A SHIFT TO HIGH PAPALTSM DURING THE MIDDLE AGES .

The Church is a mystery, and its governance is quite unlike any other form
of government. Its task, as that of other institutions, is to bring freedon,
not restraint; but the freedom of Christ is something different from the
freedom that men can confer. Against love, joy, peace and service there can
be no laws; and though law }Jiberates in the main by restricting in certain
regards, it is insufficient to express the drives of man, who is at once
bound by time and his nature and destined for eternity and God's grace. Man
lives in two orders of being, the spiritual and the seeable, constantly aware
that his life is sacramental, inward and beyond him and yet evidently tangible
and controllable by him.

These orders of being are not to be confused. The one embraces the operation
of spiritual energy, a breath of God, life from life, which man can receive
or reject, but can neither create nor control. The other is the mundane order
of growth and decay, seasonal change, supply and demand, contract, agreement,
enforcement. The Church stands astride these two orders of being, exercising
its authority and its laws not because such laws reflect divine life but because
the Church is composed of men - men who are called to live fully human lives,
and are called essentially and primarily to the responsibility of the service
of God, which alone is perfect freedom transcending all human authority. The
Church is an organic synthesis of these two orders - and so an apparent living
contradiction, fraught with anomalies. Did Christ not say that he had come
to fulfill the Law, and his vessel of election Paul then say that the Law had
been done away with? Are we not baffled as how to reconcile the Justice of God
with the mercy his Son preached? Were we not exhorted never to cease endeavouring,
yet Christ said "without me you can do nothing®? And what of the virtues of
humility, gentleness, modesty and meqkness, of forebearance and bearing the
burdens of one another, which accord little with the self inderested prudence
of this competitive world? And what does it mean that we should become as
little children, when the whole drive of man in his highest civilising nature
is towards adult maturity of mind? And what are we to maE; of the doctrine that
the exalted are to be humbled and the humble exalted? And what is the lesson
of Christ washing his disciples' feet or a succession of Popes calling themselves
servus servorum Dei? The Church is a sign of contradiction reconciling two worlds
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that seem irreconcilable., Her role is well illustrated by the title of a recent
book (1969) by Professor von Campenhausen:

Beclesiastical Authority & Spiritusl Power

My subject is the growth of the papacy, as of a mustard seed in Peter
burgeoning into the pontifical structure of Hildebrand, Alexander III and the
two Innocents (III and V), spiritual office that gathered immense international
temporal power, Its early diplomatic and undefined relationship with the local
popes, the bishops of the Churches bordering on the Mediterranean - Carthage,
Alexandria, Jerusalem, Antioch and the rest - changed, imperceptibly at first
and then deliberately, as a reform programme, into one of paramount precedence

over all bishoprics; and more than precedence, dominance - Roma locuta est, causa

finita est. The Rome of the later Popes had universal centralised power far
beyond the Rome of Caesars and Gonsuls in their time. My subject is the shift
to high papalism during the Middle Ages.

I do not mean it to bo 2 lesson in medieval Church history so much as a
tract for our times. The first Extraordinary Synod of Bishops having met only
last month at the Vatican to hammer out practical means of implementing the
theoretical doctrine of Collegiality, already established in the Conciliar

decree Lumen Centium on the Church in the early 1960s, the subject is highly

relevent to our present interests. What is the historical background of the
momentous developments in the structure of ccclesial government in the Roman
Catholic Church brought about between October 1962 - October 19697 How have
the claims of the papacy developed and the claims properly made for the epis-
copate been swamped by them over the years? We must trace how it came about
that Cardinal Suenens should be able to speak at Rome of "an absolute papacy,
resembling the French monarchy before the Revolution of 1789"., Pope Paul VI
on the same occasion last month said this: "The government of the Church has
an original form of its own, which intends to reflect in its expression the
wisdom and will of its divine founder". This brings us to our starting point,

the Apostelic Church as we know it from the New Testament.
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The root of the papal tradition lies in the texts that show St. Peter as
given a primacy among the Apostles. When Matihew lists the Twelve, he begins
"first Simon, who is called Kepha" (Aramaic for Rock). When Jesus brings his
inner circle to witness the Transfiguration, the raising of Jairus' daughter
and the Agony at Gethsemane, they are recorded as Peter, James and John - and
it is to the first of thesec only that Jesus asks, "Peter, art thou asleep?"
There are then the threc petrine texts, "Thou art Peter .." (Ma 16), "I will
confirm thee .." (Lk 22) and "Feed my flock .." (Jn 21); and these are backed
by many lesser innuendos to the same effect. Then in a very clear way the
Resurrcction visions were directed first to Peter: "Go tell Peter and the
rest of his disciples .." (Ik 16.5). It was hc vho first ran to the ocmpty tomb,
he that first saw the Risen Christ (1 Cor 15) before the other eleven, he that
tumbled into the water to greet his Lord by the lake, he that conducted the
election of Matthias in Judas' place, he that condemned Ananias and Saphira,
he that stood with the other eleven around him to preach in the open, he that
answered the Sanhedrin with the Apostles about him, he that Paul sought out
after his threc years in the desert, and he that Jerusalem lookcd to as the
spokesman of Christ and his Apostles, This last is clear by meny references
in Acts, but most especially Acts 5.15: "thoy brought sick in their beds .. in
the hope that even the shadow of Peter might fall upon them here and there"., He
was even called to raise the dead, as no other Apostle was (Acts 9.36).

Now the claims to the petrine primacy arc so evident that it is often
assumed that there was no limit indicated, that it was passed on in petrine
succession to every Pope at Rome without diminution (which is twue) or restri-
ction (which is not true). Scripturc suggests that there was a limit to the
primacy from the very first. Peter's powers were given in the form of a
diakonia, a service and not a Jjurisdiction; and later Popes, remembering the

Washing of the Feet, rightly took the title, even to this day, of servus servorum

Dei. e are shown in Acts what we have scon in the recent Synod, Peter subject
to the college of Apostles, of which he was of coursc o constituent member
(first of the Twelve, a term uscd even when there were only cleven of them).
The Twelve sent out Peter and John to Samaria, and later Peter had to justify
his breaking of the circumecision policy by spelling out his Cornelius vision

before the assembly. Paul, as we are often told, successfully challenged Peter.
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At the Jerusalem Council, though Peter's evidence weighed most - as it should -
it was the Apostles who resolved and the presbyters and then the whele assembly
who agrecd upon the deccisions reached. Where now o Pope must summon a Council,
be represented at it, and confirm its decrees if they are to be wvalid, this
procedure was far from ustablished until late in the Church's life.

It is clear that the vestigial signs of Collegiality were present from the
outset, and this is shown best in the selection of the seven Deacons (Acts 6).
The Twelve initiated the process by calling the general body of disciples. The
Church at large werc ILoft to sclect the seven, after which the Apostles both
instituted the office and ordainced the Deacons sscramentally by laying hands on
them with prayer. By this the Deacons reccived real spiritual power which gave
them a chardsmatic indepcndence, leaving them administratively answerable as much
to the Church (tho vpresbyters of Acts 11,30?) as to tho Apostles. The Apostles
we should note, had been given by Jesus on carth the same powers as had Peter:
"I promise you, all that you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and all
that you Joosc on earth shall be looscd in heaven® (Ma 18): this is most
important in the light of subsequent history, for it shows that the Apostles,
and in apostolic succession the bishops, rcceive their powers not by delegation
from Peter, but from the same sourcc as Peter snd indepcndently of him.

Whotever we arc bto understand by the Petrine primscy in the light of the
Church's experience, it is clear that the pristine and sub-apostolic Church
had no certain light on the matter. At the stage it seems to have becn ruled
by a council of Elders or presbyters of a kind familiar to Isracl (e.g. the
Saphedrin), a council which carried finnciol responsibility and took both
doctrinal and disciplinary decisions. The pattern was introduced at Enhesus
(Acts 20, 17), and is presumcd in 1 Peter 5 and in James'! instructions on the
last anointing. Paul sreaks of presidents (Ronm 12.8), pasiors (Eph 4.12),
oversecrs (phil 1.1); and not until the Pastoral cpistles - which some scholars
date as lato as 120~ do we find a more institutionalised pastoral ministry
breaking out of the two patterns of Jewish Blders and Pauline variety of
ministries in one body. By the second century three kinds of Church order
secn to exist together, the universal episcopacy of such as Timothy or Titus
over several small Churches, the local bichop and his council of presbyters

presumad by Ignatius of Antioch, and the council of Elders found even outside
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Isracl, in for instance Corinth (as 1 Clement 42 suggosts). By the early third
century, this has resolved itself still further, so that the bishop unmistakably
has a charge of a particular pastoral ministry, with a college of presbyters
holding powers derivative from their bishop: in urban districts such as Rome,
they have directly delegated powers =s functionaries, while in rural districts
such as Gaul they appear as presidents of their parish community. As this
development progressed, the scnsc of a collegiate council of the local Church,
bishop and presbyters, diminished; and bishops found themselves rulers of their
dioceses in o way altogether more personal, and perhaps morc autocratic, for
they then shared their authority with no council, ite former members having

a care of widespread parishes. (cf. D.N.Power, 0.M.I., "Ministers of Christ
and his Church" 1963),

A theology of the Episcopatc only began to harden with Cyprian of Carthage
in the mid third century. Cyprian applied the Ma 16 "Thou art Peter .." text to
the bishops of thc local Churches. In his Epistle 66.8, he wrote that -

You should understand that the bishop is in the Church and the Church

in the bishop, and that whosoever is not with the bishop is not in the

Church.

In Hp 43.5 he stated with great force that therc is but one Church, one altar,
one priesthood and one chair - and all of those pertain to the bishop. But he
had an equally strong sensc of episcopal collecgiality, preaching that the epis-
copate is one, part of which is held in totality (ig solidum)by each. In his
epistle just quoted, he contgimed -

The Church, which is catholic and one, is not split asunder nor gdivided,

but is truly bound and joined together by the cement of its bishops,

who hold fast to one another,

In his famous treatise de Catholicae Ecclesiac Unitate, the first ever to be

written on that subject, the unity resting on the singlc bishop's undclegable
authority, Cyprian spoke of = primatus given to Peter, displayed in cathedra una,
The socalled Primacy Version suggests that the Church is a unity of pastors and

flock around the touchstone of the cathedra Petri, on whom the Church was founded.

In the Textus Receptus it is the unity of the Church that is the touchstone -
This unity should be maintainced and appropriated with firmness, especially
by us bishops who preside in the Church, so that we may prove the episcopate

itself to be onc and undivided., (cmp 5)
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Here, in ascribing a priority <o Peter - and he was the first writer to do so-
Cyorian is ascribing = priority only of time, roforring to the fact that Peter
was called before thoe other discinles: as Petor was to the Apostles, so is a

bishop to his flock, the cathedra petri being perpetuated in all legitimate
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episcopal c-es, Howsver, Cyprian does respect the sneeial status of the Homan

Church in the West as the ecclesia princinalis - but that applics to the loca-

tion of the capital bishopric and not to the office of Peter~become-pope. How

ever much Rome stood as a centre of unity, it stood in no sense thereby as a

centrs of jurisdiction or appeal. This is made doubly clear by Cyprian's

quarrel with Pope Stephen over schismatic baptisms, when he called a synod of
cighty-six African bishops to confirm his opposition to Rome. He neither

submitted (since he held that overy bishop has an equal right of personal deci:ion),
nor did he bresk with Rome (since he held Rome as the permancnt centre of gravity
in the onc Church): instead he stood his ground without diminishing his deference
to the sec of Peter. For him, God alone was judge of episcopal conduct, a view
never stated before,

It is important to notice how Cyprian acted, viz by calling a synod of his
colleagues, for hc believed that no bishop could go out on a limb alone, If one
did lose communion with the College, or if he were expelled, he thereby lost his
legitinmate power (as, at that time, did the Bishop of Arles). He belicved the
College, when guided by the Holy Spirit, was infallible: this infallibility and
this catholicity was merely localised by a bishop for his flock ~ it was the
bishop's to mediatc but not to initiate. "The glue of priests in mutucnl concord"
wes one of his more vivid phrases, and he wrotc to Stephen that “thouzh we pastors
are many, we fcad but one flock™. 4s Peter waz prior to the episcopate, so the
universal Church is logically prior to the local Churches, which are its expres-
sion. In the same way, the Church is prior to the individual. (cf, G.S.1l. Walker,
"The Churchmanship of S%. Cyprian”, 1968).

Now we must asl how the petrine primacy fits into this carly development of
Church order. DBut first there are two questions to ask: what primacy, and primacy
over what? This is the root of much oonfusion and many cxtravagant claims,
made from evidence anachronistically used. First, the primacy may be referred
either to Romc as the premier see in the west, the sec founded by the two firsi
princes of the Church, 33, Peter and Paul, and so the see at the centrc of the

Western Patriarchate, to which all bishoprics west of Antioch and Alcxandria




7'

looked as daughters to a mother; or to the Powe in petrinc succession. The
H e

B

evidence for one is not transferrable to the other: Cyprian, looking out from
his Carthage bishopric in the 250s across the narrows between Sardinia and Sicily,

gav.: the primacy to the geclegis principslis at Rome, a primacy of place rather

than person (place of course in virtue of an original person); discussing the
inerease of cpiscopal authority during the third century, von Campenhausen care—
fully states that "of 2 specially effective authority of the Bishop of Rome ‘there
is in this context hardly any indication” (op cit p.292) - but we shall see,

Secondly, what kind of primacy; primacy of honour (honoris causa) or of time,

or of succession, or of office? Different o these arc, they were all invelked

by Leo I in the mid fifth century so that he might claim a juridical o
jurisdictional vrimacy (which became the lover of papal power) in virtue of a
sacramental primacy, the theology of which has sadly and woefully ncver hoen
insufficiently worked out until these present days. Ve now know that the primacy
of the Pope rcsts in the last analysis on a gsucramental rrimacy given as from the

28), ond from Christ within its compass to Peter, and to a

Poves as wicers of Peter. Paradoxicelly it was Hildebrand, Cregory VII, who bhest

understood and voiced this viceriate in all his greatest pronouncements, whilc he
wzs extending the juridical claims to primacy until they broke under tho strain

of cxtension. Beatc Petre apostolorum princeps, he wrote, inclina duaesumus aures

tuas nobis ot sudi me servum tuum... and many lilc passages. (Register ITI.L6)

The earlicst and most inchoate bid madc by the Roman sce to assert its primacy
came in 96, when Clement, supposedly the third Pooe in Rome aft.r Iinus and Cletus,
wrote in the nam. of the Roman Church (note that it was not in his own name, or
®y his own authority, but rather that of thc Council of presbyters) to the pros—
bytors of Corinth, o intervenc in their strife. He called for penance, the

cinstatement of deposcd presbyters and obedience to legitimate suthority. The
letter was so well received that it wes being read out in the Church of Corinth
along with the Seriptures a century later: but this was surely more because of

the leitter's intrinsiec valuc then any cxtrinsic value it purported to have,

The next vid came in 198, a century leter, vhen in his last year Victor I
asscmbled a Council at Rome and ordered synods to he held throughout Christen—
dom to settle the Paschal Controversy. At Bome he threatened Polycrates of

Ephesus and other bishops of Asia Minor with cxcommunication if they ¢id not
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change their practiccs. More we do not know, except that St. Irenacus and other
bishops wrote fo the Bishop of Rome reproving him for high-handcdness; and that the
two Churches remained in communion with one another, Victor, near his deéth, may
have been forced to climb down.

The third bid came in the controversy of 255-6 over the policy of rebaptising
lapscd defectors, following the Decian persecutions. Stephen, the Bishop of Rome,
held that both schismatics and heretics could validly administer baptism, and in
this he quarrelled with Bishop Cyprian, who alrcady had behind him three councils
of African bishops for thc oppositc view, After a violent correspondence, the
result was inconclusive. Stephen laid claim to what we could call papal status,
peremptorily demending universal acceptance for the Roman judgment. He specifically

invokcd the special status of the cathedra Petri, and behind this (though we have

no evidence of it) therc may have been somc rocognisced theology. Nothing came of
it; and indced nothing ever would until the universal advent of "monarchical"
bishops instead of merely "presidential® bishops, and until there was a specific
formulation of tho doctrine of apostolic succession in the episcopacy. (ef II.

Holland, "Irenacus of Lugdunum and the Apostolic Succession”, Journ Beel Hist

1.12-28). Then it becsme possible for Peter to claim monarchical rule over the

bishops of the west in virtue of his petrine succcssion.
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The stages of developnent of tho papacy botweeon Stephen 1 (254—7) and the
high pap~lisn of Innoccnt III (1198-1216) nay rudely bo roughdd out as thosc:
First, Loo the Gront (440-461) succussfully substontiated the papal clains to a
universnl jurisdiction, not nerely s a diskonia (service) but nlso ns nonarchin
(rulc), in virtuc of the petrine succession,
Sceondly, during the yeonrs up to the Gregorion Reform, the old ministerial concept
of ccclusinl ruthority gredunlly gave woy to o nonarchicnl concept of papnl
ruthority, o hicravchic 1l concept of hicrocratic office ~nd an over-juridical concopt
of the Church of Christ. Those eohscured the principle ~f collegiclity, the conciliar
principle, the hammony of functiens ~nd the principlc of subsidiarity,
Thirdly, the Gregorian Popes of the 1ntc oloventh century achiov.d the renlity of

their clain to be not rwroly viescrius Potri with right of sacronental rule in the

affnirs of the Church, but viecarius Christi with right of juridicol rule in the

nffairs ¢ven of the teipor:l order in ~s ruch as it affeeted the 1ife of the Church,
Fourthly, this renlity wos underpinned by o corpus of papnl theory in the tinc of
Alexander IIT - Innocont IIT ~nd the Cononists of the twelfth-thirteenth century.

48 1s so oftin the cnoo in the ~ffairs of nen, the reality rroecded ond the theory
Tollowed to cntrench the g-in, or c¢le. the theor.ticnl elnin wes rut out ns sced
end renlity ¢ ne to conform, Innovotions of theory ~nd practice ~ro nover prisscd

together: the one is always vanguard to the other, So it wos with the Popes,

The first time the Mo 16 toxt "Thou ~rt Poter .." wns involzed on hchalf of o
Pone to our knowlcdeg: (ond cven here the cvidenco is doubtful »5 to attribution),
wos in the tine of Damasus I (366-84). Not until Leo the Great used it, was the
Jn 21 tuxt "Feed ny flock ..% uscd in the interests of the Honen sco, unless that
wos Cyprion's intontion in his Prinacy Text (cwp 4, Wnlker op cit p.21f), But
bufore this, papel clains were beginning to be nade, notably by Julius I (337-52),
Innocent I (402—17) end Bonifrec I (418—22): the last of thosc wrotc, "our Judgment
is nov to be discusscd ~gnin, for it hne never been pernissiblce to trent agnin of
o natter that hog once boon decidad by the Apostolic Sce"., That he wrote to a
Corinth synod, not to onc of his irrcdinto suffragans!

The najor advance in the elains of the papacy canic with Ieo the Great, on
unyielding rulcr uscd to perenptory comrirnds and authoritarion longunge, whose

acta arce shot through with his insistonec on obedientin, cocrcitio, corrcctio
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and his exercise of the gubernacula ecclesiase universalis, He was the Tirst to

assert that protean combination, the theologicel notion of the Pope as vices Petri,
the Juristic link of traceable direct succession from Peter, and the demonstrable
geographical occupation of the same cathedra. He was the first to couple the
"vertical"” view of the power of Peter with the "lateral" successional view of

hereditas sedis, so attractive to the Roman secular mind; and here he invoked

at, once both Church law and State law. Professor Walter Ullmann has shown with

great succinctness that when leo claimed to be the indignus haeres Sancti Petri,

he claimed %o be in his person indignus, in his office haeres, and in his function
Sancti Petri - with the inherited intrinsic power of binding and loosing. The
maein shift in thought is the strength of Leo's claims to the office of key-bearer,
rather than fo the chorismatic power of binding and loosing: having shifted his
ovn claim to one of office, he then claimed fthat bishows, while receiving their
sacramental grdo directly at the moment of consecration, received their juris-

dictional office by dolegation from the Pope: auctoritatom tuam vice nostra te

excrcere volumus. This was a claim of the most far reaching importance, the

first and - because cuccessful - permanent bid for papal control of the cpiscopacy.
Had the bishops wanted to retain their independent autherity in their lecal
Churches, that should have been seen as a challenge of mortal conseguence to it.

Leo the Great's logacy to his successors was of fundamental significance, for it was
cosentially he who opened the door to high papslism, After him the papacy was

turncd into a nomen jurisdictionis, the Pope being =2ble to delegate power to bishops;

priests, cleries or even laymen., This was the boginning of thet process of acquiring

nvlenitudo potestatis which culminated in Innocent IV's declaration in the mid

thirteenth coentury: omnis creaturs vicario creatoris subdita est, God's creatures

ar: subjects of Wis vicar. (of Ullmann, "Loo I and the Theme of Papal Primacy”,

Journ 'heol Studies, NS XI, 1960, 25-51),

By slow degrees this ncw principle of papal auwthority came te predominate,
and wag used for the dominstion of three spheres of Church life, (2) the Bastern
Church, (b)‘the secular princes and (c) the bishops. Beforc we examine cach in its
turn, it is important to urace another thiological shift of like kind, which
naturally followed and did quite as much to unbalance the theology of the vapacy

as did the claim to universal jurisdiction.
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This was the shift of papal claim %o the title vicarius Petri, from that -

which (to thosc of Roman poersuasion, at least) is unimpeachable - to one of

vicarius Chrisfi, an altogcther bolder claim. The early popes saw the heady

dangers of that title, ond when it was offered to them in exzcesses of adulation
they were swift to cast it acide. Bleven times the Roman synod of 495 hailed

Gelasius I: Vicarium Christi te videmus, and each time he demurred. The most his

successor would. claim for himsclf two years later was legatione fungimur pro

Christo. Gregory the CGreat at tho cnd of The sixth century was acutely aware

of thc dangers thot such titles presented, refusing to accept either for himself

or for the Byzantine patriarchs such titles as "universal patriarch” since he

would attribute to none but Christ a universal lcadership., Like Cyprian,

Gregory believed in the essontial equality of all bishops: if one were Lo be called
the universal bishop or patriarch, the name bishop or patriarch would then ccase to
have meaning for all of the others. "Fever have anv of my predecessors’™, he wrote

"consented to use such an impious appellation (hoe tam profano vocabulo .. absit

2 christiani mentc)”. He spoke of the glatio vompatici scrmonis, a title by which

"all the bowels of the Church arc upsct”., To Patriarch Athanasius of Antioch he
wrotc that, sheould Pores or poiriarchs accode to such a title, it woull undermine
the faith of the Church ut largc and indeed split the Church., TFor Gregory the

word universalis in this contost was a stultum aC supcrbum, pervorsum, ncefandum,

scelestun vocabilum; nomen blasphemiae, verbum superbisc in quo omnium sacerdotun

honor adimitus. To this duy Orthodox bishops stress that the fulness of catholicity

rosides in cach local Church by virtuc of itsc bishon in communion with the other
bishops; and this was cntircly the mind of Cyprian and of Gregory the Great, the
ont a bishop in Carthiage, the other a Pope in Rome, both of whom described the

universal cpiscovate as the sacromentum unitatis under the One Lord.

For all that, Gregory, the author of the Cura Patorolis on the office of

a bishop as a shepherd of souls, saw the place of the Pope not mcerely as the
bishops c¢f the Sce with the primacy in the west but as theo shepherd of hishops,

scrvus scrvorum, Ho acceptod that he was in his office vicarius Petri, cxereising

o function with rosponsibilitics tovards 2ll Christendom. While he zgranted the
Inperor dominion in the temporal order, he cxpcected to be granted suthority in the
spiritual, indeed in a way as yot undefincd but for all thnt unrestricted: but it
necded n mn of forceful temper in the Sce of Rome to have all of his clainms

recognisced, or to drau fully on the potentialitics of his office.
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Gregory IV (827-44), neitheor & wise nor o rosolute Pope, wlen he journeyed
across the Alps in 833 as peacemaker in the Carolingisn quarrels, came as a superior,

refusing equality with the imperial order, claiming hierarchical Jurisdiction over

21l of the bishops (of both campg) vithout which - as he said - there could be no

proper function of the corpus ceclosinc or .xurcise of hat he described as the
key to Church unity, the papal authority., Nev.rtheless he took care to state that
the headship of the Church belongs to Christ, =nd to hin belongnd only a petrinc

vicariate. Kings night call themselves vicerius Dei or cven vicarius Christi

(as Conrad II was oalled by the Archbishop of Mainz in 1033) -nd be challenged in

thosc titles (as was Honry IIT by Cordinal Humbert in 1047), and Gregory VII in

the year of his clection might o1l the Pope vicem Christi just once; but for all

that the title vicarius Petri stood firm cven through his reipgn (1073~85) - and

most particularly through his reign, as we hove geon - until all the cdifice of
centraliscd government was built ready for ithe woality to be invested with o now

title, vicarius Christi, It took tho unobtrusive diplomacy of the monk Urban 17,

the steady and tactful insistonce of +the cznonist Alcxender ITT ond the sheer
arisvocratic exuberonce of the curialist Innecent TIT to prepare the ground for the
assumption of that title to the papacy, & title which remains from Innocent's time
to this day.

Innocent IIT (1198-1216} was the first to govern with the notion that he was
Christ's visivle vicar on carth, with episcopal powers dorived not from Christ
dircetly but through the Pope. Though many refoming cardinals, not lcast among
then Peter Damian, had tried to persuade their Popes to this policy, all had $ill
then resisted it. The Englishman Adrian IV had come nearcst, WIn his consceration
scmon, he described himsclf as “sct in the midst betwecn God and man ... less then
God but greater than man, judge of 2ll men ~nd Judgud by nonc." In his letter to
the league of central Italy written the year he beconme Pope, a letter antieipated
by the ono of Gregory VII fo Willian the Congueror in ley 1080 (Register VII,25),
he wrote:-

Jugt as God, founder of the universe, has constituted two large luminaries

in the firmament of heaven, a najor onc to dominate the day ~nd a minor

onc to dominate the night, so he has cstabliched in the firmement of the

universal Church, which is signified by the nane of henven, two great

dignitics - a major onc +o sreside (so to say) over the days of the souls,
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and a minor onc to proside over the nights of the bodics, They are the
pontific.d juthority nd the royal pewer., So, a8 the moon receives its
light from the sun snd for this very reason is minor bhoth in quentity and
in quality, in i%s size and in its cifect, so the royal power derives from
the pontificnl authority tho splendour of its dignity.

Hi wns, of course, cchoing Gelasius' distinetion, in his lettor Duo Sunt of c.495,
between the auctoritas of pontiffs (ma 16) nd the potesios of monarchs (Rom 13).
The argunment is cxtendod beyoud distinetion of function, beyond what other Popes

hnd clained viz., hicrarchy of function, to depondonce of function; and it was made

to cover both the rule of monnarchs and of bishops. Innocent claimed for Peter's

muccessors o thresofold title. Tirst, Vicorius Christi, with its implications

gtretehing bock to the words of the Gospel: YAll poiwrer comcs from above, ~nd "AIl
authority in heaven nnd on earth is given to ne"., Trom this flowod the sceond, the

notorious plenitudo rnotestatiz, o clairm which {inally overreached itsclf in Bonifnce
L ’ F

VIII's Bull Unon Sancta of 1%02., Lastly, from bhoth was drovm o svecifie offico
PRSAeiia St i H
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judex ordinariun omniun, i.c, that the Pope was i onnicompoetent covrt of first
5 o

instrnce for the whol: of Christendom, the dircet bishop of every nan, the confessor
of cvery belicver., He linited himself in onc rogard, that the Pope ghould not
meddle in sceulsar afisirs unless appenlid to, or unloess he Judged that the dincension

of gin w~z presont = rationo weceoti - for it is the dimension of sin which gives

~ Pop: the spocific right and duty of seculrr interference, (ef Dr J.A. Watt,
"The Theory of Papal Mon~rchy in the Thirtconth Century: the Contribution of the
Cononists", 1965).

Arned with these doctrines in thoeir various stages of fruition, juridiesl
overlordship, vicariatc of Christ, fullness of powor and ordinnwy authority in
cvery dlocese, the Popes brought to bear their new penetrating influence upon
(a} the East, (b) the princes nnd (¢) the bishops. We cnn hore five only single
exanples to illustrate tho action,

(a) From the Tourth century onwords, thoe Bastern Church had rocognisced tha

the See of Rome hnd o prinacy over -ll other Churches, the Pope being first

bisliop in Christendonm. Tor then it was o geographical primncy resting in Rome

a5 the seat of Impire, togother with o doctrinal primncy accruing over the years

o3 that sce built up an unblenished record of doctrinal orthodoxy. It was accorded
by them, ~nd gave Reme no well-defined juridical rights, least of all the right

to summon costoern clerics for retrinl or to arbitratc in particular loeal disputes
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within o patriarchatc, Byzantine theologians woere nore preoccupicd with the
sacramental reality thon the juridiecal structurc of the Church, and were
conscquently less orticulate than the theologians of Rome when it came to
Jurisdiction. Their premise doctrine wus the belicf in the theory of Pentarchy,
thot the Church's governonce wog jointly shared by the five patriarchatos (Rome,
Constantinoplc, Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalom), but az Islam submorged some of
these and os the Slavonic tocephalous Churches grow up, this doctrinc too became
obscurcd. Lecking o doctrinc of hicrarchy, the Rast became quick to accuse Rome
of atterpted ngerandiscrent,

Dealing with the breach of 1054, Professor Dnitri Obolensky ("The Christian
Centurics, II: The niddle Ages", (1969) p. 103f) subscribes to the judgnent of Pope
John that both Churches must take sonc blame, The immediste couscs were the
papal enforcecnment of unifornity of liturgical practice in the Grock churches
of Southern Italy counlcd with the Byzantine insistence on Greck usagcs in the
Latin churchcs in Constontinople; and with these the nounting cntogonism betwesn
the universalist clains of the papacy, and strong dosire to prescrve its
troditionnl autonomy on the part of a Byzantine Church conscious of its prestige
28 the partner of the nost powerful and civiliscd state in Christendom, The papal
legnte Cardinal Humbert's histrionic rostures,

abusive language and truculent behaviour werc alnost matched by the

intransigence and sclf-righteous arrogance of the patriarch of Byzantiun.

The scene thot took place in Constantinople on 16 July 1054, when

Hunbert and his fellow legates laid - bull of ¢xcomrmnicotion against

Cerularius ond his chicf supporters upon the altar of the church of St.

Sophiz, hos aequired a nelancholy nnd perhaps excessive notoricty; it

wes followed by the burning of the bull by order of the Fmperor Constantine

IX, and the solomn cxcomrmnication of Bumbort -nd his associates by a

synod in Constantinopla,

This nomznt ranls with Chnrleomngne's coronation nnd Canossa ad one of the most
dramatic and misleading of the Middle Ages. (It is told in detoil by Dr Richard

Hayne, "Bast & West in 1054", Cambr Hist Journ XI.2, 1954, 1%3-48). Both sidcs

were in fact nore preoccupicd with the stressos of their own intcernal politics
than the doctrinal issues between the Churches; both were posturing to the

ndversary with their rend cye on their colleagues at home. Politics were at the
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root of it for both capitals: and yet the event proved a datc to mark o lasting
broken rclationship., It would never have happened in the pontificate of Gregory
the Great; or had it, it would soon have been ripaircd. But the policies had
hardened, and the Churches grown strangers to onc another. High papalism was

at the root of the breach as nuch os patriarchal pride,

(v) The attitude of the medicval pap ney towards sceulnr rulers stens quite as
much from a false theology of governance tought by Augustine, as upon the

papal doetrine of plenitudo potestatis. In 425, as the Vandals wore working

their way down through Spain to North Africa, St. Augustire at Hippo wrotc his

book XIX of "The City of God", which propounded =~ politicnl philosophy at variance
with the Grecks, roplacing them for cight conturics until Aquinas rosurrceted
Aristotle's Politics for the thinking world. lhere the Grecks placed political
action immediatcly below unalloyed contermplation as the highest of nan's

functions, Augustine spokc of scecular rule as ~ fom of cupiditas donincndi, a

o

1ibido or drivc to control others which arose from the stote of nature, not of
grace; ond more precisely, fallen sinful noture. For Augustine, nen are naturally
equal to one another and subject only to God ns creatures. God has given thon
doninion over thoe earth, putting all things under man's feot. But man, imprisonecd
by his pride (the hallmark of sin), erccts regincs where ncn become subject to one
another: all institutional subscrvience is the working out of sin in the natural
ordcr. While socicty may be rootcd in man's unspoiled naturc, governnent is rooted
in his sinful naturc; nd it is the latter which leads %o social inequality,
cocreive power, and ultimately =ll politieal authority. Such authority is
cxpressed in kingship, whosc actions arce conquest, domination and thirst for ever
morc power, At its ideal (ns in Romons 13), kingship is punitive and rcmedial;
but at its normal, it is a condition of fallen man not conducive to salvotion.
Rone and the Popes accepted this theology, using it to bring princcs into
Just that subscrvience which Augustine inveighed agrinst. The doetrinc permented
all Christondom, Onc cxmmple will suffice. At the clinox of the Investiture
struggle, Gregory VII wrotc to one of the Lorraine bishops, Hermonn of Metz, in
terns thet arc unconmpronmising Augustininnism: it iz a famous lottor defending

the papal power to deposc kings -
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Kings ond princes derive their origin fron nen ignorant of God, who
roise theusclves nbove their fellows by pride, plunder, treachery, murder
= in short, by cvery kind of crime - at the instigation of the Devil prince
of this world, etriving with blind grced and intolerablc presumption

to doninate over their couanls, that is, over nmen. ({Register VIIIL21).

Onc of the best examplis of papal clains combined with this vicw of sceular
governnent ciforded by the neriod, cppears in the ritc of coronation devised for
the Emperor Frodorick Brxbarossa by the Pnglish Pope Adrian IV, Adrian ves the
first Pope to bave to withstond serious notionnl cholleng:s, fron the Staufens
riad the Plantazenets, ndversarics ns well cquipped os his curia to fight on
ideological grounds, He resisted the challenge mnd his pontificate stends in
consequence at the stort of the steen nscont to the cuphoric heights of the
Innocents. At his own popal coronation he had been crovmed with the twin ringed
nitre signifying sacordotal snd rcgnal power, he had had cach enrdinal in turn
kiss his feet, he had beon given the twelve scools stmbolising the concentration of
2ll the Apostles' powers in his own hands, ond he had had o dencon (notably not a
bishop) to present hin with the palliun from the high altor, 411 of these gesturcs
were deeply symbolic, and the more so in the light of the rits he inposed on the
new Roman Emperor,

Adrian arrang-d that Borbarossa's anointing should precede the HMnss, to show

G-
that it wos in no sensc sacerdotal. Ikxxnm anointced, not on the head with chrism
as is a bishop, but botween the shoulder-blades (as scat of power) with a lesser
oil; and the anointing wrs not done at the high altar, but at a sidc altar (for
only the Pope should use thc High altar) by cardinnls. Then the Pope, whose
syrbolic part appenrs in cleorest relief, during the lMass conferrcd the imperial
insignia alonc at the high alter, omitting the ring sinec it properly significs
the marringe of bishop and diocesc, The would-be Emperor then had to subnit
hinseclf to a gerutinium by the Popu, a formal cxanination which was followed by
his kissing of the papal foot as an act of formol obedience cquivalent to the
enstern prosigmesis. Thewe was no enthronement, for Frederick was only an adjutor

to the papacy, but instead the Pope took fron the altar - as a palliw for a

netropolitan - the imperinl sword and hinself girded Barbnrossa, so that symbolieally

he reeccived his power from the Pope's hand - and likewisc his sceptre of imperial
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jurisdiction., TFinnlly the Pope crowned the ncw Emperor; ond ns Frederick IT his
grondson was to discover, what was in the Pope's power to confer wns also in his
power to remove, Where the papol crowning was mercly declorntory (for ne was
Popc fron clecetion), the inperinl crowning wos constituitive, without which no
rex was ever imperator. The coronation ot Sutri on 18 June 1155 is the surcst

demens tration that high papalism hod succecded in the sphsre of sccular rulo,

(ef. Professor Walter Ullnann, “The Pontificatce of Adrian IV?, Carbr Hist Journ

XI1.3, 1955, 233-52).
(e) Towords tho loeal bishops, the Bishops of Ronme began by being fraternal;
but by slow degr.ovs they becone paternal and then inpossibly domincnt, Hven a

Gregory the Great, who wrote, gul prinus crat in Apostolotus culnine esscet pripus

et in hunilitatc, who enswered Augustine of Conterbury by saying, "you know the
usage of the Roin Church in which you were nurtured; but if you have found custons,
Roman or Gallic:n or of other Churches, which arc more ploasing to God then teach
thosc to tho English Church, still young in the foith"; cven he eould be soverce with
bishops. The proceszs had bogun carly in papal cvolution, n~s we should cxpect,

gince a clein to prinacy earrics an inbuilt cleoin to hicrocratic hicrarchy. In

the ¢arly stoges, Popes clainmed the right of ruling thoe bisheops of Christondon,

not their dioeesos or their clergy. Innccent I ot the beginning of the fifth
contury provides o good instonce. His Epistle I (ae we now have it) confirmed
vrivileges bestowed by previous Popes on the Archbishop of Thessclonica, His
Bpistle IT gave the Bishop of Houcen the rulings he asked for on the consceration

of prelates, clerical disputes ond celibacy; ~dding that all crusac najorcs

(what did he nean?) should be referred to Rome o both norm and ~rbiter. His Epistle
IIT scttloed natters of local occclesiastical discipline for the Spanish bishovs, And
S0 on,

~A11 this did not constitutce n threat to the opiscopacy until the Gregorian
roformers bognn wholoesnle dismissals of those they narked out as guilty of "the
heresy of symony", i.c. buying their offices. HNetropolitons wore stripned of their

. . A .
szes sine spe recupsrotiond); the lower clergy wore invited to act a jury of pro-

sentment upon their owm or proxinate bishops; rmd cven 1oy barons were asked to

curb or censurc th.oir local prelates. In the cnd the German bishops could suffer
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it no more, ond 2t Worms in 1076 they mnounced the Gregorian papacy. To "Brother
Hildebrond® they urotc -

You have talcen from the bishops, as far as you could, 21l the power

which is known to have been divinely confurred upon thoem through the

groee of the Holy Spirit, which works mightily in ordinntions ....

You arrogantly usurp ncw powers, powers not duc to you, to the cnd that you

1wy destroy the righte duc to the wholc brothorhood (of the cpiscopacy).

For you asscrt thot if ~ay sin of onc of our norishioncrs comcs to your

notice, cvin if only by rumour, nonc of us has any further power to bind

or to loos: the party involved, for you clone nay do it, or onc whon you

delegate cspeeinlly for this purposc. i.c. o legate o laterc,
Anno, inporinl oloctor and Archbishop of Cologne, had en~rlicr written, "as the
Romon Bishop clains duc obedicnce from the Archbishop of Cologne, so thoe
Archbishop denands the Bishop of Rome rcfrain from interfering in canonieal
disciplinc within the Archbishop's territory",

Whethor it wnos interferenee or rightful cneroachment, the procoss procceded,
ad that as ruch in the hends of peaceful pontiffs os of +the belligerent oncs. A
good exanplc of the penctration of the papacy into the domain of the episcopate
concs from what hos bocn cnlled o weak pope in o preearious position resulting
from o schisn, a popc vacilleting between ruler ond netropolitan in the knowledge
that outright support for the onc would only bringpadded troubles from the other -
nancly Pope Alexander IIT in the Becket Affair, Dy tenperament ~nd treining,
Alexander was torperate and patient, cven ceutious; he was a lawyer disposcd to
noderation ond the avoidance of cxtrenes, dealing with two impctuous ~nd strong—
willced mon, His declored policy best illustratos his choracter, snd thoroforc his
nodc of action: to Becket he wrotc:-

Inasmuch as the Ronman Church,while obsorving suiteble speed, is accustoncd

to put up with grcat inconvenicmec rathor thon act hastily..we have upheld

this king with such prolongcd cxpectation, desiring by our nessengers and

letters to recall hin benocvolontly ond fraternally fron his purpos. and to

soften his hordness and inpetience by a sweet guntlencss, (M;ﬁgrials VI.4847).

But when it eanc to Becket's own suffrogan bishops in the Canterbury Provincc

showing signs of diffidence or uncooporation, the Pope wrotc swiftly to remind
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them thnt they were dealing not merely with their Princte or motropolitan, but with
the Pope's own represcntative, and that before him they had rights which were
sevaerely circunscribed. le wroto:-

Since you arc avwarc that our vencrable brothoer, the Archbishop of Canterbury,

presides over you not only in virtue of his nctropolitan jurisdiction but

also in consedguence of his legatine appointnent, it ie indcced surprising that
certoin of you, 28 we have hcard, preswne to naintain that your Archbishop
nay not - cither as notropolitan or as legotc = henr o casce fron your
bishoprics until it is rcfirred to him by appeal. Though it is agrced that
as netropolitan the Archbishop should not hecar cascs fron your diocescs
unless they howve boen referred to hin by appeal, yet in virtue of his
legntine powers as one appointcd to act in his Province in our stead, he

con oand should henr 2ll casce fron your bishoprics - whether they cone to

his court by appeal or come as complaint of mny person,

So we order and deeree thot you relinquish to his jurisdiction casce which

arc referred fron your dioccscs to hin os Archbishop; and do not attenpt

to deter or provent any cleric or laynan under your juriasdiction fron

tronsferring his casc to the Archbiszshop if he so wishes, (Maturials V.297f)
It is ns lecgatc and not =s Coantuar that Becket is here upheld, and that is nost
indicative., By degrcces all roads oventually led to Rome, while the loeal Churches
canc to be cireumvented or frustrated. Bishops gradually ccascd to be the spiritual
nexis of their dioceses, cxeept where there ruled a prelate of cxecptionally strong
personality, such as Robert Grosscteste at Lincoln.,

Let us, by way of an cunding, swiftly survey the outconc of thes: throce domine
ions - doninions vis-a-vis the Eastorn Church, the sceular arn and the episcopnte.
What has proven, as the years resolved the icsucs, to be valid and what an unfor—
tunate overstrain of duc rishts? As to the Eoot: on the last diy of the Sceond
Vetican Council (7 Docerbor 1965) Pope Peml, with great earncstness and a sinecre
desire to make nmends for aneient and long-stonding disscnsions (ns it was put),
announced the lifting of the nutunl ban with which Rome ~nd Byzantium hnd cxcon=
mnicated one enother in 1054; it beeone o nattoer consigned to history, unablc
any nore to affeet thepresont., 4s to the secular arm:  St. Thomrs Aquinas took

the newly rodiscovercd text of Aristotle's Politics in 1261 (or shortly afterwards)
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and drew out tho distinction botween praclatio and subjectio civilis in legitimate

governnent, and donincatio and subicctio scrvilis in vennl rulce, and with these he

drcw the sting from the old Augustinian political theology. The Church settled

into o realisation 2t i ad a potestas indirccta, o power of intrusi i
t real ti that it had potestas o} t power of t on in

natters of scrious nmoral concern: and thet is as it is today. As to the episcopacy:

the docunments of tho Sceond Vatican Council, notobly Lunen Gentium on the Church

(ch 3) ~nd Christus Dominug on the Pestoral Office of the Bishops (cspecially ch 1),

supnlercnited by the deliberations of the Octeober 1969 Roman Synod of Bisghops, have
entirely recstoblished any inbélance that persisted in the relationship of the
papacy to tho cpiscopnte, "By God's institution and the obligation of the
Apostolic officc™, the Decree on Bishops states, "ecch one iz enswerable for the
whole Church togethoer with the rest®™.  But that clveys assunes that the College

iz working in conjunction with the Popc at its head.

Anpleforth Albcric Stacpoole, 0.85.B.




