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PREFATORY NOTE

The real Preface to this pamphlet is supplied by my
learned and kind friends the Revs. Adrian Fortescue and

H. T. F. Duckworth, but a few words from me are

necessary to explain its origin and purport.

I do not claim an acquaintance with the original

sources of the history of the Patriarchate of Constanti

nople. I do not know if the subject has received at

later hands the treatment it deserves. But I lighted on

a work entitled TlarpiapxiKol Tliva/ces, by Manuel I.

Gedeon, printed at Constantinople (without date of

publication, but written between 1885 and 1890), con

taining short lives of the bishops of Constantinople
from the Apostle St Andrew to Joakim III. 1 It is a

useful book, but an index was wanting, and this I now

supply in two forms, chronological and alphabetical, as

well as a list of the Patriarchs who are numbered with

the Saints. Besides this I have done little but summarise

Gedeon s text.

It may be noted that ninety-five Patriarchs reigned
for less than a year. Also that of 328 vacancies between

A.D. 36 and 1884

1
It received the imprimatur of the Imperial Ministry of Public Instruc

tion 25 Rabi al-awwal, 1304 Dec. 23, 1887.
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140 were by deposition,

41 by resignation,

3 Patriarchs were poisoned,

2 murdered,

i beheaded,

I blinded,

I drowned,

I hanged,
i strangled.

In all 191 : so that 137 only closed their term of office

by a natural death.

After the fall of Jerusalem the Jews had leaders, at

least in Alexandria and Tiberias, whom they called

Patriarchs, and this office was recognized from the reign

of Nerva to that of Theodosios II. (A.D. 420). Among
Christians the bishop of Antioch was the first to be

called Patriarch, but he probably shared the title with

other leading metropolitans. Later it was held that
*

as

there are five senses/ so there should be five Patriarchs,

Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem.

From 1589 to 1700 the Patriarch of Moscow was

reckoned the fifth Rome had fallen away in 1054

but only in 1723 the Great Church recognized the

canonicity of the Russian Synod.

Patriarchs were elected by a synod of the bishops of

the province, acting under the consent, the counsel or

perhaps the orders, of the Emperor. Nor was the

practice changed after the Turkish conquest of Constan

tinople, and in 1741 a firman of Mahmud I. sanctioned

an orderly procedure, providing (inter alia] that the

candidate should first have the approval of the bishops

of Heracleia, Cyzicos, Nicomedeia, Nicaia and Chalcedon.
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The laity took some part, not well defined, in the election.

The expenses amounted in 1769 to 150,000 francs, in

1869 to less than 500.

The order of consecration of a bishop, following the
Fourth Canon of Nicaia, and according to the form

prepared by Metrophanes, bishop of Nyssa (Euchologion
Mega, 176), is performed by the A/o^te/oeu? and 8vo

crvXXeiTovpyoi, elsewhere in the rubric called ol rpeis

dpxiepek. The earliest Patriarchs were generally priests
or monks, and rarely before the fall of Constantinople
chosen from among the bishops of the province: the

translation of bishops from one see to another being
held at least irregular. Latterly it has been the rule

that they should have for at least seven years filled a

metropolitical see within the province. The Patriarch-

elect should be consecrated or installed by the bishop of

Heracleia, or, in his absence, by the bishop of Caisareia.

An interval of more than four years occurred between
the retirement of Athanasios II. and the appointment of

Gennadios II., and again between the patriarchates of

Antonios III. and Nicolaos II. M. Gedeon cannot say
who ought to administer the affairs of the oecumenical
throne during a vacancy.

The Patriarch-elect was received by the Byzantine
Emperors in great state, and, after the fall of Constanti

nople, by the earliest Ottoman Sultans. He is still

presented to the sovereign, but with little pomp or

ceremony.

Disputes arising in sees other than his own should
be referred to him for decision : generally, he may
pronounce judgment in all questions between the Or
thodox and woe betide him who appeals from such

c.
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judgment to a secular court. He may give the rights

of crravpoTrriyia to churches not already consecrated,

though they may be in another province. He only can

receive clerics from another province without an aVoXu-

rjjpiov (letters dimissory) from their own diocesan.

Upon taking up his duties the new Patriarch sends

a letter, called evOpovio-rucr], to his brother Patriarchs, to

which they reply in letters called eiprjviicai.

Homonymous Patriarchs are distinguished by the

name of their birthplace, the see they had held, or by a

nickname, never by numbers.

Probably no series of men, occupying through nearly

eighteen centuries an exalted position, claim so little

personal distinction as the Patriarchs of Constantinople.

The early bishops are mere names :

S. Andrew, Apostle and Martyr Laurentios

Stachys Alypios

Onesimos Pertinax

Polycarpos I Olympianos

Plutarchos Marcos I

Sedekion Philadelphos

Diogenes Cyriacos I

Eleutherios Castinos

Felix Eugenics I

Polycarpos II Titos

Athenodorus Dometios

Euzoios Ruphinos

Probos. The twenty-fifth in order of time.

Metrophanes I, A.D. 315-325, who saw the foundation of Con

stantinople, was too old to attend the first oecumenical council,

and was represented in it by his successor,

Alexander, who was to have communicated with Arius on the very

day of the heresiarch s appalling death.

Paulos, thrice expelled and twice restored, his place being first

filled by
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Eusebios, the Arian bishop of Nicomedeia, who consecrated

S. Sophia: secondly by another Arian

Macedonios. Paulos was at last exiled to Armenia, and there

strangled with his own pall by Arians.

Macedonios2
deposed, anathematised by second oecumenical

council, 381.

Eudoxios, Arian, bishop of Antioch. Consecrated S. Sophia,
Feb. 15, 360.

Demophilos

Evagrios, banished by Valens.

Gregorios I, bishop of Nazianzum. Censured at second oecumenical

council and resigned.

Maximos I, deposed as a heretic by the same council.

Nectaries, a senator of Tarsus, chosen while yet unbaptized, and

installed by 150 bishops of the same council, at the bidding

apparently of the Emperor Theodosios.

loannes Chryostomos, born at Antioch, twice banished, died

Sept. 14, 407, at Komana in Pontus. S. Sophia burnt, 404.

Arsacios, brother of the Patriarch Nectaries.

Atticos, consecrated in 415 the restored church of S. Sophia.
Sisinios I

Nestorios, the heresiarch, condemned as a monophysite by the

third general council, of Ephesus, 431. Exiled to an oasis in

Egypt, where he died, 440.

Maximianos

Proclos, bishop of Cyzicos.

Flavianos, died of wounds received at the robber-synod of

Ephesus.

Anatolios, installed by Dioscuros of Alexandria, fourth cecumenical

council, of Chalcedon, 431, condemned the heresy of Eutyches :

crowned the Emperor Leo I.

Gennadios I

Acacios. The first quarrel between the Church of the East and

Pope Felix III. The Henoticon 3 of the Emperor Zenon,

The finding of the body of S. Barnabas, and the independence
of the Church of Cyprus, 478.

Phravitas

Euphemios, deposed and banished.

2 2
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Macedonios II, deposed and banished.

(50) Timotheos I, Kelon.

loannes II, Cappadoces.

Epiphanies. Pope John II visited Constantinople.

Anthimos I, bishop of Trapezus, promoted by the Empress

Theodora, deposed by Pope Agapetus.

Menas. Consecrated by Pope Agapetus. Menas in turn conse

crated Pope Agathon. Controversy with Vigilius.

Eutychios
1
. Fifth oecumenical council, of Constantinople, 553.

Second consecration of S. Sophia.

loannes IV, Nesteutes. A synod at Constantinople, 587, declared

the patriarch oecumenical.

Cyriacos

Thomas I

Sergios, monotholete. Incursion of the Avars, 626.

Pyrrhos
1

, monothelete, deposed.

Pyrrhos
2

Petros, monothelete.

Thomas II

loannes V
Constantinos I

Theodores I
*, deposed by Constantine Pogonatus.

Gregorios I. Sixth oecumenical council, of Constantinople, 680,

counted Pope Honorius among the monothelete heretics.

Theodoros I
2

Paulos III. Council of Constantinople, Penthektes or in

Trullo II, 692.

Callinicos I, blinded, and banished to Rome by Justinian II.

Cyros, deposed by Philippicus.

loannes VI, monothelete.

Germanos I, bishop of Cyzicos, a eunuch, resigned.

Anastasios. The Patriarchate of Constantinople now conterminous

with the Byzantine Empire.

Constantinos II, bishop of Sylaion, blinded, shaved and beheaded

by Constantine Copronymus.
Nicetas I, a slave.

Paulos IV, a Cypriot, resigned.

Tarasios, a layman. Seventh oecumenical council, of Nicaia, 787.
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Nicephoros I, a layman, deposed and banished by Leo the Armenian.

Theodotos, illiterate. etKovo/xa^os.

Antonios I, Kasymatas ; a tanner, then bishop of Sylaion.

loannes VII, Pancration. fiKovopdxos, deposed by Theodora.

Methodios I, bishop of Cyzicos, promoted by Theodora. First

mention of M. Athos.

Ignatios
1
,
son of the Emperor Michael Rhangabe and Procopia,

eunuch
; deposed and banished by Baidas. Conversion of the

Bulgarians.
Photios 1

,
a layman, deposed and banished by Basil the Macedonian.

Conversion of the Russians.

Ignatios
2
,
canonised by Rome. Fourth council, of Constantinople,

869.

Photios 2
, deposed and confined to a monastery by Leo the Wise.

Synod of 879.

Stephanos I, son of Basil the Macedonian and Eudocia.

Antonios II, Kauleas.

Nicolaos I
1
, mysticos; deposed by Leo the Wise.

Euthymios I, deposed and banished by Alexander.

Nicolaos I
2
, restored by Constantine Porphyrogennetos.

Stephanos II, bishop of Amaseia; eunuch.

Tryphon

Theophylactos, a lad of sixteen, eunuch. Son of Romanus
Lecapenus. Conversion of the Hungarians.

Polyeuctos, eunuch.

Basileios I, Scamandrenos. Deposed by John Tzimisces.

Antonios III, Studites

Nicolaos II, Chrysoberges
Sisinios II

Sergios II. The Patriarch of Alexandria declared Kpirfjs r^

Eustathios

(100) Alexios, appointed by Basil II.

Michael I, Cerularios, appointed by Constantine IX, deposed and
banished by Isaac Comnenos. Excommunicated by Papal
legates (the see of Rome was vacant), July 16, 1054.

Constantinos III, Leuchoudes : eunuch.
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Joannes VIII, Xiphilinos
Cosmas I, Hierosolymites

Eustratios, eunuch.

Nicolaos III, Grammaticos
loannes IX, Agapetos

Leon, Styppe
Michael II, Kurkuas

Cosmas II, deposed by a synod of bishops.
Nicolaos IV, Muzalon, archbishop of Cyprus.
Theodotos

Neophytos I

Constantinos IV, Chliarenos

Lucas

Michael III, bishop of Anchialos.

Chariton

Theodosios I

Basileios II, Camateros, deposed by Isaac Angelus.
Nicetas II, Muntanes

Leontios

Dositheos, Patriarch of Jerusalem. (In 1192 five ex-Patriarchs
were alive.)

Georgios II, Xiphilinos
loannes IX, Camateros. Latin conquest of Constantinople,

April 12, 1204.

Michael IV, Antoreianos

Theodoros II, Copas
Maximos II

Manuel, Sarantenos

Germanos II

Methodios II

Manuel II

Arsenios 1

Nicephoros II

Arsenios 2

Germanos III, present (after his deposition) at the second council

of Lyons, 1274.

loseph I
1

loannes XI, Beccos
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Joseph I
2

Gregorios II, a Cypriot.

Athanasios I
1

Joannes XII, Cosmas

Athanasios I
2

Nephon I

loannes XIII, Glykys, a layman.
Gerasimos I

Hesaias

loannes XIV, Calekas

Isidores

Callistos I
1

Philotheos 1

Callistos I
2

Philotheos 2

Macarios 1

Neilos

Antonius IV 1

,
Macarios

Macarios 2

(150) Antonios IV 2

Callistos II

Matthaios I, sent the monk Joseph Bryennios to Cyprus, 1405.

Euthymios II

Joseph II, metropolitan of Ephesus : died at Florence, 1439, during
the Council.

Metrophanes II, metropolitan of Cyzicos.

Gregorios III, died at Rome, 1459.

Athanasios II, resigned, 1450. Fall of Constantinople, May 29,

1453. [The vestments and ornaments of the Patriarch,

imitated from those of the Byzantine Court, could hardly
have been assumed before the fall of the city.]

Gennadios II, Scholarios, resigned May, 1456.
Isidores II

Sophronios I, Syropulos

loasaph I, Kokkas : thrust forth about 1466 because he would not

sanction the marriage of a Christian girl to a Moslem courtier.

The Sultan, Mohammed II, spat in his face, and mowed away
his beard with his sword. The Patriarch threw himself down
a well.
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Marcos II, Xylocaraves.

Dionysios 1
1

. [The Lazes for a thousand florins buy the Patriarch

ate for Symeon, a monk of Trebizond. He gave way to

Dionysios, metropolitan of Philippopolis, for whom Maros,
mother of Sultan Bayazid, bought the Patriarchate for 2000

sequins : after a reign of five years he was rejected as a eunuch.

Symeon was recalled, and the synod paid 2000 sequins; but

the Serb Raphael offered 2500. Symeon was deposed, and

Raphael, an unlettered sot, succeeded
;
but as the money was

not paid he was led chained hand and foot through the city to

beg it from his flock: he failed, and died in prison.]

Symeon 1

Raphael
Maximos III

Symeon 2

Nephon II 1

Dionysios I
2

Maximos IV, paid 2500 florins. Deposed and died at M. Athos.

Nephon II 2

loakeim I
1

Nephon II 3

Pachomios I
1

loakeim I
2

Pachomios I
2
, poisoned by a servant.

Theoleptos I, bishop of loannina.

leremias I
1
, bishop of Sophia : visited Cyprus, 1520.

loannikios I

Hieremias I
2

Dionysios II 1

Hieremias I
3

Dionysios II 2

loasaph II, metropolitan of Adrianople.

Metrophanes III 1
, metropolitan of Caisareia.

Hieremias II 1

, Tranos, metropolitan of Larissa.

Metrophanes III 2

Hieremias II 2
,
banished to Rhodes.

Pachomios II, Palestos : banished to Wallachia.

Theoleptos II

Hieremias II 3
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Matthaios II 1

Gabriel I

Theophanes I, Carykes, metropolitan of Athens.

\Meletios Pegas, Patriarch of Alexandria, fVin/pjjTqs, April, I597&amp;gt;

to early in 1 599.]

Matthaios II 2

Neophytos II 1
, metropolitan of Athens.

Raphael II, moved in 1603 his residence from S. Demetrios to

S. George (the Phanar).

Neophytos II 2
, deposed and banished to Rhodes.

Cyrillos I \ Lucaris, Patriarch of Alexandria.

Timotheos II, poisoned.

Cyrillos I
2

Gregorios IV, metropolitan of Amaseia, deposed and banished to

Rhodes.

Anthimos II

Cyrillos I
3

Isaac

Cyrillos I
4

Cyrillos II 1
, metropolitan of Berrhoia.

Athanasios III 1
, Pantellarios, metropolitan of Thessalonica.

Cyrillos I
5

Cyrillos II 2
, Contares

Neophytos III

Cyrillos I
6

Cyrillos II 3

Parthenios I, Geron: deposed and banished to Cyprus; died of

poison at Chios.

Parthenios II 1
, metropolitan of Adrianople, deposed and banished,

loannikios II 1
, metropolitan of Heracleia, Lindios.

Parthenios II 2
, Oxys: murdered at the instigation of the Princes

of Wallachia and Moldavia,

loannikios II 2

Cyrillos III 1

, Spanos : metropolitan of Tornovo.

Athanasios III 3
,
fifteen days, resigned and died in Russia.

Paisios I 1

loannikios II 3

Cyrillos III 2
, deposed and banished to Cyprus.
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Paisios I
2

loannikios II 4

Parthenios III

(200) Gabriel II, twelve days.

Theophanes II, three days.

Parthenios IV 1
, Mogilalos

Dionysios III, Bardalis

Parthenios IV 2

Clemes, a few days, deposed and banished.

Methodios III, Morones, resigned and died at Venice.

Parthenios IV 2
,
six months, deposed and banished to Cyprus.

Dionysios IV 1

, Muselimes. Synod of Jerusalem, 1672.

Gerasimos II

Parthenios IV 4

Dionysios IV 2
. First Orthodox church built in London, 1677.

Athanasios IV, a week, deposed and banished.

lacobos 1

Dionysios IV 3

Parthenios IV 5
,
seven months.

lacobos 2

Dionysios IV 4

lacobos 3
,
four months.

Callinicos II 1

, Acarnan, nine months.

Neophytos IV, five months.

Callinicos II 2

Dionysios IV 5
,
seven months, deposed and died at Bucarest.

Callinicos II 3

Gabriel III

Neophytos IV, election not confirmed by the Porte.

Cyprianos
1

, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Athanasios V
Cyrillos IV

Cyprianos
2
,
three months.

Cosmas III

Hieremias III 1

Callinicos III, died of joy on hearing of his election, Nov. 19, 1726.

Paisios II 1
, Kynmurji-o.ghlu, deposed and banished to Cyprus.

Hieremias III 2
,
six months.
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Serapheim I, a year, deposed and banished to Lemnos.

Neophytos VI 1

Paisios II 2

Neophytos VI 2
,
ten months, deposed and banished to Patmos.

Paisios II 3

Cyrillos V 1
,
Caracalos

Paisios II 4

Cyrillos V 2
, deposed and banished to M. Sinai.

Callinicos IV, deposed and banished to M. Sinai.

Serapheim II, an Imperial Rescript of 1759 decreed that the

expenses of the election, reckoned at 120,000 francs, should

be met by the new Patriarch.

loannikios III, Carajas, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Samuel 1
, Khanjeris, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Meletios II, six months, resigned and died in penury at Mitylene.

Theodosios II, Maridakes, deposed and banished to Chalcis.

Samuel 2
, 13 months, deposed.

Sophronios II, Patriarch of Jerusalem.
Gabriel IV

Procopios, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Neophytos VII 1
, deposed and banished to Rhodes.

Gerasimos III, a Cypriot.

Gregorios V 1
, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Neophytos VII 2
, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Callinicos V 1

Gregorios V 2
, deposed and banished to M. Athos.

Callinicos V 2
, eight months.

Hieremias IV

Cyrillos VI, Serbetoghlu

Gregorios V 3
, on Easter Day, April 22, 1821, hanged over the

gate of the Patriarchate.

Eugenios II

Anthimos III, deposed and banished to Caisareia.

Chrysanthos, deposed and banished to Caisareia.

Agathangelos, deposed and banished to Caisareia.

Constantios I, archbishop of Sinai.

Constantios II

Gregorios VI 1
,
Khatti-Sherif of Giilkhane, Nov. 2, 1839.
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Anthimos IV 1

,
Bambakes

Anthimos V
Germanos IV 1

Meletios III, seven months.

Anthimos VI 1

,
loannides

Anthimos IV 2

Germanos IV 2
,
nine months.

(250) Anthimos VI 2

Cyrillos VII, Khatti-Humayun, Feb. 18, 1856.

loakeim II 2
,
Kokkodes

Sophronios 1 1 1, deposed 1866, elected 1870 Patriarch of Alexandria.

Gregorios VI 2

Anthimos VI 3

loakeim II 2

loakeim III 1

,
born 1834, metropolitan of Thessalonica

; resigned

1884.

Neophytos VIII, deposed Oct. 1894.

Anthimos VII, deposed Feb. 1897.

(257) Constantinos V, deposed 1901.

loakeim III 2
,
re-elected June, 1901. ft? TroXXa err;.

C. D. C.
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THE
rise of the see of Constantinople, the Great

Church of Christ/ is the most curious development

in the history of Eastern Christendom. For many cen

turies the patriarchs of New Rome have been the first

bishops in the East. Though they never succeeded in

the claim to universal jurisdiction over the whole Ortho

dox Church that they have at various times advanced,

though, during the last century especially, the limits of

their once enormous patriarchate have been ruthlessly

driven back, nevertheless since the fifth century and still

at the present time the Patriarch of New Rome fills a

place in the great Christian body whose importance

makes it second only to that of the Pope of Old Rome.

To be an orthodox Christian one must accept the

orthodox faith. That is the first criterion. And then

as a second and visible bond of union all Greeks at

any rate, and probably most Arabs and Slavs, would

add that one must be in communion with the oecumenical

patriarch. The Bulgars are entirely orthodox in faith,

but are excommunicate from the see of Constantinople;

a rather less acute form of the same state was until

lately the misfortune of the Church of Antioch. And
the great number of orthodox Christians would deny
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a share in their name to Bulgars and Antiochenes for

this reason only. Since, then, these patriarchs are now
and have so long been the centre of unity to the hundred
millions of Christians who make up the great Orthodox

Church, one might be tempted to think that their position
is an essential element of its constitution, and to imagine
that, since the days of the first general councils New
Rome has been as much the leading Church of the East
as Old Rome of the West. One might be tempted to

conceive the Orthodox as the subjects of the oecumenical

patriarch, just as Roman Catholics are the subjects of the

pope This would be a mistake. The advance of the

see of Constantinople is the latest development in the

history of the hierarchy. The Byzantine patriarch is

the youngest of the five. His see evolved from the

smallest of local dioceses at the end of the fourth and

during the fifth centuries. And now his jurisdiction,

that at one time grew into something like that of his

old rival the pope, has steadily retreated till he finds

himself back not very far from the point at which his

predecessors began their career of gradual advance.

And the overwhelming majority of the Orthodox,

although they still insist on communion with him,

indignantly deny that he has any rights over them.

Though they still give him a place of honour as the

first bishop of their Church, the other orthodox

patriarchs and still more the synods of national churches

show a steadily growing jealousy of his assumption and
a defiant insistence on their equality with him. An out

line of the story of what may perhaps be called the rise

and fall of the see of Constantinople will form the

natural introduction to the list of its bishops.
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We first hear of a bishop of Byzantium at the time

of the first General Council (Nicaea, 325). At that time

Metrophanes (315 325) ruled what was only a small

local see under the metropolitan of Thrace at Herakleia.

Long afterwards his successors claimed St Andrew the

Apostle as the founder of their see. This legend does

not begin till about the ninth century, after Constanti

nople had become a mighty patriarchate. There was

always a feeling that the chief sees should be those

founded by apostles ;
the other patriarchates Rome,

Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem were apostolic

sees (Alexandria claimed St Peter as her founder too),

and now that Constantinople was to be the equal of the

others, indeed the second see of all, an apostolic founder

had to be found for her too. The legend of St Andrew
at Constantinople first occurs in a ninth century forgery
attributed to one Dorotheos, bishop of Tyre and a martyr
under Diocletian. St Andrew s successor is said to be

the Stachys mentioned in Rom. xvi. 9 ;
and then follow

Onesimos and twenty-two other mythical bishops, till we
come to a real person, Metrophanes I. The reason why
St Andrew was chosen is the tradition that he went to

the North and preached in Scythia, Epirus and Thrace.

No one now takes this first line of Byzantine bishops

seriously. Their names are interesting as one more

example of an attempt to connect what afterwards

became a great see with an apostle. Before the ninth

century one of the commonest charges brought against
the growing patriarchate was that it is not an apostolic
see (e.g. Leo I. Ep. iv^ad Marcianum), and its defenders

never think of denying the charge ; they rather bring the

question quite candidly to its real issue by answering
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that it is at any rate an imperial one. So the first

historical predecessor of the oecumenical patriarch was

Metrophanes I. And he was by no means an oecu

menical patriarch. He was not even a metropolitan.

His city at the time of the first Nicene synod was a

place of no sort of importance, and he was the smallest

of local bishops who obeyed the metropolitan of Hera-

kleia. The council recognized as an ancient use the

rights of three chief sees only Rome, Alexandria and

Antioch (Can. 6). The title patriarch (taken, of course,

from the Old Testament as Levite for deacon) only

gradually became a technical one. It is the case of

nearly all ecclesiastical titles. As late as the sixth

century we still find any specially venerable bishop

called a patriarch (Greg. Naz. Orat. 42, 43, A eta SS.

Febr. III. 742, where Celidonius of Besan^on is called

the venerable patriarch ).
But the thing itself was

there, if not the special name. At the time of Nica^a I.

there were three and only three bishops who stood above

other metropolitans and ruled over vast provinces, the

bishops first of Rome, then of Alexandria and thirdly

of Antioch. It should be noticed that conservative

people, and especially the Western Church, for centuries

resented the addition of the two new patriarchates

Jerusalem and Constantinople -to these three, and still

clung to the ideal of three chief Churches only. Con

stantinople eventually displaced Alexandria and Antioch

to the third and fourth places : they both refused to accept

that position for a long time. Alexandria constantly in

the fifth and sixth centuries asserts her right as the

second throne, and Antioch demands to be recognized

as third. The Roman Church especially maintained the



Introduction I 25

older theory ;
she did not formally recognize Constanti

nople as a patriarchate at all till the ninth century, when

she accepted the 2ist Canon of Constantinople IV. (869)

that establishes the order of five patriarchates, with

Constantinople as the second and Jerusalem as the last.

Dioscur of Alexandria (444 451) bitterly resented the

lowered place given to his see. St Leo I. of Rome

(440 461) writes: Let the great Churches keep their

dignity according to the Canons, that is Alexandria and

Antioch (Ep. ad Rufin. Thess., Le Quien, Or. Christ, i.

1 8), and he constantly appeals to the sixth Canon of

Nicaea against later innovations (Ep. 104, ad Marc.}.
He says : The dignity of the Alexandrine see must
not perish and the Antiochene Church should remain

in the order arranged by the Fathers, so that having
been put in the third place it should never be reduced

to a lower one
1

(Ep. 106, ad Anatolium). St Gregory L
(590 604) still cherished the older ideal of the three

patriarchates, and as late as the eleventh century
St Leo IX. (1045 1054) writes to Peter III. of Antioch

that Antioch must keep the third place (Will, A eta et

scripta de controversiis eccl.graecae et latinae, Leipzig, 1 86 1

p. 168). However, in spite of all opposition the bishops
of Constantinople succeeded, first in being recognized
as patriarchs and eventually as taking the second place,

after Rome but before Alexandria. It was purely an

accident of secular politics that made this possible. The
first general council had not even mentioned the insigni

ficant little diocese of Byzantium. But by the time the

second council met (Constantinople I., 38 1 ) a great change
had happened. Constantine in 330 dedicated his new

capital amid the nakedness of almost all other cities*
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(St Jerome, Ckron. A.D. 332). He moved the seat of his

government thither, stripped Old Rome and ransacked

the Empire to adorn it, and built up what became the

most gorgeous city of the world. So the bishop of

Byzantium found himself in a sense the special bishop

of Caesar. He at once obtained an honoured place at

court, he had the ear of the emperor, he was always at

hand to transact any business between other bishops

and the government. Politically and civilly New Rome
was to be in every way equal to Old Rome, and since

the fourth century there was a strong tendency to imitate

civil arrangements in ecclesiastical affairs. Could the

prelate whose place had suddenly become so supremely

important remain a small local ordinary under a metro

politan ? And always the emperors favoured the ambi

tion of their court bishops ;
the greater the importance of

their capital in the Church, as well as in the State, the

more would the loyalty of their subjects be riveted to the

central government. So we find that the advance of the

Byzantine see is always as desirable an object to the

emperor as to his bishop. The advance came quickly

now. But we may notice that at every step there is no

sort of concealment as to its motive. No one in those

days thought of claiming any other reason for the high

place given to the bishop except the fact that the imperial

court sat in his city. There was no pretence of an

apostolic foundation, no question of St Andrew, no

claim to a glorious past, no record of martyrs, doctors

nor saints who had adorned the see of this new city ;

she had taken no part in spreading the faith, had been

of no importance to anyone till Constantine noticed what

a splendid site the Bosphorus and Golden Horn offer.
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This little bishop was parvenu of the parvenus ;
he knew

it and everyone knew it. His one argument and for

four centuries he was never tired of repeating it was
that he was the emperor s bishop, his see was New Rome.
New Rome was civilly equal to Old Rome, so why should
he not be as great, or nearly as great, as that distant

patriarch now left alone where the weeds choked ruined

gates by the Tiber ? Now that the splendour of Caesar

and his court have gone to that dim world where linger
the ghosts of Pharaoh and Cyrus we realize how weak
was the foundation of this claim from the beginning.
The Turk has answered the new patriarch s arguments
very effectively. And to-day he affects an attitude of

conservatism, and in his endless quarrels with the inde

pendent Orthodox Churches he talks about ancient

rights. He has no ancient rights. The ancient rights
are those of his betters at Rome, Alexandria and
Antioch. His high place is founded on an accident
of politics, and if his argument were carried out con

sistently he would have had to step down in 1453 and
the chief bishops of Christendom would now be those of

Paris, London and New York. We must go back to

381 and trace the steps of his progress. The first

Council of Constantinople was a small assembly of

only 150 eastern bishops. No Latins were present, the
Roman Church was not represented. Its third canon
ordains that : The bishop of Constantinople shall have
the primacy of honour (ra Trpeo-fieia rr)? r^?) after the

bishop of Rome, because that city is New Rome. This
does not yet mean a patriarchate. There is no question
of extra-diocesan jurisdiction. He is to have an honorary
place after the pope because his city has become politic-

32
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ally New Rome. The Churches of Rome and Alexandria

definitely refused to accept this canon. The popes in

accepting the Creed of Constantinople I. always rejected

its canons and specially rejected this third canon. Two

hundred years later Gregory I. says, The Roman Church

neither acknowledges nor receives the canons of that

synod, she accepts the said synod in what it defined

against Macedonius (the additions to the Nicene Creed,

Ep. vil. 34) ;
and when Gratian put the canon into the

Roman canon law in the twelfth century the papal cor

rectors added to it a note to the effect that the Roman

Church did not acknowledge it. The canon and the

note still stand in the Corpus juris (dist. XXII. c. 3), a

memory of the opposition with which Old Rome met

the first beginning of the advance of New Rome. The

third general council did not affect this advance, although

during the whole fourth century there are endless cases

of bishops of Constantinople, defended by the emperor,

usurping rights in other provinces usurpations that are

always indignantly opposed by the lawful primates.

Such usurpations, and the indignant oppositions, fill up

the history of the Eastern Church down to our own

time. It was the fourth general council (Chalcedon in

451) that finally assured the position of the imperial

bishops. Its 28th canon is the vital point in all this

story. The canon very long and confused in its

form defines that the most holy Church of Constan

tinople the New Rome shall have a primacy next after

Old Rome. Of course the invariable reason is given :

the city honoured because of her rule and her Senate

shall enjoy a like primacy to that of the elder Imperial

Rome and shall be mighty in Church affairs just as she
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is and shall be second after her.&quot; The canon gives

authority over Asia (the Roman province, of course

Asia Minor) and Thrace to Constantinople and so builds

up a new patriarchate. Older and infinitely more vener

able sees, Herakleia, the ancient metropolis, Caesarea in

Cappadocia, that had converted all Armenia, Ephesus
where the apostle whom our Lord loved had sat they
must all step down, because Constantinople is honoured

for her rule and her senate. The Roman legates (Lucen-

tius, Paschasius and Boniface) were away at the fifteenth

session when this canon was drawn up. When they arrive

later and hear what has been done in their absence they
are very angry, and a heated discussion takes place in

which they appeal to the sixth canon of Nicaea. The
council sent an exceptionally respectful letter to Pope
Leo I. (440 461) asking him to confirm their acts (Ep.

Cone. Chal. ad Leonem, among St Leo s letters, No. 98).

He confirms the others, but rejects the twenty-eighth

categorically.
* He who seeks undue honours/ he says,

loses his real ones. Let it be enough for the said

Bishop (Anatolios of Constantinople) that by the help
of your (Marcian s) piety and by the consent of my
favour he has got the bishopric of so great a city.

Let him not despise a royal see because he can never

make it an apostolic one (no one had dreamed of the

St Andrew legend then) ;
nor should he by any means

hope to become greater by offending others. He also

appeals to canon 6 of Nicaea against the proposed

arrangement (Ep. 104). So the 28th canon of Chalcedon,

too, was never admitted at Rome. The Illyrian and

various other bishops had already refused to sign it.

Notwithstanding this opposition the new patriarch con-
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tinued to prosper. The Council of Chalcedon had made

the see of Jerusalem into a patriarchate as well, giving it

the fifth place. But all the eastern rivals go down in

importance at this time. Alexandria, Antioch and

Jerusalem were overrun with Monophysites ; nearly all

Syria and Egypt fell away into that heresy, so that the

orthodox patriarchs had scarcely any flocks. Then came

Islam and swept away whatever power they still had.

Meanwhile Caesar was always the friend of his own

bishop. Leo III., the Isaurian (717741), filched his

own fatherland, Isauria, from Antioch and gave it to

Constantinople ;
from the seventh to the ninth centuries

the emperors continually affect to separate Illyricum

from the Roman patriarchate and to add it to that of

their own bishop. Since Justinian conquered back Italy

(554) they claim Greater Greece (Southern Italy, Cala

bria, Apulia, Sicily) for their patriarch too, till the

Norman Conquest (1060 1091) puts an end to any

hope of asserting such a claim. It is the patriarch of

Constantinople who has the right of crowning the

emperor; and the patriarch John IV., the Faster

(N^o-TeimJ?, 582 595), assumes the vaguely splendid

title of CEcumenical Patriarch. The new kingdom

of the Bulgars forms a source of angry dispute between

Rome and Constantinople, till just after the great schism

the oecumenical patriarch wins them all to his side,

little thinking how much trouble the children of these

same Bulgars will some day give to his successors.

Photios (857 867, 878 886) and Michael Kerularios

(Michael I., 1043 1058) saw the great schism between

East and West. Meanwhile the conversion of the

Russians (988) added an enormous territory to what
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was already the greatest of the Eastern patriar

chates.

The Turkish conquest of Constantinople (1453),

strangely enough, added still more to the power of its

patriarchs. True to their unchanging attitude the

Mohammedans accepted each religious communion as

a civil body. The Rayahs were grouped according to

their Churches. The greatest of these bodies was, and

is, the Orthodox Church, with the name Roman nation

(rum millet), strange survival of the dead empire. And
the recognized civil head of this Roman nation is the

oecumenical patriarch. So he now has civil jurisdiction

over all orthodox Rayahs in the Turkisk empire, over

the other patriarchs and their subjects and over the

autocephalous Cypriotes as well as over the faithful of

his own patriarchate. No orthodox Christian can

approach the Porte except through his court at the

Phanar. And the Phanar continually tries to use this

civil jurisdiction for ecclesiastical purposes.

We have now come to the height of our patriarch s

power. He rules over a vast territory second only to

that of the Roman patriarchate. All Turkey in Europe,
all Asia Minor, and Russia to the Polish frontier and the

White Sea, obey the great lord who rules by the old

lighthouse on the Golden Horn. And he is politically

and civilly the overlord of Orthodox Egypt, Syria,

Palestine and Cyprus as well. So for one short period,

from 1453 to 1589, he was not a bad imitation of the

real pope. But his glory did not last, and from this

point to the present time his power has gone down
almost as fast as it went up in the fourth and fifth

centuries. The first blow was the independence of
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Russia. In 1589 the czar, Feodor Ivanovich, made

his Church into an autocephalous patriarchate (under

Moscow), and in 1721 Peter the Great changed its

government into that of a *

Holy directing Synod.

Both the independence and the synod have been imi

tated by most Orthodox Churches since. Jeremias II.

of Constantinople (i 572 1 579, 1 580 1 584, 1 586 1 595)

took money as the price of acknowledging the Russian

Holy Synod as his sister in Christ. It was all he

could do. His protector the Sultan had no power in

Russia, and if he had made difficulties he would not

have prevented what happened and he would have lost

the bribe. Since then the oecumenical patriarch has

no kind of jurisdiction in Russia
;
even the holy chrism

is prepared at Petersburg. In two small cases the

Phanar gained a point since it lost Russia. Through

the unholy alliance with the Turkish government that

had become its fixed policy, it succeeded in crushing

the independent Servian Church of Ipek in 1765 and

the Bulgarian Church of Achrida (Ochrida in Macedonia)

in 1767. The little Roumanian Church of Tirnovo had

been forced to submit to Constantinople as soon as

the Turks conquered that city (1393)- In these three

cases, then, the Phanar again spread the boundaries of

its jurisdiction. Otherwise it steadily retreats. In

every case in which a Balkan State has thrown off the

authority of the Porte, its Church has at once thrown

off the authority of the Phanar. These two powers had

been too closely allied for the new independent govern

ment to allow its subjects to obey either of them. The

process is always the same. One of the first laws of

the new constitution is to declare that the national
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Church is entirely orthodox, that it accepts all canons,

decrees and declarations of the Seven Holy Synods, that

it remains in communion with the oecumenical throne

and with all other Orthodox Churches of Christ
;
but

that it is an entirely autocephalous Church, acknow

ledging no head but Christ. A Holy Synod is then set

up on the Russian model, by which the theory no head

but Christ always works out as unmitigated Erastianism.

The patriarch on the other hand is always filled with

indignation ;
he always protests vehemently, generally

begins by excommunicating the whole of the new

Church, and (except in the Bulgarian case) Russia

always makes him eventually withdraw his decree and

recognize yet another sister in Christ.

In 1833 the first Greek parliament at Nauplion

declared the Greek Church independent ;
Anthimos IV.

of Constantinople first refused to acknowledge it at all

and then in 1850 published his famous Tomos, allowing

some measure of self-government. The Greek Church

refused to take any notice of the Tomos, and eventually

Anthimos had to give way altogether. In 1866 the

cession of the Ionian Isles, and in 1881 the addition of

Thessaly and part of Epirus to the kingdom of Greece,

enlarged the territory of the Greek Church and further

reduced the patriarchate. In 1870 the Bulgars founded

an independent national Church. This is by far the

worst trouble of all. They have set up an Exarch

in Constantinople and he claims jurisdiction over all

Bulgars, wherever they may live. The Bulgarian Church

is recognized by Russia, excommunicate and most vehe

mently denounced by the patriarch. The inevitable

moment in which the Phanar will have to give way
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and welcome this sister too has not yet come. The
Serbs set up their Church in 1879, the Vlachs in 1885
both establishments led to disputes that still distress the

Orthodox Church. The Austrian occupation of lands

inhabited by orthodox Christians has led to the estab

lishment of independent Churches at Carlovitz in 1765,

at Hermannstadt (Nagy-Szeben) in 1864, at Czernovitz

in 1873 and of a practically independent one in Herce-

govina and Bosnia since 1880. The diminishing power
of the oecumenical patriarch is further shown by the

resistance, always more and more uncompromising,
shown when he tries to interfere in the affairs of the

other patriarchates and autocephalous Churches. In

1866 Sophronios III. of Constantinople wanted to judge
a case at the monastery of Mount Sinai. Immediately
the Patriarch of Jerusalem summoned a synod and

indignantly refused to acknowledge his anti-canonical

interference and his foreign and unknown authority/
The Church of Greece since its establishment has had

many opportunities of resisting the patriarch s foreign

authority. She has not failed to use each of them.

The see of Antioch still bears the excommunication

proclaimed against her late Patriarch Meletios (fFeb. 8,

1906) rather than allow the Phanar to interfere in her

affairs. The patriarch of Alexandria (Photios) has sent

away the legate whom the Phanar wished to keep at

his court. The Church of Cyprus, now for nearly nine

years in the throes of a quarrel that disturbs and scan

dalizes the whole orthodox world, has appealed to

every sort of person including the British Colonial

Office to come and help her out of her trouble. From

only one will she hear of no interference. Every time
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the Phanar volunteers a little well-meant advice it is

told sharply that it has no authority in Cyprus ;
the

Council of Ephesus in 431 settled all that, and, in short,

will his All-Holiness of Constantinople mind his own

business ?

The diminished authority of the oecumenical throne

now covers Turkey in Europe (that is, Thrace, Macedonia

and part of Epirus) and Asia Minor only. And in Mace

donia its rights are denied by the Bulgars ;
and both

Serbs and Vlachs are on the point of setting up inde

pendent Churches here too.

The patriarch however takes precedence of all other

orthodox bishops. His title is Archbishop of Con

stantinople, New Rome and CEcumenical Patriarch

(

fO TravayKtiraros, 6 Oeioraros, o ao^x^raro^ /cvpios, o

Kft&amp;gt;z&amp;gt;o-razmz OU7roAea&amp;gt;?, Nea? Pto/xr?? KOL

rpiapxys} He is addressed as Your

most divine All-Holiness (

(H T/juerepa Qeiordrri liava-

yioTTjs). To assist him in his rule he has two tribunals,

a synod for purely ecclesiastical affairs and a mixed

national council (^LKTOV eOvucov o-v/jL{3ov\iov) for affairs

that are partly ecclesiastical and partly secular.

Since 1860 the patriarchs are elected nominally for

life in this way : a committee of the metropolitan

bishops present in Constantinople, with certain laymen

and representatives of twenty-six provincial bishops,

meets not less than forty days after the vacancy and

submits to the Porte the names of all for whom their

votes have been recorded. From this list the Sultan

may strike out not more than three names. Out of the

corrected list the mixed council chooses three
;

and

the synod finally elects one of the three. But the
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candidate who has steered his way through all these

trials is not yet appointed. He must be confirmed by
the Sultan, who may even now reject him. The patriarch-
elect at last receives a berat, that is a form of appoint
ment by the Sultan, in which his civil and ecclesiastical

rights are exactly defined, is solemnly invested by the

Great Wazlr in the Sultan s name, pays certain visits of

ceremony to various Turkish officials and is finally

enthroned in the Church of St George in the Phanar.

The enthronement is performed by the metropolitan
of Herakleia (last shadow of his old jurisdiction over

Byzantium) after the Turkish officer has read out the

berat. The patriarchs are still obliged to pay heavy
bribes for their berat Their dress is the same as that

of other orthodox bishops, except that the veil of the

patriarch s Kalematikion is often violet. As arms on

their seal they bear a spread eagle imperially crowned.

The first glance at the list will reveal what is

the greatest abuse of the oecumenical throne, namely
the enormous number of its occupants and the short

length of their reigns. Even before 1453, and very

much more since the Turk has reigned here, the patri

archs are deposed incessantly. Sometimes it is the

government, more often the endless strife of parties in

the Church, that brings about this everlasting course of

deposition, resignation and reappointment The thing

has reached incredible proportions. Scarcely any patri

arch has reigned for more than two or three years before

he has been forced to resign. Between 1625 and 1700,

for instance, there were fifty patriarchs, an average of

eighteen months reign for each. But when a patriarch

is deposed he does not take final leave of the oecumenical
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throne. He always has a party on his side and that

party immediately begins intriguing for his restoration.

Generally there are three or four candidates who go
backwards and forwards at short intervals; each is

deposed and one of his rivals reappointed. All the

Phanariote Greeks then naturally swerve round to the

opposition and move heaven and earth to have the

present occupier removed and one of the ex-patriarchs

re-elected. They quarrel and criticize all the reigning

patriarch s actions, the metropolitans refuse to work

with him
; everyone besieges the Turkish Minister of

Police with petitions till he is made to resign. Then

one of his old rivals is appointed again and everyone

begins trying to oust him. So the proceeding goes on

round and round. And the Porte gets its bribe for each

new berat. Some patriarchs have had as many as five

tenures at intervals (Cyril Lukaris had six). There are

always three or four ex-patriarchs waiting in angry
retirement at Athos or Chalki for a chance of reap-

pointment; so unless one has just seen the current

number of the Etf/eXTjcmzo-Tf/o) AX^fleta it is never safe

to say certainly which is the patriarch and which an

ex-patriarch.

The reigning patriarch, Joakim III., had already

occupied the see from 1878 to 1884. When Constan-

tine V. fell in 1901 he was re-elected and has reigned

for nearly seven years an almost unique record.

There are now three ex-patriarchs, each with a party

angrily demanding its favourite s reappointment, Neo-

phytos VIII., Anthimos VII. and Constantine V.

Anthimos VII. has made himself specially conspicuous

as a critic of his successor s actions. He constantly
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writes to point out how much better he managed things

during his reign (1884 1897) and how much better he

would manage them again if he had the chance. In

1905 nine metropolitans (led by Joakim of Ephesus and

Prokopios of Durazzo) proceeded to depose Joakim III.

They telegraphed to Petersburg, Athens, Belgrade and

Bucharest that the patriarchal see was again vacant.

Joakim of Ephesus was the popular candidate for

the succession. This was all natural and right, and

would have four ex-patriarchs instead of three till

they had ousted the Ephesian. Only this time they

counted without their host. The Porte means or

meant then to keep Joakim III.; and the only thing

that really ever matters in the Byzantine patriarchate

is what the Sultan decides. So these metropolitans were

severely lectured by Abdurrahman Pasha, the Minister

of Police
; Joakim was lectured too and his duty as

patriarch was plainly explained to him, but he kept his

place, and for once the Porte threw away a chance of

selling another berat. Abdurrahman seems to be the

normally appointed person to point out the laws of the

Orthodox Church to its metropolitan, and there is an

inimitable touch of irony in the date, 18 Rabi al-awwal,

1323, for instance, that he puts at the end of his

canonical epistles to the patriarch.

The list that follows contains an astonishingly small

number of great names. One is always reminded that

but for the protection of the emperor and then of the

Sultan the see of Constantinople has no claim to dignity.

Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem have all incompar

ably more honourable memories. At Constantinople

only two really great patriarchs have brought honour
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to their see St John Chrysostom (398 404) and

Photios (857867, 878886). Nestorios (428431),
the Monotheletes Sergios I. (610 638), Pyrrhos I.

(638 641) and Paul II. (641 652), and especially

poor Cyril Lukaris (1621 at six intervals to 1638),

made a certain name for themselves, but their succes

sors would hardly glory in their memory. On the other

hand, in a long list that tells of little but time-serving,

grovelling subjection to the Turk and ludicrous intrigue,

there are some names that stand out as those of men
who stood boldly for the cause of Christ against the

unbaptized tyrant to whom they owed their place ;
and

there are even martyrs who have left to this see a more

real glory than that of the mythical apostle-patriarch,

St Andrew. Isidore II. (1456 1463) was murdered

for refusing to allow a Christian woman to become the

second wife of a Mohammedan, Maximos III. (1476

1482) was mutilated for the same cause and Gregory V.

(1797 at three intervals to 1822) was barbarously hanged
on Easter-day 1821 as a revenge because his countrymen
were defeating his master.

And lastly, of the reigning patriarch, Joakim III.,

there is nothing to say but what is very good. He
began his second reign by sending an Encyclical to the

other Orthodox Churches in which he proposed certain

very excellent reforms (for instance that of their Calen

dar), wished to arrange a better understanding between

the sixteen independent bodies that make up their com
munion and expressed his pious hope for the re-union of

Christendom. Pity that their never-ending jealousies

made those of these Churches that answered at all do

so in the most unfriendly way. But of Joakim himself



4O Introduction I

one hears everything that is edifying. He is evidently

really concerned about the scandals that disgrace the

Orthodox name the affairs of Bulgaria, Antioch, Cyprus

and so on and he has shown himself in every way a wise,

temperate and godly bishop. So one may end this note

by expressing a very sincere hope that he may be allowed

to go on ruling the Great Church of Christ for many

years still before the inevitable deposition comes.

And for the sake of removing the crying scandal of

these constant changes in the patriarchate, as well as for

the sympathy we all feel for his character, the Western

outsider will join very heartily in the greeting with which

he was received at his enthronement : leoa/eel/i afto? et?

ADRIAN FORTESCUE.
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The population of the Roman Empire was divided

into groups by the system of provinces, and to this

grouping the Churches of Christendom seem to have

accommodated themselves almost, if not quite, from the

very beginning. Thus, for instance, the Churches of

Syria, from very early days indeed, formed one group,
the head of which was the Church of Antioch, the chief

city of the province. The Church of Antioch was
indeed the *

metropolis, of which the other Syrian

churches, for the most part at any rate, were colonies
;

but Antioch had been selected as the missionary centre,

we may be sure, on account of its being the provincial

capital. Again, the Churches of Asia formed a group,
in which the lead belonged to the Church of Ephesus,
the Churches of Macedonia (Eastern Illyricum) another

group, in which the chief place was taken by the Church

of Thessalonica, and yet another group was that of

the Achaian Churches, centreing about the Church of

Corinth. Other examples of Churches whose grouping

corresponded with provincial divisions of the Empire
were those of Cyprus, Egypt, and Africa.

This correspondence of grouping between the Church

and the Empire is more easily exemplified from the

c. 4
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regions to the east of the Adriatic than from those to

the west of it. One reason, no doubt, is the fact that,

even down to Bishop Jewel s famous limit of Catholic

Antiquity, viz. the end of the sixth century, the history

of Christendom is the history of the Eastern, much more

than of the Western, Churches. Still, the correspondence

does not cease when we pass from Greece and the East

to Italy and the West. Carthage and Africa have been

already mentioned, and in connection with that region

of the Roman Empire it should be noticed that just as

Carthage and the African provinces were, if anything,

more Latin than Rome and Latium itself, in the earliest

period of Christian history, so it was in Carthage and

Africa, not in Rome, that the forefathers of Latin

Christianity arose Tertullian, Cyprian, Augustine
1

.

Again, in the Eastern half of the Empire, great and

famous cities were numerous Alexandria, Antioch,

Tarsus, the Cappadocian Caesarea, Ephesus, Thessalonica,

Corinth and so were notable Christian bishoprics. In

the Western half, Rome, Milan and Carthage for a con

siderable time threw all the rest very much into the

shade. Lyon, of course, was a considerable city and

we find one of the most ancient Churches of the West

founded there, and undergoing persecution in the year

177. But Lyon was a new creation. The Roman

Empire had called it into being, whereas the great

cities of the East had a history reaching back to times

long before the Roman Empire had begun to be. Very

naturally, then, in the grouping of Christendom, the

1 The Old Latin version of the New Testament was produced in the

province of Africa, in the second century. See Westcott, Canon of the

New Testament, I. iii. 3.
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whole West, speaking generally, was regarded as one

group, with Rome as its head and centre. Even those
who made a separate group or province of the African
Churches would hardly assign anything less extensive
than Italy and the Italian islands, Spain and Gaul, and
Britain, as the province of the Roman See. The care of
all the churches in those countries would be regarded
by all as properly coming upon and assumed by the

bishop of Rome.

Among the cities of the East, two stood far out and
above the rest, for size, and wealth, and all that goes to
make urban greatness Alexandria, to wit, and Antioch.

Speaking generally with regard to the first 300 years of
the Christian era, one would say that next in the scale
of greatness and importance came the following three
Caesarea in Cappadocia, Ephesus and Thessalonica

;

three most important points, one may observe, on the
chief line of communication between Rome and the

Euphrates frontier of the Empire. In the West, Rome
shone with absolutely unique glory. Lyon, Milan,
Ravenna, even Carthage itself, which after all had been
resuscitated by the grace of her quondam rival these
were nothing accounted of in comparison with Rome.

The Emperor Diocletian (A.D. 284 305) made con
siderable modifications in the provincial system of the
Roman Empire, distributing all the provinces into 12
dioceses or groups of provinces. During the fourth

century other changes were made, and in A.D. 400 the
number of dioceses had been increased from 12 to I3

1
.

A profoundly important change in the structure of the
1 See Professor Bury s edition of Gibbon, Decline and Fall, vol. n

p. 541 f.

42



44 Introduction II

Empire was effected by the foundation of a new im

perial capital, Constantinople, the Encaenia of which

were celebrated on the nth of May, A.D. 33O
1

.

At the time of the great Council of Nicaea, the

building of the city of Constantine, New Rome, had

only just been begun. The greatest cities of Christen

dom, in A.D.
325&amp;gt;

are also the greatest cities of the

Empire Rome, Alexandria, Antioch. The Nicene

Council, representative of all Christendom, ordered in

the sixth of the twenty canons which it passed, that the

ancient customs should prevail, whereby the bishop of

Alexandria exercised authority over the churches in

Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis ( the parts of Libya about

Cyrene ),
and similar authority over a wide area was

exercised, in the West by the bishop of Rome, in the

East by the bishop of Antioch 2
. The limits of authority

and jurisdiction are not specified in the case either of

Rome or of Antioch, so that the canon, taken by itself,

is evidence for no more than the fact that the bishop, in

each of these cities, had a province in which he was

the chief pastor. Other churches, besides those of

Rome, Alexandria and Antioch, had prerogatives and

privileges Trpevpela
which were to be maintained.

The Canon goes on to speak of the necessity incumbent

1 Gibbon, Decline and Fall, n. p. 157. te 6 5 (
Bui7 s edition).

Qpo\6yi oV r6 M^o, P- 3&quot;&amp;gt;.

where the Ilth of May is Called ^&quot;^
Xta

jroi ra tyKabia. rrjs Kw&amp;lt;TTaTivouir6Xews. The Orthodox Church placed the

city under the especial favour and protection of the Blessed Virgin Mary.

2 Concil. Nicsen. Can. VI. ra apXala Mr, Kpardru, TO. kv AlyvwrV Kal

HerrairAXei, cuare rbv eV AXefav^e^ Mffiww TT&TW To6rw

w tiri&amp;lt;rK6irV TOVTO otvyets ianv.

rals AXXais
Kal /car r

rats fKK\r)ffiai.s.
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on every bishop of obtaining his metropolitan s consent

to his election and consecration. If any be made a

bishop, without consent of his metropolitan, this great

Synod has determined that such person ought not to be

bishop
1
. This ruling finds illustration in the ninth

Canon of the Council of Antioch, A.D. 341, according to

which * the bishop presiding in the metropolis ought to

know the bishops of his province, and undertake the

care of the whole province, because all, who have any
business, congregate in the metropolis

2
. Without the

metropolitan s cognizance, the bishops of a province

ought not to take any action. This, it is asserted, was
the rule of our fathers, established of old. Each bishop
had his distinct rights and duties, within the limits of

his
Trapoticia, or district

; beyond those limits he could

only act in concert with his metropolitan, and the

metropolitan, in turn, must not act without the co

operation of his comprovincials.
The words metropolis and province were taken

over by the Church from the official vocabulary of the

Empire. Metropolis in the sense of a capital city or
1

Ibid.) Kad6\ov de irpboti\ov ^KCIVO, OTL ei rtj Xupi* yv&p. ris TOV fjt-rjrpo-

TToXlTOV yfroiTO ^TTtV/COTTOS, TOV TOLOVTOV TJ jmeydXrj (TVVOOOS uplffe fjLTJ de?V flvai

fTrio-KOTTov. edv ptvToi TTJ Koivrj wdvTUV ^0y, evXoyy over), Kal Kara Kav6va

KK\ij(ria(rTiK6t&amp;gt;, duo i) rpeis 5t otKeiav
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;i\oveu&amp;lt;lav avTiXtybxri, Kpareiro) i] r&v

2 Concil. Antioch. Can. IX. TOVS xad eKaffrrjit eTrttr/coTrous eldtvai.

rbv tv rrj /j.T)Tpoir6\i. Tr/joetrrwra tirivKOirov Kal TTJV (frpovTioa.

rfjs torapxlcu, dia TO ev ^T/rpoTroXet iravraxoOev &amp;lt;rvvTp^xft-v

, odev 5oe Kal Ty Tifj.y irpo^yeiadai avr6i&amp;gt;, /cara TOV dpxaiov
T&V -rraTtpwv T)/J.U&amp;gt;V Kavbva, T) raOra fjibva, 6Va TT) eKd&Tov eTrijSdXXet

TrapotKia Kal rats y?r avTTjv x^pais. %Ka&amp;lt;?Tov yap f-rrLffKoirov eov&amp;lt;riav xeiv

T^S eavTou irapoiKias, dtoiKelv re Kara TT]V eKaiTT^ t-rripdXXovcrav evXdpfiav,
Kal irpbvoLav 7roie?cr^at Trdffrjs TTJS xcipas TTJS vw6 Trjv eavrov Tr6\iv, ws Kal

vpefffivrtpow Kal Siaxfoovt, Kal yuera Kptveus e/cacrra
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town is met with as far back as the days of Xenophon
1

.

In the Roman epoch it was a title of honour much

sought after, and disputed over, by the cities of the

province of Asia. The proper metropolis of Asia was

Pergamus, the seat and centre of the government and of

the KOIVOV or confederation of the provincial cities, but

the title was claimed by, and allowed to, Ephesus,

Smyrna, Sardis, and others besides 2
. As it happened,

Ephesus was, in ecclesiastical relations, a true metropolis,

the Churches of Asia being subordinate to it. There

St Paul and St John had dwelt and laboured, and

thence had the sound of the Gospel gone forth into all

the province .

Se fj.rjdv Trpdrreii eTrtxetpeti , dixa TOU TTJS /j,-rjTpoTr6\us tirurKbirov,

Hyde avTov dvev TTJS T&V \onrwv yvw/j.rjs. Compare the thirty-fourth of the

so-called Canons of the Holy Apostles rovs eTrtcr/coTrous exdffTov Zdvovs eidtvai

XpJ) TOV v aurots irp&TOv, /cat riyeiffdai avrbv u&amp;gt;$
K&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;a\rjv ,

/cat fJLrjStv n

jrpa.TTfi.v wepirTbv dvV Trjs ^Kelvov yvibfj.r)s, /j.6va 5 Trpdrreiv ^/caaroc, ocra rrj

O.UTOU irapoiKip f7rij3ciX\et, /cat ratj I/TT
ai&amp;gt;Tr)v x^pais. dXXci fj.r)8

TTJS ira.vTd3v yvw/j.r)s Trote/raj n. ourw yap dfJL6voia Zarai, /cat

o 0e6j, Sid Kvpiov, tv Ayiy Hvev/j.aTi, 6 Harqp Kal 6 Tios Kai TO &quot;Ayiov

]lv(v/j.a. Also Concil. Nicaen. Can. IV7
. eiricKoirov TrpoffTj/cet /udXicrra /j.tv

virb irdvTW r&v iv rrj e?rapxt cji
Ka6i&amp;lt;rTao 9ai, fi 5e 8v&amp;lt;rxeps eirj TO TOIOVTOV...

ta.iravTos r/)e?s eVt TO avTO avvayofj^vovs, ffv/n^rjtpfjv yfvo^vwv /cat TWV dirdvTuv,

Kal ffvvTidefj^vwv did ypau./J.dTwi ,
r6re rr\v xeipoToviav Trotetcr^at. TO 5e /cOpos

TWJ/ yivo^tvuv 5i5oa6ai. /ca# kx.6.art]v fTrapxio.i&amp;gt; ry nr)Tp07ro\lTr}. -&quot;E#j/os in the

Apostolic Canon= provincia. See Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches^

p. 229.
1

Xenophon, Anabasis v. ii. 3, iv. 15.
2 Mommsen, The Provinces of the Roman Empire, vol. I. pp. 329 330

(Eng.Transl.), Ramsay, Letters to theSeven Churches, pp. 227 230,289 290.
3 Acts xix., Rev. i. 9 n, Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. in. i. 23 (with

citations from Irenaeus and Clement) and v. 24 (letter of Polycrates, bishop

of Ephesus, to Victor, bishop of Rome). In the last-mentioned passage

Eusebius speaks of Polycrates as follows TWV Se ^TTI TTJS Aa/ay tVicr/COTTON/...

IloXu/c/)ctT7?y.
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The bishops of Christendom, then, were grouped
round metropolitans. In their turn, the metropolitans

were subordinate to the bishops of the first-rate cities of

the Empire. Thus the metropolitans in Spain, Gaul

and Britain, and Italy, were subordinate to the bishop

of Rome, who also claimed primacy over the bishops of

Africa a claim injurious to the prerogative of Carthage
1

.

In Egypt, and the adjoining Libya and Pentapolis, the

bishop of Alexandria was, at the time of the Nicene and

Antiochene Councils, probably the only metropolitan.

In Syria, the metropolitan of Caesarea (Palaestina) was

among the bishops subordinate to the see of Antioch.

When we come to Asia Minor and the region known

nowadays as the Balkan Peninsula we find three great

dioceses, of which express mention is made in the second

canon of the Council of Constantinople (A.D. 381). This

word diocese, like province and metropolis, came
into the vocabulary of the Church from that of the

Empire. The three dioceses mentioned in the Con-

stantinopolitan Canon just referred to are (i) Asiana,

(2) Pontica, (3) Thracia 2
. In the Asian diocese, the

1 The pretensions of the bishop of Rome, however, encountered sturdy

resistance in Africa. See Salmon, Infallibility of the Church, pp. 407,

414, 415, Robertson, History of the Christian Church, II. pp. 149 151,

236, 237.
2 Concil. Const. Can. II. TOUS virkp dioiKr]&amp;lt;nv

tirLGKbirovs TCUS virepopiois

KK\-r)&amp;lt;riais /J.TI lir^vo.(. /u,r;5 yvy^etv ras tKK\r)&amp;lt;rlas, d\Xa Kara TOI)S Kavovas

TOV /j,v AXeaj/5petas eiriffKOTrov ra tv Alyvirrq pbvov olKovo/j.eiv, roi&amp;gt;s 5e rrjs

AvaTO\rjs C7ri&amp;lt;r/c67roii5 TTJV
J

AvaTo\LKT)v /j.6vr)i&amp;gt; 5toi/ce2V, 0iAarTo y
u6 Wj&amp;gt; T&V iv

TO?J KdvbffL rots Kara Ni/ccuaj&amp;gt; Trpe^/Seion/ rrj AvTioxtw 4KK\ijfflq. t
/cat roi)s rrfs

AffiavTJs Siot/CTjcreus ^7rt&amp;lt;r/c67rous ra Kara TTJV Affiav7]i&amp;gt; p.bvov SLOLKCLV, xai roi)s

XT}? HOVTIKTJS ra. TTJS IToi/Tt/CT/s /j,6va, Kal TOVS r^s QpaKtKTJs ra TTJS QpaKiKrjs

/j.6vov Stoi/ceii TO, Kad eKdffT-rjv iirapxio-v rj TTJS eirapxias &amp;lt;rvi&amp;gt;o8os SioiKrjtrei,

Kara TO. iv Nixaia w/attr/i^a. In the fifth Canon of Nicaea, another phrase
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leading see was that of Ephesus, though at the time of
the Canon Iconium also, and the Pisidian Antioch, were
prominent and important. In the Pontic diocese, the
lead was taken by the Cappadocian Csesarea, and in
the Thracian the metropolis was Heracleia. Before
the foundation of Constantinople, Thessalonica was the
most important city in all the countries between the
Danube and Cape Malea, and the Church of Thessa
lonica, founded by St Paul, and connected with a city
of such pre-eminence, was naturally the metropolitan
Church of Thrace, Macedonia and Illyricum. But
Thessalonica appears already to have been reckoned,
along with sees subordinate to it in Macedonia and
Illyricum, as belonging to the jurisdiction of Rome
and the same is to be said of Corinth with Achsea
(or Greece) and even Crete 1

. These regions remained
of secular origin should be noticed rb KOWOV rw {TriaKdirw, meaning the

episcopate of the province (tirapxia). Compare the phrase Koivw Kvirpiw
on coins of Cyprus belonging to the first three centuries of the Christian
era, and the use of rb KOIVOV in Thucyd. iv. 78; also commune Siciliae in

.icero, Verr. Act. n. Lib. ii. ,, 4 and 145. For the KOIVOV of Asia, the
KOIVOV of Bithynia, etc., see Mommsen, Provinces of the Roman Empire, I.

PP- 344 350. Dicecesis occurs in Cicero, ad Fam. in. viii. 4 , xin. Ixvii.,
in the sense of a district within a province. Three dioceses of Asia, he
says, were attached to his Cilician province. See Lightfoot, Colossians,
pp. 78 for further illustrations. In C.LG. 46Q3 Egypt is called a
5ioiKWts. The use of the word to denote a group of provinces appears to
have come in with the reorganization of the Empire by Diocletian. The
ecclesiastical dioceses mentioned in Cone. Const. Can. n. appear to have
generally coincided in extent with the civil dioceses, Aegyptus, Oriens,
Pontica, Asiana, Thracia. For provinces included in these dioceses, see
Bury s Gibbon, n. 550552.

1 In the civil divisions of the Empire, Crete was included in the diocese
of Macedonia, after the breaking-up of the diocese of the Moesias into the
two dioceses of Dacia and Macedonia. The Macedonian diocese included
Macedonia, Thessaly, Epirus, Achaia (i.e. Greece), and Crete. Jurisdiction
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within the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of Rome down to

the age of the Iconoclast controversy (A.D. 733)
1

. The

predominant position of Constantinople led to the ex

tension of the bishop s authority over the Asian and

Pontic dioceses or exarchates, as we learn from the

28th Canon of the Council of Chalcedon. The Constan-

tinopolitan Council (Canon 3) had decreed that the

Bishop of Constantinople should have the prerogative

of honour next after the Bishop of Rome on the express

ground of reason that *

Constantinople is New Rome 2
.

At Chalcedon the assembled Fathers re-enacted the

ruling of their predecessors, and on the same ground.
1 For the Fathers reasonably allowed primacy to the

throne of the elder Rome, because it was the imperial

city, and for the same reason the 150 most godly

bishops/ i.e. the Council of Constantinople in A.D. 381,
4

assigned equal honours to the most holy throne of the

New Rome, judging soundly that the city honoured

with the presence of the Imperial Majesty and the

Senate should enjoy the same honours and prerogatives
as the elder imperial city of Rome, and be made pre-

over eastern Illyricum, i.e. Macedonia, Thessaly, Greece, Epirus, was

assumed by Innocent I. in pursuance of a policy initiated by Siricius, at

the beginning of the fifth century. The pope constituted the bishop of

Thessalonica his vicar for the administration of these regions. In 421,

Theodosius II. ordered that Macedonia, etc. should form part of the

Constantinopolitan diocese, so that the bishops in those provinces should

recognize the prelate of the eastern capital as their chief, but within a year
or two, at the request of Honorius, he allowed the Roman jurisdiction to

be restored.

1

Paparregopoulos, Ivropia Tov&quot;E\\T)i&amp;gt;iKov E6i ov$, III. 396, 411.
2 Concil. Const. Can. HI. rbv ^VTOL ^.ajvffTavTtvovirdXeus Tri(TKoirov

eta TTJS TlfATJS fJ,TCi TOV TTJS Pw/UT/S ^TTlffKOTTOV, 5ttt TO elvO.1 Q.\)TT]V
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eminent in the same manner, in ecclesiastical relations,

taking the next place
1

. The Chalcedonian Council

further ordained that the metropolitans of the Pontic,

Asian and Thracian dioceses or exarchates 2
,
but these

1 Concil. Chal. Can. XXVIII. wavraxov rots r&v ayluv Trartpwv 6pot?

eir6/j.evoi, /cat rbv dprtas dvayvwcrdevTa Kavbva T&V

6fO(f&amp;gt;i.\fffTa.7(j}v tirLaKbiruv TU&amp;gt;V avvaxd^vrwv irl roO rrjs

/j.yd\ov Qeodofftov TOV yevoftfrov /JacrtX^ws ei&amp;gt; ry /3a&amp;lt;rtXt5t Kwj crrai r^oy 7r6Xet

X^a Pufj-rj, yiHjjpifrvres ra avra /cat ^yttets 6pLo/J.ev Kal
\f/-r)&amp;lt;pif6fji,eda

irepi TWI&amp;gt;

7rpe&amp;lt;r/3et
wj&amp;gt; T^J a-ytwrdr?;? e/c/cXTjtrtas rrjs avrrjs ^wvffravrLvov 7r6Xews N^as

Pw/i?;?. /cat yap ry 8p6i&amp;gt;ti
3 TT}$ Trpecr/rfurfrpas PwyU^s, 5td rd fiaaiXeveLv TT\V

TTO\IV tKeivrjv, oi Trar^pes et/c6rajs dTroSeSu/catrt TO, Trpecr^Seta, /cai rc^

(7/c67r&amp;lt;^ Kii&amp;gt;ovfj.i&amp;gt;oi oi fKctrbv TTevTrjKovTO. deo(pi\4ffTaToi ^TTicr/coTrot rot

7rpecrjSe?a dtr^veL^av ry r^s X^aj Pw/i7;s aYtwrdry 6p6

TT]v fiacriKeiq. /cat (ru^/cXvjry Ti/j.rjdeicrai 7r6\iv Kal T&V tauv airo\avov&amp;lt;ra.v

Trptcr/Setajj TT? 7rpe&amp;lt;r/3i/T^pa /SatrtX^St Pw/t^, /cat ^ rots ^/c/cXr^crtacrri/cotj &amp;lt;is

tKfivtjv fJLeya\vveffdai Trpdy/u-affi, devr^pav /xer ^Kfivrjv inrdpxovaav. Kal ware

TOI)S r?ys Iloiri/c^s /cat r^s Aertaj Tjs /cat r?}s QpaKiKijs 5tot/c^crews /xTjrpoTroXtraj

/cat rous eV TO?S /3ap/3apt/cots eTrto-KOTrofs rwi
irpoeipr)fj.tv&amp;lt;j}v

^ T v vpoeipijfdvov dyiwrdrov dpovov T^S /card

0710^x0x77? e /c/cX^^as, drjXadrj fKavrov fj.rjTpoTro\lTov TU&amp;gt;V

dioiK-rjcreuv, /tcrd rtDp r^s eTrapx^as eTrta /coTrwi xetPOTOJ/0^ l TOf

eTrtcr/coVoi s, /ca^ws rots #aois Kavovi diyyopfVTai. X iP~
roj&amp;gt;et(70ai 5^, /ca^wj eTp^Tat, TOI)S /x?;rpo7roXtTas rwi Trpoetp^/i^j/wf 5iot/C7?creaj^

Trapd roO Kw^crrai Tt^ouTroXews apxteTrtcr/coVoi , ^ ^(picr^a.rwv av/J.(f&amp;gt;&vuv
Kara

TO Z6os yivofjitvuv /cai e?r avrbv
dva(j)epo[j.tv&amp;lt;j)v.

2
&quot;E^apxos rcDy leptuv (pontifex maximus) is found in Plutarch, Numa 10.

On the 34th Apostolic Canon (see above, p. 45, n. 2) the Pedalion has a

note, pointing out that the first bishop of a nation (^yos) or province

is called, in the sixth Canon of the Council of Sardica, bishop of the

metropolis and exarch of the province e 7rt&amp;lt;r/co7ros TTJS /iTjrpoTroXewj,

apxos TT;S eVapx^a?. The same note also refers to the Greek version of

the records of the Council of Carthage (A.D. 418), in which the chief

bishop of a province is called 6 irpuTcvwv or 6 ^7ri&amp;lt;r/co7ros TT}S Trpwr?;? /ca0e5pas

(episcopus primce cathedra). But in the general usage of the majority of

canons he is called the metropolitan (/iTjrpoTr0X^775). The ninth and

seventeenth Canons of the Council of Chalcedon ruled that any bishop or

cleric who had a cause to plead against the metropolitan of his province

should go to
l
the exarch of the diocese* or the throne of the imperial City
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only, together with bishops in barbarian lands on the

frontier of those dioceses, should receive consecration

from the see of Constantinople.

Thus four great groups of ecclesiastical provinces

were formed, each presided over and directed by a

bishop residing in one of the four greatest cities of the

Empire. These four patriarchates, as they came to be

called, corresponded in number only to the four great

prefectures of the Empire in boundaries they were

of Constantine. In a long note upon the former of these two Canons the

Pedalion points out that the Patriarchs of Constantinople never claimed

universal jurisdiction on the strength of the ruling thus worded, from which

it is to be inferred that the fathers assembled at Chalcedon never intended

to confer such authority upon the see of New Rome. By the exarch of

the diocese is meant, not the metropolitan of the province, for the diocese

is a group of provinces, but the metropolitan of the diocese, i.e. the

metropolitan who is first among the metropolitans associated in one

diocesan group. At the present day, proceeds the author of the note in

the Pedalion (p. 193), though some metropolitans are called exarchs

they have no effective superiority over other metropolitans. The exarchs

of dioceses at the time of the Council of Chalcedon, then, occupied a

position superior to that of other metropolitans, without being equal to

that of patriarchs. According to Zonaras, the metropolitan bishops of

Csesarea (in Cappadocia), Ephesus, Thessalonica, and Corinth were exarchs,

distinguished by wearing TroXvaravpia (a sort of chasuble embroidered with

crosses) when they officiated in church. The exarchate, however, appears

to have ceased to exist, save as a title of honour, soon after the Council

of Chalcedon. So far as the evidence of conciliar canons goes, the only

exarchs then existing were those of the Pontic, Asian, and Thracian

dioceses, which were all included in the patriarchate of Constantinople.

The ninth Canon of Chalcedon, therefore, really gave the archbishop of

the New Rome appellate jurisdiction over the dioceses just named, the

practical consequence being that the exarchic jurisdiction came to an end.

No mention, apparently, of exarchs is made in the laws of Justinian relating

to clerical litigation. Again, the Council of Chalcedon, in its ninth and

seventeenth Canons, had in view only the patriarch of Constantinople and

the metropolitans recognized as subject to his primacy.
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quite different from them, Rome, for instance, being the

headquarters of an ecclesiastical jurisdiction extending
over regions included in no less than three out of the

four prefectures, while the bishop of Antioch, if not the

bishop of Alexandria also, exercised spiritual authority
in lands outside the boundaries of the Roman Emperor s

dominions 1
. The language of the 2Oth Canon of Chal-

cedon, however, proves that the Fathers of Christendom

had, as a rule, tended to adapt the territorial organization
of the Church to that of the civil state. This appears

again in the history of the see of Jerusalem or ^Elia

Capitolina. Jerusalem was, and is, the mother-city of

the Christian religion. The city was destroyed by
Titus in A.D. 70, but a town of some sort formed itself

after a time on the ruins of the city. It was not
in Jerusalem, however, but in Cxsarea, the provincial

capital, that Palestinian Christianity had the head

quarters of its government, even after the foundation of

^Elia Capitolina as a Roman colony. The Christian

community in Jerusalem naturally cherished a desire to

take precedence of Caesarea, but this ambition was not

satisfied till the fifth century, when Jerusalem was con

stituted a patriarchal see, the bishop of Jerusalem
thenceforth having metropolitans under him, and recog

nizing only a *

precedence of honour in his brethren

of Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria and Antioch, the

sphere of the new patriarchal jurisdiction consisting of

territories hitherto included in that of Antioch, viz. the

three regions into which Palestine was then divided.

This settlement was arrived at in the Council of Chal-

cedon, A.D. 451. It was a compromise, for Juvenal, the

1 The jurisdiction of Alexandria extended into Abyssinia.
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bishop of Jerusalem, who had been scheming for twenty

years past to free himself from subordination to the

Antiochene prelate, had claimed the region of Arabia,

and part at least of Phoenicia, as his diocese 1
.

The title patriarch is not found in the Canons of

the first four (Ecumenical Synods, but it appears, from

the quotations given by M. Gedeon in the preface to his

HarpiapxiKol Triva/ces to have been in use before the

date of the Council of Constantinople. According to

M. Gedeon, it was taken over by the Church from the

Old Testament (i.e. the Greek version), II. Chron.

xxvi. 12, ?ra9 o
dpi9fj,o&amp;lt;$

rwv Trarpiap-^wv r&v SVVCLTWV

et? TToXefjiov Sicr^tXtot e^aicoa-ioi the whole number of

the chief of the fathers of the mighty men of valour was

two thousand and six hundred. M. Gedeon might have

added Acts ii. 29, the patriarch David, and vii. 8,

*

Jacob begat the twelve patriarchs ;
and Hebrews

vii. 4, where Abraham is called the patriarch. But

the ecclesiastical use of the title resembles not so much
the Scriptural as the use established for nearly three

centuries in Jewry after the suppression of Bar-Khokba s

insurrection and the foundation of ^Elia Capitolina on

the site of Jerusalem. The Jews dispersed throughout
the Roman Empire found a new bond of union in com
mon acknowledgment of the authority of a patriarch

who resided in Tiberias. This patriarch appointed
subordinate ministers, among them being his envoys to

the children of Israel scattered abroad in the lands of

the heathen; these envoys were called apostles. It

is a singular spectacle, wrote Dean Milman, to behold

a nation dispersed in every region of the world, without

1
Robertson, History of the Christian Church, II. pp. 227 229.
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murmur or repugnance, submitting to the regulations,

and taxing themselves to support the greatness, of a

supremacy which rested solely on public opinion, and

had no temporal power whatever to enforce its decrees.

The Jewish Patriarchate of Tiberias is curiously like the

mediaeval Papacy, and the resemblance is heightened by
the fact that the Jews inhabiting the lands to the east of

the Roman Empire observed allegiance to a spiritual

sovereign, the Prince of the Captivity/ resident in

Babylon, who stood over against the Western prelate

very much as the Patriarch of Constantinople over

against the Pope
1
.

The Patriarchate of Tiberias was abolished by an

edict of the younger Theodosius, about A.D. 42O
2

. By
that time the title patriarch had come into accepted use

among Christians, though that use was as yet not quite

fixed. In the passages quoted or referred to by
M. Gedeon, we find it applied by Gregory Nazianzene

to his father, the bishop of Nazianzus, by Gregory

Nyssene to the bishops assembled at Constantinople in

the Second (Ecumenical Council, by Theodosius II. to

John Chrysostom and Leo of Rome. Leo is also

designated patriarch in the Acta of the Council of

Chalcedon. A passage of considerable importance in

the history of the title is given at length by M. Gedeon,

from the eighth chapter of the fifth book of Socrates

Ecclesiastical History. The passage runs as follows :

*

They/ i.e. the Council of Constantinople,
* established

1
Milman, History of the Jews, ch. xix. Gibbon, Decline and Fall,

H- 73. 74 (Bury s ed.).
2
Bingham, Antiquities, bk n. ch. xvii. 4 (vol. I. p. 197. Oxford

edition of 1855). Bingham seems to think that the Jewish patriarchate

dated from the first century, c.E.
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patriarchs, among whom they distributed the provinces,

so that diocesan bishops should not interfere with

churches outside the limits of their jurisdiction a

matter in which irregularity had set in by reason of the

persecutions. Nectarius obtained the capital (Constan

tinople) and Thrace as his portion. The patriarchate

(irarpiap^eia) of the Pontic diocese fell to Helladius,

successor of Basil in the bishopric of Caesarea in

Cappadocia, Gregory of Nyssa, Basil s brother, and

Otreius, bishop of Melitene in Armenia. The Asian

diocese was assigned to Amphilochius of Iconium and

Optimus of the Pisidian Antioch, while the affairs of

Egypt became the charge of Timothy, bishop of Alex
andria. The diocese of the East was given to the same

bishops as before Pelagius of Laodicea and Diodorus

of Tarsus under reservation of the privileges of the

Church of Antioch. These were given to Meletius, who
was then present

1
.

1 Socrates H. E. v. 8. The 150 bishops assembled at Constantinople
in 381 Trarptdp^as Kar^crrrja av diaveifj.dfAei oi ras eTrap^ias, we re TOVS virep

SioiK rjo iv eTTUTKOTTOvs Tcus virepopiois ^/c/cX^oicus [j.ri irifiaivei.v, TOUTO yap

Trporepov 5td TOVS 5twy/zoi)s eyivero d5ia0opws. /cat /cX?7pourat Ne/crdptos yue&amp;gt;

Tyv /j.ya\6-jro\iv /cat rr\v Qp^K-rjv TTJS 5e HOVTIKTJS &amp;lt;5tot/c??&amp;lt;rea;s EXXdSios 6 /xera

Kaicrape/as rrjs Ka7T7ra5o/ccDv
irl&amp;lt;TK.oiros, Tprjyopios 6 Nyo&quot;(r?;s 6

d5eX0ds (Ka7T7ra5o/c/as 5^ /cai yde TrdXts), /cat Orp^ibs 6 TTJS ev

A/x0tX6%tos 6 iKovLov /cat &quot;OTrrt/xos 6 Avrtoxftas rijs IltcriSias. r6 5 /card

TT]v AXyvvrov Ti/uLod^ij} TUJ AXe^a^Spetaj Trpoffeve/m.^drj. TUV 5e Kara TT]V

]V 8iotKi&amp;lt;)&amp;lt;nv
ro?j aur^s (auroty?) ^7rtcr/c67roij eirfTpe\fja.v,

AaoSi/cetas /cai AtoSwpy r TapcroO, 0i;Xd^avres rd Trpecr/Seta

KK\r]ffiq., dVep r6re irap6vTi MeXer/y gdoaai&amp;gt;. According to

this arrangement, the exarchic powers were given to commissions, of three

metropolitans in the Pontic diocese, and two each in the Asian and Oriental.

In the Oriental diocese, however, the bishop (patriarch) of Antioch had
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The phraseology of the Canons of the first four

CEcumenical Councils shows that, even as late as the

middle of the fifth century, the usage of ecclesiastical

titles was still somewhat fluctuating. Of this we have

manifest proofs in the 3Oth Canon of the Chalcedonian

Council. In this document we find it recorded that the

bishops of Egypt deprecated signing the letter of the

most pious archbishop Leo, it being the custom in

the Egyptian diocese not to take such a step without

the cognizance and authorization of the archbishop*

(sc. of Alexandria). They therefore requested dispen
sation from subscription until the consecration of him

who should be bishop of the great city of Alexandria.

It seemed good to the Council that they should be

allowed to wait until the &quot;

archbishop of the great city of

Alexandria&quot; should have been ordained. In the third

Canon, again, of the Council of Constantinople, it is

decreed that the bishop of Constantinople should have

the Trpea-pela TT}? TL/JL^ after the bishop of Rome-

Similarly, the first four Councils in their Canons speak
of the Antiochene prelate as bishop/ though the

7rpe&amp;lt;r/3e?a,
the nature of which may be inferred from the sixth of the Nicene

Canons (supra, n. 2 , p. 44). The old Roman province of Syria included Cilicia,

which again was subsequently included, along with Syria, in the civil diocese
*
Oriens. In Cilicia the chief city was Tarsus, which nevertheless, just as

much as Laodicea, yielded precedence to Antioch. Here we note a close

correspondence between the civil and the ecclesiastical arrangements, which

John of Antioch, half a century later, would have been glad to see rounded

off by the subordination of Cyprus to his see. Cyprus, however, though
a province of the diocese Oriens, remained independent in matters

ecclesiastical. See Hackett, Church of Cyprus, pp. 13 21. It is curious

that the bishop of Ephesus was not made one of the exarchs of the diocese

Asiana.
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patriarchal title must have already been applied to him
as well as to his brethren of Rome and Alexandria. In

the Quinisext or Trullan Council, Theophilus of Antioch
was saluted as patriarch/ while in the second Canon of

that Council Dionysius, Peter, Athanasius, Cyril and
other prelates of Alexandria are entitled archbishop,
an honour bestowed in the same document upon Cyprian
of Carthage and Basil of Caesarea. The only patriarch
mentioned in the Canon by that title is Gennadius of

Constantinople.

The distribution of the Churches of Christendom into

five main groups, having their respective headquarters in

Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jeru

salem, was an established and recognized fact from the

time of the Fourth General Council (Chalcedon) onwards.
It also came to be felt that the patriarchal title ought to

be reserved for the bishops of the five cities just named.
But while the occupants of the four Eastern centres of

primacy were thenceforth constantly spoken of as

patriarchs, till this became their regular designation, the

bishops of Rome seem not to have greatly cared to avail

themselves of their privilege in this respect. One reason,
if not the reason, of this was probably the conception

they held of their lawful precedence among all the chief

pastors of Christendom a conception which included

much more than the Eastern prelates were willing to

allow. Thus the title
*

Patriarch of Rome was never

established in permanent use, like the titles Patriarch of

Constantinople/ Patriarch of Alexandria/ etc., and it is

quite in agreement with this fact that we find the Popes,
in later ages, claiming not merely titular or honorary

c. c
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precedence, but actual power of jurisdiction, over the

Patriarchates 1
.

With regard to the title Patriarch of Constantinople

it is important to note that it is an abbreviation. The

full form is Archbishop of the City of Constantine, New

Rome, and (Ecumenical Patriarch (
A p^teTrtcrKOTTOS

Ka)vcrTavTi,vov7r6\a)s, Nea? Pa&amp;gt;/A??9,
teal QiKQVfJLeviKos

Ilarpiapx^)- The first part of the title must obviously

be traced back to the very earliest period in the history

of New Rome, to a time when the name patriarch

had hardly obtained a place in the official and legal

vocabulary of the Church. The second part sounds as

though it were an assumption of world-wide jurisdiction,

and a counterblast to the Papal claim of sovereignty

over the Church Catholic. Its actual origin, however, is

probably to be found in the estimate not unnaturally

formed, by Christians in the eastern regions of the

Roman Empire, of the importance and authority of

the Great Church of Constantinople especially after

the Empire in the West had crumbled into ruins,

and Constantinople was indisputably the head of the

the orbis terrarum of the Roman Empire.

1 The title of patriarch was assumed in the West by the metropolitans

of Aquileia, in the latter part of the sixth century, but by no means with

the consent of the Pope, or on any authority except their own. Their

assumption of the title, in fact, emphasized their renunciation of the papal

primacy as nullified by acceptance of the Three Capitula propounded by

Justinian to the Council convened at Constantinople in A.D. 553. The

schism between Rome and Aquileia was not finally healed till the end of

the seventh century. Another western patriarchate, that of Grado (Venice),

was subsequently created by the Papacy. Robertson, History of the

Christian Church, n. p. 306, note g. At the present day, the Pope

numbers several patriarchs in the host of bishops subordinate to him.
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Such an estimate the Great Church of Constantinople
would hardly be disposed to call in question.

M. Gedeon observes that Theodosius II., in A.D. 438,

spoke of St John Chrysostom as oltcovpevitcos SiSdaKakos.

The imperial compliment, however, in all probability had

reference, not to the extent of St John Chrysostom s

episcopal jurisdiction, but to the character of his doctrine,

and the general esteem in which it was held. At the

time of the Council of Chalcedon, certain opponents of

Dioscorus referred to Pope Leo as * the most holy and

blessed cecumenical archbishop and patriarch. This

could only have meant that it was the duty and the

right of the bishops of Rome to render assistance to any
Christian Church by heresies distressed. The same

persuasion will best account for the salutation of John
the Cappadocian, archbishop of the New Rome, in 518,

in the letters received from certain clergy and monks of

Syria, denouncing the wickedness of Severus, who then

occupied the See of Antioch, but was a fautor of the

Monophysite heresy. At the beginning of the sixth

century, Constantinople was indubitably the head and

metropolis of the ol/cov/Aevij, i.e. the dominions of the

Roman Emperor, the circle of lands Roman, Christian

civilized in those days the epithets were interchange
able and by that time the ol/cov/jLevrj was identified to

a far greater extent with Eastern or Greek than with

Western, Latin, Christendom. Nothing could have been

more natural than the appeal for aid from the vexed
orthodox clergy and monks of Syria to the archbishop
of the imperial city. The defence of the olKov^evr] in

its political aspect i.e. the Empire devolved upon the

monarch
; similarly, the defence of the ol/coufj,evr] in its

52
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spiritual or religious aspect, the Church, might be re

garded as part at least of the daily charge
1 of the chief

pastor in the house of the kingdom
2

.

1
II. Cor. xi. 28, r? &amp;lt;?7rt&amp;lt;n. &amp;lt;rTa&amp;lt;m pot r? /ca0

2 In order to arrive at a proper estimate of the title

TraTptapx7?*, one nas to ascertain as nearly as possible what meaning it

was likely to convey at the time when it first came into use. It must he

remembered that its local origin was the Hellenic East, and that those by

whom and among whom it originated had a very different conception of

4 the world from ours. The imperial system occupied their mental outlook

to an extent which is difficult for us to appreciate. Some light is thrown

on the subject by the language of Polybius, who may be taken as a repre

sentative of Hellenism in other ages besides his own. In Polybius view,

the Romans were already masters of the world (T? olitovfdvri) when they had

annihilated the power of Macedon and established their hegemony over

the Hellenic commonwealths and the Hellenized kingdoms occupying the

western part of Asia Minoi.

H oiKovfji^T] is a phrase that needs to be interpreted in accordance

with its context. There are passages in which it is intended to mean the

whole world, the whole earth e.g. Ps. xviii. (xix.) 4 ,
S. Matth. xxiv. 14,

Rev. iii. 10, xii. 9, xvi. 14, S. Luke iv. 5. In other passages it has to be

understood with limitations e.g. Demosthenes, De Corona, 242, Polybius,

iii. i, vi. i and 50, viii. 4, Acts xi. 28, xvii. 6, xix. 27, S. Luke ii. i.

The patriarchs of Constantinople could hardly have intended to claim

an exclusive right to the use of the title oecumenical. It was a title that

any or all of the four other patriarchs could have assumed. The patriarch

of Alexandria, in fact, was distinguished by the title Kpirfr TTJS olKov^v^.

According to one account, the origin of this title was the assumption by

Cyril of Alexandria, at the request of Celestine, of the function of papal

delegate or deputy at the Council of Ephesus in 431. This explanation,

however, can hardly be reconciled with the fact that Celestine sent three

representatives to that Council. Another account connects the title with

the duty assigned by the Council of Niceea to the bishop of Alexandria

with reference to the observation of Easter. The bishop of Alexandria

was to notify to the bishop of Rome, year by year, the day, as ascertained

by astronomical investigation, on which the next Easter festival was to be

held, and the bishop of Rome was to communicate this information to the

world at large. However that may be, we find no patriarch of Alexandria
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Nothing, probably, was heard in Rome in 518 of the

high-sounding title bestowed upon John the Cappadocian
in the letter from the Syrian clergy and monastics. At

any rate, no objections appear to have been made by

Pope Hormisdas. Even if any had been made, very
little account of them would have been taken by
Justinian, who had a high-handed fashion of dealing
with papal opposition. In edicts and novelise Jus
tinian gave a legal character to the title oecumenical

bishop, which he bestowed upon John the Cappadocian s

successors, Epiphanius, Anthimus, Theunas and Euty-
chius. It was no innovation, therefore, when the

patriarch John the Faster, in A.D. 587, assumed the title,

but his action provoked the severe displeasure of his

contemporaries in the Roman See, Pelagius II. and

Gregory the Great, who declared that such pride and

self-exaltation marked a man out as a forerunner of the

Antichrist. Jealousy of the pre-eminence of Constan

tinople can hardly be left out of the account in explaining
the attitude taken up by Pelagius and Gregory. But
in fairness to Gregory, if not to his predecessor also,

it must be pointed out that he understood the title

oecumenical bishop to mean sole bishop/ implying a

claim to be the fountain of episcopal authority for the

whole Church, and when Eulogius of Alexandria ad

dressed him in a letter as universal Pope, Gregory
refused the title, as enriching him unlawfully at his

brother s expense. If/ he said, you style me universal

Pope, you deny that you are at all that which you own
me to be universally

1
.

setting up a literal claim to judge the world by representing his see as the

supreme court of Christendom.
1
Robertson, History of the Christian Church, n. 376 379.
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In defence of the Constantinopolitan prelates it is

urged that they never thought of claiming to be

oecumenical in the sense ascribed to the word by Pope

Gregory. The claim involved in its assumption, how

ever, cannot have been less than a claim to primacy in

the Roman Empire, within the pale of which, they might

argue, the old imperial metropolis was no longer in

cluded, or, if it was included, its rank was that of a

provincial town, of less consequence than Ravenna,

where the imperial Exarch resided. One cannot help

suspecting a covert design to reverse the relations of

Rome and Constantinople on the strength of the political

situation, and so effecting a development of the principle

underlying the third Canon of Constantinople and the

twenty-eighth of Chalcedon, in resisting which the Popes
had a good deal of right and reason on their side.

Gregory s remonstrances and censures, however, were of

no avail to the end for which they were uttered, the

persuasion of the archbishop of the New Rome to

discard the title oecumenical. The persistency of their

eastern brethren in this matter may have been an in

ducement to Leo II. to acquiesce in the ascription of

the much-disputed title of honour to him by the

Emperor Constantine Pogonatus in A.D. 682, and the

compliment was returned a little over a century later,

when the papal legate addressed Tarasius as oecu

menical patriarch in the Second Council of Nicaea,

A.D. 787 \ This concession, however, on the part of the

Pope can hardly have been made without some counter

balancing reservation, possibly an a fortiori argument
based on the second Canon of the Council of Constan

tinople in A.D. 381, which would have run as follows

1
Pedalion, p. 209 n.
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the See of Constantinople is recognized by the Canon

as being next in honour and exaltation to the See of

Rome
;
the Patriarch of Constantinople claims the title

of oiKoviievitcos ;
much more, then, may the Pope claim

that title.

The explanation given by the Greeks at the present

day, as set forth in the Pedalion, is the same as the

explanation elicited by the criticisms of Anastasius, the

Librarian of the Papal See, in the ninth century. While

I was residing at Constantinople/ says Anastasius, I

often used to take the Greeks to task over this title,

censuring it as a sign of contempt or arrogance. Their

reply was that they called the patriarch
&quot; oecumenical

&quot;

(which many render by
&quot; universal

&quot;)

not in the sense of

his being invested with authority over the whole world,

but in virtue of his presiding over a certain region thereof,

which is inhabited by Christians. What the Greeks call

cecumene is not only what the Latins call orbis, and from

its comprehensiveness, orbis universalis,\m\. also answers

to
&quot; habitatio

&quot;

or &quot;locus habitabilis.&quot; In like manner

the author of the long note on the 28th Canon of

Chalcedon in the Pedalion, pp. 207 209. The word

ol/cov/jLeviicos means either of two things. First, it may
be understood comprehensively in relation to the whole

Church, in the sense that the oecumenical bishop is one

who possesses peculiar and monarchical authority over

the whole Church. Or, secondly, it means a large part

of the inhabited earth. Many kings, though not lords

over the whole earth, are thus entitled
&quot; masters of the

world
&quot;

(so, for instance, Evagrius speaks of Zeno) in so

far as they have dominion over a large part of it. In

the first significance of the title, the patriarch of Con-
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stantinople is never styled &quot;oecumenical,&quot; nor is the

patriarch of Rome, nor anyone else, save Christ alone,

the true Patriarch of all the world, to whom hath been

given all power in heaven and upon earth. It is in the

second sense that the patriarch of Constantinople is

styled
&quot; oecumenical

&quot;

as having subject to his authority
a great part of the world, and furthermore as being a

zealous defender of the faith and the traditions of the

Councils and the Fathers, not only in his own province

(bioi/cyo-is), but in the others as well.

The meaning thus attached to the title is not very

closely defined, but this lack of definiteness leaves room
for considerable latitude in practical application. It

enables a patriarch of Constantinople to intervene in

ecclesiastical affairs outside the limits of his ordinary

jurisdiction just so far as the occasion allows him to do

so safely, without exposing himself to the charge either

of stretching himself beyond his measure or of failing to

come up to it.

In the course of more than fifteen centuries since the

foundation of Constantinople, the territorial limits of

the patriarch s jurisdiction have frequently been changed.

They were enlarged by Leo the Iconoclast, who with

drew Crete, Greece and Macedonia from the Roman
diocese and assigned them to that of Constantinople.
From 923 to 972 Bulgaria was a separate patriarchate,
in virtue of the treaty made between Romanus I. and

Simeon, the king of Bulgaria. The conquest of Bul

garia by John Zimiskes in 972 deprived the Bulgarian

primate of his patriarchal dignity and title, but left him

autocephalous, i.e. independent of any patriarch. About
ten years later the headquarters of the Bulgarian kingdom
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were transferred to Achrida in Illyria, and with them the

primatial see, the occupant of which bore the title of

Archbishop of Prima Justiniana, Achrida and All Bul

garia. The measure of independence claimed for the

See of Achrida was no small one, as the coronation of

Theodore Angelos showed, this ceremony being per

formed by the Bulgarian primate at Thessalonica (A.D.

1222). From the early part of the thirteenth century to

the time of the capture of Constantinople by the Turks

there were two other independent archbishoprics in the

Balkan Peninsula, viz. Pekion in Servia and Tirnova in

Bulgaria. These independent jurisdictions were recog
nized by the oecumenical patriarchate as useful checks

and restraints upon the archbishopric of Achrida, the

attitude of which was generally one of hostility to the

East-Roman Empire. They were both reincorporated
in the patriarchate after the fall of Constantinople,

though Pekion regained its independence for a time

towards the close of the seventeenth century, only to

surrender it again in 1766. In the following year the

archbishop of Achrida surrendered his autonomy, and

together with the bishops subordinate to him took his

place under the jurisdiction of Constantinople
1

.

At one time the patriarch of Constantinople claimed

authority over the Church of Russia, which was first

founded by Greek missionaries in the tenth century.

1

Hackett, Church of Cyprus, pp. 250 283. Finlay, History of Greece,

n. 311. The Arch-Bishop of Epikion in Servia, who hath 16 Bishops
under him, and of Ocrida which hath 18, are not subject to the Patriarch

of Constantinople Paul Ricaut, The present State of the Greek and

Armenian Churches, Anno Christi 1678. Smith, Greek Church (London,

1680), pp. 73, 74.
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Towards the close of the sixteenth century, when the

Principality of Muscovy had become a large and power
ful empire, a new patriarchate was created, having its

local habitation in Moscow. The new line of patriarchs,

however, did not continue for more than 1 1 1 years, the

place of the patriarch, as the chief ecclesiastical authority,

being taken in the eighteenth century, in the last years

of Peter the Great, by the Spiritual College, or, as it

was subsequently named, the Most Holy Governing

Synod, consisting at first of ten, subsequently of eight

members 1
.

1 The Russian patriarchate was first established by the patriarch of

Constantinople, Jeremias II., on his own initiative, in January, A.D. 1589.

Jeremias was then making a tour in Muscovy, collecting the alms of the

orthodox faithful for the support of the oecumenical patriarchate. A curious

account of the event, written in decapentesyllabic metre, was drawn up by

Arsenics, Metropolitan of Elassona, who accompanied Jeremias II. on his

tour. See K. N. Satha s biography of Jeremias II. (Athens, 1870). The

last patriarch of Moscow, Adrian, died A.D. 1700. In A.D. 1721 the

Spiritual College or Most Holy Governing Synod was instituted. The

metropolitans of Kiev, Moscow, and S. Petersburg, and the Exarch of

Georgia, are ex-officio members. See The Russian Church and Russian

Dissent, by A. F. Heard (New York, 1887), pp. 118, 1245, l^~ 7-

The Princes of Moscow assumed the title of Tsar in A.D. 1547. Their

dominions at that time covered an area of about 500,000 square miles. This

had been increased to i million square miles in 1584 (the last year of Ivan

the Terrible) by conquests to the east and north, reaching beyond the Urals.

In 1584, then, Moscow had become the capital of a very considerable realm,

and this appears to have suggested the creation of a patriarchate for the

befitting exaltation of the Church in the new Christian empire. At any

rate, it was avowedly on the principle expressed in the twenty-eighth Canon

of Chalcedon, and the third of Constantinople (A.D. 381), that the synod

assembled in Constantinople in A.D. 1593 decreed that the throne of the

most pious and orthodox city of Moscow should be, and be called, a

patriarchate (irarpiapx^ov} See K. N. Satha, op. cit., pp. 86 and 88.

This synod, however, would not allow the new patriarchate to rank third,

as had been originally proposed, but appointed it to the fifth place, in order



Introduction II 67

At the beginning of the nineteenth century the

jurisdiction of the oecumenical patriarch extended over

the greater part of the Balkan Peninsula, and on the

Asiatic side of the Bosphorus and Hellespont as far as

the Taurus range in the one direction and the country

round Trebizond in the other. Since that time the

boundaries of the patriarch s jurisdiction have been

greatly contracted by reason of the political changes

which have taken place in South-eastern Europe. In

Greece, Roumania, Servia and Bulgaria new states have

come into existence, and so many provinces have been

withdrawn from the oecumenical patriarchate. On the

other hand, the Asiatic provinces remain unchanged.

Crete also is still included in the patriarchate
1

.

not to innovate upon the ruling of the Quinisext Council in its thirty-sixth

Canon. The Muscovites and Russians, wrote Ricaut in 1678, have their

own Patriarch of late years, yet they acknowledge a particular respect and

reverence unto the See of Constantinople, to which they have recourse for

counsel and direction in all difficult points controverted in Religion.

Ricaut, op, cit., p. 83.
1 Not only in the extent and boundaries of the patriarchal jurisdiction,

but also in the number and location of metropolitan and episcopal sees

included within it, have there been changes. The
v
E/c0e(ns vta KvSpoviKov

a&amp;lt;Ti\&amp;lt;fws,
drawn up by or by order of the Emperor Andronicus I. , about

A.D. 1320, contains the names of 109 metropolitan sees subordinate to the

throne of Constantinople. Of the see-cities mentioned in this catalogue,

some have ceased to exist, and had even ceased to exist at the time when

the catalogue was drawn up. The rest, for the most part, are places of no

great importance. Many of the sees, again, are no longer in existence, and

no less than twelve are in the kingdom of Greece and therefore no longer

subject to the oecumenical throne. It should be remembered that in

A.D. 1320 the boundaries of the Eastern Empire, both in Asia and in

Europe, had undergone a great deal of shrinking. A catalogue of metro

politan sees existing in the patriarchate about A.D. 1640, drawn up by

Philippus Cyprius, would indicate about 40 as the number of such sees

at that date. The catalogue, however, is defective. It appears to have
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In the East-Roman or Byzantine Empire the

patriarch of Constantinople was the first subject of the

realm. The exalted nature of his position was shown

by the privileges which the court-etiquette conceded to

him. He was the only person in the Empire to greet

whom the sovereign rose from his seat. At the dTroKOTrrij,

the table set apart for the Emperor in a State banquet,

the patriarch was the guest most honoured and distin

guished. The two most important constituents of the

State, according to the theory of the mediaeval Empire,

were the Emperor and the Patriarch (rr)? vroTure/a? ra

fjLe&amp;lt;yi&amp;lt;TTa
real dvaytcaioTara f^epij /^acrtXev? eari KCU

Trarpifipxrjs)
1

. But just because the patriarchate was so

exalted an office in the Church, and consequently in the

State, the personality of its occupant could not be a

matter of indifference to the temporal sovereign. To

make use of the hierarchy as agents of the imperial

power was one of the principles of government in the

Roman Empire after it became Christian. Both the

vicinity of the patriarchal residence and the imperial

palace in Constantinople, and the loss of Egypt, Syria,

been originally drawn up ages before the time of Philippus Cyprius, by

whom certain notes were added here and there. In it Calabria and Sicily

appear as regions subject to the jurisdiction of Constantinople a state of

affairs past and over long before the seventeenth century. Thomas Smith,

in his Account of the Greek Church (A.I). 1680), gives a list of 79 sees,

metropolitan and diocesan taken together. There are now 74 metropolitan

and 20 diocesan sees in the patriarchate. The following bishoprics, after

the liberation of Greece, and in consequence of that event, were withdrawn

from the patriarchal jurisdiction viz. i Athens, 2 Thebes, 3 Naupactus,

4 Corfu, 5 Patras, 6 Lacedoemon, 7 Argos (Nauplia), 8 Paros and Naxos,

9 Andros, 10 Chalcis (Eubcea), n Pharsala, 12 Larissa, 13 Monemvasia.

These are all found in the Catalogues given by Philippus Cyprius.
1

Paparregopoulos, Icrro/jto TOL) EXXTjviKoO E^j oi/s, IV. pp. 9 12.
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and the West in consequence of Saracen, Lombard and

Prankish aggressions, stimulated the tendency of the

supreme temporal authority to influence and determine

elections to the throne of St John Chrysostom. Hence
the history of the relations of the two powers, the im

perial and the patriarchal, is a record, not perhaps of

incessant conflict, but certainly of frequent collisions.

The Emperors made no objection to having the forms

of election to the patriarchal see by bishops, clergy, and

people (the last being represented by the senators)

observed with all due dignity, so long as the person of

him who obtained election was acceptable to them.

Often enough, the election was a mere formality, in

which the bishops, clergy and people did not so much

ratify, as testify their grateful acceptance of, an imperial
nomination. But when the election escaped imperial

control, great troubles were certain to arise, and while

the Emperor could forcibly depose and imprison a

patriarch whom he disliked, the patriarch, or on his

behalf the monks, who swarmed in Constantinople, and

on whose allegiance the patriarchal power was chiefly

based, might by appealing to the people at large call

forth turbulent demonstrations of a sort which even a

strong ruler would not regard with complete indifference.

The determination of the succession by imperial
influence may be said to have been the rule during the

millennial existence of the East Roman Empire. After

the Turkish Conquest, the patriarch became the chief

of the Sultan s Christian subjects, and his position was

rather improved than otherwise, for the sovereign, though

reserving power to ratify and confirm elections, was

disposed to leave those elections in other respects free.
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Formal confirmation of election had been exercised by

the Christian Emperors, from whose hands the patriarchs

received the Seicaviiciov, or jewelled crozier symbolic of

governing authority. M. Gedeon refers to Codinus and

Phranza for descriptions of the ceremonies of confirma

tion and investiture 1
. Phranza s account is especially

interesting, as it is a record in detail of the manner in

which the tradition of the Christian Emperors was

perpetuated by the Mohammedan Sultans.

On the third day after the storming of the city, the

Emir held high festival of rejoicing over his victory, and

made proclamation that all, both small and great, who

had concealed themselves anywhere in the city should

come forth, and live in freedom and quietness, also that

such as had fled from the city in fear of the siege should

return, every man to his own house, and abide, every

man in his occupation and religion, even as it had been

aforetime. Moreover, he commanded that they should

make them a patriarch in accordance with established

customs, for the patriarchate was vacant. Then the

bishops who chanced to be in the city, and a very few

clergy of other orders, and laymen, elected to be patriarch

the most learned Georgios Scholarios, who was as yet a

layman, and gave him the new name of Gennadios. It

was an ancient established custom of the Christian

Emperors to present the newly-elected patriarch with a

SeicaviKiov (crozier) made of gold and adorned with

precious stones and pearls, and a horse selected from

the imperial stables, gorgeously harnessed with a saddle

and saddle-cloth of royal splendour, white silk and gold

being the material of the trappings. The patriarch
1 Gedeon, UarpiapxiKol IllvaKes, p. 27 f.
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returned to his residence accompanied by the senate,

and hailed with applauding shouts. Then he received

consecration from the bishops in accordance with standing

law and custom. Now the patriarch-designate used to

receive the Bercavi/ciov from the hands of the Emperor
after the following manner. The Emperor sat on his

throne, and the whole senate was present, standing with

heads uncovered. The great prototype of the palace

pronounced a blessing and then recited a short series of

petitions (jM/cpav e/cre^v), after which the grand domestic

sang the canticle
&quot; Where the presence of the king is,

etc. etc.&quot; Then, from the opposite side of the choir, the

lampadarios recited the &quot; Gloria
&quot; and &quot;

King of heaven,

etc.&quot; The canticle being ended, the Emperor rose to

his feet, holding in his right hand the Se/caviKiov, while

the patriarch-designate, coming forward with the metro

politan of Caesarea on one side of him and the metropolitan

of Heraclea on the other, bowed thrice to the assembly,

and then, approaching the sovereign, did obeisance in

the manner due to the imperial majesty. Then the

Emperor, raising the Sercavirciov a little, said,
&quot; The Holy

Trinity, which hath bestowed upon me the Empire,

promoteth thee to be patriarch of New Rome.&quot; Thus

the patriarch was invested with authority by the hands

of the Emperor, to whom he returned the assurance of

his gratitude. Then the choirs sang
&quot;

Master, long be

thy days&quot; thrice, and after that came the dismissal.

The patriarch, coming down, with lights fixed in the

imperial candelabra preceding him, found his horse

standing ready, and mounted.

The infidel, therefore, being desirous to maintain, as

sovereign lord of the city, the tradition of the Christian
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princes, summoned the patriarch to sit at meat and confer

with him. When the patriarch arrived, the tyrant received

him with great honour. There was a long conference, in

the course of which the Emir made no end of his promises
to the patriarch. The hour for the patriarch s departure

having come, the Emir, on giving him leave to retire,

presented him with the costly Be/cavl/ciov, and prayed
him to accept it. He escorted the patriarch down to the

courtyard, despite his remonstrances, assisted him to

mount a horse which he had caused to be made ready,

and gave orders that all the grandees of the palace should

go forth with the patriarch. Thus they accompanied
him to the venerable Church of the Apostles, some going
before and some following him. The Emir, you must

know, had assigned the precincts of the Church of the

Apostles for a residence 1
.

Phranza says that the honours, privileges, and ex

emptions conferred by Mohammed II. upon Gennadios

were intended merely to serve as inducements to the

Christians to settle in Constantinople, which had become

a desolation. The history of the patriarchs, however,

during the reign of Mohammed II., so far as it is known,
shows that if the patriarchate fell into an evil plight, this

was due not so much to Turkish bad faith as to the

prevalence of emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, envy-

ings among the clergy and people. Fortunati nimium,

sua si bona nossent is the conclusion one comes to

after considering, on the one hand, the ample privileges

bestowed upon the patriarchate by the Turkish con-

1
Georgii Phranza Historia, ill. xi. Phranza, it should be noticed, calls

Mohammed II. Emir, not Sultan. The title of Sultan appears not to

have been assumed by the Ottoman sovereigns till the sixteenth century.
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queror, and on the other, the restless, unsettled state of

the Church of Constantinople both under him and under
his successors, down to the present day, a clear token

whereof is the great number of patriarchal abdications,

very few of which have been purely voluntary.
The depositions were not always effected by arbitrary

intervention on the part of the secular power. More
than once a patriarch was deposed by a synod of metro

politans, which also passed sentence of exile upon him.

The execution of the sentence would, of course, be left

to the secular authorities.

No doubt much of the disquiet and disorder in the
Church of Constantinople during the seventeenth century
was due to Jesuit intrigues. But the efforts of the Jesuits
would have been comparatively harmless had they not
been assisted by the factious spirit rampant among the

Greeks. The worst enemies of the Church s peace were
to be found among those who were of her own household.
With regard to the Turkish Government, we may be

permitted to doubt whether it stood in need of any
encouragement to perpetrate acts of oppressive inter

vention, but one cannot be surprised that Sultans and
Vizirs, rinding themselves appealed to first by one and
then by another Christian faction, should have laid hold
of the opportunities gratuitously supplied them. If the
Christians showed themselves ready to buy the support
of the secular power, it was not incumbent upon the
secular power, alien in race and religion, to refuse to do
business 1

.

1 The oppression which the Greeks lie under from the Turks, though
very bad and dismal in itself, becomes more uneasy and troublesome by
their own horrid Quarrels and Differences about the choice of a Patriarch :

C. A
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Phranza speaks of the bestowal of the patriarchal

crozier (TO ^KaviKiov or ^IKCLVIKIOV) as performed by

Mohammed II. in imitation of his Christian predecessors.

The ceremony of confirmation or investiture, as described

by Phranza, appears not to have been retained in practice

for very long. The escort of honour from the Porte to

the patriarchal residence may have been continued, but

the ceremony of the crozier appears in a document of the

sixteenth century as an ecclesiastical and no longer a

political one
1

. Moreover, it very soon became customary

for the patriarchs to take presents to the Porte, instead

of receiving them there. The first four patriarchs, says

there being often times several Pretenders among the Metropolitans and

Bishops, and they too making an interest, by large summs of mony, in the

Vizir, or the other Bassa s, to attain their ends. He who by his mony and

his friends has prevailed... will endeavour to reimburse himself and lay the

burden and debt, which he has contracted, upon the Church, which must

pay for all: while the rest, who envy his preferment... unite their interest

and strength to get him displaced, by remonstrating against his injustice

and ill management of affairs, and put up fresh petitions to the Turks, and

bribe lustily to be heard. The Turks, glad of such an opportunity of gain,

readily enough admit their Complaint, and put out and put in, as they see

occasion When I reflect upon these Revolutions and Changes, I am

filled at the same time with amazement and pity, and cannot but put up

this hearty prayer to Almighty God... that He would be pleased to inspire

the Grecian Bishops with sober and peaceable counsels. Smith, An

Account of the Greek Church, pp. 80-83. Thomas Smith, B.D., Fellow

of Magdalen College, Oxford, was chaplain to the English Embassy at

Constantinople in the reign of Charles II. From the chapter in his book,

out of which the above-quoted passages are taken, it appears that he left

Constantinople to return to England in 1671 or 1672. He mentions the

protection given by the Embassy to the deposed patriarch Methodius III.

in 1671.
1 Manuel Malaxos, Historia Patriarchies p. 192 (Niebuhr. Bonn,

1839)-
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Manuel Malaxos 1
,
were elected without making any

present to the Sultan, but after the appointment of

Mark Xylocaravis, a junta of immigrants from Trebizond

offered the Sultan a thousand florins to obtain his support

of their opposition to the patriarch, whom they purposed
to remove in favour of a fellow-countryman of theirs,

one Symeon, a monk. According to Malaxos, the

Sultan laughed, and then pondered a long while, con

sidering the enviousness and stupidity of the Romans,
and their ungodly ways. Then he confirmed an asser

tion made by them to the effect that Mark had promised
a thousand florins for the confirmation of his election,

though the patriarch had neither promised nor given a

copper. The Sultan, however, saw an opening to the

establishment of such payments as a regular custom.

He took the money offered by Mark s enemies and bade

them go and elect as patriarch whomsoever they would.

A charge of simony was then brought against Mark,
who was put on his trial before a synod, condemned,

deposed and anathematized. Symeon was then elected

and consecrated, but before very long was deposed by
order of the Sultan. Once again money had been talking.

The Sultan s stepmother, who appears to have been a

Christian, was desirous to promote a friend of hers, the

metropolitan of Philippopolis, to honour, and at the

same time put an end to the scandalous agitations of

the Church caused by the strife between the factions of

1
Malaxos, op. cit., p. 102. roOroi ot avwdev rtffffapoi iraTpidpxat, 6

SxoXdpios, 6 Iffldwpos, 6
Iwd&amp;lt;ra0,

KCU 6 EvXoKapd/S-rjs, Zyivav xwpi* va

duffovv TOV aov\Tavov Kavtva dupov /j,6voi&amp;gt; Zywav, /ca0a&amp;gt;s /cat ei s rbv Kaipov

TTJS j3a&amp;lt;riAeas
rwf Pw/Aaiwi ,

OTTOU exdpi^ev 6
/3a&amp;lt;rt\ei)s

TOV Trarpidpxov

Xo.piffiJ.aTa. Malaxos is one of the chief authorities for the history of the

patriarchate in the period A.D 1450 1580.

62
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Symeon and Mark. She therefore brought the Sultan

two thousand florins in a silver dish and told him that

there was a monk who was her friend, and that she

wanted to have him made patriarch. The result of the

proposal was an imperial order for the deposition of

Symeon, who retired to a monastery. Mark was voted

by the synod assembled in the capital, to which he had

appealed for revision of his sentence, to the archbishopric

of Achrida. Dionysius, the protege&quot;
of the Sultan s

stepmother, occupied the throne for eight years, and

then, in disgust at a false charge of apostasy, though he

clearly refuted it, abdicated and retired to a monastery

near Cavalla in Macedonia. The synod, in whose

presence he had refuted the charge of apostasy, recalled

Symeon. It was necessary, however, to make sure of

the Sultan s approval, and to this end a deputation

presented itself at the Sublime Porte, bringing a thousand

florins, and so carrying out in act the charge laid in

word against Mark Xylocaravis. But the Defterdar

rejected their petition and the proffered douceur. There

was an entry in the imperial accounts, he said, showing

that the proper amount of the fee was two thousand

florins. This, of course, referred to the transaction

between the Sultan and his stepmother. Of this

matter the members of the synod possibly had no

knowledge at the time, but whether they had or not

made no difference. There was nothing for it but to

sponge up another thousand florins, which being done,

says Malaxos, the Defterdar ceased from troubling
1

.

Thus an evil precedent was set, and henceforth every

patriarch was expected to pay a fee for the imperial

1 Malaxos, p. 112. /ecu trfr etpr)vev&amp;lt;rev
6
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confirmation of his election. To this burden another

was added by the reckless ambition of a Servian monk,
Raphael by name, who procured the final dethronement
of Symeon by the conversion of the investiture fee of

2000 florins into an annual kharaj or tribute, the amount
of the investiture-fee being now fixed at 500 florins 1

. It

was not to be expected, however, that these amounts
should never be exceeded. By the time of Jeremias II. s

first election to the patriarchate, viz. A.D. 1572, the

investiture fee (jrecrKeo-iov as Malaxos calls it) was 2000

florins, while the annual kharaj had risen to 4100. In

A.D. 1672, as we learn from Paul Ricaut, the English
Consul at Smyrna, the debts of the patriarchate amounted
to 350,000 piastres, equal to more than 40,000 at the

present day ;
the interest of which increasing daily,

and rigorously extorted by the Power of the most
covetous and considerable Turkish officers, who lend or

supply the Money, is the reason and occasion that the

Patriarch so often summons all his Archbishops and

Bishops to appear at Constantinople, that so they may
1
Malaxos, 1. c. &quot;E/ca^ie 5^ 6 auras TraTpiapxys [drjX. 6 Sinewy] ei s rbv

6pbvov xpbvovs rpeis, Kal ewtpva eiprjviK&s . . . d^u? (pdovrjffas TOVTO 6 T&V (TKavddXwr

dpxyybs Kal txOpbs i)[j.uv TUV XpiffTiavuv, 6 5id/3o\os, Kal efidvrj a s TTJV ^&amp;lt;riv

fr/as iepoftovaxos, oj/6/iari PacparjX, TOV OTTOIOV TJTOV T? Trarpida rov aTfb T^V

2,epj3iav, Kal efye n.eya\r)v (pi\iav Kal Trapprjcriav et j rr^v -jropra TOV &amp;lt;rov\Tavov,

&amp;lt;:&amp;lt;roi&amp;gt;Tas oirou ayairovv avrbv ol iracriddes. Kal...uiri)ye Kal eirpoffKuvrja i.v

avTovs, Kal...(rvfj,&amp;lt;puvr]&amp;lt;Te Kal Zffrep^ev 6rt va didei TOV Kadtv xpovov els TT]V

Tropra TOV aov\Tavov xa/)drfio^ (frXupia x^taSaj 56o. Kal r6 TreffK^ffiov

tKa/j.ai&amp;gt; va Stfierat biroTav ylveTai vtos iraTpiapxt]*. aKovcravTes d TOVTO ol

TracrtdSes edtx^vw TOV Pa0a^\ TOV (pi\ov avT&v do-Traa/wy, Kal
dva&amp;lt;popav

ijyovv apTft irepi TOVTOV ry ffovXTavy tKa/j.av. Kal dfcou&amp;lt;ras TOVTO exdpri TroXXd,

Kal ev T&amp;lt; afji.a ZdkiKev 6piafj.6v, Kal etiyaXav TOV O.VTOV Kvptv 2i//x,ect)j dirb TOV

iraTpiapxiKov 0p6vov. See also the Historia Patriarchia, pp. 156, 157,

170, 176, 177, and 193; Historia Politico., p. 43, in the same volume of the

Corpus Scriptorum Histories Byzantince, Bonn, 1849.
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consult and agree on an expedient to ease in some

measure the present Burden and Pressure of their Debts
;

the payment of which is often the occasion of new

Demands : For the Turks, finding this Fountain the

fresher, and more plentifully flowing for being drained,

continually suck from this Stream, which is to them

more sweet, for being the Blood of the Poor, and the

life of Christians 1
. It was, after all, not so much on the

dignitaries and authorities of the Orthodox Church, as

upon the parish priests and the poor among the people

generally, that the fiscal burdens pressed most heavily.

The most helpless had to suffer most. What help,

indeed, could they expect when their chief shepherds

became robbers?

With ironical respect the Orthodox laity, under the

Turkish regime^ spoke of their bishops as SecrTroT^&e?

despots. The powers enjoyed by the episcopal order,

whose members were made use of by the temporal

power as agents of police, were so considerable as to

make even an ordinary bishopric an appointment to be

coveted still more a metropolitan see, and most of all

the patriarchate
2

. Even apart from the financial oppor

tunities, in the use of which a patriarch or metropolitan

could rely on secular assistance, the dignity and honour

of chief seats in the synagogue must always have had

1
Ricaut, op. dt. 9799.

2 The patriarch and the bishops purchased their dignities, and repaid

themselves by selling ecclesiastical rank and privileges ; the priests purchased

holy orders, and sold licenses to marry. The laity paid for marriages,

divorces, baptisms, pardons, and dispensations of many kinds to their

bishops. The extent to which patriarchs and bishops interfered in family

disputes and questions of property is proved by contemporary documents.

Finlay, History of Greece, v. p. 1 56, cf. p. 1 50.
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considerable attraction for the Greeks, who, even after

the Turkish Conquest, esteemed themselves the first of

nations 1
. Add to these conditions and circumstances

the spirit of jealousy which has been, and still is, the

bane of the race the spirit which gives a Greek army
so many generals and so few soldiers 2 and it is not

hard to understand why changes in the occupancy of

the patriarchate of Constantinople have been so numer

ous and frequent
3
.

Finlay compares the part played by the Sultans

in patriarchal elections with that of the sovereigns

of England in appointments to the archbishopric of

Canterbury. This comparison, however, is not quite

accurate. As a rule, the Sultans have not nominated

the successive occupants of the patriarchal throne.

Under the Ottoman sovereigns, elections have, if

anything, been more free than under their Christian

predecessors. But the Padishah must have a list of
*

papabili sent to him, whenever a vacancy occurs in

the patriarchate, and he influences the election by noti

fying to the synod of the * Great Church the names of

those whom he does not wish to see elected. In any
case, it is in his power to nullify an election by refusing

the necessary berat to the patriarch-designate. The

delivery of this document is the formality by which the

Sultan confirms the election, invests the person elected

with the temporalities of the patriarchal see, and licenses

1
Finlay, op. cit., v. p. 122.

3
A/uei/SeTO lYXwc roiffSe Setve Adyvaie, v/iets oi/care rous /J-ev &PXOVTO.S

2x et
&quot;&amp;gt;

T bs & Api-0/j.frovs OVK eii/. Hdt. vii. 162. The Athenians,

however, showed a better spirit at Platsea see Hdt. ix. 27 ad fin.
3
Finlay finds that mutual distrust was a feature in the character of the

higher clergy at Constantinople, op. cit. v. 149.
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him to exercise his spiritual authority. Above and

beyond all this, the autocratic nature of the Sultan s

sovereignty enables him to force a resignation or

synodical dethronement whenever he thinks fit. Under
an absolute despotism like the Sultanate, the ultimate

ground of the patriarch s tenure of office must necessarily

be the sovereign s pleasure.

The principle was clearly laid down by the Council

of Antioch in the fourth century that in every province

the metropolitan and his comprovincials must work in

concert and by mutual counsel. In the same way, it is

a recognized principle of Church government in Or

thodoxy that the patriarch should work in concert with

his metropolitans. The records of the patriarchate

contain evidence enough and to spare that this principle

has been, under the Turkish regime at any rate, con

stantly observed. In the latter part of the nineteenth

century its observation was brought under the rule that

there should always be twelve metropolitans present in

the capital to form the perpetual or standing ad

ministrative council 1
. These twelve metropolitans are

1 A similar arrangement appears to have been in existence in the

seventeenth century. The patriarch, in the determination of causes

brought before him, has the assistance of twelve of the chief Officers

belonging to the Patriarchal Church and dignity. These also assist the

Archbishop of Heraclea in vesting and crowning him at his Inauguration,

and still retain the same high titles as they did before the Turks came

among them. These are as it were his standing Council, to whom he

refers the great affairs and concerns of religion. Thomas Smith, Greek

Church, p. 78. The officials of the patriarchate, however, would be

priests, not bishops. A long list of them is given in the Euchologion,

pp. 686 f. (Venice, 1891), together with a description of their several

functions. More than one of these titles, by its very form, shows that the

patriarchate must have paid the imperial court the sincere compliment
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not always the same, for six retire every year, having
held office as members of the synod or council for two

years, and their places are taken by six others. Each

of the metropolitans subordinate to the oecumenical

throne takes his place on the synod in his turn, according
to seniority. It is not, therefore, the patriarch alone,

but rather the patriarch in synod, by whom the chief

authority in matters ecclesiastical is exercised in the

provinces of the Constantinopolitan Church.

This perpetual administrative synod of the patriarch

ate must be distinguished from the synod which elects

the patriarch
1
. The latter consists of lay representatives

of imitation. There can be no doubt as to the origin of such titles as

, Kacrrprivcrios, pe&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;8dpios, \oyodeT7js, 5o/xeVrt/cos, Seirovrdros,

1 M. Gedeon, in the preface to his ttarpiapxiKoi nW/ces, gives an

outline of the history of procedure in elections to the patriarchal throne.

Nestorius I., successor of Gregory Nazianzen (A.D. 381), and Proclus

(A.D. 434), were examples in an early period of succession by virtue of the

Emperor s nomination. Chrysostom s election is described by Socrates,

H. E, VI. 2. ^?70i(r/uart /coti/y 6/uoO TrdvTtw, K\r)pov re (pyfJii /cat XaoD, 6

jSacrtXeus avrbv ApKddios jU,eTa7r^/x,7reTcu. did 5e TO d&oTrio Tov r?7S %eiporov/as

Traprjaav e/c j3acri\iKov 7r/3ocrrd y /
Liaros TroXXot re /cat aXXot eTrtV/coTrot, /cat di)

Kai 6 rrjs AXeap5peias 0e&amp;lt;50iXos, oorts aTrovd^v eridero
Sia.&amp;lt;rvpai fj.fr ryv

ludvvov d6av, IffiSupov 5 UTT avrf Trpefffivrepov ?rp6s TTJV eTncrKOTri]v

Trpoxfipi(raa dai...oi /mevToi /cara rd (SatrtXeia rbv \(advvr]v wpo^Kpivav.

ETretSTj 5^ /car^-yoptas /card 0eo0tXou TroXXoi dveidvovv...b Trpoecrrcbs rou

jSacriXt/coO KOIT&VOS T&VTpdirios XajSw^ rds eyypdfiovs Kariryopias

j, eitruv eiriXoyyv &amp;lt;?x
eLV % XeLPOTOV ^v Iwdvvijv rj rds /car

els e\eyxpv tiyfcrdcu. TaOra (pofiriOds 6 0e60tXos TOV

e. Chrysostom was accordingly consecrated on the 23rd of

February, A.D. 398. Germanus was translated from Cyzicus in A.D. 715

^?70y KaL 5o/ctyU,acria TU&amp;gt;V ^eocrejSecrrdrwj irpefffivrtpuv /cat diaKoviav /cat

Travros roC edayovs K\r)pov /cat TTJS iepds GvyxXyTov (Gedeon, p. 16, referring

to Scarlati Vizandio, Constantinopolis}. Leo the Iconoclast seems to

have accepted this election without any difficulty, though he found a
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as well as of clergy, thus maintaining the old tradition

of election by the clergy and people of Constantinople

a tradition which has probably been better observed

since the Turkish Conquest than it was previously. In

theory, the designation of the patriarch by the votes of

vigorous opponent in Germanus, who, however, resigned in A.D. 730.

Anastasius (730 754), Constantine II. (754 766) and Nicetas (766780),
all of them elKovofj.dxoi, were court-nominees. Nicephorus I. (A.D. 806

815), according to Theophanes was elected ^rjfpip iravrbs rov \aov /cat rdv

ieptuv, irpos 52 Kal /SacriX^wv. The imperial will determined the alternations

in Photius patriarchal career (857867 and 878 886). M. Gedeon says

that Kara. 3&amp;gt;(3povdpiov
rov 1059 avroKpdrup Icraa/aos 6 KO/AI^J^S, i/^V

TtDv dpxieptuv Kal rov XaoO, dvtdeL&v oiKov/J.evtKbi Trarpiapx7
?&quot;

rov evvovxov

Kal /j.ovaxov Kuvo-ravrivov Aevxov5r)i&amp;gt;,
aXXore irpwro^ea-ridpiov Kal irp6edpov

rrjs avyK\rirov. In November, 1058, Isaac Comnenus had deposed the

famous Michael Cerularius. John VIII. (Xiphilinos) was called by the

Emperor Constantine Ducas to succeed Constantine III. in 1064, Kal

jrdvres TTV(f)r)/j.icrav et s Trjv \prf&amp;lt;pov.
Germanus II. (1222 1240) is described

as TrpopXyOds irarpi.apx n^ VTO rov avroKparopos luavvov Aou/ca rov Bardr^rj.

On the death of Callistus II. in 1397, Matthew I. i/^y T??S vvvboov KO.L

7rpo/3Xi7(Te4 rov avroKparopos e/cX^yercu dtddoxos. See Gedeon, Harp. ULV.,

pp. 1416, 255, 259, 262, 263, 268, 282, 290, 322, 327, 3289, 384, 458.

In the Historia Patriarchica, pp. 104 107, and the Historia Politica y

pp. 3941, we have instances of the Turkish sovereign putting down

one and setting up another patriarch, using the bishops and clergy as his

instruments. Theoleptos, about A.D. 1514, got himself forced upon the

patriarchate by an imperial berat. In 1741, Sultan Mahmud I. issued

a firman regulating procedure in patriarchal elections. One requirement

was, that testimony to the character of the person elected should be given

by the metropolitans of Heraclea, Cyzicus, Nicomedia, Nicsea, and Chalcedon

(the 7^/)oj/Tes as they came to be commonly called), otherwise the election

would be treated as invalid. M. Gedeon refers in this connection to

Sozomen, Hist. Ecd. ill. 3, where it is recorded that the Arians objected

to the appointment of Paul the Confessor (circ. A.D. 340) on the ground

that it had taken place irapd yvu/mrjv Eixre^Lov rov Ni/co/iTjSeias {wiffKOirov

Kal Qeodupov rov Trjs ei&amp;gt; QpaKTj Hpa/fXeias, ols u&amp;gt;j yeiroaiv rf xuporovia 5t^0epe.

Another imperial firman, issued by Mustapha II. in 1759, required the

announcement of elections by means of a sealed report from the electors.

This method of announcing elections is still followed. The firman also
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an assembly representing the whole Christian population
of Constantinople, Roumelia and Asia Minor is admir

able 1
. In practice, it has been execrable, simply because

of the unlimited licence given to ambition and covetous-

ness. Yet even without the disturbing influence of

Mohammedan sovereignty these corrupt passions make
themselves felt with destructive effect, as witness the

events of the last few years in Cyprus, where party strife

has kept the archiepiscopal throne vacant from the

summer of 1900 to 1909.

Monastics alone are eligible to the episcopate in the

Orthodox Church, and the patriarchal residence in

Constantinople may be regarded as a monastery, of

which the patriarch is the abbot. Since the beginning
of the seventeenth century the Church of St George, in

the Fanar quarter on the Golden Horn, has been the

patriarch s cathedral. This Church occupies the site of

the monastery known as the Petrion or Paulopetrion,
which was in existence in the reign of Irene in the

required that every patriarch should pay the expenses of his election, which
in the eighteenth century were known to run up on occasion to as much as

50,000 piastres (,6,000). Until 1860 ex-metropolitans and ex-bishops,
as well as metropolitans and bishops ev evepyeig., used to take part in

elections, but since that date the representatives of the episcopal order are

all metropolitans. There are now four stages in the process of election ;

(i) voting by a convention of the metropolitans residing in the capital for

the time being, of lay representatives, and plenipotentiaries representing

twenty-six of the metropolitical sees ; (2) submission of the list of papabili
to the Porte; (3) election of three from the list as emended by the secular

authorities; (4) election of the successor from these three, by the metro

politans present.
1 The lay electors especially represent Constantinople. The metro

politans who take part, either on the spot, or by sending sealed votes,

represent the provinces. M. Gedeon observes that the electors must be
native subjects of the Sultan.
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eighth century, and was for many years the retreat of

the Empress Theodora in the eleventh. It is not a

large building, and externally has no beauty to

recommend it. Within, the chief and almost the only

adornments of any merit are the iconostasion and the

pulpit, works of art which Mr Hutton, one of the most

recent historians of Constantinople, assigns to the

seventeenth century
1
. Most of the buildings of the

patriarcheion stand to the west of the church, on

ground which rises somewhat steeply a circumstance

which enables the group to make somewhat more of

a display than might otherwise have been the case.

There is no magnificence, however, about the residence

of the most notable ecclesiastic in all Orthodox Chris

tendom nothing to parallel St Peter s and the Vatican.

The difference between the housing of the chief pastors

of the Old and the New Rome, the servus servorum

Dei and the oiKov^eviKo^ Trarpiap^^J is fairly measured

by the apparent difference in character between their

titles.

Originally, the patriarchal residence was in the

neighbourhood of Santa Sophia. After the conquest of

the city, Mohammed II. assigned the Church of the

Holy Apostles, the burial place of Theodora the wife

of Justinian, to Gennadios, but the patriarch, finding

the neighbourhood but scantily inhabited by Christians,

obtained leave to move his residence to the Church of

the Pammakaristos (a special title of the Virgin Mary),

which was the cathedral church of the patriarchate for

130 years, viz. A.D. 1456 1586. The Church of the

1

Constantinople in the series of Mediaeval Towns (London: J. M.

Dent); by the Rev. W. H. Hutton, B.D.
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Apostles was demolished to make room for the mosque
which by its name preserves the memory of Mohammed
the Conqueror of Constantinople. In 1586 the Sultan

took possession of the Pammakaristos Church and

turned it into a mosque. The patriarchal cathedra was
then placed for a short time in the church of the

Panagia of Consolation or Healing (Havayia -7-779

UapajjivOias or Sepajreias}, after which it was removed
to the Church of St Demetrius in Xyloporta, and thence,

in 1 60 1, to its present place
1

. A few icons, books and
relics were brought away from the Pammakaristos, and

finally deposited in the Church of St George. That
which they most esteem, wrote Thomas Smith, chaplain
to the Embassy, about 1670, is a piece of black Marble;
as they pretend, part of that Pillar which formerly stood

in the Prcstorium or Hall of Pontius Pilate, to which
our Blessed Saviour was tied, when he was whipped ;

about two foot long, and three or four inches over,...

inclosed in brass lattice Grates, that it may not receive

prejudice either from devout or sacrilegious persons.
For they have a strong imagination, that the dust raised

from it, and put into wine, or any way conveyed into

the stomach, cures Agues and Fevers almost infallibly.

In a brass plate under it I found these six Verses

engraven, alluding to the tradition I just now men
tioned, which they believe as undoubtedly as if it were

Gospell.

ets /nacrriyas
1

,

Kai TrpcxrcoTTov (is paTriap-dToiv vflpiv.

1
Hutton, Constantinople, p. 155. K. N. Satha, 2xe5ia&amp;lt;r/xa irepi

TOV B
,

&amp;lt;re\. od irp .
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&quot;\v tXetoy \LOI f?T? \arpfvovTt (rot,

Km p.d(TTtyds (rov f

Ylavayiu&amp;gt;rr]s
NtKocrioy

In this Church of St George the patriarchs of Con

stantinople have been formally enthroned for the last

three centuries. As the patriarchs are now, and have

been for a long time past, taken from the metropolitan

episcopate, there is no need of ^eiporovla or consecration

properly so called. In case of one not already conse

crated to the episcopate being elected patriarch, the

chief consecrator would be the metropolitan of Heraclea

(Erekli on the Sea of Marmora), the origin of whose

prerogative lies in the fact that Byzantium, at the time

when selected by Constantine to be made the new

imperial capital, was included in the district of which

Heraclea was the chief town 2
. Even when there is no

need of ^eipoTovia, it is the peculiar function of the

metropolitan of Heraclea to place in the hands of the

patriarch-designate the ei&amp;lt;aviKi,ov, Si/cavixiov or Trare-

plra-a, as the patriarchal crozier, a staff terminating in

two serpents heads, is variously termed. This symbol

of archipcemenical authority is not indeed the peculiar

badge of the patriarch s dignity. Serpent-headed croziers

1 Thomas Smith, Greek Church, pp. 60 61.

2 Gedeon, p. 49. On p. 282, however, in a note, M. Gedeon points

out that there have been occasions when the consecration has been per

formed by another prelate. Photius, for instance, had Gregory of Syracuse

for his chief consecrator. Photius was a layman at the time of his election,

as were also Nectarius (A.D. 381), Paul III. (A.D. 686), Tarasius (A.D. 784),

Nicephorus I. (A.D. 806), Sisinnius II. (A.D. 995) and perhaps John XIII.

(A.D. 1315). It was not until after the death of Mohammed II. in 1481

that the practice of translation from a metropolitan see became regularly

established. In the course of eleven centuries, under the Christian

Emperors, there were not so many as twenty instances of translation.
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are carried by the Orthodox episcopate generally, with

one notable exception, viz. the Archbishop of Cyprus,
whose pastoral staff terminates in a globe. The serpents
heads on the pateritsa remind one of the caduceus of

Mercury, and the possibility of a connection between
the pateritsa and the caduceus is strongly suggested

by the fable preserved in the Astronomia of Hyginus.

According to this story, Mercury once found two snakes

righting, and separated them with his wand. Thence
forth his wand or staff, encircled or twined about by two

snakes, became an emblem of peace
1
. This fable is no

doubt only a piece of aetiology designed to account
for the fact that the snake-entwined staff was a peaceful
emblem. Christian bishops, claiming to stand in the

apostolical succession, would have the right to style
themselves ambassadors of Christ and messengers of

peace
2

,
and their custom of carrying a serpent-headed

staff may have originated from some pictorial repre
sentation of Christ, or the Apostles, carrying the

caduceus as the emblem of reconciliation between God
and mankind.

H. T. F. DUCKWORTH.

1 Diet, of Greek and Roman Antiquities (Smith s, second edition),
art. Caduceus.

II. Cor. v. 20. UTrfy XpiffToG oZv
7T/&amp;gt;e&amp;lt;r/3etfo/*ej , ws TOV 9eoO irapa-

5i ^uwf 5e6ytte0a virtp X/&amp;gt;rroO,
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The Patriarchs who (in the Synaxaristes, G. Ch. Raphtane,

Zante, 1868) are numbered with the Saints ot cV Tols Ayioi? are

Alexander
Anastasios
Anatolios
Antonios III

Arsakios
Athanasios
Atticos

Callinicos

Callistos

Castinos
Constantinos
Cosmas
Cyriacos
Cyros
Epiphanios
Eutychios
Flavianos
Gennadios I

Georgios I

Germanos I

Gregorios I

Ignatios
loannes I

loannes II

loannes III

loannes V
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H Trpomj orr^Xr; o^eioT TO ovo/xa roC Ilarpidpxou 77
Seurepa, ro

eros- /z.
X.

17 rprn; TJ^I/ (reXidaevrfj &amp;lt;86(Tfi
&quot; M. I. TeSea)!/, Ilarpiap^iKoi

1

,
KCOI/OT. 1890.&quot;

H reraprr; 77X01 TTCOS e^ero reppa els TTJV
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Of fv rots Ayiois KaraXeyo/ieyot Ilarptap^at (2ui/anpi(rrr/y, F. X.

Pa(pri&amp;gt;?7, ZaKwdos, 1 868) etVii/ of a*a&amp;gt;Xou#oi.

Kupoy

Ai aroXio?

Apard&amp;lt;tos

Am/cor
FfiTaSioy A

Fecopyios A
Fep/zai/o? A

TpTjyopios A

Gfofioopos- A

Gcopas A

lyj urios1

A
B

E

KaXXiViKo?

KaXXioro?
Kaoru/os 1

lavovapiov 8

lovXiov 2Q
ou IO

lovXiov 3

3&amp;gt;(j3povapiov 1 2

OKTCO/^PIOU I I

lai/ouaptov 8

Notp.@piov 1 7

AvyovoTov 1 8

Maiou 1 2

lavounpiou 30
\vyovo~Tov 25

ATrpiXtou 6

Mapriou 2 1

OKTO)(Bpiov 23

Noe/uj3ptov 13

ALiyovoroi; 25 f. 30 I ITpoxXoy

$c(3povapiov 21 2ta-t j toy A

Aiiyouorov 1 8

MaKfdoi/tos1 B ATrpiXiou 25

Maip.iavbs ATrptXtov 4

Ma^i/xoy A Noep-ftpiov 1 7

Mtaooioy A lowiou 14

M^vas Auyovorov 25

MrjTpo(pdvr)S A lovmov 4
Nf Krdpios Oxreo/Spiou 1 1

Nj7&amp;lt;pcoi&amp;gt;
B AvyovvTov I I

NiKrjcpopos A loui/iou 2

NiKoXaoy B
A6&amp;gt;cep./3p/ov

1 6
NtKoXaoy F
IlaOXos1 A
IlaCXos B

30
Ai yourrrov 23

lavovapiov 25

lavovapiov 2

-7

2r(&amp;lt;pavos
B

Tapao&quot;ioy

Tpv(f)(i)v

Maiov 1 6

Nof/ij3ptov 6

Auyouorov 30

OxTOdftplOV I I

O/crco/yptoy 3 F

Maiov 1 8

lovXt oLi 1 8

4&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;rtof

&amp;lt;&ftpovapiov 1 6
; 6
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