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POPE FORMOSUS AND PREORDINATION.

THE student of Church history is often in despair of arriving

at any definite conclusion in regard to matters which are

vouched for as facts by some of the Church historians. To
those who have spent some little time in reading the works or the

criticisms of such writers as Labbe, Baronius, Natalis Alexander

and Morinus, it is sufficient only to mention these names in order

to recall the very opposite conclusion to which one is sometimes

driven, the indecision of mind which seems to be the outcome of

study a little more profound than usual, the fruitless efforts to put

together a consistent account even of some of the more important

episodes in the Church's history. If in this state of mind the stu-

dent is willing to be sent to the original authorities from whom
these writers have obtained their material, he may at first be temp-

ted to think that now at last he will discover what are the facts,

now he will be able to draw his own inferences. But he will

probably find to his dismay that he is well-nigh incapable of fol-

lowing the train of thought of his author; the sense eludes his

mental grasp; the conclusions of his premises are in many cases

so obviously contradictory that he falls back upon any summary

at hand, and is disposed to take as a sufficient guide what before

seemed wholly inadequate. But throughout the course of his read-

ing he has at least gained some good; he may remember what

the original authorities do not say, or what they cannot consistently

say. Indeed, this is a great good; for is it not a fact of almost

daily occurrence in controversy that Fathers and Councils and
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standard Catholic writers are quoted to confirm what they really

contradict

It is with the view of examining the evidence in the matter of

Formosus that this sketch is written; it is to discover what is

really told us about him in the Councils and the pages of those

writers who were contemporary with him, or who were the earliest

compilers of the history of his time. The subject is interesting,

for it is closely allied with the teaching of the Church on the

validity of ordinations; the manner of its treatment by various

writers is also interesting on account of the opposite conclusions

which have been drawn.

But it might seem unnecessary to discuss the question, since we
can always appeal to the unerring guidance of the Church. Still,

• as has been done in so many other cases where the reasons for the

Church's infallibility are either not understood or not accepted, so

in this present case our plain course must be to test conclusions

by the force of the evidence of history and language. Needless

to say, the case of Pope Formosus, which has presented difficulties

where no difficulty ought to arise, if only the true doctrine of in-

fallibility were rightly understood, is one of many pressed into the

service of controversy and supposed to disprove the Church's divine

mission.

Briefly his career was as follows: He was Bishop of Porto; he

was degraded in 876 by Pope John VIII.; he was absolved by

Pope Marinus; he was later acclaimed Pope by the Roman people;

after his death his body was dragged from the tomb, mutilated

and thrown into the Tiber. His memory was, in turn, execrated

and held in veneration. His decisions are said to have been re-

versed by Popes Stephen VI. and Sergius III., and by Councils

under these Popes. Priests who were ordained by Formosus are

said to have been reordained. On this story has been based a

denial of infallibility, of purity of doctrine, of consistency in teach-

ing, in short, of everything that makes the Church fit to direct the

consciences of her subjects. We shall see if the conclusion is wholly

justified by the premises, and if the premises themselves are true.

Now it has been stated by writers of every shade of belief that

the Popes of the ninth and tenth centuries freely degraded and

as freely reconsecrated—taking these terms as applying to validity

and not to jurisdiction only—the nominees of their predecessors.

Therefore, it is concluded, suoh Popes did not recognize the

validity of those ordinations which they condemned; or, what
is much worse, if they did consider such ordinations valid, then

Popes and Councils have been guilty of grave error. Without com-
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bating the distorted view of infallibility held by the Church's adver-

saries,—although an elementary knowledge of the Catholic doc-

trine should prevent a man from confounding infallibility with im-

peccability, the impossibility of erring under certain determined

circumstances with the impossibility of sinning,—it will be suffi-

cient for our present purpose to examine all the evidence we can

get on the one question of Pope Formosus, in order to see if there

was any error at all, not indeed in matters of faith or morals, but

in matters of discipline. That there could be no error in matters

of faith or morals—in the Catholic understanding of the term

—

must be here taken for granted since the Church's freedom from

error is abundantly demonstrated, and since the point under dis-

cussion is altogether outside the scope of infallibility.

"Janus," the author of "The Pope and the Council," may put the

objection in its popular form.

"i. During the devastations of Goths and Lombards, there was

"a collapse of all learning and theology, which distorted the dog-

"matic tradition. Since the eighth century the ordinations of cer-

"tain Popes began to be annulled, and bishops and priests ordained

"them were compelled to be reordained. Constantine II. (769) is

"a case in point. He obtained the primacy by force of arms. He
"was deposed and all his ordinations were pronounced invalid."

"2. The strongest case is that of Formosus, whose ordinations

"were rejected. Popes and Synods decided in glaring contradic-

"tion to one another on the question of the validity of the ordi-

nations, and in Rome all sure knowledge on the doctrine was lost.

"3. Since the eighth century ordinations which were valid ac-

cording to immutable laws had been declared null at Rome.
"4. The increase of simony had given occasion to Popes to annul

"a number of ordinations at a Roman Synod. This was based on
"the double error that simony was heresy and that heresy made
"the ordination invalid."

In answer to these objections Hergenrother says that "reordi-

"nations prove nothing against infallibility, because no kind of dog-

"matic decisions is involved therein, and we do not understand

"the doctrine as Janus interprets it. The question was for a long

"time undecided, and many harsh expressions are to be construed

"only in the sense of illicitness, not of invalidity."

To confirm this last statement one might refer to passages where
Popes seem to insist upon the absolute nullity of orders given by
heretics. But it would at the same time be necessary to prove that

their condemnation extended beyond the mere licitness of such

ordinations and the canonical recognition of them as to rank and
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exercise, before we could partially agree with Janus. Furthermore,

as a reconciliatory rite existed for the purpose of reinstallation into

ecclesiastical dignities which had been uncanonically obtained, we

must understand this reinstallation in the sense of a bestowal oi

jurisdiction or a recognition of such orders "in foro Ecclesiae."

But to return to the case of Formosus. His early history and

the manner of his accession to the papacy must be briefly touched

upon, because his adversaries, in rejecting his ordinations, appeal

to his uncanonical election, and to his vow to refrain from offering

himself as a candidate. In the year 873 he was sent as legate by

Pope John VIII. into Germany and France; a sufficient testimony

to his worth. In 876 a Synod under the same Pope in the basilica

S. Dei Genitricis (ad martyres) declared Formosus degraded, ex-

communicated, anathematised, unless he repented of and amended

his course of action. The reason of this, it is asserted, was that

having been sent into Bulgaria by Nicolas I. (858-867) he had

imposed on King Michael an oath to decline to accept any other

bishop from the Holy See; that, furthermore, desirous of getting

the papacy, he had won over many adherents by devious methods;

that he had deserted his parish without leave, and had engaged

in conspiracies against the Emperor Charles. On the 21st of April,

in the same year, the French and Germans were apprised of this

decision and advised to refrain from intercourse with Formosus.

In June another Synod, consisting of twenty-nine bishops, was

assembled in the Church of St. Peter. In this Synod Formosus

and his partisans were condemned to perpetual excommunication,

because they had refused to perform their penance or to show

themselves contrite. On the 14th of September a Synod at Troves

confirmed the judgment already passed in the previous Roman

Synod, and Formosus, it is said, took an oath never to return to

Rome to plead his cause nor in any way to try to regain the posi-

tion due to his sacred orders. This is the oath to which his ad-

versaries appeal; but it must be observed in passing, that of the

nature of this oath or of its occasion our knowledge is at least very

doubtful, since it is not certain that any Synod whatsoever exacted

it. The Synod which is quoted, or rather the session of the Synod,

was not known to have been held until Richter, in 1843, discov-

ered it in the codex of Mersbourg. Jaffe adds that the acts of this

session are open to serious doubt. Hefele confirms this by pointing

out that the signatures appended to it do not agree with the sig-

natures affixed to the Synod of Troyes; in fact some of them are

manifest errors. To quote only a few instances: the signature

of Bennon appears instead of that of Otram as Archbishop oi
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Vienna; that of Heldebold instead of Ingelwins for Paris; that of

Bodo instead of Ottulf for Troyes ; that of Isaac instead of Anselm

for Limoges, and about ten other mistakes in a short list of thirty-

five. But what is far more damaging is that some bishops appeared

to have signed as bishops who were either raised to their sees some
time after the Synod took place or who were actually dead some
time before. Thus Erpuin, who died in 871; Alto, in 870, are

cited for a Synod in 878. This would seem to show that both the

fact and the occasion of the oath are doubtful. Later writers assert

that the oath was extorted from Formosus; however this may be,

Marinus I. (882-884) released Formosus from whatever oath he had

taken, as Auxilius and others tell us: "Out of compassion it was
decreed that Formosus should be freed from the oath." Formosus
now resumed his episcopal dignity, and became famous for sanctity

and influence; so much so that he was the actual consecrator of Pope
Stephen V. (885-891), and as his influence increased he was con-

sidered worthy of being himself acclaimed as Pope by the majority

of the Roman clergy and people, and recognized as such by the

most remote nations. Luitprandus asserts that the election was

the result of a noisy faction ; others condemn Formosus for cupidity

and ambition and violence; Auxilius denies this, whilst the "lit-

sectiva in Romam" tells us: "Though he (Formosus) resisted thy

invitation, O Rome, and though he clung to his altar, Thou didst

drag him from it perforce, and with hymns of joy didst enthrone

him on the highest of all thrones, the Apostolic seat, showing

obeisance to him, blessing whomsoever he blessed and cursing

whomsoever he cursed." Luitprandus, however, gives quite an-

other version, for he says that Sergius was to be the new Pope, and

that it was he who was dragged from his altar and was expelled

from the city. Auxilius seems to be the better authority, for rea-

sons which will appear.

With the actual reign of Formosus (891-896) we have at present

nothing to do, nor with the reign of his successor, who survived

his election a few weeks only. It is well ascertained that the public

and private life of Formosus as Pope was as blameless as his later

episcopal life; all except his political rivals agree in extolling his

sanctity which, it is said, was confirmed by God himself, who did

not disdain to show His pleasure in His servant by working mira-

cles. Flodardus, Pseudo-Luitprandus and Sigebertus are also loud

in their praises of Formosus.

But difficulties now arise. We are confronted with a very un-

fortunate episode in history, if indeed all that has been asserted

must be taken without reserve. Successive Popes—Stephen VI,
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John IX, Sergius III, Undo all that their predecessors had de-

creed as inviolable. Successive Synods contradicted one another.

Acts of Synods were burned; Popes were condemned by Popes:

bishops were degraded; the papal throne was as insecure and the

lives of its occupants as much in jeopardy as was the case in the

most violent periods of secular history. The contention of our

adversaries, whether they are of the number of those who do not

understand the real question at issue, or of those who confound

the real question with one of dogma, is that Popes must surely have

been wrong in condemning valid ordinations. But we ask, was

all this action due to ignorance of the Church's teaching, or was

it due to a want of perception of the difference between licitness

and validity? Was the teaching of the Church as explicit then as

it is now? But in order to form some idea of the state of the

Church, and to see how difficult it is to assent to the conclusions

of various writers, it will be well to examine such words of the

Popes and Synods and other authorities as bear on the subject.

Pope Stephen VI (896-897) held a Synod at Rome in January,

897, before which the corpse of Formosus, dragged from its tomb,

was set up, decked out in episcopal robes, and was put on its

trial, a mock one to be sure, for neither the corpse nor its advocates

—who remained discreetly dumb—vouchsafed any reply to the lead-

ing questions proposed. It was condemned and excommunicated,

three of its fingers were cut off and it was thrown into the Tiber.

The ordinations, it is said, which Formosus had performed were

declared null and void. We have three authorities for these facts.

I say three, because I am dealing chiefly with the reordination ques-

tion, and authorities who are quoted are all reducible to the three,

whose words, as we shall see, leave scope for a variety of interpre-

tations. These three are, in order of time and importance

:

1. The acts of a Council held under Pope John IX in 898.

2. The writings of Auxilius.

3. The Antapodosis, a history of the lives of emperors and kings

by Luitprandus.

It might seem ungracious to weaken the force of the testimony

of one of these three. However, it is very necessary to premise

that where Luitprandus varies from the other two the presumption

is not in his favour. Later historians are convinced of this; earlier

writers, as Sigebertus, Baronius and Natalis Alexander are so often

indebted to this author that they must be examined with care. An

author like Dean Milman finds in Luitprandus the material for a

tragical presentment of facts; and though he acquaints us with

the source of his statements, it is not advisable to attach first rate
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importance to everything that Luitprandus says. In confirmation

of this attitude towards the author of the Antapodosis I may state

that Hefele accuses him of serious inaccuracy and of a pronounced

tendency to misrepresentation, for Damberger and Duret have

proved such to be the case. However, taking Luitprandus as he

stands, we shall find that the current conclusions based upon his

words have to be modified.

He began his work in 958, about sixty years after the death of

Formosus. He says that some time after Formosus had held the

papacy he was grievously afflicted by the Romans, and in conse-

quence invited Arnulfus of Germany to Rome, who in revenge

for insults offered to the Pope, ordered many of the Romans to

be beheaded. Whether Arnulfus was freely admitted into the city

or had to lay siege to it is not clear. The party of the Roman
people who had tried to elect the deacon Sergius in opposition to

Formosus had remained at enmity with the reigning pontiff. Luit-

prandus then relates the story of the mock tribunal, and concludes,

"cunctosque quos ipse (Formosus) ordinaverat, gradu proprio

depositos iterum ordinavit." Now it is not easy to determine the

exact meaning of the phrase of Luitprandus, for the words, "re-

duced to their proper rank," or, "degraded from their rank," may
be variously interpreted. That he here expresses the fact of real

reordination in the strictest sense is not evident. . He himself, how-

ever, would seem to have considered the orders given by Formosus

as strictly valid, and this, observe, in the very heat of the contro-

versy during the time when "all sure knowledge was lost in Rome."
That he thought any degradation to be worthy of blame must be

clear from his subsequent remarks: "How wicked this action was,

you may gather from the fact that those who had received Apostolic

benediction from the traitor Judas were not deprived (degraded)

even after the betrayal and the suicide, unless indeed their own
vicious actions contaminated them; because such benediction, be-

stowed by Christ's ministers, is not given by the visible but by the

invisible priest." Again, at the end of his work on Otho I, Emperor,
he tells us that Pope Benedict V, in presence of a Synod held by
Leo VIII and Otho, was deprived of his pontifical and priestly

rank, but allowed to retain in exile the dignity of his diaconate.

Whether the fact be true or not,—for Severinus Binius first of all

says that this work is wrongly ascribed to Luitprandus; secondly,

that its author is hostile to Benedict; thirdly, that the alleged con-

stitution of this Synod is a fiction,-—it remains clear that the author,

Luitprandus let it be supposed, could clearly and sharply distin-

guish between orders in themselves and in their functions. But
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whatever may be thought of this pseudo-Luitprandus, the words

of the genuine Luitprandus cited above are all important; 'gradu

proprio depositos,' a degradation of some kind or other may very

well regard the loss of some extrinsic dignity or jurisdiction, for

if the bishop or priest had been validly but illicitly ordained and

was, therefore, exercising illicit jurisdiction, he might very well be

said to be unfrocked or degraded, and the bestowal of licit juris-

diction, especially if accompanied by any rite, might be called,

though not strictly, a reordination. Furthermore, in recognizing

a benediction given by Judas, and branding as a wicked act any

degradation of those previously ordained—unless it was due to

their personal demerits—Luitprandus may be considered to mean
that Formosus could and did ordain, and that to deprive the priests

ordained by him of their title to priestly rank or character is in

the highest degree worthy of censure. At the same time, however,

his words literally mean that Pope Stephen degraded the Formosan
priests, though that such an action necessarily implies a denial of

their orders is not immediately evident. Stephen may have in-

tended to deprive these priests of jurisdiction only in order that he

himself might sanction their functions.

But even if it be admitted that the action was directed against

the validity of orders, it must be manifest that Stephen and his par-

tisans were beside themselves, and if they really did the worst that

can be supposed, acted very hastily. It would assuredly be absurd

to regard this action of a political enemy as involving any breach

in continuity of doctrine or as polluting in any sense the pure

stream of tradition. Are we not justified in regarding Stephen as

either ignorant of the question at issue or misled by his court? It

is not necessary to interpret his deed in its worst possible light.

Before weighing the evidence of our second authority it may be

well to glance at the short reign of Theodore in so far as it bears

upon the case. In a synod held in 897 it was stated that Pope

Theodore restored those priests and bishops, "quos Stephanus

secum in ecclesia vestiri prohibuit," the literal meaning of which

is, "whom Stephen forbade to officiate or to be clothed, or to wear

the sacred vestments along with himself." These are the words

reported to us by Auxilius, the champion of the Formosan cause,

and therefore we may presume that they are not weakened in their

purport in passing through his hands. Now there is not the re-

motest hint here "of Stephen's implying the invalidity of the ordi-

nations which he refused to recognize. As far as words go it may

have been a wholly disciplinary measure; such words may, with

every propriety of language, be used for a deprivation of juris-
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diction. Furthermore, as this Pope Theodore and John, his suc-

cessor, not only recognized Formosan ordinations but published

to the world their esteem of Formosus—for Theodore conveyed the

body of Formosus in state to the basilica of St. Peter's and gave

it a decent sepulchre, whilst John publicly ratified in a synod those

ordinations which Stephen condemned—it is gratuitous to say that

all sure knowledge on the matter of orders had departed from

Rome. Subsequently, it is true, Sergius III condemned Formosus,

but on what grounds it is not easy to discover. In the absence of

any more certain evidence than the violent language of compilers

it is rash to draw any conclusion. But here again, as in the case

of Stephen, the action of Sergius is the action of an inveterate

rival and is therefore robbed of any force in establishing a thesis

against the Church. Sergius may readily be thought to have been

not a whit behind Stephen, who certainly forced several bishops

to fix their signatures to his condemnatory synod. This fact is

explicitly stated in the capitula of a synod under John IX, for we
read that several bishops confessed to having been present at Ste-

phen's synod and to having signed under pressure (coacte.) If

such a synod were declaring the deliberate and mature judgment

of the Church, it is hard to see why any signatures should be

extorted.

But to return to our second authority, the Synod under John
IX. We wish to find out if the words of this Synod imply that

Pope Stephen condemned the ordinations of Formosus as invalid.

The first capitulum of John's Synod condemns Stephen's Synod; the

words are: "Synodum tempore piae recordationis [is this a formula

of etiquette?] sexti Stephani papse celebratam, in quam venerabile

corpus Formosi venerandi papae de sepultura violata per terram

tractum est penitus abdicamus." We entirely respect, it

says, that Synod which was held under Stephen, of holy memory,
and before which the body of Formosus was dragged. This capi-

tulum, it must be observed, does not ascribe the action to Stephen

;

it does not even imply that he had given orders for the brutal act.

The second capitulum extends forgiveness to those who were forced

to be present at Stephen's Synod. The third declares that For-

mosus was translated from Porto to Rome by reason of his vir-

tuous life, but forbids the case to be quoted as a precedent. The
fourth restores to their rank and orders all those priests, deacons,

subdeacons and others, who having been ordained by Formosus,

"pro quorumdam libitu temere defecti sunt" were rashly degraded

at the caprice of some individuals. The words 'defecti sunt' are all

important; they may mean a withdrawal of jurisdiction only. The
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fifth capitulum declared that the present Synod adopts the practice

of the African Council, which had forbidden reordination, rebap-

tism and translation. It is noteworthy that after the bare mention

of reordination—which is not defined—the rest of the capitulum

concerns translation from see to see. Now, when we come to the

ninth we have a confirmation of our conclusions based on the

first capitulum It was seen that there the action of exhuming

was not ascribed to Stephen; the ninth goes far to exculpate him

altogether, for it tells us that the violators of the tomb of Formosus

had entered into a conspiracy to seize the treasure and accordingly

dragged his body out and cast it into the Tiber." Not a word

about the Synod or how the corpse was brought there! Did

Stephen desire to get a hidden treasure? Did he give orders that

the body should be thrown into the river? It is hard to say. Have

historians perhaps been confounding the action of Stephen—what-

ever it may have been—with the action of these treasure seekecs,

and have they imputed to him the guilt of a brutal action of which

he was only a passive spectator? The student of this Council will

find it hard to draw any conclusion; he will find it impossible to

agree with all that is said against Stephen. The main fact certain-

ly stands out clearly enough; the wonder is that if Stephen were

guilty of everything that is alleged, the Synod did not more explicit-

ly say so. It would have been a strong argument against him.

We may add to this Synod another held at Ravenna in 898,

which confirms what had been decided in the above mentioned

Roman Synod; but no additional weight can be given by it to

any conclusions. We may observe, however, against "Janus" that

this Synod of Ravenna decreed that the Roman Synod should be

considered decisive; "perpetualiter stabilita servetur," it must be

held inviolable for ever. This does not favour an absence of sure

knowledge in Rome. As a confirmation of the statement of

Morinus, that the historians of this period are to be read with cau-

tion it is well to call attention to the error of Sigebertus, who, in

his chronicle under the year 907, ascribes the action against For-

mosus to Sergius instead of to Stephen; he was doubtless mis-

led by Luitprandus, who confounds the names though retaining

the correct dates. But the story has grown under the touch of the

later chronicle, for even the unfortunate corpse is not only dragged

out by the Pope's orders but is beheaded. The indignities become

more shocking as time goes on.

Between Sergius III and John IX we have the three short

reigns of Benedict IV (900-903), Leo V (903) and Christopher

(903-904.) It is necessary to mention these reigns and to examine,
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in brief, what is said about Serguis III, to add weight to our con-

tention that affairs were in so unsettled a state as to make it unfair to

judge of the Church's persistent teaching in the light of some in-

cidental action of a Pope like Stephen or Sergius. Our convic-

tion will also be strengthened by apparently reliable testimony that

Sergius was not so abandoned as he is represented to have been,

though in proposing this testimony it is not our present purpose

to rehabilitate the character of any Pope, but rather to correct, as

far as possible, the hastily formed conclusions of so many writers,

who catch at anything and everything that can tend to diminish

the Catholic reverence for the papacy. Benedict IV had been

massacred, it is said, by the party of Berengarius. Leo V survived

his own election by four weeks; he was thrown into prison and

was succeeded by the violent Christopher. Six months later he

was in his turn cast into prison, where he died. Sergius now
seized the chair of Peter, for which he had twice been a candidate,

once when Formosus was elected and again at the election of

John IX, and had spent seven years in exile. Conflicting accounts

have come down to us concerning him, some of them very much
to his discredit. But Hefele has shown that some insinuations have

no foundation whatever; indeed in this as in many cases where the

lives of Popes are in question, the testimony of either side must

be carefully weighed. Two examples of favorable testimonies are

Flodoardus and the inscription on his tomb. The first states that

he had been elected Pope, had been rejected and exiled, but had

afterwards returned at the invitation of the Roman people; the

second tells us that John IX had ousted Sergius, who after seven

years spent in exile, returned to Rome and was invited to be Pope

at the urgent request of the people. The concluding words of the

epitaph are:

"Amat pastor agmina cuncta simul," the shepherd loves the whole
.

of his flock. This summary review will help us to realize the state

of Rome, distracted by political parties, the prize of every powerful

emperor, more like its ancient self when the Roman Emperors held

it in thraldom than like the centre of peace and unity, which was

a feature of its best days and which is a characteristic of its present

Our third and last authority is Auxilius. He was ordained by

Formosus about 894, and wrote two books in defence of the ordi-

nations of Formosus and one on his cause. The first work is edited

by Morinus, who takes a somewhat lenient view of Stephen and

Sergius. The theory of ordinations, he says, was in a transition

stage, for it was not at all clear then that the rite should not be

life.
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repeated. Many of the reasons alleged by Auxilius are beside the

point. May not the action of Stephen, he asks, have been the out-

come of a too rigorous idea of the Church's discipline and of an

excessive zeal for its purity? The controversy, he maintains, does

not bear upon faith, but is Wholly taken up with the two questions,

was the promotion of Formosus canonical, and could a deposed

bishop validly ordain? The learned oratorian then proceeds to

point out what must be considered as errors of Auxilius. But if

he has corrected this author in many particulars and warns us

to read him carefully, his own argument on ordinations suffers by

the advice, as he bases the whole of his contention on Luitprandus,

Sigebertus and Auxilius, whom he generally takes quite literally.

We must, therefore, take Auxilius exactly as he is if we quote

him in any sense as an authority—that is, of course, after exclud-

ing palpable mistakes—and we may not test the accuracy of his

words by appealing to any other writer. What precisely we are

now seeking is whether from the works of this priest of Formosus,

who must surely be considered to have intimately known the facts

of his time, we can gather that Pope Stephen regarded Fonnosan

ordinations as absolutely invalid, and whether there was any sure

knowledge on the subject of orders during this period. If the tes-

timony of Luitprandus was vague—though it might be quoted, but

not with decretorial force for either side, and if the words of John's

Synod, though less vague, could with less ease be quoted for the

view that Stephen did not regard the validity but the licitness of

Formosan ordinations when he condemned them, the third testi-

mony of Auxilius is hostile to the conclusions already drawn. If

then we are to take him literally we are driven to say that Stephen

must have condemned the Formosan priests to the extent of re-

garding their ordinations invalid. But after all, this may be re-

garded as an influence where the weight of evidence varies with

the point of view. The opposite inference might be drawn and has

been drawn by some. But let us examine the original words, die

conclusion notwithstanding. Of course this must always be taken

as certainly proved, that the first two testimonies, no less than the

third—as we shall see in the investigation—clearly show that there

was very definite knowledge on the point amongst a large—proba-

bly the larger and more thoughtful—section of bishops, priests and

historians ; so that the contentions of "Janus" with regard to infalli-

bility and sure knowledge are without any foundation.

In the sixth chapter of his first book Auxilius shows that the

Nicene Council in condemning as "irritum," of no avail, void, illicit,

invalid(?), the translation from one Church to another of bishop.
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presbyter, or deacon, does not touch the ordinations which a trans-

lated bishop may have performed. The proof is in the very text

of the canon, for it says: "If anyone attempt a translation, this

shall be considered altogether 'irritum.' " That is to say, the trans-

lation itself is invalid or illicit. In the seventeenth chapter he

states that reordination is no less absurd than rebaptism; that, as

in the example of Acacius, the ministrations of an unworthy priest

do hurt to no one except the priest himself. Consecration is very

different from reconciliation. In the twenty-eighth chapter he says

that if the ordinations of Formosus were invalid, then Italy was

for twenty years without the Christian religion. The 'Invectiva in

Romam,' a work of uncertain authorship, goes yet further in de-

claring that Constantinople, Sicily, all Italy, Gaul, Germany, cry

out against the supposition. The result of this invalidity, if it

were a fact, would have been, it states, the loss of the bodies and

souls of nearly all the world during a space of thirty years ; multi-

tudes of men, countless as the stars of heaven, would have gone

to hell. In the twenty-ninth chapter the fault—if there were any

—

of the ordination of Formosus himself is ascribed to the Roman
people, who chose him to be Pope. In the last chapter Auxilius

ventures to hope for a general council which may settle the ques-

tion.

The second book, entitled "Infensor et defensor," has for its pre-

face a letter to a bishop, Leo by name, who, like Auxilius, had

been ordained by Formosus, and who had been urgently pressed

to allow himself to be reordained. Leo, however, after consulting

many learned men, determined to stand by his first ordination.

In the first chapter Auxilius sets himself the task of proving that

the ordinations of Formosus are probably valid and legitimate,

even if Formosus himself had not been duly (rite) ordained. In

the first sentence of this chapter we find an illustration of that

technical language which has more than once been misunderstood,

as witness the amusing blunder of Dr. Shirley, which Fr. Brid-

gett exposed. We are told: "Formosus propria relicta uxore aliam

abstulit," Formosus deserted his wife and took a second; but Aux-
ilius hastens to explain, "hoc est, relicto episcopatu," that is, he

abandoned his episcopal see. To establish the validity of the For-

mosan ordinations, he maintains that this Pope was as capable of

ordaining validly as were Acacius, Liberius, Vigilius, Anatolius,

Bonosus, whose priests were in some cases admitted without a

fresh ordination. Reordination was expressly condemned by Pope

Gregory. In the tenth chapter he says that those who submitted

to a reordination ought to be excluded from the sacred ministry.
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In the twentieth, that Formosus was reconciled by Apostolic

authority, for the oath which he had taken had been unjustly ex-

torted from him. In the twenty-first he rehearses the names of

many priests who were deposed but were afterwards admitted to

reconciliation without a second ordination, as St. John Chrysostom,

Marcellus of Ancyra, Cyril of Jerusalem, Photinus. In the

twenty-second, that God alone is to judge whether Formosus
seized the papacy from cupidity. In the twenty-fifth he quotes

Chalcedon as stating that a translation is to be punished by de-

privation of communion until the cleric return to his own church.

Pope Leo condemned such clerics to the loss of their sees. For-

mosus, however, was elected Pope for the sake of the Church's

welfare. In the twenty-sixth, that when Formosus was enthroned

as Pope he did not receive a second episcopal ordination, but

only an increase of Apostolic dignity. We asked, says Auxilius,

those who were present and they declared that it is falsely alleged

that Formosus received an imposition of hands: "We merely led

him to the Apostolic See and there enthroned him with fitting sup-

plications." In the twenty-seventh, that the slanderous testimony

of the enemies of Formosus is worthless. In the twenty-ninth he

rejects the idea that the bishops at the Council of Ravenna were

bribed to give their assent to the ordinations of Formosus.

There is another work ascribed to Auxilius, the "Libellus," where

the same matter is put into a different form. The following points

alone are of any importance:

1. It is incredible that Rome—the embodied wisdom of the whole

world—should have elected an excommunicate for her Supreme

Head. Therefore, Formosus must have been absolved.

2. Formosus took an oath never to return to Rome. True; but

"whether is it better for one man to keep an oath and for the

head of the world to be ruined; or that one man should exceed

in words and so save his race and country?"

3. If the first of a series of acts is "irritum," illicit, invalid(?), it

does not follow that subsequent acts which flow from it are also

"irrita," illicit, invalid.

4. If a baptized person does not lose his baptism—even if he

be cut off from the Church—how can one who has been conse-

crated, admitted to orders—even if he be excommunicated—lose

the efficacy of his imposition of hands? This is an obscure senti-

ment of the author. Whether he intends to refer to a bishop's char-

acter or to a sacerdotal character alone, it is not easy to determine

From his subsequent words it would seem that he is speaking of

priesthood alone. His contention, therefore, is "once a priest al-
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ways a priest." Here, therefore, he takes for granted that the For-

mosan priests were validly ordained and rejects all reordination.

If, however, he is speaking of the episcopal character, his conclu-

sion is no less certain, for then he maintains that every bishop

retains the power of ordaining which he got at consecration, and

the priests of such a bishop are in no case to be reordained.

5. If the gift of baptism, a gift of the Holy Ghost, cannot be

destroyed, how can ordination, which is no less a gift of the Holy

Ghost, be destroyed? Therefore, as one who has been baptized

cannot receive a second baptism, so one who has been consecrated

cannot be reconsecrated. Here the author is certainly speaking

of priesthood and maintains that reordination is absolutely useless.

He takes as proved, therefore, that the ordinations of Formosus

were valid,and insinuates that strict reordination had been practised.

6. A heretic does not lose his episcopal "jus" or right—or rather

we should say his power—of performing ordinations. How then

could Formosus have lost this power?

The argument of the whole book is then summed up by the

author thus : Formosus, it is said, was excommunicated. If so, he

was certainly absolved. But he could not go from see to see.

Granted; but it does not follow that, because the translation was

illicit (invalid?), therefore the subsequent acts were also invalid.

If Pope Innocent is quoted against Formosus, we on our side can

quote Anastasius, Leo and Gregory, who declare that ordinations

by heretics are by no means invalid. An objection was raised to

the effect that Formosus could not give what he had not received.

Against this we have proved that as baptism is not taken from

evil-doers, so the gift of the Holy Spirit, which is once given by

imposition of hands, is also not taken away from those who err.

But more than this; do you not see that one who has been ab-

solved can both consecrate, ordain and perform all his episcopal

functions? You admit the baptisms performed by these Formosan
priests. Why do you not admit their ordinations, for it is the

one sacrament and the one gift of the Holy Ghost? In conclusion,

the author uses five modes of the syllogism to prove that every

individual bishop has the same power as the whole body of bishops

—doubtless in the matter of ordaining.

The last work that is sometimes attributed to Auxilius is the

"Invectiva in Romam," an imprecation on Rome for all that she

had done against her saintly Pope. The facts and inferences in

the main agree with what we have already seen. Though some-
what exaggerated, this short work disposes of the contention of

Formosan adversaries that Formosus had nothing and therefore
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could give nothing. It is, therefore, mainly engaged in establish-

ing the validity of Formosan ordinations, and bases its chief argu-

ment on the fact that the translation in the case of Formosus had

abundant precedents and could not invalidate his actions as Pope.

Though not explicitly stating that reordination was practised, it

does state this fact by implication, for it proves that since For-

mosus was validly elected Pope, he therefore had the power of

really giving whatever he is represented as having given invalidly.

Therefore his ordinations were valid. There can be no reasonable

doubt that the author thought, with many others, that the validity

being once established there was no need for a reordination.

It remains to point out in brief the legitimate conclusions from

the above evidence. There are two. First, that the evidence goes

to show on the whole that there was an abundance of certain and

correct knowledge on the point of dogma involved in ordinations,

both in Rome and in various parts of Italy. This must be clear in

the first place, from the decided action of Popes Theodore and

John IX in restoring Formosan priests, and from the language of

the Council held at Rome in 898 and confirmed by the Synod of

Ravenna. It is not reasonable to suppose that in spite of an argu-

ment deducible from the action of Stephen and Sergius, the knowl-

edge on the question of ordinations was, gen«rally speaking, very

vague and immature, and it is as unreasonable to say that the

sentiments of two such Popes and a packed Synod represent the

sum total of knowledge in Rome, as it would be to maintain that

the feeling of the English people and of the English bishops and

lawyers was fairly represented by the packed Parliaments of the

reformation period and by the small minority of subservient

ecclesiastics. Secondly, we have the explicit phrases of Auxilius

who wrote about the matter somewhat decisively and lived in the

very midst of the controversy. Thirdly, Luitprandus, born about

920, and bishop of Cremona about 962, shows that he understood

the matter perfectly. In the fourth place we can appeal to Leo,

bishop of Nola, to whom Auxilius wrote the prefatory letter men-

tioned above; if this bishop had any uncertain knowledge,—which

of course is not the least demonstrable, but seems to be taken for

granted—he quickly .resolved his doubts and stood firm. Fifthly,

the men of learning—both Franks and Italians—to whom Leo ap-

pealed, spoke with such certainty that he was ready to refuse

reordination at the risk of what doubtless must have been great

personal inconvenience. Sixthly, both Pseudo-Luitprandus and

the author of the "Invectiva in Romam" are quite definite in their

language, which points to decided views on the matter. In the
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seventh place John VIII (872) in his seventy-fifth letter degrades

Sergius, an eunuch, who had been uncanonically made bishop by
a certain George, "qui sibi episcopi nomen falso usurpat," who
falsely usurped the title of bishop; in his seventy-ninth letter and
in his one hundred and ninety-ninth, when speaking of the abso-

lution of Photius, he clearly shows that he knew what illicit ordi-

nations were. Again, Stylian, bishop of Neocesarea, in a letter

to Pope Stephen V (885), speaks of Photius as "illegitimately or-

dained by schismatics." These are sufficient to establish the first

conclusion, notwithstanding some few expressions here and there

which could imply an opposite sense. May we not say, however,

with Hergenrother, that harsh expressions may be construed of

illicitness and not of invalidity? But even if this be not granted,

we may readily concede that probably some few ordinations were

thought to be invalid because bestowed by degraded bishops, just

as ordinations bestowed by heretical bishops were not at all times

and by everyone looked upon as valid. How does this affect the

almost universal conviction that the contrary was the sound doc-

trine? Should an expression in a private letter of a Pope be con-

strued at all times to represent the general theological knowledge?

To give a specimen of a harsh phrase, Formosus himself, in a letter

to Stylian (892) says, "Nil potuit Photius praeter damnationem

quern habuit, per impositionem obliquae manus, et damnationem
praebuit. Quomodo dignitatem potuit accipere qui particeps factus

est condemnato?" Photius, he says, could bestow nothing but con-

demnation. How could the accomplice of one who had been con-

demned receive any dignity or rank from such a one?

The second conclusion is that the balance of the evidence is in

favor of the fact of reordination, and in such a way that to deny

that strict reordination was practised would be to do violence to

the testimony of Auxilius ; to set aside the more obvious interpre-

tation of Pope John's Council, and to derive one legitimate con-

clusion from Luitprandus but to refuse to admit a legitimate con-

trary. The reasons for so saying are as follows: Luitprandus

speaks of a degradation; this may be merely disciplinary, but is

not necessarily so. The Council condemns, in one and the same
canon, reordination and rebaptism without qualification; the more
obvious sense is that real reordination had taken place. Auxilius

is at such pains to show that the Formosan orders were valid—not,

be it observed, that Formosus had the right to give jurisdiction

—

that we must suppose him to be writing against those who declined

to recognize the validity and who accordingly reordained.

But it does not in any sense follow that there is at stake any

VOL. XXIV—2.
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vital question as to error in faith or morals or dogma which

affected more than a few individuals. Tradition could well remain

intact, and the Church's teaching constant, in spite of the above

practice. Still less, as far as the evidence goes, can we say that

there was no sure knowledge on the point. It was abundant and

very decided. Consequently the twofold contention of "Janus" falls

to the ground; we may admit, to a great extent, that what he

alleges as facts were facts indeed; we deny his conclusions.

H. Davis, S. J.
St. Beuno't College.

THE CAPITALIST AND HIS POINT OF VIEW. 1

THE first step to be made in any attempt at true social re-

form 9hould be the determination of the conditions which

demand change. Exaggerations must be^reduced to meet

facts, the blindness of partisanship must be removed, phrases cur-

rently used to give expression to a traditional feeling of injustice

or discontent must be examined and recast to fit changed con-

ditions. The power, intensity and activity of social movements

come from feeling; but feeling is not noted for judgment, accuracy

or caution. This corrective work must be done by reason and it

is welcomed with bad grace. Goethe is reported to have said that

the public is seldom, if ever, mistaken about the broad truth and

hardly ever right about details. As a rule, then, we may trust a

social movement in its general character, but we must beware of

the danger there is in its disregard for accuracy, its impatience of

restraint and its failure to count consequences before acting. Much
harm has been done to the cause of social reform in our time

by the faults of the social movement. Invective, blind exagger-

ation, misunderstandings have abounded on all sides; capitalist and
laborer and public being culpable, suffering in like manner and

yet unwilling to desert the emotional and sentimental stage of the

1 The report of the U. S. Senate Committee created in 1883 to investigate the
relations of Capital and Labor in the United States, has been of great service in

the preparation of this article. Much assistance was received also from the Report
of the Chicago 'Strike Commission, and from Walker's and Marshall's Economics.
The reader familiar with the last named works will notice here and there a phrase

borrowed or a thought adapted for which it seemed hardly necessary to indicate a
reference. For the sake of brevity, the report of the Senate Committee is referred

to as Senate Report, vol., etc. It was to have consisted of five volumes, though but
four were published. Conditions of industry in the United States alone are kept ia

view throughout the article.
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