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PREFACE.

TrE work intrusted to me of preparing this volume evidently can be divided into
two separate parts. The first, the collecting of the material needed and the setting of it
before the reader in the English tongue; the other, the preparation of suitable intro-
ductions and notes to the matter thus provided. Now in each of these departments two
courses were open to the editor: the one, to be original ; the other, to be a copyist. I
need hardly say that of these the former offered many temptations. But I could not
fail to recognize the fact that such a course would greatly take from the real value of the
work, and therefore without any hesitation I have adopted the other alternative, and
have endeavoured, so far as was at all possible, to keep myself out of the question alto-
gether ; and as a general rule even the translation of the text (as distinguished from the
notes) is not mine but that of some scholar of well-established reputation.

In the carrying out of this method of procedure I have availed myself of all the
translations which I could find, and where, after comparing them with the original, I
have thought them substantially accurate, I have adopted them and reproduced them.
Where I have thought that the translation was misleading, I have amended it from
some other translation, and, I think, in no case have I ventured a change of translation
which rests upon my own judgment alone. A very considerable portion, however, of the
matter found in this volume is now translated into English for the first time. For some
of this I am indebted to my friends, who have most kindly given me every assistance
in their power, but even here no translation has been made from the Greek without care-
ful reference being had to the traditional understanding, as handed down in the Latin
versions, and wherever the Latin and Greek texts differ on material points the difference
has been noted. I have not thought it necessary nor desirable to specify the source of
each particular translation, but I have provided for the use of the reader a list of all the
translations which I have used. I should also add that I have not considered any one
text sufficiently well established as to command any deference being paid to it, and that
I have usually followed (for my own convenience rather than for any other reason) the
text contained in Labbe and Cossart’s Concilia. No doubt Hardouin and Mansi are in
some respects superior, but old prejudices are very strong, and the reader will remem-
ber that these differing Concilia gave rise to a hard-fought battle in the history of the
Gallican Church. I should add, however, that where more recent students of the sub-
ject have detected errors of importance in Labbe’s text, I have corrected them, usually
noting the variety of reading. With regard then to the text I entirely disclaim any
responsibility, and the more so as on such a matter my opinion would be entirely
valueless. And with regard to the translation my responsibility goes no further than
the certifying the reader that, to all intents and purposes, the meaning of the original is
presented to him in the English language and without interpretation being introduced
under the specious guise of translation. Some portions are mere literal translations,
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and some are done into more idiomatic English, but all—so far as I am able to judge—
are fair renderings of the original, its ambiguities being duly preserved. I have used as
the foundation of the translation of the canons of the first four synods and of the five
Provincial Synods that most convenient book, Index Canonum, by the Rev. John Ful-
ton, D.D., D.C.L., in which united to a good translation is a Greek text, very well edited
and clearly printed.

In preparing the other division of the book, that is to say, the Introduction and
Notes, I have been guided by the same considerations. Here will be found no new and
brilliant guesses of my own, but a collection of the most reliable conclusions of the most
weighty critics and commentators. Where the notes are of any length I have traced the
source and given the exact reference, but for the brief notes, where I have not thought
this necessary, the reader may feel the greatest confidence that he is not reading any
surmises of mine, but that in every particular what he reads rests upon the authority of
the greatest names who have written on the subject. In the bibliographical table
already referred to I have placed the authorities most frequently cited.

I think it necessary to make a few remarks upon the rule which I have laid down
for myself with regard to my attitude on controverted questions bearing upon doctrine
or ecclesiastical discipline. It seems to me that in such a work as the present any
expression of the editor’s views would be eminently out of place. I have therefore con-
fined myself to a bare statement of what I conceive to be the facts of the case, and have
left the reader to draw from them what conclusions he pleases. I hope that this vole
ume may be equally acceptable to the Catholic and to the Protestant, to the Eastern and
to the Western, and while I naturally think that the facts presented are clearly in
accordance with my own views, I hope that those who draw from the same premises
different conclusions will find these premises stated to their satisfaction in the following
pages. And should such be the case this volume may well be a step toward “the union
of all” and toward “ the peace of all the holy churches of God,” for which the unchang-
ing East has so constantly prayed in her liturgy.

I wish to explain to the reader one other principle on which I have proceeded in
preparing this volume. It professes to be a translation of the decrees and canons of
certain ecclesiastical synods. It is not a history of those synods, nor is it a theological
treatise upon the truth or otherwise of the doctrines set forth by those synods in their
legislation. I have therefore carefully restricted my own historical introductions to a
bare statement of such facts as seemed needed to render the meaning of the matter sub-
sequently presented intelligible to the reader. And with regard to doctrine I have
pursued the same course, merely explaining what the doctrine taught or condemned
was, without entering into any consideration of its truth or falsity. For the history of
the Church and its Councils the reader must consult the great historians ; for a defence
of the Church’s faith he must read the works of her theologians.

I need hardly say that the overwhelming majority of the references found in this
volume I have had no opportunity of verifying, no copy of many of the books being (so
far as I know) to be found in America. I have, however, taken great pains to insure
accuracy in reproducing the references as given in the books from which I have cited
them ; this, however, does not give me any feeling of confidence that they may be relied
on, especially as in some cases where I have been able to look them up, I have found
errors of the most serious kind.
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It now only remains that I thank all those who have assisted me in this work, and
especially I must mention his Excellency the High Procurator of the Holy Governing
Synod of Russia, who directed the bibliographical table of Russian editions of the Canons,
etc., which is found in this volume, to be prepared for me by Professor Glubokoffski
of the Ecclesiastical Academy at St. Petersburgh. My special thanks are due to the
learned professor just named for the very admirable manner in which he has performed
the work, and to Mr. W. J. Birkbeck, who has added one more to his numerous labours
for making the West better acquainted with the East by translating the Russian MS.
into English. I cannot but pause here to remark how deep my regret is that my igno-
rance of the Russian and Slavic tongues has prevented me from laying before my readers
the treasures of learning and the stores of tradition and local illustration which these
volumes must contain. I am, however, extremely well pleased in being able to put
those, who are more fortunate than myself in this respect, in the way of investigating
the matter for themselves, by supplying them with the titles of the books on the subject.
I desire also to offer my thanks to Professor Bolotoff for the valuable information he
sent me as well as for a copy of his learned (and often most just) strictures upon Pro-
fessor Lauchert’s book, “Die Kanones der wichtigsten altkirchlichen Concilien nebst
den Apostolischen Kanones.” (Freiburg in B. und Leipzig, 1896.)

The Rev. Wm. McGarvey has helped me most kindly by translating parts of the
Second Council of Nice, and one or more of the African Canons; and by looking
over the translation of the entire African ‘Code.

The Rev. F. A. Sanborn translated two of St. Cyril’s letters, and the Rev. Leighton
Hoskins the Sardican Canons. To these and many other of my friends, who in one way
or another helped me, I wish to return my deep thanks ; also to the Nashotah Theo-
logical Seminary and to the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Mt. Airy, Philadel-
phia, for having placed their libraries entirely at my disposal; nor can I end this list
without mention of my sister, who has assisted me most materially through the entire
progress of the work, and without whom I never could have undertaken it.

When I think of the great number of authors cited, of the rapidity with which most
of the translation has had to be done, of the difficulty of getting access to the necessary
books, and of the vast range of subjects touched upon (including almost every branch
of ecclesiastical and theological learning), I feel I must throw myself and my work upon
the reader’s indulgence and beg him to take all this in consideration in making his esti-
mate of the value of the work done. As for me, now that it is all finished, I feel like
crying out with the reader, in deep shame at the recollection of the many blunders he
has made in reading the lesson,——* Tu autem, Domine, miserere nobis!”

In conclusion I would add that nothing I have written must be interpreted as mean-
ing that the editor personally has any doubt of the truth of the doctrines set forth by
the Ecumenical Councils of the Christian Church, and I wish to declare in the most
distinct manner that I accept all the doctrinal decrees of the Seven Ecumenical Synods
as infallible and irreformable.

Hexey R. PERCIVAL.

Pentecost, 1899.







GENERAL INTRODUCTION.

I. METHOD OF TREATMENT.

Iris absolutellz‘ necessary that a few words should be said on the general arrange-
ment of the work. The reader will find given him in the English tongue, so far
as they have come down to us, all the doctrinal definitions of the Seven Ecumenical
Councils (councils which have always, and still do, receive the unqualified acceptance of
both East and West), and all the canons, disciplinary and doctrinal, which were enacted
by them. To these has been added a translation in full of all the canons of the local
synods which received the approval and sanction of the aforesaid Ecumenical Councils.
Besides this, as throwing light upon the subject, large extracts from the 4cta have been
given, in fact all that seemed to B]Ouatrate the decrees ; and, that nothing might be lack-
ing, in an appendix has been placed a collection of all the non-synodal canons which
have received the sanction otP the Ecumenical Synods, the ¢ Canons of the Apostles ”
(so called) being given in full, and the others in a shortened form, for the most part in
the words of the admirable and learned John Johnson.

This then is the text of the volume; but it is manifest that it stood in need of much
comment to make its meaning clear to the reader, even if well informed on ordin
Ea{:ters. To provide for this, to each synodal canon there has been added the Ancient

pitome.

Of this Epitome Bishop Beveridge treats with great learning in section xxvi. of his
“Prolegomena ” to his Synodicon, and shows that while some attributed this epitome to
the Greek mediseval scholiast Aristenus, it cannot be his, as he has taken it for the text
of his commentaries, and has in more than one instance pointed out that whoever he
was who made it had, in his judgment, missed the sense.!

The Epitome must indeed be much older, for Nicholas Hydruntinus, who lived in
the times of Alexis Angelus, when intending to quote one of the canons of Ephesus,
actually quotes words which are not in that canon, but which are in the Epitome.
“Wherefore,” says Beveridge, it is manifest that the Epitome is here cited, and that
under the name of the whole canon.” This being established we may justly look upon
the Ancient Epitome as supplying us with a very ancient gloss upon the canons.

To this Epitome have been added Notes, taken from most of the great commentators,
and Excursuses, largely made up from the writings of the greatest theologians, canonists,
archmologists, etc., with regard to whom and t%eir writings, all the information that
seems necessary the reader will find in the Bibliographical Introduction.

II. CONCERNING ECUMENICAL COUNCILS IN GENERAL.

AR Ecumenical S8ynod may be defined as a synod the decrees of which have found
acceptance lt)gathe Church in the whole world.? It is not necessary to make a council
ecumenical that the number of bishops present should be l&r%f, there were but 325 at
Nice, and 150 at 1. Constantinople ; it is not necessary that it should be assembled with
the intention of its being ecumenical, such was not the case with I. Constantinople ; it is

1 Vide Apostolic Canon LXXV., and Ancyr. Canon XIX.

2 This was until the division of the Bast and Weet the definition accepted by all the whole Christian world. But since the Church
bas been divided, while the East has kept to the old definition and has not pretended to have held any Ecumenical Councils, the Ro-
man Church has made & new definition of the old term and has then Proeeeded to hold a_very considerable number of synods which
she recognizes as Ecumenical. I “éc“ a very considerable number,” for even among Roman Catholic theologians there is much
dispute as to the number of these * Ecumenical 8ynods,” the decrees of which, like those of Trent and the Vatican, have never been
received by about half of the Christian world, including four of the'five patriarchates, and of the fifth E:trlarchste all the Anglican
communion. According to modern Roman writers the definition of these non-ecumenically received Ecumenical 8ynods is * Ecu-
menical councils are those to which the bishope and others entitled to vote are convoked from the whole world under the Presi
of tbe“l:gze or his legates, and the decrees of which, having recelved Papal confirmation, bind all Christians.” Addis and Arnold,
4 Ca Dictionary, s. v. Councils. The reader will notice that by this definition one at least (I. Constantinople), probably three,
of the seven undisputed Ecumenical Synods cease to be such,
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not necessary that all parts of the world should have been represented or even that the
bishops of such parts should have been invited. All that 18 necessary is that its de-
crees find ecumenical acceptance afterwards, and its ecumenical character be univer-
sally recognized.

%’[‘he reader will notice that in the foregoing I have not proceeded from the theologi-
cal foundation of what an Ecumenical Synod should be (with this question the present
volume has nothing to do), but from a consideration of the historical question as to
what the Seven Councils have in common, which distinguishes them from the other
councils of the Christian Church.

And here it is well to note that there have been many “ General Councils” which
have not been ‘“ Ecumenical.” It is true that in ordinary parlance we often use the
expressions as interc eable, but such really is not the case. There are but seven
universally recognized and undisputed ¢ Ecumenical Councils ” ; on the other hand, the
number o{ “ General Councils” is very considerable, and as a matter of fact of these last
several very large ones fell into heresy. It is only necessary to mention as examples
the Latrocinium and the spurious “ Seventh Council,” held by the iconoclastic heretics.
llm:;is the;gfore the mere statement of an historical fact to say that General Councils

ve erred.

The Ecumenical Councils claimed for themselves an immunity from error in their doc-
_ trinal and moral teaching, resting such claim upon the promise of the presence and guid-

ance of the Holy Ghost. The Council looked upon itself, not as revealing any new
truth, but as setting forth the faith once for all delivered to the Saints, its decisions
therefore were in themselves ecumenical, as being an expression of the mind of the
whole body of the faithful both clerical and lay, the sensus communis of the Church.
And by the then teaching of the Church that ecumenical consensus was considered free
from the suspicion of error, guarded, (as was believed,) by the Lord’s promise that the
gates of hell should not prevail against his Church. This then is what Catholics mean
when they affirm the infallibility of Ecumenical Councils. "Whether this opinion is true
or false is a question outside the scoFe of the present discussion. It was necessary,
however, to state that these Councils looked upon themselves as divinely protected 1n
their decisions from error in faith and morals, lest the reader should otherwise be at a
loss to understand the anathematisms which follow the decrees, and which indeed would
be singularly out of place, if the decrees which they thus emphatically affirm were sup-
posed to rest only upon human wisdom and speculation, instea({) of upon divine authority.

Theologians consider that the decisions of Ecumenical Councils, like all juridical
decrees, must be construed strictly, and that only the point at issue must be looked upon
as decided. The obiter dicta of so august a body are no doubt of the greatest weight,
but yet they have no claim to be possessed of that supreme authority which belongs to
the definition of the particular point under consideration.!

The Seven Ecumenical Councils were all called together at the commandment and
will of Princes ; without any knowledge of the matter on the part of the Pope in one
case at least (1st Constantinople) *; without any consultation with him in the case of
I. Nice, so far as we know ?; and contrary to his expressed desire in at least the case of
Chalcedon, when he.only gave a reluctant consent after the Emperor Marcian had
already convoked the synod. From this it is historically evident that Ecumenical
gzuncils can be summoned without either the knowledge or consent of the See of

me.

In the history of the Christian Church, especially at a later period in connection
with the Great Schism, much discussion has taken place among the learned as to the
relative powers of a General Council and of the Pope. It will be remembered by every-
one that the superior authority of the council was not only taught, but on one occasion

] V‘ild: Vasquez, P, I1I., Disp. 181, c. 9; Bellarmin., De Coneil., Lib. II., cap. xvij.; Veron, Ruls of the Cath. Faith, Chap. L, §§

and 6.
* See Hefele’s answer to Baronius’s special pleading. Hist. Councils, Vol. L, pp. 9, 10.
3 It should be stated that at the Sixth Synod it was said that I. Nice was *‘summoned by the Emperor and Pope Sylvester,” on
what authority 1 know not,
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acted on, by a council, but this is outside of the period covered by the Seven Ecumen-
ical Synods, and I shall therefore only discuss the relations of these seven synods to
the Roman See. And in the first place it is evident that no council has ever been re-
ceived as ecumenical which has not been received and confirmed by the Roman Pontiff.
Bat, after all, this is onl{ saying that no council has been accepted as ecumenical which
has not been ecumenically received, for it must be remembered that there was but one
Patriarchate for the whole West, that of Rome; and this is true to all intents and pur-
posﬁs,l whether or no certain sections had extrapatriarchal privileges,and were “ auto-
cephalous.”

PBut it would be giving an entirely unfair impression of the matter to the reader
were he left to suppose that this necessity for Rome's confirmation sprang necessarily
from any idea of Rome’s infallibility. So far as appears from any extant document,
such an idea was as unknown in the whole world then as it is in four of the five patri-
archates to-day. And it should be borne in mind that the confirmation by the Emperor
was sought for and spoken of in quite as strong, if not stronger, terms. Before passing
to a particular examination of what relation each of the Councils bore to the Roman
See, it may be well to note that while as an historical fact each of the Seven Ecumen-
ical Councils did eventually find acceptance at Rome, this fact does not prove that such
acceptance is necessary in the nature of things. If we can imagine a time when Rome
is not in communion with the greater part of the West, then it is quite possible to im-
agine that an Ecumenical Council could be held whose decrees would (for the time
being) be rejected by the unworthy occupant of the Apostolic See. I am not asserting
that such a state of affairs is possible from a theological standpoint, but merely stating
an historical contingency which is perfectly within the range of imagination, even if cut
off from any practical possibility by the faith of some.

‘We now come to a consideration of how, by its acts, each of the Seven Synods in-
timated its relation to the Roman See :

1. The First Council of Nice passed a canon in which some at least of the Roman
rights are evidentl{ looked upon as being exactly on the same plane as those of other
metropolitans, declaring that they rest upon * custom.”

It was the Emperor who originated this council and called it together, if we may
believe his own words and those of the council; and while indeed it is possible that
when the Emperor did not preside in person, Hosius of Cordova may have done so
(even uniting the two Roman Presbyters who were the legates of the Roman See with
him), yet there is no evidence that anything of the kind ever took place, and a pope,
Felix ITT. (a.p. 483—492), in his Fifth Epistle (ad Imp. Zen.) declares that Eustathius,
bishop of Antioch, presided at this council.!

e matter, however, is of little moment as no one would deny the right of the See
of Rome to preside in a council of the whole Church.

2. The Second Ecumenical Council was called together by the Emperor without the
knowledge of the Roman Pontiff. Nor was he invited to be present. Its first presi-
dent was not in communion at the time of its session with the Roman Church. And,
without any recourse to the first of all the patriarchs, it passed a canon changing the
order of the patriarchates, and setting the new 3ee of Constantinople in a higher place
than the other ancient patriarchates, in fact immediately after Rome. Of course Prot-
estants will consider this a matter of very minor importance, looking upon all patri-
archal divisions and rank and priority (the Papacy incllt)lded) as of a disciplinary char-
acter and as bzﬂlg Jure ecclesiastico, and in no way affecting doctrine, but any fair
reading of the third canon of this synod would seem plainly to assert that as the first
rank of Rome rested upon the fact of its being the capital city, so the new capital city
should have the second rank. If this interpretation is correct it affects very materially
the Roman claim of jure divino primacy.

3. Before the third of the Ecumenical Synods was called to meet, Po lestine
had already convicted Nestorius of heresy and deposed and excommunicated him. When

1Ct. Theod. H. B, Lib. L, e. 6.
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subsequently the synod was assembled, and before the papal legates had arrived, the
Council met, treated Nestorius as in good standing, entirely ignoring the sentence
already given by Rome, and having examined the case (after summoning him three
times to appear that he might be heard in his own defence), proceeded to sentence
Nestorius, and immediately published the sentence. On the 10th of July (more than
a fortnight later), the papal legates having arrived, a second session' was held, at
which they were told w%at had been done, all of which they were good enough to
approve of.!

pp4. The Council of Chalcedon refused to consider the Eutychian matter as settled by
Rome’s decision or to accept Leo’s Tome without examination as to whether it was ortho-
dox. Moreover it passed a canon at a session which the Papal legates refused to attend,
ratifying the order of the Patriarchates fixed at I. Constantinople, and declaring that
“ the Fathers had very properly given privileges to Old Rome as the imperial city, and
that now they gave the same (7a loa mpesSeia) privileges ” to Constantinople as the
seat of the imperial government at that time.

5. The fifth of the Ecumenical Synods refused to receive any written doctrinal com-
munication from the then pope (Vigilius), took his name from the diptychs, and re-
fused him communion.

6. The Third Council of Constantinople, the sixth of the Ecumenical Synods, ex-
communicated Pope Honorius, who had been dead for years, for holding and teaching
the Monothelite heresy.

7. It is certain that the Pope had nothing to do with the calling of the Seventh
lSynod,z and quite possible that it was presided over by Tarasius and not by the Papal

ates.

8 Such is, in brief, the evidence which the Ecumenical Councils give on the subject of

what, for lack of a better designation, may be called the Papal claims. Under these cir-
cumstances it may not be deemed strange that some extreme ultramontanists have ar-
rived at the conclusion that much of the acts and decisions as we have them is spurious,
or at least corrupted in an anti-papal direction. Vincenzi, who is the most learned of
these writers, argues somewhat thus ‘if the members of the Ecumenical Synods believed
as we do to-day with regard to the Papacy it is impossible that they should have acted
and spoken as they did, but we know they must have believed as we do, ergo they did
not so act or spe&{.’ The logic is admirable, but the truth of the conclusion depends
upon the truth of the minor premise. The forgeries would have been very extensive,
and who were they done by? Forgeries, as the false decretals, to advance papal claims
we are unfortunately familiar with, but it is hard to imagine who could have forged in
Greek and Latin the acts of the Ecumenical Synods. It is not necessary to pursue the
matter any further, perhaps its very mention was uncalled for, but I wish to be abso-
lutely fair, that no one may say that any evidence has been suppressed.?

1 Protestant Controversialists, as well as others, have curious ways of historical mntswlthontmymrdwthefacuot
the case. A notable instance of this is found in Dr. S8almon's Infalltbility Church Sp. 496 of the 8d on) where we are
told that * the only one of the great controversies in which the Poge really did his part in hing Christians what to believe was
the Eutychian controversy. Leo the Great, instead of waiting, as Popes usually do, till the question was settled, published his sen-
timents at theh:n&glnnlng, and his letter to Flavian was ado by the Council of Chalcedon. This is what would have always hap-

if God really made the Pope the guide to the Ct -~=h. "But this case is quite exceptional, resulting from the accident that
was a good theologian, besides g a man of great vigour of character. No similar influence was exercised either by his pred-
cessors Or 8 .” This sentence is not pleasant reading, for it is an awe-inepiring display of one of two things, ueither of
which should be {n the author of such a book. e need only remind the reader '.lug Celestine had condemned Nestorius and his
teaching before the Council of Ephesus ; that Honorius had written letters defining the question with regard to the will or wills of
the Incarnate S8on before the ITI. Council of Constantinople (which excommaunicated him as » heretic for these very letters) ; that
Vigilius condemned the ‘ Three Chapters " before the II. Council of Constantinople ; and that G: I1. condemned the iconoclastic
heresy before the Seventh 8ynod, if the letters attributed to him be genuine (which is not g certaln, as will be shewn in its
Bromeral Gonticll were ‘Acianiors a0 Macklonlonten sug. mos mare b 2 (th hfm s generall, mo:h:m) B\
unc anfem an sm, and some have as us
wueandemned?lo od held at Rome before that of Nice. o8 v
:%u;mdmn s b “mgaﬁsty wﬂefele.t;‘i’. 1 grh%mmdhﬁmnm P. lki.‘l. £ Aloyi
¢ reader may easily himself on matter by reading the somewhat extensive works o us Vincenzi, published
in Rome in 1875 and thereabouts. . P
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II. THE NUMBER OF THE ECUMENICAL SYNODS.

IT may not be unjustly expected that some reasons should be assigned for limitiag
the number of the Ecumenicai)egynods to seven. There is no need here to enter into
any proof that Nice, I. Constantinople, Ephesus and Chalcedon are Ecumenical, since
so long ago as the time of St. Gregory the Great, that Saint and Doctor said of them :
“I venerate the first four Ecumenical Councils equally with the Four Gospels (sicut
quatuor Evangelia),” ! and no one has been found to question that in so saying he gave
expression to the mind of the Church of his day. Of the fifth and sixth synods there
never was any real doubt, although there was trouble at first about the reception of the
fifth in some places. The ecumenical character of the seventh is not disputed by East
or West and has not been for near a thousand years, and full proof of its ecumenicity
will be found in connection with that council. There is therefore no possible doubt
athl:(t these seven must be included, but it may be asked why certain others are not here

The following is a list of those that might seem to have a claim: Sardica (343
circa), Quinisext (692), Constantinople (869), Liyons (1274), and Florence (1439).

The reasons for rejecting the claims of Sardica will be found in connection with the
canons set forth by that council. The same is the case with regard to the claims of the
Synod in Trullo. It is true that IV. Constantinople, holden in A.p. 869, was for a short
while held as Ecumenical by both East and West, and continues to be held as such by
the Latin Church down to this day, but it was soon rejected by the East and another
synod of Constantinople (879), which undid much of its work, has for the Greeks taken
its place. However the Easterns do not claim for this synod an ecumenical character,
but confine the number to seveu.

The Councils of Lyons and Florence both fail of ecumenicity for the same reason.
At both the East was represented, and at each an agreement was arrived at, but neither
agreement was subsequently accepted in the East, and the decrees therefore have failed,
as yet, of receiving ecumenical acceptance.

We are left therefore with Seven Ecumenical Councils, neither more nor less, and
these are fully treated of in the pages that follow.

3 Eplstle XXIV. of Lib. L
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To the student of the ancient synods of the Church of Christ, the name of William
Beveridge must ever stand most illustrious; and his work on the canons of the undi-
vided Church as received by the Greeks, published at Oxford in 1672, will remain a
lasting glory to the Anglican Church, as the “ Concilia” of Labbe and Cossart, which
appeared in Paris about the same time, must ever redound to the glory of her sister, the
Gallican Church.

Of the permanent value of Beveridge’s work there can be no greater evidence than
that to-day it is quoted all the world over, and not only are Anglicans proud of the
bishop of St. Asaph, but Catholics and Protestants, Westerns and Easterns alike quote
him as an authority. In illustration of this it will be sufficient to mention two ex-
amples, the most extensive and learned work on the councils of our own day, that by
the Roman Catholic bishop Hefele, and the “ Compendium of Canon Law,” by the
Metropolitan of the Orthodox Greek Hungarian Church,' in both of which the reader
will find constant reference to Beveridge's *“ Synodicon.”

This great work appeared in two volumes full folio, with the Greek text, beauti-
fully printed, but of course with the ligatures so perplexing to the ordinary Greek
reader of to-day. It should however be noted that the most learned and interesting
Prolegomena in Jvvodixov sive Pandecte Canonum, as well as the Praefationem ad
annotationes in Canones Apostolicos, is reprinted as an Appendix to Vol. . of “The
Theological Works of William Beveridge, sometime lord bishop of 8t. Asaph,” in the
“ Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology,” (published at Oxford, 1848), which also contains
areprint of the “ Codex Canonum Ecclesiee Primitivee vindicatus ac illustratus,” of
which last work I shall have something to say in connection with the Apostolical Can-
ons in the Appendix to this volume.

Nothing could exceed the value of the Prolegomena and it is greatly to be wished
that this most unique preface were more read by students. It contains a fund of out-
of-the-way information which can be found nowhere else collected together, and while

indeed later research has thrown some further light upon the subject, yet the main
conclusions of Bishop Beveridge are still acce by the learned with but few ex-
ceptions. I have endeavoured, as far as possible to incorporate into this volume the
most important u]part of the learned bishop’s notes and observations, but the real stu-
dent must consult the work itself. The reader will be interested to know that the
greatest English scholars of his day assisted Bishop Beveridge in his work, among
whom was John Pearson, the defender of the Ignatian Epistles.

I think I cannot do better than set out in full the contents of the Synodicon so that
the student may know just what he will find in its pages :

“ Jvvodexov sive Padectee Canonum SS. Apostolorum, et Conciliorum ab Ecclesia
Greca receptorum ; necnon Canonicorum SS. Patrum Epistolarum : Una cum Scholiis
Antiquorum singulis eorum annexis, et scriptis aliis huc spectantibus ; quorum plurima
e Biblothecs Bodleians® aliarumque MSS. codicibus nunc primum edita : reliqua cum
iisdem MSS. summ4 fide et diligentid collata. Totum Opus in duos Tomos divisum,
Guilielmus Beverigius, Ecclesise Anglican® Presbyter, Recensuit, Prolegomenis muni-
vit, et Annotationibus auxit. Oxonii, E Theatro Sheldoniano. M.DC.LXXIIL.”

Such is the title in full. I proceed to note the contents, premising that for all the
Greek a Latin translation is given in a parallel column :.

Volume I. .

The Canons of the Holy Apostles, with the Ancient Epitome, and the scholia of Bal-
samon, Zonaras and Aristenus. i

The Canons of the Council of Nice with notes u¢ supra and so throughout.

1 As one of the few books of the Eastern Church ever translated into a Western tongue, the reader may be glad to have its full

title. Com; ium des Kanonischen Rechtes der einen heiligen, aufzemdm und apostoliochen Kirche verfasst von Andreas Frei-
Aerrn von na. Hermannstadt, Buchdruckerei des Josef Droklieff, 1868. '

VOL. XIV. b
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The Canons of the Council of Constantinople.

The Canons of the Council of Ephesus.

The Canons of the Council of Chalcedon.

The Canous of the Sixth Council in Trullo.

The Canons of the Seventh (Ecumenical Council.

The Canons of the Council of Constantinople called the First-and-Second [in the
time of Photius].

The Canons of the Council held in the Temple of Wisdom [which confirmed the
SBV%llllth (gEcumen}ca.}1 S od]il ?.llctheie with notes as besfore.

e Canons of the Council of Carthage [over which St. Cyprian, the Martyr, pre-
sided] with the notes of Balssmon and Zonaras, yprah 'P

The Canons of the Council of Ancyra.

The Canons of the Council of Neocssarea.

The Canons of the Council of Gangra.

The Canons of the Council of Antioch.

The Canons of the Council of Laodicea.

The Canons of the Council of Sardica. All these with full notes as before.

The Canons of the 217 blessed Fathers who met at Carthage, with the epitome, and
scholia by Balsamon and Aristenus, and on the actual canons by Zonaras also. To
these some eslistles are added, likewise annotated.

Then, ending Volume I. is a version of Josephus ZAgyptius’s Arabic Introduction '
ar:ld Paraphrase on the Canons of the first four General Councils, bearing the following
title :

Josephi Agyptii Prosemia et Paraphrasis Arabica in Quatuor Preorum Generalium
Conciliorum Canones, interprete Guilielmo Beverigio, the Arabic being given in the
left hand column.

Volume IT.

Part L.
The Canons of Dionysius of Alexandria, with the scholia of Balsamon and Zonaras.
The Canons of Peter of Alexandria. .
The Canons of Gregory Thaumaturgus.
The Canons of St. Athanasius. All these with scholia as above.
The Canons of St. Basil, with the Ancient Epitome and scholia of Balsamon, Zona-
ras, and Aristenus.
The Canons of St. Gregory Nyssen with scholia of Balsamon.
The Canonical Answer of Timothy, Bishop of Alexandria.
The Canons of Theophilus of Alexandria.
The Canonical i:‘.pist es 0:1 Cyril of ;&lgxa.nélna. Theol bt boo
Extracts from the metrical poems of St. Gregory Theologus, concerning what books
of the Old and New Testaments should be read.
*  Extracts from the iambics of St. Amphilochius the bishop to Seleucus on the same
subject.
JI‘he Encyclical Letter of Gennadius, Patriarch of Constantinople.
The Epistle of Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople, to Adrian, Pope of Rome, con-
cerning simony. All of these with Balsxlz)monisl scholia.
art I1.
The Synopsis by Alexius Aristenus of the letters called Canonical.
The questions of Certain Monks and the Answers sent by the Synod of Constantino-
ple. With notes by Balsamon.!
The Alphabetical Syntagma of all that is contained in the Sacred and Divine Can-
ons, by Mathew Blastares, the Monk.?
Concerning the Holy and (Ecumenical Synod which restored Photius, the most holy
Patriarch to the See of Constantinople, and dissolved the scandal of the two Churches

.1 According to the Eleuchus, in the beginning of this volume, both of these writings are found in the First Part and not in the
econd Part of the volume. .
1 Schoell says that the text is not accurately given.
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of Old and New Rome; [Styled by some the “ Eighth (Ecumenical Synod.”] to which
is added the Letter of the Blessed John Pope of Rome to the most holy Photius,
Archbishop of Constantinople.

An Index Rerum et Verborum of both volumes.

Beveridge’s own Notes on the Canons of the Councils.

An Index Rerum et Verborum of the Notes.

Such are the contents of Bishop Beveridge’s great work, and it is impossible to
e erate its value. But it will be noticed that it only covers the disciplinary action
of the Councils, and does not give the dogmatic decrees, these being excluded from the
author’s plan.

Before leaving the collections of the canons we must mention the great work of
Justellus (the Preface and notes of which are found reprinted in Migne's Pat. Lat., Tom.
EXVZIII.); Canonum Ecclesiee Universe Gr. et Lal. cum Prefatione Notisque Christoph.

ustelli.

The author was counsellor and secretary to the King of France, was born in Paris
1580, and died in 1649. After his death there appeared at Paris in 1661 a work in 2
volumes folio, with the following title: Bibliotheca juris canonici vetus . . . ex an-
tiquis codicibus MSS. Bibliothecoe Christophert Justelli. . . . Opera et studio ‘Gul.
Voelli et Henrici Justelli.

The Church in Paris had the honour of having among its Cathedral clergy the first
scholar who published a collection of the Acts of the councils. James Merlin was
Canon and Grand Penitentiary of the Metropolitan Church, and the first edition of his
work he put out in 1523 in one volume folio. This work passed through several edi-
tions within a few years, but soon gave place to fuller collections.!

In 1538, the Belgian Franciscan Peter Crabbe (Pierre Grable) issued at Cologne an
enlarged collection in two volumes, and the second edition in 1551 was enlarged to
three folio volumes. Besides these, there was Lawrence Surius’s still more complete
collection, published in 1557 (4 vols. folio), and the Venice collection compiled by Dom-
enick Bollanus, O. P., and printed by Dominic Nicolini, 1585 (5 vols. folio).

But the renowned collection of Professor Severin Binius surpassed all its predeces-
sors, and its historical and critical notes are quoted with respect even to-day. The first
edition, in four volumes folio, was issued at Cologne in 1606, and later editions, better
than the first, in 1618 and 1636. This last edition was published at Paris in nine vol-
umes, and made use of the Roman collection.

To the learned Jesuit Sirmond belongs the chief glory of having compiled this Ro-
man collection, and the “ Introduction ” is from his pen. The work was undertaken
by the authority of Pope Paul V., and much of the Greek text, copied from MSS. in the
Vgtican Library, was now for the first time given to the reading public. This collection
contains only the Ecumenical Councils according to the Roman method of reckoning,
and its compilation took from 1608 to 1612.

No collection appeared from this date until the ¢ Collectio Regia,” a magnificent
series of thirty-seven volumes folio, at the royal press at Paris in 1644. But while it
was superb in get up, it left much to be desired when looked at critically, for many
faults of the Roman edition already pointed out by Sirmond were not corrected.

And now we have reached the time when the first really great Concilia ap-
peared, which while only filling seventeen volumes in folio was yet far more complete
—Hefele says twenty-five per cent. more complete—than the great Collectio Regia
just described. This edition was the work of Philip Labbe (Labbeus in Latin), 8. J.,
and was completed after his death in 1667, by Father Gabriel Cossart of the same
Society—* Almost all the French savants quote from this edition of Labbe’s with
Baluge'’s supplement,” ? and I have followed their lead, availing myself of the corrections

1 I am indebted to Hefele, History of the Councils, Vol. L. p. 67 et seqq., for this account of Merlin's Collsction, as also for most
of the statements that follow. Hefele sa; (foommtowe’n: *The longest details on Merlin's edition are found in a work of
mmuuwmamm%mq Tyaité Keude des Conciles et de leurs Collections, etc. Paris, 1796, ”

s Hefele, Hist. Counctis, vol. 1, p. 69.

. b2
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made by later editors. The title of the edition used in this work is: * Sacrasancta
Concilia ad Regiam Editionem exacta. Studio Philip. Labbei et Gabr. Cossartii, Soc.
Jesu Presbyterorum. Lutetisee Parisiorum. MDCLXXI. Cum Privilegio Regis Chris-
tianissimi.”

Anything more perfect than these precious volumes it would be hard to conceive of,
and while of course they contain the errors of chronology et cetera of their age, yet their
general accuracy and marvellous completeness leave them even to-day as the greatest
of the great, although the later edition of Hardouin is more often used by English and
American scholars, and is the one quoted by Pope Benedict XIV. in his famous
work De Synodo Diecesana. Hardouin’s edition did certainly correct many of the
faults of Labbe and Cossart, yet had itself many faults and defects which are pointed
out by Salmon! in a long list, although he fully acknowledges the value of Hardouin’s
improvements and additions. Perhaps, not unnaturally, as a Professor at the Sorbonne,
he preferred Labbe and Cossart. It may not be amiss to add that Hardouin was very
anti-Gallican and ultramontane.

The Dominican Archbishop of Lucca, Mansi, in 1759, put out his “ Concilia” in
thirty-one volumes folio at Florence, styled on the title-page “the most ample” edition
ever printed, and claiming to contain all the old and much new matter. It was never
finished, onéy reaching to the XVth century, has no indices, and (says Hefele) “is very
- inferior to Hardouin in accuracy. The order of the subjects in the later volumes is
sometimes not sufficiently methodical, and is at variance with the chronology.” ?

I shall now present the reader with some bibliographical notes which I extract ver-
batim from Hefele (Hefele, History of the Councils, Vol. L, p. T4).

" Among the numerous works on the history of the councﬁs, the most useful to con-
sult are: :

1. John Cabassutius, Notitia ecclesiastica historiarum conciliorum et canonum.
Lyons 1680, folio. Very often reprinted.

2. Hermant, Histoire des Conciles, Rouen 1730, four volumes, 8vo.

3. Labbe, Synopsis Aistorica Conciliorum, in vol. i. of his Collection of Councils.

4. Edm. Richer, Historia conciliorum generalium (Paris, 1680), three volumes, 4to.
Reprinted in 8vo. at Cologne. .

5. Charles Ludovic Richard, Adnalysis conciliorum generalium et particularium.
Translated from French into Latin by Dalmasus. Four volumes, 8vo, Augsburg,
1778.

6. Christ. Wilh. Franz Walch, Entwurf einer vollstdndigen Historie der Kirchenver-
sammlungen, Leipzig, 1759. .

7. Fabricius, Bibliotheca Graca, edit. Harless. t. xii., p. 422 8qq., in which is con-
tained an alphabetical table of all the councils, and an estimate of the value of the prin-
cipal collections.

8. Alletz, Concilien-Lexikon, translated from French into German by Father Maurus
Disch, a Benedictine and professor at Augsburg, 1843.

9. Dictionnaire universel et complet des Conciles, tant généraux que particuliers, ete.,
rédigé par M. I'abbé P , prétre du Diocese de Paris, published by the Abbé Migne
(Paris, 1846), two volumes, 4to. .

In the great works on ecclesiastical history—for example, in the Nouvelle Biblio-
théque des Auteurs Ecclesiastiques, by EL Dupin, and the Historia Literaria of Cave, and
particularly in the excellent Histoire des Auteurs Sacrés, by Remi Ceillier—we find mat-
ter relating to the history of the councils. Salmon, L. ¢., p. 387, and Walch in his His-
torie der Kirchenversammlungen, pp. 48-67, have pointed out a large number of works
on bthe history of the councils. There are also very valuable dissertations on the same
subject in—

1. Christian Lupus, Synodorum generalium ac provincialium decreta et canones,
scholiis, notis ac historica actorum dissertatione illustrata, Liouv., 1665 ; Brussels, 1673 ;
five volumes, 4to.

1 Salmon, & c., pp. 815-881, 786-881. 3 Hefele, Hist. Councils, vol. 1, p. T8.
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2. Lud. Thomassin, Dissertationum in Concilia generalia et particularia, t. i., Paris,
1667 ; reprinted in Rocaberti, Bibl. pontificia, tr. XV.

3. Van Espen, Tractatus Historicus exhibens scholia in omnes canones conciliorum, ete.,
in his complete works.

4. Barth. Caranza has written a very complete and useful abstract of the acts of the
councils in his Summa Conciliorum, which has often been re-edited.

5. Greorge Daniel Fuchs, deacon of Stuttgart, has, in his Bibliothek der Kirchenver-
sammlungen, four volumes, Leipsic, 1780-1784, given German translations and abstracts
of the acts of the councils in the fourth and fifth centuries.

6. Francis Salmon, Doctor and Librarian of the Sorbonne, has published an Intro-
duction to the Study of the Councils, in his Traité de I'Etude des Conciles et de leurs
collections, Paris, 1724, in 4to, which has often been reprinted.

To these I would add the following :

1. Fleury, Histoire Ecclesiastique. 'This work in many volumes, part of which
has been translated into English, is most useful and accurate, and contains a resumé of
the separate canons and d:f?nitions as well as the history of the proceedings.

2. Denziger, Enchiridion Symbolorum et Definitionum quce dg
a Concilits (Ecumenicis et Summis Pontifictbus emanarunf. A most useful handbook in
the original.

3. Hefele, Conciliengeschicte. This, the most recent work upon the subject, is also
in some respects the most satisfactory, and it is a matter of real regret that only the
first part of the work, down to the end of the Seventh (Ecumenical Council, has been
h‘ansi)nted into English. The last volume of the author’s revised edition appeared in
1890. The first volume of the first edition was published in 1855, and the seventh and
last in 1874. The entire book was translated into French some years a.%o (with full
indices) by M. I'abbé Goschlerand and M. 'abbé¢ Delarc (Paris, Adrien le Clere et Cie).
It should in fairness, however, be remarked that Bishop Hefele was one of the minority
who opposed the opportuneness of the definition of Papal infallibility at the Vatican
Council, and while indeed afterwards he submitted to the final decree, yet he has been
a somewhat suspected person since to those who held extreme views on this doctrine.

So far as I am aware no serious work has been done upon the councils by any writer
using the English tongue in recent times, with the exception of the useful Notes on the
Canons of the First Four General Councils, by Canon Wm. Bright.

. T(ile ollowing is a list of the English translations which I have consulted or fol-
owed :

John Johnson, The Clergyman’s Vade-mecum (London, 2d Ed., 1714).

Wm. A. Hammond, T%e Definitions of Faith and Canons of Discipline of the Six
Ecumenical Councils, ete. (Oxford 1843.)

William Lambert, The Canons of the First Four General Councils of the Church

and those of the Early Greek Synods (London, s. d. Preface dated 1868).

John Fulton, Index Canonum. [This work ends with the Council of Chalcedon.]
(New York, 1872. 3d Ed., 1892.)

John Mendham, The Seventh General Council, the Second of Nice (London, s. d.).

H. R. Percival, The Decrees of the Seven Ecumenical Synods. Appendix I. to 4
Digest of Theology (Liondon, Masters, 1893).

It only remains that I mention two other works. ‘

Dr. Pusey’s book, The Councils of the Church from the Council of Jerusalem A.D. 53
to the Council of Constantinople, 381 (1857) should not be omitted, and certainly the
reader’s attention should be called to that most accurate and valuable volume by
Herm. Theod. Bruns, Canones Apostolorum et Conciliorum Veterum Selecti (Berolini,
1839), which has been constantly referred to in preparing this work.

rebus fidet et morum -

\/’






APPENDED NOTE ON THE EASTERN EDITIONS OF SYNOD-
ICAL LITERATURE.

FroxM the presses of the East, especially those at Athens, a number of editions more
or less complete of the Greek text of the Canons of the Ecumenical and of the Local
Councils have been issued, and the notes of Balsamon, Zonaras, and Aristenus have
been added in some cases. Professor Bolotoff writes however that so far as Greek litera-
- ture on the subject is concerned, with the exception of purely topographical researches
in the environs of Constantinople, it is simply putting into Greek what was originally
in German.

The Russian Church has done somewhat more and as will be seen from the follow-
ing table, some attempts have been made at providing scholia, but when the scheme of
this present work was shewn him, Professor Bolotoff said : *“ We have nothing analo-
gous to this undertaking in Russia.” The learned professor remarks that all the best
Russian literature upon the subject is contained in magazine articles, especially those
of Professor Zaozersky of the Moscow Theological Academy, and of Professor A. S.
Pavloff, of the University of Moscow ; he mentions also the latter’s article in the Ortho-
dox Review, and adds that “ An Essay on a Course of Church Legislation,” by Joann
Smolensk (St. Petersburg, 1851) should be referred to.

BIBLIOGRAFICESKIJ UKAZATEL’ PECATNYH IZDANIJ APOSTOL’SKIH
I SOBORNYH PRAVIL NA SLAVJANSKOM I RUSSKOM JAZYKAH.

V pravoslavnoj Russkoj Cerkvi izdanija sobornyh pravil i opredélénij soversalis’
tol’ko po neposredstvennomu rasporjaZeniju i soizvoleniju vysSej cerknovnoj vlasti i
faktieski izjaty iz kompetencii astnoj udenoj predpriiméivosti. Poetomu podrobnyja
izdanija vypuskalis’ v Rossii li8’ po méré prakti¢eskoj potrebnosti.

(1) Pervoe po vremeni peéatnoe izdanie nazvannyh pravil bylo v slavjanskoj « Kormdej
Knigé” (=gred. IInddlov), kotoraja nadata pedataniem pri Moskovskom patriarh® Iosifé
v Moskvé Tgo oktjabrja 1649 g. i okonéena 1go ijulja 1650 g., no patr. Nikon podverg
ego sobornomu peresmotru, pri ¢em néskol’ko listov bylo perepeéatano i vneseno vnov’!
Po semu ekzempljary etoj “ Korméej” byli razoslany po cerkvam dlja cerkovnago upotre-
blenija i postupili v obraséénie ne ranée 1653 g. Vtoroe izdanie “ Kormé&ej” bylo v 1787 g.
poslé peresmotra eja mitropolitom Novgorodskim i S. Peterburgskim Gavriilom,? a
zatém 1 drugija (napr., v 1804 g., 1816 g. 1 1823 g.) bez osobyh peremén.  Pozdnéjsija
izdanija otlidajutsja ot Nikonovskago v &astnostjah, no eto ne kasaetsja cerkovnyh pravil,
kotoryja poméstajutsja v pervoj &asti “Kormdej” i soderiat 85 apostol’skih pravil, pos-
tanovlenija 16-i soborov (Nikejskago, Ankirskago, Neokesarijskago, Gangrskago, Antiohij-
skago, Laodikijskago, IIgo, IIl-go, IV-go vselenskih, Sardikskago, Karfagenskago, Kon-
stantinopol’skago, pri Nekopargé, Trull’skago 692 g., VIIgo vselenskago, Dvukratnago i v
cerkvi sv. Sofii) i pravila 13-ti sv. otcov.

(2) V petatnoj “Kormé&ej” kanony izloZeny ne v polnom teksts, a v sokrai¢ennom,
inogda dajustem 1i#’ ves’ma nedostatoénoe predstavlenie o soderZanii podlinnika. Poetomu
izdavna délalis’ popytki célostnyh perevodov,® no poslédnie ne pojavljalis’ v pe¢ati. Tol’ko
uze v 1839 g. sv. Sinodom vypuséeno bylo v S. Peterburgé takoe izdanie: “ Kniga pravil

1 Poetomu ndkotorye bibliografy spravedlivo stitajut zd&s' dva izdanija, iz koih 1653 g. — in folio — sostoit iz 87 41 +
6041+ 16 + 679 listov i bylo perepe¥atano staroobrjadcami (raskol’'nikami) v 1785 g. v Vngv&

2 Eto izdanie in folio v Moskv® v dvuh Zastjah 1 knigah — v 1-j 2 nenum. 4 38 4 6 + 60 4 300 4 39 numerovannyh listov,
— vo 2-§ 1 42+ 2356416 4-37 listov.

3 Vo vtoroj polovind XVII v. perevodil kanony Epifanij Slavineckij, a v pervoj polovin& XVIII v. pravila apostol’ski-
ja 1 sobornyja byll perevedeny Vasiliem Kozlovskim i Grigoriem Poletikoju po grebeskomu tekstu *Synodicon” a
Beveregii, s kakovago izdanija sd€lan byl novyj perevod v 1782 g.



XXiv APPENDED NOTE ON SYNODICAL LITERATURE

sv. apostol, sv. soborov vselenskih i poméstnyh i sv. otec”, napeatannaja v bol’soj list v
“carstvujuséem gradé sv. Petra pervym tisneniem, v léto ot sozdanija mira 7347, ot
Rozdestva Ze po ploti Boga Slova 1839, indikta 12”; v nem 4 nenumerovannye lista i
455 numerovannyh strannic. Na kaZ¥doj strannicé dvé kolonny dlja podlinnika i novago
slavjanskago perevoda po polnomu tekstu, no bez tolkovanij vizantijskih kanonistov;
rédko na osnovanii Zonary ili_ Val’'samona dajutsja primé&éanija, ne vsegda toényja isto-
riceski (napr. k 10 pravilu Ankirsk., 8 Sard., 4 Karfag. i o dvukratnom soboré 861 g.),
a po meéstam i samyj tekst ne ispraven (napr., v 18-m prav. I-.go vsel. sobora). KEta
“«Kniga” iméla potom slédujuséija izdanija: (2) v Moskvé v Sinodal’noj tipografii v 1862,
in folio 8 11.+672 + 74 numer. strn., s tekstom gre¢eskim i slavjanskim (3)ibid. v 1866 g.
in quarto, 3 11.+ 873 strn.+1 1.+59 strn., s odnim slavjanskim tekstom; (4) ibid. v 1874 g.,
in octavo, 411.+ 4556 strn.+21L.+104 +4 strn., toZe s odnim slavjanskim tekstom;
(5) ibid. v 1886 g., in folio, 8 11.+895+42 strn.+1 1., opjat’ v odnom slavjanskom teksts.

(8) “Kniga pravil” ni¢ut’ ne predstavljaet avtorizovannago textus receptus, i poslé eja
izdanija sam Sv. Sinod ne rédko privodil v svoih ukazah pravila po slavjanskoj redakeii
«Korméej knigi,” a potom rekomendoval Afinskoe izdanie «Sintagmy” dlja vs&h duhovno-
udebnyh zavedenij. Eto otkryvalo mésto dlja novoj obrabotki, kotoraja s razrésenija
vyssej duhovnoj vlasti i byla predprinjata Moskovskim ¢«Obsgestvom ljubitelej duhov-
nago prosvéigenija”. Objavlenie ob etom bylo sdélano v N-ré 8 « Moskovskih Eparhialnyh
Cerkovnyh V&domostej” za 1875 g., a v janvarskoj knizké togoze goda Moskovskago
turnala “Ctenija v Obgestvé ljubitelej duhovnago prosvéigenija” byla napedatana i samaja
“programma” izdanija (strn. 79-90 v otdélé bibliografii. Po povodu eja professor kanoni-
Ceskago prava v Novororossijskom Universiteté (skondavsijsja 16go avgusta 1898 g. pro-
fessorom Moskovskago Universiteta) Aleksej Stepanovi¢ Pavlov sdélal ¢ Zamédanija na
programmu izdanija, v russkom perevodé, cerkovnyh pravil s tolkovanijami” v «Zapiskah
Imperatorskago Novorossijskago Universiteta”, t. XVI (Odessa 1875 g.) strn. 1-17
priloZenij (i v otdél'noj brofuré), a poslé perepecatal ih—s nékotorymi dopolnenijami—
v Moskovskom Zurnalé *Pravoslavnoe Obozrenie” za aprél’ 1876 g. (strn. 730-746) pod
zaglaviem “O novom perevodé tolkovanij na cerkovnyja pravila”. Na eti vozraZenija
otvécal professor cerkovnago prava v Moskovskoj Duhovnoj Akademii Aleksandr Feo-
dorovié Lavrov v zurnalé «Ctenija v ObSfestvé ljubitelej duhovnago prosvésdenija” (8. II,
strn. 158-194 za 1877 g.) «Pedatnym pis’'mom k Alekseju Stepanovidu Pavlovu”. Tak
postepenno opredélilsja plan izdanija, kotoroe pedatalos’ snadala v priloZenijah k Zurnalu
«(tenija v Obstestvé i pr.”, a potom javilos’ i otdéI’no in octavo v slédujusdih vypuskah:
(@) 1-j «Pravila svjatih Apostol s tolkovanijami” v dvuh izdanijah— Moskva 1876 g.
iz" «Ctenij 1875 g., strn. 1-163) 4 +12+175 strn., i ibid. 1887 g, 5+12+168 strn.; II-j
«Pravila svjatyh vselennyh soborov s tolkovanijami” (iz “Ctenij” 1875 g., strn. 165-328;
1876 g., strn. 829-680; 1877 g., strn. 681-900) v dvuh &astjah: 1-ja “pravila soborov
1-4” Moskva 1877 g., 260 strn., 2-ja “pravila soborov 5-7” ibid., 736 strn.; ) «Pravila
svjatyh poméstnyh soborov s tolkovanijami” toZe v dvuh vypuskah (iz «Ctenij” 1877 g.,
strn. 900-1066; 1878 g., strn. 1067-1306; 1879 g., strn. 1307-1410: 1-j (pravila soborov
Ankirskago, Neokesarijskago, Gangrskago, Antiohijskago, Laodikijskago 1 Sardikijskago)
Moskva 1880, strn. 359; 2-j (pravila soborov Karfagenskago [s poslanijami k papé
Vonifatiju i papé Kelestinu], Konstantinopol’skago, Dvukratnago 1 vo hramé premudrosti
slova Botzija) ibid. 1881, strn. 876; ¢) “Pravila svjatyh otec 8 tolkovanijami” ibid. 1884,
strn. 626. Pri nih imé&etsja otdél’nyj «“Ukazatel’ predmetov, soderZastihsja v izdanii
pravil apostol’skih, sobornyh i svjatyh otcev s tolkovanijami”, Moskva 1888, 58 strn. in
octavo. Gredeskij tekst pravil privoditsja po izdaniju Zdvrayua Tdv Gelwv xal (epdv
xavdvwy . . . owd T. A. PaAan xai M. IIdrAy, *Abjvnow 1852-1854, rjadom s nim po-
mé3dajetsja doslovnyj slavjanskij perevod tolkovanij vizantijskih kommentatorov (Zonary,
Aristina, Val’'samona), tekst i tolkovanija slavjanskoj Kormd&ej; vse eto soprovozdaetsja
vydanijami i vsjakago roda pojasnenijami (istori¢eskimi, filologi¢eskimi i t. p.). Izdanie
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eto specialistami spravédlivo séitaetsja ves’'ma cénnym v nauénom otnofenii. Glavnym
redaktorom i déjatelem ego byl prof. A. F. Lavrov (v monaSestvé Aleksij, skondav&ijsja
arhiepiskopom Litovskim i Vilenskim), no privlekalis’ k udastiju mnogija drugija lica i
mezdu nimi prof. A. S. Pavlov.

(4) Russkij perevod pravil im&etsja tol’ko pri izdanijah Kazanskoj Duhovnoj Akademii:
a) “Déjanija vselenskih soborov v perevodé na russkij jazyk”, t. I VII(7), Kazan’ 1859-
1878 (nékotorye tomy vo vtorom izdanii) i &) “Déjanija devjati poméstnyh soborov v
perevodé na russkij jazyk”, odin tom, Kazan’ 1878. Etot perevod sdélan po poruéenii
Sv. Sinoda, a pravila peredajutsja v nem po tekstu sobornyh déjanij.

Iz predstavlennago oerka peéatnyh izdanij sobornyh pravil vidno, &to oni — v predélah
svoej faktiteskoj priménimosti — poéitajutsja istoénikom déjstvujudiago prava v
Russkoj pravoslavnoj cerkvi, poéemu dlja neja osobennuju vaznost’ iméjut 1§’ av-
toritetnyja vizantijskija, tolkovanija, o kotoryh sus&estvujut izslédovanija V. Demidova,
harakter i znadenie tolkovanij na kanonideskij kodeks gredeskoj cerkvi — Aristina,
Zonary i Val'samona —v “Pravoslavnom Obozrénii” t. II-j za 1888 g., Kazanskago
prof. V. A. Narbskago, Tolkovanija Val'samona na nomokanon Fotija, Kazan’ 1889, i
Jur’evskago t—; Derptskago) prof. M. E. Krasnozena, Tolkovateli kanoni¢eskago kode
vostodnoj cerkvi: Aristin, Zonara i Val’samon, Moskva 1892. .

Otdél’nyh nauényh tolkovanij vséh sobornyh pravil v russkoj literaturé nét, no oni
izlagajutsja i razjasnjajutsja v kursah cerkovnago prava (arhimandrit. [}ep. Smolens-
kago] Ioanna, prof. N. S. Suvorova, I. S. Berdnikova, P. A. Laskareva, M. A. Ostrou-
mova), v sotinenijah po istorii vselenskih soborov (ep. Ioanna, prof. Alekséja Petrovita
Lebedeva), v kanonideskih i cerkovno-istori¢eskih monografijah. Kasatel’no krititeskago
izdanija podlinnago teksta pravil est’ udenaja i poleznaja stat’ja (o knigé Fr. Lauchert,
Die Kanones usw., Freiburg i. Br. und Leipzig 1896) professora cerkovnnoj istorii v
S. Peterburgskoj Duhovnoj Akademii Vasilija Vasilievia Bolotova v «Hristianskom
Ctenii”, vyp. IV-jza 1896 g., strn. 178-195.

Professor S.-Peterburgskoj Duhovnoj Akademii
po kafedré Sv. Pisanija Novago Zavéta

NikoLAJ GLUBOKOVSKIJ.
S.-Peterburg,. 1898, X, 11-voskresenie.

A BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX OF THE PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE
CANONS OF THE APOSTLES AND OF THE COUNCILS IN THE
SLAVONIC AND RUSSIAN LANGUAGES.

(Prepared by Nicoras GLUBOEOFFsKI, Professor of the Chair of the Holy Scriptures of
the New Testament in the Ecclesiastical Academy of St. Petersburgh.)?

IN the orthodox Russian Church, editions of the Conciliar Canons and Decrees
have only been issued under the immediate disposition and sanction of the supreme
ecclesiastical authority, and, in fact, are amongst those things which it is not within
the competence of private scholars to undertake. Such editions therefore have been
published in Russia only in accordance with practical re;%uirements.

1. The earliest printed edition of the afore-mentioned canons appeared in the Sla-
vonic “ Kormchaja Kniga ”? (= Gk. mpdd\iov), the printing of which was commenced at
Moscow, on October Tth, 1649, under the Patriarch Joseph of Moscow, and was finished
on July 1, 1650 ; but the Patriarch Nicon caused it to be submitted to a Council for
revision, in consequence of which certain pages were reprinted and inserted afresh into
it® Thereupon copies of this “ Kormchaja” were distributed for use amongst the

’WMWWW.J.WM&M.,ES.A. 8 Steering-Book. W.J.B.
3A ccordingly some Hognpheneorreal&nckonthlsutwoedlﬂom.ofwhlchthatoflmmfolfooomtmof 8T+1+60+1
+ 16 + 679 pages, and was reprinted by the * Old Ritualists ” (Rascolnik{*), in 1785 at Warsaw.

* Rascolniki, lit. Schismati ;i.e.,mommm-mﬂnfuctswmmml‘nhoantnryleﬁm@nrchrmthmacoept
the service-books as corrected by the Patriarch Nicon.—W. J. B.
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churches, and came into general circulation not earlier than the year 1653. The second
‘edition of the *“ Kormchaja ” appeared in 1787, after a revision under the Metropolitan
Gabriel of Novgorod and St. Petersburgh,' and was followed by others (e.g., those of
1804, 1816, and 1823) without any alterations of importance. The latest editions differ
from that of Nicon in certain particulars, but these particulars do not concern the ec-
clesiastical Canons, which are placed in the first part of the “ Kormchaja” and include
the 85 Apostolic Canons, the decrees of the sixteen councils (of Nicaca, Ancyra, Neo-
cesarea, Gangra, Antioch, Laodicea, the 2d, 3d, and 4th Ecumenical, Sardica, Carthage,
Constantinople under Nectarius, in Trullo, A.D. 692, the 7th Ecumenicul, the First-
and-Second [council of Constantinople] and that in the church of St. Sophia) and the
Canons of the 13 Holy Fathers.

2. In the printed “ Kormchaja ” the canons are set forth, not in their full text, but
in a shortened form which sometimes gives but a very insufficient representation of the
contents of the original. On this account attempts at full translations were made many
years back, but these never appeared in print. It was not until 1839 that such an
edition as this was put forth by the Holy Synod at St. Petersburgh, under the title:
“ The Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles, of the Holy Ecumenical and local
Councils, and of the Holy Fathers,” printed in large folio in “ the Imperial city of St.
Peter, the first impression in the 7347th year from the creation of the world, and the
- 1839th from the Birth in the flesh of God the Word, indict. 12.” In this edition there
are 4 unnumbered leaves and 455 numbered pages. On each page there are two col-
umns, for the original text and the new translation of the whole text into the Slavonic
respectively, but without the commentaries of the Byzantine Canonists ; occasionally,
but rarely, notes based upon Zonaras or Balsamon are given, which are not always his-
torically accurate (for instance, that to the 10th Canon of Ancyra, the 3d of Sardica the
4th of Carthage, and the one which deals with the First-and-Second Council of a.p. 861)
while in some places the text itself is not correct (for instance, in the 13th Canon of the
1st EcumenicaFCouncil). This “ Book of the Canons” subsequently went through the
following editions : the 2d, printed in Moscow at the Synodal Press in 1862, in folio
8 leaves + 672 4+ 74 numbered pages, with Greek and Slavonic texts; the 3d ibid in
1866, in quarto, 3 leaves + 373 pages + 1 leaf + 59 pages, with the Slavonic text only ;
the 4th, ibid in 1874, in octavo, 4 leaves + 455 pages + 2 leaves + 104 + 4 pages, also
with the Slavonic text only ; the 5th, ibid. in 1886, iz folio, 3 leaves + 395 + 42 pages
+ 1 leaf, again with Slavonic text only.

3. The “ Book of Canons ” by no means represents an authorized textus receptus, and
after its publication, the Holy Synod itself not unfrequently introduced the Canons as
given in the Slavonic edition of the “ Kormchaja Kniga ” into its edicts, and moreover
recommended the Athenian Edition of the ‘ Syntagma " for all the ecclesiastico-educa-
tional establishments. This opened the way for a new work, which, with the permis-
sion of the supreme ecclesiastical authority, was undertaken by the Moscow “Society
of Amateurs of Spiritual Enlightenment.” The announcement of this was made in No. 3
of the “ Moscow Diocesan Church Gazette ” of the year 1875, whilst in the same year
in the January number of the Moscow Journal, “ Lectures delivered in the Society of
Amateurs of Spiritual Enlightenment,” the ¢ programme ” of the edition itself was printed
(pages 79-90 in the section devoted to bibliography). In criticism of it the Professor
of Canonical Law in the University of Novorossiisk, Alexis Stepanovich Pavloff (who
died on August 16, 1898, as Professor of the University of Moscow) wrote “ Notes on
the programme of an edition, in a Russian translation of the Canons of the Church with
Commentaries ” in the sixteenth volume of “Memoirs of the Imperial University of
Novorossiisk ” (Odessa, 1875), pages 1-17 of the Appendix (and in a separate pamphlet),
which was afterwards reprinted with certain additions in the Moscow Journal, ¢ Ortho-
dox Review,” of April, 1876 (pages 730-746), under the title: “ A new translation of the
Commentaries upon the canons of the church.” To these criticisms the Professor of

1 This edition was published at Moscow in folio in two parts and volumes, in the 1st there are $ unnumbered + 88 + 5§ — 60 4+
800 + 89 numbered pages ; in the2d 1 + 8 + 285 + 16 + 87 pages,
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Ecclesiastical Law in the Moscow Ecclesiastical Academy, Alexander Theodorovich
Lavroff, wrote a reply in “ Lectures delivered in the Society of Amateurs of Spiritual
Enlightenment ” (for the year 1877, part 2, pages 155-194), eniitled “ A printed letter to
Alexis Stepanovich Pavloff.” Thus the plan of the edition gradually took shape. It
was first printed in the Appendices to the Journal ““ Lectures in the Society, etc.,” and
subsequently was published separately in octavo in the following parts (A) I. “The
Canons of the Holy Apostles with Commentaries ” in two editions—Moscow, 1876,
(from “ Lectures,” 1875, pages 1-163) 4 + 12 4+ 175 pages, and ibid., 1887, 5-12 + 163

es; 1I. “Canons of the Holy Ecumenical Councils with Commentaries” (from
“ Lectures ” 1875, pages 165-325 ; 1876, pages 329-680; 1877, pages 891-900), in two
parts : 1st “ The Canons of the Councils I.-1IV.,” Moscow, 187';), 260 pages; 2d. “ The
Canons of Councils V.-VIL.,” ibid., 736 pages; (B) *“ The Canons of the Holy Local
Councils with Commentaries,” also in two parts (from “ Lectures” 1877, pages 900-
1066 ; 1878, pages 1067-1306 ; 1879, pages 1307-1410): the 1st (The Canons of the
Councils of Ancyra, Neocmsarea, Gangra, Antioch, Laodicea, and Sardica) Moscow,
1880, 359 pages; the 2d (The Canons of the Councils of Carthage [with the letters to
Pope Boniface and to Pope Celestine], Constantinople, the First-and-Second, and that
in the Temple of the Wisdom of the Word of God) ibid., 1881, 876 pages; (C) “The
Canons of the Holy Fathers with Commentaries,” ibid., 1884, 626 pages. Together
with these is a separate “ Index of subjects contained in the edition of the Canons of
the Apostles, Councils and Holy Fathers with Commentaries,” Moscow, 1888, 58 pages
in octavo. The Greek text of the canons follows the edition Jvvrayua Tédv Jelwv xai icpdv
xkavovoy . . . Umo I. A. PdA\n kal M. IIomny, A%jvmow 1852-1854, and alongside
of it is placed a literal Slavonic translation, after which follows a Russian translation of
the Commentaries of the Byzantine Canonists (Zonaras, Aristenus, Balsamon), and the
text and commentaries of the Slavonic “ Kormchaja ;" all this is accompanied by in-
troductions and explanations of all sorts (historical, philological, etc.). This edition is
rightly considered by specialists to be of very great value from a scientific point of
view. Professor A. Th. Lavroff (who became a monk under the name Alexis, and died
Archbishop of Lithuania and Vilna) was its chief editor and had most to do with it,
but many others took part in the work, and amongst these Professor A. S. Pavloff.

4. The only Russian translation of the canons which exists is contained in the pub-
lications of the Ecclesiastical Academy of Kazan: (a) “ The Acts of the Ecumenical
Councils translated into Russian,” 7 volumes. Kazan, 1859-1878 (some of these
volumes have run into a second edition) and (b) ¢ Acts of the nine local councils trans-
lated into Russian,” 1 volume, Kazan, 1878. This translation was made under the
direction of the Holy Synod, and the Canons are reproduced in it according to the text
of the Acts of the Councils. -

From the outline here presented of the printed editions of the Canons of the Coun-
cils, it will be seen that, within the limits of their practical applicability, they are rev-
erenced as the source of the operative law in the Russian orthodox church,and therefore
for her it is only the authoritative Byzantine commentaries which have any particular
importance. There are works upon these by V. Demidoff, “ The character and sig-
nificance of the commentaries upon the Canonical Codex of the Greek Church—of
Aristenus, Zonaras, and Balsamon,” in the ¢ Orthodox Review,” vol. ii. of 1888, and
of Professor V. A. Narbekoff, of Kazan, “The commentaries of Balsamon upon tne
Nomocanon of Photius,” Kazan, 1889, and of Professor M. E. Krasnozhen, of Jurieff
(Dorpat) “The Commentators of the Canonical Codex of the Eastern Church: Aris-
tenus, Zonaras, and Balsamon.” Moscow, 1892,

No separate scientific commentaries upon all the canons of the councils exist in
Raussian literature, but they are described, and explained in courses of Ecclesiastical
law (of the Archimandrite John [who, when he died, was Bishop of Smolensk]
of Professors N. S. Suvoroff, T. S. Berdnikoff. N. A. Lashkareff, M. A. Ostroiimoff)
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in our works upon the history of the Ecumenical Councils (by Bishop John, and
Professor Alexis %etrovich Lebedeff), and in monographs dealing with Canon Law and
Church History. As far as a critical edition of the original text of the canons is con-
cerned, there is a learned and useful article (upon a book by Fr. Lauchert, Die Kanones
usw., Freiberg i. Br. und Leipsig, 1896), by Vasili Vasilievich Bolotoff, Professor of
Ecclesiastical History in the St. Petersburgh Ecclesiastical Academy in the ¢ Christian
Reading,” vol. iv. for 1896, pp. 178-195. -




EXCURSUS ON THE HISTORY OF THE ROMAN LAW AND
ITS RELATION TO THE CANON LAW.

Tue foregoing bibliographical outline would be entirely incomplete did I not give
the reader at least a skegc{ of how those canons adopted by the various councils gradu-
ally won admission to the law-code of the Empire, and how that code itself came into
being. For those wishing to study the matter in detail I would name as the most recent
authorities upon the Roman Law, Mr. Muirhead, who has published with additions and
notes his article on the subject in the “ Encyclopsedia Britannica,” and Mr. Bury’s new
edition of Gibbon’s Rome just being issued with most learned notes.

But neither of these writers has put the matter exactly as I desire for this purpose,
:}Il.ld Ial:iave therefore been forced to seek elsewhere the information I now lay before

e reader.

The study of Jurisprudence did not form a separate department among the ancient
Greeks, but among the Romans it was quite otherwise, and a very elaborate system
was developed, so elaborate as to demand the care of a special class of men, who de-
voted themselves to this business alone and handed down to their successors a con-
stantly increasing mass of legal matter.

en Greece fell under the Roman yoke the laws of the victor were imposed upon
the vanquished, but even then the Greeks did not take to legal studies. In fact not un-
til the seat of the Empire was removed to Constantinople did the East become a centre
of jurisprudence or the residence of the chief legal experts. In the whole period before
the fourth century of our era we know of but one barrister who wrote in (greek, and he
came from the West, Herennius Modestinus. He was a disciple of Ulpian and precep-
tor to the Emperor Maximian the Younger.

From the time of Hadrian to that of Alexander Severus the influence of the legal
schools of Rome had been paramount. The Emperors consulted them and asked them
to decide difficult points. But after the death of Alexander this custom fell into entire
disuse, and the Emperors themselves decided the matters formerly entrusted to the
lawyers. After this time the Imperial Constitutions became the chief sources of Ro-
man law. It is only in the time of Constantine the Great that we find once again the
lawyers rising into prominence and a flourishing school at Beyroot in Syria. It was
at this timenﬁmt the Imperial Constitutions or Edicts were first collected, for until then
they existed only in detached documents. This collection was made by two lawyers,
Gregory or Gregorian, and Hermogenes. Gregory’s collection contains the laws set
forth from the time of Hadrian to Constantine, and Hermogenes wrote a supplement.
Although this was but a private enterprise, yet it was cited in the courts of law, just as
Lord Lyndwood’s Provinciale is with us to-day.

It is interesting to note that it was about this same time that the first attempt was
made to collect the ecclesiastical canons, and so the Civil Law and the Canon Law (as
we know them in after times) had their rise about the same period.

The law of the Empire was not, however, to be left to private and unofficial action,
but by the care of Theodosius the Younger its first official collection was made. This
prince directed eight men learned in the law to gather into one body of laws all the Im-
perial Constitutions published since the last included in the collections of Gregory and
Hermogenes. This is the “ Theodosian Code,” and contains the laws set forth by Con-
stantine and his successors. It was promulgated in 438 in the East, and received by
the then Emperor of the West, Valentinian III. To this were subsequently added such
laws as each set forth, under the title of “ New Constitutions.” ’

The Emperor Justinian determined still further to simplify the attaining of judicial
decisions. It is true that the making of the legal collections referred to had added
greatly to the ease of determining the law in any given case, but there was a source of
great confusion in the endless number of legal decisions which by custom had acquired
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the force of law, and which were by no means always consistent between themselves;
these were the famous responsa jurisperitorum. To clear up this difficulty was no small
task, but the Emperor went about it in the most determined fashion and appointed a
commission, consisting of Tribonian and ten other experts, to make a new collection of
all the imperial constitutions from Hadrian to his own day. This is the famous Jus-
tinian Code, which was promulgated in 529, and abrogated all previous collections.!

This, however, was not sufficient to remove the difficulty, and Tribonian next, together
with sixteen lawyers, spent three years in making extracts from the great mass of deci-
sions of the ancient jurists, filling as they did nearly two thousand volumes. These
they digested and did their best to clear away the contradictions. When the work was
finished it appeared to the world as the “ Pandects,” because it was intended to contain
all there was to be said upon the subject. It is also known as the “ Digest.” This
work was set forth in 533 and from that time such of the former decisions as were not
incorporated ceased to have any force.

It must however be remembered that, while this was the case, all the decisions con-
tained in the Pandects did not obtain the force of law. The Pandects are not a code of

laws, but a system of public jurisprudence composed by public authority. To the Pan-
dects were added by the Emperor two ordinances, the first to forbid any copyist to
write them in an abbreviated form; and the second forbidding commentators to treat
them in anything but their literal sense.

While this work was in progress some points were so complicated and obscure that
the Emperor had to be appealed to, and his writings in these particulars are the origin
of the “ Fifty Decisions.”

At the same time was prepared the “ Institutes,” containing the elements of the
whole Roman law.?

Later, new laws ha.ving been made, the Code had to be revised ; the former edition
was abrogated in 534, and a new one set forth with the title *“ Codex repetite prelec-
tionis.”

The last of Justinian’s labours in the field of jurisprudence (if indeed they were not
collected after his death) are his “ Novels,” a series of imperial constitutions issued be-
tween 535 and 559 (Neapal dwatdfeis). There are one hundred and sixty-eight of these
Novels, but the ancient glosses only know ninety-seven, and the rest have been added
since, as they have been found.

Such is the origin of the Corpus Juris Civilis, and its history needed to be set forth
in this place on account of its close connection with the Corpus Juris Canonici. In the
foregoing I have followed M. Scheell in his admirable Histoire de la Littérature Grecque
Profane, to which I am also chiefly indebted for the following notes upon the jurists of
the sixth and ensuing centuries.

A work which is often looked upon as the origin of the Canon Law was composed by
a lawyer of Antioch, somewhere near the middle of the sixth century. This jurist was
John of Antioch, surnamed Scholasticus. He was representative or apocrisiarius of
the Church of Antioch at Constantinople, and afterward was made Patriarch of that see,
over which he ruled from 564 until his death in 578. While still a simple priest at
Antioch he made his Collection of the Canons of the Councils.

“ He was not the first who conceived the idea of such a work. Some writers, resting
upon a passage in Socrates, have been of opinion that this honour belonged to Sabinus,
bishop of Heraclea, in Thrace, at the beginning of the fifth century ; but Socrates is not
speaking of a collection of canons at all, but of the synodal acts, of the letters written
by or addressed to the synods. If, however, Sabinus did not make a collection of
canons, it is certain nevertheless that before John of Antioch there existed one, for he
himself cites it many times, although he does not name the authors.” s

1 It wae written in Latin but, says Bury (Appendix to Vol. V. of Gibbon's Rome, p. 525), * was also immediately after its pub-
lcation in Latin, issued (perhaps incompletely) in a Greek form (Cf. Zacharia Von Lingenthal, Gr. R3m. Recht., p. 6). Moet of the
later Novels are Greek, and Novel vij. [15, ed. Zach.] exprersly recogglzes the neceesity of using ‘the common Greek tongue.’ "

2 The Pandects or Digest was translated into Greek by Dorotheus, and Theophilus p; 8 Greek paraphrase of the Inetitutes.

3 Scheell, Hist. Litt. Grec., Tome vii., Lib, vi., chap. xcvij., p. 226.
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“In gathering together thus the canons of the councils John of Antioch did not
form a complete body of ecclesiastical law. By his Novel CXLI., Justinian had indeed
given to the canons of the Church the force of law, but he himself published a great
number of constitutions upon Church matters. Now it was necessary to harmonize
these constitutions and canons, and to accomplish this feat was the object of a secound
work undertaken by John of Auntioch, to which he gave the title of Nomocanon
(Nopoxdvwr),' a word which from that time has served to designate any collection of
this sort.” ?

Bury says, “In the troubles of the VIIth century the study of law, like many other
things, declined, and in the practical administration of justice the prescriptions of the
Code and Digest were often ignored or moditied by the alien precepts of Christianity.
The religion of the Empire had exerted but very slight influence—no fundamental influ-
ence, we may say—on the Justinian law. Leo IIL., the founder of the Syrian (vulgarly
called Isaurian) dynasty, when he restored the Empire after a generation of anarchy,
saw the necessity of legislation to meet the changed circumstances of the time. The
settlements of foreigners—Slavs and Mardaites—in the provinces of the Empire created
an agrarian question, which he dealt with in his Agrarian Code. The increase of Slav-
onic and Saracenic piracy demanded increased securities for maritime trade, and this
was dealt with in a Navigation Code. But it was not only for special relations that Leo
made laws ; he legislated also, and in an entirely new way, for the general relations of
life. He issued a law book (in A.D. 740 in the name of himself and his son Constauntine),
which changed and modified the Roman law, as it had been fixed by Justinian. The
Ecloga,?® as it is called, may be described as a Christian law book. It is a deliberate
attempt to change the legal system of the Empire by an application of Christian princi-
ples. Examples, to illustrate its tendency, will be iven%elow. The horror in which
the iconoclasts were held on account of their heresy %y the image-worshippers, cast dis-
credit upon all their works. This feeling had something to do with the great reaction,
which was inaugurated by Basil L., against their legal reforms. The Christian Code of
Leo prevailed in the empire for less than a century and a half; and then, under the
auspices of Basil, the Roman law of Justinian was (partially) restored. In legal activity
the Basilian epoch faintly reflected the epoch of Justinian itself. A handbook of ex-
tracts from the Institutes, Digest, Code, and Novels, was published in a.p. 879, entitled
the Prochiron, to diffuse a knowledge of the forgotten system. Butthe great achieve-
ment of the Basilian epoch is the ‘Basilica’—begun under Basil, completed under Leo
VI.—a huge collection of all the laws of the Empire, not only those still valid, but
those which had become obsolete. It seems that two commissions of experts were ap-
pointed to Erepa.re the material for this work. One of these commissions compiled the
Prochiron by the way, and planned out the Basilica in sixty Books. The other com-
mission also prepared a handbook called the Epanagoge, which was never actually pub-
lished (though a sketch of the work is extant), and planned out the Basilica in forty
Books. The Basilica, as actually published, are arranged in sixty Books, compiled from
the materials prepared by both commissions.

“The Bas&an revival of Justinianean law was permanent ; and it is outside our pur-
pose to follow the history further, except to note the importance of the foundation of a
school of law at Constantinople in the 11th century by the Emperor Constantine IX.
The law enacting the institution of this school, under the direction of a salaried Nomo-
phylax, is extant. John Xiphilin (see above) was the first director. This foundation
may have possibly had some influence on the institution of the school at Bologna half
a century later.” 4

I take from Scheell the following description of the ‘ Basilica " :

“The ‘Basilica’ are a body of Roman law in the Greek language, extracted from the
Institutes, the Pandects, the Codes and the Novels of Justinian as well as from the Im-

Vol.l The two eolleeﬂ’ lbido'l:t' of John n;’g ublished with a translation in the Bitliotheca Juris Canonici Veteris of Voellus and Justellus,
5 supra, p. .
3 The a *’ were in 1852 by Zacharia, and again in 1889 by Monferratus.
¢ Appendix to Vol. V. of Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, pp. 525 and 596,
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perial Constitutions posterior to that prince ; also extracts from the interpretations of
such jurists as had won a fixed authority in the courts, and the canons of the councils.
Here is found together the civil and the ecclesiastical law of the Greeks, these two laws
having been in an intimate union by reason of the authority which the Emperors exer-
cised over the Church ; on the other hand, in the West there was formed step by step a
canon law separate from the civil law, and having a different source.” !

Such, then, were the “ Basilica,” but what is most singular is that this collection
was not given the force of law, neither by Leo VI. nor by Constaptine VL., although it
was prepared at their order, under their authority, and was written in the language
which was spoken by their subjects. The Justinian code of law, although in Latin,
still continued to be the only authority in the entire East. An anonymous writer pre-

pared an Epitome of the Basilica, digested into Alphabetical order, and beginning with

“Of the Orthodox faith of Christians.”

In 883 Photius published a ““ Syntagma canonum” and a “Nomocanon” with the
title ITpoxavew, because it was placed before the canons. This last work at the com.
mand of Constantine VI. was revised and soon took the place of the Nomocanon of
John of Antioch, over which work it had the advantage of being more recent and of
being digested in better order. In citing the canons, only the titles are given; but the
text of the civil laws appears in full. “As in the Eastern Church the influence of the
imperial authority increased at the expense of that of the councils, and as these princes
made ecclesiastical affairs a principal part of their government, it came to pass that the
Nomocanon of Photius became of more frequent ang more necessary use than his Syn-
tagma, [which contained the actual text of the canons of the councils down to 880].
Many commentators busied themselves with it, while the collection of the councils was
neglected. Thus it has happened that the Nomocanon has become the true foundation
of the ecclesiastical law of the East.” ?

But while this is true, yet there were not lacking commentators upon the Canon law,
and of the three chiefest of these some notice must be taken in this place. As I have
already pointed out it is to Bishop Beveridge that we owe the publication not only of
Photius’s Collection of Canons which are found in his “Zuvvodixor sive Pandectss,” but
also of the scholia of all three of these great commentators, Zonaras, Aristenus, and
Balsamon, and from his most learned Prolegomena to the same work I have chiefly
drawn the following facts, referring the curious reader to the introduction? itself for
further particulars.

John Zonaras was probably the same person who wrote the Byzantine History
which bears his name. He flourished under Alexis Comnenus, and enjoyed the high
office of Grand Drungarius Vigle (dpovyyapios tiis Blygs) and Chief of the Clerks.
After some years of secular life he retired to a monastery and devoted himself to literary
pursuits. 'While here, at the command of his superiors, and moved by the persuasion
of his friends, he wrote that great book which has made his fame, which he entitled
“ An Exposition of the Sacred and Divine Canons, as well those of the holy and ven-
erable Apostles, as also those of the sacred (Ecurhenical Synods, and those of the local
or particular councils, and those of the rest of the Holy Fathers; by the labour of John
Zonaras the monk, who was formerly Grand Drungarius Vigls and Chief of the Clerks.”

One of the greatest peculiarities of this work, and one which distinguishes it very
markedly from the later work of Balsamon upon the same subject, is that Zonaras con-
fines himself strictly to the canon law and rarely makes any references to the civil law
whatever ; and in such canons as bear no relation to the civil law Balsamon often
adopts Zonaras’s notes without change or addition.

These commentaries were first brought to light by John Quintin,a professor of
canon law at Paris, who published a Latin translation of the scholia upon the Apostolic

:gzgmll}, u% tupt:m pﬁa’:" The best edition of the Basilica is by W. E. Heimbach in 6 vols. (1883-70).
ell, ut ante, p. 288.

? Beveridge, Zvvoducdy sive Pandecte, Tom. I. of the original ed. Reprinted in Lib. Anglo. Cath. Theol., sppendix . XTI
of Beveridge’s Works, pp. xxi.-xxxix. it P ™ » 8P to Vol

¢ Efiiynats Tav iepav xai Ociny xavévwy Ty Te dyiwy xal gextar ‘AxoctdAwy, k. T, A,
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Canons. This was in 1558. In 1618 Antonius Salmatia edited his commentaries on
the canons of the Councils done into Latin. To this Latin version the Paris press
added the Greek text from the MS. codex in the Royal Library and printed it in
1618. In 1622 the same press issued his commentaries upon- the Epistles of the Holy
Fathers, together with those of St. Gregory Thaumaturgus, Macarius of Egypt, and
Basil. But Beveridge collected them in his Oxford Edition for the first time into one
WOll;k; preparing a somewhat critical text by collation with some manuscripts he found
at home. .

The second of these great Greek scholiasts is Alexis Aristenus. As Beveridge points
out, he must have flourished before or at the same time as Balsamon, for this latter
speaks of him in high terms of commendation in his scholion on the Sixth of the Apos-
tolic Canons, descrli%ing him as rov dmépripov. Aristenus was Nomophylax, Orphano-
trophe and Protecdekas, or chief of the Syndics of the Communes, called Ecdics
("E}:)c&xoc). He wrote the excellent series of notes upon the Epitomes of the Canons
which are given the reader in Beveridge’s Pradects. Scheell says that it is an error to
attribute to him the ¢ Extract of the Ancient Ecclesiastical Laws,” ¢ which is none of
his.”! Aristenus was Grand Economus of the Church of Constantinople and a man of
great distinction; and his opinion was sought after and his decision followed even when
1n opposition to one of the Patriarchs, viz.: Nicephorus of Jerusalem. ™~

veridge was the first to print Aristenus’s gtholia, and he did so from four MSs.,
in England, for a description of which I refer the reader to the bishop’s prolegomena.

Theodore Balsamon 1s the last of the three great Greek scholiasts. He flourished .
in the time of the Emperor Isaac Angelus and bore the title of Patriarch of Antioch,
although at that time the city was in the hands of the Latins and had been so since
1100. He was looked upon as the greatest jurist of his times both in ecclesiastical and
civil matters. Somewhere about the year 1150, he wrote by the order of Manuel Com-
nenus a series of ‘“Scholia upon the Nomocanon of Photius,” and another set styled
“Scholia upon the Canons of the Apostles, of the Councils and of the Fathers of the
Church ; ” he also prepared a “Collection of [imperial] Constitutions upon ecclesiasti-
cal matters,”? in three books, which has been published (by Loeewenklaw) at Frankfort,
1595, under the title “Paratitles.” There remains also a great number of his opinions
on cases presented to him, notably his ‘“answers to sixty-four canonical questions by
Mark, Patriarch of Alexandria.” | o

These most learned writi.n%zj were unknown and forgotten, at least in the Wesr,
until they were set forth in a Latin translation during the time the Council of Trent
was sitting, in 1561, and not till 1620 did the Greek text appear in the Paris edition of
that date. But this text was imperfect and corrupt, and Beveridge produced a pure
text from an Oxford MS., with' wiich he compared several others. Moreover in his
Pandects he amended the Latin text as well in numberless particulars. For further
particulars of the bibliography of the matter see Beveridge.*

It may not be amiss to add that abundant proof of the high esteem in which Balsa-
mon was held is found in contemporary authors, and no words can give an exaggerated
idea of the weight of his opinion on all legal matters, religious and profane; his works
were undertaken at the command of the Emperor and of the Patriarch, and were
received with an unmixed admiration.®

In the thirteenth century a certain Chumnus who had been Nomophylax and was
afterwards elevated to the Archiepiscopal chair of Thessalonica wrote a little book on
the “ Degrees of Relationship.”*

In the fourteenth century we find Matthew Blastares writing “ An Alphabetical
Table "7 of the contents of the canons of the councils, and of the laws of the Emperors.

And in the same century we find Constantine Harmenopulus, who was born in 1320.
He was, when thirty years of age, a member of the first court of civil justice (Judex

1 Scheell, Hist. Lib. Grec., Tom VII., p. #4L 3 Beverl Pandecte. Prol. § XXX.
3 Tar dxxAngaoricey Suirafewy Tvaioyn. 4 Beveri Fe. Pandects, Prol. § XIX.-XXII.
¢ 1bid., Prol. § XVL.-XIX. ¢ Found in Leunclavius, Jur. Grec. Rom., Vol. ii.

* Zvrrayua xard Zroxewr, found in Beveridge’s Synodicon, but (says Scheell) **in a manner very little correct.”
VOL. XIV.
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Dromi). Subsequently he was appointed Counsellor of the Emperor, John Cantacuzene,
and finally Sebastos and Curopalatos under John Paleologus. In the year 1345 he
published a “ Manual of Jurisprudence.”' This work is of great value to the student of
Roman law as he completes the work of the Emperor Basil%:y adding the imperial con-

stitutions since that time. But our chief concern with him is as the author of an '

“ Epitome of the Divine and Sacred Canons.”?

Constantine Harmenopulus was the last Greek jurist, and then Constantinople fell,
to the everlasting disgrace of a divided Christendom, into the hands of the Infidel, and
th]fr law of the false Prophet supplanted the Roman Law, the Code of Civilization and
Christianity. :

I pass 3ow to the history of the growth of the canon law in the West. No one read-
ing even cursorily the canons contained in the present volume can fail to notice that,
with the exception of those of the African code, they are primarily intended for the
government of the East and of persons more immediately under the shadow of the im-

erial city. In fact in the canons of the Council in Trullo and in those of the Seventh

ynod there are places which not even covertly are attacks, or at least reflections, upon
the Western customs of the time. And it does not seem to be an unjust view of the
matter to detect in the Council of Chalcedon and its canon on the position of the See
of Rome, a beginning of that unhappy spirit which found its full expression in that most
lamentable breaking off of communion between East and West.

While, then, as I have pointed out, in the East the Canon Law was developed and
digested side by side and in consonance with the civil law, in the West the state of
things was wholly different, and while in secular matters the secular power was sup-
posed to be supreme, there grew up a great body of Ecclesiastical Law, often at variance
with the secular decrees upon the subject. To trace this, step by steE, is no part of my
duty in this excursus, and I shall only give so brief an outline that the reader may be
able to understand the references in the notes which accompany the Canons in the text.

Somewhere about the year 500 Dionysius Exiguus, who was Abbot of a Monastery
in Rome, translated a collection of Greek Canons into Latin for Bishop Stephen of Sa-
lona. At the head of these he placed fifty of what we now know as the ‘ Canons of
the Apostles,” but it must not be supposed that he was convinced of their Apostolic
origin, for in the Preface to his translation he expressly styles them “Canons which
are said to be by the Apostles,” and adds “ quibus plurimi consensum non preebuere
facilem.”® To these he added the canons of Chalcedon with those that council had ac-
cepted, viz., those of Sardica, and a large number passed by African Synods, and lastly
the Papal Decretals from Siricius to Anastasius II.

The next collection is that of St. Isidore of Seville, or which is supposed to have
been made by him, early in the seventh century. .

About the middle of the ninth century there appeared a collection bearing the name
of Isidore Mercator, and containing the “false decretals” which have been so fruitful a
theme of controversial writing. This collection was made somewhere about the year
850, and possibly at Mayence. Many writers in treating of these decretals, which are
undoubtedly spurious, seem to forget that they must have expressed the prevailing
opinions of the day in which they were forged, of what those early Popes would have
been likely to have said, and that therefore even forgeries as they certainly are, they
have a great historical value which no sound scholar can properly neglect.

After the collection of St. Isidore we have no great collection till that of Gratian in

-1151. Gratian was a Benedictine monk, and he styled his work “ A Reconciling of
contradictory canons ” ( Concordantia discordantium Oanonwm), which well sets forth what
his chief object in view was, but his work had a great future before it, and all the world

1 TIpéxecpov Tov véuwv. Of this there have been many editions since the first, which was that of Paris, 1540, edited by Snallen-

» without on( Latin translation and without notes. The first Latin version was published at Col in 1547, a seoont{ at Lyons
in . and a third at Lausanne in 15680. At last in 1587, at Geneva, there appeared an edition in Greek and Latin.

3°Emcronn Tév feiov xai iepoiv xavérwv. This work is found with a Latin version in the Collection of Leewenklaw.

3 Hefele points out that Dr von Drey's contention that ** plurimi ” refers to the Greeks cannot be sustained if it is pushed so far
as to exclude from the West an lc&;:lnunee with these canons in their Greek form, for, as he well points out. Greek was a perfectl
}vellAunde:mwod h‘lzgu):ge at this in the West, especially in ltaly, where it was largely spoken. (4 Hist. CArist. Councils, Vol!

. Appendix, p. ¢49.
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knows it as “ Gratian’s Decretum,” and with it begins the “collections” of Canon law,
if we consider it as a system in present force.

“This great work is divided into three parts. The first part, in 101 ¢ Distinctions,’
treats of ecclesiastical law, its origin, principles, and authority, and then of the different
ranks and duties of the clergy. The second part, in thirty-six ‘ Causes,’ treats of eccle-
siastical courts and their forms of procedure. The third part, usually called ¢De Con-
secratione,’ treats of things and rites employed in the service of religion. From its
first appearance the Decretum obtained a wide popularity, but it was soon discovered
that it contained numerous errors, which were corrected under the directions of suc-
cessive Popes down to Gregory XIII. Nor, although every subsequent generation has
resorted to its pages, is the Decretum an authority to this day—that is, whatever canons
or maxims of law are found in it possess only that degree of legality which they would
?ossess if they existed separately ; their being in the Decretum gives them no binding
orce. In the century after Gratian, several su?lementary collections of Decretals
appeared. These, with many of his own, were collected by the orders of Gregory IX.,
who employed in the work the extraordinary learning and acumen of St. Raymond of
Pennafort, into five books, known as the Decretals of Gregory IX. These are in the
fullest sense authoritative, having been deliberately ratified and published by that Pope
(1234). The Sext, or sixth book of the Decretals, was added by Boniface VIII. (1298).
The Clementines are named after Clement V., who compiled them out of the canons of
the Council of Vienne (1316) and some of his own constitutions. The Extravagantes of
John XXII., who succeeded Clement V., and the Extravagantes Communes, containing
the decretals of twenty-five Popes, ending with Sixtus IV. (1484), complete the list. Of
these five collections—namely the Decretals, the Sext, the Clementines, the Extrava-
gants of John XXII and the Extravagants Common—the ¢ Corpus Juris Ecclesiastici’
of the West is made up.”?

Into this body of canon law of course many of the canons we shall have to treat of
in the following pages have been incorporated and so far as possible I shall give the
reader a reference which will help his research in this particular.

3 Addis and Arnold, 4 Catholic Dictionary, sud voce Canon Law.
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HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION.

The history of the Council of Nice has been so often written by so many brilliant histo-
rians, from the time of its sitting down to to-day, that any historical notice of the causes
leading to its assembling, or account of its proceedings, seems quite unnecessary. The ed-
itor, however, ventures to call the attention of the reader to the fact that in this, as in every
other of the Seven Ecumenical Councils, the question the Fathers considered was not what
they supposed Holy Scripture might mean, nor what they, from @priori arguments, thought
would be consistent with the mind of God, but something entirely different, to wit, what
they had received. They understood their position to be that of witnesses, not that of exe-
getes. They recognized but one duty resting upon them in this respect—to hand down to
other faithful men that good thing the Church had received according to the command of
@od. The first requirement was not learning, but honesty. The question they were called
upon to answer was not, What do I think probable, or even certain, from Holy Scripture ?
but, What have I been taught, what has been intrusted to me to hand down to others?
When the time came, in the Fourth Council, to examine the Tome of Pope St. Leo, the
question was not whether it could be proved to the satisfaction of the assembled fathers
from Holy Scripture, but whether it was the traditional faith of the Church. It was not the
doctrine of Leo in the fifth century, but the doctrine of Peter in the first, and of the Church
since then, that they desired to believe and to teach, and so, when they had studied the
Tome, they cried oyt :!? ’

““This is the faith of the Fathers! This is the faith of the Apostles! . . . Peter
hath thus spoken by Leo! The Apostles thus taught! Cyril thus taught!” ete.

No Acts of eithgr of the first two Ecumenical Councils have been handed down.?

1 This is clearly set forth by Pope Vlii:l‘ns as follows : No tiouc Trium Capitulorum. Migne, Pat. Lat., tom. lxix., col.
. one can doubt that our fathers believed they should reeeive
with veneration the letter of blessed Leo if they declared ' ’ "About twenty-five years ago Mr. Eugéne Révillout discov-
agree with the doctrines of t.he Nleene and Constantino man ered, in the Mnsenm of Turin, two fragments in Co Ptic which
Councils, as also with those of blessed Cyril, set forth in t " he supposed to be portions of the Acts of t.his Council (of which
of Ephesus. And if that Ietwr of 80 a Pontiff, shinlng the rest are still mlsslngmlncorpoumd into the Acts of a Council
with so brl&ht a light of the orthodox Faith, needed to be ap- | held at Alexandria in But there is too little known about
roved by these comparisons, how can that letter to Maris the ! these fragments to attribute to them any fixed value. I therefore
euim whlch specially rejects the First Council of Ephesus and onl refer the reader to the literature on the subject—Journal
ecare»be tl?ell b:vzgr:toicnl the expressed doctrines of the blessed ! Asiat ue, Fevrier-Mars, 1878 ; Annales ds Philosophie Chréti-

have been called orthodox by these same | enne, Juin, 1878; Revue de Questions His Avril, 18743

athers, condemning as it does thosee writings, by com arlson M. W. Guettée, Histoire de P Eglise, t. II1., p. 21; Eugéne Rb-

wlthwhlch.uwehveuid%thedoctrlneofsognua ontift Ivﬂlout Le Concile de Niobs et ls Ooncile d'Alewandris . . .
deserved to be commended ? "—Vigil.,, Constitutum pro damna- | d’aprés les textes Coptes.




THE NICENE CREED

(Found in the Acts of the Ecumenical Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, in the Epis-
tle of Eusebius of Ceesarea to his own Church, in the Epistle of St. Athanasius Ad
Jovianum Imp., in the Ecclesiastical Histories of Theodoret and Socrates, and elsewhere,
The variations in the text are absolutely without tmportance.) |

The Synod at Nice set forth this Creed.!

The Ecthesis of the Synod at Nice.?

We believe in one God, the Father Al-
mighty, maker of all things visible and in-
visible ; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the
Son of God, the only-begotten of his Fa-
‘ther, of the substance of the Father, God

of God, Light of Light, very God of very
God, begotten (y évra), not made, be-

ing of one substance (ouoovaiov, consub-
stantialem) with the Father. By whom all
things were made, both which be in heaven
and in earth. 'Who for us men and for our
salvation came down [from heaven] and was
incarnate and was made man. He suffered
and the third day he rose again, and as-
cended into heaven. And he shall come
again to judge both the quick and the
dead. And [we believe] in the Holy Ghost.
And whosoever shall say that there was a
time when the Son of God was not (7jv more
dte ok W), or that before he was begotten
he was not, or that he was made of things
that were not, or that he is of a different
substance or essence [from the Father] or
that he is a creature, or subject to change
or conversion *—all that so say, the Catho-
glc and Apostolic Church anathematizes
em.

NOTES

The Creed of Eusebius of Cmesarea, which
he presented to the council, and which some
suppose to have suggested the creed finally
adopted.

( Found in his Epistle to his diocese; vide :
St. Athanasius and Theodoret.)

‘We believe in one only God, Father Al-
mighty, Creator of things visible and invisi-
ble; and in the Lord Jesus Christ, for he is
the Word of God, God of God, Light of Light,
life of life, his only Son, the first-born of all
creatures, begotten of the Father before all
time, by whom also everything was created,
who became flesh for our redemption, who
lived and suffered amongst men, rose again
the third day, returned to the Father, and
will come again one day in his glory to judge
the quick and the dead. We believe also in
the Holy Ghost. We believe that each of
these three is and subsists ; the Father truly
as Father, the Son truly as Son, the Holy
Ghost truly as Holy Ghost; as our Lord
also said, when he sent his disciples to
preach: Go and teach all nations, and baptize
them in the name of the. Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.

EXCURSUS ON THE WORD HOMOUSIOS.

The Fathers of the Council at Nice were at one time ready to accede to the request of
some of the bishops and use only scriptural expressions in their definitions. But, after
several attempts, they found that all these were capable of being explained away. Athan-
asius describes with much wit and penetration how he saw them nodding and winking to
each other when the orthodox proposed expressions which they had thought of a way of
escaping from the force of. After a series of attempts of this sort it was found that some-
thing clearer and more unequivocal must be adopted if real unity of faith was to be attained ;
and accordingly the word homousios was adopted. Just what the Council intended this

1 This is the beading in the Acts of the IIId Council. Lab!
Cone., tom. 1ii., 671. be.

Later writers have used the nominative masculine,
jos” and ‘‘homofousios.” The great Latin writers did not

3This is the heading in the Acts of the IVth Council. Labbe, | thue transliterate the word, but, wrote ** homousios,” and for the
Cone., tom. iv., 839. heretical word ‘‘ h ios ” or “h fos.” I have kept for
3This word, in the Greek fpmﬁ:i,%lé translated in the Latin | the noun sign!

ng the doctrine, our old English ** Homoou-
sion,” but for the adjective, 1 have used the ordin latinized
form ‘‘homoustos,” in this copying Smith and Wwe.‘gm Chris-
tian Antiquities.

contertidilem, but see side note in .

English writers usually wrote this word ¢ homoou-
sion,” and thus spoke of the doctrine as *the doctrine of the
homoousion.” For the Arian word they wrote ** homoiousion.”

B2
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expression to mean is set forth by St. Athanasius as follows: * That the Son is not only
like to the Father, but that, as his image, he is the same as the Father; that he is of the
Father; and that the resemblance of the Son to the Father, and his immutability, are
different from ours: for in us they are something acquired, and arise from our fulfilling the
divine commands. Moreover, they wished to indicate by this that his generation is different
from that of human nature ; that the Son is not only like to the Father, but inseparable
from the substance of the Father, that he and the Father are one and the same, as the Son
himself said : ¢ The Logos is always in the Father, and, the Father always in the Logos,” a8
the sun and its splendour are inseparable.” !

The word homousios had not had, although frequently used before the Council of Nice,
a very happy history. It was probably rejected by the Council of Antioch,? and was sus-
pected of being open to a Sabellian meaning. It was accepted by the heretic Paul of Sam-
osata and this rendered it very offensive to many in the Asiatic Churches.

On the other hand the word is used four times by St. Irenseus, and Pamphilus the Martyr
is quoted as asserting that Origen used the very word in the Nicene sense. . Tertullian also
uses the expression “ of one substance ” (unius substanti) in two places, and it would seem
that more than half a century before the meeting of the Council of Nice, it was a common
one among the Orthodox.

Vasquez treats this matter at some length in his Disputations?® and points out how well
the distinction is drawn by Epiphanius between Synousios and Homoustios,  for synousios
signifies such an unity of substance as allows of no distinction : wherefore the Sabellians
would admit this word : but on the contrary homousios signifies the same nature and sub-
stance but with a distinction between persons one from the other. Rightly, therefore, has
the Church adopted this word as the one best calculated to confute the Arian heresy.” ¢

It may perhaps be well to note that these words are formed like dudSws and duocdBios,
Spoyvdpwy and Spooyviuwy, ete., ete.

The reader will find this whole doctrine treated at great length in all the bodies of
divinity ; and in Alexander Natalis (H.E. t. iv., Diss. xiv.); he is also referred to Pearson,
On the Creed ; Bull, Defence of the Nicene Creed ; Forbes, An Explanation of the Nicene
Creed ; and especially to the little book, written in answer to the recent criticisms of Pro-
fessor Harnack, by H. B. Swete, D.D., The Apostles’ Creed.

EXCURSUS ON THE WORDS yomdéra ol womdéra.
(J. B. Lightfoot. The Apostolic Fathers—Part II. Vol ii. Sec. L pp. 90, et seqq.)

The Son is here [Ignat. Ad. Eph. vii.] declared to be yowyris as man and dyénmyros as God,
for this is clearly shown to be the meaning from the parallel clauses. Such language is not
in aceordance with later theological definitions, which carefully distinguished between yer-
rés and yewyrds between dyéqros and dyédwros ; 8o that yamrds, dyémros respectively denied and
affirmed the eternal existence, being equivalent to xrworés, dxrwros, while yarvyrds, dyéryros
described certain ontological relations, whether in time or in eternity. In the later theolog-
ical language, therefore, the Son was yenyrés even in his Godhead. See esp. Joann. Damasc.
de Fid. Orth. i. 8 [where he draws the conclusion that only the Father is dyéwyros, and
only the Son yenyrds].

There can be little doubt however, that Ignatius wrote yewyrés xai dyévyros, though his
editors frequently alter it into yanrds xai dyémros. For (1) the Greek MS. still retains the
double [Greek nun] v, though the claims of orthodoxy would be a temptation to scribes to

lAthnnu,DaDeent Nie., c. xix. et expression Homousios (that lsconmbmd-l)tom
3 Vide Bw:lnson.lns:n?t'h and Wace, ﬂct. Cheist. Biog., Mthohthermdthesonmonheu

#ud voocs Homousios, p. 184. 4 Vasquez mydsowellbeconsultadonthe expressions
'mebhpu.dx..ap v. * Rightly doth the Church | éveia, substantia, iwéoracss, etc.
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substitute the single v. And to this reading also the Latin genitus et ingenitus points. On
the other hand it cannot be concluded that translators who give factus et non factus had the
words with one v, for this was after all what Ignatius meant by the double v, and they would
naturally render his words so as to make his orthodoxy apparent. (2) When Theodoret
writes yannyros ¢ dyemiroy, it is clear that he, or the person before him who first substituted
this reading, must have read yaryros xai dyéyros, for there would be no temptation to alter
the perfectly orthodox yenyros xai &yémros, nor (if altered) would it have taken this form.
(3) When the interpolator substitutes é povos dAndwis Beds & dyévyros . . . 7ob & uovoyo-
vobs wamp xal yomirwp, the natural inference is that he too, had the forms in double », which
he retained, at the same time altering the whole run of the sentence 8o as not to do violence
to his own doctrinal views ; see Bull Def. Fid. Nic. ii. 2§ 6. (4) The quotation in Athana-
sius is more difficult. The MSS. vary, and his editors write youyros xal dyémros. Zahn too,
who has paid more attention to this point than any previous editor of Ignatius, in his former
work (Ign. v. Ant. p. 564), supposed Athanasius to have read and written the words with a
single », though in his subsequent edition of Ignatius (p. 888) he declares himself unable to
determine between the single and double v». I believe, however, that the argument of
Athanasius decides in favour of the w. Elsewhere he insists repeatedly on the disfinction
between xri{«r and yewiy, justifying the use of the latter term as applied to the divinity of
the Son, and defending the statement in the Nicene Creed yamyriv éx rijs oloias rov marpds rov
wov Spoovaiov (De Synod. 54, 1, p. 612). Although he is not responsible for the language of
the Macrostich (De Synod. 8, 1, p. 590), and would have regarded it as inadequate without
the Suocvouov, yet this use of terms entirely harmonizes with his own. In the passage before
us, tb. §§ 46, 47 (p. 607), he is defending the use of homousios at Nicea, notwithstanding
that it had been previously rejected by the council which condemned Paul of Samosata, and
he contends that both councils were orthodox, since they used homousios in a different
sense. As a parallel instance he takes the word dyéwyros which like homousios is not a seript-
ural word, and like it also is used in two ways, signifying either (1) To & pev, pijre 8¢ yer-
wI& papre SAws éxov Tov alrwv, or (2) To dxrorov. In the former sense the Son cannot be called
dyémyros, in the latter he may be 8o called. Both uses, he says, are found in the fathers.
Of the latter he quotes the passage in Ignatius as an example ; of the former he says, that
some writers subsequent to Ignatius declare & 16 dyéwyrov & warip, xai ds 6 ¢ alrév vids ywioros,
yévnpa adpdivov x. 7. . [He may have been thinking of Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. 7, which I
shall quote below.] He maintains that both are orthodox, as having in view two different
senses of the word dyémrov, and the same, he argues, is the case with the councils which
seem to take opposite sides with regard to homousios. It is clear from this passage, as Zahn
truly says, that Athanasius is dealing with one and the same word throughout ; and, if so,
it follows that this word must be dycwqrov, since dyémrovr would be intolerable in some
places. I mayadd by way of caution that in two other passages, de Decret. Syn. Nic. 28
(1, p. 184), Orat. c. Arian. i. 80 (1, p. 843), St. Athanasius gives the various senses of dyéanror
(for this is plain from the context), and that these passages ought not to be treated as
parallels to the present passage which is concerned with the senses of dyémrov. Much con-
fusion is thus created, e.g. in Newman'’s notes on the several passages in the Oxford transla-
tion of Athanasius (pp. 51 8q., 224 sq.), where the three passages are treated as parallel, and
no attempt is made to discriminate the readings in the several places, but “ingenerate” is
given a8 the rendering of both alike. If then Athanasius who read yewnris xai dyénmros in
Ignatius, there is absolutely no authority for the spelling with one v. The earlier editors
(Voss, Ussher, Cotelier, etc.), printed it as they found it in the MS.; but Smith substituted
the forms with the single v, and he has been followed more recently by Hefele, Dressel, and
some other. In the Casanatensian copy of the MS., a marginal note is added, dvayrworéor
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dyérros Totr” o pi) momIels. Waterland (Works, IIL., p. 240 sq., Oxf. 1823) tries ineffectu-
ally to show that the form with the double v was invented by the fathers at a later date to
express their theological conception. He even “ doubts whether there was any suclt word as
dyévyros 80 early as the time of Ignatius.” In this he is certainly wrong.

The MSS. of early Christian writers exhibit much confusion between these words spelled
with the double and the single v. See e.g. Justin Dial. 2, with Otto’s note ; Athenag. Suppl.
1 with Otto’s note ; Theophil, ad Autol. ii. 3, 4; Iren. iv. 38, 1, 3; Orig. c. Cels. vi. 66;
Method, de Lib. Arbitr., p. 57; Jahn (see Jahn’s note 11, p. 122); Maximus in Euseb. Praep.
Ev. vii. 22 ; Hippol. Haer. v. 16 (from Sibylline Oracles) ; Clem. Alex. Strom v. 14 ; and very
frequently in later writers. Yet notwithstanding the confusion into which later transcribers
have thus thrown the subject, it is still possible to ascertain the main facts respecting the
usage of the two forms. The distinction between the two terms, as indicated by their origin,
is that dyémros denies the creation, and dyénnros the generation or parentage. Both are used at
a very early date ; e.g. dyémros by Parmenides in Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 14, and by Agothon in
Arist. Eth. Nic. vii. 2 (comp. also Orac. Sibyll. prooem. 7, 17); and dyéwyros in Soph. Trach.
61 (where it is equivalent to Svoyevav). Here the distinction of meaning is strictly preserved,
and so probably it always is in Classical writers; for in Soph. Trach. 743 we should after
" Porson and Hermann read dyémrov with Suidas. In Christian writers also there is no reason
" to suppose that the distinction was ever lost, though in certain connexions the words might
- be used convertibly. Whenever, as here in Iguatius, we have the double » where we should

expect the single, we must ascribe the fact to the indistinctness or incorrectness of the

writer’s theological conceptions, not to any obliteration of the meaning of the terms them-
“selves. To this early father for instance the eternal yéwnois of the Son was not a distinct

theological idea, though substantially he held the same views as the Nicene fathers respect-
. ing the Person of Christ. The following passages from early Christian writers will serve
at once to show how far the distinction was appreciated, and to what extent the Nicene
conception prevailed in ante-Nicene Christianity ; Justin Apol. ii. 6, comp. . § 13 ; Athenag.
Suppl. 10 (comp. tb. 4) ; Theoph. ad. Aut. ii. 3; Tatian Orat. 5; Rhodon in Euseb. H. E. v.
18 ; Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. 7; Orig. ¢. Cels. vi. 17, ib. vi. 52 ; Concil. Antioch (a.p. 269) in
Routh Rel. Sacr. ITL., p. 290 ; Method. de Creat. 5. In no early Christian writing, however,
is the distinction more obvious than in the Clementine Homilies, x. 10 (where the distinction
is employed to support the writer’s heretical theology) : see also viii. 16, and comp. xix. 3,
4,9, 12. The following are instructive passages as regards the use of these words where
the opinions of other heretical writers are given ; Saturninus, Iren. i. 24, 1; Hippol. Haer.
vii. 28 ; Simon Magus, Hippol. Haer. vi. 17, 18 ; the Valentinians, Hippol. Haer. vi. 29, 30 ;
the Ptolemsus in particular, Ptol. Ep. ad. Flor. 4 (in Stieren’s Irenwmus, p. 935); Basilides,
Hippol. Haer. vii. 22 ; Carpocrates, Hippol. Haer. vii. 32.

From the above passages it will appear that Ante-Nicene writers were not indifferent to
the distinction of meaning between the two words; and when once the othodox Christology
was formulated in the Nicene Creed in the words yewndéra ob mondévra, it became henceforth
impossible to overlook the difference. The Son was thus declared to be yewyrds but not
yerprés, I am therefore unable to agree with Zahn (Marcellus, pp. 40, 104, 223, Ign. von Ant.
p- 565), that at the time of the Arian controversy the disputants were not alive to the differ-
ence of meaning. See for example Epiphanius, Haer. Ixiv. 8. But it had no especial inter-
est for them. While the orthodox party clung to the homousios as enshrining the doctrine
for which they fought, they had no liking for the terms dyéwnyros and yewyrés as applied to
the Father and the Son respectively, though unable to deny their propriety, because they
were affected by the Arians and applied in their own way. To the orthodox mind the Arian
formula oix fv mpiv yemdjvar or some Semiarian formula hardly less dangerous, seemed
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always to be lurking under the expression ®eds yevyrds as applied to the Son. Hence the
language of Epiphanius Haer. lxxiii. 19: “As you refuse to accept our homousios because
though used by the fathers, it does not occur in the Scriptures, so will we decline on the
same grounds to accept your dyéwyros.” Similarly Basil c. Eunom. i, iv., and especially 1b,
further on, in which last passage he argues at great length against the position of the here-
tics, el dyédmros, Pagiv, & marjp, yeryros 88 6 vids, ob s adrijs oboias. See also the arguments
against the Anomceans in [Athan.] Dial. de Trin. ii. passim. This fully explains the reluc-
tance of the orthedox party to handle terms which their adversaries used to endanger the
homousios. But, when the stress of the Arian controversy was removed, it became conven-
ient to express the Catholic doctrine by saying that the Son in his divine nature was yéyros
but not yévros. And this distinction is staunchly maintained in later orthodox writers, e.g.
John of Damascus, already quoted in the beginning of this Excursus.



8 .

THE CANONS OF THE 318 HOLY FATHERS ASSEMBLED IN
THE CITY OF NICE, IN BITHYNIA.

CANON L

Ir any one in sickness has been subjected by physicians to a surgical
n castrated by barbarians, let him remain among the clergy

if he has

operation, or
Put, it any

.
)

one in sound health has castrated himself, it behoves that such an one, if [already] en-
rolled among the clergy, should cease [from his ministry], and that from henceforth no

such

rson should be promoted. But, as it is evident that this is said of those who
y do the thing and presume to castrate themselves, so if any have been made

eunuchs by barbarians, or by their masters, and should otherwise be found worthy,

such men the Canon admits to the clergy.

NOTES.

Axorexr Errrouz! or Caxvox 1.

Eunuchs may be received tnto the number of
the clergy, but those who castrate themselves shall
not be received.

BALSAMON.

The divine Apostolic Canons xxi., xxii., xxiii.,
and xxiv.,, have taught us sufficiently what
ought to be done with those who castrate
themselves, this canon provides as to what is
to be done to these as well as to those who
deliver themselves over to others to be emas-
culated by them, viz., that they are not to be
admitted among the clergy nor advanced to
the priesthood.

Daxter Burres.
(Smith & Cheetham, Dict. Christ. Ant.)

The feeling that one devoted to the sacred
ministry should be unmutilated was strong in
the Ancient Church. . 'This canon of
Nice, and those in the Apostolic Canons and a
later one in the Second Council of Arles (canon
vii.) were aimed against that perverted notion
of piety, originating in the misinterpretation
of our Lord’s saying (Matt. xix. 12) by which
Origen, among others, was misled, and their
observance was 8o carefully enforced in later
times that not more than one or two instances
of the practice which they condemn are
noticed gy the historian,
ferent if a man was born am eunuch or had

e case was dif-

Hzrerz.

We know, by the first apolog{ of St. Justin
(dpol. c. 29) that a century before Origen, a
young man had desired to be mutilated by
gilysicia.ns, for the purpose of completely re-

ting the charge of vice which the heathen
brought against the worship of Christians. St.
Justin neither praises nor %lsmes this young
man : he only relates that he could not obtain
| the permission of the civil authorities for his
'pro;ect, that he renounced his intention, but
| nevertheless remained virgo all his life. It is
very probable that the Council of Nice was in-
duced by some fresh similar cases to renew the
old injunctions ; it was perhaps the Arian bish-
op, Leontius, who was the principal cause of it.!

LaMBERT,

Constantine forbade by a law the practice
condemned in this canon. “If anyone shall
anywhere in the Roman Empire after this de-
cree make eunuchs, he shall be punished with
death. If the owner of the place where the
deed was perpetrated was aware of it and hid
the fact, his goods shall be confiscated.”
(Const. M. Opera. Migne Patrol. vol. viii., 396.)

Beverinae.

The Nicene fathers in this canon make no
new enactment but only confirm by the au-
thority of an Ecumenical synod the Apostolic
Canons, and this is evident from the wording
of this canon. For there can be no doubt

suffered mutilation at the hands of persecut- ' that they had in mind some earlier canon
ors; an instance of the former, Dorotheus, when they said, ‘“such men the canon admits
presbyter of Antioch, is mentioned by Euse- | to the clergy.” Not, dvros é xaviw, but é xaviw,
bius (H. E. vii., ¢. 32); of the latter, Tigris, as if they said “the formerly set forth

gzesbyter of Constantinople, is referred toi  Loontius while atill a proabyter lived with & rubintroducta st
th by Socrates (H. E. vi. 15) and Sozomen 'Antioch, whose name wa

(H. E. vi. 24) as the victim of a barbarian he could not part from her and wished o provent her loa
master. . him, he mutilated himself, Bllblé::mgo.ed him for this
* i but the mnl]l)eru(!onstmtim not ne, as by a mistaks in
.the English Hefele, 1. p. 877) practically forced him into the
1 For the aunthority of this epitome vide Introduction. episcopal throne of Antioch.
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and well-known canon” admits such to the| This law was frequently enacted by sub-
clergy. But no other canon then existed in |sequent synods and is inserted in the Cor-
which this provision occurred except apostoli- Juris Canonici, Decretum Gratians. Pars.
cal canon xxi. which therefore we are of opin- Distinctio LV., C vij.
ion is here cited.

[In this conclusion Hefele also agrees.]

EXCURSUS ON THE USE OF THE WORD “CANON.”
(Bright : Notes on the Canons, pp. 2 and 8.)

Kawdv, 88 an ecclesiastical term, has a very interesting history. See Westcott’s account
of it, On the New Testament Canon, p. 498 . The original sense, “a straight rod” or
s line,” determines all its religious applications, which begin with St. Paul’s use of it for
a prescribed sphere of apostolic work (2 Cor. x. 18, 15), or a regulative principle of Chris-
tian life (Gal vi. 16). It represents the element of definiteness in Christianity and in the
order of the Christian Church. Clement of Rome uses it for the measure of Christian
attainment (Ep. Cor. 7). Irenwmus calls the baptismal creed  the canon of truth ™ (i. 9, 4) :
Polycrates (Euseb. v. 24) and probably Hippolytus (ib. v. 28) calls it ¢ the canon of faith ; ”
the Council of Antioch in A.p. 269, referring to the same standard of orthodox belief, speaks
with significant absoluteness of “the canon” (ib. vii. 80). Eusebius himself mentions
« the canon of truth” in iv. 23, and “ the canon of the preaching” in iii. 82 ; and so Basil
speaks of ¢ the transmitted canon of true religion ” (Epist. 204-6). Such language, like Ter-
tullian’s “regula fidei,” amounted to saying, < We Christians know what we believe : it is not
a vague ‘idea’ without substance or outline : it can be put into form, and by it we *test the
spirits whether they be of God.’” Thus it was natural for Socrates to call the Nicene Creed
itself a “ canon,” ii. 27. Clement of Alexandria uses the phrase “ canon of truth” for a stand-
ard of mystic interpretation, but proceeds to call the harmony between the two Testaments
“g canon for the Church,” Strom. vi. 15, 124, 125. Eusebius speaks of “ the ecclesiastical
canon ” which recognized no other Gospels than the four (vi. 25). The use of the term and
its cognates in reference to the Scriptures is explained by Westcott in a passive sense so
that “ canonized ” books, as Athanasius calls them (Fest. Ep. 89), are books expressly recog-
nized by the Church as portions of Holy Scripture. Again, as to matters of observance,
Clement of Alexandria wrote a book against Judaizers, called “ The Church’s Canon ” (Euseb.
vi. 13) ; and Cornelius of Rome, in his letter to Fabius, speaks of the “canon ” as to what we
call confirmation (Euseb. vi. 43), and Dionysius of the “ canon ” as to reception of converts
from heresy (ib. vii. 7). The Nicene Council in this canon refers to a standing “ canon ” of
discipline (comp. Nie. 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, 15, 16, 18), but it does not apply the term to its own
enactments, which are so described in the second canon of Constantinople (see below), and
of which Socrates says “ that it passed what are usually called ‘ canons ’” (i 13), as Julius of
Rome calls a decree of this Council a “canon” (Athan. Apol. ¢. Ari. 25) ; so Athanasius
applies the term generally to Church laws (Encycl. 2; cp. Apol c. Ari. 69). The use of
xavav for the clerical body (Nic. 16, 17, 19 ; Chalc. 2) is explained by Westcott with refer-
ence to the rule of clerical life, but Bingham traces it to the roll or official list on which the
names of clerics were enrolled (i 5, 10) ; and this appears to be the more natural derivation,
see “ the holy canon ” in the first canon of the Council of Antioch, and compare Socrates (i.
17), « the Virgins enumerated & 1§ rév éxxAnoav kavén,” and (ib. v. 19) on the addition of a
penitentiary * to the canon of the church ;” see also George of Laodicea in Sozomon, iv. 13.
Hence any cleric might be called xavovixds, see Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatech. 4 ; 8o we read
of “ canonical singers.” Laodicea, canon xv. The same notion of definiteness appears in
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the ritual use of the word for a series of nine “ odes ” in the Eastern Church service (Neale,
“Introd. East. Ch. ii. 832), for the central and unvarying element in the Liturgy, beginning
. after’ the Tersanctus (Hammond, Liturgies East and West, p. 377) ; or for any Church office
(Ducange in v.) ; also in its application to a table for the calculation of Easter (Euseb. vi. 22 ;
vii. 82) ; to a scheme for exhibiting the common and peculiar parts of the several Gospels (as
the “ Eusebian canons”) and to a prescribed or ordinary payment to a church, a use which
grew out of one found in Athanasius’ Apol. c. Ari. 60.

In more recent times a tendency has appeared to restrict the term Canon to matters of
discipline, but the Council of Trent continued the ancient use of the word, calling its doc-
trinal and disciplinary determinations alike ‘Canons.”

CANON II.

ForasMUCH a8, either from necessity, or through the urgency of individuals, many
things have been done contrary to the Ecclesiastical canon, so that men just converted
from heathenism to the faith, and who have been instructed but a little while, are
straightway brought to the spiritual laver, and as soon as they have been baptized, are
advanced to the episcopate or the presbyterate, it has seemed right to us that for the
time to come no such thing shall%e done.- For to the catechumen himself there is
need of time and of a longer trial after baptism. For the apostolical saying is clear,
“ Not a novice ; lest, being lifted up with pride, he fall into condemnation and the
snare of the devil.” But if, as time goes on, any sensual sin should be found out about
the person, and he should be convicted by two or three witnesses, let him cease from
the clerical office. And whoso shall transgress these [enactments] will imperil his own
clerical position, as a person who presumes to disobey the great Synod.

NOTES.

Axcrext Erirome or Cavox IT.

Those who have come from the heathen shall
not be immediately advanced to the presbyterate.
For without a probation of some time a neophyte
18 of no advantage (xaxds). But if after ordi-
nation it be found out that he had sinned pre-
viously, let him then be expelled from the
clergy.

HEreLE.

It may be seen by the very text of this
canon, that it was already forbidden to bap-
tize, and to raise to the episcopate or to the

" priesthood anyone who had only been a cate-
chumen for a short time : this injunction is
in fact contained in the eightieth (seventy-
ninth) apostolical canon; and according to
that, it would be older than the Council of
Niceea. There have been, nevertheless, certain
cases in which, for urgent reasons, an excep-
tion has been made to the rule of the Coun-
cil of Niczea—for instance, that of S. Ambrose.
The canon of Nicea does not seem to allow
such an exception, but it might be justified

by the apostolical canon, which says, at the:

close: “It is not right that any one who has

others, unless by a peculiar divine grace.”
The expression of the canon of Niceea, yyuor
Tt dudpryua, is not easy to explain : some ren-
er it by the Latin words animale peccatam,
believing that the Council has here especially
in view sins of the flesh ; but as Zonaras has
said, all sins are Yvywa duapripara. We must
then understand the passage in question to re-
fer to a capital and very serious offence, as the
penalty of deposition annexed to it points out.
These words have also given offence, e 8¢
wpoidvros Tov xpovov; that 18 to say, «It is
necessary henceforward,” etc., understanding
that it is only those who have been too quickly
ordained who are threatened with deposition
in case they are guilty of crime ; but the can-
on is framed, and ought to be understood,
in a general manner : it applies to all other
clergymen, but it appears also to point out
that greater severity should be shown toward
those who have been too quickly ordained.
Others have explained the passage in this
manner : “If it shall become known that any
one who has been too quickly ordained was
guilty before his baptism of any serious of-

,fence, he ought to be deposed.” This is the
not yet been proved should be a teacher of

interpretation given by Gratian, but it must
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be confessed that such a translation does vio- 3 posed if they commit a serious offence. Those
lence to the text. This is, I believe, the gen- who are guilty of disobedience to this great
eral sense of the canon, and of this passage in Synod, either by allowing themselves to be
particular: “Henceforward no one shall be ordained or even by ordaining others pre-
baptized or ordained quickly. As to those maturely, are threatened with deposition ipso
already in orders (without any distinction facto, and for this fault alone.” We consider,
between those who have been ordained in due

course and those who have been ordained too
quickly), the rule is that they shall be de-

{in short, that the last words of the canon may
,be understood as well of the ordained as of
the ordainer.

CANON IIL

THE great Synod has stringently forbidden any bishop, presbyter, deacon, or any
one of the clergy whatever, to have a subinfroducta dwelling with him, except only a
mother, or sister, or aunt, or such persons only as are beyond all suspicion.

NOTES.

Axcient Errrome or Cavon IIT.

No one shall have a woman in his house ex-
cept his mother, and sister, and persons alto-
gether beyond suspicion.

JUSTELLUS.

‘Who these mulieres subintroducts were
does not sufficiently appear . . but they
were neither wives nor concubines, but wom-
en of some third kind, which the clergy kept
with them, not for the sake of offspring or
lust, but from the desire, or certainly under the
pretence, of piety.

JOHNSON.

For want of a proper English word to ren-
der it by, I translate “to retain any woman in
their houses under pretence of her being a
disciple to them.”

Van Espex

translates : And his sisters and aunts cannot
remain unless they be free from all suspicion.

Fuchs in his Bibliothek der kirchenver
sammlungen confesses that this canon shews
that the practice of clerical celibacy had

-

already s}i’read widely. In connexion with this

whole subject of the subintroductse the text

of St. Paul should be carefully considered.

1 Cor. ix. 5. :
HEPELE.

It is very certain that the canon of Nice
forbids such spiritual unions, but the context.
shows moreover that the Fathers had not
these particular cases in view alone ; and the
'expression ovvelsaxros showld be understood
of every woman who is infroduced (oweloaxros).
into the house of a clergyman for the purpose
of living there. If by the word owveivaxros,
was only intended the wife in this spiritual
marriage, the Council would not have said,
any oweicaxros, except his mother, etc. ; for
neither his mother nor his sister could have
formed this spiritual union with the cleric.
The injunction, then, does not merely forbid
the oweloaxros in the specific sense, but orders.
that “no woman must live in the house of a
"clerie, unless she be his mother,” etc.

This canon is found in the Corpus Juris
Canonict, Gratian’s Decretum, Pars L, Distinc.
XXXII, C. xvj.

CANON 1IV.

Ir is by all means proper that a bishop should be appointed by all the bishops in the

province ; but should this be difficult, either on account of urgent necessity or because
of distance, three at least should meet together, and the suffrages of the absent [bishops}
also being given and communicated in writing, then the ordination should take place.
But in every province the ratification of what is done should be left to the Metropolitan.

NOTES.

Axocrext ErrroMe oF Cavon IV.
A bishop 18 to be chosen by all the bishops of

ZoNagas,
The presont Canon might seem to be op-

the province, or at least by three, the rest giv- | posed to the first canon of the Holy Apostles,

ing by lelter their assent; but this choice must
be confirmed by the Metropolitan.

'for the latter enjoins that a bishop be or-

dained by two or three bishops, but this by
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three, the absent also agreeing and testifying
their assent by writing. But they are not
contradictory ; for the Apostolical canon by
ordination (xeworoviav) means consecration
and imposition of hands, but the present can-
on by constitution (xardorasw) and ordination
means the election, and enjoins that the elec-
tion of a bishop do not take place unless three
assemble, having the consent also of the absent
by letter, or adeclaration that they also will ac-
aluiesce in the election (or vote, y7¢p) made by
e three who have assembled. But after the
election it gives the ratification or comple-
tion of the matter—the imposition of hands
and consecration—to the metropolitan of the
{rovince, so that the election is to be ratified
y him. He does so when with two or three
bishops, acecording to the apostolical canon,
he consecrates with imposition of hands the
one of the elected persons whom he himself
selects.
Barsamox
also understands xadicracda: to mean election
by vote.
Brraar.

The Greek canonists are certainly in error
‘when they interpret xewporovia of election. The
canon is akin to the 1st Apostolic canon which,
as the canonists admit, must refer to the conse-
<ration of a new bishop, and it was cited in that
sense at the Council of Chalcedon—Session
xiii. (Mansi., vii. 307). We must follow Ru-
finus and the old Latin translators, who speak
of “ordinari ” “ordinatio” and “manus im-
positionem.”

Herere.

The Council of Nice thought it necessary
to define by precise rules the duties of the
bishops who took in these episcopal
-elections. It decided () that a single bishop
-of the province was not sufficient for the ap-
pointment of another; (b) three at least
should meet, and (c) they were not to proceed
to election without the written permission of
the absent bishops ; it was necessary (d) to
-obtain afterward the approval of the metro-
politan. The Council thus confirms the ordi-
nary metropolitan division in its two most
important points, namely, the nomination and
ordination of bishops, and the superior posi-
tion of the metropolitan. The third point
connected with this division — namely, the

provincial synod—will be considered under |

the next canon.
Meletius was

;ﬁl;obably the occasion of this
<canon. It may

remembered that he had

| nominated bishops without the concurrence
'of the other bishops of the province, and
'without the approval of the metropolitan of
' Alexandria, and had thus occasioned a schism.
This canon was intended tc:fgrevent the re-
currence of such abuses. e question has
been raised as to whether the fourth canon
speaks only of the choice of the bishop, or
whether it also treats of the consecration of
the newly elected. We think, with Van Es-
pen, that it treats equally of both,—as well of
the part which the bishops of the province
should take in an episcopal election, as of the
consecration which completes it.

This canon has been interpreted in two
ways. The Greeks had learnt by bitter
| experience to distrust the interference of
lprinces and earthly potentates in episcopal
,elections. Accordingly, they tried to prove
.that this canon of Nice took away from the
people the right of voting at the nomination
of a bishop, and confined the nomination ex-
clusively to the bishops of the province.

The Greek Commentators, Balsamon and
others, therefore, only followed the example

!so

of the Seventh and [so-called] Eighth (Ecu-
menical Councils in ing that this fourth
canon of Nice takesaway from the people the
right previously possessed of voting in the
choice of bishops and makes the election de-
pend entirely on the decision of the bishops
of the province.

The Latin Church acted otherwise. It is
true that with it also the people have been re-
moved from episcopal elections, but this did
not happen txlF later, about the eleventh cen-

; and it was not the people only who were
removed, but the bishops of the province as
well, and the election was conducted entirely
by the clergy of the Cathedral Church. The
Latins then interpreted the canon of Nice as
though it said nothing of the rights of the
bishops of the province in the election of their
future colleague (and it does not speak of it
in a very explicit manner), and as though it
determined these two points only ; %z) that for
the ordination of a bishop three bishops at
least are necessary; (b) that the right of
confirmation rests with the metropolitan.

The whole subject of episcopal elections is
treated fully by Van Espen and by Thomas-
sin, in Ancienne et Nouvelle Discipline de
UEglise, P. 1. 1. 2.

This canon is found in the Corpus Juris
Canonici, Gratian’s Decretum, Pars I. Dist.
LXIV. e j.
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CANON V.

CoNcErNING those, whether of the clergy or of the laity, who have been excommuni-
cated in the several provinces, let the provision of the canon be observed by the
bishops which provides that persons cast out by some be not readmitted by others.
Nevertheless, inquiry should be made whether they have been excommunicated through
captiousness, or contentiousness, or any such like ious disposition in the bishop.
And, that this matter may have due investigation, it is decreed that in every province
synods shall be held twice a year, in order that when all the bishops of the province are
assembled together, such questions may by them be thoroughly examined, that so those
who have confessedly offended against their bishop, may be seen by all to be for just
cause excommunicated, until it shall seem fit to a general meeting of the bishops to fro-
nounce a milder sentence upon them. And let these synods be held, the one before
Lent, (that the pure Gift may be offered to Grod after all bitterness has been put away),

and let the second be held about autumn.

NOTES.
Axciext Errrome or Canox V. HrreLe
Such as have been excommunicated by certain| . Gelasius has given in his history of the
bishops shall not be restored by others, unless Council of Nice, the text of the canons passed

the excommunication was the result of pusil-

lanimity, or strife, or some other similar cause. .

And that this may be duly attended to, there shall
be in each year two synods in every province—
the one before Lent, the other toward autumn.

There has always been found the greatest
difficulty in securing the regular meetings of
provincial and diocesan synods, and despite
the very explicit canonical legislation upon
the subject, and the severe penalties attached
to those not answering the summons, in large

of the Church for centuries these coun-
cils have been of the rarest occurrence. Zo-
naras complains that in his time “ these synods
were everywhere treated with great con-
tempt,” and that they had actually ceased to
be held.

Possibly the opinion of St. Gregory Na-
zianzen had grown common, for it will be re-
membered that in refusing to go to the lat-
ter sessions of the Second Ecumenical he
wrote, “I am resolved to avoid every meeting
of bishops, for I have never seen any synod
end well, nor assuage rather than aggravate
disorders.” !

by the Council ; and it must be noticed that
there is. here a slight difference between his
'text and ours. Our reading is as follows:
““The excommunication continues to be in
force until it seem good to the assembly of
bishops (¢ xowg) to soften it.” Gelasius, on
the other hand, writes : uéxpis dv 7§ xowg § 7¢
émonomy, . 7. A, that is to say, “ until it seem
good to the assembly of bishops, or to the
bishop (who has passed the sentence),” etec.
.. Dionysius the Less has also followed
this variation, as his translation of the canon
shows. It does not change the essential
meaning of the passage; for it may be well
understood that the bishop who has passed
the sentence of excommunication has the
| right to mitigate it. But the variation adopted
by the Prisca alters, on the contrary, the
whole sense of the canon : the Prisca has not
T xow, but only émwoxome : it is in this errone-
ous form that the canon has passed into the
Corpus jurisc an.

This canon is found in the Corpus Juris

- Canonici, Gratian’s Decretum, Pars II., Causa
. XI., Qusest. ITI1., Canon %md the latter
| part in Pars I., Distine. XVIII,, c. iij.

EXCURSUS ON THE WORD Ipoodépa.
(Dr. Adolph Harnack : Hist. of Dogma [Eng. Tr.] Vol. L p. 209.)
The idea of the whole transaction of the Supper as a sacrifice, is plainly found in the Di-

dache, (c. 14), in Ignatius, and above all, in Justin (L. 65f) But even Clement of Rome pre-
supposes it, when (in cc. 40-44) he draws a parallel between bishops and deacons and the

1 Greg. Nas. Bp. ad Procop. ; Migne Pat. Grae., No, cXXX.
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Priests and Levites of the Old Testament, describing as the chief function of the former
(44.4) mpocdépew 7& dapa. This is not the place to enquire whether the first celebration had, in
the mind of its founder, the character of a sacrificial meal ;. but, certainly, the idea, as it was
already developed at the time of Justin, had been created by the churches. Various reasons
tended towards seeing in the Supper a sacrifice. In the first place, Malachi i. 11, demanded
a solemn Christian sacrifice : see my notes on Didache, 14.3. In the second place, all prayers
were regarded as a sacrifice, and therefore the solemn prayers at the Supper must be specially
considered as such. Inthe third place, the words of institution roiro woieire, contained a com-
mand with regard to a definite religious action. Such an action, however, could only be rep-
resented as a sacrifice, and this the more, that the Gentile Christians might suppose that they
had to understand mowiv in the sense of fvew. In the fourth place, payments in kind were
necessary for the “agaps ” connected with the Supper, out of which were taken the bread
and wine for the Holy celebration ; in what other aspect could these offerings in the worship
be regarded than as mpoopopal for the purpose of a sacrifice? Yet the spiritual idea so pre-
vailed that only the prayers were regarded as the fvsia proper, even in the case of Justin
(Dial. 117). The elements are only 33pa, mpoodopai, which obtain their value from the prayers,
in which thanks are given for the gifts of creation and redemption, as well as for the holy
meal, and entreaty is made for the introduction of the community into the Kingdom of God
(see Didache, 9. 10). Therefore, even the sacred meal itself is called elxapioria (Justin, 4pol.
L 66: 1 7pogy adr xakeiraw map’ Huiv ebxapioria. Didache, 9. 1: Ignat.), because it is rpagy
edxaporyfeica. It is & mistake to suppose that Justin already understood the body of Christ
to be the object of woweiv,! and therefore thought of a sacrifice of this body (I 66). The real
sacrificial act in the Supper consists rather, according to Justin, only in the efxapwriav wouiv,
whereby the xowds dpros becomes the dpros Tijs elxapworias.? The sacrifice of the Supper in its
essence, apart from the offering of alms, which in the practice of the Church was closely
united with it, is nothing but a sacrifice of prayer: the sacrificial act of the Christian here
also is nothing else than an act of prayer (See Apol. L 14, 65-67; Dial. 28, 29, 41, 70,
116-118).

Harnack (ib. cit. Vol. IL chapter ITI. p. 136) says that “Cyprian was the first to associ-
ate the specific offering, ie. the Lord’s Supper with the specific priesthood. Secondly, he
was the first to designate the passio Domini, nay, the sanguis Chrisii and the dominica hostia
as the object of the eucharistic offering.” In a foot-note (on the same page) he explains that
« Sacrificare, Sacrificium celebrare in all passages where they are unaccompanied by any
qualifying words, mean to celebrate the Lord’s Supper.” But Harnack is confronted by the
very evident objection that if this was an invention of St.Cyprian’s, it is most extraordinary
that it raised no protest, and he very frankly confesses (note 2, on same page) that ‘“the
transference of the sacrificial idea to the consecrated elements whichin all probability Cy-
prian already found in existence, etc.” Harnack further on (in the same note on p. 137) notes
that he has pointed out in his notes on the Didache that in the * Apostolic Church Order ”
occurs the expression i mpoodopa rob ocdparos kai Tov aipartos.

glan teaches that the essence of that sacrifice is to offer up the
already tBodyotChrlnt.butthuttheesmeeofthe&crL
fice is ge act of consecration ; the ‘‘making the Eucharistic

1 Harnack seems to know only the printed (and almost certainly
incorrect) reading of the modern texts of the I. Apology (Chm
ter LXVI) where zoiro éou has taken the place of Tovreort.

did read. Tobro woueire, eis THY avduvnaiv wov, TovreoTs 1o | Bacrifice,” as_he accurately eays, * whereby the common bread
owpd pwov ; in which it is evident the words ** my body ” are | becomes the Bread of the Eucharist.” Harnack says truly that
in apposition with roiro and the object of wowire, which has |  the sacrificial act of the Christian " :re also is nothing else than
its sacrificial senee ‘‘ to offer,” as in the Dialogue with Trypho, , an act of pn{er." but he does not seem to know this is the
9 xv, Huey wapéduxe woretv (chapter xlj). Catholic d ne to-day, nor to appreciate at its Catholic value the

? ﬁt:nu:k evidently does not fully appreciate the Catholic doc- |  Prayer of Consecration.” The act of consecration is the essence
trine of the Sacrifice in the Holy Eucharist. No Catholic theolo- | of the Christian Sacrifice according to the teaching of all Catholics,
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CANON VI

LEer the ancient customs in
of Alexandria have jurisdiction in

Egzﬁt, Libya and Pentapolis prevail, that the Bishop
these, since the like is customary for the Bishop

of Rome also. Likewise in Antioch and the other provinces, let the Churches retain
their privileges. And this is to be universally understood, that if any one be made
bishop without the consent of the Metropolitan, the great Synod has declared that such

a man ought not to be a bishop.

If, however, two or three bishops shall from natural
love of contradiction, oppose the common suffrage of the rest, it

ing reasonable and

in accordance with the ecclesiastical law, then let the choice of the majority prevail.

NOTES.

. Axciext Eritome or Canon VI

The Bishop of Alexandria shall have juris-
diction over Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis. As
also the Roman bishop over those subject to
Rome. So, too, the Bishop of Antioch and the
rest over those who are under them. If any be
a bishop contrary to the judgment of the Metro-
politan, let him be no bishop. Provided it be
in accordance with the canons by the suffrage of
the majority, if three object, their objection shall
be of no force.

Many, probably most, commentators have
considered this the most important and most
interesting of all the Nicene canons, and a
whole library of works has been written upon
it, some of the works asserting and some de-
nying what are commonly called the Papal
claims. If any one wishes to see a list of the
most famous of these works he will find it in
Phillips’s Kirchenrecht (Bd. ii. 8. 35). I shall
reserve what I have to say upon this subject
to the notes on a canon which seems really
to deal with it, confining myself here to an
elucidation of the words found in the canon

before us.
Hammonp, W. A.

The object and intention of this canon seems
clearly to have been, not to introduce any new
powers or regulations into the Church, but to
confirm and establish ancient customs already
existing. This, indeed, is evident from the
very first words of it: ““Let the ancient cus-
toms be maintained.” Itappears to have been
made with particular reference to the case of
the Church of Alexandria, which had been
troubled by the irregular proceedings of Mile-
tius, and to confirm the ancient privileges of
that see which he had invaded. The latter
part of it, however, applies to all Metropoli-
tans, and confirms all their ancient privileges.

FrouLkes.
(Dict. Christ. Antig. voce Council of Nicsea).

The first half of the canon enacts merely
that what had long been customary with re-

spect to such persons in every province should
become law, beginning with the province
where this principle had been infringed;
while the second half declares what was in
future to be received as law on two points
which custom had not as yet expressly ruled.
. Nobody disputes the meaning of this
last half ; nor, in fact, would the meaning of
the first half have been questioned, had it not
included Rome. . . . Nobody can main-
tain that the bishops of Antioch and Alexan-
dria were called patriarchs then, or that the
jurisdiction they had then was co-extensive
with what they had afterward, when they
were 80 called. . It is on this clause
[“since the like is customary for the Bishops
of Rome also”] standing parenthetically be-
tween what is decreed for the particular cases
of Egypt and Antioch, and in consequence of
the interpretation givea to it by Rufinus,
more particularly, that so much strife has been
raised. Rufinus may rank low as a translator,
yet, being a native of Aquileia, he cannot have
been ignorant of Roman ways, nor, on the
other hand, had he greatly misrepresented
them, would his version have waited till the
seventeenth century to be impeached.

HeEereLE.

The sense of the first words of the canon is
a8 follows : “This ancient right is assigned to
the Bishop of Alexandria which places under
his jurisdiction the whole diocese of Egypt.”
It is without any reason, then, that the French
Protestant Salmasius (Saumaise), the Anglican
Beveridge, and the (allican Launoy, try to
show that the Council of Nice granted to the
Bishop of Alexandria only the rights of ordi-
nary metropolitans. '

BisHOP STILLINGFLEET.

I do confess there was something peculiar
in the case of the Bishop of Alexandris, for
all the provinces of Egypt were under his im-
mediate care, which was Patriarchal as to ex-
tent, but Metropolical in the administration.



16 I. NICE. A.D. 325
JUSTELLUS. the Bishop of Alexandria, were also ecclesias-
This authority (éovoia) is that of a Metro- | tical provinces with their own metropolitans ;

litan which the Nicene Fathers decreed to

his due over the three provinces named in
this canon, Egypt, Libys, and Pentapolis,
which made up the whole diocese of Egypt, as
well in matters civil as ecclesiastical.

On this important question Hefele refers
to the dissertation of Dupin, in his work De
Antiqua Ecclesie Disciplina. Hefele says:
“ It seems to me beyond a doubt that in this
canon there is a question about that which
was afterward called the patriarchate of the
Bishop of Alexandria; that is to say that he
had a certain recognized ecclesiastical author-
ity, not only over several civil provinces, but
also over several ecclesiastical provinces (which
had their own metropolitans) ; ” and further
on (p. 892) he adds: “Itisincontestable that

and consequently it is not the ordinary rights
of metropolitans that the Sixth Canon of Nice
confers on the Bishop of Alexandria, but the
rights of a superior Metropolitan, that is, of a
Patriarch.”

There only remains to see what were the
bounds of the jurisdiction of the Bishop of
Antioch. The civil diocese of Oriens is shewn
by the Second Canon of Constantinople to be
conterminous with what was afterward cal