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PREFACE.

s

T must be confessed that students of the Councils of the
Church experience a relaxation of interest when they have
passed the great Council of Chalcedon. Those, however, who
persevere in their studies will certainly confess that they are
amply rewarded for their pains. It is not merely that the
history of the Church is continuous, and that the whole can
be understood only as we understand the parts; but there is
a living interest in the questions and problems which were
perpetually coming up for solution in the Church; and the
prineipal controversy handled in the present volume, that of
the Three Chapters, is full of instruction in many ways.

In regard to the translation, it may be remarked that no
attempt has been made to render the names of ancient places
and persons in a uniform manner. Such an attemipt would
not only savour of pedantry, but would also be inconvenient
to the reader. Those forms have been adopted which are
generally understood, and, for the sake of clearness, sometimes
two forms have been given.

It is hoped that this volume will be found to be as accu-
rate as its predecessors. Every care has been taken to avoid
mistakes. If any remain, the Editor will be grateful for
corrections. He must add that his special thanks are due to
an accomplished friend who has kindly compiled the Index.

A fifth volume will bring the work to the close of the
seventh Council, the last acknowledged as cccumenical by the
whole Church. The publication of this final volume of the
English translation must depend upon the demand for that
which is now issued.

W.R. C.
Advent, 1894.
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HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.
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BOOK XIL

THE LATER SYNODS OF THE FIFTH CENTURY.

SEC. 209. The First Decade after the Council of Chalcedon.

O Synod of great importance was held during the forty-
nine years which elapsed between the close of the
Council of Chalcedon and the end of the fifth century,
although the number of ecclesiastical assemblies held during
this period was by no means small. It was natural that soon
after the holding of the fourth (Ecumenical Council several
provincial Synods should assemble. These would meet for
one of two purposes, either to give their solemn assent to the
decrees of the Council, or else, where the Monophysites had
the upper hand, to make their public protest against them.
The ancient Lebellus Synodicus* mentions several small Synods
belonging to this epoch, which were held at Alexandria, Con-
stantinople, Rome, and Antioch; but neither the exact time
of their assembling is given, nor the subject of their trans-.
actions? We know more of a Gallican Synod which was
held towards the end of the year 451, and so a few weeks
after the close of the Council of Chalcedon, at Arles, under
the presidency of Ravennius, the archbishop of that diocese.
This Synod gave its assent in the most forcible terms to the
Epistola dogmatica of Leo. The synodal letter addressed to
the Pope is No. 99 among the Letters of Leo the Great, and
his answer of January 27, 452, is No. 10223
1 On this book cf. vol. i. p. 78.

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 870 ; Hardouin, t. v. p. 1526.
3 Leonis Opp. ed. Baller. t. i. p. 1107 ; also in Mansi, t. vi. p. 161.

1v. I



2 _ HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

A Council was held ‘at Alexandria, under the Patriarch
Proterius, about the same time, only a little later (A.D. 452),
and gave its assent to the decrees of Chalcedon, and deposed
Timothy Alurus,! who, as priest, was the spiritual head of
the Egyptian Monophysites, as well as four or five bishops
and several monks among his followers. We do not possess
the Acts of this assembly; but they are referred to by the
Egyptian bishops in a communication still in existence which
they addressed, several years afterwards, to the Emperor Leo.?

Marténe and Durandus believed that they had discovered
a fragment relating to a Synod held about this time at Fréjus.
This fragment, which is reproduced in the collection of Coleti,?
belongs, however, as Mansi ¢ has shown, to the Synodal Letter
of the Concilium Valentinum (at Valence) of the year 374,
which we have already mentioned (vol.i. p. 288). Mention
has also been made (vol iii. p. 167) of the so-called second
Council of Arles, which some have assigned to the year 452,
but which probably belongs to the year 443. Another
Gallican Synod of this period held at Narboune under the
presidency of Rusticus, the archbishop of that place, is
ordinarily assigned to the year 452 ;° but which the Ballerini
have more accurately assigned to the year 4586 The occa-
sion of its being held was a complaint brought by two priests,
Sabinian and Leo, against several persons, apparently of dis-
tinetion, accusing them of adultery. In order to examine
into the matter, Rusticus assembled his suffragan bishops and
other eminent persons (honoratt); but the two priests lacked
the courage to follow up their accusation, and Rusticus there-
fore, with the assent of his Synod, inquired of Pope Leo the
Great whether they were to be punished or not. He also
subjoined a further series of questions on canon law, and
indicated his wish to resign. This gave occasion to the Pope
for the composition of his 167th epistle, in which he solves
the canonical difficulties brought before him, dissuades
Rusticus from resigning, and in regard to the two priests

1 See vol. iii. p. 450. 2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 525 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 692.
3 See vol. i. p. 71. 4 Mansi, t. vii. p. 871.

S Mansi, t. vii. p. 898 ; Walch, Histor. der Kirchenvers. S. 814.

6 In their edition of the works of Leo the Great, t. i. p. 1414, n. 8.
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gives his judgment that, as their complaints had been made
in the interests of chastity, Rusticus should treat them
gently, ne diabolus, qui decepit adulteros, de adulterii exultet
wltoribus!

To the same year, 458, belongs that Roman Synod of
which Pope Leo the Great speaks in his 166th letter to
Bishop Neo of Ravenna, and which formerly was erroneously
assigned to the year 451 or 4522 This Synod gave decisions
on several questions: that (1) those who had been taken
captive in childhood, and did not remember whether they had
been baptized or not, should institute as careful inquiries as
might be possible, in order to ascertain the fact. Should
these inquiries lead to no result, they might without hesita-
tion receive holy baptism. (2) Those, on the contrary, who
had been baptized by heretics, should not be rebaptized, but
the power of the Holy Ghost should be imparted to them by
the laying on of hands by the bishop.?

In the year 453 the epistle of Leo to the Council of
Chalcedon (see vol. iii. p. 443) was read at a new Synod,
probably at Constantinople; but the second part of it, con-
taining the protest against the 28th canon of Chalcedon, was
nevertheless kept back. This we learn from the 127th letter
of Leo to Bishop Julian of Cos.*

In the same year, 453, on the 4th of October, the elec-
tion of a new bishop, Talasius, for Angers (Andegavum) in
Gaul, gave occasion for the holding in this city of a provincial
Synod, at which seven bishops were present. These were
Eustochius of Tours, Leo of Bourges, Victorius of Mans,
Chariaton, Rumorius, Viventius (the sees of these unkmown),
and the newly-elected Talasius of Angers. The presidency
properly belonged to Bishop Eustochius, but in the Acts, Leo of
Bourges is named primo loco ; and it is probable that the latter
—as being invited from another province—was requested, as

! Leonis Opp. ed. Baller. t. i. p. 1415 sq. ; Mansi, t. vi. p. 397 sqq., and
Sirmond, Concilia Gallie, t. i. p. 111 sqq.

2By Baluze in Mansi, t. vii. p. 871. Correctly by Baller. Z.c. pp. 1405 and
1408, Not. 21.

3 We learn this from the 166th letter of Leo the Great, already mentioned.

Baller. Z.c. p. 1405 sqq.; Mansi, t. vi. p. 387.
i Baller. t. i. p. 1246 sqq.; Mansi, t. vi. p. 266, and t. vii. p. 899.



4 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

a matter of courtesy, to assume the presidency. They drew
up twelve canons, which are preserved in all the collections of
Councils,! and contain the following provisions :—

1. Clerics must not appeal to the secular tribunals with-
out the consent of their bishops, and must take no journey
without their permission, or without commendatory letters
from them.

2. Deacons must honour priests.

3. Every act of violence and maiming of the members is
forbidden.?

4. Clerics must avoid familiarity with strange women.
If they are themselves unmarried, they must for attendants
have only their sisters or aunts or mothers. Whoever dis-
regards this prohibition, shall be raised to no higher grade,
and, if be is already ordained (7.e. if he has already received
an ordo major), he shall not discharge his sacred funetions.
If clerics have assisted in delivering over their towns to the
enemy, or in their being taken by them, they shall not only
be excommunicated, but it is forbidden to others to eat with
them.

5. The same punishment shall be inflicted on those who
abandon a course of penitence already begun; and so with
women who, of their own accord, fall away from a state of
virginity dedicated to God.

6. Any one who marries the wife of another during his
lifetime shall be excommunicated.

7. Clerics who abandon their office, and take service in
war, shall be deposed by the Church which they abandoned.

8. Monks who travel about unnecessarily shall, unless
they amend, be rejected from communion by their abbots
and by priests.

9. Bishops are not permitted to confer higher orders upon
the clerics of other dioceses.

10. Laymen or clerics who have been ordained as servers

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 899 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 777 sqq.; Sirmond, Concilia
Gallie, t. i. p. 116 sqq. Cf. on this Synod also Tillemont, Mémoires, ete. t.

xvi. p. 394.

2 Instead of the ordinary text, ‘Ut a violentia et crimine perputationis
abstineatur,” Hardouin preferred, ‘‘ Ut a wvinolentia et crimine perpotationis,”
etc. Perputatio=membri amputatio. Du Cange, Glossar. s.h.v.
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at the altar (deacons), and refuse to fulfil their office, must
be punished. Laymen are not to be excommunicated unless
their offence is proved. (That this is the sense of the
entirely corrupt text of the second half of our ecanon, appears
from the heading and the notes of Sirmond.")

11. Only one who has been married but once, and with a
virgin, can be made a deacon or a priest.

12. All who confess their fault shall be admitted to
penance, and shall receive absolution in proportion to the
greatness of their offence, and according to the judgment of
the bishop.

The same which is contained in the first canon of this
‘Synod of Angers was ordained about the same time by
another Gallican Synod in the province of Tours, in a brief
synodal letter which still exists.? There were present the
bishops already named, Eustochius, Leo, and Victorius, and
besides these perhaps some others, as is indicated in the
Codex Remensis, which adds to the subsecription of the synodal
epistle these words: et ceteri que adfuerunt episcopi sub-
scripserunt.3

Another Gallican Synod was held in the sacristy of the
church of Arles on New Year’s Day, probably in the year
455 (Concilium Arelatense, iii.). This Synod was oceasioned
by a quarrel which had broken out between the convent of
Lérins? at the head of which stood Abbot Faustus, after-
wards, as leader of the semi-Pelagians, the celebrated bishop
of Riez, and Bishop Theodore of Fréjus, in whose diocese
Lérins was situated. The question arose with reference to
their mutual rights, and the contention had become so violent
that it had excited great animosity. To put an end to the
dispute, the Metropolitan, Ravennius of Arles, summoned
this Synod, by means of which peace was brought about, and

! Mansi, t. vii. pp. 899 and 903.

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 906 ; Gallia Christ. t. ii. p. 7 ; Sirmond, Concil. Gallice,
t. i. p. 119.

3 Mansi, Le.

4 On this celebrated convent on the island of Lérins, near the French coast,
cf. my treatise on Vincentius Lirinensis in the Tiibingen Quartalschr. 1854,
S. 83, and in the Beitrdge =ur Kirchengeschichie, ctc., Tiibingen 1864,
Bd. i. S. 14511,
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Bishop Theodore was counselled to forget and forgive the
injuries which he had received at the hands of Abbot Faustus.
With regard to his rights over Lérins, he was to retain all
that was possessed by his predecessor Leontius, namely,
that all clerics and servers at the altar should be ordained
by him alone, that the chrism should be consecrated only by
him, the newly-baptized confirmed by him alone, and that
strange clerics from the convent should not be received into
communion, or admitted to any office, without his permission.
The crowd of laymen in the convent, that is, those of the
monks who were not clerics, were to be left to the care of the
abbot, and the bishop was to assume no authority over them,
and, particularly, was not to confer orders upon any of them
without the consent of the abbot.!

We have already seen (vol. iii. p. 294) from the Codex
Encyclicus that a good many provincial Synods were held in
the East, in the year 458, for the ratification of the Council
of Chalcedon. To the year 450, however, belongs the great
Synod of Constantinople, which was held by the patriarch of
that place, Gennadius, with eighty other bishops. Of this
Synod we possess a synodal letter subseribed by the collective
members. In the older editions of the Councils these sub-
scriptions are wanting; but after they had been discovered by
Peter Lambecius in an ancient codex, they were transferred
into the Nova collectio conciliorum of Baluze, p. 1452, and
from thence into the collections of Hardouin (ii. p. 783 sqq.)
and Mansi (vil. p. 915 sqq.). From these subscriptions we
also learn the correct number of the bishops who were
present ; whilst in the earlier editions the number was given
as seventy-three instead of eighty. We also gain assistance
from these subscriptions for the determination of the time,
since several of the subsecribing bishops were Egyptians who
had been banished by Timothy Alurus. They remained in
Constantinople, and in the year 457 subscribed a petition
to the Emperor Leo (Hardouin, t. ii. p. 691; Mansi, t. vil.
p. 530). The synodal letter in question, directed to all
metropolitans, and to the Ildmas ‘Pouns in specie, forbids

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 907 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 779; Sirmond, Concil. Gallie
t. i. p. 120. Cf. Remi Ceillier, t. xv. p. 605.
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the purchase and sale of holy orders, appealing to the well-
known saying of the Lord: Gratis accepistis, gratis date
(Matt. x. 8), and repeating the 2nd canon “of the holy,
great, and (Ecumenical Synod of Chalcedon.” Occasion for
the renewal of this prohibition had been given by certain
occurrences in Galatia, and the Synod therefore decided that
buyers and sellers of holy orders alike, whether clergymen
or laymen, whether they were convicted or not, should be
deposed from the ministry of the Church, and smitten with
anathema. In conclusion, all metropolitans are requested to
make this letter known in their provinces! -

SEc. 210. Irish Synods under Patrick.

Two Synods, held by S. Patrick and his suffragan bishops
in Ireland, must be placed shortly after the middle of the
fifth- century.? According to ancient indications, the one
must have been held between the years 450 and 456 ; for
the other, on the contrary, we have no indication of the date,
and the celebrated Irish scholar, Thomas Moore, in his history
of his native land, assigns both to the last years of S. Patrick2
with the remark that some of the canons ascribed to these
Councils have been recognised as genuine by the most distin-
guished critics, and from their contents must have belonged to
a period when heathenism in Ireland was not yet extinct
(e.g. canon 8 of the first Synod), but that others must be
regarded as of considerably later origin® The canons of
these two Irish Synods, together with some other ecclesiastical
ordinances ascribed to S. Patrick, are printed in Mansi, t. vi.
pp- 513-538; Hardouin, t. i. p.1790 sqq., and Bruns, Bibliotheca
eccles. vol. i. pt. il. p. 301 sqq. In some of these the text is so
defective as to be unintelligible, many words having fallen out
by the injuria temporum. In others it is difficult to discover
the real meaning even where the text is accurate. The

! Mansi, t. vii, p. 911 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 781 sqq.

2 The subject of S. Patrick is treated at length by Bishep Greith in his
work, Geschichie der altirischen Kirche, 1867, S. 95-156.

3 According to some, S. Patrick died in the year 465 ; according to others,
in the year 493. Cf. Greith, Z.c. S. 137.

1 Themas Moore, History of Ireland, vol. i.
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first Synod had thirty-four, the second thirty-one of these
canons, and they refer to very various points of ecclesias-
tical discipline. The most important of those which are
still intelligible are— :

L Of the First Synod.

Can. 4. Prohibition of clerici vags.

6. Every cleric must wear a tunic, and must not go
without it. His hair must be shaved according to the Roman
fashion, and his wife must be veiled when she goes out of
doors.

7. Every cleric must be present at matins and vespers.

8. If a cleric becomes security for a heathen, he must, in
case of liability, pay for him.

9. A monk and a virgin must not lodge in the same
house, nor travel in the same carriage, nor have much con-
versation with each other. :

10. Whoever becomes negligent in the recitation of the
psalms, and allows his hair to grow, shall be excommunicated.

11. Whoever receives an excommunicated ecleric, falls
himself under sentence of excommunication.

12. No alms shall be received from an excommunicated
person.

13. The Church must receive no alms from a heathen.

14, Whoever kills, or is guilty of unchastity, or has
recourse to a fortune-teller, is liable to penance for a year.

15. Whoever steals must restore the stolen property, and
do penance for twenty-one days on bread and water.

16. On sorcery.

17. A virgin vowed to God must not marry.

18. An excommunicated person must not enter the
church.

19. If a Christian woman leaves her husband and marries
another, she is thereby excommunicated.

23. The sacrifice must not be offered in a church which
is not yet consecrated.

28. A suspended cleric (qut excommunionis fuerit) must
not join in common prayer with his brethren (colleagues).!

! Cf. Kellner, Das Buss-und Strafverfahren gegen Cleriker, Trier 1863, S. 62.
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31. A cleric who kills another (in a quarrel) is thereby
excommunicated.

32. A cleric must not assist a prisoner to escape; but he
may purchase his release.

33. Clerics who come from Britain without epistole
Jormate shall not discharge any sacred function in Ireland.

34. A deacon (monk) who goes into another parish with-
out a commendatory letter from his abbot, shall not discharge
any sacred function, and must be punished.

1. The Canons of the Second Synod

have a style quite different from those of the first, are not so
simple, copiously quote scriptural phrases, have a more ornate,
ambiguous diction, and in many respects betray a later date.
They are also often difficult to understand. The following
are worthy of special notice :—

Can. 10. Whoever has fallen in an office, shall be
restored without the office. He may retain the title, but not
the function.

12. If a man has not deserved, while alive, that the
sacrifice should be offered for him, of what service can it
be to him after his death? Cast not that which is holy to
dogs !

16. He who has not been, in accordance with the apos-
tolic command, appointed bishop by another bishop, must be
condemned and degraded to a place among the laity.!

19. Baptism shall be administered at Easter, Whitsun-
tide, and Epiphany.

22. The holy communion must be received after con-
fession, which must be made specially before Easter. One
who does not then communicate is no believer.

26. An adulteress must return to her first husband.

27. A daughter must be obedient to her father; but the
father must also have regard to the wish of his daughter (in
regard to her betrothal).

28. A second betrothal does not annul the first.

! This is the meaning of the text according to the punctuation of Bruns.
According to that of Mansi, on the contrary, it would read : ¢ He who has not
been appointed bishop, must be eondemned, etc., by another bishop.”
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29. Marriages are forbidden in the four (first) degrees of
relationship.

30. Every fiftieth year is a jubilee.

31. All sins are blotted out by baptism. If, however, a
heathen was a Christian in faith some time before his baptism,
and yet fell into sin, he must also do penance as a Christian.!
Mansi has some further canons, which are ascribed to S. Patrick,
without, however, asserting that they were passed by a Synod.

SEC. 211. Synods in Gaul, Rome, Spain, etc., between the
Years 460 and 475.

The festival of St. Martin, called Receptio Domni Martine,
v.e. Reception of 8. Martin into heaven, gave occasion for the
holding of a Synod of no slight interest at Tours. In order to
celebrate this festival worthily on the 11th of November, nine
neighbouring Gallican bishops, some of them from other pro-
vinces, and even some metropolitans among them, had met at
Tours; and with these a Synod was held by Archbishop
Perpetuus of Tours, who had, about two months earlier,
ascended the throne of S. Martin. This Synod was held on
the 14th or 18th of November 461, and passed thirteen
canons renewing some earlier decrees :—

1. Priests and Levites are exhorted to perpetual chastity,
because they may at any moment be summoned to the dis-
charge of a sacred function (sacrifice, baptism, ete.).

2. The ancient rule, that priests and Levites who continue
in the state of marriage are to be excluded from communion,
shall be softened to this extent, that such clerics shall no
longer be eligible to a higher grade, and shall not be permitted
to offer the holy sacrifice or to assist (as Levites). The com-
munion, however, is to be given to them. Drunkenness among
the clergy must also be punished.

3. Clerics must have no intercourse with strange women,
on penalty of exclusion from the communion.

4. Clerics who venture to marry must not marry widows.
Whoever does so must have the lowest place in clerical service.

1 Mansi, t. vi. pp. 519-522, and t. vii. p. 1187 sqq. The latter are taken from
Wilkins' Concil. Britann. t. i.
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5. A cleric who leaves his office and engages in lay work
or in war must be excommunicated.

6. Anyone who has (carnal) intercourse with virgins
dedicated to God, or leaves the monastic state, must in either
case be excommunicated.

7. No intercourse whatever must be held with murderers
until they have atoned for their crime by confession and penance.

8. Anyone who, after taking the vow of penance (peni-
tentia = votum continentice), does, like the dog returning to his
vomit, go back to worldly pleasures, must be excluded from
the communion of the Church, or from intercourse with the
faithful, so that he may the more easily be reformed. Cf.
Kober, Kirchenbann, Tiib. 1863, S. 58 and 379.

9. A bishop who intrudes into the diocese of another,
must be shut out from the communion of all his brethren.

10. Unlawful ordinations are inoperative,! unless satis-
faction is made for them (to the bishop whose diocese has
been invaded).

11. A cleric who leaves his church without permission
of his bishop, and resorts to another place, must be shut out
from communion.

12. Clerics are not allowed to travel in other provinces or
cities without the permission of their Sacerdotes (bishops).

13. Clerics who engage in business must make no profit
by it (or take no interest: usuras ne accipiant).

These thirteen canons are subscribed by Perpetuus of
Tours, Victorius of Mans, Leo of Bourges, Eusebius of Nantes,
Amandinus of Chalons, Germanus of Rouen, Athenius of
Rennes, Mansuetus, bishop of the Britons (probably Bretons,
Britanny), and Talasius, bishop of Angers. A tenth bishop
of the name of Verandus, whose see is not mentioned, being
blind, was represented by the signature of his presbyter,
Jocundinus.? .

In the following year, 462, Pope Hilarius held a Roman

! By in irritum devocamus (sc. ordinationes illicitas) is not meant that they
are invalid in the modern sense, but inoperative through suspension. Cf.
Hergenrother, Phofius, ete., Bd. ii. S. 325.

% Mansi, t. vii. p. 943 sqq. ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 793 sqq. ; Sirmond, Concil.
Gallie, t.1. p. 123 sqq. Cf. Remi Ceillier, Zc. p. 607 ; Tillemont, t. xvi. pp. 399
and 772.



3 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

Synod. Archbishop Rusticus of Narbonne, mentioned before
(p. 580), had consecrated his archdeacon, Hermes, to be
bishop of Béziers; and when this city did not accept him, he
recommended him as his own successor in the see of Nar-
bonne. As a matter of fact, Hermes succeeded to this see;
but Prince Frederick, the brother of Theoderic, king of the
Goths, and others complained of the matter at Rome, and
Pope Hilarius, in consequence, in November 462, requested
Archbishop Leontius of Arles, as primate of Gaul, to furnish
him with information on the subject. His letter to Leontius
(Ep. 7) is in Mansi, t. vii. p. 933. But Bishop Faustus of
Riez (see above, p. 583) and Auxanius of Aix, bishops of the
province, were already on their way to Rome, as representa-
tives of their colleagues, in order to give the Pope full
information by word of mouth; and, after their arrival,
Hilarius, on the anniversary of his ordination, November 19,
462, held in Rome a largely-attended Synod, consisting of
bishops from various provinces, who confirmed Hermes in the
bishopric of Narbonne, but withdrew from him the metro-
political right of ordaining other bishops, and assigned this
right, during the lifetime of Hermes, to the senior suffragan
bishop of the province. The Synod here evidently adopted a
middle course. The ancient canons had plainly declared as
invalid the appointment by a bishop of his own sucecessor (see
vol. i p. 488, vol. ii. p. 73); but this severe punishment
was not here in place, because Rusticus of Narbonne had not
appointed Hermes his successor, but had only recommended
him. On the other side, it was demanded by the interests of
free election that even such recommendations should not go
uncensured ; and therefore the Synod felt bound to pronounce
a decree of punishment upon Hermes. Itis probable that the
same Synod promulgated also those further ordinances which
were given by Pope Hilarius in the letter in which he informed
the Gallican bishops of the decree in the matter of Hermes?!
These ordinances required that great Councils should be held
annually from different provinces under the presidency of the
archbishop of Arles and at his invitation, but that the most

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 943 sq.; Sirmond, Concil. Gallior, t. i. p. 129 sq. Cf.
Remi Ceillier, Z.c. p. 614.
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difficult cases should be carried to Rome. They further
decrecd that no bishop should travel in a foreign ecclesiastical
province without a letter from his metropolitan; that no one
should receive a strange cleric without a testimonial from his
bishop, and that no bishop should alienate any Church pro-
perty without the previous knowledge of the Synod.

If Pope Hilarius had in this case decided a Gallican
question in a Roman Synod, it was not long afterwards that
he recommended that another controversy which had arisen in
Gaul, and had been brought before him, should be examined
at a Gallican Synod. So early as the year 450, Pope Leo
the Great had divided the province of Vienne, so that only
Valence, Tarantaise, Geneva, and Grenoble remained in
Vienne, whilst the remaining bishops were to belong to the
metropolis of Arles! Without regard to this, Archbishop
Mamertus of Vienne, the same who introduced the Rogation
processions, consecrated a bishop for the city of Die, which,
in accordance with the ordinance of Leo, belonged to Arles,
and this notwithstanding the protest of the inhabitants of the
city. On the complaint of the Burgundian King Gundiac, to
whom Die and Vienne belonged, Pope Hilarius, on the 10th
of October 463, gave commission to Archbishop Leontius of
Arles to summon a great Council out of various provinces for
the examination of this question, and to inform him of the
result at Rome2 At the same time he despatched a circular
on the subject to the bishops of the provinces of Vienne,
Lyons, and Narbonne i. and ii?

In compliance with the papal instructions, Leontius im-
mediately assembled a Synod (certainly at Arles itself); and
the Synod despatched one of its members, Bishop Antonius,
to Rome, in order that the Pope might have more accurate
intelligence. The Acts of this Synod are completely lost, and
all that we know of it comes from the answer which the Pope
sent to the twenty (with Antonius twenty-one) bishops who
had come together (Feb. 24, 464). In this letter he says

! Leonis Ep. 66, ad episcop. Metrop. Arelat. ed. Baller. t. i. p. 988 sq.; also
in Mansi, t. vi. p. 76. Cf. Wiltsch, Kirchl. Statistik, Bd. i. S. 98.

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 936 ; Sirmond, Zc. p. 131.

3 Mansi, t. vii. p. 937; Sirmond, Zc. p. 134.
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—That it has already been decreed by the imperial laws, that
the decisions which the papal see thought necessary for the
bounding of dioceses, must be received with reverence and
accurately observed,! that therefore Mamertus of Vienne and
the bishop of Die, ordained by him, had deserved to be
deposed, but that the Pope desired to show clemency, and
therefore he commissioned Bishop Veranus (one of the
twenty), as papal legate, to explain to Mamertus that,
unless he recognised his proper place and submitted him-
self to the judgment of Leo in regard to the boundaries of
his province, he would be deprived of the four suffragans who
still remained to him. The illegally appointed bishop of Die,
however, was to receive further confirmation from Leontius of
Arles, and thus be made a regular bishop.?

Soon afterwards Pope Hilarius had ocecasion to intervene
also in the affairs of the Spanish Church. The bishops of
Tarragona, who had assembled at a Synod in the year 464,
with their archbishop, Ascanius of Tarragona, at their head,
had appealed to Rome for two matters: one, because Bishop
Silvanus of Calahorra of the same ecclesiastical province had
arbitrarily ordained several bishops, and even had consecrated
a priest who belonged to another diocese, making him a
bishop by violence in opposition to his will. The Pope was
requested to decide what was to be done with Silvanus and
the bishops consecrated by him.?

The second case had reference to the Church of Barcelona.
Bishop Fundinarius of Barcelona, when on the point of death,
had designated as one whom he wished to be his suecessor,
Irenseus, whom he had previously appointed as bishop (ckor-
episcopus) over another part of his diocese ; and the provinecial
Synod at Tarragona had confirmed this designation. The

1 Bower (Hist. of the Popes, vol. iii.) and Walch (Gesch. der Pipste, S. 109)
lay great stress upon the fact that the Pope himself here allows that the right
to determine the boundaries of dioceses and ecclesiastical provinces was derived
from the Emperor. But Hilary does not say this, but only that even the
Emperors had recognised this papal right, and had enforced the observance of
the papal ordinances on this subject.

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 938 sqq.; Sirmond, Z.c. p. 132 sqq.

3 Mansi, t. vii. p. 924 sq.; Hardonin, t. ii. p. 787 ; Gams, Kirchengesch. v.
Spanien, Bd. ii. Thl. i. S. 430 ff.
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bishops of the Synod wished for the expression of the assent
of Rome also to this arrangement, and requested this in
writing, with the remark that similar cases had often occurred
with them.!

Pope Hilarius,in November 465, again on the anniversary
of his consecration, held a larger Synod, consisting of forty-
eight bishops, in the basilica of Santa Maggiore, called also the
Liberian basilica, in Rome. This Synod drew up five canons:—

1. In regard to ordinations, the prescriptions of the divine
law and the definitions of Nicea must be strictly observed.

2. Whoever marries one who is not a virgin, or marries a
second time, must not be raised to the higher grades of the
ministry.

3. The same rule shall apply to the unlearned, the maimed,
and those who have done penance. Whoever has ordained
such, shall declare his act undone ( factum suum dissolvet).

4. Every bishop must condemn anything uncanonical
done by himself or his predecessors; in which case he shall
be treated with clemency. Whoever, on the contrary, is
obstinate, and refuses to undo what is wrong, must be punished.
All present gave, by acclamation, loud approval to this canon.

5. Many believe that in Spain a bishopric might be
inherited like any other office. =~ Many bishops of that
country, when on the point of death, designate their suc-
cessors, so that no elections take place. This is not allowed.
Compare above, p. 12.

For the more accurate information of the members of the
Synod, Hilarius had the two letters read at once, which he
had received from the bishops of the ecclesiastical provinee of
Tarragona on the two matters under dispute, namely—(1)
the succession to the see of Barcelona, and (2) the irregular
ordinations which Silvanus had held. The bishops present
gave their judgment, partly by individual votes, and partly
by general acclamation, to the effect that neither of these
things should have occurred, and expressed their full ap-
proval of the canons which had been drawn up.?

! Mansi, t. vii. pp. 962 and 926 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 801 ; Gams, Le.
* Mansi, t. vii. pp. 959-964; Hardouin, t. ii. pp. 799-802; Cf. Remi Ceillier,
l.c. p. 616 ; Tillemont, Mémotres, ete. t. xvi. pp. 46 and 737.
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In consequence of the decree of this Roman Synod,
Hilarius sent a letter to the bishops of the province of Tarra-
gona, in which the following three leading propositions were
laid down :—

1. That Ascanius was not for the future to ordain any
bishop in the province without the assent of the metropolitan.

2. That Irenzeus must at once give up the bishopric of
Barcelona, and the clergy there elect another bishop. If
Ireneus refused, he should lose also the other bishopric
which he held. _

3. That the bishops irregularly appointed by Silvanus
must be deposed, together with their consecrator ; yet that the
Pope would, in his clemency, recognise them, on condition
that two bishops did not come into one city, and that they
were not bigamsz, or uneducated, or maimed, or had previously
done penance.l

In the same year, 465, a Synod was held at Vennes or
Vannes (Venetia) in Britanny (Concilium Veneticum), when
Paternus was ordained bishop of this city by the Metropolitan
Perpetuus of Tours (see p. 10). There were six bishops
present, and these published a synodal letter, still extant, to
their colleagues, Victorius of le Mans and Talasius of Angers,
in which they put forth sixteen canons, most of them only
repeating earlier ordinances :—

1. Murderers and false witnesses are to be excluded
from communion.

2. Those who leave their wives on account of unchastity, * -
and without proof of the adultery marry others, are to be
excluded from communion. (If a man repudiated his wife
because of adultery and married another, this was disapproved
of, yet was not visited with ecclesiastical penance by the
Synod of Arles, A.p. 314 (cf. vol. i. p. 189).)

3. Penitents who have again interrupted their public
penance, and have returned to their former aberrations, and
to a worldly life, are not only to be shut out from the recep-
tion of the sacraments of the Lord (z communione domini-
corum sacramentorum), but also from intercourse with the
faithful (& conviviis fidelium).

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 927 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 788.
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4. Virgins who, after having dedicated themselves to God,
and on this promise have been ordained, fall away (in adulterio
deprehensee, inasmuch as they, being brides of the Lord, in
every act of unchastity, commit adultery), shall, with the
partners of their sin, be shut out from communion.

5. Clerics must not travel without a testimonial from
their bishop.

6. The same with monks. If they disobey, they are to
be beaten.

7. Monks must not separate from their community and
inhabit separate cells, unless with the permission of the
abbot, when they have been proved, or are sick, so that they
may be dispensed from the stringency of their rule. But even
in this case their separate cells must be within the walls of
the monastery, and they must remain under the supervision
of the abbot.

8. Abbots are not to have several monasteries or dwell-
ings; yet in case of hostile assaults (from danger in war)
they may have a residence outside of their monastery in a
walled town.

9. Clerics must not bring their cases before the secular
tribunals. (Cf. Kober, Kirchenbann, ete., S. 235.)

10. A bishop must not raise a cleric from another diocese
to higher ecclesiastical dignities.

11. Priests, deacons, subdeacons, and all those who are
themselves forbidden to marry, must not be present at the
marriages of others, nor- yet in companies where love
songs are sung and indecent gestures are used at
dances, ete.

12. Clerics are not to eat with Jews.

13. They are particularly to keep themselves from
drunkenness. A cleric who has been intoxicated must,
according as his ordo allows, either be excluded from com-
munion for thirty days, or receive corporal chastisement.

14. A cleric in the city who is absent from matins
without sufficient excuse on account of sickness, must be
excluded from communion for seven days.

15. In the province there shall be one ritual and one
and the same kind of singing.

. 2
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16. The sortes sanctorum and similar ways of searching
into the future are forbidden.! Clerics who have recourse to
them are to be excommunicated.?

A Synod was held at Chalons sur Saone (Cabillonum)
about the year 470, concerning which we receive the follow-
ing information from a letter of a celebrated Church writer
of the period, Sidonius Apollinaris, to Domnulus. When,
after the death of Bishop Paulus of Chalons, the Metropelitan
Patiens of Lyons, with Euphronius of Autun and several
others of his suffragans, had come into that city in order
to hold a Council and to ordain a new bishop, they found
several parties there, of which each one, from selfish reasons,
wished to elect a different bishop. In order to put an end
to this party action, the metropolitan, after previous con-
sultation with his bishops, laid hold of the priest and
former Archdeacon John, and immediately consecrated him
bishop, without his having the least warning of it. All
good men expressed approval, and the wicked were quite
confounded, and did not venture to raise any objection
to one so universally known for his uprightness as
John?

A Synod was held at Antioch, A.D. 471, and at this the
intruded Monophysite Patriarch Peter Fullo (see above vol.
iii. p. 451) was deposed. Julian was elected in his stead,
and Peter was banished by the Emperor Leo. This is shown
in considerable detail by Pagi, to whose discussion for short-
ness we may refer the reader.*

1 The sortes sanctorum (sc. bibliorwm) consisted in opening the Bible (or the
works of the Fathers of the Church) and taking the first verse that the eye lighted
upon as an answer to the question which one had in petfo. It was a superstition
that had come over from heathenism, since the Greeks and Romans, in order to
discover the future, opened Homer or Virgil at random and regarded the first
verse that presented itself as an oracle. Cf. the art. ‘‘Sortilegium” in Wetzer
and Welte’s Kirchenlexicon.

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 951 sqq.; Hardonin, 't. ii. p. 795 sqq.; Sirmond, Concilia
Gallie, t. i. p. 137 sqq. Cf. Remi Ceillier, l.c. p. 609 ; Tillemont, Zc. p.
401 sq.

3 Sidon. Apoll. lib. iv. ep. 25 in the Biblioth. Max. PP., Lugd. t. vi. p. 1100,
reproduced by Mansi, t. vii. p. 998, and in Sirmond, Concilia Gallie, t. i. p. 141.

¢ Pagi, Critica in Annales Baronii, ad. ann. 471, n. 3-7 incl. Cf. Mansi,
1. vii. p. 999.
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The above-named Sidonius Apollinaris gives us informa-
tion of another Synod which was held, A.p. 472, in Bourges.
The bishop of this metropolis was dead, and the suffragans
assembled for the consecration of his successor (Concilium
DBituricense). Among the suffragan sees of the metropolis of
Bourges was that of Clermont in Auvergne, which had been
occupied since A.D. 471 by Sidonius Apollinaris. Although
the youngest among his colleagues, he seems, however, as the
most able, to have had the chief management of the whole
matter. He sent invitations, in two letters which are still
extant, to the Metropolitan Agrecius of Sens, and Bishop
Euphronius of Autun, although they belonged to other pro-
vinees, requesting them to come to the help of the orphaned
see of Bourges and assist in having it reoccupied, since the
people were split into a number of parties, and under the
influence of bribery were even inclining to Arianism. In fact,
Agrecius came to Bourges, but even his presence did not
avail to reconcile the parties, and at last they left the election
of the new bishop to Sidonius Apollinaris. He delivered a
fine discourse to the people assembled, designating Simplicius,
whose life he briefly sketched, as the worthiest for the
position, and solemnly proclaiming him as metropolitan of
Bourges.!

About the same time, between A.D. 471 and 475, a
Synod was held by Archbishop Mamertus of Vienne, already
mentioned, in his episcopal city, in order to obtain the con-
currence of his colleagues in the use of the processional
litanies of intercession and fasts which he had instituted on
the three days preceding Ascension Day, on account of earth-
quakes, thunderbolts, and other calamities. He had also
invited the celebrated Archbishop Remigius of Reims to
the Synod; but the latter excused himself on account
of his great age, and sent the priest Vedastus as his
representative.?

1 Sidon. Apoll. lib. vii. ep. 5, 8, and 9 (in the last letter Sidonius gives his
discourse mentioned above) in the Biblioth. Mazx. PP., Lugd. t. vi. pp. 1109 and
1111 ; also printed in Mansi, t. vii. p. 999, and in Sirmond, Concilia Galliz,

t. i. p. 142 sqq.
2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1006 ; Tillemont, t. xvi. p. 112; Histoire littér. de la
Franee, t. ii. p. 442.
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SEC. 212. Synods at Arles on the Doctrine of Grace
in the Years 475-480.

Two other Gallican Synods at Arles and Lyons, between
475 and 480, were occasioned by the Gallican priest Lucidus,
the first who was known as a Predestinarian! Prosper
Tiro indeed says in his Chronicle that, in the twenty-third
year of the Emperor Honorius, that is, A.D. 417, the sect of
the Predestinarians arose through a misunderstanding of the
writings of Augustine on predestination; and many have
followed him in this.2 On the other hand, the learned
Cardinal Noris (Haist. Pelegiana, lib. ii. c. 15, p. 178 sqq. ed.
Patav. 1677) showed that this could not possibly be correct,
that in the time of Prosper there were as yet no Predestin-
arians, and that only the Semipelagians had maliciously
reproached the true Augustinians with predestinationism.
Not until the second half of the fifth century, he argued,
were genuine Predestinarians to be found,cand these mostly
uneducated and unimportant people, who had allowed them-
selves to be urged on, by the sophistical objections of the
Semipelagians, from their original Augustinian point of view
to an extreme predestinationism.

Among these Noris numbers especially the priest Lucidus
and a certain Monimus from Africa, who maintained that a
portion of mankind was predestined by God to sin. On this
point he was opposed by S. Fulgentius of Ruspe. The latter
mentions that several others had denied human liberty, and
ascribed all to grace (see Noris, Ze. p. 184). Such was also
the opinion of Lucidus. Unfortunately we know very little
of him or of the two Gallican Synods who sat in judgment
upon him, and this little only from Faustus of Riez, who
himself was not orthodox on the doctrine of grace, and, in
opposition to Lucidus, was entangled in Semipelagian error.

From a letter of Faustus to Lucidus we learn that the

1 Mangin, in his work, Peterum Auctorum, qui ix. Seculo de pradestinatione
et gratia scripserunt, etc., Paris 1650, t. ii. p. 165, maintains that this Synod of
Arles, as well as that of Lyons (see at the end of this section) were invented by
the Semipelagians.

% In the Biblioth. Max. PP., Lugd. t. viii. p. 201.
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former had already repeatedly by word of mouth warned the
other of his error, but in vain. This letter, however, was
written about the time when the Metropolitan Leontius of
Arles convoked in his episcopal city a great Synod of thirty
bishops, among them several metropolitans, about the year
475, in order to repudiate the predestinarian heresy.
Faustus here wrote to Lucidus, representing that, as the
bishops were already thinking of his suspension, he would,
from love to him, once more endeavour by writing to bring
him back from his error, although he thought there was little
hope of this. He would quite briefly specify the points which
must be recognised by Lucidus. He must (in general) always
unite with the grace of God the agency of the baptized man,
and condemn whoever excluded the co-operation of man and
taught mere predestination on the one hand, just as he must
condemn Pelagius on the other. Thus he must anathematise
(1) anyone who, like Pelagius, denies original or hereditary
sin and the necessity of grace; (2) anyone who maintains
that the baptized and orthodox Christian, who becomes a
sinner, is lost through Adam and original sin;' (3) anyone
who maintains that it is through the foreknowledge of God
that a man is thrust down to death (of the soul); (4) any-
one who maintains that whosoever is lost (7.e. of the baptized,
and of the heathen those who could have believed) had not
received the grace by which he could have laid hold of salva-
tion ; (5) anyone who should say that a vessel of dishonour
could not raise itself so as- to become a vessel of honour;
(6) anyone who should say that Christ did not die for all
men, and did not will that all men should be saved.

If Lucidus would come of his own accord to Faustus,
the latter said, or were summoned by the bishops, he would
lay before him at length the proofs for the orthodox doctrine.
He adds: “ We, however, maintain that whoever is lost by
his own fault, could have obtained salvation through grace if
he had co-operated with it; and that, on the other side, who-
soever through grace attains, by means of his own co-opera-

! Faustus, on the contrary, would say that ‘‘as original sin is forgiven in

baptism, a sinful Christian must fail, not through Adam and original sin, but
through misuse of his liberty.”
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tion, to the goal of perfection, might also, through his negli-
gence and his own fault, have fallen and been lost. We yet
exclude all personal pride, since we maintain that we receive
all from the hand of God as a gift, not as a reward” He
intimates that Lucidus should express himself on these points
as soon as possible, and that if he did not send back a sub-
scription to the contents of his letter, he should have to
appear publicly before the Synod as his accuser.!

In one manuscript this letter is subscribed by Faustus
alone, in another by ten other bishops, so that we may
improve upon the supposition of Noris (lc. p. 185) by the
suggestion, that Faustus may have sent it first from himself,
and then, in order to give greater importance to the matter,
may have had a second copy signed by ten of his colleagues,
who perhaps had assembled at a preliminary Synod, held in
preparation for the appointed greater Council, and sent it to
Lucidus. The latter, seeing the seriousness of the matter,
subseribed, as Faustus had wished, and this subscription of
his is still found appended to the letter in question.?

Besides this, Lucidus addressed a letter to the thirty
bishops assembled at Arles? in which he says that the Synod
had drawn up certain statuta predicandi (forms of teaching),
"~ and that Lucidus, in accordance with these, now condemned
(1) the opinion, that the work of human obedience towards
God (7.. human co-operation) must not be united with divine
grace; and also (2) the assertion, that through the fall of the
first man freewill had been entirely anmihilated; (3) the
assertion, that Christ did not die for the salvation of all men ;
(4) the assertion, that the forekmowledge of God powerfully
constrains men to spiritual death, and that whoever perishes
is lost with (cum) the will of God; (5) the assertion, that
whoever sins after valid baptism, dies in Adam (7.e. is not lost
in consequence of his own sinful actions; see above); (6) the
assertion, that some are destined (deputati) to death, and

! Mansi, t. vii. p. 1007 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 806 sqq.; Sirmond, Concilie
Galliz, t. i. p. 147 sqq. '

3 Mansi, l.c. p. 1010 ; Hardouin, Z.c. p. 808 ; Sirmond, Z.c. p. 150.

3 Cellotius was of opinion that this letter of Lucidus was addressed to the

somewhat later Synod of Lyons ; Noris, on the contrary (Z.c. p. 1866), thinks
it more probable that it was addressed to the earlier Synod at Arles.
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others predestinated (pradestinatr) to life; (7) the assertion,
that from Adam to Christ no heathen has obtained salvation
through the gratia prima of God, that is, through the natural
law, hoping in the coming of Christ, inasmuch as all had lost
freewill in their first parents; (8) the assertion, that the
patriarchs and prophets and saints had been in Paradise
even before the time of redemption. All these propositions,
he said, he condemned as impious and sacrilegious, but the
doctrine of grace he held fast, in such a sense as not to
exclude human effort ; and he maintained that the freewill of
man was not annihilated, but only weakened and diminished
(attenuatam et infirmatam); further, that one who was in a
state of salvation should yet be conscious of the danger of
falling, and, on the other side, that one who was lost might
have obtained salvation. He said he had formerly maintained
that Christ had come into the world only for the sake of
those of whom He knew beforehand that they would believe ;
but that now he acknowledged that Christ had also come for
the sake of those who are lost, and that they are lost
eo nolente. Finally, he said, he maintained that some had
obtained salvation through the law of grace, others through
the law of Moses, others again through the law of nature,
which God had written in the hearts of all, in hope of the
coming of Christ; but that from the beginning of the world,
on account of our union with our first parents, no one had
been saved in any other manner than through the mediation
of the holy blood of Christ.!

We learn further from Faustus of Riez that Archbishop
Leontius, in agreement with the Synod of Arles, commissioned
him to write out at full length in a book all that was trans-
acted at the Synod on the doctrine of grace and in opposition
to the Predestinarians. In fulfilment of this commission,
Faustus composed his two books, de gratia Dei et humance
mentis libero arbitrio, in the prologue to which, addressed to
Leontius, he sets forth the matter just referred to;? but his

! Mansi, t. vii. p. 1010 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 809 ; Sirmond, Concilia Gallie,
t. i. p. 150 sq.

3Noris, lLe. p. 177 ; Mansi, t. vii. p. 1007 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 805;
Sirmond, l.c. p. 147 sq.
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work is composed in a thoroughly Semipelagian sense, and
under the show of combating predestinarianism, he carries on
a continuous warfare against Augustine. At the end of the
prologue he further states: “ Because at the end of the Synod
of Arles, and after all had subscribed its decrees, new errors
emerged (probably new predestinarian views), it was ordered
by a fresh Synod at Lyons that something should be added to
the treatise de gratia Dei,” ete.

We have no further particulars of this Zugdunense Con-
cilium, unless we are to refer to this Synod the note which is
found in some old conciliar manuscripts to this effect: The
holy Archbishop Patiens of Lyons laid before this Synod a
book, De ecclesiasticis dogmatibus It is supposed that this
book was a treatise of Gennadius which bears this
very title; and if so, then the Semipelagian tendency,
represented by the dominating intellect of Faustus, pre-
vailed no less at the Synod of Lyons than at the Synod
of Arles.

SEC. 213. Synods on the Affairs of the Greek and Oriental
Churehes.

We learn from the Church History of Evagrius? that, in
the year 475 or 477, a Synod had been held at Ephesus
under the presidency of the Monophysite Patriarch Timothy
Alurus of Alexandria (see vol. iii. p. 450). The Emperor
Basilicus had, in a special decree, declared the fourth (Ecu-
menical Synod of Chalcedon invalid, and deprived the
patriarchal see of Constantinople of the prerogative which had
been assigned to it at Chalcedon (see vol. iii. p. 411),
because Bishop Acacius had refused to subscribe this decree.
The Emperor soon saw himself under the necessity of repeal-
ing this decree and becoming reconciled with Acacius. This
gave occasion to Timothy Zlurus of Alexandria to hold a
Synod at Ephesus in order to meet this change of circum-
stances. Dominated by Timothy, the bishops, although

1 Mansi, Z.c. p. 1011 ; Hardouin, Zc. p. 810 ; Sirmond, Zc. p. 152 ; Noris,
l.c. p. 177 ; Remi Ceillier, Z.c. p. 620.
2Book iii. cc. 5 and 6. Cf. the notes of Valesius on the passage.

e
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many of them were not Monophysites,! nevertheless voted
a memorial to the Emperor, requesting that he would con-
tinue the old decree and the disallowance of the Council of
Chalcedon. They also replaced in his bishopric the dispos-
sessed Bishop Paul of Ephesus, declared the privileges of the
patriarchate of Constantinople abolished, restored to the see
of Ephesus the exarchal rights which it formerly possessed
(see vol. iii p. 375), and pronounced the deposition of
Acacius of Constantinople? It is, however, a mistake to
suppose that this Synod had also confirmed Eutychianism.
This would not have been done even by Timothy Alurus;
for, when the Eutychian monks came to him and hoped for
his support, he expressed himself decisively in opposition to
the tenets of Eutychianism, saying that “the flesh of Christ
(t.e. His humanity) was essentially the same as ours.”

Evagrius informs us (lib. iil. e. 6) that Timothy Alurus
returned to Alexandria after the ending of this Ephesian
Synod, in order here also to secure the rejection of the
Council of Chalcedon; and the ZLibellus Synodicus adds that at
Alexandria, too, he got up a Synod, and thereby attained the
end mentioned* The same Synodicon speaks further of a
Council which was assembled at Cyrus in Syria, in the year
478 (not 482, as Hardouin erroneously supposed), by John,
bishop of that place. At this Synod an anathema was pro-
nounced on Peter Fullo, the Monophysite intruder into the
see of Antioch.’

About the same time, after the overthrow of the Emperor
Basilicus, Peter Fullo was deposed at an Antiochene Synod
also, and John of Apamea was raised to the throne of Antioch.
Not long before Peter Fullo himself had raised this John of
Apamea to the episcopate. As, however, the citizens of this

1 This is shown by Mansi, Z.c. p. 1015,

2 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1013-1016. Cf. the remark of Valesius in Evagrius, Fist.
Eeel. lib. iid. c. 5.

3 Mansi, Z.c. p. 1015.

4In Hardouin, t. v. p. 1526 ; Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1175 and 1018. Hardouin
gives in the margin the incorrect date 481. Timothy Zlurus had died in 477.
On the Libellus Synodicus, cf. vol. i. p. 84.

5 Mansi, Z.c. pp. 1018 and 1175 ; Hardouin, t. v. p. 1527. On Peter Fullo,
cf. vol. iii."sec. 208.
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city would not receive him, he had returned to Antioch, joined
the party of opposition, and supplanted his former consecrator.
But he too, after three months, was in his turn deposed by a
new Synod held at Antioch, which confirmed the Council of
Chalcedon, and a pious man, of the name of Stephen, was
raised to the throne of that city. In a synodal letter which
he .immediately afterwards addressed to the Patriarch Acacius
of Constantinople, he informed him of his consecration and
the deposition of both Peter Fullo and John of Apamea.
Hereupon Acacius, in the year 478, held a aivodos évéyuotica
in Constantinople, at which these proceedings were confirmed,
and Peter Fullo was anathematised, especially because he had
added to the T'risagion the words, “ who was crucified for us,”
by which he intended to imply that the triune God had
undergone the death of the cross (see vol. iii. sec. 208).

In reference to this Synod, we possess also a letter, dis-
covered by Lucas Holstenius, written by Pope Simplicius to
Acacius of Constantinople,and also the synodal letter to Peter
Fullo, drawn up by Acacius? which belongs not to the year
483, as was previously supposed, but to the year 478, as
Mansi, following the lead of Pagi, has shown (l.c. p. 1019).
Mansi has also pointed out that, very soon afterwards, Pope
Simplicius also held a Synod at Rome, and in like manner
pronounced anathemas on Peter Fullo, John of Apamea, and
Paul (of Ephesus). Of this Roman Synod we possess still two
letters addressed to Peter Fullo® which have been, in the
Collections of the Councils since Binius, attributed erroneously
to Pope Felix 111. and his Synod of the year 485, but which,
in fact, belong to Pope Simplicius and his Synod, as has been
shown by Pagi (ad ann. 478, n. 9 sqq.).

As we saw, Stephen was raised to the throne of Antioch
in the year 478. When he died in the year 481* another
Stephen was appointed his successor by a new Antiochene

! Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1018 and 1175 ; Hardouin, t. v. p. 1527. Compare the
treatise of Valesius, de Petro Antiocheno, c. 2, in the Appendix to his edition of
the Eeclesiastical History of Evagrius.

2 In Mansi, t. vii. p, 995 sqq. and p. 1121 ; Hardonin, t. ii. p. 842.

3 In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1037 sqq. ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 817 sqq.

4 In opposition to Tillemont (t. xvi. p. 316) and Remi Ceillier (p. 621), I
follow here the chronology of Pagi, ad ann. 479, n. 2, and ad ann. 482, n. 2.
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Synod. The adherents of Peter Fullo, however, speedily
accused him of Nestorianism, and succeeded in getting the
Emperor to recommend that the accusation should be inquired
into at a Synod. This was done at a Council at Laodicea, of
which we have information from the Zibellus Synodicus and
Theophanes, with the addition that Stephen’s orthodoxy was
vindicated, and his elevation to the throne of Antioch confirmed.
Discontented with this decision, his enemies one day laid hold
of Bishop Stephen in the baptistery of S. Barlaam the
Martyr, and put him to death with sharp-pointed reeds! In
punishment, Theophanes further tells us, the Emperor Zeno
deprived the Antiochenes of the right to elect another bishop,
and conferred the power of doing so for this time upon the
Patriarch Acacius, who immediately consecrated Calendion as
bishop of Antioch, at Constantinople.? Knowing nothing of
this, the Oriental bishops, on the other hand, elected John
Codonatus to be patriarch of Antioch; but Calendion at once
took possession of the see, and secured his recognition at an
Antiochene Synod in the year 482, as well as with Pope
Simplicius, whilst Codonatus subsequently obtained the see of
Tyre. Theophanes professes to know that Calendion himself
consecrated Codonatus for Tyre; but we see clearly from the
letters of Pope Felix that this John Codonatus is identical
with the John of Apamea whom we know, and that
Acacius of Constantinople gave him the see of Tyre as
indemnity, and that the Pope declared the transaction null
and void.®

In the meantime Bishop Timothy Salophaciolus of Alex-
andria (see vol. iii. sec. 208) had also died, and John surnamed
Talaja or Tabennesiota (Tabennesian monk of the monastery of
Canopus), up to this time treasurer of the Church of Alex-
andria, was elected to succeed him. In accordance with
custom, in union with the Alexandrian Synod assembled
around him, he immediately sent communications in writing
to Pope Simplicius and to Calendion of Antioch, but not to

! Theophanes, Chronographia, ad ann. 5793, ed. Bonn, t. i. p. 199.

* Pagi, ad ann. 482, n. 2-11.

3 Theophanes, I.c. ; Pagi, ad ann. 482, n. 12 ; Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1023, 1054
8qq. 1140.
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Acacius of Constantinople, perhaps because he had formerly
cherished a grudge against him. He had formerly spent a
considerable time at Constantinople as envoy from his bishop.
Acacius, irritated by this, persuaded the Emperor Zeno that
John was not a fit person for the important see of Alexandria,
since he had given to the previous bishop the advice that he
should enter the name of Dioscurus in the diptychs of the
Church. Moreover, he said, he was perjured, for he had,
during his residence at Constantinople, taken an oath that he
would not seek for the bishopric. Much more suitable than
John was Peter Mongus (see vol. iii. sec. 308), who had
formally been elected by the Monophysites, after the death of
Timothy Allurus, as bishop of Alexandria, but had been
expelled by the Emperor Zeno. The reason that Acacius now
recommended this man, and that the Emperor acted upon his
advice, arose from the fact that the Emperor had just pro-
mulgated his infamous Henoticon under the advice of Acacius
(A.p. 482), and Peter Mongus was fully disposed to assist in
carrying it through, that is, to labour for a union between
the Orthodox and Monophysites, on the ground of this
formula.

The Emperor Zeno immediately wrote to Pope Simplicius
that John was, for the reasons assigned, unworthy of the see
of Alexandria, and that Peter Mongus was much better quali-
fied to restore peace in the churches of that region. On the one
side, the Pope allowed himself to be persuaded not at once to
recognise John formally, but on the other side he at the same
time openly communicated to the Emperor his opinion that
Peter Mongus was not at all the right man, and that he was
still under suspicion of heresy.! Zeno paid no regard to
this, and commanded the Dux Zgypti to expel John, and to
induct Peter Mongus on condition that he accepted the
Henoticon. and sent synodal letters to Acacius, Simplicius of
Rome, and the other archbishops. This was done, and Acacius
immediately recognised Mongus, and introduced his name into
the diptychs of his chureh. The Zsbellus Synodicus states that
Peter Mongus thereupon immediately held a Synod in Alex-

1 Compare his letters to Acacius and to the Emperor in Mansi, t. vii. pp. 992
and 994.
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andria, and, in communion with it, pronounced anathema on
the Council of Chalcedon.!

The banished John Talaja, following the advice of Calen-
dion of Antioch, betook himself in person to Rome, in order
to lay his cause before the Pope, and to invoke the protection
of the Roman see. He arrived at the beginning of the year
483, and induced the Pope to write two other letters on his
account to Acacius, in addition to the one which he had
already exchanged with him on the same subject. He also
drew up a complete letter of accusation against Acacius for
presentation to the Pope? Simplicius, however, died on the
2nd of March 483, and was succeeded by Felix 1. or 1L
John Talaja now immediately brought his complaint and his
memorial before the new Pope. Felix thought it best, as
Acacius had not yet answered the most recent letters of
Simplicius, to send two envoys, Bishops Vitalis and Misenus,
together with the Defensor 2 Felix, to the Emperor Zeno and
to Acacius, to confirm them in their adhesion to the Council
of Chalcedon, and to induce them to expel Peter Mongus, and
replace John Talaja in his see! At the same time, he gave
the legates a libellus citationis to Acacius,® stating that Acacins
must give an answer in Rome to the accusations of Talaja.
There was also a letter addressed to the Emperor, in which
the Pope acquainted him with the communication, and
renewed the accusations against Peter Mongus.® It is the
ordinary opinion that Pope Felix at the same time held a
Synod in Rome, and in its name despatched the letters to the
Emperor and Acacius; but Pagi has shown that the grounds
of this opinion are contestable. -

At a later date, Felix sent to his legates two other letters,

1 Mansi, t. vil. pp. 1023 and 1178 ; Hardouin, t. v. p. 1527 ; Pagi, ad ann.
482, n. 19 sqq.

2 Cf. Liberati, Breviar. c. 18, in Galland, Bib¥oth. PP. t. xii. p. 150 ; Pagi,
ad ann. 483, n. 4.

3 [For the nature of this office, see the Dict. of Christ. Antig. i. 542.]

4 The letters of Pope Felix to both are given by Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1028 and
1031, and Hardouin, t. ii. pp. 811 and 814.

5 Mansi, Z.c. p. 1108 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 829.

¢ In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1108 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 830, Cf. Evagrius, Hist.

Eecl. iii. 18; Breviculus Historie Eutych. ed. Sirmond, p. 122; Liberati,
Breviar. c. 18, in Galland, ZLe¢. p. 150 ; Pagi, ad ann. 483, n. 4and 5.
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which are now lost, for the Emperor and Acacius, and recom-
mended the envoys to undertake nothing without having
previous consultation with Cyril, the abbot of the Akoimete
at Constantinople! When, however, the two legates, Vitalis
and Misenus, arrived at Abydos on the Hellespont—the
Defensor Felix, on account of illness, had to depart later—
they were arrested by command of the Emperor, cast into
prison, robbed of their papers, and even threatened with
death unless they would consent to enter into Church com-
munion with Acacius and Mongus. In case of their acqui-
escence, on the other hand, presents and favours were held
out to them, and thus they were imposed upon, and gave in.
They were now brought to Constantinople, set at liberty, and
treated with the greatest distinction, until, disregarding all
the warnings of the orthodox, they went so far as to take part
in a solemn Church service held by Acacius, at which he read
out the name of Mongus from the diptychs, and received the
communion with Mongus’ representative. When the Defensor
Felix subsequently arrived at Constantinople, Acacius did not
receive him, and treated him in a hostile manner, because he
would not, like the two legates, hold communion with Peter
Mongus.?

Cyril, abbot of the Akoimete, immediately sent the
monk Simeon to Rome, in order to acquaint the Pope with
what had taken place;3 and when the legates returned soon
afterwards, and brought letters from the Emperor, as well as
from Acacius, favouring Peter Mongus, and throwing sus-
picion upon Talaja* Pope Felix made immediate arrangements
for a Roman Synod, which should decide between his legates
and their accusers. In the first place, Vitalis and Misenus
were called upon for their defence, when, besides the monk
Simeon, the priest Silvanus, who had been in Constantinople
at the same time with the legates, appeared as a witness
against them. They were deposed from their episcopal offices,

1 Evagrius, Hist. Eeel. iii. 19.

2 Theophanes, l.c. p. 204 sqq. ; Evagrius, Hist. Ecel. iii. 20 ; Liberati, Z.c. ;
Pagi, ad ann. 483, n. 6, and 484, n. 2 and 3.

3 Evagrius, iii. 21.

4 A portion of the imperial letter is preserved by Evagrius, iii. 20. .
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and excluded from the holy communion, and at the same
time the excommunication and anathema on Peter Mongus
was repeated. In a second. session the Synod condemned
also Acacius of Constantinople, and declared him unworthy
of his ecclesiastical dignity, and deprived him of Church
communion. A fragment of this sentence is found in the
Breviculus Historice Eutychianistarum,! and, from this source,
in Mansi? besides which we still possess the synodal letter
in which the Pope gave public notice to Acacius of the con-
demnation pronounced upon him.?

The copy of it, which we still possess, gives at the end
the historical information that sixty-seven bishops, besides
Pope Felix, had subscribed. But this certainly refers rather
to the synodal Acts which remained in Rome, than to the
synodal letter which was sent to Greece. The latter, in ac-
cordance with the usual practice in regard to such writings,*
was drawn up only in the name of the Pope, on which
account the Greeks brought the objection against the
deposition of Acacius, that it had proceeded merely from
Felix, and not from a Synod. This was evidently incorrect ;
but it might be urged, as Pope Gelasius, in replying to this
objection of the Greeks, in his epistle ad episcopos Dardanie’
did not merely reply, that “ Acacius had been deposed at a
Synod,” but rather argued that the Pope had the power to
depose him without a Synod. Baronius (ad ann. 484, n. 21)
attempts to remove this difficulty by the assumption that the
Greeks had complained that an (Ecumenical Synod had not
been held, and that Gelasius had replied to them only in this
sense. Pagi (ad ann. 484, n. 4) rejects this expedient, and
endeavours to find another. The Greeks, he says, only
maintained Acactum non jure dammatum, quod non speciali
synodo videatur fuisse dejectus® that is to say, that he had not
been condemned at a special Synod, called on his account,

¥ In Sirmond, p. 123, in the Appendiz codic. Theodos.

2 Mansi, Z.c. p. 1065.

3 Mansi, Zc. p. 1053 ; Hardouin, t. il p. 831.

4 See towards the end of this section ; also vol. i. p. 74 ; and Pagi, ad ann.
484, n, 4.

5 Mansi, t. viii. p. 49 sqq. ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 905 sqq.
¢ Mansi, t. viii. p. 49,
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but only as it were en passant at that Synod which had met
for another purpose, for the purpose of examining the accusa-
tions against the two legates. For this reason he thinks
that Pope Gelasius, in the letter ad episcopos Dardanie, had in
his eye only the failure to hold a synodus specialis,

However this may be, the papal letter to Acacius is dated
July 28, 484. The ordinary opinion has consequently been
that the first session, which dealt with the case of Vitalis and
Misenus, took place only a few days earlier, also in the second
half of July. Pagi, on the other hand (ad ann. 484, n. 9),
makes it probable that one Synod held its first session early
in 484, and that in this a new admonition was sent to
Acacius,—the second which he received from Rome,—and
that as this also was ineffectual, steps were taken in July for
his condemnation.

In the synodal letter to Acacius he was reminded of all
his offences, particularly his violation of the jus gentium in
his treatment of the papal legates. A second letter in this
direction was sent by Felix, on the 1st of August 484, to the
Emperor,! acquainting him with all that had been done, and
exhorting him to stand by the right. He had to choose
between communion with the Apostle Peter or with Peter
Mongus. At the same time the Pope mentions that he has
sent the Defensor Tutus to Constantinople in order to publish
the sentence against Acacius. A third letter was addressed
to the clergy and laity of Constantinople, in order that all
should be convinced of the necessity and justice of the
sentence pronounced against Aecacius.?

In spite of the imperial gnard who tried to prevent the
entrance of any unwelcome strangers, the Defensor Tutus
succeeded in reaching Constantinople, where he formed a
union with the monks, and delivered to them the documents
which he had brought with him. They had the courage to
convey to Acacius his sentence of deposition by fixing it to
the door of the chmrch, and thus giving it publication, an

1 That this letter was written a few days after the end of this Synod, and
does not belong to the following Roman Synod, is shown by Pagi, ad ann.
485, n. 5.

2 Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1065, 1067. These two letters are wanting in Hardouin.
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act which several of them had to expiate with their lives!
Acacius, however, took so little account of all this, that he
now formally struck the name of the Pope off the diptychs of
his Church, stopped communion with Rome, and in order to
give effect to the Henoticon, he subjected those who were
strictly orthodox to more severe persecution. In particular,
he deposed Calendion of Antioch, and in his place put Peter
Fullo, who had formerly been a Monophysite, and who now
accepted the Henoticon. This gave occasion for a new Roman
Synod, in October 485, which pronounced the deposition of
this intruder. Two letters are given, as having been addressed
by Pope Felix, in the name of this Synod, to Peter Fullo}?
pointing out his heretical doctrine and his irregular intrusion.
Volesius regarded them as spurious; but Pagi, on the contrary
(ad ann. 478, 1. 9 8qq.), defended their genuineness, and showed
that both proceeded from the Roman Synod of 478, held under
Pope Simplicius (see near the beginning of this section).
We have, however, a letter of Felix, belonging to this time,
addressed to the Emperor Zeno? in which Peter Fullo in
particular is blamed because of the addition to the Trisagion,
“ who was crucified for us,” and the assertion connected with
it, “one of the Trinity suffered in substantia Deitatis,” be-
cause thereby the true and full incarnation of Christ was
detracted from (see above, sec. 213, and vol. iii. sec. 208).

To the same Roman Synod belongs also the letter ad
clericos et monachos Orientales* According to an ancient codex
this letter is dated October 5, 4857 and properly is only an
addition to the formal decree of the Synod. The letter, as
the bishops here say, in accordance with the prevailing
custom, was sent forth in the name of the Pope, as proceed-
ing from him. This letter adds further that now, in the
matter of the Church of Antioch, a new Synod has been
assembled at Saint Peter, that is, in S. Peter’s Church in
Rome; and at the same time makes mention of the acts of

1 Liberat. Breviar. l.c. p. 150 ; Niceph. Callisti Hist. Eeel. lib. xvi. c¢. 7;
Baron. ad ann. 484, n. 34.
2 Itid.
3 In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1050 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 827.
4 In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1139 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 354.
5 Pagi, ad ann. 485, n, 6,
Iv. 3
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violence of which Acacius has made himself guilty since his
deposition. From this it is clear that the letter in question
belongs not, as Valesius supposed, to the Synod of the year
484, but to that of the year 485! Finally, we also learn
from the subscription of this letter to the Orientals, that this
Synod of the year 485 was visited by more than forty bishops.
In this letter it is mentioned twice that the Pope had
sent the Defensor Tutus to Constantinople with the sentence
of deposition pronounced on Acacius. The manner in which
the Synod speaks of this shows that they were then unaware
how thoroughly Tutus had abused the confidence reposed in
him2? Later on he had gone so far as to let himself be
corrupted by Acacius, had entered into Church communion
with him, besides betraying the secrets of Rome to him, and
giving up the despatches which he had brought with him.
Naturally Pope Felix received intelligence of this through
his friends at Constantinople, and therefore, at a new Roman
Synod, at what date we are not quite certain, perhaps about
the close of the year 485, he pronounced a sentence of per-
manent deposition on Tutus. This we learn from his letter
ad monachos urbis Constantinop. et Bithyn3
In the year 485, Bishop Quintian also assembled a Synod,

which pronounced the deposition of Peter Fullo. From this
Synod we have a synodal letter of Quintian’s to Fullo, with
twelve anathemas appended, namely, those which had been
directed against Monophysitism, Apollinarism, and Samosa-
tenism, particularly also against the addition mentioned to
the Zrisagion, and its intention to teach that the triune God
had suffered for us* This Synod is mentioned also by the
Libellus Synodicus?® which, however, speaks of it erroneously as
an Alexandrian Synod, whilst it designates Quintian as
émickomos 'Aprovhiavdy, a city which is mentioned nowhere
else, but which, Pagi thinks, must refer to the patriarchal
see of Antioch (ad ann. 485, n. 14).

1 Cf. Pagi, l.c. n. 7.

2 Cf. the remark of Mansi, t. vii. p. 1170,

3 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1068. Cf. Pagi, ad ann. 485, n. 8, and Mansi, t. vii.
p. 1170.

3 In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1109 sqq.; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 835 sqq.

5 In Mansi, t. vii. p. 1179 ; Hardouin, t. v. p. 1530,
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Finally, to the year 485 there belong also two Persian
Synods, of which we have received information through
Assemani! One of these was held at Scleucia by the
Metropolitan Babuzeus, who is called in the Acts Catholicus,
although this title is of somewhat later origin. The other
was held by the Metropolitan Barsumas of Nisibis, a man of
Nestorian tendencies. The latter at his Synod gave per-
mission to priests and monks to marry (even after consecra-
tion, and after putting off their vows), and ordained that no
one should marry his stepmother, or sister-in-law, or should
have two wives at once. Moreover, he and his bishops found
fault with the Catholicus, because he had given leave that
women should enter the baptistery and look on at baptisms,
whereby unchaste occurrences and unallowed marriages had
taken place. The Catholicus, on the other hand, forbade, in
his Synod, the marriage of priests and monks; and excom-
municated Barsumas, and was in turn excommunicated by him.

SEC. 214. Religious Conference at Carthage, A.D. 484,

In the meantime there was held in Africa, if not a Synod
proper, yet an unusually numerous and important assembly of
bishops. Huneric, king of the Vandals, son and successor of
Geiserie, since his entrance on the government, A.n. 477, had
not ceased to persecute the Catholics, and had endeavoured
by all means of craft and violence to obtain a vietory for
Arianism, which he and his people professed. To this end
he sent out, in May 483, a circular letter to Eugenius of
Carthage, and all “ Homoousion” bishops, in which he gave
orders that, on the first of February in the next year, they
should be present at Carthage, in order to have a disputation
with his “ venerable” bishops on the Homoousion faith, and
to examine whether it were scriptural or not.2

Eugenius declared that he was willing to attend, on con-
dition that the Catholic bishops from the other side of the
Mediterranean, particularly the Church of Rome, should be

! Biblioth. Oriental. t. iii. pt. ii. p. clxxvii. Reprinted by Mansi, t. vii. p.

1170sqq. Cf. art. *‘Barsumas of Nisibis’’ in Wetzer and Welte, Kirchenlexicon.
2 Mansi, t, vil. p. 1141 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 857,
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allowed to take part in the disputation, as the controversy would
have reference to the Catholic creed, and not to the special creed
of the African Church.! He made this stipulation particu-
larly, because the bishops who were not under Vandal rule
could express themselves with much greater freedom than he
and his colleagues who were living under that heavy oppression.
King Huneric made the scornful reply: “ When you make me
master of the whole world, then what you want shall be done,”
that is to say, then shall the bishops be summoned from the
whole world. To this Eugenius returned a befitting answer ;
but instead of complying, Huneric did the reverse, and drove
into exile those Orthodox bishops of Africa who were pointed
out to him as peculiarly learned and eloquent.?

At last the first of February arrived, and no fewer than °
461 Catholic bishops had appeared at Carthage, as is shown
by the list of them which is still extant® Most of them
were from Africa itself; some were from the islands of Sar-
dinia, Majorca, and Minorica, which belonged to the Vandal
kingdom. Huneric had some of the ablest of the Catholic
bishops separated from the others and arrested, and Bishop
Leetus of Neptis even killed, in order to strike terror into the
others. - The place of meeting was fixed by their opponents ;
but the Catholics immediately selected from their number ten
speakers, so that the Arians should not be able to say that
they were clamoured down by the Catholic bishops by reason
of their majority. There were, however, no real debates. At
the very beginning the Arian Court Bishop Cyrila placed him-
self in the president’s chair, and the Catholic bishops in vain
appealed against this, and demanded an impartial president.
When the royal notary gave to Cyrila the title of patriarch,
the Orthodox asked “ by whose authority Cyrila had assumed
the title of patriarch ”; and when the Catholic spectators made
a noise at this, they were driven with blows from the place of

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1142 ; Hardouin, Z.c.; Victor Vitensis (Victor of Vita), De
persecutione Afric. lib. ii. in the Biblioth. Maz. PP., Lugd. t. viii. p. 682 ; also
in Baron. ad ann. 483, n. 93 sqq.

2 Victor Vitensis, Lc.

3 In Mansi, t. vii. 1156 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 869. Sixteen sees were then
made empty, or the bishops sent into exile, so that the Vandal kingdom counted
447 Catholic bishops.
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assembly. Eugenius complained of violence; but, in order to
get at the chief matter in dispute, the Catholic speakers re-
quested Cyrila to open the proceedings, and to lay before them
the points which were to be discussed. Cpyrila replied, Nescio
latine, and persisted in his objection to the speaking of Latin,
although he was answered that he had elsewhere made copious
use of this language. Victor Vitensis maintains (l.c. p. 683)
that Cyrila had met the Catholic bishops with better prepara-
tion and more boldly than he had expected ; but that they had
taken the precaution of drawing up a confession of faith in
writing, of which he gives a copy (lib. iii.), and which is also
given in Mansi and Hardouin! Tillemont shows (l.c. p. 797)
that, in the subscription of this formula, xii. Kal. Mart. instead
of Mar. must be read.

Huneric now put forth an edict, on February 24, in which
he blamed the assembled Orthodox bishops that they had not
either at the first or the second day of sitting (so that the
assembly lasted two days), proved the Homoousion from
Holy Scripture, although they had been challenged to do so;
but, on the contrary, had occasioned a rising and an uproar
among the people. He therefore gave orders that their
churches should remain closed until they should come and
take part in the disputation. Further, the laws which the
Roman Emperors, misled by the bishops, had promulgated
against heretics, should now be directed against the main-
tainers of the Homoousion. They were therefore forbidden
to hold meetings anywhere; they were not to have a church
in any city or village; they must not take part in any
baptism, ordination, or the like; and in case they continued
in their perverseness, they should be punished with exile.
Moreover, the laws of the Roman Emperors against Leretical
laymen should now be in force, and they should be deprived
of the right to sell, to leave by will,and to succeed to legacies,
inheritances, trusts, ete.; and, moreover, those who occupied
dignities and offices should be stripped of them, and should be
declared infamous. All books in which they defended their
error (the Nicene doctrine) were to be burnt. Anyone, how-
ever, who should return from his error by the 1st of June, was

1 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1143 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 857.
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to be free from all punishments. Finally, all the churches, to-
gether with church property, in the whole kingdom, were to
be made over to the true, that is, the Arian bishops and priests.!

Besides this, King Huneric had the Catholic bishops pre-
sent in Carthage sought for in their lodgings, deprived of
their property, their servants, and horses, and driven out of
the city. Whoever should receive them was to have his house
burnt. Later on they were all excommunicated ; the majority
(302) being sent to different parts of Africa, where they had
to live as country people without any spiritual functions
(Huneric did with them as Luther with Carlstadt), whilst
forty-six were sent to the island of Corsica, where they had to
hew wood for the royal ships. Victor adds that twenty-
eight had escaped, one had become a martyr, one a confessor,
and eighty-eight had died earlier.?

SEc. 215. Synod in the Lateran at Rome, A.D. 487 or 488.

Soon after Huneric perpetrated other outrages. He died,
however, in 485, and his nephew Guntamund recalled from
exile all the Catholics with the exception of the bishops. Of
the latter only Eugenius of Carthage was allowed to return and
hold divine service again. Many of those who, during the
time of Huneric’s persecution, had fallen away from the
Orthodox faith and gone over to the Arians, now prayed to
be taken back into the Church. As, however, the African
bishops, being in exile, were unable to hold a Synod on this
subject, Pope Felix took up the cause of the African Church
and held a Council in Rome, early in the year 487, in order
to establish the conditions under which the fallen should be
taken back to Church communion.® Baronius and Binius main-
tain that the Africans themselves, and particularly the fallen,
had petitioned the Pope to make regulations in this matter.*

1 Victor Vit. 1ib. iv. Z.c. p. 687 sqq.; Mansi, t. vii. p. 1153 sqq.; Hardouin, t.
ii. p. 867 sqq.; Baron. ad ann. 484, n. 54 ; Tillemont, t. xvi. p. 562.

2 Victor Vit. Lc. p. 693 ; Mansi, t. vii. p. 1164 ; Hardouin, t. ii. p. 875.
Cf. Tillemont, t. xvi. p. 565 sqq.

2The Acts of the Synod are found in Mansi, t. vii. pp. 1171 sqq. and 1056,
and in Hardouin, t. ii. pp. 877 and 832. ;

4 Baron. ad ann. 487, n. 2; Mansi, t. vii. p. 1174.
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The still extant synodal letter tells us that this Roman Synod
was held on the 13th of March under the consulate of Flavius
Boéthius, that is, in the year 487, in the Basilica Constan-
tiniana, that is, in the Lateran Church, under the presidency
of Pope Felix, and in the presence of thirty-nine Italian
and four African bishops, together with many priests and
deacons.

Felix opened the Synod with the statement that there
were unfortunately in Africa bishops, priests, and deacons
who had fallen away from the faith in the time of persecu-
tion, and had been rebaptized by the Arians. Resolutions
had to be taken in reference to these, and he would now let
his own opinion on the subject be known. Upon this the
deacon Anastasius read the sketch of an ordinance addressed
to all bishops, which was forthwith approved by the Synod, and
is of the following content: “1. If anyone has in the manner
described been rebaptized, it must first of all be ascertained
whether he has been so voluntarily or under compulsion.
Such an one must undertake works of penance, fasts, and
lamentations, since God sends His grace only to the humble.
But all are not to be treated in the same manner, and those
most harshly to whom ministration in the house of God has
been confided, that is, the clergy. 2. Bishops, priests, and lay-
men, who receive rebaptism voluntarily or compulsorily, must
remain in penance until the end of their life, without being
allowed to participate in the public prayers, even as catechu-
mens, and only in articulo mortis are they to be admitted to
lay communion.! 3. In regard to the (lower) clergy, monks,
virgins dedicated to.God, and laymen, the prescriptions of the
Nicene Council (respecting the fallen) are to be observed.
Those who without compulsion gave themselves to be re-
baptised, if they show deep repentance, shall be placed among
the audientes for three years, for seven years as penitentes (in
the third degree) shall be placed under the imposition of
hands of the priests, and for two years (in the fourth degree of
penitence) shall be excluded from the sacrifice? If they die

1 On the Communio laica, cf. Binterim, Denkwiirdigkeiten. Bd. iv. Thl. 3, S,
501 ff., and Bd. vii. Thl. 1, S. 63.
2 Cf. c. 11 of Nicea, in vol. i. p. 416.
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earlier, the Viaticum is not to be refused to them.! 4. Boys
under age, whether clerics or laymen, as also girls under age,
shall for some time, in the third degree of penitence receive
the imposition of hands and then shall be admitted to com-
munion. 5. If anyone should be admitted to communion,
because of sickness, before the expiration of his time of pen-
ance, and afterwards recover his health, he shall, in accord-
ance with the Nicene prescription (can. 13), complete the
still remaining time of his penance among the penitents of
the fourth degree. 6. Catechumens who have allowed them-
selves to be baptized by heretics, shall spend three years
among the audientes, and after that shall receive (not a new
baptism, but) the imposition of hands? 7. The lower cleries,
monks, and laymen, who have received rebaptism under com-
pulsion, shall do penance for three years; but bishops, priests,
and deacons,even when theyhave acted under compulsion, must,
as has been said, remain their whole lifelong in penance. 8. All
who have received rebaptism from heretics, or who as catechu-
mens have received first baptism, are prohibited from becoming
clerics. 9. No bishop or priest must receive a penitent from a
strange diocese without a testimonial from his bishop or priest.

As this letter is dated March 15, under the consulate of
Dynamius and Siphidius, and therefore in the year 488,
whilst the Roman Synod was held in March of the former
year, we must assume either that a whole year had elapsed
before the actual sending out of the particular copies of the
synodal letter, or that the date placed at the head of the
synodal Acts, Flavio Boéthio, V.C. Cons., is erroneous, and it
should be read P.C. (ie. post consulatum) Flavii Botthii,
which would refer to the year 4884

SEC. 216. Synods in Persia and at Constantinople.

The Synod of the Nestorians at Seleucia, A.D. 489,

1 Cf. c. 13 of Nicea, in vol. i. p. 419,

2 Cf. ¢. 14 of Nicea, in vol. i. p. 420, and what is there said on heretical
baptism, p. 477.

3 Mansi, t. vii. p. 1171 sqq. and p. 1056 ; Hardouin, t. ii. pp. 877 and 822.

4 Cf. Tillemont, t. xvi. p. 592 ; Remi Cexller, l.c. p. 624; and t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>