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InTRODUCTORY NoOTE.

[Tax author of this Dissertation De Codice Canonum, qui Apos-
tolorum momine circumferuntur, is Dr. O. C. Krabbe, now a Pro-
fessor in the University of Kiel. To say nothing of his other
highly valuable productions, his work in German on the Origia
and Contents of the Apostolical Constitutions onght to be men-
voned here, as being akin to the small Latin work now presented
in an English dress. 1t was a Prize Essay at the University of
Bonn. It forms an octavo volume of about three hundred pages.
It introduces the reader to a dark but deeply interesting period
of Ecclesiastical History; and to all who are prepared to enter
on a fundamental investigation,it furnishes important aid in solving
one of the most difficult problems, and in understanding the state
of the ancient church. 1t is already translated from the German;
and, probably, it will soon be published in connection with an
English version of the so called Apostolical constitutions and ca-
nons of the Apostles. Indeed, from the evidence of manuscripta,
the canons of the Apostles seem once 10 have constituted a con-
cluding chapter (47th) of the Eighth and last Book of the

Apostolical Constitutions. But, in the present Article, they are
treated as a distinct collection.

Voi. 1IV. No. 13, 1



2 The Canons of the Apostles. [FEs.

It is nnnecessary here to speak of the mighty influence which
these canons have had, or of their importance in shedding light
on the history of Christendom. And it would be wrong to detain
the reader by apologies, or criticisms, or commendations. In the
few instances in which it has seemed desirable to add anything,

it has been added by the translator, and included in brackets.—
Tr ]

Frou the time of the Lutheran Reformation, a new and bright-
er day shone on Ecclesiastical History, as well as on all the de-
partments of Theology. For there have been men now men-
tioned among theologians with merited praise, who, when they
had received the liberty of thinking and speaking, applied the
torch as it were, of criticism to the thick darkness of errors, and
summoned to a more accurate examination various statements
which, although commonly admitted, were yet not placed beyond
doubt. They felt themselves nnder special obligations to go back
to the earlier ages of the Christian church, and inspect carefully
the foundation on which the Romish church had been resting.
But the more they penetrated into the most interior recesses of
Ecclesiastical History, and explored criticaily the sources them-
selves, the better they have understood that many things by
which the Romish church has assumed her anthority, and sus-
tained herself for so many ages, are nothing else than inventions
dedtitute of all firm and stable foundation. When those reform-
ers, thercfore, applied themselves zealously to draw from the
fountains of history the means of combating the theologians of
Rome, it could not but occur that they should not only reject
many vain and absurd notions, but even refute and annihilate
them. In breaking the supports of the Papal domination, what
fmmortal glory they acquired to themselves by proving the falsity
of the Decretal Epistles, to say nothing of anythiug else, no one
needs to be informed.

But among the ancient writings which in former times, were
advanced to great power and authority, and which helped to sus-
tain the Popes in establishing some of their institutes and de-
crees, have been also the canons, which were circulated in the
nrame of the holy apostles.! Nor have there been wanting in the

VY Kavives bxxdgoigoricol Tov abrdv dyiwv aroorédwyv. Thus the hook in the
French king's library, 1326, is eutitied : In Dionysius Exiguus: Regulae Ec-
clesiasticae sanctorum Apostolorum, prolatae per Clementem ecclesiae Roma-
‘nae pontificem. And in the king's Greek collection of canons, 2430 : Kavéves



1847} Opinions concerning them. s

atholic charch those who against all appearance of trath wonld

dare to palm these canons on the apostles, and not hesitate to set
them forth as apostolical Before the Reformation, therefore,
these canons had great anthority, and were even received into
the body of the canon law; nor did popes omit to quote them in
welling contests and in promulgating laws.

Bat their anthority was shaken and diminished, when the great-
est distrust was awakened respecting all wrilings which served
to perpetnate and sustain the papal domination. At last, their
whole force and influence were destroyed, when it was proved by
the gravest reasons, that these canons are oot a work of the apos-
tles, and can rightfully be ascribed peither to the apostles nor to
Clement of Rome. This became the united and harmonious
voice of all the intelligent, including even theologians of the cath-
olic church. But respecting the origin of the canons there were
among theologians various opinivns. No one was presented that
united all suffrages. Though most agreed in denying that the
canons are of apostolic origin, yet in forming a judgment how they
arose, and to what age they are to be adjudged, there was much
diversity. But at what time they came into existence, where
they first appeared, who collected them, and why they bear the
name of the apostles, all will readily perceive to be inquiries of
no small importance.

And to me, as I approach this guestion to be solved concerning
the origin of the canons, it seems requisite, that, after parrating
as briefly as possible the opinions of learned men respecting this
matter, and examining diligently the testimonies of the aacieats,
I should institute a discussion concerning the number and author-
ity of the canons. Then we must proceed to counsider whether
they have one author, or are a collection of separate canons which
arose in the early Christian church. Finally, if on this point we
arrive at any certainty, we must inquire whether, by examining the
canons themselves more carefully, and taking into view external
considerations, it may be possible to determine more exactly the
time in which they arose.

L Let us present the most important opinions of the authors
who have written concerning the canons.

o Aeyouevor rov GwooT6Ruv, dd Kijuevroc. Bat in the Latin Ms. 1203 : Apos-

tolorans Canones, qui pro Clementem Romanum pontificem de Graeco in Lat-

inam, sicot quidam asserunt, dicuntur esse translati, sunt quinquaginta, Com-
pare Cotelerii Patr. Apost. Opera, Tom. L. p. 442;—also C. J. Can. ed. B5hm-
er,and C. J. Civ. ed. Goihsfred,



4 The Canons of the Aposties. [FEs.

The first were the well known Magdeburg centuriators,! who
vehemently impugned their apostolic authority, and proved clearly
that the work is spurious, and not to be ascribed to the apostles.
Turrianus,? Binius,3 and others undertook the defence of the ca-
nons, affirming that they were made by the apostles themselvea.
Influenced by zeal for the order of things as established around
them, they were led into this opinion, that, by the aid of those
ancient regulations, they might, at their pleasure, commend and
confirm certain ecclesiastical rites and various institutes of eccle-
giastical discipline. But the attempt was made in vain. For
even among the theologians of their own church, this opinion has
not prevailed.

But along with others who descended into the arena against
those papists, was John Daillé, far the most learned man of his
uge, and one of the most acute ; who in his third book De Psewde-
pigraphis Apostolicis, entirely overthrew the insane opinion. He
put forth his vigorous effurts to impugn and refute also the opin-
ion of Albaspinaeus, bishop of Baden, who had contended that
this ancient collection of canons was nothing else than a summary .
and abridgment of local councils and of matters sanctioned by in-
dividual bishops of the Greek churches before the Nicene coun-
cil4 Then, having exploded the opinions of his adversaries, Dail-
1é proposes his own, namely, that this- apocryphal collection of
eanons, completed, did not become known before the fifth centu-
ry, and sow about the end of the fifth century made its appear-
ance, and began to be published s

Among the catholic theologians, Bellarmin® and Baronius? ad-
mit only the first fifty canons 1o be legitimate ; the rest, which
Dionysius Exiguus had omitted in his collection, they do not
think to be of legal authority, although they are received by
the Greeks.

But although Natalis Alexander? Antonius Pagi? Cabassutius'®

} Ceritus. Magdeb. 1. Lib, I1. . V1L p. 544.

$ in Tract. pro Canonibus Apostoloram et Decretalibus Epistolis contra
Magd. Lib, L. Florent. 1572, 1612,

* Praefat. ad canon. Apost. Tom. |. concil. p. 14; where he acknowledges
all as genuine and apostolical, vxcept the 65th canon and the 84th, which he
would have expunged.

4 De Antiq. Eccles. Ritib. Lib. [ Obs, 13.

¢ De Pseudepigr. Apost. Lib. IIl.

¢ De Script. Eccles. p. 40, 41. ed. Colon. 1657.

7 Annales ad A. 102. n. XII. 8 Dissert. 17. seculi 1. p. 195.

* Ad A. C. 56. p. 6. 1 In Notit. Ecclesiast. Histor. concil. p. 7.
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wd others, embrace the opinion of Daillé, yet many have taken
rmddle course ; who wonld contend that all those canons are
indeed fictitions and spurious, but that their origin is very ancient.
Nearest to Daillé comes Peter de Marcia,! who, because Fir-
milianus and Cyprian, dispating with Stephen, bishop of Rome,
concerning the baptism of heretics, made not the least mention
of the canons, conjectares that these canons were collected and
honored with the name of the apostles, A. D. 250, and that this
was done at a certain council in Iconium. For if the canons had
been known before this, it cannot be explained why those men
did not appeal to them, when in canons XLVI], XLVII, and
XLVIIL, the baptism of beretics is disapproved. I confess that
this conjecture seems to me very reasonable. And to this one
argument other reasons could be added, and other canons calied
inlo the discussion. .
Bat here we must by no means omit to mention that most
leamed man, William Beveridge,$ who has written concerning
the apostolical canons with so much acuteness and excellence
that his opinion is approved by almost all. Although he has not
dared to affirm either that they were written by the apostles them-
selves, or that they were dictated to Clement of Rome as an aman-
uensis, yet he endeavors to prove that they are the most ancient
canons of the primitive church. That canons framed by apos-
tolic men in the ead of the second centwry and the beginning of the
third, everywhere began to be known, nay, that the collector
both of the canons and of the constitutions, was not Clement of
Rome, but Clement of Alexandria, he has suspected from the last
canon. There are indeed maay things in which I rejoice that I
agree with Beveridge, but nevertheless, in a snbsequent part of
this essay, where I exhibit my opinion respecting the age of the
canons, reasons are given why in the main point I dissent from
him. Here it will be sufficient to remark that I cannot dissent
from the opinion of the learned men who contend that the whole
of the Jast canon was inserted afterwards by another hand, and,
therefore, that testimony cannot be drawn from it for settling the
guestion respecting the aunthor of the canons.

‘We must now cotme to more reoent ecclesiastical historians;
most of whom, however, may be passed over in silence. For al-
thongh they and persons occupied with eocclesiastical law had

: Petrme de Masca, De Concordia Sacerdotii et lmperii, Lib, 111, c. 2,
3 Codex Canonum Ecclesiae Primitivae Vindicatus et 1llustratus. Lond,
1678 4.

1®



6 The Canons of the Apostles. [Fes.

most frequent occasion to refer to the canons, and settle their age
by solid arguments, yet most of them, I know not by what acci-
dent, have been silent on the subject. They have seemed to
have answered suofficiently the demands of eriticism, if they have
not assumed that the canons came from the apostolic age, and
have made certain conjectures respecting their origin. But among
the ecclesiastical writers who flourished towards the close of the
last century, I must not neglect to commend one, whose opinion
1 bave appropriated to my own use, and have set forth more co-
piously, as it was incumbent on me to do. Itis Spittler,! whose
merits in historical erudition connected with theology are very
distinguished ; and who has treated concerning the antiquity of
the collection of canons, but not concerning the antiquity of the
particular canons; and has stated it as being fully ascertained
that these canons, in the earlier ages, arose in individual church-
es, which claimed to themsclves apostolical origin; and that for
this cause, and not because apostles were the authors of the ca-
nons, any precept of an apostolic church, being conformable to the
doctrine of the apostles, was honored with the name of an apos-
tolical canon. Finally, he thought that the separate canons, every-
where scattered in the apostolic churches, were brought into a
eollection ; but afterwards were variously modified.

This opinion has also prevailed ainong more recent writers on
law.3 Most of them have judged that the origin of the canons is
to be placed in the second century and in the third; and that they,
nevertheless, contain vestiges, from which it may justly be con-
eluded that they were aflerwards increased.

From this brief survey of the judgments which have been pro-
nounced respecting the canons, it will sufficiently appear that
learned men have not all received the same number, but have
followed various and conflicting opinions concerning this matter.
In order, therefore, to show what has been proposed correctly, and
what otherwise, the only thing to be done seems to be to institute
a discussion concerning the number and authority of the canons. In
this, it is of primary importance to examine diligently and estimate
the testimonies of the ancients, that, having surveyed these, we
may discover certain common principles, as it were, from which,
in conjunction with internal evidences, the origin of the canons
can, with probability, be made to appear

! Geschichte des Kanonischen Rechts bis auf die Zeiten des falschen Isidor.
Halle, 1778.
* Compare Walter, in his Lehrbuch des Kirchenrechts, § 39. ». 96. 3rd Ed.



1M7) Only fifty Canons received by the Latin  Church.

1L Ttis clear that among all the ancient authors, John of An-
tch was the first who mentioned the apostolic canons, and these,
the whole eighty- five, as belonging to the volume of sacred writ-
g And, the Trullan council, in their second canon, having
passed a favorable decree concerning these canons,' and after-
wards John of Damascus having received them into the catalogue
of holy Scriptures? very few of the Greeks have called in ques-
tion their apostolic origin and aathority.

The first to be mentioned, who, among the Greeks, has hesita-
ted to ascribe the canons to the apostles, seems to be Photius.?
But the Greeks, as they never disputed concerning the num-
ber of the canons, always retained as sacred the eighty-five,

. Among the Latins it was different. About the year 500, Diony-
sius Exiguus, (who introduced our reckoning from the birth of
Christ,) by translating fifly canons from Greek into Latin, pre-
sented them to the Latin church. And, to this time, it is not
known why he did not translate into Latin the whole eighty-five
eanons, and give them all to the Latin church; whether he hap-
pened to have only ffiy canons in his perhaps mutilated magu-
seript, or thought he ought to exclude from his version the latter
thirty-five, a3 having been added after the collection was made.
Be that matter as it may, it is certain that the Latin church re-
ceived only the first fifty, and heid them sacred.

Nor has the usage of the church been changed in later times.
Bat canons, advanced to greater authority as having come from
the apostles, have in many things been made arbiters. And, be
it remembered, it was in a time when criticism had not yet been
applied to ecclesiastical history, that no one opposed their claims.
In the sixth century they are often brought forward by the popes
to promote the papal interests. Their power and authority in-
creased more and more; yet uo more than the fifty came into use.
This is easily ascertained from the controversy of Cardinal Hum.
bert, who, when he contended at all points against Nicetas Pec-
toratus conceming the Sabbath, loudly asserted that all the ca-

1*Edofe d¢ «al Toito 1§ dyig tabty ovwédy xailiora kol omovdaisrara, Gore
pvesy xal and Tob viv Pepaiovs xal dopaleis . . . Todg b TV Wpd Hudv dyiuy
xal fvdiiwy arooTOAWY bydonkovra wévre Kavovas.

* Pe Fide Orthod. Lib. 1V, ¢. 28.°

7 In his Bibliotheca, Cod. 112; in his Preface to the Nomocanon, and in
Matthaei Blastaris Ilpo@eupia: O piv dAAQ xal rods Aeyouévovg 1w dyiwy
dxoorirwy, £l Kai Tives abTod; dugupBodovs b Tivag alriag fynoavro.
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nons, exccpt the fifly, were apocryphal. It appears from many
pussages that Gratian (A. D. 1145) thought the same.!

Having now briefly stated the testimonies concerning the col-
lection of the canons, we proceed to consider the origin of each.

All who have diligently examined the work, mnst have discov-
ered that the canons have not proceeded from one author. The
testimonies of the ancients, indeed, prove this. For often in the
councils of the fourth and of the fifth century, reference is tnade
to most ancient canons to which various names are given. Let
us, therefore, trace those vestiges which may yet be found in the
early ages, and bring them to light, that the origin of the canons
may become more manifest.

IIL The council of Chalcedon (A. D.451), when, in their
twenty-second canon, they decreed it unlawful for the clergy af-
ter the death of a bishop to seize the property which belonged to
him, sanctioned as it were and fortified their canon by adding, as
also ¢ is intevdicted in the ancient canons, (xaOmg wai T0ic nélas
xavbow amyydpeveas). But observe how wonderful it is, if we in-
spect the matter more thoronughly. Let us look around and ex-
amine whether there is any such prohibition in the canons of
former councils. We find no canon except our fortieth apostolic
canon which expressly orders that the property of the bishop be
not lost, nor cease to be at his disposal, but that he have the
power of leaving it to whomsoever he may pleases In view of
these facts, who can doubt that the council of Chalcedon, in the
words quoted, pointed to our canons ? In passing, let us here re-
mark, that ancient regulations were first cited under the name
of apostolical canons in the council of Constaatinople, A. D. 394,
(See Zonaras, p. 627, and Balsamon, p. 768.)® At that council
there were present, besides many other bishops, Theophilus of
Alexandria, Flavius of Antioch, Gregory of Nyssa, and Theodo-
rus of Mopsuestia,—men of great eminence. No one will deny
that the regulation presented in our camon LXVI, [otherwise
nwmbered LXXIIL and LXXIV,] is similaz to the one which

! Gratian. Distinot. 16. Pref. and Urben 1I. apud Gratianom, Dist. 32, o. 6.

® Can. XL. "Eorw ¢avepd ra 1dia rod émioxdmov npaypara, elye xal Idia Eyer,
kgl gavepd T2 xvpiaxd, Iv’ tfovoiay bxy, tov 18iwv Tedevrdy 8 Emioxomos ol Bob-
Aeras xal &g fobAeras karadeipar, xal wi) wpophoes TOV ERKANOLAOTIRGY MPAYUG-
Ty SwarinTewy 18 o0 éxiokéxmov. .

3 M) ypivas mpdg TO E8ic unTe mapd Tpudv, ph TE ye xapd dbo TV mebduvor
doxipalopevov kadaipeiodas, GAAR yap mielovos ovvsdov Yidy xal Tov T énap-
xiag, xad¢ xal ol drogrodixol Kaviver diwpicavro.
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we have inserted at the bottom of the page as having been de-
caeed by that council.l
It should be further remarked, that the Fathers in this general
council, A. D. 381, sent epistles to Damasus, Ambrose, and other
bishops then assembled at Rome, in which from an ancient ca-
oo, ([Tedaids 2 ods (078 Decuos xexparnxs, xas Ty ayiwr év Ni-
uix xaripor 0gos,) they contended it ought to be established that
bishops in their own parishes, and there only, with the assistance,
il they think proper, of other neighboring bishops, should give
ardination to those who become clerical persons. Nor is thers
any law more ancient than the Nicene council, except canons
XIV.and XV, which forbid a bishop's leaving his own parish,
and pervading that of another, unless a reasonable cause con-
strain him.2
And about that time Evagrias occopied the episcopal chair at
Antioch, having been ordained by no one except his predecessor
Paulinus ; which Theodoret, in his Ecclesiastical History, B. V.
c. 23, affirms to have been done contrary to the ecclesiastical law,
(mapa Tov éxxhnoiacTindy Oecuoy,)—nay, contrary to many canons,
(mapa aollovg xavoras.)e But manifestly his affirmation is in har-
mony with the canon which expressly enjoins, Let a bishop be
ordained by two bishops or by three, (Emioxonog yeiporovein&o
=0 imioxonwy dvo ] teer). May we not reasonably infer that
Theodoret had in his mind our first canon, from which he judged
the ordination of Evagrius to be unlawful? But if we thorough-
ly examine the other canons, the seventy-sixth presents itselfl to
us, which establishes in almost so many words the judgment of

} Can. LXVI. *Ericxomor xarnyopydévra ini riva mapd déiomiorwv xol mio-
TOw xpocoTwy, xaAsicda:r abTdv dvayxaiov ¢md Tov dxiondémwy kb udv dravrioy
&ai axoAoynoyp % éAeyxein, dpilecdas 70 bxuripiov - el 8% xadotuevos pi) draxoi-
®0t, kadziodw xal deiTepoy, brooTeAdoybvay i abrdv dio ixwkomwy - biv 62 xal
ofTu xaragpovicas uy dravrioy, f civedos aropaivécdw xar' airod Td dokoivre,
bxuc iy doiy xepdaivey guyodixoy.

* We bere inse/the two canons entire, to avoid the necessity of repetition
bereafler.—Can. XIV. 'Erioxoroy uj t{eivac karaAeipavra riv éavrod mapoixiay
érepg bmimndiv, xéy brd xAeibver bvaysalnras, el up T ebAoyos alria g Toiro
Puolpuévy atrdv moceiv, & xAéov i kipdog dvwvauévov abrot Toig ixeioe Adyy elos-
Beiog ovu3iArecdas - &al Tobro Ok olx i¢' éavrod, GAAQ Kpiger mOAALY EmionomEY
sal xapaxizoes peyiory. Can. XV, El ri¢ wpeodirepos §) diaxovos } SAwg Toi xe-
Tadéyov rov xAgpisay Gmodeipag THv lavrod mapowiov elg brépav Gméidy, xal
werredic peracras duaTpiPy tv (Adg mapowig wapd yvluny Tov iioy dmiaximor -

roiror kedebouey pRKérs Asitovpyeiv, padsora el mpoaxedodpévov airdv rob imie-
tzoy abrov dmaveAdeiv oly imixovoer bmipivay 1§ Grafig- Og Aaixds uévroe
eioe xorvwveito. .
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Theodoret: A bishop must not gratify his brother, or his son, or -
any other kinaman with the episcopal dignity, or ordain whom he
pleases . . . But if any one shsll do s0, let the ordination be in-
valid.! Most clearly, if we do not greatly err, Theodoret had'
this ¢anon also in his mind.

If now we go back to the earlier time of the Christian church,
we find such vestiges of the canons that it will appear that they
were éven then known, Nor will any one deny that most proba-
bly the Nicene council ot only had regard to these canons, but
also confirmed and more amply described them. We shall not
deay that the canons were in use before this council.

Thus Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, when, in an epistle to
Alexander, bishop of Constantinople, he mentions it as scanda-
lous in many bishops that they received into the communion of
the church several persons excommunicated by himself, sustains
his opinion by these words, @ uijre drosrolixoy xaréva rovro dvy-
Jwoeir.2  'Who, indeed, is there whom it can escape, that canons
XIL and XIIL ase opposed to this abuse ¥  And by this epistle,
as it was written before the Nicene council, it is necessanly
shown even that the whole covncil were acquainted with these
CRhons.

The Nicene Futhers, when they had in mind to propose and
sanction certain canons conceming eunuchs, referred to earlier
canons, in which, they said, the same precepts were contained.
Now ovur canons exhibit to us certain precepts concerning en:
nuchs;4 so that it can be affirmed; without any doubtfulness, that
the Nicene Fathers had regard to these. For if this be not ad-
mitted, where can be found any other canons which establish the
same rules concerning eunuchs? 'Wherever we may search, we
find nowhere anything similar, except in our canons.

But there is another argument which confirms our conjecture.

YOt ob xpi) Emiokomor 1§ &leAdp § vi( 1) répy ovyyevel yaplbuevov o afiw-
pa Tig émioromiig, xetporovely obg abroc BoiAeras- . . . . . ¢l 8¢ ri¢ roiro morg-
oel, arvpog pevéty f yeiprovia . .

3 Theodoret, Hist. Eceles. Lib. I, c. 3.

3 Can. XMUMI. El i sAnpixds 5 Aainde bpwpiouévoc firor ddexrog, bmedddv v
drépg wbAes Sex ¥y Gvev ypapuatey overarikdv, dgopilécdu xal b defduevoc xal
& dexdeic.

4 Can, XX|1. Edvoiiyoc el udv 3 bmypeiag dvdpbmuy EFyevers rig, i bv dioyud
&¢ppedy Td Gvdpiv, § abrus kv, Kal toTiv &g, kniokomor yivéodw -—Can. XXII.
‘Q ixpuTpisoas bavrdv, ui) yivéodw xAnpixds - abrogovevric yap doriv tavrod xal
Tijs 0¥ Deob Snuovpyiac éxdpds. Can. XXUIL. El ric xAnpixdc Ov favrdv éxpo-
™piacer, kadaipeiodw, povevric yap torv bavrod.
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The sixty-second apesiolical canon! espressly commands thet a
slerical persom be depesed, if he deny his clerical character
trongh fear of a Jow, or of 8 geatile, or of a heretic ; but it gives
w direction what shall be done to him who, before being ordain-
o, may have denied Christ. Now the Nicene Fathers assiga %0
wch 2 man the same punishment that is assigned in our apostol-
il canon
And it i3 evident that our canons, under varions names indeed,
were known also to other coundils. Thas I would not deny that
the council at Antioch, (A. D. 341,)dlude to our canons when
lhey manhon Oacpm Sodyoiaosinets ¥l GOPEIGTIpOr NORTHORIER
& xxripwe gpeiy xaviva. Nor may we at all conjecture that the
aathor of our canons rednced his canons, as being spurions and
fictitions, into harmony with the canons of the ecuncil at Antioch,
whea the Fathers of the council affirm them to be narva sov de-
8oy xuriva.

But let us produce another testimony, which is extant, con-
ceming the canons. For 1 hold it to be certnin that our canoms
were known to Athanasius. He refers to them for the parpese
of proving that his being deposed, which the Arians had effected,
was unlawful. He informs us that he was removed from his eo-
clesiastical office, without being summoned to trial before a couna-
el of bishops, and without being convieted by his opponents, but
being accused by Arimns, his enemies, unworthy of coofidence.
All which, he contends, was done contrary to a constant and abid-
ing canon of the church. This compels us to think that Athana-
sius had in view our canon LXXIV,2 which directs that a bish-
op be summoned 1o trial by bishops, and if he meet them, and be
convicted, that he be punished by the council.

This opinion is confirmed by the fact that Athanasius has often
quoted ecclesiastical canons in such & manner that it is obvious
they aoccord with those of which we are treating.

Bat let us call into discussion those passages which are extant
in Eusebius conceming our canons. Eusebius, called by the suf-
frages of the clergy and of the people to the office of bishop at
Antioch, declined this dignity, because he thought that his ac-

1 Bi ric adngpinds 6:d $poBov vdpdmivoy "lovdaiov § "EAdgvog §i alpeTinot dpvh-
oxras, & wgdv byopa Xpiorob, dxoﬁa).haﬂu, el 6t xal 70 Svoua Toi KAnpikod, ka-
Bapricdu - peravonoos 8, ¢ Aaixdg de.

* Exioxomwov saryopudévra ixi v 1r¢pd 4Eonioruy dvSpdmev, saleiodas
siriy ipaysaiov brd f?v tmgkimuy kbv pdv dravrioy xal buodoynoy # dley-
1eiy, dpiiradas T ExiTiion .
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ceptance of it would be contrary to an apostolical canon, (d7os-
voluxoy xavore.) In his life of Constantine, B. III c. 61, he pre-
sents us an epistle of the emperor, in which he very much com-
mends Eusebius fur this; and affirms to him that he now uader-
stands that Eusebius had rightly observed the ecclesiastical ca-
non, and had acted in accordance with apostolic tradition.t 1t will
now appear to be placed beyond a donbt that both Ensebius and
Consiantine referred to onr canon X1V3

It remains that we inspect and weigh the testimonies of the
Latin church. We have already mentioned that at first the Latin
-church knew nothing at all of the canons; but that afterwards
she attributed great power and authority to a part of them. The
first who in the Roman church has made mention of them is Ju-
lius, bishop of Rome, who referred to these canons, when, in an
epistle to the Oriental bishops, he reproached them with certain
things connected with the deposing of Athanasius. From this,
bowever, we cannot conclnde that the canons were then of force
in the Western church. For, probably, Athanasius had informed
Julius concerning this canon; and urged upon him that, relying
on this canon, which the Oriental charch had acknowledged, he
might demonstrate to the Greek bishops that their proceeding
had been unlawful. ‘

At length, the decree of Gelasius ascribed our canons to the
class of apocryphal books, Concerning this decree there have
been the most diverse opinions. Indeed, some have gone so far
as to contend that no council was ever held at Rome, A. D. 494,
by the bishop Gelasins.3 Others think it altogether uncertain
whether this decree was ever put forth by Gelasius, since no one
mentions it till three hundred years afierwards. But others (we
need mention only Beveridge)t are of the opinion that, even if
Gelaxius issued a decree coucerning books to be received and to
be rejected, it is, nevertheless, uncertain whether those words,
the apecryphal book of the canons of the apostles, (liber canonum

! Euseb. Vita Constant. Lib. 11L. c. 61...Tov xavéva tic tkkAgoiacrinis
tmioriung elg axpipetay yvdexSevra . . . dppevelv yoby TouTow Gmep dpeoti Te
ro e xai 19 drooroAix mapadosel ohudwva gaiverar, ebayéc.

*? *Erioxotov uj) éieivar karadeipavra Ty éavrod mapoikiav, frépg émimnddv,
xdv Umd TALoVvWY Graykiletat, el pi Tic ebroyoc altia § roite Pialexivy alTdy
nowelv. . . .

3 Jo. Pearson, in his Vindiciae Epistolorum Ignatii, P. [, ¢. 4.

4 Beveridge, Codex Canonum Ecclesiae Primitivae Vindieatus, Lib. L. o.
1X. §3.
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Apostolorum  apocryphns,) proceeded from Gelasins himself.

This opinion becomes probable, when we consider that, in the

manuseript of Justell and in other manuscripts, these words are
manifestly wanting. Besides, Hincrar, bishop of Rheims, con-
tends that the canons of the apostles are not reconnted by Gela-
sus in this decree. However this may be, we understand soffi-
dently from Isidore of Seville! that the Latin church rejected
them entirely, and ascribed to them not even the least anthority.
This being made clear, we easily sece why these canons have
been exclnded from later collections of canons ; as has been done
by Martin of Braga2 by Ferrand, deacon of Carthage? and by
others. At least, by the Pseudo-Isidore, they were given out to
be truly apostolical canons; and, therefore, they were received
into the canonical Law. Bnt although in the seventh centary,
and in Jater centuries also, they were called in question, yet at
length they claimed for themselves ecclesiastical authority and
power.

But it is now sofficiently evident, that the canons of the apos-
tles did not derive their origin from the apostles themselves, and
that, not from this but from some other cause, they were honored
with the name of the apostles. In this our age men have indulged
their ingenuity and their imagination; and the more novel their
conjectures, the more gmatifying they have been to many. Bat
in proposing and amplifying my conjecture, 1 refer to Spittler,
who, if there is need, can give it support.4

From oar survey of the testimonics of the ancients, it seems
evident that, in the early chureh, single canons were circulated
wnder the name of ancient canons, apostolical canons, ecclesiasti-
eal regulations, and ancient law, (mdlas xavévzs dmosrolixol xavo-
ves, ZxxAnoiacTixoi ecpoi, madaios vopos.) Each of these canons,
although made and sanctioned by later persons, has been ascribed
to the apostles, if it has seemed to accord with their doctrine.
These canons, therefore, were called apostolical, not [at first] from
any supposed apostolical authorship, but from the nature of the
doctrine inculcated in them. There were in the early ages

! Isidor. Hisp. ap. Anton. Augustin. Lib. 1. de emendat. Gratiani Dial. V1.
Gratiani Digest XV1. c. 1. Canounes qui dicuntur Apostolorum, sed quis nec
sedes apostolica eos recepit, nec 8. 8. Patres illis assensum praebuerunt, pro eo,
quod ab baereticis sab nomine apostolorum compositi dignoscantur, quamvis
m jis utilia inveniantar.

* Compare Du Pin, Nov. Bibl. Auct. Eccles. Tom. L. p. 23.

? Breviatio Canonam, Comp. Justelli Bibl, Jaris Can. Vet. Tom. [. p. 419.

4 See Spittler’s Geschichte des Kanonischen Rechts, p. 13.

Yo1 IV. No. 13 2
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many chuarches or parishes to which there were ascribed, as
it were, a preéminence and a superior authority, because they
derived their origin from apostles; whence there was given to
them the name of apostolical churches.

After having diligently examined all the testimonies, I would
now; withont any hesitancy, contend that all the canons arose,
one after another, in single churches of the first centuries, until,
instead of being dispersed here and there, they were brought
into one collection.

IV. Let us now see at what time the single canons first appear-
od. To guard against transgressing the propesed limits of this
dissertation, it will doubtless be hest to place together several
eanocuns and exhibit our judgment eoncerniug them.

As to the firet two canons, they order expressly that a bishop
be ordained by two or three bishops ; but a preshyter, a deacon and
any other clerical person, by one bishop.! But how alien this mle
is from the apostolic times! This we sufficiently perceive from
the terms employed. For who does not know that, in the apos-
tolie age, there was no distinctiop between presbyter and bishop?
And ginoe in our canons a bishop and a presbyter are distinguish-
od in autharity, in office and even in rank, it is evident that this
distinction is most unsuitable to the apostolic age, in which thesa
names were used promiscnously. To what age do we assign
these canens ? Certainly to one in which there was a distinction
between the words bishop and presbyter, and a new signification
had come into use. Hesides, we find an indication of the time
of their ongin in the mention of the other clerical persons, (oi Let-
moi xAypinoi.) So far as I can judge, it is right to eonclude that
these canons were framed at that time when the inferior clerical
orders in the chureh were constituted. Now since Tertullian, in
his work De Praescriptione Haereticorum, ¢. 41. mentions the in-
ferior orders, and is the first ecclesiastical writer that has mentien-
od themn, it follaws that these canons are to be adjudged to the con-
eluding part of the second century.

In canens III, IV. and V, certain regulations are presented im
respect to the first fruits which were to be offered. As it is self-
evident that the origin of these was not apostolical, I forbear to
enlarge on the subject. Bat no one who has carefully considered
the matter, will deny that these canons pertain to the Mosaic law,

! Can. . "Enioxenwos yeiporoveiodw dmd dmioxonwv diw § tpisv, and Can. 11,
HpeaBizepoc 0¢* bvds bmiondmov yeiporoveiodw, kal diakovos kal ol Amixed xAe-
pexoi. .
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in the abrogation of which all, in the aposiolic age, were agresd

This ancient observance of the Jewish church, towards the closs

of the third cemtury, when bishops arrogated to themselves in-
creased snthority, prevailed so much that fruits were not only
ofiered by the faithful, but were distributed by the bishops to all
others who were meedy. Of this Origen is a most sabstantial
witness ; fromm whoee testimony it is abundantly evident, that the
sustom of offering first fruits was already in his time exoeedingly
common.!

The fifth canon, & most dangerous rock to the Roman church,
sxhibits the regulation that no bishop, presbyter, or deacon, put
away his wife under pretext of religion; and the seventh incul-
cates that no one of the clergy undertake secular caresS Each
of these canons is 80 consentaneous with the apostolio age, that
nothing binders our supposing it to be sanctioned by apostolis
men. The sabject of the sizzh canon sufficiently explains why,
in the Western church where celibacy was held in great honos,
oar canons, of which those just now quoted are unfavorable to
celibacy, were received so tardily.

Then in the eighth canon it is forbidden that any bishop, or pres-
byter, or deacon, celebrate the sacred day of the Passover [East
ex] before the vernal equinox, with the Jews, under penalty of
being deposed 3 Bot it will not appear wonderful to any omae,
that I most confidently adjudge this canon to the end of the sec-
oad century, if I present briefly the reasons of this judgment
What! 1Is any canon sanctioned, unless there be some cause
requiring its prowulgation? No, most certainly. Now let us in.
spect the canon. From what cause was it possible to decree
that the Passover be not kept before the vernal equinox, with the
Jews ? Doubtless from the cause that, at the time of passing the
decree, there had arisen many and vehement contentions respect-
ing the day on which the Passover was to be celebrated. The
canon, therefore, fits precisely the end of the second century,

! Origen ¢ontra Celsam, Lib, VII. p. 400, ed. Cantabrig. Kéloos piv dai-
poriiee braridévar BobAerar - fuelc 8 1§ elzivri, flaoTyairw 7 yi foravyy yép-
Tov . .. & & rig awapydc dwodidwuny, roliTw xal rdg elyic dvaTéumoury, Lyovrec
&pyeepéa péyer, deeAnAvdora roig obpavots, 'Insoiv, Tdv viov Tob Yeob.

? Can. V1. ’Emioxonog §j mprogurepoc §; diaxovoc ripv éavrab yvvaixa uj) éxBal-
Arw mpopager evAaBeias - v 8 3ady dgopilicde - tmuévay i, kadaeicto.
Can. VII. 'Exioxomos § mpec3iTepog 7 diarovor kooutkag dporridag ph dvaiaula-
vicdo - ¢l 8¢ p), xadapeiotu.

3Can. VILI. EI rig émioxomog §) mpeoBirepoc §) diakovog mipy dyiav Tod maoya qué-
pay xpd Tie éapIyiis ionuepiag perd’lovdaiwy bmiredéoel, xaVaipriodo.
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when this question was most vehemently agitated between Vic-
tor, bishop of Rome, and Polycrates, bishop of Smyma.

The pext two canons, (IX. and X,) treat concerning the holy
communion to be received by all the faithful, both clergy and
laity, whenever they enter the church.! It is with good reason
that Beveridge refutes the opinion of Daillé, who, becanse adhe-
rents of the Roman church leave the place of worship without
partaking of the host, and thus she does not observe those ca-
nons, confidently infers that she did not acknowledge their apos-
tolic origin. But what to us is the Roman church? It belongs
to herself to see why she follows another fashion. Her usago
and custom can bring nothing against the antiquity of our canons.
So far are these canons from being at variance with the observ-
ances of the second century, that they fit them exactly. Let us
consult the Fathers of that century. Justin Martyr at once pre-
sents himself, and can vouch for the correctness of our statement.
In his Apology, when he describes the encharist to Antoninus Pi-
us, he says expressly of the Christians that they all assembled on
Sunday, and listened to the reading of the sacred Scriptures and
10 an address from the bishop. Then all arose together to pray;
and, when prayers were ended, there was an offering of bread
and wine. The bishop gave thanks. The people responded,
Amen. Distribution was made, and each partook3 It is obwvi-
ous, therefore, that in this century the eucharist was celebrated
by all Christians, as often as they came together. It is not, then,
alien from the observances of the second century, if our canons
threaten excommunication to clerical and lay persons who do not
partake of the communion, when an offering is made.

V Can, X, Ei 1y Eriokomog ) mpeo3vrepog 7 duikovog 7 éx Tod xaroAéyov rob
leparinol mpoopopds yevouivye pi ueraddor, v alriav elware - xal ddv edAoyog
g, ovyyvoung Tvyxavérw - el 6 i Aéyn. agopilioda, d¢ airwg LAl yevépevog
79 Aad kal Dwévoiay dumotnoas kata Tod mpooevéysavrog. Can. X. Iavrac rodg
elocbvrag marody xal TOV ypagdv ixobovrag, 1y mapapévovras 8 t§ mpocevyj xal
1 dyig peradinpes, O arafiav burowivras T dxxAnoig, ipopifecdar xpi.

* [Apol. L. ¢c. 67. Kal 7§ Tod pAiov Aeyouévy fufpg mivrwy Kard morei P
&ypods pevivrwy Enl 10 abrd ovwidevois yivera:, xal T8 amomvnuoveluara Tov
émooTéAwy, §) Td ovyyphupara rTov mpopnTOY dvayivdokerar péxpls dyxwpes.
Elra mavoauévov Tob dvayiwiexovrog, & mpoeords Sid Abyov Thv vovdesiav kai
mpérAnaty Tig TdV KaAey ToiTwY piufoews moweitai. "Exeara dviorducda Kot
whvres, nal ebyds mépmouev - xal, o mpobpnuey, Tavoauivwy Hudy Tic edyic,
éprog mpaogéperar xal Swvog kal Hdwp ; kal b mpoeoray ebyds buoiwg kal ebyapis-
viag, Son divauis alry, dvarméuwe:, xal b Aade amevpnuei Aéywy TO dpiv- xal
di6dooig xal ) perdAypis dmwd TOv elbyapiory Sévrov éxiary yiverar.]
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In the next two canons, (XL and XII,) there is nothing to pre-
veat their being adjudged to the apostolic age. That they who
we guilty of & want of rectitude or of truth, be kept from the com-
musion, agrees most fally with the first times of the Christian
charch.

To the thirteensh canon another time must be assigned. Here
wmmendatory letters are mentioned. The ecclesiastical custom
of giving such letters to those who were sent from another vici-
nity, aroee in the third century, when, in the time of persecutions,
the several churches were obliged to use the ntmeost caation, lest
they should receive a secret Heathen or heretio; [or mther, the
custom which very naturally began in the time of the apostles,
then became specially important.}

Concemning canons XIV. and XV. we have already treated,
and shown that regard was had to these canons in subsequent
timeg. It remains that we here remark, in passing, that canons
X1V, XV. and XVI, contsin nothing which departs from the
apostolic age; and therefore, although perhaps they were framed
at a later time, we cannot deny that they may have helonged to
the apostolic period, if we judge merely from the subjects of which
they treat. | Bat surely the author would not contend that, in the
time of the apestles, such abeolute control over Presbyters was
given to a bishop, as is assumed in canon XV.; nor that the in-
ferior orders swelling * the catalogue of clerical persons,’ had al-
ready been introduced.}

Let us now proceed to the following canotis, namely, XVII,
XVIII, X1X. and XX, concerning whieh the same judgment is
to be pronounced. Nothing can be found in them that does not
accord with the primitive church. [But here we would make the
same remark which we made on the preceding paragraph. Be-
sides, the misinterpretation of 1 Tim. 3: 2, (a eonsequence and a
cause of much error,) the mention of ‘the sacerdotal catalogue,
and perhaps some other things in these canons, seem to betmy an
ascetic, hierarchieal and Judaizing spirit and tendency.]

The foar canoms which follow, (XXI, XXII, XXIIL and
KXX1V,) deeree that he who has mmutilated himself, never be
made a clergyman ; and that if a clergyman has mutilated himself,
ke be deposed ; but if a layman, that he be separated from com-
munion three years. Daillé has, I think, cotrectly remarked that
eanons have not been established and promulgated in the church
before some fact gave ocoasion for their being introduced. But

if we examine the history of the primitive church whether there
o
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may be any example which might have given occasion for these
canons, we do not search long in vain. From the preceding part
of our discussion it followed, that onr canons were at least more
ancient than the Nicene council. Epiphanius, that most grave
reprover of heretics, describes at large the heresy of the Vale-
sians, who mutilated themselves. (Haeres. Vales, 58. Eisi 82
marrey amoxomn.) But let us recollect that bloody act which,
as all know, the most celebrated teacher of the early church
performed npon himself; Origen I mean, who, bomme away by
msane and perverse juvenile ardor, perpetrated against himself
such a crime, It is in the highest degree probable that these ca-
nons were not in existence when this deed was performed by
Ongen; and it is not improbable that the deed of Origen occa-
sioned the establishing of these canous, so that it was forbidden,
under penalty of being deposed or separated, that any similar act
be done under the semblance of piety.

Althongh we assign alsc to this time canons XXV.and XXVI
88 being consonant with apostolic doctrine, yet we do not assign
10 it capon XX V1], because there is in it a mention of the minor
orders ; about which circumstance we have already spoken.

Nor can we in any manner accede o the opinion of Daillé, who,
with arguments that are not valid, impugns the antiquity even of
canon XX VIIL ‘Chis canon communds that a bishop, presbyter,
or deacon striking believers who sin, or unbelievers who do an
jury, be deposed. I do not see how any one can deny thatin
1 ‘Lim. 3: 2, and in Tit. 1: 7, the foundation is contained on which
thus canon rests. That apostolic men, therefore, could have sanc-
tioned this canon, will be manifest to all who consider the matter
without partiality.

Let us now proceed to discuss the question concerning the ca-
nons fromn XXX, to XXXIV.; all which I think to have been
framed in the middie of the third century. Let us more accu-
rately inspect their contents. Do they not place the image of the
third century before our eyes? Now there was provision to be
made by a canon lest any one obtain the office of a bishop by
means of the secular powers. How abhorrent this is from the
aposiolic age we need-not say. But afterwards, in the third cen-
tury, audacious men, to the detriment of the church, obtained the
episcopale in an unworthy manner. Other canons very mach fa-
vor the dignity of that office. In these precepts we see the be-
ginnings of the hierarchy.! And any one most easily understands

} Can. XXXI. E! rig émiokomog xoopixoic (ipxovatv xpnoduevos 80 atrav by-
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st several of these ocanons were written to exalt the dignity of
the Bishop, and increase his power.

Incanons X X XIX, XIL. and XLI, there are similar efforts to
cammend the episcopel honor and dignity. In canon XXXIX, it
s anthornitatively declared that the bishop shall have care of the
ecclesiastical revenues, and administer them as in the presence
of God, (xat dsocxsizer avsa aig Gsov épogoirros.) Nay, canon XL,
directs that presbyters and deacons perform nothing without the
bshop. These are the beginnings and foundations from which
the hierarchy was elevated to its highest eminence. In view of

these facts, who does mot acknowledge that these canons were

not only well known and spread abroad in the third century, but
alzo that there were in them the germs of regulations, which the

Papal church in later times has used as the basis of her system?

Moreover, they decide another thing pertaining to ecclesiastical
discipline, concerning which, in the third century, there had arisen
great discord ; namely, concerning the revenues which were to be
paid to the bishops. Although the priests often imposed on the
lsymen a greater tribute than was proper, yet they ofien endea-
vored in vain 1o collectit  Our foréy-first canon deduced from the
religion of the Jews the layman’'s duty of paying to the priest;
since they who wait at the altar (Deut. 18), are also maintained
by the altar!  And this also accords with the habits of the third
century ; when it was believed that the Christian church is to be
formed and reguiated after the model of the Jewish church, and
the priesthood of the Christians, after the model of the Levitical
presthood.

Concerning the antiguity of canon XXXV, in which the an-
thority of Metropolitan bishops is established, we find a contest
still undecided. Daillé vehemently assails the canon, and denies
its antiquity. But although in the true and undoubted monn-
ments of the apostles we readily concede to Daillé that there ap-
pears no vestige of the Metropolitans, yet we must oppose him
in respect 1o this canon. Great force and great influence, in our
opinion, ought to be attributed to the fact that the Nicene council

xpamy ixxAnoias yevnTal, xadapeicdw xal d¢opt§écu90, xal ol kowwvoivres alre

zavreg. Can. XXXIX. Hévrov rov xchnoiaotindy mpeyusruy 6 briokomog

gfre iy gpovrida, xal Swueito abrd, &g deod igpopovrog. ... Can. XL. oi
xpeapiTepos ol diaxovol Gvev yvluye Tov Emiokémov ppdev émiredeitwoay. .
Can. XLI. Hpooraooouey tov émioxomwov ¢ovaiay Eyew tav Tig éxxAnoiac wpay-
,lﬂrw . Sore xarad Thv atrod éfoveiav wavra doweioVal. .

i 'o yap vopos Toi Beob dierafaro, Tovg TO Mmmp:.p vmaperoivras x
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ealled the privileges of the Metropolitans, tho amcient eustoms,
(va dppaic &9v.) And indeed the Niceme ovuncil estublishes
pothing on this subject &s 8 new arrangement; but, rather, directs
that the ancient usages oontisue, Aws the testimony in this case
ean in no way be weakened, it is right to conclude that the privi-
leges of the Metropolitans were in use long before the Nicene
eouncil, ’

All agree in acknowledging the antiquity of canons XXXVI
ahd XXXVIL; not have I anything which I might bring for-
ward against the origin of them in the apostolio age. [But still
we ought to bear in mind the following considerations: 1. That
here the distinetion between a bishop and a presbyter is sich as
is no where found in the genuine writings of the Hpostles. 3.
That here cities and countries are spoken of as being subject (#x0-
meipevee) to a bishop; and bishops are spoken of as helding, pos-
Pessing, ot governing those cities of countrics; (xatégorres voe no
Ao éxeivag ) rag poipag,)—whereas; in the Acts of the Aposties,
20: 1728, a very different style is used in reference to the elders
or presbytets (mpesfvripovs) of the church at Ephesus, whom the
wpostle Panl charged to take heed to themselves and to ail the
flock over which the Holy Ghost had made them overseers or
bishops, (#moxémove). In the age of the aposties, the pastor took
oversight of the flock, and was bishop of the churck in this or
that place. In the age of these canons, he elaimed jurisdiction
ower the whole place. 3. That the arrogant and lopdly tone with
which the thirty-seventh canon closes, indicates not the apostolic
but later times]. Indeed, I can say nothing against canoh
XXXYVIII, although there is in it & mention of Pentecost.! For
in ancient eoclesiastical writers, Pentecost is found in & double
seuso. Besides one festive day, it signifies also the whole inter-
wal of fifty days between the Passover and Pentecost; and in
this more extended sense there is sometimes mention of Pente-
cost in the ecclesiastical writers of the second century.

Concerning the canons which follow next we have already
given an opinion. Here it will be sufficient to remark that even
in canons XLIV. and XLV, there is nothing dissonant from
apostolic doctrine ; [but in respect to all these canons, (from the
forty-second to the forty-fifth, inclusive,) and to others where

! Can. XXXVIIL Acirepov ol Erovs otvodog ywbode Tov bmoxémey, xal
bvakpivérwoay GAAjlove T@ déyuara THe eboePeias xal rdc bumimwroboas ExxAn-
ouwaoTikds Gridoyias Sadvérwowy - Gmaf pdv T rerdpry éBdouid Tig mevryxoo-
Tiic, Sebrepov St mepPBeperaiov dwdexiry.
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bishops are introduced as belonging to an ovder entirely distinot
from that of presbyters, and where sub-deacons, readers, and others
of the minor clerical orders are meationed, we mast be permitted
to doubt their having come from the apostolic age, until some proof
be adduced.

In canons XLVI, XLVIL and XLV1I] the baptism of here-
tics is represented as a defilement by which every one who par-
ticipates with them becomes exposed to damnation; and, under
penalty of being deposed, a Bishop or Presbyter is forbidden to
re-baptize one who has been truly baptized.! 'To what age, them,
would we adjudge these canons? We refer them, most confi-
dently, to the end of the third century, there having arisen, at
length, in the third century, controversies respecting the baptism
of heretics. Nor did any controversy on this subject arise before
the two councils at Carthage bud confirmed the ancient custom
of baptizing beretics, and Stephen, bishop of Rome, had rejected
their decrees. It would here be out of place to expatiate on this
discord concerning the baptism of heretics. But every one will
understand that our canons could not have been written at any
other time than abouat the end of the third century, when there
was enkindled on this subject a most bitter controversy.

We must now speak concerning canons XLIX. and L. Cs~
non XLIX. inculcates that baptism be administered in the name
of the Father, and of the Sou, and of the Holy Spirit; and canom
L forbids that any bishop or presbyter, under penalty of being
deposed, perform merely one immersion given in raference to the
death of the Lord, instead of three immersions pertaining to one
ipitiation® All mnst acknowledge it 10 have been a very ancient
euslom to immerse three times those who were baptized. But
nevertheless, we deny the apostolic origin of these canons. For,
without any doubt, they are directed against that kind of heretiocs,
who, instead of the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,
used this formula in baptizing: ‘I baptize thee into the death of
Christ’ Eunomius, an Arian, as he denied the divinity of the

! Can. XLV!{. *Exioxomroc # mpeolvrepos rdv xar' 4Andeiav Eyovra Banrioua
bdv bnoBev Baxtioy, # TdY uepodvoubvor mapd rov oefov v u) Bantioy, xa-
daupeioBo, ¢ yeAdy Tdv oravpdy kal Tdv Tad xvpiov ddvarov, xal g Suaxpivey
lepéac 7iv pevdicpéur. '

$ Can. L. Ei i éxioxowoc f wpeofirepor, uh tpie Pamriousra pidc uvhoes
Bnredioy, aAA’ bv fanTioua 9 elg Tov Bavaror 70d xvpiov Siddpevor, xadapeicdo -
o yip tizev & xipeog, Elg o Savarév pov Paxvioars, dAAd mopevdévres pady-
reboare sévra o EOvy, Baxrilovrey abrods ele 10 bvoua Tob warpds Kal Tob vied
xal 106 dyiov xyveipuaTos-
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Son and of the Holy Spirit, wished ot to baptize by trine im-
mersion, but only into the death of Christ. Of this fact Socrates
fuforms us in his Ecclesiastical History, B. V. ¢. 24. From this
nccount, therefore, it is exceedingly clear when these canons
were brought into existence. For they were framed for the pur-
pose of abolishing the perverse practice of those heretics.

Let us now pass to the second part of the canons, which, for a
long time, was not received at all in the Latin charch, but ob-
tained among the Greeks the same aathority which they accorded
to the first part.

It has seemed to me right 1o agree with the learned men who
have treated conceming them, that in canons LI, LIIL and the
¢ight next following, nothing opposes our referring theit origin to
the apostolic age. For they exhibit certain general regulations
which can be promulgated at almost any time. But the case is
different with canons LIL and LXII, which are expressly opposed
to those who affinn that a retarning penitent ought not to be re-
admitted! They examine this error, and direct that those who
had falien away, be received. We know very well, that, in the
third century, this rigor against the lapsed arose from the Nova:
tian controversies, To this time, therefore, we assign both these
cdnons.

Several of the other canons (LXIII, LXV, LV], LXVII, LXX,
LXX], and LXXIL) no one has assailed; bat all allow them 4
very high antiquity. .

But our camon LXIV must be subjected to a more careful ex-
wmination. It forbids that any one fast on the Lord’'s duy or on
the Sabbath except one only, to wit, the great or ante- Paschal,«
[the Saturday before Euster.]3 Although the observance which
vur canon exhibite in respect to fasting, is not so ancient as to
rench the apostolic age, yet we cantiot refer it to so late a time as
Duaillé assigns to it. For Tertullian, (De coron. Milit. c. 3.) as-
suves us that, in his time, the observance prevailed which our canon
osommends. And also from Epiphanins and other wtiters of the
fourth century, it can easily be seen that not only among the Mon-
tanists but also among the orthodox, this custom was very com-
mon in the third century. Canon LXIX. enjoins, under the hea-

)\ Can. LI1. El rig éwioxonog § mpeaférepor Tdv tmiorpéigovra amd duapriac ob
xpovdiyerar, 4AA’ aroPadderal, xadaipeiodw, S Avrel ypioTdv tov elmbvre, yapd
yiveras by obpav éxi évl duaprodd peravooivra.

* Can. LXIV. El 7ic xAnpixdc ebpedf iy svpiaxiy puépay vnorebwy # 0
oafBBarov ARy Tob dvde ubvov, xedaipeicdw * el Ot Aaixdy, dpopiléodw,
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viest penalty, the fast of Lent, commeneing the fortieth day (Qua~
tngexima) before Easter, and the fasts on Wednesday and Fric
day, (the fourth day of the week, and the day of the Preparation).
Besdes, in this canon itself, the inferior clerical orders are men.
toned, which not obscurely indicates the time of its origin; and
the rest of its contents, indeed, confirms this indication. 1 am
folly convinced that the ecclesiastical law, here presented, was not
received earlier than in the third century. There are, however,
among the learned, some who endeavor to vindicate the apostolis
origin of this Fast of Lent, appealing to passages of Jerome and
Augustin, who derive this custom from apostolic tradition. Baut
with these Fathers, the expressions used in those passages are
general forms of speaking, whick are by no means to be pervert.
ed 1t is evident, on the contrery, from the concurring statements
of writers in the third century and in the fourth, that the Fast, as
bere regulated, was not observed till in the third century.}

Against the amtiguity of canon LXXIIL learned men have
mentioned well founded objections. For when, in this eanon, it
s forbidden that any one appropriate to his own use a vessel of
sitver or of gold, or a curtain, that has been consecrated, it follows
that at the time when the canon was framed, the Christians had
sacred edifices and precious vessele3 .. . We therefore place this
canon in the beginning of the third century, when it is mnost cer-
tain that spacious and costly buildings for Christian worship were
erected.

But we readily acknowledge the very high antiquity of the
next following canons, as far as to the eighty-fourth; since, {in
most points,] they do not depart from the simplicity of the apos-
tolic age. Only this it seems proper to remark against canon
LXXXIT, that in the words as our Onesimus appeared, (olog 'Orij-
G0y, 6 Tuétegos aveqary,) it endeavors to impose on the reader
a false author. This, although it does not pertain to the subject
of which the canon treats, throws upon it an unfavorabie suspi-
eion; [which is not a little increased by the apparent assump-
tion of anlimited power for councils of bishops in canon LXXIV,

) Can. LXX. Ei ri émioxowog § xpeofirepoc # dianovoer f} Gvayviorne # PaA-
T3¢ Tyv éyiav TEOOGPANOOTHY Tob waoxa # retpade ) wapaokeviv ol ynarebol, Ka-
Poipeiodo, txrdp el pi 8 bodéveiay cwparwiy bumodifoiro- el 8 Aaixdg eln,
sgopcliadu.

2 Can. LXXIfI. Zxeboc xpvoody §) apyvpoiv dyiaadiv § &déwmy pndels bri elg
slxziav ypioey operepitade - mapavopov yip - el 0t Tig pwpadein, mripbodo
agopeoup
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and by the mention of ‘ the sacerdotal administration’ in canon
LXXXIII).

The eighty-third canon rejects the practice of those who obtain
at the same time an office in the Roman government and in the
church.! In this, regard is probably had to the proceeding in the
council at Antioch, which deposed Paul of Samosata, because,
among other offences, he was occupied as a secular magistrate.

It remains that we speak concerning the last of these canons.
Scarcely any one of them bears upon itself more openly than this
the vestiges of a later time. It is therefore easy to fix the time
of its origin. This canon presents a catalogue of the sacred
books of the New Testament, enumerating all those which it
deems canonical . . . . Even the two epistles of Clement, and
the constitutions are set forth in our canon as being apostolical.
If now we institute & comparison between this canon and the
catalogue of canonical books which Eusebius, in his Ecclesiasti.
cal History, B. IIL c. 25, has given us, we readily perceive that
our canon was not made up till in the end of the fourth century,
when the books just now mentioned, which it proclaims to be
canonical, were brought into the canon of the sacred Scriptures.
And if we inquire why this last canon was framed, the answer is
easy and prompt,—that by its aid spurious books might be com-
mended.

In view of this discussion, who is there that will not maintain
with us, that our canons were formed at different times in the
churches denominated apostolical as having been planted by
apostles, and that they were afterwards gathered info the collec-
tion which we now possess?

! Can. LXXXIII. 'Erioxomoc # mpeofirepos # biaxovog orpareig ayorilwy xal
PBovAduevoc dupbrepa karéxew, ‘Pupainiy cpxiv kal leparixiy dioiknoy, xadas-
peiodw * T8 ydp Tob Kaioapos kaisaps, kal rd Tov Yeod 1) Fed.





