avo/Moiot irdinrav

... e7T cnreipov).

In the third fragment 3 Arius says, after the Philonian

manner, from the beginning :
" God is apprjTo* (ineffable), and

nothing (therefore not even the Son) is equal to or like Him,
or of the same glory. This eternal God made the Son be-

fore all creatures, and adopted Him for His Son (ijve<yfcev ek
vlov). . . . The Son has nothing in his own nature akin to

God, and is not like to Him in essence. The invisible God
is also invisible to the Son, and the Son can see Him only so

far as is permitted by the will of the Father. The Three

Persons of the Trinity are not equal in glory, the Hypo-

1 In Athanas. Orat. i. c. Avian, c. 5.

- I.e. c. 6.

"Athanas. de synod. Arimin. c. 15.
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stases (Persons) are not confounded, and one is infinitely more

glorious than the other. God could create a being like unto

the Son, but He cannot create a being more glorious or more

great. That which the Son is, He is through the Father and

the mighty God (la^upb<; @eo?). He (the Son) adores Him
who is more glorious than Himself." 1

Sec. 22. Synod in Bithynia—Intervention of the Emperor

Constantinc.

Sozomen 2 speaks of a Synod in Bithynia which supported

the Arians by an encyclical addressed to all the bishops, asking,

them to receive the Arians into the communion of the Church.

This Synod was held 3 by the partisans of Alius, probably

during his stay in Nicomedia, and perhaps even in that town.

The part espoused by so many bishops did not bring about

peace in the Church : the struggle, on the contrary, became

more intense ; and there arose so much division among Chris-

tians, and such grievous schisms in all towns, and even in the

villages, that the heathens everywhere turned it into ridicule

on the stao;e.
4

S. Athanasius shows us how much occasion

the Arians gave to the heathens for such derision, by describing

their proselytism, which was as improper as it was ridiculous :

for example, how they gained women to their side by asking

sophistical questions, such as, " Hast thou had a son before

thou didst bear ? " in order to win them over to their opinion

of the later origin of the Son.
5

The political events which then arose undoubtedly increased

1 The Greek text has, rlv xpurmva. 1% fiipavs ZpnT, i.e. "He praises Him who

is in part better than Himself." But Arius said before, The Father is in-

finitely more glorious, and consequently He cannot here be designated as <»

fiipov; xpuTTiat. Perhaps it should be translated :
" On His side He praises and

glorifies Him who is more glorious ;" so that \k ^ipovs — xara pipes. CI'. Viger,

tie idiotismis, etc., p. 109.

2
i. 15.

3 There is in the acts of the second S}-nod of Nicrea (Hard. iv. 407) a letter of

the Church historian Eusebius to Bishop Alexander in favour of Arius, which

belongs to the same time. Eusebius endeavours in this letter, in referring to

Arius' own letter to Alexander, to show that Alexander had given too dark a

picture of the Arian doctrine.

4 Theodoret, I.e. i. 6; Socrat. i. 6; Soz. i. 15.

6 Athanas. Orat. i. c. Arian. c. 22.
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the trouble In Egypt and in the East, the seat of Arianism.

The Emperor Licinius, to whom Egypt and Asia belonged,

after being vanquished by Constantine in 315, had concluded

a definite peace with him ; and in consequence of this treaty

he lived several years on the best terms with his father-in-law

and the Christians. But towards the end of 322 Licinius

took advantage of Constantine's crossing the frontiers of his

empire, in pursuit of the Sarmatians, to break with him ; and

in 323 entered into a war, which towards the autumn of the

year ended in the total defeat of Licinius by sea and land.

This war accounts for the increase of the confusion and divi-

sions in the Church, as well as for the lack of all authentic

history of Arianism during this period (322-323). Another

circumstance which may thus be explained is the boldness of

Arius in returning to Alexandria. In his struggle against

Constantine, Licinius became the champion of heathenism, and

oppressed the Church, particularly the bishops. Arius had no

further cause to fear Alexander, and the principal obstacle to

his return was thus removed. The actual return of Arius to

Alexandria is proved by Sozomen, and still better by a letter

from the Emperor Constantine, of which we shall shortly

speak. Sozomen 1
says that "Arius sent messages to the

Bishops Paulinus of Tyre, Eusebius of Caesarea, and Patro-

philus of Scythopolis, asking permission to officiate as formerly,

and to do so even in Alexandria. As is understood from the

tenor of the letter, these bishops summoned their colleagues

to a council, and allowed Arius and his adherents to hold,

as formerly, private religious assemblies, without, however,

withdrawing themselves from the submission due to Bishop

Alexander, and on the condition of asking for peace and

communion." 2

Constantine, now master of the whole empire, consequently

also of Egypt and the other provinces disturbed by Arianism,

considered it his duty to re-establish religious as well as civil

peace, and took the necessary measures as soon as he had

returned to Mcomedia. He sent first a long letter to Arius

1
i 15.

2 Sozomen expressly places this fact in the time after the Synod of Bithynia,

It seems to adapt itself better to the beginning of the Arian conflict.
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and Bishop Alexander,1 the purport of which Eusebius ha3

preserved entire, but which Socrates only gives in fragments.
2

He says in this letter, that " he has learnt with great sorrow

that sharper controversies than those of Africa (the Donatist

disputes) have arisen at Alexandria, although it appears to

him that they are questions respecting things of no import-

ance and of no use, which Alexander ought not to have

excited, and about which Arius ought to have kept his dif-

ferent views to himself. They were questions which the

human mind was too weak to solve correctly ; and therefore

both Arius and Alexander should forgive each other, and do

that which he, their fellow-servant, advised them. He thought

that they could easily be reconciled, as they did not disagree

on any main point of the law, nor on any innovation in divine

service, and were therefore substantially at one ; that philoso-

phers of the same school had often differed in accessories : we

should be able to bear such differences, but bring them as

little as possible before the people. That was vulgar, puerile,

and unworthy of priests. That, therefore, they ought to agree,

and free him from so great a cause of anxiety."

It is evident that the Emperor was not at that time aware

of the importance of the Arian controversy, and that his letter

does not merit the great praise it received from Eusebius 3 and

others. Constantine sent this letter, in the contents of which

Eusebius of Nicomedia perhaps had a hand, to Alexandria 4 by

the celebrated Bishop Hosius of Cordova. This venerable man,

whom the Emperor usually consulted, was sixty-seven years of

age. He had been a confessor during the persecution of Dio-

cletian ; and the Emperor hoped that his presence would bring

about a reconciliation. It is uncertain what Hosius did at

Alexandria : it is only known that he opposed Sabellianism

there, proving the Christian doctrine of the nature and persons

of the Holy Trinity,
5 probably to make clear the difference

between the Sabellian and the orthodox doctrine. It is not

known if he was present at the Synod of Alexandria, which

1 This shows that Arius was again in Alexandria.

2 Euseh. Vita Constantini. lib. ii. c. 64-72; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 7; in Gehv

sins, I.e.; in Mansi, I.e. 802 and 946, where see Binius' note.

s Vita Constant, ii. 63. 4 Socrat. Hist. Led. i. 7.
s Ibid. iii. 7.
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deposed Colluthus.
1 Perhaps this Council was held later.

Unhappily Hosius did not succeed in his mission to Alexandria.
2

Philostorgius relates that later he met the Bishop of Alexandria

at a synod at Nice-media, where he approved of the term

ofioovatos, and excommunicated Arius. The statement is not

probable.
3

However, the Emperor's letter and Hosius' mission remaining

alike without result, and the Paschal controversy continuing

to disturb many eastern provinces (the custom of the Quarto-

decimans existed still in Syria, Cilicia, and Mesopotamia 4
), the

Emperor, perhaps advised by Hosius,
5 thought there could be

no better means to re-establish the peace of the Church than

the calling of an oecumenical council.

1 Athanas. Apolorj. c. Arianos, c. 74.
2 Socrat. I.e. i. 8.

3 ririlostorgii Fragmenta, i. 7. Cf. Walch, I.e. S. 4G3.

4 Athanas. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2.

5 Snlpit. Sever. {Hist. ii. 55) refers to this ; Nicocna synodus, auctore illu

(Hosio) confecta habebatur.



CHAPTER II,

THE DISCUSSIONS AT NICffiA.1

Sec. 23. The Synodal Acts.

THE first and principal source from which we draw out

information respecting the deliberations at Niciea, must

of course be the acts of the Synod. Unhappily we posses?

only three portions of them—the Creed, the twenty Canons,

and the Synodal Decree ; and the question arises, whether

this is all which ever existed ; in other words, whether the

separate discussions and debates at ISTicrea were committed to

writing, and subsequently lost, or whether they neglected to

take minutes of the proceedings. Vague rumours of later

times have reported that minutes were taken ; and it is

asserted in the preface to the Arabic edition of the Canons,

that the acts of the Nicene Synod fill no fewer than forty

volumes, and have been distributed throughout the whole

world.
2 To a similar effect is that which the pseudo-Isidore

writes, in the preface to his well-known collection. " He had

learnt," he says, " from the Orientals, that the acts of Nicoea

were more voluminous than the four Gospels."
3 At the Synod

of Florence, in the fifteenth century, one of the Latin speakers

asserted that Athanasius had asked and obtained a genuine

copy of the acts of Nica^a from the Boman bishop Julius,

because the Oriental cojries had been corrupted by the Arians.
4

1 Cf. the author's Alhandlung iib. dieNkun. Akten, in the Tub. Quart. 1851,

S. 41 ff.

- In Mansi, ii. 10G2 ; Hard. i. 326.
3 Mansi, i. 8 ; Hard. i. 6 ; Baron, ad ann. 325, n. 62.
4 Hard. ix. 235 ; Fabric. I.e. p. 579. It would seem that the Latin speaker

had here in his eye the spurious Ephtola A thanasli ad Marcum, and the answer

to it {Opp. S. Athanas. ii. 598), and had confounded the names of Julius and

Marcus.

'262
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Some went so far as even to indicate several collections of

archives in which the complete acts of Nicaea were preserved.

Possevin, for instance, professed to know that a copy was in

the archiepiscopal library at Eavenna. As a matter of fact,

this library had only a manuscript of the Xicene Creed, which

was written in purple and gold letters. At an earlier period,

Pope Gregory x. had written to the King and to the Catholicus

of the Armenians, to ask for a copy of the acts, which were

said to exist in Armenia, but in vain. Others professed to

know, or offered as a conjecture, that the documents in request

were at Constantinople or Alexandria, or rather in Arabia.

In fact, they discovered, in the sixteenth century, in old Arabic

mss., besides the twenty Canons of Nicoea already mentioned,

which were well known before, a great number of other eccle-

siastical ordinances, constitutions, and canons, in an Arabic

translation, which all, it was said, belonged to the Nicene

Council. We shall demonstrate beyond a doubt, at sec. 41,

the later origin of these documents.

The same must be said of an alleged collection of minutes

of a disputation held at Mca?a between some heathen philo-

sophers and Christian bishops, which S. Gelasius of Cyzicus,

in the fifth century, inserted in his History of the Council of

Nicwa, of which we shall presently have something more to

say. They are also spurious, and as apocryphal as the pre-

tended minutes of a disputation between Athanasius and

Arius.
1 Those who know this history of S. Gelasius only by

hearsay, have taken it for an additional and more complete

collection of the Synodal Acts of Nicaea, and thereby have

strengthened the vague rumour of the existence of such. As

a matter of fact, however, there is no evidence of any one

ever having seen or used those acts. An appeal cannot be

made to Balsamon on this point ; for when this celebrated

Greek scholar of the twelfth century refers, in his explanation

of the first canon of Antioch, to the Nicene acts, he is evi-

dently thinking simply of the Synodal Decree of Nicrea.
2

We believe we can also show, that from the first no more

acts of Nicaea were known than the three documents already

1 See below, sec. 27.

3 Cf. Fabricii Blblloth. Grceca, ed. Harless, xii. 5S0.
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named—the Creed, the twenty Canons, and the Synodal De-

cree. This is indicated by Eusebius, when he says, in his

Life of Constantine :
x " That which was unanimously adopted

was taken clown in writing, and signed by all." So early as

the year 350, Athanasius could give no other answer to a

friend who wished to learn what passed at Nicaea.
2

If a com-

plete copy of the acts had existed, Athanasius would certainly

have known of it, and would have directed his friend to that.

Baronius 3 maintains that Athanasius himself speaks of the

complete acts of Nicrea, in his work de Synodis Arim. ct

Sdcuc. c. 6 ; but the Cardinal was led into error by an incor-

rect Latin translation of the passage which he quoted, for

the Greek text does not speak of acts properly so called : it

says only, that " if we wish to know the true faith, there is no

need for another council, seeing we possess to twv Trarepcov

(that is to say, the decisions of the Nicene Fathers), who did

not neglect this point, but set forth the faith so well, that all

who sincerely follow their ypd/x/jLaTa may there find the scrip-

tural doctrine concerning Christ." To see in these words a

proof of the existence of detailed acts of the Council, is cer-

tainly to give much too wide a meaning to the text, as Vale-

sius
4 has remarked, and Pagi also :

5
it is most likely that

Athanasius, when writing this passage, had in view only the

Creed, the Canons, and the Synodal Decree of Niccea.

In default of these acts of the Council of Xicaea, which do

not exist, and which never have existed, besides the three

authentic documents already quoted, we may consider as his-

torical the accounts of the ancient Church historians, Euse-

bius,
6

Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Kufinus, as well as

some writings and sayings of S. Athanasius', especially in his

book de Decretis si/nodi Niccencv, and in his Epistola ad Afros.

A less ancient work is that by Gelasius Bishop of Cyzicus in

the Propontis, who wrote in Greek, in the fifth century, a His-

tory of the Council of Niccea, which is to be found in all the

larger collections of the councils. In the composition of this

work Gelasius made use of the works mentioned above, and

1 Lib. iii. c. 14. 2 De decretis Syn. Nic. c. 2.

3 Avnales, ad aim. 325, No. 62. 4 Euseb. Vita Constant, iii. 14.

6 Crit. in Baron, ad aim. 325, N.% 23. 6 Eusub. Vita Coiixt.
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had also other ancient documents at his disposal, which had

been carefully collected by his predecessor, Bishop Dalmasius.

We shall see hereafter that he admitted things which were

improbable, and evidently false. Gelasius, however, has in

Dorscheus a defender against the too violent attacks to which

he has been subjected.
1

The work of Gelasius is divided into three books, the first

of which is only the life of the Emperor Constantine the

Great, and contains absolutely nothing relative to the Council

of Nicrea. The whole of the second book, on the contrary, is

devoted to the history of that assembly. The third is wholly

composed of three letters of Constantine's ;
but we may pre-

sume that it was formerly larger, and contained particularly the

account of Constantine's baptism, which Photius borrowed from

Gelasius, but which was subsequently mutilated, in order that

the honour of having been the place where the great Emperor

received
2 baptism might not be taken from the city of Borne.

However, no sort of proof is given in support of this suspicion.

An anonymous Copt undertook a similar work to that of

Gelasius. This writer probably lived a short time after the

Council of Mccea, and composed a sort of history of this

Synod (Liber synodicus dc concilio Nicccno) in the Coptic lan-

guage. Eour fragments of this work, which was lost, were

discovered more than fifty years ago by the learned archaeo-

logist George Zoecra (Danish consul at Eome, a convert to

Eoman Catholicism, and interpreter at the Propaganda, who

died in 1809), and were published in the Catalogus codicum

Coptieorum manuscriptorum musci Borgiani. Unfortunately

the proof sheets of this work were almost all lost, in conse-

quence of the death of Zoega and of his Maecenas happening

immediately after its completion, and from a lawsuit entered

into by the heirs. The learned Erench Benedictine Cardinal

Pitra has just published these four fragments afresh, with a

Latin version and notes, in the first volume of his Spicilcgium

Solesmense (Paris 1852, p. 509 sqq.).

1. The first and largest of these fragments contains the

1 Fabricius, I.e. 5S1.

2 Ittig, Histor. Cone. Nlccen. ed. Ludovici, Lips. 1712, § iv. p. 4 ;
Cave,

Historia literaria, s.v. Gelasius Cyzic.
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jSTicene Creed, with the anathemas pronounced against Arms.

Only the first lines are wanting. Then come some additions

by the author of the Liber Synodicus. The first runs thus :

" This is the faith proclaimed by our fathers against Arius

and other heretics, especially against Sabellius, Photinus (? who

lived long after Nictea), and Paul of Samosata ; and we ana-

thematize those adversaries of the Catholic Church who were

rejected by the 318 bishops of Nicoea. The names of the

bishops are carefully preserved, that is to say, of the Eastern

ones ; for those of the West had no cause for anxiety on

account of this heresy."

This addition had been for a long time in Hardouin's 1
col-

lection in Latin, and in Mansi's,
2 and it was generally attri-

buted to Dionysius the Less. The second addition is a more

detailed exposition of the Catholic faith, also proceeding from

the pen of the author of the liber Sijnoelicus. It says :
" We

adore not only one divine person, like Sabellius ; but Ave ac-

knowledge, according to the confession of the Council of

Niccea, one Father, one Son, one Holy Ghost. We anathe-

matize those who, like Paul of Samosata, teach that the Son of

God did not exist before the Virgin Mary—not before He was

born in the flesh, etc. We anathematize also those who hold

that there are three Gods, and those who deny that the Logos

is the Son of God (Marcellus of Ancyra ancT Photinus of

Sirmium)." The author puts next to these two additions a

document which has been handed down to us, the first half of

the list of bishops present at Nicoea, containing one hundred

and sixty-one names.

2. The second and shortest of the fragments contains the

second part of the Nicene Creed, not quite accurately repeated

by one or more later believers. To the words Spiritus sanctus

are already added Qui proccdzt a Patre, an interpolation which

could not have been added till after the second (Ecumenical

Council. Then comes a further Expositio field, which en-

deavours to work out the consequences of the Nicene Creed,

and is especially directed against Sabellius and Photinus.

3. The third fragment gives us next the end of this Ex-

positio field. It is followed by two additions, attributed to

1 Hard. i. 211. s Mansi, ii. 665.
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an Archbishop Eufinus, otherwise unknown. The first ex-

presses the joy which the orthodox doctrine gives to the

author ; the second tells us that each time the bishops rose

at Niccea they were three hundred and nineteen in number,

and that they Were only three hundred and eighteen when

they took their seats. They could never discover who the

three hundred and nineteenth wTas, for he was sometimes like

one, sometimes like another ; at last it was manifest that it

was the Holy Spirit. Eufinus then writes a certain number

of Sentential synodi sanctte ; but some of these judgments are

on points which were not brought before the Nicene Council,

especially on man's free-will. They are undoubtedly some-

what similar to the Expositio fidei orthodoxce, which is con-

tained in the second and third fragments.

4. The fourth fragment contains the Coptic translation of

the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth canons of Nicoea.

It is more or less according to the original Greek text,

without the principal meaning ever being altered.

These four Coptic fragments certainly possess interest to

the historian of the Nicene Council, who is anxious to know

all the sources of information; but they have not so much

value and importance as Zoega and Pitra have attributed to

them. We shall again speak of each of these fragments in

their proper place in the history of the Council of NicEea.

The anonymous author of the book entitled ra irpa-^Oevra

iv NiKaia, several manuscripts of which are in existence, pre-

tends to be a contemporary of the Nicene Council. This

small treatise, published by Combefis,
1 and of which Photius

has given extracts,
2
contains palpable errors,—for instance,

that the Nicene Council lasted three years and six months
*

It is generally of small importance.

We may say the same of the X0709 of a priest of Csesarea,

named Gregory, upon the three hundred and eighteen Fathers

of Nicsea. Combefis, who has also published this document,4

supposes that the author probably lived in the seventh cen-

tury.
5 He, however, calls the book opus egrcgium ; but, with

1 Combefis, Novum Auctuarium, Paris 1648, ii. 574 sqq.

- B'Mloth. cod. 256. 3 Combefis, I.e. p. 583. 4
I.e. p. 547 si].

5
I.e. p. 567 sq.

6
i.e. p. 567-

3
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the exception oi some biographical accounts of one of the

bishops present it Nicasa, Gregory gives only well-known

details, and improbable accounts of miracles. Although the

value of these latter small treatises is not great, Hardouin and

Mansi, coming after Combefis, ought to have inserted them in

their collections of the Councils. These Collections contain

all the other known documents relative to the history of the

Council of Nica?a, and they form the basis of the account

which we have to give of it. We shall hereafter speak of the

numerous canons attributed to the Council of Nicaea, and of

another pretended creed directed against Paul of Samosata.

Sec. 24. The Convocation by the Emperor.

The letters of invitation sent by the Emperor Constantine

the Great to the bishops, to ask them to repair to Xicaaa, do

not unfortunately now exist,
1 and we must content ourselves

with what Eusebius says on the subject.
2 " By very respect-

ful letters (rifjLT]Tircol<; jpdfjbfxacn) the Emperor begged the

bishops of every country (dTravraxodev) to go as quickly as

possible to Nicrea." Kufinus says that the Emperor also

asked Arius.
3

It is not known whether invitations were

sent to foreign bishops (not belonging to the Eoman Empire).

Eusebius says that the Emperor assembled an oecumenical

council (avvohov oIkou/jL6vi,ki]v) ; but it is not at all easy to

determine the value of the word olKovjj,ivrj.
4: However it

may be, Eusebius and Gelasius affirm that some foreign

bishops took part in this great Council. The former says:

" A bishop even from Persia was present at the Council, and

Scythia itself was represented among the bishops."
5 Gelasius

does not mention a Scythian bishop—that is to say, a Goth

;

but he begins his work with these words :
" Not only bishops

from every province of the Eoman Empire were present at

1 The letter of imperial convocation given by the Pseudo-Maruthas in the

10th vol. p. 31 of Angelo Mai's Scriptorum veterum nova Collcclio, Konias

1838, is spurious. Cf. p. ix. of the Prcefatio by Angelo Mai.

2 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 6.

3 Rufin. Histor. Eccles. i. 1. It is the continuation of his translation of the

History of the Church by Eusebius. If, as is often done, we reckon the nine

books of the translation, the quotation would be from x. 1.

4 Euseb. I.e.
5 Euseb. Vila Const, ill 7.
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the Council, but even some from Persia."
1 The signatures of

the members of the Council which still remain (it is true they

are not of incontestable authenticity) agree with Eusebius and

Gelasius; for we there find one John Bishop of Persia, and

Theophilus the Gothic metropolitan.2
Socrates also mentions

the latter, who, he says, was the predecessor of Ulphilas.
3

It is impossible to determine whether the Emperor Con-

stantine acted only in his own name, or in concert with the

Pope, in assembling the bishops. Eusebius and the most ancient

documents speak only of the Emperor's part in the Council,

without, however, a positive denial of the participation of the

Pope. The sixth (Ecumenical Synod, which took place in

680, says, on the contrary: "Alius arose as an adversary to

the doctrine of the Trinity, and Constantine and Silvester

immediately assembled (avveXeyov) the great Synod atNicsea."
4

The Pontifical of Damasus affirms the same fact.
5 From that

time, the opinion that the Emperor and the Pope had agreed

together to assemble the Council became more and more

general ; and with whatever vivacity certain Protestant authors

may have arrayed themselves against this supposition, it cer-

tainly seems probable that in such an important measure the

Emperor would have thought it necessary not to act without

the consent and co-operation of him who was recognised as the

first bishop of Christendom. Let us add that Ptufinus had

already expressly said
7
that the Emperor assembled the Synod

ex sacerdotum scntcntia. If he consulted several bishops upon
the measure which he had in view, he certainly would have

taken the advice of the first among them ; and the part of the

latter in the convocation of the Council must certainly have

been more considerable than that of the other bishops, or the

sixth Council would doubtless have expressed itself in another

way. The testimony of this Council is here of real import-

ance. If it had been held in the West, or even at Eome,
what it says might appear suspicious to some critics ; but it

1 Gelas. Cyzic. Commenlarius actorum Concilii Nicceni, lib. i. c. 1; in Mansi,.

ii. 759 ; Hard. i. 345.
2 Mansi, ii. 694, 696, 6U9, 702. 3 Socrates, Hist. Eccles. ii. 41.
4 Actio xviii. in Hard. iii. 1418. 5 Cf. above, the Introduction, p. 9.
6 eg. Ittig, i.e. § 11. * Kufinus, Hist. Eccl. i 1.
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took place at Constantinople, at a period when the bishops of

this city were beginning to be rivals to those of Eome. The

Greeks formed greatly the majority of the members of the

Council, and consequently their testimony in favour of Eome,

more especially in favour of the co-operation of Silvester, is

very important.
1

In order to make the journey to Xicrea possible to some,

and at least easier to others, the Emperor placed the public con-

veyances and the beasts of burden belonging to the Govern-

ment at the disposal of the bishops ; and while the Council

lasted, he provided abundantly for the entertainment of its

members.2 The choice of the town of Mcasa was also very

favourable for a large concourse of bishops. Situated upon

one of the rivers flowing into the Propontis on the borders of

Lake Ascanius, Nicrea was very easy to reach by water for

the bishops of almost all the provinces, especially for those of

Asia, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Greece, and Thrace : it was a

much frequented commercial city, in relation with every

country, not far distant from the imperial residence in Mco-

media, and after the latter the most considerable city in

P>ithynia. After the lapse of so many centuries, and under

the oppressive Turkish rule, it is so fallen from its ancient

splendour, that under the name of Isnik it numbers now

scarcely 1500 inhabitants. This is fewer than the number of

guests it contained at the time when our Synod was held.

Sec. 25. Numhcr of the Members of the Council.

Eusebius says that there were more than two hundred and

fifty bishops present at the Council of Nic?ea ; and he adds

that the multitude of priests, deacons, and acolytes who accom-

panied them was almost innumerable.3 Some later Arabian

documents 4 speak of more than two thousand bishops ; but it

1 It is to repeat the false allegations of the Pseudo-Isidore, to say that there

was a sort of preparatory Synod at Rome before the assembly of Nica?a in 324,

and that Arius was there anathematized. Cf. Mansi, iii. 615 ; and Walch,

Gescli. der Kirchenvers. S. 142 f.

* Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 6 and 9.
3 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 8.

4 The collections of the Melchitic and Coptic canons. Cf. Seidell, Com-

mentor, ad Eutychii origines Alexand. p. 71 ; Mansi, ii. 1073 ; Bevercg.

Synodicon, vol. ii. ; Annotat. in canones concilii Nicaini, pp. 43, 44.



NICiEA: NUMBER OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL. 271

is probable that the inferior orders of the clergy were reckoned

with them, and perhaps all together they reached that num-

ber. Besides, there must have been more bishops at Nicaea

than Eusebius mentions ; for S. Athanasius, who was an eye-

witness, and a member of the Council, often speaks x
of about

three hundred bishops, and in his letter ad Afros
2 he speaks

expressly of three hundred and eighteen. This number was

almost universally adopted ; and Socrates himself, who always

follows Eusebius in his details respecting the commencement

of the Nicene Synod, and copies him often word for word,

nevertheless adopts the number three hundred and eighteen

;

3

also Theodoret,
4
Epiphanius, Ambrose, Gelasius,

7
Eufinus,s the

Council of Chalcedon,9 and Sozomen, who speaks of about three

hundred bishops.
10 In fact, the number of bishops present

varied according to the months : there were perhaps fewer at

the beginning ; so that we may reconcile the testimonies cf

the two eye-witnesses Eusebius and Athanasius, if we sup-

pose that they did not make their lists at the same time.

The number of three hundred and eighteen being admitted,

it is natural that we should compare it with the three hun-

dred and eighteen servants of Abraham. 11
S. Ambrose,12 and

several others after him, notice this parallel. Most of these

three hundred and eighteen bishops were Greeks : among the

Latins we find only Hosius of Cordova, Cecilian of Carthage,

Marcus of Calabria, Nicasius of Dijon, Domnus of Stridon (in

Pannonia), the two Eoman priests Victor and Vincent, repre-

sentatives of Pope Silvester.
13 With Hosius of Cordova, the

most eminent members of the Council were those of the apos-

1 Historia Arianor. ad Monachos, c. 66 ; Apologia contra Arianos, c. 23

and 25 ; tie Synodis Arimin. c. 43.

s C. 2.
3 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. i. I

* Thcoil. Hist. Eccl. i. 7.
5 Epiph. Hears. 69. 11.

6 Ambros. de Fide ad Gratian. i. 1. 7 In Mansi, ii. 818.

8 Rufin. Hist. Eccl. i. 1 (or x. 1).

9 Condi. Chalced. Actio ii. in Hard. ii. 206 ; Mansi, vi. 955.

10 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 17. » Gen. xiv. 14. " I.e.

13 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 7 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 14 ; Sozom. Hist. Eccl.

i. 17. This latter puts by mistake Pope Julius in the place of Pcje Silvester.

Many of the names mentioned are found only in the signatures of the Council

of Nicasa, of which vce shall speak hereafter. Cf. Ballerini, de Antiquis Collec-

tionibus et Collectoribus Canonum. In the collection of Galland, de Vetustis

Cancmtm CoUectionlbus dissertationum Sylloge, i. 254 s<i.
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tolic sees, Alexander of Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch, and

Macarius of Jerusalem : then came the two bishops of the

same name, Eusebius of Nicomedia and of Csesarea ; Potamon

of Heraclea in Egypt, who had lost one eye in the last perse-

cution; Paphnutius of the higher Thebais, and Spiridion of

Cyprus, both celebrated for their miracles. Paphnutius had

one eye bored out and his legs cut off during Maximin's per-

secution. Another bishop, Paul of Neoccesarea, had had his

hands burnt by the red-hot irons that Licinius had commanded

to be applied to them. James of Nisibis was honoured as a

worker of miracles : it was said that he had raised the dead.

There was also seen among the foremost, Leontius of Csesarea,

a man endowed with the gift of prophecy, who during the

journey to Nicrea had baptized the father of S. Gregory of

Nazianzus; besides Hypatius of Gangra, and S. Nicolas of

Myra in Asia Minor, so well known for his generosity,
1
that

Eusebius could say with truth: "Some were celebrated for

their wisdom, others for the austerity of their lives and for

their patience, others for their modesty ; some were very old,

some full of the freshness of youth."
2 Theodoret adds

:

"Many shone from apostolic gifts, and many bore in their

bodies the marks of Christ."
3

It is no wonder if, considering their circumstances, there

were some unlearned among so large a number of bishops
;

but Bishop Sabinus of Heraclea in Thrace, a partisan of

Macedonius, was quite wrong when, shortly afterwards, he

lauohed at the general ignorance of the members of the

Council of Niciea. After having given vent to his hatred as

a heretic, he did not hesitate to copy one of these Nicene

Fathers, Eusebius, the father of ecclesiastical history.
4 Socrates

has shown that the same Sabinus fell into other contradictions.
5

1 All these men are especially named either in the signatures of the acts of

the Synod, or in Athan. Hist. Arlanorum ad Monachos, c. 12 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl.

i. 8 ; Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 17 ; Theodor. Hist. Eccl. i. 7 ;
Itufin. Hist. Eccl.

L 4 and 5 ; Greg, of Naz. in fun. patris. In Assemani, Bibliotheca orientally,

i. 17 sqq., is to he found a biography of S. James of Nisibis. Finally, Mansi

has given (ii. 637 sq.) a list, composed with the greatest care, of the most cele-

brated members of the Council of Niesea.

2 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 9.
3 Theodor. Hist. Eccl. i 7.

4 Socrat. Hist. Eccles. i. 8.
s Socrat. I.e.
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Among the auxiliaries of the bishops of Niccea, he who

became by far the most celebrated was Athanasius, then a

young deacon of Alexandria, who accompanied his bishop

Alexander.
1 He was born about the year 300, at Alexandria,

and had been consecrated to the service of the Church in a

very peculiar manner. Eufinus relates the fact in the fol-

lowing manner :—According, he says, to what he heard at

Alexandria from those who knew Athanasius,2 Alexander

Bishop of Alexandria one day saw on the sea-shore several

children imitating the ceremonies of the Church. They did

not do it at all as children generally do in play; but the

bishop remarked that they followed every ecclesiastical rite

very exactly, and especially that Athanasius, who represented

the bishop, baptized several catechumens from among the

children. Alexander questioned them, and what he heard

convinced him, and also his clergy, that Athanasius had really

administered the sacrament of baptism to his little play-

fellows, and that it only required the confirmation of the

Church. Probably the young officiant had not intended to

play, but to do well quod fieri mdt ecclcsia.
3 According to

the bishop's advice, all these children were consecrated to the

work of the ministry ; and Alexander soon took the young

Athanasius to be with him, ordained him deacon in 319, and

placed so much confidence in him that he raised him above

all the other clergy, and made him an archdeacon, although

scarcely twenty years of age.
4

It is probable that Athanasius

took part in the Arian controversy from the commencement

;

at least Eusebius of Nicomedia, or other adversaries of his,

attribute Alexander's persevering refusal of reconciliation

with Arius to his influence. " At Nicsea," says Socrates,
5

" Athanasius was the most vehement opponent of the Arians."

1 Socrat. I.e. - Ruf. Hist. Eccles. i. 14 (or x. 14).

s The Benedictines of S. Maur, in their edition ot the works of S. Athanasius

(i. ix.) ; Tillemont (notes upon S. Athan. No. 2), in his Memoires (viii. 275)

ed. Brux. 1732 ; and the learned Protestant J. A. Schmidt, in his dissertation

Puer Athanasius bcqilizans (Helmst. 1701), doubt this narrative. Pagi, on the

contrary, defends it (Critica, ad an. 311, n. 26).

* Socrat. Hist. Eccles. i. 8 ; Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 26. Gelas. ii. 7 (Mansi,

I.e. ii. SI 8) formally styles Athanasius an archdeacon.
5 Socrat. i. 8.

S
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He was at the same time the man of highest intelligence in

the Synod, and an able logician. This aptness for contro-

versy was particularly valuable in the conflict with such

sophists as the Arians. The bishops had even brought learned

laymen and accomplished logicians
1 with them, who, like

Athanasius and others who were present, not being bishops,

took a very active part in the discussions which preceded the

deliberations and decisions properly so called.

Sec. 26. Date of the Synod.

All the ancients agree in saying that the Synod took place

under the consulship of Anicius Paulinus and Anicius Juli-

anus, 636 years after Alexander the Great, consequently

325 a.d.
2 They are not equally unanimous about the day

and the month of the opening of the Council. Socrates says:
3

" We find from the minutes that the time of the Synod (pro-

bably of its commencement) was the 20th May."
4 The acts

of the fourth (Ecumenical Council give another date. In the

second session of that assembly, Bishop Eunomius of Nico-

media read the Nicene Creed; and at the commencement

of his copy were these words: "Under the consulship of

Paulinus and Julianus, on the 9 th of the Greek month Dasius,

that is, the 13th before the Kalends of July, at Nicsea, the

metropolis of Bithynia."
5 The Chronicle of Alexandria gives

the same date, xiii Gal. Jul, and consequently indicates the

19 th June. In order to reconcile the data of Socrates with

those of the Council of Chalcedon, we may perhaps say that

the Council opened on the 20th May, and that the Creed

was drawn up on the 19th June. But Athanasius expressly

says that the Fathers of Mctea put no date at the commence-

ment of their Creed ; and he blames the Arian bishops

Ursacius and Valens, because their Creed was preceded by a

fixed date. Consequently the words placed at the top of the

1 Socrat. i. 8 ; Sozom. i. 17.

2 For example, Socrat. Hist. Eccles. i. 13, ad finem ; and the (Ecumenical

Council of Chalcedon, Actio ii., in Hard. ii. 280 ; Mansi, vi. 955.

3 Socrat. I.e.

* Tn ily-o^' *™ Mxtovpwh ; and consequently not the ix Kal. Junias, as Yale-

eius translates it.

6 Mansi, vi. 955 ; Hard. ii. 286. 6 De Synodis, c. 5 (cf. c. 3).
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copv of the Ni eerie Creed read at Chalcedon must have pro-

ceeded, not from the Synod of JSTicoea, hut from some later

copyist. But neither can we establish, as Tillemont 1 and

some other historians have tried to do, that this date signifies,

not the day when the Creed was drawn up, but that of the

opening of the Synod. Even if the Synod had affixed no

date to its Creed, we may well suppose that this date was

placed there at a later period, and continue to believe that

the Council opened on the 20th of May 325, and that it

published the Creed on the 19 th of June. Baronius found

a third chronological datum in an ancient manuscript, attri-

buted to Atticus Bishop of Constantinople, according to

which the Synod lasted from the 14th June to the 25th

August. 2 But we may reconcile this date with the other

two, on the theory that the Synod was called together for the

20th of May. The Emperor being absent at that time, they

held only less solemn discussions and deliberations until the

14th June, when the session properly so called began, after

the arrival of the Emperor; that on the 19th the Creed was

drawn up ; and that the other business, such as the Easter

controversy, was then continued, and the session terminated

on the 25 th August.

Valesius
3 and Tillemont 4 think otherwise. The former

rejects the date given by Socrates, and thinks that the Council

could not have assembled so early as the 20th May 325.

He calculates that, after the victory of Constantine over

Licinius and the Emperor's return, the mission of Hosius to

Alexandria, his sojourn there, then the preparations for the

Synod, and finally the journeys of the bishops to Nicam,

must have taken a longer time ; and he regards it as more

probable that the Synod commenced on tire 19th June.

But Valesius erroneously supposes that the great battle of

Chalcedon (or Chrysopolis), in which Constantine defeated

Licinius, took place on the 7th September 324; whilst we
have more foundation for believing that it was a year pre-

1 Memoires, etc. ; "Notes on the Council of Nictea," n. i. vol. vi. p. 354.

2 Baron, ad ann. 325, n. 8.

3 Annotat. in Socratis Hist. Eccles. i. 13 ; and in Eusebeii Vit. Const. Hi. 14,

* Memoires, I.e. pp. 2/1, 354.
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viously, in 323.1 But if we admit that Constantine conquered

Licinius in September 324, and that the next day, as Vale-

sius says,
2 he reached Nicomedia, there would remain from

that day, up to the 20th May 325, more than eight months
;

and this would be long enough for so energetic and powerful

a prince as Constantine was, to take many measures, espe-

cially as the re-establishment of peace in religion appeared

to him a matter of extreme importance. Besides, in giving

the 19 th June as the commencement of the Synod, Valesius

gains very little time : a month longer would not be sufli-

cient to overcome all the difficulties which he enumerates.

Tillemont raises another objection against the chronology

which we adopt. According to him,
3
Constantine did not arrive

at Nicaea till the 3d July, whilst we fix the 14th June for the

opening of the solemn sessions of the Council in the presence

of the Emperor. Tillemont appeals to Socrates,
4 who relates

that, " after the termination of the feast celebrated in honour

of his victory over Licinius, he left for Nicoea." This feast,

according to Tillemont, could have been held only on the

anniversary of the victory gained near Adrianopolis the 3d

July 323. But first, it is difficult to suppose that two special

feasts should be celebrated for two victories so near together

as those of Adrianopolis and of Chalcedon : then Socrates
"

does not speak of an anniversary feast, but of a triumphal

feast, properly so called ; and if we examine what this his-

torian
6
relates of the last attempts of Licinius at insurrection,

we are authorized in believing that Constantine celebrated nc

great triumphal feast till after he had repressed all these

attempts, and even after the death of Licinius. Eusebius

expressly says
7 that this feast did not take place till after

the death of Licinius. We need not examine whether the

reports spread abroad respecting the last insurrections of Lici-

1 Cf. Manso, Leben Constantlns d. Gr. S. 368 (Breslau 1817). In favour of

this date he quotes many laws of Constantine's of the first half of 324, and

which could only have heen published after the defeat of Licinius. Cf. Tille-

mont, Hist, des Empireurs, iv. 194 (ed. Venise 1732) ; and Gibbon, Roman
Empire, ii.

2 Annot. in Euseb. Vit. Const, iii. 14. 3 Tillemont, I.e. pp. 277, 354.

4 Socrat. i. 8.
5 Socrat. i. 8.

c Socrat. i. 4. 7 Euseb. Vita Const, ii. 19.
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nius were true or not
;

l
for if Constantine caused false reports

to be spread about the projects of Licinius, it is natural that

he should wish to confirm them afterwards by giving a public

feast. It is true we do not know the exact date of the exe-

cution of Licinius ; but it was probably towards the middle

of 324, according to others not until 325 :

2 and therefore the

triumphal feast of which we are speaking could easily have

been celebrated a short time before the Council of NicaBa.

Sec. 27. The Disputations.

In the interval which separated the opening of the Synod

(20th May) and the first solemn session in the presence of the

Emperor, the conferences and discussions took place between

the Catholics, the Arians, and the philosophers, which are

mentioned by Socrates
3 and Sozomen.4

Socrates says ex-

pressly, that these conferences preceded the solemn opening

of the Synod by the Emperor ; and by comparing his account

with those of Sozomen and Gelasius,
5 we see that Arius was

invited by the bishops to take part in them, and that he had

full liberty there to explain his doctrine. We find, too, that

many of his friends spoke in his favour, and that he reckoned

as many as seventeen bishops among his partisans, particu-

larly Eusebius of Nieomedia, Theognis of Nica?a, Maris of

Chalcedon, Theodoras of Heraclea in Thrace, Menophantus of

Ephesus, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Narcissus of Cilicia,

Theonas of Marmarica, Secundus of Ptolemais in Egypt, and

up to a certain point Eusebius of Ctesarea.
6

Besides, a good

many priests, and even laymen, took his side ; for, as Socrates

says, many learned laymen and distinguished dialecticians

were present at these conferences, and took part, some for

Arius, others against him. On the orthodox side it was chiefly

Athanasius and the priest Alexander of Constantinople, vested

with power by his old bishop,
7 who did battle against the

Arians.

1 Gibbon, I.e.
2 Tillemont, Hist, des Empireurs, iv. 195.

3 Socrat. i. 8.
4 Sozom. i. 17. 5 Gelas. ii. 7. 11.

c Cf. Rufinus, l.t i. 5 (or x. 5) ; Gelas. ii. 7. According to Philostorgius,

there were twenty-two bishops at first favourable to Arius, whose names he

gives. See the Fragmenta Philostorgii, in Valesius, p. 539 (ed. Mognnt. ).

7 Socrat. i. 8 ; Gelas. ii. 7 and 5 ; in Mansi, ii. SIS and 806. The Disputatio



278 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

Sozomen also mentions these conferences, in which some

wished to 'reject every innovation in matters of faith; and

others maintained that the opinion of the ancients must not

he admitted without examination.
1 He acids, that the most

able dialecticians made themselves renowned, and were re-

marked even by the Emperor ; and that from this time Atha-

nasius was considered to be the most distinguished member of

the assembly, though only a deacon. Theodoret praises Atha-

nasius equally, who, he says, " won the approbation of all the

orthodox at the Council of Nicrea by his defence of apostolic

doctrine, and drew upon himself the hatred of the enemies of

the truth."
2 Kufmus says :

" By his controversial ability

(suggestioncs) he discovered the subterfuges and sophisms of the-

heretics (dolos ac fcdlacias)y
d

Eufmus, and Sozomen, who generally follows him, mention

some heathen philosophers as being present at the Synod and

at these conferences, either in order to become better acquainted

with Christianity, or to try their controversial skill against it.
4

What Gelasius relates is not very probable : he affirms that

Arius took these heathen philosophers with him, that they

might help him in his disputations.
5 He gives an account, at

a disproportionate length,
6
of the pretended debates between

the heathen philosopher Pheedo, holding Arian opinions, and

Eustathius Bishop of Antioch, Hosius of Cordova, Eusebius of

Ciesarea, etc., the result of which, he says, was the conversion

of the philosopher. According to Valesius,
7

this account is-

entirely false, and what Iiufinus relates about the philosophers

is, to say the least, singular. One of these philosophers, he

says, could not be overcome by the most able among the Chris-

tians, and always escaped like a serpent from every proof which

was o-iven him of the error of his doctrines. At last a con-

fessor, an unlearned and ignorant man, rose and said :
" In the

name of Jesus Christ, listen, philosopher, to the truth.

There is one God, who created heaven and earth, who formed

in Nicceno concilio cam Ario, printed in the editions of the works of S. Atha-

nasius, is not authentic, as the Bened. editor Montfaucon proves.

1 Sozom. i. 17.
"
2 Theodoret, Hist. Eccles. i. 26.

3 Kutinus, I.e. i. 14 (or x. 14).
4 ftufimis, I.e. i. 3 (or x. 3) ;

Sozom. i. 18,

6 Gelas. ii. 12 ; in Mansi, ii. 826, and Hard. i. 3S7.

6 Mansi, I.e. S29-S75. 7 Annot. in Socr. Hist. Eccles. i. 8.
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nan of clay, and gave him a soul. He created everything

visible and invisible by His Word : this Word, whom we call

the Son, took pity on human sinfulness, was born of a virgin,

delivered us from death by His sufferings and death, and gave

us the assurance of eternal life by His resurrection. We ex-

pect Him now to be the Judge of all our actions. Dost thou

believe what I say, philosopher ? " The philosopher, won-

derfully moved, could no longer hold out, and said :
" Yes

;

surely it is so, and nothing is true but what thou hast said."

The old man replied :
" If thou believest thus, rise, follow me

to the Lord, and receive the seal of His faith." The philo-

sopher turned towards his disciples and hearers, exhorted them

to embrace the faith of Christ, followed the old man, and be-

came a member of the holy Church.1 Sozomen 2 and Gelasius3

repeat the account of Kufimis. Socrates
4
also relates the prin-

cipal part of the story ; but he does not say that the philo-

sophers who took part in these conferences were heathens : his

words seem rather to refer to Christian controversialists who

took the side of Arius.

Sec. 28. Arrival of the Emperor—Solemn Opening of the

Council—Presidency.

During these preparatory conferences the Emperor arrived
;

and if Socrates
5

is correct, the Synod was solemnly opened

the very day following the discussion with the philosopher.

From the account given by Sozomen sti the beginning of the

nineteenth chapter of his first book, one might conclude that

the solemn session in the presence of the Emperor, which we
are now to describe, did not take place till after all the dis-

cussions with Arius ; but Sozomen, who certainly made use

of the narrative of Eusebius, tells us
6
that the Synod was

inaugurated by this solemnity (y/jLepas opiaOeiar]? ry avvohco).

Eusebius thus describes it :
" When all the bishops had entered

the place appointed for their session,
7 the sides of which were

1 Rufinus, I.e. c. 3. 2 Sozom. i. 18. 3 Gelas. ii. 13.

4 Socrat. i. 8. 5 Socrat. i. 8. 6 Vita Const, iii. 10.

7 Eusebius (Vita Const, iii. 10) here uses the expression Tf fito-aiTd™ o'Ikc.

tZv ficMTiXuuv ; that is, literally, "the building in the midst of the imperial

palaces." Theodoret (i 7) and Sozomen (i. 19) also speak of the Emperor's
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filled by a great number of scats, each took his place, and

awaited in silence the arrival of the Emperor. Ere long the

functionaries of the court entered, but only those who were

Christians ; and when the arrival of the Emperor was an-

nounced, all those present rose. He appeared as a messenger

from God, covered with gold and precious stones,—a magni-

ficent figure, tall and slender, and full of grace and majesty.

To this majesty he united great modesty and devout humility,

so that he kept his eyes reverently bent upon the ground, and

only sat down upon the golden seat which had been prepared

for him when the bishops gave him the signal to do so. As

soon as he had taken his place, all the bishops took theirs.

Then the bishop who was immediately to the right of the

Emperor 1
arose, and addressed a short speech to him, in

which he thanked God for having given them such an

Emperor. After he had resumed his seat, the Emperor, in

a gentle voice, spoke thus :
' My greatest desire, my friends,

was to see you assembled. I thank God, that to all the

favours He has granted me He has added the greatest, that

of seeing you all here, animated with the same feeling. May

no mischievous enemy come now to deprive us of this happi-

ness ! And after we have conquered the enemies of Christ,

may not the evil spirit attempt to injure the law of God by

palace. Notwithstanding this, Valesins (Annotat. in Euseb. Vit. Const, iii.

10) believes that the Council was held in a church, because Eusebius (c. 7)

says expressly that the bishops assembled in an oIko; suxripias (from civ*,

prayer). Although Eusebius makes use of the words olxos ci fraeO.uw (c. 10),

he means a church that may very well be called oTxa; £,«.<?lxu>>:. Theodoret

and Sozomen, he adds, did not understand the expression of Eusebius, and

therefore spoke of the Emperor's palace. The two apparently contradictory

expressions of Eusebius in ch. 7 and ch. 10 (eixos iuxrr,p,o; and o'ixo; £«.<n\.)

have by others been reconciled by supposing that some sessions were held in

a church, and others in the Emperor's palace. Cf. Ittig, I.e. p. 6.

1 According to the title of the chapter of Eusebius' Vita Const, (iii. 11), and

according to Sozomen (i. 19), this bishop was Eusebius himself, the ecclesiastical

historian. According to Theodoret (i. 7) it was Eustathius of Antioch, and

according to Theodore of Mopsuestia it was Alexander of Alexandria. Vale-

sius (Annot. in Euseb. Vit. Const, iii. 11) decides for Eusebius ; and this is

very probable, for we can easily understand that Eusebius might have withheld

his own name, and mentioned the speaker only generally. Baronius (ad aim.

325, n. 55) and Mansi (ii. 063) give the speech which Eustathius of Antioch is

supposed to have delivered, from Gregory of Casarea. The genuineness of thtf

report is very doubtful. See above, p. 207.
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new blasphemies ! I consider disunion in the Church an evil

more terrible and more grievous than any kind of war. After

having, by the grace of God, conquered my enemies, I thought

I had no more to do than to thank Him joyfully with those

whom I had delivered. When I was told of the division that

had arisen amongst you, I was convinced that I ought not to

attend to any business before this ; and it is from the desire

of being useful to you that I have convened you without

delay. But I shall not believe my end to be attained until

I have united the minds of all—until I see that peace and

that union reign amongst you which you are commissioned,

as the anointed of the Lord, to preach to others. Do not

hesitate, my friends—do not hesitate, ye servants of God

;

banish all causes of dissension—solve controversial difficulties

according to the laws of peace, so as to accomplish the work

which shall be most agreeable to God, and cause me, your

fellow-servant, an infinite joy.'"
1

Constantine spoke in Latin. An assistant placed at his

side translated his discourse into Greek, and then the Emperor

gave place to the presidents of the Council (Trape&iSov rbv

\6yov toU t?}? crvvodov 7rpoeSpoi<i'). The Emperor had opened

the Council as a kind of honorary president, and he continued

to be present at it ; but the direction of the theological dis-

cussions, properly speaking, was naturally the business of the

ecclesiastical leaders of the Council, and was left to them.

We thus arrive at the question of the presidency ; but as we
have already spoken of it in detail in the Introduction, we
may be satisfied with recalling here the conclusion then

arrived at, that Hosius of Cordova presided at the assembly

as Papal legate, in union with the two Pioman priests Vito

(Vitus) and Vincentius.

1 We have given the Emperor's speech according to Eusehius ( Vita Const, iii.

12). Theodoret (i. 7) gives certain additions ; but these are taken, with altera-

tions, from a later speech of the Emperor. Cf. Tillemont, I.e. p. 278, a. Gela-

sins (ii. 7) has evidently expanded the speech of the Emperor. It is so full

of words and empty of thoughts, that it ceitainly is not the speech of the

Emperor Constantine. Cf. Tillemont, I.e. p. 357, n. 7, Sur le C'oncile de Nkee.
x Vita Const, iii. 13.
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Sec. 29. Mutual Complaints of the Bishops.

When the Emperor had yielded the direction of the

assembly to the presidents (irpoehpoi<;), Eusebius 1
tells us

that the disputations and mutual complaints began. By
this he means that the Arians were accused of heresy by

the orthodox, and these in their turn by the Arians. Other

authors add, that for several days divers memorials were sent

to the Emperor by the bishops accusing one another, and by
the laity criminating the bishops ; that on the day fixed to

decide these quarrels the Emperor brought to the Synod all

the denunciations which had been sent to him, sealed with

his signet, and, with the assurance that he had riot read

them, threw them into the fire. He then said to the

bishops :
" You cannot be judged by men, and God alone

can decide your controversies." According to Socrates, he

added :
" Christ has commanded man to forgive his brother,

if he would obtain pardon for himself."
2

It is possible that all this account, drawn from more recent

sources, may be only an amplification of what Eusebius relates

of the complaints and grievances which were brought forward
;

and this suggestion has the greater probability when we con-

sider that Eusebius, who tries on every occasion to extol his

hero the Emperor, would certainly not have passed this act

over in silence. However, it is impossible absolutely to

throw aside the account by Eufinus and his successors, which

contains nothing intrinsically improbable.

Sec. 30. Manner of Deliberation.

We possess but few sources of information respecting the

manner of deliberation which was adopted, from the solemn

opening of the Synod by the Emperor up to the promulgation

of the creed. Eusebius, after having mentioned the grievances

brought by the bishops against one another, merely continues

thus :
" Grievances were numerous on both sides, and there

were at the beginning many controversies, accusations, and

replies. The Emperor listened to both sides with much

patience and attention. He assisted both sides, and pacified

1 Vit. Const. L 13. 2 H. E. i. 8 ; Soz. i. 17 ; Eufin. i. 2 (x. 2) ; Geias. ii. 8.
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those who were too violent. He spoke in Greek, in an ex-

tremely gentle voice, answered some with arguments, praised

others who had spoken well, and led all to a mutual under-

standing ; so that, in spite of their previous differences, they

ended by being of the same mind." 1

Socrates
2

describes the discussions almost in the same

words as Eusebius, so also Sozomen
;

3 and we may conclude

from their testimony, and still more from the account by

Bufinus,4 that the discussions between the Arians and the

orthodox, which had commenced before the first solemn session

of the Council, continued in the Emperor's presence. As to

the time during which these debates lasted, Gelasius 5
tells us

that "the Emperor sat with the bishops for several months
;"

but it is evident that he confuses the discussions which took

place before the solemn opening of the Synod by the Emperor

with the deliberations which followed (he speaks of the philo-

sophers for the first time after the opening), and he imagines

that the Emperor was present not only at the later, but also

at the preliminary deliberations.

Eufinus maintains further, " that they then held daily ses-

sions, and that they would not decide lightly or prematurely

upon so grave a subject ; that Arius was often called into the

midst of the assembly ; that they seriously discussed his

opinions ; that they attentively considered what there was

to oppose to them ; that the majority rejected the impious

system of Arius ; and that the confessors especially declared

themselves energetically against the heresy." It is nowhere

said whether those who were not bishops were admitted to

these later debates and disputations, as they had been to the

first. Sozomen 6
speaks only of the bishops who had dis-

cussed ; Eusebius says nothing of such a limitation ; and

it is probable that men like Athanasius, and the priest Alex-

ander of Constantinople, might speak again upon so important

a question. Amongst the bishops, Marcellus of Ancyra sig-

nalized himself as an opponent of the Arians.7

1 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 13. 2 H. E. i. 8. 3 //. E. l. 20.

*l.c. i. 2. 5
I.e. ii. 8. c

I.e. i. 20.

7 Athanas. Apologia c. Arianos, c. 23, 32, pp. 113, US; Op. t. i. 2, ed.

Patav. 1777.
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The analogy which we may suppose to have existed be-

tween the Nicene and later Synods has caused the admission

that at Nicrea the members of the Synod were divided into

commissions or private congregations, which prepared the

materials for the general sessions.
1 But we find no trace

of this fact in the ancient documents ; and the accounts of

Eusebius and others leave us rather to suppose that there

were no such commissions, but only general sessions of the

bishops.

Our information respecting these sessions is unfortunately

very slight and defective ; and except the short intimations

that we have already seen in Eusebius and his successors,

few details have reached us. Gelasius himself, elsewhere so

prolix, says no more than Eusebius and Bufinus ; for what he

relates of the discussions of the heathen philosophers can

only have occurred at the commencement of the Council, if it

happened at all. We should have been very much indebted

to him, if, instead of the long, dry, and improbable discussions

of the heathen philosopher Phrcdo, he had transmitted to us

something of the discussions of the theologians.

Sec. 31. PapJmutius and Sjpiridioik

Some further details furnished by Eufinus give no more

information respecting the doctrinal discussions with the Arians,

but have reference to two remarkable bishops who were pre-

sent at Nicsea. The first was Paphnutius from Egypt, who,

he says, was deprived of his right eye, and had his knees cut

off, during the persecution by the Emperor Maximin. He had

worked several miracles, cast out evil spirits, healed the sick

by his prayers, restored sight to the blind, and the power of

their limbs to the lame. The Emperor Constantine esteemed

him so highly, that he frequently invited him to go to his

palace, and devoutly kissed the socket of the eye which he

had lost.
2

The second was Spiridion of Cyprus, who from a shepherd

became a bishop, continued to tend his flocks, and made him-

self famous by his miracles and prophecies. One night, when

robbers entered his fold, thsy were detained there by invisible

1 Cf. Mohler, A thanas. i. 220 2 Rufin. i. 4 (x. 4).
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bonds, and not till the next morning did the aged shepherd

perceive the men who had been miraculously made prisoners.

He set them free by his prayer, and presented them with »

ram, in order that they might not have had useless trouble.

Another time he compelled his daughter Irene, after she was

buried, to speak to him from her tomb, and tell him where she

had placed a deposit which a merchant had entrusted to him

;

and she gave, in fact, the required information. Such is the

account given by Paifinus,
1 who is followed by Socrates

2 and

Gelasius.
3

Sec. 32. Debates with the Eusebians. TJic o/jloovctios.

Athanasius gives us some details respecting the intervention

of a third party, known under the name of Eusebians. It was

composed, at the time of the Council, of about twelve or fifteen

bishops,
4 the chief of whom was Eusebius of jSTicomedia, who

gave them his name. Theodoret
5
says of them: "They attempted

to conceal their impiety, and only secretly favoured the blas-

phemies of Arius." Eusebius of Csesarea often sided with them,

although he was rather more adverse to Arianisrn than the

Eusebians, and stood nearer to the orthodox doctrine. If we

wished to employ expressions in use in reference to modern

parties and assemblies, we should say : At Mcsea the orthodox

bishops formed, with Athanasius and his friends, the right

;

Arius and some of his friends the left ; whilst the left centre

was occupied by the Eusebians, and the right centre by Euse-

bius of Cassarea.
6

Athanasius 7
tells us that "the Eusebian intermediate party

wTas very plainly invited by the Nicene Fathers to explain their

opinions, and to give religious reasons for them. But hardly

had they commenced speaking when the bishops were con-

M. 4, 5.
2

i. 11, 12.
3

ii. 9-11.

4 That is the number, after deducting from the eighteen to twenty-two origi-

nal friends of Arius (see above, p. 277) those who were decidedly and com-

pletely on his side.

5 i. 7.

6 A more thorough examination of the doctrinal position of Eusebius will be

found below, sec. 46.

* Athan. de decretis Syn. Nic. c. 3. It is evident from the close of c. 2,

that Athanasius is speaking here generally of the Eusebians, and not of tn«

Arians. Cf. c. 4, 5, 18, and Ep. ad Afros, c. 5.
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vinced of tlieir heterodoxy," so strongly was their tendency to

Arianism manifested. Theodoret 1 probably alludes to this fact

when he quotes from a pamphlet by Eustathius of Antioch,

that the Allans, who were expressly called Eusebians in the

eighth chapter, laid before the Synod a Creed compiled by

Eusebius, but that this Creed was rejected with great marks of

dissatisfaction, as tainted with heresy. We know that Vale-

sius, in his notes upon Theodoret,
2 advances the opinion that

the Creed in question was compiled, not by Eusebius of Nico-

media, but by Eusebius of Caesarea ; but we shall see further

on, that the historian submitted to the Council quite another

Creed, which has been highly commended, and which would

certainly neither have merited nor provoked such strong dis-

satisfaction from the bishops. Moreover, S. Ambrose says

expressly, that Eusebius of Nicomedia submitted a heterodox

writing to the Council.

When the Eusebians saw that the Synod were determined

to reject the principal expressions invented by the Arians,

—

viz. : the Son is e£ ovk ovtcov, a KTiafia and Trolrjfia ; that He
is susceptible of change (jpe^r!}? $vo~ew<;) and f]v ore ovk rjv,

—they tried to bring it about that in their place biblical

expressions should be selected to define the doctrine of the

Church, in the hope that these expressions would be suffi-

ciently vague and general to allow another interpretation which

might be favourable to their doctrine. Athanasius, who relates

this fact,
4 does not say precisely that the Eusebians proposed

these biblical expressions, but that they would have rejoiced

in them. However, if we consider their habitual conduct, and

their continual and oft-repeated complaint that an unbiblical

expression had been selected at Mcrea, we can hardly be wrong

in supposing that they actually suggested the use of expressions

drawn from the Bible. The Eathers showed themselves dis-

posed to accept such, and to say, " The Logos is from God, Ik.

tov Geov" (instead of " out of nothing," as the Arians wanted

it); the Eusebians 5 consulted together, and said, "We are willing

J
i. 7, 8.

a
i. 7, 8.

3 Ambros. de Fide, lib. iii. c. 7.

4 Epist. ad Afros, c. 5 ; Opp. t. i. 2, p. 715, ed. Patav.

5 Athanasius here distinguishes clearly between the Arians and Euseb'ans,

and speaks first of the termini technki of the former, and of the sophistries of
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to accept the formula ; for all is from God, we and all crea-

tures, as says the apostle."
1 When the bishops found out this

falseness and ambiguity, they wished to explain more exactly

the words " of God," and added (in their Creed), " The Son
is of the substance of God (e'/e tt}? ovo~ia<; rod ©cod) ;" and
they could no longer pretend to misunderstand this. The
bishops went on, and said further, " The Logos is the virtue

of God, the eternal image of the Father, perfectly like to the

Father, immutable and true God ;" but they remarked that the

Eusebians exchanged signs amongst themselves, to notify that

they agreed with these expressions : for in the Bible man is

also called an image of God, the " image and glory of God ;"
2

even the locusts are called a " power of God."
3 The term im-

mutable applies alike to man ; for S. Paul says, " Nothing can

separate us from the love of Christ;"
4
and even the attribute

of eternal may be applied to man, as we see it in S. Paul.
5

In order to exclude this dishonest exegesis, and to express

themselves more clearly (XevKorepov), the bishops chose, in-

stead of the biblical expressions, the term ofioovo-ios (that is,

of the same substance, or consubstantial).
6 By this expres-

sion they meant, " that the Son is not only like to the Father,

but that, as His image, He is the same as the Father ; that

He is of the Father ; and that the resemblance of the Son to

the Father, and His immutability, are different from ours : for

in us they are something acquired, and arise from our fulfilling

the latter (in trying to give their own meaning to the words \* ®ioZ). It is

therefore quite incorrect in Neander (Ch. Hist. vol. iv.) to say :
" Athanasius,

in his Ep. ad Afros, preserves many important circumstances bearing upon
the inner history of the Council ; but he misses the true state of the case in

remarking only two parties in the Council, declared Arians, and partisans of

the doctrine of consubstantiality. " But even Mbhler (A than. i. 231) is mis-
taken when he refers to the Arians (properly so called) that which Athanasius
says in the passage mentioned concerning the Eusebians (with reference to ix.

«sau). Athanasius makes a clear distinction between the Arians and Eusebians.
1
1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 2 Cor. v. 17. - 1 Cor. xi. 7.

3 In the LXX. -h 2u*cc/xi; pou (E. V. "my great army").

—

Ed.
4 Eom. viii. 35 (E. V. " Who shall separate us from the love of Christ?").

Cf. vers. 38, 39.—Ed.
5 2 Cor. iv. 11. [The word employed is au.] See Athanas. de decretis Syn.

Nic. c. 20, t. i. p. 177 ; and Ep. ad Afros, c. 5, t. i. 2, p. 715, ed. Patav.
6 For a defence of this expression, cf. Nat. Alexander, //. E, t. iv. Diss. xiv.

l>.
36S sqq., ed. Venet. 1778k,
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the divine commands. Moreover, they wished to indicate by

this, that His generation is different from that of human

nature ; that the Son is not only like to the Father, but in-

separable from the substance of the Father ;
that He and the

Father are one and the same, as the Son Himself said :
" The

Logos is always in the Father, and the Father always in the

Loo-os, as the sun and its splendour are inseparable."
1

Athanasius speaks also of the internal divisions of the

Eusebians, and of the discussions which arose in the midst of

them, in consequence of which some completely kept silence,

thereby confessing that they were ashamed of their errors.'
2

As they began more clearly to foresee that Arianism would be

condemned, the Eusebians grew colder in its defence ;
and the

fear of losing their offices and dignities so influenced them,

that they ended by nearly all subscribing to the ofioovata

and the entire Nicene formula.
3 Eusebius of Nicomedia, in

particular, proved himself very feeble and destitute of cha-

racter ; so much so, that even the Emperor, before and after-

wards his protector, publicly reproached him for his cowardice,

in a letter which we still possess, and related how Eusebius

had personally and through others entreated him to forgive

him, and allow him to remain in his office.
4

Sec. 33.

—

The Creed of Eusebius of Cccsarca.

Eusebius of Csesarea made a last attempt to weaken the

stron^ expression o/Aoovaios, and the force of the stringently

defined doctrine of the Logos. He laid before the Council the

sketch of a Creed compiled by himself, which was read in the

presence of the Emperor, and proposed for adoption by the

assembly. After a short introduction, the Creed was con-

ceived in these words :
" We believe in one only God, Father

Almighty, Creator of things visible and invisible ; and in the

Lord Jesus Christ, for He is the Logos of God, God of God,

Light of Light, life of life, His only Son, the first-born of all

creatures, begotten of the Father before all time, by whom also

1 Athanas. de decret. Syn. Nic. c. 20, pp. 177, 178 ; and Mohler, Athanas.

i. 232.
2 Athanas. de decret. Syn. Nic. c. 3, p. 165. 3 Athan. I.e.

4 Theodoret, i. 20.



NICiEA: THE CREED OF EUSEBIUS OF CESAREA. 289

everything was created, who became flesh for our redemption,

who lived and suffered amongst men, rose again the third day,

returned to the Father, and will come again one day in His

glory to judge the living and the dead. We believe also in

the Holy Ghost. We believe that each of these three is and

subsists : the Father truly as Father, the Son truly as Son,

the Holy Ghost truly as Holy Ghost ; as our Lord also said,

when He sent His disciples to preach : Go and teach all

nations, and baptize them in the name of the Father, and of

the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." Eusebius added, that this

was his true belief ; that he always had believed thus
;
that

he always would believe it, and anathematize every heresy.
1

He relates, that after the reading of this formula nobody arose

to contradict him ; that, on the contrary, the Emperor praised

it very highly, declared that he thus believed, exhorted every-

body to accept the Creed and to sign it, only adding to it the

word o/jlooihtios.
2 The Emperor, he adds, himself explained

this word 6[xoovcno<i more exactly : he said it did not signify

that there was in God a corporeal substance, nor that the

divine substance was divided (between the Father and the

Son), and rent between several persons f for material relations

cannot be attributed to a purely spiritual being.
4

After these words of the Emperor, says Eusebius, the bishops

might have added the word 6/xoouaio<;, and given to the Creed

that form in which it might be universally adopted, to the

exclusion of every other.

It is possible, indeed, that the Council may have taken the

formula of Eusebius as the basis of its own ; at least the com-

parison of the two Creeds speaks in favour of that hypothesis
;

but even if this were so, it is not the less true that they

differ considerably and essentially : the word ofioovaios is the

1 The letter of Eusebius to his Church, in which this creed is contained, is

found in Athanasius, de dec. Syn. Nic, in the Append, p. 187 sq., and in

Theodoret, i. 12.

2 Mohler {Athanas. i. 237) has misunderstood the words of Eusebius, in sup-

posing him to say that the Emperor approved the formula of Eusebius, but yet

exhorted them all to subscribe, not this, but the Nicene formula.

3 See above, p. 244.

4 In the letter of Eusebius, named above, Ativan. I.e. n. 4, p. 188 ; Theodoret,

i. 12 ; Socrat. i. 8.

T
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principal point, and moreover it is not correct to say that the

Nicene Fathers added no more than this word to the Eusebiarv

formula. The Arians would perhaps have been able to admit

this Creed, whilst that of Nicrea left them no subterfuge. It

is besides evident that in his account of the matter Eusebius

has not spoken the whole truth, and his account itself explains

why he has not done so. In fact, when they presented the

Nicene Creed to him to sign, he begged a moment for re-

flection, and then signed it;
1 and then feared, as having

hitherto been a protector of Arianism, that he would be blamed

for having given his signature. It was in order to explain

this conduct that he addressed a circular letter to his Church,

in which he related what we have just borrowed from him,

—namely, the Creed he had proposed, its acceptation by the

Emperor, etc. After having transcribed the Nicene Creed in

cxtcnso, with the anathemas which are attached to it, he con-

tinues, in order to excuse himself: "When the bishops pro-

posed this formula to me, I did not wish to consent to it

efore having minutely examined in what sense they had taken

the expressions e/c t% overlap and 6/j-oovaio<;. After several

questions and answers, they declared that the words w to£>

Trarpos did not imply that the Son was a part of the Father

;

and that appeared to me to correspond with the true doctrine,

which proclaims that the Son is of the Father, but not a

part of His substance. For the sake of peace, and in order

not to depart from the right doctrine, I would not resist the

word o/ioovcnos. It is for the same reason that I admitted the

formula, ' He is begotten, and not created,' after they had ex-

plained to me that the word created designates in general all

other things created by the Son, and with which the Son has

nothing in common. He is not a 71-0177/m, He is not similar

to things created by Himself ; but He is of a better substance

than all creatures : His substance is, according to the teach-

ing of the Scriptures, begotten of the Father ; but the nature

of this generation is inexplicable and incomprehensible to the

creature." " As to the word o/xoovaio^," Eusebius continues,

" it is supposed that the Son is 6/j.oovaux; with the Father, not

after the manner of bodies and mortal beings (£w<x
2
)> nor in

1 Socrat. i. 8. a That is, not a? a man, e.g., is hpooiieios with his parents.
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such a way that the substance and power of the Father are

divided and rent, or transformed in any way ; for all that is

impossible with a nature not begotten of the Father (ajivi]ro<;

tbvais). The word o/xoovaios expresses that the Son has no

resemblance with the creatures, but is like in all things to the

Father who has begotten. Him, and that He is of no other

hypostasis or substance (ovala) than that of the Father. I

have agreed to this explanation, as I know that some ancient

'

bishops and celebrated writers have also made use of the word

6fAoovcrio<;} After these explanations as to the meaning of

the Nicene formula, which were supplied in the presence of

the Emperor, wre have all given our assent, and we have found

nothing unacceptable in the anathema attached to the Creed,

seeing that it prohibits expressions which are not found in

Holy Scripture. In particular, it has seemed to me quite

right to anathematize the expression, ' He was not before He
was begotten;' for, according to the universal doctrine, the

Son of God was before His corporeal birth, as the Emperor

himself affirmed : by His divine birth He is before all eternity;

and before being begotten de facto (ivepyeia) by the Holy

Ghost of Mary, He was Kara Svva/xiv in the Father."
2

These last words certainly do no honour to the character of

Eusebius. He must have known that the Arians did not hold

what he attributed to them,—namely, that the Son was not

before His appearance in the flesh (by Mary) ; for the Arian ex-

pression ovk rjv irpo rov yevvrjOrjvat (He was not before He was

begotten) refers evidently to the generation of the Son by the

Father—a generation anterior to time—and not to His genera-

1 Eusebius probably has here in view Origen's Dial. c. Marc, and probably

still more Dionysius the Great of Alexandria (in Ath. de dec. Syn. Nic. c. 25}

and Gregory Thauraat. (deFide, e. 2). Cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. opoovnos. The

Arians found fault with the word op. that it was not in the Holy Scriptures. In

opposition to them, Athanasius defended it (de dec. Syn. Nic. c. 21) ; and Neander

remarks (Ch. Hist. vol. iv.) : "The defenders of the Homoousion could say, It

was not necessary to make use of merely scriptural expressions, but to teach

Bible doctrine, although, in other words, new circumstances might render new

forms of expression necessary for the development and defence of biblical truth,

and the fear of unbiblical expressions might serve to hinder the refutation of

doctrines which were unbiblical in their essence and spirit."

2 Eusebii Ep. in Ath. at the end of his book, de dec. Syn. Nic. ; and Theo-

doret, I.e. Socrat. I.e. has omitted this passage.
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tion in time by the Holy Ghost in the womb of the Virgin

Mary, as Eusebius sophistically suggests. He must have

known, besides, in what sense the Council rejected the ovk r\v

irpo rod <yevvT}6rjvcu : he had recourse, however, to a dishonest

artifice, giving another meaning to words perfectly clear in the

Arian system, and attributing a gross folly to the old friends

he had forsaken.

S. Athanasius has already remarked upon this;
1 and it is

astonishing, after that (not to speak of other writers), that

even Mohler has overlooked the fact.
2 But on the other side

Mohler 3 has with justice pointed out with what partiality Euse-

bius everywhere puts forward the Emperor's intervention, as

if the Nicene Creed had been his work, and not the bishops'.

According to his account, one should imagine that the Em-

peror hindered free discussion by his presence, whilst S.

Ambrose and S. Athanasius both assure us of the contrary.
4

The latter particularly asserts : "All the Nicene bishops con-

demned this heresy ; . . . and they were not constrained to

this by anybody, but they quite voluntarily vindicated the

truth as they ought."
5

The zeal displayed by the Emperor Constantine for the

ofAoovo-ios, and of which he gave proofs by the deposition of

the Allans, contrasts strongly with the manner in which he

regards the controversy at the beginning, and which he ex-

pressed before the Synod in Iris letter to Alexander Bishop of

Alexandria, and to Arius.
6

Constantine had been at that

time, according to all appearance, under the influence of the

bishop of his residence, Eusebius of Mcomedia, so much the

more as he was only a layman, and in fact only a catechu-

men himself. But during the Council Hosius 7 doubtless

helped him to understand the question more thoroughly, and

the subterfuges of the Arian s certainly also contributed to

give the Emperor a strong aversion to a cause which was

defended by such evil means.

1 De decret. Syn. Nic. c. 3.
2 Mohler, Athanas. i. 237. 3

I.e. 235.

4 Ambros. Ep. 13 ; Athan. Ep. ad Episc. JEgypti et Libyan (in the old edd.

given erroneously as Orat. i. c. Arian.), c. 13, p. 223, t. i. ed. Pat.

8 Oiik u.ju.yx.7> 5= rou; xplvavra; jjysv Wi tovto, aXXa natTi; Tpoaiplirii Ttl* u/.>,hiat

iZio'tiouv. UiToir.y.utri Ss nvro Sixxius **' op^u; (I.e.).

8 See above, p. 2G0. 7 Cf. Neander, J.c
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Sec. 34. The Nicene Creed.

Tillemont,
1 relying upon a passage of S. Athanasius,2 has

thought he might venture to attribute to Bishop Hosius the

greatest influence in the drawing up of the Nicene Creed.

But the assertion of S. Athanasius applies only to the part

taken by Hosius in the development of the faith of Nica?a

:

he does not speak in any way of a special authorship in the

compilation of the formula of Nicaea, It is the same with

the expression of S. Hilary : Hujus igitur wtimandce cunctis

fidci, Athanasius in Nicccna synodo diaconus, vchemens auctor

exstiterat.
3 Here also only the great influence which S. Atha-

nasius had in the deliberations of the Nicene Council is spoken

of; but it is not said that he gave the idea of the Creed.

We know, in fine, from S. Basil,
4

that Hermogenes, then a

deacon, subsequently Bishop of Cresarea in Cappadocia, acted

as secretary to the Synod, and that he wrote and read the

Creed.

This Creed, the result of long deliberations, many struggles,

and scrupulous examination, as the Emperor 5
himself said,

has been preserved to us, with the anathema which was affixed

to it, by Eusebius, in a letter which he wrote to his Church,

and which we have mentioned above : also by Socrates,
6
Gela-

sius,
7 and others. It is as follows

:

niarevo/nev et? eva ©eov Tlarepa nravroKpinopa, Trdvtwv

opaTMV T6 kuX dopdrcov 7roir)T?]V /cal els eva Kvpiov 'Irjaovv

XpiGTOV TOV TlOV TOV 0€OV, ^eVV7]6eVTa 6/C TOV HaTpoS fXOVO-

f/ovi], tovtIcttiv €k tt}<; ovaias rod JJaTpos, ©eov e/c ©eov, (ficos

etc <^&)to9, ©eov d\rj6tvbv e'/c ©eov uXtjOlvov, ryevv7]6evra, ov Troirj-

Oevra, 6/noovaiov tcZ Ilarpl, 8t ov tcl iravra i<yeveTO, rd re iv

rep ovpavio teal to, ev ry yfj' top £l rjpds tovs dvOpwirovs real

oia ti)V i)p.eTepav ccoTtjpt'av xareXOovTa koX capicwdevTa, evav-

OpcoTri'jaaPTa, iraQovra /cal dvacndvTa Tjj rplrr) i)/j,epa, dveX-

OovTa els oupavovs, koX ipyopuevov xplvai tjuvias teal veicpovs.

1
I.e. p. 280 b.

• In his Hist. Arianorum ad Monaclios, c. 42, Athanasius says : Olros J»

tima'to. rr'iariv i%iQiTo.

3 Hilar. Pictav. Fragm. ii. c. 33, p. 1306, ed. BcneJ. 1G93.
4 Basil. 319 ; Tillemont, p. 2S0 b.

• In Socrat. L 9, p. 30 ed. Mog. «i.8. » ii. 26, 35.
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Kal etv to
*'Aytov Ilvevfxa. Tovs Be \eyouTa<;, f/p 7totc- ore ovk

r)V, Kal rrplv yevv7]6r)vai ovk r\v, Kal on ef ovk ovrwv iyivero, r)

e£ erepas vivoardo'ewi r) oiWa? (pdaKovras elvai, i] ktlcttov rj

rpeirrov r) dWoLcorbv top Tlov rov &eov, dvaQep,ariC,ei r) Ka-

BoXikj) 'EKKkeaia.

" We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Creator of

all things visible and invisible ; and in one Lord Jesus Christ,

the Son of God, only-begotten of the Father, that is, of the

substance of the Father, God of God, light of light, very God

of very God, begotten, not made, being of the same substance

with the Father, by whom all things were made in heaven

and in earth, who for us men and for our salvation came

clown from heaven, was incarnate, was made man, suffered,

rose again the third day, ascended into the heavens, and He

will come to judge the living and the dead. And in the

Holy Ghost. Those who say, There was a time when He

was not, and He was not before He was begotten, and He was

1 We give here the text of the Creed as it is found in the letter of Eusebius of

Csesarea to his Church (in Athan. de decret. Syn. fflc. Append. ; Opp. t. i. p.

18S, ed. Pat.). Athanasius gives this text, with some slight and unimportant

variations, in his letter ad Jovianum imperat. c. 3 {Oj>p. t. i. 2, p. 623). It is

also found in Theodoret, Hist. Feci. i. 12 ; Socrat. i. 8 ; Gelasius, ii. 35 ; in tlnv

Acts of the (Ecumenical Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, and elsewhere.

Sozomen, however (i. 20), from a regard to the discipline of the Arcana, would

not transmit the Nicene Creed to us. A careful comparison of all these texts

has been made by Walch, Bib. Symbol, p. 75 sqq. More recently August Hahn

{Biblioth. der Symbole, 1842) has published such a comparison, but not, as he

erroneously asserts, with the text from the Eusebian letter as its basis, but from

the copy in Ath. Epist. ad Jovianum. An ancient Coptic translation of this

Creed, or rather two fragments of it, were discovered by the renowned Zoega (see

above, p. 265) half a century ago, and published by Pitra in the Spicilerjium

Solesmense (Paris 1852, t. i. p. 513 sqq. N. I. II.). On the erroneous view of

Valla, that the Synod of Nictea also drew up the so-called Apostles' Creed,

cf. Ittig, I.e. p. 44. In the 7th vol. of the Scrip. Vet. Nova Collectio of Angelo

Mai, p. 162, there is a Creed said to have been offered at Niccea in opposition

to Paul of Samosata, but which is evidently directed against the Nestorians

and Monophysites, and consequently is of later origin, and belongs to the period

of the christological controversies. Einally, Zoega and Pitra (I.e. pp. 523-525)

have published an ancient Coptic fragment (N. III.) which professes to contain

Sententias Synodi Nicenai, but which sets forth not only the principal points ot

the Nicene doctrine, but also speaks of the freedom of the human will. This

fragment has no claim to proceed from the Nicene Synod, but is elaborated by

a more recent writer, who wished to put together the principal points of the

Nicene doctrine, and generally of the orthodox faitb.
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made of nothing (He was created), or who say that He is of

•another hypostasis, or of another substance (than the Father 1

),

or that the Son of God is created, that He is mutable, or

subject to change, the Catholic Church anathematizes."

All the bishops, with the exception of five, declared them-

selves ready immediately to subscribe to this Creed, under the

conviction that the formula contained the ancient faith of the

.apostolic Church. This was so clear, that even the JSTovatian

bishop Acesius, although separated from the Church on points

of discipline, gave witness to its dogmatic truth, and adopted

the Creed unconditionally, saying, "The Council has intro-

duced nothing new in this act, Emperor ; this has been the

universal belief since apostolic times."
2 The five bishops

who at first refused to sign were : Eusebius of Nicomedia,

Theo£nis of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Mar-

marica, und Secundus of Ptolemais. They even ridiculed the

term 6/j.oovgtios, which could only refer, they said, to sub-

stances emanating from other substances, or which came into

existence by division, separation, and the like.
3

In the end,

however, all signed except Theonas and Secundus, who were

anathematized together with Arius and his writings.
4 They

were also excommunicated.5 But a writer on their own side,

Philostorgius, says that these three bishops did not act honestly

in their subscription ; for he relates that, by the advice of the

Emperor, they wrote, instead of 6/j,oovaio=>, the word 6/j.oiovaio<;

(similar in substance, instead of one in substance), which has

almost the same sound and orthography.
6 "We see, indeed,

from the beginning that the signatures of these three bishops

were not considered sincere ; for Bishop Secundus, when he

1 That is, "not of one substance with the Father." The Xicene Creed still

usrs the expressions oltrlu and virotrrairis as identical.

- Socr. i. 10 ; Soz. i. 22 ; Gelas. ii. 29.

3 Socrat. i. 8. On Luther's repugnance to the word Sfte»£fi»s, cf. Ittig,

I.e. p. 47.

4 Soz. i. 21.

5 Soz. i. 9 ; Theod. i. 7, 8. S. Jerome maintains erroneously (Dial, contra

Luclftrum, c. 7) that Arius recanted, and adopted the i/teaifim. He probably

confuses the Synod of Niciea with a later one at Jerusalem, or the presbyter

Arius with the deacon of the same name. Cf. Walch, Ketzerh. ii. 480 ; Schrbckh.

Kircheng. Thl. v. S. 350.

6 Philostorg. Fragmenta, i. 8, at the end of Valesius' ed. of Evagrius.
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was exiled, said to Eusebius of Nicomedia :
" Thou hast sub-

scribed in order not to be banished ; but I hope the year will

not pass away before thou shalt have the same lot."
1

Sec. 35. The Signatures.

It appears that, at the time of S. Epiphanius (cir. 400),

the signatures of all the 318 bishops present at Nicaea still

existed.
2

But, in our own time, we have only imperfect lists

of these signatures, disfigured by errors of copyists, differing

from each other, and containing the names of only 228

bishops. Moreover, the rames of several bishops are omitted

in these lists whom we know to have been present at Nicrca

;

for instance, those of Spiridion and Paphnutius. The name

even of Marcellus of Ancyra is inaccurately given as Pan-

charius of Ancyra.
3 But in spite of these faults of detail,

the lists may be regarded as generally authentic. They are,

it is true, in Latin, but they bear evident traces of translation

from the Greek. What proves their anticpuity still more, is

the circumstance that the members of the Council are grouped

in them by provinces, as in other ancient Synods ; for in-

stance, at those of Aries and Chalcedon. That, however,

which is of greatest importance, is the fact that the provinces

named in these lists perfectly agree with their political divi-

sion at the time of the jSTicene Council ; and particularly that

those provinces whose limits were assigned at a later period

are not mentioned. The bishops of these countries (e.g.

Euphratesia, Osrhoene, etc.) are, on the contrary, classed quite

correctly according to the names of the ancient provinces.

This is why the Ballerini have with justice defended the

authenticity of the lists of signatures at the Nicene Council

against some objections made by Tillemont.
4

Zoe>a has discovered a new list of this kind in an ancient

Coptic manuscript, and Pitra published it in the Spicilegium

Solcsmensc.
5 He has given not only the Coptic text, but by

1 Philostorg. Frag. i. 9. " Epiphan. Hceres. 69. 11.

3 These lists are printed in all the best collections of the Councils, as Mansi,

3i. 692 sqq.
4 Ballerini, de Anliq. Collect.; in Galland. de Vetusiis Canonum CoHedioiii-

bus, i. 254.

Paris 1S52, i. 516 spp.s p.,
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comparing it with the Latin lists still extant he has made out

a new list of Nicene bishops distributed equally in provinces,
1

and thus corrected and completed the lists known up to the

present time.

Even before Zoi:ga, Selden 2 had given another list trans-

lated from the Arabic, which numbers altogether 318 per-

sons, but includes the names of several priests, and frequently

of many bishops, for one and the same town ; so much so,

that Labbe 3 and Tillemont 4 have decidedly rejected this list

as apocryphal. Another shorter list, given by Labbe, and

after him by Mansi, does not belong at all to the Nicene

Council, but to the sixth (Ecumenical.
5 In fine, Gelasius

gives the shortest list : it mentions only a few bishops who

sign for all the ecclesiastical provinces.
6

Sec. 36. Measures taken oy the Emperor against the Avians.

When the formula of the Synod was laid before the

Emperor, he looked upon it as inspired by God, as a revela-

tion from the Holy Spirit dwelling in men so holy,
7 and he

threatened to banish any one who would not sign it.
8 We

have already seen the effect produced by these threats. But

the Emperor fulfilled them without delay, and exiled to

lllyria Arms and the two bishops Secundus and Theonas,

who had refused to subscribe, as well as the priests who were

attached to them.9 At the same time he ordered the books

of Arius and his friends to be burned, and he threatened all

who concealed them with pain of death. He even wished to

annihilate the name of Arians, and ordered them in future

to be called Porphyrians, because Arius had imitated Porphyry

in his enmity to Christianity.
10 Subsequently Eusebius of

Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicsea were also deposed and

banished, because, while admitting the Creed, they would not

recognise the deposition of Arius, and had admitted Arians

1 P. 529 sq<i.
2 Tillem. 355 b. 3 In Mansi, ii. 6D6.

< I.e.
5 Mansi, ii. 096 et 697, nota 7.

6 Gelas. ii. 27, 36 ; Mansi, ii. 882, 927. 7 Socrates, i. 9.

8 Bufinns, H. E. i. 5 (x. 5).

9 Philostorg. Suj)plem. 539, ed. Vales Mogunt. 1679 ; Sozom. i. 21; Socr. i. 9.

10 Cf. the letter of Constantine to the Bishops, etc. ; Socrates, i. 9, p. 32, ed.

Mogunt.
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amoncrst them.1 At the same time, the churches of Nicfea

and Nice-media were required by the Emperor to elect orthodox

bishops in their place. The Emperor particularly blamed

Eusebius of Nicomedia, not only for having taught error,

but for having taken part in Licinius' persecution of the

Christians, as well as plotted intrigues against Constantine

himself, and deceived him.
2

Sec. 37. Decision of the Easter Question.

The second object of the Mcene Council was the removal

of the difficulties, which had existed up to that time, as to

the celebration of the festival of Easter. The old contro-

versy respecting Easter was great and violent; but almost

oreater and more violent still is that which has been raised

among learned men of later times on the Paschal controversy,

and on purely accessory questions belonging to it—for ex-

ample, whether the Primate had gained or lost in this con-

troversy—so that the true point of the controversy has been

almost lost from sight.

The first who went most thoroughly into this question

was the learned French Jesuit, Gabriel Daniel, in 1724. A
German professor, Christopher Augustus Heumann, presented

independently, almost at the same time, the result of his

studies upon the Easter controversy. Mosheim examined

the whole of this question anew, yet only with reference to

the work of Daniel (he had not been able to lay Ins hand

on Heumann's dissertation) ; and the greater number of his

successors accepted his conclusions, particularly Walch, in

the first volume of his Ketzerhistorie.
3

The same question has been debated with a new interest

in modern times, because of its relation to the criticism of

the Gospels ; and particularly by the Tubingen school, in the

interest of its peculiar theories. But the best work published

on this subject is that of Dean Weitzel, at the time a deacon

1 Theodor. i. 19, 20 ; Sozom. i. 21 ; Athanasii Apolog. contra Arianos, c. 7,

p. 102, ed. Patav.

- Constantine's letter against Eusebius is found partly in Theodoret, Hist.

Ecdes.i. 20: complete in Gelas. iii. 2; in Mansi, ii. 939; and Baron, ad. an.

329, n. 13 sq. Cl'. the notes of Valeslus on Theodoret, i. 20.

a's. 666 ff.
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at Kircheim, under the title of Die christl. Passafeier cler

drei ersten Jahrhunderte (The Christian Paschal Controversy

of the Three First Centuries).
1 He has cleared up several

points which had remained obscure through want of complete

original information.

13y the use of these preparatory works, amongst which we

must' mention the Dissertation of Bettberg, published in Ilgen's

Zeitsclirift fur historische Thcologie (Gazette of Historical

Theology),
2 and by personally investigating anew the existing

sources of original information, we have arrived at the fol-

lowing results :—As the Old Testament is the figure of the

New, Christians in all times have recognised in the paschal

lamb of the Jews the prototype of Christ, and His great

expiatory sacrifice upon the cross. The Messianic passages

in the Bible had already compared Christ to a lamb, and in

the New Testament S. John the Baptist had explicitly called

Him the Lamb of God
;

3 besides which, the slaying of the

Lamb upon the cross corresponded fully with the slaying of

the Jewish paschal lamb. The typical character of the Jewish

paschal lamb was so evident in the eyes of the ancient

Christians, that the Apostle Paul 4
called our Lord Jesus

Christ " our Passover (to irda^a r/fiMv)."

All parties unanimously agreed, in the controversy which

rose later about the celebration of Easter, that the festival

itself had been instituted by the apostles. But the existence

of this controversy proves that, if the apostles prescribed the

celebration of the festival of Easter, they did not determine

how it was to be celebrated, so that different practices arose

in different countries.

It is commonly supposed that there were only two separate

ways of celebrating Easter—that of Asia Minor, and that of

the West ; but the most modern researches have established

beyond doubt that there were three parties in these divisions,

of which two were in the Church herself, and a third be-

longed to an heretical Ebionite sect.

If we would characterize these three in a general manner,

we mi^ht say : The latter held, with the continuance of the

obligation of the ancient law in general, the validity of the

1 Pforzheim 1848. * 1832, DJ. 2.
3 S. John i. 36. 4

1 Cor. v. 7.
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old legal passover : their festival then, properly speaking, was

not Christian ; it was rather Jewish. The two other parties,

both looking from a Christian point of view, believed in the

abrogation of the ancient law, and their festival was purely

Christian. In their opinion, the prototype—that is to say,

the Jewish Easter—had ceased, after having received its ac-

complishment in Christ; whilst the Ebionites, or the third

party, wished still to preserve the type and the typical feast.

But the two parties who regarded the matter equally from

a Christian point of view, differed on two points : (a) as to

the time of the Easter festival, and (b) as to the fast.

To the one, as to the other, Easter was the great festival

of Eedemption by Christ. But the great drama of Redemp-

tion had two particularly remarkable moments—the death

and the resurrection of the Lord; and as the Jewish feast

lasted for several days, Christians also prolonged their Easter

for several days, so as to comprehend the two great moments

of the work of redemption. Thus both sides celebrated (a)

the day of death, and (/3) the day of resurrection. They

were also agreed as to the time of the celebration of the

festival, in so far as the two parties were agreed, to the

greatest possible extent, as to the date of the death of Christ,

and chose, as the first decisive point in deciding the festival,

the 14th of Nisan, not because they regarded the Jewish law

as binding upon that point, but because Christ's Passion had

actually commenced on that date ; and thus they formed

their conclusions, not on legal, but on historical grounds.

However, even with this common basis, divergences were

possible, in that some insisted upon the day of the ivcel; and

wished specially to preserve the remembrance of that upon

which Christ had died, and also that upon which He had

risen again. These—and they were principally the Westerns

—consequently always celebrated the anniversary of the death

of Christ upon a Friday, and the day of resurrection upon

a Sunday, considering this custom as the aXijOea-Tepa rd%i<;

(truer order), in opposition to the Jewish ordinance.
1 The

others, on the contrary, belonging chiefly to Asia Minor, in-

1 See Constantine's letter upon the Niccne decrees, in Eusebius, Vita Const.

iii. 18.



NIC.EA : DECISION OF THE EASTER QUESTION. 301

ftisted upon the day of the year and of the month, and wished

above all to celebrate the remembrance of the Lord's death

exactly upon the day of the month on which it happened,

which, according to them, was the 14th Nisan. They be-

lieved, as we shall see hereafter—and the Westerns held the

same opinion—that Christ had not partaken of the paschal

lamb with His disciples in the last year of His life, but that

on the 14th of the month Nisan, before the feast of the

passover, He had been crucified

;

l consequently they wished

to celebrate the Saviour's death on the 14th Nisan, whatever

day of the week it fell upon, even were it not a Friday.

Thus the first difference as to the time consisted in this,

that the one considered above everything the day of the week
upon which Christ died, whilst the others attached the most

importance to the day of the month or of the year. But the

former did not neglect either the day of the month or of the

year : with them also the 14th Nisan (18' = 14) was decisive
;

that is to say, th°y too regulated their festival according to

the iS'. When the 14th Nisan fell upon a Friday, the two
parties were agreed about the time of the festival, because the

day of the week and of the month coincided. But if, for

example, the iS' fell upon a Tuesday, the Asiatics celebrated

the death of Christ upon the Tuesday, and the Westerns on
the following Friday ; and if the iB' fell upon a Saturday, the

Asiatics celebrated the death festival upon that Saturday,

whilst the Westerns kept it still on the Friday following.

All this it is needless to discuss ; but one point is not cer-

tain,—namely, whether, when the tS' (and consequently their

commemoration of the death) did not fall upon a Friday, but,

for instance, on a Wednesday, the Asiatics celebrated the

feast of the resurrection the third day after the commemora-
tion of the death—in this case on the Friday—or kept it on

the Sunday. Weitzel holds the latter opinion
;

2 but he has

not been able to bring sufficient proofs in support of his

decision. All depends here upon the sense given to the words

of Eusebius :
" The majority of bishops had (in the second

century) decreed that the fivar/jpiov t?}? i/c veupwv dvao-Tacrea)?

1 See the details which follow.

* CI. S. 103, 104, 112, 265.
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could be celebrated only on a Sunday." x Does lie by fivo-r/jpLov

rf/9 €K veicp., etc., refer to the mystery of the resurrection ? If

so, it demonstrates that the feast of the resurrection had until

then been celebrated upon other days. To escape this argu-

ment, Weitzel takes /ivarrjpLov in the sense of sacrament, that is

to say, the reception of the holy communion ; and according to

him, these bishops ordained the communion of the resurrection

to be received only on Sunday ; whilst previously the Asiatics

had been satisfied to celebrate the feast of the resurrection on

Sunday, but had been accustomed to communicate on the day

upon which the 1 4th Nisan fell. "We should rather hold the

opinion that it was the feast of the resurrection which pre-

viously had not been celebrated on Sunday. This question of

the communion leads us to the second point of difference be-

tween the Asiatics and the Occidentals, that is to say, the fast.

This divergency arose from the different way of conceiving

of the day of the death of Christ. The Westerns considered

it exclusively as a day of mourning : they looked upon it, so

to speak, from the historical side, and were in the same state

of mind as the disciples upon the day of the death of Christ,

that is, in deepest sorrow. The Orientals, on the contrary,

rather considered this day, from its dogmatic or doctrinal side,

as the day of redemption ; and for this reason it was to them,

not a day of mourning, but of joy, dating from the moment

when Christ died, and had thus accomplished the work of

redemption. Yet the hours of the day preceding the moment

of death were spent by them in mourning, in memory of the

Passion of Christ. They completed the fast at the moment of

the death of Christ—three o'clock in the afternoon—and then

they celebrated the feast of the communion, that is to say, the

sacred rite of the feast, with the solemn Agape (love-feast) and

the helirvov Kvpiov (Supper of the Lord). The Occidentals,

on the contrary, considering the whole day as consecrated to

mourning, continued the fast, a sign of mourning, and did not

end it until the joyful morning of the resurrection. It was

upon this day that they celebrated the Easter communion,2

and not upon the Saturday, as Mosheim has supposed.

It is a secondary question, whether the Eastern Church

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23.
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ended their fast upon the 14th Msan after the Easter com-

munion, or recommenced it once more, and continued it to the

day of the resurrection. The words of Eusebius,1
impartially

considered, are favourable to the first opinion ; for his eiriXvecrOat

(to loose) and his eViAt/cri? (loosing) of the fast indicate rather

a total completion than a simple suspension. In spite of this,

Mosheim 2 has attempted to demonstrate, from a passage of

S. Epiphanius,3
that the Audians,4

a degenerate branch of the

Quartodecimans, of Asia Minor, fasted again after their Easter

feast. But even if the Audians did in fact follow this custom,

it cannot from this be concluded that it was an universal Eastern

custom. In the second place, Mosheim was the first to see in

this passage what he wished to demonstrate ; and he mis-

understood it, as we shall see hereafter when speaking of the

sect of the Audians.

This difference respecting the fast was not the only one.

Not merely was the day of the end of the fast not the same
with the Eastern and "Western Churches, but there was no
perfect uniformity in the manner (el8o<i) of fasting,

5 and this

difference went back to the remotest times. S. Irenoeus indi-

cates this in the fragment of his letter to Pope Victor, which
Eusebius has preserved

:

6 " Some," says he, " fast only one

day ; others two ; others, again, several days." Then come
these obscure words, ol Be TeacrapaKovra wpas rjfj,epivd? re /eat

WKTepLvas avpipieTpovat rrjv rj/iepav avjosv. If we place a
comma after Teacrapd/eovTa, the sense is this :

" Others fast

forty hours, reckoning the hours of the day and night
;

" that

is to say, they fast equally by day and night. Massuet has

understood the passage in this way.7 But if we place no
comma after reaaapaKovra, the sense is :

" Others fast in all

forty hours by day and night (perhaps the twenty-four hours

1 Euseb. v. 23.

- Commentar. cle rebus Clmstianorum ante Const. M. p. 441.
y Epiplian. Hares. 70. 11.

4 See Mosheim, Ch. Hist. (Murdoch), b. ii. Pt. ii. c. 5, § 23, n.—En.
5 Irenreus says (in Euseb. Hist. Led. v. 24) : oVh\ yap pivot a-spl rr,s Yiplpa; Ib-tiv

r, uf&QurfiriTYitri:, uXXa xa.) TSpi <roZ udov; a-iirov ??,; vr,ff—ua;.

6 v. 24.

7 In the dissertations subjoined to his edition of S. Irenaeus, t. ii. dissert, ii.

art 1, 23-23, pp. 74-77.
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of Good Friday and sixteen hours on Saturday)." Valesius

and Bbhmer defend this interpretation. Gieseler gives a third

explanation. He proposes to read rfj ^epa, or more exactly,

<rvv rfj v/J-epa, instead of ri)v rj/xepav, and translates it thus

:

"Others reckon forty hours in all with their day;" that is,

they fast upon the day they consider as the passover, or the

day of the death of Christ, and begin with the death-hour

(three hours after noon) a new fast of forty hours until the

resurrection.
1 We do not think that such a modification of the

text, wanting in all critical authority, can be justified ; but

we cannot absolutely decide between Massuet and Valesius,

which is happily unnecessary for our principal purpose.

S. Irenaeus clearly says that the differences in the manner

of celebrating Easter were then of no recent date—that they

had also existed in the primitive Church. After Valesius'

translation, S. Irenaeus concludes that this difference was the

result of the negligence of the rulers (tcpaTovvrwv) of the

Church ; but Massuet has proved that this translation was

incorrect, and demonstrated that the expression fcparelv does

not here mean to rule, but to maintain (a custom), and that

S. Irenaeus intended to say, " who (our ancestors), it appears,

have not sufficiently maintained the matter {irapa to aicpifies

Kparovvrwv), and thus have bequeathed to their descendants a

custom which arose in all simplicity, and from ignorance."
2

What we have justxsaid plainly proves, that the two parties

of whom we speak, the Asiatic and Western Churches, were

both perfectly established upon a Christian and ecclesiastical

basis ; for Easter was a festival equally important and sacred

to both, and their difference had regard, not to the kernel of

the matter, but to the shell. It was otherwise, as we have

already indicated, with the third party, which, for the sake of

brevity, we call the Ebionite or Judaic sect.
3

It had this in

common with the Asiatic party, that it determined the cele-

bration of Easter according to the day of the month or of the

year (the iB'), without regard to the day of the week. Con-

1 Gieseler, Kirchengesch. 3te Aufl. Bd. i. S. 197 f. note cc. [A translation is

published by Clark of Edinburgh.]
2 Cf. Irencei Opp. ed. Massuet, t. i. p. 340, note x., and t. ii. dissert, ii. § 27, p. 76.

3 They will be described at greater length below.
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seqnently there were two parties of Quartodecimans, if we take

this expression in its more extended sense ; that is to say, two

parties who celebrated their Easter festival upon the 1 4th Nisan,

who were thus agreed in this external and chronological point,

but who differed toto ccelo in regard to the essence of the matter.

In fact, the Ebionite party started from the proposition,

that the prescription of Easter in the Old Testament was not

abolished for Christians, and therefore that these ought, like

the Jews, and in the same manner, to eat a paschal lamb in

a solemn feast on the 14th Nisan. This Jewish paschal

banquet was to them the principal thing. But the other

Quartodecimans, regarding the subject in a Christian light,

maintained that the ancient paschal feast was abolished—that

the type existed no longer— that what it had prefigured,

namely, the death of the Lamb upon the cross, had been

realized,—and that therefore the Christian should celebrate,

not the banquet, but the death of his Lord.
1

The difference between these two parties therefore depends

upon the question as to the perpetual obligatory force of the

Mosaic law. The Ebionite Quartodecimans accepted, while

the orthodox denied this perpetuity ; and consequently the latter

celebrated not the Jewish passover, but the day of the death

of Christ. Both parties appealed to the Bible. The Ebionites

said: Christ Himself celebrated the passover on the 14th

Nisan ; Christians, then, ought to celebrate it on that day, and

in the same way. The orthodox Quartodecimans maintained,

on the contrary, that Christ had not eaten the passover in

the last year of His earthly life, but that He was crucified

on the 14th Nisan, before the time of the paschal feast com-

menced ; and that thus the 1 4th Nisan is the anniversary,

not of the feast of the passover, but of the death of Christ.
2

Eusebius 3
asserts that Asia was the home of the Quarto-

deciman party. But it is not quite clear what he means by

Asia ; since the word signifies sometimes a quarter of the

1 Cf. Chrcnicon Paschale, ed. Dindorf, in the Collection of the Byzantines,

Bonn, i. 10 ; and Wiitzel, I.e. S. 21.

2 Cf. Fragments of S. Hippolytus, in the Chronlcon Paschale, ed. Dindorf,

i. 12 ; and Weitzel, S. G5 f.

3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24.

U
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world, sometimes Asia Minor, sometimes only a portion of the

latter,
1 Asia Proconsular is, of which Ephesus was the capital.

Eusebius has not here taken the word Asia in any of these

three acceptations : for (a) the Quartodeciman party had not

its home either in the whole of Asia Minor or the whole of

Asia, since, as Eusebius himself says,
2 Pontus (in Asia Minor),

Palestine, and Osrhoene followed another practice ; and, on

the other side, (/3) it was not confined to proconsular Asia,

for we find it also in Cilicia, Mesopotamia, and Syria, as S.

Athanasius testifies.
3

S. Chrysostom says even, that formerly

it prevailed also at Antioch.4

But Eusebius points out his meaning more clearly in the

following chapter,
5 where he classes among the Quartodeci-

mans the Churches of Asia (proconsular), " and the neighbour-

ing provinces." We shall see later, that there were amongst

these Quartodecimans in Asia Minor, not only orthodox, but

Ebionites, particularly at Laodicea. If the Quartodecimans in

general formed a minority among Christians, the Ebionites,

as it appears, formed but a small group in this minority.

The great majority of Christians regulated the festival of

Easter according to the day of the week, so that the resurrec-

tion might always be celebrated on a Sunday, and the death

of Christ always on a Friday. According to Eusebius, this

mode of celebration of the Easter festival " was observed by

all other Churches throughout the whole world, with the ex-

ception of Asia ;"
7 and he particularly mentions Palestine,

Pome, Pontus, Prance, Osrhoene, Corinth, Phoenicia, and Alex-

andria.
8 The Emperor Constantino the Great affirms that " all

the Churches of the West, the South, and the North, had

adopted this practice, particularly Pome, the whole of Italy,

Africa, Egypt, Spain, Gaul, Britain, Libya, Achaia (Greece)

;

1 See Trench, Notes on the Epistles to the Seven Churches of Asia.—Ed.
2 Euseb. v. 23.
3 Ad Afros. Eplst. c. 2, t. i. P. ii. p. 713, ed. Bened. Patav. 1777. Constan-

tine the Great says in Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 19, that Cilicia followed the prac«

tice of the West.
* Oratio in eos qui pascha jejunant (Opp. ed. BB. t. i. p. COS, n. 3).

5 Euseb. v. 24. 6 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 19 ; Hist. Eccl. v. 23.

7 Vita Const, iii. 19 ; Hist. Eccl. v. 23.

8 Hist. EcrJ v. 23, 25.



NICEA: DECISION OF THE EASTER QUESTION. 307

it had even been adopted in the dioceses of Asia, Pontus, and

Cilicia."
1 This can be only partially true of Cilicia and Asia

Minor ; for the latter was quite the seat of the Quartodeci-

mans, and S. Athanasius distinctly classes Cilicia amongst

the Quartodeciman provinces.
2

It follows from what has been said, that it is not quite

correct to call the practice of those who regulated Easter

according to the day of the week the Western practice; for a

great number of the Eastern provinces also adopted this plan.

It might rather be called the common or predominant use :

whilst the Quartodeciman custom, which was based on a

Jewish theory, should be called the Ebionite ; and the second

Quartodeciman custom, which rested upon a Christian basis,

may be called the Johannean. The orthodox Quartodeci-

mans, indeed, specially appealed to S. John the evangelist,

and partly to the Apostle S. Philip, as we see from the letter

of their head, Polycrates of Ephesus
;

3 and they affirmed that

these two great authorities had always celebrated Easter on

the 1 4th Nisan. But the Western or ordinary usage was also

based upon the apostolical authority of the prince-apostles

SS. Peter and Paul, who, according to them, had introduced

this custom.4

Besides, all parties preserved the expression of the feast of

the passover given in the Old Testament, although it only

recalled particularly the passing of the destroying angel over

the dwellings of the Israelites ; for np3
;
from riDS, signifies

passing over.
5 In a more general way this word signifies the

deliverance from Egypt ; and in this sense it might have been

employed figuratively by Christians, as their feast of deliver-

ance from Egypt. The Aramaic N^pa (Pascha) prevailed along

with the Hebrew form nps (Pesach), and more widely than

this ; and thus many Gentile Christians, who were unac-

quainted with Hebrew, were easily led to derive the word

Pascha from the Greek verb irda^eiv.

Sometimes by the word Pascha was signified the whole week
of the Passion, sometimes the days which they celebrated dur-

1 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 19.

2 Athan. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2. 8 Euseb. v. 24.
4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. v. 22. s Ex. xii. 21, 27.
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ing that week, or even a particular day in it, especially that

of our Lord's death. Tertullian, for instance, in his book de

Jcjunio} calls the whole week Pascha, but in his work dc

Oratione? only Good Friday. Constantine the Great, in the

same way, speaks sometimes of one day, sometimes of several

days, in Easter week.3 He seems also particularly to signify

by the word Easter the day of the death of Christ ; neverthe-

less he calls the day of the resurrection not only r^xkpa ava-

GTaa-eai?? but also 'rtaaya, as may be seen from the whole tenor

of the passage in Eusebius,5 and from several others quoted by

Suicer.
6

Basil the Great, for instance, in his Exhortatio ad

Baptumum 1
, identifies the rj/jbipa rov iracrya with the fjLvrjfio-

avvov (day of commemoration) tt}? avaa-Taaeoos? Subsequently,

from what period is uncertain, in order to make a distinction,

they call the day of the death Tra'aya crTavpcoai/xov (passover

of crucifixion), and the day of the resurrection iracrya ava-

o-Tacn/jLov
9 (passover of resurrection).

It is clear from a passage in Tertullian,
10

that the uni-

versal custom of the ancient Church was to celebrate Easter

for a whole week. S. Epiphanius says still more plainly,
11

"The Catholic Church celebrates not only the 14th Nisan,

but the whole week ;" and as he certainly emphasized this

in opposition to the Quartodecimans, we may presume that

the Ebionite Quartodecimans celebrated only the 14th of

Xisan as the feast of the passover ; that at least the other

days were thrown into the shade relatively to this principal

feast, which was quite in accordance with their Jewish ten-

dency. The observance of the Mosaic prescription respecting

the paschal feast seemed to them far more important than

the celebration of the days of the death and resurrection of

our Lord.

Although there was a notable difference in the three ways

of keeping Easter, the antagonism between the Johannean

and the ordinary custom was first noticed ; but the higher

i C. 14. 2 C. 14.
3 In Euseb. Vila Const, iii. 18.

4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 6 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23.

Suiceri Thesaurus e Patribus Graicis, ii. 622, i. 304.

1 Basil. Orat. xiii. * Suic. I.e. i. 304.

9 Suic. I.e. ii. 621 sq., i. 304. xo Tertull. de Jejuu c. IL
11 Epiphan. Hteres. 50. 3.
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unity in the spirit and in the essence of the subject made the

chronological difference seem less striking and more tolerable.

S. Irenaeus gives a proof of this when he distinctly says, in a

fragment of the synodical letter which he wrote in the name

of the Gallican bishops, " that the Roman bishops before Soter,

namely Anicetus, Pius, Hyginus, Telesphorus, and Xystus (the

latter was living at the beginning of the second century), did

not follow the Asiatic custom, nor did they tolerate it amongst

their people, but that nevertheless they lived amicably with

those who came to Rome from countries where a contrary

practice prevailed ; and they even sent the holy Eucharist,

in token of unity, to the Quartodeciman bishops of those

Churches."
l

The first known debate respecting this difference, and the

first attempt made at the same time to put an end to it, took

place when S. Polycarp went to Rome to see Pope Anicetus,

towards the middle of the second century.
2 We cannot de-

termine exactly in what year this took place. Baronius de-

clares, but with insufficient reason, for the fifth year of Marcus

Aurelius, 167 years after Christ.
3 But Polycarp was so

advanced in years at this time, that it is difficult to believe he

could have undertaken so long a journey ; besides, Anicetus

had then been in the see of Rome for ten years, and conse-

quently Polycarp might well have visited him before.
4 How-

ever, Polycarp went to Rome, and not about the Easter business,

as Baronius concludes from an incorrect translation of Euse-

bius, but about some other slight differences which he wished

to compose in concert with Anicetus.5 He was certainly

the most worthy representative of the Johannean or Asiatic

opinions, being recognised as the most distinguished bishop of

Asia Minor, and certainly the only disciple of S. John then

living. We may suppose that he followed the Johannean

practice with regard to the celebration of Easter, not only from

the fact that he was Bishop of Smyrna in Asia Minor, but

1 In Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. It was the custom in the primitive Church

to send the holy Eucharist at Easter to friendly bishops ; but the fourteenth

canon of the Synod of Laodicea forbid this practice.
2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24.

,

3 Baron, ad ann. 167, n. 8 sq.

4 Valesii Annot. in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v 24. s Euseb. Hist. Eccl. I.e.
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also from this, that Polycrates of Ephesus, the ardent defender

of the Johannean custom, particularly appealed to Polycarp

in his struggle with Pope Victor.
1 Polycarp and Anicetus

received each other with the kiss of peace, and held a con-

ference on the subject of Easter, which did not however last

long, Anicetus being unable to induce Polycarp to abandon a

practice which the latter " had observed in communion with

the Evangelist S. John." Neither would Anicetus abandonO
the custom pursued by his predecessors in the episcopate. In

spite of this difference they lived in communion, and Anicetus

conferred what was then a very special mark of distinction

upon his host, allowing him to celebrate the holy Eucharist in

his church and in his presence. After that they separated in

peace, and the same feeling continued between the two parties

whom they represented.
2

Some years after Polycarp's journey we meet with the

first known movements of the Ebionite Quartodecimans.

Melito Bishop of Sardes relates,
3
in a fragment of his work

(two books, irepl rov iraa-^a), that " when Servilius Paulus

was Proconsul of Asia, and Sagaris Bishop of Laodicea had

suffered martyrdom,4 a warm controversy arose at Laodicea on

the subject of Easter." The time in which Melito flourished

was probably about the year 170. This fragment does not

specify the particular point upon which the controversy

turned, but we learn that from another source. Apollinaris

of Hierapolis, a contemporary, a friend, and a compatriot of

Melito, whose opinions also he held, likewise wrote a work

upon Easter ; and the two fragments which have been pre-

served in the Chronicon Paschalc assert—(1) " Those are

mistaken who hold that our Lord ate the paschal lamb with

His disciples upon the 14th Nisan, and that He died upon

the great day of unleavened bread (the loth Nisan). They

pretend that S. Matthew affirms it ; but such an opinion is

not accordant with the (ancient) law, and the Gospels (espe-

cially those of S. Matthew and S. John) would thus be con-

tradictory " The second fragment says :
" The 1 4th Nisan

1 Euseb. I.e.

- Euseb. Hist. Eccl. V. 24. Cf. Valesius' notes upon this passage.

* Euseb. iv. 26. * Cf. Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24.
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is the true passover of our Lord, the great Sacrifice ; instead

of the lamb, we have here the Lamb of God," etc.
1

By these fragments we see that Apollinaris belonged to

those Christians who held that our Lord did not partake of

the passover the last year of His life, but that He was cruci-

fied upon the 14th Nisan. Thus the immolation of the lamb,

the type, was realized by the death of the Lamb upon the

cross upon the same 14th of Nisan, in the week of the

Passion. The type was then abolished, and the commemora-

tion of the death of Christ replaced the Jewish (iS') feast.

He holds that by admitting this theory the evangelists can

be harmonized, and that an exact parallelism was established

between the facts of the New and the types of the Old Testa-

ment. 2 According to the opposite opinion, however, (1) the

evangelists are not agreed ; and (2) that opinion does not

agree with the ancient law. It is not said why, but we may
conclude from his words that the following was implied :

" If

Christ had eaten the paschal lamb upon the 14th Nisan, His

death should have taken place upon the 15 th Nisan, whilst

the type of this death was only upon the 14th; and con-

sequently the resurrection falls upon the 17th Nisan, whilst

the type occurs upon the 16 th."

The proximity of Hierapolis and of Laodicea, and the fact

that Melito and Apollinaris lived at the same time, sanction

the presumption that the party attacked by the latter was-

identical with that of Laodicea, and which Melito attacked ;.

and as Apollinaris and Melito were associated as apologists.

and lights of their time, they were also certainly associated

in the Easter controversy. Apollinaris was, as his fragments

prove, a Johannean Quartodeciman ; and Melito was the

same, for Polycrates expressly appeals to him.
3

But against whom did Apollinaris write, and what was

1 Clironicon Paschale, ed. Dindorf (in the Byzantine Collection), i. 13. Cf.

Weitzel, I.e. S. 22 IT.

2 Old Testament. New Testament.

14th Nisan, . . . Immolation of the Immolation of the

paschal lamb. Lamb of God.

16th Nisan, . . . Offering of the First-truits of the

first-fruits. resurrection.

• Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24.
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the character of the party against whom he and Melito con-

tended ? Apollinaris does not enter into detail upon this

point : he simply indicates, in the first extract, that his

opponents celebrated the paschal feast upon the 14th Nisan.

They were therefore Quartodecimans ; but as he was of that

class himself, we must seek elsewhere for the special character

of his adversaries ; and as in the second extract he strongly

insists upon the 1 4th Nisan " being the true passover of the

Lord, the great sacrifice wherein the Son of God was immo-

lated instead of the Jewish* lamb," we may conclude natu-

rally enough that his adversaries were Ebionite Quartodeci-

mans, who also celebrated, it is true, the 14th Nisan, but in

a Jewish manner, with the feast of the passover.
1 This is

made still more evident by an extract from Hippolytus, of

which we shall have to speak hereafter. Moreover, the work

of Melito determined Clement of Alexandria to write a X070?

-repi rov irdcrya, not indeed to refute it, but to complete

Melito's work. Of this work of Clement's we have only

fragments preserved in the Chronicon Paschale,
2 and the first

of these fragments says :
" Christ always ate the paschal

lamb with His disciples in His earlier years, but not in the

last year of His life, in which He was Himself the Lamb
immolated upon the cross." The second fragment has the

words :
" Christ died on the 1 4th of Xisan ; and after His

death, on the evening of the same day, the Jews celebrated

their passover feast.""

Clement here quite agrees with Apollinaris, and his work

proves that the same party which Apollinaris opposed still

existed after the lapse of many years.

After some time, S. Hippolytus attacked them in two

fragments, both preserved in the Chronicon Paschale* He
distinctly says :

" The controversy still lasts, for some errone-

ously maintain that Christ ate the passover before His death,

and that consequently ive ought to do so also. But Christ, when

He suffered, no longer ate the legal passover ;
for He was

Himself the passover, previously announced, which was on

that day fulfilled in Him." This fragment by Hippolytus is

1 Cf. Weitze], S. 16-59. 2 Chronicon Paschale, I.e. p. ii.

3 Cf. Weitzel, I.e. S. IS, 60 £ * L 12 &<;.
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taken from his work against the heresies,
1 and consequently

from that time the Ebionite Quartodecimans were rightly con-

sidered as heretics. He says again, in the second fragment of

liis work upon Easter :
" Christ did not partake of the pa

over before His death ; He would not have had time for it."
2

AVe need not wonder that an Italian bishop like Hippo-

lvtus should have thought it necessary to oppose the Ebionite

party ; for it was not restricted to Phrygia (Laodicea) and the

other countries of Asia Minor, but it had found defenders

even at Boine, and Hippolytus was a priest of the Eoman

Church—he was even for some time a schismatical Bishop of

Eome.3 Eusebius 4 indeed says :
" Several sects arose in Eome

in the time of the Montanists, of which one had for its chief

the priest Florinus, another Blastus." He does not tell us

their doctrine, but says that Florinus was deposed, and that

both of them had seduced many of the faithful He adds :'

Irenceus wrote against Florinus a book called de Monarchic,

and against Blastus another, de Schismatc ; but again he does

not mention the doctrine taught by Blastus. AVe have no

more account of it than is contained in the apocryphal

supplement to Tertullian's book de Prescription?? where it

is said, in the fifty-third chapter : Est prceterea his omnibus

(to Marcion, to Tatian, etc.) etiam Blastus accedem, qui la-

tcntcr Judaismum vult introduccre. According to this text,

Blastus was a Judaizer, having tendencies analogous to those

of the Ebionite Quartodecimans of Asia Minor (especially of

Laodicea 7
). If Blastus, towards 180, tried to introduce the

Ebionite Quartodecimanism into Italy, and even into Eome,

the aversion of Pope Victor towards the Quartodecimans in

general can be easily explained, and his earnestness in his

controversy with Polycrates and the Asiatics.

1 -xil; cltultz; Ta; al/irus, as the Chron. Poach, says. That is the ed-ay?.*

*aru a'.?i>rii»r ; and Dullinger shows that this is not identical with the newly

discovered tfi>.ax'^iifmtz. (Hippol. and Call. S. 7 if.).

8 Cf. Weitzel, I.e. S. 66 f.

3 Cf. Dollinger, Hlppobjlus u. Callldus. S. 100 f.

4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 15.
5 le. c. 20.

e
Cf. the note of Eigaltius on c. 45.

7 ft'eitzel forcibly proves (S. 87), against Gieseler and Schwegler, that Blistus

was no Montanist.
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We thus reach the second period of the Paschal contro-

versy. In the first, we have seen the two customs of the

Church—the Johannean custom, and the usual one—existing

side by side, each of these opposing only the Ebionite party.

Now, on the contrary, the two purely Christian opinions are

to be found in violent conflict. It was probably Pope Victor

who was the cause of the struggle : the intrigues of Blastus

doubtless resulted in setting him against the Quartodecimans,

and leading him to forbid the celebration of the feast on the

14th Nisan. In 196, S. Jerome's Chronicle says that he

wrote to the most eminent bishops of every country, asking

them to assemble synods in their provinces, and by their

means to introduce the Western mode of celebrating Easter.

These letters—for example, those to Polycrates of Ephesus

—also contained threats in case of resistance.
1 Numerous

synods therefore assembled, as we learn from Eusebius
;

2 and

all, with the exception of those of Asia Minor, unanimously

declared " that it was a rule of the Church to celebrate the

mystery of the resurrection only on a Sunday." They ac-

quainted all the faithful with this declaration by synodical

letters.
3 Eusebius 4 saw several of these synodical letters,

especially those from the Synods of Palestine, presided over

by Theophilus Bishop of Cresarea and Narcissus of Jeru-

salem ; also those from the bishops of Pontus, under Palma

;

from the bishops of Gaul, under Irenseus ;
from the bishops

of Osrhoene ; and, finally, the private letter from Bacchylus

Bishop of Corinth.
5 They unanimously pronounced in favour

of Victor's opinion, except Polycrates Bishop of Ephesus.

The latter had also been president of a synod composed of a

great number of the bishops of his province. He said that

all approved of the remarkable letter which he proposed to

send to Pope Victor, which Eusebius has preserved.
6 In this

letter he says, "We celebrate the true day, without adding

or subtracting anything ;" and he appeals, in justification of

his practice, as we have before seen, to the Apostle Philip,

who died at Hierapolis, to S. John the Evangelist, to Poly-

1 Cf. the answer of Polycrates to Victor, in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24.

3 Enseb. v. 23. 3 See above, upon these synods, sec. 2, and following.

* Euseb. I.e. * See above, the same section. 6 Euseb. v. 24.



NIC.EA: DECISION OF THE EASTER QUESTION. 315

carp, and others, who all kept Easter on the fourteenth day

after the new moon. Seven of his own relations had been

bishops of Ephesus before him, and had observed the same

custom. " As he had attained the age of sixty-five years,

Polycrates no longer feared any threatening, he said, for he

knew that we ought to obey God rather than men." 1

Thereupon, says Eusebius, continuing his account, Pope

Victor tried to excommunicate (dirorefiveiv ireiparat) the

Churches of Asia and of the neighbouring provinces ; and he

addressed an encyclical letter to this effect to all the Chris-

tians of those countries. The words of Eusebius might also

be understood to mean that Victor really launched a sentence

of excommunication against these Churches, and they have

been taken in this sense by the later Church historian So-

crates
;

2 but it is more correct to say, as Valesius has shown,3

that the Pope thought of excommunicating the Asiatics, and

that he was kept from carrying out the sentence especially

by S. Irenaeus. Eusebius says, indeed, " He tried to excom-

municate them." He adds :
" This disposition of Victor did

not please other bishops, who exhorted him rather to seek

after peace. The letters in which they blame him are still

extant." However, Eusebius gives only the letter of S.

Irenaeus, who, although born in Asia Minor, declared that

the resurrection of the Saviour ought to be celebrated on a

Sunday ; but also exhorted Victor not to cut off from com-

munion a whole group of Churches which only observed an

ancient custom. He reminds him that his predecessors had

judged this difference with much more leniency, and that, in

particular, Pope Anicetus had discussed it amicably with

Polycarp Bishop of Smyrna.4

Eusebius here remarks, that Irenaeus, as his name indicates,

had become elp^voirolo^, and that he addressed letters on this

occasion, not only to Victor, but to other bishops.5

Thus this debate did not bring about the uniformity which

1 Sec above, same section. 2 Socrat. v. 22.

* In his remarks upon Euseb. v. 24.

4 See above, at the commencement of this section.

' Cf. Teller, Pars actorum inter Asiaticas et reliquas Ecclcslas super contra-

vttso sacrorum Paschatos tempore, Helmst. 1757.
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Victor desired. However, as a consequence of these explana-

tions and negotiations, some Churches of Asia, it appears,

renounced their custom, and adopted that of the West, as

Massuet 1 and Valesius
2 have concluded from the letter pub-

lished by Constantine after the close of the Synod of Nicaea,

in which he says :
" Asia" (doubtless meaning some of its

Churches), " Pontus, and Cilicia have adopted the universal

custom."
3 This can apply only to a part of Cilicia, seeing

that, according to the testimony of S. Athanasius, the custom

of the Quartodecimans prevailed there.
4 Thus up to this

time the controversy bore only upon these two points : 1st,

Was the festival to be held according to the day of the week,

or that of the month ? 2d. When was the fast to cease ?

But in the third century, which we have now reached, a

fresh difficulty arose to complicate the debate, which we may

call briefly the astronomical difficulty.

We have seen that with the Asiatics, as with the Westerns,

Easter was determined by the 14th Nisan, with this differ-

ence only, that the Asiatics always celebrated Easter on this

day, whilst the Westerns kept it on the Sunday following

(with them the Sunday of the resurrection was their greatest

festival). But then this question arose : On what precise

day of the year does the 1 4th Nisan fall ? or how can the

lunar date of the 14th Nisan be reconciled with the solar

year ? The Jews' ecclesiastical year, the first month of which

is called Nisan, commences in the spring. At the beginning

of spring, and particularly towards the equinox, barley is

ripe in Palestine. For this reason the month Nisan is also

called the month of sheaves; and the great festival of the

month Nisan, the passover, is at the same time the feast

of harvest, in which the first sheaf of barley is offered to

God as first-fruits.
5 According to this, the 14th Nisan comes

almost at the same time with the full moon after the vernal

equinox ; and although the lunar year of the Jews is shorter

1 Opp. S. Irenteus, vol. ii. p. 73, n. 19.

2 In his observations upon Euseb. v. 23. 3 Euseb. Vila Const, iii. 19.

4 Atlianas. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2 ; and de synodh Arimin. et Seleuc. c. 5, Opp.

ed. Bened, Patav. t. i. P. ii. pp. 574, 713. Cf. above, p. 306.

* Ideler, Handbuch der Chronologic, Ed. i. S. 486, 487, 490.
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than the solar year, the}' made up the difference by an inter-

calary month, so that the 14th Nisan always occurred at the

ame period.
1

It was also partly determined by the ripeness

of the barley.

Many Fathers of the Church relied especially on the fact

that the passover had always been kept by the ancient

Hebrews, and by the contemporaries of our Saviour, after the

equinox,2 and so ordered that the festival should continue

to be celebrated after the commencement of the spring. They
remarked that the Jews had always determined the iS' in

this way until the fall of Jerusalem. The defective practice

of not fixing the iB' according to the equinox was not intro-

duced among them until after that event.

We may see clearly what resulted from this rule. Who-
ever observed it, could no longer regulate his Easter according

to the 14th Nisan of the Jews, inasmuch as this day occurred

after the equinox. If the 14th fell before the equinox with

the Jews, the Christians ought to have said :
" The Jews

this year celebrate the 14th Nisan at a wrong date, a month
too soon : it is not the full moon before, but the full moon
after the equinox, which is the true full moon of Nisan."

We s&y full moon, for the 14th Nisan was always necessarily

at the full moon, since each month among the Jews began
with the new moon. In this case the Christians kept their

Easter a month later than the Jews, and determined it ac-

cording to the full moon after the vernal equinox. Hence
it resulted

—

1. That if a Johannean Quartodeciman 3
acted according to

the equinox, he always celebrated his Easter exactly on the

clay of the full moon after the equinox, without minding on
what day of the week it fell, or whether it coincided with

the Jewish 14th of Nisan or not.

2. That if a Western acted also according to the equinox,

he always celebrated his Easter on the Sunday after the full

moon which followed the vernal equinox. If the full moon

1 Ideler, I.e. Bd. i. S. 4SS-490.
2 Ideler, I.e. Bd. ii. S. 229 ; Weitzel, I.e. 20S, 224.
3 The Ebionite Quartodecimans acted entirely according to the Jewish man-

ner of computation at this period.
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fell on a Sunday, he kept the festival not on that Sunday,

but on the following one, and that because the day of the

resurrection (consequently his Easter) ought to be observed

not on the very day of the iB' (being the day of Christ's

death), but after the tS'.

We shall presently see that the latter manner of computa-

tion for regulating the celebration of the Easter festival was

adopted by many, if not all, in the West ; but we cannot deter-

mine whether many of the Asiatics did the same. The seventh

(eighth) of the so-called Apostolic Canons, besides, ordered

Easter to be celebrated universally after the vernal equinox.

When abandoning the way of Jewish computation, the

Christians had naturally much more difficulty in determining

the period of their Easter. It was necessary to make special

calculations in order to know when Easter would fall; and

the most ancient known calculation on this point is that of

Hippolytus, a disciple of S. Irenteus, who was erroneously

called Bishop of Pontus, but who was in fact a Roman priest

at the commencement of the third century, and was opposition

Bishop of Rome about the year 220 to 235. 1 Eusebius 2 says

of him, that in his book upon Easter he makes a computa-

tion, and bases it upon a canon of sixteen years. Nothing

more was known of this calculation or canon until in 1551,

on the way to Tivoli, not far from the Church of S. Lawrence,

there was discovered a marble statue of a bishop seated on

his throne. It is at present in the Vatican Museum. It was

recognised as the statue of Hippolytus, because a catalogue

of the works of the bishop represented was inscribed upon

die back of the throne. Upon the right side of the throne

is a table of the Easter full moons, calculated for a period of

a hundred and twelve years (from 222 to 333 after Christ).

Upon the left side is a table of the Easter Sundays for the

same period, and the calculation for both tables is based upon

the cycle of sixteen years mentioned by Eusebius : so that,

according to this calculation, after sixteen years, the Easter full

moon falls on the same day of the month, and not of the week
;

and after a hundred and twelve years it falls regularly on the

same day of the month, and of the week also. Ideler justly

1 Photii Biblioth. cod. 121 ; Dollinger, I.e. S. 249. * Euseb. vi. 22.
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remarks that Hippolytus might have abridged his calculation

one half, since according to it the full moon fell every eight

years on the same day of the month, and that every fifty-six

years it fell again on the same day of the month and of the

week also.
1

This point being settled, Hippolytus lays down the follow-

ing principles :

—

1. The fast should not cease till the Sunday. This is

expressly said in the inscription on the first table (engraven

on the right side of the throne).
2

2. It is thence established that it is the Sunday which

crives the rule, that the communion feast must then be cele-

brated, and the day of Christ's death on the Friday.

3. As Hippolytus always places the tB' after the 18th

March, doubtless he considered the 18th March as the

equinox, and this day formed the basis of his Easter calcula-

tions.

4. If the iS' fell on a Friday, he would keep Good Friday

on that day. If the tS' fell on a Saturday, he would not

keep Easter on the following day, but put it off for a week

(as occurred in the year 222). In the same way, if the tS'

fell on a Sunday, it was not that day, but the following Sun-

day, which was his Easter day (for example, in 227).

As Hippolytus was a disciple of S. Irenreus, and one of

the principal doctors of the Church of Rome, we may con-

sider his Easter calculation as exactly expressing the opinion

of the Westerns, and especially of the Church of Eome, on

the subject.

The Church of Alexandria also did not celebrate Easter

until after the equinox. The great Bishop Dionysius ex-

pressly says so in an Easter letter, now lost, which is men-

tioned by Eusebius.3 According to him, Dionysius must also

have published an Easter canon for eight years. At Alex-

andria, the city of astronomers, it would, besides, have been

easy for Bishop Dionysius to make a more exact computation

than that of Hippolytus, who had settled the question satis-

factorily for only a certain number of years.
4

1 Meier, I.e. Bd. ii. S. 222. 2 Cf. Weitzel, I.e. S. 200. 3 Euseb. vii. 20.

* Ideler, Handb. der Chron. ii. 224 and 226.
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But Dionysius was in his turn surpassed by another Alex-

andrian—Anatolius Bishop of Laodicea in Syria since 270,

who wrote a work upon the feast of Easter,
1
a fragment of

which has been preserved by Eusebius.
2 He discovered the

Easter cycle of nineteen years, and began it with the year

277, probably because in that year his calculation was

established.

1. Anatolius proceeds upon the principle that the ancient

Jews did not celebrate the passover until after the equinox,

and that consequently the Christian's Easter ought never to

be kept until after the vernal equinox.

2. He considers the 19th March as the
3 equinox.

o. He says nothing about the old question relating to the

fast, and the time when it should close ; but evidently, as

he was an Alexandrian, he followed the usual custom (and

not that of Asia).

This cycle of nineteen years was soon subjected to different

modifications, after which it was generally adopted in Alex-

andria from the time of Diocletian. The chief modification

was, that the Alexandrians placed the equinox not on the 19 th,

but on the 21st March, which was tolerably exact for that

period. Besides, when the iS' fell on a Saturday, they de-

parted from the systems of Anatolius and Hippolytus, and

celebrated Easter on the following day, as we do now.4 The

completion of this cycle of nineteen years is attributed to

Eusebius of Cresarea.
5

Such was the state of the question at the commencement

of the fourth century. It shows us that the differences in the

time for the celebration of Easter were at that time greater

than ever.

The introduction of the question about the equinox had

added fresh differences to the three former ones. Not only

did some of the Asiatics
6 continue the Jewish calculation

then in use, so that their Easter might fall before the equinox

;

1 Euseb. vii. 32, 33.

2 Cf. Ideler, I.e. ii. 227 ff., and the annotations (chiefly erroneous) by Peta-

vius on Epiph. Hares. 51, vol. ii. p. 188 sqq.

» Ideler, ii. 228.
4 Ideler, ii. 220, 234.

* Ideler, ii. 232.
6 Weitzel, I.e. 236.
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but some of the Westerns, not consulting the last astrono-

mical calculations, also celebrated their Easter before the

equinox.

The Quartodecimans, as well as those among the Westerns

who did not consider the equinox at all, often celebrated

Easter earlier than the rest of Christendom, and therefore

called themselves Protopaschites. But also among the Equi-

noctialists themselves there existed some difference : for the

Alexandrians calculated Easter according to the cycle of nine-

teen years, and took the 21st March as the date of the equinox

;

whilst the Eomans, as they followed Hippolytus, observed the

cycle of sixteen years (subsequently that of eighty-four years),

and placed the equinox on the 18th March. 1 When the full

moon occurred on the 19th March, it was considered by the

Latins the Easter full moon, and they celebrated their festival

on the following Sunday ; whilst with the Alexandrians this

full moon was before the equinox, and consequently they

waited for another full moon, and celebrated their Easter a

month after the day considered right by the Latins.

These serious and numerous differences were indeed very

lamentable, and were the cause of many disputes and frequent

troubles in countries where these different modes simulta-

neously existed. They often made the Christians an object of

the most bitter ridicule on the part of the heathen.2 Indeed,

the Council of Aries perfectly responded to the exigencies of

the times, when in 314 it endeavoured to establish unanimity

upon this question. This Synod commanded in its very first

canon, that henceforth Easter should be celebrated uno die et

uno tempore per omncm orbeni, and that, according to custom,

the Pope should send letters everywhere on this subject.
3

The Synod therefore wished to make the Roman mode pre-

dominant, and to suppress every other, even the Alexandrian

(supposing that the difference between the Alexandrian and

the Eoman calculation was known to the bishops at Aries).

But the ordinances of Aries were not accepted everywhere,

and they failed to establish uniformity in the Church. The

decision of an oecumenical council became necessary ; and, in

.
1 Ideler, I.e. ii. 247, 252. 2 Epiph. Hceres. 70. 14 ; Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 5.

s Mansi, Collect. Cone. ii. 471 ; Hard. i. 263. See above, p. 184.

X
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fact, the first (Ecumenical Council of Nica^a was occupied with

this business. We are ignorant of the detailed debates on

this subject, knowing only the result as we find it in the

encyclical letter of the Council,
1 and in the Emperor's circular.

2

In the former document, the Council thus addresses the

Church of Alexandria, and its well-beloved brethren in Egypt,

Libya, and Pentapolis :
" We give you good news of the unity

which has been established respecting the holy passover. In

fact, according to your desire, we have happily elucidated this

business. All the brethren in the East who formerly cele-

brated Easter with the Jews, will henceforth keep it at the

same time as the Eomans, with us, and with all those who
from ancient times have celebrated the feast at the same time

with us."
3

The Emperor Constantine made the following announce-

ment in his letter to all who were not present at the Council

:

" When the question relative to the sacred festival of Easter

arose, it was universally thought that it would be convenient

that all should keep the feast on one day ; for what could be

more beautiful and more desirable, than to see this festival,

through which we receive the hope of immortality, celebrated

by all with one accord, and in the same manner ? It was

declared to be particularly unworthy for this, the holiest of

all festivals, to follow the custom (the calculation) of the

Jews, who had soiled their hands with the most fearful of

crimes, and whose minds were blinded. In rejecting their

custom,4 we may transmit to our descendants the legitimate

mode of celebrating Easter, which we have observed from the

time of the Saviour's Passion to the present clay (according to

the day of the week). We ought not therefore to have any-

thing in common with the Jews, for the Saviour has shoAvn

us another way : our worship follows a more legitimate and

more convenient course (the order of the days of the week)

;

and consequently, in unanimously adopting this mode, we

1 Socrates, Hist. Ecclcs. i. 9.

s Socrates, I.e. ; Thcodoiet, Hist. Eccl. i. 10 ; Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 17.

3 Socrates, i. 9.

4 We must read tSaus, not 'ifaivs, as the Mainz impression of the edition of

Valerius has it.
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desire, dearest brethren, to separate ourselves from the detest-

able company of the Jews, for it is truly shameful for us to

hear them boast that without their direction we could not

keep this feast. How can they be in the right,—they who,

after the death of the Saviour, have no longer been led by

reason, but by wild violence, as their delusion may urge

them ? They do not possess the truth in this Easter question
;

for, in their blindness and repugnance to all improvements,

they frequently celebrate two passovers in the same year.
1

We could not imitate those who are openly in error. How,
then, could we follow these Jews, who are most certainly

blinded by error ? for to celebrate the passover twice in one

year is totally inadmissible. But even if this were not so, it

would still be your duty not to tarnish your soul by com-

munications with such wicked people (the Jews). Besides,

consider well, that in such an important matter, and on a

subject of such great solemnity, there ought not to be any

division. Our Saviour has left us only one festal day of our

redemption, that is to say, of His holy passion, and He desired

(to establish) only one Catholic Church. Think, then, how
unseemly it is, that on the same day some should be fasting,

whilst others are seated at a banquet
;

2 and that after Easter,

some should be rejoicing at feasts, whilst others are still ob-

serving a strict fast.
3 For this reason, Divine Providence

1 When the /S' fell before the equinox, the Jews kept the passover also before

the equinox ; but as the new solar year had not then commenced, the Jews had
celebrated two passovsrs in the course of one solar year (from one spring to

another).
2 Supposing the tV fell on a Friday, the Ebionite Quartodeciman celebrated

the feast of the passover on that day, but the Catholics regarded the day as a

rigorous fast. But even among the orthodox it was possible that some should

be fasting while others were feasting. The Johannean Quartodecimans (see

above, p. 313) finished their fast on the il' at midnight, and thus it might be on

Thursday, whilst the Westerns continued their fast till Sunday. Finally, the

"Westerns, or followers of the ordinary custom, were not at one among themselves.

Those, for instance, as the Protopaschites, who paid no regard to the equinox,

or who placed it on a wrong day, might have (as we have seen, p. 321) their

Easter feast and fast about a month earlier than the others, and consequently

were fasting while these were feasting, and their fast was long past when it was

beginning with the others.

3 When, e.g., the Protopaschites had celebrated their Easter, their fast was at

an end, while the Equinoctialists still had their fast. Besides, the Johannean

and Ebionite Quartodecimans ended their fast and had their Easter on the <S*
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wills that this custom should be rectified and regulated in a

uniform way ; and every one, I hope, will agree upon this

point. As, on the one hand, it is our duty not to have any-

thing in common with the murderers of our Lord, and as, on

the other, the custom now followed by the Churches of the

West, of the South, and of the North, and by some of those of

the East, is the most acceptable, it has appeared good to all,

and I have been guarantee for your consent, that you would

accept it with joy, as it is followed at Lome, in Africa, in all

Italy, Egypt, Spain, Gaul, Britain, Libya, in all Achaia,and in the

dioceses of Asia, of Pontus, and Cilicia. You should consider

not only that the number of churches in these provinces make

a majority, but also that it is right to demand what our

reason approves, and that we should have nothing in common

with the Jews. To sum up in few words : by the unanimous

judgment of all, it has been decided that the most holy festival

of Easter should be everywhere celebrated on one and the

same day, and it is not seemly that in so holy a tiling there

should be any division. As this is the state of the case,

accept joyfully the divine favour, and this truly divine com-

mand ; for all which takes place in assemblies of the bishops

ought to be regarded as proceeding from the will of God.

Make known to your brethren wThat has been decreed, keep

this most holy day according to the prescribed mode ; we can

thus celebrate this holy Easter day at the same time, if it is

granted me, as I desire, to unite myself with you ;
we can

rejoice together, seeing that the divine power has made use

of our instrumentality for destroying the evil designs of the

devil, and thus causing faith, peace, and unity to flourish

amongst us. May God graciously protect you, my beloved

brethren."
1

We find no further details in the acts. But it is easy to

understand that the Fathers of the Council took as the basis

of their decision the computation Avhich was most generally

admitted among orthodox Christians, that is, the one which

regulated the ih' according to the equinox, and Easter Sunday

and consequently might feast whilst the Westerns continued their fast to the

Sunday.
1 Luseb. Vila Const, iii. 18-20.
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according to the 18'. We have a letter of Constantine's upon

this point, which clearly shows the mind of the Council ; for,

according to this letter, the Synod requires, 1st, that Easter day

should always be a Sunday (and therefore decides against the

Qunrtodecimans) ; and 2d, that it should never be celebrated

at the same time as the feast of the Jews. It results from this

second decision, that according to the Synod, if the iB' should

fall on a Sunday, Easter was not to be celebrated on thac

Sunday, but a week later. And this for two reasons: (1)

Because the tS' indicates the day of the Saviour's death, and

that the festival of the resurrection ought to follow that clay,

and not to coincide with it
; (2) because in those years when

the tS' should fall on a Sunday, Christians would be celebrat-

ing their Easter at the same time as the Jews, which was what

the Synod wished to avoid. The third decision made at Xicasa

was (3) to forbid Christians to celebrate Easter twice in one

year ; that is to say, that the equinox should be considered in

all calculations about Easter.

In my opinion, there is no doubt that Constantine, in his

letter, which has every appearance of being a synodical letter,

mentioned only the decisions really arrived at by the Council.

This indubitable fact being once admitted, it must certainly

be acknowledged also that the Synod was right in giving

rules for determining Easter day. Perhaps it did not explain

expressly the principles which formed the basis of the three

decisions given above, but undoubtedly all these decisions

showed them sufficiently. When Ideler maintains 1 " that

the rule clearly enunciated in S. Epiphanius 2 had not been

expressly prescribed by the Council of Nicrea," this opinion has

no foundation, unless Ideler plays upon the word expressly

;

for Epiphanius gives, as the basis of his computation, the

same three rules already laid down by the Nicene Council

and in the letter of Constantine,—the observation of the

Equinox, placing the th' after the equinox, and placing the

Sunday after the 18'. Ideler appears to me to have too easily

accepted the theories in the second book of Christian Walch's

Dccrcti Nicccni clc Paschalc cxplicatio, which are opposed to our

opinionr..

1 Ideler, ii. 207. * Epiph. Hcer. 50. 3 and 70. 11.
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It may "be asked whether the Council intended to give the

preference to the Roman computation, against the Alex-

andrian. Both rested upon the three rules accepted by the

Council; but the Romans considered the 18th March, and

the Alexandrians the 21st March, as the terminus a quo of

the Easter full moon. According to Ideler, our Synod did

not take much notice of this difference, and seemed indeed

to entirely ignore it.
1 The acts of the Council, in fact, do

not show that it knew of this difference. The tenor of Con-

stantine's letter seems to authorize the opinion expressed by

Ideler. The synodical letter indeed says: "In future, all

shall celebrate Easter with the Romans, with us, and with

all," etc. ; and Constantine supposes that the manner of cele-

brating Easter among the Romans and the Egyptians, and

consequently among the Alexandrians, is identical.
2 How-

ever, the great importance of the Easter question, and the

particular value which it had at the time of the Nicene

Council, hardly allow it to be supposed that the differences

between the Roman and Alexandrian computations should

not have been known in such a large assemblage of learned

men, among whom were Romans and Alexandrians. It is

much more rational to admit that these differences were well

known, but that they were passed over without much discus-

sion. To act thus was indeed an absolute necessity, if they

wished to arrive at complete uniformity upon the Easter ques-

tion ; and what we are now saying is not a pure hypothesis,

for Cyril of Alexandria says :
" The General Synod has unani-

mously decreed that, since the Church of Alexandria is ex-

perienced in such sciences, she should announce by letter

every year to the Roman Church the day on which Easter

should be celebrated, so that the whole Church might then

learn the time for. the festival through apostolical authority"

{i.e. oi the Bishop of Rome).
3

Pope Leo. I. expresses himself in the same way in his letter

1 Ideler, ii. 238. * See above, pp. 323, 324.

:i The Prologus Pasclialls of Cyril, in which this passage is found, no longer

exists, except in Latin. It was edited by Tetavius (Doclrina Tempor. vol. ii.

Append, p. 502) and by Bucherius (Doctrina Tempor. p. 481), and commented

upon by Van dor Hagen (Observaliones in Proloy. p. 41). Cfi Ideler, ii. 258 i.
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to the Emperor Marcian. He says: " Studucrunt itaquc sancti

Patres " (he certainly understands by that the Fathers of

Niccea, though he does not expressly say so) " occasioncm,

hvjus erroris avferrc, omncm heme curam Alexandrine* epis-

copo delegantes (quoniam a/pud JEgyptios hujus supputationis

antiquitus traditei esse videoatur pcritiei), per quem quotannis

dies prcedictaz solemnitatis Scdi apostolical inclicaretur, cvjus

scriptis ad longinquiores Ecclcsias indicium generate percur-

rcret."
1

If Pope Leo is in the right, this text teaches us

two things : (1) That the Synod of Nicaaa gave the prefer-

ence to the Alexandrian computation over the Roman, whilst

the contrary had been decreed at Aries
; (2) That the Synod

found a very good way of smoothing difficulties, by ordaining

that the Alexandrian Church should announce the day for

Easter to the Church of Rome, and that Rome should make
it known to the whole Church.

Another account taken from S. Ambrose agrees very well

with what S. Leo says. S. Ambrose tells us, indeed, that

according to the advice of several mathematicians, the Synod

of Nicaea adopted the cycle of nineteen years.
2 Now this is

the Alexandrian cycle ; and in fact, in charging the Church

of Alexandria to tell the day for Easter every year to the

Church of Rome, it adopted the Alexandrian cycle.
3

Dupin therefore took useless trouble when he tried to prove

that the Fathers of Mcasa had simply given occasion for the

adoption of this canon.
4 The Benedictine editions of the

works of S. Ambrose have also weakened the meaning of

the words of S. Ambrose, by making him say that the Nicene

Fathers had indeed mentioned this cycle, but that they had

not positively ordered it to be used.
5

It is rather remarkable that the Synod should not have

placed its decision as to the celebration of the festival of

Easter among its canons. None of the canons of the Council,

not even those of doubtful authenticity, treat of this subject.

1 Ep. 121 (alias 94), ed. Bailer, i. 122S.

* Ep, ad Ep'iscopos per jEmlliam. j Op. ii. 8S0. Cf. Meier, ii. 211.
5 Ideler, ii. 212.
4 Dupin, Nouvelle BibUotMque des auteurs eccl. ii. 316, ed. Paris 1693.
6 Dionysius the Less expresses himself like S. Ambrose. Cf. Ideler, ii. 212.

*.
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Perhaps the Synod wished to conciliate those who were not

ready to give np immediately the customs of the Quarto-

decimans. It refused to anathematize a practice which had

been handed down from apostolic times in several orthodox

Churches.
1

The differences in the way of fixing the period of Easter

did not indeed disappear after the Council of Nicsea. Alex-

andria and Rome could not agree, either because one of the

two Churches neglected to make the calculation for Easter, or

because the other considered it inaccurate. It is a fact, proved

by the ancient Easter table of the Roman Church,2 that the

cycle of eighty-four years continued to be used at Rome as

before. Now this cycle differed in many ways from the

Alexandrian, and did not always agree with it about the

period for Easter. In fact, (a) the Romans used quite another

method from the Alexandrians : they calculated from the epact,

and began from the feria prima of January.
3

(/3) The Romans

were mistaken in placing the full moon a little too soon

;

whilst the Alexandrians placed it a little too late.
4

(7) At

Rome the equinox was supposed to fall on the 18th March
;

whilst the Alexandrians placed it on the 21st March. (S)

Finally, the Romans differed in this from the Greeks also :

they did not celebrate Easter the next day when the full

moon fell on the Saturday.

Even the year following the Council of Nicrea—that is, in

326—as well as in the years 330, 333, 340, 341, 343, the

Latins celebrated Easter on a different day from the Alex-

andrians.
5 In order to put an end to this misunderstanding,

the Synod of Sardica in 343, as we learn from the newly-

discovered festival letters of S. Athanasius,
6 took up again the

question of Easter, and brought the two parties (Alexandrians

and Romans) to regulate, by means of mutual concessions, a

common day for Easter for the next fifty years.
7 This com-

promise, after a few years, was not observed. The troubles

excited by the Arian heresy, and the division which it caused

between the East and the West, prevented the decree of

1 Ideler, ii. 204. 2 Ideler, ii. 249 ff.
3 Ideler, ii. 245 f.

* Ideler, ii. 240, 277. 5 Ide'er, ii. 2.r>3. G They are edited by Larsow.

? Of this again, further on, in the history of the Synod of Sardica.
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Sardica from being put into execution ; therefore the Emperor

Theodosius the Great, after the re-establishment of peace in

the Church, found himself obliged to take fresh steps for

obtaining a complete uniformity in the manner of celebrating

Easter. In 387, the Pomans having kept Easter on the

21st March, the Alexandrians did not do so for five weeks

later—that is to say, till the 25 th April—because with the

Alexandrians the equinox was not till the 21st March.

The Emperor Theodosius the Great then asked Theophilus

Bishop of Alexandria for an explanation of the difference.

The bishop responded to the Emperor's desire, and drew up

a chronological table of the Easter festivals, based upon the

principles acknowledged by the Church of Alexandria. Un-
fortunately, we now possess only the prologue of his work.1

Upon an invitation from Iiome, S. Ambrose also men-

tioned the period of this same Easter in 387, in his letter to

the bishops of /Emilia, and he sides with the Alexandrian

computation. Cyril of Alexandria abridged the paschal table

of his uncle Theophilus, and fixed the time for the ninety-

five following Easters, that is, from 436 to 531 after Christ.
2

Besides this, Cyril showed, in a letter to the Pope, what was

defective in the Latin calculation ; and this demonstration was

taken up again, some time after, by order of the Emperor, by

Paschasinus Bishop of Lilybosum and Proterius of Alexandria,

in a letter written by them to Pope Leo I.
3 In consequence

of these communications, Pope Leo often gave the preference

to the Alexandrian computation, instead of that of the Church

of Pome.4 At the same time also was generally established,

the opinion so little entertained by the ancient authorities of

the Church—one might even say, so strongly in contradiction

to their teaching—that Christ partook of the passover on the

14th Nisan, that He died on the 15 th (not on the 14th, as

the ancients considered), that He lay in the grave on the lGth,

and rose again on the 17th. In the letter we have just

mentioned, Proterius of Alexandria openly admitted all these

different points.

Some years afterwards, in 457, Victor of Aquitaine, by

1 Ideler, ii. 254. 2 Ideler, ii. 259.

• Ideler, ii. 264-2G7. * Ideler, ii. 265.
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order of the Roman 'Archdeacon Hilary, endeavoured to mate

the Boman and the Alexandrian calculations agree together.

It has been conjectured that subsequently Hilary, when Pope,

brought Victor's calculation into use, in 456, that is, at the

time when the cycle of eighty-four years came to an end.
1

In the latter cycle the new moons were marked more accu-

rately, and the chief differences existing between the Latin and

Greek calculations disappeared ; so that the Easter of the Latins

generally coincided with that of Alexandria, or was only a

very little removed from it. In cases when the iB' fell on a

Saturday, Victor did not wish to decide whether Easter should

be celebrated the next day, as the Alexandrians did, or should

be postponed for a week. He indicates both dates in his

table, and leaves the Pope to decide what was to be done in

each separate case.
2 Even after Victor's calculations, there

still remained great differences in the manner of fixing the

celebration of Easter ; and it was Dionysius the Less who first

completely overcame them, by giving to the Latins a paschal

table having as its basis the cycle of nineteen years. This

cycle perfectly corresponded to that of Alexandria, and thus

established that harmony which had been so long sought in

vain. He showed the advantages of his calculation so strongly,

that it was admitted by Borne and by the whole of Italy;
3 whilst

almost the whole of Gaul remained faithful to Victor's canon,

and Great Britain still held the cycle of eighty-four years, a

little improved by Sulpicius Severus.
4 When the Heptarchy

was evangelized by the Boman missionaries, the new converts

accepted the calculation of Dionysius, whilst the ancient

Churches of Wales held fast their old tradition. Prom this

arose the well-known British dissensions about the celebra-

tion of Easter, which were transplanted by Columban into

Gaul.
5 In 729, the majority of the ancient British Churches

accepted the cycle of nineteen years. It had before been

introduced into Spain, immediately after the conversion of

Reccared. Finally, under Charles the. Great, the cycle of nine-

1 Ideler, ii. 284. * Ideler, ii. 283.

3 Ideler, ii. 293. * Ideler, ii. 2%.
* See the article Columban in Kirchenlex. by Wetzer and Wulte, 13d. ii,

• Ideler, ii. 297. .
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teen years triumphed over all opposition ; and thus the whole

of Christendom was united, for the Quartodecimans had gra-

dually disappeared.
1

Before returning to the Quartodecimans, we will here add

some details for the completion of what has been said on the

Easter question. In ancient times, the entire duration of a

year was calculated erroneously. Thus it happened by degrees,

that the equinox, instead of falling on the 21st March as

announced by the calendar, really fell on the 11th March of

the calendar then in use. The calculations upon the lunar

months also contained many errors. For this reason, in 1582,

Pope Gregory xin. introduced a calendar improved by Alois

Lilius of Calabria, by the Jesuit Clavius, and others. The

improvements of this calendar were : 1st, That the morrow of

the 4th October 1582 was counted as the 15th October, and

the calendar was thus made to agree with astronomical cal-

culations ; 2d, The Easter full moon was calculated much more

accurately than before, and rules were established for the

future prevention of the difficulties which had been previously

experienced. Every fourth year was to be leap year, with the

exception of the secular year (i.e. the year at the end of the

century)
;
yet even in this case, in four secular years, one

was to be leap year. Thus the years 1600 and 2000 are

leap years, whilst the years 1700 and 1800 and 1900 are

not so.
8

The Gregorian Calendar from this time came into use in all

Catholic countries. The Greek Church would not admit it.

Protestants accepted it in 1775, after long hesitation and

much dissension.
3 In the time of Gregory xm. the difference

between the calendar and the real astronomical year was ten

days ; if this calendar had not been changed, it would have been

eleven days in 1700, and twelve in 1800 : for this reason

the Ptussians with their Julian Calendar are now twelve days

behind us.
4 But even the Gregorian Calendar itself is not

1 Ideler, ii. 298. 2 Ideler, ii. 303. 3 Ideler, ii. 325.

* With us indeed, the years 1700 and 1800 were not leap years, which they

were according to the Julian Calendar. There are therefore altogether twelve

days of difference between the two calculations. By not counting the years

1700 and 1800 as leap years, an entire agreement lias been established between

the Gregorian Calendar and the real astronomical year.
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quite exact ; for, according to the calculations of Lai ancle,

which are now generally admitted, the duration of a tropical

year is shorter by 24 seconds than the Gregorian Calendar,

so that after 3600 years it would differ by one clay from the

astronomical year.
1

Besides this, the Gregorian Calendar has

not fixed the months with perfect accuracy. A somewhat de-

fective cycle was selected on account of its greater simplicity
;

so that, astronomically speaking, the Easter full moon may
rise two hours after the time calculated by the calendar : thus,

it might be at one o'clock on the Sunday morning, whilst an-

nounced by the calendar for eleven o'clock on Saturday night.

In this case Easter would be celebrated on that same Sunday,

when it ought to be on the following Sunday.

We remark, finally, that the Gregorian Calendar occasionally

makes our Christian Easter coincide with the Jewish passover,

as for instance in 1825.2 This coincidence is entirely con-

trary to the spirit of the Nicene Council ; but it is impossible

to avoid it, without violating the rule for finding Easter which

is now universally adopted.

Sec. 38. TJie later Quartodccimans.

The Council of Nicrea was to find more difficulty in the

East than in the West in establishing complete uniformity in

the celebration of Easter. Without regard to the synodical

decisions, many Quartodecimans continued to celebrate Easter

according to their old custom. The Synod of Antioch in 341

was even obliged to threaten them with ecclesiastical penal-

ties if they did not adopt the common rules. It did so in

these words, in its first canon :
" All those who do not observe

the decision respecting the holy festival of Easter made by the

holy and great Synod of Nicrea, assembled in the presence of

the most pious Emperor Constantine, are to be excommuni-

cated and cut off from the Church if they continue obstinate

in rejecting the legal rule." The preceding refers to the

laity. But if a pastor of the Church, a bishop, priest, or

deacon, acted contrary to this decree, and ventured, to the

great scandal of the people, and at the risk of troubling the

Church, to Judaize, and to celebrate Easter with the Jews,

1 Ideler, ii. 305. 2 Idelcr. ii. 320.
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the Synod considered him as no longer forming part of the

Church, seeing that lie not only bore the weight of his own
sin, but that he was also guilty of the fall of several others.

This clergyman is by the very fact itself deposed ; and not he

alone, but also all those who continue to go to him after his

deposition. Such as are deposed have no longer any right to

any of the outward honour given them by the sacred office

with which they were invested.
1

These threatenings were not entirely successful. On the

contrary, we learn from S. Epiphanius 2
that in his time, about

the year 400 after Christ, there were still many Quartodeci-

mans, and that they were even disagreed among themselves.

As to their faith, they are orthodox, said S. Epiphanius
;

3 but

they hold too much to Jewish fables, i.e. they observe the

Jewish Easter, and build upon the passage :
" Cursed is he

who does not celebrate his passover on the 14th Kisan." 4

All that we know respecting these Quartodecimans may be

summed up as follows :

—

a. They celebrate one day only, whilst the Catholic Easter

lasts for a whole week.5

b. On that day, the day of the tS', they fast, and they

communicate : they fast till three o'clock, consequently not a

whole day ; wThich S. Epiphanius ° disapproves.

c. One party among them (in Cappadocia) always cele-

brated Easter on the 25th March, on whatever day of the

week it might fall, according to the (apocryphal) Acta Pilati,

which says that Jesus Christ died on the 25 th March.7

d. Others did not for that reason abandon the 14th
Nisan, but hoped to make the two dates agree, by celebrating

their Easter on the day of the full moon immediately follow-

ing the 25 th March.8

According to this, the Quartodecimans of S. Epiphanius

fall into three classes, one of which abandons the 18', and con-

sequently separates itself considerably from the Jews. It is

1 Mansi, Colled. Concil. ii. 1307 srp 2 Epiph. Hceres. 50.
" Epiph. c. 1.

4 Ex. xii. 15. These exact words do not anywhere occur. They are a kind
of summary of the requirements of the law.

—

Ed.
s Epiph. Hceres. 50, c. 1. 6 Epiph. c. 2.

* Epiph. c. 1. « Weitzel, I.e. S. 212, 249.
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impossible to determine whether the other classes followed

the ancient or the new method of the Jews in their calcula-

tion for Easter; but the praise which S. Epiphanius gives

them for their orthodoxy proves that they were not Ebionites,

but that they were attached to the Johannean tradition

which was for a long time prevalent in Asia Minor.

Sec. 39. Tlie Audians.

The Audians, or Odians,1
are a remarkable branch of the

Quartodecimans : they lived in cloisters, and followed the rules

of the monastic life. Their foundation was derived from a

certain Audius of Mesopotamia, about the time of the Synod

of Nicrea. Audius had become celebrated by the severity of

his asceticism ; and Epiphanius, who mentions him in his

History of Heretics? treats him with all possible favour, so

much so that the ascetic with whom he sympathizes makes

him almost forget the schismatic. Audius, he says,
3 had cen-

sured the abuses which had been introduced into the Church,

particularly the luxury and avarice of several of the bishops

and clergy, and had therefore brought upon himself much

hatred and persecution. He had borne all with patience,

when finally the blows and unworthy treatment of which he

was the object, forced him, so to speak, to excommunicate

himself, and together with a few partisans, among whom were

found some bishops and priests, to form a particular sect.

As for the rest, adds Epiphanius, he had certainly not

fallen from the true faith : at most, he could be accused only

of having expressed and maintained a singular opinion upon

a point of small importance. Like several ancient doctors,

e.g. Melito, Audius anthropomorphically considered the resem-

blance of man to God to be in the body,—an opinion which

S. Epiphanius has refuted in a rather long dissertation.
4

Before beginning the refutation of Audius, Epiphanius relates

that this ascetic was consecrated bishop after he left the

Church, by a bishop who had left the Church with him. He

1 Called also Audteans. See Epiph. Hour. 70 ; Aug. de Hares. 50. Cf,

"Walch, iii. 300-321.—Ed.
2 Epiplian. Hceres. 70. * *•& c. 1.

4 Epiph. Hceres. 70, c. 2-8 inclusive.
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adds that the Audians lived by the work of their hands, and

that their whole life was truly praiseworthy.1

According to Epiphanius, the second difference between the

Audians and the Church was about the celebration of the

festival of Easter. From the ninth chapter S. Epiphanius

seeks to express very explicitly what he understands by this

difference, but his exposition is not clear.

The Audians set out from this fundamental principle

:

Easter must be celebrated at the same time (but not in the

same manner) as with the Jews. This practice had been that

of the primitive Church ; and it was only from consideration

for the Emperor Constantine, and in order to celebrate his

birthday, that it had been abolished at Mcsea. Epiphanius

refutes this last accusation of the Audians, by showing that,

according to the rules of Niccea, Easter could not always fall

on the same day of the month : therefore it could not always

fall on the Emperor's birthday.2

To support their manner of celebrating Easter, Epiphanius

says,
3
that the Audians quoted a sacred book, Siardgei? twv

aTToo-ToXcov. This book, Ave see, bears the same title as our

so-called Apostolic Constitutions ; but the fragments of it given

by S. Epiphanius are not to be found in our text of the

Apostolic Constitutions, and especially upon the Easter ques-

tion they disagree with the contents of these Constitutions.

S. Epiphanius spares no praise of the orthodoxy of these

StaTu^eis: he even finds that as to discipline it is quite

conformed to the custom of the Church. Only the Audians

interpret it erroneously in what concerns the celebration of

the Easter festival. The apostles in these Siardgeis give the

following rule :
" You (that is, you Gentile Christians) ought

to celebrate Easter at the same time as your brethren who
have been Jews (e/c 7re/3n-Oyu%)."

4 The apostles meant : You
ought to act like the rest of the faithful ; whilst the Audians

interpreted their words thus : You ought to celebrate Easter

with the Jews (ol iv 7repirofirj). If, however, the apostolic

rule meant, in a general way, that they ought to celebrate

Easter with other Christians, Epiphanius concludes with

1 Epiph. Hares. 70, c. 2.
2 Epiph. Hares. 70, c. 9.

3 Epiph. Hares. 70, c. 10- * Epiph. Hares. 70. 10.
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reason that the Audians ought now to bow to the commands

of the Council of Nicaea ; for in speaking thus, the Siardgeis

had in view the unity and uniformity of the Church. S.

Epiphanius proves that the BtaTa^ea really only desired unity,

and that they gave no directory of their own for the keeping

of the festival. He quotes the following passage in support of

his sentiments :
" Even if those whose manner of celebrating

Easter you have adopted should be mistaken in their views,

you ought not to regard it." The Siardtjeis did not therefore

intend to prescribe the best and most correct practice, but to

induce the minority to follow the majority ; and as Christians

who had been Jews formed this majority, they recommended

Jewish practice for the establishment of unity.
1

Up to this S. Epiphanius is clear and intelligible ; but what

follows is full ol difficulties, many of which are perhaps in-

soluble. Here is all that we can say with any certainty about

these riddles of CEdipus, as Petavius calls them in his notes

upon Epiphanius.2

To prove to the Audians that they should follow the sense

and not the letter of the hiard^et^, he seeks to show that,

taken in a literal sense, the text contains contradictions. In

proof, he gives the following passage in the eleventh chapter

:

" Whilst the Jews have their festival of joy (the passover),

you should weep and fast on their account, because it was

on the day of this feast that they nailed the Saviour to the

cross. And when they weep and eat unleavened bread with

bitter herbs, you should celebrate your festival of joy."

Now, as the Jews held this festival on a Sunday, it would

follow, according to the SiaTd^eis, that Christians should

weep and fast on the Sunday. But this is forbidden, and

the Siardgeis themselves say, " Cursed be he who fasts on

the Sunday." Here there is a manifest contradiction ; and,

looked at closely, there is even a double contradiction : for,

1st, It is commanded to fast, and yet not to fast on the

Sunday ; and 2d, This precept is in opposition to the

other, which the Audians pretend to draw from the Siara^et?,

namely, that they ought to celebrate Easter with the Jews.

Thus, says Epiphanius, the Ziard^eis, according to the opinio^

1 Epiph. I.e. c. 10 and 14. 8 Vol. ii. p. 297.
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of the Audians on the one side, require Easter to be kept

with the Jews ; and on the other, they require Christians to

do the contrary of what the Jews do. S. Epiphanius then

tries to smooth this difficulty about the literal sense, and does

it in the following way :
" When the Jews celebrate their

feast after the equinox, you may do so at the same time as

they ; but if, according to their new and wrong reckoning,

they celebrate it before the equinox, you should not imitate

them : for in that case there would be two celebrations of

Easter in the same year."

S. Epiphanius having this solution in mind, had already

made allusion to it at the beginning of the eleventh chapter,

by remarking that Easter was calculated according to the

sun, the equinox, and the moon, whilst the Jews paid no

attention to the equinox. By this remark he interrupts his

demonstration of the contradictions contained in the hiard^ei^.

He had said, indeed, at the end of the tenth chapter :
" Even

the terms (the terms of the Siardgeis:) contain a contradiction,

for they contain the command to observe the fast of the vigil

during the time of the feast of unleavened bread (fieaa^ovrcov

tcov aty/xcov). Now, according to ecclesiastical calculation,

that is not possible every year." With Petavius, I think

that Epiphanius here simply says the same as in the eleventh

chapter :
" When the Jews feast, we should fast ; but the

repast of the Jews often takes place on the Sabbath, during

which day it is forbidden to fast." The meaning, then, of

the words quoted above is this :
" They demand that we

should fast on the day of the feast of unleavened bread, that

is, on the day of the tS' (fxecra^. uC. = during the time of

unleavened bread). But, according to the Church calendar,

that is not always possible, because sometimes the iS' falls

on a Sunday." I regard, then, the last words of the tenth

chapter as merely announcing the contradiction which is

afterwards shown in the eleventh chapter. Weitzel gives

another meaning to these words -,

1 " The vigil of Easter (be-

fore the festival of the resurrection) should always fall in

the middle of the week of unleavened bread, which is not

always possible, according to the ecclesiastical calculation."

1 Die chrlstllche Passafeier, S. 258.

Y
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It is quite true that this coincidence could not always take

place according to the calculation of Nicsea ;
but it would

have been of no use for Epiphanius to appeal to the Council

of Nicsea, as it was no authority to the Audians. With

them, on the contrary, the eve of the festival of the resurrec-

tion always fell about the middle of the week of unleavened

bread, that is to say, at the end of the second clay. Besides,

the connection between the tenth and eleventh chapters, and

the line of argument of S. Epiphanius, render necessary the

explanation which we have given of this passage.

In bringing forward these contradictions of the Btardgeis,

S. Epiphanius simply wished to refute the exaggerated Quarto-

decimanism of the Audians ; but he does not mean to say

that these same Audians followed all these principles of the

Biardtjeis. He does not say, " You celebrate Easter with

the Jews, and you fast when they are eating the passover."

On the contrary, it appears that they were ignorant of these

further requirements of the Buna%ei<; ; for Epiphanius does

not in the least reproach them with acting in this way. He

does not suppose in any way that they so hold it, but he

shows them that that is what the BcaTa^e^ teach. All that

we know of the way of celebrating Easter in use among the

Audians is therefore reduced to this :

—

a. They always celebrated Easter with the Jews, conse-

quently on the day of the iB'.

b. They did not separate themselves from the Jews, even

when the latter kept their passover before the equinox. This

twofold practice is entirely in harmony with what we know

of the origin and character of the Audians. Before separating

from the Church, they shared the sentiments of many Asiatic

Christians; that is to say, they were Johannean Quarto-

decimans, who celebrated their Easter, communicated, and

ended their fast on the day of the iB'. The orthodoxy of

the Church which they left (the Catholic Church of Asia

Minor), and the praises of S. Epiphanius of their faith, do

not allow us to suppose that they could have been Ebionite

Quartodecimans. Epiphanius does not say that they cele-

brate Easter in the same manner as the Jews, but only that

they celebrate it at the same time as the Jews. Neither
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must we conclude that they were Ebionites because they

sometimes kept Easter with the Jews before the equinox.

That only proves that they followed the cS' closely, simply,

and literally, without troubling themselves with astronomical

calculations. When the Jews celebrated the *S', they kept

their Christian feast.

We have seen that they appealed to an apocryphal book.

We do not know if they followed the rules of this book on

other points. The analysis which Epiphanius makes of all

the passages of the Scardgeis shows us that the Audians did

not follow entirely the rules given in this work about the

celebration of Easter. It is not easy to determine the exact

meaning of these rules. As Epiphanius understands them,

they set forth the following requirements :
—

" When the Jews
keep their passover after the equinox, you may celebrate

Easter at the same time ; but if, according to their new and

erroneous reckoning, they keep it before the equinox, you

ought not to imitate them." Weitzel o;ives another meaning

to this passage :
" When the Jews eat," etc. He believes

that the Bt,ard^et<; wish to establish a middle course between

the Western and Eastern practices—that Quartodecimanism

is their basis ; to which they add the two following direc-

tions :

—

a. On the day of the iS', when the Jews keep their pass-

over, you should fast and weep, because it is the day of Christ's

death.

b. But when the Jews are mourning on the days following

the passover, or more exactly, on the Mazot days, you should

feast, that is to say, you should celebrate your Easter festival

on the day of the resurrection.

They therefore preserved on one side the Asiatic practice,

which required that Easter should be regulated according to

the day of the month ; and on the other, they admitted the

Pioman custom, which was to fast on the day of Christ's death,

and to celebrate the festival on the day of His resurrection.

The eve of that clay would then be the d<ypv7rvia fxeaa^ovTtov

twv dtyjuLCdv spoken of by Epiphanius at the end of the tenth

chapter. We have shown above that this latter opinion was
without foundation ; and besides, Weitzel's hypothesis has
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also this against it, that it makes the StaTa£et<? offer a very

strange compromise between the Easter usage of the Westerns

and that of the Asiatics,—a compromise which is found no-

where else, and which the Audians would not have accepted.

Epiphanius gives the following information upon the after-*

history of the Audians, and the duration of this sect of the

Quartodecimans. As Audius was continually trying to spread

his doctrine further, and as he had already gained both men

and women to his side,
1 the bishops complained of him to the

Emperor, who banished him to Scythia. S. Epiphanius does

not say how long he lived there ; but he relates that he spread

Christianity among the Goths in the neighbourhood (probably

those on the borders of the Black Sea) ; that he founded

monasteries among them, which became celebrated for the

austerity of their rules and the chastity of their monks
;
but

that he continued to celebrate Easter according to his method,

and to maintain his opinion about our likeness to God. The

Audians showed the same obstinacy in refusing to communi-

cate with other Christians, or to live even with the most

virtuous among them. What appears intolerable to S. Epi-

phanius 2
is, that they would not content themselves with the

general name of Christians, and that they united to it the name

of a man in calling themselves Audians. After the death of

Audius, Uranius was their principal bishop in Mesopotamia; hut

they had several bishops in the land of the Goths, among whom

Epiphanius mentions Sylvanus. After the death of Uranius and

Sylvanus, the sect became very small. With the other Chris-

tians, they were driven from the country of the Goths by the

pagan king Athanarich (372). " They have also left our

country," adds S. Epiphanius, " and their convent on Mount

Taurus (in the south of Asia Minor), as well as those in Pales-

tine and Arabia, have been abandoned." S. Epiphanius con-

cludes his notice with the remark, that the number of members

of this party and of their monasteries was very small at the time

when he wrote, that is, about the year 400 after Christ ;
and

they then had only two resorts, one in Chalcis. and the other in

Mesopotamia. It is hardly probable that the anthropomorphic

monks of Egypt could have had any connection with the

1 Epiphan. Hares, c. 14 ami c. 9. * Epiphan. c. 15.
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Audians: the laws of the Emperors Theodosius n.'and Valen-

tinian III, prove that the latter still existed in the fifth century,

for they were then reckoned among the heretics
j

1 but in the

sixth century they altogether disappear.

Sec. 40. Decision on the subject of the Meletian Schism.

The third chief business of the Synod of Nicasa was to

put an end to the Meletian schism, which had broken out some

time before in Egypt, and must not be confused with another

Meletian schism which agitated Antioch half a century later.

The imperfect connection, or rather the contradiction, which

exists in the information furnished by the original documents,

hardly allows us to determine what was the true origin of the

Meletian schism of Egypt. These documents may be divided

into four classes, as chief of which, on account of their import-

ance, we must mention those discovered more than a century

ago by Scipio Maffei, in a MS. belonging to the chapter of

Verona, and printed in the third volume of his Observazioni

letterarie? Eouth afterwards reprinted them in his Reliquiae

sacrcc?

These documents are all in Latin, but they are evidently

translated from the Greek ; and in order to be understood, must

often be re-translated into Greek. But that is not always suffi-

cient : in many places the text is so corrupt as to be perfectly

unintelligible. The authenticity of these documents, which

are three in number, has been doubted by no one, and their

importance has been universally acknowledged. The most

important, the largest, and the most ancient of these pieces,

is a letter written from their dungeon by the four Egyptian

bishops, Hesychius, Pachomius, Theodorus, and Phileas, to

Meletius himself. Eusebius relates that these four bishops

were seized and martyred under Diocletian.
4

Maffei presumes

that Phileas Bishop of Thmuis, in Upper Egypt, was the

composer of this common letter, because this bishop is known

elsewhere as a writer,
5 and is quoted by Eusebius and S. Jerome

1 Codex Thcod. 1. xvi. vol. v. de Hccre.t. 1. 65.

2 Pp. 11-18 (1738).
• 3 Vol. iii. p. 381 sq.

4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. viii. 13.

* De Martijribus. Cf. Euseb. HIM. Eccl. viii, 10. A
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as a learned man. 1 What adds to the probability of this hypo-

thesis, is the fact that in the letter in question Phileas is men-

tioned the last, whilst Eusebius and the Acts of the Martyrs,

translated into Latin, mention him first, and represent him as.

one of the most important men in Egypt.2 Besides, this-

letter by Phileas, etc., was evidently written at the com-

mencement of the schism of Meletius, and before he had been

formally separated from the Church ; for the bishops gave

him the name of dilcdus comministcr in Domino. ' They

have," they say, " for some time heard vague rumours on the

subject of Meletius : he was accused of troubling the divine

order and ecclesiastical rules. Quite recently these reports

had been confirmed by a great number of witnesses, so that

they had been obliged to write this letter. It was impossible

for them to describe the general sadness and profound emotion

occasioned by the ordinations that Meletius had held in strange

dioceses. He was, however, acquainted with the law, so ancient

and so entirely in conformity with divine and human right,

which forbids a bishop to hold an ordination in a strange diocese.

But without respect to this law, or to the great bishop and

father Peter (Archbishop of Alexandria), or for those who were

in prison, he had brought everything into a state of confusion.

Perhaps he would say in self-justification, that necessity had

obliged him to act thus, because the parishes were without

pastors. But this allegation was false, for they had instituted

several TrepioSevral and visitors ; and in case of these being

ne^li^ent, he should have brought the matter before the im-

prisoned bishops. In case they should have told him that

these bishops were already executed, he could easily have dis-

covered if it were so ; and even supposing that the news of

their death had been verified, his duty was still to ask of the

chief Father (Peter Archbishop of Alexandria) permission to

hold ordinations." Finally, the bishops recommended him to

observe the holy rules of the Church for the future.

The second document is a short notice added by an ancient

anonymous writer to the preceding letter. It is thus worded :

1 Euseb. I.e. viii. 9, 10 ; Hieron. Catal. Script. Eecl. s.v. Thileas.

s Euseb. I.e. viii. 9, 13; Baron, ad ami. 30G, No. 52; Kniaart, Acta Martyr.

iii. 157, ed. Aug. VindeL
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" Meletius having received and read this letter, made no an-

swer to it, nor did he go either to the imprisoned bishops or

to Peter of Alexandria. After the death of these bishops as

martyrs, he went immediately to Alexandria, where he made

partisans of two intriguers, Isidore and Arius, who wished to

become priests, and were full of jealousy against their arch-

bishop. They pointed out to him the two visitors appointed

by Archbishop Peter : Meletius excommunicated them, and

appointed two others in their place. When Archbishop Peter

was told of what was passing, he addressed the following letter

to the people of Alexandria."

This letter is the third important document, and is thus-

worded :
" Having learned that Meletius had no respect for

the letter of the blessed bishops and martyrs (we perceive that

Phileas and his companions had been already executed), but

that he has introduced himself into my diocese—that he has

deposed those to whom I had given authority, and consecrated

others—I request you to avoid all communion with him, until

it is possible for me to meet him with some wise men, and to

examine into this business."

We will thus sum up what results from the analysis of

these three documents :

—

1st. Meletius, an Egyptian bishop (the other bishops call

him comminister) of Lycopolis in the Theba'is (S. Athanasius

gives us this latter information in his Apologia contra Arianos,

No. 71), made use of the time when a great number of bishops

were in prison on account of their faith, in despite of all the

rules of the Church, to hold ordinations in foreign dioceses,

probably in those of the four bishops, Phileas, Hesychius,

Theodoras, and Pachomius.

2d. Nothing necessitated these ordinations; and if they

had been really necessary, Meletius ought to have asked per-

mission to hold them from the imprisoned bishops, or, in case

of their death, from Peter Archbishop of Alexandria.

3d. None of these three documents tell where Archbishop

Peter was at that time, but the second and third prove that

he was not at Alexandria. They show also that he was not

imprisoned like his four colleagues, Phileas and the rest.

Indeed, it was because Peter could not live at Alexandria that
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he had authorized commissaries to represent him, but Meletius

took advantage of his absence to bring trouble into this city

also.

Again, we may conclude that Peter was not imprisoned

:

(a.) Even from the letter which he wrote, saying, " He
would go himself to Alexandria."

(/3.) From the first as well as the second document putting

a difference between his situation and that of the imprisoned

bishops.

(7.) Finally, from these words of Socrates :

l " During Peter's

flight, on account of the persecution then raging, Meletius

allowed himself to hold ordinations." We will admit, in

passing, the fact that Archbishop Peter, like Dionysius the

Great and S. Cyprian, had fled during the persecution, and

was absent from Alexandria, because it is of great importance

in judging of the value of other information from the same

sources.

4th. According to the second document, Meletius despised

the exhortations of the four imprisoned bishops, and would

not enter into relation either with them or with Archbishop

Peter ; and after the death of these bishops he went himself

to Alexandria, where he united with Alius and Isidore, ex-

communicated the episcopal visitors appointed by Peter, and

•ordained two others.

5th. Archbishop Peter, being informed of all these things,

recommended from his retreat all the faithful not to com-

municate with Meletius.

The offence of Meletius, then, consisted in his having

introduced himself without any right into other dioceses, and

in having given holy orders. It was not so much the neces-

sity of the Church as his own arrogance and ambition which

impelled him to this step. Epiphanius 2 and Theodoret
3

tell us that Meletius came next in rank to the Bishop of

Alexandria, that he was jealous of his primate, and wished to

profit by his absence, in order to make himself master and

primate of Egypt.

The second source of information upon the origin of the

1 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 24. 2 Epiph. Hares. 63. 1.

''Tlieod. Hocr.fabul. iv. 7. u
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Meletians is composed of some expressions of S. Athanasius,

and of the ecclesiastical historian Socrates. Athanasius, who

had had much to do with the Meletians, says— ,

(a.) In his Ajwlogy: 1 "The latter (Peter Archbishop of

Alexandria) in a synodical assembly deposed Melitius (Atha-

nasius always writes MeXiVto?), who had been convicted of

many offences, and particularly of having offered sacrifice to

idols. But Melitius did not appeal to another synod, neither

did he try to defend himself; but he raised a schism, and to

this day his followers do not call themselves Christians, but

Melitians. Shortly afterwards he began to spread invectives

against the bishops, particularly against Peter, and subse-

quently against Achillas and Alexander " (who were Peter's

two immediate successors).

(/3.) The same work of S. Athanasius 2 furnishes us also

with the following information :
" From the times of the

bishop and martyr Peter, the Melitians have been schismatics

and enemies of the Church : they injured Bishop Peter,

maligned his successor Achillas, and denounced Bishop Alex-

ander to the Emperor."

(7.) S. Athanasius in a third passage says:
3 "The Melitians

are impelled by ambition and avarice." And :
" They were

declared schismatics fifty-five years ago, and thirty-six years

ano the Arians were declared heretics."

(S.) Finally, in a fourth passage

:

4 " The Eusebians knew

well how the Melitians had behaved against the blessed

martyr Peter, then against the great Achillas, and finally

against Alexander of blessed memory."

Socrates agrees so well in all concerning the Meletians

with what Athanasius says, that it might be supposed that

Socrates had only copied Athanasius.5

Here is an epitome of the facts given by both

:

- 1. They accuse Meletius of having offered sacrifice to the

gods during the persecution. The three documents analysed

above do not say a word of this apostasy, neither does Sozomen

mention it ; and S. Epiphanius gives such praises to Meletius,

."•..'•
1 Contra Arianos, n. 59. 2 Apologia contra Arianos, No. 11.

3 Athanas. ad episc. sEgypti el Libya', c. 22. * Ibid. c. 23.

6 Socrat. Hist. Ecd. i. 6, p. 14, ed. Mog. . .
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that certainly he did not even suspect him of this apostasy.

It may also be said with some reason, that such consideration

would not have been shown to Meletius and his followers

by the Synod of Nicsea if he had really offered sacrifice to

idols.
1

On the other hand, it cannot be admitted that S. Athana-

sius should have knowingly accused Meletius of a crime which

he had not committed. The whole character of this great man
is opposed to such a supposition ; and besides, the commonest

prudence would have induced him to avoid making an accu-

sation which he knew to be false, in a public work against

declared adversaries. It is much more probable that such

reports were really circulated about Meletius, as other bishops,

e.g. Eusebius of Cresarea, were subjected to the like calumny.

What may perhaps have occasioned these rumours about

Meletius, is the fact that for some time 2
this bishop was

able to traverse Egypt without being arrested, and ordained

priests at Alexandria and elsewhere ; whilst bishops, priests,

and deacons who were firm in the faith were thrown into

prison, and shed their blood for their holy faith.

2. Athanasius and Socrates reproach Meletius with having

despised, calumniated, and persecuted the Bishops of Alexan-

dria, Peter, Achillas, and Alexander.

3. By comparing the expressions of S. Athanasius with the

original documents analysed above, we are able to determine

almost positively the period of the birth of the Meletian

schism. Athanasius, indeed, agrees with the three original

documents, in affirming that it broke out during the episcopate

of Peter, who occupied the throne of Alexandria from the year

300 to oil. S. Athanasius gives us a much more exact date

when he says that the Meletians had been declared schismatics

fifty-five years before. Unfortunately we do not know in

what year he wrote the work in which he gives this infor-

mation. It is true that S. Athanasius adds these words to

the text already quoted :
" For thirty-six years the Arians

have been declared heretics." If S. Athanasius is alluding

to the condemnation of Arianism by the Council of Niccea,

1 Walch, Ketzergesch. Till. iv. S. 391 f.

• Epiphanius says that lie was subsequently imprisoued in his turn.
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he must have written this work in 361, that is to say, thirty-

six years after the year 325, when the Council ot Nica?a

was held ;

* but others, and particularly the learned Benedic-

tine Montfaucon, reckon these thirty-six years from the year

320, when the heresy of Arius was first condemned by the

Synod of Alexandria. According to this calculation, Atha-

nasius must have written his Epistola ad Episcopos JEgypti 2

in 356. These two dates, 356 and 361, give us 301 or 306
as the date of the origin of the schism of Meletius, since it

was fifty-five years before 356 or 361, according to S. Atha-

nasius, that the Meletians were condemned. "We have there-

fore to choose between 301 and 306: but we must not forget

that, according to the original documents, this schism broke

out during a terrible persecution against the Christians. Now,
as Diocletian's persecution did not begin to rage in a cruel

manner until between the years 303 and 305, we are led to

place the origin of this schism about the year 304 or 305.

4. Our second series of original authorities do not say that

Meletius ordained priests in other dioceses, but S. Athanasius

mentions that " Meletius was convicted of many offences."

"We may suppose that he intended an allusion to these ordi-

nations, and consequently it would be untrue to say that

Athanasius and the original documents are at variance.

5. Neither can it be objected that S. Athanasius men-
tions a condemnation of Meletius by a synod of Egyptian

bishops, whilst the original documents say nothing about it,

for these documents refer only to the first commencement of

the Meletian schism. Sozomen, besides, is agreed upon this

point with S. Athanasius, in the main at least. He says :

3

" Peter Archbishop of Alexandria excommunicated the Mele-

tians, and would not consider their baptism to be valid

;

Arius blamed the bishop for this severity." It must be

acknowledged that, according to the right opinion respecting

heretical baptism, the archbishop was here too severe ; but

also it must not be forgotten that the question of the validity

1 See above, sec. 10.

- Cf. his Admoniiio to this letter in Opera Athanas. vol. i. I, p 212, ed.

T.itav. Cf. Walch, Ketzergesch. Thl. iv. S. 3S1 f., Thl. ii. S. 421.
3 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 15.
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of baptism administered by heretics was not raised until later,

and received no complete and definite solution till 314, at the

Council of Aries.

Up to this point, the documents wlnVh we have consulted

have nothing which is mutually contradictory ; but we can-

not say as much of the account given us of the Meletian

schism by S. Epiphanius.1 He says :
" In Egypt there exists

a party of Meletians, which takes its name from a bishop of

the Thebaiis called Me\i]Tios. This man was orthodox, and

in what concerns the faith did not at all separate from the

Church. . . . He raised a schism, but he did not alter the

faith. During the persecution he was imprisoned with Peter,

the holy bishop and martyr (of Alexandria), and with others.

. . . He had precedence of the other Egyptian bishops, and

came immediately after Peter of Alexandria, whose auxiliary

he was. . . . Many Christians had fallen during the perse-

cution, had sacrificed to idols, and now entreated the con-

fessors and martyrs to have compassion on their repentance.

Some of these penitents were soldiers ; others belonged to the

clerical order. These were priests, deacons, etc. There was

then much hesitation and even confusion among the martyrs

:

for some said that the lapsi should not be admitted to peni-

tence, because this ready admission might shake the faith of

others. The defenders of this opinion had good reasons for

them. We must number among these defenders Meletius,

Peleus, and other martyrs and confessors : all wished that

they should await the conclusion of the persecution before

admitting the lapsi to penitence. They also demanded that

those clergy who had fallen should no longer exercise the

functions of their office, but for the rest of their lives should

remain in lay communion." The holy Bishop Peter, mer-

ciful as he ever' was, then made this request :
" Let us receive

them if they manifest repentance ; we will give ' them a pen-

ance to be able afterwards to reconcile them with the Church.

"We will not refuse them nor the clergy either, so that shame

and the length of time may not impel them to complete per-

dition." Peter and Meletius not agreeing upon this point, a

division arose between them ; and when Archbishop Peter

1 Epipli. Hares. 68. 1-4.



KIC-SA: DECISION ON THE MELETIAN SCHISM. 3-19

perceived that his merciful proposition was formally set aside

by Meletius and his party, he hung his mantle in the middle

of the dungeon as a sort of curtain, and sent word by a

deacon :
" Whoever is of my opinion, let him come here

;

and let whoso holds that of Meletius go to the other side."

Most passed over to the side of Meletius, and only a few to

Peter. From this time the two parties were separate in their

prayers, their offerings, and their ceremonies. Peter after-

wards suffered martyrdom, and the Archbishop Alexander

was his successor. Meletius was arrested with other con-

fessors, and condemned to work in the mines of Palestine.
1

On his way to exile Meletius did what he had before done in

prison,—ordained bishops, priests, and deacons, and founded

churches of his own, because his party and that of Peter

would not have communion with each other. The successors

of Peter called theirs the Catholic Church, whilst the Mele-

tians named theirs the Church of the Martyrs. Meletius went

to Eleutheropolis, to Gaza, and to Aelia (Jerusalem), and

everywhere ordained clergy. He must have remained a long

time in the mines ; and there also his followers and those of

Peter would not communicate together, and assembled in

different places for prayer. At last they were all delivered.

Meletius still lived a long time, and was in friendly relations

with Alexander, the successor of Bishop Peter. He occupied

himself much with the preservation of the faith. Meletius

lived at Alexandria, where he had a church of his own. It

was he who first denounced the heresy of Alius to Bishop

Alexander.

We see that Epiphanius gives the history of the Meletian

schism in quite a different way from S. Athanasius and the

original documents. According to him, the origin of this

schism was the disagreement between Meletius and Peter on

the subject of the admission of the levpsi, and particularly

about the clergy who had fallen. In this business Meletius

had not been so severe as the Novatians, but more so than

his archbishop, who had shown too much mercy,—so much
so that the right appeared to be undoubtedly on his side. In

order to explain this contrast, it has often been supposed that

1 Cf. Euseb. de Martyr. Pakest. c. 7.
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Epiphanius took a notice composed by a Meletian as the

foundation, of his own account, and that he was thus led to

treat Meletius much too favourably. But it seems to me
that it may be explained more satisfactorily. S. Epiphanius

relates, that on his way to the mines, Meletius founded a

Church for his party at Eleutheropolis. Now Eleutheropolis

was the native country of S. Epiphanius, consequently he

must have known many of the Meletians personally in his

youth. These fellow-countrymen of S. Epiphanius would

doubtless make him acquainted with the origin of their party,

placing it in the most favourable light ; and subsequently S.

Epiphanius would give too favourable an account of them in

his work.

It may now be asked, What is the historical value of S.

Epiphanius' history ? I know that very many Church his-

torians have decided in its favour, and against Athanasius

;

but since the discovery of original documents, this opinion is

no longer tenable, and it must be acknowledged that S.

Epiphanius was mistaken on the principal points.
1

a. According to Epiphanius, Meletius was imprisoned at

the same time as Peter. Now the original documents prove

that, at the time of the commencement of the schism, neither

Peter nor Meletius was in prison.

b. According to S. Epiphanius, Bishop Peter of Alexan-

dria was too merciful towards the lajpsi ; but the penitential

canons of this bishop present him in quite another light, and

prove that he knew how to keep a wise middle course, and

to proportion the penance to the sin.
2 He who had borne

torture for a long time before allowing himself to be con-

quered by the feebleness of the flesh, was to be less severely

punished than he who had only resisted for a very short time.

The slave who, by order of his master, and in his stead, had

sacrificed to idols, was only punished by a year of ecclesias-

tical penance, whilst his master was subjected to a penance

of three years (canons 6 and 7). The tenth canon particu-

larly forbids that deposed priests should be restored to their

1 An entirely contrary opinion to ours has been expressed by Walch, I.e. Till.

Iv. S. 378.
2 Mansi, i. 1270, can. 1, 2, 3, 5.
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cures, and that anything but lay communion should he granted

to them. Peter therefore here teaches exactly what S. Epi-

phanius supposes to he the opinion of Meletius, and what,

according to him, Peter refused to admit.

c. S. Epiphanius is mistaken again, when he relates that

Peter was martyred in prison, as the original documents, and

S. Athanasius, who had the opportunity of knowing the facts,

tell us that Peter left his retreat, and excommunicated

Meletius in a synod.

cl. According to S. Epiphanius, Alexander was the im-

mediate successor of Bishop Peter, whilst in reality it was

Achillas who succeeded Peter, and Alexander succeeded him.

e. Finally, according to S. Epiphanius, the schismatic

Meletius, although having a separate church at Alexandria,

was on the best terms with Archbishop Alexander, and de-

nounced the heresy of Arms to him ; but the whole conduct

of Meletius towards the Archbishop of Alexandria, and the

part taken by the Meletians in the Arian heresy, give much
more cre^'^^ty to the assertion of S. Athanasius. Meletius,

according to him, despised and persecuted Bishop Alexander,

as he had before done his predecessors on the throne of

Alexandria.

We have exhausted the three sources of information already

mentioned. Those remaining for us to consult have neither

the importance, nor the antiquity, nor the historical value of

the three first. Among these documents there are, however,

two short accounts by Sozomen and Theodoret,1 which deserve

consideration, and which agree very well with the original docu-

ments, and in part with what is said by S. Athanasius. We
have already made use of these accounts. As for S. Augustine,

he mentions the Meletians only casually, and says nothing as

to the origin of the sect ; besides, he must have had before

him the account of Epiphanius.2

The great importance of the Meletian schism decided the

Council of Nicsea to notice it, especially as, in the Emperor's

mind, the principal object of the Council was to restore peace

to the Church. Its decision on this matter has been preserved

1 Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9, and Hceret. fabul. iv. 7.

* Augustine, de Hares, c. 48 ; Walch, I.e. S. 358, 362, 366.
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to us in the synodical letter of the Egyptian bishops,1 etc.,

who speak in these terms of the Meletian schism, after having

treated of the heresy of Arius :
" It has also been necessary

to consider the question of Meletius and those ordained by
him ; and we wish to make known to you, beloved brethren,

what the Synod has decided upon this matter. The Synod

desired, above all things, to show mercy; and seeing, on

carefully considering all things, that Meletius does not deserve

consideration, it has been decided that he should remain in

his city, but without having any authority there, and without

the power of ordination, or of selecting the clergy. He is

also forbidden to go into the neighbourhood or into any other

town for such an object. Only the simple title of bishop

should remain to him ; and as for the clergy ordained by
him, it is necessary to lay hands upon them again,

2
that they

may afterwards be admitted to communion with the Church,

to give them their work, and to restore to them the honours

which are their due ; but in all dioceses where these clergy

are located, they should always come after the clergy ordained

by Alexander. As for those who, by the grace of God and

by their prayers, have been preserved from all participation

in the schism, and have remained inviolably attached to the

Catholic Church, without giving any cause for dissatisfaction,

they shall preserve the right of taking part in all ordinations,

of presenting such and such persons for the office of the

ministry, and of doing whatever the laws and economy of

the Church allow. If one of these clergy should die, his

place may be supplied by one newly admitted (that is to say,

a Meletian) ; but on the condition that he should appear

worthy, that he should be chosen by the people, and that

the Bishop of Alexandria should have given his consent to

such election." These stipulations were to be applied to all

the Meletians. There was, however, an exception made with

Meletius, that is to say, that the rights and prerogatives of a

bishop were not retained to him, because they well knew his

1 In Socrat. Hist. Eccles. i. 9 ; Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9 ; Gelasius, I.e. lib.

ii. c. 33.

2 That is to say, that the ordination was not to be repeated, but simply made
valid. Cf. Tillemont, M&noires, etc., vol. vi. note 12, sur le C'oncile de Nicte.
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incorrigible habit of putting everything in disorder, and also

his precipitation. Therefore, that he might not continue to

do as he had done before, the Council took from him all

power and authority.

" This is what particularly concerns Egypt and the Church

of Alexandria. If any other decree has been made in the

presence of our dear brother of Alexandria, he will acquaint

you with it when he returns amongst you ; for in all that the

Synod has done, he has been a guide and a fellow-worker."

It was probably on account of the Meletians, and to cut

short the pretensions of Meletius, who desired to withdraw

himself from the authority of the Patriarch of Alexandria, and

to set himself up as his equal,
1
that the Synod of Nicaea made

this plain declaration in its sixth canon :
" The ancient order

of tilings must be maintained in Egypt, in Libya, and in

Pentapolis ; that is to say, that the Bishop of Alexandria shall

continue to have authority over the other bishops, having the

same relation as exists with the Bishop of Eome. The ancient

rights of the Churches shall also be protected, whether at

Antioch or in the other bishoprics. It is evident, that if one

should become a bishop without the consent of his metro-

politan, he could not, according to the order of the great

Synod, retain this dignity; but if, from a pure spirit of

contradiction, two or three should oppose an election which

the unanimity of all the others renders possible and legal, in

such a case the majority must carry the day."
2

The Synod had hoped to gain the Meletians by gentleness

;

but it succeeded so little, that after the Nicene Synod they

became more than ever enemies to the Church, and by uniting

with the Arians, did a thousand times more harm than they

had done before. Also, in speaking of this admission of the

Meletians into the Church, decreed by the Council of Nicsea,

S. Athanasius rightly said, " Would to God it had never taken

place !" 3 In the same passage we learn from S. Athanasius,

that in order to execute the decree of the Council of ISTicaea,

Alexander begged Meletius to give him a list of all the bishops,

1 Theodor. Hceret. fahul. iv. 7.

2 Mansi, ii. 670 ; Hard. i. 326.
3 Apologia contra Arianos, c. 71 ; Opp. i. 1. 143.

Z
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priests, and deacons who formed his part}7
. Alexander wished

to prevent Meletius from hastening to make new ordinations,

to sell holy orders for money, and thus to fill the Church with

a multitude of unworthy clergy, abusing the mercy of the

Council of Nicsea. Meletius remitted, indeed, the desired list

to the Archbishop of Alexandria, and subsequently Athanasius

inserted it in his Apologia against the Arians. "We see from

it that the Meletians numbered in Egypt twenty-nine bishops,

including Meletius ; and at Alexandria, four priests, three

deacons, and a military almoner. Meletius himself gave this

list to Alexander, who doubtless made these ordinations valid,

iu obedience to the Council of Nica?a.
x

According to the ordinance of Nicrea, Meletius remained in

" his city," Lycopolis ; but after the death of Bishop Alexander,

through the mediation of Eusebius of ISTicomedia, that alliance

was entered into between the Meletians and the Arians which

was so unfortunate for the Church, and particularly for S.

Athanasius, in which Meletius took part.
2

It is not known
when he died. He nominated as his successor his friend

John, wdio, after being maintained in his office by the

Eusebians at the Council of Tyre in 335, was driven into

exile by the Emperor Constantine.
3 The best known of the

Meletians are—Bishop Arsenius, who, it is said, had had one

hand cut off by S. Athanasius ; Bishop Callinicus of Pelusium,

who at the Council of Sardica was a decided adversary of S.

Athanasius ; the hermit Paphnutius, who must not be mis-

taken for the bishop of the same name who at the Council of

Mcaea was the defender of the marriage of priests
;

4 and the

pretended priest Ischyras, who was among the principal ac-

cusers and most bitter enemies of S. Athanasius. We shall

afterwards have occasion to speak of the part taken by the

Meletians in the troubles excited by the heresy of Arius

;

suffice it here to say, that this schism existed in Egypt until

1 Athanas. I.e. c. 72. The above shows that S. Epiplianius was mistaken in

supposing (Hares. 68. 3) that Meletius was dead before the Nicene Council. We
cannot, however, be sure that he was present in person there. Cf. Walch, I.e.

S. 390.
2 Athanas. Apologia, c. 59 ; Epiphan. Hceres. 68. 6 ; Theodor. Hist. Eccl

i 26.

a Sozom. ii. 31. * Tillem. l.c. vl 100.
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the middle of the fifth century, as is attested by Socrates and

Theodoret, both contemporaries.1 The latter mentions espe-

cially some very superstitious Meletian monks who practised

the Jewish ablutions.
2 But after the middle of the fifth cen-

tury, the Meletians altogether disappear from history.

Sec. 41. Number of the Nieene Canons.

The Synod of Nicsea also set forth a certain number of

canons or prescriptions on discipline ; but there has been

much discussion as to the number. We give here our opinion

upon this question, which we have before discussed in the

Tubinger Thcologischc Quartalschrift.
3

Let us see first what is the testimony of those Greek and
Latin authors who lived about the time of the Council, con-

cerning the number.

a. The first to be consulted among the Greek authors is

the learned Theodoret, who lived about a century after the

Council of NicaBa. He says, in his History of the Church:*
" After the condemnation of the Arians, the bishops assembled

once more, and decreed twenty canons on ecclesiastical dis-

cipline."

b. Twenty years later, Gelasius Bishop of Cyzicus, after

much research into the most ancient documents, wrote a his-

tory of the Mcene Council.
5

Gelasius also says expressly

that the Council decreed twenty canons ; and, what is more

important, he gives the original text of these canons exactly in

the same order, and according to the tenor which we find

elsewhere.
6

c. Bufinus is more ancient than these two historians. He
was born near the period when the Council of Nicsea was held,

and about half a century after he wrote his celebrated history

of the Church, in which he inserted a Latin translation of

the Nieene canons. Bufinus also knew only of these twenty

canons ; but as he has divided the sixth and the eighth into

1 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 8, p. 38, ed. Mog. ; Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9, p. 32,

ed. Mog.
2 Theodor. Hceret. fabul. iv. 7. 3 1851, Heft i. S. 49 IF.

4 Theodor. lib. i. c. 8. 6 See above sec. 23.
6 Lib. ii. c. 30 and 31 ; in Hard. i. 430 sqq.
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two parts, he has given twenty-two canons, which are exactly

the same as the twenty furnished by the other historians.
1

d. The famous discussion between the African bishops and

the Bishop of Rome, on the subject of appeals to Rome, gives

ns a very important testimony on the true number of the

Nicene canons.
2 The presbyter Apiarius of Sicca in Africa,

having been deposed for many crimes, appealed to Rome.

Pope Zosimus (417—418) took the appeal into consideration,

sent legates to Africa ; and to prove that he had the right to

act thus, he quoted a canon of the Council of Nicsea, contain-

ing these words :
" When a bishop thinks he has been un-

justly deposed by his colleagues, he may appeal to Rome, and

the Roman bishop shall have the business decided by judiccs

in partialis." The canon quoted by the Pope does not belong

to the Council of Nicsea, as he affirmed ; it was the fifth canon

of the Council of Sardica (the seventh in the Latin version).

What explains the error of Zosimus is, that in the ancient

copies
3 the canons of Nicsea and Sardica are written consecu-

tively, with the same figures, and under the common title of

canons of the Council of Nicaea ; and Zosimus might optima

Jicle fall into an error which he shared with many Greek

authors, his contemporaries, who also mixed the canons of

Nicsea with those of Sardica.
4 The African bishops not find-

ing the canon quoted by the Pope either in their Greek or

in their Latin copies, in vain consulted also the copy which

Bishop Cecilian, who had himself been present at the Council

of Nicaea, had brought to Carthage.
5 The legates of the Pope

then declared that they did not rely upon these copies, and

they agreed to send to Alexandria and to Constantinople to

ask the patriarchs of these two cities for authentic copies of

the canons of the Council of Nicasa. The African bishops

1 Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. lib. x. 6 of the entire work, or i. 6 of the continuation.

a Spittler (Gesamm. Werke) relates all this in detail, Bd. viii. S. 158 ff. Cf.

also Ballerini, Opp. S. Leonis M. ii. 358 ; and Tubbujer Quartalschri/t, 1825,

S. 39.

3 We have still the proof of this in very ancient mss. Cf. Ballerini, de Anti-

quis Collectionibus etc. Canonum, p. 380 ; Coustant. Diss, de Antiquis Canonum

Collect, in Galland. de Vetustis Canonum Coll. i. 78.

4 Cf. Ballerini, de Antiquis Collect, in Galland. I.e. p. 2S9.

6 Mansi, iv. 406 sq. c. 9 ; Hard. I.e. i. 1244, c. 9.
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desired in their turn that Pope Boniface should take the same

step (Pope Zosimus had died meanwhile in 418), that he

should ask for copies from the Archbishops of Constantinople,

Alexandria, and Antioch.1
Cyril of Alexandria and Atticus

of Constantinople, indeed, sent exact and faithful copies of the

Creed and canons of Nicsea ; and two learned men of Constan-

tinople, Theilo and Thearistus, even translated these canons

into Latin.
2 Their translation has been preserved to us in the

acts of the sixth Council of Carthage, and it contains only

the twenty ordinary canons.
3

It might be thought at first

sight that it contained twenty-one canons ; but on closer con-

sideration we see, as Hardouin has proved, that this twenty-

first article is nothing but an historical notice appended to the

Nicene canons by the Fathers of Carthage. It is conceived in

these terms: "After the bishops had decreed these rules at

Nicoea, and after the holy Council had decided what was the

ancient rule for the celebration of Easter, peace and unity

of faith were re-established between the East and the West.

This is what we (the African bishops) have thought it right to

add according to the history of the Church." 4

The bishops of Africa despatched to Pope Boniface the

copies which had been sent to them from Alexandria and

Constantinople, in the month of November 419 ; and subse-

quently in their letters to Celestine I. (423-432), successor

to Boniface, they appealed to the text of these documents.5

c. All the ancient collections of canons, either in Latin or

Greek, composed in the fourth, or quite certainly at least in

the fifth century, agree in giving only these twenty canons to

Nicpea. The most ancient of these collections were made in

the Greek Church, and in the course of time a very great

number of copies of them were written. Many of these copies

have descended to us ; many libraries possess copies : .thus

Montfaucon enumerates several in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana.

Fabricius makes a similar catalogue of the copies in his

1 Mansi, iii. 834 ; Hard. i. 943. * Mansi, iv. 407; Hard. i. 1246.
3 Mansi, iv. 407 ; Hard. i. 1245.
4 Mansi (iv. 414) has also remarked that this phrase did not proceed from the

Fathers of the Council of Nicsea. '

6 Mansi, iii. 8H-839 ; Hard. i. 943-950.
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Bibliothcca Grceca
1

to those found in the libraries of Turin,

Florence, Venice, Oxford, Moscow, etc. ; and he adds that these

copies also contain the so-called apostolic canons, and those

of the most ancient councils.

The Trench bishop John Tilius presented to Paris, in 1540,2

a ms. of one of these Greek collections as it existed in the

ninth century. It contains exactly our twenty canons of

Mcaea, besides the so-called apostolic canons, those of Ancyra,3

etc. Elias Ehinger published a new edition at Wittemberg in

1614, using a second MS. which was found at Augsburg; 4

but the Roman collection of the Councils had before given, in

1608, the Greek text of the twenty canons of Nicoea. This

text of the Eoman editors, with the exception of some insig-

nificant variations, was exactly the same as that of the edition

of Tilius. Neither the learned Jesuit Sirmond nor his coad-

jutors have mentioned what manuscripts were consulted in

preparing this edition
;
probably they were manuscripts drawn

from several libraries, and particularly from that of the

Vatican.5 The text of this Eoman edition passed into all

the following collections, even into those of Hardouin and

Mansi ; while Justell in his Bibliothcca juris Canonici, and

Beveridge in his Synodicon (both of the eighteenth century),

give a somewhat different text, also collated from mss., and

very similar to the text given by Tilius. Brims, in his recent

Bibliotheca Ecclesiastical compares the two texts. Now all

these Greek mss., consulted at such different times, and by

all these editors, acknowledge only twenty canons of Nictea,

and always the same twenty which we possess.

The Latin collections of the canons of the Councils also

give the same result,—for example, the most ancient and the

most remarkable of all, the Prisca,
7 and that of Dionysius the

Less, which was collected about the year 500. The testi-

1 Ed. Harlcss, xii. 148 sq. Cf. Ballerini, I.e. p. 253.
2 One volume in quarto. 3 Fabricius, I.e. p. 196. 4 Fabrieius, I.e. p. 197.

5 See the preface which Sirmond wrote for this edition, and the index to the

first volume of the Roman collection. This preface is also printed in the works

of Sirmond—Sirmondi Opera, iv. 437, ed. Venet. 1728.
6

i. 14 sq.

7
It is true that the Prisca (Mansi, vi. 1114) seems to give twenty-one canons

of Nieaja, but that is because it divides canon 19 into two.
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mony of this latter collection is the more important for the

number twenty, as Dionysius refers to the Grceca auctoritas}

f. Among the later Eastern witnesses we may further

mention Photius, Zonaras, and Balsamon. Photius, in his

Collection of the Canons, and in his Nomocanon, as well as the

two other writers in their commentaries upon the canons of

the ancient Councils, quote only and know only of twenty

canons of Nicsea, and always those which we possess.
2

g. The Latin canonists of the middle ages also acknow-

ledge only these twenty canons of Nicsea, We have proof of

this in the celebrated Spanish collection, which is generally

but erroneously attributed to S. Isidore (it was composed at

the commencement of the seventh century
3
), and in that of

Adrian (so called because it was offered to Charles the Great

by Pope Adrian I.). The celebrated Hincmar Archbishop of

Eheims, the first canonist of the ninth century,
4 in his turn

attributes only twenty canons to the Council of Nicsea ; and

even the pseudo-Isidore assigns it no more.

In the face of these numerous and important testimonies

from the Greek Church and the Latin, which are unanimous

in recognising only twenty canons of Nicsea, and exactly

those which have been handed down to us, we cannot con-

sider authentic the Latin letter which is pretended to have

been written to Pope Marcus by S. Athanasius, in which it is

said that the Council of Nicoea promulgated first of all forty

Greek canons, then twenty Latin canons, and that afterwards

the Council reassembled, and unitedly ordained these seventy

canons.* A tradition, erroneously established in the East,

may have caused this letter to be accepted. We know,

indeed, that in some Eastern countries it was believed that

the Council of Nicsea had promulgated this number of canons,

1 Cf. Mansi, ii. 678 ; and Ballerini, I.e. p. 473.

s In Justell, I.e. ii. 793, 813 sq.; Beveridge, Synod, vol. i.

3 Cf. Ballerini, I.e. p. 512; Walter, Kirchenrec/d, 11 Aufl. S. 151. The

Spanish collection was edited at Madrid in 1821.

* Justell, I.e. Prsef. p. 9.

5 See Athanasii Opp. ed. Bened. Patav. ii. 599. The learned Benedictine

Monlfaucon says (I.e. p. 597), speaking of this letter, and of some others which

arc also spurious: Sane commentis sunt et mendaciis respersae exque varii*

iocis consareinatce, ut ne umbram quidem y»«r<«r>ir<>f re/erant.
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and some collections do contain seventy. Happily, since the

sixteenth century we have been in possession of these pre^-

tended canons of JNTicam ; we can therefore judge them with

certainty.

The first who made them known in the West was the

Jesuit J. Baptista Romanus, who, having been sent to Alex-

andria by Pope Paul IV., found an Arabic MS.' in the house

of the patriarch of that city, containing eighty canons of

the Council of Mcsea. 1 He copied the ms., took his copy to

Rome, and translated it into Latin, with the help of George

of Damascus, a Maronite archbishop. The ' learned Jesuit

Francis Turrianus interested himself in this discovery, and

had the translation of Father Baptista '. revised and improved

by a merchant of Alexandria who was in Pome. About the

same time another Jesuit, Alphonso Pisanus, composed a

Latin history of the Council of Nicaea, with the help of the

work of Gelasius of Cyzicus, which had just been discovered

;

and at his request Turrianus communicated to him the Latin

translation of the Arabic canons. Pisanus received them into

his work.2 In the first edition
3

the testimony of the pre-

tended letter of S. Athanasius to Marcus caused him to reduce

the eighty canons to seventy ; but in the subsequent editions

he renounced this abbreviation, and published all the eighty

canons in the order of the Arabic MS. It was in this way
that the Latin translation of the eighty so-called Arabic

canons of Nica?a passed into the other collections of the

Councils, particularly into that of .Venice and of Binius.

Some more recent collections, however, adopted the text of

a later translation, which Turrianus had made.

Shortly after the first edition of Alphonso Pisanus ap-

peared, Turrianus made the acquaintance of a young con-

verted Turk called Paul Ursinus, who knew Arabic very

well, and understood Latin and Italian. Turriantts confided

to him a fresh translation of the eighty Arabic canons.

Ursinus, in preparing it, made use of another ancient Arabian

•
l This ms. was subsequently bought by Joseph Simon.Assemani of the Coptic

patriarch John ; it is now in the Vatican Library., Cf. Angelo Mai, PrivJ'. p. 5

Jio the tenth volume of his Scriptorum vet. nova Collect to.

* Lib. iii. . ... >,-,>. , ,
3 Dilling 1.'.72.
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MS., discovered in the library of Pope Marcellus II. (1555).

This second MS. agreed so well with that of Alexandria, that

they might both be taken for copies from one and the same

original. Turrianus published this more accurate transla-

tion in 1578. He accompanied it with notes, and added a

ProSmium, in which he tried to prove that the Council of

Nicoca promulgated more than twenty canons.
1 All the collec-

tions of the Councils since Turrianus have considered his posi-

tion as proved, and have admitted the eighty canons.
2

In the following century, the Maronite Abraham Echellensis

made . the deepest researches with reference to the Arabic

canons of the Council of Nicsea ; and they led him to the

opinion that these canons must have been collected from

different Oriental nations, from the Syrians, . Chaldeans, Maron-

ites, Copts, Jacobites, and Nestorians, and that they had been

translated. into many Oriental languages. At the same time

he started, and with truth, the suggestion that these Oriental

collections were simply translations of ancient Greek originals,

and that consequently in the Greek Church too they must

have reckoned more than twenty canons of Mcrea.3 After

having compared other Arabian mss. which he had obtained,

Echellensis gave a fresh Latin translation of these canons at

Paris in 1645. According to these mss., there were eighty-

four canons instead of eighty. However, this difference arose

much more from the external arrangement than from the

canons themselves. Thus the thirteenth, seventeenth, thirty-

second, and fifty-sixth canons of Turrianus were each divided

into two in the translation by Abraham Echellensis ; on the

other hand, the forty-third and eighty-third of Echellensis

each formed' two canons in the work of Turrianus. The

.twenty-ninth, thirty-seventh, and forty-first of A. Echellensis

are wanting in Turrianus ; but, again, Echellensis has not the

forty-fifth canon of Turrianus. A superficial study of these

two collections of canons would lead to the conclusion that

they were almost identical ; but it is not so. The corre-

1 At the end of his Latin translation of the Const'd. Apostol. •

2 e.g. Mansi, ii. 947 sqq. ; Hard. i. 463 sqq. Mosfof our information re-

specting the eighty Arahie canons is taken from the Frovmium of' P. Turrianus.
a .Mansi,.ii. 1071, 1072. .
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sponding canons in the two translations sometimes have an

entirely different meaning. We can but conclude either that

the Arabian translators understood the Greek original diffe-

rently, or else that the MSS. which they used showed consider-

able variations. The latter supposition is the most probable

;

it would explain how the eighty-four Arabian canons contain

the twenty genuine canons of Nicoea, but often with consider-

able changes. Without reckoning these eighty-four canons,

Echellensis has also translated into Latin, and published, a

considerable number of ecclesiastical decrees, BiaTV7rd)o-ei<;,

constitutioncs, also attributed to the Nicene Council. He
added to this work a Latin translation of the Arabic preface,

which preceded the entire collection in the MS., together

with a learned dissertation in defence of the eighty-four

canons, with a good many notes. Mansi 1 has retained all

these articles, and Hardouin 2 has also reproduced the prin-

cipal part of them.

It is certain that the Orientals believed the Council of

Nica3a to have promulgated more than twenty canons : the

learned Anglican Bevericlge has proved this, reproducing an

ancient Arabic paraphrase of the canons of the first four

(Ecumenical Councils. According to this Arabic paraphrase,

found in a MS. in the Bodleian Library, the Council of Mcsea

must have put forth three books of canons : the first contain-

ing eighty-four canons, referring to priests, monks, etc. ; the

second containing the first twenty authentic canons ; the third

being only a series of rules for kings and superiors, etc.
3 The

Arabic paraphrase of which we are speaking gives a para-

phrase of all these canons, but Beveridge took only the part

referring to the second book, that is to say, the paraphrase

of the twenty genuine canons ; for, according to his view,

which, as we shall show, was perfectly correct, it was only

these twenty canons which were really the work of the

Council of Nic«3a, and all the others were falsely attributed

to it. The little that Beveridge gives us of the paraphrase

of the first book of the pretended canons shows, besides, that

this first book tolerably coincided with the fifteen decrees

1 Mansi, ii. 982-1 0S2. 3 Hard. i. 478-523.
2 Beveregius, Synodlcon sive Pandectce Canonum, Oxon. 1672, i. 686.
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edited by Echellensis, which concern monks, abbots, and

abbesses.
1 Renaudot informs us that the third book of the

Arabic paraphrase proves that the third book of the canons

contained also various laws by Constantine, Theodosius, and

Justinian.
2 Beveridge believed this paraphrase to be the

work of an Egyptian priest named Joseph, who lived in the

fourteenth century,
3 because that name is given in the MS.

accompanied by that chronological date ; but Renaudot proves
4

conclusively that the Egyptian priest named Joseph had

been only the possessor of the MS. which dated from a much

earlier period.

However it may be as to the latter point, it is certain

that these Arabic canons are not the work of the Council of

Nicsea : their contents evidently prove a much more recent

origin. Thus

:

a. The thirty-eighth canon (the thirty-third in Turrianus)

ordains that the Patriarch of Ephesus should proceed to

Constantinople, which is the urbs vcgia, ut honor sit regno ct

sacerdotio simul. This decree therefore supposes that Byzan-

tium was then changed into Constantinople, and that it had

become the imperial residence. Now this change did not

take place until about five years after the Council of Nicaia.

At the period when the Council was held, Byzantium was

still quite an insignificant town, almost reduced to ruins by

a previous devastation.
5 The bishopric of Constantinople

was only raised to the dignity of a patriarchate by the second

and fourth (Ecumenical Councils.
6 Therefore this canon,

translated into Arabic, could not have belonged to the Council

of Nicoea, and does not date back further than the fourth

(Ecumenical Council.

b. The forty-second canon of A. Echellensis (thirty-sixth

in Turrianus) forbids the Ethiopians to elect a patriarch :

their spiritual head was to bear only the title of Catholicus,

1 Mansi. ii. 1011 sqq.

2 Renaudot, Hlstoria Patriarcharum Alexandrinoritm Jacobitarum, Paris

1713, p. 75.

3 Pnef. p. xix. sq. * P. 27.

5 Tillemont, Hist, des Emper. iv. 230 sq. ; Baron, ad anu. 330, n. 1 ; Iselin,

Hint. Lexik. art. "Constantinople."

•A. 381, can. 3 ; and a< 431, can. 28.
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and to be under the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Alex-

andria, etc. This canon also betrays a more recent origin

than the time of the Council of Nicsea. At that period, in-

deed, Ethiopia had no bishop ; hardly had S. Frumentius

begun the conversion of its people ; and it was only subse^

quently, when S. Athanasius was already Archbishop of Alex-

andria, that S. Frumentius made him acquainted with the good

results of his missions, and was consecrated by him bishop

to the new converts.
1 Our canon, on the contrary, supposes

a numerous episcopate to .be then existing in Ethiopia, and

its head, the Catholicus, to be desirous to free himself from

the mother church of Alexandria. This canon, as well as

others quoted by Turrianus and by A. Echellensis, assumes

that the institution of patriarchates was then in full vigour,

which was not the case at the time of the Council of Nicasa.
2

c. Peter de Marca 3 has already proved the forty -third

canon of the text of A. Echellensis (thirty-seventh in Turr.)

to be more recent than the third (Ecumenical Council of

Ephesus (431). This Council of Ephesus rejected the pre-

tensions of the Patriarch of Antioch respecting the choice of

the bishops of Cyprus.
4 According to Marca's demonstration,

this dependence of Cyprus upon the see of Antioch cannot

be verified before the year 900 : for in the time of the

Emperor Leo the Wise (911), we know, from the Notitia of

his reign, that Cyprus was not then dependent upon Antioch

;

whilst this Arabian canon makes out that this submission

was already an accomplished fact, disputed by no one.
6

d. The fifty-third canon (forty-ninth in Turr.), which con-

demns simony, has its origin from the second canon of the

fourth (Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon.
6

It is therefore

evident that it was not formed at Nicoea.

c. In the .thirty-eighth, thirty-ninth, and forty-second canons

(c. 33, 34, and 36 in Turr.), the Bishop of Seleucia, Almo-

dajen, is already called Catholicus,—a dignity to which he

'See the author's dissertation upon "Abyssinia]' in the Kirchenlexik. of

von Wetzer und Welte.
2 C. 8, 33, 35, 37, 46; Turr.; c. 8, 37, 38, 40, 43, 44, 45, Echel.
3 De concord, sacerdotii et imperii, lib. ii. c. 9.

4 Mansi, iv. 1470 ; Hard. i. 1619.
9 Cf. Bevereg. I.e. vol. ii.; AnnoLationes, p. 212, a. 6 Held in 451.
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did not attain until the sixth century, under the Emperor

Justinian.
1 In this canon, as Seleucia has the Arabian name

of Almodajen, Benaudot concludes that these canons were

not formed until the time of Mahomet.

The Constitutioncs, edited by Echellensis, still less than the

eighty-four canons, maintain the pretension of dating back to

the Council of Mcsea.

a. The first division of these Constitutions, that de Monachis

et Anachoretis, presupposes an already strong development

of monasticism.2
It speaks of convents lor men and women,

abbots and abbesses, the management of convents, and the like.

But we know that, at the time of the Council of Mcsea,

monasticism thus organized had scarcely made its appearance.

Even in the first times after our Synod, there were none of

those large convents mentioned in the Arabic canons, but only

hamlets of monks, consisting of groups of cabins.

b. The second series of Arabian Constitutions comprises

nineteen chapters.
3

It also speaks of convents, abbots, the

property and possession of convents, etc. (c. 1—10). The
eighth canon shows that there were already many monks
who were priests. Now this was certainly not the case at the

time of the Council of Nicsea, when monasticism was in its

infancy. The ninth chapter speaks of Constantinople as the

imperial residence (urbs rcgia), which again betrays a later

period.

c. The third series comprises twenty-five chapters.
4 The

Nicene Creed, which is contained in it, has here already the

addition which was made to it in the second (Ecumenical

Council. The Arabic Creed, besides, is much longer than

the genuine one. The Orientals added several phrases, as

Abraham Echellensis has remarked. 5
This Arabic Creed

asserts that Jesus Christ is perfectus homo, vera anima intcl-

lectuali et rationali prceditus ; words betraying an intention

of opposing Apollinarism, as well as those following : duos

habentes naturas, duas voluntatis, duas operationcs, in una per-

sona, etc., which seem to be a protest against the heresy of

the Monophysites and the Monothelites.

1 Renaudot, I.e. p. 73. 2 Mansi, ii. 1011 sq^. 8 Mansi, ii. 1019 sqq.
4 Mausi, ii. 1030 sqq. 8 Mansi, ii. 1079.
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Following this Creed, the Arabic text relates, falsely, that

Constantine entreated the bishops assembled at Nicrea tc

give the name of Constantinople to Byzantium, and to raise

his bishopric to the rank of an archbishopric, equal to that

of Jerusalem.
1

The decrees of this last series, examined in detail, also

show that they are more recent than the Council of Nicsea,

by mentioning customs of later origin. Thus the tenth chapter

commands the baptism of infants ; the twelfth and thirteenth

chapters, again, concern monks and nuns ; the fourteenth

chapter finds it necessary to forbid that children should be

raised to the diaconate, and more especially to the priesthood

and episcopate.

We may therefore sum up the certain proofs resulting

from all these facts, by affirming that these Arabic canons

are not genuine ; and all the efforts of Turrianus, Abraham

Echellensis, and Cardinal d'Aguirre, cannot prevent an im-

partial observer from coming to this opinion even with regard

to some of those canons which they were anxious to save,

while abandoning the others.
2 Together with the authenticity

of these canons, the hypothesis of Abraham Echellensis also

vanishes, which supposes them to have been collected by

Jacob, the celebrated Bishop of Nisibis, who was present at

the Nicene Synod. They belong to a later period. Assemani

offers another supposition, supporting it by this passage from

Ebed-jesu :

3 "Bishop Maruthas of Tagrit
4

translated the

seventy-three canons of Nicaea."
5 Assemani believes these

seventy-three canons to be identical with the eighty-four

Arabic canons, but such identity is far from being proved.

Even the number of the canons is different ; and if it were

not so, we know, from what we saw above, that several of

the Arabic canons indicate a more recent period than those of

Bishop Maruthas. It is probable that Maruthas really trans-

1 The falseness of all this is evident from the fact that Byzantium was not

aised by Constantine to the dignity of the metropolis until the year 330.

2 Cf. Pagi, Grit, in Annates Baron, ad ann. 325, n. 45 ; Pearson, Vindicia

Epist. Ignat. P. i. p. 177; Richer, Hist. Councils-General, i. 110; Ludovici,

Prsef. ad Ittig. Hist. Concil. Nic.

3 Sec. xiv. * Sec. v.

6 Assemani, Bibliolh. Orient, i. 23, 195 ; Angelo Mai, I.e. Praf. p. vii.
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lated seventy-three canons, supposed to be Nicene; that is

to say, that he had in his hands one of those MSS. spoken of

above, which contained various collections of canons falsely

attributed to the Council of Nicaea.
1

It will be asked why in some parts of the East they should

have attributed so great a number of canons to the Council of

Nicasa. It is not difficult to explain the mistake. We know,

indeed, that the canons of various councils were at a very

early period collected into one corpus ; and in this corpus the

canons of Niccea always had the first place, on account of

their importance. It happened afterwards, that either acciden-

tally or designedly, some copyists neglected to give the names

of the councils to those canons which followed the Nicene.

We have already seen that even at Eome there was a copy

containing, sub uno titulo, the canons of Niccea and those of

Sardica. When these copies were circulated in the East, that

which might have been foreseen took place in course of time

:

viz., from a want of the spirit of criticism, all the later canons

which followed after the true canons were attributed to the

Council of Nicsea.

But it must also be said that certain learned men, especially

Baronius 2 and the Spanish Cardinal d'Aguirre,
3 have tried

hard to prove, from the only Greek and Latin memorials, and

without these Arabic canons, that the Synod of Nicsea pub-

lished more than twenty canons.

a. The Synod, said Aguirre, certainly set forth a canon on

the celebration of Easter ; and a proof of this is, that Balsamon,

in his commentary upon the first canon of Antioch, mentions

this Nicene canon as being in existence. There must there-

fore, concludes Aguirre, have been above twenty Nicene

canons. But it may be answered that the ancient authors

make no mention of a canon, but only of a simple ordinance,

of the Council of Nicasa respecting the celebration of the

Easter festival ; and it is indeed certain that such a rule was

given by the Council, as is proved by the synodical decree.
4

As for Balsamon, he says exactly the contrary to what Car-

1 Cf. Spittler, Gescldchte des Canonlschen Redds, S. 10S, note.

8 Annates, ad ann. 325, n. 156 sqq.

• Collect. Coned. Hlspan. i. 1 ; Appar. Diss. 8. * Socrat. i 9.



368 .'. HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.'

dinal d'Aguirre maintains,—namely, iv <yovv rots' kovogi rwv

iv NiKala irarepwv rovro ov% evpTjrat,, els Be ra irpaKTiica tj/s

TrpoiT7]<; avvoBov evpeaKeren,
j

1
that is to say, "which is not to

be found in the canons of the Fathers of Mcaea, but which

was there discussed." D'Aguirre evidently did not consult

the Greek text of Balsamon, but probably made use of the

inaccurate Latin translation which Schelstrate has given of it.
2

But even admitting that some later writer may have given as a

canon the Nicene rule about Easter, even the nature of things

shows that it could only be a disciplinary measure. Perhaps

also a passage of the Synod held at Carthage in 419 had

been misunderstood. This Synod says that the Council of

Nicrea re-established the antiquus canon upon the celebration

of Easter
;

3 which from the context means, and can mean, only

this—the ancient rule for the celebration of Easter was re-

stored by the Council of Nicaea, to be observed by the genera-

tions following.

b. Cardinal d'Aguirre says, in the second place, that if some

very ancient authors are to be trusted, the acts of the Coun-

cil of Nicoea were very voluminous, and he concludes from

this* that there must have been more than twenty canons; but

we have explained above that it is very doubtful whether

these acts contained more than the Creed, the canons, and the

synodical letter ; and even if the acts were really very volu-

minous, it does not necessarily follow that they contained a

larger number of canons. The acts of the Council of Ephesus

are very extensive ; but nevertheless that Council published

only six canons, eight at the most, if we consider as canons

two decrees which had a special object.

c. Aguirre suggests further, that the Arians burnt the com-

plete acts of the Council of Nicsea, and allowed only these

twenty canons to remain, in order to have it believed that

the Council had decreed no others. Baronius 4
also makes a

similar supposition, but there is not the slightest
5 proof of

1 In Bevereg. I.e. i. 430. 2 Condi. Antloch. Antwerp 1681.

3 Haul. i. 1428, n. 21 ; Mansi, iv. 415, in the note.

4 Baronius, ad ann. 325, n. 62.

5 The letter of S. Athanasius to Mark, speaking of that, is evidently spurious.

See. above, sec. 23.
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such an act on the part of the Arians ; and if the Arians had

done as he suggests, they would certainly have burnt the

Creed of Niccea itself, which contains their most express con-

demnation.

d. It is well-nigh superfluous to refute those who have

maintained that the Synod of Nicasa lasted three years, and

who add that it must certainly have promulgated above

twenty canons during all that time. The Synod began and

ended in the year 325: it was after the close of it that the

Emperor Constantine celebrated his vicenncdia} The supposi-

tion that the Council lasted for three years is a fable invented

subsequently by the Orientals ; but even were it true, if the

Council really lasted for three years, one could not therefore

affirm that it must have promulgated a great number of

decrees.

e. The following passage from a letter of Pope Julius I.

has been also made use of to prove that the Council of

Nicoea published more than twenty canons :
" The bishops at

Nicaea rightly decided that the decrees of one council may be

revised by a subsequent one." This letter is to be found in

the works of S. Athanasius.2 But Pope Julius I. does not

say that the Nicene Fathers made a canon of their decision
;

on the contrary, he appears to consider that it was by their

example, in judging afresh the Arian question, already judged

at Alexandria, that the Nicene Fathers authorized these re-

visions.

/. When the Patriarch of Constantinople, Flavian, appealed

to Rome against the decision of the Eobber-Synod of Ephesus,

Pope Leo the Great, in two letters addressed to the Emperor
Theodosius, appealed in his turn to a decree of the Council of

Nicyea, to show that such appeals were permissible.
3

Cardinal

d'Aguirre immediately concludes that Pope Leo there quotes

a canon which is not among the twenty authentic ones. The
Cardinal did not see that Pope Leo here commits the same
mistake as Pope Zosimus, by quoting a canon of Sardica as

one of those passed at Nicsea.

1 The twentieth year of his reign. Upon the duration of the Council of

Kiciea, cf. sees. 26 and 44.

2 Apologia contra Arianos, c. 22, Opp. i. 112, ed. Patav. 3 Epp. 43 and 44.

2 A
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q. It is less easy to- explain these words of S. Ambrose,

quoted by Baronms and Aguirre : Scd prius cognoscamus, non

solum hoc apostolum dc ejnscopo et presbytero statnisse, scd ctiam

Patrcs in concilio Nicccno tractatus addidissc, neque clcricum

quondam dcbcre esse, qui sccunda conjugia sortiius} An ex-

amination of this text shows, however, that S. Ambrose does

not attribute to the Council of JSTicaja a canon properly so

called ; he uses only the expression tractatus. The Benedic-

tines of S. Maur, besides, say very reasonably on this passage

of S. Ambrose :
" As Pope Zosimus mistook a canon of Sardica

for one of Mcoea, so S. Ambrose may have read in his collectio

of the Acts of Nicsea some rule de digamis non ordinandis,

belonging to another synod, and may have thought that this

rule also emanated from the Council of Niccea."

h. We have to examine an expression of S. Jerome, which

it has been said will show that more than twenty canons

were promulgated at Nicoea. S. Jerome says in his Prafatio

ad librum Judith

:

2 Apud Hcbrmos liber Judith inter agio-

grapha legitur, cujus auctoritas ad roboranda ilia, qua: in con-

tcntionem veniunt, minus idonca judicatur. . . . Scd quia hunc

librum Synodus Niccena in numero Sanctarum Scripturarum

legitur computassc, acquicvi postulationi vestrce, etc. If we con-

clude from these words that the Fathers of Nicaea gave a

canon of the genuine books of the Bible, we certainly draw

an inference which they do not sustain. The meaning seems

rather to be this : the Nicene Fathers quoted this book of

Judith, that is to say, made use of it as a canonical book, and

so in fact recognised it. In this way the Council of Ephesus

implicitly acknowledged the Epistle to the Hebrews, by ap-

proving of the anathemas levelled by Cyril against Nestorius,

in which this epistle is quoted as a book of the Bible.
3

It is

true that, in some memorials left to us by the Council of Nicsea,

we find no such quotation from the book of Judith ; but the

difficulty does not lie there : the quotation may have been

made viva voce in the Council ; and this fact may have been

laid hold of, and preserved in some document composed by a

1 Epist. ad Verccllcnsem episcopum, Opp. ed. Bened. in. 1127.

* Opp. x. 39 ed. Migne, i. 1170 ed. BB.

• Katal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. I.e. 387, a.
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member of tlie Council. Besides, S. Jerome said only these

words, " legitur covvputassc," that is to say, we read that the

Council of JSTicaea did so. If the Council had really made a

canon on this subject, S. Gregory of Nazianzus, Amphilochius,

and others, would not have subsequently refused to reckon

the book of Judith in the number of canonical books. S.

Jerome himself in another passage
1

is doubtful of the cano-

nicity of the book ; he therefore can have attached no great

importance to what he said of the Council of Nicoea on the

subject of the book of Judith. Finally, the Council of Lao-

clictea, more recent than that of Mcrea, in its sixtieth canon,

does not reckon the book of Judith among the canonical books

:

such exclusion would have been utterly impossible if the pre-

tended canon had been really promulgated at Nicoea in 325.

i. It has been attempted also to decide the controversy

jiow under consideration by the high authority of S. Augustine,

who in his 213th epistle (in earlier editions the 110th) says:

" Even in the lifetime of Valerius, I was appointed coadjutor-

bishop in Hippo, not being aware that this had been pro-

hibited by the Council of Nicsea." It has been said—and

Cardinal d'Aguirre especially insisted—that this prohibition

is not to be found in the twenty canons ; but he is mistaken

:

the prohibition is there; it is very explicit in the eighth

canon.2

Jc. We proceed to an objection taken from Pope Innocent I.,

who says in his twenty-third epistle, that at Mcrea it was for-

bidden that any one should be ordained priest who had served

in war after his baptism.3 This prohibition, indeed, is not

to be found in the twenty Nicene canons ; but an attentive

reading of Innocent l.'s epistle leads us to ask if Innocent

really considered this prohibition as proceeding from the

Council of Nicrea. He says, in fact :
" You know yourselves

the rules of Mcaea about ordination, tamen aliquam 'partem,

qxiaz de ovdiiiationibus est provisa, inserendam putavi." It is

1 He says of the Look of Judith in his Eplstola ad Furlam: "Si cui tamen
placet volumen recipere." Opp. i. 559, ed. Migne ; and Oommenlar. in Aggceum,
cap. i. v, 5, 6, p. 1394, t. vi. ed. Migne.

2 This canon ends with these words, "to. ph h tjJ xiXu %i* inV«<7» J<r<».

Mansi, ii. G72.
a Mansi, iii. 1068 s<\.
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not known whether the two words aliqua pars ought to "be

understood of a rule of Nicrca, or of a rule taken from

another synod, and treating of the same subject. Innocent

twice mentions this prohibition to ordain soldiers as priests r

once in the forty-third epistle,
1 where he in no way mentions

the Council of Nicsea : the second time in Ep. i. c. 2,
2 where

it is true that in the context there is reference to the Council

of Nicpea ; but in the passage itself, where the Pope recalls

the prohibition, he does not rest upon the authority of that

Council. In the passage the word item evidently means

sccundo, and not that the rule following is a decree of Niccea.

We might even admit that Pope Innocent intended to quote

a Nicene rule, but that would prove nothing contrary to our

position. The words quoted by the Pope are those of a

Council of Turin, as has been thoroughly shown by Labbe.
3

We must therefore conclude that Innocent made the same

mistake as his predecessor Zosimus.

I. Gelasius of Cyzicus gives nine constitvtiones* exclusive

of the twenty authentic canons ; and at the close of Book II.

c. 2 9 he says explicitly, " The bishops of Nicrea gave various

similar Biarv7rcoa6i<; ;" hence it has been said that he refutes

our thesis. But these constitution's are purely dogmatical

(X070? hihaaKcChiKoi) : therefore they are not canons, and could

not have increased the number to more than twenty ; but

—

and this is the principal point—they are most certainly

spurious : none of the ancient writers are acquainted with

them ; no one among the moderns has endeavoured to defend

their historical value ; most do not even mention them—as,

for instance, Tillemont and Orsi ; and those who quote them

content themselves with denying their genuineness.
5

m. According to Baronius and d'Aguirre, Socrates,
6 the

1 M.insi, iii. 1046. 2 Mansi, iii. 1033.

3 Mansi, iii. 1069, ad marg. 4 Lib. ii. c. 30.

s See Ittig. Hist. Condi. Nic. § 68, and the quotations accompanying that

history; Fuchs, Blbllotlteh der Klrchenversammluncjen, Leipz. 1780, Bd. i. S.

438. The second of these diatyposes is probably directed against the Euty-

chians, and consequently it may be considered as subsequent to the Council of

Nicaea. Dorscheus has written an especial dissertation upon the fifth diaiypose

(on the holy communion).
6 Socrat. iii- 20.
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Greek historian of the Church, is erroneously represented as

having said that the Council of Nicsea commanded the use

of the doxology thus worded, " Glory be to the Father and

to the Son," in order to show the equality of the Father and

the Son ; whilst the Arians proposed this form, " Glory be

to the Father through the Son." But in the said passage

Socrates simply affirms that there was one party at Antioch

which made use of the one form, and another which used the

other, and that the Arian Bishop Leontius tried to prevent

the praises of God being sung according to the irapdhoaa of

the Council of Nicrea, that is, to prevent their using forms

in accordance with the Nicene doctrine. Valesius also re-

marks, when translating that passage from Socrates, that the

Greek historian nowhere says what Baronius and Aguirre

attribute to him.1 "We know, indeed, that before the rise of

the Arian heresy the Fathers of the Church often altered the

form of the doxology, sometimes saying " by the Son," some-

times " and to the Son." But as the Arians would not use

the form " and to the Son," and persisted in saying " by the

Son," the orthodox in their turn gained the habit of saying

almost exclusively, without there being any rule on the sub-

ject, " and to the Son." If there had been a rule, the orthodox

bishops would not long subsequently have allowed the form
" by the Son" to have been used.

2

n. Pope Leo appealed repeatedly to the Council of Nicrca

to show that the Patriarch of Constantinople wrongfully laid

claim to a precedency over the Patriarchs of Alexandria and

Antioch.3 Aguirre hence concludes that the Pope must have

had Nicene decrees before him which are not among the

twenty canons recognised as authentic. It is easy to reply

that S. Leo refers only to the sixth canon of Nicoea, which
maintains the Archbishops of Alexandria and Antioch in their

rights, and consequently implicitly forbids any other bishop

to be placed above them.

1 Cf. Ludovici, Prcrfatio ad Ittig. Hist. Condi. Klc.
2 Vgl. Binterim, Denkwiirdujkeiten, Bd. iv. Thl. i. S. 426 f. ; Ittig. I.e.

3 Epp. 104, 105, 106, ai Ballerin. vol. i. ; Epp. 78, 79, 80, ed. Quesnel (alias

53, 54, 55).
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o. Notwithstanding the efforts of Cardinal d'Aguirre, it

is impossible to make a serious objection of what was said

by the second Council of Aries,
1 held about the year 452.

This Council expresses itself thus : magna synodus antca con-

stiluit—that whoso falsely accused another of great crimes

should be excommunicated to their life's end.
2

It is perfectly

true, as has been remarked, that the twenty canons of Nicsea

contain no such rule ; but it has been forgotten that, in mak-

ing use of the expression magna synodus, the second Council

of Aries does not mean the Council of Mecca : it has in view

the first Council of Aries, and particularly the fourteenth

canon of that Council.
3

p. The objection drawn from the Synod of Ephesus 4
is

still only specious. The Council of Ephesus relies upon a

decision of the Council of Nicsea in maintaining that the

Church of Cyprus is independent of the Church of Antioch.

Aguirre thought that this was not to be found in the twenty

canons ; but it is not so, for the Council of Ephesus certainly

referred to the sixth canon of Niceea when it said :
" The

canon of the Fathers of Nicsea guaranteed to each Church.

the rank which it previously held."

q. Again, it has been said that Atticus Bishop of Con-

stantinople
5 alludes to a canon not found among the twenty,

when he indicates very precisely in a letter who those are,

according to the rule of the Council of Nicsea, who ought to

have literce formatce.
6 But the document bearing the name

of Bishop Atticus was unknown to the whole of antiquity

;

it belongs only to the middle ages, and has certainly no-

greater value than the pseudo-Isidorian documents.
7 But if

this memorial were authentic (Baronius accepts it as such 8
)„

it would prove nothing against our position ; for Baronius

himself tells us that the Fathers of Nicsea deliberated very

secretly upon the form that the literal formatce ought to take,

but made no canon upon the subject.
9

r. The last witness of Aguirre has no greater weight. It

1 Can. 24. 2 Hard. ii. 775. 3 Cf. Ludovici, Pra>f. ad Ittig. I.e.

4 Actio vii. JIansi, iv, 1468 ; Hard. i. 1620. 6 Sec. v.

« Hard. v. 1453.
' 7 Tillemont, Mimoircs, vi. 2S8, b.

• Ad arm. 325, n. 162 sq. 9 Cf. Natal. Alex. I.e. p. 387.
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is an expression of S. Basil's,
1 who affirms that the Council

of Nicsea made rules for the punishment of the guilty, that

future sins midit be avoided. Now the canons of Nictea

in our possession, as we shall see hereafter, authorize S. Basil

to speak in this way.2 Some other objections of less import-

ance not repeated by Aguirre might be noticed, but they have

been sufficiently exposed and refuted by Katalis Alexander.
3

Sec. 42. Contents of the JSficene Canons.

After having determined the number of authentic canons

of the Council of Nicaea, we must now consider more closely

their contents. The importance of the subject, and the

historical value that an original text always possesses, has

decided us to give the Greek text of the acts of the Council

(according to the editions of Mansi and of Bruns
4

), together

with a translation and a commentary intended to explain

their meaning.5

Can. 1.

El Tt? iv vocrw virb larpoov i^jeipovpyijdrj, rj virb fiapftdpwv

i^er/xijOrj, ovto? fievero) iv toj K\rjpw' el Be T£? vyialvwv eavrbv

i^eTe/jbe, tovtov kcu iv ru> Kkt)pa> ifrera^o/xevov ireiravaOai irpo-

Gr]K,ei, real e/c tov Sevpo [irjheva to)v tolovtccv ^pijvat irpodyecrdaf

coenrep 8e tovto irpohrfKov, otl irepl tcov iirtTT]hev6vTWV to 7rpdy/u,a

Kai To\fA(ovTCi)v eavrovs itCTe/xveiv eXpr\rai %
ovt<o<; el Tive$ vtto

1 Ep. 125, n. 3, vol. iii. p. 216, ed. BB.
2 Cf. Ludovici, Pro?/, ad Ittig. I.e.

3 Natal. Alex. I.e. p. 387 sqq.
4 Mansi, Collectlo Concil. ii. 668 sqq. ; Bruns, Canones apostolorum et eon-

ciliorum, scec. iv.-vii. Berol. 1839, i. 14 sqq. Scipio Maffei discovered in the

last century, in a manuscript of Verona, a very ancient Latin translation of

the canons of Nicrea different from those already known; for instance, that

of Dionysius the Less, and of the Prisca. It is printed in the edition of the

Works of S. Leo the Great by the Ballerini, iii. 582 sqq., and Mansi, I.e. vi.

1195 sqq.

5 Among the commentaries which we have used in making ours, we shall

quote those which were composed in the middle ages by the Greeks Balsamon,

Zonaras, and Aristenus : they are printed in Beveridge, Synodicon, sive Pandectce

canonum, Oxon. 1672, i. 58 sqq. Beveridge has also edited one of them in

the appendix of the second volume of his work, p. 44 sqq. Van Espen haa

done the same work in his Commcntarius in canones et decreta, etc., Colon.

1755, p. 85 sqq. ; as well as Professor Herbst in the Till). Tlieol. QuartalscJtrtft,

1822, S. 30 tf.



376 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

fiapftdpcov f\ heaTTorwv evvov^ladrjaav, eupiaKOLVTO ce uWcos

a^ioi
)
tou? toioutov? et? fcXijpov TrpoaieTat o /cavcov.

" If a man has been mutilated by physicians during sick-

ness, or by barbarians, he may remain among the clergy;

but if a man in good health has mutilated himself, he must

resign his post after the matter has been proved among the

clergy, and in future no one who has thus acted should be

ordained. But as it is evident that what has just been said

only concerns those who have thus acted with intention, and

have dared to mutilate themselves, those who have been made
eunuchs by barbarians or by their masters will be allowed,

conformably to the canon, to remain among the clergy, if in

other respects they are worthy."

This ordinance of Nicsea agrees well with the directions

contained in the apostolic canons 21-24 inclusive (20—23

according to another way of numbering them), and it is to

these apostolic canons that the Council makes allusion by the

expression 6 /cavoov. It was not Origen alone who, a long

time before the Council of Nicsea, had given occasion for such

ordinances : we know, by the first apology of S. Justin,
1
that

& century before Origen, a young man had desired to be muti-

lated by physicians, for the purpose of completely refuting

the charge of vice which the heathen brought against the

worship of Christians. S. Justin neither praises nor blames

this young man : he only relates that he could not obtain the

permission of the civil authorities for his project, that he

renounced his intention, but nevertheless remained virgo all

his life. It is very probable that the Council of Nicaea was

induced by some fresh similar cases to renew the old in-

junctions ; it was perhaps the Arian Bishop Leontius who
was the principal cause of it. S. Athanasius,2 and after

him Theodoret
3 and Socrates,

4
relate in fact that Leontius, a

Phrygian by birth,
5 and a clergyman at Antioch, lived with a

subintroducta named Eustolion ; and as he could not separate

1 Justin. Apol. c. 29.

2 Athanasius, Apologia de fuga sua, z. 25 ; and Historia Arianorum ad

monachos, c. 28.
3 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. ii. 24. * Socrates, Hist. Eccl. ii. 2ti.

•Theodoret, I.e. ii. 10.
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himself from her, and wished to prevent her leaving him,

mutilated himself. His bishop, Eustathius, had deposed him,

more especially for this last act ; but the Emperor Constan-

tine afterwards made him by force Bishop of Antioch.

Leontius became afterwards one of the most bitter opponents

of S. Athanasius. This ordinance of Nicsea was often renewed

in force by subsequent synods and by bishops ; and it has

been inserted in the Corpus juris canonici.
1

Can. 2.

^EireiBr] TroWa rrroi biro uvayK-qs r) a\Xw? eireiyopLevwv tcov

avdpwTToav eyeveTo nrapa. tov kclvovcl tov eKKXrjaiacrTiKov, cocrre

dv8pa>7rov<i dirb edvtKov j3iov cipri TrpoaeXdovras rfj iria-rei, koli

iv 6\iyu> XP°V(P KaTr}yjt]6evra<; ev9u<; eVt to irvevpuaTiitov \ovrpov

dyeiv, nal dfxa t&> $aiTTiaQr]vai irpoadyeiv ek imaKOTr^v rj

7rpea/3vTepelov /caAw? eBo^ev eyeiv, tov Xocirov p,r/Bev toiovto

ylveaQav koX yap koX yjpovov Bel tu> KaTr\yovp,ev(p, teal fi€ra to

fiu7TTicrfJ,a BoKip-aalaf TrXeiovos' aacpes <ydp to cnroo-ToXLKOV

ypdp,p,a to \eyov' Mr) veocpvTov, Xva fxr) TvcfxodeU et? Kplpua

e/xirear/ fcal irayiBa tov $La/3o\oV el Be irpoiovTOS tov yjpovov

"tyvyitcov ti dpidpTrjpLa evpeOf) irepl to Trpoaaywov, koli eXeyyoiTO

inro Bvo rj Tpiwv ixapivpwv, 7re7rava6co 6 toiovtos tov K\i]pov o

Be irapd Tama 7tolcov, a>? virevavTia tj} p,eyd\y <xvvoB(p dpaav-

vopbevos, auTo? KivBvvevaet irepl tov K\r)pov.

"Seeing that many things, either from necessity or on

account of the pressure of certain persons, have happened

contrary to the ecclesiastical canon, so that men who have

but just turned from a heathen life to the faith, and who

have only been instructed during a very short time, have been

brought to the spiritual laver, to baptism, and have even

been raised to the office of priest or bishop, it is right that

in future this should not take place, for time is required for

sound instruction in doctrine, and for further trial after

baptism. For the apostolic word is clear, which says

:

3

1 C. 7, Dist. Iv. ; and c. 3, x. (i. 20).

2 Zoega has discovered an ancient Coptic translation of this canon ; it was

published at Paris in 1852 by Pitra, in his Spkilegium Solesmevse. i. 525.

This Coptic translation does not verbally agree with the original Greek text, but

entirely with its meaning.
3 1 Tim. iii. ft.
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', Not a novice, lest through pride he fall into condemnation,

and into the snare of the devil.' If hereafter a cleric is

guilty of a grave offence, proved by two or three witnesses,

he must resign his spiritual office. Any one who acts against

this ordinance, and ventures to be disobedient to this great

Synod, is in danger of being expelled from the clergy."

It may be seen by the very text of this canon, that it was

already forbidden to baptize, and to raise to the episcopate or

to the priesthood any one who had only been a catechumen

for a short time : this injunction is in fact contained in the

eightieth (seventy-ninth) apostolical canon ; and according to

that, it would be older than the Council of Nicsea. There

have been nevertheless certain cases in which, for urgent

reasons, an exception has been made to the rule of the Council

of Nicrea,—for instance, that of S. Ambrose.1 The canon of

Nicoea does not seem to allow such an exception, but it might

be justified by the apostolical canon which says, at the close

:

" It is not right that any one who has not yet been proved

should be a teacher of others, unless by a peculiar divine

grace." The expression of the canon of Nicsea, ^tv^ikov Tt

a/xdpr7]/xa, is not easy to explain : some render it by the

Latin words animate peccatum, believing that the Council has

here especially in view sins of the flesh ; but, as Zonaras has

said, all sins are ty-v^iica afxapTi^ara. We must then under-

stand the passage in question to refer to a capital and very

serious offence, as the penalty of deposition annexed to it

points out.

These words have also given offence, el Be irpolovros tov

Xpovov; that is to say, "It is necessary henceforward," etc.,

understanding that it is only those who have been too quickly

ordained who are threatened with deposition in case they

are guilty of crime ; but the canon is framed, and ought to be

understood, in a general manner : it applies to all other clergy-

men, but it appears also to point out that greater severity

should be shown towards those who have been too quickly

ordained. Others have explained the passage in this manner

:

" If it shall become known that any one who has been too

quickly ordained was guilty before his baptism of any serious

1 Theodor. Hist. Eccl. iv. 6 ; Rufin. Hist. Eccl. ii. 11.
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offence, he ought to he deposed." This is the interpretation

given hy Gratian,1 hut it must he confessed that such a transla-

tion does violence to the text. This is, I believe, the general

sense of the canon, and of this passage in particular :
" Hence-

forward no one shall be baptized or ordained quickly. As to>

those already in orders (without any distinction between those

who have been ordained in due course and those who have

been ordained too quickly), the rule is that they shall be

deposed if they commit a serious offence. Those who are

guilty of disobedience to this great Synod, either by allowing

themselves to be ordained or even by ordaining others pre-

maturely, are threatened with deposition ipso facto, and for

this fault alone." We consider, in short, that the last words

of the canon may be understood as well of the ordained as of

the ordainer.

Can. 3.

ATTTjyopevaev KaOokov i) /xeydXr] <rvvo$o<; fjtrjre e-KicntoiTt*

firjTe irpeaftvTepfp fitjre Sta/covco f^yTe oAw? rivl roov iv rcZ

Kkrjp<o e^elvat avveiaafcrov e%eiv, TrXyv el fit) apa \x,r\rkpa r)

u8e\(pT)v rj deiav, r) a \iova TrpoacoTra iracrav vTroyp-lav Biaire

<pevye.~

" The great Synod absolutely forbids, and it cannot be per-

mitted to either bishop, priest, or any other cleric, to have in

his house a <rvveicraicTo<i (subintroduda) , with the exception of

his mother, sister, aunt, or such other persons as are free from

all suspicion."

In the first ages of the Church, some Christians, clergymen

and laymen, contracted a sort of spiritual marriage with un-

married persons, so that they lived together ; but there was
not a sexual, but a spiritual connection between them, for

their mutual spiritual advancement.3 They were known by
the name of crvveiaajcroc, aycnrrjTal, and sororcs. That which

began in the spirit, however, in many cases ended in the flesh
;

on which account the Church very stringently forbade such

1 Corpus jur. can. c. i. Disk 48.
'

2 Zoega has discovered a Coptic translation of this canon also : it was inserted

by Pitra in the Spiclleglum Solesmense, i. 526. The Greek canon is very

freely translated in it.

3 Cf. the sermon of S. Chrysostom, iefH roli; i'^tira,- vxffiviv; 9i>»<i'ra.x.Tin>t
\

aud Beveridge, I.e. p. 46, b.
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unions, even with penalties more severe than those with

which she punished concubinage : for it happened that Chris-

tians who would have recoiled from the idea of concubinage

permitted themselves to form one of these spiritual unions,

and in so doing fell. It is very certain that the canon of

NicEea forbids this species of union, but the context shows

moreover that the Fathers had not these particular cases in

view alone ; and the expression avveicrcucTos should be under-

stood of every woman who is introduced {avvelaaKroi) into

the house of a clergyman for the purpose of living there. If

by the word cvveio-aicTo<; was only intended the wife in this

spiritual marriage, the Council would not have said, any

<7W€iaaKTo<; except his mother, etc.; for neither his mother

nor his sister could have formed this spiritual union with

the cleric. The injunction, then, does not merely forbid the

avvdaanTo^ in the specific sense, but orders that " no woman

must live in the house of a cleric, unless she be his mother,"

etc. Because this interpretation presents itself naturally to

the mind, several ancient authors have read in the Greek

text i-TrelaaKTOv instead of avvdcaKTOv ; for instance, the Em-

peror Justinian in his Novel 123 (c. 29), and Eufinus in his

translation of the canon.
1 Several councils, amongst others

the second of Tours (c. 11) and the fourth of Toledo (c. 42),

have also received this reading, but wrongly, as is proved by

the best Greek manuscripts. Beveridge, S. Basil, and Diony-

sius the Less read avvelaaKTov with us.
2 On the meaning of

the last words of this canon, it has been doubted whether the

Council allows all persons who are free from suspicion to live

in the house of a clerk, as it is understood by Gratian
;

3
or

whether the true translation is this: "And his sisters and

aunts cannot remain unless they be free from all suspicion."

Van Espen 4 explains the text in this manner, but this inter-

pretation does not seem altogether in accordance with the

original.

1 Hist. Eccl. i. 6.
s Beveridge, I.e. pp. 45 and 46.

3 Corpus jur. can. c. 16, Dist. 32. Interdixit per ovinia sancta synodus, non

episcopo, non presbytero, non diacono, vel alicui omnino, qui in clero est, liccre

eubinlroductam habere mulierem, nisiforte aid matrem, aut sororem, aut amitam,

nut etiam eas idoneas 2>ersonas, qucefugiant mspicionea. <

*l.c p. 88.
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Another question has been raised on this subject,—namely,

whether it supposes the marriage of priests, or whether it

orders celibacy, and then the real wives of clerics would be

included in the word avvdaaKToi. This last interpretation

is that of Bellarmin ; but it is without foundation, for the

(TvveiaaKroi are here forbidden to all clerks, and we know that

at this period those in minor orders were permitted to marry.

In conclusion, it cannot be overlooked that this canon shows

that the practice of celibacy had already spread to a great

extent among the clergy; as even Fuchs 1
confesses, and as

Natalis Alexander has also remarked.2 The question of the

relation of the Council of Nicaea to celibacy will be considered

when we come to the history of Paphnutius.

Can. 4.

*Etti(tkottov TrpocnfjKei ixdXicna fieu viro 7rdvrcov twi> iv rf}

iirap^la KaOiaraadaf el Se 8var%epe<; elrf to tolovto, rj hid

KaT€7rei<yovaav avdyicrjv rj Sid /xt}/co? 68ov, e^diravTos Tpet? eVt

to avrb avvayo/jLevovs, crvfiylrrfycov <yivop,evcov koX toov uttovtcov real

(jvvrtOefjbivoiV 8ia ypafifiaTcov, Tore tijv yeiporoviav Troieladar

to Be /cvpos Twv yivofievwv SlBoadai icaO' e/cdarriv lirap^iav tg>

fxi]Tpo7ro\irr}.
3

" The bishop shall be appointed by all (the bishops) of

the eparchy (province) ; if that is not possible on account of

pressing necessity, or on account of the length of journeys,

three (bishops) at the least shall meet, and proceed to the

imposition of hands (consecration) with the permission of

those absent in writing. The confirmation of what is done

belongs by right, in each eparchy, to the metropolitan."

The Church was not obliged in principle to conform itself

to the territorial divisions of the states or of the provinces in

establishing its own territorial divisions. If, however, it often

accepted these civil divisions as models for its own, it was to

facilitate the conduct of business, and to prevent any disrup-

1 Fuclis, BlbUotheh der Kirchenversammlunym (Library of the Councils).

Leipzig 1780, Thl. i. S. 392.
2 Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. Dissert. 19, Propos. ii. p. 392, ed.

Vehet. 177S.
3 See, in Pitra, Spicileg. Soksmensc, i. 526 sq., a Coptic translation of tlib

canon newly discovered.
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tion of received customs. Thus the apostles often passed

through the principal cities of one province for the purpose of

preaching the gospel there before entering another, and after-

wards they treated the faithful of that province as forming one

community. For instance, S. Paul writes to the Church of God

at Corinth, and to all the faithful of Achaia :

* he unites, then,

in his thoughts all the Christians of the province of Achaia,

and at the head of the Churches of that province he places

that of Corinth, which was its political capital. He addresses

in the same manner another of his letters " to the Churches of

the Galatians,"
2 again uniting in his mind all the communities

of that civil province. The result of this action of the Church

was, that the bishops of the same province soon considered

that there was a certain bond between them, and the bishop of

the capital thus gained insensibly a sort of pre-eminence over his

colleagues in the province. This pre-eminence could only be

based in some cases on the civil importance of the capital

;

but it must not be forgotten that the civil capital was often

also the ecclesiastical, as being the first city in the province

in which a Christian Church was founded, from which the

gospel was made known to the other cities in the province.

It is especially the civil importance that the Synod of Antiocli

of 341 had in view when it said, in its ninth canon: "The

bishops of each eparchy must understand that it is the bishop

of the metropolis (political capital) who has charge of the

business of the eparchy, because all meet at the metropolis to

transact their business." The word eparchy here most cer-

tainly designates the civil province ; and evidently the Synod

wished to make the civil divisions the basis of ecclesiastical

divisions. The Council of Nicoea follows the same course : it

orders in this fourth canon that a bishop shall be chosen by

the other bishops of the whole eparchy (political province) ; and

in accordance with the ninth canon of the Synod of Antioch,

it decides that the metropolitan shall have charge of the

business of the eparchy. The first remark that there is to

make on this canon is, then, to point out that the Council of

Nicaea accepts the political division as the basis of the eccle-

1 2 Cor. i. 1.

* GaL i. &
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siastical division; but there were afterwards exceptions to

this rule.
1

The second remark relates to the method of proceeding in

the election of bishops. In apostolic times the apostles them-

selves chose the bishops. During the period immediately

after apostolic times it was the disciples of the apostles, iX\6-

*/i[xol arope?, as S. Clement calls them. Thus such men as

Titus and Timothy nominated bishops ; but the election had

to be approved by the whole community, avvevZoK^crda^ t?}?

€KK\rj<Tia<> 7rao-?7?, as S. Clement says again
;

2
so that here a new

agent appears in the choice of a bishop : the community has

to make known whether it considers the person elected fitted

or unfitted for the charge. After the death of the disciples of

the apostles this practice changed ; there were no longer any

bishops who had such an uncontested ascendency over the

others. A letter of S. Cyprian tells us in a very clear manner

how episcopal elections and consecrations were then carried

on. " In almost all provinces," he writes, " the business is

managed in this manner : The nearest bishops in the province

meet in the city for which the election is to be held. The

bishop is then elected plebe prcesente ; the people are bound

to be present at the election, for singulorum vitam plmissime

novit. The episcopal dignity is after that conferred universes

fratcmitatis suffragio and episcoporum judicio."
3 Beveridge

has explained this very important passage in the follow-

ing manner.4 The bishops of the province choose their

future colleague, and the fraternitas—that is to say, the people

and the clergy of the city—decide whether the choice is

acceptable, whether the candidate is worthy of the episcopate.

It seems to me that Beverido;e thus does violence to the

expression suffragio, and does not quite accurately translate

judicio. Suffragium is derived from sub and frango.
5

It pro-

1 Cf. upon this question a learned and very acute article by Friedrich Maassen,

J. U. Dr., Der Primat des Bischo/s von Bom und die alten Patriarchalkirchen

(the primacy of the Bishop of Rome and the ancient patriarchal Churches).

Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte da' Hierarchie, insbesondere zur Erluuterung des

sechsten Canons des ersten allg. Concils von Nicaa, Bonn 1853, S. 1-13.
2 Clementis Epist. i. ad Corinth, c. 44 ; ed. Patrum apostol. by Hefele, ed. iii.

p. 116. 3 Epist. 68. *U. p. 47.
5 [These etymological remarks are very doubtful. See White's Diet.—Ed.]
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perly means a fragment—a shred or scrap—and refers to the

shell which the ancients used for voting in the assemblies of

the people. This expression, then, ought here to signify that

the people, the community, had the right of voting, but that

the right of deciding—the judicium—was reserved to the

bishops of the province. Van Espen gives the same explana-

tion that we do in his canon law.
1 The fratemitas, he says

—

that is to say, the clergy and people of the community

—

who are interested in the choice had the right of presentation

;

the bishops had afterwards to decide. They had then the

principal part to perform. In certain cases the bishops elected

and consecrated a candidate sine jorevvia plcbis clcctione—for

instance, when the people would undoubtedly have made a

bad choice. As it was by the judicium of the bishops that

the new bishop was appointed, so it was also their duty to

consecrate the newly elected.

The Council of Nicoea thought it necessary to define by

precise rules the duties of the bishops who took part in these

episcopal elections. It decided, {a) that a single bishop of

the province was not sufficient for the appointment of another

;

(IS) three at the least should meet, and (c) they were not to

proceed to election without the written permission of the

absent bishops ; it was necessary (d) to obtain afterwards the

approval of the metropolitan. The Council thus confirms the

ordinary metropolitan division, in its two most important

points, namely, the nomination and ordination of bishops, and

the superior position of the metropolitan. The third point

connected with this division—namely, the provincial synod

—will be considered under the next canon.

Meletius was probably the occasion of this canon. It may

be remembered that he had nominated bishops without the

concurrence of the other bishops of the province, and without

the approval of the metropolitan of Alexandria, and had thus

occasioned a schism. This canon was intended to prevent

the recurrence of such abuses. The question has been

raised
2
as to whether the fourth canon speaks only of the

choice of the bishop, or whether it also treats of the consecra-

i P. i. tit. 13, n. 10.

CL Van Espen, Commcntarlus in canones, etc., p. 89.
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tion of the newly elected. We think, with Van Espen, that

it treats equally of both,—as well of the part which the

bishops of the province should take in an episcopal election,

as of the consecration which completes it.

The Council of Mcrea had a precedent in the first apostolic

canon, and in the twentieth canon of Aries, for the establish-

ment of this rule. The canon of Nicsea was afterwards in

its turn reproduced and renewed by many councils,—by that

of Laodicea (c. 12), of Antioch (c. 19), by the fourth Synod of

Toledo (c. 19), the second of Nicsea (c. 13) : it is also repro-

duced in the Codex Ecclcsice Afric. (c. 13). It has been put

into execution in the Greek Church as well as in the Latin

Church, and inserted in all collections of ecclesiastical laws,

especially in the Corpus juris canonici.
1

It has been, however, interpreted in different ways. The

Greeks had learnt by bitter experience to distrust the inter-

ference of princes and earthly potentates in episcopal elections.

Accordingly, they tried to prove that this canon of Hicrea

took away from the people the right of voting at the nomina-

tion of a bishop, and confined the nomination exclusively to

the bishops of the province. In order to obtain a solid ground

for this practice, the seventh Oecumenical Council held at

Nicsea (c. 3) interpreted the canon before us in the sense that

a bishop could be elected only by bishops ; and it threatens

with deposition any one who should attempt to gain, by

means of the temporal authority, possession of a bishopric.
2

One hundred years later, the eighth Oecumenical Council en-

forces the same rule, and decides,
3
in accordance " with former

councils," that a bishop must not be elected except by the

college of bishops.
4 The Greek commentators, Balsamon and

others, therefore, only followed the example of these two great

Councils in affirming that this fourth canon of Nicsea takes

away from the people the right previously possessed of voting

in the choice of bishops, and makes the election depend en-

tirely on the decision of the bishops 5
of the province.

The Latin Church acted otherwise. It is true that with

it also the people have been removed from episcopal elections,

1 Can. c. 1, Dist. 64. 2 Hard. Collect. Concil. iv. 4S7.
3 C. 22. 4 Hard. v. 909. 5 Beveridge, I.e. p. 47.

2 B
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but this did not happen till later, about the eleventh century ;*

and it was not the people only who were removed, but the

bishops of the province as well, and the election was con-

ducted entirely by the clergy of the cathedral church.2 The

Latins then interpreted the canon of Nicrea as though it said

nothing of the rights of the bishops of the province in the

election of their future colleague (and it does not speak of it

in a very explicit manner), and as though it determined these

two points only : (a) that for the ordination of a bishop three

bishops at least are necessary; (&) that the right of confir-

mation rests with the metropolitan.
3 In the Latin Church

this right of confirmation passed in course of time from the

metropolitans to the Pope, particularly by the concordats of

Aschaffenburg.

Can. 5.

Uepi 7cov ukoivcovj'jtcov <yevo/j,ev(ov, eire row iv tcZ Kk-qpw etVe

iv Xa'iKU) rajfiari^ vtto tcov na& £fcdaTi]v l^rapyiav einaKOTTWv

KpareiTa) rj lyvw/xr] Kara rov navova rov Stayopevovra, rovs vfi

erepcov a7ro(3\rj6evras ixp' erepcov fxi) rcpoaleuQai. i^era^eadco Be,

fj,7j
fxiKpo-^rv^La y cptXovetKia ?; rivi roiavrrj aifii'a rov emaKoirov

airoavvdyccyot yeyevvr\rai. iva ovv rovro ri)v irpeirovcrav e^eracriu

Xa/xfidvp, koXcos e%eti> eBo^ev, eKacrrov iviavrov K.a& eKaarrjv

kirapyiav ol? rov erovs avv6Bov<i <ylvecr6ai, Iva koivj} irdvrwv rcov

^itlctko'ttcov t?}9 ercapyjas err\ rb avrb crvvayo/xevcov, rd roiavra

^rrj/jLara e^erd^otro, Kal ovrca ol ofioXoyovfievcas Trpoatcetcpov-

tcores rco emcKorrM Karc \oyov aKoiveovqroi rrapd nxacriv elvat

Bo^tccn, fxe^pts av rce kocvco tcov emcrKO'iTtov Bo^rj niv cpCkav-

Opcoirorepav virep avrcov eKdecrOai tyrjfyov at Be avvoBoi <ytvecr-

floocrav, fiia fiev irpb ti}<? reaaapaKoari]<;, Xva rrdcnis ixiKpoi^vy^las

dvaipovfievrj'i rb Bcopov icadapbv Trpoacpeprjrai rco ©ecu, Bevrepa

Be irepl rbv rov fxeroTrcopov Kaipbv^

" As regards the excommunicated, the sentence passed

by the bishops of each province shall have the force of law,

in conformity with the canon which says : He who has been

excommunicated by some shall not be admitted by others.

1 Van Espen, Jus ecclesiastic. P. i. tit. 13, c. 1, n. 5.

2 Van Espen, I.e. c. 2, n. 1,2, 3.

8 Cf. c. 8, Dist. 64 ; c. 20, 32, 44, x. cle elect, (i. 6).

* HL in the Spied. Solesm. a Coptic translation of this canon.
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Oare must, however, be taken to see that the bishop has

not passed this sentence of excommunication from narrow-

mindedness, from a love of contradiction, or from some feeling

of hatred. In order that such an examination may take

place, it has appeared good to order that in each province a

synod shall be held twice a year, composed of all the bishops

of the province : they will make all necessary inquiries that each

may see that the sentence of excommunication has been justly

passed on account of some determined disobedience, and until

the assembly of bishops may be pleased to pronounce a milder

judgment on them. These synods are to be held, the one before

Lent, in order that, having put away all low-mindedness,we may
present a pure offering to God, and the second in the autumn."

As we have already remarked, the Council in this canon

again takes as a basis divisions by metropolitan provinces, by

instituting provincial synods ; and it lays down for them one

part of the business which should occupy them.

Before the Council of Nicaea, ecclesiastical law had already

forbidden that any one who had been excommunicated should

be admitted by another bishop ; the twelfth (thirteenth) apos-

tolical canon even threatens a bishop who should do so with

excommunication. This rule of the Council of Niccea, that a

sentence of excommunication passed by a bishop should be

examined by a provincial synod which had the right to annul

it, is found, if not literally, at least in sense, in the thirty-

sixth apostolic canon (thirty-eighth), which says that a pro-

vincial synod should decide those ecclesiastical questions which

are in dispute. This same apostolical canon orders very ex-

plicitly that two provincial synods shall be held every year,

but it does not appoint the same seasons as the canon of the

Council of Nica?a. It might be supposed at first sight, that

according to the ordinance of Nicrea, a provincial synod is

only required to make inquiries about the force of sentences

of excommunication which have been passed ; but it may be

seen that the (Ecumenical Council held at Constantinople

has correctly explained this canon,
1
in saying that it entrusts

the provincial Council with the care of examining into the

v;ho]e affairs of the province.
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Gelasius lias given, in his history of the Council of Nicrea,

the text of the canons passed by the Council ; and it must be

noticed that there is here a slight difference between his text

and ours. Our reading is as follows :
" The excommunication

continues to be in force until it seem good to the assembly of

bishops (tw kolvu)) to soften it." Gelasius, on the other hand,

writes : fMe^pi<; av roj koivu> rj tw eTna/coira, tc.r.X., that is to

say, *' until it seem good to the assembly of bishops, or to the

bishop (who has passed the sentence)," etc. . . . Dionysius the

Less has also followed this variation, as his translation of the

canon shows.2
It does not change the essential meaning of

the passage ; for it may be well understood that the bishop

who has passed the sentence of excommunication has also the

right to mitigate it. But the variation adopted by the Prisca 3

alters, on the contrary, the whole sense of the canon : the

Prisca has not tg3 kolvw, but only iTricncoTrro : it is in this

erroneous form that the canon has passed into the Corpus juris

can} The latter part of the canon, which treats of provincial

councils, has been inserted by Gratian.
5

Can. 6.

Ta dp^aia eOrj KpareiTco to, iv AlyuTTTco real Atfivy /cat

Uevjairokei, d'erre rbv 'AXe^avBpeias iiriahcoirov Trdvrcov tovtcov

eveiv ttjv i^ovcrlav, iireiBrj /cal tu> iv rfj 'Poy/xji eTncncoirw tovtu

cvvrjde<i iariv o/io/eo? Be KaX Kara 'Avrioyeiav nai iv rals

aAAat? eVap^tat? ra irpea^ela crco^eaOat Tat? iicickriGLaL<$' KaQo-

\ov Be Trpohrfkov itcetvo, on el Tt? %&>jO'9 <yvcop,7]<; rou p.rjTpOTTO-

\ltov >yevocro e7r/cr/co7ro?, rbv rocovrov r) p,e<yd\r) avvoBos copicre

fir] Belv elvai iiria-KOTrov iav fievTOC rfj Kocvj} irdvrwv i^'^ro,

ev\6<yay ovarj teal Kara navova i/cfcXrjo-iaGTifcbv, Buo ?} rpels

Bi oltceiav (piXoveitciav avTiXeycoac, Kparehco 7) iwv 7r\eiovojv

,

^rrj(f)0';.
r'

1 Mansi, ii. 894. 2 Mansi, ii. 679. 3 Mansi, vi. 1127.

4 C. 73, causa xi. qurest. 3. 5 C. 3, Distinct, xviii.

The first part of this canon, written in Coptic, is found with a Latin trans-

lation in Pitra's Spicileg. Solesmense, i. 528. The Monltum (p. 512), and the

note 7 of p. 536, show that Pitra attaches great importance to the Coptic text
;

hut that is hecause this text supports the theories of the author. For ourselves,

we are unable to see how they are supported by this more than by the Greek

tett.
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" The old customs in use in Egypt, in Libya, and in Pen-
tapolis, shall continue to exist, that is, that the bishop of

Alexandria shall have jurisdiction over all these (provinces)

;

for there is a similar relation for the Bishop of Rome. The
rights which they formerly possessed must also be preserved

to the Churches of Antioch and to the other eparchies (pro-

vinces). This is thoroughly plain, that if any one has become
a bishop without the approval of the metropolitan, the great

Synod commands him not to remain a bishop. But when the

election has been made by all with discrimination, and in a

manner conformable to the rules of the Church, if two or

three oppose from pure love of contradiction, the vote of the

majority shall prevail."

I. The fourth and fifth canons had determined the rights

of provincial councils and of ordinary metropolitans ; the sixth

canon 1
is taken up with the recognition and regulation of

an institution of a higher order of the hierarchy. It is most

clear from the words of the canon, that the Synod had no

intention of introducing anything new. It desires that the

ancient tradition should be preserved, by which the Bishop of

Alexandria had jurisdiction over Egypt (in the narrower sense

of the word), Libya, and Pentapolis.

It is very evident that it is an exceptional position that had
been already given to the Bishop of Alexandria, which is recog-

nised and ratified by the Council. The Bishop of Alexandria

had not alone under his jurisdiction one civil province, like

the other metropolitans, of whom the fourth canon has already

treated : he had several provinces depending upon him,—Egypt
(properly so called), and to the west two other provinces, Libya

(Libya sicca vcl inferior) and Pentapolis, or Cyrenia (situated

to the west of Libya, which separates it from Egypt properly

so called). There is, of necessity, attached to these provinces

the Thebais, or Upper Egypt, which at the time of the Council

of Xicasa was certainly under the jurisdiction of the Bishop of

Alexandria. Our canon does not specially name it, because it

1 rhillips has given, in his Klrclienrccld (Canon Law), Bd. ii. S. 35, a list of

the works written on this sixth canon ot Nicrea : they are very numerous.
That of Dr. Fr. Manssen may be also added, -which we have already called atten-

tion to.
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includes it in Egypt, whose limits are not, as may be seen,

very exactly determined by the Fathers of Nicrea.
1 The four

provinces here named formed, at the time of the Synod, the

diocese (political division) of Egypt, or Egypt taken in its

largest signification : some time after the diocese was divided

into six provinces—Pentapolis {Libya superior), Libya inferior,

Thebais, Egypt, Augustamnica (the eastern part of Egypt), and

Arcadia or Eptanomis (Middle Egypt).

These explanations prove that the sense of the first words

of the canon is as follows :
" This ancient right is assigned to

the Bishop of Alexandria, which places under his jurisdiction

the whole diocese of Egypt." It is without any reason, then,

that the French Protestant Salmasius (Saumaise), the Anglican

Beveridge, and the Gallican Launoy, try to show that the

Council of Niccea granted to the Bishop of Alexandria only

the rights of ordinary metropolitans.
2

But since it is evident that an exceptional position is ap-

pointed for him, we must now ask in what this position con-

sisted. Two cases here present themselves :

—

a. The four civil provinces, Egypt, Libya, Pentapolis, and

Thebais, might be united into a single ecclesiastical province,

of which the Bishop of Alexandria would be declared the sole

metropolitan. This supposition has been adopted by Van

Espen.
3

b. Or else each one of these civil provinces might form

an ecclesiastical province, and have its metropolitan, whilst

the Archbishop of Alexandria (who was metropolitan of the

province of Egypt, taken in its narrower signification) had a

certain ecclesiastical supremacy over the civil diocese, so that

the other metropolitans (that is to say, those of Pentapolis, of

Thebais, and of Libya) would be under his jurisdiction. At

1 See the dissertation in the essay by Maassen, already quoted, on das poll-

tisch-geographische Verhaltniss von JEgyptcn, Libyen und Pentapolis zur Ztit

des Concils von Nicila, S. 30-39.

2 See, on this question, the dissertation of Dupin, sixth canon concil. Nicazni,

etc., in his work de antiqua Ecclcskti dlsciplina, p. 65, ed. Mog.

3 Commentar. in Canones, etc., Colon. 1755, p. 91 sq., in his Scliolia to the

sixth canon of the Council of Niccea. This theory of Van Espen's, which we

shall expose further on, has been also adopted by Wiltsoh in his Kirchl. Geo-

graphic und Statist ik, Hd. i. S. 180.
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tlie time of • the Council of Niccea there was no particular

title to describe the chief metropolitan, who was usually called

At a later period Patriarch or Exarch. 1

It seems to me beyond a doubt, that in this canon there is

a question about that which was afterwards called the patri-

archate of the Bishop of Alexandria ; that is to say, that he

had a certain recognised ecclesiastical authority, not only over

several civil provinces, but also over several ecclesiastical pro-

vinces (which had their own metropolitan) : it is in this sense

that Valesius
2
in earlier times, and in our days Phillips and

Maassen, have interpreted the sixth canon of Nicsea. The

reasons for this explanation are :

—

(a.) The general rule, confirmed by the fourth canon of

the Council of Nicsea,
3 determined that each civil province

should be an ecclesiastical province as well, and that it should

have its metropolitan. Now nothing proves that Libya, Pen-

tapolis, and Thebai's were an exception to this general rule,

and had no metropolitans of their own.

(/3.) According to S. Epiphanius,4 Meletius was ap-^ieiria-

A-o7ro? of the province of Thebais ; and according to the same

author,
5 he had the first place after the Archbishop of Alex-

andria, over all the bishops of Egypt. Although the title of

up^ce7rlaK07ro<i was not in use in the time of Meletius, Epi-

phanius does not hesitate to make use of it in accordance

with the usage of his own time, and to show by it that he

considers Meletius as the metropolitan of the Thebais
;

7 but

as, in his account of the history of the Meletian schism, S.

1 Phillips, Kirchenrecht, Bd. ii. S. 37, says : Leo the Great was for the first

time saluted with the title of Patriarch at the Council of Chalcedon, in 451 ;

but the second (Ecumenical Council, held in 381, had already used this word as

a personal title of honour, and as one that could be given to other bishops.

Ci'. Neander, Kircheng. 2te Aufl. Bd. iii. S. 333 ; Dupin, de antiqua Eccksice

disciplina, Mogunt. 1788, p. 7 sqq.
2 Observationes ecclesiasticce in Socratem et Sozomenum, lib. iii. c. 1. These

observations have been printed after the Annotatlones on the Historla Eccle-

glastica of Sozomen, p. 1S8 sqq. of the ed. of Mainz.
J See, further back, the explanation of the fourth canon of Nicaea.

4 Epiph. Hceres. 69, c. 3, p. 729, ed. Petav.

8 Epiph. Hcereft. 68, c. 1, p. 717.
6 This must only be understood in an indeterminate sense.

* Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 21, note 12 a.
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Epiphanius has made serious mistakes, we do not, as we hava

shown elsewhere,
1
attach much importance to his testimony.

(7.) We find a letter of Synesius to Theophilus Archbishop

of Alexandria,
2
in which he says, " that S. Athanasius having

discovered in Siderius, formerly Bishop of Palrebisca and

Hydrax, a capacity for higher functions, had translated him

to Ptolemais in Pentapolis, to govern the metropolitan church

there." As this Synesius was Bishop of Ptolemais at the

beginning of the fifth century, his assertion, which bears wit-

ness to the fact that this city was at the time of S. Athana-

sius, and consequently at the time of the Council of Nicoea, an

ecclesiastical metropolis, is of the greatest value.
3

(8.) Other passages of this letter of Synesius, in particular

the following passage, show that Ptolemais was in reality for-

merly an ecclesiastical metropolis :
" He was reproached with

not having sufficiently guarded the maternal rights of his city

(ra fiT)Tpcoa -n}? 7roXe«w? hUaia), that is to say, the rights of

his metropolitan church, against the Bishop of Alexandria." 4

(e.) Synesius acted also repeatedly as metropolitan of Penta-

polis. He brought together the other bishops of the province,

and gave his consent to the choice of a new bishop ; thus

making use of a right that the fourth canon of Nicpea accorded

to a metropolitan.6

(£) Finally, we may appeal to the Emperor Theodosius II.,

who, in a letter dated March 30, 449, gave orders to Dios-

curus Bishop of Alexandria to present himself at Ephesus for

the great Synod 6
(that which was known later as the Latro-

cinium E'jihesinum), with the ten metropolitans who belonged

to his diocese.
7

It is, then, incontestable that the civil provinces of Egypt,

Libya, Pentapolis, and Thebais, which were all in subjection

to the Bishop of Alexandria, were also ecclesiastical provinces

with their own metropolitans ; and consequently it is not

1 See the dissertation of Dr. Hefele on the Meletian schism, in the Kirchcn-

lex. von Wetzer unci Welte, Bd. vii. S. 39, and above, sec. 40.

2 Ep. 67. 3 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 20 ff. * Maassen, I.e. S. 22, note 15.

5 Maassen, I.e. S. 26-28.
6 The number of ecclesiastical provinces in Egypt was then ten. Cf. Wiltsch,

i.e. S. 188, 189.

J Hard. ii. 71 ; Mansi, vL 583.
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the oidinary rights of metropolitans that the sixth canon of

Mcaea confirms to the Bishop of Alexandria, but the rights of

a superior metropolitan, that is, of a patriarch. We are able

to define in what these rights consisted :

—

a. The Bishop of Alexandria ordained not only the metro-

politans who were subject to him, but also their suffragans
;

while the ordinary rule was, that the suffragans should be

ordained by their own metropolitans.1

b. But the Bishop of Alexandria could only (as patriarch)

ordain those whose election had the consent of the immediate

metropolitan, that is, of the metropolitan in whose province he

found himself. The letter of Synesius again proves this, in

which he requests Theophilus Patriarch of Alexandria2
to conse-

crate the new Bishop of Olbia in Pentapolis. After making the

request, Synesius adds this phrase :
" I moreover give my vote

for this man" (<pepa> /cayai T7jv i/xavTov -^rrjcpov eVt rov ctvSpa).
5

Finally, we shall see a little further on that this sixth

canon also decreed measures to prevent the rights of simple

metropolitans being completely absorbed in the privileges of

the patriarchs.

II. The sixth canon of Nica?a acknowledged for the Bishop

of Antioch the rights which it had acknowledged for the

Bishop of Alexandria ; that is, as it would be expressed at

a later period, the rights attached to a patriarchate. The
second canon of the Council of Constantinople, held in 381,
proves that the patriarchate of the Bishop of Antioch was
identical with the civil diocese of Oriens. This diocese of

Oriens contained, according to the Notitia dignitatum, fifteen

civil provinces : Paloestina, Fcenice, Syria, Cilicia, Cyprus,

Arabia, Isauria Pakestina salutaris, Palsestina (ii.), Fcenice

Lybani, Eufratensis, Syria salutaris, Osrhoena, Cilicia (ii.).
4

Whatever might be the number of civil provinces that the

diocese of Oriens contained at the time of the Council of

Nicaia, it is not less certain that, in the canon before us, a

supremacy was acknowledged for the Bishop of Antioch, ex-

tending to several provinces which had their own metropolitans.

Thus, for example, Palestine acknowledged as its metropolitan

1 Maassen, I.e. S. 24. * Epist. 76. 3 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 20.

* Booking, Notil. dign. t. L in part, orient, p. 9; Maassen, I.e. S. il.
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the Bishop of Csesarea, as we shall see in the seventh canon

of the Council of Nicsea ; but the metropolitan of Coesarea, in

his turn, was under the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Antioch, as

his superior metropolitan (patriarch). S. Jerome says expressly

that these rights of the Church of Antioch proceeded from the

sixth canon of Nicoea, " in which it was ruled that Antioch

should be the general metropolis of all Oriens, and Cossarea

the particular metropolis of the province of Palestine (which

belonged to Oriens)."
1 Pope Innocent I. wrote to Alexander

Bishop of Antioch :
" The Council of Niccea has not established

the Church of Antioch over a province, but over a diocese. As,

then, in virtue of his exclusive authority, the Bishop of Antioch

ordains metropolitans, it is not allowed that other bishops

should hold ordinations without his knowledge and consent." 2

These passages show us in what the rights of the metro-

politan of Antioch consisted: (a) He ordained the metro-

politans immediately : (/9) The other bishops, on the contrary,

were ordained by their metropolitan, yet by his permission

;

whilst, as we have seen further back, the patriarchs of Alex-

andria ordained immediately the suffragan bishops also.

III. For the support of its rule, the Council of Nicoea points

out that the Bishop of Bome has also rights analogous to those

which it acknowledges for the Bishop of Alexandria (and for

the Bishop of Antioch). It is evident that the Council has

not in view here the primacy of the Bishop of Rome over the

whole Church, but simply his power as a patriarch ; for only

in relation to this could any analogy be established between

Rome and Alexandria or Antioch. This subject will be con-

sidered more in detail further on.

IV. After having confirmed the claim of the three crreat

metropolitan cities of Borne, Alexandria, and Antioch to

patriarchal rights, our canon adds :
" The rights {irpea^ela) of

the Churches in the other eparchies must also be preserved."

The question is, What is here understood by the words, "the

Churches of the other eparchies ? " Salmasius and others

think that the question in point here is about ordinary eccle-

1 Hieron. Ep. 61 ad Pammach. : 2Vi fallor, hoc ibi decernilur, ut Palozstinat

metropolis Cvesarea sit, et lotius Orienlis Antiochia. Cf, Maassen, I.e. S. 44.

9 lunoceut i. Ep. IS ad Alex. Antiocli. Cf. Maassej), I.e. S. 45.
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siastical provinces and their metropolitan cities ; but Valesius,1

Lupin,2 Maassen,3 and others have maintained that this pas-

sage relates to the three superior eparchies (sensu cmincnti) of

Pontus, proconsular Asia, and Thrace, which possessed similar

rights to those of the patriarchal Churches of Eome, Alex-

andria, and Antioch, and which later were usually called

exarchates. The metropolitan cities of these three eparchies,

sensu eminenti, were Ephesus for proconsular Asia, CaBsarea in

.Cappadocia for Pontus, and Heraclea (afterwards Constanti-

nople) for Thrace. The Council of Constantinople, held in

381, speaks 4
of these three exceptional metropolitan cities;

and for my own part, I see no difficulty in believing that the

Council of Nicoea also speaks of them in this sentence :
" The

rights of the Churches must also be preserved in the other

eparchies
;

" for (a) our canon does not speak of ordinary

eparchies (that is to say, of simple metropolitan cities), but of

those which have particular rights (itpeafield).

(/3.) The word 6/u.oiax; shows that the Synod places these

eparchies in the same rank as the sees of Alexandria and
Antioch.

(7.) It is very true that the sixth canon does not deter-

mine these other eparchies sensu eminenti ; but as the second

canon of the Council of Constantinople (381) groups these

three sees of the eparchies of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace just

in the same way as the Council of Nicoea had grouped the

Churches of Eome. Antioch, and Alexandria, there can be no
doubt that the Council of Niccea had also in view these three

eparchies sensu eminenti.

(8.) This passage, taken from a letter of Theodoret to Pope
Flavian, may also be quoted :

5 " The Fathers of Constantinople

had (by this second canon) followed the example of the

Fathers of the Council of Mcsea, and separated the dioceses

the one from the other." It follows from this, according: to

Theodoret, that the Synod of Nicrca had acknowledged as

ecclesiastical provinces, distinct and governed by a superior

metropolitan, the dioceses of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace (as it had
done with regard to the dioceses of Eome, Alexandria, and
Antioch); lor, as the Council of Constantinople desired to

l Lc "l.c. p. 68. 3 l.c.S. 57 f. * Can. 2. 5 Epislola S6.
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separate the dioceses the one from the other, it is evidently

necessary that the limits of these dioceses should be known,

and that the three patriarchates of Eome, Alexandria, and

Antioch should not be the only ones distinct.
1

V. The sixth canon proceeds :
" It is plain enough, that if

any one has become a bishop without the approval of the

metropolitan, the great Synod (of Niccea) does not allow him

to remain bishop." By metropolitan, Valesius understands

patriarch, and explains the passage in this manner :
" With-

out the consent of the patriarch, a bishop should never be

instituted." Dupin 2 and Maassen 3
think, on the contrary, that

the question is here that of an ordinary metropolitan, and

explain the sentence in this manner :
" In those ecclesiastical

provinces which form part of a patriarchate, care must be taken

to preserve the rights of the simple metropolitan, and for that

reason no person can be made a bishop without the consent

of his immediate metropolitan ; that is to say, the patriarch

himself cannot ordain any one without the consent of the

metropolitan of the future bishop."

This explanation shows why the Synod of Niccea- repeats

in its sixth canon this sentence already inserted in the fourth

:

" No one can be made a bishop without the consent of his

metropolitan."

VI. According to what has been said, the end of the sixth

canon, " When, from a mere spirit of contradiction, two or

three oppose an election which has been made by all, and

which is at the same time reasonable and in accordance with

the rules of the Church, the majority must prevail," should

be explained in this manner :
" When any one has been

elected bishop by the majority of the clergy and of the bishops

of the province, and with the consent of the metropolitan and

of the patriarch, then," etc.

VII. This sixth canon was possibly the result of the

Meletian schism ; for, as it is a fact that these schismatics

slighted the rights of the Bishop of Alexandria, this confu-

sion probably decided the Synod of Nicrea to define clearly

the rights of that bishop.

VIII. It may now be seen how clear and intelligible the

1 Cf. Maassen, he. S. U f. * Lc p. 68. 3
I.e. S. 62.
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sense of this sixth canon is, and yet it has been the object

of the most wide-spread controversies.

1. The first question is, What is the value of the canon
before us with respect to the Catholic doctrine of the Papacy ?

And while some have desired to see in it a confirmation of the

doctrine of the Koman primacy, others have adduced it as a
weapon against the primacy of the Holy See.

1
Phillips re-

marks with justice, in speaking of this canon :
" It is evident

that this canon cannot be used to demonstrate the primacy
of the Pope ; for the Council of Nicsea did not speak of the

primacy, which had no need of being established or confirmed

by the Council of Nicaea."
2

It must not be forgotten that the Pope unites in him-
self several ecclesiastical dignities : he is bishop, metropolitan,

patriarch, and lastly, primate of the whole Church. Each
one of these dignities may be regarded separately, and that

is what the canon has done : it does not consider the Pope
as primate of the universal Church, nor as simple Bishop of

Eome
; but it treats him as one of the great metropolitans,

who had not merely one province, but several, under their

jurisdiction.

2. There has also been a question as to what extent was
given to this metropolitan diocese of Eome by the Council of

Nicrea ; but the very text of the canon shows that the Council
of Mecca decided nothing on this point: it is content to

ratify and confirm the order of existing things. There has
been a great conflict of opinions to explain in what this order
of things consisted. The translation of this canon by Eufinus
has been especially an apple of discord.

3 Et iit cqmel Alex-
andria™, ct in itrbe Roma vetusta consuctuclo scrvdur, ut vcl Me
Mgy-pti vel hie suburbicariarum ecclesiarum sollicitudincm

gerat.
4 In the seventeenth century this sentence of Eufinus

gave rise to a very lively discussion between the celebrated

1 Franc. Ant. Zaccaria lias proved that this canon contains nothing contrary
to the primacy of the Holy See. Cf. Diss, de rebas ad histor. afque antiquitat.
Ecclesice pertlnentibus, t. i. No. 6, Fulig. 1781. There appeared at Leipzig in
the Litt. Ztg. 1783, No. 34, a violent criticism on the work of Zaccaria.

2 Kirchenrecht, I.e. S. 36.
3 Rufinus has, besides, divided this canon into two parte
4 Kufini Hist. Eccl. i. (x.) 6.
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jurist Jacob Gothfried (Gothofredus) and his friend Salmasius

on one side, and the Jesuit Sirmond on the other. The great

prefecture of Italy, which contained about a third of the

whole Eoman Empire, was divided into four vicariates, among

which the vicariate of Eome was the first. At its head were

two officers, the prccfcctus urbi and the vicarius urbis. The

prcefectus urbi exercised authority over the city of Eome, and

further in a suburban circle as far as the hundredth milestone.

The boundary of the vicarius urbis comprised ten provinces

—

Campania, Tuscia with Ombria, Picenum, Valeria, Samnium,

Apulia with Calabria, Lucania, and Brutii, Sicily, Sardinia

and Corsica. Gothfried and Salmasius maintained, that by

the regiones suburbicarice the little territory of the prccfcctus

urbi must be understood ; whilst, according to Sirmond, these

words designate the whole territory of the vicarius urbis. In

our time Dr. Maassen has proved * in his book, already quoted

several times, that Gothfried and Salmasius were right in

maintaining that, by the regiones suburbicarice, the little terri-

tory of the prccfcctus urbi must be alone understood. But, on

the other hand, according to Maassen, it is a complete mis-

take to suppose the patriarchal power of the Bishop of Eome
restricted to this little territory.

The sixth canon of Niccea proves that it was not so ; for,

on comparing the situation of the two Churches of Alexandria

and of Eome, it evidently supposes that the patriarchate of

Eome extended over several provinces. In fact, the ten

provinces composing the territory of the vicarius urbis, and

which were hundreds of times larger than the rcgio suburbi-

caria, did not contain all the territory over which the autho-

rity of the Pope as patriarch extended ; for, in our days,

Phillips has proved, by reference to the work of Benetti (Pri-

vilcgia S. Petri),
2
that the Bishop of Eome had the right of

ordaining bishops, and consequently the rights of a patriarch,

over other countries than those which are contained in the

ten provinces of the vicarius urbis? If the question is put

in this way, it must be said, either that Eufinus does not

1
I.e. S. 100-110. 2 Vol. iv. p. 115.

5 Phillips, Kirchenrecht, l.c. S. 41. Cf. Walter. Kirchenrecht, lite Aufl. S.

290, note 4.
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identify the ccclcsice suburbicaria; with the regiones suburbi-

caricc, or that he is mistaken if he has clone so. Phillips

thinks that Rufinus has not really fallen into this error.

Having remarked that the provincial suburhicarice (that is to

say, the ten provinces enumerated above) took their name
from the vicarius urbis, he considered that the ccclesiai suburhi-

carice also took theirs from the cpiscopus urbis ; and he has

comprised under this name of ccclcsice suburbicarice all the

churches which form part of the Roman patriarchate.

For my part, I willingly believe that the expression oi

Ptufinus is inaccurate
; for the Prisca (an old Latin translation

of the canons) translates the passage of our canon in question

as follows : Antiqui onoris est, ut urbis JRomce episcopus Jiabcat

principatum, ut suburbicaria loca et omnem provinciam suam
sollicitucline gubemet ;

x
(a) understanding by suburbicaria loca

the little territory of the prar/eches urbi, but (b) not restricting

the authority of the Pope as patriarch within the limits of this

territory ; and therefore it adds, et omnem provinciam suam.

But what was in fact the extent of this patriarchate of the

Church of Rome ?

The Greek commentators Zonaras and Balsamon (of the

twelfth century) say very explicitly, in their explanation of

the canons of Nicpea, that this sixth canon confirms the rights

of the Bishop of Eome as patriarch over the whole West.

We see, then, that even the Greek schismatics of former times

admitted that the Roman patriarchate embraced the entire

West,2
as the following testimonies and considerations prove :

—

a. Mention is made a hundred times by the ancients, of

the patriarchates into which the Churches of the East were
divided (Alexandria, Antioch, etc.) ; but no one has ever

hinted at the existence of a second patriarchate of the West.

On the contrary, it may be seen that in all the West there

was only one patriarchate.

b. S. Augustine shows that the Bishop of Rome was looked

upon as this Patriarch of all the West, for he gives to Pope
Innocent I. the title of " President of the Church of the West." 3

1 Mansi, vi. 1127.
2 In Beveridge, Synodlcon seu Pandeclce Canonum, i. 66, 67.
3 Contra Julianum, lib. i. c. 6.
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c. S. Jerome gives the same testimony. He writes to the

presbyter Mark, " that he was accused of heresy on account

of his clinging to the homoousios, and that this charge had

been carried to the West and into Egypt ; that is to say, to

Damasus Bishop of Rome, and to Peter (Bishop of Alexan-

dria)." It may be seen that, as the Bishop of Alexandria is

here regarded as Patriarch of Egypt, so the Bishop of Pome
is considered the Patriarch of the West.1

d. The Synod of Aries, held in 314, speaks in the same

way. In a letter to Pope Sylvester, it says to him : Qui

major'es diceccses tenes? It considers, then, that the Bishop of

Rome has under his jurisdiction several (civil) dioceses, while

the other patriarchs had, as we have seen, only one.

e. We may finally appeal to the authority of the Emperor

Justinian, who in his 119th Novel, speaking of the ecclesi-

astical division of the whole world, numbers five patriarch-

ates : those of Rome, of Constantinople, of Alexandria, of

Antioch, and of Jerusalem. Now, as these four last patri-

archates contain only the Church of the East, it is evident

that the patriarchate of Rome contains in itself alone all the

West.3

The Roman patriarchate contained, then, eight dioceses,

which at the beginning of the sixth century were divided

into sixty-eight provinces
;

4 and although, at the accession

of Theodosius the Great—that is to say, in 378—Eastern
Illyricum ceased to form part of the Empire of the West,

and was joined to that of the East, yet the provinces of this

prefecture continued to be joined to Rome for ecclesiastical

purposes, and a special papal vicar was charged with the

1 Hieron. Ep. 15 (al. 77), ad Marcum presb. Cf. Maassen, S. 117.

2 Hard. i. 262.

3 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 113 f.; and Wiltscli, Kircld. Statist',!;, Bd. i. S. 67.

4 They were

—

1st, The prefecture of Italy, with the three dioceses of Italy,

Illyricum, and Africa ; 2d, The prafectura Galliarum, with, the dioceses of

Hispanice, Septem provincice (that is to say, Gaul, properly so called, with

Belgia, Germania, prima et sccunda, etc.), and Britannia*. ; 3c?, The prefecture

•of Illyricum, which became part of the empire of the East after the accession of

Theodosius the Great (it is necessary to distinguish this prefecture of Illyricum

from the province of Illyria, which formed part of the prefecture of Italy), with

the provinces of Macedonia and Dacia. Cf. Notitia d'ujnit. ed. Bocking, t. ii.

p. 9 sqrp, p. 13 sepp, and t. i. p. 13 sq[.; and Maassen, I.e. S. 125.



nklea: contexts of the canons. 401

ecclesiastical government of these dioceses. The first of these

vicars was Bishop Ascholius of Thessalonica, appointed by Pope

Damasus.1

It must not, lastly, be overlooked that the Bishop of Borne

did not exercise in an equal degree, over the whole West,

the full rights of patriarch ; for in several provinces simple

bishops were ordained without his consent. On the other

hand, the Pope exercised his patriarchal right in convoking

at different renewals the general and private synods of the

Western Church {synodos occidentalcs)—for example, the Synod

of Aries in 314—and in making himself the judge of the

metropolitans of the West, either directly or indirectly, as in

Illyricum by his vicar.
2

In some ancient Latin translations, this canon begins with

the words, Ecclesia Romano, semper hahuit primatum ;
3 and

this variation is also found in the Prisca. So the Emperor

Valentinian in., in his edict of 445 on the subject of Hilary

of Aries, issued also in the name of his Eastern colleague

Theodosius II., maintained that the holy Synod had confirmed

the primacy of the Apostolic See.
4 The Emperor Valentinian

evidently makes allusion to the sixth canon of Nicsea ; for at

that time the second canon of the Council of Constantinople,

held in 381, which speaks in the same sense, was not yet

known at Borne.
5

It must be added that, at the time of the sixteenth session

of the fourth (Ecumenical Council at Chalcedon, the Boman

legate Paschasinus read the sixth canon of Nicnea in the fol-

lowing manner : Quod Ecclesia Romana sender hdbuit prima-

tum ; tencat autem et JEgijptus, ut episcopus Alexandria? omnium

liahcat potcstatem, quoniam et Romano cpiscopo hece est consuetudo.

The actual text of the acts of the Council of Chalcedon

proves that the translation given by Paschasinus was placed

over against the Greek text of the sixth canon of Nicsea. An
attempt has been made to see in this juxtaposition a protest

1 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 126-129.
2 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 121-125, and S. 131.

3 Hard. i. 325 ; Mansi, ii. 687 ; Van Espen, Covimentar. in canones, etc., p. 93.

4 Printed in the edition of the Works of S. Leo the Great, published by the

Ballerini, i. 642. It is the eleventh letter in this edition.

6 Cf. Maassen, I.e. S. 71, and 96 f.

a c
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of the S}rnod against the Roman translation ; but even if it

is admitted that the portion of the acts which gives these

two texts is perfectly authentic, it is very evident that the

legate Paschasinus had no intention, in quoting the sixth

canon of Nicsea, to demonstrate the primacy of the Holy See

:

he only desires to prove that the Bishop of Constantinople

ought not to take precedence of those of Antioch and Alex-

andria, because that would be a violation of the canon of

Nicsea. It was not the words of the translation of Paschasinus

with reference to the see of Rome which engaged the atten-

tion of the Council ; it was those which referred to the sees

of Antioch and Alexandria, and those were very faithfully

translated from the Greek. On the other hand, the Ballermi

have shown in a nearly conclusive way, in their edition of

the Works of S. Leo the Great} that the acts of Chalcedon

have been interpolated, that the Greek text of the sixth

canon of Mcssa must have been introduced by some later

copyist, and that the text of Paschasinus was the only one

which was read in the Synod. We shall return to this ques-

tion in the history of the Council of Chalcedon.

It seems to us that Dr. Maassen goes too far, when he says 8

that the Council of Chalcedon expressly confirmed the Roman

interpretation of the sixth canon of Nicaea, and consequently

its recognition of the Roman primacy. It is true that, after

the reading of the Latin version of the canon in question,

followed by the reading of the first, second, and third canons

of Constantinople (of 381 3
), the imperial commissioners who

were present at the Synod made this declaration :
" After what

has been cited on both sides, we acknowledge that the most

ancient right of all {irpo itclvtccv ra TrpaiTela), and the pre-

eminence {koX ttjv i^alperov rifirjv), belong to the Archbishop

of old Pome
;

4 but that the same pre-eminence of honour (ra

irpeafiela t?;? rifir}?) ought to be given to the Archbishop of

new Rome." Maassen has considered that, after these words of

the imperial commissioners, it may be concluded that the sixth

1 T. iii. p. xxxvii. sq.
2 I.e. S. 90-95.

3 Hard. ii. 638. These canons were read by the consistorial secretary Con-

staiitine.

* Hard. ii. 642.
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canon of the Council of ISTictea had already recognised, in fact,

the right of the Pope to take precedence of all other bishops

;

but it was not so. The commissioners said : On both sides

that is to say, in what the papal legate has read, and in what

lias been read by the consistorial secretary Constantine as

well, the precedence of Borne is recognised. This is the same

as saying : This precedence, which we do not in the least con-

test (there is no question, in fact, of that), is set forth (a) in

the Latin version of the sixth canon of Nicsea, read by Pas^

chasinus, and is contained (b) in the canons of Constantinople

read by Constantine. But the imperial commissioners of the

Synod go no further in their declarations ; and in particular,

they have not declared that the original text of the sixth

canon of Mcsea—a text which had not been read—contains

affirmatively a recognition or a confirmation of the primacy

of the Pope.

But it will be said, How could the ancient translators of

these canons, as well as the legates of the Pope and Emperors,

suppose that the sixth canon of Nicoea included a confirmation

of the primacy of Rome ? In answer to this question, Dr.

Maassen has put forward a theory, which we produce simply

as a theory ; " The Fathers (of iSTicrea) confirmed the rights of

each see (of Alexandria, of Antioch, etc.). Why did they

take as an example in their decree the constitution of the

Tioman patriarchate ? Why were they not content simply

to give their sanction to those patriarchal rights without ad-

ducing this analogy ? We cannot imagine a more striking-

proof of the deep respect that the Fathers of Nicrea had for

the visible head of the Church ; for no one will suppose that

the simple confirmation by the Council of the rights of superior

metropolitans would not be perfectly sufficient But

that which was sufficient for mere law did not satisfy the

Fathers of Nicrea : their own sentiments on the utility of the

institution of patriarchates did not appear sufficient to in-

fluence their decree : they did not wish to present to the

approbation of the Pope those decrees simply confirming the

privileges of superior metropolitans. They preferred to refer

to the fact that ' the Bishop of Eome already enjoyed the

same position:' it was to show that at Pome an institution
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existed analogous to that which they wished to confirm. In

reserving to himself a certain number of provinces which he

might deal with in a peculiar manner, did not the Pope most

clearly recognise it as necessary that the same should be the

case with other Churches ; and that a portion of the power

which belonged exclusively to him in his position as chief

pastor of the universal Church, should be committed to other

bishops ? The Bishop of Home was then, strictly speaking,

the founder of the institution of patriarchates (that is to say,

he gave to certain patriarchs a portion of that power over the

universal Church which belonged to him). He had himself

given the type, that is, the motive, upon which the Fathers

of Niccea founded their canon. Can we wonder, then, that

the most remote antiquity found in this canon, to use the

expression of Pope Gelasius I.,
1 'an unique and irrefragable

testimony ' in support of the primacy ?
"

The sixth canon of Mcaea has been inserted in the Corpus

juris canonici, but there it has been divided into three smaller

canons.
2

Can. 7.

'Eirei^r) crvvijOeia /ce/cpdrrjice kal irapdBoat<; dpyaia, ware rbv

iv AlXla eTTLCTKOTTOV Ttp.dadaij i^irco TrjV aKoKovdlav tj}? Ti/iT;?

rfj p,rjrpo7r6\ei au>%op,evov rov otK€iov a%ia>p.aTO<;.

" As custom and ancient tradition show that the Bishop of

iElia ought to be honoured (in a special manner), he shall

have precedence ; without prejudice, however, to the dignity

which belongs to the metropolis."

Short as this canon is, its explanation presents great diffi-

culties. One thing is certain : it is, that the Council desires

to confirm an ancient right of the Bishop of iElia, that is

to say, of Jerusalem, to enjoy certain honours; but in what

they consisted, and what must be understood by the words

uKoXovOia T77? t£/u%, we cannot easily determine.

If the city of Jerusalem had not been taken and destroyed

by Titus, August 31st, in the seventieth year after Christ,

it would certainly have had, in the organization and economy

of the Church, a very distinguished place as the ancient

1 Hard. ii. 919 ; Maassen. S. 140 f.

1 C. 6, Dist. lxv. ; c. 8, Dist. Ixiv. ; and c. 1, Dist. Izt.
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Mother-Church of Christendom ; but of old Jerusalem there

remained only three towers and a portion of the city wall

:

all the rest was levelled with the ground, and the plough had

passed over the ruins.

A short time after the year 70, certain Jewish and Chris-

tian colonists settled in the midst of these ruins, and built

huts there, and even a little Christian church in the place,

in which the first believers were in the habit of meeting after

the ascension of Christ to celebrate the eucharistic feast.
1 A

short time after the commencement of the second century,

the Emperor Hadrian had a new city built upon the ruins of

Jerusalem, with a temple to Jupiter Ccqntolinus. He also

gave the new city the name of JElia Capitolina, in remem-

brance of this temple and of his own family. He peopled it

with fresh colonists, after the entire exclusion of the Jews.

We find in this new city a large community of Christians,

converts from heathenism, who had at their head the Bishop

Marcus
;

2 but for twTo hundred years the name of Jerusalem

appears no more in history.
3 The new city was treated as

though it had nothing in common with the old ; there was

even considerable difficulty in knowing and distinguishing the

differences which existed between the one and the other.
4 Thus

it happened that the city of Hadrian had not the ecclesiastical

rank which belonged by right to old Jerusalem. After Jeru-

salem had been destroyed by Titus, Caesarea (Turns Stratonis),

which had formerly been only the second city in the country,

became the civil and ecclesiastical metropolis, and the Bishop

of JElin, was only a simple suffragan of the metropolitan of

Ccesarea. But it micjht be foreseen that the reverence of all

Christians for the holy places, sanctified by the life, sufferings,

and death of our Lord, would contribute little by little to raise

the importance of the old city, and consequently that of its

Church and bishop ; and thus it came to pass that the metro-

politan of Caesarea was gradually equalled, if not surpassed, by

1 Epiph. de mensims et ponderibiis, c 14, t. ii. p. 170, ed. Petav.
2 Euseb. Hkt. Eccles. iv. 6.

3 It is only after the Council of Niccea that the name of Jerusalem reappear*,

Eusebius, for instance, always uses it. :

4 Beveridgs, I.e. p. 63.
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the dignity of the Holy City /car i^o^rjv,—-"without, however,

the subordinate ecclesiastiaal position of the latter being altered.

Towards the end of the second century the gradation was
already so sensible, that at a Synod of Palestine the Bishop

of iElia occupied the presidency conjointly with the metro-

politan of Csesarea (secundo loco, it is true) ; as Eusebius, who
was himself afterwards metropolitan of Csesarea, plainly tells

us in the fifth book and twenty-third chapter of his History

:

" At a Synod held on the subject of the Easter controversy

in the time of Pope Victor, Theophilus of Csesarea and Nar-

cissus of Jerusalem were presidents." The same Eusebius

shows us, in his fifth book and twenty-fifth chapter, how
near in honour the Bishops of Jerusalem and Csesarea were

*n each other; for, when writing a list of the bishops, ho

places Narcissus of Jerusalem before the metropolitan Theo*

philus of Caesarea. It is true that in the twenty-second

chapter he does the contrary. The synodal letter of the

bishops assembled at Antioch in 2G9 on the subject of the

errors of Paul of Samosata is very remarkable on this point.

It is signed first by Helenus Bishop of Tarsus, immediately

afterwards by Hymenseus Bishop of Jerusalem, whilst Theo-

tecnus Bishop of Csesarea signs only quarto loco.
1

It must

not, however, be hastily concluded from this that the Bishop

of Jerusalem had already at this time priority of the metro-

politan of Csesarea ; but it cannot be doubted that the entirely

exceptional position in which he found himself would of

necessity raise difficulties between himself and his metropo-

litan. It is this which probably induced the Synod of Nicsea

to pass its seventh canon. The eminent De Marca, as well

as other historians, have supposed that by this canon the

Synod wished to grant the first place to the Bishop of Jeru-

salem, immediately after the three great Patriarchs of Rome,

Alexandria, and Antioch, without altogether raising him to

the rank of Patriarch, and leaving him subject to the juris-

diction of the metropolitan of Csesarea, Marca explains in

this way the words i-^erco ttjv aicdkovOlav t?}9 Tififjs: 1. He
should have the honour (respectu honoris) of following im-

mediately after the metropolitans of Rome, Alexandria, and

• Euseb. Hist. Eccles. vii. 30. Cf. c. 22. Sec further back, sec. 9.
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Aiitioch; 2. The last words of the canon signify that the.

dignity which belongs to the metropolitan must not, however.-

be infringed.
1 Marca appeals in support of his theory to

an old translation by Dionysius the Less, and to another

yet older translation which was composed for the Synod of

Carthage held in 419. But not one of these translations

supports Marca, for not one of them gives any explanation

of the words atcdXovdia t??? rifif}?.
2 Beveridge has especially

taken it upon himself to refute Marca. A patriarch placed

under the jurisdiction of a metropolitan is, according to him,

an impossibility. He considers that, by the words e^eVo) n)v

aKo\ov6lav, the Council of Nicoea has simply desired to con-

firm to the Bishop of Jerusalem the first place after the

metropolitan of Ccesarea, just as in the Anglican hierarchy the

Bishop of London comes immediately after the Archbishop

of Canterbury. Beveridge remarks on this, that it may be

answered, that in this same Synod of Nicrea, where the

bishops signed by provinces, Macarius Bishop of Jerusalem

nevertheless signed before Eusebius the metropolitan of

Cassarea. Beveridge acknowledges the accuracy of this reply ;.

but he adds that two other bishops of Palestine also signed

before Eusebius, and yet no one will maintain that they were

not under the jurisdiction of the metropolitan of Coesarea..

The sin-natures at the Council of Nicam are not, then, con-

elusive. It might be added that, in these same signatures

of the Council, the metropolitan of the province of Isauria.

is found signing in the fifth place, that is to say, after four

of his suffragans ; and even the metropolitan of Ephesus did

not sign first among the bishops of Asia Minor (although

Ephesus was one of the largest metropolitan cities of the

Church) : his name comes after that of the Bishop of

Cyzicus.

A more remarkable incident is, that almost immediately

after the Council of Nicnea, the Bishop of Jerusalem, Maximus,

convoked, without any reference to the Bishop of Cresarea, a

Synod of Palestine, which pronounced in favour of S. Atha-

nasius, and proceeded further to the consecration of bishops.

1 Marca, de Concordia sacerdotii ct imperii, lib. v. c. 12, n. 4.

* See Mansi, vi. 112S. and iv. 411 : Hard. i. 1246.
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Socrates, who records this fact, adds, it is true, that he was

reprimanded for having so acted.
1 But this fact. shows that

the Bishop of Jerusalem was endeavouring to make himself

independent of the Bishop of Csesarea. It may also be seen

by the signatures of the second (Ecumenical Synod, that Cyril

Bishop of Jerusalem wrote his name before that of Thalassius

Bishop of Csesarea. And, on the other side, it is not less certain

that in 395 John metropolitan of Csesarea nominated Por-

phyrins, a priest of Jerusalem, Bishop of Gaza ; and that the

Synod of Diospolis, held in 415, was presided over by Eulo-

gius metropolitan of Csesarea, although John Bishop of Jeru-

salem was present at the Synod. These different researches

show us that the question of precedence between the Bishops

of Csesarea and Jerusalem cannot be determined ; for sometimes

it is the Bishop of Csesarea who is first, sometimes the Bishop

of Jerusalem. This state of things lasted on to the time of the

third (Ecumenical Council held at Ephesus in 431. Juvenal

Bishop of Jerusalem took a very prominent place, and signed

immediately after Cyril of Alexandria (it is true the Bishop

of Coesarea in Palestine was not present). But this same Cyril

was at this Synod a declared opponent of Juvenal ; and when

the latter wished by the help of false documents to have his

ecclesiastical primacy over Palestine acknowledged by the

Council, Cyril appealed on the subject to the authority of the

Roman See.
2 This same Juvenal Bishop of Jerusalem had

attempted, after a long contest wilh Maximus Bishop of

Antioch, to make himself a patriaich; and the Bishop of

Antioch, weary of the controversy, determined that the three

provinces of Palestine should be under the patriarchate of

Jerusalem, whilst Phoenicia and Arabia should remain attached

to the see of Antioch. The fourth (Ecumenical Council held

1 Socrates, ii. 24.

2 Pope Leo the Great wrote on this subject, in his sixty-second letter to Bishop

Maximus of Antioch : Sicut etiam in Ephcsina synodo, quce impium Nestorium

cum dogmate suoperculit, Juvenalis episcopus ad obtinendum Palcestinw provincial

principatum credidit se posse sufficere, et insolcntes ausus per commentitia scripta

firmare. Quod sancice memories Cyrillus Alexandrine merito perhorrescens,

scripiis suis mihi, quid prcedicta cupiditas ansa sit, indkavit et sollicita prece

multum poposcU, ut nulla illkitis conatibus prceberetur assensio.—Bevei.idue,

J.c p. 64 b.
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at Chalcedon ratified this division in its seventh session, with-

out, as it appears, the least opposition being offered.
1

The last words of the seventh canon, rf] firjTpoTroXei, k.t.X.,

have also been explained in different ways. Most writers

—

and we share their opinion—think that these words desig-

nate the metropolis of Csesarea ; others have supposed that

the question is about the metropolis of Antioch ; but Fuchs 2

has supposed that the reference is wholly to Jerusalem. Ac-

cording to him, the Council simply wished to show the reason

of the existence of certain honours granted to this Church,

because this metropolis (as an original Church) had a special

dignity. This last theory clearly cannot be sustained : if the

canon had this meaning, it would certainly have had a very

different form. This seventh canon has been inserted in the

Corpus juris cano?iici.
3

Can. 8.

Tlepl rwv ovo/ia^ovTcov fiev eavTOV? KaOapovs irore, Trpoaep-

•yofiivcov Be rfj KadoXiKy tcai aTToarokiKTJ "'EKKXrjala, eSo^e 777

ayla Kal fieyaXr] crvvoBa), ware ^eipoOeToufievovs avrovs fieveiv

ovtw<; ev ra> K\rjp(p' irpo irdvTcov he. tovto ofioXoyrjaai avTovs

eyypdcpcos TTpocrrjiceL, ore avv9i]aovrai Kal dftoXovOrjaovcn Toh

t?}? tcado\iKrj<; Kal d7rocrToXiKT]<; 'EKKXrjaia? Soyfiacn' tovt eari

Kal Biydjioi? KOivoavelv Kal xot«? ev tu> Buoyed) TrapaireTTTcoKocnv'

€(}> d)V Kal xpovos reraKrai, Kal Kacpos copicrrac' coari avrovs

aKoXovOelv ev irdcn tck? Boyfiaat rf]<; KaOoXiKi)? 'EKKXrjaria*;'

evda fiev ovv Travres, etre ev Ku>fxai<$, et're ev iroXecnv avrol fiovoi

evpicTKOivro xeipoTovrjdevres, 01 evpLaKOfievoi ev ru> KXijpw taovrat,

iv T(o avTu> ayn'^jxarf el Be rov tt}? KaOoXiKry; ^EKKXrjo-las eVt-

ctkottov fj Trpeafivrepov ovtos nrpoaep^ovrai rives, TrpoBrjXov, d><;

6 fxev eiriaKoiros tj}? 'EKKXrjalas e^ei to d^lwfxa tov Ittlckotzov^

6 Be ovofia^ofievos rrapa toZs Xeyofievois KaOapols e-n Io-kottos

rip rov irpeafivrepov rifirjv e%ec 7rXi]v el fxi) dpa BokoIt] tq>

e7n<JK0TT<p, tt)<; Ti/U.?}? tov ovo/iaTos avTov fiereyeiv el Be tovto

avTco pirj dpecKoi, e7rtvoijaei tottov ?) ^a)pe7TicrK07Tov i] 7rpea/3u-

repov, virep tov iv tw KXrjprd 6'Aeu? BoKelv elvai, Xva fii) ev ry

•TToXei BllO eTTlCKOTTOl wo~iv.

1 Hard. ii. 491.

2 Fuchs, Bibllotheh der Kirchenversammlungen, Ld. i. S. 399.

i

3 C. 7, Dist. lxv.
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" With regard to those who call themselves Catliari, the

holy and great Synod decides, that if they will enter the

Catholic and Apostolic Church, they must submit to imposition

of hands, and they may then remain among the clergy : they

must, above all, promise in writing to conform to and follow

the doctrines of the Catholic and Apostolic Church ; that is to

say, they must communicate with those who have married a

second time, and with those who have lapsed under persecu-

tion, but who have done penance for their faults. They must

then follow in every respect the doctrines of the Catholic

Church. Consequently, when in villages or in cities there are

found only clergy of their own sect, the oldest of these clerics

shall remain among the clergy, and in their position ; but if

a Catholic priest or bishop be found among them, it is evident

that the bishop of the Catholic Church should preserve the

episcopal dignity, whilst any one who has received the title of

bishop from the so-called Catliari would only have a right to

the honours accorded to priests, unless the bishop thinks it

right to let him enjoy the honour of the (episcopal) title. If

lie does not desire to do so, let him give him the place of

rural bishop (clwrcjiiscopus) or priest, in order that he may

appear to be altogether a part of the clergy, and that there

may not be two bishops in one city."

The Catliari who are here under discussion are no other

than the Xovatians (and not the Montanists, as is maintained

in the Gottinger gelchrtcn Anzcigcn, 1780, St. 105), who from

a spirit of severity wished to exclude for ever from the Church

those who had shown weakness during persecution. They

arose at the time of the Decian persecution, towards the

middle of the third century, and had for their founder the

Roman priest Novatian, who accused his Bishop Cecilian of

showing too much lenity towards the lapsi. These schismatics

were called jSTovatians from the name of their leader; but

from a spirit of pride they gave themselves the name of

Catliari (Puritans), tear Qoxw, because their communion alone

was in their eyes the pure bride of Christ, whilst the Catholic

Church had been contaminated by the readmission of the

lapsi. Their fundamental principle of the perpetual exclusion

of the Lapsi was in a manner the concrete form of the general
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principle, brought forward two generations before, that whoever

after baptism once fell into mortal sin, should never be re-

ceived back into the Church. The Catholic Church was her-

self in those, times very much inclined to severity : she granted

permission to perform penance only once; 1 whoever fell a

second time was for ever excluded. But the Montanists and

Xovatians exceeded this severity, and professed the most

merciless rigour. A portion of the Xovatians— those of

Phrvcria
2— followed the Montanists in a second kind of

rigourism, in declaring that any one of the faithful who
married again after the death of his consort committed adul-

tery. "What we have said shows that the Xovatians were in

truth schismatics, but not heretics ; and this explains the mild

manner in which the Council of Xicrea treated the Xovatian

priests (for it is of them only that this canon speaks).
3 The

Council treats them as it had treated the Meletians.
4

It de-

cides, in fact, 1st, ware ^eipoOerovfievov;, k.t.X., that is to say,

"they must receive imposition of hands." The meaning of

these words has been a matter of dispute. Dionysius the Less

translates them in this way : tii impositioncm manus accipi-

cntcs, sic in clero permancant.5 The Prisca
6

gives a similar

translation ; and then it may be said that the eighth canon,

according to the two authors, would be entirely in accordance

with the decision given by the Council of Xicrea on the sub-

ject of the Meletians. That decision ordered that the Meletian

clergy should not indeed be ordained anew by a Catholic

bishop, but that they ought nevertheless to receive from him

imposition of hands.7 They were treated as those who had

received baptism at the hands of heretics. Beveridge s and

Van Espen 9 have explained this canon in another manner,

resting upon Paifinus, and the two Greek commentators of the

middle ages, Zonaras and Balsamon. According to them, the

XeipoderovfAevov? does not signify the imposition of hands

1 The Pastor Hermce, lib. ii. Mand. iv. c. 1, says : Servis cnim Dei pceni-

tcntia una est.

2 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. v. 22.

3 Cf. Mattes, die Ketzertait/e, in the Tiihlncjcr. theolog. Qua.rtalschr.lSl9,

S. 578.

^ See ahove, sec. 40. s In Mansi, ii. 630. 6 In Mansi, v\ 11-8.

7 See above, sec. 40. 8 I.e. p. 67. 9 Commentarius in canones, p. 91»
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which was to be received on their returning to the Catholic

Church : it simply refers to the priesthood received in the

community of the Xovatians ; and consequently the sense of

the canon of the Council of Nicrea is as follows :
" Whoever

has been ordained when amongst the Novatians, must remain

among the clergy." It seems to me that the Greek text is

more favourable to the first opinion than to the second, as the

article is wanting before 'xeipoOerov^ievovi, and civtovs is added
;

but this first opinion itself supposes that the reference is to

those who were already clerics when they were in Novatian-

ism, so that the meaning and fundamental idea is nearly the

same in the one interpretation as in the other : for even sup-

posing that Beveridge and Van Espen are in the right, it does

not follow that the JSovatian clerics were admitted among the

orthodox clergy without any condition, particularly without

some imposition of hands ; on the contrary, it is clear that

they were not treated with more consideration than the

Meletian clergy. Gratian appears to us to be in opposition

to what our text tells us, and to the practice of the ancient

Church, as well as to the analogy of the case of the Novatians

with that of the Meletians, in supposing that the eighth canon

of ISTicsea prescribes a re-ordination.
1

The Synod decided, besides, that the ISTovatians who came

over should promise in writing a full submission to the doc-

trines of the Catholic Church. By these doctrines the canon

does not seem to mean the doctrines of the faith in the special

sense of the words : it seems rather to have reference to the

admission of the lapsi, and those who contracted second mar-

riages. To quiet the Novatians on the subject of the lajjsi,

care is taken to add that they must have submitted to a pre-

scribed penance ; that is to say, that the lapsi should, before

being readmitted into the Church, undergo a long and severe

penance.

After having established these two rules of discipline, the

Synod adds the general condition, that Novatians (that is to

say, the Novatian clergy) who desire restoration to the Church

shall submit in general to all the doctrines of the Catholic

Church,

1 Gratian, Corp. juris canonici, cap. 8, causa i. quaest, 7*
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The Council adds also the following directions :

—

(a.) If in any city or village there exist only Novatian

clergy, they are to retain their offices ; so that, for example,

the Novatian bishop of an entirely Novatian district may
remain as a regular bishop when he re-enters the Catholic

Church.

(/3.) But if there be found somewhere (perhaps it is neces-

sary to read el Se irov instead of el Be rod) a Catholic bishop

or priest along with Novatians, the Catholic bishop is to pre-

serve his office ; and the Novatian bishop must take the posi-

tion of a simple priest, unless the Catholic bishop thinks it

well to allow him the honour of the episcopal title (but with-

out any jurisdiction). The Council does not say what is to

be done with the Novatian priests ; but we may infer that, in

places which possess but one priest, the cure should return to

a Catholic priest, and the Novatian priest should retain only

the title. The Synod did not provide for the case of a con-

flict between several priests, but the rules made on the subject

of the Meletians enable us to supply this omission. Converts

are allowed to remain in the office and rank of the priesthood,

but they are to take their place after the other priests, and

they are to be excluded from elections.

(7.) Lastly, in a case where a Catholic bishop would not

leave the Novatian bishop the continuance of the episcopal

title, he should give him the post of a chorcpiscopus
1
or priest,

and this that the Novatian might continue to be visibly one

of the clergy, and yet there might not be two bishops in the

same city.
2

This mildness of the Synod of Mcrea in the case of the

Novatians had no more effect in extinguishing this schism

than in the case of the Meletians ; for Novatianism continued

until the fifth century.

Amongst the Novatian bishops who took part in the Synod,

.we must especially mention Acesius, bishop of this sect at

Constantinople, whom the Emperor Constantine held in great

esteem on account of the austerity of his life, and had in con-

1 See the art. ChorbischoJ in the Kirchenkxicon of Wetzer and Welte, Bd. ii.

S. 495 f.

* S. Augustine makes allusion to this rule in his Epist. 213. See above, sec. 41.
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sequence invited him to the Synod.1 Constantine asked him

if he were willing to subscribe the Creed and the rule on the

feast of Easter. " Yes," replied Acesius, " for there is here,

O Emperor, nothing new introduced by the Council ; for it has

been so believed since the time of the apostles, and thus has

Easter been kept." And when the Emperor further asked,

"Why, then, do you separate from the communion of the

Church ? " Acesius replied by quoting different acts which

had been passed under the Emperor Decius, and by declaring

that no one who had committed mortal sin should be ad-

mitted again to the holy mysteries. He might be exhorted

to repentance, but the priest had not the right to pronounce

him really absolved, but the penitent must look for pardon

from God alone. Upon this the Emperor replied, " Acesius,

take a ladder, and climb up to heaven alone."
2 Sozomen has

suggested
3
that Acesius was of very great use to his party,

and it is generally believed that this canon was mad© so mild

towards the Novatians out of respect for him.4

Can. 9.

Et rives ave^erdaTCtis irpoai^drjaav irpeafivTepoi, i) avatcpi-

vofxevoL d>/JLo\6yr]crav ra ?jp,apTr]fieva avroU, /cal ofioXoy^aavrcov

avTOiv, irapa kclvovcl KLVOvp,evoi avdpcoTrot tois TOiovTOi? Xe^Pa

t7riTe6eiKa<TL' toutou? o Kavcov ov 7rpocrieTar to <yap aveiri-

Xtjtttov ixSiKel 1) /caOoXifCJ] Efackrjcxia.

" If any persons have been admitted to the priesthood

without inquiry, or if upon inquiry they have confessed their

crimes, and the imposition of hands has nevertheless been

conferred upon them in opposition to the canon, such ordina-

tion is declared invalid ; for the Catholic Church requires men

who are blameless."

The crimes in question are those which were a bar to the

priesthood, such as blasphemy, (successive) bigamy, heresy,

idolatry, magic, etc., as the Arabic paraphrase of Joseph ex-

plains.
5

It is clear that these faults are punishable in the

1 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. ii. 32 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 10.

a Socrat. I.e. i. 10 ; Sozom. I.e. i. 22. 3 Sozom. ii. 32.

* Cf. Tillemont, Mtmoires, etc., t. vi. article 17, p. 289, ed. Brux. 1732,

• In Beverid^e, I.e. p. 70.
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bishop no less than in the priest, and that consequently our

cation refers to the bishops as well as to the irpea^vrepoi in

the more restricted sense. These words of the Greek text, " In

the case in which any one might be induced, in opposition to

the canon, to ordain such persons," allude to the ninth canon

of the Synod of Neocyesarea. It was necessary to pass such

ordinances ; for even in the fifth century, as the twenty-second

letter of Pope Innocent the First testifies, some held that as

baptism effaces all former sins, so it takes away all the im-

pedimenta ordinationis which are the result of those sins.
1

The ninth canon of Nicoea occurs twice in the Corpus juris

eanonici.

The following canon has a considerable resemblance to the

one which we have just considered.

Can. 10.

"Ocroi irpoeyeiplaO^aav rcov irapaTreirrcoKorcov Kara ayvoiav,

i) ical irpoethoTWV rcov Trpo^eipLaafxivcop, tovto ov irpotcpivei tu>

kclvovi t&> iiacXricria.GTLKu>' <yva>(rOevre<; yap KaQaipovvrai.

" The lapsi who have been ordained in ignorance of their

fall, or in spite of the knowledge which the orclainer had of

it, are no exception to the canon of the Church, for they are

to be deposed as soon as their unworthiness is known."

The tenth canon differs from the ninth, inasmuch as it

concerns only the lapsi and their elevation, not only to the

priesthood, but to any other ecclesiastical preferment as well,

and requires their deposition. The punishment of a bishop

who should consciously perform such an ordination is not

mentioned ; but it is incontestable that the lapsi could not be

ordained, even after having performed penance : for, as the

preceding canon states, the Church requires those who were

faultless. It is to be observed that the word irpo^eipi^eiv is

evidently employed here in the sense of " ordain," and is used

without any distinction from ^eipl^eiv ; whilst in the synodal

letter of the Council of ISTicsea on the subject of the Mele-

tians, there is a distinction between these two words, and

irpoyeipiCfiiv is used to signify clicjcrc?

1 Cf. Beveridge, I.e. p. 70. 2 C. 4, Dist. SI, and c. 7, Dist. 24.
3 Socrat. I.e. L 9.



416 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

This canon is found several times in the Corpus juris

canonici}

Can. 11.

Uepl to)V 7rapa/3dvT(i)v ywpls dvdyKrjs rj %<wpt? d<paipeaea)s

virapypvrwv rj ycepls klvBvvov ?/ twos tolovtov, b yeyoveu eVl

rrjs TvpavvLBos AiKiviov eBo%e rfj avvoBw, kclv dvdgiot rjaav

<f)i\avdpay-Trias, op-oos y^prjo-revaaaOai els ainovs' oaoi ovv <yvr)ai(os

/xera/xeXovTai, Tpia err) ev dnpoai/jLevois iroi^aovaiv ot iriorot, fcai

kirra err] viroireo-ovvrav Bvo Be err} ywpis irpoa^opas kolvcovij-

covcn tw \aa> Ttov irpocrevywv.

"As to those who lapsed during the tyranny of Licinius,

without being driven to it by necessity, or by the confiscation

of their goods, or by any danger whatever, the Synod decides

that they ought to be treated with gentleness, although in

truth they have shown themselves unworthy of it. Those

among them who are truly penitent, and who before their fall

were believers, must do penance for three years among the

audientes, and seven years among the sulstrati. For two years

following they can take part with the people at divine service,

but without themselves participating in the oblation."

The persecution of Licinius had come to an end only a

few years before the meeting of the Council of Nictea, and

at the downfall of that Emperor. The cruelty with which

they were persecuted led a large number into apostasy. Thus

the Council had to take notice in several of its canons of the

lapsi; and as there were different classes to be made among

these lapsi—that is to say, as some among them had yielded

at the first threat, whilst others had undergone long tortures

before their fall—the Synod wished to take account of the

extenuating as well as of the aggravating circumstances, and to

proportion the punishment to the degree of the fault. This

canon does not say how the least guilty are to be treated ;
but

it decides that those who are the most guilty, and the least

excusable, should pass three years in the second degree of

penitence, seven years in the third, and two years in the fourth

or lowest class.
2

The canon supposes that those who are to receive this treat*

1 C. 5, Dist. 81 ; c. CO, Dist. 50.

1 See the fifth canon of the Synod of Ancyra, sec. 16
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meut were l>efore their fall fidclcs, i.e. members of the Church,

and not simple catechumens. We shall see in the fourteenth

canon what the Synod decides with respect to catechumens

who showed themselves weak.1

Can. 12.

01 Be 7rpocr/c\r]9evTe<; fiev virb t?}9 vq,pvro% /ecu ttjv Trpcorrjv

cpjxrjv evhei^d/Jbevoi, /ecu dirode/nevoi ra? ^covets, fxerd Be ravra iirl

tov ol/celov hfierov dvaBpap,ovTe<; a>? tevves, &>? riva$ /ecu apyvpia

irpoeaOai, /ecu fievecpueiois /cciTopdaxrcu to dvaaTparevaaadaf

ovroi Befca err) viroirnn era)aav fierd tov tj;? Tpierovs aKpodaewi

yjpovov. e'</>' OTpaai Be tovtois nrpoai]Kei e^erd^etv ri)v irpoaipeaiv,

/cat to e28o9 rrj<> fxeravolwi. baoi /u,ev yap /ecu (pofiai /ecu Bd/epvac,

teal vrropiovfi teal dya6oepyicu<i ttjv €7rio-rpo(p7]v epyw /ecu ov

cr^ijfiaTt eTTiBelicvvvTcu, ovroi irXrjpuHTavTe*; tov yjpovov rov

copcafievov t?}9 d/cpodo~ea><>, et«OTa>9 twv evywv KOLvcovrjcrovat,

fierd tov e^elvcu ra Irna icon (p, iccu <pi\av6pco7rorepov tc Trepl

avroiv (3ov\evcraa6cu. boot Be dSiacpopeos rjveyfcav, kol to ayf/fxa

tov E/m?] eiGievac et<? ttjv 'EKKXijaiav dp/celv avrols iyyrjcrcivTO

Trpbs r?]v eiriarpocp^v, e^diravTos irXrjpovrcocrav tov yjpovov.

" Those who, called by grace, have shown the first zeal, and

have laid aside their belts, but afterwards have returned like

clogs to their vomit, and have gone so far as to give money
and presents to be readmitted into military service, shall

remain three years among the auclientcs, and ten years among

the substrati. But in the case of these penitents, their intention

and the character of their repentance must be tried. In fact,

those among them who, by fear and with tears, together with

patience and good works, show by deeds that their conversion

is real, and not merely in appearance, after having finished the

time of their penance among the audicntes, may perhaps take

part among those who pray ; and it is in the power of the

bishop to treat them with yet greater lenity. As to those who
bear with indifference (their exclusion from the Church), and

who think that this exclusion is sufficient to expiate their

faults, they must perform the whole period prescribed by the

law."

1 On the penitential system of the primitive Church, see Beveridge, I.e. p. 71

sqq. ; and Binterim, Denkwiirdigkeiten, Bd. v. Thl. ii. S. 362 ff.

2 D



418 HISTOHY OF THE COUNCILS.

In his last contests with Constantine, Licinius had made

himself the representative of heathenism; so that the final

issue of the war would not be the mere triumph of one of the

two competitors, but the triumph or fall of Christianity or

heathenism.
1 Accordingly, a Christian who had in this war

supported the cause of Licinius and of heathenism might be

considered as a lapsus, even if he did not formally fall away.

With much more reason might those Christians be treated as

lapsi, who, having conscientiously given up military service

(this is meant by the soldiers belt), afterwards retracted their

resolution, and went so far as to give money and presents for

the sake of readmission, on account of the numerous advan-

tages which military service then afforded. It must not be

forgotten that Licinius, as Zonaras and Eusebius relate,
2
re-

quired from his soldiers a formal apostasy ;
compelled them,

for example, to take part in the heathen sacrifices which were

held in the camps, and dismissed from his service those who

would not apostatize. It must not be supposed, then, that

the Council forbade military service generally, as the writer

has shown in the Tiibingcr Tlicol. Quartcdschrift for 1841
; (S. 386). But equally untenable is the opinion of Aubespine*

He supposes that the canon speaks of those who promised to

perform a lifelong penance, and to retain the accustomed

penitential dress, but who afterwards broke their vow, and

took part in secular matters, and tried to make their way to

posts of honour. The cingidum which the canon mentions is

evidently the cingidum militias. It is in this sense too that

Pope Innocent the First has used it in his letter to Victricius

of Eouen. He says to that bishop, making, it is true, a mis-

take upon another point : Constituit Niccena synodus, si quis

post rcmissioncm pccccdorum cingulum militia: secularis habuerit,

ad clcricatum admitti omnino non debet.
4'

The Council punishes with three years in the second degree

of penance, and Avith ten years in the third, those of the faith-

ful who had taken the side of Licinius in his struggle against

Christianity. It was, however, lawful for the bishop to pro-

mote the better disposed penitents of the second rank (a/cpo-

1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 8. 2 In Beveridge, I.e. i. 73, and Euseb. x. 8.

•» In Van Espen, I.e. p. 87. i Cf. Fucbs, I.e. S. 404.
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ami) to the fourth, in which they could be present at the

whole of divine service (evxh)- It is not stated how long

they should remain in this fourth rank ; but from what the

eleventh canon says, it may be supposed that they remained

in it two years. As to those who underwent their penance

with more indifference, and who were content to pray outside

the Church, without taking any active part in divine service,

they were required to fulfil the whole time of their penance.

It is by considering the negation fit] which comes before

elcnevai as an interpolation, as Gelasius of Cyzicus, the Prisca,

Dionysius the Less, the pseudo-Isidore,
1 Zonaras,2 and others

have done, that the interpretation given above may be obtained.

When inserting this canon in the de Pcenitentia,
5 Gratian gives

it the same meaning that we do. If it is desired at any

cost to retain the negation, the last clause will be explained

as follows :
" They consider it as sufficient obedience to the

Church not to go beyond what is allowed to them as penitents,

and not to attend without permission the missa Jklclium."

Can. 13.

liepi Se rwv i%o$ev6vTa>v 6 7ra\cub<; teal fcavovucos vofios

(bvXaxOijo-ercu teal vvv, ware, el Tt9 egoSevoi, rov reXevralov koi

dvay/caioTdrov ecpoSiov p,r] airoarepelaOaf el Se airo^vwar6eh

Kal Koivwvias irafuv rv^^v, iraXiv ev roh tfacriv e^eraaOfi, fiera

rcov kqivwvovvtwv 7% et^f;? fxovqs ecrru>' KaOokov he /cat irepi

rravros ovnvocrovv et;o8evovTo<;, alrovvros rov fxerao-^etv Eu^a-

picrrias, 6 eVt'(7«:o7ro? jxera So/ayuacria9 eirioora).

" With respect to the dying, the old rule of the Church

shall continue to be observed, which forbids that any one who

is on the point of death should be deprived of the last and

most necessary viaticum. If he does not die after having

been absolved and admitted to communion, he must be placed

amongst those who take part only in prayer. The bishop

shall, however, administer the Eucharist, after necessary

inquiry, to any one who on his deathbed asks to receive it."

The Synod of Xicsea provides for the case of a lapsus being

in danger of death before he has fulfilled the period of his

1 Mansi, ii. 681, 690, 899, vi. 1129. 2 In Beveridge, I.e. i. 73.

3 C. 4, Dist. 5.
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penance, and decides that, in conformity with the old custom

and with old rules—for example, the sixth canon of the Council

of Ancyra—the holy Eucharist (i<p6Siov) should be admini-

stered to the dying person, although he has not fulfilled all

his penance.
1 Van Espen 2 and Tillemont 3 have proved,

against Aubespine, that the word i(f)68iov here signifies the

communion, and not merely absolution without communion.

The opinion of those two authors is also that of the two old

Greek commentators Zonaras and Balsamon, and of the Ara-

bian paraphrast Joseph. If the sick person should recover

his health, he should take his place in the highest rank of

penitents. The Council does not state the period he should

pass in it, but it is clear, and the ancient collector of canons,

John of Antioch, adds, " that such an one should remain in

that class the whole time of penance prescribed in canons

11 or 12." 4

The Synod ends this canon more generally. In the begin-

ning it treats only of the lapsi, but at the end it considers all

those who are excommunicated, and orders that the bishop,

after having made personal inquiry into the state of matters,

may administer the communion to every man on his deathbed,

whatever his offence may have been.

This thirteenth canon has been inserted in the Corpus

juris can!'

Can. 14.

Ilepl roov Karrj^oviaevcov teal Trapaireaovrcov e'Sofe rfj ayi'a

ical /j,e<ya\r) avvohw, ware rptwv ircov avrovs dfcpooofiivowi

(jlovov, fiera ravra ev^eaOav fxera roov Karr\yovixevwv.

" The holy and great Synod orders that catechumens who

have lapsed be audientes for three years ; they can afterwards

join in prayer with the catechumens."

The catechumens are not, strictly speaking, members of the

Church : their lapse, therefore, in time of persecution, may
be considered as less serious than actual apostasy. But it was

also natural to prolong their time of probation, when, after

persecution, they asked again to be admitted among [he cate-

1 Cf. Beverklge, I.e. ii. 79. ! ^an Espen, Commentarius, I.e. p. 98.

' Tillemont, I.e. p. 361. ' Cf. Beveridge, I.e. ii. SO b.

6 C. 9, causa xxvi. q. 6.
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cliumens ; and it is this of which the fourteenth canon treats.

These catechumens should, it says, remain three years among

the audicntes, that is to say, among the catechumens, who only

take part at the didactic part of worship, at sermons, and at

reading. If they showed during this time of penance zeal

and marks of improvement, they might be admitted to prayer

with the catechumens ; that is to say, they might form part of

the higher class of those who made up the catechumeni sensit

strictiori. These could be present at the general prayers

which were offered at the end of the sermon ; and they re-

ceived, but kneeling, the bishop's blessing.

In the same way as Origen and several other writers, more

especially several Greek historians of the Church, so the Coun-

cil of Nicsea speaks only, as we have seen, of two classes of

catechumens. Some Latin writers, amongst whom Isidore of

Seville may be quoted, speak only of these two grades of cate-

chumens
j

1 and it may be said, without any doubt, that the

primitive Church knew of no others. Bingham 2 and Neander 3

have maintained, and the opinion is generally held, that in the ,

fourth century there was formed a third class of catechumens,

composed of those who should receive baptism immediately

;

and also that the meaning of the ceremonies for the reception

of this sacrament was explained to them. They were called

(frooTi&fievoi and compdcntcs ; but we notice that S. Isidore

makes compdcntcs synonymous with yovv/cXlvovTes. Beveridge

endeavours to prove that S. Ambrose also spoke of this third

class of catechumens
;

4 but the words of this Father, Scquenti

die crat dominica ; post kctiones atquc tractatum, dimissis catc-

chumenis, symbolum aliquibus compctcntibus in baptistcriis trade-

bam basilicce, show us that by catccJiumenis he understands the

first and second classes, and that the competcntcs belonged to

the third class.
5

The fourteenth canon of Nicaia has not been inserted in

the Corpus juris canonici, probably because the old system of

catechumens had ceased to exist at the time of Gratian.

1 Orig. vii. c. 14. " Bingham, iv. 20.

» Neander, 2te Aufl. Bd. iii. S. 606.

* Beveridge, I.e. ii. 81.

• Cf. Binterim, Dcnkwiird'ujkeittn, Bd. i. Thl. i. S. 17.
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Can. 15.

Aia tov Trdkvv rdpa^ov KaX ra? arTaaeis rets yivofievas e'Sofe

nravrdTTaai, irepiaipe6rjvai Ti]V avvi]Qeiav, Tr\v irapa tov icavova

evpeOeiaav ev rtai fiepeaiv, ware airo 7r6A.eco<? eh ttoXiv /at)

/lerafialveiv p.i]Te eirio-KOirov /xr)Ve TrpecrfivTepov fxrfre Blukovov.

el he Ti<? fiera tov tt)? dyi'as koX yu.e7aA.779 crvvoBov opov tolovtw

tivI €TTiyeipi]o-eiev, rj eiriZolri eavTov 7rpdyp.aTi tolovtw, (iKvpw-

6r}aeTai egdiravTOS to KaTaaKevacrfia, KaX diroKcnao'Ta6i]o-eTaL

777 e/c/cX-T/cr/a,
fj

6 eVicr/co7ro9 rj 6 irpeo-fivTepos e^etpoTovi-jdrj.

" On account of the numerous troubles and divisions which

have taken place, it has been thought good that the custom

which has been established in some countries in opposition to

the canon should be abolished ; namely, that no bishop, priest,

or deacon should remove from one city to another. If any

one should venture, even after this ordinance of the holy and

great Synod, to act contrary to this present rule, and should

follow the old custom, the translation shall be null, and he shall

return to the church to which he had been ordained bishop

or priest."

The translation of a bishop, priest, or deacon from one

church to another, had already been forbidden in the primitive

Church.1 Nevertheless several translations had taken place,

and even at the Council of Nicsea several eminent men were

present who had left their first bishoprics to take others : thus

Eusebius Bishop of Nicomedia had been before Bishop of

Berytus ; Eustathius Bishop of Antioch had been before

Bishop of Berrhoea in Syria. The Council of Nicrca thought it

necessary to forbid in future these translations, and to declare

them invalid. The chief reason of this prohibition was found

in the irregularities and disputes occasioned by such change

of sees ; but even if such practical difficulties had not arisen,

the whole doctrinal idea, so to speak, of the relationship be-

tween a cleric and the church to which he had been ordained,

namely, the contracting of a mystical marriage between them,

would be opposed to any translation or change.

In 341 the Synod of Antioch renewed, in its twenty-first

canon, the prohibition passed by the Council of Nicsea ;
but

the interest of the Church often rendered it necessary to make
1 Sec the Can. Apost. 13 and 14.
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exceptions, as happened in the case of S. Chrysostom. These

exceptional cases increased almost immediately after the hold-

ing of the Council of Nicaea, so that in 382 S. Gregory of

Nazianzus considered this law among those which had long

been abrogated by custom.
1

It was more strictly observed in

the Latin Church; and even Gregory's contemporary, Pope

Damasus, declared himself decidedly in favour of the rule of

Nictea.
2

It has been inserted in the Corpus juris canonici.
3

Can. 16.

"Ocroi pL^roKLvZvvw'i /x^re rov <po{3ov rov Geov irpo bfyOaXfxwv

eyovres, fjbrjre rov eKKk'qaiaariKov icavova eiSores, dvaywpi]crov(Ti

Ttjs eiac\.7)<Jia<i, irpecrfivTepot, r) hiaicovoi i) o\o)? iv tw Kavovi

e^eratpixevov ovrot ovSa/iws BcktoI ocpelXovcnv eivai iv erepa

€Kfc\r)<ria, aWa irdcrav auroi? dvdjKrjv iirdyeadat ftpr}, dva-

<rrpe(f)6LV eh ra? eavrcov irapoiKia^, rj iirifievovTas d/cotvavyTovs

eivai irpocrqicei. el Be kcu To\p,7]aete Ti? vfyapirdcrai rov ra> erepa*

Sia(f)ipovra, ical %eipoTovr}crcu iv ry avTov i/c/cXrjala, purj <rvy-

KaraTiOefxivov tov ISlov iTUGKOTrov, ov dve^coprjaev o iv ra>

Kavovt i%eTa$fievos, d/cvpo<; earcu rj ^eiporovta.

" Priests, deacons, and clerics in general, who have with

levity, and without having the fear of God before their eyes,

left their church in the face of the ecclesiastical laws, must

not on any account be received into another : they must be

compelled in all ways to return to their dioceses ; and if they

refuse to do so, they must be excommunicated. If any one

should dare to steal, as it were, a person who belongs to

another (bishop), and to ordain him for his own church, with-

out the permission of the bishop from whom he was with-

drawn, the ordination shall be null."

This sixteenth canon has a good deal of connection with

the preceding. It contains two general principles : a. Id

threatens with excommunication all clerics, of whatever de-

gree, if they will not return to their first church
;

4
b. It forbids

any bishop to ordain for his own diocese a person belonging

to another diocese. It may be supposed that the Council of

1 Cf. Neander, KirchengeschicJite, 2te Aufl. Bd. iii. S. 317.

2 Beveridge, I.e. ii. 81 ; Neander, I.e.
3 Cap. 19, causa vii. q. 1.

4 According to Balsamon, exclusion from communio clerical'*.
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Nicsea has here again in view the Meletian schism ; but it

must not be forgotten that Meletius did not ordain strangers

to his diocese, and retain them afterwards, but the reverse

—

he ordained clergymen for other dioceses.

We notice also, that in this canon the expression iv tw

kovovi i^era^o/xevo'i occurs twice to designate a cleric ; it

means literally, any one who belongs to the service of the

Church, who lives under its rule {icavwv), or whose name m
inscribed in its list (icavcov)}

Gratian has inserted this canon, and divided it into two.
2

Can. 17.

'EireiS)} ttoWoI iv tyo kclvovi e^era^ofxevoi tIjv 7r\eove%i'av kcli

ti]v ala^poKepBeiav &/a>KOVTe<; iirekddovro tov Oeiov ypufifxaTO^

A.eyoiH'os* To upyvpiov avrov ovk e&w/cev eVt tokco' koCi havei-

fyvTes eKaroara'i uTratrovatv iSifcaicoaev r\ dyta /cat jj.€<yd\rj

cvvohos, to?, el T£9 eiipe6eir) /xera tov opov tovtov tokovs \ctfi-

fidi'cov i/c [ieTa.')(eipio~e(i3<; ?} aXXw? fxerep-^ofxevo^ to Trpayfia rf

o]fjLio\la<; uiraiTo^v i) 6'Xw<? erepov ti Ittlvoow alayjpov Kep&ovs eve/cci,

KaOaiped^crerai tov icki'ipov kol dWorpios tov /cavovo? eaTai.

" As many clerics, filled with avarice and with the spirit of

usury, forget the sacred words, c He that hath not given his

money upon usury,'
3 and demand usuriously (that is, every

month) a rate of interest, the great and holy Synod declares

that if any one, after the publication of this law, takes interest,

no matter on what grounds, or carries on the business (of

usurer), no matter in what way, or if he reqtrire half as much
again, or if he give himself up to any other sort of scandalous

gain, he shall be deposed from his clerical office, and his

name struck off the list."

Several of the oldest Fathers of the Church considered that

the Old Testament forbade interest to be received : thus, in the

fourth book of his controversial work against Marcion, Ter-

tullian wishes to prove to this Gnostic the harmony which

exists between the Old and the New Testament, by taking as

1 See, on this point, the dissertation of Dr. Miinehen on the first Synod ol

Aries, in the Bonner Zcitscltriftfiir Philos. unci Icalhol. Theol. Heft 2d, S. 64.

2 C. 23, causa vii. q. 1, and c. 3, Dist. 71.

* Ps. xv. [LXX. xiv.] 6.
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an example the teaching given about a loan at interest. Ac-

cording to Ezekiel,
1
says Tertullian, he is declared just -who

does not lend his money upon usury, and who does not take

what comes to him from it, that is to say, the interest. By
these words of the prophet, God had prepared for the perfec-

tion of the New Testament. In the Old, men had been, taught

that they should not make gain by lending money, and in the

New that they should even bear the loss of what they had lent.
2

Clement of Alexandria expresses himself in the same way

:

" The law forbids to take usury from a brother, and not only

from a brother by nature, but also from one who is of the

same religion as ourselves, or who is one of the same nation

as ourselves, and it looks upon lending money at interest as

unjust : unfortunate persons should rather be assisted with

open hand and open heart."
y

In taking account of the prohibitions declared by the Jewish

law against lending at interest, the customs of that time must
have filled the Christian mind with horror of this qucestus. As
in the Jewish language there is only one word to express

usury and lending at interest, so with the Eomans the word.

fcenus was also ominous in its double meaning. DurinQ- the

last period of the republic and under the emperors, the legal

and mildest interest was twelve per cent., or, as the Eomans
called it, interest by month, or usura centcsima ; but some-

times it increased to twenty-four per cent., hincc ccntcsimcv,

and even to forty-eight per cent., qiiatemcc centcsima;.'
1 Horace

speaks even of a certain Fufidius, who demanded sixty per

cent. ; and what is remarkable is, that he speaks of this Fufi-

dius when on the subject of apothecaries.
5 As this exorbi-

tant interest was generally paid at the beginning of the month,

the reason why Ovid speaks of the cclcrcs, and Horace of the

tristcs Kalcnclas, is explained.

The early Christians knew this loan at interest but little
;

they also kept themselves from it conscientiously, so long as

that brotherly love prevailed from which had come a com-

munity of goods. But unhappily other Christians became apt

1 xviii. 8. 2 Tertnll. adv. Marc. iv. 17. 3 Stromal, ii. 473, Tott.
* Cicero, in Verr. iii. 70, Att. vi. 2. 5 1 Satyr. 2. 1-14.
• Cf. Adams Roman Antiquities, and Quartal.schrift, 1841, S. 404.



426 HISTOKY OF THE COUNCILS.

scholars of the heathen in this matter. It was most blame-

worthy in the clergy, whose savings, according to canon law,

belonged to the poor and to the Church, and least of all

ought to he abused to usurious gain through the oppression

of the poor. Therefore the forty-fourth (or forty-third) apos-

tolical canon gave this order :
" A bishop, priest, or deacon

who receives interest for money lent, must cease from this

traffic under pain of deposition ;" and the Council of Aries,

held in 314, says in the twelfth canon: De ministris, qui

fcencrant, placuit, cos juxta formam divinitus daiam a com-

munione dbstinere. The seventeenth canon of Nicrea also for-

bids all the clergy to lend money on interest ; we say to all the

clergy, because in the preceding canon we have shown that by

the words ev tw kclvovi i^era^ojxevoi the clergy must be under-

stood. The Synod, fearing lest the clergy should in future

practise usury in a hidden and underhand manner, was careful

at the end of the canon to define the different sorts of usury

which are forbidden.1

The seventeenth canon of Nicaea is found twice in the Cor-

pus juris canoniei?

Can. 13.

*H\6ev eh T7)V dytav KaX fieydXrjv avvoBov, on ev rial tottoi?

teal iroKecn rot? 7rpea/3vTepoL^ rrjv Ev-^apiaTiav ol Bidicovoi

BiBoaaiv, oirep ovre 6 icaviov ovre ?/ avvi}0eia irapeBioKe, tou?

e^ovaiav fxrj eyovras irpoafyepeiv roi? irpoafyepovcn BiBovat, to

aw/Aa tov XpiaTOV. icdiceZvo Be iyvoopiaOr], otl i]$7] rives tcov

oia/covcov /cal irpo tcov eiucncoTrwv Tr}$ Ev^apiaTta<; a/TTTOvrau

Tavia fiev ovv diravja 7repir)pi]adco' koX efifievercoaau ol Bcd-

kovov rots lBioi<; /xerpois, elBoTes ore tov fiev eTtLCKoirov vTTrjperat,

elcrl, tcov Be irpecr^vTepcov ekaTTOVS Tvyydvovcn' \aii/3aveTcocrav

Be Kara ti)v rd^iv ttjv EhyapitTTiav fierd row; irpeajBvTtpovs,

7) tov eiTLCTKOTrov BiBovtos auTots rj tov nrpeajivTepov. d\\d firjBe

KaQr\adai ev fiecra) tcov 7rpecr/3vTepcov i^earco Toh Biaicovois' irapa

tcavova yap teal Trapd tu^lv icm to ycvofievov. El Be Tt5 (mtj

€e\ot TreiQap^elv Kal pceTa tovtovs tou? opovs, ireiravadco Tij<$

Biatcovlas.

' On the opinions of the old Fathers on the subject of loans at interest, see

the author's dissertation in the Quartahchrift, 1841, S. 405 flf., and Beltruge i. 31.
3 C. 2, Dist. 47, and c. S, causa xiv. q. 4.
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" It has come to the knowledge of the holy and great Synod,

that in certain places and cities deacons administer the Eucha-

rist to priests, although it is contrary to the canons and to

custom to have the body of Christ distributed to those who offer

the sacrifice by those who cannot offer it. The Synod has also

learned that some deacons receive the Eucharist even before

the bishops. This must all now cease : the deacons must re-

main within the limits of their functions, and remember that

they are the assistants of the bishops, and only come after the

priests. They must receive the Eucharist in accordance with

rule, after the priests—a bishop or a priest administering it to

them. The deacons ought no longer to sit among the priests,

for this is against rule and order. If any one refuses to obey

after these rules have been promulgated, let him lose his

diaconate."

Justin Martyr 1
declares that in the primitive Church the

deacons were in the habit of administering to each one of

those present the consecrated bread and the holy chalice.

Later it was the bishop or the celebrating priest who ad-

ministered the holy bread, and the deacon administered only

the chalice : this is what the Apostolical Constitutions order.'
2

We see that this was still the custom in the time of S.

Cyprian, by this sentence taken from his work de Lcqjsis:

Solcmnibus adim^letis caliccm diaconus offerre prccsentibus ccepit.

It is evident that the word offerre cannot signify here to cele-

brate the holy sacrifice, but merely to administer ; the ex-

pression solemnibus adimpletis shows that the divine service

was already finished, and consequently there is no question

here of celebrating, but merely of administering the chalice

for communion. In other analogous passages this meaning

of offerre is not so clearly indicated, and thence has arisen

the mistake that the deacons could also offer the holy sacri-

fice.
3

It must not be forgotten, however, that certain deacons

did in fact venture to offer the holy sacrifice ; for the first

Council of Aries says in its fifteenth canon : Dc diaconibus

quos cognovimus mxdtis locis offerre, placuit minime fieri debere.

It is not unlikely that during the persecution of Diocletian,

1 Apologia, i. Nos. 65, 67. 2 Lib. viii. ch. 32.

* C£, liinterini, Dcnkw. Bd. i. Thl. i. S. 357 1'.
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when very many bishops and priests had been driven away

or put to death, some deacon allowed himself to celebrate the

eucharistic sacrifice ; but such an act was altogether opposed

to the spirit and rules of the primitive Church. The Apos-

tolical Constitutions show very plainly that it is forbidden

for deacons to pronounce the blessing and to offer the holy

sacrifice (benedicere ct offcrre). They could only fulfil the

duties indicated by their name Std/covo?.
1 But it very pro-

bably happened that in some places the deacon had over-

stepped the limit of his powers, and for that reason had

rendered necessary the prohibition of the Council of Aries.

I know, indeed, that Binterim has wished to explain this

canon of the Council of Aries in another way.
2 He supposes

that the rebuke is not annexed to the word offerre, but merely

the words multis locis, and he explains the canon as follows

:

" In future, the deacon must no longer celebrate and ad-

minister the holy Eucharist to other congregations besides his

own." I cannot believe in the accuracy of this explanation,

and Binterim has certainly done violence to the text of the

Council of Aries.

But besides, this canon of Nicsea says nothing directly of

this pretension of the deacon to wish to consecrate : it has

rather in view certain other abuses; and we know from

another source, that in Christian antiquity there was often

complaint of the pride of deacons.
3 The deacons of the city

of Borne have especially been reproached on account of pride,

and the Council of Aries says on this subject in its eighteenth

canon : Be diaconibus urbicis, ut non sibi tantum prccsumant,

sed honorem yresbytcris rescrvent, tit sine conscientia ipsorum

nihil tale faciant. It has been supposed that these pre-

sumptuous deacons of the city of Borne had given occasion

for the passing of this canon, and that it was decreed on the

motion of the two Boman priests who represented the Pope

at the Council of Nicaea.
4

In the primitive Church, the holy liturgy was usually

celebrated by a single person, more frequently by the bishop,

1 Constiiut. apostolicoz, viii. 28.

2 Denkwurdigkeiten, Bel. i. Thl. i. S. 3(50. See above, sec. 15.

»Cf. Van Espen, Com. in can. p. 101. * Cf. Vau Espen, l.c. p. 101.
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or by a priest when the bishop was hindered from being

present ; but the other priests were not merely present at the

holy sacrifice, as is the custom now : they were besides con-

sacrificantes ; they did what newly ordained priests do now,

when they celebrate together with the bishop the mass at

their ordination.
1 These consacrificing priests ought to have

received the communion from the hands of the celebrant;

but in some places the deacons had taken upon themselves

the right of administering the holy communion to priests as

well as to the people, and this is the first abuse which the

canon condemns.2 The second abuse of which they were

guilty was, that they rrj<; EvyapKTTia'i amTovrai before the

bishop. It is doubtful what these words mean. The pseudo-

Isidore, Zonaras, and Balsamon give the meaning which most

naturally presents itself: "They go so far as to take the

Eucharist before the bishop." The Prisca, as well as Diony-

sius the Less and others, translate airrovrat by contingant,

that is to say, touch ; and Van Espen interprets the canon in

this way :
" The deacons touch (but do not partake of) the

holy Eucharist before the bishop." But the word air-TovTai

includes the idea of partaking as well, as the subsequent

words in the canon prove, which settle the order to be fol-

lowed in the reception of the Eucharist, and show us conse-

quently that these words tt}<? Ei>xapi<TTla<; wn-rovTai signify

Eucharistiam sicmcre. It may be asked how it could happen

that the deacon could communicate before the bishop. When
the bishop himself celebrated, this was clearly impossible;

but it very often happened that the bishop caused one of his

priests to celebrate, and contented himself with being present

at the holy sacrifice. The same thing would happen if one.

bishop visited another, and was present at divine service.

In both cases the bishop would receive the communion im-

mediately after the celebrant, and before the priests. But if

a deacon undertook to administer the communion to the

priests, and to the bishop as well, it would happen that the

oishop would not receive the communion until after the

1 Cf. Morinus, de SS. ordlnatione, Part iii. exercit. 8.

2 According to the Apostolical Constitutions, the deacons could not ad-

minister the sacred host even to the laity.
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deacon, for lie would always begin by communicating himself

before administering the communion to others ; and this is the

abuse which the Council found it necessary to forbid.

The third encroachment of which the deacons were guilty

had reference to their places in church. Several among them
had placed themselves among the priests. The Synod con-

demns this abuse, and finishes with this threat :
" Whoever

shall not obey, after the publication of these rules, shall be

removed from his diaconate." Unhappily they were not

strictly observed ; for even after the Council of Mcrea com-

plaints continued to be made of the pride of the deacons, and

S. Jerome says that " he saw at Rome a deacon who took his

place among the priests, and who at table gave his blessing

to the priests."
1

Van Espen remarks with truth that this canon of dis-

cipline proves the belief of the Council of Nicsea in three

great dogmatic truths : (1.) The Council of Nicaea saw in the

Eucharist the body of Christ
; (2.) It called the eucharistic

service a sacrifice (irpoacpepecv) ; and (3.) It concedes to

bishops and priests alone the power of consecrating.

This canon is found in the Corpus juris canonici.
2

Can. 19.

Ilepl rcov IlavXtavicrdvrcov, elra TrpoafyvyovTwv rfj /ca0o\ifef}
,

EKK\r]cria, opo$ i/criOeirai,, dva/3a7rri^eadac avrovs et~a7ravTo<i'

el Se rive? ev to irapeXrjkvOoTi y^povu> ev to Kki'ipu) e^rjrda-

drjcraVj el fiev dixepvmoi icah dve7ri\r]'7TTOi cfyavelev, dvaj3a7TTio--

Oevres yeiporove'tadwaav vtto tov tj}? fca0o\iief}s 'Efc/cXrjcrias

eTTtcrKoiTOV' el Se rj dvafcpiais dveiriTTj&elovs auTovs evpiaicoi,

KaOaipeladai, avrov? Trpoaij/cei. ' flaavrcos Se /cat irepl rwv

Siatcovicracbvi teal o\a)<s rrrepl twv ev to Karcovt e^era^ofxevwv 6

avrbs TU7ro? 7rapa<pvXa^6/)<xeTai. 'Efiv^adrjp.ev Be hiaKoviaawv

toiv ev to cryj)iiaTL e^eraadeurcov, e7rel fiijSe yeipoQeaiav revd

eyovaiv, ware e^diravros ev T069 \aifcol<; avrd<s e^erd^ecrdai.

" With respect to the Paulianists, who wish to return to the

Catholic Church, the rule which orders them to be re-baptized

must be observed. If some among them were formerly (as

1 Hieron. Epist. 85, ad Evagr. ; Van Espen, I.e. p. 102.

»C. 14, Diet. 93.
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Paulianists) members of the clergy, they must be re-ordained

by the bishop of the Catholic Church after they have been

re-baptized, if they have been blameless and not condemned.

If, on inquiry, they are found to be unworthy, they must be

deposed. The same will be clone with respect to the dea-

conesses ; and in general, the present rule will be observed for

all those who are on the list of the Church. "We remind

those deaconesses who are in this position, that as they have

not been ordained, they must be classed merely among the

laity."

By Paulianists must be understood the followers of Paul

of Samosata, the anti-Trinitarian who, about the year 2 GO,

had been made Bishop of Antioch, but had been deposed by

a great Synod in 269. As Paul of Samosata was heretical

in his teaching on the Holy Trinity, the Synod of Nicrea

applied here the decree passed by the Council of Aries in its

eighth canon : Si ad Ecclcsiam aliquis dc hwrcsi venerit, inter-

rogent cum symoolum ; ct si pcrvidcrint, cum in Patre ct Filio

ct Spiritu Sancto esse baptizatum, manus ci tantum imponatur

vt accipiat Spiritum sanctum. Quod, si interrogatus non respon-

dent hanc Trinitatem, laptizctur.

The Samosatans, according to S. Athanasius, named the

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in administering baptism ;* but

as they gave a false meaning to the baptismal formula, and

did not use the words Son and Holy Spirit in the usual

sense, the Council of Nic?ea, like S. Athanasius himself, consi-

dered their baptism as invalid. Pope Innocent the First said

of them in his twenty-second epistle, " They do not baptize

in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Spirit,"

wishing above all to make it understood by that, that they

gave to these names an altogether false signification.
2

The Synod of Nicrea, regarding the baptism of the Paulian-

ists as invalid, would logically affirm that their ordinations

were also without value ; for he who is not really baptized

can clearly neither give nor receive holy orders. Accordingly

the Synod orders that the Paulianist clergy should be bap-

tized ; but by a wise condescension they permit those among
these clergy who have received Catholic baptism, and who

1 Athanas. Orat. ii. contra Avian, No. 43. 2 Cf. Tillemont, I.e. iv. 126.
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have given proofs of ability and of good conduct, to he

ordained as clergy of the Catholic Church. Those who have

not these conditions are to be excluded.

The rest of the text presents insurmountable difficulties,

if the reading of the Greek manuscripts be adopted, waavrco^

koX irepl to>v Sia/covicracbv. In this case, in fact, the canon

would order : The deaconesses of the Paulianists can, if they

are of irreproachable manners, retain their charge, and be

ordained afresh. But this sentence would be in direct con-

tradiction to the end of the canon, which declares that the

deaconesses have received no ordination, and ought to be

considered as simply laity. The difficulty disappears, if in,

the first sentence we read with Gelasius,
1
Statcovoov instead of

htcucovLaaoiv. The Prisca, with Theilo and Thearistus, who
in 419 translated the canons of Nicaea for the bishops of

Africa, have adopted the same reading as Gelasius. The

pseudo-Isidore and Gratian 2 have done the same ; whilst

Kufinus has not translated this passage, and Dionysius the

Less has read SiarcovMracov.

Van Espen has tried to assign an intelligible meaning to

this canon, without accepting the variation adopted by so

great a number of authors.
3 According to him, the Synod

meant to say this in the last sentence :
" We have mentioned

above in particular the deaconesses, because it would not have

been otherwise possible to grant them the conditions which

have been made for the Paulianist clergy, and because they

would have been looked upon as simple lay-persons, seeing

that they have not been ordained." It is easy to see that

Van Espen here inserts a meaning which is foreign to the

text. Aubespine 4
has attempted another explanation, which

has been in later times adopted by Neander.5 He supposes

that the deaconesses of the Paulianists were of two kinds

:

those who were really ordained, and those widows who had

never received ordination, and who had only by an abuse the

name of deaconesses. The canon would continue the first

in their charge, and place the second among the laity. But

1 Mansi, ii. 906. s Corpus juris, c. 52, causa I, quaest. 1.

* Van Espen, I.e. p. 103. * Tillcmont, I.e. p. 362.

* Neander, I.e. S. 322.
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the text itself does not make the least allusion to these two

kinds of deaconesses ; and what Neander alleges against the

opinion of those who read Sia/covcov instead of ZiaKovicrawv has

no weight. According to him, it would have been super-

fluous to speak again specially of the deacons in this passage,

since the clergy in general had already been spoken of in

that which precedes. It may be answered, that if the Synod

wished to make it understood that the present rules extended

to all degrees of the clergy, there is an explanation of its

reason for making express mention of the deacons and in-

ferior clergy.

The words of the canon, eVei firjSe -^eipoOealav riva e^ovaiv,

still make the meaning of the sense difficult, and appear

opposed to the variation we have adopted. It cannot be

denied that the Apostolical Constitutions really speak of the

ordination of deaconesses by the imposition of hands,1 and the

Council of Chalcedon speaks of it still more clearly in its

fifteenth canon. According to this canon, on the contrary,

the deaconesses would not have received any imposition of

hands. Valesius 2 and Van Espen 3 have sought to solve this

difficulty by saying that, at the time of the Council of Mcsea,

the custom had not yet been introduced of laying hands on

deaconesses. But the Apostolical Constitutions testify to the

contrary. Aubespine has put forward another explanation,
4

which proceeds from his theory analysed above : he maintains

that the deaconesses of the Catholic Church were truly

ordained by the imposition of hands, but that among the

Paulianists there were two classes of deaconesses, an ordained

and an unordained. It seems to us that a third solution

of this difficulty might be found, put forward by Baronius,5

and adopted by Justell.
6 In supposing that at the time of

the Council of Nicrea the deaconesses received imposition of

hands, it must, however, be remembered that this act was

essentially different from clerical ordination properly so called :

it was a mere benediction, not an ordination. In describing,

1 Constltut. Apostol. viii. 19.

2 Annotat. ad Sozom. Hist. Eccl. viii. 9.
3 Van Espen, I.e. p. 103.

* Cf. Bingham, Origines, etc., i. 856. * Ad aim. 34, No. 288.
6 Bingham, I.e. p. 359.

2 E
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then, clerical ordination by ^eipoOeaia scnsu strictiori, it might

be said that the deaconesses had received no ^eipodeata.

The decree against the Meletians, and the eighth canon of

Niccea against the Kovatians, prove that the Fathers of Nicaea

took the word ^eipoOeala as synonymous with mere bene-

diction.

Can. 20.

'.E7retS?) Tivh elcriv ev Trj Kvpia/cf} yovv Kkivovres kclI iv tcll?

tt}? irevreKoairj^ r)fjbepai<;' virep rov iravra iv Truer) irapoiKia

(j)v\drrea6ac, ecrraJTa? eBo^e rfj ayla avvohw ras eu^a? airo-

BiSovai ra> Qew.
" As some kneel on the Lord's day and on the days of

Pentecost, the holy Synod has decided that, for the observ-

ance of a general rule, all shall offer their prayers to God
standing."

Tertullian says in the third chapter of his book de Corona,

that Christians considered it wrong to pray kneeling on Sun-

days. This liberty of remaining standing, he adds, is granted

us from Easter to Pentecost. By the word nevrrjKoaTr] the

single day of Pentecost must not be understood, but rather

the whole time between Easter and Pentecost. It is thus,

for example, that S. Basil the Great 1 speaks of the seven

weeks of the rr)<; iepa<; UevTr}no<nr)$.
2

Instead, then, of pray-

ing kneeling, as they did on other days, Christians prayed

standing on Sundays and during Eastertide. They were

moved in that by a symbolical motive : they celebrated

during these days the remembrance of the resurrection of

Christ, and consequently our own deliverance through His

resurrection. All the Churches did not, however, adopt this

practice ; for we see in the Acts of the Apostles 3
that S. Paul

prayed kneeling during the time between Easter and Pente-

cost. The Council of Nicaea wished to make the usual prac-

tice the universal law ; and the later Fathers of the Church,

e.g. Ambrose and Basil, show 4
that this custom spread more

and more. The Catholic Church has preserved to our days

1 De Spiritu sando, c. 27.

* See Suicer's Thesaraus at the word Xl-vrnxorri.

3 xx. 36 and xxi. 5.

« Cf. Van Espen, I.e. p. 104.
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the principal direction of this canon, and it has been inserted

in the Corpus juris canonici.

Sec. 43. Paphnutius and the projected Law of Celibacy.

Socrates, Sozomen, and Gelasius affirm
2 that the Synod of

Niccea, as well as that of Elvira (can. 33), desired to pass a

law respecting celibacy. This law was to forbid all bishops,

priests, and deacons (Sozomen adds subdeacons), who were

married at the time of their ordination, to continue to live with

their wives. But, say these historians, the law was opposed

openly and decidedly by Paphnutius, bishop of a city of the

Upper Thebais in Egypt, a man of a high reputation, who

had lost an eye during the persecution under Maximian.3

He was also celebrated for his miracles, and was held in so

great respect by the Emperor, that the latter often kissed the

empty socket of the lost eye.
4 Paphnutius declared with a

loud voice, " that too heavy a yoke ought not to be laid upon

the clergy; that marriage and married intercourse are of them-

selves honourable and undefiled ; that the Church ought not

to be injured by an extreme severity, for all could not live in

absolute continency : in this way (by not prohibiting married

intercourse) the virtue of the wife would be much more cer-

tainly preserved (viz. the wife of a clergyman, because she

might find injury elsewhere, if her husband withdrew from her

married intercourse).
5 The intercourse of a man with his

lawful wife may also be a chaste intercourse. It would there-

fore be sufficient, according to the ancient tradition of the

Church, if those who had taken holy orders without being

married were prohibited from marrying afterwards ; but those

clergy who had been married only once, as laymen, were not

to be separated from their wives (Gelasius adds, or being only

a reader or cantor)." This discourse of Paphnutius made so

much the more impression, because he had never lived in

matrimony himself, and had had no conjugal intercourse.

1 C. 13, Dist. 3, de consecratione.

2 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 11 ; Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 23 ; Gelas. Cyzic. Hist.

Concilii Nic. ii. 32 : in Mansi, ii. 906, and in Hard. i. 438.

3 Paifin. Hist. Eccl i. (x.) 4. * Runn. l.c

B Compare the sixty-fifth canon of Elviw*
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Paphnutius, indeed, had been brought up in a monastery, and

his great purity of manners had rendered him especially

celebrated. Therefore the Council took the serious words of

the Egyptian bishop into consideration, stopped all discussion

upon the law, and left to each cleric the responsibility of

deciding the point as he would.

If this account be true, we must conclude that a law was

proposed to the Council of Niceea the same as one which had

been carried twenty years previously at Elvira, in Spain : this

coincidence would lead us to believe that it was the Spaniard

Hosius who proposed the law respecting celibacy at Mcsea.1

The discourse ascribed to Paphnutius, and the consequent

decision of the Synod, agree very well with the text of the

Apostolic Constitutions, and with the whole practice of the

Greek Church in respect to celibacy.
2 The Greek Church as

well as the Latin accepted the principle, that whoever had

taken holy orders before marriage, ought not to be married

afterwards. In the Latin Church, bishops, priests, deacons,

and even subdeacons,
3 were considered to be subject to this

law, because the latter were at a very early period reckoned

among the higher servants of the Church, which was not the

case in the Greek Church.4 The Greek Church went so far as

to allow deacons to marry after their ordination, if previously

to it they had expressly obtained from their bishop permission

to do so. The Council of Ancyra affirms this (c. 10). We
see that the Greek Church wished to leave the bishops free to

decide the matter ; but in reference to priests, it also pro-

hibited them from marrying after their ordination.
6

Therefore, whilst the Latin Church exacted of those pre-

senting themselves for ordination, even as subdeacons, that

they should not continue to live with their wives if they were

married, the Greek Church gave no such prohibition; but if

the wife of an ordained clergyman died, the Greek Church

1 Cf. Drey, Neue untersuchungen iiber die Conslllutionen und Canonen dcr

Apostel, S. 57 and 310.

2 vi. 17. Upon the question of celibacy and ecclesiastical legislation, cf. a

dissertation by the author, in der neuen Sion, 1853, Nr. 21 ff. Hefele treats

of what relates to the Latin Church as well as to the Greek.

3 Cf. Concil. Elvir. can. 33.
4 Cf. Drey, S. 311, I.e.

4 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 309. See also the rule of the Council of Neoccesan a, c. 1.
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allowed no second marriage. The Apostolic Constitutions
1

decided this point in the same way. To leave their wives 2

from a pretext of piety was also forbidden to Greek priests

;

and the Synod of Gangra (c. 4) took up the defence of mar-

ried priests against the Eustathians. Eustathius, however,

was not alone among the Greeks in opposing the marriage

of all clerics, and in desiring to introduce into the Greek

Church the Latin discipline on this point. S. Epiphanius also

inclined towards this side.
3 The Greek Church did not,

however, adopt this rigour in reference to priests, deacons,

and subdeacons ; but by degrees it came to be required of

bishops, and of the higher order of clergy in general, that they

should live in celibacy. Yet this was not until after the

compilation of the Apostolic Canons (c. 5) and of the Constitu-

tions (I.e.) ; for in those documents mention is made of bishops

living in wedlock, and Church history shows that there were

married bishops, for instance Synesius, in the fifth century.

But it is fair to remark, even as to Synesius, that he made it

an express condition of his acceptation, on his election to the

episcopate, that he might continue to live the married life.
4

Thomassin believes that Synesius did not seriously require

this condition, and only spoke thus for the sake of escaping

the episcopal office ; which would seem to imply that in his

time Greek bishops had already begun to live in celibacy.

At the Trullan Synod (c. 13) the Greek Church finally settled

the question of the marriage of priests. Baronius,5
Valesius,

6

and other historians, have considered the account of the part

taken by Paphnutius to be apocryphal. Baronius says, that

as the Council of Nicsea in its third canon gave a law upon

celibacy, it is quite impossible to admit that it would alter

such a law on account of Paphnutius. But Baronius is mis-

taken in seeing a law upon celibacy in that third canon : he

thought it to be so, because, when mentioning the women who
might live in the clergyman's house—his mother, sister, etc.—

1 Const, vi. 17. 2 Canones Apostol. n. 6.

:1 Epiphan. Exposltlo fidei, n. 21, at the end of his book de Hceresibus. Cf.

Drey, I.e. S. 312 ; Baron, ad ann. 58. n. 20.

4 Thomassin, Vetus et nova Eccl. Disciplina, P. i. lib. ii. e. 60, n. 16.

* Ad ann. 5S, n. 21. 6 Annotat. ad Soerat. Hist. Eccl. L 11.
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the canon does not say a word about the wife. It had na

occasion to mention her ; it was referring to the crvvetadicioi,.

whilst these crvveiaaKToi and married women have nothing in

common. Natalis Alexander gives this anecdote about Paph-

nutius in full:
1 he desired to refute Bellarmin, who consi-

dered it to be untrue, and an invention of Socrates to please

the Xovatians. Natalis Alexander often maintains erroneous'

opinions, and on the present question he deserves no confi-

dence. If, as S. Epiphanius
2
relates, the Xovatians maintained

that the clergy might be married exactly like the laity, it

cannot be said that Socrates shared that opinion, since he

says, or rather makes Paphnutius say, that, according to ancient

tradition, those not married at the time of ordination should

not be so subsequently. Moreover, if it may be said that

Socrates had a partial sympathy with the Xovatians, he cer-

tainly cannot be considered as belonging to them, still less

can he be accused of falsifying history in their favour. He

may sometimes have propounded erroneous opinions, but there

is a trreat difference between that and the invention of a whole

story.
3 Valesius especially makes use of the argument ex

sikntio against Socrates, (a.) Eufmus, he says, gives many

particulars about Paphnutius in his History of the CJmrch:*

he mentions his martyrdom, his miracles, and the Emperor's

reverence for him, but not a single word of the business about

celibacy. (&.) The name of Paphnutius is wanting in the list of

Egyptian bishops present at the Synod. These two arguments

of Valesius are very weak ; the second has the authority of

Paifinus himself against it, who expressly says that Bishop-

Paphnutius was present at the Council of Nictea. If Valesius

means by lists only the signatures at the end of the acts of the

Council, this proves nothing ; for these lists are very imperfect^

and it is well known that many bishops whose names are not

among these signatures were present at Nicsea.
5 This argument

ex silcntio is evidently insufficient to prove that the anecdote

about Paphnutius must be rejected as false, seeing that it is

in perfect harmony with the practice of the ancient Church,

1 Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. vol. iv. Diss. 19, p. 389 sqq;, ed. Tenet. 1773.

• Epiphau. Hares. 59, c. i.
3 Natal. Alex. I.e. p. 391.

* Rutin, i. 4. ° See above, sec. 3f«.
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and especially of the Greek Church, on the subject of clerical

marriages. On the other hand, Thomassin pretends that there

was no such practice,
1 and endeavours to prove by quotations

from S. Epiphanius, S. Jerome, Eusebius, and S. John Chry-

sostom, that even in the East priests who were married at the

time of their ordination were prohibited from continuing to

live with their wives.
2 The texts quoted by Thomassin prove

only that the Greeks gave especial honour to priests living in

perfect continency, but they do not prove that this continence

was a duty incumbent upon all priests ; and so much the less,

as the fifth and twenty-fifth apostolic canons, the fourth

canon of Gangra, and the thirteenth of the Trullan Synod,

demonstrate clearly enough what was the universal custom of

the Greek Church on this point. Lupus and Phillips
3 explain

the words of Paphnutius in another sense. According to them,

the Egyptian bishop was not speaking in a general way : he

simply desired that the contemplated law should not include

the subdeacons. But this explanation does not agree with

the extracts quoted from Socrates, Sozomen, and Gelasius, who
believe Paphnutius intended deacons and priests as well.

Sec. 44. Conclusion : Sjncrious Documents.

It was probably at the conclusion of its business that the

Council of Mcoea sent to the bishops of Egypt and Libya the

official letter containing its decisions relative to the three

great questions which it had to decide, viz. concerning Arian-

ism, the Meletian schism, and the celebration of Easter.
4

When the Synod had completed its business, the Emperor

Constantine celebrated his vicennalia, that is, the twentieth

anniversary of his accession to the empire.
5 Consequently

this festival shows the terminus acl quern of the Council. Con-

etantine was declared Emperor during the summer of 306
;

his vicennalia must therefore have taken place during the

summer or autumn of 325. In order to testify his peculiar

1
I.e. n. 15 sqq. s

I.e. n. 1-14 incl.

3 Kirchenr. Bd. i. K. 64, note 4 ; and Kirchenlex. von AVetzer und Welte,

art. Colibat, Ed. ii. S. 660.

* Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9. See above, sees. 23, 37, and 40.

* Beverrg. I.e. ii. 43 b.
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respect for the Fathers of Niccea, i.e. for the Synod itself, the

Emperor invited all the bishops to a splendid repast in the

imperial palace. A hedge was formed of a multitude of sol-

diers with drawn swords ; and Eusebius can find no words to

describe the beauty of the scene—to tell how the men of God

passed through the imperial apartments without any fear,

through the midst of all these swords. At the conclusion of

the banquet, each bishop received rich presents from the Em-
peror.

1 Some days afterwards, Constantine commanded another

session to be held, at which he appeared in person, to exhort

the bishops to use every endeavour for the maintenance of

peace ; he then asked them to remember him in their prayers,

and finally gave them all permission to return home. They

hastened to do so ; and filled with joy at the great work of

pacification just concluded by the Emperor and the Council,

they made known its resolutions
2
in their own countries.

On his part the Emperor also sent many letters, either in a

general way to all the Churches, or to the bishops who had

not been present at the Council ; and in these letters he de-

clared that the decrees of the Council were to be considered

laws of the empire. Eusebius, Socrates, and Gelasius have

preserved three of these imperial edicts :

3
in the first, Con-

stantine expresses his conviction that the Mcene decrees were

inspired by the Holy Spirit ; which shows the great authority

and esteem in which the decisions of Nic?ea were held from

the very beginning. S. Athanasius gives similar testimony.

He says, in the letter which he sent to the African bishops,

in the name of ninety bishops assembled in synod :
" It (the

•Synod of Nicasa) has been received by the whole world (irdcra

rj ol/covfievr)) ; and as several synods are just now being assem-

bled, it has been acknowledged by the faithful in Dalmatia,

Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus, Crete, the other islands, Sicily,

Cyprus, Pamphilia, Lycia, Isauria, all Egypt, Libya, and the

greater part of Arabia."
4

S. Athanasius expresses himself in

like manner in his letter to the Emperor Jovian in 363 :

5 he

1 Eusebii Vita Const, iii. 15, 16. 2 Euseb. I.e. c. 20.

3 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9 ; Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 17-19; Gelas. I.e. ii. 30:

>u Mansi, ii. 919 sqq. ; Hard. i. 445 sqq.
1 Athanasii Ep. ad Afros, c. i. ; Opp. vol. i. P. ii. p. 712, ed Fatay.

* Ei>. ad Jovian. ; Opp. I.e. p. 623.
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often calls the Synod of Nicaea an oecumenical synod, adding

that a universal synod had been convoked, that provincial

councils, which might easily fall into error, might not have to

decide on so important a subject as Arianism.
1 Finally, he

calls the Council of Nicaea " a true pillar, and a monument

of the victory obtained over every heresy."
2 Other Fathers

of the Church, living in the fourth or fifth centuries, speak of

the Council of Nicaea in the same terms as S. Athanasius,

showing the greatest respect for its decisions. We may men-

tion Ambrose, Chrysostom, and especially Pope Leo the Great,

who wrote as follows : Saneti illi et venerabiles patrcs, qui in

iirbe Niccena, sacrilcgo Ario cum sua impietate damnalo, man-

suras usque in fincm mundi leges ecelesiasticorum canonum

condiderunt, et apud nos et in toto orbe terrarum in mis consti-

tutionibus vimmt ; et si quid usquam aliter, quam illi statucrc,

lirccsumitur, sine cunctatione cassatur : ut qucc adperpetuam utili-

tatcm gcneralitcr instituta sunt, nulla commutatione varicntur.
3

Pope Leo therefore considered the authority of the Nicene

canons to be everlasting ; and he says in the same epistle

(ch. 2), that they were inspired by the Holy Ghost, and that

no subsequent council, however great, could be compared to it,

still less preferred to it. (Leo here especially alludes to the

fourth CEcumenical Council.) Eastern Christians had so much

reverence for the Council of Nicsea, that the Greeks, Syrians,

and Egyptians even established a festival for the purpose of

perpetuating the remembrance of this assemblage of 318

bishops at Nicaea. The Greeks kept this festival on the Sun-

day before Pentecost, the Syrians in the month of July, the

Egyptians in November.4 Tillemont says truly :
" If one

wished to collect all the existing proofs of the great venera-

tion in which the Council of Nicaea was held, the enumera-

tion would never end. In all ages, with the exception of a few

heretics, this sacred assembly at Nicaea has never been spoken

of but with the greatest respect."
5

1 Opp. vol. i. P. i. p. 321, n. 7 ; p. 102, n. 7 ; p. 114, n. 25
; p. 106, n. 4

;

vol. i. P. ii. p. 712, n. 2.

1
I.e. pp. 718 and 720. 3 Leo. M. Ep. 106, n. 4, ed. Bailer, t. i. p. 1105.

4 Tillemont, I.e. p. 293 ; Earon. ad ann. 325, n. 185.

6 Tillemont, I.e.
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The words of Pope Leo which we have quoted especially

show the high esteem in which Eome and the Popes held the

Council of Nicsea. The acts of the Synod were first signed,

as before said, by the representatives of the Holy See ; and it

is perfectly certain that Pope Silvester afterwards sanctioned

what his legates had done. The only question is, whether the

Council of Nicsea asked for a formal approbation, and whether

it was granted in answer to their request. Some writers

have answered this question in the affirmative ; but in order

to establish their opinion, have relied upon a set of spurious

documents. These are : 1st, A pretended letter from Hosius,

Macarius of Jerusalem, and the two Eoman priests Victor

and Vincentius, addressed to Pope Silvester, in the name of

the whole Synod. The letter says, " that the Pope ought to

convoke a Eoman synod, in order to confirm the decisions of

the Council of Nicsea."
1

2d, The answer of Pope Silvester,

and his decree of confirmation.
2

3d, Another letter from Pope

Silvester, of similar contents.
3

MJi, The acts of this pretended

third Eoman Council, convoked to confirm the decisions of the

Council of Nicsea: this Council, composed of 275 bishops,

must have made some additions to the Nicene decrees.
4 To

these documents must be added, 5 th, the Constitutio Silvcstri,

proceeding from the pretended second Eoman Council. This

Council does not indeed speak of giving approval to the

Nicene decrees ; but with this exception, it is almost identical

in its decisions and acts with those of the third Eoman
Council.

5 These five documents have been preserved in seve-

ral mss., at Eome, Kbln, or elsewhere : they have been repro-

duced in almost all the collections of the Councils ; but now
all are unanimous in considering them to be spurious, as the}1

"

evidently are. They betray a period, a way of thinking, and

circumstances, later than those of the fourth century. The

barbarous, almost unintelligible Latin of these documents,

particularly points to a later century, and to a decay in the

Latin language, which had not taken place at the time of the

Nicene Synod.

We may further observe on the subject of these documents

;

1 Mansi, ii. 719. 2 Mansi, ii. 720. 3 Mansi, ii. 721.

• Mansi. I.e. 1082 ; Hard. i. 527. 6 Mansi, I.e. 615 sqq.
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1. Concerning the first : (a.) Macarius of Jerusalem, in this

document, appears as the principal representative of the Synod

of Nicsea ; and he is, in fact, made to take precedence of the

Patriarchs of Alexandria and of Antioch, who are not even

named. Now, at the period of the Council of Mcrea, the see of

Jerusalem had no peculiar place of eminence. (/3.) In the super-

scription, instead of " the Synod of Nicoea," etc., the document

has the words, " the 3 1 8," etc., an expression which was not in

use at the time of the Council of Niceea. (7.) This document

is dated viii. Cal. Julias : we should therefore he led to conclude,

if we trusted to that date, that the Council asked the Holy See

for approval of its work a few days after its commencement.

2. Coustant and others prove the spuriousness of the second

document—namely, Silvester's supposed confirmation of the

Synod—on the following grounds :

—

(a.) There is in the document a reference to the (false)

Easter canon of Victorinus (or Victorius) of Aquitania. Now
Victorinus did not flourish until 125 years later, about the

middle of the fifth century.
1

It is true that Dollinger 2 has

recently offered a different opinion respecting this Victorinus,

suggesting that it is not Victorius of Aquitania who is re-

ferred to, but a Eoman heretic (a Patripassian) of that name,

who lived at the beginning of the third century. This Vic-

torius was a contemporary of Pope Callistus and of the priest

(afterwards antipope) Hippolytus, and subsequently resisted the

Easter canon drawn up by the latter, which afterwards came

into use, and even the Church doctrine of the Trinity. In

favour of this theory is the fact, that in the fifth of these

forged documents Victorius is mentioned along with Callistus

and Hippolytus, and an anathema is pronounced upon all the

three. If Dollinger is right, as we cannot doubt, the argu-

ment of Coustant must fall away ; but the spuriousness of

the document is still entirely beyond doubt, and has been

recognised by Dollinger.

(/3.) At the end of the document an entirely false chrono-

logical date is riven, Constantino VII et Constantio Cccsare IV.

consulibus. When Constantine became consul for the seventh

1 Ideler, Handbuch der Chronologie, Ed. ii. S. 276.

.
• In his Hippolytus, S. 246 ff.
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time (a.d. 326), his son Constantius was invested with that

dignity for the first time, and not for the fourth. Such a

chronological error would certainly not have been committed

in a writing so important in the Eoman archives.

3. The spuriousness of the third document betrays itself

chiefly in the fact that it contains the anathema pronounced

upon Photinus of Sirmium, which was not put forth until the

year 351, at the first Synod of Sirmium.

4. The fourth document is rendered doubtful by the con-

sideration, that it is impossible for all the writers of ancient

times to have been silent on the subject of a Eoman synod

so important, and at which 275 bishops were present.

Athanasius and Hilary speak ex professo of the synods of

that period ; but neither of them says a word of this great

Roman Synod, nor gives the slightest intimation of it. Be-

sides, if we give credence to the superscription of this docu-

ment, the Synod must have been held in the presence of

Constantine the Great, whereas the Emperor was not once in

Rome during the whole of the year 325.
1 But even if, as

Binius has suggested, the words iwcescnto Constantino have

been erroneously removed from the place where they were

followed by apucl Nicccnum, and placed in the title of this,

it cannot, however, be denied : (a.) That the decree passed

by this alleged Roman Synod, which orders that Easter shall

be celebrated between the 14th and 21st of Nisan, is non-

sensical and anti-Mcene. (/3.) Equally incompatible with

the Nicene period is the rule that clerics are not to be

brought before a secular tribunal. This privilcgium fori was

at that time unknown. (7.) Equally absurd is the ordinance

respecting the degrees in advancing to the episcopate or the

presbyterate, which directs that one must be an Ostiarius for

a year, twenty years a Lector, ten years an Exorcist, five years

an Acolyte, five years a Subdcacon, and five years a Deacon

;

that is to say, altogether forty-six years in the ministry, be-

fore he could become a priest. Such an absurdity was cer-

tainly never promulgated by a Roman council.

5. "We have no need to give a particular account of the

supposed acts of an alleged second Roman Council in 324,

1 Ceillier, Histoire gttUrale des auleurs sacres, iv. 613.
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which form the fifth document, as they say nothing of a con-

firmation of the Nicene Synod. As, however, this document

seems to have proceeded from the same pen as the other

four,
1 we may, by way of showing how little knowledge the

forger had of that period, simply point out that this second

Roman Council was professedly held during the Nicene

Synod, as is expressly stated in the Epilogue,
2 and that it

came to an end on the 30th of May 324, that is to say, a

whole year before the beginning of that of Nicsea.

Coustant suggests
3 that all these documents must have

been forged in the sixth century. He has treated particu-

larly of the fifth of these spurious documents, and in his pre-

face
4 he suggests that it was composed soon after the time of

Pope Symmachus. Symmachus had been unjustly accused of

several crimes, but was acquitted by a Synod which met in

501 or 503 ; and at the same time the principle was asserted,

that the Pope could not be judged by other bishops. In

order to establish this principle and that of the forum privi-

Icgiatum, which is closely connected with it, Coustant says

they fabricated several documents, and among others this

fifth: the bad Latin in which it is written, and the fact

that it was discovered in a Lombard MS., have caused it to

be thought that it was composed by a Lombard residing at

Piome. A principal argument employed by Coustant to show

that this piece dated from the sixth century, the period during

which Victorinus of Aquitania lived, has been overthrown by

Dollinger's hypothesis, to which we have referred.

All these documents are therefore without doubt apocry-

phal ; but though they are apocryphal, we must not conclude

from this that all their contents are false, that is to say, that

the Council of Nicsea never asked Pope Silvester to give his

approval to their decrees. Baronius thinks that this request

was really made,5 and on our part we think we can add to

his arguments the following observations :

1 Ballerini, de antiquis collectionibus, etc., in Galland's Sylloge dissert, de

vetustis canonztm collectionibus, i. 394 ; Blascus, de collect, can. Jsidori 2Ierca-

toris, in Galland, Sylloge, I.e. ii. 11, 14.

a Mansi, ii. 615.

8 Epistoloz Pontificum, ed. Coustant. Prcef. p. lxxxvi.

* g 99.
6 Ad ami. 325, n. 171 and 172.
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(a.) We know that the fourth (Ecumenical Council, held

at Chalcedon, sent to Pope Leo their acts to be approved

by him. Anatolius Patriarch of Constantinople wrote in the

following manner to Leo : Gestorum vis omnis et confirmatio

audoritcdi vestrcc Bcatitudinis fuerit rescrvata} The Council

speaks in the same way as Anatolius in the letter which they

wrote to the Pope : Omnem vdbis gestorum vim insinuavimus,

ad comprobcdioncm nostra! sinccritatis, et ad eorum, quce a nobis

gcsta sunt, firmitatcm et consonantiam? The Emperor Marcian

also regarded this approval of the Pope as necessary for the

decrees passed at Chalcedon ; and he asked rejDeatedly and

earnestly for this approval, with the suggestion that it should

be given in a special writing ; and he directed that it should

also be read everywhere in his Greek dominions, that there

might be no doubt of the validity of the Council of Chalcedon.

The Emperor says he is astonished that the Pope had not

sent .these letters of approval : Quas videlicet in sandissimis

ecclesiis pcrledas in omnium oportebat notitictm venire. This

omission, he goes on, nonntdlorum animis ambiguitatem multcim

injecit, utrum tua Bcatitudo, quce in setneta synodo decreta sunt,

confirmavcrat. Et ob cam rem tua pictas litems mittcre cligna-

bitur, per quas omnibus ecclesiis et populis manifestum fiat, in

sanda synodo pcrada a tua Bcatitudinc rata, haberi?

(b.) These texts, explicit as they are, authorize us in believ-

ing, not quite without doubt, but nevertheless with a certain

degree of probability, that the principles which guided the

fourth Council were not strange to the first ; and this pro-

bability is greatly increased by the fact that a Synod com-

posed of more than forty bishops, assembled from all parts of

Italy, very explicitly and confidently declared, and that in

opposition to the Greeks, that the 318 bishops at Nicasa con-

firmationcm rerum, atque auctoritatcm sandce Bomance ecclcsice

detiderunt}

(c.) Socrates tells us that Pope Julius asserted :* Canon

1 Opera S. Leon. M. (edit. Bailer.), i. 1263; cf. p. 1126, and ibid. not. 8,

p. 1134.
2 Hid. p. 1100.
3 Ibid. p. 1182 sq. Cf. p. 1113 and 1120.

* Mansi, vii. 1140 ; Hard. ii. 856. 8 Hist. Eccl. ii. 17.
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Kclcsiasiicus vetat, ne decreta absque sententia episcojoi Bomani
ccclesiis sanciantur. Pope Julius then clearly declared not

only that oecumenical councils ought to be approved by the

Bishop of Borne, but also that a rule of ecclesiastical dis-

cipline {canon ecclcsiasticus) demanded this. We must not

regard these words as an allusion to this or that particular

canon. But as Pope Julius filled the Holy See only eleven

years after the Council of Nicoea, we are forced to believe

that such a rule must have existed at the time of the Mcene
Synod.

(d.) The Collcctio Dionysii cxigui proves that, about the year

500, it was the general persuasion at Ptome that the acts

of the Council of Nicaea had been approved by the Pope.

Dionysius in fact added to the collection of the Mcene acts

:

Et placuit, ut hece omnia mitterentur ad episcopum Romai Sil-

vestrum} It is this general persuasion which probably made
people think of fabricating the false documents of which we
have spoken, and gave the forger the hope of passing his wares

as genuine.

1 Coustant, Epistolce Pontljicum, prcef. pp. Ixxxii. and lxxix. ; and App. pp.

51, 52. Cf. Hard. i. 311 ; Packer, who opposes Dionysius, Hist. Condi, i.

94.
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APPENDIX.

THE SO-CALLED APOSTOLIC CANONS.

ABOUT the year 500 a.d., Dionysius the Less, who was an

abbot in a monastery at Kome, translated a collection of

canons from Greek into Latin, for Bishop Stephen of Salona,

at the head of which he placed fifty canons, which, according

to him, proceeded from the apostles, and had been arranged

and collected by their disciple Clement of Rome. Dionysius

placed after them the canons of Nicrea, of Ancyra, of Constan-

tinople, of Chalcedon, etc. We are still in possession not

only of this collection, but even of its Prcefatio, which was

addressed to Bishop Stephen : it is to be found in every good

collection of the Councils.
1 The words of this preface,

Canones, qui dicuntur apostolorum, show that Dionysius had

some doubt as to the apostolic origin of these canons, which

is made more evident when he adds: quibus plurimi consensum

non prccbucre facilcm. Dr. von Drey, who is the author of

the best work upon these apostolic canons, and also upon

the Apostolic Constitutions, thinks 2
that by plurimi we must

here understand only the Greeks, for the translation by

Dionysius is the first Latin translation of these canons. This

last statement is true ; but we must not conclude from it that

the Greek text of these canons was not known in the West,

and especially in Italy, where at this period so many spoke

Greek. We must not conclude, however, that this sentence

of Dionysius, Quamvis postca quccdam constituta pontificum

ex ipsis canonihus assumpta esse vidcantur, referred to the

Popes : the word pontijiccs rather signifies the bishops, and

1 Hard. Collect. Concil. i. 1 ; Mansi, Collect. Conc'tl. i. Z.

3 S. 208.

2 F
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especially the Greek bishops, who made use of the so-called

apostolic canons in their Synod, in the arrangement of their

own canons.

About fifty years after Dionysius the Less, Joannes Scho-

lasticus of Antioch, who was made Patriarch of Constantinople

in 565, published a Greek collection of canons, o-vpray/xct

Kavovwv, which also contained the apostolic canons ; but instead

of numbering fifty, they here amounted to eighty-five. This

collection is still in existence, and was printed in the second

volume in folio of the Bibliothcca juris canonici, by Voellus

and Justellus (Paris 1661). The arrangement of the apostolic

canons is here also attributed to Clement of Pome, and

Joannes Scholasticus implies that the most ancient Greek col-

lections of canons also contain the eighty-five apostolic canons.
1

It is undeniable that the Greek copy which Dionysius had

before him belonged to a different family of collections of

Councils from that used by Joannes Scholasticus, for they

differ frequently, if not essentially, both in text and in the

way of numbering the canons ; and hence it is explained how
Dionysius the Less knew only of fifty apostolic canons. It

is supposed that at first there were indeed only fifty in cir-

culation, and that the thirty-five others were added subse-

quently. However that may be, it is quite certain that, if

Dionysius the Less did omit these thirty-five canons, it was

not out of consideration for Pome, as was suggested by De
Marca ; for none of these canons was so much calculated to

shock the Eoman Church as was the forty-sixth of the first

series, which, in contradiction of the Eoman practice, declared

all baptism by heretics to be invalid.
2

When Joannes Scholasticus became Patriarch of Constan-

tinople, he brought his collection, and consequently also the

eighty-five apostolic canons contained in it, into ecclesiastical

use; and in 792, in its second canon, the Trullan Synod de-

clared not only that the eighty-five apostolic canons had the

force of laws, but besides this, that they must be considered

as of apostolic origin, whilst they rejected the Apostolic Con-

stitutions. It is quite true, it says, that the apostolic canons 3

1 Eickell, Geschkldc des Kirclienreclds, Giessen 1843, S. 76.

8 Vgl. Drey, I.e. 207 ; Bickell, I.e. 85. 3 C. 85.
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recommend the observance of the Constitutions ; but as the

latter were soon falsified, the Synod could not accept them.

It did not, however, doubt their apostolic origin.
1

The Synod in Trullo being, as is well known, regarded as

oecumenical by the Greek Church, the authenticity of the

eighty-five canons was decided in the East for all future time.

It was otherwise in the West. At the same period that

Dionysius the Less translated the collection in question for

Bishop Stephen, Pope Gelasius promulgated his celebrated

decree, cle libris non recipicnclis. Drey mentions it,
2 but in a

way which requires correction. Following in this the usual

opinion, he says that the Synod at Rome in which Gelasius

published this decree was held in 494 ; but we shall see here-

after
3 that this Synod was held in 496. Also Drey considers

himself obliged to adopt another erroneous opinion, according

to which Gelasius declared in the same decree the apostolic

canons to be apocryphal. This opinion is to be maintained

only so long as the usual text of this decree is consulted, as

the original text as it is given in the ancient manuscripts

does not contain the passage which mentions the apostolic

canons.
4 This passage was certainly added subsequently,

with many others, probably by Pope Hormisdas (514—543),

when he made a new edition of the decree of Gelasius. As

Dionysius the Less published his collection in all probability

subsequently to the publication of the decree of Gelasius, pro-

perly so called, in 496, we can understand why this decree

did not mention the apostolical canons. Dionysius the Less

did not go to Eome while Gelasius was living, and did not

know him personally, as he himself says plainly in the Prcefatio

of his collection of the papal decrees.
5

It is hence also plain

how it was that in another collection of canons subsequently

made by Dionysius, of which the preface still remains to us,

he does not insert the apostolic canons, but has simply this

remark

:

G
Quos non admisit univcrsalitas, ego qiioqiie, in hoc

1 Cf. Hard. iii. 1659. 2 S. 214.

3 [Hefele, Conc'rfierigeschichte, Bd. ii.]

4 Cf. Ballerini, edit. Opp. S. Leonls M. vol. iii. p. clviii. n. iii. ; and Mansi.

viii. 170.

* Hard. i.
6 Cf. Bickcll, S. 75.
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opcre prcetermisi. Dionysius the Less, in fact, compiled this

new collection at a time when Pope Hormisdas had already

explicitly declared the apostolic canons to be apocryphal. 1

Notwithstanding this, these canons, and particularly the fifty

mentioned by Dionysius the Less, did not entirely fall into

discredit in the West ; but rather they came to be received,

because the first collection of Dionysius was considered of

great authority. They also passed into other collections, and

particularly into that of the pseudo-Isidore; and in 1054,

Humbert, legate of Pope Leo IX, made the following declara-

tion : dementis liber, id est itinerarium Petri apostoli et canoncs

apostolorum numerantur inter apocrypha, exceptis capitulis

quinquaginta, quce decrevcrunt rcgulis orthodoxis adjungcncla.

Gratian also, in his decree, borrowed from the fifty apostolic

canons, and they gradually obtained the force of laws. But

many writers, especially Hincmar of PJieims, like Dionysius

the Less, raised doubts upon the apostolical origin of these

canons. From the sixteenth century the opinion has been uni-

versal that these documents are not authentic ; with the excep-

tion, however, of the French Jesuit Turrianus, who endeavoured

to defend their genuineness, as well as the authenticity of the

pseudo-Isidorian decrees. According to the Centuriators of

Magdeburg, it was especially Gabriel d'Aubespine Bishop of

Orleans, the celebrated Archbishop Peter de Marca, and the

Anglican Beveridge, who proved that they were not really

compiled by the apostles, but were made partly in the second

and chiefly in the third century. Beveridge considered this

collection to be a repertory of ancient canons given by Synods

in the second and third centuries. In opposition to them, the

Calvinist Dalleeus (Daille) regarded it as the work of a forger

who lived in the fifth and sixth centuries ; but Beveridge

refuted him so convincingly, that from that time his opinion,

with some few modifications, has been that of all the learned.

Beveridge begins with the principle, that the Church in the

very earliest times must have had a collection of canons ; and

he demonstrates that from the commencement of the fourth

century, bishops, synods, and other authorities often quote, as

documents in common use, the navoov airoaroXucos, or €kk\ij-

1 Bickell, I.e.
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aia<jTiKo$, or ap^alo? ; as was done, for instance, at the Council

of Nicrea, by Alexander Bishop of Alexandria, and by the

Emperor Constantine, etc.
1 According to Beveridge, these

quotations make allusion to the apostolic canons, and prove

that they were already in use before the fourth century.

Dr. v. Drey's work, undertaken with equal learning and

critical acuteness, has produced new results.
2 He has proved,

1st, that in the primitive Church there was no special codex

canonum in use ; 2d, that the expression fcavwv airoaToXitcbs

does not at all prove the existence of our apostolic canons, but

rather refers to such commands of the apostles as are to be

found in Holy Scripture (for instance, to what they say about

the rights and duties of bishops), or else it simply signifies

this :
" Upon this point there is a rule and a practice which

can be traced back to apostolic times ;" but not exactly a

written law.
3 As a summary of Drey's conclusions, the fol-

lowing points may be noted :—Several of the pretended apos-

tolic canons are in reality very ancient, and may be assigned

to apostolic times ; but they have been arranged at a much

more recent period, and there are only a few which, having

been borrowed from the Apostolic Constitutions, are really

more ancient than the Council of Xicoca. Most of them were

composed in the fourth or even in the fifth century, and are

hardly more than repetitions and variations of the decrees

of the Synods of that period, particularly of the Synod of

Antioch in 341. Some few 4
are even more recent than

the fourth (Ecumenical Council held at Chalcedon, from the

canons of which they have been derived. Two collections of

the apostolic canons have been made : the first after the

middle of the fifth century ; the second, containing thirty-five

more than the other, at the commencement of the sixth cen-

tury. From these conclusions Drey draws up the following

table :

5—
1 Cf. Bickell, Gcschich. des Kirchenreclits, S. 82, where all the quotations from

ancient authors are collected.

2 Xeue Untersuchungen iiber die Constitutionen u. Canones der Aposld^

Tubing. 1832.
3 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 379 ff. ; Bickell, I.e. S. 81 and S. f».

* C. 30, 81, 83.

• S. 403 ff.
• '

'
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The apostolic canons are taken,

—

1. C. 1, 2, 7, 8, 17, 18, 20, 27, 34, 46, 47, 49, 51, 52,

53, 60, 64, and 65, from the six first books of the Apostolic

Constitutions, which originated in the East, and particularly

in Syria, in the second half of the third century.

2. C. 79, from the eighth book of the Apostolic Cojistitu-

tions, considerably more recent than the six first, but which,

together with the seventh, was united to the six first books

before 325.

3. C. 21-24 and 80, from the Council of Mccea.

4. C. 9-16 inclusive, c. 29, 32-41 inclusive, and 76, from

the Council of Antioch held in 341.

5. C. 45, 64, 70, and 71, from the Synod of Laodicea.

6. C. 75, from the sixth canon of the Council of Constan-

tinople, held in 381.

7. C. 28, from the Synod of Constantinople, held in 394.

8. C. 30, 67, 74, 81, 83, from the fourth (Ecumenical

Council.

9. C. 19 is an imitation of the second canon of Neoccesarea.

10. C. 25 and 26 are from Basil the Great.

11. C. 69 and 70 from the pretended letter of S. Igna-

tius to the Philippians.

12. Eather less than a third of the apostolic canons are

of unknown origin.

Bickell, in his History of Ecclesiastical Law, while he adopts

for the most part Drey's conclusions, has shown that he brought

down the origin of our canons to a period somewhat too

recent. When, for instance, Drey supposes that the thirtieth

apostolic canon is taken from the second canon of the fourth

(Ecumenical Council held at Chalcedon, that the eighty-first

apostolic canon is taken from the third canon, and the eighty-

third apostolic canon from the seventh canon of the same

Council, Bickell remarks that the three canons of Chalcedon,

of which we are speaking, certainly bear some analogy to

the apostolic canons ; but this analogy, he says, is far from

being striking, and certainly does not prove that the composer

of these canons extracted them from those of the Council.

Besides, it must not be forgotten, that in giving directions a3

to what is to be done when a bishop is formally disobedient
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(that he should be cited three times), the Council of Chalcedon,

nay, even that of Ephesus (431) and that of Constantinople

(448), quote canons winch they call ecclesiastical and divine.
1

Now these canons are nothing else but the seventy-fourth

apostolic canon, which alone gives directions as to what is to

be done in such a case. Bickell further quotes a passage

from the acts of the seventh session of the Synod of Ephesus

held in 431, in which Eheginus Archbishop of Cyprus, in a

memorandum of which we have now only the Latin transla-

tion, appeals to the canones apostolici, and to the dcfinitiones

Nicamcc Synodi, to prove his Church to be independent of that

of Antioch.2
If, as we doubt not, Eheginus intends here to

speak of the apostolic canons, and especially of the thirty-

sixth (according to Dionysius), it is evident that these canons

were then in use. This may be further proved from the

Synod of Constantinople held in 394,
3 which, in the words

jcadco<; ol d-n-oardkLKol fcavoves hicopiaavTO, seems to allude to the

apostolic canons.

It is true that Drey endeavours to explain icavove<; airoo--

toXikoI in the sense pointed out above ; but it is probable

that we must here think of canons formulated and written,

and not only of an ancient ecclesiastical practice. In fact, (a)

there is no ancient ecclesiastical custom which ordains that

a disobedient bishop should be summoned three times. (/3) At

such a recent period, when there were already collections of

canons, it was more natural to quote these canons than a

simple ecclesiastical tradition. (7) The dcfinitiones JViccencc

Synodi and the canones apostolici would not have been placed

on an equal footing if these canones had not been positively

reduced to form. (8) Since these ancient Synods themselves

quoted canons which they called apostolic, and which, as we
have seen, were then in use, it must be concluded that it was

not the apostolic canons which were framed according to the

canons of these Councils, but that the reverse was the case.

Drey, as we have already remarked, supposes that a great

number of the apostolic canons were taken from those of

1 In Mansi, it. 1136 sq., 1228, vi. 712, 1038 sqq., 1095 ; Hard. i. 1360 sq.,

1433, ii. 14S, 340, 377,
2 Mansi, ir. 1485; Hard i. 1617. 3 Mansi, iii. 853 ; Hard. i. 957.
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the Council of'Antiocli held in 341, and Bickell agrees with'

him on this point.
1

It cannot be denied that Drey's opinion

has much to be said for it : it does not, however, appear to

us quite unassailable ; and perhaps it may still be possible

to prove that the canons of this Council of Antioch were

rather taken from the apostolic canons. It may also be the

same with the Synod of Nic?ea, which, in its first, second,

fifth, and fifteenth canons, alludes to ancient canons in use

in the Church. Perhaps the Council placed the canons re-

ferred to among the apostolic canons which may have circu-

lated in the Church before being inserted in our present

collection. This hypothesis is in a certain way confirmed'

by a document to which Galland ' has drawn attention, but

which Drey and Bickell have overlooked. We have mentioned

in the present volume, that in 1738 Scipio Maffei published

three ancient documents, the first of which was a Latin trans-

lation of a letter written on the subject of Meletius by the

Egyptian bishops Hesychius, Phileas, etc. This letter was

written during the persecution of Diocletian, that is, between

303 and 305: it is addressed to Meletius himself, and

especially accuses him of having ordained priests in other

dioceses. This conduct, they tell him, is contrary to all

ecclesiastical rule (alienct a more divino ct pegula ecclesias-

tica), and Meletius himself knows very well that it is a lex

patrum et propatrnm . . . in alicnis parceciis non liccre alicui

episcoporum orclinationes eclcbrare,
3 Maffei himself supposes

that the Egyptian bishops were here referring to the thirty-

fifth canon (the thirty-sixth according to the enumeration of

Dionysius), and this opinion can hardly be controverted.

The Greek text of the apostolic canons exists in many

ancient manuscripts, as well in those which contain the Apos-

tolic Constitutions (and then they are placed at the end in a

chapter by themselves
4
), as in the manuscripts of ancient col-

lections of canons. In the ancient collections they generally

number eighty-five, corresponding to the number found in the

1 Bickell, S. 79 f.

2 BiUioth. vol. PP. t. iii. Prolog, p. x.

* Kouth, Reliquiae sacrce, iii. 381, 382.

4 Lib. viii. >".. 47.
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copies employed by Dionysius the Less and Joannes Scho-

lasticus.
1 On the other hand, when they are collected in the

manuscripts of the Apostolic Constitutions, they are divided

into seventy-six canons.
2 For it must not be forgotten that

in ancient times the number of canons, and the way in which

they were divided, varied greatly.

The fifty apostolic canons in the translation by Dionysius

the Less appeared for the first time in the collection of the

Councils by Merlin,
3 published in 1523, and they are found

in the more recent collections of Hardouin 4 and Mansi.5

The Greek text was edited for the first time by Gregory

Haloander in 1531. In 1561, Gentianus Hervetus pub-

lished a superior edition of them. These two latter authors-

divide the canons into eighty-four, and Hervetus' division

has been adopted by Hardouin,6 Mansi,7 and Brims.8 In

our edition we also have adopted the number of eighty-five,

at the same time accepting for the fifty -first the division

established by Dionysius the Less. For the sake of per-

spicuity, we have besides placed the two methods of enu-

meration side by side : first that of Dionysius the Less, then

that of Hervetus, Hardouin, Mansi, and Bruns ; so much the

more, as all our quotations up to this time have been made

according to the second enumeration. We shall also borrow

their Greek text from those authors, which here and there

differs from the text placed at the end of the Constitutions*

The Latin translation of the first fifty canons is by Dionysius

the Less ; that of the last thirty-five is by Cotelerius.

1 "We must mention, however, that Scholasticus gives No. 51 twice over : but

the first No. 51 is an entirely unknown canon. Cf. Biblioth. jur. can. of Voellus

et Justellus, vol. ii. p. 569, tit. xxxvi.

2 Cf. the edit. Patrum Apostolic. Opp. i. 442 sqq., by Cotelerius. Ueltzen

replaces the number of 85 in his new edition of the Apostolic Constitutions,

1353, p. 238 sqq.

3 See above, p. 67. 4 Hard. i. 33 sqq. 5 Mansi, i. 49 sqq.

6 Vol. i. p. 9 sqq. 7 Vol. i. p. 29 sqq.

8 Bibl. Ecclesiast. i. 1 sqq. Cf. Bickell, I.e. S. 72 f.

9 See this text in the edd. of the Constit. Apostol. by Cotelerius and Ueltzen.
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KAN0NE2
TON An.QN KAI IIANSEnTaN ALIOSTOAnN.

Rcgulce ecclesiasticce sanctorum apostolorum jprolatce per Clemcntcrr*

Ecclcsice Romance ponti/lcem.

Can. 1.

'EiriaKoiros ^eiporoveia9oi vito iincrKoTrcov Bvo rj rpiwv.

Episcopus a duobus aut tribus episcopis ordinetur.

According to Drey,1
this canon is among those whose apos-

tolic origin cannot indeed be proved, but which dates back

to a very remote antiquity, that is, to the first three centuries

of the Christian era. Its sources are certainly the Apostolic.

Constitutions?

Can. 2.

IIpecr/3vTepo<; vj> evo<; eirio-KOTrov ^eiporoveiado), teal Sidfcovo*;

teal ol Xonroi KkrjpiKoL

Presbyter ab uno episcopo ordinetur, et diaconus et reliqui

clerici.

The same remarks are applicable as to the first canon.

Can. 3.

Ei Ti? e7r/<j«07ro? 17 7rpea/3vTepo<; irapa ttjv tou Kvpiov Bid-

ra^iv, ttjv eVl rfj Overla, itpoaeveryKr\ erepd riva eVt to Ovaia-

cnrjpiov, rj fieXi rj >yd\a rj dvrl olvov al/cepa rj eirirrjhevTa 17 opveis

rj fwa Tiva rj oairpia, &>? irapa rrjv BiaTa^iv Kvpiov iroitav,

Ka0aipelo-9co, ifXrjV vkoav yiBpwv i) aracpvXrjs, tu> Kaipco tw

Beovri.

Si quis episcopus et presbyter proeter ordinationem Domini

alia qusedam in sacrificio offerat super altare, id est aut mel,

aut lac, aut pro vino siceram, aut confecta qusedam, aut vola-

tilia, aut animalia aliqua, aut legumina, contra constitutionem

Domini faciens, congruo tempore, deponatur.

The Latin text by Dionysius the Less, and the Greek text

as it is to be found in the collections of the Councils, here

present variations on several points. Thus, (a) the Creek text

1
I.e. S. 2 G 4-2 71. " iii. 20, viii. 4, 27.
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unites into one single canon what Dionysius divides into Nos. 3

and 4 ; so that in the collections of the Councils the numbers

of the Greek text no longer coincide with those of the trans-

lation by Dionysius. We have preserved the enumeration of

Dionysius, and have accordingly divided the Greek canon into

two. (b) We have not, however, thus produced complete

harmony between the two texts ; for, according to the Greek

text, the words propter novas spicas ct uvas belong to the third

canon, whilst according to Dionysius they form part of the

fourth. These words are evidently a translation of the Greek

phrase, irk-qv vewv %{8pa)v rj crTa(f>v\r)$. (c) Bearing in mind
these transpositions, the words congruo tempore in the third

canon may be explained as follows :
" Except fresh ears of

corn and grapes when it is the right time for them." (d) If

the words prccter novas spicas et uvas are not placed in the third

canon, but in the fourth, we must also place the words congruo

tempore in the fourth, and then the meaning is the same as

before. As to the antiquity of canons 3-5, we will make the

following remarks :—All three speak of what ought or ought

not to be offered upon the altar. The substance of these

rules is ancient : one might even perhaps say that it is partly

ordained by our Lord Himself ; and it is to this that the first

words of the third canon refer. The details contained in this

same third canon seem to have been inserted in order to combat

the customs of the ancient heretics. The fourth and fifth

canons are hardly more than explanations and commentaries

on the third, and thus betray a more recent origin.
1

Can. 4 (3).

M?) i£ov Be €<tto) irpoadyeadal tl erepov et<? to Qvcnacrr-qpiov,

fj kXaiov et? ttjv Xv^viav koX du/xia/xa tw /caipa) t?}? dyias

7rpocr(f)opa<i.

Offerri non licet aliquid ad altare propter novas spicas et

uvas, et oleum ad luminaria, et thymiama id est incensum,

tempore quo sancta celebratur oblatio.

Can. 5 (4).

H clWr) iraaa oiraypa et? oikov a7roaTeX\ia6a), airapyj) to)

eVtcTA;o7r6) /cai rot? irpeafivjepoLS, dX\a /la?) irpbs to 6v<TiaaTrjpiov'

1 Vgl. Drey, I.e. S. 365 S.
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Bt)Xov Be, a><? o c7nWo7ro? kcl\ ol itpeerfivrepot eTnfiepi^ovai rots

Biarcovois teal tois Xonrols tcXr/pL/cols.

Eeliqua poma omnia ad domum, primitive episcopo et pres-

byteris, dirigantur, nee offerantur in altari. Certum est autem,

quod episcopus et presbyteri dividant et diaconis et reliquis

clericis.

For these two, see the remarks on the third canon.

Can. 6 (5).

'Errlcr/coiro? 7) irpecr(3inepo<s r) Bidfcovos ttjv iavrov yvvalrca

fir) i/cfiaWeToo irpocpdcrei ev\a/3elar edv Be eK^dWrj, d<popc^ea6(o'

eirt[xev(i)v he, KaQaipelaQoa.

Episcopus aut presbyter uxorem propriam sub obtentu reli-

gionis nequaquam abjiciat ; si vero ejecerit, excommunicetur

;

et si perseveraverit, dejiciatur.

Drey 1 supposes that Eustathius of Sebaste gave occasion

for this canon towards the middle of the fourth century.

Compare canons 1 and 4 of the Synod of Gangra. According

to the Greek text, it would be necessary to place the words

ct diaconus after the word presbyter in the Latin translation.

Can. 7 (6).

^EtTTicncoTTO'i r irpea-fivrepo*; rj BldfCOVO? KO(TfUKa<; (ppovTLSa<i

fir) dva\a/x{3aveTa)' el Be fir), KaOaipelcrOco.

Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus nequaquam seculares

curas assumat ; sin alitor, dejiciatur.

This belongs to the most ancient canons, which contain

rules perhaps proceeding from the apostles and their disciples
;

but it must have been arranged more recently (in the third

century). The Apostolic Constitutions'
2 contain a similar rule.

3

Can. 8 (7).

EX Tt? eVtWo7ro? rj 7rpecr/3vTepo<i rj Bidicovos rrjv dyiav rov

Uda-ya r)fiepav nrpo rfjs eapivrjs larjiiepla^ fieTa ^lovBaMV

eirneXeaei, fcadatpeladco.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus sanctum

Paschce diem ante vernale sequinoctium cum Judrcis celcbra-

verit, abjiciatur.

We have seen in the present volume that a fresh difficulty

1 Comtit. Apost. S. 341. * ii. 6. 3 Drey, S. 240-248 and 4G3.
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arose during the third century, added to those already existing,

for determining the time for celebrating the Easter festival.

After having discussed whether it ought to be fixed according

to the day of the week or the day of the month, and after

having inquired at what time the fast should end, it was

besides questioned, during the third century, whether Easter

ought always to be celebrated after the vernal equinox. The

Council of Mcsea answered this question in the affirmative

—

if not expressly, at least implicitly.
1 The Synod of Antioch,

held in 341, gave a similar decision, and Bickell considers

that
2
this canon was taken from the first canon of Antioch.

Drey,3 on the contrary, believes that the canon of Antioch

was derived from the Apostolic Constitutions.
4'

Can. 9 (8).

Ell tis 67rt(T/co7ro5 fj Trpeafivrepos 17 Ziaicovo<$ r) Ik tov Kara-

\6yov tov lepartKou 7Tpoacpopa<> yevopuevris fir) fieraXd^oL, rrjv

alriav elirdrca' ical eav evXoyos y, crvyyv6op,ri<; rvyyaverw el he

fii) \i<yec, cKpopi^eaOa), ct>? amo? /3Aa/3^? <yevo/ievo<; tqj \aa> ical

virovoiav 7roi7]aa<; Kara tov TrpoaeveytcavTOS.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus vel quilibet

ex sacerdotali catalogo facta oblatione non communicaverit,

aut causam dicat, ut si rationabilis fuerit, veniam consequatur,

aut si non dixerit, communione privetur, tanquam qui populo

causa kesionis extiterit, clans suspicionem de eo, qui sacrifi-

cavit, quod recte non obtulerit.

The Latin text of Dionysius the Less seems to imply that

these words oucfht to have been added at the end of the

Greek text, o>? fir) vytoi'z dveveyKovTo? (as if he had not regu-

larly offered) ; and these words are to be found in some Greek

manuscripts. As to the antiquity of this canon, see the note

on the one following.

Can. 10 (9).

Tlavra^ tov$ elaiovras Trcarovs ical twv ypa^cou dKouovra<i,

At?) TrapapLevovTas 8e rf] 7rpoaeu)(fj ical t[] dyiq, fieraXi'^ei, o>?

dra^iav epLTroiovvras rfj eK/cXijala, d(f)opi%eo~9ai XP 7h

Onmes fideles, qui ingrediuntur ecclesiam et scripturas

audiunt, non autem perseverant in oratione, nee sanctam com-
1 See above, sec. 37. * S. 331. 3 S. 403. * Consllt. Apost. v. 17.
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munionem percipiunt, velut inquietudines ecclesiae commo-

ventes, convenit communione privare.

This tenth canon is evidently connected with the ninth.
1

Drey believes that in substance they are both very ancient,

and arose from those times of persecution, during which some

Christians abstained from receiving the holy communion from

remorse of conscience. Drey is evidently in the wrong when

he maintains that this tenth apostolic canon was copied word

for word from the second canon of the Council of Antioch

held in 341. The reverse of this is more probable. See our

introductory remarks on these canons.

Can. 11 (10).

EX tis dtcoLVCtivrJTO) Kav iv oXkw avvev^rai, ovros afopi&crOa).

Si quis cum excommunicato, etiam domi, simul oraverit, et

ipse communione privetur.

This canon must be considered, as to its contents, as among

the most ancient of the apostolic canons, which stretch back

to apostolic times. As to its present form, Drey 2 supposes

that it was taken from the second canon of the Council of

Antioch ; but see what is said at the end of the note on the

preceding canon.

Can. 12 (11).

EX t<? Ka8ijprjfiiv(p tckrjpLKOS cbv <o? /cXrjpiicq) avvev^rjTai,

Ka6aipei<j6o3 /ecu avros.

Si quis cum damnato clerico, veluti cum clerico, simul

oraverit, et ipse damnetur.

On the antiquity of this canon the same observations may

be offered as those upon the tenth and eleventh. According

to Drey,
3
this canon must have been formed from the second

canon of the Council of Antioch.

Can. 13 (12).

EX Tt9 fc\7}pifcbs rj Xaifcbs acpaypiapLevo? yjtoi a$eKTO<;, ajreXOcav

iv erepa iroKei, he%9jj civev rypafx/xdrcov crvcnariicwv, a<j>opi£i<rda

/ecu 6 Segdfiepo*} real 6 ge^tfetV et Be d<pwpiap,evo^ eXrj, eirireiviffdto

avro) 6 adopter/lbs, &>? ^evaapbivcp Kal diraT^aavri, ttjv 'EkkXt)-

ciav rov Qeov.

Si quis clericus aut laicus a communione suspensus veJ

1 S. 255 f. and 405. a I.e. S. 405. 3 U. S. 405.
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ccmmn.nicans, ad aliam properet civitatem, et suscipiatur

pneter commendaticias literas, et qui susceperunt et qui sus-

ceptus est, communioue priventur. Excommunicato vero pro-

teletur ipsa correptio, tanquam qui mentitus sit et Ecclesiam

Dei seduxerit.

The Greek text has ?'/to*. aSe/cTos, that is, sive excommuni-

catus. It is supposed that we should rather read tjtoc Se«T09,

because in the latter part of the canon two sorts of penalties

are appointed : (a) When one who is not excommunicated is

elsewhere received, without having letters of recommendation

from his bishop, he is to be excommunicated, and also he who

received them
; (/3) If one who is excommunicated succeeds in

being received elsewhere, the period of his excommunication

shall be prolonged. The contents of this canon are certainly

ante-Nicene. Drey 1 supposes the form to be derived from

the sixth canon of the Council of Antioch. See the note on

the tenth canon.

Can. 14 (13).

'Etti'o-kottov fxrj e^elvai /caTaXetyavTa ttjv eavrov irapoiKiav

erepa iTri7n]$av, kclv virb TrXetovcov avayfcd&Tca, el fii] rt?

ev\o<yo<; alrta rj tovto j3ta^ofiivr} avrbv iroielv, <W9 ttXeov tl

/cepSo? Svva/nevov avrov TOi? i/celae \c<ya> evcrefieias <rv/j,f3d\-

Aeer#at* teal tovto Be ov/c dcf eavTOv, dXka Kpiaei ttoWuiv iiri-

CKOTrcdv nal Trapaicki}o-ei fieylaTrj.

Episcopo non licere alienam parochiam, propria relicta, per-

vadere, licet cogatur a plurimis, nisi forte quia eum rationabilis

causa compellat, tanquam qui possit ibidem constitutis plus

lucri conferre, et in causa religionis aliquid prefectus prospi-

cere ; et hoc non a semetipso pertentet, sed multorum episco-

porum judicio et maxima supplicatione perficiat.

The prohibition to leave one church for another is very

ancient. It had been before set forth by the Council of

Aries in 314, and by the Council of Mcrea in its fifteenth

canon, as well as by the Synod of Antioch in 341, and it was

renewed by that of Sardica. This fifteenth canon is therefore,

as to its substance, very ancient ; but its present form, Drey

supposes, is post-Nicene, as may be inferred, he thinks, from the

lightening of the penalty, which could not have been decreed

1 I.e. S. 2S7 an<3 4.05.
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by the ancient canons. Drey therefore concludes that this

canon was framed after the eighteenth and twenty-first canons

of Antioch.
1 But see the note on the tenth canon.

Can. 15 (14).

El Ti? 7rpeo-(3vTepo<; rj Sid/covo? rj oAeo? tov Karakoyov twv

KkiipiKWV diroXetya? tt]V eavTov irapoiKiav et9 erepav cnrekOri,

kcli 7ravTe\a)<i nerao-Ta^ hiarpifir) ev aXky •napoiKia irapa yvd>p.r)v

tov lolov eTTicncoTroV tovtov Ke\evofxev fxrj/ceTi XeiTOvpyeiv,

fidXtara el 7rpoo KaXovfiivov clvtov tov eTnaKoirov clvtov eVa-

vekOeiv ov% virrjKovaev eTnpLevov rfj dra^la' a>9 Aai7co9 pevTOi

etcelae KoivwveiTW.

Si quis presbyter aut diaconus aut quilibet de numero

clericorum relinquens propriam parochiam pergat ad alienam,

et omnino demigrans prseter episcopi sui conscientiam in

aliena parochia commoretur, hunc alterius ministrare non

patimur, pmecipue si vocatus ab episcopo redire contempserit,

in sua inquietudine perseverans ; verum tamen tanquam laicus

ibi communicet.

The same remark is applicable as to the fourteenth canon.

According to Drey, this fifteenth, as well as the following

canon, must have been formed from the third canon of the

Council of Antioch, held in 3-41. See the note on the tenth

canon.

Can. 16 (15).

El Be 6 e7Ti'o"K07ro?, Trap u> Tvyydvovai, Trap ovBev \oyicra-

jxevos ttjv /car clvtwv opiaOeloav dpylav, Several, auTovs «*)?

tckripiKOVS, dcpopi^eoda) &)9 StSacr/caAo9 aTa£ia9.

Episcopus vero, apud quern moratos esse constiterit, si

contra eos decretam cessationem pro nihilo reputans, tanquam

clericos forte susceperit, velut magister inquietudinis com-

munione privetur.

The same remark is applicable as to the fourteenth canon.

Can. 17 (16).

'O oval lyd/jiOLS o-vfnr\aKeU fxera to (3a7rrLa/J.a i] 7ra\\aKi)P

KTrjodfievos ov Bvvarai elvcu eTTio-KOiro^ ?; irpecrfivTepos i) o\<u9

tov fcaTaXoyov tov ieparifcov*

Si quis post baptisma secundis fuerit nuptiis copulatus aut

1 Drey, S. 274 and 405.
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concubinam habuerit, non potest esse episcopus aut presbyter

.aut diaconus, aut prorsus ex numero eorum, qui miuisterio

sacro deserviunt.

It is certain that this canon in its substance is an apostolic

ordinance.
1 The form, however, is taken from the Apostolic

Constitutions? consequently about the third century.
3

Can. 18 (17).
fO XVPav ^afi^v V eK^epKrffJbhyqv rj eralpav rj oltceriv r) twv

iirl (TKTjvr)? ou Svvarai elvai eTrlaKoiros i) 7rpecr(3vTepo<; rj Sid/covos

rj o\o)<; tov Karakoyov rod tepariKov.

Si quis viduam aut ejectam acceperit, aut meretricem aut

ancillam, vel aliquam de his qui publicis spectaculis manci-

pantur, non potest esse episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus

aut ex eorum numero qui ministerio sacro deserviunt.

A similar remark applies to this as to the seventeenth

canon. See Lev. xxi. 14, where we have a similar ordinance

for the Jewish priests.
4

Can. 19 (18).

'O hvo a$e\(pa<; ayayopevos rj aSeXcpi&rjv ov Bwarat ecvai

K\r)piKQ<i.

Qui duas in conjuginm sorores acceperit, vel filiam fratris,

clericus esse non poterit.

This canon, like the preceding, renews a command con-

tained in the Old Testament.
5 The Synods of Elvira* and

of Neocresarea
7 enforced it also. This nineteenth canon may

therefore be considered to be contemporary with those synods,

especially to be an imitation of the second canon of Neo-

cresarea.
s

Can. 20 (19).

KXripiKoi iyyuas SiSovs /caOaipeiada).

Clericus fidejussionibus inserviens abjiciatui-.

We have seen in sec. 4, that from the third century it was

decidedly forbidden that priests should be tutors or guardians
;

in a word, that they should meddle with the settlement of

1 1 Tim. iii. 2-13 ; Tit. i. 5-9; 1 Pet. v. 1-4.

a Constit. Apost. vi. 17.
3 Drey, I.e. S. 242 and 403.

* Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 251 and 403. 5 See Lev. xviii. 16, xx. 21.

« Can. 61. ' Can. 2. 8 Drey, I.e. S. 251 and 409.

2 O
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worldly business. A similar prohibition is given in the pre-

sent canon, which in the main is very ancient, and was taken

from the Apostolic Constitutions}

Can. 21 (20).

Euvovxos €i (Aev e£ iTrrjpeias avOpcoircov eyevero TW, rj ev

Bicoy/xo) d(prjpe0r) ra dv&pcov, r} oi/Vco? ecpv, tcai iaTiv agios,

<yivea0co.

Eunuchus si per insidias hominum factus est, vel si in

persecutione ejus sunt amputata virilia, vel si ita natus est,

et est dignus, efficiatur episcopus.

The CEcumenical Synod of Nicasa, in its first canon, gave

a similar command to that contained in this and the two fol-

lowing canons. In enforcing it, the Synod professed to be

conforming to ancient canons, by which it intended the

twenty-first, also the twenty-second and twenty-third apos-

tolic canons. Drey,
2 on the contrary, considers that this

apostolic canon was framed from those of Nicsea
;
perhaps it

may have been the Valesians who gave occasion for these rules.
3

Can. 22 (21).

'O a/cpaiT7)pidaa<; eavrbv p,r) <yivea0(o KhrjpiKO? avrofyovevri)?

yap eariv eavrov koX t?}? rov Geov hrjixiovpyias eyOpos.

Si quis absciderit semetipsum, id est, si quis sibi amputavit

virilia, non fiat clericus, quia suus homicida est, et Dei con-

ditionibus inimicus.

See the note on the preceding canon.

Can. 23 (22).

El Tt? Kkripucbs cov eavrbv aKpcorr/pidaei, KaOatpeiaOw,

<povevrrj<; <ydp eariv eavrov.

Si quis, cum clericus fuerit, absciderit semetipsum, omnino

damnetur, quia suus est homicida.

The same remark as on the twenty-first canon.

Can. 24 (23).

AalKos eavrbv aKpwriqpidaas d(popt^io-0co err] rpia' €7Ti/3ov\o%

yap earc tt}? eavrov %car)$.

J Constlt. Apost. ii. 6. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 248 and 403. See also above, tho

Mvent apostolic canon.

' S. 266 i. and 410.
8 See above, sees. 4 and 42.
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Laicns semetipsum abscindens annis tribus communione

privetur, quia sure vitas insidiator exstitit.

The first canon of Nicsea, which is also on the subject of

voluntary mutilation, has reference only to the clergy, and

does not appoint any penalty for the laity who mutilate

themselves. This might incline us to the opinion that the

present canon was given to complete those of the Council of

Mctea, and consequently that it is more recent than that

Council. But there is no doubt that the Council of Nicaaa

had this canon before it, and spoke of self-mutilation only as

an impcclimentum ordinis. Athanasius, in his Eistoria Arian-

orum ad monachos,
1 shows that voluntary mutilation was also

severely punished in the laity, and that they were excluded

from communio laicalis. Drey 3
is of opinion that these canons

a,re more recent than those of Nicasa, and that they were

formed from the latter.

Can. 25 (24).

'ETTio-fcoTTO? 77 7rpeaj3vT6po<; i) Stdicovos eirl iropveiq rj einopiciq

7} Kkoirfi akovs KaOaipelaOu), teal p,r) acpopl^eaOar \eyei yap f)

<ypa<pi'y Ouk e/cSi/c^'cret? &U eVl to avro' 6/Wa>? Be oi Xotirol

KkrjpCKol iff avrf) alpiuei viroKetaOcocrav.

Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, qui in fornicatione

aut perjurio aut furto captus est, deponatur, non tamen com-

munione privetur ; dicit enim Scriptura : Non vindicabit

Dominus bis in idipsum.

This canon alludes to a passage in the prophet Nahum.3

It certainly belongs in the main to the most ancient canons

;

for S. Basil the Great says in his letter to Amphilochus (c. 3),

that, according to an ancient rule {ap^alov icavova), thieves,

etc., were to be deprived of their ecclesiastical offices. Leo

the Great, however, calls this an apostolic tradition.
4 Drey 5

supposes that this sentence of S. Basil's gave rise to the

canon.

Can. 26.

Similiter et reliqui clerici huic conditioni subjaceant.

In the Greek this canon is not separately counted ; it

1 C. 28, Opp. vol. i. P. i. p. 884, ed. Patav. 2
I.e. S. 268 and 410.

a Nahum i. 9. 4 Ep. 92 (according to Ballerini, Ep. 167), ad Hustle, n. 2*

* U. S. 244 and 412.
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forms only the last sentence of the one preceding. As fox

its antiquity, see the remarks on the twenty-fifth canon.

Can. 27 (25).

Toiv eh kXrjpov TrpoaekOovTUiv ar/dfitov Kekevo/xev fiovkofiivovs

>yap,elv dvayvdoara^ ical •ty-akras fiovovs.

Innuptis autem, qui ad clerum provecti sunt, prsecipimus,

ut si voluerint uxores accipiant, sed lectores cantoresque

tantummodo.

Paphnutius had declared in the Council of Nicrea
1 in

favour of an ancient law, which decided that, whoever had

taken holy orders when unmarried, could not be married

afterwards. The Synod of Ancyra, held in 314, also recog-

nised this law, and for that reason, in its tenth canon, estab-

lished an exception in favour of deacons. The Council of

Elvira went still further. These approaches prove that the

present canon is more ancient than the Council of Nicsea,

and that it is a faithful interpreter of the ancient practice of

the Church. Even Drey 2
says that this canon is taken from

the Apostolic Constitutions (vi. 1 7), and consequently is ante-

Nicene.

Can. 28 (26).

"'Ettlctkoitov y Trpeafivrepov rj Sid/covov tvtttovtcl 7TierTOu<?

d/xaprdvovTas r/ diricrrovi dhuaiaavras, rov hia tolovtwv (pofieiv

deXovia, KaOaipdadai rrpoaraTTopLev . ovhapiov <yap o Kvpios

tovto ?}/u.a? iBlSaf-e' rovvavrlov Be avrbs TU7rr6p,evo^ ovk dvre-

TVirre, \ot.Bopovp,evo? ovk avreXoiBopet, irdcr-ywv ovk 7]7reiXei.

Episcopum aut presbytemm aut diaconum percutientem

fideles delinquentes, aut infideles inique agentes, et per hujus-

modi volentem timeri, dejici ab officio suo prrecipimus, quia

nusquam nos hoc Dominus docuit ; e contrario vero ipse, cum

percuteretur non repercutiebat, cum malediceretur non remale-

ciicebat, cum pateretur non comminabatur.

Drey believes this canon to be one of the most recent of

the apostolic canons,
3
for no ancient synod ever thought it

necessary to put forth such decisions. The Synod of Con-

stantinople, held a.d. 394, was the first to forbid the clergy to

i gee sec. 43.
2 tft S. 307 ff. and 403.

3 S. 345 and 410.
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strike the faithful, and this apostolic canon is only an imita-

tion of that.

Can. 29 (27).

Eltis €7Ti'cr/co7ro9 7*/ 7rpeo-ftvTepo<; i) Sid/covos tcaOaipeOeU St/calo)?

€7rl iyK\i]fxa(Ti <f>avepoL<; ToA/£?;<raei> atyacrOcu t% irore iy^ecpia-

deicrrjs avTco ~kenovpy[as, ovtos iravTu.'nacnv eKKO7TTea0oi t?}?

'EKicXrjGias.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, depositus

juste super certis criminibus, ausus fuerit attrectare mini-

sterium dudum sibi commissum, hie ab Ecclesia penitus ab-

scindatur.

This canon is similar to the fourth of the Council of

Antioch, held in 341. Drey believes
x
this apostolic canon

to be more recent than that of Antioch, and intended to cor-

rect it ; for the latter refers only to the case of a bishop who

is regularly deposed, and that for acknowledged sins. But it

may be, on the contrary, that our canon is more ancient than

that of Antioch. The Fathers of Antioch perhaps only

applied to S. Athanasius the orders of a rule before known.

See the comments upon the tenth canon.

Can. 30 (28).

EX Tt<? eV/o-A-07ro9 Bta ^prjfxaTcov t/}? u^taq ravT7]s iyKparr)?

iyev7)Tai, rj 7rpecr/3vTepo<; rj htaicovos, Kadaipeiadco kcli avrbs KOt

o yeiporovrjo-as, kcli iKKOTrreaOw t?}<? KOivcovlas 7ravTu.7raaiv, &>?

Xijjiwv 6 fj-dyos diro ifxov Uerpov.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus per pecunias

banc obtinuerit dignitatem, dejiciatur et ipse et ordinator ejus,

et a communione omnibus modis abscindatur, sicut Simon

macnis a Petro.

We have seen in the comments upon the canons of the

Synod of Elvira, that this Council in its forty-eighth canon

forbade all fees for the administration of baptism as simoniacal.

The Council, however, did not use the word simony; but at the

time when the thirtieth apostolic canon was formed, the word

simony seems to have been used as a technical term. This

observation would go to prove that this apostolic canon has

a later origin : it is hardly probable, indeed, that in times of

» S. 293 and 405.
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persecution it should have been attempted to buy bishoprics

for money. But the Synod of Sardica shows from its second

canon that it was then aware of such cases. Abuses of the

same kind also drew S. Basil's attention.
1 Drey 2 thinks that

this thirtieth apostolic canon is only an extract from the second

canon of the Council of Chalcedon. See the remarks above.

Can. 31 (29).

El Ti? eV/cr/co7ro? koct/jlikois ap^ovai ^pr}crufJLevo<; Bi avrcjv

iyKparrjS yevrjrai eV/cX^ir/a?, Kadaipeiadco kal acpopi^eadco, /cat

cl Koivcovovvres avrcy TravTes.

Si quis episcopus secularibus potestatibus usus ecclesiam

per ipsos obtineat, deponatur, et segregentur omnes, qui illi

communicant.

The object of this canon is to oppose the intervention of

Christian Emperors in the choice of bishops : it is not pro-

bable that it was decreed by an ancient council ; rather it

must have been composed by whoever collected the apostolic

constitutions and canons. Drey 3 strongly doubts whether

any ancient council would have dared to offer such explicit

and declared opposition to the Emperors.

Can. 32 (30).

El Tt? irpeaftinepos Karacppov^aa^ tov IBlov Ittictkottov %cop\<$

trvvarfGF/rjv Kal OvaiaaTrjpiov snjfet, fxrjBev KareyvooKax; tov eVi-

GKOirov ev evaefielq Kal BiKaioavvrj, Kadaipeiadco &>? cpiXapxos'

rupavvos <ydp eariv coaavTcos Be Kal 01 \onrol KKrjpiKoi Kai baot-

iv avTco irpoadcovTai' of. Be XaiKol cxpopiQadcoaav ravra Be

jxera fxiav Kal BevTepav Kal TpiTijv irapaKXrjaiv tov eTTiaKOTZov

<yiveadco.

Si quis presbyter contemnens episcopum suum seorsum

collen-erit et altare aliud erexerit, nihil habens quo reprehendat

episcopum in causa pietatis et justitice, deponatur, quasi prin-

cipals amator existens, est enim tyrannus ; et cteteri clerici,

quicumque tali consentiunt, deponantur, laici vero segregentur.

Htec autem post unam et secundam et tertiam episcopi ob-

testationem fieri conveniat.

It happened, even in the primitive Church, that priests

i EpiAtola 70. ' lc. S. 352 ff. and 411. 3 S. 361.
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caused schisms : this was the case, for instance, in the Nova-

tian schism. But as the synods of the fourth century, and

particularly that of Antioch, held in 341,1
treat of the same

subject as the thirty-second apostolic canon, Drey 2
considers

that this canon was formed after the fifth of Antioch. But we
will here once more recall what we said on the tenth canon.

Can. 33 (31).

Ec ri<i rrpeafivrepos i) StaKovos drrb ema-Koirov yevrjrat dcpo)-

picr[xevo<i, rovrov yu.77 e^elvat irap erepov he^eaOai, aW i) rrapd

tov d(f)oplcravTO<; avrbv, el fxr) dv Kara awyicvpiav reXevrtjar) 6

dcpopLaas avrbv €7r«r/co7ro<?.

Si quis presbyter aut diaconus ab episcopo suo segrcgetur,

hunc non licere ab alio recipi, sed ab ipso, qui eum sequestra-

verat, nisi forsitan obierit episcopus ipse, qui eum segregasse

cognoscitur.

We have several times had occasion to remark that the

ancient councils gave similar rules to those of the thirty-third

apostolic canon. Drey believes this canon to be in substance

of very high antiquity, but in its form taken from the sixth

canon of Antioch.

Can. 34 (32).

MrjSeva rcov £eva>v eTTicrKorrwv rj 7rpeo-f3vrepo)v rj Sia/covcov avev

<TvarariK(bv 7rpoaSe^eadaf /cal inKpepofxevcov avrwv dvaKpivka-

dcoaav /cal el fiev (hat Ki'ipvKe? ri)<i eucre/3e/a?, rrpoahe^eaOwcrav,

el he /i?/7e, rrjv yjpeiav avrols eiTL-^oprj<yi)aavre<i els Koivcovlav

aurov<; /at] 7rpo(Toel;r]<T0e' rroWd <ydp Kara crvvapirayrju ylverai.

Nullus episcoporum peregrinorum aut presbyterorum aut

diaconorum sine commendaticiis recipiatur epistolis ; et cum
scripta detulerint, discutiantur attentius, et ita suscipiantur,

si prredicatores pietatis exstiterint ; sin minus, ha?c qure sunt

necessaria subministrentur eis, et ad communionem nulla-

tenus admittantur, quia per subreptionem multa proveniunt.

The thirteenth canon contains a similar rule. In the primi-

tive Church, Christians who travelled could not in fact be

received into a foreign church without letters of recommen-
dation

—

littcris commendaticiis. Thus, for instance, about the

middle of the second century, Marcion was not received at

1 C. 6. 2 S. 257 and 405.
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Rome, because lie had no letters with him from his father the

Bishop of Sinope. There is also mention of these letters of

recommendation in the twenty-fifth canon of the Synod of

Elvira, and in the ninth of that of Aries. According to Drey,1

this canon in the main belongs to the most ancient apostolic

canons ; but according to the same author,
2

it must have been

arranged after the Apostolic Constitutions? and after the seventh

and eighth canons of Antioch.

Can. 35 (33).

T01/9 eiriaKOTrovs eKaarov eOvovs elSivat j^pi] rov ev avroTs

irpoiTOV, Kal I'lyeladai avrbv ci>? Ke(paXi]V, Kal fM]Siv ti irpdrTeiv

7repiTTov avev ttjs eKelvov 'yvw/J-W iiceZva he. fiova Trpcmeiv

€kcuttov, oaa jfi avrov TrapoiKia eirifidXket kcu rat? v-ir avrijv

^copaiy dWa p.r]he enelvos avev t?}<? irdvTwv yvco/nris irotelroy rv

ovtco yap Ojxovoia eWat Kal ho^aad/jaerac o 0eo? hid Kvpiou

iv ayifp Tlvevp-ari.

Episcopos gentium singularum scire convenit, quis inter eos

primus habeatur, quern velut caput existiment, et nihil am-

plius praBter ejus conscientiam gerant quam ilia sola singuli,

quae parochire propria et villis, quas sub ea sunt, competunt.

Seel nee ille prreter omnium conscientiam faciat aliquid. Sic

enim unanimitas exit, et glorificabitur Deus per Christum in

Spiritu sancto.

According to Drey's 4 researches, this canon is either an

abridgment of the ninth canon of the Council of Antioch, held

in 341, which treats of the same subject, or else this canon

of Antioch is an amplification of the apostolic canon. Drey 5

finally adopts the former opinion.

Can. 36 (34).

""E-TriaKoirov firj rokpav efeo toiv eavrov opcov %eipoTovla$

TToielaQai els Ta? p,r) viroKeipbevas avTw 7roA,et9 Kal ^copa^ el Be

iXeyxOeir] rovro Treiroi,riK(D<i irapd rr]V rcov Kare^ovrcov Ta? 7ro-

Aet? eKelvas rj Ta? ^ajpa? <yvco/j,r]V, KadatpelaOa) Kat, avTO*; Kai

ofr? e^eiporovrjcrev.

Episcopum non audere extra terminos proprios ordinationes

facere in civitatibus et villis, quse ipsi nullo jure subjecta?

1
I.e. S. 257 if.

2 S. 403 and 406. 3 ChmaU Apost. ii. 58.

* S. 323--331. * S. 406.
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sunt. Si vero convictus fuerit hoc fecisse prseter eorum con-

scientiam, qui civitates illas et villas detinent, et ipse depo-

natur, et qui ab eo sunt ordinati.

A similar rule was adopted by the Synod of Elvira,
1 by that

of Nicrea,
2 and by that of Antioch.

3 Drey acknowledges (S.

271 and 406) that the rule here expressed has been observed

from the first times of the Church ; he also makes no difficulty

in classing this canon, in the main, among the most ancient

apostolic canons. He thinks, besides, that it was taken from

the Synod of Antioch held in 341.

Can. 37 (35).

Et r/-9 %€ipoTOVT]9el<$ eVicr/co7ro? fiij tcaTaSe%oiTO Ttjv XeiTOvp-

ryiav /cat ttjv (ppovTiBa tov Xaov Ti]V ey^eipLO-delaav avru>,

tovtov a(f)(i)piGfj,evov TV<y)(aveiv, eco? av KaraBi^rar foxraurw?

teal TrpeafivTepos ?') Bidnovo?. El /ecu /xi] hej(6elri, ov irapa tt)v

eavrov yvdofjLTjv, dXXa irapa ttjv tov Xaov fio^Orjplav, civtos

fievirco enterxoiros, 6 Be icXr/pos t?}? iroXecos depopi^eaOo), oto

toiovtov Xaov dwrroTaKTOv TraiBevraX ov/e iyivovTO.

Si quis episcopus non susceperit ofiicium et curam populi

sibi commissam, hie communione privetur, quoadusque con-

sentiat obedientiam commodans, similiter autem et presbyter

et diaconus. Si vero perrexerit, nee receptus fuerit non pro

sua sententia, sed pro populi malitia, ipse quidem maneat

episcopus, clerici vero civitatis communione priventur, eo quod

eruditores inobedientis populi non fuerint.

This rule was made partly by the Synod of Ancyra 4 and

partly by that of Antioch.5 Drey 6 holds this canon to be an

imitation of the two canons of Antioch ; but perhaps the con-

trary is really the truth. See the note on canon 10.

Can. 38 (30).

AevTepov tov ctovs crvvoBos yivecrOco TOiV eiricrKOTTWv, /eat

ava/epiveTcoaav aWtfXovs to, Boy/xara t?)? everefieias zeal Ta$

ifi7TL7rTovaa<i e/e/eXricnacTTiiea<i dvTiXo<yla<; BtaXveTOiaav aira%

fxev tt) T€TapTr] efiBoLidBt t>)? 7revT7]KocrTi]^, BevTepov Be virep'

fiepeTaiov BuBe/eaTy.

' • C. 20. 2 C 16. 8 C. 13 and 22.

« C. 13. 6 C 17 and 18. • I.e. S. 294 and 406
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Bis in anno episcoporum concilia celebrentur, tit inter se

invicem dogmata pietatis explorent, et emergentes ecclesias-

ticas contentiones amoveant ; semel quidem quarta septimana

pentecostes, secundo vero duodecima die mensis Hyperberettei

(id est juxta Komanos quarto idus Octobris).

The Synods of ISTicsea
1 and of Antioch 2

also gave rules about

provincial synods. According to Drey,3
this canon must be

more recent than these two Synods, and especially must have

been taken from the canon of Antioch.

Can. 39 (37).

ndvrcov twv i/cfe\r]cnacrTiKU)v irpay/u.drcov o eiricncoTro*; e^erw

ttjV fypovriha icai SioifceiTco avra, to? Qeov efyopwvTOV firj

e^elvai Se avra> a^erepl^eadai tl e'£ avrcov i) avyyevecnv iSiois

to, tov Qeov ^apl^eaOai' el Be TrevrjTes elev, iiri'^oprj'yeiTco &)<?

irevrjcnv, dXka fir) irpo^daei toiitcov tcl Trjs EKKkrjaias direpL-

TroAeira).

Omnium negotiorum ecclesiasticorum curam episcopus ha-

beat, et ea velut Deo contemplante dispenset ; nee ei liceat

ex his aliquid omnino contingere, aut parentibus propriis quse

Dei sunt condonare. Quod si pauperes sunt, tanquam pau-

peribus subministret, nee eorum occasione Ecclesias negotia

depmedetur.

This canon and the two following are in a measure similar

to the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth canons of Antioch ; so

that Drey considers them more recent, and derived from those

two canons. But see what was said about the tenth canon.

Can. 40 (38).

01 irpecrfivTepoi icai ol Btd/covot dvev yva>fn)<i tov eTnaKOTrov

pLr]hev eTTtre\e[rwo'av' avrb? <ydp earriv o ireiriaTevpievo^ tov

\abv tov Kvplov, icai tov inrep twv -^rv^cov aiiTtov Xoyov cnrai-

T7]07)o~6fievo<i.

Can. — (39).

"Egto) (pavepa to, iSia tov Ittlctkottov irpayfiaTa, erye Kai

thia ej(ei, teal (pavepd to, nvpiaica, iva e^ovcriav k^rj twv iBi'wv

TeXevTwv 6 £7r/o-«o7ro?, ol? BovKeTai kcl\ &>? f3ov\eTai KaTcikeltyai,

Kal fit) Trpocpdaec twv eKKXtjaiaaTLKoyv TrpcvyfiaTcov BiairiTTTeiy

1 C. 6. 8 C. 20. S. 334 and 406.
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Tti TCV iTTMTKOirOV, €&$' OT€ ywalica KCU 7Ta?Sa? K€KT7]/U,eV0V *)

avyyeveis r) olfceTas' Bircacov yap tovto irapd Qeco /cal avOpco-

ttols to fir)T6 tt]v *E/acXrjCTLav %T]p,{av Tiva v7ro[iev€iv dyvoia tcov

tov i'TTKTKO'Trov itpay[icii cov
',

fJbi]Te tov liriaKoiTOV i) rovs avrov

(rvyyevels Trpocfxiaei, t?}s 'E/c/cXrjo-ia? Trrjfiaivecrdai, ?; koI ei?

7rpdyfiara ifiimrTev tou? avrco Scacpepovras, /ecu tov avrov

Bdvarov Zvacprjp,iai<i irepi^aXXecrOai.

Presbyteri et diaconi pra?ter episcopum niliil agere perten-

tent, nam Domini populus ipsi commissus est, et pro animabus

eorum hie redditurus est rationem. Sint autem manifesta?

res propria? episcopi (si tamen liabet proprias) et manifesto

dominica?, ut potestatem habeat de propriis moriens episcopus,

sicut voluerit et quibus voluerit relinquere, nee sub occasione

ecclesiastiearum rerum, qua? episcopi sunt, intercidant, fortassis

enim ant uxorem habet, aut filios aut propinquos aut servos.

Et justum est hoc apud Deum et homines, ut nee Ecclesia

detrimentum patiatur ignoratione rerum pontificis, nee epis«

copus vel ejus propinqui sub obtentu Ecclesia? proscribantiu,

et in caiisas incidant qui ad eum pertinent, morsque ejus

injuriis mala? fama? subjaceat.

See our remarks on the thirty-ninth canon.

Can. 41 (40).

IIpoo-TdTTOfiev eTTia-KOTTOv i^ovalav e^eiv TC°v t?}? 'EtcfcXrjcTia'?

TTpayfidrcov el yap to.? Tipiias rcov dvOpcoircov i^in^a? avrco

Triarevreov, iroXXto av fxaXXov Seot iirl tcov yj>r\yudrcov ivreX-

XeaOai, coo-re Kara rrjv avrov i^ovalav rrdvra hioiicelaOaL, /cat

TOi? heojxevois hia tcov rrpecr^vTepcov teat Sia/covcov €7Ti%copr}-

yeicrQai fxera, cpoftov tov &eov /cat irdcrri^ evXafielas' [xeraXapb-

fidveiv Be /cal avrov tcov Seovrcov (e'lye Seoiro) et<? ra<; dvayicalas

avrco ^pe/a? /cal tcov eTn^evovpuevcov dSeXcpcov, to? Kara puifiiva

rpoirov avTOvs vcrrepeladaf o yap vofio^ tov Qeov Scerd^aro,

Tot", tco OvtriacTTripicp virTjperovvrat Ik tov Qvcnaarrjplov rpe-

cpecrOaf errelrrep ovhe o-rparicoral irore iStot? ocpccviots oirXa

Kara iroXefxlcov erncpepovTai.

Pra?cipimus, ut in potestate sua episcopus Ecclesia? res

habeat. Si enim anima? hominum pretiosa? illi sunt credita?,

multo magis oportet eum curam pecuniarum gerere, ita ut

potestate ejus indigentibus omnia dispensentur per presby-
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teros et diaconos, et cum tiraore omnique sollicitudine mini-

strentur, ex his autem quibus indiget, si tamen indiget, ad suas

necessitates et ad peregrinornm fratrum usus et ipse percipiat,

ut nihil omnino possit ei deesse. Lex enim Dei proecipit, ut

qui altari deserviunt, de altari pascantur
;
quia nee miles sti-

pendiis propriis contra hostes anna sustulit.

See our remarks on the thirty-ninth canon.

Can. 42 (41).

"'EtriaKoiros i) irpeafivrepos rj Biukovos kv/3oi,s o-xo\d£a)v KaX

fxeOats r) iravadaQu) rj KaQaipeiaQw.

Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus aleoe atque ebrietati

deserviens, aut desinat, aut certe damnetur.

The Council of Elvira, in its seventy-ninth canon, has a

similar prohibition of the game of thimbles. As to the diffe-

rent kinds of usury of which the forty-fourth apostolic canon

speaks, they were all prohibited by the twentieth canon of

Elvira, the twelfth of Aries, and the seventeenth of Nicsea.

This and the two following canons should be included in the

number of the most ancient so-called apostolic canons. Their

origin is unknown.1

Can. 43 (42).

'TttoBiukovos r) ^aXr^s i) dvwyixoaTrjs ret o/xoia iroitov ?/ irav-

crdadto r] d^opi^eaOco, waavrws KaX ol XaiicoL

Subdiaconus, lector aut cantor similia faciens, aut desinat,

aut communione privetur. Similiter etiam laicus.

Compare the remarks on the forty-second canon.

Can. 44 (43).

'Ettio-kotto^ r] ixpea{3vtepos r) Blukovos tokovs u7raiT(bv rovs

SaveCCpfievovs i} iravadaOoi rj KaQaipeiaQw.

Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus usuras a debitoribus

exi«-ens, aut desinat, aut certe damnetur.

Compare the remarks on the forty-second canon.

Can. 45 (44).

'E-rriaKoiros r) itpea(3viepos r) BiaKOVO$ aiperutoU avvev^a-

fievns fxovov, cKpopi^eaQco- el Be KaX eireTpe-^ev avTols <u? K\i]pi-

kols evep<yT]aal ri, KaQaipeLaQco.

1 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 244 f.
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Episcopus, presbyter et diaconus, qui cum htereticis oraverit

tantummodo, communione privetur ; si vero tanquam clericus

liortatus eos fuerit agere vel orare, daninetur.

This canon is merely an application to a particular case of

general rules given by the apostles, and this application must
have been made from the first centuries : therefore this canon

must in its substance be very ancient.
1 Yet Drey 2

believes

that it was derived from the ninth, thirty-third, and thirty-

fourth canons of the Council of Laodicea.

Can. 46 (45).

EiricwoTrov rj irpeafivTepov alperiKwv 8e%d/j.evov ftdirTio-pLa r)

6vo~lav KaOaipeiaOat irpoardrTOfiev TY<? <yap crv/xcpojvrjaL'i tov

XpicrTov Trpos tov Be\ia\ ; r) t/? pepl? 7Tiarov /juera uttigtov ;

Episcopum aut presbyterum hrereticorum suscipientem bap-

tisma damnari proecipimus. Qure enim conventio Christi ad

Belial, aut quae pars fideli cum infideli ?

Drey holds this canon and the one following to be very

ancient.
3

Dollinger, on the contrary, as we have said,
4
con-

siders it to be more recent. This opinion had before been

enunciated by Peter de Marca, who argued justly, that if this

canon had been in existence at the period of the discussion

upon baptism administered by heretics, that is, about the year

255, S. Cyprian and Firmilian would not have failed to quote

it.
5 This canon and the following are taken from the Apos-

tolic Constitutions?

Can. 47 (46).

'£?7rtcr/co7ro9 r/ TrpecrftvTepos tov kilt dXrjOeiav e^ovra jBdir-

Tiap.a lav dvwOev ftaTTTicrr), r) rov fiefMoXva/xevov irapd tcov

acreftwv iav fxrj fiaiTTLGr), KadatpelaQw, a)? yeXcov rov aravpov

Kal tov tov Kvpiov OdvaTOV Kal fjbrj hcaKplvwv lepeas tcov yfrev-

Btepecov.

Episcopus aut presbyter, si eum qui secundum veritatem

habuerit baptisma, denuo baptizaverit, aut si pollutum ab

impiis non baptizaverit, deponatur tanquam deridens crucem

1 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 253. 2 S. 410.
3

I.e. S. 260 f. * § 6.

8 Marca, de Concord, sacerd. et imperil, lib. iii. c. 2, § 2-5.
6 vi. 15. •
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efc mortem Domini, nee sacerdotes a falsis sacerdotibus jure

discernens.

See the remarks on the preceding canon.

Can. 48 (47).

El T45 XaL/cbs rrjv eavrov <yvvalica ifcfidWwv erepav \dfiy t)

Trap clXkov diro^XvpLev^v, cupopi&aOa).

Si quis laicus uxorem propriam pellens, alteram vel ab alio

dimissam duxerit, commnnione privetur.

The same rule was given by the eighth and tenth canons

of Elvira, and by the tenth of Aries. Drey 1 reckons this

canon among the most ancient. Its source is unknown.

Can. 49 (48).

El Ti9 eiriakotos i) irpeo-fivTepo? Kara ri)v rov Kvpiov Bid-

rafyv jxrj (Sainlay els Uarepa teal Tiov koX ayiov UvevpLa, d\X

els rpels dvdp%ovs rj rpels vlovs ?} rpels irapaKX^rovs, KaQai-

peladco.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter juxta prseceptum Domini

non baptizaverit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti,

sed in tribus sine initio principiis, aut in tribus filiis, aut in

tribus paracletis, abjiciatur.

This canon must be reckoned among the most ancient

canons, and is taken from the Apostolic Constitutions."

Can. 50 (49).

Et tls eVi'o-/co7T05 r) rrpeafivrepos p,i) rpia fiairierpara fiids

fiv/]aeo>s emreXecrrj, a\7C ev fidirrLapLa els top ddvarov rov

Kvpiov hLhofievov, Ka6aLpelo~6oi' ov <ydp elirev 6 KvpLos' Els rov

Odvarov piov fiairrlaare, dWa- JJopevOevres p,adi]Teverare rrdvra

to, €0vr), fiairr[fares avrovs els rb 6vop.a rov Ilarpbs /cat rov

Tiov teal rov dylov Tlvevpharos.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter non trinam mersionem

unius mysterii celebret, sed semel mergat in baptismate, quod

dari videtur in Domini morte, deponatur. Non enim dixit

nobis Dominus : In morte mea baptizate ; sed : Euntes docete

omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Filii et

Spiritus sancti.

» S. 251.

» vi. 11, 26. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 262 and 404.
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This canon is among the most recent of the collection.
1

It is not known from what source it was derived.

Here the Latin translation made by Dionysius the Less

ends. From the fifty-first canon we give the translation by
Cotelerius.

Can. 51 (50).

El Ti? €7Ticr/co7ro9 t] 7rpeo-/3vTepo<; r) Zlukovos r) 6\co<; rov

KaraXoyov rov lepaTi/cov ydficov teal Kpeoov kcu olvov ov St

acncri<jiv dXXa Bid, (38e\vplav airiyerai, i7riXa66/xevo^ on irdvra

Kaka \lav, kcli on apaev real 6r)\v iwolrjcrev 6 @eo? top dvQpwnov,

dWa /3\ao~(p7]/uLcov StafidWet ttjv Srjfiiovp'yiav, rj BcopBovadco i)

KaOaipeiadco kcu tt)<; 'EKKkrjaias d7ro/3aXX.ia0a>' d>cravTCi)<; kcu

Xai/cos.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diacoims, ant omnino
ex numero clericoruin, a nuptiis et came et vino non propter

exercitationem, verurn propter detestationem abstinuerit, obli-

tus quod omnia sunt valde bona, et quod masculum et femi-

nam Deus fecit hominem, sed blasphemans accusaverit crea-

tionem, vel corrigatur, vel deponatur, atque ex Ecclcsia

ejiciatur. Itidem et laicus.

This canon is evidently directed against the Gnostics and
Manichasans, who, in accordance with their dualistic theory,

declare matter to be satanic. Therefore it may be said to be

very ancient, that is, from the second or third century : it is

very similar to the ordinances in the Apostolic Constitutions?

Can. 52 (51).

Et rt? e7TiWo7ro9 i) irpecr^vrepo^ rov lirio-rpk^ovra diro

afxaprcat ov TrpoaSe^erat, aXX dirofidWeTcu, KadaipeiaOco, ore

\v7rel Xpiarov rov euTiovTa' Xapa <yiveTcu iv ovpavu> iiti kvl

dfiaprcoXo) fieravoovurc.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter eum, qui se convertit a

peccato, non receperit sed ejecerit, deponatur, quia contristat

Christum dicentem : Gaudium oritur in ccelo super uno pec-

catore pcenitentiam agente.

This canon in substance belongs to a period before the end

of the third century, and is directed against the severity of

1 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 361 ff.

• Constit. Apostol. 1. vi. c. 8, 10, 26. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 2S1 and 404.
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the Montanists and Novatians. It is taken from the ApoS'

tolic Constitutions}

Can. 53 (52).

Ei Tt? €7ri<TfcoTro<; -q TrpeafivTepos rj did/covos iv reus r)fiepai<t

rwv koproiv ov /jLeTa\ap,/3dvei tepewv aai oivov, fiSeXvacrofAevos

zeal ov 8c dcrK7]0'iv
1
/cadaipeiadco co<? KefcavTr}pia<rfievo<; rt]v Ihiav

crvveihrjaiv, ical clltios cr/cavSdXov 7ro\\ot? yivofievos.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus in diebus festis

non sumit carnem aut vinum, deponatur, ut qui cauteriatam

habet suam conscientiam, multisque sit causa scandali.

This canon, like the fifty-first, is aimed against the Gnostic

and Manichtean errors, and probably is of the same antiquity.

It was also taken from the Apostolic Constitutions?

Can. 54 (53).

El rt? K\t]pLKo<i iv Kcnrrfkeiw (pcopadeirj icrdicov, d<fiopt,%ea0a;,

vape^ tov iv Travho-^eiw iv oSm St' dvdyfcrjv KaraXvcravTOS

.

Si quis clericus in caupona comedens deprehensus fuerit,

segregetur, prseterquam si ex necessitate de via divertat ad

hospitium.

This canon is very ancient, and of unknown origin.
3

Can. 55 (54).

Ei Ti? K\.T]piKO<; vftpi^ei rov iiricncoTrov, KaOaipeiaOay "Ap-

yovra <ydp tov Xaov aov ovk ipeis «a/«y?.

Si quis clericus episcopum contumelia affecerit injuste, de-

ponatur ; ait enim Scriptura : Principi populi tui non male-

dices.

Drey supposes 4
that this canon and the one following are

not ancient : 1st, because in the primitive Church the clergy

would not have behaved so outrageously against a bishop

;

and 2d, because the lower clergy, whom the fifty-sixth canon

mentions, were not known in the primitive Church,—bishops,

priests, and deacons not being distinguished. The source of

the canon is unknown.

1 Constlt. Apostol. 2, 12 ff. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 277 and 404.
s Constlt. Apostol v. 20. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 235 and 404.
8 Cf. Drey, S. 245.
4 S. 299.



tiie so-called apostolic canons. 481

Can. 56 (55).

Et TA? /cXypiicbs vj3pl%ei irpea^vrepov rj Zlclkovov, acpopigaOa).

Si quis clericus presbyterum vel diaconuni injuria affecerit,

segregetur.

See the remarks on the preceding canon.

Can. 57 (56).

Et Tt<? [kXtjpikos] xa)\(bv rj tcaxpbv r) rv(j)Xbv rj ras fidaei?

Treif\i)ryfievov ^Xeud^ei, d(popi%eo-0co' axravrcos koX Aai'/eo?.

Si quis clericus mutilatum, vel surdurn aut niutum, vel

cfficum aut pedibus debilem irriserit, segregetur. Item et

laicus.

The coarseness alluded to in this canon, as also in the

fifty-fifth, proves that it was formed at a recent period.
1

Can. 58 (57).

'ETTLcricoTros rj 7rpea(3vrepo<; dfieXwv tov tcXr)pov rj tov Xaov

ical fxrj iraihevwv avTOV? ttjV evaefteiav, d^op^eadco^ iirijievcov

Be rf) padufALa Kadaipeicrda).

Episcopus aut presbyter clerum vel populum negligens,

nee eos doCens pietatem, segregetur ; si autem in socordia per-

severet, deponatur.

This canon seems to have been formed towards the middle

of the fourth century, at a time when the clergy, and espe-

cially the bishops, often left their churches, and betook them-

selves frequently to the city where the Emperor resided.
2

Can. 59 (58).

Et Tt? eVtWo7T09 rj irpeerfiviepos twos toiv Kkr\piKOiv evBeovs

ovtos f/,7]
i7rtx,oprjyel ra BeovTa, dfyopi^eadw eirijievwy he KaQai-

peiadco, to? cpovevaas tov dheXcpov avrov.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter, cum aliquis clericorum

inopia laborat, ei non suppeditet necessaria, segregetur
;
quod

si perseveret, deponatur, tit occidens fratrem suum.

"We may repeat here what was said about the canons 39-41,

to which the present canon is related. Drey 3 considers it to

be more recent than the somewhat similar twenty-fifth canon

of the Synod of Antioch of the year 341.

1 Drey, I.e. S. 300.
2 Drey, I.e. S. 300 If.

3 S. 302 ff.

2 H



482 APPENDIX.

Can. 60- (59).

EX Tt<? ra -fyevBeiri'ypafya twv aae(3cov fiifiXia o>? ayia eVi

rrjs 'EK/iKqa-las Brjixoaievei em, Xv/xrj tov \aov /cal tov fcXijpov,

KaOaipeiaOa).

Si quis falso inscriptos impiorum libros, tanquam sacros.in

Ecclesia divulgarit, ad perniciem populi et cleri, deponatur.

This canon belongs in substance to, the second century of

the Christian era. It bears a certain similarity to the Apos-

tolic Constitutions;
1 but, according to Drey,2

it must have

been composed much later, as he concludes from the expres-

sions "to spread in the Church," and " people and clergy," which

entered into ecclesiastical language at a later period.

Can. 61 (60).

EX Tt? KaTi]yopla yev^rac Kara ttlgtov iropvelas ?} ytior^e/a? rj

«AA?7? rivbs a7rr]'yopev(JLev7)<i irpa^ecos ical eXey^Oelrj, a? icXrjpov

fir] ayeaOw.

Si qua fiat accusatio contra fidelem, fornicationis vel adul-

terii, vel alterius cujusdam facti prohibiti, et convictus fuerit,

is non provehatur ad clerum.

This canon belongs to the third century.
8 A similar rule

was made in the thirtieth and seventy-sixth canons of Elvira,

in the ninth of Neoceesarea, and in the ninth and tenth of

Nicrea. The source of this canon is unknown.

Can. 62 (61).

EX Tt5 Kktipiicos Bia (pofiov avdpoiTTLvov 'lovBalov i) "EX\.t]vo$

?7 aiperifcov apvr\Q-y)Tai, el fiev ovo\x.a Xpiarov, airofiaWeaOco, et

Be Kal to ovofxa tov KkrjpiKov, KaQaipeiaQw /xeravo^aas Be a>?

\a'i/cb<; Be^0?]Tco.

Si quis clericus propter metum humanum Juclau vel ge

tilis vel hieretici negaverit, siquidem nomen Christi, segre

getur ; si vero nomen clerici, deponatur • si autem pceniten-

tiam egerit, ut laicus recipiatur.

Drey 4 thinks that the persecutions of the Christians at the

commencement of the fourth century, under the Emperors

Diocletian, Galerius, Maximin, and Licinius, gave occasion for

this canon, which is from an unknown source.

i vi. 16. I.e. S. 281.

3 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 243.
4 U. S. 316.
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Can. 63 (62). ' ' "
El' Tt? eTTLCTKOTroq ?) Trpeo-fivrepos i) Sidfcovos rj i)A<y? rov tcara-

Xoyov rov tepariKov cpdyy /cpea iv al'fiarc ^rv^r)<i avrov r) Or/pid-

Xcorov r) OviiaLfxalov^ KaOaipelaOco' rovro yap 6 vo/xos direlirev.

El he A.ai'/co<? elrj, d(popL^ea6a>.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, aut omnino
ex catalogo clericorurn, manducaverit carnem in sanguine

animoe ejus, vel capturn a bestia, vel niorticinium, deponatur

;

id enim lex quoque interdixit. Quod si laicus sit, segregetur.

This canon must be classed among the most ancient of the

collection.
1

Can. 64 (63).

El' Tt? /c\r)pLKo<; i] XatVco? elaekOrj et? avvaycoyrjv 'lovhaiwv ij

aiperifctov avvev^aadai, tcaOaipeiadcc kcli u<popL^ea6o).

Si quis clericus vel laicus ingressus fuerit synagogam Judas-

orum vel hoereticorum ad oranduni, ille deponatur, hie segre-

getur.

The same remark applies to this as to the sixty-tMrd canon.

This canon was formed from the Apostolic Constitutions'?

Can. 65 (64).

El' T£? K\7]pifcb$ £i> fici^r] Tivd Kpovcras kcu airo rov evbs

fcpovaiAaTos diroKreivei, tcaOaipeiaOas hia rr)v irpoTrereiav avrov'

el he /Vat'/co? eta;, dtpnpc^eaOco.

Si quis clericus in contentione aliquem ferierit, atque ex
ictu occiderit, deponatur ob suani prascipitantiam ; laicus vero

segregetur.

It was not thought necessary to make such a law as this

during the ancient Church : it was only subsequently, in the

midst of the contentions excited by Arianism, that it became
indispensable that such acts of brutality should be condemned.

The origin of this canon is unknown.3 We must remark,

further, that according to the order followed in the apostolic

canons, where they are placed after the Apostolic Constitutions

(as in Cotelerius, Galland, Drey), the present canon follows the

sixty-sixth, so that they change places. We prefer to follow

1 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 249.
2 Constit. Apostol. ii. 61. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 254 and 404.
3 See above, C. 28 j and Drey, I.e. S. 341 iL
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the order which is observed in the ancient collections of canons

and of councils.

Can. 66 (65).

El Ti? K\r)pi/cb$ evpeOfj ttjv Kvpiatcr)v rj/xepav vrjarevcov »* to

odfifSarov tt\?]V tov evb<i [xovov, KaOaipeladuf el Be Achko9>

d(f)opi%ead(o.

Si quis clericus inventus fuerit die dominica vel sabbato,

praster unuin solum, jejunans, deponatur ; si fuerit laicus,

segregetur.

In some countries—for instance in Eome, and also in Spam

—

Saturday was a fast-day ; but in other countries this fast was

not observed,
1 and this difference is very ancient. The custom

of fasting on Sunday is to be met with only among those

sects who professed a sort of Gnostic dualism,—for instance,

the Marcionites. It may therefore be said that this canon

belongs to the most ancient of the collection, and that it is

formed from the Apostolic Constitutions?

Can. 67 (66).

El Ti<? irapOevov d/xvijarevrov fiiaaa/xevos er^ee, d(popi%eaday-

fir) igeivcu Be amw ktepav \afi$uveiv aXX eneivqv, rjv ypertaaro,

kclv irevtypa TV^yavrj.

Si quis virginem non desponsatam vi illata teneat, segre-

getur, nee aliam ducat, sed banc, quam sic elegit, retineat,

etiamsi paupercula fuerit.

The eleventh canon of Ancyra had before condemned the

rape of girls, but it concerned only those girls who were be-

trothed, as also did S. Basil the Great, in the twenty-second

chapter of his second canonical letter to Amphilochius.
3 As, in

point of severity, this canon holds the middle course between

the ancient ordinances of Ancyra and of S. Basil, and the

more recent rules of the Council of Chalcedon,
4 Drey con-

cludes 5 that its origin must be referred to the period between

these Councils of Ancyra and Chalcedon, and it must there-

fore be considered as among the most recent of the collection.

1 See above, the explanation of the canons of the Synod of Elvira ;
and Drey,

l.c. S. 285.

z v. 20. Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 283 if. and 404, where it is numbered 65.

a Opp. iii. 293, ed. Bened. 4 C. 27.
5 U. S. 34£>
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He goes so far as to think 1
that we should not be wrong in

regarding it as an imitation of the twenty-second canon of

Chalcedon.

Can. 68 (67).

El' Tt? e7TiWo7T09 rj Trpecrfivrepos i) Sid/covo? hevrepav %eipo-

roviav he^erat irapd twos, KadaLpeiadw teal avrb<i /ecu 6 %6Lpu-

-rovrjaa^, et firjye apa avo-ralrj, ore irapa alperucwv ej(ei tt)a>

yeLporovlav roi"? yap irapa, rebv tolovtqjv ^airTLadevra^ r\ yeLpo-

TovrjOevTas ovre ttlcjtov*; ovre ic\7]ptfcov<; elvai Bvvarov.

Si quis episcopus vel presbyter aut diaconus secundam
ordinationem acceperit ab aliquo, deponatur et ipse, et qui

eum ordinavit, nisi ostendat ab hsereticis ordinationem se

habere ; a talibus enim baptizati et ordinati neque fideles

neque clerici esse possunt.

The same remark applies to this as to the forty-sixth

canon.2
Its origin is not known.

Can. 69 (68).

El T£9 €7rto"/co7ro5 rj irpea^vrepo^ rj Sid/eovo? rj dvayvcocrrr/t r)

'^rd\rr]<i rrjv dyiav reaaapa/coaTrjv rov irdaya rj rerpdBa i)

7rapaa-K€VT]V ov vr/erTevoi, KaBaipeiaQw, i/cros el /£?) Sl dadevetav

<TQ}fiariKT)v ip,7ro8[^oLTO' el Se Xai/cbs et?;, d(popi£ecrd(o.

Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus aut lector aut

cantor sanctam Quadragesimam non jejunat, aut quartam sex-

tamque feriam, deponatur, nisi infirmitate corporis impediatur

;

laicus vero segregetur.

The custom of fasting before Easter, during Lent, is very

ancient. S. Irenseus even believes that it proceeded from the

apostles. Therefore Drey considers this canon to be one of

the most ancient, and that it may be traced back to about the

third century.
3 In another passage,

4 Drey gives it as his

opinion that this canon and the one following were taken

from the spurious Epistle of S. Ignatius to the Philippians.5

Can. 70 (69).

El 77? e7Ti'<r«07ro9 rj 7Tpeer/3orepo<? rj hiaKOvof rj 6'\w9 rov

tcaraXoyov rwv /cXrjpifccbv vrjarevoL /iera rtov 'lovDaiojv rj avveop-

1 S. 412. * Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 263. 3 Drey, I.e. S. 250.
? *S. 412. «C. 13 and 14. . , . ,

i
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rd'Cpi fieT atircov ?} Bej(oiro Trap
1

avrav ra t?J? eoprT]<; ^evca, olov

aQjfJLa r) Tt toiovtov, KaBaipelcrda)' el Be Xa'Ctcbs, dcpopL^eadco.

Si quis episcopus aut alius clericus cum Judajis jejunet, vol

dies festos agat, aut festorum munera ab ipsis accipiat, veluti

azyma bisque similia, deponatur ; si laicus hsec fecerit, segre-

getur.

According to Drey,1
this canon and the one following date

from the end of the third or the middle of the fourth cen-

tury. The Synod of Elvira had before recommended, in its

forty-ninth and fiftieth canons, that too intimate connections,

-with Jews should be avoided. Drey 2
is, however, of opinion

that this canon and the one following were derived from the

thirty-seventh, thirty -eighth, and thirty -ninth canons of

Laodicea.

Can. 71 (70).

El Tt? XpicrTiavbs ekaiov direveyKr] et<? hpa eOvow rj eh

o-vvaywj7]v 'IovSaiav iv rah eoprah avrcov, i) Xu^ou? aTrrei,

a^>opit,ea6(o.

Si quis christianus ad templa Gentilium aut ad synagogas

Judceorum oleum deferat, vel in istorum festis lucernas accen-

dat, segregetur.

See the comments on the preceding canon. The Council

of Elvira had before made several rules for preventing Chris-

tians from communicating in sacris with pagans.
3

Can. 72 (71).

El tis tcXrjpircbs rj Xalicbs airb t?}? ay/a<? eiac\,T)GLa<i cKpeX^rai

Krjpbv r) e\a,Lov
:
dcpopL^eada) [kol to eirlirep-irrov irpoarLderoy pied*

ov e'Aa/3ev].

Clericus aut laicus ceram aut oleum e sancta ecclesia aufe-

rens, segregetur, ultraque ablatum quintam partem restituat.

The robbery here spoken of shows that this canon was

formed in corrupt times : it must therefore be reckoned among

the least ancient, and is of unknown origin.
4

Can. 73 (72).

2>cevos ypvcrovv kol dpyvpovv dyiaaOev y 666vrjv ptyBels tre

•€t? oUeiav ypriaiv acperepL^iaBo)' irapdvop.ov yap. El Be rm

(fxopadeir), eirLTipbdo-Qa) dcpopio-pLw.

1 Lc. S. 287. 2 S. 410. 3 C. 2-4 and 55-57. *'Cf. Drey, U. S. 345 f.
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Yasa argentea aureave, necnon linteamina Deo consecrata

nemo deinceps in proprios usus vertat, nefas enim est. De-

prehensus in eo segregations multetur.

What this canon says is entirely in harmony with the

views and customs of the ancient Church. It supposes, indeed,

an opulence which the churches hardly possessed in the first

ages : it is proved, however, that from the third century

several churches were in possession of a considerable number

of vessels of gold and silver. We may therefore trace this

seventy-third canon back as far as the second half of the. third

century. Drey,1 however, holds it to be more recent ; it is of

unknown origin.

Can. 74 (73).

^ttlctkottov Karr/yoprjOevra eVt nvi irapa a£io7ri<7TO)V avOpca-

wcov, fcaXetCrOdl ctvrbv dvay/calov inrb rwv hriGKo-naiv' kclv fiev

aTravTijcrr) /ecu ofioXoyyjcrri i) iXey^delr}, opi^eaOat, rb iiriTifMiov'

•el Be KaXov/ievot; fir) vttclkovgoi, icakeladai feed Bevrepov, airoa-

TeWofievodV eV avrbv Bvo Ittkjkoitwv' eav Be tcdi ovrco Karafypo-

V7]aa<i fii] uTravTrjarj, r; avvoBos airocpaLviada) kclt clvtov to,

SofcovvTa, 077X0? fir] Bo^y KepBaiveiv (pvyoBiKwv.

Episcopum ab hominibus ehristianis et fide digriis de

crimine accusatum in jus vocent episcopi. Si vocationi paruerit

responderitque, fueritque convictus, poena decernatur ; si vero

vocatus hand paruerit, missis ad eum duobus episcopis iterum

vocetur ; si ne sic quidem paruerit, duo rursus ad eum missi

tertio vocent episcopi. Si hane quoque missionem aspernatus

non venerit, pronunciet contra eum synodus quas videbuntur,

Jie ex judicii detrectatione lucrum facere videatur.

This canon and the one following are certainly ancient in

some' parts; but they are undoubtedly subsequent to the

Council of Nicsea. Drey 2 supposes that this canon was

formed in compliance with what the Synod of Chalcedon

decreed against Dioscurus. See our remarks at the com-

mencement of the Appendix.

Can. 75 (74).

Els fiaprvpiav njv kclt iiriafcoTrov alpeTLKov fii] irpoaBe-

ylc. S. 306. •' •-
' :

" Lc. S. 335 ff. and 412.
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yeaOat, aWa /i?;Se tticttwv eva povov irrl (rropaTO'Z yap Bvo fj

Tpiwv papjvpasv (TTaOrjaerat irav prjpia.

Ad testimonium contra episcopum dicendum nee hrcreticum

hominem admittite, nee etiam fidelem unicum ; ait enim lex

:

In ore duorum vel trium testium stabit omne verbum.

See the comments on the preceding canon.

Can. 76 (75).

Otl ou yjpi) eTTLcncoirov ru> dhe\<pu> rj vlco rj ereptp crvyyevel

yapi^eadai irdQei dvOpioirivw' ou yap rrjv rov Qeou 'EKKXrjaiav

inro tckripovopLowi 6<pei\et ridevac el Se rt? touto irotrjcre^ duvpot

fieverco r) yetpoiovla^ avrb? Be e-mrLpdadco d<popLo-pu>.

Episcopum fratri suo, aut fllio vel alteri propinquo episco-

patum largiri, et quos ipse vult, ordinare non decet ; eequum
enim non est, ut Dei dona humano affectu divendantur, et

Ecclesia Christi, episcopatusque hsereditatum jura sequatur.

Si quis ita fecerit, ejus quidem ordinatio sit irrita, ipse vero

segregationis ferat pcenam.

The twenty-third canon of the Synod of Antioch, in 341,

makes a rule almost similar to this in the main. Therefore

Drey 1
believes that the apostolic canon was formed from that

of Antioch.

Can. 77 (76).

El tl<? avairi)po^ r) rov 6(p6a\pbv rj to o~/ce\o<; 7ren\rjypevos,

d^co<i Be ecrTLV, eV/cr/co7ro<? yiveadw ou yap \d>/3rj o-coparos avrbv

pialvet, dWa ^u^r)^ po\vap6<>.

Si quis fuerit vel oculo hesus vel crure debilis, cseteroquin

dignus, qui fiat episcopus, fiat ; non enim vitium corporis

polluit, sed animi.

The canons 77-79 inclusive belong to the first three cen-

turies of the Church. Their origin is unknown.3

Can. 78 (77).

Ko)0o? Se (av Kal TV(p\b<> purj ycveaOco eirio-KOTrov ou% w?

/3ej3\app,evo<i, d\X' Xva pur) rd i/cicXricnao-Tifcd TrapepiroBityno.

Surdus vero, mutus aut csecus ne fiat episcopus, non quod

pollutus sit, sed ne impediantur ecclesiastica.

1
I.e. S. 360 ff. and 406.

'Drey, I.e. S. 254 IT.
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Can. 79 (78).

'Edv Tt? Zaiixova e^rj, /c\r)pL>cb<i fir} ycvecrdcD, c\\a fiifie Tot?

Trtarot? Gwev^eadoi' Kadapio~6e\<i Be irpoaBe^eadco /ecu, edv rj

atjios, <yiveada).

Dfemonem qui habet, clericus non sit, nee etiam cum

fidelibus oret. Emundatus autem recipiatur, et si dignus

habeatur, clericus existat.

This canon may have been formed from the Apostolic Con-

stitutions}

Can. 80 (79).

Tov ef eOviKov fitou irpoaekOovra teal (3(nrTio~6evTa rj e'/e

<f>av\.7)<; Sia7&>7?}? ou Bi/caiov io~Ti irapavrUa TTpo-^eipi^ecrOaL

€7ri<TK07rov aBiicov <ydp tov fir/Be Trpoireipav e7rcBei^dfMevov erepcov

elvat BiBdcrtcaXov el /Arjirov teend deiav ydpiv tovto <ylveTcu.

Qui ex gentibus, aut post vitam non laudabiliter actam pel

baptismum ad ecclesiam accessit, hunc non decet mox prove-

here ad episcopatum ; iniquum enim est, aliorum existere

doctorem, qui probationem non dederit, nisi forte divino id

munere contingat.

S. Paul gives a similar rule.
2

Cf. Drey,
3 who considers it

4

to be an imitation of the second canon of Niceea.

Can. 81 (80).

Et7rofiev, otc ov %pr] eirLCTKoirov ij TrpecrftvTepov KaOievat

kavrov ets BrjfMOcria'i BioiKrjaeis, dX\d irpoaevKatpelv tciU eKK\r)-

aiaaTUcals ^petals' rj ireidecrOa) ovv tovto fii] iroielv 77 tcadat-

peladur ovBel? <ydp Bvvcltcil Bval Kvpt'ois BovXeveiv, kuto, ti]v

Kvpiatcrjv irapaice\evo~ iv.

Diximus non oportere, ut episcopus in publicas admini-

strationes sese demittat, sed Ecclesise utilitatibus vacet. Aut

igitur persuadeatur hoc non facere, aut deponatur. Nemo
enim potest duobus dominis servire, juxta Domini admoni-

tionem.

So long as heathenism predominated, it was exceedingly

dangerous for Christians to accept public offices, because they

obliged those who filled them to communicate often in sacris

with pagans. See (sec. 1 2) the canons of Elvira, and the com-

1 viii. 32. Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 403. 2 1 Tim. iii. 6, 2 sr^., and Tit. i. 6.

3S. 243. «S. 410.
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ments accompanying them. At this period, however, it was
only the laity who competed for public offices : among . the

bishops, Paul of Samosata was the first known example, of

this kind. Such cases increased when, under Constantine

the Great and his successors, Christianity gained more and

more the upper hand ; and it became important to forbid

bishops to accept civil employment, by a special ordinance.

Drey 1
considers this canon as an abridgment. of the third

canon of Chalcedon.

Can. 82 (81).

Ob/ceras €L<i K\~jpov Trpoyeipi'Qe.odai avev tt/9 t&v ZecnroToyv

<yvct)/j,7]<i, avarpoiTip rb tolovto epyd^erai' el Be nrore /cat aj;io<;

(paveir) o oucerr]*; 7Tpo<i ^etporovlav fiadfiov, olos kcl\ o rj/xerepo?

'Ovrjcri/jLos i(frdv7), real crvy^copyjaovaiv ol Sea7rorai koX eXevdepco-

(Tovcrt, teal rod oIkov iavrcov e%airoGTe\ov<Ji, yiveaOw.

Servos invitis dominis ad clerum promoveri non permitti-

mus, ne molestia possessoribus fiat, hoc namque domos evertit.

Si quando vero servus dignus videtur, ut ad ordinationem

ascendat, quemaclmodum visus est Onesimus noster, et con-

sents dominus ac manumittit, suique juris facit, fiat clericus.

We are not in a position to fix the antiquity and origin of

this canon.

Can. 83 (82).

'Kttlctkottos r) 7rpea/3urepo<; r/ Siukovo<; (Trpareici cyoXd^wv

/cat {3ov\o{jLevo ii ajj-cporepa Kare-^etv, ' PcofiaiKrjv apyj)v icai

leparLK-rjv Slo(kt]<tlv, tcaQaLpeicrdw ra yap rod K.ai<rapo<; Kqlaapi,

/cat ra rod Qeov T&5 6eu>.

Episcopus vel presbyter vel diaconus militise dans operam,

et utraque volens retinere, Eomanum magistratum et sacer-

dotalem administrationem, deponatur. Quoe enim sunt Coesaris

Cresari, et quae sunt Dei Deo.

Drey 2
considers this canon to have been formed from the

seventh of the fourth (Ecumenical Council, and consequently

that it is one of the most recent of the collection. See, i,n

opposition to his opinion, our remarks at the beginning of

this Appendix.

!Z.& S. 246 and 411. .,';>'

* S. 249 and 411.
. ...
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.
' Can. 84 (83).'

"0<TTt? v/3pi£ei (3aci\ear) apxovra, n/iapiav Tivvvrw /cat el

fiev KXijpiKos, tcaOaipeicrdco, el Be A-cu/co?, acpopi^ecrda).

Quicunque commiserit aliquid contra jus adversus Coesarem

aut magistratum, puniatur ; et quidem si clericus fuerit, de-

ponatur ; si laicus, segregetur.

It might be thought that this canon was formed in a time

of persecution, when it could be more easily understood that

Christians should despise the Emperors ; but nevertheless it

was not so. This canon fits in much better to the time of

the Arian struggle, when such offences against the Emperors

were much more abundant. The origin of the canon is

unknown.1

Can. 85 (84).

"EaTCO TTCHTIV VjlLV K\t)plKol<i KoX XctL/COlS /3c/3\la (Tej3d(7(Xl(t

Kal ayta, tt)? fiev 7raXata? Biadi]K7}<i Mcowem rrrevre, Teveais,

".EfoSo?, AevlriKov, 'ApiOfiol, Aevrepovo/xiov 'Irjaov viov Naw)

ev, 'Povd ev, Bacikeiwv reacrapa, TIapaXenroiJLevwv rov (3i/3\tov

rtov rjfxepo)V Buo, 'Eadrjp ev, Ma^a^alKwv rpla, 'Icw/3 ev, Wa\-

njpiov ev, SoXo/awvtos rpla, Hapoipuiai, '-E/c/cA/^a-iacm;?, Acafia

dafidrav IIpo(p7]Ta)V BeKaBvo ev, 'Haatov ev, 'Iepefxlov ev,

'Ie%efCLi]\ ev, AaviyX ev e^wdev Be irpoaiGTopelaQw v/xlv, fxav-

ddvetv vjxwv tovs veovs rrjv aocplav rov 7ro\vp.a6ov<; %eipa%.

'H/xerepa Be, tovt eart t?7? Kaivrjs Biadt]/cr]<;, EuayyeXia rearaapa,

MaT0alov, Mdp/cov, Aovkcl, 'Iwdvvov TlavXov eirtcrroKaX BeKa-

Teacrapes, Ilerpov eiriaroXal Bvo, 'Icodvvov TpeU, 'laKcofiov [ila,

^lovBa fiia, K\rjfMevro<; hnardXaX Bvo Kal at Btarayal vpXv rot?

eiricTKO'iTOL^ Be e/xov K\rjp,evTO$ ev oktoh {3l/3\Ioi$ irpoaive^wvr]-

fievat, a? ov Bel Brj/xoaievetv eVt irdvrcov Bia, to, iv aurals

(jLvcrruia, Kal al Tlpd^ea fjfiwv rcov dirocrroXaiV.

Sint autem vobis omnibus, cum clericis turn laicis, libri

venerabiles et sancti : veteris quidem testamenti, Moysis

quinque,—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri, Deuterono-

mium ; Jesu filii Navae unus ; Judicum unus, Euth unus

;

Begnorum quatuor, Paralipomenon libri dierum duo ; Esdrae

duo ; Esther unus ; Judith unus ; Machabaeorum tres ;
Hiobi

unus ; Psalmi centum quinquaginta ; Salomonis libri tres,

Proverbia, Ecclesiastes, Canticum canticorum ; Prophetae sex-

» Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 347.
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decim
;
pneter hos nominetur vobis etiam Sapientia multiscii

Sirachi, quam adolescentes vestri discant. Nostrf autem, id

est libri novi testamenti : Evangelia quatuor, Matthaei, Marci,

Lucae, Joannis ; Pauli epistolae quatuordecim ; Petri duoe
;

Joannis tres ; Jacobi una ; Judae una ; dementis epistolae

duae; et Constitutiones vobis episcopis per me Clementem
octo libris nuncupate, quas non oportet inter omnes divul-

gare, ob mystica quae in eis sunt, et Acta nostra apostolorum.

This is probably the least ancient canon in the whole col-

lection.
1 In most of the Greek manuscripts the apostolic

canons are followed by a short epilogue, containing an ex-

hortation addressed to the bishops, recommending them to

observe these canons. It ends with a prayer, which is

printed with the apostolic canons in Cotelerius,
2 Galland/

Mansi,4 Ueltzen,
5
and also in Latin in Drey.6

1 Cf. Drey, I.e. S. 370. 2 Patr. Apost. i. 454
8 Blbl. PP. iii. 24S. * Vol. i. p. 47.

* Conat.it. Apost. p. 253 sq. • Lc. S. 2Si\
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Acesius, Novatian Bishop of Con-
stantinople, at the Synod of Niccea,

295, 413.

Achaia, synod in, 92.

Adultery, ecclesiastical punishment
of, 141, 157, 164, 166, 219 ; of wo-
men with clerics, 165, 223 ; with

a Jewess or heathen woman, 170 ;

with the previous knowledge of the

husband, 167, 219 ; connected with
child-murder, whether it breaks

the marriage bond, 164, 167, 220

;

of a cleric, 223.

.cElia (see Jerusalem).

Agapae, 213.

Age, canonical, for a priest, 228.

Agnppinus, Bishop of Carthage, 86,

92, 104, 106.

Alexander, made Bishop of Alexan-

dria, 242 ; opposes Alius, 247 ; his

two letters against Arius, 2-1 S, 249 ;

a third letter of his, 250 ; his doc-

trine, 249.

Alexandria, synods at, on account of

Origen, 87 ; on account of Meletius,

130; Alius, 247, 24S ; the Alex-

andrian Church before Arius, did

not hold Arian doctrine, 236 ; the

patriarchal rights of, confirmed at

Nicrea, 3S9.

Anatolius, his Easter canon, 320.

Anchialus, synod at, 78.

Ancyra, synod at (314), 199 ; canons

of, 201.

Antioch, three synods at, on account

of Paul of Samosata, US ff.
;
pre-

tended letter of third synod, 120 ;

relation of the school of, to the doc-

trine of the Logos, 237 ; the patri-

archal rights of, confirmed at Nicaca,

3S9.

Apollinaris, of Hierapolis, on the

Easter question, 310.

Apustasy, and return to the Church,

146, 157, 195, 196; treatment of

apostates in sickness, 195, 196.

(Cf. Dying.)
Apostolic canons, their antiquity, 107,

449 ; their publication, 449 ; their

value, 450 ; their sources, 454 ; edi-

tions of them, 457.

Apostolic Council, 77.

Appeals, to the Emperor, 178, 180,

197 ; to the Pope, 356.

Arabia, heretics in, 91 ; synods there,

91.

Arians, measures of the Emperor
Constantine against, after their

condemnation at Nicaaa, 295, 297.

Arianism—whether, before the time

of Arius, his opinions were taught

in Alexandria, 23(3 ; whether those

opinions were held in the ancient

Church, before Nicaea, 231. (Cf.

Kicsea, Arius.)

Anus, his mental tendencies, 239 ;

his relation to Philo, 240 ; the Arian

and Gnostic Demiurge, 241 ; time

and place favourable for the propa-

gation of Arianism, 239, 241
;
per-

sonal history of Arius, 241 ; opposes

his bishop, 243, 245 ; his doctrine,

243, 249, 251, 254 ; denies that

Christ had a human rational soul,

238
;

gains friends and followers,

246, 277 ; leaves Alexandria, 252
;

his letters, 252; his Thalia, 254,

257 ; returns to Alexandria, 259
;

is at NicDsa, 277 ; what bishops at

Nicrea were on his side, 277 ; he is

condemned and exiled, 295, 297.

Aries, first synod there, 180 ; was a
Western General Synod, 1S2 ; its

acts, 1S3 ; its canons, 184 ; its de-

cision respecting Easter, 321.

Arsinoe, synod at, 117.

Art in churches forbidden by the

Synod of Elvira, 151.

4aa
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Asiatic synods on account of Noe'tus,

92.

Athanasius, Lis youtb, 273 ; bis in-

fluence at Niccea, 273, 274, 27S.

Audians, 334.

Aureliau, the Roman emperor, de-

cides against Paul of Sauiosata,

125.

Baptism, to be administered to chil-

dren soon after birth, 97 ; laymen,
not bigamists, may baptize in case

of need, 152 ; baptism of sick, and
in arliculo mortis, 142, 152, 1S7 ; of

catechumens after two years' pro-

bation, 155 ; deacons may baptize,

170 ; women with child to be bap-
tized at once, 226 ; not to be ad-

ministered hastily, 377 ; preceded
by laying on of hands, 153 ; the
cleric to receive no present from
the baptized persoD, 157 ; newly
baptized person not to be ordained

priest, 377 ; whether baptism re-

moves the impedimenta ordinis, 414;
repetition of, forbidden, 477 ; to be
in the name of the three Persons ia

the Holy Trinity, 47S ; not merely
into the death of Christ, 47S ; by
trine immersion, 478.

Baptism of heretics (rf. Heretics).

Baptismus clinicorum, 229.

Basle, Synod of, whether an (Ecu-

menical, 59.

Beryllus of Bostra, 91.

Bestiality, 215 ff.

Betrothed woman, carried off, 211
;

may not be married by one who
has seduced her sister, 221 f.

Bigamy, 141 f., 189, 190, 218, 22G.

Bishop, may not exchange his diocese

with another, 1S5, 195, 422, 423
;

must not receive a person excom-
municated by another bishop, 159,

193, 196, 3S6 ; must not officiate in

another bishop's diocese, 194
; par-

ticularly, must not ordain, 196

;

nor yet ordain one from a strange

diocese for his own, 423 ; may offer

the sacrifice in a strange diocese,

195 ;
penance and the holy com-

munion in the bishop's power, 149

;

only in case of necessity in the
priest's, 149 ; rule of Nicaja on the
election and consecration of a
bishop, 3S1 ; older rule, 195; his-

tory of episcopal elections, 3S2 P _

3S4 ; no novice to be a bishop,

377 ; the comprovincial bishops
have the right to appoint a new

bishop at a synod, 3_S_3 ; every new
bishop must be ordained by seven
or three or more other bishops, 195,
3S1 ; the metropolitan has the right
of confirming the election of every
bishop, 381, 383, 3S5, 396 ; more
recently this right was transferred
to the Pope, 3S6 ; a bishop rejected
by a church without any fault of
his own may retain his office of

priest, 217 ; how schismatical
bishops are to be treated on re-

turning to the Church, 352, 413.
Bithynia, synod there in favour of

the Ariana, 25S.

Blastus, an Ebionite Quartodeciman,
313.

Bodv of Christ, without a human soul,

23S.

Bostra, synod at, 91.

Britain, its Easter festival, 330.
Business, worldly, forbidden to clerics,

460..

GaiSAREA. in Palestine, synod there
on account of the Easter contro-
versy, 82 ; relation of this see to
Jerusalem, 405, 40S.

Ccesarea in Cajjpadocia, recognised as
supreme metropolitan (exarchal)
diocese, 395.

Calicem offerre and benedicere, 427.
Canon = ordo clericorum, 424.

Canones apostolorum (sea Apostolic
Canons).

Carthage, primacy of the bishop, 162,

174; synod there under Agrippinus,
S6 ; Synod, a.d. 249, 92; a.d. 251,

94; a.d. 252, 96; A.D. 255, 99;
a.d. 256, 100.

Catechumens, whether two or three
classes of, 421

;
period of, lasted

two years, 155 ; accelerated bap-
tism of, 142 ; in case of women
with child, 226 ;

punishment for

sins, especially carnal sins of, 139,

142, 225 ;
punishment of lapsed,

420 ; those who sacrificed to idols

not to be ordained after baptism,
211 ; negligent attendance of, at
divine service, 156 ; receive laying
on of hands before baptism, 152,

153.

Cathari = Novatians, 409.
Cathedra prima, 162.

Cecilian of Carthage, 174.

Celibacy, one who becomes a cleric,

being unmarried, must not marry,
except a lector, 435 ; decision of the
Synod of Elvira on celibacy, 150 ;
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Synod of Aries recommend it, 197 ;

whether a law on the subject was
gh'tm at Nieaja, 380, 435

; punish-
ment for the loss of celibacy by
marriage or impurity, 223 ; deacons
may make a condition at their or-

dination that they shall be allowed
to marry, 210.

Cemeteries, 150 f. ; women must not
spend the night in, 151.

Chalcedon, oecumenical synod there, by
whom convoked, 11 ; who presided,

31 ; lays its acts before the Pope
for his confirmation, 446.

Cnalice may be administered by
deacon, 427.

Charioteers, their reception into the
Church, 164, 187.

Chorepiscopi, 17 f., 230 ; limitations

of, 211 ; successors of the seventy
disciples of Christ, 230 ;

presence
at synods, 17 f.

Christians, have heathen tenants and
slaves, 154 ; allow their fruits to be
blessed by Jews, 158 ; may not eat

and associate with Jews, 159 ; may
not hold the office of flamen, 138

;

may not adorn heathen festivals,

162 ; nor be present at heathen
sacrifices, 163 ; must avoid all in-

tercourse with heathen, 155, 162.

Christology of the Arians, and of

Lucian of Antioch, 23S.

Church—no pictures to be in churches,

151 ; satires not to be placed in,

159 ; in some churches only a dea-
con placed, without a priest, 170; a
cleric not togo from one church to an-
other, 185, 195, 422, 423; negligent
attendance at church punished,
145 ; even in case of catechumens,
156 ; church vessels not to be turned
to private use, 4S7 ; church pro-
perty, security of, 214, 475 ; wax
and oil of church not to be used
by private persons, 487 ; offerings

of fruit, etc., to the Church, 458-
460 ; bishop may have private pro-
perty, 475.

Cinerarius, 165 f.

Cirta, synod at, 128.

Clement of Alexandria on the Easter
question, 312.

Clerics, who might not become, 146,
149, 169, 414 ; a neophyte might not,

377, 37S ; nor one who had been
guilty of mortal sin, 146, 149, 169,
414 ; if he did, he must be deposed,
414 ; nor one who had married a
corrupta, 196 ; or whose wife had

been guilty of adultery, 226 ; nor
one who has emasculated himself,
375 ; whether one formerly incon-
tinent could be received into the
number of the clergy, 226, 227 ;

clerics who have been guilty of
carnal sins before their ordination
can perform only a part of their
duties, 226, 227

;
priests and bishops

who have been guilty of a serious
sin before, are to be deposed, 37S,
414 ; one who has received clinical

baptism not to become a priest,

227 ; freedmen whose masters are
heathens, not to be clerics, 171 ;

whether slaves may be ordained
(see Slaves) ; one must be thirty
years old before he is ordained
priest, 227 ; no bishop must ordain
one from a strange diocese, either
for his own or for any other
diocese, 196, 423 ; clerics ordained
by traditores, 191 ; clerics must
not change their churches, 1S5,

195, 422, 423 ; are restrained from
merchandise, 145, 191 ; and from
being guardians, 84; must receive
no strange or doubtful women into
their houses, 148, 379 ; must not
live with a wife who has been an
adulteress, 165, 226

;
punishment

of the clergy for impurity, 145, 223

;

treatment of the clergy who became
traditores or lapsi, 191, 201, 202.
415 ; treatment of schisinatical

clerics who return to the Church,
352, 411.

Colluthus, 250.

Comatus, 165 f.

Commendatitise epistolae (see Epis-
tolaj).

Communicatorise literae (seeEpistoloe).

Communion, holy, he who does not
partake must not sacrifice, 14S ;

reception of, must be decided by
the bishop, 149 ; only in cases of
necessity by a priest or deacon, 149

;

its administration by the bishop,

419 ; the usurpation of deacons in
its administi-ation, 427 ; it is the
Body of Christ, 430 ; it must be re-

ceived by all who come into church,
461, 462 ; especially by the clergy,

461 ; as a sacrifice (see Sacrifice).

Comprovincial bishops, their part in
the election of a bishop, 383.

Conciliabulum of the Donatists (a.d.

312), 175.

Concilium universale, orplenarium, 3.

Concilia mixta, 5.
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Confirmation, right of, belonged to

the metropolitan, 381, 3S4 ; laying

on of hands in articulo mortis, 152,

187 ; converts to be confirmed, 113,

188 ; one baptized by a deacon, to

be confirmed by a bishop, 169.

Constantine the Great, becomes sole

emperor, 259 ; takes part in the

Arian controversy, 259 ; regards

the matter at first superficially,

2G0 ; sends Hosius to Alexandria,

260 ; convokes the Synod of Nicrea,

261, 26S ; his zeal for the i/n.cou<ns;,

2S9 ; measures against the Arians

after their condemnation by the

Council of Nicaja, 295, 297.

Constantinople, first synod at, by
whom convoked, 9 ; who presided,

35 ; second (Ecumenical Synod, by
whom convoked, 13; who presided,

31; third (Ecumenical Synod there,

by whom convoked, 13 ; fourth, 30.

Constance, Council of, whether oecu-

menical, 5S.

Converts, treatment of, 146, 1SS, 196.

Council (see Synod).

Corinth, synod there, on account of

the Easter controversy, S3.

Courtezan, heathen, converted, 156.

Cyprian, S., 93 ff. ; his argument with
reference to heretical baptism, 113.

Cyril of Alexandria, his Easter table,

329.

Deaco>t , one guilty of mortal sin

could not be a, 169 ; or must after-

wards discharge the duty of one

in minor orders, 22S ; deacons in

churches where there are no priests,

170; may baptize there, 170 ; may
do nothing without the knowledge
of the priest, 194 ; may not offer

the sacrifice, but may offerre in

another sense, 193, 427 ; may not
administer the Eucharist to priests,

427 ; must receive the holy Eucha-
rist after the bishop and the priests,

427 ; must not sit among the priests,

427 ; no more than seven deacons to

be in one town, 230 ; may at their

ordination make the condition that

they shall be allowed to marry, 210.

Denunciations, punishment of false,

168, 169, 192.

Diaconi lapsi, how to be treated, 202.

(Compare Clerics.)

Deaconesses, their ordination, 432.

Dead, prayer and sacrifice for the,

92 ; their souls disquieted by light-

ing of tapers at their graves, 150.

Degrees of relationship, forbidden,

142, 165, 222, 224.

Diocesan synods, 4, 16.

Dionysius the Great, of Alexandria,

99, 103, 107, 117, 119 ; his doctrine

of the Logos, 234 f. ; his Easter
canon, 319.

Dionysius of Home, 234.

Dionysius the Less, his Easter table,

330 ; his collection of canons, 449.

Divorce, 141, 142, 190, 196.

Doctrines, history of, according to

the Hegelian and the Catholic idea,

233.

Donatists, 12S ; origin of schism, 172;

decision of Synod of Aries, 191 f
.

;

they appeal to the Emperor, 197 ;

further history of the, 198.

Dying, mildness towards the, 419.

Easter festival, synods respecting,

80; decision of Synod of Aries on the,

1S4, 321 ; Synod of Nicrea on, 29S,

322 ; anciently, three ways of cele-

brating Easter : the Ebionitisb, the

Johannean, and the ordinary cus-

tom, 299, 306 ; their differences,

300 ; home of Quartodecimans, 305

;

first Easter controversy between
Polycarp and Anicetus, 309 ; second
Easter controversy between Ebio-

nitish and orthodox Quartodeci-

mans, 310 ; Blastus, Ebionitish

Quartodecimau at Home, 313 ; third

Easter controversy between Victor

and Polycrates, 313 ; astronomical

question arises in third century,

with reference to the equinox, 316;
the Protopaschites, 321 ; the Easter
canons, 31S ; even after Nicrea,

irregularities in the, 328 ; Cyril's

Easter table, 329 ; that of Victor of

Aquitaine, 329, 445 ; that of Diony-
sius the Less, 330 ; British Easter
custom, 330 ; since Charles the

Great, uniformity in time of, 330

;

post-Nicene Quartodecimans, 332 ;

Audians, 334 ; rule of Apostolic

Canons, 460.

Elvira, Synod of, 131 ; was it Nova-
tian ? 134 ; its canons, 13S.

Emasculation, taught by the Vale
sians, 92 ; practised by many Chris-

tians, 376 ; forbidden at Nicrea,

376.

Ephesuc, synod at, on account of the

Easter question, SI ; CEcumenical

Synod of, 10, 33 ; metropolitan

(exarchal) rights of the see of, con-

firmed at Nicrea, 395.
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Emperors, presence of, at synods, 25
;

whether at other than oecumenical
synods, 26 ;

presence of their com-
missioners at synods, 20 ; whether
they presided at synods, 28 ; con-
firmed decrees of synods, 42 ; the
Donatists appealed to the Em-
peror in ecclesiastical matters, 178,
ISO.

Epistolaa communicatorire and confes-

sorias, 146, 189.

Eucharist (see Holy Communion).
Eunuchs, immoral connection of

women with, 166 ; whether they
could he clerics, 376, 466

;
punish-

ment of emasculation for clerics and
laymen, 466. (Cf. Emasculation.)

Eusebians, 285 ; their want of agree-

ment, 288.

Eusebius of Caesarea, 246
;
proposes a

creed at Nicrea, 288 ; his behaviour
at Nicaea, 289.

Eusebius of Nicomedia, on the side of

Arius, 245 ; his doctrine, 245 ; his

creed, 286 ; his behaviour at Nicaea,

295 ; subscribes opoiovrios, instead of

hf/.oou<nos, 295.

Excommunicated, restoration of, in

artlculo mortis, 149, 419 ; restored,

must enter the fourth grade of peni-

tents, 419; one excommunicated by
his own bishop, not to be restored

by another, unless that bishop has
died, 159, 193, 3S7 ; the provincial

synod may inquire whether he has
been rightly excommunicated, 3S7 ;

intercourse with, forbidden, 462.

Exucontians, 23S, 251.

Fasting, rules on, 146 ; not allowed
on Sundays and feast-days, 147 ;

Manichaaan fasts, 213 ; fasting in

Holy Week, 302 ; fasting in Lent,

303 ; allowed on only one Saturday
in the year, 4S4; all Saturdays fast-

days, 147.

Feasts, heathen, supported by Chris-

tians, 162.

Fees at baptism, forbidden, 157.

Felicissimus, deacon, 93.

Felix of Aptunga, 174.

Firmilian of Caesarea, 89, 90, 102.

Flamines, punishment of Christians
who took the office of, 139, 160.

Flesh-meat not to be regarded as sin-

ful, 213, 479.

Foorl, laws of, in ancient Church, 479,
483.

Freedmen, whose masters are heathen,
not to be clerics, 171.

Gaul, synods in, on account of Easter

question, 81 ; pretended synod in,

on account of Montanus, 83.

Celasius of Cyzicus, his history of the

Synod of ISicaea, 263.

Gladiatorial games, forbidden, and re-

garded as murder, 139.

God, mother of, expression used even
by Alexander of Alexandria, 252.

Graves, lights upon, 150.

Gregory in the Council of Nicsea, 267.

Gregorian calendar, 331.

Guardianship, forbidden to clergy, 92.

Hands, laying on of, different from
ordination, 352, 411 ; catechumens
receive, before baptism, 153. (Cf.

Confirmation.

)

Heathens, feasts of, not to be shared

in by Christians (cf. Communicatio
in sacris).

Heathenism, some Christians of early

times stood in close relation with,

138, 154, 160.

Heraclea, recognised as metropolitan

see of Thrace, 395.

Heretical baptism, controversy re-

specting, in Asia Minor, 87 ; in

Africa, 98 ; synods on account of,

87, 98 ; valid in ancient Church,

104 ; Tertullian's view on, 106 ;

those who have received, on re-

turning to the Church, to undergo
the two sacraments of penance and
confirmation, 112 ; the ordinance

of the Council of Aries on, 188 ; de-

cision of the Council of Nicaea on,

430 ; Apostolical Canons pronounced
invalid, 485.

Heretical ordination, invalid, 485.

Hierapolis, synod at, 7S.

Hippolytus, on paschal controversy,

318 ; his Easter canon, 319.

Hosius, presides at first GEcumenical
Synod at Nicaea, 39, 260, 2S1.

Hypostasis, frequently identified in

ancient times with Substance and
Ousia, and even at Nicaea, 295.

Iconium, synod at, 89.

Idols, images of, he who breaks them
and perishes in consequence, not to

be considered a martyr, 163 ; that
which is offered in sacrifice to, not
to be received by Christians, 154

;

Christians not to be present at,

sacrifices, 163.

Incest with a step-daughter, 165.

Infant baptism, 97.

Infanticide, 164, 167, 220.

2 I
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Informers, punished, 168 ; against
the clergy, 109, 192.

Jacoe (orJames), Bishop of Nisibis, 272.

Jerusalem, destruction of, 404; settle-

ment of Christians in, 405; rebuild-

ing of iElia, 405 ; rights of the

Church of, declared at Nictea, 404
;

relation of the see of, to Csesarea,

405, 407 ; receives a portion of the

patriarchate of Antioch, and be-

comes itself a patriarchal see, 40S

;

synod at, about Easter, 82.

Jews, bless fruits in Spain, 15S; Chris-

tians to have no intercourse with,

not to eat with, 159. (Cf. Communi-
catio in sacris.

)

Judith, whether the book of, was
declared canonical at Nicrea, 371.

Laity at councils, 18, 24.

Lambesitanum, Concilium, 90.

Laodicea, Easter controversy at, 310.

Lapsi, treatment of, 93, 96, 13S ;

synods respecting, ib. ; who yielded

to physical constraint, 202, 209

;

different grades of, 203, 210 ; treat-

ment of those who fell under Lici-

nius, 416 ; of those who entered

military service under Licinius,

417 ;
punishment of catechumens

who became lapsi, 420 ; how to

treat fallen priests, 201 ;
punish-

ment of traditores, 191 ; restoration

of lapsi in articulo mortis, 149, 419
;

when restored, to enter the fourth

grade of penitents, 420.

Lateran Synod, the fifth, was it

cecumenical ? 62.

Lenocinium, punishment of, 142.

Lent, fasting in, different in different

parts of the ancient Church, 303 ;

practice of Quartodecimans, 302
;

the whole of Lent a fast, 485.

Leontius Castratus, Bishop of Antioch,
376.

Letters, of women, 171 ; of peace, 146,

1S9. (Cf. Epistohe.)

Libellus Synodicus, 78.

Licinius, Emperor, 25S ; conquered,

259 ; death of, 277 ; his persecution
of Christians, 416.

Lights on graves forbidden, 150.

Literas Communicatoria; (cf. Epistolce).

\eyes ivSiaftro; and Tpo0t>fixos, 232.

Logos, doctrine of (cf Son of God).
Lucian, martyr and priest at Antioch,

his doctrine, 237 ; his creed, 23S.

Magistrates (cf. Offices).

Marcellinus, Bishop of Borne, 127.

Marinus, Bishop of Aries, 178.

Marriage, with heathens, Jews, here-

tics, 144, 190 ; during the lifetime

of first wife, forbidden, 141, 142,

1S9, 196 ; a woman who has sinned

with one, not to marry another,

143 ; one who has seduced the sister

of his betrothed, not to marry the

latter, 222 ; marriage with a sister-

in-law, a brother- in - law, and a
step-daughter, forbidden, 164, 165,

224, 465 ; second marriage, 21S

;

clerics not to feast with those who
marry a second time, 226 ; those

who marry more than twice to be

punished, 225 ;
punishment of a

second marriage, 218, 226 ; what
kind of celibacy has value, and
what is sinful, 479 ; a cleric who ab-

stains from matrimony because he
thinks it impure, to be deposed, 479.

Maternus, Bishop of Coin, 17S, 181.

Meletius, Bishop of Lycopolis, 130

;

origin of Meletian schism, 341 ; de-

cision of Nicene Council on this

subject, 353 ; later history of Me-
letians, 354.

Melito, Bishop of Sardes, 310.

Merchandise, relation of clergy to, 145.

Mesopotamia, pretended synod in, 126.

Metropolitan rights, in Africa, 162

;

in general, and the relation of the

ecclesiastical to the civil division of

provinces, 3S1 (cf. Provinces) ; the

three provisions of the metropolitan

arrangement confirmed at Nicaea,

385, 387 ; the metropolitan has the

right of confirming the election of

bishops, 396 ; even the Patriarch

cannot withdraw this right from the

metropolitan, 396 ; afterwards this

rightwas transferred tothe Pope. 3S6.

Military service (cf. Service in War).
Montanism, synods on account of, 77,

89, 111.

Murder, ecclesiastical punishment of,

140, 220 ; murder and adultery con-

nected, 164, 220.

Narbonne, synod at, 116.

Neoc;fisarea, synod at, 222.

Kepos, Egyptian bishop and Millen-

arian, 117.

Nicsea, first (Ecumenical Synod
at, by whom convoked, 91, 261,

26S ; who presided, 36, 2S1 ; size

and position of the city of, 270 ;

genuine and pretended acts of the

first Synod of, 262 ; authorities for
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the history of the S}'nod of, 264
;

auuiber of members of Synod, 270 ;

Latins present at, 271 ; most pro-

minent members, 271 ; uneducated
members, 272 ; date of the Synod,
274, 439 ; disputations at the Synod,
277 ; whether heathen philosophers

were present at the Synod, 27S ;

arrival of the Emperor, and solemn
opening of the Synod, 279 ; mutual
accusations of bishops, 282 ; manner
of deliberation, 282 ; debates with
the Eusebians, 2S5 ; on tSpotrias

and oftoovo-us, 287 ; Eusebius of

Caesarea proposes a, creed, 2S8
;

his behaviour at the Synod, 2SS ;

Nicene Creed, 293 ; who did and
did not subscribe, 295 ; subscrip-

tions in the Acts, 296 ;
punishment

of Arius, 295, 297 ; decision of

Easter question, 29S ; on the Me-
letiaus, 341 ; number of Nicene
canons, 355 ; canons of Sardica often

interchanged with those of Nicrea,

356 ; Arabic canons of Nicaea, 359 ;

how the opinion arose that the
Synod of ISicaea published more
than twenty canons, 367 ; more
pretended canons of Nicaea, 369 ;

—

contents of Nicene canons, 375 : (1.)

In reference to eunuchs, 375 ; (2.

)

That no novice is to be ordained,

377 ; (3.) Against Syne'isacti, 379 ;

(4.) On the election and consecra-

tion of bi&hops, 3S1 ; (5.) On
excommunication and provincial

synods, 386 ; (6. ) On the patri-

archates, 389 ; (7.) On the rights of

Jerusalem to honour, 404; (8.) On
the Novatians, 409

; (9, 10.) On
unworthy clerics, 414

;
(11-14.) On

penance, 410
; (15, 16.) Change of

positions, 422 ; (17.) Against usury,

424; (18.) Against the usurpation

of deacons, 420
; (19.) On the fol-

lowers of Paul of Samosata and
heretical baptism, 430 ; (20.) On
standing in prayer, 434 ;—whether
the sixth Nicene canon says any-

thing on the Papacy, 394, 396
;

certainly in its Latin form, 401 ;

whether this notion was rejected

by the fourth Oecumenical Synod,
401 ; end of the Council of Nicaea,

439 ; confirmation by Emperor, 440

;

distinction of the Council, 440

;

whether it asked for the confirma-

tion of the Pope, 442, 445 ; spurious

documents referring to the Nicene
Council, 441 ; newly discovered

Coptic documents, 294, 379, 382,

3SS, 390.

Niccea, second OZcumenical Synod of,

by whom convoked, 14 ; who pre-

sided at, 30.

Nicolas, S., at the Synod of Nicaea,

272.

Nicomedia, pretended synod at, 260.

Night, prayer at, in the cemeteries,

151 ; women excluded from, 151.

Noetus, 92.

Novatian schism, origin of, 93 ;

synods upon, 93 ; ordinance of

Nicene Synod respecting, 410.

Office, ecclesiastical, not to be ex-

changed with another, 185, 195,

196, 422, 423.

Offices, public, forbidden to Chris-

tians, 139, 160, 161; afterwards
allowed, 187.

'Ouoto-jtricg, 295.

'Opsouo-ios, rejected by the Synod of

Antioch of a.d. 269, 124 ; Diony-
sius, Bishop of Alexandria, on this

expression, 236 ; Arius rejects it,

245 ; debates on it at Nicaea, 285 ;

Zeal of the Emperor for it, 289; Euse-
bius of Cfesarea wishes to avoid it,

2S8 ; Synod of Nicaea adopts it into

its creed, 287 ; some friends of

Arius write oftoioutno: for, 295 ; ridi-

culed by the partisans of Arius, 295.

Ordination, whether that admini-

stered by a schismatical cleric must
be repeated, 352, 411 ; no bishop

may ordain a strange cleric for his

diocese, 423 ; nor any cleric in a

strange diocese, 196 ; chorejnscopi

and town priests not to ordain,

212 ; whether baptism removes the
impedimenta ordinis, 414. {Cf.

Clerics.

)

Oriental Synod, on account of Cerdo,

S3 ;
pretended, on account of

Manes, 126.

Origen, synods on account of, S7 '

gains over Beryllus of Bostra, 91 >

argues with the Hypnopsychites,
91 ; defective in his doctrine of the

Logos, 232.

Osrhoene, synod on account of the

Easter festival, 81, S2.

Oua'ict {cf. vftotrTuffii).

P/EDERastiaxs, not to receive the holy
communion even in articulo mortis,

167.

Palestine, synod in, on account of

Easter feast, 80, 82.
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Pantomimi, reception of, into the
Church, 164, 187.

Paphnutius, 272, 284, 435.

Pascha, idea of, 307 ; 5T«<r^a «va<rT«-

triftov and ffravputrifiov, 30S. (Cf.

Easter.

)

Patriarchal rites, confirmed atNicsea,

389 ; when the title of Patriarch

assumed, 391 ; which were the

patriarchal or supreme metropoli-

tan sees, 395 ; in what the patri-

archal rights consisted, 393 ; dif-

ferent in different places, 394, 400;

when Jerusalem became a patri-

archate, 408 ; Roman patriarchate

embraces the whole West, 397 ;

in some parts of the West, Rome
has not full patriarchal rights, 401.

Paul of Samosata, IIS, 237 ; baptism
of his followers invalid, 430 ; how
to deal with the clergy of his party
when they return to the Church, 430.

Penance, only one, 411 ; ot the lapsi,

138 (cf Lapsi) ; on account of

murder, etc., 139; on account of

impurity, bigamy, etc., 140 f., 149,

164-168, 170; for prostitution of

children, 142 ; for intercourse with
heathenism, 154, 162

;
power of

penance in hands of bishop, only
in case of necessity allowed to priest

or deacon, 149.

Pentecost, during, people are to stand
in prayer, 434 ; feast of, 155.

Pergamum, pretended synod at, 83.

Petavius, defence of, 233.

Peter of Alexandria, his doctrine of

the Logos, 237.

Pictures, forbidden in churches, 151.

Pierius, his doctrine of the Logos, 236.

Pisa, synod at, whether oecumenical,

57.

Pistus, Arian Bishop of Alexandria,
246.

Plays, scenic, 139, 164, 1S7.

Polycarp, S., on Easter festival, 309.

Pontus, synod at, SI, S2.

Pope, convokes oecumenical councils,

6 ; share of, in first eight oecumeni-
cal councils, S ; all later cecuineni-

cal synods undeniably convoked by
the Popes, 8, 15 ; Pope, or his

legates, preside at oecumenical
synods, 27 ; actually presided at

most ancient oecumenical synods,
28 ; confirmation of decisions of

councils belongs to the Pope, 42,

446 ; confirmed, in fact, the deci-

sions of first and fourth (Ecumenical
Synods, 425 ; relation of Pope to

oecumenical synod, 48 ; whether
the Synod of Nica?a ordained any-

thing with reference to the primacy
of the Church, 394, 396, 401

;
prima

sedes non judical ur a quoquam, 128
;

no universal ordinances promulgated
without consent of Pope, 8, 446.

Possessed, 148, 151.

Prayer, at night, in cemeteries, 150 ;

to be offered standing on Sundays
and at Pentecost, 434.

Priests, country, their functions, 229
;

when they may minister in towns,

229 ; their celibacy ((/. Celibacy) ;

not to ordain in towns, 212 ; must
be respected by other clerics, 481

;

must maintain poor clerics, 481 ;

negligent priests to be punished,

481 ; must hold no separatist ser-

vice, 469. (Cf. Clerics.)

Priests, heathen, Christians acting the

part of, 13S.

Primacy (cf. Pope) ; ecclesiastical, in

Africa, 162, 174.

Privatus, a heretic, 90, 97.

Prostitution, ecclesiastical, punish-

ment of, 143.

Protopaschites, 321.

Provincial divisions, origin and rela-

tion to civil, 3S1 ; Nicene Council

decides that the ecclesiastical pro-

vince shall ordinarily be same as

civil, 3S2 ; three subjects of provin-

cial arrangements, 3S4 ; division of

provinces in Africa and Spain, 162
;

in Egypt, 3S9.

Provincial Synods, to be held twice a

year, 3S7.

Quartodecimans (cf Easter).

RArxus (cf. Virgins).

Regiones suburbicaria3, 398.

Robber-Synod, 8, 42.

Rome, the patriarchal rights of this

see confirmed at Nica2;i, 394 ;
patri-

archate of, extends over the whole
West, 397 ; in some provinces of the

West, Rome has not full patriarchal

rights, 401 (cf. Pope)
;
pretended

synods at Rome in second century,

83 ; on account of Origen, SS ; synod
at Rome (A.D. 251), 95 ;

(about a.d.

260), 118; (a.d. 331), 179.

Sabellius, IIS.

Sabinus of lieraclea, 272.

Sacrifice, Christian worship is a, 92,

201, 227, 429; one who does not com-
municate, not to make offerings, 14S.
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Sacrifices, heathen, Christians not to

be spectators of, 1G3.

Sardica, Synod of, whether oecume-

nical, 55.

Satires not to be placed in churches,

159.

Saturday, fast on, 147 ; only one Sa-

turday in year to be a fast-day, 4S4.

Secundus, Arian bishop, exiled, 2 (J5.

Sedes prima, in Africa and Spain =
metropolitan see, 162.

Seleucia, pretended synod at, 85.

Senex, in Africa= metropolitan, 174.

Service, divine, not to be left before

the end ; all present at, to take part

in prayer and in holy communion,
461 ;

private, in conventicles, for-

bidden, 469.

Service in war, obligation to, 185 ;

those who served under Licinius

punished, 417 ; forbidden to the

higher clergy, 490.

Sicily, pretended synod in, S3.

Sick, may be baptized and confirmed

before the regular time, 142, 187.

Simony, fees regarded as, 157 ; no one

by, to become bishop, 469.

Sin, one guilty of mortal, not to be

made deacon, 169. (Cf. Clergy,

Penance, Lapsi.)

Sins of thought, not punished by the

Church, 225.

Sinuessa, pretended synod at, 127.

Slaves, treatment of, and care of

Church for, 139 ; Christian masters

not to provide an idolatrous service

for heathen slaves, 154 ; slaves used

for indulgence of lust, 166 ; not to

be ordained without consent of mas-

ters, 490.

Son of God, the prae-Arian doctrine

of the Son of God, 231 ; that of

Origen, 232, 239 ; that of Dionysius

of Alexandria, 234 ; of Dionysius of

Piome, 234 ; of Theognostus, Pierius,

and Peter of Alexandria, 236 ; of

Lucian of Antiocb, 237 ; of Arius,

239, 249, 251, 253 ; of Eusebius of

Nicomedia, 245 ; the orthodox doc-

trine of the Logos of Bishop Alex-

ander , of Alexandria, 251 ; how
Arius misrepresents the orthodox
doctrine, 252 ; Arius teaches that

the Son is avo^oin; to the Father,

257 ; the Eusebians declare their

doctrine of the Logos at Nicsea,

286 ; the Fathers of Nicaea com-
pelled to express themselves care-

fully, 287 ; they select the opoovmoi,

2S7 ; doctrine of the Logos of Euse-

bius of Caesarea, 2S8 ; the Nicene
doctrine, 2S9.

Spadones (cf. Eunuchs).
Spain, metropolitan divisions in, 162.

Spiridion, Bishop of Cyprus, mem-
ber of the Synod of Nicaea, 272,

2S4.

Standing, on Sunday, in prayer, 434.

State, office of, under what condi-

tions to be held by a Christian,

187.

Stephen, Pope, his part in controversy
respecting heretical baptism, 99 ;

whether he considered all heretical

baptism as valid, 108.

Step-daughter, marriage with, forbid-

den, 165.

Strike, clergy not to, 468.

Subintroductaemulieres, 14S, 219, 379 ;

Leontius emasculates himself, in

order to live with a subintroducta,

376 ; wider meaning of, 380.

Subordioationism, 234, 239.

Suburbicariae regiones and ecclesiae,

398.

Superpositio, 14S.

Superstition, with tapers, 150 ; Chris-

tians allowing their fruits to be
blessed by Jews, 158.

Synnada, synod at, 90.

Synod, idea and origin of, 1 ; whether
a divine or human institution—their

authority, 1, 2; most ancient synods,

2, 77 ; different kinds of synods, 2 ;

idea of an oecumenical synod, 3 ;

reasons for holding oecumenical

synods, 5 ; who convokes synods,

6 ; who convoked, in fact, the first

eight oecumenical synods, S ; who
the later, 8, 15 ; members of synods,

16 ; chorepiscopi as members, 17 ;

laity at synods, 18, 24, 25 ; women
at synods, 24 ; emperors and kings

and their commissaries at synods,

25 ; whether they have a right to

be present at other than oecumenical

synods, 26 ; doctors, abbots, titular

bishops, etc., at synods, 21, 64
;

who has a vote at synods, 18, 19,

23 ; who subscribes the acts, 20,

25 ; secretaries and notaries of

synods, 21 ;
presidency of synods,

27 ; who presided at the first eight

oecumenical synods, 28 ; who pre-

sided at the Robber-Synod, 42
;

confirmation of decrees of synods
by the Emperor, 42, 440 ; by the

Pope, 44, 442, 446 ; relation of

Pope to oecumenical synod, 49 ; in-

fallibility of the oecumenical synod,
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52 ; appeal from Pope to (ecume-
nical synod, 54 ; number of oecu-

menical synods, 54; uncontested and
contested oecumenical synods, 55 ;

order of precedence at synods, G4
;

solemnities at the opening of a
synod, 65 ; manner of voting at

synods, 66 ; manner of publication

of decrees of synod, 67 ; collec-

tions of councils, 67 ; works on the
history of synods, 67 ;

provincial

synods to be held twice a year,

387.

Synodicus, libellus, 78.

Synodus ivlvfiovtrcc, 4.

Tapers, not to be lighted at graves,

150.

Taverns, clergy not to frequent, 480.

Tertullian, on heretical baptism, 106.

Theatre {see Plays).

Theft of clergy, how punished, 467.

Theodotus the tanner, 80.

Theognis of Nicsea, 295, 297.
Theognostus, his doctrine of the

Logos, 236.

Theonas, Arian bishop, 295.

Traditores, 191 ; clerical, to be de-
posed, 191 ; ordination by, whether
valid, 191.

Travellers, must have letters of peace,

463, 471 ; without such, to be
relieved, but not received into

communion, 471 ; support of, from
church property, 475.

Trullanum, 56.

Unchastity, punishment of, 140,
141 ; of virgins dedicated to God,
143, 218 ; of virgins in the world,
143; of young people, 149, 218 ; of
widows, 167 ; of clerics, 145, 223,

467 ; of women with slaves, 165
;

with eunuchs, 166 ; with beasts,

215 ; one guilty of unchastity not
to be ordained, 149, 22S ; forgive-
ness of, after baptism, 149

;
pun-

ishment of parents who prostitute

their daughters, 142 ; unchastity
coupled with infanticide, 220.

'TcTocrraa-i;, used in same sense as
Substance or Essence at Nicasa,
295.

Usury, forbidden, 145, 190, 424, 476.

Valesians, heretics, 92.

Viaticum, 419.

Victor, Pope, his part in the Easter
controversy, 313.

Victorius of Aquitaine, his Easter
cycle, 330, 443.

Victorius, Roman heretic, in the third
century, 443.

Vienne, the Synod of, in 1311, was it

oecumenical? 56.

Vigils in cemeteries, 150 ; forbidden
to women, 151.

Virgins, punishment of the errors of,

143 ; of both sexes, 144, 149, 21S ;

one who has taken a vow of vir-

ginity not to marry, 218 ; rape of,

211.

Virginity, what kind of value, and
what sinful, 479.

Weapons, use of, out of war, for-

bidden, 1S5.

Widows, punishment of, for carnal
sins, 167.

Wine, not sinful, 479.

Withcraft, murder through, 140 ; ec-

clesiastical punishment of, 221.

Witnesses, punishment of false, 16S.

Women, strange, in the houses of

clerics, 14S; at synods, 24; not to

spend the night in cemeteries, 151
;

not to receive or send letters, 171
;

not to keep slaves for pleasure,

165 ; with child to be baptized,

226.

Zoega edits Coptic fragments re-

ferring to the Council of Nicaja,

265.

i Zosimus, Pope, takes the canons of

I
Sardica for iNicene, 356.
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2. ANTE-NICENE CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 100-325. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s.

3 NICENE AND POST-NICENE CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 325-600. Two Vols. Ex. demy
8vo, price 21s.

4. MEDIEVAL CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 590-1073. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s.

5. THE GERMAN REFORMATION. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s.

6. THE SWISS REFORMATION. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s.

'Dr. Schaff 's "History of the Christian Church " is the most valuable contribution to Ecclesias-

tical History that has ever been published in this country. When completed it will have no riual

in point of comprehensiveness, and in presenting the results of the most advanced scholarship

and the latest discoveries. Each Division covers a separate and distinct epoch, and is complete in

itself.'

' No student, and indeed no critic, can with fairness overlook a work like the present,
written with such evident candour, and, at the same time, with so thorough a knowledge
of the sources of early Christian history.'

—

Scotsman.

' No feature of the hook has struck us more than the way in which it combines learned
accuracy with popular writing. Students can rely on the volume, and will find what
they want in it. ... . The reader is all along in contact with a lively, various, progress-
ive story, full of interest and of movement.'—Principal Kobert Rainy, D.D.

The Life of Philip Schaff. In part Autobiographical. By Pro-

fessor D. S. Schaff, D.D. With Portraits, 8vo, price 10s. 6d.

' One of the breeziest, most delightful, and most profitable books we have read for a
long time.'

—

British Weekly.

BISHOP HEFELE'S COUNCILS OF THE CHURCH.

A History of the Councils of the Church. From the

Original Documents. By the Right Rev. C. J. Hefele, D.D.,

Bishop of Rottenburg. Now complete, in Five Volumes, demy
8vo, price 12s. each. Vol. I. To a.d. 325. Vol. II. a.d. 326 to

429. Vol. III. a.d. 431 to 451. Vol. IV. a.d. 451 to 680. Vol.

V., completing the series, a.d. 626 to close of Second Council of

JS"icaea, 787. With Appendix and Indices.

' To all who have the slightest pretension to the name of scientific theologians it

must afford the greatest satisfaction to receive a new volume of Bishop Hefele'.s
standard work on the Councils. It is quite unnecessary to commend this great and
learned book. No one would think of studying the subject of the Councils without
consulting it.'

—

Church Bells.

' A thorough and fair compendium, put in a most accessible and intelligent form.'
Guardian.



T. & T. Clark's Publications.

Declarations and Letters on the Vatican Decrees,
1869-1887. By Ignaz von Dollinger. Authorised Transla-

tion. In crown 8vo, price 3s. 6d.

Dr. Alfred Plummer says: 'This intensely interesting collection of Declarations

and Letters gives us in a short compass the main historical facts which Dr. Dollinger
considered to he absolutely fatal to the truth of the dogma respecting the infallibility of

the Pope, and the reasons which for nineteen years prevented him from " submitting"
even to the Pope with the whole of the Roman episcopate at bis back. . . . Indispens-

able to every one who would have an intelligent grasp of the infallibility question.'

Hippolytus and Callistus; or, The Church of Rome in the

First Half of the Third Century. By Ign. von Dollinger.

Translated, with Introduction, Notes, and Appendices, by Alfred
Plummer, D.D. One Vol. 8vo, price 6s. net.

' We are impressed with profound respect for the learning and ingenuity displayed in

this work. The book deserves perusal by all students of ecclesiastical history. It

clears up many points hitherto obscure, and reveals features in the Roman Church at

the beginning of the third century which are highly instructive.'

—

Athenceicm.

Christian Charity in the Ancient Church. By G.

Uhlhorn, D.D. In crown 8vo, price 6s.

' The facts are surprising, many of them fresh, and the truths to be deduced are far

more powerful as weapons for warring against infidelity than scores of lectures or

bushels of tracts.'

—

Ecclesiastical Gazette.

Handbook of Church History: From the Reformation. By
Professor J. H. Kurtz, D.D. In demy 8vo, price 7s. 6d.

1 A work executed with great diligence and care, exhibiting an accurate collection of

facts, and a succinct though full account of the history and progress of the Church, both
external and internal. . . . The work is distinguished for the moderation and charity of

its expressions, and for a spirit which is truly Christian.'

—

English Churchman.

WORKS BY PROFESSOR W. CLARK, P.P., LLP., TORONTO .

The Paraclete. A Series of Discourses on the Person and Work
of the Holy Spirit. In crown 8vo, price 3s. 6d.

1 This is the simplest and best introduction to the doctrine of the Holy Spirit in the
English language. Professor Chirk writes with simplicity and point, and the little

book may be read with pleasure by the very beginner, and yet it leads one well into

the subject.'

—

Expository Times.

Witnesses to Christ. A Contribution to Christian Apologetics.

In crown 8vo, price 4s.

The Anglican Reformation. (' Eras of the Cliristian Church.')

In post 8vo, price 6s.

' Not only is the book marked by great fairness of dealing, and thoroughness of
purpose, but it has (what not every historical work possesses) a distinction of style

and an effectiveness of setting which it is a pleasure _> notice.'— .'

Pascal and the Port Royalists. ('The World's Epoch-Makers'
Series.)

'One of the most interesting volumes in "The World's Epoch-Makers " Series
givin;: a vivid account of Pascal's career, an acute analysis of his writings, mid a
careful appreci n'on of his character and work.'

—

Critical Rem



T, & T. Clark's Publications.

CONCORDANCE TO THE GREEK TESTAMENT. MOULTON-GEDEN.

A Concordance to the Greek Testament : According to the

Texts of Westcott and Hort, Teschendorf , and the English Revisers.

Edited by W. F. Moulton, D.D., and A. S. Geden, M.A. In crown

4to (pp. 1040). Second Edition, Revised throughout. Price 26s.

net; or in half-morocco, price 31s. 6d. net.

*»* It will be generally allowed that a new Concordance to the Greek Testament is much needed

in the interests of sacred scholarship. This work adopts a new principle, and aims at providing

a full and complete Concordance to the text of the Greek Testament as It is set forth in the

editions of Westcott and Hort, Tischendorf (8th j, and the English Revisers. The first-named

/ias throughout been taken as the standard, and the marginal readings have beer) Included, Thus

the student with any one of these three editions in his hands will find himself in possession of a
complete Concordance to the actual text on which he is engaged. While the method employed, it

may fairly be claimed, precludes the omission of any word or phrase which, by even a remote

probability, might be regarded as forming part of the true text of the New Testament, on the

other hand passages disappear as to the spuriousness of which there is practical unanimity

among scholars.

Professor W. SANDAY, D.D., LLD., Oxford, writes: 'There can be no question as to the

value of the new "Concordance." It is the only scientific Concordance to the Greek Testament,

and the only one that can be safely used for scientific purposes.'

'It would be difficult to overpra.se this invaluable addition to biblical study. . . . For all

English students of the Greek Testa nent this great work is indispensable.'—British Weekly.

Prospectus, with Specimen Page, free on application.

The Historical New Testament : Being the Literature of the

New Testament arranged in the order of its Literary Growth and

according to the Dates of the Documents. A New Translation,

Edited, with Prolegomena, Historical Tables, Critical Notes, and an

Appendix, by James Moffatt, D.D. Second Edition. One large

8vo Volume, price 16s.

' The most important book on the credentials of Christianity that has appeared in

this country for a long time. It is a work of extraordinary learning, labour, and

ability. '

—

British Weekly.

The Christ of History and of Experience. Being the

'Kerr Lectures' for 1897. By Rev. David W. Forrest, D.D.,

Edinburgh. In post 8vo, New and Cheaper Edition, price 6s.

* An exceedingly able treatment of a great and important subject.'—The late Professor

Caldbrwood.
' An eminently stimulating and improving book.'

—

Glasgow) Herald.

• Displays marked ability, and possesses unusual interest.'

—

Manchester Guardian.

' ... It is scarcely necessary, however, to specify particular passages in a book
which throughout exhibits literary and theological powers of a high order, and which
abounds in observations and criticisms which could only have been penned by a

masculine and fearless, but reverent, thinker.'

—

Literature.

The Miracles of Unbelief. By Rev. Frank Ballard, M.A.,

B.Sc, London. Fourth Edition, Revised throughout. Post 8vo, 6s.

%* By special request, Messrs. Clark have issued Chapter VIII., entitled,

•"Jesus Christ: His Origin and Character,' in separate form, with cover, price

€d. net.

' Written by an expert in science as well as theology, a fair-minded man who faces

religious difficulties, not ignores them, and one who knows how to reason out his case

like an accomplished advocate, without pressing it like an unscrupulous one. Mr.

Ballard has rendered valuable service to the cause of Christian truth, and given us an

excellent and useful book, deserving a large circulation'—Professor W. T. Davison
in the Methodist Recorder.

' It is a perfect mine of quotation for men with little time for study, who are called,

as modern ministers are, to be not only visitors and workers but also preachers and
teachers.'

—

Guardian.

*



T. & T. Clark's Publications.

Eras of tbe Christian Cburcb.
Edited by John Fulton, D.D., LL.D.

Complete ik TEN VOLUMES. Price 6s. each ; or £2, 5s. nht, per set.

The Guardian says : 'These volumes certainly must be said to answer their descrip-

tions admirably. The reader will find in them studies in the history of the Church in

a series of short chapters which are always interesting and often very picturesque.'

* These " Eras" are histories that will be enjoyably read and easily remembered.'

—

Literary World.

The Age of Hildebrand. By Professor M. R. Vincent, D.D.

The Great Western Schism. By Clinton Locke, D.D.

The Age of the Crusades. By James M. Ludlow, D.D.

The Ecumenical Councils. By Professor W. P. Du Bose, D.D.

The Age of the Renascence. By IIenrt Van Dyke, D.D.

and Paul Van Dyke.

The Anglican Reformation. By Professor W. R. Clark,

LL.D., D.C.L., Trinity College, Toronto. (Editor and Translator

of Bishop Hefele's Councils of the Clmrch.)

The Age of Charlemagne. By Professor Charles L. Wells.

The Post-Apostolic Age. By Lucius Waterman, D.D.

The Apostolic Age. By Prof. J. Vernon Bartlet, M.A., Oxford.

The Protestant Reformation. By Professor W. Walker,

Ph.D., D.D., Hartford.

The Essence of Christianity : A Study in the History of

Definition. By Professor W. Adams Brown, Ph.D., D.D., Union

Theological Seminary, New York. Just published, post 8vo, 6s. net.

' A remarkable book. It is remarkable for its thoroughness and its lucidity. The
subject ia one of urgent importance. Dr. Brown sees that the very existence of

Christianity depends on an understanding!— and a reliable understanding— of its

essence. And he has given himself to this difficult task without reserve. . . . There

is no book of recent issue in America that is more likely to appeal to the English

student.'—Dr. Hastings in the Expository Times.

The Apostles' Creed : Its Origin, Purpose, and Historical Inter-

pretation. By Professor A. C McGiffert, D.D., Author of ' The

Apostolic Age' {International Theological Library). Post 8vo,

price 4s. net.

' Perhaps the easiest introduction to the Creeds which we possess, and yet it has

to be reckoned with, answered, or accepted, by the ripest creedal scholar.'

—

Exjwsitory

Times
' The whole is a work exhaustive, lucid, convincing.'

—

Ilibbert Jounral.

.



T. & T. Clark's Publications.

Zbc Moiib's Epocb=flDakers.
Edited by Oliphant Smeaton, M.A.

NEW SERIES. In Neat Crown 8vo Volumes. Price 3s. each.

'An excellent series of biographical studies.'

—

Athenaeum.

'We advise our readers to keep a watch on this most able series. It promises

to be a distinct success. The volumes before us are the most satisfactory books

of the soit we have ever read.'

—

Methodist Times,

The following Volumes

Cranmer and the English Reforma-
tion. By A. D. Inkes, M.A.

Wesley and Methodism. By F. J.

Snell, M.A.
Luther and the German Reformation.
By Principal T. M. Lindsay, D.D.

Buddha and Buddhism. By Arthur
LlLLIE.

William Herschel and his Work.
By James Sime, M.A.

Francis and Dominic. By Professor

J. Herkless, D.D.

Savonarola. By G. M 'Hardy, D.D.

Anselm and his Work. By Rev. A.
C. Welch, B.D.

Muhammad and his Power. By P.

De Lacy Johnstone, M.A. (Oxon.).

Origen and Greek Patristic Theology.
By Rev. W. Fairweather, M.A.

The Medici and the Italian Renais-
sance. By Oliphant Smeaton,
M.A. , Edinburgh.

haue now been issued:—
|
Plato. By Professor D. G. Ritchie,

M.A., LL.D., University of St.

Andrews.

Pascal and the Port Royalists. By
Professor W. Clark, LL.D., D.C.L.,

Trinity College, Toronto.

Euclid. By Emeritus Professor Thomas
Smith, D.D., LL.D.

Hegel and Hegelianism. By Pro-

fessor R. Mackintosh, D.D., Lanca-

shire Independent College, Man-
chester.

Hume and his Influence on Philo-

sophy and Theology. By Professor

J. Orr, D.D., Glasgow.

Rousseau and Naturalism in Life

and Thought. By Professor W. H.
Hudson, M.A. , Chicago University.

Descartes, Spinoza, and the New
Philosophy. By ProfessorJ. Iverach,
D.D., Aberdeen.

The following haue also

Socrates. By Rev. J. T. Forbes,
M.A., Glasgow.

Marcus Aurelius and the Later Stoics.

By F. W. Bussell, D.D., Vice-

Principal of Brasenose College, Oxford.

[In the Press.

Augustine and Latin Patristic Theo-
logy. By Professor B. B. Warfield,
D.D., Princeton.

Scotus Erigena and his Epoch. By
Professor R. Latta, Ph.D., D.Sc,
University of Aberdeen.

Wyclif and the Lollards. By Rev.

J. C. Carrick, B.D.

The Two Bacons and Experimental
Science. Byltev. W. J. Couper,M.A.

been arranged for

:

—
Calvin and the Reformed Theology.
By Principal Salmond, D.D., U.F.C.
College, Aberdeen.

Lessing and the New Humanism.
By Rev. A. P. Davidson, M.A.

Kant and his Philosophical Revolu-
tion. By Professor R. M. Wen ley,

D.Sc, Ph.D., University of Michi-

gan.

Schleiermacher and the Rejuven-
escence of Theology. By Professor

A. Martin, D.D., New College,

Edinburgh.

Newman and his Influence. By
C. Sarolea, Ph.D., Litt. Doc, Uni
versity of Edinburgh. . .A.*



T. & T. Clark's Publications.

The Testament of Our Lord. Translated into English from
- the Syriac, with Introduction and Notes, by James Cooper, D.D.,

Professor of Ecclesiastical History in Glasgow University ; and A.

J. Maclean, M.A., F.R.G.S., Principal of the Theological College

of the Episcopal Church in Scotland. 8vo, 9s.

1 In making the work known, the Editor has done considerable service to the study-

both of ecclesiastical history and of liturgy. It is a real service, which deserves the
gratitude of scholars.'

—

The Guardian.

The Testament possesses the special interest of being the production of the very
period when the great transition in the Church's fortunes, from Imperial persecution to

Imperial favour, was leading to the inevitable transformation of her buildings and her
services to suit her altered circumstances. . . . The Testament reflects this state of

things as a mirror. It vibrates, moreover, with the pulsation of the great controversies
through which the Church was passing. The volume is thus far more than a mere
antiquarian curiosity. It had a message to its own time; it has a message to all time,
and very distinctly to the time now present. The Testament is also a veritable mine at

once of devotional expression and liturgical lore.

The Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews. With a

Critical Introduction. By Rev. George Milligan, B.D. In post

8vo, price 6s.

' The author ventures to express the hope that the present volume will be found to

fill a place hitherto unoccupied at least by any Euglish writer on the subject. For
while there are critical commentaries on the Epistle in abundance, and expositions, both
scholarly and popular, dealing with its teaching as a whole, he is not aware of any other

book in English presenting that teaching in systematic form.'

—

From Preface.

' Any book with the name of Milligan upon it is sure of a ready welcome. . . , We
can unreservedly recommend this volume as a sensible as well as a fertilising study of the

outward features, but especially the inner thought, of this great Epistle.'

—

Expository

Times.

The Earliest Life of Christ ever Compiled from the Four

Gospels, being 'The Diatessaron of Tatian.' Literally

translated from the Arabic Version, and containing the Four
Gospels woven into One Story. With an Historical and Critical

Introduction, Notes, and Appendix, by Rev. J. Hamlyn Hill, D.D.
In demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d.

The Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol writes: 'This is a work of very great

importance, and of unique interest. It has been given to the world in an admirable
form, and reflects the greatest credit on the able and conscientious Editor. The history

of the work, as told in a clear and well-written Introduction, will enable the reader to

appreciate the vast care and pains that have beeu bestowed on this singular recovery of

the first Harmony of the Gospels. The Notes are short, clear, and helpful; and the

eleven Appendices of a practical value, which the general reader will as fully recognise
as the scholar and critic. Mr. Hamlyn Hill has performed the difficult duty of Editor
with conspicuous success.'

A Dissertation on the Gospel Commentary of S.

Ephraem the Syrian. With a Scriptural Index to his

Works. By Rev. J. Hamlyn Hill, D.D. 8vo, price 7s. 6d.

The Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol writes : ' This work forms a valuable
appertdix to Dr. Hill's English Version of the " Diatessaron." ... It is a monument of

patient research and intelligent industry, which deserves very hearty recognition.'

Apostolic Order and Unity. By Robert Bruce, M.A., D.D.,

Vicar of S. Nicholas, and Hon. Canon, Durham. Crown 8vo,

2s. 6d. net.

•Afi Christian in tone as it is scholarly in its treatment of the subject.'—Examiner.
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