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PREFACE TO THE THIRD REVISION

Thisthird volume coversthe eventful period of Christian emperors, patriarchs, and ecumenical
Councils, from Constantine the Great to Gregory the Great. It completes the History of Ancient
Christianity, which is the common inheritance of Greek, Latin, and Evangelical Christendom.

Thefirst edition was published in 1867, and has not undergone any important changes. But
in the revision of 1884 the more recent literature was added in an Appendix.

In this edition the Appendix has been revised and enriched with the latest literature. A few
changes have also been made in the text to conform it to the present state of research (e.g., pp. 29,
353, 688, 689).

The Author.
New York, July, 1889.
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PREFACE

With sincere thanks to God for continued health and strength, | offer to the public a history of
the eventful period of the Church from the beginning of the fourth century to the close of the sixth.
This concludes my history of Ancient Christianity.

It wasintended at first to condense the third period into one volume, but regard to symmetry
made it necessary to divide it into two volumes of equal size with the first which appeared several
years ago. This accounts for the continuous paging of the second and third volumes.

In preparing this part of my Church History for the press, | have been deprived of the
stimulus of an active professorship, and been much interrupted in consequence of other labors, a
visit to Europe, and the loss of apart of the manuscript, which had to be rewritten. But, on the other
hand, | have had the great advantage of constant and free access to several of the best libraries of
the country. Especially am | indebted to the Astor Library, and the Union Theological Seminary
Library of New Y ork, which are provided with complete sets of the Greek and Latin fathers, and
nearly all other important sources of the history of the first six centuries.

| have used different editions of the fathers (generally the Benedictine), but these | have
carefully indicated when they vary in the division of chapters and sections, or in the numbering of
orations and epistles, as in the works of Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Jerome, Augustine, and Leo.
In addition to the primary sources, | have constantly consulted thelater historians, German, French,
and English.

In the progress of thework | have been filled with growing admiration for the great scholars
of the seventeenth and early part of the eighteenth century, who have with amazing industry and
patience collected the raw material from the quarries, and investigated every nook and corner of
Christian Antiquity. | need only refer to the Benedictine editors of the fathers; to the Bollandists,
in the department of hagiography; to Mansi and Hardouin, in the collection of the Acts of Councils;
to Gallandi, Dupin, Ceillier, Oudin, Cave, Fabricius, in patristics and literary history; to Petau’s
Theologicadogmata, Tillemont’ sMémaoires, Bull’ sDefensio Fidei Nicaenae, Bingham’' s Antiquities,
Walch'sKetzerhistorie. Inlearning, acumen, judgment, and reverent spirit, these and similar works
are fully equal, if not superior, to the best productions of the modern Teutonic press; while we
cheerfully concede to the latter the superiority in critical sifting, philosophical grasp, artistic
reproduction of the material, and in impartiality and freedom of spirit, without which there can be
no true history. Thus times and talents supplement each other.

With al dueregard for the labors of distinguished predecessors and contemporaries, | have
endeavored, to the best of my ability, to combine fulness of matter with condensation in form and
clearness of style, and to present a truthful and lively picture of the age of Christian emperors,
patriarchs, and ecumenical Councils. Whether, and how far, | have succeeded in this, competent
judges will decide.

| must again express my profound obligation to my friend, the Rev. Dr. Yeomans, of
Rochester, for hisinvaluable assistance in bringing these volumes before the public in afar better
English dressthan | could have given them myself. | have prepared the work in German, and have
sent the copy to Leipsic, where a German edition will appear simultaneously with the American.
Some portions | have myself reproduced in English, and have made considerabl e additions throughout
in the final revision of the copy for the press. But the body of the work has been translated from
manuscript by Dr. Y eomans. He has performed histask with that consummate union of faithfulness
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and freedom which doesfull justice both to the thought of the author and the language of the reader,

and which has elicited the unqualified praise of the best judges for histrandation of my History of

the Apostolic Church, and that of the first three centuries.

The work has been, for the tranglator as well as for the author, truly alabor of love, which
carriesin it its own exceeding great reward. For what can be more delightful and profitable than
to revive for the benefit of the living generation, the memory of those great and good men who
were God' s own chosen instruments in expounding the mysteries of divine truth, and in spreading
the blessings of Christianity over the face of the earth?

It is my wish and purpose to resume this work as soon as other engagements will permit,
and to completeit according to the original plan. In the mean time | have the satisfaction of having
finished the first great division of the history of Christianity, which, in many respects, is the most
important, as the common inheritance of the Greek, Latin, and Evangelical churches. May God
bless it as a means to promote the cause of truth, and to kindle that devotion to his service which
is perfect freedom.

Philip Schaff.

5 Bible House, New Y ork, Nov. 8, 1866.

THIRD PERIOD
FROM CONSTANTINE THE GREAT TO GREGORY THE GREAT.
a. d. 311-590.
SOURCES.

I. Christian Sources:. (a) The Acts Of Councils; in the Collectiones conciliorum of Hardouin, Par.
1715 sqg. 12 vals. fol.; Mansi, Flor. et Ven. 1759 sqqg. 31 vols. fol.; Fuchs: Bibliothek der
Kirchenversammlungen des 4ten und 5ten Jahrh. Leipz. 1780 sqg.; and Bruns: Biblioth. eccl.
vol. i. Canones Apost. et Conc. saec. iv.—vii. Berol. 1839.

(b) The Imperial Laws and Decrees referring to the church, in the Codex Theodosianus, collected
a.d. 438, the Codex Justinianeus, collected in 529, and the Cod. repetitae prael ectionis of 534.

(c) The Official Letters of popes (in the Bullarium Romanum), patriarchs, and bishops.

(d) The writings of all the Church Fathers from the beginning of the 4th century to the end of the
6th. Especially of Eusebius, Athanasius, Basil, the two Gregories, the two Cyrils, Chrysostom,
and Theodoret, of the Greek church; and Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome, and L eo the Great, of
the Latin. Comp. the Benedictine Editions of the severa Fathers, the Maxima Bibliotheca
veterum Patrum, Lugd. 1677 sqg. (in al 27 vals. fol.), vols. iii.—xi.; Gallandi: Biblioth. vet.
Patrum, etc. Ven. 1765 sqqg. (14 vals. fol.), vols. iv.=xii.

(e) Contemporary Church Historians, (1) of the Greek church: Eusebius of Caesarea (1 about 340):
the ninth and tenth books of hisH. E. down to 324, and his biography of Constantine the Great,
see § 2 infra; Socrates Scholasticus of Constantinople: Histor. ecclesiast. libri vii, a.d. 306-439;
Hermias Sozomen of Constantinople: H. eccl. I. ix, a.d. 323-423; Theodoret, bishop of Cyros
in Mesopotamia: H. eccl. |. v, a.d. 325-429; the Arian Philostorgius. H. eccl. I. xii, a.d. 318425,
extant only in extractsin Photius Cod. 40; Theodorus L ector, of Constantinople, epitomizer of
Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret, continuing the latter down to 518, preserved in fragments
by Nicephorus Callistus; Evagrius of Antioch: H. eccl. I. vi, a.d. 431-594; Nicephorus Callistus
(or Niceph. Callisti), about 1330, author of achurch history in 23 books, to a.d. 911 (ed. Fronto
Ducaeus, Par. 1630). The historical works of these Greek writers, excepting the last, are also
published together under the title: Historiae ecclesiasticae Scriptores, etc., Graec. et Lat., with
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notes by H. Valesius (and G. Reading), Par. 1659-1673; and Cantabr. 1720, 3 vols. fol. (2) Of
the Latin church historians few are important: Rufinus, presh. of Aquileia (1410), translated
Eusebius and continued him in two more books to 395; Sulpicius Severus, presb. in Gaul: Hist.
Sacra, |. ii, from the creation to a.d. 400; Paulus Orosius, presbyter in Spain: Historiarum libri
vii. written about 416, extending from the creation to his own time; Cassiodorus, about 550:
Hist. tripartite, |. xii. a mere extract from the works of the Greek church historians, but, with
the work of Rufinus, the chief source of historical knowledge through the whole middle age;
and Jerome (1 419): De viris illustrious, or Catalogus scriptorum eccles., written about 392,
continued under the same title by Gennadius, about 495, and by Isidor of Seville, about 630.

(f) For chronology, the Greek , or Chronicon Paschale (wrongly called Alexandrinum),
primarily atable of the passoversfrom the beginning of theworld to a.d. 354 under Constantius,
with later additions down to 628. (Ed. Car. du Fresne Dom. du Cange. Par. 1688, and L. Dindorf,
Bonn. 1832, 2 vols.) The Chronicle of Eusebius and Jerome ( g ),
containing an outline of universal history down to 325, mainly after the chronography of Julius
Africanus, and an extract from the universal chroniclein tabular form down to 379, long extant
only in the free Latin trandation and continuation of Jerome (ed. Jos. Scaliger. Lugd. Batav.
1606 and later), since 1792 known also in an Armenian trandation (ed. J. Bapt. Aucher. Ven.
1818, and Aug. Mai, Script. vet. nov. coll. 1833. Tom. viii). In continuation of the Latin chronicle
of Jerome, the chronicle of Prosper of Aquitaniadown to 455; that of the spanish bishop Idatius,
to 469; and that of Marcellinus Comes, to 534. Comp. Chronica medii aevi post Euseb. atque
Hieron., etc. ed. Roedler, Tiib. 1798.

I1. Heathen Sources. Ammianus Marcellinus (officer under Julian, honest and impartial): Rerum
gestarum libri xiv-xxxi, a.d. 353-378 (thefirst 13 booksarelost), ed. Jac. Gronov. Lugd. Batav.
1693 fal., and J. A. Ernesti, Lips. 1778 and 1835. Eunapius (philosopher and historian; bitter
against the Christian emperors): , a.d. 268405, extant only in fragments, ed. Bekker
and Niebuhr, Bonn. 1829. Zosimus (court officer under Theodosius 1., likewise biassed):

, | vi, ad. 284410, ed. Cellarius 1679, Reitemeier 1784, and Imm. Bekker, Bonn. 1837.
Also the writings of Julian the Apostate (against Christianity), Libanius and Symmachus
(philosophically tolerant), & c. Comp. the literature at 8§ 2 and 4.

LATER LITERATURE.

Besidesthe contemporary histories named above under 1 (€) among the sources, we should mention
particularly Baronius (R.C. of the a.d.UItramontane school, T 1607): Annales Eccles. vol.
iii.—viii. (aheavy and unreadable chronicle, but valuable for reference to original documents).
Tillemont (R.C. leaning to Jansenism, T 1698): Mémoires, etc., vol. vi.—xvi. (mostly biographical,
minute, and conscientious). Gibbon (1 1794): Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, from ch.
xvii. onward (unsurpassed in the skilful use of sources and artistic composition, but skeptical
and destitute of sympathy with the genius of Christianity). Schrockh (moderate Lutheran, t
1808): Christl. Kirchengesch. Theil v.—xviii. (A smple and diffuse, but thorough and trustworthy
narrative). Neander (Evangel. T 1850): Allg. Gesch. der Chr. Rel. und Kirche. Hamb. vol.
iv.—vi., 2d ed. 1846 sqg. Engl. trandl. by Torrey, vol. ii. (Profound and genia in the genetic
development of Christian doctrine and life, but defectivein the political and aesthetic sections,
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and prolix and careless in style and arrangement). Gieseler (Protest. T 1854): Kirchengesch.
Bonn. i. 2. 2d ed. 1845. Engl. trandl. by Davidson, and revised by H. B. Smith, N. York, vol.
i. and ii. (Critical and reliable in the notes, but meagre, dry, and cold in the text).

Isaac Taylor (Independent): Ancient Christianity, and the Doctrines of the Oxf. Tractsfor the Times.
Lond. 4th ed. 1844. 2 vols. (Anti-Puseyite). Bohringer (G. Ref.): Kirchengeschichte in
Biographieen, val. i. parts 3 and 4. Ziur. 1845 sg. (from Ambrose to Gregory the Great).
Carwithen And Lyall: History of the Christian Church from the 4th to the 12th Cent. in the
Encycl. Metrop. 1849; published separately in Lond. and Glasg. 1856. J. C. Robertson (Angl.):
Hist. of the Christ. Church to the Pontificate of Gregory the Great. Lond. 1854 (pp. 166-516).
H. H. Milman (Angl.): History of Christianity from the Birth of Christ to the abolition of
Paganism in the Roman Empire. Lond. 1840 (New York, 1844), Book I1I. and IV. Milman:
Hist. of Latin Christianity; including that of the Popes to the Pontificate of Nicholas V. Lond.
1854 sqg. 6 vols., republished in New York, 1860, in 8 vols. (vol. i. aresumé of the first six
centuries to Gregory |., the remaining vols. devoted to the middle ages). K. R. Hagenbach (G.
Ref.):Die Christl. Kirche vom 4ten his 6ten Jahrh. Leipz. 1855 (2d vol. of his popular
“Vorlesungen Uber die altere Kirchengesch.”). Albert de Broglie (R.C.): L’église et I’empire
romain au IVme siécle. Par. 1855 66. 6 vols. Ferd. Christ. Baur: Die Christl. Kirche vom
Anfang des vierten bis zum Ende des sechsten Jahrhunderts in den Hauptmomenten ihrer
Entwicklung. Tib. 1859 (critical and philosophical). Wm. Bright: A History of the Church from
the Edict of Milan, a.d. 313, to the Council of Chalcedon, a.d. 451. Oxf. and Lond. 1860. Arthur
P. Stanley: Lectures on the History of the Eastern Church. Lond. 1861 (pp. 512), republished
in New York from the 2d Lond. ed. 1862 (a series of graphic pictures of prominent characters
and eventsin the history of the Greek and Russian church, but no complete history).

§ 1. Introduction and General View.

From the Christianity of the Apostles and Martyrswe proceed to the Christianity of the Patriarchs
and Emperors.

Thethird period of the history of the Church, which formsthe subject of thisvolume, extends
from the emperor Constantine to the pope Gregory |.; from the beginning of the fourth century to
the close of the sixth. During this period Christianity still moves, asin thefirst three centuries, upon
the geographical scene of the Graeco-Roman empire and the ancient classical culture, the countries
around the Mediterranean Sea. But its field and its operation are materially enlarged, and even
touch the barbarians on the limit of the empire. Above al, its relation to the temporal power, and
itssocial and political position and import, undergo an entire and permanent change. We have here
to do with the church of the Graeco-Roman empire, and with the beginning of Christianity among
the Germanic barbarians. Let us glance first at the genera character and leading events of this
important period.

Thereign of Constantine the Great marksthe transition of the Christian religion from under
persecution by the secular government to union with the same; the beginning of the state-church
system. The Graeco-Roman heathenism, the most cultivated and powerful form of idolatry, which
history knows, surrenders, after three hundred years' struggle, to Christianity, and dies of incurable
consumption, with the confession: Galilean, thou hast conquered! The ruler of the civilized world
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lays his crown at the feet of the crucified Jesus of Nazareth. The successor of Nero, Domitian, and
Diocletian appearsintheimperia purpleat the council of Nice as protector of the church, and takes
his golden throne at the nod of bishops, who still bear the scars of persecution. The despised sect,
which, like its Founder in the days of His humiliation, had not where to lay its head, is raised to
sovereign authority in the state, enters into the prerogatives of the pagan priesthood, grows rich
and powerful, builds countless churches out of the stones of idol templesto the honor of Christ and
his martyrs, employs the wisdom of Greece and Rome to vindicate the foolishness of the cross,
exerts a molding power upon civil legidlation, rules the national life, and leads off the history of
the world. But at the same time the church, embracing the mass of the population of the empire,
from the Caesar to the meanest slave, and living amidst all itsinstitutions, received into her bosom
vast deposits of foreign material from the world and from heathenism, exposing herself to new
dangers and imposing upon herself new and heavy labors.

The union of church and state extendsitsinfluence, now healthful, now baneful, into every
department of our history.

The Christian life of the Nicene and post-Nicene age reveals a mass of worldliness within
the church; an entire abatement of chiliasm with itslonging after the return of Christ and hisglorious
reign, and in its stead an easy repose in the present order of things; with a sublime enthusiasm, on
the other hand, for the renunciation of self and the world, particularly in the hermitage and the
cloister, and with some of the noblest heroes of Christian holiness.

Monasticism, in pursuance of the ascetic tendencies of the previous period, and in opposition
to the prevailing secularization of Christianity, sought to save the virgin purity of the church and
the glory of martyrdom by retreat from the world into the wilderness; and it carried the ascetic
principleto the summit of moral heroism, though not rarely to the borders of fanaticism and brutish
stupefaction. It spread with incredible rapidity and irresistible fascination from Egypt over the
whole church, east and west, and received the sanction of the greatest church teachers, of an
Athanasius, aBasil, aChrysostom, an Augustine, a Jerome, asthe surest and shortest way to heaven.

It soon became a powerful rival of the priesthood, and formed a third order, between the
priesthood and the laity. The more extraordinary and eccentric the religion of the anchorets and
monks, the more they were venerated among the people. The whole conception of the Christian
life from the fourth to the sixteenth century is pervaded with the ascetic and monastic spirit, and
pays the highest admiration to the voluntary celibacy, poverty, absolute obedience, and excessive
self-punishments of the pillar-saints and the martyrs of the desert; while in the same degree the
modest virtues of every-day household and social life are looked upon as an inferior degree of
morality.

In this point the old Catholic ethical ideas essentially differ from those of evangelical
Protestantism and modern civilization. But, to understand and appreciate them, we must consider
them in connection with the corrupt social condition of the rapidly decaying empire of Rome. The
Christian spirit in that age, in just its most earnest and vigorous forms, felt compelled to assumein
some measure an anti-social, seclusive character, and to prepare itself in the school of privation
and solitude for the work of transforming the world and founding a new Christian order of society
upon the ruins of the ancient heathenism.

In the development of doctrine the Nicene and post-Nicene age is second in productiveness
and importance only to those of the apostles and of the reformation. It is the classical period for
the objective fundamental dogmas, which constitute the ecumenical or old Catholic confession of
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faith. The Greek church produced the symbolical definition of the orthodox view of the holy Trinity
and the person of Christ, whilethe Latin church made considerabl e advance with the anthropological
and soteriological doctrines of sin and grace. The fourth and fifth centuries produced the greatest
church fathers, Athanasius and Chrysostom in the East, Jerome and Augustine in the West. All
learning and science now came into the service of the church, and all classes of society, from the
emperor to the artisan, took the liveliest, even a passionate interest, in the theological controversies.
Now, too, for the first time, could ecumenical councils be held, in which the church of the whole
Roman empire was represented, and fixed its articles of faith in an authoritative way.

Now also, however, the lines of orthodoxy were more and more strictly drawn; freedom of
inquiry was restricted; and al as departure from the state-church system was met not only, as
formerly, with spiritual weapons, but also with civil punishments. So early as the fourth century
the dominant party, the orthodox as well as the heterodox, with help of the imperial authority
practised deposition, confiscation, and banishment upon its opponents. It was but one step thence
to the penalties of torture and death, which were ordained in the middle age, and even so lately as
the middle of the seventeenth century, by state-church authority, both Protestant and Roman Cathalic,
and continue in many countries to this day, against religious dissenters of every kind as enemies
to the prevailing order of things. Absolute freedom of religion and of worship isin fact logically
impossible on the state-church system. It requires the separation of the spiritual and temporal
powers. Yet, from the very beginning of political persecution, loud voices rise against it and in
behalf of ecclesiastico-religioustoleration; though the pleaaways comes from the oppressed party,
which, as soon asit gainsthe power, is generally found, in lamentable inconsistency, imitating the
violence of itsformer oppressors. The protest springs rather from the sense of personal injury, than
from horror of the principle of persecution, or from any clear apprehension of the nature of the
gospel and its significant words:. “Put up thy sword into the sheath;” “My kingdom is not of this
world.”

The organization of the church adapts itself to the political and geographical divisions of
the empire. The powers of the hierarchy are enlarged, the bishops become leading officers of the
state and acquire a controlling influence in civil and political affairs, though more or less at the
expense of their spiritual dignity and independence, especially at the Byzantine court. The episcopal
system passes on into the metropolitan and patriarchal. In the fifth century the patriarchs of Rome,
Constantinople, Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem stand at the head of Christendom. Among
these Rome and Constantinopl e are the most powerful rivals, and the Roman patriarch already puts
forth a claim to universal spiritual supremacy, which subsequently culminates in the mediaeval
papacy, though limited to the West and resisted by the constant protest of the Greek church and of
all non-Catholic sects. In addition to provincial synodswe have now also general synods, but called
by the emperors and more or less affected, though not controlled, by political influence.

From the time of Constantine church discipline declines; the whole Roman world having
become nominally Christian, and the host of hypocritical professors multiplying beyond all control.
Y et thefirmness of Ambrose with the emperor Theodosius shows, that nobleinstances of discipline
are not altogether wanting.

Worship appears greatly enriched and adorned; for art now comes into the service of the
church. A Christian architecture, a Christian scul pture, a Christian painting, music, and poetry arise,
favoring at once devotion and solemnity, and al sorts of superstition and empty display. The
introduction of religious images succeeds only after long and violent opposition. The element of
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priesthood and of mystery is developed, but in connection with a superstitious reliance upon a
certain magical operation of outward rites. Church festivals are multiplied and celebrated with great
pomp; and not exclusively in honor of Christ, but in connection with an extravagant veneration of
martyrs and saints, which borders on idolatry, and often reminds us of the heathen hero-worship
not yet uprooted from the general mind. The multiplication and accumulation of religious ceremonies
impressed the senses and the imagination, but prejudiced simplicity, spirituality, and fervor in the
worship of God. Hence also the beginnings of reaction against ceremonialism and formalism.

Notwithstanding the complete and sudden change of the social and political circumstances
of the church, which meets us on the threshold of this period, we have still before us the natural,
necessary continuation of the pre-Constantine church initslight and shade, and the gradual transition
of the old Graeco-Roman Catholicism into the Germano-Roman Catholicism of the middle age.

Our attention will now for thefirst time be turned in earnest, not only to Christianity in the
Roman empire, but also to Christianity among the Germanic barbarians, who from East and North
threaten the empire and the entire civilization of classic antiquity. The church prolonged, indeed,
the existence of the Roman empire, gave it a new splendor and elevation, new strength and unity,
aswell as comfort in misfortune; but could not prevent its final dissolution, first in the West (a.d.
476), afterwards (1453) in the East. But she herself survived the storms of the great migration,
brought the pagan invaders under the influence of Christianity, taught the barbarians the arts of
peace, planted a higher civilization upon the ruins of the ancient world, and thus gave new proof
of the indestructible, all-subduing energy of her life.

In a minute history of the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries we should mark the following
subdivisions:

1. The Constantinian and Athanasian, or the Nicene and Trinitarian age, from 311 to the
second general council in 381, distinguished by the conversion of Constantine, the alliance of the
empire with the church, and the great Arian and semi-Arian controversy concerning the Divinity
of Christ and the Holy Spirit.

2. The post-Nicene, or Christological and Augustinian age, extending to the fourth general
council in 451, and including the Nestorian and Eutychian disputes on the person of Christ, and
the Pelagian controversy on sin and grace.

3. The age of Leo the Great (440-461), or the rise of the papal supremacy in the West,
amidst the barbarian devastations which made an end to the western Roman empire in 476.

4. The Justinian age (527-565), which exhibits the Byzantine state-church despotism at the
height of its power, and at the beginning of its decline.

5. The Gregorian age (590-604) forms the transition from the ancient Graeco-Roman to
the mediaeval Romano-Germanic Christianity, and will be more properly included in the church
history of the middle ages.

CHAPTER .

DOWNFALL OF HEATHENISM AND VICTORY OF CHRISTIANITY IN THE
ROMAN EMPIRE.
GENERAL LITERATURE.
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J. G. Hoffmann: Ruina Superstitionis Paganae. Vitemb. 1738. Tzschirner: Der Fall des Heldenthums.
Leipz. 1829. A. Beugnot: Histoire de la destruction du paganisme en occident. Par. 1835. 2
vols. Et. Chastel (of Geneva): Histoire de la destruction du paganisme dans |’ empire d’ orient.
Par. 1850. E. v. Lasaulx: Der Untergang des Hellenismus u. die Einziehung seiner Tempel guter
durch die christl. Kaiser. Miinch. 1854. F. Liibker: Der Fall des Heidenthums. Schwerin, 1856.
Ch. Merivale: Conversion of The Roman Empire. New Y ork, 1865.

§ 2. Constantine The Great. a.d. 306-337.

1. Contemporary Sources: Lactantius (T 330): De mortibus persecutorum, cap. 18 sqg. Eusebius:
Hist. Eccl. I. Ix. et x.; aso his panegyric and very partial Vita Constantini, in 4 books (

u ) and his Panegyricus or De laudibus Constantini; in the editions of the
hist. works of Euseb. by Valesius, Par. 1659-1673, Amstel. 1695, Cantabr. 1720; Zimmermann,
Frcf. 1822; Heinichen, Lips. 1827-30; Burton, Oxon. 1838. Comp. the imperial documentsin
the Codex Theodos.l. xvi. also the Letters and Treatises of Athanasius (1 373), and on the
heathen side the Panegyric of Nazarius at Rome (321) and the Caesars of Julian (1 363).

2. Later sources: Socrates. Hist. Eccl. . i. Sozomenus. H. E. |. i et ii. Zosimus (a heathen historian
and court-officer, comes et advocatus fisci, under Theodosius 11.): , | ii. ed. Bekker,
Bonn. 1837. Eusebius and Zosimus present the extremes of partiality for and against Constantine.
A just estimate of his character must be formed from the facts admitted by both, and from the
effect of his secular and ecclesiastical policy.

3. Modern authorities. Mosheim: De reb. Christ. ante Const. M. etc., last section (p. 958 sgg. In
Murdock’ sgngl. trandl., vol. ii. p. 454-481). Nath. Lardner, in the second part of hisgreat work
on the Credibility of the Gospel History, see Works ed. by Kippis, Lond. 1838, val. iv. p. 3-55.
Abbé de Voisin: Dissertation critique sur lavision de Constantin. Par. 1774. Gibbon: I.c. chs.
xiv. and xvii.—xxi. Fr. Gusta: Vitadi Constantino il Grande. Foligno, 1786. Manso: Das L eben
Constantins des Gr. Bred. 1817. Hug (R.C.): Denkschrift zur Ehrenrettung Constant. Frieb.
1829. Heinichen: Excurs. in Eus. Vitam Const. 1830. Arendt (R.C.): Const. u. sein Verb. zum
Christenthum. Tib. (Quartalschrift) 1834. Milman: Hist. of Christianity, etc., 1840, book iii.
ch. 1-4. Jacob Burckhardt: Die Zeit Const. des Gr. Bas. 1853. Albert de Broglie: L’église et
I’empireromain au IlVmesiecle. Par. 1856 (vols. i. andii.). A. P. Stanley: Lectures on the Hist.
of the Eastern Church, 1862, Lect. vi. p. 281 sqg. (Am. Ed.). Theod. Keim: Der Uebertritt
Constantins des Gr. zum Christenthum. Zirich, 1862 (an apology for Constantine' s character
against Burckhardt’ s view).

The last great imperial persecution of the Christians under Diocletian and Galerius, which was
aimed at the entire uprooting of the new religion, ended with the edict of toleration of 311 and the
tragical ruin of the persecutors.? The edict of toleration was an involuntary and irresistible concession

2 Comp. vol. i. 8§ 57. Galerius died soon after of adisgusting and terrible disease (morbus pedicularis), described with
great minuteness by Eusebius, H. E. viii. 16, and Lactantius, De mort. persec. ¢. 33.“Hisbody,” says Gibbon, ch. xiv. “swelled
by an intemperate course of life to an unwieldy corpulence, was covered with ulcers and devoured by innumerable swarms of
those insects which have given their name to a most loathsome disease.” Diocletian had withdrawn from the throne in 305, and
in 313 put an end to hisembittered life by suicide. In hisretirement he found more pleasure in raising cabbage than he had found
in ruling the empire; a confession we may readily believe. (President Lincoln of the United States, during the dark days of the
civil war in Dec. 1862, declared that he would gladly exchange his position with any common soldier in the tented field.)
Maximin, who kept up the persecution in the East, even after the toleration edict, as long as he could, died likewise a violent
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of the incurable impotence of heathenism and the indestructible power of Christianity. It left but a
step to the downfall of the one and the supremacy of the other in the empire of the Caesars.

This great epoch is marked by the reign of Constantine |.2 He understood the signs of the
times and acted accordingly. He was the man for the times, as the times were prepared for him by
that Providence which controls both and fits them for each other. He placed himself at the head of
true progress, while his nephew, Julian the Apostate, opposed it and was left behind. He was the
chief instrument for raising the church from the low estate of oppression and persecution to well
deserved honor and power. For this service a thankful posterity has given him the surname of the
Great, to which he was entitled, though not by his mora character, yet doubtless by his military
and administrative ability, hisjudicious policy, his appreciation and protection of Christianity, and
the far-reaching consequences of his reign. His greatness was not indeed of the first, but of the
second order, and isto be measured more by what he did than by what he was. To the Greek church,
which honors him even as a canonized saint, he has the same significance as Charlemagne to the
Latin.

Constantine, the first Christian Caesar, the founder of Constantinople and the Byzantine
empire, and one of the most gifted, energetic, and successful of the Roman emperors, was the first
representative of the imposing idea of a Christian theocracy, or of that system of policy which
assumes al subjects to be Christians, connects civil and religious rights, and regards church and
state as the two arms of one and the same divine government on earth. This idea was more fully
developed by his successors, it animated the whole middle age, and is yet working under various
forms in these latest times; though it has never been fully realized, whether in the Byzantine, the
German, or the Russian empire, the Roman church-state, the Calvinistic republic of Geneva, or the
early Puritanic colonies of New England. At the same time, however, Constantine stands also as
the type of an undiscriminating and harmful conjunction of Christianity with politics, of the holy
symbol of peace with the horrors of war, of the spiritual interests of the kingdom of heaven with
the earthly interests of the state.

In judging of this remarkable man and his reign, we must by all means keep to the great
historical principle, that all representative characters act, consciously or unconscioudly, asthe free
and responsible organs of the spirit of their age, which moulds them first before they can mould it
in turn, and that the spirit of the age itself, whether good or bad or mixed, is but an instrument in
the hands of divine Providence, which rules and overrules all the actions and motives of men.

Through a history of three centuries Christianity had already inwardly overcome the world,
and thus rendered such an outward revolution, as has attached itself to the name of this prince, both
possible and unavoidable. It were extremely superficial to refer so thorough and momentous a
changeto the persona motivesof anindividual, be they motives of policy, of piety, or of superstition.
But unquestionably every age produces and shapesits own organs, as its own purposes require. So
in the case of Constantine. He was distinguished by that genuine political wisdom, which, putting
itself at the head of the age, clearly saw that idolatry had outlived itself in the Roman empire, and
that Christianity alone could breathe new vigor into it and furnish its moral support. Especially on
the point of the external Catholic unity his monarchical politics accorded with the hierarchical

death by poison, in 313. In thistragical end of their last three imperial persecutors the Christians saw a palpable judgment of
God.
3 Hisfull namein Latin is Caius Flavius Valerius Aurelius Claudius Constantinus Magnus.
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episcopacy of the church. Hence from the year 313 he placed himself in close connection with the
bishops, made peace and harmony his first object in the Donatist and Arian controversies and
applied the predicate “ catholic” to the church in al official documents. And as his predecessors
were supreme pontiffs of the heathen religion of the empire, so he desired to be looked upon as a
sort of bishop, as universal bishop of the externa affairs of the church.* All this by no means from
mere self-interest, but for the good of the empire, which, now shaken to its foundations and
threatened by barbarians on every side, could only by some new bond of unity be consolidated and
upheld until at least the seeds of Christianity and civilization should be planted among the barbarians
themselves, the representatives of the future. His personal policy thus coincided with the interests
of the state. Christianity appeared to him, asit proved in fact, the only efficient power for apolitical
reformation of the empire, from which the ancient spirit of Romewasfast departing, whileinternal,
civil, and religious dissensions and the outward pressure of the barbarians threatened a gradual
dissolution of society.

But with the political he united also a religious motive, not clear and deep, indeed, yet
honest, and strongly infused with the superstitious disposition to judge of areligion by its outward
success and to ascribe amagical virtue to signs and ceremonies. His whole family was swayed by
religious sentiment, which manifested itself in very different forms, in the devout pilgrimages of
Helena, the fanatical Arianism of Constantia, and Constantius, and the fanatical paganism of Julian.
Constantine adopted Christianity first as a superstition, and put it by the side of his heathen
superstition, till finally in his conviction the Christian vanguished the pagan, though without itsel f
developing into a pure and enlightened faith.

At first Constantine, like his father, in the spirit of the Neo-Platonic syncretism of dying
heathendom, reverenced all the gods as mysterious powers; especially Apollo, the god of the sun,
to whom in the year 308 he presented munificent gifts. Nay, so late as the year 321 he enjoined
regular consultation of the soothsayers® in public misfortunes, according to ancient heathen usage;
even later, he placed his new residence, Byzantium, under the protection of the God of the Martyrs
and the heathen goddess of Fortune;” and down to the end of his life he retained the title and the
dignity of aPontifex Maximus, or high-priest of the heathen hierarchy.? His coins bore on the one
side the letters of the name of Christ, on the other the figure of the Sun-god, and the inscription
“Sol invictus.” Of course there inconsistencies may be referred also to policy and accommodation
to thetoleration edict of 313. Nor isit difficult to adduce parallels of personswho, in passing from
Judaism to Christianity, or from Romanism to Protestantism, have so wavered between their old
and their new position that they might be claimed by both. With his every victory, over his pagan

4 [ p 1,viz: , in distinction from the proper bishops, the . Vid. Eus.: Vit
Const. iv. 24. Comp. § 24.

5 A similar view is substantially expressed by the great historian Niebuhr, Vortrdge Giber ROm. Geschichte, 1848. iii.
302. Mosheim, in hiswork on the First Three Centuries, p. 965 sqg. (Murdock’s Trandl. ii. 460 sgq.) labors to prove at length
that Constantinewas no hypocrite, but sincerely believed, during the greater part of hislife, that the Christian religion was the
only truereligion. Burckhardt, the most recent biographer of Constantine, represents him asagreat politician of decided genius,
but destitute of moral principle and religious interest. So also Dr. Baur.

6 The haruspices, or interpreters of sacrifices, who foretold future events from the entrails of victims.

7 According to Eusebius (Vit. Const. |. iii. c. 48) he dedicated Constantinopleto “the God of the martyrs,” but, according
to Zosimus (Hist. ii. c. 31), to two female deities, probably Mary and Fortuna. Subsequently the city stood under the special
protection of the Virgin Mary.

8 His successors a so did the same, down to Gratian, 375, who renounced the title, then become quite empty.
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rivals, Galerius, Maxentius, and Licinius, his personal leaning to Christianity and his confidence
in the magic power of the sign of the crossincreased; yet he did not formally renounce heathenism,
and did not receive baptism until, in 337, he was laid upon the bed of death.

He had an imposing and winning person, and was compared by flatterers with Apollo. He
was tall, broad-shouldered, handsome, and of a remarkably vigorous and healthy constitution, but
given to excessive vanity in his dress and outward demeanor, always wearing an oriental diadem,
ahelmet studded with jewels, and apurple mantle of silk richly embroidered with pearlsand flowers
worked in gold,® His mind was not highly cultivated, but naturally clear, strong, and shrewd, and
seldom thrown off its guard. He is said to have combined a cynical contempt of mankind with an
inordinate love of praise. He possessed a good knowledge of human nature and administrative
energy and tact.

Hismoral character was not without noble traits, among which a chastity rare for the time,°
and aliberality and beneficence bordering on wastefulness were prominent. Many of hislaws and
regulations breathed the spirit of Christian justice and humanity, promoted the elevation of the
female sex, improved the condition of davesand of unfortunates, and gave free play to the efficiency
of the church throughout the whole empire. Altogether he was one of the best, the most fortunate,
and the most influential of the Roman emperors, Christian and pagan.

Y et he had great faults. He was far from being so pure and so venerabl e as Eusebius, blinded
by hisfavor to the church, depicts him, in his bombastic and almost dishonestly eulogistic biography,
with the evident intention of setting him up asamodel for al future Christian princes. It must, with
all regret, be conceded, that his progress in the knowledge of Christianity was not aprogressin the
practice of itsvirtues. Hislove of display and his prodigality, his suspiciousness and his despotism,
increased with his power.

The very brightest period of hisreign is stained with gross crimes, which even the spirit of
the age and the policy of an absolute monarch cannot excuse. After having reached, upon the bloody
path of war, the goal of his ambition, the sole possession of the empire, yea, in the very year in
which he summoned the great council of Nicaea, he ordered the execution of his conquered rival
and brother-in-law, Licinius, in breach of a solemn promise of mercy (324).1* Not satisfied with
this, he caused soon afterwards, from political suspicion, the death of the young Licinius, his
nephew, aboy of hardly eleven years. But the worst of all isthe murder of his eldest son, Crispus,
in 326, who had incurred suspicion of political conspiracy, and of adulterous and incestuous purposes
towards his step-mother Fausta, but is generally regarded as innocent. This domestic and political
tragedy emerged from a vortex of mutual suspicion and rivalry, and calls to mind the conduct of
Philip I1. towards Don Carlos, of Peter the Great towards his son Alexis, and of Soliman the Great
towards his son Mustapha. Later authors assert, though gratuitously, that the emperor, like David,
bitterly repented of thissin. He has been frequently charged besides, though it would seem altogether
unjustly, with the death of his second wife Fausta (326?), who, after twenty years, of happy wedlock,
is said to have been convicted of slandering her stepson Crispus, and of adultery with a slave or

9 Euseb. Laud. Const. c. 5.

10 All Christian accounts speak of his continence, but Julianinsinuates the contrary, and charges him with the old Roman
vice of voracious gluttony (Caes. 329, 335).

n Eusebius justifies this procedure towards an enemy of the Christians by the laws of war. But what becomes of the

breach of a solemn pledge? The murder of Crispus and Fausta he passes over in prudent silence, in violation of the highest duty
of the historian to relate the truth and the whole truth.
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one of the imperia guards, and then to have been suffocated in the vapor of an over-heated bath.
But the accounts of the cause and manner of her death are so late and discordant as to make
Constantine' s part in it at least very doubtful .2

At all events Christianity did not produce in Constantine athorough moral transformation.
He was concerned more to advance the outward socia position of the Christian religion, than to
further itsinward mission. He was praised and censured in turn by the Christians and Pagans, the
Orthodox and the Arians, as they successively experienced his favor or dislike. He bears some
resemblance to Peter the Great both in his public acts and his private character, by combining great
virtues and merits with monstrous crimes, and he probably died with the same consol ation as Peter,
whose last words were: “| trust that in respect of the good | have striven to do my people (the
church), God will pardon my sins.” It is quite characteristic of his piety that he turned the sacred
nails of the Saviour’'s cross which Helena brought from Jerusalem, the one into the bit of his
war-horse, the other into an ornament of his helmet. Not a decided, pure, and consistent character,
he stands on the line of transition between two agesand two religions; and hislife bears plain marks
of both. When at last on his death bed he submitted to baptism, with the remark, “Now let us cast
away al duplicity,” he honestly admitted the conflict of two antagonistic principles which swayed
his private character and public life.*®

From these general remarks we turn to the leading features of Constantine slife and reign,
so far asthey bear upon the history of the church. We shall consider in order hisyouth and training,
the vision of the Cross, the edict of toleration, his legisation in favor of Christianity, his baptism
and death.

Constantine, son of the co-emperor Constantius Chlorus, who reigned over Gaul, Spain,
and Britain till his death in 306, was born probably in the year 272, either in Britain or at Naissus

12 Zosimus, certainly in heathen prejudice and slanderous extravagance, ascribes to Constantineunder the instigation of
his mother Helena, who was furious at the loss of her favorite grandson, the death of two women, the innocent Fausta and an
adulteress, the supposed mother of his three successors; Philostorgius, on the contrary, declares Fausta guilty (H. E. ii. 4; only
fragmentary). Then again, older witnesses indirectly contradict this whole view; two orations, namely, of the next following
reign, which imply, that Fausta survived the death of her son, the younger Constantine, who outlived his father by three years.
Comp. Julian. Orat. i., and Monod. in Const. Jun. c. 4, ad Calcem Eutrop., cited by Gibbon, ch. xviii., notes 25 and 26. Evagrius
denies both the murder of Crispus and of Fausta, though only on account of the silence of Eusebius, whose extreme partiality
for hisimperial friend seriously impairsthe value of hisnarrative. Gibbon and still more decidedly Niebuhr (Vortrdge liber Rom.
Geschichte, iii. 302) are inclined to acquit Constantineof all guilt in the death of Fausta. The latest biographer, Burckhardt (].c.
p. 375) charges him with it rather hastily, without even mentioning the critical difficultiesin the way. So also Stanley (l.c. p.
300).

3 The heathen historians extol the earlier part of his reign, and depreciate the later. Thus Eutropius, X. 6: “In primo
imperii tempore optimis principibus, ultimo mediis comparandus.” With this judgment Gibbon agrees (ch. xviii.), presenting in
Constantinean inverted Augustus: “In thelife of Augustuswe behold thetyrant of the republic, converted, almost by imperceptible
degrees, into the father of his country and of human kind. In that of Constantine, we may contemplate a hero, who had so long
inspired his subjects with love, and his enemies with terror, degenerating into a cruel and dissolute monarch, corrupted by his
fortune, or raised by conquest above the necessity of dissimulation.” But this theory of progressive degeneracy, adopted also by
F. C. Schlosser in hisWeltgeschichte, by Stanley, |.c. p. 297, and many others, is as untenabl e asthe opposite view of aprogressive
improvement, held by Eusebius, Mosheim, and other ecclesiastical historians. For, on the one hand, the earlier life of Constantinehas
such features of cruelty as the surrender of the conquered barbarian kings to the wild beasts in the ampitheatre at Trevesin 310
or 311, for which he was lauded by a heathen orator; the ungenerous conduct toward Herculius, his father-in-law; the murder
of theinfant son of Maxentius; and the triumphal exhibition of the head of Maxentius on his entrance into Rome in 312. On the
other hand his most humane laws, such as the abolition of the gladiatorial shows and of licentious and cruel rites, date from his
later reign.
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(now called Nissa), a town of Dardania, in Illyricum.** His mother was Helena, daughter of an
innkeeper,®> the first wife of Constantius, afterwards divorced, when Constantius, for political
reasons, married a daughter of Maximian.*¢ She is described by Christian writers as a discreet and
devout woman, and has been honored with a place in the catal ogue of saints. Her nameisidentified
with the discovery of the cross and the pious superstitions of the holy places. She lived to a very
advanced age and died in the year 326 or 327, in or near the city of Rome. Rising by her beauty
and good fortune from obscurity to the splendor of the court, then meeting the fate of Josephine,
but restored to imperia dignity by her son, and ending as a saint of the Catholic church: Helena
would form an interesting subject for ahistorical novel illustrating the leading events of the Nicene
age and the triumph of Christianity in the Roman empire.

Constantine first distinguished himself in the service of Diocletian in the Egyptian and
Persian wars,; went afterwards to Gaul and Britain, and in the Praetorium at Y ork was proclaimed
emperor by hisdying father and by the Roman troops. Hisfather before him held afavorable opinion
of the Christians as peaceable and honorable citizens, and protected them in the West during the
Diocletian persecution in the East. This respectful tolerant regard descended to Constantine, and
the good effects of it, compared with the evil results of the opposite course of hisantagonist Galerius,
could but encourage him to pursue it. He reasoned, as Eusebius reports from his own mouth, in the
following manner: “My father revered the Christian God and uniformly prospered, while the
emperors who worshipped the heathen gods, died a miserable death; therefore, that | may enjoy a
happy life and reign, | will imitate the example of my father and join myself to the cause of the
Christians, who are growing daily, while the heathen are diminishing.” This low utilitarian
consideration weighed heavily in the mind of an ambitious captain, who looked forward to the
highest seat of power within the gift of his age. Whether his mother, whom he always revered, and
who made apilgrimageto Jerusalemin her eightieth year (a.d. 325), planted the germ of the Christian
faith in her son, as Theodoret supposes, or herself became a Christian through his influence, as
Eusebius asserts, must remain undecided. According to the heathen Zosimus, whose statement is
unquestionably false and malicious, an Egyptian, who came out of Spain (probably the bishop
Hosius of Cordova, a native of Egypt, is intended), persuaded him, after the murder of Crispus
(which did not occur before 326), that by converting to Christianity he might obtain forgiveness
of hissins.

Thefirst public evidence of apositive leaning towards the Christian religion he gavein his
contest with the pagan Maxentius, who had usurped the government of Italy and Africa, and is
universally represented as a cruel, dissolute tyrant, hated by heathens and Christians alike,*” called
by the Roman people to their aid, Constantine marched from Gaul across the Alps with an army

14 According to Baronius (Ann. 306, n. 16) and others he was born in Britain, because an ancient panegyric of 307 says
that Constantineennobled Britain by his birth (tu Britannias nobiles oriendo fecisti); but this may be understood of hisroyal as
well as of his natural birth, since he was there proclaimed Caesar by the soldiers. The other opinion rests also on ancient
testimonies, and is held by Pagi, Tillemont, and most of the recent historians.

15 Ambrose(De obitu Theodos.) calls her stabulariam, when Constantius made her acquaintance.

16 Thisisthe more probable view, and rests on good authority. Zosimus and even the Paschal Chronicle call Helenathe
concubine of Constantius, and Constantineillegitimate. But in this case it would be difficult to understand that he was so well
treated at the court of Diocletian and elected Caesar without opposition, since Constantius had three sons and three daughters
by alegal wife, Theodora. It is possible, however, that Helenawasfirst aconcubine and afterwards legally married. Constantine,
when emperor, took good care of her position and bestowed upon her the title of Augusta and empress with appropriate honors.

v Even Zosimus gives the most unfavorable account of him.
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of ninety-eight thousand soldiers of every nationality, and defeated Maxentiusin three battles; the
last in October, 312, at the Milvian bridge, near Rome, where Maxentius found adisgraceful death
in the waters of the Tiber.

Here belongs the familiar story of the miraculous cross. The precise day and place cannot
be fixed, but the event must have occurred shortly before the final victory over Maxentius in the
neighborhood of Rome. Asthisvision isone of the most noted miraclesin church history, and has
arepresentative significance, it deserves a closer examination. It marks for us on the one hand the
victory of Christianity over paganism in the Roman empire, and on the other the ominous admixture
of foreign, political, and military interests with it.*®* We need not be surprised that in the Nicene
age so great arevolution and transition should have been clothed with a supernatural character.

The occurrence is variously described and is not without serious difficulties. Lactantius,
the earliest witness, some three years after the battle, speaks only of adream by night, in which the
emperor was directed (it is not stated by whom, whether by Christ, or by an angel) to stamp on the
shields of his soldiers “the heavenly sign of God,” that is, the cross with the name of Christ, and
thusto go forth against his enemy.*® Eusebius, on the contrary, gives a more minute account on the
authority of asubsequent private communication of the aged Constantine himself under oath—not,
however, till the year 338, a year after the death of the emperor, his only witness, and twenty-six
years after the event.?2 On his march from Gaul to Italy (the spot and date are not specified), the
emperor, whilst earnestly praying to thetrue God for light and help at thiscritical time, saw, together
with his army,? in clear daylight towards evening, a shining cross in the heavens above the sun)
with theinscription: “ By this conquer,”? and in the following night Christ himself appeared to him
while he slept, and directed him to have a standard prepared in the form of this sign of the cross,
and with that to proceed against Maxentius and all other enemies. This account of Eusebius, or
rather of Constantine himself, adds to the night dream of Lactantius the preceding vision of the
day, and the direction concerning the standard, while Lactantius speaks of the inscription of the

18 “It was,” says Milman (Hist. of Christianity, p. 288, N. York ed.), “the first advance to the military Christianity of the
Middle Ages; amodification of the pure religion of the Gospel, if directly opposed to its genuine principles, still apparently
indispensable to the social progress of man; through which the Roman empire and the barbarous nations, which were blended
together in the vast European and Christian system, must necessarily have passed before they could arrive at ahigher civilization
and a purer Christianity.”

19 De mortibus persecutorum, c. 44 (ed. Lips. 11. 278 sq.): “Commonitus est in quiete Constantinus, ut coeleste signum
Dei notaret in scutis, atqueita proelium committeret. Fecit ut jussusest, et transverse X litera, summo capite circumflexo Christum
in scutis notat [i.e., he ordered the name of Christ or the two first letters X and P to be put on the shields of his soldiers]. Quo
signo armatus exercitus capit ferrum.”—Thiswork isindeed by Burckhardt and others denied to Lactantius, but was at all events
composed soon after the event, about 314 or 315, while Constantinewas as yet on good termswith Licinius, to whom the author,
C. 46, ascribes asimilar vision of an angel, who is said to have taught him aform of prayer on his expedition against the heathen
tyrant Maximin.

20 In hisVita Constant. i. 27-30, composed about 338, awork more panegyrical than historical, and abounding in vague
declamation and circumlocution. But in his Church History, written before 326, though he has good occasion (. ix. c. 8, 9),
Eusebi us says nothing of the occurrence, whether through oversight or ignorance, or of purpose, it is hard to decide. In any case
the silence casts suspicion on the details of his subsequent story, and has been urged against it not only by Gibbon, but also by
Lardner and others.

2 Thisis probably a mistake or an exaggeration. For if awhole army consisting of many thousand soldiers of every
nation had seen the vision of the cross, Eusebius might have cited a number of living witnesses, and Constantinemight have
dispensed with a solemn oath. But on the other hand the two heathen witnesses (see below) extend the vision likewise to the
soldiers.

22 [ p ] Hac orHoc[sc. signo] vince, or vinces. Eusebius leaves the impression that the inscription wasin
Greek. But Nicephorus and Zonaras say that it wasin Latin.
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initial letters of Christ’s name on the shields of the soldiers. According to Rufinus,® alater historian,
who el sewhere depends entirely on Eusebius and can therefore not be regarded as a proper witness
in the case, the sign of the cross appeared to Constantine in adream (which agrees with the account
of Lactantius), and upon hisawaking interror, an angel (not Christ) exclaimed to him: “Hoc vince.”
L actantius, Eusebius, and Rufinus arethe only Christian writers of the fourth century, who mention
the apparition. But we have besides one or two heathen testimonies, which, though vague and
obscure, dill serve to strengthen the evidence in favor of some actual occurrence. The
contemporaneous orator Nazarius, in a panegyric upon the emperor, pronounced March 1, 321,
apparently at Rome, speaks of an army of divine warriors and adivine assistance which Constantine
received in the engagement with Maxentius, but he converts it to the service of heathenism by
recurring to old prodigies, such as the appearance of Castor and Pollux.?

This famous tradition may be explained either as a rea miracle implying a personal
appearance of Christ,? or asapiousfraud,? or asanatural phenomenon in the cloudsand an optical
illusion,? or finally as a prophetic dream.

The propriety of a miracle, parallel to the signs in heaven which preceded the destruction
of Jerusalem, might be justified by the significance of the victory as marking a great epoch in
history, namely, the downfall of paganism and the establishment of Christianity in the empire. But
even if we waive the purely critical objections to the Eusebian narrative, the assumed connection,
in this case, of the gentle Prince of peace with the god of battle, and the subserviency of the sacred
symbol of redemption to military ambition, is repugnant to the genius of the gospel and to sound
Christian feeling, unless we stretch the theory of divine accommodation to the spirit of the age and

23 Hist. Eccl. ix, 9. Comp. the similar account of Sozomenus, H. E. i. 3.

24 Nazar. Paneg. in Const. ¢. 14: “In ore denique est omnium Galliarum [this would seem to indicate a pretty general
rumor of some supernatural assistance], exercitus visos, qui se divinitus missos prae se ferebant,” etc. Comp. Baronius, Annal.
ad ann. 312, n. 11. This historian adduces also (n. 14) another and still older pagan testimony from an anonymous panegyrical
orator, who, in 313, speaks of a certain undefined omen which filled the soldiers of Constantinewith misgivings and fears, while
it embol dened him to the combat. Baroniusand J. H. Newman (in his* Essay on Miracles”) plausibly suppose this omen to have
been the cross.

£ Thisisthe view of the older historians, Protestant as well as Catholic. Among more modern writers on the subject it
has hardly any advocates of note, except Déllinger (R.C.), J. H.Newman (in his“Essay on Miracles,” published in 1842, before
his transition to Romanism, and prefixed to the first volume of his translation of Fleury), and Guericke (Lutheran). Comp. also
DeBroglie, i. 219 and 442.

26 So more or less distinctly Hoornebeck (of Leyden), Thomasius, Arnold, Lardner, Gibbon, and Waddington. The last
writer (Hist. of the Church, vol. i. 171) disposes of it too summarily by the remark that “this flattering fable may very safely be
consigned to contempt and oblivion.” Burckhardt, the most recent biographer of Constantine, isof the same opinion. He considers
the story as ajoint fabrication of Eusebius and the emperor, and of no historical value whatever (Die Zeit Constantins des Gr.
1853, pp. 394 and 395). Lardner saddles the lie exclusively upon the emperor (although he admits him otherwise to have been
asincere Christian), and tries to prove that Eusebius himself hardly believed it.

ar Thisis substantially the theory of J. A. Fabricius (in aspecial dissertation), Schréckh (vol. v. 83), Manso, Heinichen
(in the first Excursusto his ed. of Euseb), Gieseler, Neander, Milman, Robertson, and Stanley. Gieseler (val. i. § 56, note 29)
mentions similar cross-like clouds which appeared in Germany, Dec. 1517 and 1552, and were mistaken by contemporary
Lutherans for supernatural signs. Stanley (Lectures on the Eastern Church, p. 288) refers to the natural phenomenon known by
the name of “parhelion,” which in an afternoon sky not unfrequently assumes almost the form of the cross. He also bringsin, as
anew illustration, the Aurora Borealis which appeared in November, 1848, and was varioudly interpreted, in France as forming
thelettersL. N., in view of the approaching election of Louis Napoleon, in Rome as the blood of the murdered Rossi crying for
vengeance from heaven against his assassins. Mosheim, after alengthy discussion of the subject in hislarge work on the
ante-Nicene age, comesto no definite conclusion, but favors the hypothesis of amere dream or apsychological illusion. Neander
and Robertson connect with the supposition of a natural phenomenon in the skies a dream of Constantinewhich reflected the
optical vision of the day. Keim, the latest writer on the subject, |.c. p. 89, admits the dream, but denies the cross in the clouds.
So Mosheim.
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the passions and interests of individual s beyond the ordinary limits. We should suppose, moreover,
that Chrigt, if he had really appeared to Constantine either in person (according to Eusebius) or
through angels (as Rufinus and Sozomen modify it), would have exhorted him to repent and be
baptized rather than to construct a military ensign for a bloody battle.? In no case can we ascribe
to this occurrence, with Eusebius, Theodoret, and older writers, the character of a sudden and
genuine conversion, as to Paul’s vision of Christ on the way to Damascus;® for, on the one hand,
Constantine was never hostileto Christianity, but most probably friendly to it from hisearly youth,
according to the example of hisfather; and, on the other, he put off his baptism quite five and twenty
years, almost to the hour of his death.

The opposite hypothesis of a mere military stratagem or intentional fraud is still more
objectionable, and would compel us either to impute to the first Christian emperor at a venerable
age the double crime of falsehood and perjury, or, if Eusebius invented the story, to deny to the
“father of church history” all claim to credibility and common respectability. Besidesit should be
remembered that the older testimony of Lactantius, or whoever was the author of the work on the
Deaths of Persecutors, is quite independent of that of Eusebius, and derives additional force from
the vague heathen rumors of the time. Finally the Hoc vince which has passed into proverbial
significance as a most appropriate motto of the invincible religion of the cross, istoo good to be
traced to sheer falsehood. Some actual fact, therefore, must be supposed to underlie the tradition,
and the question only isthis, whether it was an external visible phenomenon or an internal experience.

The hypothesis of anatural formation of the clouds, which Constantine by an optical illusion
mistook for a supernatural sign of the cross, besides smacking of the exploded rationalistic
explanation of the New Testament miracles, and deriving an important event from a mere accident,
leaves the figure of Christ and the Greek or Latin inscription: By this sign thou shalt conquer!
altogether unexplained.

We are shut up therefore to the theory of a dream or vision, and an experience within the
mind of Constantine. This is supported by the oldest testimony of Lactantius, as well as by the
report of Rufinus and Sozomen, and we do not hesitate to regard the Eusebian crossin the skies as
originally a part of the dream,* which only subsequently assumed the character of an outward
objective apparition either in the imagination of Constantine, or by a mistake of the memory of the
historian, but in either case without intentional fraud. That the vision was traced to supernatural
origin, especialy after the happy success, isquite natural and in perfect keeping with the prevailing
ideas of the age.®* Tertullian and other ante-Nicene and Nicene fathers attributed many conversions

28 Dr. Murdock (notes to his translation of Mosheim) raises the additional objection, which has some force from his
Puritan standpoint: “If the miracle of the luminous cross was areality, has not God himself sanctioned the use of the cross as
the appointed symbol of our religion? so that thereis no superstition in the use of it, but the Catholics are correct and the Protestants
in an error on this subject?’

29 Theodoret says that Constantinewas called not of men or by men ( , ,Gal. i. 1), but from heaven,
as the divine apostle Paul was ( ). Hist. Eccl. l.i. c. 2.
30 So Sozomenus, H. E. lib. i. cap. 3, expressly representsit: Y etc. Afterwards he gives, itis

true, the fuller report of Eusebiusin his own words. Comp. Rufin. ix. 9; Euseb. Vit. Const. i. 29; Lact. De mort. persec. 44, and
the alusions of the heathen panegyrists.

31 Licinius before the battle with Maximin had a vision of an angel who taught him a prayer for victory (Lactant. De
mort. persec. c. 46). Julianthe A postate was even more superstitious in this respect than his Christian uncle, and fully addicted
to the whole train of omens, presages, prodigies, spectres, dreams, visions, auguries, and oracles (Comp. below, § 4). On his
expedition against the Persians he was supposed by Libaniusto have been surrounded by awhole army of gods, which, however,
in the view of Gregory of Nazianzen, was a host of demons. See Ullmann, Gregory of Naz., p. 100.
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to nocturnal dreams and visions. Constantine and his friends referred the most important facts of
his life, as the knowledge of the approach of hostile armies, the discovery of the holy sepulchre,
thefounding of Constantinople, to divine revelation through visions and dreams. Nor are we disposed
in the least to deny the connection of the vision of the cross with the agency of divine Providence,
which controlled this remarkable turning point of history. We may go farther and admit a special
providence, or what the old divines call a providentia specialissima; but this does not necessarily
imply aviolation of the order of nature or an actual miracle in the shape of an objective personal
appearance of the Saviour. We may refer to a somewhat similar, though far less important, vision
in the life of the pious English Colonel James Gardiner.?> The Bible itself sanctions the general
theory of providential or prophetic dreams and nocturnal visions through which divine revelations
and admonitions are communicated to men.®

The facts, therefore, may have been these. Before the battle Constantine, leaning already
towards Christianity as probably the best and most hopeful of the variousreligions, seriously sought
in prayer, as he related to Eusebius, the assistance of the God of the Christians, while his heathen
antagonist Maxentius, according to Zosimus,* was consulting the sibylline books and offering
sacrifice to the idols. Filled with mingled fears and hopes about the issue of the conflict, he fell
asleep and saw in adream the sign of the cross of Christ with a significant inscription and promise
of victory. Being already familiar with the general use of this sign among the numerous Christians
of the empire, many of whom no doubt were in his own army, he constructed the labarum,* or
rather he changed the heathen labarum into a standard of the Christian cross with the Greek
monogram of Christ,* which he had al so put upon the shields of the soldiers. To this cross-standard,

32 According to the account of hisfriend, Dr. Philip Doddridge, who learned the facts from Gardiner, as Eusebius from
Constantine. When engaged in serious meditation on a Sabbath night in July, 1719, Gardiner “suddenly thought he saw an
unusual blaze of light fall on the book while he was reading, which he at first imagined might have happened by some accident
inthe candle. But lifting up his eyes, he apprehended, to his extreme amazement, that there was before him, asit were suspended
inthe air, avisible representation of the Lord Jesus Christ upon the cross, surrounded with a glory; and was impressed as if a
voice, or something equivalent to avoice, had come to him, to this effect: 'O sinner, did | suffer thisfor thee, and are these the
returns? " After this event he changed from a dissolute worldling to an earnest and godly man. But the whole apparition was
probably, after al, merely an inward one. For the report adds as to the voice: “Whether this were an audible voice, or only a
strong impression on his mind, equally striking, he did not seem confident, though he judged it to be the former. He thought he
was awake. But everybody knows how easy it is towards midnight to fall into adoze over adull or even agood book. It isvery
probabl e then that this apparition resolvesitself into asignificant dream which marked an epoch in hislife. No reflecting person
will on that account doubt the seriousness of Gardiner’ s conversion, which was amply proved by hiswhole subsequent life, even
far more than Constantine's was.

33 Numbers xii. 6: “1 the Lord will make myself known in avision, and will speak in adream.” Job xxxiii. 15, 16: “In a
dream, in avision of the night, when deep sleep falleth upon men, in slumberings upon the bed, then he openeth the ears of men
and sealeth their instruction.” For actua facts see Gen. xxxi. 10, 24; xxxvii. 5; 1 Kingsiii. 5; Dan. ii. 4, 36; vii. 1, Matt. i. 20;
ii. 12, 13, 19, 22; Acts x. 17; xxii. 17, 18.

34 Histor. ii. 16.

35 ,aso ; derived not from labor, nor from , i.e. praeda, nor from , but probably from abarbarian root,
otherwise unknown, and introduced into the Roman terminology, long before Constantine, by the Celtic or Germanic recruits.
Comp. Du Cange, Glossar., and Suicer, Thesaur. s. h. v. The labarum, as described by Eusebius, who saw it himself (Vita Const.
i. 30), consisted of along spear overlaid with gold, and a crosspiece of wood, from which hung a square flag of purple cloth
embroidered and covered with precious stones. On the of top of the shaft was a crown composed of gold and precious stones,
and containing the monogram of Christ (see next note), and just under this crown was alikeness the emperor and his sonsin
gold. The emperor told Eusebius (1. ii. c. 7) someincredible things about this [abarum, e.g. that none of its bearerswas ever hurt
by the darts of the enemy.

X and P, the first two letters of the name of Christ, so written upon one another as to make the form of the cross: P
with X (Rho with Chi on the lower part) or Pwith—(Rho with a dash on the lower part to make across), or P (i.e.

36
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which now took the place of the Roman eagles, he attributed the decisive victory over the heathen
Maxentius.

Accordingly, after his triumphal entrance into Rome, he had his statue erected upon the
forum with the labarum in hisright hand, and the inscription beneath: “ By this saving sign, the true
token of bravery, | have delivered your city from the yoke of the tyrant.”3” Three years afterwards
the senate erected to him atriumphal arch of marble, which to this day, within sight of the sublime
ruins of the pagan Colosseum, indicates at once the decay of ancient art, and the downfall of
heathenism; as the neighboring arch of Titus commemorates the downfall of Judaism and the
destruction of thetemple. Theinscription on thisarch of Constantine, however, ascribes hisvictory
over the hated tyrant, not only to his master mind, but indefinitely also to the impulse of Deity;®
by which a Christian would naturally understand the true God, while a heathen, like the orator
Nazarius, in his eulogy on Constantine, might take it for the celestial guardian power of the “urbs
aeterna.”

At all eventsthe victory of Constantine over Maxentius was amilitary and political victory
of Christianity over heathenism; theintellectual and moral victory having been already accomplished
by the literature and life of the church in the preceding period. The emblem of ignominy and
oppression®* became thenceforward the badge of honor and dominion, and was invested in the
emperor’ s view, according to the spirit of the church of his day, with amagic virtue. It now took
the place of the eagle and other field-badges, under which the heathen Romans had conquered the
world. It was stamped on theimperial coin, and on the standards, helmets, and shields of the soldiers.
Above al military representations of the cross the original imperia labarum shone in the richest
decorations of gold and gems; was intrusted to the truest and bravest fifty of the body guard; filled
the Christianswith the spirit of victory, and spread fear and terror among their enemies; until, under

Christos—Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end with a chi on the stem to make the cross), and similar forms, of which
Minter (Sinnbilder der alten Christen, p. 36 sqg.) has collected from ancient coins, vessels, and tombstones more than twenty.
The monogram, as well as the sign of the cross, was in use among the Christians long before Constantine, probably as early as
the Antonines and Hadrian. Y ea, the standards and trophies of victory generally had the appearance of a cross, as Minucius
Felix, Tertullian, Justin, and other apologists of the second century told the heathens. According to Killen (Ancient Church, p.
317, note), who quotes Aringhus, Roma subterranea, ii. p. 567, as his authority, the famous monogram (of coursein a different
sense) isfound even before Christ on coins of the Ptolemies. The only thing new, therefore, was the union of this symbol, inits
Christian sense and application, with the Roman military standard.

37 Eus., H.E.ix. 9: (salutari, not singulari, asRufinushasit) p , 1l

.Gibbon, however thinks it more probable, that at least the labarum and the |nscr|pt|0n date only from the

second or thlrd VISIt of Constantineto Rome.

38 “Instinctu Divinitatis et mentis magnitudine.” Divinitas may be taken as an ambiguous word like Providence, “which
veils Constantine' s passage from Paganism to Christianity.”
39 Cicero says, pro Raberio, c. 5: “Nomen ipsum crucis absit non modo a corpore civium Romanorum, sed etiam a

cogitatione, oculis, auribus.” With other ancient heathens, however, the Egyptians, the Buddhists, and even the aborigines of
Mexico, the cross seems to have been in use as areligious symbol. Socrates relates (H. E. v. 17) that at the destruction of the
temple of Serapis, among the hieroglyphic inscriptions forms of crosses were found, which pagans and Christians alike referred
to their respective religions. Some of the heathen converts conversant with hieroglyphic characters interpreted the form of the
cross to mean the Life to come. According to Prescott (Conquest of Mexico, iii. 338-340) the Spaniards found the cross among
the objects of worship in the idol temples of Anahnac.

40 Even church teacherslong before Constantine, Justin, Tertullian, Minucius Felix, in downright opposition to this pagan
antipathy, had found the sign of the cross everywhere on the face of nature and of human life; in the military bannersand trophies
of victory, in the ship with swelling sails and extended oars, in the plow in the flying bird, in man swimming or praying, in the
features of the face and the form of the body with outstretched arms. Hence the daily use of the of the cross by the early Christians.
Comp. val. ii. 8 77 (p. 269 sqq.).
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the weak successors of Theodosius 1., it fell out of use, and was lodged as avenerable relic in the
imperial palace at Constantinople.

After this victory at Rome (which occurred October 27, 312), Constantine, in conjunction
with his eastern colleague, Licinius, published in January, 313, from Milan, an edict of religious
toleration, which goes a step beyond the edict of the still anti-Christian Galeriusin 311, and grants,
in the spirit of religious eclecticism, full freedom to all existing forms of worship, with special
referenceto the Christian.* The edict of 313 not only recognized Christianity within existing limits,
but allowed every subject of the Roman empire to choose whatever religion he preferred.*? At the
sametime the church buildings and property confiscated in the Diocletian persecution were ordered
to be restored, and private property-owners to be indemnified from the imperia treasury.

In this notable edict, however, we should look in vain for the modern Protestant and
Anglo-American theory of religious liberty as one of the universal and inalienable rights of man.
Sundry voices, it is true, in the Christian church itself, at that time, as before and after, declared
against all compulsion in religion.” But the spirit of the Roman empire was too absolutistic to
abandon the prerogative of a supervision of public worship. The Constantinian toleration was a
temporary measure of state policy, which, asindeed the edict expressly statesthe motive, promised
the greatest security to the public peace and the protection of al divine and heavenly powers, for
emperor and empire. It was, as the result teaches, but the necessary transition step to a new order
of things. It opened the door to the elevation of Christianity, and specifically of Catholic hierarchical
Chrigtianity, with its exclusiveness towards heretical and schismatic sects, to be the religion of the
state. For, once put on equal footing with heathenism, it must soon, in spite of numerical minority,
bear away the victory from areligion which had already inwardly outlived itself.

From this time Constantine decidedly favored the church, though without persecuting or
forbidding the pagan religions. He always mentions the Christian church with reverence in his
imperial edicts, and uniformly appliesto it, as we have already observed, the predicate of catholic.
For only as a catholic, thoroughly organized, firmly compacted, and conservative institution did it
meet hisrigid monarchical interest, and afford the splendid state and court dress he wished for his
empire. So early asthe year 313 we find the bishop Hosius of Cordova among his counsellors, and
heathen writers ascribe to the bishop even a magical influence over the emperor. Lactantius, also,
and Eusebius of Caesarea belonged to his confidential circle. He exempted the Christian clergy

4 Thisin the second edict of toleration, not the third, as was formerly supposed. An edict of 312 does not exist and rests
on amistake. Seeval. ii. § 25, p. 72.
42 “Haec ordinanda esse credidimus ... ut daremus et Christianis et omnibus liberam potestatem sequendi religionem,

guamgquisque voluisset ... ut nulli omnino facultatem obnegandam putaremus, qui vel observationi Christianorum, vel ei religioni
mentem suam dederet, quam ipse sibi aptissimam esse sentiret ... ut, amotis omnibus ominino conditionibus[by which are meant,
no doubt, therestrictions of toleration in the edict of 311], nunc libere ac simpliciter unusquisgue eorum qui eandem observandae
religioni Christianorum gerunt voluntatem, citra ullam inquietudinem et molestiam sui id ipsum observare contendant.” Lact.,
De mort, persec. c. 48 (ii. p. 282, ed. Fritzsche). Eusebius gives the edict in a stiff andobscure Greek translation, with some
variations, H. E. x. 5. Comp. Niceph. H. E. vii. 41. Also aspecia essay on the edicts of toleration, by Theod. Keim in the Tlbinger
Theolog. Jahrblicher for 1852, and Mason, persecution of Diocletian, pp. 299 and 326.

3 Compare the remarkable passages of Tertullian, cited invol. ii. § 13, p. 35. Lactantius likewise, in the beginning of
the fourth century, says, Ingtit. div. I. v. c. 19 (i. p. 267 sg. ed. Lips.): “Non est opus vi et injuria, quiareligio cogi hon potest;
verbis potius, quam verberibus res agenda est, ut sit voluntas .... Defendendareligio est, non occidendo, sed moriendo; non
saevitia, sed patientia; non scelere, sed fide .... Nam si sanguine, si tormentis, si malo religionem defendere velis, jam non
defendetur illa, sed polluetur atque violabitur. Nihil est enim tam voluntarium, quam religio, in quasi animus sacrificantis aversus
est, jam sublata, jam nullaest.” Comp. c. 20.
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from military and municipal duty (March, 313); abolished various customs and ordinances offensive
to the Christians (315); facilitated the emancipation of Christian slaves (before 316); legalized
bequests to catholic churches (321); enjoined the civil observance of Sunday, though not as dies
Domini, but asdies Solis, in conformity to hisworship of Apollo, and in company with an ordinance
for the regular consulting of the haruspex (321); contributed liberally to the building of churches
and the support of the clergy; erased the heathen symbol s of Jupiter and Apollo, Marsand Hercules
from the imperial coins (323); and gave his sons a Christian education.

This mighty example was followed, as might be expected, by a general transition of those
subjects, who were more influenced in their conduct by outward circumstances, than by inward
conviction and principle. The story, that in one year (324) twelve thousand men, with women and
children in proportion, were baptized in Rome, and that the emperor had promised to each convert
a white garment and twenty pieces of gold, is at least in accordance with the spirit of that reign,
though the fact itself, in all probability, is greatly exaggerated.*

Constantine came out with still greater decision, when, by his victory over his Eastern
colleague and brother-in-law, Licinius, he became sole head of the whole Roman empire. To
strengthen his position, Licinius had gradually placed himself at the head of the heathen party, still
very numerous, and had vexed the Christians first with wanton ridicule® then with exclusion from
civil and military office, with banishment, and in some instances perhaps even with bloody
persecution. This gave the political strife for the monarchy between himself and Constantine the
character also of awar of religions; and the defeat of Liciniusin the battle of Adrianoplein July,
324, and at Chalcedon in September, was a new triumph of the standard of the cross over the
sacrifices of the gods; save that Constantine dishonored himself and his cause by the execution of
Licinius and his son.

The emperor now issued a general exhortation to his subjects to embrace the Christian
religion, still leaving them, however, to their own free conviction. In the year 325, as patron of the
church, he summoned the council of Nice, and himself attended it; banished the Arians, though he
afterwards recalled them; and, in his monarchical spirit of uniformity, showed great zeal for the
settlement of all theological disputes, while he was blind to their deep significance. He first
introduced the practice of subscription to the articles of awritten creed and of the infliction of civil
punishments for non-conformity. In the years 325-329, in connection with his mother, Helena, he
erected magnificent churches on the sacred spotsin Jerusalem.

As heathenism had still the preponderance in Rome, where it was hallowed by its great
traditions, Constantine, by divine command as he supposed,* in the year 330, transferred the seat
of his government to Byzantium, and thus fixed the policy, aready initiated by Domitian, of
orientalizing and dividing the empire. In the selection of the unrivalled locality he showed more
taste and genius than the founders of Madrid, Vienna, Berlin, St. Petersburg, or Washington. With
incredible rapidity, and by all the means within reach of an absolute monarch, he turned this nobly

na For the Acta St. Silvestri and the H. Eccl. of Nicephorus Callist. vii. 34 (in Baronius, ad ann. 324) are of course not
reliable authority on this point.

45 He commanded the Christians, for example, to hold their large assemblies in open fields instead of in the churches,
because the fresh air was more wholesome for them than the close atmosphere in a building!

46 “Jubente Deo,” says hein one of hislaws. Cod. Theodos. I. xiii. tit. v. leg. 7. Later writers ascribe the founding of
Constantinople to a nocturnal vision of the emperor, and an injunction of the Virgin Mary, who was revered as patroness, one
might almost suppose as goddess, of the city.
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situated town, connecting two seas and two continents, into asplendid residence and anew Christian
Rome, “for which now,” as Gregory of Nazianzen expressesit, “sea and land emulate each other,
to load it with their treasures, and crown it queen of cities.”* Here, instead of idol temples and
altars, churches and crucifixes rose; though among them the statues of patron deities from all over
Greece, mutilated by all sorts of tastel ess adaptations, were also gathered in the new metropolis.*
The main hall in the palace was adorned with representations of the crucifixion and other biblical
scenes. The gladiatorial shows, so popular in Rome, were forbidden here, though theatres,
amphitheatres, and hippodromes kept their place. It could nowhere be mistaken, that the new
imperial residencewasasto al outward appearance a Christian city. The smoke of heathen sacrifices
never rose from the seven hills of New Rome except during the short reign of Julian the Apostate.
It became the residence of a bishop who not only claimed the authority of the apostolic see of
neighboring Ephesus, but soon outshone the patriarchate of Alexandria and rivalled for centuries
the papal power in ancient Rome.

The emperor diligently attended divineworship, and is portrayed upon medalsin the posture
of prayer. He kept the Easter vigilswith great devotion. He would stand during the longest sermons
of his bishops, who always surrounded him, and unfortunately flattered him only too much. And
he even himself composed and delivered discoursesto his court, in the Latin language, from which
they were trandated into Greek by interpreters appointed for the purpose.* General invitations
were issued, and the citizens flocked in great crowds to the palace to hear the imperial preacher,
who would in vain try to prevent their loud applause by pointing to heaven as the source of his
wisdom. He dwelt mainly on thetruth of Christianity, thefolly of idolatry, the unity and providence
of God, the coming of Christ, and the judgment. At times he would severely rebuke the avarice and
rapacity of hiscourtiers, who would loudly applaud him with their mouths, and belie hisexhortation
by their works.®® One of these productionsis still extant,> in which he recommends Christianity in
acharacteristic strain, and in proof of its divine origin cites especially the fulfilment of prophecy,
including the Sibylline books and the Fourth Eclogue of Virgil, with the contrast between his own
happy and brilliant reign and the tragical fate of his persecuting predecessors and colleagues.

Nevertheless he continued in hislater years true upon the whole to the tol eration principles
of the edict of 313, protected the pagan priests and templesin their privileges, and wisely abstained
from al violent measures against heathenism, in the persuasion that it would in time die out. He
retained many heathens at court and in public office, although he loved to promote Christians to
honorable positions. In several cases, however, he prohibited idolatry, where it sanctioned scandal ous
immorality, as in the obscene worship of Venus in Phenicia; or in places which were specially
sacred to the Christians, asthe sepul chre of Christ and the grove of Mamre; and he caused a number

a7 The Turks till call it emphatically the city. For Stambul is a corruption of Istambul, which means: .

48 The most offensive of these is the colossal bronze statue of Apollo, pretended to be the work of Phidias, which
Constantineset up in the middle of the Forum on apillar of porphyry, ahundred and twenty feet high, and which, at least according
to later interpretations, served to represent the emperor himself with the attributes of Christ and the god of the sun! So saysthe
author of Antiquit. Constant. in Banduri, and J. v. Hammer: Constantinopolis u. der Bosphorus, i. 162 (cited in Milman’s notes
to Gibbon). Nothing now remains of the pillar but a mutilated piece.

49 Euseb. V. C. iv. 29-33. Burckhardt, |.c. p. 400, giveslittle credit to this whole account of Eusebius, and thus intimates
the charge of deliberate falsehood.

S0 Euseb. Vit. Const. iv. 29 ad finem.

sl Const. Oratio ad Sanctorum coetum, was preserved in Greek translation by Eusebius as an appendix to his biography

of the emperor.
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of deserted temples and images to be destroyed or turned into Christian churches. Eusebius relates
several such instances with evident approbation, and praises also his later edicts against various
heretics and schismatics, but without mentioning the Arians. In his later years he seems, indeed,
to have issued a general prohibition of idolatrous sacrifice; Eusebius speaks of it, and his sonsin
341 refer to an edict to that effect; but the repetition of it by his successors proves, that, if issued,
it was not carried into general execution under hisreign.

With this shrewd, cautious, and moderate policy of Constantine, which contrasts well with
the violent fanaticism of his sons, accords the postponement of his own baptism to hislast sickness.>
For this he had the further motives of a superstitious desire, which he himself expresses, to be
baptized in the Jordan, whose waters had been sanctified by the Saviour’s baptism, and no doubt
also afear, that he might by relapse forfeit the sacramental remission of sins. He wished to secure
all the benefit of baptism as a complete expiation of past sins, with as little risk as possible, and
thus to make the best of both worlds. Deathbed baptisms then were to half Christians of that age
what deathbed conversions and deathbed communions are now. Y et he presumed to preach the
gospel, he called himself the bishop of bishops, he convened the first general council, and made
Christianity thereligion of the empire, long before hisbaptism! Strange asthisinconsi stency appears
to us, what shall we think of the court bishops who, from false prudence, relaxed in his favor the
otherwise strict discipline of the church, and admitted him, at least tacitly, to the enjoyment of
nearly all the privileges of believers, before he had taken upon himself even a single obligation of
a catechumen!

When, after a life of aimost uninterrupted health, he felt the approach of death, he was
received into the number of catechumens by laying on of hands, and then formally admitted by
baptism into the full communion of the church in the year 337, the sixty-fifth year of his age, by
the Arian (or properly Semi-Arian) bishop Eusebius of Nicomedia, whom he had shortly before
recalled from exile together with Arius.® His dying testimony then was, as to form, in favor of
heretical rather than orthodox Christianity, but merely from accident, not from intention. He meant
the Christian as against the heathen religion, and whatever of Arianism may have polluted his
baptism, was for the Greek church fully wiped out by the orthodox canonization. After the solemn
ceremony he promised to live thenceforth worthily of adisciple of Jesus; refused to wear again the
imperial mantle of cunningly woven silk richly ornamented with gold; retained the white baptismal

52 The pretended baptism of Constantineby the Roman bishop Sylvester in 324, and his bestowment of lands on the pope
in connection with it, is amediaeval fiction, still unblushingly defended indeed by Baronius (ad ann. 324, No. 43-49), but long
since given up by other Roman Catholic historians, such as Noris, Tillemont, and Valesius. It is sufficiently refuted by the
contemporary testimony of Eusebius alone (Vit. Congt. iv. 61, 62), who places the baptism of Constantineat the end of hislife,
and minutely describes it; and Socrates, Sozomen, Ambrose, and Jeromecoincide with him.

53 Hence Jeromesays, Constantinewas baptized into Arianism. And Dr. Newman, the ex-Tractarian, remarks, that in
conferring his benefaction on the church he burdened it with the bequest of an heresy, which outlived his age by many centuries,
and still existsin its effectsin the divisions of the East (The Arians of the 4th Century, 1854, p. 138). But Eusebius (not the
church historian) was probably the nearest bishop, and acted here not as a party |eader. Constantine, too, in spite of theinfluence
which the Arians had over him in his later years, considered himself constantly a true adherent of the Nicene faith, and heis
reported by Theodoret (H. E. 1. 32) to have ordered the recall of Athanasiusfrom exile on his deathbed, in spite of the opposition
of the Arian Eusebius. He was in these matters frequently misled by misrepresentations, and cared more for peace than for truth.
The deeper significance of the dogmatic controversy wasentirely beyond his sphere. Gibbon isright in thismatter: “ The credulous
monarch, unskilled in the stratagems of theological warfare, might be deceived by the modest and specious professions of the
heretics, whose sentiments he never perfectly understood; and while he protected Arius, and persecuted Athanasius, he still
considered the council of Nice as the bulwark of the Christian faith, and the peculiar glory of hisown reign.” Ch. xxi.
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robe; and died a few days after, on Pentecost, May 22, 337, trusting in the mercy of God, and
leaving along, afortunate, and abrilliant reign, such as none but Augustus, of al his predecessors,
had enjoyed. “ So passed away the first Christian Emperor, the first Defender of the Faith, the first
Imperial patron of the Papal see, and of the whole Eastern Church, the first founder of the Holy
Places, Pagan and Christian, orthodox and heretical, liberal and fanatical, not to be imitated or
admired, but much to be remembered, and deeply to be studied.”>

Hisremains were removed in agolden coffin by aprocession of distinguished civiliansand
the whole army, from Nicomedia to Constantinople, and deposited, with the highest Christian
honors, in the church of the Apostles,* while the Roman senate, after its ancient custom, proudly
ignoring the great religious revolution of the age, enrolled him among the gods of the heathen
Olympus. Soon after his death, Eusebius set him above the greatest princes of al times; from the
fifth century he began to be recognized in the East as a saint; and the Greek and Russian church to
this day celebrates his memory under the extravagant title of “Isapostolos,” the “Equal of the
apostles.”% The Latin church, on the contrary, with truer tact, has never placed him among the
saints, but has been content with naming him “the Great,” in just and grateful remembrance of his
servicesto the cause of Christianity and civilization.

§ 3. The Sons of Constantine. a.d. 337-361.
For the literature see § 2 and § 4.

With the death of Constantine the monarchy also came, for the present, to an end. The empire
was divided among histhree sons, Constantine I1., Constans, and Constantius. Their accession was
not in Christian style, but after the manner of genuine Turkish, oriental despotism; it trod upon the
corpses of the numerous kindred of their father, excepting two nephews, Gallus and Julian, who
were saved only by sickness and youth from the fury of the soldiers. Three years later followed a
war of the brothers for the sole supremacy. Constantine I1. was slain by Constans (340), who was
in turn murdered by a barbarian field officer and rival, Magnentius (350). After the defeat and the
suicide of Magnentius, Constantius, who had hitherto reigned in the East, became sole emperor,
and maintained himself through many storms until his natural death (353-361).

The sons of Constantine did their Christian education little honor, and departed from their
father’ swise policy of toleration. Constantius, atemperate and chaste, but jealous, vain, and weak
prince, entirely under the control of eunuchs, women, and bishops, entered upon aviolent suppression
of the heathen religion, pillaged and destroyed many temples, gave the booty to the church, or to
his eunuch, flatterers, and worthless favorites, and prohibited, under penalty of death, all sacrifices
and worship of imagesin Rome, Alexandria, and Athens, though the prohibition could not be carried
out. Hosts now came over to Christianity, though, of course, for the most part with the lips only,
not with the heart. But this emperor proceeded with the same intolerance against the adherents of

54 Stanley, I.c. p. 320.

55 This church became the burial place of the Byzantine emperors, till in the fourth crusade the coffins were rifled and
the bodies cast out. Mahomet 11. destroyed the church and built in its place the magnificent mosque which bears his name. See
von Hammer, i. 390.

56 Comp the Acta Sact. ad 21 Maii, p. 13 sg. Niebuhr justly remarks: “When certain oriental writers call Constantine*
equal to the Apostles,’ they do not know what they are saying; and to speak of him asa’saint’ is a profanation of the word.”
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the Nicene orthodoxy, and punished them with confiscation and banishment. His brothers supported
Athanasius, but he himself wasafanatical Arian. Infact, hemeddied in al the affairs of the church,
which was convulsed during his reign with doctrinal controversy. He summoned a multitude of
councils, in Gaul, in Italy, in lllyricum, and in Asia; aspired to the renown of atheologian; and was
fond of being called bishop of bishops, though, like his father, he postponed baptism till shortly
before his death.

There were there, it istrue, who justified this violent suppression of idolatry, by reference
to the extermination of the Canaanites under Joshua® But intelligent church teachers, like
Athanasius, Hosius, and Hilary, gave their voicefor toleration, though even they mean particularly
toleration for orthodoxy, for the sake of which they themsel ves had been deposed and banished by
the Arian power. Athanasius says, for example: “ Satan, because there is no truth in him, breaks in
with axe and sword. But the Saviour is gentle, and forces no one, to whom he comes, but knocks
and speaks to the soul: Open to me, my sister”® If we open to him, he enters; but if wewill not, he
departs. For the truth is not preached by sword and dungeon, by the might of an army, but by
persuasion and exhortation. How can there be persuasion where fear of the emperor is uppermost?
How exhortation, where the contradicter has to expect banishment and death?’ With equal truth
Hilary confrontsthe emperor with thewrong of his course, in thewords:. “With the gold of the state
thou burdenest the sanctuary of God, and what is torn from the temples, or gained by confiscation,
or extorted by punishment, thou obtrudest upon God.”

By the laws of history the forced Christianity of Constantius must provoke a reaction of
heathenism. And such reaction in fact ensued, though only for abrief period immediately after this
emperor’ s death.

8§ 4. Julian the Apostate, and the Reaction of Paganism. a.d. 361-363.
SOURCES.

These agree in al the principal facts, even to unimportant details, but differ entirely in spirit and
in judgment; Julian himself exhibiting the vanity of self-praise, Libanius and Zosimus the
extreme of passionate admiration, Gregory and Cyril the opposite extreme of hatred and
abhorrence, Ammianus Marcellinus a mixture of praise and censure.

1. Heathen sources. Juliani imperatoris Opera, quae supersunt omnia, ed. by Petavius, Par. 1583;
and more completely by Ezech. Spanhemius, Lips. 1696, 2 vols. fol. in one (Spanheim gives
the Greek original with a good Latin version, and the Ten Books of Cyril of Alex. against
Julian). We have from Julian: Misopogon (Misopwvgon, the Beard-hater, a defence of himself
against the accusations of the Antiochians); Caesares (two satires on his predecessors); eight
Orationes; sixty-five Epistolae (the latter separately and most completely edited, with shorter
fragments, by Heyler, Mog. 1828); and Fragments of his three or seven Books inthe
Reply of Cyril. Libanius: , in Lib. Opp. ed. Reiske, Altenb. 1791-97. 4 vols.
Mamertinus: Gratiarum actio Juliano. Therelevant passagesin the heathen historians Ammianus
Marcellinus (1.c. lib. xxi-xxv. 3), Zosimus and Eunapius.

57 So Julius Firmicus Maternus, author of atract De errore profanarum religionum, written about 348 and dedicated to
the emperors Constantius and Constans.
58 Song of Sal. v. 2.
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2. Christian Sources (all in Greek): the early church historians, Socrates(l. iii.), Sozomen (I. v. and
vi.), Theodoret (1. iii.). Gregory Naz.: Orationesinvectivaein Jul. duae, written some six months
after the death of Julian (Opp. tom. i.). Cyril of Alex.: Contraimpium Jul. libri x. (in the Opp.
Cyr., ed. J. Aubert, Par. 1638, tom. vi., and in Spanheim’s ed. of the works of Julian).

LITERATURE.

Tillemont: Memoires, etc., vol. vii. p. 322—423 (Venice ed.), and Histoire des empereurs Rom. Par.
1690 sqq., vol. iv. 483-576. Abbé DelaBleterie: Viedel’ empereur Julien. Amst. 1735. 2 vols.
The same in English, Lond. 1746. W. Warburton: Julian. Lond. 3d ed. 1763. Nath. Lardner:
Works, ed. Dr. Kippis, vol. vii. p. 581 sgg. Gibbon: I.c. ch. xxii.—xxiv., particularly xxiii.
Neander: Julian u. sein Zeitalter. Leipz. 1812 (hisfirst historical production), and Allg. K. G.,
iii. (2d ed. 1846), p. 76—-148. English ed. Torrey, ii. 37-67. Jondot (R.C.): Histoire de |’ empereur
Julien. 1817, 2 vals. C. H. Van Herwerden: De Juliano imper. religionis Christ. hoste, eodemque
vindice. Lugd. Bat. 1827. G. F. Wiggers: Jul. der Abtriinnige. Leipz. 1837 (in Illgen’ s Zeitschr.
f. Hist. Theol.). H. Schulze: De philos. et moribus Jul. Strals. 1839. D. Fr. Strauss (author of
the mythological “Leben Jesu”): Der Romantiker auf dem Thron der Caesaren, oder Julian der
Abtr. Manh. 1847 (containing a clear survey of the various opinions concerning Julian from
Libanius and Gregory to Gibbon, Schlosser, Neander, and Ullmann, but hiding a political aim
against King Frederick William V. of Prussia). J. E. Auer (R.C.): Kaiser Jul. der Abtr. im
Kampf mit den Kirchenvaetern seiner Zeit. Wien, 1855. W. Mangold: Jul. der Abtr. Stuttg.
1862. C. Semisch: Jul. der Abtr. Bredl. 1862. F. Lubker: Julians Kampf u. Ende. Hamb. 1864.

Notwithstanding this great conversion of the government and of public sentiment, the pagan
religion still had many adherents, and retained an important influence through habit and superstition
over the rude peasantry, and through literature and learned schools of philosophy and rhetoric at
Alexandria, Athens, &c., over the educated classes. And now, under the lead of one of the most
talented, energetic, and notable Roman emperors, it once more made a systematic and vigorous
effort to recover its ascendency in the Roman empire. But in the entire failure of this effort
heathenism itself gave the strongest proof that it had outlived itself forever. It now became evident
during the brief, but interesting and instructive episode of Julian’s reign, that the policy of
Constantine was entirely judicious and consistent with the course of history itself, and that
Christianity really carried all the moral vigor of the present and all the hopes of the future. At the
same time this temporary persecution was a just punishment and wholesome discipline for a
secularized church and clergy.®

Julian, surnamed the Apostate (Apostata), a nephew of Constantine the Great and cousin
of Constantius, was born in the year 331, and wastherefore only six years old when hisuncle died.
The general slaughter of his kindred, not excepting his father, at the change of the throne, could
beget neither love for Constantius nor respect for his court Christianity. He afterwards ascribed his
escape to the special favor of the old gods. He was systematically spoiled by false education and
made the enemy of that very religion which pedantic teachers attempted to force upon hisfree and
independent mind, and which they so poorly recommended by their lives. We have astriking parallel
in more recent history in the case of Frederick the Great of Prussia. Julian was jealously watched

59 So Gregory of Naz. regarded it, and Tillemont justly remarks, Mem. vii. 322: “Le grand nombre de pechez dont
beaucoup de Chrétiens estoient coupables, fut cause que Dieu donna a ce prince |a puissance imperials pour les punir; et sa
malice fut comme une verge entre les mains de Dieu pour les corriger.”
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by the emperor, and kept in rural retirement almost like a prisoner. With his step-brother Gallus,
he received a nominally Christian training under the direction of the Arian bishop Eusebius of
Nicomediaand several eunuchs; he was baptized; even educated for the clerical order, and ordained
alL ector.® He prayed, fasted, celebrated the memory of the martyrs, paid the usual reverenceto the
bi shops, besought the blessing of hermits, and read the Scripturesin the church of Nicomedia. Even
his plays must wear the hue of devotion. But this despotic and mechanical force-work of arepulsively
austere and fiercely polemic type of Christianity roused the intelligent, wakeful, and vigorous spirit
of Julian to rebellion, and drove him over towards the heathen side. The Arian pseudo-Christianity
of Constantius produced the heathen anti-Christianity of Julian; and the latter was a well-deserved
punishment of the former. With enthusiasm and with untiring diligence the young prince studied
Homer, Plato, Aristotle, and the Neo-Platonists. The partial prohibition of such reading gave it
double zest. He secretly obtained the lectures of the celebrated rhetorician Libanius, afterwards his
eulogist, whose productions, however, represent the degeneracy of the heathen literature in that
day, covering emptiness with a pompous and tawdry style, attractive only to a vitiated taste. He
became acquainted by degrees with the most eminent representatives of heathenism, particularly
the Neo-Platonic philosophers, rhetoricians, and priests, like Libanius, Aedesius, Maximus, and
Chrysanthius. These confirmed him in his superstitions by sophistries and sorceries of every kind.
He gradually became the secret head of the heathen party. Through the favor and mediation of the
empress Eusebia he visited for some months the schools of Athens (a.d. 355), where hewasinitiated
in the Eleusinian mysteries, and thus completed his transition to the Grecian idolatry.

This heathenism, however, was not a simple, spontaneous growth; it was all an artificial
and morbid production. It was the heathenism of the Neo-Platonic, panthei stic eclecticism, astrange
mixture of philosophy, poesy, and superstition, and, in Julian at least, in great part an imitation or
caricature of Christianity. It sought to spiritualize and revive the old mythology by uniting with it
oriental theosophemesand afew Christian ideas; taught ahigher, abstract unity above the multiplicity
of the national gods, genii, heroes, and natural powers; believed in immediate communications and
revelations of the gods through dreams, visions, oracles, entrails of sacrifices, prodigies; and stood
in league with all kinds of magical and theurgic arts.®* Julian himself, with all his philosophical
intelligence, credited the most insipid legends of the gods, or gave them a deeper, mystic meaning
by the most arbitrary allegorical interpretation. He wasin intimate personal intercourse with Jupiter,
Minerva, Apollo, Hercules, who paid their nocturnal visits to his heated fancy, and assured him of
their special protection. And he practised the art of divination as a master.®> Among the various
divinities he worshipped with peculiar devotion the great king Helios, or the god of the sun, whose
servant he called himself, and whose ethereal light attracted him even in tender childhood with
magic force. He regarded him as the centre of the universe, from which light, life, and salvation
proceed upon all creatures.® In thisview of asupreme divinity he made an approach to the Christian
monotheism, but substituted an airy myth and pantheistic fancy for the only true and living God
and the personal historical Christ.

60 Jul. ad Athen. p. 271; Socr. iii. 1; Sozom. v. 2; Theod. iii. 2.

61 Comp. val. i. § 61.

62 Libanius says of him, Epit. p. 582: ... u [T 1l . Ammanius Marcellinus calls
him, xxv. 4, praesagiorum sciscitationi nimiae deditus, superstitiosus magis quam sacrorum legitimus observator. Comp. Sozom.
V. 2

63 Comp. hisfourth Oratio, which is devoted to the praise of Helios.
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His moral character corresponds with the preposterous nature of this system. With all his
brilliant talents and stoical virtues, he wanted the genuine simplicity and natural ness, which are the
foundation of all true greatness of mind and character. As his worship of Helios was a shadowy
reflection of the Christian monotheism, and so far an involuntary tribute to the religion he opposed,
so in his artificial and ostentatious asceticism we can only see a caricature of the ecclesiastical
monasticism of the age which he so deeply despised for its humility and spirituality. He was full
of affectation, vanity, sophistry, loquacity, and a master in the art of dissimulation. Everything he
said or wrote was studied and calculated for effect. Instead of discerning the spirit of the age and
putting himself at the head of the current of true progress, he identified himself with a party of no
vigor nor promise, and thusfell into afalse and untenable position, at variance with the mission of
aruler. Great minds, indeed, are always more or less at war with their age, as we may see in the
reformers, in the apostles, nay, in Christ himself. But their antagonism proceeds from a clear
knowledge of the real wants and asincere devotion to the best interests of the age; it isall progressive
and reformatory, and at last carries the deeper spirit of the age with itself, and raisesit to a higher
level. The antagonism of Julian, starting with a radical misconception of the tendency of history
and animated by selfish ambition, was one of retrogression and reaction, and in addition, was
devoted to a bad cause. He had all the faults, and therefore deserved the tragic fate, of a fanatical
reactionist.

His apostasy from Christianity, to which he was probably never at heart committed, Julian
himself dates as early as histwentieth year, a.d. 351. But while Constantius lived, he concealed his
pagan sympathies with consummate hypocrisy, publicly observed Christian ceremonies, while
secretly sacrificing to Jupiter and Helios, kept the feast of Epiphany in the church at Vienne so late
as January, 361, and praised the emperor in the most extravagant style, though he thoroughly hated
him, and after his death all the more bitterly mocked him.® For ten years he kept the mask. After
December, 355, the student of books astonished the world with brilliant military and executive
powers as Caesar in Gaul, which was at that time heavily threatened by the German barbarians; he
won the enthusiastic love of the soldiers, and received from them the dignity of Augustus. Then
he raised the standard of rebellion against his suspicious and envious imperial cousin and
brother-in-law, and in 361 openly declared himself a friend of the gods. By the sudden death of
Constantius in the same year he became sole head of the Roman empire, and in December, as the
only remaining heir of the house of Constanting,% made his entry into Constantinople amidst
universal applause and rejoicing over escape from civil war.

He immediately gave himself, with the utmost zeal, to the duties of his high station,
unweariedly active as prince, general, judge, orator, high-priest, correspondent, and author. He
sought to unite the fame of an Alexander, a Marcus Aurelius, a Plato, and a Diogenes in himself.
His only recreation was a change of labor. He would use at once his hand in writing, his ear in
hearing, and his voice in speaking. He considered his whol e time due to his empire and the culture
of hisown mind. The eighteen short months of hisreign Dec. 361-June 363) comprehend the plans
of alife-long administration and most of his literary works. He practised the strictest economy in

64 Comp. Jul. Orat. i. in Constantii laudes; Epist. ad Athenienses, p. 270; Caesares, p. 335 sg. Even heathen authors
concede his dissimulation, as Ammianus Marc. xxi. 2, comp. xxii. 5, and Libanius, who excuses him with the plea of regard to
his security, Opp. p. 528, ed. Reiske.

65 His older brother, Gallus, for some time emperor at Antioch, had already been justly deposed by Constantius in 854,
and beheaded, for his entire incapacity and his merciless cruelty.
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the public affairs, banished all useless luxury from his court, and dismissed with one decree whole
hosts of barbers, cup-bearers, cooks, masters of ceremonies, and other superfluous officers, with
whom the palace swarmed, but surrounded himself instead with equally useless pagan mystics,
sophists, jugglers, theurgists, soothsayers, babblers, and scoffers, who now streamed from all
guarters to the court. In striking contrast with his predecessors, he maintained the smplicity of a
philosopher and an ascetic in his manner of life, and gratified his pride and vanity with contempt
of the pomp and pleasures of the imperia purple. He lived chiefly on vegetable diet, abstaining
now from this food, now from that, according to the taste of the god or goddess to whom the day
was consecrated. He wore common clothing, usually slept on thefloor, let hisbeard and nailsgrow,
and, like the strict anachorets of Egypt, neglected the laws of decency and cleanliness.® Thiscynic
eccentricity and vain ostentation certainly spoiled hisreputation for simplicity and self-denial, and
made him ridiculous. It evinced, aso, not so much the boldness and wisdom of areformer, as the
pedantry and folly of areactionist. In military and executive talent and personal bravery he was
not inferior to Constantine; while in mind and literary culture he far excelled him, as well asin
energy and moral self-control; and, doubtless to his own credit, he closed his public career at the
age at which his uncle' s began; but he entirely lacked the clear, sound common sense of his great
predecessor, and that practical statesmanship, which discernsthe wants of the age, and acts according
to them. He had more uncommon sense than common sense, and the latter is often even more
important than the former, and indispensable to a good practical statesman. But his greatest fault
asaruler was his utterly fal se position towards the paramount question of histime: that of religion.
This was the cause of that complete failure which made his reign as trackless as a meteor.

The ruling passion of Julian, and the soul of his short but most active, remarkable, and in
its negative results instructive reign, was fanatical love of the pagan religion and bitter hatred of
the Christian, at a time when the former had already forever given up to the latter the reins of
government in the world. He considered it the great mission of hislifeto restore the worship of the
gods, and to reduce the religion of Jesusfirst to a contemptible sect, and at last, if possible, to utter
extinction from the earth. To this he believed himself called by the gods themselves, and in this
faith he was confirmed by theurgic arts, visions, and dreams. To this end all the means, which
talent, zeal, and power could command, were applied; and the failure must be attributed solely to
the intrinsic folly and impracticability of the end itself.

I. Tolook, firgt, at the positive side of his plan, the restoration and reformation of heathenism:

He reinstated, in its ancient splendor, the worship of the gods at the public expense; called
forth hosts of priests from concealment; conferred upon them all their former privileges, and showed
them every honor; enjoined upon the soldiers and civil officers attendance at the forsaken temples

66 In the Misopogon (fromp  and , the beard-hater, i.e. hater of bearded philosophers), his witty apology to the
refined Antiochians for his philosophical beard, p. 338 sg., he boasts of this cynic coarseness, and describes, with great
complacence, hislong nails, hisink-stained hands, hisrough, uncombed beard, inhabited (horribile dictu) by certain . It should
not be forgotten, however, that contemporary writers give him the credit of a strict chastity, which raises him far above most
heathen princes, and which furnishes another proof to the involuntary influence of Christian asceticism upon his life. Libanius
assertsin his panegyric, that Julian, before his brief married life, and after the death of hiswife, asister of Constantius, never
knew awoman; and Namertinus calls his lectulus, “Vestalium toris purior.” Add to this the testimony of the honest Ammianus
Marcellinus, and the silence of Christian antagonists. Comp. Gibbon, c. xxii. note 50; and Carwithen and Lyall: Hist. of the Chr.
Ch,, etc. p. 54. On the other hand, the Christians accused him of all sorts of secret crimes; for instance, the butchering of boys
and girls (Gregor. Orat. iii. p. 91, and Theodor. iii. 26, 27), which was probably an unfounded inference from his fanatical zeal
for bloody sacrifices and divinations.
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and altars; forgot no god or goddess, though himself specially devoted to the worship of Apollo,
or the sun; and notwithstanding his parsimony in other respects, caused the rarest birds and whole
herds of bulls and lambs to be sacrificed, until the continuance of the species became a subject of
concern.’” He removed the cross and the monogram of Christ from the coins and standards, and
replaced the former pagan symbols. He surrounded the statues and portraits of the emperors with
the signs of idolatry, that every one might be compelled to bow before the gods, who would pay
the emperors due respect. He advocated images of the gods on the same grounds on which afterwards
the Christian iconolaters defended the images of the saints. If you love the emperor, if you love
your father, says he, you like to see his portrait; so the friend of the gods loves to look upon their
images, by which heis pervaded with reverence for the invisible gods, who are looking down upon
him.

Julian led the way himself with a complete example. He discovered on every occasion the
utmost zeal for the heathen religion, and performed, with the most scrupulous devotion, the offices
of a pontifex maximus, which had been altogether neglected, although not formally abolished,
under histwo predecessors. Every morning and evening he sacrificed to the rising and setting sun,
or the supreme light-god; every night, to the moon and the stars; every day, to some other divinity.
Says Libanius, hisheathen admirer: “Hereceived the rising sun with blood, and attended him again
with blood at his setting.” As he could not go abroad so often as he would, he turned his palace
into atemple and erected altarsin his garden, which was kept purer than most chapels. “Wherever
there was atemple,” says the same writer, “whether in the city or on the hill or the mountain top,
no matter how rough, or difficult of access, herantoit.” He prostrated himself devoutly before the
altars and the images, not allowing the most violent storm to prevent him. Several timesin a day,
surrounded by priests and dancing women, he sacrificed a hundred bulls, himself furnishing the
wood and kindling the flames. He used the knife himself, and as haruspex searched with his own
hand the secrets of the future in the reeking entrails.

But his zeal found no echo, and only made him ridiculousin the eyes of cultivated heathens
themselves. He complains repeatedly of theindifference of his party, and accuses one of his priests
of a secret league with Christian bishops. The spectators at his sacrifices came not from devotion,
but from curiosity, and grieved the devout emperor by their rounds of applause, asif hewere simply
atheatrical actor of religion. Often there were no spectators at all. When he endeavored to restore
the oracle of Apollo Daphneus in the famous cypress grove at Antioch, and arranged for a
magnificent procession, with libation, dances, and incense, he found in the temple one solitary old
priest, and this priest ominously offered in sacrifice—a goose.®

At the same time, however, Julian sought to renovate and transform heathenism by
incorporating with it the morals of Christianity; vainly thinking thusto bring it back to its original

67 AmmianusMarc. xxv. 4 ... innumeras sine parsimonia pecudes mactans ut aestemaretur, si revertisset de Parthis, boves
jam defuturos.
68 Misopog. p. 362 sg., where Julianhimself relates this ludicrous scene, and vents his anger at the Antiochians for

squandering the rich incomes of the temple upon Christianity and worldly pleasures. Dr. Baur, |.c. p. 17, justly remarks on
Julian’s zeal for idolatry: “ Seine ganze persdnliche Erscheinung, der Mangel an innerer Haltung in seinem Benehmen gegen
Heiden und Christen, die stete Unruhe und schwarmerische Aufregung, in welcher er sich befand, wenn er von Tempel zu Tempel
eilte, auf allen Altdren opferte und nichts unversucht liess, um den heidnischen Cultus, dessen hdchstes Vorbild er selbst als
Pontifex maximum sein wollte, in seinem vollen Glanz und Geprénge, mit alten seinen Ceremonien und Mysterien wieder
herzustellen, macht einen Eindruck, der es kaum verkennen l&sst, wie wenig er sich selbst das Unnatiirliche und Erfolglose eines
solchen Strebens verbergen konnte.”
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purity. In this he himself unwittingly and unwillingly bore witness to the poverty of the heathen
religion, and paid the highest tribute to the Christian; and the Christians for this reason not inaptly
called him an “ape of Christianity.”

In the first place, he proposed to improve the irreclaimable priesthood after the model of
the Christian clergy. The priests, as true mediators between the gods and men, should be constantly
in the temples, should occupy themselves with holy things, should study no immoral or skeptical
books of the school of Epicurusand Pyrrho, but the works of Homer, Pythagoras, Plato, Chrysippus,
and Zeno; they should visit no taverns nor theatres, should pursue no dishonorable trade, should
give ams, practise hospitality, live in strict chastity and temperance, wear simple clothing, but in
their official functions always appear in the costliest garments and most imposing dignity. He
borrowed almost every feature of the then prevalent idea of the Christian priesthood, and applied
it to the polytheistic religion.® Then, he borrowed from the constitution and worship of the church
a hierarchical system of orders, and a sort of penitential discipline, with excommunication,
absolution, and restoration, besides afixed ritual embracing didactic and musical elements. Mitred
priestsin purple wereto edify the people regularly with sermons; that is, with allegorical expositions
and practical applications of tasteless and immoral mythological stories! Every temple wasto have
awell arranged choir, and the congregation itsresponses. And finally, Julian established in different
provinces monasteries, nunneries, and hospitalsfor the sick, for orphans, and for foreigners without
distinction of religion, appropriated to them considerable sums from the public treasury, and at the
sametime, though fruitlessly, invited voluntary contributions. He made the noteworthy concession,
that the heathens did not help even their own brethren in faith; while the Jews never begged, and
“the godless Galileans,” as he malignantly styled the Christians, supplied not only their own, but
even the heathen poor, and thus aided the worst of causes by a good practice.

But of course all these attempts to regenerate heathenism by foreign elements were utterly
futile. They were like galvanizing a decaying corpse, or grafting fresh scions on a dead trunk,
sowing good seed on arock, or pouring new wineinto old bottles, bursting the bottles and wasting
the wine.

I1. The negative side of Julian’ s plan was the suppression and final extinction of Christianity.

In this he proceeded with extraordinary sagacity. He abstained from bloody persecution,
because he would not forego the credit of philosophical toleration, nor give the church the glory
of a new martyrdom. A history of three centuries also had proved that violent measures were
fruitless. According to Libanius it was a principle with him, that fire and sword cannot change a
man’ sfaith, and that persecution only begets hypocrites and martyrs. Finally, he doubtless perceived
that the Christians were too numerous to be assailed by a general persecution without danger of a
bloody civil war. Hence he oppressed the church “gently,” ™ under show of equity and universal
toleration. He persecuted not so much the Christians as Christianity, by endeavoring to draw off
its confessors. He thought to gain the result of persecution without incurring the personal reproach
and the public danger of persecution itself. His disappointments, however, increased his bitterness,
and had he returned victorious from the Persian war, he would probably have resorted to open

69 Julian’s views on the heathen priests are laid down especially in his 49th Epistle to Ursacius, the highpriest of Gaull,
p. 429, and in the fragment of an oration, p. 300 sqq., ed. Spanh. Ullmann, in hiswork on Gregory of Nazianzen, p. 527 sqg.,
draws an interesting parallel between Gregory’s and Julian’sideal of a priest.

70 , s Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. iv., expressesiit.
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violence. In fact, Gregory Nazianzen and Sozomen, and some heathen writers also, tell of local
persecutions in the provinces, particularly at Anthusa and Alexandria, with which the emperor is,
at least indirectly, to be charged. His officials acted in those cases, not under public ordersindeed,
but according to the secret wish of Julian, who ignored their illegal proceedingsaslong ashe could,
and then discovered his real views by lenient censure and substantial acquittal of the offending
magistrates.

He first, therefore, employed against the Christians of all parties and sects the policy of
toleration, in hope of their destroying each other by internal controversies. He permitted the orthodox
bishops and all other clergy, who had been banished under Constantius, to return to their dioceses,
and left Arians, Apollinarians, Novatians, Macedonians, Donatists, and so on, to themselves. He
affected compassion for the “poor, blind, deluded Galileans, who forsook the most glorious privilege
of man, the worship of the immortal gods, and instead of them worshipped dead men and dead
men’sbones.” He once even suffered himself to be insulted by ablind bishop, Maris of Chalcedon,
who, when reminded by him, that the Galilean God could not restore his eyesight, answered: “I
thank my God for my blindness, which spares me the painful sight of such an impious A postate as
thou.” He afterwards, however, caused the bishop to be severely punished.” So in Antioch, also,
he bore with philosophic equanimity the ridicule of the Christian populace, but avenged himself
on the inhabitants of the city by unsparing satire in the Misopogon. His whol e bearing towards the
Christians was instinct with bitter hatred and accompanied with sarcastic mockery.” This betrays
itself even in the contemptuousterm, Galileans, which he constantly appliesto them after the fashion
of the Jews, and which he probably also commanded to be given them by others.” He considered
them a sect of fanatics contemptible to men and hateful to the gods, and as atheists in open war
with all that was sacred and divine in the world.” He sometimes had representatives of different
parties disputein his presence, and then exclaimed: “No wild beasts are so fierce and irreconcilable
asthe Galilean sectarians.” When he found that toleration was rather profitable than hurtful to the
church, and tended to soften the vehemence of doctrinal controversies, he proceeded, for example,
to banish Athanasius, who was particularly offensive to him, from Alexandria, and even from
Egypt, calling this greatest man of his age an insignificant manikin,” and reviling him with vulgar
language, because through his influence many prominent heathens, especially heathen women,
passed over to Christianity. Histoleration, therefore, was neither that of genuine humanity, nor that
of religious indifferentism, but a hypocritical mask for afanatical love of heathenism and a bitter
hatred of Christianity.

Thisappearsin hisopen partiality and injustice against the Christians. Hisliberal patronage
of heathenismwasinitself aninjury to Christianity. Nothing gave him greater joy than an apostasy,
and he held out the temptation of splendid reward; thus himself employing the impure means of
proselyting, for which he reproached the Christians. Once he even advocated conversion by violent

n Socrates: H. E. iii. 12.

72 Gibbon well says, ch. xxiii.: “He affected to pity the unhappy Christians, but his pity was degraded by contempt, his
contempt was embittered by hatred; and the sentiments of Julianwere expressed in a style of sarcastic wit, which inflicts a deep
and deadly wound whenever it issues from the mouth of a sovereign.”

73 Perhaps there lay at the bottom of this also a secret fear of the name of Christ, as Warburton (p. 35) suggests; since
the Neo-Platonists believed in the mysterious virtue of names.

7 , , . Therreligionhecalsap or . Comp. Ep. 7 (ap. Heyler, p. 190).
75
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measures. While he called heathens to all the higher offices, and, in case of their palpable
disobedience, inflicted very mild punishment, if any at all, the Christians came to be everywhere
disregarded, and their complaints dismissed from the tribunal with a mocking reference to their
Master’s precept, to give their enemy their cloak also with their coat, and turn the other cheek to
hisblows.”™ They were removed from military and civil office, deprived of all their former privileges,
oppressed with taxes, and compelled to restore without indemnity the temple property, with all
their own improvementsonit, and to contribute to the support of the publicidolatry. Upon occasion
of a controversy between the Arians and the orthodox at Edessa, Julian confiscated the church
property and distributed it among his soldiers, under the sarcastic pretence of facilitating the
Christians entrance into the kingdom of heaven, from which, according to the doctrine of their
religion (comp. Matt. xix. 23, 24), riches might exclude them.

Equally unjust and tyrannical was the law, which placed all the state schools under the
direction of heathens, and prohibited the Christians teaching the sciences and the arts.” Julian would
thus deny Christian youth the advantages of education, and compel them either to sink inignorance
and barbarism, or to imbibe with the study of the classics in the heathen schools the principles of
idolatry. In hisview the Hellenic writings, especially the works of the poets, were not only literary,
but also religious documents to which the heathens had an exclusive claim, and he regarded
Christianity irreconcilable with genuine human culture. The Galileans, says hein ridicule, should
content themsel ves with expounding Matthew and Luke in their churches, instead of profaning the
glorious Greek authors. For it is preposterous and ungrateful, that they should study the writings
of the classics, and yet despise the gods, whom the authors revered; since the gods were in fact the
authors and guides of the minds of aHomer, aHesiod, a Demosthenes, a Thucydides, an Isocrates,
and aLysias, and these writers consecrated their works to Mercury or the muses.” Hence he hated
especially the learned church teachers, Basil, Gregory of Nazianzen, Apollinaris of Laodicea, who
applied the classical culture to the refutation of heathenism and the defence of Christianity. To
evade his interdict, the two Apollinaris produced with all haste Christian imitations of Homer,
Pindar, Euripides, and Menander, which were considered by Sozomen equal to the originals, but
soon passed into oblivion. Gregory also wrote the tragedy of “The Suffering Christ,” and several
hymns, which still exist. Thus these fathers bore witness to the indispensableness of classical
literature for ahigher Christian education, and the church has ever since maintained the same view.™

Julian further sought to promote his cause by literary assaults upon the Christian religion;
himself writing, shortly before his death, and in the midst of his preparations for the Persian
campaign, a bitter work against it, of which we shall speak more fully in a subsequent section.®

7% Matt. v. 89, 40.

7 Gregory of Naz., Orat. iv., censures the emperor bitterly for forbidding the Christians what was the common property
of al rational men, asif it were the exclusive possession of the Greeks. Even the heathen Ammianus Marcellinus, xxii. 10,
condemns this measure: “1llud autem erat inclemens, obruendum perenni silentio, quod arcebat docere magistros rhetoricos et
grammaticos, ritus Christiani cultores.” Gibbon is equally decided. Directly, Julianforbade the Christians only to teach, but
indirectly also to learn, the classical literature; as they were of course unwilling to go to heathen schools.

8 Epist. 42.

& Dr. Baur (l.c. p. 42) unjustly chargesthefatherswith the contradiction of making use of the classics as necessary means
of education, and yet of condemning heathenism as awork of Satan. But this was only the one side, which hasits element of
truth, especially as applied to the heathen religion; while on the other side they acknowledged, with Justin M., Clement and
Origen, the working of the divine Logos in the Hellenic philosophy and poetry preparing the way for Christianity. The
indiscriminate condemnation of classical literature dates from alater period, from Gregory .

80 See below, § 9.
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3. To the same hostile design against Christianity isto be referred the favor of Julian to its
old hereditary enemy, Judaism.

The emperor, in an official document affected reverence for that ancient popular religion,
and sympathy with its adherents, praised their firmness under misfortune, and condemned their
oppressors. He exempted the Jews from burdensome taxation, and encouraged them even to return
to the holy land and to rebuild the temple on Moriah in its original splendor. He appropriated
considerable sums to this object from the public treasury, intrusted his accomplished minister
Alypius with the supervision of the building, and promised, if he should return victorious from the
Persian war, to honor with his own presence the solemnities of reconsecration and the restoration
of the Mosaic sacrificial worship.®

His real purpose in this undertaking was certainly not to advance the Jewish religion; for
in hiswork against the Christians he speaks with great contempt of the Old Testament, and ranks
Moses and Solomon far below the pagan lawgivers and philosophers. His object in the rebuilding
of the temple was rather, in the first place, to enhance the splendor of his reign, and thus gratify
his personal vanity; and then most probably to put to shame the prophecy of Jesus respecting the
destruction of the temple (which, however, was actually fulfilled three hundred years before once
for al), to deprive the Christians of their most popular argument against the Jews, and to break the
power of the new religion in Jerusalem.®

The Jews now poured from east and west into the holy city of their fathers, which from the
time of Hadrian they had been forbidden to visit, and entered with fanatical zeal upon the great
national religious work, in hope of the speedy irruption of the Messianic reign and the fulfilment
of all the prophecies. Women, we are told, brought their costly ornaments, turned them into silver
shovels and spades, and carried even the earth and stones of the holy spot in their silken aprons.
But the united power of heathen emperor and Jewish nation wasinsufficient to restore awork which
had been overthrown by the judgment of God. Repeated attempts at the building were utterly
frustrated, as even acontemporary heathen historian of conceded credibility relates, by fiery eruptions
from on subterranean vaults;® and, perhaps, as Christian writers add, by a violent whirlwind,

81 Jul. Epist. 25, which is addressed to the Jews, and is mentioned also by Sozomen, v. 22.
82 Gibbon, ch. xxiii.: “ The restoration of the Jewish temple was secretly connected with the ruin of the Christian church.”
83 Julianhimself seems to admit the failure of the work, but, more prudently, is silent asto the cause, in afragment of an
epistle or oration, p. 295, ed. Spanh., according to the usual interpretation of this passage. He here asks:
u ;2 “What will they [i.e., the Jewish prophets] say of their own temple, which has been three

tlmes destroyed, and isnot even now restored?’ “This | have said (he continues) with no wish to reproach them, for | myself, at
so late a day, had intended to rebuild it for the honor of him who was worshipped there.” He probably saw in the event asign
of the divine displeasure with the religion of the Jews, or an accidental misfortune, but intended, after hisreturn from the Persian
war, to attempt the work anew. It is by no means certain, however, that the threefold destruction of the temple here spoken of
refersto Julian’s own reign. He may have meant, and probably did mean, the destruction by the Assyrians and the destruction
by the Romans; and as to the third destruction, it may be a mere exaggeration, or may refer to the profanation of the temple by
Antiochus, or to hisown reign. (Comp. Warburton and Lardner on this point.) The impartial Ammianus Marcellinus, himself a
professed pagan, afriend of Julianand his companion in arms, tells us more particularly, lib. xxiii. 1, that Julian, being desirous
of perpetuating the memory of his reign by some great work, resolved to rebuild at vast expense the magnificent temple at
Jerusalem, and committed the conduct of this enterprise to Alypius at Antioch, and then continues: “Quum itaque rei fortiter
instaret Alypius, juvaretque provinciae rector, metuendi globi flammarum prope fundamenta crebris assultibus erumpentes fecere
locum exustis aliquoties operantibus inaccessum; hocque modo clemento destinatius repellente, cessavit inceptum.” (“Alypius,
therefore, set himself vigorously to the work, and was assisted by the governor of the province, when fearful balls of fire broke
out near the foundations, and continued their attacks until they made the place inaccessible to the workmen, after repeated
scorchings; and thus, the fierce element obstinately repelling them, he gave up hisattempt.”) Michaglis, Lardner (who, however,
is disposed to doubt the whole story), Gibbon, Guizot, Milman (note on Gibbon), Gieseler, and others, endeavor to explain this
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lightning, earthquake, and miraculous signs, especially aluminous cross, in the heavens,® so that
theworkmen either perished in the flames, or fled from the devoted spot in terror and despair. Thus,
instead of depriving the Christians of a support of their faith, Julian only furnished them a new
argument in the ruins of thisfruitless|abor.

The providential frustration of this project is a symbol of the whole reign of Julian, which
soon afterward sank into an early grave. As Caesar he had conquered the barbarian enemies of the
Roman empire in the West; and now he proposed, as ruler of the world, to humble its enemiesin
the East, and by the conquest of Persia to win the renown of a second Alexander. He proudly
rejected all proposals of peace; crossed the Tigris at the head of an army of sixty-five thousand
men, after wintering in Antioch, and after solemn consultation of the oracle; took several fortified
towns in Mesopotamia; exposed himself to every hardship and peril of war; restored at the same
time, wherever he could, the worship of the heathen gods; but brought the army into amost critical
position, and, in an unimportant nocturnal skirmish, received from ahostile arrow amortal wound.
He died soon after, on the 27th of June, 363, in the thirty-second year of his life; according to
heathen testimony, in the proud repose and dignity of a Stoic philosopher, conversing of the glory
of the soul (the immortality of which, however, he considered at best an uncertain opinion);® but
according to later and somewhat doubtful Christian accounts, with the hopeless exclamation:
“Galilean, thou hast conquered!”# The parting address to his friends, which Ammianus puts into

asanatura phenomenon, resulting from the bituminous nature of the soil and the subterranean vaults and reservoirs of thetemple
hill, of which Josephus and Tacitus speak. When Herod, in building the temple, wished to penetrate into the tomb of David, to
obtain its treasures, fire likewise broke out and consumed the workmen, according to Joseph. Antiqu. Jud. xvi. 7, § 1. But when
Titus undermined the temple, a.d.70, when Hadrian built there the Aelia Capitolina, in 135, and when Omar built a Turkish
mosque in 644, no such destructive phenomena occurred as far as we know. We must therefore believe, that Providence itself,
by these natural causes, prevented the rebuilding of the national sanctuary of the Jews.

84 Gregory Nazianzen, Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, Philostorgius, Rufinus, Ambrose, Chrysostom; all of whom regard
the event as supernatural, although they differ somewhat in detail. Theodoret speaksfirst of aviolent whirlwind, which scattered
about vast quantities of lime, sand, and other building materials, and was followed by a storm of thunder and lightning; Socrates
mentions fire from heaven, which melted the workmen’ stools, spades, axes, and saws; both add an earthquake, which threw up
the stones of the old foundations, filled up the excavation, and, as Rufinus hasit, threw down the neighboring buildings. At
length a calm succeeded the commotion, and according to Gregory aluminous cross surrounded by acircle appeared in the sky,
nay, crosses were impressed upon the bodies of the persons present, which were shining by night (Rufinus), and would not wash
out (Socrates). Of these writers however, Gregory alone s strictly a contemporary witness, relating the event in the year of its
occurrence, 363, and that with the assurance that even the heathens did not call it in question. (Orat. iv. p. 110-113). Next to him
come Ambrose, and Chrysostom, who speaks of thisevent several times. The Greek and Roman church historians, and Warburton,
Mosheim, Schrockh, Neander, Guericke, Kurtz, Newman, Robertson, and others, of the Protestant, vindicate the miraculous, or
at least providential, character of the remarkable event. Comp. also J. H. Newman (since gone over to Romanism): “Essay on
the Miracles recorded in ecclesiastical history,” prefixed to the Oxford Tractarian translation of Fleury’s Eccles. Hist. from
381-400 (Oxford, 1842) I. p. clxxv.—clxxxv. Warburton and Newman defend even the crosses, and refer to similar cases, for
instance onein England in 1610, where marks of a cross of a phosphoric nature and resembling meteoric phenomena appeared
in connection with lightning and produced by electricity. In Julian’s case they assumed that the immediate cause which set all
these various physical agentsin motion, asin the case of the destruction of Sodom, was supernatural.

85 Ammianus, |. xxv. 3. He was himself in the campaign, and served in the body guard of the emperor; thus having the
best opportunity for observation.
86 Sozomen, vi. 2; Theodoret, iii. 25 ( ); then, somewhat differing, Philostorgius, vii. 15. Gregory Nazianzen,

on the contrary, who elsewhere presents Julianin the worst light, knows nothing of this exclamation, to which one may apply
the Italian maxim: “ Se non & vero, & ben trovato.” The above-named historians mention also other incidents of the death, not
very credible; e.g. that he threw toward heaven a handful of blood from his wound; that he blasphemed the heathen gods; that
Christ appeared to him, & c. Sozomen quotes al so the groundless assertion of Libanius, that the mortal wound was inflicted not
by a Persian, but by a Christian, and was not ashamed to add, that he can hardly be blamed who had done this” noble deed for
God and hisreligion” ( ) Thisis, so far as| know, the first instance, within the Christian church, of the
vindication of tyrannicide ad majorem Dei gloriam.

36


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Judg.16.xml#Judg.16.7

History of the Christian Church, Volume IlI: Nicene and Philip Schaff
Post-Nicene Christianity. A.D. 311-600.

his mouth, is altogether characteristic. It reminds one of the last hours of Socrates, without the
natural simplicity of the original, and with a strong admixture of self-complacence and theatrical
affectation. His body was taken, at his own direction, to Tarsus, the birthplace of the apostle Paul,
whom he hated more than any other apostle, and a monument was erected to him there, with a
simpleinscription, which callshim agood ruler and abrave warrior, but says nothing of hisreligion.

So died, in the prime of life, a prince, who darkened his brilliant military, executive, and
literary talents, and a rare energy, by fanatical zeal for afase religion and opposition to the true;
perverted them to a useless and wicked end; and earned, instead of immortal honor, the shame of
an unsuccessful Apostate. Had he lived longer, he would probably have plunged the empire into
the sad distraction of a religious civil war. The Christians were generally expecting a bloody
persecution in case of his successful return from the Persian war. We need, therefore, the less
wonder that they abhorred his memory. At Antioch they celebrated his death by festal dancingsin
the churches and theatres.®” Even the celebrated divine and orator, Gregory Nazianzen, compared
him to Pharaoh, Ahab, and Nebuchadnezzar.® It has been reserved for the more impartial
historiography of modern times to do justice to his nobler qualities, and to endeavor to excuse, or
at least to account for his utterly false position toward Christianity, by his perverted education, the
despotism of his predecessor, and the imperfections of the church in his day.

With Julian himself fell also his artificial, galvanized heathenism, “like the baseless fabric
of avision, leaving no wreck behind,” save the great doctrine, that it isimpossible to swim against
the stream of history or to stop the progress of Christianity. The heathen philosophers and
soothsayers, who had basked in hisfavor, fell back into obscurity. In the dispersion of their dream
they found no comfort from their superstition. Libanius charges the guilt upon his own gods, who
suffered Constantius to reign twenty years, and Julian hardly twenty months. But the Christians
could learn from it, what Gregory Nazianzen had said in the beginning of thisreign, that the church
had far more to fear from enemies within, than from without.

§ 5. From Jovian to Theodosius. a.d. 363-392.

|. The heathen sources here, besides Ammianus Marcellinus (who unfortunately breaks off at the
death of Valens), Zosimus and Eunapius (who are very partial), are: Libanius: , or
Oratio pro templis (first complete ed. by L. de Sinner, in Novus Patrum Grace. saec. iv. delectus,
Par. 1842). Symmachus: Epist. X. 61 (ed. Pareus, Frcf. 1642). On the Christian side: Ambrose:
Epist. xvii. and xviii. ad Vaentinian. 1. Prudentius: Adv. Symmachum. Augustin: De civitate
Dei, I. v. c. 24-26 (on the emperors from Jovinian to Theodosius, especialy the latter, whom
he greatly glorifies). Socr.: |. iii. c. 22 sqg. Sozom.: I. vi. ¢. 3 sqq. Theodor.: I. iv. c. 1 sqq. Cod.
Theodos.: |. ix.—xvi.

87 Theodor. H. E. iii. 27.
88 The Christian poet, Prudentius, forms an exception, in hiswell known just estimate of Julian(Apotheos. 450 sqq.),
which Gibbon aso cites:
——"Ductor fortissimus armis;

Conditor et legum celeberrimus; ore manuque
Consultor patriae; sed non consultor habendae
Religionis; amans tercentim millia Divim.
Perfidusille Deo, sed non et perfidus orbi.”
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I1. DelaBleterie: Histoire de I’ empereur Jovien. Amsterd. 1740, 2 vols. Gibbon: chap. xxv—xxuviii.
Schréckh: vii. p. 213 sgg. Stuffken: De Theodosii M. in rem christianam meritis. Lugd. Batav.
1828

From this time heathenism approached, with slow but steady step, its inevitable dissolution,
until it found an inglorious grave amid the storms of the great migration and the ruins of the empire
of the Caesars, and in its death proclaimed the victory of Christianity. Emperors, bishops, and
monks committed indeed manifold injustice in destroying temples and confiscating property; but
that injustice was nothing compared with the bloody persecution of Christianity for three hundred
years. The heathenism of ancient Greece and Rome died of internal decay, which no human power
could prevent.

After Julian, the succession of Christian emperors continued unbroken. On the day of his
death, which was aso the extinction of the Constantinian family, the general Jovian, a Christian
(363-364), was chosen emperor by the army. He concluded with the Persians a disadvantageous
but necessary peace, replaced the cross in the labarum, and restored to the church her privileges,
but, beyond this, declared universal toleration in the spirit of Constantine. Under the circumstances,
this was plainly the wisest policy. Like Constantine, also, he abstained from all interference with
theinternal affairs of the church, though for himself holding the Nicene faith and warmly favorable
to Athanasius. He died in thethirty-third year of hisage, after abrief reign of eight months. Augustin
says, God took him away sooner than Julian, that no emperor might become a Christian for the
sake of Constantine' s good fortune, but only for the sake of eternal life.

His successor, Valentinian |. (died 375), though generally inclined to despotic measures,
declared likewise for the policy of religious freedom,® and, though personally an adherent of the
Nicene orthodoxy, kept aloof from the doctrinal controversies; while his brother and co-emperor,
Valens, who reigned in the East till 378, favored the Arians and persecuted the Catholics. Both,
however, prohibited bloody sacrifices® and divination. Maximin, the representative of Valentinian
at Rome, proceeded with savage cruelty against all who were found guilty of the crime of magic,
especially the Roman aristocracy. Soothsayers were burnt alive, while their meaner accomplices
were beaten to death by straps |oaded with lead. In amost every case recorded the magical arts can
be traced to pagan religious usages.

Under thisreign heathenism was for the first time officially designated as pagani smus, that
is, peasant-religion; because it had amost entirely died out in the cities, and maintained only a
decrepit and obscure existence in retired villages.®* What an inversion of the state of thingsin the
second century, when Cel sus contemptuously called Christianity areligion of mechanicsand daves!
Of course large exceptions must in both cases be made. Especially in Rome, many of the oldest
and most respectable families for a long time still adhered to the heathen traditions, and the city

89 Cod. Theodos. . ix. tit. 16, |. 9 (of theyear 371): Testessunt legesamein exordio imperii mei datae, quibus unicuique,
quod animo imbibisset, colendi libera facultas tributa est. Thisis confirmed by Ammian. Marc. |. xxx. c. 9.

90 Libanius, I.c. (ed. Reiske, ii. 163): — , . No such law, however, has come down
to us.

91 The word pagani (from pagus), properly villagers, peasantry, then equivalent to rude, s mple, ignorant, , first

occursin the religious sensein alaw of Vaentinian, of 368 (Cod. Theodos. I. xvi. tit 2, I. 18), and came into general use under
Theodosius, instead of the earlier terms: gentes, gentiles, nationes, Graeci, cultores simulacrorum, etc. The English heathen and
heathenism (from heath), and the German Heiden and Heidenthum (from Heide), have a similar meaning, and are probably
imitations of the Latin paganismusin its later usage.
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appearsto have preserved until the latter part of the fourth century a hundred and fifty-two temples
and a hundred and eighty-three smaller chapels and altars of patron deities.®? But advocates of the
old religion—a Themistius, a Libanius, and a Symmachus—Ilimited themselves to the claim of
toleration, and thus, in their oppressed condition, became, as formerly the Christians were, and as
the persecuted sects in the Catholic church and the Protestant state churches since have been,
advocates of religious freedom.

The same toleration continued under Gratian, son and successor of Valentinian (375-383).
After atime, however; under the influence of Ambrose, bishop of Milan, this emperor went a step
further. He laid aside the title and dignity of Pontifex Maximus, confiscated the temple property,
abolished most of the privileges of the priests and vestal virgins, and withdrew, at least in part, the
appropriation from the public treasury for their support.®* By this step heathenism became, like
Christianity before Constantine and now in the American republic, dependent on the voluntary
system, while, unlike Christianity, it had no spirit of self-sacrifice, no energy of self-preservation.
The withdrawal of the public support cut its lifestring, and left it till to exist for a time by vis
inertiae alone. Gratian also, in spite of the protest of the heathen party, removed in 382 the statue
and the atar of Victoria, the goddess of victory, in the senate building at Rome, where once the
senators used to take their oath, scatter incense, and offer sacrifice; though he was obliged still to
tolerate there the el sewhere forbidden sacrifices and the public support of some heathen festivities.
Inspired by Ambrose with great zeal for the Catholic faith, he refused freedom to heretics, and
prohibited the public assemblies of the Eunomians, Photinians, and Manichaeans.

His brother, Valentinian 11. (383-392), rejected the renewed petition of the Romans for the
restoration of the atar of Victoria (384). The eloquent and truly venerable prefect Symmachus,
who, as princeps senatus and first Pontifex in Rome, was now the spokesman of the heathen party,
prayed the emperor in adignified and elegant address, but in the tone of apologetic diffidence, to
make a distinction between his private religion and the religio urbis, to respect the authority of
antiquity and the rights of the venerable city, which had attained the dominion of the world under
the worship of the gods. But Ambrose of Milan represented to the emperor, in the firm tone of
episcopal dignity and conscious success, that the granting of the petition would be a sanctioning
of heathenism and a renunciation of his Christian convictions; denied, that the greatness of Rome
was duetoidolatry, to which indeed her subjugated enemieswerelikewise addicted; and contrasted
the power of Christianity, which had greatly increased under persecution and had produced whole
hosts of consecrated virgins and ascetics, with the weakness of heathenism, which, with al its
privileges, could hardly maintain the number of its seven vestals, and could show no works of
benevolence and mercy for the oppressed. The same petition was renewed in 389 to Theodosius,
but again through the influence of Ambrose rejected. The last national sanctuary of the Romans
had hopelessly fallen. The triumph, which the heathen party gained under the usurper Eugenius
(392—-394), lasted but a couple of years; and after his defeat by Theodosius, six hundred of the most
distinguished patrician families, the Annii, Probi, Anicii, Olybii, Paulini, Bassi, Gracchi, &c., are
said by Prudentius to have gone over at once to the Christian religion.

92 According to the Descriptiones Urbis of Publicus Victor and Sextus Rufus Festus, which cannot have been composed
before, nor long after, the reign of Valentinian. Comp. Beugnot, |.c. i. 266, and Robertson, I.c. p. 260.
93 Cod. Theos. xii. 1, 75; xvi. 10, 20. Symmach. Ep. x. 61. Ambrose, Ep. xvii.
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8 6. Theodosius the Great and his Successors. a.d. 392-550.
J. R. Stuffken: Diss. de Theod. M. in rem. Christ. meritis. Leyden, 1828. M. Fléchier: Histoire de
Theodose le Grand. Par. 1860.

Thefinal suppression of heathenism isusually, though not quite justly, ascribed to the emperor
Theodosius 1., who, on this account, aswell asfor hisvictories over the Goths, hiswiselegislation,
and other services to the empire, bears the distinction of the Great, and deserves, for his personal
virtues, to be counted among the best emperors of Rome.** A native of Spain, son of avery worthy
genera of the same name, he was called by Gratian to be co-emperor in the East in atime of great
danger from the threatening barbarians (379), and after the death of Va entinian, heroseto the head
of the empire (392-395). He labored for the unity, of the state and the supremacy of the Catholic
religion. He was a decided adherent of the Nicene orthodoxy, procured it the victory at the second
ecumenical council (381), gaveit all the privileges of the state religion, and issued aseries of rigid
lawsagainst al heretics and schismatics. In histreatment of heathenism, for atime he only enforced
the existing prohibition of sacrifice for purposes of magic and divination (385), but gradually
extended it to the whole sacrificial worship. In the year 391 he prohibited, under heavy fine, the
visiting of a heathen temple for a religious purpose; in the following year, even the private
performance of libations and other pagan rites. The practice of idolatry was therefore henceforth
a political offence, as Constantius had already, though prematurely, declared it to be, and was
subjected to the severest penalties.®

Y et Theodosius by no means pressed the execution of these lawsin placeswherethe heathen
party retained considerable strength; he did not exclude heathens from public office, and allowed
them at least full liberty of thought and speech. His countryman, the Christian poet Prudentius,
states with approbation, that in the distribution of the secular offices, he looked not at religion, but
at merit and talent, and raised the heathen Symmachus to the dignity of consul.® The emperor
likewise appointed the heathen rhetorician, Themistius, prefect of Constantinople, and even intrusted
him with the education of hisson Arcadius. He acknowledged personal friendship toward Libanius,
who addressed to him his celebrated pleafor the templesin 384 or 390; though it is doubtful whether
he actually delivered it in the imperia presence. In short this emperor stood in such favor with the
heathens, that after his death he was enrolled by the Senate, according to ancient custom, among
the gods.”’

Theodosiusissued no law for the destruction of temples. He only continued Gratian’ s policy
of confiscating the temple property and withdrawing entirely the public contribution to the support

%4 Gibbon gives avery favorable estimate of his character, and justly charges the heathen Zosimus with gross prejudice
against Theodosius. Schlosser and Milman also extol him.

95 Cod. Theos. xvi. 10, 12.

%6 Prudent. in Symrnachum (written A-D. 403), I. i. v. 617 sqq.:

“Denique pro meritis terrestribus aegqua rependens
Munera sacricolis summos impertit honores
Dux bonus, et certare sinit cum laud e suorum,
Nec pago implicitos [i.e. paganos, heathen] per debita culmina mundi
Ire viros prohibet: quoniam coelestia nunquam
Terrenis solitum per iter gradientibus obstant.
I pse magistratum tibi consulis, ipse tribunal
Contulit.”
97 Claudian, who at this period roused pagan poetry from itslong sleep and derived his inspiration from the glory of
Theodosius and his family, represents his death as an ascension to the gods. De tertio consulatu Honorii, v. 162 sqg.
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of idolatry. But in many places, especially in the East, the fanaticism of the monksand the Christian
populace broke out in a rage for destruction, which Libanius bitterly laments. He calls these
iconoclastic monks “men in black clothes, as voracious as elephants, and insatiably thirsty, but
concealing their sensuality under an artificial paleness.” The belief of the Christians, that the heathen
gods were living beings, demons,* and dwelt in the temples, was the leading influence here, and
overshadowed all artistic and archaeological considerations. In Alexandria, a chief seat of the
Neo-Platonic mysticism, there arose, at the instigation of the violent and unspiritual bishop
Theophilus,* a bloody conflict between heathens and Christians, in which the colossal statue and
the magnificent temple of Serapis, next to the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Rome the proudest
monument of heathen architecture,'® was destroyed, without verifying the current expectation that
upon its destruction the heavens would fall (391). The power of superstition once broken by this
decisive blow, the other templesin Egypt soon met asimilar fate; though the eloquent ruins of the
works of the Pharaohs, the Ptolemies, and the Roman emperorsin the valley of the Nile still stand
and cast their twilight into the mysterious darkness of antiquity. Marcellus, bishop of Apameain
Syria, accompanied by an armed band of soldiers and gladiators, proceeded with the same zeal
against the monuments and vital centres of heathen worship in his diocese, but was burnt alive for
it by the enraged heathens, who went unpunished for the murder. In Gaul, St. Martin of Tours,
between the years 375 and 400, destroyed a multitude of temples and images, and built churches
and cloistersin their stead.

But we aso hear important protests from the church against this pious vandalism. Says
Chrysostom at Antioch in the beginning of thisreign, in his beautiful tract on the martyr Babylas:
“Chrigtians are not to destroy error by force and violence, but should work the salvation of men by
persuasion, instruction, and love.” In the same spirit says Augustin, though not quite consistently:
“Let usfirst obliterate the idols in the hearts of the heathen, and once they become Christians they
will either themselves invite us to the execution of so good a work [the destruction of the idolg],
or anticipate usin it. Now we must pray for them, and not exasperate them.” Y et he commended
the severe laws of the emperors against idolatry.

In the west the work of destruction was not systematically carried on, and the many ruined
temples of Greece and Italy at this day prove that even then reason and taste sometimes prevailed
over the rude caprice of fanaticism, and that the maxim, It is easier to tear down than to build up,
has its exceptions.

With the death of Theodosiusthe empire again fell into two parts, which were never afterward
reunited. Theweak sonsand successors of thisprince, Arcadiusin the east (395-408) and Honorius
in the west (395-423), and likewise Theodosius I1., or the younger (son of Arcadius, 408-450),
and Valentinian I11. (423-455), repeated and in some cases added to the laws of the previousreign
against the heathen. In the year 408, Honorius even issued an edict excluding heathens from civil

%8 Ambrose, Resp. ad Symmachum: “Dii enim gentium daemonia, ut Scriptura docet.” Comp. Ps. xcvi. 5, Septuag.:
K . Onthisprinciple especially St. Martin of Tours proceeded in his zeal against the idol temples of Gaul. He
asserted that the devil himself frequently assumed the visible form of Jupiter and Mercury, of Minervaand Venus, to protect
their sinking sanctuaries. See Sulpit. Severna: VitaB. Martini, c. 4 and 6.

99 Gibbon styles him, unfortunately not without reason, “a bold, bad man, whose hands were alternately polluted with
gold and with blood.”
100 See an extended description of the Serapeion in Gibbon, and especially in Milman: Hist. of Christianity, &c., book

iii. c. 8 (p. 377 sqg. N. York ed.).
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and military office;® and in 423 appeared another edict, which questioned the existence of
heathens.*® But in the first place, such laws, in the then critical condition of the empire amidst the
confusion of the great migration, especially in the West, could be but imperfectly enforced; and in
the next place, the frequent repetition of them itself proves that heathenism still had its votaries.
Thisfact iswitnessed also by various heathen writers. Zosimus wrote his“New History,” down to
the year 410, under the reign and at the court of the younger Theodosius (appearing in the high
office of comes and advocatus fisci, as he styles himself), in bitter prejudice against the Christian
emperors. In many placesthe Christians, in their work of demolishing the idols, were murdered by
the infuriated pagans.

Meantime, however, there was cruelty also on the Christian side. One of the last instances
of it was the terrible tragedy of Hypatia. This lady, a teacher of the Neo-Platonic philosophy in
Alexandria, distinguished for her beauty, her intelligence, her learning, and her virtue, and esteemed
both by Christians and by heathens, was seized in the open street by the Christian populace and
fanatical monks, perhaps not without the connivance of the violent bishop Cyril, thrust out from
her carriage, dragged to the cathedral, completely stripped, barbarously murdered with shellsbefore
the altar, and then torn to pieces and burnt, a.d. 415.1% Socrates, who relates this, adds: “ It brought
great censure both on Cyril and on the Alexandrian church.”

§ 7. The Downfall of Heathenism.

The final dissolution of heathenism in the eastern empire may be dated from the middle of the
fifth century. In the year 435 Theodosius I1. commanded the temples to be destroyed or turned into
churches. There still appear some heathens in civil office and at court so late as the beginning of
the reign of Justinian I. (527-567). But this despotic emperor prohibited heathenism as aform of
worship in the empire on pain of death, and in 529 abolished the last intellectual seminary of it, the
philosophical school of Athens, which had stood nine hundred years. At that time just seven
philosophers were teaching in that school,*** the shades of the ancient seven sages of Greece,—a
striking play of history, like the name of the last west-Roman emperor, Romulus Augustus, or, in
contemptuous diminutive, Augustulus, combining the names of the founder of the city and the
founder of the empire.

101 Cod. Theodos. xvi. 5, 42: “Eos qui Catholicae sectae sunt inimici, intra palatium militare prohibemus. Nullus nobis
sit aliqua ratione conjunctus, qui a nobis fide et religione discordat.” According to the somewhat doubtful but usually admitted
testimony of Zosimus, |. v. c. 46, this edict was revoked, in consequence of the threatened resignation of apagan general, Generid,
whom Honorius could not dispense with. But Theodosiusissued similar lawsin the east from 410 to 439. See Gibbon, Milman,
Schrdckh, and Neander, |.c. The latter erroneously places the edict of Honorius in the year 416, instead of 408.

102 Theodos. 11. in Cod. Theodos. xvi. 10, 22: “ Paganos, qui supersunt, quamquamjam nullos esse credamus, promul gatarum
legum jamdudum praescripta compescant.” But between 321 and 426 appeared no less than eight laws against apostasy to
heathenism; showing that many nominal Christians changed their religion according to circumstances.

103 Saocrat. vii. 15 (who considers Cyril guilty); the letters of Synesius, a pupil of Hypatia; and Philostorg. viii. 9. Comp.
also Schrockh, vii. 45 sqg. and Wernsdorf: De Hypatia, philosophaAlex. diss. iv. Viteb. 1748. The*Hypatia® of CharlesKingsley
isahistorical didactic romance, with a polemical aim against the Puseyite overvaluation of patristic Christianity.

104 Damascius of Syria, Simplicius of Cilicia (the most celebrated), Eulalius of Phrygia, Priscianus of Lydia, Isidore of
Gaza, Hermias, and Diogenes. They had the courage to prefer exile to the renunciation of their convictions, and found with King
Chosroes of Persia awelcome reception, but afterwards returned into the Roman empire under promise of toleration. Comp.
Schrdckh, xvi. p. 74 sqq.
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In the West, heathenism maintained itself until near the middle of the sixth century, and
even later, partly as a private religious conviction among many cultivated and aristocratic families
in Rome, partly even in the full form of worship in the remote provinces and on the mountains of
Sicily, Sardinia,*® and Corsica, and partly in heathen customs and popular usageslikethe gladiatorial
shows still extant in Rome in 404, and the wanton Lupercalia, a sort of heathen carnival, the feast
of Lupercus, the god of herds, still celebrated with all its excessesin February, 495. But, in general,
it may be said that the Graeco-Roman heathenism, as a system of worship, was buried under the
ruins of the western empire, which sunk under the storms of the great migration. It is remarkable
that the northern barbarians labored with the same zeal in the destruction of idolatry as in the
destruction of the empire, and really promoted the victory of the Christian religion. The Gothic
king Alaric, on entering Rome, expressly ordered that the churches of the apostles Peter and Paul
should be spared, as inviolable sanctuaries; and he showed a humanity, which Augustin justly
attributes to the influence of Christianity (even perverted Arian Christianity) on these barbarous
people. The Christian name, he says, which the heathen blaspheme, has effected not the destruction,
but the salvation of the city.*® Odoacer, who put an end to the western Roman empire in 476, was
incited to hisexpeditioninto Italy by St. Severin, and, though himself an Arian, showed great regard
to the catholic bishops. The sameistrue of his conqueror and successor, Theodoric the Ostrogoth,
who was recognized by the east-Roman emperor Anastasius as king of Italy (a.d. 500), and was
likewise an Arian. Thus between the barbarians and the Romans, as between the Romans and the
Greeks and in a measure also the Jews, the conquered gave laws to the conguerors. Christianity
triumphed over both.

Thisisthe end of Graeco-Roman heathenism, with its wisdom, and beauty. It fell avictim
to a slow but steady process of incurable consumption. Its downfall is a sublime tragedy which,
with al our abhorrence of idolatry, we cannot witness without a certain sadness. At the first
appearance of Christianity it comprised all the wisdom, literature, art, and political power of the
civilized world, and led al into the field against the weaponless religion of the crucified Nazarene.
After a conflict of four or five centuriesit lay prostrate in the dust without hope of resurrection.
With the outward protection of the state, it lost al power, and had not even the courage of martyrdom,
whilethe Christian church showed countless hosts of confessors and blood-witnesses, and Judaism
livesto-day in spite of all persecution. The expectation, that Christianity would fall about the year
398, after an existence of three hundred and sixty-five years,*” turned out in the fulfilment to relate
to heathenismitself. Thelast glimmer of lifeinthe old religion wasits pitiable prayer for toleration
and its lamentation over the ruin of the empire. Its best elements took refuge in the church and
became converted, or at least took Christian names. Now the gods were dethroned, oracles and

105 On these remains of heathenism in the West comp. the citations of Gieseler, i. §79, not. 22 and 23 (i. 2. p. 38-40. Engl.
ed. of N. York, i. p. 219 sq.).

106 Aug.: De Civit. Dsi, I.i. c. 1-6.

107 Augustin mentionsthis story, De Civit. Dei, xviii. 53. Gieseler (vol. i. 8 79, not. 17) derivesit from aheathen perversion

of the Christian (heretical) expectation of the second coming of Christ and the end of the world; referring to Philastr. haer. 106:
“Aliaest haeresis de anno annunciato ambigens, quod ait propheta Esaias: Annuntiare annum Dei acceptabilem et diem
retributionis. Putant ergo quidam, quod ex quo venit Dominus usque ad consummationem saeculi non plus nec minus fieri
annorum numerum, nisi CCCL XV usgue ad Christi Domini iterum de coelo divinam praesentiam.”
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prodigies ceased, sibylline bookswere burned, templeswere destroyed, or transformed into churches,
or still stand as memorials of the victory of Christianity.'%®

But although ancient Greece and Rome have fallen forever, the spirit of Graeco-Roman
paganism is not extinct. It still livesin the natural heart of man, which at this day as much as ever
needs regeneration by the spirit of God. It lives also in many idolatrous and superstitious usages
of the Greek and Roman churches, against which the pure spirit of Christianity has instinctively
protested from the beginning, and will protest, till all remains of gross and refined idolatry shall
be outwardly as well as inwardly overcome, and baptized and sanctified not only with water, but
also with the spirit and fire of the gospel.

Finally the better genius of ancient Greece and Rome still livesin theimmortal productions
of their poets, philosophers, historians, and orators,—yet no longer an enemy, but a friend and
servant of Christ. What istruly great, and noble, and beautiful can never perish. Theclassic literature
had prepared the way for the gospel, in the sphere of natural culture, and wasto be turned thenceforth
into aweapon for its defence. It passed, like the Old Testament, as arightful inheritance, into the
possession of the Christian church, which saved those preciousworks of geniusthrough the ravages
of the migration of nations and the darkness of the middle ages, and used them as material in the
rearing of the temple of modern civilization. Theword of the great apostle of the Gentileswas here
fulfilled: “All things are yours.” The ancient classics, delivered from the demoniacal possession of
idolatry, have come into the service of the only true and living God, once “unknown” to them, but
now everywhere revealed, and are thus enabled to fulfil their true mission as the preparatory tutors
of youth for Christian learning and culture. Thisisthe noblest, the most worthy, and most complete
victory of Christianity, transforming the enemy into friend and ally.

CHAPTERIII.
THE LITERARY TRIUMPH OF CHRISTIANITY OVER GREEK AND ROMAN
HEATHENISM.
§ 8. Heathen Polemics. New Objections.
I. Comp. The sources at 88 4 and 5, especialy the writings of Julian The Apostate , and
Libanius, . Also Pseudo-lucian: Philopatris (of the age of Julian or later, comprised in
theworksof Lucian). Proclus (412—487): xviii u (preserved in the counter work

of Joh. Philoponus: De aeternitate mundi, ed. Venet. 1535). In part also the historical works of
Eunapius and Zosimus.

[1. Marqu. d’ Argens:. defense du paganisme par |’ emper. Julien en grec et en franc. (collected from
fragments in Cyril), avec des dissertat. Berl. 1764, sec. ed. Augmentée, 1767. This singular
work gave occasion to two against it by G. Fr. Meier, Halle, 1764, And W. Crichton, Halle,

108 Comp. August.: Epist. 232, where he thus eloquently addresses the heathen: Videtis simulacrorum templa partim sine
reparatione collapsa, partim diruta, partim clausa, partim in usus alienos commutata; i psaque simulacravel confringi, vel incendi,
vel includi, vel destrui; atqueipsas huius saeculi potestates quae aliquando pro simulacris populum Christianum persequebantur,
victas et domitas, non arepugnantibus sed amorientibus Christianis, et contraeadem simulacra, pro quibus Christianos occidebant,
impetus suos legesque vertisse et imperii nobilissimi eminentissimum culmen ad sepul crum piscatoris Petri submisso diademate
supplicare.”
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1765, in which the arguments of Julian were refuted anew. Nath. Lardner, in his learned
collection of ancient heathen testimonies for the credibility of the Gospel History, treats also
largely of Julian. See his collected works, ed. by Dr. Kippis, Lond. 1838, vol. vii. p. 581-652.
Schréckh: vi. 354-385. Neander: iii. 77 sqg. (Engl. trandl. of Torrey ii. 84-93).

The internal conflict between heathenism and Christianity presents the same spectacle of
dissolution on the one hand and conscious power on the other. And here the Nicene age reaped the
fruit of the earlier apologists, who ably and fearlessly defended the truth of the true religion and
refuted the errors of idolatry in the midst of persecution.’® The literary opposition to Christianity
had already virtually exhausted itself, and was now thrown by the great change of circumstances
into apology for heathenism; while what was then apology on the Christian side now became
triumphant polemics. The last enemy was the Neo-Platonic philosophy, as taught particularly in
the schools of Alexandria and Athens even down to the fifth century. This philosophy, however,
aswe have before remarked,**° was no longer the product of pure, fresh heathenism, but an artificial
syncretism of elements heathen and Christian, Oriental and Hellenic, speculative and theurgic,
evincing only the growing weakness of the old religion and the irresistible power of the new.

Besides the old oft-refuted objections, sundry new ones came forward after the time of
Congtantine, in some casesthe very opposite of the earlier ones, touching not so much the Christianity
of the Bible asmore or |ess the state-church system of the Nicene and post-Nicene age, and testifying
the intrusion of heathen elements into the church. Formerly simplicity and purity of morals were
the great ornament of the Christians over against the prevailing corruption; now it could be justly
observed that, as the whole world had crowded into the church, it had let in aso all the vices of the
world. Against those vices, indeed, the genuine virtues of Christianity proved themselves asvigorous
as ever. But the heathen either could not or would not look through the outward appearance and
discriminate the wheat from the chaff. Again: the Christians of the first three centuries had confessed
their faith at the risk of life, maintained it under sufferings and death, and claimed only toleration;
now they had to meet reproach from the heathen minority for hypocrisy, selfishness, ambition,
intolerance, and the spirit of persecution against heathens, Jews, and heretics. From being suspected
as enemiesto the emperor and the empire, they now cameto be charged in various wayswith servile
and fawning submission to the Christian rulers. Formerly known as abhorring every kind of idolatry
and al pomp in worship, they now appeared in their growing veneration for martyrs and relics to
reproduce and even exceed the ancient worship of heroes.

Finally, even the victory of Christianity was branded as areproach. It was held responsible
by the latest heathen historians not only for the frequent public calamities, which had been already
charged upon it under Marcus Aurelius and in the time of Tertullian, but also for the decline and
fall of the once so mighty Roman empire. But this objection, very popular at the time, is refuted
by the smple fact, that the empire in the East, where Christianity earlier and more completely
prevailed, outlived by nearly ten centuries the western branch. The dissolution of the west-Roman
empire was due rather to its unwieldy extent, the incursion of barbarians, and the decay of morals,
which was hastened by theintroduction of all the vices of conquered nations, and which had already
begun under Augustus, yea, during the glorious period of the republic; for the republic would have

109 Comp. val. i. §8 60-66.
110 Comp. 84 (p. 42), and vol. i. § 61.
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lasted much longer if the foundations of public and private virtue had not been undermined.*
Taken from a higher point of view, the downfall of Rome was a divine judgment upon the old
essentially heathen world, as the destruction of Jerusalem was a judgment upon the Jewish nation
for their unbelief. But it was at the same time the inevitable transition to a new creation which
Christianity soon began to rear on the ruins of heathendom by the conversion of the barbarian
conquerors, and the founding of a higher Christian civilization. This was the best refutation of the
last charge of the heathen opponents of the religion of the cross.

8 9. Julian’ s Attack upon Christianity.
For Literature comp. § 4 p. 39, 40.

The last direct and systematic attack upon the Christian religion proceeded from the emperor
Julian. In hiswinter evenings at Antioch in 363, to account to the whole world for his apostasy, he
wrote a work against the Christians, which survives, at least in fragments, in arefutation of it by
Cyril of Alexandria, written about 432. In its three books, perhaps seven (Cyril mentions only
three'?), it shows no trace of the dispassionate philosophical or historical appreciation of so mighty
a phenomenon as Christianity in any case is. Julian had no sense for the fundamental ideas of sin
and redemption or the cardinal virtues of humility and love. He stood entirely in the sphere of
naturalism, where the natural light of Helios outshines the mild radiance of the King of truth, and
the admiration of worldly greatness leaves no room for the recognition of the spiritua glory of
self-renunciation. He repeated the arguments of a Celsusand a Porphyry in modified form; expanded
them by his larger acquaintance with the Bible, which he had learned according to the letter in his
clerical education; and breathed into all the bitter hatred of an Apostate, which agreed ill with his
famoustoleration and entirely blinded him to al that was good in his opponents. He callsthereligion
of “the Galilean” an impious human invention and a conglomeration of the worst elements of
Judai sm and heathenism without the good of either; that is, without the whol esome though somewhat
harsh discipline of the former, or the pious belief in the gods, which belongs to the latter. Hence

m Gibbon, too, imputes the fall of the west-Roman empire not, as unjustly charged by Dr. Kurtz (Handbuch der alg.
Kirchengesch. i. 2, p. 15, 3d ed.), to Christianity, but almost solely to the pressure of its own weight. Comp. his General
Observations on the Fall of the R. Empire in the West, at the close of ch. xxxviii., where he says: “ The decline of Rome wasthe
natural and inevitable effect of immoderate greatness. Prosperity ripened the principle of decay; the causes of destruction
multiplied with the extent of conquest; and as soon astime or accident had removed the artificial supports, the stupendous fabric
yielded to the pressure of its own weight. The story of itsruin is simple and obvious; and instead of inquiring why the Roman
empire was destroyed, we should rather be surprised that it had subsisted so long.” Gibbon then mentions Christianity also, it is
true, or more properly monasticism, which, he thinks, suppressed with its passive virtues the patriotic and martial spirit, and so
far contributed to the catastrophe; but adds: “If the decline of the Roman empire was hastened [—he says not: caused—] by the
conversion of Constantine, his victorious religion broke the violence of the fall, and mollified the ferocious temper of the
conquerors.” Thisview isvery different from that of Eunapius and Zosimus, with which Kurtz identifiesit. Gibbon in genera
follows more closely Ammianus Marcellinus, whom, with all reason, he holds as a historian far superior to the others—Lord
Byron truthfully expresses the law of decay to which Rome succumbed, in these words from Childe Harold:

“Thereisthemoral of al human tales;
'T is but the same rehearsal of the past:
First freedom, and then glory—when that fails,
Wealth, vice, corruption, barbarism at last.”

112 In the preface to hisrefutation, Contra Jul. i. p. 3: . But
Jeromesays, Epist. 83 (tom. iv. p. 655): ” Julianus Augustus septem libros, in expeditione Parthica [or rather before he left
Antioch and started for Persia], adversus Christianos vomuit.”
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he comparesthe Christiansto |eeches, which draw all impure blood and leave the pure. In hisview,
Jesus, “the dead Jew,” did nothing remarkable during his lifetime, compared with heathen heroes,
but to heal lame and blind people and exorcise daemoniacs, which is no very great matter.'** He
was able to persuade only a few of the ignorant peasantry, not even to gain his own kinsmen.*
Neither Matthew, nor. Mark, nor Luke, nor Paul called him God. John was the first to venture so
far, and procured acceptance for his view by a cunning artifice.**> The later Christians perverted
hisdoctrine still moreimpiously, and have abandoned the Jewish sacrificial worship and ceremonial
law, which was given for all time, and was declared irrevocable by Jesus himself.*¢ A universal
religion, with al the peculiarities of different national characters, appeared to him unreasonable
and impossible. He endeavored to expose all manner of contradictions and absurditiesin the Bible.
The Mosaic history of the creation was defective, and not to be compared with the Platonic. Eve
was given to Adam for a help, yet she led him astray. Human speech is put into the mouth of the
serpent, and the curse is denounced on him, though he leads man on to the knowledge of good and
evil, and thus proves himself of great service. Moses represents God asjeal ous, teaches monotheism,
yet polytheism also in calling the angels gods. The moral precepts of the decal ogue are found also
among the heathen, except the commands, “Thou shalt have no other gods before me,” and,
“Remember the Sabbath day.” He prefers Lycurgus and Solon to Moses. Asto Samson and David,
they were not very remarkablefor valor, and exceeded by many Greeks and Egyptians, and al their
power was confined within the narrow limits of Judea. The Jews never had any general equal to
Alexander or Caesar. Solomon is not to be compared with Theognis, Socrates, and other Greek
sages; moreover he is said to have been overcome by women, and therefore does not deserve to be
ranked among wise men. Paul was an arch-traitor; calling God now the God of the Jews, now the
God of the Gentiles, now both at once; not seldom contradicting the Old Testament, Christ, and
himself, and generally accommaodating his doctrine to circumstances. The heathen emperor thinks
it absurd that Christian baptism should be able to cleanse from gross sins, while it cannot remove
awart, or gout, or any bodily evil. He puts the Bible far below the Hellenic literature, and asserts,
that it made men slaves, while the study of the classics educated great heroes and philosophers.
Thefirst Christians he styles most contemptible men, and the Christians of hisday he chargeswith
ignorance, intolerance, and worshipping dead persons, bones, and the wood of the cross.

With all his sarcastic bitterness against Christianity, Julian undesignedly furnishes some
valuable arguments for the historical character of the religion he hated and assailed. The learned

13 Cyril has omitted the worst passages of Julianrespecting Christ, but quotes the following (Contra Jul. |. vi. p. 191, ed.
Spanh.), which isvery characteristic: “ Jesus, who over-persuaded much ( ) the lowest among you, some few, has now been
talked of ( u ) for three hundred years, though during his life he performed nothing worth mentioning ( ), unless
it be thought a mighty matter to heal the cripples and blind persons and to exorcise those possessed of demonsin the villages of
Bethsaida and Bethany ( p , V! 1l 11 )" Dr.
Lardner has ingeniously inferred from this passage that, Julian, by conceding to Christ the power of working miracles, and
admitting the general truths of the gospel traditions, furnishes an argument for Christianity rather than against it.

14 Jno. vii. 5.
s “Neither Paul,” he says (Cyr. . x. p. 327), “nor Matthew, nor Luke, nor Mark has dared to call Jesus God. But honest
John ( ), understanding that a great multitude of men in the cities of Greece and Italy were seized with this distemper;

and hearing likewise, as| suppose, that the tombs of Peter and Paul were respected, and frequented, though as yet privately only,
however, having heard of it, he then first presumed to advance that doctrine.”
116 Maitt. v. 17-19.
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and critical Lardner, after acareful analysisof hiswork against Christianity, thus ably and truthfully
sums up Julian’ s testimony in favor of it:

“Julian argues against the Jews as well as against the Christians. He has borne a valuable
testimony to the history and to the books of the New Testament, as all must acknowledge who have
read the extracts just made from his work. He allows that Jesus was born in the reign of Augustus,
at the time of the taxing made in Judea by Cyrenius: that the Christian religion had its rise and
began to be propagated in the times of the emperors Tiberius and Claudius. He bears witnessto the
genuineness and authenticity of the four gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, and the Acts
of the Apostles: and he so quotes them, as to intimate, that these were the only historical books
received by Christians as of authority, and the only authentic memoirs of Jesus Christ and his
apostles, and the doctrine preached by them. He allows their early date, and even arguesfor it. He
also quotes, or plainly refers to the Acts of the Apostles, to St. Paul’ s Epistles to the Romans, the
Corinthians, and the Galatians. He does not deny the miracles of Jesus Christ, but allows him to
have ' healed the blind, and the lame, and demoniacs,” and ' to have rebuked the winds, and walked
upon the waves of the sea’ He endeavors indeed to diminish these works; but in vain. The
consequence is undeniable: such works are good proofs of a divine mission. He endeavors aso to
lessen the number of the early believers in Jesus, and yet he acknowledgeth, that there were
"multitudes of such menin Greece and Italy,” before St. John wrote his gospel. He likewise affects
to diminish the quality of the early believers; and yet acknowledgeth, that beside ' menservants,
and maidservants,” Cornelius, a Roman centurion at Caesarea, and Sergius Paulus, proconsul of
Cyprus, were converted to the faith of Jesus before the end of the reign of Claudius. And he often
speaks with great indignation of Peter and Paul, those two great apostles of Jesus, and successful
preachers of hisgospel. So that, upon the whole, he has undesignedly borne witness to the truth of
many things recorded in the books of the New Testament: he aimed to overthrow the Christian
religion, but has confirmed it: his arguments against it are perfectly harmless, and insufficient to
unsettle the weakest Christian. He justly excepts to some things introduced into the Christian
profession by the late professors of it, in his own time, or sooner; but has not made one objection
of moment against the Christian religion, as contained in the genuine and authentic books of the
New Testament.”

The other works against Christianity are far less important.

The dialogue Philopatris, or The Patriot, is ascribed indeed to the ready scoffer and satirist
Lucian (died about 200), and joined to his works; but it is vastly inferior in style and probably
belongs to the reign of Julian, or a still later period;*® since it combats the church doctrine of the
Trinity and of the procession of the Spirit from the Father, though not by argument, but only by
ridicule. It is afrivolous derision of the character and doctrines of the Christians in the form of a
dialogue between Ciritias, a professed heathen, and Triephon, an Epicurean, personating a Christian.
It representsthe Christians as disaffected to the government, dangerousto civil society, and delighting
in public calamities. It calls St. Paul a half bald, long-nosed Galilean, who travelled through the
air to the third heaven (2 Cor. 12, 1-4).

7 Dr. Nathiel Lardner’s Works, ed. by Dr. Kippisin ten vols. Val. vii. pp. 638 and 639. As against the mythical theory
of Strauss and Renan the extract from Lardner has considerable force, aswell as hiswhole work on the credibility of the Gospel
History.

118 According to Niebuhr’ s view it must have been composed under the emperor Phocas, 968 or 969. Moyle placesit in
the year 302, Dodwell in the year 261, othersin the year 272.
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Thelast renowned representative of Neo-Platonism, Proclus of Athens (died 487), defended
the Platonic doctrine of the eternity of the world, and, without mentioning Christianity, contested
the biblical doctrine of the creation and the end of the world in eighteen arguments, which the
Christian philosopher, John Philoponus, refuted in the seventh century.

The last heathen historians, Eunapius and Zosimus, of the first half of the fifth century,
indirectly assailed Christianity by a one-sided representation of the history of the Roman empire
from the time of Constantine, and by tracing its decline to the Christian religion; while, on the
contrary, Ammianus Marcellinus (died about 390) presents with honorable impartiality both the
dark and the bright sides of the Christian emperors and of the Apostate Julian.**°

8§ 10. The Heathen Apologetic Literature.

After the death of Julian most of the heathen writers, especially the ablest and most estimable,
confined themselves to the defence of their religion, and thus became, by reason of their position,
advocates of toleration; and, of course, of toleration for the religious syncretism, which in its cooler
form degenerates into philosophical indifferentism.

Among these were Themistius, teacher of rhetoric, senator, and prefect of Constantinople,
and afterwards preceptor of the young emperor Arcadius; Aurelius Symmachus, rhetorician, senator,
and prefect of Rome under Gratian and Vaentinian 1., the eloquent pleader for the atar of Victoria;
and above al, the rhetorician Libanius, friend and admirer of Julian, alternately teaching in
Constantinople, Nicomedia, and Antioch. These all belong to the second half of the fourth century,
and represent at once the last bloom and the decline of the classic eloquence. They were all more
or less devoted to the Neo-Platonic syncretism. They held, that the Deity had implanted in all men
areligious nature and want, but had left the particular form of worshiping God to the free will of
the several nationsand individuals; that all outward constraint, therefore, was contrary to the nature
of religion and could only beget hypocrisy. Themistius vindicated this variety of the forms of
religion as favorableto religion itself, as many Protestants justify the system of sects. “Therivalry
of different religions,” says he in his oration on Jovian, “serves to stimulate zeal for the worship
of God. There are different paths, some hard, others easy, some rough, others smooth, leading to
the same goal. Leave only one way, and shut up the rest, and you destroy emulation. God would
have no such uniformity among men .... The Lord of the universe delights in manifoldness. It is
hiswill, that Syrians, Greeks, Egyptians should worship him, each nation in its own way, and that
the Syrians again should divide into small sects, no one of which agrees entirely with another. Why
should we thus enforce what isimpossible?’ In the same style argues Symmachus, who withholds
all direct opposition to Christianity and contends only against its exclusive supremacy.

Libanius, in his pleafor the temples addressed to Theodosius I. (384 or 390), called to his
aid every argument, religious, political, and artistic, in behaf of the heathen sanctuaries, but
interspersed bitter remarks against the temple-storming monks. He asserts among other things, that
the principles of Chrigtianity itself condemn the use of forcein religion, and commend the indulgence
of free conviction.

119 The moreisit to be regretted, that the fisrt thirteen books of his history of the Roman emperors from Nervato 353
arelost. The remaining eighteen books reach from 353 to 378.
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Of course this heathen plea for toleration was but the last desperate defence of a hopeless
minority, and an indirect self-condemnation of heathenism for its persecution of the Christian
religion in the first three centuries.

§ 11. Christian Apologists and Polemics.
SOURCES.
I. The Greek Apologists.: Eusebius Caes.: (Preparatio evang.), and
(Demonstratio evang.); besides his controversial work against Hierocles, and his
Theophany, discovered in 1842 in a Syriac version (ed. Lee, Lond. 1842). Athanasius:
(Oratio contra Gentes), and (Deincarnatione Verbi Dei): two treatises
belonging together (Opera, ed. Bened. tom. i. 1 sqg.). Cyril of Alex.: Contraimpium Julianum
libri X (with extractsfrom the three books of Julian against Christianity). Theodoret: Graecarum
affectionum curatio ( i ), disput. XII.

I1. The Latin Apologists: Lactantius: Ingtit. divin. |. vii (particularly the first three books, de falsa
religione, de origine erroris, and de falsa sapientia; the third against the heathen philosophy).
Julius Firmicus Maternus: De errore profanarum religionum (not mentioned by the ancients,
but edited severa times in the sixteenth century, and latterly by F. Minter, Havn. 1826).
Ambrose: Ep. 17 and 18 (against Symmachus). Prudentius: In Symmachum (an apologetic
poem). Paul. Orosius. Adv. paganos historiarum |. vii (an apologetic universal history, against
Eunapiusand Zosimus). Augustine: Decivitate Dei |. xxii (often separately published). Salvianus:
De gubernatione Del 1. viii (the eighth book incomplete).

MODERN LITERATURE.

Comp. in part the apologetic literature at 8 63 of vol. i. Also Schrokh: vii., p. 263-355. Neander:
iii., 188-195 (Engl. ed. of Torrey, ii., 90-93). Ddllinger (R.C.): Hdbuch der K. G., val. I., part
2, p. 50-91.K. Werner (R.C.): Geschichte der Apolog. und polem. Literatur der christl. Theol.
Schaffh. 1861— 65, 4 vols. vol. i.

In the new state of things the defence of Christianity was no longer of so urgent and direct
importance asit had been before the time of Constantine. And the theological activity of the church
now addressed itself mainly to internal doctrinal controversy. Still the fourth and fifth centuries
produced several important apologetic works, which far outshone the corresponding literature of
the heathen.

(1) Under Constantine we have Lactantius in Latin, Eusebius and Athanasius in Greek,
representing, together with Theodoret, who was a century later, the close of the older apology.

Lactantius prefaces his vindication of Christian truth with a refutation of the heathen
superstition and philosophy; and heis more happy in the latter than in the former. He claimsfreedom
for al religions, and represents the transition standpoint of the Constantinian edicts of toleration.

Eusebius, the celebrated historian, collected with diligence and learning in several apologetic
works, above al in his “Evangelic Preparation,” the usual arguments against heathenism, and in
his “Evangelic Demonstration” the positive evidences of Christianity, laying chief stress upon the
prophecies.

With less scholarship, but with far greater speculative compass and acumen, the great
Athanasius, in hisyouthful productions* against the Greeks,” and “on theincarnation of the Logos”
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(before 325), gave in main outline the argument for the divine origin, the truth, the reasonabl eness,
and the perfection of the Christian religion. These two treatises, particularly the second, are, next
to Origen’s doctrinal work De principiis, the first attempt to construct a scientific system of the
Christian religion upon certain fundamental ideas of God and world, sin and redemption; and they
form the ripe fruit of the positive apology in the Greek church. The Logos, Athanasius teaches, is
the image of the living, only true God. Man is the image of the Logos. In communion with him
consist the original holiness and blessedness of paradise. Man fell by his own will, and thus came
to need redemption. Evil is not a substance of itself, not matter, as the Greeks suppose, nor does it
come from the Creator of all things. It is an abuse of freedom on the part of man, and consistsin
selfishness or self-love, and in the dominion of the sensuous principle over the reason. Sin, as
apostasy from God, begets idolatry. Once aienated from God and plunged into finiteness and
sensuousness, men deified the powers of nature, or mortal men, or even carnal lusts, asin Aphrodite.
The inevitable consequence of sin is death and corruption. The Logos, however, did not forsake
men. He gave them the law and the prophetsto prepare them for salvation. At last he himself became
man, neutralized in human nature the power of sin and death, restored the divine image, uniting us
with God and imparting to us hisimperishablelife. The possibility and legitimacy of theincarnation
liein the original relation of the Logos to the world, which was created and is upheld by him. The
incarnation, however, does not suspend the universal reign of the Logos. While he wasin man, he
was at the same time everywhere active and reposing in the bosom of the Father. The necessity of
theincarnation to salvation follows from the fact, that the corruption had entered into human nature
itself, and thus must be overcome within that nature. An external redemption, as by preaching God,
could profit nothing. “For this reason the Saviour assumed humanity, that man, united with life,
might not remain mortal and in death, but imbibing immortality might by the resurrection be
immortal. The outward preaching of redemption would have to be continually repeated, and yet
death would abide in man.”*?° The object of the incarnation is, negatively, the annihilation of sin
and death; positively, the communication of righteousness and life and the deification of man.**
The miracles of Christ are the proof of his original dominion over nature, and lead men from
nature-worship to the worship of God. The death of Jesus was necessary to the blotting out of sin
and to the demonstration of his life-power in the resurrection, whereby also the death of believers
isnow no longer punishment, but atransition to resurrection and glory.—This specul ative analysis
of the incarnation Athanasius supports by referring to the continuous moral effects of Christianity,
which isdoing great things every day, calling man fromidolatry, magic, and sorceriesto theworship
of the true God, obliterating sinful and irrational lusts, taming the wild manners of barbarians,
inciting to a holy walk, turning the natural fear of death into rejoicing, and lifting the eye of man
from earth to heaven, from mortality to resurrection and eterna glory. The benefits of theincarnation
areincalculable, like the waves of the sea pursuing one another in constant succession.

(2) Under the sons of Constantine, between the years 343 and 350, Julius Firmicus Maternus,
an author otherwise unknown to us,*? wrote against heathenism with large knowledge of antiquity,

120 Deincarn. c. 44 (Opera ed. Bened. i. p. 86).

121 T )

122 It is uncertain whether he was the author of a mathematical and astrological work written some years earlier and
published at Basel in 1551, which treats of the influence of the stars upon men, but conjures its readers not to divulge these
Egyptian and Babylonian mysteries, as astrology was forbidden at the time. If he were the author, he must have not only wholly
changed hisreligion, but considerably improved his style.
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but with fanatical zeal, regarding it, now on the principle of Euhemerus, as a deification of mortal
men and natural elements, now asadistortion of thebiblical history.'?® At the close, quite mistaking
the gentle spirit of the New Testament, he urges the sons of Constantine to exterminate heathenism
by force, as God commanded the children of Isragl to proceed against the Canaanites; and openly
counselsthem boldly to pillage the temples and to enrich themsel ves and the church with the stolen
goods. This sort of apology fully corresponds with the despotic conduct of Constantius, which
induced the reaction of heathenism under Julian.

(3) Theattack of Julian upon Christianity brought out no reply on the spot,** but subsequently
several refutations, the chief one by Cyril of Alexandria (1 444), in ten books “ against the impious
Julian,” still extant and bel onging among his most val uable works. About the same time Theodoret
wrote an apologetic and polemic work: “ The Healing of the Heathen Affections,” in twelve treatises,
in which he endeavorsto refute the errors of the fal se religion by comparison of the propheciesand
miracles of the Bible with the heathen oracles, of the apostles with the heroes and lawgivers of
antiquity, of the Christian morality with the immorality of the heathen world.

§ 12. Augustine’s City of God. Salvianus.

(4) Among the Latin apologists we must mention Augustine, Orosius, and Salvianus, of the
fifth century. They struck a different path from the Greeks, and devoted themselves chiefly to the
objection of the heathens, that the overthrow of idolatry and the ascendency of Christianity were
chargeabl e with the misfortunes and the decline of the Roman empire. This objection had already
been touched by Tertullian, but now, since the repeated incursions of the barbarians, and especially
the capture and sacking of the city of Rome under the Gothic king Alaric in 410, it recurred with
peculiar force. By way of historical refutation the Spanish presbyter Orosius, at the suggestion of
Augustine, wrote an outline of universal history in the year 417.

Augustine himself answered the charge in hisimmortal work “On the city of God,” that is)
the church of Chrigt, in twenty-two books, upon which he labored twelve years, from 413 to 426,
amidst the storms of the great migration and towards the close of his life. He was not wanting in
appreciation of the old Roman virtues, and he attributes to these the former greatness of the empire,
and to the decline of them heimputes her growing weakness. But he rose at the sametimefar above
the superficial view, which estimates persons and things by the scale of earthly profit and loss, and
of temporary success. “ The City of God” isthe most powerful, comprehensive, profound, and fertile
production in refutation of heathenism and vindication of Christianity, which the ancient church
has bequeathed to us, and forms a worthy close to her literary contest with Graeco-Roman
paganism.® Itisagrand funeral discourse upon the departing universal empire of heathenism, and
alofty salutation to the approaching universal order of Christianity. While even Jerome deplored

123 The Egyptian Serapis, for instance, was no other than Joseph, who, being the grand-son of Sara, was named .

124 Though Apollinaris wrote a book “Of the Truth” against the emperor and the heathen philosophers, of which Julianis
reported to have said sneeringly: ., :“1 haveread it, understood it, and condemned it.” To which the Christian bishops
rejoined in like tone: , , :“You have read, but not understood, for, had you understood you would
not have condemned.” So says Sozomen: v. 18. Comp. Schrickh: vi. 355.

125 Milman says (l.c. book iii. ch. 10) The City of God was unquestionably the noblest work, both in its original design
and in the fulness of its elaborate execution, which the genius of man had as yet contributed to the support of Christianity.”
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in the destruction of the city the downfall of the empire as the omen of the approaching doom of
the world,** the African father saw in it only a passing revolution preparing the way for new
conquests of Christianity. Standing at that remarkable turning-point of history, he considers the
origin, progress, and end of the perishable kingdom of this world, and the imperishable kingdom
of God, from the fall of man to the final judgment, where at last they fully and forever separate
into hell and heaven. The antagonism of thetwo cities hasitsroot in the highest regions of the spirit
world, the distinction of good and evil angels; its historical evolution commences with Cain and
Abel, then proceeds in the progress of paganism and Judaism to the birth of Christ, and continues
after that great epoch to hisreturn in glory. Upon the whole his philosophy of history is dualistic,
and does not rise to the unity and comprehensiveness of the divine plan to which all the kingdoms
of thisworld and even Satan himself are made subservient. He hands the one city over to God, the
other to the demons. Y et he softens the rigor of the contrast by the express acknowledgment of
shades in the one, and rays of light in the other. In the present order of the world the two cities
touch and influence each other at innumerable points; and as not all Jews were citizens of the
heavenly Jerusalem, so there were on the other hand true children of God scattered among the
heathen like Melchisedek and Job, who were united to the city of God not by avisible, but by an
invisible celestial tie. In this sublime contrast Augustine weaves up the whole material of his
Scriptural and antiquarian knowledge, his speculation, and his Christian experience, but interweaves
also many arbitrary allegorical conceits and empty subtleties. Thefirst ten books he directs against
heathenism, showing up the gradual decline of the Roman power as the necessary result of idolatry
and of a process of moral dissolution, which commenced with the introduction of foreign vices
after the destruction of Carthage; and he represents the calamities and approaching doom of the
empire as a mighty preaching of repentance to the heathen, and at the same time as a wholesome
trial of the Christians, and as the birth-throes of a new creation. In the last twelve books of this
tragedy of history he places in contrast the picture of the supernatural state of God, founded upon
a rock, coming forth renovated and strengthened from all the storms and revolutions of time,
breathing into wasting humanity an imperishable divinelife, and entering at last, after the completion
of this earthly work, into the sabbath of eternity, where believers shall rest and see, see and love,
love and praise, without end.*?

Less important, but still noteworthy and peculiar, is the apologetic work of the Gallic
presbyter, Salvianus, on providence and the government of the world.*?® It was composed about
themiddle of the fifth century (440-455) in answer at onceto the charge that Christianity occasioned

126 Proleg. in Ezek.: In unaurbe totus orbis interiit. Epist. 60: Quid salvum est, s Roma perit!

127 “Ibi vacabimus, ” readsthe conclusion, I. xxii. c. 30, “ et videbimus; videbimus, et amabimus; amabimus, et |audabimus.
Ecce quod erit in fine sine fine. Nam quia alius noster est finis, nisi pervenire ad regnum, cuius nullus est finis.” Tillemont and
Schrdckh give an extended analysis of the Civitas Dei. So also more recently Dr. Baur in hiswork on the Christian church from
the fourth to the sixth century, pp. 43-52. Gibbon, on the other hand, whose great history treatsin some sense, though in totally
different form and in opposite spirit, the same theme, only touchesthiswork incidentally, notwithstanding his general minuteness.
He says in a contemptuous tone, that his knowledge of Augustineis limited to the “Confessions,” and the “ City of God.” Of
course Augustine' s philosophy of history is almost as flatly opposed to the deism of the English historian, as to the heathen
views of his contemporaries Ammianus, Eunapius, and Zosimus.

128 Of thisbook: “De gubernatione Del, et de justo Dei praesentique judicio,” 1saac Taylor has made very large usein his
interesting work on “ Ancient Christianity” (vol. ii. p. 34 sqq.), to refute the idealized Puseyite view of the Nicene and post-Nicene
age. But he ascribestoo great importanceto it, and forgets that it is an unbalanced picture of the shady side of the church at that
time. Itistrueasfar asit goes, and yet leaves afal seimpression. There are bookswhich by apartial and one-sided representation
make even the truth lie.
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al the misfortunes of the times, and to the doubts concerning divine providence, which were
spreading among Christians themselves. The blame of the divine judgments he places, however,
not upon the heathens, but upon the Christianity of the day, and, in forcible and lively, but turgid
and extravagant style, draws an extremely unfavorable picture of the moral condition of the
Christians, especially in Gaul, Spain, Italy, and Africa. His apology for Christianity, or rather for
the Christian faith in the divine government of theworld, was also apolemic against the degenerate
Christians. It was certainly unsuited to convert heathens, but well fitted to awaken the church to
more dangerous enemies within, and stimulate her to that moral self-reform, which puts the crown
upon victory over outward foes. “The church,” says this Jeremiah of his time, “which ought
everywhere to propitiate God, what does she, but provoke him to anger??* How many may one
meet, even in the church, who are not still drunkards, or debauchees, or adulterers, or fornicators,
or robbers, or murderers, or the like, or all these at once, without end? It is even a sort of holiness
among Christian people, to be less vicious.” From the public worship of God, he continues, and
almost during it, they pass to deeds of shame. Scarce a rich man, but would commit murder and
fornication. We have lost the whole power of Christianity, and offend God the more, that we sin
as Christians. We are worse than the barbarians and heathen. If the Saxoniswild, the Frank faithless,
the Goth inhuman, the Alanian drunken, the Hun licentious, they are by reason of their ignorance
far less punishable than we, who, knowing the commandments of God, commit all these crimes.
He compares the Christians especially of Rome with the Arian Goths and Vandals, to the
disparagement of the Romans, who add to the gross sins of nature the refined vices of civilization,
passion for theatres, debauchery, and unnatural lewdness. Therefore has the just God given them
into the hands of the barbarians and exposed them to the ravages of the migrating hordes.

Thishorrible picture of the Christendom of the fifth century is undoubtedly in many respects
an exaggeration of ascetic and monastic zeal. Yet it isin genera not untrue; it presents the dark
side of the picture, and enables us to understand more fully on moral and psychological grounds
the final dissolution of the western empire of Rome.

CHAPTER I11.

ALLIANCE OF CHURCH AND STATE AND ITSINFLUENCE ON PUBLIC
MORALSAND RELIGION.
SOURCES.

The church laws of the Christian emperors from Constantine to Justinian, collected in the Codex
Theodosianus of the year 438 (edited, with alearned commentary, by Jac. Gothofredus, Lyons,
1668, insix vols. fol.; afterwards by J. D. Ritter, Lips. 1736, in seven vols.; and more recently,
with newly discovered books and fragments, by G. Haenel, Bonn, 1842), and in the Codex
Justinianeus of 534 (in the numerous editions of the Corpusjuriscivilis Romani). Also Eusebius:
Vita Constant., and H. Eccl. |. x. On the other hand, the lamentations of the church fathers,

129 “Ipsa Del ecclesia quae in omnibus esse debet placatrix Dei, quid est aliud quam exacerbatrix Del ? aut, pragter
paucissimos quosdam, qui mala fugiunt, quid est aliud pene omnis coetus Christianorum, quam sentina vitiorum?’ (P. 91.)

54


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eccl..xml#Eccl..

History of the Christian Church, Volume IlI: Nicene and Philip Schaff
Post-Nicene Christianity. A.D. 311-600.

especialy Gregory Naz., Chrysostom, and Augustine (in their sermons), over the secularized
Chrigtianity of their time.
LITERATURE.

C. G. de Rhoer: Dissertationes de effectu religionis Christianae in jurisprudentiam Romanam.
Groning. 1776. Martini: Die Einflhrung der christl. Religion als Staatsreligion im rém. Reiche
durch Constantin. Miinch. 1813. H. O. de Meysenburg: De Christ. religionisvi et effectuinjus
civile. Gott. 1828. C. Riffel (R.C.): Gesch. Darstellung des V erhéltnisses zwischen Kirche u.
Staat. Mainz. 1838, val. i. Troplong: De I'influence du Christianisme sur le droit civil des
Romains. Par. 1843. P. E. Lind: Christendommensinflydel se paaden sociale forfatning. Kjobenh.
1852. B. C. Cooper: The Free Church of Ancient Christendom and its Subjugation by
Constantine. Lond. 1851(?)

Comp. also Gibbon, chap. xx. Schrockh, several sectionsfromvol. v. onward. Neander, iii. 273-303.
Milman, Anc. Christ. Book iv. ch. 1.

§ 13. The New Position of the Church in the Empire.

The previous chapter has shown us how Christianity gradually supplanted the Graeco-Roman
heathenism and became the established religion in the empire of the Caesars. Since that time the
church and the state, though frequently jarring, have remained united in Europe, either on the
hierarchical basis, with thetempora power under the tutel age of the spiritual, or on the caesaro-papal,
with the spiritual power merged in the temporal; while in the United States of America, since the
end of the eighteenth century, the two powers have stood peacefully but independently side by side.
The church could now act upon the state; but so could the state act upon the church; and this mutual
influence became a source of both profit and loss, blessing and curse, on either side.

The martyrsand confessors of thefirst three centuries, in their expectation of theimpending
end of the world and their desire for the speedy return of the Lord, had never once thought of such
athing asthe great and sudden change, which meets us at the beginning of thisperiodin therelation
of the Roman state to the Christian church. Tertullian had even held the Christian profession to be
irreconcilable with the office of a Roman emperor.** Nevertheless, clergy and people very soon
and very easily accommodated themselves to the new order of things, and recognized in it a
reproduction of the theocratic constitution of the people of God under the ancient covenant. Save
that the dissenting sects, who derived no benefit from this union, but were rather subject to
persecution from the state and from the established Catholicism, the Donatists for an especial
instance, protested against the intermeddling of the temporal power with religious concerns.*** The
heathen, who now came over in amass, had all along been accustomed to a union of politics with
religion, of the imperial with the sacerdotal dignity. They could not imagine a state without some
cultus, whatever might beits name. And as heathenism had outlived itself in the empire, and Judaism
with its national exclusiveness and its stationary character was totally disqualified, Christianity
must take the throne.

130 Apologeticus, c. 21 “ Sed et Caesares credidissent, si aut Caesares hon essent saeculo necessarii, aut si et Christiani
potuissent esse Caesares.”

131 Thus the bishop Donatus of Carthage in 347 rejected the imperial commissioners, Paulus and Macarius, with the
exclamation: “Quid est imperatori cum ecclesia?’ See Optatus Milev.: De schismate Donat. |. iii. ¢. 3. The Donatists, however,
were the first to invoke the imperial intervention in their controversies, and would doubtless have spoken very differently, had
the decision turned in their favor.
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The change was as natural and inevitable as it was great. When Constantine planted the
standard of the cross upon the forsaken temples of the gods, he but followed the irresistible current
of history itself. Christianity had already, without a stroke of sword or of intrigue, achieved over
the false religion the internal victory of spirit over matter, of truth over falsehood, of faith over
supergtition, of theworship of God over idolatry, of morality over corruption. Under athree hundred
years oppression, it had preserved its irrepressible moral vigor, and abundantly earned its new
socia position. It could not possibly continue a despised sect, a homeless child of the wilderness,
but, like its divine founder on the third day after his crucifixion, it must rise again, take the reins
of theworld into its hands, and, asan all-transforming principle, take state, science, and art to itself,
to breathe into them a higher life and consecrate them to the service of God. The church, of course,
continues to the end a servant, as Christ himself came not to be ministered unto, but to minister;
and she must at all times suffer persecution, outwardly or inwardly, from the ungodly world. Y et
is she also the bride of the Son of God, therefore of royal blood; and she is to make her purifying
and sanctifying influence felt upon all orders of natural life and al forms of human society. And
from thisinfluence the state, of course, is not excepted. Union with the state is no more necessarily
a profanation of holy things than union with science and art, which, in fact, themselves proceed
from God, and must subserve his glory.

Onthe other hand, the state, as anecessary and divineinstitution for the protection of person
and property, for the administration of law and justice, and for the promotion of earthly weal, could
not possibly persist forever in her hostility to Christianity, but must at least allow it alegal existence
and free play; and if she would attain a higher development and better answer her moral ends than
she could in union with idolatry, she must surrender herself to its influence. The kingdom of the
Father, to which the state belongs, is not essentially incompatible with the church, the kingdom of
the Son; rather does “the Father draw to the Son,” and the Son leads back to the Father, till God
become“all inall.” Henceforth should kings again be nursing fathers, and queens nursing mothers
to the church,**? and the prophecy begin to be fulfilled: “The kingdoms of this world are become
the kingdoms of our Lord and of his Christ, and he shall reign forever and ever.” 1%

The American reparation of church and state, even if regarded as the best settlement of the
true relation of the two, is not in the least inconsistent with this view. It is not a return to the
pre-Constantinian basis, with its spirit of persecution, but rests upon the mutua reverential
recognition and support of the two powers, and must be regarded as the continued result of that
mighty revolution of the fourth century.

But the elevation of Christianity asthereligion of the state presents also an opposite aspect
to our contemplation. It involved great risk of degeneracy to the church. The Roman state, with its
laws, institutions, and usages, was still deeply rooted in heathenism, and could not be transformed
by a magical stroke. The christianizing of the state amounted therefore in great measure to a
paganizing and secularizing of the church. The world overcame the church, as much as the church
overcame the world, and the temporal gain of Christianity was in many respects cancelled by
spiritual loss. The mass of the Roman empire was baptized only with water, not with the Spirit and
fire of the gospel, and it smuggled heathen manners and practices into the sanctuary under a new
name. The very combination of the cross with the military ensign by Constantine was a most

132 Is. xlix. 23.
133 Rev. xi. 15.
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doubtful omen, portending an unhappy mixture of the temporal and the spiritual powers, the kingdom
which is of the earth, and that which is from heaven. The settlement of the boundary between the
two powers, which, with all their unity, remain as essentially distinct as body and soul, law and
gospel, was itself a prolific source of errors and vehement strifes about jurisdiction, which stretch
through all the middle age, and still repeat themsel vesin these latest times, save where the amicable
American separation has thus far forestalled collision.

Amidst all the bad consequences of the union of church and state, however, we must not
forget that the deeper spirit of the gospel has ever reacted against the evils and abuses of it, whether
under an imperia pope or apapal emperor, and has preserved its divine power for the salvation of
men under every form of constitution. Though standing and working in the world, and in many
ways linked with it, yet is Christianity not of the world, but stands aboveit.

Nor must we think the degeneracy of the church began with her union with the state.***
Corruption and apostasy cannot attach to any one fact or personage, be he Constantine or Gregory
|. or Gregory VII. They are rooted in the natural heart of man. They revealed themselves, at |east
in the germ, even in the apostolic age, and are by ho means avoided, as the condition of America
proves, by the separation of the two powers. We have among ourselves almost all the errors and
abuses of the old world, not collected indeed in any one communion, but distributed among our
various denominations and sects. The history of the church presents from the beginning a twofold
development of good and of evil, an incessant antagonism of light and darkness, truth and fal sehood,
the mystery of godliness and the mystery of iniquity, Christianity and Antichrist. According to the
Lord’ sparables of the net and of the tares among the wheat, we cannot expect acomplete separation
before the final judgment, though in a relative sense the history of the church is a progressive
judgment of the church, as the history of the world is ajudgment of the world.

8§ 14. Rights and Privileges of the Church. Secular Advantages.

The conversion of Constantine and the gradual establishment of Christianity as the religion of
the state had first of all the important effect of giving the church not only the usual rights of alegal
corporation, which she possesses also in America, and here without distinction of confessions, but

134 Thisview isnow very prevalent in America. It was not formerly so. Jonathan Edwards, in his* History of Redemption,”
apractical and edifying survey of church history as an unfolding of the plan of redemption, even saw in the accession of
Constantinea type of the future appearing of Christ in the clouds for the redemption of his people, and attributed to it the most
beneficent results; to wit: ” (1) The Christian church was thereby wholly delivered from persecution .... (2) God now appeared
to execute terrible judgments on their enemies .... (3) Heathenism now wasin a great measure abolished throughout the Roman
empire ... (4) The Christian church was brought into a state of great peace and prosperity.” ... “Thisrevolution,” he further says,
p. 312, “was the greatest that had occurred since the flood. Satan, the prince of darkness, that king and god of the heathen world,
was cast out. The roaring lion was conquered by the Lamb of God in the strongest dominion he ever had. Thiswas aremarkable
accomplishment of Jerem. x. 11: ' The gods that have not made the heaven and the earth, even they shall perish from the earth
and from the heavens.’ ” Thiswork, still much read in America and England, was written, to be sure, long before the separation
of church and statein New England, viz., in 1739 (first printed in Edinburgh in 1774, twenty-six years after the author’ s death).
But the great difference of the judgment of this renowned Puritan divine from the prevailing American opinion of the present
day is an interesting proof that our view of history is very much determined by the ecclesiastical circumstancesin which we
live, and at the same time that the whole question of church and stateis not at all essential in Christian theology and ethics. In
Americaall confessions, even the Roman Catholics, are satisfied with the separation, while in Europe with few exceptionsitis
thereverse.
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at the same time the peculiar privileges, which the heathen worship and priesthood had heretofore
enjoyed. These rights and privileges she gradually secured either by tacit concession or through
special laws of the Christian emperorsaslaid down in the collections of the Theodosian and Justinian
Codes.*> These were limited, however, as we must here at the outset observe, exclusively to the
catholic or orthodox church.** The heretical and schismatic sects without distinction, excepting
the Arians during their brief ascendency under Arian emperors, were now worse off than they had
been before, and were forbidden the free exercise of their worship even under Constantine upon
pain of fines and confiscation, and from the time of Theodosius and Justinian upon pain of death.
Equal patronage of all Christian parties was totally foreign to the despotic uniformity system of
the Byzantine emperors and the ecclesiastical exclusiveness and absolutism of the popes. Nor can
it be at all consistently carried out upon the state-church basis; for every concession to dissenters
loosens the bond between the church and the state.

Theimmunitiesand privileges, which were conferred upon the catholic church in the Roman
empire from the time of Constantine by imperial legislation, may be specified as follows.

1. The exemption of the clergy from most public burdens.

Among these were obligatory public services,**” such as military duty, low manual labor,
the bearing of costly dignities, and in a measure taxes for the rea estate of the church. The
exemption,** which had been enjoyed, indeed, not by the heathen priestsalone, but at | east partially
by physicians also and rhetoricians, and the Jewish rulers of synagogues, was first granted by
Constantine in the year 313 to the catholic clergy in Africa, and afterwards, in 319, extended
throughout the empire. But this led many to press into the clerical office without inward call, to
the prejudice of the state; and in 320 the emperor made alaw prohibiting the weal thy** from entering
the ministry, and limiting the increase of the clergy, on the singular ground, that “the rich should
bear the burdens of the world, the poor be supported by the property of the church.” Valentinian 1.
issued asimilar law in 364. Under Valentinian I1. and Theodosius I. the rich were admitted to the
spiritual office on condition of assigning their property to others, who should fulfill the demands
of the state in their stead. But these arbitrary laws were certainly not strictly observed.

Constantine also exempted the church from the land tax, but afterwards revoked this
immunity; and his successors likewise were not uniform in this matter. Ambrose, though one of
the strongest advocates of the rights of the church, accedes to the fact and the justice of the

135 Comp. § 18.

136 So early as 326 Constantinepromulgated the law (Cod. Theodos. lib. xvi. tit. 5, I. 1): “Privilegia, quae contemplatione
religionisindultasunt, catholicae tantum | egis observatoribus prodesse oportet. Hagereti cos autem atque schi smaticos non tantum
ab his privilegiis alienos esse volumus, sed etiam diversis muneribus constringi et subjici.” Y et he was lenient towards the
Novatians, adding in the same year respecting them (C. Theodos. xvi. 5, 2): “Novatianos non adeo comperimus praedamnatos,
ut iis quae petiverunt, crederemus minime largienda. Itague ecclesiae suae domos, et loca sepulcris apta sine inquietudine eos
firmiter possidere praecipimus.” Comp. the 8th canon of the Council of Nice, which likewise deals with them indulgently.

137 The munera publica, or , ataching in part to the person as a subject of the empire, in part to the possession of
property (munera patrimoniorum).

138 Immunitas,

139 The decuriones and curiales.
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assessment of church lands;* but the hierarchy afterwards claimed for the church adivine right of
exemption from al taxation.

2. The enrichment and endowment of the church.

Here again Constantine led theway. He not only restored (in 313) the buildings and estates,
which had been confiscated in the Diocletian persecution, but granted the church also the right to
receive legacies (321), and himself made liberal contributionsin money and grain to the support
of the clergy and the building of churchesin Africa,*** in the Holy Land, in Nicomedia, Antioch,
and Constantinople. Though this, be it remembered, can be no great merit in an absolute monarch,
who islord of the public treasury as heis of his private purse, and can afford to be generous at the
expense of his subjects. He and his successors likewise gave to the church the heathen temples and
their estates and the public property of heretics; but these more frequently were confiscated to the
civil treasury or sgquandered on favorites. Wealthy subjects, some from pure piety, others from
motives of interest, conveyed their property to the church, often to the prejudice of the just claims
of their kindred. Bishops and monks not rarely used unworthy influences with widows and dying
persons; though Augustine positively rejected every legacy, which deprived a son of his rights.
Valentinian |. found it necessary to oppose the legacy-hunting of the clergy, particularly in Rome,
with alaw of the year 370,42 and Jerome acknowledges there was good reason for it.** The wealth
of the church was converted mostly into real estate, or at least secured by it. And the church soon
cameto own the tenth part of all thelanded property. Thisland, to be sure, had long been worthless
or neglected, but under favorable conditions rose in value with uncommon rapidity. At the time of
Chrysostom, towards the close of the fourth century, the church of Antioch was strong enough to
maintain entirely or in part three thousand widows and consecrated virgins besides many poor,
sick, and strangers.** The metropolitan churches of Rome and Alexandria were the most wealthy.
The various churches of Romein the sixth century, besides enormous treasures in money and gold
and silver vases, owned many houses and lands not only in Italy and Sicily, but evenin Syria, Asia
Minor, and Egypt.*** And when John, who bears the honorabl e distinction of the Almsgiver for his
unlimited liberality to the poor, became patriarch of Alexandria (606), he found in the church
treasury eight thousand pounds of gold, and himself received ten thousand, though be retained
hardly an ordinary blanket for himself, and is said on one occasion to have fed seven thousand five
hundred poor at once.*

The control of the ecclesiastical revenues vested in the bishops. The bishops distributed the
funds according, to the prevailing custom into three or four parts: for themselves, for their clergy,

140 “Si tributum petit Imperator,” says hein the Orat. de basilicas non tradendis haereticis, “non negamus; agri ecclesiae
solvunt tributum, solvimus quae sunt Caesaris Caesari, et qum sunt Dei Deo; tributum Caesaris est; non negatur.” Baronius (ad
ann. 387) endeavors to prove that this tribute was meant by Ambrosemerely as an act of love, not of duty!

141 So early as 314 he caused to be paid to the bishop Caecilian of Carthage 3,000 folles ( £18,000) from the
public treasury of the province for the catholic churchesin Africa, Numidia, and Mauritania, promising further giftsfor similar
purposes. Euseb: H. E. x. 6, and Vit. Const. iv. 28.

142 In an edict to Damasus, bishop of Rome. Cod. Theod. xvi. 2, 20: “Ecclesiastici ... viduaram ac pupillarum domos non
adeant,” etc.

143 Epist. 34 (al. 2) ad Nepotianum, where he says of this law: “Nec de lege conqueror, sed doleo, cur meruerimus hanc
legem;” and of the clergy of histime: “Ignominia omnium sacerdotum est, propriis studere divitiis,” etc.

144 Chrys. Hom. 66 in Matt. (vii. p. 658).

145 Comp. the Epistles of Gregory the Great at the end of our period.

146 SeetheVitaS. Joannis Eleemosynarii (the next to thelast catholic patriarch of Alexandria) in the Acta Sanct. Bolland.
ad 23 Jan.
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for the current expenses of worship, and for the poor. They frequently exposed themselves to the
suspicion of avarice and nepotism. The best of them, like Chrysostom and Augustine, were averse
to this concernment with earthly property, since it often conflicted with their higher duties; and
they preferred the poverty of earlier times, because the present abundant revenues diminished
private beneficence.

And most certainly this opulence had two sides. It was a source both of profit and of loss
to the church. According to the spirit of its proprietors and its controllers, it might be used for the
furtherance of the kingdom of God, the building of churches, the support of the needy, and the
founding of charitable institutions for the poor, the sick, for widows and orphans, for destitute
strangers and aged persons,**” or perverted to the fostering of indolence and luxury, and thus promote
moral corruption and decay. Thiswas felt by serious minds even in the pamy days of the external
power of the hierarchy. Dante, believing Constantine to be the author of the pope’s temporal
sovereignty, on the ground of the fictitious donation to Sylvester, bitterly exclaimed:

“Your gods ye make of silver and of gold;
And wherein differ from idolaters,
Save that their god is one—yours hundred fold?

Ah, Constantine! what evils caused to flow,
Not thy conversion, but that plenteous dower
Thou on thefirst rich Father didst bestow!” 148

§ 15. Support of the Clergy.

3. The better support of the clergy was another advantage connected with the new position of
Christianity in the empire.

Hitherto the clergy had been entirely dependent on the voluntary contributions of the
Christians, and the Christians were for the most part poor. Now they received afixed income from
the church funds and from imperial and municipal treasuries. To this was added the contribution
of first-fruits and tithes, which, though not as yet legally enforced, arose as a voluntary custom at
a very early period, and probably in churches of Jewish origin existed from the first, after the
example of the Jewish law.** Where these means of support were not sufficient, the clergy turned
to agriculture or some other occupation; and so late as thefifth century many synods recommended

147 The .M , p ad or , asthey were called; which all sprang from the church.
Especially favored wasthe Basllasfor sick and strangersin Caesarea, named after itsfounder, the bishop Basil the Great. Basil.
Ep. 94. Gregor. Naz. Orat. 27 and 30.

148 Inferno, canto xix. vs. 112-118, astrandlated by Wright (with two dlight alterations). Milton, in his prose works, has
transdlated this passage as well as that of Ariosto, where he humorously places the donation of Constantinein the moon among
the things lost or abused on earth:

“Ah, Constantine! of how much ill was cause,
Not thy conversion, but those rich domains
That the first wealthy pope received of thee.”
149 Lev. xxvii. 30-33; Nu. xviii. 20-24; Deut. xiv. 22 sqg. 2 Chron. xxxi. 4 sqq.
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thismeans of subsistence, although the Apostolical Canons prohibited the engagement of the clergy
in secular callings under penalty of deposition.'>

This improvement, also, in the external condition of the clergy was often attended with a
proportional degeneracy in their moral character. It raised them above oppressive and distracting
caresfor livelihood, made them independent, and permitted them to devote their whole strength to
the duties of their office; but it also favored ease and luxury, allured a host of unworthy persons
into the service of the church, and checked the exercise of free giving among the people. The better
bishops, like Athanasius, the two Gregories, Basil, Chrysosotom, Theodoret, Ambrose, Augustine,
lived in ascetic simplicity, and used their revenues for the public good; while othersindul ged their
vanity, their love of magnificence, and their voluptuousness. The heathen historian Ammianus
gives the country clergy in general the credit of simplicity, temperance, and virtue, while he
represents the Roman hierarchy, greatly enriched by the gifts of matrons, as extreme in the luxury
of their dress and their more than royal banquets;>* and St. Jerome agrees with him.*>2 The
distinguished heathen prefect, Praetextatus, said to Pope Damasus, that for the price of the bishopric
of Rome he himself might become a Christian at once. The bishops of Constantinople, according
to the account of Gregory Nazianzen,*>* who himself held that see for a short time, were not behind
their Roman colleaguesin this extravagance, and vied with the most honorable functionaries of the
state in pomp and sumptuous diet. The cathedrals of Constantinople and Carthage had hundreds of
priests, deacons, deaconesses, subdeacons, prelectors, singers, and janitors.*>

It is worthy of notice, that, as we have aready intimated, the two greatest church fathers
gavethe preferencein principleto the voluntary system in the support of the church and the ministry,
which prevailed before the Nicene era, and which has been restored in modern timesin the United
States of America. Chrysostom no doubt perceived that under existing circumstances the wants of
the church could not well be otherwise supplied, but he was decidedly averse to the accumulation
of treasure by the church, and said to his hearersin Antioch: “ The treasure of the church should be
with you all, and it is only your hardness of heart that requires her to hold earthly property and to
deal in housesand lands. Y e are unfruitful in good works, and so the ministers of God must meddle
in athousand mattersforeign to their office. In the days of the apostles people might likewise have
given them houses and lands; why did they prefer to sell the houses and lands and give the proceeds?
Because this was without doubt the better way. Y our fathers would have preferred that you should
give ams of your incomes, but they feared that your avarice might leave the poor to hunger; hence
the present order of things.”*>> Augustine desired that his people in Hippo should take back the
church property and support the clergy and the poor by free gifts.'s

150 . Constit. Apost. lib. viii. cap. 47, can. 6 (p. 239, ed. Ueltzen): 1l B 0,
151 Lib. xxvii. c. 3.

152 Hieron. Ep. 34 (a. 2) et passim.

153 Orat. 32.

154 The cathedral of Constantinople fell under censure for the excessive number of its clergy and subordinate officers, so

that Justinian reduced it to five hundred and twenty-five, of which probably more than half were useless. Comp. lust. Novell.
ciii.

155 Homil. 85 in Matt. (vii. 808 sg.). Hom. 21in 1 Cor. 7 (x. 190). Comp. also De sacerdat. . iii. c. 16.

156 Possidius, in VitaAug. c. 23: “Alloguebatur plebem Dei, malle se ex collationibus plebes Dei vivere quam illarum
possessionum curam vel gubernationem pati, et paratum se esseillis cedere, ut e0 modo omnes Del servi et ministri viverent.”
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8§ 16. Episcopal Jurisdiction and Intercession.

4. We proceed to the legal validity, of the episcopal jurisdiction, which likewise dates from the
time of Constantine.

After the manner of the Jewish synagogues, and according to the exhortation of St. Paul,*>”
the Christians were accustomed from the beginning to settle their controversies before the church,
rather than carry them before heathen tribunals, but down to the time of Constantine the validity,
of the bishop’ s decision depended on the voluntary, submission of both parties. Now this decision
was invested with the force of law, and in spiritual matters no appeal could be taken from it to the
civil court. Constantine himself, so early as 314, rejected such an appeal in the Donatist controversy
with the significant declaration: “The judgment of the priests must be regarded as the judgment of
Christ himself.”*% Even a sentence of excommunication was final; and Justinian allowed appeal
only to the metropolitan, not to the civil tribunal. Several councils, that of Chalcedon, for example,
in 451, went so far asto threaten clergy, who should avoid the episcopal tribunal or appeal from it
to thecivil, with deposition. Sometimes the bishops called in the hel p of the state, where the offender
contemned the censure of the church. Justinian |. extended the episcopal jurisdiction also to the
monasteries. Heraclius subsequently (628) referred even criminal causes among the clergy to the
bishops, thus dismissing the clergy thenceforth entirely from the secular courts; though of course
holding them liablefor the physical penalty, when convicted of capital crime,**® asthe ecclesiastical
jurisdiction ended with deposition and excommunication. Another privilege, granted by Theodosius
to the clergy, was, that they should not be compelled by torture to bear testimony before the civil
tribunal.

This elevation of the power and influence of the bishops was a salutary check upon the
jurisdiction of the state, and on the whole conduced to the interests of justice and humanity; though
it also nourished hierarchical arrogance and entangled the bishops, to the prejudice of their higher
functions, in all manner of secular suits, in which they were frequently called into consultation.
Chrysostom complainsthat “the arbitrator undergoesincal culable vexations, much labor, and more
difficulties than the public judge. It is hard to discover the right, but harder not to violate it when
discovered. Not labor and difficulty alone are connected with office, but also no little danger.” 1
Augustine, too, who could make better use of histime, felt this part of his official duty a burden,
which nevertheless he bore for love to the church.’%* Others handed over these matters to a
subordinate ecclesiastic, or even, like Silvanus, bishop of Troas, to alayman.¢

5. Another advantage resulting from the alliance of the church with the empire was the
episcopal right of intercession.

The privilege of interceding with the secular power for criminals, prisoners, and unfortunates
of every kind had belonged to the heathen priests, and especialy to the vestals, and now passed to

157 1 Cor. vi. 1-6.

158 “ Sacerdotum judicium ita debet haberi, ut si ipse Dominus residens judicet. Optatus Milev.: De schism. Donat. f. 184.
159 Even Constantine, however, before the council of Nice, had declared, that should he himself detect a bishop in the act
of adultery, he would rather throw over him hisimperial mantle than bring scandal on the church by punishing a clergyman.

160 De sacerd. |. iii. c. 18, at the beginning.
161 In Psalm. xxv. (vol. iv. 115) and Epist. 213, where he complains that before and after noon he was beset and distracted

by the members of his church with temporal concerns, though they had promised to leave him undisturbed five daysin the week,
to finish some theological labors. Comp. Neander, iii. 291 sq. (ed. Torrey, ii. 139 sq.).
162 Socrat. |. vii. c. 37.
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the Christian ministry, above all to the bishops, and thenceforth became an essential function of
their office. A churchin Gaul about the year 460 opposed the ordination of amonk to the bishopric,
because, being unaccustomed to intercourse with secular magistrates, though he might intercede
with the Heavenly Judge for their souls, he could not with the earthly for their bodies. The bishops
were regarded particularly asthe guardians of widows and orphans, and the control of their property
was intrusted to them. Justinian in 529 assigned to them also a supervision of the prisons, which
they were to visit on Wednesdays and Fridays, the days of Christ’s passion.

The exercise of thisright of intercession, one may well suppose, often obstructed the course
of justice; but it also, ininnumerable cases, especially intimesof cruel, arbitrary despotism, protected
the interests of innocence, humanity, and mercy. Sometimes, by the powerful pleadings of bishops
with governors and emperors, whole provinces were rescued from oppressive taxation and from
the revenge of conquerors. Thus Flavian of Antioch in 387 averted the wrath of Theodosius on
occasion of a rebellion, journeying under the double burden of age and sickness even to
Constantinople to the emperor himself, and with complete success, as an ambassador of their
common Lord, reminding him of the words. “If ye forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly
Father will also forgive you.” ¢

6. With the right of intercession was closely connected the right of asylum in churches.

In former times many of the heathen temples and altars, with some exceptions, were held
inviolable as places of refuge; and the Christian churches now inherited also this prerogative. The
usage, with some precautions against abuse, was made law by Theodosius Il. in 431, and the ill
treatment of an unarmed fugitive in any part of the church edifice, or even upon the consecrated
ground, was threatened with the penalty of death.®*

Thus daves found sure refuge from the rage of their masters, debtors from the persecution
of inexorable creditors, women and virgins from the approaches of profligates, the conquered from
the sword of their enemies, in the holy places, until the bishop by his powerful mediation could
procure justice or mercy. The beneficence of this law, which had itsroot not in superstition alone,
but in the nobler sympathies of the people, comes most impressively to view amidst the ragings of
the great migration and of the frequent intestine wars.¢

§ 17. Legal Sanction of Sunday.

7. The civil sanction of the observance of Sunday and other festivals of the church.

The state, indeed, should not and cannot enforce this observance upon any one, but may
undoubtedly and should prohibit the public disturbance and profanation of the Christian Sabbath,
and protect the Christiansin their right and duty of its proper observance. Constantinein 321 forbade
the sitting of courtsand all secular labor in towns on “the venerable day of the sun,” as he expresses
himself, perhaps with reference at once to the sun-god, Apollo, and to Christ, the true Sun of
righteousness; to his pagan and his Christian subjects. But he distinctly permitted the culture of

163 Maitt. vi. 14.
164 Cod. Theodos. ix. 45, 1-4. Comp. Socrat. vii. 33.
165 “The rash violence of despotism,” says even Gibbon, “was suspended by the mild interposition of the church; and the

lives or fortunes of the most eminent subjects might be protected by the mediation of the bishop.”
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farms and vineyards in the country, because frequently this could be attended to on no other day
so well ;% though one would suppose that the hard-working peasantry were the very oneswho most
needed the day of rest. Soon afterward, in June, 321, he alowed the manumission of slaves on
Sunday;" as this, being an act of benevolence, was different from ordinary business, and might
be altogether appropriate to the day of resurrection and redemption. According to Eusebius,
Constantine also prohibited all military exercises on Sunday, and at the same time enjoined the
observance of Friday in memory of the death of Christ.*%®

Nay, he went so far, in well-meaning but mistaken zeal, as to require of his soldiers, even
the pagan ones, the positive observance of Sunday, by pronouncing at asignal thefollowing prayer,
which they mechanically learned: “ Thee alone we acknowledge as God; thee we confess as king;
totheewe call asour helper; from thee we have received victories; through thee we have conquered
enemies. Thee we thank for good received; from thee we hope for good to come. Thee we all most
humbly beseech to keep our Constantine and his God-fearing sons through long life healthy and
victorious.” % Though this formulawas held in a deistical generalness, yet the legal injunction of
it lay clearly beyond the province of the civil power, trespassed on the rights of conscience, and
unavoidably encouraged hypocrisy and empty formalism.

Later emperors declared the profanation of Sunday to be sacrilege, and prohibited also the
collecting of taxes and private debts (368 and 386), and even theatrical and circus performances,
on Sunday and the high festivals (386 and 425).1° But this interdiction of public amusements, on
which acouncil of Carthage (399 or 401) with reason insisted, was probably never rigidly enforced,
and was repeatedly supplanted by the opposite practice, which gradually prevailed all over Europe.r™

§ 18. Influence of Christianity on Civil Legislation. The Justinian Code.

Comp. on this subject particularly the works cited at § 13, sub ii, by Rhoer, Meysenburg, and
Troplong; aso Gibbon, chap. xliv (an admirable summary of the Roman law), Milman: Lat.
Chrigtianity, vol. 1. B. iii. chap. 5, and in part the works of Schmidt and Chastel on theinfluence
of Christianity upon society in the Roman empire, quoted in vol. i. § 86.

166 This exception is entirely unnoticed by many church histories, but stands in the same law of 321 in the Cod. Justin.
lib. iii. tit. 12, deferiis, |. 3: “Omnesjudices, urbanaeque plebes, et cunctarum artium officia venerabili die Solis quiescant. Ruri
tamen positi agrorum culturae libere licenterque inserviant: quoniam frequenter evenit, ut non aptius alio die frumenta sulcis,
aut vineae scrobibus mandentur, ne occasione momenti pereat commoditas coelesti provisione concessa.” Such work wasformerly
permitted, too, on the pagan feast days. Comp. Virgil. Georg. i. v. 268 sqq. Cato, Dererust. c. 2.

167 Cod. Theodos. lib. ii. tit. 8. I. 1: “Emancipandi et manumittendi die festo cuncti licentiam habeant, et super his rebus
actus non prohibeantur.”

168 Eus. Vit. Const. iv. 18-20. Comp. Sozom. i. 8. In our times military parades and theatrical exhibitionsin Paris, Vienna,
Berlin, and other European cities are so frequent on no other day as on the Lord sday! In France, political elections are usually
held on the Sabbath!

169 Eus. Vit. Const. I. iv. c. 20. The formulary was prescribed in the Latin language, as Eusebius saysin c. 19. Heis
speaking of the whole army (comp. c. 18), and it may presumed that many of the soldiers were heathen.

170 The second law against opening theatres on Sundays and festivals (a.d.425) in the Cod. Theodos. I. xv. tit. 7, 1. 5, says
expressly: “Omni theatrorum atque circensium vol uptate per universas urbes ... denegata, totae Christianorum ac fidelium mentes
Dei cultibus occupentur.”

mn As Chrysostom, at the end of the fourth century and the beginning of the fifth, often complainsthat the theatreis better
attended than the church; so down to this day the sameistruein ailmost al the large cities on the continent of Europe. Only in
England and the United States, under the influence of Calvinism and Puritanism, are the theatres closed on Sunday.
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Whilein thisway the state secured to the church the well-deserved rights of alegal corporation,
the church exerted in turn a most beneficent influence on the state, liberating it by degrees from
the power of heathen laws and customs, from the spirit of egotism, revenge, and retaliation, and
extending its care beyond mere material prosperity to the higher moral interests of society. In the
previous period we observed the contrast between Christian morality and heathen corruption in the
Roman empire.r? We are now to see how the principles of Christian morality gained public
recognition, and began at least in some degree to rule the civil and political life.

As early as the second century, under the better heathen emperors, and evidently under the
indirect, struggling, yet irresistible influence of the Christian spirit, legislation took areformatory,
humane turn, which was carried by the Christian emperors asfar asit could be carried on the basis
of the ancient Graeco-Roman civilization. Now, above all, the principle of justice and equity,
humanity and love, began to assert itself in the state. For Christianity, with its doctrines of man’'s
likenessto God, of the infinite value of personality, of the original unity of the human race, and of
the common redemption through Chrigt, first brought the universal rights of man to bear in opposition
to the exclusive national spirit, the heartless selfishness, and the political absolutism of the old
world, which harshly separated nations and classes, and respected man only as a citizen, while at
the same time it denied the right of citizenship to the great mass of daves, foreigners, and
barbarians.*?

Christ himself began his reformation with the lowest orders of the people, with fishermen
and taxgatherers, with the poor, the lame, the blind, with demoniacs and sufferers of every kind,
and raised them first to the sense of their dignity and their high destiny. So now the church wrought
in the state and through the state for the elevation of the oppressed and the needy, and of those
classes which under the reign of heathenism were not reckoned at all in the body politic, but were
heartlessly trodden under foot. The reformatory motion was thwarted, it is true, to a considerable
extent, by popular custom, which isstronger than law, and by the structure of society in the Roman
empire, which was still essentialy heathen and doomed to dissolution. But reform was at last set
in motion, and could not be turned back even by the overthrow of the empire; it propagated itself
among the German tribes. And although even in Christian states the old social maladies are ever
breaking forth from corrupt human nature, sometimes with the violence of revolution, Christianity
isever coming in to restrain, to purify, to heal, and to console, curbing the wild passions of tyrants
and of populace, vindicating the persecuted, mitigating the horrors of war, and repressing incalculable
vice in public and in private life among Christian people. The most cursory comparison of
Christendom with the most civilized heathen and M ohammedan countries affords ampl e testimony
of this.

Here again the reign of Constantine is a turning point. Though an oriental despot, and but
imperfectly possessed with the earnestness of Christian morality, he nevertheless enacted many
laws, which distinctly breathe the spirit of Christian justice and humanity: the abolition of the
punishment of crucifixion, the prohibition of gladiatorial gamesand cruel rites, the discouragement
of infanticide, and the encouragement of the emancipation of slaves. Eusebius says he improved

172 Vol.i 88 86-93.
173 Comp. Lactantius: Inst. divin. I. v. c. 15.
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most of the old laws or replaced them by new ones.*” Henceforward we feel beneath the toga of
the Roman lawgiver the warmth of a Christian heart. We perceive the influence of the evangelical
preaching and exhortations of the father of monasticism out of the Egyptian desert to the rulers of
the world, Constantine and his sons: that they should show justice and mercy to the poor, and
remember the judgment to come.

Even Julian, with all his hatred of the Christians, could not entirely renounce the influence
of his education and of the reigning spirit of the age, but had to borrow from the church many of
his measures for the reformation of heathenism. He recognized especially the duty of benevolence
toward all men, charity to the poor, and clemency to prisoners; though this was contrary to the
heathen sentiment, and though he proved himself anything but benevolent toward the Christians.
But then the total failure of his philanthropic plans and measures shows that the true love for man
can thrive only in Christian soil. And it is remarkable, that, with all thisinvoluntary concession to
Christianity, Julian himself passed not a single law in line with the progress of natural rights and
equity.175

His successorstrod in the footsteps of Constantine, and to the end of the West Roman empire
kept the civil legislation under the influence of the Christian spirit, though thus often occasioning
conflicts with the still lingering heathen element, and sometimes temporary apostasy and reaction.
We observe also, in remarkable contradiction, that while the laws were milder in some respects,
they were in others even more severe and bloody than ever before: a paradox to be explained no
doubt in part by the despotic character of the Byzantine government, and in part by the disorders
of the time.’®

It now became necessary to collect theimperial ordinances'” in acodex or corpusjuris. Of
the first two attempts of this kind, made in the middle of the fourth century, only some fragments
remain.t”® But we have the Codex Theodosianus, which Theodosius| 1. caused to be made by several
jurists between the years 429 and 438. It contains the laws of the Christian emperors from
Constantine down, adulterated with many heathen elements; and it was sanctioned by Valentinian
[11. for the western empire. A hundred years later, in the flourishing period of the Byzantine
state-church despotism, Justinian |., who, by the way, cannot be acquitted of the reproach of
capricious and fickle law-making, committed to a number of lawyers, under the direction of the
renowned Tribonianus,'” the great task of making a complete revised and digested collection of

174 Vit. Const. I. iv. c. 26, where the most important laws of Constantineare recapitulated. Even the heathen Libanius
(Basil. ii. p. 146) records that under Constantineand his sons |egislation was much more favorable to the lower classes: though
he accounts for this only by the personal clemency of the emperors.

s Troplong, p. 127. C. Schmidt, 378.

176 Comp. de Rhoer, p. 59 sqq. The origin of thisincreased severity of penal lawsis, at al events, not to be sought in the
church; for in the fourth and fifth centuries she was till rather averse to the death penalty. Comp. Ambros. Ep. 25 and 26 (al.
51 and 52), and Augustine, Ep. 153 ad Macedonium.

17 Constitutiones or Leges. If answers to questions, they were called Rescripta; if spontaneous decrees, Edicta

178 The Codex Gregorianus and Codex Hermogenianus; so called from the compilers, two private lawyers. They contained
the rescripts and edicts of the heathen emperors from Hadrian to Constantine, and would facilitate a comparison of the heathen
legislation with the Christian.

179 Tribonianus, a native of Side in Paphlagonia, was an advocate and a poet, and rose by his talents, and the favor of
Justinian, to be quaestor, consul, and at last magister officiorum. Gibbon compares him, both for his comprehensive learning
and administrative ability and for his enormous avarice and venality, with Lord Bacon. But in one point these statesmen were
very different: while Bacon was a decided Christian in his convictions, Tribonianus was accused of pagan proclivities and of
atheism. In a popular tumult in Constantinople the emperor was obliged to dismiss him, but found him indispensable and soon
restored him.
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the Roman law from the time of Hadrian to his own reign; and thus arose, in the short period of
seven years (527-534), through the combination of the best talent and the best facilities, the
celebrated Codex Justinianeus, which thenceforth became the universal law of the Roman empire,
the sol e text book in the academies at Rome, Constantinople, and Berytus, and the basis of the legal
relations of the greater part of Christian Europe to this day.*®

This body of Roman law*® is an important source of our knowledge of the Christian lifein
itsrelations to the state and its influence upon it. It is, to be sure, in great part the legacy of pagan
Rome, which was constitutionally endowed with legislative and administrative genius, and thereby
as it were predestined to universal empire. But it received essential modification through the
orientalizing changein the character of the empire from the time of Constantine, through theinfusion
of various Germanic elements, through the influence of the law of Moses, and, in its best points,
through the spirit of Christianity. The church it fully recognizes as a legitimate institution and of
divine authority, and several of its laws were enacted at the direct instance of bishops. So the
“Common Law,” the unwritten traditional law of England and America, though descending from
the Anglo-Saxon times, therefore from heathen Germandom, has ripened under the influence of
Christianity and the church, and betrays this influence even far more plainly than the Roman code,
especialy in al that regards the individual and personal rights and liberties of man.

§ 19. Elevation of Woman and the Family.

The benign effect of Christianity on legidation in the Graeco-Roman empire is especially
noticeable in the following points:

1. In the treatment of women. From the beginning, Christianity labored, primarily in the
silent way of fact, for the elevation of the female sex from the degraded, slavish position, which it
occupied in the heathen world;*#? and even in this period it produced such illustrious models of
femal e virtue as Nonna, Anthusa, and Monica, who commanded the highest respect of the heathens
themselves. The Christian emperors pursued this work, though the Roman legislation stops
considerably short of the later Germanic in regard to the rights of woman. Constantine in 321
granted women the same right as men to control their property, except in the sale of their landed

180 The complete Codex Justinianeus, which has long outlasted the conquests of that emperor (as Napoleon’s Code has
outlasted his), comprises properly three separate works: (1) The Institutiones, an elementary text book of jurisprudence, of the
year 533. (2) The Digesta or Pandectae ( , complete repository), an abstract of the spirit of the whole Roman jurisprudence,
according to the decisions of the most distinguished jurists of the earlier times, composed in 530-533. (3) The Codex, first
prepared in 528 and 529, but in 534 reconstructed, enlarged, and improved, and hence called Codex repetitae praelectionis;
containing 4,648 ordinancesin 765 titles, in chronological order. To theseis added (4) alater Appendix: Novellae constitutiones
(v ), or simply Novellae (a barbarism); that is, 168 decrees of Justinian, subsequently collected from the 1st January,
535, to his death in 565, mostly in Greek, or in both Greek and Latin. Excepting some of the novels of Justinian, the codex was
composed in the Latin language, which Justinian and Tribonianus understood; but afterward, asthistongue died out in the East,
it was trandated into Greek, and sanctioned in this form by the emperor Phocas in 600. The emperor Basil the Macedonian in
876 caused a Greek abstract ( 1 ) to be prepared, which, under the name of the Basilicae, gradually supplanted the
book of Justinian in the Byzantine empire. The Pandects have narrowly escaped destruction. Most of the editions and manuscripts
of thewest (not all, as Gibbon says) are taken from the Codex Florentinus, which was transcribed in the beginning of the seventh
century at Constantinople, and afterward carried by the vissitudes of war and trade to Amalfi, to Pisa, and in 1411 to Florence.

181 Called Corpusjuris Romanior C. juriscivilis, in distinction from Corpus juris canonici, the Roman Catholic church
law, which is based chiefly on the canons of the ancient councils, asthe civil law isupon the rescripts and edicts of the emperors.
182 On this subject, and on the heathen family life, comp. vol. i. § 91.
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estates. At the same time, from regard to their modesty, he prohibited the summoning them in
person before the public tribunal. Theodosius |. in 390 was the first to allow the mother a certain
right of guardianship, which had formerly been intrusted exclusively to men. Theodosius|I. in 439
interdicted, but unfortunately with little success, the scandal ous trade of the lenones, who lived by
the prostitution of women, and paid a considerable license tax to the state.’® Woman received
protection in various ways against the beastly passion of man. The rape of consecrated virgins and
widows was punishable, from the time of Constantine, with death.*®

2. In the marriage laws, Constantine gave marriage its due freedom by abolishing the old
Roman penalties against celibacy and childlessness.’®> On the other hand, marriage now came to
be restricted under heavy penalties by theintroduction of the Old Testament prohibitions of marriage
within certain degrees of consanguinity, which subsequently were arbitrarily extended even to the
relation of cousin down to the third remove.*® Justinian forbade also marriage between godparent
and godchild, on the ground of spiritual kinship. But better than al, the dignity and sanctity of
marriage were now protected by restrictions upon the boundless liberty of divorce which had
obtained from the time of Augustus, and had vastly hastened the decay of public morals. Still, the
strict view of the fathers, who, following the word of Christ, recognized adultery alone as a sufficient
ground of divorce, could not be carried out in the state.’®” The legidation of the emperorsin this
matter wavered between the licentiousness of Rome and the doctrine of the church. So late as the
fifth century we hear a Christian author complain that men exchange wives asthey would garments,
and that the bridal chamber is exposed to sale like a shoe on the market! Justinian attempted to
bring the public laws up to the wish of the church, but found himself compelled to relax them; and
his successor allowed divorce even on the ground of mutual consent.88

Concubinage was forbidden from the time of Constantine, and adultery punished as one of
the grossest crimes.’® Y et here also pagan habit ever and anon reacted in practice, and even the
law seems to have long tolerated the wild marriage which rested only on mutual agreement, and
was entered into without convenant, dowry, or ecclesiastical sanction.**® Solemnization by the

183 Cod. Theod. lib. xv. tit. 8: de lenonibus.

184 C. Theod. ix. 24: de raptu virginum et viduarum (probably nuns and deaconesses).

185 C. Theod. viii. 16, 1. Comp. Euseb. Vit. Const. iv. 26.

186 C. Theod. iii. 12: de incestis nuptiis.

187 C. Theod. iii. 16: de repudiis. Hence Jeromesays in view of this, Ep. 30 (al. 84) ad Oceanum: “Aliae sunt leges
Caesarum, aliae Christi; aliud Papinianus [the most celebrated Roman jurist, died a.d.212], aliud Paulus noster praecipit.”

188 Gibbon: “The dignity of marriage was restored by the Christians..... The Christian princes were the first who specified

the just causes of a private divorce; their institutions, from Constantineto Justinian, appear to fluctuate between the custom of
the empire and the wishes of the church, and the author of the Novelstoo frequently reforms the jurisprudence of the Code and
the Pandects .... The successor of Justinian yielded to the prayers of his unhappy subjects, and restored the liberty of divorce by
mutual consent.”

189 Inalaw of 326 it is called “facinus atrocissimum, scelusimmane.” Cod. Theod. I. ix. tit. 7, 1. 1 sq. And the definition
of adultery, too, was now made broader. According to the old Roman law, the idea of adultery on the part of the man was limited
toillicit intercourse with the married lady of afree citizen, and was thought punishable not so much for its own sake, asfor its
encroachment on the rights of another husband. Hence Jeromesays, |.c., of the heathen: “Apud illos viris impudicitiae frena
laxantur, et solo stupro et adulterio condemnato passim per lupanariaet ancillulaslibido permittitur; quasi culpam dignitasfaciat,
non voluntas. Apud nos quod non licet feminis, aeque non licet viris, et eadem servitus pari conditione censetur.” Y et the law,
even under the emperors, still excepted carnal intercourse with afemale slave from adultery. Thus the state here also stopped
short of the church, and doesto this day in countries where the ingtitution of davery exists.

190 Even a council at Toledo in 398 conceded so far on this point asto decree, can. 17: “Si quis habens uxorem fidelis
concubinam habeat, non communicet. Ceterum is, qui hon habet uxorem et pro uxore concubinam habeat, a communione non
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church was not required by the state asthe condition of alegitimate marriagetill the eighth century.
Second marriage, also, and mixed marriages with heretics and heathens, continued to be allowed,
notwithstanding the disapproval of the stricter church teachers; only marriage with Jews was
prohibited, on account of their fanatical hatred of the Christians.**

3. The power of fathersover their children, which according to the old Roman law extended
even to their freedom and life, had been restricted by Alexander Severus under the influence of the
monarchical spirit, which is unfavorable to private jurisdiction, and was still further limited under
Constantine. Thisemperor declared the killing of achild by its father, which the Pompeian law | eft
unpunished, to be one of the greatest crimes.**? But the cruel and unnatural practice of exposing
children and selling them into slavery continued for along time, especially among the laboring and
agricultural classes. Even theindirect measures of Vaentinian and Theodosius|. could not eradicate
the evil. Theodosiusin 391 commanded that children which had been sold as slaves by their father
from poverty, should be free, and that without indemnity to the purchasers; and Justinian in 529
gave all exposed children without exception their freedom. %

§ 20. Social Reforms. The Institution of Savery.

4. The institution of davery*** remained throughout the empire, and is recognized in the laws
of Justinian as altogether legitimate.'®> The Justinian code rests on the broad distinction of the
human race into freemen and slaves. It declares, indeed, the natural equality of men, and so far
rises above the theory of Aristotle, who regards certain races and classes of men as irrevocably
doomed, by their physical and intellectual inferiority, to perpetua servitude; but it destroys the
practical value of this concession by insisting as sternly as ever on the inferior legal and social
condition of the slave, by degrading his marriage to the disgrace of concubinage, by refusing him
all legal remedy in case of adultery, by depriving him of all power over his children, by making
him an article of merchandise likeirrational beasts of burden, whose transfer from vender to buyer
was a legal transaction as valid and frequent as the sale of any other property. The purchase and
sale of daves for from ten to seventy pieces of gold, according to their age, strength, and training,
was a daily occurrence.** The number was not limited; many a master owning even two or three
thousand slaves.

The barbarian codes do not essentialy differ in this respect from the Roman. They, too,
recognize slavery as an ordinary condition of mankind and the slave as a marketable commodity.

repellatur, tantum ut unius mulieris aut uxoris aut concubinae, ut ei placuerit, sit conjunctione contentus. Alias vero vivens
abjiciatur donec desinat et per poenitentiam, revertatur.”

191 Cod. Theod. iii. 7, 2; C. Justin. i. 9, 6. A proposal of marriage to a nun was even punished with death (ix. 25, 2).
192 a.d.318; Vaentinian did the same in 374. Cod. Theod. ix. tit. 14 and 15. Comp. the Pandects, lib. xlviii. tit. 8, | ix.
193 Cod. Theod. iii. 3, 1; Cod. Just. iv. 43, 1; viii. 52, 3. Gibbon says: “The Roman empire was stained with the blood of

infants, till such murders were included, by Valentinian and his colleagues, in the letter and spirit of the Cornelian law. The
lessons of jurisprudence and Christianity had been inefficient to eradicate this inhuman practice, till their gentle influence was
fortified by the terrors of capital punishment.”

194 Comp. val. i. § 89, and the author’s “Hist. of the Apost. Church,” § 113.

195 Ingtit. lib. i. tit. 5-8; Digest. I. i. tit. 5 and 6, etc.

196 The legal price, which, however, was generally under the market price, was thus established under Justinian (Cod. I.
vi. tit. xliii. I. 3): Ten pieces of gold for an ordinary male or female slave under ten years; twenty, for slaves over ten; thirty, for

such asunderstood atrade; fifty, for notaries and scribes; sixty, for physicians, and midwives. Eunuchs ranged to seventy pieces.
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All captivesin war became daves, and thousands of human liveswere thus saved from indiscriminate
massacre and extermination. The victory of Stilicho over Rhadagaisus threw 200,000 Goths and
other Germansinto the market, and lowered the price of a slave from twenty-five pieces of gold to
one. The capture and sale of men was part of the piratical system along all the shores of Europe.
Anglo-Saxons were freely sold in Rome at the time of Gregory the Great. The barbarian codes
prohibited as severely as the Justinian code the debasing alliance of the freeman with the slave, but
they seem to excd the latter in acknowledging the legality and religious sanctity of marriages
between slaves; that of the Lombards on the authority of the Scripture sentence: “Whom God has
joined together, let no man put asunder.”

Thelegal wall of partition, which separated the slaves from free citizens and excluded them
from the universal rights of man, was indeed undermined, but by no means broken down, by the
ancient church, who taught only the moral and religious equality of men. We find slaveholders
even among the bishops and the higher clergy of the empire. Slaves belonged to the papal household
at Rome, as we learn incidentally from the acts of a Roman synod held in 501 in consequence of
the disputed election of Symmachus, where his opponents insisted upon his slaves being called in
as witnesses, while his adherents protested against this extraordinary request, since the civil law
excluded the slaves from the right of giving testimony before a court of justice.*®” Among the
barbarians, likewise, we read of slaveholding churches, and of special provisions to protect their
slaves.’*® Constantine issued rigid laws against intermarriage with slaves, al the offspring of which
must be slaves; and against fugitive slaves (a.d. 319 and 326), who at that timein great multitudes
plundered deserted provinces or joined with hostile barbarians against the empire. But on the other
hand he facilitated manumission, permitted it even on Sunday, and gave the clergy the right to
emancipate their slaves simply by their own word, without the witnesses and ceremonies required
in other cases.*® By Theodosius and Justinian the liberation of slaves was till further encouraged.
The latter emperor abolished the penalty of condemnation to servitude, and by giving to freed
persons the rank and rights of citizens, he removed the stain which had formerly attached to that
class.? The spirit of his laws favored the gradual abolition of domestic slavery. In the Byzantine
empire in general the differences of rank in society were more equalized, though not so much on
Christian principle asin theinterest of despotic monarchy. Despotism and extreme democracy meet
in predilection for universal equality and uniformity. Neither can suffer any overshadowing greatness,
save the majesty of the prince or the will of the people. The one system knows none but slaves; the
other, none but masters.

Nor was an entire abolition of davery at that time at all demanded or desired even by the
church. As in the previous period, she still thought it sufficient to insist on the kind Christian
treatment of slaves, enjoining upon them obedience for the sake of the Lord, comforting them in
their low condition with the thought of their higher moral freedom and equality, and by thereligious
education of the slaves making an inward preparation for the abolition of the institution. All hasty
and violent measures met with decided disapproval. The council of Gangra threatens with the ban

107 Comp. Hefele: “ Conciliengeschichte,” ii. p. 620; and Milman: “Latin Christianity,” vol.i. p. 419 (Am. ed.), who infers
from this fact, “that slaves formed the household of the Pope, and that, by law, they were yet liable to torture. This seems clear
from the words of Ennodius.”

198 Comp. Milman, I.c. i. 531.
199 In two laws of 316 and 321; Corp. Jur. I.i. tit. 13,1. 1 and 2.
200 Cod. Just. vii. 5, 6; Nov. 22, c. 8 (a.d.536), and Nov. 78, praef. 1, 2 (a.d.539).
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every one, who under pretext of religion seduces slaves into contempt of their masters; and the
council of Chalcedon, in its fourth canon, on pain of excommunication forbids monasteries to
harbor slaves without permission of the masters, lest Christianity be guilty of encouraging
insubordination. The church fathers, so far asthey enter this subject at al, seem to look upon slavery
as at once anecessary evil and adivine instrument of discipline; tracing it to the curse on Ham and
Canaan.”* It istrue, they favor emancipation in individual cases, as an act of Christian love on the
part of the master, but not as aright on the part of the slave; and the well-known passage: “If then
mayest be made free, use it rather,” they understand not as a challenge to slaves to take the first
opportunity to gain their freedom, but, on the contrary, as a challenge to remain in their servitude,
sincethey are at all eventsinwardly freein Christ, and their outward condition is of no account.>?

Even St. Chrysostom, though of all the church fathers the nearest to the emanci pation theory
and the most attentive to the question of dlavery in general, does not rise materially above this
view.?? According to him mankind were originally created perfectly free and equal, without the
addition of adlave. But by the fall man lost the power of self-government, and fell into athreefold
bondage: the bondage of woman under man, of slave under master, of subject under ruler. These
three relations he considers divine punishments and divine means of discipline. Thus davery, asa
divine arrangement occasioned by thefall, isat oncerelatively justified and in principle condemned.
Now since Christ has delivered usfrom evil and its consequences, davery, according to Chrysostom,
isin principle abolished in the church, yet only in the sense in which sin and death are abolished.
Regenerate Chrigtiansare not daves, but perfectly free menin Christ and brethren among themselves.
The exclusive authority of the one and subjection of the other give place to mutual servicein love.
Consistently carried out, thisview leads of course to emancipation. Chrysostom, it istrue, does not
carry it to that point, but he decidedly condemns all luxurious slaveholding, and thinks one or two
servants enough for necessary help, while many patricians had hundreds and thousands. He advises
the liberation of superfluous slaves, and the education of all, that in case they should be liberated,
they may know how to take care of themselves. Heis of opinion that the first Christian community
at Jerusalem, in connection with community of goods, emancipated al their slaves;? and thus he
gives hishearersahint to follow that example. But of an appeal to slavesto break their bonds, this
father shows of course no trace; he rather, after apostolic precedent, exhorts them to conscientious

201 Gen. ix. 25: “Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be unto his brethren.” But Christ appeared to remove
every curse of sin, and every kind of slavery. The service of God is perfect freedom.

202 1 Cor. vii. 21. The Greek fathers supply, with , theword (Chrysostom: ); whereas nearly all
modem interpreters (except De Wette, Meyer, Ewald, and Alford) follow Calvin and Grotiusin supplying . Chrysostom,
however, mentions this construction, and in another place (Serm. iv. in Genes. tom. v. p. 666) seems himself to favor it. The
verb use connectsitself more naturally with freedom, which is aboon and a blessing, than with bondage, which is a state of
privation. Milman, however, goes too far when he asserts (Lat. Chritianity, vol. i. 492): “ The abrogation of slavery was not
contemplated even as aremote possibility. A general enfranchisement seems never to have dawned on the wisest and best of
the Christian writers, notwithstanding the greater facility for manumission, and the sanctity, asit were, assigned to the act by
Constantine, by placing it under the special superintendence of the clergy.” Compare against this statement the views of
Chrysostomand Augustine, in the text.

203 The views of Chrysostomon slavery are presented in his Homilies on Genesis and on the Epistles of Paul, and are
collected by Méhler in his beautiful article on the Abolition of Slavery (Vermischte Schriften, ii. p. 89 sqg.). Mohler says that
since the times of the apostle Paul no one has done amore valuable service to slaves then St. Chrysostom. But he overrates his

merit.

204 Homil. xi. in Acta Apost. (Opera omn., tom. ix. p. 93): . Themonk Nilus, a
pupil of Chrysostom, went so far asto declare slavehol ding inconsistent with truelove to Christ, Ep. lib. i. ep. 142 (quoted by
Neander in his chapter on monasticism): V! .
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and cheerful obedience for Christ’s sake, as earnestly as he incul cates upon masters humanity and
love. The sameistrue of Ambrose, Augustine, and Peter Chrysologus of Ravenna (1 458).

St. Augustine, the noblest representative of the Latin church, in his profound work on the
“City of God,” excludes slavery from the original idea of man and the final condition of society,
and views it as an evil consequent upon sin, yet under divine direction and control. For God, he
says, created man reasonable and lord only over the unreasonable, not over man. The burden of
servitude was justly laid upon the sinner. Therefore the term servant is not found in the Scriptures
till Noah used it as a curse upon his offending son. Thus it was guilt and not nature that deserved
that name. The Latin word servus is supposed to be derived from servare [servire rather], or the
preservation of the prisoners of war from death, which itself implies the desert of sin. For evenin
ajust war thereis sin on one side, and every victory humbles the conquered by divine judgment,
either reforming their sins or punishing them. Daniel saw in the sins of the people the real cause
of their captivity. Sin, therefore, is the mother of servitude and first cause of man’s subjection to
man; yet this does not cometo pass except by the judgment of God, withwhom thereisnoinjustice,
and who knows how to adjust the various punishmentsto the merits of the offenders.... The apostle
exhorts the servants to obey their masters and to serve them ex animo, with good will; to the end
that, if they cannot be made free from their masters, they may make their servitude a freedom to
themselves by serving them not in deceitful fear, but in faithful love, until iniquity be overpassed,
and all man’s principality and power be annulled, and God be al in all.?®

Asmight be expected, after the conversion of the emperors, and of rich and noble families,
who owned most slaves, cases of emancipation became more frequent.?® The biographer of St.
Samson Xenodochos, a contemporary of Justinian, says of him: “Histroop of slaves he would not
keep, still less exercise over hisfellow servants alordly authority; he preferred magnanimously to
let them go free, and gave them enough for the necessaries of life.” %7 Salvianus, a Gallic presbyter
of the fifth century, says that slaves were emancipated daily.?*® On the other hand, very much was
doneinthe church to prevent the increase of davery; especialy in the way of redeeming prisoners,
to which sometimes the gold and silver vessels of churches were applied. But we have no reliable
statistics for comparing even approximately the proportion of the slaves to the free population at
the close of the sixth century with the proportion in the former period.

We infer then, that the Christianity of the Nicene and post-Nicene age, though naturally
conservative and decidedly opposed to social revolution and violent measures of reform, yet in its
inmost instincts and ultimate tendencies favored the universal freedom of man, and, by elevating
the slave to spiritual equality with the master, and uniformly treating him as capable of the same
virtues, blessings, and rewards, has placed the hateful institution of human bondage in the way of
gradual amelioration and final extinction. Thisresult, however, was not reached in Europetill many

205 De Civit. Dei, lib. xix. cap. 15.

206 For earlier cases, at the close of the previous period, seeval. i. § 89, at the end.

207 Acta Sanct. Boll. Jun. tom. v. p. 267. According to Palladius, Hist. c. 119, St. Melania had, in concert with her husband
Pinius, manumitted as many as eight thousand slaves. Yet it is only the ancient Latin translation that has this almost incredible
number.

208 Ad Eccles. cath. I. iii. § 7 (Galland. tom. x. p. 71): “In usu quidem quotidiano est, ut servi, etsi non optimae, certe non
infirmae servitudinis, Romana a dominis libertate donentur; in qua scilicet et proprietatem peculii capiunt et jus testamentarium
consequuntur: ita ut et viventes, cui volunt, res suas tradant, et morientes donatione transcribAnt. Nec solum hoc, sed et illa,
guaein servitute positi conquisierant, ex dominorum domo tollere non vetantur.” From this passageit appearsthat many masters,
with aview to set their daves free, allowed them to earn something; which was not allowed by the Roman law.
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centuries after our period, nor by the influence of the church alone, but with the help of various
economical and political causes, the unprofitableness of davery, especially in more northern
latitudes, the new relations introduced by the barbarian conquests, the habits of the Teutonic tribes
settled within the Roman empire, the attachment of the rural slave to the soil, and the change of
the slave into the serf, who was asimmovabl e as the soil, and thus, in some degree independent on
the caprice and despotism of his master.

5. The poor and unfortunate in general, above all the widows and orphans, prisoners and
sick, who were so terribly neglected in heathen times, now drew the attention of the imperial
legidators. Constantinein 315 prohibited the branding of criminals on the forehead, “that the human
countenance,” as he said, “formed after the image of heavenly beauty, should not be defaced.” 2
He provided against the inhuman maltreatment of prisoners before their trial.?° To deprive poor
parents of all pretext for selling or exposing their children, he had them furnished with food and
clothing, partly at his own expense and partly at that of the state.?** He likewise endeavored,
particularly by alaw of the year 331, to protect the poor against the venality and extortion of judges,
advocates, and tax collectors, who drained the people by their exactions.?? In the year 334 he
ordered that widows, orphans, the sick, and the poor should not be compelled to appear be. fore a
tribunal outside their own province. Valentinian, in 365, exempted widows and orphans from the
ignoble poll tax.?? In 364 he intrusted the bishops with the supervision of the poor. Honorius did
the same in 409. Justinian, in 529, as we have before remarked, gave the bishops the oversight of
the state prisons, which they were to visit on Wednesdays and Fridays, to bring home to the
unfortunates the earnestness and comfort of religion. The same emperor issued laws against usury
and inhuman severity in creditors, and secured benevolent and religious foundations by strict laws
against alienation of their revenues from the original design of the founders. Several emperors and
empresses took the church institutions for the poor and sick, for strangers, widows, and orphans,
under their specia patronage, exempted them from the usual taxes, and enriched or enlarged them
from their private funds.?* Y et in those days, as still in ours, the private beneficence of Christian
love took the lead, and the state followed at a distance, rather with ratification and patronage than
with independent and original activity.?S

§ 21. Abolition of Gladiatorial Shows.

209 Cod. Theod. ix. 40, 1 and 2.

210 C. Theod. ix. tit. 3, de custodia reorum. Comp. later similar laws of theyear 409in|. 7, and of 529 in the Cod. Justin.
i.4,22.

a1 Comp. the two laws De aimentis quae inopes parentes de publico petere debent, in the Cod. Theod. xi. 27, 1 and 2.

212 Cod. Theod. 1. tit. 7, |. 1: Cessent jam nunc rapaces officialium manus, cessent inquam! nam si moniti non cessaverint,
gladiis praecidentur.

213 The capitatio plebeja. Cod. Theod. xiii. 10, 1 and 4. Other laws in behalf of widows, Cod. Just. iii. 14; ix. 24.

214 Cod. Theod. xi. 16, xiii. 1; Cod. Just. i. 3; Nov. 131. Comp. herein general Chastel: The Charity of the Primitive
Churches (trangl. by Mathe), pp. 281-293.

215 Comp. Chastel, I.c., p. 293: “It appears, then, asto charitable institutions, the part of the Christian emperors was much

lessto found themselves, than to recognize, to regulate, to guarantee, sometimes also to enrich with their private gifts, that which
the church had founded. Everywhere the initiative had been taken by religious charity. Public charity only followed in the
distance, and when it attempted to go ahead originally and alone, it soon found that it had strayed aside, and was constrained to
withdraw.”
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6. And finally, one of the greatest and most beautiful victories of Christian humanity over
heathen barbarism and cruelty wasthe abolition of gladiatorial contests, against which the apologists
in the second century had already raised the most earnest protest.?6

These bloody shows, in which human beings, mostly criminals, prisoners of war, and
barbarians, by hundreds and thousands killed one another or were killed in fight with wild beasts
for the amusement of the spectators, were still in full favor at the beginning of the period before
us. The pagan civilization here proves itself impotent. In its eyes the life of a barbarian is of no
other use than to serve the cruel amusement of the Roman people, who wish quietly to behold with
their own eyes and enjoy at home the martial bloodshedding of their frontiers. Even the humane
Symmachus gave an exhibition of this kind during his consulate (391), and was enraged that
twenty-nine Saxon prisoners of war escaped this public shame by suicide.?” Whilethe Vestal virgins
existed, it wastheir special prerogative to cheer on the combatantsin the amphitheatre to the bloody
work, and to give the signal for the deadly stroke.?#

The contagion of the thirst for blood, which these spectacles generated, is presented to us
in a striking example by Augustine in his Confessions.?® His friend Alypius, afterward bishop of
Tagaste, was induced by some friendsin 385 to visit the amphitheatre at Rome, and went resolved
to lock himself up against all impressions. “When they reached the spot,” says Augustine, “and
took their places on the hired seats, everything already foamed with bloodthirsty delight. But
Alypius, with closed eyes, forbade his soul to yield to this sin. O had he but stopped also his ears!
For when, on the fall of a gladiator in the contest, the wild shout of the whole multitude fell upon
him, overcome by curiosity he opened his eyes, though prepared to despise and resist the sight. But
he was smitten with a more grievous wound in the soul than the combatant in the body, and fell
more lamentably .... For when he saw the blood, he imbibed at once the love of it, turned not away,
fastened hiseyesupon it, caught the spirit of rage and vengeance before he knew it, and, fascinated
with the murderous game, became drunk with bloodthirsty joy .... He looked, shouted applause,
burned, and carried with him thence the frenzy, by which he was drawn to go back, not only with
those who had taken him there, but before them, and taking others with him.”

Christianity finally succeeded in closing the amphitheatre. Constantine, who in his earlier
reign himself did homage to the popular custom in this matter, and exposed a great multitude of
conquered barbarians to death in the amphitheatre at Treves, for which he was highly commended
by a heathen orator,? issued in 325, the year of the great council of the church at Nice, the first
prohibition of the bloody spectacles, “because they cannot be pleasing in atime of public peace.” %

216 Comp. val. i. § 88.
217 Symm. I ii. Ep. 46. Comp. vii. 4.
218 Prudentius Adv. Symmach. ii. 1095:

Virgo—consurgit ad ictus,
Et quotiens victor ferrum jugulo inserit, illa
Delicias ait esse suas, pectusgue jacentis
Virgo modesta jubet, converso pollice, rumpi;
Ni lateat pars ulla animae vitalibusimis,
Altius impresso dum palpitat ense secutor.

29 Lib. vi.c. 8.
220 Eumenii Panegyr. c. 12.
2 Cod. Theod. xv. tit. 12, |. 1, de gladiatoribus: “ Cruenta spectaculain otio civili et domestica quiete non placent;

quapropter omnino gladiatores esse prohibemus.” Comp. Euseb. Vita Const. iv. 25.
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But this edict, which is directed to the prefects of Phoenicia, had no permanent effect even in the
East, except at Constantinople, which was never stained with the blood of gladiators. In Syriaand
especialy in the West, above al in Rome, the deeply rooted institution continued into the fifth
century. Honorius (395-423), who at first considered it indestructible, abolished the gladiatorial
shows about 404, and did so at the instance of the heroic self-denial of an eastern monk by the
name of Telemachus, who journeyed to Rome expressly to protest against thisinhuman barbarity,
threw himself into the arena, separated the combatants, and then wastorn to pieces by the popul ace,
amartyr to humanity.?? Y et this put astop only to the bloody combats of men. Unbloody spectacles
of every kind, even on the high festivals of the church and amidst the invasions of the barbarians,
aswe see by the grievous complaints of a Chrysostom, an Augustine, and a Salvian, were aslargely
and as passionately attended as ever; and even fights with wild animals, in which human life was
generally more or less sacrificed, continued,? and, to the scandal of the Christian name, aretolerated
in Spain and South Americato this day.

8 22. Evils of the Union of Church and Sate. Secularization of the Church.

We turn now to the dark side of the union of the church with the state; to the consideration of
the disadvantages which grew out of their altered relation after the time of Constantine, and which
continue to show themselves in the condition of the church in Europe to our own time.

These evil results may be summed up under the general designation of the secularization
of the church. By taking in the whole population of the Roman empire the church became, indeed,
a church of the masses, a church of the people, but at the same time more or less a church of the
world. Christianity became a matter of fashion. The number of hypocrites and formal professors
rapidly increased;?* strict discipline, zeal, self-sacrifice, and brotherly love proportionally ebbed
away; and many heathen customs and usages, under altered names, crept into the worship of God
and thelife of the Christian people. The Roman state had grown up under the influence of idolatry,
and was not to be magically transformed at a stroke. With the secularizing process, therefore, a
paganizing tendency went hand in hand.

Y et the pure spirit of Christianity could by no means be polluted by this. On the contrary
it retained even in the darkest days its faithful and steadfast confessors, conquered new provinces
from time to time, constantly reacted, both within the established church and outside of it, in the
form of monasticism, against the secular and the pagan influences, and, in its very struggle with
the prevailing corruption, produced such church fathers as Athanasius, Chrysostom, and Augustine,
such exemplary Christian mothers as Nonna, Anthusa, and Monica, and such extraordinary saints

222 So relates Theodoret: Hist. eccl. I. v. c. 26. For thereis no law of Honorius extant on the subject. Y et after thistime
there is no mention of a gladiatorial contest between man and man.
223 Inalaw of Leo, of theyear 469 (in the Cod. Justin. iii. tit. 12, |. 11), besides the scena theatralis and the circense

theatrum, also ferarum lacrymosa spectacula are mentioned as existing. Salvian likewise, in the fifth century (De gubern. Del,
I. vi. p. 51), censures the delight of his contemporaries in such bloody combats of man with wild beasts. So |ate as the end of
the seventh century a prohibition from the Trullan council was called for in the East, In the West, Theodoric appears to have
exchanged the beast fights for military displays, whence proceeded the later tournaments. Y et these shows have never become
entirely extinct, but remain in the bull fights of Southern Europe, especialy in Spain.

224 Thus Augustine, for example, Tract. in JoAnn. xxv. ¢. 10, laments that the church filled itself daily with those who
sought Jesus not for Jesus, but for earthly profit. Comp. the similar complaint of Eusebius, Vita Const. I. iv. c. 54.
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of the desert as Anthony, Pachomius, and Benedict. New enemies and dangers called forth new
duties and virtues, which could now unfold themselves on a larger stage, and therefore also on a
grander scale. Besides, it must not be forgotten, that the tendency to secularization is by no means
to be ascribed only to Constantine and the influence of the state, but to the deeper source of the
corrupt heart of man, and did reveal itself, in fact, though within a much narrower compass, long
before, under the heathen emperors, especialy in theintervals of repose, when the earnestness and
zeal of Christian life lumbered and gave scope to aworldly spirit.

The difference between the age after Constantine and the age before consists, therefore, not
at all in the cessation of true Christianity and the entrance of false, but in the preponderance of the
oneover the other. Thefield of the church was now much larger, but with much good soil it included
far more that was stony, barren, and overgrown with weeds. The line between church and world,
between regenerate and unregenerate, between those who were Christians in name and those who
were Christians in heart, was more or less obliterated, and in place of the former hostility between
the two parties there came a fusion of them in the same outward communion of baptism and
confession. This brought the conflict between light and darkness, truth and falsehood, Christ and
antichrist, into the bosom of Christendom itself.

§23. Worldliness and Extravagance.

The secularization of the church appeared most strikingly in the prevalence of mammon worship
and luxury compared with the poverty and simplicity of the primitive Christians. The aristocracy
of thelater empire had amorbid passion for outward display and the sensual enjoyments of wealth,
without the taste, the politeness, or the culture of true civilization. The gentlemen measured their
fortune by the number of their marble palaces, baths, daves, and gilded carriages;, theladiesindulged
in raiment of silk and gold ornamented with secular or religious figures, and in heavy golden
necklaces, bracelets, and rings, and went to church in the same flaunting dress as to the theatre.?
Chrysostom addresses a patrician of Antioch: “You count so and so many acres of land, ten or
twenty palaces, as many baths, athousand or two thousand slaves, carriages plated with silver and
gold.”?*® Gregory Nazianzen, who presided for a time in the second ecumenical council of
Constantinople in 381, gives us the following picture, evidently rhetorically colored, yet drawn
from life, of the luxury of the degenerate civilization of that period: “We repose in splendor on
high and sumptuous cushions, upon the most exquisite covers, which oneisamost afraid to touch,
and are vexed if we but hear the voice of a moaning pauper; our chamber must breathe the odor of
flowers, even rare flowers; our table must flow with the most fragrant and costly ointment, so that
we become perfectly effeminate. Slaves must stand ready, richly adorned and in order, with waving,
maidenlike hair, and faces shorn perfectly smooth, more adorned throughout than is good for
lascivious eyes; some, to hold cups both delicately and firmly with the tips of their fingers, others,
to fan fresh air upon the head. Our table must bend under the load of dishes, while all the kingdoms

25 Ammianus Marcellinus gives the most graphic account of the extravagant and tastel essluxury of the Roman aristocracy
in the fourth century; which Gibbon has admirably translated and explained in his 31st chapter.
226 Homil. in Matt. 63, § 4 (tom. vii. p. 533), comp. Hom. in 1 Cor. 21, § 6, and many other placesin his sermons. Comp.

Neander’s Chrysostomus, i. p. 10 sgqg. and Is. Taylor’s Anc. Christianity, vol. ii., supplement, p. Xxx. sqg.
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of nature, air, water and earth, furnish copious contributions, and there must be almost no room for
the artificial products of cook and baker .... The poor man is content with water; but we fill our
goblets with wine to drunkenness, nay, immeasurably beyond it. We refuse one wine, another we
pronounce excellent when well flavored, over a third we institute philosophical discussions; nay,
we count it a pity, if he does not, as aking, add to the domestic wine aforeign also.” %’ Still more
unfavorable are the pictures which, a half century later, the Gallic presbyter, Salvianus, draws of
the general moral condition of the Christians in the Roman empire.?®

It istrue, these earnest protests against degeneracy themselves, aswell asthe honor in which
monasti cism and ascetic contempt of the world were universally held, attest the existence of abetter
spirit. But the uncontrollable progress of avarice, prodigality, voluptuousness, theatre going,
intemperance, lewdness, in short, of all the heathen vices, which Christianity had cometo eradicate,
still carried the Roman empire and people with rapid strides toward dissolution, and gave it at last
into the hands of the rude, but simple and morally vigorous barbarians. When the Christians were
awakened by the crashings of thefalling empire, and anxiously asked why God permitted it, Salvian,
the Jeremiah of histime, answered: “Think of your vileness and your crimes, and see whether you
are worthy of the divine protection.”?*® Nothing but the divine judgment of destruction upon this
nominally Christian, but essentially heathen world, could open the way for the moral regeneration
of society. There must be new, fresh nations, if the Christian civilization prepared in the old Roman
empire was to take firm root and bear ripe fruit.

§ 24. Byzantine Court Christianity.

The unnatural confusion of Christianity with the world culminated in the imperial court of
Constantinople, which, it istrue, never violated moral decency so grossly asthe court of aNero or
aDomitian, but in vain pomp and prodigality far outdid the courts of the better heathen emperors,
and degenerated into complete oriental despotism. The household of Constantius, according to the
description of Libanius,?* embraced no less than a thousand barbers, a thousand cup bearers, a
thousand cooks, and so many eunuchs, that they could be compared only to the insects of asummer
day. Thisboundless luxury was for atime suppressed by the pagan Julian, who delighted in stoical
and cynical severity, and was fond of displaying it; but under his Christian successors the same
prodigality returned; especially under Theodosius and his sons. These emperors, who prohibited
idolatry upon pain of death, called their laws, edicts, and palaces“divine,” bore themselves as gods
upon earth, and, on the rare occasions when they showed themselves to the people, unfurled an
incredible magnificence and empty splendor.

“When Arcadius,” to borrow agraphic description from amodern historian, “ condescended
to reveal to the public the majesty of the sovereign, he was preceded by avast multitude of attendants,
dukes, tribunes, civil and military officers, their horses glittering with golden ornaments, with
shields of gold set with precious stones, and golden lances. They proclaimed the coming of the

227 Orat. xiv. Comp. Ullmann’s monograph on Gregory, p. 6.

228 Adv. avarit. and De gubern. Dei, passim. Comp. § 12, at the close.
229 De gubern. Déi, I. iv. c. 12, p. 82.

230 Lib., Epitaph. Julian.
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emperor, and commanded the ignoble crowd to clear the streets before him. The emperor stood or
reclined on a gorgeous chariot, surrounded by his immediate attendants, distinguished by shields
with golden bosses set round with golden eyes, and drawn by white mules with gilded trappings,
the chariot was set with precious stones, and golden fans vibrated with the movement, and cooled
the air. The multitude contemplated at a distance the snow-white cushions, the silken carpets, with
dragons inwoven upon them in rich colors. Those who were fortunate enough to catch a glimpse
of the emperor, beheld his ears loaded with golden rings, his arms with golden chains, his diadem
set with gems of all hues, his purple robes, which, with the diadem, were reserved for the emperor,
inall their sutures embroidered with precious stones. The wondering people, on their return to their
homes, could talk of nothing but the splendor of the spectacle: the robes, the mules, the carpets,
the size and splendor of the jewels. On hisreturn to the palace, the emperor walked on gold; ships
were employed with the express purpose of bringing gold dust from remote provinces, which was
strewn by the officious care of a host of attendants, so that the emperor rarely set his foot on the
bare pavement.” %

The Christianity of the Byzantine court lived in the atmosphere of intrigue, dissimulation,
and flattery. Even the court divines and bishops could hardly escape the contamination, though
their high office, with its sacred functions, was certainly a protecting wall around them. One of
these bishops congratul ated Constantine, at the celebration of the third decennium of hisreign (the
tricennalia), that he had been appointed by God ruler over al in thisworld, and would reign with
the Son of God in the other! This blasphemous flattery was too much even for the vain emperor,
and he exhorted the bishop rather to pray God that he might be worthy to be one of his servantsin
this world and the next.> Even the church historian and bishop Eusebius, who elsewhere knew
well enough how to value the higher blessings, and lamented the indescribable hypocrisy of the
sham Christianity around the emperor,? suffered himself to be so far blinded by the splendor of
the imperia favor, as to see in a banquet, which Constantine gave in his palace to the bishops at
the close of the council of Nice, in honor of histwenty years' reign (the vicennalia), an emblem of
the glorious reign of Christ upon the earth! 2

And these were bishops, of whom many still borein their body the marks of the Diocletian
persecution. So rapidly had changed the spirit of the age. While, on the other hand, the well-known
firmness of Ambrose with Theodosius, and the life of Chrysostom, afford delightful proof that there
were not wanting, even in this age, bishops of Christian earnestness and courage to rebuke the sins
of crowned heads.

§ 25. Intrusion of Politics into Religion.

23 Milman: Hist. of Ancient Christianity, p. 440 (Am. ed.). Comp. the sketch of the court of Arcadius, which Montfaucon,
in atreatise in the last volume of his Opera Chrys., and Miiller: De genio, moribus, et luxu aevi Theodosiani, Copenh. 1798,
have drawn, chiefly from the works of Chrysostom.

232 Euseb. Vit. Const. iv. 48.

233 V. Const. iv. 54.

234 V. Const. iii. 15, where Eusebius, at the close of this imperio-episcopal banquet, “which transcended all description,”
Says. ) o
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With the union of the church and the state begins the long and tedious history of their collisions
and their mutual struggles for the mastery: the state seeking to subject the church to the empire,
the church to subject the state to the hierarchy, and both very often transgressing the limits prescribed
to their power in that word of the Lord: “Render unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s, and
unto God the things that are God's.” From the time of Constantine, therefore, the history of the
church and that of the world in Europe are so closely interwoven, that neither can be understood
without the other. On the one hand, the political rulers, as the highest members and the patrons of
the church, claimed a right to a share in her government, and interfered in various ways in her
external and internal affairs, either to her profit or to her prejudice. On the other hand, the bishops
and patriarchs, as the highest dignitaries and officers of the state religion, became involved in all
sorts of secular matters and in the intrigues of the Byzantine court. This mutual intermixture, on
the whole, was of more injury than benefit to the church and to religion, and fettered her free and
natural devel opment.

Of a separation of religion and politics, of the spiritual power from the temporal, heathen
antiquity knew nothing, because it regarded religion itself only from a natural point of view, and
subjected it to the purposes of the all-ruling state, the highest known form of human society. The
Egyptian kings, as Plutarch tells us, were at the same time priests, or were received into the
priesthood at their election. In Greece the civil magistrate had supervision of the priests and
sanctuaries.”® In Rome, after the time of Numa, this supervision was intrusted to a senator, and
afterward united with the imperia office. All the pagan emperors, from Augustus® to Julian the
Apostate, were at the same time supreme pontiffs (Pontifices Maximi), the heads of the statereligion,
emperor-popes. Assuch they could not only perform al priestly functions, even to offering sacrifices,
when superstition or policy prompted them to do so, but they also stood at the head of the highest
sacerdotal college (of fifteen or more Pontifices), which in turn regulated and superintended the
three lower classes of priests (the Epulones, Quindecemviri, and Augures), the temples and altars,
the sacrifices, divinations, feasts, and ceremonies, the exposition of the Sibylline books, the calendar,
in short, al public worship, and in part even the affairs of marriage and inheritance.

Now it may easily be supposed that the Christian emperors, who, down to Gratian (about
380), even retained the name and the insignia of the Pontifex Maximus, claimed the same oversight
of the Christian religion established in the empire, which their predecessors had had of the heathen;
only with this material difference, that they found here a stricter separation between the religious
element and the political, the ecclesiastical and the secular, and were obliged to bind themselves
to the aready existing doctrines, usages, and traditions of the church which claimed divineinstitution

and authority.
235 This overseer was called of the and .
236 Augustustook thedignity of Pontifex Maximus after the death of Lepidus, a.u.742, and thenceforth that office remained

inherent in the imperial, though it was usually conferred by a decree of the senate. Formerly the pontifex maximus was elected
by the people for life, could take no civil office, must never leave Italy, touch a corpse, or contract a second marriage; and he
dwelt in the old king’ s house, the regia. Augustus himself exercised the office despotically enough, though with great prudence.
He nominated and increased at pleasure the members of the sacerdotal college, chosethe vestal virgins, determined the authority
of the vaticinia, purged the Sibylline books of apocryphal interpolations, continued the reform of the calendar begun by Caesar,
and changed the month Sextius into Augustus in his own honor, as Quintius, the birth-month of Julius Caesar, had before been
rebaptized Julius. Comp. Charles Merivale: Hist. of the Romans under the Empire, vol. iii. (Lond. 1851), p, 478 sqg. (Thiswork,
which stops where Gibbon begins, has been republished in 7 vols. in New Y ork, 1863.)
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§ 26. The Emperor-Papacy and the Hierarchy.

Andthis, in point of fact, took placefirst under Constantine, and devel oped under his successors,
particularly under Justinian, into the system of the Byzantine imperia papacy,? or of the supremacy
of the state over the church.

Constantine once said to the bishops at a banquet, that he also, as a Christian emperor, was
a divinely appointed bishop, a bishop over the external affairs of the church, while the internal
affairs belonged to the bishops proper.2% In this pregnant word he expressed the new posture of the
civil sovereign toward the church in acharacteristic though indefinite and equivoca way. He made
there a distinction between two divinely authorized episcopates;, one secular or imperial,
corresponding with the old office of Pontifex Maximus, and extending over the whole Roman
empire, therefore ecumenical or universal; the other spiritual or sacerdotal, divided among the
different diocesan bishops, and appearing properly initsunity and totality only in ageneral council.

Accordingly, though not yet even baptized, he acted as the patron and universal temporal
bishop of the church;?® summoned the first ecumenical council for the settlement of the controversy
respecting the divinity of Christ; instituted and deposed bishops; and occasionally even delivered
sermonsto the people; but on the other hand, with genuinetact (though thiswasin hisearlier period,
a.d. 314), kept aloof from the Donatist controversy, and referred to the episcopal tribunal as the
highest and last resort in purely spiritual matters. In the exercise of hisimperial right of supervision
he did not follow any clear insight and definite theory so much as an instinctive impul se of control,
a sense of politico-religious duty, and the requirements of the time. His word only raised, did not
solve, the question of the relation between the imperial and the sacerdotal episcopacy and the extent
of their respective jurisdictions in a Christian state.

This question became thenceforth the problem and the strife of history both sacred and
secular, ran through the whole mediaeval conflict between emperor and pope, between imperial
and hierarchical episcopacy, and recursin modified form in every Protestant established church.

237 In England and Scotland the term Erastianismis used for this; but isless general, and not properly applicable at all to
the Greek church. For the man who furnished the word, Thomas Erastus, alearned and able physician and professor of medicine
in Heidelberg (died at Baslein Switzerland, 1583), was an opponent not only of the independence of the church toward the state,
but also of the church ban and of the presbyterial constitution and discipline, as advocated by Frederick I11., of the Palatinate,
and the authors of the Heidelberg Catechism, especially Olevianus, a pupil of Calvin. He was at last excommunicated for his
views by the church council in Heidelberg.

238 Hiswords, which areto be taken neither in jest and pun (as Neander supposes), nor as mere compliment to the bishops,
but in earnest, run thus, in Eusebius: VitaConst. l.iv. c. 24: p (the addressed) p , 1l

. All depends here on the intrepretation of the antithesis p  and . (8) The explanation of Stroth and
others takes the genitive as masculine, denoting Christians, and heathens; so that Constanti neascribed to himself only
asort of episcopate in partibusinfidelium. But this contradicts the connection; for Eusebius saysimmediately after, that he took
acertain religious oversight over all his subjects ( V! , etc.), and calls him also elsewhere a universal bishop ”
(i. 44). (b) Gieseler'sinterpretation is not much better (1. 2. 8 92, not. 20, Amer. ed. val. i. p. 371): that denotes al his
subjects, Christian as well as non-Christian, but only in their civil relations, so far as they are outside the church. This entirely
bluntsthe antithesiswith , and putsinto the emperor’ s mouth amere commonplace instead of anew idea; for no one doubted
his political sovereignty. (c) The genitiveis rather to be taken as neuter in both cases,and P to be supplied. This agrees
with usage (we find it in Polybius), and gives a sense which agrees with the view of Eusebius and with the whole practice of
Constantine. Thereis, however, of course, another question: What is the proper distinction between and the interna
and externa of the church, or, what is much the same, between the sacerdotal jusin sacra and the imperial jus circa sacra. This
Constantineand his age certainly could not themselves exactly define, since the whole relation was at that time as yet new and
undevel oped.

239 Eusebiusin fact calls him a divinely appointed universal bishop, [V

. Vit. Const. i. 44. His son Constantius was fond of being called ” bishop of bishops.”
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In general, from this time forth the prevailing view was, that God has divided all power
between the priesthood and the kingdom (sacerdotium et imperium), giving internal or spiritual
affairs, especially doctrine and worship, to the former, and external or temporal affairs, such as
government and discipline, to the latter.?*° But internal and external here vitally interpenetrate and
depend on each other, as soul and body, and frequent reciprocal encroachments and collisions are
inevitable upon state-church ground. This becomes manifest in the period before usin many ways,
especialy in the East, where the Byzantine despotism had freer play, than in the distant West.

The emperors after Constantine (as the popes after them) summoned the general councils,
bore the necessary expenses, presided in the councils through commissions, gave to the decisions
in doctrine and discipline the force of law for the whole Roman empire, and maintained them by
their authority. The emperors nominated or confirmed the most influential metropolitans and
patriarchs. They took part in al theological disputes, and thereby inflamed the passion of parties.
They protected orthodoxy and punished heresy with the arm of power. Often, however, they took
the heretical side, and banished orthodox bishops from their sees. Thus Arianism, Nestorianism,
Eutychianism, and M onophysitism successively found favor and protection at court. Even empresses
meddled in the internal and external concerns of the church. Justina endeavored with all her might
tointroduce Arianismin Milan, but met asuccessful opponent in bishop Ambrose. Eudoxiaprocured
the deposition and banishment of the noble Chrysostom. Theodora, raised from the stage to the
throne, ruled the emperor Justinian, and sought by every kind of intrigue to promote the victory of
the Monophysite heresy. It is true, the doctrinal decisions proceeded properly from the councils,
and could not have maintai ned themsel ves |ong without that sanction. But Basiliscus, Zeno, Justinian
I, Heraclius, Constans| 1., and other emperorsissued many purely ecclesiastical edicts and rescripts
without consulting the councils, or through the councils by their own influence upon them. Justinian
opens his celebrated codex with theimperial creed on the trinity and the imperial anathema against
Nestorius, Eutyches, Apollinaris, on the basis certainly of the apostolic church and of the four
ecumenical councils, but in the consciousness of absolute legislative and executive authority even
over the faith and conscience of al his subjects.

Thevoice of the catholic church in this period conceded to the Christian emperorsin general,
with the duty of protecting and supporting the church, the right of supervision over its external
affairs, but claimed for the clergy, particularly for the bishops, the right to govern her within, to
fix her doctrine, to direct her worship. The new state of things was regarded as a restoration of the
Mosaic and Davidic theocracy on Christian soil, and judged accordingly. But in respect to the extent
and application of the emperor’ s power in the church, opinion was generally determined, conscioudy

240 Justinian states the Byzantine theory thus, in the preface to the 6th Novel: “Maxima quidem in hominibus sunt dona
Dei a superna collata clementia Sacerdotium et Imperium, et illud quidem divinis ministrans, hoc autem humanis praesidens ac
diligentiam exhibens, ex uno eodemque principio utraque procedentia, humanam exornant vitam.” But he then ascribesto the
Imperium the supervision of the Sacerdotium, and “ maximam sollicitudinem circavera Dei dogmata et circa Sacerdotum
honestatem.” Later Greek emperors, on the ground of their anointing, even claimed a priestly character. Leo the Isaurian, for
example, wrote to Pope Gregory I1. in 730: i (Mansi xii. 976). This, however, was contested even in the East, and
the monk Maximus in 655 answered negatively the question put to him: “Ergo non est omnis Christianus imperator etiam
sacerdos?’ At first the emperor’ s throne stood side by side with the bishop’sin the choir; but Ambrosegave the emperor a seat
next to the choir. Y et, after the ancient custom, which the Concilium Quinisext., a.d.692, in its 69th canon, expressly confirmed,
the emperors might enter the choir of the church, and lay their oblations in person upon the altar—a privilege which was denied
toal thelaity, and which implied at |east ahalf-priestly character in the emperor. Gibbon' s statement needs correction accordingly
(ch. xx.): “The monarch, whose spiritual rank is less honorable than that of the meanest deacon, was seated below the rails of
the sanctuary, and confounded with the rest of the faithful multitude.”
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or unconsciously, by some special religious interest. Hence we find that catholics and heretics,
Athanasiansand Arians, justified or condemned theinterference of the emperor in the devel opment
of doctrine, the appointment and deposition of bishops, and the patronage and persecution of parties,
according as they themselves were affected by them. The same Donatists who first appealed to the
imperial protection, when the decision went against them denounced al intermeddling of the state
with the church. There were bishopswho justified even the most arbitrary excesses of the Byzantine
despotism in religion by reference to Melchizedek and the pious kings of Israel, and yielded them
selves willing tools of the court. But there were never wanting also fearless defenders of the rights
of the church against the civil power. Maximus the Confessor declared before his judges in
Constantinople, that Melchizedek was atype of Christ alone, not of the emperor.

In general the hierarchy formed a powerful and wholesome check on the imperial papacy,
and preserved the freedom and independence of the church toward the temporal power. That age
had only the alternative of imperial or episcopal despotism; and of these the latter was the less
hurtful and the more profitable, because it represented the higher intellectual and moral interests.
Without the hierarchy, the church in the Roman empire and among the barbarians would have been
thefootball of civil and military despots. It was, therefore, of the utmost importance, that the church,
at the time of her marriage with the state, had already grown so large and strong asto withstand all
material alteration by imperial caprice, and al effort to degrade her into a tool. The Apostolic
Constitutions place the bishops even above all kings and magistrates.?* Chrysostom says that the
first ministers of the state enjoyed no such honor as the ministers of the church. And in general the
ministers of the church deserved their honor. Though there were prelates enough who abused their
power to sordid ends, still there were men like Athanasius, Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Augustine,
Leo, the purest and most venerable characters, which meet usin the fourth and fifth centuries, far
surpassing the contemporary emperors. It wasthe universal opinion that the doctrines and ingtitutions
of the church, resting on divine revelation, are above all human power and will. The people looked,
in blind faith and superstition, to the clergy as their guides in all matters of conscience, and even
the emperors had to pay the bishops, asthe fathers of the churches, the greatest reverence, kisstheir
hands, beg their blessing, and submit to their admonition and discipline. In most casesthe emperors
were mere tools of partiesin the church. Arbitrary laws which were imposed upon the church from
without rarely survived their makers, and were condemned by history. For thereisadivine authority
above all thrones, and kings, and bishops, and a power of truth above all the machinations of
falsehood and intrigue.

The Western church, as a whole, preserved her independence far more than the Eastern;
partly through the great firmness of the Roman character, partly through the favor of political
circumstances, and of remoteness from the influence and the intrigues of the Byzantine court. Here
the hierarchical principle developed itself from the time of Leo the Great even to the absolute
papacy, which, however, after it fulfilled its mission for the world among the barbarian nations of
the middle ages, degenerated into an insufferable tyranny over conscience, and thus exposed itsel f
to destruction. In the Catholic system the freedom and independence of the church involve the
supremacy of an exclusive priesthood and papacy; in the Protestant, they can be realized only on

241 Lib. ii. c. 11, where the bishop is reminded of his exalted position,
, etc. Comp. c. 33 and 34.
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the broader basis of the universal priesthood, in the self-government of the Christian people; though
thisis, asyet, in all Protestant established churches more or lessrestricted by the power of the state.

8§ 27. Restriction of Religious Freedom, and Beginnings of Persecution of Heretics.
Sam. Eliot: History of Liberty. Boston, 1858, 4 vols. Early Christians, vols. i. and ii. The most
important facts are scattered through the sections of the larger church histories on the heresies,
the doctrinal controversies, and church discipline.

An inevitable consequence of the union of church and state was restriction of religiousfreedom
in faith and worship, and the civil punishment of departure from the doctrine and discipline of the
established church.

The church, dominant and recognized by the state, gained indeed external freedom and
authority, but in ameasure at the expense of inward liberty and self-control. She came, aswe have
seen in the previous section, under the patronage and supervision of the head of the Christian state,
especialy in the Byzantine empire. In the first three centuries, the church, with al her external
lowliness and oppression, enjoyed the greater liberty within, in the development of her doctrines
and institutions, by reason of her entire separation from the state.

But the freedom of error and division was now still more restricted. In the ante-Nicene age,
heresy and schism were as much hated and abhorred indeed, as afterward, yet were met only in a
moral way, by word and writing, and were punished with excommunication from the rights of the
church. Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and even Lactantius were the first advocates of the principle of
freedom of conscience, and maintained, against the heathen, that religion was essentially a matter
of free will, and could be promoted only by instruction and persuasion not by outward force.??? All
they say against the persecution of Christians by the heathen applies in full to the persecution of
heretics by the church. After the Nicene age all departuresfrom the reigning state-church faith were
not only abhorred and excommunicated as religious errors, but were treated also as crimes against
the Christian state, and hence were punished with civil penalties; at first with deposition, banishment,
confiscation, and, after Theodosius, even with death.

This persecution of heretics was a natural consequence of the union of religious and civil
duties and rights, the confusion of the civil and the ecclesiastical, the judicial and the moral, which
came to pass since Constantine. It proceeded from the state and from the emperors, who in this
respect showed themsel ves the successors of the Pontifices Maximi, with their relation to the church
reversed. The church, indeed, steadfastly adhered to the principle that, as such, she should employ
only spiritual penalties, excommunication in extreme cases; as in fact Christ and the apostles
expressly spurned and prohibited all carnal weapons, and would rather suffer and die than use
violence. But, involved in the idea of Jewish theocracy and of a state church, she practically
confounded in various ways the position of the law and that of the gospel, and in theory approved
the application of forcible measures to heretics, and not rarely encouraged and urged the state to
it; thus making herself at least indirectly responsible for the persecution. Thisis especialy, true of
the Roman church in the times of her greatest power, in the middle age and down to the end of the

242 Just. Mart. Apol. i. 2, 4, 12; Tertull. Apolog. c. 24, 28; Ad Scapul.c. 2; Lactant. Instit. v. 19, 20; Epit. c. 54. Comp.
vol.i. §51.
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sixteenth century; and by this course that church has made herself amost more offensive in the
eyesof theworld and of modern civilization than by her peculiar doctrines and usages. The Protestant
reformation dispelled the dream that Christianity was identical with an outward organization, or
the papacy, and gave a mighty shock thereby to the principle of ecclesiastical exclusiveness. Y et,
properly speaking, it was not till the eighteenth century that a radical revolution of views was
accomplished in regard to religious toleration; and the progress of toleration and free worship has
gone hand in hand with the gradual 1oosening of the state-church basisand with the clearer separation
of civil and religious rights and of the temporal and spiritual power.

In the, beginning of his reign, Constantine proclaimed full freedom of religion (312), and
in the main continued tolerably trueto it; at all events he used no violent measures, as his successors
did. Thistoleration, however, was not amatter of fixed principle with him, but merely of temporary
policy; anecessary consequence of the incipient separation of the Roman throne from idolatry, and
the natural transition from the sole supremacy of the heathen religion to the same supremacy of the
Christian. Intolerance directed itself first against heathenism; but as the false religion gradually
died out of itself, and at any rate had no moral energy for martyrdom, there resulted no such bloody
persecutions of idolatry under the Christian emperors, as there had been of Christianity under their
heathen predecessors. Instead of Chrigtianity, theintolerance of the civil power now took up Christian
heretics, whom it recognized as such. Constantine even in his day limited the freedom and the
privileges which he conferred, to the catholic, that is, the prevailing orthodox hierarchical church,
and soon after the Council of Nice, by an edict of the year 326, expressly excluded heretics and
schismatics from these privileges.?*? Accordingly he banished the leaders of Arianism and ordered
their writingsto be burned, but afterward, wavering in hisviews of orthodoxy and heterodoxy, and
persuaded over by some bishops and his sister, he recalled Arius and banished Athanasius. He
himself was baptized shortly before his death by an Arian bishop. His son Constantiuswas afanatical
persecutor both of idolatry and the Nicene orthodoxy, and endeavored with all hismight to establish
Arianism aloneinthe empire. Hence the earnest protest of the orthodox bishops, Hosius, Athanasius,
and Hilary, against this despotism and in favor of toleration;*** which came, however, we have to
remember, from parties who were themselves the sufferers under intolerance, and who did not
regard the banishment of the Arians as unjust.

Under Julian the Apostate religious liberty was again proclaimed, but only asthe beginning
of return to the exclusive establishment of heathenism; the counterpart, therefore, of Constantine’s
toleration. After his early death Arianism again prevailed, at least in the East, and showed itself
more, intolerant and violent than the catholic orthodoxy.

At last Theodosius the Great, the first emperor who was baptized in the Nicene faith, put
an end to the Arian interregnum, proclaimed the exclusive authority of the Nicene creed, and at the
same time enacted thefirst rigid penalties not only against the pagan idolatry, the practice of which
was thenceforth a capital crimein the empire, but also against all Christian heresies and sects. The
ruling principle of his public lifewasthe unity of the empire and of the orthodox church. Soon after
his baptism, in 380, he issued, in connection with his weak coémperors, Gratian and Valentinian

243 Cod. Theod. xvi. 5, 1: Privilegia, quae contemplatione religionis indulta sunt, catholicae tantum legis observatoribus
prodesse opportet. Haereticos autem atque schismaticos non tantum ab his privilegiis alienos esse volumus, sed etiam diversis
muneribus constringi et subjici.

244 Comp. § 8, above.
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1., to the inhabitants of Constantinople, then the chief seat of Arianism, the following edict: “We,
the three emperors, will, that all our subjects steadfastly adhere to the religion which was taught
by St. Peter to the Romans, which has been faithfully preserved by tradition, and which is now
professed by the pontiff Damasus, of Rome, and Peter, bishop of Alexandria, a man of apostolic
holiness. According to the ingtitution of the apostles and the doctrine of the gospel, let us believe
in the one Godhead of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, of equal majesty inthe holy Trinity.
We order that the adherents of this faith be called Catholic Christians; we brand all the senseless
followers of other religions with the infamous name of heretics, and forbid their conventicles
assuming the name of churches. Besides the condemnation of divine justice, they must expect the
heavy penalties which our authority, guided by heavenly wisdom, shall think proper to inflict.” %
In the course of fifteen years this emperor issued at least fifteen penal laws against heretics,? by
which he gradually deprived them of all right to the exercise of their religion, excluded them from
all civil offices, and threatened them with fines, confiscation, banishment, and in some cases, as
the Manichaeans, the Audians, and even the Quartodecimanians, with death.

From Theodosi us therefore dates the state-church theory of the persecution of heretics, and
the embodiment of it in legidation. His primary design, it istrue, was rather to terrify and convert,
than to punish, the refractory subjects.?

From the theory, however, to the practice was a single step; and this step his rival and
colleague, Maximus, took, when, at the instigation of the unworthy bishop Ithacius, he caused the
Spanish bishop, Priscillian, with six respectable adherents of his Manichaean-like sect (two
presbyters, two deacons, the poet Latronian, and Euchrocia, a noble matron of Bordeaux), to be
tortured and beheaded with the sword at Trevesin 385. Thiswas the first shedding of the blood of
heretics by a Christian prince for religious opinions. The bishops assembled at Treves, with the
exception of Theognistus, approved this act.

But the better feeling of the Christian church shrank from it with horror. The bishops
Ambrose of Milan,?® and Martin of Tours,?* raised a memorable protest against it, and broke off
all communion with Ithacius and the other bishops who had approved the execution. Y et it should
not be forgotten that these bishops, at least Ambrose, were committed against the death penalty in
general, and in other respects had no indulgence for heathens and heretics.?® The whole thing, too,
was irregularly done; on the one hand the bishops appeared as accusersin acriminal cause, and on

245 Cod. Theod. xvi, 1, 2. Baronius (Ann.), and even Godefroy call this edict which in this case, to be sure, favored the
true doctrine, but involves the absolute despotism of the emperor over faith, an “edictum aureum, pium et salutare.”

245 Comp. Cod. Theod. xvi. tit. v. leg. 6-33, and Godefroy’s Commentary.

247 So Sozomen asserts, |. vii. c. 12.

248 Epist. xxiv. ad Valentin. (tom. ii. p. 891). He would have nothing to do with bishops, “qui aliquos, devioslicet afide,
ad necem petebant.”

249 In Sulpic. Sever., Hist. Sacra, ii. 50: “Namque tum Martinus apud Treveros constitutus, non desinebat increpare

Ithacium, ut ab accusatione desisteret, Maximum orare, ut sanguine infelicium abstineret: satis superque sufficere, ut episcopali
sententia haeretici judicati ecclesiis pellerentur: novum esse et inauditum nefas, ut causam ecclesiae judex saeculi judicaret.”
Comp. Sulp. Sev., Didl. iii. c. 11-13, and his Vit. Mart. c. 20.

250 Hence Gibbon, ch. xxvii., charges them, not quite groundlesdly, with inconsistency: “It is with pleasure that we can
observe the human inconsistency of the most illustrious saints and bishops, Ambroseof Milan, and Martin of Tours, who, on
this occasion, asserted the cause of toleration. They pitied the unhappy men who had been executed at Treves; they refused to
hold communion with their episcopal murderers; and if Martin deviated from that generous resol ution, hismotiveswere laudable,
and his repentance was exemplary. The bishops of Tours and Milan pronounced, without hesitation, the eternal damnation of
heretics; but they were surprised and shocked by the bloody image of their temporal death, and the honest feelings of nature
resisted the artificial prejudices of theology.”
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the other atemporal judge admitted an appeal from the episcopal jurisdiction, and pronounced an
opinion in a matter of faith. Subsequently the functions of the temporal and spiritual courtsin the
trial of heretics were more accurately distinguished.

The execution of the Priscillianistsisthe only instance of the bloody punishment of heretics
in this period, asit isthe first in the history of Christianity. But the propriety of violent measures
against heresy was thenceforth vindicated even by the best fathers of the church. Chrysostom
recommends, indeed, Christian love toward heretics and heathens, and declares against their
execution, but approved the prohibition of their assemblies and the confiscation of their churches;
and he acted accordingly against the Novatians and the Quartodecimanians, so that many considered
his own subsequent misfortunes as condign punishment.?* Jerome, appealing to Deut. xiii. 610,
seems to justify even the penalty of death against religious errorists.??

Augustine, who himself belonged nine years to the Manichaean sect, and was wonderfully
converted by the grace of God to the Catholic church, without the slightest pressure from without,
held at first the truly evangelical view, that heretics and schismatics should not be violently dealt
with, but won by instruction and conviction; but after the year 400 he turned and retracted this
view, in consequence of his experience with the Donatists, whom he endeavored in vain to convert
by disputation and writing, while many submitted to the imperial laws.?® Thenceforth he was led
to advocate the persecution of heretics, partly by his doctrine of the Christian state, partly by the
seditious excesses of the fanatical Circumcelliones, partly by the hope of a wholesome effect of
temporal punishments, and partly by a false interpretation of the Cogite intrare, in the parable of
the great supper, Luke xiv. 23.2* “It is, indeed, better,” says he, “that men should be brought to
serve God by instruction than by fear of punishment or by pain. But because the former means are
better, the latter must not therefore be neglected .... Many must often be brought back to their Lord,
like wicked servants, by the rod of tempora suffering, before they attain the highest grade of
religious development .... The Lord himself orders that the guests be first invited, then compelled,
to his great supper.”?® This father thinks that, if the state be denied the right to punish religious
error, neither should she punish any other crime, like murder or adultery, since Paul, in Gal. v. 19,
attributes divisions and sects to the same source in the flesh.?¢ He charges his Donatist opponents
with inconsistency in seeming to approve the emperors’ prohibitions of idolatry, but condemning
their persecution of Christian heretics. It isto the honor of Augustine s heart, indeed, that in actual
cases he earnestly urged upon the magi strates clemency and humanity, and thusin practice remained
true to his noble maxim: “ Nothing conquers but truth, the victory of truthislove.”” But histheory,

21 Hom. xxix. and xlvi. in Matt. Comp. Socrat. H. E. vi. 19. Elsewhere his principle was (in Phocam mart. et c. haer.
tom. ii. p. 705): p V! ; that is, he himself would rather suffer injury than inflict injury.

252 Epist. xxxvii. (a. liii.) ad Riparium Adv. Vigilantium.

253 Epist. 93, ad Vincent. § 17: “Mea primitus sententia non erat, nisi neminem ad unitatem Christi esse cogendum, verbo

esse agendum, disputatione pugnandum, ratione vincendum, ne fictos catholicos haberemus, quos apertos haereti cos noveramus.
Sed—he continues § haec opinio meanon contradicentium verbis, sed demonstrantium superabatur exemplis.” Then he adduces
his experience with the Donatists. Comp. Retract. ii. 5.

254 The direction: " Compel themto comein,” which has often since been abused in defence of coercive measures against
heretics, must, of course, be interpreted in harmony with the whole spirit of the gospel, and is only a strong descriptive term in
the parable, to signify the fervent zeal in the conversion of the heathen, such as St. Paul manifested without ever resorting to
physical coercion.

255 Epist. 185, ad Bonifacium, § 21, § 24.
2% C. Gaudent. Donat. i. § 20. C. Epist. Parmen. i. § 16.
257 “Non vincit nisi veritas, victoria veritatis est caritas.”
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as Neander justly observes, “contains the germ of the whole system of spiritual despotism,
intolerance, and persecution, even to the court of the Inquisition.” 2% The great authority of hisname
was often afterward madeto justify crueltiesfrom which he himself would have shrunk with horror.
Soon after him, Leo the Great, the first representative of consistent, exclusive, universal papacy,
advocated even the penalty of death for heresy.?®

Henceforth none but the persecuted parties, from time to time, protested against religious
persecution; being made, by their sufferings, if not from principle, at least from policy and
self-interest, the advocates of toleration. Thusthe Donatist bishop Petilian, in Africa, against whom
Augustine wrote, rebukes his Catholic opponents, as formerly his countryman Tertullian had
condemned the heathen persecutors of the Christians, for using outward force in matters of
conscience; appealing to Christ and the apostles, who never persecuted, but rather suffered and
died. “Think you,” says he, “to serve God by killing us with your own hand? Ye err, ye err, if ye,
poor mortals, think this; God has not hangmen for priests. Christ teaches us to bear wrong, not to
revenge it.” The Donatist bishop Gaudentius says. “God appointed prophets and fishermen, not
princes and soldiers, to spread the faith.” Still we cannot forget, that the Donatists were the first
who appealed to the imperial tribunal in an ecclesiastical matter, and did not, till after that tribunal
had decided against them, turn against the state-church system.

CHAPTER IV.

THE RISE AND PROGRESS OF MONASTICISM.
SOURCES.

1. Greek: Socrates. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. cap. 23 sqg. Sozomen: H. E. |.i. ¢c. 12-14; iii. 14; vi. 28-34.
Palladius (first a monk and disciple of the younger Macarius, then bishop of Helenopolis in
Bithynia, ordained by Chrysostom; 1431): Historia Lausiaca ( , acourt officer under
Theodosius 11, to whom the work was dedicated), composed about 421, with enthusiastic
admiration, from personal acquaintance, of the most celebrated contemporaneous ascetics of
Egypt. Theodoret (1457): Historiareligiosa, seu asceticavivendi ratio ( ), biographies
of thirty Oriental anchorets and monks, for the most part from personal observation. Nilus the
Elder (an anchoret on Mt. Sinai, T about 450): De vita ascetica, De exercitatione monastica,
Epistolae 355, and other writings.

2. Latin: Rufinus (1410): Histor. Eremitica, S. Vitae Patrum. Sulpicius Severus (about 400): Dia ogi
[11. (the first dialogue contains alively and entertaining account of the Egyptian monks, whom
hevisited; thetwo othersrelateto Martin of Tours). Cassianus (1432): Institutiones coenobiales,
and Collationes Patrum (spiritual conversations of eastern monks).

Also the ascetic writings of Athanasius (Vita Antonii), Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom,
Nilus, Isidore of Pelusium, among the Greek; Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome (his Lives of
anchorets, and his letters), Cassiodorus, and Gregory the Great, among the Latin fathers.

258 Kirchengesch. iii. p. 427; Torrey’s ed. ii. p. 217.

259 Epist. xv. ad Turribium, where Leo mentions the execution of the Priscillianists with evident approbation: “ Etiam
mundi principes ita hanc sacrilegam amentiam detestati sunt, ut auctorem ejus cum plerisque discipulis legum publicarum ense
prosternerent.”
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LATER LITERATURE.

L. Holstenius (born at Hamburg 1596, a Protest., then a Romanist convert, and librarian of the
Vatican): Codex regularum monastic., first Rom. 1661; then, enlarged, Par. and Augsb. in 6
vols. fol. The older Greek Menologia (U ), and Menaea (L ), and the Latin Calendaria
and Martyrologia, i.e. church calendars or indices of memorial days (days of the earthly death
and heavenly birth) of the saints, with short biographical notices for liturgical use. P. Herbert
Rosweyde (Jesuit): Vitae Patrum, sive Historiae Eremiticag, libri x. Antw. 1628. Acta Sanctorum,
guotquot toto orbe coluntur, Antw. 1643-1786, 53 vols. fol. (begun by the Jesuit Bollandus,
continued by several scholars of his order, called Bollandists, down to the 11th Oct. in the
calendar of saints' days, and resumed in 1845, after long interruption, by Theiner and others).
D’ achery and Mabillon (Benedictines): Acta Sanctorum ordinis S. Benedicti, Par. 1668-1701,
9 vols. fal. (to 1100). Pet. Helyot (Franciscan): Histoire des ordres monastiques religieux et
militaires, Par. 1714~ 19, 8 vols. 4to. Alban Butler (R.C.): The Lives of the Fathers, Martyrs,
and other principal Saints (arranged according to the Catholic calendar, and completed to the
31st Dec.), first 1745; often since (best ed. Lond. 1812— 13) in 12 vols.; another, Baltimore,
1844, in 4 vols). Gibbon: Chap. xxxvii. (Origin, Progress, and Effects of Monastic Life; very
unfavorable, and written in lofty philosophical contempt). Henrion (R.C.): Histoire des ordres
religieux, Par. 1835 (deutsch bearbeitet von S. Fehr, Tib. 1845, 2 vols). F. v. Biedenfeld:
Ursprung u. s. w. saemmtlicher Mdnchsorden im Orient u. Occident, Weimar, 1837, 3 vols.
Schmidt (R.C.): Die Ménchs-, Nonnen-, u. geistlichen Ritterorden nebst Ordensregeln u.
Abbildungen., Augsb. 1838, sqg. H. H. Milman (Anglican): History of Ancient Christianity,
1844, book iii. ch. 11. H. Ruffner (Presbyterian): The Fathers of the Desert, New Y ork, 1850,
2 vals. (full of curious information, in popular form). Count de Montalembert (R.C.): Les
Moines d Occident depuis St. Bénoit jusgu’a St. Bernard, Par. 1860, sqg. (to embrace 6 vols.);
trand. into English: The Monks of the West, etc., Edinb. and Lond. 1861, in 2 vols. (val. i.
givesthe history of monasticism before St. Benedict, vol. ii. ismainly devoted to St. Benedict;
eloquently eulogistic of, and apologetic for, monasticism). Otto Zockler: Kritische Geschichte
der Askese. Frankf. a. M. 1863. Comp. aso therelevant sections of Tillemont, Fleury, Schrockh
(vols. v. and viii.), Neander, and Gieseler.

§ 28. Origin of Christian Monasticism. Comparison with other forms of Asceticism.

Hospinian: De origine et progressu monachatus, |. vi., Tig. 1588, and enlarged, Genev. 1669, fol.
J. A. Mohler (R.C.): Geschichte des Mdnchthums in der Zeit seiner Entstehung u. ersten
Ausbildung, 1836 (in his collected works, Regensb. val. ii. p. 165 sqg.). Isaac Taylor
(Independent): Ancient Christianity, Lond. 1844, vol. i. p. 299 sqg. A. Vogel: Ueber das
Mdonchthum, Berl. 1858 (in the“ Deutsche Zeitschrift fr christl. Wissenschaft,” etc.). P. Schaff:
Ueber den Ursprung und Charakter des Mdnchthums (in Dorner’s, etc. “ Jahrblicher fur deutsche
Theol.,” 1861, p. 555 ff.). J. Cropp: Origenes et causae monachatus. Gott. 1863.

In the beginning of the fourth century monasticism appears in the history of the church, and
thenceforth occupies adistinguished place. Beginning in Egypt, it spread in anirresistible tide over
the East and the West, continued to be the chief repository of the Christian life down to the times
of the Reformation, and still remainsin the Greek and Roman churches an indispensableinstitution
and the most productive seminary of saints, priests, and missionaries.
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With the ascetic tendency in general, monasticism in particular is found by no means only
in the Christian church, but in other religions, both before and after Christ, especially in the East.
It proceeds from religious seriousness, enthusiasm, and ambition; from a sense of the vanity of the
world, and an inclination of noble souls toward solitude, contemplation, and freedom from the
bonds of the flesh and the temptations of theworld; but it givesthistendency an undue predominance
over the social, practical, and world-reforming spirit of religion. Among the Hindoos the ascetic
system may be traced back almost to the time of Moses, certainly beyond Alexander the Great,
who found it therein full force, and substantially with the same characteristics which it presents at
the present day.*° L et us consider it afew moments.

The Vedas, portions of which date from the fifteenth century before Christ, the Laws of
Menu, which were completed before the rise of Buddhism, that is, six or seven centuries before
our era, and the numerous other sacred books of the Indian religion, enjoin by example and precept
entire abstraction of thought, seclusion from the world, and avariety of penitential and meritorious
acts of self-mortification, by which the devotee assumes a proud superiority over the vulgar herd
of mortals, and isabsorbed at | ast into the divinefountain of al being. The ascetic systemisessential
alike to Brahmanism and Buddhism, the two opposite and yet cognate branches of the Indian
religion, which in many respects are similarly related to each other as Judaism is to Christianity,
or aso as Romanism to Protestantism. Buddhism is a later reformation of Brahmanism; it dates
probably from the sixth century before Christ (according to other accounts much earlier), and,
although subsequently expelled by the Brahmins from Hindostan, it embraces more followers than
any other heathenreligion, sinceit rulesin Farther India, nearly all the Indian islands, Japan, Thibet,
agreat part of China and Central Asia to the borders of Siberia. But the two religions start from
opposite principles. Brahmanic asceticism?! proceeds from a pantheistic view of the world, the
Buddhistic from an atheistic and nihilistic, yet very earnest view; the oneif; controlled by the idea
of the absolute but abstract unity and a feeling of contempt of the world, the other by the idea of
the absolute but unreal variety and a feeling of deep grief over the emptiness and nothingness of
all existence; the oneis predominantly objective, positive, and idealistic, the other more subjective,
negative, and realistic; the one aims at an absorption into the universal spirit of Brahm, the other
consistently at an absorption into nonentity, if it be true that Buddhism starts from an atheistic
rather than a pantheistic or dualistic basis. “Brahmanism’—says a modern writer on the
subject?>—*|ooks back to the beginning, Buddhism to the end; the former loves cosmogony, the
latter eschatology. Both reject the existing world; the Brahman despises it, because he contrasts it
with the higher being of Brahma, the Buddhist bewails it because of its unrealness; the former sees

260 Comp. the occasional notices of the Indian gymnosophistsin Strabo (lib. xv. cap. 1, after accounts from the time of
Alexander the Great), Arrian (Exped. Alex. |. vii. c. 1-3, and Hist. Ind. c. 11), Plinius (Hist Nat. vii. 2), Diodorus Siculus (lib.
ii.), Plutarch (Alex. 64), Porphyry (De abstinent. . iv.), Lucian (Fugit. 7), Clemens Alex. (Strom. I. i. and iii.), and Augustine(De
Civit. Dd, |. xiv. c. 17: “Per opacas Indiae solitudines, quum quidam nudi philosophentur, unde gymnosophi stae nominantur;
adhibent tamen genitalibus tegmina, quibus per caetera membrorum carent;” and |. xv. 20, where he denies all merit to their
celibacy, becauseit is not “ secundum fidem summi boni, qui est Deus’). With these ancient representations agree the narratives
of Fon Koueki (about 400, translated by M. A. Rémusat, Par. 1836), Marco Polo (1280), Bernier (1670), Hamilton (1700), Papi,
Niebuhr, Orlich, Sonnerat, and others.

261 The Indian word for it is tapas, i.e. the burning out, or the extinction of the individual being and its absorption into
the essence of Brahma.
262 Ad. Wuttke, in his able and instructive work: Das Geistesleben der Chinesen, Japaner, und Indier(second part of his

History of Heathenism), 1853, p. 593.
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Godinall, the other emptinessinall.” Y et asal extremes meet, the abstract all-entity of Brahmanism
and the equally abstract non-entity or vacuity of Buddhism come to the same thing in the end, and
may lead to the same ascetic practices. The asceticism of Brahmanism takes more the direction of
anchoretism, while that of Buddhism exists generally in the social form of regular convent life.

The Hindoo monks or gymnosophists (naked philosophers), as the Greeks called them, live
inwoods, caves, on mountains, or rocks, in poverty, celibacy, abstinence, silence: sleegping on straw
or the bare ground, crawling on the belly, standing all day on tiptoe, exposed to the pouring rain
or scorching sun with four fireskindled around them, presenting a savage and frightful appearance,
yet greatly revered by the multitude, especially thewomen, and performing miracles, not unfrequently
completing their austerities by suicide on the stake or in the waves of the Ganges. Thus they are
described by the ancients and by modern travellers. The Buddhist monks are less fanatical and
extravagant than the Hindoo Y ogis and Fakirs. They depend mainly on fasting, prayer, psalmody,
intense contemplation, and the use of the whip, to keep their rebellious flesh in subjection. They
have a fully developed system of monasticism in connection with their priesthood, and a large
number of convents; also nunneries for female devotees. The Buddhist monasticism, especially in
Thibet, withitsvows of celibacy, poverty, and obedience, its common meals, readings, and various
pious exercises, bears such a remarkable resemblance to that of the Roman Catholic church that
Roman missionaries thought it could be only explained as adiabolical imitation.®* But the original
always precedes the caricature, and the ascetic system was completed in India long before the
introduction of Christianity, even if we should trace this back to St. Bartholomew and St. Thomas.

The Hellenic heathenism was less serious and contemplative, indeed, than the Oriental; yet
the Pythagoreans were a kind of monastic society, and the Platonic view of matter and of body not
only lies at the bottom of the Gnostic and Manichaean asceticism, but had much to do also with
the ethics of Origen and the Alexandrian School.

Judaism, apart from the ancient Nazarites,? had its Essenesin Palestine®® and its Therapeutae
in Egypt;* though these betray the intrusion of foreign elements into the Mosaic religion, and so
find no mention in the New Testament.

263 See the older accounts of Catholic missionariesto Thibet, in Pinkerton’s Collection of Voyages and Travels, vol. vii.,
and also the recent work of Huc, a French missionary priest of the congregation of St. Lazare: Souvenirs d’ un Voyage dansla
Tartarie, le Thibet, et la Chine, pendant les années1844-1846. Comp. also on the whole subject the two works of R. S Hardy:
“Eastern Monachism” and “A Manual of Buddhism in its modern devel opment, translated from Singalese MSS.” Lond. 1850.
Thestriking affinity between Buddhism and Romanism extends, by the way, beyond monkery and convent lifeto the heirarchical
organization, with the Grand Lamafor pope, and to the worship, with its ceremonies, feasts, processions, pilgrimages, confessional,
akind of mass, prayersfor the dead, extreme unction, & c. Theview is certainly at least plausible, to which the great geographer
Carl Ritter (Erdkunde, ii. p. 283-299, 2d ed.) has given the weight of his name, that the Lamaists in Thibet borrowed their
religious forms and ceremonies in part from the Nestorian missionaries. But this view is a mere hypothesis, and is rendered
improbable by the fact, that Buddhism in Cochin China, Tonquin, and Japan, where no Nestorian missionaries ever were, shows
the same striking resemblance to Romanism asthe Lamaism of Thibet, Tartary, and North China. Respecting the singular tradition
of Prester John, or the Christian priest-king in Eastern Asia, which arose about the eleventh century, and respecting the Nestorian
missions, see Ritter, |.c.

264 Comp. Num. vi. 1-21.

265 Comp. the remarkable description of these Jewish monks by the elder Pliny, Hist. Natur. v. 15: “Gens sola, et in toto
orbe prageter caeteros mira, sine ullafemina, omni venere abdicata, sine pecunia, socia palmarum. Ita per seculorum millia
(incredibile dictu) gens aeterna est in qua nemo nascitur. Tam foecunda illis aliorum vitae penitentia est.”

266 Eusebius, H. E. ii. 17, erroneously takes them for Christians.
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Lastly, Mohammedanism, though in mere imitation of Christian and pagan examples, has,
asiswell known, its dervises and its cloisters.?’

Now were these earlier phenomena the source, or only analogies, of the Christian
monasticism? That a multitude of foreign usages and rites made their way into the church in the
age of Constantine, is undeniable. Hence many have held, that monasticism also came from
heathenism, and was an apostasy from apostolic Christianity, which Paul had plainly foretold in
the Pastoral Epistles.®® But such a view can hardly be reconciled with the great place of this
phenomenon in history; and would, furthermore, involve the entire ancient church, with its greatest
and best representatives both east and west, its Athanasius, its Chrysostom, its Jerome, its Augustine,
in the predicted apostasy from the faith. And no onewill now hold, that these men, who all admired
and commended the monastic life, were antichristian errorists, and that the few and almost
exclusively negative opponents of that asceticism, as Jovinian, Helvidius, and Vigilantius, were
the sole representatives of pure Christianity in the Nicene and next following age.

In this whole matter we must carefully distinguish two forms of asceticism, antagonistic
and irreconcilable in spirit and principle, though similar in form: the Gnostic dualistic, and the
Catholic. Theformer of these did certainly come from heathenism; but the latter sprang independently
from the Christian spirit of self-denial and longing for moral perfection, and, in spite of al its
excrescences, has fulfilled an important mission in the history of the church.

The pagan monachism, the pseudo-Jewish, the heretical Christian, above al the Gnostic
and Manichaean, is based on in irreconcilable metaphysical dualism between mind and matter; the
Catholic Christian Monachism arises from the moral conflict between the spirit and the flesh. The
former is prompted throughout by spiritual pride and selfishness; the latter, by humility and love
to God and man. The false asceticism aims at annihilation of the body and pantheistic absorption
of the human being in the divine; the Christian strives after the glorification of the body and personal
fellowship with the living God in Christ. And the effects of the two are equally different. Though
it is also unguestionable, that, notwithstanding this difference of principle, and despite the
condemnation of Gnosticism and Manichaeism, the heathen dualism exerted a powerful influence
on the Catholic asceticism and its view of theworld, particularly upon anchoretism and monasticism
in the East, and has been fully overcome only in evangelical Protestantism. The precise degree of
thisinfluence, and the exact proportion of Christian and heathen ingredientsin the early monachism
of the church, were an interesting subject of special investigation.

The germs of the Christian monasticism may be traced as far back as the middle of the
second century, and in fact faintly even in the anxious ascetic practices of some of the Jewish
Christiansin the apostolic age. This asceticism, particularly fasting and celibacy, was commended
more or lessdistinctly by the most eminent ante-Nicene fathers, and was practised, at |east partially,

267 H. Ruffner, I.c. val. i. ch. ii.—ix., gives an extended description of these extra-Christian forms of monasticism, and
derives the Christian from them, especially from the Buddhist.
268 So even Calvin, who, in his commentary on 1 Tim. iv. 3, refers Paul’ s prophecy of the ascetic apostasy primarily to

the Encratites, Gnostics, Montanists, and Manichaeans, but extends it al so to the Papists, “quando coelibatum et ciborum
abstinentiam severius urgent quam ullum Dei praeceptum.” So, recently, Ruffner, and especialy Is. Taylor, who, in his* Ancient
Christianity,” vol. i. p. 299 sqg., hasaspecial chapter on The Predicted Ascetic Apostasy. The best modern interpreters, however,
are agreed, that the apostle has the heretical Gnostic dualistic asceticism in his eye, which forbade marriage and certain meats
asintrinsically impure; whereas the Roman and Greek churches make marriage a sacrament, only subordinateit to celibacy, and
limit the prohibition of it to priests and monks. The application of 1 Tim. iv. 1-3 to the Catholic church is, therefore, admissible
at most only in apartial and indirect way.
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by aparticular class of Christians (by Origen even to the unnatural extreme of self-emasculation).?®
So early asthe Decian persecution, about the year 250, we meet also thefirst instances of the flight
of ascetics or Christian philosophers into the wilderness; though rather in exceptional cases, and
by way of escape from personal danger. So long as the church herself was a child of the desert, and
stood in abrupt opposition to the persecuting world, the ascetics of both sexes usually lived near
the congregations or in the midst of them, often even in the families, seeking there to realize the
ideal of Christian perfection. But when, under Constantine, the mass of the population of the empire
became nominally Christian, they felt, that in this world-church, especially in such cities as
Alexandria, Antioch, and Constantinople, they were not at home, and voluntarily retired into waste
and desolate places and mountain clefts, there to work out the salvation of their souls undisturbed.

Thusfar monachism isareaction against the secul arizing state-church system and the decay
of discipline, and an earnest, well-meant, though mistaken effort to save the virgina purity of the
Christian church by transplanting it in the wilderness. The moral corruption of the Roman empire,
which had the appearance of Christianity, but was essentially heathen in the whole framework of
society, the oppressiveness of taxes?™ the extremes of despotism and slavery, of extravagant luxury
and hopeless poverty, the repletion of all classes, the decay of all productive energy in science and
art, and the threatening incursions of barbarians on the frontiers—all favored the inclination toward
solitude in just the most earnest minds.

At the same time, however, monasticism afforded also a compensation for martyrdom,
which ceased with the Christianization of the state, and thus gave place to a voluntary martyrdom,
agradual self-destruction, a sort of religious suicide. In the burning deserts and awful caverns of
Egypt and Syria, amidst the pains of self-torture, the mortification of natural desires, and relentless
battles with hellish monsters, the ascetics now sought to win the crown of heavenly glory, which
their predecessorsin the times of persecution had more quickly and easily gained by abloody death.

The nativeland of the monastic life was Egypt, the land where Oriental and Grecian literature,
philosophy, and religion, Christian orthodoxy and Gnostic heresy, met both in friendship and in
hostility. Monasticism was favored and promoted here by climate and geographic features, by the
oasis-like seclusion of the country, by the bold contrast of barren deserts with the fertile valley of
the Nile, by the supergtition, the contemplative turn, and the passive endurance of the national
character, by the example of the Therapeutae, and by the moral principles of the Alexandrian fathers;
especialy by Origen’stheory of ahigher and lower morality and of the merit of voluntary poverty
and celibacy. Aelian says of the Egyptians, that they bear the most exquisite torture without a
murmur, and would rather be tormented to death than compromise truth. Such natures, once seized
with religious enthusiasm, were eminently qualified for saints of the desert.

§ 29. Devel opment of Monasticism.

269 Comp. val. i. §94-97.
210 Lactantius saysit was necessary to buy even theliberty of breathing, and according to Zosimus (Hist. ii. 38) the fathers
prostituted their daughters to have means to pay their tax.
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In the historical development of the monastic institution we must distinguish four stages. The
first three were completed in the fourth century; the remaining one reached maturity in the Latin
church of the middle age.

Thefirst stageisan ascetic life asyet not organized nor separated from the church. It comes
down from the ante-Nicene age, and has been already noticed. It now took the form, for the most
part, of either hermit or coenobite life, but continued in the church itself, especialy among the
clergy, who might be called half monks.

The second stage is hermit life or anchoretism.?” It arose in the beginning of the fourth
century, gave asceticism a fixed and permanent shape, and pushed it to even external separation
from the world. It took the prophets Elijah and John the Baptist for its models, and went beyond
them. Not content with partial and temporary retirement from common life, which may be united
with social intercourse and useful labors, the consistent anchoret secludes himself from all society,
even from kindred ascetics, and comes only exceptionally into contact with human affairs, either
to receive the visits of admirers of every class, especialy of the sick and the needy (which were
very frequent in the case of the more celebrated monks), or to appear in the cities on some
extraordinary occasion, asaspirit from another world. Hisclothingisahair shirt and awild beast’s
skin; hisfood, bread and salt; his dwelling, a cave; his employment, prayer, affliction of the body,
and conflict with satanic powers and wild images of fancy. This mode of life was founded by Paul
of Thebesand St. Anthony, and cameto perfection in the East. It wastoo eccentric and unpractical
for the West, and hence less frequent there, especially in the rougher climates. To the female sex
it was entirely unsuited. There was a class of hermits, the Sarabaitesin Egypt, and the Rhemoboths
in Syria, who lived in bands of at |east two or three together; but their quarrel someness, occasional
intemperance, and opposition to the clergy, brought them into ill repute.

The third step in the progress of the monastic life brings us to coenobitism or cloister life,
monasticism in the ordinary sense of the word.?2 It originated likewise in Egypt, from the example
of the Essenes and Therapeutae, and was carried by St. Pachomius to the East, and afterward by
St. Benedict to the West. Both these ascetics, like the most celebrated order-founders of later days,
were originaly hermits. Cloister life is aregular organization of the ascetic life on a social basis.
It recognizes, at least in a measure, the social element of human nature, and represents it in a
narrower sphere secluded from the larger world. As hermit life often led to cloister life, so the
cloister life was not only arefuge for the spirit weary of the world, but also in many ways a school
for practica lifeinthe church. It formed the transition from isolated to social Christianity. It consists
in an association of a number of anchorets of the same sex for mutual advancement in ascetic
holiness. The coenobites live, somewhat according to the laws of civilization, under one roof, and
under a superintendent or abbot.?”® They divide their time between common devotions and manual

n From , to retire (from human society), , U (from p ,adesert). Thewordp (frompu , aone, and
B, toliveaone), monachus (whence monk), also pointsoriginally to solitary, hermit life, but is commonly synonymouswith
coenobite or friar.

272 , coenobium; from , Vitacommunis; then the congregation of monks; sometimes also used for the building.
Inthesamesensep |, stable, fold, and p , claustrum (whence cloister). Also , laurae (literally, streets), that is cells,
of which usually a number were built not far apart, so asto form a hamlet. Hence this term is often used in the same sense as
monasterium. Thesingular, , however, answers to the anchoret life. On this nomenclature of monasticism comp. Du Cange,
in the Glossarium mediae et infimae Latinitatis, under the respective words.

273 H o, U , ,i.e father, hence abbot. A female superintendent was called in Syriac pp , mother, abbess.
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labor, and devote their surplus provisionsto charity; except the mendicant monks, who themselves
live by ams. In this modified form monasticism became available to the female sex, to which the
solitary desert life was utterly impracticable; and with the cloisters of monks, there appear at once
cloisters also of nuns.?* Between the anchorets and the coenobites no little jealousy reigned; the
former charging the latter with ease and conformity to the world; the latter accusing the former of
selfishness and misanthropy. The most eminent church teachers generally prefer the cloister life.
But the hermits, though their numbers diminished, never became extinct. Many a monk was a
hermit first, and then a coenobite; and many a coenobite turned to a hermit.

The same social impulse, finally, which produced monastic congregations, led afterward
to monastic orders, unions of a number of cloisters under one rule and a common government. In
this fourth and last stage monasticism has done most for the diffusion of Christianity and the
advancement of learning,?” has fulfilled its practical mission in the Roman Catholic church, and
still wields a mighty influence there. At the same time it became in some sense the cradle of the
German reformation. Luther belonged to the order of St. Augustine, and the monastic discipline of
Erfurt was to him a preparation for evangelical freedom, as the Mosaic law was to Paul a
schoolmaster to lead to Christ. And for this very reason Protestantism is the end of the monastic
life.

§ 30. Nature and Aim of Monasticism.

Monasticism was from the first distinguished as the contemplative life from the practical .26 It
passed with the ancient church for the true, the divine, or Christian philosophy,?” an unworldly
purely apostolic, angelic life.?® It rests upon an earnest view of life; upon the instinctive struggle
after perfect dominion of the spirit over the flesh, reason over sense, the supernatural over the
natural, after the highest grade of holiness and an undisturbed communion of the soul with God;
but also upon a morbid depreciation of the body, the family, the state, and the divinely established
socia order of the world. It recognizes the world, indeed, as a creature of God, and the family and
property asdivineinstitutions, in opposition to the Gnostic Manichaean asceticism, which ascribes
matter as such to an evil principle. But it makes a distinction between two grades of morality: a
common and lower grade, democratic, so to speak, which movesin the natural ordinances of God;
and ahigher, extraordinary, aristocratic grade, which lies beyond them and is attended with special
merit. It placesthe great problem of Christianity not in the transformation, but in the abandonment,

274 From nonna, i.e. casta, chaste, holy. The word is probably of Coptic origin, and occurs as early asin Jerome. The
masculine nonnus, monk, appears frequently in the middle age. Comp. the examplesin Du Cange, S. v.
275 Hence Middleton says, not without reason: “By all which | have ever read of the old, and have seen of the modern

monks, | take the preference to be clearly due to the last, as having a more regular discipline, more good learning, and less
superstition among them than the first.”

216 , and , according to Gregory Nazianzen and others. Throughout the middle age the distinction
between the vita contemplativa and the vita activa wasiillustrated by the two sisters of Lazarus, Luke x. 38-42.

2m or , I.e. in the sense of the ancients, not so much a speculative system, as amode of life
under aparticular rule. Soin the Pythagoreans Stoics, Cynics, and Neo-Platonists. Ascetic and philosopher are the same.

278 , Vitaangelica; after an unwarranted application of Christ’sword respecting the sexless life of
the angels, Matt. xxn 30, which is not presented here as amodel for imitation, but only mentioned as an argument against the
Sadducees.
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of theworld. It isan extreme unworldliness, over against the worldliness of the mass of the visible
church in union with the state. It demands entire renunciation, not only of sin, but also of property
and of marriage, which are lawful in themselves, ordained by God himself, and indispensable to
the continuance and welfare of the human race. The poverty of the individual, however, does not
exclude the possession of common property; and it is well known, that some monastic orders,
especially the Benedictines, have in course of time grown very rich. The coenobite institution
requires also absol ute obedience to the will of the superior, as the visible representative of Christ.
As obedience to orders and sacrifice of self is the first duty of the soldier, and the condition of
military success and renown, so also in this spiritual army in its war against the flesh, the world,
and the devil, monks are not allowed to have awill of their own. To them may be applied the lines
of Tennyson:?™

“Theirs not to reason why,
Theirs not to make reply,
Theirs but to do and die.”

Voluntary poverty, voluntary celibacy, and absolute obedience form the three monastic
vows, asthey are called, and are supposed to constitute a higher virtue and to secure ahigher reward
in heaven.

But thisthreefold self-denial is only the negative side of the matter, and a means to an end.
It places man beyond the reach of the temptations connected with earthly possessions, married life,
and independent will, and facilitates his progress toward heaven. The positive aspect of monasticism
is unreserved surrender of the whole man, with al his time and strength, to God; though, as we
have said, not within, but without the sphere of society and the order of nature. This devoted life
is employed in continual prayer, meditation, fasting, and castigation of the body. Some votaries
went so far asto reject al bodily employment, for its interference with devotion. But in general a
moderate union of spiritual exerciseswith scientific studies or with such manual labor as agriculture,
basket making, weaving, for their own living and the support of the poor, was held not only lawful
but wholesome for monks. It was a proverb, that alaborious monk was beset by only one devil; an
idle one, by alegion.

With all the austerities and rigors of asceticism, the monastic life had its spiritual joys and
irresistible charms for noble, contemplative, and heaven-aspiring souls, who fled from the turmoil
and vain show of the city as a prison, and turned the solitude into a paradise of freedom and sweet
communion with God and his saints; while to others the same solitude became a fruitful nursery
of idleness, despondency, and the most perilous temptations and ultimate ruin.?°

§ 31. Monasticism and the Bible.

21 In his famous battle poem: “The Charge of the Light Brigade at Balaclava,” first ed. 1854.

280 Comp. the truthful remark of Yves de Chartres, of the twelfth century, Ep. 192 (quoted by Montalembert): “Non
beatum faciunt hominem secreta sylvarum, cacumina montium, si secum non habet solitudinem mentis, sabbatum cordis,
tranquillitatem conscientiae, ascensionesin corde, sine quibus omnem solitudinem comitantur mentis acedia, curiositas, vana
gloria, pericul osae tentationum procellae.”
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Monasticism, therefore, claims to be the highest and purest form of Christian piety and virtue,
and the surest way to heaven. Then, we should think, it must be preéminently commended in the
Bible, and actually exhibited in the life of Christ and the apostles. But just in this biblical support
it falls short.

The advocates of it uniformly refer first to the examples of Elijah, Elisha, and John the
Baptist;*! but these stand upon the legal level of the Old Testament, and are to be looked upon as
extraordinary personages of an extraordinary age; and though they may be regarded as types of a
partial anchoretism (not of cloister life), still they are nowhere commended to our imitation in this
particular, but rather in their influence upon the world.

The next appeal isto afew isolated passages of the New Testament, which do not, indeed,
in their literal sense require the renunciation of property and marriage, yet seem to recommend it
as aspecial, exceptional form of piety for those Christians who strive after higher perfection.2

Finally, as respects the spirit of the monastic life, reference is sometimes made even to the
poverty of Christ and his apostles, to the silent, contemplative Mary, in contrast with the busy,
practical Martha, and to the voluntary community of goodsin thefirst Christian church in Jerusalem.

But this monastic interpretation of primitive Christianity mistakes a few incidental points
of outward resemblance for essential identity, measures the spirit of Christianity by some isolated
passages, instead of explaining the latter from the former, and is upon the whole a miserable
emaciation and caricature. The gospel makes upon al men virtually the same moral demand, and
knows no distinction of areligion for the masses and another for the few.

Jesus, the model for al believers, was neither a coenobite, nor an anchoret, nor an ascetic
of any kind, but the perfect pattern man for universal imitation. There is not a trace of monkish
austerity and ascetic rigor in hislife or precepts, but in all his acts and words a wonderful harmony
of freedom and purity, of the most comprehensive charity and spotless holiness. He retired to the
mountains and into solitude, but only temporarily, and for the purpose of renewing his strength for
active work. Amidst the society of his disciples, of both sexes, with kindred and friends, in Cana
and Bethany, at the table of publicans and sinners, and in intercourse with all classes of the people,
he kept himself unspotted from the world, and transfigured the world into the kingdom of God. His
poverty and celibacy have nothing to do with asceticism, but represent, the one the condescension
of his redeeming love, the other his ideal uniqueness and his absolutely peculiar relation to the
whole church, which aone isfit or worthy to be his bride. No single daughter of Eve could have
been an equal partner of the Saviour of mankind, or the representative head of the new creation.

281 So Jerome, Ep. 49 (ed. Ben.), ad Paulinum, where he adduces, besides Elijah and John, Isaiah also and the sons of the
prophets, as the fathers of monasticism; and in his Vita Pauli, where, however, he more correctly designates Paul of Thebes and
Anthonyas the first hermits, properly so caled, in distinction from the prophets. Comp. also Sozomen: H. E., 1. i. c. 12:

. Thisappeal to the example of Elijah and John the Baptist has become
traditional with Cathollc wrlters on the subject. Alban Butler says, under Jan. 15, in the life of Paul of Thebes: “Elias and John
the Baptist sanctified the deserts, and Jesus Christ himself was amodel of the eremitical state during hisforty days' fast in the
wilderness; neither isit to be questioned but the Holy Ghost conducted the saint of this day (Paul of Thebes) into the desert, and
was to him an instructor there.”

282 Hence called consilia evangelica, in distinction from mandata divina; after 1 Cor. vii. 25, where Paul does certainly
make a similar distinction. The consilium and votum paupertatisis based on Matt. xix. 21; the votum castitatis, on 1 Cor. vii. 8,
25, 38-40. For the votum obedientiae no particular text is quoted. The theory appears substantially as early asin Origen, and
wasin him not merely a personal opinion, but the reflex of avery widely spread practice. Comp. vol. i. 8 94 and 95.
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The example of the sister of Lazarus proves only, that the contemplative life may dwell in
the same house with the practical, and with the other sex, but justifies no separation from the social
ties.

The life of the apostles and primitive Christians in general was anything but a hermit life;
€lse had not the gospel spread so quickly to all the cities of the Roman world. Peter was married,
and travelled with his wife as a missionary. Paul assumes one marriage of the clergy as the rule,
and notwithstanding his personal and relative preferencefor celibacy in the then oppressed condition
of the church, he is the most zealous advocate of evangelical freedom, in opposition to all legal
bondage and anxious asceticism.

Monasticism, therefore, in any case, is not the normal form of Christian piety. It is an
abnormal phenomenon, a humanly devised service of God,?® and not rarely a sad enervation and
repulsive distortion of the Christianity of the Bible. And it isto be estimated, therefore, not by the
extent of its self-denial, not by its outward acts of self-discipline (which may al be found in
heathenism, Judaism, and Mohammedanism as well), but by the Christian spirit of humility and
love which animated it. For humility is the groundwork, and love the all-ruling principle, of the
Chrigtian life, and the distinctive characteristic of the Christian religion. Without love to God and
charity to man, the severest self-punishment and the utmost abandonment of the world are worthless
before God.?*

§ 32. Lights and Shades of Monastic Life.

The contrast between pure and normal Bible-Christianity and abnormal Monastic Christianity,
will appear more fully if we enter into a close examination of the latter as it actually appeared in
the ancient church.

The extraordinary rapidity with which this world-forsaking form of piety spread, bears
witnessto a high degree of self-denying moral earnestness, which eveninits mistakesand vagrancies
we must admire. Our age, accustomed and wedded to all possible comforts, but far in advance of
the Nicene agein respect to the average morality of the masses, could beget no such ascetic extremes.
In our estimate of the diffusion and value of monasticism, the polluting power of the theatre,
oppressive taxation, slavery, the multitude of civil wars, and the hopel ess condition of the Roman
empire, must all come into view. Nor must we, by any means, measure the moral importance of
this phenomenon by numbers. Monasticism from the beginning attracted persons of opposite
character and from opposite motives. Moral earnestness and religious enthusiasm were accompanied
here, asformerly in martyrdom, though even in larger measure than there, with all kinds of sinister
motives; indolence, discontent, weariness of life, misanthropy, ambition for spiritual distinction,
and every sort of misfortune or accidental circumstance. Palladius, to mention but one illustrious
example, tells of Paul the Simple,?* that, from indignation against his wife, whom he detected in
an act of infidelity, he hastened, with the current oath of that day, “in the name of Jesus,”® into

283 Comp. Caol. ii. 16-23.

284 Comp. 1 Caor. xiii. 1-3. Comp. p. 168 q.

285 , lit. not moulded; hence natural, sincere.

286 (per Christum, in Salvian), which now took the place of the pagan oath: , by Jupiter.
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the wilderness; and immediately, though now sixty years old, under the direction of Anthony, he
became avery model monk, and attained an astonishing degree of humility, simplicity, and perfect
submission of will.

In view of these different motives we need not be surprised that the moral character of the
monks varied greatly, and presents opposite extremes. Augustine says he found among the monks
and nuns the best and the worst of mankind.

Looking moreclosdly, inthefirst place, at anchoretism, we meet inits history unquestionably
many a heroic character, who attained an incredible mastery over his sensual nature, and, like the
Old Testament prophets and John the Baptist, by their mere appearance and their occasional
preaching, made an overwhelming impression on his contemporaries, even among the heathen. St.
Anthony’s visit to Alexandria was to the gazing multitude like the visit of a messenger from the
other world, and resulted in many conversions. His emaciated face, the glare of hiseye, his spectral
yet venerableform, his contempt of the world, and hisfew aphoristic sentencestold more powerfully
on that age and peopl e than a most elaborate sermon. St. Symeon, standing on a column from year
to year, fasting, praying, and exhorting the visitors to repentance, was to his generation a standing
miracle and a sign that pointed them to heaven. Sometimes, in seasons of public calamity, such
hermits saved whole cities and provinces from the imperial wrath, by their effectual intercessions.
When Theodosius, in 387, was about to destroy Antioch for a sedition, the hermit Macedonius met
the two imperial commissaries, who reverently dismounted and kissed his hands and feet; he
reminded them and the emperor of their own weakness, set before them the value of men asimmortal
images of God, in comparison with the perishable statues of the emperor, and thus saved the city
from demolition.®” The heroism of the anchoretic life, in the voluntary renunciation of lawful
pleasures and the patient endurance of self-inflicted pains, is worthy of admiration in its way, and
not rarely amost incredible.

But thismoral heroism—and these are the weak points of it—oversteps not only the present
standard of Christianity, but all sound measure; it has no support either in the theory or the practice
of Christ and the apostolic church; and it has far more resemblance to heathen than to biblical
precedents. Many of the most eminent saints of the desert differ only in their Christian confession,
and in some Bible phrases |earnt by rote, from Buddhist fakirs and Mohammedan dervises. Their
highest virtuousness consisted in bodily exercises of their own devising, which, without love, at
best profit nothing at al, very often only gratify spiritual vanity, and entirely obscure the gospel
way of salvation.

To illustrate this by a few examples, we may choose any of the most celebrated eastern
anchorets of the fourth and fifth centuries, as reported by the most credible contemporaries.

The holy Scripturesinstruct usto pray and to labor; and to pray not only mechanically with
the lips, as the heathen do, but with all the heart. But Paul the Simple said daily three hundred
prayers, counting them with pebbles, which he carried in his bosom (a sort of rosary); when he
heard of avirgin who prayed seven hundred times a day, he was troubled, and told his distress to
Macarius, who well answered him: “ Either thou prayest not with thy heart, if thy conscience reproves
thee, or thou couldst pray oftener. | have for six years prayed only a hundred times a day, without
being obliged to condemn myself for neglect.” Christ ate and drank like other men, expressly
distinguishing himself thereby from John, the representative of the old covenant; and Paul

287 In Theodoret: Hist. relig. c. (vita) 13.
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recommends to us to use the gifts of God temperately, with cheerful and childlike gratitude.®® But
the renowned anchoret and presbyter Isidore of Alexandria (whom Athanasius ordained) touched
no meat, never ate enough, and, as Palladius relates, often burst into tears at table for shame, that
he, who was destined to eat angels’ food in paradise, should have to eat materia stuff like the
irrational brutes. Macarius the elder, or the Great, for along time ate only once aweek, and slept
standing and leaning on a staff. The equally celebrated younger Macarius lived three years on four
or five ounces of bread a day, and seven years on raw herbs and pulse. Ptolemy spent three years
alonein an unwatered desert, and quenched histhirst with the dew, which he collected in December
and January, and preserved in earthen vessels; but he fell at last into skepticism, madness, and
debauchery.? Sozomen tells of acertain Batthaeus, that by reason of his extreme abstinence, worms
crawled out of histeeth; of Alas, that to his eightieth year he never ate bread; of Heliodorus, that
he spent many nights without sleep, and fasted without interruption seven days.*® Symeon, a
Christian Diogenes, spent six and thirty years praying, fasting, and preaching, on the top of apillar
thirty or forty feet high, ate only once aweek, and in fast timesnot at all. Such heroism of abstinence
was possible, however, only in the torrid climate of the East, and is not to be met with in the West.

Anchoretism almost always carries a certain cynic roughness and coarseness, which, indeed,
in the light of that age, may be leniently judged, but certainly have no affinity with the morality of
the Bible, and offend not only good taste, but all sound moral feeling. The ascetic holiness, at least
according to the Egyptian idea, isincompatible with cleanliness and decency, and delightsin filth.
It reverses the maxim of sound evangelical morality and modern Christian civilization, that
cleanliness is next to godliness. Saints Anthony and Hilarion, as their admirers, Athanasius the
Great and Jeromethe Learned, tell us, scorned to comb or cut their hair (save once ayear, at Easter),
or to wash their hands or feet. Other hermits went almost naked in the wilderness, like the Indian
gymnosophists.?* The younger Macarius, according to the account of his disciple Palladius, once
lay six months naked in the morass of the Scetic desert, and thus exposed himself to the incessant
attacks of the gnats of Africa, “whose sting can pierce even the hide of awild boar.” He wished to
punish himself for hisarbitrary revenge on agnat, and wasthere so badly stung by gnats and wasps,
that he was thought to be smitten with leprosy, and was recognized only by hisvoice.?? St. Symeon
the Stylite, according to Theodoret, suffered himself to be incessantly tormented for a long time
by twenty enormous bugs, and conceal ed an abscess full of worms, to exercise himself in patience
and meekness. In Mesopotamiathere wasapeculiar class of anchorets, who lived on grass, spending
the greater part of theday in prayer and singing, and then turning out like beasts upon the mountain.??
Theodoret relates of the much lauded Akepsismas, in Cyprus, that he spent sixty yearsin the same
cell, without seeing or speaking to any one, and looked so wild and shaggy, that he was once actually
taken for awolf by a shepherd, who assailed him with stones, till he discovered his error, and then

288 Comp. Matt. xi. 18, 19; 1 Tim. iv. 3-5.

289 Comp. Hist. Laus. ¢. 33 and 95.

290 Hist. Eccles. lib. vi. cap. 34.

2 These |atter themselves were not absolutely naked, but wore a covering over the middle, as Augustine, in the passage

above cited, De Civit. Dél, |. xiv. c. 17, and later tourists tell us. On the contrary, there were monks who were very scrupulous
onthispoint. It issaid of Ammon, that he never saw himself naked. The monksin Tabennae, according to the rule of Pachomius,
had to sleep always in their clothes.

292 Comp. Hist Lausiaca, c. 20, and Tillemont, tom. viii. p. 633.

293 The  or pabulatores. Comp. Sozom. H. E. I. vi. 33. Ephraim Syrus delivered a special eulogy on them, cited in
Tillemont, Mem. tom. viii. p. 292 sq.
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worshipped the hermit as a saint.>* It was but a step from this kind of moral sublimity to beastly
degradation. Many of these saints were no more than low sluggards or gloomy misanthropes, who
would rather company with wild beasts, with lions, wolves, and hyenas, than with immortal men,
and above all shunned the face of awoman more carefully than they did the devil. Sulpitius Severus
saw an anchoret in the Thebaid, who daily shared his evening meal with a female wolf; and upon
her discontinuing her visits for some days by way of penance for a theft she had committed, he
besought her to come again, and comforted her with a double portion of bread.?®> The same writer
tells of ahermit who lived fifty years secluded from all human society, in the clefts of Mount Sinai,
entirely destitute of clothing, and all overgrown with thick hair, avoiding every visitor, because,
as he said, intercourse with men interrupted the visits of the angels, whence arose the report that
he held intercourse with angels.2%

It isno recommendation to these ascetic eccentricities that while they are without Scripture
authority, they are fully equalled and even surpassed by the strange modes of self-torture practised
by ancient and modern Hindoo devotees, for the supposed benefit of their soulsand the gratification
of their vanity in the presence of admiring spectators. Some bury themselves—we are told by
ancient and modern travellers—in pits with only small breathing holes at the top, while others
disdaining to touch the vile earth, live in iron cages suspended from trees. Some wear heavy iron
collars or fetters, or drag a heavy chain fastened by one end round their privy parts, to give
ostentatious proof of their chastity. Others keep their fists hard shut, until their finger nails grow
through the palms of their hands. Some stand perpetually on one leg; others keep their faces turned
over one shoulder, until they cannot turn them back again. Some lie on wooden beds, bristling all
over with iron spikes, others are fastened for life to the trunk of atree by a chain. Some suspend
themselves for half an hour at atime, feet uppermost, or with a hook thrust through their naked
back, over ahot fire. Alexander von Humboldt, at Astracan, where some Hindoos had settled, found
aYogi in the vestibule of the temple naked, shrivelled up, and overgrown with hair like a wild
beast, who in this position had withstood for twenty years the severe winters of that climate. A
Jesuit missionary describes one of the class called Tapasonias, that he had his body enclosed in an
iron cage, with hishead and feet outside, so that he could walk, but neither sit nor lie down; at night
his pious attendants attached a hundred lighted lamps to the outside of the cage, so that their master
could exhibit himself walking as the mock light of the world.?*”

In general, the hermit life confounds the fleeing from the outward world with the
mortification of theinward world of the corrupt heart. It mistakesthe duty of love; not rarely, under
itsmask of humility and the utmost self-denial, cherishes spiritual pride and jealousy; and exposes
itself to all the dangers of solitude, even to savage barbarism, beastly grossness, or despair and
suicide. Anthony, the father of anchorets, well understood this, and warned his followers against
overvaluing solitude, reminding them of the proverb of the Preacher, iv. 10: “Woe to him that is
alone when he falleth; for he hath not another to help him up.”

The cloister life was less exposed to these errors. It approached the life of society and
civilization. Y et, on the other hand, it produced no such heroic phenomena, and had dangers peculiar

204 Hist. Rel. cap. (vita) xv. (Operaomnia, ed Par. iii. 843 sqq.).

295 Dial. i. c. 8. Severus seesin thisawonderful example of the power of Christ over wild beasts.
2% L.c.i.c1l

297 See Ruffner, |.c. i. 49 sqg., and Wuittke, |.c. p. 369 sqg.
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to itself. Chrysostom gives us the bright side of it from his own experience. “Before the rising of
thesun,” sayshe of the monks of Antioch, “they rise, hale and sober, sing aswith one mouth hymns
to the praise of God, then bow the knee in prayer, under the direction of the abbot, read the holy
Scriptures, and go to their labors; pray again at nine, twelve, and three 0’ clock; after agood day’s
work, enjoy a simple meal of bread and salt, perhaps with oil, and sometimes with pulse; sing a
thanksgiving hymn, and lay themselves on their pallets of straw without care, grief, or murmur.
When onedies, they say: 'Heisperfected;’ and all pray God for alike end, that they also may come
to the eternal sabbath-rest and to the vision of Christ.” Men like Chrysostom, Basil, Gregory,
Jerome, Nilus, and Isidore, united theological studies with the ascetic exercises of solitude, and
thus gained a copious knowledge of Scripture and alarge spiritual experience.

But most of the monks either could not even read, or had too little intellectual culture to
devote themselves with advantage to contemplation and study, and only brooded over gloomy
feelings, or sank, in spite of the unsensua tendency of the ascetic principle, into the coarsest
anthropomorphism and image worship. When the religious enthusiasm faltered or ceased, the
cloister life, like the hermit life, became the most spiritless and tedious routine, or hypocritically
practised secret vices. For the monks carried with them into their solitude their most dangerous
enemy in their hearts, and there often endured much fiercer conflicts with flesh and blood, than
amidst the society of men.

The temptations of sensuality, pride, and ambition externalized and personified themselves
to the anchorets and monksin hellish shapes, which appeared in visions and dreams, now in pleasing
and seductive, now in threatening and terrible forms and colors, according to the state of mind at
the time. The monastic imagination peopled the deserts and solitudes with the very worst society,
with swarms of winged demons and all kinds of hellish monsters.?® It substituted thus a new kind
of polytheism for the heathen gods, which were generally supposed to be evil spirits. The monastic
demonology and demonomachy is a strange mixture of gross superstitions and deep spiritual
experiences. It formsthe romantic shady side of the otherwise so tedious monotony of the secluded
life, and contains much material for the history of ethics, psychology, and pathology.

Especially besetting were the temptations of sensuality, and irresistible without the utmost
exertion and constant watchful ness. The same saints, who could not conceive of true chastity without
celibacy, were disturbed, according to their own confession, by unchaste dreams, which at least
defiled the imagination.?® Excessive asceticism sometimes turned into unnatural vice; sometimes

298 According to a sensuous and local conception of Eph. vi. 12 u ; “die bdsen Geister unter
dem Himmel” (evil spirits under heaven), as Luther translates; while the Vulgate givesit literally, but somewhat obscurely:
“Spiritualia nequitiae in coelestibus;” and the English Bible quite too freely: “ Spiritual wickednessin high places.” In any case

M istobetakeninamuchwider sensethan p or u ;and , dso, isnot fully identical with the cloud heaven or
the atmosphere, and besides admits a different construction, so that many put acomma after . The monastic satanology and
demonology, we may remark, was universally received in the ancient church and throughout the middle ages. And it iswell
known that Luther retained from his monastic life a sensuous, materialistic idea of the devil and of his influence on men.

299 Athanasius says of St. Anthony, that the devil sometimes appeared to him in the form of awoman; Jeromerel ates of
St. Hilarion, that in bed hisimagination was often beset with visions of naked women. Jeromehimself acknowledges, in aletter
toavirgin (1), Epist. xxii. (ed. Valars. t. i. p. 91, 92), de Custodia Virginitatis, ad Eustochium: “O quoties ego ipse in eremo
congtitutus et in illavasta solitudine, quae exusta solis ardoribus horridum monachis praebebat habitaculum, putavi me Romanis
interesse deliciis .... llleigitur ego, qui ob gehennae metum tali me carcere ipse damnaveram, scorpionum tantum socius et
ferarum, saepe chorisintereram puellarum. Pallebant orajeuniis, et mens desideriis aestuabat in frigido corpore, et ante hominem
suum jam in carne praemortuum, sola libidinum incendia bulliebant. Itaque omni auxilio destitutus, ad Jesu jacebam pedes,
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ended in madness, despair, and suicide. Pachomius tells us, so early as his day, that many monks
cast themsel ves down precipices, others ripped themselves up, and others put themselves to death
in other ways.3®

A characteristic trait of monasticismin all itsformsisamorbid aversion to female society
and a rude contempt of married life. No wonder, then, that in Egypt and the whole East, the land
of monasticism, women and domestic life never attained their proper dignity, and to thisday remain
at avery low stage of culture. Among the rules of Basil isaprohibition of speaking with awoman,
touching one, or even looking on one, except in unavoi dable cases. M onasti cism not seldom sundered
the sacred bond between husband and wife, commonly with mutual consent, as in the cases of
Ammon and Nilus, but often even without it. Indeed, alaw of Justinian seemsto give either party
an unconditiona right of desertion, while yet the word of God declares the marriage bond
indissoluble. The Council of Gangra found it necessary to oppose the notion that marriage is
inconsistent with salvation, and to exhort wives to remain with their husbands. In the same way
monasticism came into conflict with love of kindred, and with the relation of parents to children;
misinterpreting the Lord’s command to leave al for His sake. Nilus demanded of the monks the
entire suppression of the sense of blood relationship. St. Anthony forsook his younger sister, and
saw her only once after the separation. His disciple, Prior, when he became a monk, vowed never
to see hiskindred again, and would not even speak with his sister without closing hiseyes. Something
of the same sort is recorded of Pachomius. Ambrose and Jerome, in full earnest, enjoined upon
virgins the cloister life, even against the will of their parents. When Hilary of Poictiers heard that
his daughter wished to marry, he is said to have prayed God to take her to himself by death. One
Mucius, without any provocation, caused his own son to be cruelly abused, and at last, at the
command of the abbot himself, cast him into the water, whence he was rescued by a brother of the
cloister.®*

Even in the most favorable case monasticism falls short of harmonious moral development,
and of that symmetry of virtue which meetsusin perfectionin Christ, and next to himin the apostles.
It lacks the finer and gentler traits of character, which are ordinarily brought out only in the school
of daily family life and under the social ordinances of God. Its morality is rather negative than
positive. There is more virtue in the temperate and thankful enjoyment of the gifts of God, thanin
total abstinence; in charitable and well-seasoned speech, than in total silence; in connubial chastity,
than in celibacy; in self-denying practical labor for the church. than in solitary asceticism, which
only pleases self and profits no one else.

Catholicism, whether Greek or Roman, cannot dispense with the monastic life. It knows
only moral extremes, nothing of the healthful mean. In addition to this, Popery needs the monastic
orders, as an absolute monarchy needs large standing armies both for conquest and defence. But
evangelical Protestantism, rejecting all distinction of atwofold morality, assigning to all men the
same great duty under the law of God, placing the essence of religion not in outward exercises, but

rigabam lacrymis, crine tergebam et repugnantem carnem hebdomadarum inedia subjugabam.” St. Ephraim warns against

listening to the enemy, who whispers to the monk: , M (TR

300 VitaPach. § 61. Comp. Nilus, Epist. I. ii. p. 140: ... p  etc. Even among the fanatical Circumcelliones,
Donatist medicant monks in Africa, suicide was not uncommon.

301 Tillem. vii. 430. The abbot thereupon, as Tillemont relates, was informed by arevelation, " que Muce avait egalé par

son obeissance celle d' Abraham,” and soon after made him his successor.
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in the heart, not in separation from the world and from society, but in purifying and sanctifying the
world by the free spirit of the gospel, is death to the great monastic institution.

§ 33. Position of Monks in the Church.

As to the socia position of monasticism in the system of ecclesiastical life: it was at first, in
East and West, even so late asthe council of Chal cedon, regarded asalay institution; but the monks
were distinguished as religiosi from the seculares, and formed thus a middle grade between the
ordinary laity and the clergy. They constituted the spiritual nobility, but not the ruling class; the
aristocracy, but not the hierarchy of the church. “A monk,” says Jerome, “has not the office of a
teacher, but of a penitent, who endures suffering either for himself or for the world.” Many monks
considered ecclesiastical office incompatible with their effort after perfection. It was a proverb,
traced to Pachomius: “ A monk should especially shun women and bishops, for neither will let him
have peace.”*? Ammonius, who accompanied Athanasius to Rome, cut off his own ear, and
threatened to cut out his own tongue, when it was proposed to make him a bishop.3* Martin of
Toursthought his miracul ous power deserted him on histransition from the cloister to the bishopric.
Others, on the contrary, were ambitious for the episcopal chair, or were promoted to it against their
will, as early as the fourth century. The abbots of monasteries were usually ordained priests, and
administered the sacraments among the brethren, but were subject to the bishop of the diocese.
Subsequently the cloisters managed, through specia papal grants, to make themselvesindependent
of the episcopal jurisdiction. From the tenth century the clerical character was attached to the monks.
In a certain sense, they stood, from the beginning, even above the clergy; considered themselves
preéminently conversi and religiosi, and their life vitareligiosa; looked down with contempt upon
the secular clergy; and often encroached on their province in troublesome ways. On the other hand,
the cloisters began, as early as the fourth century, to be most fruitful seminaries of clergy, and
furnished, especially in the East, by far the greater number of bishops. The sixth novel of Justinian
provides that the bishops shall be chosen from the clergy, or from the monastery.

In dress, the monks at first adhered to the costume of the country, but chose the simplest
and coarsest material. Subsequently, they adopted the tonsure and a distinctive uniform.

§ 34. Influence and Effect of Monasticism.

Theinfluence of monasticism upon theworld, from Anthony and Benedict to L uther and Loyola,
is deeply marked in all branches of the history of the church. Here, too, we must distinguish light
and shade. The operation of the monastic institution has been to some extent of diametrically
opposite kinds, and has accordingly elicited the most diverse judgments. “It isimpossible,” says
Dean Milman,** “to survey monachism in its genera influence, from the earliest period of its
inworking into Christianity, without being astonished and perplexed with itsdiametrically opposite

302 Omnino monachum fugere debere mulieres et episcopos.
303 Sozom. iv. 30.
304 Hist. of (ancient) Christianity, Am. ed., p. 432.
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effects. Here it is the undoubted parent of the blindest ignorance and the most ferocious bigotry,
sometimes of the most debasing licentiousness, there the guardian of learning, the author of
civilization, the propagator of humble and peaceful religion.” The apparent contradiction is easily
solved. It is not monasticism, as such, which has proved a blessing to the church and the world; for
the monasticism of India, which for three thousand years has pushed the practice of mortification
to all the excesses of delirium, never saved a single soul, nor produced a single benefit to the race.
It was Christianity in monasticism which has done all the good, and used this abnormal mode of
life as a means for carrying forward its mission of love and peace. In proportion as monasticism
was animated and controlled by the spirit of Christianity, it proved ablessing; while separated from
it, it degenerated and became at fruitful source of evil.

At the time of its origin, when we can view it from the most favorable point, the monastic
life formed a healthful and necessary counterpart to the essentially corrupt and doomed social life
of the Graeco-Roman empire, and the preparatory school of a new Christian civilization among
the Romanic and Germanic nations of the middle age. Like the hierarchy and the papacy, it belongs
with the disciplinary institutions, which the spirit of Christianity uses as means to a higher end,
and, after attaining that end, casts aside. For it ever remains the great problem of Christianity to
pervade like leaven and sanctify all human society in the family and the state, in science and art,
and in al public life. The old Roman world, which was based on heathenism, was, if the moral
portraitures of Salvianus and other writers of the fourth and fifth centuries are even half true, past
all such transformation; and the Christian morality therefore assumed at the outset an attitude of
downright hostility toward it, till she should grow strong enough to venture upon her regenerating
mission among the new and, though barbarous, yet plastic and germinal nations of the middie age,
and plant in them the seed of a higher civilization.

Monasticism promoted the downfall of heathenism and the victory of Christianity in the
Roman empire and among the barbarians. It stood as a warning against the worldliness, frivolity,
and immorality of the great cities, and amighty call to repentance and conversion. It offered aquiet
refuge to souls weary of the world, and led its earnest disciples into the sanctuary of undisturbed
communion with God. It was to invalids a hospital for the cure of moral diseases, and at the same
time, to healthy and vigorous enthusi asts an arenafor the exercise of heroic virtue.® It recalled the
original unity and equality of the human race, by placing rich and poor, high and low upon the
samelevel. It conduced to the abolition, or at least the mitigation of davery.® It showed hospitality
to the wayfaring, and liberality to the poor and needy. It was an excellent school of meditation,
self-discipline, and spiritual exercise. It sent forth most of those catholic, missionaries, who, inured
to all hardship, planted the standard of the cross among the barbarian tribes of Northern and Western
Europe, and afterward in Eastern Asiaand South America. It wasaprolific seminary of the clergy,
and gave the church many of her most eminent bishops and popes, as Gregory |. and Gregory VII.

305 Chateaubriand commends the monastic institution mainly under the first view. “If there are refuges for the health of
thebody, ah ! permit religion to have such also for the health of the soul, which is still more subject to sickness, and theinfirmities
of which are so much more sad, so much more tedious and difficult to cure!” Montalembert (I.c. i. 25) objects to thisview as
poetic and touching but false, and represents monasticism as an arenafor the healthiest and strongest souls which the world has
ever produced, and quotes the passage of Chrysostom: “Come and see the tents of the soldiers of Christ; come and see their
order of battle; they fight every day, and every day they defeat and immolate the passions which assail us.”

306 1 The abbot Isidore of Pelusium wrote to aslaveholder, Ep. I. i. 142 (cited by Neander): “1 did not think that the man
who loves Christ, and knows the grace which makes us all free, would still hold slaves.”
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It produced saints like Anthony and Bernard, and trained divines like Chrysostom and Jerome, and
the long succession of schoolmen and mystics of the middle ages. Some of the profoundest
theological discussions, like the tracts of Anselm, and the Summa of Thomas Aquinas, and not a
few of the best books of devotion, like the “Imitation of Christ,” by Thomas a Kempis, have
proceeded from the solemn quietude of cloister life. Sacred hymns, unsurpassed for sweetness, like
the Jesu dulcis memoria, or tender emotion, like the Stabat mater dolorosa, or terrific grandeur,
likethe Diesirae, diesilla, were conceived and sung by mediaeval monks for all agesto come. In
patristic and antiquarian learning the Benedictines, so lately as the seventeenth century, have done
extraordinary service. Finally, monasticism, at least in the West, promoted the cultivation of the
soil and the education of the people, and by its industrious transcriptions of the Bible, the works
of the church fathers, and the ancient classics, earned for itself, before the Reformation, much of
the credit of the modern civilization of Europe. The traveller in France, Italy, Spain, Germany,
England, and even in the northern regions of Scotland and Sweden, encounters innumerabl e traces
of useful monastic labors in the ruins of abbeys, of chapter houses, of convents, of priories and
hermitages, from which once proceeded educationa and missionary influences upon the surrounding
hills and forests. These offices, however, to the progress of arts and letters were only accessory,
often involuntary, and altogether foreign to the intention of the founders of monastic life and
ingtitutions, who looked exclusively to the religious and moral education of the soul. In seeking
first the kingdom of heaven, these other things were added to them.

But on the other hand, monasticism withdrew from society many useful forces; diffused an
indifference for the family life, the civil and military service of the state, and all public practical
operations; turned the channels of religion from the world into the desert, and so hastened the
decline of Egypt, Syria, Palestine, and the whole Roman empire. It nourished religious fanaticism,
often rai sed storms of popular agitation, and rushed passionately into the controversies of theological
parties, generally, it is true, on the side of orthodoxy, but often, as at the Ephesian “council of
robbers,” in favor of heresy, and especially in behalf of the crudest superstition. For the simple,
divine way of salvation in the gospel, it substituted an arbitrary, eccentric, ostentatious, and
pretentious sanctity. It darkened the all-sufficient merits of Christ by the glitter of the
over-meritorious works of man. It measured virtue by the quantity of outward exercises instead of
the quality of the inward disposition, and disseminated self-righteousness and an anxious, legal,
and mechanical religion. It favored the idolatrous veneration of Mary and of saints, the worship of
images and relics, and all sorts of superstitious and pious fraud. It circulated a mass of visions and
miracles, which, if true, far surpassed the miracles of Christ and the apostles and set al the laws
of nature and reason at defiance. The Nicene age is full of the most absurd monks' fables, and is
in thisrespect not awhit behind the darkest of the middle ages.**” M onasticism lowered the standard

307 The monkish miracles, with which the Vitae Patrum of the Jesuit Rosweyde and the Acta Sanctorum swarm, often
contradict al the laws of nature and of reason, and would be hardly worthy of mention, but that they come from such fathers as
Jerome, Rufinus, Severus, Palladius, and Theodoret, and go to characterize the Nicene age. We are far from rejecting all and
every one as falsehood and deception, and accepting the judgment of Isaac Taylor (Ancient Christianity, ii. 106): “The Nicene
miracles are of akind which shocks every sentiment of gravity, of decency, and of piety:—in their obvious features they are
childish, horrid, blasphemous, and foul.” Much more cautious is the opinion of Robertson (Hist. of the Christian Church, i. 312)
and other Protestant historians, who suppose that, together with theinnocent illusions of a heated imagination and the fabrications
of intentional fraud, there must have been also much that was real, though in the nature of the case an exact sifting isimpossible.
But many of these stories are too much even for Roman credulity, and are either entirely omitted or at least greatly reduced and
modified by critical historians. We read not only of innumerable visions, prophecies, healings of the sick and the possessed, but
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of general morality in proportion asit set itself above it and claimed a corresponding higher merit;
and it exerted in general ademoralizing influence on the people, who came to consider themselves
the profanum vulgus mundi, and to live accordingly. Hence the frequent lamentations, not only of
Salvian, but of Chrysostom and of Augustine, over the indifference and laxness of the Christianity
of the day; hence to this day the mournful state of things in the southern countries of Europe and
America, where monasticism is most prevalent, and sets the extreme of ascetic sanctity in contrast
with the profane laity, but where there exists no healthful middle class of morality, no blooming
family life, no moral vigor in the masses. In the sixteenth century the monks were the bitterest
enemies of the Reformation and of all true progress. And yet the greatest of the reformers was a
pupil of the convent, and achild of the monastic system, asthe boldest and most free of the apostles
had been the strictest of the Pharisees.

§ 35. Paul of Thebes and &. Anthony.

|. Athanasius: Vita S. Antonii (in Greek, Opera, ed. Ben. ii. 793-866). The same in Latin, by
Evagrius, in the fourth century. Jerome: Catal. c. 88 (avery brief notice of Anthony); Vita S.
Pauli Theb. (Opera, ed. Valars, ii. p. 1-12). Sozom: H. E. |. i. cap. 13 and 14. Socrat.: H. E.
iv. 23, 25.

I1. Acta Sanctorum, sub Jan. 17 (tom. ii. p. 107 sgq.). Tillemont: Mem. tom. vii. p. 101-144 (St.
Antoine, premier pére des solitaires d Egypte). Butler (R.C.): Lives of the Saints, sub Jan. 17.
Mohler (R.C.): Athanasiusder Grosse, p. 382—402. Neander: K. G. iii. 446 sqqg. (Torrey’ sEngl.
ed. ii. 229-234). Bohringer: Die Kirche Christi in Biographien, i. 2, p. 122-151. H. Ruffner:
I.c. vol. i. p. 247-302 (a condensed trandation from Athanasius, with additions). K. Hase: K.
Gesch. § 64 (amasterly miniature portrait).

The first known Christian hermit, as distinct from the earlier ascetics, is the fabulous Paul of
Thebes, in Upper Egypt. In the twenty-second year of his age, during the Decian persecution, a.d.
250, heretired to adistant cave, grew fond of the solitude, and lived there, according to the legend,
ninety years, in a grotto near a spring and a palm tree, which furnished him food, shade, and

also of raising of the dead (asin the life of Martin of Tours), of the growth of adry stick into afruitful tree, and of amonk’s
passing unseared, in absolute obedience to his abbot, through a furnace of fire as through a cooling bath. (Comp. Sulp. Sever.
Didl. i. c. 12 and 13.) Even wild beasts play alarge part, and are transformed into rational servants of the Egyptian saints of the
desert. At the funeral of Paul of Thebes, according to Jerome, two lions voluntarily performed the office of sexton. Pachomius
walked unharmed over serpents and scorpions, and crossed the Nile on crocodiles, which, of their own accord, presented their
backs. The younger Macarius, or (according to other statements of the Historia Lausiaca; comp. the investigation of Tillemont,
tom. viii. p. 811 sqg.) the monk Marcus stood on so good terms with the beasts, that a hyena (according to Rufinus, V. P. ii. 4,
it was alioness) brought her young one to him in his cell, that he might open its eyes; which he did by prayer and application
of spittle; and the next day she offered him, for gratitude, alarge sheepskin; the saint at first declined the gift, and reproved the
beast for the double crime of murder and theft, by which she had obtained the skin; but when the hyena showed repentance, and
with a nod promised amendment, Macarius took the skin, and afterward bequeathed it to the great bishop Athanasius. Severus
(Didl. i. c. 9) givesavery similar account of an unknown anchoret, but, like Rufinus, substitutes for the hyena of Palladius a
lioness with five whelps, and makes the saint receive the present of the skin without scruple or reproof. Shortly before (c. 8), he
speaks, however, of awolf, which once robbed a friendly hermit, whose evening meal she was accustomed to share, showed
deep repentance for it, and with bowed head begged forgiveness of the saint. Perhaps Palladius or his Latin transator has
combined these two anecdotes.
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clothing,®® until his death in 340. In hislater years araven is said to have brought him daily half a
loaf, asthe ravens ministered to Elijah. But no one knew of thiswonderful saint, till Anthony, who
under a higher impulse visited and buried him, made him known to the world. After knocking in
vain for more than an hour at the door of the hermit, who would receive the visits of beasts and
reject those of men, he was admitted at last with a smiling face, and greeted with a holy kiss. Paul
had sufficient curiosity left to ask the question, whether there were any moreidolatersin the world,
whether new houses were built in ancient cities and by whom the world was governed? During this
interesting conversation, alarge raven came gently flying and deposited a double portion of bread
for the saint and his guest. “The Lord,” said Paul, “ever kind and merciful, has sent usadinner. It
is now sixty years since | have daily received half a loaf, but since thou hast come, Christ has
doubled the supply for his soldiers.” After thanking the Giver, they sat down by the fountain; but
now the question arose who should break the bread; the one urging the custom of hospitality, the
other pleading the right of his friend as the elder. This question of monkish etiquette, which may
have amoral significance, consumed nearly the whole day, and was settled at | ast by the compromise
that both should seize the loaf at opposite ends, pull till it broke, and keep what remained in their
hands. A drink from the fountain, and thanksgiving to God closed the meal. The day afterward
Anthony returned to his cell, and told his two disciples: “Woe to me, a sinner, who have falsely
pretended to be amonk. | have seen Elijah and John in the desert; | have seen St. Paul in paradise.”
Soon afterward he paid St. Paul a second visit, but found him dead in his cave, with head erect and
hands lifted up to heaven. He wrapped up the corpse, singing psalms and hymns, and buried him
without a spade; for two lions came of their own accord, or rather from supernatural impulse, from
theinterior parts of the desert, laid down at hisfeet, wagging their tails, and moaning distressingly,
and scratched a grave in the sand large enough for the body of the departed saint of the desert!
Anthony returned with the coat of Paul, made of palm leaves, and wore it on the solemn days of
Easter and Pentecost.

Thelearned Jerome wrote the life of Paul, somethirty years afterward, asit appears, on the
authority of Anathas and Macarius, two disciples of Anthony. But he remarks, in the prologue, that
many incredible things are said of him, which are not worthy of repetition. If he believed his story
of thegrave-digging lions, it ishard to imagine what was more credible and lessworthy of repetition.

In this Paul we have an example, of a canonized saint, who lived ninety years unseen and
unknown in the wilderness, beyond all fellowship with the visible church, without Bible, public
worship, or sacraments, and so died, yet is supposed to have attained the highest grade of piety.
How does this consist with the common doctrine of the Catholic church respecting the necessity
and the operation of the means of grace? Augustine, blinded by the ascetic spirit of his age, says
even, that anchorets, on their level of perfection, may dispense with the Bible. Certain it is, that
thiskind of perfection stands not in the Bible, but outside of it.

The proper founder of the hermit life, the one chiefly instrumental in giving it its prevalence,
was St. Anthony of Egypt. He is the most celebrated, the most original, and the most venerable

308 Pliny countsthirty-nine different sorts of palm trees, of which the best grow in Egypt, are ever green, havethick foliage,
and bear afruit, from which in some places bread is made.
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representative of thisabnormal and eccentric sanctity, the* patriarch of themonks,” and the*“ childless
father of an innumerable seed.”3®

Anthony sprang from a Christian and honorable Coptic family, and was born about 251, at
Coma, on the borders of the Thebaid. Naturally quiet, contemplative, and reflective, he avoided
the society of playmates, and despised al higher learning. He understood only his Coptic vernacular,
and remained all his life ignorant of Grecian literature and secular science.®® But he diligently
attended divine worship with his parents, and so carefully heard the Scripture lessons, that he
retained them in memory.2* Memory was his library. He afterward made faithful, but only too
literal use of single passages of Scripture, and began his discourse to the hermits with the very
uncatholic-sounding declaration: “ The holy Scriptures give usinstruction enough.” In his eighteenth
year, about 270, the death of his parents devolved on him the care of a younger sister and a
considerable estate. Six months afterward he heard in the church, just as he was meditating on the
apostles implicit following of Jesus, the word of the Lord to the rich young ruler: “If thou wilt be
perfect, go and sell that thou hast and give to the poor, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven; and
come and follow me.”3*? This word was a voice of God, which determined hislife. He divided his
real estate, consisting of three hundred acres of fertile land, among the inhabitants of the village,
and sold his personal property for the benefit of the poor, excepting a moderate reserve for the
support of his sister. But when, soon afterward, he heard in the church the exhortation, “Take no
thought for the morrow,”3® he distributed the remnant to the poor, and intrusted his sister to a
society of pious virgins3** He visited her only once after—a fact characteristic of the ascetic
depreciation of natural ties.

He then forsook the hamlet, and led an ascetic life in the neighborhood, praying constantly,
according to the exhortation: “Pray without ceasing;” and also laboring, according to the maxim:
“If any will not work, neither should he eat.” What he did not need for his slender support, he gave
to the poor. He visited the neighboring ascetics, who were then already very plentiful in Egypt, to
learn humbly and thankfully their several eminent virtues; from one, earnestness in prayer; from
another, watchfulness; from athird, excellence in fasting; from a fourth, meekness; from al, love
to Christ and to fellow men. Thus he made himself universally beloved, and cameto be reverenced
asafriend of God.

But to reach a still higher level of ascetic holiness, he retreated, after the year 285, further
and further from the bosom and vicinity of the church, into solitude, and thus became the founder
of an anchoretism strictly so called. At first he lived in a sepulchre; then for twenty years in the

309 Jeromesays of Anthony, in hisVitaPauli Theb. (c.i.): “Non tam ipse auto omnes (eremitas) fuit, quam ab eo omnium
incitata sunt studia.”
310 According to the common opinion, which was also Augustine’s, Anthonycould not even read. But Tillemont (tom.

vii. 107 and 666), Butler, and othersthink that thisigorance related only to the Greek alphabet, not to the Egyptian. Athanasius,
p. 795, expresses himself somewhat indistinctly; that, from dread of society, he would not pt pp  (letters? or the arts?), but
speaks afterward of hisregard for reading.

s Augustinesays of him, De doctr. Christ. § 4, that, without being able to read from only hearing the Bible, he knew it
by heart. Thelife of Athanasius shows, indeed, that anumber of Scripture passageswere very familiar to him. But of aconnected
and deep knowledge of Scripture in him, or in these anchorets generally, we find no trace.

312 Matt. xix. 21.

313 Maitt. vi. 34.

314 , says Athanasius; i.e., not “un monastere de verges,” as Tillemont tranglates, for nunneries did not yet exist;
but a society of female ascetics within the congregation; from which, however, aregular cloister might of course very easily
grow.
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ruins of a castle; and last on Mount Colzim, some seven hours from the Red Sea, a three days
journey east of the Nile, where an old cloister till preserves his name and memory.

In this solitude he prosecuted his ascetic practiceswith ever-increasing rigor. Their monotony
was broken only by basket making, occasional visits, and battleswith the devil. In fasting he attained
arare abstemiousness. His food consisted of bread and salt, sometimes dates; his drink, of water.
Flesh and wine he never touched. He ate only once a day, generally after sunset, and, like the
presbyter Isidore, was ashamed that an immortal spirit should need earthly nourishment. Often he
fasted from two to five days. Friends, and wandering Saracens, who always had a certain reverence
for the saints of the desert, brought him bread from time to time. But in the last years of hislife, to
render himself entirely independent of others, and to afford hospitality to travellers, he cultivated
a small garden on the mountain, near a spring shaded by palms.?** Sometimes the wild beasts of
the forest destroyed his modest harvest, till he drove them away forever with the expostulation:
“Why do you injure me, who have never done you the slightest harm? Away with you all, in the
name of the Lord, and never come into my neighborhood again.” He slept on bare ground, or at
best on apallet of straw; but often he watched the whole night through in prayer. The anointing of
the body with oil he despised, and in later years never washed his feet; as if filthiness were an
essential element of ascetic perfection. His whole wardrobe consisted of a hair shirt, a sheepskin,
and a girdle. But notwithstanding all, he had a winning friendliness and cheerfulnessin his face.

Conflicts with the devil and his hosts of demons were, as with other solitary saints, a
prominent part of Anthony’s experience, and continued through al hislife. The devil appeared to
him in visions and dreams, or even in daylight, in al possible forms, now as a friend, now as a
fascinating woman, now as a dragon, tempting him by reminding him of hisformer wealth, of his
noblefamily, of the care dueto hissister, by promises of wealth, honor, and renown, by exhibitions
of the difficulty of virtue and the facility of vice, by unchaste thoughts and images, by terrible
threatening of the dangers and punishments of the ascetic life. Once he struck the hermit so violently,
Athanasius says, that a friend, who brought him bread, found him on the ground apparently dead.
At another time he broke through the wall of his cave and filled the room with roaring lions, howling
wolves, growling bears, fierce hyenas, crawling serpents and scorpions; but Anthony turned manfully
toward the monsters, till asupernatural light broke in from the roof and dispersed them. His sermon,
which he delivered to the hermits at their request, treats principally of these warswith demons, and
gives also the key to the interpretation of them: “Fear not Satan and his angels. Christ has broken
their power. The best weapon against them isfaith and piety .... The presence of evil spiritsreveas
itself in perplexity, despondency, hatred of the ascetics, evil desires, fear of death .... They take the
form answering to the spiritual statethey find in usat thetime.®'¢ They arethereflex of our thoughts
and fantasies. If thou art carnally minded, thou art their prey; but if thou rejoicest in the Lord and
occupiest thyself with divine things, they are powerless..... The devil isafraid of fasting, of prayer,
of humility and good works. His illusions soon vanish, when one arms himself with the sign of the
cross.”

315 Jerome, in his Vita Hilarionis, c. 31, gives an incidental description of thislast residence of Anthony, according to
which it was not so desolate as from Athanasius one would infer. He speaks even of palms, fruit trees, and vinesin this garden,
the fruit of which any one would have enjoyed.

316 Athanas. c. 42: ( ) T , etc.—an important psychological observation.
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Only in exceptional cases did Anthony leave his solitude; and then he made a powerful
impression on both Christians and heathens with his hairy dress and his emaciated, ghostlike form.
In the year 311, during the persecution under Maximinus, he appeared in Alexandriain the hope
of himsdlf gaining the martyr’ scrown. He visited the confessorsin the mines and prisons, encouraged
them before the tribunal, accompanied them to the scaffold; but no one ventured to lay hands on
the saint of the wilderness. In the year 351, when a hundred years old, he showed himself for the
second and last time in the metropolis of Egypt, to bear witness for the orthodox faith of hisfriend
Athanasius against Arianism, and in a few days converted more heathens and heretics than had
otherwise been gained in awhole year. He declared the Arian denial of the divinity of Christ worse
than the venom of the serpent, and no better than heatheni sm which worshipped the creature instead
of the Creator. He would have nothing to do with heretics, and warned his disciples against
intercourse with them. Athanasius attended him to the gate of the city, where he cast out an evil
spirit from agirl. Aninvitation to stay longer in Alexandria he declined, saying: “As afish out of
water, so amonk out of his solitude dies.” Imitating his example, the monks afterward forsook the
wilderness in swarms whenever orthodoxy was in danger, and went in long processions with wax
tapers and responsive singing through the streets, or appeared at the councils, to contend for the
orthodox faith with all the energy of fanaticism, often even with physical force.

Though Anthony shunned the society of men, yet he was frequently visited in his solitude
and resorted to for consolation and aid by Christians and heathens, by ascetics, sick, and needy, as
a heaven-descended physician of Egypt for body and soul. He enjoined prayer, labor, and care of
the poor, exhorted those at strife to the love of God, and healed the sick and demoniac with his
prayer. Athanasiusrelates several miracles performed by him, thetruth of which weleave undecided
though they arefar lessincredible and absurd than many other monkish stories of that age. Anthony,
his biographer assures us, never boasted when his prayer was heard, nor murmured when it was
not, but in either case thanked God. He cautioned monks against overrating the gift of miracles,
sinceit is not our work, but the grace of the Lord; and he reminds them of the word: “Rejoice not,
that the spirits are subject unto you; but rather rejoice, because your names are written in heaven.”
To Martianus, an officer, who urgently besought him to heal his possessed daughter, hesaid: “Man,
why dost thou call on me? | am aman, asthou art. If thou believest, pray to God, and he will hear
thee.” Martianus prayed, and on his return found his daughter whole.

Anthony distinguished himself above most of his countless disciples and successors, by his
fresh originality of mind. Though uneducated and limited, he had sound sense and ready mother
wit. Many of his striking answers and felicitous sentences have come down to us. When some
heathen philosophers once visited him, he asked them: “Why do you give yourselves so much
troubleto seeafool?” They explained, perhapsironically, that they took him rather for awise man.
Hereplied: “If you take mefor afool, your labor islost; but if I am awise man, you should imitate
me, and be Christians, as| am.” At another time, when taunted with hisignorance, he asked: “Which
is older and better, mind or learning?’ The mind, was the answer. “Then,” said the hermit, “the
mind can do without learning.” “My book,” he remarked on a similar occasion, “is the whole
creation, which lies open before me, and in which | can read the word of God as often as | will.”
The blind church-teacher, Didymus, whom he met in Alexandria, he comforted with the words.
“Trouble not thyself for the loss of the outward eye, with which even flies see; but rejoice in the
possession of the spiritual eye, with which also angels behold the face of God, and receive his
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light.”3” Even the emperor Constantine, with his sons, wroteto him asaspiritual father, and begged
an answer from him. The hermit at first would not so much asreceive the letter, since, in any case,
being unable to write, he could not answer it, and cared as little for the great of this world as
Diogenes for Alexander. When told that the emperor was a Christian, he dictated the answer:
“Happy thou, that thou worshippest Christ. Be not proud of thy earthly power. Think of the future
judgment, and know that Christ isthe only true and eternal king. Practise justice and love for men,
and care for the poor.” To his disciples he said on this occasion: “Wonder not that the emperor
writes to me, for he is a man. Wonder much more that God has written the law for man, and has
spoken to us by his own Son.”

During the last years of hislife the patriarch of monasticism withdrew as much as possible
from the sight of visitors, but allowed two disciplesto live with him, and to take care of himin his
infirm old age. When he felt his end approaching, he commanded them not to embalm his body,
according to the Egyptian custom, but to bury it in the earth, and to keep the spot of hisinterment
secret. One of his two sheepskins he bequeathed to the bishop Serapion, the other, with his
underclothing, to Athanasius, who had once given it to him new, and now received it back worn
out. What became of the robe woven from palm leaves, which, according to Jerome, he had inherited
from Paul of Thebes, and wore at Easter and Pentecost, Athanasius does not tell us. After this
disposition of his property, Anthony said to his disciples. “Children, farewell; for Anthony goes
away, and will be no more with you.” With these words he stretched out his feet and expired with
a smiling face, in the year 356, a hundred and five years old. His grave remained for centuries
unknown. Hislast will was thus a protest against the worship of saints and relics, which, however,
it nevertheless greatly hel ped to promote. Under Justinian, in 561, his bones, asthe Bollandists and
Butler minutely relate, were miraculoudly discovered, brought to Alexandria, then to Constantinople,
and at last to Vienne in South France, and in the eleventh century, during the raging of an epidemic
disease, the so-called “holy fire,” or “St. Anthony’s fire,” they are said to have performed great
wonders.

Athanasius, the greatest man of the Nicene age, concludes his biography of hisfriend with
this sketch of his character: “From this short narrative you may judge how great a man Anthony
was, who persevered in the ascetic life from youth to the highest age. In his advanced age he never
allowed himself better food, nor change of raiment, nor did he even wash hisfeet. Y et he continued
healthy in all his parts. His eyesight was clear to the end, and his teeth sound, though by long use
worn to mere stumps. He retained also the perfect use of his hands and feet, and was more robust
and vigorous than those who are accustomed to change of food and clothing and to washing. His
fame spread from his remote dwelling on the lone mountain over the whole Roman empire. What
gave him his renown, was not learning nor worldly wisdom, nor human art, but alone his piety
toward God .... And let all the brethren know, that the Lord will not only take holy monksto heaven,
but give them celebrity in all the earth, however deep they may bury themselvesin the wilderness.”

The whole Nicene age venerated in Anthony a model saint.®*® This fact brings out most
characteristically the vast difference between the ancient and the modern, the old Catholic and the
evangelical Protestant conception of the nature of the Christian religion. The specifically Christian

317 Thisisnot told indeed by Athanasius, but by Rufinus, Jerome, and Socrates (Hist. Eccl. iv. 25). Comp. Tillemont, I.c.
p. 129.
318 Comp. the proofsin Tillemont, I.c. p. 137 sq.
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element in the life of Anthony, especially as measured by the Pauline standard, is very small.
Nevertheless we can but admire the needy magnificence, the ssmple, rude grandeur of this hermit
sanctity even in its aberration. Anthony concealed under his sheepskin a childlike humility, an
amiable ssimplicity, a rare energy of will, and a glowing love to God, which maintained itself for
almost ninety yearsin the absence of all the comforts and pleasures of natural life, and triumphed
over al the temptations of the flesh. By piety alone, without the help of education or learning, he
became one of the most remarkable and influential men in the history of the ancient church. Even
heathen contemporaries could not withhold from him their reverence, and the cel ebrated phil osopher
Synesius, afterward a bishop, before his conversion reckoned Anthony among those rare men, in
whom flashes of thought take the place of reasonings, and natural power of mind makes schooling
needl ess.31°

§ 36. Spread of Anchoretism. Hilarion.

The example of Anthony acted like magic upon hisgeneration, and his biography by Athanasius,
which was soon translated also into Latin, was atract for the times. Chrysostom recommended it
to all asinstructive and edifying reading.’?® Even Augustine, the most evangelical of the fathers,
was powerfully affected by the reading of it in his decisive religious struggle, and was decided by
it in his entire renunciation of the world.***

In ashort time, still in the lifetime of Anthony, the deserts of Egypt, from Nitria, south of
Alexandria, and the wilderness of Scetis, to Libya and the Thebaid, were peopled with anchorets
and studded with cells. A maniafor monasticism possessed Christendom, and seized the people of
all classeslike an epidemic. Asmartyrdom had formerly been, so now monasticism was, the quickest
and surest way to renown upon earth and to eternal reward in heaven. This prospect, with which
Athanasius concludes his life of Anthony, abundantly recompensed all self-denial and mightily
stimulated pious ambition. The consistent recluse must continually increase his seclusion. No desert
was too scorching, no rock too forbidding, no cliff too steep, no cave too dismal for the feet of
these world-hating and man-shunning enthusiasts. Nothing was more common than to see from
two to five hundred monks under the same abbot. It has been supposed, that in Egypt the number
of anchorets and cenobites equalled the population of the cities.®? The natural contrast between the
desert and the fertile valley of the Nile, was reflected in the moral contrast between the monastic
life and the world.

319 Dion, fol. 51, ed. Petav., cited in Tillemont and Neander.

320 Hom. viii. in Matth. tom. vii. 128 (ed. Montfaucon).

321 - Comp. Aug.: Confess. |. viii. c. 6 and 28.

322 “Quanti populi,” says Rufinus (Vitae Patr. ii c. 7), “ habentur in urbibus, tantae paene habentur in desertis multitudines

monachorum.” Gibbon adds the sarcastic remark: “Posterity might repeat the saying, which had formerly been applied to sacred
animals of the same country, That in Egypt it was less difficult to find a god than a man.” Montalembert (Monks of the West,
vol. i. p. 314) says of the increase of monks: “Nothing in the wonderful history of these hermitsin Egypt is so incredible astheir
number. But the most weighty authorities agreed in establishing it (S. Augustine, De morib. Eccles. i. 31). It was akind of
emigration of towns to the desert, of civilization to simplicity, of noise to silence, of corruption to innocence. The current once
begun, floods of men, of women, and of children threw themselves into it, and flowed thither during a century with irresistible
force.”
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The elder Macarius®® introduced the hermit life in the frightful desert of Scetis; Amun or
Ammon,*?* on the Nitrian mountain. The latter was married, but persuaded his bride, immediately
after the nuptials, to live with him in the strictest abstinence. Before the end of the fourth century
therewerein Nitriaa one, according to Sozomen, five thousand monks, who lived mostly in separate
cells or laurae, and never spoke with one another except on Saturday and Sunday, when they
assembled for common worship.

From Egypt the solitary life spread to the neighboring countries.

Hilarion, whose life Jerome has written graphicaly and at large,®® established it in the
wilderness of Gaza, in Palestine and Syria. This saint attained among the anchorets of the fourth
century an eminence second only to Anthony. He was the son of pagan parents, and grew up “asa
rose among thorns.” He went to school in Alexandria, diligently attended church, and avoided the
circus, the gladiatorial shows, and the theatre. He afterward lived two months with St. Anthony,
and became his most celebrated disciple. After the death of his parents, he distributed hisinheritance
among his brothers and the poor, and reserved nothing, fearing the example of Ananiasand Sapphira,
and remembering the word of Christ: “Whosoever he be of you, that forsaketh not al that he hath,
he cannot be my disciple.” 3% He then retired into the wilderness of Gaza, which wasinhabited only
by robbers and assassins; battled, like Anthony, with obscene dreams and other temptations of the
devil; and so reduced hisbody—the “ass,” which ought to have not barley, but chaff—with fastings
and night watchings, that, while yet a youth of twenty years, he looked almost like a skeleton. He
never ate before sunset. Prayers, psalm singing, Bible recitations, and basket weaving were his
employment. Hiscell wasonly five feet high, lower than his own stature, and more like asepulchre
than a dwelling. He slept on the ground. He cut his hair only once a year, at Easter. The fame of
his sanctity gradually attracted hosts of admirers (once, ten thousand), so that he had to change his
residence several times, and retired to Sicily, then to Dalmatia, and at last to the island of Cyprus,
where he died in 371, in his eightieth year. His legacy, a book of the Gospels and a rude mantle,
he made to his friend Hesychius, who took his corpse home to Palestine, and deposited it in the
cloister of Mgjumas. The Cyprians consoled themselves over their loss, with the thought that they
possessed the spirit of the saint. Jerome ascribesto him all manner of visions and miracul ous cures.

§ 37. . Symeon and the Pillar Saints.

Respecting St. Symeon, or Simeon Stylites, we have accounts from three contemporaries and eye
witnesses, Anthony, Cosmas, and especially Theodoret (Hist. Relig. c. 26). Thelatter composed
his narrative sixteen years before the death the saint.

Evagrius: H. E. i. c. 13. The Acta Sanctorum and Butler, sub Jan. 5. Uhlemann: Symeon, der erste
Sdulenheilige in Syrien. Leipz. 1846. (Comp. also the fine poem of A. Tennyson: St. Symeon
Stylites, amonologue in which S. relates his own experience.)

323 Therewere severa (five or seven) anchorets of this name, who are often confounded. The most celebrated are Macarius
the elder, or the Great (1 390), to whom the Homilies probably belong; and Macarius the younger, of Alexandria (T 404), the
teacher of Palladius, who spent along time with him, and set him as high as the other. Comp. Tillemont’ s extended account,
tom. viii. p. 574-650, and the notes, p. 811 sqg.

324 On Ammon, or, in Egyptian, Amus and Amun, comp. Tillemont, viii. p. 153-166, and the notes, p. 672-674.
325 Opera, tom. ii. p. 13-40.
326 Lu. xiv. 33.
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It is unnecessary to recount the lives of other such anchorets; since the same features, even to
unimportant details, repeat themselves in all.®?” But in the fifth century a new and quite original
path®?® was broken by Symeon, the father of the Stylites or pillar saints, who spent long years, day
and night, summer and winter, rain and sunshine, frost and heat, standing on high, unsheltered
pillars, in prayer and penances, and made the way to heaven for themselves so passing hard, that
one knows not whether to wonder at their unexampled self-denial, or to pity their ignorance of the
gospel salvation. On this giddy height the anchoretic asceticism reached its compl etion.

St. Symeon the Stylite, originally a shepherd on the borders of Syria and Cilicia, when a
boy of thirteen years, was powerfully affected by the beatitudes, which he heard read in the church,
and betook himself to acloister. Helay several days, without eating or drinking, before the threshold,
and begged to be admitted as the meanest servant of the house. He accustomed himself to eat only
once aweek, on Sunday. During L ent he even went through the whol e forty days without any food;
afact amost incredible even for atropical climate.®® The first attempt of this kind brought him to
the verge of death; but his constitution conformed itself, and when Theodoret visited him, he had
solemnized six and twenty Lent seasons by total abstinence, and thus surpassed Moses, Elias, and
even Christ, who never fasted so but once. Another of his extraordinary inflections wasto lace his
body so tightly that the cord pressed through to the bones, and could be cut off only with the most
terrible pains. This occasioned his dismissal from the cloister. He afterward spent some time as a
hermit upon a mountain, with an iron chain upon his feet, and was visited there by admiring and
curious throngs. When this failed to satisfy him, he invented, in 423, a new sort of holiness, and
lived, sometwo days’ journey (forty miles) east of Antioch, for six and thirty years, until his death,
upon apillar, which at the last was nearly forty cubits high;3° for the pillar was raised in proportion
as he approached heaven and perfection. Here he could never lie nor sit, but only stand, or lean
upon a post (probably a banister), or devoutly bow; in which last posture he ailmost touched his
feet with his head—so flexible had his back been made by fasting. A spectator once counted in one
day no less than twelve hundred and forty-four such genuflexions of the saint before the Almighty,
and then gave up counting. He wore a covering of the skins of beasts, and a chain about his neck.
Even the holy sacrament he took upon his pillar. There St. Symeon stood many long and weary
days, and weeks, and months, and years, exposed to the scorching sun, the drenching rain, the
crackling frost, the howling storm, living alife of daily death and martyrdom, groaning under the
load of sin, never attaining to the true comfort and peace of soul which is derived from achild-like

327 A peculiar, romantic, but not fully historical interest attaches to the biography of the imprisoned and fortunately
escaping monk Malchus, with his nominal wife, which is preserved to us by Jerome.

328 Origina at least in the Christian church. Gieseler refers to a heathen precedent; the in Syria, mentioned by
Lucian, De Dea Syria, c. 28 and 29.

329 Butler, I.c., however, relates something similar of a contemporary Benedictine monk, Dom Claude Leante: “In 1731,
when he was about fifty-one years of age, he had fasted eleven years without taking any food the whole forty days, except what
he daily took at mass; and what added to the wonder is, that during Lent he did not properly sleep, but only dozed. He could not
bear the open air; and toward the end of Lent he was excessively pale and wasted. This fact is attested by his brethren and
superiors, in arelation printed at Sens, in 1731.”

330 Thefirst pillar, which he himself erected, and on which he lived four years, was six cubits () high, the second
twelve, the third twenty-two, and the fourth, which the peopl e erected for him, and on which he spent twenty years, wasthirty-six,
according to Theodoret; others say forty. The top was only three feet in diameter. It probably had arailing, however, on which
he could lean in sleep or exhaustion. So at least these pillars are drawn in pictures. Food was carried up to the pillar saints by
their disciples on aladder.
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trust in Christ’s infinite merits, earnestly striving after a superhuman holiness, and looking to a
glorious reward in heaven, and immortal fame on earth. Alfred Tennyson makes him graphically
describe his experience in a monologue to God:

"Although | be the basest of mankind,

From scalp to sole one slough and crust of sin,
Unfit for earth, unfit for heaven, scarce meet

For troops of devils, mad with blasphemy,

| will not cease to grasp the hope | hold

Of saintdom, and to clamor, moan, and sob
Battering the gates of heaven with storms of prayer:
Have mercy, Lord, and take away my sin.

* k k% *x %

Oh take the meaning, Lord: | do not breathe,

Not whisper, any murmur of complaint.

Pain heaped ten hundredfold to this, were still

L ess burthen, by ten hundredfold, to bear,

Than were those |ead-like tons of sin, that crushed
My spirit flat before Thee.

O Lord, Lord,
Thou knowest | bore this better at the first,
For | was strong and hale of body then;
And though my teeth, which now are dropt away,
Would chatter with the cold, and all my beard
Was tagged with icy fringesin the moon,
| drowned the whoopings of the owl with sound
Of pious hymns and psalms, and sometimes saw
An angel stand and watch me, as | sang.
Now am | feeble grown: my end draws nigh—
| hope my end draws nigh: half deaf | am,
So that | scarce can hear the people hum
About the column’s base; and almost blind,
And scarce can recognize the fields | know.
And both my thighs are rotted with the dew,
Y et cease | not to clamor and to cry,
While my stiff spine can hold my weary head,
Till al my limbs drop piecemeal from the stone:
Have mercy, mercy; take away my sin.”

Y et Symeon was not only concerned about his own salvation. People streamed from afar
to witness this standing wonder of the age. He spoke to all classes with the same friendliness,
mildness, and love; only women he never suffered to come within the wall which surrounded his
pillar. From this original pulpit, as a mediator between heaven and earth, he preached repentance
twice aday to the astonished spectators, settled controversies, vindicated the orthodox faith, extorted
laws even from an emperor, healed the sick wrought miracles, and converted thousands of heathen
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Ishmaglites, Iberians, Armenians, and Persians to Christianity, or at least to the Christian name.
All thisthe celebrated Theodoret relates as an eyewitness during the lifetime of the saint. Heterms
him the great wonder of the world,** and compares him to a candle on a candlestick, and to the sun
itself, which shedsitsrays on every side. He asks the objector to this mode of life to consider that
God often uses very striking means to arouse the negligent, as the history of the prophets shows; 3
and concludes his narrative with the remark: “ Should the saint live longer, he may do yet greater
wonders, for heisauniversal ornament and honor of religion.”

He died in 459, in the sixty-ninth year of his age, of along-conceaed and loathsome ulcer
on hisleg; and his body was brought in solemn procession to the metropolitan church Of Antioch.

Even before hisdeath, Symeon enjoyed the unbounded admiration of Christians and heathens,
of the common peopl e, of thekings of Persia, and of the emperors Theodosius|l., Leo, and Marcian,
who begged his blessing and his counsel. No wonder, that, with al his renowned humility, he had
to struggle with the temptations of spiritual pride. Once an angel appeared to himin avision, with
achariot of fire, to convey him, like Elijah, to heaven, because the blessed spirits longed for him.
He was aready stepping into the chariot with his right foot, which on this occasion he sprained (as
Jacob his thigh), when the phantom of Satan was chased away by the sign of the cross. Perhaps
thisincident, which the Acta Sanctorum gives, was afterward invented, to account for his sore, and
toillustrate the danger of self-conceit. Hence also the pious monk Nilus, with good reason, reminded
the ostentatious pillar saints of the proverb: “He that exalteth himself shall be abased.” 3

Of the later stylites the most distinguished were Daniel (1 490), in the vicinity of
Constantinople, and Symeon the younger (1 592), in Syria. Thelatter issaid to have spent sixty-eight
years on a pillar. In the East this form of sanctity perpetuated itself, though only in exceptional
cases, down to the twelfth century. The West, so far as we know, affords but one example of a
stylite, who, according to Gregory of Tours, lived along time on a pillar near Treves, but came
down at the command of the bishop, and entered a neighboring cloister.

§ 38. Pachomius and the Cloister life.

On St. Pachomius we have a biography composed soon after his death by a monk of Tabennae,
and scattered accountsin Palladius, Jerome (Regula Pachomii, Latine reddita, Opp. Hieron. ed.
Valars, tom. ii. p. 50 sqg.), Rufinus, Sozomen, &c. Comp. Tillemont, tom. vii. p. 167-235,
and the Vit. Sanct. sub Mg. 14.

Though the strictly solitary life long continued in use, and to this day appears here and therein
the Greek and Roman churches, yet from the middle of the fourth century monasticism began to
assumein genera theform of the cloister life, asincurring lessrisk, being available for both sexes,
and being profitable to the church. Anthony himself gave warning, as we have already observed,
against the danger of entire isolation, by referring to the proverb: “Woe to him that is alone.” To
many of the most eminent ascetics anchoreti sm was a stepping stone to the coenaobite life; to others
it was the goal of coenobitism, and the last and highest round on the ladder of perfection.

331 [V i . Hist. Relig. c. 26, at the beginning.
332 Referring to Isaxx. 2; Jer. i. 17; xxviii. 12; Hosi. 2; iii. 1; Ezek. iv. 4; xii. 5.
333 Ep. ii. 114; cited in Gieseler, ii. 2, p. 246, note 47 (Edinb. Engl. ed. ii. p. 13, note 47), and in Neander.
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The founder of this social monachism was Pachomius, a contemporary of Anthony, like
him an Egyptian, and little below him in renown among the ancients. He was born about 292, of
heathen parents, in the Upper Thebaid, served as a soldier in the army of the tyrant Maximin on
the expedition against Constantine and Licinius, and was, with his comrades, so kindly treated by
the Christians at Thebes, that he was won to the Christian faith, and, after his discharge from the
military service, received baptism. Then, in 313, he visited the aged hermit Palemon, to learn from
him the way to perfection. The saint showed him the difficulties of the anchoritelife: “Many,” said
he, “have come hither from disgust with the world, and had no perseverance. Remember, my son,
my food consists only of bread and salt; | drink no wine, take no oil, spend half the night awake,
singing psalms and meditating on the Scriptures, and sometimes pass the whole night without
sleep.” Pachomius was astounded, but not discouraged, and spent several years with thisman asa
pupil.

In the year 325 he was directed by an angel, in a vision, to establish on the island of
Tabennae, in the Nile, in Upper Egypt, asociety of monks, which in a short time became so strong
that even before hisdeath (348) it numbered eight or nine cloistersin the Thebaid, and three thousand
(according to some, seven thousand), and, a century later, fifty thousand members. The mode of
life was fixed by a strict rule of Pachomius, which, according to a later legend, an angel
communicated to him, and which Jerome trandated into L atin. Theformal reception into the society
was preceded by athree-years probation. Rigid vowswere not yet enjoined. With spiritual exercises
manual labor was united, agriculture, boat building, basketmaking, mat and coverlet weaving, by
which the monks not only earned their own living, but also supported the poor and the sick. They
were divided, according to the grade of their ascetic piety, into four and twenty classes, named by
theletters of the Greek alphabet. They lived threeinacell. They atein common, but in strict silence,
and with the face covered. They made known their wants by signs. The sick were treated with
special care. On Saturday and Sunday they partook of the communion. Pachomius, as abbot, or
archimandrite, took the oversight of the whole; each cloister having a separate superior and a
steward.

Pachomius also established a cloister of nunsfor his sister, whom he never admitted to his
presence when she would visit him, sending her word that she should be content to know that he
was still alive. In like manner, the sister of Anthony and the wife of Ammon became centres of
female cloister life, which spread with great rapidity.

Pachomius, after his conversion never ate afull meal, and for fifteen years slept sitting on
astone. Tradition ascribesto him al sorts of miracles, even the gift of tongues and perfect dominion
over nature, so that he trod without harm on serpents and scorpions, and crossed the Nile on the
backs of crocodiles!®* Soon after Pachomius, fifty monasteries arose on the Nitrian mountain, in
no respect inferior to those in the Thebaid. They maintained seven bakeries for the benefit of the
anchorets in the neighboring Libyan desert, and gave attention also, at least in later days, to
theological studies; as the valuable manuscripts recently discovered there evince.

334 Maohler remarks on this (Vermischte Schriften, ii. p. 183): “ Thus antiquity expressesits faith, that for man perfectly
reconciled with God there is no enemy in nature. There is more than poetry here; thereis expressed at |east the high opinion his
own and future generations had of Pachomius.” The last qualifying remark suggests a doubt even in the mind of this famous
modern champion of Romanism as to the real historical character of the wonderful tales of this monastic saint.
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From Egypt the cloister life spread with the rapidity of theirresistible spirit of the age, over
the entire Christian East. The most eminent fathers of the Greek church were either themselves
monks for atime, or at all events friends and patrons of monasticism. Ephraim propagated it in
Mesopotamia; Eustathius of Sebaste in Armenia and Paphlagonia; Basil the Great in Pontus and
Cappadocia. The latter provided his monasteries and nunneries with clergy, and gave them an
improved rule, which, before his death (379), was accepted by some eighty thousand monks, and
trandlated by Rufinusinto Latin. He sought to unite the virtues of the anchorite and coenobite life,
and to make the institution useful to the church by promoting the education of youth, and also (as
Athanasius designed before him) by combating Arianism among the people.®* He and his friend
Gregory Nazianzen were the first to unite scientific theological studies with the ascetic exercises
of solitude. Chrysostom wrote three booksin praise and vindication of the monastic life, and exhibits
it in general in its noblest aspect.

In the beginning of the fifth century, Eastern monasticism was most worthily represented
by the elder Nilus of Sinai, a pupil and venerator of Chrysostom, and a copious ascetic writer, who
retired with his son from ahigh civil office in Constantinople to Mount Sinai, while hiswife, with
adaughter, travelled to an Egyptian cloister;**¢ and by the abbot Isidore, of Pelusium, on the principal
eastern mouth of the Nile, from whom we have two thousand epistles.®*” The writings of these two
men show arich spiritual experience, and an extended and fertile field of labor and usefulnessin
their age and generation.

§ 39. Fanatical and Heretical Monastic Societiesin The East.
Acta Concil. Gangrenensis, in Mansi, ii. 1095 sqg. Epiphan.: Haer. 70, 75 and 80. Socr.: H. E. ii.
43. Sozom.: iv. 24. Theodor.: H. E. iv. 9, 10; Fab. haer. iv. 10, 11. Comp. Neander: iii. p. 468

sqqg. (ed. Torrey, ii. 238 sqq.).

Monasticism generally adhered closely to the orthodox faith of the church. The friendship
between Athanasius, the father of orthodoxy, and Anthony, the father of monachism, is on this
point aclassical fact. But Nestorianism also, and Eutychianism, Monophysitism, Pelagianism, and
other heresies, proceeded from monks, and found in monks their most vigorous advocates. And
the monastic enthusiasm ran a so into ascetic heresies of its own, which we must notice here.

1. The Eustathians, so named from Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste and friend of Basil, founder
of monasticism in Armenia, Pontus, and Paphlagonia. This sect asserted that marriage debarred
from salvation and incapacitated for the clerical office. For this and other extravagances it was
condemned by a council at Gangrain Paphlagonia (between 360 and 370), and gradually died out.

335 Gregory Nazianzen, in his eulogy on Basil (Orat. xx. of the old order, Orat. xliii. in the new Par. ed.), gives him the
honor of endeavoring to unite the theoretical and the practical modes of lifein monasticism, p M
336 Comp. Neander, iii. 487 (Torrey’strandation, val. ii. p. 250 sqg.), who esteems Nilus highly; and the article of Gass

in Herzog's Theol. EncykKl. vol. x. p, 355 sqq. Hisworks are in the Bibl. Max. vet. Patr. tom. vii., and in Migne's Patrol. Gr. t.
79.

337 Comp. on him Tillemont, xv., and H. A. Niemeyer: “De Isid. Pel. vita, scripet doctrina,” Hal. 1825. His Epistles are
in the 7th volume of the Bibliotheca Maxima, and in Migne's Patrol. Graeca, tom. 58, Paris, 1860.
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2. The Audians held similar principles. Their founder, Audius, or Udo, alayman of Syria,
charged the clergy of his day with immorality, especially avarice and extravagance. After much
persecution, which he bore patiently, he forsook the church, with his friends, among whom were
some bishops and priests, and, about 330, founded arigid monastic sect in Scythia, which subsisted
perhaps a hundred years. They were Quartodecimans in the practice of Easter, observing it on the
14th of Nisan, according to Jewish fashion. Epiphanius speaks favorably of their exemplary but
severely ascetic life.

3. The Euchites or Messalians,®*® also called Enthusiasts, were roaming mendicant monks
in Mesopotamia and Syria (dating from 360), who conceived the Christian life as an unintermitted
prayer, despised al physical labor, the moral law, and the sacraments, and boasted themselves
perfect. They taught, that every man brings an evil demon with him into the world, which can only
be driven away by prayer; then the Holy Ghost comes into the soul, liberates it from all the bonds
of sense, and raisesit above the need of instruction and the means of grace. The gospel history they
declared amere alegory. But they concealed their panthei stic mysticism and antinomianism under
external conformity to the Catholic church. When their principles, toward the end of the fourth
century, became known, the persecution of both the ecclesiastical and the civil authority fell upon
them. Y et they perpetuated themselves to the seventh century, and reappeared in the Euchites and
Bogomiles of the middle age.

§ 40. Monasticism in the West. Athanasius, Ambrose, Augustine, Martin of Tours.

I. Ambrosius: De Virginibus ad Marcellinam sororem suam libri tres, written about 377 (in the
Benedictine edition of Ambr. Opera, tom. ii. p. 145-183). Augustinus (a.d. 400): De Opere
Monachorum liber unus (in the Bened. ed., tom. vi. p. 476-504). Sulpitius Severus (about a.d.
403): Dialogi tres (de virtutibus monachorum orientalium et de virtutibus B. Martini); and De
VitaBeati Martini (both in the BibliothecaMaximavet. Patrum, tom. vi. p. 349 sqq., and better
in Gallandi’ s Bibliotheca vet. Patrum, tom. viii. p. 392 sqg.).

[1. J. Mabillon: Observat. de monachis in occidente ante Benedictum (Praef. in Acta Sanct. Ord.
Bened.). R. H. Milman: Hist. of Latin Christianity, Lond. 1854, val. i. ch. vi. p. 409-426:
“Western Monasticism.” Count de Montalembert: The Monks of the West, Engl. trandation,
vol. i. p. 379 sqQ.

Inthe Latin church, in virtue partly of the climate, partly of the national character,®° the monastic
life took a much milder form, but assumed greater variety, and found alarger field of usefulness
than in the Greek. It produced no pillar saints, nor other such excesses of ascetic heroism, but was
more practical instead, and an important instrument for the cultivation of the soil and the diffusion

338 From = —,— from - — prayer.

339 Sulpitius Severus, in the first of his three dialogues, gives several amusing instances of the difference between the
Gallic and Egyptian stomach, and was greatly astonished when the first Egyptian anchoret whom he visited placed before him
and his four companions a half loaf of barley bread and a handful of herbs for a dinner, though they tasted very good after the
wearisome journey. “Edacitas,” sayshe, “in Graecis gulaest, in Gallianatura.” (Didl. i. c. 8, in Gallandi, t. viii. p. 405.)
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of Christianity and civilization among the barbarians.>® Exclusive contemplation was exchanged
for aternate contemplation and labor. “A working monk,” says Cassian, “is plagued by one devil,
an inactive monk by ahost.” Yet it must not be forgotten that the most eminent representatives of
the Eastern monasticism recommended manual |abor and studies; and that the Eastern monks took
avery lively, often rude and stormy part in theological controversies. And on the other hand, there
were Western monks who, like Martin of Tours, regarded labor as disturbing contemplation.

Athanasius, the guest, the disciple, and subsequently the biographer and eulogist of St.
Anthony, brought thefirst intelligence of monasticism to the West, and astounded the civilized and
effeminate Romans with two live representatives of the semi-barbarous desert-sanctity of Egypt,
who accompanied him in his exile in 340. The one, Ammonius, was so abstracted from the world
that he disdained to visit any of the wonders of the great city, except the tombs of St. Peter and St.
Paul; whilethe other, Isidore, attracted attention by hisamiable simplicity. The phenomenon excited
at first disgust and contempt, but soon admiration and imitation, especially among women, and
among the decimated ranks of the ancient Roman nobility. The impression of the first visit was
afterward strengthened by two other visits of Athanasiusto Rome, and especially by his biography
of Anthony, which immediately acquired the popularity and authority of a monastic gospel. Many
went to Egypt and Palestine, to devote themselves there to the new mode of life; and for the sake
of such, Jerome afterward translated the rule of Pachomiusinto Latin. Others founded cloistersin
the neighborhood of Rome, or on the ruins of the ancient temples and the forum, and the frugal
number of the heathen vestals was soon cast into the shade by whole hosts of Christian virgins.
From Rome, monasticism gradually spread over all Italy and the isles of the Mediterranean, even
to the rugged rocks of the Gorgon and the Capraja, where the hermits, in voluntary exile from the
world, took the place of the criminalsand political victimswhom thejustice or tyranny and jeal ousy
of the emperors had been accustomed to banish thither.

Ambrose, whose sister, Marcellina, was among the first Roman nuns, established amonastery
in Milan,** one of the first in Italy, and with the warmest zeal encouraged celibacy even against
the will of parents; insomuch that the mothers of Milan kept their daughters out of the way of his
preaching; whilst from other quarters, even from Mauritania, virginsflocked to him to be consecrated
to the solitary life.®? The coasts and small islands of Italy were gradually studded with cloisters.®*

Augustine, whose evangelical principles of the free grace of God as the only ground of
salvation and peace were essentially inconsistent with the more Pelagian theory of the monastic
life, nevertheless went with the then reigning spirit of the church in this respect, and led, with his
clergy, amonk-likelifein voluntary poverty and celibacy,** after the pattern, as he thought, of the
primitive church of Jerusalem; but with all his zealous commendation he could obtain favor for

340 “The monastic stream,” says Montalembert, |.c., “which had been born in the deserts of Egypt, divided itself into two
great arms. The one spread in the East, at first inundated everything, then concentrated and lost itself there. The other escaped
into the West, and spread itself by a thousand channels over an entire world, which had to be covered and fertilized.”

341 Augustine, Conf. vii. 6: “Erat monasterium Mediolani plenum bonis fratribus extra urbis moenia, sub Ambrosio
nutritore.”

342 Ambr.: Devirginibus, lib. iii., addressed to his sister Marcellina, about 377. Comp. Tillem. x. 102-105, and Schrdckh,
viii. 355 sgq.

343 Ambr.: Hexaémeron, |. iii. c. 5. Hieron.: Ep. ad Oceanum de morte Fabiolae, Ep. 77 ed. Vall. (84 ed. Ben., al. 30).

344 He himself speaks of amonasterium clericorum in his episcopal residence, and his biographer, Possidius, says of him,

Vita, c. 5: “Factus ergo presbyter monasterium inter ecclesiam mox instituit, et cum Dei servis vivere coepit secundum modum,
et regulam sub sanctis apostlis constitutam, maxime ut nemo quidquam proprium haberet, sed ei's essent omnia communia.”
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monasticism in North Africa only among the liberated slaves and the lower classes.** He viewed
it in its noblest aspect, as a life of undivided surrender to God, and undisturbed occupation with
spiritual and eterna things. But he acknowledged also its abuses; he distinctly condemned the
vagrant, begging monks, like the Circumcelliones and Gyrovagi, and wrote a book (De opere
monachorum) against the monastic aversion to labor.

Monasticism was planted in Gaul by Martin of Tours, whose life and miracleswere described
in fluent, pleasing language by his disciple, Sulpitius Severus,** afew years after his death. This
celebrated saint, the patron of fields, was born in Pannonia (Hungary), of pagan parents. He was
educated in Italy, and served three years, against hiswill, asasoldier under Constantius and Julian
the Apostate. Even at that time he showed an uncommon degree of temperance, humility, and love.
He often cleaned his servant’s shoes, and once cut his only cloak in two with his sword, to clothe
a naked beggar with half; and the next night he saw Christ in a dream with the half cloak, and
plainly heard him say to the angels. “Behold, Martin, who is yet only a catechumen, hath clothed
me.”*” He was baptized in his eighteenth year; converted his mother; lived as a hermit in Italy;
afterward built a monastery in the vicinity of Poictiers (the first in France); destroyed many idol
temples, and won great renown as a saint and a worker of miracles. About the year 370 he was
unanimously elected by the people, against his wish, bishop of Tours on the Loire, but in his
episcopal office maintained his strict monastic mode of life, and established a monastery beyond
the Loire, where he was soon surrounded with eighty monks. He had little education, but a natural
eloquence, much spiritual experience, and unwearied zeal. Sulpitius Severus places him above all
the Eastern monks of whom he knew, and declares his merit to be beyond all expression. “Not an
hour passed,” says he,>® “in which Martin did not pray .... No one ever saw him angry, or gloomy,
or merry. Ever the same, with acountenancefull of heavenly serenity, he seemed to be raised above
the infirmities of man. There was nothing in his mouth but Christ; nothing in his heart but piety,
peace, and sympathy. He used to weep for the sins of his enemies, who reviled him with poisoned
tongues when he was absent and did them no harm .... Yet he had very few persecutors, except
among the bishops.” The biographer ascribes to him wondrous conflicts with the devil, whom he
imagined he saw bodily and tangibly present in al possible shapes. He tells also of visions,
miraculous cures, and even, what no oriental anchoret could boast, three instances of restoration
of the dead to life, two before and one after his accession to the bishopric;*° and he assures us that
he has omitted the greater part of the miracleswhich had cometo hisears, lest he should weary the
reader; but he several times intimates that these were by no means universally credited, even by
monks of the same cloister. His piety was characterized by a union of monastic humility with
clerical arrogance. At a supper at the court of the tyrannical emperor Maximusin Trier, he handed
the goblet of wine, after he himself had drunk of it, first to his presbyter, thus giving him precedence
of the emperor.3* The empress on this occasion showed him an idolatrous veneration, even preparing

345 Deoperamonach. c. 22. Still later, Salvian (Degubern. Dei, viii. 4) speaks of the hatred of the Africansfor monasticism.
346 InhisVitaMartini, and also in three | etters respecting him, and in three very eloquently and el egantly written dialogues,
the first of which relatesto the oriental monks, the two others to the miracles of Martin (trandlated, with some omissions, in
Ruffner’ s Fathers of the Desert, val. ii. p. 68-178). Hetellsus (Dial. i. c. 23) that the book traders of Rome sold his VitaMartini

more rapidly than any other book, and made great profit on it. The Acts of the Saints were read as romances in those days.

347 The biographer here refers, of course, to Matt. xxv. 40

348 Toward the close of his biography, c. 26, 27 (Gallandi, tom. viii. 399).
349 Comp. Did. ii. 5 (in Gallandi Bibl. tom. viii. p. 412).

350 VitaM. c. 20 (in Gallandi, viii. 397).
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the meal, laying the cloth, and standing as a servant before him, like Martha before the Lord.®!
More to the bishop’s honor was his protest against the execution of the Priscillianists in Treves.
Martin died in 397 or 400: his funeral was attended by two thousand monks, besides many nuns
and a great multitude of people; and his grave became one of the most frequented centres of
pilgrimage in France.

In Southern Gaul, monasticism spread with equal rapidity. John Cassian, an ascetic writer
and a Semipelagian (1 432), founded two cloistersin Massilia (Marsellles), where literary studies
also were carried on; and Honoratus (after 426, bishop of Arles) established the cloister of St.
Honoratus on the island of Lerina.

§41. . Jerome as a Monk.

S. Eus. Hieronymi: Operaomnia, ed. Erasmus (assisted by Oecolampadius), Bas. 1516— 20, 9vols.
fol.; ed. (Bened.) Martianay, Par. 1693-1706, 5 vols. fol. (incomplete); ed. Valarsi and Maffel,
Veron. 1734- 42, 11 vols. fol., also Venet. 1766 (best edition). Comp. especialy the 150
Epistles, often separately edited (the chronological order of which Vallarsi, in tom. i. of his
edition, has finally established).

For extended works on the life of Jerome see Du Pin (Nouvelle Biblioth. des auteurs Eccles. tom.
iii. p. 100-140); Tillemont (tom. xii. 1-356); Martianay (Lavie de St. Jerdme, Par. 1706); Joh.
Stilting (in the Acta Sanctorum, Sept. tom. viii. p. 418-688, Antw. 1762); Butler (sub Sept.
30); Vallarsi (in Op. Hieron., tom. xi. p. 1-240); Schrockh (viii. 359 sqq., and especially xi.
3-254); Engelstoft (Hieron. Stridonensis, interpres, criticus, exegeta, apologeta, historicus,
doctor, monachus, Havn. 1798); D. v. ColIn (in Ersch and Gruber’s Encycl. sect. ii. vol. 8);
Collombet (Histoire de S. Jerdme, Lyons, 1844); and O. Zéckler (Hieronymus, sein Leben und
Wirken. Gotha, 1865).

The most zealous promoter of the monastic life among the church fathers was Jerome, the
connecting link between Eastern and Western learning and religion. His life belongs almost with
equal right to the history of theol ogy and the history of monasticism. Hencethe church art generally
represents him as a penitent in areading or writing posture, with alion and a skull, to denote the
union of the literary and anchoretic modes of life. He was the first learned divine who not only
recommended but actually embraced the monastic mode of life, and his example exerted a great
influence in making monasticism available for the promotion of learning. To rare talents and
attainments,*? indefatigable activity of mind, ardent faith, immortal merit in the translation and

351 Dial. ii. 7, which probably relates to the same banquet, since Martin declined other invitations to the imperial table.
Severus gives us to understand that this was the only time Martin allowed a woman so near him, or received her service. He
commended a nun for declining even his official visit as bishop, and Severus remarks thereupon: “ O glorious virgin, who would
not even suffer herself to be seen by Martin! O blessed Martin, who took not thisrefusal for an insult, but commended its virtue,
and rejoiced to find in that region so rare an example!” (Didl, ii. ¢. 12, Gall, viii. 414.)

352 Ashehimself boastsin his second apology to Rufinus:. “ Ego philosophus(?), rhetor, grammaticus, dial ecticus, hebraeus,
graecus, latinus, trilinguis.” The celebrated Erasmus, the first editor of his works, and a very competent judge in matters of
literary talent and merit, places Jeromeabove al the fathers, even St. Augustine(with whose doctrines of free grace and
predestination he could not sympathize), and often gives eloquent expression to his admiration for him. In aletter to Pope Leo
X. (Ep.ii. 1, quoted in Valarsi’s ed. of Jerome’s works, tom. xi. 290), he says:. “Divus Hieronymus sic apud L atinos est
theol ogorum princeps, ut hunc prope solum habeamus theologi dignum nomine. Non quod caeteros damnem, sed quod illustres
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interpretation of the Bible, and earnest zeal for ascetic piety, he united so great vanity and ambition,
suchirritability and bitterness of temper, such vehemence of uncontrolled passion, such an intolerant
and persecuting spirit, and such inconstancy of conduct, that we find ourselves alternately attracted
and repelled by his character, and now filled with admiration for his greatness, now with contempt
or pity for his weakness.

Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus was born at Stridon,** on the borders of Dalmatia, not
far from Aquileia, between the years 331 and 342.3* He was the son of wealthy Christian parents,
and was educated in Rome under the direction of the celebrated heathen grammarian Donatus, and
the rhetorician Victorinus. He read with great diligence and profit the classic poets, orators, and
philosophers, and collected a considerable library. On Sundays he visited, with Bonosus and other
young friends, the subterranean graves of the martyrs, which made an indelible impression upon
him. Y et he was not exempt from the temptations of agreat and corrupt city, and helost his chastity,
as he himself afterward repeatedly acknowledged with pain.

About the year 370, whether before or after his literary tour to Treves and Aquileia is
uncertain, but at al eventsin hislater youth, he received baptism at Rome and resolved thenceforth
to devote himself wholly, in rigid abstinence, to the service of the Lord. In the first zeal of his
conversion he renounced his love for the classics, and applied himself to the study of the hitherto
distasteful Bible. In a morbid ascetic frame, he had, a few years later, that celebrated dream, in
which he was summoned before the judgment seat of Christ, and as a heathen Ciceronian,®* so
severely reprimanded and scourged, that even the angels interceded for him from sympathy with
hisyouth, and he himself solemnly vowed never again to take worldly books into his hands. When
he woke, he still felt the stripes, which, as he thought, not his heated fancy, but the Lord himself
had inflicted upon him. Hence he warns his female friend Eustochium, to whom several years
afterward (a.d. 384) he recounted this experience, to avoid all profane reading: “What have light
and darkness, Christ and Belial (2 Cor. vi. 14), the Psalms and Horace, the Gospels and Virgil, the
Apostles and Cicero, to do with one another? ... We cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup
of the demons at the same time.” 3 But proper as this warning may be against overrating classical
scholarship, Jerome himself, in his version of the Bible and his commentaries, affords the best
evidence of the inestimable value of linguistic and antiquarian knowledge, when devoted to the
service of religion. That oath, also, at least in later life, he did not strictly keep. On the contrary,

alioqui, s cum hoc conferantur, ob huius eminentiam velut obscurentur. Denique tot egregiis est cumulatus dotibus, ut vix ullum
habeat et ipsa docta Graecia, quem cum hoc viro quest componere. Quantum in illo Romanae facundiae! quanta linguarum
peritial quanta omnis antiquitatis omnium historiarum notitial quam fidamemorial quam felix rerum omnium mixtum! quam
absolutamysticarum literarum cognitio! super omnia, quisardor ille, quam admirabilisdivini pectoris afflatus? ut unaet plurimum
delectet eloquentia, et doceat eruditione, et rapiat sanctimonia.”

353 Hence called Stridonensis; al so in distinction from the contemporary but little known Greek Jerome, who was probably
apresbyter in Jerusalem.
354 Martianay, Stilting, Cave, Schrockh, Hagenbach, and others, place hisbirth, according to Prosper, Chron. ad ann. 331,

in the year 331; Baronius, Du Pin, and Tillemont, with greater probability, in the year 342. The |ast infers from various
circumstances, that Jeromelived, not ninety-one years, as Prosper states, but only seventy-eight. Vallarsi (t. xi. 8) placeshishbirth
still later, in the year 346. His death is placed in the year 419 or 420.

355 “Mentiris,” said the Lord to him, when Jeromecalled himself a Christian, Ciceronianus es, non Christianus, ubi enim
thesaurus tuusibi et cor tuum.” Ep. xxii. ad Eustochium, “De custodia virginitatis ” (tom. i. p. 113). C. A. Heumann has written
aspecial treatise, De ecstasi Hieronymi anti-Ciceroniana. Comp. also Schrockh, vol. vii. p. 35 sqq., and Ozanam: ” Civilisation
au 5e Siecle,” i. 301.

356 Ep. xxii. ed. Vall. i. 112).
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he made the monks copy the dialogues of Cicero, and explained Virgil at Bethlehem, and his
writings abound in recollections and quotations of the classic authors. When Rufinus of Aquileia,
at first hiswarm friend, but afterward a bitter enemy, cast up to him thisinconsistency and breach
of a solemn vow, he resorted to the evasion that he could not obliterate from his memory what he
had formerly read; as if it were not so sinful to cite a heathen author as to read him. With more
reason he asserted, that all was a mere dream, and a dream vow was not binding. He referred him
to the prophets, “who teach that dreams are vain, and not worthy of faith.” Yet was this dream
afterward made frequent use of, as Erasmus laments, to cover monastic obscurantism.

After his baptism, Jerome divided his life between the East and the West, between ascetic
discipline and literary labor. He removed from Rometo Antioch with afew friends and hislibrary,
visited the most celebrated anchorets, attended the exegetical lectures of the younger Apollinaris
in Antioch, and then (374) spent some time as an ascetic in the dreary Syrian desert of Chalcis.
Here, like so many other hermits, he underwent a grevious struggle with sensuality, which he
described ten years after with indelicate minutenessin along letter to hisvirgin friend Eustochium.®?
In spite of his starved and emaciated body, his fancy tormented him with wild images of Roman
banquets and dances of women; showing that the monastic seclusion from the world was by no
means proof against the temptations of the flesh and the devil. Helpless he cast himself at the feet
of Jesus, wet them with tears of repentance, and subdued the resisting flesh by a week of fasting
and by the dry study of Hebrew grammar (which, according to aletter to Rusticus,*® he was at that
time learning from a converted Jew), until he found peace, and thought himself transported to the
choirs of the angels in heaven. In this period probably falls the dream mentioned above, and the
composition of several ascetic writings, full of heated eulogy of the monastic life.3 His biographies
of distinguished anchorets, however, are very pleasantly and temperately written.®® He commends
monastic seclusion even against thewill of parents; interpreting the word of the Lord about forsaking
father and mother, as if monasticism and Christianity were the same. “ Though thy mother”—he
writes, in 373, to his friend Heliodorus, who had left him in the midst of hisjourney to the Syrian
desert—“with flowing hair and rent garments, should show thee the breasts which have nourished
thee; though thy father should lie upon the threshold; yet depart thou, treading over thy father, and
fly with dry eyesto the standard of the cross. Thisisthe only religion of itskind, in this matter to
be crud .... The love of God and the fear of hell easily, rend the bonds of the household asunder.
The holy Scripture indeed enjoins obedience to parents; but he who loves them more than Christ,
loses hissoul .... O desert, where the flowers of Christ are blooming!. O solitude, where the stones
for the new Jerusalem are prepared! O retreat, which rejoicesin the friendship of God! What doest
thou in the world, my brother, with thy soul greater than the world? How long wilt thou remain in
the shadow of roofs, and in the smoky dungeon of cities? Believe me, | see heremore of thelight.” 3!

357 Ep. xxii. (i. p. 91, ed. Vallars.)
358 Ep. cxxv., ed. Valars. (a. 95 or 4.)
39 De laude vitee solitariae, Ep. xiv. (tom. i. 28-36) ad Heliodorum. The Roman lady Fabiolalearned this|etter by heart,

and Du Pin callsit amasterpiece of eloquence (Nouv. Bibl. desauteurseccl. iii. 102), but it isalmost too declamatory and turgid.
He himself afterward acknowledged it overdrawn.

360 Gibbon says of them: “The stories of Paul, Hilarion, and Malchus are admirably told; and the only defect of these
pleasing compositions is the want of truth and common sense.”
361 Ep. xiv. (t.i. 29 sg.) Similar descriptions of the attractions of monastic life we meet with in the ascetic writings of

Gregory, Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Cassian, Nilus, and Isidor. “So great grace,” says the venerable monk Nilus of Mount
Sinai, in the beginning of the fifth century (Ep. lib. i Ep. 1, as quoted by Neander, Am. ed. ii. 250), “so great grace his God
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The eloquent appeal, however, failed of the desired effect; Heliodorus entered the teaching order
and became a bishop.

The active and restless spirit of Jerome soon brought him again upon the public stage, and
involved him in all the doctrinal and ecclesiastical controversies of those controversia times. He
received the ordination of presbyter from the bishop Paulinus in Antioch, without taking charge of
acongregation. He preferred the itinerant life of amonk and a student to a fixed office, and about
380 journeyed to Constantinople, where he heard the anti-Arian sermons of the celebrated Gregory
Nazianzen, and translated the Chronicle of Eusebius and the homilies of Origen on Jeremiah and
Ezekiel. In 382, on account of the Meletian schism, he returned to Rome with Paulinus and
Epiphanius. Here he cameinto close connection with the bishop, Damasus, as histheol ogical adviser
and ecclesiastical secretary,*? and was led by him into new exegetical labors, particularly the
revision of the Latin version of the Bible, which he completed at alater day in the East.

At the same time he labored in Rome with the greatest zeal, by mouth and pen, in the cause
of monasticism, which had hitherto gained very little foothold there, and met with violent opposition
even among the clergy. He had his eye mainly upon the most wealthy and honorabl e classes of the
decayed Roman society, and tried to induce the descendants of the Scipios, the Gracchi, the Marcdlli,
the Camilli, the Anicii to turn their sumptuous villas into monastic retreats, and to lead a life of
self-sacrifice and charity. He met with great success. “ The old patrician races, which founded Rome,
which had governed her during al her period of splendor and liberty, and which overcame and
conquered the world, had expiated for four centuries, under the atrocious yoke of the Caesars, all
that was most hard and selfish in the glory of their fathers. Cruelly humiliated, disgraced, and
decimated during that long servitude, by the masters whom degenerate Rome had given herself,
they found at last in Christian life, such as was practised by the monks, the dignity of sacrifice and
the emancipation of the soul. These sons of the old Romans threw themselves into it with the
magnanimous fire and persevering energy which had gained for their ancestors the empire of the
world. "Formerly,” says St. Jerome, "according to the testimony of the apostles, there were few
rich, few noble, few powerful among the Christians. Now it is no longer so. Not only among the
Christians, but among the monks are to be found a multitude of the wise, the noble, and therich.’...
The monastic institution offered them a field of battle where the struggles and victories of their
ancestors could be renewed and surpassed for aloftier cause, and over enemies more redoubtable.
The great men whose memory hovered still over degenerate Rome had contended only with men,
and subjugated only their bodies; their descendants undertook to strive with devils, and to conquer
souls .... God called them to be the ancestors of a new people, gave them a new empire to found,

bestowed on the monks, even in anticipation of the future world, that they wish for no honors from men, and feel no longing
after the greatness of thisworld; but, on the contrary, often seek rather to remain concealed from men: while, on the other hand,
many of the great, who possess all the glory of the world, either of their own accord, or compelled by misfortune, take refuge
with the lowly monks, and, delivered from fatal dangers, obtain at once atemporal and an eternal salvation.”

362 Asweinfer from aremark of Jeromein Ep. cxxiii. c. 10, written a. 409 (ed. Valars. i. p. 901): “ Ante annos plurimos,
guum in chartis ecclesiasticis’ (i.e. probably in ecclesiastical documents; though Schréckh, viii. p. 122, refersit to the Holy
Scriptures, appealing to awork of Bonamici unknown to me), “juvarem Damasum, Romanae urbis episcopum, et orientis atque
occidentis synodicis consultationibus responderem,” etc. The latter words, which Schrockh does not quote, favor the common
interpretation.
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and permitted them to bury and transfigure the glory of their forefathersin the bosom of the spiritual
regeneration of the world.” 33

Most of these distinguished patrician converts of Jerome were women—such widows as
Marcella, Albinia, Furia, Salvina, Fabiola, Melania, and the most illustrious of all, Paula, and her
family; or virgins, as Eustochium, Apella, Marcellina, Asdlla, Felicitas, and Demetrias. He gathered
them as a select circle around him; he expounded to them the Holy Scriptures, in which some of
these Roman ladieswere very well read; he answered their questions of conscience; heincited them
to celibate life, lavish beneficence, and enthusiastic asceticism; and flattered their spiritual vanity
by extravagant praises. He was the oracle, biographer, admirer, and eulogist of these holy women,
who constituted the spiritual nobility of Catholic Rome. Even the senator Pammachius, son in-law
to Paula and heir to her fortune, gave his goods to the poor, exchanged the purple for the cowl,
exposed himself to the mockery of hiscolleagues, and became, in the flattering language of Jerome,
the general in chief of Roman monks, the first of monksin the first of cities.** Jerome considered
second marriage incompatible with genuine holiness; even depreciated first marriage, except so
far asit wasanursery of brides of Christ; warned Eustochium against all intercourse with married
women; and hesitated not to call the mother of a bride of Christ, like Paula, a “mother-in-law of
GOd.”%S

His intimacy with these distinguished women, whom he admired more, perhaps, than they
admired him, together with his unsparing attacks upon the immoralities of the Roman clergy and
of the higher classes, drew upon him much unjust censure and groundless calumny, which he met
rather with indignant scorn and satire than with quiet dignity and Christian meekness. After the
death of hispatron Damasus, a.d. 384, heleft Rome, and in August, 385, with his brother Paulinian,
afew monks, Paula, and her daughter Eustochium, made a pilgrimage “from Babylon to Jerusalem,
that not Nebuchadnezzar, but Jesus, should reign over him.” With religious devotion and inquiring
mind he wandered through the holy places of Palestine, spent some time in Alexandria, where he
heard the lectures of the celebrated Didymus; visited the cells of the Nitrian mountain; and finally,
with his two female friends, in 386, settled in the birthplace of the Redeemer, to lament there, as
he says, the sins of his youth, and to secure himself against others.

In Bethlehem he presided over a monastery till his death, built a hospital for all strangers
except heretics, prosecuted hisliterary studieswithout cessation, wrote several commentaries, and
finished hisimproved L atin version of the Bible—the noblest monument of hislife—but entangled
himself in violent literary controversies, not only with opponents of the church orthodoxy like
Helvidius (against whom he had appeared before, in 384), Jovinian, Vigilantius, and Pelagius, but
also with his long-tried friend Rufinus, and even with Augustine.®® Palladius says, his jealousy

363 Montalembert, himself the scion of an old noble family in France, |.c. i. p. 388 sg. Comp. Hieron., Epist. Ixvi. ad
Pammachium, de obit. Paulinae (ed. Valars. i. 391 sqq.).

364 In one of his Epist. ad Pammach.: “Primus inter monachos in prima urbe ... archistrategos monachorum.”

365 Ep. xxii. ad Eustochium, “de custodiavirginitatis.” Even Rufinuswas shocked at the profane, nay, almost blasphemous
expression, socrus Dei, and asked him from what heathen poet he had stolen it.

366 His controversy with Augustineon the interpretation of Gal. ii. 14 isnot unimportant as an index of the moral character

of the two most illustrous Latin fathers of the church. Jeromesaw in the account of the collision between Paul and Peter, in
Antioch, an artifice of pastoral prudence, and supposed that Paul did not there reprove the senior apostle in earnest, but only for
effect, to reclaim the Jews from their wrong notions respecting the validity of the ceremonial law. Augustine’ s delicate sense of
truth was justly offended by this exegesis, which, to save the dignity of Peter, ascribed falsehood to Paul, and he expressed his
opinion to Jerome, who, however, very loftily made him feel his smaller grammatical knowledge. But they afterward became
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could tolerate no saint beside himself, and drove many pious monks away from Bethlehem. He
complained of the crowds of monks whom his fame attracted to Bethlehem.*” The remains of the
Roman nobility, too, ruined by the sack of Rome, fled to him for food and shelter. At the last his
repose was disturbed by incursions of the barbarian Huns and the heretical Pelagians. He died in
419 or 420, of fever, at a great age. His remains were afterward brought to the Roman basilica of
MariaMaggiore, but were exhibited also and superstitiously venerated in several copiesin Florence,
Prague, Clugny, Paris, and the Escurial .3

The Roman church has long since assigned him one of the first places among her standard
teachers and canonical saints. Y et even some impartial Catholic historians venture to admit and
disapprove his glaring inconsistencies and violent passions. The Protestant love of truth inclines
to the judgment, that Jerome was indeed an accomplished and most serviceable scholar and azealous
enthusiast for all which his age counted holy, but lacking in calm self-control and proper depth of
mind and character, and that he reflected, with the virtues, the failings also of his age and of the
monastic system. It must be said to his credit, however, that with all his enthusiastic zeal and
admiration for monasticism, he saw with a keen eye and exposed with unsparing hand the false
monks and nuns, and painted in lively colorsthe dangers of melancholy, hypochondria, the hypocrisy
and spiritual pride, to which the institution was exposed.%®

§42. K. Paula.
Hieronymus: Epitaphium Paulae matris, ad Eustochium virginem, Ep. cviii. (ed. Valarsi, Opera,
tom. i. p. 684 sqg.; ed. Bened. Ep. Ixxxvi). Also the Acta Sanctorum, and Butler’s Lives of
Saints, sub Jan. 26.

reconciled. Comp. on thisdispute the | etters on both sides, in Hieron. Opera, ed. Vall. tom. i. 632 sqg., and the treatise of Méhler,
in his”Vermischte Schriften,” vol. i. p. 1-18.

367 “Tantis de toto orbe confluentibus obruimur turbis monachorum.”

368 The Jesuit Stilting, the author of the Vita Hieron. in the Acta Sanctorum, devotes nearly thirty folio pagesto accounts
of the veneration paid to him and his relics after his death.

369 Most Roman Catholic biographers, asMartianay, Vallarsi, Stilting, Dolci, and eventhe Anglican Cave, areunqualified

eulogists of Jerome. See also the “ Selecta V eterum testimonia de Hieronymo ejusque scriptis,” in Vallarsi’ s edition, tom. xi. pp.
282-300. Tillemont, however, who on account of his Jansenist proclivity sympathizes more with Augustine, makes a move
toward a more enlightened judgment, for which Stilting sharply reproves him. Montalembert (I.c. i. 402) praises him as aman
of genius, inspired by zeal and subdued by penitence, of ardent faith and immense resources of knowledge; yet he incidentally
speaks also of his*amost savage impetuosity of temper,” and “that inexhaustible vehemence which sometimes degenerated
into emphasis and affectation.” Dr. John H. Newman, in his opinion before his transition from Puseyism to Romanism, exhibits
the conflict in which the moral feeling is here involved with the authority of the Roman Church: “I do not scruple to say, that,
were he not a saint, there are things in his writings and views from which | should shrink; but as the case stands, | shrink rather
from putting myself in opposition to something like ajudgment of the catholic(?) world in favor of his saintly perfection.”
(Church of the Fathers, 263, cited by Robertson.) Luther also here boldly broke through tradition, but, forgetful of the great value
of the Vulgate even to his German version of the Bible, went to the opposite extreme of unjust derogation, expressing several
timesadistinct antipathy to this church father, and charging him with knowing not how to write at all of Christ, but only of fasts,
virginity, and useless monkish exercises. Le Clerc exposed his defects with thorough ability, but unfairly, in his” Quaestiones
Hieronymianae“ (Amstel. 1700, over 500 pages). Mosheim and Schréckh are more mild, but the latter considersit doubtful
whether Jeromedid Christianity more good than harm. Among later Protestant historians opinion has become somewhat more
favorable, though rather to his learning than to his moral character, which betraysin his letters and controversial writings too
many unquestionable weaknesses.
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Of Jerome’ s many female disciples, the most distinguished is St. Paula, the model of a Roman
Catholic nun. With his accustomed extravagance, he opens his eulogy after her death, in. 404, with
these words: “If al the members of my body were turned into tongues, and all my joints were to
utter human voices, | should be unable to say anything worthy of the holy and venerable Paula.”

She was born in 347, of the renowned stock of the Scipios and Gracchi and Paulus
Aemilius,?° and was already awidow of six and thirty years, and the mother of five children, when,
under the influence of Jerome, she renounced all the wealth and honors of the world, and betook
herself to the most rigorous ascetic life. Rumor circulated suspicion, which her spiritual guide,
however, in aletter to Asella, answered with indignant rhetoric: “Was there, then, no other matron
in Rome, who could have conquered my heart, but that one, who was always mourning and fasting,
who abounded in dirt,** who had become almost blind with weeping, who spent whole nightsin
prayer, whose song was the Psams, whose conversation was the gospel, whose joy was
abstemiousness, whose life was fasting? Could no other have pleased me, but that one, whom |
have never seen eat? Nay, verily, after | had begun to revere her as her chastity deserved, should
all virtues have at once forsaken me?’ He afterward boasts of her, that she knew the Scriptures
almost entirely by memory; she even learned Hebrew, that she might sing the psalter with himin
the original; and continually addressed exegetical questionsto him, which he himself could answer
only in part.

Repressing the sacred feelings of a mother, she left her daughter Ruffina and her little son
Toxotius, in spite of their prayers and tears, in the city, of Rome,3? met Jerome in Antioch, and
made a pilgrimage to Palestine and Egypt. With glowing devotion, she knelt before the rediscovered
cross, asif the Lord were still hanging upon it; she kissed the stone of the resurrection which the
angel rolled away; licked with thirsty tongue the pretended tomb of Jesus, and shed tears of joy as
she entered the stable and beheld the manger of Bethlehem. In Egypt she penetrated into the desert
of Nitria, prostrated herself at the feet of the hermits, and then returned to the holy land and settled
permanently in the birthplace of the Saviour. She founded there a monastery for Jerome, whom
she supported, and three nunneries, in which she spent twenty years as abbess, until 404.

She denied herself flesh and wine, performed, with her daughter Eustochium, the meanest
services, and even in sickness slept on the bare ground in a hair shirt, or spent the whole night in
prayer. “I must,” said she, “disfigure my face, which | have often, against the command of God,
adorned with paint; torment the body, which has participated in many idolatries, and atone for long
laughing by constant weeping.” Her liberality knew no bounds. She wished to die in beggary, and
to be buried in a shroud which did not belong to her. She left to her daughter (she died in 419) a
multitude of debts, which she had contracted at a high rate of interest for benevolent purposes.®”

Her obsequies, which lasted a week, were attended by the bishops of Jerusalem and other
cities of Palestine, besides clergy, monks, nuns, and laymen innumerable. Jerome apostrophizes
her: “Farewell, Paula, and help with prayer the old age of thy adorer!”

370 Her father professed to trace his genealogy to Agamemnon, and her husband to Aeneas.

371 Thiswant of cleanliness, the inseparable companion of ancient ascetic holiness, is bad enough in monks, but still more
intolerable and revolting in nuns.

372 “Nesciebat se matrem,” says Jerome, “ut Christi probaret ancillam.” Revealing the conflict of monastic sanctity with
the natural virtues which God has enjoined. Montalembert, also, quotes this objectionable passage with apparent approbation.

373 Jeromesays, Eustochium hoped to pay the debts of her mother—probably by the help of others. Fuller justly remarks:

“Liberality should have banks, aswell as a stream.”
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§ 43. Benedict of Nursia.

GregoriusM.: Dialogorum, I. iv. (composed about 594; lib. ii. containsthe biography of St. Benedict
according to the communications of four abbots and disciples of the saint, Constantine,
Honoratus, Vaentinian, and Simplicius, but full of surprising miracles). Mabillon and other
writers of the Benedictine congregation of St. Maurus: Acta Sanctorum ordinis S. Benedicti in
saeculorum classes distributa, fol. Par. 1668-1701, 9 vols. (to the year 1100), and Annales
ordinis S. Bened. Par. 1703— 39, 6 vols. fol. (to 1157). Dom (Domnus) Jos. De Mége: Vie de
St. Benoit, Par. 1690. The Acta Sanctorum, and Butler, sub Mart. 21. Montalembert: The Monks
of the West, val. ii. book iv.

Benedict of Nursia, the founder of the celebrated order which bears his name, gave to the
Western monasticism a fixed and permanent form, and thus carried it far above the Eastern with
its imperfect attempts at organization, and made it exceedingly profitable to the practical, and,
incidentally, also to the literary interests of the Catholic Church. He holds, therefore, the dignity
of patriarch of the Western monks. He has furnished a remarkable instance of the incalculable
influence which asimple but judicious moral rule of life may exercise on many centuries.

Benedict was born of the illustrious house of Anicius, at Nursia (now Norcia) in Umbria,
about the year 480, at the time when the political and social state of Europe was distracted and
dismembered, and literature, morals, and religion seemed to be doomed to irremediable ruin. He
studied in Rome, but so early as his fifteenth year he fled from the corrupt society of his fellow
students, and spent three yearsin seclusion in adark, narrow, and inaccessible grotto at Subiaco.5™
A neighboring monk, Romanus, furnished him from time to time his scanty food, letting it down
by acord, with alittle bell, the sound of which announced to him the loaf of bread. He there passed
through the usual anchoretic battles with demons, and by prayer and ascetic exercises attained a
rare power over nature. At one time, Pope Gregory tells us, the allurements of voluptuousness so
strongly tempted his imagination that he was on the point of leaving his retreat in pursuit of a
beautiful woman of previous acquaintance; but summoning up his courage, he took off hisvestment
of skinsand rolled himself naked on thornsand briers, near his cave, until theimpure fire of sensual
passion wasforever extinguished. Seven centurieslater, St. Francisof Assisi planted on that spiritual
battlefield two rosetrees, which grew and survived the Benedictine thornsand briers. He gradually
became known, and was at first taken for awild beast by the surrounding shepherds, but afterward
reverenced asasaint.

After this period of hermit life he began his labors in behalf of the monastery proper. In
that mountai nous region he established in succession twelve cloisters, each with twelve monks and
asuperior, himself holding the oversight of all. The persecution of an unworthy priest caused him,
however, to leave Subiaco and retire to awild but picturesque mountain district in the Neapolitan
province, upon the boundaries of Samnium and Campania. There he destroyed the remnants of
idolatry, converted many of the pagan inhabitants to Christianity by his preaching and miracles,
and in the year 529, under many difficulties, founded upon the ruins of a temple of Apollo the

374 In Latin Sublaqueum, or Sublacum, in the States of the Church, over thirty English miles (Butler says “near forty,”
Montalembert, ii. 7, “ fifty miles”) east of Rome, on the Teverone. Butler describesthe place as*abarren, hideous chain of rocks,
with ariver and lake in the valley.”
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renowned cloister of Monte Cassino,*”* the alma mater and capital of his order. Here he labored
fourteen years, till his death. Although never ordained to the priesthood, his life there was rather
that of amissionary and apostle than of a solitary. He cultivated the soil, fed the poor, healed the
sick, preached to the neighboring population, directed the young monks, who in increasing numbers
flocked to him, and organized the monastic life upon a fixed method or rule, which he himself
conscientiously observed. His power over the hearts, and the veneration in which he was held, is
illustrated by the visit of Totila, in 542, the barbarian king, the victor of the Romans and master of
Italy, who threw himself on his face before the saint, accepted his reproof and exhortations, asked
his blessing, and left a better man, but fell after ten years' reign, as Benedict had predicted, in a
great battle with the Graeco-Roman army under Narses. Benedict died, after partaking of the holy
communion, praying, in standing posture, at the foot of the altar, on the 21st of March, 543, and
was buried by the side of hissister, Scholastica, who had established, anunnery near Monte Cassino
and died afew weeks before him. They met only onceayear, on the side of the mountain, for prayer
and pious conversation. On the day of his departure, two monks saw in avision a shining pathway
of stars leading from Monte Cassino to heaven, and heard a voice, that by this road Benedict, the
well beloved of God, had ascended to heaven.

His credul ous biographer, Pope Gregory |., in the second book of his Dialogues, ascribes
to him miracul ous prophecies and healings, and even araising of the dead.3® With reference to his
want of secular culture and his spiritual knowledge, he calls him alearned ignorant and an unlettered
sage.’” At all events he possessed the genius of a lawgiver, and holds the first place among the
founders of monastic orders, though his person and life are much less interesting than those of a
Bernard of Clairvaux, aFrancis of Assisi, and an Ignatius of Loyola.3™

§ 44. The Rule of . Benedict.

375 Monasterium Cassinense. It was destroyed, indeed, by the Lombards, as early as 583, as Benedictis said to have
predicted it would be, but was rebuilt in 731, consecrated in 748, again destroyed by the Saracensin 857, rebuilt about 950, and
more completely, after many other calamities, in 1649, consecrated for the third time by BenedictXlll. in 1727, enriched and
increased under the patronage of the emperors and popes, but in modern times despoiled of its enormous income (which at the
end of the sixteenth century was reckoned at 500,000 ducats), and has stood through al vicissitudes to this day. In the days of
its splendor, when the abbot was first baron of the kingdom of Naples, and commanded over four hundred towns and villages,
it numbered several hundred monks, but in 1843 only twenty. It hasaconsiderablelibrary. Montalembert (I.c. ii. 19) callsMonte
Cassino “the most powerful and celebrated monastery in the Catholic universe; cel ebrated especially because there Benedictwrote
his rule and formed the type which was to serve asamodel to innumerable communities submitted to that sovereign code.” He
also quotes the poetic description from Dante' s Paradiso. Dom Luigi Tosti published at Naples, in 1842, afull history of this
convent, in three volumes.

376 Gregor. Didl. ii. 37.
377 “Scienter nesciens, et sapienter indoctus.”
378 Butler, I.c., compares him even with Moses and Elijah. “Being chosen by God, like another Moses, to conduct faithful

soulsinto thetrue promised |and, the kingdom of heaven, he was enriched with eminent supernatural gifts, even those of miracles
and prophecy. He seemed, like another Eliseus, endued by God with an extraordinary power, commanding all nature, and, like
the ancient prophets, foreseeing future events. He often rai sed the sinking courage of his monks, and baffled the various artifices
of the devil with the sign of the cross, rendered the heaviest stone light, in building his monastery, by a short prayer, and, in
presence of amultitude of people, raised to life a novice who had been crushed by the fall of awall at Monte Cassino.”
Montalembert omits the more extraordinary miracles, except the deliverance of Placidus from the whirlpool, which he relates
in the language of Bossuet, ii. 15.
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The Regula Benedicti has been frequently edited and annotated, best by Holstenius: Codex reg.
Monast. tom. i. p. 111-135; by Dom Marténe: Commentariusin regulam S. Benedicti literalis,
moralis, historicus, Par. 1690, in 4to.; by Dom Calmet, Par. 1734, 2 vols.; and by Dom Charles
Brandes (Benedictine of Einsiedeln), in 3vols., Einsiedeln and New Y ork, 1857. Gieseler gives
the most important articlesin his Ch. H. Bd. i. Abtheil. 2, § 119. Comp. also Montalembert,
l.c.ii. 39 sqQ.

Therule of St. Benedict, on which hisfamerests, forms an epoch in the history of monasticism.
Inashort timeit superseded all contemporary and older rules of the kind, and became the immortal
code of themost illustrious branch of the monastic army, and the basis of the whole Roman Catholic
cloister life.*” It consists of apreface or prologue, and aseries of moral, social, liturgical, and penal
ordinances, in seventy-three chapters. It shows a true knowledge of human nature, the practical
wisdom of Rome, and adaptation to Western customs; it combines simplicity with completeness,
strictness with gentleness, humility with courage, and gives the whole cloister life a fixed unity
and compact organization, which, like the episcopate, possessed an unlimited versatility and power
of expansion. It made every cloister an ecclesiolain ecclesia, reflecting the relation of the bishop
to his charge, the monarchical principle of authority on the democratic basis of the equality of the
brethren, though claiming a higher degree of perfection than could be realized in the great secular
church. For the rude and undisciplined world of the middle age, the Benedictine rule furnished a
wholesome course of training and a constant stimulus to the obedience, self-control, order, and
industry which were indispensable to the regeneration and healthy growth of socia life.3®

The spirit of the rule may be judged from the following sentences of the prologus, which
contains pious exhortations. “Having thus,” he says, “my brethren, asked of the Lord who shall
dwell in his tabernacle, we have heard the precepts prescribed to such a one. If we fulfil these
conditions, we shall be heirs of the kingdom of heaven. Let us then prepare our hearts and bodies
to fight under aholy obedience to these precepts; and if it is not always possible for nature to obey,
let us ask the Lord that he would deign to give us the succor of hisgrace. Would we avoid the pains
of hell and attain eternal life, while there is still time, while we are still in this mortal body, and
while the light of thislife is bestowed upon us for that purpose, let us run and strive so as to reap
an eternal reward. We must then form a school of divine servitude, in which, we trust, nothing too
heavy or rigorouswill be established. But if, in conformity with right and justice, we should exercise
alittle severity for the amendment of vices or the preservation of charity, beware of fleeing under
the impulse of terror from the way of salvation, which cannot but have a hard beginning. When a
man has walked for some time in obedience and faith, his heart will expand, and he will run with
the unspeakabl e sweetness of love in the way of God’'s commandments. May he grant that, never
straying from the instruction of the Master, and persevering in his doctrine in the monastery until

379 The Catholic church has recognized three other rules besides that of St. Benedict, viz.: 1. That of St. Basil, which is
till retained by the Oriental monks; 2. That of St. Augustine, which is adopted by the regular canons, the order of the preaching
brothers or Dominicans, and several military orders; 3. Therule of St. Francisof Assisi, and hismendicant order, in the thirteenth
century.

380 Pope Gregory believed the rule of St. Benedicteven to be directly inspired, and Bossuet (Panégyric de Saint Benoait),
in evident exaggeration, callsit “an epitome of Christianity, alearned and mysterious abridgment of all doctrines of the gospel,
all theinstitutions of the holy fathers, and all the counsels of perfection.” Montalembert speaksin a similar strain of French
declamatory eloguence. Monasticism knows very little of the gospel of freedom, and resolves Christianity into a new law of
obedience.
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death, we may share by patience in the sufferings of Christ, and be worthy to share together his
kingdom.” 3! The leading provisions of thisrule are as follows:

At the head of each society stands an abbot, who is elected by the monks, and, with their
consent, appoints a provost (pragpositus), and, when the number of the brethren requires, deans
over the several divisions (decaniage), as assistants. He governs, in Christ’s stead, by authority and
example, and is to his cloister, what the bishop is to his diocese. In the more weighty matters he
takes the congregation of the brethren into consultation; in ordinary affairs only the older members.
The formal entrance into the cloister must be preceded by a probation of novitiate of one year
(subsequently it was made three years), that no one might prematurely or rashly take the solemn
step. If the novice repented his resolution, he could leave the cloister without hindrance; if he
adhered to it, he was, at the close of his probation, subjected to an examination in presence of the
abbot and the monks, and then, appealing to the saints, whose relics were in the cloister, he laid
upon the altar of the chapel the irrevocable vow, written or at least subscribed by his own hand,
and therewith cut off from himself forever all return to the world.

From this important arrangement the cloister received its stability and the whole monastic
ingtitution derived additional earnestness, solidity, and permanence.

The vow was threefold, comprising stabilitas, perpetua adherence to the monastic order;
conversio morum, especially voluntary poverty and chastity, which were always regarded as the
very essence of monastic piety under all itsforms; and obedientia coram Deo et sanctis gjus, absolute
obedienceto the abbot, as the representative of God and Christ. Thisobedienceisthe cardinal virtue
of amonk.3?

Thelife of the cloister consisted of ajudicious alternation of spiritual and bodily exercises.
This is the great excellence of the rule of Benedict, who proceeded here upon the true principle,
that idleness is the mortal enemy of the soul and the workshop of the devil.3¥ Seven hours were to
be devoted to prayer, singing of psalms, and meditation;®* from two to three hours, especialy on
Sunday, to religious reading; and from six to seven hours to manual labor in doors or in the field,
or, instead of this, to the training of children, who were committed to the cloister by their parents
(oblati).3

Herewas a starting point for the afterward celebrated cloister schools, and for that attention
to literary pursuits, which, though entirely foreign to the uneducated Benedict and his immediate
successors, afterward became one of the chief ornaments of his order, and in many cloisters took
the place of manual labor.

381 We have availed ourselves, in this extract from the preface, of the translation of Montalembert, ii. 44 sq.

382 Cap. 5: “Primus humilitatis gradus est obedientia sine mora. Haec convenit iis, qui nihil sibi Christo carius aliquid
existimant; propter servitium sanctum, quod professi sunt, seu propter metum gehennae, vel gloriam vitae aeternae, mox ut
aliquid imperatum amajore fuerit, ac si divinitus imperetur, moram pati nesciunt in faciendo.”

383 Cap. 48: “Otiositas inimica est animae; et ideo certis temporibus occupari debent fratres in labore manuum, certis
iterum horisin lectione divina.”
384 The horaecanonicae are the Nocturnae vigiliae, Matutinae, Prima, Tertia, Sexta, Nona, Vespera, and Completorium,

and are taken (c. 16) from aliteral interpretation of Ps. cxix. 164: “ Seven timesaday do | praisethee,” and v. 62: “At midnight
I will rise to give thanks unto thee.” The Psalter was the liturgy and hymn book of the convent. It was so divided among the
seven services of the day, that the whole psalter should be chanted once a week.

385 Cap. 59: “Si quisforte de nobilibus offert filium suum Deo in monasterio, si ipse puer minori aetate est, parentes jus
faciant petitionem,” etc.
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In other respects the mode of life was to be simple, without extreme rigor, and confined to
strictly necessary things. Clothing consisted of atunic with ablack cowl (whence the name: Black
Friars); the material to be determined by the climate and season. On the two weekly fast days, and
from the middle of September to Easter, one meal wasto suffice for the day. Each monk is allowed
daily a pound of bread and pulse, and, according to the Italian custom, half a flagon (hemina) of
wine; though he is advised to abstain from the wine, if he can do so without injury to his health.
Flesh is permitted only to the weak and sick,* who were to be treated with special care. During
the meal some edifying piece was read, and silence enjoined. The individual monk knows no
personal property, not even hissimple dress as such; and the fruits of hislabor go into the common
treasury. He should avoid all contact with the world, as dangerous to the soul, and therefore every
cloister should be so arranged, as to be able to carry on even the arts and trades necessary for
supplying its wants.®®” Hospitality and other works of love are especially commended.

The penaltiesfor transgression of theruleare, first, private admonition, then exclusion from
the fellowship of prayer, next exclusion from fraternal intercourse, and finally expulsion from the
cloister, after which, however, restoration is possible, even to the third time.

8§ 45. The Benedictines. Cassiodorus.

Benedict had no presentiment of the vast historical importance, which this rule, originally
designed ssimply for the cloister of Monte Cassino, was destined to attain. He probably never aspired
beyond the regeneration and salvation of his own soul and that of his brother monks, and all the
talk of later Catholic historians about his far-reaching plans of a political and social regeneration
of Europe, and the preservation and promotion of literature and art, find no support whatever in
hislife or in hisrule. But he humbly planted a seed, which Providence blessed a hundredfold. By
his rule he became, without his own will or knowledge, the founder of an order, which, until in the
thirteenth century the Dominicans and Franciscans pressed it partially into the background, spread
with great rapidity over the whole of Europe, maintained a clear supremacy, formed the model for
all other monastic orders, and gave to the Catholic church an imposing array of missionaries,
authors, artists, bishops, archbishops, cardinals, and popes, as Gregory the Great and Gregory V1.
In less than a century after the death of Benedict, the conquests of the barbarians in Italy, Gaul,
Spain were reconquered for civilization, and the vast territories of Great Britain, Germany, and
Scandinaviaincorporated into Christendom, or opened to missionary labor; and in this progress of
history the monastic institution, regulated and organized by Benedict’s rule, bears an honorable
share.

386 Cap. 40: “ Carnium quadrupedum ab omnibus abstinetur comestio, praeter omnino debiles et aegrotos.” Even birdsare
excluded, which were at that time only delicacies for princes and nobles, as Mabillon shows from the contemporary testimony
of Gregory of Tours.

387 Cap. 66: “Monasterium, si possit fieri, ita debet construi, ut omnia necessaria, id est, aqua, molendinum, hortus,
pistrinum, vel artes diversae intra monasterium exerceantur, ut non sit necessitas monachis vagandi foras, quia omnino non
expedit animabus eorum.”
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Benedict himself established a second cloister in the vicinity of Terracina, and two of his
favorite disciples, Placidus and St. Maurus,*® introduced the “holy rule,” the one into Sicily, the
other into France. Pope Gregory the Great, himself at one time a Benedictine monk, enhanced its
prestige, and converted the Anglo-Saxons to the Roman Christian faith, by Benedictine monks.
Gradually the rule found so general acceptance both in old and in new institutions, that in the time
of Charlemagne it became a question, whether there were any monks at al, who were not
Benedictines. The order, it is true, has degenerated from time to time, through the increase of its
wealth and the decay of its discipline, but its fostering care of religion, of humane studies, and of
the general civilization of Europe, from the tilling of the soil to the noblest learning, has given it
an honorable place in history and won immortal praise. He who is familiar with the imposing and
venerable tomes of the Benedictine editions of the Fathers, their thoroughly learned prefaces,
biographies, antiquarian dissertations, and indexes, can never think of the order of the Benedictines
without sincere regard and gratitude.

The patronage of learning, however, as we have already said, was not within the design of
the founder or hisrule. The joining of this to the cloister life is duel if we leave out of view the
learned monk Jerome, to Cassiodorus, who in 538 retired from the honors and cares of high civil
office, inthe Gothic monarchy of Italy,® to amonastery founded by himself at Vivarium® (Viviers),
in Calabriain Lower Italy. Here he spent nearly thirty years as monk and abbot, collected alarge
library, encouraged the monks to copy and to study the Holy Scriptures, the works of the church
fathers, and even the ancient classics, and wrote for them several literary and theological text-books,
especialy his treatise De institutione divinarum literarum, a kind of elementary encyclopaedia,
which was the code of monastic education for many generations. Vivarium at one time almost
rivalled Monte Cassino, and Cassiodorus won the honorary title of the restorer of knowledge in the
sixth century.*

The Benedictines, already accustomed to regular work, soon followed this example. Thus
that very mode of life, which in its founder, Anthony, despised all learning, became in the course
of its development an asylum of culture in the rough and stormy times of the migration and the
crusades, and a conservator of the literary treasures of antiquity for the use of modern times.

8§ 46. Opposition to Monasticism. Jovinian.
|. Chrysostomus: u u (a vindication of monasticism against its
opponents, in three books). Hieronymus: Ep. 61, ad Vigilantium (ed. Valars. tom. i. p. 345
s0q.); Ep. 109, ad Riparium (i. 719 sqq.); Adv. Helvidium (a.d. 383); Adv. Jovinianum (a.d.

388 This Maurus, the founder of the abbacy of Glanfeuil (St. Maur sur Loire), isthe patron saint of a branch of the
Benedictines, the celebrated Mauriansin France (dating from 1618), who so highly distinguished themselves in the seventeenth
and early part of the eighteenth centuries, by their thorough archaeol ogical and historical researches, and their superior editions
of the Fathers. The most eminent of the Mauriansare D. (Dom, equivalent to Domnus, Sir) Menard, d’' Achery, Godin, Mabillon,
le Nourry, Martianay, Ruinart, Martene, Montfaucon, Massuet, Garnier, and de la Rue, and in our time Dom Pitra, editor of a
valuable collection of patristic fragments, at the cloister of Solesme.

389 Hewas the last of the Roman consuls—an office which Justinian abolished—and was successively the minister of
Odoacer, Theodoric, and Athalaric, who made him prefect of the praetorium

39 Or Vivaria, so called from the numerous vivaria or fish pondsin that region.

391 Comp. Mabillon, Ann. Bened. . v. c. 24, 27; F. de Ste. Marthe, Vie de Cassiodore, 1684.
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392); Adv. Vigilantium (a.d. 406). All thesethreetractsarein OperaHieron. tom. ii. p. 206—402.
Augustinus: De haeres. cap. 82 (on Jovinian), and c. 84 (on Helvidius and the Helvidians).
Epiphanius. Haeres. 75 (on Aerius).

1. Chr. W. F. Walch: Ketzerhistorie (1766), part iii. p. 585 (on Helvidius and the
Antidikomarianites); p. 635 sgqg. (on Jovinian); and p. 673 sgg. (on Vigilantius). Vogel: De
Vigilantio haeretico orthodoxo, Goétt. 1756. G. B. Lindner: De Joviniano et Vigilantio purioris
doctrinae antesignanis, Lips. 1839. W. S. Gilly: Vigilantius and his Times, Lond. 1844. Comp.
also Neander: Der heil. Joh. Chrysostomus, 3d ed. 1848, val. i. p. 53 sqq.; and Kirchengesch,
iii. p. 508 sqg. (Torrey’s trandation, ii. p. 265 sqq.). Baur: Die christliche Kirche von 4—6ten
Jahrh. 1859, p. 311 sqg.

Although monasticism was a mighty movement of the age, engaging either the cooperation or
the admiration of the whole church, yet it was not exempt from opposition. And opposition sprang
from very different quarters: now from zeal ous defenders of heathenism, like Julian and Libanius,
who hated and bitterly reviled the monksfor their fanatical opposition to templesand idol-worship;
now from Christian statesmen and emperors, like Valens, who were enlisted against it by its
withdrawing so much force from the civil and military service of the state, and, in the time of peril
from the barbarians, encouraging idleness and passive contemplation instead of active, heroic virtue;
now from friends of worldly indulgence, who found themsel ves unpleasantly disturbed and rebuked
by the religious earnestness and zeal of the ascetic life; lastly, however, also from aliberal, almost
protestant, conception of Christian morality, which set itself at the same time against the worship
of Mary and the saints, and other abuses. Thislast form of opposition, however, existed mostly in
isolated cases, was rather negative than positive in its character, lacked the spirit of wisdom and
moderation, and hence almost entirely disappeared in the fifth century, only to be revived long
after, in more mature and comprehensive form, when monasticism had fulfilled its mission for the
world.

To this class of opponents belong Helvidius, Jovinian, Vigilantius, and Aerius. The first
three are known to us through the passionate replies of Jerome, the last through the Panarion of
Epiphanius. They figure in Catholic church history among the heretics, while they have received
from many Protestant historians a place among the “witnesses of the truth” and the forerunners of
the Reformation.

We begin with Jovinian, the most important among them, who is sometimes compared, for
instance, even by Neander, to Luther, because, like Luther, he was carried by his own experience
into reaction against the ascetic tendency and the doctrines connected with it. He wrote in Rome,
before the year 390 awork, now lost, attacking monasticisminitsethical principles. Hewas at that
time himself amonk, and probably remained so in afreeway until hisdeath. At all events he never
married, and according to Augustine’ s account, he abstained “for the present distress,” 3% and from
aversion to the encumbrances of the married state. Jerome pressed him with the alternative of
marrying and proving the equality of celibacy with married life, or giving up his opposition to his
own condition.®*: Jerome gives a very unfavorable picture of his character, evidently colored by

392 1 Caor. vii. 26.

393 Adv. Jovin. lib.i. c. 40 (Opera, ii. 304): “ Et tamen iste formosus monachus, crassus, nitidus, dealbatus, et quasi sponsus
semper incedens, aut uxorem ducat ut aequalem virginitatem nuptiis probet; aut, si non duxerit, frustra contra nos verbis agit,
cum opere nobiscum sit.”
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vehement bitterness. He calls Jovinian a servant of corruption, a barbarous writer, a Christian
Epicurean, who, after having once lived in strict asceticism, now preferred earth to heaven, viceto
virtue, his belly to Christ, and always strode along as an elegantly dressed bridegroom. Augustine
ismuch morelenient, only reproaching Jovinian with having misled many Roman nunsinto marriage
by holding before them the exampl es of piouswomen in the Bible. Jovinian was probably provoked
to question and oppose monasticism, as Gieseler supposes, by Jerome’ s extravagant praising of it,
and by the feeling against it, which the death of Blesilla (384) in Rome confirmed. And he at first
found extensive sympathy. But he was excommunicated and banished with his adherents at a council
about the year 390, by Siricius, bishop of Rome, who was zealously opposed to the marriage of
priests. He then betook himself to Milan, where the two monks Sarmatio and Barbatian held forth
views like his own; but he was treated there after the same fashion by the bishop, Ambrose, who
held a council against him. From this time he and his party disappear from history, and before the
year 406 he died in exile.®*

According to Jerome, Jovinian held these four points (1) Virgins, widows, and married
persons, who have once been baptized into Christ, have equal merit, other things in their conduct
being equal. (2) Those, who are once with full faith born again by baptism, cannot be overcome
(subverti) by the devil. (3) There is no difference between abstaining from food and enjoying it
with thanksgiving. (4) All, who keep the baptismal covenant, will receive an equal reward in heaven.

He insisted chiefly on the first point; so that Jerome devotes the whole first book of his
refutation to this point, while he disposes of all the other heads in the second. In favor of the moral
equality of married and singlelife, he appealed to Gen. ii. 24, where God himself institutes marriage
beforethefall; to Matt. xix. 5, where Christ sanctionsit; to the patriarchs before and after the flood;
to Moses and the prophets, Zacharias and Elizabeth, and the apostles, particularly Peter, who lived
in wedlock; also to Paul, who himself exhorted to marriage,** required the bishop or the deacon to
be the husband of one wife,**® and advised young widowsto marry and bear children.®*” He declared
the prohibition of marriage and of divinely provided food a Manichaean error. To answer these
arguments, Jerome indulges in utterly unwarranted inferences, and speaks of marriage in atone of
contempt, which gave offence even to his friends.*® Augustine was moved by it to present the
advantages of the married life in a special work, De bono conjugali, though without yielding the
ascetic estimate of celibacy.®

3% Augustinesays, De haer. c. 82: “ Cito ista hagresis oppressa et extinctaest;” and Jeromewrites of Jovinian, in 406, Adv.
Vigilant. c. 1, that, after having been condemned by the authority of the Roman church, he dissipated his mind in the enjoyment
of hislusts.

3% 1 Cor. vii. 36, 39.

3% 1 Tim.iii. 2, 12.

397 1Tim.v. 14; comp. 1 Tim. ii. 15; Heb. xiii. 4.

398 From 1 Cor. vii. 1, for example (“It is good for aman not to touch awoman”), he argues, without qualification, I. i.

C. 7 (Opera, ii. 246): “ Si bonum est mulierem non tangere, malum est ergo tangere, nihil enim bono contrarium est, nisi malum;
s autem malum est, et ignoscitur, ideo conceditur, ne malo quid deteriusfiat .... Tolle fornicationem, et non dicet [apostolus],
unusqui sque uxorem suam habeat.“ Immediately after this (ii. 247) he argues, from the exhortation of Paul to pray without
ceasing, 1 Thess. v. 17: “Si semper orandum est, nunquam ergo conjugio serviendum, quoniam quotiescungue uxori debitum
reddo, orare non possum.” Such sophistries and misinterpretations evidently proceed upon the lowest sensual idea of marriage,
and called forth some opposition even at that age. He himself afterward felt that he had gone too far, and in his Ep. 48 (ed.
Vallars. or Ep. 30, ed. Bened.) ad Pammachium, endeavored to save himself by distinguishing between the gymnastic (polemically
rhetorical) and the dogmatic mode of writing.

399 De bono conj. c. 8: “Duo bona sunt connubium et continentia, quorum aterum est melius.”
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Jovinian’s second point has an apparent affinity with the Augustinian and Calvinistic doctrine
of the perseverantia sanctorum. It is not referred by him, however, to the eternal and unchangeable
counsel of God, but simply based on 1 Jno. iii. 9, and v. 18, and is connected with his abstract
conception of the opposite moral states. He limitstheimpossibility of relapseto thetruly regenerate,
who “plena fide in baptismate renati sunt,” and makes a distinction between the mere baptism of
water and the baptism of the Spirit, which involves also a distinction between the actual and the
ideal church.

Histhird point is aimed against the ascetic exaltation of fasting, with referenceto Rom. xiv.
20, and 1 Tim. iv. 3. God, he holds, has created all animals for the service of man; Christ attended
the marriage feast at Cana as a guest, sat at table with Zaccheus, with publicans and sinners, and
was called by the Pharisees a glutton and awine-bibber; and the apostle says: To the pure all things
are pure, and nothing to be refused, if it be received with thanksgiving.

He went still further, however, and, with the Stoics, denied all gradations of moral merit
and demerit, consequently also all gradations of reward and punishment. He overlooked the process
of development in both good and evil. He went back of all outward relationsto the inner mind, and
lost all subordinate differences of degree in the great contrast between true Christians and men of
the world, between regenerate and unregenerate; whereas, the friends of monasticism taught a
higher and lower morality, and distinguished the ascetics, as a specia class, from the mass of
ordinary Christians. As Christ, says he, dwells in believers, without difference of degree, so also
believers are in Christ without difference of degree or stages of development. There are only two
classes of men, righteous and wicked, sheep and goats, five wise virgins and five foolish, good
trees with good fruit and bad trees with bad fruit. He appealed also to the parable of the laborers
inthevineyard, who all received equal wages. Jerome answered him with such things asthe parable
of the sower and the different kinds of ground, the parable of the different numbers of talents with
corresponding rewards, the many mansions in the Father’s house (by which Jovinian singularly
understood the different churches on earth), the comparison of the resurrection bodies with the
stars, which differ in glory, and the passage: “He which soweth sparingly, shall reap also sparingly;
and he which soweth bountifully, shall reap also bountifully.”*®

8§ 47. Helvidius, Vigilantius, and Aerius.
See especially the tracts of Jerome quoted in the preceding section.

Helvidius, whether alayman or apriest at Romeit isuncertain, apupil, according to the statement
of Gennadius, of the Arian bishop Auxentius of Milan, wrote a work, before the year 383, in
refutation of the perpetua virginity of the mother of the Lord—a leading point with the current
glorification of celibacy. He considered the married state equal in honor and glory to that of virginity.
Of hisfortunes we know nothing. Augustine speaks of Helvidians, who are probably identical with
the Antidicomarianites of Epiphanius. Jerome calls Helvidius, indeed, a rough and uneducated
man,“* but proves by quotations of his arguments, that he had at least some knowledge of the
Scriptures, and acertain ingenuity. He appealed in thefirst placeto Matt. i. 18, 24, 25, asimplying

400 2 Cor. ix. 6.
401 At the very beginning of hiswork against him, he styles him *“hominem rusticum et vix primis quoque imbutum literis.”
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that Joseph knew his wife not before, but after, the birth of the Lord; then to the designation of
Jesus as the “first born” son of Mary, in Matt. i. 25, and Luke ii. 7; then to the many passages,
which speak of the brothers and sisters of Jesus; and finally to the authority of Tertullian and
Victorinus. Jerome replies, that the “till” by no means always fixes a point after which any action
must begin or cease;*? that, according to Ex. xxxiv. 19, 20; Num. xviii. 15 sqqg., the “first born”
does not necessarily imply the birth of other children afterward, but denotes every one, who first
opens the womb; that the “brothers’ of Jesus may have been either sons of Joseph by a former
marriage, or, according to the wide Hebrew use of the term, cousins; and that the authorities cited
were more than balanced by the testimony of Ignatius, Polycarp(?), and Irenaeus. “Had Helvidius
read these,” says he, “he would doubtless have produced something more skilful.”

Thiswhole question, it iswell known, isstill aproblem in exegesis. The perpetuavirginitas
of Mary has|less support from Scripture than the opposite theory. But it is so essential to the whole
ascetic system, that it became from this time an article of the Catholic faith, and the denial of it
was anathemati zed as blasphemous heresy. A considerable number of Protestant divines,*© however,
agree on this point with the Catholic doctrine, and think it incompatible with the dignity of Mary,
that, after the birth of the Son of God and Saviour of the world, she should have borne ordinary
children of men.

Vigilantius, originaly from Gaul,** a presbyter of Barcelonain Spain, a man of pious but
vehement zeal, and of literary talent, wrote in the beginning of the fifth century against the ascetic
spirit of the age and the superstition connected with it. Jerome' s reply, dictated hastily in asingle
night at Bethlehem in the year 406, contains more of persona abuse and low witticism, than of
solid argument. “There have been,” he says, “monsters on earth, centaurs, syrens, leviathans,
behemoths .... Gaul alone has bred no monsters, but has ever abounded in brave and noble
men,—when, of a sudden, there has arisen one Vigilantius, who should rather be called
Dormitantius,*® contending in an impure spirit against the Spirit of Christ, and forbidding to honor
the graves of the martyrs; hergjectsthe Vigils—only at Easter should we sing hallelujah; he declares
abstemiousness to be heresy, and chastity a nursery of licentiousness (pudicitiam, libidinis
seminarium) .... Thisinnkeeper of Calagurris* mingleswater with the wine, and would, according
to ancient art, combine his poison with the genuine faith. He opposes virginity, hates chastity, cries
against the fastings of the saints, and would only amidst jovia feastings amuse himself with the
Psalms of David. It isterribleto bear, that even bishops are companions of hiswantonness, if those
deserve this name, who ordain only married persons deacons, and trust not the chastity of the
single.” %7 Vigilantius thinks it better for a man to use his money wisely, and apply it gradually to
benevolent objects at home, than to lavish it all at once upon the poor or give it to the monks of

402 Comp. Matt. xxviii. 20.

403 Luther, for instance (who even calls Helvidiusa“gross fool”), and Zuingle, among the Reformers; Olshausen and J.
P. Lange, among the later theologians.

404 Respecting his descent, compare the diffuse treatise of the tedious but thorough Walch, |.c. p. 675-677.

405 This cheap pun he repests, Epist. 109, ad Ripar. (Opera, i. p. 719), where he says that Vigilantius(Wakeful) was so
caled , and should rather be called Dormitantius (Sleepy). Thefact is, that Vigilantiuswas wide-awake to a sense of
certain superstitions of the age

406 In South Gaul; now Castresin Gascogne. As the business of innkeeper isincompatible with the spiritual office, it has

been supposed that the father of Vigilantiuswas a caupo Calagurritanus. Comp. Réssler’ s Bibliothek der Kirchenvater, part ix.
p. 880 sq., note 100; and Walch, I.c
407 Adv. Vigil.c. 1 and 2 (Opera, tom. ii. p. 387 sqq.).
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Jerusalem. He went further, however, than his two predecessors, and bent his main efforts against
the worship of saints and relics, which was then gaining ascendency and was fostered by
monasticism. He considered it superstition and idolatry. He called the Christians, who worshipped
the “wretched bones’ of dead men, ash-gatherers and idol aters.*® He expressed himself sceptically
respecting the miracles of the martyrs, contested the practice of invoking them and of intercession
for the dead, as useless, and declared himself against the Vigils, or public worship in the night, as
tending to disorder and licentiousness. Thislast point Jerome admits as afact, but not asan argument,
because the abuse should not abolish the right use.

The presbyter Aerius of Sebaste, about 360, belongs also among the partial opponents of
monasticism. For, though himself an ascetic, he contended against the fast laws and the injunction
of fasts at certain times, considering them an encroachment upon Christian freedom. Epiphanius
also ascribes to him three other heretical views: denial of the superiority of bishops to presbyters,
opposition to the usual Easter festival, and opposition to prayers for the dead.*® He was hotly
persecuted by the hierarchy, and was obliged to live, with hisadherents, in open fieldsand in caves.

CHAPTER V.

THE HIERARCHY AND POLITY OF THE CHURCH.

Comp. in part the literature in vol. i. 8 105 and 110 (to which should be added now, P. A.
de Lagarde: Constitutiones Apostolorum, Lips. and Lond., 1862); also Gibbon, ch. xx.; Milman:
Hist. of Ancient Christianity, book iv. c. 1 (Amer. ed. p. 438 sqqg.), and the corresponding sections
in Bingham, Schroeckh, Plank, Neander, Gieseler, Baur, etc. (see the particular literature below).

§ 48. Schools of the Clergy.

Having in a former section observed the elevation of the church to the position of the state
religion of the Roman empire, and the influence of this great change upon the condition of the
clergy and upon public morality, we turn now to the internal organization and the development of
the hierarchy under its new circumstances. The step of progress which we here find distinguishing
the organization of this third period from the episcopal system of the second and the apostolic
supervision of the first, is the rise of the patriarchal constitution and of the system of ecumenical
councils closely connected with it. But we must first glance at the character and influence of the
teaching order in general.

The work of preparation for the clerical office was, on the one hand, materialy facilitated
by the union of the church with the state, putting her in possession of the treasures, the schools, the
learning, and the literature of classic heathendom, and throwing the education of therising generation
into her hands. The numerous doctrinal controversies kept the spirit of investigation awake, and
among the fathers and bishops of the fourth and fifth centuries we meet with the greatest theol ogians
of the ancient church. These gave their weighty voices for the great value of athorough education
to the clerical office, and imparted much wholesome instruction respecting the studies proper to

408 “Cinerarios et idolatras, qui mortuorum ossa venerantur.” Hieron. Ep. 109, ad Riparium (tom. i. p. 719).
409 Epiph. Haer. 75. Comp. also Walch, I.c. iii. 321-338. Bellarmine, on account of this external resemblance, styles
Protestantism the Aerian heresy.
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this purpose.*® The African church, by a decree of the council of Carthage, in 397, required of
candidatesatrial of their knowledge and orthodoxy. A law of Justinian, of the year 541, established
asimilar test in the East.

But on the other hand, aregular and general system of clerical education was still entirely
wanting. The steady decay of the classic literature, the gradual cessation of philosophical and artistic
production, the growth of monastic prejudice against secular learning and culture, the great want
of ministers in the suddenly expanded field of the church, the uneasy state of the empire, and the
barbarian invasions, were so many hinderancesto thorough theological preparation. Many candidates
trusted to the magical virtue of ordination. Others, without inward call, were attracted to the holy
office by the wealth and power of the church. Others had no time or opportunity for preparation,
and passed, at the instance of the popular voice or of circumstances, immediately from the service
of the state to that of the church, even to the episcopal office; though several councils prescribed
a previous test of their capacity in the lower degrees of reader, deacon, and presbyter. Often,
however, thisirregularity turned to the advantage of the church, and gave her a highly gifted man,
like Ambrose, whom the acclamation of the people called to the episcopal see of Milan even before
he was baptized. Gregory Nazianzen laments that many priests and bishops came in fresh from the
counting house, sunburnt from the plow, from the oar, from the army, or even from the theatre, so
that the most holy order of al was in danger of becoming the most ridiculous. “Only he can be a
physician,” says he, “who knows the nature of diseases; he, a painter, who has gone through much
practice in mixing colors and in drawing forms; but a clergyman may be found with perfect ease,
not thoroughly wrought, of course, but fresh made, sown and full blown in amoment, asthe legend
says of the giants.*** We form the saintsin aday, and enjoin them to be wise, though they possess
no wisdom at all, and bring nothing to their spiritual office, except at best a good will.”#22 If such
complaints were raised so early as the end of the Nicene age, while the theological activity of the
Greek church was in its bloom, there was far more reason for them after the middle of the fifth
century and in the sixth, especially in the Latin church, where, even among the most eminent
clergymen, a knowledge of the original languages of the Holy Scriptures was arare exception.

The opportunities which this period offered for literary and theological preparation for the
ministry, were the following:

1. The East had four or five theological schools, which, however, were far from supplying
its wants.

The oldest and most celebrated was the catechetical school of Alexandria. Favored by the
great literary treasures, the extensive commercial relations, and the ecclesiastical importance of the
Egyptian metropolis, as well as by a succession of distinguished teachers, it flourished from the
middle of the second century to the end of the fourth, when, amidst the Origenistic, Nestorian, and
Monophysite confusion, it withered and died. Itslast ornament wasthe blind, but learned and pious
Didymus (340-395).

From the Alexandrian school proceeded the smaller institution of Caesarea in Palestine,
which was founded by Origen, after his banishment from Alexandria, and received a new but

410 E.g. Chrysostom: De sacerdotio; Augustine: De doctrina Christiana; Jerome: in several letters; Gregory the Great:

Regula pastoralis.
411

1] .
412 Greg. Orat. xliii. c. 26 (Operaomnia, ed. Bened., Paris, 1842, tom. i. p. 791 sq.), and similar passages in his other
orations, and his Carmen de se ipse et advers. Episc. Comp. Ullmann: Greg. v. Naz. p. 511 sqq.
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temporary impulsein the beginning of the fourth century from hisadmirer, the presbyter Pamphilus,
and from his friend Eusebius. It possessed the theological library which Eusebius used in the
preparation of hislearned works.

Far more important was the theological school of Antioch, founded about 290 by the
presbyters Dorotheus and Lucian. It developed in the course of the fourth century a severe
grammatico-historical exegesis, counter to the Origenistic alegorical method of the Alexandrians;
now in connection with the church doctrine, as in Chrysostom; now in arationalizing spirit, asin
Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius.

The seminary at Edessa, a daughter of the Antiochian school, was started by the learned
deacon, Ephraim Syrus (T 378), furnished ministers for Mesopotamia and Persia, and stood for
about a hundred years.

The Nestorians, at the close of the fifth century, founded a seminary at Nisibis in
M esopotamia, which was organized into several classes and based upon adefinite plan of instruction.

The West had no such ingtitutions for theological instruction, but supplied itself chiefly
from cloistersand private schools of the bishops. Cassiodorus endeavored to engage Pope Agapetus
in founding alearned institution in Rome, but was discouraged by the warlike disquietude of Italy.
Jerome spent some time at the Alexandrian school under the direction of Didymus.

2. Many priests and bishops, as we have already observed, emanated from the monasteries,
where they enjoyed the advantages of retirement from the world, undisturbed meditation, the
intercourse of kindred earnest minds, and alarge spiritual experience; but, on the other hand, easily
sank into amonkish narrowness, and rarely attained that social culture and comprehensive knowledge
of the world and of men, which is necessary, especially in large cities, for awide field of |abor.

3. In the West there were smaller diocesan seminaries, under the direction of the bishops,
who trained their own clergy, both in theory and in practice, asthey passed through the subordinate
classes of reader, sub-deacon, and deacon.

Augustine set a good example of this sort, having at Hippo a “monasterium clericorum,”
which sent forth many good presbyters and bishops for the various dioceses of North Africa. Similar
clerical monasteries or episcopal seminaries arose gradually in the southern countries of Europe,
and are very common in the Roman Catholic church to this day.

4. Several of the most learned and able fathers of the fourth century received their general
scientific education in heathen schools, under the setting sun of the classic culture, and then studied
theology either in ascetic retirement or under some distinguished church teacher, or by the private
reading of the Scriptures and the earlier church literature.

Thus Basil the Great and Gregory Nazianzen werein the high school of Athens at the same
time with the prince Julian the Apostate; Chrysostom attended the lectures of the celebrated
rhetorician Libaniusin Antioch; Augustine studied at Carthage, Rome, and Milan; and Jerome was
introduced to the study of the classics by the grammarian Donatus of Rome. The great and invaluable
service of thesefathersin the development and defence of the church doctrine, in pulpit eloquence,
and especially in the trandation and exposition of the Holy Scriptures, is the best evidence of the
high value of a classical education. And the church has always, with good reason, acknowledged
it.
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§ 49. Clergy and Laity. Elections.

The clergy, according to the precedent of the Old Testament, came to be more and morerigidly
distinguished, asapeculiar order, from the body of thelaity. The ordination, which was solemnized
by the laying on of hands and prayer, with the addition at a later period of an anointing with oil
and balsam, marked the formal entrance into the special priesthood, as baptism initiated into the
universal priesthood; and, like baptism, it bore an indefeasible character (character indelebilis). By
degrees the priestly office assumed the additional distinction of celibacy and of externa marks,
such astonsure, and sacerdotal vestmentsworn at first only during official service, thenin every-day
life. Theideaof theuniversal priesthood of believersretreated in proportion, though it never passed
entirely out of sight, but was from time to time asserted even in this age. Augustine, for example,
says, that asall are called Christians on account of their baptism, so al believersare priests, because
they are members of the one High Priest.*?

The progress of the hierarchical principle also encroached gradually upon the rights of the
peoplein the election of their pastors.** But in this period it did not as yet entirely suppress them.
The lower clergy were chosen by the bishops, the bishops by their colleagues in the province and
by the clergy. The fourth canon of Nice, probably at the instance of the Meletian schism, directed
that a bishop should be instituted and consecrated by all, or at least by three, of the bishops of the
province. This was not aimed, however, against the rights of the people, but against elec-tion by
only one bishop—the act of Meletius. For the con-sent of the people in the choice of presbyters,
and especially of bishops, long remained, at least in outward form, in memory of the custom of the
apostles and the primitive church. There was either aformal vote,* particularly when there were
three or more candidates before the people, or the people were thrice required to signify their
confirmation or rejection by the formula: “Worthy,” or “unworthy.”4¢ The influence of the people
in this period appears most prominently in the election of bishops. The Roman bishop Leo, in spite
of hispapal absolutism, asserted the thoroughly democratic principle, long since abandoned by his
successors. “Hewho isto preside over all, should be elected by all.” 47 Oftentimes the popular will
decided before the provincial bishops and the clergy assembled and the regular election could be
held. Ambrose of Milan and Nectarius of Constantinople were appointed to the bishopric even

413 De Civit. Dei, lib. xx. cap. 10: ”Erunt sacerdotes Dei et Christi et regnabunt cum eo mille annos (Apoc. xx. 6): non
utique de solis episcopis et presbyteris dictum est, qui propriejam vocantur in Ecclesia sacerdotes; sed sicut omnes Christianos
dicimus propter mysticum chrisma, sic omnes sacerdotes, quoniam membra sunt unius sacerdotis. De quibus apostolus Petrus:
Plebs, inquit, sancta regale sacerdotium (1 Pet. ii. 9).” Comp. Ambrosiaster ad Eph. iv. 11; Jeromead Tit. i. 7 and Pope Leo |.,
Sermon. iv. 1.

414 According to Clemens Romanus, ad Corinth. c. 44, the consent of the whole congregation in the choice of their officers
was the apostolic and post-apostolic custom; and the Epistles of Cyprian, especially Ep. 68, show that the same rule continued
in the middle of the third century. Comp. vol. i. § 105.

415 . W, ,scrutinium.

416 , dignus, or , indignus. Constitut. Apost. viii. 4; Concil. Aurelat. ii. (A. D. 452) c. 54; Gregor. Naz. Orat. xxi.
According to aletter of Peter of Alexandria, in Theodor. Hist. Eccl. iv. 22, the bishop in the East was elected

. He himself was elected archbishop of Alexandria and successor of Athanasius (a.d.373), according to the desire of the
latter, “ by the unanimous consent of the clergy and of the chief men of thecity” (iv. cap. 20), and, after hisexpulsion, he objected
to hiswicked successor Lucius, among other things, that “ he had purchased the episcopal office with gold, asthough it had been
asecular dignity, ... and had not been elected by a synod of bishops, by the votes of the clergy, or by the request of the people,
according to the regulations of the church* (iv. c. 22).

a7 Epist. x. c. 4 (opera, ed. Bdler. i. 637): “ Expectarentur certe vota civium, testimoniapopul orum, quaereretur honoratorum
arbitrium, electio clericorum .... In the same epistle, cap. 6: Qui praefuturus est omnibus, ab omnibus eligatur.”
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before they were baptized; the former by the people, the latter by the emperor Theodosius; though
in palpable violation of the eightieth apostolic canon and the second Nicene.#® Martin of Tours
owed his elevation likewise to the popular voice, while some bishops objected to it on account of
his small and wasted form.“® Chrysostom was called from Antioch to Constantinople by the emperor
Arcadius, in consequence of a unanimous vote of the clergy and people.**® Sometimes the people
acted under outside considerations and the management of demagogues, and demanded unworthy
or ignorant men for the highest offices. Thus there were frequent disturbances and collisions, and
even bloody conflicts, asin the election of Damasusin Rome. In short, all the selfish passions and
corrupting influences, which had spoiled the freedom of the popular political €l ectionsinthe Grecian
and Roman republics, and which appear also in the republics of modern times, intruded upon the
elections of the church. And the clergy likewise often suffered themselves to be guided by impure
motives. Chrysostom laments that presbyters, in the choice of a bishop, instead of looking only at
spiritual fitness, wereled by regard for noble birth, or great wealth, or consanguinity and friendship.*
The bishops themselves sometimes did no better. Nectarius, who was suddenly transferred, in 381,
by the emperor Theodosius, from the praetorship to the bishopric of Constantinople, even before
he was baptized,*? wished to ordain his physician Martyrius deacon, and when the latter refused,
on the ground of incapacity, hereplied: “Did not I, who am now a priest, formerly live much more
immorally than thou, asthou thyself well knowest, since thou wast often an accomplice of my many
iniquities?’ Martyrius, however, persisted in his refusal, because he had continued to live in sin
long after his baptism, while Nectarius had become a new man since his.*?

The emperor also, after the middle of the fourth century, exercised a decisive influencein
the election of metropolitans and patriarchs, and often abused it in a despotic and arbitrary way.

Thus every mode of appointment was evidently exposed to abuse, and could furnish no
security against unworthy candidates, if the electors, whoever they might be, were destitute of
moral earnestness and the gift of spiritual discernment.

Toward the end of the period before us the republican element in the election of bishops
entirely disappeared. The Greek church after the eighth century vested the franchise exclusively in
the bishops.** The Latin church, after the eleventh century, vested it in the clergy of the cathedral
church, without allowing any participation to the people. But in the West, especialy in Spain and
France, instead of the people, the temporal prince exerted an important influence, in spite of the
frequent protest of the church.

418 Paulinus, Vita Ambros.; Sozomen, H. E. |. iv. ¢. 24, and vii. 8. This historian excuses the irregularity by a special
interposition of Providence.

419 Sulpitius Severus, VitaMart. c. 7: “Incredibilis multitudo non solum ex eo oppido [Tours], sed etiam ex vicinisurbibus
ad suffragia ferenda convenerat,” etc.

420 Socrates, H. E. vi. 2. v v

421 De sacerdotio, lib. iii. c. 15. Further on in the same chapter he says even, that many are elected on account of their
badness, to prevent the mischief they would otherwisedo: , , | U, M

. Quite parallel isthetestimony of Gregory Nazianzen in his Carmen, ,or De se ipso et de epi scopis, ver.

330 sqg. (Opera, ed. Bened. Par. tom. ii. p. 796), and elsewhere.

422 Sozomenus, Hist. Eccl. vii. c. 8. Sozomen sees in this election a special interposition of God.

423 Sozomenus, vii. ¢. 10. Otherwise he, aswell as Socrates, H. E. v. c¢. 8, and Theodoret, H. E. v. c. 8, speaksvery favorably
of the character of Nectarius.

424 The seventh ecumenical council, at Nice, 787, in itsthird canon, on the basis of awrong interpretation of the fourth

canon of thefirst council of Nice, expressly prohibited the people and the secular power from any sharein the el ection of bishops.
Also the eighth general council prescribes that the bishop should be chosen only by the college of bishops.
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Even the election of pope, after the downfall of the West Roman empire, camelargely under
control of the secular authorities of Rome; first, of the Ostrogothic kings; then, of the exarchs of
Ravennain the name of the Byzantine emperor; and, after Charlemagne, of the emperor of Germany;
till, in 1059, through the influence of Hildebrand (afterward Gregory VI1.), it waslodged exclusively
with the college of cardinals, which wasfilled by the pope himself. Y et the papal absolutism of the
middle age, like the modern Napoleonic military despotismin the state, found it well, under favorable
prospects, to enlist the democratic principle for the advancement of its own interests.

8 50. Marriage and Celibacy of the Clergy.

The progress and influence of monasticism, the general exaltation of the ascetic life above the
social, and of celibacy above the married state, together with the increasing sharpness of the
distinction between clergy and laity, all tended powerfully toward the celibacy of the clergy. What
the apostle Paul, expressy discriminating a divine command from a human counsel, left to each
one’ schoice, and advised, in view of the oppressed condition of the Christiansin the apostolic age,
as asafer and less anxious state only for those who felt called to it by a specia gift of grace, now,
though the stress of circumstances was past, was made, at least in the Latin church, an inexorable
law. What had been a voluntary, and therefore an honorabl e exception, now became the rule, and
theformer rule became the exception. Connubial intercourse appeared incompatible with the dignity
and purity of the priestly office and of priestly functions, especially with the service of the altar.
The clergy, as the model order, could not remain below the moral ideal of monasticism, extolled
by all the fathers of the church, and must exhibit the same unconditional and undivided devotion
to the church within the bosom of society, which monasticism exhibited without it. While placed
by their calling in unavoidable contact with the world, they must vie with the monks at least in the
virtue of sexual purity, and thereby increase their influence over the people. Moreover, the celibate
life secured to the clergy greater independence toward the state and civil society, and thus favored
the interests of the hierarchy. But, on the other hand, it estranged them more and more from the
sympathies and domestic relations of the people, and tempted them to the illicit indulgence of
appetite, which, perhaps, did moreinjury to the cause of Christian morality and to thetrueinfluence
of the clergy, than the advantage of forced celibacy could compensate.

In the practice of clerical celibacy, however, the Greek and the Latin churches diverged in
the fourth century, and are to this day divided. The Greek church stopped halfway, and limited the
injunction of celibacy to the higher clergy, who were accordingly chosen generally from the
monasteries or from the ranks of widower-presbyters; while the Latin church extended the law to
the lower clergy, and at the sametime carried forward the hierarchical principleto absolute papacy.
The Greek church differs from the Latin, not by any higher standard of marriage, but only by a
closer adherence to earlier usage and by less consistent application of the ascetic principle. Itisin
theory as remote from the evangelical Protestant church as the Latin is, and approachesit only in
practice. It sets virginity far above marriage, and regards marriage only in its aspect of negative
utility. In the single marriage of a priest it sees in a measure a necessary evil, at best only a
conditional good, a wholesome concession to the flesh for the prevention of immorality,* and

425 1 Cor. vii. 9.
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requires of its highest office bearers total abstinence from all matrimonial intercourse. It wavers,
therefore, between a partial permission and a partial condemnation of priestly marriage.

In the East, one marriage was always allowed to the clergy, and at first even to bishops, and
celibacy was left optional. Y et certain restrictions were early introduced, such as the prohibition
of marriage after ordination (except in deacons and subdeacons), as well as of second marriage
after baptism; the apostolic direction, that a bishop should be the husband of one wife,** being
taken asaprohibition of successive polygamy, and at the sametime as an alowance of one marriage.
Besides second marriage, the marrying of a concubine, a widow, a harlot, a dave, and an actress,
was forbidden to the clergy. With these restrictions, the “ Apostolic Constitutions” and “ Canons”
expressly permitted the marriage of priests contracted before ordination, and the continuance of it
after ordination.*?” The synod of Ancyra, in 314, permitted deacons to marry even after ordination,
in case they had made a condition to that effect beforehand; otherwise they were to remain single
or losetheir office.*® The Synod of New Caesarea, which washeld at about the sametime, certainly
before 325, does not go beyond this, decreeing: “If a presbyter (not a deacon) marry (that is, after
ordination), he shall be expelled from the clergy; and if he practise lewdness, or become an adulterer,
he shall be utterly thrust out and held to penance.”#® At the general council of Nice, 325, it was
proposed indeed, probably by the Western bishop Hosius,*° to forbid entirely the marriage of
priests; but the motion met with strong opposition, and was rejected. A venerable Egyptian bishop,
Paphnutius, though himself a strict ascetic from his youth up, and a confessor who in the last
persecution had |ost an eye and been crippled in the knee, asserted with impressiveness and success,
that too great rigor would injure the church and promote licentiousness and that marriage and
connubial intercourse were honorabl e and spotless things.* The council of Gangrain Paphlagonia
(according to some, not till the year 380) condemned, among several ascetic extravagances of the
bishop Eustathius of Sebaste and his followers, contempt for married priests and refusal to take
part in their ministry.*? The so-called Apostolic Canons, which, like the Constitutions, arose by a
gradual growth in the East, even forbid the clergy, on pain of deposition and excommunication, to
put away their wives under the pretext of religion.** Perhaps this canon likewise was occasioned
by the hyper-asceticism of Eustathius.

426 1 Tim.iii. 2, 12; Lit. i. 6.
421 Lib. vi. cap. 17 (ed. Ueltzen, p. 144): [thusincludingthebishop] p p i
11 1l Il , etc. Can. Apost. can. 17 (p. 241): (TR 1l U ...
. Comp. can. 18 and can. 5.

428 Can. 10. Comp. Dr. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, i. p. 198.

429 Can. 1. In Harduin, tom. v. p. 1499; Hefele, Conciliengesch. i. 211 sq. This canon passed even into the Corpus juris
can. c. 9, dist. 28.

430 Hosius of Cordova, who was present at the council of Elvirain Spain, in 305, where a similar proposition was made
and carried (can. 33). In the opinion above given, Theiner, Gieseler, Robertson, and Hefele agree.

431 Seethe account in Socrates, H. E. i. ¢. 11, where that proposition to prohibit priestly marriageis called an innovation,
ap ; in Sozomen, H. E. i. c. 23; and in Gelasius, Hist. Conc. Nic. ii. 32. The statement is thus sufficiently accredited, and

agrees entirely with the ancient practice of the Oriental church and the directions of the Apostolic Constitutions and Canons.
Thethird canon of the council of Nice goes not against it, since it forbids only theimmorality of mulieres subintroductae (comp.
vol. i. 8 95). The doubts of several Roman divines (Baronius, Bellarmine, Valesius), who would fain trace the celibacy of the
clergy to an apostolic origin, arise evidently from dogmatic bias, and are sufficiently refuted by Hefele, a Roman Catholic
historian, in his Conciliengeschichte, vol. i. p. 417 sqg.

432 Comp. Hefele, I.c. i. 753 sqq.

433 Can. 5 (ed. Udltzen, p. 239): v , , M
Comp. Const. Apost. vi. 17.
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Accordingly we not unfrequently find in the Oriental church, so late as the fourth and fifth
centuries, not only priests, but even bishops living in wedlock. One example is the father of the
celebrated Gregory Nazianzen, who while bishop had two sons, Gregory and the younger Caesarius,
and a daughter. Others are Gregory of Nyssa, who, however, wrote an enthusiastic eulogy of the
unmarried life, and lamented his loss of the crown of virginity; and Synesius (T about 430), who,
when elected bishop of Ptolemais in Pentapolis, expressly stipulated for the continuance of his
marriage connection.”* Socrates, whose Church History reaches down to the year 439, says of the
practice of histime, that in Thessalia matrimonial intercourse after ordination had been forbidden
under penalty of deposition from the time of Heliodorus of Trica, who in his youth had been an
amatory writer; but that in the East the clergy and bishops voluntarily abstained from intercourse
with their wives, without being required by any law to do so; for many, he adds, have had children
during their episcopate by their lawful wives.*® There were Greek divines, however, like Epiphanius,
who agreed with the Roman theory. Justinian |. was utterly opposed to the marriage of priests,
declared the children of such connection illegitimate, and forbade the election of a married man to
the episcopal office (a.d. 528). Nevertheless, down to the end of the seventh century, many bishops
in Africa, Libya, and elsewhere, continued to live in the married state, as is expressly said in the
twelfth canon of the Trullan council; but this gave offence and was forbidden. From that time the
marriage of bishops gradually disappears, while marriage among the lower clergy continuesto be
therule.

This Trullan council, which was the sixth ecumenical*® (a.d. 692), closes the legidation of
the Eastern church on the subject of clerical marriage. Here—to anticipate somewhat—the
continuance of afirst marriage contracted before ordination was prohibited in the case of bishops
on pain of deposition, but, in accordance with the Apostolic Constitutions and Canons, allowed in
the case of presbyters and deacons (contrary to the Roman practice), with the Old Testament
restriction, that they abstain from sexual intercourse during the season of official service, because
he who administers holy things must be pure.*” The same relation is thus condemned in the one
caseasimmoral, in the other approved and encouraged as moral; the bishop is deposed if heretains
hislawful wife and does not, immediately after being ordained, send her to adistant cloister; while
the presbyter or deacon is threatened with deposition and even excommunication for doing the
opposite and putting his wife away.

434 Declaring: “God, the law, and the consecrated hand of Theophilus (bishop of Alexandria), have given meawife. | say
now beforehand, and | protest, that | will neither ever part from her, nor live with her in secret asif in an unlawful connection;
for the oneis utterly contrary to religion, the other to the laws; but | desire to receive many and good children from her” (Epist.
105 ed. Basil., cited in the original Greek in Gieseler). Comp. on the instances of married bishops, Bingham, Christ. Antig. b.
iv. ch. 5; J. A. Theiner and A. Theiner, Die Einfuhrung der erzwungenen Ehelosigkeit der christl. Geistlichen u. ihre Folgen
(Altenburg, 1828), val. i. p. 263 sga., and Gieseler, vol. i. div. 2, § 97, notes at the close. The marriage of Gregory of Nyssawith
Theosebiais disputed by some Roman Catholic writers, but seems well supported by Greg. Naz. Ep. 95, and Greg Nyss. De
virg. 3.

435 Hist. Eccl. v. cap. 22 u (i.e. from principle or voluntarily—according to the reading of the Florentine
codex) W , , , - HE M

436 More precisely, the second Trullan council, held in the Trullan hall of the imperial palace in Constantinople; also
called Concilium Quinisextum, , being considered a supplement to the fifth and sixth general councils. Comp. respecting
it Hefele, iii. 298 sqg.

437 1 Can. 3, 4, and especially 12, 13, and 48. In the latter canon bishops are directed, after ordination, to commit their
wives to a somewhat remote cloister, though to provide for their support.
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The Western church, starting from the perverted and almost Manichaean ascetic principle,
that the married state isincompatible with clerical dignity and holiness, instituted a vigorous effort
at the end of the fourth century, to make celibacy, which had hitherto been left to the option of
individuals, the universal law of the priesthood; thus placing itself in direct contradiction to the
Levitical law, to which in other respectsit made so much account of conforming. The law, however,
though repeatedly enacted, could not for along time be consistently enforced. The canon, aready
mentioned, of the Spanish council of Elvirain 305, was only provincial. The first prohibition of
clerical marriage, which laid claim to universal ecclesiastical authority, at least in the West,
proceeded in 385 from the Roman church in the form of a decretal letter of the bishop Siriciusto
Himerius, bishop of Tarragona in Spain, who had referred several questions of discipline to the
Roman bishop for decision. It is significant of the connection between the celibacy of the clergy
and the interest of the hierarchy, that the first properly papal decree, which was issued in the tone
of supreme authority, imposed such an unscriptural, unnatural, and morally dangerous restriction.
Siricius contested the appeal of dissenting partiesto the Mosaic law, on the ground that the Christian
priesthood has to stand not merely for atime, but perpetually, in the service of the sanctuary, and
that it is not hereditary, like the Jewish; and he ordained that second marriage and marriage with a
widow should incapacitate for ordination, and that continuance in the married state after ordination
should be punished with deposition.® And with this punishment he threatened not bishops only,
but also presbyters and deacons. Leo the Great subsequently, extended the requirement of celibacy
even to the subdiaconate. The most eminent Latin church fathers, Ambrose, Jerome, and even
Augustine—though the last with more moderation—advocated the celibacy of priests. Augustine,
with Eusebius of Vercella before him (370), united their clergy in acloister life, and gave them a
monastic stamp; and Martin of Tours, who was amonk from thefirst, carried hismonastic lifeinto
his episcopal office. The councilsof Italy, Africa, Spain, and Gaul followed the lead of Rome. The
synod of Clermont, for example (a.d. 535), declared in itstwelfth canon: “No one ordained deacon
or priest may continue matrimonial intercourse. He is become the brother of her who was hiswife.
But since some, inflamed with lust, have rejected the girdle of the warfare [of Christ], and returned
to marriage intercourse, it is ordered that such must lose their office forever.” Other councils, like
that of Tours, 461, were content with forbidding clergymen, who begat children after ordination,
to administer the sacrifice of the mass, and with confining the law of celibacy ad altiorem gradum.*®

But the very fact of the frequent repetition of these enactments, and the necessity of
mitigating the penalties of transgression, show the great difficulty of carrying this unnatural
restriction into general effect. In the British and Irish church, isolated as it was from the Roman,
the marriage of priests continued to prevail down to the Anglo-Saxon period.

But with the disappearance of legitimate marriage in the priesthood, the already prevalent
vice of the cohabitation of unmarried ecclesiasticswith piouswidows and virgins“ secretly brought

438 Epist. ad Himerium Episc. Tarraconensem (in Harduin, Acta Conc. i. 849-850), ¢ 7: “Hi vero, qui illiciti privilegii
excusatione nituntur, ut sibi asserant veteri hoc lege concessum: noverint se ab omni ecclesiastico honore, quo indigne usi sunt,
apostolicae sedis auctoritate dejectos .... Si quilibet episcopus, presbyter atque diaconus, quod non optamus, deinceps fuerit talis
inventus, jam nunc sibi omnem per nosindulgentiae aditum intelligat obseratum: quiaferro necesse est excidantur vulnera, quae
fomentorum non senserint medicinam.” The exegesis of Siriciusis utterly arbitrary in limiting the demand of holiness (Lev. xx.
7) to the priests and to abstinence from matrimonial intercourse, and in referring the words of Paul respecting walking in the
flesh, Rom. viii. 8, 9, to the married life, asif marriage were thusincompatible with the idea of holiness. Comp. also the striking
remarks of Greenwood, Catheda Petri, vol. i. p. 265 sq., and Milman, Hist. of Latin Christianity, i. 119 (Amer. ed.), on Siricius.

439 Comp. Hefelg, ii. 568, and Gieseler, |.c. (8 97, note 7).
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in,”#° became more and more common. This spiritual marriage, which had begun as a bold ascetic
venture, ended only too often in the flesh, and prostituted the honor of the church.

The Nicene council of 325 met the abuse in its third canon with this decree: “ The great
council utterly forbids, and it shall not be allowed either to abishop, or apriest, or adeacon, or any
other clergyman, to have with him a , unless she be his mother, or sister, or aunt, or some
such person, who is beyond all suspicion.”* This canon forms the basis of the whole subsequent
legidlation of the church de cohabitatione clericorum et mulierum. It had to be repeatedly renewed
and strengthened; showing plainly that it was often disobeyed. The council of Toledo in Spain, a.d.
527 or 531, ordered in itsthird canon: “No clergyman, from the subdeacon upward, shall live with
afemale, be shefree woman, freed woman, or slave. Only amother, or asister, or other near relative
shall keep hishouse. If he have no near relative, his housekeeper must live in a separate house, and
shall under no pretext enter hisdwelling. Whosoever acts contrary to this, shall not only be deprived
of his spiritual office and have the doors of his church closed, but shall also be excluded from all
fellowship of Catholics.” The Concilium Agathense in South Gaul, a.d. 506, at which thirty-five
bishops met, decreed in the tenth and eleventh canons: “ A clergyman shall neither visit nor receive
into his house females not of hiskin; only with his mother, or sister, or daughter, or niece may he
live. Female daves, also, and freed women, must be kept away from the house of a clergyman.”
Similar laws, with penalties more or less severe, were passed by the council of Hippo, 393, of
Angers, 453, of Tours, 461, of Leridain Spain, 524, of Clermont, 535, of Braga, 563, of Orleans,
538, of Tours, 567.#? The emperor Justinian, in the twenty-third Novelle, prohibited the bishop
having any woman at all in his house, but the Trullan council of 692 returned simply to the Nicene
law.** The Western councils also made attempts to abolish the exceptions allowed in the Nicene
canon, and forbade clergymen all intercourse with women, except in presence of a companion.

This rigorism, however, which sheds an unwelcome light upon the actual state of things
that made it necessary, did not better the matter, but rather led to such amoral apathy, that the Latin
church in the middle age had everywhere to contend with the open concubinage of the clergy, and
the whole energy of Gregory VII. was needed to restore in a measure the old laws of celibacy,
without being sufficient to prevent the secret and, to morality, far more dangerous violations of
it.** The later ecclesiastical legidlation respecting the mulieres subintroductae is more lenient, and,
without limiting the intercourse of clergymen to near kindred, generally excludes only concubines
and those women “de quibus possit haberi suspicio.” 4%

440 The so-called sorores, or mulieres subintroductae, or . Comp. on the origin of this practice, vol. i. § 95.

441 By amisinterpretation of the term , the sense of which isfixed in the usage of the early church, Baronius and
Bellarmine erroneously find in this canon auniversal law of celibacy, and accordingly deny the above-mentioned statement
respecting Paphnutius. Comp. Hefele, i. 364.

442 Comp. therelevant canons of these and other councilsin the second and third volumes of Hefele' s Conciliengeschichte.

443 Can. 5: “No clergyman shall have afemalein hishouse, but those allowed in the old canon (Nicaen. c. 3). Even eunuchs
are to observe this.”

444 “Throughout thewhole period,” saysMilman (Hist. of Latin Christianity, i. 123), “from Pope Siriciusto the Reformation,

asmust appear in the course of our history, thelaw [of clerical celibacy] wasdefied, infringed, eluded. It never obtained anything
approaching to general observance, though its violation was at times more open, at times more clandestine.”

445 So the Concilium Tridentinum, sess. xxv. dereform. cap. 14. Comp. also the article Subintroductae, in the 10th volume
of Wetzer and Welte's Cath. Church Lexicon.
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§ 51. Moral Character of the Clergy in general.

Augustine gives us the key to the true view of the clergy of the Roman empire in both light and
shade, when he says of the spiritual office: “ Thereisin thislife, and especialy in this day, nothing
easier, more delightful, more acceptabl e to men, than the office of bishop, or presbyter, or deacon,
if the charge be administered superficially and to the pleasure of men; but nothing in the eye of
God more wretched, mournful, and damnable. So also there is in this life, and especialy in this
day, nothing more difficult, morelaborious) more hazardous than the office of bishop, or presbyter,
or deacon; but nothing in the eye of God more blessed, if the battle be fought in the manner enjoined
by our Captain.”*¢ We cannot wonder, on the one hand that, in the better condition of the church
and the enlarged field of her labor, a multitude of light-minded and unworthy men crowded into
the sacred office, and on the other, that just the most earnest and worthy bishops of the day, an
Ambrose, an Augustine, aGregory Nazianzen, and a Chrysostom, trembled before the responsibility
of the office, and had to be forced into it in a measure against their will, by the call of the church.

Gregory Nazianzen fled into the wildernesswhen hisfather, without hisknowledge, suddenly
consecrated him priest in the presence of the congregation (361). He afterward vindicated thisflight
in his beautiful apology, in which he depicts the ideal of a Christian priest and theologian. The
priest must, above al, he says, be amodel of a Christian, offer himself aholy sacrificeto God, and
be aliving temple of the living God. Then he must possess a deep knowledge, of souls, and, as a
spiritual physician, heal all classes of men of various diseases of sin, restore, preserve, and protect
the divineimagein them, bring Christ into their hearts by the Holy Ghost, and make them partakers
of the divine nature and of eternal salvation. He must, moreover, have at command the sacred
philosophy or divine science of the world and of the worlds, of matter and spirit, of good and evil
angels, of the all-ruling Providence, of our creation and regeneration, of the divine covenants, of
the first and second appearing of Christ, of hisincarnation, passion, and resurrection, of the end of
all things and the universal judgment, and above all, of the mystery of the blessed Trinity; and he
must be able to teach and elucidate these doctrines of faith in popular discourse. Gregory, setsforth
Jesus as the perfect type of the priest, and next to him he presentsin an eloquent picture the apostle
Paul, who lived only for Christ, and under al circumstances and amid all trials by sea and land,
among Jews and heathen, in hunger and thirst, in cold and nakedness, in freedom and bonds, attested
the divine power of the gospel for the salvation of the world. Thisideal, however, Gregory found
but seldom realized. He gives on the whole a very unfavorabl e account of the bishops, and even of
the most cel ebrated councils of hisday, charging them with ignorance unworthy means of promotion,
ambition, flattery, pride, luxury, and worldly mindedness. He says even: “Our danger now is, that
the holiest of al offices will become the most ridiculous; for the highest clerical places are gained
not so much by virtue, as by iniquity; no longer the most worthy, but the most powerful, take the
episcopal chair.”#” Though his descriptions, especially in the satirical poem “to himself and on the

446 Epist. 21 ad Vaerium Nihil essein hac vita et maxime hoc tempore facilius et lagtitius et hominibus acceptabilius
episcopi aut presbyteri aut diaconi officio, si perfunctorie atque adulatorie res agatur: sed nihil apud Deum miserius et tristius
et damnabilius. Item nihil esse in hac vita et maxime hoc tempore difficilius, laboriosius, periculosius episcopi aut presbyteri
aut diaconi officio, sed apud Deum nihil beatius, s @0 modo militetur, quo noster imperator jubet.” This epistle was written soon
after his ordination to the priesthood, a.d.391. See Opera, ed. Bened. tom. ii p. 25.

a1 Orat. xliii. c. 46 (Opera, ed. Bened. tom. i. p. 791), inthe L atin trand ation: “Nunc autem periculum est, ne ordo omnium
sanctissimus, sit quoque omnium maxime ridiculus. Non enim virtute magis, quam maleficio et scelere, sacerdotium paratur;
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bishops,” composed probably after his resignation in Constantinople (a.d. 381), may be in many
points exaggerated, yet they were in general drawn from life and from experience.**#

Jerome aso, in hisepistles, unsparingly attacksthe clergy of histime, especially the Roman,
accusing them of avarice and legacy hunting, and drawing a sarcastic picture of aclerical fop, who,
with hisfine scented clothes, was more like a bridegroom than a clergyman.* Of therural clergy’,
however, the heathen Ammianus Marcellinus bears atestimony, which iscertainly reliable, to their
simplicity, contentment, and virtue.*®

Chrysostom, in his celebrated treatise on the priesthood,** written probably, before his
ordination (somewhere between the years 375 and 381), or while he was deacon (between 381 and
386), portrayed the theoretical and practical qualifications, the exalted duties, responsibilities, and
honors of this office, with youthful enthusiasm, in the best spirit of hisage. He requires of the priest,
that he be in every respect better than the monk, though, standing in the world, he have greater
dangers and difficultiesto contend with.*? He sets up asthe highest object of the preacher, the great
principle stated by, Paul, that in al his discourses he should seek to please God alone, not men.
“He must not indeed despi se the approving demonstrations of men; but aslittle must he court them,
nor trouble himself when his hearers withhold them. True and imperturbable comfort in hislabors
he finds only in the consciousness of having his discourse framed and wrought out to the approval
of God.”**® Neverthelessthe book asawholeisunsatisfactory. A comparison of it with the“ Reformed
Pastor” of Baxter, which is far deeper and richer in all that pertains to subjective experimental
Christianity and the proper care of souls, would result emphatically in favor of the English Protestant
church of the seventeenth century.*

We must here particularly notice a point which reflects great discredit on the moral sense
of many of the fathers, and shows that they had not wholly freed themselves from the chains of
heathen ethics. The occasion of this work of Chrysostom was a ruse, by which he had evaded
election to the bishopric, and thrust it upon hisfriend Basil.*** To justify this conduct, he endeavors
at large, in the fifth chapter of the first book, to prove that artifice might be lawful and useful; that
is, when used as ameans to agood end. “Manifold is the potency of deception, only it must not be
employed with knavish intent. And this should be hardly called deception, but rather a sort of

nec digniorum, sed potentiorum, throni sunt.” In the following chapter, however, he represents his friend Basil asamodel of all
virtues.

448 Comp. Ullmann: Gregor von Nazianz, Erste Beilage, p. 509-521, where the views of this church father on the clerical
office and the clergy of histime are presented at largein his own words. Also Gieseler, i., ii. § 103, gives copious extracts from
the writings of Gregory on the vices of the clergy.

449 Hieron. ad Eustochium, and especially ad Nepotianum, de vita clericorum et monachorum (Opera, ed. Vall. tom. i. p.
252 sqq.). Y et neither does he spare the monks, but says, ad Nepot.: “Nonnulli sunt ditiores monachi quam fuerant seculares et
clerici qui possident opes sub Christo paupere, quas sub locuplete et fallaci Diabolo non habuerant.”

450 Lib. xxvii. c. 3, sub ann. 367.

451 , or De Sacerdotio libri sex. The work has been often published separately, and several times trandlated into
modern languages (into German, for example, by Hasselbach, 1820, and Ritter, 1821; into English by Hollier, 1740, Bunce,
1759; Hohler, 1837; Marsh, 1844; and best by B. Harris Cowper, London, 1866). Comp. thelist of twenty-three different separate
editions and trandationsin Lomler: Joh. Chrysost. Opera praestantissima Gr. et Lat. Rudolph. 1840, p. viii, ix.

452 De Sacerdatio, lib. vi. cap. 2-8.

453 Jlib.v.c. 7.

454 Comp. also the remarks of B. H. Cowperin the introduction to his English translation, Lond. 1866, p. xiii.

455 Not Basil the Grest (as Socrates supposes), for he was much older, and died in 379; but probably (as Montfaucon

conjectures) the bishop of Raphaneain Syria, near Antioch, whose name appears among the bishops of the council of
Constantinople, in 381.
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accommodation (W ), wisdom, art, or sagacity, by which one can find many ways of escapein
an exigency, and amend the errors of the soul.” He appealsto biblical examples, like Jonathan and
the daughter of Saul, who by deceiving their father rescued their friend and husband; and,
unwarrantably, even to Paul, who became to the Jews a Jew, to the Gentiles a Gentile, and
circumcised Timothy, though in the Epistle to the Galatians he pronounced circumcision useless.
Chrysostom, however, had evidently learned this, loose and pernicious principle respecting the
obligation of truthfulness, not from the Holy Scriptures, but from the Grecian sophists.** Besides,
he by no means stood alone in the church in this matter, but had his predecessorsin the Alexandrian
fathers,*” and his followers in Cassian, Jerome, and other eminent Catholic divines.

Jerome made a doubtful distinction between u scribereand p scribere, and, with
Origen, explained the severe censure of Paul on Peter in Antioch, for example, as a mere stroke of
pastoral policy, or an accommodation to the weakness of the Jewish Christians at the expense of
truth.*® But Augustine’ s delicate Christian sense of truth revolted at this construction, and replied
that such an interpretation undermined the whol e authority of Holy Scripture; that an apostle could
never lie, even for a good object; that, in extremity, one should rather suppose a false reading, or
wrong tranglation, or suspect his own apprehension; but that in Antioch Paul spoke the truth and
justly censured Peter openly for his inconsistency, or for a practical (not a theoretical) error, and
thus deserves the praise of righteous boldness, as Peter on the other hand, by his meek submission
to the censure, merits the praise of holy humility.*®°

Thus in Jerome and Augustine we have the representatives of two opposite ethical views:
one, unduly subjective, judging all moral acts merely by their motive and object, and sanctioning,
for example, tyrannicide, or suicide to escape disgrace, or breach of faith with heretics (asthe later
Jesuitical casuistry does with the utmost profusion of sophistical subtlety); the other, objective,
proceeding on eternal, immutable principles and the irreconcilable opposition of good and evil,
and freely enough making prudence subservient to truth, but never truth subservient to prudence.

Meantime, in the Greek church also, as early as the fourth century, the Augustinian view
here and there made its way; and Basil the Great, in his shorter monastic Rule,*® rejected even
accommodation(  p ) for agood end, because Christ ascribesthelie, without distinction of kinds,

456 Even the purest moral philosopher of antiquity, Plato, vindicates fal sehood, and recommendsit to physiciansand rulers
as ameansto agood end, a help to the healing of the sick or to the advantage of the people. Comp. De republ. iii. p. 266, ed.
Bipont.: [T u [ H ' :

. , , , .. The Jewish
philosophizing theologian, Philo, had a similar view, in hiswork: Quod Deus sit immutabilis, p. 302.

457 Clemens Alex., Strom. vi. p. 802, and Origen, Strom. vi. (in Hieron. Apol. i. Adv. Ruf. c. 18), where he adduces the
just cited passage of Plato in defence of a doubtful accommodation at the expense of truth. See the relevant passagesin Gieseler,
i. 8§63, note 7.

458 Epist. 48 (ed. Vall., or Ep. 30 ed. Bened., Ep. 50 in older editions), ad Pammachium, pro libris contra Jovinianum, and
Comm. ad Gal. ii. 11 sqg. Also Johannes Cassianus, a pupil of Chrysostom, defends the lawfulness of falsehood and deception
in certain cases, Coll. xvii. 8 and 17.

459 Comp. the somewhat sharp correspondence of the two fathersin Hieron. Epist. 101-105, 110, 112, 115, 134, 141, in
Vallarsi’sed. (tom. i. 625 sqq.), or in August. Epist 67, 68, 72-75, 81, 82 (in the Bened. ed. of Aug. tom. ii. 161 sqg.); August.:
De mendacio, and Contra mendacium; also the treatise of Méhler mentioned above, 41, on this controversy, so instructive in
regard to the patristic ethics and exegesis.

460 Regul. brev. interrogate 76, cited by Neander in his monograph on Chrysostom(3d ed.) i. p. 97. Neander there adduces
still another similar testimony against the lawfulness of the lie, by the contemporaneous Egyptian monk, John of Lycopolis,
from Pallad. Hist. Lausiaca
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exclusively to Satan.*! In this respect, therefore, Chrysostom did not stand at the head of his age,
but represented without doubt the prevailing view of the Eastern church.

Thelegidation of the councilswith referenceto the clergy, showsin general the earnestness
and rigor with which the church guarded the moral purity and dignity of her servants. The canonical
age was, on the average, after the analogy of the Old Testament, the five-and-twentieth year for
the diaconate, the thirtieth for the priesthood and episcopate. Catechumens, neophytes, persons
baptized at the point of death, penitents, energumens (such as were possessed of a devil), actors,
dancers, soldiers, curials (court, state, and municipal officials),*? slaves, eunuchs, bigamists, and
all who led a scandalous life after baptism, were debarred from ordination. The frequenting of
taverns and theatres, dancing and gambling, usury and the pursuit of secular business were forbidden
to clergymen. But on the other hand, the frequent repetition of warnings against even the lowest
and most common sins, such as licentiousness, drunkenness, fighting, and buffoonery, and the
threatening of corporal punishment for certain misdemeanors, yield an unfavorable conclusion in
regard to the moral standing of the sacred order.*®* Even at the councilsthe clerical dignity was not
seldom desecrated by outbreaks of coarse passion; insomuch that the council of Ephesus, in 449,
is notorious as the “council of robbers.”

In looking at this picture, however, we must not forget that in this, period of the sinking
empire of Romethetask of the clergy wasexceedingly difficult, and amidst the nominal conversion
of the whole population of the empire, their number and education could not keep pace with the
sudden and extraordinary expansion of their field of labor. After all, the clerical officewasthe great
repository of intellectual and moral force for the world. It stayed the flood of corruption; rebuked
the vices of the times; fearlessly opposed tyrannical cruelty; founded institutions of charity and
public benefit; prolonged the existence of the Roman empire; rescued the literary treasures of
antiquity; carried the gospel to the barbarians, and undertook to educate and civilize their rude and
vigorous hordes. Out of the mass of mediocrities tower the great church teachers of the fourth and
fifth centuries, combining all the learning, the talent, and the piety of the time, and through their
immortal writings mightily moulding the succeeding ages of the world.

§ 52. The Lower Clergy.

Asthe authority and influence of the bishops, after the accession of Constantine, increased, the
lower clergy became more and more dependent upon them. The episcopate and the presbyterate
were now rigidly distinguished. And yet the memory of their primitive identity lingered. Jerome,
at the end of the fourth century, reminds the bishops that they owe their elevation above the
presbyters, not so much to Divine ingtitution as to ecclesiastical usage; for before the outbreak of

461 John, viii. 44.

462 The ground on which even civil officers were excluded, is stated by the Roman council of 402, which ordained in the
tenth canon: “One who is clothed with a civil office cannot, on account of the sins almost necessarily connected with it, become
a clergyman without previous penance.” Comp. Mansi, iii. 1133, and Hefele; ii. 75.

463 Comp. the decrees of councilsin Hefele, ii. 574, 638, 686, 687, 753, 760, &c. Even the Can. Apost. 27, 65, and 72,
aredirected against common crimesin the clergy, such as battery, murder, and theft, which therefore must have already appeared,
for legidlation alwayshasregard to the actual state of things. The Pastoral Epistles of Paul contain no exhortations or prohibitions
of thiskind.
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controversiesin the church there was no distinction between the two, except that presbyter isaterm
of age, and bishop a term of official dignity; but when men, at the instigation of Satan, erected
parties and sects, and, instead of simply following Christ, named themselves of Paul, or Apollos,
or Cephas, al agreed to put one of the presbyters at the head of the rest, that by his universal
supervision of the churches, he might kill the seeds of division.** The great commentators of the
Greek church agree with Jerome in maintaining the original identity of bishops and presbytersin
the New Testament.*

In the episcopal or cathedral churchesthe Presbyters still formed the council of the bishop.
In town and country congregations, where no bishop officiated, they were more independent.
Preaching, administration of the sacraments, and care of soulsweretheir functions. In. North Africa
they were for along time not allowed to preach in the presence of the bishop; until Augustine was
relieved by his bishop of this restriction. The seniores plebisin the African church of the fourth
and fifth centuries were not clergymen, but civil personages and other prominent members of the
congregation.*

In the fourth century arose the office of archpresbyter, whose duty it was to preside over
the worship, and sometimes to take the place of the bishop in his absence or incapacity.

The Deacons, also called Levites, retained the same functions which they had held in the
preceding period. In the West, they alone, not the lectors, were allowed to read in public worship
the lessons from the Gospels; which, containing the words of the Lord, were placed above the
Epistles, or the words of the apostles. They were also permitted to baptize and to preach. After the
pattern of the church in Jerusalem, the number of deacons, even in large congregations, waslimited
to seven; though not rigidly, for the cathedral of Constantinople had, under Justinian 1., besides
sixty presbyters, a hundred deacons, forty deaconesses, ninety subdeacons, a hundred and ten
lectors, twenty-five precentors, and a hundred janitors—a total of five hundred and twenty-five
officers. Though subordinate to the presbyters, the deacons frequently stood in close relations with
the bishop, and exerted a greater influence. Hence they not rarely looked upon ordination to the
presbyterate as a degradation. After the beginning of the fourth century an archdeacon stood at the
head of the college, the most confidential adviser of the bishop, his representative and legate, and
not seldom his successor in office. Thus Athanasius first appears as archdeacon of Alexandria at
the council of Nice, clothed with important influence; and upon the death of the latter he succeeds
to the patriarchal chair of Alexandria.

464 Hieron. Comm. ad Tit. i. 7: “ldem est ergo presbyter qui episcopus, et antequam diaboli instinctu studiain religione
fierent ... communi presbyterorum consilio ecclesiae gubernabantur,” etc. Comp. Epist. ad Evangelum presbyterum (Ep. 146,
ed. Vall. Opera, i. 1074 sqq.; Ep. 101, ed. Bened.), and Epist. ad Oceanum (Ep. 69, ed. Vall., Ep. 82, ed. Bened.). In the |atter
epistle he remarks: “ Apud veteresiidem episcopi et presbyteri fuerunt, quiaillud nomen dignitatis est, hoc aetatis.”

465 Chrysostom, Hom. i. in Ep. ad Philipp. (Phil. i. 1, on the words , which imply a number of bishops, i.e.
presbytersin one and the same congregation), observes: i .. Of the same opinion are
Theodoret, ad Phil. i. 1, and ad Tim. iii. 1; Ambrosiaster, ad Eph. iv. 11; and the author of the pseudo-Augustinian Questiones
V. etN.T., qu. 101. Comp. on thiswhole subject of the original identity of and , my History of the Apostolic Church,
§ 132 (Engl. translation, p. 522-531), and Rich. Rothe: Anfange der christlichen Kirche, i. p. 207-217.

466 Optatus of Mileve calls them, indeed, ecclesiasticos viros; not, however, in the sense of clerici, from whom, on the
contrary, he distinguishes them, but in the broad sense of catholic Christians as distinguished from heathens and heretics. Comp.
on these seniores plebis, orlay elders, as they are called, the discussion of Dr. Rothe: Die Anfange der christl. Kirche u. ihrer
Verfassung, vol. i. p. 227 sqq.
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The office of Deaconess, which, under the strict separation of the sexes in ancient times,
and especially in Greece, was necessary to the completion of the diaconate, and which originated
in the apostolic age,*” continued in the Eastern church down to the twelfth century. It was frequently
occupied by the widows of clergymen or the wives of bishops, who were obliged to demit the
married state before entering upon their sacred office. Its functions were the care of the female
poor, sick, and imprisoned, assisting in the baptism of adult women, and, in the country churches
of the East, perhaps also of the West, the preparation of women for baptism by private instruction.*
Formerly, from regard to the apostolic precept in 1 Tim. v. 9, the deaconesses were required to be
sixty years of age.*® The general council of Chalcedon, however, in 451, reduced the canonical
age to forty years, and in the fifteenth canon ordered: “No female shall be consecrated deaconess
before she is forty years old, and not then without careful probation. If, however, after having
received consecration, and having been some time in the service, she marry, despising the grace
of God, she with her husband shall be anathematized.” The usua ordination prayer in the
consecration of deaconesses, according to the Apostolic Constitutions, runs thus: “Eternal God,
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, Creator of man and woman, who didst fill Miriam and Deborah
and Hannah and Huldah with the Spirit, and didst not disdain to suffer thine only-begotten Son to
be born of a woman; who aso in the tabernacle and the temple didst appoint women keepers of
thine holy gates: look down now upon this thine handmaid, who is designated to the office of
deacon, and grant her the Holy Ghost, and cleanse her from all filthiness of the flesh and of the
spirit, that she may worthily execute the work intrusted to her, to thine honor and to the praise of
thine Anointed; to whom with thee and the Holy Ghost be honor and adoration forever. Amen.” 47

The noblest type of an apostolic deaconess, which has come down to us from this period,
isOlympias, the friend of Chrysostom, and the recipient of seventeen beautiful epistlesfrom him.+*
She sprang from a respectable heathen family, but received a Christian education; was beautiful
and wealthy; married in her seventeenth year (a.d. 384) the prefect of Constantinople, Nebridius;
but in twenty months after was left awidow, and remained so in spite of the efforts of the emperor
Theodosius to unite her with one of his own kindred. She became a deaconess; lived in rigid

467 Comp. Rom. xii. 1, 12, and my Hist. of the Apost. Church, § 135, p. 535 sqg.

468 Comp. Pelagius ad Rom. xvi. 1. Neander (iii. p. 314, note; Torrey’strandl. ii. p. 158) infers from a canon of the fourth
council of Carthage, that the latter custom prevailed also in the West, sinceiit is there required of “viduae quae ad ministerium
baptizandarum mulierum eliguntur,” “ut possint apto et sano sermone docere imperitas et rusticas mulieres.”

469 Comp. Codex Theodos. 1. xvi., Tit. ii. lex 27: “Nullanisi emensis 60 annis secundum praeceptum apostoli ad
diaconissarum consortium transferatur.”
470 Const. Apost. lib. viii. cap. 20. We have given the prayer in full. Neander (iii. p. 322, note) omits some passages. The

custom of ordaining deaconessesis placed by this prayer and by the canon quoted from the council of Chalcedon beyond dispute.
The 19th canon of the council of Nice, however, appears to conflict with this, in reckoning deaconesses among the laity, who
have no consecration ( ). Some therefore suppose that the ordination of deaconesses did not arise till after the Nicaenum
(325), though the Apostolic Constitutions contradict this; while others (as Baronius, and recently Hefele, Concilien-Gesch. 1855,
vol. i. p. 414) would resolve the contradiction by distinguishing between the proper and the simple benediction. But the
consecration of the deaconesses was certainly accompanied with imposition of handsin presence of the whole clergy; since the
Apost. Const., 1. viii. c. 19, expressly say to the bishop: . The contradiction
lies, however, in that Nicene canon itself; for (according to the Greek Codlces) the deaconesses are immediately before counted
among the clergy, if we do not, with the Latin trandation, read deaconsinstead. Neander helps himself by a distinction between
proper deaconesses and widows abusive so called.

4an They arefound in Montfaucon’s Bened. edition of Chrysostom, tom. iii. p. 524-604, and in Lomler’ s edition of Joann.
Chrysost. Opera praestantissima, 1840, p. 168-252. These seventeen epistlesto Olympias are, in the judgment of Photius as
quoted by Montfaucon (Op. iii. 524), of the epistles of Chrysostom, “longissimae, el egantissimae, omniumque utilissimae.”
Compare also Montfaucon’s prefatory remarks on Olympias.
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asceticism; devoted her goods to the poor; and found her greatest pleasure in doing good. When
Chrysostom came to Constantinople, he became her pastor, and guided her lavish benefaction by
wise counsel. She continued faithful to him in his misfortune; survived him by several years, and
died in 420, lamented by all the poor and needy in the city and in the country around.

In the West, on the contrary, the office of deaconess wasfirst shorn of its clerical character
by a prohibition of ordination passed by the Gallic councils in the fifth and sixth centuries;*? and
at last it was wholly abolished. The second synod of Orleans, in 533, ordained in its eighteenth
canon: “No woman shall henceforth receive the benedictio diaconalis [which had been substituted
for ordinatio], on account of the weakness of this sex.” The reason betrays the want of good
deaconesses, and suggests the connection of this abolition of an apostolic ingtitution with the
introduction of the celibacy of the priesthood, which seemed to be endangered by every sort of
femal e society. The adoption of the care of the poor and sick by the state, and the cessation of adult
baptisms and of the custom of immersion, also made female assistance less needful. In modern
times, the Catholic church, it is true, has specia societies or orders of women, like the Sisters of
Mercy, for the care of the sick and poor, the training of children, and other objects of practical
charity; and in the bosom of Protestantism also similar benevolent associations have arisen, under
the name of Deaconess Institutes, or Sisters Houses, though in the more free evangelical spirit,
and without the bond of a vow.*”® But, though quite kindred in their object, these associations are
not to beidentified with the office of deaconessin the apostolic age and in the ancient church. That
wasaregular, standing officein every Christian congregation, corresponding to the office of deacon;
and has never since the twelfth century been revived, though the local work of charity has never
ceased.

Tothe ordinary clergy there were added in this period sundry extraordinary church offices,
rendered necessary by the multiplication of religious functionsin large cities and dioceses:

1. Stewards.*”* These officers administered the church property under the supervision of the
bishop, and were chosen in part from the clergy, in part from such of the laity as were versed in
law. In Constantinople the “great steward” was a person of considerable rank, though not a
clergyman. The council of Chalcedon enjoined upon every episcopal diocese the appointment of
such officers, and the selection of them from the clergy, “that the economy of the church might not
be irresponsible, and thereby the church property be exposed to waste and the clerical dignity be
brought intoill repute.” s For conducting the litigation of the church, sometimes a specia advocate,
called the e[kdiko”, or defensor, was appointed.

4r2 A mere benediction was appointed in place of ordination. The first synod of Orange (Arausicanai.), in 441, directed
in the 26th canon: “Diaconae omnimodis non ordinandae [thus they had previously been ordained in Gaul aso, and reckoned
with the clergy]; si quae jam sunt, benedictioni, quae populo impenditur, capita submittant.” Likewise was the ordination of
deaconesses forbidden by the council of Epaon in Burgundy, in 517, can. 21, and by the second council at Orleans, in 533, can.
17 and 18.

473 The Deaconess House (Hutterhaus) at Kaiserswerth on the Rhine, founded in 1836; Bethany in Berlin, 1847; and
similar evangelical hospitalsin Dresden, 1842, Strasburg, 1842, Paris (institution des deaconess des églises evangéliques de
France), 1841, London (institution of Nursing Sisters), 1840, New Y ork (St. Luke' sHopital), Pittsburg, 1849, Smyrna, Jerusalem,
etc.

474 | . Besidesthesetherewereaso , sacdllarii, thesaurarii.

475 Conc. Chalced. can. 26. This canon also occurs twice in the Corp. jur. can. c. 21, C. xvi. g. 7, and c. 4, Dist. Ixxix.
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2. Secretaries,*® for drawing the protocols in public ecclesiastical transactions (gesta
ecclesiastica). They were usually clergymen, or such as had prepared themselves for the service of
the church.

3. Nurses or Parabolani,*” especially in connection with the larger church hospitals. Their
office was akin to that of the deacons, but had more reference to the bodily assistance than to the
spiritual care of the sick. In Alexandria, by the fifth century, these officers formed a great guild of
six hundred members, and were not rarely misemployed as a standing army of episcopal
domination.*”® Hence, upon acomplaint of the citizens of Alexandria against them, to the emperor
Theodosius|I., their number were reduced to five hundred. In the West they were never introduced.

4. Buriers of the Dead*” likewise belonged among these ordines minores of the church.
Under Theodosius I1. there were more than a thousand of them in Constantinople.

§ 53. The Bishops.

The bishops now stood with sovereign power at the head of the clergy and of their dioceses.
They had come to be universally regarded as the vehicles and propagators of the gifts of the Holy
Ghost, and the teachers and lawgivers of the church in all matters of faith and discipline. The
specific distinction between them and the presbyters was carried into everything; while yet it is
worthy of remark, that Jerome, Chrysostom, and Theodoret, just the most eminent exegetes of the
ancient church, expressy acknowledged the original identity of thetwo officesinthe New Testament,
and consequently derive the proper episcopate, not from divine institution, but only from church
usage.*0

Thetraditional participation of the people in the election, which attested the popular origin
of the episcopal office, still continued, but gradually sank to a mere formality, and at last became
entirely extinct. The bishopsfilled their own vacancies, and el ected and ordained the clergy. Besides
ordination, asthe medium for communicating the official gifts, they also claimed from the presbyters
in the West, after the fifth century, the exclusive prerogatives of confirming the baptized and
consecrating the chrism or holy ointment used in baptism.** In the East, on the contrary, confirmation
(the chrism) is performed also by the presbyters, and, according to the ancient custom, immediately
follows baptism.

To this spiritual preéminence of the bishops was now added, from the time of Constantine,
acivil importance. Through the union of the church with the state, the bishops became at the same
time state officials of weight, and enjoyed the various privileges which accrued to the church from

476 . , hotarii, excerptores.

4 Parabolani, probably from , torisk life; because in contagious diseases they often exposed themselvesto
the danger of death.

418 A perversion of a benevolent association to turbulent purposes similar to that of the firemen’s companiesin the large
cities of the United States.

479 78 , Copiattae, fossores, fossarii.

480 Seethe passages quoted in § 52, and the workstherereferred to. The modern Romish divine, Perrone, in his Praglectiones

Theologicae, t. ix. § 93, denies that the doctrine of the superiority of bishops over presbyters by divineright, is an article of the
Catholic faith. But the council of Trent, sess. xxiii. can. 6, condemns all who deny the divine institution of the three orders.

481 Innocent 1., Ep. ad Decent.: “ Ut sine chrismate et episcopi jussione neque presbyter neque diaconus jus habeant
baptizandi.”
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this connection.*®> They had thenceforth an independent and legally valid jurisdiction; they held
supervision of the church estates, which were sometimes very considerable, and they had partial
charge even of the city, property; they superintended the morals of the people, and even of the
emperor; and they exerted influence upon the public legidation. They were exempt from civil
jurisdiction, and could neither be brought as witnesses before a court nor be compelled to take an
oath. Their dioceses grew larger, and their power and revenues increased. Dominus
beati ssimus( ), sanctissimus( ), or reverendissimus, Beatitudo or Sanctitas tua, and
similar high-sounding titles, passed into universal use. Kneeling, kissing of the hand, and like tokens
of reverence, came to be shown them by all classes, up to the emperor himself. Chrysostom, at the
end of thefourth century, says: “ The heads of the empire (hyparchs) and the governorsof provinces
(toparchs) enjoy no such honor as the rulers of the church. They arefirst at court, in the society of
ladies, in the houses of the great. No one has precedence of them.”

To thisposition corresponded the episcopal insignia, which from the fourth century became
common: thering, asthe symbol of the espousal of the bishop to the church; the crosier or shepherd’s
staff (also called crook, because it was generally curved at the top); and the pallium,*3, a shoulder
cloth, after the exampl e of the ephod of the Jewish high-priest, and perhaps of the sacerdotal mantle
worn by the Roman emperors as pontifices maximi. The pallium is a seamless cloth hanging over
the shoulders, formerly of white linen, in the West subsequently of white lamb’s wool, with four
red or black crosses wrought in it with silk. According to the present usage of the Roman church
thewool istaken from thelambs of St. Agnes, which are every year solemnly blessed and sacrificed
by the pope in memory of this pure virgin. Hence the later symbolical meaning of the pallium, as
denoting the bishop’s following of Christ, the good Shepherd, with the lost and reclaimed sheep
upon his shoulders. Alexandrian tradition traced this vestment to the evangelist Mark; but Gregory
Nazianzen expressly says that it was first given by Constantine the Great to the bishop Macarius
of Jerusalem.*® In the East it wasworn by all bishops, in the West by archbishops only, on whom,
from the time of Gregory |., it was conferred by the pope on their accession to office. At first the
investiture was gratuitous, but afterward came to involve a considerable fee, according to the
revenues of the archbishopric.

Asthe bishop united in himself all the rights and privileges of the clerical office, so hewas
expected to show himself amodel in the discharge of itsdutiesand afollower of the great Archbishop
and Archshepherd of the sheep. He was expected to exhibit in a high degree the ascetic virtues,
especialy that of virginity, which, according to Catholic ethics, belongs to the idea of moral
perfection. Many a bishop, like Athanasius, Basil, Ambrose, Augustine, Chrysostom, Martin of

482 Comp. above, ch. iii. § 14-16.

483 2 , L, superhumerae, pallium, alsoephod ( , ). Theephod (Ex. xxviii. 6-11; and xxxix. 2-5), in
connection with the square breastplate belonging to it ( , comp. Ex. xxviii. 15-30; xxxix. 8-21), was the principal official
vestment of the Jewish high-priest, and no doubt served as the precedent for the archiepiscopal pallium, but exceeded the latter
in costliness. It consisted of two shoulder pieces (like the pallium and the chasubles), which hung over the upper part of the body
before and behind, and were skilfully wrought of fine linen in three colors, fastened by golden rings and chains, and richly
ornamented with gold thread, and twelve precious stones, on which the names of the twelve tribes were graven. Whether the

sacred oracle, Urim and Thummim (LXX.: , Ex. xxviii. 30), wasidentical with the twelve precious stonesin the
breastplate, the learned are not agreed. Comp. Winer, Bibl. Reallex., and W. Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, sub Urim and
Thummim.

484 Orat. xlvii. So Theodoret, Hist. eccl. ii. 27, at the beginning. Macariusis said to have worn the gilded vestment in the

administration of baptism.

157


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Exod.28.xml#Exod.28.6
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Exod.28.xml#Exod.28.15
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Exod.28.xml#Exod.28.30

History of the Christian Church, Volume IlI: Nicene and Philip Schaff
Post-Nicene Christianity. A.D. 311-600.

Tours, lived in rigid abstinence and poverty, and devoted his income to religious and charitable
objects.

But this very power and this tempora advantage of the episcopate became also a lure for
avarice and ambition, and atemptation to thelordly and secular spirit. For even under the episcopal
mantle the human heart still beat, with al those weaknesses and passions, which can only be
overcome by the continual influence of Divine grace. There were metropolitans and patriarchs,
especialy in Alexandria, Constantinople, and Rome, who, while yet hardly past the age of
persecution, forgot the servant form of the Son of God and the poverty of his apostles and martyrs,
and rivalled the most exalted civil officials, nay, the emperor himself, in worldly pomp and luxury.
Not seldom were the most disgraceful intrigues employed to gain the holy office. No wonder, says
Ammianus, that for so splendid a prize as the bishopric of Rome, men strive with the utmost passion
and persistence, when rich presents from ladies and a more than imperial sumptuousness invite
them.*> The Roman prefect, Praetextatus, declared jestingly to the bishop Damasus, who had
obtained the office through a bloody battle of parties, that for such a price he would at once turn
Christian himself.*® Such an example could not but shed its evil influence on the lower clergy of
the great cities. Jerome sketches a sarcastic description of the Roman priests, who squandered all
their care on dress and perfumery, curled their hair with crisping pins, wore sparkling rings, paid
far too great attention to women, and looked more like bridegrooms than like clergymen.” And
in the Greek church it was little better. Gregory Nazianzen, himself a bishop, and for along time
patriarch of Constantinople, frequently mourns the ambition, the official jealousies, and the luxury
of the hierarchy, and utters the wish that the bishops might be distinguished only by ahigher grade
of virtue.

§ 54. Organization of the Hierarchy: Country Bishop, City Bishops, and Metropolitans.

The episcopate, notwithstanding the unity of the office and its rights, admitted the different
grades of country bishop, ordinary city bishop, metropolitan, and patriarch. Such adistinction had
already established itself on the basis of free religious sentiment in the church; so that the incumbents
of the apostolic sees, like Jerusalem, Antioch, Ephesus, Corinth, and Rome, stood at the head of
the hierarchy. But this gradation now assumed apolitical character, and became both modified and
confirmed by attachment to the municipal division of the Roman empire.

Constantine the Great divided the whole empire into four praefectures (the Oriental, the
Illyrian, the Italian, and the Gallic); the praefectures into vicariates, dioceses, or proconsulates,

485 Amm. Marcell. xxvii. ¢. 3, sub anno 367: “ut dotentur oblationibus matronarum procedantque vehiculis insidentes,
circumspecte vestiti, epulas curantes profusas, adeo ut eorum conviviaregales superent mensas.” But then with this pomp of the
Roman prelates he contrasts the poverty of the worthy country bishops.

486 Besides Ammianus, Jeromeal so statesthis, in his book against John of Jerusalem (Opera, tom. ii. p. 415, ed. Vallars.):
“Miserabilisille Pragtextatus, qui designatus consul est mortuus, homo sacrilegus et idolorum cultor, solebat ludens beato papae
Damaso dicere: ’ Facite me Romanae urbis episcopum, et ero protinus Christianus.” “

487 Epist. ad Eustochium de virginitate servanda.
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fourteen or fifteenin al;*® and each diocese again into several provinces.*® The praefectures were
governed by Praefecti Praetorio, the dioceses by Vicarii, the provinces by Rectores, with various
tittes—commonly Praesides.

It was natural, that after the union of church and state the ecclesiastical organization and
the political should, so far as seemed proper, and hence of course with manifold exceptions,
accommodate themselvesto one another. In the East this principle of conformity was more pal pably
and rigidly carried out than in the West. The council of Nice in the fourth century proceeds upon
it, and the second and fourth ecumenical councils confirm it. The political influence made itself
most distinctly felt in the elevation of Constantinople to apatriarchal see. The Roman bishop Leo,
however, protested against the reference of his own power to political considerations, and planted
it exclusively upon the primacy of Peter; though evidently the Roman see owed its importance to
the favorable cooperation of both these influences. The power of the patriarchs extended over one
or more municipal dioceses; while the metropolitans presided over single provinces. The word
diocese ( ) passed from the political into the ecclesiastical terminology, and denoted at first a
patriarchal district, comprising several provinces (thus the expression occurs continualy in the
Greek acts of councils), but afterward came to be applied in the West to each episcopal district.
The circuit of a metropolitan was called in the East an eparchy (), in the West provincia. An
ordinary bishopric was called in the East a parish ( ), while in the Latin church the term
(parochia) was usually applied to a mere pastoral charge.

The lowest rank in the episcopal hierarchy was occupied by the country bishops,*® the
presiding officers of those rural congregations, which were not supplied with presbyters from
neighboring cities. In North Africa, with its multitude of small dioceses, these country bishopswere
very numerous, and stood on an equal footing with the others. But in the East they became more
and more subordinate to the neighboring city bishops; until at last, partly on account of their own
incompetence, chiefly for the sake of the rising hierarchy, they were wholly extinguished. Often
they were utterly unfit for their office; at least Basil of Caesarea, who had fifty country bishopsin
his metropolitan district, reproached them with frequently receiving men totally unworthy into the
clerical ranks. And moreover, they stood in the way of the aspirations of the city bishops; for the
greater the number of bishops, the smaller the diocese and the power of each, though probably the
better the collective influence of al upon the church. The council of Sardica, in 343, doubtless had

488 The dioceses or vicariates were as follows:

I. The Praefectura Orientalisconsisted of the five dioceses of Oriens, with Antioch asits political and ecclesiastical
capital; Aegyptus, with Alexandria; Asia proconsularis, with Ephesus; Pontus, with Caesareain Cappadocia; Thracia, with
Heraklea, afterward Constantinople.

I1. The Praefecturalllyrica, with Thessalonica asits capital, had only the two dioceses of Macedonia and Dacia.

I11. The Praefectura I talicaembraced Roma (i.e. South Italy and the islands of the Mediterranean, or the so-called
Suburban provinces); Italia, or the Vicariate of Italy, with its centre at Mediolanum (Milan); Illyricum occidentale, with its
capital at Sirmium; and Africa occidentalis, with Carthage.

1V. The Praefectura Gallicaembraced the dioceses of Gallia, with Treveri (Trier) and Lugdunum (Lyons); Hispania,
with Hispalis (Sevilla); and Britannnia, with Eboracum (Y ork).

489 Thus the diocese of the Orient, for example, had five provinces, Egypt nine, Pontus thirteen, Gaul seventeen, Spain
seven. Comp. Wiltsch, Kirchl. Geogr. u. Statistik, i. p. 67 sqqg., where the provinces are al quoted, asis not necessary for our
purpose here.

490 . The principal statements respecting them are: Epist. Synodi Antioch., a.d.270, in Euseb. H. E. vii. 36 (where
they arecalled 11 ); Concil. Ancyr., a.d.315, can. 13 (where they are forbidden to ordain presbyters and deacons);
Concil. Antioch., a.d.341, can. 10 (same prohibition); Conc. Laodic., between 320 and 372, can. 57 (where the erection of new
country bishopricsis forbidden); and Conc. Sardic., a.d.343, can. 6 (where they are wholly abolished).
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both considerationsin view, when, on motion of Hos us, the president, it decreed: “ It isnot permitted,
that, in avillage or small town, for which asingle priest is sufficient, a bishop should be stationed,
lest the episcopal dignity and authority suffer scandal;*°* but the bishops of the eparchy (province)
shall appoint bishops only for those places where bishops have already been, or where thetown is
so populous that it is considered worthy to be a bishopric.” The place of these chorepiscopi was
thenceforth supplied either by visitators ( ), who in the name of the bishop visited the country
congregations from time to time, and performed the necessary functions, or by resident presbyters
(parochi), under the immediate supervision of the city bishop.

Among the city bishops towered the bishops of the capital cities of the various provinces.
They were styled in the East metropolitans, in the West usually archbishops.“® They had the oversight
of the other bishops of the province; ordained them, in connection with two or three assistants;
summoned provincial synods, which, according to the fifth canon of the council of Nice and the
direction of other councils, wereto be held twice ayear; and presided in such synods. They promoted
union among the different churches by the reciprocal communication of synodal acts, and confirmed
the organism of the hierarchy.

This metropolitan constitution, which had gradually arisen out of the necessities of the
church, became legally established in the East in the fourth century, and passed thence to the
Graeco-Russian church. The council of Nice, at that early day, ordered in the fourth canon, that
every new bishop should be ordained by all, or at least by three, of the bishops of the eparchy (the
municipa province), under the direction and with the sanction of the metropolitan.*® Still clearer
isthe ninth canon of the council of Antioch, in 341: “ The bishops of each eparchy (province) should
know, that upon the bishop of the metropolis (the municipal capital) also devolves a care for the
whole eparchy, because in the metropolisall, who have business, gather together from all quarters.
Hence it has been found good, that he should also have a precedence in honor,*** and that the other
bishops should do nothing without him—according to the old and still binding canon of our
fathers—except that which pertainsto the supervision and jurisdiction of their parishes (i.e. dioceses
in the modern terminology), and the provinces belonging to them; asin fact they ordain presbyters
and deacons, and decide all judicial matters. Otherwise they ought to do nothing without the bishop
of the metropolis, and he nothing without the consent of the other bishops.” This council, in the
nineteenth canon, forbade a bishop being ordained without the presence of the metropolitan and
the presence or concurrence of the majority of the bishops of the province.

In Africaasimilar system had existed from the time of Cyprian, before the church and the
state were united. Every province had a Primas; the oldest bishop being usually chosen to this
office. The bishop of Carthage, however, was not only primate of Africa proconsularis, but at the

401 Can.6:... | 1l ; or, inthe Latin version: “Ne vilescat nomen episcopi et auctoritas.”
Comp. Hefele, i. p. 556. The differences between the Greek and Latin text in the first part of this canon have no influence on
the prohibition of the appointment of country bishops.

492 , metropolitanus, and the kindred title (applied to the most powerful metropolitans); , archiepiscopus,
and primas.

493 This canon has been recently discovered also in a Coptic translation, and published by Pitra, in the Spiclegium
Solesmensg, i. 526 sq.

494 U
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same time, corresponding to the proconsul of Carthage, the ecclesiastical head of Numidia and
Mauretania, and had power to summon a general council of Africa.*%

§ 55. The Patriarchs.

Mich. Le Quien (French Dominican, T 1788): Oriens Christianus, in quatuor patriarchatus digestus,
guo exhibentur ecclesiae, patriarchae caeterique preasules totius Orientis. Opus posthumum,
Par. 1740, 3 vals. fol. (a thorough description of the oriental dioceses from the beginning to
1732). P. Jos. Cautelius (Jesuit): Metropolitanarum urbium historiacivilis et ecclesiastic in qua
Romanae Sedis dignitas et imperatorum et regum in eam merits explicantur, Par. 1685 (important
for ecclesiastical statistics of the West, and the extension of the Roman patriarchate). Bingham
(Anglican): Antiquities, I. ii. c. 17. Joh. El. Theod. Wiltsch (Evangel.): Handbuch der Kirchl.
Geographie u. Statistik, Berl. 1846, val. i. p. 56 sqg. Friedr. Maassen (R.C.): Der Primat des
Bischofsvon Rom. u. die alten Patriarchalkirchen, Bonn, 1853. Thomas Greenwood: Cathedra
Petri, a Political History of the Latin Patriarchate, Lond. 1859 sgg. (vol. i. p. 158-489). Comp.
my review of thiswork in the Am. Theol. Rev., New Y ork, 1864, p. 9 sqq.

Still above the metropolitans stood the five Patriarchs,*® the oligarchical summit, so to speak,
the five towersin the edifice of the Catholic hierarchy of the Graeco-Roman empire.

These patriarchs, in the official sense of the word as already fixed at the time of the fourth
ecumenical council, were the bishops of the four great capitals of the empire, Rome, Alexandria,
Antioch, and Constantinople; to whom was added, by way of honorary distinction, the bishop of
Jerusalem, as president of the oldest Christian congregation, though the proper continuity of that
office had been broken by the destruction of the holy city. They had oversight of one or more
dioceses; at least of two or more provinces or eparchies.*” They ordained the metropolitans; rendered
thefinal decisionin church controversies, conducted the ecumenical councils; published the decrees
of the councils and the church laws of the emperors; and united in themselvesthe supremelegidative
and executive power of the hierarchy. They bore the same relation to the metropolitans of single
provinces, as the ecumenical councils to the provincial. They did not, however, form a college;
each acted for himself. Y et in important matters they consulted with one another, and had the right
also to keep resident legates (apocrisiarii) at the imperial court at Constantinople.

In prerogative they were equal, but in the extent of their dioceses and in influence they
differed, and had a system of rank among themselves. Before the founding of Constantinople, and
down to the Nicene council, Rome maintained the first rank, Alexandria the second, and Antioch
the third, in both ecclesiastical and political importance. After the end of the fourth century this

495 Cyprian, Epist. 45, says of his province of Carthage: “Latius fusa est nostra provincia; habet enim Numidiam et
Mauretaniam sibi cohaerentes.”
496 ; patriarcha; sometimes also, after the political terminology, . The name patriarch, originally applied to the

progenitors of Israel (Heb. vii. 4, to Abraham; Acts vii. 8 sq., to the twelve sons of Jacob; ii. 29, to David, as founder of the

Davidic Messianic house), was at first in the Eastern church an honorary title for bishopsin general (so in Gregory Nazianzen,

and Gregory of Nyssa), but after the council of Constantinople (381), and still more after that of Chalcedon (451), it cameto be

used in an official sense and restricted to the five most eminent metropolitans. In the West, several metropolitans, especially the

bishop of Aquileia, bore thistitle honoris causa. The bishop of Rome declined that particular term, as placing him on alevel

with other patriarchs, and preferred the name papa. “ Patriarch” bespeaksan oligarchical church government; “pope,” amonarchical.
497 According to the political division of the empire after Constantine. Comp. § 54
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order was modified by the insertion of Constantinople as the second capital, between Rome and
Alexandria, and the addition of Jerusalem as the fifth and smallest patriarchate.

The patriarch of Jerusalem presided only over the three meagre provinces of Palestine;*®
the patriarch of Antioch, over the greater part of the political diocese of the Orient, which comprised
fifteen provinces, Syria, Phenicia, Cilicia, Arabia, Mesopotamia, & c.;** the patriarch of Alexandria,
over the whole diocese of Egypt with its nine rich provinces, Aegyptus prima and secunda, the
lower and upper Thebaid, lower and upper Libya, & c.;>® the patriarch of Constantinople, over three
dioceses, Pontus, Asia Minor, and Thrace, with eight and twenty provinces, and at the same time
over the bishoprics among the barbarians;** the patriarch of Rome gradually extended hisinfluence
over the entire West, two prefectures, the Italian and the Gallic, with al their dioceses and
provinces.>®

The patriarchal system had reference primarily only to the imperial church, but indirectly
affected also the barbarians, who received Christianity from the empire. Y et even within the empire,
several metropolitans, especialy the bishop of Cyprus in the Eastern church, and the bishops of
Milan, Aquileia, and Ravennain the Western, during this period maintained their autocracy with
reference to the patriarchs to whose dioceses they geographically belonged. In the fifth century,
the patriarchs of Antioch attempted to subject the island of Cyprus, where Paul first had preached
the gospel, to their jurisdiction; but the ecumenical council of Ephesus, in 431, confirmed to the
church of Cyprus its ancient right to ordain its own bishops.*® The North African bishops also,
with al respect for the Roman see, long maintained Cyprian’s spirit of independence, and in a
council at Hippo Regius, in 393, protested against such titles as princeps sacerdotum, summus
sacerdos, assumed by the patriarchs, and were willing only to alow the title of primae sedis
€pi scopus.5*

When, in consequence of the Christological controversies, the Nestorians and M onophysites
split off from the orthodox church, they established independent schismatic patriarchates, which
continue to this day, showing that the patriarchal constitution answers most nearly to the oriental
type of Christianity. The orthodox Greek church, as well as the schismatic sects of the East, has
substantially remained true to the patriarchal system down to the present time; while the Latin
church endeavored to establish the principle of monarchical centralization so early asLeo the Great,
and in the course of the middle age produced the absol ute papacy.

8 56. Synodical Legislation on the Patriarchal Power and Jurisdiction.

498 Comp. Wiltsch, i. p. 206 sgg. The statement of Ziegler, which Wiltsch quotes and seems to approve, that the fifth
ecumenical council, of 553, added to the patriarchal circuit of Jerusalem the metropolitans of Berytusin Phenicia, and Rubain
Syria, appears to be an error. Ruba nowhere appears in the acts of the council, and Berytus belonged to Phoenicia prima,
consequently to the patriarchate of Antioch. Le Quien knows nothing of such an enlargement of the patriarchate of Hierosolyma.

499 Wiltsch, i. 189 sqq.

500 Ibid. i. 177 sqq.

501 Ibid. p. 143 sqq.

502 Comp. § 57, below.

503 Comp. Wiltsch, i. p. 232 sg., and ii. 469.

504 Cod. can. eccl. Afr. can. 39, cited by Neander, iii. p. 335 (Germ. ed.).
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Tofollow now the ecclesiastical |egidation respecting this patriarchal oligarchy in chronological
order:

The germs of it already lay in the ante-Nicene period, when the bishops of Antioch,
Alexandria, and Rome, partly in virtue of the age and apostolic origin of their churches, partly, on
account of the political prominence of those three cities as the three capitals of the Roman empire,
steadily asserted a position of preéminence. The apostolic origin of the churches of Rome and
Antioch is evident from the New Testament: Alexandriatraced its Christianity, at least indirectly
through the evangelist Mark, to Peter, and was politically more important than Antioch; while
Rome from the first had precedence of both in church and in state. This preéminence of the ol dest
and most powerful metropolitans acquired formal legidative validity and firm establishment through
the ecumenical councils of the fourth and fifth centuries.

The first ecumenical council of Nice, in 325, as yet knew nothing of five patriarchs, but
only the three metropolitans above named, confirming them in their traditional rights.> In the
much-canvassed sixth canon, probably on occasion of the Meletian schism in Egypt, and the attacks
connected with it on the rights of the bishop of Alexandria, that council declared as follows:

“The ancient custom, which has obtained in Egypt, Libya, and the Pentapolis, shall continue
in force, viz.: that the bishop of Alexandria have rule over al these [provinces], since thisalso is
customary with the bishop of Rome [that is, not in Egypt, but with reference to his own diocesg].
Likewise also at Antioch and in the other eparchies, the churches shall retain their prerogatives.
Now, it is perfectly clear, that, if any one has been made bishop without the consent of the
metropolitan, the great council does not allow him to be bishop.” 5%

The Nicene fathers passed this canon not as introducing anything new, but merely as
confirming an existing relation on the basis of church tradition; and that, with special reference to
Alexandria, on account of the troubles existing there. Rome was named only for illustration; and
Antioch and all the other eparchies or provinces were secured their admitted rights.*” The bishoprics
of Alexandria, Rome, and Antioch were placed substantially on equal footing, yet in such tone,
that Antioch, as the third capital of the Roman empire, already stands as a stepping stone to the
ordinary metropolitans. By the “other eparchies’ of the canon are to be understood either all
provinces, and therefore all metropolitan districts, or more probably, asin the second canon of the
first council of Constantinople, only the three eparchates of Caesareain Cappadocia, Ephesus, and
Asia Minor, and Heraclea in Thrace, which, after Constantine’s division of the East, possessed

505 Accordingly Pope Nicolas, in 866, in aletter to the Bulgarian prince Bogoris, would acknowledge only the bishops
of Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch as patriarchsin the proper sense, because they presided over apostolic churches, whereas
Constantinople was not of apostolic founding, and was not even mentioned by the most venerable of all councils, the Nicene;
Jerusalem was named indeed by these councils, but only under the name of Adlia.

506 Intheoldest Latin Cod. canonum (in Mansi, vi. 1186) thiscanon is preceded by theimportant words: Ecclesia Romana
semper habuit primatum. These are, however, manifestly spurious, being originally no part of the canon itself, but a superscription,
which gave an expression to the Roman inference from the Nicene canon. Comp. Gieseler, i. 2, § 93, note 1; and Hefele, Hist.
of Councils, i. 384 sqq.

507 So Greenwood also views the matter, Cathedra Petri, 1859, vol. i. p. 181: “It was manifestly not the object of this
canon to confer any new jurisdiction upon the church of Alexandria, but simply to confirm its customary prerogative. By way
of illustration, it places that prerogative, whatever it was, upon the same level with that of the two other eparchal churches of
Rome and Antioch. Moreover, the words of the canon disclose no other ground of claim but custom; and the customs of each
eparchia are restricted to the territorial limits of the diocese or eparchiaitself. And though, within those limits, the several
customary rights and prerogatives may have differed, yet beyond them no jurisdiction of any kind could, by virtue of this canon,
have any existence at all.”
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similar prerogatives, but were subsequently overshadowed and absorbed by Constantinople. In any
case, however, this addition proves that at that time the rights and dignity of the patriarchs were
not yet strictly distinguished from those of the other metropolitans. The bishops of Rome, Alexandria,
and Antioch here appear in relation to the other bishops simply as primi inter pares, or as
metropolitans of the first rank, in whom the highest political eminence was joined with the highest
ecclesiastical. Next to them, in the second rank, come the bishops of Ephesusin the Asiatic diocese
of the empire, of Neo-Caesareain the Pontic, and of Heracleain the Thracian; while Constantinople,
which was not founded till five yearslater, iswholly unnoticed in the Nicene council, and Jerusalem
is mentioned only under the name of Aelia.

Between the first and second ecumenical councils arose the new patriarchate of
Constantinople, or New Rome, built by Constantinein 330, and €l evated to the rank of theimperial
residence. The bishop of thiscity was not only the successor of the bishop of the ancient Byzantium,
hitherto under the jurisdiction of the metropolitan of Heraclea, but, through the favor of the imperial
court and the bishops who were always numerously assembled there, it placed itself in a few
decenniaamong the first metropolitans of the East, and in thefifth century became the most powerful
rival of the bishop of old Rome.

This new patriarchate was first officially recognized at the first ecumenical council, held
at Constantinoplein 381, and was conceded “ the precedence in honor, next to the bishop of Rome,”
the second place among all bishops; and that, on the purely political consideration, that New Rome
was the residence of the emperor.>® At the same time the imperial city and the diocese of Thrace
(whose ecclesiastical metropolis hitherto had been Heraclea) were assigned as its district.5®

Many Greekstook thisasaformal assertion of the equality of the bishop of Constantinople
with the bishop of Rome, understanding “next” or “after” (metav) as referring only to time, not to
rank. But it is more natural to regard this as conceding a primacy of honor, which the Roman see
could claim on different grounds. The popes, as the subsequent protest of Leo shows, were not
satisfied with this, because they were unwilling to be placed in the same category with the
Constantinopolitan fledgling, and at the same time assumed a supremacy of jurisdiction over the
whole church. On the other hand, this decree was unwel come also to the patriarch of Alexandria,
because this see had hitherto held the second rank, and was now required to take the third. Hence
the canon was not subscribed by Timotheus of Alexandria, and was regarded in Egypt as void.
Afterward, however, the emperors prevailed with the Alexandrian patriarchs to yield this point.

After the council of 381, the bishop of Constantinople indulged in manifold encroachments
on the rights of the metropolitans of Ephesus and Caesareain Cappadocia, and even on the rights
of the other patriarchs. In this extension of his authority he was favored by the fact that, in spite of
the prohibition of the council of Sardica, the bishops of al the districts of the East continually
resided in Constantinople, in order to present all kinds of interests to the emperor. These concerns

508 Conc. Constant.i.can3: p VT 11 , W . This
canon is quoted also by Socrates, v. 8, and Sozomen, vii. 9, and confirmed by the council of Chalcedon (see below); so that it
must be from pure dogmatical bias, that Baronius (Annal. ad ann. 381, n. 35, 36) questions its genuineness

509 The latter is not, indeed, expressly said in the above canon, which seemsto speak only of an honorary precedence.
But the canon was so understood by the bishops of Constantinople, and by the historians Socrates (v. 8) and Theodoret (Epist.
86, ad Flavianum), and so interpreted by the Chal cedonian council (can. 28). Therelation of the bishop of Constantinopleto the
metropolitan of Heraclea, however, remained for along time uncertain, and at the council ad Quercum, 403, in the affair of
Chrysostom, Paul of Heracleatook the presidency, though the patriarch Theophilus of Alexandriawas present. Comp. Le Quien,
tom. i. p. 18; and Wiltsch, i. p. 139.
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of distant bishops were generally referred by the emperor to the bishop of Constantinople and his
council, the U , asit was caled, that is, a council of the bishopsresident ( p ) in
Constantinople, under his presidency. In this way his trespasses even upon the bounds of other
patriarchs obtained the right of custom by consent of parties, if not the sanction of church legidation.
Nectarius, who was not elected till after that council, claimed the presidency at a council in 394,
over thetwo patriarchs who were present, Theophilus of Alexandriaand Flavian of Antioch; decided
the matter almost alone; and thus was the first to exercise the primacy over the entire East. Under
his successor, Chrysostom, the compass of the see extended itself still farther, and, according to
Theodoret,>'° stretched over the capital, over all Thrace with its six provinces, over al Asia(Asia
proconsularis) with eleven provinces, and over Pontus, which likewise embraced eleven provinces;
thus covering twenty-eight provinces in all. In the year 400, Chrysostom went “by request to
Ephesus,” to ordain there Heraclides of Ephesus, and at the same time to institute six bishopsin
the places of others deposed for simony.5* His second successor, Atticus, about the year 421,
procured from the younger Theodosius alaw, that no bishop should be ordained in the neighboring
dioceses without the consent of the bishop of Constantinople.>2 This power still needed the solemn
sanction of ageneral council, beforeit could have afirm legal foundation. It received this sanction
at Chalcedon.

Thefourth ecumenical council, held at Chalcedonin 451 confirmed and extended the power
of the bishop of Constantinople, by ordaining in the celebrated twenty-eighth canon:

“Following throughout the decrees of the holy fathers, and being “acquainted with the
recently read canon of the hundred and fifty bishops[i.e. the third canon of the second ecumenical
council of 381], we also have determined and decreed the same in reference to the prerogatives of
the most holy church of Constantinople or New Rome. For with reason did the fathers confer
prerogatives ( ) on the throne [the episcopal chair] of ancient Rome, on account of her character
as the imperial city ( ); and, moved by the same consideration, the hundred and fifty
bishops recognized the same prerogatives ( ) also in the most holy throne of New Rome;
with good reason judging, that the city, which is honored with the imperial dignity and the senate
[i.e. wherethe emperor and senate reside], and enjoysthe same [municipal] privileges asthe ancient
imperial Rome, should also be equally elevated in ecclesiastical respects, and be the second after
he( I ]

“And [we decree] that of the dioceses of Pontus, Asia [Asia proconsularis], and Thrace,
only the metropolitans, but in such districts of those dioceses as are occupied by barbarians, also
the [ordinary] bishops, be ordained by the most holy throne of the most holy church at
Constantinople; while of course every metropolitan in those dioceses ordains the new bishops of
a province in concurrence with the existing bishops of that province, asis directed in the divine
() canons. But the metropolitans of those dioceses, as already said, shall be ordained by the
archbishop ( ) of Constantinople, after they shall have been unanimously elected in the usual
way, and he [the archbishop of Constantinople] shall have been informed of it.”

510 H. E. lib. v. cap. 28.

si1 According to Sozomen it was thirteen, according to Theophilus of Alexandria at the council ad Quercum seventeen
bishops, whom he instituted; and this act was charged against him as an unheard-of crime. See Wiltsch, i. 141.

512 Socrates, H. E. |. vii. 28, where such alaw isincidentally mentioned. The inhabitants of Cyzicusin the Hellespont,

however, transgressed the law, on the presumption that it was merely a personal privilege of Atticus.
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We have divided this celebrated Chalcedonian canon into two parts, though in the Greek
text the partsare (by ) closely connected. Thefirst part assignsto the bishop of Constantinople
the second rank among the patriarchs, and issimply arepetition and confirmation of the third canon
of the council of Constantinople; the second part goesfarther, and sanctionsthe supremacy, already
actually exercised by Chrysostom and his successors, of the patriarch of Constantinople, not only
over the diocese of Thrace, but also over the dioceses of AsiaMinor and Pontus, and gives him the
exclusive right to ordain both the metropolitans of these three dioceses, and all the bishops of the
barbarians®® within those bounds. This gave him a larger district than any other patriarch of the
East. Subsequently an edict of the emperor Justinian, in 530, added to him the special prerogative
of receiving appeals from the other patriarchs, and thus of governing the whole Orient.

The council of Chalcedon in this decree only followed consistently the oriental principle
of politico-ecclesiastical division. Its intention was to make the new political capital also the
ecclesiastical capital of the East, to advanceits bishop over the bishops of Alexandriaand Antioch,
and to make him as nearly as possible equal to the bishop of Rome. Thuswasimposed awholesome
check on the ambition of the Alexandrian patriarch, who in variousways, asthe affair of Theophilus
and Dioscurus shows, had abused his power to the prejudice of the church.

But thus, at the same time, was roused the jeal ousy of the bishop of Rome, to whom arival
in Constantinople, with equal prerogatives, was far more dangerous than arival in Alexandria or
Antioch. Especidly offensive must it have been to him, that the council of Chalcedon said not a
word of the primacy of Peter, and based the power of the Roman bishop, like that of the
Constantinopolitan, on political grounds; which wasindeed not erroneous, yet only half of thetruth,
and in that respect unfair.

Just here, therefore, is the point, where the Eastern church entered into a conflict with the
Western, which continuesto thisday. The papal del egates protested against the twenty-eighth canon
of the Chalcedonian council, on the spot, in the sixteenth and last session of the council; but in
vain, though their protest was admitted to record. They appealed to the sixth canon of the Nicene
council, according to the enlarged Latin version, which, in the later addition, “Ecclesia Romana
semper habuit primatum,” seems to assigh the Roman bishop a position above all the patriarchs,
and drops Constantinople from notice; whereupon the canon was read to them in its original form
from the Greek Acts, without that addition, together with the first three canons of the second
ecumenical council with their express acknowledgment of the patriarch of Constantinople in the
second rank.>** After the debate on this point, the imperial commissioners thus summed up the

513 Among the barbarian tribes, over whom the bishops of Constantinople exercised an ecclesiastical jurisdiction, were
the Huns on the Bosphorus, whose king, Gorda, received baptism in the time of Justinian; the Herulians, who received the
Christian faith in 527; the Abasgians and Alanians on the Euxine sea, who about the same time received priests from
Constantinople. Comp. Wiltsch, i. 144 and 145.

514 Thiscorrection of the Roman legatesis so littleto the taste of the Roman Catholic historians, especially the ultramontane,
that the Ballerini, in their edition of the works of Leo the Great, tom. iii. p. xxxvii. sqq., and even Hefele, Conciliengesch. i. p.
385, and ii. p. 522, have without proof declared the relevant passage in the Greek Acts of the council of Chalcedon alater
interpolation. Hefele, who can but concede the departure of the Latin version from the original text of the sixth canon of Nice,
thinks, however, that the Greek text was not read in Chal cedon, because even this bore against the elevation of Constantinople,
and thereforein favor of the Roman |egates. But the Roman legates, asalso Leo in hisprotest against the 28th decree of Chal cedon,
laid chief stress upon the Roman addition, Ecclesia Romana semper habuit primatum, and considered the equalization of any
other patriarch with the bishop of Rome incompatible with it. Since the legates, asis conceded, appealed to the Nicene canon,
the Greeks had first to meet this appeal, before they passed to the canons of the council of Constantinople. Only the two together
formed a sufficient answer to the Roman protest.
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result: “From the whole discussion, and from what has been brought forward on either side, we

acknowledge that the primacy over all ( ) and the most eminent rank ( u)
are to continue with the archbishop of old Rome; but that also the archbishop of New Rome should
enjoy the same precedence of honor ( 1 ), and have theright to ordain the metropolitans

in the dioceses of Asia, Pontus, and Thrace,” &c. Now they called upon the council to declare
whether this was its opinion; whereupon the bishops gave their full, emphatic consent, and begged
to be dismissed. The commissioners then closed the transactions with the words: “What we alittle
while ago proposed, the whole council hath ratified;” that is, the prerogative granted to the church
of Constantinople is confirmed by the council in spite of the protest of the legates of Rome.5

After the council, the Roman bishop, L eo, himself protested in three | etters of the 22d May,
452; the first of which was addressed to the emperor Marcian, the second to the empress Pulcheria,
thethird to Anatolius, patriarch of Constantinople.>'® He expressed his satisfaction with the doctrinal
results of the council, but declared the elevation of the bishop of Constantinople to the patriarchal
dignity to be awork of pride and ambition—the humble, modest pope!—to be an attack upon the
rights of other Eastern metropolitans—the invader of the same rights in Gaul!—especially upon
the rights of the Roman see guaranteed by the council of Nice—on the authority of a Roman
interpolation—and to be destructive of the peace of the church—which the popes have always
sacredly kept! He would hear nothing of political considerations as the source of the authority of
his chair, but pointed rather to Divine institution and the primacy of Peter. Leo speaks here with
great reverence of the first ecumenical council, under the false impression that that council in its
sixth canon acknowledged the primacy of Rome; but with singular indifference of the second
ecumenical council, on account of its third canon, which was confirmed at Chal cedon. He charges
Anatolius with using for his own ambition a council, which had been caled simply for the
extermination of heresy and the establishment of the faith. But the canons of the Nicene council,
inspired by the Holy Ghost, could be superseded by no synod, however great; and al that camein
conflict with them was void. He exhorted Anatolius to give up his ambition, and reminded him of
the words: Tene quod habes, ne alius accipiat coronam tuam.5Y’

But this protest could not change the decree of the council nor the position of the Greek
church in the matter, although, under the influence of the emperor, Anatolius wrote an humble
letter to Leo. The bishops of Constantinople asserted their rank, and were sustained by the Byzantine
emperors. The twenty-eighth canon of the Chalcedonian council was expressly confirmed by
Justinian I., in the 131st Novelle (c. 1), and solemnly renewed by the Trullan council (can. 36), but
was omitted in the Latin collections of canons by Prisca, Dionysius, Exiguus, and Isidore. Theloud
contradiction of Rome gradually died away; yet she has never formally acknowledged this canon,
except during the Latin empire and the L atin patriarchate at Constantinople, when the fourth Lateran
council, under Innocent I11., in 1215, conceded that the patriarch of Constantinople should hold the
next rank after the patriarch of Rome, before those of Alexandria and Antioch.5:®

Finally, the bishop of Jerusalem, after long contests with the metropolitan of Caesarea and
the patriarch of Antioch, succeeded in advancing himself to the patriarchal dignity; but hisdistinction

515 Mansi, vii. p. 446-454; Harduin, ii, 639-643; Hefele, ii. 524, 525.

516 Leo, Epist. 104, 105, and 106 (a, Ep. 78-80). Comp. Hefele, I.c. ii. 530 sqg.
517 Rev. iii. 11.

518 Harduin, tom. vii. 23; Schrockh, xvii. 43; and Hefele, ii. 544.
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remained chiefly a matter of honor, far below the other patriarchates in extent of rea power. Had
not the ancient Jerusalem, in the year 70, been left with only a part of the city wall and three gates
to mark it, it would doubtless, being the seat of the oldest Christian congregation, have held, asin
the time of James, a central position in the hierarchy. Yet as it was, a reflection of the original
dignity of the mother city fell upon the new settlement of Aelia Capitolina, which, after Adrian,
rose upon the venerable ruins. The pilgrimage of the empress Helena, and the magnificent church
edifices of her son on the holy places, gave Jerusalem a new importance as the centre of devout
pilgrimage from all quarters of Christendom. Its bishop was subordinate, indeed, to the metropolitan
of Caesarea, but presided with him (probably secundo loco) at the Palestinian councils.5® The
council of Nice gave him an honorary precedence among the bishops, though without affecting his
dependence on the metropolitan of Caesarea. At least this seemsto be the meaning of the short and
some. what obscure seventh canon: “Since it is custom and old tradition, that the bishop of Aelia
(Jerusalem) should be honored, he shall also enjoy the succession of honor,52° while the metropolis
(Caesarea) preserves the dignity alotted to her.” Thelegal relation of the two remained for along
time uncertain, till the fourth ecumenical council, at its seventh session, confirmed the bishop of
Jerusalem in his patriarchal rank, and assigned to him the three provinces of Palestine as a diocese,
without opposition.

8 57. The Rival Patriarchs of Old and New Rome.

Thus at the close of the fourth century we see the Catholic church of the Graeco-Roman empire
under the oligarchy of five coordinate and independent patriarchs, four in the East and one in the
West. But the analogy of the political constitution, and the tendency toward a visible, tangible
representation of the unity of the church, which had lain at the bottom of the development of the
hierarchy from the very beginnings of the episcopate, pressed beyond oligarchy to monarchy;
especialy in the West. Now that the empire was geographically and politically severed into East
and West, which, after the death of Theodosius, in 395, had their several emperors, and were never
permanently reunited, we can but expect in like manner a double head in the hierarchy. This we
find in the two patriarchs of old Rome and New Rome; the one representing the Western or Latin
church, the other the Eastern or Greek. Their power and their relation to each other we must now
more carefully observe.

The organization of the church in the East being so largely influenced by the political
constitution, the bishop of the imperial capital could not fail to become the most powerful of the
four oriental patriarchs. By the second and fourth ecumenical councils, as we have already seen,
hisactual preéminencewasratified by ecclesiastical sanction, and he was designated to the foremost
dignity.5® From Justinian 1. he further received supreme appellate jurisdiction, and the honorary
title of ecumenical patriarch, which he still continues to bear.5? He ordained the other patriarchs,

519 Comp. Eusebius, himself the metropolitan of Caesarea, H. E. v. 23. He givesthe succession of the bishops of Jerusalem,
aswell as of Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch, while he omits those of Caesarea.

520 K ; whichisvarioudly interpreted. Comp. Hefele, i. 389 5.

521 (TR [i.e. Constantinople] p . Comp. § 56.

522 Thetitle p , universalisepiscopus, had before been used in flattery by oriental patriarchs, and the later

Roman bishops boreit, in spite of the protest of Gregory |., without scruple. The statement of popes Gregory |. and Leo IX.,
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not seldom decided their deposition or institution by his influence, and used every occasion to
interfere in their affairs, and assert his supreme authority, though the popes and their delegates at
the imperial court incessantly protested. The patriarchates of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria
weredistracted and weakened in the course of the fifth and sixth centuries by the tedious monophysite
controversies, and subsequently, after the year 622, were reduced to but a shadow by the
Mohammedan conquests. The patriarchate of Constantinople, on the contrary, made important
advances southwest and north; till, inits flourishing period, between the eighth and tenth centuries,
it embraced, besides its original diocese, Calabria, Sicily, and all the provinces of Illyricum, the
Bulgarians, and Russia. Though often visited with destructive earthquakes and conflagrations, and
besieged by Persians, Arabians, Hungarians, Russians, L atins, and Turks, Constantinople maintained
itself to the middle of the fifteenth century as the seat of the Byzantine empire and centre of the
Greek church. The patriarch of Constantinople, however, remained virtually only primus inter
pares, and has never exercised a papal supremacy over his colleagues in the East, like that of the
pope over the metropolitans of the West; still less has he arrogated, like hisrival in ancient Rome,
the sole dominion of the entire church. Toward the bishop of Rome he claimed only equality of
rights and coordinate dignity.

In this long contest between the two leading patriarchs of Christendom, the patriarch of
Rome at |ast carried the day. The monarchical tendency of the hierarchy was much stronger in the
West than in the East, and was urging a universal monarchy in the church.

The patriarch of Constantinople enjoyed indeed the favor of the emperor, and al the benefit
of the imperial residence. New Rome was most beautifully and most advantageously situated for
ametropolis of government, of commerce, and of culture, on the bridge between two continents;
and it formed a powerful bulwark against the barbarian conquests. It was never desecrated by an
idol temple, but was founded a Christian city. It fostered the sciences and arts, at atime when the
West was whelmed by the wild waves of barbarism; it preserved the knowledge of the Greek
language and literature through the middle ages; and after the invasion of the Turks it kindled by
its fugitive scholars the enthusiasm of classic studiesin the Latin church, till Greece rose from the
dead with the New Testament in her hand, and held the torch for the Reformation.

But the Roman patriarch had yet greater advantages. In him were united, as even the Greek
historian Theodoret concedes,’ all the outward and the inward, the political and the spiritual
conditions of the highest eminence.

In thefirst place, hisauthority rested on an ecclesiastical and spiritual basis, reaching back,
as public opinion granted, through an unbroken succession, to Peter the apostle; while Constantinople
was in no sense an apostolica sedes, but had a purely political origin, though, by transfer, and in a
measure by usurpation, it had possessed itself of the metropolitan rights of Ephesus’® Hence the

that the council of Chalcedon conferred on the Roman bishop Leo the title of universal episcopus, and that he rejected it, is
erroneous. No trace of it can be found either in the Acts of the councilsor in the epistles of Leo. Inthe Acts, Leoisstyled
u u i ; which, however, in the Latin Acts sent by Leo to the Gallican bishops, was thus

enlarged: “ Sanctus et beati ssimus Papa, caput universalisecclesiae, Leo.” The papal |egates at Chal cedon subscribed themselves:
Vicarii apostolici universalis ecclesiae papae, which the Greeks trandlated: 1l . Hence probably arose the
error of Gregory |. The popeswished to be papae universalis ecclesiae, not episcopi or patriarchae universales; no doubt because
the latter designation put them on alevel with the Eastern patriarchs. Comp. Gieseler, i. 2, p. 192, not. 20, and p. 228, not. 72;
and Hefele, ii. 525 sq.

523 Epist. 113, to Pope Leo I.

524 That the apostle Andrew brought the gospel to the ancient Byzantium, is an entirely unreliable legend of later times.
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popes after Leo appealed amost exclusively to the divine origin of their dignity, and to the primacy
of the prince of the apostles over the whole church.

Then, too, considered even in a political point of view, old Rome had a far longer and
grander imperial tradition to show, and was identified in memory with the bloom of the empire;
while New Rome marked the beginning of itsdecline. When the Western empirefell into the hands
of the barbarians, the Roman bishop was the only surviving heir of this imperial past, or, in the
well-known dictum of Hobbes, “the ghost of the deceased Roman empire, sitting crowned upon
the grave thereof.”

Again, the very remoteness of Rome from the imperial court was favorable to the
development of ahierarchy independent of al political influence and intrigue; while the bishop of
Constantinople had to purchase the political advantages of the residence at the cost of ecclesiastical
freedom. The tradition of the donatio Constantini, though a fabrication of the eighth century, has
thus much truth: that the transfer of the imperial residence to the East broke the way for the temporal
power and the political independence of the papacy.

Further, amidst the great trinitarian and christological controversies of the Nicene and
post-Nicene age, the popes maintained the powerful prestige of amost undeviating ecumenical
orthodoxy and doctrinal stability;>> while the see of Constantinople, with its Grecian spirit of
theological restlessness and disputation, was sullied with the Arian, the Nestorian, the Monophysite,
and other heresies, and was in general, even in matters of faith, dependent on the changing humors
of the court. Hence even contending parties in the East were accustomed to seek counsel and
protection from the Roman chair, and oftentimes gave that see the coveted opportunity to put the
weight of its decision into the scale. This occasional practice then formed a welcome basis for a
theory of jurisdiction. The Romalocuta est assumed the character of asupreme and final judgment.
Rome learned much and forgot nothing. She knew how to turn every circumstances with consummate
administrative tact, to her own advantage.

Finally, though the Greek church, down to the fourth ecumenical council, was unquestionably
the main theatre of church history and the chief seat of theological learning, yet, according to the
universal law of history, “Westward the star of empire takes its way,” the Latin church, and
consequently the Roman patriarchate, already had the futureto itself. While the Eastern patriarchates
were facilitating by internal quarrels and disorder the conguests of the false prophet, Rome was
boldly and victoriously striking westward, and winning the barbarian tribes of Europeto thereligion
of the cross.

§ 58. The Latin Patriarch.

These advantages of the patriarch of Rome over the patriarch of Constantinople are at the same
time the leading causes of the rise of the papacy, which we must now more closely pursue.

525 One exception isthe brief pontificate of the Arian, Felix 11, whom the emperor Constantius, in 355, forcibly enthroned
during theexile of Liberius, and who isregarded by some asan illegitimate anti-pope. The accountsrespecting him are, however,
very conflicting, and so are the opinions of even Roman Catholic historians. Liberius also, in 357, lapsed for a short timeinto
Arianism that he might be recalled from exile. Another and later exception is Pope Honorius, whom even the sixth ecumenical
council of Constantinople, 681, anathematized for Monothelite heresy.
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The papacy is undeniably the result of along process of history. Centuries were employed
in building it, and centuries have already been engaged upon its partial destruction. Lust of honor
and of power, and even open fraud,* have contributed to its development; for human nature lies
hidden under episcopal robes, with its steadfast inclination to abuse the power intrusted to it; and
the greater the power, the stronger isthe temptation, and the worse the abuse. But behind and above
these human impulses lay the needs of the church and the plans of Providence, and these are the
proper basis for explaining the rise, as well as the subsequent decay, of the papal dominion over
the countries and nations of Europe.

That Providence which moves the helm of the history of world and church according to an
eternal plan, not only preparesin silence and in a secrecy unknown even to themselves the suitable
personsfor agiven work, but also laysin the depths of the past the foundations of mighty institutions,
that they may appear thoroughly furnished as soon as the time may demand them. Thus the origin
and gradual growth of the L atin patriarchate at Romelooked forward to the middle age, and formed
part of the necessary, external outfit of the church for her disciplinary mission among the heathen
barbarians. The vigorous hordes who destroyed the West-Roman empire were to be themselves
built upon the ruins of the old civilization, and trained by an awe-inspiring ecclesiastical authority
and a firm hierarchical organization, to Christianity and freedom, till, having come of age, they
should need the legal schoolmaster no longer, and should cast away his cords from them. The
Catholic hierarchy, with its pyramid-like culmination in the papacy, served among the Romanic
and Germanic peoples. until the time of the Reformation, a purpose similar to that of the Jewish
theocracy and the old Roman empire respectively in the inward and outward preparation for
Christianity. Thefull exhibition of this pedagogic purpose belongsto the history of the middle age;
but the foundation for it we find aready being laid in the period before us.

The Roman bishop claims, that the four dignities of bishop, metropolitan, patriarch, and
pope or primate of the whole church, are united in himself. The first three offices must be granted
himin all historical justice; the last is denied him by the Greek church, and by the Evangelical, and
by all non-Catholic sects.

Hisbishopricisthe city of Rome, with its cathedral church of St. John Lateran, which bears
over its main entrance the inscription: Omnium urbis et orbis ecclesiarum mater et caput; thus
remarkably outranking even the church of St. Peter—as if Peter after all were not the first and
highest apostle, and had to yield at last to the superiority of John, the representative of the ideal
church of the future. Tradition says that the emperor Constantine erected this basilica by the side
of the old Lateran palace, which had come down from heathen times, and gave the palace to Pope
Sylvester; and it remained the residence of the popes and the place of assembly for their councils
(the Lateran councils) till after the exile of Avignon, when they took up their abode in the Vatican
beside the ancient church of St. Peter.

As metropolitan or archbishop, the bishop of Rome had immediate jurisdiction over the
seven suffragan bishops, afterward called cardinal bishops, of the vicinity: Ostia, Portus, Silva
candida, Sabina, Praeneste, Tusculum, and Albanum.

526 Recall the interpolations of papistic passagesin the works of Cyprian; the Roman enlargement of the sixth canon of
Nice; the citation of the Sardican canon under the name and the authority of the Nicene council; and the later notorious
pseudo-Isidorian decretals. The popes, to be sure, were not the original authors of these falsifications, but they used them freely
and repeatedly for their purposes.
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As patriarch, he rightfully stood on equal footing with the four patriarchs of the East, but
had a much larger district and the primacy of honor. The name is here of no account, since the fact
stands fast. The Roman bishops called themselves not patriarchs, but popes, that they might rise
the sooner above their colleagues; for the one name denotes oligarchical power, the other,
monarchical. But in the Eastern church and among modern Catholic historians the designation is
also quite currently applied to Rome.

The Roman patriarchal circuit primarily embraced the ten suburban provinces, asthey were
called, which were under the political jurisdiction of the Roman deputy, the Vicarius Urbis; including
the greater part of Central Italy, all Upper Italy, and the islands of Sicily, Sardinia, and Corsica.5?’
In its wider sense, however, it extended gradually over the entire west of the Roman empire, thus
covering Italy, Gaul, Spain, lllyria, southeastern Britannia, and northwestern Africa.5®

The bishop of Rome was from the beginning the only Latin patriarch, in the official sense
of theword. He stood thus alone, in thefirst place, for the ecclesiastical reason, that Rome was the
only sedes apostolicain the West, while in the Greek church three patriarchates and several other
episcopal sees, such as Ephesus, Thessal onica, and Corinth, shared the honor of apostolic foundation.
Then again, he stood politically alone, since Rome was the sole metropolis of the West, while in
the East there were three capitals of the empire, Constantinople, Alexandria, and Antioch. Hence
Augustine, writing from the religious point of view, once calls Pope Innocent 1. the “ruler of the
Western church;”5?° and the emperor Justinian, on the ground of political distribution, in his 109th
Novelle, where he speaks of the ecclesiastical division of the whole world, mentions only five
known patriarchates, and therefore only one patriarchate of the West. The decrees of the ecumenical
councils, aso, know no other Western patriarchate than the Roman, and this was the sole medium
through which the Eastern church corresponded with the Western. In the great theological
controversies of the fourth and fifth centuries the Roman bishop appears uniformly as the
representative and the organ of al Latin Christendom.

527 Concil. Nicaean. of 325, can. 6, in the Latin version of Rufinus (Hist. Eccl. x. 6): “Et ut apud Alexandria et in urbe
Roma vetusta consuetudo servetur, ut vel ille ZAgypti, vel hic suburbicariarum ecclesiarum sollicitudinem gerat.” The words
suburb. eccl. are wanting in the Greek original, and are a Latin definition of the patriarchal diocese of Rome at the end of the
fourth century. Since the seventeenth century they have given riseto along controversy among thelearned. Thejurist Gothofredus
and hisfriend Salmasiuslimited the regiones suburbicariae to the small province of the Praefectus Urbis, i.e. to the city of Rome
with theimmediate vicinity to the hundredth milestone; while the Jesuit Sirmond extended it to the much greater official district
of the Vicarius Urhis, viz., the ten provinces of Campania, Tusciawith Umbria, Picenum suburbicarium, Valeria, Samnium,
Apuliawith Calabria, Lucaniaand Brutii, Sicilia, Sardinia, and Corsica. The comparison of the Roman bishop with the Alexandrian
inthe sixth canon of the Nicene council favorsthelatter view; since even the Alexandrian diocese likewise stretched over several
provinces. The Prisca, however—a Latin collection of canons from the middle of the fifth century—has perhaps hit the truth of
the matter, in saying, in itstranslation of the canon in question: “ Antiqui moris est ut urbis Romae episcopus habeat principatum,
ut suburbicarialoca [i.e. here, no doubt, the smaller province of the Praefectus] et omnem provinciam suam [i.e. the larger
district of the Vicarius, or a still wider, indefinite extent] sollicitudine sua gubernet.” Comp. Mansi, Coll. Conc. vi. 1127, and
Hefele, i. 380 sqq.

528 According to the political division of the empire, the Roman patriarchate embraced in thefifth century three praefectures,
which were divided into eight political dioceses and sixty-nine provinces. These are, (1) the praefecture of Italy, with the three
dioceses of Italy, Illyricum, and Africa; (2) the praefectum Galliarum, with the dioceses of Gaul, Spain, and Britain; (3) the
praefecture of 1llyricum (not to be confounded with the province of Illyria, which belonged to the praefecture of Italy), which,
after 879, was separated indeed from the Western empire, as Illyricum orientale, but remained ecclesiastically connected with
Rome, and embraced the two dioceses of Macedonia and Dacia. Comp. Wiltsch, |.c. i. 67 sqg.; Maassen, p. 125; and Hefele, i.
383.

529 Contra Julianum, lib. i. cap. 6.
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It was, moreover, the highest interest of all orthodox churches in the West, amidst the
political confusion and in conflict with the Arian Goths, Vandals, and Suevi, to bind themselves
closely to acommon centre, and to secure the powerful protection of acentral authority. Thiscentre
they could not but find in the primitive apostolic church of the metropolis of theworld. The Roman
bishops were consulted in almost all important questions of doctrine or of discipline. After the end
of the fourth century they issued to the Western bishops in reply, pastoral epistles and decretal
letters, > in which they decided the question at first in the tone of paternal counsel, then in the tone
of apostolic authority, making that which had hitherto been |eft to free opinion, afixed statute. The
first extant decretal isthe Epistola of Pope Siriciusto the spanish bishop Himerius, a.d. 385, which
contains, characteristically, alegal enforcement of priestly celibacy, thus of an evidently unapostolic
ingtitution; but in this Siricius appeals to “ generalia decreta,” which his predecessor Liberius had
already issued. In like manner the Roman bishops repeatedly caused the assembling of general or
patriarchal councils of the West (synodos occidentales), like the synod of Axlesin 314. After the
sixth and seventh centuriesthey also conferred the pallium on the archbishops of Salona, Ravenna,
Messina, Syracuse, Palermo, Arles, Autun, Sevilla, Nicopolis (in Epirus), Canterbury, and other
metropolitans, in token of their superior jurisdiction.s!

§ 59. Conflicts and Conquests of the Latin Patriarchate.

But this patriarchal power was not from the beginning and to a uniform extent acknowledged
inthe entire West. Not until thelatter part of the sixth century did it reach the height we have above
described.5* It was not a divine institution, unchangeably fixed from the beginning for all times,
like a Biblical article of faith; but the result of a long process of history, a human ecclesiastical
ingtitution under providentia direction. In proof of which we have the following incontestable
facts:

In thefirst place, even in Italy, several metropolitans maintained, down to the close of our
period, their own supreme headship, independent of Roman and al other jurisdiction.*® The
archbishops of Milan, who traced their church to the apostle Barnabas, came into no contact with
the pope till the latter part of the sixth century, and were ordained without him or his pallium.
Gregory 1., in 593, during the ravages of the Longobards, was the first who endeavored to exercise
patriarchal rights there: he reinstated an excommunicated presbyter, who had appealed to him.5
The metropolitans of Aquileia, who derived their church from the evangelist Mark, and whose city
was elevated by Constantine the Great to be the capital of Venetiaand Istria, vied with Milan, and
even with Rome, calling themselves* patriarchs,” and refusing submission to the papal jurisdiction

530 Epistola decretales; an expression, which, according to Gieseler and others, occurs first about 500, in the so-called
decretum Gelasii de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis.

531 See the information concerning the conferring of the pallium in Wiltsch, i. 68 sq.

532 Thisisconceded by Hefele, i. 383 sq.: “Itis, however, not to be mistaken, that the bishop of Rome did not everywhere,

in all the West, exercise full patriarchal rights; that, to wit, in several provinces, simple bishops were ordained without his
cobperation.” And not only simple bishops, but also metropolitans. See the text.

533 A ,aso , asin the East especially the archbishops of Cyprus and Bulgaria were called, and some other
metropolitans, who were subject to no patriarch.
534 Comp. Wiltsch, i. 234.
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even under Gregory the Great.>*® The bishop of Ravenna likewise, after 408, when the emperor
Honorius selected that city for his residence, became a powerful metropolitan, with jurisdiction
over fourteen bishoprics. Neverthel ess he received the pallium from Gregory the Great, and examples
occur of ordination by the Roman bishop.5%

The North African bishops and councils in the beginning of the fifth century, with all
traditional reverence for the apostolic see, repeatedly protested, in the spirit of Cyprian, against
encroachments of Rome, and even prohibited all appeal in church controversies from their own to
atransmarine or foreign tribunal, upon pain of excommunication.>*” The occasion of this was an
appeal to Rome by the presbyter Apiarius, who had been deposed for sundry offences by Bishop
Urbanus, of Sicca, adisciple and friend of Augustine, and whose restoration was twice attempted,
by Pope Zosimus in 418, and by Pope Coelestine in 424. From this we see that the popes gladly
undertook to interfere for a palpably unworthy priest, and thus sacrificed the interests of local
discipline, only to make their own superior authority felt. The Africans referred to the genuine
Nicene canon (for which Zosimus had substituted the Sardican appendix respecting the appellate
jurisdiction of Rome, of which the Nicene council knew nothing), and reminded the pope, that the
gift of the Holy Ghost, needful for passing a just judgment, was not lacking to any province, and
that he could as well inspire awhole province as a single bishop. The last document in the case of
this appeal of Apiariusisaletter of the (twentieth) council of Carthage, in 424, to Pope Coelestine
., to the following purport:# “ Apiarius asked anew trial, and gross misdeeds of his were thereby
brought to light. The papal legate, Faustinus, has, in the face of this, in a very harsh manner
demanded the reception of this man into the fellowship of the Africans, because he has appealed
to the pope and been received into fellowship by him. But this very thing ought not to have been
done. At last has Apiarius himself acknowledged all his crimes. The pope may hereafter no longer
so readily give audience to those who come from Africato Rome, like Apiarius, nor receive the
excommunicated into church communion, be they bishops or priests, as the council of Nice (can.
5) has ordained, in whose direction bishops are included. The assumption of appeal to Romeisa
trespass on the rights of the African church, and what has been [by Zosimus and hislegates] brought
forward as a Nicene ordinance for it, is not Nicene, and is not to be found in the genuine copies of
the Nicene Acts, which have been received from Constantinople and Alexandria. Let the pope,
therefore, in future send no more judges to Africa, and since Apiarius has now been excluded for
his offences, the pope will surely not expect the African church to submit longer to the annoyances
of the legate Faustinus. May God the Lord long preserve the pope, and may the pope pray for the
Africans.” In the Pelagian controversy the weak Zosimus, who, in opposition to the judgment of
his predecessor Innocent, had at first expressed himself favorably to the heretics, was even compelled
by the Africans to yield. The North African church maintained this position under the lead of the
greatest of the Latin fathers, St. Augustine, who in other respects contributed more than any other
theologian or bishop to the erection of the Catholic system. Shefirst made submission to the Roman

535 Comp. Gregory 1., Epist. |. iv. 49; and Wiltsch, i. 236 sq. To the metropolis of Aquileia belonged the bishopric of
Verona, Tridentum (the Trent, since become so famous), Aemona, Altinum, Torcellum, Pola, Celina, Sabiona, Forum Julii,
Bellunum, Concordia, Feltria, Tarvisium, and Vicentia

536 Baron. Ann. ad ann. 433; Wiltsch, i. 69, 87.

537 Comp. the relevant Acts of councilsin Gieseler, i. 2, p. 221 sqg., and an extended description of this case of appeal
in Greenwood, Cath. Petri, i. p. 299-310, and in Hefele, Concilien-Gesch. ii. 107 sqq., 120, 123 sq.

538 Mansi, iii. 839 sq.
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jurisdiction, in the sense of her weakness, under the shocks of the Vandals. Leo (440-461) wasthe
first pope who could boast of having extended the diocese of Rome beyond Europe into another
guarter of the globe.>* He and Gregory the Great wrote to the African bishops entirely in the tone
of paternal authority without provoking reply.

In Spain the popes found from the first a more favorable field. The orthodox bishops there
were so pressed in thefifth century by the Arian Vandals, Suevi, Alani, and soon after by the Goths,
that they sought counsel and protection with the bishop of Rome, which, for his own sake, he was
always glad to give. So early as 385, Siricius, as we have before observed, issued a decretal letter
to a Spanish bishop. The epistles of Leo to Bishop Turibius of Asturica, and the bishops of Gaul
and Spain,>° are instances of the same authoritative style. Simplicius (467—483) appointed the
bishop Zeno of Sevilla papal vicar,>* and Gregory the Great, with a paternal letter, conferred the
pallium on Leander, bishop of Sevilla.5*

In Gaul, L eo succeeded in asserting the Roman jurisdiction, though not without opposition,
inthe affair of the archbishop Hilary of Arles, or Arelate. The affair has been differently represented
from the Gallican and the ultramontane points of view.> Hilary (born 403, died 449), first arigid
monk, then, against hiswill, elevated to the bishopric, an eloquent preacher, an energetic prelate,
and the first champion of the freedom of the Gallican church against the pretensions of Rome, but
himself not free from hierarchical ambition, deposed Celidonius, the bishop of Besancon, at a
council inthat city (synodusV esontionensis), because he had married awidow before hisordination,
and had presided as judge at a criminal trial and pronounced sentence of death; which things,
according to the ecclesiastical law, incapacitated him for the episcopa office. This was
unquestionably an encroachment on the province of Vienne, to which Besacon belonged. Pope
Zosimus had, indeed, in 417, twenty-eight years before, appointed the bishop of Arles, which was
acapital of seven provinces, to be papal vicar in Gaul, and had granted him metropolitan rightsin
the provinces Viennensis, and Narbonensis prima and secunda, though with the reservation of
causae majores.> The metropolitans of Vienne, Narbonne, and Marseilles, however, did not accept
thisarrangement, and the succeeding popes found it best to recogni ze again the old metropolitans.>®
Celidonius appealed to Leo against that act of Hilary. Leo, in 445, assembled a Roman council
(concilium sacerdotum), and reinstated him, as the accusation of Hilary, who himself journeyed

539 Epist. 87; Mansi, vi. 120.

540 Ep. 93 and 95; Mansi, vi. 131 and 132.

541 Mansi, vii. 972.

542 Greg. Ep. i. 41; Mansi, ix. 1059. Comp. Wiltsch, i. 71.

543 Thisdifference showsitself in the two editions of the works of Leo the Great, respectively: that of the French Pasguier

Quesnel, a Gallican and Jansenist (exiled 1681, died at Brussels 1719), which also contains the works, and a vindication, of
Hilaryof Arles (Par. 1675, in 2 vals.), and was condemned in 1676 by the Congregation of the Index, without their even reading
it; and that of the two brothers Ballerini, which appeared in opposition to the former (Ven. 1755-1757, 3 vols.), and represents
theItalian ultramontane side. Comp. further on this contest of Hilarius Arelatensis (not to be confounded with Hilarius Pictavienss,
Hilarius Narbonensis, and others of the same name) with Pope Leo, the VitaHilarii of Honoratus Massiliensis, of about the year
490 (printed in Mangi, vi. 461 sqq., and in the Acta Sanct. ad d. 5 Mgji); the article by Perthel, in Illgen’s Zeitschrift for Hist.
Theol. 1843; Greenwood, |.c. i. p. 350-356; Milman, Lat. Christianity, i. p. 269-276 (Amer. ed.); and the article “Hilarius’ in
Wetzer and Welte's Kirchenlexic val. v. p. 181 sqg.

544 “Nisi magnitudo causae etiam nostrum exquirat examen.” Gieseler, i. 2, p. 218; Greenwood, i. p. 299.

545 Comp. Bonifacii | Epist. 12 ad Hilarium Narbon. (not Arelatensen), a.d.422, in Gieseler, p. 219. Boniface here speaks
infavor of the Nicene principle, that each metropolitan should rule simply over one province. Greenwood overlooksthis change,
and hence fully justifies Hilaryon the ground of the appointment of Zosimus. But even though this appointment had stood, the
deposition of a bishop was still a causa major, which Hilary, as vicar of the pope, should have laid before him for ratification.
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on foot in the winter to Rome, and protested most vehemently against the appeal, could not be
proven to the satisfaction of the pope. Infact, hedirectly or indirectly caused Hilary to beimprisoned,
and, when he escaped and fled back to Gaul, cut him off from the communion of the Roman church,
and deprived him of all prerogatives in the diocese of Vienne, which had been only temporarily
conferred on the bishop of Arles, and were by a better judgment (sententia meliore) taken away.
He accused him of assaults on the rights of other Gallican metropolitans, and above all of
insubordination toward the principality of the most blessed Peter; and he goes so far as to say:
“Whoso disputes the primacy of the apostle Peter, can in no way lessen the apostle’ s dignity, but,
puffed up by the spirit of his own pride, he destroys himself in hell.”> Only out of special grace
did he leave Hilary in his bishopric. Not satisfied with this, he applied to the secular arm for help,
and procured from the weak Western emperor, Valentinian 1., an edict to Aetius, the magister
militum of Gaul, inwhichit isasserted, amost in thewords of Leo, that the wholeworld (universitas;
in Greek, ) acknowledges the Roman see as director and governor; that neither Hilary nor
any bishop might oppose its commands; that neither Gallican nor other bishops should, contrary
to the ancient custom, do anything without the authority of the venerable pope of the eternal city;
and that all decrees of the pope have the force of law.

The letter of Leo to the Gallican churches, and the edict of the emperor, give us the first
example of a defensive and offensive alliance of the central spiritual and temporal powersin the
pursuit of an unlimited sovereignty. The edict, however, could of course have power, at most, only
inthe West, to which the authority of Vaentinian waslimited. Infact, even Hilary and his successors
maintained, in spite of Leo, the prerogatives they had formerly received from Pope Zosimus, and
were confirmed in them by later popes.>” Beyond this the issue of the contest is unknown. Hilary
of Arlesdied in 449, universally esteemed and loved, without, so far as we know, having become
formally reconciled with Rome;>® though, notwithstanding this, he figuresin aremarkable manner
in the Roman calendar, by the side of his papal antagonist Leo, as a canonica saint. Undoubtedly
Leo proceeded in this controversy far too rigorously and intemperately against Hilary; yet it was
important that he should hold fast the right of appeal as a guarantee of the freedom of bishops
against the encroachments of metropolitans. The papal despotism often proved itself awholesome
check upon the despotism of subordinate prelates.

With Northern Gaul the Roman bishops came into less frequent contact; yet in this region
also there occur, in the fourth and fifth centuries, examples of the successful assertion of their
jurisdiction.

The early British church held from the first a very isolated position, and was driven back,
by theinvasion of the pagan Anglo-Saxons, about the middle of thefifth century, into the mountains
of Wales, Cornwallis, Cumberland, and the still more secluded islands. Not till the conversion of

546 Leo, Epist. 10 (al. 89) ad Episc. provinciae Viennensis. What an awful perversion thisof thetrue Christian stand-point!

547 The popes Vigil, 539-555, Pelagius, 555-559, and Gregory the Great conferred on the archbishop of Arles, besides
the pallium, also the papal vicariate (vices). Comp. Wiltsch, i. 71 sq.

548 At all events, no reconciliation can be certainly proved. Hilarydid, indeed, according to the account of hisdisciple and

biographer, who some forty years after his death encircled him with the halo, take some steps toward reconciliation, and sent
two priests as delegates with aletter to the Roman prefect, Auxiliaris. The latter endeavored to act the mediator, but gave the
delegates to understand, that Hilary, by his vehement boldness, had too deeply wounded the delicate ears of the Romans. In
Leo’sletter anew trespassis charged upon Hilary, on the rights of the bishop Projectus, after the deposition of Celidonius. And
Hilarydied soon after this contest (449). Waterland ascribed to him the Athanasian Creed, though without good reason.
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the Anglo-Saxons under Gregory the Great did a regular connection begin between England and
Rome.

Finally, the Roman bishops succeeded aso in extending their patriarchal power eastward,
over the praefecture of East Illyria. lllyria belonged originally to the Western empire, remained
true to the Nicene faith through the Arian controversies, and for the vindication of that faith attached
itself closely to Rome. When Gratian, in 379, incorporated Illyricum Orientale with the Eastern
empire, its bishops neverthelessrefused to give up their former ecclesiastical connection. Damasus
conferred on the metropolitan Acholius, of Thessalonica, as papal vicar, patriarchal rights in the
new praefecture. The patriarch of Constantinople endeavored, indeed, repeatedly, to bring this
ground into hisdiocese, but invain. Justinian, in 535, formed of it anew diocese, with an independent
patriarch at Prima Justiniana (or Achrida, his native city); but this arbitrary innovation had no
vitality, and Gregory |. recovered active intercourse with the Illyrian bishops. Not until the eighth
century, under the emperor Leo the Isaurian, was East Illyria finally severed from the Roman
diocese and incorporated with the patriarchate of Constantinople.>*

§ 60. The Papacy.
Literature, asin 8 55, and vol. i. § 110.

At last the Roman bishop, on the ground of hisdivine institution, and as successor of Peter, the
prince of the apostles, advanced his claim to be primate of the entire church, and visible
representative of Christ, who istheinvisible supreme head of the Christian world. Thisisthe strict
and exclusive sense of the title, Pope.5®

Properly speaking, thisclaim has never been fully realized, and remainsto thisday an apple
of discord in the history of the church. Greek Christendom has never acknowledged it, and Latin,
only under manifold protests, which at last conquered in the Reformation, and deprived the papacy
forever of the best part of its domain. The fundamental fallacy of the Roman system is, that it
identifies papacy and church, and therefore, to be consistent, must unchurch not only Protestantism,
but also the entire Oriental church from its origin down. By the “una sancta catholica apostolica
ecclesid’ of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed is to be understood the whole body of Catholic
Christians, of which the ecclesia Romana, like the churches of Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem,
and Constantinople, is only one of the most prominent branches. The idea of the papacy, and its
claims to the universal dominion of the church, were distinctly put forward, it is true, so early as
the period before us, but could not make themselves good beyond the limits of the West.

549 Comp. Giesdler, i. 2, p. 21 5 sqq.; and Wiltsch, i. 72 sqq., 431 sqq.

550 The name papa—according to some an abbreviation of pater patrum, but more probably, like the kindred abbas,
or ,pa-pa, simply an imitation of the first prattling of children, thus equivalent to father—was, in the West, for along time
thehonorary title of every bishop, asaspiritual father; but, after thefifth century, it became the specia distinction of the patriarchs,
and still later was assigned exclusively to the Roman bishop, and to him in an eminent sense, as father of the whole church.
Comp. Du Cange, Glossar. s. verb. Papa and Pater Patrum; and Hoffmann, Lexic. univers. iv. p. 561. In the same exclusive
sense the Italian and Spanish papa, the French pape, the English pope, and the German Papstor Pabst, are used. In the Greek
and Russian churches, on the contrary, all priests are called Popes (from  , papa). The titles apostolicus, vicarius Christi,
summus pontifex, sedes apostolica, were for aconsiderabl e time given to various bishops and their sees, but subsequently claimed
exclusively by the bishops of Rome.
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Consequently the papacy, as a historical fact, or so far as it has been acknowledged, is properly
nothing more than the Latin patriarchate run to absolute monarchy.

By its advocates the papacy is based not merely upon church usage, like the metropolitan
and patriarchal power, but upon divine right; upon the peculiar position which Christ assigned to
Peter in the well-known words: “Thou art Peter, and on this rock will | build my church.”sst This
passagewas at al timestaken asan immovable exegetical rock for the papacy. The popesthemselves
appealed to it, times without number, as the great proof of the divine institution of a visible and
infallible central authority in the church. According to thisview, the primacy is before the apostol ate,
the head before the body, instead of the reverse.

But, inthefirst place, this preéminence of Peter did not in the least affect the independence
of the other apostles. Paul especialy, according to the clear testimony of his epistles and the book
of Acts, stood entirely upon his own authority, and even on one occasion, at Antioch, took strong
ground against Peter. Then again, the personal position of Peter by no meansyields the primacy to
the Roman bishop, without the twofold evidence, first that Peter was actually in Rome, and then
that he transferred his prerogativesto the bishop of that city. The former fact rests upon auniversal
tradition of the early church, which at that time no one doubted, but is in part weakened and
neutralized by the absence of any clear Scripture evidence, and by the much more certain fact,
given in the New Testament itself, that Paul labored in Rome, and that in no position of inferiority
or subordination to any higher authority than that of Christ himself. The second assumption, of the
transfer of the primacy to the Roman bishops, is susceptible of neither historical nor exegetical
demonstration, and is merely an inference from the principle that the successor in office inherits
all the official prerogatives of his predecessor. But even granting both these intermediate links in
the chain of the papal theory, the double question yet remains open: first, whether the Roman bishop
be the only successor of Peter, or share this honor with the bishops of Jerusalem and Antioch, in
which places also Peter confessedly resided; and secondly, whether the primacy involve at the same
time a supremacy of jurisdiction over the whole church, or be only an honorary primacy among
patriarchs of equal authority and rank. The former was the Roman view; the latter was the Greek.

An African bishop, Cyprian (1 258), was the first to give to that passage of the 16th of
Matthew, innocently as it were, and with no suspicion of the future use and abuse of his view, a
papistic interpretation, and to bring out clearly the idea of a perpetua cathedra Petri. The same
Cyprian, however, whether consistently or not, was at the same time equally animated with the
consciousness of episcopa equaity and independence, afterward actually came out in bold opposition
to Pope Stephen in adoctrinal controversy onthe validity of heretical baptism, and persisted in this
protest to his death.5

§ 61. Opinions of the Fathers.

551 Matt. xvi. 18: , [mark the change of the gender from the masculine to the feminine, from the
person to the thing or the truth confessed—a change which disappearsin the English and German versions] [VET
. Comp. the commentators, especially Meyer, Lange, Alford, Wordsworth, ad loc., and my Hist. of the
Apost. Church, § 90 and 94 (N. Y. ed. p. 350 sqg., and 374 sqd.).
552 Comp. val. i. §110.
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A complete collection of the patristic utterances on the primacy of Peter and his successors, though
from the Roman point of view, may be found in the work of Rev. Jos. Berington and Rev. John
Kirk: “The Faith of Catholics confirmed by Scripture and attested by the Fathers of the first
five centuries of the Church,” 3d ed., London, 1846, vol. ii. p. 1-112. Comp. the works quoted
sub 8§ 55, and a curious article of Prof. Ferd. Piper, on Rome, the eterna city, in the Evang.
Jahrbuch for 1864, p. 17-120, where the opinions of the fathers on the claims of the urbs agterna
and its many fortunes are brought out.

We now pursue the development of thisideain the church fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries.

In general they agree in attaching to Peter a certain primacy over the other apostles, and in
considering him the foundation of the church in virtue of his confession of the divinity of Chrigt;
while they hold Christ to be, in the highest sense, the divine ground and rock of the church. And
herein liesasolution of their apparent self-contradiction in referring the petrain Matt. xvi. 18, now
to the person of Peter, now to his confession, now to Christ. Then, as the bishops in general were
regarded as successors of the apostles, the fathers saw in the Roman bishops, on the ground of the
ancient tradition of the martyrdom of Peter in Rome, the successor of Peter and the heir of the
primacy. But respecting the nature and prerogatives of thisprimacy their viewswerevery indefinite
and various. It is remarkable that the reference of the rock to Christ, which Augustine especially
defended with great earnestness, was acknowledged even by the greatest pope of the middle ages,
Gregory VII., in the famous inscription he sent with a crown to the emperor Rudolph: “Petra[i.e.,
Christ] dedit Petro [i.e., to the apostle], Petrus [the pope] diadema Rudolpho.”s® It is worthy of
notice, that the post-Nicene, as well as the ante-Nicene fathers, with all their reverence for the
Roman see, regarded the heathenish title of Rome, urbs aeterna, as blasphemous, with referenceto
the passage of the woman sitting upon a scarlet-colored beast, full of names of blasphemy, Rev.
xvii. 3.5 The prevailing opinion seems to have been, that Rome and the Roman empire would fall
before the advent of Antichrist and the second coming of the Lord.5®

1. The views of the Latin fathers.

The Cyprianic idea was developed primarily in North Africa, where it was first clearly
pronounced.

Optatus, bishop of Milevi, the otherwise unknown author of an anti-Donatist work about
a.d. 384, is, like Cyprian, thoroughly possessed with the idea of the visible unity of the church;
declares it without qualification the highest good, and sees its plastic expression and its surest
safeguard in the immovabl e cathedra Petri, the prince of the apostles, the keeper of the keys of the
kingdom of heaven, who, in spite of his denia of Christ, continued in that relation to the other
apostles, that the unity of the church might appear in outward fact as an unchangeable thing,
invulnerable to human offence. All these prerogatives have passed to the bishops of Rome, as the
successors of this apostle.>*

553 Baronius, Annal. ad ann. 1080, val. xi. p. 704.

554 Hieronymus, Adv. Jovin. lib. ii. c. 38 (Opera, t. ii. p. 382), where he addresses Rome: “ Ad te loquar, quae scriptamin
fronte blasphemiam Christi confessione delesti.” Prosper: “ Eternacum dicitur quaetemporalisest, utique nomen est blasphemiae.”
Comp. Piper, |.c. p. 46.

555 So Chrysostomad 2 Thess. ii. 7; Hieronymus, Ep. cxxi. qu. 11 (tom. i. p. 880 sq.); Augustine, De Civit. Dei, lib. xx.
cap. 19.

556 De schismate Donatistarum, lib. ii. cap. 2, 3, and |. vii. 3. The work was composed while Siricius was bishop of Rome,
hence about 384.
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Ambrose of Milan (T 397) speaks indeed in very high terms of the Roman church, and
concedes to its bishops a religious magistracy like the political power of the emperors of pagan
Rome;*" yet he callsthe primacy of Peter only a“primacy of confession, not of honor; of faith, not
of rank,”%*® and placesthe apostle Paul on an equality with Peter.5*° Of any dependence of Ambrose,
or of the bishops of Milan in general during the first six centuries, on the jurisdiction of Rome, no
trace isto be found.

Jerome (T 419), the most learned commentator among the Latin fathers, vacillates in his
explanation of the petra; now, like Augustine, referring it to Christ,>° now to Peter and his
confession.*! In hiscommentary on Matt. xvi., he combinesthe two interpretationsthus. “ As Christ
gave light to the apostles, so that they were called, after him, the light of the world, and as they
received other designations from the Lord; so Simon, because he believed on the rock, Chrigt,
received the name Peter, and in accordance with the figure of the rock, it isjustly said to him: ’|
will build my church upon thee (super te),” ” He recognizes in the Roman bishop the successor of
Peter, but advocates el sewhere the equal rights of the bishops,? and in fact derives even the episcopal
office, not from direct divine institution, but from the usage of the church and from the presidency
in the presbyterium.>® He can therefore be cited as awitness, at most, for a primacy of honor, not
for a supremacy of jurisdiction. Beyond this even the strongest passage of hiswritings, in aletter
to hisfriend, Pope Damasus (a.d. 376), does not go: “ Away with the ambition of the Roman head;
| speak with the successor of the fisherman and disciple of the cross. Following no other head than
Christ, | am joined in the communion of faith with thy holiness, that is, with the chair of Peter. On
that rock | know the church to be built.” %4 Subsequently this father, who himself had an eye on the

557 Ambr. Sermoiii. in festo Petri et Pauli: “In urbe Romae, quae principatum et caput obtinet nationum: scilicet ut ubi
caput superstitionis erat, illic caput quiesceret sanctitatis, et ubi gentilium principes habitabant, illic ecclesiarum principes
morerentur.” In Ps. 40: “Ipse est Petrus cui dixit: Tu es Petrus ... ubi ergo Patrus, ibi ecclesia; ubi ecclesia, ibi mullamors, sed
vitaeterna.” Comp. the poetic passage in his Morning Hymn, in the citation from Augustinefurther on. But in another passage
he likewise refers the rock to Christ, in Luc. ix. 20: “Petraest Christus,” etc.

558 Deincarnat. Domini, c. 4: “Primatum confessionis utique, non honoris, primatum fidei, non ordinis.”
559 De Spiritu S. ii. 12: “Nec Paulusinferior Petro, quamvisille ecclesiae fundamentum.” Sermo ii. in festo P. et P., just

before the above-quoted passage: “ Ergo beati Petrus et Paulus eminent inter universos apostol os, et peculiari quadam praerogativa
praecellunt. Verum inter ipsos, quis cui pragponatur, incertum est. Puto enim illos aequal es esse meritis, qui aequales sunt
passione.” Augustine, too, once calls Paul, not Peter, caput et princeps apostolorum, and in another placethat hetanti apostolatus
meruit principatum.

560 Hieron. in Amos, vi. 12: “Petra Christus est qui donavit apostolis suis, ut ipsi quoque petrae vocentur.” And in another
place: “Ecclesia Catholica super Petram Christum stabili radici fundata est.”
561 Adv. Jovin. . i. cap. 26 (in Valars. ed., tom. ii. 279), in reply to Jovinian's appeal to Peter in favor of marriage: “At

dicis: super Petrum fundatur ecclesia; licet id ipsum in alio loco super omnes apostolos fiat, et cuncti claves regni coelorum
accipiant, et ex aequo super eos fortitudo ecclesiae solidetur, tamen proptereainter duodecim unus eligitur, ut capite constituto,
schismatis tollatur occasio.” So Epist. xv. ad Damasum papam (ed. Vall. i. 37).

562 Comp. Epist. 146, ed. Vall. i. 1076 (or Ep. 101 ed. Bened., a. 85) ad Evangelum: “ Ubicunque fuerit episcopus, sive
Romae, sive Eugubii, sive Constantinopoli, sive Rhegii, sive Alexandriae, sive Tanis [an intentional collocation of the most
powerful and most obscure bishoprics], jusdem est meriti, gjusdem est et sacerdotii. Potentiadivitiarum et paupertatis humilitas
vel sublimiorem vel inferiorem episcopum non facit. Caeterum omnes apostol orum successores sunt.”

563 Comp. § 52, above. J. Craigie Robertson, Hist. of the Christian Church to 590 (Lond. 1854), p. 286, note, finds a
remarkable negative evidence against the papal claimsin St. Jerome’s Ep. 125, “where submission to one head is enforced on
monks by the instinctive habits of beasts, bees, and cranes, the contentions of Esau and Jacob, of Romulus and Remus, the
oneness of an emperor in hisdominions, of ajudgein his province, of amaster in his house, of apilot in aship, of agenera in
an army, of a bishop, the archpresbyter, and the archdeacon in a church; but there is no mention of the one universal bishop.”

564 Ep. xv. (alias 57) ad Damasum papam (ed. Vall. |. 37 sq.): “ Facessat invidia: Romani culminis recedat ambitio, cum
successore piscatoris et discipulo crucis loquor. Ego nullum primum, nisi Christum sequens, Beatitudini tuae, id est cathedrae
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papa chair, fell out with the Roman clergy, and retired to the ascetic and literary solitude of
Bethlehem, where he served the church by his pen far better than he would have done as the successor
of Damasus.

Augustine (T 430), the greatest theological authority of the Latin church, at first referred
the words, “On thisrock | will build my church,” to the person of Peter, but afterward expressly
retracted this interpretation, and considered the petra to be Christ, on the ground of a distinction
between petra ( ) and Petrus ( ); adistinction which Jerome also makes, though
with the intimation that it is not properly applicable to the Hebrew and Syriac Cephas.’® “| have
somewhere said of St. Peter” thus Augustine corrects himself in his Retractations at the close of
his life®—"that the church is built upon him as the rock; a thought which is sung by many in the

verses of St. Ambrose:

"Hoc ipsa petra ecclesiae

Canente, culpam diluit.’s

(The Rock of the church himself

In the cock-crowing atones his guilt.)

But | know that | have since frequently said, that the word of the Lord, ' Thou art Petrus,
and on this petral will build my church,” must be understood of him, whom Peter confessed as Son
of the living God; and Peter, so named after this rock, represents the person of the church, which
isfounded on this rock and has received the keys of the kingdom of heaven. For it was not said to
him: *Thou art arock’ (petra), but, 'Thou art Peter’ (Petrus); and the rock was Christ, through
confession of whom Simon received the name of Peter. Yet the reader may decide which of the
two interpretations is the more probable.” In the same strain he says, in another place: “Peter, in
virtue of the primacy of his apostolate, stands, by a figurative generalization, for the church ....
When it was said to him, 'l will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven,” &c., he
represented the whol e church, which in thisworld is assailed by varioustemptations, asif by floods
and storms, yet does not fall, because it is founded upon a rock, from which Peter received his
name. For the rock is not so named from Peter, but Peter from the rock (non enim a Petro petra,
sed Petrus a petra), even as Christ is not so called after the Christian, but the Christian after Christ.
For thereason why the Lord says, ' On thisrock | will build my church’ isthat Peter had said: * Thou
art the Christ, the Son of the living God,” On this rock, which then hast confessed, says he will
build my church. For Christ wasthe rock (petraenim erat Christus), upon which also Peter himself
was built; for other foundation can no man lay, than that is laid, which is Jesus Christ. Thus the
church, whichisbuilt upon Christ, hasreceived from him, in the person of Peter, the keys of heaven;
that is, the power of binding and loosing sins.” %8 This Augustinian interpretation of the petra has
since been revived by some Protestant theologians in the cause of anti-Romanism.*° Augustine, it
is true, unquestionably understood by the church the visible Catholic church, descended from the

Petri, communione consocior. Super illam petram aedificatam ecclesiam scio. Quicungue extra hanc domum agnum comederit,
profanus est. Si quisin Noe arca non fuerit, peribit regnante diluvio.”

565 Hier. Com. in Ep. ad Galat. ii. 11, 12 (ed. Vallars. tom. vii. col. 409): “Non quod aliud significat Petrus, aliudCephas,
sed quo quam nos L atine et Graece petramvocemus, hanc Hebraei et Syri, propter linguaeinter se viciniam, Cephan, nuncupent.”

566 Retract. | i. c. 21.

567 In the Ambrosian Morning Hymn: “ Aeterne rerum conditor.”

568 Tract. in Evang. Joannis, 124, § 5. The original is quoted among othersby Dr. Gieseler, i. 2, p. 210 (4th ed.), but with
afew unessential omissions.

569 Especialy by Calov in the Lutheran church, and quite recently by Dr. Wordsworth in the Church of England

(Commentary on Matt. xvi. 18). But Dr. Alford decidedly protests against it, with most of the modern commentators.
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apostles, especially from Peter, through the succession of bishops; and according to the usage of
his time he called the Roman church by eminence the sedes apostolica.> But on the other hand,
like Cyprian and Jerome, he lays stress upon the essential unity of the episcopate, and insists that
the keys of the kingdom of heaven were committed not to a single man, but to the whole church,
which Peter was only set to represent.> With this view agrees the independent position of the North
African church in the time of Augustine toward Rome, as we have already observed it in the case
of the appeal of Apiarius, and as it appears in the Pelagian controversy, of which Augustine was
the leader. Thisfather, therefore, can at all events be cited only asawitnessto the limited authority
of the Roman chair. And it should also, in justice, be observed, that in his numerous writings he
very rarely speaks of that authority at all, and then for the most part incidentally; showing that he
attached far less importance to this matter than the Roman divines.

The later Latin fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries prefer the reference of the petra to
Peter and his confession, and transfer his prerogatives to the Roman bishops as his successors, but
produce no new arguments. Among them we mention Maximus of Turin (about 450), who, however,
like Ambrose, places Paul on alevel with Peter;5 then Orosius, and several popes, above al Leo,
of whom we shall speak more fully in the following section.

2. Astothe Greek fathers: Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Basil, the two Gregories, Ephraim,
Syrus, Asterius, Cyril of Alexandria, Chrysostom, and Theodoret refer the petra now to the
confession, now to the person, of Peter; sometimes to both. They speak of this apostle uniformly
in very lofty terms, at timesin rhetorical extravagance, calling him the “coryphaeus of the choir of
apostles,” the prince of the apostles,” the “tongue of the apostles,” the “bearer of the keys,” the
“keeper of the kingdom of heaven,” the “pillar,” the “rock,” the “firm foundation of the church.”
But, in the first place, they understand by all this simply an honorary primacy of Peter, to whom
that power was but first committed, which the Lord afterward conferred on all the apostles alike;
and, in the second place, they by no means favor an exclusive transfer of this prerogative to the
bishop of Rome, but claim it also for the bishops of Antioch, where Peter, according to Gal. ii.,
sojourned along time, and where, according to tradition, he was bishop, and appointed a successor.

So Chrysostom, for instance, callslgnatius of Antioch a* successor of Peter, on whom, after
Peter, the government of the church devolved,”5™ and in another place says still more distinctly:
“Since | have named Peter, | am reminded of another Peter [Flavian, bishop of Antioch], our

570 De utilit. credendi, § 35, he traces the development of the church “ab apostolica sede per successiones apostolorum;”
and Epist. 43, heincidentally speaks of the* Romana ecclesiain qua semper apostolicae cathedrae viguit principatus.” Greenwood,
i. 296 7., thus resolves the apparent contradiction in Augustine: “In common with the agein which helived, he (St. Augustine)
was himself possessed with the idea of a visible representative unity, and considered that unity as equally the subject of divine
precept and ingtitution with the church-spiritual itself. The spiritual unity might therefore stand upon the faith of Peter, while
the outward and visible oneness was inherent in his person; so that while the church derived her esoteric and spiritual character
from the faith which Peter had confessed, she received her external or executive powers from Peter through ’the succession of
bishops' sittingin Peter’ schair. Practically, indeed, there was little to choose between the two theories.” Comp. also the thorough
exhibition of the Augustinian theory of the Catholic church and her attributes by Dr. Rothe, in hiswork Die Anfénge der
christlichen Kirche, i. p. 679-711.

571 De diversis Serm. 108: Has enim claves nhon homo unus, sed unitas accepit ecclesiae. Hinc ergo Petri excellentia
praedicatur, quiaipsius universitatis et unitatis figuram gessit quando ei dictum est: tibi trado, quod omnibus traditum est, etc.

572 Bellarmine, in Pragf. in Libr. de Pontif., calls this article even rem summam fidei Christiana!

573 Hom. v., on the feast of Peter and Paul. To the one, says he, the keys of knowledge were committed, to the other the

keys of power.” Eminent inter universos apostlos et peculiari quadam praerogativa praecellunt. Verum inter ipsos quis cui
praeponatur, incertum est.” The same sentence in Ambrose, De Spir. S. ii. 12.
574 In S. Ignat. Martyr., n. 4.
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common father and teacher, who hasinherited aswell the virtues asthe chair of Peter. Y ea, for this
isthe privilege of thiscity of ours[Antioch], to havefirst () had the coryphaeus of the apostles
for itsteacher. For it was proper that the city, where the Christian name originated, should receive
thefirst of the apostles for its pastor. But after we had him for our teacher, we, did not retain him,
but transferred him to imperial Rome.” 5™

Theodoret also, who, like Chrysostom, proceeded from the Antiochian school, says of the
“great city of Antioch,” that it has the “throne of Peter.”5 In aletter to Pope Leo he speaks, it is
true, in very extravagant terms of Peter and his successors at Rome, in whom all the conditions,
external and internal, of the highest eminence and control in the church are combined.5”” But in the
same epistle he remarks, that the “thrice blessed and divine double star of Peter and Paul rose in
the East and shed itsraysin every direction;” in connection with which it must be remembered that
he was at that time seeking protection in Leo against the Eutychian robber-council of Ephesus
(449), which had unjustly deposed both himself and Flavian of Constantinople.

His bitter antagonist also, the arrogant and overbearing Cyril of Alexandria, descended
some years before, in his battle against Nestorius, to unworthy flattery, and called Pope Coelestine
“the archbishop of the whole [Roman] world.”5® The same prelates, under other circumstances,
repelled with proud indignation the encroachments of Rome on their jurisdiction.

8§ 62. The Decrees of Councils on the Papal Authority.

Much more important than the opinions of individual fathers are the formal decrees of the
councils.

First mention here belongs to the council of Sardicain Illyria (now Sofiain Bulgaria) in
343,5 during the Arian controversy. This council isthe most favorable of al to the Roman claims.
In the interest of the deposed Athanasius and of the Nicene orthodoxy it decreed:

(1) That a deposed bishop, who feels he has a good cause, may apply, out of reverence to
the memory of the apostle Peter, to the Roman bishop Julius, and shall leave it with him either to
ratify the deposition or to summon a new council.

(2) That the vacant bishopric shall not be filled till the decision of Rome be received.

575 Hom. ii. in Principium Actorum, n. 6, tom. iii. p. 70 (ed. Montfaucon). The last sentence ( Hu n)is
by some regarded as alater interpolation in favor of the papacy. But it contains no concession of superiority.
Chrysostomimmediately goes on to say: “We haveindeed not retained the body of Peter, but we have retained the faith of Peter;
and while weretain his faith, we have himself.”

576 Epist. 86.
s Epist. 113. Comp. Bennington and Kirk, I.c. p. 91-93. In the Epist. 116, to Renatus, one of the three papal legates at
Ephesus, where he entreats his intercession with Leo, he ascribes to the Roman see the control of the church of the world (
11 i), but certainly in the oriental sense of an honorary supervision.
578 i [i.e, of theRoman empire, according to the well-known ususloquendi, even of theN. T., Comp.
Lukeii. 1], 11 i . Encom.in S. Mar. Deip. (tom. v. p. 384). Comp. his Ep. ix. ad Coelest.
579 That thisis the true date appears from the recently discovered Festival Epistles of Athanasius, published in Syriac by

Cureton (London, 1848), in an English translation by Williams (Oxford, 1854), and in German by Larsow (Leipzig, 1852). Mansi
putsthe council inthe year 344, but most writers, including Gieseler, Neander, Milman, and Greenwood, following the erroneous
statement of Socrates (ii. 20) and Sozomen (iii. 12), place it in the year 347. Comp. on the subject Larsow, Die Festbriefe des
Athanasius, p. 31; and Hefele, Conciliengesch. i. p. 513 sqg.
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(3) That the Roman bishop, in such a case of appeal, may, according to his best judgment,
either ingtitute a new trial by the bishops of a neighboring province, or send delegates to the spot
with full power to decide the matter with the bishops.>®

Thus was plainly committed to the Roman bishops an appellate and revisory jurisdiction
in the case of acondemned or deposed bishop even of the East. But in the first place this authority
isnot here acknowledged asaright already existing in practice. It is conferred asanew power, and
that merely asan honorary right, and as pertaining only to the bishop Juliusin person.st Otherwise,
either this bishop would not be expressly named, or his successors would be named with him.
Furthermore, the canons limit the appeal to the case of a bishop deposed by his comprovincials,
and say nothing of other cases. Finally, the council of Sardicawas not a general council, but only
alocal synod of the West, and could therefore establish no law for the whole church. For the Eastern
bishops withdrew at the very beginning, and held an opposition council in the neighboring town
of Philippopolis; and the city of Sardica, too, with the praefecture of 1llyricum, at that time belonged
to the Western empire and the Roman patriarchate: it was not detached from them till 379. The
council was intended, indeed, to be ecumenical; but it consisted at first of only a hundred and
seventy bishops, and after the recession of the seventy-six Orientals, it had only ninety-four; and
even by the two hundred signatures of absent bishops, mostly Egyptian, to whom the acts were
sent for their approval, the East, and even the Latin Africa, with its three hundred bishoprics, were
very feebly represented. It was not sanctioned by the emperor Constantius, and has by no subsequent
authority been declared ecumenical .52 Accordingly its decrees soon fell into oblivion, and in the
further course of the Arian controversy, and even throughout the Nestorian, where the bishops of
Alexandria, and not those of Rome, were evidently at the head of the orthodox sentiment, they were
utterly unnoticed.>®* The general councils of 381, 451, and 680 knew nothing of such a supreme
appellate tribunal, but unanimously enacted, that all ecclesiastical matters, without exception, should
first be decided in the provincial councils, with the right of appeal—not to the bishop of Rome, but
to the patriarch of the proper diocese. Rome alone did not forget the Sardican decrees, but built on
thissingle precedent auniversal right. Pope Zosimus, in the case of the deposed presbyter Apiarius
of Sicca (a.d. 417-418), made the significant mistake of taking the Sardican decrees for Nicene,
and thus giving them greater weight than they really possessed; but he wasreferred by the Africans
to the genuinetext of the Nicene canon. Thelater popes, however, transcended the Sardican decrees,
withdrawing from the provincial council, according to the pseudo-Isidorian Decretals, the right of

580 Can. 3, 4, and 5 (in the Latin trandlation, can. 3, 4, and 7), in Mangi, iii. 23 sg., and in Hefele, i. 539 sqq., where the
Greek and the Latin Dionysian text is given with learned explanations. The Greek and Latin texts differ in some points.
581 So the much discussed canones are explained not only by Protestant historians, but also by Catholic of the Gallican

school, like Peter de Marca, Quesnel, Du-Pin, Richer, Febronius. Thisinterpretation agrees best with the whole connection; with
the express mention of Julius (which islacking indeed, in the Latin trandlation of Priscaand in Isidore, but stands distinctly in
the Greek and Dionysian texts: K, Julio Romano episcopo); with thewords, ” Si vobis placet” (can. 3), whereby
the appeal in question is made dependent first on the decree of this council; and finally, with the words, “ Sancti Petri apostoli
memoriam honoremus,” which represent the Roman bishop’ sright of review as an honorary matter. What Hefele urges against
these arguments (i. 548 sq.), seems to me very insufficient.

582 Baronius, Natalis Alexander, and Mansi have endeavored indeed to establish for the council an ecumenical character,
but in opposition to the weightiest ancient and modern authorities of the Catholic church. Comp. Hefele, i. 596 sqq,

583 Itisalsoto be observed, that the synodal | etters, aswell asthe orthodox ecclesiastical writers of thisand the succeeding
age, which take notice of thiscouncil, like Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Basil, make no mention of those decrees concerning
Rome.
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deposing abishop, which had been alowed by Sardica, and vesting it, asacausamajor, exclusively
in themselves.

Finally, in regard to the four great ecumenical councils, the first of Nice, the first of
Constantinople, that of Ephesus, and that of Chalcedon: we have already presented their position
on this question in connection with their legislation on the patriarchal system.** We have seen that
they accord to the bishop of Rome a precedence of honor among thefive officially coequal patriarchs,
and thus acknowledge him primus inter pares, but, by that very concession, disallow his claimsto
supremacy of jurisdiction, and to monarchical authority over the entire church. Thewhole patriarchal
system, in fact, was not monarchy, but oligarchy. Hence the protest of the Roman del egates and of
Pope Leo against the decrees of the council of Chalcedon in 451, which coincided with that of
Constantinople in 381. This protest was insufficient to annul the decree, and in the East it made no
lasting impression; for the subsequent incidental concessions of Greek patriarchs and emperors,
like that of the usurper Phocasin 606, and even of the sixth ecumenical council of Constantinople
in 680, to the see of Rome, have no general significance, but are distinctly traceable to special
circumstances and prejudices.

It is, therefore, an undeniable historical fact, that the greatest dogmatic and legidative
authorities of the ancient church bear as decidedly against the specific papal claims of the Roman
bishopric, isin favor of its patriarchal rights and an honorary primacy in the patriarchal oligarchy.
The subsequent separation of the Greek church from the L atin provesto thisday, that shewas never
willing to sacrifice her independence to Rome, or to depart from the decrees of her own greatest
councils.

Here lies the difference, however, between the Greek and the Protestant opposition to the
universal monarchy of the papacy. The Greek church protested against it from the basis of the
oligarchical patriarchal hierarchy of the fifth century; in an age, therefore, and upon a principle of
church organization, which preceded the grand agency of the papacy in the history of the world.
The evangelical church protests against it on the basis of afreer conception of Christianity, seeing
in the papacy an institution, which indeed formed the legitimate development of the patriarchal
system, and was necessary for the training of the Romanic and Germanic Nations of the middle
ages, but which has virtually fulfilled its mission and outlived itself. The Greek church never had
a papacy; the evangelical historically implies one. The papacy stands between the age of the
patriarcha hierarchy and the age of the Reformation, like the Mosaic theocracy between the
patriarchal period and the advent of Christianity. Protestantism rejects at once the papal monarchy
and the patriarchal oligarchy, and thus can justify the former as well as the latter for a certain time
and a certain stage in the progress of the Christian world.

8§ 63. Leo the Great. a.d. 440-461.

l. St. Leo Magnus. Opera omnia (sermones et epistolae), ed. Paschas. Quesnel., Par. 1675, 2 vols.
4to. (Gallican, and defending Hilary against Leo, hence condemned by the Roman Index); and
ed. Petr. et Hieron. Ballerini (two very learned brothers and presbyters, who wrote at the request
of Pope Benedict X1V.), Venet. 1753-1757, 3 vols. fol. (Vol. i. contains 96 Sermons and 173

584 Comp. § 56.
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Epistles, the two other volumes doubtful writings and learned dissertations.) This edition is

reprinted in Migne’ s Patrologiae Cursus completus, vol. 54-57, Par. 1846.

I1. Acta Sanctorum: sub Apr. 11 (Apr. tom. ii. p. 14-30, brief and unsatisfactory). Tillemont: Mem.
t. xv. p. 414-832 (very full). Butler: Lives of the Saints, sub Apr. 11. W. A. Arendt (R.C.): Leo
der Grosse u. seine Zeit, Mainz, 1835 (apologetic and panegyric). Edw. Perthel: P. Leo’s I.
Leben u. Lehren, Jena, 1843 (Protestant). Fr. Boehringer: Die Kirche Christi u. ihre Zeugen,
Zurich, 1846, vol. i. div. 4, p. 170-309. Ph. Jaffé: Regesta Pontif. Rom., Berol. 1851, p. 34 sqg.
Comp. also Greenwood: Cathedra Petri, Lond. 1859, vol. i. bk. ii. chap. iv.-vi. (The Leonine
Period); and H. H. Milman: Hist. of Latin Christianity, Lond. and New Y ork, 1860, vol. i. bk.
ii. ch.iv.

In most of the earlier bishops of Rome the person is eclipsed by the office. The spirit of the age
and public opinion rule the bishops, not the bishops them. In the preceding period, Victor in the
controversy on Easter, Callistus in that on the restoration of the lapsed, and Stephen in that on
heretical baptism, were the first to come out with hierarchical arrogance; but they were somewhat
premature, and found vigorous resistancein Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and Cyprian, though on all three
guestions the Roman view at last carried the day.

In the period before us, Damasus, who subjected Illyria to the Roman jurisdiction, and
established the authority of the Vulgate, and Siricius, who issued the first genuine decretal letter,
trod in the steps of those predecessors. Innocent |. (402—417) took a step beyond, and in the Pelagian
controversy ventured the bold assertion, that in the whol e Christian world nothing should be decided
without the cognizance of the Roman see, and that, especially in matters of faith, all bishops must
turn to St. Peter.5

But the first pope, in the proper sense of the word, is Leo I., who justly bears the title of
“the Great” in the history of the Latin hierarchy. In him the idea of the Papacy, asit were, became
flesh and blood. He conceived it in great energy and clearness, and carried it out with the Roman
spirit of dominion, so far asthe circumstances of thetime at all allowed. He marksthe samerelative
epoch in the development of the papacy, as Cyprian in the history of the episcopate. He had even
ahigher ideaof the prerogatives of the see of Rome than Gregory the Great, who, though hereigned
ahundred and fifty years|ater, represents rather the patriarchal idea than the papal. Leo was at the
same time the first important theologian in the chair of Rome, surpassing in acuteness and depth
of thought all his predecessors, and al his successors down to Gregory |. Benedict XIV. placed
him (a.d. 1744) in the small class of doctores ecclesiae, or authoritative teachers of the catholic
faith. He battled with the Manichaean, the Priscillianist, the Pelagian, and other heresies, and won
an immortal name as the finisher of the orthodox doctrine of the person of Christ.

The time and place of the birth and earlier life of Leo are unknown. His letters, which are
the chief source of information, commence not before the year 442. Probably a Roman®*—if not

585 Ep. ad Conc. Cartha. and Ep. ad Concil. Milev., both in 416. In reference to this decision, which went against Pelagius,
Augustineuttered the word so often quoted by Roman divines: ” Causa finita est; utinam aliquando finiatur error.” But when
Zosimus, the successor of Innocent, took the part of Pelagius, Augustineand the African church boldly opposed him, and made
use of the Cyprianic right of protest.“ Circumstances alter cases.”

586 As Quesnel and most of his successors infer from Prosper’s Chronicle, and a passagein Leo’s Ep. 31, c. 4, where he
assigns among the reasons for not attending the council at Ephesusin 449, that he could not “ deserere patriam et sedem
apostolicam.” Patria, however, may aswell mean Italy, or at |east the diocese of Rome, including the ten suburbican provinces.
In the Liber pontificalisheis called “natione Tuscus,“ but in two manuscript copies, “ natione Romanus.” Canisius, in the Acta
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one by birth, he was certainly a Roman in the proud dignity of hisspirit and bearing, the high order
of hislegidative and administrative talent, and the strength and energy of hiswill—he distinguished
himself first under Coelestine (423—432) and Sixtus I11. (432—440) as archdeacon and legate of the
Roman church. After the death of the latter, and while himself absent in Gaul, he was el ected pope
by the united voice of clergy, senate, and people, and continued in that office one-and-twenty years
(440-461). Hisfeelings at the assumption of this high office, he himself thus describes in one of
his sermons: “Lord, | have beard your voice calling me, and | was afraid: | considered the work
which was enjoined on me, and | trembled. For what proportion isthere between the burden assigned
to me and my weakness, this elevation and my nothingness? What is moreto be feared than exaltation
without merit, the exercise of the most holy functions being intrusted to one who is buried in sin?
Oh, you have laid upon me this heavy burden, bear it with me, | beseech you be you my guide and
my support.”

During the time of his pontificate he was almost the only great man in the Roman empire,
developed extraordinary activity, and took aleading part in all the affairs of the church. Hisprivate
life is entirely unknown, and we have no reason to question the purity of his motives or of his
morals. Hisofficial zeal, and all histime and strength, were devoted to the interests of Christianity.
But with him the interests of Christianity were identical with the universal dominion of the Roman
church.

He was animated with the unwavering conviction that the Lord himself had committed to
him, as the successor of Peter, the care of the whole church.%” He anticipated all the dogmatical
arguments by which the power of the papacy was subsequently established. He refersthe petra, on
which the church isbuilt, to Peter and his confession. Though Christ himself—to sum up hisviews
on the subject—isin the highest sense the rock and foundation, besides which no other can belaid,
yet, by transfer of his authority, the Lord made Peter the rock in virtue of his great confession, and
built on him the indestructible temple of his church. In Peter the fundamental relation of Christ to
his church comes, asit were, to concreteform and reality in history. To him specially and individually
the Lord intrusted the keys of the kingdom of heaven; to the other apostles only in their general
and corporate capacity. For the faith of Peter the Lord specially prayed in the hour of his passion,
as if the standing of the other apostles would be the firmer, if the mind of their leader remained
unconquered. On Peter rests the steadfastness of the whole apostolic college in the faith. To him
the Lord, after his resurrection, committed the care of his sheep and lambs. Peter is therefore the
pastor and prince of the whole church, through whom Christ exercises his universal dominion on
earth. This primacy, however, is not limited to the apostolic age, but, like the faith of Peter, and
like the church herself, it perpetuates itself; and it perpetuates itself through the bishops of Rome,
who arerelated to Peter as Peter wasrelated to Christ. As Christ in Peter, so Peter in his successors
lives and speaks and perpetually executes the commission: “Feed my sheep.” It was by special
direction of divine providence, that Peter |abored and died in Rome, and sleeps with thousands of
blessed martyrsin holy ground. The centre of worldly empire alone can be the centre of the kingdom

Sanctorum, adoptsthe former view. Butler reconcilesthe difficulty by supposing that he was descended of anoble Tuscan family,
but born at Rome.

587 Ep. v. ad Episcopos Metrop. per Illyricum constitutos, c. 2 (ed. Ball. i. 617, in Migne' s Patristic Libr. vol. liv. p. 515):
“Quiaper omnes ecclesias cura nostra distenditur, exigente hoc a nobis Domino, qui apostolicae dignitatis beatissimo apostolo
Petro primatum fidei suae remuneratione commisit, universalem ecclesiam in fundamenti ipsius [Quesnel proposesistius for
ipsiug] soliditate constituens, necessitatem sollicitudinis quam habemus, cum hisqui nobis collegii caritate juncti sunt, sociamus.”
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of God. Yet the political position of Rome would be of no importance without the religious
considerations. By Peter was Rome, which had been the centre of all error and superstition,
transformed into the metropolis of the Christian world, and invested with a spiritual dominion far
wider than her former earthly empire. Hence the bishopric of Constantinople, not being a sedes
apostolica, but resting its dignity on a political basis aone, can never rival the Roman, whose
primacy isrooted both in divine and human right. Antioch also, where Peter only transiently resided,
and Alexandria, where he planted the church through his disciple Mark, stand only in a secondary
relation to Rome, where his bones repose, and where that was completed, which in the East was
only laid out. The Roman bishop s, therefore, the primus omnium episcoporum, and on him devolves
the plenitudo potestatis, the solicitudo omnium pastorum, and communis curauniversalis ecclesiag.>®

L eo thus made out of a primacy of grace and of personal fitness a primacy of right and of
succession. Of his person, indeed, he speaks in his sermons with great humility, but only thereby
the more to exalt his official character. He tells the Romans, that the true celebration of the
anniversary of his accession is, to recognize, honor, and obey, in hislowly person, Peter himself,
who still caresfor shepherd and flock, and whose dignity isnot lacking even to hisunworthy heir.5°
Here, therefore, we already have that characteristic combination of humility and arrogance, which
has stereotyped itself in the expressions: “ Servant of the servants of God,” “vicar of Christ,” and
even “God upon earth.” In this double consciousness of his personal unworthiness and his official
exaltation, Leo annually celebrated the day of hiselevation to the chair of Peter. While Peter himsel f
passes over his prerogative in silence, and expressly warns against hierarchical assumption,>® Leo
cannot speak frequently and emphatically enough of his authority. While Peter in Antioch meekly
submitsto the rebuke of the junior apostle Paul %! Leo pronounces resistance to his authority to be
impious pride and the sure way to hell.>*? Obedience to the pope is thus necessary to salvation.
Whosoever, says he, is not with the apostolic see, that is, with the head of the body, whence all
gifts of grace descend throughout the body, is not in the body of the church, and has no part in her
grace. Thisisthe fearful but legitimate logic of the papal principle, which confines the kingdom
of God to the narrow lines of a particular organization, and makes the universal spiritual reign of
Christ dependent on atemporal form and ahuman organ. But in itsvery first application this papal
ban proved itself abrutum fulmen, when in spite of it the Gallican archbishop Hilary, against whom
it was directed, died universally esteemed and loved, and then was canonized. This very
impracticability of that principle, which would exclude all Greek and Protestant Christians from
the kingdom of heaven, is arefutation of the principle itself.

588 These views Leo repeatedly expresses in his sermons on the festival of St. Peter and on the anniversary of his own
elevation, aswell asin his official letters to the African, lllyrian, and South Gallic bishops, to Dioscurus of Alexandria, to the
patriarch Anatolius of Constantinople, to the emperor Marcian and the empress Pulcheria. Particular proof passages are unnecessary.
Comp. especially Ep. x., xi., Xii., Xiv., civ.-cvi. (ed. Baller.), and Perthel, |.c. p. 226-241, where the chief passages are given in
full.

589 “Cujus dignitas etiam in indigno haerede non deficit,” Sermoiii. in Natal, ordin. c. 4 (vol. i. p. 13, ed. Ball.)."Ets
necessarium est trepidare de merito, religiosum est tamen gaudere de dono: quoniam qui mihi oneris est auctor, ipse est
administrationis adjutor.” Serm. ii. c. 1.

590 Pet. v. 3.
501 Gal. ii. 11.
592 Ep. x. c. 2 (ed. Ball. i. p. 634; ed. Migne, vol. 54, p. 630), to the Gallican bishops in the matter of Hilary: “Cui (sc.

Petro) quisquis principatum aestimat denegandum, illius quidem nullo modo potest minuere dignitatem; sed inflatus spiritu
super biae suae semetipsum in inferna demergit.” Comp. Ep. clxiv. 3; clvii. 3.
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In carrying hisideaof the papacy into effect, Leo displayed the cunning tact, the diplomatic
address, and the iron consistency which characterize the greatest popes of the middie age. The
circumstancesin genera werein hisfavor: the East rent by dogmatic controversies; Africadevastated
by the barbarians; the West weak in aweak emperor; nowhere apowerful and pure bishop or divine,
like Athanasius, Augustine, or Jerome, in the former generation; the overthrow of the Western
empire at hand; a new age breaking, with new peoples, for whose childhood the papacy was just
the needful school; the most numerous and last important general council convened; and the system
of ecumenical orthodoxy ready to be closed with the decision concerning the relation of the two
naturesin Christ.

Leo first took advantage of the distractions of the North African church under the Arian
Vandals, and wrote to its bishops in the tone of an acknowledged over-shepherd. Under the stress
of the times, and in the absence of atowering, character like Cyprian and Augustine, the Africans
submitted to his authority (443). He banished the remnants of the Manichaeans and Pelagiansfrom
Italy, and threatened the bishops with his anger, if they should not purge their churches of the
heresy. In East lllyrian which was important to Rome as the ecclesiastical outpost toward
Constantinople, he succeeded in regaining and establishing the supremacy, which had been acquired
by Damasus, but had afterward slipped away. Anastasius of Thessalonica applied to him to be
confirmed in his office. Leo granted the prayer in 444, extending the jurisdiction of Anastasius
over al thelllyrian bishops, but reserving to them aright of appeal inimportant cases, which ought
to be decided by the pope according to divine revelation. And a case to his purpose soon presented
itself, in which Leo brought hisvicar to feel that he was called indeed to a participation of his care,
but not to a plentitude of power (plenitudo potestatis). In the affairs of the Spanish church also Leo
had an opportunity to make his influence felt, when Turibius, bishop of Astorga, besought his
intervention against the Priscillianists. He refuted these heretics point by point, and on the basis of
his exposition the Spaniards drew up an orthodox regulafidel with eighteen anathemas against the
Priscillianist error.

But in Gaul he met, aswe have already, seen, with astrenuous antagonist in Hilary of Arles,
and, though he called the secular power to his aid, and procured from the emperor Valentinian an
edict entirely favorable to his claims, he attained but a partial victory.>® Still less successful was
his effort to establish his primacy in the East, and to prevent hisrival at Constantinople from being
elevated, by the famous twenty-eighth canon of Chalcedon, to official equality with himself.>* His
earnest protest against that decree produced no lasting effect. But otherwise he had the most powerful
influence in the second stage of the Christological controversy. He neutralized the tyranny of
Dioscurusof Alexandriaand the results of the shameful robber-council of Ephesus (449), furnished
the chief occasion of the fourth ecumenical council, presided over it by his legates (which the
Roman bishop had done at neither of the three councils before), and gave the turn to the final
solution of its doctrinal problem by that celebrated letter to Flavian of Constantinople, the main
points of which were incorporated in the new symbol. Y et he owed this influence by no meansto
his office alone, but most of all to his deep insight of the question, and to the masterly tact with
which he held the Catholic orthodox mean between the Alexandrian and Antiochian, Eutychian

593 Comp. above, § 59.
594 Seethe particularsin § 36, above, near the close
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and Nestorian extremes. The particulars of his connection with this important dogma belong,
however, to the history of doctrine.

Besides thus shaping the polity and doctrine of the church, Leo did immortal service to the
city of Rome, in twice rescuing it from destruction.5® When Attila, king of the Huns, the “ scourge
of God,” after destroying Aquileia, was seriously threatening the capital of the world (A. D. 452),
Leo, with only two companions, crozier in hand, trusting in the help of God, ventured into the
hostile camp, and by hisvenerableform, hisremonstrances, and his gifts, changed the wild heathen’s
purpose. The later legend, which Raphael’s pencil has employed, adorned the fact with a visible
appearance of Peter and Paul, accompanying the bishop, and, with drawn sword, threatening Attila
with destruction unless he should desist.> A similar case occurred several years after (455), when
the Vandal king Genseric, invited out of revenge by the empress Eudoxia, pushed his ravages to
Rome. Leo obtained from him the promise that at least he would spare the city the infliction of
murder and fire; but the barbarians subjected it to a fourteen days' pillage, the enormous spoils of
which they transported to Carthage; and afterward the pope did everything to all eviate the consequent
destitution and suffering, and to restore the churches.>”

Leo died in 461, and was buried in the church of St. Peter. The day and circumstances of
his death are unknown.>*

Theliterary works of Leo consist of ninety-six sermons and one hundred and seventy-three
epistles, including epistles of others to him. They are earnest, forcible, full of thought, churchly,
abounding in bold antitheses and allegorical freaks of exegesis, and sometimes heavy, turgid, and
obscurein style. Hiscollection of sermonsisthefirst we have from aRoman bishops|n hisinaugural
discourse he declared preaching to be his sacred duty. The sermons are short and simple, and were
delivered mostly on high festivals and on the anniversaries of his own elevation.> Other works
ascribed to him, such as that on the calling of all nations,®® which takes a middle ground on the
doctrine of predestination, with the view to reconcile the Semipelagians and Augustinians, are of
doubtful genuineness.

8 64. The Papacy from Leo | to Gregory I. a.d. 461-590.

Thefirst Leo and thefirst Gregory are the two greatest bishops of Romeinthefirst six centuries.
Between them no important personage appears on the chair of Peter; and in the course of that
intervening century the idea and the power of the papacy make no material advance. In truth, they

595 Comp. Pertbel, I.c. p. 90 sqg., and p. 104 sqq.

59 Leo himself says nothing of his mission to Attila. Prosper, in Chron. ad ann. 452, mentionsit briefly, and Canisius, in
the Vita Leonis (in the Acta Sanctorum, for the month of April, tom. ii. p. 18), with later exaggerations.

597 Comp. Leo’s 84th Sermon, which was preached soon after the departure of the VVandals, and Prosper, Chron ad ann.
455

598 The Roman calendar places his name on the 11th of April. But different writers fix his death on June 28, Oct. 30

(Quesnel), Nov. 4 (Pagi), Nov. 10 (Butler). Butler quotes the concession of Bower, the apostate Jesuit, who, in his Lives of the
Popes, says of Leo, that “he was without doubt a man of extraordinary parts, far superior to all who had governed that church
before him, and scarce equalled by any since.”

599 Sermones de natali. Canisius (in Acta Sanct., |.c. p. 17) calls Leo Christianum Demosthenem.

600 De vocatione omnium gentium—awork praised highly even by Erasmus, Luther, Bullinger, and Grotius. Quesnel has
only proved the possibility of Leo’ s being the author. Comp. Perthel, |.c. p. 127 sqg. The Sacramentarium Leonis, or acollection
of liturgical prayersfor all the festival days of the year, contains some of his prayers, but also many which are of alater date.
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went farther in Leo’ smind than they did in Gregory’ s. Leo thought and acted as an absolute monarch;
Gregory asfirst among the patriarchs; but both under the full conviction that they were the successors
of Peter.

After the death of Leo, the archdeacon Hilary, who had represented him at the council of
Ephesus, was elected to his place, and ruled (461-468) upon his principles, asserting the strict
orthodoxy in the East and the authority of the primacy in Gaul.

His successor, Simplicius (468-483), saw the final dissolution of the empire under Romulus
Augustulus (476), but, as he takes not the slightest notice of it in his epistles, he seems to have
ascribed to it but little importance. The papal power had been rather favored than hindered in its
growth by theimbecility of thelatest emperors. Now, to acertain extent, it stepped into theimperial
vacancy, and the successor of Peter became, in the mind of the Western nations, sole heir of the
old Roman imperial succession.

Onthefall of the empire the pope becamethe political subject of the barbarian and heretical
(for they were Arian) kings; but these princes, as most of the heathen emperors had done, allowed
him, either from policy, or from ignorance or indifference, entire freedom in ecclesiastical affairs.
In Italy the Catholics had by far the ascendency in numbers and in culture. And the Arianism of
the new rulers was rather an outward profession than an inward conviction. Odoacer, who first
assumed the kingdom of Italy (476-493), was tolerant toward the orthodox faith, yet attempted to
control the papal election in 483 in the interest of the state, and prohibited, under penalty of the
anathema, the alienation of church property by any bishop. Twenty years later a Roman council
protested against thisintervention of alayman, and pronounced the above prohibition null and void,
but itself passed a similar decree against the alienation of church estates.®

Pope Felix I1., or, according to another reckoning,ll1. (483-492), continued the war of his
predecessor against the Monophysitism of the East, rejected the Henoticon of the emperor Zeno,
asan unwarrantableintrusion of alayman in matters of faith, and ventured even the excommunication
of the bishop Acacius of Constantinople. Acaciusreplied with acounter anathema, with the support
of the other Eastern patriarchs; and the schism between the two churches lasted over thirty years,
to the pontificate of Hormisdas.

Gelasius . (492—496) clearly announced the principle, that the priestly power is above the
kingly and the imperial, and that from the decisions of the chair of Peter there is no appeal. Yet
from this pope we have, on the other hand, aremarkabl e testimony against what he pronouncesthe
“sacrilege” of withholding the cup from the laity, the communio sub una specie.

Anastasius 1. (496—498) indulged in amilder tone toward Constantinople, and incurred the
suspicion of consent to its heresy.?

His sudden death wasfollowed by a contested papal € ection, which led to bloody encounters.
The Ostrogothic king Theodoric (the Dietrich of Bern in the Niebelungenlied), the conqueror and
master of Italy (493-526), and, like Odoacer, an Arian, was called into consultation in this contest,
and gave his voice for Symmachus against Laurentius, because Symmachus had received the
majority of votes, and had been consecrated first. But the party of Laurentius, not satisfied with
this, raised against Symmachusthe reproach of grossiniquities, even of adultery and of squandering

601 Thiswasthefifth (al. fourth) council under, Symmachus, held in Nov. 502, therefore later than the synodus palmaris.
Comp. Hefelg, ii. p. 625 0.
602 . Dante puts him in hell, and Baronius ascribes his sudden death to an evident judgment of God.
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the church estates. The bloody sceneswere renewed, priests were murdered, cloisterswere burned,
and nunswere insulted. Theodoric, being again called upon by the senate for adecision, summoned
acouncil at Rome, to which Symmachus gave his consent; and a synod, convoked by a heretical
king, must decide upon the pope! In the course of the controversy several councils were held in
rapid succession, the chronology of which is disputed.®® The most important was the synodus
pa maris,®* the fourth council under Symmachus, held in October, 501. It acquitted this pope without
investigation, on the presumption that it did not behove the council to pass judgment respecting
the successor of St. Peter. In his vindication of this council—for the opposition was not satisfied
with it—the deacon Ennodius, afterward bishop of Pavia (T 521), gave thefirst clear expression to
the absolutism upon which Leo had aready acted: that the Roman bishop is above every human
tribunal, and is responsible only to God himself.% Nevertheless, even in the middle age, popes
were deposed and set up by emperors and general councils. This is one of the points of dispute
between the absolute papal system and the constitutional episcopal system in the Roman church,
which was |eft unsettled even by the council of Trent.

Under Hormisdas (514-523) the Monophysite party in the Greek church was destroyed by
the energetic zeal of the orthodox emperor Justin, and in 519 the union of that church with Rome
was restored, after a schism of five-and-thirty years.

Theodoric offered no hinderance to the transactions and embassies, and allowed his most
distinguished subject to assert hisecclesiastical supremacy over Constantinople. This semi-barbarous
and heretical princewastolerant in general, and very liberal toward the Catholic church; evenrising
to the principle, which haswaited till the modern age for itsrecognition, that the power of the prince
should be restricted to civil government, and should permit no trespass on the conscience of its
subjects.” No one,” says he, “shall be forced to believe against hiswill.” Yet, toward the close of
his reign, on mere political suspicion, he ordered the execution of the celebrated philosopher
Boethius, with whom the old Roman literature far more worthily closes, than the Roman empire
with Augustulus; and on the same ground he caused the death of the senator Symmachus and the
incarceration of Pope John |. (523-526).

Almost thelast act of hisreign wasthe nomination of theworthy Felix 111. (1V.) to the papal
chair, after a protracted struggle of contending parties. With the appointment he issued the order
that hereafter, as heretofore, the pope should be elected by clergy and people, but should be
confirmed by the temporal prince before assuming his office; and with thisunderstanding the clergy
and the city gave their consent to the nomination.

Yet, in spite of this arrangement, in the election of Boniface 1. (530-532) and John II.
(532-535) the same disgraceful quarrelling and briberies occurred;—a sort of chronic disease in
the history of the papacy.

Soon after the death of Theodoric (526) the Gothic empire fell to pieces through internal
distraction and imperial weakness. Italy was conquered by Belisarius (535), and, with Africa, again
incorporated with the East Roman empire, which renewed under Justinian its ancient splendor, and

603 Comp. Hefele, ii. p. 615 sqq.

604 So named from the building in Rome, in which it washeld: “A porticu beati Petri Apostoli, quae appellatur ad Palmaria,”
as Anastasius says. In the histories of councilsit is erroneously given as Synodus I11. Many historians, Gieseler among them,
placeit in the year 503.

605 Libellus apologeticus pro Synodo I V. Romana, in Mansi, viii. 274. Thisvindication was solemnly adopted by the sixth
Roman council under Symmachus, in 503, and made equivalent to a decree of council.
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enjoyed a transient after-summer. And yet this powerful, orthodox emperor was a dave to the
intriguing, heretical Theodora, whom he had raised from the theatre to the throne; and Belisarius
likewise, his victorious general, was completely under the power of hiswife Antonina.

With the conquest of Italy the popes fell into a perilous and unworthy dependence on the
emperor at Constantinople, who reverenced, indeed, the Roman chair, but not less that of
Constantinople, and in reality sought to use both astools of hisown state-church despotism. Agapetus
(535-536) offered fearlessresistance to the arbitrary course of Justinian, and successfully protested
against the elevation of the Eutychian Anthimus to the patriarchal see of Constantinople. But, by
the intrigues of the Monophysite empress, his successor, Pope Silverius (a son of Hormisdas,
536-538), was deposed on the charge of treasonabl e correspondence with the Goths, and banished
to the island of Pandataria, whither the worst heathen emperors used to send the victims of their
tyranny, and where in 540 he died—whether a natural or aviolent death, we do not know.

Vigilius, apliant creature of Theodora, ascended the papal chair under the military protection
of Bdisarius (538-554). The empress had promised him this office and asum of money, on condition
that he nullify the decrees of the council of Chalcedon, and pronounce Anthimus and his friends
orthodox. The ambitious and doubled-tongued prelate accepted the condition, and accomplished
the deposition, and perhapsthe death, of Silverius. In his pontificate occurred the violent controversy
of the three chapters and the second general council of Constantinople (553). His administration
was an unprincipled vacillation between the dignity and duties of his office and subservienceto an
alien theological and political influence; between repeated condemnation of the three chaptersin
behalf of a Eutychianizing spirit, and repeated retraction of that condemnation. In Constantinople,
where heresided severa yearsat the instance of the emperor, he suffered much personal persecution,
but without the spirit of martyrdom, and without itsglory. For example, at least according to Western
accounts, hewas violently torn from the altar, upon which he was holding with both hands so firmly
that the posts of the canopy fell in above him; he was dragged through the streetswith arope around
his neck, and cast into a common prison; because he would not submit to the will of Justinian and
his council. Yet heyielded at last, through fear of deposition. He obtained permission to return to
Rome, but died in Sicily, of the stone, on hisway thither (554).

Pelagius|. (554-560), by order of Justinian, whose favor he had previously gained as papal
legate at Constantinople, was made successor of Vigilius, but found only two bishops ready to
consecrate him. His close connection with the East, and his approval of the fifth ecumenical council,
whichwasregarded asapartial concession to the Eutychian Christology, and, so far, an impeachment
of the authority of the council of Chalcedon, alienated many Western bishops, even in Italy, and
induced a temporary suspension of their connection with Rome. He issued a letter to the whole
Christian world, in which he declared his entire agreement with the first four general councils, and
then vindicated the fifth as in no way departing from the Chalcedonian dogma. But only by the
military aid of Narses could he secure subjection; and the most refractory bishops, those of Aquileia
and Milan, he sent as prisoners to Constantinople.

In these two Justinian-made popes we see how much the power of the Roman hierarchy
was indebted to its remoteness from the Byzantine despotism, and how much it was injured by
contact with it.

With the descent of the Arian Longobards into Italy, after 668, the popes again became
more independent of the Byzantine court. They continued under tribute indeed to the ex-archsin
Ravenna, as the representatives of the Greek emperors (from 554), and were obliged to have their
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election confirmed and their inauguration superintended by them. But the feeble hold of these
officias in Italy, and the pressure of the Arian barbarians upon them, greatly favored the popes,
who, being the richest proprietors, enjoyed also great political consideration in Italy, and applied
their influence to the maintenance of law and order amidst the reigning confusion.

In other respects the administrations of John I11. (560-573), Benedict I. (574-578), and
Pelagius 1. (578-590), are among the darkest and the most sterile in the annals of the papacy.

But with Gregory 1. (590-604) a new period begins. Next to Leo I. he was the greatest of
the ancient bishops of Rome, and he marks the transition of the patriarchal system into the strict
papacy of the middle ages. For several reasonswe prefer to place him at the head of the succeeding
period. He came, it is true, with more modest claims than Leo, who surpassed him in boldness,
energy, and consistency. He even solemnly protested, as his predecessor Pelagius I1. had done,
againgt thetitle of universal bishop, which the Constantinopolitan patriarch, John Jegjunator, adopted
at acouncil in 587;%% he declared it an antichristian assumption, in terms which quite remind us of
the patriarchal equality, and seem to form a step in recession from the ground of Leo. But when
we take his operations in general into view, and remember the rigid consistency of the papacy,
which never forgets, we are almost justified in thinking, that this protest was directed not so much
against the title itself, as against the bearer of it, and proceeded more from jealousy of arival at
Constantinople, than from sincere humility.%” From the same motive the Roman bishops avoided
the title of patriarch, as placing them on alevel with the Eastern patriarchs, and preferred the title
of pope, from a sense of the specific dignity of the chair of Peter. Gregory is said to have been the
first to usethe humble-proud title: “ Servant of the servantsof God.” His successors, notwithstanding
his protest, called themselves “the universal bishops’ of Christendom. What he had condemned in
his oriental colleagues as antichristian arrogance, the later popes considered but the appropriate
expression of their officia position in the church universal.

8 65. The Synodical System. The Ecumenical Councils.

I. The principal sources are the Acts of the Councils, the best and most complete collections of
which are those of the Jesuit Sirmond (Rom. 1608-1612, 4 vals. fal.); the so-called Collectio
regia(Paris, 1644, 37 vols. fol.; acopy of it inthe Astor Libr., New Y ork); but especially those
of the Jesuit Hardouin (1 1729): Collectio maxima Conciliorum generalium et provincialium
(Par. 1715s0q., 12 vols. fol.), coming down to 1714, and very available through itsfive copious
indexes (tom. i. and ii. embrace the first six centuries; a copy of it, from Van Ess' slibrary, in
the Union Theol. Sem. Library, at New York); and the Italian Joannes Dominicus Mansi

606 Even Justinian repeatedly applied to the patriarch of Constantinople officially thetitle , universalis
patriarcha.
607 Bellarmine disposes of this apparent testimony of one of the greatest and best popes against the system of popery,

which has frequently been urged since Calvin by Protestant controversialists, by assuming that the term episcopus universalis
isused in two very different senses.” Respondeo,” he says (in his great controversial work, De controversiis christianae fidei,
etc., de Romano pontifice, lib. ii. cap. 31), “duobus modis posse intelligi nomen universalis episcopi. Uno modo, ut ille, qui
dicitur universalis, intelligatur esse solus episcopus omnium urbium Christianarum, ita ut caeteri non sint episcopi, sed vicarii
tantum illius, qui dicitur episcopus universalis, et hoc modo nomen hoc est vere profanum, sacrilegum et antichristianum....
Altero modo dici potest episcopus universalis, qui habet curam totius ecclesiae, sed generalem, ita ut non excludat particulares
episcopos. Et hoc modo nomen hoc posse tribui Romano pontifici ex mente Gregorii probatur.”
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(archbishop of Lucca, died 1769): Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collection,
Florence, 1759-"98, in 31 (30) vols. fol. Thisisthe most complete and the best collection down
to the fifteenth century, but unfinished, and therefore without general indexes; tom. i. contains
the Councils from the beginning of Christianity to a.d. 304; tom. ii.-ix. include our period to
a.d. 590 (I quote from an excellent copy of thisrare collection in the Union Theol. Sem. Libr.,
at New York, 30 t. James Darling, in his Cyclop. Bibliographica, p. 740-756, gives the list of
the contents of an earlier edition of the Councils by Nic. Coleti, Venet., 1728, in 23 vols., with
a supplement of Mansi, in 6 vols. 1748-"52, which goes down to 1727, while the new edition
of Mansi only reaches to 1509. Brunet, in the “Manuel Du Libraire,” quotes the edition of
Mansi, Florence, 17591798, with the remark: “ Cette collection, dont le dernier volume s arréte
a |I’année 1509, est peu commune a Paris ou elle revenait a 600 fr.” Strictly speaking its stops
in the middle of the 15th century, except in a few documents which reach further.) Useful
abstracts are the Summa Conciliorum of Barth. Caranza, in many editions; and in the German
language, the Bibliothek der Kirchenversammlungen (4th and 5th centuries), by Fuchs, Leipz.,
1780-1784, 4 vals.

[1. Chr. Wilh. Franz Walch (Luth.): Entwurf einer vollstaendigen Historie der
Kirchenversammlungen, Leipz., 1759. Edw. H. Landon (Anglic.): A manual of Councilsof the
Holy Catholick Church, comprising the substance of the most remarkabl e and important canons,
alphabetically arranged, 12mo. London, 1846. C. J. Hefele (R.C.): Conciliengeshichte, Freiburg,
18551863, 5 vals. (a very valuable work, not yet finished; vol. v. comes down to a.d. 1250).
Comp. my Essay on Oekumenische Concilien, in Dorner’s Annals of Ger. Theol. vol. viii.
326-346.

Above the patriarchs, even above the patriarch of Rome, stood the ecumenical or general
councils,® the highest representatives, of the unity and authority of the old Catholic church. They
referred originally to the Roman empire, but afterward included the adjacent barbarian countries,
so far as those countries were represented in them by bishops. They rise up like lofty peaks or
majestic pyramids from the plan of ancient church history, and mark the ultimate authoritative
settlement of the general questions of doctrine and discipline which agitated Christendom in the
Graeco-Roman empire.

The synodical system in general had its rise in the apostolic council at Jerusalem,®® and
completed its development, under its Catholic form, in the course of the first five centuries. Like
the episcopate, it presented a hierarchical gradation of orders. There was, first, the diocesan or
district council, in which the bishop of adiocese (in the later sense of the word) presided over his
clergy; then the provincia council, consisting of the metropolitan or archbishop and the bishops

608 Thename K (conciliumuniversale, s. generale) occursfirst in the sixth canon of the council of Constantinople
in381. The p (sc. )is, properly, the whole inhabited earth; then, in anarrower sense, the earth inhabited by Greeks, in
distinction from the barbarian countries; finally, with the Romans, the orbis Romanus, the political limits of which coincided
with those of the ancient Graeco-Latin church. But as the bishops of the barbarians outside the empire were admitted, the
ecumenical councils represented the entire Catholic Christian world.

609 Actsxv., and Gal. ii. Comp. my History of the Apostolic Church, 88 67-69 (Engl. ed., p. 245-257). Mangi, |.c. tom. i.
p. 22 (De quadruplici Synodo A postolorum), and other Roman Catholic writers, speak of four Apostolic Synods: Actsi. 13 sqq.,
for the election of an apostle; ch. vi. for the election of deacons; ch. xv. for the settlement of the question of the binding authority
of the law of Moses; and ch. xxi. for asimilar object. But we should distinguish between a private conference and consultation,
and a public synod.
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of hisecclesiastical province; next, the patriarchal council, embracing al the bishops of apatriarchal
district (or a diocese in the old sense of the term); then the national council, inaccurately styled
also general, representing either the entire Greek or the entire Latin church (like the later Lateran
councils and the council of Trent); and finally, at the summit stood the ecumenical council, for the
whole Christian world. There was besides these a peculiar and abnormal kind of synod, styled

i, frequently held by the bishop of Constantinople with the provincial bishopsresident( )
on the spot.51°

In the earlier centuries the councils assembled without fixed regularity, at the instance of
present necessities, like the Montanist and the Easter controversiesin the latter part of the second
century. Firmilian of Cappadocia, in his letter to Cyprian, first mentions, that at his time, in the
middle of the third century, the churches of Asia Minor held regular annual synods, consisting of
bishops and presbyters. From that time we find an increasing number of such assembliesin Egypt,
Syria, Greece, Northern Africa, Italy, Spain, and Gaul. The council of Nicaea, a.d. 325, ordained,
in the fifth canon, that the provincial councils should meet twice a year: during the fast season
before Easter, and in the fall.** In regard to the other synods no direction was given.

The Ecumenical councils were not stated, but extraordinary assemblies, occasioned by the
great theological controversies of the ancient church. They could not arise until after the conversion
of the Roman emperor and the ascendancy of Christianity as the religion of the state. They were
the highest, and the last, manifestation of the power of the Greek church, which in general took the
lead in the first age of Christianity, and was the chief seat of all theological activity. Hence in that
church, aswell asin others, they are still held in the highest veneration, and kept alivein the popular
mind by picturesin the churches. The Greek and Russian Christians have annually commemorated
the seven ecumenical councils, since the year 842, on the first Sunday in Lent, as the festival of
the triumph of orthodoxy®? and they live in the hope that an eighth ecumenical council shall yet
heal the divisions and infirmities of the Christian world. Through their symbols of faith those
councils, especially of Nice and of Chalcedon, till livein the Western church, both Roman Catholic
and Evangelical Protestant.

Strictly speaking, none of these councils properly represented the entire Christian world.
Apart from thefact that thelaity, and even the lower clergy, were excluded from them, the assembled
bishops themselves formed but asmall part of the Catholic episcopate. The province of North Africa
alone numbered many more bishops than were present at either the second, the third, or the fifth
genera council.®®* The councils bore a prevailingly oriental character, were occupied with Greek
controversies, used the Greek language, sat in Constantinople or initsvicinity, and consisted almost
wholly of Greek members. The Latin church was usually represented only by a couple of delegates
of the Roman bishop; though these delegates, it istrue, acted more or lessin the name of the entire

610 It isusually supposed there were only four or five different kinds of council. But Hefele reckons eight (i. p. 3 and 4)
adding to those above named theirregular [, asothesynods of the bishops of two or more provincesfinally the concilia
mixta, consisting of the secular and spiritual dignitaries province, as separate classes.

611 A similar order, with different times, appears still earlier in the 37th of the apostolic canons, whereit is said (in the
ed. of Ueltzen, p. 244): .

612 This Sunday, the celebration of which was ordered by the empress Theodorain 842, is called among the Greeks the

. On that day the ancient councils are dramatically reproduced in the public worship.
613 The schismatical Donatists alone held a council at Carthage in 308, of two hundred and seventy bishops (Comp.

Wiltsch, Kirchl. Geogr. u. Statistik, i. p. 53 and 54); while the second ecumenical council numbered only a hundred and fifty,
the third a hundred and sixty (a hundred and ninety-eight), and the fifth a hundred and sixty-four.
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West. Even the five hundred and twenty, or the six hundred and thirty members of the council of
Chalcedon, excepting the two representatives of Leo I., and two African fugitives accidentally
present, were all from the East. The council of Constantinople in 381 contained not asingle Latin
bishop, and only a hundred and fifty Greek, and was raised to the ecumenical rank by the consent
of the Latin church toward the middle of the following century. On the other hand, the council of
Ephesus, in 449, was designed by emperor and pope to be an ecumenical council; but instead of
thisit has been branded in history as the synod of robbers, for its violent sanction of the Eutychian
heresy. The council of Sardica, in 343, waslikewiseintended to be ageneral council, but immediately
after its assembling assumed a sectional character, through the secession and counter-organization
of the Eastern bishops.

It is, therefore, not the number of bishops present, nor even the regularity of the summons
alone, which determines the ecumenical character of a council, but the result, the importance and
correctness of the decisions, and, above al, the consent of the orthodox Christian world.®*

The number of the councilsthusrai sed by the public opinion of the Greek and Latin churches
to the ecumenical dignity, is seven. The succession begins with the first council of Nicaea, in the
year 325, which settled the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, and condemned the Arian heresy. It
closes with the second council of Nice, in 787, which sanctioned the use of images in the church.
The first four of these councils command high theological regard in the orthodox Evangelical
churches, while the last three are less important and far more rarely mentioned.

The ecumenical councils have not only an ecclesiastical significance, but bear also apolitical
or state-church character. Thevery namereferstothe |, the orbis Romanus, the empire. Such
synodswere rendered possible only by that great transformation, which is marked by the accession
of Constantine. That emperor caused the assembling of the first ecumenical council, though the
idea was probably suggested to him by friends among the bishops; at least Rufinus says, he
summoned the council “ex sacerdotum sententia” At al events the Christian Graeco-Roman
emperor is indispensable to an ecumenical council in the ancient sense of the term; its temporal
head and its |legidlative strength.

According to therigid hierarchical or papistic theory, as carried out in the middle ages, and
still asserted by Roman divines, the pope alone, as universal head of the church, can summon,
conduct, and confirm a universal council. But the history of the first seven, or, as the Roman
reckoning is, eight, ecumenical councils, from 325 to 867, assigns this threefold power to the
Byzantine emperors. Thisisplaced beyond all contradiction, by the still extant edicts of the emperors,
the acts of the councils, the accounts of al the Greek historians, and the contemporary L atin sources.
Upon this Byzantine precedent, and upon the exampl e of the kings of Israel, the Russian Czars and
the Protestant princes of Germany, Scandinavia, and England—beit justly or unjustly—build their
claim to asimilar and still more extended supervision of the church in their dominions.

In thefirst place, the call of the ecumenical councils emanated from the emperors.5'> They
fixed the place and time of the assembly, summoned the metropolitans and more distinguished

614 Schréckh says (vol. viii. p. 201), unjustly, that this general consent belongs among the “empty conceits.” Of course
the unanimity must be limited to orthodox Christendom.
615 Thisis conceded even by the Roman Catholic church historian Hefele (i. p. 7), in opposition to, Bellarmine and other

Romish divines.“ Thefirst eight general councils,” says he, “were appointed and convoked by the emperors; al the subsequent
councils, onthe contrary [i.e. al the Roman Catholic general councils], by the popes; but even in thosefirst councilsthere appears
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bishops of the empire by an edict, provided the means of transit, and paid the cost of travel and the
other expenses out of the public treasury. In the case of the council of Nicaea and the first of
Constantinople the call wasissued without previous advice or consent from the bishop of Rome.®
In the council of Chalcedon, in 451, the papal influence is for the first time decidedly prominent;
but even there it appears in virtual subordination to the higher authority of the council, which did
not suffer itself to be disturbed by the protest of Leo against its twenty-eighth canon in reference
to the rank of the patriarch of Constantinople. Not only ecumenical, but also provincial councils
were not rarely called together by Western princes; as the council of Arlesin 314 by Constantine,
the council of Orleansin 549 by Childebert, and—to anticipate an instance—the synod of Frankfort
in 794 by Charlemagne. Another remarkabl e fact has been already mentioned: that in the beginning
of the sixth century several Orthodox synods at Rome, for the purpose of deciding the contested
election of Symmachus, were called by a secular prince, and he the heretical Theodoric; yet they
were regarded as valid.

In the second place, the emperors, directly or indirectly, took an active part in all but two
of the ecumenical councils summoned by them, and held the presidency. Constantine the Great,
Marcian, and hiswife Pulcheria, Constantine Progonatus, Irene, and Basil the M acedonian, attended
in person; but generally the emperors, like the Roman bishops (who were never present themselves),
were represented by del egates or commissioners, clothed with full authority for the occasion. These
deputies opened the sessions by reading theimperia edict (in Latin and Greek) and other documents.
They presided in conjunction with the patriarchs, conducted the entire course of the transactions,
preserved order and security, closed the council, and signed the acts either at the head or at the foot
of the signatures of the bishops. In this prominent position they sometimes exercised, when they
had atheological interest or opinion of their own, no small influence on the discussions and decisions,
though they had no votum; asthe presiding officers of deliberative and legidlative bodies generally
have no vote, except when the decision of a question depends upon their voice.

To this presidency of the emperor or of his commissioners the acts of the councils and the
Greek historians often refer. Even Pope Stephen V. (a.d. 817) writes, that Constantine the Great
presided in the council of Nice. According to Eusebius, he introduced the principal matters of
business with a solemn discourse, constantly attended the sessions, and took the place of honor in
the assembly. His presence among the bishops at the banquet, which he gave them at the close of
the council, seemed to that panegyrical historian atype of Christ among hissaints!'” This prominence
of Constantine in the most celebrated and the most important of al the councils is the more
remarkable, since at that time he had not yet even been baptized. When Marcian and Pulcheria
appeared with their court at the council of Chalcedon, to confirm its decrees, they were greeted by
the assembled bishops in the bombastic style of the East, as defenders of the faith, as pillars of
orthodoxy, as enemies and persecutors of heretics; the emperor as a second Constantine, a new

a certain participation of the popesin their convocation, more or less prominent in particular instances.” The latter assertion is
too sweeping, and can by no means be verified in the history of the first two of these councils, nor of the fifth.

616 Asregardsthe council of Nicaea: according to Eusebiusand all the ancient authorities, it was called by Constantineal one;
and not till three centuries later, at the council of 680, wasit claimed that Pope Sylvester had any share in the convocation. As
to the council of Constantinople in 381: the Roman theory, that Pope Damasus summoned it in conjunction with Theodosius,
rests on a confusion of this council with another and an unimportant one of 382. Comp. the notes of Valesiusto Theodoret, Hist.
Ecel. v. 9; and Hefele (who here himself corrects his earlier view), vol. i. p. 8, and val. ii. p. 36.

617 Euseb., Vita Const. iii. 15: , ’ [T
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Paul, a new David; the empress as a second Helena; with other high-sounding predicates.5® The
second and fifth general councils were the only ones at which the emperor was not represented,
and in them the presidency was in the hands of the patriarchs of Constantinople.

But together with the imperial commissioners, or in their absence, the different patriarchs
or their representatives, especially the legates of the Roman bishop, the most powerful of the
patriarchs, took part in the presiding office. Thiswas the case at the third and fourth, and the sixth,
seventh, and eighth universal councils.

For the emperor’ s connection with the council had reference rather to the conduct of business
and to the external affairs of the synod, than to its theological and religious discussions. This
distinction appearsin the well-known dictum of Constantine respecting adouble episcopate, which
we have aready noticed. And at the Nicene council the emperor acted accordingly. He paid the
bishops greater reverence than his heathen predecessors had shown the Roman senators. Hewished
to be a servant, not a judge, of the successors of the apostles, who are constituted priests and gods
on earth. After hisopening address, he “resigned theword” to the (clerical) officers of the council 5%
by whom probably Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch, and Hosius of
Cordova—the latter as special friend of the emperor, and as representative of the Western churches
and perhaps of the bishop of Rome—are to be understood. The same distinction between a secular
and spiritual presidency meets us in Theodosius 1., who sent the comes Candidian as his deputy
to the third general council, with full power over the entire business proceedings, but none over
theol ogical mattersthemselves; “for”—wrote he to the council-, “it isnot proper that one who does
not bel ong to the catal ogue of most holy bishops, should meddiein ecclesiastical discussions.” Y et
Cyril of Alexandria presided at this council, and conducted the business, at first alone, afterward
in conjunction with the papal |egates; while Candidian supported the Nestorian opposition, which
held a council of its own under the patriarch John of Antioch.

Finally, from the emperors proceeded the ratification of the councils. Partly by their
signatures, partly by special edicts, they gave the decrees of the council legal validity; they raised
them to laws of the realm; they took pains to have them observed, and punished the disobedient
with deposition and banishment. This was done by Constantine the Great for the decrees of Nice;
by Theodosius the Great for those of Constantinople; by Marcian for those of Chalcedon. The
second ecumenical council expressly prayed the emperor for such sanction, since he was present
neither in person nor by commission. The papal confirmation, on the contrary, was not considered
necessary, until after the fourth general council, in 451.5° And notwithstanding this, Justinian broke
through the decrees of thefifth council, of 553, without the consent, and in fact despite the intimated
refusal of Pope Vigilius. In the middle ages, however, the case was reversed. The influence of the
pope on the councils increased, and that of the emperor declined; or rather, the German emperor
never claimed so preéminent a position in the church asthe Byzantine. Y et the relation of the pope

618 Mansi, vii. 170 sqq. The emperor iscalled there not simply divine, which would be idolatrous enough, but most divine,
11 , divinissimus et piissimus noster imperator ad sanctam synodum dixit, etc. And these adul atory epithets
occur repeatedly in the acts of this council.
619 Eusebius, VitaConst. iii. 13: 1l [which was still the official language], |

. Yet, according to the immediately following words of Eusebius, the emperor continued to take I|ver interest in
the proceedings, hearing, speaking, and exhorting to harmony. Eusebius whole account of this synod is brief and unsatisfactory.
620 Towit, in aletter of the council to Leo (Ep. 89, in the Epistles of Leo, ed. Baller., tom. i. p. 1099), and in aletter of
Marcian to Leo (Ep. 110, tom. i. p. 1182 sq.).
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to agenera council, the question which of the two is above the other, is still apoint of controversy
between the curialist or ultramontane and the episcopal or Gallican schools.

Apart from this predominance of the emperor and his commissioners, the character of the
ecumenical councils was thoroughly hierarchical. In the apostolic council at Jerusalem, the elders
and the brethren took part with the apostles, and the decision went forth in the name of the whole
congregation.®?* But this republican or democratic element, so to call it, had long since given way
before the spirit of aristocracy. The bishops alone, as the successors and heirs of the apostles, the
ecclesiadocens, were members of the councils. Hence, in thefifth canon of Nice, even aprovincial
synod istermed “the general assembly of the bishops of the province.” The presbyters and deacons
took part, indeed, in the deliberations, and Athanasius, though at the time only a deacon, exerted
probably more influence on the council of Nice by his zeal and his gifts, than most of the bishops;
but they had no votum decisivum, except when, like the Roman legates, they represented their
bishops. The laity were entirely excluded.

Y et it must be remembered, that the bishops of that day were elected by the popular voice.
So far as that went, they really represented the Christian people, and were not seldom called to
account by the people for their acts, though they voted in their own name as successors of the
apostles. Eusebius felt bound to justify, his vote at Nice before his diocese in Caesarea, and the
Egyptian bishops at Chalcedon feared an uproar in their congregations.

Furthermore, the councils, in an age of absolute despotism, sanctioned the principle of
common public deliberation, as the best means of arriving at truth and settling controversy. They
revived the spectacle of the Roman senate in ecclesiastical form, and were the forerunners of
representative government and parliamentary legislation.

In matters of disciplinethe majority decided; but in matters of faith unanimity wasrequired,
though, if necessary, it was forced by the excision of the dissentient minority. In the midst of the
assembly an open copy of the Gospels lay upon a desk or table, as, a symbol of the presence of
Christ, whose infallible word isthe rule of all doctrine. Subsequently the ecclesiastical canons and
therelics of thesaintswerelaid in similar state. The bishops—at |east according to later usage—sat
in acircle, in the order of the dates of their ordination or the rank of their sees; behind them, the
priests; before or beside them, the deacons. The meetings were opened and closed with religious
solemnitiesin liturgical style. In the ancient councils the various subjects were discussed in open
synod, and the Acts of the councils contain long discourses and debates. But in the council of Trent
the subjects of action were wrought up in separate committees, and only laid before the whole
synod for ratification. The vote was always taken by heads, till the council of Constance, when it
was taken by nations, to avoid the preponderance of the Italian prelates.

The jurisdiction of the ecumenical councils covered the entire legislation of the church, all
matters of Christian faith and practice (fidei et morum), and all matters of organization arid worship.
Thedoctrinal decreeswere called dogmataor symbola; the disciplinary, canones. At the sametime,
the councils exercised, when occasion required, the highest judicial authority, in excommunicating
bishops and patriarchs.

The authority of these councilsinthe decision of all points of controversy was supreme and
final.

621 Actsxv. 22: ;andv. 23 . ...Comp. my
Hist. of the Apostolic Church, § 69, and § 128.
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Their doctrinal decisions were early invested with infallibility; the promises of the Lord
respecting the indestructibleness of his church, his own perpetual presence with the ministry, and
the guidance of the Spirit of truth, being applied in the full sense to those councils, as representing
the whole church. After the example of the apostolic council, the usual formulafor a decree was.
Visum est Sprirtui Sancto et nobis.’? Constantine the Great, in a circular letter to the churches,
styles the decrees of the Nicene council a divine command;®* a phrase, however, in reference to
which the abuse of theword divine, in thelanguage of the Byzantine despots, must not be forgotten.
Athanasius says, with reference to the doctrine of the divinity of Christ: “What God has spoken by
the council of Nice, abides forever.”s* The council of Chalcedon pronounced the decrees of the
Nicene fathers unalterable statutes, since God himself had spoken through them.s?> The council of
Ephesus, in the sentence of deposition against Nestorius, usesthe formula: “ The Lord Jesus Christ,
whom he has blasphemed, determines through this most holy council.”¢? Pope Leo speaks of an
“irretractabilis consensus’ of the council of Chalcedon upon the doctrine of the person of Christ.
Pope Gregory the Great even placed thefirst four councils, which refuted and destroyed respectively
the heresies and impieties of Arius, Macedonius, Nestorius, and Eutyches, on alevel with the four
canonical Gospels.®?” Inlike manner Justinian putsthe dogmas of thefirst four councils on the same
footing with the Holy Scriptures, and their canons by the side of laws of the realm.®® The remaining
three general councils have neither a theological importance, nor therefore an authority, equal to
that of those first four, which laid the foundations of ecumenical orthodoxy. Otherwise Gregory
would have mentioned also the fifth council, of 553, in the passage to which we have just referred.
And even among the first four there is a difference of rank; the councils of Nice and Chalcedon
standing highest in the character of their results.

Not so with the rules of discipline prescribed in the canones. These were never considered
universally binding, like the symbols of faith; since matters of organization and usage, pertaining
rather to the external form of the church, are more or less subject to the vicissitude of time. The

622 H 1, Actsxv. 28. Theprovincia councils, too, had already used this phrase; e.g. the Concil. Carthaginiense,
of 252 (inthe Opera Cypriani): “Placuit nobis, Sancto Spiritu suggerente, et Domino per visiones multas et manifestas admonente.”
So the council of Arles, in 314: “Placuit ergo, presente Spiritu Sancto et angelis gus.”

623 ,and , in Euseb., VitaConst. iii. 20. Comp. his Ep. ad Eccl. Alexandr., in Socrates, H. E. i. 9 where he
uses similar expressions.

624 Isidore of Pelusium also stylesthe Nicene council divinely inspired, 1l (Ep. 1.iv. Ep. 99). So Basil the Grest,
Ep. 114 (in the Benedictine edition of his Opera omnia, tom. iii. p. 207), where he says that the 318 fathers of Nice have not
spoken without the [ (non sine Spiritus Sancti afflatu).

625 Act. i., in Mangi, vi. p. 672. We quote from the Latin tranglation: “Nullo autem modo patimur a quibusdam concuti

definitam fidem, sivefidel symbolum, asanctis patribus nostris qui apud Nicaeam convenerunt illistemporibus: nec permittimus
aut nobis, aut aliis, mutare aliquod verbum ex his quae ibidem continentur, aut unam syllabam praeterire, memores dicentis: Ne
transferas terminos aeternos, quos posuerunt patres tui (Prov. xxii. 8; Matt. x. 20). Non enim erant ipsi logquentes, sed ipse
Spiritus Del et Patris qui procedit ex ipso.”

626 M . )

627 Lib. i. Ep. 25 (ad Joannem episcopum Constant., et caeteros patriarchas, in Migne's edition of Gr. Opera, tom. iii. p.
478, or in the Bened. ed. iii. 515): “Praeterea, quia corde creditur ad justitiam, ore autem confessio fit ad salutem, sicut sancti
evangelii quatuor libros, sic quatuor concilia suscipere et venerari me fateor. Nicaenum scilicet in quo perversum Arii dogma
destruitur; Constantinopolitanum quoque, in quo Eunomii et Macedonii error convincitur; Ephesinum etiam primum, in quo
Nestorii impietas judicatur; Chalcedonense vero, in quo Eutychetii [Eutychis] Dioscorique pravitas reprobatur, tota devotione
complector, integerrimaapprobatione custodio: quiain hisvelut in quadrato lapide, sanctaefidel structuraconsurgit, et cujuslibet
vitae atque actionis existat, quisquis eorum soliditatem non tenet, etiam si 1apis esse cernitur, tamen extra aedificium jacet.
Quintum quoque concilium pariter veneror, in quo et epistola, quae Ibae dicitur, erroris plena, reprobatur,” etc.

628 Justin. Novell. cxxxi.” Quatuor synodorum dogmata s cut sanctas scripturas accipimus, et regulas sicut leges observamus.”

201


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Acts.15.xml#Acts.15.28
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph..xml#Eph..
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph..xml#Eph..
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph..xml#Eph..
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Acts..xml#Acts..
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Prov.22.xml#Prov.22.8
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.10.xml#Matt.10.20
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph..xml#Eph..

History of the Christian Church, Volume IlI: Nicene and Philip Schaff
Post-Nicene Christianity. A.D. 311-600.

fifteenth canon of the council of Nice, which prohibited and declared invalid the transfer of the
clergy from one place to another,®® Gregory Nazianzen, fifty-seven years later (382), reckons
among statutes|ong dead.®* Gregory himself repeatedly changed hislocation, and Chrysostom was
called from Antioch to Constantinople. Leo |. spoke with strong disrespect of the third canon of
the second ecumenical council, for assigning to the bishop of Constantinople the first rank after
the bishop of Rome; and for the same reason be protested against the twenty-eighth canon of the
fourth ecumenical council.®' Indeed the Roman church has made no point of adopting all the
disciplinary laws enacted by those synods.

Augustine, the ablest and the most devout of the fathers, conceived, in the best vein of his
age, a philosophical view of this authority of the councils, which strikes a wise and wholesome
mean between the extremes of veneration and disparagement, and approaches the free spirit of
evangelical Protestantism. He justly subordinates these councils to the Holy Scriptures, which are
the highest and the perfect rule of faith, and supposes that the decrees of a council may be, not
indeed set aside and repealed, yet enlarged and completed by, the deeper research of alater day.
They embody, for the general need, the results already duly prepared by preceding theological
controversies, and give the consciousness of the church, on the subject in question, the clearest and
most precise expression possible at the time. But this consciousnessitself is subject to development.
While the Holy Scriptures present the truth unequivocally and infallibly, and allow no room for
doubt, the judgment of bishops may be corrected and enriched with new truths from the word of
God, by the wiser judgment of other bishops; the judgment of the provincial council by that of a
general; and the views of one general council by those of a later.®? In this Augustine presumed,
that all the transactions of a council were conducted in the spirit of Christian humility, harmony,
and love; but had he attended the council of Ephesus, in 431, to which he was summoned about
the time of his death, he would, to his grief, have found the very opposite spirit reigning there.
Augustine, therefore, manifestly acknowledges a gradual advancement of the church doctrine,
which reaches its corresponding expression from time to time through the general councils; but a
progress within the truth, without positive error. For in acertain sense, as against heretics, he made

629 Conc. Nic. can. 15: g V! v v . This prohibition arose from the theory of the
relation between a clergyman and his congregation, as a mystical marriage, and was designed to restrain clerical ambition. It
appearsin the Can. Apost. 13, 14, but was often violated. At the Nicene council itself there were several bishops, like Eusebius
of Nicomedia, and Eustathius of Antioch, who had exchanged their first bishopric for another and a better.

630 1l , Carm. devitasua, v. 1810.

631 Epist. 106 (al. 80) ad Anatolium, and Epist. 105 ad Pulcheriam. Comp. above, § 57. Even Gregory 1., so late as 600,
writesin reference to the canones of the Constantinopolitan council of 381: “Romana autem ecclesia eosdem canones vel gesta
Synadi illius hactenus non habet, nec accepit; in hoc autem eam accepit, quod est per eam contra Macedonium definitum.” Lib.
vii. Ep. 34, ad Eulogium episcopum Alexandr. (tom. iii. p. 882, ed. Bened., and in Migne’s ed., iii. 893.)

632 De Baptismo contra Donatistas, |. ii. 3 (in the Benedictine edition of August. Opera, tom. ix. p. 98): “Quis autem
nesciat, sanctam Scripturam canonicam, tam Veteris quam Novi Testamenti, certis suis terminis contineri, eamgue omnibus
posterioribus Episcoporum literisita pragponi, ut deillaomnino dubitari et disceptari non possit, utrum verum vel utrum rectum
sit, quidquid in ea scriptum esse congtiterit; Episcoporum autem literas quae post confirmatum canonem vel scripta sunt vel
scribuntur, et per sermonem forte sapientiorem cujuslibet in eare peritioris, et per aliorum Episcoporum graviorem auctoritatem
doctioremque prudentiam, et per concilialicerereprehendi, si quid in eisforte a veritate deviatum est; et ipsa concilia, quae per
singulas regiones vel provincias fiunt, plenariorum conciliorum auctoritate, quae fiunt ex universo orbe Christiano, sine ullis
ambagibus cedere; ipsaque plenaria saepe priora posterioribus emendari, quum aliquo experimento rerum aperitur quod clausum
erat et cognoscitur quod latebat; sine ullo typho sacrilegae superbiage, sine ullainflata cervice arrogantiae, sine ulla contentione
lividae invidiae, cum sancta humilitate, cum pace catholica, cum caritate christiana.” Comp. the passage Contra Maximinum
Arianum, ii. cap. 14, 8 3 (in the Bened. ed., tom. viii. p. 704), where he will have even the decision of the Nicene council
concerning the homousion measured by the higher standard of the Scriptures.
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the authority of Holy Scripture dependent on the authority of the catholic church, in his famous
dictum against the Manichaean heretics. “I would not believe the gospel, did not the authority of
the catholic church compel me.”®® In like manner Vincentius Lerinensis teaches, that the church
doctrine passes indeed through various stages of growth in knowledge, and becomes more and
more clearly defined in opposition to ever-rising errors, but can never become atered or
dismembered.®*

The Protestant church makes the authority of the general councils, and of all ecclesiastical
tradition, depend on the degree of its conformity to the Holy Scriptures; while the Greek and Roman
churches make Scripture and tradition coordinate. The Protestant church justly holds the first four
general councilsin high, though not servile, veneration, and hasreceived their statements of doctrine
into her confessions of faith, because she perceives in them, though compassed with human
imperfection, the clearest and most suitable expression of the teaching of the Scriptures respecting
the Trinity and the divine-human person of Christ. Beyond these statements the judgment of the
church (which must be carefully distinguished from theological speculation) has not to this day
materially advanced;—the highest tribute to the wisdom and importance of those councils. But this
isnot saying that the Nicene and the later Athanasian creeds are the non plus ultraof al the church’s
knowledge of the articlestherein defined. Rather isit the duty of theology and of the church, while
prizing and holding fast those earlier attainments, to study the same problems ever anew, to penetrate
further and further these sacred fundamental mysteries of Christianity, and to bring to light new
treasures from the inexhaustible mines of the Word of God, under the guidance of the same Holy
Spirit, who lives and works in the church at this day as mightily as he did in the fifth century and
the fourth. Christology, for example, by the development of the doctrine of the two states of Christ
in the Lutheran church, and of the three offices of Christ in the Reformed, has been substantially
enriched; the old Catholic doctrine, which was fixed with unerring tact at the council of Chalcedon,
being directly concerned only with the two natures of Christ, as against the dualism of Nestorius
and the monophysitism of Eutyches.

With this provision for further and deeper soundings of Scripture truth, Protestantism feels
itself onewith the ancient Greek and L atin church in the bond of ecumenical orthodoxy. But toward
the disciplinary canons of the ecumenical councils its position is still more free and independent
than that of the Roman church. Those canons are based upon an essentially unprotestant, that is,
hierarchical and sacrificial conception of church order and worship, which the Lutheran and Anglican
reformation in part, and the Zwinglian and Calvinistic almost entirely renounced. Y et thisis not to
say that much may not still be learned, in the sphere of discipline, from those councils, and that
perhaps many an ancient custom or institution is not worthy to be revived in the spirit of evangelical

freedom.

633 Contra Epistolam Manichae, lib. i. c. 5 (in the Bened. ed., tom. viii. p. 154): “Ego vero evangelio non crederem, nisi
me ecclesiae catholicae commoveret auctoritas.”

634 Commonitorium, c. 23 (in Migne's Curs. Patrol. tom. 50, p. 667): “ Sed forsitan dicit aliquis: Nullusne ergo in ecclesia

Christi profectus habebitur religionis? Habeatur plane et maximus..... Sed itatamen ut vere profectus sitillefidei, non permutatio.
Si quidem ad profectum pertinet ut in semetipsum unaguaegue res amplificetur; ad permutationem vero, ut aliquid ex aioin
aliud transvertatur. Crescat igitur oportet et multum vehementerque proficiat tam singulorum quam omnium, tam unius hominis,
guam totius ecclesiae, aetatum ac seculorum gradibus, intelligentia, scientia, sapientia, sed in suo dutaxat genere, in eodem
scilicet dogmate, eodem sensu, eademque sententia.”
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Themoral character of those councilswas substantially parallel with that of earlier and later
ecclesiastical assemblies, and cannot therefore be made a criterion of their historical importance
and their dogmatic authority. They faithfully reflect both the light and the shade of the ancient
church. They bear the heavenly treasure in earthen vessels. If even among the inspired apostles at
the council of Jerusalem there was much debate, > and soon after, among Peter, Paul, and Barnabas,
aviolent, though only temporary collision, we must of course expect much worse of the bishops
of the Nicene and the succeeding age, and of achurch already interwoven with amorally degenerate
state. Together with abundant talents, attainments, and virtues, there were gathered aso at the
councils ignorance, intrigues, and partisan passions, which had already been excited on all sides
by long controversies preceding and now met and arrayed themselves, as hostile armies, for open
combat. For those great councils, all occasioned by controversies on the most important and the
most difficult problems of theology, are, in fact, to the history of doctrine, what decisive battles
aretothe history of war. Just because religion isthe deepest and holiest interest of man, arereligious
passions wont to be the most violent and bitter; especially in atime when all classes, from imperial
court to market stall, take the liveliest interest in theological speculation, and are drawn into the
common vortex of excitement. Hence the notorious rabies theologorum was more active in the
fourth and fifth centuries than it has been in any other period of history, excepting, perhaps, in the
great revolution of the sixteenth century, and the confessional polemics of the seventeenth.

We have on this point the testimony of contemporaries and of the acts of the councils
themselves. St. Gregory Nazianzen, who, in the judgment of Socrates, was the most devout and
eloquent man of his age,®* and who himself, as bishop of Constantinople, presided for atime over
the second ecumenical council, had so bitter an observation and experience as even to lose, though
without sufficient reason, all confidence in councils, and to call them in his poems “assemblies of
cranes and geese.” “To tell the truth” thusin 382 (ayear after the second ecumenical council, and
doubtless including that assembly in his allusion) he answered Procopius, who in the name of the
emperor summoned himinvainto asynod—-totell thetruth, | aminclined to shun every collection
of bishops, because | have never yet seen that a synod came to a good end, or abated evilsinstead
of increasing them. For in those assemblies (and | do not think | express myself too strongly here)
indescribable contentiousness and ambition prevail, and it is easier for one to incur the reproach
of wishing to set himself up as judge of the wickedness of others, than to attain any success in
putting the wickedness away. Therefore | have withdrawn myself, and have found rest to my soul
only in solitude.” %% It is true, the contemplative Gregory had an aversion to all public life, and in
such views yielded unduly to his personal inclinations. And in any case he is inconsistent; for he
el sewhere speaks with great respect of the council of Nice, and was, next to Athanasius, the leading
advocate of the Nicene creed. Y et there remains enough in his many unfavorable pictures of the
bishops and synods of histime, to dispel al illusions of their immaculate purity. Beausobre correctly

635 Actsxv. 6: p ; which Luther indeed renders quite too strongly: ” After they had wrangled long.” The
English versions from Tyndale to King James trandlate: ” much disputing.”

636 Hist. Eccl. lib. v. cap. 7.

637 Ep. ad Procop. 55, old order (al. 130). Similar representations occur in Ep. 76, 84; Carm. de vita sua, v. 1680-1688;

Carm. x. v. 92; Carm. Adv. Episc. v. 154. Comp. Ulimann, Gregor. von Naz., p. 246 sqq., and p. 270. It isremarkable that Gibbon
makes no use of these passages to support his summary judgment of the general councils at the end of his twentieth chapter,
where he says: “ The progress of time and superstition erased the memory of the weakness, the passion, the ignorance, which
disgraced these ecclesiastical synods; and the Catholic world has unanimously submitted to the infallible decrees of the genera
councils.”
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observes, that either Gregory the Great must be a slanderer, or the bishops of his day were very
remiss. In thefifth century it was no better, but rather worse. At thethird general council, at Ephesus,
431, all accounts agree that shameful intrigue, uncharitable lust of condemnation, and coarse
violence of conduct were amost as prevalent as in the notorious robber-council of Ephesusin 449;
though with the important difference, that the former synod was contending for truth, the | atter for
error. Even at Chalcedon, the introduction of the renowned expositor and historian Theodoret
provoked ascene, which almost involuntarily reminds us of the modern brawls of Greek and Roman
monks at the holy sepulchre under the restraining supervision of the Turkish police. His Egyptian
opponents shouted with al their might: “The faith is gone! Away with him, this teacher of
Nestorius!” His friends replied with equal violence: “They forced us [at the robber-council] by
blows to subscribe; away with the Manichaeans, the enemies of Flavian, the enemies of the faith!
Away with the murderer Dioscurus? Who does not know his wicked deeds? The Egyptian bishops
cried again: Away with the Jew, the adversary of God, and call him not bishop!” To which the
oriental bishops answered: “Away with the rioters, away with the murderers! The orthodox man
belongs to the council!” At last theimperial commissionersinterfered, and put an end to what they
justly called an unworthy and usel ess uproar.®

In all these outbreaks of human passion, however, we must not forget that the Lord was
sitting in the ship of the church, directing her safely through the billows and storms. The Spirit of
truth, who was not to depart from her, alwaystriumphed over error at last, and even glorified himself
through the weaknesses of his instruments. Upon this unmistakabl e guidance from above, only set
out by the contrast of human imperfections, our reverence for the councils must be based. Soli Deo
glorig; or, in the language of Chrysostom: !

8 66. List of the Ecumenical Councils of the Ancient Church,

We only add, by way of agenera view, alist of al the ecumenical councils of the Graeco-Roman
church, with a brief account of their character and work.

1. The Concilium Nicaenum I., a.d. 325; held at Nicaea in Bithynia, alively commercial
town near the imperial residence of Nicomedia, and easily accessible by land and sea. It consisted
of three hundred and eighteen bishops,®° besides alarge number of priests, deacons, and acolytes,
mostly from the East, and was called by Constantine the Great, for the settlement of the Arian
controversy. Having become, by decisive victories in 323, master of the whole Roman empire, he
desired to complete the restoration of unity and peace with the help of the dignitaries of the church.
Theresult of this council was the establishment (by anticipation) of the doctrine of the true divinity
of Chrigt, the identity of essence between the Son and the Father. The fundamental importance of
this dogma, the number, learning, piety and wisdom of the bishops, many of whom still bore the
marks of the Diocletian persecution, the personal presence of thefirst Christian emperor, of Eusebius,
“the father of church history,” and of Athanasius, “the father of orthodoxy” (though at that time

638 U . SeeHarduin, tom. ii. p. 71 sgg., and Mansi, tom. vi. p. 590 sg. Comp. also Hefelg, ii. p. 406 sq.

639 Thisisthe usua estimate, resting on the authority of Athanasius, Basil (Ep. 114; Opera, t. iii. p 207, ed. Bened.),
Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret; whence the council is sometimes called the Assembly of the Three Hundred and Eighteen.
Other data reduce the number to three hundred, or to two hundred and seventy, or two hundred and fifty, or two hundred and
eighteen; while later tradition swellsit to two thousand or more.
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only archdeacon), aswell asthe remarkable character of thisepoch, combined in giving to thisfirst
general synod apeculiar weight and authority. It is styled emphatically “the great and holy council,”
holds the highest place among all the councils, especially with the Greeks,**° and still livesin the
Nicene Creed, which issecond in authority only to the ever venerable Apostles’ Creed. Thissymbol
was, however, not finally settled and completed in its present form (excepting the till later Latin
insertion of filioque), until the second general council. Besidesthisthe fathers assembled at Nicaea
issued a number of canons, usually reckoned twenty on various questions of discipline; the most
important being those on the rights of metropolitans, thetime of Easter, and the validity of heretical
baptism.

2. The Concilium Constantinopolitanum I., a.d. 381 summoned by Theodosius the Great,
and held at the imperia city, which had not even name in history till five years after the former
council. This council, however, was exclusively oriental, and comprised only a hundred and fifty
bishops, as the emperor had summoned none but the adherents of the Nicene party, which had
become very much reduced under the previous reign. The emperor did not attend it. Meletius of
Antioch was president till his death; then Gregory Nazianzen; and, after hisresignation, the newly
elected patriarch Nectarius of Constantinople. The council enlarged the Nicene confession by an
article on the divinity and personality of the Holy Ghost, in opposition to the Macedonians or
Pneumatomachists (hence the title Symbolum Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum), and issued seven
more canons, of which the Latin versions, however, give only thefirst four, leaving the genuineness
of the other three, as many think, in doubt.

3. The Concilium Ephesinum, a.d. 431; called by Theodosius Il., in connection with the
Western co-emperor Valentinian I11., and held under the direction of the ambitious and violent
Cyril of Alexandria. This council consisted of, at first, a hundred and sixty bishops, afterward a
hundred and ninety-eight,** including, for the first time, papal delegates from Rome, who were
instructed not to mix in the debates, but to sit as judges over the opinions of therest. It condemned
the error of Nestorius on therelation of the two naturesin Christ, without, stating clearly the correct
doctrine. It produced, therefore, but a negative result, and is the least important of the first four
councils, as it stands lowest also in mora character. It is entirely rejected by the Nestorian or
Chaldaic Christians. Its six canons relate exclusively to Nestorian and Pelagian affairs, and are
wholly omitted by Dionysius Exiguusin his collection.

4. The Concilium Chalcedonense, a.d. 451; summoned by the emperor Marcian, at the
instance of the Roman bishop Leo; held at Chalcedon in Bithynia, opposite Constantinople; and
composed of five hundred and twenty (some say six hundred and thirty) bishops.®? Among these
were three delegates of the bishop of Rome, two bishops of Africa, and the rest all Greeks and
Orientals. Thefourth general council fixed the orthodox doctrine of the person of Christ in opposition
to Eutychianism and Nestorianism, and enacted thirty canons (according to some manuscripts only
twenty-seven or twenty-eight), of which the twenty-eighth was resisted by the Roman |egates and

640 For some time the Egyptian and Syrian churches commemorated the council of Nicaea by an annual festival.

641 The opposition council, which John of Antioch, on his subsequent arrival, held in the same city in the cause of Nestorius
and under the protection of the imperial commissioner Candidian, numbered forty-three members, and excommunicated Cyril,
as Cyril had excommunicated Nestorius.

642 The synod itself, in aletter to Leo, states the number as only five hundred and twenty; Leo, on the contrary (Ep. 102),
speaks of about six hundred members; and the usual opinion (Tillemont, Memoires, t. xv. p. 641) raises the whole number of
members, including deputies, to six hundred and thirty.
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Leo I. Thiswas the most numerous, and next to the Nicene, the most important of all the general
councils, but is repudiated by all the Monophysite sects of the Eastern church.

5. The Concilium Constantinopolitanum Il. was assembled a full century later, by the
emperor Tustinian, a.d. 553, without consent of the pope, for the adjustment of the tedious
Monophysite controversy. It was presided over by the patriarch Eutychius of Constantinople,
consisted of only one hundred and sixty-four bishops, and issued fourteen anathemas against the
three chapters,® so called, or the christological views of three departed bishops and divines,
Theodore of Mopsueste, Theodoret of Cyros, and Ibas of Edessa, who were charged with leaning
toward the Nestorian heresy. The fifth council was not recognized, however, by many Western
bishops, even after the vacillating Pope Vigilius gavein hisassent to it, and it induced atemporary
schism between Upper Italy and the Roman see. As to importance, it stands far below the four
previous councils. Its Acts, in Greek, with the exception of the fourteen anathemas, are lost.

Besidesthese, there aretwo later councils, which have attained among the Greeks and L atins
an undisputed ecumenica authority: the Third Council of Constantinople, under Constantine
Progonatus, a.d. 680, which condemned Monothelitism (and Pope Honorius, T 638),* and
consummated the old Catholic christology; and the Second Council of Nicaea, under the empress
Irene, a.d. 787, which sanctioned the image-worship of the Catholic church, but has no dogmatical
importance.

Thus Nicaea—now the miserable Turkish hamlet |s-nik®5—has the honor of both opening
and closing the succession of acknowledged ecumenical councils.

From this time forth the Greeks and Latins part, and ecumenical councils are no longer to
be named. The Greeks considered the second Trullan®® (or the fourth Constantinopolitan) council
of 692, which enacted no symbol of faith, but canons only, not an independent eighth council, but
an appendix to the fifth and sixth ecumenical councils (hence, called the Quinisexta sc. synodus);
against which view the Latin church has always protested. The Latin church, on the other hand,
elevates the fourth council of Constantinople, a.d. 869, which deposed the patriarch Photius, the
champion of the Greek church in her contest with the Latin, to the dignity of an eighth ecumenical
council; but this council was annulled for the Greek church by the subsequent restoration of Photius.
The Roman church also, in pursuance of her claims to exclusive catholicity, adds to the seven or
eight Greek councilstwelve or more Latin general councils, down to the Vatican (1870); but to all
these the Greek and Protestant churches can concede only a sectional character. Three hundred and
thirty-six years el apsed between the last undisputed Graeco-L atin ecumenical council of the ancient
church (ad. 787), and the first Latin ecumenical council of the mediaeval church (1123). The
authority of the papal see had to be established in the intervening centuries.5®

643 Triacapitula,

644 The condemnation of a departed pope as a heretic by an ecumenical council is so inconsistent with the claims of papal
infallibility, that Romish historians have tried their utmost to dispute the fact, or to weaken its force by sophistical pleading.
645 . Nice and Nicene are properly misnomers, but sanctioned by the use of Gibbon and other great English writers.

646 Trullum was a saloon with a cupolain the imperial palace of Constantinople.
647 The Latins call it the fourth because they reject the fourth Constantinopolitan (the second Trullan) council of 692,

because of its canons, and the fifth of 754 because it condemned the worship of images, which was subsequently sanctioned by
the second council of Nicaeain 787.

648 On the number of the ecumenical councilstill that of Trent the Roman divinesthemselves are not agreed. The Gallicans
reckon twenty-one, Bellarmine eighteen, Hefele only sixteen. The undisputed ones, besides the eight already mentioned
Graeco-Latin councils, arethese eight Latin: thefirst Lateran (Roman) council, a.d.1123; the second L ateran, a.d.1139; the third
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8§ 67. Books of Ecclesiastical Law.

|. Bibiliothecajuris canonici veteris, ed. Voellus (theol ogian of the Sorbonne) and Justellus (Justeau,
counsellor and secretary to the French king), Par. 1661, 2 vols. fol. (Val. i. contains the canons
of the universal church, Greek and L atin, the ecclesiastical canons of Dionysius Exiguus, or of
the old Roman church, the canons of the African church, etc. See alist of contentsin Darling’s
Cyclop. Bibliographica, p. 1702 sq.)

I1. See the literature in vol. ii. 8 56 (p. 183). The brothers Ballerini: De antiquis tum editis tum
ineditis collectionibus et collectoribus canonum ad Gratianum usguein ed. Opp. Leon M. Ven.,
1753 sqg. The treatises of Quesnel, Marca, Constant, Drey, Theiner, etc., on the history of the
collections of canons. Comp. Ferd. Walther: Lehrbuch des Kirchenrechts, p. 109 sqg., 8th ed.,
1839.

Theuniversal councils, through their disciplinary enactments or canons, were the main fountain
of ecclesiastical law. To their canons were added the decrees of the most important provincial
councils of the fourth century, at Ancyra (314), Neo-Caesarea (314), Antioch (341), Sardica (343),
Gangra (365), and Laodicea (between 343 and 381); and in a third series, the orders of eminent
bishops, popes, and emperors. From these sources arose, after the beginning of the fifth century,
or at al events before the council of Chalcedon, various collections of the church lawsin the East,
in North Africa, in Italy, Gaul, and Spain; which, however, had only provincial authority, and in
many respectsdid not agree among themselves. A codex canonum ecclesiae universae did not exist.
The earlier collections because eclipsed by two, which, the one in the West, the other in the East,
attained the highest consideration.

The most important Latin collection comes from the Roman, though by descent Scythian,
abbot Dionysius Exiguus,®® who also, notwithstanding the chronological error at the base of his
reckoning, immortalized himself by the introduction of the Christian calendar, the“ Dionysian Era.”
It was a great thought of this “little” monk to view Christ as the turning point of ages, and to
introduce thisview into chronology. About the year 500 Dionysiustrandated for the bishop Stephen
of Salona a collection of canons from Greek into Latin, which is still extant, with its prefatory
addressto Stephen.® It contains, first, the, fifty so-called Apostolic Canons, which pretend to have
been collected by Clement of Rome, but in truth were a gradual production of the third and fourth
centuries;®* then the canons of the most important councils of the fourth and fifth centuries, including
those of Sardica and Africa; and lastly, the papal decretal |etters from Siricius (385) to Anastasius

Lateran, a.d.1179; the fourth Lateran, a.d.1215); the first of Lyons, a.d.1245; the second of Lyons, a.d.1274; that of Florence,
a.d.1439; (thefifth Lateran, 1512-1517, is disputed;) and that of Trent, a.d.1545-1563. The ecumenical character of the three
reformatory councils of Pisa, Constance, and Basle, in the beginning of the fifteenth century, and of the fifth Lateran council,
ad.1512-1517, isquestioned among the Roman divines, and is differently viewed upon ultramontane and upon Gallican principles.
Hefele considers them partially ecumenical; that is, so far asthey were ratified by the pope. [But in the Revised edition of his
Conciliengeschichte, 1873 sqg., he reckons twenty ecumenical councils, including the Vatican, 1870. See Appendix, p. 1032.]

649 It is uncertain whether he obtained the surname Exiguus from his small stature or his monastic humility.

650 It may be found in the above-cited Bibliotheca, val. i., and in al good collections of councils. He saysin the preface
that, confusione priscae trandlationis (the Prisca or Itala) offensus, he has undertaken a new translation of the Greek canons.

651 “Canones, qui dicuntur apostolorum, ... quibus plurimi consensum non praebuere facilem;” implying that Dionysius

himself, with many others, doubted their apostolic origin. In alater collection of canons by Dionysius, of which only the preface
remains, he entirely omitted the apostolic canons, with the remark: “Quos non admisit universitas, ego quoque in hoc opere
praetermisi.” On the pseudo-apostolic Canons and Constitutions, comp. vol. i. 8 113 (p. 440-442), and the well-known critical
work of the Roman Catholic theologian Drey.
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[1. (498). The Codex Dionysii was gradually enlarged by additions, genuine and spurious, and
through the favor of the popes, attained the authority of law almost throughout the West. Y et there
were other collections also in use, particularly in Spain and North Africa.

Some fifty years after Dionysius, John Scholasticus, previously an advocate, then presbyter
at Antioch, and after 564 patriarch of Constantinople, published a collection of canonsin Greek,®2
which surpassed the former in compl eteness and convenience of arrangement, and for this reason,
aswell as the eminence of the author, soon rose to universal authority in the Greek church. Init he
gives eighty-five Apostolic Canons, and the ordinances of the councils of Ancyra(314) and Nicaea
(325), down to that of Chalcedon (451), infifty titles, according to the order of subjects. The second
Trullan council (Quinisextum, of 692), which passes with the Greeks for ecumenical, adopted the
eighty-five Apostolic Canons, while it rejected the Apostolic Constitutions, because, though, like
the canons, of apostolic origin, they had been early adulterated. Thus arose the difference between
the Greek and Latin churches in reference to the number of the so-called Apostolic canons; the
Latin church retaining only the fifty of the Dionysian collection.

The same John, while patriarch of Constantinople, compiled from the Novelles of Justinian
acollection of the ecclesiastical state-lawsor | , asthey were called in distinction from the synodal
church-laws or . Practical wants then led to a union of the two, under the title of Nomocanon.

These books of ecclesiastical law served to complete and confirm the hierarchical
organization, to regulate the life of the clergy, and to promote order and discipline; but they tended
also to fix upon the church an outward legalism, and to embarrass the spirit of progress.

CHAPTER VI.

CHURCH DISCIPLINE AND SCHISMS.
8§ 68. Decline of Discipline.
The principa sourcesarethe books of ecclesiastical law and the acts of councils. Comp. the literature
at 8§67,and at vol.i. §114.

The union of the church with the state shed, in general, an injuriousinfluence upon the discipline
of the church; and that, in two opposite directions.

Ontheone hand it increased the stringency of discipline and led to apenal codefor spiritual
offences. The state gave her help to the church, lent the power of law to acts of suspension and
excommunication, and accompanied those acts with civil penalties. Hence the innumerable
depositions and banishments of bishops during the theological controversies of the Nicene and the
following age, especialy under theinfluence of the Byzantine despotism and the religiousintolerance
and bigotry of the times. Even the penalty of death was decreed, at least against the Priscillianists,
though under the protest of nobler divines, who clave to the spiritual character of the church and
of her weapons.®*® Heresy was regarded as the most grievous and unpardonable crime against
society, and was treated accordingly by the ruling party, without respect of creed.

652 v , Concordia canonum, in the Bibliotheca of Justellus, tom. ii.
653 Comp. § 27, above.
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But on the other hand discipline became weakened. With the increasing stringency against
heretics, firmness against practical errors diminished. Hatred of heresy and laxity of morals, zeal
for purity of doctrine and indifferenceto purity of life, which ought to exclude each other, do really
often stand in union. Think of the history of Pharisaism at thetime of Christ, of orthodox Lutheranism
inits opposition to Spener and the Pietistic movement, and of prelatical Anglicanisminits conflict
with Methodism and the evangelical party. Even in the Johannean age this was the case in the
church of Ephesus, which prefigured in this respect both the light and shade of the later Eastern
church.®* The earnest, but stiff, mechanical penitential discipline, with its four grades of penance,
which had devel oped itself during the Dioclesian persecution,® continued in force, it istrue, asto
the letter, and was repeatedly reaffirmed by the councils of the fourth century. But the great change
of circumstances rendered the practical execution of it more and more difficult, by the very
multiplication and high position, of those on whom it ought to be enforced. In that mighty revolution
under Constantine the church lost her virginity, and allied herself with the mass of heathendom,
which had not yet experienced an inward change. Not seldom did the emperors themselves, and
other persons of authority, who ought to have led the way with agood example, render themselves,
with all their zeal for theoretical orthodoxy, most worthy of suspension and excommunication by
their scandal ous conduct, while they were surrounded by weak or worldly bishops, who cared more
for the favor of their earthly masters, than for the honor of their heavenly Lord and the dignity of
the church. Even Eusebius, otherwise one of the better bishops of histime, had no word of rebuke
for the gross crimes of Constantine, but only the most extravagant eulogies for his merits.

In the Greek church the discipline gradually decayed, to the great disadvantage of public
morality, and every one was alowed to partake of the communion according to his conscience.
The bishops a onereserved theright of debarring the viciousfrom the table of the Lord. The patriarch
Nectarius of Constantinople, about 390, abolished the office of penitential priest (presbyter
poenitentiarius), who was set over the execution of the penitential discipline. The occasion of this
act was furnished by a scandalous occurrence: the violation of a lady of rank in the church by a
worthless deacon, when she came to submit herself to public penance. The example of Nectarius
was soon followed by the other oriental bishops.t%

Socrates and Sozomen, who inclined to the severity of the Novatians, date the decline of
discipline and of the former purity of morals from this act. But the real cause lay further back, in
the connection of the church with thetemporal power. Had the state been pervaded with the religious
earnestness and zeal of Christianity, like the Genevan republic, for example, under the reformation
of Calvin, the discipline of the church would have rather gained than lost by the alliance. But the
vast Roman state could not so easily and quickly lay aside its heathen traditions and customs; it
perpetuated them under Christian names. The great mass of the people received, at best, only John’s
baptism of repentance, not Christ’ s baptism of the Holy Ghost and of fire.

Y et even under these new conditionsthe original moral earnestness of the church continued,
from timeto time, to make itself known. Bishops were not wanting to confront even the emperors,
as Nathan stood before David after hisfall, in fearless rebuke. Chrysostom rigidly insisted, that the

654 Rev. ii. 1-7. Comp. my Hist. of the Apostolic Church, p. 429.
655 Comp. vol. i. § 114 (p. 444 sq.).
656 Sozomen, vii. 16; Socrates, v. 19. This fact has been employed by the Roman church against the Protestant, in the

controversy on the sacrament of penance. Nectarius certainly did abolish the institution of penitential priest, and the public
church penance. But for or against private penances no inference can be drawn from the statement of these hi