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ADVERTISEMENT.

In 1829, when a popular cry was raised against the
members of the Church of Rome, and carried, as
usual, to an excess; and they were spoken of as
hardly deserving the name of Christian, and men
seemed inclined to consider the Socinians, who blas-
pheme the Lord of Glory, as more worthy of Chris-
tian brotherhood than the Romans who worship Him,
there seemed to be an opportunity to do good, and
to serve the cause of truth and charity by shewing
that however new, unwarranted, unsound, and dan-
gerous many of the Roman tenets are, they are not
such, provided they who hold them would keep them
to themselves, as to annul their Christian character,
nor to deprive them of their claim, as Christians, to
communion at our hands, should they be willing to
seek it. Anattempt to do this was given to the world
in a little volume, entitled ! “ A Christian Peace-offer-

! A Christian Peace-offering, &c. Lond. Rivingtons, 1829.




X ADVERTISEMENT.

ing,” which met with the reception which was to be
anticipated. It was ill regarded by the Romans,
and procured for the writer from the members of
his own Church many a cold look and colder sus-
picion, not unaccompanied in some instances with
open vituperation, as though he were a Papist in
disguise. And, indeed, I must confess that in my
anxiety to see justice done to our opponents, I did
them more than justice, and pressed, to the borders
of extenuation, my endeavour to procure a fair con-
sideration of their opinions. I do not, however,
regret having made the attempt. For the sake of
doing them justice, when less than justice seemed
likely to be awarded them, 1 did not shrink from
incurring suspicion, ill-will, and reproach. I am
therefore the more at liberty, now that their position
is altered, and a different danger is to be apprehended
in respect of them, to take the course which that
new danger, and their altered position, combine to

point out as necessary.

East Horsley,
July 1, 1836.




INTRODUCTION.

ONE of the great difficulties with which the
clergy of .the Church of England have to contend in
the controversy with Rome, now re-opened, consists
in the scarcity and costliness of the works from
which alone accurate knowledge of the Roman doc-
trines is to be obtained. With a view to remedy
this evil in part, there are presented to the Reader
in the following collection, extracted from all the
Councils authoritatively received in the Church of
Rome, all the decrees upon the points in dispute
between it and the Church of England; thus en-
abling the student upon this subject to substitute a
small octavo volume for sixteen or seventeen folios.
That the work may be useful to others besides the
clergy, the decrees have been given in English, but
the originals have been subjoined, that there might
be no room to question the (at least intentional)
accuracy of the translation. The work from which
they have been extracted, is that which is understood
to be in best repute with the Romans, namely, the
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edition of the Councils by Labbé and Cossart, Paris,
1671-2.

There are annexed to this Introduction, an ana-
thema extracted from the Bull in Ccoena Domini,
which is repeated at Rome on Maunday Thursday,
every year; the oath taken by the Roman Bishops
at their consecration; and the authorized form of
reconciling a convert; that every person may be
convinced that the decrees here set forth are not
dead letters, as some would fain have us believe,
but form in part the obligation of the priesthood,
and the term. of communion in the Roman Chureh:
Indeed, as long as the Bishops of the Roman: com-
munion will persist in aseribing to the deuteros
Nicene Council, and those subsequent to it, the
character and authority of General Councils, (in
which, according to their theery, it is the Holy
Spirit that infallibly guides the decisions,).so leng it
is imposgible that they can release themselves from
the snare in which they are taken. They, and the
churches under them, must needs receive the decrees
of those Councils, however novel, manstrous, and
self-contradictory, with the same feelings of implicit
reverence with which the rest of the Catholic Church
are taught to receive the deep things contained in
the Books of the sacred Scriptures. When by God's
grace their eyes shall be opened, and they shall be
convinced that those cannot be considered as Gene-
ral Councils, the decrees of which both have not
been generally received, and are repugnant to those
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which have been generally received, nor have a claim

to implicit respect as the channels of the communi-
eation of the mind of the Holy Ghost, then, and
not till then, can we hope that some approach may
be made to a restoration of Catholic communion,
and to binding up the deadly wound in the Christian
Church which has given the enemies of the faith so
great occasion to blaspheme. Without entering
into the question as to the proper degree of defer-
ence to be paid to a General Council, even when
acknowledged to be such, it may be of use to bear
in mind that our opponents, even according to their
own theory, are not tied to the decrees of any coun-
c¢il which cannot certainly be proved to deserve the
character of a general one; and that if they shall see
reason to doubt of this as respects any of the coun-
cils which they have commonly supposed to be of
that kind, they will then be as much bound to reject
them, as they conceive themselves now to be bound
to receive them.

They will themselves, for the most part, acknow-
ledge that that which rests on the authority of the
Pope alone, ought not to be required of any man as
necessary to salvation ; yet on what but the authority

- of the Pope alone does the claim of the synod at

Trent rest, to the character of a General Council ?

Neither the number of Bishops there assembled,

nor of the countries which they represented, nor of

the countries which received the decrees there passed,

could furnish a pretext for such a claim: and the
7
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same remark may be made of all the pseudo-Gene-
ral Synods up to the deutero-Nicene inclusive.
They have not the essential marks of General Coun-
cils, and therefore, even according to the Roman
theory, their decrees are not of necessity binding
upon any Christian Bishop. But they serve as in~
struments in the hands of the Bishop of Rome to
enslave the previously free churches of Spain, Lom-
bardy, France, and Germany, and other countries, to
debase the Apostolic character of the Bishops of
those churches, and to promote his sole aggrandise-
ment, at the cost of violating the communion of
Catholic Christendom, and impeding the fulfilment
of the wish of the Saviour of mankind. This is a
slavery from which we must hope that God, in His
good time, will deliver the churches of those coun-
tries as He has already delivered those of Great
Britain and Ireland.

If the grounds for rejecting the authority of the
deutero-Nicene Council, and those subsequent to it,
be more particularly enquired after, the Reader will
find below that in respect of the deutero-Nicene
Council of so little authority was it esteemed, that
the churches of Lombardy, Germany, Gaul, and
Britain, did not hesitate to reject and condemn its
decrees, nor did any interruption of communion
thereupon ensue between the churches which re-
jected these decrees, and the Church of Rome which
received them. Nor did Pope Adrian, who be-
friended the Council, venture, in his controversy
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with Charlemagne respecting it, to urge its authority
as a bar to gainsaying. It was not counted by Pope
Nicholas, nearly one hundred years afterwards among
the Gteneral Councils, nor was it inserted at first in
the Liber Diurnus: and so late as the sixteenth
century so little did the members of the Church of
Rome consider themselves beund to respect it, that
Jacobus Merlin who published a collection of the
General Councils at Paris in 1523, at Cologne 1530,
and again at Paris, 1535, excludes it from his list.
As regards what they call the eighth General Coun-
cil, namely, that of Constantinople, 869, it was
never received in the KEast, there being another
Council at the same place, 879, to which they as-
cribed that title: nay, some reserved it for the
Council of Florence, where a temporary re-union
was patched up between Rome and Constantinople.
It was likewise excluded from Jacobus Merlin’s col-
leetion. At the four Lateran Councils it is not
pretended that the Greek Church was represented ;
they were never received in the East: only one was
mentioned at Constance and Basle, but which of the
four is not specified ; and they were all excluded
from the collection of Jacobus Merlin. Of the fourth
of these, which is the most important of them, it is
further to be observed that, according to Platina,
Naueclerus, and Matthew Paris, there were nio canons
passed at it. It appears that some were read to the
Council by Pope Innocent, but not passed. Those
whieh go under the name of the fourth Lateran were
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first given to the world with that designation in
1538, by Johannes Cochleeus. To the two Councils
of Lyons and that at Vienne the same objection
holds, that there were no representatives of the
Eastern churches there, except a‘few compulsory
delegates of the Greek Emperor at the second of
Liyons: nor were their decrees received. in the Kast,
except those of the second -of ILiyons -compuldorily
and uncanonically for the short space:of eight years ;
small store is set upon them by the Romaiis thém-
selves, and they were all excluded from the collec-
tion of Jacobus Merlin. To the Councils of Con-
stance and Basle the same objection applies, that the
Eastern churches had no voice in those assemblies,
nor ever received their decrees, to which the higher
objection (in & Roman’s estimation) must be added,
that they were hardly recognized by the Bishops of
Rome, and almost all their decrees rejected by them.
At the Council of Florence there were indeed some
Grecian representatives, and -an agreement was
patched up for the moment. But the agreement was
obtained by fraud and bribery, and indignantly and
contemptuously rejected by the Great Synod at Con-
stantinople. The little conclave of one hundred and
fourteen, called the fifth Lateran, is not received by
large portions of the Roman communion. And as
for the cabal at Trent, which, from the paucity of its
numbers, and the narrow limits from which they came,
did not venture to speak of itself as representing
the Catholic Church, enough has been already said.
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But to return, it were much to be desired, that
they who engage in defence of the pure and ancient
Catholic Faith as professed by the British Churches,
should be careful to bring no charge against those
who at present adhere to the papal domination, nor
against the faith which, at present, they think it
right to profess, which cannot be indisputably made
good. The evil consequences of pursuing a different
course—in respect of the injury done to truth, with-
out which even victory itself is not to be desired ; in
the advantage afforded to the proselytizing priests
of ‘Rome, who are able to shake the faith of those
who rely on unsound arguments, when they can prove
such unsoundness ; and in the still further estrange-
ment between the disputants—are too obvious ‘to
require pointing out. With a view to this we must
needs allow the Romans to choose for themselves the
expositions by which the genuine doctrines of their
Church shall be known ; and not attempt to fasten
upon them statements which they disclaim. For we
should not endure ourselves that our Church should
be charged with the expressions of individual writers
within its pale, nor that we should be called upon
to defend them even though the writers might be
men of eminence, and their works used and approved
by individual bishops. What possible object can be
obtained by attempting to pursue towards our oppo-
nents a course which we should not endure if
attempted against ourselves ?

a
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But of course this caution must look on both sides
of the question, and not only on one. If the Romans
require of us, as an act of justice, that we should
form our opinion of the tenets of their Church, not
from the expositions of individual writers but from
the decrees of their councils, they must allow us to
reject, not only Harding, and Naclantus, and Bona-
venture, and St. Bridget, and others of that class,
but Bossuet and Goter, and Kirke, and Berington,
and others, whose diluted expositions of the Roman
tenets as much fall short of the reality as the others
can, possibly, be supposed to exceed it.

In order to ascertain what the genuine doctrines
of the Church of Rome are, recourse must be had to
the decrees of what are called the General Councils;
for the Bishop of Rome, and the other Christian
Bishops who submit to his yoke, (and who, to-
gether with their flocks, compose what is known as
the Church of Rome) having agreed to require an
assent to these decrees as a ferm of communion, are
witnesses against themselves, and to the world, that
these decrees contain that exposition of doctrine by
the soundness or unsoundness of which their charac-+
ter for orthodoxy may and must be ascertained.

Next to understanding what are the genuine doc-
trines of the Church of Rome, it is desirable to bear
distinctly in mind what is the position which the
Church of England holds in respect to those doc~
trines, and also what is the cause of the interruption
of the communion between her and Rome.
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* 'The case I8 this: the Church of England contents
herself with keeping her own formularies free from
the Roman innovations, and in bearing witness
against them in her articles; but she neither ex-
cludes those who hold them from her communion,
nor forbids her members to receive communion in
the Churches of France, or Spain, or Italy, which
adhere to the Roman tenets. The Church of Rome,
on-the contrary, carries into practical operation, as
far as her power goes, the anathemas with which
the Council of Trent has enforced its corrupt addi-
tions to the Catholic religion, making an assent to
these dogmas an article of faith necessary for salva-
tion, and a term without which communion is not to
be had within her pale. Neither will she permit
her people to communicate with the clergy of other
churches who reject these decrees. The separation
and inteérruption of eommunion is wholly the act of
Rome.

This point deserves to be well considered and had
in remembrance; I mean that the English Church
has never refused communion to the members of the
Church of Rome. An attempt was made during the
primacy of Archbishop Tenison, to establish such a
refusal ; and a form of receiving a convert from the
Church of Rome was prepared, in which a denial of
Roman errors formed the new term of communion
which it was sought to establish in our branch of the
Catholic Church; but, through God’s mercy, the
thing fell to the ground. 1 say, through God’s

a2
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mercy ; because if the scheme had been<carried into
effect, the Church of England would have been in-
volved in similar guilt with that which now rests
upon the Church of Rome, namely, that of adding fo
the Catholic Faith ; and the only difference would
have been that, while the Roman additional articles
are affirmative, the English would have been nega-
tive : but both alike novel, both alike unsanctioned,
as terms of communion, by the Catholic Church,
and, therefore, both alike indefensible in this re-
spect. Here I cannot forbear from expressing my
deep regret that some late writers on the English
side, should, in this controversy, have employed the
term fundamental in a way which seems to me un-
sanctioned by ecclesiastical use, and likely to prove
very inconvenient. The term has hitherto been used
to express those points of Christian belief which are
indispensable to salvation according to the Christian
covenant, and which the Catholic Church has there-
fore required as terms of communion. It is in this
sense, to speak generally, that Waterland, in his
Discourse upon Fundamentals, Works, viii. p. 87;
Chillingworth, in his Religion of Protestants. Lond.
1727, p. 148; Claggett, in his Sermons, London,
1690, vol. ii. second sermon; Stillingfleet, in his
Chapter on Fundamentals in General. London, 1665,
p. 44; Hammond, Works, vol. ii. p. 275. London,
1674, and other writers, have uniformly regarded
it : and, accordingly, Hammond expressly classes our
differences with Rome as differences in the super-
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structure, not in the foundation. Either the persons
of whom Iam speaking use the term in this sense, or
they do not. If they do not, they are merely intro-
ducing a new phraseology ‘into divinity, which, it is
to be feared, will only tend to confusion of ideas. If
they do use the term in this sense, then I would
fain ask, when did the Catholic Church ever make
the points in which the Churches of England and
Rome differ, terms of communion, or regard an
agreement in definitions respecting them as indis-
pensable to salvation? If the Catholic Church has
not done so, no branch of that Church is warranted
in doing so, neither can it do so, without injury to
its own claim to be considered Catholic. The Ca-
tholic Church never has done so: and of this a rea-
sonable proof may be immediately adduced. For, if
any one of the points of difference comes near to be
accounted fundamental, I presume it is the Canon
of Scripture, which, accordingly, is usually placed
first in the list. But we know that, while the Ca-
tholic Church in general held the same canon that
we do, the African Church received, with one excep-
tion, the canon which the Church of Rome has since
adopted. But the difference on this point was
never then made a ground for interrupting com-
munion. The other Churches did not excommuni-
cate the African, nor the African excommunicate
the others. 'The Church of Rome, indeed, has
made this and almost all our other differences,
terms of communion, considered them as funda-
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mentals and necessary to salvation. - But, in so
doing, as she has departed from the Catholic stan-
dard, the only effect has been to bring her own
claim to be considered Catholic, into question, if not
to destroy it altogether. If the Church of England
shall make the negative of these propositions fun-
damentals and terms of communion, she will, as
was before observed, be treading in the same
course. As yet she has not done so; and, it is to
be hoped, she never will. Neither at baptism nor
confirmation does she require an opinion on these
points; nor when converts come over to her from
Rome, has she authorized her ministers to make a

disavowal of belief in respect of them a term of -

communion ; and if individual prelates or prgsbyters
have taken upon them to do so, they have done that
which they have had no warrant for doing, either
from the rules of the Catholic Church or of their
own branch of that Church.

Let me not be misinterpreted, as stating the points
in dispute to be light and trifling. It is not so: many
of them are of extreme importance, and we shall not
faithfully discharge our duty to God or to our people
if we fail to bear witness to the truth in respect of
them. They are new, they are unwarranted, they are
false, they are hazardous. But between all these,
and fundamental, according to the ecclesiastical and
scriptural use of that term, there is a wide differ-
ence, which it can answer no good purpose to over-
look. And, as St. Paul, while he reprobated the
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error of those who gave in to the “ voluntary humi-
lity and worshipping of angels,” did not enjoin such
persons to be excommunicated, we are taught that
we are not warranted in interrupting Catholic com-
munion, and excluding from-Christian fellowship, on
account of every important error, against which, at
the same time, we may yet think it our duty to bear
witness. The Church of Rome has taken a different
course ; but her course, being unwarranted, is rather
to be shunned with indignation, than to be imitated
by all true Catholics.

The main question then, between the Churches,
appears simply to be this: “Is the Church of Rome
warranted in thus interrupting Christian unity, and
causing division among the believers in Jesus Christ,
by erecting this wall of partition? If the doctrines
in question are necessary to salvation, unquestion-
ably she is warranted, in respect both to truth and
charity ; and the English Church worthy of all con-
demnation for rejecting them. If they are not
necessary to salvation, then the Church of Rome is
not only not warrdanted in her course, but is guilty of
greater sin than even Balaam dared to commit, while
she ventures to “curse whom God hath not cursed.”
It is affirmed, on the. part of the Romans, that a
belief in the doctrines in question is necessary to
salvation, and upon the truth or falsehood of this
assertion the main controversy turns. Although
the Church of England has recognized only one
standard for ascertaining necessary Christian truth,
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naneely, the record of Holy Secripture, (not as.under-
valuing tradition, but as rightly conceiving that there
is no true essential doctrine taught by tradition, but
the same is also either contained in Holy Seripture
or may be proved thereby,) her sons need make no
scruple to allow the Romans to avail themselves of
the other, which (independent of Holy Scripture)
their Church has recognized, namely, tradition,
either from Christ Himself, or from the Holy Spirit,
through the mouths of the Apostles, preserved by
continual succession in the Catholic Church.—(Coun-
cil of Trent, Sess. 14.)

If, either according to Seripture, or according to
tradition as set forth by continual succession of wit-
nesses in the Catholic Church up to the times of the
apostles, the Roman position be true, that the doc-
trines in question are necessary to salvation, it must
be capable of being proved so. . Let her advocates
proceed to show this. It is to this they are invited:
a safe invitation, since it is certain that the records
of the early Church enable us, in respect of most of
the Roman doctrines, to lay our fingers on the very
years when, successively, they were compulsorily
thrust into the Christian religion, and forced down
the consciences of the timid under sentence of ana-
thema. The records of the Church, the writings of
the Fathers, the decrees of the Councils, the only
witnesses of tradition, enable us to assert, without
fear of contradiction, that no one of the doctrines in
question was authoritatively adopted until nearly the
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close of the eighth century, when image-worship
was enjoined by anathema, at the Deutero-Nicene
Council. If any of ‘the bishops of the Church of
Rome think they can prove to the contrary, in
God’s name let them do it; for we seek not vic-
tory, but truth. "Let them show, if they can, any
earlier authority for the compulsory adopting any one
of the doctrines in question, or making it a term of
communion. But if they cannot, then they ‘are wit-
nesses against themselves, that they are teaching, for
necessary Christian truths, doctrines which they can
produce no authority for so teaching from either of
those sources, from which alone they themselves
affirm Christian truth is to be derived.

Now, to bring this question to the shortest issue,
let us try it in a few instances. The Church of
Rome enforces, on pain of anathema, teaches to be
essential to salvation, and requires as a condition of
communion, an assent to the following proposi-
tions : -

1. That i:hey are accursed, who do not honour, salute, and

honourably worship the holy and venerable images.—Deutero-
Nicene. See pp. 109, 110, 111. Creed of Pius IV. p. xlviii.

11. That they are accursed, who do not believe that Christ is
present in the holy eucharist by way of transubstantiation: or
who affirm that after consecration the substance of the bread and
wine remain in the consecrated elements.—Lateran iv. pp. 182,
183. Trent, pp. 238, 239. Creed of Pius IV. p. xlviii.

II1. That they are accursed, who do not believe that ghere is
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a purgatory.—Florence, pp. 152, 158. Trent, p. 883. Creed of
Pius IV. p. xlviii.

IV. That they are accursed, who do not receive for sacred
and canonical the books of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus,
Baruch, two of Maccabees, and the additions to the Book of
Daniel, tq wit, the story of Susanna, the Song of the Three Chil-
dren, and the history of Bel and the Dragon.—Trent, p. 161.
Creed of Pius IV. p. xlix.

V. That they are accursed, who deny that confirmation, re-
pentance, extreme unction, orders, and matrimony, are truly and
properly sacraments.—Trent, p. 218. Creed of Pius IV. p. xlvii.

V1. That they are accursed, who shall say that there is not
required in the ministers, while they perform and confer the sacra-
ments, at least the intention of doing what the Church does.—
Trent, p. 217. ’

VII. That they are accursed who deny that the Church of
Rome is the mother and mistress of all Churches.—Creed of
Pius IV, p. xlviii.

VIII. That they are accursed who refuse obedience to the
Bishop of Rome.—Creed of Pius 1V, p. xlviii.

IX. That they are accursed who shall deny that whole and
entire Christ, body and blood, soul and divinity, is contained at
the same time in every species of bread in the eucharist, and in
every particle thereof; and in every species of wine in the eucha-
rist, and in every particle thereof.—Trent, pp. 230. 240.

X. That they are accursed who shall deny that Christ, in the
eucharist, ought to be carried about and exhibited to the people.
—Trent, p. 241.
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XI1. That they are accursed who shall deny that sacramental
confession to the priests of every sin was ordained by Christ, and
is by divine authority necessary for forgiveness.—Trent, p. 281.

XII. That they are accursed who shall affirm that the sacra-
mental absolution of the priest is a ministerial and not a judicial
act.—Trent, p. 283.

XIII. That they are accursed who shall say that the anoint-
ing of the sick does not confer grace.—Trent, p. 288.

XIV. That they are accursed who shall say that by the com-
mand of God all and each of Christ’s faithful people ought to
receive both species of the most holy sacrament of the eucharist.
~—Trent, p. 296.

XV. That they are accursed who shall say that the masses in
which the priest alone receives sacramental communion, are un-
lawful.—Trent, p. 311.

XVI. That they are accursed who shall say that the Church
has not power to dispense with the Levitical degrees of consan-
guinity as impediments to marriage.—Trent, p. 327.

XVII. That they are accursed who shall deny that marriage,
solemnized but not consummated, is dissolved by the religious
profession of one of the parties.—Trent, p. 328.

XVIIIL. That they are accursed who shall say, that the clergy
may contract marriages.—Lateran i, p. 125. Lateran ii. p. 126,
127. Trent, p. 329.

XIX. That they ave accursed who shall deny that the saints
departed are to be invoked.—Trent, p. 335. Creed of Pius IV,
p. xlviii.
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* XX. That they are accursed who shall deny the utility of in-
dulgences.—Trent, p. 339. Creed of Pius IV. p. xlviii.

- The advocates of the Church of Rome are chal-
lenged to produce one single Council, General or
Provincial, or one single ecclesiastical writer, layman
or clerk, in the first seven centuries, who has en-
forced an assent to any one of these propositions on
pain of anathema, or taught an assent to any one of
them to be essential to salvation, or require an
assent to any one of them as a term of communion.

It is a simple invitation, and may be as simply
answered. There needs no lengthened explanation:
The plain extract from any Council, or any ecclesias-
tical writer, with a proper reference, will be suffi-
cient. And let them not attempt to say that the
sentiments, affirmative or negative, which are con-
demned in these propositions, had not been broached
in the first seven centuries, and that therefore it is
unfair to ask for a condemnation of them during
that period. A reference to pages 355—358, 386—
388, 406—410, 417—445, of this work will show
the falsehood of such a plea.

- I have not made this cballenge in ignorance of.

the learning which the Roman writers have brought
to bear upon the subject; but, on the contrary,

through confidence in that learning : being sure that, :
if the records of the Church could furnish any such.

authorities, they would not have escaped the re-
searches of Goter, nor have been omitted from his
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Nubes Testium ; nor those of Bayly, nor have been
omitted from his “ End to Controversy;” nor those
of Kirke and Berington, but would have found a
place in their “ Faith of the Catholics.” But I know
also that none of these writers have produced, or
pretended to produce any authority of the kind. The
utmost they have attempted is to show that in the
course of centuries some individuals are to be found
who have maintained some one or other of the
opinions, or pursued some one or other of the prac-
tices which the Church of England has rejected.
For instance, that some persons entertained a belief
in purgatory, that "some called confirmation a sacra-
ment, that some spoke highly of the authority of
the Roman pontiff, that some invoked saints. But
that any of these persons thought an assent to their
opinions or practices to be necessary to salvation, or
that such opinions and practices were entertained by
the Church at large, or that they were made terms of
communion, they have not advanced a syllable to
prove ; and therefore all their laboured extracts are
irrelevant to this, the main point of the controversy.
If the Church of England had made a denial of
these points a ferm of cominunion, as some of her
hasty champions have desired, the passages cited by
the Roman writers would have availed to convict
her of abridging Christian liberty, and violating
Christian charity. But as she has not done so, those
passages bring as little reproof to her as they do
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vindication to the Church of Rome, who teaches an
assent to them to be necessary to salvation, and en-
forces it as a term of communion.

The answer which they shall make to this ehal-
lenge will serve to show whether I am or am not
warranted inviewing the Roman Christians in the
light in which, throughout this work, I have uniformly
regarded them, namely, that of schismatics. Which
term I conceive to be justly applicable in a general
sense to the whole body of them, and in a particular
gense also to that portion of their body which is to
be found in the British dioceses. It is applicable in
a general sense to their whole bolly, on the ground
of these simple ecclesiastical truths, to which all
Catholies will agree; namely, 1st, that any body
of Christians which interrupts intercourse with
the rest of the faithful, and violates Christian
unity, by propounding unwarrantable terms of com-
munion, is itself schismatical, and in seeking to cut
off others, does nothing else but cut itself off from
Catholic fellowship. 2. That those terms of com-
munion are unwarrantable which have not been re-
quired, “Semper, ubique, et ab omnibus.”

In whatever instances they can suceeed in show-
ing that the sentiments condemned in the foregoing
propositions, when broached during the first seven
centuries, as was the case with most of them, were
condemned by the Catholic Church; in those in-
stances they will vindicate their body from the charge
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of schism. In whatever instances they fail of show-
ing this, they fail likewise in their vindication, and
the charge will stand unrefuted and unshaken.

But I said that the term schismatical is further
applicable in a particular sense to that portion of the
Roman Christians which is to be found in the British
dioceses. Irest this charge upon the sixth canonof the
first Nicene, page 27, the sixth of the first of Constan-
tinople, page 31, and the twenty-second of Antioeh,
page 39, confirmed by that of Chalcedon; to which,
if need be, a multitude of other references might be
added, both to the ante-Nicene code, and to the
later provincial ones. The portion of the Roman
Christians which is to be found in the: British dic-
ceses, has done that which was expressly forbidden
by the Council of Constantinople, and * while pre-
tending to confess the sound faith, have separated
themselves, and made congregations contrary to our
canonical bishops.” Such persons are declared by
the couneil to be heretics. I have thought it suffi-
cient to use the milder term. The persons who
exercise the Episcopal functions among them, have
done that which is expressly forbidden by the Coun-
cil of Antioch, confirmed by that of Chalcedon; they
have “gone into cities and districts not pertaining
to them, and have ordained or appointed presbyters
and deacons to places subject to other Bishops, with-
out their consent.” Such persons the Council orders
to be punished, and declares such ordinations to be
invalid. They can only justify themselves in this

7
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course by shewing that the Bishops of the British
churches require unwarrantable terms of communion.
Let them do this if they can, let them show that our
Bishops require anything which their own Bishops
do not require, and which was not required by the
Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon. If they can
do this, well ; if not, this special charge of schism,
like the general one, will remain unrefuted and un-
shaken. '

Let them not affect to question the validity
of our orders: that ground which had been set aside
on our part, by the production of our records, was
effectually annihilated on theirs when the French
divines in 1718, sought to effect a union of the
English and Gallican churches, without any hesita-
tion on that score'. And their famous Bossuet is
known to have acknowledged that if a difficulty,
which, through want of information occurred to hini
respecting the succession during Cromwell’s time
(which is undisputed) could be removed, he saw no
other, “the ordination of their bishops and priests is
as valid as that of our own %.”

Neither will it avail them to urge, as some of
them have attempted, the marriage of our clergy as

! Twice before, during the 17th century, the point of our
orders came before the doctors of the Sorbonne, as we are in-
formed by Courayer, and on both occasions they recognized the
validity of them.

? See Courayer’s Defense de la Dissertation, &c.; Bruxelles,
1726. iv. Preuves Justificatives, p. ili—vi. ‘
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a bar to communion, for when on various occasions
the Roman section of Christendom has sought a
re-union with the Greeks, among whom the clergy
have always retained their wives, we do not find that
the relinquishing them formed any part of the terms
on which the re-union was to be effected, as for in-
stance, at the second Council of Lyons, and at Flo-
rence : and at the present time they are in full com-
munion with the ‘Maronites of Syria, where all the
clergy are married.

- The position of these Roman Bishops in the Bri-
tish dioceses is the more inexcusable because they
can trace no descent, nor do they pretend to be
descended from the ancient churches in these islands.
The Bishops of England, Scotland, and Ireland, who
in the sixteenth century were deprived for their
adherence to the uncanonical and usurped foreign
jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome, which he exer-
cised here in violation of the decrees of the General
Councils of Nice and Ephesus, did not preserve any
succession in these kingdoms. The orthodox, or as
they are commonly called, the Protestant Bishops of
the three kingdoms, (with those who have proceeded
from them in North America,) are the only repre-
sentatives by Episcopal succession of the Bishops of
the Celtic and Anglo-Saxon churches. The Bishops
in adherence to-the Roman pontiff, who have in-
truded into our dioceses, are of a foreign stock, and
have derived their orders, since the Reformatlon,
from Spain and Italy.

b



XXXiv INTRODUCTION.

As our opponents are very diffienlt to please in
the terms by which they are to be designated, I have
confined myself, throughout this work, to one which
is sanctioned by their own Pope Pius IV. in his new
profession of faith, which has been the chief cause of
the separation between us. He there speaks of the
body of Christians to which he belonged as “the
holy Roman Church.” T have therefore called them
Romans, or Roman Christians. The term Catholic,
which they affect, seems, in strictness of speech, to
be inapplicable to a body of men who have put forth
new and unheard of terms of communion, and have
separated themselves from the rest of the falt.hful on
account of them.

It will, perhaps, be expected that I should say
something of the present work. But indeed I have
few observations to make concerning it. Only first,
I desire to refer to those, to whom it is duse, the
credit, if any, arising from the extracts with which
the different points have been illustrated. It is but
the old story, “Other men laboured, and ye are
entered into their labours.” Bishops, Taylor, in - his
“ Dissuasive from Popery;” Bull, in his “Corrup»
tions of the Church of Rome;” Stillingfleet, in his
“ Council of Trent disproved by Catholic Tradition ;”
Wake, in his “Discourse on the Eueharist ;” Bever.
idge, in his Notes on the Councils ; and the anony.
mous author of « Veteres Vindicati,” London, 1687 ;
and the learned Routh, in his “ Scriptorum Eccle-
siasticorum Opuscula,” have left little to be added.
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2. I desire to disclaim a familiar acquaintance with
many of the authors whose works I have cited;
some of whose names, and many of their works, were
unknown to me before engaging in this task. 3. I
desire to disclaim all pretence to learning or scholar-
ship, which should make any of my readers hesitate
to point out any inaccuracies in translation or other-
wise, which they may detect, or fancy that they de-
tect. Some few have been pointed out by a friendly
hand since the sheets were struck off, and have been
noticed ; T make no doubt there are others, and shall
esteem the pointing them out to be an act of friend-
ship, let it come from what quarter it may. The
caution I have thought it right to use, of rarely citing
a translation, without subjoining the original, will
make such errors, even if they should be more nu-
merous than I hope they will prove, of compara-
tively small consequence. 4. If any think the work
less complete than they may have desired, I can
only beg them to make some allowance for it, as
having been undertaken and pursued amidst the con-
stant interruptions of parochial and domestic duties,
apart from books, except the few that my own
eollection furnished.

Such as it is, I send it into the world, with the
hope that, under God’s blessing, it may be instru-
mental, not to party triumph, not to vain boasting,
not to insulting reproach; but to the vindication
and illustration of the Truth, and so may evéntua]]y
promote the cause of that Peace and Union for which

b 2



xxxvi INTRODUCTION.

our Master prayed, and of that Charity which He
appointed to be the distinguishing feature of His fol-
lowers. Let me entreat all who may derive, or fancy
they derive assistance from this volume, to offer up
their prayers to God for these ends.




ExTRACT FROM THE BULL IN C@NA DoMINI.

‘Constitution of Paul V. 63. Published at Rome every
Maunday Thursday.

We do in the behalf of Almighty God, the Father,
and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and with the
authority of the blessed Apostles Peter and Paul,
and with our own, excommunicate and anathematize
all Hussites, Wickliffites, Lutherans, Zuinglians,
Calvinists, Huguenots, Anabaptists, Trinitarians, and
Apostates from the faith of Christ, and all and sun-
dry other heretics, by whatsoever name they may be
reckoned, and of whatever sect they may be; and
those who believe in them, and their receivers, abet-
tors, and generally speaking, all their defenders what-
soever ; and those who, without the authority of us
and of the Apostolic See, knowingly read, or retain,

Constitutio Pauli, v. 63.

§. Excommunicamus et anathematizamus ex parte Dei omni-
potentis, Patris, et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, auctoritate quoque
B. Apost. Petri et Pauli, ac nostra, quoscunque Hussitas, Wich-
lephistas, Luteranos, Zuinglianos, Calvinistas, Ugonottas, Ana-
baptistas, Trinitarios, et a Christi fide Apostatas, ac omnes et
eingulos alios heereticos, quocunque nomine censeantur, et cujus-
cunque sectee existant; ac eis credentes eorumque receptatores,
fautores, et generaliter quoslibet illorum defensores; ac eorum-
dem libros heeresin continentes, vel de religione tractantes sine
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or imprint, or in any way defend books containing
their heresy, or treating of religion, let it be from
what cause it may, publicly or privately, under any
pretence or colour whatsoever ; as also the schisma-
tics, and those who pertinaciously withdraw themselves
or recede from obedience to us and the Roman pontiff’
Jor the time being.

auctoritate nostra et sedis Apostolicee scienter legentes aut reti-
nentes, imprimentes, seu quomodolibet defendentes, ex quavis
causa publice vel occulte, quovis ingenio vel colore ; necnon schis-
maticos et eos qui se a mnostra et Romani pontificis pro tempore
existentis obedientia pertinaciter subtrahunt vel recedunt.

THE OATH required of a Bishop at his Consecration,
acording to the usage of the Church of Rome.

I, NV. elected to the Church of N. will, from this
time henceforth, be faithful and obedient to the
blessed Apostle Peter, and to the holy Roman
Church, and to our lord N. Pope N. and to his
canonical successors. I will not aid, by advice or

ForMA JURAMENTI.

Ego, N. electus Ecclesiee N. ab hic hord in anted fidelis et
obediens ero beato Petro Apostolo, sanctzeque Romana Eoclesize,
et Domino nostro, Domino N., Papse N. suisque successoribus
canonice intrantibus, Non ero in consilio, aut consensu, vel
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consent, or deed, in any injury to them in life or
limb; or to their arrest, or to any violence being
in any way offered to them; or any injuries, under
any pretext whatsoever: I will not knowingly re-
veal to any one, to their injury, the advice which
they shall commit to me by themselves, or their
messengers, or by letter. Saving my order, I will
asgist in retaining and defending the Roman papacy,
and the royalties of St. Peter, against every one. I
will honourably deal with the Legate of the Apos-
tolic See in going and returning; and will assist
him in his need. I will take care to preserve, de-
fend, increase and advance the rights, honours, pri-
vileges, and authority of the holy Roman Church,
of our lord the Pope, and his aforesaid successors.
Nor will I assist, by counsel, deed, or treaty, in any
machinations against our lord himself, or the same
Roman Church, which may be evil or prejudicial to

facto, ut vitam perdant aut membrum, seu capiantur mala cap-
tione, aut in eos violenter manus quomodolibet ingerantur ; vel
injuriee aliquee inferantur, quovis quaesito colore. Consilium vero,
quod mihi credituri sunt, per se, aut nuntios suos, seu litteras,
ad eorum damnum, me sciente, nemini pandam. Papatum Roma-
num, et Regalia sancti Petri, adjutor eis ero ad retinendum, et de-
fendendum, salvo meo ordine, contra omnem hominem. Legatum
Apostolicee sedis ineundo et redeundo honorifice tractabo, et in suis
necessitatibus adjuvabo. Jura, honores, privilegia, et auctoritatem
sanctee Romanz Ecclesize, Domini nostri Papz, et successorum
preedictorum conservare, defendere, augere, promovere curabo.
Neque ero in consilio, vel facto, seu tractatu, in quibus contra
ipsum Dominum nostrum yel eamdem Romanam Ecclesiam, aliqua
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their persons, right, honour, state and power. And
if I shall know of any such attempts being treated
of, or set on foot, by any persons whatsoever, I will
hinder them to the utmost of my power; and, as
soon as I possibly can, will signify it to the same
our lord, or to some other who shall be able to give
him information. I will, with all my power, observe,
and cause others to observe, the rules of the holy
Fathers, the apostolic decrees, ordinances, or dis-
positions, provisions, and commands. To the ut-
most of my power I will persecute and attack
heretics, schismatics, and rebels against the same
our lord, or his aforesaid successors. When called
to a Synod I will come, unless prevented by
some canonical hindrance. Every three' years I

sinistra, vel prasjudicialia personarum, juris, honoris, status, et po-
testatis eorum machinentur. Et, si talia a quibuscumque tractari,
vel procurari novero, impediam hoc pro posse; et quanto citius
potero, significabo eidem Domino nostro, vel alteri, per quem
possit ad ipsius notitiam pervenire. Regulas sanctorum Patrum,
decreta, ordinationes seu dispositiones, reservationes, provisiones,
et mandata Apostolica, tetis viribus observabo, et faciam ab aliis
observari. Heaereticos, schismatieos, et rebelles eidem Domino
nostro, vel successoribus preaedictis, pro posse persequar et impug-
nabo. Vocatus. ad Synodum veniam, nisi praepeditus faero ca-
nonica preepeditione. Apostolorum’ limina singulis trienniis
personaliter per me ipsum visitabo; et Domine nostro, ac suc-

- ' The term of years varies from three to ten, according to the
distance of the Bishop’s See from Rome. See the Rubrics follow-

ing this oath.
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will, in my own person, visit the threshhold of the
Apostles ; and I»will give to our lord and his suc-
cessors aforesaid, an account of my whole pastoral
office, and of all things in any way concerning the
state of my Church, the discipline of the clergy and
people, and the salvation of the souls which are com-
mitted to my trust; and on the other hand I will
humbly receive, and with the utmost diligence obey,
the Apostolic commands. But if I shall be detained
by lawful hindrance, I will fulfil all that is above-
mentioned by an appointed messenger, having special
charge of this matter, from among my chapter, or
some other ecclesiastical dignitary, or person of
station; or, in failure of these, by a priest of the
diocese; and in failure of all the clergy, by some
other presbyter, secular or regular, of respectable
honesty and piety, fully instructed in all things
aforesaid. But I will give informatfon concerning

cessoribus preefatis rationem reddam de toto meo pastorali officio,
ac de rebus omnibus ad mez Eccleside statum, ad cleri et populi
disciplinam, animarum denique, quee meze fidei tradite sunt, sa-
lutem, quovis modo pertinentibus: et vicissim mandata Aposto-
lica humiliter recipiam, et quam diligentissime exequar. Quod si
legitimo impedimento detentus fuero, preefata omnia adimplebo per
certum nuntium ad hoc speciale mandatum habentem, de gremio
mei capituli, aut alinm in dignitate Ecclesiastica constitutum, seu
alias personatum habentem ; aut, his mihi deficientibus, per dice-
cesanum sacerdotem ; et clero deficiente omnino, per aliquem
alium presbyterum sacularem, vel regularem, spectatze probita-
tis et religionis, de supradictis omnibus pzne instructum. De
hujusmodi autem impedimento docebo per legitimas probationes,
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any hindrance of this kind, by lawful proofs to be
transmitted by the said messenger ¢o the Cardinal of
the holy Roman Church, who presides in the con-
gregation of the sacred council.

I will neither sell nor give, nor pawn the posses-
sions belonging to my table; nor will I enfeoff them
anew, nor alienate them in any manner, even with
the consent of the Chapter of my Church, without
the advice of the Roman Pontiff. And if I shall in
any ways proceed to alienate them, I am willing in
reality to incur the penalties contained in a certain
constitution passed upon this sybject.

So help me God, and the Holy Gospels of God !

ad Sanctze Romane Ecclesiz Cardinalem Proponentem in con-
gregatione sacri concilii, per supradictum nuntium transmit-
tendas.

.Possessiones vgro ad mensam meam pertinentes non ven-
dam, nec donabo, neque impignorabo; nec de novo infeu-
dabo, vel aliquo modo alienabo, etiam cum consensu capituli
Ecclesize mee, inconsulto Romano Pontifice. Et si ad aliquam
alienationem devenero, peenas in quadam super hoc edita consti-
tutione contentas, eo ipso incurrere volo.

Sic me Deus adjuvet, et haec Sancta Dei Evangelia.

De consecratione Electi in Episcopum. Pontificale
Romanum. Antwerp, 1758, pp. 59—61.
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Extracts from the EXAMINATION OF A BisHop af kis
Consecration, according to the custom ¢f the Church
of Rome.

» * » » . »

- Are you willing to réverently receive, teach, and
observe the traditions of the orthodox Fathers, and
the decretal constitutions of the holy and apostolic
See ?

Answer. 1 am willing.

Are you willing in all things to show fidelity, sub-
jection, and obedience, according to canonical au-
thority, to St. Peter the apostle, to whom God has
given the power of binding and loosing, and to his
Viear, our lord, the lord V., Pope X., and his succes-
sors the Roman Pontiffs ?

ExaMEN.
» » » . . .
Interrogatio.

Vis traditiones orthodoxorum Patrum, ao decretales sanctee et
apostolicee sedis constitutiones veneranter suscipere, docere, ac
servare? Resp. Volo.

Interrogatio.

Vis beato Petro Apostolo, cui a Deo data est potestas ligandi
atque solvendi, ejusque Vicario Domino nostro, Domino N.
Papz N. suisque successoribus, Romanis Pontificibus, fidem,
subjectionem, et obedientiam, secundum canonicam auctoritatem,
per omnia exhibere? Resp. Volo.
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Answer. 1 am willing.
» * » » »

Do you also anathematize every heresy which
exalteth itself against this holy Catholic Church?
Answer. 1 anathematize it.

. * L L . *

Interrogatio.
Anathematizas etiam omnem heeresim, exto]lentem se - adver-
sus hanc sanctam Eeclesiam Catholicam ? Resp. Anathematizo.

Pont. Rom. pp. 62 and 64.

FORM OF RECONCILING A CONVER’!‘.

(From < The order of admz'nisterz’ng' the Smaménts,

and performing other Ecclesiastical Offices IN THE

ENGLISH MISSION, extracted from the Roman Ri-
- tual, by command of Paul the Fifth” Published

by Keating and Brown, 1831. By the authority.

of the Vicars Apostolic.
+ Thomas Smith, Bishop of Bol®na, Vicar Apos-
tolic in the Northern District. ,
+ Thomas Penswick, Bishop of Europus, Coadjutor.
+ Peter Aug. Baines, Bishop of Siga, V.A., in the
Western District.
+ Thomas Walsh, Bishop of Ca.mbysopohs, V A in
the Middle District.
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+ James Yorke Bramston, Bishop of Usuls, V.A.,
in the London District.
+ Robert Gradwell, Bishop of Lydda, Coadjutor.

Let the Priest, sitting before the middle of the altar,
with his back towards it, address the -convert kneeling
before him, according to the form at the end of this
Ritual, or in similar words.

Then let the Priest, kneeling before the middle of the
ditar, say alternately with his assistants,

“Come Holy Ghost,” &c.—Amen.

V. Send forth Thy Spirit, and they shall be created.
R. And Thou shalt renew the face of the earth.
Let us pray.

O God, who hast taught the hearts of the faithful,
by the light of thy Holy Spirit, grant to us by the
same Spirit to have a right judgment, and evermore
to rejoice in His comfort, through Christ our Lord.

Afterwards, sitting, with his head covered, let him re-
peat, altemately with his assistants,
PsaLm L. (61st.)

“Have mercy upon me, O God, after Thy great
goodness,” &c.—Amen.

Then lw rises, and, uncovering his head says,

Lord have mercy upon us.

Christ have mercy upon us.
Lord have mercy upon us.
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Our Father which art in heaven. (Secvetly.)

And lead us not into temptation,

But deliver us from evil.

V. Save thy servant (or thy handmaid).

R. My God, who hopeth in Thee.

V. Let the enemy have no advantage against
Aim.

R. Nor the son of wickedness approach to hurt
him.

V. Be Thou to Aim a strong tower.

R. From the face of the enemy.

V. Lord, hear my prayer.

R. And let my cry come unto thee.

V. The Lord be with you.

R. And with thy spirit.

Let us pray.

O God, whose property is ever to have merey and
to forgive, receive our humble petition, and let the
pitifulness of Thy affection mercifully absolve this
Thy servant, who is bound with the sentence of ex-
communication. Through Christ our Lord.

After this, let the convert make profession of faith in
this manner :

I, N. N. with a firm faith believe and profess all
and every one of those things which are comtained
in that creed, which the holy Roman Church maketh
use of. To wit, I believe in one God, the Father

7
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Almighty, [and so on, to the end of the Nicene
creed,] the life of the world to come.~—~Amen.

I most stedfastly admit and embrace Apostolical
and Ecclesiastical {raditions, and all other observances
and constitutions of the same Church.

I also admit the holy Seriptures [ Scripture in the
original] according to that sense which our holy
Mother the Church bas held and does hold, to which
it belongs to judge of the true sense and interpreta-
tion of the Scriptures: neither will I ever take and
interpret them [4t] otherwise than according to the
unanimous consent of the Fathers.

I also profess that there are truly and properly
seven sacraments of the new law, instituted by Jesus
Christ, our Lord, and necessary for the salvation of
mankind, though not all for every one: To wit, Bap-
tism, Confirmation, the Eucharist, Penance, Estreme
Unction, Order, and Matrimony : and that they con-
fer grace ; and that of these, Baptism, Confirmation,
and Order, cannot be reiterated without sacrilege.
I also receive and admit the received and approved
ceremontes of the Catholic Chureh, used in the solemn
administration of the aforesaid sacraments.

I embrace and receive all and every one of the
things which have been defined and declared in the
holy Council of T'rent, concerning Original Sin and
Justification.

I profess, likewise, that in the Mass there is offered
to God a true, proper, and propitiatory sacrifice for
the Hving and the dead. And that in the most holy
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Sacrament of the Eucharist, there is truly, really, and
substantially, the .body and blood, together with the soul
and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ ; and that there
is a conversion of the whole substance of the bread
into the body, and of the whole substance of the
wine into the blood ; which conversion the Catholic
Church calls transubstantiation. 1 also confess, that
under eithor kind alone Christ is received whole and
entire, and a true sacrament.

I constantly hold that there is a purgatory, and
that the souls therein detained are helped by the
suffrages of the faithful.

Likewise that the sainfs reigning together with
Christ are to be honoured and invocated, and that
they offer prayers to God for us, and that their veltcs
are to be had in veneration.

I most firmly assert, that the images of Christ, of
the Mother of God, ever Virgin, and also of other
saints, ought to be had and retained, and that due
honour and veneration is to be given them.

I also affirm that the power of Jndulgences was
left by Christ in the Church, and that the use of
them is most wholesome to Christian people.

I acknowledge the Holy Catkolic, Apostolic, Ro-
man Church for the Mother and Mistress -of all
churches: and I promise true obedience to the Bi-
shop of Rome, successor to St. Peter, Prince of the
Apostles, and Vicar of Jesus Christ.

I likewise undoubtedly receive and profess all
other things delivered, defined, and declared by the




FORM OF RECONCILING A CONVERT. xlix

sacred canons, and General Councils, and particularly
by the ‘holy Council of Trent. And I condemn,
reject, and anathematize all things contrary thereto,
and all heresies which the Church has condemned,
rejected, and anathematized.

L N. N. do at this present freely profess, and sin-
cerely hold this true Catholic faith, without which
no man can be saved: and I promise, [vow, and
swear, original] most constantly to retain and pro-
fess the same entire and inviolated [and as far as
lies in me, to cause it to be retained and taught, and
preached by my subjects, and those of whom I have the
charge, original] with God’s assistance, to the end of
my life. [So help me God, and the holy Gospels,
original.]

Then having repeated, « 1 confess,” &c. let the Priest
say, :

May Almighty God have mercy on thee, and for-
giving all thy sins, bring thee to eternal life.

R. Amen.

May the Almighty and merciful Lord grant thee
indulgence, absolution, and remission of all thy sins.

R. Amen. :

May our Lord Jesus Christ absolve thee, and I
by his authority absolve thee from the chain of ex-
communication into which thou hast fallen, and re-
store thee to communion and the unity of the faith-
fal, and to the holy sacraments of the Church, in

c
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the name of the Father +, and of the Som, and of
the Holy Ghost. :
R. Amen.

Then is said the hymn,

“ We praise thee, O Lord,” &c.

Wihich being finished, the Priest, standing, says,

V. Blessed art thou, O Lord, in the firmament of"
heaven. '

R. And praised and glorious for ever.

V. The Lord be with you.

R. And with thy spirit.

Let us pray.

Almighty and everlasting God, who hast given-to
thy servants by the confession of a true faith to
acknowledge the glory of the eternal Trinity, and in
the power of the Majesty to worship the unity, we
beseech thee that in the stedfastness of this faith,
we may evermore be defended from all adversities.
Through Christ our Lord.

V. The Lord be with you.

R. And with thy spirit.

V. Let us bless the Lord.

R. Thanks be to God.

The blessing of God Almighty, the Father +, the
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Son, and the Holy Ghost, descend upon you, and
remain for ever.
R. Amen.

Then let the Priest, being seated, address the convert
according to the form in the Appendix; or in similar

words.

Note—The whele of the office is in Latin, with
the exception of the creed, which is in English.
The words given in italics are so marked in the
original.
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ON

THE ROMAN SCHISM.

PART I.

TESTIMONIES OF THE CIVIL AND ECCLESIASTICAL AU-
" THORITIES IN ENGLAND TO THE GENERAL COUNCILS
OF THE FIRST SEVEN CENTURIES.

Testimony of the Civil Legislature to the first Four
General Councils.

1 EL1z. c. 1, § 36. Provided always and be it enacted
by the authority aforesaid, that such person or per-
sons to whom your Highness, your heirs or successors,
shall hereafter, by letters patent under the Great:
Seal of England, give authority to have or to exe-
cute any jurisdiction, power or authority spiritual, .or.
to visit, reform, order or correct any errors, heresies,
schisms, abuses, or enormities, by virtue of this ‘act,
shall not in any wise have authority or power to
order, determine, or adjudge any matter or cause to
B 2
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be heresie, but only such as have heretofore been
determined, ordered, or adjudged to be heresie, by
the authority of the canonical scriptures, or &y the
Jirst four General Councils, or any of them, or by any
other general council wherein the same was declared
heresie by the express and plain words of the said
canonical scriptures, or such as hereafter shall be
ordered, judged, or determined to be heresie, by the
high court of Parliament of this realm, with the
assent of the clergy in their Convocation.—Gibson’s
Codex, p. 48.

Testimony of the Ecclesiastical Legislature to the
same.

Canons of Alfric, A.p. 970. 33. Quatuor Synodi
erant pro vera fide adversus hereticos, qui stulte
loquebantur de Sacra Trinitate, et Salvatoris huma-~
nitate; prima fuit Nicees, prouti antea memoravi-
mus, et secunda fuit deinde Constantinopoli e centum
quinquaginta episcopis, sanctis Dei viris; tertia fuit
Ephesi, ubi ducenti episcopi erant, et quarta fuit
Chalcedonii, ubi multe centurie episcoporum erant :
et hi omnes unanimes fuerunt inter se in constitu-
tione quee stabilita fuit Nices, et reparaverunt quic-
quid de ea violatum fuit. He quatuor synodi ob-
servande sunt, prouti quatuor Christi libri in Ecclesia
Christi. Multe Synodi deinde congregabantur, sed
quatuor ille sunt precipuse; quoniam extinxerunt
heereticas illas doctrinas, quas heretici invenerunt
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heretice adversus Deum, et ii etiam constituerunt
ecclesiasticum ministerium.—Wilkins, Cone. i. 254.

Testimony of the Ecclesiastical Legislature to the first
" Five General Councils.

Council of Hatfield, o.n. 680. Suscipimus sanctas
et universales quinque Synodos beatorum et Deo
acceptabilium patrum; id est qui in Nicea congregati
fuerunt trecentorum decem et octo, contra Arium
impiissimum, et ejusdem dogmata.

Et in Constantinopoli, centum quinquaginta, contra
vesaniam Macedonii et Eudoxii, et eorum dogmata.

Et in Epheso, primo, ducentorum, contra nequis-
simum Nestorium, et ejusdem dogmata.

Et in Calcedone, sexcentorum et triginta, contra
Eutychen et Nestorium, et eorum dogmata.

Et iterum in Constantinopoli quinto congregati
sunt concilio, in tempore Justiniani Minoris, contra
Theodorum, et Theodoreti et Ibe Epistolas, et eorum
dogmata contra Cyrillum.—Wilkins, Conec. i. 52.

Testimony of the Ecclesiastical Legislature to the first
Stz General Councils.

Council of Calchuythe, o.n. 785. Primo omnium
admonentes, et sancta et inviolata fides Niceni con-
cilii ab omnibus, qui sacro cultui mancipantur, fide-
liter ac firmiter teneatur ; et omni anno in synodalibus
conventibus ab episcopis singularium Ecclesiarum
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presbyteri, qui populum erudire debent, de ipsa fide
diligentissime examinentur, ita ut apostolicam fidem
et universalem sex Synodorum per Spiritum Sanctum
probatam, sicut tradita est nobis a Sancta Romana
Ecclesia, per omnia confiteantur, teneant, et preedi-
cent; et si opportunum venerit, pro ea mori non
pertimescant : et quoscunque sancta universalia con-
cilia susceperunt, suscipiant, et quos illa damna-
verunt, eos et corde rejiciant et condemnent.—Wil-
kins, Conc. i. 146.




A

TABLE OF COUNCILS

ALLOWED OR CLAIMING TO BE GENERAL

IN THER

FIRST SEVEN CENTURIES.

I. NicE, A.D. 325 (a).

The first consisted of 318 Bishops (B) assembled at
Nice in Bithynia, at the tommand of the emperor
Constantine, to decide the genuine and Apostolic
Faith of the Church concerning the divinity of the
Son, Jesus Christ, which had been assailed by Arius,
who denied that he was really God. This dispute
gave rise to the adoption of the term Homoousion
opoovatov, with which the orthodox bishops endea-
voured to guard the identity in substance and essence
of the Divinity of the Son with that of the Father.
The 318 bishops condemned Arius, and set forth a
creed which is the foundation of that usually known
as the Nicene, though on account of the additions
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which were made to it at the council of Constan-
tinople, A.n. 381, it is more correctly styled the
Constantinopolitan creed. The historian Theodoret
mentions that there were present in the council
many who still exercised apostolical gifts, of whom
he instances James Bishop of Antioch, who had
raised the dead to life. There were also many who,
as he says, “bore in their bodies the marks of the
Lord Jesus,” being maimed and scarred with the
cruelties they had suffered from heathen persecutors
on account of their religion; and he instances Paul,
Bishop of Neocw®sarea, who had. had beth hands
seared with hot irons; others had lost their right
eyes; others had been ham-strung in the right leg:
so that he says it was a band of martyrs met toge-
ther. Besides the creed, they put forth twenty
canons relating to discipline. They also determined
the time for keeping Easter, according to the method
which has since obtained throughout Christendom.
Which subject had previously been, and continued
for some time afterwards to be, a fruitful source of
dispute.

The following is the creed put forth in this coun-
cil :—

We believe in one God the Father, Almighty,
Maker of all things visible and invisible. And in
one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten of
the Father, only-begotten, that is, of the substance
of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, Very
God of Very God, begotten not made, being of one
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substance with the Father. By whom all things
were made, both which are in heaven and which are
in earth. Who for us men and for our salvation
came down, and was incarnate, and was made man:
he suffered, and rose the third day, ascended into
heaven, and will come again to judge the quick and
the dead : and in the Holy Ghost. But those who
say, there was a time when He was not, and that
He was not before He was begotten, and that He
was of things which were not, or who say that He
was of another subject or substance, or that the Son
of God is subject to conversion and change, such
persons the Catholick and Apostolick Church ana-
thematizes. (See Eusebius’ Life of Constantine,
books ii. ¢. 64—73, and iii. c. 5—~14 ; the Eccles.
Hist. of Socrates, i. c. 8.; Sozomen, i. ¢. 17; and
Theodoret, book i. ch. 7—10, 12. iv. 3.)

Sardica, A.D. 347.

The Roman writers (see Labbé and Cossart, vol. ii.
p. 623), have laboured hard to give the authority of
a general council to a synod of western bishops, to
the number of eighty (see Beveridge’s Pandect. ii.
19Y), who assembled at Sardica in Illyricum, against
the Arians, in the year 347. Their apparent motive
for this has been that certain canons (of doubtful
authenticity), ascribed to this council somewhat
favour the Roman claim for supremacy. But the
council was never acknowledged in the East as gene-
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ral, nor was it ever contained in-that list of general
eouncils to which, as ‘appears by the second profes-
sion of faith in libro diwrno Roman. Pontif. published
by Garner the Jesuit, and reprinted lately by the
learned. Routh (Seript. Eccles. Opusc. ii. 501.) the
Roman pontiffs were required to profess their ad-
herence. The decrees ascribed to it, therefore, even
if they could be shewn to be genuine (c), are totally
irrelevant to the present undertaking. There is
reason to-believe that British bishops were present
at this council (D).

Arimini, A.D. 359.

The title of a General Council .is-also claimed by
the Roman writers (Labbé and Cossart, ii. 791), for
the council of 400 Western bishops assembled at
Arimini in Italy, likewise against the Arians, in the
year 359. But it was never so considered by the
Church at large, neither in the East nor West, and
all its acts have been lost. There is no question that
British bishops were present at it (E).

ITI. CONSTANTINOPLE, A.D. 381.

The second General (F) Council consisted of 150
bishops assembled at Constantinople in the year
381, by the Emperor Theodosius (6), to pass sentence
upon Macedonius, who had broached a double heresy,
partly in respect of the Son, whose substance and

7
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divinity he asserted to be similar to that of the
Father, denying the identity : and partly in respect
of the Holy Ghost, whom he expressly affirmed to
be a creature. (Theodoret. Eccles. Hist. ii. ¢. 6.)
This council condemned .the Macedonian and some
other heresies: revised and enlarged the Nicene
creed, (this was the work of Gregory of Nyssa), and
passed some canons (u), affecting ecclesiastical order
and discipline, and wrote a synodical .epistle. of
thanks to the Emperor Theodosius, by whom they
had been convened. The creed put forth by this
council is the same with that in the English Com-
munion Service, excepting the words “ and the Son,”
speaking of the procession of the Holy Ghost. There
are, besides, slight variations (1) in the different copies
cited. (Socrates, Hist. Eccles. v. 8 ; Sozomen, vii. 9;
Labbé and Cossart, ii. 911; Beveridge’s Pandect.
ii. 89; Routh, Scr. Eccles. Opusec. ii. 382.)

IT1. ErHESUS, A.D. 431.

The third Council to which the style and authority
of a General Synod has been allowed by the whole
Church, is that composed of 200 bishops assembled
at Ephesus, by command of the Emperor Theodo-
sius (K), in the year 431. The purpose of their meet-~
ing was to pass sentence upon Nestorius, bishop of
Constantinople, who refused to acknowledge the
Virgin- Mary to be the Mother of God, denying
that Christ was Ged and man in one and the same
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person, by what is called the hypostatical union;
and asserting that the Godhead of the Son merely
dwelt in the body of Christ, so that he was com-
posed of two persons. The council was convened at
the instigation of Cyril, bishop of Alexandria. The
only Western bishops present at it, were Arcadius
and Projectus, legates from the Roman See: John,
bishop of Antioch, assembled a synod in opposition
to this, which passed censure upon Cyril and those
with him, who in their turn pronounced the same
upon John and his adherents. By the interposition
of the Emperor this breach was subsequently bound
up, and the decrees of this council received at
Antioch as elsewhere. Besides the condemnation
of Nestorius, the synod passed two decrees, one con-
cerning the faith, and the other concerning usurped
ecclesiastical jurisdiction, by both of which the
modern Church of Rome stands openly convicted of
schism. (Socrates, Eccles. Hist. vii. 34 ; Evagrius,
i. 3; Labbé and Cossart, iii. 1.)

Ephesus, A.p. 449.

The style of a general council was assumed by the
synod of 128 bishops, who at the command of the
Emperor Theodosius assembled at Ephesus in the
year 449 : the style of a general council was allowed
it by Gregory the Great (L), who is cited by Labbé
and Cossart (iii. 1471): and as far as regards the
members of which the synod was composed, there
being the four Eastern patriarchs® present in person,
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and the Western represented by his legates, it has
greater claim to be considered general than many of
those which have been generally received. But its
proceedings having been interrupted by the rude
and tumultuous violence of the soldiery and others,
the council was broken up, and nothing which it
determined has ever been recognized by the Catholic
Church. It was convened at the instigation of
Dioscorus, patriarch of Alexandria, to obtain a re-
versal of the sentence of condemnation passed against
the heretic Eutyches, at the council of Constanti-
nople the preceding year, by Flavianus, the patriarch
of that See, and thirty other bishops. The Em-
peror Theodosius was himself a favourer of Eutyches.
Dioscorus interrupted the proceedings with a band
of soldiers, and 300 armed monks; compelled the
bishops to pass sentence of condemnation upon Fla«
vianus and others, and committed them to prison.
It may serve to show the barbarity of the age to
mention, that, upon Flavianus remonstrating, Dios-
corus fell foul of him, and so kicked and bruised
him, that he died of the injuries which he then re-
ceived. (Labbé and Cossart, iv. 4, 5.)

IV. CHALCEDON, A.D. 451.

The fourth Council to which the style and au-
thority of a General Synod has been allowed by the
whole Church, is that of 630 bishops convened by
the Emperor Marcian, first at Nice, and thence
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transferred to Chalcedon, in the year 451. It was
assembled at the earnest entreaty of all the orthodox
bishops, for the purpose of reversing the unlawful
and heretical proceedings at Ephesus, and of obtain-
ing the judgment of the whole Church upon the
opinions which had been broached by the monk
Eutyches. ' This individual had fallen into the ex-
actly opposite error to that of Nestorius, which was
condemned at the first council of Ephesus. For so
far from' allowing our Lord to have had two persons,
he denied that he had two natures; maintaining
that the human body which he received of the Virgin
was not real flesh and blood, but merely the appear-
ance of it, so that all his sufferings were in appear-
ance also, and not real. (We find Ignatius in the
second century contending against a similar error, as
appears by his epistle to the Trallians.) The council
condemned and deposed Dioscorus for his proceed-
ings above-mentioned, reversed the acts of the second
synod of Ephesus, and confirmed the Catholic faith
in the reality ‘of the two natures in the One Person
of our Lord. They also passed thirty canons (M) re-
lating to ecclesiastical jurisdiction and discipline in
general. They confirmed also the decree of the first
synod of Ephesus concerning the faith. (Labbé and
Cossart, iv. 1—10.)

V. CoNSTANTINOPLE II. A.D. 553.

The fifth synod, to which the style and authority
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of a General Council has been allowed by the Catho-
lic Church, is that of 165 bishops, -assembled under
the. command of the Emperor Justinian the youngen,
in the year 553,.at Constantinople; in which certain
writings of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, Theodore, Bishap
of Mopsuestia, and of Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus,
(commonly known as “the three chapters,”) which
savoured of the Nestorian heresy, were condemned.
There were no Western bishops present at it. Vi-
gilius, Bishop of Rome, who was in. Constantinople
at the time, refused to be present, and gent to the
emperor a decree contrary to the course which the
council was taking.. The council, notwithstanding,
persisted, and passed with anathema, resolutions.con-
trary to his decrees. (Baren. Annal. Eccles. ad ann.
553.) Vigilius, refusing.to subscribe to these reso-
lutions, was sent into exile, by the emperor; and at
last consented to give his apprebation. The Roman
writers are hard put to it to vindicate the authority
of the Bishop of Rome in this matter; and it is
curious to see the different and inconsistent grounds
of defence adopted by Baronius, Binius, De Marca, and
which may be found in Labbé and Cossart, v. 601. 731.
I confess it seems to me that they might have spared
themselves the trouble, as far as Vigilius is con-
cerned. . When it is .known that -this .wretched
being procured the uncanonical deposition of his
predecessor, Silverius, by bribery to the Roman
general Belisarius ; that he procured his own elecr
tion to the Popedom, during the lifetime of his un-
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canonically deposed predecessor, by violence; and
secured himself in it by putting Silverius to death;
impartial persons will agree in thinking that the See
of Rome must be considered to have been at this
time vacant. The account is given in the Breviarium
Literati Diaconi, in Labbé and Cossart, v. 775.

V1. ConsTanTINOPLE ITI. A.D. 680.

The sixth synod to which the name and authority
of a General Council has been ascribed by the
Catholic Church, is that composed of 289 bishops,
assembled under the command of the Emperor Con-
stantine Pogonatus, in the year 680. They met to
condemn a new heresy—a branch of the Eutychian ;
by which it was asserted that after the union of the
two natures of Christ, there remained but one will;
hence those who advocated this doctrine were called
Monothelites. In this council Honorius, the de-
ceased Bishop of Rome, was condemned of heresy,
and his books ordered to be burned (N).—Labbé and
Cossart, vi. 587 et seq.

Constantinople, A.D. 692.

The two last councils having edited no canons,
the Emperor Justinian, at the request of the bishops,
ordered another General Council to be assembled at
Constantinople, in the year 692; for the purpose of
supplying the deficiencies of the former. The
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assembly, as far as its constitution went, had more
claim to the character of a General Council than
many to which both the title and authority has been
ascribed. It consisted of upwards of 200 bishops,
among whom were representatives of the Bishop of
Rome, the other great patriarchs being all present
in person; and the decrees were signed by all, not
omitting the emperor, whose name appears first on
the list. The council assumed the style of “the
Holy and Universal Synod.” But its decrees were
not received at Rome, because many of them were
contrary to the Roman customs (0).” Thus another
proof is afforded that the claim of a synod to the
estimation of a General Council (p), depends entirely
upon the general or universal reception of its decrees
by the Catholic Church; and that no council is to be
accounted general or universal, whose decrees are not
generally or universally received by the Catholic Church.
—Labbé and Cossart, vi. 1123—31—85, 1317.
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Nore (a), PAGE 7.

Prior to this there had been many councils, but none that
claimed to be, or was considered a council of the whole Church.
These different councils had, however, put forth canons which
were collected and formed into a code, sometimes called apos-
tolical, sometimes primitive or ante-Nicene. To some of the
canons in this code reference is made in the council of Nice and
those subsequent to it, as well as by individual writers. See
Beveridge's Codex Primitive Ecclesie Vindicatus.

Note (B), PAGE T.

The number of bishops is variously stated; by some 270,
by others 818. The general opinion inclines to the latter num-
ber. (See Beveridge’s Notes on the Council in the second vo-
lume of his Pandect.) The Emperor Constantine was present
in person. The bishop of Rome, by reason of infirmity, was
absent, but sent two presbyters to subscribe in his stead. The
Roman writers do not hesitate to assert that these presbyters,
together with Hosius, bishop of Cordova, presided in the coun-
cil (Labbé and Cossart, ii. 3.); an assertion destitute of all
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foundation, not one of the Greek historians making the slightest
mention of it. The individual who opened the proceedings, is
said by Sozomen, to have been Eusebius the historian; by
Theodoret, to have been Eustathius, patriarch of Antioch; and
others have ascribed it to Alexander, the patriarch of Alexan-
dria. (See varior. annott. in Reading's edition, Cantab. 1720 ;
Sozomen’s Hist. p. 38.) Hosius had been employed on & mis-
sion to Alexandria, previously to the council, with a view to
make peace between Arius and the patriarch, but he was sent on
that mission not by the Pope, but by the Emperor, whose letter
he conveyed, and who deeply loved and reverenced him. See
Eusebius, Socrates, and Sozomen.

Nore (c), pack 10.

There is a curious circumstance connected with these canons.
When the bishop of Rome, Boniface, tried to usurp over the
African churches, by hearing appeals from them, he pleaded these
canons as his authority, asserting them to be Nicene. The
African bishops, having made inquiries concerning them, re-
turned for answer, that.no such canons were passed at Nice, and
peremptorily rejected his claim of hearing appeals, alleging that
they knew no canon of the Fathers authorizing such a course.
Now as the African churches had no less than thirty-six repre-
sentatives at the council of Sardica, the fair inference from all
this is, that these canons are spurious. At any rate they were
held of no authority. But, even admitting them to be genuine,
the utmost they amount to is this, that, in certain cases, Julius,
the then bishop of Rome, might order a cause to be re-heard by
@ greater synod; and this power was given, not as of right, but
for convenience, out of respect to the memory of St. Peter, with
an ei doxei, if it seemed good to the council to permit it. The
disputed canons are as follow :—

Canon III.—Osius episcopus dixit: . . . . Quod si aliquis
episcoporum judicatus fuerit in aliqua causa, et putat se bonam
causam habere ut iterum concilium renovetur; si vobis placet,

c 2
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sancti Petri Apostoli memoriam honoremus, ut scribatur ab his qui
causam examinarunt, Julio Romano episcopo ; et si judicaverit
renovandum esse judicium, renovetur, et det judices. Si autem
probaverit talem causam esse, ut non refricentur ea quee acta
sunt; quee decreverit, confirmata erunt. Sihoc omnibus placet ?
8ynodus respondit, Placet.

Canon I'V.—Gaudentius episcopus dixit: Addendum, si placet
huic sententize, quam plenam sanctitate protulisti; ut cum ali-
quis episcopus depositus fuerit eorum episcoporum judicio qui
in vicinis locis commorantur, et proclamaverit agendum sibi
negotium in urbe Roma ; alter episcopus in ejus cathedra, post
appellationem ejus qui videtur esse depositus, omnino non ordi-
netur; nisi causa fuerit in judicio episcopi Romani determinata.

Canon VII (or V. according to some.)}—Osius episcopus dixit :
Placuit autem, ut si episcopus accusatus fuerit, et judicaverint
congregati episcopi regionis ipsius, et de gradu suo eum dejece-
rint: si appellaverit qui dejectus est, et confugerit ad Episcopaum
Romanee Ecclesiee, et voluerit se audiri: si justum putaverit, ut
renovetur judicium, vel discussionis examen, scribere his epis-
copis dignetur, qui in finitima et propinqua provincia sunt, ut
ipsi diligenter omnia requirant, et juxta fidem veritatis definiant,
Quod si is qui rogat causam suam iterum audiri deprecatione sua
moverit episcopum Romanum, ut de latere suo presbyterum
mittat : erit in potestate episcopi quid velit, et quid sstimet. Et
si decreverit mittendos esse, qui preesentes cum episcopis judicent,
habentes ejus auctoritatem, a quo destinati sunt; erit in suo
arbitrio, &c.

The texture of the canons (especially of the last) has the stamp
of corruption : and when compared with the twelfth canon of An-
tioch, which was confirmed by the autherity of the fourth general®
ocouncil, and upon the strength of which St. John Chrysostom
was condemned, it will be seen that they give no more autherity
to the bishop of Rome, than the Emperor had been acknowledged
to have six years before, namely, not of deciding causes in: his
own person, but of ordering them to be re-heard. The civil
magistrate may more reasonably claim from the genuine canon
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of Antioch the supremacy (if it deserve the name) which con-
sists in being able to have a cause re-heard by the bishops,
(which, by the way, is all that the articles of Clarendon (8th)
all that the 24 Hen. VIIL c. 12, and all that the Reformatio
Legum Ecclesiasticarum under Henry the Eighth and Edward
the Sixth claimed for the king of England), than the bishop of
Rome can cite these doubtful, or rather utterly spurious canons
of Sardica, as a ground for his monstrous usurpations. The
African canon at the synod of Milevi, o.p. 416, before the dis-
pute with Boniface and Celestine above referred to, may serve
still more clearly to show the utter invalidity of the alleged
canons of Sardica. Canon 22. ¢ Let no one who shall think fit
to make appeals to parts beyond sea, be received into communion
by any one in Africa.” (See Johnson's Vade Mecum, ii. 163.
Collier's Eccles. Hist. i. 80, &c. Beveridge's Pandect. ii. 199,
Labbé and Cossart, ii. 1674. Conc. Sardic. Can. 3.)

Notk (p), racE 10.

Athanasius in his Second Apology against the Arians, and
in his Epistle, Ad Solitariam Vitam agentes, cited by Collier.

No'rz' (E), racE 10.

Sulpitii Severi, Hist. Sacr. lib. ii. cited by Collier, Eccles.
Hist. i. 87.

Notk (¥), race 10.

Although this council was composed of no more than 150
bishops, though all these bishops were from the East, though
neither the bishop of Rome nor any representative of his was
present at the council, much less presided at it, (see the notes of
Binius in Labbé and Cossart, ii. 968,) yet has it been acknow-
ledged by the whole Church as a general council. Nothing can
show more indisputably that the claim of a council to the cha-
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racter and authority of an cecumenical onme, is not to be deter-
mined by the number of bishops, nor of the countries they re-
present; nor by the authority of the president; but solely by
the ex post facto testimony borne to it by the Church throughout
the world, in the reception of its decrees. It is not irrelevant to
the present purpose to observe that when in the following year
the bishop of Rome desired to have a general council assembled
at Rome, (concilium generale Roma celebrandum indixit,) and
by letters transmitted through the Emperor, invited the oriental
bishops to attend, they civilly declined the invitation, and instead
of attending, re-assembled at Constantinople, and sent him a
synodical letter, in which they give him information of what had
been done by them in the preceding year. (See Labbé and
Cossart, ii. 1013 and 960.) Thus a synod convened by the
bishop of Rome, and intended by him to be general, fell to the
ground and is made no account of ; while one at which he had
not even a representative, and of the acts of which he appears
to have had no official information till a year after it had taken
place, was acknowledged by him as general, and has ever been
so esteemed throughout the whole Church. It is a pity, for the
present claims of the bishop of Rome, that Damasus did not ex-
communicate the eastern bishops for their independence, instead
of confirming the decree of their council.

Noze (e), pacE 10.

So Socrates mentions in his Ecclesiastical History, v. 8.
After these things the Emperor, without any delay, convokes a
council of the bishops of his own faith. Sozomen repeats the
same account (vii. 7.), and Theodoret (v. 7.), nor do any of these
make the slightest allusion to any interference of the bishop’ of
Rome: and what is still more remarkable, in the synodical
epistle of the council to Theodosius, they aseribe the whole merit
of convoking the council to him, without the slightest allusion to
the bishop of Rome. (Labbé and Cossart, ii. 974.) And yet the
Roman writers de not scruple to say that it was assembled
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““ auctoritate Damasi pape and Theodosii senioris favore.” (Labbé
and Cossart, ii. 965.) Whereas the utmost that Damasus had
to do with it was that he joined with the bishops at the synod of
Aquileia, in requesting the Emperors Gratian, Valentinian, and
Theodosius to put a check upon some heresies. Compare the
letter of the Aquileian Synod, Labbé and Cossart, ii. 993, with
the allusion to it by the bishops at Constantinople in their letter
to Damasus and the other Western bishops, as given in Theo-
doret, v. 9.

Note (u), racE 11.

Strange as it may appear, the Roman writers who believe
the bishops at this council to have been inspired by the Holy
Ghost, in their exposition of the creed, and their condemnation
of heresies, suppose that He had deserted them, when at the
self-same time and place, these self-same men enacted certain
canons, which accordingly were not received by the Church of
Rome. Thisis, indeed, to play fast and loose with inspiration.
At the same time, to do them justice, they honestly admit that
the chief cause of the rejection. was the honour which in one of
these canons was given to the -bishop of Constantinople. (Labbé
and Cossart, ii. 918.) And yet in the fifth canon of the fourth
Lateran, which they receive as general and inspired, this honour
to the See of Constantinople, which they before held sufficient
to invalidate all the canons of Constantinople, is acknowledged,
received, and confirmed. Out of such contradictions and ab-
surdities have the Romans to extricate themselves in their vain
attempt to make the records of the Church square with the new
and heretical position which they have advanced.

Nore (1), pacE 11.

The copy cited by Jeremy, patriarch of Constantinople, a.p.
1576, omits the word, ““ Lord and giver of life,” in the article
concerning the Holy Ghost. Likewise the words, “ God of God,”
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in the article concerning the Son, are not to be found in many
copies. “ Light of Light” is also wanting in some. Routh,
Script. Eccles. Opusc. ii. 454.

Nore (x), race 11.

So Socrates expressly asserts (Hist. vii. 34); and Evagrius
(Hist. i. 3). The Roman writers, however, state it to have been
by the authority of the bishop of Rome (Labbé and Cossart,
iii. 1241). There is nothing in his letter to the synod (ibid.
iii. 614), to warrant the assertion.

Nork (L), PaGE 12,

Gregory (Lib. vi. Ep. 31. Ind. 15).

Nore (u), PacE 14.

These canons were passed on the twelfth day of the council ;
the first twenty-seven in the presence and with the approbation
of the Roman legates, the three last by the other bishops, after
the Roman legates had left the assembly. On the following day
the Roman legates remonstrated against this proceeding, and
appealed to the Judges whom the Emperor had appointed as
moderators of the synod, alleging that fraud and force bad been
used in obtaining subscriptions to them. This was denied by
the bishops who had subscribed them, and in the full synod these
canons were confirmed, under remonstrance from the two Roman
legates. For the reason of the objection of the Roman legates,
and the force of it, see the note on the canon itself. Labbé and
Cossart, iv. 791—819.

Note (x), race 16.

The express ratification of this sentence, which was required
of the Roman Pontiffs on their appointment, as appears from the
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Liber Diurnus, published by Garner the Jesuit, is worthy of
notice. It is as follows, speaking of the Fathers in the sixth
council, * Autores vero movi heretici dogmatis Sergium, Pyr-
rhum, Paulum, et Petrum, Constantinopolitanos, una cum Honorio,
qui pravis eorum assertionibus fomentum impendit ; pariterque
et Theodorum . . . . . cum omnibus hereticis scriptis atque
sequacibus nexu perpetua anathematis devinzerunt. . . . Prop-
terea quosquos vel queeque sancta sex universalia Concilia abjece-
runt, simili etiam nos condemnatione percellimus anathematis.”
Reprinted from Garner’s edition, Paris, 1680 ; by Routh, Script.
Eccles. Opusc. ii. 501—509.

Note (o), pace 17.

Thus the second canon confirms the canon of Cyprian, directing
the rebaptization of heretics; it also receives the eighty-five canons
of the ante-Nicene code, called * of the apostles ;" whereas Rome,
for reasons better known to herself, only receives fifty of them :
this canon also, while ratifying the Oriental synods, omits to
mention the Western (except Carthage). The 13th is against the
Roman custom which forbade presbyters and deacons, to retain
their wives. The 36th sets the See of Constantinople on a par
with that of Rome. The 55th condemns, on pain of deposition
and suspension from communion, the Roman custom of fasking
on Saturday.

Nore (), PacE 17.

This Council, by reason of its being assembled to make good
the omission of the fifth and sixth, is called by some the Quin-
Seatine : by others the Trullan, from Trullo, the name given to
the building in which it assembled. By some it is called the Sixth
General Council ; considered as a continuation of the Sixth.
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1. COUNCIL OF NICE,
A.D. 315.

CanoN IV.—(Against the Usurpation of the Bishop
of Rome.)

It is most fitting that a bishop be appointed by
all the bishops in the province. But if this be diffi-
cult, by reason of any urgent necessity, or through
the length of the way, three must by all means meet
together, and when those who are absent have agreed
in their votes, and signified the same by letters, then
let the ordination take place. But in every province
the ratification of what is done, must be allowed to
the metropolitan.

Kdywy &,

"Enioxomov wpoofiker pdhwra pév dwé whyrwy rtav év rf
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wo\irg.—Conc. ii. 29,




NICE. Py

Canon VI.—(Against the Usurpation of the Bishop
of Rome.)

Let the ancient customs prevail, which are in
Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis; that the Bishop of
Alexandria have authority over all, since this is cus-
tomary also to the Bishop of Rome. In like manner
also as regards Antioch, and in all the other pro-
vinces, let the churches preserve their dignity. This
is altogether certain, that if any one become a bishop
without the consent of the Metropolitan, the great
synod has determined that he ought not to be a
bishop.

Kdvow ¢'.
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FroM GeLastus’s History oF THE NICENE CoUNCIL,
Book ii. Chap. 32.

(Against the constrained Celibacy of the Clergy.)

They wrote a decree therefore concerning its
not being right that those  of the priesthood,
whether bishops or presbyters, or deacons, or
subdeacons, or any one of the priestly list, should
sleep with the wives which they had married while
they were laymen. These things being thus fashion-
ed, the divine Paphnutius, standing in the midst
of the crowd of bishops, cried with a loud voice,
and said, “Do not make the yoke of the priest-
hood grievous; for it says, ‘marriage is honourable
in all, and the bed undefiled.” Take heed, lest by

"Eypagov oy wepi Toi pi) 8ty tovg iepwpuévovg, eire imioxonxor,
eire wpeafiirepoy, eire didrovor, eire Yxodidrovor, Eure ric Tob icpa-
rwob karakdyov, ovykalebdety Taic yaperaic, &c £r¢ Aaixol dvrec
frydyovro. roirwy obrw diarvrovpévwy, dvaorig év péog Tov SxAov
ray émoxérwy & Oeioc Magrovriog, peydAp v pwrij éB6noe, Aéywr*
pi Bapbvere Tov Luyoy rav iepwpévey ripoc yap, ¢nolv, 6 ydpoc
év wdot, kal § koirn aptavroc. pi ri Ywepfoly rijc drpiPeiag v
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an excess of severity ye rather injure the church;
for it says, all men cannot endure the denial of all
the affections. No one, I think, will be preserved
in chastity, when men are deprived of their own
wives. But I consider a man’s intercourse with his
lawful wife to be excellent chastity ; and that she
cannot be separated whom God has joined, and
whom the man, when & reader, or singer, or layman,
bhas once married. And these things the great
Paphnutius spake, though he was himself unmarried,
having been brought up in a monastery from his
childhood. Wherefore the whole assembly of bishops
being persuaded by the man’s advice, ceased from
that question, and left it to the judgment of all, who
were so disposed, by mutual consent to abstain from
their own wives.

éxkAnolay pa\\ov wpoofBidymre: ob yap, ¢nol, mdvrac dbvasBac
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I1. CounciL oF CoNSTANTINOPLE 1. A.D. 381.

CanoN I1.—(A4gainst the Usurpations of the Bishop
of Rome.)

Let not the bishops go out of their diocese
(patriarchate), to churches beyond their bounds, nor
cause a confusion of Churches; but, according to the
canons, let the Bishop of Alexandria order the
affairs in Egypt only; and the bishops of the East
the East only; saving the dignity to the Church of
Antioch, expressed in the canons of Nice, &c.

Let not the bishops go out of the diocese for ordi-
nation, or any other ecclesiastical offices, unless they
are summoned ; but, observing the above-written
canon concerning dioceses, it is clear, that the synod
of each province will manage the affairs of the pro-
vince according to the decrees of Nice.

Kdver 3.
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Cavon III.—(Against the claim of the Bishop of
Rome, as Successor to St. Peter.)

Let the Bishop of Comstantinople have rank, next
after the Bishop of Rome, for Constantinople is new
Rome.

Kavwy y'.
Tor pévro. Kwveravrivovxdlewe émioxomov Exerv rd wpeofeia
rii¢ Tepdic perd rov rijc ‘Phung éxtoxomov, Sid 7o elvar abmy véay
‘Popny.—Conc. ii. 947.

CanoN VL.—(Against the Intrusion of the Roman
Bishops and Clerqy into the English Dioceses.)

. - « . By heretics we mean both those who have
formerly been declared so by the church, and those
who have since been anathematized by us; and, in
addition to these, those who, while they pretend to
confess to sound faith, have separated themselves
and made congregations contrary to our canonical
bishops . . .

Kévwr ¢'.
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FroM THE SYNoDICAL EPISTLE OoF THE BISHOPS AT
CONSTANTINOPLE TO THE WESTERN BIsHOPS
ASSEMBLED AT ROME.

(Against the Claim of the Church of Rome to be con-
sidered the Mother of all Churches.)

“We acknowledge the most venerable Cyril, most
beloved of God, to be Bishop of the Church of Jeru-
salem, which is the mother of all churches.”

. « ii¢ 8¢ ye pnrpog dwacdy T@v EkkAna@y rijc év Lepogolv-
potg 7ov aideoipdraroy kal Bcop\éorarov Kipi\hoy inioxomoy elva

yvwpllopev.—Conc. ii. 966.
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III. COUNCIL OF EPHESUS,
A.D. 438.

ActioN 6.—DECREE OF THE SYNOD CONCERNING
THE Farts.

(Against the Creed of Pope Pius.)

The Holy Synod determined that it should not be
lawful for any one to set forth, write, or compose
any other creed than that which was determined by
the holy Fathers who assembled at Nice in the Holy
Ghost ; and that if any shall dare to compose any
other creed, or adduce or present it to those who
are willing to be converted to the knowledge of the
truth, either from heathenism or Judaism, or any
heresy whatsoever ; such persons, if bishops, shall be
deprived of their episcopal office, if clergy, of the
clerical, &c.

IPAEIZ 5. "Opog rijc ovvddov wept rijc mloTewg.
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AcTioN 7.—DECREE OF THE SYNOD, COMMONLY
caLLED THE ElcETH CANON.

(Against the Usurpations of the Bishop of Rome.)

Our fellow Bishop Rheginus, beloved of God, and
the bishops of the province of Cyprus, who are with
him, Zeno and Evagrius, beloved of God, have de-
clared a transaction which innovates against the
ecclesiastical rules and canons of the holy Fathers,
and which touches the liberty of all. Wherefore,
since common disorders require a more effectual
remedy, as being productive of greater injury, and
especially since there is no ancient custom alleged
for the Bishop of Antioch ordaining in Cyprus, as

Hpaypa wapa rove éxxAnawasruove Beopove, kai rove cavévac
rav dyloy marépwy xawvoropovpevoy, xai rijc xarrwy éAevlepiac
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riic Oepameiac, o¢ xal peilova riv BAafny $épovra, kai pdMora €
pndé éBoc dpxaiov wapnxkohovdnoev, &ore rov 'Exiaxomov rijc
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these pious men, who have had access to the Holy
Synod, have shown both by books and word of
mouth, the prelates of the churches in Cyprus shall
have the right, uninjured and inviolate, according to
the canons of the sacred Fathers, and the ancient
customs, themselves to confer orders upon the pious
bishops ; and the same shall be observed in all other
dioceses (patriarchates) and provinces whatsoever’
So that none of the bishops, beloved of God, take
another province, which has not been formerly and
from the beginning subject to him. But if any oné
has taken another, and by force has placed it under
his control, he shall restore it ; that the canons of the
Fathers be not transgressed, nor the pride of worldly
power be introduced under the cloak of the priest-
hood, nor we by degrees come to lose that liberty

"Avrwoxiov wéewg év Kimpy mosioBar xewporoviag, xaba dia rav
ABNwy xal rav oixelwy pwvay édidatay oi ebhaf3éoraror &vdpeg,
oi rijy mpboodov i} dyig ovvidy womodpuevos, Eovee T6 dvemnpéa-
orov «al dflacrov ol rav dyioy ékkAnowey tav sard Tijv Kimpoy
®poearires, xard rovg xavévac rév bolwy marépwy kal mv dpyaiay
ovvifeay, 3¢ tavrav rdg xeporoviag rav ebAafeordroy éxtoxéxwy
wowovperor. 70 3¢ abro xai ewi oy &E\\wy dwihoewy kal Tév dxay-
raxov éxapyiay xapapviaxbiioerac Gore pnléva rév Oeopiheard-
rey éxwconey éxapyiay érépay, oix olwayv Gveler xai é& dpyiic
%o ryy abrov, fyovy TGy xpo abrob, xeipa, rarakapPdvey: dAN
el wal ric xaréhafe, xal ¢’ éavrg wewoinrac Piacdpevoc, robrov
dwxodidévat, iva py T@y warépwy ol savévec wapaPaivevrai, pndé
&v ispowpylas xpooxhpar: ébovoiag rigoc xoopwiic waperodimra,
8¢ AdOwpey riy é\svleplay xard pwpoy dxohésavreg, fiy Huiv
D2
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wherewith our Lord Jesus Christ, the deliverer of
all men, has endowed us by His own blood. It
seemed good, therefore, to the holy and general
synod, that the proper rights of each province, which
have before time from the beginning, by ancient
custom, belonged to it, be preserved to it pure and
inviolate.

tdwphioaro ¢ 18l alpare 6 xbpiog Hpay "Incove Xpiorde, & wdyvrwy
dyfpimwy é\evBepwrfic. “Edoke rolvvy 1§ &yig xal olxovpevwsy
ovvédy, sblesbar éxdary émapyig xabapd xal dflacra rd abrj
wpoodvra dixawa & dpyiic vwlev, kard ro wxdAat sparijoay &6og,
«. 7. A.—Conc,. iii. 802.
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IV. COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON,
A.D. 451.

AcTi0N 5.—DECREE CONCERNING THE FaAITH.
(Against the Creed of Pope Pius.)

This is a repetition of the decree of the first
Council of Ephesus, given above, page 33.

ACTION 15.

Canon I.—We have thought it right that those
canons should be observed which have been set
forth by the holy Fathers, in every synod, up to this
time.

Kavoy a'.

Tovg wapd év &yiwy warépwv xab’ exderny ovvodoy &xpe rov

viv éxrebévrac xavovae kparely édatvoapey.—Conc. iv. 755.

Ancyra.

. The canons of this council contain nothing relating
to the object of thiy work.

Neoceesarea.
CaNoN L.—(Against the Marriage of Clergy afier
they are in orders.)

If a presbyter marry, let him be degraded. But
if he commit fornication or adultery, let him be,
thrust out altogether, and brought to repentance.

Karor o'
« HpeafBirepoc édv yhpn rijc rdéewe abrov perariBeofac éav oF
mopveday i porxevey, twbeiobar abrov réleoy, kal dyeofar avrov
eic peravorav.—Conc. i. 1479.
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Gangra.

CaNoN IV.—(dgainst the Decrees of the Second
Council of Lateran.)

If any one shall contend against a married
presbyter, that it is not fitting to communicate in
the oblation when he celebrates the holy offices,
let him be accursed.

Kayor &'

El ric dianpivorro wapd wpeaPurépov yeyapncérog, o py Xpii-
vau Aewrovpyfoavrog abrobv wpoogopdc peralapBdvewv, dvdBepa
forw.—Conc. ii. 419.

Antioch.
CanonN XI1.—(Against Appeals to Home.)

If any presbyter or deacon, being deposed by his
own bishop, or a bishop being deposed by the synod,
shall dare to trouble the emperor’s ears, it is right
that he be referred to a greater synod of bishops,
and set forth before more bishops that which he
thinks appertains to justice, and await their exami-
nation and judgment. But if, despising these, he
trouble the emperor, let him be judged unworthy of
pardon, nor let him have room for defence nor hope
for future restitution.

Kavoy .

Ei ric imwo roi 1iov émoximov kabarpeBeic mpeoSirepog, i) Sidxovog,
1 kal "Ewloxomoc Ym0 quvddov, évoxAijear rolufoge rac Laciléwg
&xoag, déov émt pellova émokimwy obvodoy Tpémeabar, kal & vouilew
dikata Exew, mpooavagépeww wheloowy émwokémors, xal Ty abréy
gkéraoly e kal &mikpiow ékdéxeoBar &t 8¢ Tovrwy dNiywpiioac,
tvoxAfociey rg Baailel, kai rovroy undepidc ovyyvbpng dkwiobar,
pnéé xpay dmohoylag ixew, undé é\ida dwoxaracrdaews mpoo-
doxgv.—Conc. ii. 568.
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CanoN XXIL—(Against the Intrusion of the Roman
Bishops into the British dioceses.)

Let not a bishop go into another city or district
not pertaining to him, to ordain any one, or to ap-
point any presbyters or deacons to places subject to
another bishop, unless with the consent of the pro-
per bishop of the district. If any one dare to do
otherwise, let the ordination be invalid, and himself
be punished by the synod.

Kavay «f.

*Erloxowoy pn émBalvery dA\horpig wéhet rf pi) dmoxeyuévy
abrg, pnde xbpg ti hflrfv pn Swapepovoy Exl xeworovig ruvig,
#nde xaBuar@y mpeaPurépove H Siaxdvoug, elg rémovg trépp émoxbmy
broxeyuévovg, €l pn) 8pa pera yvopne rov oixelov tiic xbpag éreo-
xéwov. ei Of roApfoeiéy rig rowiro devpoy elvar miy xepobeaiay,
xal abroy éxiryuiag Yo rije ovwvédov rvyxdvew.—Cone. ii. 572,
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Laodicea.
CaNoN XXXV.—(Against the Invocation of Angels.)

It does not behove Christians to leave the Church
of God, and go and invoke angels, and make assem-
blies: which things are forbidden. If, therefore,
any one be detected idling in their secret idolatry,
let him be accursed, because he has forsaken our
Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, and gone to
idolatry.

~

Kavoy e

“Ort ob Ot Xptariavovg éyxarakeixewy miv éxxAnoiay rob Ocob,
xal dmiévat, xal dyyéovg dvopdlewv, xal ovvdleww moieiv: dwep
drnybpevrar.  Ei ri¢ oby ebpelij rairy 15 kexpuppévy eidwhola-
rpeig oxohd{wy, Torw dvdOepa, bre éyxaréhere Tov kbpoy Huor
"Inooty Xptoror, oy viov rob Ocob, kai eidwholarpeig wposiiAfey.—
Conc. i. 1504.

CanoN XLIX.—(Against Transubstantiation.)

That it is not ‘right to offer éread in Lent, except
only on the Sabbath, and Lord’s Day.

Kavoy pb'.

“Ore ob dei 7pf reaoapaxoorii dproy mpoodépewy, ei iy év oaffdry
kai kvpiaky pévov.— Conc. i. 1505.




CHALCEDON. 41

CavoN LIX.

That it is not right that private psalms, or unca-
nonical books should be recited in the church, but
only the canonical books of the New and Old Tes-
tament.

Kavoy .
"Ore ob 8ei idwrwove Yahposg AéyeaBae ¢v i éxehnolg obde
dravéviara BifNia, dA\d péva T ravovica rijc xawiic xai xalasic
dwabficnc.—Conec. i. 5007.

CanoN LX.—(Against the Roman Canon of Scripture.)

These are the books which ought to be read from
the Old Testament; 1, Genesis; 2, Exodus from
Egypt; 3, Leviticus; 4, Numbers; 5, Deutero-
nomy ; 6, Joshua; 7, Judges and Ruth; 8, Esther;
9, Kings, first and second; 10, Kings, third and
fourth ; 11, Chronicles, first and second; 12, Ezra,
first and second *; 13, the Book of Psalms, 150 ;
14, Proverbs of Solomon; 15, Ecclesiastes; 16,
Song of Solomon; 17, Job; 18, Twelve Prophets;
19, Isaiah ; 20, Jeremiah, [and Baruch, Lamentations,
and Epistles ;] 21, Ezekiel ; 22, Daniel.

Kavow .

“Oca 3¢t B3N avaywiboxesBae rij¢ makawdc Stabikne. a'. Té-
veorg kbopov, (3. "Elodog & Aiybrrov. y'. Aevirdyv. . ApiBuol,
€. Acvrepovépov. <. 'Ingoic Navij. {'. Kpiral. Poif. 7'. 'EcOip.
¥. Bao\etav, @, 3. . Baoetav, ¥, 8. a'. Mapaerdpera, o', 3.
3. 'Eodpac, d', B. . Bihoc Farpsv, pv'. &'. Dapotpiac Soho-
pavroc. t€'."ExkAnotaori. s".TAopa dopdrov. &' 1B, of. Ab-

’

dexa wpogiirar. 8. "Hoalag. «. 'lepeplag kai Bapovy, Opijvor kai
irerohai. ra'. 'lelexiph. 3. Aarujh.—Conc. i. 5007.

* {. e. Ezra and Nehemiah.
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CHALCEDRQN resumed.

CaNoN IX.—(Against the Roman Supremacy.)

If one clergyman have a matter against another,
let him not leave his own bishop and go to the
secular courts ; but first let him lay open the cause
before his own bishop; or else, with the consent of
the same bishop, before those who shall be chosen
by both parties. But, if any one shall do'contrary
to this, let him be subjected to canonical censure.
If any clergyman have a matter against his own
bishop, or against another, let it be judged by the
synod of the province. But if a bishop or clergy-
man have a dispute with the Metropolitan of the
province, let him have access either to the Exarch of
the Diocese, or to the throne of the Imperial Con-
stantinople, and let it be there judged.

Kavoy 6.

Et rig kAnpwde wpoc kAnpucdy mpiypa ixor, uj karakipravére rov
oixeloy éxlokomov, xal érl xoopwa dwasriipia xararpexérer &N\
wpbrepov Ty ¥néfeawy yvpvalérw wapa rg ly émwoxdry, ) yoiv
yvépy abrob rob émexdrov, wap’ ol¢ & rd dugérepa pépn Bodherar,

i rijg dikng ovykporeloBw. El 8¢ ri¢ mapd raira wotfoer, kavoves |

xoig vmokeloBw émiriploc. Ei 02 xal kAnpecoc Exot wpdypa wpoc roy

18wy émioxomo, §j mpdc Erepov, mapa Tif ovvidy rijc ¢xapyiag Swa- '

{éo0w. Ei & xpoc rov riic abriic émapyiac pnrpomoNirgy émioxo-

wog % kAnpwog dpgeoParoin, xarakapfBavérw 5 rov Eapyov “riig

Scowhoew, i 7o tiic Bacihevobone Kwverarrivoréews Bpévoy, xai
éx’ abrg dwalésbw.—Conc. iv. 759.
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CanoN XXVIIL.—(Against the Roman Grounds jfor
Ecclesiastical Precedency.)

We, every where following the decrees of the holy
Fathers, and acknowledging the canon which has
been just read of the 150 bishops most dear to God,
do also ourselves decree and vote the same things
concerning the precedency of the most Holy Church
of Constantinople, New Rome; for the Fathers, with
reason, gave precedency to the throne of Old Rome,
because it was the imperial city: and the 150
bishops beloved of God, moved by the same consi-
deration, awarded equal precedency to the most
holy throne of New Rome, reasonably judging that a

Hayraxoi roic rav dylwy warépwy Spoig Exdpevor, kai Tov dpriwg
dvayvwolivra xavéva rov pv'. Ocopiheorarwy émoxémwy yrwpifov-
reg, ra abra xalijpeic opilopey xai Ynpilipeda wept ray wpeaPeiwy
rij¢ &ywrarng éxxAnoiac Kwroravrwvovxdlews, véac ‘Poune: xal
vap rg Opive riic peoPurépag ‘Popnc, da ro Pacevery Ty wohww
éxelvny, oi warépeg eixorwg dmobedixaot rd wpeofeia. rai rg airg
oxdéry xwvotpevoe oi py'. OcopiNéoraro Exioronor, Ta ioa mpeofeia
drévepay rg riic véug ‘Pounc dywrdry Bpévy, ebAéywe xpivarreg,
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city which is honoured with the government and
senate, should enjoy equal rank with the ancient
Queen Rome; and, like her, be magnified in ecclesi-
astical matters, having the second place after her : but
so that the Metropolitans alone of the Pontic, Asiatic,
and Thracian dioceses, and also the bishops among
the barbarians in the said dioceses, should be ordained
by the aforesaid most holy throne of the Holy Church
of Constantinople; to wit, that each Metropolitan
of the said dioceses, with the bishops of the pro-
vince, should ordain the bishops of the province, as
it is stated in the divine canons; but that the Me-
tropolitans of the said dioceses, as has been said, be
ordained by the Archbishop of Constantinople, where
there has been an agreement in the election, accord-
ing to custom, and a report been made to him.

v PBaoc\elg xai ovychire Tipnbeicay w6\ kai Ty towy dmwo-
Aavovoay wpeofBelwy ff wpeoPurépg PBaochide ‘Popy, xal év roic
éxk\noaorwoic, ¢ Exelvny, peyakivesBac wpdypast, devripay
per’ éxelvny wdpyoveay. kal dore rove riic Horruwiic, xai rije
' Aaavijg, kai rijc Opaxwijc Sowhiocwe pnrpomoNirag poévove, Ere O¢
kai rove év roic BapSapixoic émoximove T wpoepnuévwy Stowi-
ocwy xeporoveiofat dxo Tov mwpoepnuévov dywwrdrov Bpdrov rijc
kard Kwvorayvrwoimohww dywrarne éxkAnoiag. dnhady éxdorov
pnrpowolirov T mpoepnuévwy dwoknocwy, pera Td@y riic érapyliag
émokdmwy, xetporovoivroc rovg Tije émapyiag émoxdmovg, kabig
roi¢c Oelowe kavdow dupydpevrar xetporoveioBar 8¢, kalie elpnrac
Tovc pnrpomolirac Tov mpoepnuévey dwowfioewy wapd rov Kwv-
oravrvordlewg dpxemioxérov, Yngiopdrwy ovppdvwy, kard o
&0oc, yevopévoy, kai én’ abrov dvagepopévwy.—Conc. iv. 770.
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V. CounxciL oF CONSTANTINOPLE, II.
A.D. 553.

Contains nothing relating to the present purpose.

V1. CounciL oF ConNsTANTINOPLE, III.
A.D. 680.

FroM THE 13th AcrioNn.—(Against Papal Infalli-
bility.)

. . . . In addition to these we acknowledge also
Honorius, who was formerly Pope of Old Rome,
to be among those cast out of the Holy Church of
God, and anathematized, because we find, from his
letters to Sergius, that he altogether followed his
opinions and confirmed his impious dogmas.

. . . HOpog rolrorg ¢ avvexBAnbiivac & rijc &ylag rov Osov
éxx\yoiac xai “ovvavalepariobijvar ovveidopey xal ‘Orépuy rov
yevbpevov wawav rijc mpeofvrépac ‘Plpne, dia 10 edpneévac Wpdc
33 réy yeoropévey xap' airou ypappbrwy xpdc Zépywr rard
wavra rjj éxelvov yvopp elaxohovBioarra, kal rd abrov deefij xv-
pooavra déypara.—Conc. vi. 943.
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FroM THE 14th ActioN. —(4 Pope's Writings
ordered to be burnt.)

The HolySynod said, let the devout deacon George,
the keeper of the records of this great and holy
church, bring here before us the books which he men-
tioned, and other papers relating to the present doctri-
nal disturbance, that, when we have examined them,
if we find them contrary to orthodoxy, we may order
them to be destroyed in a fitting manner. And let
the same George deliver the Latin Epistle of Hono-
rius, formerly Pope of Rome, which he said he had
just found and has in his possession, together with
the interpretation of it; to be read, in order that
we may have knowledge of these things. And this
Latin Epistle of Honorius was produced . . . .

.

*H dyla o¥vodug elmev' obowep Epnoe Ledpyoc 8 OeooeIéararos
S14xovog ral yapropvhal rijc évraiba &ywrbrnt peydhne ExxAnoldé
ABéNNovg, xal Erepa xapria eig )y wapoicay doyparwiy pepdperd
xivnoty, eic péooy dyayérw, wpog 76 ravra diackerropévove Huds,
el évavria rijc dpOodoklag elpwpev, 7 &ppodly YwofAnbijva d¢ay-
wopg émrplbar. Ay 8¢ éml rov wapbyrog edpnrde elwe perd xeipac
ixew 6 airoc OcooeBéoraroc xapropihaf Tsdpyiog, "Pwpdic)y
‘Ovwplov yevopévov wdwa "Pouyc éxworoliy perd rfic abrijc sppn-
velag émdérw wpog dvdyvwowy, mpog 10 Ty TovTwy AaPely
dpdc €idnowy. xal wpoexoploln i rowavrn ‘Pwpair) ‘Ovwplov éxe-
OTOAY) . . . .
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The Holy Synod exclaimed, after having examined
the books and papers and other compositions pre-
sented to us by George . . . . Wefind that they all
relate to one and the same impiety; and we direct
that they be immediately burned, as profane and
hurtful to the souls of men. And they were
burned.

'H dyla ovvodog elxe 1@y mpoxopoOévrey Huiv xapa Cewpyiov
..... ABé\wy re xal xapray, kal érépwy ovvraypdrey nv
€ldnawy Aafdrrec Eyvaper eig play xal Ty aim)y &oéfear $épea-
Oai. xai ouveldoper raira &g Béfnha xal Yuxodbdpa xapaxpijua
xpdc TéAewy hparioudy mupl xapadobijras. «al éxavfnoav.—Cone.
vi. 967—971.

From THE 17th AcTtioN.— (A4 Pope amathema-
tized.)

. . . . They all exclaimed . . . anathema to the
héretic Honorius !

..... eefénoay wavrec . . . . Ovwply aipercg drabepa,
«. 7. A.—Conc. vi. 1010,



NOTES TO THE CANONS.

NICE.

Canon 4, rAcE 26.

The necessity for the Bishop of Rome’s confirmation of the
appointment had not yet entered the imagination of the Bishops
of the Catholic church.

Canon 6, pAGE 27.

There is nothing here to favour the claim of the Bishop of
Rome to ecclesiastical jurisdiction in the British Islands, unless
it can be shown that he exercised it prior to the Council of Nice.
But it is admitted by learned members of the Roman Commu-
nion, that, at that time, his jurisdiction extended no further than
the lower part of Italy, and the islands of Sicily, Corsica, and
Sardinia. See Bingham’s Ecclesiastical Antiquities, and the
authorities there cited, book ix. chap. i. § 9, 10, 11, 12. And
even if the exemption of the rest of Europe from his jurisdiction
could not be proved, the freedom of the British churches is placed
beyond all question, not only by the answers of the British
bishops to St. Augustine, that they owed no submission to the
Bishop of Rome : but by the conduct of St..Augustine and the
other Anglo-Saxon bishops of Roman extraction, who, in a man-
ner, excommunicated the British bishops, for their independence,
and for the difference of their customs. At the Council of
Chalcedon, (See Labbé and Cossart, iv. 811), an attempt was
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made on the part of the representative of the Bishop of Rome to
substitute a spurious edition of this canon, beginning thus,—
“ The Church of Rome always had the primacy,” &c. But the at-
tempt was defeated at the time by a copy of the canon belonging
to the Archdeacon of Constantinople; and none of the Greek
codes countenanced it;: so that it has been universally rejected.
Even if the reading had been genuine, it would have implied no
more than a primacy of rank, which was never denied to the
See of the chief city of the Roman Empire.

In the very ancient manuscript collection of the canons be-
longing to Justel, this disputed canon stands thus, and plainly
points out the extent of the Roman jurisdiction, and the equality
of authority which all other Metropolitans at that time enjoyed
with him.

De primatu Ecclesie Romance, vel aliarum civitatum Episcopis.

Antiqui moris est ut urbis Rome Episcopus habeat principa-
tum, ut suburbicaria loca et omnem provinciam sua sollicitudine
gubernet; quee veré apud Zgyptum sunt, Alexandriee Episcopus
omnium habeat sollicitudinem : similiter autem et circa Antio-
chum : et in cateris provinciis privilegia propria serventur Metro-
politanis Ecclesiis,” &c.—Bibl. Jur. Can. vet., Paris, 1661, vol. i.
p- 284.

History, pacE 29.

Compare the wise resolution of the Nicene bishops, with the
8rd and 21st canons of the first Lateran; and the 6th and 7th
of the 2nd Lateran.

CONSTANTINOPLE.

Canon 2, rack 30.

It is difficult to conceive how any laws or canons could more
precisely and peremptorily have provided beforehand against the
usurpations which afterwards were practised by the Bishop of
Rome. Let any one, after reading these decisions of the Catholic
',‘hurch, turn to the Roman Council of Lateran, or to the Oath of

E
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Obedience to Rome, required to be taken by all bishops and
metropolitans, as given above; and then judge how openly and
manifestly the Roman Church has departed from the Catholic
rules.

Canon 3, PAGE 31.

Here we may see how little ground in antiguity and authority
the Bishop of Rome can find for hia claim to universal supremacy
by Divine appointment, as the successor of Peter. It was to him,
as Bishap of the seat of government, that the Fathers of the Catho-
li¢c Church allowed, not authority, but rank. When Rome ceased
ta be the seat of the government of the world, even the honour
allowed by the early church fell, as of right, to the ground. Still,
if the Bishop of that See will content himself with asking, out of
respect to antiquity, that the same precedence should be allowed
to him, as was of old, there can be little doubt, that that request
would be readily granted by the Bishops of the rest of Christen-
dom.

Canon 6, pacE 31.

By this canon the adherents to the Bishop of Rome in the
British dioceses, * who have separated themselves” from the
British churches “and made congregation contrary to our cano-
nical bishops,” would stand condemned, not of schism only but
of heresy, even if they had kept the Catholic faith pure and
inviolate. How much more then when they have corrupted that
faith with their new and unauthorized additions!

Synodical Epistle, pAcE 32.

As Theodoret (Hist. v. c: 9), and Labbé and Cossart (ii. 960),
insert this letter among the acts of the second General Council,
and modern writers (Bishop Taylor and others) refer to it as such,
I have thought it right to give it a place here. But in. point of fact
it is not, strictly speaking, the act of the same council: but of
most of thein, (oi #Aeioroe roirwy, Theodoret. v. c. 8.) who res

>
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assembled at Constantinople the year following that in which the
General Couneil was held.

Baut, be this as it may, it is a testimony of an important assembly
of Christian bishops to the falsehood of an assertion, an assent
to which is deemed necessary to salvation, and made a term of
ecommunion by the Church of Rome. '

EPHESUS.

Action 6, pace 83.

It is clear from this, that in requiring assent to the Creed of
Pope Pius (see Form for receiving a convert, above), as a term -
of communion, the Church of Rome is schismatically opposing
itself ta a decree of the Catholic Church.

Action 7, pAGE 35.

This is conclusive evidence against the Roman usurpations in
Britain; seeing that, at the time this council was held, the
churches here were, as they had ever been, wholly independent
of the Roman jurisdiction; owning no superior under God but
their own Metropolitan. All the power that the Bishop of
Rome afterwards, by slow degrees, acquired here, was in direct
violation of this decree of the Catholic Church. It is in con-
tinued schismatical violation of the Catholic rules that he con-
tinues to send Bishops into the British isles.

CHALCEDON.

Canon 1, pace 37.

By this canon the sanction and authority of a General Council
is given to the twenty-five canons of Ancyra, A.p. 815; the
fourteen canons of Neocaesarea, held about the same time ; the
twenty canons of Gangra, A.p. 340; the twenty-five canons of

E2
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Antioch, A.n. 341; and the fifty-nine canons of Laodiceea,
A.D. 367 : which, being added to the twenty canons of the Great
Nicene Council, formed the beginning of that code, called by
Justellus the Code of the Universal Church, to which the decrees
of the General Councils of Constantinople, Ephesus, and Chal-
cedon, were afterwards added. This body of canon-law was
confirmed by the civil authority of the Roman empire under the
Emperor Justinian, who ordered that ¢ the canons edited or con-
Jirmed by the four general councils, should have the force of law.”
This code is referred to by the Fathers in their councils, as
appears in the 4th Action, where the 5th of Antioch is cited
verbatim (Labbé and Cossart, iv. 527); and in the 11th Action,
where the 16th and 17th canons of Antioch are cited at length
(ibid. ibid. 691), as the 95th and 96th, which, if the number of
canons of the councils above-named, be added together, they will
be found to be.

Neoceesarea.
Canon 1, pAce 37.

There is no doubt that the rule (article 32), and custom of the
Church of England, which permits, not only Presbyters but
Bishops also, to marry after they are ordained or consecrated, is a
relaxation and departure from the general custom of the Primi-
tive Church, and contrary to this canon. But as the Church of
England has never made an assent to the sacred canons a term
of communion, this argues no inconsistency in her, and as she is
content to assert her own liberty, without censuring or excommu-
nicating those churches which are content to waiveitin this point,
she is guilty of no schism, nor breach of charity. The simple
question is, whether the power, for edification and not for destruc-
tion, which the Lord has given (2 Cor. x. 8.) to the apostles of
the Church, to set in order the things that are wanting (Tit.i. 5.),
does not warrant the spiritual rulers of any integral portion of the
Church of Christ, provincial or national, in dispensing with a
rule of discipline, which, though ancient and general ;

1. Was not universally and from the beginning; for, in the
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collection of canons made at different timesand places prior to the
conversion of Constantine, and known by the name apostolical, we
have one to this effect,—* If any bishop, priest, or deacon, or any
of the sacerdotal list, abstain from marriage and flesh, and wine, not
for mortification but out of abhorrence, as having forgotten that all

.things are very good, and that God made man male and female ;
blasphemously reproaching God's workmanship, let him amend,
or else be deposed, and cast out of the Church; and so also a
layman.”—(Ante-Nicene Code, 51.)

2, Which has no sanction from the Scriptures of the New Tes-
tament, where marriage is said to be honourable in all (Heb. xii.
4.); but rather savours of heresies therein condemned (1 Tim.
iv. 3.); 8, which is an abridgment of Christian liberty ; 4, which
is contrary to the former dispensation ; 5, and which in practice has
been found inexpedient, and injurious to the morals both of clergy
and people. The Church of Rome, of all others, can least find fault
with the exercise of liberty on this point; for she has expressly
asserted the authority of the Church to dispense with the restric-
tions in marriage, which have been appointed even by God Him-
self, (Council of Trent, session 24, of Matrimony. Canon 38.)
and has pronounced anathema upon all who shall gainsay that
authority. Much more then, in all reason, may the Church of
England, without blame, assert her authority to dispense with a
human regulation, which is rather against than according to, the
Word of God; and the hardship and inconvenience of enforcing
which are undeniably very great. Observe, there is nothing in
this canon tending to separate Presbyters or others from the wives
which they had previously to being ordained. But of that more
hereafter.

Gangra.
Canon 4, PAGE 38.
This canon is diametrically opposed to the 7th of the second
Lateran, where it is decreed, ‘“ We command that no one hear

the masses of those whom he may know to be married.” The Ro-
man writers (Labbé and Cossart, ii. 430,) endeavour to evade the



54 NOTES TO THE CANONSB : CHALCEDON——A ntioch.

force of this canon, by alleging that by a married Presbyter ye-
yaunxdg, is meant not one who has a wife, but-one who has ever
bad one. But, 1st, the violence done to the Greek by this has
been clearly exposed by the learned Beveridge (Pand. ii. 184,),
who cites St. Paul's advice * now to-the married I command, let

not the wife depart from her husband,” &c., in which it is clear

that the apostle is speaking of those then in a state of marriage,
not who had been: the Greek here is the same as that in the
canon yeyaunkéoe. 2ndly. It is to be observed, that the Eusta-
thians, against whom the Council of Gangra was assembled, ob-
jected not to a Presbyter who had had a wife, but toone continuing
to have one, to whom he had been married when a.layman, as is
plain from the passage of Socrates’s History, HpeaBurépov yurdaixa
éxovrog, Ay vépg Nawdg dv fydyero, Ty ebloyiay xal riv xovwviay
g pioog Exkhivew éxéleve, (ii. c. 43.) “ He commanded them to
avoid, as wickedness, the blessing and communion of a Presbyter
retaining the wife whom he had lawfully married while a layman.”
It is clear, therefore, and beyond dispute, that this canon sanctions
clergymen retaining their wivee, and anathematiges those who
gainsay it. It is clear that all who in the Church of Rome assent
to the seventh canon of the second Lateran Council, are anathema-
tized by this canon, which has been confirmed by the authority of
a general council, which is acknowledged as such by the whole
Catholic Church. In allowing clergymen to retain their wives,
this canon did no more than had been done in the very earliest
ages of the Church ; for, we find in the Ante-Nicene Code, of which
mention has been already made, the following (6th) canon,—* Let
not a Bishop, Presbyter, or Deacon, put away his wife, under pre-
tence of religion ; if he do, let him be suspended from commu-
nion, and deposed if he persist :” and the conduct of the first
Nicene Council upon this point we have already seen.

Antioch.
Canon 12, racse 38.

This canon is chiefly of value, because, when compared with
the doubtful canons of Sardica, it proves that those canons, if
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genuine, conferred no more power upon the Bishop of Rome than
seems here to be admitted to be in the emperor, namely, that of
directing a cause to be reheard by a larger council. This power
which is here implied, is expressly asserted in the African Code,
canon 104, which is the 19th of the Synod of Mileni, in Numi-
dia, A.p. 416, and is as follows: “If any one shall ask of the
emperor to have his cause heard by the public judges, he shall be
deprived of his honour (bishopric); but if he ask of the em-
peror for the judgment of bishops, this shall be no hindrance
to him.”—(Labbé and Cossart, ii. 1542.) But, note, that by
the 15th canon of Antioch, no appeal at all can be had if the
provincial bishops are unanimous.

Canon 22, race 39.

This is one of the numerous canons to be found in the ancient
Codes, by which the ministrations of the foreign bishops, in com-
munion with Rome, in the English dioceses, are proved to be
schismatical and invalid.

Laodicea.
Canon 35, PAGE 40.

This plain testimony of the Fathers of the Primitive Church
against the invoeation and worshipping of angels, which is de-
nounced as idolatry, is niot to be set aside by all the ingenuity of
the Roman writers. (See their attempts, Labbé and Cossart. i.
1526.) The subtle distinctions of Latria, Dulia, and the rest,
had not entered the imagination of Theodoret when he cited this
canon as condemning the worshipping of angels, avvoloc é» Aao-
duceig Tijc Bpvylac vope xexdhvke ro Toig dyyéloie mpooevyeobar.
(Comm. Coloss. ii. 18.): nor into that of Origen, who expressly
says, that men ought not to worship or adore the angels, for that
all prayer and supplication, and intercession and thanksgiving,
should be made to God alone (Contra Celsum v. § 4.), and that
right reason forbids the invocation of them (ibid. ibid. § 5.).




56 NOTES TO THE CANONS: CHALCEDON——Laodicea.

Canon 49, pAcE 40.

I would simply ask whether, if the Roman doctrine of Tran-
substantiation and of the Mass had now obtained, any impartial
person can suppose that the sacrifice of the holy eucharist, would
have been spoken of as it is here.

Canon 60, pAGE 41.

As the Churches of Rome and England are agreed as to the
books of the New Testament, there is no need to add the list fur-
nished by this, which is the same as that acknowledged by both
churches, except that, like most other lists of this date, it omits
Revelations. The words “and Baruch, Lamentations and Epistles,”
are printed in the text in Italics, because it is doubtful whether they
ought to be retained. The copy of the canons used by Aristenus
has them not (see Beveridge’s Pandect, i. 481.) ; nor that used by
Isidore Mercator (see Labbé and Cossart, i. 1521). It is to be
observed, that many copies of these canons omit this list alto-
gether. As that of Dionysius Exiguus (Labbé and Cossart, i
1515.); of John of Antioch (Bibl. Jur. Can. Paris, 1661. ii.
600); and the Epitome of Symeon (ibid. 731.). It is only of
weight to show that, in the opinion of the council (if it be ad-
mitted to be genuine), or, at any rate, in that of the interpolator,
none of the books which the Romans have added to the Jewish
eanon of the Old Testament were admitted to be eanonical ;
with the slight exception (if it be admitted to be an exception)
of the Book of Baruch.

CHALCEDON resumed.
Canon 9, pAGE 42.

This is a very. remarkable canon, its genuineness is admitted
by all; it was passed in the presence and with the approbation of
the Roman legates; nor did the -Bishop of Rome offer any ob-
jection to it, when it was reported to him. As by Exarch of a
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Province is to be understood the Metropolitan, so by Exarch of
the Diocese, by which term the ancients designated a patriarchate,
is to be understood the Patriarch, and so (as Beveridge points
out) Justinian understood the regulation which he re-ordained
(Novel. 123. c. 22.), directing that the most blessed Patriarch
should judge the cause brought by a Bishop or clergyman against
a Metropolitan: so Alexius Aristenus interprets it; and the
ancient Latin version in Justel’s edition, and that of Dionysius
Exiguus, appear to have understood it in the same way: pri-
mam sedem, et primalem dioceseos being the terms in which they
express it. Balsamon and Zonaras in like manner understood it
of the chief ecclesiastical officer in each patriarchate. That by the
throne of the Imperial Constantinople” is to be understood the
Patriarch of that See, is admitted by all. And the undeniable
meaning of the canon is, that from the decision of -a Metropolitan
and his synod, an appeal lay to the Patriarch of the Patriarchate
in which the province was situated, or, if the parties preferred it,
directly to the See of Constantinople; which is thus (apparently)
by the authority of a general council, vested with greater
pre-eminence than any other bishopric has ever received from
the same source. Rome had claimed, as we have before seen,
the same pre-eminence on the strength of the pretended canon
of Sardica, but the claim was indignantly rejected by the African
bishops, who denied the existence of any such regulation. The
Roman writers make desperate plunges to get out of this diffi-
culty (See Labbé and Cossart, iv. 996.): asserting that by
Exarch of the Diocese, must be understood the Prince of Christ-
endom, i. e., as they say the Bishop of Rome : a monstrous, ab-
surd, and groundless interpretation, destitute of all countenance
whatever. But even were it 80, it is certain he is placed by this
canon, but on a par with the Patriarch of Constantinople; it
being for the choice of the appealing party to take the appeal
either to Rome or Constantinople. I must honestly confess that
I suspect that the canon does not mean what it appears to
mean on the face of it: knowing the arrogant pretensions
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of Rome, even at that time, it seems to me unreasonable to
suppose that the canon could have passed without the angry
remonstrance of the Roman legates, and the still more stre-
nuous opposition of the Bishop of Rome afterwards. I would
therefore hazard the conjecture that it had a local and not a
general meaning; having reference to the Patriarchates of
Heraclea, Ceesarea and Ephesus, which were merged in that of
Constantinople, though the chief officers in them still retained a
precedency of rank ; and that it had no reference to the Patxiar-
chates of Rome, Alexandria, Antioch, or Jerusalem, or any other
districts but those above-named. Even admitting this, the total
silence as to any appeal to Rome, is conclusive evidence of the
usurping character of the Bishop of Rome’s claim to any autho-
rity in the East. I have ventured to differ with Johnson (Vade
Mecum), in the translation of the last words of the canon, éx’
abry dwaléoBw : which he renders, “let it be tried by him.” He
has countenance for his, from the decree of Justinian above-cited ;
but no where else. The version of Gentianus Hervetus, used by
Routh in his “ Opuscula,” gives it apud ipsum ; which, I supposs,
is before and not by him. Dionysius Exiguus, Isidore Mercator,
and the very ancient version in Justel, render it there: “apud
#psam,” Dion. Exiguus; *bi,” Isidore Merca.; *ibi.” Prisca.
Canon. Edit. It would, I conceive, have been perfectly new and
unheard of in the Christian Church; that a single bishop, of any
See in the world, should overrule the decision of a provincial
synod. The only tribunal capable of doing this, which the
Church had hitherto recognized, was ‘““a greater synod of
bishops” (Antioch, Conc. 12.), the same as * the greater synod of
the bishops of the diocese” (patriarchate), (Constantinople. Cone.
6.): and the claim which, on the strength of the pretended Sar-
dican canons, the Bishop of Rome had put forth, was not that he
should decide a cause, but merely order it to be reheard (Sardic.
Can. 6.) by other bishops : the same power, which, as we have
seen, the African Councils allowed to rest with the emperor ; and
which the Church of England concedes to the king : and is, after
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all, amatter of very trifling importance. All I conceive the canon
to mean is, to give the Bishop of Constantinople, throughout the
whole of his patriarchate, an equal power with the Bishops of
Heraclea, Ephesus, and Ceesarea, (churches of patriarchal rank, ) of
ordering causes to be reheard. There is, I think, one innovation
upon primitive practice in this canon; I mean where it allows a
bishop, instead of hearing a cause himself, to depute it to re-
ferees agreed to by both the parties.

Canon 18, PAGE 44.

This canon, though made on the same day, and in the same
place as all the foregoing twenty-seven, was not made under the
same circumstances. It appears, that after the first twenty-seven
had been passed and signed, the representatives of the Bishop of
Rome left the assembly ; when the bishops who remained behind,
including the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Antioch, Jerusalem,
Heraclea, and upwards of twenty Metropolitans, passed and
signed this and two others. On the next day, the Roman legates
appealed to the lay judges, whom the emperor had appointed
Moderators of the Council, alleging * that the canon was passed
by fraud, and the signatures obtained by violence.” The bishops
who had signed it, individually and collectively declared, that
they had signed it willingly and of their own free accord ; especially
the Bishaps of the Pontic and Asiatic Patriarchates, whose pri-
vileges seemed mostly affected: and one of them, Eusebius,
Bishop of Dorileum, declared that he had read this canon at
Rome to the Pope, in the presence of some of the clergy of
Constantinople, and that he had accepted it. The Roman legates
persisting in their opposition, it was again put to the vote, and
carried by the assent of the whole council, with the exception of
the two Roman Bishops. When the matter was reported to the
Bishop of Rome, he also refused his consent. The ground
alleged by him was simply and solely that it interfered, as he
pretended, With the decrees of Nice, respecting the privileges of
Alexandria : an allggation without warrant, as any one will see

7
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by referring to the canon (6th) of Nice, relating to the matter ;
and, be it how it will, this arrangement of precedency was con-
firmed afterwards by the Council of Lateran with the full consent
of the Pope ; as we have before shown in the notes to the Council
of Constantinople. However, because of the objection of the
Roman legates at the time, and the subsequent rejection by the
Bishop of Rome, the Roman writers distinguish between this
canon and the preceding ; and while they ascribe to the former
the authority of a general council, deny that authority to this
and the two following, though passed with the full consent of
the whole council, with the exception of the two Roman legates.
Happily their objection is a matter of very little importance,
nay, it has been so far of use, that the two acts of the council,
and the accusations of their writers as to the manner in which
the cahon was passed, have put it entirely out of their power to
throw doubt upon the authenticity of the canon. Be it general,
or. be it provincial, yet this is beyond denial, that we have, so late
as the middle of the fifth century, the concurrent testimony of the
largest assembly of bishops ever collected together, that the claim
for the precedency of the See of Rome in the Christian Church,
does not rest on the vain pretence of the Bishop of that See being
the chief or sole successor of St. Peter; but simply and solely on
this, namely that the city of his bishopric had been the seat of
the civil government.

This canon is of importance also as tending to throw light
upon the 9th; supporting, as it seems to me, the conjecture
which [ there hazarded, that that canon was a local one affecting
only the old patriarchates of Ceesarea, Ephesus, and Heraclea
(here called the Pontic, Asiatic, and Thracian dioceses, or patriar-
chates), and not the Christian Church generally. It also removes
a difficulty which had occurred to Beveridge (Pandect. ii. 115).
For Zonaras and Balsamon, in their notes to the 9th canon, had
rendered #apyor dwowfioewe, not the patriarch, but the Metropo-
litan of the diocese; an unusual phrase, against which Beveridge
takes exception (nimirum ac si Metropolita aliquis, pr:azter Patri-

.
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archam, toti diecesi preeesset, quod inauditum est). But here we
have the identical expression twice used, and the incongruity of
it is explained by the peculiar circumstances of the Churches of
Caesarea, Ephesus, and Heraclea, to which it is applied. For
they had formerly been heads of independent patriarchates, but
were now merged in the great patriarchate of Constantinople ; and
their bishops held a sort of anomalous rank, being more than
Metropolitans of a province, and yet no longer retaining the full
privileges of Patriarchs of a diocese.

CONSTANTINOPLE, 1II.
Actions 13 & 14, rAGEs 45, 46.

These decrees have, as may be supposed, occasioned great diffi-
culties to the modern maintainers of the authority of the Bishop
of Rome. Their favourite theory is, that the acts of the council
have been corrupted by the Greeks in all the passages relating to
this point. We have no reason for this beyond their assertion.
Unfortunately, the letter of Leo, Bishop of Rome, exists, con-
firming this council, and referring expressly to the condemnation
of Honorius. Pariterque anathematizamus novi erroris invento-
res, id est, . . . . Honorium, qui hanc apostolicam ecclesiam non
apostolicze traditionis doctrina lustravit, sed profana proditione
immaculatam fidem subvertere conatus est. (Cone. vi. 1117.):
and if that is not enough, we have the confirmation and approba-
tion of the second Nicene Council to the same point (Cone. vii.
555.): and more than all this, we have the profession of faith
heretofore made by the Bishops of Rome, in Liber Diurnus. See
above, page 24, note N.



REMARKS.

As we have now concluded the examination of all
the synods, allowed or claiming to be general coun-
cils, during the first seven centuries, and have set
forth all their decrees which bear upon the points
in dispute between the Churches of England and
of Rome, let us pause to consider the testimony
which they afford in respect of each. First let us
inquire whether the Church of England, according
to the faith and discipline which she now professes,
is justified or condemned by these primitive wit-
nesses. In one point, and in one only, and that an
immaterial point of internal discipline, can she be
proved to have departed from the ancient standard.
I mean in that she allows her elergy after they are
in orders to contract marriages. This custom was
condemned by the first canon of the council of Neo-
ceesarea, which was confirmed and stamped with the
authority of the fourth general council at Chalcedon.
Thus much is .freely admitted. But it has been
shown before that this canon is a violation of Chris-




REMARKS. 63

tian liberty as set forth in the Scriptures; that it is
eontrary to the canons of what is called the ante-
Nicene or Apostolic cede; that it savours of those
heresies which dishonoured the Maker of the Uni-
verse, and regarded His own appointed ordinance as
unholy; and that it has been found in practice to
be attended with ineconveniences injurious to the
morals of elergy and people. And besides all this,
it is to be considered that this canon was not made
at.a general eouncil, but is merely found in a nu-
merous code received and confirmed by one. And
as no one pretends that the Church of England, in
giving a general approval of the homilies, bas tied
berself to every sentence in them, so it is not to be
eonsidered or maintained that the Catholic Church,
by giving a general approval to the code of laws in
question, has tied itself, or any portion of its bedy,
irrevocably, to every one of them. If the Romans
maintain otherwise, by reason of the alleged (on:
their part) infallibility of general councils: an in-
fallibility which they themselves have made a jest
and a by-word throughout Christendom, rejeeting,
as we have seen, such councils, and such parts of
sch councils as they judged best; as if the same
men, in the same place, and at the same time, and
gpon the same suhjeets, could be infallible one meo-
ment and fallible the next, the inspiration ebbing
and flowing irregularly : let them abide the result of
their own principles. But as the Church of England,
though honouring in reality the true general coun-
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cils, with far more reverence than is paid to them
by the Romans, has never ascribed infallibility to
them, least of all in a minor point of internal dis-
cipline, her rulers are guilty of no inconsistency in
relaxing a rule of discipline which, however expe-
dient it might have been at the time, they have
found to be contrary to edification, and hurtful to
Christian holiness. The apostolic authority of the
spiritual pastors of an integral portion of the Catho-
lic Church must at least be allowed to avail thus far,
provided that in the exercise of it they are guilty of
no breach of charity by anathematizing others, who,
in an indifferent ‘ma