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PREFACE.

Tuis Work is intended to furnish, together with the ¢ Dictionary of
Christian Biography, Literature, and Doctrines,” which will shortly
follow, a complete account of the leading Personages, the Institu-
tions, Art, Social Life, Writings and Controversies of the Christian
Church from the time of the Apostles to the age of Charlemagne.
It commences at the period at which the ¢ Dictionary of the Bible’
leaves off, and forms a continuation of it: it ceases at the age of.
Charlemagne, because (as Gibbon has remarked) the reign of this
monsrch forms the important link of ancient and modern, of
civil and ecclesiastical history. It thus stops short of what we
commonly call the Middle Ages. The later developement of Ritual
and of the Monastic Orders, the rise and progress of the great
Mendicant Orders, the Painting, Sculpture and Architecture, the
Hagiology and Symbolism, the Canon Law, and the Institutions
generally of the Middle Ages, furnish more than sufficient matter
for a separate book.

The present Work, speaking generally, elucidates and explains
in relation to the Christian Church the same class of subjects that
the ¢ Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities’ does in reference
to the public and private life of classical antiquity. It treats of
the organization of the Church, its officers, legislation, discipline,
and revenues; the social life of Christians; their worship and
ceremonial, with the accompanying music, vestments, instruments,
vessels, and insignia; their sacred places; their architecture and
other forms of Art; their symbolism ; their sacred days and seasons;
the graves or Catacombs in which they were laid to rest.

We can scarcely hope that every portion of this wide and varied
field has been treated with equal completeness ; but we may venture
to assert, that this Dictionary is at least more complete than any
attempt hitherto made by English or Foreign scholars to treat in
one work the whole archaeology of the early Church. The great
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work of Bingham, indeed, the foundation of most subsequent books
on the subject, must always be spoken of with the utmost respect;
but it is beyond the power of one man to treat with the requisite
degreo of fulness and accuracy the whole of so vast a subject;
and there is probably no branch of Christian archaeology on which
much light has not been thrown since Bingham’s time by the
numerous scholars and divines who have devoted their lives to
special investigations. We trust that we have made accessible
to all educated persons a great mass of information, hitherto only
the privilege of students with the command of a large library.

In treating of subjects like Church Government and Ritual it
is probably impossible to secure absolute impartiality ; but we are
confident that no intentional reticence, distortion or exaggeration
has been practised by the writers in this work.

It has been thought advisable not to insert in the present work
an account of the Literature, of the Sects and Heresies, and of
the Doctrines of the Church, but to treat these subjects in the
‘Dictionary of Christian Biography,” as they are intimately con-
nected with the lives of the leading persons in Church History,
and could not with advantage be separated from them.

It has not been possible to construct the vocabulary on an
entirely comsistent principle. Where a well-recognized English
term exists for an institution or an object, that term has generally
been preferred as the heading of an article. But in many cases
obsolete customs, offices, or objects have no English name; and
in many others the English term is not really co-extensive with the
Latin or Greek term to which it seems at first sight to correspond.
The word Decanus (for example) has several meanings which are not
implied in the English Dean. In such cases it was necessary to
adopt a term from the classic languages. Cross-references are given
from the synonyms or quasi-synonyms to the word under which any
subject is treated. The Councils are placed (so far as possible)
under the modern names of the places at which they were held, a
cross-reference being given from the ancient name. In the case of
the Saints’ Days, the names of the Western saints have been taken
from the martyrology of Usuard, as containing probably the most
complete list of the martyrs and confessors generally recognized in
the West up to the ninth century; the occurrence of these names
in earlier calendars or martyrologies is also noted. In the letters A
and B, however, the names of Saints are taken principally from the
¢ Martyrologium Romanum Vetus,” and from the catalogues which
bear the names of Jerome and of Bede, without special reference
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to Usuard. In the case of the Eastern Church, we have taken
from the calendars of Byzantium, of Armenia, and of Ethiopia,
those names which fall within our chronological period. This
alphabetical arrangement will virtually constitute an index to the
principal martyrologies, in addition to supplying the calendar.
dates of events which are fixed—as is not uncommonly the case in
ancient records — by reference to some festival. The names of
persons are inserted in the vocabulary of this Work only with
reference to their commemoration in martyrologies or their repre-
sentations in art, their lives, when they are of any importance,
being given in the Dictionary of Biography.

References are given throughout to the original authorities on
which the several statements rest, as well as to modern writers of
repute. In citations from the Fathers, where a page is given without
reference to a particular edition, it refers for the most part to the
standard pagination—generally ‘that of the Benedictine editions—
which is retained in Migne’s Patrologia.

At the commencement of this work, the Editorship of that por-
tion which includes the laws, government, discipline, and revenues of
the Church and the Orders within it, was placed in the hands of
Professo. Stubbs; the education and social life of Christians in those
of Professor Plumptre; while the treatment of their worship and
ceremonial was entrusted to Professor Cheetham; all under the
general superintendence of Dr. William Smith. As the work pro-
ceeded, however, a pressure of other engagements rendered it impos-
sible for Professors Stubbs and Plumptre to continue their editorship
of the parts which they had undertaken; and from the end of the
letter C Professor Cheetham has acted as Editor of the whole
work, always with the advice and assistance of Dr. William Smith.

In conclusion, we have to express our regret at the long time
that has elapsed since the first announcement of the work. This
delay has been owing partly to our anxious desire to make it as
accurate as possible, and partly to the loss we have sustained by
the death of two of our most valued contributors, the Rev. A. W.
Haddan and the Rev. W. B. Marriott.
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A and ®@. (See Rev. xxii. 13) Of these
symbolic letters the w is always given in the
minuscular form. The symbol is generally com-
bined with the monogram of Christ. [MoNo-
6rAM.] In Boldetti’s Osserpazions sopra ¢ cimniters,
&c. Rom. 1720, fol. tav. iii. p. 194, no. 4, it is
found, with the more ancient decussated mono-
gram, on a szpulchral cup or vessel. See also
De Rossi (Inseriptions, No. 776), where the letters
are suspended from the arms of
the St. Andrew’s Cross. They
are combined more frequently
with the upright or Egyptian
monogram. ~ Aringhi, Rom.
Subt. vol. i. p. 381, gives an
engraving of & jewelled cross,
with the letters suspended
by chains to its horizontal arm, as below. And
the same form occurs in sepulchral inscriptions
in De Rossi, Tnscr. Chr. Rom.
t. i. nos. 661, 666. See also
Boldetti, p. 345, and Bottari,
tav. xliv. vol. i.

The letters are found, with
or without the monogram, in
almost all works of Christian
antiquity ; for instance, right
and left of a great cross, on which is no form or
even symbolic Lamb, on the ceiling of the apse
of St. Apollinare in Classe at Ravenna, circ. A.D.
675. They were worn in rings and sigils, either
alone, as in Martigny, s. v. Anneaur, or with
the gram, as in Boldetti, ms. 21-31, 30-33.
On coins they appear to be first used imme-
diately after the death of Constantine. The
earliest instances are an aureus nummus of Con-
staatius (Banduri, v. ii. p. 27, Numismata fmp.
Romarorum, &c.); and another golden coin bear-
ing the effigy of Constantine the Great, with the
words * Victoria Maxima.” Constantine seems
not to have made great use of Christian em-
blems on his coin till after the defeat of Lici-
nius in 323, and especially after the building
of Constantinople. (Sec Martigny, s. v. Numis-
matirue.)

The use of these symbolic letters amounts to
A quotation of Rev. xxii. 13, and a confession of
Gith in our Lord’s own assertion of His infinity

CHRIST. ANT.

P

Alw

A

AARON

and divinity. There is one instance in Martinl
(Epig. v. 26) where A, Alpha, is used jocularly
(as A 1, vulgarly, with ourselves) for “ chief” or
“first.” But the whole expression in its solemn
meaning is derived entirely from the words of
Rev. xxii. 13. The import to a Christian is
shewn by the well-known passage of Prudentius
(Hymnus Omni Hora, 10, Cathemerinon, ix. p.
85, ed. Tiibingen, 45) :—
= Corde natus ex parentis ante mundi exordium,

Alpha et O cognominatus, ipse fons et clausula,
Omnium quae sunt, foerunt, quaeque post futurs sunt,”

The symbol was no doubt much more frequently
used after the outbreak of Arianism. But it ap-
pears to have been used before that date, from its
occurrence in the inscription on the tomb raised
by Victorina to her martyred husband Heraclius
in the cemetery of Priscilla (Aringhi, i. 605).
It is here enclosed in a triangle, and united with
the upright monogram. Sce also another in-
scription in Fabretti (/ascr. antiq. explicatio,
Rom. 1699, fol.), and the cup given in Boldetti
from the Callixtine catacomb, tav. iii. no. 4, at
P- 194, From these it is argued with apparent
truth that the symbol must have been in use
before the Nicene Council.® No doubt, as a cons
venient symbolic form of asserting the Lord’s
divinity, it became fur more prominent after-
wards.  The Arians certainly avoided its use
(Giorgi, D¢ Monogram. Christi, p. 10). It is
found on the crucifix attributed to Nicodemus
(Angelo Rocca, Thesaurus Fontificiarum, vol. i.
153, woodeut), and on a wooden crucifix of great
antiquity at Lucca (Borgia, De Cruce Veliterna,
p. 33). For its general use as a part of the
monogram of Christ, sce MONOGRAM. It will be
found (see West wood’s Palacographia Sacra) in the
Psalter of Athelstan, and in the Bible of Alcuin;
both in the British Museum. [R. St. J. T.]

AARON, the High Priest, commemorated
s Boldetti: “Quanto alle lettere A and w, non v’ha dubbio
che quel primi Cristiani le presero dall' Apocalisse.”
He goes on to say that it is the sign of Christian, not
Arian, burial; and that Arians were driven frum Rome,
and excluded from the Catacombs. Aringhi also protests
l that those cemeteries were * baud unquam heretico schis-
J maticoque commercio pollutae.” B




2 ABACUC
Miaziah 1 =March 27 (Cal. Ethiop.). Deposition
in Mount Hor, July 1 (Mart. Bedae, Hieron.). [C.]

ABACUOC. (1) Habakkuk the Prophet, com-
memorated Jan. 15 (Martyrologium Rom. Vetus,
Hicron., Bedac).

(2) Martyr at Rome under Claudius, A.D. 269,
commemorated Jan. 20 (Martyr. Rom. Ve[tg:j).

ABBA. [ApBAT.)

ABBAT. (Abbas or Abba [-atis), &Bpas,
&BBa, in low Latin sometimes Abas, Ital. Abate,
Germ. Abt, from the Chaldee and Syriac form of
the common Semitic word for Father, probably
adopted in that form either by Syriac monks,
or through its N. T. use) A name employed
occasionally in the East, even so late as the 10th
century, as a term of respect for any monks
(Cassian., Collat. i. 1, A.D. 429; Reg. S. Columb.
vii,, A.D. 609 ; Jo. Mosch., Prat. Spir., A.D. 630;
Epiphan. Hagiop., De Loc. SS., A.p. 956 ; Byzant.
auth. ap. Du Cange, Lex. Inf. Graec. ; Bulteau,
Hist. Mon. d’Orient, 819: and, similarly, &B88d-
3iov, &BBadloxiov, YevddBBas, xAexrdBBas, for
an evil or false monk, Du Cange, ib.); and some-
times as a distinguishing term for a monk of
singular piety (Hieron., in Epist. ad Gal. c. 4; in
Matt. iib. iv. in c. 23); but ordinarily restricted
to the superior of a monastery, Pater or Princeps
Monasteris, elective, irremoveable, single, abso-
lute. Replaced commonly among the Greeks“
by 'Apxiuardplrns [ARCHIMANDRITA], ‘Hyoi-
uevos, or more rarely KowoBidpxns; the first
of which terms however, apparently by a con-
fusion respecting its derivation, came occasion-
ally to stand for the superior of more monas-
teries than one (Helyot, Hist. des Ordr. Mon.
i. 65) :—extended upon their institution to the
superior of a body of canons, more properly
called Praegositus, Abbas Canonicorum as op-
posed to Abbas Monachorum (e. g. Conc. Paris.
A.D. 829, c. 37; Conc. Aquisg. 1I. A.p. 836.
canon. c. ii. P. 2, § 1; Chron. Leod.); but varied
by many of the later monastic orders, as e. g. by
Carmelites, Augustinians, Dominicans, Servites,
into Praepositus or Prior Conventualis, by Fran-
ciscans into Custos or Guardianus, by Camaldu-
lensians into Major, by Jesuits into Rector :—
distinguished in the original Rule of Pachomius,
as the superior of a combination of monasteries,
from the Pater, Princeps, or Occonomus of each
and from the Praepositi of the several families of
each. Enlarged into Abbas Abbatum for the Ab-
bat of Monte Cassino (Pet. Diac. Chron. Casin.

iv. 60; Leo Ostiens., ib, ij. 54), who was vicar of -

the Pope over Benedictine monasteries (Privil.
Nicol. 1. Papae, A.D. 1059, ap. And. a Nuce ad
Leon. Ostiens. iii. 12), and had precedence over
all Benedictine abbats (Privil. Paschal. I1. Papac,
A.D. 1113, in Bull. Casin. ii. 1303 Chart. Lothar.
Jfmp., A.p. 1137, ib. 157). Similarly a single
Abbat of Aniana, Benedict, was made by Ludov.
Pius, A.D. 817, chief of the abbats in the empire
(Chron, Farf. p. 671; Ardo, in V. Bened. c. viii.
36): and the Hegumenos of St. Dalmatius in
Constantinople wias, from the time of St. Dal-
matius himself (A.p. 430), &pxwv or warhp
povaornplwy, Abbas Universalis or KaBoAixds,
Ezarchus omniw teriorum n urbe regia
(Conc. Constant. iv., A.D. 536, Act i.; Conc.
Eples. iii. A.p. 431 ; and see Tillem., Mém. Eccl.
xiv. 322 and Eustath. in T, Eutych. n. 18, Jo.
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Cantacuz. i. 50, Theocterictus in V. S. Nicetae, n.
43, quoted by Du Cange). Transferred im-
properly sometimes to the Praepositus or Prior,
the lieutenant (so to say) of a monastery, Abbas
Secundus or Secundarius (Reg.S. Bened. 65; and
see Sid. Apoll. vii. 17), the proper abbat being
called by way of distinction Abbas Major (Conc.
Aquisgr, A.p. 817 c. 31). Transferred also, in
course of time, to non-monastic clerical offices,
as e.g. to the principal of a body of parochial
clergy (i. the Abbas, Custos, or Rector, as distic-
guished from ii. the Presbyter or Capellanus, and
iii. the Sacristas Ughelli, Ital. Sac. vii. 506, ap. Du
Cange); and to the chief chaplain of the king or
emperor in camp under the Carlovingians, Abbas
Castrensis, and to the Abbas Curiae at Vienne
(Du Cange); and in later times to a particular
cathedral official at Toledo (Beyerlinck, Magn.
Theatrum, s. v. Abbas), much as the term car-
dinal is used at our own St. Paul’s; and to the
chief of a decad of choristers at Anicia, Abhas
Clericulorum (Du Cange) ; and later still to the
abbat of a religious confraternity, as of St. Yvo
at Paris in 1350 and another in 1362 (/d.).
Adopted also for purely secular and civil officers,
Abbas Populi at Genoa, and again of the Genoese
in Galata (Jo. Pachym. xiii. 27), of Guilds at
Milan and Decurions at Brixia; and earlier still,
Palatii, Clocherii, Campanilis, Scholaris, Esclaf-
fardorum (Du Cange); and compare Dante
(Pwyat. xxvi.), Abate del Collegio. Usurped
in course of time by lay holders of monasteries
under the system of commendation [CoM-
MENDA], Abbas Protector, Abbas Laicus, Archi-
abbas, Abba- [or Abbi-] Comes, denominated by a
happy equivoque in some papal documents Abbas
Irreligiosus ; and giving rise in turn to the Abbas
Legitimus or Monasticus (Serm. de Tumulat. S.
Quintin., ap. Du Cange), as a name for the abbat
proper (sometimes it was the Decani, Contin.
Aimoin. c. 42; and in Culdee Scotland in the
parallel case it was a Prior) who took charge ot
the spiritual duties. Lastly, perverted altogether
in later days into a mock title, as Abbas Laetitiae,
Juvenum, Fatuorwm, or again Abbas Bejanorum
(of freshmen, or “ Yellow Beaks,” at the univer-
sity of Paris), or Cornardorum or Conardorum (an
equally unruly club of older people elsewhere in
France), until “in vitium libertas excidit et vim
dignam lege regi,” and the mock abbats accord-
ingly “held their peace ” perforce (Du Cange).
The abbat, properly so called, was elected in
the beginning by the bishop of the diocese out of
the monks themselves (with a vague right of
assent on the part of the people also, according
to Du Cange); a right confirmed at first by
Justinian (Nozell. v. c. 9, A.D. 534-563); who,
however, by a subsequent enactment transferred
it to the monks, the abbat elect to be confirmed
and formally blessed by the bishop (Norell. cxxiii.
c. 34). And this became the common law of
Western monasteries also (Keg. S. Bened., A.D.
530, ¢. 64 ; Conc. Carthag., A.D. 525, in die Ilda ;
Greg. M., Epist. ii. 41, iii. 23, viii. 15; Theodor.,
Poenit. 1L. vi. 1 in Wasserschl. p. 207; Pseudo-
Egbert, Pocnit. Add. in Thorpe, ii. 235, &ec.;—
“Fratres eligant sibi abbatem,” Aldhelm ap. W.
Malm,, De G. P. v. p. 111), confirmed in time by
express enactment (Capit. Car. M. et Lud. Pii,
I. vi, A.D. 816),—* Quomode (monachis) ex se
ipsis sibi eligendi abbates licentiam dederimus;”

—Urban. Pap. ap. Gratian, cap. Alicn. caus. 12.



ABBAT

qu. 2; and so also cap. Quomiam Dist. lxix.—
enforcing the episcopal benediction, from Conc.
Nicaen. ii., A.D. 787, c. 14. So also Counc. of
Cealchyth, A.p. 785, c. 5 (monks to elect from
their own monastery, or another, with consent of
bishop). but Counc. of Becanceld, A.D. 694, and

of Cealchyth, A.D. 816 (bishop to elect abbat or |

abbess with consent of the *family”). And
forms occur accordingly, in both Eastern and
Western Pontificals, for the DBenedictio re-
spectively of an Hegumenos, or of an Abhas, both
3onackorum and Cuanonicorwn, and of an Abba-
tissa (see also Theodor., Poenit. II. iii. 5, in
Wasserschl. p. 204, &c.; and a special form for
the last named, wrongly attributed to Theodore,
in Collier’s Fecords from the Ordo Rom., and
with variations, in Gerbert). An abbat of an
esempt abbey (in later times) could not resign
without leave of the Pope (c. Si A%batem, Bonif.
VIIL in Sext. Decr. 1. vi. 36); and was to be
confirmed and blessed by him (Matt. Par. in an.
1257). A qualification made in the Benedictine
Rule, allowing the choice of a minority if theirs
were the ] ilium, rily became a
dead letter from its impracticability. Bishops,
however, retained their right of institution if not
nomination in Spain in the 7th century (Conc.
Toiet., A.D. 633, c¢. 50); and the Bishop of
Chilons-sur-Marne so late as the time of St.
Bernard (Epist. 58). See, however, Caus. xviii.,
Qu. 2, The nomination by an abbat of his suc-
cessor, occurring sometimes in special cases (e.g.
St. Bruno), and allowed under restrictions (Conc.
Calullon. ii., A.D. 650, c. 12; Theodor., Capit.
Lacher. c. 71, in Wasserschl. p. 151), was ex-
ceptional, and was to be so managed as not to
interfere with the general right of the monks.
So also the founder’s like exceptional nominations,
as e.g. those made by Aldhelm or Wilfrid. The
interference of kings in such elections began as a°
practice with the system of commendation ; but
in royal foundations, and as suggested and pro-
moted by feudal idens, no doubt existed earlier.
The consent of the bishop is made ry to
an abbat’s election, * ubi jussio Regis fuerit,”
in A.D. 794 (Cunc. Francof. c. 17). The bishop
was also to quash an unfit election, under the
Begedictine rule, and (with the neighbouring
abbats) to appoint a proper person instead (Rey.
Ben. 64).

Once elected, the abbat held office for life,
unless canonically deprived by the bishop; but
the consent of his fellow-presbyters and abbats is
made necessary to such deprivation by the
Council of Tours (Conc. Turon. ii., A.D. 567, c¢. 7;
so also Krcerpt. Pseudo-Eyberti, 65, Thorpe ii.
107). And this, even if incapacitated by sickness
(Hincmar ad Corbeiens., ap. Flodoard. iii. 7).
Triennial abbats (and abbesses) were a desperate
expedient of far later popes, Innocent VIIIL
(A.D. 1484-1492) and Clement VI1I. (a.p. 1523-
1534).

Like all monks (Hieron., ad Austic. 95;
Cassian., Collat. v. 263 Caus. xvi. qu. 1, c. 40
Dist. xciii. c. 5), the abbat was originally a lay-
man (* Abbas potest esse, et non presbyter:
laicus potest esse abbas;” Jo. de Turrecrem., sup.
Dixt. 1xix.) ; and accordingly ranked below all
orders of clergy, even the Ustiarius ([)ist. xciii.
¢. 5). In the East, Archimandrites appear to
have become either deacons at least, or com-
monly priests, before the close of the 5th century
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(inter Epist. Hormisd. Pap., A.D. 514523, ante
Ep. xxii.; Conc. Constantin. iv., A.D. 536, Act i.),
although not without a struggle: St.Sabas, e.g.,
A.D, 484, strictly forbidding any of his monks
to be priests, while reluctantly forced into the
presbyterate himself by the Patriarch ot Jeru-
salem (Surius, i Vita, 5 Dec., cc. xxii. xxv).
And Archimandrites subscribe Church Councils
in the East, from time to time, from Cumc,
Constantin., A.D. 448. The term *ABBadoxpea-
Bvrepos, however, in Nomocan. (n. 44, ed. Co-
teler.), appears to indicate the continued ex-
istence of abbats not presbyters. In the West,
laymen commonly held the office until the end
of the 7th century, and continued to do so to
some extent or other (even in the proper sense
of the otlice) into the 11th. Jealousy of the
priestly order, counterbalanced by the absolute
ueed of priestly ministrations, prolonged the
struggle, in the 6th century, whether Western
monasteries should even admit priests at all. St.
Benedict, A.D. 530, hardly allows a single priest ;
although, if accepted, he is to rank next the
abbat (Leg. 60). Aurelian of Arles, A.D. 50,
allows one of each order, priest, deacon, sub-
deacon (Ney. 46). The Regula Magistrs (23)
admits priests as guests only, “ne abbates ut-
pote laicos excludant.” St. Gregory, however,
A.D. 595, gave a great impulse, as to meonastic
life generally, so in particular. by the nature of
his English mission, to presbyter (and episcopal)
abbats. And while Benedict himself, a layman,
was admitted to a council at Rome, A.D. 531, as
by a singular privilege (Cave, Hist. Litt. in V.
Bened.); during the next century, abbats occur
commonly, 1. at Councils of State, or in Councils
of abbats for monastic purposes, in Saxon England
and in France ; but 2. in purely Church Councils
in Spain. Theodore (about A.p. 690) repeats
the continental canon, inhibiting bishops from
compelling abbats to come to a council without
reasonable cause (Poenit. II. ii. 3; Wasserschl.
p- 203). And in one case, both Abbates pres-
byteri, and Abbates simply, subscribe a Saxon
Council or Witenagemot, viz.. that of Oct. 12,
803 (Kemble, C. 0. v. 65), which had for its
purpose the prohibition of lay commendations;
while abbesses occur sometimes as well, e. g. at
Becanceld, A.p. 694 (Anglo-Sar. Chron.), and
at London, Aug. 1, A.n. 811 (Kemble, C. /). i.
242). Lay abbats continued in England A.D.
696 (Wihtred’s Dooms, § 18), A.D. 740 (Egbert’s
Answ. 7, 11), A.D. 747 (Counc. of Clovesho, c. 3),
A.D. 957 (Aelfric’s Can. § “18,—abbats not an
order of clergy). In France, an annual Council
of abbats was to be summoned by the bishop
every Nov. 1, the presbyters having their own
special council separately in May (Conc. Aure-
lian. i., A.D. 311; Conc. Autisiod., A.D. 578 or
586, c. 7). Abbats, however, sign as represen-
tatives of bishops at the Councils of Orleans,.iv.
and v., A.D. 541, 549. But in Spain, abbats
subscribe Church Councils, at first atter and then
before presbyters (Conc. Bracar. iii., A.D. H72;
Oscens., A.D. 588 ; Emerit., A.D. 666; Tolet. xii.
and xiii., A.D. 681, 683); occurring, indeed, in
all councils from that of Toledo (viii.) A.D. 653.
From A.D. 565, also, there was an unbroken
succession of presbyter-abbats at Hy, retaining
their original missionary jurisdiction over their
monastic colonies, even after these colonies had
grown into a church, and both needeéi ;nd had
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bishops, although undiocesan (Baed., #. E., iii.
4, v. 24).  And clerical abbats (episcopal indeed
first, in Ireland, and afterwards presbyteral—
see Todd’s St. Patrick, pp. 88, 89) seem to have
been always the rule in Wales, Ireland, and
Scotland. In Ireland, indeed, abbats were so
identified with not presbyters only but bishops,
that the Pope is found designated as * Abbat
of Rome” (Todd’s St. Patrick, 156). Most con-
tinental abbats, however (and even their Prae-
positi and Decani) appear to have been pres-
byters by A.D. 817. These officers may bestow
the benediction (* quamvis presbyteri non sint”;
Cone, Aquisgr., A.D. 817, c. 62). All were ordered
to be so, but as yet ineffectually, A.D. 826 (Conc.
Rom. c. 27), And the order was still needed,
but was being speedily enforced by custom, A.D.
1078 (Conc. Pictuv. c. 7: “ Ut abbates et decani
[aliter abbates diaconi] qui presbyteri non sunt,
presbyteri fiant, aut praelationes amittant ”’).

A bishop-abbat was forbidden in a particular
instance by a Council of Toledo (xii., A.D. 681,
¢. 4), but permitted subsequently as (at first) an
exceptional case at Lobes near Liége, about A.D.
700, (conjecturally) for missionary purp g
the still heathen Flemish (D’Achery, Spicil. ii.
730) ; a ditferent thing, it should be noted, from
bishops resident in abbeys under the abbat’s
jurisdiction (* Episcopi hi,” according to
a.very questionable reading in Baed. H. E. iv.
5), as in Ireland and Albanian Scotland, and in
several continental (mostly exempt) abbeys (St.
Denys, St. Martin of Tours, &c.), and both at this
and at later periods in exempt abbeys generally
(Du Cange, voc. Episcopi Vagantes: Todd’s St.
Patrick, 51 3q.); although in some of these con-
tinental cases the two plans seem to have been
interchanged from time to time, according as the
abbat happened to be either himself a bishop, or
merely to have a monk-bishop under him
(Martene and Durand, Thes. Nov. Anecd. i.
Pref. giving a list of Benedictine Abbatial bishops ;
Todd, b.). In Wales, and in the Scottish sees
in Anglo-Saxon England (e.g. Lindisfarne), and
in a certain sense in the monastic sees of the
Augustinian English Church, the bishop was also
an abbat; but the latter office was here ap-
pended to the former, not (as in the other cases)the
former to thelatter. So, too, “ Antistes et abbas,”
in Sidon. Apoll. (xvi. 114), speaking of two abbats
of Lerins, who were also Bishops of Riez. Pos-
sibly there were undiocesan bishop-abbats in
Welsh abbeys of Celtic date (Rees, Welsh SS.
182, 266). Ablats sometimes acted as chore-
piscopi in the 9th century: v. Du Cange, voc.
Chorepiscopus. The abbats also of Catania and of
Monreale in Sicily at a later period were always
bichops (diocesan), and the latter shortly an
archbishop, respectively by privilege of Urban II.,
A.D. 1088-1099, and from A.D. 1176 (Du Cunge).
So also at Fulda and Corbey in Germany.

We have lastly an abbat who was also er
officio a cardinal, in the case of the Abbat of
Clugny, by privilege of Pope Calixtus Il., A.D.
1119 (Hug. Mon. ad Pontium Abb, Clun., ap.
Du Cange).

* The natural rule, that the abbat should be
chnsen from the seniors, and from those of the
monastery itself (Reg. S. Serap. 4, in Holsten:
p. 15), became in time a formal law (Decret.
Bonif. VIII. in 6 de Elect.—Abbat to be an
already professed monk ; Capit. Car. M. et Lud.
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Pii, i. tit. 81, “ ex seipsis,” &c., as above quoted §
Concil. Rotom., A.D. 1074, c. 10): although the
limitation to one above twenty-five years old is
no earlier than Pope Alexander lll. (Conc. La-
teran. A.D. 1179). In the West, however, the
rule was, that “Fratres eligant sibi abbatem
de ipsis si habent, sin autem, de extraneis”
(Theodor., Capit. Dach. c. 72, in Wasserschl. p.
151; and so also St. Greg., Epist. ii. 41, viii. 15):
while in the East it seems to be spoken of as a
privilege, where an abbey, having no fit monk
of its own, might choose a fevokouplrns—one
tonsured elsewhere (Leunclav. Jus Graeco-Rom.
p. 222).

Repeated enactments prove at once the rule of
one abbat to one monastery, and (as time went
on) its common violation (Hieron. ad Rustic. 95;
Reg. S. Serap. 4, and Regulae passim; Conc.
Venetic., A.D. 465, c. 8; Agath., A.D. 506, cc. 38,
57 ; Epaon., A.D. 517, cc. 9, 10; and so, in the
East, Justinian, L. I. tit. iii.; De Episc. 1.39: and
Balsamon ad Nomocan. tit. i. c. 20,—* Si non per-
mittitur alicui ut sit clericus in duabus ecclesiis,
nec prefectus seu abbas duobus monasteriis
praeerit ’). No doubt such a case as that of
Wilfrid of York, at once founder and Abbat of
Hexham and Ripon, or that of Aldhelm, Abbat
at once (for a like reason) of Malmesbury, Frome,
and Bradford, was not so singular as it was in
their case both intelligible and excusable. The
spirit of the rule obviously does not apply, either
to the early clusters of ies under the
Rule of St. Pachomius, or to the tens of thou-
sands of monks subject to the government of
e. g. St. Macarius or St. Serapion, or to the later
semi-hierarchical quasi-jurisdiction, possessed as
already mentioned by the Abbats of St. Dalma-
tius, of Monte Cassino, or of Clugny, and by
Benedict of Aniana. Generals of Orders, and
more compact organization of the whole of an
Order into a single body, belong to later times.

The abbat’s power was in theory paternal, but
absolute—¢ Timeas ut dominum, diligas ut pa-
trem ” (Reg. 8. Macar. 7, in Holsten. p. 25; and
Regulae passim). See also St. Jerome. Even to
act without his order was culpable (Reg. S.
Busil.). And to speak for another who hesitated
to obey was itself disobedience (Reg. passim).
The relation of monk to abbat is described as
a libera servitus (Reg. S. Orsies. 19, in Holsten.
p. 73); while no monk (not even if he was a
bishop, Baed. H. E., iv. 5) could exchange mo-
nasteries without the abbat’s leave (Reg. passim),
not even (although in that case it was some-
times allowed) if he sought to quit a laxer for
a stricter rule (Feg. PP, 14, in Holsten. p. 233
Gild. ap. MS. 8. Gall. 243, pp. 4, 155); unless
indeed he fled from an excommunicated abbat
(Gild. éb. p. 155, and in D’Ach., Spicil. i. 500).
In later times, and less civilized regions, it was
found necessary to prohibit an abbat from blind-
ing or mutilating his monks (Conc. Francof.
A.D. 794, c. 18). The rule, however, and the
canons of the Church, limited this absolute power.
And each Benedictine abbat, while bound exactly
to keep St. Benedict’s rule himself (e. g. Conc.
Augustod. c. A.D. 670), was enjoined also to make
his monks learn it word for word by heart (Conc.
Aquiggr., A.D. 817, cc. 1, 2, 80). He was also
limited practically in the exercise of his authority
(1) by the system of Pracposits or Priores, elected
usually by himself, but ¢ consilio & voluntate fra-
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trem ” (Reg. Orient. 3, in Holsten. p. 895 Reg. 8.
Bened. 65), and in Spain at one time by the
bishop (Conc. Tolet. iv. A.D. 633, c. 51); one in a
Benedictine abbey, but in the East sometimes
two, one to be at home, the other superintending
the monks abroad (Reg. Orient. 2, in Holsten.
p- 89); and under the Rule of Pachomius one to
each subordinate house ; a system in some sense
revived, though with a very different purpose, in
the Priores non Conventuales of the dependent
Obedientiae, Cellac, &c., of a later Western Abbey;
and (2) by that of Deoani and Centenaris, elected
by the monks themselves (Hieron. ad Eustoch.
Epist. xviii. ; Reg. Monach. in Append. ad Hieron.
Opp. V.; Reg. passim ; see also Baed. H. E. ii. 2),
through "whom the dlsc:plme and the work of the
monastery were administered. He was limited also
from without by episcopal jurisdiction, more effi-
ciently in the East (Conc. Chalc., A.D. 451, cc. 4,
8, &c. &c.; and so Balsam. ad Nomocan. tit. xi.,
« Episcopis magis subjecti monachi quam monas-
teriorum praefectis”), but in theory, and until
the 11th century pretty fairly in fact, in the
West likewise (Kag. S. Bened. ; Conc. Agath., A.D.
506, c. 38 ; Aurelian. i., A.D. 511, c. 19; Epaon.,
A.D. 517, c. 195 llerd. A.D. 524, c. 3; Arelat. v.,
A.D. 554, cc. 2, 3, 53 and later still, Conc. Twll.,
A.D. 859,’c. 9; Rotomag., A.D. 878, c. 10; Au-
gustan., A.D. 952, c. 6; and see also Greg. M.
Epist., vii. 12; x. 14, 33; Hincmar, as before
quoted ; and Conc Paris. A.D. 615; Tolet. iv. £.D.
633; Cabillon. i. A.D. 6503 Herutf A.D. 673, c. 3,
mBAed H. E.iv.5,among others, putting restric-
,tions upon episcopal interference). The French
canons on this subject are repeated by Pseudo-
Egbert in England (Ezcerpt. 63-65, Thorpe, ii.
106, 107). Cassian, however, in the West, from
the beginning, bids monks beware above all of
two sorts of folk, women and bishops (De Instit.
Coenod. xi. 17). Aud although exemptions, at first
merely defining or limiting episcopal power, but
in time substitating immediate d d upon
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pro Archimandrit. pp. 570, 587), exercised some-
times through Apocrisiarsi (as like powers of the
bishops through the Defensores Ecclesiarum); and
even to visitations by the emperor himself (Justi-
nian, Novell. cxxxiii., cc. 2, 4, 5). The Rule of
Pachomius also qualified the abbat’s power by a
council of the Majores Monasterit, and by a tri-
bunal of assessors, viri sancti, 5, 10, or 20, to ase
sist in administering discipline (Reg. S. Pach.
167, in Holsten. p. 49). And the Rule of St. Bene-
dict, likewise, compelled the abbat, while it re-
served to him the ultimate decision, to take
counsel with all the brethren (juniors expressly
included) in greater matters, and with the Sens-
ores Monasterii in smaller ones (Reg. S. Bened. 2,
3). The Rule of Columbanus gave him an un-
qualified autocracy.

The abbat was likewise limited in his power
over abbey property, and in secular things, by his
inability to interfere in person with civil suits;
which led to the appointment of an Advocat
Vicedomnus, Oeconomus, Procurator (Cod Can.
Afric. A.D. 418 (?), c. 97; Justinian, lib. i. Cod.
tit. 3, legg. 33, 42; Cod. Theodoa. lib. ix. tit. 45,
leg. 3; St. Greg. Epist. iii. 22 ; Conc. Nicaen. ii.
AD. 787, c. 11), revived with greater powers
under the title of Adrocatus Ecclesiae, or Monas-
terii, by Charlemagne (Capit. A.D, 813, c. 145 and
Lothar., Capit. tit. iii. cc. 8, 9, 18, &c.); who from
a co-ordinate, frequently proceeded to usurp an
exclusive, interest in the monastic revenues. The
abbat also was required to give account of the
abbey property to both king and bishop, by the
Council of Vern (near Paris) A.D. 755; while
neither abbat nor bishop separately could even
exchnnge abbey lands in Anglo-Saxon England,
but only by joint consent (Theodor., Poen. 11. viii.
6, in Wyaswrschl p. 208).

Within the abbey and its precincts, the abbat
was to order all work, vestments, services (Keg.
8. Bened. 47, 57 ; Regulae passim); to award all

ish ts, even to e unication (Reg. S.

the Pope for episcopal jurisdiction altogether, did
not grow into an extensive and crying evil until
the time of the Councils of Rheims and of Rome,
respectively A.D. 1119 and 1122, and of the self-
denying ordinances of the Cistercians (Chart.
Ch.mit. in Ann. Cisterc. i. 109) and Premonstra-
tensians, in the years A.p. 1119, 1120, repudiating
such privileges but with a sadly short-lived
virtue, and of the contemporary remonstrances of
St. Bernard (Lih. 3 De Considh, and Epist. 7, 42,
179, 180); yet they occur in exceptional cases
much earlier. As e. g. the adjustment of rights
between Faustus of Lerins and his diocesan bishop
at the Council of Arles, ¢. A.D. 456 (which se-
cured to the abbat the jurisdiction over his lay
monks, and a veto aguinst the ordination of any
of them, leaving all else to the bishop, Mansi,
vii. 907), a parallel privilege to Agaune (St.
Maurice in the Valais), at the Council of Chalons
A.D. 579, and primlegia of Popes, as of Hono-
rius I. A.D. 628 to Bobbio, and of John IV. A.D.
641 to Luxeuil (see Marculf., Formul. lib. 1. § 1;
and Mabill.,, Ann. Bened. i, no. 11, and Ap—
pend. n. 18). Even exempt monasterics in the
East, i.e. those immediately depending upon a
patriarch, were subject to the visitatorial powers
of regular officials called Exarchi Monasteriorum
(Balsam. in Nomocan. i. 20 ; aud a form in Greek
Pontificals for the ordination of an exarch, Ha-
bert., Archcrat., Pontif. Graec. odserc. i. ad Edict.

Bened. 24; Leidrad., Lugdun. Arch., ad Car. M,
ap. Ga]land xiii, 390 restoring to the Abbat of
Insula Barlmra, “ potesmtem ligandi et solvendi,
uti habuerant praedecessores s ;” Honorius 11l
cap. Dilecta, tit. de Major. et Obedientia, desiring
a neighbouring abbat to excommunicate refrac-
tory nuns, because their abbess could not ; and see
Bingham), or to the use of the *ferrum abscis-
sionis” (Reg. S. Bened. 28). He was also to be ad-
dressed as “ Domnus et Abbas” (i5.63). And while
in the East he was specially commanded to eat with
the other monks (feg. I'P, 11, in Holsten. p. 23),
the Rule of Benedict (56) appoints him a separate
table ¢ cum hospitibus et peregrinis,” to which
he might, in case there was room, invite any morik
he pleased. The Council of Aix A.D. 817 (c. 27)
tried to qualify this practice by bidding abbats
“ be content” with the food of the other monks,
unless “propter hospitem;” and some monas-
teries kept up a like protest in the time of Peter
Damiani and Peter the Venerable; but it con-
tinued to be the Western rule. He was ordered
also to sleep among his monks by the Council
of Frankfort A.p. 794 (c. 13). The abbat was spe-
cially not to wear mitre, ring, gloves, or sandals,
as being episcopal insignia—a practice growing
up in the West in the 10th and 11th centuries,
and (vainly) then protested against by the Coun-
cil of Poictiers A.D. 1100, and by St. Bernard
(Epist. 42) and Peter of Blois (Epist. 90 ; and see
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also Thow. Cantiprat., De Apibus, i. 6; Chron.
Casin, iv. 78). But a mitre is said to have been
granted to the Abbat of Bobbio by Pope Theodo-
rus I. A.D. 643 (Bull. Casin. 1. ii. 2), the next
alleged case being to the Abbat of St. Savianus
by Sylvester II. A.D. 1000. A staff, however, but
of a particular form, and some kind of stockings
(*“ baculum et pedules”), were the special insig-
nia of an abbat in Anglo-Saxon England in the
time of Theodore A.D. 668-690, being formally
given to him by the bishop at his benediction
(Poenit, 1L iii. 5, in Wasserschl. p. 204). And the
staff was so everywhere. He was also to shave his
beard, and of course to be tonsured (Conc. Bitu-
ric. A.D. 1031, c. 7). His place of precedence,
i’ an ordinary abbat, appears to have been finally
fixed as immediately after bishops, among prac-
lati, and before archdeacons (see, however, Decret.
Greg. LY., lib. ii. tit. 1, cap. Decernimus); but
the list of our English convocations from Arch-
bishop Kemp’s Register A.D. 1452 (Wilk. L. xi.
§q.), though following no invariable rule, appears
usually to postpone the abbat and prior to the !
archdeacon. In Saxon England, he shared in like )
manner with the king (as did an abbess also) in

the ** wér ” of a murdered * foreigner ” (Laws of |
Ine, 23; Thorpe, i. 117), The abbat also was
not named in the canon of the mass (Gavant. in
Lewbr, Miss, P. iii. tit. 8; Macr. F.F., Hieroler, in |
Can. Missac), except in the case of the abbat of
Monte Cassino (Ang. a Nuce, in notis ad Leo.
Ostiens. ii. 4). But an anniversary was allowed
to be appointed for him on his death (e. g. Conc.
Aquisgr. A.D. 817, c. 73). He was forbidden (as
were all monks, at least in France) to stand
sponsor for a child (Conc. Autissiod. A.D. 578, c.
25; Greg. M., Lpist. iv. 42), with a notable ex-
ception, however, in England, in the case of Abbat
Robert of Mont St. Michel, godfather to King
Heunry IL’s daughter Eleanor (Rob. de Monte ad
an. 1161), or to go to a marriage (Conc. Autissiod.,
%6.); or indeed to go far from his monastery at
all without the bishop’s leave (Conc. Arel. v.
A.D. 554); or to go about with a train of monks
except to a general synod (Conc. Aquisgr. A.D.
817, ¢. 59). He of course could not hold pro-
perty (although it was needful sometimes to pro-
hibit his lending money on usury, Pseudo-Egbert.
Poenit. iii. 7, in Thorpe, ii. 199); neither could
he dispose of it by will, even if it accrued to him
by gitt or heirship after he became abbat (Reg.
P, 2, in Holsten. p. 22); but if the heirship
was within the 4th degree, he was exceptionally
enabled to will the property to whom he pleased
(Justinian, lib. i. Cod. tit. de Episc. et Cler. c.
33). Further, we find bishops and archdeacons
prohibited from seizing the goods of decensed
abbats (Conc. Paris. A.D. 615; Cabillon, i. A.D.
650). And later wills of abbats in the West are
sometimes mentioned and confirmed, but prin-
cipally in order to secure to their abbeys pro-
perty bequeathed to those abbeys (see Thomassin).
Privileges of coining money, of markets and tolls,
of secular jurisdiction, began certainly as early
as Ludov. Pius, or even Pipin (Gieseler, ii. p. 255,
uotes 5, 6, Eng. Tr.). Others, such as of the title
of prince, of the four Abbates Iinperiiin Germany
(viz., of Fulda—also er officio the empress’s
chancellor—of Weissenberg, Kempten, Murbach),
of the English mitred baronial abbats, and the
like, and sumptuary laws limiting the number ol'.
their horses and attendants, &c., helong to later
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times. An abbat, however, might hunt in Eng-
land (Laws of Cnut, in Thorpe, i. 429). An abbat,
or. an abbess, presiding over a joint house of
monks and nuns, is noted by Theodore as a pecu-
liar Anglo-Saxon custom :—* Apud Graecos non
est consuetudo viris feminas habere monachas,
neque feminis viros ; tamen consuetudinem istius
provinciae”’ (England) “non destruamus” (Poenit.
IL. vi. 8, in Wasserschl. p. 208). The well-known
cases of the Abbesses Hilda and Aelbfled of Whitby
and of Aebba of Coldingham are instances of the
latter arrangement (Baed. 1. E. iv. 23, 24, 25,
26); and the last of them also of its mischievous-
ness (/d. +b. 25). Tynemouth and Wimbourne
are other instances. But the practice was a Celtic
one (e.g. St. Brigid; see Todd, St, Patrick,
pp. 11, 12), not simply Anglo-Saxon; and with
Celtic monastic missions, penetrated also into the
Continent (e. . at Remiremont and Poictiers), and
even into Spain and into Rome itself (so Montalem-
bert, Monks of West, vol. v. p. 297, Engl. Tr.).

! It is, however, remarkable, that while instances

of abbesses ruling mouks abounded, abbats ruling
nuns rest for us upon the general assertion of
Theodore. And the practice, while it died out on
the Continent, was not restored in England after
the Danish invasion. In the East there wus a
rigorous separation between monks and nuns.
And where two such communities were in any
way connected, a special enactment prohibited all
but the two superiors from communication with
one another, and placed all possible restrictions
upon even their necessary interviews (Reg. S.
Busil. in Holsten. p. 158). St. Pachomius esta-
blished the double order, but put the Nile be-
tween his monks and his nuns (Pallad., Hist. Laus.,
cc. 30—42).

Interference by abbats with the ministrations
of parochial clergy could scarcely exist until ab-
bats were presbyters themselves, nor did it ever
(as was naturally the case) reach the extent to
which it was carried by the friars. We find,
however, an enactment of Theodore (Poenit. 11. vi.
16, in Wasserschl. p. 209), prohibiting a monas-
tery from imposing penances on the laity, ¢ quia
(haec libertas) proprie clericorum est.” And a
much later and more detailed canon, of the 4th
Lateran Council (A.p. 1123), forbids abbats to
impose penance, visit the sick, or administer
unction. They were authorized in the East, it
presbyters, and with the bishop’s leave, to confer
the tonsure and the order of reader on their own

, monks (Conc. Nicaen. ii. A.D. 787, c. 14). And

they could everywhere admit their own monks
(““ordinatio monachi”—Theodor., Poenit. I1. iii. 3,
in Wasserschl. p. 204). But encroachments upon
the episcopal office, as well as upon episcopal in-
signia, gradually arose. Even in A.D. 448 abbats
were forbidden to give &wogrdAia (Conc. Constan~
tin.,—corrected by Du Cange into ¢wiocréAta=
commendatory letters for poor, and see Conc. Au-
relian, ii. c. 13, and Turon, ii. c. 6). Butby A.D.
1123 it had become necessary to prohibit gene-
rally their thrusting themselves into episcopal
offices (Conc. Lateran, iv.e. 17). And we find
it actually asserted by Sever. Binius (in Canon.
Apostol. ap. Labb. Conc. i. 54e, on the authority
of Bellarmine, De Eccles. iv. 8), that two or more
‘“ abbates infulati” might by Papal dispensation
be substituted for bishops in consecrating a
bishop, provided one bishop were there; while
Innocent iV, in 1489 empowered an abbat by
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aimself to confer not only the subdiaconate, but
the diaconate,

The spiritual abbat was supplanted in Wales
(Girald. Cambr., Jtin. Camb., and repeatedly) and
in Scotland (Robertson, Early Scotl. i. 329, 339),
by the end of the 8th and so on to the 12th cen-
tary, by the Advocatus Ecclesiae (confused
sometimes with the Oeconomus, who in Welsh
and Irish monasteries was a different officer, and
managed the internal secular affairs, as the other
did the external), called in Scotland Herenach, in

Ireland Airchinneach, who was originally the lay,
and gradually became also the hereditary, lessee of
the Termon (or abbey) lands, being commonly the
founder or his d dant, or one of the neighbour-
ing lords; and who held those lands, receiving a
third part of their value in the first instance, but
who is found as an hereditary married lay abbat
during the period named ; e. g. Crinan, the Abbat
of Dunkeld, who was grandfather of Shakspeare’s
Duncan, and one Dunchad, also Abbat of Dunkeld,
who died in battle A.D. 961. The case was the
same at Abernethy and at Applecross. The spi-
ritual duties devolved upon the bishop and a
prior. See also Du Cange (voc. Advocatus), for
a similar process although toa less degree on the
Centinent. In Ireland, the Comardh, or similar
hereditary abbat (or bishop), retained his spiritual
character (Todd, S¢. Patrick, pp. 155 sq.). The
lay abbats in Northumbria, denounced by Baeda
(Epist. ad Ejbert.), were simply fraudulent imi--
tations of abbats in the proper sense of the word.
An entirely like result, however, and to as wide
an extent during Carlovingian times as in Scot-
land, ensued abroad from a different cause,
viz., from the system of commendation [Com-
MENDA]; which began in the time of Charles
Martel (A.D. 717-741, being approved by Conc.
Legtin. A.D. 743 ; Conc. Suession., A.D. 744; and
see Baron. in an. 889, n. 31), with the plausible
object of temporarily employing monastic re-
venues for the pressing needs of warfare with
Saracens, Saxons, or other heathens, care being
taken to reserve enough to keep up the monas-
tery proper. The nobleman, or the king himself,
who led the troops thus raised, became titular
abbat. And in Carlovingian times, accordingly,
most of the great Frank and Burgundian nobles
apd kings. and sometimes even bishops (e. g.

Hatto of Mainz, A.D. 891-912, who enjoyed the
reputation of holding twelve abbeys at once),
were titular abbats of some great monastery, as
of St. Denys or St. Martin, held for life or even'
1w inheritance ; the revenues of which were soon
diverted to purposes less patriotic than that of
supplying the king with soldiers (see a short
list by way of specimen in Gieseler, ii. p. 411,
note 1, Eng. Tr.). In the East a like system ap-
pears to have grown up, although hardly from
the same origin, some centuries later ; John, Pa-
triarch of Antioch, at the beginning of the 12th
century, informing us that most monasteries in
his time were handed over to laymen (xapiora-
xdpiot = heneficiarii), for life or for two or three
descents, by gitt of the emperors; while Balsamon
(ad Conc. Nicaen. c. 13) actually condemns him
for condemning the practice. Later abuses of the
kind in the West, as in the time of Francis
L. of France or of Louis XIV., need here be only
alluded to.

(Bingham ; Bulteau, Hist. Mon. d’Orient ; Du
Cange; Ant. Dadini, Ascetic. scu Origg. Rei Monas-

ABBESS 7

tic.; Ferraris ; Helyot, Hist, des Ordr. Mon. ; Her-
zog ; Hospinian, De Monach.; Macri FF., Hiero-
lexic. ; Martene, De Antig. Monach. Ritibus ; Mar-
tigny ; Montalembert, Monks of the West ; Tho-
massin, De Benefic.; Van Espen.) [A. W. H.]

ABBATISSA. [ABBEss.)

ABBESS. (Abbatissa found in inscript. of
A.D. 569, in Murator. 429, 3, also called Anti-
stita and Majorissa, the female superior of a body
of nuns; among the Greeks, 'Hyovuéwm, "Apxi-
pavdpitis, Archimandritissa, Justinian, Novell.,
’Apuads or mother, Pallad., Hist. Laus., c. 42, in
the time of Pachomius, Mater stervi or mons-
alium, see St. Greg. M., Dial. IV. 13 [where
‘ Mater” stands simply for a nun]; Conc.
Hogqunt. A.D. 813; Aquisgr., A.D. 816, lib. ii.).
In most points subject to the same laws as ab-
bats, mutatis mutandis ;—elective, and for life
(triennial abbesses belonging to years so late as
A.D, 1565, 1583) ; and solemnly admitted by the
bishop— Benedictio Abbatissae (that for an abbess
monasticam regulam profitentem, capit. ex Canone
Theodori Anglorum Episcopi, is in the Ordo Ro-
manus, p. 164, Hittorp.); and in France re-
stricted to one monastery apiece (Conc. Vern. A.D.
755) ; and with Praepositae, and like subordinates,
to assist them (Conc. Aquisgr., A.D. 8186, lib, ii.
ce. 24-26); and bound to obey the bishop in all
things, whether abbesses of Monachae or of Cano-
nicae (Conc. Cabillon. ii. A.D. 813, c. 65); and sub-
ject to be deprived for misconduct, but in this
case upon report of the bishop to the king (Conc.
Francof. A.D. 794); bound also to give account of
monastic property to both king and bishop (Conc.
Vern., A.D. 755); entitled to absolute obedience
and possessed of ample powers of discipline, even
to expulsion, subject however to the bishop (Cone.
Aquisgr. A.D. 816, lib, ii.); and save only that
while an abbat could, an abbess could not, excom=
municate (Hqnorius 1IL, cap. Dilecta, tit. de Ma-
Jor. et Obedientia) ; neither could she give the veil
or (as some in France appear to have tried to
do) ordain (Capitwl. Car. M. an. 789, c. 74,
Anseg. 71); present even at Councils in England
(see ABBAT, and compare Lingard, Antig. i.
139 ; Kemble, Antiq. ii. 198 ; quoted by Mont-
alembert, Monks of West, v. 230, Engl. Tr.).
While, however, a bishop was necessary to
admit and bless an abbat, Theodore, ruled
in England, although the rule did not become
permanent, that a presbyter was sufficient in like
case tor an abbess (Poenit, 11. iii. 4, in Wasserschl.,
p- 203). The limitation to forty years old at elec-
tion is as late as the Council of Trent; Gregory
the Great speaks of sixty (Epist. iv. 11). An
abbess also was not to leave her monastery, in
France, save once a year if summoned by the
king with the bishop’s consent to the king’s
pr upon tic busi (Conc, Vern.
A.D. 755 ; Cabillon. ii. A.D. 813, c. 57). Neither
was she even to speak to any man save upon
necessary business, and then before witnesses
and between the first hour of the day and
evening (Conc. Cabillon. ii. A.p. 813, cc. 55,
56). For the exceptional cases of Anglo-Saxon,
Irish, or Continental Irish, abbesses ruling
over mixed houses of monks and nuns, see
Appar. It was noted also as a specially
Western custom, that widows as well as virgins
were made abbesses (Theod., Poenit. II. iii. 7, in
Wasserschl. p. 204). [A. W H
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ABBEY. [MoNASTERY.]

ABBUNA, the common appellation of the
Bishop, Metran, or Metropolitan, of Axum, or
Abyssinia, or Ethiopia, not a patriarch, but, on
the contrary, appointed and consecrated always
by the patriarch of Alexandria, and specially
forbidden to have more than seven suffragan
bishops under him, lest he should make himself
s0, twelve bishops being held to be the lowest
canonical number for the consecration of a patri-
arch. In a Council, if held in Greece, he occu-
pied the seventh place, immediately after the
prelate of Seleucia. (Ludolf, Hist. Ethiop.
iii. 7.) [A. W. H.]

ABDELLA, martyr in Persia under Sapor,
commemorated Apr. 21 (Martyr. Rom. Vet.). [C.]

ABDIANTUS, of Africa, commemorated
3 (Mart. Hieron.).

ABDON, Anpo or Aspus, and SENNEN,
SENNES, or SENNIS, Persian princes, martyred at
Rome under Decius, A.D. 250, are commemorated
July 30 (Martyrologium Rom. Vet., Bedae, Adonis).
Proper office in Gregorian Sacramentary, p. 116;
and Antiphon in the Lib. Antiphon. p. 704.

It is related (Adonis Martyrol. iii. Kal. Aug.)
that their relics were translated in the time of
Constantine to the cemetery of Pontianus. There
Bosio discovered a remarkable fresco, represent-
ing the Lord, seen from the waist upward emerg-
ing from a cloud, placing wreaths on the heads
of SS. Abdon and Sennen (see woodcut). This is

8

June
(.

u 1oy V1 Lae vaull eucrosing wne supposed
remains of the martyrs, which bears the inscrip-
tion [DEPOSITIJONIS DIE. The painting is, in
Martigny’s opinion, not earlier than the seventh
century. It is remarkable that the painter has
evidently made an attempt to represent the Per-
sian dress. The saints wear pointed caps or
hoods, similar to those in which the Magi are
sometimes represented; cloaks fastened with a
fibula on the breast; and tunics of skin entirely
unlike the Roman tunic, and resembling that
given to St. John Baptist in a fresco of the
Lord’s Baptism in the same cemetery of Ponti-
anus (Bottari, Sculture ¢ Pitture, tav. xliv.).
Some account of the peculiar dress of Abdon and
Sennen may be found in Lami’s treatise De Eru-
ditione A postolorum, pp. 121-166.
The gesture of the Lord, crowning the wi ity
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for their comstancy, is found also on the bottoms
of early Christian cups [GLAss, CHRISTIAN],
where He crowns SS. Peter and Paul, and
other saints (Buonarruoti, Vasi Antichi, tav.
xv. fig. 1, and elsewhere); and on coins of the
Lower Empire the Lord is not unfrequently
seen: crowning two emperors. (Martigny, Dict.
des Antiq. chrétiennes.) €y
ABECEDARIAN. The term “ Hymnus ” or
¢ Pacap_Abecedarius” is applied specially to the
hyma of Sedulius, “A solis ortus cardine.”
[AcrostiC:] [c)
ABERCIUS of Jerusalem, Isaxdaroros
OavuaTovpyds, commemorated Oct. 22 (Cal.
Byzant.). ¢
ABGARUS, King, commemorated Dec. 21
(Cal. Armen.). €
ABIBAS, martyr of Edessa, commemorated
Nov. 15 (Cal. Byzant.). ¢
ABIBON, invention of his relics at Jerusa-
lem, Aug. 3 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet.). [C.]

ABILIUS, bishop of Alexandria (A.D. 86-96),
commemorated Feb. 22 (JMartyrol. Rom. Vet.);
Maskarram 1 = Aug. 29 (Cul. Ethiop.). [C.]

ABJURATION —denial, disavowal, or re-
nunciation upon oath. Abjuration, in common
ecclesiastical language, is restricted to the renun-

‘ciation of heresy made by the penitent heretic

on the oceasion of his reconciliation to the Church.
In some cases the abjuration was the only cere-
nony required; but in others it was followed
1p by the imposition of hands and by unction.
Che practice of the ancient Church is described
)y St. Gregory the Great in a letter to Quiricus
wnd the bishops of Iberia on the reconciliation
of the Nestorians. According to this, in cases in
which the heretical baptism was imperfect, the
‘ule was that the penitent should be baptized ;
>ut when it was complete, as in the case of the
Arians, the custom of the Eastern Church was
0 reconcile by the Chrism ; that of the Western,
by the imposition of hands. As, however, the
nystery of the Chrism was but the Oriental rite
f Confirmation, the practice was substantially
dentical. (On the question of Re-baptism, see
RE-BapTisM, BaprisM.) Converts from the
Monophysites were received after simple confes-
ifon, and the previous baptism was supposed to
.ake effect “for the remission of sins,” at the
noment at which the Spirit was imparted by
:he imposition of hands; or the convert was re-
united to the Church by his profession of faith
(St. Greg. Ep. 9, 61). A similar rule is laid
down by the Quinisext Council, canon 95, which
classes with the Arians, the Macedonians, Nova-
tians and others, to be received with the Chrism,
The Paulianists, Montanists, Eunomians, and
others, are to be re-baptized; to be received as
Christians, on their profession, the first dni;. as
Catechumens the second, and- after theivl ave
been allowed a place in the Church as hearers
for some time, to be baptized. In all cases, the
profession of faith must be made hy the pre-
sentation of a libellus, or form of abjuration, in
which the convert renounced and anathematized
his former tenets. After declaring his abjura-
tion not to be made on compulsion, from fear or
any other unworthy motive, he proceeded to
wathematize the scct renounced, by all its
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pames ; the neresiarchs, and their successors, past,
present, and future; he then enumerated the
tenets received by them, and, having repudiated
them singly and generally, he ended with making
profession of the true faith. (Bandinius, Monu-
menta ii. 109-111. But for the whole subject see
Martene and Durand, De Antiquis Ecclesiae Riti-
bus I1. liber iii. ch. 6 ; A%j. de levi ot de vehements,
later date. See Landon’s Eccl. Dic.) (D. B.)

ABLUTION. A term under which various
kinds of cercmonial washing are included. The
principal are the following: the washing of the
head, as a preparation for unction in baptism,
and the washing of the feet, which in some

laces formed part of the baptismal ceremony
BaPTISM]; the washing of the feet of the poor
by exalted persons, which forms part of the cere-
mony of Maundy Thursday [FEET, WAsHING OF];
the lustrul ceremony which preceded entrance toa
church [CANTHARUS; HOLY WATER]; and the
washing of the priest’s hands at certain points
in the celebration of the liturgy [AQUAMANILE;
HAXDS, WASHING OF}. [c]

ABORTION.—The crime of procuring abor-
tion is little, if at all, noticed in the earliest
Jaws. It is a crime of civilization: the repre-
sentative of the principle which in a barbarous
state of society is infanticide. The oration of
Lysias which was pr d on ion of a
suit on this subject is lost, so that it cannot be
decided whether the act was regarded by the
Athenians as an offence against society, or merely
as a private wrong. It is in the latter aspect
that it is chiefly regarded in the civil law, The
child unborn represents certain interests, and his
life or death may be beneficial or injurious to
individuals : thus, it may have been, that a
father, by his wife’s crime, might lose the jus
triwm liberorum. The case quoted from Cicero
pro Cluentio (Dig. xlviii. 19, 39), in which a
woman was condemned to death for having pro-
cured abortion, having been bribed by the second
heir, is clearly exceptional. The only passage
in the civil law in which the crime is mentioned
without such connexion, is a sentence of Ulpian,
in the Pandects (Dig. xlviii. 8, 8, ad legem Cor-
neliam de Sicariis), where the punishment is
declared to be banishment. The horrible preva-
lence of the practice among the Romans of the
Empire may be learned from Juvenal.

It was early made a ground of accusation by
the Christians against the heathen. Tertullian
denounces the practice as homicidal. ¢ Pre-
vention of birth is a precipitation of murder,”
Apol. ix. Minucius Felix declares it to be par-
ricide,

The Council of Ancyra (A.p. 314) having men-
tioned that the ancient punishment was penance
for life, proceeds to limit it to ten years; and
the same space of time is given by St. Basil, who
condemas the practice in two canons, ii. and viii.,
alleging the character of the crime as committed
against both the mother and the offspring ; and
declining to accept the distinctions drawn by
the lawyers between the degrees of criminality
varying with the time of the gestation, The
Council of Lerida (324) classes the crime with
infanticide, but allows the mother to be received
to Communion after seven years’ penance even
when her sin is complicated with adultery. The
Council in Trullo condemns it to the penance
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of homicide. Pope Gregory III. in the next
hcentury reverts to the ten years' penance, al-
though he differs from St. Basil in modifying the
sentence to a single year in cases where the
child has not been formed in the womb; this is
based on Exod. xxi., and is countenanced by St.
Augustine, in Quaestiones Exodi, in & passage in-
corporated by Gratian,

There is thus abundant evidence that the crime
was held in extreme abhorrence, and punished
with great severity, as pertaining to wilful
murder, by the canons of the Church. By the
Visigothic law (lib. VL tit. iii. c. 1), the person
who administered a draught for the purpose
was punished with death. (D. B.]

ABRAHAM. (1) the patriarch, comme-
morated Oct. 9 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet.). Also on
the 23rd of the month Nahasse, equivalent to
August 16. (Cal. Ethiop. ; Neale, Eastern Church,
Introd. pp. 805, 815.)

(2) Patriarch and martyr, commemorated
Taksas 6 = Dec. 2 (Cal. Ethiop.). [c)

ABRAHAM, ISAAC. AND JACOB are
commemorated by the Ethiopic Church on the
28th of every month of their Calendar.  [C.]

ABRAXAS GEMS. [See ABRASAX in
Dict. oF CuRrisT. B1oGR.]

ABREHA, first Caristian king of Ethio-
pia, commemorated Tekemt 4 = Oct. 1 (Cul.
Ethiop.). [c)

ABRENUNTIATIO. [Baprism.]

ABSOLUTION (Lat. Absolutio). (For Sacra-
mental Absolution, see CONFESSION, PENITENCE.)

1. A short deprecation which follows the
Psalms of each Nocturn in the ordinary offices
for the Hours. In this usage, the word * abso-
lutio ” perhaps denotes simply “ ending " or ““come
pletion,” because the monks, when the Nocturns
were said at the proper hours of the night, broke
off the chant at this point and went to rest
(Macri Hierolexicon s. v.). In fact, of the * Ab-
solutiones ” in the present Roman Breviary, only
one (that *“in Tertio Nocturno, et pro feria iv.
et Sabbato ™) contains a prayer for absolution,
in the sense of a setting free from sin.

2. For the Absolution which follows the intro-
ductory Confession in most Liturgies and Oftices,
see CONFESSION.

3. The prayer for Absolution at the beginning
of the office is, in Oriental Liturgies, addressed
to the Son : but many of these liturgies contain
a second “Oratio Absolutionis,” at some point
between Consecration and Communion, which is
addressed to the Father. For example, that in
the Greek St. Basil (Renaudot, Lit. Orient. i. 81),
addressing God, the Father Almighty (8 @eds,
8 Mar¥p 8 Mavroxpdrap), and reciting the pro-
mise of the Keys, prays Him to dismiss, remit
and pardon our sins (&ves, &pes, ovyxdpnaoy
#uiv). Compare the Coptic St. Basil (Iz. i. 22).

4. The word “ Absolutio” is also applied to
those prayers said over a corpse or a tomb in
which remission of the sins of the departed is
entreated from the Almighty. (Macri Hiero-
lexicon, s. v.) [c)

ABSTINENCE. Days of abstinence, as they
are called, on which persons may take their
meals at the ordinary hour, and eat and drink

what they please, in any quantity so that they
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abstain froi meat alone, belong to modern times,
Anciently, fasting and abstinence went together,
as a general rule, formed parts of the same idea,
and could not be dissevered. There may have
been some féw, possibly, who ate and drank in-
discriminately, when they broke their fast, as
Socrates (v. 22, 10) seems to imply; but in
general, beyond doubt, abstinence from certain
kinds of food was observed on fasting days when
the fast was over, “ abstinentes ab iis, quae non
rejicimus, sed differimus,” as Tertullian says
(De Jejun. 15). Thus it will be more properl
considered under the head of fasting, to wllicg
it subserved. [E. 8. F.]
ABUNA. [ABBUNA.]

ABUNDANTIUS, of Alexandria, commemo-
rated Feb. 26 (Mart. Hicron.). [c.]

ABUNDIUS. (1) Martyr at Rome under
Decins, commemorated Aug. 26 (Mart. Rom. }ect.
ct Dedac); Aug. 23 (Mart. Hieronym.).

(2) The deacon, martyr at Spoleto under Dio-
cletian, Dec. 10 (Murtyrol. Rom. Vet.). [C.]

ACACIUS, martyr, commemorated May 7
(Cal. Byzant.). [C.]

ACATHISTUS (Gr. &xd6ioros). A hymn of
the Greek Church, sung on the eve of the fifth
Sunday in Lent, in honour of the Blessed Virgin,
to whose intercession the deliverance of Constan-
tinople from the harbarians on three several oc-
casions was attributed. Meursius assigns its
origin more especially to the deliverance of the
city from Chosroes, king of the Persians, in the
reign of the Emperor Heraclius (626). It is
called &xdBigros, because during the singing of
it the whole congiegation stood, while during
the singing of other hymns of the same kind
they occasionally sat. (Suicer’s Thesaurus, 5. v.;
Neale’s Eastern Ch, Introd. 747 ; Daniel’s Codex
Liturg. iv. 223.)

Francis Junius wrongly supposed this use of
the Acathistus to commemorate the journey of
Mary and Joseph to Bethlehem. (Macri Hicro-
lexicon, s. v.

The word Acathistus is also used to designate
the day on which the hymn was used. (Sabae
Typicum, in Suicer, s. v.) [cJ

ACCENTUS ECCLESIASTICUS. One of
the two principal kinds (accentus and concentus)
of ecclesiastical music.

1. The consideration of this subject is encum-
bered by an especial difficulty—the popular, and
now all but exclusive application of the word
“accent” to emphasis, stress, or ictus. Accent,
however, claims and admits of a much wider
application. Ben Jonson® speaks of accent as
being “with the ancients, a tuning of the voice,
in litting it up, or letting. it down,”—a defini-
tion not only clear and concise, but thoroughly:
accordant with the derivation of the word
 accent,” from accino, i.e. ad cano, to sing to.
We are ail conscious of and affected by the
varieties of accent® (in this, its etymological
and primitive acceptatim) in foreign languages
spoken by those to whom they are native, as
well as in our native language spoken by fo-
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parts of Great Britain other than our own. The
Scottish, Irish, and various provincial accents,
are not so much the result of different vocaliza-
tion (i.e. utterance of vowel sounds) as of the
different gradations in which the Scotch, Irish,
and others, “ tune their voices.” :

2. The Accentus Ecclesiasticus, called also mo-
dus choraliter legendi, is the result of successive
attempts to ensure in Public Worship uniformity
of delivery consistent with uniformity of matter
delivered ; so as, if not to obliterate, at least to
hide individual peculiarities under the veil of a
catholic “use.” It presents a sort of mean be-
tween speech and song, continually inclining to-
wards the latter, never altogether leaving its
hold on the former ; it is speech, though always
attuned speech, in passages of average interest
and importance ; it is song, though always dis-
tinct and articulate song, in passages demanding
more fervid utterance. Though actually musical
only in concluding or culminating phrases, the
Accentus Ecclesiasticus is always sufficiently iso-
chronous to admit of its being expressed in musi-
cal characters, a process to which no attempt
(and such attempts have been repeatedly made)
has ever succeeded in subjecting pure specch.

3. Accentus is probably the oldest, as it is cer-
tainly the simplést, form of Cantus Ecclesiasticus.
Like most art-forms and modes of operation
which have subsequently commended themselves
on their own accoant to our sense of beauty, it
grew in all likelihood out of a physical difficulty.
The limited capacity of the so-called “natural ”
or speaking voice must have been ascertained at
a very early period; indeed its recognition is
confirmed by the well-known practice whether
of the ancient temple, theatre, or forum. The old
rhetoricians, says Forkel, are, without exception,
of the same way of thinking ; and we may, from
their extant works, confidently conclude, that
neither among the Greeks nor the Romans was
poetry ever recited but in a tone analogous to
that since known as the accentus ecclesiasticus.
The Abbe du Bosd too has demonstrated that
not only was the theatrical recitation of the
ancients actually musical—* un veritable chant,”
susceptible of musical notation, and even of in-
strumental accompaniment—but that all their
public discourses, and even thair familiar lan-
guage, though of course in a lesser degree, par-
took of this character.

4. The advantages resulting from the employ-
ment of isochronous sounds (sounds which are
the result of equal-timed vibrations) would be-
come apparent on the earliest occasion, when a
single orator was called upon to fill a large
auditorium, and to make himself intelligible, or
even audible, to a large assembly. So, too, for
simultaneous expression cn the part of large num-
bers, these advantages would at once make them-
selves felt. In congregational worship a uniform
(technically, a * unisonous”) utterance might
seem as essential, as conducive to the decency
and order with which we are enjoined to do ““all

¢ « Die alten Sprach- und Declamations-Lebrer sind
siimmtlich eben derselben Meinung, und wir konnen aus
fhren hinterlassencn Werken mit dem hochsten Grad von
Wahrscheinlichkeit schlicssen, dass sowobl bei den Grie-

reigners, or (perhaps still more) by residents of
& English Grammar, 1640, chap, viil.
b “Est in dicendo etiam quidam cantus obscurior.”—
Cicero, Orat. 18, 67,

chen als Rémemn die meisten Gedichte mit keiner andern
als mit dieser Art von Gesang gesungen werden sein.”—
Forkel, Allgem. Gerchichte der Musik, 1i, 153,

4 Reflezions sur la lvesie, &c.
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things,” as is that still more essential uniformity
expressed in the term Common Prayer, without
which, indeed, congregational worship would seem
to be impossible. “ Accent,” says Ornithoparcus,
“ hath great affinity with Concent, for they be
Brothers : because Sonus, or Sound (the King of
Ecclesiastical Harmony), is Father to them both,
and begat one upon Grammar, the other upon
Musick,” &c. (He) “so divided his kingdome,
that Concentus might be chief Ruler over all
things that are to be sung, as Hymues, Sequences,
Antiphones, Responsories, Introitus, Tropes, and
the like : and dAccentus over all things which are
read; as Gospels, Lectures, Epistles, Orations,
Prophecies : For the functions of the Papale
Kingdome are not duely performed without Con-
cent,” &c.  “ Hence it was that I, marking how
many of those Priests (which by the leave of the
learned I will saye) doe reade those things they
have to reade so wildly, so monstrously, so
faultily (that they doe not onely hinder the de-
votion of the faithful, but also even provoke
them to laughter and scorning, with their ill
reading), resolved after the doctrine of Concent
to explain the rules of Accent ; in as much s it
belongs to a Musitian, that together with Con-
cenf, Accent might also as true heire in this
Eeclesiasticall Kingdome be established : Desiring
that the praise of the highest King, to whom all
bosour and reverence is due, might duely be

performed.” @
»)
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accent is (1) immutabilis when a phrase is con-
cluded without any change of pitch, i.e., when it
is monotonous throughout ; (2) it is medius when
on the last syllable the voice falls from the
reciting note (technically the dominant) a third ;
(3) graris, when on the last syllable it falls a
fifth ; (4) acutus, when the “dominant,” after the
interposition of a few notes at a lower pitch, is
resumed ; (5) moderatus, when the monotone is
interrupted by an ascent, on the penultimate, of
a second; (6) snterrogativus, when the voice,
after a slight descent, rises scale-wise on the last
syllable. To these six forms other writers add
one more, probably of more recent adoption;
(7) the finalis, when the voice, after rising a
second above the dominant, falls scale-wise to
the fourth below it, on which the last syllable is
sounded. The choice of these accents or cadences
is regulated by the punctuation (possible, if not
always actual) of the passage recited ; each par-
ticular stop had its particular cadence or cadences.
Thus the commu (distinctio) was indicated and
accompanied by the accentus immutabilis, acutus,
or moderatus; the colon (duo puncta) by the
medius ; and the full stop (punctum quadratun
ante syllabamn capitalem) by the gravis.

7. The following table, from Lossius, exhibits
the several accents, in musical notation :—

\ (1) ImmrTaBILIS

T

===

5. The Accentus Eccl ticus, or cho-
raliter legendi, must have been perpetuated by
tradition only, for many ages. That the rules
for its application have been reduced to writing
cnly in comparatively modern times does not in
the least invalidate its claim to a high antiquity.
Ou the contrary, it tends to contirm it. That
which is extensively known and universally ad-
mitted has no need of verification. It is only
when traditions are dying out that they begin to
be put on record. So long as this kind of reci-
tation was perfectly familiar to the Greeks and
Romans there could be no necessity for “noting "
it; not till it began to be less so were “accents”
(the characters so called) invented for ils pre-
servation,— just as the “ vowel-points” were
introduced into Hebrew writing subsequently to

the dispersion of the Jews. The force and accu- '
racy of tradition, among those unaccustomed to

the use of written characters, have been well
ascertained and must be unhesitatingly admitted ;
their operation has certainly been as valuable in
music as in poetry and history. Strains incom-
parably longer and more intricate than those now
accepted as the ecclesiastical accents have been
passed on from voice to voice, with probably but
trifling alteration, for centuries, among peoples
who had no other method of preserving and
transmitting them.

6. The authorities for the application of the
Cantus Ecclesiasticus are, as we have said, com-
paratively modern. Lucas Lossius,! a writer
frequently quoted by Walther, Kock, and other
more recent musical theorists, gives six forms ot
cadence or close, i.e., modes of bringing to an
ead a phrase the earlier portion of which had
been recited in monotone. According to Lossius,

* Audreas Ornithoparcus, His Micrdogus, Trauslated
by Jobn Duwland. 1609. P. 69.
f Erdemala Musicae I'racticae, 1590.
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The examples given by Ornithoparcus are similar
to the above, with two exceptions—(5), the Mode-
ratus, which in ¢ His Micrologus’ appears thus:

X —s et _e—e—o 53— !,:ﬂ

Il-lu- mi-na-re Je-rau- m-lem.

And the Interrogativus, of which he says: “ A
speech with an interrogation, whether it have in

the end a word of one sillable, or of two sillables,
or more, the accent still falls upon the last sil-

e | lable, and must be acuated. Now the signs of

tsuch a speech are, who, which, what, and those
which are thus derived, why, wherefore, when,
L how, in what sort, whether, and such like.”
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Un-de es tu? Quid est ho - mo?
et —
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* Quantas ha-be-0 in-i-qui- ta-tes et pec-ca-ta?
“To these are joyned verbes of asking; as,
I aske, I secke, I require, I searche, I heare, I see,
and the like.” .

Some variations too from the above, in the
present Poman use, are noticed by Mendelssohn : &
e.g. in the Gravis, where there the voice rises a
tone above the dominant, on the penultimate,
before falling :—

changing the cadence from a fifth (compare 5)
to a sixth ; and in the Interrogaticus, where the
voice falls from the dominant (also on the penul-
timate) a third :—
1

t————_ ——

=

To the accentus belong the following forms, or
portions of offices of the Latin Church:® (1)
Tonus Collectarwm sew Orationum. (2) Tonus
Epistolarum et Evangelii, including the melodies
to which the Passion is sung in Pussion Week.
(3) Tonus Lectionum solemnis et lugubris; Pro-
phetiarum et Martyrologii, (4) Various forms
of Intonation, Benediction, and Absolution used
in the Liturgy. (5) Single verses. (6) The
Exclamations and Admonitions of the assistants at
the altar. (7) The Prefaces; the Pater Noster,
with its Prefaces; the Benediction, Pax Domini
st semper vobiscum. [J. K]

ACCESS. 1. The approach of the priest to
the altar for the celebration of the Eucharist.
Hence the expression “ prayer of access ” is used
as equivalent to the Edxd Tiis mapacrdoews, or
prayer of the priest’s presenting himself at the
altar, in the Greek Liturgy of St. James (Neale’s
Eastern Church, Introduction, i. 360).

2. But the expression * prayer of access,” or
“prayer of humble access,” is more commonly
used by English liturgical writers to designate
a confession of unworthiness in the sight of God,
occurring at a later point of the service; gene-
rally between consecration and communion. So
that the ¢ prayer of humble access ” corresponds
to the “Prayer of Inclination” or “of Lbowing
the neck” in the Greek Liturgies. Though
words more cxpressive of ¢ humble access”
aceur in other places; for instance, in the Greek
St., James, where the priest declares : i3od wpos-
#WAbov 1@ Bely TolTe Kal émovpaviy uvornply
oby ds &fios dwdpxwv (Daniel’s Codex Lit., iv.
88); in the Mozarabic, *“Accedam ad Te in
humilitate spiritus mei” (b i. 71); or in the
 Domine et Deus noster, ne aspicias ad multitu-
dinem peccatorum nostrorum” in the Liturgy of
Adaeus and Maris (Zb. i. 176). Compare CoN-
FESSION. [c

ACCLAMATION. 1. A term applied by
epigraphists to certain short inscriptions, ex-
pressed in the second person, and containing a

€ Reisebrigfe aus den Jakren 1830 bis 1832, p. 167,
b Rhau, Enchiridion, 1638 ; quoted by Arrey von
Dommer; Koch's Musikalisches Lezikon.
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wish or injunction; as, VIVAS IN DEO (Mura-
tori, Thesaurus Vet. Inscrip. 1954, no. 4). By
far the greater part of these acclamations are
sepulchral [Eprrapn], but similar sentences are
also scen on AMULETS, on the bottoms of cups
[GLass, CHRI18TIAN] found in the Catacombs, and
on GEMS. (See the Articles.)

2. The term acclamation is also sometimes
applied to the responsive cry or chant of the
congregation in antiphonal singing. Compare
ACROSTIC (§ 5); ANTIPHON. [c]

ACCUSERS, FALSE ; HOW PUNISHED.
—Those who made false accusations against any
person were visited with severe punishments
under the canods of several councils.

In Spain. e Council of Illiberis (a.p. 305
or 306) refused communion even at the hour ot
death (“in find,” al. “in finem ) to any person
who should falsely accuse any bishop, priest, or
deacon (can. 75).

In France. By the 14th canon of the 1st
Council of Arles (a.D. 314) those who falsely
accuse their brethren were excommunicated for
life (* usque ad exitum”). This canon was re-
enacted at the 2nd Council held at the same
city (A.D. 443), but permission was given for the
restoration of those who should do penance and
give satisfaction commensurate with their
offence (can. 24). See also CaLumny, (L B.]

ACEPSIMAS, commemorated Nov. 3 (Cal.
Byzant.); Nov. 5 (Cal. Armen.); April 22
(Mart. Rom.). [C]

ACERRA or ACERNA. (The latter is
possibly the original form, from Acer, maple.)
Acerra designated, in classical times, either the
incense-box used in sacrifices; ora small altar, or
incense-burner, placed before the dead. (Smith’s
Dict. of Greek and Roman Antiquities, s. v.) And
in ecclesiastical latinity also it designates either
an incense-box or an incense-burner; ¢ Arca
thuris, vel thuribulum, vel thurarium.” (Papias
in Ducange’s Glossary s. v. ¢ Acerna.”)

It is used in the rubrics of the Gregorian sa-
cramentary (Corbey MS.) in the office for the
consecration of a church (p. 428); and in the
office for the baptism of a bell (p. 438); in
the latter in the form Acerna: “tunc pones in-
censum in acerna.” In both cases it designates
an incense-burner or THURIBLE (q. v.). [c)

ACHAICUM CONCILIUM.—Two synods
of Achaia, in Greece, are recorded : one, A.D. 250,
against the Valesians, who, like Origen, inter-
preted St. Matth. xix. 12, literally ; the other, in
359, against the followers of Aetius. [A. W. H.]

ACHILLEASB (or Achillas), bishop of Alex-
andria, commemorated Nov. 7 (Martyrol. Kom.
Vet.). [c]

ACHILLETUS, the eunuch, martyr at Rome,
May 12, A.p. 96. (Martyrol. Rom. Vet., Hier.
Bedac). €]

ACINDYNUS (Axirdvvos) and companions,
martyrs, A.D. 346, commemorated Nov. 2 (Cal.
Byz.). [c)

ACEPHALI ([Vaer CLERICI; AUTOCK-
PHALI]

ACLEENSE CONCILIUM (of Aclea =
“Field of the Oak,” supposed to be Aycliffe, in
Durham ; Raine’s Priory of Hezham, i. 38, note).

(i.) A.D. 781 (Flor. Wig. in M. H. . 545), but
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782 (A4ngl.-Saz. Chr. and H. Hunt., sb. 336,
731). (ii.) A.D. 787 (Kemble, C. D., No. 151).
(iii.) A.D. 788, Sept. 29, in the year and month of
the murder of Elfwald of Northumbria, Sept. 21,
788 (Wilk. i. 153 ; Mansi, xiii. 825, 826). (iv.)
A.D. 789 (Angl.-Sax. Chr., M. H. B, 337 “a great
synod '), in the 6th year of Brihtric, King of
Wessex (H. Hunt., 1b. 732). (v.) A.D. 804 (Kemble,
C. D., No. 188). (vi.) A.p. 805, Aug. 6 (id. 1b.,
Nos. 190, 191). (vii.) A.D. 810 (4d. ib., No. 256).
Nes. ii., v., and vi. probably, and No. vii. cer-
tainly, were at Ockley, in Surrey; or, at any
rate, not in the Northumbrian Aclea. Nothing
more is known of any of these synods, or rather
Witenagemots, beyond the deeds (grants of lauds)
above referred to, in Kemble. [A. W. H.]

ACOEMETAE, lit. the “sleepless” or “un-
resting ”” (for the theological or moral import of
the term v. Suicer, Thesaur. Eccl. 8.v.), a so-called
order of monks established in the East about the
middle, rather than the commencemeat, of the
5th century, being altogether unmnoticed by
Socrates and Sozomen, the latter a zealous chro-
nicler of monks and monasteries, who bring their
histories down to A.D. 440; yet mentioned by
Evagrius (iii. 19) asa regularly established order
in 483. Later authorities make their founder to
have been a certain officer of the imperial house-
hold at Constantinople named Alexauder, who
quitted his post to turn monk, and after having
had to shift his quarters in Syria several times,
at length returned to Constantinople, to give
permanence to the system which he had already
commenced on the Euphrates, The first monas-
tery which he founded there was situated near
the church of St. Mennas. It was composed of
300 monks of different nations, whom he divided
.into six choirs, and arranged so that one of them
should be always employed in the work of prayer
and praise day and night without intermission
all the year round. This was their peculiar cha-
racteristic—and it has been copied n various
ways elsewhere since then—that some part of
“the house,” as Wordsworth (Ezxcurs. viii. 185)
expresses it, “ was evermore watching to God.”
Alexander having been calumniated for this
practice as heretical, he was imprisoned, but
regained his liberty, and died, say his biographers,
about A.D. 430—it might be nearer the mark to
say 450—in a new convent of his own founding
on the Dardanelles. Marcellus, the next head of
the order but one, brought all the zeal and
energy to it of a second founder ; and he doubt-
less found a powerful supporter in Gennadius,
patriarch of Constantinople, A.D. 458-71, a great
restorer of discipline and promoter of learning
amongst the clergy. Then it was that Studius,
a noble Roman, and in process of time consul,
emigrated to Constantinople, and converted one
of the churches there, dedicated to St. John the
Baptist, into the celebrated monastery bearing
his name, but which he peopled with the Acoe-
metae. There was another monastery founded by
St. Dias, in the reign of Theodosius the Great,
that also became theirs sooner or later, to which
Valesius (Ad. Evayg. iii. 19 and 31) adds a third
founded by St. Bassianus. It may have been
owing to their connexion with Studius that they
were led to correspond with the West. At all
events, on the acceptance by Acacius, the patri-

arch succeeding Gennadius, of the Henoticon of
the emperor Zeno, and communion with the schis-
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matic patriarch of Alexandria, their  hegumen,”
or president, Cyril lost no time in despatching
complaints of him to Rome; nor were their
emissaries slow to accuse the legates of the Pope
themselves of having, during their stay at Con-
stantinople, held communion with heretics. The
ultimate result was, that the two legates, Vitalis
and Misenus, were deprived of their sees, and
Acacius himself excommunicated by the Popes
Simplicius and Felix. Meanwhile one who had
been expelled from their order, but had learnt
his trade in their monasteries, Peter the Fuller,
had become schismatic patriarch of Antioch, and
he, of course, made common cause with their op-
ponents. Nor was it long before they laid them-
selves open to retaliation. For, under Justinian,
their ardour impelled them to deny the cele-
brated proposition, advocated so warmly by the
Scythian monks, hesitated about so long at Rome,
that one of the Trinity had suffered in the flesh.
Their denial of this proposition threw them into
the arms of the Nestorians, who were much in-
terested in having it decided in this way. For,
if it could be denied that one of the Trinity had
suffered, it could not be maintained, obviously,
that one of the Trinity had become incarnate.
Hence, on the monks sending two of their body,
Cyrus and Eulogius, to Rome to defend their
viows, the emperor immediately despatched two
bishops thither, Hypatius and Demetrius, to
denounce them to the Pope (Pagi ad Baron.,
A.D. 533, n. 2). In short, in a letter, of which
they were the bearars, to John II., afterwards
inserted by him in Lib. I. Tit. “ De summ4 Trini-
tate” of gia Code, he himself accused them of
favouring Judaism and the Nestorian heresy.
The Pope in his reply seems to admit their hete-
rodoxy, but he entreats the emperor to forgive
them at his instance, should they be willing to
abjure their errors and return to the unity of
the Church. With what success he interceded
for them we are not told. During the iconoclastic
controversy they seem to have shared exile with
the rest of the monks ejected from their monas-
teries by Constantine Copronymus ( Pagi ad Baron.
A.D. 798, n. 2); but under the empress Irene the
Studium, at all events, was repeopled with its for-
mer alumni by the most celebrated of them all,
Theodore, in whose surname, * Studites,” it has
perhaps achieved a wider celebrity than it ever
would otherwise have possessed.

In the West a branch of the order long held
the abbey of St. Maurice of Agaune in Valais,
where they were established by Sigismund, king
of Burgundy, and had their institute confirmed
by a Council held there A.p. 523. For fuller de-
tails see Bonanni’s Hist. du Clerq. sec. ot reg. vol,
ii. p. 153 et seq. (Amsterdam, 1716) ; Bulteau’s
Hist. Monast. d’Orient, iii. 83‘ (Paris, 1580);
Hospin, D¢ Orig. Monach. iii. 8; Du Fresne,
Gloss. Lat. s. v.; and Constant, Christian. iv. 8,
2; Bingham’s Antig. vii. 11, 10. (E. 8. F.]

ACOLYTES—ACOLYTHS—ACOLYTH-
ISTS ("AxdrovBor). One of the minor orders
peculiar to the Western Church, although thé
name is Greek. In the Apostolic age, the only
order which existed, in addition to those of
bishops, priests, and deacons, was that of dea-
conesses—widows usually at first, who were em-
ployed in such ministrations towards their own
sex as were considered unsuitable for men, espe-
cially in the East. But about the end of the 2nd
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or early in the 3rd century, other new officers
below the order of the deacons were introduced,
and amongst them this of Acolytes, though only
in the Latin Church as a distinct order. In the
rituals of the Greek Church the word occurs only
as another name for the order of sub-deacon.

The institution of the minor orders took its
origin in the greater Churches, such as Rome
and Carthage, and was owing partly to the sup-
posed expedienoy of limiting the number of dea-
cons to seven, as first appointed by the apostles,
and partly to the need which was felt of assist-
ance to the deacons in performing the lower por-
tions of their office; of which functions, indeed,
they appear-in many cases to have been impa-
tient, regarding them as unworthy of their im-
portant position in the Church. Tertullian is the
earliest writer by whom any of the inferior orders
is mentioned. He speaks of Readers, De Praescr.
c.41. It is in the epistles of Cyprian that the
fuller organization of these orders comes before
us (Epp. xxix., xxxviii,, lxxv., &c.). It is also
stated by his contemporary Cornelius, Bishop of
Rome, that the Church of Rome at that time
numbered forty-six presbyters, seven deacons,
seven sub-deacons, forty-two acolyths, and fifty-
two exorcists, readers, and doorkeepers (Ostiarii).
None of these inferior orders, according to St.
Basil, were ordained with imposition of hands,
but they were simply appointed by the bishop
with somne appropriate ceremony, to certain sub-
ordinate functions of the ministry such as any
Christian layman might be commissioned by
episcopal authority to perform. The form of
ordination employed in the case of Acolytes is
thus prescribed by a canon of the 4th Council of
Carthage. “ When any Acolythist is ordained, the
bishop shall inform him how he is to behave him-
self in his office ; and he shall receive a candlestick
with a taper in it, from the archdeacon, that he
may understand that he is appointed to light the
candles of the church. He shall also receive an
empty pitcher to furnish wine for the Eucharist
of the blood of Christ.” Hence it appears that
the Acolyte’s office at that period consisted chiefly
in two things, viz, lighting the candles of the
church and attending the officiating priest with
wine for the Eucharist,

The Acolyte, of the ancient Western Church is
represented in the later Roman communion by
the Ceroferarius or taper-bearer, whose office con-
sists in walking before the deacons or priests with
a lighted taper in his hand.

Both in the East and West the minor orders of
ancient times were afterwards conferred as merely
introductory to the sacred orders of deacon and
presbyter, while the duties which had formerly
belonged to them were performed by laymen. In
the 7th century the readers and singers in the
Armenian Church were laymen—in the 8th cen-
tury the readers, and in the 12th the ostiarii
and exorcists were laymen in the Greek Church.
Before the year 1300 the four orders of acolyte,
exorcist, reader, and ostiurius began to be con-
ferred at the same time in the Western Churches.
Not long afterwards it became customary to re-
lease the clerks thus ordained from discharging
the duties of their orders, which were entrusted
to lay clerks. The Councils of Cologne and Trent
vainly endeavoured to alter this custom ; and
saymen continue generally to perform the offices
of the ancient orders in the Roman churches to
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the present day. In England the same custom has
prevailed ; and the minor orders having for some
centuries become merely titular, were disused in
the Reformation of our Churches.

Fuller informuation on the subject of the minor
orders may be found in Field’s Book of the
Church, b. v. c. 25; Bingham’s Antiquities, b.
iii. ; Thomassin, Vet. ¢¢ Nov. Eccl. pars I. lib. ii.
See also Robertson’s History of the Church and
Palmer’s Treatise on the Church of Christ. [D.B.]

ACONTIUS, of Rome, commemorated July
25 (Mart. Hicron.). c]

ACROSTIC. (Axpoarixis, &xpogrixiov,
axpdarixov, Acrostichis.) A compesition in
which the first letters of the several lines form
the name of a person or thing. The invention is
attributed to Epicharmus.

We find several applications of the Acrostic
principle in Christian antiquity.

1. The word Acrostic is applied to the well-
known formula ix8fs. [See 1XOTC.]

2. Verses in honour of the Saviour were fre-
quently written in the acrostic form; Pope Da-
masus, for instance, has left two acrostics on the
name Jesus (Carm. iv. abd v.), the former of
which runs as follows:

* In rcbus tantis Trina conjunctio mundi

Erigit h laud.

Sola salus nobis, et mundi summa pot:stas

Venit peocati nodum dissolvere fructu.

Summa salus cunctis nituit per saecula terris.”
The same pope, to whom so many of the in-
scriptions in the Catacambs are due, composed
an acrostic inscription in honour of Constantia,
the daughter of Constantine. This was origin-
ally placed in the apse of the basilica of St.
Agnes in the Via Nomentana, and may be seen in
Bosio, Roma Sotteranca, p. 118. And inscrip-’
tions of this kind are frequent. Lest the reader
should miss the names indicated, an explanation
of the acrostic principle is sometimes added to
the inscription itself. For instance, to the epi-
taph of Licinia, Leontia, Ampelia, aud Flavia
(Muratori, Thesaurus Norus, p. 1903, no. 5) are
added these verses, which give the key:

“ Nomina sanctarum, lector, #f forte requiris,

Ex omntl versu te litera prima docebit.”

So the epitaph of a Christian named Agatha
(Marini, Fratelli Arvali, p. 828), ends with the
words, “ecjus autem nomen capita ver{suum];”
and another, given by the same authority, ends
with the words, “Is cujus per capita versorum
nomen declaratur.” Fabretti (/nscript. Antiy. iv.
150) gives a similar one, “ Revertere per capita
versorum et invenies pium nomen.” Gazzera
(Iscrizione del Piemonte, p. 91) gives the epitaph
of Eusebius of Vercelli, in whicn the first letters
of the lines form the words EVSEBIVS EPIS-
COPVS ET MARTYR; and another acrostic
epitaph (p. 114), where the initial letters form
the words CELSVS EPISCOPVS (Martigny,
Dict. des Antiy. Chret. 11).

We also find acrostic hymns in Groek. Several
of the hymns of Cosmas of Jerusalem, are of
this kind; the first, for instance (Gallandi, Bi-
bliotheca Pat. xiii. 234), is an acrostic forming
the words,

Xpiaros Bpotwleis v omep Ocds pdvp.

3. Those poems, in which the lines or stanzas

commence with the letters of the alphabet taken
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in order, form another class of acrostics. Such
is the well-known hymn of Sedulius, “A solis
ortus cardine,” a portion of which is introduced
in the Roman offices for the Nativity and the Cir-
cumcision of the Lord; and that of Venantius
Fortunatus (Carm. xvi.), which begins with the
words “ Agnoscat omne saeculum.” St. Augustine
composed an Abecedarian Psalm against the Do-
natists, in imitation of the 119th, with the con-
stant response, “Omnes qui gaudetis de pace,
modo verum judicate.”

4. A peculiar use of the acrostic is found in
the Office-books of the Greek Church. Each
Canon, or series of TROPARIA, has its own
acrostic, which is a metrical line formed of the
initial letters of the Troparia which compose the
Canon. To take the instance given by Dr. Neale
(Eastern Church, Introd. p. 832); the acrostic
for the Festival of 8S. Proclus and Hilarius is,

Sexrois aOAnrais cenTov eishépow pélos.
The meaning of this is, that the first Troparion
of the Canon begins with X, the second with E,
and so on. These lines are generally Iambic, as
in the instance above; but occasionally Hex-
ameter, as,

Tor Numddpor &s viknddpor dopact péAre.
Theys frequently contain a play on the name of
the Saint of the day, as in the instance just given,
and in

Awpor Ocov o waupdrap Tdrep oéfw,
for St. Dorotheus of Tyre. The Troparia are
sometimes, but rarely, arranged so as to form
an alphabetic acrostic, as on the Eve of the
Transfiguration (Neale, u. 3.).

5. The word é&xpoorixia, in the Apostolical
Constitutions (ii. 67, § 5) denotes the verses, or
portions of a verse, which the people were to
sing responsively to the chanter of the Psalm,
“o Aads 7Td& &rpoorixia OwoyaAAérw.” The
constantly repeated response of the 136th Psalm
(* For His mercy endureth for ever”), or that
of the * Benedicite omnia Opera’ (*Praise Him,
and magnify Him for ever”), are instances of
what is probably intended in this case. Compare
ASTIPHON, PsaLuopy (Bingham'’s Antig. xiv. 1,
§ 12). C.

ACROTELEUTIC. [DoxoLoaY; PsaLxoDY.)

ACTIO. A word frequently used to desig-
pate the canen of the mass.

The word “agere,” as is well known, bears in
classical writers the special sense of performing
a sacrificial act ; hence the word “ Actio ” is ap-
plied to that which wasregarded as the essential
portion of the Eucharistic sacrifice ; % Actio dici-
tur ipse cauon, quia in eo sacramenta conficiuntur
Dominica,” says Waiafrid Strabo (De Rebus Ecol.
. 22, p. 950, Migne). Whatever is included in
the canon is said to be “ infra actionem ;” hence,
when any words are to be added within the
canon (as is the case at certain great festivals),
they bear in the liturgies the title or rubric
*infra actionem ;” and in printed missals these
words are frequently placed before the prayer
“Communicantes.” Compare CANON. (Bona,
de Rebus Liturgicis, lib. ii. c..11; Macri, Hiero-
lezicon, 8. v. “ Actio”.)

Honorius of Autun supposes this use of the
word “actio *’ to be derived from legal termino-
iogy. “Missa quoddam judicium imitatur ; unde
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et canon Actio vocatur” (lib. i., ¢. 8); and % Canon
- « . etinm Actio dicitur, quia causa populi in eo
cum Deo agitur” (c. 103). (In Du Cange’s
Glossary, s. v. * Actio.”) But this derivation,
though adopted by several mediaeval writers,
does not appear probable. cy

ACTISBTETAE. [Dict. of Biogr. s.v. “Ctisto-
latrae.”

ACTORS AND ACTRESSES.—The in-
fluence of Christianity on social life was seen,
as in other things, so specially in the horror
with which the members of the Christian Church
looked on the classes of men and women whose
occupations identified them with evil. Among
these were Actors and Actresses. It must be re-
membered that they found the drama tainted by
the depravity which infected all heathen society,
and exhibiting it in its worst forms. Even Au-
gustus sat as a spectator of the “scenica adulteria”
of the *rimi,” whose performances were tha
favourite amusement of Roman nobles and people
(Ovid, Trist. ii, 497-520). The tragedies of
Aeschylus or Sophocles, or S ,% the dies
even of Menander and Terence could not compete
with plays whose subject was always the “vetiti
crimen amoris,” represented in all its baseness
and foulness ([lid.). What Ovid wrote of *ob-
scaena” and “turpia” was there acted. The
stories of Mars and Venus, the loves of Jupiter
with Danae, Leda, and Ganymede, were exhibited
in detail (Cyprian, De Grat. Dei, c. 8). Men's
minds were corrupted by the very sight. They
learnt to imitate their gods. The actors became,
in the worst sense of the word, effeminate, taught
‘“gestus turpes et molles et muliebres exprimere”
(Cyprian, Ep. 2, ed. Gersdorf. 61, ed. Rigalt).
The theatre was the “sacrarium Veneris,” the
‘“ consjstorium impudicitiae” (/bil. c. 17). Men
sent their sons and daughters to learn adultery
(Tatian. Orat. adv. Gracc. c. 22; Tertull. Le
Spect. ¢. 10). The debasement which followed
on such an occupation had been recognized
even by Roman law. The more active cen-
sors had pulled down theatres whenever they
could, and Pompeius, when he built one, placed
a Temple of Venus over it in order to guard
against a like destruction ([bid. c. 10). The
Greeks, in their admiration of artistic culture,
had honoured their actors. The Romans looked
on them, even while they patronised them, with
a consciousness of their degradation. They were
excluded from all civil honours, their names were
struck out of the register of their tribes; they
lost by the “ minutio capitis” their privileges as
citizens (/bid. c. 22; Augustin. De Civ. Dei, ii.
14). Trajan banished them altogether from
Rome as utterly demoralized.

It cannot be wondered at that Christian writers
should almost from the first enter their pro-
test against a life so debased.® They saw
in it part of the “pompae diaboli,” which
they were called on to remounce.  Tertul-

* Augustine, who in his youth had delighted in the
higher forms of the drama (Confess. iil. 3), draws, after
his conversion, a distinction between these (“scenicorum
tolerabiliora ludorum ") and the obecenity of the mimes
(De Civ. Dei, il. 8). .

® No specific reference to this form of evil fs found, it
is true, in the N. T. The case had not yet presented
itself. It would have d as impossible for a Christ!
to take part in it as to join in actual idolatry.
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lian wrote the treatise already quoted specially
against it and its kindred evils of the circus and
the amphitheatre, and dwells on the inconsis-
tency of uttering from the same lips the amen
of Christian worship, and the praises of the
gladiator or the mime. The actor seeks, against
the words of Christ, to add a cubit to his stature
by the use of the Cothurnus. He breaks the
Divine law which forbids a man to wear a
woman’s dress (Deut. xxii. 5). Clement of
Alexandrin reckons them among the things
which the Divine Instructor forbids to all His
followers (Paedagog. iii. c. 77, p. 298). In course
of time the question naturally presented itsclf,
whether an actor who had become a Christian
might continue in his calling, and the Christian
conscience returned an answer in the negative.
The case which Cyprian deals with (Ep. 2, ut
supra) implies that on that point there could be
no doubt whatever, and he extends the prohibition
to the art of teaching actors. It would be better
to maintain such a man out of the funds of the
Church than to allow him to continue in such a
calling. The more formal acts of the Church spoke
in the same tone. The Council of Illiberis (c. 62)
required a “pantomimus” to renounce his art
before he was admitted to baptism. If he re-
turned to it, he was to be excommunicated.
The 3rd Council of Carthage (c. 35) seems to
be moderating the more extreme rigour of some
teachers, when it orders that *gratia vel recon-
ciliatio” is not to be denied to them any more
than to penitent apostates. The Coder Eccles.
Afric. (c. 63) forbids any one who had been con-
verted, “ ex qualibet ludicrd arte,” to be tempted
or coerced to resume his occupation. The Coun-
cil in Trullo (c. 51) forbids both mimes and their
theatres, and Tas éxl oxnvdr dpxfigess, under
pain of deposition for clerical, and excommuni-
cation for lay, offenders. With one t the
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of the great cities of the empire of the amuse-
ments to which they were so addicted. It
the Church sought to rescue them, admitting
them to baptism, and after baptism claiming
immunity from their degrading occupation, it
stepped in to prevent any such conversion, ex-
cept in extremis (Cod. Theodos., De Scenicis, xv.).
Compare Milman’s History of Christianity, book
iv. c¢. 2; Chastel, p. 211, Perhaps the fullest
collection of every passage in Christian antiquity
bearing on the subject is to be found in Prynne’s
Histrimastiz. (P.]
ACUTUS, martyr at Naples, commemorated
Sept. 19 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet.). [c.]
90 2l

ACUS (aocubium, or 1, , spina,
spinula). . Pins made of precious metal, and, in
later mediaeval times, enriched with jewels, for
attaching the archiepiscopal (or papal) pallium
to the vestment over which it was worn, i.e. the
planeta or casula (the chasuble). The earliest
mention of these known to the present writer is
in the description given by Joannes Diaconus of
the pallium of St. Gregory the Great. Writing
himself in the 9th century, he notes it as a point
of contrast between the pallium worn by St. Gre-
gory and that customary in his own time, that
it was nullis acubus perforatum. Their first
use, therefore, must probably date between the
close of the 6th and the beginning of the 9th
century. For details ning these or
at later times, see Bock (Gesch. der liturg, Ge-
wdnder, ii. 191). Innocent 1lI. (De Sacro
Altaris Mysterio, lib. i. cap. 63) assigns to these
pins, as to every other part of the sacerdotal
dress, a certain mystical significance. “Tres
acus quae pallio infiguntur, ante pectus, super
humerum, et post tergum, designant compas-
sionem proximi, administrationem , MHcii, destric-

ts

moral sense of the new society condemned what
seemed so incurably evil. When Christianity
had become the religion of the Empire, it was
of course, more difficult to maintain the high
standard which these rules implied, and Chryso-
stom (Hom. vi. in Matt., Hom. xv. ad Pop. Antioch.
Hom. X. in Coloss, ii. p. 403, i. 38, 731, 780),
complains that theatrical entertainments pre-
vailed among the Christians of his time with no
abatement of their evils. At Rome they were
celebrated on the entrance of a consul upon his
office (Claudian in Cuns. Mall. 313). the
triumph of the Emperors Theodosius and Arcadius
the theatre of Pompeius was opened for perfor-
mances by actors from all parts of the Empire
(Symmachus, Epp. x. 2,29). With a strange
inversion of the old relations between the old and
the new societies, the heathen Zosimus reproaches
the Christian Emperor Constantine with having
patronised the mimes and their obscenity. The
pantomimes or ballets in which the mythology
of Greece furnished the subject-matter (Medea
and Jason, Perseus and Andromeda, the loves of
Jupiter), were still kept up, Women as well
as men performed in them (Chrysost., Hom. vi.
n Thess.), and at Rome the number of actresses
was reckoned at 3000. The old infamy adhered
to the whole class under Christian legislation.
They might not appear in the forum or basilica,
or use the public baths. And yet, with a strange
inconsistency, the civil power kept them in their
degradation rather than deprive the population

tionemque judicii.” [W. B. M.]

ADAM AND EVE are commemorated in
the Ethiopic Calendar on the 6th day of the
month Miaziah, equivalent to April 1. The
Armenian Church commemorates Adam with
Abel on July 25. (Neale, Eastern Church, Introd.,
pp- 800, 812.) [cl

ADAUCTUS or AUDACTUS. (1) Martyr
at Rome, commemorated Aug. 30 (Martyrol.
Rom. Vet., Hieron.). Proper collects in Gre-
gorian Sacramentary (p. 127), and Antiphon in
Lib, Antiph. p. 709.

(8) Commemorated Oct. 4 (M. Hicron.). [C.]

ADDERBOURN, CouNciL near the (AD-
DERBURNEXSE CONCILIUM), A.D. 705; on the
River Nodder, or Adderbourn, in Wiltshire; of
English bishops and abbats, where a grant of
free election of their abbat, after Aldheln.s
death, made by Bishop Aldhelm to the abbéys
of Malmesbury, Frome, and Bradford, was cen-
firmed (W. Malm., De Gest. Pont. v. pars iii. p.
1645, Migne; Wilk. i. 68). [A. W. H.]

ADJUTOR, in Africa, commemorated Lec.
17 (Mart. Hweron.). ]

ADMONITION. [Mox~i1TION.]

ADRIANUS. (1) Martyred by Galerius in
Nicomed, commemorated Sept. 8 (Martyrol.
Kom. Vet., Hieron. Bedae); Aug. 26 (Cal
Byzant.); Nov. 6 (M. Hieron.). .

(3) Martyr, Natale March 4 (Mart. Bedac)
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13) July 26 (M. fieron.).
4) August 8 (Cal. Armen.). {c]

ADULTERY.—We shall attempt to give a
2¢ral account of laws and customs relating to
-is topic, dwelling more fully upon such as
Jicidate the spirit of their several periods, and
<o the principles involved in disputable points.
inar outline breaks naturally into the three fol-
~wing divivions :—

1. Antecedents of Christian jurisprudence in

Church and State on adultery.

2, Nature and classification of the crime.

3. Penalties imposed upon it,

Our quotations from Eqstern canonists when
:umpared with civilians are made from the older
Litin versioms; opn occasion the Greek phrases
i added. In imperial laws the Latin is com-
senly the most authentie. These are numbered,
irst the Book of Codes, next Title, then Law;
iat in the Digest, where it is usual to subdivide,
22 Title is distinguished by a Roman numeral.

L Antecedents of Christian Jurisprudence in
Cinrch and State on Adultery—Respecting the
rerms of future differences as regards this and
wnoected subjects traceable in the Apostolic
times, Neander has some useful observations
(Flanting of the Christian Church, Bohn's ed. 1.
138-9 and 257,261). Many circumstances, how-
~ver, kept down these tendencies to opposition.
la an age of newly awakened faith, and under
the pressure of persecution, living motive took
*he place of outward law. The revulsion from
heathen sins was strong, and filled the souls of
amverts with abhorrence, while the tender sym-
pathy of their teachers urged men to control
themselves, succour the tempted, and pity the
allen. %I am overwhelmed with sadness,”
writes Polycarn to the Philippians (cap. xi.),
“on account ot valens who was made presbyter
amongst you, because he thus knows not the
place which was given him.” This man had
fallen into adultery (see Jacobson in loco). “I
grieve exceedingly both for him and for his
wife, to whom may the Lord grant true repent-
ance. Be ye therefore also sober-minded in this
matter, and count not such persons as your ene-
mies ; but as suffering and wayward members
all them back, that you may save the one Body
«f vou all. For so doing ye shall establish your
own selves.”

Clement of Rome, unlike Polycarp, had no
special example to deal with; his warnings are
therefore general. In Kp. i. 30 and cap. 6 of
the 2nd Ep., attributed to him, adultery is stig-
matized among the foulest and most heinous
sins. His exhortations and promises of forgive-
wss (i, 7, 8, 9, 50) are likewise general, but
thei: tenour leaves no doubt that he intended to
invit : all such sinners to repentance. The same
declarations of remission to all penitents and
the lnosing of every bond by the grace of Christ,
occur in lgnat. Ep. ad Philadelph. 8 ; and are
found, in the shorter as well as the longer recen-
sion Cureton, Corp. Iynat. p. 97). In these
addresses we seem to catch the lingering tones
of the Apostolic age; and all of like meaning
and early date should be noted as valuable testi-
monies. De I’Aubespine (Bingham, xvi. 11, 2)
asserted that adulterers were never taken back
into communion before the time of Cyprian, and,
though Bishop Pearson ‘refutes this opinion, he
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allows that respecting them, together with mur-
derers and idolaters, there was much dispute 1n
the early Church. Beveridge also (Cod. Can.
vii. 2) believes that its severity was so great as
to grant no such sinners reconciliation except
upon the very hardest terms.

Of this severe treatment, as well as the differ-
ence of opinion alluded to by Pearson, we see
various traces; yet the prevailing inclination
was to hold out before the eyes of men a hope
mingled with fear. Hermas (Pastor Mandat. 4, 1
and 3) concedes one, and but one, repentance to
those who are unchaste after baptism ; for which
mildness and a reluctant allowance of second
nuptials, Tertullian (De Pudicit. 10) styles this
book an Adulterers’ Friend. Dionysius of Co-
rinth, writing to the churches of Pontus_ on
marriage and continengy, counsels the reception
of all who repent their transgressions, whatever
their nature may be (Euseb. iv. 23). Thus also
Zephyrinus of Rome announced, according to
Tertullian, “ego et moechiae et fornicationis
delicta, poenitentia functis dimitto;” and though
quoted in a spirit of hostility and satire, this
sentence, which forms a chief reason for the
treatise (Do Pudicit.), probably contains in sub-
stance an authentic penitential rule. Of Tertul-
lian’s own opinion, since he was at this time a
Montanist, it is needless to say more than that,
ditfering from his former views, not far removed
from those maintained by Hermas (cf. De Peni-
tent. 7-10), he now held adultery to be one of
those sins not only excluding for ever from the
company of believers, but also (cap. 19) abso-
lutely without hope through our Lord’s inter-
cession. Exclusion from the faithful was, how-
ever, insisted upon in such cases by some
Catholic bishops. Cyprian (ad Antonian.), while
himself on the side of mercy, tells us how cer-
tain bishops of his province had, in the time ot
his predecessors, shut the door of the Church
against adulterers, and denied them penitence
altogether. Others acted on the opposite system ;
yet we are assured that peace remained un-
broken —a surprising circumstance, certainly,
considering the wealth and intelligence of that
province, and the importance of such decisions
to a luxurious population. Cyprian hints at no
lny difficulties, and simply says that every
bishop is the disposer and director of his own
act, and must render an account to God (cf. also
Cypr. De Unitate, several Epistles, and Conc.
Carthag. Proloquium). Hence the determination
of one bishop had no necessary force in the
diocese of another. So, too, the acts of a local
council took effect only within its own locality,
unless they were accepted elsewhere. DBut the
correspond of bishops and churches set
bounds to the difficulties which might otherwise
have arisen, and prepared the way for General
Couucils—see, for instance, the fragment (Euseb.
v. 25) of the early Synod at Caesarea in Pales-
tine—its object being the diffusion of the Syno-
dical Epistle. United action was also much
farthered by the kind of compilation called
Codex Canonum, but the first of these (now
lost) was formed towards the end of the 4th
century. See Dion. Exig. ap. Justell. 1. 101, and
Bevereg., Pand. Can. Proleg. vii.

The passages already cited show the strength of
Christian recoil from heathen sensuality. In his
instructive reply to Celsus (iii. 51) Origen com-
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pares the attitude of the Church towards back-
sliders, especially towards the incontinent, with
that feeling which prompted the Pythagoreans to
erect a cenotaph for eucg disciple who left their
school. They esteemed him dead, and, in pre-
cisely the same way, Christians bewail as lost to
God, and already dead, those who are overcome
with unclean desire or the like. Should such
regain their senses, the Church receives them at
length, as men alive from death, but to a longer
probation than the one converts underwent at
first, and as no more capable of honour and
dignity amongst their fellows. Yet Origen goes
on to state (59-64) the remedial power of Chris-
tianity. Taken together these sections paint a
lively picture of the treatment of gross trans-
gressors within and without the Christian fold.
On the passage in his De Oratione, which sounds
like an echo of Tertullian, see foot-note in Dela-
rue’s ed., vol. i. 256.

Christians might well shrink from what they
saw around them. Licentious impurities, count-
less in number and in kind, were the burning
reproaches, the pollution, and the curse of
heathendom. It is impossible to quote much on
these topics, but a carefully drawn sketch of
them will be found in two short essays by Pro-
fessor Jowett appended to the first chapter of
his Commentary on the Romans. They demon-
strate how utterly unfounded is the vulgar
notion that Councils and Fathers meddled un-
necessarily with gross and disgusting offences.
With these essays may be compared Martial
and tho Satirists, or a single writer such as
Seneca—unus instar omnium—e.g. ¢ Hinc de-
centissimum sponsaliorum gcnus, adulterium,”
&c., i. 93 or again, iii. 16, “ Nunquid jam ulla
repudio erubescit postquam illustres quaedam
ac nobiles foeminae, non consulum numero,
sed maritorum, annos suos computant? et
exeunt matrimonii causa, nubunt repudii? . . .
Nunquid jam ullus adulterii pudor est, postquam
eo ventum est, ut nulla virum habeat, nisi ut
adulterum irritet? Argumentum est deformi-
tatis, pudicitia. Quam invenies tam miseram,
tam sordidam, ut illi satis sit unum adulterorum
par?” &c. In Valerius Maximus we hear a
sigh for departed morals—in Christian writers,
from the Apologists to Salvian, a recital of the
truth, always reproachful, and sometimes half
triumphant. Moreover, as usual, sin became the
punishment of sin—Justin Martyr, in his first
Apology (c. 27 seq.), points out the horrible con-
sequences which ensued from a heathen prac-
tice following upon the licence just mentioned.
The custom of exposing new-born babes peryaded
all ranks of society, and was authorized even by
the philosophers. Almost all those exposed, says
Justin, both boys and girls, were taken, reared,
and fed like brute beasts for the vilest purposes
of sensuality ; so that a man might commit the
grossest crime unawares with one of his own
children, and from these wretched beings the
State derived a shameful impost. Compare Ter-
tull. Apologet. 9, sub fin. Happy in comparison
those infunts who underwent the prae or post
natal fate, described by Minucius Felix ¢. 30. To
Lactantius (we may remark) are attributed the
laws of Constantine intended to mitigate the
allied evils of that later age, cf. Milman (Hist.
Christ. ii. 394). “We,” continues Justin (c.
29), “expose not our offspring, lest one of them
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should perish and we be murderers; nay, the
bringing up of children is the very object of our
marriages.” There are passages to the same
effect in the Ep. ad Diognet. c. 5, and Athenag.
Legat. pro Chrigtian. (c. 33 al. 28), and thus
these early apologists adduce a principle laid
down amongst the ends of matrimony in the
Anglican marriage - service. They no doubt
utter the thought of their fellow Christians
in opposing to the licence of the age the purest
parental instincts, and these are perhaps in
every age the most stringent restraints upon
adultery.

The standard of contemporary Jewish practice
may be divined from the Dial. cum Tryphon,
cc. 134 and 141. The Rabbis taught the law-
fulness of marrying four or five wives,—if any
man were moved by the sight of beauty Jacob’s
example excused him,—if he sinned, the prece-
dent of David assured hisforgiveness.

Surrounding evils naturally deepened the im-
pression upon Christians that they were stran-
gers and pilgrims in the world, that their aim
must be to keep themselves from being partakers
in other men’s sins; to suffer not as evil doers,
but as Christians, and to use the Roman law as
St. Paul used it, for an appeal on occasion—a
possible protection, but not a social rule. Hence
the danger was Quietism ; and they were in fact
accused of forsaking the duties of citizens and
soldiers—accusations which the Apologists, par-
ticularly Tertullian and Origen, answered,
though with many reserves. The faithful
thought that their prayers and examples were
the best of services; they shunned sitting in
judgment on cases involving life and death, im-
prisonment or torture, and (what is more to our
purpose) questions de pudore. On the admission
of Christians to magistracy as early as the An-
tonines, cf. Dig. 50, tit. 2, 8. 3, sub fin., with Gotho-
fred’s notes. Traces of their aversion from such
business appear in some few Councils; e. g. Elib.
56, excludes Duumvirs from public worship
during their year of office. Tarracon. 4, forbids
bishops to decide criminal causes—a rule which
has left its mark on modern legislation. Natu-
rally resulting from these influences, was a
higher and diffused tone of purity. Obeying
human laws, believers transcended them, Ep. ad
Diognet. 5, and compare Just. Apol. I. 17, seq.
with 15. He speaks emphatically of the in-
numerable multitude who turned from license
to Christian self-control. The causeless divorce
allowed by law led to what Christ forbade as
digamy and adultery, while the latter sin was
by Him extended to the eyc and the heart. In
like manner, Athenagoras (Leg. pro Christ. 2)
asserts that it was impossible to find a Christian
who had been criminally convicted—and that no
Christian is an evil-doer except he be a hypocrite
—32, 33, al. 27, 28, that impurity of heart is
essentially adultery, and that even a slightly
unchaste thought may exclude from everlasting
life. He says, as Justin, that numbers in the
Church were altogether continent ; numbers, too,
lived according to the strictest marriage rule.
Athenagoras goes so far (33 al. 28) as to pro-
nounce against all second marriages, because he
who deprives himself of even a deceased wife by
taking another is an adulterer. Clement of
Alexandria (Paedag. ii. 6) quaintly ohserves
that “ Non Moechaberis ” is cut up by the roots
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through “non concupisces,” and in the same
spirit Commodian (Znstruct. 48) writes

* Escam muscipuli ubl mors est longe vitate :

Multa sunt Martyria, quae flunt sine sanguine fuso,
Alenum non cupere,” &c.
Compare other passages on adultery of the
heart, Lactant. /nstit. vi. 23, and Epit. 8; Greg.
Narzianz., Hom. 37 al 31; and later on, Photius,
Ep. 139—a remarkable composition.

Another safeguard from licentiousness was
the high valuation now set upon the true dignity
of woman not only as the help-meet of man but
as & partaker in the Divine Image, sharing the
‘same hope, and a fit partner of that moral
union in which our Lord placed the intention
and essence of the married state. Clement of
Alexandria draws a picture of the Christian
wife and mother (Paedag. iii. 11, p. 250 Sylb.
and Potter’s Gr. marg.); of the hushand and
father, (Strom. vii. p. 741). Tertullian before
him, in the last cap. ad Uzorem describes a truly
Christian marriage—the oneness of hope, prayer,
practice, and pious service; no need of conceal-
meat, mutual avoidance, nor mutual vexation ;
distrust banished, a freeborn confidence, sym-
pathy, and comfort in each other, presiding over
every part of their public and private existence.

This language derives additional strength
from Tertullian’s treatment of mixed marriages.
Those contracted before conversion fall under 1
Cor. vii. 10-17 (cf. ad Uzxor. ii. 2), yet their
consequences were most mischievous. He tells
us (ad Scapulam 3) how Claudius Herminianus,
whose wife became a convert, revenged himself
by barbarous usage of the Cappadocian Chris-
tians. A mixed marriage after conversion is a
very great sin, forbidden by 1 Cor. vii. 39 and 2
Cor. vi. 14-16, and Tertullian ad Uror. ii. 3
condemns those who contract it as “stupri reos ”
— transgressors of the 7th Commandment.
Addressing his own wife, he proceeds to describe
its serious evils to a woman. When she wishes
to attend worship her husband makes an appoint-
meant for the baths. Instead of hymns she hears
songs, and his songs are from the theatre, the
tavern, and the night cellar. Her fasts are
hindered by his feasts. He is sure to object
against nocturnal services, prison visits, the kiss
of peace, and other customs. She will have a
difficulty in persuading him that such private
observances as crossing and exsufflation, are not
magical rites. To these and other remarks,
Tertullian adds the sensible arguments, that
none but the worst heathens would marry
Christian women, and how then could believing
wives feel secure in such hands? Their hus-
bands kept the secret of their religion as a
means of enforcing subjection ; or, if dissatisfied,
nursed it for the day of persecution and legal-
ized murder. Their own motives were of the
baser kind—they married for a handsome litter,
maules, and tall attendants from some foreign
country ;—luxuries which a faithfal man, even
if wealthy, might not think proper to allow
them. This being the early experience of the
Church, we are not surprised to find mixed
marriages forbidden in after times sub poena
adultersi,

We cannot here pass over a history told by
Justin Martyr in his Apol. ii. 2, and repeated
by Eusebius iv. 17, respecting which the learned
Bingham has been led into a remarkable mis-
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take, copied and added to by Whiston in a note
on Antig. xv. 7, 10. A woman married to a
very wicked husband, herself as drunken and
dissolute as the man, became a convert to the
faith. Thoroughly reformed, she tried to per-
suade him by the precepts of the Gospel and
the terrors of eternal fire. Failing in her at-
tempts, and revolted by the loathsome and un-
natural compulsion to which her husband sub-
jected her, she thought repudiation would be
preferable to a life of impious compliances. Her
friends prevailed upon her to wait and hope for
the best, but a journey to Alexandria made her
husband worse than before, and, driven to des-
pair, she sent him a divorce. Immediately he
informed against her as a Christian; a blow
which she parried by presenting a petition for
delay to the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, who
granted her request. Upon this her husband,
thirsting for revenge, accused her teacher in
religious truth, and had the satisfaction of seeing
three lives sacrificed in succession to his ven-
geance.

Bingham (xvi. 11, 6) cites the narrative as an
instance of a wife's being allowed by the Church
to divorce a husband on the ground of adultery.
But the valuable writer, led perhaps by Gotho-
fred (Cod. Theod. vol. i. p. 312) has here erred in
a matter of fact, for Justin takes some pains to
show that the woman’s grievance was not adul-
tery at all. Fleury (iii. 49) has apprehended
the truth with correctness and expressed it with
delicacy. The like case is discussed by an author
long called Ambrose in his comment on 1 Cor. vii.
11 (Ambros. op. ed. Benedict., tom. ii. appendix
p. 133 E-F), and he determines that, under the
given circumstances, a woman must separate
from her husband, but she must not marry again.
The Imperial law also provided a remedy, Cod.
Theod. 9, tit. 7, s. 3. It is certainly noteworthy
that, in telling this brief tragedy, neither Justin
nor Eusebius says a word against the wife’s seek-
ing relief from the heathen custom of divorce.
Yet its license was condemned on all sides. The
founder of the Empire strove to check it ; and,
had the aggrieved woman lived under the first
Christian emperor, that resource would have
been denied her. Clearly, circumstances justi-
fied the wife, but it would seem natural to have
mentioned the danger of doing wrong, while
pleading her justification. We, in modern times,
should say that such cases are exceptional, and
the inference from silence is that similar wicked-
ness was nof exceptional in those days, and was
treated by the Church as a ground of divorce;
a mournful conclusion, but one that many facts
render probable, e.g. the Imperial law above
cited.

From these antecedents onr step is brief to
laws for the repression of incontinency. The
patural beginning was for each community to
follow simply the example of St. Paul (1 Cor.
v. and 2 Cor. ii.), but, as converts multiplied, it
became necessary to prescribe definite tests of
repentance which formed also the terms of re-
conciliation. Such rules had for one object the
good of the community, and in this light every
offence was a public wrong, and is so looked
upon by canon law at this day. But penitence
had a second ohject—the soul’s health of the
offender—and thus viewed, the same transgres-
sion was treated as a moral stain, aug c2cnsured
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according to its intrinsic heinousness, or, in few
words, the crime became a sin. This idea, no
doubt, entered into the severe laws of Christian
princes agninst adultery, and is an indication of
ecclesiastical influence upon them. Framers of
canons had in turn their judgment acted upon
by the great divines, who were apt to regulate
public opinion, and to enforce as maxims of life
their own interpretations of Scripture. Some-
times the two characters met in the same per-
son, as in the eminent Gregories, Basil, and
others; but where this was not the case, theo-
logians commonly overlooked many points which
canonists were bound to consider.

Church lawgivers must indeed always have
regard to existing social facts and the ordinary
moral tone of their own age and nation. They
must likewise keep State law steadily in mind
when they deal with offences punishable in civil
courts. That they did so in reality, we learn
from the Greek Scholia ; and hence, when divorce
is connected with adultery (particularly as its
cause), the Scholiasts trace most canonical
changes to foregoing alterations in the laws of
the Empire. The reader should reproduce in his
mind these two classes of data if he wishes to
form a judgment on subjects like the present.
We have called attention to the license which
tainted prae-Christian Rome. Of the Christian
world, homilists are the most powerful illustra-
tors, but the light thrown upon it by canons is
quite unmistakable, The spirit prevalent at the
opening of the 4th century may be discerned
from its Councils, e.g. Gangra; one object of
which (can. 4) was to defend married presbyters
against the attacks made upon themj; cf. Elib. 33,
and Stanley’s account of the later 1 Nic. 3(Eastern
Ch, 196-9). Gangra, 14, forbids wives to desert
their husbands from abhorrence of married life ;
9 and 10 combat a like disgust and contempt of
matrimony displayed Dby consecrated virgins,
and 16 is aimed against sons who desert their
parents under pretext of piety, f.e. to become
celibates, something after the fashion of “ Cor-
ban.” An age, where the springs of home life
are poisoned, is already passing into a morbid
condition, and legislative chirurgeons may be
excused if they commit some errors of severity in
dealing with its evils. But what can be said of
the frightful pictures of Roman life drawn, some-
what later, by Ammian. Marcell. xiv. 6 ; xxvii. 3;
and xxviii. 4; or the reduced copies of them in
Gibbon, chaps. 25 and 81, to which may be added
the fiery Epistles of Jerome (passim), and the
calm retrospect of Milman (Hist. of Christ. iii.
230, seq.)? Can any one who reads help reflect-
ing with what intensified irony this decrepit
age might repeat the old line of Ennius—

Mulierem : quid potius dicam aut verius quam mulierem ?

Or can we feel surprised with violent efforts at
coercing those demoralized men and women ?

Gibbon, in giving an account of the jurispru-
dence of Justinian, saw that it could not be
understood, particularly on the topic of our
article, without some acquaintance with the
laws and customs of the earliest periods. To
his sketch we must refer the reader, adding only
the following remarks:—

1. His opinion upon the barbarity of marital
rule has found an echo in Hegel (see Werke, Bd.
ix. p. 348, seq.). F..won Schlegel, though in his
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Concordia highly praising the conjugal purity of
ancient Rome, had already ( Werke, xiii. 261, 2)
blamed that rigid adherence to letter and for-
mula which pervades the system. To such cen-
sures Mommsen is thoroughly opposed. In book
i. chap. 5, he views the stern simplicity of idea
on which all household right was founded as true
to nature and to the requirements of social im-
provement. In chap. 12 he points out how the
old Roman religion supplemented law by its
code of moral maxims. The member of a
family might commit grievous wrong untouehed
by civil sentence, but the curse of the gods
lay henceforth heavy on that sacrilegious head.
Mommsen’s remarks on religious terrors agree
well with the very singular restraints on divorce
attributed by Plutarch to Romulus. The im-
pression of ethical hardness is in fact mainly
due to the iron logic of Roman lawyers. Father,
husband, matron, daughter, are treated as real-
istic universals, and their specific definitions
worked out into axioms of legal right. Yet in
application (a fact overlooked by Schlegel) the
summum jus is often tempered by equitable allow-
ances, e.g. & wifeaccused of adultery had the
power of recrimination, Dig. 48, tit. 5, 5.13,§ 5;
and cf. August. De Conjug. Adulterin. ii. 7 (viit.)
for a longer extract, and a comment on the re-
script. Such facts go far to explain the course
pursued by Christian lawgivers.

2. On the vast changes which took place
after the 2nd Punic war Gibbon should, be com-
pared with Mommsen, b. iii. cap. 13, pp. 884-5.

But neither of these writers, in dwelling on
the immoral atmosphere which infected married
life, point out any specially sufficient cause why
Roman matrons showed such irrepressible avi-
dity for divorce with all its strainings of law,
its dissolution of sacred maxims, its connection
with celibacy in males, and a frightful train of
unbridled sensualities, Perhaps the only true
light is to be gained from a comparison with
ecclesiastical history. We shall see that in
later ages of the Church there came about an
entire reversal of earlier opinions on the crimi-
nal essence and the very definition of adultery,
and that the ground of complaint at both periods
(Pagan and Christian) was one and the same;
the cause, therefore, may not improbably be one
also, viz., the inadequate remedy afforded to
women for wifely wrongs. Some particulurs
will be found in our second division, but the
question opens a wide field for speculation, out-
lying our limits, and belonging to the philoso-
phy of history.

3. The parallel between Church and State
ought to be carried further. Imperial Rome,
looking back upon the Republic, felt the de-
cadence of her own conjugal and family ties,
and wrote her displeasure in the laws of the
first Caesars. So, too, when the nobleness of
apostolic life ceased to be a substitute for legis-
lation, it sharpened the edge of canonical cen-
sure by regretful memories of the better time.
The same history of morals led to a sameness in
the history of law, the State repeated itself in
the Church.,

4. Gibbon has a sneer against Justinian for
giving permanence to Pagan constitutions. But
those laws had always, been presupposed b
Christian government, both civil and spiritua{.
The emperors amended or supplemented them,
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and where bishops felt a need, they petitioned
for an Imperial edict—e.g. the canons of three
African councils relating to our subject, and
noted hereafter, in which the synods decide on
such a petition. Then, too, the opposite experi-
ment had been tried. The Codex Theodosianus
began with the laws of Constantine (cf. art.
Theodosius in Dict. Biograph.); but when Jus-
tinian strove to give scientific form to his juris-
prudence he found that completeness could no
way be attained except by connecting it with
the old framework ; and, as we have seen, Gibbon
himself felt a similar necessity for the minor
urpose of explanation.
r Our plan lg’ere will therefore be to use the
t work of Justinian as our skeleton, and
clothe it with the bands and sinews of the
Church. We gain two advantages: his incom-
parable method ; and a stand-point at an era of
systematic endeavour to unify Church and State.
For this endeavour see Novell. 131, c. 1, held by
canonists to accept all received by Chalcedon,
can. 1 (comprehending much on our subject), and
Norell. 83, extending the powers of bishops on
ecclesiastical offences. His example was after-
wards followed by the acceptance of Trull. can. 2,
adding largely to the list of constitutions upon
adultery ; cf. Photis Nomocanon, tit. i. cap. 2, with
Scholia, and for the difficulties Bev. Pand. Can.
Proleg. viii., ix. For harmonies of spiritual
and civil law as respects breaches of the 7th
Commandment see Antiocheni Nomoc., tits. xli,
and xlii., and Photii Nomoc. tit. ix. 29, and tit.
xiii. 5 and 6. Both are in Justellus, vol. ii.

After A.D. 305 the Church was so frequently
engaged in devising means for upholding the
sanctity of the marriage tie that every step in
the reception of canons concerning it forms a
landmark of moral change. Such an era was
the reign of Justinian; it was an age of great
code makers—of Dionysius Exiguus and Joannes
Antiochenus. Numbers of local constitutions
became transformed into world-wide laws; the
fact, therefore, never to be overlooked respecting
canons on adultery, is the extent of their final
acceptance.

We now come to Division II, and must con-
sider at some length the definition of adultery
strictly so called. On this point a revolution
took place of no slight significance in the great
antithesis between East and West. Details are
therefore necessary.

1. Nature and Classification of the Crime.—
Neglecting an occasional employment of the words

iscu¢ (on which see first of following refer-
ences), we find (Dig. 48, tit. 5, 5.6, § 1, Papinian),
¢ Adulterium in nupta committitur stuprum
vero in virginem viduamve.” Cf. same tit., 34,
Modestinus, and Dig. 1, tit. 12, s. 1, § 5, Ulpian ;
see Dict. Antig., and Brissonius de Verb. Signif.
1, s. v. for distinctions and Greek equivalents.

The offending wife is thus regarded as the real
criminal ; and her paramour, whether married
or unmarried, as the mere accomplice of her
crime. She is essentially the adultera, and he,
because of his complicity with a married woman,
becomes an adwifer. If the woman is unmarried,
the condition of the man makes no difference—
the offence is not adulterium.

This was also the position of the Mosaic code
—see Lev. xx. 10, compared with Deut. xxii. 22.
It is not easy to perceive how the law could
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stand otherwise when polygamy was permitted ;
cf. Dict. of Bible, in verbo. Espousal by both codes
(Roman and Jewish) is protected as qusi wedlock
(Dig. 48, tit. 5, 5. 13, § 3, Deut. xxii. 23, 24).
So likewise by Christian canons, e.g. Trull. 98.
“ He who marries a woman betrothed to a man
still living is an adulter.” Cf. Basil. can. 37.

Both in Scripture language and in ordinary
Roman life the legal acceptation of the crime is
the current meaning of the word. Hosea (iv.
13, 14) distinguishes between the sins of Jewish
daughters and wives; and the distinction is kept
in the LXX and Vulgate versions. A like dis=
tinction forms the point of Horace’s ¢ Matronam
nullam ego tango;” cf. Sueton. Uct. 67 *adul-
terare matronas.” Instances are sufficiently com-
mon, but, since (for reasons which will soon
appear) it is necessary to have an absolutely
clear understanding of the sense attached to the
word adulterium (=poixela) during the early
Christian period, we note a few decisive re-
ferences from common usage. Val. Max. (under
Tiberius) explains (ii. 1, 3) adulteri as “sub-
sessores alieni matrimonii.” Quintilian (under
Domitian) defines, Instit, Orat. vii. 3, * Adulte-
rium est cum aliena uxore domi coire.” Juvenal
may be consulted through the index. Appuleius
(under the Antonines), in the well known story
Metamorph. ix., describes the deed, and refers to
the law de Adulteriis.

Christian writers seldom explain words un-
less used out of their current sense, and when
they do s0, the explanation is of course inci-
dental. We find an early example in Athena-
goras, De Resur. Mort. 23. al. 17, where in
treating of bodily appetites occurs a designed
antithesis, On the one side “legitimus coitus
quod est matrimonium "—on the other, “incon-
cessus alienae uxoris appetitus et cum ea consue-
tudo—robro 7ydp dori poixela.” Another early
instance is in the Shepherd of Hermas, Mand.t.
iv,, which thus begins: * Mando, ait, tibi, ut
castitatem custodias, et non ascendat tibi cogi-
tatio cordis de alieno matrimonio, aut de forni-
catione.” We have here a twofold division like
Papinian’s above quoted, but instead of opposing
stuprum to adulterium (implied in alieno Matri-
monio), he employs “ fornicatio,” an ecclesiasti-
cal expression when it has this special meaning.
Origen (Levit. xx., Homil. xi.), in contrasting
the punishment of adulterers under the Mosaic
and Christian dispensations, assumes the same
act to be intended by the laws of both. This
passage has often been ascribed to Cyril of Alex-
andria, but Delarue (ii. 179, 180) is clear for
Origen. Arnobius (under Diocletian) writes, lib.
iv. (p. 142, Varior. ed.), *“ Adulteria legibus vin-
dicant, et capitalibus afficiunt eos poenis, quos in
aliena comprehenderint foedera genialis se lectuli
expugnatione jecisse. Subsessoris et adulteri
persona,” &e.

The canonists, Greek and Latin, use criminal
terms like ordinary authors without explanation,
and obviously for the same reason. But on our
subject the meaning is generally made certain
by (1) an opposition of words resembling the
examples before quoted; (2) by the case of un-
married women being treated in separate canons
or else (3) b{ a gradation of penalties imposed
on the several kinds of sin.

In the latter half of the 4th century we have
again exact ecclesiastical definitions. They are
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very valuable, because given by two of the
greatest canonists the Church ever produced,
and also because they were accepted by can. ii.
Trull. Gregory of Nyssa thus distinguishes (ad
Letoium, resp. 4), “Fornicatio quidem dicatur
cupiditatis cujuspiam expletio quae sine alterius
fit injuria. Adulterium vero, insidiae et injuria
quae alteri affertur.” This antithesis is substan-
tially the same with that in the Digest, but
Gregory so states it because (as his canon tells
us) he is replying to certain somewhat subtle
reasoners who argued that these acts of inconti-
nence are in essence identical—a theory which
would equalize the offences, and, by consequence,
their punishments. The arguments are such as
we should call verbal, e.g. what the law does
not permit, it forbids—the non proprium must be
alienum. He answers by giving the specific di-
vision made by the Fathers (as above), and main-
tains (1) its adaptation to human infirmity, (2)
the double sin of adultery, and (38) the propriety
of a double penitence. With Gregory, therefore,
the canonist prevails over the theologian — he
refuses to treat the crime merely as a sin.

In Basil’s canon ad Amphiloch. 18—which is
concerned with lapsed virgins—who had been
treated as digamists, and whom Basil would
punish as adulterous, we find an incidental defi-
nition : * eum, qui cum aliena muliere cohabitat,
adulterum nominamus.”

Basil’s important 21st canon is summed by
Aristenus : “ Virum, qui fornicatus est, uxor pro-
pria recipiet. Inquinatam vero adulterio uxorem
vir dimittet. Fornicator, ¢nim, non adulter est,
qui uxori junctus cum soluta” (an unmarried
woman) “rem habuerit.,” Here, again, is the
old opposition (as in stuprum and adulterium)
the logical essence of the crime turning upon
the state of the woman, whether married or sole.
But a clause of great value to us is omitted by
Aristenus, Basil considers the fornicatio of a
married man heinous and aggravated ; he says,
“eum poenis amplius gravamus,” yet adds ex-
pressly, “Canonem tamen non habemus qui eum
adulterii crimini subjiciat si in solutam a Matri-
monio peccatum commissum sit.” This clear
assertion from a canonist so learned and vern-
cious as Basil must be allowed to settle the
matter of fact, that up to his time Church law
defined adultery exactly in the same manner as
the civil law.

It is to be remarked, too, that Basil’s answer
addresses itself to another kind of difficulty
from Gregory’s, that, namely, of injustice in the
different treatment of unchaste men and women.
No objection was of older standing. We almost
start to hear Jerome (Epitaph. Fabiolae) echoing,
as it were, the verses of Plautus; cf. the passage
(Mercator, iv. 5)}—

* Ecastor lege dura vivont mulicres,

Multoque iniquiore miserae, quam virl . . . .
+ « + . Utinam lex esset eadem, quae uxori est viro.”

Yet no writer tells more pointedly than Plautus
the remedy which Roman matrons had adopted
(Amphitr. i, 2y—

* Valeas: tibl habeas res tuas, reddas mess.”

As to the legal process by which women com-

passed this object, it was probably similar to

their way of enlarging their powers respecting

property and other such matters, on which see
ommsen, book iii. 13.
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We now note among divines a desire to im-
press upon the public mind the other, i.e. the
purely theological idea that all incontinent
persons stand equally condemned. They appear
to reason under a mixture of influences—1. A
feeling of the absolute unity of a married couple,
a healthy bequest from the first age; 2. Indig-
nation at marital license; 3. Desire to find a
remedy for woman’s wrong; 4. The wish to
recommend celibacy by contrast with thé « ser-
vitude ” of marriage.

Lactantius (as might be expected from his
date) fixes upon points 1 and 2, He finds fault
with the lmperial law in two respects—that
adultery could not be committed with any but a
free woman, and that by its inequality it tended
to excuse the severance of the one married body.
Instit. vi. 23. “Non enim, sicut juris publici
ratio est; sola mulier adultera est, quae habet
alium ; maritus autem, etiamsi plures habeat, a
crimine adulterii solutus est. Sed divina lex ita
duos in matrimonium, quod est in corpus unum,
pari jure conjungit, ut adulter habeatur, quis-
quis compagem corporis in diversa distraxerit.”
Cf. next page—* Dissociari enim corpus, et dis~
trahi Deus noluit.” It would seem therefore
that this Father would really alter the ordinary
meaning of the word aduiterium, and explain the
offence differently from its civil-law definition.
He would extend it to every incontinent act of
every married person, on the ground that by
such an act the marriage unity enforced by our
Lord is broken. It is true that another view
may be taken of the words of Lactantius. They
may be considered as rhetoric rather than logic,
both here and in Epitome 8, where the same
line of thought is repeated ; but this is a ques-
tion of constant recurrence in the Fathers, and
reminds us of Selden’s celebrated saying. The
student will in each case form his own judg-
ment ; in this instance he may probably think
the statement too precise to be otherwise than
literal.

The same must be said of Ambrose, whose
dictum has been made classical by Gratian. Yet
it should be observed that he is not always con-
sistent with himself, e.g. (Hexaem. v. 7) he lays
it down that the married are both in spirit and
in body one, hence adultery is contrary to nature.
We expect the same prefatory explanation as
from Lactantius, but find the old view : “ Nolite
quaerere, viri, alienum thorum, nolite insidiari
alienae copulae. Grave est adulterium et naturae
injuria.”  So again, in Luc. lib. 2, sub init., he
attaches this term to the transgression of an
espoused woman.

The celebrated passage, one chief support of a
distinetion which has affected the law and lan-
guage of modern Europe (quoted by Gratian,
Decret. ii. c. 32, q. 4), occurs in Ambrose’s Defence
of Abraham (De Abr. Patr. i. 4). We give it as
in Gratian for the sake of a gloss: “ Nemo sibi
blandiatur de legibus hominum” (gloss—quae
dicunt quod adulterium non committitur cum
soluta sed cum nupta) “Omne stuprum adulte-
rium est: nec viro licet quod mulieri non licet.
Eadem a viro, quae ab uxore debetur castimonia.
Quicquid in ea quae non sit legitima uxor, com-
missum fuerit, adulterii ecrimine damnatur.”
This extract sounds in itself distinct and con-
secutive. But when the Apology is read as a
whole, exactness seems to vanish. It is divided
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into three main heads or defensiones : 1st, Abra-
ham lived before the law which forbade adultery,
therefore he could not have committed it.  Deus
in Paradiso licet conjugium laudaverit, non adul-
terium damnpaverat.” It is hard to understand
how such a sentence could have been written in
the face of Matt. xix. 4-9, or how so great an
authority could forget that the very idea of con-
jugiwm implied the wrong of adulteriums 2ndly,
Abraham was actuated by the mere desire of
offspring ; and Sarah herself gave him her hand-
maiden. Her example (with Leah’s and Rachel’s)
is turned into a moral lesson aguinst female
jealousy, and then men are admonished—* Nemo
sibi blandiatar,” &c., as above quoted. 3rdly.
Galat. iv. 214, is referred to, and the conclusion
drawn, “ Quod ergo putas esse peccatum, adver-
tis esse mysterium;’’ and again ‘ haec quae in
figuram contingebant, illis crimini non erant.”
We have sketched this chapter of Ambrose be-
cause of the great place assigned him in the
coatroversy of Western against Eastern Church
law.

Another passage referred to in this Q. * Dicat
aliquis,” is the 9th section of a sermon on John
the Baptist, formerly numbered 65, now 52 (Ed.
Bened. App. p. 462), and the work of an Am-
brosiaster. But here the adulterium (filii testes
adulterii) is the act of an unmarried man with
his ancilla (distinguished from a concubina, De-
cret: L Dist. 34, “ Concubina autem,” seq.), i.e.
a sort of Contubernium is called by a word
which brings it within the letter of the 7th
Commandment.

Perhaps Ambrose and his psendonym, like
many others, saw no very great difference be-
tween the prohibition of sins secundum literam
and d logs: as, for example, idola-
try is adultery. It seems clear that he did not
with Lactantius form an ideal of marriage and
then condemn whatever contradicted it. His
language on wedlock in Paradise forbids this
explanation.

Looking eastwards, there is a famous sermon
(37, al. 31) preached by Gregory Nazianzen, in
which he blends together the points we have
numbered 2, 3, and 4. He starts (vi.) from the
inequality of laws. Why should the woman be
restrained, the man left free to sin? The Latin
version is incorrect ; it so renders xarawopyevery
as to introduce the later notion of adulterium.
Gregory thinks (more Aesopi) that the inequality
came to pass because men were the law-makers ;
further, that it is contrary to (a) the 5th Com-
mandment, which honours the mother as well as
the father; (b) the equal creation, resurrection,
and redemption of both sexes ; and (c) the mys-
tical representation of Christ and His Church.
A healthy tone is felt in much of what Gre-
gory says, but (ix.) the good of marriage is de-
scribed by a definition far inferior in life and
spirituality to that of the pagan Modestinus,
and (in x.) naturally follows a preference for the
far higher good of celibacy. Tie age was not to
be trusted on this topic which formed an under~
Iying motive with most of the great divines.

Chrysostom notices the chief texts in his
Ezxpository Homilies. For these we cannot afford
space, and they are easily found. We are more
concerned with his sermon on the Bill

adultery,” he says in substance, “ when a man beennspedﬂccoﬂlﬁtudoll.

|

of Ditorce| s The innupta who offends cum viro
(ed. Bened. iii. 198~209). It is commonly called  here made an adul s Ji g
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wrongs a married woman. I, however, affirm it
of a married man who sins with the unmarried.
For the essence of the crime depends on the con-
dition of the injurers as well as the injured.
Tell me not of outward laws. 1 will declare to
thee the law of God.” Yet we encounter a
qualification : the offence of a husband with the
unmarried is (p. 207) poixelas &Erepor eldos.
We also find the preacher dwelling with great
force upon the lifelong servitude (SovAela) of
marriage, and we perceive from comparing other
passages that there is an intentional contrast
with the noble freedom of celibacy.

Asterius of Amaseia has a forcible discourse
(printed by Combefis, and particularly worth
reading) on the question: “An liceat homini
dimittere uxorem suam, quacunque ex causa?"”
The chief part of it belongs to our next division,
but towards the end, after disposing of insuthi-
cient causes, he enters on the nature of adul-
tery. Here (as he says) the preacher stands by
the husband. “ Nam cum duplici fine matrimo-
nia contrahuntur, benevolentiae ac quaerendorum
liberorum, neutrum in adulterio continetur. Nec
enim aflfectui locus, ubi in alterum animus
inclinat ; ac sobolis omne decus et gratia perit,
quando liberi confunduntur.” Our strong Teu-
tonic instincts feel the truth of these words.
Asterius then insists on mutual good faith, and
passes to the point that the laws of this world
are lenient to the sins of husLands who excuse
their own license by the plea of privileged
harmlessness. He replies that all women are
the daughters or wives of men, Some man
must feel each woman’s degradation. He then
refers to Scripture, and concludes with precepts
on domestic virtue and example, The sermon
of Asterius shows how kindred sns may be
thoroughly condemned without "abolishing esta-
blished distinctions. But it also shows a gene-
ral impression that the distinctions of the Forum
were pressed by apologists of sin into their own
baser service.

Jerome’s celebrated case of Fabiola claims a
few lines. It was not really a divorce
adulterium, but parallel to the history told by
Justin Martyr, The points for us are the
antithesis between Paulus noster and Papini-
anus (with Paulus Papiniapi understood)
and the assertion that the Roman law turned
upon dignity—.e. the matrona as distinguished
from the ancilula. Jerome feels most strongly
the unity of marriage, and joins with it the
proposition that the word Man contains Woman.
He therefore says that 1 Cor. vi. 16, applics
oqually to both sexes. Moreover, the same
tendency appears, as in Chrysostom, to de-
press wedlock in favour of celibacy. Marriage
is servitude, and the yoke must be equal, * Eadem
servitus pari conditione censetur.” But the
word adulterium is employed correctly ; and in
another place (on Hosea, ii. 2) he expressly
draws the old distinction—* Fornicaria est, quae
cum pluribus copulatur. Adultera, quae unum
virum deserens alteri jungitur.”

Augustine, like Lactantius, posits an idea of
marriage (De Genesi, ix. 12 [vii.ﬁ ). It possesses a
Good, consisting of three things—fides, proles,

conjugato 1s not

dy might have
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sacramentum. * In fide attenditur ne praeter vin-
culum conjugale, cum altera vel altero concum-
batur.” But (Quacst. in Exod. 71) he feels a
difficulty about words—* Item quaeri solet utrum
moechiae nomine etiam fornicatio teneatur. Hoc
enim Graecum verbum est, quo jam Scriptura
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Commandment widened the separation of East
and West, and left a mark on those barbarian
nations which owed- their civilization or their

faith to pontifical Rome. Our business here is
only with a definition, but ists followed
civilians in working their doctrine out to its
raeci more remot. , and some of these

utitur pro Latino. Moechos t
adulteros dicunt. Sed utique ista Lex non solis
viris in populo, verum etiam feminis data est”
(Jerome, supra, thought of this point); how
much more by “non moechaberis, uterque sexus
astringitur, . . . . Ac per hoc si femina
moecha est, habens virum, concumbendo cum
eo qui vir ejus non est, etiamsi ille non habeat
uxorem ; profecto moechus est et vir habens
uxorem, concumbendo cum ea quae uxor ejus
non est, etiamsi illa non hakeat virum.” He
goes on to quote Matt. v. 32, and infers *omnis
ergo moechia etiam fornicatio in Scripturis
dicitur — sed utrum etiam omnis fornicatio
moechia dici possit, in eisdem Scripturis non
mihi interim occurrit locutionis exemplum.”
His final conclusion is that the greater sin im-
plies the less—a part the whole.

Augustine’s sermon (ix. al. 96) De decem
Chordis is an expansion of the above topics. In
3 (iii.) occurs the clause quoted Decret. ii. 33, q.
6. (a quaestio wholly from Augustine)—*Non
moechaberis: id est, non ibis ad aliquam aliam
praeter uxorem tuam.” He adds some particulars
reminding us of Asterius. On the 7th Com-
mandment, which Augustine calls his 5th string,
he says, 11 (ix.), * Inilla video jacere totum pene
genus humanum;” and mentions that false
witness and fraud were held in horror, but (12)
“si quis volutatur cum ancillis suis, amatur,
blande accipitur ; convertuntur vulnera in joca.”

We cannot by two popes cited by Gra-
tian. One is Innocent l., whose 4th canon Ad
Erup. stands at the end of same c. 32,q.5. “Et
illud desideratum est scirf, cur communicantes
viri cum adulteris uxoribus non couveniant:
cum contra uxores in consortio adulterorum
virorum manere videantur.” The gloss explains
“ communicantes” of husbands who commit a
like sin with their wives. But this may or may
not mean that they sinned cum conjugatis, and
the words “ pari ratione,” which follow, to be-
come decisive must be read with special emphasis.
The other is the great Gregory, quoted carlier
in same q. 5. The passage is from Greg. Mag.
Moralium, lib. 21, in cap. Jobi xxxi. 9; and as
it is truncated in quotation, we give the main
line of thought, omitting parentheses: ¢ Quam-
vis nonnunquam a reatu adulterii nequajuam
discrepet culpa fornicationis (Matt. v. 28, quoted
and expounded). Tamen plerumque ex loco vel
ordine concupiscentis discernitur (instance). In
personis tamen non dissimilibus idem luxuriae
distinguitur reatus in quibus fornicationis culpa,
quia ab adulterii reatu discernitur, praedicatoris
egregii lingua testatur (1 Cor. vi. 9).” The dif-
ference between the two sins is next confirmed
from Job. It is easy to see that the old juridical
sense of adulterium is not taken away by these
expository distinctions.

We now come to the event which gives signi-
ficance and living interest to our recital of
opinions.  The canon law of Rome took ground
which allied it on this as on other questiops
with what appeared to be the rights of women.
Its treatment of cases arising out of the 7th

would form a curious chapter in history.

The essence of the pontifical definition is not
that a wife is the adultera, and her paramour
the adulter, but that the offence be committed
“cum persona conjugata,” whether male or
female. Hence it comprehends two distinct
degrees of criminality. It is called simplex in
two cases, “ cum solutus concumbit cum conju-
gata, vel conjugatus cum soluta.” It is called
duplex *cum conjugatus concumbit cum conju-
gata.” These distinctions are taken from.F. L.
Ferraris, Prompta Bibliotheca (ed. 1781), in verbo.
They rest upon the Decretum as referred to by
Ferraris, part 2, cause 32, quaest. 4. But the
extracts we gave from gs. 5 and 6 should not be
neglected.

The Decretum, according to C. Butler (Xorae
Juridicac Subsecivae, p. 168), is made up from
(1) decrees of councils, (2) letters of pontits,
(3) writings of doctors. But on our subject the
last-named is the real source—e.g. q. 4 is from
the moral and doctrinal writings of Augustine,
Ambrose, Jerome, and Gregory I.; q. 6 wholly
from Augustine. This is s very noteworthy
fact, since it tends to confirm a conclusion that
canonists had previously agreed with the civil
law so far as concerns its definition of the crime.
Gratian would never have contented himself with
quoting theologians if he could have found
councils, or canonical writings accepted by coun-
cils, to support his own decisions.

Such, then, is one not unimportant antithesis in
the wide divergence between East and West. It
would form an interesting line of inquiry (but
beyond our province) to use this antithesis as a
clue in those mixed or doubtful cases of descent
where the main life of national codes and cus-
toms is by some held homesprung, by others
given to old Rome, and by a third party derived
from Latin Christianity.

Through all inquiry on this subject the stu-
dent must bear in mind that a confusion of
thought has followed the change in law; e.g.
Ducange, Glossar., 8. v., commences his article
with a short quotation from Gregory of Nyssa’s
4th can. ad Let. (explained above), but the sen-
tence cited contains the opinion, not of the
saint, but of the objector whom he is answering.
Ducange proceeds to trace the same idea through
various codes without a suspicion that he has
begun by applying to one age the tenets of an-
other. The difficulty of avoiding similar mis-
takes is greater than at first sight might have
been anticipated. In the Dictionnaires of Tre-
voux, Furetitre, Richelet, and Danet, avoutric
or adultére is explained from papal law or Thom.
Aquin., while the citations mostly give the older
sense. In Chaucer's Persone’s Tule we find the
same word (avoutric) defined after the civilians,
but soon after he mentions “mo spices” (more
species) taken from the other acceptation. John-
son gives to adultery the papal meaning, but his
sole example is from pagaun Rome, and most
modern English dictionary makers are glad to
copy Johnson. A still more striking instonce
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of confoanded explanations occurs in a remark-
able dialogue between the doctor and his friend,
vol. iii. 46, of Croker's Boswell.

Tbe natural inference is that the above-men-
tioned authors were not conversant with the
great change of definition undergone by the word
adultery and its equivalents. But when those
who write on the specialties of church history
and antiquities quote Fathers, councils, jurists,
and decretals, they ought in reason to note how
far the common terms which their catenae link
together are or are not used in the same sense
throughout. This precaution has been generally
peglected as regards the subject of this article,
—hence endless confusion. )

Immediately upon the nature of the crime (as
legally defined) followed its Classification. By
Ler Julia, 48 Dig., i. 1, it was placed among
public wrongs. But a public wrong does not
pecessarily infer a public right of prosecution ;
see Gothofred’s note on Cod. Theod. 9, tit. 7, 5. 2.
—* Aliud est publicum crimen; aliud publica
accusatio.”  For Publica Judicia, cf. Dig. as
above and Jastitut. Justin. 4, 18, sub init.

Under Augustus the husband was preferred as
prosecator, pext the wife’s father. The hus-
band was in danger of incurring the guilt of
procuration (lenocinium) if he failed to prose-
cute (48, Dig. v. 2, § 2, and 29, sub init.; also
9, Cod. Just. 9, 2). He must open proceedings by
sending a divorce to his wife (48, Dig. v. 2, § 2;
11, § 105 and 29, snit.). Thus divorce was made
an essential penalty, though far from being the
whole punishment. By Nocell. 117, c. 8, pro-
ceedings might commence before the divorce.
Sach prosecution had 60 days allowed for it,
and these must be dies utiles. The husband’s
choice of days was large, as his libellus might
be presented ‘“de plano,” i.c., the judge not sit-
ting “ pro tribunali” (48, Dig. v. 11, § 6; and
14, § 2). The husband might also accuse for 4
mouths further, but not ¢ jure mariti,” only “ut
quivis extraneus” (Goth. on 11, § 6). For ex-
ample, see Tacit. Aan. ii. 85; Labeo called
to account by the praetor (cf. Orell. note),
for not having accused his wife, pleads that his
60 days had not elapsed. After this time an
extraneus might intervene for 4 months of avail-
able days (tit. of Dig. last quoted, 4, § 1).
If the divorced wife married before accusation,
it was necessary to begin with the adulterer (2,
init.; 39, § 3). The wife might then escape
through failure of the plaint against him (17,
§6). He was liable for five continuous years
even though she were dead (11, § 4; 39, § 2),
and his death did not shield her (19, init.), but
that period barred all accusation against both
offenders (29, § 5; and 31; also 9, Cod. J. 9, 5).
Under Constantine, A.p. 326 (9, Cod. Theod. 7, 2,
and 9, Cod. J. 9, 30), the right of public prose-
cution was taken away. The prosecutors were
thas arranged: husband; wife’s relations, f.e.
father, brother, father’s brother, mother’s brother.
This order remained unaltered (see Balsam. Schol.
in Bevereg. Pandoct. i. 408, and Blustaris Syn-
tagma, p. 185).

The Mosaic law, like the Roman, made this
offence a public wrong, and apparently also a
matter for public prosecution; compare Deut.
xxii, 22, with John viii. 3 and 10. As long as
the penalty of death was enforced, the husband
ovuld not condone. But in later times he might
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content himself with acting under Deut. xxiv. 1-
4. See Matt. i, 19. [Espousals count as matri-
mony under Jewish law even more strongly than
under Roman ; compare Deut. xxii. 23, seq., with
48, Dig. v, 13, § 3]. See also Hosea, ii. 2, iii. 1,
and parallel passages.

By canon luw all known sins are scandals, and
as such public wrongs; cf. Gothofr. marg. annot.
on Dig. 48, tit. 1,5. 1 ; Grat. Decret. ii. ¢.6, 9, 1;
J. Clarus, Sent. Rec. v. 1, 6; and on Adultery,
Blackstone, iii. 8, 1, and iv. 4, 11. This offence
became known to Church authorities in various
ways; see Basil 34; Innocent ad Ezxup. 4; and
Elib. 76, 78, Greg. Nyss. 4, where confession
mitigates punishment. A similar allowunce for
self-accusation is found in regard of other crimes,
e.g. Greg. Thaum. cans. 8 and 9.

The Church agreed with the State in not
allowing a husband to condone (Basil, 9 and
21), and on clerks especially (Neocaesarea, 8).
Divines who were not canonists difiered consi-
derably. Hermas’s Pastor (Mandat. iv.) allowed
and urged one reconciliation to a penitent wife.
Augustine changed his mind ; compare De Adui-
terin. Conjug. lib. ii. 8 (ix.) with Rctractat. lib.
i. xix. 6. In the first of these places he hesitates
between condonation and divorce ; opposes for-
giveness  per claves regni caelorum ” to the pro-
hibitions of law ¢ secundum terrenae civitatis
modum,” and concludes by advising continence,
which no law forbids. In the latter passage he
speaks of divorce as not only allowed but com-
manded. “Et ubi dixi hoc permissum esse, non
jussum ; non attendi aliam Scripturam dicentem ;
Qui tenet adulteram stultus et impius est”
(Prov. xviii. 22 ; Ixx.).

A public wrong implied civil rights ; therefore
this offence was the crime of free persons (Dig.
48, tit. 5, s. 6 init.). “lnter liberas tantum per-
sonas adulterium stuprumve passas Lex Julia
locum habet.” Cf. Cod. J. 9, tit. 9, . 23 init. A
slave was capable only of Contubernium (see Ser-
vus and Matrimonium in Dict. Antiq.). Servitude
annulled marriage (Dig. 24, tit. 2, 5. 1), or rather
made it null from the first (Novell. Just. 22. 8, 9,
10). “ Ancillam a toro abjicere” is laudable ac-
cording to Pope Leo I. (Ad Rustic. 6). That
Christian princes attempted to benefit slaves
rather by manumission than by ameliorating the
servile condition, we see from the above-quoted
Novell. and from Harmenop. Proch. i. 14; the
slave (sec. 1) is competent to no civil relations,
and (sec. 6) his state is a quasi-death.

Concubinage was not adultery (Dig. 25, tit. 7,
s.3,§1); but a concubine might become an adult-
eress, because, though not an u.ror, she ought to
be a matrona, and could therefore, if unfaithful. be
accused, not jure mariti, but jure extranei. For
legal conditions, see Cod. J. 5, tit. 26 and 27, Just.
Novell. 18, c. 5; also 74 and 89. Leo (Nov. 91)
abolished concubinage on Christian grounds. For
the way in which the Church regarded it, cf.
Bals., on Basil, 26, and Conc. Tblet. i. 17 ; also
August. Quacst. in Genesim, 90, De Fid. et Op.
35 (xix.), and Serm. 392, 2. Pope Leo I (Ad
Rustic. 4, cf. 8, as given by Mansi) seems to make
the legal concubine a mere ancilla; cf. Grat.
Decret. I. Dist. 34 (ut supra) and Dict. Antig. s. v.

We now come to much the gravest conse-
quence of a classification under public wrongs—
its effect on woman’s remedy. By Lex Julia, the
wife has nc power of plaint against the husband
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for adultery as a public wrong (Cod. J. 9.
tit. 9, s. 1.). This evidenily flows from the de-
finition of the crime, but the glossators’ reasons
are curious. She cannot complain jure mariti
becuuse she is not a husband, nor jure extranei
because she is a woman.

The magistrate was bound by law to inquire
into the morals of any husband accusing his wife
(Dig. 48, tit. 5,8. 13 § 5). This section is from an
Antonine rescript quoted at greater length from
the Cod. Gregorian. by Augustine, De Conjug.
Adulterin, lib. ii. 7 (viii.). The husband’s guilt
did not act as a compensatio criminis. In Eug-
land the contrary holds, and a guilty accuser
shall not prevail in his suit (see Burns, Eccl.
Law, art. “ Marriage.”). But the wife’s real
remedy lay in the use of divorce which during
the two lnst centuries of the Republic became
the common resource of women under grievances
real or fancied, and for purposes of the worst
kind. There is a graphic picture of this side
of Roman life in Boissier’s Ciceron et ses Amis ;
and for the literature and laws, see “ Divor-
tium” in Smith’s Dict. of Antiquities. Bris-
sonius do Formulis gives a collection of the
phrases used in divorcing.

Constantine allowed only three causes on
either sidle—on the woman’s these were her
husband’s being a homicide, poisoner, or violator
of sepulchres (Cod. Theod. 3,tit. 16,s. 1; cf. Edict.
Theodor. 5+). This law was too strict to be
maintained ; the variations of Christian princes
may be seen in Cod. J. 5. tit. 17. Theodos. and
Valentin. 1. 8, added to other causes the hus-
band’s aggravated incontinency. Anastasius, l.
9, permitted divorce by common consent; this
again “ nisi castitatis concupiscentia’ was taken
away by Justinian in his Novell. 117, which (cap.
9) allowed amongst other causes the husband’s
gross unchastity. Justin restored divorce by
common consent.

The Church viewed the general liberty to re-
pudiate under the civil law, with jealousy; cf.
Greg. Naziauz., Epp. 144, 5 (al. 176, 181), and
Victor Antiochen. on Mark x. 4-12. But it was
felt that women must have some remedy for
extreme and continued wrongs, and this lay in
their using their legal powers, and submitting
the reasonableness of their motives to the judg-
ment of the Church. Basil’s Can. 35 recognizes
such a process; see under our Div. I1I. Spiritual
DPenalties, No. 2. Still from what has been said,
it is plain that divorce might become a frequent
occasion of adultery, since the Church held that
a married person separated from insufficient
causes really continued in wedlock. Re-mdrriage
was therefore always a serious, sometimes a cri-
minal step. [Divorck.]

Marriage after a wife’s death was also viewed
with suspicion. Old Rome highly valued conti-
nence under such circumstances ; Val. Max. ii. 1,
§ 3, gives the fact; the feeling pervades those
tender lines which contrast so strongly with
Catullus V. ad Lesbiam—

* Occidit mea Lux, meumque Sidus;
Sed caram sequar; arboresque ut alta
8ub tellure suos agunt amores,

Kt radicibus implicantur imis:
Sic nos consociabimur sepultl,
Et vivis erimus beativres.”

Similar to Val. Max. is Herm. Mandat. iv. 4.
Gregory Nazianz. (Hom. 37, al. 31) says that
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marnage represents Christ and the Church,
and there are not two Christs; the first mar-
riage is law, a second an indulgence, a third
swinish.  Against marringes beyond two, see
Neocaes. 3, Basil, 4, and Leo. Novell. 90. Curi-
ously enough, Leo (cf. Dict. Biog.) was him-
self excommunicated by the patriarch for marry-
ing a fourth wife. [Digamy.]

I11. Penalties.—We are here at once met by a
very singular circumstance. Tribonian attri-
butes to Constantine and to Augustus two suspi-
ciously corresponding enactments, both making
death the penalty of this crime, and both inflict-
ing that death by the sword. The founder of
the Empire and the first of Christian emperors
are thus brought into a closeness of juxtaposi-
tion which might induce the idea that lawyers,
like mythical poets, cannot dispense with Epo-
nyms.

The Lex Julia furnishes a title to Cod. T'heod. 9,
tit. 7; Dig. 48, tit.; and Cod. J. 9, tit. 9; but in
none of these places is the text preserved, and we
only know it from small excerpts. The law of
Constantine in Cod. Theod. 9, tit. 7, s. 2, contains
no capital penaity, but in Cod. J. 9, tit. 9, s. 30,
after fifteen lines upon accusation, six words
are added—* Sacrilegos autem nuptiarum gladio
puniri oportet.” The word “sacrilegos” used
substantively out of its exact meaning is very
rare (see Facciolati). For the capital clause,
ascribed to the Lex Julia, see Instit. iv. 18, 4 ; but
this clause has been since the time of Cujacius
rejected by most critical jurists and historians, of’
whom some maintain the law of Constantine,
others suppose a confusion between the great em-
peror and his sons. Those who charge Tribonian
with emblemata generally believe him to have
acted the harmonizer by authority of Justinian.
On these two laws there is a summary of the case
in Selden, Uxor. Ebr. iii. 12, with foot references.
Another is the comment in Gothofred’s ed. of Cod.
Theod. vol. iv. 296, 7. Heineccius is not to be
blindly trusted, but in Op. vol. III. his Syll. xi. De
Secta Triboniano-mastigum contains curiqus mat-
ter, and misled Gibbon into the idea of a regular
school of lawyers answering this description.
The passages in Cujacius may be traced through
each volume by its index. See also Hoffmann,
Ad Ley. Jul. (being Tract iv. in Fellenberg’s
Jurisprudentia Antiqua); Lipsii Excurs. in Tacit.
Ann, iv.; Orelli, on Tacit. Ann, ii. 50 ; Ortolan,
Ezplication des Instituts, iii. p. 791; Sandars,
On the Institutes, p. 605 ; Dict. Antiq., % Adult-
erium”; and Dict. Biog., ¢ Justinianus.”

The fact most essential to us is that prae-
Christian emperors generally substituted their
own edicts for the provisions of the Lex Julia,
and that the s of Constantine were
equally diligent in altering his laws. Histo-
rians have frequently assumed the contrary;
Valesius’ note on Socrates, v. 18, may serve by
way of example. The Church could not avoid
adapting her canons to the varied states of civil
legislation ; cf. Scholia on Can. Apost. 5, and
Trull. 87, besides many other places. The true
state of the case will become plainer if we briefly
mention the different ways in which adultery
might be legally punished.

1. The Jus OUccidendi, most ancient in its ori-
gin ; moderated under the Empire ; but not taken
away by Christian princes. Compare Dig. 48, tit,
5y 8. 20 to 24, 32 and 38, with same 48, tit. 8,
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2 1,§ 5; Cod. J. 9, tit. 9, 5. 4; and Pauli Recept.
Sentent. ii. 26. This right is common to most
mations, but the remarkable point is that Roman
law gave a greater prerogative of homicide to the
woman's father than to her husband. FKor a
similar custom and feeling, sece Lane’s Modern
Egyptians i. 297. The Jus Occidendi under the
Old Testament is treated by Selden, De Jure Nat.
et Gent. juzta Discip. Ebracor. iv. 3; in old and
modern France, by Ducange and Ragueau; in
England, by Blackstone and Wharton, There is
a provision in Basil's Can. 34 directing that if a
woman’s adultery becomes known to the Church
authorities either by her own confession or other-
wise, she shall be subjected to penitence, but not
placed among the public penitents, lest her hus-
band, seeing hershould surmise what has occurred
and slay her on the spot (cf. Blastaris Syntagma,
letter M, cap. 14). This kind of summary venge-
ance hus often been confounded with the penalty
inflicted by courts of law, eg. its celebrated as-
sertion by Cato in A. Gell. x. 23, though his words
*sine judicio ” ought to have prevented the mis-
take. Examples of it will be found Val. Max.
vi. 1, 13; the chastisement of the historian Sal-
lust is described A. Gell. xvii. 18 ; many illustra-
tions are scattered through the satirists, and
one, M. Ann. Senec., Controv. i. 4, is particularly
curious.

2, The Household Tridbunal, an institution
better known because of the details in Dion.
Hal. ii. 25. The remarks of Mommsen (i. 5 and
12), should be compared with Mr. Hallam’s phi-
Josophical maxim (Suppt. to Middle Ages, art. 54)
that the written laws of free and barbarous
nations are generally made for the purpose of
preventing the infliction of arbitrary punish-
ments. See for the usage Val. Max. ii. 9, 2, and
A. Gell. x. 23, in which latter place the hushand
is spoken of ~s the wife’s censor, a thought which
pervades Origen’s remarkable exposition of Matt.
xix. 8, 9, compared with v. 32 (tomus xiv. 24).
The idea itself was likely to be less alien from
the mind of the Church because of the patri-
archal power which sentenced Tamar to the
flames, and the apostolic principle that ¢ the
Head of the Woman is the Man.” It is plain,
however, that all private administration of jus-
tice is opposed to the whole tenour of Church
legislation. But perhaps the most pleasant ex-
ample of the Roman Houschold Court best shows
the strength and extent of its jurisdiction. Pom-
ponia Graecina (Tacit. Ain. xiii. 32) was so tried
on the capital charge of foreign superstition,
and the noble matron, an early convert, as is
sometimes supposed, to Christianity, owed her
life to the acquittal of her husband and his
family assessors.

3. A far more singular penalty on adultery is
meationed, Tacit. Ann. ii. 85, Sueton. T'ib. 35, and
Merivale, v. 197. It consisted in permitting a
matron to degrade herself by tendering her name
to the Aediles for insertion in the register of pub-
lic women. . Tacitus speaks of it as “ more inter
veteres recepto,” and looks back with evident
regret apon the ages when such shame was felt
to be an ample chastisement. His fecling is
shared by Val. Max. ii. 1. A like custom sub-
sisted before 1833 among the modern Egyptians,
(see Lane, i. 176-7), ditfering only in the fact that
the degradation was compulsory, a custom curi-
owly parallel to a narrative of Socrates, v. 18,
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(copied by Nicephorus, xii. 22), who says that
there remained at Rome, till abolished by the
Christian Emperor Theodosius I., pl of con-
finement called Sistra, where women who had
been caught in breaking the 7th Commandment
were compelled to acts of incontinency, during
which the attention of the passers-by was at-
tracted by the ringing of little bells in order that
their ignominy might be known to every one.
Valesius has a dubious note founded chiefly on
a mistake, already observed, as to the constancy
of Roman punishments. They really were most
variable, and here again Egypt offers a parallel,
cf. Lane, i. 462-3. Niebuhr (Lectures on Roman
Higt. i. 270) thinks the unfixed nature of penmal-
ties for numerous offences in Greece and Rome a
better practice than the positive enactments of
modern times. We now pass to

4. Judicial Punishments.—Augustine (Civ. Dei,
fii. 5) says that the ancient Romans did not in-
flict death upon adulteresses (cf. Liv. i. 28, x.
2, xxv. 2, and xxxix. 18 ;) those who read Plautus
will find divorce described as their usual chas-
tisement. The critics of Tribonian generally be-
lieve that Paulus (Sentent. ii. 26, 14) gives the
text of the Lex Julia. It commences with the
punishment of the woman, and proceeds to that
of her paramour on the principle before noticed
of the adultera being the true criminal, and the
adulter her accomplice.  After Constantine,
though the civil law maintains this ancient
position, there is an apparent inclination to punish
the man as a seducer—a clearly vital alteration,
and due probably to Christian influences.

Augustine places the lenity of old Rome to-
wards adulterous women in contrast with the
severities exercised on Vestal virgins. His state-
ment is not necessarily impugned by those who
rank adultery among capital crimes (e. g. Cod. J,
9, tit. 9, 8. 9), since by some kinds of banishment
“eximitur caput de civitate,” and hence the
phrase “civil death” (see Dig. 48, tit. 1,s. 2;
tit. 19, s. 2; tit. 22, s. 3-7). Emperors varied
from each other, and from themselves. Augustus
exceeded his own laws (Tacit. Ann. iii. 24). Ti-
berius was perverse (ibid. iv. 42). Appuleius,
under the Antonines, represents the legal penalty
as actual death, and seems to imply that burn-
ing the adulteress alive was not an unknown
thing (Met. ix. ut supra). Of Macrinus it is ex-
pressly stated (Jul. Capit. 12), ¢ Adulterii reos
semper vivos simul incendit, junctis corporibus.”
Alexander Severus held to a capital penalty (Cod.
J. 9, tit. 9), as above. Puulus was of his council
(cf. Ael. Lamprid. 25), a fact favouring the sup-
position that the section (Recept. Sent. ii. 26, 14)
which mentions a punishment not capital must
represent an earlier laws Arnobius, under Dio-
cletian (see Dict. fiog.), speaks of adultery as
capital (iv. p. 142, ed. Var.). With the above
precedents before him, the reader may feel in-
clined to distrust the charge of new and Mosaic
severity brought against Constantine and his
successors in chap. 44 of Gibbon, vol. v. p. 322,
ed. Milman and Smith. :

Whether the disputed penal clause of Con-
stantine be genuine or not, by another law of his
(Cod. J. 9, tit. 11) a woman offending with a
slave was capitally punished, and the slave burned.
Constantius and Constans (Cod. Theod. 11, tit.
36, 5. 4) enacted * pari similique ratione sacrilegos
nuptiarum, tanquam manifestos parricidas, ine
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suere culeo vivos, vel exurere, judicantem opor-
teat.” Compare Dict. Antiq. art. Leges Corneliae,
¢ Lex Pompeia de Parricidiis,” and for burning,
Pauli Sentent. Recept. v. 24. Baronius (sub fin.
Ann. 339) has a note on “ Sacrilegos,”—a word
which placed the male offenderin a deeply criminal
light. The execution of the sentence was en-
forced by clear cases of adultery being excepted
from appeal (Sent. Receyt. ii. 26, 17), and after-
wards (Cod. Theod. 9, tit. 38, s. 3-8), from the
Easter indulgence, when, in Imperial phrase, the
Resurrection Morning brought light to the dark-
ness of the prison, and broke the bonds of the
transgressor. Yet we may ask, Was the Con-
stantian law really maintained? Just thirty
years later, Ammianus (xxviii. 1) gives an ac-
count of the decapitation of Cethegus, a semator
of Rome ; but though the sword was substituted
for fire, he reckons this act among the outrages
of Maximin, prefect of the city; and how easily
a magistrate might indulge in reckless barbarity
may be seen by the horrible trial for adultery
deseribed by Jerome (Ad Innocent.), in which both
the accused underwent extreme tortures. Again,
though the Theodosian code (in force from A.D.
439) gave apparent life to the Constantian law,
yet by a rescript of Majorian (A.D. 459) it is
ordered that the adulterer shall be punished “as
under former emperors,” by banishment from
Italy, with permission to any one, if he return,
to kill him on the spot (Novell. Major. 9). That
death in various times and places was the penalty,
seems clear from Jerome on Nah.i. 9; the Vandal
customs in Salvian, 7; and Can. Wallici, 27.
Fines appear in later Welsh, as in Salic and
A. S. codes. For these and other punishments
among Christianized barbarians, see Ancient Laws
of Wales; Lindenbrogii Cod. Leg., Wilkins, vol. i.,
Olaus Mag. de Gent. Septent. XIV.; and Ducange
s. v. and under T'rotarsy,

For Justinian’s legislation see his 134th Novell.
Cap. 10 renews the Constantian law against the
male offender, extends it to all abettors, and in-
flicts on the female bodily chastisement, with
other penalties short of death. Cap. 12 contem-
plates a possible evasion of justice, and further
offences, to which are attached further severities.
Caps. 9 and 13 contain two merciful provisions.
Leo, in his 32nd Novell. (cited by Harmenop. as
19th), compares adultery with homicide, and
punishes both man and woman by the loss of
their noses and other inflictions. For a final

ry, cf. Har p. Proch. vi. 2, and on the
punishment of incontinent married men, vi. 3.

Spiritual penaltics may be thus arranged—1.
Against adultery strictly so called (Can. Apost.
61 al. 60). A convicted adulter cannot receive
orders.—Ancyra, 20. Adultera and adulter (so
Schol., husband with guilty knowledge, Routh
and Fleury), 7 years’ penitence.—Neocaesarea, 1.
Presbyter so offending to be fully excommunicated
and brought to penitence.—Neocaesarea, 8. The
layman whose wife is a convicted adultera can-
not receive orders. If the husband be already
ordained, he must put her away under penalty
of deprivation.—Basil, can. 9. An unchaste wife
must be divorced. An unchaste husband not so,
even if adulterous; this is the rule of Church
custom. [N.B.—We place Basil here because ac-
cepted by Trull. 2.}3—Basil, 58. The adulter 15
years’ penitence; cf. 59, which gives 7 years to
simple incontinence, and compare with both can.
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7 and Scholia.—Gregor. Nyss., can. 4, prescribes
18 years (9 only for simple incontinence).—Basil,
27, and Trull. 26, forbid a presbyter who has
ignorantly contracted an unlawful marriage be=-
fore orders to discharge his functions, but do not
degrade him.—Basil, 39. An adultera living with
her paramour is guilty of continued crime. This
forbids her marriage with him, as does also the
civil law. Cf. on these marriages Triburiense, 40,
49, and 51.—On intended and incipient sin, com-
pare Neocaesarea, 4, with Basil, 70 (also Scholia)
and Blastaris Syntagma, cap. xvi.—The synod of
Eliberis, though held A.p. 305, was not accepted
by any Universal Council, but it represents an
important part of the Western Church, and its
canons on discipline are strict. The following
arrangement will be found useful. Eliberis, 19.
Sin of Clerisy. (Cf. Tarracon. 9.)—31. Of young
men.—7. Sin, if repeated.—69. Of married men
and women.—47. If habitual and with relapse
after penitence.—64. Of women continuing with
their accomplices ; cf. 69.—65. Wives of clerks.
—70. Husbands’ connivance (F. Mendoza remarks
on the antiquity of this sin in Spain).—78. Of
married men with Jewesses or Pagans.

2. Against Adultery as under Spiritual but not
Civil Law.—Both canonistsand divines joined with
our Saviour’s precepts, Prov. xviii. 23; Jer. iii. 1
(both LXX); 1 Cor. vi. 16, and vii. 11-16 and 39.
They drew two conclusions: (1) Divorce, except
for adultery, is adultery. Under this fell the
questions of enforced continence, and of marriage
after divorce. (2) To retain an adulterous wife
is also adultery—a point disputed by divines, e.g.
Augustine, who yielded to the text in Proverbs
(Retract. i. xix. 6). These divisions should be
remembered though the points are often blended
in the canons.

Can. Apost. 5. No one in higher orders to
cast out' his wife on plea of religion. This is
altered as regards bishops by Trull. 12, but
the change (opposed to African feeling) was not
enough to satisfy Rome. It must be remem-
bered that, though divorce was restrained by
Constantine, whose own mother had thus sut-
fered (see Eutrop. ix. 22), his law was relaxed
by Theod. and Valentin. and their successors,
and it was common for a clerk, forced into conti-
nence, to repudiate his wife. Trull. 13, opposes
the then Roman practice as concerns priests and
deacons, and so far maintains, as it says, Can.
Apost. 5.—The Scholia on these three canons
should be read. For the Roman view of them
compare Binius and other commentators with
Fleury, Hist. Eccl. x1. 50. Cf. Siricius, Ad Himer.
7; Innocent I. Ad Exup. 1, and Ad Maz. et Sev.;
Leo I. Ad Rustic. 3,and Ad Anastas. 4. See also
Milman, Lat. Christ. i. 97-100. The feeling of
Innocent appears most extreme if Jerome's asser-
tion (Ad Demetriad.) of this pope’s being his
predecessor’s son is literally meant, as Milman
and others believe.—Can. Apost. 18, al. 17.
On marriage with a cast-out wife; cf. Levit.
xxi. 7.—48, al. 47. Against casting out and
marrying again, or marrying a dismissed woman.
“ Custing out” and “dismissed” are explained
by the Scholiasts in the sense of unlawful repu-
diations. Sanchez (De Matrim. lib. x. de Dicort.
Disp. ii. 2) quotes this canon in the opposite sense,
and brings no other authority to forbid divorce
before Innocent L. ; indeed in Disp. i. 12, he says,
¢ Posterior (: tio) est, indissolubilitatem ma-
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trimonn non ita arcte in primitiva Ecclesia in-
tellectam esse, quin liceret ex legitima causa,
apud Episcopos provinciales probata, libellum
repudii dare.”” F. Mendoza makes a like reserve
on Eliberis, 8. It is to be observed that Latin
renderings of Greek law terms are apt to be am-
biguous; eg. “Soluta” is sometimes used of
a dismissed wife, sometimes of an unmarried
woman.—Basil, Ad Amphiloch. can 9. The dictum
of our Lord applies naturally to both sexes, but
it is otherwise ruled by custom [i.e. of the
Church, see a few lines further, with Scholia;
and on unwritten Church custom having the
force of law cf. Photii Nomoc. i. 3, and refer-
ences]. In the case of wives that dictum is
stringently observed according to 1 Cor. vi. 16 ;
Jer. iii. 1, and Prov. xviii., latter half of 23
(both in LXX and Vulgate).—If, however, a di-
vorced husband marries again, the second wife is
pot an adultera, but the first ; cf. Scholia. [Here
the Latin translator has mistaken the Greek ; he
renders o« olda el 8Yvarat by “ nescio an possit,”
instead of * nescio an non "'—so as to give the con-
trary of Basil’s real meaning.] A woman must
not leave her husband for blows, waste of dower,
incontinence, nor even disbelief (cf. 1 Cor. vii. 16),
under penalty of adultery. Lastly, Basil forbids
second marriage to a husband putting away
his wife, i.e. unlawfully according to Aristenus,
Selden, Ux. Ebr. iii. 31, and Scholia on Trull. 87.
Ou like Scripture grounds Can. 26 of 2nd Synod
attributed to St. Patrick, commands divorce of
adulteresses, and permits husband to remarry.—
Basil, 21, assigns extra penitence to what would
now be called simple adultery (then denied by
Church custom to be adultery), r.e. the incon-
tivency of & married man. Divorce is next
treated as a penalty—an offending wife is an
adulteress and must be divorced—not so the hus-
band ; cf. can. 9. Basil, unlike Gregory of Nyssa,
does not justify in reason the established custom.
—35. Alludes to a judgment of the sort men-
tioned by Sanchez and M , and referred
to above.—Can. 48. Separated wife had better
not re-marry.

Carthage, 105 ap. Bev. (in Cod. Lccl. Afric.
102).—Divorced persous (i.e. either rightly or
wrongly repudiating) to remain unmarried or
be reconciled, and an alteration of Imperial law
in this sense to be petitioned for. This breathes
a Latin rather than an Eastern spirit, and is the
same with 2 Milevis (Mileum), 17 (repeated Conc.
Afric. 69), cf. 1 Arles, 10, and Innocent I., Ad
Erup. 6. The case is differently determined
under differing conditions by Aug. de¢ Fid. et
Oper. 2 (i.) compared with 35 (xix.).

The Scholiasts hold that the Carthaginian
canon was occasioned by facility of civil divorce,
but superseded by Trull. 87. Innocent IlI., with
a politic regard for useful forgeries, ordained that
earlier should prevail over later canons (cf.
Justell. i. 311), but the Greek canonists (as here)
maintain the reverse, which is likewise ably up-
held and explained by Augustine, De Bagt. 11. 4,
(iii.), and 14 (ix.).

Trull. 87, is made up of Basil’s 9, 21, 35, and
48. The Scholia should be read—but they do
not notice that, when it was framed, divorce by
consent had been restored by Justin, Novell. 2
(authent. 140). They are silent because neither
this Novell, nor all Justinian's 117 were inserted
in the Basilica then used ; his 134 alone repre-
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sented the law (see Photii Nomoc. XIII. 4, Sch. 3).
—Trull. 87, is so worded as to express desertion,
and therefore implies a judicial process, without
which re-marriage must be held mere adultery
(see on this point, Blastaris Syntagm.: Gamma,
13). The *divine ” Basil, here highly magnified,
is elevated still higher in Blastaris, Caus. Matrim.
ap. Leunclavii Jus Graeco-Roman. p. 514,

This canon closes the circle of Oecumenical
law upon adultery, and on divorce, treated partly
as its penalty and partly as its cause. The
points of agreement with State law are plain;
the divergence is an effect of Church restraint
upon divorce, which, if uncanonical, easily led to
digamy, and formed per se a species of adultery.
According to canonists (Photii Nomoc. I, 2, Schol.
2), Church law, having a twofold sanction, could
not be resisted by Imperial constitutions.

As the ancient mode of thinking on adultery
is alien from our own, it seems right to refer
the reader to the vindication of its morality by
Gregory Nyss. (Ad Let. 4).—Gregory is by no
means lenient to the incontinency of married or
unmarried men with single women; 9 years of
penitence with all its attendant infamy made up
no trifling chastisement. But he held that the
offence of a married woman and her paramour
involves three additional elements of immorality
—the treacherous, the specially unjust, and the
unnatural ; or, to put the case another way, he
estimated the sin by the strength of the barriers
overleaped by passion, and by the amount of
selfishness involved in its gratification. So, in
modern days, we often speak of an adulteress as
an unnatural mother, and visit her seducer with
proportionate indignation. Thus viewed, spuri-
ousness of progeny is not a censure by rule of
expediency, but a legal test of underlying de-
pravity.

This sectioh may usefully close with examples
showing how the ancient position has been over-
looked as well as resisted. We saw that Car-
thage, 105, and its parallels forbade marriage
after divorce, whether just or unjust, and that
the view of its being adultery had gained ground
in the West. Now, three earlier Eliberitan canons
uphold the other principle. Can. 8. Against re-
marriage of a woman causelessly repudiating.
9. Against re-marriage of a woman leaving an
adulterous husband. 10. Against marriage with
a man guilty of causeless dismissal. From this
last canon, compared with 8 and 9, it appears
that the husband divorcing an adulteress may
marry again, which by 9 an aggrieved wife can-
not do; cf. the parallel, Basil, 9, supra. Cote-
lerius, note 16, 3, to Herm. Past. Mand. iv.,
quotes cans., 9 and 10 as a support to the pseudo-
Ambrose on 1 Cor. vii. 10, 11, and construes
both to mean that the man is favoured above
the woman under like conditions. He is fol-
lowed by Bingham, xvi. 11, 6, as far as the so-
called Ambrose is concerned. But we have suf-
ciently proved that Church custom did not per-
mit incontinency to be held a like condition
in husband and in wife. The pseudo-Ambrose
himselt misleads his readers—his law agrees
with the Basilean canon, but not content with
laying down the law, he goes on to reason out
the topic—the man’s being the head of the
woman, &c. The Western Canon ascribed to St.
Patrick (supra) seems a remarkable contrast to
the Latin rule. The fact is equally remarkable
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that at no farther distance from Eliberis than
Arles, and as early as A.D. 314, it was cted

ADVENT

The Church was strict against incitements and
dals. Professed virgins must not live with

by Can. 10 that young men detecting their wives
in adultery should be counselled against marry-
ing others during the lifetime of the adulteresses
(cf. Nantes 12). Most curious to us are the de-
crees of Pope Leo I., Ad Nicet. 1, 2, 8, 4, which
allow the wives of prisoners of war to marry
others, but compel them to return to their
husbands under pain of excommunication should
the captives be released and desire their society.
Such instances as these and some before cited
illustrate the various modes of affirming an iron
bond in marriage, and of resisting the law on
adultery, and on divorce as the penalty of adul-
tery (afterwards received in Trullo), ere yet the
opposition formed an article in the divergence
of Greek and Latin Christendom. With them
should be compared the extracts from divines
given under Division 1I. supra, which display in
its best colours the spirit of the revolution. For
other particulars, sce DIVORCE.

3. Constructive Adultery.—The following are
treated as guilty of the actual crime :—Trull. 98.
A man marrying a betrothed maiden; cf. Basil,
37, with Schol., and Dig. 48, tit. 5,s. 13, § 3;
also Siricius, Ad Him. 4.—Elib. 14. Girls seduced
marrying other men than their seducers.—Basil,
18. Consecrated virgins who sin and their para-
mours ; cf. his 60, These supersede Ancyra, 19,
by which the offence was punished as digamy.
See on same, Trull. 4; Flib.13; Siric. Ad Him. 6,
Innocent, Ad Victr. 12 and 13. Cyprian, Ad Pom-
pon., pronounced it better they should marry—
the offender is ¢ Christi Adultera.” Jerome, Ad
Demetriad. sub fin., perplexes the case for irre-
vocable vows by declaring, “ Quibus aperte dicen-

clerks as sisters. See SUB-INTRODUCTAE. On
promiscuous bathing, Trull. 77, Laod. 30; the
custom was strange to early Rome, but practice
varied at different times (see Dict. Antiq. Bal-
neae). On female adornment, Trull. 96, and com-

re Commodian’s address to matrons, Inst. 59,
60.—Elib. 35, forbids women’s night watching
in cemeteries, because sin was committed under
pretext of prayer. Against theatricals, loose
reading, some kinds of revels, dances, and other
prohibited things, see Bingham, xvi. 11, 10-17,
with the references, amongst which those to
Cyprian deserve particular attention.

For the general literature on CANON LAW see
that article. Upon civil law there are excellent
references under Justinianus, Dict. Biogr., with
additional matter in the notes to Gibbon, chap.
44, ed. Smith and Milman, and a summary ve-
specting the Basilica, vol. vii. pp. 44, 45. © We
may here add that Mommesen is editing a text of
the Corpus Juris Civilis ; and the whole Russian
code is now being translated for English publica-
tion. There is a series of manuals by Ortolan
deserving attention: Histoire de la Législation
romaine, 1842 ; Cours de Législation pénale com-
parce, 183941 ; Ecxplication des Instituts, 1863.
Gothofredi Manuale Juris, and Windscheid’s
Lechrbuch d. Pandektenrechts (20d ed.) may be
useful. Anample collection of Councils and Ec-
clesiastical documents relating to Great Britain
and Ireland is being published at Oxford. Re-
ferences on special topics have been fully given
above, and will serve to indicate the readiest
sources for further information. Curious readers
will find interesting matter in Saint Edme, Dic-

dum est, ut aut nubant, si se non p t conti-
nere, aut contineant, si nolunt nubere.”—Laod.
10 and 31, accepted by Chalced. i. and Trull. 2,
forbid giving sons and daughters in marriage to
heretics. Eliberis, 15, 16, 17, enact severe penal-
ties against parents who marry girls to Jews,
heretics, and unbelievers, above all to heathen
priests. 1, Arles, 11, has same prohibition, so too
Agde, 67. By Cod. Thood. 16, tit. 8, 8. 6 (A.D.
339), Jews must not take Christian women; by
Cod. Theod. 3, tit. 7, .2 (A.D. 388), all marriage
between Jew and Christian is to be treated as
adultery, a law preserved by Justinian (Cod. J.
1, tit. 9, 5. 6). Some suppose this phrase simply
means treated as a capital offence, but Elib, 15,
mentions the risk of adulterium animae. The
sage in Tertullian, Ad Ut. ii. 3, “fidcles gentilium
matrimonia subeuntes stupri reos esse constat,”
&c. (cf. Division I. supra) shows how early this
thought took hold of the Church. Idolatry
from Old Testament times downward was adul-
tery; and divines used the principle 1 Cor. vi.
15, 16, and parallel texts, to prove that marriage
with an unclean transgressor involved wife or
husband in the sinner’s guilt. Compare Justin
Martyr in the history cited Division I., Cyprian,
Testimon, iii. 62, and Jerome, Epitaph. Fabiolae.
It would appear therefore that law was thus
worded to move conscience, and how hard the
task of law became may be gathered from Chal-
cedon, 14. This canon (on which see Schol. and
Routh’s note, Opusc. ii. 107) concerns the lower
clerisy ; but the acceptance of Laodicea by Can.
1 had already met the case of lay people. See
farther under MARRIAGE.

tionnaire de la Pénalité; Taylor, On Civil Law ;
and Duni, Origine ¢ Progressi del Cittadino ¢ del
Governo civile di Roma, 1763-1764. [W. J.]

ADVENT (Adventus, Nnorela Tév Xpiorouv-
yévvwy), is the season of preparation for the
Feast of the Nativity, to which it holds the like
relation as does Lent to Easter. As no trace of
an established celebration of the birth of our
Lord is met with before the 4th century [Na-
TIVITY], no earlier origin can be assigned to the
ecclesiastical institution of Advent; the state-
ment of Durand (Rationule divin. off. vi. 21), which
makes this an appointment of St. Peter (unless,
like other statements of the same kind, it means
only that this was an ordinance of the sce of St.
Peter), may rest, perhaps, on an ancient tradition,
making Christmas an apostolic institution, but
is contrary to all historical testimony, and devoid
of probability. Expr which have been
alleged on that behalf from Tertullian, St.Cyprian,
and other early writers, are evidently meant, not
of “Advent” as a Church season, but of the
coming of the Lord in the fulness of time. A
passage of St. Chrysostom (Hom. iii. ad Eph.
t. xi. 22 B), in which xaids THs wpogédov is
mentioned in connection with 7& ’Ewparia (3. ¢.
the ancient Feast of Nativity and Baptism) and
with the Lenten Quadragesima, speaks, as the
context manifestly shows, not of the season of
Advent, but of the fit time (or rather fitness in
general) for coming to Holy Communion (comp.
Menard on Libr. Sucram. S. Gregorii; Opp. t. iii.
col. 446). Setting aside these supposed testi-
monies, and that of the Sermons de Adventx,
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alleged as St. Augustine’s, but certainly not his,
we have two homilies Jn (or De) Adcentu Domini,
de eo quod dictum est, sicut fulqur coruscans, &c.,
et de duobus in lecto uno, by St. Maximus, Bishop
of Turin, ob. 466. In neither of these sermons
is there any indication of Advent as a season,
any allusion to Lessons, Gospels, &c., appro-
pnated to such a season, or to the Feast of
Nativity as then approaching. And, indeed, the
fact that the “ Sundays in Advent ” are unknown
to the Sacramentary of Pope Leo of the same age
satliciently shows that this season was not yet
established in the time of Maximus. Among
the Homilies (doubtfully) ascribed to this
Lishop, edited by Mabillon (Mus. [tal. t. i. pt. 2),
one, hom. vii., preached on the Sunday before
Christmas, simply exhorts to a due observance of
tae feast, and contains no indication of any
ecclesiastical rule. Even in the Sermons de
Adrentu, formerly ascribed to St. Augustine,
mow generally acknowledged to have been
written by Caesarius, Bishop of Arles, ob. 542 (S.
Augustini Opp. t. v. 210, Ben. Append. n. 115,
116), there is no distinct recognition of Advent
as an established observance. In these,the faithful
are exhorted to prepare themselves, several days
(2ate pdures dies), for the due celebration of the
Xativity, especially of the Christmas Communion,
by good works, by guarding against anger and
hatred, by modest hospitality to the poor, by
strict continence, &c. Still there is no indi-
ation of the length of time so to be set apart,
vor any reference to Lessons, Gospels, or other
matters of Church usage. The preacher urges
such preparation, not on the ground of Church
observance, but as matter of natural fitness:
“Even as ye would prepare for celebrating the
birth-day of a great lord by putting your houses
in order,” &c. ‘Ideo ab omni inquinamento
aute ejus Natalem multis diebus abstinere de-
betis.  Quoticscumque aut Natalem Domini aut
reliquas sollemnitates celebrare disponitis, ebrieta-
tem ante omnia fugite,” &c. And so in the
second sermon : “Et ideo quotiescumque aut dies
Natalis Domini, aut reliquae festivitates adveniunt,
sicut frequenter admonui, ante plures dies non
solum ab infelici concubinarum consortio, sed
etiam a propriis uxoribus abstinete: ab omni ira-
candia,” &ec. There is indeed a canon cited by
Gratian (Decretal. xxxiii. qu. 4) as of the Council
of Lerida, A.D. 523, prohibiting all marriage from
Adeent to Epiphany. But this canon is known
to be spurious, and does not appedar in the
authentic copies (see Brun’s Concilia, t. ii. 20).
A similar canon of the Council of Macon, (A.D.
381, ibid. 242) is undisputed. This (can. ix.)
rnjoins that from the Feast of St. Martin
(Nov. 11) to the Nativity there be fasting
on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday of each
wesk, and that the canons be then read; also
that the sacrifices be offered in the quadragesimal
order. (Subsequent councils, after our period,
eujoin the observance of this Quadragesima S.
Martini as the preparation for Christmas, corre-
sponding to the Lenten Quadragesima before
Easter.) It does not appear what were the
cons appointed to be read, relating, of course,
to the observance of these- forty days before
Christmas ; only, it may be inferred that such
canons were, or were supposed to be, in exist-
ence, of earlier date than that of Méacon (in the
preface to which council it is said these enact-
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ments are not new : “ non tam nova quam prisca
patrum statuta sancientes” &c.). In the second
Council of Tours (A.D. 567), the fast of three
days in the week is ordered (can. xvii.) for the
months of September, October, and November,
and from (1) December to the Nativity, omni
die. But this is for monks only. St. Gregory,
Bishop of Tours, in De Vitis Patrum, written
between 590 and 595, alleges that Perpetuus,
Bishop of Tours (461—490), ordered “a deposi-
tione B. Martini usque ad Nat. Dom. terna in
septimana jejunia.” This may have been one
of the prisca statuta appealed to; but no trace
is extant of any such canon, either in the First
Council of Tours, A.D, 460, or in any other Latin
council before that of Micon. It seems, from all
that is certainly known, that Advent took its place
among Church seasons only in the latter part
of the 6th century. When the Nativity had
become established as one of the great festivals,
it was felt that its dignity demanded a season of
preparation. The number of days or weeks to he
s0 set apart was at first left to the discretion of
the faithful: “ante plures dies, multis diebus, ’
as in the above-cited exhortation of Caesarius,
Later, this was defined by rule, and first, it
seems, in the Churches of Gaul. Yet not every-
where the-same rule: thus the oldest Gallican
Sacramentary shows three Sundays in Advent,
the Gothic-Gallican only two (Mabillon, Mus.
ftal. t. i. pp. 284-288; and de Liturg. Gallicana,
p- 98, 5g7.). But the rule that the term of pre-
paration should be a quadragesima (correspond-
ing with that which was already established for
Easter), to commence after the Feast of St.
Martin, which rule, as has been seen, was not
enacted, but reinforced by the canon of Macon,
581, implies six Sundays; and that this rule ob-
tained in other Churches appears from the fact
that the Ambrosian (or Milan) and Mozarabic
(or Spanish) Ordo show six missae, implying that
number of Sundays; and the same rule was ob-
served (as Martene has shown) in some of the
Gallican Churches. The Epistola ad BLibianum
falsely alleged to be St. Augustine’s account of
‘“the offices of divine worship throughout the
vear” in his diocese of Hippo (see Bened. Ad-
monitio at end of Opp. S. Augustini, t. ii.),
also attests this for Churches of Gaul, if, as
Martene surmises, this was the work of some
Gallican writer. It should be remarked that
this writer himself makes the ordo adrventus
Domini begin much earlier, at the autumnal
equinox, Sept. 25, as being the day of the
conception of St. John the Baptist, and so the
beginning of the times of the Gospel. *Sed
quia sunt nonnulli qui adventum Domini a festi-
vitate B. Martini Turonensis wurbis episcopi
videntur snsipienter excolere, nos eos non repre-
hendamus™ &c. This Quadragesima S. Martini
seems to have originated in Gaul, in the diocese
of Tours, to which it was specially recommended
by the devotion paid to its great saint; an
additional distinction was conferred upon his
festival in that it marked the beginning of the
solemn preparation for the Nativity. So far, we
may accept Binterim's conclusion (Denkwiirdig-
keiten der christ.-kathol. Kirche, vol. v., pt. i., p.
166): the rule—not, as he says, of Advent, but—of
this Quadragesima is first met with in the diocese
of Tours. If, indeed, the Tractutus de sanctis
tribus Quadragesimis, “ unde eas observari ac-
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cepimus, quodque qui eas transgrediuntur legem
violent ”’ (ap. Coteler, Monum. Eccl. Gr. iii. 425),
be, as Cave (Hist. Lit.) represents, the work of
that Anastasius Sinalta who was patriarch of
Antioch, 561, ob. 599 ; this Quadragesima, under
another name (“ Q. S. Philippi,” or “ Fast of the
Nativity ), was already observed in the East.
But the contents make it plain enough that its
author was another and much later Anastasius
Sinaita, who wrote after A.n. 787. Tha ob-
servance of the “Quadragesima Apostolorum,”
and “Quadragesima S. Philippi ” (the Feast of
St. Philip in the Greek Calendar is November
14) is enjoined upon monks by Nicephorus,
Patriarch of Constantinople, 806. This fast of
40 days before Christmas seems to have been
kept up chiefly by the monastic orders in Gaul,
Spain, Italy, (Martene De Rit. Ant. Eccl., iii.
p. 27); it was observed also in England in
the time of Bede (Hist. iii. 27; iv. 30), and
much later. It was not until the close of the
6th century that the Church of Rome under
St. Gregory received the season of preparation
as an ecclesiastical rule, restricted, in its proper
scnse, to the four Sundays before the Nativity
(Amalarius D¢ Eccl. Of. iii. 40, A.p. 812, and
Abbot Berno, De quibusdam rebus ad Missam
pertinentibus, c. iv. 1014); and this became the
general rule for the Western Church throughout
the 8th century, and later. And, in fact, four is
the number of Sundays in Advent in the Sacra-
mentary of Gregory (Liber Sacrament. de circulo
anni, ed. Pamelius ; and in the Lectionarium Ro-

r, ed. Th ius). But other and older
copies of the Gregorian Sacramentary (ed. Menard,
1642, reprinted with his notes in the Benedic-
tine Opp. S. Gregorii, t. iii.); the Comes, ascribed
to St. Jerome; the Sacramentary of Gelasius, ob.
496 (a very ancient document, but largely in-

terpolated with later additions); the Antiquum .
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After the pattern of the Lenten fast, Advent
was marked as a season of mourning in the pub-
lic services of the Church. The custom of
omitting the Gloria in Ezcelsis (replaced by the
Benedicamus Domino), and also the Te Deum and
Ite missa est, and of laying aside the dalmatic
and subdeacon’s vestment (which in the 11th
and 12th century appears to have been the
established rule, Micrologus De Eccl. Obs. c. 46
Rupert Abbas Tuit. ds Div. Of. iii. c. 2), was
coming into use during the eighth century. In
the Mozarabic Missal, a rubric, dating probably
from the end of the 6th century (i.e. from the
refashionment of this ritual by Leander or Isidore
of Seville), appoints: *In Adventu non dicitur
Gloria in Excelsis dominicis diebus et feriis, sed
tantum diebus festis.” And Amalarius, ob. 812
(De Offic. Sacr. iii. c. 40), testifies to this custom
for times within our period: “ Vidi tempore
prisco Gloria in Excelsis praetermitti in diebus
adventus Domini, et in aliquibus locis dalmaticas™ :
and iv. c. 30: “ Aliqua de nostro officio reser-
vamus usque ad praesentiam nativitatis Domini,
h. e. Gloria in Excelsis Deo, et clarum vesti-
mentum dalmaticam ; si forte nunc ita agitur
ut vidi actitari in aliquibus focis.” The Bene-
dictine monks retained the T¢ Deumin Advent as
in Lent, alleging the rule of their founder. The
Alleluia also, and the Sequences, as also the
hymns, were omitted, but not in all Churches.
In the Gregorian Antiphonary, the Alleluia is
marked for 1 and 3 Advent and elsewhere. In
some Churches, the Miserere (Ps. 1i.) and other
mournful Psalms were added to or substituted
for the ordinary Psalms. For lessous, Isaiah
was read all through, begioning on Advent
Sunday ; when that was finished, the Twelve
Minor Prophets, or readings from the Fathers,
especially the Epistles of Pope Leo on the Incar-
nation, and Sermons of St. Augustine, succeeded.

Kalend. Sacrac Romanae Eccl. ap. Martene. Thes. | The lesson from ¢ the Prophet” ended with the
Anecdot. t. v. (in a portion added by a later hand) ; | form, “ Haec dicit Dominus Deus, Convertimini ad

the Pontifical of Egbert, Archbishop of York, ob.
767 ; a Lectionary written for Charlemagne by
Panl the Deacon (ap. Mabillon); and other MSS.
cited by Martene (u. s. iv. 80, fi.), all give five
Sundays. Hence, some writers have been led to
represent that the practice varied in different
Churches, some reckoning four, others five Sundays
in Advent—an erroneous inference, unless it could
be shown that the first of the five Sundays was
designated “ Dominica Prima Adventus Domini.”
The seeming discrepancy is easily explained.
The usual ancient names of the four Sundays,
counted backwards from the Nativity, are: Do-
minica i., ante Nat. Domini (our 4th Advent),
Dom. ii., Dom. iii.,, Dom, iv. ante Nat. Domini.
To these the next preceding Sunday was prefixed
under the style Dom. v. ante Nat. Dom., not as
itself a Sunday in Advent, but as the preparation
for Advent. So Amalarius and Berno, %. s.,
and Durandus: “In quinta igitur hebdomada
ante Nat. D. inchoatur pracparatio adeentus . . .
nam ab illa dominica sunt quinque officia domi-
nicalia, quinque epistolae et quinque evangelia
quae adventum Domini aperte praedicant.” The
intention is evident in the Epistle and Gospel
for this Sunday, which in the Sarum Missal is
designated *dominica proxima ante Adventum,”
with the rule (retained by our own order from
that of Sarum), that these shall always be used
for the last Sunday before Advent begins.

me, et salvi eritis.”

In the Greek Church, the observance of a season
of preparation for the Nativity is of late intro-
duction. No notice of it occurs in the liturgical
works of Theodorus Studites, ob. 826, though,
as was mentioned above, the 40-days’ fast of St.
Philip was enjoined (to monks) by Nicephorus,
A.D. 806. This Tecoapaxovranuepoy, beginning
November 14, is now the rule of the Greek
Church (Leo Allat. de Consensu iii. 9, 3). Codinus
(De Of. Eccl. et Curiae Constantinop. ¢. 7, n. 20)
speaks of it as a rule which in his time (cir.
1350) had been longinuse. The piece De Tribus
Quadragesimis above noticed, ascribed to Ana-
stasius Sinalta, Patriarch of Antioch, shows that,
except in monasteries, the rule of a 40-days’ fast
before the Nativity was contested in his time
(A.D. 1100 at earliest). And Theodore Balsamon,
A.D. 1200, lays down the rule thus:—“We. ac-
knowledge but one quadragesima, that before
Pascha ; the others (named), as this Fast of the
Nativity, are each of seven days only. Those
monks who fast 40 days, viz. from St. Philip
(14 Sept.), are bound to this by their rule. Such
laics as voluntarily do the like are to be praised
therefor.”” Respons. ad qu. 53 Marci Patriarch.
Alex., and ad interrog. monachorum, app. to
Photii Nomocanon. In the calendar formed
from Evangelia Eclogadia of 9th century our 4
Advent is marked “ Sunday before the Nativity,’
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while the preceding Sundays are numbered from
All Saints = our Trinity Sunday. (Assemanni
Kalend. Eccl. Univ., t. vi. p. 575.) The term
“ Advent ™ is not applied to this season: the
xvpiaxy Tijs Sevrépas Iapovoias is our Sexa-

gull:.t.he separated Churches of the East, no
trace appears, within our period, of an Advent
season ; unless we except the existing Nestorian
or Chaldean rule, in which the liturgical year
begins with four Sundays of Annunciation (ebay-
YeAigpov), before the Nativity (Assemanni Bi-
blictheca Orient. t. iii. pt. 2, p. 380 a9q.). This
beginning of the Church year is distinguished as
Rish phenkito, i.e. initium codicis, from the Rish
shannoto, ic. new-year's day in October. The
Armenian Church, refusing to accept 25th De-
cember as the Feast of Nativity, and adhering to
the more ancient sense of the Feast of Epiphany
as including the Birth of Christ, prepares for
this high festival (6th January) by a fast of 50
days, beginning 17th November.

The first Sunday in Advent was not always
the beginning of the liturgical year, or circulus
totius anni. The Comes and the Sacramentary
of St. Gregory begin with IX. Kal. Jan., the
Vigil of the Nativity. Sodoes the most ancient
Lectionarium Gallicanum ; but the beginning of
this is lost, and the Vigil is numbered VII., the
Nativity VIII. Hence Mabillon (Liturg. Gallic.
P. 98, 101) infers that it began with the fast of
St. Martin (or with the Sunday after it, Dom.
VL. ante Nat. Dom.). One text of the Missale
Ambrosianum begins with the Vigil of St.
Martin (ed. 1560). The Antiphonarius of St.
Gregory begins 1 Advent, and the Liber Re-
sponsalis with its Vigil. But the earlier practice
was to begin the ecclesiastical year with the
month of March, as being that in which our
Lord was crucified (March 25); a trace of this
remains in the notation of the Quatuor Tem-
pora as Jejunium primi, quarti, septimi, decimi
mensis, the last of which is the Advent Ember
week.

Lsterature.— De Catholicae Ecclesiae divinis offic.
ac ministeriis, Rome, 1590 (a collection of the
ancient liturgical treatises of St. Isidore, Alcuin,
Amalarius, Micrologus, Petr. Damianus, &c.);
Martene, De Ritibus Ant. Ecclesias et Mona-
chorum, 1699; Binterim, Die vorziglichsten
Denkwirdigheiten der christ.-katholischen Kirche,
Mainz, 1829 (founded on the work of Pel-
licia, De Christ. Eccles. Primas Mediae et No-
wssimae Actatis Politia, Neap. 1777); Augusti,

igkeiten aus der christlichen Archio-
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in a civil court or to intermeddle with worldly
business. In its original form it was limited to
the duties thus intimated, and took its origin as a
distinct and a lay office in Africa (Cod. Can. Eccl.
Afric. c. 97, A.D. 407, “ Defensores,” to be taken
from the “ Scholastici ; " Conc. Milevit. ii. c. 16,
A.D.416 ;5 Can. Afric. c. 64, c. A.D. 424); but re-
ceived very soon certain privileges of ready and
speedy access to the courts from the emperors
(Cod.” Theod. 2. tit. 4. § 7; 16. tit. 2. § 38).
It became then a lay office (defensores, distin-
guished in the code from “coronati” or tonsured
persons), but had been previously, it would seem,
discharged by the oeconomi (Du Cange). And, as
it naturally came to be reckoned almost a minor
order, so it was occasionally, it would seem, still
held by clerics (Morinus, De Ordin. ; Bingham).
The advocatus was to be sometimes asked from
the emperors (authorities as above),—as judices
were given by the Praetors ;—but sometimes was
elected by the bishop and clergy for themselves
(Cod. lib. i. tit. iv. constit. 19). The office 13
mentioned by the Council of Chaleedon, cc. 2,
25, 26, A.D. 451, and is there distinguished both
from the clergy and from the oeconomus ; by Pope
Gelasius, Epist. ix. c. 2, A.D. 492-496; and by
Maxentius (Resp. ad Hormisd.) some sore of
years later. But it had assumed a much more
formal shape during this period, both at Con-
stantinople and at Rome. In the former place,
as protectors of the Church, under the title of
'ExxAnoiéxdixoi, there were four officers of the
kind : i. the wpwréxdixos, who defended the
clergy in criminal cases; ii. one who defended
them in civil ones iii. § 700 Bfiuaros, also called
the wpwrdéraras; iv. 8 7is "ExxAnclas ; incrensed
by the time of Heraclius to ten, and designed in
general for the defence of the Church against
the rich and powerfui (Justinian, Edict. xiii., ard
Novell. 1vi. and lix. c. 1; and see the passages
from Codrinus, Zonaras, Balsamon, &c., in Meur-
sius, Gloss. Graecobarbarum, voc. "Ex3ixos, and in
Suicer). They appear also to have acted as
judges over ecclesiastical persons in trifling cases
(Morinus). They were commonly laymen (su
Cod. Theod. as above) ; but in one case certainly
(Cone. Constantin., A.D. 536, act. ii.) an dxxAn-
oiéxBicos is mentioned, who was also a pres-
byter; and presbyters are said to have com-
monly held the office, while later still it was held
by deacons (Morinus). In Rome, beginning with
Innocent I. (A.D. 402-417, Epist. xii. ed. Cou-
stant) and his successor Zosimus (Epist. i. c. 3),
the Defensores became by the time of Gregory
the Great a regular order of officers (Defensores
R Ecclesiac), whose duties were—i. to de-

Denkwiirdig

logie, Leipzig, 1818 ; Herzog, Real-Encyclopadi
Jar protestantische Theologie u. Kirche, s. a. Ad-
ventszeit, 2853 ; Rheinwald, Kirchliche Archa-
ologic, 1830 ; Alt, Der Christliche Cultus, Abth.
i.. Das Kirchenjahr, 1860. [H.B.]
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vocatus, or Defensor, Ecclesiae or Monasterii ;
26»8ucos,”Exduxos : and Advocatio = the office, and
sometimes the fee for discharging it) :—an eccle-
siastical officer, appointed subsequently to the
recogniticn of the Church by the State, and in
consequence (1) of the Church’s need of pro-
tection, (2) of the disability, both legal and re-
hgious, of clergy or monks (Can. Apost. xx.,
ixxxi, ; Constit. Apostol. ii. 6 ; Justinian, Novell.
cxxiii. 6 ; and see Bingham, vi. 4) either to plead
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fend Church interests generally ; ii. to take care
of alms left for the poor; iil. to be sent to held
applicants from a distance for Papal protection ;
iv. to look after outlying estates belonging to
St. Peter’s patrimony (S. Greg. M., Epistt. pas-
sim). There were also in Rome itself at that
time seven officers of the kind, called Defensores
Regionarsi (Ordo R ), each with his proper
region, and the first of the seven known as the
Primicerius Defensorum or Primus Defensor (St.
Greg. Epistt., passim). St. Gregory certainly
marks them out as usually laymen, yet in some
cases clerics, and generally as holding a sort of
ccclesiastical position. And the other Popes who
allude to them (as quoted above), are led to do
so while trenting the question of the steps and
D
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delays to be made mn admitting laymen to holy
orders, and feel it necessary to say that.such re-
strictions apply “even” to Defensores. See also
St. Gregory of Tours, De Vitis Patrum, c. 6.
The great development of the office, however,
took place under Charlemagne ; who indeed, and
Pipin, were themselves, xat’ éfoxv, “ Defensores
Ecclesiae Romanae.” And the German emperors
became, technically and by title, Advocati et
Defensares Ecclesiarum (Charles V. and Henry
VIIL being coupled together long afterwards as
respectively ecclesiae, and fidei, defensores). 1t was
then established as a regular office for each church
or abbey, under the appellations also occasionally
of Mundiburdi (or -burgi), Pastores Laici, and
sometimes simply causidici or tutores ; to be nomi-
nated by the emperor [Leo 1X., however, as Pope
appointed (Du Cange)], but then probably for a
particular emergency only (Car. M. Capit. v. 31,
vii. 308); and usually as an office for life, to
which the bishops and abbats were themselves
to eleot (Conc. Mogunt. c. 50, A.D. 813,—all
bishops, abbats, and clergy, to choose “vicedo-
minos, praepositos, advocatos, sive defensores;”
Conc. Mtem, ii. c. 24, A.D. 813,— Ut pracpositi et
vicedomini secundum regulas vel canones cun-
stituantur ;" and see also Conc. Roman. cc. 19,
20, A.p. 826, and Conc. Duziac. ii. P. iil. c. 5.
A.D. 871), but “in praesentia comitum” (Legg.
Longobard, lib, ii. tit. xlvii. § 1, 2, 4, 7), and from
the landowners in their own neighbourhood (cap.
xiv. ex Lege Salica, Romana, et Gumbata,—* Et
ipsi [advocati] habeant in illo comitatu propriam
haereditatem ;” and in a capitular of A.D. 742,
we find mention of a ¢ Graphio,” i. e. count, “ qui
est defensor,” Morinus, De Ordin., P. II1. p. 307);
and this, not only to plead in court or take oath
there (sometimes two advocati, one to plead, the
other to swear, Legg. Longobard. ii. xlvii. § 8),
but in course of time to hold courts (placita or
malia) a3 judges in their own district (Du Cange,
but A.D. 1020 is the earliest date among his
uuthorities), and generally to protect the secular
interests of their own church or abbey. The
Advocatus was at this time distinguished from
the Vicedomnus, sometimes called Major Domus,
who ruled the lay dependents of the Church ;
from the Praepositus, who ruled its clerical de-
pendents; and from the Oeconomus, who (being
also commonly a cleric) managed the interior
economy of its secular affairs; although all these
titles are occasionally used interchangeably. He
was also distinct from the Cancellarius, whether
in the older sense of that term when it meant
an inferior officer of the court, or in the later
when it meant a judge (Bingh. III. xi. 6, 7).
Two circumstances however gradually changed
both the relative position of the Advocatus to
his ecclesiastical clients, and the nature of his
functions ; the one arising from the mode in
which he was remunerated, the other from the
mode of his nomination. 1. He was paid in
the first instance at this period by sometimes an
aunual salary, with certain small privileges of
enfertainment and the like; also, by the third
part of the profits of his judicial office (Zertia
pars b um, emendarum, legum, ¢
sc. “placitorum ad quae ab abbate vocatus fue-
rit,”” Chron. Sen. lib. ii. c. 5, in D’Ach. Spicil. ii.
013, ed. 1723 ; tertius denarsus) ; but commonly
and finally by lands held from the church or
abbey, a third of their ralue belonging to himself

stionum.
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as his portion. And the growth of the feudat
tenure, in addition to other obvious influences,
gradually converted him through this last cir-
cumstance from a dependent into a superior,
from a law officer into a military one, and from
a beneficiary into an owner, and sometimes into
an usurper outright. In the Ordo Romanus, is
an Ordo ad armandum Ecclesias Defensorem vel
alium Militem, beginning with a benedictio versils,
lanceas, ensis (p. 178 Hittorp., about the time of
Charlemagne). His subadvocatus, let us add (the
number of whom was limited by various enact-
ments), was to be paid in one instance by the
receipt, from each vill of the ecclesiastical pro-
perty, of one penny, one cock, and one seztarius
of oats. 2, The nomination to the office, resting
originally with the Charch itself or with the em-
peror, was usurped gradually by the founder,
and as an hereditary appanage of his own estate ;
whence followed first an usurpation of the Church
property by the lay Advocatus, and next an usurpa-
tion by the same officer of the right of nomi-
nating to the church or abbey. And from the
latter of these has arisen the modern use of the
word advouson, which now menns exclusively
and precisely that right which the original advo-
catus did not possess; the jus patronatus no
doubt being attached to the founder of a church
from the time of the Council of Orange (c. 10)
A.D. 441, and of Justinian (Novell. lvii. c. 2, exxiii.
c. 18), A.p. 541, 555; but the combination of
foundership with the office of advocatus being an
accidental althongh natural combination, belong-
ing to the ninth and following centuries. The
earliest charter quoted by Du Cange, in which
mention is made of an election (in this case of an
abbat) “assensu et consilio advocati,” is a “ pri~
vilegium Rudolphi Episc. Halberstad.,” A.p. 1147,
But in Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, the officer
analogous to the lay advocatus had usurped the
position and the very name of abbat long pre-
vious to the 12th century [see ABBAT]. And
instances of similar usurpation abroad may no
doubt be found of a like earlier date (see Roberta
son’s Early Scotland). The advocatio of a bishopric
seems to have included, at least in England, the
custodia (i.e. the profits) of the property of the
see, sede vacante; but was a distinct right from
that of nomination to the office, the *dignitas
crociae” (as e.g. in the case between the Welsh
Lords Marchers and the English Crown, the former
claiming the custodia but not the nomination):
although the two became in England combined
in the Crown. There does not, however, appear
to be evidence, that this particular usurpation
was laid to the charge of advocati abroad during
the Carlovingian period ; although the system of
lay abbats, commendataries, &c., and the usurpa-
tion of such oftices by kings and nobles, led to
the same general result of usurpation, there
also, by the lay, over the ecclesiastical, func-
tionary. Councils in England put restrictions on
these usurpations of lay domini, advocati, &c., as
early as the Council of Beccanceld, A.D. 696 X 716
and of Clovesho, A.p. 803 (Councils III. 338,
Haddan and Stubbs; Wilk.i. 56, 167). Abroad,
the first canon on the subject is that of Rheims
(c. 6), A.D. 1148, followed among others by
the Councils of Salzburg (c. 24), A.p. 1274 and
(c. 12), A.p. 1281. But a check upon them
was attempted as early as the 10th century by
the Capetian dynasty in France.
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The title of Fidei Defensor, attached to the
Crown of England, and so strangely inverted from
the special intent of its original Papal donor, may
be taken as the last existing trace of the ancient
Adrocatus or Defensor Ecclesias. Unless (with
Spelman) we are to give an ancient pedigree to
churchwardens, and find the old office still in
them. (Bingham; Du Cange; Meursius, Gioss.
Graecobarbar.; Morinus, D¢ Ordinat.; Tho-
massin.) [A. W. H.)

ADVOOCATES, NOT TO BE ORDAINED,
—Amongst the laws which im restraints
uapon the clergy was one which forbad them,
except in certain specified cases, to act as advo-
cates before civil tribunals; since it was con-
sidered that any such interference with worldly
matters would be inconsistent with the words
of St. Paul (2 Tim., ii. 4 “ No man that war-
reth (militans Deo) entangleth himself with the
affairs of this life:” see St. Ambrose, De Of.
Afimist. 1, 36; and Gelasii Papae Epp. 17, sec.
15). For this reason the 3rd Council of Car-
thage (A.D. 397) in_its 15th canon prohibits all
clerks from becoming agents or procurators.
The prohibition is repeated in the 3rd canon of
the Oecumenical Council of Chalcedon (A.D. 451),
but with the proviso that secular business may
be undertaken by the clergy when the bishop
directs it for the protection of Church property,
or of orphans and widows who are without any
one to defend them. This exception was in later
times extended to the poor and all others who
came under the designation of “ miserabiles
personae.”  So likewise were monks forbidden by
the 11th canon of the Council of Tarragona
(A.D. 516) to undertake any legal business ex-
cept for the benefit of the monastery and at the
command of the abbot.

In France the above-cited provisions of the
Council of Chalcedon were repeated by the 16th
canon of the Council of Verneuil (A.p.755) and the
14th canon of the Council of Mayence (A.D. 813).

There are many other canons which prohibit the
clergy from mixing themselves up with worldly
matters, and which therefore forbid, though
not in express terms, their acting as advocates,

There are also several imperial constitutions
to the same effect, as, for instance, one of Theodo-
sius IL (A.p. 416) which he aterwards repeated
in the Codex T A.D. 438 (16. tit. 2.
42), and which was also inserted in the 1st book
(tit. 3. 5. 17) of the Codex Rupetitae Praclectionis
of Justinian (A.D. 534).

Similar provisions are to be found in the 34th
title of the Liber novellarum of Valentian III.
(a.p. 452), and in the 6th chapter of the 123rd
novell. of Justinian (A.D. 541).

nus, Vetus et nova Ecclesiae Disci-
plina, De Beneficiis, Pars II1. Lib. 3, cap. 17-19;
Bouix, Tractatus de Judiciis Ecclesiasticis, Pars
I, 3, 4-5). - [I.B)]
AEDITUI. [DOOBKEEPER.]

AEGATES, Saint, commemorated Oct. 24
(Mast. Bedac).

AEITHALAS. (1) Deacon and martyr, com-
memorated Nov. 3 (Cal. Byzant.).

(8) Martyr, commemorated Sept. 1 (J5.). [C.]

AEMILIANTUS. (1) Saint in Armenia, com-
memorated Feb. 8 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet., Hieron.).

(8) Confessor in Africa, Dec. 6 (Mart. R. V.).
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(38) Confessor, Jan. 8 (Cal. Byzant.).
(4) Bishop of Cyzicum, Confessor, A\i:g. ]8
C.

AEMILIUS. (1) Martyr in Africa, comme-
morated May 22 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet.).

(8) Of Sardinia, May 28 (1b.).

(8) Commemorated June 18 (Mari. El'cro[r&).

. ¥

).

AER. [VeEw)
AERA. [Curoxoroay.]

AFRA, martyr in Rhaetia, commemorated
Aug. 5 (Martyrol. Rom. Vet.); Aug. 6 (M.
Hieron.). [C]

AFFIDATIO (affiance, Spenser; Fr. fian-
¢ailles), betrothal. It appears doubtful whether
this term came into use within the first nine cen-
turies of the Christian ers. It seems rather to
belong to the period of fully developed feudalism.
The earliest example quoted by Du Cange, from
the synodal statutes of the Church of Eie’ge in
Marténe’s Thesaurus Novus Anecdotorum, isin-
deed of the year 1287. The -forms given'. in
Martene’s work, De Antiquis ecclesiae Ritibus
(see vol. ii. pp. 136, 137), in which the word
occurs, from the rituals of Limoges and ot
Rheims, are palpably more modern yet, to judge
from the passages in French whicl’x' are inters
mixed in them, [J. M. L.

AFFINITY (adfinitas), a relationship by
marriage. The husband and wife being legally
considered as one person, those who are related
to the one by blood are related to the other in
the same degree by affinity. This relstionship
being the result of a lawful marriage, the per
sons between whom it exists are said to be related
#n law ; the father or brother of a man's wife
being called his fatherin-law or brother-in-law.
The distinction between affinity and consanguinit
is derived from the Roman law. The kinsfol
(cognati) of the husband and wife become res
spectively the adfines of the wife and husband.
We have borrowed the words affinity aud con-
sanguinity from the Roman law, but we have ne
term corresponding to adfines. Tho Romans did
not reckon degrees of adfinitas as they did of

guinity (cognatio) ; but they had terms to
express the various kinds of adfinitas, as socer,
father-in-law ; socrus, mother-in-law. ’

It has resulted from the Christian doctrine of
marriage that persons related by affinity have
been always forbidden by the Church to marry
within the same degrees as those who are related
by blood. The Council of Agde (506) particu-
larises the forbidden degrees as follows (Can. 61):
—‘A man may not marry his brother’s widow,
his own sister, his step-mother or father’s wife,
his cousin-german, any one nearly allied to him
by consanguinity, or one whom his near kinsman
had married before, the relict or daughter of his
uncle by the mother's side, or the daughter of
his uncle by the father's side, or his daughtere
in-law, .. his wife's daughter by a former
husband.”

This canon is repeated almost verbatim in the
Council of Epone,'and again in the second Council
of Tours (566). The same prohibitions are alse
specified in the Council of Auxerre (578).

Certain spiritual relations have been also ine
cluded within the prohibited degrees. This re-
striction, however, was first introduced by
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Justinian, who made s law (Cod. Just. lib; 5,
-tit, 4, de Nuptiis, leg. 26) forbidding any man
to marry a womnan for whom he had been god-
father .in baptism, on the ground that nothing
induces a mare paternal affection, and, therefore,
a juster prohibition of marriage, than this tie,
by which their souls are ic a divine manner
ynited together,

“ The Council of Trullo (Can. 53) extends.the
prohibition to the mother of the godchild : and,
by the Canon law afterwards, these spiritual
relations were carried still further, so as to
exclude from marrying together even the bap-
‘tiser and the baptised, the catechist and cate-
chumen, and various other degrees of supposed
spiritual atfinity. Such restrictions, however, of
course, could not be maintained in practice, and
the dispensing power of the Pope was accordingly
‘extended to meet the necessity. (Bingham; Gib-
won’s Coder ; Thorndike ; Wheatly, On Common
Prayer.) [D. B.]

AFFUSION. [Bartisi.]
AFRICAN CODE. [AFRIcAN CouNcIis.]
AFRICAN COUNCILS. Under this head

we must include whatever Councils were held in
Africa—no matter at what places, only distinct
from Egypt—for this simple reason : that so many
of their canons were so soon thrown together in-
discriminately and made one code, which, as
such, afterwards formed part of the code received
in the East and West. On this African code a
good deal has been written by Justellus (Cod. Ecci,
Afrio., Paris, 1614, 8v0.), who was thefirst to pub-
lish it separately, Bishop Beveridge (Synod. vol.
ii. p. 202, et s09.), De Marca (Diss. de Vet. Coll.
Can. c. iv.-xi.), and the Ballerini in their learned
Appendix to the works of St. Leo (tom.' iii. De
Antig. Col. Diss., pars L. c. 8, 21-9), but a good
deal also remains unsolved, and perhaps insoluble.
Several of the canons contained in it have been
assigned to more Councils than one, and several
of the Councils differently dated or numbered by
different editors or collectors. Perhaps the best
edition of it is that published in Greek and Latin
by Mansi (tom. iii. pp. 699-843). Not that it
was originally promulgated in both languages,
though, as Beveridge suggests, the probability is
that it had been translated into Greek before the
Trullan Council of A.D. 683, by the second canon
of which it became part of the code of the Eastern
Church. As it stands in Mansi, then, it compre-
hends, first, the deliberations of the Council of
Carthage, A.D. 419 ; then the canons of the same
Synod to the number of 33 ; then “canones di-
versorum conciliorum ecclesiae Africanae ”—in
the words of their heading, the first of which is
numbered 34, in continuous series with the pre-
ceding, and the last 138. However, in reality,
the canons proper ought to be said to end with
the one numbered 133, at which point Aurelius,
Bishop of Carthage, who presided, calls upon the
Council to subscribe to all that had gone before,
which is accordingly done; he signing first, the
rimate of Numidia second, the legate from
ome, Faustinus, Bishop of Potenza, third, St.
Augustine, Bishop of Hippo, fourth; and the other
bishops—217 or 229, according to the reading
selected—in order ; and after them all the two
preshyter-legates from Rome, who sign last.
This done, the day following, a letter in the
name of the whole Synod was addressed to Boni-
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face, bishop of Rome, to be despatched by the three
legates. This is given at length, and numbered
134. It acquaints him with their objections to
the “commonitorium ” or instructions received
by the legates from the late Pope Zosimus, par-
ticularly to that part of it bearing upon appeals
to Rome in conformity with some supposed canons
of Nicaea, which they had not been able to find in
any Greek or Latin eopy of the acts of that
Couneil in their possession, and therefore beg him
to send for authentic copies of them at once from
the Churches of Antioch, Alexandria, and Con-
stantinople. This course they had already taken
themselves, while recommending it to him ; and
what follows as canon 135 proves to be a letter
from St. Cyril of Alexandria to the same bishops,
telling them that in conformity with their re-
quest he has sent them, by his presbyter Inno-
cent, faithful copies of the authentic Synod of
Nicaea, which they would also find, if they looked
for them, in the ecclesiastical history: he does
not say by whom.

In the sume way canon 136 is a letter from
Atticus, patriarch of Constantinople, telling them
that he too sends them the canons as defined by
Nicene Fathers pure and entire, by their mes-
senger Marcellus the sub-deacon, as they had re-
quested. We can hardly suppose the Synod to
have been sitting all the time that it must have
taken these messengers to go and return. Next
a copy of the Nicene Creed follows, and is num-
bered 137. It had been already recited and ac-
cepted, together with the Nicene canons, in the
previous deliberations of the Council, before the
resolution to send for authentic copics of both
had been carried out. Caecilian, who was Bishop
of Carthage at the time of the Council of Nicaea,
and had attended it, had brought back with him
copies of its creed and canons in Latin, which had
been preserved with great care by his Church
ever since. What follows in the Jast place, and
is numbered 138, cannot have been written
earlier than A.D, 422, it being a letter addressed
to Celestine, the successor of Boniface, who died in
that year, “ our beloved lord (3eawérp) and most
honoured brother,” as he is styled, in the name
of Aurelius and others whose names are given
(St. Augustine’s is not one) and the rest of those
present in the universal Council of Africa, in
which they tell him that the canons of which his
predecessor had spoken were nowhere to be found
in the authentic copies of the Nicene decrees just
received from the Kast ; and, further, that in no
Council of the Fathers could they find it defined
that “any should be despatched as it were from
the side of his Holiness,” as had been attempted in
this instance. If the last, or 20th Council, as it is
called, under Aurelius, therefore, has been rightly
assigned to A.D. 421,—and Aurelius opens its pro-
ceedings by saying that, for reasons well known
to his audience, it had been suspended for the
space of two years, thus connecting it with the
Council of A.D. 419,—either it must have sat the
year following as well, or there must have been
a 21st Council under Aurelius the year following'
to indite this episcie, which, as has been observed,
could not have been done till the accession of
Celestine had become known in Africa, that is,
till towards the end of A.D. 422, And with it this
collection of the canons of the African Church is
brought to a close. Dionysius Exiguus, in his
edition, heads them appropriately ¢ the Synod of
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the Africans at Carthage that enacted 138
canouns,” meaning of course the Synods of A.D.
419-22 considered as one, where they were
passed .or confirmed (Migne’s Patrol., tom. 67,
p. 161 ¢ sq.). Not but there are other collec-
tions extant containing fewer or more canons
than are included in this. For instance,- the
Spanish and Isidorian Collections begin with the
Synod of Carthage under Gratus, A.D. 348, and
end with the Synod of Milevis, A.D. 402, making
eight Synods in all, one of Milevis and seven of
Carthage (Migune’s Patrol., tom. 84, pp. 179-236).
In Beveridge (Synodic. i. p. 365-72) the synodi-
cal letter of a Council of Carthage as far back as
A.D. 258 (or 256 according to others) under St.
Cyprian, is printed in the form of a canon, and
placed, together with the speeches made there by
him and others, immediately before the Ancyran
sanons, as though it had been one of the provin-
cial Councils whose canons had been accepted by
the whole Church, which it was not. Earlier far
than either of them is the compendium of eccle-
siastical canons, African mainly, 232 in all, by
Fulgentius Ferrandus, deacon of the Church of
Carthage, seemingly drawn from independent
sources (Migne’s FPatrol., tom. 67, p. 949-62).
Then earlier still than his were the two books
produced by Boniface, Bishop of Carthage, at the
Synod held there by him A.p. 525, as having
been discovered in the archives of that church,
one volume vontaining the Nicene canons in part,
and those which had been in Africa
before the time of Aurelius; the other volume
called « the book of the canons of the time of
Aurelius,” in which, according to the Ballerini,
nine of the Synods of Carthage under Aurelius,
and some others of Milevis and Hippo, were con-
tained (Mansi, viii. p. 635-56). Finally, there
is a ‘Breviarium canonum Hipponensium ™
priated in Mansi, with the comments of the
Ballerini upon them, supposed to have been

in the Synod held there a.n. 393, .at
which St. Augustine was present, but as a
priest ; and afterwards inserted in the Council of
Carthage, held four years afterwards under
Aurelian, amongst its own, and evidently con-
firmed by the 34th canon of the Synod of A.D.
419, as proposed by one of the bishops named
Epigonius.

The argument drawn by the Ballerini, after
elaborately comparing these collections, is unfa-
vourable to the title given by Justellus to the
138 canons above mentioned of the African code :
still as designating those canons alone which
have been received generally by the East and
West, it cannot be called meaningless ; and this
fact having been made patent by his publication
of them, it remains as a matter of antiquarian
interest solely to determine what canons belong
to what councils. The general account seems to
be that there are sixteen Councils of Carthage,
oue of Milevis, and one of Hippo, whose canons
were received and confirmed by the Council of
A.D. 419 besides its own (Jobnson’s Vade Mecum,
il. 171); but it is beset with difficulties, The
two canons interdicting appeals beyond the sea—
28 and 125 according to the Latin numbering,
and doubtless 23 and 39 were passed with the
same object—have been attributed to a Synod of
Hippo by some; but the 22nd canon of the
second Synod of Milevis, A.D. 416, to which both
Avrelius’ and St. Augustine subscribed, reads
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identical with one of them, and the 34th camnon
of a Council of Carthage two years later with the
other. It is of more practical importance to
ascertain whether they steer clear of the Sardican
canons, as some maintain; or were framed in
antagonism to them, as others, The Sardican
canons, it has been said, allowed bishops to appeal
to Rome ; the African canons forbade priests and
all below priests to appeal to Rome. The African
fathers carefully abstained from laying the same
embargo upon bishops : nay, they undertook to
observe the canons cited by Zosimus as Nicene,
till authentic copi¢s of the Nicene canons had
been obtained from the East. There can be nu
doubt whatever that all this is delusive. In the
discussion that took place on the canons cited in
the ¢ Commonitorium,” some were for observing
them, pending the inquiry ; St. Augustine among
the number. But when Aurelius called upon the
Council to say definitively what it would do, the
collective reply was: ¢ All things that were en-
acted in the Nicene Council are acceptable to us
all.” And to no more could they be induced to
pledge themselves. Then as to the canons, which
if they did not frame, they confirmed subse-
quently ; the 28th, according to the Latin num-
bering, is: *“It was likewise agreed that presby-
ters, deacons, or any of the inferior clergy with
causes to try, 5hou{d they have reason to com-
plain of the judgment of their bishops, might be
heard by the neighbouring bishops with consent
of their own; and such bishops might decide
between them ; but should they think they ought
to appeal from them likewise, let them not ap-
peal to transmarine tribunals, but to the primates
of their provinces, as has also been frequently en-
acted in regard of bishops. But in case any should
think he ought to appeal to places beyond the
sen, let him be received to communion by nobody
within Africa.”” The words “sicut et de episcopis
saepe constitutum est,” are found in all manu-
scripts of this canon, as it stands here, They are
wanting in the 125th. And the meaning is
clearly, that there had been earlier canons in
abundance pussed for regulating episcopal ap-
peals ; for instance, the 6th canon of the Council
of Constantinople, where it is said that bishops
should be brought before the greater Synod of
the diocese, in case the provincial Synod should
be unable to decide their case. And nothing had
occurred to induce them to legislate further for
bishops, The present controversy had originated
with a simple priest, Apiarius. Accordingly their
canons were directed to prevent priests and all
below priests in future from doing as he had
done. In short, they told Celestine that * the
canons of the Nicene Council left all, whether
inferior clergy or bishops themselves, to their
own metropolitan; it having been wisely and
justly eonsidered there that, whatever questions
might arise, they ought to be terminated in their
own localities.” Which was in effect as much as
telling him that the genuine Nicene canoms were
in flat contradiction upon each point to those so
designated by his predecessor. Canon 125 is
ideatical with the preceding, except that it omits
the clause “sicut ct de episcopis,” &c., and men-
tions the African Councils as another legitimate
tribunal of appeal besides the primates. Capon
23, that * bishops should not go .be?ond the sea
without leave from their primate,” reads very
like another outpouring of their sentiments on
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the same subject ; and canon 89, that “no pri-
mate should be called a prince of priests, or pon-
tiff,” seems almost borrowed from the .well-
known invective of St. Cyprian against Stephen.
8uch, then, is the language of some of the canons
of the African code, fairly construed, to which
the assent of Rome as well as Constantinople has
been pledged. And “it was of very great autho-
rity,” says Mr. Johnson ( Vade Mecum, ii. p. 171)
m the old English Churches; for many of the
4 excerptions ” of Egbert were transcribed from
it.

It only remains to set down the different
African Councils in the order in which they are
generally supposed to have occurred, with a run-
ning summary of what was transacted in each;
referring generally for all further information to
Mansi, Cave, Beveridge, Johnson, De Marca, the
Art de vérifier les dates, and the Ballerini. Num-
bering them would only serve to mislead, at least
if attempted in any consecutive series, Cave, for
instance, reckons 9 African between A.D. 401 and
603, and as many as 35 Carthaginian between
A.D. 215 and 533 ; but among the latter are in-
. cluded 6 (between A.D. 401 and 410), which he
had already reckoned among the 9 African.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 200, 217—Supposed to be one
and the same, under Agrippinus, in favour
of rebaptizing heretics.

e A.D. 251—Under St. Cyprian; decreed
that the lapsed should be received to com-
munion, but not till they had performed
their full penance.

—— A.D. 252—Against Novatian, who denied
that the lapsed were ever to be received to
communion again ; and Felicissimus, who af-
firmed they were, even before they had
performed their penance.

—— A.D. 254, 255—Doubtful in which year ;
under St. Cyprian, in favour of infant bap-
tism.

—— A.D. 256—Under St. Cyprian, approving
the consecration by the Spanish bishops of
Felix and Sabinus in place of Basil and
Martial,—two bishops who had purchased
certificates, or “libels,” of having sacrificed
to idols, and declaring that Stephen, Bishop
of Rome, had interposed in favour of the
latter unrcasonably, from having been
duped by them.

A.D. 256—Another held in the same year
—or there may have been several—in fa-
vour of rebaptizing all who had received
heretical baptism, when St. Cyprian uttered
his celebrated invective against Stephen.
The question was finally ruled in the 7th
of the Constantinopolitan canons. This is
the Council whose synodical letter is
printed by Beveridge in the form of a
canon, immediately before those of Ancyra.
It is given in Mansi, i. 922-6; but the
speeches belonging to- it follow 951-92,
under the head of *Concil. Carthag. iii.
sub Cypriano episcopo ;” what purports to
have been the second being given p. 925,
and all three supposed to have been held
A.D. 256.

CIRTA, A.D. 305--To elect a new bishop in
place of, one who had been a “traditor ;”
that is, had surrendered copies of the Scrip-
tures to the Pagan authorities, to which all
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present, when they came to be asked, how:
ever, pleaded eq;a_llg'guilty. :

CARTHAGE, A.D. 31 ' 70 Donatist bishops
against Caecilian, bishop of that see.

—— A.D. 333—under Donatus, author of the
schism ; favourable to the ¢ traditores.”
—— A.D. 348—under Gratus; its acts are
comprised in fourteen chapters, of which
the first is against rebaptizing any that
have been baptized with water in the name
of the Trinity. This is probably the Council
whose canons are invoked in canon 12 of

the African code.

THEVESTE, A.D. 362—Of Dounatists quarrelling
amongst themselves.

AFRICAN, A.D. 8380—Of Donatists, in condem-
nation of Tichonjus, a Donatist bishop.
CARTHAGE, A.D. 386—Confirmatory of the

synodical letter of Siricius, Bishop of Rome.

Llw:nil-:s, A.D. 386—Passed canons on disci-
pline.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 390—Formerly regarded as
two separate Councils, under Genethlius,
Bishop of Carthage ; made 13 canons, by
the second of which bishops, priests, and
deacons are required to abstain from their
wives and observe continence. Mansi prints
what used to be regarded as a second
Council of this year twice, iii. pp. 691-8
and 867-76.

—— A.D. 393 —Of Maximian’s (Donatist
bishop of Carthage) supporters against
Primian (another Donatist bishop of Car-
thage).

Hippo, A.D. 393—At which St. Augustine dis-
b;@mted “de fide et symbolo” as a pres-

yter.

CaBARUSSI and of the CAVERNS, A.D. 394—Of
the same on the same subject.

- BAGAIS, A.D. 394—Of Primian’s supporters,

against Maximian.

A.D. 396—One canon only preserved;
against translations of bishops and priests.

ByzATIoM, A.D. 397—Confirming all that had
been decreed in 393 at Hippo.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 397—Called the 3rd, either
reckoning that under Gratus as first, and
that under Genethlius as 2nd; or else
supposing two to have been held under
Aurelius previously in 394 and 397, and
making this the 3rd under him ; passed 50
canons, among which the ¢Breviarium
canonum Hipponensium ™ is said to have
been inserted (Mansi, iii. 875, and the
notes).

CARTHAGE, A.D, 400—Called the 5th under
Aurelius; of 72 bishops; passed 15 canons
on discipline (Pagi, quoted by Mansi, iii.
p- 972). Yet, p. 979, Mansi reckons a first
African Council 1n 399, and a 2nd and 3rd
in 401, which he calls 4th, 5th, and 6th
Councils under Aurelius, in the pontificate
of Anastasius.

MiLEVIS, A.D. 402—To decide several points
affecting bishops.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 403, 404, 405—Mansi makes
3 African Councils of these; a lst, 2nd,
and 3rd, in the Pontificate of Innocent,
or 8th, 9th, and 10th under Aurelius, for
bringing back the Donatists to the Church
(iii. pp. 1155 and 1159). .

—— A.D. 407, 408, 409—Called by Mansi
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4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th African Codncils in |

the pontificate of Innocent, the 5th and
6th being regarded by him as ome, or the
11th, 12th, and 13th Councils under Aure-
lius—all incorporated into the African
code (iii. p. 1163).

CARTHAGE, A.D. 410—Against the Donatists—
probably the 14th under Aurelius.

—— A.D. 411—Great conference betwcen the
Catholics and the Donatists; Aurelius and
St. Augustine both taking part on behalf
of the former; 286 bishops said to have
been present on the Catholic side, and 279
on the Donatist, yet 313 names are given
on the latter side. There were three dif-
ferent stages in the proceedings. (Mansi,

- iv. pp. 269 and 276.)

—— A.D. 412—In which Celestius was ac-
cused of Pelagianism and appealed to the
Pope, probably the 15th under Aurelius.

CIRTA, A.D. 412—In the matter of the Donatists
—published a synodical letter in the name
of Aurelius, St. Augustine and others, Sil-
vanus, primate of Numidia, heads it.

ArRICAN, A.D. 414—Of Donatists.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 416—or the 2nd against the
Pelagians: probably the 16th under Au-
relins: composed of 67 bishops: addressed
a synodical letter to Innocent of Rome,
condemning both Pelagius and Celestius.

MILEVIS, A.D. 416—Called the 2nd of Milevis
against Pelagius and Celestius—composed
of 60 bishops—published 27 canons on
discipline—addressed a synodical letter to
Innocent of Rome, to which was appended
another in a more familiar tone from

- Aurelius, St. Angustine and three more.

TisbRA, A.D. 417—Passed - canons on disci-
pline.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 417, 418—Against the Pela-
ginns—regarded as one, probably the 17th
under Aurelius.

Hipro, SUFFETULA, MACRIANA, A.D. 418—
Passed canons on discipline preserved by
Ferrandus (Mansi, iv. 439).

. THENES, A.D. 418—Published nine canons on

discipline.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 419—Attended by 229, or,
according to other accounts, 217 bishops ;
and by Faustinus, Bishop of Potenza, and
two presbyters as legates from Rome. Its
proceedings have been anticipated in what
was said on the African code. It would
seem as if it really commenced in 418,
and extended through 419. Pagi supposes
33 canons to have been passed in the
former year, and but 6 in the latter
(Mansi, iv. 419) ; 2nd Mansi seems even to
make two synods of it, calling one a 5th

or 6th, and the other a 7th Council of

Carthage (against the Pelagians, he pro-
bably means), and yet evidently reckoning
both together as the 18th under Aurelius.
From 419 it seems to have been adjourned
to 421, and then lasted into 422 at least,
as has been shown above; this adjourned
council was therefore in reality the 20th
under Aurelian, though sometimes headed
the 18th, as being ome with the council of
which it was but the adjournment. Then
the 19th under Aurelius is the title given
in Mansi (iv. .443) to one held in the
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mterim, A.D: 420, to determine oertain.
questions of precedence amongst bishops,
possibly the missing 6th against Pela-
gianism. :

NUMIDIA, A.D. 423—In which Antonius, a
bishop of that province, was condemned.

CARTHAGE, A.D. 426—At which ILeporius, a
French presbyter, cleared himself from
Pelagianism.

Hrppo, A.D. 426—At which Heraclius was
elected successor to St. Augustine at his
nomination.

—— A.D, 427—Said to have passed canons
29 and 30, in the Latin numbering of the
African code (Mansi, iv. 539).

AFRICAN, A.D. 484—To render account of their
faith to 