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his subsequent confirmation of the Acts) were not in contra-
diction with the Tome which they subseribed, nor the Tome
in contradiction with them.! :

Further, it was left to the council to draw up some short.

definition which would serve as a test of orthodoxy on the
point in question. St. Leo’s Tome was not intended for that ;
it supplied the 7dmos,? the mould and the material, the neces-
sary norm and measuring-line, but not a definition adapted
for practical purposes ; this would be best effected in a coun-
cil, after an investigation and exposition of the needs of the
case.

Again, St. Leo had left it to the council to deal with the
cases of those bishops who had been illegitimately extruded
from their sees, and whose cases could now be heard in per-
son—such as Eusebius and Theodoret ; and the cases of those
bishops who had subscribed the condemnation of Flavian by

- putting their-signatures to a blank paper. , R

Such was the work before the council. It met in the
Church of St. Euphemia, on whose intercessions the bishops
avowed their reliance, and on whose altar they placed their

definition, that it might be presented before saints and angels,
and to Almighty God, by her intercessory mediation. - - iy
There were af least 600 bishops present, the largest -

number that had yet met together.  They were, almost toa
_man, Bastern prelates. The scene of ‘their meeting is de-

‘seribed in glowing terms by Evagrius, and is to this day one
- of the most exquisite spots in that beautiful region. '

IL. Dioscorus at once took his seat as Archbishop of Alexan- ,

dria.  He had just before gathered together fen bishops and exe-
cuted the farce of excommunicating St. T.eo—an act of madness,
which eventually afforded the bishops their chief ground for
deciding upon his impenitence, and in consequence for carry-

! It is important to remember this, because some writers, in dealing with

" the exclamations of the bishops during the couneil concerning Cyril, seem to

imagine that they were quoting Cyril simply, as the authority before which
they bowed ; indeed, they even suppose that the bishops put the authority of
Cyril on a par with that of Leo. But it was because Cyril’s orthodoxy had
been established by Pope and council, particularly by Celestine and Sixtus (who
. are expressly mentioned—ef, fifth session), that his authority is quoted.

2 Ep. oi. Anatolii ad Leonem.
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ing out the sentence of ILeo, committed to their charge. -
Whether by this means he thought to make it technically
impossible for the legates to sit and condemn him, or whether

- he acted out of mere bravado, and by way of insult to the

Apostolic See, it is impossible to say. He now sat down in
the place of honour, as the occupant of the second see in
Christendom. :

" But the Papal legates intervened, and refused to proceed
until Dioscorus was removed from the seat he had oceupied.
They wished him to go out. They held a commission (said
Paschasinus) ‘from the most holy and most apostolic Bishop
of Rome, who is the head of all Churches, to see that Dios-
corus should have no seat in the council.” When questioned
further, the legates said that Dioscorus had dared to arrange!
a synod without leave from the Apostolic throze.’

The imperial commissioners wished to resist this decision

- of the legates, but in vain. They had to obey the head of all

Churches,” and cause Dioscorus to leave his place. His pre-
sence, however, was required, and he was therefore allowed to
sit in the middle, without, that is to say, a seat as a consti-
tuent member of the synod, which was the gist of the legates’ -
demand. - There he maintained that Flavian was rightly con-
demned by the council which the Emperor Theodosius had
convoked at Ephesus. His position really was that the
imperial supremacy was sufficient for - the - case, and -that
Flavian was involved in heresy. _ 2

Accordingly the Acts of the Robber Synod were read. In
these the name of Theodoret occurred, who had been deposed
by Dioscorus. Theodoret was called for, and he presently
entered. A scene of tumultuous confusion ensued. The
Egyptian bishops saw in Theodoret only the enemy of St,
Cyril. They shouted and protested, and maintained that to
admit Theodoret into the assembly was to cast out Cyril,
whom Theodoret had once anathematised. The statement, .
which the commissioners and senate made, that Lieo had rein-

! moddjoar, I have transiated the word ° arrange,’ as being a term which ig
both covered by the Greek word, and which fits in with the facts of the case.
St. Leo had sent legates, but Dioscorus ook precedence of them by order of the
emperor, or with his consent. This was his sin in the matter.
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stated him in hig biéhoprie, and that the emperor had ordered

- his presence, availed nothing for awhile with these Egyptian
pattisans. They: were furious at the idea of one who had

anathematised their former holy patriarch, appearing ‘in the
council in the character of bishop. They cared for neither

~ Pope or emperor, nor for the Patriarch of Antioch, who had

likewise testified to the orthodoxy of Theodoret ; they believed
them all to be unaware of the true character of the man.
They were calmed, however, by the compromise of admitting
his presence on the understanding that his sitting as accuser
should not prejudice the question of his proper place in the
synod, which could be settled afterwards, as was in fact done
in Theodoret’s favour.

The pith of the accusation now brought against Dioscorus
lay in the fact that he had suppressed the Tome of Leo;
and he persisted throughout that Flavian was rightly con-

_ demned, because he had said that ¢after the union’ (¢.e. the
Incarnation) *there were two natures in Christ.” Dioscorus
and his party were willing to acknowledge that Christ was

‘of two natures,” but not that there * are two natures’ in

CHim!

The bbdliracy, 'therefoxe, of Dioscbrds being” duly esta-
blished, it ‘only remained -to pronounce sentence, in accord-
ance with St. Tieo’s direction, in canonical ‘form-—which, how-

ever, was deferred for another gsession. ~ The Oriental bishops, -

i.e. those in the patriarchate of Antioch, were in favour of all
the leaders of the Robber Synod being included in the con-
demnation of Dioscorus, but on the Iyrian bishops exelaim-

ing, ‘We have all erred: we all ask for pardon,” it wag -

decided, for the present, that Dioscorus alone should suffer

- deposition.

When the bishops reassembled, neither Dioscorus nor the
imperial commissioners made thejr appearance ; the latter,
because the deposition of a bishop was so completely the affair
of the spiritualty, and the former, doubtless, because he had
clearly seen how things were going. RKusebius of Doryleeum,
who had been *deposed’ by the Robber Synod, now preferred

! Mansi, t. vi. p. 690.
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his complaint against Dioscorus, and the latter was accordingly”

summoned in the usual way to attend the synod. Meanwhile,
three clerics of Alexandria and a layman were admitted to the
synod, to prefer their several complaints against their patri-
arch. These petitions were each one of them addressed ‘o
the (Eeumenical Archbishop and Patriarch of great Rome, Leo,

and to the holy and (Beumenical Synod.” They revealed the

fact that Dioscorus was a man of notoriously loose morality
and intolerably overbearing temper. The priest from Alex-
andria concluded by saying to the bishops, ‘I, miserable

Athanasius, presbyter of the most renowned city of Alexandria,

have presented these petitions to the most holy Ecumenical
Archbishop and Patriareh Leo, and to the most holy (Ecume-
nical Council of holy Fathers and Bishops.” The layman
Sophronius concluded in the same way.!" These petitions,
thus addressed, were ordered to be inserted in the Acts, and
read to Dioscorus in case he eame to the synod. But Diog-
corus, like Nestorius, refused to obey the summons, saying
that he “adhered to what he had previously said,” thus eon-

fessing his obstinate perseverance, and bringing himself under

the condemnation of Leo. , : :
L. The sentence was forthwith pronounced by Pascha-

sinus, at the desire of the bishops. J ulian, Bishop of Hypepz, 7
not merely concurred with the rest in calling on Paschasinus .

to give the sentence, but made the following short speech :—
‘Holy fathers, listen. Since in the metropolis of Ephesus
Dioscorus held the authority * (from the emperor) ¢ for judging
between holy Flavian and the most religious Bishop Eusebius’
(on the one hand) ‘and Eutyches’ (on the other), ‘and issued
a thoroughly iniquitous judgment, himself firs pronouncing
an unjust sentence, and then forcing the rest to follow him—
now your -holiness holds the authority of the most holy Leo;
and all the holy synod, gathered together according to the
will of God and the decree of our most pious emperor knows,

! Mr. Gore (Dict, of Chr. Biog. p. 663) alludes to these addresses as the
‘expressions of individuals,’ as though they were nothing further. It must be
remembered that these petitioners were endeavouring to ingratiate themselves,
not with St. Leo, but with the counecil, and that the couneil was prepared to
use their petitions as evidence. The context makes their use emphatic.
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as does your holiness, all that was done in Ephesus; and
Dioscorus has been thrice summoned and would in no wise
obey. = We ask your holiness, therefore, who holds, or rather
- your holinesses’ (i.e. the other legates), ¢ who hold the place of

the most holy Pope Leo, to promulgate and issue against him’
(viz. Dioscorus) ¢ the sentence contained in the canons. For
‘we all, and the whole cccumenical synod, are of one mind
with your holiness.’

. The whole assembly reiterated its perfect oneness of mind
with Paschasinus.

Let us pause for a moment. The whole enormous

assembly of Eastern bishops can hear St. Leo addressed by
the Alexandrian cleries as the ¢@cumenical’ archbishop par
.excellence, and not a word of protest, but the letters are placed
in the archives for use in the tremendous scene that is being
now enacted —nothing less than the deposition of the oceupant
of the second see in Christendom.

- Again, the deposition of the Patriarch of Alexandria is
yielded by the synod to the legates on the ground that they

hold the authority of Leo. The authority of the synod in- |

“Chaleedon is said to differ from that of the synod of Ephesus

under Dioscorus, in -deriving from the Bishop of Rome
-who, through his  legates, is present “at the synod an‘(i
forms’ a constituent necessary and sovereign element ot" that
assembly, . . . g

Nothing in the life of the Church could fequire' d /n>10rbe o

SQVereign act of jurisdiction than the deposition of the Arch-
plshop of Alexandria. St. Athanasius tells us how St. Julius
~in the last century said that the canons required that all
n:}atters concerning the deposition of an Alexandrian arch-
_bishop {azhould be referred to Rome, that ¢a just judgment
may be issued thence.” St. Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria,

had been deposed by a synod with the authority of the -

emperor.  But the Pope treated the deposition as null and

void, reopened the question, and acquitted Athanasius. In
the case -of Dioscorus, a Bishop of Alexandria was NOW - o

being deposed, and the whole Church accepted his deposition.
But he was deposed by the authority of the See of Si.-
Peter, whose agent was the synod of bishops, including the
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representative of the Apostolic See. If anyone .doubts

" this, let him ponder the following sentence, adopted by the

council.! :

Paschasinus, Lucentius (bishops), and Boniface (priest),
“holding’ (as the Acts say) ¢ the place of the most holy and
blessed Leo, Archbishop of the Apostolic See of great and
older Rome,” stood up and pronounced the sentence of deposi-
tion on the following grounds:

1. ‘Because Dioscorus on his own authority received Euty-
ches, of one mind with him, into communion when he had
been canonically condemned by his own archbishop '—*¢this
he did before he sat in council with the bishops at Ephesus.”

2. ‘The Apostolic See has pardoned the other bishops.’
They acted under compulsion, and they have repented and
have ¢ continued to adhere? to the most holy Archbishop Leo
and the holy and (Feumenical Council” (How could the
‘Apostolie See’ be said by an ecumenical synod to have * par-
doned’ bishops, unless that synod held that the said see
represented ‘the prince and head of the Apostles’? And
what obedience could Eastern bishops owe to Leo, except on
the supposition that he was the ¢ cecumenical archbishop’?)

. But: Dioscorus * has continued to boast over those things
on account of which he ought to groan and throw himself on
to the ground.” (So that his obstinacy, which Leo mentioned

- as necessary to be established before he was finally - con-

demned, was substantiated.) . e

8. He did not allow the Tome of Leo to be read—*¢ which
not being read, the Holy Churches of God throughout the
world have suffered scandal and injury.” (Notice the relation
of the Papal utterance to the whole Church of God.) )

All this, however (they say), might have been pardoned.
But this was not all. The climax was reached when—

4. ‘He presumed to issue an excommunication against the
most holy and blessed Archbishop of Greater Rome.’

5. Lastly, he had rendered himself technically liable to
deposition, for he refused to appear when thrice summoned
to a synod. (St. Athanasius also refused to appear when
summoned to a synod; but it had been convoked by the

! Mansi, t. vi. p. 1046, 2 Emduevo,
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emperor - without the consent of the Pope, as the Eastern

historians notice in condemning it.) , :
 Wherefore Leo, the most holy and blessed Archbishop of

~ great and older Rome, by us and by the present holy synod,
together with the thrice blessed and worthy of all praise, the -

~blessed Apostle Peter, who is the rock and foundation of the
Catholic Church, and the foundation of the orthodox faith,
has stripped him of his episcopate and deprived him of all
sacerdotal dignity. Wherefore this great synod will decree
what is according to the canons.’
Anatolius signed first, saying that ‘he agreed in all things
. with the Apostolic throne.” Dioscorus had disobeyed the
canons of the holy Fathers and had refused to obey the three-
fold summons. ,
Maximus of Antioch recorded his agreement with Leo
and Anatolius.
Diogenes, Bishop of Cyzicum, ¢ consented to those things
which had been decreed by the most holy and blessed Roman
Archbishop Leo,” and by Anatolius and the present holy and

... eumenical synod.

. One bishop calls the meeting ¢ your angelicai meeting.’
~ In the version of this sentence which Leo himself sent to

. _ the Gallic bishops ‘the indictment against Dioscorus that he

had ¢ excommunicated ’ the Pope is omitted, as was natural ;
otherwise the differences are purely verbal.l . -
The sentence, however, as communicated to Dioscorus,
did not give the bishops’ reasons in full, but merely mentioned
the technical point of his disobedience to the summons of the
synod, besides ¢ his other offences.’ ,
But in their official report to the emperor,? which is of the
highest importance, they give the grounds of their condem-
nation in full. ,
First, Dioscorus had prevented the Pope’s letter to Flavian
being read at Ephesus. - -
Next, he had restored Eutyches, ¢sick with the impiety
-of the Manichwans,’ to his priesthood and position in his

1 Mr. Gore calls this version ¢ widely different.’ But a comparison of the
two line by line will convince the reader that this is not correct.
? Mansi, t. vi. p 1098,
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ishop of . had decreed what was
monastery *after the Bishop of Rome as
fitting, and had condemned the perfidy of Kubyches in

~ saying, ¢ I confess, indeed, that our Lord Jesus Christ was of

(k) two natures before the union, but that there was one
nature after the union.”’ ;

The quotation is from the Tome of Leo, and ,sh(?ws. t?:xat
they understood the latter part of the Tome as a juridical
sentence. Dioscorus had seen this sentence which _’?he P(?pe
passed on Eutyches, and had suppressed the Tome in which
it occurs. .

Thirdly, his miscondact to Eusebius of Doryleum was
gcandalous. ' , . .

Fourthly, he had received into communlon.those \?vho
had been put out of communion, thereby offending agams.t
the canon which *teaches that those who are excommuni-
cated by one should not be received into communion with
others.’ " . o

. But all this (the synod says) might have been forgiven;
in fact, the Pope had expressly said that a door of repent@'nce
was to be left to the last. - But Dioscorus (probably just

before the council actually met) gathered together ten b.ish(.)pé . o
and induced them to execute the farce of excommunicating = -

" §t. Lieo himself. 'This was the climax of his madness. - And

50 the synod eontinues to report to his Tmperial Majesty': by ’f

saying that— - e i A
yF'igfthly, ¢ beyond all this, he has also opened -his mouth

like s mad dog against the Apostolic See itself, and has -

endeavoured to effect letters of excogamunicatriornr against ﬁ};e :
: d blessed Pope Leo, and—
mos]}ga]ils?;ll?;,a,‘n has persistecf in hig iniquities ancll been obstinate
" against the holy and cecumenical syngd, refusing to answer to
various accusations brought against him.’ B
He remains, therefore (so they wrote to the Emp?ess
‘Pulcheria), ‘a pillar of salt, and the rl.llers of the var19u§
Churches have regained their sees, Christ our Lord ‘havu}g
prosperously directed their course, ‘Who shf)ws the truth in
the wonderful Leo—for. as He used the sap{ent Pe_ter, 80 .He
uses also this champion of the truth’ (‘ita ef isto utitur

-assertore’), viz. Lieo.
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Such is the verdict of the great Eastern Synod, viz. that
St. Peter is the rock in Matt. xvi.,! and that Leo takes the
place, in the Church’s government of souls, of the blessed

Apostle Peter, being the Vicar of Christ in his direction

of the Church—a statement which is correctly summed up
~in the more modern phrase ‘ Papal supremacy,” or ¢infalli- -
- bility.’ o

IV. In the session which followed, the imperial commis-
sioners, who, although not presidents in the ecclesiastical sense
of the term, arranged the external order of the assembly,
brought forward the question of the faith in which the body of
bishops were now to proclaim their unity. Dioscorus, if thig
is the third session, had now been deposed, and the case of his
assistants in the Robber Council—viz. Juvenal of Jerusalem
and four other bishops—had yet to be dealt with. None of
these were present at this session. The business before the
bishops was, according to the commissioners, that of ‘ex-
pounding the faith purely;’ and the object in view was that

‘those who secem not to have held the same ideas as all the -0
~rest should be brought back to unity of mind by the full know-
ledge (¢milyvwois) of the truth, for the lord of the earth holds, -~
- a8 we do, the faith handed down by the 818 Fathers at Nicza, -
‘and the" 150, and by the rest of the most holy and glorious -

Fathers. -

Thisg descripfion of the business beforé the meeﬁng is of
great importance for understanding what follows. It was the -

‘ pure faith’ which was to bind the bishops together ; and the

commissioners themselves had no doubt as to what that pure ... ..

faith was. It was no open question. Those who were to be
¢ brought back’ were the bishops who had acquitted Eutyches

‘and condemned Flavian, asserting that Flavian had contra-
~.vened and Eutyches had accepted the Nicene Creed. By

voting for the eondemnation of Flavian they had seemed to

hold ideas which were at variance with the meaning of the

Nicene Crced, as interpreted by the Council of Ephesus and

by Leo. But the emperor (said the commissioners) held to’ :

the Nicene and Constantinopolitan Creed as interpreted by
the present Pope.

! Cf. the ‘Sentence’ above, p. 406,
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On the mention of the emperor’s faith in the Niegne
Creed, all agreed by acclamation that they held no other faith -
than that of Nicma, Constantinople, and Ephesus.

So far all was well; but a Hutychian could say that.

Accordingly, Cecropius of Sebastopol rose and introduced the
real subject before them. He said that besides these decl‘ara-
tions of faith, the maftter concerning Futyches had arisen,
and that a dogmatic decision had been given by the most holy
archbishop in Rome, ‘And we follow him, and have all sub- -
scribed his letter.’ A _ )
The bishops exclaimed, ‘We all say this: the exposi-
tions given are sufficient; it is not in our power to make
another.’ - .
This is a crucial point in estimating the position which
St. Leo’s letter occupied in their minds. It stood on a lfevel
with those writings which had been accepted by the previous
councils. It had not been synodically discussed; it never
was. The bishops from the first refused to discuss its‘ con-
tents in open synod. They followed Leo. They had signed

his letter, and that was enough. They maintained that-it .-

was not open to them to make another expo_sition.,“lt had
not yet been synodically accepted, but they still had no canise
o frame another exposition.! . A e

But as Rusticus in theé next century annotates the bishops’ N i

acclamation, it was not the case that quite all the bishops were’
satisfied with this. The great majority were of one mind, but
it could not be taken for granted that every one of them was
agreed with the rest. -Accordingly the commissioners pro-
posed that the patriarchs of each of the provinces. should, with
one or two from each province, pass into the middle and de- -
liberate in common concerning the faith, so that if there
should be any difference of opinion, which they thought there
could not be, that difference might be clearly expressed.

The bishops, however, refused to do this. They were
satisfied with things as they were. They flatly re_fused. to
make out any written formulary, for those already in ex.lst:
ence were sufficient. They had already agreed to Gecropius

" 1 It was (they said) Leo’s sentence (rfmos) which made it unnecessa'ry.
Mansi, vi. 953.
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étatement that the Pépe’s dogmatic interpretation sufficed fér- b

the Eutychian matter.

- V. But Florentius of Sardes ’pleaded that ‘a certain time. .
should be given so that we may approach the truth of the .=

- matter with becoming consideration, although most certainly
as concerns ourselves, who have subscribed the letter of the
most holy Leo, we do not need setting right.’

- He considered, and very properly, after the circumstances
of the Robber Council, that some did need setting right, but

- not those who had subscribed to the letter of Leo. :

Cecropius, accordingly, proposed that the decisions of the

318 Fathers and of the most holy Leo be read. He Prefaced

his proposal by saying that ¢ the faith has been well discussed

by the 818 holy Fathers, and has been confirmed by the holy

Fathers Athanasius, Cyril, Celestine, Hilary, Basil, Gregory, -

and now again by the most holy Leo.’
It may be noticed that Leo is here said to have ‘con-
firmed’ the faith confessed by the Nicene Fathers, which

~ shows that nothing can be argued from the -council being

- said to confirm ‘the letter of Leo as to its thinking itself a .
, stkup‘erior court.St. Leo was not superior to the Nicene faith, = -
. nor the synod to Leo. In edch case the meaning of the word

e confirmation’ must be determined by the context. Tt will

be seen that the final confirmation by Leo was certainly that =

~of a superior authority. C

The Nicene Creed was read, and amongst the exclamations.
that burst from the bishops were such as ‘Pope! Leo so
believes !” ¢ Cyril so believes !’ The great point in their minds.
was that the condemnation of Eutyches did not involve the
condemnation of Cyril, and that, therefore, in signing the

Tome of Leo they were not disagreeing with what the Church ,

had already taught through 8t. Cyril. '
Two letters of Cyril were then read; the first on the
ground that it had been confirmed by the Council of Ephesus,
and the second, to John of Antioch, had as a matter of fact
been sanctioned by Pope and emperor and the whole Church.

' 6 Odwas, the Pope (Mansi, t. vi. p. 955). I do not lay stress on fhe definite
article, but the oceurrence of the word by way of contrast. Cyril was also a.
Pope, but they do not call him so here.

=
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. After this the bishops again eried out that ‘This is the

faith of Leo,; the archbishop—Leo thus believes—Ieo and . -

Anatolius]thus believe!” No one who considers the circum-
stances under which Anatolius signed the Tome of Leo will -
for a moment suppose that Anatolius is placed on a level with »
Leo by saying that they believed alike. _ :
They further cried out, ¢ As did Cyril, 50 do we all believe !
and ‘Leo the archbishop thus thinks, thus believes, thus
wrote!’ The whole contention’ of the Eutychians had been
that they were following Cyril, whose letters had been adopted
by the whole Church. The orthodox bishops were, therefore,
anxious to emphasise the fact that in subscribing to Leo’s -
teaching they, too, were not divorcing themselves from the
doctrine of Cyril. They believed both. If they had been
asked, Is it likely, is it possible that Leo under the cireum-
stances could have led them astray, and differed from those
writings of Cyril which had received cecumenical sanction ?
they would doubtless have replied that it was impossible.
But this was not the question before them. ‘They were only

dealing with the truth, that as a matter of fact St. Leo did .

not contradict Cyril.- And they no more sat in judgment on

the Pope. and 8t. Cyril as -superiors than a man acts-ag -

superior to St. James and St. Paul when he -declares that
they do not contradict one another in their doctrine of Jjustifi-
cation ; .neither do they put St. Leo on the same official level
as St. Cyril by mentioning them together, any more than a
man would equalise St. Paul the Apostle and a Greek poet, if -
he showed that the Apostle agreed with_the poet. It must
be remembered, too, that St. Cyril’s writings had Papal
sanction. .
The Tome of Leo was now read. At two points, such was

“the stupidity of some of the bishops of Illyricum and Palestine

(who had been exposed to adverse influences) that they 001.11d'
not see how the words of the Tome could be reconciled with
St. Cyril’s teaching. They did not say that thg Tome was
wrong, but they did not see their way to reconcile the twofl

! Their difficulty was, doubtless, to distinguish the two concepts of ¢ nature ”

and ¢ person,’ especially as their relationship had been expressed in Latin, and
had to be translated into Greek. Members of the Church of England may
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they had forgotten two passages in 8t. Cyril, and - Theo-
doret quoted to them some words of the saint. They were
satisfied that they were mistaken. At the end of the

Fathers! This is the faith of the Apostles! . . . Peter
has thus spoken by Lco! The Apostles thus taught' Cyril
thus taught! . . . As Catholics we hold this! . . . Why

were not these thmgs read at Ephesus? Dioscorus concealed
these things.’

The commissioners and senate asked ¢ Affer all this, who
doubts 2’

The bishops replied, ¢ No one doubts They saw, then, in

contents of the letter in synod which they had already sub-

Leo’- without reference to the teaching then in vogue, and
- actually emphasised in this very council, that Leo was the

whether the successor of Peter could be untrue to the teaching
of Peter ; they were simply asserting that as a matter of fact

- he was true to the Apostle’s teaching But their exclama-

position.
believe!” and ¢ No one doubts!” and ¢ Peter hath spokenby Leo !’

their former friends, the bishops who had led them at the
Robber Synod. They were absent now ; but their case had
to be dealt with—and amongst these was the pmtmareh of the

remember the difficulties felt by Dean Stanley even in this century on the
same subject, when he was endeavouring to suppress the Athanasian Creed.

Aetius the archdeacon ventured to show the bishops that

reading the bishops exclaimed, ¢This is the faith of the

Leo’s dogmatic epistle the teaching of the Apostles, but .
specially of the Apostle Peter. They refused to examine the - -

scribed out of synod, but persisted that they heard in it the ..
voice of Peter speaking through Leo, and explaining his own -
confession of faith at Casarea Philippi. It is not to be sup-
. posed that they used the expression ¢Peter hath spoken by -

successor of Peter. - The question before them was not, indeed, -

tion suggests their behef that it followed from h1s ofﬁclal Wi

But although no single voice was raised to break the force
of the unanimous ery which rose from the bishops, ‘Weall -

still there was something more needed; for they had not
merely to believe, but to understand, since they had to meet -

Palestinian bishops. If this was the second session, and -
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Dioscorus ‘was not™ yet condemned, as the order given by

Mansi indicates, then they must have been in the utmost need -

of being well prepared to face Dioscorus, as well as the other -

ringleaders of the Latrocinium. Bubt if (as so many old
copies give the order, and as the Ballerini hold) this was the
session immediately after the deposition of Dioscorus, they
had still to reckon with the other bishops, to say nothing of
their own flocks. And some shorter formulary, some con-
densed form of the Tome, would have to be provided for prac-
tical use; and they would need to have the teaching of Leo
thoroughly in hand to know how to comport themselves in
the coming trial.

Accordingly Atticus of Nicopolis asked for a concession
of five days, so that they might decide upon this. They
especially asked to be supplied with the letter of Cyril, con-
taining the twelve anathematisms which had not been read
to them, but on which their opponents outside had laid the

" greatest stress.. They say, ¢ The letter of our lord' and holy

Father and Archbishop, Leo, who adorns the Apostolic -See,

has been read to us,” and the expression implies that they

receive that without question. But they wish for the other

- letter of Cyril’'s. “Why? That they may settle thelr' own

judgment as to the orthodoxy of Leo? By no means. But
¢ that we may be properly provided in the tlme of closer ex-’
amination.’

Many of the bishops then proposed that they should all

look into this together. The commissioners agreed to an. .

interval of five days, during which those bishops who wished
might meet at the house of Anatolius and treat in common,
out of synod, concerning the faith, ¢ that those who doubt may
be taught.” Those who doubt were not allowed to meet for
mere discussion, but for instruection.

The word ¢ doubt’ seems to have roused the bishops, and
they disclaimed against there being such a thing as doubt in
the matter. < We all believe as Leo;’ ‘No one of us doubts;’
¢We have already subscribed.’

The commissioners then explained that it was not meant

! One arficle governs them all. Hence the translation I have given in
the text., Mansi, vii. 974.
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for them all to meet together. ¢But since it is fitting to
- - persuade all who doubt, let Anatolius choose from amongst

~ those who have subscribad such as he thinks fitted o instruct
.7 such as doubt.’ ‘ v ) SRIERTE S
~ . Tt was not, then, the council that discussed the contents of =~
- -the Tome in synod, but some of the bishops, who, from diffi- =
culties of language, and as the event proved, lack of acquaint- -

‘ance with Cyril’s teaching, were willing to be ‘instructed’
in the house of Anatolius between the sessions. They had
signed a blank paper at the Robber Council in fear of their
lives. They would be asked by others in Chalcedon and by
their flocks at home, whether they understood what they
signed now. If they replied that they did not understand, -
but simply accepted everything on the word of Leo, they
would, indeed, have done homage to a truth in owning alle-
giance to St. Peter in his successor; but what was then
needed was not an act of faith in the infallibility of the Vicar

- of Christ, but an intelligent adhesion to his dogmatic decree,

such as was necessary for those who had to tfeach. The -
-Fathers of the synod did, indeed, in writing to the emperor on

i !f’fthis‘ve’ry:,fsubje:ct, bestow unlimited praise on the faith which
~ in'some did-not need any discussion.  ¢To those who believe,
~ & perception not submitted to discussion’.! suffices < for the -

useful purposes of faith, drawing the devout soul to confess
~the holy dogma.’ But these bishops could not really say they
 believed with an intelligent faith, when they did not thoroughly
understand the agrecment between Cyril and Leo, although
they assumed its existence ; having a difficulty in grasping the
coincidence of teaching by reason of the different languages in
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which the several letters were written. - That this was the - y

principle on which the hesitating bishops acted is rendered

quite certain by what they said in the following session. -

After - the legates had described the attitude of the synod

towards the Tome of Leo as being precisely the same ag their

attitude towards the Council of Nice and the Council of
Ephesus, and after the bishops as a body had accepted this as
their position,? the bishops of Tllyricum made a declaration in
the person of one of their number named Sozon. They said

! ¢« Indiscussa.’ 2 Maﬁsi, f. vii. p. 10.
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that their hesitation had not proceeded from any doubt as to
the orthodoxy of Lieo.! The only question was whether one-
or two expressions conveyed the sense which they were quite
persuaded was intended by the ¢ Holy Father.’ The legates
had elucidated (‘ nobis dilucidaverunt’) the matter. It is there-
fore beyond dispute that the examination of the Tome was
not in their minds connected with the idea of revision but of
elucidation.

8t. Leo expressly alludes to this scene in the synod with
satisfaction. He speaks of the danger of their consent being
a mere mechanical and pretended assent,? and consequently
welcomes the news that some doubted about his ¢ judgments.’
He reckons it a misfortune on their part, and, in the case of
some doubts on the part of the ringleaders at the Latrocinium, -
calls it an evil thing, and due to the instigation of  the author

. of dissension,’” but rejoices that evil was overruled for ‘good, -

for it removed all suspicion of an unreasoning, unintelligent
adhesion having been given by the other sees ‘to that one
which the Lord of All has appointed to preside over the rest.”
He says that the net result was that what Almighty ¢ God had

previously defined by our ministry,’ He confirmed *by the - =

irreversible assent of the whole brothérhood,’ 4.e. of bishops.*:

It was already, as it came from his own pen, irreversible ; for
he says it was that which ‘God had defined,” but it was further -

‘strengthened by the irreversible sentence of the épis’copa,t(;i' -
That sentence, it must be remembered, contained within it -
the Pope by representation, his legates being a constituent

‘part of it, and it needed his further confirmation. Further

on he says that ‘truth shines more brightly, and is more
strongly held, when what faith had first taught examina’mo.n
has afterwards confirmed.” It was already of faith; but it

received an accession of strength within the soul, when the - -

¢ fides queerens intellectum ’ had enabled that understandi_ng
to sit in its light. o
The examination, then, of the Tome of 8t. Leo aceorded

! Mansi, t. vil. p. 80. They say the language is obscure. & % @pdois diiorar
#virreto. It was a translation. )
2 Leonis Ep. cxx. ad Theod.
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Christian could seriously maintain that any of the bishops

examining, and turning a blind obedience into an intelligent
adhesion, in no way derogates from her position of authority.
It does but secure that ¢the members should agree with the
head,’ to use the words of St. Lieo, by an enlightened and not
merely a blind faith.

A palmary instance of such examination occurs in history
soon after this—after the council had passed its sentence
and promulgaﬁed its definition under anathema. Its decision
was then, in the eyes of bishops and of Pope, irreversible.
And yet, at the request of the emperor Leo, the Eﬁtychians
were allowed to re-examine the synodical sentence. In the

to’ these less enlightened bishops was an investigation for the '

- -purposes of elucidation, not of revision. No orthodox

© - were free to revise that dogmatic letter. They were free to E
~-examine, but not to reject. Freedom of dissent would indeed -+ =

‘be fatal to the infallibility of the Holy See; the liberty of -

case of those who after such examination gave in their =

adhesion, the council was considered to be confirmed anew,

- -mot by a superior authority, but by the additional judgment -
- of "concurring ‘bishops. . Those .who refused adhesion were
~counted as -heretics. They were free to examine, but not to 7

refuée obed,iencé, ~And we _have only to ask ourselves what
would have “happened if ~these bishops at Chalcedon had

"~ refused to listen to the teaching of Anatolius, and withheld -~

theiv subsecription to the Tome of Leo, to see that they, too,
were free to examine, but not to dissent, and that their
approval was not that of superiors, but the submission of
subordinates. There is not the slightest trace in the actual
evolution of the synod’s action at Chalcedon of any approval
as of superiors. The contrary appears quite clearly in the
fifth session. The Tome of Leo would have remained the
charter of the Christian faith precisely as much if they had
disagreed. As a matter of fact, it was involved in the pro-
mise of Christ to His Church, that the episcopate should
sooner or later adhere as members to their head. One Dios-
corus was as much as the Church could bear at that time,
and one victory over the truth, such as the Robber Synod, all
that Christ willed to allow to the prince of darkness in a

“W»"
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single period. And consequently the bishops in the next
segsion subscribed their assent to the letter of Leo as a symbol
agreeing, in point of fact (as, indeed, it was bound to do by
reason of the Petrine privilege of the Apostolic See) with the

" faith of Nicea. They did not say the Vicar of Christ has -

exercised his prerogative of infallibility (these are modern -
terms) ; but the thing was there. : E

Anatolius, who signed first, said that the 150 Fathers at
Constantinople had ¢ confirmed’ the faith of Nicza. In that
same sense he might have said that the 600 Fathers of Chal-
cedon confirmed the Tome of Leo. In neither ecase was it the
confirmation of a superior authority, but an exhibition of the
oneness of the Church’s faith. '

The Illyrian bishops said that they found the explanation
of the legates about the passage they could not understand,
nor reconcile with what Cyril taught, helpful and sufficient.!
-And as when some asked of the Apostle Peter how he could
reconcile his action with the teaching of the Apostle James and
others, he—all apostle as he was—condescended to explain
his conduct, and forthwith they acquiesced (jovyacav), o

" here these bishops, after due explanation, signed the letter of

the Apostolic See, saying they were fully assured of its agree- -
ment with all previous standards of the Christian faith. They

_ did not by this means judge Anatolius, who had signed long = - '

ago, nor the whole of the couneil, nor its head, St. Leo; they
simply recorded their intelligent submission. = Any instructed
Christian might say ¢ this or that ez cathedrd pronouncement
of the Holy See agrees of necessity with all previous ez cathedrd
utterances ; but for my part I do not see that it does, though
I am bound to believe it. I should like to see as well as
believe—I should like to believe and know.’

There was nothing more than this in what took place at
this session in the case of orthodox bishops in regard to
St. Leo’s dogmatic epistle to Flavian. .

In 1845 some remarkable words fell from the lips of
Dr. Déllinger, in addressing a company of savanis as an
historian at Munich : ¢ Gentlemen, the question is this: It is
true that the infallibility of the Pope is not a dogma defined

! Mansi, t. vil. p. 81. J
E E
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by the Church ; yet anyone who should maintain the contrary

- would put himself in opposition to the conscience of the whole
~ Church, in the present as in the past.’ ! ‘

It is"this that results from our study of the Council of
Chaleedon. The conscience of the whole Church was pene-

. trated through and thiough with that conception of the Pope’s
- relation to the rest of the episcopate which has been defined

on}iylzwenty years, but believed in for eighteen centuries and
a half.

admit' to its columns the following sentence by Mr. Gore :—
¢ It will be seen, then, that Leo’s lefter was treated by the

- council like the letter of any highly respected Churchman’!

(Art. Leo, p. 668.)
' Cf. Christianity and Infallibility, Longmans, 1891. P, 245.

And yet the ¢Dictionary of Christian Biography ’ can

CHAPTER XXIV.

THE DEFINITION OF FAITH.

Bismor HrrerLE has remarked concerning the fifth session
of the Council of Chaleedon, that it is ‘one of the most im-
portant in Christian antiquity.’

In his Tome or letter to Flavian, Leo had censured the
Synod of Constantinople for passing by the expression which
Eutyches used in its presence, saying, ¢ I confess that our Lord

~was of two natures before the union, but I confess one nature

after the union.’ . _
In the discussions of this fifth session everything turned -
on this expression. As Neander said, ¢ The ¢ 1x two natures,”.

or “oF two natures,” was the turning-point of the Whole'c'on- -
troversy between monophysitism and dyophysitism.” Ana-. -

tolius and others were prepared to accept the expression .¢of
two natures,’ giving to it their own meaning, but not denying:-
the coexistence of the two natures after the union ‘at Nazareth. -
With Eutyches the expression was meant fo exclude their co- -
existence. : S

On October 22 the bishops met, without the senators, who
were not needed on the matter of faith. = The imperial com-
misgsioners were present as usual to manage the business part
of the meeting. R :

It was known that the bishops who had met in Anatolius’
house had drawn up a formula, and it seems that the Papal
legates were more or less acquainted with its contents. = The
commissioners accordingly ordered the formulary in question
to be read, which was done by Asclepiades, Deacon of Con-
stantinople. It had been drawn up at least in concert with
Juvenal of Jerusalem and Thalassius of Cwsarea, who had
been the offenders at the Robber Synod, and probably by

Anatolius himself, Archbishop of Constantinople now, but with
EE 2
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antecedents of sympathy with Dioscorus, whose secretary he L

~had been during the persecution of Flavian.
The formula contained the expression ‘of two natures.’

- It was at once objected to by the Bishop of Germanicia, but - -

defended by Anatolius, and the elamorous approval of a mass
of bishops filled the church. : It was one of those erises in the
history of the Church at which, as in a critical passage in the
dénouement of a well-drawn plot, one involuntarily stops to
take breath. 'Who could stem the tide of secret sympathy
with Eutychian teaching which wag again setting in? The
bishops clamoured for the insertion of the expression ¢ Mother

~ of God’ in the Creed. They were still possessed of the idea

that somehow orthodox teaching concerning the ¢ two natures’
in Christ involved the heresy of Nestorius—which spoke of

. “two persons’ in the Incarnate Word. The Papal legates now

stepped forward and condemned the proposed definition (rdmos);
they announced their determination to quit the scene unless
the letter of Leo was strictly adhered to. The bishops, how-
ever, still clamoured in favour of their own formula. The

- commissioners endeavoured to calm the meeting by drawing _
their attention to the fact that the term which they had'in-

serted in their “definition, viz. ¢ or ‘two natures,” might be

S understood:in ‘an heretical sense, since Dioscorus had con-
- demned Flavian for using the opposite expression ‘1N two
“natures’ of our Incarnate Lord. ~ Anatoliug replied that

Dioscorus was not condemned on account of his faith, but for
the attitude he had assumed towards the Pope, and for not
appearing when twice summoned by the synod. - The arch-
bishop’s sympathy with his old master, Dioscorus, had evi-
dently not been quite exorcised. He was followed in his
defence of the questionable formuls, by the great majority of
the bishops.

It is evident that the commissioners perfectly understood
the crisis that had now arisen. The bishops had signed the
Tome of Leo, but some did not perfectly understand what
they had signed ; some were still in sympathy with error, and
others were still terrified by the ghost of Nestorius and
Nestorian proclivities, which seemed to them to haunt all
orthodox statements of the two natures in our Lord.
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It fell to the lot of the imperial commissioners, placing -
themselves on the side of the legates (by whom they were -
guided) to bring the Eastern bishops to a better mind. - They -
brought the matter to its true issue by asking practically
whether they were prepared to withdraw themselves from the
Supreme Pontiff ? ' _

They said, ¢ Do you accept the letter of Leo ?’—a question
which, put as it was, shows that the commissioners did not
consider the synod a superior authority. In fact the whole
tone of the session shows that the bishops had to aceept the
Tome of Leo in the fulness of its meaning, or submit to be
superseded by a council in the West. For this was Wha,f: the
legates had threatened. The bishops, however, exclaimed
that they had both received and put their signatures to the
letter.

Thereupon the commissioners pressed home the rigorous
conclusion that what was in that letter must be inserted in
their definition. ¢No!’ cried the bishops, ‘it is not another
definition that is being made; nothing is lacking to the .

definition.” And Eusebius of Doryleum repeated their state-
- ment, ‘It is not another definition that is being made.” " He - .

held that it was in perfect agreement with the Tomef v ‘:T.he
definition has confirmed the letter,’ i.e. by its agreement with =
kit, just as the bishops at Constantinople are said -to:have -

- “confirmed’ the Nicene Creed, not as in a superior court, but -

by a loyal acceptance of it. ¢Archbishop Leo,” they con- .
tinued, ‘believes as we believe.” ¢The definition contan:ls

everything.” ¢The definition contains the faith.” ¢ Leo said

the same as Cyril said; Celestine the Pope conﬁrmfad W]?at

Cyril said; Xystus the Pope confirmed what Cyril said.’

¢ There is one Baptism, one Lord, one Faith.’ '

It is to be noticed how they bring in Celestine’s and
Xystus’ confirmation of Cyril’s writings, and assert that
Celestine and Leo are at one. They would not dispute the -
orthodoxy of Leo; but they feared, or pretended to ffaar,blestk
their submission to his letter should be taken to imply a
denial of Cyril’s orthodoxy, which had, they say, been gua-
ranteed by two Popes. ‘

The commissioners now appealed to the emperor, who
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was near at hand, to know what should be doné; and his

Tmperial Majesty sent word that a commission “of bishops

(which had already been proposed) must - meet, or else a

- council in the West, as the legates had threatened, would be

~inevitable. :
The Illyrian bishops, whose signature to the Tome after

their instruction in Anatoliug’ house, had evidently been to

a certain extent a matter of mechanical obedience, still pressed
for the disputed definition, when at length the commissioners
put before them straight and nakedly the choice which they
must make, viz. Dioscorus or Leo. ¢ Which will you follow,
the most holy Leo or Dioscorus?’ ¢We believe with Leo’
was their immediate reply. ¢Then you must admit into your
definition the ‘teaching of Leo, which has been stated,” was
the commissioner’s logical conclusion—alluding to the expres-
sion ‘“in two natures,” and not ¢ of two natures.’

The commission met for discussion, but as there is no
record of the nature of the discussion, we only know that

v they gave up their point and elected to follow Leo, and to -
s ingert in their definition the truth that our Divine Lord sub-
-~ sisted “in two natures :* that is to say, that i His One Person

~there are two natures, the Human and Divine, unmingled

= after “the:1nion “effected at Nazareth in the womb of the

Mother of God. el e

When they returned to the church the altered definition
‘was read, and agreed upon without dissent, :

Thus the legates, by their firmness, had saved the position.-
And they had saved ‘it ag legates. Nothing short of the
supreme position of Leo could have given to his legates the
authority which they exercised so well ab this session. After
- all that had been effected at this wonderful council, it would
have ended in a catastrophe, but for the firm stand which

they made on behalf of a single preposition, which had become - -

the watchword of the orthodox party. No one else in thag
assembly could have opposed himself ag an impassable barrier
to the acceptance of an expression so minute, but go gll-
important. And the simple issue had at length been pre-
sented fo these Eutychian sympathisers from Illyricum and
Palestine, viz. would they follow Leo or not ? They had once
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vobeyled Dioscorus; they were now induced to obey ¢ the most
‘holy Leo.’

1t was a momentous hour in the history of Cl_lristendqm. 7
And we, whose religion centres in our adomf.non of our
Divine Lord, have to attribute its successful issue to the

firmness of the legates of the successor of that Apostle ¢ who

lives and exercises judgment in his successor;’ and that
firmness was due to the prayer of his Divine Master, through
whom he ‘confirmed the brethren.’” But for the legates,
the end would have been professed submission of the bishops
to the teaching of Leo, and yet at the same time the adop-
tion of a definition which let in the false teaching whicl% .Leo
opposed. As it was they ¢followed Leo’ in their definition,

- as they professed to have followed him in their subscription

to his Tome. . : RS

It was probably at this session that the synod drew up the
allocution which was afterwards presented or read to the
emperor. The synod suddenly glows with warm sympathy

towards him whom it had so often called ¢ the Holy Father,” =

and it says, ‘God has given the synod a champion against =

every error in the person of the Roman bishop, who, like the ~:+*

ardent Peter, desires to lead everyone to God. They. then - - -
go on to deny that Leo’s Tome was a different confession of

~ faith from the Nicene. The object of such explanations is =~

(they assert) to stop the mouths of ‘innoxfators ’—doubﬂ.ess
in allusion to the late emperor’s condemnation of St. Flavian
as one who had ¢ innovated in religion.” They quote amongst
other instances the synods of Sardica and Ephesus as having
added useful explanations, saying that those ‘vsfho_ met ab
Sardica ¢ against the remains of Arius,’ ¢sent their Judgment
to those in the East’—the West had done the same in the .
* person of Leo—and they end with asking the emperor to be

~ gracious in ‘setting his seal to their godly decrees, and con-

ing the preaching of the See of Peter. ' -
ﬁrmSogfaJr, tlf)en, therg were two principles on which the action
of the Church had been based. :

I The contention throughout the Councils of Ephesus
and Chalcedon was that it was not enough fo.r anyone ac-
cused of heresy to say that he was willing to recite the Nicene
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Creed. - The "Nicene Creed needed explanation in view of
fresh perversions; that explanation was given by the Church,

and these explanations must be received by those who would - -

remain in the Church. The orthodox were those who ¢ heard

the Church,’” the present living Church. That which was

decided under anathema by an cumenical council (includ-
ing, of course, its head), was just as necessary to be believed
as the original scheme of doctrine. It was contained in that
scheme, and to reject the voice of the living Church was
tantamount to rejecting the original deposit of the faith.
Men could not go behind the living voice and appeal to an-
tiquity when that voice had decided that Mary was the

Mother of God, or that there are two natures in our Divine

Lord after the Incarnation. It belonged to the Church to
expound her own deposit, and her children must receive as
history that, and that alone, which she delivered to them
as such. If a member of the Christian Church maintained
that his researches into the early Fathers led him to decline

- -the judgment of -Celestine upon Nestorius, or Teo on Dios- =
~corus, and to maintain the orthodoxy of the opinions cham-

- pioned by these heretics, he was subject to excommunication.-
- “II Again, they more and more spoke of the See of Peter ;
and as their needs multiplied, they had recourse more and

smore to its judgment as a court of -appeal. - Nothing, indeed,
could exceed in fulness of statement the description ‘of the
relation of the Bishop of Rome to the Apostle Peter, given

and accepted at the Council of Ephesus; but at Chaleedon

the references were more frequent and from all quarters.
Rome is the See of Peter to the Emperor Marcian, to the
- Empress Pulcheria, to the synod at Chalcedon ; she is wel-

comed as such by Flavian, and described as such by St. Peter

Chrysologus ; her own assertion is never once questioned even
in the East, though made again and again, and made in such
momentous acts of the Church’s life as the excommunication
of the Patriarch of Alexandria and the dogmatic exposition
of the Catholic faith on points on which masses of Eastern
bishops were going miserably astray. If Anglicanism con-
sists mainly in a profest against the supremacy of the Pope,
not a whisper of Anglicanism was heard during the fourth
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o Géneral Council, unless -it be from the coarse-minded, ferq- '
cious heretic Dioscorus, who was deposed and excommuni-

cated by St. Leo through (‘per’) the instrumentality of the
Holy Synod. The exposition of faith given 1E)y the Holy See~—
the Tome, that is, of Leo, or dogmatic epistle to Flavian—

" was signed by the greater number of bishops before it was

brought before the synod; it was not revised, nor ?:eviewed,
nor examined, but only publicly read, in the cozo@czl itself. 1t
was virtually enforced in the house of Anatohu-s upon the
Illyrian bishops who were tainted with Eutychianism, and
upon the Palestinian bishops, who had been more or less
influenced by Juvenal, soon to be their patriarch. They
wished to see how Cyril and Leo agreed, rather than whether

-they did. For Cyril (as the bishops afterwards said) was con-

firmed by Celestine, and therefore his teaching was the‘) teach-
ing of the Church. They came to see that Leo’s teaching had
not contradicted that of Celestine and (said the bishops) Leo
resembled Peter in his championship of the faith. = The Illy-

" rian bishops were instructed by the Bishop of Constantinople

on the points on which their ignorance led them ?,stray, and :
they subscribed it as what it was bound to be, in harmoyy
~with the writings of St. Cyril; their judgment was a submis-
gion and their submission was a judgment. And when .all
strife for the present was over they called it not only the )701ce
of Petér, but ¢ the doctrine of the chair of Peter’ (ris xabéSpas
IIérpov wrjpvypa), and this in the presence of the emperor
himself. S ’ R

For at the following session (the sixth) Marcian and
Pulcheria, with their imperial = suite, were present. .The
emperor told them why he had convened the synod. He
does not say it was to decide open questions.  On the confrary,
it was convened in order ‘that no one in future should .
venture to maintain concerning the birth of our ;Lord and
Saviour anything else than that which th.e apostolic preach-
ing and the decree, in accordance therewith, of t_he 818 holy
Fathers had handed down to posterity, and which was ‘als?
testified by the letter of the holy Pope Lieo of Rome to Flavian.
And they asked him to give the force of clvﬂ_ law to the
¢ teaching of the chair of Peter.” .
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CHAPTER XXV.

THEODORET AND MAXIMUS.

Arrer the sixth session the bishops continued their meet-
ings, but no longer on the same footing. The council, in its
strictly cecumenical character, was closed. The business trans-
acted in the following meetings was of a comparatively local

character, and consisted in the settlement of disputes between
certain Fastern bishops. Thalassius of Cwsarea, although
present at the later sessions, took back with him the reécord of -

the couneil’s action up to this sixth session, and no further.

Pelagius II. distinctly says in his letter to the Istrian bishops -

- that the authoritative nature of the council ceased after the
- sixth action, and what followed was concerned with ¢ private

- matters.’ - And St. Leo describes the work submitted to the "

~ council ashaving consisted only of the definition of the faith

~and the restoration of the bishops who had lapsed at the -

Robber Synod.  The rest of its proceedings, he says, were

of a different nature; and accordingly the official report of
the synod included in its unquestionable programme only the

two ‘matters just mentioned; they placed the rest on a

different footing.! The emperor had desired the bishops to

remain a few days for the consideration of other matters, for

the settlement of which it was natural to take advantage of

such a gathering. Whilst, therefore, considerable importance -
attached to the arrangements which were made, they could -.

not claim the same high level of authority as belonged to

the series of sessions which culminated and closed with the ©

address to their Imperial Majesties.

I shall select three of their actions, the restoration of -

! They excuse themselves for entering on the subject of Constantinople’s = . 0 .

position,
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Theodoret, the acceptance of Maximus, and the twenty-eighth
canon, as bearing specially on the subject of this book.

I. A great deal has been made of the case of Theodoret,
as a supposed proof of the repudiation of Papal supremacy.
It will be, therefore, well to state it somewhat fully.!

He had been condemned by Dioscorus at the Robber Synod
for his sympathy with Nestorius. Thereupon he appealed to
Rome. He wrote to Leo and said that ¢if Paul, the herald of
the truth, the trumpet of the Spirit, ran o the great Pe‘m?r

. « much more do we, in our littleness, run to your Apostolic
throne that from you we may receive healing for the wounds
of the Church: for it is fitting that you should have the
primacy in all things.’ - He then enumerates the advantages
with which the Apostolic throne is adorned, viz. ‘abundance
of spiritual gifts as compared with others; superabundant
splendour ; the presidency over the whole Wor%d ; 2 abundance
of subjects,® present rule, and the communication of her name
to her subjects; supereminent faith, as in the days of the

. ~Apostles ; the tombs of the common Fathers‘a,nd teachers of
- the fruth, Peter and Paul, + . . who arose in the East but :
. died in the West, and from that West now .illuminate the -
- whole world—these have made your throne most illustrious.’ S

Then, after setting forth his condemnation at the Latrocinium

= (Robber Synod) in his absence by Dioscorus, he adds, ¢ But I

await the sentence of your apostolic throne.” He de.s,i.res to
know whether he is to acquiesce in this unjust depos1t.1on or
not. ‘For I await’ (he repeats) ¢your sentence, and. 1f you
should command me to acquiesce in the adverse decision, I
acquiesce.’ * , . )

Again he says to Leo: ¢I beseech and entreat your Holi-

- ness that your upright and just tribunal would assist me,

! Canon Bright writes (Ch. Hist. p. 417, third editiol}) about St. Leo :" ng
judgments, whether as to an individual or as to a doctrine, were ﬁrsf; reviewe
and then confirmed,” as a proof of the supposed difference l.oetx've.en hl’S posmon
and that of the Holy See amongst ourselves now. The ‘individual’is T]?eo-
doret. We have seen that his doctrine was not ‘ reviewed and confirmed ' as
by a superior court, ) e

2 Tiis oikovuévys mporabyuévy, Cf. St. Ignatius’ wpoxadyrar 7is drydmns, presi-
dent of the [covenant of] love—said of Rome.

* olxnrdpw, lit, inhabitants. t uuévw (Theod. Ep. cxiii.).
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~stolic grace whole and uncorrupt.” . He then expresses hi
r_eadmess to acquiesce in itg Judgment whatever it may be.
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- who am appealing to it, and would bid me come to you and
“show that my teaching treads in the footsteps of the

- Apostles.”! - To Renatus, a priest of the Church of Rome, - - .
employed as legate to Ephesus,® he writes: ¢Concerning &
_this case, I beseech your Holiness that you would persuade -
the most holy and blessed archbishop to use his apostolic

“authority and bid me fly to your council ’*—that is, the =
council which the Pope invariably used in the determination =
of greater causes. Theodoret adds words which are omitted =~ -
by Quesnel, who, in deflance of the context, endeavoured to

show that it was not to the authority of the Pope himself that
Theodoret appealed—words which even if the preceding quo-
tations were to be forgotten would be sufficient to show that

it was the exercise of the authority of the Holy See that he -~
was invoking, viz.: ‘For that most holy See has the sove-
reignty over the Churches which are in the whole world on:
many counts ; and before all these, in that it has remained
free from the stain of heresy, and none has ever sat in ‘it

with thoughts contrary [to the faith]; it has kept the Apo

It is clear from -this that it was not the judgment of the

- synod at Rome in itself that he gought, but the judgment of ~

the Sovereign Pontiff, expressed, as it was wont to be, in

synod. The synod was the apparatus, the machinery, the *
setting of the Papal judgment. The bishops of this synod -

could not be considered infallible as compared with other

synods, except by reason of their relationship to the Holy See.
It was the infallibility of this latter on which he d1st1nctly 5

pla,ced reliance.

'At the same time he wrote to Constantinople to Arch- v

bishop Anatolius, to induce him to persuade the emperor to

allow him (since a bishop could not move without imperial ; ‘
leave and the assistance of the imperial purse)* *to go to the o

1 Ep. xcil. ¢. 5.

2 He was probably dead when Theodoret wrote to him. But Theodoret was . .- :;,r‘ o &

insufficiently informed, according to Tillemont.
3 Ep. cxvi.
* Through orders to the civil officials—as we should say, by free passes.

QT ' ROME ABSOLVED HIM, 429

West and be judged by those bishops most beloved of God.’

Theodoret was not simpleton enough to ask the emperor’s

leave for anything that contravened the laws of the Church as
understood in the BEast; and yet he did ask the Bishop of
Constantinople to get him leave to have his case tried at
Rome.  From which we may justly conclude that the trans-
ference of the case of a Greek bishop to Rome was not con-
sidered by either the Bishop of Constantinople or the emperor

10 be in contravention of the laws of the Church. It was nof

here the case of anything claimed by the Pope, but a glimpse

* of how Greck bishops understood the matter amongst them-

selves. These Western bishops, ¢ most beloved of God,” could
possess no rights over an Eastern bishop, except as being the
council of the sovereign ruler of the Church, as Theodoret
had called the Roman Pontiff. But as the custom was ever

.. to exercigse the Pontifical authority by means of a council, it

was all one to appeal to the Episcopal Council at Rome or to
the Bishop of Rome himself. Theodoret’s expressions con-

- cerning the latter necessitate this conclusion so far as his own
. judgment was concerned, and his letter to Anatolius gives his

estimate of what the Bishop of Constantinople -deemed - a

" proper course for justice to take. It would, indeed, be diffi-
-..cult to express in.clearer terms the teaching of the Vatican
.Council concerning the relat1onsh1p of the Holy See to the

rest of the Church than has been done by Theodoret.Accord-
ing to him that See is the Holy See, the Apostolic throne, the
sovereign ruler of the Church throughout the world, and the

" one pure, true channel of the Church’s faith.

It seems that the writings which Theodoret promised to
send to Rome for inspection and judgment did not reach Lieo
until after the legates had left for Chalecedon; but on re- .
ceiving them St. Leo at once passed sentence in Theodoret’s 7
favour. He was worthy to be restored to his see. ~Both
St. Leo! and the commissioners 2 speak of the Papal ¢judg-
ment.” So that there can be no doubt that St. Leo passed
actual sentence on Theodoret’s individual case, and it follows
that it was a regular appeal on the part of Theodoret. We
may assume, indeed, that there was a careful examination of

! Ep. exx. 5, # Actio viii.
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- to his see, so far as the right was concerned, ‘although the
- complete execution of his sentence mvolvmg ‘the actual resti:
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the case at Rome, considering the caution invariably exercised -

by this great Pontiff in admitting anyone to communion, who

had been suspected of heresy. And Theodoret had been in
active sympathy with Nestorius, but had detached himself
from that heretic when the reconciliation took place between

St. Cyril and John of Antioch. - It is, therefore, in the highest .~
- degree improbable that St. Leo would pass judgment without

careful and, presumably, conciliar examination of his present
teaching. He had probably signed the dogmatic epistle to
TFlavian, or offered to sign it.

When, therefore, Theodoret came to Chalcedon, he was in

the position of a man whose rights were secured by the Papal

judgment, and who was entitled to act as bishop. The counecil,
however, was called for the special purpose, amongst other

~ things, of restoring the bishops who had been deposed in the o
Latrocinium (Robber Synod) ;' and St. Leo had commissioned . -

it to act in the matter of such restoration.? Consequently it
would seem that St. Leo wrote at once to the legates to say .
that he received Theodoret to communion ‘and restored him

tutlon to thls see would na,tul elly remam in the"

When, therefore the councll opened its pr
Eusebius of Dorylsum had preferred the accusation” agams
Diodorus, Theodoret was told by the imperial commissioners
to enter ; but the Eutychian  sympathisers ~amongst “the -
bishops were indignant at his restoration. - They were certain
that Leo had been overreached ; and consmeung ‘Theodoret’s -
antecedents (his opposition to Cyrll) it is not surprising that’
they should think this.. For it was a matter in which, on the
principles of the Vatican decrees, Leo might -have been -de-. -
ceived. And the Eutychians, long years after this, maintained =
that Theodoret was insincere, and that St. Leo had been over-

reached. They ought, however, on any but the Papal theory - |

of government, to have said that it made no difference -
whether he was deceived or not; for what right had the -

' Ep. Ixxvii? 2 Ep. xciil. c. 3,

|
)
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Bishop of Rome to restore a Greek bishop to his see at all ?

But this was not. their contention ; they neither blamed
Theodoret for appealing to Rome, nor Rome for hearing his-
cage.  They simply objected that Theodoret had not placed
his case honestly before the Bishop of Rome.! And in like
manner, at Chaleedon, they demurred to the synodical ac-
ceptance of Theodoret as bishop, and clamoured for his

extrusion.
The imperial commissioners, however, and the synod,

. decided that Theodoret’s restoration by St. Leo must stand

good so far as this, that he was to act as bishop, whilst any

- charge they had to prefer against him should be investigated

later on. He was, I say, to act as bishop, for he was allowed
to take his place as accuser, and was accepted as such by the
whole council on the ground that he had been restored, or
rather his deposition declared null and void, by the judgment
of Leo. According. to the arrangement of the Counecil of
Constantinople (882), a degraded bishop could not act as
accuser of another bishop; so that in admitting Theodoret

~..as accuser of D1oscorus, the synod accepted the sentence of -
_._the Pope.

And, in point of fact he subsequently acted as fully bishop

‘- in the course of -the council, ‘When the Iilyrian bishops.

doubted about the meaning of some words in Leo’s letter,

" Theodoret set them right, quoting from Si. Cyril, on which

the commissioners said : ¢ After this, who doubts ?’-and the
bishops exclaimed, ¢ No one doubts!’?

In the fourth act Theodoret gave his judgment on the
Tome of Leo; and in the sixth act he signed, saying, ‘I,
Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, defining have subscribed.’

- And now, in the seventh session (the eighth act), the
bishops proceeded to satisfy the demands of the Illyrian and
other bishops that Theodoret should anathematise Nestorius.
"They had consented to sit with him in synod on the ground
that Leo had pronounced his deposition null and void; bub
they now—at least a certain portion of them—in deference to

the clamours of the Egyptian bishops, desired that he should

! E.g.in the conference held before Justinian in 533.
2 Mansi, $. vii. p. 19. 3 Ibid. t. vil. p. 146.
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assure the council that, whatever might have been his dispo-
sitions or avowals when Leo pronounced sentence in his
favour, he was prepared to do what every bishop might be
called upon to do, i.e. anathematise Nestorius. In this they

were perfectly within their rights. The Egyptian bishops had -

" been put off during the synod with the promise that they
should have satisfaction later on. Theodoret, after a little
fencing, anathematised Nestorius by name, and immediately
the bishops burst info an exclamation of tremendous force,

saying, ‘Lieo has judged after’ (i.e. in accordance with the mind

of) ¢God!’ It was Leo’s judgment, as T have said above. -
That the action of the bishops was in mno way (on the

principles of the Vatican decrees) an infringement of the

authority of the Holy See, which Theodoret had invoked and

described as presiding over the whole world, is certain from '

the following facts,! viz. that the legates took part in the

matter and actually gave the decision—that the leader of the -
Tllyrians was the Bishop of Thessaly, who entirely depended -
~on Rome, being the Papal vicar in that region—and that Leo .
“himself -saw  in the ‘bishop’s ' action ‘no . delogatlon of his:
’ authorlty, ‘and that in spite of the commissioners’ attempt to i
- goothe the Egyptians by saying Theodoret should not act as.

judge, he did, as a matter of fact, act as such though not in

‘the case of Dioscorus ‘which was the point of their objection.”

So that the matter may be fairly summarised thus, S8t. -

Leo had given the bishops the fullest authority to deal with
the cases of the bishops who had been ‘deposed’ at the Robber -

" Synod. He had declared Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, to be -

deserving of his bishopric, having certified to his orthodoxy. -

Accordingly, in spite of the clamours of the Egyptlan bishops,
who had had to see their patriarch Dioscorus disgraced, and,

en revanche, desired to make out that Theodoret had deceived -

St. Leo, he was allowed to act as judge in the matter of faith,

though not in the deposition of their patriarch. When all
was over, he was required to do what would satisfy the irri--

tated Egyptian bishops, viz. anathematise Nestorius, and

then, after saying, as it were, to these bishops, ¢ You see that

Leo, as usual, was right,’ they placed him in possession of his
! Of. Natalis Alexander, Diss. de Theodoreto. - * Ep. xciil. ad Theod.
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bishoprie, their decision being expressed by the Papal legates.
There was nothing in all this that placed the council above
the Pope; on the contrary, the admission of Theodoret to the
council as judge in doctrine, though not in the case of Dios-
corus, of whom nevertheless he was allowed to be an aceuser,

“which wag forbidden to a degraded bishop, was a signal

instance of the deference which was felt to be due to the

sentence of the Bishop of Rome on the case of an Hastern

bishop, who had expressly appealed to that judgment.
Another matter settled by the council concerned the See

of Antioch, which had been occupied at the Robber Synod by

a bishop named Domnus.

There was something pathetic about this man’s career.
He was nephew to the celebrated John of Antioch, and ex-
perienced a call to the solitary life. Fired, however, with the
idea of recalling his uncle from his sympathies with Nestorius,
he left his cell, contrary to the advice of the Abbot Euthymius,
who predicted the misfortune that actually befel him. At
Antioch he won his way to the episcopal throne, succeeding his
uncle as successor of Peter in that third see of Christendom.

But his weakness led him to show the white feather at the = -
. Robber Synod, and, cowed by Dioseorts, he consented to the
restoration of Eutyches, and the condemnation of Flavian. -

But he reaped a rich reward of his cowardice in being deposed
by Dioscorus, to whom he had truckled, on the ground of
supposed sympathy in the past with Nestorius, and of having

condemned Cyril. The indulgence shown to the other leaders -

of the Robber Synod on their repentance was not extended to
Domnus by St. Leo, who forbade his restoration to the See of
Antioch. He ended his days in penitent retirement.
Anatolius, in contravention of the Nicene Canons, ordained
Maximus Bishop of Antioch in place of Domnus. And on the

restoration at Chaleedon of the bishops who had lapsed at the -

Latrocinium, whilst other bishops were restored to their sees,
Maximus was allowed to retain his intruded position on the
sole ground that St. Leo had ordered that his ordination
should hold good.!

A writer ? who professes the greatest regard for the prero-

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 258, ? Quesnel.
FF
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- gatives of the Sovereign Pontiff, but takes every oppértunity -
of undermining their historical basis, remarks on this treat-

ment of Domnus and Maximus, that if only the Act in which
their case occurs were genuine, we should have in our hands an
unequivoeal testimony to ¢ the supreme authority of the Pontiff
both over synods and over the Oriental bishops—the bishops of
the greater sees.” His arguments against the genuineness of
the record of this session were dealt with in a very safisfactory

~manner by Baluze, and in a still more trenchant way by

Tillemont, who, in spite of his Gallican sympathies, pro-
nounces Quesnel’s array of arguments nothing less than
imbecile. It was reserved, however, for the brothers Ballerini
to set the matter at rest by means of a manuseript which
(uesnel had not seen, and which is older even than Rusticus.
Their refutation of Quesnel’s objections is complete.!

- The prerogative admitted, in this Act, as belonging to Leo
covers everything ever claimed by the Holy See in the way o;"
jurisdiction.  St. Leo dispensed with the irregularity of

Maximus’ ordination in contravention of the Nicene canons, -
’doqbtrless because he had shown his fidelity to the true faith, v
‘W;hllst’Domnus, after his cowardly conduct at the La,troci:

- nium, did not ask for reinstatement, but eventually 2 elected $o

retire to his original seclusion. ~ :

- Now the authoritative settlement on the part of the Bishop |
of Rome of the succession to that Oriental see, one of the

three“ first’ or ‘ greater’ sees, was, if anything ever was, an
exercise of Papal supremacy ; and the acceptance of the set,tle-
ment by these bishops assigning no other ground except that
the seftlement had been made by the Pope, amounts to a

demon.stmtion_ that, in the minds of the Hastern bishops of
that time, the government of the Church was strictly and -

properly Papal.
But further, the acceptance of the Papal decision concern-

ing the Antiochene succession occurred in the midst of a :

1. See 'an excellent summary of Baluze’s proofs of the genuineness of the
Act in Migne’s Leo the Great, vol.ii. pp. 1269-75. The Ballerini afterwards
:lenched the matter by the Latin copy of an older Greek MS. alluded to in the

ext.

72 For the sequence of events, see Migne’s Leonis Opp. ed. Baller. t. ii
p. 726, - T
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session which was dealing with the case of Ibas, Bishop of
Fdessa.! It was proposed that the minutes of the Robber
Synod should be read. To this the Papal legates objected on
the ground that the acts of that synod had been rendered
null and void by ¢ the Apostolic Bishop of the city of Rome.”
The Bishop of Constantinople (Anatolius) at once rose and -

" said that he agreed that all that was done at that ill-fated '

synod was invalid, excepting only what was done in the
matter of Maximus, Bishop of Antioch; and he gave as his
reason for saying so, that the most holy Archbishop of Rome
had received Maximus into communion, and had ‘decided
that he should preside over the Church of the Antiocheans.” ?
To this the rest of the bishops agreed.

So that the invalidity of the Robber Synod was assigned
by these Eastern bishops simply and solely to the decision of
the Bishop of Rome; and the single exception made to the
_general invalidity of its proceedings was one that the Pope
had ordered, and its validity was attributed by these bishops
to the Papal decision. = '

" But whilst the Pope gave his sanction to Maximus’ ordina- - -
tion to the See of Antioch, he refused it to the following com- - i
pact now entered into by that bishop in regard to some
“provinees of his patriarchate. B e

Juvenal of Jerusalem had long set his heart upo_.ﬁ the ex-

tension of his jurisdiction. He had succeeded in so completely

gaining the ear of the emperor, Theodosius II., that he had

been allowed to count in his rule the provinces of Pheenicia,
and also ‘of Arabia, and the three provinces of Palestine,
which properly belonged to Antioch. St Cyril had done his
utmost to oppose this iniquitous proceeding, and appealed fo
the Pope, entreating him with earnést prayer (* sollicité prece’) 3 -
to give no ground for such iilicit attempts.”  But Juvenal -
gained his case with the secular power by means of forged -

documents. _
The quarrel over this lust of jurisdiction had gone on until

! The history of Ibas does not come within the scope of this book, but
belongs rather to that of the fifth council.
2 gpyew Tiis "Avrioxéey dcxAnoias Swalwoer (Mansi, t. vil. p. 258).

3 Leonis Ep. cxix. ad Maximum.
FF 2
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the time of the council, when Maximus acquiesced in a com-
promise, by which Antioch was to be shorn of the three pro-
vinces of Palestine, and Juvenal was to give up all claim to

th? Pheenicians and Arabians.  But Maximus eonsented to
this arrangement only “if it wag approved by our venerable

Father, the Archbishop of Greater Rome.’! Leo, however
withheld his sanction, and desired the Bishop of Antioch tc;
keep him well informed as to what went on, reminding him
that there must be some better reason for his allowing Antioch
and Jerusalem to break the Nicene settlement than had been
adduced.? He also informed him that the agsent of his
legates was necessarily provisional on matters on which they
had no definite directions from himself. But the Pope did
not, at least in that letter, absolutely and finally decide the
matt_er. He only withdrew his sanction, and urged upon
Maximus that he should ¢share with the Apostolic See in this

anxious matter,” and recognise the privileges of the ¢ third see’

of Christendom.?

! Cf, MS. of Actio, edited by the Ballerini, The expression ‘ Greater Rome’ .7 '

is due to the account being from a Greek source.
702 Hp. exix. ad Maximum.

¢ The writer in the Dict. of Ol Biogr. (vol. iii. p. 881) has completely mis- k

understood.this phrase. - He speaks of Teo exhorting Maximus, ¢ as a sharer in
an Apostolical See,’ to maintain the doctrine, &e.” St. Leo says: ¢ Dignum egt

~enim te A!_oostolicae sedis in hac sollicitudine esse consortem et . 7. privilegia~
fertim sedis agnoscere.’ . ¢

.’ :‘ﬂ:‘l .
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CHAPTER XXVI..

THE BYZANTINE PLOT.

Ir had been well for the Church if the council had now dis-
persed. But it was not to be. The bishops who remained
now engaged in a project which had long -agitated the minds
of a few leading spirits. :

For more than eighty years Constantinople had nursed a
thought which was destined to change the course of eccle-
siastical history, and plunge her into a permanent schism.
Photius, who consummated the schism between the Hast and
‘West in the ninth century, claimed for the Bishop of Constanti-
nople the title and position of ¢ Universal Bishop.” The Bishop

" of Rome had been such, according to his theory, until the
capital of the empire passed from Rome to Byzantium. “But

the position of universal bishop was based, according to Pho-
tius, on the secular grandeur of the city; so that when Con-- -
stantine left Rome it was only a matter of time for Byzantium
to succeed to the honours of the original capital.

The difference between this theory and that which ob-
tained in the fifth century involved the whole question of the
property attributed to the Church in the Nicene Creed under
the title ¢ Apostolic.” Under that title, in the mind of the early
Church, was included the government of the Church by the
Apostles and their successors ; understanding by ¢ the Apostles,’

as the primitive Church did, a body of men who were asso-. . -

ciated together by our Lord under a visible head. ‘It has
been known to all ages,’ so it was said at Ephesus, ‘and it
is doubtful to none, that the blessed Apostle Peter, the Prince
and head of the Apostles, the rock and foundation of the
Catholic Church, received from our Saviour the keys of the -
Kingdom.” And the see of that Apostle, consecrated by the
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blood of thé two Apostles, himself and St. Paul,rbecame, in

‘the words of St. Irenzeus and St. Cyprian, the principal or
ruling Church, that which, according to "St. Ignatius of ‘
Antioch, writing in the second century, ‘presided over the )
[covenant of] love,” and in which, according to St. Augustine, -

‘the principalship had ever been in force,” and was designated
in the terminology of the whole Church, East and West, in
the fifth century, ¢ the Apostolic See.’

The chasm between the teaching of the schismatic Bishop
of Constantinople, Photius, in the ninth century, and his

predecessor in the see in the fifth century at Chalcedon, is.

exactly expressed in the words of the latter when he said to
Leo ¢ The see of Constantinople has for its parent your own
Apostolic See, having specially joined itself thereunto.’ !

But although Anatolius thus expressed the true relation
between Rome and Constantinople, his action at Chalecedon
prepared the way for the unhappy schism into which the
East eventually plunged, under the guidance of the miserable
Photius, with his claim o be ‘universal bishop.” The term

‘ universal bishop’ is one which might be properly used to
express the relation of the Apostolic See to the rest of the
Church; but even’so it needed a certain care lest it should be =

thought to mean that other bishops were but legates or vice-

bishops of the one universal bishop. In fear of this meaning

being attached to the term, St. Gregory repudiated it. It was,

however, freely used at the Council of Chalcedon. And there

is no fear of any Catholic nowadays giving it such an un-
orthodox interpretation as St. Gregory detected in John’s
use of the term, and so there is no ground for refusing it to

the occupant of the See of Rome. But on the lips of a bishop

of Constantinople it necessarily implied a heresy, for it also

implied the idea that the government of the Church was not -

apostolic but Erastian. The earthly emperor, according to
this theory, by moving his capital, moved the centre of the
Church’s unity. 8o Photius argued. Neither he nor his pre-
decessors were really prepared to carry out their theory to

its logical issue, for, as a Sovereign Pontiff asked of his pre-

decessors, were they prepared to call Ravenna, or Gangra, or

! ¢ Anatolius ad Leonem ’ (Ep. ci.).
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Sirmium, the centre of the Church’s government when the -

emperor made these, as he did, the centre of his rule ?

The attack on the original constitution of the Church,
which culminated, under favourable political circumstances,
in the schismatic action of the Fast under Photius, was com-
menced in fact at the Council of Constantinople. There the
bishops assembled under Nectarius had decreed a certain
precedency of honour to the ¢ New Rome,” as Byzantine pride
delighted to call the city of Constantine. '

But they had not so much as ventured to send their canon
to the West. It was a purely local arrangement, not sanctioned
even by the rest of the East.! But it was continually being
acted upon, and the titular precedency presently grew nto a
very real jurisdietion. Constantinople, being the centre of
political and commercial interests, continually saw bishops
from various parts staying in her midst, and convenience led
to the custom of settling many an- ecclesiastical dispute in
meetings ? composed of the Bishop of Constantinople and those
bishops who happened to be in the imperial city. - It came
also to be sometimes a matter of convenience and sometimes

a matter of secular advantage for bishops to be consecrated at- '

‘Constantinople. ‘And what began as an occasional practice

attained in course of time to the rank of a regular cusfom, -
attended, as such customs usually are, with ‘pecuniary ad- .

vantages to the see that thus became an increasing centre.?
The lust of power, so infectious in an imperial centre, and
sometimes & certain immediate disciplinary gain to the Church,
had thus led to claims in the way of jurisdiction which found
no countenance even in the third eanon of the Council of
Constantinople. Large provinces of the Church in the East

had come under the practical jurisdietion of the Bishop of

Constantinople, though not without struggles and alternations
of submission and resistance. : :
Had Constantinople remained satisfied even with this, her

1 Mr. Gore says (Dict. of Chr. Biog., art. ‘Leo,” p. 668) that  Leo’s state-
ment that this canon had never taken effect is entirely untrue.” What St. Leo
said was that the canon was null and void so far as the sanction of the West
was concerned, and this was strictly true.

z Called the olrodes évdypodoa. s . Cone. Cheleed. Act xvi.
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relations to the autonomous eparchies of Asia Minor and
Pontus and Thrace might have been capable of adjustment,.
But she was continually being brought into contact with the
‘ greater sees,’ as they were called, of Alexandria and Antioch.

And their position of recognised superiority stood in the way

of that programme of universal domination in the East which
Wwas now looming before her mind. She had made an €1n0rmous
stride in the third canon of the Council of Constantinople.

By the arrangement there proposed she took honorary pre-

cedence of Alexandria and Antioch. But this eanon, having
received no ecelesiastical sanction, had done no more than
keep before the minds of the Eastern bishops her ideal of
Church government. .
It must not, however, be supposed that that ideal as at
present conceived included any real equality of jurisdiction

with Rome herself. Constantinople wished to be in the East
what Rome was as patriarch of the West, arpiapyias

#Mjpodabe was St. Gregory of Nazianzus’ condemnation of -

the East. The relation of Rome to the whole Church as the

See of St. Peter—as in a peculiar and inalienable sense, the =~
Apostolic - Bee—was too firmly rooted in the mind of the

Christian world for any idea of subverting that to enter ag

~_yet into even Byzantine schemes of exaltation ; that was an

after-thought. To be the Patriarch of the East over Alex-
andria and over Antioch wasg the summit of Constantinople’s
Present ambition. And, as we shall see, Constantinople did

not dream of the possibility of really securing this object of
her ambition, except with the permission of Rome, as represent-

ing the blessed Apostle Peter} '
Now, Constantinople had met with more than one serious
rebuff at the Council of Chalcedon. In discussing the com-
plaint of Photius of Tyre a matter had come before the Fathers
which touched the influence of Constantinople in her most
sensitive part.  The question had arisen whether the meetings
of the Bishop of Constantinople and the other bishops resi-
dent or sojourning in the city could be called a synod, and
the bishops at Chaleedon had refused to say that they could.

1 Letter of the bishops to Leo.

S
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This was throwing a serious slight on Constantinople’s method -

of action atb its very core. .
Again, the bishops of Asia had desired that the bishops of

Ephesus should not be ordained af 00nst.£mtinop.16, &I.ld the
council had refused fo support Constantinople in this her

growing custom. . .
Once more, the bishops had refused to give a definite sanc-

tion to Constantinople’s custom of ordaining a bishop for
Basilinopolis.

The time had therefore come for Constantinople to make

one desperate effort to gain a quasi-synodical sanction for the
position which she claimed as second only to Bome. Every-
thing favoured her ambitious project. The bishops had left
Chalcedon by the hundred, and amongst those that were left
there was not one that might not be counted on for either
assent or silence. -

Of the two ‘greater sees’ Alexandria was vacant, and
Antioch was occupied by a partisan of Anatolius, who owed to
him " his irregular elevation, which had been pardoned by
Rome only (as Leo said) ¢ for the sake of peace.’ ! :

Constantinople, therefore, had nothing to fear from these.

She only needed a lack of scrupulous fairness on her own.

part to enable her to press the matter to a successful issue

under these favourable circumstances. - But further; she could

count upon at least the silence of another leadit,’lg prelate, viz.
Juvenal of Jerusalem, who had himself just gained the obe_ect
of his ambition for the last twenty years in the compromise
by which he had wrested three provinces fro;nEl Al’lthCh.. .H.e
at any rate was not in a position to complain of any illicit
stretch of jurisdiction on the part of another. And Juvenal
and Anatolius had a further bond in that both l'la;d come
under the influence of Diogcorus and coquetted with Euty-

chianism. Then the Bishop of Heraclea, the Primate of -

Thrace, was absent, and he was very closely eoncerned! in the
project that Constantinople had before her of extending her
actual jurisdiction as well as securing the sel':nblar%ce of syn-
odical sanction for titular precedence. This pr_lmaPte was
represented by Lucian, who was so friendly to Anatolius that

1 ¢« Studio pacis.’
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he was sent by him to Rome on this very matter. Ephesus,
again, of supreme importance, as one of the exarchies to be
robbed of its autonomy, was vacant, Bassian and Stephen

having been deposed. Thalassius of Cmsarea was there, but

did not subscribe. The Illyrians were not there, not even
Thessalonia, neither was Ancyra, Corinth, Nicomedia, Cos,
or leonium, all of them important centres. In fact, the little
knot of bishops whom Constantinople gathered round herself
by various means could not by any stretch of language be
called a representative ecclesiastical body. Moreover they
had no leave from Rome to discuss the question now forced
upon the bishops by Constantinople; it was no part of the
council’s programme. It was simply a plot against the

Church’s order, with hardly a name that would command the -

confidence of the Church except Eusebius of Doryleum. The
imperial commissioners were asked to assist at the session,
but they refused. The legates also withdrew. There was

not a single Western bishop present. But these ‘astute’
Orientals, as the African bishop Facundus called them, drew -
~ up a .canon which flung the Nicene settlement as fo prece- -

~ dence to the winds, and assigned, on the one hand, the first

place in the East to Constantinople, and on the other hand
gave her jurisdiction over Asia Minor, Thrace, and Pontus.
Their metropolitans were to be deprived of their position -

as left to them by the Nicene Fathers, and Constantinople was
to be not only New Rome in the civil order, but in the eccle-

siastical hierarchy she was to stand second to Rome in point
of titular precedence, and at the same time to receive an
enormous extension of her jurisdiction in the Fast. She had

hoped and tried to gain the confirmation and ordination of
the provincial bishops as well as of the metropolitans, but

owing to the opposition of some metropolitans she failed in -

this part of her project.

On the following day the Papal legates demanded an
explanation of what had been done in their absence. They
- had absented themselves on the technical ground that after
the definition of faith had been drawn up, and the matter of
the lapsed bishops dealt with, their commission ended. But
it turned out that they had also received orders from Rome

— 452 UNDER A CANON 445

to oppose any attempt at altering the relations of bishops on
the ground of the civil status of their sees. Leo was already

_ well aware of the ambitious projects of Constantinople.

Aetius, the archdeacon, now did his best. to purge the
action of the bishops of its irregularity. Ie said that it must

- be owned that the matters of faith had been decided in a

fitting way, but pleaded that it was customary to take in .
hand other necessary matters; that they liad asked the
legates to be present, but without success, and th.at .they had
received the permission of the imperial commissioners to
proceed with the business. The legates, however, mamt.amed,
and were probably justified in maintaining, that the blshop§
had signed in fear; that-the proposed canon contravenea
the Nicene settlement; that it was professedly grounded on
canons which had not been enrolled amongst those of the
Church ; ! and, lastly, that if they had been benefiting by the
said canon up till now, what need of anything fur'ther ?—and
if they had not, why do they now apply for sanfatlol_a f9r that
which is an infringement of the canons ?—reasoning Whlch was
unanswerable. , S S
In consequence of this mention of the canons, the com-
missioners requested that each side should read the canons

" on which they relied. . The legates accordingly read the sixth

canon of Nicema, in which Alexandria and {&ntioqh, :and'not}ff
Constantinople, come after Rome. Aetius is then supposed

to have read first a slightly different version of the same

canon, and then the third of Constantinople. But '_thisz :is'r"irn,: B
the highest degree improbable, since his supposed readmg.of :
that version makes nothing for the point at issue. 'The rise -
of Constantinople took place after the Council of Nlcafaar ;-no

one pretends, or pretended, that the Nicel?e' canons in any
way assisted Constantinople in its present aims. It was then -
an inferior see, and left so by the Nicene Fathers.. It was'on
the third canon of Constantinople that these bls'hops took
their stand, as their resolution in the previous session shows.
The Nicene canon was their difficulty. Indeed, in one of th'e
oldest versions of the Acts of Chalcedon that we possess, this

'+ Non conscripti .’
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recitation of the sixth canon by Aetius does not appear.!
There are also other indications that the text has been

tampered with here; for between the supposed recitation of
the sixth canon and that of the third of Constantinople oceurs
the statement that *the same secretary read from the same
codex the synodicon of the second synod,” which Mansi rightly
transfers to the margin, as an impossible statement to have
oceurred in the original. The Council of Constantinople was
not called ‘the second synod’ until after the Council of
Chalcedon had placed it in that rank. The expression, there-
fore, belongs to a later period than the original of the Couneil
of Chalcedon. Accordingly, Rusticus, who had before him
very early manuseripts, omits this expression, although the

sixth canon appears in his manuscript. The insertion, there-

fore, had been made before his time, doubtless, as has been
suggested above, by a Greek scribe, who, seeing a Greek

version of the sixth canon in the margin, put it into the text,

and some after copyist inserted the remark about the second
synod. Dr. Bright vefers to the expression ‘cecumenical,’

-used by the council of 882 of the council of 881 ;2 but this
- could at that date only mean that it was a council of all the -
‘Bast, and it is certain that it had not ‘yet been reckoned by

the Church in general as the second synod. It would ‘have

- been a simple impertinence to call it the second synod before -
it had received such a designation from the whole Church.

Hefele seems to have misunderstood the Ballerini’s argument,

in urging that it was at Chalcedon that the Council of Con- -
stantinople took its place as second in the general -councils. -

This is, of course, true; but the original of this Act could

~ hardly have started the phrase.?

What, however, is of greater importance is the conclusion
which the imperial commissioners now drew from the whole
discussion. The legates had quoted the sixth Nicene canon,

! The Codex Julianus, now called Parisiensis. Baluze first noticed this,
and has been followed by the Ballerini,

? Notes on the Canons, de., 1892, p- 228, The reader must not suppose that
the reference to Theodoret which Dr. Bright gives contains any expression of
that writer in favour of his opinion ; it only contains the letter of the couneil
of 382.

¥ Ballerini, De Antig. Collect. Canonum, Part I cap. vi. 8,

®
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beginning ¢ Rome has always held the primacy,” and had read

- onwards about Alexandria and Antioch. The Archdeacon of

Constantinople had read the third Canon of Constantinople.
Several of the bishops had taken the side of Constantinople,
and expressed their perfect willingness to subordinate their seeg
to that of the imperial city; Eusebius of Ancyra, however,
whilst he proclaimed his willingness to do the same, protesting
against the pecuniary exactions with which this subordination
had been accompanied. The commissioners decided that two
things were plain from the Acts and depositions—first, that
the primacy (mpwrsla—the very word used in the sixth Nicene
canon, as cited by the Papal legate) belonged to 0ld Rome.
About this there had been no question, and it is obvious that
the imperial commissioners could decide nothing about that.
But, secondly, they decided that New Rome ought to have—
not a primacy such as Rome had, which the whole history of -
the council proves to have involved jurisdiction in the minds
of all the bishops—but the same honorary privileges, as Rome,
besides her primacy, and as a consequence of it, also possessed.
Rome, they had said, possessed two things—hénorary pre-

- cedence and primacy ; Constantinople ought to possess in the

Bast that honorary precedence which Rome pOs_sessed over the n’
whole Church.! - . A AR ey
Thus Constantinople laid the foundation of her desired = -
patriarchate over the Fast, and gupplied the premiss - from -
which Photius was one day to draw the conclusion in claiming
universal jurisdiction. SR

It is difficult to understand how Mr. Gore could manage =

to sce ‘Rome’s self-assertion’ at the bottom of all this.
Canon Bright also reproduces with approval the sentence in
which Mr. Gore makes the strange statement, that it is “more
than probable [sic] that the self-assertion of Rome excited

the jealousy of the Kast, and thus Fastern bishops secretly

! wpd wavrav ey 18 wpeTela kal vy éalperoy Ty katd Tods ravévas v 'r?'is :
.wpeaBiTidos ‘Pduns BeopiheatdTy dpxiemiondTy puadrresfor. T c"lo flot see how, in
view of this undisputed original, it can be maintained, as it ig by. 80 many
Anglican writers, that the legates’ version was a forgelzy. I may mention Canon
Bright, Canon Carter, Mr. Puller, and the Bishop of Lincoln, ag amongst recent
writers who lay great stress on this imaginary forgery. The Council clearly
accepted the Papal legate’s quotation as accurate.
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felt that the cause of Constantinople was theirs.” It must
have been wery fsecretly’ felt, for there is not a solitary
allusion in fheir speeches to such an idea, whilst they are
from end to end of the council brimful of acknowledgments

of the gervice which Lieo had rendered to the Church of God.
So far as the records go, the bishops, whatever they ¢ secretly

felt,” were open in their avowals that, to use their own words,
‘¢ Grod has given the synod a champion against every error in
the person of the Roman bishop, who, like the ardent Peter,
desires to lead everyone to God.” (Synod’sletter to Marcian.)
St. Nicolas said to Photius, of the erisis which arose in con-
sequence of the Latrocinium, ¢ If the great T.eo had not been
divinely moved to open his mouth, the Christian religion
would have perished outright.” _

- Mr. Gore’s suggestion bears, indeed, no serious relation to
the facts. It may be fairly said of if, as Canon Bright has
said -of a contention of the Ballerini, mentioned above, that
‘nothing but an intelligible bias could account for a suggestion
so futile.’!  The ¢ se1f~asse1t10n was all on the palt of Co
stantmople

The legates entered their protest on the techmcal ground
that the Apostolic See had not been consulted as to the dis-
cussion of this question,? and that the proposal was a violation

of the Nicene canons. They ask that the proceedings of the .

previous day be cancelled, or else that their opposition be

recorded, “ so that we may know what we ought to report to ..
the Apostolic man, the Pope of the Universal Church, so that =~

he himself may pass sentence on the injury done to his see

or on the overthrow of the canons’—the injury done to the -
Holy See by debating the question without its consent, and ™~ = *
the overthrow of the canons by displacing Alexandria in f&VOLll

of Constantinople.

In spite, however, of the legates’ protest the bishops voted
the canon.

The matter could not, of course, stand there. Compara-

tively speaking, as we have seen, they were but a handful of

! Bright’s Notes on the Councils, p. 148,
2 This seems to be the meaning of the legates’ words, which are obscure.
It is most in accordance with what Leo says in his letters on the subject.
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bishops,! most of them of sees grouped round Constantinople,
and their leaders far from enjoying the esteem of the Catholic
world. . Their eanon was the work ‘rather of Greck sophists
than of Fathers of the Church.’* They had adroitly tacked on
their new claim over three large metropolitanates (which by the
Nicene Council had been left autonomous) to the third canon
of Constantinople, so that the new and old parts read like one,
in ‘which, as Canon Bright remarks, they were more ‘astute
than candid.” It was not true, as they asserted, that the
Fathers (if the Nicene Fathers were meant) ¢ gave’ her (patri-
archal 3 privileges to the See of Rome; they only recognised
what was already ancient. It was not true that what the
Nicene Fathers recognised as ancient custom was due to the
secular position of the See of Rome. Her privileges were
settled by herself as See of 8f. Peter. It was not true that
the Fathers of Constantinople had bestowed anything in the
way of jurisdiction, but merely the second rank in the way of
honorary precedence. It was not true that Constantinople
had any right over Pontus, Thrace, and Asia Minor. . The

blshops moreover, enunciated a principle, which had its natural

sequel in the present subservience of the Greek schism to the

Czar on the one hand and to the Sultan on the other.* -It so - o

mixed up the movements of the Church and the State as to
secularise the former and ensconce the latter in the position of -

_the real determinant of the Church’s jurisdietion. No wonder

that only about 150 bishops out of the original 600 could be
induced to sign, and that St. Leo could fearlessly ‘call it an
<extorted subscription,’” even after some few at the session had
denied that they were compelled to subscribe. St. Leo knew that
his legates were right in their estimate of the kind of influence
that had been brought to bear upon these subservient bishops.
The matter, then, could not rest there. Indeed these bishops

' And yet Mr. Puller says that ¢the Council, as a whole, passed it * (Primi-
tive Saints, p. 20). Canon Bright more correctly speaks of the difference in
number between these bishops and those who signed the Tome as * significant.’

2 Rohrbacher, Hist. vol. iv. p. 539.

3 There is no indication that these bishops at Chalcedon were professing to
deal with anything but the patriarchal rights of Rome : her primacy was left
as it was.

* Cf. Rohrbacher, Hist. loc. cit.
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themselves did not entertain the idea that their act was final ;
and accordingly they set to work to gain a favourable decision
from Leo, in spite -of his legates’ protest. . They had the
emperor on their side, and the game was worth pursuing ; for

even if they lost in the present, they had taken a step forward

for the future. :

It is certainly astonishing that writers who are so full of
Rome’s supposed ‘self-assertion’ and ¢exorbitant ciaims’
should not only pardon but defend these arrogant pretensions
of Constantinople. Yet it is the case that the most univer-
sally accepted writers amongst Anglicans have for the last three
centuries taken their stand on this canon, and seen in it an
acceptance, by the Church, of the principle that Rome owed all
her privileges, not to her relationship to the Apostle Peter,
and through him to our Lord’s institution, but to her secular
position as the capital of the Roman Empire. How, it may be
asked, can the Church be identified with these Easfern adven-
turers, men whose antecedents were in almost every case
sufficiently suspicious to deprive their judgment on such a

matter of half its value?  Anatolius, originally secretary to

Dioscorus, and wavering in the Hutychian froubles ; Juvenal,
- one of the leaders at the Robber Synod, and himself involved

in an ambitious scheme for the stretch of his jurisdietion; -
Maximus, who had been irregularly ordained by Anatolius = -

himself, his ordination only sanctioned by Leo for the sake of
peace ; Alexandria vacant; and the rest, most of them, in no
position to withstand the pressure which the legates asserted
had been put upon them by Constantinople—how ean these be
taken to represent the Chureh ? '

It may be asked, how did the Emperor Marcian ecome to
second Constantinople’s ambition ? Perhaps the true answer
is, that he saw in the proposed arrangement certain conveni-
ences which commended it to his mind from a political point
of view.! And it was undoubtedly the case that the proposed
arrangement had something in its favour, and might have
passed muster had it not eonflicted with a higher principle of
action. As things then stood, Constantinople having become
the actual centre of life in the Fast, it was certainly anatural

L Cf. Hefele, in loco.
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position for a politician to adopt, that the ecclesiastical appa-
ratus should adapt itself to the new circumstances, and that the
London of the East should become the root and womb of the
Church in the future. - But Marcian did not see that another
principle was being introduced, which, if admitted, must have -
been subversive of the Church’s spiritual and supernatural

order, as, indeed, it proved to be under Peter the Czar. When

Marcian saw this—indeed, as soon as he found that St. Lieo

* was opposed to the arrangement—he dropped his patronage of

the scheme.! But the bishops braced themselves to the work
of persuading Leo that their canon was harmless and worthy

of his necessary sanction.
1 Cf, infra, p. 459.

23



CHAPTER XXVIIL

THE EASTERNS' RECOGNITION OF PAPAL SUPREMACY.

No one will deny the incomparable importance of the letter
which was now addressed to Leo by the remnant of the synod
concerning their new proposal. The twenty-eighth Ganon of
Chalcedon is really the sheet-anchor of the Anglican position.
Relymg as that position does on the first four general councils,
it is maintained that the judgment of the Council of Chalcedon,

supposed to be expressed in this canon, is sufficient to esta-

blish the theory that the primacy of the Bishop of Rome was -

considered in the Fast to be due, not to his relation to St.
Peter, but o the"imperial position of the city of Rome. The

belief in any real relationship to St. Peter postulates a divine

origin for the primacy of the Bishop of Rome, for it involves
~"the belief that our Lord included that pnmacy in His words

‘to the Apostle.! And if the primacy be in any sense divine, =

it is indispensable. No amount of misconduct on the part of
its representatives can justify us in altering the lines laid
down by our Divine Lord Himself. But this twenty-eighth
canon proves, so it is confidently asserted, that the Bishop
of Rome only held a certain primacy by reason of his being
Bishop of the Imperial City. He was, so it is said, only
_primus_inter pares. Constantinople (it is urged) was placed
by this canon in the second position on a principle which
proves that Rome’s primacy was one of mere presidency, of
honour ¢ without definite powers *—in a word that the Bishop
of Rome was only the ¢ First Patriarch.’

Now it is important to remember that the Bishop of Rome

1 Cf. Lanfranc’s argument at the Council of Windsor, which assumed that
the commission to Peter included his successors—an assumption accepted on
both sides, 4.e. by the whole English Church.

400—452  THE TERMS USED BY THE BISHOPS 451

was the first patriarch, and this canon recognises him as such.
There is no dispute about this. Leo XIIL is to-day not only

. Bishop of Rome, but Patriarch of the West. - The fault of the

so-called twenty-eighth canon, therefore, did not lie in its re-
cognition of Rome’s patriarchal position ;- its mistake lay in
attributing even that position purely to her connection with
the imperial city, whereas the matter really stood thus:—St.
Peter selected Rome, and Rome was the capital of the empire.
His successors reaped the fruit of his wise choice, and utilised,

as they were meant to do, the advantages of a natural centre.

Ecclesiastical Rome was able to be what she was because she
was the See of Peter; she was also able to do her work at
first as she did because her influence radiated from the me-
tropolis of the empire. Her patriarchal sway was subordinate

~to her apostolical jurisdiction; but it was a reality. It is

difficult to draw the line between the apostolical and patri-
archal elements of her position, for the latter is necessarily

overshadowed, and coloured, and informed by the former; .
but her relat10nsh1p to Peter, the prince and head of the
- Apostles, is clear, and oceupied an unmistakable place in the
thoughts of the bishops at Chalcedon. - It was expressed em- -’ i
phatically and in the most precise terms by the comparatively
~few ‘bishops who passed this canon in favour of Constanti- .

nople. - The terms which they use in their letter to Leo can- -
not, without doing violence to the laws which govern men’s’
minds, be attributed simply to flattery or general Eastern

- courtesy. This, which is the favourite Anglican explanation
" of these bishops’ statements, is excluded by the cu'cumstances'

which produced the letter.! -

The bishops were, it is true, concerned to flatter St Leo,
if possible; they wanted to gain something from him. But
what they wanted to gain was of that nature that the parti-
cular terms used by them were the last in the world that they
would have dreamt of addressing to him at this juncture,
merely with a view to flatter, even if they supposed that Leo
was the man to be seduced by honeyed words in a matter of
such supreme importance. . Consider the circumstances under
which they wrote. Leo had shown himself above all things

! Leonis Ep. xeviii. v ) )
,«_”" ] ¢ e 2
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zealous for the canons of the Church. It was this trait which
the Emperor Marcian singled out for praise in his encomium

of the Pontiff during this whole transaction. And the bishops -

~at Chalcedon who passed the twenty-eighth canon were, as the’
Afriean bishop Facundus described them in the next century,
‘ astute as serpents.’ Is it to be supposed that these astute

bishops would give away their case by telling St. Leo that he

was in precisely that position which their canon, according to
the Anglican interpretation, was concerned to deny or ignore ?
If they admitted that St. Leo was their ‘head,” they were
- admitting that their position next after him was secondary in
the sense of subordinate, and that their canon was valueless
without his sanction. If they asserted that St. Leo was the
instrument whereby the teaching of the Prince of the Apostles
was made known to them, they were giving away the whole
position which Anglicans consider essential to their own
security. Complimentary terms which expressed, in plain
Greek and Latin, a truth which Leo had all along maintained

and acted upon, cease to be complimentary in the ordinary - e

- sense of the term ; “they denote the acceptance of the positioh.
. Now the bishops did tell St. Leo that ‘he was their head,

. and they but members.’ - What could be their ‘idea in using,
. by . way. of 'c‘o‘mpliment, ‘such -an expression as “that ? -+Did - -~
- they suppose that Leo would not take them at their word and 7

treat them as members and act as their head ?

Then, again, they did tell St. Teo that he was their.
¢ leader ’ in the council, through his legates. They used the -
very word which our Lord used to His Apostles when He told
them that there should be a leader amongst them, and that
their leader should be as He Himself was in their midst—
‘Hven as I am amongst you ’—not lording it over them, but

‘teaching, guiding, governing. Did they suppose that Leo -~

would smile at the term and take no advantage of it ?

. Again, they did tell S8t. Leo that he had been to them ‘the -

interpreter of the voice of Peter.’ It was, on the Anglican
:supposition, exactly the wrong occasion to say that. They -
‘were not Eastern heathens addressing heathen rajahs, or -
‘Hindu suppliants before their conquerors. They were Chris-
tian bishops—not, it is true, the best specimens ; but still, all
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Eastern as they were, they had not lost all Christian sense of
truth in spite of their Bastern cunning. - On the other hand,
they knew that it was the teaching of Leo that he was !she
successor of Peter, and as such the ruler of the Chr1st1ag
Church. And they were not so utterly devoid of all sense _Ot
truth, and of ordinary common sense, as to suppose that in
putting such a weapon into Lieo’s hand as their own recogni-
tion of his position as successor of Peter, they would advance
the cause of Constantinople. Whereas if the Christian world
held that Leo was their head, their language was natural, for
then they lost nothing by saying so. = .~ ~

Again they did tell 8t. Leo that ¢ the vineyard h?,d been
entrusted to him by the Saviour,’ in a way which implied that
he stood in a different relation to that vineyard from the rest
of the bishops. And they did tell him that he was the ¢ fathel:’
‘'of Constantinople, and trusted .that ‘he would ¢extend his _
wonted care over that part of the vineyard.” In fact they as
much as said there is no such thing as an independent national

".Church.  Although we are the East, and under one emperor,
‘and you are in the West and under another, still you have

responsibilities towards the Fast, and a paternal relation to

~it, and ‘you acted as our ruler in the council, and were the

‘interpreter to us of the Prince of the Apostles, and we apply

. :to you for that sanction without which our canon can never

be the voice of the Catholic. Church. This was what they
said. 2 ‘ Lo .

Indeed, they said more than this; for they told St. Leo
that their own delivery of the truth to the children of the
.Church was but as the flowing forth of a stream from him as -
its apostolic source. ¢Thou wast constituted the interpreter
of the voice of blessed Peter to us all, and didst bring to a}l
the blessing of his faith. « Whence we also show the inheri-

tance of truth to the children of the Church.’! And hence

unity of teaching is secured through .what they distinctly

state as the mediatorial position of their head. ‘
Of Eutyches, who, be it remembered, was deposed by the

Synod of Constantinople, the Acts of which were sent to Leo,

}“Unde et nos . . . ecclesiew filiis haereditatem sortemque veritatis ostendi-
mus’ (Leow. Ep. xeviii. e. 1). i
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%eiq.e bis}’lops say t.hat ¢ his dignity was taken away by your
Toliness —which is the result arrived at above from a con-
sideration of the facts. (Cap. 2.) '
‘And of Dioscorus the i 7
nd : y say that he meditated an excom-
]xfnui?;c?zloncé aga}mlmst thee, when thou wast all eager to
e ’ ¢ i \
Hogo the urch,” and ihe ;epudlated the letter .of your
They speak also of being 7 ‘
y Jbeing eager to ¢ confirm ’ the mercy of
glle Saviour towards I}lm (which was what T.eo had deZiyr:d
acfir:ntgf io)sznof.: as if ‘confirming’ necessarily implies the
erior . . . .
action (Cap'p&) or coqrt, but in obedlencg to ﬁheu Saviour's
‘ (’J;;ilzy Wspeak't(l)lf the actual help derived from St. Euphemia
— as with us and Euphemia was with us’—
altar we know they placed their definition, o whose

And then they ask that Leo will ‘accept and confirm’ -

their canon.

When they mention the legates’ oppositioﬁ to their canon, -

they profess to ascribe that opposition to the idea in ‘the

. legates’ mindg th . :
Holiness, 8 that everything ought to originate with his

~set down fo ‘your ‘account, so also should that of good

discipline.’ . They in fact ackn ‘
: owledge that the matter of ="
.fa%?l was gettled by Leo, but they thought that they nillzgl(ljif o
initiate a matter of discipline, which they had now brought -

})%fgre fhis _Holiness for his acceptance and confirmation.
; erefore, we entreat thee, honour the decision with your.
a‘iiuiiblil Judgment, az}d as we have introduced harmony
wi . e head in the ?hmgs that are excellent, so the head
v.zouTh supply to the children that which is becoming.’ o
‘ ey have (they say) sent the Acts to Leo, and thev
expressly state that ¢ the force of all ~ rests with hi’s fir, ¢
tion and ordering. : ot
Now these are, man : iti 7 '
‘ , y of them, positive state
ggﬁr?e. tI; segtence after sentence fo be dlismissedma(:;1 ﬁel?:
plimen ould anything but the exigencies
/ gencies of -
:izzgrzzﬁh?e l;adt Dr. Bright and Mr. Gore to diérega,rc(ljoaflll
, nite statements on the part of the bi
ground that they were mere compliments 9 ", ishops OI-I the

“80 that even as the right settlemént of the faith is

- projected canom. . - .-
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If they were ¢ compliments,” they were those of men who

. found themselves compelled to couch their compliments in -

terms which, if they wished to be independent of Rome, cut

" the ground from under their feet, sentence after sentence.
" They are not in the place in which compliments would come,
" nor are they of the nature of honorific expletives. They form

the substance of the letter.

If insincerely used, they testify to the necessity under
which these bishops found themselves, of crouching at the feet
of a master in order to gain the object of their desires. If
used in sincerity, they are the testimony of witnesses,
naturally the most unwilling, to the position of headship
which the East recognised in the occupant of the See of
Peter. We cannot claim for them the authority of the
council, for these men were not the council; but we are

‘compelled to see in these terms the strongest possible evidence

‘that the idea of the connection between Rome and St. Peter,
‘and of such a consequent ¢headship’ of Rome over Constan-
‘tinople that the latter could not arrange its own relations with

‘other sees in the East without the acquiescence of Rome—we
~.are compelled, I say, to acknowledge that this was so deeply

rooted in the mind of the Hastern Church that it was g‘im’ply;,

useless to ignore it, and that the only thingto “be done was

thei

to admit it plainly and to win _the__adhgsipg pﬁ :’;‘E}gpge

But side by side with this letter of the blshopsmanother ;

' ‘written by Anatolius himself, not less emphatic in its wit- -
ness to the ‘Constantinopolitan convietion as to the Pope’s

supremacy. Anatolius speaks of thebishops at Chalcedon
having confirmed ¢ the -faith of the blessed and venerable
Fathers® of Nicaa, ‘and also your Holiness’ letter agreeing
with them '—showing that the attitude of the synod towards -

__the Tome was the same as towards the Nicene faith, and that

their confirmation of it was an acceptance of an authoritative
statement. He then says that Bishop Lucentius is bringing
the Acts of the synod, since ¢ it was a matter of necessity that
all things should be brought to the cognisance of your Holi-
ness.’! But beside these things, since some matters were trans-

} e dwovra Gvaykalws,  Lieon. Ep. ci. cap. 1.
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acted which specially concerned themselves,! and these must also

of mecessity be brought to the knowledge of his Holiness, Anatolius - |
says that he sent these letters by the same mess'engers,lto S
Teceive an answer concerning them. He then mentions the

acts in order.  First came Dioscorus’ excommunication, which
‘he feels sure will obtain his Holiness’ assent. = Next (Cap. 8) he
speaks of the reception of the Tome in exact accordance with
‘what we have seen above. He says that it was needful that
¢ the understanding of all should agree with the meaning of
your orthodox faith,” and that this was the end for which the
emperor convened the council—words which are completely
_corroborative of the view of the matter taken in chapter xv.
'Apa,tolius’ words express the object of the session held after
Dioscorus’ excommunication, as that of obtaining an intelligent

adhesion to the faith as propounded by Leo—ut in recte vestre

Jidei sensum ommium conveniret intelligentia. Consequently
Anatolius says, that with brayers and tears, and with thf;
‘help -of Leo himself, assisting in spirit and co-operating by
means of the well-beloved men whom his Holiness sent to the

“council, and under the protection of ‘St. Euphemia, he and -

those “with him had devoted themselves to the work —in

allusion fo ‘the instruction’ given in Anatoliug’ house to -

the THyrian bishops. “And when the time had coitie “for “all

to issue ‘an - harmonious -definition, they had :done s0, in

“gpite of some. contentious opposition from the first, and for
the confirmation of their definition ¢ in accordance with that

holy epistle of yours, they placed it on the holy altar. =

This latter remark explains the statement of “the bishops
- that their definition was offered by Euphemia to her divine
-Spouse. ’ ' R

8o that Anajtolius, writing thus publicly an account of the
synO(.l,. empha.szses (1) the necessity of agreement with the
definition of faith issued by Leo, and (2) the necessity of re-

porting to the Pontiff whatever was done at the synod; and

(8) describes the confirmation of their acts by Leo as at once
necessary for them and free on his part.2

1 8id 7d Bueds Hpiv wémpaxfal riva—called ‘ negotia pri i
a‘ ) I s,
letter to the Istrian bishops. : sotaprivata’in Pelagl'us s
* Cf. Leonis Ep. ci., ed. Ballerini, note.

< For the throne of Constantinople has your Apostolic throne a
 its Father, having specially attached itself to you.’ And so he "
. asks for the ratification of the eanon. .Later-on,! the arch- -~
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“Hayving “thus described the ‘relation of & council to the

"Pope, ‘in exact accordance with the present . teaching of
- Leo XIII., Anatolius proceeds to introduce the subject of the
‘canon. He describes it as having for its object the confirma-
-tion of the canon of the 150 Fathers, who decreed that the

Bishop of Constantinople should have honour and precedence
(not mpwreia, primacy) next after the most holy throne of
Rome, by reason of her being ¢ New Rome.’. And, he says it
decided (i.e. the canon drawn up at Chalcedon) that the ordi-
nation of the metropolitans of the diocese of Pontus, of Asia,
and of Thrace, should rest with Constantinople; but that the

‘bishops under them should not be ordained, as had -been the

case for sixty or seventy years, by the latter, but by their own
metropolitans. S T Lt

He then complains of the legates’ opposition to all this,
and speaks of the sanction of the emperor.. He says that they
paid all possible respect to the legates, but that they have now
reported their decision to his Holiness, in hope of .gaining his
assent and confirmation, which they entreat him - to “give.:

bishop tells the Pope that “all the forée and ‘confirmation of -
what was thus done was reserved for the authority of your = -
"Blessedness.” - . s e
Now after these two letters—the one from the enacting -
bishops at Chalcedon, and the other from the Archbisbop of
Constantinople himself, it is idle to talk of the *self-assertion’
-of Rome as having anything to do with the twenty-eighth - -
canon. ~ St. Leo doubtless knew how to magnify his office.~ -
But, indeed, there was no need to do that here; it was
already done for him.” He was recognised publicly and un-

mistakably by these bishops of the Eastern part of the

Church as the natural, and, indeed, the necessary guardian of
the canons of the whole Church, and this, too, in virtue of his
relationship, through his see, to the blessed Apostle Peter. To
attribute all this plain dogmatic and public exposition of the

! Ep. cxxxil. ¢. 41 ¢ Cum et sic gestorum vis omnis et confirmatio auctori-
tati vestra beatitudinis fuerit reservata.’
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~ relationship of the Holy See to the rest of the Church to mere
courtesycan only be the shift of those who find themselves driven -
hard to explain untoward facts. The facts are that the bishops -

who drew up the twenty-eighth canon did avow their entire de-

pendence on Rome as the See of St. Peter, and that the Arch-

bishop of Constantinople himself counted the proposal canoni-

cally null and void without the subsequent confirmation of the

Bishop of Rome. The explanation proposed and adopted by
those writers who are out of communion with Rome, and have
drawn up canons independently of her, is that all this plain
speech was mere pretence. But something more than a mere
conjecture is needed to set aside the plain facts of the case.
The letters of St. Leo in regard to all this are full of
- Christian royalty. Majestic, uncompromising, and tender,
they would by themselves be sufficient 6 establish his claim
to the title which Christendom has accorded to him—1Teo the
Great. ‘ : |
To Anatolius he wrote,! reminding him of the suspicion
‘which had originally attached to his orthodoxy, praising the
faith which he now exhibited, but regretting that he had

allowed himself to be influenced by the lust of honour  and
- power. - He ‘blames him for endeavouring to use a council,
- assembled for the matter of faith, for his ambitious projects,
and for imagining that any number of bishops could override =
the- Nicene settlement (cap. 2).  He considers that Anatoliug® =~

blame of the Papal legates is their - commendation, for they

‘were bound to oppose any infringement of the Nicene canons .
(cap. 8). He says he is sure that Anatolius will please the

royalties more by self-restraint than by ambition. The deci-
sion of ¢some bishops,’ sixty years ago, ‘never transmitted to
the Apostolic See,’ is no support whatever. (In other words,
the third ‘canon of Constantinople is of no account.) Alex-
andria ought not to suffer because of Dioscorus, nor Antioch,
where Peter first preached, be degraded (cap. 5). The Pontiff
concludes with most earnestly and lovingly entreating Anato-
lius to cultivate humility and charity. - : o
Already ? Leo had written to the emperor, severely blam-

' Ep. evi, z Ep. civ.
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ing Anatolius for not being content with being bishop of -the

* royal city, but aiming at the rank of an apostolic see, which

Constantinople can never become. And he tells the emperor

" that the Nicene arrangement cannot thus be set aside, and

that in their defence, by the help of Christ, it‘is n'eces'sary for
him to be a faithful servant unto the end, ‘since a dispensa-

" tion has been entrusted to me ’ (‘ dispensatio mihi'credita est’),
“and the guilt will be mine if the rules sanctioned by the

i ' i ' t of the
Fathers in the Synod of Nicwa, for the governmen
whole Church, by the assistance of the Spirit 0{:‘ (?rod, should
be violated with my connivance, which Go@ forbid.’ . :
But as Leo’s passing over the ordination of Maximus of -

. Antioch by Anatolius ‘might seem fo be negligence, he adds

that he has not rehandled that, out of _love forkrthve recovery . .
of the faith and desire for peace. cren i :
To Pulcheria he writes ! in the same strain, saying that he -
renders null and void (‘in irritum mittimus z) what the bishops
agreed to contrary to the Nicene regulations, and :that }16 i
does so by the authority of the blessed Apostle Peter. -

- In the following year the emperor wrote to St. Leo, tell--

ing him" that he was unvwilling to Eresor_t‘to’extrgm,e}'m:easqr;’?s
Wi%h the ‘monks in* Palestine until ‘he _could-!sl}oyv them 'his
(Lieo’s) confirmation of the Chalcedonian definition

-eighth canon, and expresses his warm jksympat.hy,vs{ith
-:;V:I]l;c})rp:l%?: the stand he had made on-behalf of hlStQI‘lC?Jl
veracity and the ancient -ways. ‘Fo;‘ -agsuredly,’ -wrote his
Imperial Majesty,” ¢ your Holiness did .excellently _yvell, as
became the Bishop of the Apostolic See, in s0 'guardnflg _the
canons of the Church, as not to suffer any mnox'rain.on on
ancient custom or the order settled of old, and mwpolably
observed to this day.’ - Considering what Leo hat_i .ertten o
‘Marcian, this public acknowledgment of the position of the
Apostolic See as guardian of, the canons, jfrom_ an Easterp
emperor who had his desires as to a rise in dignity for his

! Ep. ev.

2 ¢ Whether your Blessedness has confirmed the thingsldecreed ‘(Turmﬁelv'ra) in
the synod,’ 4.¢. on the matter of faith and excommunication of Dioscorus.

:He says

. rmatior m doubts on that confirma-

that the Eutychianisers had thl‘OWn d(_)l,lb OR W0as Con M
“tion.?  The emperor, in this letter, yields the point of the
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imperial city, and had for a moment been led away by the -
Bishop of Constantinople, is at once a tribute to his real
7 good'nress .and a witness, if further witness were needed, to -
~ the ingrained conviction of Christendom that the Holy ’See' L

h}almd & special dispensation committed to it, and that it
~char i
.Churg(jl .Was nothing less than the govern'mentr of the universal
t St Leo 1ef!; Julian, Bishop of Cos, as his lega,té at Con-
:han%nople (“vice mea functus’), ¢ lest either the Nestorian or
e Futychian he.re‘sy should revive, since there is not the
;fllgour_of a Cathohfa in the Bishop of Constantinople.”! And
. he wrote to the bishops who had been at Chaleedon to say
! aét they could have had no doubt about his approval of what
ad been done at Chalcedon in regard to the faith, had

ﬁn;toliusn only shown the letter he had received, which he
ad kept back because of what concerned himself.  And he -

says, wherefore ‘if anyone shall dare t

) W ‘to hold the perfidy of

I];Ifzstorms or Eut?ches and to defend the impious gogmg of
10scorus, let him be cut off from the ‘communjon . of

i Cathol1cs..’-;=:‘A15 the same time they will see from his letters
to Anat011u§ with ‘what reverence the Apostolic See deals with

the regulations of the Nicene Fathers, and that he (Lieo) is

guardian -of the faith of our fathers ‘and ‘the canons of ‘the

~Church.?

As it'is the duty of a king to guard the laws, and himself

to set an example of their observance, so Leo, as the divinely

in]itituted governor of the Christian Church, whilst, for the
sake of ‘peace, he allowed Maximus, ‘though otherwise un-

c;nonically orc.la:ined, to remain in his episcopate, would not
Zl ow the. ambition qf a prelate in the imperial city to oust
exandria, and Antioch from the position assigned to them

by the Nicene Fathers, on a principle fatal to the spiritual

character of the C}.lurch, viz. that civil dignity could of itself
apart fro_m the action of the See of Peter, raise a see to thé
rank Whlqh Alexandria and Antioch then held.

v Ep. exiii. 2 Ep. cxiv. ¢, 1.

CONQLUSION. '

Tuer verdict, then, of history, so far as the period dealt
with above is concerned, is this. In the earliest records of
the Christian Church agreement with Rome in matters of
faith is seen to be a principle, clearly announced by St.
Trenmus, which does not grow or develop as a substantial
truth, but which becomes clearer in its action, and more and
more definitely recognised, as time goes on. The Church
develops -as - a whole, and this principle of action ‘does not

. remain stagnant ‘without a proportionate -unfolding of its -

powers. It becomes clearer ‘as the records grow'in fulness;

"~ and the opponent of Papal supremacy is compelled to ‘take
- refuge only in the absence of record, as at Nicea, or.in the -

plea that occasional resistance to particular acts of authority. -

are equivalent to a denial of the authority itself. . No imperial .
" enforcement of Church laws can account for the existence and.. . -

recognition of those laws as belonging to the Kingdom of God =

 before they impressed themselves on the legislature of the =

day ; .the Church then became ‘in’ the world in a new sense,
but was none the less not ‘of’ the world. The guardianship

- of the faith was recognised as belonging pre-eminently to the

Qee of Peter ; hers was a leadership so pre-eminent, with the
support of & divine decree, that where, as St. Gregory says,
‘fault is to be found in bishops,’ her leadership is, by its
very nature and of divine appointment, an dpys, a rule, a
~supremacy.

There is one expression used! by a French priest, more
often quoted by a certain class of respected writers than those
who are not familiar with Anglican writings would believe to
be possible. It appears in the last work of a justly esteemed
writer in the Anglican communion, whose name has been

! Le. * gangrened with fraud.’
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often mentioned in these pages. But he speaks of this French
- priest (Pére Gratry) as ‘noble and truth-loving.’! Now thig
‘noble and truth-loving’ priest accepted the Vatican decree
under peculiar circumstances. He had written against it in
unmeasured terms, which he lived to regret. - In the full
exercise of his faculties, with the certainty that he must
shortly stand before his J udge, owing to the rapid inroads of
a fatal disease, he sent in to his archbishop his submission to
that decree. " He also wrote the following words to a friend :

¢ What I combated was inspired infallibility ; the decree of the -

Couneil repudiates inspired infallibility. I combated personal
infallibility; the decree lays down official infallibility. Writers
of the school which I thought execessive would have no more
infallibility ex cathedra, as being too narrow a limit; the
decree lays down ez cathedrd infallibility, I feared almost
scientific infallibility, political and governmental infallibility,
and the decree lays down only doctrinal infallibility in the

matter of faith and morals. This does not mean that I have e

not committed error in my polemies. .1 have without doubt

committed some on this and other subjects; but so soon as I . ’

perceive an'errdr.I'gfface'it, and do not feel myself thereby -

- It is with" the prayer that some'rﬁgj'peréeive the error

of opposing the dogma of Papal Supremacy and follow the -

example -of this ‘noble and truth-loving* priest, as Canon

Bright calls him, that this work has been written. - Dominus .

Wuminatio mea.

! Waymarks in Church History, by W. Bright, D.D., Regius Professor of
Ecelesiastical History, p. 241. ) .
? Souvenirs de ma Jeunesse, par le P, Gratry, Buvres Posthumes, p. 238,

APPENDICES.

APPENDIX T.
Rev. F. W. Puller’s Interpretation of St. Cyprian.

- Mgz. PuLLER says, in reference to St. Cyprian’s treatise on Unity,

and especially the opening passage, ¢ Now, I put if; to any candid
Roman Catholie, Is this the way that he would write on the great
subject of the Church’s unity?’ And again, ¢ You may read the
whole treatise on Unity from beginning to end, and you will not find
one single word about Rome, or ‘about the Pope, or about any . .

o Papal jurisdiction derived from St. Peter.’! The argument from

. silence i very freely used by Mr. Puller throug?mut his book ; vl')utr-

it requires an “accurate knowledge of the clrcumst‘ar.xces‘}pnfier‘ S
“which a treatise is written to use such an argament with justice.” -

The book of Esther does not contain the name of God ; but it do‘es o
not follow that the writer did not believe in God. - S.t._thln in
his first epistle says nothing about the Church, but it do?s not
follow that he did not believe in the Church. The question is,

-~-would it have been ad 7em to write about the Papacy in- St..
Cyprian’s case? The answer must be, that. it would have'been _
. distinetly beside the purpose of his treatise, if the above estimate

of that purpose is correct. It would have been nothir}g .less
than absurd to press the Papal jurisdiction on the Novatianists,
with whom the question was, not as to the powers of the Papacy,

_but the legitimate occupant of the See of Rome. It would have

been beside the purpose in the case of the lapsed, Whe'n the great
point was to induce them to repair to their several dlocesan‘svfor
the requisite certificates. When Mr. Puller says further on,? ¢ The
subject of the Church’s unity required some  treatment of the
central jurisdiction. So St. Cyprian felt *—he is simply romaneing.

v Primitive Saints, £c. p. 351. 2 P, 853,
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Where is there any evidence that St. Cypri V
' . . Cyprian felt anything of
km(} Mt t{)zeftzme when he wrote that short treatise ¢ yeme 9 : the

ust before Mr. Puller says, ¢Notice how twice over in this

aller says, er in th

short Izassage St. Cyprian insists that St. Peter received no peculialj
power,’ that ‘the E)ther Apostles were what Peter was, endued with
an equal fellowship both of honour and power. Can anything be

""more frigid and senseless than the Uliramontane reply thab St

Cyprian is speaking of th

. jurils\giction ?Ii o 3%52)_ e power of order and not of the power of

r. Puller ought to have remembered rigi

and senselejss Ultramontanes Bossuet hinjlsljii' ﬂ;gﬁi tﬁiiibﬁlgiid
to say nothing of his own master, Tillemont. But he ought nfre :
over, not to have forgotten that St. Cyprian qualifies {ihe’ a,bore-
statement when he says, in one of the passages to which {G’e
Puller refers, that ¢ although he gave the rest equal power, nevve:-.

theless, in order to manifest unity, be by his own authority in--

stituted the origin of the same unity.’ He is speaking, of cour

of Pe.ter. Why is it frigid and senseless to suppose tha’t since g:’
Oyprian plainly attributes a primacy of some kind to ]E,‘eter (a d
Mr. Puller admits thus much), the equality is that of sacerdofl:l 1
power and the difference that of supreme and subordinate jurig-

. diction?! -Buch an obvious - explanation ‘may . “ffrigid ? o
o Mr ]?:ulleli, but fo those who make it, it is full {)féizz;iriir lg:i . ltlo :
. ing, since ;t s}lows that our Lordi,provided for the /guardiaishiag i -
~ unity, by‘_a,n institution whose history is the very history of I:;k? .
Church herself. . On the other hand, what shall we 's'a;y:“of‘{ the ;
supposition that St. Cyprian knew so little of Holy Script‘sl;ie as te ‘
Imagine that our Lord consecrated St. Peter to the Apostleshif) SnE

first, apart from the others (which is M i
t, e of r. Puller’s curious int -
tation of the Cyprianic teaching %), merely that the Apostle:rgf&'

"1 L. whilst they all had jurisdiction, 1 was to be excrcised i :
o st ¥y all had jurisdietion, it was tq be exercised in subordination
" Z‘ Sc{me little time before the others * (p- 352). ¢As we have already seen
co;lse};g:ltaég E;e.h: th';z .St. Pl;eter was not only called first, but that he Wa)js alsc;

st. is notion is doubtless based on a mistak i
b rst. e, but it
ll;eli{ept in mind if we would understand St. Cyprian aright’ (p 13521)1{;11?\;0'
ta?a egr 1?1;): mere}yt cogl;lgcés the frigid and senseless interpretations o'f Ultr:ammonr .
nes, convicts St. Cyprian of a blunder of the first i !
s ) ! magnitude.” I
](ljypn?,n blundered in such a vital manner as this concerning Stg. Peter. th ts't.
is witness worth ? F[‘he fact is that the mistake is Mr. Puller’s : bl;‘b 'fa -
Eecelssa.rg tha& th; mistake should have heen Cyprian’s, else his vs;itnesslmv;:: '

e placed on the Papal side. 'What St. Cyprian held i

> > Pa: . s what Bo
1\;}1(’.}: his usual fghmty When he said, in his sermon on the Unity sosfu :ﬁ:?}iﬁis‘;d

at our Lord first places all (Apostles included) under Peter by promising hjm,
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- others might have an object lesson about unity ? What shall we

say of the theory that the place of honour assigned to Peter
- (and Mr. Puller says that the ‘stream of Anglican Divines’ assign
the pre-eminence of leadership to Peter) did not even include pre-
" sidency at a council ? that his relationship to the other Apostles
was only that of the Duke of Norfolk to the other peers of the
~yvealm o1 I will not call such an explanation ‘frigid’ or ‘sense-
less,” for that would not advance my argument, but I am bound to
say it has no warrant 10 St. Cyprian’s actual words.
 Another of Mr. Puller’s misinterpretations concerns the crucial
expression which, as we shall see, St. Cyprian uses of the See of
Peter, viz. ‘the root’ of the Church, but which Mr. Puller interprets
of the Church herself. He rightly feels the importance of the
expression, and informs us that if it could be ¢ solidly proved " that
- the Church of Rome is ‘the centre and the root, the source and
the matrix of Catholic unity’ (as Father Bottalla correctly says
. it is, according to St. Cyprian), ‘for the first time in my life I. -
- should begin to fear that the faith which God in His great morcy .
has ever given me in the Catholicity of my mother the Church of
‘England has been the result of some illusion.” It is to be hoped
: that Mr. Puller may yet come to see that, so far as the Cyprianic -
7 literature is taken for evidence of the Church’s teaching, it is cer-
 tainly true that the Church of Rome is the ‘root of Catholic unity.’
- The word *root ’-is connected by St. Cyprian with three othe
words. . Speaking of the Church of Rome, he calls her ‘the hea
and root of the Catholic Church,” ¢the root and womb of: the |
Catholic Church,” and ¢the root and mother’ of Catholic unity.
" In using the first of these expressions, he is speaking of Pop
St. Stephen. ¢ We, who hold the head and root of the one Church,"
Inow assuredly and are confident that to him” (i.e. Novatian, the
* anti-Pope at Rome), * being outside the Church, nothing-is lawfal ;. .
and that baptism, which is one, is with us, where he also “himself
- “wag formerly baptised.’? ~St. Cyprian’s argument is that there is
but one Church, and therefore but one baptism. e was mistaken

" the keys first and alone, and then he says ‘the sequel does not reverse the . i
beginning.” Golden words, which are the equivalent of St. Cyprian’s teaching -~ =

" that our Lord ¢ provided (disposwit) by His own authority the origin of the
same unity, beginning from one.’ These words are absolutely subversive of
Mr. Paller’s fundamental contention that our Lord made Peter an object-lesson
of unity ¢ as being the first-designated Apostle,” and so ‘the symbol of unity’
(p- 851). This would not be an exercise of ¢ anthority,” nor the origination of
unity, nor the beginning of a stream, such as St. Cyprian elsewhere describes
the unity which started with Peter. ' ’

1 P. 229, note 2. 2 Ep. Ixxiii. 2.
H H
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in his application of this trath, but that does not affect the question
as to the meaning of the expression ‘ head and root, There were

- then at Rome two opposed heads, The N ovatianists, he had already

said, had set up an ‘adulterous and opposed ‘head withous ‘the
. Church.’ g, Cyprian repudiated thig ‘adulterous and opposed
head,” and says that he, together with J ubaianus, held to ¢ the head
and root of the one Church,’ 7.e. 8t. Stephen, the legitimate Pope.
Consequently (he argues) the baptism of N. ovatian is invalid. Mr,
Puller appears to have missed the meaning of thege words, from
imagining that St Cyprian ig arguing with the Novatians.
He thinks St, Cyprian is contragting ¢ himself with Novatian*
(p. 845, line 18); and he supposes that Novatian might answer,
‘Tam the Pope; T am the head and the root of the one Church.’
But 8t. Cyprian is not arguing this question at all; heis engaged
with a wholly different topic, viz, whether those whom he himsgelf
and Jubajanus both agreed were outside the Chureh, could validly

baptise. It was not 5 ‘ controversy with Novatian *! in whieh he -

self.  Soon—but it hag not as yet reached that stage.  And con-
sequently, Mr, Puller's argument ? that ¢ it would have.been absurd
to base’ hig argument in favour of baptising Novatiang on his

: fellbwsh_ip with Stephen, who was treating him . (the italics are -

mine) ‘as ‘a heretic becauss he baptised Novatians, - falls to ‘the
. ground. = He wag doing no such thing. = - o S
* Previously to this, St, COyprian, writing to Cornelius, the Pope,
speaks of the Novatians ag having ¢refused the bosom and embrace
of the root and mother’ 3—not, ag Mr., Puller translates it, ¢ of her
- who is their root and mother,” but simply ¢the root and mother,’
which is the same ag the true “head,” as he goes on to explain,
Here we have the head, and root, and mother all in one, as in
the treatise on the unity of the Chureh, he says ¢ there is one head,
one origin, and one mother,’ meaning the Church ang Peter, whom
Christ instituted ag ¢ the origin of unity;’ and ag there he sees in
the legitimate bishop the Peter for the time being, go here, in
leaving Cornelius, they had left the true head and taken up (he

says) with ‘an adulterous and opposed head,” and so had ‘refused

the bosom and embrace of the root and mother,” the legitimate
bishop. For the legitimate bishop is the root of the Church in

! Loc. cit. Z P. 346, i
* “Radicis et matris sinym atque complexum ’ (Ep. xlv. 1),

omitted in his translation,® and (ii.) from'vstoppingshbort f'.Wh?P“he
- -ought to have gone to the end of the pa,mgra,ph.. S =
g Cyprian told ‘his people during this v_perlp(ﬁi of ‘td}fﬁcglty. :(fo
" it'is obvious that he refers to that alone) - that ;,i;kjgeyiv’\ir;erb to
- careful ‘o “acknowledge and hold to the root and ‘womb

- Catholic Church ; but it is the natural Word:tov'pfzé;qfwthe blshop,
" who is the root and womb of the Church.t ‘Tt s true that ‘this
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Who ié the Root of David, as He is the Rock, and the Father of the
~ world to come, His own institution being the mother of us a]l.

But on another ocecasion St. Cyprian supplies an expression

" which is doubtless meant to be understood in the above passage.

He calls the Church of Rome ¢ the root and womb of the Catholic
Church’ ' He is explaining to Cornelius that although he h.aJd not
given those who sailed from Africa to Rome letters to himself, -
whilst there was a doubt, or strife, as to the validity of his election
to the See of Rome, he had yeb in no way opposed him. He had
told them to ¢recognise and hold to the root and womb of the
Catholic Church,” whichever that might seem to be on proper
inquiry. ' S

* Mr. Puller thinks that St. Cyprian meant simply by the above
expression that the Catholic Church i ¢ the root and womb ’. to her
children. And he thinks that ¢ St. Cyprian’s *advice wag evidently

- meant to help them to discriminate,’? But this could hardly be

the case if -he merely told them to hold - to th‘é“Ca,iriho'lic Church

- How would that help them 9

The fact is that Mr. Puller hag misinterpreted - tl}e -.,pasrsév,gé}..
through omitting to notice (i.) one important word which he hag =

Catholic - Church.’ No one would talk of “acknowledging : th

would not help them to know which was the roob and womb of - the

“.Catholic Church ; but neither -would - hig advice as :Vinterpreted;’;by'j
Mz, Puller. . It was -general advice. ' But St. Qyprlan gtqers‘ﬂpnr to
- say that no sooner had he gained - reliable “information “as ‘to’;:
Cornelius’ ordination than he had sent letters from allf' everywhere =
. throughout the province, so that *all our colleagues might approve -
- and hold to’ (compare ‘acknowledge and hold to the oot and E
© womb’) * thee and thy communion, that is as well the unity as the ... -

charity of the Catholic Church.’ - T do not know why Mr. Pullerr
has separated the two limbs of this paragraph and dealt with them,

! Ep. xlviii. 2, # P. 344, 3 P. 343, liz'le 8.

* gf?P};lcvian—whose works Dr. Pusey calls “ further fruits of the m.l}'ld of ‘St.
Cyprian, whose writings St. Pacian quotes with reverence ’ (Pref. p- xxii), which
he therefore bound up with 8t. Cyprian’s Epistles in the L4b. of the Fathers—
calls Cyprian the ‘root’ of hig flock (Zp. ii. 3). \

uE
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- one on p. 844 and the other on p. 847; but it seems to me that . =
‘through omitting to piece them together rightly, he has himself to "

accuse of ‘forgetfulness,” and not Father Bottalla (p. 847, note 8).

For had he taken the sentence as it stands in St. Cyprian he must, =~

one would think, have seen that ¢ the root and womb of the Catholic

Church,” which he (the Bishop of Carthage) told his subjects to .-

acknowledge and hold to when at Rome, was, ‘in that bishop’s
judgment, after all, Cornelius and hig communion, which, on full
examination, he bade all hig colleagues ‘approve and hold o,
being ‘as well the unity as the charity of the Catholic Church.’

Thus the Church is our mother, but the Church as represented
and actualised by the See of Peter, which is the root, and head,
and origin of Catholic unity, on the principles which St. Cyprian’s
language, occasionally obscure and rhetorical, yet unmistakably
enunciates.

Once more. Mr. Puller quotes Bossuet as on his side in this
mafter : ‘He [Bossuet] understands the radiz et matriz, as I do,
of the Church’s unity :— Cette tige, cette racine de 'unité ! ” !  But
‘Bossuet makes the ‘root’ something in the Church, not the Church
herself—or, to speak more correctly, it is the Church putting her-
self forth in a long chain of teachers within the unity of the chair
“of Peter. ¢There is in the Catholic Church a stem, a root, a force
to'reproduce ceaselessly new pastors to fill the same chairs with
one and the same doctrine.”2 ' And then he proceeds to explain

this root of unity more fully. ¢ There is need of only a little good-

~sense and good faith for one to acknowledge that the Christian

Church has had from its origin for a mark of its unity its commu-- -

nion with the chair of St. Peter,” in which all the other “ sees have
preserved unity *’ (“in qua sola unitas ab omnibus servaretur "—OQOpt,
‘c. Parmen.’ lib. 11), as the holy Fathers say ; so that by remaining
therein as we 2 do, without anything being capable of withdrawing
us from it, we are the body which has seen all those who separate

themselves fall on the right and on the left, .+« When He [our

- Lord] said to His Apostles “I am with you,” St. Peter was there
with the rest, but he was there with his prerogative as the first of
the stewards, primus Petrus (Matt. x. 2)—he was there with the
mysterious name of Peter, which Jesus Christ had given to him

(Mark iii. 17) to mark the solidity and force of his ministry ; he

was there, in fine, as he who was to be the first to announce the
faith in the name of his brethren, the Apostles, to confirm them in

C 1 Prim..SS. D. 343, note 1
? He is contrasting the Catholic (Roman) Church with schismatics.

S - mind the unity of Peter, and how I orda_,kirl’ledk him by ?imself,rt.}iéft
“he might be a symbol of unity. -He is one man, ordained

s Church ought to be one.’. . .-

'ST.‘ JULIUS, st@ndirig in the midst of Eastern bishops,-who had -
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it, and thereby to become the rock on which an *immortal edifice **.
-~ ghould be built. = Jesus Christ spoke to his successors as H.e,spoke
“to the successors of the other Apostles, and the ministry of

Poter became ordinary, ‘principal, and fundamental in the _Who:l’e 7

Church,’ 1 ‘ : _ » S
This is the way in which Bossuet explains the root of unity. =~ .

- And in this last passage he gives the truth which corrects Mr. -

Puller’s misunderstanding of St. Cyprian and of the general teach-
ing of the Church. Peter was to have his successor, as the other
Apostles had theirs ; and if Peter were even merely a sym}?ol and.
object-lesson of unity, we should expect that there would still be a
successor of Peter distinct from the rest of the Episcopate, were it
only to keep before our eyes the symbol of unity. As a matter of
fact, our Lord made him the origin, not merely the symbol, pf ,
unity, and according to St. Cyprian, he was such, as having a chay.n*,v R
a succession—* the chair of Peter, whence ’episcopalrunity‘took, its
rise.’ , ' : B R Y
- Mr. Puller’s interpretation of - St. Cyprian’s ‘doctrine comes 0 -
this :—Our Lord, according to that saint, ordained Peter first, and =
said, as it were, to His Apostles and others:: ‘Keep before your. .

‘self, and this will teach you unity. Itisa picture for you to |
about, and so keep together. - It -will always remmd

APPENDIX I

i Are the Sardicam -Canons Nicene 7+

~been driven out by the Eusebians and had fzikel;i -shelter in,\qu:Eiéi, :
‘ gave back,’ says Sozomen, ¢to each of them his own Churc.h, n-
asmuch as the care of all belonged to him by reason of the dignity =~

~of his see,” or throne.? He also wrote the lefter quoted above .

(p. 177), blaming the Fusebians for maintaining in the Council of -

- Antioch that the Council of Tyre, which condemned Athanasius,

U Instruction Pastorale sur les Promesses de 1 Eglise (Buvres, ed. 1816, xxii.
Pp. 423, 424).

N ~ e ¢
2 ofa 8¢ this wdvrwy kndeporias adrd mpoanrobans did iy dtlay Tob Opdyov exaufq’ B
7w 18lay *ExxAnoiar éwédwre (Soz. iii. 8).
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was subject to 1o revision on hig (Julius’) part. §t. Athanasiug

- 'Was Bishop of Alexandria, and as such hig case came necessarily i -

under the cognisange of Rome. : :
In support of thig assertion, St. Juliug appealed to ¢ the directions
~of the Fathers,” which ¢ prescribed ' the contrary course to.that
- adopted ' by the Eusebians. - He appealed to something ¢ written *
by the_ Nicene Fathers—in other words, to a Nicene canon.! Where, -
' then, 15 this canon containing ¢ the directions of the Fathers * to be,
found 2 ’

St. Athanagiug, who produced this letter of Julius in his own
be}.mlf, must have known of it, St. Julius knows of no question ag
to its existence ang genuineness. The exact contents as deseribed
by 8t. Julius are comprised in the ¢ Commonitorium * of S, Ziosimus,

Julius wag contending, Nicene.
T.hese canons have, since the geventh century, been called
Sardican, and the question is, On what ground ? '
There are nany - reasons for believing that no canons were
drawn_ up at Sardica, St Athanasius, who wasg bresent at the

_Y Cqunqll of Sardica, and who professes to give an account of évefy-

: t]?_mg that‘ha"ppenéd _there, says not g word -about any canons and
his account leaves no room for any. " Neither Socrates nor Sozo’meh .
althopgh Professing to enumerate the acts of the couneil make’ L

o Tnention of any canons. ' No Pontiff, no one of the Fathers "of that .

- century ‘or the ‘next, mentiong any canons of Saraicé,; W];ﬂst St -

. Amb}"(??‘?’2 dealing with exactly the point settled in the so-callé(i
g:;si;gan 6anons, appeals to the Tregulations of Nicwa, but not: to
a. ' '

platgd in the so-called seventh (al. fifth) Sardican ca :

sostom had been deposed, and (had appealed, On hli:nx.‘etl?jl.n Cf?ii
ex'lle, hq bad induced the émperor to summon g synod to put
th%ngs right, Theophilus of Alexandria, who haq done the nfis-
chief, and been tolg ]{)y the Pope to return to Constantinople and

: gthal}: Apol. e. Arianos, n, 22, ? Ep.Ivi, faq Theophilum,’
/0. Vii. 1 Ep. V. ‘ad Theophilum,’

- difficulty of the African bishops, had ‘any Sardican canons ex
© - for the Council of Sardica was only ‘not :numbered amongst
. cecumenical councils ‘because it did not ‘deal with any n
_-of faith but merely confirmed the Niceno.
" Again, the formula used in these so-called Sardi
- unique," except “in Africa.” ' They are introduced ‘thu

- third canon (viz. Julius, in some copies Sylvester) is -altogether
~without precedent, == e B

i T S
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: canon ‘which the Eusebians had originally passed at Antioch, to
~“prevent St. Athanasius from ministering again, because of his con-.

demnation by the Council of Tyre.  .Thereupon,! St. Innocent

- joined issue on the subject of this said canon, and ‘said that no
- canons but the Nicene were received by the Church, and these
~ -countenanced another synod being held. In the same paragraph

he mentioned the Council of Sardics as having taken the same line,
but not as having drawn up any canon. His language excludes the
idea of there being any canons of Sardica. The evidence of this
letter, if it stood alone, seems to me sufficient to warrant us in con-
cluding against there having been any actually Sardican canons,
But it does not, as a matter of fact, stand alone. , .

Further, St. Augustine and the African bishops had never heard
of Sardican canons, though this may be otherwise explained.

St. Leo sketches the so-called Sardican canons, but calls them
‘ decrees of the canons drawn up at Niczea,” when there was no
reason for quoting them ag Nicene, if they were Sardican, since as .
‘Sardican they would have been a sufficient authority for his pur- -
pose.” - The “‘same is true of St. Zosimus, St. Boniface, and St.
Celestine, all of whom call these Sardican canons Nicene. They
must have fallen back on the authority of Sardica, in meeting the -

gaid,” or ¢ Gratus said., - o R S
And the introduction of the name of the reigning Pope in the

~ " On these and other grounds it seems reasonable to conc
that these canons are possibly not Sardican, = - oo e

And yet, whatever they were, they have _been universally
received in the Church, having been acted upon in the Fast, as

- well as in the West, and having been eventually incorporated even

into the African code of canons, though for a while doubted thére: =
John of Antioch incorporated them into the code of his Church in

the reign of Justinian; and the Constantinopolitan “Couneil in .
Trullo, assembled to supply canons omitted in the fifth and sixth

! Ep. vii. 8. ‘ * Ep. xliv. ¢ ad Theodosium.!
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General Councils, ingerted them in the
most significant piece of evidence is their insertion into the * Nomo-
canon’ of Photiyg,
Nicolas, denied thag these canons had ever been received at Con-
stantinople. - But it ig as certainly true that Photiug was telling a
+ falsehood.! ~ The Pope told Photiug in reply that he was unable to

believe his statement,
-& barefaced falsehood had he known that Photius had included

these canons in évery one of his successive editions of the canons
considered to be binding on the whole Church, Theodore Bal-
samon, afterwards Patriarch of Antioch, wrote g commentary on
the work of Photing and included the Sardican canons under those
received in the Eagt.2

Therefore, whatever these canong are, they express the mind of
the Church as a whole, They can boast of ecumenical reception.

What, then, is their reg] origin ? '

Some thirty years 280 a theory was started by a professor at

Rome, named Luigi Vineenzi, which satisfactorily accountgs for
- most of the facts of the case?  This writer hag endeavoured to

show that in thejr Present form the so-called Sardican canons are

4 commentary, or get of hotes, on the Nicene canons by orthodox
African bishops, the original Greek copies of those canong haying -
- been mutilated by the Arians,  On the one hand we are led by the _
~ facts to doubt as to any canons having heen drawn up at Sardica ; -

. ! Photius also coined the Acts of g council, and tried ¢o palm them off on
the Catholic Church. He forged hundreds of signatures. Hig forgeries were

i i il. Neverthelegs Mr.
Puller (p, 153) uses his assertion to Pope Nicolas as conclusive evidence, pre-

facing that evidence with the recommendation that Photius ¢was the most

Possibly he was, but he wag
also the mogt unserupulous,

? Photius wrote first g collection of canons, then an arrangement in order of

subject (Syntagma), and then & shorter form of the latter. The Sardican eanons

appear in all, The Pope had blamed Photiug for reaching the episcopate per
Y i Photius replied that thege
had not been received at Constantinople. As 5 matter of fact, he had quoted
the tenth canon of Sardica by name under the heading : concerning thoge who
become bishops from lay ‘condition,’ both in hig Syntagma and in bis Nomo-
canon,. o .
3 De Sacrd Monarchid, Hepy, et Christianorum, Rome, 1875, -

Oriental code. But the

It is true that Photius, in writing .to Pope

He would have been abls to conviet him of - -

“of appeals to the Holy See,

. bians did not
- ieal mode of procedure,
- cumstances and the length of the journey. They,had,k, indeed, as.
*:8t.” Athanasiug points out, themselves orig'infnlly proposed to act on
- this very pringiple of having Julius for their judge (e, 20)

~does not satisfy the facts of the case.

“nasius, for the utility of the provision, showing that it was an actual - o
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to the provisions of the so-called Sardican canons. - Ang again, in

~~their present form these eanong wear an African 'dress. , .
. This seems to be the only adequate explanation of the passage

in Bt. Julius letter, which S, Athanasius considered so important ‘
that he incorporated it in his own defence, = St.J uliu.s 'there speaks
in case of difference arising amongst
bishops, as a ¢ custom,’ and he also calls this ¢ cust_om ’ someifhmg
‘prescribed by the directions of. the Tathers,” 4. the l\’hcene
Fathers, and also a custom sanctioned by the Greaf; Synod,’ thus
appearing to indicate that he ig referring to the SlXt%l canon of
Nicza, which begins with speaking of ‘ ancient customs prevailing. -
In its present condition that canon suggests, as .ha;s begn .shown
above,! that Rome had jurisdietion over Alexandna. ; bub 1t. is gnly o~
as expanded in the so-called Sardican canons that it fully justifies
the argument derived from it by St. Julius and ‘produced by St.:
Athanasius, himself the Bishop of Alexandria. _ :

This theory also explaing the otherwise inexplicable fact that.
when St. Julius told the Eusebians that they ought to come to
Rome and have their cause tried there (in exact accorde'mce with :
the provisions of the so-called Sardican canons) ; and this, on the -
ground that the Nicene Synod prescribed such a course, the Euse.
' contradict St. Julius in their reply,a_s,,tg_the\;g@n}pn
They only made excuses which St.Ath

sius calls unworthy of credit (dmifdvovs), such as the stress of cir-

by Canon Bright and others
St. Julius, ‘says ‘that writer -
(the italics are mine), ¢ when he wrote to the Eusebians t.haJtﬂ"ghe T
Nicene Fathers ‘decreed that -one gouneil’s resolutions -might “be i
reviewed by another [Athan. “Apol. ¢. Ari.’ 22],. means orfly that they L
acted on this principle by considering the Arian quesiuqn ‘de novo -
after it had been determined by the Synod of Alexandria.’? But .
St. Julius does not quote the example of the Nicene Fathers; he
refers to their ¢ directions,’ and he gives reasons; as does St. Atha-

The explanation of the matter given

direction for the future, and he emphasises in partim‘llar the special 7'
provision made in regard to the Bishop of Alex:'a,lldrza, (the se(‘zond R
Petrine See). Hig words, in fact, suggest the sixth Canon of ‘the

! P. 166, seq. T '
% Notes on the Canons of the first four General Councils, 1882. )
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great Synod’ (as he calls the Nicene), only in its fuller form,as . o

quoted by his Successors, and preserved, more or less, in the go.
‘called Sardican canons, “Indeed, this settlement at Nicza, as T am

conscientious, high-minded, Christian rulers invented it or hailed
- the invention for thejy own ends. :
But, further, St. Juliug goes on to say that he ig speaking of an
‘ancient custom,” which was ‘borne in mind and written down ’ in
the Nicene Council,! T4 must then have been g definite regulation

made in that council, not merely g principle of action to be deduced.

from their example,

Canon Bright says also : ‘Just as the Roman series of canong

in the fifth century confounded Sardican canons with Nicene, and
led the Roman bishops, first in ignorance, as in the case of Zosimug
and Boniface, and afterwards i spite of authentic nformation (as
in the case of Leo, Hp. xliii.) to quote as Nicene what wag really
Sardican,’ &e. :
It has taken Canon Bright some years to arrive at a theory
which thug impugns the honesty of the great champion of the In.-
- carnation, the ¢great ' representative of the Christian religion at

- that era, whose holiness breathes through every line of hig sermong

" The theory maintained in these pages makes no such Hemand ‘nn 7

our moral sense. It requires us to believe, on the contrary, that
when Pontiff after Pontiff quotes a canon ag Nicene, and quotes it
after it has been questioned ag such, it ig ag good historical evidence
- as can well be obtained that the provision it containg wasg broperly
called Nicene,

1t was, we 1nay suppose, preserved after a while at Rome only,
the home of accuracy, the metropolis of canomnical lore. The various

allusions in the letters of St. Julius and (by implication) - St. Atha.  ~
nasius, of St. Ambroge, St. Innocent, St. Boniface, St. Celestine, -

- and later on, in Gelagiug’ letter to Faustus, supply such strong evi-
dence that there wag some Nicene direction (for they all call jt

Y &os warady TVYXErov, pymuovendly 8¢ ol YPaPiy & 73 HEYEAY Gurdde
(loc. cit.).
? Of. Roman Claims testeq by Antiguity, p. 11.

" to' me the most satisfactory, is the only tenable theory,« - -
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Nicene) dealing with the question of appeals to BRome, corresponding
0 the provisions of the Sardican canons, that we may fairly suppose
there has been some foul play in regard to some of the Nicene
canons. It requires no stretch of Imagination to suppose that the

* Arians, when in Possession of the Eagtern Sees, mutilated or burnt
- 8ome of the canong. They were busy forgers—this we know from

St. Athanasius. Theii successor in heresy, the Emperor Anastasiug,
had the Acts of Chalcedon burnt outright; a more distans successor,
Photius, forged a whole council, signatures and all. Rome alone
was a safe refuge and guardian. Rome alone enjoyed an uninter-
Tupted suceession of high-minded orthodox prelates, and the main-
tenance of the canong of Nicea was their special boast and glory.
Their witness ig g safer guide than the records of Alexandria and
Constantinople, after these records haq been in the perilous keeping ‘
of heretical bishops, who did worse things, as & matter of fact, even

- than mutilating records,

We may therefore safely reject the theory that saintly men like
St. Innocent or St. Leo,»with that wniform and tremendong sense

of tesponsibility for the care of all the Churches which bervades -

their writings, were ‘either ignorant of ‘the laws they had to ad-
minister or deliberately changed their termsg, Sl SR
At the same time I am far from saying that this, which seemm

Tt i5, I need hardly say, a perfectly tenable theory’ that these

- Bardican canons, having been passed at Sardica, Were considered an
- appendix and explication of ‘Nicene directions, and'were,:‘in"'sﬁchﬂ
" sense, Nicéne. . Tn' that case they were launched upon the world .
with the authority of a eouncil which reasserted the Nicene Faith,
and whoge acts received the confirmation of the Holy See. They = .
were then part and parcel of the Nicene settlement, being &' re- -
assertion or explication of Nicene prescriptions, only not embodied -

in eanong  at Nicea, bercausre‘,alrea,dy considered part of ‘ancient

eustom,’ - : : . e
At the Council of Florence, Mark, Bishop of Ephesus, when <

asked why the Constantinopolitan Creed wag always called Nicene,
replied, ‘Becauser the latter virtually containg the former.”  The =
Constantinopolitan wag only a more lucid expression on a inis.

anons virtually contained the Sardican. The Iatter were only an

authoritative explanation of the Nicene settlement, given to meeb - oic s

new emergencies and throw the cover of the Nicene rules over the
champion of our Lord’s Divinity. The Nicene Fathers had said,
‘Let the Churcheg Preserve their own privileges ;* the Sardican
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‘ Fathers, many of them the same ag at N iceea, with the same president,

explained what thege privileges were : namely, that, for instance,

the Bishop of Alexandria had an appeal to Rome from the Council ~ -

of Tyre, SR
-7 And if these canons were really Sardican, one can imagine a
reason for speaking of them ag Nicene to Africans.! For the Ruse-

~ bians at Philippopolis called their meeting the Sardican Couneil, " -

and sent their condemnation of St. J ulius, St. Athanasius, and other

orthodox bishops who had appealed to Rome, to Donatus at Carthage,
and the Creed drawn up at this schismatic meeting was disseminated .

in Africa. This was what the Africans understood by Sardican,
and therefore to call thege canons Sardican would have been con.
fusing. They were really (on the supposition which Tam entertain-
ing) Nicene, as confirmed at the true Council of Sardica. In point
of authority and obligation to obedience they were Nicene. And

closer in bonds of amity to the See of Rome, incorporating them
-into their own African code,

revolting to Christian piety. Of the two counter-theories mentioned .
. above, one ig quite posgible (namely, that these canons were Nicene - -
-+ in the same sense that the Constantinopolitan Creed ig ever called = -
" " the Nicene Creed), whilst the other (namely, that they were literally
Nicene, and came, we know not how, to be called Sardican in the -

i seventh century) explains all the facts.

- One fact that specially makes for this thebry is that St. Julius

‘practically acted on a provision of the so-called Sardican canons,

and that he wrote before the Council of Sardica met. And he called -~ . .

the provision one that had been ‘written ’ in the ¢ great Synod.’

Note.—The discugsion between Rome and Africa as to the Sardican
canons throws no light on the question treated here, for we bave no record

as to its termination. Indeed, we have only two letters for the whole a0

history of this discussion—one from African bishops to St. Boniface ; the

other to 8t. Celestine. The latter hag every possible mark of forgery

(ef. p. 803); and there are suspicious eircumstances about the former,
For the difference between Rome and Africs, as given in these letters, is
mentioned nowhere else. Van Espen expresses himself ag quite nonplussed

! Of course there are difficulties in thig supposition, as is implied in what
hag been said above.
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in regard to the council from which the letter 4o Boniface is sﬁppo'sed to -
have emanated.r - The matter is not mentioned in Prosper’s ¢ Chronicon,’
“mor in Possidiug’ ‘Life of St. Augustine,’ nor in Marius Merecator, nor
in Pa.ulj_nu's’_‘(Libe]lus,’ nor in Photing’ ‘ Bibliotheea, * (e.. 52). Further,

o Balsamon gives the supposed letter from St. Cyril and from Atticus of

ponstantinbple (accompa,nying their copies of the Nicene canons), which
iy obviously_:a translation from the Latin, suggesting that the original wag .
a Latin forgery, and containing terminology found nowhere else in Cyril’s
writings. And how was it that Balsamon, himgelf of Antioch, could not

. broduce the letter from Antioch ? It must be admitted that grave sus-

Pleion rests on the whole of this supposed discussion,
APPENDIX I,

The Bev. . W. Puiler on 8:. Ambrose,

St.- AMBROSE was one of the primitive saints, and g very gi'eé,t

.- 8aint.  We have seen that he altogether differs from’ Mr, Pyller on

some points coneerning the ‘See of Rome, holding, a5 he did, that

_ St. Peter was Bishop of Rome (‘ De Bacr.’ i. 5), and that from that

- 8ee ‘ the rights of venerable communion flow forth 4o a1’ (Mansi, -
- biilpo 692) But Mr., Pulley has, ‘nevertheless, clajmeq him a5
- being to a.}ce'xta‘in‘extent on his side, onthe ground that ‘he say,

_A-D- 881 or 882, that *wo do not assume to ‘ourselyes ‘{he prero-
gative of examining such things, but we ought to have a shars in -

their examination.” Thig he considers moderate ag compared with
later claimg; but Théodosing’ answer ‘{o the,Ita;h'a,ns"(i.e. St

~Ambrose and hig council) - decided ‘that such matters shonlg be -

. settled in the Eagt and by the East,” ang this Mr, Pullep congsiders
to be the  immemorial practice of the Church.’ (‘ Primitive Saintg -
&c. p. 274.)  St. Ambrose says, No. - SRR

Theodosius had succeeded to the entire empire on Gratign’y death.

make an effort to bring the schism at Antioch to an eng, He accord-

- ingly summoned synod to meet at Rome, and engaged that Flavian
- should attend. Flavian wag accordingly summoned to Constanti-

nople, to sail thence fop Rome. He managed, however, o satisfy
th.e emperor that he could not be expected to travel thug fay in the
winter season, in hig eighty-second year, but promised to attend in

Y Jus Eeel, vii, § 10, Art; 2. Lovanii, 1766,
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the',vsummer. The Syndd was held at Capua, and if was decided
that both parties, whether they held to Flavian or Evagrius, should
be considered to be in communion with Rome, so long as they held

the true faith,  The contest concerning the bishopri.c was remf@nded
to the judgment of Theophilus of Alexandria, as having kept himself

neutral, and the matter was to be confirmed by the Apostolic See.!

. "8t. Ambrose, however, discovering that Flavian l_lad ‘hau'l re-
course again to the help of petitions and of imperlal- reseripts,’
wrote a more stringent letter to Theodosius, and compla,med of .the
bishops having had all the trouble of going to Capua for notlnpg.
He wrote at the same time to Theophilus, and spoke of Flavian
as standing ‘alone oulside the law.’ He neither came to Capua
nor presented himself to the judges provided by the synod. ’;‘he
emperor wrote back somewhat sharply, and St. Ambrose replied.

The letter of the emperor is not extant, and we can only guess at

what he said from St. Ambrose’s reply. The latter says (Ep. xiv.),
that he must congratulate the emperor on seeming to have restored

unity between the East and the West. He had summoned a

council for the purpose. St. Ambrose and the bishops will not,
they say, enter into the question of whose fault it has been that
things were disturbed. . He is glad that they made the endeavour,

"be accused  of any partisanship, or too great readiness to_ believe
either side, and they had met, not for the sake of defining, but of

7 instruction. And since they have delegated the matter, they must o
be congidered to have sought a just judgment rather than deferred

" to prejudice. The East had themselves wished for the council as
well, and moreover had themselves set the example in reference to
Paul, the Presbyter of Constantinople, when they asked for a synod
within Achaia; but the West had thought Capua better, beca,l.lse
they could travel more safely by sea than through Illyricum, which

was in a state of disturbance (¢ movebatur ’). They say that they are

not innovating; they are not removing the landmarks of the Fathers,
‘nor violating the rights of the Easterns; but on the contrary they
are keeping the things defined by St. Athanasius, of holy memory,
who was, as it were, a pillar of the faith, and by their holy
" Fathers of old in councils; neither are they violating the rights
of hereditary communion, but whilst reserving the respect due to
the Imperial Majesty, they are showing themselves eager for peace

and quiet,’ ?

' Ambros. Ep. Ivi. 7. ) ] B
2 St. Ambrosii Epistol. Classis i. Ep. xiv. Migne, vol, xv. The councils

are obviously Nicwa and Sardica.

. of St. Ambrose was written d propos of the demand of the Council .
. of Milan 'in 882 for a general council. But a close inspection of
. the letter will probably satisfy most readers that this'is an untenable
. theory. " For the council to which the letter refers is stated to have -
. been summoned, not only to extinguish the Antiochian schism, but "
¢ to take cognisance of those who are endeavouring to bring into the
- Church the dogma which Apollinarius is asserted to teach,’ and this
* at a time when Illyricum was suspected of being in a state of dis-
. turbance, and therefore the sea journey (i.e. to Capua) was desired =
a8 being safer.! * Now this was the state of things when Theodosius :
- returned from Ttaly in 891. The Apollinarian heresy was then =~ -
" “rising into greater prominence, and the barbarians were coming out
. of their hiding places and causing disturbance in Macedonia and *

. ag it witnessed to their desire for peace. They deny that they could . -
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: " Inan early part of the letter they remind the emperor it s

had -met together to consider also the case of those who tried to

- introduce the teaching of Apollinarius, who ought to be cut off in
. their presence, ‘for he who has been convicted in the absence of -

the parties, as your clemency laid down in your august and
magisterial (principali) reply, will always seize on a handle for
questioning ’ the decision. - And then they say that they asked for
the ecouncil that ‘no one might be able to compose a falsehood
against the absent.’

. These bishops, therefore, headed by St. Ambrose, do not admit
to the emperor that this matter is one of those which must be con-
cluded in the Bast, as neither does it appear that the emperor laid -
down the principle that all such matters should be concluded where
they arose, seeing that he had originally contemplated the appeazr-
ance of Flavian before Western bishops—namely, at Rome. o

" Tillemont, however, has made a conjecture concerning this letter
of -St. Ambrose which supports his Gallican views of the adminis-
tration of the Church ; and his conjectures have recently been

- transformed into historical facts by Mr. Puller in his ¢ Primitive
- Saints and the See of Rome, e L

. Tillemont thought, as, indeed, others have, that the above lette

Thessaly. Whereas there was no Gothie war nor known disturb-

i ances in Illyricum in 882. Things had been settled in 880. 8o - -
- that on these grounds the theory of Tillemont and others will nos
‘hold. - Again, there was no idea of the West having in any way -

behaved reproachfully about the Convocation of the East in 881, as
this letter of St. Ambrose states of the occasion of the council to S

- which it alludes. The East answered the summons of the West

! ‘Ideo maritima et tutiora queesita sunt’ (Ambr. Ep, iv. 3).
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'niost‘ courteously. So Vthat the letter does not it into the cireum-
stances of 882, Further, on the occasion of St. Ambrose’s letter,

the West had been summoned by Theodosius, which could not be
the case until Gratian’s death. And since Theodosius could not,on
-Tillemont’s theory, have written thus to St. Ambrose until towards e

the end of 882, it seems inconceivable that St. Ambrose should

‘have answered in the name of the bishops whom he mentions, and
not in that of the Roman Synod. Whereas everything fits in with

the time immediately subsequent to the Synod of Capua, and it
would seem that the very prominent paragraph about the Apollina-
rians applies to Vitalis, who had organised the Apollinarian party

at Antioch, and took refuge under the pretext that he had not been

condemned in person, which was true, and which was one main
reason of St. Ambrose’s wish for general eouncil, to which the said
Apollinarist bishop, whom I am supposing to be Vitalis, shonld be

7 - summoned. , :
Mr. Puller, however, has improved on Tillemont. For Tillemont .

adds that what he says about the letter of Theodosius is only
conjectured from this letter of St. Ambrogo.! Mr. Puller professes
to adduce Theodosiug’ letter itself, and compares it with that of

St. Ambrose, and then compares the two with the action: of Rome -
“in 484 in deposing Acacius, and hence deduces ‘a proof of the growth
- of the Papal and Ttalian claims.’” 2 He first applies the letter to the
- eircumstances of 882—which, as we have seen, is, to say the least,
- most improbable—and then quotes from another letter of St. Ambrose -
~as follows: *St. - Ambrose and ‘his council expressly say, “ We do -
~not assume to ourselves the prerogative of examining such things, . .

but we ought to have a share in their examination.”” - :
It must be noticed for the sake of English readers that the full

force of the word ¢prerogative ’ in the Latin is that of having the -

first vote in a matter, and that St. Ambrose and his couneil (in 882)

do not repeat the word ‘ examination,” but use the word ¢ judgment ’
or ‘decision.” They had just said (for we are now back in 882) - n
- that since Maximus was Pleading his cause in the West they (the
Easterns) ¢ ought to have waited for our judgment concerning him.’.
They in effect invoked the Niceno-Sardican canons. They then say -

that in thus claiming that the Easterns ought to have waited for
the judgment of Rome—for that is what they certainly meant—

¢ we do not claim the prerogative of examination [i.e. the examina- -~

1 « Nous avons tiré ces choses par conjecture de la tépo se que 8. Ambroise -

et ses collégues firent & Théodose * (Memoires, vol. x. p. 151).
* The Primitive Saints and the See of Rome, pp. 278, 274,

D 827): <If one may set aside evidence in such a way -as that
.,hist“or'y vb\ec’omes an impossibility.’ g

*
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tion of the matter in the first instange), but there ought nevertheless

- to have been the participation of a common judgment.’. It is to be
_"noticed that there is no exact equivalent of My, Puller's words,
- ‘guch things,’- which introduce the idea of a general rule instead
" of donfining the sentiment to this particular matter.. Mr, Puller
~ then proceeds : ‘ The emperor wrote back to the Italians, -&e.; but

he does not let his readers know that the emperor’s letter is not

iexta,nt, nor that Tillemont, from whom his words are taken, only

gives them as conjectures. As has been seen above, ¢ the presence

* of the parties,’ on which Mr. Puller lays stress, refers in all proba-

bility not to the affair of Nectarius at all, but to Flavian having -
absented himself on the ground that it was winter-time. - But

* Mr. Puller proceeds more boldly still. “He informs his readers that

‘ there can be no quéstion that the ‘emperor was stating the imme-
morial practice of the Church, not only in the REast, but in Africa
and elsewhere;’. whereas St. Ambrose 'goes on to say that, on the
contrary, there can be, or ought to be, no question that the imme-
‘morial ‘practice of the Church has been-‘precisely the “other way.
He instances St. Athanasius, and alludes to the Nicene Fathers as
being against whatever it was that Theodosius said.” Tt is bub fair
to retort on' Mr. Puller what he says of some one else (Prim.'SS.,

| APPENDIX TV.

o The Apo’stolic‘ See ;- Mea:m'@ bf:'tkeryil':’l:iiase.

THERE is One expression occurring again and again in the Acts

~of the Council of ‘Ephesus, which gives what might be “called ‘the - X
. Christian name of the Bishop of Rome. He is the Archbishop of = -
- the Apostolic See, or Throne.” It is curious to notice how some .- -
. writers fight shy of this title. Now Rome is, it is true, dccording to - = .-

the Acts of the Councils, the Apostolic Throne of _Greater or Old .

- Rome; but it is also, what no other is, simply ‘ the Apostolic See.” -

It is a title accorded to_her by emperors, empresses, - patriarchs,

individual bishops, and the entire synod of Ephesus.

The See of Rome, then, was, in 431, ¢ the Apostolic See; ? hers
was ¢ the’ Apostolic throne ; not, indeed to the exclusion of others,
but in & super-eminent sense. During the Council of Ephesus, as
& matter of fact, no other see is called apostolical at all, unless we
except a doubtful passage in the speech of Juvenal of J erusalem,

11
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a propos of the action of John of Antioch, in which he calls his see
the Apostolic throne of Jerusalem—not simply fthe Apostolic See.’

= Now, ‘the natural inference from the use of the term ¢ the
Apostolic See? as applied to Rome in the early councils is that the
apostolicity of the Church in the matter of government was vested
in the See of Rome, and flowed forth from therice to the rest of
the sees of Christendom. Thig is the explanation which St. Leo

gives in his sermon on St. Peter and 8t. Paul’s Day. Canon Bright ’

admits that ¢ on the whole, what Rome said in 481 amounts to this:
All bishops succeed the Apostles, but Celestine, as heir of him who
was the foremost Apostle, has a right to be foremost among bishops.™
The question is, of course, what constitutes the ¢foremost place,’
and by what sort of ‘right’ does Rome hold it? What did th’e
Church at that date mean by so persistently attributing to Rome
the title ¢ Apostolic ' ? Canon Bright says that in 481 ¢ Rome did
not - say, as she now practically says, “The apostolic authority is
concentrated in St. Peter’s successor.”’ It is not quite plain what
Dr. Bright means by ¢ concentrated.” But what is the explanation
given by the history of the Council of Ephesus ? It is as follows.
Celestine regarded himself, and was considered by others, as
Pccup&nt of ¢ the Apostolic See.”  As such he considered himsel% as,
ina Eeculi&r sense, clothed with apostolic authority, which he could
exercise, “as "we have -'seen, -in ‘the “way of deposing an Eastern

l?ishop_,' 'i';he;Bishdp'Qf Constantinople, the imperial .city.” No one . b
in presence of the Acts of this council will deny thus much—viz. that

~he spoke of the authority of his see as in some senseé pre-eminently
fx,postoﬁc, and that bishops (even Capreolus of Carthage 2.) speak  of
it as such, and that Celestine regarded his sentence on Nestorius
as the judgment of God. . '

But he regards all the bishops as also true successors of the
qustles ;3 he rejoices in their gathering ; he sees in their assembly
& vigible manifestation of the presence of the Holy Spivit, who is

given to them all in common. He does not, indeed, éay that all axe ..

equally partakers of the Holy Spirit, from an official point of view :
that they al-l equally inherit the duties and graces of the apostolate:
Dr. Pusey, in his endeavours to find contradictions between Popes
on matters of faith, says that Celestine, according to the ¢ Roman’
theory, must bave been infallible when he said to the Council of
Ephesus (the italics are his own) that— '

‘The charge of teaching has descended [from the Apostles]
equally upon all bishops., We are all engaged in it by an hereditary

Y Chuyeh History, p. 336, note d. z Cf. Hp. Capreoli ad Syn. Act i.
¥ Cel. Ep. ad Syn. Act ii.

' «Ttis certain that Celestine knew nothing of the theory which is
“ now'called ¢ Ultramontane.” He recognised apostoli
"1l bishops alike, oo i LashE e
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right ; all we who have come in their stead preach in the name of
the Lord to all countries in $he world, according to what was said to

__them, “ Go ye and feach all nations.” You are to observe, my
" brethren, thatthe order (mandatum) we have received is a general
“order or command, and that He intended that we should all execute

it when He charged them with it, as a duty devolving equally upon

ol " We ought all to enter info the labours of those whom we have
“all succeeded in dignity. ! :

On this Dr. Pusey says, by way of comment, ¢ Not the Pope
alone, but, according to Pope Celestine, the ¢ assembly of priests,”
is the visible display of the presence of the Holy Ghost.’ :

Dr. Pusey here gives a turn to Celestine’s words which neither
the Greek nor Latin expresses. Celestine does not say that the
assembly of priests is ¢ the visible display,” but merely - that it
¢ manifests (éupavile, testatur) the presence of the Holy Ghost,’
which is true on what Dr. Pusey calls the Ultramontane - theory.
Neither does Celestine use the word ¢ equally 12t all ; he says, ‘in

. common,’ and a gift received in common may be received in diver-. -
gity of share. ‘ G : S e

" As for its not being ‘the Pope alone, s Dr; Pﬁse‘y:hﬁts it,mo -

“one ever supposed that the Pope enjoys a monopoly of the gifts of

the Holy Spirit for the purpose of teaching or. derning; -The same

_temai'k applies to what Canon Bright says: .

= It is vcuriousﬁthat,iﬁ: -éheﬂtre}';‘tb 2 o Whlch ‘fh‘ié:’wis—é,”no e_;,C 1no

Bright, in giving the applauses of the bishops at the council, omits

~precisely the’ exclamation - which “suggests the peculiarity :of ‘the -
. Pope’s position. - The ‘bishops called Celestine ‘the guardian of "

the faith.’. Canon Bright . omits that. . If by the word ‘alike,” in

the above note, he means ¢ equally,”then he is contradicted by the ==
* whole of Celestine’s conduct at the council, and by the endingof ..
this very letter, - If Dr. Bright does not mean ¢ equally,’-viz. that -

all bishops enjoyed, according to Celestine, equal apostolic authority, -
but uses the word ¢alike’ simply as redundant, he .misinterprets -
the teaching to which he alludes. No (Catholic theologian denies =

that the bishops ‘all’. enjoy ‘apostolic authority. - As ‘Heftinger = -

expresses it,® ¢ all received the same authority, but not .a;lli»n the. 7

1 Firenicon, p. 307. 2 Qharch History, p. 836.

s Cf. The Supremacy of the -Apostolic See, by Hettinger. Eng. trans.
Edited by Archbishop Porter, 8.J. (Burns & Oates), . 15. : B
' 112
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same degree or to the ‘samé e&tent.’ And, as the same writer ob-
serves -elsewhere, this does not the less make' the bishops true

bishops and true successors to the Apostles. Forit will be admitted -

that Timothy and Titus were true bishops, and yet they were under

apostolic ‘authority. - The Apostles had “jurisdiction "over the uni-
versal Church ; ‘and yet the bishops appointed by them, under their -

jurigdietion, were true bishops, placed by the Holy Ghost to rule the
Church of God. The share of the episcopatein the apostolate of the
Church is thus described by Hettinger :
¢ We know where to find the Catholic episcopate, the episcopate
of the true Church of Christ, by the approbation its teaching re-
ceives from the Apostolic See ; for where the members are in com-
munion with their head, there is the unity appointed by God, the
Catholic Church. . . . The primacy and the episcopacy are both
holders of the teaching office of the Church, but not ex @guo, on d
par. The head must teach the members and oblige them to accept
his teaching ; but the converse does not hold.”!
Bosguet, who insisted strongly on the apostolic authorlty of all
bishops, nevertheless writes:
¢When Christ chose St. Peter to be the foundation of His
Church, He created for him a superiority in the Church and con-
“forred on him the fullest plenitude of authomty and majesty, that he
might keep all bound togeth in unity.’? “And he tells us that
_-.Celestine acted in the persuas1o hat he alone could Judmla,lly deal
with' Nestorius.: f s
So that Dr. -Pusey has no ground for tla,nslatmg Celestme 8

'expresswn in common,’ as though it were ‘equally;’ ‘and Canon ** -

Bright is mistaken in supposing that our attribution of special
authority to the Holy See annihilates the apostolic authority of the
rest of the episcopate. And each of these writers is mistaken in
supposing that St. Celestine held the equality of all bishops in their
possession of the teaching office. They held it, according to St.
Celestine, in common, but not in equal measure.? :

1 Op. cit. Part 2, ch. xviii. 2 Def. Decl. Cler. Gall. xxi.

* Bince writing the above I have noticed that Canon Bright translates
Celestine’s expression in the same way that Dr. Pusey does, as though he said
that the teaching office ¢ had descended equally to all bishops (Roman Claims
tested by Antiguity, p. 11, note). St. Celestine says in common. ¢ Common
Prayer ' does not mean that Priest and people who pray are officially equal.
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858 seq.; accusation of forgery,
445 ; translation of communis, 483

CzoraN, Bishop of Carthage, 139
seq.

Canons, sixth of Nicza, 166 ; of Sardica,

178, 183 nofe; why Popes quote,
183; third of Constantinople, 258
seq.; Nicene quoted as Sardican,
. 298, 802; third of Constantinople
readat Cha.lcedon 443; sixth Nicene
only once, 444; twenty eighth of
Chalcedon, how carued 441 seq.

Capreolus, Bishop of Carthage, letter
on authority . of ‘Holy | See, 817,
360 .

Ca,rtel Ca.non, accusatmn of forgery, '

445 .
: Carthage, thud Councﬂ about ba 1sm,

:89; letter to' Pope Innocent, 286

Constantme, his Wlsh for a counell :

157
Corinth, Epistle of St. Clement to, 1 ;
its effect, 32

Cyprian, St treatise on Unity, reasons

for Wntmg, 50, 55 ; teaching as to
Peter, 49, 54, 555 on the chair of
Peter, 57; meaning of ¢ the head,’61;
on difference between orders and
jurisdiction, - 62; on Fortunatus

. going to Rome, 69; on Marcian of
Arles, 70; deposition of Basilides,
78; on baptism by heretics, error,
77; on tradition, 82; expression
‘blshop of bishops,’ 92 his irvita
tion, 99; summary by St Vincent,
112 .

Cyprus, decision about, at Ephesus,
wrong, 356

Cyril, St., of Alexandria, why inter-
vened a.bout Nestorius, 306; ap-
peals to the Pope for judgment,
308; presided for the Pope, 821
seq.; presided after the legates’
arrival, 350; sent by Celestine to
presuie, 348; his summary of the
council, 351

855; and by Sixtus, his successor,
856 ; his authorised letters accepted
at Cha,lcedon, 411 See Ephesus

e Celestme, ‘St. (Pope), 299; his cha- | - B

~racter, 306, 811 ; letter condemmng 3

‘Nestorius, 309, real president at
Ephesus, 821 ; »his judgment on
Nestoriug accepted as authoritative,
334, 335 ; last letters, 854

Chalcedon, Nicene Canon at, 170.
See Lieo, Anatolius, Dioscorus, Theo-
~doret, Ma,mmus -

Ch1ysologus St. Peter, adv1ses Euty-
ches 1o obey the Pope, 367

Church of Rome, authouty same as _

that of the Bxshop,

Church, the Catholie, its head and

.- root, 85 her unity, 118, 119

Clement St .y - Of Rome, letter to
Counth 1 seq.

Clementme literature, deseription, 12;
used by Tibingen school, 13; by
anti-papal writers, 13; mnot the

. parent of phrage ¢ See of Peter,’ 16
seq.; subsequent to list of Hegesip-
pus, 17-22; subsequent to Tertul-
lian, 25 ; and Bardesanes, 26 ; reason
of its acceptance at Rome, 31

Cuelestius, the Pelagian, 285; deceived
thg Pope, 292; was eondemned
29

DAMASUS, St. (Pope) hIS gleatness,

<208 seq.; -election valid, 207 ; his
rule, 208; -estimate of leerlus’
stand, 209 detection “of Apol-
hnauus, 211 and Macedonius, 212;
his belief as to his see, 213; de-

- fined .the Divinity of the Holy
Ghost, 214; differed from Basil as
toa 1ega.t10n, 215 ; annoyed Basil,
219; cool towards Meletius, 227 :
his rehglon as successor of Peter
enforced in the East, 244, 247; on
Maximus, 248 ; cha,nges his opinion,
266 ; actlon in ap. 382, 269; his
glory, 278

Dionysius, St.; of Rome, acts as
supreme ruler, 122; on Homoou-
sios, 156

Dionysius, 8t., of Alexandria, inter-
cedes with the Pope, 81 ; letter for
guidance, 114; defends hlmself to
the Pope, 122

Dioscorus, Bishop of Alexandria,
moves for a council,- 368 ; presides
at Ephesus, 379; acqultted Euty-
ches, 379 ; has to leave his seat at

defended by ‘the "
synod, 853 pla,lsed by Celestine, -
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< Ep1phamus, St

Chalcedon, 400, sentanced by the
Papal legates, 404

’ Dollinger, Dr., tra,nslatloh of 8t. Igna-

natius, 33; on principalitas, .36,

58 ; on communion with Rome, 38;
on excommunication, 41 ; on Peter’s
primacy, 61; on Firmilian’s letter,
100; on the sees of Peter, 125; on
the peace at Antioch, 232; on the

.. Pope as patriarch, 262 absurd no-
tion of infallibility, 310; correct
appreciation of Cyril’s relation to
Celestine, 313

" Domnus, Bishop of Antioch, 433 :
Donatists, their origin, 139; ask for -

Gallie judges, 140; their appeat to
the emperor, 144; their aection
misinterpreted by Laud, 149

_Ermusus, Council of (4. 431), due to

Nestorius, 816; and to the em-
“‘peror, 319; Celestine the president,
321; Cynl acted for him, 322 ; use
of telm Apostohc See”’ a.t 001111011
. of, App. IV. 479 < -
Ephesus, Robber Couneil of (A D. 449)

... not wished by Flavian, 869 ; Eufy-
““cheg’ plan,” 368 ; .why consented to
by Leo, 875, 377 5 its constltuents, -
378; Flavian condemned, 379 ; ap-
pealed to Bome 380, 111 treated

;380

o‘”
‘sticcession, 5, 21 at Rome, 273

> FEusebians, their programme, 177,179 B

Eusebius, on ‘St.-Clement’s letter, 7;

Papal lists, 19 seq.; on the 0011]1011‘ 3

‘“of Nicea, 157 *
Eusebius of Consta,ntmople, 174

.--Fusebius of ; Vercelle, - Papal legate,

194 ;- at Antioch, 199 :

Eusta.thms, St BlShOP of Antloch
191 ‘

Eutyches, hxs tea,ohmg, 365, ¢on-
-demned by his bishop, 865; ap-
peals to Rome, but not at the synod,

867 ; gains the emperor,” 367 ; “in

concert with Dioseorus, moves for a
“eouncil, 368 ; -brings charges against
his synod, 370 ; condemned by Leo,
878 acquitted at the Latrocinium,
-879; his acquittal rendered ' null
and void by the Pope, 385. See
- Flavian and Leo
Excommunication, different kinds, 41 ;
of Asiatics by St. Victor, 42 of
Marcian by the Pope, 71; of Fir-
"~ milian, 81 ; lesser kind, 105 ; autho-

:Glatla;n, Emperor, his’ attltude to the
n' St Clementf E
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ntles against Cyprian’s, 107 esp. :

St Augustlne, 109

I‘Aus'rn\Us, Papal legate, 299 not in<
fallible, 300

anxhan, 98; his letter, 101 pro-
bably altered his teaching, 111 ]

Flavian, St., of Antioch,253, 265 -

Fla,via.n, Bishop of Conétantinople’,
condemns Hutyches, 865 ; ‘writes o

- the greater sees, but sends the Acts
to Rome, B867;  accepts ecensure
from Leo, 369; prefers Papal brief

to a general couneil, 869, 370 ; ac-.

cepts legates from ~ Rome, 873;
murdered, 380; had appealed to
Rome, 883

Francis of Sales, St., on Peter qua
foundation, 49

Freppel, Bishop,’ summary of Cyprl- :

: amc dlspute, 115

GELAsms of Cyzmus, va,lue of . ]11sr :

lists, 163 -

Gore, Rev. C., refutation of nghtfoot 8

73 1nterp1eta,t1on of ‘Irensus, 86 ;

* his >depreciation ‘of Leo, 418 ; mls-"—;_ :
mterpretatlon of Leo, 439’y cunous‘

“suggestion, 446
.Church,” 234 ;- 1elat10nsh1p 4

Ambrose, 1235 3 “gave civil -effect to’
: ecclesmstlcal Judgments, 236 ;"his "
1eser1pts “conterminous with eccle-~ g

siastical arrangements, 237 seq.

Gregmy, St.; of ‘Nazianzus, 245, 248',

~election conﬁrmed 24937 opposes .
the -election of Flavmn, 202, re- S

mgns, 255 S

HEGESIPPUS, 1‘7 21 30

by St. Dionysius, 156

Hosius, BlShOp, Papa.l legate ab Nlce, e

163 -

ieNATIUs, 8t., on St. Clement’s letter,” ™ ¢

2, 19; the Churoh of Rome pre- .

mdmg, 83

Tilyrian bishops at Chalcedon, their

difficulty, 417

Infallibility, Papal, involves coneur- -

rence of the Church,3; ta.ught by

Irenmus, 88; 1mp11ed by Cyprian,

“Homooustos (Consubstantlal), taught' ,’:'{

72; not inconsistent with Nicene "
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.- Couneil, 154 ; nor with Basil's words
about Meletius, 220 ; -accepted -by

the Church of North Afriea, 290;

"assumed by Leo in writing to Theo-
dosius, 387; Dr. Déllinger on in-
fallibility, 417 .

Innocent 1., St. (Pope), letters to
Africa, 288 claim to -infallibility
received in Afriea, 290

Irenseus, St., on Si. Clement’s letter,
2, 9, list of Popes, 22; on the
sovereignty of the Church of Rome,
34-38

JeromE, ST., on St. Peter’s episcopate,
21; on Liberius, 187 ; witness to
Papal supremacy, 227; his age,
228; at Rome, 273, 277

John, Bishop of Antioch, counsels

_ Nestorius to obey the Papal judg-
ment, 815; his delay intentional,
320; holds a schismatic synod, 841;
refuses to attend the council, 852;
his deposition 1eserved to Rome,
358

Jubaianus, Cyprian’s letter to, 85

Julian, Bishop, Pelagian, 817 ; wishes
for a council, 318

:Juhus, St. (Pope), letter to the Euse-

bians, 175 :
- Juvenal, Blshop of Jelusalem, on obe-

dlence to ‘Rome, :852 ; wrests pro- i

vmces from Antmch 435

- LATROC]:NIUM, 2.e. Robber Synod. See
Ephesus, Flavian, Dioscorus, Leo
La.ud Archblshop, mlstransla,tlon 150
Leo the Great, St. (Pope), blames

Flavian, 367; judges Eutyches in
his Tome, 873 ; revises the Acts of
the Eastern Synod, 373; consents
to a council, 875 ; - deseribes his
Tome to the Archimandrites as ex
cathedrd, 376; and to the synod,
_ 4bid. ; annulled the sentence on Eu-
tyches, 385; acts on the Sardican
Canon, 885 ; expounds Papal In-
fallibility to the emperor, 887 ; his
demands on “Anatolius, "398, 896 ;
his Tome accepted as authoritative,
409; difficulty of some bishops
about it, 413; instructed in com-
mittee, 414 ; free to examine, not
. to dissent, 416; Tome the rule of
faith, 420 ; called by the synod ‘the
. preaching of the See of Peter,’ 422;
Mareian’s allocution on the Tome,

425 ; absolved ‘Theodoret, 427 ; ac-

-tual restoration left to the synod, -

430; rejects - the : twenty-eighth
.Canon as contrary to Nicene Canons
by virtue of his apostohc authorxty,
458-460 < - -

Liberius, St.- (Pope), his support of -
Athanasius, 186; his lapse not

.. proven, 187; his acts, 188; his
second stand 189 after Anmmum,
190

nghtfoot Dr.,on St. Clement’s letter,
3,8; on the Clementine literature,
14 ; on Hegesippus’ list, 21 ; trans-
lation of St. Ignatius, 83

Lincoln, Bishop of, on the Clementine
Romance, 14, 25; on Nicene Council,
168 ; unsubstantiated accusation of
forgery, 445

Linus, successor of St Peter, 19, 21,
22

Littledale, Dr., on Damasus, 205

Lucifer, St., of Cagliari, Papal legate, ~

194 ; consecrated Paulinus to An-
tioch, 199
Luciferians, 198, 206

Maronznus of Ancyra, 223

- Marcian, Bishop of Arles, 70 .
Ma,rclan, Emperor, .why called a

Coungil, *891-392 ; " first - supports,

" then gives -up, the twenty -eighth - :

Canon, 448, 459 =

Maximug of Constantmople, 2463
ordination rejected, 249; appears m
the West, 275 .

Maximus, B1sh0p of Antloch his or-

dination validated by the Pope 433,

Eastern acceptance of Papal supre-
macy, 434; agrees to Juvenal’s

desire conditionally upon Leo’s con-

‘sent, 436

Melchiades, 8t., Bishop of Rome, his
. judgment on African bishops, 141;

. misrepresented by Laud, 149

Meletius, St., Bishop of Antioch, his
election, 191 exile, 192 ; statement
before Sapor, 194; dealt with at
Alexandria, 195 ; Damasus cool to-
wards, 227 ; compact with Paulinus,
when made, 229; at peace with
Rome (4.p.379), 230 at Constanti-
nople, 248 ; last acts and death, 250 ;
proof that he died in communion
with Rome, 267

Memnon, Bishop of Ephesus, held
Nestorius condemned before the
council, 319

Peter, St., ordained ‘Clement,’ 19 ‘rel
i latlonshlp to the See of Rome, 233"
s+ Church -built - on, 47, 49, 60 ;- place
- of,-55 ; chair . of, 57, 67; primacy

~over Apostles, 83; three sees of, -
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Milan, Councll of, 265

Mllman, Dean, on the sentence of the

N Councﬂ of Ephesus, 387 -

NECTARIUS, Bxshop, 255

- Nestorius, his character and teachmg,
806 ; idea of the council, 316; ac-
reuged St. Cyril, 819

Nlcsea,, Council of, reasons for, 151
its president, 161 ; St. Boniface on,
165 ; sixth Canon, 166 ; supposed
-forgery, 171; directed from Rome,
210; are the Sardican Canong Ni-
cene" 467 seq.

Norfolk, -Duke of, not a type of the
Pope, 224

OPTATUS, 8%, of Afnca, on commumon
with Rome, 88, 274

. Pagcuan Feast, dispute on, 89 seg.

Paschaginus, Papal legate, pronounces
the deposition of Dioscorus, 405

- Paul, 8t. rela.tlonshlp to See of Rome,
23

Pa.ul of Samosa,ta, his case referre&v

;10 Rome, 123

199 compact with Meletms, 229 =
Pelagms, his heresy, 284

120 ; mention of 'in the Sardlcan
Canons, 180, 182 T
Phlhp, Papal legate at Ephesus, his

- exposition of Papal supremacy, 8447

its acceptance by the synod; 847

-+ Photius, of Constantinople, on Hosius,
<7163 ; hisfalsehood and forgerles 470

Polyelates, 41

.. Popes, their witness, 129 seq. :

“"Pulcheria, Empress, 389 ; beauty of
character, 391; her j joy at Ana,tohus’
‘submission, 396

Puller, Rev. F. W., on the Glementme

Romance, 14, 15 25'; on principali- -

“tas, 86; on St Victor, 40, 42, 44;
translations of Eusebius, 42, 46;
on St. Cyprian, 47, 53 ; translation
of sacerdoialis uwitas, 58, 59; of

primatus, 83 ; 0ld Testament teach- -

Paulinus, Blshop Vof Antloch ‘192 ‘;Pusey, ‘Dr.; argument ‘about ;infalli-
~position sanctioned .ab Alexandrla, :

=195 seg.; ordained by three blShOpS, -
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REoooﬁrTiONé, ‘the. Cf' Clementme"

“Rome, ‘Churoh of. :
‘Rome, See of, relation” to ' St.” Peter

'SALMO\I Dr., tone of Clement’s letter,

ing on . unity compa,red ‘with Cy- -
prian’s, 66 ; on going from Carthage =~ :
to Rome, 69n 2 ; translation of con-
sulere ret, 76 5 on the head and root
" of the Chureh, 85 ; on- Stephen’s
excommunication ‘of Cyprian, 106
“111 ; mistake as to the sees of Peter,
126 ; repudiation of ‘Popes as wit-
nesses, 127 ; on the Nicene Council, " - -
"'164 ; on sixth Canon, 167; on the -
Meletiansat Antioch, 196 %.1,197 .8; -
note on his account of Meletius,
201 ; -depreciation of Damasus, 205;
on election of Damasus, 207 ; argu- -
ment from titles unsound, 215#. 2;
on é&xpiBeia, 217 n. 2 ; mistaken idea.-
of papal teaching, 223 ; makes Gra- -
tian’s Rescript wider than Rome’s
request—wrongly, 237 seq.; on the
Council of Aquileia, 264 n. 2; mis-
translation,” 267 ; “collapse of -his -
_argument about Meletius, 268 ; con-
- tradiets St. Ambrose, 271,479 ; on
“=North “African - Church, =283 ; - as- -
stumiption” about African” ‘obedience, i s
802; on Philip’s words at Ephesus,
: '350;' ‘on the Cyprian dispute, 857 ;- ' -
. “accusation ‘of forgery, 445; inter-’. .
pretations of Cyprian; App. 1. 461~
467 ; on S8t. Ambrose, App. IIL. 475 -

bility, 154 ;" mi understanding, 157 ;
on’: Church of “North Africa, 28

seq.;- ““answered by . St.: Augustm
998 '; " account “'of F'the" Council “of
Ephesus, 319 ; on John ol Antloeh’
delay,341 + n’latmn ofc mmms,

literature =

See Chulch 5

.and St Paul 23, 24 ; the Apostohc'
See, 118, App v N

8, 11; his use of ‘the Clementine”
—hteratuxe, 13 ; “undue_depreciation -
of Council of Ephesus, 820 ; on the
plesulencxes of councils, 321, ig-”
noring Celestine’s work, -827 ;" de-
preciation of Nicene Council, 332 ;
argument from resistance, 338 -
Sa,rchca, Canons of, their meaning, -
178 seq., 183 note; quo’ced as Nlcene,
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298,302; acted onby Leo towards the
East, 385 ; are they Nicene? 467 seq.

Stephen, 8t. (Pope), asked to depose
Mareian, 70 ; restoves Basilides, 73;
8t. Vineent of Lerins on, 81; his
letter to Cyprian, 89; his decree,
95; and the African legates, 97;
his excommunication of Cyprian
not proved, 107 seq.

Sylvester, St. (Pope), his action to-_

wards the Donatists, 146; sat in
seat of the Apostles, 147; reason
for aceepting a Council, 158, 161

TerTULLIAN, Dot deceived by the Cle-
mentine Romance, 17; not con-
tradicted by Irenmus, 23; definition
of principalitas, 58 i

Theodoret, bishop and historian, ac-
count of compact at Antioch, 229 ;
not allowed to judge Dioscorus,
401 ; acted as judge of the faith at

-Chalcedon, 431; synod did not re-

view Papal judgment.on, 432
Theodosius I., Emperor, enforces the

faith of Rome, 244 ; decides on an
. Eastern (Beumenical Couneil, 246 ;
- second edict (a.n. 881), 247 .-

: Theodosius. II., idea of the council

at. Ephesus, 819; takes Eutyches
under his patronage, 367 ; appointed
Dioscorus president at Ephesus,
379 ; ordered the presence of Bar-

sumas, 378; refuses to convoke
another council, 388 '
Timothy, of Alexandria, 254
Tyana, Synod of, admits Pope’s power
1o restore Eastern bishops, 225
Tyre, Council of, 176, 179 ’

UrsiNus, schismatic, 207

VarmntiNmy,  Emperor, letter . to
Theodosius on Papal - jurisdiction,
389

Victor, St., 40 seq.

Vincent of Lerins, St., estimate of
Stephen, 81 ; on the Donatists’ use
of Cyprian’s name, 98; summary
of Cyprian’s case, 112 ; never men-
tioned by Mr. Puller, 112

Vitalis, Bishop, at Antioch, 218

Warp, Wilfrid, 224 :
Wordsworth, Bishop Christopher, 147; -
on the Ephesine sentence, 337

Zosmuus, St (Pope), - caution as to
Ceelestius, 294 ; did not approve his
heresy, 293 ; Marius Mercator, 294;
his ex cathedrd teaching; 296
received Apiarius, 298; quoted
Nicene Canon, 298 ]
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