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PREFACE.

L NO portion of Church History has been so much ne-

glected in recent times as the History of the Councils.
With the exception of a few monographs on particular synods,
nothing of importance has appeared on this subject in our
days. It is high time that this state of things should be altered,
and altered not by a mere adaptation of old materials, but by
a treatment of the subject suited to the wants of the present
day. This has become less difficult, inasmuch as new docu-
ments have been brought to licht, and we live in an age
when many errors have been abandoned, many prejudices
have been put on one side, great progress has been made in
eritical studies, and a deeper insight into the development of
the Christian Church has undoubtedly been gained.

“I have been employed for a good many years in the com-
position of a History of the Councils of the Cluwch, which
should be of a comprehensive character, and founded upon
original documents. I may affirm that I have spared no
pains to secure accuracy, and have done my best to consult
all the literature which bears upon the subject.” '

The hopes which Dr. Hefele thus expressed in his preface
to the first volume of his History have been abundantly ful-
filled. He has not only supplied an acknowledged want in his
own country in a manner which leaves little to desire, but
he has brought within the reach of all German scholars an
amount of information in connection with the ancient councils
which is to be found only in part even in those large collec-
tions of Hardouin and Mansi, which are seldom to be met
with in private libraries. It is to be hoped that the interest
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manifested in that portion of his work which is translated in
this volume may induce the publishers to carry it forward at
least to the close of the fourth (Ecumenical Council.

The Translator was at first in doubt as to the best form in
which to present this History to the English public,—whether
in the form of a paraphrase, in which case it must have been
almost an original work, or -as a simple translation. Various
considerations induced him to adopt the latter course. There
was little difficulty in doing so, as Dr. Hefele’s German style,
unlike that of many of his Protestant fellow-countrymen, is
generally lucid and intelligible. The Editor, when he first
undertook the work of preparing the History for English
readers, intended to add a number of notes from writers who
regard the subject from a different point of view. This he
afterwards found to be unnecessary, and the additional notes
are accordingly very few. Dr. Hefele is so fair in the state-
ment of facts, that every reader may very easily draw his
conclusions for himself.

All possible care has been taken to make the references
and quotations correct. It is almost certain, however, that
slight mistakes may still be found in these pages; and the
Editor will gratefully receive any corrections which may be
forwarded to him, and make use of them should a second
edition of the work be called for.

Since writing the above, the Editor has received a very
kind letter from the Author, which he desires to acknowledge
the more gratefully, from the fact that he had delayed to
write to Dr. Hefele until after the work of translation was
considerably advanced. This delay was not, however, volun-
tary. At the time when the translation was begun, the
Bishop had gone to Rome to take part in the Vatican
Council, and it was felt that at such a time it would be
unsuitable to address him. After the close of the Council,
the Editor was himself engaged in various ways; but he has
now the satisfaction of making various corrections which
have been most kindly forwarded to him by the Author.
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Most of these have been inserted in their proper place;
but the following correction is of so much importance,
that it has been thought better to introduce it here. At
p. 50, line 4, the Author wishes the following passage to
be substituted for that which previously appeared :—ZErase
from “Martin v.” (line 4) to “a general theory” (line 15),
and substitute: “When, therefore, Martin v. declared at
the last session of the Council of Constance, that he ap-
proved and ratified all that had been decreed by the present
holy (Ecumenical Council of Constance in materiis fidei con-
ciliariter (that is, by the whole Council, and not merely by
individual nations), this approval had immediate reference
only to the special matter of Falkenberg (see vol. vii. p. 368
of Hefele’s Conciliengeschichte): he said nothing at all on the
decrees respecting the superiority of an cccumenical council to
the Pope ; and if this Pope, in the bull of the 22d February
1418, required of every one the recognition of the Council
of Constance as being cecumenical, and that all which it had
decreed in jfavorem fidei et salutem eanimorum must be re-
ceived and believed (vol. vil. p. 347), he evidently avoided
giving it a complete and universal confirmation. His words,
which we have quoted above, have a decidedly restrictive
character. He indicated by them that he excluded some of
the decrees of the Council from his approbation (evidently
those referring to the superiority of the Council); but for
the sake of peace, he did not choose to express himself more
clearly. His successor, Eugenius 1v., declared himself with
greater distinctness in 1446, when he accepted the whole
Council of Constance, and all its decrees, absque tamen pregu-
dicio juris, dignitatis, et preceminentice sedis apostolicee. There
can be no question that by this he intended to exclude from
his approbation the decrees of Constance respecting the supe-
riority of an cecumenical synod to the Pope.”

The Editor has to thank several friends for directing his
attention to a few mistakes in the first edition. Should
any be still detected in the present, he will be grateful
for their being pointed out. W. R C
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HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS,

INTRODUCTION.
Sec. 1. Origin and Authority of Councils.

HE two synonymous expressions, concilium and oivodos,
signify primarily any kind of assembly, even a secular
one; bubt in the more restricted sense of a Church assembly,
2.c. of a regularly convoked meeting of the rulers of the
Church for the discussion and decision of ecclesiastical busi-
ness, the word concilium is found for the first time in Ter-
tullian,! and ovvedos in the Apostolical Canons;? while the
Apostolical Constitutions® designate even the ordinary meetings
of Christians for divine service by the name of odvodos.

That the origin of councils is derived from the Apostolic
Synod held at Jerusalem about the year 52,* is undoubted ; but
theologians are not agreed as to whether they were instituted
by divine or by human authority. The true answer to this
question is as follows: They are an apostolical institution ; but
the apostles, when they instituted them, acted under the com-
mission which they received from Christ, otherwise they could
not have published the decisions of their synod with the
words, “It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us.” They
must have been convinced that the Lord of the Church had
promised and had granted His Spirit to the assemblies of the
Church.

Later synods have acted and spoken in the same conviction,
that the Holy Ghost governed the assemblies of the Church;
and Cyprian in his time wrote,® in the name of the Council

! De Jejun, c. 13. 2 C. 36, alias 37 or 28. BV et 20"
¢ Acts xv. 5 Ep. 54.
A
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over which he presided, Ao.n. 252, to Pope Cornelius: “1It
seemed good to us, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit”?
(Placutt nobis, Sancto Spiritu suggerente). To the same effect
the Synod of Arles, A.D. 314, expressed itself: “It seemed
good, therefore, in the presence of the Holy Spirit and His
angels” (Placuit ergo, prasente Spiritu Sancto ct angelis ¢jus :
Hardouin, Collect. Conedl. t. i p. 262). And it was this con-
viction, which was so universal, that led the Emperor Con-
stantine the Great to call the decree of the Synod of Arles
a heavenly judgment (cadleste judicium); and he added, that the
judgment of the priests ought to be so received as though tZe
Lord Himself sat and judged (sacerdotum judicium ita debet
haberi, ac si ipse DOMINUS residens judicet). Twenty years
later he again publicly expressed the same belief, at the close
of the first cecumenical council at Nicea, in these words :
“What seemed good to the three hundred holy bishops (that
is, the members of the Nicene Synod) is no otherwise to be
thought of than as the judgment of the only Son of God”
(Quod trecentis sanetis episcopis visum cst, non est alivd putan-
dum, quam solius Filii Dei sententia).t  In perfect agreement
with this are the testimonies of all the ancient Fathers, Greek
as well as Latin, of Athanasius as of Augustine and Gregory
the Great, the latter of whom goes so far as to compare the
authority of the first four general councils with the importance
of the four holy Gospels.?

The earliest synods known to us were held about the middle
of the second Christian century in Asia Minor: they were -
occasioned by the rise of Montanism. It is, however, not
improbable that such assemblies were held earlier in the Greek
Church, perhaps on account of the Gnostics, inasmuch as the
Greeks from the earliest times had more inclination, and also
greater need, for synods,.than those of the Western Church.

Sec. 2. Different Linds of Synods.

It has been customary, in dealing with ecclesiastical statis-
tics, to divide the councils into four classes; but they may
be more accurately divided into eight, since there have actually
been ecclesiastical assemblies of the kinds described under

1 Hard, i. 447, 2 Lib. i. Ep. 25.
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the following numbers,—two, five, seven, and eight. Foremost
of all stand,—

1. The Universal or Fewmenical Councils, at which the
bishops and other privileged persons® from all the ecclesias-
tical provinces of the world® are summoned to be present
under the presidency of the Pope or his legates, and are
bound to attend, unless in case of reasonable hindrance; and
whose decisions are then received by the whole Church, and
have the force of law for all the faithful. Hence it is clear
that a council may possibly be intended to be cecumenical,
and be summoned as such, and yet not receive the rank of an
cecumenical synod,—as when its progress is stopped, or when
it does not accomplish its object, or becomes divided, and the
like ; and for such reasons does not receive the approval of
the whole Church, and particularly of the Pope. So it was
with the so-called ZLatrocinium or Robber-Synod at Ephesus,
AD. 449. The bishops of all provinces were summoned, and
the papal legates were present; but violence was used which
prevented free discussion, so that error prevailed: and this
Synod, instead of being recorded with honour, is marked with
a brand on the page of history.

2. The second rank is given to Gencral Councils or Synods
of the Latin or Greek Church, at which were present the
bishops and other privileged persons either of the whole Latin
or of the whole Greek Church, and thus only the representa-
tives of one-half of the whole Church. Thus, in the first in-
stance, the Synod held at Constantinople, A.p. 381, was only
a Greek or Eastern general council, at which were present
all the four Patriarchs of the East,—those of Constantinople,
of Alexandria, of Antioch, and of Jerusalem, with many other
metropolitans and bishops.  As, however, this Synod was
afterwards received by the West, it acquired the rank of an
cecumenical council.

3. When the bishops of only one patriarchate or primacy
(¢.e. of a diocese, in the ancient sense of the word), or of only

1 Of these, more hereafter.

2 olzovuivn.  Not merely of the Roman Empire, as Spittler supposed (Complete
Works, viii. p. 175), although in the ancient Church the boundaries of the
Church very nearly coincided with those of the Roman Empire.
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one kingdom or nation, assembled under the presidency of the
patriarch, or primate, or first metropolitan, then we have re-
spectively a mational, or patriarchal, or primatial council,
which frequently received the name of wniversal or plenary
(universale or plenarium).  The bishops of the Latin Church:
in Africa, for instance, metropolitans and suffragans, often as-
sembled in synods of this kind under the Primate of Carthage;
and in the same way the archbishops and bishops of all Spain
under their primate, the Archbishop of Toledo. In still earlier
times, the metropolitans and bishops of Syria assembled under
the Archbishop of Antioch, their supreme metropolitan, after-
wards called by the name of Patriarch.

4. A Provincial Synod is considerably smaller, and is formed
by the metropolitan of an ecclesiastical province, with his
suffragan bishops and other privileged persons.

5. Intermediate between the third and fourth classes are
those synods, which are not uncommon in the history of the
Church, in which the bishops of several contiguous ecclesias-
tical provinces united for the discussion of subjects of common
interest. They may be called the Councils of several United
Drovinces; and they rank lower than the national or primatial
synod in this respect, that it is not the complete provinces of
a nation or of a primacy which are represented in them.

6. By Diocesan Synods we understand those ecclesiastical
assemblies which the bishop holds with his clergy, and over
which he presides either personally or by his vicar-general.

7. Councils of a peculiar and even abnormal character, and
known as atwobor événuodoar (Synods of Lesidents), were often
held at Constantinople, when the Patriarch not unfrequently
assembled around him bishops who happened to be staying
(évdnuodvres) at Constantinople on private or other business,
from provinces and patriarchates the most widely separated,
for the discussion of important subjects, particularly for the
decision of contests between the bishops themselves? We
shall have occasion to adduce more on this subject when we

1 Cf. an article by the author in the Tabinger Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1852,
pt. iii. p. 406.

2 Cf. the treatise of Quesnel, De Vita, etc., S. Leonis M., Op. S. Leonis, t. ii.
v. 521 ff (ed. Ballerini),
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come to discuss the ninth and twenty-eighth canons of
Chalcedon.

8. Tast of all, there appear in history not a few Mized
Councils (concilia mizta) ; assemblies in which the ecclesiastical
and civil rulers of a kingdom meet together in order to take
counsel on the affairs of Church and State. We come across
them particularly in the beginning of the middle ages,—not
unfrequently in France, in Cermany, in England, in Spain,
and in Ttaly. Of this character are the fonrth to the seventh
Synods of Toledo, many synods held under Pepin, under
Charles the Great [Charlemagne] and his successors, among
others the Synod of Mainz, A.D. 852, and that held in the
year 876 in the Palatiwm apud Ticinum, at which the elec-
tion of Charles the Fat was approved by the bishops and
princes of Italy.! We shall further on meet with several
English mixed councils, at which even abbesses were present.
All such assemblies were naturally summoned by the King,
who presided and brought forward the points which had to.
be discussed. The discussion was either carried on in common,
or the cleray and the nobility separated, and formed different
chambers,—a chamber of nobles, and a chamber of bishops,.
—the latter discussing only ecclesiastical questions. The de--
cisions were often promulgated in the form of royal decrees’

Six grounds for the convocation of great councils, particu~
larly cecumenical councils, are generally enumerated :

1. When a dangerous heresy or schism has arisen.

2. When two Popes oppose each other, and it is doubtful
which is the true one.

3. When the question is, whether to decide upon some
great and universal undertaking against the enemies of the
Christian name.

4. When the Pope is suspected of heresy or of other
serious faults.

5. When the cardinals have been unable or unwilling to
undertake the election of a Pope.

6. When it is a question of the reformation of the Church,
in it head and members.

1 Hard. vi. 169.
2 Cf. Salmon, Traité de U Etude des Conciles, p. 851 fl., Paris 1726,
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Besides these, there may be many other kinds of reasons
for the convocation of smaller synods; but all must have
reference to the one supreme aim of all councils—*the pro-
motion of the well-being of the Church through the mutual
consultation of its pastors.” In the ancient Church there
were very many synods assembled, in order to resolve the
contests of the bishops with one another, and to examine
the charges brought against some of their number.

Sec. 3. By whom are Synods convoked ?

If it is asked who convokes councils, there can be no con-
troversy with regard to the greatest number of the eight kinds
just specified. It is undoubted, that the ecclesiastical head of
the diocese, the bishop, has to summon the diocesan synod ;
the ecclesiastical head of the province, the metropolitan, the
provincial synod ; the ecclesiastical head of a nation, a patri-
archate, etc, the patriarch or primate, either at his own in-
stance or at the wish of another, as cf the sovercign, calls a
national or primatial synod. It is equally clear, that when
several provinces meet in a combined synod, the right of con-
vocation belongs to the most distinguished among the metro-
politans who meet. At the ovwodos évdnuoiica, it was, of
course, naturally exercised by the Bishop of Constantinople.
Consequently, and from the very nature of the case, the sum-
mons to an cecumenical council must go forth from the cecu-
menical head of the Church, the Pope; except in the case,
which is hardly an exception, in which, instead of the Pope,
the temporal protector of the Church, the Emperor, with the
previous or subsequent approval and consent of the Pope,
summons a council of this kind. The case is similar with
the other synods, particularly national synods. In the case
of these, too, the temporal protector of the Church has occa-
sionally issued the summons instead of the ecclesiastical ruler ;
and this not merely in ancient times in the Graeco-Roman
Church, but also later in the German and Roman States.
Thus, e.g., Constantine the Great convoked the Synod of Arles
in 314, and Theodosius the Great the Synod of Constan-
tinople (already mentioned) in 381, in concert with the four
Eastern patriarchs; Childebert, king of the Franks, a national
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synod at Orleans in the year 549 ;' and Charles the Great,
in the year 794, the great Synod of Frankfurt” Even the
Arian sovereign, Theodoric the Great, at the beginning of the
sixth century, gave orders for the discontinuance of several
orthodox synods at Rome. Further examples are noted by
Hardouin?

Among those councils which were called by the emperors,
the latter undertook many kinds of expenses, particularly the
expense of travelling incurred by the numerous bishops, for
whom they ordered houses and carriages to be put at their
disposal at the public expense. This was done by Constan-
tine the Great at the calling of the Synods of Arles and
Nicea. They also provided for the entertainment of the
bishops during the sitting of those assemblies.* At the later
councils—those of Florence and Trent, for example—many
of the expenses were borne by the Popes, the Christian
princes, and the cities in which the synods were held.

Bellarmin endeavoured to prove that it was formally
recognised in the ancient Church that the calling of synods
belonged to the hierarchical chiefs, and the summoning of
cecumenical councils in particular to the Pope; but several
of the passages which he adduces in proof are from the
Pseudo-Isidore, and therefore destitute of all importance, while
others rest upon an incorrect explanation of the words re-
ferred to. Thus, Bellarmin appeals above all to the legates
of Leo 1, who at the fourth (Xcumenical Council—that of
Chalcedon in 451 —had demanded the deposition of the
Patriarch Dioscurus of Alexandria, because he had ventured
to call an cecumenical council without permission from Rome.
Their words are: gvvodov érolunmce moujoar émitpomis Slya
70D GmoaTohikod Opévov.S In their obvious meaning, these
words bear the sense indicated, and they are generally so ex-
plained. As, however, Pope Leo the Great had, by sending
his legates, recognised and confirmed the summoning of the

1 Hard. ii. 1443. 2 Hard, iv. 882.

3 Hard. xi. 1078. .
4 Euseb. Eccl. Hist. x. 5, p. 892, ed. Mog. ; De Vita Const. iv. 6, 9.
5 Disputationes, t. 1. 1. i. ¢, 12.

¢ Hard. Coll. Conc. t. ii. p. 68 ; Mansi, t. vi. p. 581
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Latrocinium,' or Robber-Synod—for it is to this that the
reference is made — we are under the necessity of under-
standing that Dioscurus was accused at Chalcedon of thrust-
ing the papal legates into the Dbackground, and taking the
direction and presidency of the Council into his own hands.
This is the way in which it is understood by the Ballerini®
and by Arendt? At the same time, it must not be over-
looked that the general nature of the expression of which
the papal legates made choice at Chalcedon, certainly in-
volves the other side of the papal claim, and implies not
only the right to preside over synods, but to convoke them.

Bellarmin appeals further to the seventh Icumenical
Council, which in its sixth session rejected the iconoclastic
Synod of 754, and refused to recognise it as cecumenical, for
this very reason, that the summons for its assembling did not
go forth from the Pope. What the Synod does in fact say,
however, is, that “this Synod had not the Roman Pope as its
co-operator ” (ovx éaye guvepyor Tov TéhV ‘Pwpalwv wamav).*
There is nothing said in particular of the Pope’s taking part
or not in the summoning of the Synod.

On the other hand, it is perfectly certain that, according to
Socrates,” Julius 1, even in his time, about the year 341, ex-
pressed the opinion that it was an ecclesiastical canon, u7 Seiv
mapa yvduny Tob émiokomov ‘Pduns kavovilew Tas ékxhnelas ;
and there can be no doubt, if these words are impartially con-
sidered, that they mean that it was “not lawful to pass canons
of universal obligation at synods without the consent of the
Bishop of Rome.” The question which is here to be decided,
however, is this: Who, as a matter of fact, called or co-ope-
rated in calling the cecumenical synods? And the answer
is: The first eight cecumenical synods were convoked by the
Emperors, all later ones by the Popes; but even in the case of
the early synods, there is a certain participation of the Pope

1 See, for an account of this Synod, Milman, Lat. Christianity, vol. i. p. 190
—Eb.

2 8. Leonis, Opp. t. ii. p. 460, not. 15.

3 Monographie @b, P. Leo d. Gr. S. 279,

4 Hard. iv. 327.

5 Hist. Eccl, ii. 17,
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in convoking them, which in individual cases is more or less
clearly seen.

1. The fact that the summons to the first (Ecumenical
Synod proceeded from the Emperor Constantine the Great,
cannot be disputed.! As, however, none of the letters have
come down to us, we cannot tell whether they referred to any
consultation with the Pope. On the other hand, it is un-
deniable that the sixth (Ecumenical Synod in 680 expressly
asserted? that the Synod of Nicea was summoned by the
Emperor and Pope Sylvester (Kwveravtivos ¢ detceBéotaros
kal Si\BeaTpos o doduyuos v év Nicala peydhnv Te kal mwepi-
Bremroy ouvéheyov oivodor)® The same is stated in the
ancient Liber Pontificalis* attributed to Pope Damasus ; and if
this anthority be considered of slight value, the importance of
the former must be admitted. IHad the sixth (Ecumenical
Council been held in the West, or at Rome itself, its testi-
mony might perhaps seem partial; but as it took place at
Constantinople, and at a time when the bishops of that place
had already appeared as rivals of the Bishop of Rome, and
moreover the Greeks formed by far the greater number present
at the Synod, their testimony for Rome must be regarded as
of great importance. Hence even Rufinus, in his continua-
tion of the Kecclesiastical History of Eusebius’ says that the
Emperor summoned the Synod of Nicea at the suggestion of
the priests (ex sententia sacerdotum); and certainly, if several
bishops were consulted on the subject, among them must
have been the chief of them all, the Bishop of Ilome.

2. With regard to the second (Ecumenical Synod, it is com-
monly asserted,’ that the bishops who composed it themselves
declared that they were assembled at Constantinople in ae-
cordance with a letter of Pope Damasus to the Emperor Theo-
dosius the Great.” But the document which has been relied

1 Euscb. Vita Const, iii. 6.

* This was more than 300 years after, and we know not on what authority
the statement was made.—Ep.

3 Hard. iii. 1417.

4 Cf. an article by Dr. Hefele in the Tiibinger Quartalschrift, 1845, S. 320 L

6 1ib. i. c. i.

¢ Even by Hefele himself, in Aschbach’s Kirchenlexicon, Bd. 2, S. 161.

7 Theodoret ; Hist. Eccl. v. 9.
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. upon as authority, refers not to the Synod of the year 381,
the second cecumenical, but, as we shall show further on in
the history of this Council, to the Synod of the year 382}
which actually did meet in accordance with the wish of Pope
Damasus and the Western Synod at Aquileia, but was not
cecumenical. It is without effect, moreover, that Baronius
-appeals to the sixth (Ecumenical Council to prove that Pope
Damasus had a part in the calling of the second (Ecumenical
Synod. For what the Council says is this: “When Macedonius
spread abroad a false doctrine respecting the Holy Spirit,
Theodosius and Damasus immediately opposed him, and Gre-
gory of Nazianzus and Nectarius (his successor in the See of
Constantinople) assembled a synod in this royal city.”? This
passage is obviously too vague and indefinite to afford grounds
for concluding that Pope Damasus co-operated in the sum-
moning of the Synod. Nay more, the words, “Gregory of
Nazianzus and Nectarius assembled a synod,” rather exclude
than include the co-operation of Damasus. Besides, it should
not be forgotten that the Synod in question, held A.n. 381, as
we have already remarked, was not originally regarded as
cecumenical, and obtained this rank at a later period on its
being received by the West. It was summoned as a general
council of the Greek or Eastern Church; and if the Pope had
no share in convoking it, no inference can be drawn from
this fact unfavourable to his claim to summon cecumenical
synods.

3. The third (cumenical Council at Ephesus, in the year
431, was summoned, as the Acts prove? by the Emperor
Theodosius, in union with his Western colleague Valentinian
ur It is clear, however, that the Pope Celestine I. concurred,
from his letter to Theodosius, dated May 15, 431, in which

_he says that he cannot personally be present at the Synod, but
will send his representatives.*  Still more distinet is his letter
to the Council itself, dated May 8, 431, in which he sets
before the assembled bishops their duty to protect the orthodox

1 Cf. the fotes of Valesius to Theodoret ; Hist. Eccl. v. 9.
2 Hard. iii. p. 1419.

3 Mansi, t. iv. p. 1111 ; Hard. t. i. p. 1343,

¢ Mansi, iv, 1291 ; Hard. i. 1473.
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- faith, expresses his expectation that they will agree to the
sentence which he has alveady pronounced upon Nestorius,
and adds that he has sent his legates, in order that they may
give effect to this sentence at Ephesus! The members of
the Synod themselves saw and acknowledged that there was
here not merely an assent to the convoeation of the Synod,
but also directions for their guidance, inasmuch as they«le-
clare, in their most solemn act, the sentence of condemnation
against Nestorius: “ Compelled by the canons and by the
letter of our most holy father and fellow-servant Celestine,
Bishop of Rome, we have come to this sad sentence of con-
demnation upon Nestorius.”?> They expressed the same when
they said that “the letter of the Apostolic See (to Cyil, which
he had communicated to the Synod of Ephesus) had already
set forth the sentence and rule to be followed (Yriidor «ai
TUmov) in the case of Nestorius; and they, the assembled
bishops, had, in accordance with this judgment, followed up
this rule”® It is herein clearly acknowledged that the Pope
had not simply, like other bishops, so to speak, passively
agreed to the convocation of the Synod by the Emperor, but
had actively prescribed to the Synod rules for their gnidance;
and had thus, not in the literal semnse, but in a sense higher
and more real, called them to their work.

4. The manner in which the fourth (eumenical Synod at
Chalcedon, A.D. 451, met together, we learn from several letters
of Pope Leo I, and of the Emperors Theodosius 11. and Mar-
.clan. Immediately after the end of the unhappy Robber-
Synod, Pope Leo requested the Emperor Theodosius 11. (October
13, 449) to bring together a greater council, assembled from
all parts of the world, which might best meet in Italy.* He
repeated this request at Christmas in the same year,” and be-
sought the Emperor of the West also, Valentinian 111, together
with his wife and mother, to support his request at the Byzan-
tine Court.® Leo remewed his petition on the 16th of July
450, but at the same time expressed the opinion that the

! Mansi, Z.c. p. 1283 ; Hard. p. 1467.

2 Mansi, Le. p. 1226 ; Hard. l.c. p. 1431. 3 Hard. Le. p. 1472.
4 Leo. Ep. 44 (ed. Balleum, t. i. p. 910). 5 Ep. 54.

¢ Epp. 55-58. »
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Council would not be necessary, if the bishops without it
would subscribe an orthodox confession of faith.! About this
time Theodosius 1I. died, and was succeeded by his sister S.
Pulcheria and her husband Marcian. Both of them intimated
immediately to the Pope their disposition to call the Synod
which had been desired, and Marcian in particular asked the
Pope to write and inform him whether he would attend per-
sonally or by legates, so that the necessary invitations might
be issued to the Eastern bishops.? But Pope Leo now wished
at least for a postponement of the Council. He went even so
far as to say that it was no longer necessary ; a change in his
views which has often been made a ground of reproach to
him, but which will be thoroughly discussed and justified at
the proper place in this History of the Councils. 'We will only
point out, at present, that what Leo had mentioned in his
69th letter, during the lifetime of Theodosius I, as a reason
for dispensing with the Council, had actually taken place
under Marcian and DPulcheria, inasmuch as nearly ail the
bishops who had taken part in the Robber-Synod had re-
pented of their error, and in conjunction with their orthodox
colleagues had signed the epistole dogmatica of Leo to Flavian,
which was, in the highest sense, an orthodox confession of
faith, DMoreover, the incursions of the Huns in the West had
made it then impossible for the Latin bishops to leave their
homes in any great number, and to travel to the distant
Chalcedon ; whilst Leo naturally wished, in the interest of
orthodoxy, that many of the ILatins should be present at the
Synod.  Other motives contributed to the same desire ; among
these the fear, which the result proved to be well grounded,
that the Synod might be used for the purpose of altering the
hierarchical position of the Bishop of Constantinople. As,
however, the Emperor Marcian had already convoked the
Synod, the Pope gave his consent to its assembling, appointed
legates, and wrote to the Synod describing their duties and
business’ And thus he could say with justice, in his later
epistle, addressed to the bishops assembled at Chalcedon,*
that the Council was assembled “by the command of the

1 Ep. 69. 2 Epp. 73 and 76, among those of S. Leo.
3 Epp. 89-95. ¢ Ep. 114,
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Christian princes, and with the consent of the Apostolic Sec ™
(ex pracepto Christianorum principum et ex consensi apos-
tolicee sedis); as, on the other hand, the Emperor at an earlier
period wrote to the Pope, “ The Synod is to be held te auctore.” *
The Pope’s share in convoking the Council of Chalcedon was,
moreover, so universally acknowledged, that, soon after, the
Bishop of Mwsia said, in a letter to the Byzantine Emperor
Teo: “Many bishops are assembled at Chalcedon by the order
of Leo the Roman Pontiff, who is truly the head of the bishops ”
(per gussionem Leonis Romant Pontifics, qui vere caput episco-
porum).

5. There can be no doubt that the fifth Ecumenical Synod
in the year 553, like the first four, was convoked by the
Emperor (Justinian 1.); but it is also certain that it was not
without consultation with the Pope. Vigilius says himself
that lLie Lad agreed with the Emperor Justinian, in the pre-
sence of the Archbishop Mennas of Constantinople and other
ecclesiastical and civil rulers, that a great synod should be
held, and that the controversy over the three chapters should
rest until this synod should decide it®> Vigilius expressed
his desire for such a synod in a second letter ad wuniversam
ecclesiam,® whilst he strongly disapproved of the Emperor’s in-
tention of putting an end to the controversy by an imperial
edict, and was for that reason obliged to take to flight. Wken
they had become reconciled, Vigilius again expressed his desire
for the holding of a synod which should decide the contro-
versy;® and the deputies of the fifth Council afterwards de-
clared that he had promised to be present at the Synod.®
What is certain is, that Vigilius had desired the postponement
of the opening, in order to wait for the arrival of several Latin
bishops; and in consequence, notwithstanding repeated and
most respectful invitations, he took no part in the sessions of
the Synod.” The breach was widened when, on the 14th of
May 553, the Pope published his Constitutum, declaring that

1 Ep. 73. 2 Hard. ii. p. 710.

3 Cf. Frag. damnationis Theodori (Aseide) in Hardouin, t. iii. p. 8. Cf
Schriockh, Kircheng. Bd. xviii. S. 590.

4 Hard. iii. p. 3. % Hard. iii. p. 12 E, and p. 18 B.

$lc p. 65B. ! Hard. l.c. 63, 65 ss.
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he could not agree with the anathematizing of Theodore of'
Mopsuestia and Theodoret.! At the suggestion of the Emperor,
the Synod at its seventh session, May 26, 553, decided that
the name of Vigilius should be struck out of the diptychs,
which was done, so that the Pope and the Council were now
in open antagonism. In his decree to Eutychius of Constan-
tinople, however, dated December 8, 553, and in his second
Constitutum of February 23, 554, Vigilius approved of the
decrees of the fifth Synod, and pronounced the bishops who
had put them forth—that is, the members of the Synod—to
be his brethren and his fellow-priests.?

6. The case of the sixth (Ecumenical Synod, A.D. 680, is
quite the same as that of the third. The Emperor Constan-
tine Pogonatus convoked it,® and requested the Pope to send
legates to it* Pope Agatho, however, not only did this, which
involves an assent to the imperial convocation of the Synod ;
but he sent to the Emperor, and thus also to the Council, a
complete exposition of the orthodox faith, and thus prescribed
to it a rule and directions for its proceedings; and the Synod
acknowledged this, as the Synod of Ephesus had done, inas-
much as they say, in their letter to Agatho, “Through that
letter from thee we have overcome the heresy . . . and have
eradicated the guilty by the sentence previously brought con-
cerning them through your sacred letter” (ex sententia per sacras
vestras literas de tis prius lala).®

7. The seventh (Ecumenical Synod—the second of Niceea,
in the year 787—was suggested to the Empress Irene by the
Patriarch Tarasius of Constantinople, who endeavoured to re-
store the reverence for images and union with Rome. The
Empress and her son, the Emperor Constantine, approved of
this ; but before the imperial letters of convocation were
issued, they sent an ambassador to Pope Hadrian I with a
letter (785), in which they requested him to be present at the
projected (Ecumenical Synod, either personally or at least -

1 Hard. l.c. pp. 10-48. [This must be distinguished from the Constitutum
of 554.] : KAl ¢

% See at the end of this Qonstitutum in Hard. iil. pp. 218-244; and in
the decree, ib. pp. 218-218. :

3 Hard. iii. p. 1055. 4l.c. p. 1459, 5 Hard. iii. 1438,
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by his representatives! In the October of the same year,
Hadrian 1. sent an answer to the Emperor and Empress, as well
as to the Patriarch, and promised to send his legates to the
intended Synod, which he afterwards did, and thereby practi-
cally declared his consent to its convocation. Nay more, in
his letter to Charles the Great, he goes so far as to say,
“ And thus they held that Synod according to our appoint-
ment” (¢t sic synodwm tstam secundum. nostram ordinationem) ;
and thereby ascribes to himself a still closer participation in
the holding of this Synod.?

8. The last synod which was convoked by anm emperor was
the eighth cecumenical, which was held at Constantinople in
the year 869. The Emperor Basil the Macedonian had de-
throned his former colleague Michael 111, or The Drunken,
and deposed his creature, the schismatical Photius, from the
patriarchal chair, replacing the unlawfully deposed Ignatius,
and thereby restoring the union of the Greek and Latin
Churches. As, however, Photius still had followers, the Em-
peror considered it necessary to arrange the ecclesiastical re-
lations by means of a new cecumenical council, and for that
purpose sent an embassy to Pope Nicolas I, requesting him
to send his representatives to the intended Council. In the
meantime Nicolas died; but his successor, Hadrian 1L, not
only received the imperial message, but sent the legates, as
it had been wished, to the Council, and thereby gave his
consent to the convocation of this (Ecumenical Synod.?

All the subsequent cccumenical synods were held in the
West, and summoned directly by the Popes, from the first of
Lateran, the ninth (Pecumenical Synod, to the holy Synod of
Trent, while smaller synods were still convoked by Kings and
Emperors ;* and Pope Leo X. declared in the most decided
way, at the eleventh session of the fifth Lateran Synod, with
a polemical reference to the so-called propositions of Con-
stance, that the Pope had the right to convoke, to transfer,
and to dissolve cecumenical synods.’

! Hard. iv. 21 ss. 2 Hard. iv. 818 E. * Hard. v. 763, 766.
¢ Hard. xi. 1078 sq. ¢ Hard ix. 1828 s,
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Sec. 4. Members of Councils.

In considering the further question, who las a right to be
a member of a synod, it is necessary first to distinguish De-
tween the diocesan and other synods. TFor whilst in the
latter either the only members or at least the chief members
are bishops, the diocesan synod, with the exception of the
president, is made up of the other clergy; and whilst the
privileged members of the other synods have a wotum deci-
sivum, a vote in determining the decrees of the synod, those
of the diocesan synod have only a wvotum consultativum, a
right to be present and speak, but not to vote on the decrees.
Here the bishop alone decides, the others are only his coun-
sellors, and the decision is pronounced in his name. The
members of the diocesan synod are divided into three classes.

1. Those whom the bishop is bound fo summon, and who
are bound to appear. To this class belong deans, archpres-
byters, vicarii foranct,' the vicar-general, the parochial clergy
by deputies ; and, according to more recent law and custom,
the canons of cathedral churches, the provest and canons of
collegiate churches, and the abbates seculares?

2. Those whom the bishop may, but need not summon, but
who are bound to come when he summons them ; for example,
the prebendaries of cathedrals who are not canons.

3. Lastly, those who in general are not bound to appear, as
the clerice simplices.  But if the synod has for its special puz-
pose to introduce an improvement in the morals of the clergy,
or to impart to them the decisions of a provincial synod, these
must also appear when they are summoned.

With respect to the members of other kinds of synods,
ancient Church history gives us the following results :—

1 i.e. vicars-general for districts outside the bishop’s see.—Ep.

2 1t is more difficult to settle the question with reference to the regular elergy.
Among these must be distinguished the exempt and the non-exempt. The
latter, abbots and monks, must appear. The exempt regulars are divided into
two classes: (1) those who, in eonjunction with other houses of their own orders,
are under a general chapter; and (2) those who, being free, are subject to no such
higher authority. The latter must appear ; the former generally not. They,
however, are also bound to appear if they have parish churches or any other
cure of souls. So it was ordered by the Council of Trent, sess. xxiv. c. 2,
De reform,
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1. The earliest synods were those held in Asia Minor
about the middle of the second century, on the occasion of
Montanism.  Xusebius does not say who were present at
them ;* but the bellus synodicus informs us that one of these
synods was held at Hierapolis by Bishop Apollinaris with
twenty-six other bishops, and a second at Anchialus by Bishop
Sotas and twelve other bishops.?

2. The next synods in order were those which were held
respecting the celebration of Easter, in the second half of the
second century. 'With reference to these, Polycrates of

iphesus tells us that Pope Vietor had requested him to con-

voke in a synod the bishops who were subordinate to him,
thot he did so, and that many bishops had assembled with
him in synod?® In the chapters of Euscbius in which these
two classes of councils are spoken of,* only bishops are men-
tioned as members of the Synod. And, in the same way, the
libellus synodicus gives the number of bishops present at each
council of this time, without referring to any other members.

3. The letters of convocation for an cecumenical synod
were directed to the metropolitans, and to some of the more
eminent bishops; and the metropolitans were charged to give
notice to their suffragans. So it was, e, at the convocation
of the third Becumenical Synod, for which an invitation was
sent to Augustine, who was already dead® The invitation to
appear at the synod was sometimes addressed to the bishops
collectively, and sometimes it was simply required that the
metropolitans should personally appear, and bring merely the
most able of their suffragans with them. The latter was the
case, ¢.g., in the summoning of the third and fourth Councils;®
to Niceea, on the contrary, the bishops seem to have been in-
vited without distinction. Sometimes those bishops who did
not attend, or who arrived too late, were threatened with
penalties, as well by the Emperors, ¢g. by Theodosius 1r, as
by earlier and later ecclesiastical canons.”

4. The clhorepiscops (xwpemiokoror), or bishops of country

1 Mist. Eecl. v. 16. 2 See, further on, Book i. c. i. sec. 1.
3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24, 4 Loc. cit.
5 Hard. 1. 1419. 6 Tlard. i. 1343, ii. 45.

7 Hard. i. 1346, 988 B, 1622; ii. 774, 1048, 1174 iii. 1029 ; vii. 1812 ; viii. 960.
B
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places, seem to have been considered in ancient times as quite
on a par with the other bishops, as far as their position in
synods was concerned. We meet with them at the Councils
of Neocasarea in the year 314, of Niceea in 525, of Ephesus
in 451} On the other hand, among the 600 bishops of the
fourth (Ecumenical Council at Chalcedon in 451, there is no
chorepiscopus present, for by this time the office had been
abolished ; but in the middle ages we again meet with chor-
episcopi of a new kind at Western councils, particularly at
those of the French Church, at Langres in 830,% at Mainz in
8472 at Pontion in 876, at Lyons in 886, at Douzy in 871.*
Bishops without a diocese have a certain resemblance to these;
and such we meet with at synods, as in the year 585 at
Mécon in France® It is disputed whether those who are
merely titular bishops have a right to vote at a council; and
it has generally been decided in this way, that there is no
obligation to summon such, but when they are summoned
they have a right to vote.

5. Towards the middle of the third century we find a de-
parture from this ancient practice of having only bishops as
members of synods, first in Africa, when Cyprian assembled,
at those synods which he held with reference to the restora-
tion of the lapsed, besides the bishops of his province and his
clergy, confessores et laicos stantes, i.c. those laymen who lay
under no ecclesiastical penance” So there were present at
the Synod held by S. Cyprian on the subject of baptism by
heretics, on the 1st of September (probably A.Dn. 256), besides
eighty-seven bishops, very many priests and deacons, and
mazime pars plebis®  And the Roman clergy, in their letter
to Cyprian® on the subject, request that the bishops will take
counsel in synods, in common with the priests, deacons, and”
laicis stantibus. It must not be overlooked, however, that
Cyprian makes a difference between the membership of the

1 Hard. i. 286, 314-320, 1486. 2 Hard. iv. 1364.
3 Hard. v. 5.
4 Hard. vi. 180, 396; v. 1316 B, 1318. 5 Hard. iii. 466.

6 Walter, Kirchenr. (Canon Law), S. 157 (S. 294, 11th ed.).

7 Cypriani Ep. 11, p. 22; Ep. 13, p. 23; Ep. 66, p. 114; Ep. 71, p. 126
(ed. Baluz.) )

8 Cypriani Opp. p. 329 (ed. Bal.). 3 9 Cyp. Lpp. 31, p. 43.
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bishops and of others. We learn from his thirteenth letter}!
that the bishops come together with the clergy, and the laity
are only present (preepositi cum clero convenientes, preesente etiam
stantium plebe) ; from his sixty-sixth letter, that the priests,
ete., were the assessors of the bishops (compresbyteri, qui nobis
assidebant). In other places Cyprian speaks only of the
bishops as members of the synod,’ and from other passages®
it comes out that the bishops had at these synods taken the
advice and opinion of the laity as well as the clergy. It is
never, however, in the least degree indicated that either the
clergy or the laity had a votwm decisivum ; but the contrary
is evident, namely, that in the Synod of Cyprian referred to,
which was held September 1, 256, only bishops were voters.*

6. Eusebius relates® that a great number of bishops of
Asia assembled in synod at Antioch in the year 264 or 265,
on the subject of Paul of Samosata, and he adds that their
priests and deacons came with them. In the following
chapter Fusebius gives an account of the Synod at Antioch in
269, and makes special reference to the priest of Antioch,
Malchion, who was present at the Synod, and by his logical
ability compelled Paul of Samosata, who wanted to conceal
his' false doctrine, to explain himself clearly. In addition to
this, Eusebius gives in the thirtieth chapter the circular letter
which this Synod, after pronouncing the deposition of Paul,
addressed to the rest of the Church. And this letter is sent
forth not in the name of the bishops only, but of the other
clergy who were present as well; and among these Malchion
is named in the superscription, whilst the names of many of
the bishops—and according to Athanasius there were seventy
present—are wanting. We see, then, that priests and deacons
were members of several synods; but we cannot determine
from the original documents how far their rights extended,
and whether they had more than a mere consultative voice in
the acts of the synod. As far as analogy can guide us, it
would appear they had no more.

7. In the two Arabian Synods which were held on the

1 Pp. 23, 329, 2 Ep. 71, p. 127 ; Zp. 73, pp. 129, 130.
3 Ep 11, p. 22; Ep. 13, p. 23 ; Ep. 31, p. 43.
¢ Cyp- Opp. pp. 330-33% (ed. Baluz.). B Hist, Eccl. vii, 28.
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subject of Beryllus and the Hypnopsychites, Origen held a
place similar to that which had been occupied by Malchion.
The bishops summoned him to the Synod, so as to render his
learning and ability serviceable to the Church; but it was the
bishops themselves who held the Synod.

8. In many synods of the following centuries, besides the
bishops, priests and deacons were present. So it was at
Elvira! at Arles? at Carthage® in 397, at Toledo* in 400,
etc. The bishops and priests had seats, but the deacons had
to stand® The decrees of the ancient synods were for the
most part signed only by the bishops. It was so at the
Councils of Ancyra, of Neocasarea—although in this case the
subscriptions are somewhat doubtful; at the first and second
(Ecumenical Councils, those of Niceea and Constantinople ; at
the Councils of Antioch in 341, of Sardica, ete. Sometimes
also the priests and deacons subscribed the decrees, and then
either immediately after the name of their own bishop, as at
Arles? or else after the names of all the bishops” It was,
however, not so common for the priests and deacons to join
in the subscription, and it did not occur in the fourth or
fifth century: for we find that, even in the case of synods at
which we know that priests and deacons were present, only
bishops subscribed ; as at Niceea, at Carthage in 397, 389,
4018 at Toledo in 400, and at the (Ecumenical Councils of
Ephesus and Chalcedon® At a later period we meet again,
at some synods, with signatures of priests and deacons, as at
Lyons in 830 The difference between the rights of the
priests and those of the bishops is made clear by the signa-
tures of the Council of Constantinople under Flavian in 448.
The deposition of Eutyches which was there pronounced was
subscribed by the bishops with the formula, oploas vméypayra,
definiens subscripsi, and afterwards by twenty-three archiman-
drites, or superiors of convents, merely with the word dméypayra
without opioas!® At the Robber-Synod of Ephesus, on the

' Hard. i. 250. 2 Hard. i. 266. 3 Hard. i. 961.

4 Hard. i. 989. 5 Hard. i. 989, 961, 250. 6 Hard. i. 266 ss.
7 Hard. i. 250. 8 Hard. i. 971, 986, 988, 9l.c. p. 992.

20 7c. p. 1428 ss., ii. 460 ss. 1 Hard. iv 1363 8.

12 Hard. ii. 167.
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contrary, along with other anomalies, we find the Archiman-
drite Barsumas of Syria signing, as a fully privileged member
of the Synod, with the word éploas,! and that because the
Emperor Theodosius 1I. had summoned him expressly.

9. It is easily understood, and it is shown by the ancient
acts of councils, that priests and deacons, when they were
the representatives of their bishops, had a right to give, like
them, a vofum decisivum, and subscribed the acts of the synod
with the formula opigas? And this is expressed at a much
later period by the Synods of Rouen in 1581, and of Bor-
deaux in 1583,—Dby the latter with the limitation that only
priests should be sent as the representatives of the bishops.?

10. Other clergymen, deacons in particular, were employed
at synods, as secretaries, notaries, and the like—at Ephesus
and Chalcedon, for instance;* and they had often no insignifi-
cant influence, particularly their head, the primicerius nota-
riorum, although they had no vote. Some of these notaries
were official, and were the servants of the synod ; but besides
these, each bishop could bring his own notary or secretary
with him, and employ him to make notes and minutes of the
sessions : for it was only at the Robber-Synod that the violent
Dioscurus allowed no other notaries than his own, and those
of some of his friends” From the nature of the case, there
is nothing to prevent even laymen from being employed in
such work ; and we are informed distinctly by Aineas Sylvius
that he performed such duties, as a layman, at the Synod of
Basle. 1t is, morcover, not at all improbable that the secre-
taiii diving consistorii, who were present at some of the ancient
synods—at Chalcedon, for instance—were secretaries of the
Imperial Council, and consequently laymen.®

11. Besides the bishops, other ecclesiastics have always
been brought in at councils, cecumenical as well as inferior,
for the purpose of consultation, particularly doctors of theo-
logy and of canon law,” as well as deputies of chapters and

1 Hard. ii. 272. 2 Hard. i. 815 ss., ii. 272. 3 Hard. x. 1264, 1379.

4 Hard. i. 1355, ii. 67, 70, 71 ss. 5 Hard. ii. 93.

6 Yuchs, Biblioth. d. Kirchenvers. (Library of Councils), Bd. i. 8. 149.

7 Thomas Aquinas was in this way summoned by Pope Gregory X. to the
fourteenth (Ecumenical Council.
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superiors of monasteries ; and bishops were even requested to
bring such assistants and counsellors with them to the synod.
So it was at the Spanish Council at Tarragona in 516} But,
at the same time, the fundamental principle is undoubted,
that the vote for the decision of a question belonged to the
bishops, as to those whom the Holy Ghost has appointed to
tule the Church of God, and to all others only a consultative
voice ; and this was distinctly recognised by the Synods of
Rouen in 1581, and Bordeaux in 1583 and 1684, partly in
the most general way,” in part specifically with reference to
the deputies of chapters, titular and commendatory abbots?*
There has been a doubt with respect to abbots, whether they
held a place similar to that of the bishops or not; and a
different practice seems to have prevailed at different places
and times. We have already seen that in the ancient Church
the archimandrites had no vote, even when they were priests.
On the other hand, a Synod at London, under the famous
Dunstan Archbishop of Canterbury, A.p. 10735, declares: “ Be-
sides the bishops and abbots, no one must address the Synod
without the permission of the archbishop.”* The abbots are
here plainly assigned a place of equality with the bishops ag
members of the Synod ; and they subscribed the acts of this
Synod like the bishops. In the same way the abbots sub-
scribed at other synods, e.g. at Pontion in France, A.D. 876,
at the Council held in the Pualatium Ticinum, at Cavaillon,
and elsewhere ;° but, on the other hand, at many other
councils of the same time, as well as at those of an earlier
and later period, the bishops alone, or their representatives,
signed the decrees. So it was at Epaon in 517, at Lyons in
517, at Ilerda and Valencia in Spain in 524, at Arles in
524, at Carthage in 525, at Orange in 529, at Toledo in 531,
at Orleans in 533 ;% so also at Cavaillon in 875, at Beauvais
in 875, at Ravenna in 877, at Tribur in 8957 The arch-
deacons seem to have been regarded very much in the same
way as the abbots, inasmuch as they appeared at synods not

! Hard. ii. 1043. 2 Hard. xi. 132. 3 Hard, x. 1264, 1379.
4 Hard. vi. 1556. % Hard. vi. 138, 169, 174, 180.

¢ Hard. ii. 1052, 1054, 1067, 1070, 1071, 1082, 1102, 1141, 1175.

7 Hard. vi. 161, 164, 190, 456.
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merely as the representatives of their bishops ; but sometimes
they signed the acts of the council, even when their bishop
was personally present. So it was at the Synod of London
already mentioned! At the end of the middle ages it was
the common view that abbots and cardinal priests and car-
dinal deacons as well had a vofum decisivum at the synods,—
a fact which is expressly stated, as far as regards the abbots,
by the historian of the Synod of Basle, Augustinus Tatricius,
a Piccolomini of the fifteenth century.? He adds, that only
the Council of Basle allowed the anomaly, and conceded to
other ecclesiastics the right of voting. DBut we must remark
that, according to the statement of the famous Cardinal
D’Ailly, even so early as at the Synod at Pisa in 1409, the
doctors of divinity and of canon law had a wofwm decisivum ;
and that the Council of Constance extended this right, by
adopting the division of the Council into natioms. These
were, however, anomalies ; and after this stormy period had
passed by, the ancient ecclesiastical order was restored, that
only bishops, cardinals, and abbots should have the votum
decisivum. A place of equality with the abbots was naturally
assicned to the generals of those widespread orders, which
had a central authority. This was done at the Council of
Trent. With regard to the abbots, a distinction was made
between those who possessed real jurisdiction, and those who
were only titular or commendatory. To these last there was
conceded no more than the votumm consullativum ; cg. in the
Synod at Rouen in 1581, and Bordeaux in 1583.2 The former
went so far as to refuse to acknowledge any such right as
belonging to the abbots; and a later synod at Bordeaux, in
the year 1624, plainly declared that it was an error {erronce
opinto) to affirm that any others besides bishops had a decisive
voice in a provincial synod (preter episcopos quosdam alios
habere wvocem decisivam in concilio provinciali)* In practice,
however, abbots were still admitted, only with the distinction
that the bishops were members of the synod “ by divine
right” (jure divino), and the abbots only “ by ecclesiastical
appointment ” (¢nstitutione ceclesiastica).

! Hard. vi. 1557 ; <f. ib. 138. 2 Hard. ix. 1196.
¢ Hard. x. 1264, 1379. .. 4 Hard, xi. 132, W
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12. We have already seen, that in the time of Cyprian,
both in Africa and in Italy, laymen were allowed to be
present at synods. This custom was continued to later times.
Thus, eg., the Spanish Synod at Tarragona, in 516, ordained
that the bishops should bring to the Synod with them, besides
the clergy, their faithful sons of the laity.! Viventiolus
Archbishop of Lyons, in the letter by which he summoned a
synod at Epaon in 517, says: “ Laicos permiltimus interesse,
ut quee a solis pontificithus ordinanda sunt ct populus possit
agnoscere”” [We permit the laity to be present, that the
people may know those things which are ordained by the
priests alone.] Moreover, the laity had the power of bringing
forward their complaints with reference to the conduct of the
clergy, inasmuch as they had a right to ask for priests of good
character? The fourth Synod of Toledo, in 633, says ex-
pressly, that laymen also should be invited to the synods.*
So, in fact, we meet with distinguished laymen at the eighth
Synod of Toledo in 653,* and at the second of Orange in
529.° In English synods we find even abbesses were present.
Thus the Abbess Hilda was at the Collatio Pharensis, or Synod
-of Whitby, in 664, where the question of Easter and of the
tonsure, and other questions, were discussed ; and the Abbess
Alleda, the successor of Hilda, at the somewhat later Synod
on the Nith in Northumberland® This presence of abbesses
of the royal family is, however, exceptional, even when these
assemblies were nothing else than concilie mizte, as Salmon,
lc, explains them to be. That, however, distinguished and
well-instructed laymen should be introduced without delay
into provincial synods, was expressly decided by the Congre-
gatio interpret. coneil. by a decree of April 22, 1598 ; and
the Caremoniale episcoporum refers to the same, when it speaks
of the seats which were to be prepared at provincial synods
for the laity who were present.” Pignatelli recommends the
bishops to be prudent in issuing such invitations to the laity

! Hard. ii. 1043. 2 Hard. ii. 1046. 3 Hard. iii. 580.

4 Haxd. iii. 955. 5 Hard. ii. 1102.

6 Hard. 11 993, 1826 E. Cf. Schrodl, First Century of the English Clurch
(Das erste Jakrhundert der engl. Kirche), pp. 220, 271. See also Salmen,

Study on the Councils (T'raité de I'Etude des Conciles), Par's 1726, p. 844.
7 Benedict x1v. De synodo diec, lib, iii. ¢. 9, n. 7. 8 Rened. x1v. Le.
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but we still find in 1736 a great many laymen of distinction
present at the great Maronite Council which was held by
Simon Assemani as papal legate! At many synods the laity
present signed the acts; but at others, and these by far the
most numerous, they did not sign. At the Maronite Council
just mentioned, and at the second of Orange, they did sign.
It is clear from the passage already adduced, referring to the
Synod of Epaon, that these laymen were admitted only as
witnesses and advisers, or as complainants. It is remarkable
that the laity who were present at Orange signed with the
very same formula as the bishops,—namely, consentiens sub-
seripsi ; whilst in other cases the bishops made use of the
words definiens subscripsi; and the priests, deacons, and laymen
simply used the word subscripsi. As was natural, the position
of the laity at the concilia mirta was different: from the very
character of these, it followed that temporal princes appeared
as fully qualified members, side by side with the prelates of
the Church.?

13. Among the laity whom we find at synods, the Emperors
and Kings are prominent. After the Roman Emperors em-
braced Christianity, they, either personally or by their repre-
sentatives and commissaries, attended the great synods, and
particularly those which were cecumenical. Thus, Constantine
the Great was personally present at the first (Ecumenical
Council ;> Theodosius I sent his representatives to the third,
and the Emperor Marcian sent his to the fourth ; and besides,
at a later period, he was personally present, with his wife
Pulcheria, at the sixth session of this Council of Chaleedon.t
So the Emperor Constantine Pogonatus attended at the sixth
(Ecumeniecal Council ;® at the seventh, on the other hand,
Irene and her son Constantine Porphyrogenitus were present
only by deputies; whilst at the eighth the Emperor Basil
the Macedonian took part, sometimes personally and some
times by representatives® Only in the case of the second
and fifth (eumenical Synods we find neither the Emperors
nor their representatives present; but the Emperors (Theo-

! Bened. x1v. Le. n. 5. 2 See above, p. 5.
? Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 10. * Hard. i. 1346, ii. 53, 463.
4 Hard. iii. 1055. ¢ Hard. iv. 34, 534, 745, v. 764, 823, 896,
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dosius the Great and Justinian) were at the time present in’
the city of Constantinople, where those councils were held,
and in constant communication with the Synod.

It was, as we perceive, simply at the cecumenical synods
that the Emperors were present. To this fact Pope Nicholas
1. expressly appeals in his letter to the Emperor Michael, A.D.
865," and infers from it that all other synods ought to be
held without the presence of the Emperor or his representa-
tives. In agreement with this Pope, a few years later the
eighth (Ecumenical Council declared, that it was false to
maintain that no synod should be held without the presence
of the Emperor; that, on the contrary, the Emperors had
been present only at the cecumenical councils ; and, moreover,
that it was not proper for temporal princes to be present at
provincial synods, ete., for the condemnation of the clergy.?
They might have added, that so early as the fourth century
the bishops complained loudly when Constantine the Great
sent an imperial commissioner to the Synod of Tyre in 8352

In the West, on the contrary, the Kings were present even
at national synods. Thus, Sisenand, the Spanish King of the
West Goths, was present at the fourth Council of Toledo in
the year 633, and King Chintilan at the fifth of Toledo in
638;* Charles the Great at the Council of Frankfurt in
794,° and two Anglo-Saxon Kings at the Collatio Pharensis,
already mentioned, in 664. We find royal commissaries at
the eighth and ninth Synods of Toledo in 653 and 655.°
In later times the opinion gradually gained ground, that
princes had a right to be present, either personally or by
representatives, only at the cecumenical councils. Thus we
find King Philip le Bel of France at the fifteenth (Ecumenical
Synod at Vienne in 1311, the Emperor Sigismund at the
Council of Constance, and the representatives (oratores) of
several princes at the last (Hcumenical Synod at Trent.
Pius 1v. and Pius v. forbid the presence of a royal commissary
at the Provincial Synod of Toledo ; but the prohibition came
too late. 'When, however, a second Provincial Synod was

! Hard. v. 158 ; and in the Corp. jur. can. c. 4, diss. 96.
2 Hard. v. 907, 1103, 3 Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. n. 8.
¢ Hard. iii. 578, 597, 5 Hard. iv. 882. ¢ Hard. iii. 968, 978.
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held at Toledo in 1582, in the presence of a royal commissary,
Rome, e the Congregatio Concilii, delayed the confirmation
of the decrees until the name of the commissary was erased
from the acts of the Synod. The Archbishop of Toledo, Car-
dinal Quiroga, maintained that such commissaries had been
present at the ancient Spanish synods; but Rome held fast by
the principle, that except in cecumenical synods, ubt agitur
de fide, reformatione, ¢t pace (which treated of faith, reforma-
tion, and peace), no commissaries of princes had a right to be
present! At the later cecumenical synods, this presence of
princes or of their representatives beyond all doubt had no
other significance than to ensure protection to the synods, to
increase their authority, and to bring before them the special
wishes of the different states and countries. The celebrated
Cardinal D’Ailly long ago expressed this judgment clearly ;?
and, as a matter of fact, there was never conceded to a prince
or his orator the right to vote, unless he was also a bishop.
In reference to the most ancient cecumenical synods, it has
even been maintained that the Emperors were their presidents;
and this leads us to the further question of the presidency of
the synods.

Skc. 5. The Presidency of Councils.

As the presidency of a diocesan synod belongs to the
bishop, of a provincial synod to the metropolitan, of a
national to the primate or patriarch, so, in the nature of the
case, the presidency of an cecumenical council belongs to the
supreme ruler of the whole Church—to the Pope; and this
is so clear, that the most violent partisans of the episcopal
system, who assign to the Pope only a primacy of honour
(primatus honoris), yet do not in the least impugn his right
to preside at cccumenical synods® The Pope may, however,
exercise this presidency in person, or he may be represented,
as has frequently been the case, by his legates. Against this

1 Benedict x1v. De Synodo dice. lib, iii. e 9, n. 6.

? Benedict x1v. Le. n. 1.

3 It is unnecessary to remark that all this is simply a part of the Roman
system, even as understood by Liberals more advanced thian Dr. Hefele. In

& mere translation it would he uselss frequently even to point out, much more
to discuss, such questions.—Ebp.
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papal right of presidency at cecumenical synods the Reformers
brought forward the objection, that the history of the Church
showed clearly that the Emperors had presided at some of
the first eight councils. There was, indeed, no difficulty in
bringing forward proof in support of their assertion, since
Pope Stephen v. himself writes that the Emperor Constantine
presided at the first Council of Niceea,! and the ancient acts of
the synods frequently refer to a presidency of the Emperor or
his representatives. But all such objections, however dangerous
they may at first seem to be to our position, lose their power
when we come to consider more closely the state of things in
connection with the ancient councils, and are willing to dis-
cuss the matter impartially.

Let us begin with the eighth (Ecumenical Synod, as the
last of those which here come into question—that is to say,
the last of the Oriental Synods—-and from this ascend back to
the first.

1. Pope Hadrian II. sent his legates to the eichth (Ecumenical
Synod, on the express written condition, addressed to the
Lmperor Basil, that they should preside? The legates, Donatus
Bishop of Ostia, Stephen Bishop of Nepesina, and Marinus a
deacon of Rome, read this letter before the Synod, without the
slightest objection being brought forward. On the contrary,
their names were always placed first in the minutes; the
duration of the sessions was decided by them ; and they gave
permission for addresses, for the reading of the acts of the
Synod, and for the introduction of other members of the
Synod ; and appointed the questions for discussion® In short,
they appear in the first five sessions without dispute as the
presidents of the Synod. At the sixth and following sessions
the Emperor Basil was present, with his sons Constantine and
Leo; and he obtained the presidency, as the acts relate.!
But these acts clearly distinguish the Emperor and his sons
from the Synod; for, after naming them, they add, “the holy
and cecumenical Synod agreeing” (conveniente sancta ac uni-
versali synodo).  Thus we perceive that the Emperor and
his sons are not reckoned among the members of the Synod,

1 Hard. v. 1119. 2 Hard. v. 768, 1030,
3 Hard. v. 781, 782, 783, 785, 786 ss. 4 Hard. v. 823, 838, 896, 1098,
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whilst the papal legates are constantly placed first among the
members. It is the legates, too, who in these later sessions
decide the subjects which shall be brought forward:! they
also are the first who sign the acts of the Synod, and that
expressly as presidents ( pressidentes) ; whilst the Emperor gave
a clear proof that he did not regard himself as the real presi-
dent, by wishing to sign them after all the bishops. The
papal legates, on the other hand, entreated him to place his
own and his sons’ names at the top; but he decidedly refused
this, and at last consented to sign after the representatives
of the Pope and the Oriental bishops, and before the other
bishops.? In perfect agreement with this, Pope Hadrian 1L,
in his letter to the Emperor, commended him for having been
present at this Synod, not as judge (judezr), but as witness
and protector (conscius et obsccundator)?  Still less than the
Emperors themselves had the imperial commissaries who were
present at synods a right of presidency, since their names were
placed, in all minutes of the sessions, immediately after the
representatives of the patriarchs, but before the other bishops,*
and they did not subscribe the acts at all. On the other hand, it.
may be said that the patriarchs of the East—Ignatius of Con-
stantinople, and the representatives of the others—in some
measure participated in the presidency, since they are always
named along with the Roman legates, and are carefully dis-
tinguished from the other metropolitans and bishops. They
form, together with the Roman legates, so to speak, the board:
of direction, deciding in common with them the order of the
business,” regulating with them the rule of admission to the
synod. They subscribe, like the legates, before the Emperor,
and are named in the minutes and in the separate sessions
before the imperial commissaries. But, all this being granted,
the papal legates still take undeniably the first place, inas-
mauch as they are always the first named, and first subscribe
the acts of the Synod, and, what is particularly to be observed,
at the last subscription make use of the formula, “ presiding
over this holy and cccumenical synod” (haic sanctee et univer-
saly synodo preesidens) ; whilst Ignatius of Constantinople and

1 Hard. v. 898, 912. 2 Hard. v. 921-923, 1106. 3 Hard. v. 939 A.
4 Uard. v. 764, 782, 788 ss. 5 Hard. v. 898 D, 912 C.
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the representatives of the other patriarchs claim no presidency,
but subscribe simply with the words, “ As receiving this holy
and cecumenical synod, and agreeing with all things which it
Las decided, and which are written here, and as defining them,
I subscribe” (sanctam hanc et universalem synodum suscipicns,
et omnibus quee ab e judicata et scripta sunt concordans, et
definiens subscripst). Moreover, as we find a remarkable dif-
ference between them and the papal legates, so there is also,
on the other side, a considerable difference between their
signature and that of the other bishops. The latter, like the
Emperor, have simply used the words, suscipiens subscripsi,
without the addition of definiens, by which the votum decisivum
was usually indicated.!

2. At all the sessions of the seventh (Ecumenical Synod,
the papal legates, the Archpresbyter Peter and the Abbot
Deter, came first; after them Tarasius Archbishop of Con-
stantinople, and the representatives of the other patriarchs;
next to them the other bishops; and, last of all, the imperial
commissaries” The decrees were signed in the same order,
only that the imperial commissaries took no part in the sub-
scription’  The Empress Irene and her son were present at
the eighth and last session of the Council as honorary presi-
dents, and signed the decrees of the first seven sessions, which
Lad been already signed by the bishops* According to a
Latin translation of the acts of this Synod, it was only the
papal legates, the Bishop of Constantinople, and the repre-
sentatives of the other Eastern patriarchs, who on this occasion
made use of the word definiens in subscribing the decrees, just
as at the eighth Council;® but the Greek version of the acts
has the word ¢p/gas in connection with the signature of the
other bishops® Besides, we must not omit to state that, not-
withstanding the presidency of the papal legates, Tarasius
Archbishop of Constantinople had the real management- of
the business at this Synod.

3. At the sixth (Ecumenical Synod the Emperor Constan-

1 Hard. v. 923. 2 Hard. iv. 28 ss. 3 Hard. iv. 455 ss., 748.

4 Hard. iv. 483, 486. 5 Iard. iv. 748 sq. ¢ Hard. iv. 457 sq.

7 Compare the author's essay on the second Council of Nicea, in the Ireiburg
Kirchenlexicon, Bd. vii. S. 563.
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tine Pogonatus was present in person, together with several
high officials of the state. The minutes of the sessions name
him as president, and give the names of his officials imme-
diately after his own. They next proceed to the enumeration
of the proper members of the Synod, with the formula, “the
holy and cecumenical Synod being assembled” (svverfovons
8¢ kal s dylas ral olxovuevikils auvodov),—thereby distin-
guishing, as in the case already mentioned, the Emperor and
his officials from the Synod proper; and name as its first
members the papal legates, the priests Theodore and George,
and the deacon John!' So these legates are the first to sub-
scribe the acts of the Council; and the Emperor signed at
the end, after all the bishops, and, as is expressly stated, to
give more authority to the decrees of the Synod, and to con-
firm them with the formula, “We have read and consented”
(legimus et consensimus)®  He thus made a distinction between
himself and the Synod proper; whilst it cannot, however, be
denied that the Emperor and his plenipotentiaries often con-
ducted the business of the Synod.?

4. At the fifth (Ecumenical Council, as has been already
pointed out,! neither the Emperor (Justinian) nor yet the Pope
or his legate was present. It was Eutychius, the Archbishop
of Constantinople, who presided.’

5. The fourth (Tcumenical Council is of more importance
for the question now before us. So early as on the 24th of
June 451, Pope Leo the Great wrote to the Emperor Marcian
that he had named Paschasinus Bishop of Lilybecum as his
legate (preedictum fratrem et coepiscopum meum vice mea synodo
convenit preesidere)’ This legate, Paschasinus, in the name
of himself and his colleagues (for Leo associated with him two
other legates—the Bishop Lucentius and the Priest Boniface),
at the third session of Chalcedon, issued the announcement
that Pope Leo had commanded them, insignificant as they
were, to preside in his place over this holy synod (nostram

1 Hard. iii. 1055, 1061, 1065, 1072. 2 Mard. iii. 1402, 1414, 1435.
3 Hard. iii. 1039, 1063, 1066, 1070, 1303 A, 1307, 1326, 1327.
4 Pp. 13 and 25. 5 Hard. iii. 202.

€ Leonis Ep. 89, t. i. p. 1062, ed. Baller. That Leo here asserted a right,
and did not merely prefer a petition for the presidency to the Emperor, has
been shown by Peter de Marca, De concord. sacerdotii et imp. lib, v. 6.
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parvitatem huic sancto concilio pro se preesidere preecepit) ;' and
soon after, Pope Leo wrote to the bishops of Gaul, speaking of
his legates, in the following terms: “ My brothers who pre-
sided in my stead over the Eastern Synod” (Fratres mei, qui
vice mea orientali synodo preesederunt)®  Pope Vigilius after-
wards asserted the same, when, in a circular letter addressed
to the whole Church, he says, “ over which our predecessor of
holy memory, Pope Leo, presided by his legates and vicars”
(cur sancte recordationis decessor noster papa Leo per legatos suos
vicariosque preesedit)®  Of still greater importance is it that
the Council of Chalcedon itself, in its synodal letter to Pope
Leo, expressly says, dv (i.c. the assembled bishops) od pév ds
Kkedak) weAdv rpyepcveves év Tols Ty oy Taw éméyovor ; that
is to say, “Thou, by thy representatives, hast taken the lead
among the members of the Synod, as the head among the
members of the body.”* These testimonies—especially the
last—are of so much weight, that they would seem to leave
no room for doubt. And yet, on the other hand, it is a
matter of fact that imperial commissaries had the place of
honour at the Synod of Chalcedon, in the midst, before the
rails of the altar;® they are the first named in the minutes ;¢
they took the votes, arranged the order of the business, closed
the sessions, and thus discharged those functions which belong
to the president of an assembly.” In the sixth session the
Emperor Marcian was himself present, proposed the questions,
and conducted the business® In these acts the Emperor and
his commissaries also appear as the presidents, and the papal
legates only as first among the voters. How, then, can we
reconcile the contradiction which apparently exists between
these facts and the statements alrcady made? and how could
the Council of Chalcedon say that, by sending his legates, the
Pope had taken the lead among the members of the Synod ?
The solution of the difficulty is to be found in tie same
synodical letter written by the Pope to the Synod. It reads

! Hard. ii. 310, 2 Leonis Ep. 103, t. i. p. 1141, ed. Baller.
3 Hard. iii. 5. 4 Leonis Ep. 98, t. i. p. 1089, ed. Baller.
3 Hard. ii. 66. ¢ Hard, ii, 54, 274 ss,

* Hard. ii. 67, 70, 50, 94, 114, 271, 307,
8 Hard. ii. 456 s.
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thus: “TFaithful Emperors have used the presidency for the
better preservation of order” (Bagihels 8¢ mioTol wpds ed-
«ogplav éEfipyov)t In fact, this presidency which was
granted to the imperial commissaries referred only to the
outward working—to the material conducting of the business
of the synod. They were not connected with the internal
work, and left the decisions of the synods without interfer-
ence, gave no vote in the determination of questions con-
cerning the faith, and repeatedly distinguished between
themselves and the council? The acts of Chalcedon also
show the same distinction. After having mentioned the
imperial commissaries, they add these words, « the holy Synod
assembled,”? etc. We may add also, that neither the Emperor
nor his commissaries signed the acts of the Council of Chal-
cedon: it was the Pope’s legate who always signed first, and
repeatedly added to his name, even when the Emperor was
present, the title of synodo preesidens.t

We are thus gradually able to explain the double relations
existing between the papal legates and the imperial com-
missaries, quite analogous to that expressed in the words of
Constantine the Great: “ And I am a bishop. You are bishops
for the <nterior business of the Church” (rév elow 7
€kxnoias); “I am the bishop chosen by God to conduct the
czterior Lusiness of the Church” (éyw 8¢ Tdv értds vmwo
Ocod kalearapévos)® The official conduct of business, so
to speak, the direction 7dv éfw as well as the seat of honour,
was reserved for the imperial commissaries. The Pope’s legates,
although only having the first place among the voters, had
the presidency, kata Ta elow, of the synod, that is, of the
assembly of the bishops 4n specie; and when the imperial
commissaries were absent, as was the case during the third
session, they had also the direction of the business.®

6. The Emperor Theodosius Ir nominated the Comes Can-
didian as his representative at the third (Ecumenical Council,
held at Ephesus in 431. In a letter addressed to the as-
sembled fathers, the Emperor himself clearly determined the

! Baller. t. i. p. 1089. 2 Hard. ii. 634. 3 Hard. ii. 58.
4 Hard. ii. 467, 366. 5 Euseb. Vita Const. lib. iv. c. 24,
€ Hard. ii. 810 ss.

c
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situation of Candidian towards the Council. e says: “I
have sent Candidian to your Synod as Comes sacrorum domesti-
corum ; but he is to take no part in discussions on doctrine,
since it is not allowable to any one, unless enrolled among
the most holy bishops, to intermeddle in ecclesiastical dis-
cussions ” (aféutrov qap, Tov pa) Tob KaTakiyov ToV dyiwTaTwy
émioKdmwy TUYXdvOVTa TOLS EKKAOLATTIKOLS CREMuATIY .
émiplyvuoBar).

The Emperor then positively indicates what were to be the
duties of Candidian: namely, that he was to send away the
laity and the monks, if they repaired in too great nwmbers
to Ephesus; he was to provide for the tranquillity of the
city and the safety of the Synod; he was to take care that
differences of opinion that might arise between the members
of the Synod should not degenerate into passionate contro-
versies, but that each might express his opinion without fear
or hindrance, in order that, whether after quiet or noisy dis-
cussions upon each point, the bishops might arrive at a unani-
mous decision. Finally, he was to prevent any one from
leaving the Synod without cause, and also to see that no other
theological discussion should be entered into than that which
had occasioned the assembling of the Synod, or that no private
business should be brought up or discussed.*

Pope Celestine L. on his side had appointed the two bishops
Arcadius and Projectus, together with the priest Philippus, as
his legates, and had instructed them to act according to the
advice of Cyril, and to maintain the prerogatives of the
Apostolic See2 The Pope had before nominated Cyril as his
representative in the Nestorian matter, and in his letter of
10th of August 4302 he invested him with full apostolic
power. It is known that from the beginning Candidian
showed himself very partial to the friends of Nestorius, and
tried to postpone the opening of the Council. ~When, how-
ever, Cyril held the first sitting on the 24th June 431, the
Count was not present, and so his name does not appear in the
minutes. On the contrary, at the head of the list of the bishops
present is found the name of Cyril, with this significant ob-
servation, “ that he took the place of Celestine, the most holy

1 Hard. i. 1346 sq. 2 Hard, i, 1347, 1473. 3 Hard. i. 1323,
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Archbishop of Rome.”! Cyril also directed the order of the
business, either in person, as when he explained the chief
object of the deliberations? or else through Peter, one of his
priests, whom he made primicerius notariorum® Cyril was
also the first to sign the acts of the first session, and the sen-
tence of deposition pronounced against Nestorius.t

In consequence of this deposition, Count Candidian be-
came the open opponent of the Synod, and the protector of
the party of Antioch, who held an unlawful council of their
own under John of Antioch. Cyril notwithstanding fixed the
10th July 431 for the second session, and he presided ; and
the minutes mention him again as the representative of Rome.’
The other papal legates, who had not arrived in time for the
first, were present at this second session ; and they shared the
presidency with Cyril, who continued to be called in the
accounts the representative of the Pope.® Cyril was the first
to sign ; after him came the legate Arcadius ; then Juvenal of
Jerusalem; next, the second legate Projectus; then came
Flavian bishop of Philippi; and after him the third legate, the
priest Philip” All the ancient documents are unanimous in
affirming that Cyril presided over the Council in the name of
Pope Celestine. Evagrius® says the same; so Pope Vigilius
in the profession of faith which he signed ;° and Mansuetus
Bishop of Milan, in his letter to the Emperor Constantine
Pogonatus® In other documents Pope Celestine and Cyril
are indiscriminately called presidents of the third (Beumenical
Council ; the acts of the fourth™ assert this several times, as
well as the Emperor Marcian,? and in the fifth century the
Armenian bishops in their letter to the Emperor Leo.”

7. When we pass on to the second (Ecumenical Couneil, it
is perfectly well known and allowed that it was not presided
over either by the Pope Damasus or his legate ; for, as has been
already said, this Council was not at first considered cecumeni-
cal, but only a general council of the Eastern Church. The

1 Hard. i. 1853. 2 Hard. i. 1422, 3 Hard. i. 1855, 1419.
4 Hard. i. 1423. 5 Hard. i, 1466. 6 Hard. 1, 1486, 1510.
7 Hard. i. 1527, 8 Hist. Eccl. i. 4. 9 Hard. iii. 10.
10 Hard. iii. 1052, 11 Hard. i. 402, 451, 12 Hard. ii, 671.

13 Hard. ii. 742.
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first sessions were presided over by Meletius Archbishop of
Antioch, who was the chief of all the bishops present, as the
Archbishop of Alexandria had not arrived at the beginning.
After the death of Meletius, which happened soon after the
opening of the Council, it was not the Archbishop of Alex-
andria, but the Archbishop of Constantinople, Gregory of
Nazianzus, who was the president, and after his resignation
his successor Nectarius. This took place through the deci-
sion of the Council, which in its third session had assigned to
the Bishop of new Rome—that is, Constantinople—the prece-
dency immediately after the Bishop of old Rome.

8. The solution of the question respecting the presidency
of the first (Ecumenical Council is not without difficulty ; and
the greatest acumen has been displayed, and the most venture-
some conjectures have been made, in order to prove that in the
first Council, at any rate, the Pope was not the president.
They have endeavoured to prove that the presidency belonged
to the Emperor, who in a solemn discourse opened the series
of the principal sessions, and took part in them, seated in the
place of honour. But Eusebius, who was an eye-witness of the
Council, and pays the greatest possible respect to the Emperor,
says most explicitly : « After that (meaning after the opening
discourse by the Emperor) the Emperor made way for the
presidents of the Synod” (wapedidov Tov Aoyov Tols THs
cuvSov mpoédpous)t These words prove that Constantine
was simply the honorary president, as the Emperor Marcian
was subsequently in the sixth session of the Council of
Chalcedon ;? and, as a matter of course, he left to the eccle-
siastical presidents the conducting of the theological discus-
sions. In addition to the testimony of the eye-witness
Eusebius, we have to the same effect the following documents :
—(a.) The acts of the Council of Nicea, as far as they exist,
contain the signatures of the bishops, but not that of the
Emperor? And if that is true which the Emperor Basil the
Macedonian said at the eighth (Ecumenical Council, that
« Constantine the Great had signed at Nicea after all the

< Euseb. Vita Const. 1. iii. c. 13. 2 See above, p. 32.

3 Hard. i. 811 ; Mansi, Collect. Concil, ii. 692 sqq. We shall give further
Cetails upon this subject in the history of the Council of Nicwa.
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bishops,”* this proves conclusively that Constantine did not
consider himself as the president proper of the Council
(0.) Besides, the Emperor was not present in person at the
commencement of the Synod. It must, however, have had its
presidents before the Emperor arrived ; and a short sentence
in Eusebius alludes to these presidents: wapediSov . . . Tols
mpoédpoars; that is, “ He left the management of the continua-
tion with those who had before presided.” (c.) When several
complaints of the bishops against each other were presented to
him, the Emperor had them all burnt, and declared that it was
not becoming for him to give judgment upon priests.? (d.) We
will finally recall these words of the Emperor already quoted,
that he was the bishop of the outward circumstances of the
Church ; words which entirely agree with the position in the
Council of Nicea which we have assigned to him.

Who was, then, really the president of the Synod ? Some
have tried to solve the question by considering as president
that bishop who was seated first at the right hand of the
Emperor, and saluted him with a discourse when he entered
the Synod.®> But here arise two observations : first, from the
Creek word mpoédpors it would appear that there were
several presidents; and besides, it is not positively known who
addressed the discourse to the Emperor. According to the title
of the eleventh chapter of the third book of the Life of Con-
stantine by Eusebius, and according to Sozomen,! it was Euse-
bius of Ceesarea, the historian, himself; but as he was not a
bishop of any apostolic or patriarchal see, he could not possibly
have had the office of president. We cannot say either with
the Magdeburg Centuriators, that Eusebius was president be-
cause he was seated first on the right side; for the president
sat in the middle, and not at one side; and those patriarchs
who were present at the Council (we use this term although it
had not begun to be employed at this period), or their repre-
sentatives, were probably seated together in the middle, by the
side of the Emperor, whilst Eusebius was only the first of the
metropolitans seated on the right side. It is different with

1 Hard. v. 921-923, 1106. Sce above.

2 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 71.
3 Euseb. Vita Const, iii. 11. 4 Hist. Eccl. i. 19.
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Eustathius Archbishop of Antioch, who, according to Theo-
doret," pronounced the speech in question which was addressed
to the Emperor. He was one of the great patriarchs; and one
of his successors, John Archbishop of Antioch, in a letter to
Proclus, calls him the “ first of the Nicene Fathers” The
Chronicle of Nicephorus expresses itself in the same way
about him.> He cannot, however, be considered as the only
president of the Council of Nicewea ; for we must regard the
expression of Eusebius, which is in the plural (roZs mpoéBpots);
and, besides, it must not be forgotten that the Patriarch of
Alexandria ranked higher than the Patriarch of Antioch. To
which, thirdly, it must be added, that the Nicene Council
itself, in its letter to the Church of Alexandria’® says: “ Your
bishop will give you fuller explanation of the synodical
decrees ; for he has been a leader (xk¥pros) and participator
(kotwwvds) in all that has been done” These words seem to
give a reason for the theory of Schrockh* and others, that
Alexander and Eustathius were both presidents, and that
they are intended by KEusebius when he speaks of the
wpoedpor® But apart from the fact that the word xdpros
is here used only as an expression of politeness, and de-
signates perhaps merely a very influential member of the
Synod, and not the president, there is this against the theory
of Schrockh, which is expressly asserted by Gelasius of
Cyzicus, who wrote a history of the Council of Nicxa in
the fifth century: “ And Hosius was the representative of
the Bishop of Rome; and he was present at the Council of
Niceea, with the two Roman priests Vitus and Vincentius.”®
The importance of this testimony has been recognised by all ;
therefore every means has been tried to undermine it. Gela-
sius, it is said, writes these words in the middle of a long
passage which he borrowed from Eusebius; and he represents
the matter as if he had taken these words also from the

1 Hist, Eecl. 1. 7.

£ Tillemont, Mémoires pour servir & Uhist. eccl. vi. 272 b, Brux. 1732.

3 Cf. Socrat. i. 9. 4 Schrockh, Kirchengeschichte, Thl. v. 8. 335.

® The Bishops of Jerusalem and Constantinople cannot be referred to here ;
for it was ouly subsequently that they were raised to the dignity of patriarchs.

8 Gelasius, Volumen actorum Concil. Nic. il. 5; Mansi, ii. 806; Hard. i
275, :
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same historian. Now they are not to be found in Eusebius ;
therefore they have no historical value. But it must be
remarked, that Gelasius does not copy servilely from Euse-
bius ; but in different places he gives details which are not
in that author, and which he had learned from other sources.
Thus, after the passage concerning IHosius, he inserts some
additional information about the Bishop of Byzantium. A
little further on in the same chapter, he changes the number
of two hundred and fifty bishops, given by Eusebius, into
“ three hundred and more,” and that without giving the
least indication that he is repeating literally the words of
Eusebius, We are therefore brought to believe that Gelasius
has acted in the same way as to Hosius in this passage,
by introducing the information derived from another source
into the passage taken from KEusebius, and not at all from
having misunderstood Eusebius.

‘When Baronius and several other Catholic ecclesiastical his-
torians assign to the papal legate Hosius the honour of the
presidency, they are supported by several authorities for this
opinion besides Gelasius. Thus, S. Athanasius, in his Apo-
logie: de fugo,' thus expresses himself about Hosius: wolas
qyap ob kabyyioaro ; that is to say, “ Of what synod was
he not president ?” Theodoret speaks just in the same way :%
Holas qap ody nyfjoaroe cvvédov. Socrates’ in giving
the list of the principal members of the Council of Nicea,
writes it in the following order: “ Hosius, Bishop of Cor-
dova ; Vitus and Vincentius, priests of Rome; Alexander,
Bishop of Alexandria; Eustathius, Bishop of Antioch; Ma-
carius, Bishop of Jerusalem.” 'We see that he follows the
order of rank: he would therefore never have placed the
Spanish bishop, Hosius, before the great patriarchs of the
East, if he had not been the representative of the Pope.*

1 B. 5, Athanasii Opera, cd. Patav. 1777, i. 256.

2 Hist. Eccl. ii. 15. 31, 13.

%It may be objected that Socrates also mentions, after Macarius Bishop of
Jerusalem, Arpocration Bishop of Cynopolis (in Egypt), although this episco-
pal sce had no such high rank. But, as las been remarked by the Ballerini,
Socrates simply intended to give a list of the patriarchs, or their representa-
tives, according to rank. As for the other bishops, he contented himself with
mentioning one only as antesignanus reliqui, and he took the first name in
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An examination of the signatures of the Council of Nicez
leads us again to the same conclusion. It is true that there
are many variations to be found in these signatures, if several
manuscripts are consulted, and that these manuscripts are
often faulty and defective, as Tillemont' has conclusively
shown ; but in spite of these defects, it is a very significant
fact, that in every copy, without one exception, Hosius and
the two Roman priests sign the first, and after them Alexan-
der Patriarch of Alexandria signs. On this subject the two
lists of signatures given by Mansi® may be consulted, as well
as the two others given by Gelasius : in these latter Hosius
expressly signs in the name of the Church of Rome, of the
Churches of Italy, of Spain, and of the West ; the two Roman
priests appear only as his attendants. In Mansi’s two lists,
it is true, nothing indicates that Hosius acted in the Pope’s
name, whilst we are informed that the two Roman priests
did so. DBut this is not so surprising as it might at first
sight appear, for these Roman priests had no right to sign
for themselves: it was therefore necessary for them to say in
whose name they did so; whilst it was not necessary for Hosius,
who as a bishop had a right of his own.

Schrockh® says that Hosius had his distinguished posi-
tion on account of his great influence with the Emperor ; but
this reasoning is very feeble. The bishops did not sign
according as they were more or less in favour with Constan-
tine. If such order had been followed, Eusebius of Casarea
would have been among the first. It is highly important to
remark the order in which the signatures of the Council were
given. The study of the lists proves that they followed the
order of provinces: the metropolitan signed first, and after

his list after the Bishop of Alexandria. Cf. Baller. de Antiq. Collect., ete., in
Gallandi, de vetustis Canonwm Collectionibus, i. 256.

(e 1 BEies

2ii. 692, 697. See also Mansi, ii. 882, 927. What has been said above
also shows that Socrates consulted a similar list, in which Hosius and the
Roman priests were the first to sign. These lists, especially the larger omes,
which are generally translated into Latin (Mansi, ii. 882 sq.), contain, it is
true, several inaccuracies in detail, but they are most certainly authentic ow
the whole. Cf. Baller. Lc. p. 254 sq.

8 Schrockh, Kirchengesch. Thl. v. S. 336,
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him the suffragans; the metropolitan of another province
followed, and then his suffragan bishops, etc. The enumera-
tion of the provinces themselves was in no particular order:
thus the province of Alexandria came first, then the Thebiid
and Libya, then Palestine and Phcenicia; not till after that
the province of Antioch, ete. At the head of each group of
signatures was always written the name of the ecclesiastical
province to which they belonged ; and this is omitted only
in the case of Hosius and the two Roman priests. They
signed first, and without naming a diocese. It will perhaps
be objected, that as the Synod was chiefly composed of Greel
bishops, they allowed the Westerns to sign first out of con-
sideration for them ; but this supposition is inadmissible, for
at the end of the lists of the signatures of the Council are
found the names of the representatives of two ecclesiastical
provinces of the Latin Church. Since Gaul and Africa are
placed at the end, they would certainly have been united to
the province of Spain, if Hosius had represented that pro-
vince only, and had not attended in a higher capacity. To-
gether with the two Roman priests, he represented no particular
church, but was the president of the whole Synod: therefore
the name of no province was added to his signature,—a fresh
proof that we must recognise in him and his two colleagues
the mwpoedpor spoken of by Eusebius. The analogy of the
other cecumenical councils also brings us to the same conclu-
sion ; particularly that of the Council of Ephesus, in which
Cyril of Alexandria, an otherwise distinguished bishop, who
Leld the office of papal legate, like Hosius at Nicea, signed
first, before all the other legates who came from Italy.

It would be superfluous, in the consideration of the ques-
tion which is now occupying us, to speak of the cccumenical
councils held subsequently to these eight first, since no one
doubts that these more recent councils were presided over
either by the Pope or his legates. We will therefore conclude
the discussicn of this point with the remark, that if in some
national councils the Emperor or Kings were presidents,! it was
either an honorary presidency only, or else they were mixed

! Thus Charles the Great at the Synod of Frankfurt in 794, and King Genulf
at that of Becanceld in England in 799. Cf. Hard. iv. 882 E, 925 C.
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councils assembled for State business as well as for that of
the Church. '

The Robber-Synod of Ephesus, which was held in 449,
departed from the rule of all the cceumenical councils in the
matter of the presidency; and it is well to mention this
Synod, because at first it was regarded as an cecumenical
council. 'We have before said that the presidency of it was
refused to the Pope’s legates; and by order of the Emperor
Theodosius 11, who had been deceived, it was bestowed upon
Dioscurus of Alexandria! But the sensation produced by
this unusual measure, and the reasons given at Chalcedon by
the papal legates for declaring this Synod of Ephesus to be
invalid, indisputably prove that we may here apply the well-
known axiom, exceptio firmat requlam.

SEC. 6. Confirmation of the Decrees of the Councils.

The decrees of the ancient cecumenical councils were con-
firmed by the Emperors and by the Popes ; those of the later
councils by the Popes alone. On the subject of the confir-
mation of the Emperors we have the following facts :—

1. Constantine the Great solemnly confirmed the Nicene
Creed immediately after it had been drawn up by the Council,
and he threatened such as would not subscribe it with exile.®
At the conclusion of the Synod he raised all the decrees of
the assembly to the position of laws of the empire; declared
them to be divinely inspired ; and in several edicts still par-
tially extant, he required that they should be most faithfully
observed by all his subjects.®

2. The second (Ecumenical Council expressly asked for the
confirmation of the Emperor Theodosius the Great,! and he
responded to the wishes of the assembly by an edict dated the
30th July 381.7°

3. The case of the third (Ecumenical Council, which was
bield ‘at Ephesus, was peculiar, The Emperor Theodosius I

1 Hard. ii. 80. 2 Rufin, Hist. Eccl. i, 5 ; Socrat. Hist. Eecl. i. 9.

3 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 17-19; Socrat. i, 9; Gelasii Volumen actorum
Concilit Nic. 1ib. ii. c. 86 ; in Hard. i. 445 sqq. ; Mansi, ii. 919,

4 Hard. i. 807.

<6 Cod. Theodos. i..8; de Fide Cath. vi. 9. See also Valesius' notes to
Socrates, v. 8. A
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had first been on the heretical “side, but he was brought to
acknowledge by degrees that the orthodox part of the bishops
assembled at Ephesus formed the true Synod.! However, he
did not in a general way give his confirmation to the decrees
of the Counecil, because he would not approve of the deposition
and exclusion pronounced by the Council against the bishops
of the party of Antioch? Subsequently, however, when Cyril
and John of Antioch were reconciled, and when the party of
Antioch itself had acknowledged the Council of Ephesus,
the Emperor sanctioned this reconciliation by a special decree,
threatened all who should disturb the peace; and by exiling
Nestorius, and by commanding all the Nestorian writings to
be burnt, he confirmed the principal decision given by the
Council of Ephesus.?

4. The Emperor Marcian consented to the doctrinal de-
crees of the fourth (Teumenical Council, held at Chalcedon,
by publishing four edicts on the 7th February, 13th March,
Gth and 28th July 452.*

5. The close relations existing between the fifth (Ecumenical
Council and the Emperor Justinian are well known. This
Council merely carried out and sanctioned what the Emperor
had before thought necessary and decided; and it bowed so
obsequiously to his wishes, that Pope Vigilius would have
nothing to do with it. The Emperor Justinian sanctioned
the decrees pronounced by the Council, by sending an official
to the seventh session, and he afterwards used every endeavour
to obtain the approbation of Pope Vigilius for this Council.

6. The Emperor Constantine Pogonatus confirmed the de-
crees of the sixth Council, first by signing them?® (ultimo loco,
as we have seen); but he sanctioned them also by a very
long edict which Hardouin has preserved.®

7. In the last session of the seventh (Ecumenical Council,
the Empress Irene, with her son, signed the decrees made in the
preceding sessions, and thus gave them the imperial sanction.”
It is not known whether she afterwards promulgated an
especial decree to the same effect.

1 Mansi, v. 255, 659 ; Hard. i. 1667. 2 Mansi, iv. 1465.
3 Mansi, v. 255, 413, 920. 4 Hard. ii. 659, 662, 675 s
& Hard. iii. 1435. 6 Hard. iii. 1446, 1633. 7 Hard. ii. 483-486.
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8. The Emperor Basil the Macedonian and his sons signead
the acts of the eighth (Ecumenical Council. His signature
followed that of the patriarchs, and preceded that of the
other bishops! In 870 he also published an especial edict,
making known his approval of the decrees of the Council?

The papal confirmation of all these eight first cecumenical
councils is not so clear and distinct.

1. The signatures of the Pope’s legates, Hosius, Vitus, and
Vineentius, subscribed to the acts of the Council before the
other bishops, must be regarded as a sanction from the See of
Rome to the decrees of Niceea. Five documents, dating from
the fifth century, mention, besides, a solemn approval of the
acts of the Council of Nicewea, given by Pope Sylvester and a
Toman synod of 275 bishops. It is granted that these docu-
ments are not authentic, as we shall show in the history of
the Council of Nicea; but we nevertheless consider it very
probable that the Council of Niceea was recognised and ap-
proved by an especial act of Pope Sylvester, and not merely
by the signature of his legates, for the following reasons :—

It is undeniable, as we shall presently see, that

a. The fourth (Ecumenical Council looked upon the papal
confirmation as absolutely necessary for ensuring the validity
of the decrees of the Council; and there is no good ground for
maintaining that this was a new principle, and one which was
not known and recognised at the time of the Nicene Council.

B. Again, in 485, a synod, composed of above forty bishops
from different parts of Italy, was quite unanimous in assert-
ing, in opposition to the Greeks, that the three hundred and
eighteen Dbishops of Nicea had their decisions confirmed by
the authority of the holy Roman Church (confirmationem rerum
atque auctoritatem sanctee Romance Ecclesice detulerunt).?

v. Pope Julius 1 in the same way declared, a few years
after the close of the Council of Niesa, that ecclesiastical
decrees (the decisions of synods*) ought not to be published
without the consent of the Bishop of Rome, and that this is
a rule and a law of the Church.*

8. Dionysius the Less also maintained that the decisions of

1 See above, sec. 5. 2 Hard. v. 935.
3 Hard. ii. 856. 4 Socrat. Hist, Eccl. ii. 17.
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the Council of Nicaa were sent to Rome for approval;! and
it is not improbable that it was the general opinion upon this
point which contributed to produce those spurious documents
which we possess.

2. When the Pope and the Western bishops heard the de-
crees of the Council of Constantinople, held in 381, subse-
sequently accepted as the second (Ecumenical Council, they
expressed in an Italian synod their disapproval of some of
the steps taken, although they had not then received the
acts of the Council? Soon after they had received the acts,
Pope Damasus gave his sanction to the Council. This is the
account given by Photius® This approval, however, must
have related only to the Creed of Constantinople; for the
canons of this Council were rejected by Pope Leo the Great,
and subsequently, towards the year 600, still more explicitly
by Pope Gregory the Great.* That the Creed of Constanti-
nople had, however, the approbation of the Apostolic See, is
shown by the fact that, in the fourth General Council held at
Chalcedon, the papal legates did not raise the least opposition
when this creed was quoted as an authority, whilst they pro-
tested most strongly when the canons of Constantinople were
appealed to. It was, in fact, on account of the creed having
been approved of by the Holy See, that afterwards, in the
sixth century, Popes Vigilius, Pelagius 11., and Gregory the
Great, formally declared that this Council was cecumenical,
although Gregory at the same time refused to acknowledge
the canons it had promulgated.

3. The third (Eecumenical Council was held in the time of
Pope Celestine, and its decisions were signed by his legates,
S. Cyril, Bishops Arcadius and Projectus, and the Priest
Philip® Besides this sanction, in the following year Ce-
lestine’s successor, Pope Sixtus 111, sanctioned this Council of
Ephesus in a more solemn manner, in several circular and
private letters, some of which have reached us.®

1 Coustant. Epistolee Pontif. Pref. pp. Ixxxii. 1xxix. ; Hard. i. 811,

? Hard. i. 845. # De Synodis, in Mansi, iii. 595.

4 Gregor. Opp. tom. ii. lib. 1; Epist. 25, p. 515 ; Leonis 1. Epist. 106 (80),
ed Anatol. c. 2. Seeafterwards, in the history of the second (Ecumenical Couneil.

® Hard. i. 1527.
S Mansi, v. 374 sq. ; and Coustant. Epist. Pontif. 1231 sg,
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4. The decisions of the fourth (Ecumenical Council, held at
Chalcedon, were not only signed by the papal legates present
at the Council, except the canons, and thus obtained a first
sanction from the Apostolic See; but the Council, at the con-
clusion of its sessions, sent all the acts of the Synod to the
Pope, in order to obtain assent, approval, and confirmation for
them, as is expressly set forth in the letter written by the
Synod to the Pope with these acts. We there read: mécav
Vuly Tév mempayuévor v Slvauw éyvoploapw els oloTacw
Nuerépav Kal T@v map Nudv wempayuévwv BeBawow Te xkal
ovyrardfeaiv [We have made known to you the whole force
of the things which have been done, in proof of our efforts, and
in order to the approval and confirmation by you of what we
have done]! The Emperor Marcian, like the Council, requested
the Pope to sanction the decrees made at Constantinople in a
special epistle, which he said would then be read in all the
churches, that every one might know that the Pope approved
of the Synod? Finally, the Archbishop of Constantinople,
Anatolius, expressed himself in a similar way to the Pope. He
says: “The whole force and confirmation of the acts has been
reserved for the authority of your Holiness” (Gestorum vis ommnis
et confirmatio auctoritati Vestree Beatitudinis fuerit reservata)?
However, Pope Leo confirmed only those articles of the
Council of Chalcedon which concerned the faith: he ex-
pressly rejected the twenty-eighth canon, which granted in-
admissible rights to the Bishop of Constantinople, without
taking into account the sixth canon of Nicea! Leo pro-
nounced the same judgment in several letters addressed either
to the Emperor or to the Erpress Pulcheria;® and he charged
his nuncio at Constantinople, Julian Bishep of Cos, to an-
nounce to the Emperor that the sanction of the Holy See to
the Council of Chalcedon should be sent to all the bishops
of the empire.®

5. We have already seen’ that it was after a protracted

1 Ep. 89 of the collection of S. Leo's letters in the Ballerini edition, i
1099. P. 292, ed. Lugd. 1770. ;

2 Ep. 110 in the collectlon of S. Leo’s letters, l.c. 1182sq.

3 Ep. 132 in letters of S. Leo, i. 263 sq.

4 Ep. 114 in Ballerini, i. 1193 sq. :

8 Ep. 115, 116. : 16 Ep. 117, : TP 14,



INTRODUCTION. 47

refusal that Pope Vigilius finally sanctioned the detrees of
the fifth (Ecumenical Council. We have still two documents
which refer to this question—a decree sent to S. Eutychius
Bishop of Constantinople, and the constitutum of Iebruary
23, 554!

6. The decisions of the sixth (Ecumenical Council were
signed and accepted not only by the Pope’s legates ; but, like the
Council of Chalcedon, this Synod also desired a special sanction
from the Pope, and asked for it in a letter written by the
Synod to the Pope, whom they name Caput Ecclesice, and his
see prima sedes Eeclesice cewmendce”  The successor of Pope
Agatho, Leo 11, gave this sanction in letters addressed to the
Emperor and to the bishops of Spain? which still exist. It
is true that Baronius* has endeavoured to prove these letters
to be spurious, because they also mention the anathema pro-
nounced against Pope Honorius ; but their authenticity can-
not be doubted on good grounds, and it has been successfully
maintained by others, particularly by DPagi, Dupin, Dom
Ceillier, Bower? and Natalis Alexander.®

7. As the Pope had co-operated in the convocation of the
seventh (Ecumenical Council, which was presided over by his
legates, so it was expressly sanctioned by Hadrian I, as he
says himself in a letter to Charles the Great. His words are:
Et ideo ipsam suscepimus synodum.” However, the Pope would
not immediately send his sanction of the Council to the Em-
peror of Constantinople, who had asked it of him, because the
Emperor did not accede to two demands of the See of RRome
with respect to the jurisdiction of the Patriarchal See,and the
restitution of the property of the Church.® Subsequently
Pope Hadrian confirmed the sanction which he gave to the
second Council of Nicwa, by having its acts translated into
Latin, sending them to the Western bishops, and defending

1 Hard. iii. 213 sq., 218 sqq. 2 Hard. iii. 1632 E.
3 Hard. iii. 1469 sqq., 1729 sqq. 4 Ad ann. 683, n. 13 sqq.
5 Pagi, Crit, in Annal. Baron. ad ann. 683, n. 7; Dupin, Nouvelle Biblioth.,
etc, t. vi. p. 67, ed. Mons 1692 ; Remi Cellher, Hist. des auteurs sccrés;
Vower, Iist. of the Popes, vol. iv. § 108.

6 N. Alex. Hist. Eccl, sze. 7, t. 5, p. 515, ed. 1778.

7 Hard. iv. 819.

8 Hard. iv. 819.



48 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

them against the attacks of the French bishops in the
“ Caroline Books.”!

8. Finally, the eighth (Ecumenical Council had not merely
that kind of sanction which is involved in the signatures of
the Pope’s legates at the end of its acts: it desired a more
solemn and express approbation,” and Hadrian 11 yielded to
this desire; and in his letter addressed to the Emperor, he
sanctioned the dogmatic part of the decisions of the Synod,
but noted his dissatisfaction with respect to other points. The
fact that the Pope confirmed this Council is, moreover, made
clear by his subsequently having a Latin translation of its
acts made by the learned abbot and librarian Anastasius, and
by the fact that Anastasius without hesitation ecalls it an
(Ecumenical Council in the preface addressed to the Pope * at
the commencement of his translation.

It would be superfluous to show that the Popes always
confirmed the cecumenical councils of later times; for it is
universally known that the influence of the Popes in all later
‘Western councils has been greater, and that of the Emperor
less, than in the first eight councils. TPopes have often pre-
sided in person over these more recent councils, and then
they could give their approbation orally. So it was in the
ninth, the tenth, and the eleventh (Ecumenical Councils :® it
was also the case in all the subsequent ones, except those of
Basle and Trent; but the latter asked for and obtained an
express confirmation from the Pope’ Even in the middle
ages several distinguished canonists demonstrated with much
perspicuity that this papal approbation was necessary for the
validity of cecumenical councils;” and we shall see the rea-
son for this statement: for the discussion of the celebrated
question, “Is the Tope superior or inferior to an cecumenical
council 2” necessarily leads us to study more closely the
relations which obtain between the Pope and the cccumenical
gouncil.

1 Hard. iv. 773-820. 2 Hard. v. 933 sqq., especially 935 A.
3 Hard. v. 938. 4 Hard. v. 749.

5 Hard. vi. P. ii. 1110, 1213, 1673.

¢ Sess. 25 in fin. ; cf. Hard. x. 192, 198.

T Hard. ix. 1229, 1278, 1274,
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Sec. 7. Relation of the Pope to the Eeumenical Council.

As every one knows, the Councils of Constance and Basle
asserted the superiority of the cecuinenical council to the
Holy See;' and the French theologians placed this proposi-
tion among the quatuor propositiones Cleri Gallicani>—the so-
called Gallican Liberties. Other theologians have affirmed
the contrary, saying that the Pope is superior to an cecume-
nical council: for example, Roncaglia, in his learned reply to
Natalis Alexander’s dissertation;?® also, before Roncaglia, the
pros and cons had been disputed at great length and with
much animation. The Ultramontanes especially relied upon
the fact that, at the fifth Council of Lateran,* Pope Leo de-
clared, without the least opposition in the Synod, that the
authority of the Pope extended super omnie concilia® 'The
Gallicans could only reply to this as follows: (a.) The Pope,
it is true, had a document read in the Council which con-
tained this sentence, and it passed without opposition ; but
the Council did not give any formal decision : it did not make
a solemn decree of this proposition. (0.) The Iope only
used this sentence argumentando, and not definicndo, in order
to use it as a proof, but without giving it as a general pro-
position; and () it is not certain that the fifth ILateran
Council should be considered cccumenical® Many maintain
that Pope Martin v. sanctioned the decree of the Council of
Constance establishing the superiority of the ceumenical
council to the Pope, and Eugene 1v. also sanctioned a similar
decree from the Council of Basle” In point of fact, however,
these two Popes sanctioned only a part of the decrees of the
Councils of Dasle and Constance. As for those of DBasle,

! Hard. viil. 252, 258, 1318, 1343.

2 Cf. upon this point the dissertation by El. Dupin, ¢“de Concilii generalis
supra Romanum pontificem auctoritate,” in his book de Antiqua Ecclesiee Dis-
cipling ; and the long dissertation (Diss. iv. ad sec. xv.) by Natalis Alexander
in his Historia Eccl. ix. 286-339, 446-452, ed. Venet. 1778.

* 1t has also been printed in the ninth vol. of N. Alexander, pp. 339-363.
CI. also p. 470 sq.

4 Sess. xi. 5 Hard. lc. ix. 1828.

6 See EL. Dupin, Le. ; and Natalis Alexander, ix. 439.*

7 Nat. Alexander, ix. 289, 425 sq.

D
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Eugene only sanctioned those which treated of three points,
viz. the extinction of heresy, the pacification of Christendom,
and the general reform of the Church in its head and in its
members.! Martin v.* sanctioned only those decrees of the
Council of Constance which had been made in materiis fides
conciliariter et non aliter, nec alio modo? Now the decrees in
question, respecting the superiority of the general council to
the Pope, have nothing to do with the faith, and were given
at Constance rather tumultuariter than conciliariter. "We may
add that the Council of Constance did not intend to utter a
universal truth, but only, with reference to the case before it,
asserted a superiority over the Pope, and particularly over
the three Popes who were then contending for sovereign
power. It was more concerned to solve an entirely peculiar
question, than to propound a general theory? Finally, it
must not be forgotten that, on the 4th September 1439, Pope
Eugene 1v. and the Synod of Florence, in an especial con-
stitution, Moses, solemnly rejected the proposition that the
council is superior to the Pope,—a proposition which had just
been renewed in the thirty-third session of the Council of
Basle, and had been there made a dogma.*

In confining themselves to this question, Is the Pope
superior or inferior to a general council ? the Gallicans and
the Ultramontanes® did not understand that they were
keeping on the surface of a very deep question, that of the
position of the Holy See in the economy of the Catholic
Church. A much clearer and deeper insight into the ques-
tion has more recently been shown; and the real question
may be summed up in the following propositions :—An cecu-
menical council represents the whole Church: there must
therefore be the same relation between the Pope and the

1 Hard. viii. 1172. * Sce Preface.

2 Hard. viii. 899 E, 902 A. Cf. Animadversiones, in Nat. Alex. ix. 361 sq.,
464 sq.

3 Cf. Animad. in Nat. Alex. ix. 857 sq.

4 Hard. ix. 1004; and Raynald, ad an. 1439, n. 29. Cf. Nat. Alex. ix. 438 b,
466 sq. ; Bellarmin. de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 18-19, in the ed. of his Disput. pub-
lished at Ingolstadt, i. 1204 sqq.

5 Curialis's is the word used by Hefele, but that in the text is more commnon
end familiar.—Ebp.
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council as exists between the Pope and the Church. Now,
is the Pope above or below the Church ? Neither the one
nor the other. The Pope is in the Church ; he necessarily
belongs to it; he is its head and its centre. The Church,
like the human body, is an organized whole ; and just as the
head is mnot superior or inferior to the body, but forms a.
part of it, and is the principal part of it, so the Pope, who is
the head of the Church, is not superior or inferior to it: /e
s therefore neither above nor below the general council. The
human organism is no longer a true body, but a lifeless
trunk, when the head is cut off ; so an assembly of bishops
is no longer an cecumenical council when it is separated
from the Pope. It is therefore a false statement of the
question, to ask whether the Pope is above or below the
general council' On the other side, we may rightly ask,
Has an cecumenical council the right to depose the TPope ?
According to the Synods of Constance and Basle and the Gal-
licans, the Pope may be deposed for two principal reasons :
(1) ob mores; (2) ob fidem, that is to say, ob haresim? Dut,
in reality, heresy alone can constitute a reason for deposition ;?
for an heretical Pope has ceased to be a member of the Church :
he therefore can be its president no longer. But a Pope who
is guilty ob mores, a sinful Dope, still belongs to the visible
Church: he must be considered as the sinful and unrighteous
head of a constitutional kingdom, who must be made as harm-
less as possible, but not deposed.* If the question arises of
several pretenders to the pontifical throne, and it is impossible
to distinguish which is in the right, Bellarmin says® that in
this case it is the part of the council to examine the claims
of the pretenders, and to depose those who cannot justify
their claims. This is what was done by the Council of Con-
stance. In proceeding to this deposition, however, the Council

! See Roskovanny, De Primatu, etc., p. 143 sq. ; Walter, Kirchenreckt, sec.
158, 11th ed. S. 296 ff.

2 é.c. for immorality or heresy.

# Cf. Bellarmin. de Rom. Pontif. lib. ii. c. 30 E ; de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 19,
in the Ingolstadt ed. i. 820, 1219 sq.

* Cf. Walter, Kirchenrecht; Bellarmin. De disput. vol. il ; de Conciliis,
Iib. ii. e. 19,

* De Disput. vol. ii. lib. ii. c. 19.



52 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

has not the authority of an cecumenical council: it cannot
have that authority until the legitimate Pope enters into rela-
tion with it, and confirms it. The question is evidently only
of the deposition of a pretender, who has not sufficient claim,
and not that of a Pope legitimately elected. The Council
of Constance would not have had any rigcht to depose even
John xxiL if (a) the validity of this Pepe’s election had not
been doubtful, (b) and if he had not been suspected of heresy.
Besides, he abdicated, thus ratifying the deposition which had
been pronounced.!

We see from these considerations, of what value the sanc-
tion of the Pope is to the decrees of a council. Until the
Pope has sanctioned these decrees, the assembly of bishops
which formed them cannot pretend to the authority belonging
to an cecumenical council, however great a number of bishops
may compose it ; for there cannot be an cecumenical council
without union with the Pope.

SEc. 8.—Infallibility of Qleumenical Councils.

This sanctior of the Pope is also necessary for ensuring
infallibility to the decisions of the council. According to
Catholic doctrine, this prerogative can be claimed only for the
decisions of @cumcnical councils, and only for their decisions
in rebus fidet et morum, not for purely disciplinary decrees.
This doctrine of the Catholic Church upon the infallibility of
cecumenical councils in matters of faith and morality, pro-
ceeds from the conviction, drawn from Holy Scripture, that
the Holy Spirit guides the Church of God (consequently also
the Church assembled in an cecumenical council), and that Hs
keeps it from all error;?® that Jesus Christ will be with His
own until the end of the world ;® that the gates of hell (there-
fore the powers of error) will never prevail against the Church.*
The apostles evinced their conviction that the Holy Spirit is
present in general councils, when they published their decrees
with this formula, Visum est Spiritui sancto et nobis® (it seemed
good to the Holy Ghost and to us), at the Synod held at

1 Mansi, Nota in Natal. Alex. Z.c. scholion ii. 286.

2 John xvi. 13, xiv. 26. 3 Matt. xxviii, 20.
8 Matt. xvi. 18. 5 Acts xv. 28.
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Jerusalem. The Church, sharing this conviction of the
apostles, has always taught that the councils are infallible in
sebus fides et morum, and has considered all those who did
not believe in this infallibility to be heretics, and separate
froma the Church. Constantine the Great called the decrees
of the Synod of Nicea a divine commandment (felav év-
ToAfw)!  Athanasius, in his letter to the bishops of Africa,
exclaimed : “ What God hath spoken through the Council of
Nicea endureth for ever.” S. Ambrose is so thoroughly con-
vinced of the infallibility of the general council, that he
writes : “ Sequor tractatum Niceeni concilii o quo me nec mors
aece gladius poterit scparare”? (I follow the guidance of the
Nicene Council, from which neither death nor sword will be
able to separate me). DPope Leo the Great, speaking of his
explanation respecting the two natures in Jesus Christ, says
expressly that it has already been corroborated by the “ con-
sensw drretractabili” of the Council of Chalcedon;® and in
another letter,  non posse tnier catholicos reputart, qui resis-
tunt Nicwno vel Chaleedonenst concilio”* (that they cannot be
counted among Catholics who resist the Council of Niceea or
Chalcedon). TPope Leo again says in this same letter, that
the decrees of Chalcedon were given * instruente Spiritu
sancto,” and that they are rather divine than human decrees.®

Bellarmin® and other theologians quote a great number of
other texts, drawn from the works of the Fathers, which prove
that this belief in the infallibility of cecumenical councils has
always been part of the Church’s creed. We select from
them this of Gregory the Great: “ I venerate the four first
cecumenical councils equally with the four Gospels”? (sicut
quatuor Evangelic). Bellarmin® as well as Steph. Wiest® have
refuted every objection which can be brought against the infal-
{ibility of cecumenical councils.

The same infallibility must be accorded to councils which

1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 20. 2 Ep. 21.
3 Ep. 63, ad Theodoret. 4 Ep. 78, ad Leon. August.
$ Hard. ii. 702. 6 Disp. vol. ii. ; de Conc. lib. ii. ¢. §

. Y Lib. i..c. 24,
4 Bellar. Disput. vol. ii. ; de Concil, lib. iii. c. 6-9.
Y Demonstratio religionis Cath, iii. 542 sq.
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are not eecumenical, when their decrees have received the
sanction of the Pope, and been accepted by the whole Church,
The only formal difference, then, existing between these coun-
cils and those which are cecumenical is this, that all the
bishops of the Church were not invited to take part in them?

Sec. 9. Appeal from the Pope to an Beumenical Council.

The question, whether one can appeal from the decision of a
Pope to that of an cecumenical council, is highly important, and
has often been ventilated. Pope Celestine 1, as early as the
fifth century, declared that such an appeal was inadmissible.?
It is true that, in the first centuries, questions were often con-
sidered by the councils which had before been decided by the
Pope ; but, as Peter de Marca has shown, that was not an ap-
peal properly so called. He also shows that the Emperor
Frederick 11. was the first who formally appealed from the de-
cision of a Pope to that of a general council® Pope Martin v.,
and subsequently Pope Pius 11, were led again to prohibit
these appeals, because they recurred too often, and especially
on account of the exorbitant demands of the Council of Con-
stance.®  Julius 11. and Paul v. renewed these prohibitions in
the sixteenth century. In 1717 a great sensation was caused
by the appeal of many Jansenists to a general council against
the Bull Unigenitus of Pope Clement x1. But in his brief
Lastoralis officii the Pope threatened with excommunication
every one who promoted the appeal, and did not sign the Bull
Unigenitus ; and also compelled the abandonment of the
appeal, and the dispersion of the appealing party. Even the
Protestant historian Mosheim wrote against this appeal, and
plainly showed the contradiction there was between it and
the Catholic principle of the unity of the Church;® and
indeed it must be confessed, that to appeal from the Pope to

1 Bellarmin. Z.c. lib. ii. c. v.—x. 2 C. 16 and 17 ; Causa ix. q. 3.

3 De Marca, de Concord. sacerd. et imperii, lib. iv. c. 17.

4 Cf. the bull of Pius 11. dated Jan. 18, 1459,

® De Marca, de Concord. sacerd. et imperii, 1ib. iv. c. 17 ; and Schrickh,
Kirchengesch. Bd. 32, S. 223 and 227.

& Mosheim, de GQallorum appellationibus ad concilium universe Ecclesice,

untatem Ecclesice spectabilis tollentibus, in the first vol. of his Dissert. ad Hust.
Eccl. p. 577 sq.
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& council, an authcrity usually very difficult to constitute and
to consult, is simply to cloak ecclesiastical insubordination by
a mere formality.!

Sec. 10. Number of the Eeumenical Councils.

Bellarmin reckons eighteen cecumenical councils as univer-
sally acknowledged ;* but on the subject of the fifth Lateran
Council, he says that it was doubted by many : “Aw fuerdt vere
generale ; ideo usque ad hane diem questio superest, etiam inter
catholicos.”® Some historians have also raised doubts as to the
cecumenical character of the Council held at Vienne in 1311.
There are therefore only the following sixteen councils which
are recognised without any opposition as ecumenical :—

That of Niceea in 325.

The first of Constantinople in 381.
That of Ephesus in 431.

That of Chalcedon in 401.

The second of Constantinople in 553.
The third of Constantinople in 680.
The second of Nicea in 787.

The fourth of Constantinople in 869.
. The first Lateran in 1123.

10. The second Lateran in 1139.

11. The third Lateran in 1179.

12, The fourth Lateran in 1215.

13. The first of Lyons in 1245.

14. The second of Lyons in 1274,

15. That of Florence in 1439.

16. That of Trent, from 1545 to 1563.

CORCOLTECHOTAHS S SR EORES

The cccumenical character of the following synods is con-
tested :—

1. That of Sardica, about 343-344.
2, That in Trullo, or the Quinisext, in 692.
3 That of Vienne in 1511.

1 Cf. Walter, Kirchenr. Le. § 158; and Ferraris, Bibliotheca prompta, ete.,
s.v. Appellatio.

# De Concil. ib. i. c. 5. 3 De Congil, 1ib. ii. e, 15.
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4. That of Pisa in 1409,

5. That of Constance, from 1414 to 1418,
6. That of Basle, from 1431 to 1439.

7. The fifth Lateran, from 1512 to 1517.

‘We have elsewhere’ considered whether the Synod of Sardica
can lay claim to the title of cecumenical, and we will again take
up the question at the proper time. We may here recapitu-
late, in five short propositions, the result of our researches :—

a. The history of the Council of Sardica itself furnishes no
reason for considering it to be cccumenical.

b. No ecclesiastical authority has declared it to be so.

¢. We are not therefore obliged to consider it to be cccume-
nical; but we must also add,

d. That it was very early, and has been in all ages, highly
esteemed by the orthodox Church.

e. Besides, it is of small importance to discuss its cccu-
menical character, for it gave no decree in rebus fidei, and
therefore issued no decisions with the stamp of infallibility.
As for disciplinary decrees, whatever council promulgates
them, they are subject to modification in the course of time :
they are not irreformable, as are the doctrinal decrees of
cecunenical councils.

The Trullan Council, also called the Quinisext, is con-
sidered to be cecumenical by the Greeks only. The Latins
could not possibly have accepted several of its decrees, which
are drawn up in distinct opposition to the Roman Church:
for instance, the thirteenth canon, directed against the celibacy
observed in the West; the thirty-sixth canon, on the equal
rank of the Bishops of Constantinople and of Rome; and the
ifty-fifth canon, which forbids the Saturday’s fast.?

The Council of Vienne is generally considered to be the
fifteenth (Ecumenical Council, and Bellarmin also accedes to
this? The Jesuit Damberger, in his Synchronical History of
the Middle Ages, expresses a different opinion* « Many his-

1 Tiibinger Quartalschrift, 1852, S. 399-415.

2 Cf. Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. vii. vol. v. p. 528. Bellarmin. lc. 7.
3 De Concil. lib. i. ¢. 5.

¢ Synchronistische Geschichte des Mittelalters, Bd. xiii. 8. 177 £.
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torians,” he says, “ especially French historians, consider this
Council to be one of the most famous, the most venerable,
and the most important which has been held, and regard it
as the fifteenth (Bcumenical. The enemies of the Church will
gladly accept such an opinion. It is true that Pope Clement v.
wished to call an cecumenical council, and of this the Bull of
Convocation speaks; but Boniface vimL had also the same
desire, and yet no one would give such a name to the assembly
which he opened at Rome on the 13th October 1302. It is
also true that, after the bishops of all countries have been
summoned, the title and weight of an cecumenical council
cannot be refused to a synod under the pretext that many
biskops did not respond to the invitation; but the name
demands at least that the assembly should be occupied with
the common and universal concerns of the Church—that they
should come to decisions which should then be promulgated
for the obedience of the faithful. Now,” says Damberger,
“ nothing of all this took place at the Council of Vienne.”
We reply, that this last statement is a mistake. The Council
promulgated a whole series of decrees, which in great measure
relate to the whole Church, and not merely to one province
only—for example, those concerning the Templars; and these
decrees were certainly published. Moreover, the fifth Lateran
Council, which we admit to be cecumenical, spoke of that of
Vienne, in its eighth session, as a generale! A different
judgment must be given respecting the Council of Pisa, held
in 1409. It was naturally from the beginning considered to
be without weight or authority by the partisans of the two
Popes whom it deposed, viz. Gregory X1 and Benedict X1’
The Carthusian Boniface Ferrer, brother to S. Vincent Ferrer,
and legate of Benedict X1 at this Synod, called it an heretical
and diabolical assembly. DBut its character as cecumenical has
also been questioned by those who took no part for either of the
two antipopes—by Cardinal de Bar, and a little subsequently
by S. Antonine Archbishop of Florence? We might add to
these many friends of reform, like Nicholas of Clémonge and

1 Hard. ix. 1719. 2 Raynald. Contin. Annal. Baron. ad an. 1409, n. 74.

3 Cf. Bellarmin, de Concil. lib. i. c. 8 ; Mansi, Collect. Concil. xxvi. 1160;
and Lenfant, Hist. du Concile de Pise, p. 303 sq.
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Theodoric of Brie, who were dissatisfied with it. Gerson,
on the contrary, who about this time wrote his book De
Auferibilitate Papee, defended the decrees of the Council of
Pisa.  Almost all the Gallicans have tried, as he did, to give
an cecumenical character to this Council, because it was the
first to make use of the doctrine of the superiority of a general
council to the Pope! DBut in order that a council should be
cecumenical, it must be recognised as such by the whole of
Christendom. Now, more than half the bishops of Christendom
(episcopatus dispersus), as well as whole nations, have protested
against its decisions, and would not receive them. For this
reason, neither ecclesiastical authority nor the most trust-
worthy theologians have ever numbered it among the cecume-
nical councils? It must also be said that some Ultramontanes
have had too little regard for this Council, in saying that the
election made by it of Pope Alexander v. was valueless, and
that Gregory XIL was still the legitimate Pope until his volun-
tary abdication in 14152

The Gallicans were very anxious to prove the Council of
Constance to be cecumenical. It is true that it was assem-
bled in a regular manner; but, according to the principles
we “have explained above, it necessarily lost its cecumenical
character as long as it was separated from the head of
the Church. The sessions, however, which were held after
the election of Pope Martin v, and with his consent and
approbation—that is, sessions 42 to 45—must be considered
as those of an cecumenical council. The same consideration
must be given to the decrees of the earlier sessions, which
concern the faith (res fidei), and were given conciliariter as
they were approved by Pope Martin v. There was no special
enumeration of them given by the Pope; but he evidently

1'We may name Edmund Richer, Historia Concil. gen. lib. ii. c. 2, sce. 6 3
Bossuet, Defensio cleri gallic. P. ii. lib. ix. e. 11; N. Alex. Hist. Eecl. sec. xv.
et xvi. diss. ii. vol. ix. p. 267 sq.

* Cf. Animadversiones, by Roncaglia, in Natal. Alex. lc. p. 276 sq.

3 This is the opinion of Raynald in his Contin. Annalivm Baron. ad ann.
1409, n. 79-81, and of Peter Ballerini, de Potestate ccclesiastica swmmorum
Pontificum et Concil. gen. c. 6. Bellarmin, on the contrary, considers Alex-
ander v. as the legitimate Pope, and calls the Council of Pisa a  concilium
generale nec approbatum nec reprobatum.” .
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intended those condemning the heresies of Huss and Wickliffe.
Natalis Alexander endeavours to show that this sanction also
comprehended the fourth and fifth sessions, and their decrees
establishing the superiority of councils over the Pope! But
Roneaglia has refuted his opinion, and maintained the right
view of the matter, which we have already asserted.? As for
those who entirely refuse an cecumenical character to the
Council of Constance in all its parts, it suffices for their
refutation to recall, besides the approbation of Martin v., what
Pope Eugene 1v. wrote on the 22d July 1446 to his legates in
Germany : “ Ad tmitationem ss. PP. et preedecessorum nostrorun,
sieut li generalic concilia venerari consueverunt, sic generalic
coneilia Constantiense ct Basileense ab efus initio usque ad trans-
lationem per nos factam, absque tamen prejudicio juris, digni-
tatis et pre-eminentice S. Sedis apostolicee . . . cum omni
reverentia et devotione suscipimus, complectimur et veneramur”®
[In imitation of the most holy Popes our predecessors, as
they have been wont to venerate general councils, so do we
receive with all reverence and devotion, embrace and venerate
the General Councils of Constance and Basle, yet without
prejudice to the right, dignity, and pre-eminence of the Holy
Apostolic See]. The moderate Gallicans maintain that the
Council of Basle was cecumenical until its translation to
Ferrara, and that it then lost this character; for it would be
impossible to consider as cecumenical the conciliabulum which
remained behind at Basle, and was continued later at Lau-
sanne under the antipope Felix v.* Edmund Richer® and the
advanced Gallicans, on the contrary, consider the whole of the
‘Council of Basle to be cccumenical, from its stormy beginning
to its inglorious end. Other theologians, on the contrary,
refuse this character to the Council of Basle in all its sessions.
This is the opinion of Bellarmin, Roncaglia, and L. Holstenius®

1 Hist. Becl. sec. xv. diss. iv. pp. 289, 317.

® Roncagl. Animadv. ad Nat. Alex. Hist. Eecl. Lc. pp. 361, 859.

3 Roncagl. l.c. p. 465 ; Raynald. Cont. Annal. Baron. ad an. 1446, n. 3.

4 Nat. Alex. Lc. ix. 433 sq.

5 Hist. Concil. gener. lib. iii. c. vii.

6 Bell. D¢ Concil. 1ib. 1. e. vii. ; Roneaglia, in his Animadversiones in Nat.
Alex. Le. p. 461 ; and Lucas Holstenius, in & special diss. inserted in Mansi,
xxix. 1222 sq, i



60 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS.

According to Gieseler,! Bellarmin has given the title of cecu-
amenical to the Council of Basle in another passage of his
<elebrated Disputationes? This is not so. DBellarmin says
that the Council of Basle was legitimate at its opening, that
is to say, so long as the papal legate and a great number of
bishops were present; but subsequently, when it deposed the
TPope, it was only a conciliabulum sclhismaticum, seditiosum, et
aullius prorsus auctoritatis. It was by Bellarmin’s advice
that the acts of the Council of Basle were not included in
the collection of cecumenical councils made at Rome in 1609.

Those who are absolutely opposed to the Council of Basle,
and refuse the cecumenical character to all its sessions, give the
following reasons :—

a. There was only a very small number of bishops (7-8)
at the first sessions of this Synod, and therefore one cannot
Ppossibly consider it to be an cecumenical council.

0. Before its second session, this Council, promising no
good results, was dissolved by Pope Eugene 1v.

¢. From this second session, according to the undeniable
testimon