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FOREWORD

The command of St. Paul, <<Tdv1a 8¢ edoymuoves xal xata tabw yvisdoy (1 Cor
14:40), specifies the exact limits of the operation of the ecclesiastical community.
Therefore any operation or action outside the limits of the ecclesiastical order, is
not simply a problem for the Church’s life but also a transgression of the
apostolic commandment and the gospel. This influences the whole life of the
ecclesiastical community as far as its historical continuity is concerned and, in
this way, the evolution of the ecclesiastical administration. With this historical
continuity in mind, we shall try to trace the evolution of the system of
ecclgsiastical administration of the Early Church. This period, which is commonly
called the Early Church, continues to be of vital interest for us, because the
global village in which we live corresponds, in some sense, to the unity of the
Roman Empire. It is not surprising that modern man has taken an interest in this
historical period, perhaps bec.ause now, more than ever before, he needs to
understand himself. Modern man needs to show off the real thing authentically
and to make up authentically the so-called “collective consciousness."

This thesis was the occasion for a personal journey from the East to the West,
and from the West to the East. The new experiences and the knowledge, which
we have gained, surpass the limits of the written word of the following text. We
bear on our shoulders the continuous sense of the weight, which the “jroned
feet” of the great scientists and researchers, who have worked in such a great
and interesting pefiod for the Theology and the History, has accumulated. I
would like to thank my supervisor the Very Revd. Dr. George D. Dragas for his

unreserved support, his advice, suggestions and his crucial contribution to this
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effort. I owe him a great deal7 be;ause as my supervisor, he showed me not only
the path 1 ought to pursue in my research, but assisted me academically and
personally in many ways, for which 1 am very thankful, and made my experience
in Durham a memorable one. I would also like to thank my Greek Professor
Vlassios loan. Phidas of Athens, for introducing me to Dr. Dragas and helping
me with invaluable suggestidns and advice. Finally I would like to thank my

parents for their love and support throughout this project.

loarnnis Ant. Panagiotopoulos
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INTRODUCTION

Réééz;rch, scientific speculation and involvement in the question of the
patriarchal institution are not something new for Theology and Church .History.
It is well known that theological researchers have shown great interest in this
subject. It could not have been otherwise, since the institution has been alive and
works until today. While much has been written on this subject, and although a
lot of it has stood the test of time, I believe that reexamination is needed. Before,
however, we begin this task, we think that it would be fair to mention those
persons who more or less specialized in their scholarly work in the patriarchal
institution. It is important to note their opinions about this institution in general
and about the Pentarchy in particular. Having a full picture from the beginning,
we will have the opportunity to protect the value of our opinion and the
impartiality of our conclusions.

General Treatises

Abbé Guettée, a Frenchman, wrote on The Papacy; Its Historic Origin and
Primitive Relations with the Eastern Churches, in the 19th Century.' This book
is important because of the personal history of the author, who was a Roman
Catholic priest but later became Orthodox. Thus, this treatise has the character
of a witness to the historical truth, and is sympathetic to the See of
Constantinople. Guettée was a talented historian, as is evident from his use of the
sources. This fact makes the treatise and the author contemporary. He follows
the tradition of the 12th Century Byzantine canonists in his interpretation of the
patriarchal institution, and makes a distinction concerning the sanctioning of the
patriarchal institution in the canons 6 and 7 of the First Ecumenical Council®
(which agrees with the opinion of most Orthodox and Western researchers). As a
result, this perspective does not discern the importance of the precedence of
. honour in the evolution and function of the patriarchal institution. Although he
has a limp sense of its significance in the formation of ecclesiastical

administration, he understands, thanks to his persistence to appealing to the

1Abb¢ Guettée, The Papacy; Its Historic Origin and Primitive Relations with the Eastern
Churches, New York, 1866, (Minos Publishing Co.).
"2Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.95. ,
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sources, the role of the Fourth Ecumenical Council to the patriarchal institution.’
The book remains useful and timely to researchers, because the author cites the
original sources in a thorough way.

The same perspective which we saw in the previous treatise can also be seen
in a book by B. J. Kidd.? In his book, Kidd enumerates in chronological order
the arguments for the Roman primacy. Therefore, he maintains all the
characteristics of a treatise which has as a goal to cite the sources. He does not
accept the later theory of Roman primacy, and he correctly criticizes the
historical sources. Unfortunately, while he has collected many important sources,
he does not delve deeply into their meaning and significance. In spite of its
shortcomings, the book remains useful, because it successfully introduces the
reader into the historical context.

The first chapter of Geoffrey Barraclough’s’ book, 7he Medieval Papacy,
contributes to our thesis not just because it gives us concisely the historical
environment of the West, but, basically, because it cites successfully the
evolution of the status of the bishop of Rome as patriarch of the West during the
first six centuries A.D. This treatise is well known to scholars of the papacy, and
for this reason it is important to the study at hand.

There is a certain group of scholars, who are characterized by the fact that
>they are “partisans” of the Roman primacy theory, and whose treatises attempt to
justify historically the decisions of the First Vatican Council. This fact has as a
result that their work has a particular perspective. This perspective affects the
way in which they use and interpret the historical sources. Francis Dvornik, a
great ecclesiastical historian of our times, could be placed into this group of
“partisans”. His work is comprehensive and voluminous. He has had a notable
effect on contemporary research, because he has left a body of material which
contains valuable historical information. Unfortunately, the scientific rigorism
and the thorough research of his treatises have been moderated by the restricted

perspective of his historical interpretation. Especially with regard to the question

3Abbé¢ Guettée, The Papacy, p.118.
‘B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy to A.D. 461, London, 1936, (Society for Promoting

Christian Knowledge).
5G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, London, 1992 (1968), Thames and Hudson.
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of the Pentarchy, F. Dvornik changed his opinion about the historical beginning
of the institution. In his first treatises, he placed this beginning in the 7th
century.® In his later treatises, however he declared that the institution began
with the commencement of Justinian’s legislative work (6th century).” I believe
this reversal speaks to Dvornik’s character and to his merit as a historian,
because it exposes his willingness to change his thesis in the face of new
information gathered from his research. F. Dvornik might have met with greater
success, had he not followed the Roman primacy theory, but the importance and
merit of his work are clear.

Wilhelm de Vries® (a meritorious scientist) is also influenced by the Roman
primacy theory. The result is that he cannot interpret the facts impartially. At the
same time, his treatises are important for the West, because they were
instrumental in the decisions of the Second Vatican Council.” As regards the
patriarchal institution, he accepts the admission of a supra-metropolitical
authority as declared by the First Ecumenical Council. He places the institution
of the Pentarchy after the 6th century. Because of this, he incorrectly interprets
the communion letters (xowwvis ypappata) which the prestigious thrones had
exchanged with each other as a recognition of papal supremacy.'® We shall give
answers to these questions in the following chapters. On the whole, W. de Vries
is important for providing data, although his evaluations are partial.

Robert B. Eno, a contemporary scholar, also accepts the papal theories."' It
Is important to note that he used the critical method in his treatise, especially for
the first four centuries of Christian history. As might be expected, Eno’s view is

not accepted. It has been refuted by other catholic scholars, but he falls victim to

°F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium and the Legend of the Apostle Andrew,
Cambridge - Massachusetts, 1958, (Harvard University Press), pp.163 ff.

’F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, New York, 19792 (1966), Fordham
University Press, tr. Edwin A. Quain, (Byzance et la primauté romaine, Paris, 1964, Les
Editions du Cerf), pp.75-76.

8W. de Vries, Orient et Occident. Les structures ecclésiales vues dans ' histoire des sept
premiers conciles wcuméniques, Paris, 1974, Les Editions du Cerf. W. de Vries, Orthodoxie
und Katholizismus, Freiburg, 1965, tr. in Greek, Roussos Markos, ‘Osdodofin xai Kadohiziouds,
Athens, 1979. »

W. de Vries, Rom und Die Patriarchate des Ostens, 1963.

'°Cf. W. de Vries, The “College of Patriarchs”, in Concilium, an International Review of
Theology, v.8, Oct. 1965, (Canon Law), pp.35-43.

''R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, Wilmington, Delaware, 1990.
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his perspective. Because of this, he does not realize that the growth of the
prestige of the bishop of Rome was parallel to that applicable to the prestigious
eastern thrones during the second half of 4th century. Hence, he does not
understand the enactment and the function of the institution of the Pentarchy,
which he regards as “Pentarchal theory” and he transfers the beginning of the
institution to a later time than the facts that he examines suggest.'> While his
book is important, it has clear failings, and demonstrates the contemporary
tendencies which the Roman partisans display.

Jeffrey Richards’" book covers the final years of the designated period of
our thesis, and is a useful work for research in this field. Unfortunately, the
author did not examine the question of the institution of the Pentarchy, and
therefore makes no assertion concerning it. His insistence on the sources and the
collation of them has the result of providing an analysis of many particular
questions related to our subject. This study has not shown the function of the
patriarchal institution and the Pentarchy in the 5th century, because it cites the
bishopric of Rome as the only patriarchate of the West.

Another important body of work comprises the treatises of Walter
Ullmann." The distinguishing mark of his work is that he wrote about the
evolution of the Papacy in the Middle Ages. His work is useful because it
examines the historical context of the period with which we are concerned.

From the pro papal party, we have Patrick O’Connell."* It is important to
note that O’Connell believes that the institution of the Pentarchy began at the
Fourth Ecumenical Council, and in the canonical function of the institution of the
Pentarchy in all subsequent developments in the life of the Catholic Church.'® He
writes, «In any event, the idea of the five patriarchs, the “pentarchy,” as should
have emerged from the texts considered, is no phantom. It is the expression of

the unity of the Church, in teaching apostolic doctrine and safeguarding the

"*R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, p.89.
'J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-732, London.
1979
""W. Ullmann, 4 Short History of the Papacy in the Middle Ages, London, 19742, ,
"*P. O0’Connell, The Ecclesiology of St. Nicephorus 1 (758-828), Patriarch of Comlant:—
nople Pentarchy and Primacy, Roma, 1972, Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 194.
"It is important to note that by the title Catholic Church we mean Church as understood by
the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed.
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tradition, which is manifested by the universal proclamation of this doctrine by all
five patriarchs. Thus, the three key ideas of unity, catholicity and apostolicity are
linked together and qualify, or should qualify the pé:rsbns, the actions and
teaching of the five patriarchs.»'’

The historical conditions (imposed by the birth of the Soviet Union) gave rise
to the development of Orthodox Theology in Central and Western Europe by the
representative of the Russian Diaspora during the twentieth century. It is clear
that the theologians of the Diaspora had been from very early on asked to give
answers to the problems of their social environment. We have a lot of examples
demonstrating that. When Oscar Cullmann'® raised the question about the
position of St. Peter in the College of the Apostles and in the Apostolic Church,
the party of these theologians was not slow in answering him. They answered
him by putting the question he raised into the context of an Orthodox
interpretation.'® With their treatises they have provided complete answers to this
issue and have obviously succeeded in turning over every wrong position of the
Petrine theory.?® The work of these theologians continues to affect the Orthodox
world today, but this does not mean that all of their positions are acceptable to
the Orthodox Church. It goes without question that they accept the patriarchal
institution. Nevertheless we observe that they do not have a clear distinction and
a clear position about the chronological limits of the Pentarchy. This is a logical
necessity of their Eucharistic perspective in the historical interpretation of the
sources, because this interpretation (the historical one) is of a second rank.

One of these theologians, John Meyendorff,”’ who was an important
Orthodox theologian of the modern period, and whose treatises have been

significant and voluminous, exhibits the same failing which we have just

'7P. O’Connell, The Ecclesiology of St. Nicephorus I (758-828), p.36.

'%0. Cullmann, Saint Pierre. Disciple - Apotre - Martvr, Neuchatel - Paris, 1932.

Cf. A. Nichols, Theology in the Russian diaspora: church, fathers, eucharist in Nicolai
Afanas’ev (1893-1966), Cambridge, 1989, pp.127 fF.

¥see in The Primacy of Peter, London, 1963: J. Meyendorff, St. Peter in Bvzantine
Theology, pp.7-29; A. Schmemann, The [dea of Primacy in Orthodox Ecclesiology, pp.30-36;
N. Afanassieff, The Church which Presides in Love, pp.57-110; N. Koulomzine, Peter’ s
place in the Early Church, pp.111-134. ‘

*'J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity and Christian Divisions. The Church 450 - 680 A.D., New
York, 1989, St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press: J. Meyendorff, La primauté romaine dans la
tradition canonique jusqu'au Concile de Chalcédoine, in Istina, 4, 1957, pp.463-482.
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described, i.-e‘., that is confined to a partial historical perspective. He utilizes
interpretations in his historical observations, which are foreign to the climate of
the events, with the resullltr that he adopts views which are not acceptable to
contemporary Orthodox theologians. He does not accept the institution of the
Pentarchy in the 5th century, neither does he accept that the institution affected
the whole life of the Church,” although this is a fact which is demonstrated by a
plethora of historical data as we shall see later. These partial opinions oblige one
to approach his historical conclusions with great caution.

Chrysostom Papadopoulos, the late Archbishop of Athens, holds a special
place among Greek ecclesiastical historians. Particularly, his systematic research
in the history of the Eastern patriarchates is of great importance. The importance
and the role of the patriarchal institution in its historical evolution have been
amply discussed. Papadopoulos links the beginning of the patriarchal institution
with canon 6 of the st Ecumenical Council (which he found in the canonists of
12th century).” He does not have a clear opinion about the chronological limits
of the Pentarchy, and so he does not fall into any error through speculation. The
picture of the function of the precedence of honour is systematically presented in
the whole length of his research. The author does not succeed, however, in
analyzing the connections and the forms which the precedence of honor
produces. In his treatises, Papadopoulos has provided the basic manuals which
the Greek-speaking researcher of the Eastern patriarchates needed, and
formulated the opinion of the East on this issue. These treatises are necessary for
the full development of our work.

Archimandrite ~ Vassilios Stefanidis, following the opinion of his
contemporary Western scholars, asserted that the Pentarchy was instituted by
Justinian.** Ger. Konidaris had the same opinion, although later he developed
second thoughts about it.*> E. Chrissos recognizes that the institution of the

Pentarchy was in the mind of the Church before Justinian, and believes that it

). Meyendorff, /mperial Unity, p.58.
2C. Papadopoules, T ITewreiov w0 éxioxdrov Piuys, Athens, 19642 p.21.
24V Stefanidis, Exxlnowcrom Towopia, Athens, 19592, pp.358 fT.
G Konidaris, "H Jeagia «hg Meveacying wov TaTplAs YWV XAl TOU TEWTEIOU TIUNE aLTOv €l TAg
Notitias episcopatuum, in Les Paralipomenes, Alexandria, 1954, pp.121-143.
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was enacted by him.*® Thus, we see that Orthodox scholars follow either the
" opinions of their contemporary Western scholars, or the opinions of the canonists
of the 12th century.

It is obvious that the question of the institution of the Pentarchy was in retreat
at this time. The question had not been thoroughly examined or honestly faced by
contemporary Orthodox theology. This real gap was covered by Professor
Vlassios Phidas of the University of Athens who produced the fullest treatise on -
the subject.”” Phidas was the first to face the question of the institution of the
Pentarchy in the context of its historical evolution. In his thorough treatment
gives convincing answers to all the problems that have erﬁerged in scholarship.®®
Indeed, Phidas has provided the most useful manual for the researcher of this
issue.”

What is it that makes Phidas’ treatises so important? Through his
interpretation of the sources, he concludes that the establishment of the
Pentarchy lies in the canonical decisions of the 4th Ecumenical Council (451),
which enacted the patriarchal institution (a question which we will discuss at
length in the following pages of our thesis). This conclusion could not have been
drawn outright, although it has strong sources and clear facts. It was reached
through the discovery of an ingenious idea, which was historically correct.

Phidas discovered, from within the historical evolution of the institution, the

E. Chrissos, H éuwnoaaty modvry <06 Tovoeviavod xara v éowv mept wa Tpia Kegddaw xai
v E* Odxoupeviany oivedov, Thessaloniki, 1969, p.98.

7y, Phidas, O eopds e Hevragying wiv Hazziasyiv, v.1: Ipoumodésers Suaposdicens w00 Jecpos
(&n Goyjc péypr = 451), Athens, 19777, (1969), v.2: Toropixonavovoea TlpobAvpara mepd wiy Jetsoupyiav
w06 Jeapoi (451-553), Athens, 19772, (1970).

*Vlassios Phidas’ book has been critisized by A. de Halleux, L’ institution patriarchale et
la pentarchie. Un point de vue orthodoxe, in Revue Théologique de Louvain, 1972, pp.177-
199. V. Peri, La Pentarchia: Istituzione Ecclesiale (IV-ViI sec.) E Teoria Canonico -
Teologica., in Settimane di Studio del Centro Italiano di Studi sull’ Alto Medioevo, v.34,
Spoleto, 1988 (1), pp.209-318. ’

It is well known that Orthodox Theology has had different periods after the fall of
Constantinople to the Turks. These periods are characterized by the flourishing or not of
Theology, and by the different influences, due to the Turkish occupation. (see G. Podskalsky,
Griechisch Theologie in der Zeit der Tiirkenherrschaft (1453-1821). - Die Orthodoxie im
Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen. Konfessionen des Westens, Miinchen 1988). Greek
Orthodox Theology especially has experienced a great deal of exterior influence after the
National Revolution of 1821 with the establishment of the New Greek State. Eventually the
work of Orthodox especially in the period after 1950, began to reach maturity. This is seen in
the rise of theological studies such as the treatises of Prof. Phidas. These treatises mark a new
beginning Orthodox research because they are rigorous and independent of exterior influences.
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connection of the precedence of honour (rgeséeiu ~uic), of certain thrones, with
the right to ordain (3ixaw yepotoviv/jus ordinandi) and to judge bishops (Sixaw
xpiseav émisxonwv/jus jurandi). In other words, he found the Seniorities among
the sees were derived from the function of two poles: that of precedence of
honour, and that of the right to consecrate and to judge bishops as these emerged
in the whole historical life of the early Church. This fact permitted Phidas to
interpret impartially the historic forms of the ecclesiastical government. In the
following pages, we will examine how this interpretation was rooted in the
historical data.

Because of Phidas’ importance, it is necessary to look at his entire work, not
only at his first treatise on the institution of the Pentarchy, but also at his most
recent productions: his “Byzantine History”*® and his “Church History”'. In
these later treatises, he gathers all his research together, and advances a number
of important formulations which give his thesis a greater degree of certainty and
maturity. In the following chapters we will analyze the content of Phidas’

treatises in conjunction with those of the other scholars.

*°V. Phidas, Bu{dvro. Bioc - Ocopoi - Kowwvia - Exxdncia - [adeia - Téyvy, Athens, 19903
v Phidas, ExxAncwacruey Ioropia A, Athens, 19942 - ‘Exxinciuctiom Iorosia B, éné v
Elxovopay ie péypt xai w9 Metapouduion, Athens, 1994, ‘
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Chapter 1

Ecclesiological Prerequisites of the

Patriarchal Institution

Shortly before his Ascension, Christ defined once more to his Apostles, their
apostolic commission by his commandment: «Go ye therefore, and teach all
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded
you: and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world. Amen.»*
(Matthew 28:19-20). The Apostolic Church remained faithful to this
commandment. From the day of Pentecost (Acts 2) until the death of the
Apostles, the Church turned her interest to this mission, ie to the
“evangelization” of the world (as we see in the book of Acts, in the Epistles, and
in the later ecclesiastical texts). The Apostles acted on the authority which the
Lord gave them. The development of the Church’s external organization and
structure, whose gradual evolution led to the patriarchal institution, was
necessary for the maintenance of this work «even unto the end of the worldy (¢vg
TV GuvTehelag T00 alvog).

The Patriarchal institution is very important for the administrative system of
the Church. This is true not only for the Early Church also for the Orthodox
Church today. It is necessary, then, to answer some general questions about it in
this first chapter of our thesis, in order to elucidate our understanding of it.
These questions are inextricably connected with the whole development of the
administrative system (=16 Ilokizeuus) and the unity of the Church as
ecclesiological prerequisites to the patriarchal institution. At the end of this
chapter we will present a general historical outline (i.e. the chronological table)

of the period in question, from the Early Church to the 5th Ecumenical Council.

32 . 5 ’ , o ) \ a2y ~ i . ~ e~
“«Hepevdivreg obv padnrelcate navia v& €9vy, Eantilovies abrols eic 10 OYOpa TOU RaTEOSG XAt 10U Ulob

G ey . ) P , N f L,
el 10U ayiov Evedpates, Sidacxovtes alrols Typelv Tavta Goa Svetethapny v, xai ol ey ped’ iy edut

. e . , o am
TAGHG TG MEPAG Ewg TG GuVTEAEtag TOD aibvog)
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L. The administrative system (T¢ IToAizeuua) of the Church.

It is important to examine the administrative system of the Church, by
examining her historical life,” that is, by examining the external evolution and
structure of the Church’s institution. Protestant theologians tried to answer, with
particular persistence, the questions relating to the administrative structure of the
Church during apostolic times and its evolution during the post-apostolic
period.** Their work was basically apologetic. It set aside the prevalent Western -
Catholic tradition of apostolic succession,’ 5 which is of importance, because it
asks: What was the vehicle for the transmission of the office of episcopacy from
the Apostles to their successors? Or what was the relation between apostolic
succession and the local ministry? We ought to answer these questions for the
period that ends at the beginning of the 2nd century, because the apostolic

succession is connected with the “head bishop” (rpoesrita émisxomov) of the

»The administrative system of the Church (T Iokireupa i "Exxknsiac) as a notion has to
do with the organization of the Church. Of course, our goal is not to formally answer this great
question, but to point out the prerequisites necessary for understanding the meaning and the
principles of the government of the Church. This question has been raised by Western
theologians, because they themselves had ecclesiastical problems. These problems affected, and
continue to affect, the ecclesiological identity and consciousness of Western theology. For the
East, the matter is rather academic, and freely leads to the confirmation of the mind of the
ecclesiastical body, of the Church.

For the administrative system of the Church see G. Konidaris, I'evixy Exx). Iorosia,
Athens, 19572, pp.127-143; V. Phidas, ExxA. Torosiz A ,pp.59-113.

*Research on the Unity of the Church has been undertaken by different Schools, which
affected the broader meaning of the governmental structure of the Church. The connection
between the Unity of the Church and her governmental structure is self-evident and a logical
necessity. The following Schools were developed in West:

A) the Schootl of “Idealism," of F. C. Baur and the School of Tubingen

B) the School of “Personalism." Adolf von Harnack

C) the School of “Eschatological Realism," of J. Weiss and A. Schweitzer

The so-called “Universal ecclesiology” of N. Afanassieff, which was developed in the West
beside the Protestant Schools by the partisans of Papacy, was a way of interpreting the
Church’s Unity (see N. Afanassieff, The Church which Presides in Love, p. 58). “Eucaristic
ecclesiology” was developed in the Russian Diaspora. In the last analysis, this is a
“Christocentric ecclesiology," which is the basis of contemporary Orthodox Theology, and is
identified with the Tradition of the Church. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.18-21; C. Voulgaris,
The Unity of the Apostolic Church, Thessaloniki, 1974, pp.15-72, 73-175; J. Zisioulas (Metr.
Pergamou), H Evés tijc Exxdnoias év =f Ocix Elyazioria xal wp Erwoxére xaxd ol Toeiz oo-
Tou; A ivac, Athens, 1965, pp. 3 ff.

*The Protestant research generally accepts the following:

I There was a separation of the “charismatic ministries” from the local ministries in apostolic
times and the former were regarded as superior to the latter.
I Episcopal authority, in view of the New Testament evidence, is to be rejected.
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eucharistic gathering in the epistles of Ignatius. It is only through the primary
sources that we can answer this question.*®

This question was already raised during the apostolic period. The position of
the Apostles and their “authority” (which have a general and ecumenical
character) are clearly demonstrated in the New Testament (NT). In this N.T.
perspective the Apostles are not tied to any local Church.’” The Apostolic Synod
of Jerusalem is a clear example ‘ofthis, because it made unanimous decisions with -
universal (catholic) validity (Acts 15). In addition, there is no distinction among
the Apostles in their work.*® On the other hand, there is a difference between the
ministry of the Apostles and that of other persons who became ministers in the
Early Church. The Apostles, who were chosen by Christ Himself (the Twelve,
St. Paul and certain other persons beyond the Twelve),” retained their ministry
in and authority over the entire Church until their death. With this in mind, there
are two questions which need to be raised: who were the successors to the
Apostles, and what did they receive from the Apostles?

The tradition of the Church (written and oral) answers that the successors of
the Apostles were their disciples, who were initially called Prophets (ITpod7yral).
The designation "prophet" implies, first of all, the notion of “gifts of divine
grace” (yapiopaza). Hence, many questions have been raised about the place of
“charismatic” ministries in the Church’s life, and about the supposed separation
between the local and the “charismatic” ministries. Is it possible however, to talk
about a rank of Prophets, who have been separated from the ministry of the
Church’s government? The famous passage Ephesians 4: 10-12*° has been the

subject of misinterpretations. This passage was supposed to have introduced a

**The sources of this period are: 1. the books of the New Testament, 2. the Epistles of
Clement, 3. The Shepherd of Hermas, 4. the Didache of the Twelve Apostles. The other books
of the so-called apostolic fathers belong to the next period. sce G. Konidaris, I'ev. ‘Exxi. Tox.,
pp.129 ff.

’Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.16-18; C. Papadopoulos, Ts ITzw=ciov w65 értwdmou
Paurns, pp.10 ff.

*Guettée observes: «When the apostles assembled at Jerusalem, Peter spoke in council
only as a simple member of the assembly, not even the first, but after many others. ... James,
Bishop of Jerusalem, summed up the discussion, proposed the resolution which was adopted,
and acted as the veritable president of the assembly. (Acts.15: 7.)» (The Papacy, p.41).

*Cf. L. Philis, To Ipc6Anpa wov EéSourrovia ‘Arostélwy toi Kuslou, Athens, 1976
0 o razabas alrog 6T xat b avabig Urepdve TAYTOY THY oUpaviyv, tva :lr)\npd)m_q ~a mavia. Kai abrog
€8uwney Tobg pev amocthhoug, Toug SE rpodYTag, Tolg St ebayyehiotas, Tols St moyévag xatl Sidacnd hous, Tpix

. \ ~ , 2 ' - -~ - ”
TOV XATAPTIGUOY TV ayLwy EZQ EPYOV Euaxovuzg, (474 OZXOEOP.T“I TOU CWAATOG TOU XPLGTOU,
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separation between the local and the “charismatic” ministries.*' Phidas proves
this by comparing this passage with the equivalent passage found in the st
Epistle to the Corinthians (12:28-31)*%
1. there was a rank of “gifts”, and Apostles and Prophets had a leading
position in the Church.
2. the relation between Prophets and Apostles had an institutional
character.
3. the separation between local and “charismatic” ministries was
intangible.
4. the rank of Prophets was older and more ihportant than that of
Apostles.*?

The precedence of the rank of Prophet is very pronounced in many passages
of the NT. It is clear that Prophets were personal collaborators of Apostles (Acts
15,22. 15,32, 15,36. 13,4. 14,23. etc.). The Pastoral Epistles (1 & 2 Timothy
and Titus) contain very important witnesses,"* from which we gather
information”’ not only about the life and the needs of the first Christian
communities but also about the function of the prophetic gift with which the two
disciples of St. Paul (Timothy and Titus) were endowed. This “gift” had been
given to these persons at ordination and was permanent. This clearly
demonstrates that the Prophets were disciples of and successors to the Apostles,

and can be found in many passages of the NT.*¢

“ICf. A. von Harnack, The Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, tr. J.
MofTatt, New York, 1904, v.1, pp. 398 ff.

... wai o pev €0eto & Ocdg &v 1) dxxdvsia wpdTov amosTéhovs, Sedrepoy TpodiTag, Tpitov Sidacxd-
hous, Exeria Suvape, Ererta yaplopata lapdtwy, avtiaipdes, xubepvicew, Yévn YAwsody. wi mavies Gmi-
crohot i mavies Teeditay ) wavieg Sidasxakot u) RavTes SuvaLES; 1Y RAVTES Lapicpata ELoUGt lapd-
TwY; Y, Tavies yAwsoarg hakolsw; ui) mavres Seppnvedousty; Lyhobre 8¢ T yaplopata T pwellovan

“V. Phidas, Exx. Toz., 1, pp.62-63.

“'We mention some passages, in which we understand the function of Timothy’s
“prorhetical ministryv”: 1 Timothy, 1,18...Tadmnv v mapayyehiav napacidenai cot, wéxvoy Tuyddes,
xata Tag mpodyovcas éni e Tpudnceing, fva orpartely év adtai v xadnv crpareiayv... 4,13-14. . Eug &yopa
Tpboey e T dvayvooet, 7] rasaeiiioel, ) Sidacxaliy. uy duélet w60 év ool yavisuates, § 869 cot i mpo-
preias peta éxidéoews v yewpdv Tob mpecburesiou... 6,14 mpicai ce v dviehiy Gomikoy dveriinzToy
péxpt ¢ émidaveias <ol quov Tyoos Xpwros,...0.20.. v masadixnv $odatov ... 2 Timothy 1,6.. ATy
aftiav dvappvijoxe ce dvalwmuwelv 6 ydpwopa tob Oou, 8 éotiv &v cot St g émidésens <ov yewpiv pou
1,14, oy xadnv mapadixgy podadov Sux mvedpacos dyiou w6b évousiviog év fuiv...

“*C. Voulgaris, The Unity of the Apostolic Church, pp.407 ff.

“About the “choir” of the disciples of the Apostles see C. Voulgaris, The Unity of the
Apostolic Church, p.405; V. Phidas, Exxi. Ts<, 1, p.72.
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The Revelation® is one of the most interesting and most misinterpreted books
of the NT. It was writt{g’t)}"'in the second half of the first Christian century.
Although the text is ec'i‘liji'vocal, it is certain that it reflects the ecclesiastical
situation of the ages. It can be argued that the Revelation is an important book of
the martyrs (witnesses), and gives us a glimpse of the liturgical life of the
Church.*® The passages about the prophecy are especially interesting for us (1,3
..T00g Woyous g mpogreiag... and 19,10 . 1§ yép paprupia Tnood 2ot Rvelpa TG
npodreiac... etc™). These passages, the passages about the pseudo-prophets (beu-
Sompodirat), (Rev. 16,13, 19,20. & 20,10) and the equivalent passage of St.
John’s /st Lpistle (4,1),”° indicate that there was an institutional rank of
Prophets. 1If the institutional rank of Prophets had not existed, the title pseudo-
prophets would not have been found in the book of Revelation. (It is a logical
necessity that the negative exists with its positive.)

The problem of pseudo-prophets is dealt with in the book of the Didache (A
Sayy v Sbexa &HOU’TO’)\(UV)SI with particular emphasis, «... ywoedicera: ¢ devdorpo-

¢rene xal 6 mpogrrne..» (Did. X1, 8).>* This book was written before the end of

7, Agouridis, H ‘A zoxadudn oo Twgwy, Athens, 1978; S. Agouridis, H ‘AroxdAuy wo5 T-
wiwou ("Eyet peddovrodoyixs 7N xupl:s mapaverind yaoaxtiza;), Athens, 1992; N. Anagnostou, 'H
Arnoxarufig, 1971; Andreas of Caesarea, Egpnveia els mpv ‘Aroxdiuvfv Tudwou w00 Oeodéyou, PG
106, cols 216-457; Arethas of Cacsarca, Epunveia eig v ‘Anoxdupy Twdvvou w06 Ocoldyou, PG
106, cols 500-785; 1. Giannakopoulos, Feunveix i ‘A roxadubews, Thessaloniki, 19912 (1950):
A. Makrakis, Egppveia ¢ Aroxadibews lwdwou 100 Ocoddyou, 1882; P. Bratsiotis, H ’Aro-
xaAupic w00 ‘Aros=éiov Twivwou, Athens, 19922 (1950).

“Prof. P. Boumis makes an interesting “ccclesiological interpretation” of the seven cpistles
of Revelation, through a diachronic division of the historical evolution of the Western and
Eastern churches. Many novel and interesting opinions derive from this interpretation. (‘O E-
midoyos Mias Iopelas, "Exxinowdoyumy) dpnvela ~ov énta énwroldv ¢ "Amoxadipews), Athens,
1993))

“Revelation, 22,7-10 & 18-19. 11,18.16,6. 18,24,

50«.}\yar‘moi, py) mavei mvedpatt Tiotedete ahha Soxyralete T rvedpata el x 1o Ocob Eotiy, Ot ROA-
hot Yevdonpuifta tiennbasty elg wiv xbopov. »

*'The book of the Didache («AwBayy wov 12 "Ancordrewn OF «Adayy Kugiou S tav 12 "Amosé-
hwv toig e9vesiv») was published by Philotheos Vrienios in 1883 and this was a very important
publishing event. (It is questioned whether Vrienios discovered the text. The Metropolitan of -
Mpytilene lakovos Nikolaou bears witness that the Patriarch of Constantinople loakim III had
an interest in publishing this text. Constantinos Typaldos had prepared it to be published. sce
G. Metallinos, ‘Ezaviy Madyiv ¢ Oeodoyuene Yyolis Xduns ‘Emcrodal moéc Kov. TuzdAdov
-laxwfiov, In EEOX 24, Athens, 1980). This book was possibly written in Syria between 90 to
100 AD. It is the oldest ecclesiastical order. see D. Balanos, Hazpodoyia, Athens, 1930, pp.36
ff;, P. Christou, EAAnvoy Hazgodoyia, Thessaloniki, 19912 (1978), v.1I, pp.25-37; S. Papado-
poulos, [aspodoyia, 1, Athens, 1982, pp.170-173; J. Quasten, Patrology, Westminster,
Maryland, 1993 (1950), v. I, pp.29-39.

*2«you can tell the impostor from the true», M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, Penguin
Books, 1968, p.196.




20

the first Christian century, and its witness is remarkable, because it describes the
ministry of the Prophets in the early Church with unrivaled clarity and exactitude
(Dld X-XV).> At the same time, we must note that the description belongs to a
transitional stage in the formation of the Church. During this period, the
Prophets assume the ministry of the Apostles, and we see the tendency of a
permanent establishment. The difference between Prophets and Apostles was the
content of the episcopal ministry, i.e. ministry of overseeing. This Episcopal
ministry is limited to a geographical region, whereas a Prophet travels from place
to place. With the passage of time, the Prophets’ episcopal ministry came to be
associated with one local church. For example, St. John Stayed at Ephesos. The
tendency to reside in a particular location began at the end of the first Christian
century. It was due to particular circumstances, which differed from place to
place, and began to reshape the organization of the Church. As it turned out,
these circumstances repeated themselves through out the entire Church, because
they were common problems.> The Prophets were chosen by the Holy Spirit, for
the needs of the ecclesiastical body, just as Christ Himself had chosen the
Apostles. The Didache is clear concerning the ministry of the Prophets, «...asro!
ydo elow of deyepeiz tuav..» (Did. XIIL3),” and delineates the liturgical and
administrative position of the Prophets in the Primitive Church.

It is clear in the texts of St. Clement,*® that the Prophets are the successors of
the Apostles because they assumed the task of the Apostolic ministry. Clement of
Rome, as a disciple and collaborator of St. Paul, had a supraregional “apostolic”

. 7 . . . 58 N
authority.”” Thus, Clement rightly bears the title of Apostolic Father,”® «§ xa( éu-
paxws TOUC panapiovs drostélous, xal cuubebAnxax alrolg, xal évt dvavdov TO XTpUYRE TGV

>

’ 1 1 ’ 1 2 - ~ 37 2 I4 3 1 -~ - 1 ¢ r ’
ATCTTOAMWY, Xl TNV RAEREOT IV TPo okdadpuay Eywy, ol usvos. étt yap TOAAOL URGAETOVTO T0-

*BEPES, v.2, pp.218-220
**The different circumstances describe a non-Episcopal succession during this period. This
occured because some of the Prophets may have acted as the Episcopal ministry in the local
church like Clement of Rome. Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.26-29.
... they who are your “High Priests”...» M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.196.

*Ssec D. Balanos, Hazwpodoyia, pp.30 fI: P. Christou, EAx. Mazohoyia, v.11, pp.357-381; S.

dp‘ldopoulos Hazeodoyin, v.1, pp.160-165; J. Quasten, Patrology, v. 1, pp.42-63.

*'Cf. V. Phidas, Exx. To=., |, p.79; R. Eno is forced by this historical fact to ascertain that
there are not witnesses \\hlch make . sure with exactness that Clement had the ministry of
bishop of Rome (The Rise of the Papacy, p.28).

**prof. S. Papadopoulos accepts the title Apostolic Fathers only for Clement, Ignatius and
Polycarp. He refuses to use the title for other persons or books (which is wrong for him). The
~ criterion is the apostolic mind of the persons. (ITzzzs)oyia, v.I, p.92.)




21

e URo v Grogtihwy dedibayudvory (Irenaeus, Detection and Overthrow of the
Pretended but False Gnosis, 3, 111, 3).° Clement tries, through his Letter to
solve a problem in the local church of Corinth «&r/ 05 dviuaros i érioxomicn
(Clement of Rome, '/st Letter to the Corinthians, XLIV,1).°* He makes use of
his extraordinary authority derived from his status as Prophet. He puts into
practice the “principle of affinity,” because it appears that the local church of
Corinth did not have an ecclesiastical person with the same extraordinary
authority as Clement.®’ We see once again the connection between the
“charismatic” ministries (Prophets) and the government of the Church and the
episcopal ministry.*? |

It is important to note that the exact content of the titles of church ministries
named in the sources of the apostolic and early subapostolic period, are not
known, although we know their limits. There is even some speculation
concerning the Apostolic Fathers (Ignatius, Polycarp, Clement). They held the
episcopal office as Prophets in great geographical regions before their permanent
stay in a city. Here we find the Episcopal ministry, either regional or local, but
not universal (as the ministry of the Apostles), and that it is from this ministry
that the whole apostolic succession is derived. The mind of the Church of the
first half of the first Christian century validates this. The commandment of Christ
is clear: «He that receiveth you receiveth me, and he that receiveth me receiveth
him that sent me. He that receiveth a prophet in the name of a prophet shall

receive a prophet’s reward;» (Matthew. 10:40-41).%

II. The Unity of the Church.
The prayer of our Lord Jesus Christ for the Unity of His Church, is the

permanent and continuous center of ecclesiastical interest, «11... razep &y, Trpnr

*BEPES, v.5, p.143

“BEPES, v.1, p.30; «over the title of bishop», M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.41.

%! About the ministry of Clement see V. Phidas, Exx. Ts=., I, pp.78-101.

2 Abbé Guettée has the same opinion. He accepts that the Epistle of Clement was written
in 69 AD, and that the first successors of the Apostles had an extraordinary ministry (The
Papacy, pp.53 ff.). R. B. Eno does not subscribe to this belief, and, therefore, he cannot
understand the exact the role of Clement in the Primitive Church (The Rise of the Papacy, pp.
35-36.).

36 Seyopevos Gpag (Tobg amoatéhous) ErE Séyetar, xal b gut Seybievog Séyetat tov drosTeihavia pe b

Sexopevos mpodTy elg vopn mpognTou piadoy mpodntow Mubezar, .0
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gov altols &v T dvdparti o § SéSuxdag pot, va drw Ev xabig el 12 Ste Funy wet' adtov
€yl Etvpouv adtolg &v T dvpati cou & 8edwnag pot, xai ee0haka, xal 6ddeic &% alriv amd-
heto el v 6 ulog T dnwhelag, ... 20 00 Tepl ToUTY OE EpwTm Gvoy, GAAGE xal REPL TV L
aTevsvTwy S 100 Aoyou alrav elg dué, 21 ba mavreg &v by, xadue oU, Ratep, €v &Lol xa-
Yo ev oot ... 22 xdyh Ty 86Eav My Séduxag ot Séduxa altoi, v bo &y xadig netg v,
23 2y0 &v aloig xal ob & duol, da dow terehewpévol el &v,..»%* (John 17:11-23).%°
The care for the unity is understood both spiritually and practically. The Church
is the body of Christ. Every member of the Church belongs to the body of Christ.
St. Paul® teaches that this ecclesiastical truth applies to each and every member
of the Church (1 Corinthians 12, Ephesians 4). The unity of the Church was
already in danger during the apostolic period, specifically with the problem of the
acceptance of the gentiles into the Church (Acts 15). The unity of the faith was
in danger due to several heretics, who tried to distort the faith (1 Corinthians,
Galatians, Colossians etc.).

As for the latter problem, the distortion of the faith, became even more
problematic in the 2nd century. This was due to the activities of several heretics

and the appearance of Gnosticism,*’ both of which had serious repercussions for

#«11 ... Holy Father, keep through thine own name those whom thou hast given me. that
they may be one, as we are. 12 While I was with them in the world, T kept them in thy name:
those that thou gavest me I have kept, and none of them is lost, but the son of perdition; that
the scripture might be fulfilled. ... 20 Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which
shall believe on me through their word; 21 That they all may be one: as thou, Father, art in me,
and I in thee, that they also may be one in us: that the world may believe that thou hast sent
me. 22 And the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they may be one, even as
we are one: 23 I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one; ...»

%The Church prays, in any case, for Unity. “... Trep v7¢ elpvvne tob cpmavros %0GHLGL, edoTa-
Jeiag viv ayiov 00 Ocod Exxdnowiy xai tig 1dv ndvrwy evdoews, 100 Kuplou Sendapev...(p.3)... Svwoov al-
Tolg ) ayia cou, Kadohw) xai "Amostohued) "Exxhnsia, ...(p.14) ... Tiy evormra T wiotews ... (p.32)
...” from the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. ed. "Aroctohid Awaxovia 1hg "Exxineias 17 Erha-
cog. etc.

_66Conceming the Ecclesiology of St. Paul, as understood by St. John Chrysostom see A.
JeftiS, H ExxAnowloyia w05 ‘Anostétou HavAou xara wov Tese Xpuséorono, Athens, 1984,

Orthodox Theology has had an increase in the number of ecclesiological treatises in the last
decades. Except for the previous treatise, the top book is that of Prof. . Karmiris, ‘Op9séoZo;
Exxlnowloyia - Aoyparoy suipa E', Athens, 1973. We can also add the following dissertations:
S. Charkianakis (Archbishop of Australia), Tlegi w6 "Adddnzov mic "Exxdnoias & =35 "Opdodify
Ozoloyiy, Athens, 1965; N. Georgopoulou, ‘H Ay s Exxdnotas €8 "Opdodiov "Erndeus,
Athens, 1967; A. Delikostopoulos, A ExxAnoiochoyueal Oézers wijc Pupaioxadod i Exxdnoias
Aoypaztixo HpdbAnpa wob Ocodoyixos Awdyou, Athens, 1969; C. Scouteris, H ExxAycwioyia w5
‘Ayiov Igyyopiov Niceng, Athens, 1969, .

’Gnosticism was one of the greatest threats to the Church. It was an expression of religious
syncretism, and was at its height during this period of the Roman Empire. Cf. A. Theodorou,
Ocuara Toropias Aoyuarwv, Athens, 1989, p.125-223; V. Phidas, ExxiA. Toz, |, p-142-169; see
for further bibliography G. Filoramo, 4 History of Gnosticism, 1990, tr. A. Alcock.




the organization of the Church. The key question here was: Who gave the
unmodified truth of the faith, the apostolic tradition and who had the unbroken -
succession from the Apostles? It was the Church that had the authority against
heresy, the protection of the apostolic succession, and the apostolic tradition in
union with her bishops. The bishops were in unity with their local church,
because the bishop was the apostolic voice of the local Church. «The vehicle of
the apostolic succession is the whole body of the local church in unity with her
bishop, just as the bishop is the vehicle of the apostolic succession in unbreakable
unity with his local church. For this reason we have an unbreakable apostolic
succession of bishops in the same Church, who lives out, as a body, the apostolic
tradition and guards it in unbreakable unity always with her visual head, her
bishop.» ** -

St. Ignatius,®’ also called Theophorus (@cogipoc), explicates a theology of the
Episcopal ministry, founded upon the absolute equivalence to the title of
bishop.” St. Ignatius praises the Ephesians, «who are as inseparably one with
him (the bishop) as the Church is with Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ with the
Father; so constituting one single harmonious unity throughout» (Ephes. V.1),™
because of their unity with their bishop «like the strings of a harp» (Ephes.
IV.1).” He emphasizes the position of the bishop in the Christian community and
calls the members of the Church «continue in unity and prayerfulness with one
another. For it is the duty of everyone, and most particularly of the clergy, to see

that the bishop enjoys peace of mind; for the honour of the Father and Jesus

V. Phidas, Exx. To=, I, p.184. see and OBD, pp.291-292.

St Ignatius was the first great theologian. We do not know much about his life. He was
martyred between the years 107 and 117 AD. He gives to himself the adjective Theophorus,
which was not interpreted. It is possible that he was called Theophorus, because he was the
child that Christ took in His arms (Matthew. 18:1). see D. Balanos, ITazcoloyiz, pp.43 . P.
Christou, EXX. azzodoyia, v.11, pp.408-436; S. Papadopoulos, Iazcokoyia, v.1, pp.173-180; J.
Quasten, Patrology, v. I, pp.63-76. o

""We have already mentioned that St. Ignatius belongs to the generation of bishops, about
whom we can use the title Prophet (ibid. pp.18 fl). So it seems that the authority of St. Ignatius
goes beyond the limits of the bishopric of Antioch (see V. Phidas, Exxi. To=, 1, p.102).

'™M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.62. «zoixc évxexzapévous abte (10 ERoHRW) &5 1 x-
xAnoia “Inoov Xewtd, xai "Inood Xewtés 16 mawpi, fa mdvia &v évémpmt copdwve 5» BEPES, v.2,
p.265,

">M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.62. «ic yozsai xdioa» BEPES, v.2, p.265.
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Christ and His Apostles» (Trall. XII,2).” The bishop is the head of the local
church, as Christ is the head of the universal Church: «Where the bishop is to be
seen, there let all his people be; just as wherever Jesus Christ is present, we have
the catholic Church.» (Smyrn. VIIL2),”* because, «for godly unanimity in
everything you do. Let the bishop preside in the place of God, and his clergy in
place of the Apostolic conclave, and let my special friends the deacons be
entrusted with the service of Jesus Christ, who was with the Father from all
eternity and in these last days has been made manifest.» (Magn. V1,1).”

St. Ignatius demonstrates the position of the bishop within the incontestable
ecclesiological principles which transmit the consciousness of the subapostolic
Church transfers in its fullness.”® St. Ignatius calls the Magnesians, «be as
submissive to the bishop and to one another as Jesus Christ was to His Father,
and as the Apostles were to Christ and the Father; so that there may be complete
unity, in the flesh as well as in the spirit.» (Magn. XII1,2).”” The form of the
pyramid that the apostolic Father uses, is interesting for us. Christ, in the flesh,
submits to His Father. The Apostles submit to the Holy Trinity, the people
submit to the bishop and to one another. This triadic structure is an attempt by
the apostolic Father to explicate the goal of the members of the Church, which is
nothing less than the unity of the members in flesh and in spirit. Hence, the
bishop is the center of the Eucharistic gathering, because there is «one Body of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and but one cup of union with His Blood, and one single

altar of sacrifice - even as also there is but one bishop» (Phil. IV)™ and, «... to

M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.81. «Swapévete év tf dpovolx tuiv xai < pet A A Aoy
TpoTEUY ). WpETEL Yoo Gy o0& %l fva, Eapéras xai Toiz moecButé-pore, avadilyew v érisxomay el Ty
mawpos Tnool Xewwod xai tav drosréiwvy BEPES, v.2, p.273.

’ 1M Stamforth The ApO.SIO/IC Fathers p.103. «drov av ¢avy 6 émizxomos, exel 76 wh 7d0¢ o,
dorep Smou & ) Xownog Tnooss, éxel 1) xadod weyy éxxdnzizn» BEPES, v.2, p.281.

M. Staniforth, The 4p0$lO/lC Fathers, p.72. «év o;u)voza Jeov omovdalere mava rpacro'c(v 7po-
XG&UKLEVOU TOU €7'10')’07'0U 51; TUT’OV &EDU Xal ’Z'(L)V ﬂpto'é’u"zpa)v ezg ’UTOV UUVC&FIOU ’(L)V aT'OU"'OACUV /au "(z)l 3::1
)’OV(UV "(l)V C(J.Ol )’) U)’U’ZT(I)V ET'IO'TCU‘U.E'VCI)V §taxowav 77] ou A{GI""OU, og 7fp0 mwva)v rar,a d"lﬁl 7]V Val €V 'E-
Xt &avyy BEPES, v.2, p.269.

1t is important to note that although the word of St. Ignatius is descriptive of the
ecclesiological situation of his period, his word also has the meaning of what we must do. This
is not to belittle the merit of what St. Ignatius says about the Episcopal ministry, but rather
merely point out how he uses this word.

7/M Staniforth, The ApOSIO/IC Fathers, p.74. «Lr'o—ay;;’s @ énondny xal GAI) 01, &5 6 sz-
0’1'0( ’O) TdTpl xa’a o’a.,ya, Xdl ot anoa‘rolo: Tll) A\OKU"(H /1! ’a) a’pl )’at T(J) TVCU‘LLd'l lVa EV&)G(-; n a'apxmn TE
xal TVEYLATIHY.D BEPES v.2, pP- 271

"®M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Iathers, p.94. «uix yas ool w00 xupiou fpav Tyoot Xpwros, xat
év motrjotov e Evety ToU afiatos abtol. & Jusiar ooy, d ely énizxorog..». BEPES, v.2, p.277.
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obey your bishop... the one common breaking of bread...» (Ephes. XX,2).” The
Eucharist is not an action of the bishop for the local church, but an'action of the -
bishop through the Church. The unity of the bishop with the local ecc]esiasti‘éal
body is an “organic unity”, and any separation between clergy and laity is
inconceivable. The eucharistic experience of the historical Body of Christ is the
foundation of the Christocentric unity of each local church. The bishop is the
authentic expression of the Christocentric unity of the ecclesiastical body. The -
fullness and the Catholicity of each local church is found in the identity of the
Body of Christ.*® Christ Himself is He who offers and who is offered in the
Church. ‘

The unity of the local churches is expressed through the unity of the whole
body of the bishops throughout the ecumene, because «our bishops, even those
who are stationed in the remotest parts of the world, represent the mind of Jesus
Christ» (Ephes. 111,2).*' St. Irenaeus has the same opinion. He locates the unity
~of the local churches, in the Eucharist, through the communion of the whole
body of bishops, which presupposes their unity in the right faith: « Huav 8¢ ciusw-
vog 7] yvaun T7 edyapioiz, xal 1) edyapiotia....bebatol wny yveun.... lMpoopéoouev 8¢ abri =
e, Eupedic xotvwviay xal Ewwoty anayyérovres, xal CIOAOYODVTES Capx0g XAl TVEUURTOS
éyepowy (Irenaeus, Detection and Overthrow of the Pretended but False Gnosis,
1, XVIIL,5).*> The mind of the Church is expressed by St. Cyprian of Carthage in
the 3rd century, who sees as, “episcopum in Ecclesia esse et Ecclesia in
episcopo, el si quis cum episcopo non sit, in ecclesia non esse;”’™ It is obvious,
from these examples, that the unity of the Church is consciousness and common
place of the entire Christian literature of the 2nd and the 3rd century.

The ecclesiastical needs in the middle of the 2nd century, the growth of the
communities, and their geographical dispersion, set in motion the division of the

Bishop-centred Eucharistic gathering.®* Thus, the communities broke into

M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, P.66. «els <6 bmaxobewy quas ~p ériniry ... fva Zotov
xAavreg..» BEPES, v.2, p.268. -

%0Cf. V. Phidas, Exx). To=. I, pp.185-188.

$'M. Staniforth, The 4p0$tollc Fathers, p.62. «...xal of éxisxoror, of xaza 7a 1 spam ootc Jéves,
év Tnoob Xopwrot yveuy eizivy BEPES, v.2, p.265.

S BEPES, v.5, p.153.

83Cyprian, Epistle 69, PL 8, col. 406B.

$CfIL Zisioulas, H Eviw wijc ExxAnoiag, pp.151-188; V. Phidas, Exxa. Iz, [, p.189.
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parishes, where the presbyters, or the Chorepiséopi (Xwpenioxomot, “the bishops
of the fields or village-bishops™) officiated at the Eucharist.*® This new situation
was not incongruous to the ecclesiastical usage of the past.ég of course, this
division did not change the relationship of the bishop to the local church, because
the bishop remained the head of the local Church, and the Eucharist was
officiated in the name of the bishop with his permission. On many occasions, the
bishop sent the sacramental bread (fermentum), consecrated by him, so that this -
"ferment" could be united with the holy gifts which were offered by the
presbyters of the parish. The unity of the Church is not broken, because Christ is
her center, and her members are the members of the Body of Christ. No member
who leaves the Church, breaks her unity, because the Body of Christ is not
broken into pieces (“ueuépworar & Xpiwecs”, 1 Corinthians 1:13). The Church
never ceases, even for a moment, to be interested in the unity of the faith and in
the return of those who have fallen outside of the ecclesiastical body. On the
basis of this principle, we are called to understand the whole evolution of the
ecclesiastical government and the historical facts which surround her. The love of
Christ calls for the love for the unity of the Church. The holy Fathers of the
Church knew this well. The unity of the Church is a commandment, it is a dogma

of the faith.

11 The General Historical Outline.

The length and the unity which describe the Church as historical phenomenon,
are an event with many-faceted consequences. The encounter of the ecclesiastical
body in its diachronic progress, calls for a strict concentration on the sources and
a thorough interpretation. If the researcher is to succeed in his work, he will
always have to bear in mind that the Church is the Body of Christ, for if he
forgets this truth, he will lose the Church itself, and in the end he will lose Christ.

This i1s why we examined in the previous chapter, the administration system and

¥see C. Papadopoulos, ITeo! )&wpoema}'o'rwv xat Trtoudagiwy dsy oty &v ) Opdodcie Exxdnoia,
in Esxxhyeia (8-10), Athens, 1935
%5St. Ignatius writes to the Smyrnaeans that the presbyters can.officiate at the Eucharist
with the permission of the bishop, “2xeivy &efaia ebyapioin Nyeiso, i) bno tiv exioxonoy viea, T & &v
abrog emrpédm” (Smyrn. VIIL 1. BEPES, v.2, p.281). «The sole Eucharist you should consider
valid is one that is celebrated by the bishop himself, or by some person authorized by him.» M.
Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.103.
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the wnity of the Church, from which we have attempted to understand the
ecclesiological prerequisites 'of_:‘th'e evolution of the ecclesiastical system of
government. .

This historical period, which we have been examining, spanned the first three
Christian centuries. It is customary to call it the period of the Early Church. Our
research covers the totality of this period and is also extended to the years which
follow it. It is well known that some of the greatest theologians and historians -
have worked on this period, and produced great volumes in size and in scope,
and that each new researcher feels the weight of this legacy. It is important,
however, at this point to specify here the historical limits of the period with
which we are working, because we shall not follow a strict chronological pattern
in the development of this thesis.

The dissemination of the Christian message was neither easy nor without
obstacles. The problems with which the Apostles and their successors met are
well known. Relations between the Church and the Roman Empire was the
greatest external problem which the Church had to face during the first three
centuries of the historic existence. The problem emerged each time a persecution
had finished, and affected the ecclesiastical government. This is because the
produced schisms had their source in the persecutions. The disorder in discipline,
which arose out of persecution, deeply injured the ecclesiastical body, because it
was generally an occasion for losing members. The Church’s attempt to confront
these problems produced useful forms for the evolution of the ecclesiastical
system of government. The conversion of the emperor Constantine the Great
was the greatest event that brought to an end this first period of relations
between the Church and the Roman State. This event has been emphasized on all
sides, and for this reason we shall not dwell on it. We shall simply note that the
Church found itself in an advantageous position after the period of persecutions.
Following the conversion of Constantine, the relations of the Church with the
Roman State developed on a new basis, that is, the principle of “cuvaiighiia”
(complementarity). This evolution was not immediate, but gradual. The principle

of "complementarity" was practiced however, with proportional concessions
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from each side, depending upon the circumstances, until the final dissolution of
_the Roman Empire by the Ottomans in 1453.

. The time limits of our research are extended to the time of Justinian, when the
institution of the Pentarchy reached its full development. On the political level,
the Roman State was separated by the successors of Constantine into Western
and Eastern. The Western State suffered great catastrophes by the barbarians.
Rome fell on two occasions, once to the Visigoths in 410, and again to the -
Vandals in 455, but the generals of Justinian recaptured the city in 536. In the
Eastern State, the evolution was different. The New Rome (Roma Nova), the
city which the Great Constantine had founded, increased in power and authority
while the Empire became powerful. A number of important emperors, such as
the Great Theodosius and Justinian, arose to the fore front of history. The
Church held five Ecumenical Councils until the age of Justinian, which dealt with
Christological errors and consolidated the Orthodox faith. Christological
controversies were at the center of theological dialogue which provided
responses to heresies such as Arianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism. These
heresies produced many disruptions in the life of the Church. The new forms
which were produced during the course of these controversies, shall be examined
in the chapters that follow.

Although heresies besieged the Church, the preservation of the unity of the
Church is the characteristic mark of the Church’s concern during the first six
centuries. Heresy was confronted with the persistence of Orthodoxy, right faith
and action. Although the Western Roman State suffered destruction with the
encroachment of the barbarians, it continued to live along with the Eastern State
until the end of Justinian’s reign, while the Eastern State lived for another
thousand years. It would be no exaggeration to say, that the church history of
this period is as valuable as the mosaics of St. Sophia in Constantinople. It is an

eternal heritage to the whole of Christendom and to humanity in general.
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Chapter 2

The Precedence of Honour
attributed to certain Thrones during

the first three centuries AD

It goes without question that from the day of Pentecost to our time many
changes have been made to the external organization of the Church. These
changes did not alter, in any way, the Church’s system of government which was
founded upon divine law, and was, therefore, unchangeable. This evolution did
not happen by chance, but was based upon principles full of ecclesiological
prerequisites and on firm canonical foundation. The patriarchal institution is an
outward evolution of the Episcopal ministry (bishop - metropolitan bishop -
patriarch).*’ Precedence of Honour (ITpeoBeia Twu7ic)*® is basic canonical principle
of ecclesiastical government, upon which the evolution of the patriarchal
institution was based. «By this term we must understand that more generally the
honour awarded by custom to the bishops of the Sees which are considered more
prestigious».*” Prof, Phidas’ definition raises certain questions,”® which we shall
answer in our attempt to understand the place of this canonical principle in the

system of the ecclesiastical government.

¥7 About the Episcopal ministry see ibid pp. 22 ff.

%The meaning of the word honour (Ty+) is manifold. It means merit, price, respect,
esteenm, - éx Arde Ty xai xidos éndler: Honour (respect) and glory are attributed to Zeus (God) -
dignity, authority and penalty. The word precedence (Gr. [Tpecéeia, it is the plural of the word:
Tlgeoteiov) means the honourable gift, the premium, but in plural it means the preference, the
privilege, the right. The composition of the two words means the privilege of respect and
authority.

Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.18.

P«Which is the character of this special honour, which was recognized by the bishops of
the supposed prestigious Sees? Who was this honour recognized for? Was it extraordinary or
regular? The answer to.these questions has particular significance for research into the
evolution of the organization of the ecclesiastical government, because this is the only way for
the later differentiations to be understood and to be appreciated. The confrontation of these
questions leads us into a host of problems, which still occupy the researchers of the sources of

the first Christian centuries.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.18.




30

The prestigious Sees of which Phidas speaks, are those Sees to the bishops of
which a special honour was given by the other local churches (e.g., the Sees of
Rome, Antioch, Ephesus, Jerusalem, Caesarea of Palestine, Corinth, Alexandria,
Carthage, etc.). This ecclesiastical practice resulted in the formation of an order
based on custom. We will try to discover how this practice worked, that it is how
the Precedence of Honour worked in the first three Christian centuries, and how
it prevailed in the 4th century.

The rise of heresies and especially of gnosticism provided the first significant
occasions for the emergence of this practice, as these challenges forced the
Church to fight in order to guard its apostolic tradition which was connected
with apostolic succession. This was of special importance for each local church,

and for the Catholic Church as a whole. Hegesippus bears witness to this: «..p-
7Pt OV 6T Y povey napdévog xadupk xal aduadIopug Frewey V) Bxxhnola, &v &8Tke Tou oxb-
TeL i el dwheuovroy elg €11 T0TE Tav, €l xai Tiveg Unipy,ov, mapaddeipey iy eiputvioy Tov -
Y1) xavova 100 cwtnplou xMplyatog: big 8’6 lepdg Tiv &RusTohwy 5 opbe Siddopoy elhndet ToU
lou téhog TapehnAvdet e M yevea éxeivn Tov alial axoals g evdeov codlag emaxoloat
xaTnELpévoy, Tvixalte Ths &déou mhavng dpy iy Ehapbavey 1) clotasie Sk Tk Tav vepo-
Sdaoxadov GnaTyg, of xai &te pndevdg ETt TV &TosTE Wy Aetropévoy, Yupvy hotrdy 1o
xedahy) T0 TV ahndeiag XYPOYRATL TV Jeudmvupoy Yvos v AVTIXNPUTTELY 2TEy Elpouy.. M.

St. Ireneus of Lugdunum (Lyon) also bears witness to this: «... Toito w0 xpuypa
rapethnduin, xal TadTIy T TioTw, Og Tpoédapey, 1 Exxnota, xainep & Eho 1h xdape Su-
eoappuevy, Emrehig duhaaae, G Eva oixov oixoloa. xai Opolwg TioTEVEL TOUTOIS, Of (hiay
Guy iy xal Ty albriy Eqousa xapdlav, xal ousdmves Tadta xrplooet, xai Siddoxet, xai TUpa-
Siduwoy, i & atopa xextpevy. Kal yap al xata tov xéomov Sudhextot &vbpior, &AA 9 Sova-
i g mapadooewg pia xal T abri. Kal odre af év Ceppaviag Spupévar "Exxdmeiar &hhos
TEMTTEURAG v, N ahhwg Tapadidoacty, obte v Taig T6nziaw, obte év Kehtoic, olre nati tie
avatohag, olre &v Alyimty, obte v Ably, obre af xati péou tod x0GpoU Epusevat. &hR G-

I -~ -~ 3 bxd - ’ T A k) ’ ¢ A} \ ’ -~
TER O Y})\&OQ, Lo ToU @EOU, 1A O)\(J) TW XOGUW ELG AU O AUTOG. OUTEW XAl TO RTpUYPa g

a)cqgaag ravtay ) ¢aivet, xal dwtilet maviac Tobe oul. opevoug elg Emiyvwo v aAndeiag Eh-

'Eusebius, Eccl. History, 3, 32,7-8. BEPES, v.19, pp.274-275. «..that the church
continued until then as a pure and uncorrupt virgin; whilst if there were any at all, that
attempted to pervert the sound doctrine of the saving gospel, they were vet skulking in dark
retreats; but when the sacred choir of apostles became extinct, and the generation of those that
had been privileged to hear their inspired wisdom had passed away, then also the combinations
of impious error arose by the fraud and delusions of false teachers. These also, as there were
none of the apostles left, henceforth attempted, without shame, to preach their false doctriné
against the gospel of truth.» C. Crusé, The Ecclesiastical sttory of Eusebius Pamphilus,
Bishop of Caesarea, in Palestine, London, 1870, p.107.
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Seiv..»”* These witnesses indicate the dangers to which the right faith was
~exposed and the common quest for the maintenance of the pure apostolic faith
on the part of all the local churches. The safe keeping of the apostslic tradition
was the central concern of the Early Church. The well known quote of Tertullian
«...quod Ecclesiae ab Apostolis, Apostoli a Christo, Christus a Deo accepit..»”
and the other one of Vincent of Lerins «...quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab
omnibus creditum est.. »* set the limits for, and the meaning of the apostolicity -
in the order of succession’ and in the catholicity of the faith.” Apostolicity is
characteristic of the fullness of each local church. At the same time we can also
say that apostolicity describes a local church which was founded by one or more

Apostles. Indeed this is true of many apostolic Sees’” in Eastern Mediterranean.”®

“Irencus, Detection and Overthrow of the Pretended but False Gnosis, A, X.2. BEPES,
v.5.pp.115-116

“Tertullian, Liber De Praescriptionibus, XXI, PL 2, col. 33B.

%St. Vincent of Lerins, Commonitorium Primum, 2, PL 50, col. 640.

The local churches piously kept the lists of bishops, with which they proved themselves to
be in unbroken continuity. The maintenance of these lists was not an act of vanity nor an act
serving the “historical consciousness” of the local churches. It referred to the real need to
strengthen the witnesses in the fight against heresy. Later historians such as Hegesippus and
Eusebius of Caesaraca used these lists 1o their advantage. (Eusebius, Eccl. History, 4, 22,2-3.
BEPES, v.19, p.303. & 5, 5,8 ff. BEPES, v.19, pp.324 {T).

As regards the lists of bishops of the chursch of Rome, see B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy,
pp-16-22. This question was of interest later, because of the Petrine Theory. See F. Dvornik,
Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.41 fI. In opposition to him, Robert B. Eno disputes the
authenticity of the lists of bishops and characterizes them as «baseless inventions of later
generations.» (The Rise of the Papacy, pp.31-34).

**The connection between Precedence of Honour and orthodoxy of faith was realized for the
first time during the fight against heresy. The question of the faith is essential to both the
spiritual as well as practical life of the Church. The loss of orthodox faith involves the loss of
salvation itself. Precedence of Honour meant orthodoxy. The bishops of the prestigious Sce
became established guardians of orthodoxy. The consciousness of the Catholic Church
recognized this by attributing Precedence of Honour to these bsihops. Unity and persistence on
orthodoxy in the local church is demonstrated by the communion of the bishops.

This ecclesiastical situation led to the establishment of similar forms of ecclesiastical
government in the life of the Church. The Church actiated the power of the Precedence of
Honour whenever she needed to protect the orthodox faith. There are examples of this in the
first three centuries, such as the convocation of local synods, at the time of Victor of Rome and
Polycrates of Ephesus (ibid pp.35 ff). Another example is Paul of Samosata. He was deposed by
the synod of Antioch (268) for his heretical opinions (Eusebius, Eccl. History, 7, 30, 1-19.
BEPES, v.20, pp.34-37). In the case of the See of Antioch, the synodical system put in practice
the protection of the faith and the ajudication of the bishops of the prestigious Sees (Cf V.
Phidas, Exx. Tox., I, pp.244-246; HCT, v.1, pp.118-126). The question of the adjudication of
the bishops of the prestigious thrones was the most pressing question during the next few
centuries. _ .

*'The ecclesiastical meaning of the word throne (deéves) is different from the secular
meaning. This is a very beautiful word as far as meaning is concerned, because it specifies the
distinguished position of the bishop amongst the clergy and the laity of his bishopric. This is
produced by the visual presence of the bishop’s position in the church, during the services. It is




Indeed, we can distinguish in the 2nd century between those local churches
which had bishops with unbroken succession reaching back to the apostolic age,
and those who did not, i.e., locai-li churches that owed their foundation to the
mission of other local churches.” This fact allows us to distinguish between
“Mother Churches," which had been founded by the Apostles, and “Daughter
Churches," which had been founded by the missionary efforts of the previous
ones. Clearly the Mother Churches had greater authority and respect than their
Daughters, but this did not effect, in any way, the integrity of the latter. This
respect was equivalent to the respect that the younger owed to the elder. At the
same time, there were practical reasons which led to this respect, such as the
maintenance of the scriptures and of the oral church tradition by the older local
churches. Hence the older churches had the preference of witness (ziv mootiuney
w7 uaprupiag) for any problem that arose. Their witness was appreciated as more
reliable, because it stemmed from the apostolic tradition which they had
maintained, as in Ephesus: «né ITavdov pév tedepel.wpévy, lwivwou 8¢ rapapeivavios
atmoiz uéypt v Toaiavod yedwwy, pdotug dAndic éoev Ti wiv dnostéAwy rapadosewey'

The “mouth” of each local church was the bishop, who expressed the witness
of the living apostolic tradition of his church. It was a logical necessity, however,
that the bishop of a local church who had "preference of witness", should enjoy a
particular honour over the other bishops. This honour was not attributed just to
the person of the bishop, because it derived from his local church, whose

orthodoxy was expressed by her bishop.'! In this way, the subjectivity of the

well-known that there was a multiple-throne (sévdsovov) in the early Christian churches in the
sanctuary around the altar, with the bishop being placed in the middle and the presbyters at his
side. Liturgical evolution saw the throne move from the sanctuary to the nave after the sixth
century where it has remained until today see G. Antourakis, Xgoiwravory Agyaiodoyia xai Exi-
yeaguen, Athens, 1990, v.1, p.204.

*F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, p.44.

Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.26-30.

'“Fusebius, Eccl. History, 3,234, BEPES, v.19, p.265. «..which had been founded by
Paul, and where John continued to abide until the times of Trajan, is a faithful witness of the
" apostolic tradition.» C. Crusé, The Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius Pamphilus, p.94.

'Clearly, the Precedence of Honour of a prestigious Episcopal throne was attributed to the
bishop of this throne. Even in the cases, when the bishops of the prestigious thrones were not
important persons, the Precedence of Honour of their throne was still attributed to them. Only
in exceptional situations, were persons placed above the limits of the Precedence of Honour.
Both Ossius of Cordova (sce V. De Clercq, Ossius of Cordova, Washington, D. C., 1954) and
Palmas of Amastris in Pontus were exceptions that confirm the law, in the first case because of
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Episcopal witness is reduced. St. Irenaeus had clearly explicated this notion.'®?

The charisma veritatis, which is given to the bishop by St. Irenaeus,'” is the

expression of the living regula veritatis of the Church. «lt is easy to understand,
that the prestige of the churches having apostolic foundation was greater than the
prestige of those not being in such a position, because the presupposition for the
horizontal unity of the churches in the ecumene was the vertical connection with

"% We see that the prestige of certain local churches (the

the Apostolic Church.»
most prestigious Sees) gave Precedence of Honour to their bishops, and at the
same ﬁme, it created an order based on custom with enhanced authority.

The result of this canonical tendency was that since the 2nd century
Precedence of Honour was attributed to the bishops of certain prestigious

"% If we turned our attention to this, we should ascertain that the

apostolic Sees.
sources bear witness to a connection between Precedence in Honour and the

Sees that had political importance in the life of the Roman Empire as political,

his theological education, and in the second, because of his Precedence in Consecration. (Cf.
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.49)

It is important to note, however, that the prestige of some persons was very important in the
life of the Church. It had such a great meaning that the theology of the Ecumenical councils
was connected with these persons. There is not one Ecumenical council in which persons of
exceptional prestige did not participate, or on whose work it was not based. Who does not
know the prestige of such persons as Dionysius of Corinth, Cyprian of Carthage, Ambrosius of
Mediolanum, Basil of Caesarca, Memnon of Ephesus, Cyril of Alexandria, only to mention a
few. The chorus of the Saints of the Catholic Church covers the pages of ecclesiastical history
with persons of exceptional prestige. The criterion of sanctity, of those who tasted the Holy
Spirit’s gifts, of the defenders of spiritual life, characterizes the historical life of the Church
and is in direct connection with the Episcopal ministry (see L. Blachos, ‘Ocdsdoln Wuyodecanein
(ratepuen Jecamevtixy dywyn), Athens, 1992 (1986).). The importance of the prestige of these
exceptional persons in the life of the Church is so great that St. Papadopoulos refers to it in
terms of “primacy of truth". Actually Prof. St. Papadopoulos claims, in connection with the
person of Dionysius of Corinth, that, «indeed, there was and there is primacy in the Church.
This is dependent on the truth. A bishop expressing more authentically and more deeply than
other bishops the divine truth about problems that concern salvation and life in the Church has
a primacy. We find the primacy of truth, which is a divine mystery, first in Clement of Rome,
then in Ignatius of Antioch and now in Dionysius of Corinth. This primacy creates an inner
sense of responsibility to the person who expresses it and grants to him the right to speak and
to insist and to order (rpos=at+y) the churches. Not only does this not have any relation to the
primacy of jurisdiction or of power, but also refutes this substantially.» S. Papadopoulos, I7z-
wwodoyia, V.1, p.269.

124K ai olre b mavu uvartis v 2oy iy & maic Exxhnsiaw mpoestdroy, ftepa tobtwy Spel (obfels yag
Urép tov Sibacxalov), obte & dodevig ev 1 Aoyw Ehattdoet Tiy mazalosy. Mg yap nal tig abiig wistems
olovg, olte 6 wohb mept abrig Suvdpeveg elmely, énhebvagey, one & <0 OAiyoy, Khatzovee” (Irenaeus,
Detection and Overthrow of the Pretended but False Gnosis, A, X, 2. BEPES, v.5,p.116)

'®Irenaeus, Contra Haereses, IV,26, PG 7, cols. 1052-1056; 4,1, SC 34, pp.114 fI.

199 Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.33.

'95Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.35.




cultural and financial centers. Tertullian mentions those thrones which had
exceptional ecclesiastical prestige, and associates them with political importance.
It is characteristic of his perspective, that he mentions only those prestigious
thrones who received apostolic letters, leaving out others, e.g., Alexandria,
Antioch, etc. In the same way, he leaves out those Sees which had received
letters, but who no longer had political importance at the time he was writing.
«.percurre ILcclesias apostolicas, apud quas ipsae adhuc cathedrae
Apostolorum suis locis praesident; apud quas ipsae authenticae litterae eorum
recitantur... Proxima est libi Achaia; habes Corinthum. Si non longe ¢s a
Macedonia; habes Philippos; habes 771essalonicense$. Si potes in Asiam
lendere, habes Ephesum. Si autem Italiae adjaces; habes Romam.» ' Eusebius
of Caesarea mentions the names of the bishops and the Sees, which took part in
the synods which were sumonned to deal with Easter, but he only mentions the

prestigious thrones. «...Octdihog... Kawapeia... Ndpxioaoc... Teposoiiporc,... Poprg...
Bixtopa,... ITovtov... [lakpac,.. Taihiav.. Epnvaiog,... Baxyihdov ti¢ Kopviwy,... ITo-
Auxpatng (the “Edéoov)..»'" This interconnection was not strange to the tradition
of the Church. The development of the apostolic mission had targeted those
cities with geopolitical importance in the Roman Empire. The Apostles used this

% The Church did not overlook the secular

situation to their advantage.
environment in which she found herself, even though her interest was beyond the
world, because of her eschatological perspective (fuav yap <6 moireupa v clpavoiz
mapye:, Philippians 3:20). Thus, at the end of the 2nd century, there was no
province without a throne, which did not find itself within the structure of the
Precedence of Honour. Even Carthage and Lugdunum had Precedence of
Honour, although they were not apostolic Sees. Clearly there was need for a
center of unity, so much so that the custom of the 2nd century creates the
precedent for ecclesiastical action in the 3rd century. It is a matter of fact that the
requested center of unity was easy to find in the political center of the province.

Precedence of Honour referred to relations between bishops, since the

spiritual authorityof bishops over their flock and clergy was self-eviden:. We

lOchrtullian, Liber De Praescriptionibus, XXXVI, PL 2, col. 49.

'’Eusebius, Eccl. History, 5, 23,3-5. BEPES, v.19, pp.341-342.

'%see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.37-39; F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy,
p.29.




must note, however, that Precedence of Homnour was not clothed with any
authority during this period. It was not obligatory and it did not specify
institutional jurisdiction of the prestigious Sees. Precedence of Hon&)r was
attributed and applied during the process of synods in the sense that bishops
honored by custom were given the presidency of these synods. The synodical
system of the Church was the natural environment where Precedence of Honour
was developed. A good example, of the way in which Precedence of Honour -
evolved in this period,'® are the disputes about Easter, and the synods which
were convoked for the consecration of bishops. Thus, it is not difficult to
understand why Precedence of Honour depends directly upon the synodical
system of the Church.

As regards the synodical system, we must note that it was the authentic
expression of the ecclesiastical function of the Church, and was not a copy of
other contemporary systems of government. Indeed, in the function of this
system, the Church utilized for its advantage the experiences and models of the
Judaic and Hellenistic environment, by assuming all those which were useful to
it. However, the Church expresses, through the synodical system, her whole
experience, the living, the spiritual and liturgical life, and the effective presence
of the “gifts” of the Holy Spirit. This specific distinction sets the synodical
system apart from any secular model. The Apostolic council of Jerusalem (48
AD)'" was the model and the beginning for the historical function of the
synodical institution, which set the limits of the apostolic work by its
decisions.''! The Apostolic council authentically expressed the consciousness of
the Church, and its decisions were the authentic canon of each council until
today.'"? _

A great gap appears in the operation of the synodical system,'”® beginning

with the Apostolic period (Apostolic council) and reaching the middle of the 2nd

'“see Eusebius, Eccl. History, 5, 23-25. BEPES, v.19, pp.341-344.
"0¢e C. Boulgaris, Xsovodoyia twv leyovétav w0t Biov wov ‘A mostédou Iadiou, Athens, 19832
"'Cf. C. Boulgaris, The Unity of the Apostolic Church, pp.315 fT..
N2 S0k ey yap ©o mvedpart =g ayly xai Gpiv prdev mhéov emitidesdar Gpiv 6apog Ay bty 0V ERa-
vayxe, aréyecdar elBwhoditwy xai afjuatos nal mvisiy xal Rogueiag, ¢ by Satpolvies taurolg eb mpakete.
Erpwsde” (Acts 15:28-29).

'3Cf. OBD, pp.540-543.
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century, at which time the Church needed to confront the problem of heresies'*

'S We know that the activation of the synodical

(and especially Montanism).
institution is an extraordinary action, whxch occurs when a question arises which
needs to be answered in order to preserve the life of the Church. We discover the
vigorous character of the synodical structure in a large number of letters (such as
those of Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, Irenaeus) during this century. The
unanimity of the body of the bishops was expressed in this way with regard to
questions which occupied the mind of the Catholic Church. We see the synodical
character of the Church in the meetings of bishops, like that one of Anicetus of
Rome and Polycarp of Smyrna concerning the question of the date of Easter."
We see the synodical practice in the consecration of bishops,''” which were done
by the nearest neighbouring bishops. It is self-evident that the bishops who
performed the consecration could refuse to consecrate a person whom they
judged to be unqualified, which sometimes went against the will of the people.
Certainly, at least three bishops were needed both for the service of consecration

"% and it was at these gatherings that the

and for the election of bishops,
communion of the local churches was confirmed. The bishops were the vehicle of
their common belief, and the synods called for the consecration of bishops were
the model of the local councils in the 2nd century.''® Precedence of Honour had
an important role in the function of the previous forms, as we said. That is

because the head of a council was a bishop whose throne had an appropriate

""“Eusebius preserves the epistle of Serapion of Antioch to Caricos and Pontios, where the
condemnation of Montanism is implicit in an entirety of local councils. Eusebius, Eccl.
History, 5, 19,2. BEPES, v.19, p.338.

"'* The synodical character of the Church is fundamental and self-evident. It is seen in the
sacrament of the Eucharist, where the members administer the body of Christ (the Head of the
Church) and therefore among them. The common unity of the person of the bishop is the
expression of the common unity of the local churches. The common unity of this body was
obvious when there were no questions which questioned the untiy of the Church.

"'"Eusebius, Eccl. History, 5, 24,16-17. BEPES, v.19, pp.343-344. About the position of
the bishop of Rome in the body of the blshops of the Catholic Church, see Abbé Guettée, The
Papacy, pp.56-62.

""The word consecration (xewporoviz) has two meanings. The first meaning, which is literal,
has the content of election. The second meaning, which prevailed because of the liturgical
tradition, has the content that we give today to the word, that is the liturgical action of the
laving on of hands in ordination of the bishop. This distinction of the word’s content permits
us to understand the historical evolution of the meaning of the word.

""*Very important information about the clection and ordination of a bishop is preserved in
the book: Constitutions of the Apostles (Au<ayai zov ‘Aros=dhuv), 8, 4-5. BEPES, v.2, pp.142-
144. & Hippolytus, Apostolic Tradition, SC, v.11, pp.40 fT.




hondur (although, the head-bishop could also be the one who had Precedence of
Ordination). The importance of the practice of Precedence of Honour was great,
because it allowed l‘fobr the harmonic functioning of each ecclesiastical .activity,
and at the same time it created a law of custom (customary usage). .

The authority of prestigious thrones was result of a combination of many
ecclesiastical presuppositions. The practice of charity was a deeply spiritual
activity of the Church. The well known collections (loyeiz:) were activities of
financially flourishing Christian communities undertaken for the support of poor
communities. This practice is certainly connected with the spiritual work of the
Church, and stemmed from the message of the Gospel. The Apostle Paul calls
the Corinthians (2 Cor. 8,1-9,15)'?° to strengthen the local church of Jerusalem,
in the same way as the Macedonian churches had done. He regards this ministry
very important, and does not hesitate to devote a large part of his letter to
advocating this position. He tries to bring this about through an appeal to love,'*'
about which he had spoken to the church of Corinth. St. Paul expresses, through
this endeavor, his love for the church of Corinth, « A2 dorep év navei repiooedete

. xat w7 € fuav év dutv ayanyy (2 Cor. 8,7), and in turn asks of the Corinthians to
confirm their love for the Church «ea! w0 t7¢ dpevépac dydnne yvioiov Sox alwww (2
Cor. 8,8) by their participation in the collection for the church of Jerusalem. This
love, then, among the local churches was realized with works, such as the
granting of financial support to the poor churches, as the practice had been since
apostolic times. Corinth was, in St. Paul’s time, a flourishing commercial and
financial center, and the local church flourished in these respects too.

Indeed, the collections (Aoyeiz:) were ecclesiastical practice, based upon
apostolic foundation and expressed real Christian love, which was the basic bond
of the local churches. They enlivened this bond and, therefore, become very

important to the entire body of the Catholic Church. The attribution of honour to

"9Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.40-47.

'**The interpreters agree that St. Paul calls the Corinthians to strengthen the colletion for
the local church of Jerusalem. see S. Agouridis, Eizaywyy ez v Kawiv Awadixgy, Athens, 1971,
p-258. 1. Karavidopoulos, Ei&aywyy oy Kaws; Awdixy, Athens, 1984, p.234. J. Murphy-
O’Connor, in NJBC, pp.823-825.

"2 This is the famous hymn of love, whose merit is unique and it shows off St. Paul as the
theologian of the love (1 Cor. 13). see S. Agouridis, ‘A zoot6Aov Iatiou Tewy mpog Kopevdiows E-
mwwrody, Thessaloniki, 1985, pp.225-231; V. Ioannidis, "H xaws évrody) tijs dydnng xai 6 Guvos ai-
¢ Umo tob AmoozéAou IMavAou év | Kop. 13, Thessaloniki, 1950.
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certain churches was also the result of this practice, which, could be also
connected with Precedence of Honour. 1t was logical inevitability that the
prestigious thrones which were in the financial centers of Roman Empire and had
the necessary financial foundation, made collections (oyeiz:) for other churches.
The prologue of St. Ignatius’ letter to the church of Rome demonstrates this.
The local church of Rome is characterized by St. Ignatius as the “foremost in

12 \ ’ ' > 3 . ¢ :
o1z (el mpoxadmuévy e zzyamyg),lZJ as having “Precedence in love”.

love
Apparently, St. Ignatius used this honourable title because of his first-hand
knowledge of the work of the Roman church in this respect.'?* The good father
actually borrows his terminology for the Church of Rome from St. Paul. The
comparison of these two passages alone convinces us of the basis of St. Ignatius’
thinking and supplies a clear equivalence in both terms and meaning.'”® We ought
not to forget that the authentic patristic tradition presupposes a biblical
foundation. The church of Rome, who gives her love as an authentic expression
of her spiritual life, is eligible for full recognition of her work. Any other
interpretation, which leads to arbitrary conclusions about this recognition such as
that connected with the later papal primacy, is without basis and substance.'*
The Precedence of Honour and the status of Rome, as of other prestigious
thrones, was the result of guileless love towards the weaker sister churches.

The question of the Precedence of Honour of the bishop of Rome, while

belonging to the entire spectrum of this issue, has taken on a bigger dimension

'22M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.85.

'"“BEPES, v.2, p.274.

'*"A. von Harnack expressed this opinion first (The Expansion of Christianity, v.1, p.231)
for the interpretation of the passage. Contemporary researchers share this opinion (Cf. R. Eno,
The Rise of the Papacy, p. 35).

BeAN BoTep &V TaAVTL TEPLoTELETE, TioTeL Xal Aoy xat yvd)csc- val macy omoudy) xal Ty €% oy év O-
8 Gydmy, tva xai év rabty 7 yéprrt mepsoeinrey (2 Cor. 8,7) «...4%bde0s, abompens, abigrarndpioros,
abémavos, dbenizeuxtoc, abusayvog xai mpoxadnpévn tic ayamyg, 7e1rrovoues, narphvupos,...» (Ignatius,
to the Romans, prologue, BEPES, v.2, p.274) = «worthy of God, worthy of honour, blessing,
praise, and success; worthy too in holiness, foremost in love, observing the law of Christ, and
bearing the Father’s Name.» (M. Staniforth, The Apostolic Fathers, p.85.)

"6 According to VL. Phidas, the characterization «describers in a superfluous way the
flourishing spiritual life of the Roman church and it cannot be used in support of the later
claims of papal supremacy» (ExxA. Io=., I, p.197). B. J. Kidd is in the same way (The Roman
Primacy, pp.12-14). Unlike them, N. Afanassieff regards that St. Ignatius intimates with this
characterization that the Roman church acted as having metropolitan jurisdiction around its
bishopric (The Church which Presides in Love, pp.94-95). But C. Papadopoulos sees this as
basis of the principle of accommodation (T¢ Iewreizy ro0 Eriexémou Poune, p.15).
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because of the development of the theory of papal primacy. It is characteristic
that the sources of the first Christian centuries were used to support the previous
opinion of the papacy. The famous, and difficult, passage of St. Irenaeus of
Lugdunum, from his book “Detection and Overthrow of the Pretended but False
Gnosis” (chapter III, 3, 2), is a classical example of this. This passage is
preserved, unfortunately, in a 'Latin translation, which is problematic. It reads:
«Sed quoniam valde longum est in hoc tali volumine omnium ecclesiarum
enumerare successiones, maximae et antiquissimae, et omnibus congitae, a
gloriosissimis duobus apostolis Petro et Paulo Romae fundatae et constitutae
Ecclesiae, eam quam habet ab apostolis Traditionem et énnuntiatam hominibus
fidem per successiones episcoporum pervenientem usque ad nos indicantes,
confundimus omnes eos, qui quoquo modo, vel per sibi placentiam malam, vel
vanam gloriam, vel per caecitatem et malam sententiam, praeterquam oportet
colligunt. Ad hanc enim Ecclesiam propter potiorem principalitatem necesse est
omnem convenire ecclesiam, hoc est, eos qui sunt undique fideles, in qua
semper, ab his, qui sunt undique, conservata est ea quae est ab apostolis
Tradition'”’

Many interpretations have been given to this passage, and many contradict
one another.'”® The most original, and, in my opinion, the best translation, is
given by V1. Phidas. He accepts the following:

1. The Latin translation is strictly dependent upon the Greek text, and
therefore, a restoration of the text is not possible «because in our
opinion the only impartial and acceptable way for the restoration of
the original text, is the text of the Latin translation.» '%

2. He corrects the translation of the Latin word undique from the Greek
word oroudyjmore, which means “if somebody is everywhere”, to the
Greek word é6rodevirmore, which means “if somebody comes from

everywhere”.

Irenaeus, Contra Haereses, 3,3,2, PG 7, cols. 848-849; SC 34, p.102.

"*With regards to the speculation concerning this passage, see V. Phidas, ExxA. T, I, pp.
197-205. .

'®y. Phidas, ExxA. Toz, I, p.199.
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3. The phrase “omnem ecclesiam” must be translated in the singular and
not in the plural, as it is done today.

4. The connection of the two previous comments shows that St. Irenaeus
refers to the church of Rome, and the problem which confronted her
due to the multinational structure of its people. He calls all these to
follow the local tradition in their liturgical life.

5. It is obvious that the church of Rome is mentioned by St. Irenaeus.
The Greek text of the following paragraph confirms this fact, «©Oeue-
Awaavtes ovv xal olodourjoavres of paxdpior drégrodot myv Exxdneiav, Alvy
TV TT émcxonic Aettovpyiav éveyeiomaay.. » (IH,3,3).’30 The conjunction
“odv” proves that the author is referring to the local church of Rome in
the previous paragraph.

This is the restoration of the Greek text by VI. Phidas: «(I1l, 3, 2) *A7%’ énet
KT T0V €0TL €V TOLOUTY TORY Taoev Tov exx g v apwduelv tae Swudoydc, enide i rupé-
FOVIEG TG &R0 TOV ATOTTOAWY rapahnddeis g napadooews xat T xatayyehdelong Tolg dv-
Jpwmotg moTEWG TN XATAVIHRUTAG aYPIC TADY TAIG TV ETITHOTIOY Swoyate NG peYisTg
xat GEYaloTATNG Xal mast YVWITYG, THG URo Tav evdokotatav SUo ancetohwy Ilétpou xal
Mebrou Jepehwdeions xal otxoSopndeiorg, &v Pown éxxhnsiac, RATUITY UVOUREY TRAVTHG €~
€voug, olTveg v oipdnTv Tpome (Tpooyfratt) eite Slabdadeiay ¥ pataioSoliav 7 k-
GV xal OGOV XAXOY TAPRCUVAYWYAS TOLOUVTAL. Hpdg tadtny odv vy exxhngiay (= g
Popme), S wyy Omepoy wrpay apy Ny, AVAYRe TV TATAV cupdwveiv Exxhnaiav (= g Po-
1), T0UT €aTiv Tolg Omodevdqrote migTole, Ev § (= éxxhroia Popne) maviote éduhaydn
0no T onedevdvmote (= év Pduy miotav) 1 4no oy droswihev rapadosic aben. (111, 3, 3)
Oepciuwsavteg 0bv xai oixodoprnoavies of paxapiot dndatohot tiy "Exxdvsiav, At thy

TG ERoXOTNG hettoupyiay éveyelpnoay...»

OBEPES, v.5, p.143.

"'V. Phidas, ExxA. Trx, |, p.203. The English translation: «But as it would be very tedious
to enumerate in such a work the succession of all the churches, by tracing the tradition that
comes from the Apostles and the faith that was declared to men and that has been transmitted
to us, through the bishops’ succession of the very great and very ancient church and known to
all, of the church which was founded and established at Rome by the two very glorious
Apostles, Peter and Paul, we confound all those who in any manner whatsoever, either through
blindness or bad intention, do not gather where they should. Hence, with this church (= of
Rome, i.e., with her tradition), because of the most powerful principality, is obliged to agree
the whole church (of Rome), that is to say, the faithful who are from all places, in this church
(of Rome). This tradition of the Apostles has been preserved (in Rome) always by those who
are of all countries. § The blessed memory Apostles, who founded and established (this)
church, consecrated Linus for the Episcopal ministry ...»
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I think that the translation made by VI. Phidas, is indisputable.'*? Thus, any
attempt to make a connection between this text and the theory of papal primacy
is unfounded. The connection made of the above text with the decision of Victor
of Rome to put an end to communion with churches who supported different
traditions than he shown, is not right.'”> The meaning of this passage of St.
Irenaeus is important, because it supports the apostolicity of the church of Rome
and demonstrates its Precedence of Honour. 1t is interesting that the Apostolicity
of the church of Rome is founded upon the Apostles Peter and Paul during this
difficult situation. We see that the church of Rome does this, every time that it

has an internal or external problem."’* The stress and overstress of the

"'V, Stefanidis’ opinion that Iranacus had been influcnced by opinions circulating in the
West at the end of the second century concerning the position of the local church of Rome is
invalid, not only becuase of the reasons already stated, but because such opinions did not exist
during this period (‘Exx2. oz, p.286). J. Kelly does not accept nor mention papal primacy in
this passage «there is therefore no allusion to the later Petrine claims of the Roman sce» (Larly
Christian Doctrines, London, 1993 (1968), pp.192-193). Abbé Guettée interprets the passage
correctly by making the correct philological suggestions about the translation of the Latin text.
He ascertains that the text is directed at the local church of Rome and its faithful who were
there from other churches (The Papacy, pp.62-67). B. J. Kidd has the same opinion (The
Roman Primacy, pp.15-16). Robert B. Eno agrees with this interpretation. He belicves there is
a connection between this passage and the Quartodeciman communitics in the local church of
Rome. The communities created problems in the liturgical life of the Church of Rome. (The
Rise of the Papacy, pp.37-42). For further bibliography see V. Phidas, Exx2. Toz, 1. p.198.

Psce Euscbius, Eccl. Historv, 5, 24,9-11, (BEPES. v.19, p.343). Victor broke with the
churches, following the tradition of thte Quartodecimans (recoaseoxaidexazinod). This had
negative results for him, because «od xdo! e w0 émiexizot; air Yedoxewon,and for that matter,
there is a precedent of common unity between Anicetus of Rome and Polycarp of Smyrna. This
proves that the actions of Victor resulted from the pressure of the church of Rome itself, and
did not indicate any idea of papal supremacy. We can assume that Victor questioned the place
of Rome becausc it had just arisen out of a period of serious political crisis. Victor (189-98)
was the first in the order of the non-Greek bishops of Rome. He was borne in Africa and this
must have played an important role in his spiritual formation. Victor marked another first, in
that he had connections with the palace of Rome. He was the first bishop of Rome who had
connections with the government. These facts may indicate why he acted as he did. Cf. J.N.D.
Kelly, The Oxford Dictionary of Popes, Oxford, 1986, p.12; W. de Vrics, Opdodofia xai Kadoh -
xwpog, pp.31-32.

"*The followings are similar such events: 1. The controversy between Soter of Rome and
Dionysios of Corinth. The bishop of Rome invokes the apostolic tradition of his church from
Apostles Peter and Paul, but Dionysios does the same thing. (Eusebius, Eccl. History, 2,25.8).
2. The reaction of Tertullian against Callistus of Rome, about the forgiveness of mortal sin. It
1s the first time a connection was made between the famous passage Matth. 16,18 without
giving up the connection to Apostle Paul. 3. The controversy between Stephen of Romié and St.
Cyprian of Carthage in the previous passages and the interpretative problems that are created
in the use of the previous passage (Matth. 16,18) by St. Cyprian during the support of
Cornelius of Rome. Cf. V. Phidas, Exx. Tor., I, pp.205-208. Abbé Guettée has collected and
analyzed all the known passages, which the defender of papal supremacy accept as the basis of
the practice of this theory in the Early Church (The Papacy, pp.67-91.). see and B. Kidd, The
Roman Primacy, pp.23-41; G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, pp.15-19; R. Eno, The
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apostolicity of the local church of Rome was a historical phenomenon which led
to the creation of different forms of ecclesiastical government during the passage

'*> This phenomenon was transformed into a problem when it created

of time.
such forms, which were absolutely devoid of ecclesiological prerequisites. Of
course, it is a well-known fact that the Precedence of Honour of the church of
Rome was recognized, as had been the case with the other prestigious Sees.

In conclusion, we see that the birth and development of customary rank of
Precedence of Honour, which was bestowed upon the prestigious thrones of the
Church, occurred during the first three Christian centuries. There was no
connection between Precedence of Honour and authority. Precedence of Honour
existed absolutely with reference to relations between bishops. It determined the
presidency of the local councils, the consecration of bishops, and or the solution
of other ecclesiastical questions. The importance of the Precedence of Honour
will be demonstrated in the evolution of the ecclesiastical government at the
beginning of the next century. It is worth mentioning that the development of the

Precedence of Honour of the prestigious thrones did not occur without reactions

from other local churches.

Rise of the Papacy, pp.42 ff. N. Afanassieff, The Church which Presides in Love, pp. 59 ff. C.
Papadopoulos, T¢ ITew<eiov w0l énisxérov Pduys, pp.15 ff.

'*Francis Dvornik is inclined to accept this historical situation, because of the facts
themselves, although he is a zealous defender of the petrine theory (Bvzantium and the Roman
Primacy, pp.42-43.).




Chapter 3

The Precedence of Honour
attributed to certain Thrones

during the fourth century AD

The fourth century of Christian history has a distinguished place in
ecclesiastical and profane historiography. This is the century of the triumph of
the Church, and the great dangers due to the heresy of Arianism.
Unquestionably, the convocation, proceedings, and doctrinal and canonical
decisions of the 1st Ecumenical Council (325) were a top-ranking event."*® The
decisions taken then, especially those concerning ecclesiastical government, were
of great importance, because they introduced the mretropolitical system. The
Precedence of Honour which up to that point was attributed to certain Sees was
changed into a Metropolitical Precedence, that is, Precedence was attributed to
the thrones of the capitals (Mywdreiic) of political provinces. This decision did
not stand in opposition to the prevailing at that time system of Precedence of
Honour, because the Metropolitical thrones were actually identical with the
thrones that had been attributed Precedence of Honour in the majority of the
cases. The holy Fathers of the Council of Nicaea’’ demonstrated direct
compliance with its decisions, and the signatures in the records of the synod
prove this. The recognition of the Precedence of Honour of the prestigious

thrones is certified by these signatures,”®® but this did not mean that the

136p, Christou, ‘Eiz. Hatodoyia, v.3, pp.22-26; L. Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical
Councils, pp.33-80; J. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, pp.5 ff. J. Kelly, Early Christian
Creeds, London, 1993 (1972%), pp.51 ff: I Karmiris, Dogmatica et Svmbolica Monumenta
Orthodoxae Catholicae Ecclesiae, Athens, 1952, pp.118-129; G. Konidaris, I evixy Eaxd T
cropia, Athens, 1957, pp.241 ff; S. Papadopoulos, ‘A Szviciws ¢ Méyac xai % Oeodoyia iz Oikow
uevixfis Tuvédou, Athens, 1980; V. Phidas, "Exx;. Tozociz, 1, pp.377‘ﬂ.; V. Stefanidis, *Exx2. “I-
cropiz, Athens, 1959, pp.99 ff; F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, pp.] fT.

ct. D, Gonis, Nixaw: i Myseorody w5 "Edqgviouss =g Biduviag: Iezopo Iepiypappa, n
«Nixaia, Toropia, Ocoroyia, [orionss 325-1987», Nicaea, 1988, pp.13-48.

'38Mansi, II, col. 881; «"Ociog éricronog KouzZabbrg Iomaviag, olitug miorebo bg mpovéypamitan
Papng Bitwv xai Busevtivog mpesbitepor Alyimros "Alélavizog: "Avewyetag wis peyadrng Edoradioe: Te-
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suprametropolitical Precedence of Homour of these Sees were given equal
recognition.'*

The canonical decisions of the metropolitical system demonstrate the breadth,
quality and type of the speculation which was produced concerning the practice
of the relative canons (4, 5, 6 & 7) and also the experience of the Fathers of the
Holy Synod. Canon 4'* introduced the metropolitical system. It solved the
question of the election and consecration of a bishop by the provincial synod by
direct reference to the metropolitan. The metropolitan has the absolute right of
confirming the proceedings, and he is the master of ordinations. The whole
canon is in harmony with the tradition and the ecclesiasticél procedure prevailing
up to that time, according to which the final election and consecration of a
bishop was to be done by the neighbouring bishops. Metropolitical power has, as
its goal, the protection of the election of a bishop from possible peccadilloes that,
as we understand, had emerged up till then. Canon 5'*' determined the function
and the time of the convocation of the provincial synod, whose purpose was to
provide a solution to any problem presented to it (such as to act as the judge of

clergy or laity indispute, and to deal with other pastoral questions).'*

posohupwv Maxagiog: "Apmoxpativy Kovov: xai tav hotmav: & eig nhfipeg & ovipata xeitat év 1 Suvobixy
"Adavaciou 100 A Rekavpeing emwoxomouy Socrates, Eccl. History, 1, 13, PG 67, col. 188.

"**The question of the presidency of the First Ecumenical Counil is difficult to determine
and in fact is controversial because the records of the synod were no preserved. It appears that
the power of Precedence of Honour was applied to this situation and Eustathius of Antioch
must have acted as president (see V. Phidas, "H A" Odcoupevins) givodos. Mpobipata meol v
oUYRATGY, TV TuyXpeTioLY Xal Ty Aettowyiav ¢ cwddou, Athens, 1974). Abbé Guettée belicves
that the bishop of Rome did not act as president of the first four Ecumenical councils (The
Papacy, pp.102-124).

M0 Emioxoroy rpoquu p.a)\cc'ra ;Lev Omo wavrwy v év T} emzp/uz xadictacdac €t e Sucyeps' ey <0

zotolre, 7 S xrrereryou’av avayxnv 7w p.nxo.: oaou, ef amavtog 'rpuq Emt 10 abTo auvayopevou:,, aup.\lm—
GV Yopevey kat Tiv &Toviey, xal cuvtidepévoy Six ypapudtwy, TiTe TV yetpotoviay mowiodar TG S xUpog
70V yvouevoy S1locdar xad’ EXACTYY ERopyiay TP pYTPORS ShiT» S) ntagma, v. 2, P. 122. For the
English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, v. 1, London, 1990,
p7. '
I4l<(HEpL TV axocvm:rrwv Yevopevwv ElTe TOV € XA qpu) ei7e TOY €v hatxd T Faypan, 0mo Tov xad exdoTy
éuap/Lav ERIoAOT WY, HpaTettw T *{vw;n], HOTA TOV XAYIYA TOY c'a*{o,,suov'ra Tolg u¢ ef'epmv arof)T,f);v'ra' v’
nepwv @n rpomeaDar ‘Efetaléodn &, (J.T] gcypogpu'/m r, rhoveisia, 7 mzaum aqona 700 EmIGHOT OV, ATO-
Gu aaymym yeysv vTaL. Tva odv <0bto iy TpemoUsay 5Etacty raubavot, xahig e;sw £Cofey, EXACTOL evnau'ou,
rad’ exactny ET‘ap/LaV ¢ig 70U ETOUQ cuvodoug yivesdar: va XOU TAVTOY TV ETIEXOTWY TR e,Lap/u' £xt 10
avto Gu JaYO'Lé vy, Ta ToLrTa ‘Cq qp.am e;sm(q.at »at owm\, ot GOk oyoupe vax, rpocrsx,ouxo'e; T ERIGNHO-
T, ®ATA )\oyov axot wa‘ <ot wapa masty etvat S6kwst, p.: YPLG Qv T Hotup 1OV ERoHOTwY COEY) TT“I $rhavpuro
Tépay Unép avtam exbécdar Yigov. Al St civolor ywvecluoay, pia piv mpd w1¢ Tecoaparvetig, tva macng pi-
npobuyiag avapouevnc, 1o Edpoy xadapdy mposdépntar 7o Oc: Seutépa B¢, Tepl TOV TOU LETORWPOY RapOY.)
Syntagma, v.2, pp.124-125. For the English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees, v.I, p.8.

'2Cf. F. Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, in The Once and Future Church: A
Communion of Freedom. Studies on Unity and Collegmllty in the Church, Staten Island, N.Y .,

1971, p.27.
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The Precedence of Honour of the bishops of fhe prestigious thrones was
extraordinary, and was not connected with any kind of ecclesiastical jurisdiction.
Unlike this situation, the metropolitical system gave special }x.)'oWer. to the
metropolitan bishops. The development and practice of the metropolitical system
was based on the principle of accommodation (civil dignity), that is, the
organization of the ecclesiastical government in accordance with the division of
the political jurisdiction (provinces). Where the ecclesiastical capital was not
identical with the political capital, the political capital prevailed,"” but the
prestigious thrones were not without their problems. Canon 7'** is a canonical
confrontation with problem of the Church in Jerusalem.A It is well known that
historical evolution had favoured the development of the city of Caesarea, while
the city of Jerusalem was in decline.'* Of course, the authority of the local
church was great in the Catholic Church. «Since there prevails a custom and
ancient ftradition» according to the so called Precedence of Honour,
metropolitical honour was given to the See of Jerusalem. This honour was not
suprametropolitical, because the metropolitical rights of the See of Caesarea
were fully protected. When personalities like Eusebius were bishops of Caesarea,
there was no other way."*® The metropolitical system showed its greatest
strength during this period. The holy fathers of the First Ecumenical Council
employed the metropolitical system with firmness, and without deviations. Of
course, there could not be any deviations from the perspective of the holy
Fathers of the First Ecumenical Council. The magnitude of the synod had a
catalytic effect upon all the Fathers who participated, and thus it was not
concerned with the question about the position of the most prestigious sees

(Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem and Rome) as having a kind of universal

SCf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.54, ft 7.

Md«’Eﬁu&‘q agumBewa xexpatnie, xat Tapadoct; apyaia, bote Tov v A lhig ériononoy Tyracdar, Eyérw Ty
axohoudiav tie Tyr¥g: T pyTpomoher cwlouévou Tob vixelow dlidpatosy Syntagma, v.2, pp.131-132.
For the English translation sce N. Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.9.

'>The political history of the first Christian centuries in Jerusalem is marked by a rank of
catastrophes. Titus occupied the city-at 70 AD. The Roman emperor Andrianus occupied the
city and exiled all the Hebrews, after the failure of the revolution of Simon Bar-Kochba (132
AD). Then the city was reduced to a colonia, i.e., military colony, and was renamed Aclia
Capitolina. We find this name in the sources. Of course the city as a city lay in ruins; it lost its
geopolitical importance. see G.Galitis, ‘H Iorczia "Ersyiic =g Kawic Awdixng, Thessaloniki,
1988 (4), pp.78-93; V. Tzaferis, “Ay:wo: Téro:, Athens, 19923 p.46.

MSCEf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.56, ft 11.
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authority.'*” The connection of canon 7 with canon 6 is an interpretative mistake,
which derives from a misinterpretation of canon 6.

Canon 6 has great importance because the interpretations that were given to it
during the following centuries were not intended to demonstrate the tenor of the
Fathers of the Synod, but to confirm the later evolution of the ecclesiastical
government.'” As to «whether the letter and the spirit of the canon are

completely in héfmony with the various interpretations of its tenor produced

'“7Although the canonists of the twelfth century interpreted in the light of the historical
events, believed that canons 6 and 7 introduced the patriarchal institution, i.e. Zonaras
(Syntagma, v.2, p.132) and Aristcnos (Syntagma, v.2, pp.132-133), Valsamon interpreted
canon 7 correctly, while still speculating about the connection with canon 7 (Syntagma, v.2,
pp.130-131). Of course these canons were the canonical basis for the later suprametropolitical
precedence. Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.57-58, ft 13.

M8 Ta apyaia E9n wpateito, ta &v Alyimry, xai ABiy xai [eviaréher, Gote 1oy év "Ahetavipein éxi-
oxomov maviwy Toutwy e Ty ousiav: éneidh) xal tp év Pdpy enondmy tobro cdvnBés ety ‘Opotwg 8t
xat xata thv "Avtidyeiay, xai &v tals dAhatg enapylaw, a npechein chlesdal taig SuxAnsia. Kaddhou 8t
mpodmAov exeivor &1, el Tig Yuwplg YRS TOU pTPOTOAITOL YévoLTo ETicxoTag, TOV Tol0DTOY §) peydhy Ghvo-
Sog bpioe piy Betv etvar émioxomov. "Eav pévror 1§ xowf mdviey Piidw, edhdyw odey, xai xata xavova Exxhy-
GuasTixby, 8lo, 7 Tpeis St 'oixelav rhoveixiay avtihéyuot, xpateitw 7 1dv Thebvoy PRdoc» Syntagma, v.2,
p.128. For the English translation sec N. Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.9.

"It was accepted, in the light of the historical events and the established ecclesiastical
practice, since the middle of the fourth century, that canon 6 introduced the suprametropolitical
system (F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, p.32) and that it is the basis of the
patriarchal system. The canonists of the 12th century supported this opinion. Zonaras supports
the following: «Bobhetar 6 xaviv va mahaui £ xpaseiv, § xai xavives petayeviotepot, xat YOROL ROALTINOL
duwpilovrat. Tov "Ahefavdpeing odv énioxomov Jeoniler 1@y év A lyin=o, xal Ay xai Tlevzanbher mpoéyey:
xal tov " Avtwoyetag 1ov adtg Omoxeyrévoy enapy v, Zuplag Snhady, xai Kolhng Zupiag, xai Kihudag
exatépag, xat Mecomortapiag, xat ol ahhoug emisxbmous Tov Un above eboustdlew Fwpwv: xadig xai g év
) Popaivy Socdnsia neoedpedovi, tiv éomepinv dpyewv Eog éxparoey (Syntagma, v.2, pp.128-129).
= «The canon keeps the old customs, and makes the latter canons and political law strong. It
establishes the bishop of Alexandria as the preceminent church leader among the churches of
Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis. It establishes the bishop of Antioch as ordainer of those bishops
subject to him in his province, that is, Syria (koile Syria), Cilicia, and Mesopotamia, and the
other bishops under these provinces. As to the presiding of the church of Romans, the usage
prevailed to lead those of the west.» Valsamon believes that «"O maplv C° xaviw, xai & &opos,
Suopilovrar tobs wéscapag matpuipyas, Snhadh) Tov Py, tov "A hekavdpelas, tov "Avrioyeiag, xai tov Tepo
sohbpwy, (mept yap 700 Kaveraviourbhewg &v etépog xaviot EuadndIrserar), xata w2 mahatx ey tya-
cdaw» (Syritagma, v.2, p.129). = «The present canon 6 and canon 7 specify the four patriarchs,
that is, the bishops of Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem, (because the case of the
bishop of Constantinople will be specified by other canons), stipulating that they should be
honoured according to the old customs.» Aristenos has the same interpretation and specks
about “patriarchs" (Syntagma, v.2, p.131). So, he follows the others in this anachronism (on
the other canonists of the 12th century see J. Siciliano, The theory of the Pentarchy and views
on Papal Supremacy in the Ecclesiology of Neilos Doxapatrius and his contemporaries, in
Byzantine Studies-Etudes Byzantines, 6, Pts. 1-2, 1979, pp.167-177). The latter researchers
(on them see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.58 ff.) share the same view. Especially Francis Dvornik
(The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium, pp.8 fI) holds the introduction of the
suprametropolitan authority, but without regarding this opinion as absolute (op. cit. p.18). W.
de Vries (Orient et Occident. pp.18-19) follows the same way. Cf. J. Meyendorff, La
primaute romaine dans la tradition canonique jusqu’au Concile de Chalcédoine, pp.464-469.
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from time to time,»"*® we can say the following.""

The interpreters of the canon
distinguished two parts in the canon: a). The ancient customs... 10 be preserved.
and b). that in general... the vote of the majority shall prevai/.“This distinction is
accepted by us only inasmuch as it makes the interpretation of this canon easier.
Vlass. Phidas clearly demonstrates the presence of following points in canon 6:

1. The See of Alexandria is the center of the legislative interest of the

Fathers of the synod.
2. Authority is granted to the See of Alexandria over the churches of

Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis.

The Sees of Rome and Antioch are not mentioned independently but

|98}

in relation to the See of Alexandria
4. The same Precedence is also recognized to other churches in each
province."*
These assertions, although adequate, make us turn our attention to the historical
and philological interpretation of the canon.

Canon 6, which begins with the phrase «the ancient customs shall be
maintained» (va doyaiz #9n xpaveizw), shall now be examined for both quality and
meaning. The customs that are mentioned were those that had prevailed in the
church of Alexandria. It is a fact that there was a peculiar situation in the
province of Egypt. We know from political history that Egypt was placed in the
prefecture of the East having previously being an independent prefecture. The
political situation up until that time had favoured an equivalent ecclesiastical
one.'” It is a logical necessity that the synod of Nicaea should impose the
practice of the metropolitical system on all three equivalent provinces of Egypt,
Libya and Pentapolis. But this was opposed to the Precedence of Honour of the
church of Alexandria which was recognized by all three of these provinces. The
delay in the evolution of the ecclesiastical government, or rather the peculiarity
of the local church, citated these the recognition of the metropolitical honour of

the throne of Alexandria in all these three political provinces. So, we understand

"**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.57. -

"*'We follow Vlass. Phidas’ interpretation of this canon. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.57-95
'52Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.58.

'33Cf. C. Papadopoulos, Tor. Exxi. A Xefaviseize, pp.473-501, 165 fF.
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that the suprametropolitical authority/honour of the See of Alexandria was not
introduced by the canon, and hence we do not see the organization of three
different metropolises under the authority of this throne, but the organization of
a united metropolitical province.

The goal, of course, of the composition of this canon was the protection of
ecclesiastical order in the church of Alexandria. If this local church had not been
confronted with grave problems of government, because of the Melitian and
Colluthian schisms, and the heresy of Arianism, this action would not have been
as necessary.'”* The Melitian schism was encountered at the same time as
Arianism and solved by the synod of Nicaea. The aim of the Fathers of the
Synod, in Canon 6, was to place the bishop of Alexandria at the center of the
local church in order that he might act as the guardian of Orthodoxy against
heresy and schism. It is my belief that the reluctance in imposing the
metropolitical system and the delay in the evolution of the ecclesiastical
government in the case of this church were due to the peculiar geographical
position of Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis. We see a similarity in the evolution of
the ecclesiastical government of Carthage, which occured in the same way.'>
There is a parallel imposition of Carthage upon the whole prefecture of North
Africa, with nearly the same geographical and climatic situations as those in
Egypt. Therefore, we can conclude that the geographical position was a crucial
element in the evolution of the two thrones, and their place in the government of

the Church.

**According to Vlass. Phidas, the Melitian schism was the cause for the composition of this
canon. It appears as if Melitius, bishop of Lycopolis, (the second in rank in the Precedence of
Honour afier the bishop of Alexandria) had a disagreement with Peter of Alexandria about the
way the Church should accept the lapsi after the persecution of 305 AD, although he had done
uncanonical consecrations of vacant bishoprics. Melitius disputed the Precedence of Honour of
the See of Alexandria and claimed this honor for himself. Theodoret of Cyrrhus
(Haereticarum Fabularum Liber Quartus, PG 83, col. 425), St. Epiphanius of Salamis
(Adversus Haereses, PG 42, cols. 184 ff) in his last position and of course St. Athanasius the
Great (Apology against the Arians ("Arodoynzzéz) 59, PG 25, col. 356) hold this opinion. The - '
events that followed with the Colluthian schism and the heresy of Arianism, imposed the
solution for the problem. The First Ecumenical council tried to solve the problem. Cf Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, pp.59-64; Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.94. C. Papadopoulos, Teropix Exx). A-
Aelavdpeing, pp.150 ﬂ

3Ct W. Frend, The Donatist Church, a Movement of Protest in Roman North Africa,
Oxford, 1952, (Clarendon Press), pp.27 ff.
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The canon continues by comparing the custom of the ecclesiastical order of
Alexandria to that of the local churches of Rome and Antioch, «...since a similar
cuslom exists with reference to the bishop of Rome. Similarl; in Antioch...» (8-
rewdn xal w év Pouy énwoxonw toiro cbvndés dotiv. Ouoig 8¢ xal xata iy "Avtidyeway
..). This comparison is important because it demonstrates the local peculiarities
of the practice of the metropolitical system. Research has shown that it was the
metropolitical system, and not the suprametropolitical system, or quasi -
patriarchal system that was actually practiced in Egypt. Therefore, we must look
for this practice in the churches of Rome and Antioch, as well. It is well known,
through the sources, that there is a problem in the practice of the metropolitical
system in the West, due, at least in part, to the delay in the development of the
ecclesiastical government (in large regions such as Southern Italy, Gaul, Spain
and Carthage, 1.e., Northern Africa). We cannot exempt from this either Central
or Southern Italy, where, of course, the church of Rome is distinguished by its
great spiritual and political radiance.’®® It is certain that Rome, with the
bishoprics of Central and Southern Italy under it, constituted a unified
metropolitical province, in which the See of Rome had metropolitical
precedence. We find the same situation in Antioch (which has many things in
common with Alexandria). It was universally accepted that Antioch exercised its
metropolitical authority over more than one political provinces of Syria, but
always in the framework of metropolitical authority.'>’

The first part of canon 6 ends with the phrase «and in the other provinces the

precedence prerogatives of the churches are to be preserved» (xai év caiz d)Aaw

**Vlass. Phidas presents the opinions of K. Miiller, derived from earlier rescarch
(Beitrage zur Geschichte der Verfassung der alten Kirche, in Abhandlungen der Preuss.
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch - philologische und historische Klasse, (Berlin
1922), pp.18 ff) and H. Leclercq (Histoire des Conciles, 1/2, 1198-1199). The first sees a
parallel in the ecclesiastical governments of Rome and Alexandria. The second point is that we
can not prove that the bishop of Rome had a primacy of power in the West as the bishop of
Alexandria did. Here, the witness of Rufinus is important, because he extends the
governmental jurisdiction of the bishop of Rome onlyv on the suburbicarum ecclesiarum (C.
Turner, Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta, London, 1930, p.197). This is of great
importance because the Vicarius Urbis of Rome, by virtue of the governmental reforms of
Diocletian and Constantine the Great, had 10 provinces of Central and Southern Italy,
including the islands, which were named urbicariae or surbicariac. Therefore, the
metropolitical system has not been fully introduced in Southern Italy. Rome and Southern Italy
were united as a metropolitical province. Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.66-68; Abbé Guettée,
The Papacy, pp.94-95. :

'57see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.68.
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énapyiat, ta mpecbela cwlecdar taiz éxxdysiats). The interpretation of this phrase
was one of the most difficult, and thus many regard it as referring to'the churches
of Ephesus, Caesarea in Cappadocia and Heraclea. Why should not the churches
of Carthage (Northern Africa) and Mediolanum (Northern Italy -ltaliae
Annonariae-) be also meant by this phrase?'>® This opinion was initially rejected,
because the exarchical system was introduced in the East at the end of 4th
century, and the holy Fathers of the Synod of Nicaea imposed the metropolitical -
system, strictly and persistently. The problem is put better on the basis of
philological criticism. It is obvious that there is a gap between the meaning of the
text and the syntax, because the text is vague in this péssage. Therefore, the
canon appears to be broken, giving the impression that this passage is composed
of two different parts. There is the problem of the definition of the word «raiz &-
xAnciaw» (the churches). Phidas asserts that the word «siov unporéiewww (of the
metropolises) had been removed from the text. He bases his opinion on the old
Latin translations, which preserve the whole text."* The unity and the meaning
of the text are clearly demonstrated with the correction of the text, «xai év raiz
GAdats énapyiaic ta mpecbein coleadar taig [Tov pyrponciewy] duxdnoiay (and in the
other provinces the prerogatives of the churches [of the metropolises] are 1o be
preserved) '™ Clearly only metropolitical power is introduced by canon 6, and
this is in absolute harmony with the canonical work of the Fathers of the First

Ecumenical Council.

"*3see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.69.

"*"Vlass. Phidas believes that E. Schwartz presents the full meaning of the phrase in the
restored Latin translation: «et in ceteris provinciis primatus habeant ecclesiac civitatum
ampliorum» (E. Schwartz, Der sechste nicanische Kanon auf der Synode von Chalkedon, in
Sitzungsb. der Preuss. Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch - philologische und
historische Klasse 27 (1930) p.633 ff). The text of the papal legates to the synod of Carthage
(419) is the following: «et in ceteris provinciis propria jura surventur metropolitanis ecclesiis»
(C. Turner, Eccl. Occident. Monumenta., p.121). But the text of the translation of the church
of Constantinople addressed to the same synod of Carthage shows that the local church of
Constantinople presented the full text until the beginning of the 5th century: «et in ‘aliis
provinciis privilegia propria reserventur metropolitanis ecclesiis» (C. Turner, Eccl. Occident.
" Monumenta., p.120). The text of the oldest collect of canon law in Latin, collection Priska, is
similar (C. Turner, Eccl. Occident. Monumenta., p.121). Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.70-71. We
would like here to observe that the church of Constantinople lost the full text between the
synod of Carthage (419) and the Fourth Ecumenical council (431). see Phidas, Pentarchy, |,
p.94.

'“Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.71
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The word «éfovsix» (power) connécts the nuances of meaning of the two parts
of the canon.'”’ The power that is given to the : metropolitical bishop of
Alexandria, «KaS5hou 8 modnion xeivom is e, el ris uple yviyins w08 mroomoizoy
yévorto érigxomos, TOV TowlTov N peyaldy civodog apise pi delv elvar érioxomovy (In
general, the following principle is evident: if anyone is made bishop without the
consent of the metropolitan, this great synod determines that such a person
shall not be a bishop.), that is, the metropolitical bishop, who is the master of
the election, and consecration of bishops in his metropolitical province. The goal
of the canon is clear, the metropolitan of Alexandria has absolute control over his
metropolitical region through the right of electing and cdnsecrating bishops. Its
intention was to confront the crisis that had broken out in the church of
Alexandria. On the one hand, the heresy of Arianism, and on the other, the
Melitian and Colluthian schisms, were a source of crisis for the See of
Alexandria, and for the unity of the Catholic church herself. The letter of the holy
Fathers of the First Ecumenical Council to the churches of Egypt, Libya and
Pentapolis is an indisputable witness to this view.'®> Furthermore, the catalogue
of 29 Melitian bishops,'®® which Melitius submitted to the Synod of Nicaea, and
which Athanasius the Great preserves, and the Epistle of the Melitian bishop
Arsenius'®* to the Archbishop of Alexandria Athanasius the Great, verify what
has been previously said, and shows that the canon 6 was intended to address
issues concerning the church of Alexandria.'®

The contemporary meaning of the canon is connected with the Melitian
schism. This historical reality and this interpretation allowed us up until this point
to arrive at exact conclusions, under the presupposition that our conclusions are
absolutely confirmed by the sources and the errors of anachronism are avoided.

It 1s in this sense that the conclusion of canon 6 must be examined. « Eav uévror tj

'S'It appears that the opinion concerning the two parts of canon 6 has prevailed since the
4th century, because their separate usage was comunon (canon 19 of synod of Antioch). This
usage led to the wrong interpretation of the canon. It is important to repeat here that canon 6 is
clearly concerned-with the local problems of the local church of Alexandria. Cf Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, pp.73-74.

'S“Socrates Eccl. History, 1.9. PG 67, cols 77-81, on the interpretation of the Epistle see
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.76-80.

163 A thanasius the Great, Apology, 71. PG 23, col. 376

' Athanasius the Great, Apology, 69. PG 25, col. 372.

'5Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.74-85.
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xowy raviwy Ynide, e6ASyw oloy, xal xata xaviva éxxAncactdv, Sbo, ) tpeiz S’ oieiay
pthoveniav avridéywo, xpateitw 1 tav nhewvov Yigoey (If however two or three, by
reason of personal rivalry, dissent from the common vote of all, provided it is
reasonable and in accordance with the church’s canon, the vote of the majority
shall prevail). The meaning of this is very important, because it introduces the
Principle of the Majority in the election of a bishop. Against it, canon 4, as we
saw, demanded «odudmdov yvouévwy xal wiv aroviww (that the bishops that were
absent should take part in the vote) for the election of a bishop to be valid.
Clearly, the election of a bishop is to be done only by the bishops of the
metropolitical province, which seems to have already been practiced by the
beginning of the 4th century. However, the role of the people should not have
been abolished by these regulations (of course, in as much as such a role was
envisaged by the local tradition). It is our belief, that the conclusion of canon 6
must be referring to bishops, because of its use of the term “dissenters”, and the
general intention of the whole canon.'®® We have stated from the beginning what
the meaning of the Precedence of the church of Alexandria was for the Fathers
of the synod of Nicaea. Specifically, they tried to secure the whole process of the
election of bishops from factionalism, by allowing the return of the Melitian
bishops. Thus, the 29 Melitian bishops, who returned, could not prevail over the
decisions of the 100 orthodox-catholic bishops. It is indicative that these fears
were confirmed at the election of Athanasius the Great.'” The facts confirm the
contemporary interpretation of the canon, and prove that the goal of the canon
was to solve the administrative problems of the church of Alexandria.'®®

The decisions of the First Ecumenical Council imposed the practice of the
metropolitical system on the ecclesiastical administration. The Precedence of

Honour of the prestigious Sees was not ignored, but rather used as an advantage,

'The council of a province elects and consecrates the bishops. We see that this new
ecclesiastical practice was widely spread. This was done for reasons of ecclesiastical order,
because the participation of the people in the election of bishops usually created problems. We
see this canonical tendency, which we have Jjust described, in canon 19 of the synod of Antioch
(341) and in canon 13 of the synod of Laodicea (360), «ITepi <00 u¥ 1o 5y hotg ererpémery vhs dxhor
yog moeiodar tév perhéviwy xadicsacfar eis iepateiovy (Syntagma, v.3, p.183). Cf. Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, pp.86-88.

167Although Athanasius the Great was elected by a unanimous vote, seven bishops perjured
for his election at the synod of Tyre. see Sozomen, Eccl. History, 11, 17. PG 67, col. 977.

‘58Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.85-90.




according to the content of the decisions of the synod. Obviously, the synod did
not introduce the suprametropolitical (patriarchal) -precedence, because this
was not its intention. Canon 6, according to its'u:c-ontemporary interpretation,
clearly refers to the local church of Alexandria.'®® The previous interpretations
allowed the canon to become the canonical foundation of the patriarchal
structure (through the inevitable and obvious connection of this canon with the
notion of the Precedence of Honour of the prestigious Sees).'® The problems
that arose in the practice of the metropolitical system, became the vehicle for the
evolution of the ecclesiastical system of administration in conjuction with the
notion of Precedence of Honour. |

«The positive contribution of the metropolitical system to the unity of the
Church depended on its proper function. On the centrary, the threats to the unity
of the Church were greater than those which the Church encountered during the
first Christian centuries.» '”' The crisis caused by Arianism was very great.'”* The
support that the emperor of the Eastern state, Constantius, gave to the
Arianizers, and the diametrically opposite support given by the emperor of the

Western state, Constans, to the orthodox people, enhanced this situation. The

'%The restoration of the Greek text of canon 6, with the clarifications made by Prof. Viass.
Phidas is as follows: «Tz 3 apLata edn xpa*reurm, T &v Aiyimry (ONBaidt) xai ABiy xat [eviardier, Gore
TOV €V A)\eEaVSPELa EMICXOTOY Tavtwy TolTwv Eyewy T eousiay (TOU )(ElpOTOVSlV £MIOKONOUG), Enetdl) xal
7§ ev Popy ¢ emoXOTY ToUTo oUVNdég EoTiv (&v N. Ttahig), dpolwe xai xata Yy "Avtidyetay (&v Zup!q) ®at ev
Taig ahhaig € erapxcacg ta mpecbeia o@lesdar [Talg TV pNTpondAswv] exx)\ncmr Kadohov 8¢ mpbénhov
éxeivor BT, el Tig Yupic *(vw‘u]q 100 pTpon ohitou (AlYUlTrOU) *{evono enioxonog (&V Alyumw ©npaidt,
/\lBUY] kal MevtanoéAet), tov Totolrov ) peyahy cOvedog Wpice p.q getv etvau emioxowov. “Eav uévrot »q yown
navtwy (TOV KABOAIKRV smaKonwv) ndw, ebhéyn uioy nal xata xavove exxhnsactixoy, Slo 3 Tpeig
(MeMTiavoi éniokonol) 8¢ olxelay drhoveniay aviihéywst, xpaseitn §j 7oy TACtbvwy (KABOAKDV EMIOKOTWY)
{nigoc». Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.90. The English translation: «The ancient customs of Egypt
(Thebais), Libya and Pentapolis shall be maintained, according to which the bishop of
Alexandria has authority (of concecrating bishops) over all these places, since a similar custom
exists with reference to the bishop of Rome (in South Italy). Similarly in Antioch (in Syria) and
in the other provinces the precedence prerogatives of the Churches (of the metropolises) are to
be preserved. In general the following principle is evident: if anyone is made bishop (in Egypt,
Thebais, Libya and Pentapolis) without the consent of the metropolitan (of Egypt), this great
synod determines that such one shall not be a bishop. If, however, two or three (Melitian
bishops) by reason of personal rivalry dissent from the common vote of all (the catholic
bishops), provided it is reasonable and in accordance with the church’s canon, the vote of the
majority (of the catholic bishops) shall prevail.»

""Historians who do not make a distinction between the Precedence of Honour of the
prestigious thrones and its meaning and the historical evolution of the natriarchal institution,
comit the same error. see Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.95.

"'"Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp-96-97. '

12G. Konidaris, I'sv. 'Exx2. Tozosiz, pp.280 ff, V. Stefanidis, I 222, Totopiz, pp.181 ff; V.
Phidas, ExxA. Toropia, I, pp.470 I,
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use of the metropolitan system by the partisans of Arianism to their benefit is
certain. They turned metropolitical self-sufficiency to their advantage. They were
after and succeeded in the deposition of bishops even those of the prestigious
thrones of the East.'” The result of this situation for many bishops of the East,
was that they sought refuge in the West. The communion of the bishop of Rome
with the deposed orthodox bishops from the East had serious repercussions for
East-West relations. The grave possibility that Arianism might prevail in the -
Eastern empire, was the perspective from which relations between East and West
were developed during this period. The facts demonstrate the following:
Although the decisions of the First Ecumenical Council wére respected by all, the
historical context necessitated that the Church turned to forms of government
which had functioned in the past. It seems that in this situation the Metropolitical
Precedence was put to question by the Precedence of Honour which had been in
force in the very recent past. So we are going to see to which measure this took
place and what forms did this evolution produced.

In order to understand this historical situation, we will describe in broad
outline the events which necessitated the development of new forms in Church
government. The decisions of the provincial synods that had deposed the
orthodox bishops were confirmed in Antioch in 339 once more. Julius of Rome
reacting against this, convoked a council in Rome (340), in order to bring about
the return of the deposed bishops. The refusal of the delegates of Eastern bishops
to participate in the Council if the decisions of the provincial synods of the East
were not accepted beforehand, led to the demise of this effort, but this synod did
produce some important decisions. It confirmed the persistence of Orthodoxy in
the West, and accepted the orthodox bishops of the East who had been turned
away, although this action constituted an intervention beyond jurisdictional
boundaries and, as such, was against the canonical decisions of the First
Ecumenical Council. Julius of Rome tried to support the orthodox at the synod
of Eastern bishops in Antioch (341);'"* in his letter, he claimed that the bishop of

Rome could overturn the decisions of the deposed bishops of the provincial

""see Sozomen, Eccl. History, 111,7. PG 67, col. 1049,
'“F. Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, pp.27 ff.
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synods.'” The interveﬁtion of the bishop of Rome could be accepted on the basis
that he acted as the protector of drthodo‘xy. The protection of the integrity of the
faith was an obligation of all bisho;;é 6fthe Catholic Church and, therefore, an
action in this direction would include the bishop of Rome, who was the occupant
of one of the most prestigious thrones and upholder of orthodoxy at that time.
Against this argument, the bishops of the synod of Antioch forcefully, and I
believe rightly, condemned any intervention of the bishop of Rome as anti-
canonical.'’® The bishops of the synod of Antioch, protecting the canonical order
as it had been established by the First Ecumenical Council, refused to accept any
viewpoint that promoted the intervention of the bishop of Rome over against the
decisions of the metropolitical provinces. In this way, they protected their
heterodoxy by following the established order of the Church.'”’

Julius of Rome, trying a tactical fall back, or clarifying his letters, responded
to the Synod by stating that in his previous letter, he was not representing
himself, but the bishops of Italy, who are the bishops of his metropolitical
province (according to the metropolitical organization of Italy which we have
already mentioned).'”® He also put the question the condemnation of the bishop
of the prestigious throne of Alexandria, in the same letter, by virtue of the
Precedence of Honour which had been established by ancient custom and,
because the usual letters of communion, announcing the change in the throne of

Alexandria, had not in this case been sent to the prestigious thrones.'” The

"Psee Socrates, Eccl. History, 11, 17. PG 67, cols. 217-220. Sozomen, Eccl. History, 11,
10. PG 67, col. 1057

""sce Sozomen, Eccl. History, I1L,8. PG 67, cols. 1052-1056. Socrates, Apology, 11,15. PG
67, cols. 212-213. Athanasius the Great, Apology, 20. PG 25, cols. 281-284.

""7Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.99-101.

175 A thanasius the Great, Apology, 26. PG 25, col. 292.

' Athanasius the Great, Apology, 35. PG 25, col. 308. 1t is of great importance to us that
especially broadened synods were convoked for the adjudication of the bishops of the
prestigious sees. This practice was-followed in the adjudication of Paul of Samosata, the bishop
of Antioch (see Eusebius, Eccl. History, Z, 27-29. BEPES, v.20, pp.33-38), at the synod of
Tyre, where St. Athanasius was deposed (see Athanasius the Great, Apology, 35. PG 25, col.
308), and at the synod of Sardica, which was intended to be Ecumenical, for the adjudication of
St. Athanasius. Athanasius the Great held the same opinion concerning the exile of Liberius,
bishop of Rome, in which the Arianists played a leading role (see Athanasius the Great,
Letter to the Monks, 35. PG 25, col. 733). It is clear that the ecclesiastical tradition demanded
for the adjudication of a bishop of a prestigious throne the extraordinary formation of such
synods. Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, PP- 130-131; F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in
Byzantium, p.50. .
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answer of the Synod of Antioch to the reasoning of the bishop of Rome is
demonstrated in the canonical decisions of this synod, and especially in canon
14."® This canon determined, that when a case was appealed, the participation of
the provincial synod and of the neighbouring bishops whom the local
metropolitan bishop calls and specifies, was required.

Both West and East stood immovable in their respective positions, and the
result was a breach in the unity of the Church. The intervention of the
philorthodox emperor of the West Constans'®' led to the convocation of the
synod of Sardica (342, contemporary Sofia of Bulgaria), designed to solve the
problems which had broken the unity of the Church.-’82 The metropolitical
precedence, legislated by the First Ecumenical Council, had put in danger the
unity, which previously had been guarded by the Precedence of Honour. The
importance of the question was great, and so the synod of Sardica was convened
as Ecumenical. It lost the outward criterion of Ecumenicity, however, because of
the absence of the participation of the Eastern Arian bishops in the proceedings
of the synod. Their request for the cancellation of the decisions of the West
concerning the restoration of the orthodox bishops at the East was not
accepted.'® The effort for the restoration of the unity of the Church resulted in
failure, because of the persistence of each side in their positions. The canonical
decisions of the synod of Sardica fell into disuse almost directly after their
formulation, but they were significant because they enable us to determine the
intentions of the synod, which were nothing less than the restoration of the
orthodox bishops, in a conciliar framework of compromise between the opposite

positions of West and East. At the same time, the fact that the church of Rome

((FL Rig ExioxoTog BNl TIT Y e'yx)\‘r]p.am %plvolTo, Ernetta curlfavr, Tept avrol Sladuveiv Toug &v 77 émap-
')u.a ETIEAOTOUG, THV pev advov Tov xpwogevo: aro:j)awr* vTwv, TOV CE, evo;ov Omep anaih ayr‘; wacv apdioby-
Tncswg, €doke 7] a*{La Guvode, Tov 'r*f,; p.*quorolemq ERLCROTOV ATD THG n)\‘qcto'/wpou emapy, tag peraraheicde
ETSPOU" 'nvaq, ‘TOUQ €‘ D'.HLVOUV‘UZ;, yac ’T."Y]V ap.q,'cé‘rrncu GL&) veovTasg, "OU GEéaL(x)G'aL GUV »OL§ "T]’ E: ap/ca' ’TO
mapetdpevov.y Syntagma, v.3, p.152.

IglEmperor Constans followed this course of action due to the pressure of the synod of
Mediolanum (see Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.124). This fact, by itself, shows the
extraordinary position and influence which the church of Mediolanum had had and used. This
situation developed during this century and had great results. )

'825ee Socrates, Eccl. History, 11, 20. PG 67, col. 326. Zonaras and Valsamon, Syntagma,
v.3,p227.

]83The Arianist bishops convoked their synod at Philippoupolis and endorsed their previous
decisions. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.104 ff.
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tried to use these canons on several occasions makes for their correct
interpretation particularly important.'®*

Although many scholars have expressed various opinions concerning the
authenticity of the canons of Sardica, we should accept the text that has been
received (without denying it text requires literary criticism). Our interest is
centered on canons 3, 4 and 5. They raise the question of revisiting the
condemnation of the orthodox bishops who had been deposed by the defenders -
of Arianism. Canon 3 prohibits bishops of a particular province to pass
judgement on bishops outside this province,'® and criticizes the way in which
many orthodox bishops were deposed. It introduces the right of reconsideration,
where by bishops who were deposed, may have appealed for their cases to be
reconsidered. The reconsideration is done in the framework of the metropolitical
system, with the participation of the bishops of the metropolitical province and of
other neighbouring bishops. This practice had already been endorsed and applied
by the synod of Antioch (341) in canon 14. The canon of Sardica had an essential
difference from the canon of Antioch, because the list of the neighbouring
bishops, who were to participate in the reconsideration or second judgment, was
to be determined by Julius, bishop of Rome. This difference gives us the
reference to the context within which the synod moved. Canon 4, in the same
way,'®® states that a new bishop who is to take the position of a deposed one

must not be elected before the court of the reconsideration is concluded. Canon

'**The canons were presented as part of the canonical decisions of the First Ecumenical
Council, at the synod of Carthage (419) by the papal legates. Pope Gelasius (492-496) tried to
base his claims on these canons. His claims were preserved in the Pseudo-Isidorian decretals.
Pope Nicholas I followed the same method. Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.106.

8« Ozﬂog smcxonoq eire: Kai 7olro mpoT Ta‘)nvac avayxaiov, va p.‘r}Sn' EXIORGTOY QRO TG EaUToD E-
ua,J/Laf el etépay enapxtav ev n 'wyyavoucw one; emicxomo, Swabaivor, el i) Tou rapa 1oy afehdiv Tav fau-
700 XA nuet‘q S 70 ;u) Soxetv Tpag »ac 75 ayamng anoxheiery woras. Kai Tobro de wcautm; "povovyrao:
WGTE, €y v TIVL map/La ERIEHOT WY e avTixpug aos)«#ou €2UTOU XAl CUVERLGKOTOU upaﬂm G/OLI‘,, y.r,oevcz €te-
pOV EX "OU'TLU‘J aro e"epag erapyr.ac, ETleOTOUQ ETI.'YV(:J{).OIlQ 579{&7 E'.’;gal El 55 apa TG ETLG)’OTO)J EV TvL
Tpa*{paﬂ 86ty xat axpweaf)az xai Uro)\ap.éa ver gautoy i cadsov ahha rahov Efew <6 Tpayya a xal avdig
‘r) xerLr, avavew.h], el Soxet Uiy 'r‘n ayar‘q, Texpov w00 "Arostihou Ty y.vmrq: ‘qn]swge: nat *{pa\grpac ra-
pa TOUT(L)V T(UV VPLV(IVTU)V ’IOU)\((J.) T(x) ETLG')(OTLU P(.UIJ.YK (1)’"»5 GL& ’T(A)V YEL"J'OVTU)V "T} euapyta Ea l.f)’Oa wv, El 650!
avrzvm)g‘r)vat 50 OU’GG'T'Y]PLOV Xai 5T(‘YV(J)(>LOVG‘ al)"O’ Tara'/oz EL GC ‘Lf‘ GUGTT,V&L GU‘J/I at sOlOU"OI aJ"GU €’ val
0 Tpaypa, g maiwdwkiag ypnlew, Ta amal wexpyéva pi dvadbesBar, =& &t ovza, 6ebata Tuyzavew.»
Syntagma, v.3, pp.233-234. For the English translation see. J. Stevenson, Creeds, Councils

and Controversies, London, 1993, p.15. .

]86<<ra05é‘JTIOC enioxonog einev: "Eav i émioxoneg radawedy -xpiaet TV ETICHOTWY ThY Ev YeuTvia
TUYYavOVTY, Kat $aoxy wakw eauth amohoyiag mpaypa extbakhew, pi mpdTepov eig Ty xadédpay alrol Exe-
pov Uroxatactivat, €av 11} 6 Ths Py érionorog emiyusis, mepi Tobrou Spov ekevéyxyy Syntagma, v.3,

p.238.
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5 referred specifically to thAe. orthodox bishops who went to the West after their
deposition.'*’ It accepted the right of the ‘bishop of Rome to have communion
with these bishops, and to take steps for the reconsideration of their judgment
according to canon 3. Obviously, in order to secure the proceedings of the
second adjudication, canon 5 states the mission and authority of the papal
legates, assuming of course that the deposed bishop had asked for the second
adjudication.

But the question must be asked: «What was it, and why, that these three
canons of Sardica legislated?»'®® It is a matter of course that the defenders of the
papacy tried to find in these canons the recognition and-establishment of papal
primacy, and the right of the bishop of Rome to hear appeals. These opinions'®’
were based on the following phrase of canon 3, «JTéwpou 0 droctéhov Ty uvrumyy
Trjowuevy (let us honour the memory of Apostle Peter). However, the only
intention of this phrase was to honour the struggle of the bishop of Rome Julius
in support of Orthodoxy.'” Besides, the opinion that the right of hearing appeals
was given to the bishop of Rome is unfounded, because such a right is firmly
given to the synod of the metropolitical province and is activated, either
according to canon 14 of Antioch, or after the personal appeal of the deposed
bishop to the bishop of Rome. The exceptional right that the synod gives to the
bishop of Rome is the determination of the neighbouring bishops. This position is
directly connected with the fight of the bishop of Rome in support of Orthodoxy.
However, the metropolitical province preserved the right to judge a bishop (on a

primary and secondary degree) with the great persistence of all the local synods

187 o s . 5 s v s . , ' . )
«'Octog exisnomoc etmev: Hpsfev v €L TIC ERIENOTOC ya'rayys?wsm, xat Guva.')potu Jevree ol exigro-

oL TG é«opiag 775 abrig, 100 Gaﬂp.ou abTov aroywncms', rat g raﬁsxya)\ecausvo' ya'aqzuyr, ERL TOV paxa-
FLUJ’TG TOV "'T]Q T(U{LQUJ)V EX)’) T‘GL(IC E: lGXOn.OV Xat GOU/ 7']95“] au’ou OLa)’OUG(lL OL)’atOV 13 EL‘JD.L ‘J(/IJ.LGT‘ avavew-
GaGg’lL (ZL)’OU T'Y]V €"€ acLy TOU Tpay;;a'm‘, Yra(l¢5l.v "OU"OK "OLQ STLG)’OTOK ya*aEcwo“q ’TOL, a'Y/tG’TEUOUGL "'Y)
E: a.pyLa ua au'rm EILL‘LE)\(U’ )’(ZL ‘lE’(I a&ptﬁsra' ex.acta G'EPEU\‘Y"(B"L )’aL yaTa "'Y]V "'Y]C a)ﬁq?er.a’ "LGTLJ vf}QOI
"'Ep’ TOU TTPC(Y‘J.&TG’ EEE‘IE'Y)’(H"H EL OE TG aEvm/ yaz ra) A% flU‘")J "'"J Tpayp.a Cl)’OUGgT) VaL, )’al "'T‘ GEY]GEL -T‘ eav-
TOU st ?wpanwv E-LC)(OA ov )’pLVELV GO;Y), aTO ’OU LOLOU T) EU(./OU [ FECCUTEPOJ’ anOG’TEL)»OL "Ia Tl E‘J sT, E"()UG'G
au’rou \.(IU En'G)’OTOU OTEP av yalm; E/E") oom,;.acr, a' Op”fl G”r‘ aﬂ:os'ra)cr,mt \OU5 L.LE"II '(1)4 E: L")’Cu wv
%PVOLVTAG, EXOVTAS TE v avPevriav tod7ou, rap’ ob amesTal nzav: xat touto deteov. Ei Se ehapuely vopilol
TpOG, TIY 700 Wpd YpaTog ERIYVWGLY Xal GRGEATW T00 R urxiTou, RoriseL Gnep &y 1 fndaovecTaty airiod Bouhy
rahog eyet 868, "Amexptvavto of éx LG)'()nOL ta heyfévta Tpegev.» S) ntagma, v.3, Pp- 239-240.

'SgPhldds Pentarchy, 1, p.107.

¥For example, the attempt by the papal legates to impose the right of appeal on the church

of Carthage in 419. This effort demonstrated the fight on the party of the church of Rome for
imposition of its will on the Western churches, which had begun to develop by the beginning of
the fifth century.

'*see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.107.
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of this period.'”' The object of having the bishop of Rome act as regulator of the
metropolitical provincial court of appeal did not happen, and consequently these
canons imn;édiately became redundant.'®” In comparison with the canonical work
of the synod of Antioch, the attempt to restore the deposed orthodox bishops of
the East is clearly demonstrated.'” At the same time, the canonical decisions of
the synod of Sardica are a conciliatory effort between the position of Julius of
Rome and the opposite position of the Eastern bishops who were defenders of -
Arianism."™

It is obvious, given all the above, that not the bishop of Rome but the
restoration of the deposed orthodox bishops is at the center of the canonical
regulations of the synod of Sardica. This is particularly shown by the study of the
canons and the historical environment in general. This allows us to understand
the various regulations which occured in close proximity to these regulations.
Although the circumstantial character of canons 3, 4 and 5 is not declared, the
causes of their timely legislation imply this. The suggestion that the timely nature

of the legislation of these canons depended on the person of the bishop of Rome,

! «Therefore, the Roman-Catholic defenders of the primacy of the bishop of Rome over the
whole Church, by divine law, were correctly frustrated by the content of these three canons of
the synod of Sardica, hecause they did not recognize the right of reconsideration by divine law
in them but was rather abolished!» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.111.

2w, de Vries, Opdodolia xai Kadodwwouos, p.33.

'93Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.111-115.

"**Vlass. Phidas concludes the following from the three canons:

a) The action of judgment of the deposed bishops introduced by the Eastern synods by the
synod of the bishops of Italy is abolished in the West. At the same time, the finality of the
Jjudgment of the decisions with the unanimous opinion of the provincial bishops of the Eastern
synods (which judged and deposed a bishop one time) is removed. (canons 3 and 5 of Sardica)
b) Others will not be consecrated to the thrones of the deposed bishops until the final
Jjudgment of the greater decision of the synod, because the final judgment of the division of the
synod at the first level is removed by the possibility of revising them. (canon 4 of Sardica)
¢) Those judged at first level by bishops of the province participate in the second leve! of
Jjudgment, with the bishops of the bordering provinces. Thus, the greater synod guards the local
character claimed by the defenders of Arianism. (canons 3 and 4 of Sardica)
d) The familiar metropolitical bishop will not invite the bishops from the bordering provinces,
but rather this will be done by the bishop of Rome (canon 14 of Antioch). The appeal of a
deposed bishop will be announced to the bishop of Rome by the synod at the first level (canon 3
of Sardica) or by the deposed bishop. (canon 5 of Sardica)
"¢) The bishop of Rome can not judge what has already been adjudicated, but only send the
need for revision to a greater synod. There, the papal legates could participate if the deposed
bishop so demanded. (canon 5 of Sardica). Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.114-115. '
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is, in my opinion, a superficial explanation.'” Obviously, the holy Fathers of the
synod avoided damaging the uhity which existed among the bishops of the
province, which means that the metropolitical province has the right to
consecrate and elect bishops, in addition to the right to adjudicate at primary and
-secondary level. If the right granted to the bishop of Rome had been permanent,

the right to elect bishops would have also been given to him, which was more

"% Therefore, at the very

important than the restoration of deposed bishops.
moment when a problem concerning orthodoxy of faith was solved, the role of
the bishop of Rome, previously given to him, would cease.'”” By entrusting
Julius of Rome with this role, there were important advantages for two other
practical reasons:

1. The bishop of Rome had a direct connection with the orthodox
emperor of the West, Constans. Hence, he could present him with his
opinions. The murder of Constans (350), and the resulting monocracy
of Constantius ended this possibility. ‘

2. The Sees of Rome and Jerusalem were the only prestigious thrones
which had orthodox bishops. Out of these two Sees, only the bishop
of Rome had the necessary means, at that time, to provide for the
successful outcome of the synod’s aim, that was the restoration of the
deposed bishops of the East.

It is quite clear from what has been said that «the barrier of the metropolitical
autonomy» was definitely broken «and the way was opened for the formation of
suprametropolitical authority»'*® through the canonical decisions of the synods of
Antioch and Sardica. The decisions of these two synods gave the synod
suprametropolitical authority for the secondary adjudication by the neighbouring

bishops and the bishops of the province. The Eastern defenders of Arianism

'“*Vlass. Phidas, presenting his opinions about the timely character of the previous canons,
believes that «this reasoning is on the surface and is not touched by the substance of the
issue...» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.115 ff.

"**The witnesses for the unity of the episcopal power of the province are preserved by the
synod of Constantmople (394), canon 15 of Antioch, the response of synod of Carthage (418)
to Celestine of Rome. Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.117-120. »

) e Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.121. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eccl. History, 11,13. PG 82, col.
1037. CAM& »at £yw abio mporepov oonup.: VI . eEETATAYTEG Th rept altiv, cupreptevey Jupev.)

'*8Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.129.
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preferred to maintain all of metropolitical rights and the loose maintenance of
connections with the bordering provinces, thus preferring a limited development
of suprametropolitical authority. Contrary to this the bishops of the West, and
the deposed bishops of East, preferred the development of the
suprametropolitical authority of the prestigious Sees, as a service to Orthodoxy
and to the unity of the Church. Of course, the defenders of Arianism tried and
succeeded 1n their attempt to control the prestigious Sees of the East, and,
thereby, showed their real intentions and the canonical tendencies that were
formed in the East and in the West." It is clear, in all this, that the canonical
tendencies for the determination of the relationship betwe.en the prestigious Sees
and metropolitical precedence began to appear.””’

Up to this point we have examined the problems in the development of the
relations between a metropolitical See and a prestigious See or of the
dependence of the former to the latter. The famous controversy between Cyril of
Jerusalem and Acacius of Caesarea led exactly to the second option. Canon 7 of
the First Ecumenical Council, as we have said, gave metropolitical honour to the
See of Jerusalem, even though Caesarea had the metropolitical precedence over
Palestine, because on the principle of accommodation the bishops of Caesarea
had a special political role. It was inevitable that this differentiation between the
two Sees would eventually lead to a crisis. The Arian controversy provided the
occasion for this. Maximus of Jerusalem was the leader of the orthodox when
Eusebius of Caesarea ceded to the defenders of Arianism.>”' Acacius, who was
also a partisan of Arianism, succeeded Eusebius in 338. Maximus died, or was
deposed in 350, and Cyril was consecrated as his successor by Acacius of

Caesarea. The intention of Acacius was to impose himself on the orthodox

'“’Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.128.

20¢t, Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.127-129. Valsamon sees a relationship between the
decisions with the meaning of the suprametropolitical authority of the prestigious Sees in the
annotation of the related canons from the synod of Sardika: «Ta uévrot 6oicdévra meoi 705 =d=a,
dxinmréov xal £i; wov mazsupyny Kwvetavrioumdiews, Six w5 éni migw duoiws xal toitov < mdma
tndyvae ans dadipwy xavévav.y ((indeed, the arrangement for the Pope must also be alotted to
the Patriarch of Constantinople, because he was honored by various canons as equal in every
sense with the Pope.) Syntagma, v.3, p.237.

*'"Maximus of Jerusalem convoked a synod at Jerusalem in 346 and communicated with
Athanasius the Great. (Cf. Athanasius the Great, Apology, 51-57. PG 25, cols. 341 ff;
Athanasius the Great, Letter 1o the Monks, 25. PG 25. col. 720. Sozomen, Eccl. History,
II1,22. PG 67, cols. 1104-1105))
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bishops of Palestine through the consecration of Cyril. The period that had
elapsed, how»é_\;/"er, had elevated the authority of the See of Jerusalem, because of
the long sut%efing of the bishop of the mother church for the cause of orthodoxy.
Cyril was not disposed to abandon this authority.

Although Acacius had different hopes, Cyril demonstrated himself to be a
fighter for orthodoxy, and claimed the metropolitical precedence for his See in
Palestine, through the claims of the Apostolicity of the throne of Jerusalem.>”
That the cause of this controversy was primarily the claim of precedence of the
See of Jerusalem is the common argument of most of the historians who describe
the facts relating to this case;”” and they do so without ‘following the historical
development of the controversy between the two greatest Sees in Palestine,
which continued with great passion from both sides,”®* and from which we can
ascertain the attempt of the prestigious throne of Jerusalem to invest its
Precedence of Honour with metropolitical precedence. The fact that the
Precedence of Honour was recognized leads us to conclude that there was a
canonical tendency for the See of Jerusalem to claim authority over ordinations
and adjudications of bishops in the metropolitical province of Palestine. The See
of Jerusalem became a clear example of the fight of the prestigious thrones to
impose the suprametropolitical precedence on the Church.

The events of the second half of the fourth century demonstrate the problems
of the Arian controversy, both how they were occured, and how they were dealt
with. The holy Fathers turned their attention to the restoration of the deposed
orthodox bishops, and as a result, this led to a search for short-lived solutions.
The basis of the problem was also the same at the beginning of the second half of

the fourth century, because the Arian controversy continued to infect the Church.

*The claim of Apostolicity raised by Cyril did not mean that only Jerusalem was the
mother church, but rather referred to the faith of the local church. This question was of great
importance during the Arian period when the faith was sorcly challenged.

:03C}"ril of Jerusalem «mept prrgomontzingy Sueainy Setipeno mpts "Andxiov cov Karzazeing, Gg arno-
srohnl Jpdvou Hiyoduevae» (Sozomen, Eccl. History, 1V, 25. PG 67, col. 1196.) and «'Evetfev =«
elg aréydetay if.atécrnsav rat &hhvjhoug Erebak oy, g iy Gys wept Ocob doovoley. Kat yap wat mpiv év ine-
volg exatepos v, & pev ta Apeiov Soypartilov: Kipihhos &e 1oig dpoolowy 19 atpl wov Yioy sionyouévoug
trnopevos..» (Sozomen, Fccl. History). But in reality «Odror rmpix & ifihous mepi mpwreiom dthovino-
vTeg, peyioTey xaxdv 1ol xowolg eyevovts wpofevory (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eccl. History, 11,22
PG 82, col.1064.).

*%4Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy,]l, pp.133-134. C.Papadopoulos, To=. Exxa. TepssoAiuwy, pp.107(T.




The problem had changed form, because the restoration of the deposed bishops
was of no interest to Orthod.ox,'but rather they focused their attention on the
successors to the orthodox bishops, and the facts relating to the schism at

205

Antioch clearly show this.”> The defenders of Arianism and their various

offshoots born by them tried to impose like-minded bishops onto the Church,
thereby creating local majorities.®®® And while the Orthodox bishops
outnumbered the Arian, their status as a majority was in danger. This new
situation, while grave, was also the occasion for the opening of new horizons for
the future of the Church. Clearly there was a need for a suprametropolitical
structure which would secure the election of orthodox bishops. At that time
there was still a strong connection between ordinations and the adjudication of
bishops within the limits of the metropolitical province.

The orthodox, in their fight against the heresy of Arianism, again searched for
temporary centers of unity. They found one in Caesarea of Cappadocia, where
Basil the Great (330-378) was bishop.?”” The person, work and greatness of this
Saint of the Catholic Church are well known. This holy Father and Teacher of
the Church, who was the center of the unity of the orthodox people of his age,
became deeply involved in the politics of the Church, placing bishops in the
bishoprics near him,”®® though without complete success.”” St. Basil tried to
unite the orthodox forces of the East and the West in this common fight.*'® The
fact is that the prestige of the metropolitical system had been seriously damaged

because it was proven to be ineffective in protecting the unity of the Church. The

*Psee V. Stefanidis, ExxA. Torosiz, p.203; V. Phidas, ExxA. Toropia, 1, pp.516 T. C. Papa-
dopoulos, Tor. Exxi. Avrwoyeine, pp. 172 fI.

280l g " Apsiov suppopiag... [lavea yap ﬂ'p.u mapsbamoy ales, vgativar migmuevor Ty acibeiay:
xai 70w Jeopav 1) magabasig Umobaden hg Ehacdrpiag éyivero. [lohia 8¢ touabta mohhayol ¥ig evelypor
cav.» Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eccl. History, 11.27. PG 82, col. 1080.

*see P. Christou, EA). Iawpoloyiz, Thessaloniki, 1989, v.4, pp.20-104; S. Papadopoulos,
Hargoloyia, Athens, 1990, v.2, pp.355-407; J. Quasten, Patrology, v.3, pp.204-236; V. Tata-
kis, "H Zuyborn ¢ Kanmadoxing oy Xpwraviey, Zxédy, Athens, 19892, (1960), pp.65-138; F.
Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, pp.92 ff.

“%8st. Basil mentions the importance of the election of orthodox blshops in a number of his
epistles (Letter 70, PG 32, col. 436 & Letter 92, PG 32, col. 480), while in others he exhibits
his effort for the clection of orthodox bishops (Letter 28, PG 32, col. 309. & Letter 30, PG 32,
col. 313). Whenever his aim did not succeed, he did not accept in communion the elected
defenders of Arianism (Lefter 207, PG 32, col. 760). The question of the ordination is put in a
strong way in other epistles as well (see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.137-139).

29Cf Basil the Great, Letter 138, PG 32, cols. 580-581.

7B, Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.60-62.
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need for a suprametropolitical authority who would secure the unity of the
Church, ,‘_"gained favour in the ecclesiastical consciousness. St. Gregory
Naziané:éri, in his works, expresses his bitterness at the events of this period,*"
obviously because he was obliged to leave the throne of Constantinople, and
because the varying methods for governing the Church seriously damaged its
unity.

It is not surprising that this bad ecclesiastical situation led to a search for a
new system of government for the good of the Church. The Sees of Alexandria,
Jerusalem, Antioch, Caesarea of Cappadocia, Ephesus, Herakleia, Ancyra,
Constantinople, Thessalonika, Rome, Milan, Carthage, pfogressively acquired a
prominence that was suprametropolitical, of course within the structural
possibilities and the historical context of each throne.*'’* On the other hand, the
metropolitical bishops were not inclined to relinquish any part of their
governmental power, that is to say, the ordination and adjudication of bishops
within their metropolitical province. At the same time, the Precedence of Honour
of the prestigious Sees did not have a governmental character, although their
authority was gradually strengthened. The Church was under great pressure to
solve these problems of ecclesiastical government at the end of the Fourth
Christian century. ,

The accession of Theodosius the Great (379-395) to the throne of the Empire
affected the ecclesiastical situation radically because the new emperor was a
defender of the Council of Nicaea and of orthodoxy. A permanent synod, or the
so-called Endemousa synod, was convened in Constantinople in 381,%" whose

aim was to elect the new bishop of the city. The outcome of this synod’s

doctrinal and canonical proceedings was its recognition as the Second

“''Cf Gregory of Nazianzus, Poems about himself ("Ery mept éavor), lines 1546-1565. PG
37, cols. 1136-1138. etc. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.140-141; P. Christou, E)). azsoioyia,
v.4, pp.105-158; 8. Papadopoulos, ITxzeoloyix, v.2, pp.495-529; S. Papadopoulos, Ieyydeis ¢
‘ Ocol.iyos (moudy) w00 Blou zai 700 éoyou 7ou), Athens, 1991; J. Quasten, Patrology, v.3, pp.236-
254; V. Tatakis, "H Zuwbody =i Karnradoxizg, pp.139-200; F. Young, From Nicaea to
Chalcedon, pp.113-115.

2 About the churches of Pontus and Asia Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.142-145.

My, Phidas, Evdnuooca Xivedos, Iéveoc xal Srapusopwo s Tou Jeopot &ypt ¢ A” Odcoupevings cu-

vedou (451), Athens, 1971; F. Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, pp.31-38.
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Ecumenical Council.*'* Although the synod dealt with the problems of the
Eastern churches, its canonical work signalled a new era in the ecclesiastical
government of the Catholic Church. We have already spoken of the canonical
work of the synods of Antioch (341) and Sardica (342-343), and their attempt to
introduce a relative suprametropolitical authority. While these synods had
confronted the crisis of the depositions of the orthodox bishops, the interest
shifted and was now primarily concerned with the election of the successors of
these deposed bishops.

Canon 2°"° of the Second Ecumenical Council categorically forbade the
introduction of every outlandish (irepspiov) intervention. The meaning of the
words «odcovopeiw (o administer affairs) and «Swoein (to manage) which are
used in the text of the canon, refers clearly to the election and consecration of
bishops.?'® It was believed that, in connection with what had been previously
said, the language of the canon was to condemn the outlandish intervention of

the See of Alexandria in the affairs of the See of Constantinople.”"” This is not

P, Christou, ‘E. Hazpoloyia, v.3, pp.38-44; 1. Karmiris, Dogmatica et Symbolica,
pp.129-136; J. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, pp.296-331; J. Kelly, Early Christian
Doctrines, pp.88 ff; G. Konidaris, I'ev. "Exx). “Iowopix, pp.267; J. Meyendorff, La primauté
romaine dans la tradition canonique jusqu'au Concile de Chalcédoine, pp.474-476. S. Papa-
dopoulos, Iazpodoyia, v. 2, pp.142-182; V. Phidas, Exxi. Tozopix, 1, pp.518-542; V. Stefanidis,
Exx. Toropiz, pp.89MT. F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, pp.98 1I.

3 (Toix Grép Snov'x*qcnv Ertcuéraug Talg Grspopim' érx7\ncLaL' Y Emievat, p.r)os suyyEel Tag Suxhnciag:
alha xata Tolg yavova;, TOV eV A7\eEavopelaf ERICHROTGY, Ta €V A") UTTE r1.()vov owovop.eu zolg Ge g A-
V(ZTO)\ ns ETELGXO"'OUQ, ’T'Y]V AVZI"O)\T]V [LOVT‘V OLOLXELV KPU/ aTTO‘LSV(DV ’TU)‘J E\l ;OLQ KH.VOG'L TOLQ ya’a Nwatav Tp"
GOEL(DJ "T] A JT!O‘yE(:)V EXX)\Y)Gll J’al "()U; ’TT', AO’laV ns OLOU(Y]GE&)’ E_L"XOTOUQ, 'ra yaTa 'T'Y)‘J Aavavnv ‘J.GV()‘J
Srowxets: xal ToUg T‘qﬁ Hov‘uwr); ~a ﬂ‘r IMovriny r]w povo: ral 7ol '*q' @payn; <a 'ﬂ, Opayvrn, ;Lo GV OIREVO-
[J.ELV A)’/\‘{]TOUQ OE ETLGXOT'OU’ UTEp 5LOLX'Y]GLV (LY] ETLCG’ VELV 67'!. /ELPOTOVLG T] TIGLV aAAaV OD"“J(AH.LQLQ EV)’/ n
Guzmwoug Purats »oy.z, vou ¢ Tob npoyeypa;;p.evou repv <oy owwnrewv ®avovog, e0d q) ov g = ¥ad” ExacTry
erapy lav 1) Tg énapyiag obvolog Swunioet, xatk < év Nixain & opicpeva. Tag 68 év toig bapbaginoie édvest tob
Oeol exxAnociag, olxovopetsdat YeN xata YV xpatrsacav suvndeiay tov Ilavepwv.» S) ntagma, v.2,
pp-169-170. For the English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.31-32.

“°About the meaning of the words «oixovusiv» and «Swwei» see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1,
p.151.

2”According to Vlass. Phidas, for the following reasons, the outlandish interventions were
questioned:

a) The intervention of the throne of Alexandria in the election of Maximus the Cynic
to the throne of Constantinople.

b) The intervention with divisive results of the See of Old Rome in the schism of the
Churcu of Antioch.

¢) The enthonement of Gregory Nazianzen to the throne of Constantineple by
Meletius of Antioch.

d) The refusal of the See of Alexandria to accept unity with Meletius of Antioch,
rather supporting Old Rome, and thereby aggravating the schism in Antioch.

¢) The usual arbitrary consecrations by the defenders of Arianism, and especially of
Acacius of Caesarea, Basil of Ancyra and Macedonius of Constantinople. Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, p.152.
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completely true, because this canon is also concerned with the See of Antioch.?"

The main section of canon 2 defines the administrative provinces (founded upon
;hé political prefectures which were related to them) within which the greater
Synods were summoned in order to deal with the election, ordination and
adjudication of bishops to a secondary level. These synods were considered to be
the highest administrative authority, whose decisions were final, both in character
and force. However, the metropolitical province keeps all of its rights at the first
level. The historian Socrates made the mistake of connecting this canon with the
famous edict of Theodosius the Great (381), by which the emperor appointed, in
the persons of particular bishops, the temporary centers of unity of the orthodox
people.”"’

Canon 2 is related in meaning and content to canon 6.”* Canon 6 clearly
specifies the members of the greater synod of the political prefecture. It limits the
requirements for the composition of the greater synod in its relative part, where
our concern is centered, because this big canon clearly explicates the
requirements for the composition of an accusation against an ecclesiastical
person. Therefore, it appears that the holy fathers of the synod preferred to
follow the canonical tradition that had gained favour in the East. They broadened

the synod of the neighbouring bishops (with the bishops of the metropolitical

*'*Vlass. Phidas supports the idea that the «Second Ecumenical Council confronted all the
existing governmental questions about the relationship between the metropolitical Sees of each
political prefecture and the prestigious Sees of Constantinople, Alexandria and Antioch»
(Pentarchy, 1, p.149). The particles «uéy, &, uévror» which connect the cities of Alexandria,
Antioch and Constantinople equally to canons 2 and 3. intimate that these three prestigious
thrones employed the Second Ecumenical Council. The opinion that the canon is employed by
the throne of Alexandria, was sustained by the facts concerning Maximus the Cynic, which
describe exactly canon 4. («ITepi Makiprou ot Kuveran, xai 17g xat abréy atakiag 175 ev Kaveravtivou-
moAer yevopévrg: hote pajre Makyov éxioxomoy ¥ yevéadar, 3 elvar, pire 7ol map’ abrob yeworovdévias, &v
cipthmote Badug xAvpou: maviwv xal T@v mepl abrtov, xal Tav map’ abiol yevopsvww axupwIeviwv.y
Sy ntagma v. 2, p. 176. For the English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.32).

*Socrates, Eccl. History, V, 8, PG 67, cols 576-581. Sozomen (Eccl. History, VIL9, PG
67, cols. 1436-1440) avoided the mistake of Socrates. Cod. Theod., XVI,1,3, (381 July 30), T.
Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri XVI Cum Constitutionibus Sirmondianis, v.12, Berolini, 1903,
p.834; Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, I, pp.149-150.

230« lEYO”V OE E/"‘J T /a EXV}\{]C!&"'L/T]I AT La "OU En.VC')" o ya’)’,yopvaa -.(/UTOU’ VE/\EUE’ 7] a*(La GU'
VOOO; np(u'ov p.ea 64 L ~L\)‘I ~T‘, erap'yca’ xavmn EA LG'/()TO)‘J E‘JL 'racJaL "ag xav r,yo 'aq, }’aL Eu (IU"(IH E)\;Y/ELI
"a e*{y)*qy.a'.a ”DU EJ aL’ran T’U’V EZTCLG)’O: ol EL OE GUrLCG"I] aOUJa"T‘GtZL ’TOUQ ETGP/L(DTGQ TPO’ 0’099(1)"11 ”[x)\’
ETGERULEVIY EY X ANAATOY 1O ETICKOTY, T6TE alrolg Tpostéval peilove cuvbdy, 1y TH¢ Stowicewg éxely g Tt
GroRaY UTEp 115 altiag TadTrg GuyXaAOULEVmY:. ) Syntagma, v.2 , p.481. For the English translation

see N. Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.33.
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province), in a synod of bishops of the political prefecture.”?’ These changes put
an end to the absolute power of the metropolitical system and they introduced a
new system of government into the life of the Church (which we can characterize
as exarchical).

The new system that introduced the synodical suprametropolitical authority,
confronted inefficiently the question concerning precedence of place (mpuroxade-
8piz) 1n synods. The strong reaction of the metropolitical bishops and the main
aim of the Second Ecumenical Council, which was the recovery of the unity of
the Church after the great crisis of the Arian controversy, did not permit the
establishment of ecclesiastical centers at the political capitals of the
administrative provinces, which would take care of the implementation of the
canonical decisions of the synod. Obviously, only Alexandria had this advantage,
in accordance with the canonical decisions of the First Ecumenical Council
(canon 6), as we have said. The absence of established centers, however, resulted
in the utilization of old forms. The Precedence of Honour, within the limits of
the prefecture, had the potential of being combined with the ordination and
adjudication of bishops; yet only the prestigious Sees could develop this
combination effectively, and the historical situation made this development easy.
The origination of a new system of government, wider in scope than the
metropolitical system, was a fact, as was the rise of suprametropolitical
precedence in the government of the Church.

The results from the canonical decisions of the Second Ecumenical Council

were different in the case of the political prefecture of Constantinople,** since in

“*'Only the comparison of canon 6 with canon 14 of Antioch convinced us of the previous.
Of course there is a clear difference, because the greater synod is composed by the bishops of
the political prefecture, although it is not defined who convokes and presides at the synod. (Cf.
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.147) F. Dvornik shows in the canon «an organization which found its
culmination in the erection of patriarchates.» This opinion is wrong because the historical
cvolution was different. F. Dvornik, Bvzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.35-36.

2zzConstantinople was founded by the emperor Constantine the Great, in the ancient city of
Byzantium. The inauguration of this new capital of Roman Empire took place on the 3rd of
November 324. When the First Ecumenical Council was convoked, the city was under
construction. For this reason, the business of the synod was held in Nicaea, where the See of
the imperial government was. The opinion that the See of Constantinople was under the See of
Herakleia of Thrace (see F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, p.44), is incorrect
because of the introduction of the metropolitical system took place at the First Ecumenical
Council. Thus, the bishop of the city was a metropolitical bishop from the beginning.

Exceptional persons are a credit to the ecclesiastical history of the city, and they bring much
to the facts. The question of the apostolic succession of the throne of Constantinople was a
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all the other prefectures of the East (with the exception of Alexandria) no center
(government head) was specified which could have the responsibility of
implementing these canonical decisions. The political prefecture of New Rome
was autonomous and has its own prefect (Praefectus Urbi).** According to the
canonical decisions of the synod, the church of New Rome was identified with an
autonomous ecclesiastical unity - prefecture. The church of New Rome acquired
the whole canonical rights that derived from these decisions, as every political
prefecture. At the same time, the governmental head of this prefecture was the
throne of Constantinople itself. Of course, the mention of New Rome directly
after the determination of the ecclesiastical prefectures in canon 2, is logically

followed by canon 3 (the particle «uévrom connects Constantinople with the

problem because of the late foundation of the city. It became a problem in its rclations with
other churches and in contemporary research because the criterion for apostolic succession was
developed in the West. Apostolic succession had been understood mainly in the West as
succession of order, but in the East as succession of faith. The result of this was that the
Church of Constantinople was not interested in presenting her founders because there was no
question of this. The claim of jurisdiction was not based on the principle of the apostolic
succession of order.” The tradition of the city concerning the mission of Apostle Andrew in
ancient Byzantium appeared in the Sth century, and not after the 8th century, as F. Dvornik
claims (The idea of apostolicity in Byzantium, and the legend of the apostle Andrew,
Cambridge-Massachusetts, 1958). But the Apostle and Evangelist John is also one of the
founders of the church of ancient Byzantium. (On the Johannine apostolic succession of the Sce
of Constantinople sce V. Phidas, H Todwvewe droorok wotyra o6 Joovou e Kavetavevourclew,
I Mpaxtud 100 Awevoic Suprosion: 1. Moviy "Ay. “Todvwou tob Oevidyou - 300 Xeova Torepuinig
Magrupiac (1088-1988), Athens, 1989, pp.53-86). A Lukan succession is also preserved in the
apocryphal traditicn (Doctrina Apostolorum) for the church of Byzantium, in connection with
the mission of Apostles John and Andrew (W. Cureton, Ancient Syriac Documents, London,
1864, p.34).

Of course, Constantinople as New Rome «is not a simple successor of Old Rome, as it is not
a simple substitution of it. It is a renewed extension of it in the body of the Empire, because
Old Rome was not abolished as capital after the foundation of New Rome. Indeed two Romes
participated equally in the political content of one capital of the Empire.» (V. Phidas, BuZdvro,
Athens, 1990, p.262). The imperial ideology of the role of the new capital had direct bearings
upon the ecclesiastical order. On the political ideology of the Empire sce H. Glykatzi -
Ahrweiler, L’ Idéologie Politique de I’ Empire Byzantin, Paris, 1975, Presses Universitaires
de France; F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy: Origins and
Background, vols 2, Washington, 1966; 1. Karagiannopoulos, H 1o} ey Ocupta ov Bulavzr-
vov, Thessaloniki, 1988. S. Runciman, The Bvzantine Theocracy, Cambridge, 1977,
Cambridge University Press. ‘

Finally, we must mention the opinion of Francis Dvornik who said that «Constantinople
does not appear to have played any marked role in the Church before the year 380» (F.
Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, p.32), which is incorrect. This is can be proved by
the fact that Eusebius of Nicomedia made every effort and succeeded in moving to
Constantinople. (Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.128, 131.)

“see V. Phidas, Buldvro, p.164.
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2 New Rome, according to the governmental system of the

previous canon).
empire, was an autonomous prefécture. Zonaras rightly demonstrates the unity of
the two canons (of course through the prism of later ecclesiastical structures).??’
Therefore, the ecclesiastical authority given to the prestigious throne of New
Rome matched the size of the synod of the prefecture. Canon 3 secured the
ecclesiastical autonomy of the church of Constantinople in practice. This
recognition, in connection with the ecclesiastical situation, of the throne of
Constantinople (including the Endemousa synod and the lack of subordinate to
bishops), permitted the development of new forms of government, and made the
canonical decisions of the Second Ecumenical council th.e starting point of this
development.

« Qowsav of &v Kwvoravrourdle cuvedIovres dytor RaTépEC...) (canon 1)226 «Tov
névtor Kavetavtvounodewe énioxomoy Exetv Ta mpecbeix T T peta tov i Peouns é-
rioxomov,..» (canon 3) recognizing the Precedence of Honour of a prestigious
See to the throne of Constantinople. We see this recognition being made for all
the prestigious Sees during the proceedings and ét the conclusion of the Second
Ecumenical Council. Already at this period canons 6 and 7 of the First
Ecumenical Council were regarded as the canonical establishment of the
Precedence of Honour of the prestigious Sees of Alexandria, Rome, Antioch and
Jerusalem and as a canonical foundation for suprametropolitical authority.*”’ The
relative formulation of canon 2 for the church of Antioch (gv2arrouévwy wav év <oiz
xavoot toi xave Nixawav mpeobeiwv ©5 *Avrioyéwy éxxlnoia) 15 clear proof of that.
Thus, the recognized authority of the throne of Constantinople in ecclesiastical

practice needed to be established by canon law, as this was believed to have been

done for the other prestigious Sees by the First Ecumenical Council. The prestige

Ty pevrot Kavotavrvoundhews Erisxomoy &7 wa mpechein thg Tyufic peti tov 71 Pong énions-
oy, 81 10 elvar abripy véav “Pdynv.» Syntagma, v.2, p.173. For the English translation see N,
Tanner, Decrees, v.1, p.32.
zzs«nepi wwv EAhov atplapy iy Jpdvwy To0 avarrépn xavévos Surralopévou (Enh. Tou €7), obrog xai Spb-
vou s Kovetavtwoumbhews pépvrar,.» Syntagnja, v.2, p.173. The English translation: «whereas
the above canon commanded about the other patriarchical thrones (i.e., canon 2), this canon
mentions the throne of Constantinople.»

QZGSyntagma, v.2, p.165.

*"Theodosius the Great temporarily made the bishops Damasus of Rome and Peter of
Alexandria criteria of Orthodoxy by virtue of an edict on the eve of the convocation of the
Ecumenical council. (Cod. Theod. XVI, 1,2. (380 Febr. 27) T. Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri

AVI Cum Constitutionibus Sirmondianis, v.12, Berolini, 1903, p.833.)
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of the church of New Rome was not only the result of the political importance of
this city, but was also tied to its increasing ecclesiastical authority. We are aware
of the great interest shown by the defenders of Arianism in the election of the
bishop of this city.**® «The fathers of the Second Ecumenical Council did not
honour the throne of New Rome because they wanted to raise it to the rank of
one of the prestigious Sees, but they adopted the prestige it already possessed
and gave it the first position among the prestigious Sees of the East.»**

As a result of the historical situation which arose after the breakdown
between Rome and Constantinople, the interpreters of 12th century
misinterpreted the meaning of this canon. Thus, Balsambn and Zonaras do not
understand the construction of the canon and its importance at the time in
interpreting it. The preposition «uewa» declares the difference between equivalent
or equal Sees and has to do with position of rank and not with Precedence of
Honour > The correct interpretation of canon 3, provided by canon 28 of the
Fourth Ecumenical Council, certifies that there is an equivalence or equality in
the Precedence of Honour of the thrones of Rome and Constantinople. Besides,
the more ancient Precedence of Honour is placed before the same Precedence
which follows, i.e. the Precedence of Old Rome is mentioned before that of New
Rome. We believe that in canon 3, the legislator is referring directly to the
relations between the prestigious Sees of Constantinople and Alexandria. This is
the reason why the holy fathers of the synod used the principle of
accommodation in order to justify the preeminence of the throne of
Constantinople in relation to the other thrones of the East (i.e., those of
Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem).”®' Canon 3 is concluded with the phrase
«Aw 76 edvar adriy véav Pdunw (because it is New Rome). 1t contrasts the Old
Rome to the New Rome. Thus, in its substance, canon 3 does not make any

change in the order of preeminence of any of the prestigious thrones, because

*3Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, I, pp.158-159.

2x’Phidas, Pentarchy,' L, p.159.

*Ysee Syntagma, v.2, pp.173-176 and Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.161-162.

PICS. F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.44-47;, W. de Vries, Orient et
Occident, pp.53 ff.
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Constantinople is the New Rome and it is entitled to be equal in status with the
Old Rome, whose position had been determined by Antiquity.** ,

The end of the 4th century finds the ecclesiastical government of the Chul'r-ch
moving in the opposite direction from the one that had been established by the
canonical decisions of the First Ecumenical Council, that is, the metropolitical
system. The system of government that now appeared could be characterized as
exarchical, although the synod had not yet determined the administrative heads -
of the political prefectures (or exarchical provinces). The new system of
organization did not establish a relationship between exceptional Precedence of
Honour of the prestigious Sees and the exceptional authority to ordain and
adjudicate disputes relating to bishops; but rather favoured the view of giving
this power to the ecclesiastical government. Thus, the Second Ecumenical
Council did not go on with the establishment of a permanent suprametropolitical
authority. Both the internal problems of the prestigious thrones, and the strong
reaction of the metropolitans, made clear that the synod of the metropolitical
province was the sovereign organ of the ecclesiastical government. It is worth
mentioning that the imposition of autonomous ecclesiastical units in the East has
its counter part in the West. We see the development of strong ecclesiastical
units endowed with autonomy from Rome in the prefectures of Northern Italy
(Milan), Northern Africa (Carthage), and Gaul (Arles). This demonstrates the
significance of the decisions of the Second Ecumenical Council for the
tendencies of ecclesiastical government of the Church in the West. Only
favorable historical developments allowed Rome to prevéil in the West during
the subsequent centuries.

The relations between the churches of Rome and Constantinople, or New
Rome, could be generally characterized as good during the 4th century. Yet
some clouds had begun to appear in the horizon. St. Basil the Great, who fought

for the unity of the Eastern and Western orthodox against Arianism, showed

“?«By canon 3: a). because of the its great ecclesiastical prestige the exceptional
Precedence of Honour of the See of Constantinople is recognized, b). the second rank in the
first place of the prestigious thrones is granted to the throne of Constantinople, “because it is
New Rome” and c¢). the first rank in the first place is recognized to the See of Old Rome,
because the more ancient is given preeminence.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.162.
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impatience with the attitude of Rome®* and, therefore, he did not hesitate to
speak about the «western eyébrdw» (Surwx7s S4pvec) and the «haughty manners»
(Sreon-gavav #dav) of Rome.”* Of course, the controversy between Alexandria
and Rome was the center of interest in this period, which also continued in the
next century with greater intensity. The 4th Christian century occupies a crucial

place in the historical life of the Church.

Cf. S. Papadopoulos, [awodoyiz, v.2, p.377-379.
“sec S. Bilalis, "Opdodofia xai Ilarouds, Athens, 19882, v.1, p.205.




Chapter 4

The Institutionalization
of the Precedence of Honour

and the Ecclesiastical Government

The decisions of the First Ecumenical Council, as we saw, continued to be in
force during the fourth century, and in spite of their weaknesses and the assaults
directed against them, they kept the strength of the metropolitical system
unbroken. Of course, with the passage of time, the prest}gious thrones acquired
in their turn very strong grounds in the system of ecclesiastical government. This
situation, along with the canonical tendencies that had been formed, produced
forms of government which would continue to develop over the next centuries to
move towards the foundation of the patriarchal system. The throne of Old Rome
used its prestige to gain an equivalent authority over the Churches in the Western
empire. This 1s characteristic of the canonical tendencies that existed during this
period in the West.>*> The fight of the church of Rome was not easy because she
was confronted with the stubborn resistance of the metropolitan bishops of the
West, who were not inclined to relinquish any portion of their power.

The church of Carthage is a clear example of this sort of resistance. It is
important to note that this church had confronted great problems, because it
existed in a unique atmosphere of both deep spirituality and constant
controversy. It is enough to mention Manichaeism, Montanism and the Donatist
schism. These dangers imposed a strict governmental organization and
strengthened the rigorous function of the synodical system.”® As a result, the

prestige of the bishop of Carthage and metropolitan bishop of North Africa was

3«The papal claims in the West revolved around the right to ordain and adjudicate on
bishops. The bishops of Rome claimed both the right to ordain and the right to solve any
problems relating to ordinations. They also claimed that the papal See had the right to decide
on all questions submitted to it for reconsideration.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.258.
- Psee F. Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, pp.42-45.
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strengthened >’ The problems of unity in the church of Carthage, and the
appearance of external assaults from the barbarian invasions in Northern Africa
marked the end to the influence of this Church in the West after the Fifth
century. The historical situation did not allow the local church of Carthage to
realize the potential which it possessed.

The attempt by the church of Rome to use its exceptional prestige to gain
governmental power over the church of Carthage was realized during the synod
of 418-419, which is well known because of its important canonical work (and
especially for its work on the canon of the Bible). The papal legates (the Italian
bishop Faustinus of Potentia Picena and the presbyteré Philip and Asellus)**
tried to introduce an appeal to the bishop of Rome for the clergy of the church of
Carthage.”® In order to succeed in this, they falsified the canons of Nicaea with
the well-known canons of Sardica, 3, 4, and 5. In doing so, papal legates tried to
take advantage of the devotion to the decisions of the First Ecumenical Council
by the orthodox. The reaction to the synod of Carthage was direct. They
ascertained that there was no canonical establishment of a right of appeal to the
bishop of Old Rome in their texts, but rather the exact opposite. For this reason,
the synod asked for records of the synod of Nicaea from the churches of

Constantinople, Alexandria and Antioch, after the proposal of the vicar of the

The prestige of the See of Carthage was continually increasing, having an exceptional
position since the third century. Causcs of this evolution were the important personages who
occupied the bishopric in Carthage, such as St. Cyprian, the quality of ecclesiastical life (the
martyrs), and the financial and geographical position, as well as the political importance of the
city. Carthage had to oppose the previous principles of ecclesiastical life to the Apostolicity of
the See of Old Rome. It seemed as if the local church of Carthage belonged to the churches
which we have called “daughter” churches, because the sources do not locate its founding with
any of the apostles.

The metropolitan bishop of Carthage practiced a kind of “suprametropolitical” authority
over the six provinces of the dioceses of Africa (dioecesis Africae), the provinces of Tripolitis,
Proconsul Africa, Numidia, Sitifecia, Mauritania. But in reality the bishop of Carthage had
metropolitical power. There is much in common in the governmental structures of both
Carthage and Egypt. Special rights were recognized to the bishop of Carthage with regard to
the question of the right to ordain, as concluded from canon 45 (54) of Carthage, because « ‘A«
. mijplev ) addeveia aden @ Soovp w0ty B, 60ev Jéiet xal megt oioudTirote mpoetpdn Oviparos, xata Thy é-
mduypiay Exdorng éxxdnsing éxyeporiver énionomov.» (Syntagma, v.3, p.445). )

see Phidas, Pentarchy, I, pp.173-174; R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.52 ff: W. Frend,
The Donatist Church; B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.42-44, 81 ff; C. Robeck, Prophecy in
Carthage. Perpetua, Tertullian, and Cyprian, Cleveland, Ohio, 1992, The Pilgrim Press;
OBD, pp.384-385.

238Syntagma, v.3, p.286.

B9Cf. Syntagma, v.3, pp.287-296.
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province of Numidia, bishop Alypius of Theagasteon and the Synod.**® This was
not strange for the ecclesiastical tradition, because the local churches often asked
for texts that they did not have, and Carthage as a daughter church; was no
different. It is important here to note that the church of Carthage, as a church of
the West, absolutely respected the Precedence of Honour and the rank of the
eastern Sees, as this had been established by custom and had been
institutionalized in the East by the Second Ecumenical Council.

The synod had decided to follow the records of Old Rome, until it received

the other records.?*!

The answers of Atticus®*> of New Rome and Cyril*® of
Alexandria were crushing for the claims of Old Rome. The eager dispatch of the
canonical decisions from the Sees of New Rome and Alexandria demonstrated

d** The reaction of Carthage was direct and

that the records were falsifie
rigorous. It prohibited every outlandish intervention, and especially by the bishop
of Rome, through canon 105 (116).>*’ Of course, the church of Carthage is more
than clear in its severe epistle to the bishop of Rome, declaring that «zo5 2omos

mpds Ta Upetépac dxoas Tols éviebdev mapayvouévous elyeoiy; ui) mpoadéynade, undé Toik

*Bishop Alypios of Theagasteon proposcd to the synod of Carthage the followings: «zeisy
e abevrina v7 év Nixaly ouvédou &v Koveravewounsher héyetar efvar, tivie RETQ YPRAATOY TR Gpetépas
aytwodve meudat xatabiboate: xal ki phvov Tpog alriv ToV aywtatov @Behdov oy ov 11 Kaveravrivou-
TOAEws ExigroToY, AAAR Xal Tov T A hebavdpeing xal "Avtisysiag, olg mpooxuvnTols lepeis, 6iTiveg v ab-
iy cOvodov iy ped” Iroopetdoens 6y olxeloy Ypaupdtuy dRooTei oy, GoTE TEGRY peta tabza dpdioty-
vow adapedivan Enedl) xal fpei oltwg, ig 6 dbehdis Daustivog Hyayev, odSapie eUpoey TalraR
(Syntagma, v.3, pp.290-291). The legate of the bishop of Old Rome tried to dissuade such an
action by the church of Carthage with the excuse that “pmog drhovixeia petak Ty Exxdno iy T &-
vaduy, ahha padiov adehduey) dyany Eovhelons e, &t iypddouvtog airmob, Tt odeiher xperttdvwe duhay Sva
(Syntagma, v.3, p.291). But this attempt came to nothing. The church of Carthage did the
proper thing by obtaining the copies of the decisions of the First Ecumenical Council from the
prestigious Sees of the East.

*This is shown by the similar proposal of bishop Alypius (Syntagma, v.3, p.291.) and the
Jjudgment of presbyter Apiarius. This judgment had been made after the invocation of the
reconsideration by the bishop of Rome, according to the letter of the synod to bishop Celestine
of Rome (Syntagma, v.3, pp.618-624).

WSyntagma, v.3, p.616. 4

243Syntagma, v.3, pp.615-616. -

*“Bishop Atticus of New Rome wrote in his relative epistle: «Kai <ig go7iv 6 74y xowiy ictuw,
xai ol dpovg <obg &wo tav Tlatépuy BebarwSéviac, =oiz i aBehdois apvodpeves» (Syntagma, v.3,
p.616). The English translation: «And who is that one, who refused his brothers the common
faith and the decrees that were confirmed by the Fathers?»

245«'00'14,057']1:0';: ) xotvwvioy &v 17 "Adpuri, els a Tepapating Tadg 70 xowwvely Irepricer, v Crpday
™6 xMpaicens avadéteray Syntagma, v.3, p.554. The canon punishes with defrocking those who
had gone out of Africa, especially to Rome, and had been punished with excommunication.
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7o HAGY ATOXOVVITEOUS, €le Xotvwviay ToU dotroD fetnerre 35'&:019{1!)).246 At the same
time, the church of Rome dealt séverely with the same issue concerning the laity.
The falsification of the records must be condemned emphatically, because it only

**7 The severe tone of the epistle

brings about damage to the ecclesiastical body.
left no doubt about the attitude of the church of Carthage towards the bishop of
Rome. The results of these events was a climate of suspicion which permeated
the relations of the two churches. The failure of Rome to combine the
Precedence of Honour with the right of the adjudication on bishops in the church
of Carthage, indicates the consciousness of independence which existed in the
western Church at the beginning of the fifth century. |

Things were more difficult for the See of Rome in the Italian peninsula. The
ever rising prestige and independence of the church of Milan put even the
Precedence of Honour of the See of Old Rome in the West into question.**® The
city possesed political importance because it was the capital of the Western state.
Bishop Ambrose had an exceptional degree of prestige in the Catholic Church.
All these things permitted the imposition of the throne of Milan on all the
dioceses of Northern Italy (Ifalia annonaria). The See of Milan acted under the
auspices of the prestige of St. Ambrose and his great influence over the dioecesis
Italiae annonariae and therefore, Western IHlyricum was soon under the
sphere of influence of the See of Milan. This fact is proved with the intervention
in the election of bishop Anemius of Sirmium in 376, and the participation of the

bishops of Pannonia (and Dacia) in the local councils convoked by the See of

*Syntagma, v.3, p.620. «that for the future you do not readily admit to a hearing persons
coming hence, nor choose lo receive to your communion those excommunicated by us,». J.
Stevenson, Creeds..., p.250.

247“Hspi Yop 700, Tovag Geavel Ex To0 Theupod 7RG oFg by woovrs mépmeadar, obdepa tiv [latépwy suvd-
8o opio-ev ebpioxopev... va ph 7ov xamvidy Todov 7ol xéopou E6kwuey sicdyew ©f 100 Xpigrob dxxdnoia, frig
10 dwg e anhétnTos, xai Thg TamewogposivG T Tefpay Toig tov Oeov ety émiBupoiot mpoodepet.”’
Syntagma, v.3, p.621. For the English translation see J. Stevenson, Creeds..., p.251.

“*It is characteristic that bishop Siricius of Old Rome did not react to the convocation of
the synod of Capua (391) for the arrangement of the relation of West with the church of
Antioch. But more significant is the fact that the bishop of Rome did not participate in this
synod, when Capua (the capital of the province of Campania, which belonged to the dioecesis
Italiae soburbucariai) was under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the bishop of Rome,
according to canon 6 of the First Ecumenical Council. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.176; HCC, v.2,
pp.392 ff; W. de Vrics, Opdodofin xai Kadodveicuss, p.34; Geoffrey Barraclough regards the
bishops of Rome from Sixtus II to Damasus “mediocre”. Ambrose of Milan was the first
remarkable bishop of Italy and not a bishop of Rome (7he Afedieval Papacy, p.21).

*2Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.80 f¥.
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Milan. The See of Milan did not hesitate intervening in the concerns of the
prestigious thrones of the East, both of Constantinople and Antioch. The prestige
of this See declined slowly during the fifth century because of the foundation of
the metropolitical Sees of Aquileia® (400) and Ravenna (before the 425), and
because of the transposition of the center of government from Milan to Ravenna
(401).®' The historical situation, and political evolution in the empire
contributed to the weakening of another rival of Old Rome in the West.***

The attempt by the church of Rome to establish a papal vicariate in
Thessaloniki in Eastern Illyricum is directly connected with the development of
the prestige of the church of Milan.?** The church of Rofne had been attributed

exceptional power in an ongoing struggle of vesting its exceptional prestige with

254

exceptional power, within the boundaries of its governmental prefecture.”* In

the frame of this fight it sought ways in order to stop the developing prestige of
its rival churches in the West and the reaction that her own attitude had caused.
At the same time that Rome began its fight for power, the political situation of

the prefecture of the Eastern Illyricum was unstable. The political solution to this

=50 scc S. Tavano, Aquileia Christiana, Udine, 1972.

*'sec MACE, p.227. The Mediolanum became the capital of West from the time of
Diocletian, in 286, and remained so until 401. G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, p.23;
F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium, pp.24-25.

*?Vlass. Phidas observes that «the relations of the See of Mediolanum with the Sec of Old
Rome in West were relations of whole government independence and rivalry». For further
bibliography see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.175-177 & 258-259.

*3sec Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.258-289; F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in
Byzantium, pp. 25-29; B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.63 ff.

**The political prefecture of Italy and Africa (praefectura praetorio Italiae et Africae) was
divided into the following political dioceses: North ltaly (dioecesis Italiae annonariae), South
ltaly (dioecesis Italiae soburbucariae) and Africa (dioecesis Africae). The question of the
division of the prefecture of Illyricum (praefectura praetorio per lllyricum) became was
urgently pursued by the successors of Theodosius the Great. Thus, the political dioceses of
Pannonia with the political dioceses of Illyricum (dioecesis Illyrici) were the fourth dioceses of
the prefecture of Italy and were placed among the dioceses of the western state (pars
Occidentis). The other two dioceses (dioecesis Dacia and dioecesis Macedoniae) made up the
prefecture of llyricum (praefectura praetorio per Illyricum). :

The prefecture of Hlyricum was established in 356/357 by emperor Constantius. It was

_-abolished by Julian the Apostate in 361 and reestablished by Gratianus in 375 as part of the

western state. Theodosius the Great annexed Iflyricum during his kingdom. The dioceses of
Dacia and Macedonia were given to the eastern state and became the prefecture of Eastern
Illyricum in 379. This assignment was rescinded in 380 and the dioceses returned to the
western state, but as was usually the case, the emperor of the East did not relinquish his right
in actual practice. (Phidas, Pentarchy, I, p.260). Thessaloniki was the capital of the Prefecture
of Hlyricum, but it was transferred to Sirmium in 437 (which was given to the eastern state this
ycar) because of military necessity. (IEE, v.7, pp.94-95.)
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problem occurred at the end of the fourth century with the division of this
prefecture. The ecclesiastical situation was vague, which allowed for the
development of various claims-and forms concerning the churches of Ilyricum.

S

. . . 25
As we saw previously, the churches of the dioceses of Pannonia®” were under

26 The ecclesiastical situation had

the sphere of influence of the throne of Milan.
been formed in Western Illyricum, while the strength of the metropolitical system
in the prefecture of Eastern Illyricum was so great that it would not permit
outlandish interventions.”®” The authority of the See of.Thessaloniki occurred at
the same time as the political importance of the city grew, but the
suprametropolitical authority of its bishop was not recognized.”® The elevation
of a See to suprametropolitical status required great effort and a strong footing.
There were many cities that had apostolic churches in the prefecture of Illyricum,
which had been metropolises according to the decisions of the First Ecumenical

Council. Thus, the metropolitical bishops of Illiricum possesed an authority equal

to its prestige.

*>The dioceses of Pannonia under the name dioecesis Illyrici was placed into the prefecture
of ltaly and Africa in 395. Sirmium was the capital of the dioceses. The dioecesis livrici
included the provinces of Dalmatia, Pannonia I, Pannonia II, Sauarias, Valeria, Mediterrancan
Noricon and Tributarian Noricon.

**%Vlass. Phidas holds that «obviously the imposition of the metropolitical system was very
slow» (Pentarchy, 1, p.259) for the dioceses of Pannonia (Western Illyricum). F. Dvornik
mentions the failure of bishop Zosimus (417-418) of Rome (o establish a papal vicariate in
Pannonia (The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium, p. 47).

The prefecture of Eastern Ilivricum (praefectura praetorio per Illyricum) has two
dioceses, the dioceses of Macedonia (dioecesis Macedoniae) and the dioceses of Dacia
(dioecesis Dacia), and the capital was the city of Thessaloniki. The metropolitical system had
developed in accordance with the political provinces, because the decisions of the First
Ecumenical Council had been acted decisively in Illyricum. The first throne of the dioceses of
Dacia was Sardica. The dioceses had divided the provinces of Prevales, Dardania, Myssia,
Mediterranean Dacia and Tributarian Dacia. The political and ccclesiastical capital of the
dioceses of Macedonia was Thessaloniki. The dioceses had been divided into the provinces of
Crete (metropolis: Gortyna), Achaia (metropolis: Corinth), Thessaly (metropolis: Larissa), Old
Epiros (metropolis: Nikopolis), New Epiros (metropolis: Dyrrachion) and Macedonia
(metropolis: Thessaloniki). Cf. IEE, v.7, pp.94-95. Phidas, Pentarchy, I, pp.259-260.

*$The important ecclesiastical position of the throne of Thessaloniki between the Orthodox
West and the Arian East during the Arian controversy, strengthened the geopolitical
importance of this city which lay between Old and New Rome. It is a logical necessity that
Thessaloniki, as an ecclesiastical center, can be characterized by great development and
continuous prosperity. (sec Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.260). The following is characteristic of the
importance of the city: The Italian bishops proposed to emperor Honorius that a synod be
convoked at Thessaloniki. The purposed synod would undertake the re-examination of the case
against the archbishop of Constantinople, St. John Chrysostom, and would include all the
prestigious Sees, according to the principle guiding the adjudication of a bishop of prestigious
throne. see Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.138. ‘
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It appears that the See of Milan had succeeded in inﬂuencing the
metropolitical bishops of Pannonia and Dacia, and in practice exercised a kind of
suprametropolitical authority over these dioceses.”™ It is not suprising, that this |
newly formed situation in the western churches alarmed the church of Old Rome.
It is clear from all the developments which took place, that the See of Rome
could not react or fight against the See of Milan. Hence, the See of Rome chose
to strengthen and develop the suprametropolitical authority of the See of
Thessaloniki. Vlass. Phidas regards this tactic as “the most intelligent”.*®® This
policy was practised by a series of letters which the bishops of Rome sent to the
bishops of Thessaloniki and which laid the foundation for the establishment of a
papal Vicariate in Thessaloniki.”' There are many opinions concerning the
chronology of the subordination of Eastern Illyricum to the jurisdiction of the

> «We recognize that the question of the so-called

bishop of Rome.*
establishment of the Vicariate of Thessaloniki is a very difficult problem to solve,
not only as regards the time of its establishment, but also the relation of the
bishop of Thessaloniki, as a Vicar, to the bishop of Rome »** The question of
the right to ordinations and adjudications of bishops is the basis for all the
speculation concerning the ecclesiastical government of Eastern Illyricum.
Damasus (366-384) was the first of the bishops of Rome who appears to have
sent an epistle to the bishop of Thessaloniki at the end of his life.”" This epistle
has not been preserved, but from the epistle of his successor Siricius (384-399)
we can surmise what it contained. The aim of the epistle of Damasus was to curb
the extension of the suprametropolitical authority of the throne of Milan, because
the claims of Old Rome in Eastern Illyricum had not taken a particular form.?*
The epistle of Siricius of Rome (who first used the title Pope)**® to Anysius of

Thessaloniki gives the bishop of Thessaloniki control of all the ordinations and

*sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.263.
*Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.264.
*'"Mansi, v.VIII, cols. 750 ff; E. Schwartz, Die sogennante Sammiung der Kirche von
- Thessalonich, Festschr. fur R. Reitzenstein (Leipzing - Berlin 1931) pp.137 - 159; C. v. Sitva-
Tarouca, Textus et Documenta, series theologica, 23 (Roma 1937).

*see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.261-262.

*Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.261.

*G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, pp.23-24.

*Cf Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.265.

*%G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, p.24.
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the adjudication of bishops in Eastern Illyricum.**” This assignment given by the
See of Rome, which prior to this did not have any footing in the ecclesiastical
affairs of Eastern Illyricum, was founded upon the exceptional prestige of the
church of Old Rome. Of course, this was inconceivable in the East, although the
whole proposal demonstrates the tendencies of the prestigious Sees of this age.
The See of Old Rome claimed that in practice, Ilyricum was subordinate to its
jurisdiction, although the sources of the fourth century do not bear witness to -
this claim.*®®

The next letter preserved is the letter of bishop Innocent (401-417) of
Rome.”” This letter was sent by the bishop of Rome to Rufos of Thessaloniki in
415" The bishop of Rome repeats in this letter the rights of the See of
Thessaloniki, trying to define Thessaloniki as a Vicariate. This clearly shows us
that the See of Thessaloniki did not accept the outlandish suprametropolitical
intervention of Old Rome, based on the canonical decisions of the First and the
Second Ecumenical Councils. The See of Thessaloniki exhibited the same
reaction as the See of Carthage, and this reaction by the bishops of Eastern
Illyricum must have been the same any time there was an attempt to use
suprametropolitical power to intervene in the affairs of the See of Thessaloniki.
Thus, there is no question that the metropolitical system was very strong in the
dioceses of Illyricum. The great prestige of the decisions of the First Ecumenical
Council (canons 4 and 5), that is the preeminence of the See of New Rome in the

East, and the political situation (the dioceses of Eastern lllyricum belonged to the

267Mansi, v.VIII, col.750.

*8«The assignment of the bishop of Rome to the bishop of Thessaloniki concerning the
question of the right to ordain and adjudicate bishops, declared: cither the bishop of Rome
regarded Illyricum as subordinate to his jurisdiction, and because of this he gave the right to
ordain, which belonged to him, to the preeminent bishop of Illyricum, or he claimed them
subordinate to his jurisdiction as the only prestigious See of the western state, to which
Hlyricum belonged. The first supposition cannot succeed because nothing hinted at the regular
power of the See of Rome in Eastern Illyricum until the end of the fourth century. The second
supposition is the only possible one, according to what has been said about the right to ordain
during this period and from the correspondence of the bishops of Rome and Thessaloniki.»
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.266.

**Mansi, v. VIII, cols. 751-752.

?"The exact responsibility of the bishop of Thessaloniki are delineated for the first time,
and they are as follows: a. the certification of the election and consecration of bishops (jus
ordinandi) b. the adjudication of bishops and the precedence of the synod of the bishops of
Eastern Illyricum. The causae majores must be sent 1o the Sec of Rome.» Pentarchy, v,
pp.266-267. .
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Eastern state), gave support to the claims of the bishops of Illyricum in this
period. -

Examples of the independence of the bishops of Illyricum can be found in the
sources. The case of bishop Perigenes of Corinth is a clear example.””! The
bishop of Thessaloniki did not react, and was not involved in the election of
bishop Alexander of Corinth, but he was unable to impose Perigenes, bishop of
Old Patras, when Perigenes succeeded Alexander of Corinth, although some of
the Corinthians reacted. The reactions came to bishop Boniface I of Rome (418-
422), who accepted the election of Perigenes as canonical.””* During the same
period, the bishops of Thessaly deposed bishop PereQius of the Thessalian
Salton, and ordained Maximus to his position without the involvement of Rufus
of Thessaloniki.*”> These examples demonstrate that the bishop of Thessaloniki
did not act with suprametropolitical authority, nor did he claim it. These local
reactions were the first impetus for bishop Boniface of Rome’s decision to send a
series of letters to the bishops of Illyricum.*"*

New causes were not long in coming. The evolution of the ecclesiastical
government of the dioceses of Eastern Illyricum in the first quarter of the fifth
century, acquired a new dimension and new rivals. Emperor Theodosius II (408-
450) entrusted the solution of the disputes concerning Eastern lllyricum to the
bishop of New Rome in his edict of 14 July 421.*”° The emperor at the
suggestion of Archbishop Atticus of Constantinople put the churches of Ilyricum
under the jurisdiction of Constantinople. It is in this period that the imposition of
the See of New Rome on the dioceses of Thrace, Asia and Pontus had been
completed.”’® The edict was in absolute harmony with the established custom
among the bishops of Eastern Illyricum of appealing to the bishop of New Rome

when confronted with difficult problems which were hard to solve. The See of

*"'Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.368.

*Mansi, v. VIII, cols. 752-753.

“"Mansi, v. VIII, col. 754; Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.268-269.

““Mansi, v. VIII, cols. 752-759.

T avaguopévag xavovixas apdictaroe & Shw 19 Trhvpwd, ob Sel wéuvecPar magh yveyuny w00
apyemionomov Kuvoraviourddens, xat w7 atrod Tuvédov, Fri Eyet 5 mpovbpia T7g apyaiag “Popney»
Syntagma, v.6, p. 260. The emperor published an equivalent edict for the dioceses of Asia
(ibid. p. 90). see Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p. 192. and B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.
91 ff. ,

*"see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.270-271, 274.
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Constantinople did not have any reason to discourage this canonical tendency,
nor the imperial decisions which encouraged it. It goes without question that the
edict alarmed the See of Rome. Bishop Boniface of Rome knew better than
anyone else in the West what the results of a such a decision would be, and he
fought to overturn it, and with the help of emperor Honorius of the West, the
edict was revoked. This did not mean that Eastern Illyricum was subordinated to
the See of Old Rome, because Theodosius II protected the rights and -
independence of the bishops.

This evolution obligated the See of Old Rome to redefine its relationship with
the churches of Illyricum. The See of Old Rome did not have anymore to
confront the expansion of the prestige of the See of Milan, but the expansion of
the authority and prestige of New Rome. Boniface, for the first time in his
letters, promoted the theory of the papal primacy over the whole Church,?” his
primary aim being the neutralization of the reaction of the bishops of Illyricum. If
papal primacy had been recognized by the whole Church, there would have been
no cause for reaction by the bishops. His secondary concern was to elevate the
preeminence of the See of Old Rome over the See of Constantinople. «Boniface
emphasizes in his letters again and again the rights of his “Vicar” bishop of
Thessaloniki by “assignment” of the papal See. His whole reasoning is presented
as a theoretical, doctrinal and canonical foundation of papal primacy rather than
as a strong claim of the particular and regular jurisdiction on Illyricum. The
bishop of Rome claimed this authority in Tllyricum, so that he might claim it over
the whole Church. He argued that his claims on Eastern Illyricum were based on
the tradition of the Church, but he does not use any example from the relations
of Rome and Illyricum »*”® The See of Old Rome claimed the recognition of the
authority of the bishop of Thessaloniki as its Vicar, and as a result the
subordination of Eastern Illyricum to its provinces. At the same time, it tried to

curtail the imposition of the authority of New Rome on the dioceses of Illyricum.

*"In Boniface’s letters, we see that he supported the petrine theory, and as a result, the
notion that the See of Old Rome was the source of all power in the Church. He believed that
his power was based on divine right, explicated in canon 6 of the First Ecumenical Council. He
supported the non-retractable decisions of the See of Old Rome and he emphasized that the
bishop of Thessaloniki was the Vicar of the bishop of Old Rome. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1,
pp.269-270. '

*"Sphidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.271.




The fact that the sources do not prove the establishment of a papal Vicariate
in Thessaloniki even thoughnthe' bishops of Rome made such claims, requires
careful examination. Vlassios Phidas rightly wonders: Could the repeated claims
of the bishops of Rome be regarded as sufficient proof for the establishment of a
papal Vicariate in Eastern Illyricum? Why did the bishops of Rome not claim
direct jurisdiction by the consecration of the Vicar bishop of Thessaloniki?*” The
disposition of the bishops of Illyricum to react against any attempt of any
imposition of suprametropolitical authority of the bishop of Thessaloniki (and the
bishop of Rome), is clear from the sources, but the bishop of Thessaloniki also
seems to show indifference to the assignments of the bisﬁop of Rome, although
they were favourable to his position, such as the case of bishop Perigenes of
Corinth. This instance demonstrates the actual limits of the authority of the
bishop of Rome. The bishop of Rome did not claim the ordination of the bishop
of Thessaloniki when «the ordination of the primary bishop was, according to the
canonical perceptions of this age, the safest and quickest way for the imposition
of the papal See over Eastern Illyricum.»**° During the same period, Innocent 1
incited Alexander of Antioch to consecrate the bishops of the dioceses of the
Orient making use of his exceptional authority (singularis auctoritas).®®' Hence
the See of Old Rome, failing to impose canonical jurisdiction on Eastern
Hlyricum, claimed the power which he had maintained that he possessed over the
whole Church. The See of Rome, through its interpretation of the canons of
Sardica (3, 4 and 5), claimed the power of adjudication of bishops, while it
confined the right of consecration to the letters of enthronement.”®? But the
letters of enthronement were used throughout the Church, and were not specific
to the See of Old Rome.

This evolution strengthened the prestige of the See of Thessaloniki in Eastern
Ulyricum. The Precedence of Honour of the See of Thessaloniki was included

among the preeminent places of the thrones of the Catholic Church. Flavianus of

 Philippi, a delegate of Rufus of Thessaloniki, signed the records of the Third

*°Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.272.
“Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.273.
**'Innocentii Papae I ad Alexandrum Antiochenum, Epistola XX, PL 20, col. 543.
**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.273.
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Ecumenical Council (431) directly after the bishops of the prestigious Sees and
Memnon of Ephesus.®® In parallel to this the greater synod of thé dioceses of
Eastern Illyricum operated in Thessaloniki on a regular basis. Julian of,'Sardica
submitted a “repentant libellus” to this synod because he was a follower of
Nestorius of Constantinople.”® The bishop of Thessaloniki was the center of
unity among the churches of the dioceses of Illyricum during this age, although,
no suprametropolitical authority was given to him by all the bishops of
Macedonia and Dacia. Those bishops who looked toward the See of New Rome,
were not a few. Among them were these bishops who followed Perigenes of
Corinth, who again tried to subordinate Eastern Illyricum to the jurisdiction of
the Archbishop of Constantinople.”®

Bishop Sixtus III of Rome (432-440) reacted and fought for the rights of the
bishop of Thessaloniki (to judge and to consecrate the bishops of Eastern
Hlyricum), and for “his right” on the causarum majorum ** The metropolitical

" bishops reacted in their turn, and so they turned to Archbishop Proclus of
Constantinople, according to the custom that had been already created. Sixtus of
Rome responded with a letter to the Archbishop of New Rome.”®’ The facts
prove, beyond the results of the controversy in Illyricum, that bishops looked to
the most prestigious Sees, and that the bishops of Hlyricum had turned to the See
of New Rome. The throne of Thessaloniki had imposed its authority over many
bishops of the provinces of Macedonia and Dacia at the same time.

Bishop Leo of Rome (440-461) following the attitude of his predecessors,
sent a series of letters to the bishops of Illyricum and the bishop of
Thessaloniki.*® According to Leo, the relations of the bishop of Thessaloniki to
the metropolitical bishops of Illyricum are determined in total accord with the
relationship between a metropolitical bishop and his bishops.”® The reaction of
the metropolitical bishops Erasistratus of Corinth and Atticus of Nikopolis show

the indifference of the bishops of Illyricum to the epistolary claims of the bishop

*BACO, 1, 17, p.84-85.

®ACO, 1, 17, p.139-140.

*Mansi, VIIL, cols. 760-761.

*5SPhidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.278; Mansi, VIII, col. 761
*’Sixti, Epist. IX. Mansi VIII, col. 762.

M ansi, V111, cols. 767-770.

*sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.279-280.
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of Rome. Atticus of Nikopolis was compelled, by force, to accept his
participation in the greater synod which the bishop of Thessaloniki convoked.
The way that the bishop of Thessalléﬁiki behaved against metropolitan Atticus of
Old Epirus, provoked the reaction of Leo of Rome through an epistle.*® The
facts prove that bishop Anastasius of Thessaloniki believed that he had
suprametropolitical independence from the bishop of Rome. He had developed
this consciousness from the operation of the greater synod of the dioceses of
Eastern Illyricum.”' Vlassios Phidas convincingly argues that «the intervention
of the political authority in the case of Atticus of Nikopolis indicates the previous
establishment of the rights of the See of Thessaloniki ‘by the sub-prefect of
Hlyricum through a relevant edict.»*?

Clearly the See of Thessaloniki succeeded in imposing its authority on the
metropolitical bishops of Illyricum and remaining independent of the claims of
both the prestigious thrones of Old and New Rome. The corresponding claims of
the bishops of Old Rome came to nothing, and therefore we are obligated to
accept the opinion that places the subordination of Illyricum under the
government of the bishop of Rome after the development of the Justiniana
Prima to an archbishopric (535) by Justinian.”* The See of New Rome
demonstrated caution on the question of the jurisdiction of Eastern Illyricum. It
succeeded, in the Fourth Ecumenical Council, to place its whole jurisdiction on
the bishops of the dioceseses of Thrace, Asia and Pontus. It would have met
stronger reactions if it had attempted to impose itself on Eastern Illyricum. The
See of Thessaloniki benefited from the controversy of the two most prestigious
Sees because it resulted in the imposition of its Precedence of Honour on the
ecclesiastical government of Eastern lllyricum. In practice we see the
development of the dialectical confrontation of the Precedence of Honour of all
the bishops who interferred in the controversy (Rome, Constantinople and

llyricum), and of the right (of these bishops) to participate in the adjudication

*°Leo delineates in this letter, more clearly than his predecessors, the relationship of the
bishop of Thessaloniki to the bishops of Illyricum. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.281-282; Leo,
Epist. XIV. Mansi, V, cols. 1278-1280.

#ICf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.282-285.

*2Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.283.

*phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.286.
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and ordination of the bishops of Eastern Illyricum. Government systems and
theories developed in the context of this confrontation, and in connection with
other canonical problems of this period, such as the falsification of canons (e.g.,
canon 6 of the First Ecumenical Council) and the famous petrine theory relating
to the theory of papal primacy. These became the basis of later developments and
claims which led to painful struggles for the unity of Church.**

The imposition of the See of Old Rome on the other churches of the West
was realized more easily.”® This happened partly because of the belated
imposition of the metropolitical system on the dioceses of Spain, Gaul and
Britain,”® but mainly because of the rapid deterioration of the political situation
from the barbarian raids, which brought about the collapse of the synodical
system in the West.””’ The See of Old Rome successfully combined the
Precedence of Honour of the bishop of Rome with the right to ordain and
'adjudicate bishops because the collapse of the synodical system did not permit
the bishops of the local synods to exercise this authority. Rome imposed its will
with difficulty (as the example of St. Hilary of Arles shows), even in the period
when Leo was bishop of Rome.®® Clearly St. Hilary tried to claim that the
church of Gaul was independent of the bishop of Rome.””

In the East, the most prestigious See of New Rome was experiencing a
seemingly endless rise in its prestige, which arose out of the local church of the
city. The canonical decisions of the Second Ecumenical Council recognized the
Precedence of Honour of the See and the preeminence of New Rome in the East.

The See of New Rome fought in order to impose its preeminence on the East,

**And the modern Western historians accepted the theory of the papal Vicariate of
Thessaloniki. Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.91 ff.

*°B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.73 ff.

**phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.175. The bishop of the church of Tarragona seemed to have had
the Precedence of Honour among the metropolitical bishops of Spain. In Gaul there was a
collision at the end of fourth century for the Precedence of Honour between the metropolitical
bishops of Arles and Vienna. F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.37, 43; F.
Dvornik, Origins of the Episcopal Synods, pp. 45, 48-50; F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity
in Bvzantium, pp.32-38; Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.97-101. John Mevendorff
argues that «in Gaul, where the principle of primacy by provincial “metropolitans”, as defined
in Nicaea, was introduced only at the council of Turin (400), there occurred a Roman attempt
to introduce greater centralization.» (Imperial Unity, p.65, pp.130 ff.)

*’sec Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.122;

#3sec B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.124-129.

G, Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, p.27. Cf. R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy,
pp.105-107.
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and to vest its exceptional Precedence of Honour with equivalent power, in the
period between the Second Ecumenical (381) and the Fourth Ecumenical
Council (451).>” The quest at the center of interest and of the fight of the throne
of New Rome, was about the ordinations and adjudications of the bishops of the
Eastern Prefecture (the dioceses of Thrace, Asia and Pontus)®' and of the
prefecture of Eastern Illyricum who were neighbours of Constantinople. It goes
without saying that there were collisions and controversies in this fight for the -
imposition of the ecclesiastical authority of the See of New Rome. This does not
mean, however, that this evolution was not based on sound ecclesiologically
principles. The throne of New Rome was founded. upon clearly defined
ecclesiastical and political rights which guaranteed eventual success.**?

The Precedence of Honour of the See of New Rome permitted the
manifestation of the exceptional authority and prestige of its bishop on questions
of ordinations and adjudications of bishops. The acts of ecclesiastical
government in this direction were not an «ambitious claim of the See of New

Rome, but a canonical tendency that was the resull of the belief in the

*OCf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.229-258.

**'The Eastern Prefecture (pracfectura praetorio per Orientem) had the dioceses of Thrace
(dioecesis Thraciae), Asia (dioecesis Asiana), Pontus (dioecesis Pontica), Orient (dioecesis
Orientis) and Egypt (dioecesis Aegypti). see 1EE, v.7, pp.94-95.

**Vlassios Phidas presents a series of prerequisites which allowed for the successful fight of
New Rome. He distinguishes between ecclesiastical and political ones.

The political prerequisites were:

1. The bishop of Constantinople had influence over and knowledge of the intentions
of the emperor. In this period, the emperor certified the ecclesiastical actions for
the ordination and adjudication of bishops, but he intervened in these areas in
various ways.

2. The authority to judge (to hear appeals) by the sub-prefecture of Constantinople on
many provinces of the Eastern state.

3. The importance of the capital of the Empire.

4. The emperor supported the expansion of the authority of the throne of New Rome
for political reasons.

The ecclesiastical reasons were:

1. The church of Constantinople was at its acme in all areas of ccclesiastical life.

2. The brilliance of the bishops of New Rome.

3. The canonical establishment of its authority by canon ) of the Second Ecumenical
Council.

4. The connection between the Precedence of Honour and the right to ordain and
adjudicate bishops according to the canonical tendencies of the period.

5. The institution of the Endemic (Endemousa) synod.

6. The ecclesiastical situation in the dioceses of Asia and Pontus.

Phidas, Pentarchy. 1, pp.230-236.
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Precedence of Honour in East and West during this period »*” This belief was
part of the consciousness of the whole ecclesiastical body, and it was developed
in provinces where there was no prestigious See. St. Ambrose of Milan
addressed Archbishop Nectarius (381-397) of Constantinople in this spirit
concerning the question of his ex-deacon and, at that time, bishop of Nicomedia,
Gerontius.** He did not address Elladius of Caesarea, who held the first place in
the dioceses of Pontus. The reaction of the Palace did not finally permit the
deposition of Gerontius by Nectarius.*” Similary, the question of the bishop
Vosporius of Colonia, in the province of Cappadocia, was handled in the same
way ** In both cases, there is nothing to indicate that the bishop of Caesarea
reacted in a way that suggests that Constantinople was acting outside the
boundaries of its See. The prestige of Nectarius was so great that he decided to
consecrate his brother Arsacius as bishop of their birthplace Tarsus, which was
within the limits of the dioceses of the Orient (the jurisdiction of Antioch)."’
Nectarius of New Rome was the president of the Endemic (Lindemousa) synod
(394) which adjudicated the case of bishop Vagadius of Vostra (of Arabia) with
Theophilus of Alexandria (385-412) and Flavianus of Antioch (380-403).%%
These facts describe the authority of the bishop of New Rome after the Second
Ecumenical Council and the acceptance which its canonical decisions held in the
Church.

Nectarius’ successor, St. John Chrysostom (398-404), was unquestionably
one of the greatest personalities to be consecrated bishop of New Rome. It is
important to note that during his ministry there was a tendency for the See of
New Rome to intervene in the dioceses of Asia, Thrace and Pontus. An example
of this is the question of the “simoniac consecrations” of bishop Antoninus of
Ephesus,”” which, for the first time, was raised by bishop Eusebius of

Valentinopolis at an Endemousa synod in 400,’'® but the accusation was

*Ophidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.243.

*%Sozomen, Eccl. History, VIIL, 6. PG 67, col. 1532.

**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.243-244.

%Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistle 184 to Amphilochius of Iconium, PG 37, cols. 301-302.
& Epistle 185 to Nectarius, PG 37, cols. 303-305. :

*“Palladius, Dialogue, 11. PG 47, cols. 36-37.

**Syntagma, v.3, pp.625-628. & Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.245.

*®Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.246-248.

*'%Palladius, Dialogue, 15. PG 47, col. 48 ff.
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confirmed by the delegates of the Endemousa synod. Of course Eusebius was
~ deposed, but Antoninus died shortly after that. The bishops and the clergy of the
province in their letter to St. John asked him to undertake, m person, the election
and the consecration of a new bishop of Ephesus. Thus, St. John convened and
presided over a synod at Ephesus, for the election of the new bishop of the city.
There again Eusebius presented the question of the simoniac consecrations of
Antoninus. The truth of the accusations was proved at the hearing of the appeal
and the bishops who had been anticanonically consecrated were deposed. This

last event was turned to advantage by Theophilus of Alexandria through related

11

accusations against St. John Chrysostom.™' St. John, on his return from

Ephesus, deposed Gerontius of Nicomedia, and we cannot exclude the fact that
he took similar action in other places too. These actions by the Archbishop of
Constantinople aimed at solving the problems of Church discipline and guarding
unity. This fact made the outlandish interventions of the most prestigious Sees
easier to accept and did not illicit reactions."?

St. John Chrysostom’ successors, Arsacius (404-405) and Atticus (406-425),
strengthened the authority of their throne. The lack of reactions indicates that the
imposition of the authority of the See of New Rome on the dioceses of Asia,
313

Pontus and Thrace was an easy affair.”"* When the successor of Atticus, Sisinius

*"The sources and the researchers have different opinions about the number of the deposcd
bishops from St. John Chrysostom. About this issuc scc Phidas, Pentarchy, 1. pp.247-249.
?We can conclude from the facts the following thing happened during the ministry of St.
John Chrysostom in report to the See of New Rome:
«a. Euscbius of Valentinopolis insisted in the service of libelous against Antoninus of
Ephesos to the bishop of Constantinople, having a deep consciousness that he did not
act anti-canonically.
b. Antoninus of Ephesos did not refute the judgment of the accusation against him by
St. John and the synod Endemousa of Constantinople, although he wanted to very
much. Thus, he did not formulate any allusion of incompetence because it was
common belief that the Precedence of Honour gave the Sec of New Rome this
exceptional authority. Hence, he claimed to dissuade the Archbishop of
Constantinople to Ephesos by his strong friends in the Palace and not by the
invocation to canon 2 of the Second Ecumenical Council.
¢. The 70 bishops who participated in synod of Ephesos under St. John Chrysostom
from the provinces of Asia, regarded as self-evident the intervention of the
Archbishop of Constantinople not only in the judgment of the simonian bishops. but
also in the consecration of the bishop of Ephesos by him.
d. The clergy of Ephesos and the bishops of the proconsul Asia called St. John
- Chrysostom for the ordination of Antoninus’ successor, unquestionably regarded this
consecration as canonical » Phidas, Pentarchy,' I. pp.249-250.
*The cases of the bishops Silvanus of Philippoupolis and then of Troia (Socrates, Fccl.
History, VII, 37. PG 67, cols. 821 ff) and Theodosius and Agapitus of Synnada (Socrates.
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(426-427), tried td consecrate Proclus as bishop of Cyzicus, he confronted the
strong reactions of Cyzicians.*' We can conclude from this fact that Atticus had
succeeded by imperial edict in sz‘lib.ordinating the three previous dioceses under
his jurisdiction. Emperor Theodosius 11 had issued an equivalent edict for
Eastern lllyricum.*** Obviously, the imposition of the See of Constantinople had
been completed during the first quarter of the fifth century without strong
reaction. |

The conviction of Archbishop Nestorius of Constantinople (428-431) by the
Third Ecumenical Council was a shock for the throne, and endangered the
authority of the throne.’' However, the authority of the See of New Rome on
questions of ordination and ajudication of bishops was unchanged, thanks to the
function of the Endemousa synod.”"” The successor to Nestorius, Archbishop
Maximianus of Constantinople (431-434), restored the authority of the See of
New Rome by the decisions of the Endemousa synod of 432.°'® His successor,
Proclus (434-446), was the master of the ordinations for the three dioceses
which approved the consecrations of Thalassius of Caesarea,’" FEusebius of
Ancyra,™® Basil of Ephesus and of other bishops of Asia.**' Archbishop Proclus

of New Rome seems to have deposed the bishop Indua of Smyrna,** and he was

el History, VIL,3. PG 67, cols. 741-744.) indicate that Agapitus of Constantinople was the
master of the ordinations of the three dioceses neighbouring Constantinople. sec Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, pp.251-252.

Socrates, Eccl. History, V11, 28. PG 67, col. 801.

*ibid. p. 81.

*'SThe teaching of Nestorius was not simply a crisis in the relations of New Rome to
Alexandria, but a problem which endangered the unity of the Catholic Church. The
Archbishop of Alexandria, Cyril, confronted the problem of unity with canonical consequences
since a bishop of a prestigious See was judged by an Ecumenical Council. (see Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, p.237, 1 234))

We see that the position of Cyril of Alexandria was correct. but the relations between the
two thrones met a period crisis. Alexandria accepted, with difficulty, being placed afier the See
of New Rome. Timotheus of Alexandria did not react against canon 3 of the Second
Ecumenical Council, but this did not stop Theophilus (385-412) and Dioscorus (444-451) from
attempting to reduce the authority of Constantinople. They were clearly motivated by a lust for
power. These actions finally damaged the unity of the Catholic Church, that is, the instigators,
but not the See of New Rome. (Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.236-242))

*"Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.253.

**Mansi, V, cols. 822 ff & cols. 864 ff. ACO, 117, pp.137-138; Phidas, Pentarchy, 1,
pp.253-254. , : _

*“Socrates, Eccl. History, VIL, 48. PG 67, cols. 840-841.

*0ACO, 11, 13, pp.97-98.

*ACO, 11, 13, pp.52.53.

*¥Svxti, Epistle 1Y, PL 50, col. 613.
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involved in questions relating to the Oriental dioceses.’” Flavianus (446-449)
who':‘s'ujcceeded him, was not as active as his predecessor Proclus. In the end, he
hitn‘;efffell victim to his peace-loving attitude, being deposed by Dioscorus at the
Robber council of Ephesus (449). The new Archbishop Anatolius (449-458), in
the light of the decisions of this synod, and the demotion of the throne of
Constantinople by it, soon acquired the consciousness of the authority of his See
and was liberated by Dioscorus. The decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical council
finalized the jurisdiction of the .S~ee of New Rome over the dioceses of Thrace,
Asia and Pontus.**

As we previously mentioned, the See of New Rome confronted problems in
its relations with the See of Alexandria. New Rome did not forget that the See of
Alexandria had preeminence in the East until almost the end of the fourth
century, which led to a series of allusions which culminated in the canonical
decisions of the robber synod of Ephesus, and the deposition of Dioscorus by the
Fourth Ecumenical Council. The condemnation of Monophysitism along with the
other decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council definitely reduced the prestige
of the See of Alexandria. The heresy of Monophysitism did the greatest damage
to the prestige of the See of Alexandria, in the sense that it darkened the life of
the local church (the connection of the Precedence of Honour of the prestigious
Sees with orthodoxy of the faith was initially the criterion for the settlement of
the rank of the Sees).

It is a fact that the great prestige of the See of Alexandria in the Catholic
Church, during the fourth century, was due to the brilliant personalities of its
bishops (like Athanasius the Great), and to the flourishing life of the local church.
We know that the éanonical decisions of the First Ecumenical Council (canon 6)
made the Archbishop of Alexandria master of the ordinations for all the dioceses
of Egypt. This allowed the bishop of Alexandria to impose _his‘ prestige without
difficulties because any reactions (like those of Melitius of Lycopolfs) were dealt
with by the First Ecumenical Council. The non imposition of the metropolitical
system and the definitive control of ordinations and judgments.of the Egyptian

- bishops by the Archbishop of Alexandria, allowed the bishop of this See to deal

**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.256-257.
*Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.258.
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undistractedly with the extension of his prestige outside the limits of his church.
In practice, the bishop of Alexandria was the Archbishop of the Egyptian
bishops, because nobody else but he had metropolitical power (the title
metropolitan must have been given as an honorary recognition to the bishops of
the Egyptian provinces).’>

The epistles of bishop Synesius of Ptolemais to Archbishop Theophilus of
Alexandria give us important information concerning the state of relations
between the Archbishop of Alexandria and his bishops.® Bishop Synesius,
acting as a delegate of the Archbishop of Alexandria, was involved in the election
of the bishop of Palaevisce.*?’ He participated in the election of Antonius of
Olviata, and he asked for the endorsement of the unanimous decision of the local
church by the bishop of Alexandria.*®® The exceptional power of the Archbishop
of Alexandria over his bishops is demonstrated by these cases to such a degree
that «obedience is life and disobedience, death» (4xon yas {wn xal Savazos 7 mapa-
xor). 2 |

Obviously, the Archbishop of Alexandria was the only metropolitical bishop in
the ecclesiastical government of Egypt. We see that this situation was recognized
by the edict (sacrum) of the convocation of the Third Ecumenical Council,**
which was sent to all the metropolitical bishops, and only mentioned the name of
Cyril of Alexandria from Egypt.>*' The bishops of Egypt were among the signers
of the records of the synod, whi¢h confirms the right judgment of the political
government. The same was repeated by the Robber synod of Ephesus, because

only Dioscorus was called by the imperial sacrum, and the bishops who escorted

him, were among the signers.*> The proceedings of the Fourth Ecumenical

**see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.219-229.

*SSynesius, Epistles, PG 66, cols. 1408-1432.

*’Synesius, Epistle 67. PG 66, cols. 1412-1413.

**Synesius, Epistle 76, PG 66, col. 1441,

S vnesius, Epistle, PG 66, col. 1417. The case of the consecration by St. John Chrysostom
of bishop Alexander Cyrinaeus of Vasilinoupolis in Bithynia. is characteristic. Bishop
Alexander stayed faithful to St. John and lived in Ptolemais of Egypt. So bishop Synesius of the
city asks the Archbishop of Alexandria how he must confront Alexander. (Synesius, Lpistle
66, PG 66, cols. 1408-1409. & FEpistle 67, PG 66, col. 1432)) Generally about the
correspondence of bishop Synesius of Ptolemais see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.221-225.

PACO, 1, 11, pp.74,115.

'33'see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.225-226.

*2ACO, 11, 11, p.74. sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.226, ft 211.




Council demonstrate the “extent” of the power which the bishop of Alexandria
had over his bishops. The Egyptian bishops refused to sign the doctrmal letter of
Leo of Rome, if a new Archbishop of Alexandria was not e]ected .prior to
signing. They declared that the bishops ought not to have an opinion opposite to
that of the Archbishop of Alexandria.>>> Thus, is goes without saying, that the
Archbishop of Alexandria had a great prestige in his own particular church and in
the Catholic Church in general.

The dioceses (dioecesis) which we have mentioned, until now, had either one
or no prestigious thrones. But in the dioceses of the Orient, (dioecesis Orientis)
there existed two prestigious Sees: the See of Antioch and the See of the
mother-church of Jerusalem. This fact was the cause for many controversies and
collusions. The See of Antioch, which was the political center of the dioceses of
the Orient, enjoyed great prestige. This was sorely tested by the controversies
that assaulted the local church until the end of the fourth century.® The
canonical decisions of the First and the Second Ecumenical Council were the
canonical prerequisites for the vesting of ecclesiastical prestige with an
equivalent authority (the Precedence of Honour of a See was recognized
eépecially by canon 2 of the Second Ecumenical Council).” The canonical
perceptions of these ages (that is, the connection of the Precedence of Honour
with the authority of ordination and adjudication of bishops) and the
misinterpretation of canon 6 of the First Ecumenical Council provided the
ground on which the claims of the See of Antioch moved at the beginning of the
fifth century.

The epistle of Innocent I of Rome (401-417) moves towards this direction.3*

He bases his communication with Alexander of Antioch (408-418) concerning

333 -~
« Erstmq ot chhabéctatol énicxorot i AL‘{UTTOU oly, &5 paydpevor 75 nadoh l)'Y) rioTet, U owauat

’r, erw'rol*q 70U 06 1WTATOU ap/ceuwxouou Acovrog emi 100 rapr vrog avebahovto, ahha dacrovics, edog elval
€v 'TTI Acyur’cayn Etonxncs' -n:apa vapq: xat Sratimwsy 765 m/ LERIGXOTOU RYGEY TO16DT0 Totelv: xal &-
Zioloty evooJr)vat au'cmg ayot TG 7E1poTer “ixg ToU echLs g ”q; v Alekavd aoprwv p.rya/ omGhews ERIGHOROU:
su)\oyov NIy vy xat ¢L)\aaﬁpwrov bo1e alrolg pevousty éxi 757 olrelow oy Ypatog & <7 bactheusioy moAet,
éviooty mapacy, sdnvan aypg av LotV 59 0 ap/'srr)'o'o' <75 A)\e;avopamv y.eya)«mo) ews. “Odev pévo-
vieg €mi 7ol oixelov oy fuatu, 3 eyylag mapébousty, el Toitu alrok Suvativ, % fwposia xatamreundy

covtaw» Syntagma, v.2, pp.288-289. For the English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees ...,
v.1, pp.102-103.

3 About the See of Antioch sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp 205- 219

335 “puhattopévoy T@v év ol xavbst Tois xath Nixamv mpecfeiwy T " Avtogiey éxxhncian
Syntagma, v.2, p.169. _

*SInnocentii, Epistle 24, PL 20, col. 548.
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the control of the ordinatfons of the Oriental dioceses on canon 6 of the First
Ecumenical Council**’ It seemed that .the bishop of Antioch did not have
suprametropolitical authority over the lg-efropolitical bishops of his dioceses at
the beginning of the fifth century. The fight for the imposition of this See began
during this period. The jurisdiction of the throne of Antioch was not recognized
by all the metropolitical bishops of the Oriental dioceses. Unfortunately, we do
not have witnesses of the fight of the imposition of the See of Antioch. We can
conclude from the examples of the churches of Palestine and Cyprus that this
fight was not easy. The See of Jerusalem had succeeded in gaining administrative
independence for Palestine since the time of John 1 of Antioch (427-443) and it
had imposed on Palestine its suprametropolitical authority. We shall examine this
situation in the following pages.

The case of the church of Cyprus is an example of the attempt of vesting the
Precedence of Honour of the See of Antioch with the right of the metropolitical
consecration of bishops. We find information in the records of the Third
Ecumenical Council regarding the fight of the bishops of Cyprus to stop the
attempts for the control of the island’s consecrations by the See of Antioch.**®
The See of Antioch stopped the election of a new metropolitan, after the death
of metropolitan Troilus of Cyprus, and succeeded in having the issue brought
before the approaching Ecumenical Council. There, the bishops of Cyprus were
supported by the ancient custom, thanks to the absence of John of Antioch from
the proceedings of the synod. They succeeded in securing, through the canonical
decisions of the Third Ecumenical Council (canon 8), the independence of their

church from any intervention from the bishop of Antioch.**® But the Archbishop

Psee Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.206-207.
*SACO, 1, 17, pp.118-122.

3
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ary Jeodihéorator énicvomor tig Kumpiuv eragyiaz, 7 vvwy xai Euayzios. "Ofev, éredy wa wowa nady pei-
Lovog detran <ig Jepareias, g xai peilova vy Enalny Sépovra, wal pahisa e pde &g hpyaion mapyrohoi
Snoey, bove tov Erisxonoy 75 "Avtioycoy rohews Tas & Kingy moweicSat yewotoviag, xalfa S tov hibéi-
rov vai sav oixelov guvidy Eidatay of ebhabictator &vizes, of Tiy mEhc0foyv 17 ayia cuvidy TowGdpevor, o
6L 70 avermpéactov xat abiactov ol 1oV Gylwy Exxhrz iy, Ty xata v Kimpov, mposorones, xara toig avo-
vag v Ogloy Tlatépuy, xal why dpyaiav cuvideiay, 17 Eavrin Tag yewotoviag av evhabestazay Snioxbmuy
rowipevor.» Syntagma, v.2, p.203. For an English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees ..., v.1,

pp. 68-G9.
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of Antioch must have succeeded in imposing his authority on all the other
dioceses of the Orient before the Third Ecumenical Council (431).

«lt is a matter of course that authority in ordinations naturally resulted in
authority in adjudications of bishops. Next to ordination of metropolitical
bishops in the Oriental dioceses, the Archbishop of Antioch presided over a
greater synod, which judged, on a secondary level, the appeals of those bishops
who had been condemned by a provincial synod, according to canon 6 of the
Second Ecumenical Council.»™* The epistle of St. Jerome to presbyter
Pammachius delineates the canonical order of the monks of Bethlehem.**! This is
the clarification demanded by the Oriental dioceses, as We spoke of earlier.**
Naturally, the examples of the adjudication of bishops were not mentioned in the
ecclesiastical history of Antioch. The question concerning the appeal of a bishop
of the Oriental dioceses to the Archbishop of Antioch is answered by a letter
from Cyril of Alexandria to Domnus of Antioch.*** The case of Athanasius of
Perre is of the same type, but from a different perspective.’** Bishop Athanasius
of Perre, after having resigned from his bishopric, went to Proclus of
Constantinople and generated interest in the Sees of New Rome (relevant letter
of Proclus of Constantinople)’*’ and Alexandria (relevant letter of Cyril of
Alexandria).**® The Greater synod of Antioch (445) deposed Athanasius of
Perre, but he succeeded in being restored at the Robber synod of Ephesus (449).
The Fourth Ecumenical Council restored the successor of Athanasius of Perre,
bishop Savianus of Perre, and called Athanasius to retire.**’

It is obvious from the previous examples that the bishops of the prestigious
Sees of New Rome and Alexandria did not miss any opportunity to get involved

in the questions of the throne of Antioch. The collusion between Ivas of Edessa

*OPhidas, Pentarchy, I, p.210.

3‘“Hieronymus, Liber ad Pammachium, 37. PL 23, col. 407. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1,
p.210.

*#(This canonical position rightly defined the relationship of the See of Antioch to the
other Oriental provinces, because this was not practiced absolutely in the relations between
Jerusalem and Antioch.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.210-211.

*Syntagma, v.4, pp.355-360.

>* Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.211-213.

*PACO, 11, 13, pp.67-68.

*°ACO, 11, 13, pp.66-67.

3ACO, 11, 13, pp.64-83.
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and some of his clergy was the reason for the involvement of the throne of New
Rome. These clerics had goné to the emperor in order to ask for the
reconsideration of their judgment.™** A new ecclesiastical court was formed and
the legate of Archbishop Flavianus of Constantinople (deacon Eulogius)
participated in it. The See of New Rome had the same position in the case of the
bigamous metropolitan Irenaeus of Tyre, and asked for his dethronement.** This
fact permitted the election of Photius as bishop of Tyre, who was friendly to the
Archbishop of Alexandria. The ground of the dioceses of the Orient was quickly
proved suitable for the transmission of the collusion between the thrones of New
Rome and Alexandria. The basic interest of Dioscorus was to increase the
influence of the See of Alexandria. All the elements of this collusion were
brought together in the person of Theodoret of Cyrus.**® The initial coolness of
Theodoret of Cyrus towards the See of New Rome concerning the issue of
Athanasius of Perre changed under the weight of the rupture with Archbishop
Dioscorus of Alexandria. Theodoret upheld, with persistence, the independence
of the Oriental dioceses. The accusations of Nestorianism of Syrian monks
against Archbishop Domnus of Antioch and mainly Theodoret of Cyrus were an

' The intervention of Archbishop

attempt for intervention by Dioscorus.™
Dioscorus of Alexandria was canonically justified. The “interest” of the
prestigious See of Alexandria turned to the most important question, that is,
Orthodoxy of faith.**? In reality, the interest was directed to the increase of the
authority and influence of Alexandria over the dioceses of the Orient. It seemed
that Dioscorus had used the Apostolicity of the throne of Alexandria in order to
increase the authority of his See. Theodoret opposed to this idea by introducing

on the same level the great prestige and Apostolicity of the throne of Antioch.

Dioscorus tried to “clear up” the situation in favour of the See of Antioch at the

*®The clerics Samuel, Cyrus, Maras and Eulogius were defrocked by the svnod of Antioch,
but they succeeded in revoking this decision through the intervention of the emperor. ACO, 11,
13, pp. 22 ff. ‘
*“Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.214.
e Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.214-217.
**'Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Epistle 86 to Flavianus bishop of Constantinople, PG 83, cols
1277-1281. see C. Papadopoulos, Toropin Exx). ‘Av=woyeiag, pp. 386 1T,
- P2(The close relation of Precedence of Honour and Orthodoxy of faith gave to the
- prestigious thrones the right to intervene, if the faith was in danger.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.
216.
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Robber synod of Ephesus. The demotion of the throne of Antioch, the final
dethronement of its Archbishop Domnus, and the subordination of the provinces
of Phoenicia and Arabia to the See of Jerusalem, prove the intentions and explain
the actions of Dioscorus. The decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council
overturned all the claims of Dioscorus and fortified the rights of the throne of
Antioch.

The Precedence of Honour of the throne of Antioch was recognized. The
throne was the center of the political government. The Apostolicity of the throne
was prestigious, but the fight was long and difficult. Against this, the See of
Jerusalem was one of the prestigious Sees, but it was not the capital of a
metropolitical province. The recognition of authority of the throne was mainly
the result of the fight of the strong personalities of its bishops. We have
mentioned the controversy between Cyril of Jerusalem (350-386) and Acacius of
Caesarea. The tension between the two thrones was reduced when Gelasius, the
nephew of Cyril of Jerusalem, was elected bishop of Caesarea. The decisions of
the Second Ecumenical Council did not change the structure of the ecclesiastical
government in Palestine. It seemed that the See of Jerusalem influenced
neighbouring Arabia,*” and therefore the intervention of Cyril of Jerusalem, who
deposed the metropolitan bishop Vagadius of Vostra, is explained.” This act
caused the reaction of the Endemousa synod of Constantinople which prohibited
the dethronement or consecration of a bishop by two bishops.*

The political division of Palestine by Theodosius the Great gave ground for
the development of the suprametropolitical authority of the throne of
Jerusalem.™ In practice, Jerusalem was a simple bishopric. The existence of
three metropolises around the prestigious See of the mother church was the
quasi area of practice of suprametropolitical authority. The successor of Cyril,

John of Jerusalem (386-417), «had full consciousness of the superiority of his

**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.186. )

B1As regards the church of Arabia seec A. Yannoulatos, Archbishop of Albania. /slam, a
general survey, Athens, 1990 (1975), pp.59-66.

*Syntagma, v.3, pp.625-628.

**Spalestine had the provinces: Palestine A (metropolis: Caesarea), Palestine B (metropolis:
Skythopolis) and Salutaria Palestine (metropolis: Petra). sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.186. IEE,
v. 7, pp.94-95. : ’
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See over against fhe other metropolitical thrones»,*” although he was involved
in the controversy over Origénisiﬁﬁ»’?sg The situation was not favourable in order
to claim the imposition of the aufﬁérity of his throne. The outlandish intervention
and activities of St. Epiphanius of Cyprus caused a reaction by John of
Jerusalem. This intervention went to Theophilus of Alexandria, who decided in
its favour. St. Jerome regarded the appeal of John of Jerusalem to the See of
Alexandria as anticanonical.” This reaction went against the principle of
Apostolicity of the prestigious See of Jerusalem which resulted from its
consciousness of exceptional prestige.’®® Any reaction by metropolitan Gelasius
of Caesarea must have been confuted.’®' The end of the controversy over
Origenism in Palestine (with the intervention of the political government in 396)
did not dissuade its protagonists from transferring the controversy to the West.
This evolution (that is the end of the controversy over Origenism) favoured the
imposition of the throne of Jerusalem in Palestine. The synod of Jerusalem (400)
supported the orthodoxy of the bishops of Palestine. The prestige of the See in
the Catholic Church is demonstrated by the support which John of Jerusalem
gave to St. John Chrysostom,*** and by the interference of John of Jerusalem in
the heresy of Pelagianism.*®

The successor of John of Jerusalem, Praylius (417-422), was not as forceful
as his predecessor, but his successor, Juvenal of Jerusalem (422-458), was the

great personality who succeeded in investing of Precedence of Honour of the

*"Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.187.

**$John of Jerusalem had to confront the enmity and the spite of the monks of Bethichem,
St. Epiphanius of Cyprus and St. Jerome. The actions and activities that come from this party
developed a scries of canonical speculations. All these required comprehensive answers.
Finally these strengthened the prestige of the throne of Jerusalem not only in Palestine, but
also in the Catholic Church. Rufinus, contrary to the previous ones, had been appointed by the
party of John of Jerusalem. sec C. Papadopoulos, Tox. Exx). Tecosoripom, pp-138 fT.

35Ql{icronymlis, Liber ad Pammachium contra Joannem Hierosolvmitanum, 37. PL 23. col.
407. '

*“Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.187-189.

**'The sources for this reaction are not revealing. The friendly relations of Gelasius with
Flavianus of Antioch and the party of anti-origenists (as it is shown by St. Jerome,
Hicronymus, De viris illustribus, 130, C. Siamakis, Hieronymi De Viris Illustribus. Fontes
Atque Specimina, Textus - Translatio - Annotationes., Thessaloniki, 1992, p.264) strength this
opinion. sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.188.

*John Chrysostom, Epistle 88, PG 52, cols. 654-655.

*Ssec Phidas. Pentarchy, 1, pp.189-190.
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See of Jerusalem with an equivalent suprametropolitical authority.*** This fight
was long and difficult. The combination of events demonstrates the great aims of
Juvenal. The Third Ecumenical Council (431) is the beginning of this long road.
Controversy had broken out between the thrones of Jerusalem and Antioch
before the convocation of the synod, but the cause is not known*** Vliassios
Phidas finds the cause in the question concerning ordinations in Palestine. % This
meant the violation of the rights of the See of Caesarea, and as a result, of the
See of Antioch by the bishop of Jerusalem. From the events we are in the
position to conclude the following: Juvenal succeeded in imposing the authority
of his throne on Palestine before the convocation of the Third Ecumenical
Council. John of Antioch was obliged to resign from his canonical rights over the
provinces of Palestine.*” The position of John of Antioch is also demonstrated
by his application (Aéye«) to the emperor.™®

Juvenal succeeded in gaining authority over all of Palestine for his throne. He
demanded the subordination of the provinces of Phoenicia and Arabia to his
jurisdiction and the Third Ecumenical Council. The bishop of Jerusalem was
followed by 14 bishops of Palestine at the proceedings of the Third Ecumenical
Council *** Juvenal was distinguished because of the absence of John of Antioch
from the proceedings of the synod.*™ His prestige was reduced, however, when
his claims permitted the questioning of the authenticity of the synod. In practice,
these claims were intended to give the See of Jerusalem preeminence over all the
dioceses of the Orient. «Juvenal did not distinguish between claims and canonical
rights »""" In addition, he endangered the unity of the Church by his persistence

in committing a series of anti-canonical activities. The problem was exacerbated

3°‘C Papadopoulos, Tor. Exx2. Tesooohduwv, pp.160-169.
**see Phidas, Pentarchv, 1, p.191.

*Phidas. Pentarchy, 1, p.192.

*"«The retreat of John of Antioch denotes with drawal from a canonical right but not from
authority which is already exercised.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.192.

368Clear1\ he declares that « 71‘.151‘ fe 7]577 pev Tevay mage Tou eblabectdrou Tovfevaiiow ~o5 75.,@0-
P u‘,u'w/ meemy éyyewidévroy ) NOUYACRIAEY, XRITOL TGV Xxavivmy UF sopayelv edelhovres, w3 Gv 7 c,,at;;sv Tt
Urs Evexa odelag a/75w » ACO I, 17, p. 73.

*“Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.190-191.

%Juvenal signed the records of the synod directly after Cyril of Alexandria and before
Memnon of Ephesus. ACO, I, 12, p.55;

*'Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.195.
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in such a way as to cause the reaction of the other prestigious Sees ™ Juvenal
used false letters in order to impose his authority on the provinces of Phoenicia "
and Arabia.’” These activities were enough to bring abcut his dethronement ana |
they seriously damaged the prestige of the throne of Jerusalem. Only this strong
personality, this diplomatic flexibility, and the temperament of the other
prestigious Sees who worked to protect the unity of the Church, saved Juvenal
and the prestige of his throne. .

The successor of John of Antioch, Domnus (443-450), had imposed his
authority on the provinces of Phoenicia and Arabia. Juvenal exploited the
relationship between the bishops Photius of Tyre and Eustathius of Beirut, as the
vehicle to succeed in the subjection of the province of Phoenicia to his throne.*™
He followed this tactic, in order to exploit every chance to increase his authority.
Hence he participated in the Robber synod of Ephesus (449), where the See of
Jerusalem took the third place in the rank of the Precedence of Honour of the
prestigious Sees.*”* This success was only temporary. The change in the political
situation after the death of Theodosius 1I (450), allowed Maximus of Antioch
(450-456) to support the rights of his throne and to restore his authority in the
provinces of Phoenicia and Arabia.*’® The fact that Juvenal had a role in the
Robber synod of Ephesus, made his position precarious. Maximus, in his
application (Aéneic) to the emperor, asked for the revision of the edicts as
regards the rights of the two thrones of the dioceses of the Orient during the
proceedings of the Fourth Ecumenical Council.*”” The synod finally solved the
problem in the eighth session, by recognizing the suprametropolitical
(patriarchal)  authority of the throne of Jerusalem over the provinces of
Palestine, and it gave the throne of Antioch the jurisdiction over the provinces of

Phoenicia and Arabia.’”®

*Cyril of Alexandria. Epistle 56, PG. 77, cols. 319-320; Leo Magnus, Epistle-119. PL.
54, col. 1044, :

*"Vlassios Phidas believes that the false letters (commentitia scripta) which Juvenal used
on the day following the openning of the Third Eciiimenical Council, could have been falsified
imperial letters. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.197.

*"see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.199-200, ft 114,

375Mansi, VI, col. 608.

'SPhidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.202.

ACO, 11, 13, p.5.

BACO, 11, 13, p.5; Cf. J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, p.179.
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The question concerning the institutioﬁalization of Precedence of Honour was
of primary importance for the administrative system of ';h'e"'Church. The need for
discipline, that is, practically speaking, of the proteéfién of the unity of the
Church, and the canonical perceptions of this period, led to the formation of
specific relations between the bishops of the prestigious Sees and the other
bishops of the Catholic Church, within the ecclesiastical content which we have
seen. The prevalence of the suprametropolitical authority of the prestigious Sees
of East and West promoted the emergence of the patriarchal institution. The
patriarchal institution was born within the bosom of the Church, because it
covered a real need. The institutionalization of Precedcﬁce of Honour of the

prestigious Sees was a dire necessity, an unavoidable historical evolution.
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Chapter 5
The Insﬁ%utionalization
of the Precedence of Honour

and the Synodical System

The holy Fathers of the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople (381),
through their canonical decisions, chose to remove the administrative
independence of the metropolitical bishops by placing them within greater
administrative units.’”” This canonical tendency towards a centralized
administrative organization in the life of the Church favoured the imposition of
the authority of the most prestigious Sees. Precedence of Honor was the basic
principle for the harmonious operation of the Church’s administrative
organization. Its institutionalization was a necessary action for the life of the
Church. This action was connected with the operation of the synodical system,
and not simply with the imposition of Precedence of Honour by virtue of ancient
custom, which, in any case, was saved in this way. Besides, the imposition,
development and operation of the synodical system was a reality already by the
beginning of the fifth century. We examined in the previous chapters the
establishment of honour in the context of the organization of the most
prestigious Sees, and drew a general picture of the procedure that was followed.
This process led to the application of the patriarchal institution, and was realized
within the context of the synodical system. The combination of Precedence of
Honour with the right to ordain and adjudicate problems connected with bishops
(ecclesiastical actions absolutely combined with the synodical system) produced
the patriarchal institution in the Early Church.

The institutionalization of Precedence of Honour was the vehicle for the
transfer to the patriarchal institution. The imposition of such an institution
demanded that its decisions had universal force. Only the institutionalization of

Precedence of Honour in the context of the Ecumenical Councils could secure

7 Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.168 fI.
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thé catholicity of the patriarchal institution. The fifth century is very important,
because it had tv‘v_Q"/tEcumenic'al Councils which engaged in extremely important
doctrinal and car;bﬁical work. The Third Ecumenical Council of Ephesus (431),
was convened in the context of the function of the metropolitical system,**® and
thus the imperial sacra called only the metropolitical bishops.”®' The authority of
the metropolitical bishops was not reduced by the relevant decisions of the
Second Ecumenical Council. Vlassios Phidas observes that the sources do not
preserve any witness to the operation of a greater synod in the dioceses of Asia,
Pontus and Thrace during the fifth century.® Canon 1 of the Third Ecumenical
Council secured the rights of the provincial synod.”®® The example of the church
of Cyprus also confirmed the respect of the council for the independence of the
provincial synod.** The synod showed the same respect in the case of Eustathius
of Pamphylia** Hence the Third Ecumenical Council was convened and
operated on the basis of the metropolitical system. Of course, we ought to
mention that the historical situation favoured this evolution. The absence of John
of Antioch from the proceedings of the synod allowed for the preservation of the
authority of the metropolitical system. The authority of the metropolitical system
is also demonstrated by the convocation of the Robber synod of Ephesus (449).

As in the previous synod, only the metropolitical bishops were called to

%, Christou, ‘Eidnv. Hazpodoyia, v.3, pp.44-46; L. Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical
Councils, pp.134-169; 1. Karmiris, Dogmatica et Symbolica, pp.137-151; J. Kelly, Early
Christian Doctrines, pp.49 fi: B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.106-111; G. Konidaris, I'cv.
"Exxd. “loropia, pp.310 T, C. Papadopoulos, T: ITewreiov 500 éxioxdmou Pdpns, pp.33-71; V.
Phidas, "Exx). Iovopiz, 1, pp.582 ff: V. Stefanidis, "Exx). “Ioropiz, pp.201 fI; W. de Vries,
Orient et Occident, pp.61-100; F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, pp.178 fT.

’mACO, I, 13, p.31; Mansi, IV, col. 1936.

**Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.171, footnote 6.

333Syntagma, v.2, pp.192-193.

*"Vlassios Phidas observes that «the question of the church of Cyprus proved that the
prestige of the governmental canons was absolute only when it was accompanied by equivalent
‘practice ..» (Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.179-180). We have already referred to canon 8
(Syntagma, v.2, pp.203-204), which secures the rights of the church of Cyprus. ibid p. 94, sec
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.171, 178-183, 208-210; Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.101.

The administrative privileges of the church of Cyprus were preserved even after the
administrative decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council. The administrative independence
of Cyprus does not mean that it acquired patriarchal rights, but that it preserved its given
autonomy. The fact that nobody claimed jurisdiction over the island (ncither Maximus of
Antioch), had as a result that it was not brought under the Jjurisdiction of any one of the five
patriarchs. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.73.

5ACO, 1, 17. p.123.




104

participate by the imperial sacra of Theodosius 11.°* Dioscorus of Alexandria
tried to reduce the authority of the See of Constantinople, in accordance with the
ecclesiastical policy which was usually followed by the bishops of Alexandria
(the promotion of the See of Ephesus to the rank of the most prestigious Sees
belongs to the context of this effort).*’

The canonical tendencies of this age, and the imposition of the prestigious
thrones, superficially placed the problem of the establishment of the Precedence
of Honour of the See of Constantinople over the dioceses of Asia, Pontus and
Thrace, against the preservation of the strength of the metropolitical system. The
enforcement of the patriarchal system in the organization of the ecclesiastical
system of administration during the second half of the fifth century had been
already given a strong foundation during the first half of the same century. The
Fourth Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon (451), is the beginning of this age.**®
Moreover, this synod was convened according to the valid metropolitical system,
because invitations for participation to it were sent only to the metropolitical

bishops.*® The convocation, formation, proceedings and decisions of the synod

of Chalcedon defined the tendencies which prevailed during the production of the

*SACO, 11, 11, p.74.

*Canon 3 of the Second Ecumenical Council put the throne of New Rome in the first place
in the East. This fact was the source of many arguments between the Sees of Constantinople
and Alexandria, vying for the first place in the East. Thus, we can understand the position of
Theophilus of Alexandria against St. John Chrysostom. Dioscorus of Alexandria was the most
dynamic, because he demoted the throne of Constantinople to the fifth place in the Robber
synod of Ephesus. This decision fell on the synod that issued it, and its instigators. The
Antichalcedonian Timotheus Ailourus ascended to the See of Alexandria afier the murder of
patriarch Proterius of Alexandria by the heretics. He elevated the throne of Ephesus to a
patriarchate at a local synod at Ephesus, in order to avenge patriarch Acacius of
Constantinople, because the latter did not accept in communion the former (Evagrius, Fccl.
History, 111, 6. PG 86, 2608-2609). This action, that turned directly against canon 28 of
Chalcedon, was the only one in the East. Of course, this effort to damage the authority of the
See of New Rome, did not bear fruit, but succeeded in having the opposite result. see Phidas,
Pentarchy, 1, p.172. 11.9; v I, pp.33-35, 104-112; N. Baynes, 4lexandria and Constantinople:
A study in Ecclesiastical Diplomacy, in The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, XII, 1926,
pp.145-156. Francis Dvornik locates the composition of canon 28 in the collusion of the two
thrones (Bvzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.48-50).

3P, Christou, "EAnv. Hawpodoyia, v.3, pp.46-49; L. Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical
Councils, pp.170-206; 1. Karmiris, Dogmatica et Symbolica, pp.151-167; J. Kelly, Early
Christian Doctrines, pp.339 ff; B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.144 1, G. Konidaris, I'ev.
‘Exx). ‘lotopia, pp:314 fI; J. Meyendorff, La primauté romaine dans la tradition canonique
Jusqu'au Concile de Chalcédoine, pp.477-481; C. Papadopoulos, Ts Mewreiov o5 énsrimou Po-
pns, pp.71-86; V. Phidas, ‘Exx). Toropia, 1, pp.620 T V., Stefanidis, 'Exx). Toropia, pp.98 fT;
W. de Vries, Orient et Occident, pp. 101 fF: F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, pp.178 I.

*ACO, 11, 11, p.27. Mansi, VI, col.552.
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forms of the administrative organization of the Church. The fast transition from

the metropolitical to the exarchical system, in continuity with the patriarchal one,

** The Fourth Ecumenical .Council

are visible with comparative accuracy.
produced important doctrinal and canonical work.**" The institutionalization of
the authority of the prestigious Sees was among the canonical questions which
the synod was called to answer since the fight for imposing it was at its height.
The question was in the first place, concerned with the See of Constantinople,
since it had suffered the most up to that point by attempts which sought to
reduce its authority two years earlier at the Robber synod of Ephesus. The case
of the judgment of the bishops of Ephesus, Vassianus aﬁd Stefanus,’”* and the
case of the intervention of the throne of New Rome in the controversy between

Eunomius of Nicomedia and Anastasius of Nicaea™” delineate the question of the

rights of New Rome.

**We understand the separation into patriarchal thrones from the ranking of the positions
of members of the synod. This order, as we have mentioned, had been imposed by the
consciousness of the Church (Mansi, VI, cols. 97, 101). This structure/ranking, that is the
separation into patriarchal provinces, was in operation during the proceedings of the svnod
(except for the dioceses of Illyricum, which seemed to have preserved their independence). We
ought to mention, with regards to the proceedings of the synod and beyond the ranking of the
members of the synod, that the content of the jurisdiction of the patriarchal thrones is defined
during this period, and shortly before the finalized canonical decisions of the synod, as “supcr-
exarchical”. Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.37-38, 1.52.

1The question of the formulation of the definition of the synod was the cause for it 1o act
Jor the first time. The council examined the problem, whether it should move to the
formulation of the definition of the faith, or if it should have used as a definition the doctrinal
letter of bishop Leo of Rome. The synod decided on the creation of a committee for the study of
the issue, after the imperial proposal. The constitution of the committee proved the canonical
function of it (six delegates of the Oriental dioceses, three delegates from each dioceseses of
Asia, Pontus, Thrace, Illyricum and from bishops (and delegates) of the most prestigious Secs).
(Mansi, VII, col. 101). The absence of the Egyptian dioceses was owed to the problems created
after the deposition of Dioscorus (ibid p. 92). The question, as regards the representation of the
belicf of the Church was given to the committee. At the same time, the representation of the
dioceses of the Orient from six bishops shows the recognition of the strengthened ecclesiastical
situation (because we have mentioned that there were two prestigious Sees in the dioceses of
the Orient, Antioch and Jerusalem).

Therefore, Vlass. Phidas believes that the institution of the Pentarchy had functioned even
before the voting of the decisions of Chalcedon on church government. The synod was not
confused about choosing an exarchical or patriarchal system, because the patriarchal system™
had been established in the consciousness of the church. The synod was confused about
choosing between a suprametropolitical or super-exarchical jurisdiction of the prestigious Sees.
Finally, the suprametropolitical content predominated. Thus canons 9 and 17 were not
practiced according to their tenor. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.38-44.

*2ACO, 11, 13, p.52.

PACO, 11, 13, p.62.
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We know that the question of the jurisdiction of the See of New Rome was
finally solved by canon 28. Two other canons (9% and 17°”°) defined the
jurisdiction of the See of Ne:)\:/ Rome Before the affirmation of canon 28. They
enacted the right of the Archbishop of New Rome to adjudicate on appeals of the
clergy of the neighbouring dioceses. The increased judicial power of the throne
of New Rome was in harmony with the ecclesiastical practice of the Church,**
The interpretation of canons 9 and 17 are difficult because of the title «éZasy oo,
which was understood in different ways by different interpreters.*”” We can see a
variety of opinions in the Byzantine interpreters of the twelfth century. Some
understood the title as referring to patriarchs, others believed that the title
referred to the metropolitical bishops, and still others thought that the title
referred to the metropolitical bishops of the dioceses only.*** The canonists of
the twelfth century used canon 37 (46)*” of Carthage (418) and canon 6 of
Sardica (342/343) as the basis for their arguments. The canon of Carthage was
used by those who did not identify the metropolitical bishop with the exarch,
while the canon of Sardica was used by those who identified the two titles. The
cause of the misinterpretation of canons 9 and 17 was the conflict that had
broken in the ninth century between the patriarch of Constantinople and the

metropolitical bishops of the Ecumenical throne as regards the right to ordain. *'

NSt TpOs 7OV T @t Emapying ntpomsAityy, ERicnomas, T xhnpixde apdiebytoi, xatahapuba-
vEtw tov Eagyov g Swwmicems, ¥ Tov 1 Bacihevsizng Koveravivourdhews Spdvov, xai éx’ atrl Suale-
cdw» Syntagma, v.2, p.237. For the English translation sce N. Tanner, Decrees ..., v.l, pp.9l.

. Ei 8¢ vig adoito Tapd 10U iBlow pnipomohitoy, Tapk 14 éEdpyw ik Slonthsews, § 1 Kuwveravtvou-
wohews Jpdvy Sunalécdo, xadh mpocipnrar.» Syntagma, v.2, p.258. For the English translation sce
N. Tanner, Decrees ..., v.I, pp. 95.

**ibid pp. 86 T,

**'The Greck noun «&azzo» 1s produced from the verb «Zgyw». The verb is a compound
from the preposition «&» and the verb «dzyw». The word «&acyoon means the leader, the
commander, the chief, the supervisor, the first of the chore, but also the extraordinary delegate.

***The title declares the metropolitical bishops according to Zonaras, although he mentions
the opinions of those who support the view that declares the patriarchs. (Syntagma, v.2,
pp.238, 259-260.). Valsamon belicves this title as referring to metropolitical bishops of the
dioceses. «'O pév ot €hapy ot T Swoiceds Eati, wg epol Soxe, iy G ExacTNg ERapying waspnToAiTrs,
alk’ 6 ahg Ghng Croencews wTponohiTrg. Awinnzig 82 tomw T mukhag énagylas €4ousa év tauvny. Todro &%
6 Tav égpywy moovdu oy orussov oix fvesyein (Syntagma, v.2, p.239). Aristenos believes that the
patriarch is declared by the title «#xzyoo» and that the canon gives the right to the patriarch of
Constantinople to judge the appeals of the clergy that belong to the Jjurisdiction of the other

patriarchs. (Syntagma, v.2, p.240).

390 (Chome =iy Te mocitne 2afeSone Erimnomiy i i Ot SEany oy cisy teotwy. 3 Axaoy festa. b mororel
« TTE TOV nf'; upwur]; xaveopa, ETICHOTGY [J.f‘ /\.. ‘/EG {34 6\14‘./.0) TV tep;w;, ‘f‘ axpo; '..r/—_a, f| TOLOUTO-

TpomeY TiRoTE, GAME poveY Enionomov Thg TEGTYS xabélag.» Syntagma, v.3, p.404.
0% .00 €Sdpy 0u T emapylag, (Méyw &Y 160 Enizuomou 17 prrpsmohenz).» Syntagma, v.3, p.243.
40 . .

'see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.291.
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Later researchers also dealt with the interpretation of these canons. They
followed one of the two tendencies of the Byzantine canonists.**? K. Miiller tried
to combine both opinions.*” He urged that the patriarchs of Alexandria and
Antioch were designated by the title exarch, an opinion close to Aristenos. The
throne of Constantinople, according to this theory, had the jurisdiction of those
dioceses which did not have an exarch, i.e. Thrace, Asia and Pontus. E.
Herman*™and F. Dvornik*” have the tendency to agree with this opinion. The
simple external agreement of the sources cannot be judged as a strong enough
foundation for this conclusion.** It seems that the title exarch is given either to
the metropolitical bishop of the province or to the metropolitical bishop of the
capital of the dioceses. The title Archbishop had prevailed for the bishops of the
prestigious Sees in this period. Bi;t the canons of Carthage and Sardica would
lead us to conclude that in the West the title exarch must have been given only to
the metropolitical bishops.

Vlassios Phidas rightly observes that the title exarch was not given
independently in the text but was always accompanied by the definition «rrg Sior-

).*7 Through the redefinition of the center of

xncews» (of the diocese
interpretative interest, not only for the word exarch, but also for the whole
phrase, «&apyoc w7z dovericews» (exarch of the dioceses), it is clear that the title
exarch defines the metropolitical bishops of the capitals of the dioceses. This
automatically changes the question to: which of the dioceses could accept the

extraordinary prestige of the See of New Rome? Obviously, the holy fathers of

“®For further bibliography see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.292-294.

‘CK. Miiller, Kirchengeschichte I (1929?), p.625.

““E. Herman, Chalkedon und die Ausgestaliung des Konstantinopolitanischen Primats, in
Grillmeir - Bacht, Das Konzil von Chalkedon, I, p.477.

“OF, Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium, p.92, ft.173.

“%®Vlassios Phidas gives an extensive analysis of the usage of the title exarch and the
meaning of the word based on the sources. He observes that the use of the title exarch from Ibas
of Edessa (ACO, 1II, 13, p.30.) and Stephanus of Epiphania of Second Syria (ACO, 11, 13,
p-79.). in reference to the Archbishop of Antioch, did not convince us of the view of E. Miiller.
The different use of the title in canon 6 of Sardica, in canon 37 (46) of Carthage, in apostolic
canon 34 (Syntagma, v.2, p.45. & BEPES, v.2, p.175.). the use of the title for the members of
the Third Ecumenical Council by Ibas of Edessa (ACO, I, 13, p.33.), and also many other
examples, have convinced us that the title exarch was not used as a formal ecclesiastical title,
but was used in reference to the metropolitical bishops of the provinces and the dioceses. See
Phidas, Pentarchy, 2, pp.294-298,

“"Valsamon had nearly the same opinion ten centuries before. ibid. p. 106. f1.398. Cf.
Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.294, 298-303.
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the Fourth Ecumenical Council did not make any mention of the dioceses of the
West in these canons. Their interest was centered on the dioceses of the East. If
we suppose that all the dioceses of the East are included in the remit of the
canon, then we must conclude that Constantinople acquired a broad
administrative jurisdiction even over the dioceses of the Orient (the thrones of
Antioch and Jerusalem) and the diocese of Egypt (the throne of Alexandria). The
throne of New Rome would not have had any reason to refuse such a
development, but this would have met with strong reaction not only from those
affected by it, but also from Old Rome which had claimed exactly the opposite
during the synod. Therefore, we should exclude those di.oceses of the East that
had prestigious Sees (i.e., thrones with universally recognized Precedence of
Honour) in their limits. But we cannot absolutely exclude such a theory. Vlassios
Phidas observes that «the text, as it is, does not refer to a division of the
administrative jurisdiction in the dioceses of the East, but to two different
jurisdictions which existed within the same ecclesiastical diocese (the Exarch of

%% The canons referred to the

the diocese and of the throne of Constantinople).
dioceses of Thrace, Asia and Pontus. The throne of New Rome controlled the
ordinations and the adjudications of bishops in them according to the established
custom. The Fourth Ecumenical Council established, through canons 9 and 17,
the beginnings of the exceptional authority of the See of New Rome. It granted
the right of adjudication only and not of ordination. We believe that the lack of
definition of the diocese which the canon intimates, proves the continuous
interest of the throne of Constantinople to include in its broad judicial power the
diocese of Eastern Illyricum, except for the three dioceses which we previously
mentioned. We see that by the application of canons 9 and 17 judgment was
issued on the metropolitan Stephanus of Larissa by the throne of
Constantinople.*” The throne of Constantinople, in the person of Epiphanius
(520-535), called Stefanus of Larissa to resign after a report by bishops

Demetrius of Skiathos and Provianus of Demetrias. The insubordinate

“®Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.299.

“%The records of the synod of Rome (531) are a source of questions. There were, in the
records, two letters of Stephanus and a memorial of him and the consecrated bishops of
Thessaly by him. Mansi, VIII, cols. 741-748; Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.96-102.
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metropolitan was defroéked by the Endemousa Synod of Constantinople.
Stephanus, confronted with a deadlock, asked for support from the See of Old
Rome. Unfortunately for him, the decxslons of Rome, whatever they might have
been, were not in force in Eastern Illyricum.*!

We have seen, in the previous chapter, the question of the controversy of the
jurisdiction of Eastern Tllyricum.*'’ It is a matter of course that the church of
Constantinople, and the imperial administration, knew well the speculation of the
bishops of Old Rome about this question (that is, the subordination of the
churches of Eastern Illyricum to the jurisdiction of Old Rome and the efforts for
the establishment of a papal Vicariate in Thessaloniki). These positions of Old
Rome held serious dangers for the unity of the Church. The clergy of New Rome
believed that they must protect and secure the rights of the throne of their
Church, but also protect the unity of the Catholic Church, and in this period,
during which the controversy of Monophysitism arose, the unity of the Church
was in danger. The so-called Acacian schism (484-519) would confirmed these

fears.*'? Therefore, they aimed to complete canons 9 and 17 with canon 28,*" by

The question of Eastern Illyricum’s jurisdiction is a thorny issue, also for the period after
the Fourth Ecumenical Council. The famous theory of the papal Vicariate of Thessaloniki is
not clear in the sources. The position of the bishops of Eastern Illyricum in the proceedings of
the Fourth Ecumenical Council shows their autonomy over against the See of Old Rome and of
New Rome. It seemed that the church of Eastern Illyvricum followed the thronc of
Constantinople and not the throne of Old Rome in the period of the Acacian Schism. The casc
of Stephanus of Larissa shows who had authority in the judgments of Eastern Illyricum. The
church of Eastern Ilyricum knows of autonomy equivalent with that of the church of Cyprus in
this period.

It scemed that the establishment of the archbishopric of Justiniana Prima in Taurisio (335)
pushed the bishops of Thessaloniki to Old Rome in their efforts to preserve their governmental
autonomy (cxarchical rights). Finally, this turn led to the absolute subordination of Eastern
Illyricum to the jurisdiction of Old Rome until 733, when Eastern Tllyricum was brought under
the jurisdiction of the throne of Constantinople. sec Phidas, Pentar chv, 11, pp.72-104.

"ibid pp.77 1.

“ZJohn Meyendorff believes that the basic cause was an effort by the emperor to reduce the
power of the church of Alexandria (Jmperial Unityv, p.181).

"3 lavrayod Toig tov '1yuuv Ha<epwy opoig EuOrL’JJL ot 70v Gotiwg Gvaywwsdivea xavbva <ov Exatiy
5 sv'r*qyovtzz Jeopihestdtoy Emioxomay, 10y cuvay Jéviwy inl cod <75 ehrebols (Lvr‘m’,, i\fsyalou Ocoiociou,
Tob ¥ s;o;xs vou Gagthews év ”*r] £acinift Kovoraviwourd s, ewg Nea Pwur‘ vmp'lo vieg, Ta abra xal npelg Goilo-

HEV TE Mal d}qgn o;xs?a TEpL TV wpechelwy ;r,s aywraTr; exxhrsiag ™ au’*r,, Kuovsravzwounihews Neéas
'Pm;rr]s rai wap <o Jpovy The = peaﬂu‘rer;ag Poung, St <2 Lacrhedew iy moAw xeiviy, of [avépeg cv/Juu, a-
TOOE&O})’GGL "ﬂ T‘pEG‘GELi }\av ‘T(J) au l.(.l) VLJOU}LE‘JOL (ﬂ E/fl‘OI ey .'r,ym’a JEOTJL/E:U'TG”' ’_'G)’OTOL ’a LSa T PS'
oleta ameveyray Y T veag Po)g 5 aY'w'.a'w .»r,ovm el Aoy wE HetvavTes, i Bacuhely wai GU‘{)’)T[ Ty det-
cav ILO)\LV )’!IL »(.L)V Lf(x)l a“o}\auou"av T'PEGSEL(D‘I n.f' an’ff folod baGL) ’G' —Pmrt‘r, vat E‘J "b” e/y)\nctac;wor (x)’
eyslv‘q ;Leya) Uvegdat rr,ayp.acc, Sevrepay pex’ exelv r,v u“zra/ow‘a Kai go7e toig =¥ Movruwed r];, xat g "A-
GV, xal "‘q, @pamy*r,; Sromrcens pnyT pcmo)\wa; [r0v5s, €71 GE xal Tolg &y Toit Gacﬁzrvo'f ETIEHOTOU; TV
T po LP'YHL" vy GLOLV'Y“UEL\}‘J /EtrJO O‘JELGS&L l)n.() s()U TpO’Lpf‘J. NOU a} 'ur'a"u JPOJOU "f)q ya'a I\wJGTaVT"JOU: O) w
ay cm»ar‘r,c, el nctag TN aoq EXAGTOU y.*r‘ pouo) rﬁ.ou T TEUELITEVY otuyncswl p.e*z <6v 7Y Emagyiag ent-
CKOTU)V /ELH()"O‘JOU‘JTOQ .OU q; CTGP’/L&\, ETLS)’O TOoUg, /19(1); TO'Q ‘J"'G’§ yavom OLI]VO.’JEU\&L /ELPOTO'E”'J&‘
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of vesting with canonical authority the right to do the ordinations in the dioceses
of Asia, Pontus and Thrace. The meaning, resqi_t’s'_}zand reactions that this canon
caused, are well known. But it is especialljlf fnteresting for us because it
redefined, without changing, the question of the Precedence of Honour of the
throne of New Rome.

The Precedence of Honour of the bishop of New Rome is the main question
addressed by the first part of canon 28.'* The interest of the holy fathers of the
Fourth Ecumenical Council to interpret the already valid canon 3 of the Second
Ecumenical Council, arouses suspicions. The recognition of the Precedence of
Honour of the See of New Rome was an unquestionable fact for any party. This
is proved by the rank of the signatures in the records of the synods. But the papal
delegates also declared their opposition to the effort of Dioscorus to demote the
See of New Rome at the Robber synod of Ephesus.*”® Eusebius of Dorylaeum
confirmed the synod and that Leo of Rome (440-461) had been informed by him
about canon 3 of the Second Ecumenical Council and that he had accepted it.*'¢
The opposite opinions which state that the synod of Rome (382) had reacted to
canon 3, are based on the third chapter of the famous Decretum Gelasianum,
but they are judged as wrong.*!

Vlassios Phidas believes that the first part of canon 28 has an obviously
apologetic character. The cause of that is the refusal of the papal delegates to
participate in the composition of the canon, but mainly in the expressed opinion
of the bishops of Rome to the bishops of Eastern Illyricum regarding the theory

of papal primacy.*'® The indirect disputing of the Precedence of Honour of the

¢e, xadivg elpnrar, Tolg uNTpOROAITAS BV TpoeETévay Sioiceny Tapk tob Kwvetavtivoundhens apyLETL-
ouimou, Yndispatey cuLdmuey Xata b £0ug Yvoutvey, wal én aitiy avadepopevav.> Syntagma, v.2, pp.
280-281. For the English translation see N. Tanner, Decrees ..., v.I, pp.99-100.

““The canon literally and notionally is separated into two parts. The Precedence of Honour
of the See of New Rome is mentioned in the first part (Iavrayod woi wov aylwy Macépwy ... Seutésay
peT éxelvmy drdoyousav.) and the right of the ordinations of the See of New Rome is mentioned in
the second part of the canon (Ka: doe zoic g Hov=ixijs, ... xal &’ alrov dvageoouévav).

‘PACO, 11, 11, p.78. -

“°ACO, 11, 13, p.97.

“sec Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.306; F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity, 64. ft. 56. Rome
had been involved in serious controversies during this period for the election of the bishop of
the city. sec B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.56 ff. For the position of the canon in the
ancient Latin canonical collections see F. Dvornik, The See of Constantinople in the First
Latin Collections of Canon Law, in Melanges G. Ostrogorsky 1, (Zbornik Radova
Bizantoloskog Instituta 8.1), Belgrade, 1963, pp.97-101.

“'8Cf. Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.304-319. '
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bishop of New Rome undermined any sense of authority of the Archbishop of
Constantinople with regards to the right to ordain which is found in the second
part of the canon. Through the first part of the canon: «a. The council refused
the claim that the bishop of Rome had primacy by divine law and the principle of
Apostolicity, which had been repeatedly put forward in the letters of the bishops
of Rome to the bishops of Eastern Illyricum. b. The council recognized the first
place (npwroxadedpia) of the See of Old Rome in the Church on the basis of the
political principle. ¢. The council accepted the Precedence of Honour of the
throne of New Rome, on the basis of the same principle used by the fathers of
the Second Ecumenical Council. Because of that, the council ratified this
decision (of the Second Ecumenical council)».*'” Hence, the holy fathers of the
Fourth Ecumenical Council established the right of the Archbishop of
Constantinople to consecrate the metropolitical bishops of the dioceses of Asia,
Pontus and Thrace not only on the basis of the existing custom, but also on the
basis of the Precedence of Honour of the throne. Thus, they saw in the
Precedence of Honour the right to ordain, because the center of grants of canon
28 lies in the right to ordain and not in the Precedence of Honour. Canons 9 and
17 were not believed to be enough, because they did not establish the right to
ordain for the See of Constantinople. The right to adjudicate cases of bishops of
the dioceses of Asia, Pontus and Thrace had to be established upon the right to
ordain, according to the canonical consciousness of the period in both West and
East.**’

The composition of the canon was realized after the agreement of the bishops
of the East. The representatives of the emperor did not appear at the
composition of the relevant act and the delegates of the bishop of Old Rome

421

refused to follow the act."® Obviously, this situation influenced the composers of

the text. The result was that canon 28 demonstrates this in its syntax and

422

composition." The question was discussed in the seventeenth session, when the

419

Phidas, Pentarchy, 1. p.305.

*°C{. J. Meyendordf, Imperial Unity, pp.183 f1.

*='ACO, 11, 13, p.88. ,

“Vlassios Phidas mentioned the role of the archdeacon and primicerius Aetius of the
church of Constantinople not only in the composition of the canon but also in the proceedings
of the synod. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.312, ft. 426.
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papal delegates’ argued about anticanonical decision, but without success.** In
the eighteenth session they tried to exploit the absence of the delegates of the
emperor and to put the question of free agreement of the two sides (the clergy of
Constantinople and the Eastern bishops).** They read the famous falsified text of
canon 6 of the First Ecumenical Council, instead of directly attacking canon 3 of
the Second Ecumenical Council.**® Obviously, canon 28 would be invalid
through the falsified text. The reading of the text which the church of
Constantinople possessed, was the answer to any attempt at misleading the
council, and stopped any attempt at falsification.*”” Of course the canonical
regulation which canon 28 presented was innovative. The church of
Constantinople acquired the power over the metropolitans of the dioceses of
Pontus, Asia and Thrace. This decision was against equal canonical decisions of
this very synod. But the church of Constantinople had the advantage of its
established authority concerning the right to ordain and adjudicate bishops of
these dioceses. The polemic of the papal delegates raised the obvious question of
whether their position was a personal one, or whether they were following orders
from the bishop of Rome. The papal delegates were supplied with a letter that
strengthened their position against any change.*® The relative letter concerned
the problems that had been created by the Robber synod of Ephesus
(latrocinium Ephesinum)** The position of the East was confirmed in the face
of the situation because they had already agreed“ The imperial delegates had a

clear position and they ratified canon 28.%° On the other hand, the papal

“Bishop Paschasinus of Lilyvaeu, bishop Lucinsius and presbyter Boniface were the
delegates of Leo of Rome (440-461).

ACO, 1, 13, p.88.

ACO, 11, 13, p.94. This argument shows the role of the imperial delegates. They securcd
the free expression of the belief of the bishops of the Catholic Church.

*SACO, 11, 13, p.95.

“"We have seen that the See of Rome had developed arguments with regard to the primacy
of power of its bishop in certain letters to Eastern Illyricum. In parallel, we saw that at other
_ times it tried to impose its position through the falsification of canonical texts (synod of
Carthage), especially when it was in a difficult position. This position is, by itself, very serious
for the spiritual evolution of a church, because the Church is Christ, Christ is the truth, and the
truth is not a lie.

“BACO, 11, 13, p.95.

® Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.313.

BOACO, 11, 13, p.98.
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delegates insisted against canon 28, and sent the question of validétion to the
bishop of Rome.**! -

The reaction of Leo of Rome was as acute as that of his delegates,*? in th;t |
he refused to accept even the doctrinal decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical
Council, which had been formed according to his doctrinal letter.*** Leo of Rome
tried to dismiss canon 28 in a series of letters.*** The reaction of Leo even led to
disputing the ecumenical character of the Second Ecumenical Council, and the
strength of the principle of political accommodation, as a principle of
ecclesiastical government and as direct factor of the determining rank of the
prestigious Sees. Thus, he disputed the authority of canon 3 of the Second
Ecumenical Council and presented the authority of canon 6 of the First
Ecumenical Council and the principle: of petrine Apostolicity.*> The
argumentation was not new, because Boniface had used it in the well known
controversy concerning the jurisdiction of Illyricum. Canon 6 had been used as
the basis for the primacy of the bishop of Rome over the whole Church. The use
of the falsified text of canon 6 in the proceedings of the Fourth Ecumenical
Council had the same effect and it served the same claims of the bishop of Rome.
Boniface was obliged to accept the equal rights of the thrones of Alexandria and
Antioch with the appearance of canon 6. The production of the form was very
problematic. Leo of Rome asked that the solution to this problem be found by
the introduction of the idea of the direct and the indirect petrine Apostolicity of
the thrones of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch. It is a matter of course that only
the bishop of Old Rome had direct petrine Apostolicity, where as the bishop of
New Rome could not claim petrine Apostolicity. Thus, the Precedence of
Honour of this throne was lower than that of the three prestigious Sees to which
canon 6 referred. Hence, the throne of bonstantinople could not claim any
jurisdiction, and canon 28 was invalid, because the Precedence of Honour of the

most prestigious Sees was connected with the right to ordain and adjudicate the

“1ACO, 11, 13, p.99.
“*G. Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, pp.26-27.
433Cf R. Eno, The Rise of the Papacy, pp.110 fI.
see Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.315, f1.432.
Psee Phidas, Pentarchy, 1, pp.314-318. v.II, pp.115-129; Abbc Guettée, The Papacv pp.
98-102; B. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, pp.150 ff.
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cases of bishops. Therefore, the throne of Constantinople did not have any such
Precedence according to Leo of Rome. ** U

It is a matter of course that such an argument was rega;déd as unacceptable in
Constantinople by the Palace and the local church. Leo of Rome tried to join .
hands with the Sees of Antioch and Alexandria against canon 28, which only
showed his ignorance of the ecclesiastical situation in the East as it had been
formed by the controversies of Monophysitism. Leo finally understood that his
reaction was in vain, because he would not be able to impose his opinions on the
Church of the East.*’” Julian of Kos, the spokesman of Leo in Constantinople,
informed him of the ecclesiastical situation in the East, aﬁd that it did not permit
any action.*** Leo finally accepted the doctrinal decisions of the synod and, at the
same time, could not change the ecclesiastical situation of the jurisdiction of the
See of New Rome. The question of canon 28 was regarded as closed. The
authority of the See of New Rome was unquestionable. The effort by anyone to
dispute the Precedence of the See of Constantinople, would prove to be in vain
during this period. In reality, the relationship of the two thrones had moved from
canon 28 to the question of the primacy claimed by the bishop of Old Rome. The
theoretical construction of pope Leo was the basis of an evolution the results of
which were seen in the so-called Acacian schism and in the opinions which pope
Gelasius expressed during this schism.*’

The Precedence of Honour of the throne of Constantinople was at the center
of the polemic of the Archbishop of Old Rome because it was exactly the
principle of the conferment of suprametropolitical authority and the basis of the
patriarchal practice (that is the connection between the exceptional Precedence
of Honour of the prestigious thrones with the right to ordain and adjudicate
cases concerning bishops). The canonical decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical

Council were the starting point of the evolution of the patriarchal institution in

“SCf. F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp. 51 I, J. Meyendorff, /mperial
Unity, pp.151 ff.

“W. de Vries ("Opdobolia xai Kadohwmioude, p.34) believes that Leo regarded canon 28 as
dangerous for the progressive subordination of the Church to the State. We do not agree with
this opinion. '

“Sphidas, Pentarchy, 1, p.317.

“%ibid p.110.
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the life of the Ch.urch.440 The inclusion of the exceptional Precedence of Honour
of the five prestigious thrones ,_y"\'/it‘h suprametropolitical authority gave birth to
the new institution of the Peﬁfafchy of the Patriarchs.*' We have traced the
development of the canonical recognition of the Precedence of Honour of the
prestigious Sees and of the conferment of relative administrative power from the
Second to the Fourth Ecumenical Council. The convocation and recognition of
the five autonomous administrative provinces is a given fact. Of course, we -
ought to confess that the Fourth Ecumenical Council did not deal with the
establishment of the new institution, the Pentarchy of the patriarchs, with issuing
any particular canonical act if we stay with the letter of tHe Law. It is certain that
a long historical period was completed with a new form of ecclesiastical
government, borne through canonical decisions (canon 28 for the See of

Constantinople) and canonical regulations (for the jurisdiction of the Sees of

“The title Patriarch (razewioync) was used in order to declare the dignity of the bishops of
the five prestigious Sees that were honoured with exceptional suprametropolitical authority.
This title gave the name to the new institution of the ecclesiastical government (patriarchal
system). In parallel it had used other titles as determinatives of the Episcopal ministry:

L. The title metropolitan (uyreoroiizyc) was used after the First Ecumenical Council in order
to describe the bishop of the capital of each metropolitical province. We saw the evolution
of the title in the parallel evolution of the metropolitical system.

2. The metropolitical system was not practiced in Egypt, as we know. Thus, the title
Archbishop was used for the bishop of Alexandria. The title was also given to the other
bishops of the prestigious Sees after the Second Ecumenical Council, as a determinative of
their exceptional ministry.

3. Finally, the title exarch was used in order to determine the distinguished role of a particular
bishop in the synodical function of the body of bishops of a given geographical unitv. But
the title always determines a different depth and width of ecclesiastical government. The
title did not have a particular function in the period that we have examined,

None of these titles could exactly delineate the new by established ecclesiastical situation.

The title patriarch is historically charged. It is a biblical title that was reformed in order to
characterize the new governmental situation. As an ecclesiastical title, it was colourless before
the Fourth Ecumenical Council and it was used mainly in order to declare the orthodoxy of the
faith of the honoured bishops (Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.30). The absolute connection of the
Orthodoxy of the faith with the Precedence of Honour accommodated the establishment of the
title in the ecclesiastical consciousness. Hence the title could include the new dignity bearing
the meaning of the Precedence of Honour and of the orthodoxy of the faith. At the same time,
the notion of the governmental autonomy of each throne could be easily declared. The
recognition of the patriarchal right by the whole Church after the Fourth Ecumenical Council
shows the deep ecclesiological presuppositions of the new institution, see Phidas, Pentarchy,
11, pp.27-37; ODB, v.3, pp.1599-1600.

“The institution of the Pentarchy of patriarchs is a form that was created and developed
within the limits of the Church. The system of the Pentarchy of patriarchs did not have any
previous model which the Church took and reformed. We can see that the existence of the
political system of “Pentarchy” in ancient Carthage (Aristotle preserved all information) did
not coincide and did not seem to influence the institution of the Pentarchy of patriarchs. see
Aristotle, IToacod, 12732, 13,
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Antioch and Jerusalem) of the Fourth Ecumenical Council but also through the
p_révious recognition of the rights of the See of Alexandria and the self-evident
z;écéptance of the rights of the See of Old Rome in the West.**?

Doubtless the enactment of the patriarchal right was in the spirit of the
canonical decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council. The clear connection
between the Precedence of Honowr and the right to ordain (the right of
adjudication arises from this right) was a special characteristic of each throne.
The function of the Patriarchal synod certifies the administrative independence of
these thrones. It regulates the question of ordinations and the adjudications of
the metropolitical bishops and the bishops. It expresses the orthodoxy of the
faith. This reality was known in West and East by the middle of the fifth century.
The canonical decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council are the canonical
precedent on which the idea of the permanence and the exclusiveness of the

patriarchal right of the five prestigious Sees is founded.**

“2Vlassios Phidas observes, as regards the Fourth Ecumenical Council’s relation with the
institution of the Pentarchy, that it was not dependent on the results of the governmental
decisions but on the whole meaning that the division of the suprametropolitical authority had
according to the Precedence of Honour of the thrones. He concludes that «this position of the
issuc leads us to the confirmation of the unbroken connection of the Fourth Ecumenical
Council with the ecclesiastical institution of the Pentarchy of the Patriarchs. The “vehicles” of
the suprametropolitical authority are determined directly not only by the adoption of the
principle of the Precedence of Honour by the synod, but also the permanence and the
exclusiveness of the “vehicles” of the (suprametropolitical authority) are founded indirectly.»
(Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.25) 4

Patrick O’Connell accepts this opinion and writes that «for the origin of the idea of the five
patriarchs in the Church we must go back to the council of Chalcedony. (The Ecclesiology of
St. Nicephorus I (758-828), p.29). Thus, the opinion of John Meyendorff that the «... system of
“pentarchy” never really coinsided with reality», is historically unfounded (/mperial Unity,
p.58).

“Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.26-27.
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Chapter 6

The Function of the
Institution of the Pentarchy

The establishment of the operation of the institution of the Pentarchy is an -
important part of our position concerning the starting point of the establishment
of the institution of the Pentarchy itself. We are obliged to present some evidence
about the operation of the institution from the Fourth Ecumenical Council
(Chalcedon 451) to the Fifth Ecumenical Council (Second Constantinople 553).
We do this because we have accepted in our thesis the theory of Prof. Vlassios
Phidas and the fact that the earlier and later historians have not recognized, or
understood, the establishment and the operation of the institution of the
Pentarchy before Justinian and the Fifth Ecumenical Council. This historical
period is much disordered because of the so-called Monophysite controversies
and the various interventions of the emperors. It is an unquestionable fact that
the emperors directly after the council of Chalcedon, tried to base their policies
of unification on the authority of the five patriarchs. This had many implications
for the operation of the institution of the Pentarchy in the second half of the fifth
and the first half of the sixth century.

We can put limits around the periods which divide the two Ecumenical
Councils. We have the period of Anti-Chalcedonism from 451 until 484.*** The
patriarchal thrones of the East were the theater of violent collisions after the
Fourth Ecumenical Council. The life of patriarch Juvenal of Jerusalem was
seriously in danger. Patriarch Proterius of Alexandria was murdered by a mob
(457). The elevation of Basiliscus (475-476) to the imperial throne permitted the
deposed Timotheus Ailurus and Peter Knapheus the father to return to the
thrones of Alexandria and Antioch. Patriarch Acacius of Constantinople (472-
489) refused to sign the Encyclical (’Eysxvx).ov) of the emperor through which

- he anathematized the council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo of Rome. The

CE V. Phidas, Exxa. 79'70(::?, I, pp.659-664.
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strong reaction by the patriarch obligated Basiliscus to issue the Counter-
Encyclical (’Avreyxindiov) and revoke the Lncyclical. Similarly, he invalidated
the governmental decisions of the council of Ephesus convoked by Timotheus
Aelurus against the rights of the throne of New Rome. The new emperor, Zeno
(474-491), who was promoted with the support of the Orthodox, proclaimed
with his edict that the church of Constantinople is «the mother of our piety and
of all the Christians of the orthodox religion» (5 urjrye ©i fpetéoas eloebein xal
ravewy oV ypotaviv T dododdfou dpmoxeizc) and its rights must be in force
«obviously for ever» (éoaei dogarix).*®® The strong reaction of the Patriarch of
Constantinople against the Encyclical which was praised‘ by pope Simplicius of
Rome (468-483) is very important.*® Emperor Leo I tried (between 471 and
473) to get Rome recognize canon 28 which of course was absolutely valid in the
East, but pope Simplicius refused.**’

The second period is characterized by the so-called Acacian schism (484-
519). The cause of the schism was the famous Henotikon ( Evwriév) of Zeno. It
is certain that the Empire had an acute problem of political unity especially in the
eastern provinces on the borders because of the escalation of the Monophysite
controversy. The emperor tried to make a compromise through his edict, which
was based on the theology of St. Cyril of Alexandria and he abstained from
polemical expressions from either part (the partisans and the enemies of the
synod of Chalcedon). Finally, everybody could interpret the text as they wanted.
The evolution of the events showed that the emperor did not succeed in solving

*“* The emperor tried to use the institution of

the problem but rather magnified it.
the Pentarchy to bring about unity.**> Although we see on this occasion an

attempt of putting the institution of the Pentarchy to operation, this attempt was

“*Cod. Just. 1, 2, 16.

**Mansi, VII, col. 995.

“" Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.134-135.

“*For the historical evolution of the Acacian schism see F. Dvornik, Byvzantium and the
Roman Primacy, pp.59-67; V. Phidas, "Exx). ‘Ioceeia, 1, pp.664-672; Phidas, Pentarchy, 11,
pp.45-58; Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, pp.192-201; J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in
the Early Middle Ages 476-752, pp.60 T, J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, pp.194 ff.

“PAll the patriarchs of the East signed the Henotikon in various ways. The fact that
patriarch Acacius of Constantinople accepted in communion the deposed and then restored by
the emperor, patriarch Peter Mogos of Alexandria, caused a reaction by pope Felix (483-492)
who deposed Acacius of Constantinople and, of course, refused to sign the edict of the emperor.’
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anticanonical.*® The historical events and the evolution that followed, are
multifaceted and very revealing about the inability of the emperors to solve the
problem with political power. The problem was aggravated when the
monophysite Anastasius (491-518) became emperor.”’’ The revolution of
Vitalian in Eastern lllyricum with the excuse of the defense of orthodoxy, was
proof of the problem. The pressure of the political situation obliged the emperor
to want a solution to this ecclesiastical question. Patriarch Macedonius of
Constantinople (496-511) followed the earlier position that the five patriarchs
should have participated in a synod. According to him; there was no other
solution. But the emperor did not like this position becaunse he feared the results
of a such a synod.*> The emperor claimed to call the synod because of the
political problems. The papal delegates had come to the Royal City in 515.%
The repression of Vitalian’s revolution dissuaded the convocation of the synod
and, therefore, the operation of the institution of the Pentarchy was difficult, or
rather impossible, during this period.

The ground during the period of the so-called Acacian schism was suitable for
the development of multiform allusions. The polemic of the two sides was at its
height in this period with regards to canon 28 and the so-called papal primacy of
Rome. This allusion has an exceptional interest because it directly referred to the

sense of the ecclesiastical administrative system *** Pope Gelasius (492-496)

“*The reasons which attest to the anticanonicity of the institution during this pcriod,
according to Vlass. Phidas, are the following:

1. The emperor tried to impose his edict through the authority of the five patriarchs, thereby
isolating the patriarchs from their ecclesiastical body. That is, the patriarchs could sign
expressing the belief of the patriarchal synod under them, as the metropolitical bishop
expressed the belief of the provincial synod of the bishops under them.

2. The violation of the principle of the unanimity of the five patriarchs is a part of the
pathology of the practice of the institution.

3. But also the majority of the Eastern patriarchs were succeeded through the violent removal
of the dissenter patriarchs and their replacement by persons who were “reprehensible in the
faith”. The last reason especially led to the breaking of the common unity even among the
patriarchs of the East.
see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.46-47.

“'F. Dvornik, Pope Gelasius and Emperor Anastasius I, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 44,

Miinchen, 1951, pp.111-116. Cf. W. de Vries, ;Op:f/aé‘of/a xai Kadod veouos, pp.35-37.
*Theodoros Anagnostes, Eccl. History, 1I, 24. PG 86, col. 196 Theophancs,

Chronography, a.m. 6002. PG 108, col. 360.

It seemed that the opinion for the convocation of a synod in Heracleia of Thrace was not

valid. see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.53, 1.97.

“*'Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.134.
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demonstrated himself to be a protagonist through his letters. He was the
instigator of the acts of pope Felix (i.e., of the schism between the two thrones).
The top priority question of this period was: Who judges the bishops of the
patriarchal thrones?*** This question was the ground on which the relationship of
the two thrones was built. The question was solved for the East and, because of
this, the decisions of Rome did not have any practical result. The one-sided
judgment of patriarch Acacius from the bishop of Rome was anticanonical. It
asserted that all patriarchs and their delegates must participate in the unusual
case of the adjudication of a patriarch.**® The position of pope Gelasius (as it
seemed from his relative letters to the bishops of Dardania) was diametrically
opposed to this.**” He argued against the patriarchal right of the See of
Constantinople (obviously disputing the Precedence of Honour of the throne),
and he developed the well known theory of the petrine Apostolicity of his throne.
He based this argument on canons 6 of the First Ecumenical Council and 3, 4 and
5 of Sardica (342/343), and he claimed that the papal See had primacy over the
whole Catholic Church. As we have seen, these positions were not new because
Leo had presented them in his polemic against the throne of Constantinople. Of
course, pope Gelasius added new things to it. He claimed more for the bishop of
the “Cathedrae Petri”, claiming not only the attribute of the “vicarii Petri” but
also the attribute of the “Vicarii Christi” with all the implications that this has
for the government of the Church.**® These claims were unacceptable for the
East, and as a result, they reduced the prestige of the bishop of Old Rome
(although some assignments for the unity of the Church had been made in
condescension). Thus, the East acquired the consciousness of the weight of the
ecclesiological deviations of the papal See made for the first time in this

period.**® The schism was so deep that the bridging of it could not occur during

**Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.139-155; Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, pp.197-200; R. Eno, The
Rise of the Papacy, pp.121 fT.

“*Vlassios Phidas recomposes the arguments of the East for the anticanonical judgment of
patriarch of Constantinople, from the relative letters of Gelasius I of Rome. see Phidas,
Pentarchy, 11, pp.140-142,

“TGelasius 1, Epist. XIII ad episcopos Dardaniae, PL 59, col. 65C fT.

“®It is a matter of course that these opinions did not prevail in this period, but were
preserved in the famous Pseudo-Isidorian decretals and influenced the evolution of the theory
of papal primacy of the papal See.

“*Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.156.
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the mediocre successors of Gelasius, Anastasius 1 (496-498) and Symmachus
(498-514) and the orthodox patriarchs of Constantinople Eufimius (490-496)
and Macedonius (496-511).*°

The failed attempts at reunification by the emperors increased instead rather
than decreased. The death of Anastasius in 518 and the promotion of the
orthodox emperor Justin (518-527) were the starting point of a new
ecclesiastical policy. Justinian (527-565), the nephew and successor of emperor
Justin, played an important role in its formation. The persistence of the decisions
of the Fourth Ecumenical Council was the fundamental difference in the policy of
the new emperor. The new Archbishop of New Rome; Ecumenical patriarch
John 11 the Cappadocian (518-520)," was called by the people of the Royal City
to declare the recognition of the synod of Chalcedon and to write in the diptychs
the names of his predecessors, patriarchs Eufimius and Macedonius and of pope
Leo. The patriarch anathematized the monophysite patriarch Severus of
Antioch.*® The scenes that followed in the church of St. Sophia are very
important because they demonstrate the belief of the people of Constantinople.**
The Endemousa synod of St. Sophia (518) deposed the patriarch Severus of
Antioch after it examined the request (Aéyo«) of the clergy of the patriarchate of
Antioch. The orthodox Paul II (519-521) was elected patriarch of Antioch.*
The restoration of the common unity between Old and New Rome was eased by

the decisions of the Endemousa synod.

“**We must mention that two rival parties had been created in Old Rome which we can call
pro-Eastern (Romanitas) and anti-Eastern (Christianitas). The limits and claims of these two
parties changed according to the situation, Their existence characterizes the ecclesiastical and
political life of Rome. The different position of the parties was evident in the ecclesiastical
policy of the popes who were promoted by them, towards the East. This situation also
continued after the end of the so-called Acacian schism. Cf. J. Richards, The Popes and the
Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, pp.69 ff; R. Davis, Introduction, in Liber
Pontificalis, Liverpool, 1989, pp.5 ff; J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, pp.158 ff.

“'The title Ecumenical (Odeoyuevids) was given to the patriarch John II Cappadocian of
Constantinople the first time by the clergy and the monks of the Antiochian patriarchate.
(Mansi, VIII, col.1038). The title was established in the consciousness of the East and was
connected with the honour that was given to the throne of New Rome. For the development of
the title see V. Phidas, Bu{avrwo, pp.275-277; J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, pp.305-306; C.
Papadopoulos, T¢ ITewreiov w00 éxiwrénov Poure, pp.129 ff.

62 Zebnpog yupicag avtov 1 aylag Tadeng exxhisiag favrp xpipatt Omébake, xpo&nlov magw.”
ACO, 111, p.74.

“>ACO, 111, pp.74-75.

“““Phidas, Pentarchy, I, p.57.
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The papal delegation in the East was successful with the letters of the
emperor'® and the patriarch*® of Constantinople in ordgfr;"intended the
communion between the two thrones. The legates of pope .iil(ﬁrmisdas (514 -
523) carried with them a Libellus of faith (Formula Hormisdae).**" This text, as
it was, could not be signed by patriarch John. He made important changes and

468

sent the text as a personal letter to the pope.*” The content of the letter

protected the rights of the See of Constantinople without being polemical, in the

“ Pope Hormisdas accepted

spirit of the canonical institution of the Pentarchy.
the letter of the patriarch of Constantinople with satisfaction, and correctly
interpreted the changes that the patriarch had made.*’® This appears in the letter
of the same pope to patriarch Epiphanius of Constantinople (520 - 535).’" The
end of the Acacian schism (519) did not lead to the unity of the Church, because
it deeply scarred the East.*”” The problems did not cease to exist because the
escape of Severus to Egypt moved there the center of the fight of the
Antichalcedonians. The institution of the Pentarchy was preserved strong and its
proper function was the only way that the unity of the Church could be realized.
The efforts of all the parties turned in this direction, that is, the unity of the

Church.  This period, until the Fifth Ecumenical Council, was -called

““PL 63, cols. 426 fT.

“PL 63, col. 429.

‘““"Mansi, VIII, cols. 451 ff. This text has many similarities with the Libellous of faith
(Regula fidei)y which the same pope had sent to the bishops of Eastern Illyricum (Jndiculus per
Pullionem. Mansi, VIII, col. 408). sec V. Phidas, Fsx.. Toropta, 1, p.673.

““Mansi, VIII, cols. 451-452.

““The patriarch stressed the equality of the Precedence of Honour of Old and New Rome.
Hence he stressed the equal participation in the privileges of the first throne. He recognized the
validity of the doctrinal and adminastrative decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council,
thereby recognizing the canonical validity of canons 3 of the Second Ecumenical council and
28 of the Fourth Ecumenical Council. Finally, he removed the derogatory phrase referring to
the person of the patriarch Acacius “by the apostolic throne condemned” (see Phidas,
Pentarchy, 11, p.58, fi.116). Cf. J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, p.214: Thus, the belief that the
patriarch condemned his predecessor Acacius, is incorrect (Cf. J. Richards, The Popes and the
Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, p.104).

%V, Phidas, ExxA. Trcopia, I, pp.677-678.

“'ACO, 111, p.57. B ‘

“™Vlassios Phidas observes that the long period of acerbity between Old and New Rome
with mutual concessions declined with the end of the Acacian- schism. «The papal See
recognized the patriarchal rights of the See of Constantinople, without resigning from its
claims regarding the primacy of power. The See of New Rome recognized the “preference of
the witness” of the papal See in the questions of the faith, without accepting the claims of
Gelasius as regards the primacy of power.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.159.
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* and there were many attempts made to find a solution

Neochalcec’ionismus,47
with the party of the antj»c'h'alcedonians, but all these ended in failure. We see
once more the operati'o&hvof the institution of the Pentarchy during these
dialogues, in the case of patriarch Anthimus of Constantinople. He was deposed
because of his anticanonical transposition from the See of Trebizond, but in
reality he was condemned because of his turn to Monophysitism (during the
dialogues that we have just mentioned). The dethronement was made by the
Endemousa synod in which pope Agapetus of Rome (535 - 536) presided.*”
Menas (536 - 552) was elected patriarch and was consecrated by pope
Agapetus.*” This event of the consecration of the bishdp of the Royal City by
the bishop of Old Rome was welcomed with great pleasure by the latter, and he
directly recognized the patriarchal right of the See of Constantinople.”’® The
unexpected death of pope Agapetus (22 April 536) did not prevent the
continuation of the proceedings of the Endemousa synod under the presidency of
patriarch Menas, including the participation of all the delegates of the
patriarchate, except for Alexandria.*”’ In the end, the institutional and orthodox
patriarchal thrones of Rome, Constantinople, Antioch and Jerusalem accepted
the unanimous decision for the renewal of the anathematization of Severus, Peter
and Zooras and the dethronement of Anthimus. This emphasizes the function of
the institution of the Pentarchy. The participation of delegates from all the
patriarchates was not symptomatic because all the patriarchates had to
participate in the adjudication of a bishop of a patriarchal (prestigious) throne.*”*

The unanimous decision was necessary for the authority of the decision (any

The effort for the restoration of the unity of the Church was based on a series of edicts
which Justinian issued. He issued the Theopaschitic edict (5 March 533) which caused the
Theopaschitic controversy (which finished in the Endemousa of Constantinople in 536 with the
victory of orthodoxy). He also issued the edicts against Origenism (543) and against the Three
Chapters (544), that is against Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa. -
V. Phidas, Exxi. Tr=opia, 1, pp.678-708; J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, pp.216 fi.

“"“Phidas. Pentarchy, 11, p.64; J. Moorhead, Justinian, London, 1994, pp.127.

5, Papaddpoulos, 16 Ipwreiov w00 éxwnimov Payuns, pp.111-112; J. Richards, The Popes
and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, p.128.

“SACO, 111, p.153.

“Patriarch Theodosius of Alexandria did not take part in the proceedings by the synod
because he was deposéd and was isolated in Derka of Constantinople.

“®The case of the Judgment of patriarch Paul Tabennesiotes of Alexandria in the synod of
Gaza (540) is equal (Mansi IX, col. 706). The delegates of all the patriarchates participated
there. sec Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.185-186. -
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absences were covered from the common letters). The Endemousa synod, in 536,
is a manifestation of the canonical function of the institution of the Pentarchy.*”
Emperor Justinian, in his legislative work validated the canonical function of
the institution of the Pentarchy as he also validated the whole canonical work of
the Church.**® Novel 109 was regarded as a substantial enough argument in
order to show that Justinian had introduced the institution of the Pentarchy of
the patriarchs into the Church.*®' The earlier and later researchers (who also
uncritically copy the older ones) repeat this opinion as we have mentioned. 2
Hence, not only the historical evolution, which came before, but also the
foundations of the legislative work of Justinian have been neglected.*™ Any
conclusions have been based on the misinterpretation of the meaning of
Justinian’s legislative work.*** As a result, this led to the Pentarchy being
interpreted under the prism of the whole legislative work. The sources and the
facts of the Fourth and Fifth century proved that the emperors favoured the
creation of centralized administrative structures in the organization of the
Church**® This position was preserved in the ecclesiastical policy of the
emperors of the sixth century. Of course the problem was that, in certain ways,
the emperors tried to use the institution of the Pentarchy, and thus violated the

synodical character of the Church and led to the disunity of the Church, rather

"Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.67.

480«10&&\4 Vopwy ToUg ayious EXrANGLacTIRONE Xavivag Tols Ut ey aylwv Tescapuy cuvbswy dxredévias 7
bebawdéviacy Novel 131 (PAA" Neapa), Z. von Lingenthal, Imp. Justiniani Novellae, 11,
Pp.266-267. The same position was held by emperor Zeno and he had validated canon 28 of the
Fourth Ecumenical Council with a law (see Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.191). Emperor
Valentinian I (425-455) made the pope the unquestioned patriarch of the West (sec G.
Barraclough, The Medieval Papacy, p.27) through his famous edict (455) (J. Stevenson.
Creeds ..., pp.328-329) during the controversy between St. Hilary of Arles and Leo I of Rome
(ibid p. 86). So, clearly the state had recognized the rights of the patriarchal thrones before
Justinian. Justinian summarized with his work the legislative work of his predecessors of West
and East.

B rdvreg rodwvws of ayudtator waong i Olxoupévrg maspdpyal, 8 e T eomeplag Popng »al tad-
T Thg bacthisog mohews xai TAhelavipelag xai Occundhews al Teposohdpwy xat mdves of Un” avmohe e
TRYUEVOL GOUDTATOL ERIEXGTOL THY &ROSTONMYY XTp)TTOUS FisTwy Te Xal rapadosw» Z. von Lingenthal.
Imp. Justiniani Novellae, I1, p.154.

“*F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, pp.75-76.

Bsee Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.161-207. F. Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy,
pp.71-75. o )

*“There is the opinion of a caesaropapism in the ecclesiastical policy of Justinian (Cf. W.
_de Vrices, Opdodolia xal Kadodvuopss, pp.41-43) but also other opinions assert that the emperor
was subordinated to the Church.

“Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.163, fi.5.
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than the unification which they derived. Justinian ascertained that the results of
this policy were tragic for the political unity of the Empire itself, and adopted, in
his relations with the Church, the principle of mutual agreement (consonantia).
The emperor-theologian had «a consciousness of the coincidence of the state
with the ecclesiastical community in Byzantium»** The “principle of
consonance” was based on the theory of the God-given royal and sacerdotal
power, which demanded the agreement of the two vehicles of power (political
and spiritual) because a divergence between these two powers was
inconceivable. The whole legislative work of Justinian does not refer to the
Church, because the state legislates for itself (for the state itself). The Christian
empire had to confront the event that composed its spiritual reality with
legislative consistency.**’ The strength of the canon was obligated for the state to
such a degree, that canons would predominate over the law in situations where
there were disagreements between them. The political ideology of Justinian was
the political ideology on which the historical continuity of the Empire moved.
The principles of this political ideology stand up today and continue to influence
the political thought of the orthodox world to a certain degree.

Justinian’s law also encloses the institution of the Pentarchy. This institution
had been established by the decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council, but also
by the exceptional authority of the prestigious Sees and the established
ecclesiastical practice and consciousness. Therefore, Justinian does not innovate
but rather legalizes what was in force. Vlassios Phidas comments on a related
passage of a letter of emperor Justinian.**® He ascertains the consciousness of the
emperor concerning the Pentarchy and its acceptance as an ancient ecclesiastical
institution that guarded the order and orthodoxy of the faith.**’ The emperor

recognizes the five patriarchs as the highest administrative authority with which

“Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.165.

“see V. Phidas, Buldvrewo, pp.218-223.
B bn el aywou*sf ~nv eyy)nf'amwr,v zalm te xat -1[.4!1.4()GH nat —n.' op?ooo’ov TieTLY, .mau~n
acébeway Exdixerte.. &mt £Toly rn)cm: xal ol amosTohow, cautols ebiswoal kal Tolg ra'pvap/a' xal maviag
Tobg Lepstq eauGHwaL Tescirov e Ty E)’)’)\Y]GLQGTLVT‘I naracrasw ohx tbuhdtate, &ri o &v prdevi ypbve ye
vop.evov Umd 7pw'ruszv evohpisate motfoat. [laviwy yap paraswrarwy atpuapyay Ty ©eds &AAT A0 Sva-
oty Ex0vTav obdeis Eavtov T1g xadohixilg Sdeiag &y pncey, ei ui davepig alpetund) pavia xazeiyeto, drep O-
peiz exi 100 RapdvTog moety éorouddcate.» Justinian, Epistle [ Erictoly) mpbs tevag yoabavrag xal éxéi-
xnoavias Océdupov ov duscedy (549)], PG 86/1, col. 1043: Mansi iX, col. 592 A.

“Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.176-177.
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the state ought to collaborate. This position gave a certain slant to all the laws

that referred to ecclesiastical quéstions.490

Justinian, through his IegiSI_,;{t§VC work,
secured the Church from outward interventions without changing an?tﬁing in her
canonical operation.

But this does not mean that Justinian always respected the institution of the
Pentarchy. The emperor, despite the fact that in his legislative work refuted the
policy of his predecessors, often fell into the temptation of making arbitrary
interventions by the state in the life of the Church, with the edict of the “Three
Chapters” (circa 544) and with the edict for the imposition of Aphthartodocetism
(563). Thus, he tried to imposé his will on the patriarchs in trying to unite them
with the party of the antichalcedonians. The famous edict against the “Three
Chapters” caused many problems and reactions. The convocation of an
Ecumenical Council was necessary to overcome the acute crisis among the
orthodox without destroying the unity of the Church, and because the
Ecumenical council could express the faith of the Catholic Church with
exactness. The dispute lasted a long time. Finally, Pope Vigilius (537-555)*" in
response to the bitter reaction of the Western bishops was obligated to invalidate
the Judicatum (12 April 548) though he was in favour of the condemnation of
the “Three Chapters”.*”

All parts agreed that a Great Synod should be convened. The way the synod
was convened, and the formation of the synod itself, was of the most importance,
though these questions have not been satisfactorily investigated from the
beginning. This question is at the center of our interest, because it is directly
connected with the administrative organization of the Church. The first proposal
of Vigilius for the participation of a great number of Western bishops (five or six
from each province) was proved incongruous with the established practice

because the Western bishops did not come to Constantinople. This proposal

“for the regulations of Justinian concerning the ecclesiastical questions see Phidas,
Pentarchy, 11, pp.171-176. Cf. P. O’Connell, The Ecclesiology of St. Nicephorus I (758-828),
pp.30 ff; J. Moorhead, Justinian, pp.117-120.

“'Pope Vigilius had been promoted to the See of Old Rome because of the direct support of
Justinian and the help of the Roman army of Italy. Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.212; J. Kelly, The
Oxford Dictionary of Popes, p.60; J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle
Ages 476-752, pp.129 fY.

2Cf. J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, pp.239 fT; J. Moorhead, Justinian, p.131.
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referred to the beginning of the metropolitical system, which had lost its strength
after the canonical decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council. Pope Vigilius
knew the strength of the new situation well, and intended with his proposal, as
well as with others that followed, to strengthen his position, not only against the
Eastern but mainly against the Western bishops.

Pope Vigilius answered the proposal of patriarch Eutychius (552-565 & 577-
'582) to participate in the synod, with a warm letter in which he put a prerequisite
for his participation in the synod, that is, the practice of the “principle of
aequitas” ' The vagueness of the Greek, or other translations, (the guarded
right) did not allow for a complete understanding of the proposal of the pope.***
Vlassios Phidas*” and Eu. Chrissos** prefer to translate “equality” as meaning
“aequitas”. The proposals which pope Vigilius made, gave credence to this
position, because the pope requested an equal number of Western and Eastern

d.*7 This evolution in the

bishops in the formation of the Ecumenical syno
position of the bishop of Rome can only be interpreted because of the inability of
a great number of Western bishops to participate. Pope Vigilius (moving in the
same direction) proposed the convocation of a synod of the Western bishops in
Sicily **® It is a matter of course that the emperor and the East were opposed to
this proposal because it undermined the participation of the pope in the Fifth
Ecumenical Council. Justinian, in return, proposed the calling of the bishops that

*“? The pope, in return, proposed

the pope wanted to participate from the West.
that a council be called made up of equal number of Eastern and Western
bishops.>® Justinian again did not accept the proposal because he was not deeply

interested in the formation of an Ecumenical Council.

““Mansi, IX, cols.185-188; Mecletios of Nikopolis (Metr.), H Héunwy Oécoypeviey Stvedoc.
pp. 177-179.

*“"Mansi, IX, col. 189; Meletios of Nikopolis (Metr.), H [Téu=y; Oé. Sovodos, p.182.

“Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.213. '

i Chrissos, H Exxinowastom o) izom w05 Tovswvavos xaza whv o meol v Tglx Kegadaia
xal v E” Odcoypevixiyy Zivodov, p.93. Metropolitan Meletios of Nikopolis has the opposite
opinion and prefers the meaning of “justice”. sece Meletios of Nikopolis (Metr.), ‘H ITéu==;
Odxe. Sovodes, p. 182, 11.55. .

*ICf. J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, p.152.

“*Mansi, IX, col. 64 C.

see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.215.

*%pope Vigilius proposed the cancellation of the formation of an Ecumenical Council
whose convocation he had agreed to. He proposed the formation of a council of a few members
from an equal number of Eastern and Western bishops. He accepted as delcgates of the East the
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Finally, Justinian proposed the committal of the disagreement to an arbitration
(contradictio). The emperor would determine the judges (the umpires), and
therefore, the dissenters would not have been the judges. The emperor only
accepted the proposal of the pope for a council (in practice having reversed the
conditions that the pope had put with this precondition). In the beginning, the
emperor proposed a council at which all the patriarchates would participate with
an equal number of delegates. He did not accept, as foundation of this council,
an equal number of delegates from East and West. Of course the practice of the
contradictio did not refer to the synodical system and did not solve any doctrinal
disagreement. The state tried to intervene in the question of ecclesiastical unity,
in the context of understanding the positions of rival parties. Justinian’s proposal
did not confuse the meaning of the synodical institution with the meaning of the
contradictio™' The proposal of pope Vigilius was dangerous to the function of
the synodical institution itself through introducing a geographical separation
between East and West, and the "principle of equal delegation" among rival
parties in the formation of a synod. These positions were directly opposed to the
synodical tradition of the Church. The real purpose of the bishop of Old Rome
was demonstrated by the efforts of the emperor and other patriarchs to convince
him to participate in the council. The stubborn refusal of Vigilius to participate in
the synod led to the temporary restoration of the prestige of the pope in the West

but in reality it weakened the papal claims to primacy.”” It is obvious that the

three patriarchs who were in Constantinople and the delegate of the patriarch of Jerusalem. He
accepted with this proposal the patriarchal honour of the See of New Rome and the function of
the Pentarchy. But he did not accept with these proposals the institution of the Pentarchy as a
principle of convocation of an Ecumenical Council. (sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.216)
*'Vlassios Phidas believes that the proposal for the practice of the contradictio is not an
expression of emperor Justinian’s perceptions as regards the synod because:
1. This proposal was a counter-proposal to the pope's position for the formation of a council of
equal delegates from East and West.
2. The first counter-proposal of Justinian foresaw isometric counsel of all the patriarchates.
3. The second proposal (the contradictio) was a solution of necessity.
4. The question that the contradictio should have examined was the unity of the Church,
because all the patriarchs had accepted the condemnation of the “Three Chapters”.
5. If Justinian had regarded the synod as contradictio, he would have sent his delegates (as
umpires) in the Fifth Ecumenical Council, which he did not do.
(Phidas, Pentarchy, 1I, pp.220-221). The events show that Justinian had a clear
understanding of the function of the synodical institution in the life of the Church.
*%«This position of Vigilius was not in favour of the claimed papal primacy. The claim of it
was easier in the context of the canonical institution of the Pentarchy, because the center of the
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only possible solution was the formation of the Ecumenical Council on the basis
of the institution of the Pentarchy, according to the standing canonical
tradition.*®

The Fifth Ecumenical Council, held in Constantinople (553), was the first to
be convoked after the establishment of the institution of the Pentarchy.’™ How
the Ecumenical Council was to be formed, was clear to the emperor and to the
East, in as much as it had to be done according to the institution of the
Pentarchy. At the same time there was no concern over the number of patriarchal
delegates from each See. Therefore, the proposal of Pope Vigilius arguing for
equal number of delegates (from East and West) failed. Historically, only very
small papal delegations participated at previous synods without reducing the
authority of the council. In practice the weight of the representation of the faith
of the church fell on the patriarchs and their delegates. The patriarchs shared the
responsibility of the decisions of the synod. This did not involve the co-
presidency of the council, because the one who had the first place according to
the Precedence of Honour was the one who presided. Patriarch Eutychius of
Constantinople had the presidential chair at the synod, because pope Vigilius of

Rome did not participate in the proceedings of the council*®®

weight was put on the body of the Western bishops and not on the papal See through the equal
delegation of East and West.» Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, p.224.

3 The question of the canonical tradition about the formation of the Ecumenical councils is
equally interesting with that of the administrative organization of the Church. It is a fact that
they “walk” in parallel (we can say that they adjoin) with the historical evolution of the
administrative organization (which wc followed). Thus the invitation to all the bishops of the
Catholic Church for the formation of the First Ecumenical Council shows the form of the
administrative organization of the Church at the beginning of the fourth century. The
imposition of the metropolitical system during the formation of the next Ecumenical councils
(II, I11, and IV), by carrying the relation of the Ecumenical council with the bishops from the
level of the Episcopal province to the level of the metropolitical province. But each bishop did
not stop being the vehicle of belicf in his local church in which the synodical system was
formed. The evolution that was realized in the fifth century through the prevalence of the
centralized tendencies in the ecclesiastical administration, led to the imposition of the
patriarchal system in the function of the administration. The five prestigious Sees of Rome,
Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem were put as the highest administrative
heads after the Fourth Ecumenical Council. The new administrative reality had as result the
formation of the Ecumenical Council during the sixth century. sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 11,
pp.225-240. "

%P, Christou, EXAnv. Hasgokoyia, v.5, pp.32-35; L. Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical
Councils, pp.207-257, Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, p.201-206; L Karmiris, Dogmatica et
Symbolica, pp.168-181; G. Konidaris, I'ev. Esexc. Iozopia, pp.449 II; V. Phidas, Exx2. Torepiz,
I, pp.708 ff; V. Stefanidis, ExxA. Toropiz, pp.235 ff; W. de Vries, Orient et Occident, pp.1611T.

*%see Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.245-248. According to Vlassios Phidas «in the proceedings
(of the synods) a definite process, equivalent to the senate and the political courts, was not




The refusal of pope Vigilius to participate in the council, was not an
impediment for the convocation and the proceedings of the synod. The pope had"
the intention of presenting his own positions separately and declaring that the
Fifth Ecumenical Council was an Eastern synod in order to succeed in the
equivelance that he claimed. Hence, he issued the Constitutum I before the end
of the proceedings of the Fifth Ecumenical council.’®® He condemned the
teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia, but did not accept the condemnation of
Theodoret of Cyrus and Tbas of Edessa. At the same time he presented papal
primacy with emphasis and proved that he knew the similar claims of his
predecessor Gelasius.””’ The reaction of Justinian and his synod against the
actions of the pope was direct. Justinian, in his letter to the synod, asked for the
removal of Vigilius’ name from the diptychs, but not to cut off communion with
the papal See.’”® This proposal had all the canonical prerequisites, according to
the institution of the Pentarchy, because the pope had fallen into erroneous
behiefs about the Church. The opinion of the emperor was in harmony with the
position of the synod. The problem for pope Vigilius was that the decisions of
the synod were also practiced in the West, because the expedition of General
Nerses in Italy had succeeded.’® Therefore, pope Vigilius in his letter to
patriarch Eutychius of Constantinople accepted the decisions of the council and

510

invalidated all his texts which were contradictory to them.’'® This letter was the

official text of the acceptance of the synodical decisions, and was incorporated

511

into the records. Thus, unanimity succeeded among the five patriarchs, Pope

Vigilius died during his return to Rome, in Syracuse of Sicily, on 7th June 555.

strictly followed, because the direction of the debates was rudimentary.» V. Phidas, Exxk. Tozo-
pz’a, I: p246

**Mansi, IX, cols. 61 fl. sce J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle
Ages 476-752, p.152.

*sce Phidas, Pentarchy, 11, pp.248-251.

*®Mansi, X, col. 367B.

*PIEE, v.7, p.198; J. Moorhcad, Justinian, pp.72-88.

5'(’Mansi, IX, cols. 413-417. .

*"Pope Vigilius composed the I Constitutum (Mansi X, cols.455 ff) of 22 February 554,
which explained his position and he accepted the decisions of the council. Vlassios Phidas
preserved the very important witness of the biographer of patriarch Eutychios (P.G. 86/2,
cols.2308-2309) according to which pope Vigilious participated in the Fifth Ecumenical
council and which is interpreted only under the sense of the final agreement of the pope
through the 17 Constitutum. see Pentarchy, v.11, p.253: J. Meyendorff, Imperial Unity, p.243;
J. Moorhead, Justinian, pp.135-136.




His successor Pelagius (556-561) received the brunt of the reactions which
continued in the West. The question of the authority of the Fifth Ecumenical
Council was not disputed by any pope and continued to prevail in the West,
though there were some reactions.

The formation of the Fifth Ecumenical Council, according to the institution of
the Pentarchy, was the result of the imposition of this institution on the
ecclesiastical government during the century following the Fourth Ecumenical
council. The institution was tested in this period by the arbitrary interventions of
the state (of emperors), which attempted to use the institution as a vehicle of
uniting the Church. Of course, the agreement of the patriarchs was not enough
on an issue of faith. To express the faith of the Catholic Church, convocation of
a synod, was necessary. This also happened in the case of the “Three Chapters”.
Convocation of an Ecumenical council was judged as necessary for the solution
of the issue, because the agreement of the patriarchs was not enough. The
position of the Western bishops obviously proves their opposition to any notion
of papal infallibility and primacy, because they demanded and succeeded in the
synodical solution of the question concerning the three Chapters. The Fifth
Ecumenical Council was a canonical tradition and a model for the Church. The
following Ecumenical Councils were convoked according to the established

institution of the Pentarchy.




EPILOGUE

The synod of Carthage (418) sent the well-Known epistle to the bishop of Old
Rome at the beginning of the fifth century.’'* The synod, in a strict tone, asked
from the bishop of Rome in a prophetic way, «fa A7) TV Xamverdn Tidov Tob xopoy
Sobwuev elodyery ©y Tov Xptotou éxxAnsia, fric o pws THg aroTyTos, xal T TAREvVODOG-
cUvig TV Tpéoay Toiz wov Qedv Belv éridupoie rovadépecn’ ™ The evolution of the
events unfortunately confirmed the fear of the fathers of the synod of Carthage.
The East became conscious of the meaning of the ecclesiological deviations of
Rome which had first been diagnosed by the church of Carthage, at the end of
the fifth and at the beginning of the sixth century. The historical evolution
allowed the bishops of Old Rome to claim and impose their positions (about
papal primacy of power over all of the bishops of the Catholic Church). The
recovery of Italy from the Roman army buried these theories for centuries. Later
in the ninth century, Old Rome brought the theory of the papal primacy again to
the fore. The attempt to put to practice these serious ecclestological deviations
by the bishop of Old Rome had tragic consequences for the relations between the
West and the East during the Second Christian millennium. This reality led
historians of the Early Church to draw conclusions based upon their “party”
affiliation. The Reformation was especially important in leading the partisans of
Roman primacy to what we might call a “committed theology”. This explains the
serious deviations (which we have seen) among the ecclesiastical historians
whom we have presented. Therefore, we attempted to discern in our thesis the
accuracy of interpretation of the sources, in order to do away with any
disfigurement or falsification of historical reality.

It is a fact that the canonical decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council
(451) established the institution of the Pentarchy, which had already been
established in the consciousness of the ecclesiastical body. The elevation of five
of the most prestigious Sees to patriarchates was not self-determined, but was

rather the result of the prerequisites that made up the Precedence of Honour of

*Zibid pp. 73 ff.
SBSyntagma, v.3, p.621; For the English translation sce J. Stevenson, Creeds..., p.251.




these Sees. Witness of faith, political importance, Apbstolicity, position in
synods, the whole ecclesiastical life of each throne and its connections: with
others were some of the prerequisites (principles of ecclesiastical adminigtration)
which made up the Precedence of Honour during the first three Christian
centuries. The combination of the Precedence of Honour with the right to ordain
and adjudicate bishops was gradually realized during the fourth century in the
context of the metropolitical system. It was completed during the fifth century in
the context of the function of patriarchal institution. This situation produced the
forms that allowed the five most prestigious See to impose their jurisdiction. The
meaning of canon 28 of the Fourth Ecumenical Couhcil was determinative
because the question of the jurisdiction of the throne of Constantinople was
finally and absolutely established with it. Only the question of the jurisdiction
over Eastern Illyricum, where the thrones of Old and New Rome were bound up
in controversy was unsolved. On the other hand, the See of Old Rome did not
impose itself on the bishops of the West until the sixth century. Besides this
situation, the East never disputed the role of the bishop of Rome as patriarch of
the West. Of course, it must be said that the East oftentimes gave authority to
Old Rome that it did not have.

The patriarchal institution had been established in the consciousness of the
ecclesiastical body, so as to function during the proceedings of the Fourth
Ecumenical Council. The institution functioned following the synod, despite
difficulties that arose from the policy of unification of the emperor, and from the
so-called Acacian schism. The emperors claimed the use of the institution in
favour of their policy, outside the context of the synodical system, and thereby
damaged the unity of the Catholic Church. The institution of the Pentarchy had
to serve the unity and protect the orthodoxy of the faith. It is a fact that all the
Ecumenical Councils after the Fifth Ecumenical Council were convoked and
established on the basis of the institution of the Pentarchy. Also, all of the
questions that occupied the Catholic Church (such as the adjudication of bishops
of patriarchal thrones) were dealt with within the limits of the-institution. Thus,
the legislative work of emperor Justinian had a ratifying character for an already

canonical order of the Church.
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The institution of thé Pentarchy of the patriarchs had the confidence of the
ecclesiastical body by the fifth century. The function of the institution was based
on authentic ecclesiological presuppo-,sf‘itivons, devised for the church and defined
by it in accordance with the historical necessities of the period. Hence, the
function of the institution, in spite of schisms, is still active today, and therefore,
this thesis has a direct reference to our own period. This period of the Early
Church is characterized by many great and important persons. Many of them
played an important role in the formation of this institution. In the end of this
thesis we would not like to extend any more our conclusions and analysis,
because this is done in the previous pages. Our aim was to serve in the level that
our ability allowed the theological researchers and the contemporary age of
dialogues and communications, and to question the sources about the historical
truth. For that matter this thesis was not for us just an academic exercise, but an

exercise of body and spirit as this understood in the Church.

Tedoe
xat 9 Ok Soka

indeed!
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