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ri*j,é constitution sent by the pope to the emperor, and by the emperor to thcic(;{ncil, Read there, with ncvé}ui

d—éﬁcon, and two deacons of the Roman chureh,
he issued, In conjunction with thein, a “con-
gtitation, statute, decree, definition, or defini-
tive sentence,” for so he styles it, declaring
his and their opinion concerning the present
controversy.  For this *constitution,” which,
in the annals of Baronius, takes up no fewer
than twenty-eight pages in folio, we are indebt-
ed to that writer, who copied it from a very an-
cient manuscript,lodged in the Vatican. Itis
dated the 14th of May, 553, and addressed by
Vigilius, bishop, ¢ to his most glorious and
most clement son, Justinian. The pope begins
it with confuting and condemning, as heretical,
blasphemous, and repugnant to the doctrine
of the councils and the fathers, sixty propo-
sitions, taken out of the works of Theodorus
of Mopsuestia, and condemned by the present
council, in their fourth session. But as to
the person of Theodorus, Vigilius declares it
unlawful to condemn any man after his death,
who, not having been condemned in his life-
time, had died in the communion of the
church. ¢ As it is not lawful,” says the pope,
“to judge persons who are dead, and are
found not to have been condemned while they
lived, we dare not condemn 'Theodorus of
Mopsuestia, nor will we allow him to be con-
demned by others.” With respect to the
second chapter, concerning the writings of
Theodoret against Cyril, Vigilius declares,

that, seeing those writings had not been con- |

demned either by Cyril himself, or by the
council of Chalcedon, to condemn them now
would be ¢ contrary and evidently repugnant
to the judgment of that holy council ;" and
therefore forbids any doctrines or opinions
whatever to he censured or anathematized
under the name of Theodoret. Concerning
the third chapter, the letter of Ibas, the pope
expresses himself thus: ¢ As the fathers of
Chalcedon pronounced the letter of Ibas to be
orthodox, and thence concluded his faith to
be right, and truly catholic, we, following in
all things the judgment of those holy fathers,
do pronounce, declare, and define, by this our
present constitution, the said letter of the
venerable Ibas, bishop of Edessa, to be truly
orthodox; and therefore will by no means
condemn it ourselves, or suffer it to be con-
demned by others.” This constitution the
pope closes with the following remarkable
words: ¢ These things being thus settled by
us, with all care, diligence, and circamspec-
tion, we ordain and decree, statuimus et de-
cernimus, that henceforth it shall be lawful
for no person in holy orders, however digni-
fied or distinguished, to write, speak, or
teach anything touching these *three chap-
ters,”" contrary to what we have, by onr
present constitution, taught and decreed ;
nor shall it be lawful for any one, after this
our present definition, to move any question
about them. Butif any thing relating to them
be <aid, done, or written, or shall hereafter he
said, done, or written, contrary to what we

other pieces.  His judicatum and constitution compared.

have here taught and decreed, we declare it

L consentic

null, by the zn{thority of the apostolic see, in
which, by the grace of God, we now preside.!

This was not a private instruction, but, as
I have observed above, a constitution, a de-
cree, a definitive sentence or judgment, deli-
vered by the pope, speaking * ex cathedra,”
as a public direction, in matters of faith, to
the whole Christian world, ¢ universo orbi
catholico;”” and as such it was signed by the
pope himself, and by nearly as many other bi-
shops as were present at some sessions of the
council of Trent.(*) The constitution, thus
signed, was sent by the pope to the emperor,
and by the emperor, as soon as he had pe-
rused it, to the council. But Justinian, to
oppose Vigilius to Vigilius himself, and pre-
vent the fathers of the assembly from paying,
as some perhaps might, any kind of regard to
his judgment, however express and definitive,
took care to send, at the same time, a copy
of his judicatum, wherein he approved the
condemnation of the ¢ three chapters,” and
condemned them himself in the strongest
terms; and with it copies of three other
pieces, to be all publicly read in the council.
These were copies, or rather translations into
Greek, of the sentence of excommunication
and deposition, which Vigilius had formerly
pronounced against his two deacons Rusticus
and Sebastianus, for ¢ presuming to find fault
with the judicatum, and to defend the ¢ three
chapters,” condemned by the authority of the
apostolic see;” and of the two letters which
he wrote on that occasion to Valentinianus
of Tomi, and Aurelianus of Arles, to justify
his conduct, and convince those prelates, that,
by condemning the ¢ three chapters,” he had
done nothing but what was entirely consist-
ent with the doctrine, and noways derogatory
to the authority of the holy council of Chal-
cedon.? These papers were all read in the
seventh session, held on the 26th of May;
and, at the same time, were compared the
passages in the pope’s judicatum, condemn-
ing the ¢ three chapters,” with others in his
constitution, defending them, namely: « We
anathematize Theodorus, who was bishop of
Mopsuestia, with all his writings, and all
who defend them; we dare not condemm
Theodorus of Mopsuestia, nor will we allow
him to be condemned by others: we anathe-
matize the writings of Theodoret against

* Bar. ad ann. 553.p. 427—455.

(*) “Juvante deo, et per ipsius gratiam, Vigiliug
episcopus sancte ecclesia catholice urbis Roma huic
uto nostro subscripsi. Joannes episcopus ec-
marsorum huic constituto consentiens subscrip-
E Zachus episcopus esie sevllacen@ huic con .
stitnto consentiens subscripsi.”>  Thus signed all the
other bishops, and the three Roman deacons.  Among
the hishops was Valentinus of Silva Candida, whose
hands Totila had ordered to be cut ofl’; and for him
sivned Zachmwus of Hatium or Squillaci. in the fol-
owing words: “ Zachwus episcopns rogatus a fratre
Valentino episcopo Silvie Candida, ipso prassente, et
te, et mihi dictante, huic constituto pro ipso

ssubseripsit

i
i

2 Synod. Quint. Coll. 7.
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THE HISTORY OF THE POPES,
viling had snlcxmvvnl'yvprmn
ds to a final determation of the dispute. Their judgnient concerning the ** three chapters in general;

[ VicrLigs,”

B ——
sed to condemn the *“three chapters.””  The conngj] -

and concernin® et of the  three chapters™ in particular.

those of St Cyril; we forbid any doctrines
or opinions whatever to be censured or ana-
thematized under the name of Theodoret: we
anathematize the impious letter which Ib;\s‘
is said to have written to Maris, the Persian,
as inconsistent with the true Christian faith,!
and with it all who defend it, or maintain it
1o be agreeable to the doctrine of the catholic
church; we pronounce, declare, and define, |
by this our present constitution, the letter of
the venerable Ibas, bishop of Edessa, to be
truly orthodox; and therefore will by no,
means condemn it ourselves, nor suffer it to|
be condemned by others.”

Baluzius, in his New Collection of Coun-
cils, has published, from an ancient manu-
script, some other pieces, which he supposes
to have been likewise read in the present ses—r

sion. These are two letters from Vigilius
to Justinian, and to the empress Theodora,
wherein the pope declared that he neither
was, nor ever had been, a heretic, or a favorer!
of heretics; and that he therefore condemned
and anathematized the impious letter of Ibas,
the writings of Theodoret against Cyril, and
the person as well as the writings of Theo-
dorus of Mopsuestia. In the manuscript copy
of his letter to the empress were these words:
«“And I believe there is in Christ but one
will, or one operation.”’(*) These letters
were written in 547, the year Vigilius arrived
at Constantinople.’ With them Baluzius
had published, from the same manuscript, the

(*) When these letters were read in the sixth gene-
ral council, the pope’s legates pretended the words.
“And I believe,” &c., to have been added by the Mo-
nothelites, maintaining that there was in Christ but|
one will, or one operation. Hereupon the Greek and '
Latin copies of the fifth council being called for, and
carefully examined, the above-mentioned letters were
not found in the Latin; but it appeared that they bhad
been added by the patriarch Paul, with the words,
““And I believe,” &c., to the Greek copy, which was
lodged in the archives of the Patriarchal church of
Constantinople. Baronius will have both those letters
to have been forged. But that they were not, is
manifest from Theophanes, (a) from Facundus, (b) and
from the words of Justinian, in his letter to the three
patriarchs, and the other bishops of the council.(c)
Besides, the pope’s legates, at the sixth council, al-
lowed the letters themselves to be genuine ; and only
maintained the words favoring the doctrine of the
Monothelites, not to be his, but to have been after-
wards added to his letter. And truly Tam inclined to
think that they were not his; but were added by Paul
of Constantinople, to support, by the authority of Vi-
gilius, the doctrine of the Monothelites, which he him-
self professed, and zealopsly defended. For to alter,
falsify, and interpoluate the writings of the ancients,
and make them say what they never dreamt, is a
practice that began to prevail, in the earliest times,
among the catholics, as well as among those whom
they styled heretics. Daillé, in his excellent treatise
on the right use of the athers, supposes the ahove-
mentioned letters of Vigiliug to Justinian and Theo-
dora to have been forged ; hecause they were not ori-
ginally inserted in the acts of the fifth council. (d) But
from their not having originally had a place there,
we can only conclude that they were not read in that .
council. :

(a) Theoph. ubisupra. (b) Facund. ubi supra. !

(¢) See nate (*) next column,

(d) Daillé, da vrui usage des Pereg, c. 3.

L Theoph. ad ann. Incarn. secund. Alexandrin, 539,
Facund. . contr. Mucian. Vide Baluz. Nova Collect.
Concil. p. 15646, i

forin of a solemn oath, which Vigilius toE)lE\
in the presence of Theodorus of Cassarea, ang”
the patrician Cethegus, binding himself b
that oath to anathcmatize the ** three chap-,
ters’ himself, and to engage, so far as in hig
lay, the other bishops to anathematize them,
as repugnant to the faith of the catholie..
church, and the council of Chalcedon. Thig*
oath, dated the 15th of August, 550, is-
mentioned by Theophanes,! by Facundus,2 .
and the emperor, in a letter, which he wrote
on the 14th of July, 553, to the three patrij-
archs, and the other bishops, charging hig
holiness with a breach of the most soleman
oath a Christian could take.(*) C
On the 2d of June the council met again, -
when, after a summary repetition of every .
thing that had passed from their first meeting, .
on the 5th of May, till that time, the fathers
unanimously agreed to proceed, without farther -
delay, to a final determination, or, as they
styled it, a definitive sentence, that all men
might know what was truly agreeable, and .
what repugnant, in the present dispute, to the
faith of the catholic church, and the council
of Chalcedon. Having therefore premised a
confession of faith, declaring, that they re-
ceived the four preceding councils, and con-.
demimed both. the errors and persons, whom
those holy councils had condemmed, they first
delivered their judgment concerning the ¢ three
chapters” in general, and in the following
terms : « We anathematize the ¢three chap-
ters,’ the defenders of the said *three chap-
ters,” and all who have hitherto written, who
now write, or shall write hereafier, in defence
of them, or presume to say (as Vigilius did in
his constitution), that the impious doctrine.
they contain was approved and authorized by
the holy fathers, and the council of Chalce-
don.””  After this general sentence, the coun-
cil proceeds to condemn each of the ¢ three
chapters” severally, and in particular, thus:
«If any one defends the impious Theodorus
of Mopsuestia, and does not anathematize both
him, and his impious writings, let him be ac-
cursed. If any one defends the writings of
Theodoret against Cyril, and does not anathe-
matize the said writings, let him be accursed.
If any one defends the impious epistle of Ibas
to Maris the Persian, which denies God to
have been born of the Virgin Mary, which
taxes Cyril with heresy, which condemns the
holy council of Ephesus, defends Theodorus,
and his disciple Nestorius, with their impious
writings ; if any one does not anathematize

* Theoph. ad ann. In cund Alexandrin. 539,

2 Facand. 1. centr. M

(*) © Religiosissimus papa antiquioris Roma,” says
Justinian, in that letter, “cum hae minlsset, the
“three chapters,” et condemmnavit, et fctionem in

CECriptis exposuit tam nobis quam piie recordationis

tane conjugi nostrie. ... Ned et sacramenta terribi-
T in seriptis juravit, ut in eadem permaneret volun-
tate in condemmatione et anathemate priedictorum
trinvm capitulorum,” &c.(a)

(@) Vide Baluz. Nova Coll. Concil. in pra:fat. ad Acta
Coneil. von 20 et p. 1544,
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The reasons ou which the pnp}: s constitution was grounded, confuted by the council. i’ﬁ-'lu-lﬁg;—:.\_r-n:;x- may
pe anathend Iafier his death. Theodorus of Mopsuestiac did not die in the conununion of the church, as
the pope had asserted. »

that epistle, those who defend ity and all who! writings.  Having thus proved the definition

maintain ity or any part of it, to be right, let; of the pope repugnant to the practice, and

N 1 - . .
him be accursed.”™  Such was the sentence consequently 1o the doctrine, of the universal
of the council; and, when it was read, the'church, as represented by general councils;

fathers, to confirm it, joining all as one man,
cried out aloud, ¢ Let Theodoras be accursed ;
Jet him be accursed, who does not accurse
Theodorus, we all accurse Theodorus, and
his writings. Let the impious writings of
Theodoret against Cyril be accursed ; let him
be accursed, who does notaccurse them.  We
all accurse the impious epistle of Ibas; if any
one defends that epistle, or any part of it, it
any one does not accurse it, and all who de-
fend it, let him be accursed.””? Thus did the
council not only reverse, with one consent,
the judgment of the pope, but anathematize
and accurse all who did not anathematize and
accurse what the pope had defined, speaking

they show it, in the next place, no less incon-
sistent with the doctrine and practice of some
particular churches, namely, of the African,
and the Roman charch herself. To that pur-
pose they produce the canon of an African
council, coinmanding those who bequeathed
their estates to heretics, to be anathematized
even after their death 5 and put his holiness in
mind of the sentence of excommunication,
which one of his predecessors, Boniface ‘1I.
had solemnly pronounced, but twenty-three
vears before, against Dioscorus, his deceased
competitor, causing it to be signed by several
deacons, presbyters, and bishops, and to be
placed, thus signed, in the archives of the

ex cathedra, and thence instructing the whole; Roman church :T ¢« And this,” say the fathers
Christian world. | of the council, ¢ all, who live at Rome, know
The fathers of the council, not satisfied with| to be true;* which was saying, that the pope
thus condemning the ¢ three chapters,” in'knew it to be true, though he had defined the
direct opposition to the definitive sentence of | contrary. To the authority of the councils
the pope, undertook to confute, one by one,|they add that of the fathers, especially of St.
the reasons and arguments on which his|Austin, saying of Cecilianus of Carthage,
definitive sentence was grounded. These dead an hundred years before, that were he
were, with respect to the first chapter, the: found guilty of the crimes, which the Dona-
condemnation of Theodorus: I. That no man|tists Jaid to his charge, he would still anathe-
ought to be condemned after his death; the|matize him.2 As to the words of our Savior,
power of ** Joosing and binding,”” or absolving|alleged by Vigilius to prove, that the church
and condemning, having been granted to the: has the power of binding and loosening those
church only with respect to those who aro'on]y, who are on earth, or among the living,
“on earth,” or among the living, agreeably the council explodes his interpretation of that
to the words of our Savior, ¢ whatsoever ye! passage; and will have the words on earth
shall bind on earth,” &c. 1I. Theodorus died: to refer to the party that loosens or binds, not
in the peace and communion of the church ;| to the party that is loosened or bound, thus;
and none, who thus die, ought to be condemned ¢ Whatever ye shall bind or loose, while you
after their death. 1II. Theodorus was not!are on earth,” &e.(*)
condemned by former fathers and councils;| To the second reason of Vigilius, in defence
and therefore must not be condemned now.3, of Theodorus, namely, that he died in the
In answer to these reasons, the council first; peace and communion of the church, the fa-
declares, and defines, ¢ That a man may be thers returned the following answer: «1It is
lawfully condemned after his death ;” adding,} said by some, that Theodorus died in the
“ And those who say he may not (which Vi- peace and communion of the church; but to
gilius did in his constitution), show no kind'say so, is a lie and a calumny against the

of regard to the word of God, to the doctrine
of the apostles, to the tradition of the fathers.” .
They then allege several arguments, cal-
culated to prove, from the practice of the pre-,
ceding councils, and the doctrine of the,
fathers, the definition of the pope to be false,

and erroneous, and theirown to be true, name-: -

ly: 1. Because the council of Constantinople,
the second oecumenical council, condemned
and anathematized, by name, Arins and Mace-
donius, though both dead long before: pope
Damasus, and the council of Sardica, anathe-
matized the bhishops who had departed from
the faith of Nice, whether dead or alive: the
council of Chaleedon condemned Domnus of
Antioch, afier his death, because he had
spoken contemptuously of St. Cyril, and his

' Synod. Quint. Col. 8 2 Synod. Quint. ibid
* Constit. Vigil. apud Bar. ad ann. 553. n. 179.

ca heretie.

church, mendacium est et calumnia adversus
ecclesiam ; for he alone dies in the peace and
communion of the church, who holds the
doctrine of the church till his death; which
Theodorus certainly did not, as is evident
from the blasphemies that he uttered.” To

1 See p. 331. 2 Aug. ep. ad Bonif.

(*) The council does not mean, that the churchcan
readily hind or loose a nan after his death ; that her
censures or absolution can render his condition in the
other world waorse or better 3 but anly that, upon any
new discovery of his euilt or innocence, he may be
excluded from, or admitted 1o communion, even after
his death; that is, his name may be struck out of the
diptychs, or placed in them, be omitted or mentioned
in the pravers and oblations of the chureh. “Let him
be anathematized after deathy let not his name be
written or recorded among the priests of God,”” are
the words of the decreecin the African code, against
a hishop wha should bequenth his effiects or estate to
Thiz was the only method of hinding or
looxening, condemning or absolving, men after death,
that was ever practised in the church

2y 2
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The pope grossly mnistaken with respect to the writings

by the council of Chalcedon. The pope refusing, at first, to sign the decrees of the council ; is sent int

OF THE POPES, [Victires,

f_Jf;hv‘nd:;—(t i’(’il?l}mr the letter of Thas was approveq

0 exile,

T B T T wr: ea* T e T—————
confute the third and last reason of Vigilius ment ot the whole council, or of the greater

against the condemning of Theodorus, namely,
that he was not condemned by former fathers
and councils, they quote several passages
from the fathers, especially from Proclus of
Constantinople, and Cyril, speaking of him
as an avowed heretic, as one whose blasphe-
mies exceeded even those of the Jews and

part of the venerable prelates, who composed
it.  They own the letter was approved by twq
or three bishops, who were present at thag
great and numerous assembly; but, at the
same time, take the liberty to reprove hig
holiness, and in very sharp terms, as one whq
argued with all the craftand subtlety of an he.,

the Pagans. As to councils, they allege the'retic, ““astutia haeretica,” in presuming to pass
decree of the first of Ephesus, condemning upon them the private opinion of a few, for.
the doctrine of Nestorius, and all who had the public definition or judgment of a whole
held, till that time, or should thenceforth hold,! council. And truly, that the letter of Ibas was
the same doctrine; which was condemning,: not approved by the council of Chalcedon, as
though not by name, Theodorus, who not, was boldly asserted by the pope in his con-

only held, but was the first who taught that
doctrine.(*)

Concerning the “second chapter,” the
writings of Theodoret against Cyril, the pope
would not condemn those writings himself,
nor suffer them to be condemned by others,
under the name of Theodoret, ¢ because they
were not his, but had been fathered upon him
by his enemies.” But that pope was therein
grossly mistaken, that the writings against
Cyril, under the name of Theodoret, were
truly his, was undeniably proved by the
fathers of the council from the acts of the
council of Chalcedon, and the concurring
testimony of all the contemporary writers,
nay, and from the testimony of Theodoret
himself, owning those writings, in the several
letters he wrote on that occasion to the friends
of Nestorius, and his own.. The whole as-
sembly expressed the greatest surprise at the
pope’s denying, or even questioning a truth,
that was so well known, and might so easily
be made to appear. And indeed none had
ever questioned it before him, nor has it ever
been questioned since his time.

As for the third and last chapter, the letter
of Ibas, the pope, in his constitution, pro-
nounced, declared, and defined that letter to
be orthodox. ¢ because it was approved by the
council of Chalcedon.” On the other hand,
the fathers of the present council pronounced,‘
declared, and defined, in their turn, that whole|
letter, and every part of it, to be heretical, to}
be blasphemous, to be repugnant to the defi-
nition of the council of Chalcedon; ¢ Tota
epistola haretica est, tota epistola blasphema‘
est, contraria est per omnia definitioni,” &e.!,

stitution, sufficiently appears from the-acts of
that council. When it was read there, Ey-
,nomius of Nicomedia found fault with some
lexpressions it contained, reflecting on the
rconduct of Cyril, and the other bishops of the
council of Ephesus. DBut as Ibas seemed to
acknowledge two natures, and one person, in
Christ, the legates of Pope Leo, and with
them Maximus of Antioch, declared that, in
their opinion, the very letter of Ibas wasa
sufficient proof of the orthodoxy of his faith,
Juvenalis of Jerusalem spoke much to the
same purpose. 'T'he other bishops neither
approved nor disapproved that letter; but
only required Ibas, after it was read, to ana-
thematize Nestorius, and all who held the
same doctrine ; which he readily did, and was
thereupon restored to his see, from which he
had been driven by Dioscorus, in the second
council of Ephesus. It cannot therefore be
said, as the fathers of the present council
observe, that the letter of Ibas was approved,
by the council of Chalcedon, but only that it

was approved in some degree, by two oy three
of the bishops, who were present at that
council.

The ¢three chapters” being thus con-
demned, in the strongest terms, by the unani-
mous consent of all the bishops who composed
that assembly, and the arguments offered by
the pope in defence of the said “chapters,”
unanswerably confuted, the emperor caused
copies of the acts to be sent to Vigilius; and,
at the same time, let him know, that he must
either agree with his brethren, and condemn
what they had condemned, or forfeit his see,
and be sent into exile. The pope answered,

Here they distinguish the private judgment that the emperor might dispose of him as he
of some of the holy bishops, assembled in:thought fit: but, as he could not sign the acts

the city of Chalcedon, from the public judg-

(*) Vigilus positively affirms, that Theodorus was
not condemned by the council of Ephesus. “1 have
perused,” says he, “the acts of that council with the
greatest care and attention, diligentissima investiga-
tione; but conld find nothing there coucerning the
condemnation of Theodorus.”’ (@) But pope Pelagius,
557, aflirms, and no less positively, that

chosen in 557,
Theodorus was condemned by the council of Ephe
“The holy Ephesine synod,” s that pope, *
demmned Theodorus after his death.”” e adds, that
an impious crecd, which he had composed. being vead
in that conneill the futhers anathem ized both the
creed and 1ts qathor. (b)

(1) Vieil. Constit. ap. Bar. n. 173,

() Pelag ep. 7.

L Synod. Quint. Collat. 6.

iand decrees of such an assembly without re-
inouncing the holy faith of Chalcedon, he was
-ready to suffer, and suffer with joy. both exile
and death, in so good a cause. This answer
was no sooner known to the emperor, than he
ccansed the pope to be seized, and conveyed,
under a strong guoard, to Proconnesus, an in-
hospitable island in the Propontis.’ The other
bishops in the west, who refused to sign the
condemnation of the “three chapters,” and
| were subjects of the empire, met with no bet-
tter treatment than the pope, heing all driven,

| t Anast in Vigil. Liberat. Brev, ¢, 22
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The pope changes his opinion the fourth time concerning the ““ three chapters.” He condemns them in his

‘;j[’houl mercy, from their sees, and sent int,o‘
differentexiles.  Amnong these the two African:
bishops, Vietor Tunnunensis, and Facundus
of Hermiana, distinguished themselves above
the rest. Victor was first confined to an
abandoned place in Kgypt, and thence sent
for to Constantinople. But as he still con-
tinued, in spite of all the threats and promises
the emperor could use, to defend the ¢ three
chapters,” he was never suffered to return
to his see, but shut up for life in a monas-
tery. Facundus wrote no fewer than twelve
books in defence of the condemned chapters,
all interspersed with most bitter -invectives
against Justinian, for presuming, though only
a layman, to interfere in matters of faith and
religion.(*) However, by abandoning his
see, and keeping himself concealed, he had
the good luck to escape the punishment, with
which he was, by the provoked emperor, de-
servedly threatened. These two, and, after
their example, for they were both leading
men, several other bishops in the west, espe-
cially in Africa, stood up, to the last, in de-
fence of the ¢ three chapters,” choosing rather
to be driven from their sees, to be stripped of
all their effects, and to perish with famine in
the deserts, than to condemn those articles, or
communicate with any who condemned them.
But Vigilius was a man of a very different
temper, and had already changed his opinion
three times in the present dispute. He first
defended the controverted points, as entirely
agreeable to the doctrine of Chalcedon ; then
condemned them as entirely repugnant to that
doctrine ; and again, after examining them
“with all possible care and attention, omni
undique cautela atque diligentia,” he declared
them anew, nay, and defined them ¢ ex cathe-
dra,” entirely agreeable to the same doctrine.
No wonder therefore, if, in the present circum-
stances, he changed his opinion once more.
He soon grew sick of his abode in the island
of Proconnesus; the emperor had not only
caused his name to be struck out of the dip-

|

(*) In his ninth book is a remarkable passage con-
cerning the eucharist, which has put all the Roman
catholic divines to a stand. TFacundus undertakes
there to explain, in a catholic sense, all the proposi-
tions that, in the various and almost inuumerable
works of Theodorus, bad been condemned as here-
tical. and this among the rest, “ Christ was the adopt-
ed Son of God.”’ To prove that proposition capahle
of a calholic meaning, he argues thus: ¢ Christ re-
ceived the sacrament, or sign of adoption, which may
be called the adoption itself, as the faithful, receiving |
the sacrament, or the sians of the body and blood of
Christ, are said to receive his body and his blood ; not
that properly the bread is his body, and the cup his|
bload, hut hecanse they contain in themselves the mys-
teries of bath."" (¢) Would Facundus have ever areued
thus, had it been then believed by the church, that the |
faithfut received in the encharist the true and real;
body of Christ, his true and real blood 5 or had the fa-,
thers, saying, “ We receive the body and hlood of
Christ,” been then understood by the church, as the
chureh of Rome now understands them ¥ That writer
shows here in what sense the hody and blood of Christ
are said to be received by the faithful. And who ever
Wndertook to show in whit sense a thing is s2id to be -
Teeeived, which is really and traly received ? !

(¢) Facund. in defen. Triom Cap. 1.9 i

letter to the patrinch ; and afterwards by a solemn constitution ;—[Year of Christ, 554.]

tychs, as the name of a condemned and de-

posed heretic, but was actually soliciting the
Roman people and clergy to choose another
pope in his room: he knew the emperor was
not to be moved, and that nothing but an en-
tire compliance with his will could redeem
him from so painful an exile. As for his
brethren in the west, he had already forfeited
their good opinion, and with them brought
into the utmost contempt, by his former
changes, both himself and his see. In these
circumstances he first wrote a most submissive
letter to the patriarch Eutychius, owning that,
in opposing, as he had hitherto done, the rest
of his brethren, he had been guilty of a breach
of that union and concord which ought to pre-
vail among the true followers of Christ, espe-
cially the ecclesiastics and bishops. He
adds, that as, upon examining the ¢ three
chapters ” with more care and attention (he
had already examined them * with all pos-
sible-care and attention,”) he was fully con-
vinced, that they had been deservedly con-
demned, so he was not ashamed openly to
acknowledge it, and own, that he had done
wrong to defend them, imitating therein the
example of St. Austin, who was not ashamed,
when he discovered the truth, to condemn and
retract whatever he had written against it.
He then relates the chief errors which, with
the help of the air of Proconnesus, he had
lately discovered in the writings of Theodorus
of Mopsuestia, of Theodoret, and Ibas; and
concludes thus: ¢ We make it known to the
whole catholic church, that we condemn and
anathematize all heresies and heretics, namely,
Theodorus of Mopsuestia, and his impious
writings ; the writings of Theodoret against
St. Cyril, and the council of Ephesus; and
the letter to Maris the Persian, which is said
to have been written by Ibas. We likewise
anathematize all who shall presume to defend
the said ¢ three chapters,” or shall think them
capable of being maintained or defended. We
acknowledge for our colleagues and brethren,
those who have condemned them; and by
these presents annal whatever has been done,
said, or written, by us, or by others, to defend
them.! This letter is dated from the island
of Proconnesus, the 8th of December of the
present year; so that the pope had scarce
been five months there when he wrote it,
having, in so short a time, more plainly disco-
vered the truth in that island, than he had
done in seven whole years at Rome and Con-
stantinople; for so long had the present con-
troversy lasted.

The emperor was not satisfied with that
letter ; but insisted en the pope’s condemn-
ino the « three chapters,” as repugnant to the
doetrine of Chalcedon, no less solemnly than
he had approved them before, as agreeable to
that doctrine.  This Vigilius at first strove to
decline : but, finding the emperor unalterably

» Bulus. Nova. Collect. Concil. p. 505,
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A council nm) be lawful and occumenic A] without the pn-, :

T T T T T————
ce or .lp|lrnh.1|l(m of the pope. If the pope ig ins

Lum-h- huth parts of a contradiction may h« true.

\
bent on his conde mmn(r those articles by a his conduct, not only received him with extrae

solemn constitution, as he had by a solemnn
constitution formerly approved them, he issucd
one soon aflter, that is, on the 23d of [Pebruary,
554, which was so well received both by the’
emperor and the patriarch, that he was imme-
diately released from his exile, and recalled
to Constantinople. In that constitution he
Eoints out, and confutes, the many execrable

lasphemies, as he styles them, contained in |
the writings of Theodorus of Mopsuestia, of

Theodoret, and in the letter which is said to
have been written by Ibas ;(*) alleges a great
many reasons to prove, that the letter of Ibas
was condemned by the council of Chalcedon,
as heretical and blasphemous; the very letter,
which, in his former constitution, he had de-
clared and maintained to have been approved,
by that council, as catholic and orthodox;
answers one by one the arguments, which, in
his other constitution, he had offered in de-
fence of that letter ; and concludes thus: *“ We
therefore anathematize and condemn the three
above-mentioned impious chapters; namely,
the letter which Ibas is said to have written
to Maris the Persian, as containing the exe-
crable blasphemies, which I have above point-
ed out ; the impious Theodorus of Mopsuestia,
with his detestable writings; and what Theodo-
ret impiously wrote against Cyril,and the coun-
cil of Ephesus. As for what we or others may,
at any time, have said or written in defence of
the said three impious chapters, we declare the
whole, by the authority of this our present
constitution, absolutely null.”1  This was the
fourth and last change of Vigilius, in the
famous dispute concerning the ¢ three chap-
ters.” And now the emperor, satisfied with

(*) In the present constitution Vigilius will not
allow Ibas to have been the author of that letter,
though in his former constitution he had approved it
as written by him; and indeed it is agreed to have
been his by all but the annalist, who, finding his high
pontiff had thus contradicted himself, thought, per-
haps, that he could not do less than contradict him-
self too. For, having positively affirmned, I believe in
more than twenty places, that Ibas was, without all
doubt, the author of that letter; that it is manifest
from the tenth session of the council of Chalcedon,
that Ibas wrote the controverted letter; that lbas
himself, who of all men knew best whether it was his
or not, owned it ; (@) after having thus, I say, positive-
ly affirmed that ‘letter to have been written by Ibas,
while the pope thought so; he no less positively
affirms, when the pope thought otherwise, the dis-
puted letter not to have been written by lbas, nay,
that it was found by the council of Chalcedon, as is
manifest from the puhhc acts of that council, not to be
his.(b) Upon the whole, when the pope thought
Ibas was the author of that epistle, it was certainly
written by him; it was manifest from the acts of the
council, that it was his: when the pope thought Ibas
was not the author of that letter, it certainly was not
written by him; it was manifest from the acts of the
council, that it was not his. There was no occasion
either for the pope or the cardinal to tronble them-
selves about the author of that piece, since, the dispute
was not about its author, but the doctrine it contained.

(a) Bar.ad Ann. 448. n. 71.77. et ad ann. 553. n. 191,
192, 193. 196, 197, &c.

(b) ldem ad ann. 432. n. 71.

¢ Baluz. Nova Collect. Coneil. p. 1551 Evagr. 1. 4. c.
38. Phot. ep. ad Mich Bulz. Princ. Zonar. I 4. Cedren.
ad ann. 256, Justin, Enthym. Panopl. part. 2. tit. 24, in |
append. Niceph. 1. 17, ¢. 27. Liberat. c. 22

ordm'ny marks of honor, on his return to Con.
Ustantinople, but granted him, at last, the %0 -
much and so long wished-for liberty of retum
ing to Rome.

I cannot dismiss this subject without s()melq
observations which naturally arise from lt,
and may probably have occurred to eve
reader. And, first, it is to be observed, that:
the present council was not convened by tha: .
pope, but by the emperor, against the will of -
the pope ; that the pope neither assisted at - -
in person, nor by his Jegates. And yet thig’
very council was received by the whole cathos* .
lic church; has been approved by all the:
popes, who have governed the Roman church:
since the time of Vigilius to the present; and?-.
is ranked, by all the Roman catholic d1v1nes,
among the lawful and oecumenical councils,*
Hence it evidently follows, that a council may "~
be lawful and oecumenical, may determing
and define, censure and condemn, without the
consent or concurrence of the pope. But the’
present council, says Baronius,' was neither .
lawful nor oecumenical ; it did not even de- -
serve the name of a private synod ;? it was"
no council at all, till Vigilius approved it; it
was his approbation, his last comututlon,"
that raised it to the rank of a lawful and oecu-"
menical council ;3 which is as much as to -
say, that while it was in being, it was no
council at all; but when it was no more, it
then became a council, a lawful and oecu-" :
menical council ; for it was not approved by’
the pope till five months after it was dissolv-"
ed, and the bishops, who had composed ity-
were all returned to their sees. The surpris--
ing virtue of papal power, to change thus the’ -
nature of things, and make them be when
they have no bemg, what they never were
while they had a being.

2dly. The pope defined, as we have seen,"
the controverted articles to be, and deﬁned
them not to be, repugnant to the doctrine of
the catholic church, and the council of Chal-
cedon; and both he defined ex cathedra. If
therefore the pope is infallible, if what he de-
fines ex cathedra is infallibly true, two contra-
dictory propositions may be infallibly true. -
That the pope erred on this occasion, is owned
even by the most sanguine sticklers for his
infallibility. But he did not err, say they, in
matters of faithi, since the dl%pute was not
concerning matters of faith. It is certain,
says Baronius, it is evident, it is demonstrable, -
that the controversy concerning the * three
chapters” was no controversy concerning the
faith.4  The chief controversy was, whether
the doctrine contained in the works of the three
often-mentioned writers was orthodox or here-
tical, was agreeable or repugnant to the doc-
mne of Chd](‘edon, and the belief of the
church. If that was not, I should be g]ad to

* Bar. ad ann. 553. n. 224
2 Jdem ibid. n. 219, 3 1dem. ihid.
¢ Bar. ad ann. 547, n. 300 etad ann. 553, n. 23

e
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m};u]ll"“ infullibility not known in the #ixth century.  One pope may contradict another in matters of faith.
He obtains of the emperor several privileges for the people of Tualy.  Vigilius dies ;—[ Year of Christ, 555.)
His character, while auti-pope, by Baronius.

know what other ever was, or could be traly
called, a controversy concerning the faith.
Baronius himself owned it was a controversy
concerning the faith, when he was not yet
a prisnd, Lhat h_e could by no other means de-
fend the chimerical prerogative of infallibility,
put by denying it was a controversy concern-
ing the faith. For, speaking of the imperial
edict condemning the ¢ three chapters,” he in-
veighs against the emperor, and in a most
abusive dialect, for taking upon him to issue
edicts, to make laws, and to dictate to the bi-
shops, *in matters of faith and religion;’"!
and that edict he constantly styles a ¢« decree
of faith,”” ¢decretum fidei.””? If the empe-
ror’s decree wasa * decree of faith,”” or about
«matters of faith and religion,” the pope’s
decree was surely so too; and consequently,
if the pope erred, and that he did err is as
certain as that both parts of a contradiction
cannot be true, he erred, even according to
Baronius, in matters of faith and religion.

3dly, The whole church was, at this time,
“rent,” as Justinian expressed it, ¢ from east
to west;” that is, was divided into two op-
posite parties, the one condemning, and the
other defending, the ¢ three chapters.” But
by neither was the pope acknowledged for
an infallible judge in the dispute, that occa-
sioned this division: not by the former; for
they continued to condemn those chapters,
when the pope defended them: not by the
latter ; for they continned to defend the same
chapters, when the pope condemned them ;
nay, and separated themselves from his com-
munion, because he condemned them. T defy
the popish writers to name a single bishop,
either in the east or the west, who changed
opinion upon the pope’s changing his; that is,
asingle bishop, who, so late as the middle of
the sixth century, owned the pope for an in-
fallible judge in matters of faith.

4thly, In the present dispute, Vigilius con-
tradicted himself, again and again,as we have
seen. Now. as the same pope may contra-
dict himself in matters of faith, why may not
one pope contradict another 7 Why may not
one pope retract the sentence of another, as
well as the same pope his own? If he may,
how can a man, in common sense, receive the
decrees of any particular pope as infallibly
true, till he is sure, which he never can be,
that no other pope will ever retract them ?

But to return to Vigilius : released from his
exile, and recalled to Constantinople, he was
impatient, as we may well imagine, to quit
the east, where he had made so contemptible
a figure, notwithstanding the extraordinary
honors that were paid him there upon his
recantation. Ilowever, as he was, at the
same time, sensible, that his last change
would greatly disoblige the people and clergy
of Rome, all zealous defenders of the ¢ three

tBar, ad ann. 546. n. 41. 43. 50.
214, loe. cit. et alibi.

VoL, 1.—47

{chapters,” hedid not leave Constantinople till

he had obtained of the emperor a constitution,
with several grants, privileges, and exemp-
tions, not for the Romans only, but for the in-
habitants of Italy in general, that country
being then reduced to a most deplorable con-
dition, by the war between the Goths and the
Greeks, which had been carried on, without
intermission, from the year 535, to the present
554, when the reduction of Italy was com-
pleted by Narses. With that constitution,
dated the 13th of August, Vigilius embarked,
after a seven years’ absence, on his return to
Rome, not doubting but the ample privileges,
which he had procured for the people of Italy,
would sufficiently atone with them for his Jate
conduct. But he had not the so much wished
for satisfaction of seeing Rome or Italy again.
For, being taken in the voyage with a violent
fit of the stone, a complaint to which he had
been long subject, he putin at Syracuse; and,
not being able ever after to bear the least
motion, he continued thereto his death, which
happened not long after ; that is, some time
before the 11th of April of the following year
555, for on that day his successor, Pelagius I.
was ordained, as we shall see hereafter. As
to the month, or the day of the month, in
which he died, neither is mentioned by the
contemporary writers. The bibliothecarian
supposes him to have governed the Roman
church seventeen years, six months, and
twenty-six days.! But as Vigilius was
ordained on the 22d of November, 537, his
computation must be certainly false. The
body of the deceased pope was conveyed from
Syracuse to Rome, and there interred in the
church of St. Marcellus, on the Salarian way.

Of Vigilius I find, in Baronius, two differ-
ent characters; the one of the anti-pope Vigi-
lius, the other of pope Vigilius; for he was
anti-pope; as we have seen, before he was
pope. While anti-pope, he was not only am-
bitious, beyond all measure, says the annal-
ist, but gnite mad with ambition; a second
Lucifer, striving to ascend into heaven, and
exalt his throne above the stars; but by
the weight of his enormous sacrileges, and
heinous crimes, brought down to hell; a
schismatic, a simoniac, a murderer, not the
successor of Simon Peter, but of Simon Ma-
gus, not the vicar of Christ, but an antichrist,
an idol set up in the temple of God, the abo-
mination of desolation standing in the holy
place, a wolf.a thief,a robber ;2 but yet agood
catholic, “homo revera catholicus,”? and
known for such to the people and clergy of
‘Rome, who therefore raised him, by divine
“inspiration, to the pontifical throne, ¢ Divinitus
inspirato consilioevehunt ipsum in pontificium
thronum.”  Baronius speaks here of the
election, which he supposes to have Liappened
"upon the death of Silverius, and which he

3 Anu;:n i‘TgiL
2 Bar. ad ann. 538. n. 9. 17, 18, 19, 20,
s 1dew ud ann. 540. n. 8. ¢ Idem ad ann. 540.n.7, 6.
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Vigilius, character by the same writer, when, according to him, lawful pope. Baronius gives him lesé;];(m
very ditterent character. He is sainted and uusamted. The conduct of Pelagius, while nuncio to Silveriyg
and to Vigiliusg, at the court of Constantinople. »

elsewhere! ascribes, not to the inspiration of ¢« three chapters ;”* which, if said by any byt
the Holy Ghost, but to the powerful influence ' a Baronius or a Bellarmine, would be justly
of the empress Theodora, and her servant;looked upon as satire or irony. It is trge,
Belisarius. For, speaking there of this im-}snys Baronius, in that dispute, he changed
aginary election, he tells us, that Vigilius re- i his opinion, he condemned what he had a

signed the papal dignity, not with a design to . proved, and approved what he had condemp.
quit it, but to act, as it were, a part in a|ed; but that was no more a mark of incon-
comedy, and to make the world believe, that | stancy in him, than the like change was ip
he really did what he never intended to do. | St. Paul, who condemned circumcision, and
The crafty man, says he,came down from the | yet circumcised Timothy.! Baronius could
throne; but was first well assured, that by | not but see the wide difference there is be.

means of Belisarius, he should soon reascend
it. The electors did not choose hiin on ac-
count of his piety, his virtue, or any episcopal
qualifications, which they discovered in him
for he was quite destitute of all merit and
virtue, and sullied with tlie blackest crimes.?

Such was Vigilius while yet an intruder,
and an anti-pope. But no sooner was he
placed, by what the annzlist calls a «lawful
election,”(*) on the throne of St. Peter, than
God gave him another heart, and he was turn-
ed, at once, into another man, having nothing
in view, nothing at heart, but the welfare of
the catholic church, and the purity of the
catholic faith. However profligate and aban-
doned before his election, he was suddenly
after it indued with every virtue, that could
be required in the successor of St. Peter, in
the vicar of Christ upon earth ; it being the
peculiar privilege of the apostolic see, to
change even wicked men, who are raised to
it, immediately into saints, * Quos iniquos
accepit, solet mox reddere sanctos.” A valu-
able privilege indeed ! but, very unfortunate-
ly, the quite contrary has happened ; for some
who had good characters when raised to that
see, have become very bad men after their
exaltation, by a natural effect of the pride and
ambition attending great power. Among the
other eminent virtues of pope Vigilius, the
annalist admires and extols his firmness and

constancy, even in the dispute about the

tween an immutable doctrine of faith, which
must ever be true, and a mutable ceremony,
which in some circumstances may be expe-
dient, and not in others. The annalist adds,
that Vigilius, though now a saint, was never-
theless punished by Heaven for his former
crimes ; for, having hastened the death of his
holy predecessor, by confining him to an
island, he died himself,? by a just judgment
of God, in an island; asifit were a judgment
upon a man to die in an island.

But how can we reconcile what that writer
says of the sudden and miraculous change
of Vigilius, with what he tells us elsewhere ?
namely, that it never more evidently appear-
ed, than in the time of Vigilius, that the boat
of St. Peter was immediately steered either
by that apostle, or by him, whose vicar he
was ; since he, who then sat at the helm, was
either asleep, though the wind was boisterous,
or, if he watched, it was only to consult his
own safety, without any concern about that
of the vessel3 And indeed, that such was
his true character, sufficiently appears from
his whole conduct. However, in process of
time, a place was allowed him in some
martyrologies ;4 and he was once honored by
several churches as a saint and a martyr.
But he has been long since unsainted ; and
Baronius himself has not thought himn worthy
of a place in the Roman calendar.

PELAGIUS, FIFTY-NINTH BISHOP OF ROME.

[JusTiNiaN. ]

[Year of Christ, 555.] Vigilius was suc-'

ceeded by Pelagius, a native of Rome, and .

1 Bar. ad ann. 540. n. 5. 2 Idem. ibid. n. 7. |

(*) Baronius tells us elsewhere, that Vigilius was, |
by the sacred laws of the church, incapable of being |
ever preferred to the episcopal dignity ; and that, when ;
he was proposed by Belisarius to the people and clergy
of Rome, they could not think, without horror, of plac-
ing on the throne of St. Peter a man sullied with so
many crimes, anathematized by his boly predecessor,
and excluded by the canons from every preferment in
the church. (Bar.ad ann. 540. n. 7.) If so, how could
his election ever be lawful, an election made in defiance
of the sacred lawsand canons of the church? And how
could Buaronius pretend it was made by the inspiration
of the Holy Ghost 1 I

3 Bar. ad ann. 540. n. 15. !

the son of one John, formerly vicar to the
prefectus preetorios e was first employed
by Silverius, and sent by that pope to Con-
stantinople, with the character of his apoeri-
sarius, or nuncio; but betraying him, in the
manner we have related above,’ he seconded
the wicked attempt of Vigilius, the usurper
of his see. In the famous dispute concern-

1 Bar. ad ann. 553. n. 235.

2 Bar. ad ann. 555. n. 1.

3 1dewm. Thid.

+ Culend. Vet. Trezir. 31, Januar.
t Lih. Pont.

¢ See p. 348, note (*)
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he emperor promises to raise Pelagiug to the papal dignity.  The people instead of choosing him, separate

thems=elves frem his communion. e
ports him in his usurpation. Narse
Pelagius wr to the bishops
j,Tgilm “three chapters,” he adhered to Vi-

ilins in all his changes, condemning or ap-

roving those articles as the pope condemned
or approved them.  With him he was banish-
ed for rejecting the fifth council ; but recant-
ing, when the pope recanted, he was with
him released fromn his exile, and recalled to
Constantinople. He atiended Vigilius on his
return from the imperial city; and, the pope
dying in the island of Sicily, he hastened to
Rome, the emperor having promised to raise
him to that see, if he survived Vigilius, upon
his engaging to cause the fifth council to be
universally received in the west. But, arriving
at Rome, he found both the people and clergy
incensed against him, to such a degree, on
account of his having approved the last con-
stitution of Vigilius, that, instead of choosing
him for their bishop, they all separated them-
selves, with one consent, from his commu-
pion. Pelagius, however, knowing he had
the emperor on his side, resolved to cause
himself to be ordained in defiance of the
canons, as well as the electors.(*)

Having therefore applied to the bishops,
without consulting either the people or the
clergy, he prevailed upon two, John of Pe-
rusia, and Bonus of Ferentinum, to perform
the function: but, to the everlasting glory of
the Italian prelates, a third could not be found
in all Italy, who would be any ways concern-
ed in so illegal an ordination. In his room
therefore was substituted, by a new breach of
the carons,(f) one Andrew, a preshyter of
Ostia:(1) and by the above-mentioned bishops,
and that presbyter, was Pelagius ordained
bishop of Rome.'(§)

e

(*) The canons of several councils forbid a bishop
to he obtruded on tl:e people, against their consent.

(1) The council of Nice requires all the bishops of
the provinee 1o assist at the ordination of a new bishop.
But adds, if they cannot all conveniently attend, three
shall be sutlicient, provided the metropolitan, and the
rest, send their consent in writing. (¢)  Ordination
performed by fewer than three was alwayvs deemed
illegal 5 nay. the first council of Orange commands
hoth the ordaining bishop, and the ordained, to be de-
posed (b)) and the council of Riez actually deposed
Armentaring, becanse he had not been ordamed by
three hishops.(¢)  The fathers of that assembly even
seem to have looked upon such an ordination as null:
“Ordinationem.”? say they, “quam canones irritam
definiunt. nes quogue vacuandam esse censuimns;
in qua, practermissa trivm praesentin, &c. prorsus mihil,
quad episcapum faceret, ostensum est.”’(d)  But it
nmast he allowed, that ordination, though performed
by two hishops only, or even by one, was never deem-
ed null by the charch.

(u) Con. Nicen. cu .

) Con. 1. Arausiac. can. 21,

(*) Con. Reien. ean, 1. (d) Con. Neien. ibid.

() The hishop of Rome was, from the enrliest times,
as he still is, consecrated by the bishop of Ostia,
But the present bishop of that city declining to con-
secrate one, who thas obtraded himself onthe peaple,
contrary io the known laws of the chureh, i was
thoneht exoedient to hring o wreshyvter, at Jeast, from
Oxtin g and from thence was brought accordingly the
above-mentioned preshyter,

SLih Dot . Liblioth,

(D) Tt frem his epitaph. (o) and i aereed on
Al hnds, thea he was ordained on the THIE o Aprit)
Av to the ey concerning which there has been some

() Apud Baroann, 550 p. 404,

A

is illegally chosen, and ordained. He recurs to the emperor, who sup-
son the nobility and el
ny, in favor of the council ;— [Year of Chris

to acknowledge him for their bishop.
t, 556.]

But, the people of Rome, highly provoked
at his thus obtruding himself upon them, to
show their resentment, separated themselves
anew from his communion, declaring that, as
he was not clected by them, but had, by an
open breach of the canons, and against their
consent, seized on the see, they would never
acknowledge him for their lawful bishop. In
these circumstances Pelagius had no other
resource but to recur to the emperor; and to
him he applied, without delay, acquainting
him with his unhappy situation, and ascribing
the hatred, which the Romans bore him, to
his having approved the late council, and
joined the eastern bishops in condemning the
¢ three chapters.” He renewed, on that oc-
casion, the promise he had made of causing
the fifth council to be universally received in
the west : and there wanted no more to engage
the emperor in his favor, who not only confirm-
ed him, without any further inquiry, but wrote
to Narses, who, having completed the reduc-
tion of Italy, governed that country with an
absolute sway, commanding him to support
the new pope with all his interest and power.
In compliance with the emperor’s command,
Narses spared no pains to reconcile the people
of Rome with their bishop, and succeeded
therein so far as to gain over, in a'very short
time, the greater part of the nobility and clergy.
Their acknowledging Pelagius for their law-
ful bishop was urged against those who did
not, as a lawful election; so that, Narses in-
terposing his authority, they were, in the end,
all prevailed upon to acquiesce.!

Pelagius, finding himself now in the quiet
possession of his see, undertook, with great
zeal, the work which the emperor, to whom
alone he was indebted for his dignity, had so
much at heart. As the bishops of Tuscany
were the nearest to Rome, and the most of all
incensed against the pope, on account of his
receiving the fifth council, having, on that
score, even erased his name out of the dip-
tychs; to them he wrote, in the first place,
alleging several arcuments to convince them,
that the constitution of Vigilius, condemning
the ¢ three chapters,” was no ways derogatory
to the decrees or faith of Chalcedon. He
adds, that the apostolic sees had all received
that constitution; and, consequently, that
such as did not receive it, ought to be deeined
schismaties; the chuarch being founded, ac-
cording to St. Austin, on the apostolic sees,
and the mnity, so much recommended by the
fathers. consisting in the union of the other
churehes with them.2 Pelagius does not pre-
tend. as we may chserve here by the way,

“the chureh to have been founded on the see

“of Rome alone; nor that see alone to be the

disoute, it is manifest, from his letter to the hishops of
dated the 12 of Fehruary, 556, that he was
ne ;s oand consequently, that 1 he was ordained
Jth of Apriloitwas onthe Tth of Apiit of the

2 Pelag. ep. 6.
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The fifth council rejected by alimost all the western bis
whole cliurch. e strives to stir up Narses agitinst

gencral. The pope exhorts him anew 10 use force and violence ; but e vain.

centre of unity. He closes his letter with a

confession of faith, declaring, that he re-
ceives the first four councils, with the doc-
trine contained in the letter of Leo; and,
laying before them the evils attending a
schism, or misunderstanding, among the pre-
lates of the church, he advises them, if they
still question the orthodoxy of his faith, to

ool —
: letter, addressed 1o (he
The great moderation of that

hops.  Pelagius wri
The dissenting bisliops,
S e
could not restrain, or bring to a sense of thejy
duty. Narses, though a great warrior, was g
man of a wild” disposition, of great modera-
tion, and, in matters of religion, utterly averse
to persccution and violence. Unwilling there-
fore to exert his authority, he strove, by gentle
' methods, by entreaties and persuasionyto gain-
tover the Italian bishops, who were subjects

send some of their brethren to Rome, assuring ' of the empire. This method of acting wag .
them, they will be thus fully satisfied, that  agreeable to the temper of the general, but
his faith and theirs is one and the same.! | not of the bishop; who, finding it was not
The answer of the Tuscan bishops to this attended with the wished for success, wrote
letter, if they returned any, has not reached nanew to Narses, encouraging hin to change
our times. But from history it appears, that, ; his conduct, and employ some mecre effectual
apprehending the decree of the fifth council, : means than entreaties and persuasion, to bring
condemning the ¢ three chapters,” to be in-, to reason the public disturbers of the tran-
consistent with the faith of Chalcedon, they : quillity of the empire. ¢ Be not alarmed,”
continued for many years separated from the says he, ¢ at the idle talk of some, crying out
bishops of Rome, who received it. iagainst persecution, and reproaching the

It was not only by the bishops of Tuscany . church, as if she delighted in cruelty, when
that the fifth council was rejected, though she punishes evil with wholesome severities,

approved by the Roman church, and the pope. He alone- .
I persecutes, who forces to evil : but to restrain.

Those too of Liguria and Venetia in Italy, ] | ‘ ]
men from doing evil, or to punish them be-

the bishops of Illyricam, Gaul, Spain, and

"or procures the salvation of souls.

even of Ireland, declared loudly against the " cause they have done it, is not persecution, or
decree of that assembly; nay, the Italian:cruelty, but love of mankind. Now that
bishops, and likewise the Irish, censuring rschism, or a separation from the apostolic
the conduct of the pope, in the sharpest terms, | sees, is an evil, no man can deny; and that
as if he had betrayed the faith, to engage the i sehismatics may and ought to be punished,
emperor in his favor, in case of a vacancy, . even by the secular power, is manifest both
separated themselves from his communion.2 : from the canons of the church, and the scrip-
As for the bishops of Africa, they had, with jture.” In what part of the scripture it is
one consent, renounced the communion of isaid, that those who separate themselves from
Rome, ever since the year 550, when they | the apostolic sees, may and ought to he punish-
excommunicated Vigilius, for condemning the jed by the secular power, the pope did not
¢ three chapters,” by his famous judicatum.? | think fit to Jet us know. He closes his letter

Pelagius, finding himself thus abandoned | with exhorting Narses to cause the heads of
by almost all the bishops in the west, as if | the schisin to be apprehended, and sent, under
he had condemned doctrines, which the coun- |a strong guard, to Constantinople; assuring
cil of Chalcedon had defined, to remove that i him, that he need not scruple to use violence,

suspicion, wrote a circular letter, addressed

to the whole church, solemnly declaring, that ,

he approved the first four oecumenical coun-
cils; that he held the doctrine which they
had defined ; anathematized all, who had
been anathematized by them; and received
those whom they received ; namely, the two
catholic bishops Theodoret and Ibas.
this declaration, however solemn, did not
satisfy the dissenting bishops. They still

continued to defend the *three chapters,” :

anathematizing, as betrayers of the faith of

Chalcedon, all who presumed, or should ever |

presume, to condemn them. 'The pope, there-
fore, finding he could by no other means over-
come the obstinacy of the refractory and
schismatic bishops, as he styled them, re-
solved, in the end, torecur to the secular
power; and accordingly wrote several very
pressing letters to Narses, recommending 1o
that general the unity of the church, and ex-
horting him to restrain, by his authority. those
whom the authority of St. Peter, and his see,

M 1.2, epist. ¢ 26

1 Pelag. ep. 6, a ¢
Pelag.ep. 7.

T Bee p. 356,

But

(if it may be so called, in the present case,
secing the civil power is allowed, nay, and
required by the canons, not only to apprehend,
"but to send into exile, and confine to painful
prisons, those who, dissenting from their
brethren, disturb the tranquillity of the church.!
Might not the Arians, the Nestorians, and
the Butychians, have justified, by the same
“principles, and methad of reasoning, used
here by the pope, all the crueltics they prac-
tised on the catholies, when they prevailed,
and had the civil power on their side ?
Narses was no less desirous than the pope,
of secing an end put to the schism, being well
apprised, that Justinian had nothing more at
heart, and that his effecting it would rivet him
forever in the emperor’s forever.  However,
instead of hearkening to the suggestions of
the pope, he still pursned his former conduct
acting therein more like a bishop than a sol-
dier. while the bishop acted more like a sol-
dicer than a hishop. Some bishops of Tuscany,
and some of Liguria, were, in the end, pre=
vailed upon by Narses to renew their commu-

! Pelug.ep. 3.
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Some bishops pe r\uruhul !1\ Narses ln renew 1hc ir communien w nh Hmnn
Aves frotin the communion of the pope, and excommunicate Nars

pope ; who sends to the king an ample conlfession of his faith.
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The hishops of Y<xnl separate
s ;—[Year of Christ, 557.] The pope
Childebert, king of 1he ] riiths suspects
Scveral other letters written

against them,

nion with Rome; but could by no means be:

ersuaded to receive the fifth council, and
condemn the “three chapters,” condemned, as
they said, by the predecessor of Pelagius, and |
Pelagius himself, merely to gratify the em-
peror, and redeem themselves from exile, and
the hardships they suffered. As for the bi-
shops of Istria, having assembled about this
time a council in Aquilea, at which presided
Paulinus bishop of that city, they declared all
to 2 man in favor of the *three chapters,”
rejected the council which had condemned
them, separated themselves from the commu-
nion of the pope, and, at the same time, ex-
commuricated Narses for concurring with him,
and striving to establish a faith different from
that which was established at Chalcedon.
Of this Pelagius was no sooner informed, than
he wrote anew to Narses, exhorting him to
revenge the affront, which the schismatics

whole people?  But not remembering his
fown illegal ordination, or thinking Narses
did not remember it, he had even the assurance
i to tell that «reneml, it was incminbent upon
him to see that the customs and laws of the
church were as punctually complied with as
those of the empire, and to punish all who
presumed to transgress them within the
bounds of his jurisdiction: that the bishops
of Aquilea and Milan were both guilty of a
notorious transgression of the said laws;
which he cannot connive at, without betraying
the trust reposed in him by the most religious
emperor; nor, in so flagrant a case, do less
than remove both bishops from their sees, and
send them prisoners to Constantinople.! Thus
Pelagius; but yet the two bishops kept pos-
session of their sees to the day of their death.
And truly, had Narses been persuaded by the
| pope, that it was incumbent upon him to pro-

l

had offered to him, and, in him, to the em-‘ceed with so much severity, against those
peror, whom he represented To deter others | who presumed to transgress the customs and
from attempts of the like nature, and teach | laws of the church within the bounds of his
them the respect that is due to the see of the‘ jurisdiction, he must have besun with his

prime apostle, and the majesty of the empire,
he advises Narses to send Paulinus prisoner
to Constantinople, to drive all the rest from
their sces, and banish them the province. He
complains of Paulinus in particular, not only '
as a schismatic, but as one, who, having been

unduly ordained, ought not to be looked upon, i

nor ousht to be treated, as a lawful bishop,
but as an intruder.
which has long obtained, the bishops of Aqui-:
Jea and Milan ordained each other: but the

ceremony was to be performed in the church i
of the ordained, that no room might be left for :

the ordainer to claim any superiority or juris-
diction over the other; and, at the same time, !
he might be well assured, that the person,
whom he ordained, was acceptable to the
people. 'This custom, continues the pope, |
was not observed in the ordination of Pauli-
nus, the pretended hishop of Aquilea. He
was not ordained in his own church, but in
that of Milan; and therefore must not be
looked upon as a lawful bishop, but only as
an intruder, and an usurper.”’ What the
pope uraes here against the ordination of Pau-
linus, might have heen unanswerably urged
against his own. It the bishop of Aquilea

was to he looked upon only as an intruder:

and an nsurper, because the above-mentioned
customn was not observed in his ordination,

ought not Pelagius himself, with much more *

reason, to have heen looked upon as an intru-
der and an usurper, seeing he had been or-
dained contrary to a more ancient custom, a

custom established and strictly enjoined by |

an express canon of the most revered conneil
that ever was held in the church ;2 nay, and
against the consent and declared wﬂl of the

‘I’Llw ep. b,

2 Kee note (*) p. 371.

“ By a custom, says he, '

. holiness himself, whom he well knew to be
" the most notorious transgressor of all.

In the mean time a report being spread all
over Gaul, that the pope, by approving the
fifth coun(‘ll condemned the doctrine which
had been deﬁned and established in the coun-
cil of Chalcedon, Childebert, king of the
! Franks, dispatched one Ruffinus to Rome, to
acquaint Pelagius with that report, and, at the
same time, to require a confession of his faith.
Were an embassador now sent to Rome on
such an errand, he would there meet with a
very indifferent reception : but, as the popes
had not yet begun to think themselves infalli-
ble, Pelagius, thomrha man of no meek spirit,
‘mstead of resenting it in the king, that he
should have thus questioned the orthodoxy of
' his faith, received his embassador with un-
common marks of respect and esteem ; and,
in compliance with his demand, drew up,

signed, and sent into Gaul, an ample confes-
sion of his faith, solemnly dec]annrr that he
not only recened but was ready to defend,
even at the expense of his life, the holy faith
of Chaleedon ; that he anathematized all who
did not hold the same faith, as well as the
doctrine contained in the letter of Leo; and
that nothing had been defined in the ifth coun-
. cil, but what was entirely agreeable to that
I faith and doctrine.2 This confession the king
immediately communicated to the Gallican
bishops. But they, not Samﬁod with it, still
continued, in spite of the pope’s repeated pro-
testations, to defend the ¢ three chapters;”
and it was not till many years after that the
fifth council was umverial]y received in Gaul.
i Several other letters, or fragments of Jetters,
have I'L'ﬂC]lEd our times, wri[mn. in different

J‘,,

1 Ree note (*) p. 371,
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- - - = ——
Pelagiusg dies :—Year of Christ, 560. John 11 chosen, after a vacancy of four months.  What occasioned
these long vacancies.

years, by Pclagius to Narses, to Childebert, — This letter, and another concerning the
to Sabaudus of Arles,and others. In one to building of new churches, which the pope wil]
Subaudus, he appoints that prelate his vicar, not allow to be built on ground where any
vesting him with the metropolitan jurisdiction, person whatever hasbeen buried, seem to have
not only over the provinces that were subject | been written in 558, and most authors suppose
to Childebert, but all Gaul.' In hisletters to | Pelagius to have died the following year,
Narses, he complains of several bishops, | But from his epitaph it appears, that he
whom he charges with incest, with murder, ‘ governed the Roman church four years, teq .
with adultery, and other heinous crimes, ' months, and eighteen days ;! and, consequent-
which, he says, it is the duty of the civil|ly, as he was ordained on the elcventh of
Inagistrate to punish, since the church could | April 555,% that his death must have happen-
not, with all the severity such enormities de- | ed on the first of March 560. He had the
served.2 In another letter he acquaints the  mortification to see the authority of the Roman
person to whom he writes, that the people of | church universally disregarded, and brought to
Syracuse, which see was immediately subject | the: lowest ebb, even in the west, the bishops

to that of Rome, having chosen one for their | of Gaul, Spain, Africa, Ireland and Italy, con-

bishop, who was married, and had children, ! tinuing, in spite of all his efforts, of his re-
le had refused to ordain him ; but finding the | peated protestations, and decisions, to con-
people, after they had beena whole year with-| demn and reject a council, which he had ap-
out a bishop, were still determined to choose | proved and received ; nay. and to suspect the
no other, he had, in the end, thought it advise- ; orthodoxy of his faith, because he received
able to ordain the person, whora they had\it.“(*) Pelagius is said, in the pontificals, to
chesen; but it was upon condition that he have died when he had just laid the founda-
should not misapply the goods of the church, tion of the famous church in Rome, dedicated
nor bequeath the least share of them, at his to the two apostles St. Philip and St. James.
death, to his wife, or his children.?

JOHN III., SIXTIETH BISHOP OF ROME.

[JusTiNIAN, JUSTIN the younger.]

[Year of Christ, 560.] Pelagius being|ple; which, in those times, could seldom be
dead, John, the third of that name, the son of | done till several mionths after the election, on
Anastasius, a person of no small distinction |account of the irruptions of the barbarians,
in Rome, was chosen to succeed him, and|and the wars in Italy. In the mean tire the
ordained on the 18th of July, which, in 560, |archpriest, the archdeacon, and the primice-
fell on a Sunday, after the see had been va-|rius, or chief of the notaries, supplying the
cant four months,and seventeen days.t These | room of the pope, transacted all business, and
long vacancies are ascribed, by some, to the|disposed of the revenues of the sce, as they
intrigues of the candidates, or pretenders to' thought fit. It was their province to acquaint
the papal dignity. But what seems chiefly | the emperor, the exarch, the judges, and like-
to have occasioned them, was, that the elect,| wise the bishop of Ravenna, with the decease
by what number soever elected, could not be of the pope, as soon as it happened, and af-
ordained till his election was approved and | terwards with the election of his successor;
confirmed by the emperor ; so that the empe- nor did they resign their charge, till they re-
ror was to be acquainted with the election,| ceived the imperial decree confirming the
was to issue a decree confirming it, and that|election. Their thus waiting iill the will of
decree was to be sent to the exarch of Raven-
na,(*) and notified by him to the Roman peo-

|

title was adopted by the successors of Longinus, who,
residing, as he had done, at Ravenna, were thence
styled exarches of Ravenna. They coverned Italy

1 Pelag. ep. 15, 2 Id('m.‘episl, 4. with an absolute authority, placing and dizplacing the
3Tdem, ep. 11 et frag. 1..tom. 5. Concil. p. 805. dukes at their pleasure; and to them the people had
4 Lib. Pontif. recourse in all matters of moment.  They maintained

(t) The provinces of Traly had, ever since the time | the power and anthority of the cmperors in Italy for
of Constantine the Great, been governed by Consulares | the spiace of one hundred and eiohiv-threc ars, that
Correctores and Pricsides no alteration inthe govern- | is, from the yvear 56S. when Loneinns ent into-
ment having been made either by the emperors who i that conntry, 1o the vear 751, when tvehins, the Jast
succeeded Constantine,or by the kings of the Goths. | exarch, was driven out, and Rav )

nna was tiken by
But the Gothis beins driven out hy Narses, and all Tualy . Astulphus,. king of the Lombards, as we shall have oc-
wnited anew 1o the empire. Longinns, who was sent | casion 1o relate hereafier.

to succeed that generaly suppressed the ancient magis. tApud Bar. ad Ann, 559, p. 494,

1rie andin their room, placed, in each city of 28ee p.o 371 note Q) 3 Lib. Pontif.

note i covernor, whom he distingnished with the tite (*) Did those hizhops believe him infallibie 2 It is
of dnke. For himself, he assumed the title of exareh, evident they did not ; nov. indeed, did he himsel <
which wias given by the Greeks 1o those who presided  he would not have Cailed, s we may well suppose, 10
over adiocese and, consequently. over the many pro- - plead that prerogative, or at least, 1o mention it, on 80
cinces of wlnch the diocese was composed. The saome, urgent an occasion.
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Whether the papal dignity be confi
The ¢
firstr

and progress of this dispute.

the emperor was known, often occasioned a
considerable delay in the ordination or conse-
cration of the pope.  But how long soever the
delay was, the elect did not, in the mean
tune, exercise any authority as true and law-
ful pope, nor was he looked upon as such,
but still yielded the first place in the church
to the archpriest.(*) Hence it appears, that
the papal dignity, whatever power or juris-
diction it imports, was not then thought to be
conferred by election alone, but by election
and consecration. It was on this consideration
that the ancient writers have not allowed a
place, in the catalogue of the popes, to Ste-
phen, who was chosen in 782, but died before
he could be consecrated. But in the year
1059, Nicholas II. decreed, That if the pope
could not be consecrated, he should neverthe-
less exercise his authority as true and lawful
pope, in governing the Roman church, and dis-
posing of the goods of the holy see.! How-
ever it was still disputed in the 13th century,
whether the pope had a power to issue bulls
before his consecration ; and many maintained,
that he had no such power. But Clement V.
put an end to the dispute in 1306, by a bull,
forbidding, on pain of excommunication, any
such question to be brought into debate ;2 and
it is now a settled point in the schools, that
the pope receives all papal authority from his
election alone.(1)

But to return to the present pope. He held
the see thirteen years, wanting a few days;
and yet I find nothing recorded of him by the
contemporary writers, thatis worthy of notice.
In the west affairs continued in the same situ-
ation, in which his predecessor had left them,
some bishops there receiving, but the far
greater part continuing still to condemn, the
fifth council, and all who received it. What
pains the pope took to heal these divisions, to
unite the bishops among themselves, and with
his see, we know not, nor indeed whether he
took any; for of the several letters that are
ascribed to him, not one is allowed, by the
learned, to be genuine.

In the east the fifth council was universally
received ; but yet the ecclesiastics were there

(*) Thus John 1V. being elected pope, while he was
archdeacon, signed nevertheless, in the second place,
and after the archpriest, the letter, which the Roman
clergy wrote to the Scots hefore his election was con-
firmed by the emperor, styling himself only deacon,
with the addition of elect, *“Joannes Diaconus, et in
nomine dei electus.” (a)

(@) Bed. 1. 2. ¢. 19. Epist. 15. Martini Pap. et Lib.
diurn. Rom. Pont. tit 1.

! Gratian. dist. 23. can. in nomine Domini.

2 Extravag. com. 1. 5. c. 4. tit. 10

() This opinion the modern writers are all bound to
maintain, and consequently to place the above-
mentioned Stephen, though never consecrated. in the
Catalogue of the popes; which has occasioned a dis-
agreement between them and the ancients, in the
Mmber of the Stephens, and the manner of numbering
them. Tor thas Stephen, styled the second by the
ancients, is reckoned the third by the moderns; the
third is called the fourth ; and, in the same manner, the
Test 10 the ninth, whom the moderns call the tenth;
With great confusion in bistory, and contradiction
among writers.

OR BISHOPS OF ROME.
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red by an clection alone. Nothing recorded of this popu'”\rn’rii];; ;F;mire‘
eru bishops at variance about the “corruptibility and incorruptibility”” of the body of Christ.

The

| too at variance among themselves, with re-
i spect to another point, and no less divided

than their brethren in the west. ‘The state
enjoyed often a settled peace, but the church
scarce ever. The point at present in dispute
was, * whether the body of Christ was, be-
fore he rose from the dead, corruptible or in-
corruptible.” This important question had
occasioned, some years before, great dissen-
sions and divisions among the Eutychians,
and even a schism in that party, some of them
obstinately maintaining, that the body of
Christ was, and others, no less obstinately,
that it was not, subject to corruption. The
question was first moved, about the year 531,
by some monks of Egypt, a set of men, who,
indulging themselves, for want of a better
employment, in speculations of that nature,
took particular delight in communicating them
to the world, and seeing the ecclesiastics as
well as the laity engaged in disputes and
quarrels about them. For such was the
humor, such the temper of men in those days,
more especially of the ecclesiastics, that every
conceit, however absurd, however impertinent
and idle, was looked upon by them, on ac-
count of some far-fetched deductions and con-
sequences, as a matter of the utmost import-
ance to the faith, as the subject of a serious
dispute and inquiry. And indeed what else
but idle conceits, but trifling, absurd, and im-
pertinent speculations, calculated only to con-
found our belief, and, by multiplying mys-
teries, render the Christian religion quite un-
intelligible, was the subject of most of the
disputes ; for the determining of which, after
they had long rent the church into irreconcil-
able parties and factions, bishops were sum-
moned, as we have often seen, from all parts
of the Christian world, and general councils
assembled ?

Of the rise and progress of the present con-
troversy, the contemporary writers deliver us
the following account: a monk of Egypt, re-
pairing to Severus,' the famous Eutychian
bishop of Antioch, who had been obliged to
quit the see he had usurped, and take refuge
in Alexandria, asked him, whether he thought
the body of Christ was ¢ corruptible” or ** in-
corruptible’ before his resurrection. Severus
answered, after a short pause, that the fathers
had all believed it “corruptible;’”” and that
his faith was the same with theirs. The
monk, not satisfied with that answer, being
perhaps himself of a different opinion, or
wanting to divide the leading men of that
party among themselves, for the good of the
church, went straight from Severus to Julian,
the Eutvchian bishop of Halicarnassus, who
had been likewise forced to abandon his see,
and fly into Egypt, and asked him the same
question. Julian returned answer, that the
fathers had all believed the body of Christ to
have been, from its conception, *incorrupt-

See p. 316.





