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THE CISTERCIAN REFORM
AND THE GENERAL CHAPTER OF 1667+

After four decades of fruitless debates and incessant litigation
it was only under the reign of Pope Alexander VII (1655-1667)
that the problem of the reform of Citeaux seemed to approach
the long desired settlement. The pontiff took an active interest
in the matter, ordered the leading representatives of the warring
factions to Rome, established a special congregation of cardinals
and prelates as a court of arbitration, which, after nearly two
years of delicate negotiations, produced a compromise solution.
The official brief, in the form of an apostolic constitution known
as the In suprema, was sealed by the Pope on April 19, 16661

By then, however, the issues involved had grown so complex
and the atmosphere so tense that the expected pacification could
not be achieved merely by the stoke of a pen.

Although the conservative majority of the Cistercian Order
—rallied around the commanding figure of Claude Vaussin,
abbot of Citeaux—readily admitted that a reform was necessary
and imminent, the same group stubbornly resisted the pressure
of a radical minority known as the Strict Observance actually
under the leadership of Jean Jouaud, abbot of Pritres. Curiously
enough, in matters of discipline the two groups were not far
apart. The difference consisted chiefly in dietary practices,
the Strict Observance insisting on the return to perpetual absti-
nence, while the majority, or Common Observance, emphasized
the validity of a long obtained and practiced dispensation.
But as the increasingly bitter dispute dragged on, it was turning
into a personal feud among the leaders of the discordant parties,
each seeking to capture key positions in the Order, ready to
crush the opposition by the force of authority.

In choosing methods and engaging allies for the desired end
neither side was particularly discriminating. Ultimately, how-

* With the support of a grant from the American Philosophical Society.

1. See for background the author’s previously published studies: The Antece-
dents of the Apostolic Constitution of Alexandes VII “In suprema” (1666) in
Analecta S.0.Cist., XIV (1958), 117-126 ; Pope Alexandeyr VII and the Cistercian
Observances, in The Catholic Historical Review, XLV (1959), 1-23.



394 REVUE BENEDICTINE

ever, the leaders of the Strict Observance decided to ride on the
tidal waves of current Gallicanism. In their drive for power
they sought the support of secular courts and applied consistently
the coercion of royal decrees while the Common Observance
looked to the Holy See for protection. Naturally, the attitude
of the Strict Observance was greatly resented in Rome and
despite high ascetic standards the movement enjoyed little
sympathy at the curia.

Well aware of the strained relations with the Holy See, it was
only with the greatest reluctance that the Strict Observance
obeyed the summons of Alexander VII and participated in the
Roman negotiations (1664-1666). Abbot Vaussin, on the other
hand, eagerly exploited the embarrassment of his opponents.
While presenting a plan of moderate reform universally applicable
throughout the whole Order, he labelled the Strict Observance
as a schismatic faction animated by a few restless and power-
hungry individuals. Unfortunately, the performance of the chief
delegate of the Strict Observance, the recently converted abbot
of La Trappe, Armand de Rancé, unwittingly substantiated the
validity of Vaussin’s charges. Instead of soothing the differences
and working for a realistic compromise, Rancé stubbornly insisted
to the end that only his observance was worth surviving and
continued to press, as the minimum of his demands, for full
autonomy and right of unlimited expansion.

The publication of the In suprema was the crowning achieve-
ment of Vaussin’s adroit diplomacy; the document denied
autonomy for the Strict Observance, but approved Vaussin’s
moderate program for a universal reform. The same brief,
however, praised the austere way of life of the “abstinents”
and obliged Vaussin to protect and propagate their exemplary
discipline. Moreover, as a gesture of appeasement, the Pope
determined that on the occasion of the future triennial General
Chapters the Strict Observance must be represented in the all-
important committee of definitorium by ten abbots, the same
number as the representation of the far more populous Common
Observance. According to the same decree, the first such
General Chapter was to be held in the month of May, 1667, in
order to provide for the practical enforcement of the reform.

Before the execution of the brief, however, it had to be presented
to Louis XIV for his royal approval, which in view of the support
given to the Strict Observance by the government thus far, was
not entirely a matter of course. In an atmosphere of rampant
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Gallicanism it was understandable that the Strict Observance,
defeated in Rome, tried everything possible to score a victory in
Paris by thwarting the promulgation of the papal constitution
in France.

When Rancé, on his return from Rome, arrived at Paris?,
he reported immediately to Jouaud the discouraging results of
his mission. The aging veteran of the war of observances,
wasting no time, hurried to the Court and denounced the brief
even before it reached Paris?. Jouaud’s reception, however,
was obviously cooler than he had anticipated. It was his great
misfortune that the stanchest supporter of the Strict Observance
at the Court, Queen Anne of Austria, had died less than four
months before, and the frivolous young monarch was rather
indifferent toward the matter.

The disappointed but undaunted Jouaud, as soon as a copy
of the brief was made available to him, in the pursuit of finding
a wider support for his cause, published a pamphlet of biting
criticism against the document3. He charged that the new
apostolic constitution, contrary to the Pope’s professed intentions,
ruined the Strict Observance, while the purported general reform
was illusory and hypocritical. He further argued that the papal
intervention in the whole affair was unwarranted ; moreover,
it was an affront to royal prerogatives and a challenge to the
freedom of the Gallican church4,

Meanwhile, in anticipation of difficulties in the way of royal
approval of the brief, the papal diplomacy proceeded with the
utmost circumspection®. The official text of the document was
dispatched to the nuncio at Paris, Carlo Roberti de’Vittorii, who
was instructed to co-operate in every further move with Vaussin 8.
Upon the request of the nuncio, Vaussin visited him at Paris,

1. Louis Dusots, Histoive de I'abbé de Rancé et de sa véforme (Paris, 1866),
I, pp. 327-328.

2. Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Nunziatura di Francia, 131, fol. 402, and 13%,
fol. 55. The material in the Vatican Archives has been exploited with the
generous co-operation of the Rev. Polycarp Zakar, S.0.Cist., Rome.

3. Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, .d 17 64.

4. There is a manuscript memorandum addressed to the king by the Strict
Observance, in Bibl. Nat., Ms. Frangais, 10565, fol. 1, adding to the charges
against Vaussin that he was ready to admit anybody to the Order without voca-
tion, even the children of the serfs of Citeaux, in order to boost the membership
of his observance. The king was requested to commit the investigation of
these and other charges to the parlement of Paris.

5. See this material chiefly in Arch. Segr. Vat., Nunz. di Francia, 131, fols.
369-458 and 132, fols. 25-139.

6. Nunz. di Francia, 316, fol. 14.
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and after due consultation, the abbot drove out to Saint-Germain-
en-Laye in order to explore the current humor of the Court™.
There, the friendly chancellor, Pierre Séguier, assured him that
the King had already been informed about the brief, seemed to
be pleased with it, and was ready to receive it from the nuncio.
Vaussin rushed back with the good news to Paris, and on June 1,
he and the nuncio jointly presented the brief to the King at
Versailles.

The audience turned out to be an unexpectedly smooth and
pleasant affair. The nuncio assured the King that by reaffirming
the authority of Citeaux within the Order the brief served the
interest of France : as to the interest of the Strict Observance, if
Jouaud cared more for the reform than for his personal aggran-
dizement, he should be satisfied, for the brief guaranteed the
protection and expansion of the Strict Observance. The King,
apparently in a jocular mood, chuckled and remarked that he
was not so certain about Jouaud’s satisfaction over the brief,
but otherwise, he gave to the nuncio every assurance of his
understanding of the Pope’s intentions 2.

The examination of the brief, then a mere formality, was
entrusted to a committee headed by Séguier®. Jouaud, who
was officially consulted during the subsequent process, softened
somewhat his rigid attitude but still warned the King that under
the pretention of a general reform Vaussin merely wished to stifle
his observance. In the royal council all opposition to the brief

1. Nunz. di Francia, 131, fols. 368, 389. See for the role of Séguier, Frangois
A. GERVAISE, Histoire générale de la véforme de Uordre de Cilcaux en France
(Avignon, 1746), p. 358. On May 22, Vaussin invited Pierre Henry abbot of
Clairvaux to accompany him to Paris but there is no evidence for the latter’s
co-operation. Archives départementales de I’Aube (Troyes), 3 H 3270.

2. Arch. Segr. Vat., Nunz. di Francia, 131, fol. 402. On the point of view
of the king, there is a revealing passage in his memoirs where he reflected, in
retrospect, on this particular affair : “Les premiers (the Common Observance),
qui paroissoient les plus sincéres, avoient pour eux l'autorité de leur général,
et sembloient en effet ne rechercher autre chose que de rassembler tous les
membres désunis, sous l'autorité de leur véritable chef ; les derniers (the Strict
Observance), qui vouloient paroitre les plus zélés, mais qui peut-étre n’étoient
que les plus facticux, avoient & leur téte quelques abbés particuliers, et demandant
avec chaleur une réforme plus austere, se promettoient apparemment de couvrir,
sous un prétexte si spécieux, la cabale qu’ils avoient formée pour s’affranchir
de la jurisdiction du général. ...Mon jugement fut en faveur de la bulle et du
général, en quoi, outre les raisons du fond qu'il seroit ennuyeux de vous rapporter,
je considerai qu'il étoit avantageux a I’état de conserver, sous 1'obéissance de ce
chef d’ordre, tous les étrangers qui offroient de s’y ranger aux conditions portées
par le bref.” Fuvres de Louis XIV, ed. GRIMOARD (Paris, 1806), II, 176-178.

3. GERVAISE, op. cit., pp. 358-359.
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was outweighed by the support of Colbert and Lionne. On
July 14, 1666, the In suprema was approved, its promulgation
and execution ordered by a royal patent!. Roberti, when
reporting the gratifying news to Rome, did not forget to enclose
a copy of Jouaud’s latest pamphlet against the brief. The
Pope’s reaction to the latter was not recorded but he expressed
his satisfaction over the King’s prompt co-operation and in-
structed the nuncio to convey the same to Versailles. Vaussin, too,
received a congratulatory message in the name of Alexander VII
through Cardinal Celsi, wishing success to the forthcoming
Chapter and the execution of the reform2.

The triumphant Vaussin hurriedly converted his diplomatic
success into more tangible gains. Still in Paris, he took over
the College of Saint Bernard, thus far the headquarters of the
Strict Observance. It was in this house that on August 1, he
sent to each abbot of the Order his invitation to the General
Chapter, to be opened at Citeaux on May 9, 1667 ; while outlining
the magnitude of the task that lay ahead, he expressed his hope
that peace would follow the re-establishment of discipline through-
out the Order. The same circular urged attendance in the
strongest terms3.

Despite the encouraging initial success, it was doubtful,
however, that the expression of official optimism for a bright
future was the voice of a deeply rooted conviction. Those who
had sufficient acquaintance with the problems as well as with
the usual tactics and legal maneuvers of the fighting parties, had
to admit that the final reconciliation was beyond the horizon.
The Strict Observance, firmly ensconced in about one third of
Cistercian monasteries in France under the tight control of capable
leaders, enjoyed a practical independence during the past decade
under royal patronage. It stood high in reputation for strict
asceticism and was enthusiastically supported by an influential

1. See the document of royal approval followed by the act of registration by
the Grand Conseil on Aug. 6, Bibl. Nat., Ms. Fr. 18696, fols. 322-330. In oppo-
sition to the text of the In suprema, however, the king insisted on the validity
of previously made contracts between the two observances granting pension to
all those who voluntarily submitted themselves to the rule of the Strict Observance.

2. Roberti’s report in Arch. Segr. Vat., Nunz. di Francia, 315, fol. 20. Celsi
to Vaussin : Paris, Archives Nationales, L. 747, doss. 16, No. 106, dated Sept. 7,
1666.

3. The occupation of the College is mentioned in Nunz. di Francia, 132, fol. 139.

—See the indictio of the Chapter in J.-M. CANIvEZ, Statuta Capitulorum Generalivm
Ord. Cist. (Louvain, 1939), VII, pp. 438-440.

RBJ
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circle of French aristocrats. To be sure, the most recent events
indicated that the Strict Observance was losing ground at the
royal court, yet the meek surrender of the “abstinents” could not
realistically be expected. Besides, there was considerable dis-
satisfaction with the brief even among the ranks of the Common
Observance ; not only the slothful and indifferent grumbled
against the reform, no matter how moderate, but even the well
disciplined congregation of Upper Germany had objections
against it. There, the target of criticism was not so much disci-
pline as matters of administration, but there was no doubt
about their readiness to raise their powerful voice against certain
points of the brief®.

It must have been, then, with sinking heart that Vaussin
turned to the task of making the necessary preparations for the
approaching Chapter.

Naturally, the Strict Observance looked into the immediate
future with even greater perplexity. Since the simple acceptance
of the Roman verdict had not even entered the mind of Jouaud
and his followers, they were confronted with a crucial dilemma.
In their vision, participation in the Chapter necessarily involved
protestation against the apostolic constitution which would lead
inevitably to their condemnation as rebels and schismatics by a
hostile majority. On the other hand, passive resistance by
boycotting the Chapter and ignoring its expected resolutions,
was equivalent to open defiance against both Pope and King.
Jouaud was inclined to choose the second alternative but among
his fellow-abbots the spirit of moderation prevailed. The much
respected Rancé, trusting the strength of “abstinent” votes in
the definitorium, urged active participation. When the same
advice came from the sympathetic first president of the parlement
of Paris, Guillaume de Lamoignon, Jouaud changed his attitude
and representation in full numbers was resolved 2.

The General Chapter, the legislative assembly of all abbots
of the Order, was originally an annual convention held at Citeaux,
but the wide expansion of the Order made its regular attendance
by the representatives of distant countries difficult, even im-
possible. Later, the formation of independent congregations and
the almost continuous disturbances of wars further reduced the
number of participants and eventually chapters were held only

1. See the records of a German abbatial convention dealing with the matter
on Feb. 17, 1667, Karlsruhe, Generallandesarchiv, 98 /2080.
2. GERVAISE, op. cit., pp. 360-361.
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occasionally and were poorly attended. Most recently, the
interminable lawsuits over observances carried on before various
civilian and ecclesiastical authorities rendered the convocation
of Chapters rather pointless. In fact, the last General Chapter,
held in 1651, while solving nothing, only added fuel to the fire
of mutual animosities. Now, however, the Chapter had somewhat
better chances for success. It was not expected to work out a
mutually acceptable formula for reform and peaceful co-operation ;
all these had already been done in Rome and the task of the
convention was limited to the speedy execution of the apostolic
constitution. This, supposing a minimum degree of sincerity
and obedience to the Holy Sce, was a possibility.

As an encouraging sign, the Chapter turned out to be the best
attended convention of the century. On the eve of the opening
date, May 8, 1667, forty abbots and 150 other delegates of lesser
rank assembled at the city of Dijon and proceeded in a colorful
cavalcade toward Citeaux, under the watchful eyes of curious
burghers!. As always, the wast majority of participants were
representatives of French abbeys ; this time, however, a con-
spicuously strong contingent, among them seventeen abbots,
appeared from the ranks of the Strict Observance. Of the
foreigners, the largest group was made up of Swiss, Germans and
Austrians. The Portuguese, Castilian, Lombard and Polish

congregations sent no delegates at all, and even the Belgian
abbots remained absent for fear of war.

only nominally represented.

The solemn inauguration took place as scheduled, on the morn-
ing of May 9. It was followed by the intricate procedures of
election of officials and organization of various committees.
The Chapter, holding two formal meetings each day, remained
in session until May 16. The negotiations covered a large
variety of subjects but here only those can be considered that

concerned the crucial problem of reform and the interrelation
of the two observances 2.

Other countries were

1. On the Chapter of 1667 there are two rather colorful eyewitness reports :
one by a Swiss delegate, Joseph MEGLINGER, Descriptio Itineris Cisterciensis...
(Lucernae, 1667), reprinted also in Migne, P.L., 185, cols. 1505 ff. ; excerpts of
the same with some learned comments by Henri CHABEUF, Voyage d'un délégué
Suisse au chapitre généval de Citeaux en 1667 (Dijon, 1885) ;—the other and much
shorter by abbot Laurentius Scipio of Ossegg (Bohemia), published in Cister-
cienser-Chronik, VILI (1890), 289 ff., 321 ff. ; unfortunately, both accounts detaii
only the outside, public events of the Chapter.

2. The official records of the Chapter survived in many copies both in print
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The first important item on the agenda was the organization
of the key policy-making committee of twenty-five abbots, the
definitovium. The abbot of Citeaux and the four proto-abbots,
those of La Ferté, Pontigny, Clairvaux and Morimond, were
members by their office, while the remaining twenty were ap-
pointed by these five, each naming four other abbots of their
respective filiation. According to the In suprema, two of the
four appointees by the proto-abbots had to be chosen from the
Strict Observance. Since none of the proto-abbots sympathized
with the Strict Observance, it was rather surprising that they
nominated the two most uncompromising “abstinents”, Jouaud
and Rancé, as definitors. Yet, the Strict Observance was by no
means satisfied. The impetuous abbot of Foucarmont, Julien
Paris, was conspicuously bypassed by Vaussin ; Pontigny ap-
pointed as “abstinent” the Swiss abbot of Hauterive, while other
capable abbots of the Strict Observance, such as Pierre Gaultier
of Pin, Jouaud’s most experienced legal advisor, and Dominique
George of Val-Richer, Rancé’s fellow-delegate in Rome, were
given positions only in committees of lesser importance .

At the first formal session the Pope’s greetings and best wishes
for a successful Chapter were read. Similar complimentary
messages by Emperor Leopold and by Cardinal Nini, the protector
of the Order, followed. Louis XIV was represented by two royal
commissioners2. Then Vaussin, on his knees, received the cere-
moniously presented In suprema and there began the public
reading of the long document. It was scarcely terminated when
the abbots of the Strict Observance, forgetful of the perpetual
silence imposed upon them by the very same brief, broke out in
a storm of protest.

First, the tempestuous Rancé rose to speak. The text of his
protestation, as included in the records of the Chapter, was
evidently only a summary of what he said, but his signature
authenticated its contents. He stated that although he had
witnessed in Rome the proceedings for the general reform of the
Order, he knew under what influences the negotiations had been
conducted. He also knew that there had been many things

and manuscript. See a contemporaneously printed text in Bib. Nat., Ld? 10;
it was most recently reprinted by CANIVEZ, op. cit., VII, pp. 440-466.

1. CANIVEZ, op. cit.,, VIL, p. 441 ; see reference to Vaussin’s rejection of Paris
in Bibl. Nat., Ld? 73, p- 36.

2. CANIVEZ, op. cit., VII, pp- 442-444 ; there is in the Archives Nationales,
L. 747, doss. 16, No. 111, 2 similar complimentary message by the Duke of

Savoy, dated April 26, 1007.



THE CISTERCIAN REFORM AND THE GENERAL CHAPTER OF 16()7 401

inserted into the text of the brief, dubious, obscure, contrary to
the Rule and the ancient statutes of the Order, in fact, against
the intentions of the pontiff, to whom, because of his ill health,
very little had been communicated. Nevertheless, out of defer-
ence to the Holy See and obedience to royal authority, he found
it necessary to assent to the brief, but only until the King would
permit another appeal to Rome for a more auspicious and effica-
cious consultation for the salvation of the miserably decaying
Order. This public statement, he continued, was presently
demanded by his conscience, but more might follow on the same
subject in due time.—The carefully worded declaration was
signed by all attending abbots of the Strict Observance, but
otherwise, the sorely inadequate records of the Chapter reveal
nothing about the immediate reaction to Rancé’s speech®.

Next, the frustrated Julien Paris took the rostrum. He
protested against the election of non-abbots for any office at the
Chapter, as long as there were abbots available for these posts.
He concluded his words with the threat that unless his demand
was heeded, he would not recognize the validity of the Chapter
or its decisions. Although the demand was rejected by the
majority of the Chapter on grounds of long tradition to the
contrary, fourteen other “abstinent” abbots joined Paris by
signing his written declaration 2.

The third protestation was delivered by Guillaume Chéruel,
abbot of Vieuville, against the appointment of the abbot of the
Swiss Hauterive as one of the ten definitors representing the
Strict Observance. Chéruel admitted that at Hauterive the

1. CaNIVEZ, op. cit., VII, p. 449. There is more about that memorable session
in GERVAISE, op. cil., pp. 362-365, but his story cannot be authenticated from
other sources. According to this account, Rancé was immediately rebuked by
Vaussin, and the former in the heat of his rejoinder asserted that he could obtain
written testimonials of 10,000 witnesses to the effect that on the date of the
publication of the brief the Pope was so sick that he could not have possibly
read its text. Specifically, the clause imposing perpetual silence on the Strict
Observance was inserted against the pontiff's intentions. When Rancé was
asked if he opposed the king’s patent as well, he replied that he did not, but he
was confident that he would be able to change the king’s mind and to enlist his
support in Rome. Afterwards, Rancé checked carefully the text of his speech
in the official records of the Chapter and finding it inadequate, produced himself
the final text. Before the Chapter was over, Vaussin apologized before Rancé,
offered him the office of visitor over a new province of the Strict Observance but
Rancé declined the appointment.—See some more details about the same in a
work published in 1694 and attributed to abbé J.-B. TH1ERS, Apologie de M. I’abbé
de la Trappe (n. p., n. d.), pp. 287-288.

2. CANIVEZ, op. cit.,, V1, pp. 445, 448-449.
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perpetual abstinence was observed but he argued that other
observances were below the standards of the I'rench “abstinents”.
Besides, the Swiss abbey had never communicated with the
Strict Observance of France and therefore was unfit to represent
an organization which he evidently conceived as strictly French.
He, too, declared the nullity of all acts of the Chapter, unless his
grievance was redressed. Although all other abbots of the
Strict Observance supported the stand of the abbot of Vieuville,
the objection was overridden and the Chapter approved the
appointment of the abbot of Hauterive ™.

Naturally, Jouaud, the vicar general of the years of independ-
ence and still the greatest authority among the “abstinents”,
could not remain silent either. It was probably on the third day
of the negotiations that he presented his demands for at least
partial restoration of autonomy, wihich, in his mind, was absolutely
necessary for the safe survival of his observance. First, he asked
permission to hold separate abbatial conventions ; then, he
demanded that all houses of the Strict Observance be vacated
by monks of the Common Observance ; finally, he insisted that
his observance be introduced in any house where the majority
of monks would favor such a move, naming specifically the abbey
of Chassagne.

To the first, the Chapter replied that “abstinent” conventions
should be held concurrently with General and Intermediate
Chapters ; regarding the second, it was decided that in case of
necessity monks of the Common Observance might live in houses
of the Strict Observance, but under obedience to the “abstinent”
superiors ; the Chapter was ready to consider the third demand
and delegated Pierre Bouchu, abbot of La Ferté, to investigate
the case of Chassagne?.

The inevitable German protestation against the brief came, in
comparison, as a modest request for permission to turn to the

I. See this and the reply of Dominique Baumann abbot of Hauterive
(1659-1670), ibid., Pp. 445, 449-450.—Perpetual abstinence was restored at
Hauterive under the administration of abbot Guillaume Moénnat (1616-1640).
Cf. Augustine STEIGER, Berichte tiber des Abtes Wilhelm Moénnat von Allenryf
klosterliche Reformidtigkeit, in Cistercienser-Chronik, XXXIV (1922), 49-53 ;
69-71. Hauterive belonged to the Congregation of Upper Germany and at the
abbatial convention of Feb. 17, 1667, Baumann declared that for the sake of
uniformity he was ready to abandon the perpetual abstinence in his monastery.

Karlsruhe, Generallandesarchiv, 98 [2080. ) .
2. CANIVEZ, 0p. cil., VII, p. 453. There is no indication that Chassagne did

join the Strict Observance.
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Holy See for clarification of certain points bearing on the internal
affairs of German abbeys. Against this move the Chapter had
no objections .

After such inauspicious beginnings, it was rather remarkable
that the Chapter continued its work and managed to reach some
consequential resolutions concerning the general reform. On
the other hand, it was certainly no sign of optimism, when on
May 11, permission was granted for leaving Citeaux to all those
who were not members of the definitorium or who did not hold
other official positions at the Chapter, if important matters
called them home 2.

In execution of a momentous decision of the brief—strongly
resented by the “abstinents”—the fifty-five houses of men and
four convents for women actually under the control of the Strict
Observance, were divided into three provinces3, each under an
elected visitor of the same observance. As prescribed by the
In suprema, the abbot of Citeaux, the four proto-abbots and the
ten “abstinent” members of the definitorium promptly elected
the visitors by secret ballot. To no one’s surprise the choice fell
on Jouaud, Paris and Gaultiers. By this same act the Strict
Observance regained—if not independence—at least a modest
measure of autonomy. It was only regrettable that the defini-
tortum, by failing to circumscribe the exact nature and extent of
the visitors’ jurisdiction over the abbeys assigned to them,
created a dangerous field for future legal wranglings5. Provisions
were made also for the visitation of the provinces of the Common
Observance, including Citeaux, which was to be visited, after the
termination of the Chapter, jointly by the four proto-abbots®.

1. Ibid., VII, p. 445.

2. Ibid., VII, p. 450.

3. Ibid., VII, pp. 453-454. The three provinces were made up by the following
monasteries : North-East (under Jouaud), Royaumont, Lannoye, Ourscamp,
Bohértes, Longpont, La Ferté Millon, Bonne-Fontaine, Vauclair, Reclus,
Charmoye, Chatillon, Chalade, Cheminon, Haute-Fontaine, Piété-Dieu, Charité,
Vauluisant, Jouy, DPreuilly, Barbeaux, Vaux-de-Cernay. North-West (under
Paris), Foucarmont, Lieu-Dieu, Val-Richer, Barbery, La Trappe, Aulnay,
Torigny, Vieuville, S. Aubin, Boquen, Bégard, Coétmaloén, S. Maurice, Lanvaux,
Prieres, Ile-Dieu, Villencuve, Melleray, Perseigne, Champagne, Tironneau,
Bois-Groland, South (under Gaultier), Etoile, Pin, Colombe, Merci-Dieu,
S. Léonard, Bonlieu, Cadouin, Fontguillem, Pierres, Fontmorigny, Septfons,
Maiziéres.—Altogether 55 monasteries.

4. Tbid., V1I, p. 446.

5. Ibid., VII, p. 446.

6. Ibid., VII, p. 451.
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After many futile previous efforts, this Chapter too, made a
brave attempt to tackle the perennial but always elusive problem
of composing and editing a practical code of Cistercian law, with
the incorporation of the most recent papal decrees. The task
was entrusted to a committee of four : abbots Bouchu and Paris,
Charles Bourgeois, provisor of the College of Saint Bernard, and
Jean Petit, prior of Bonport, Vaussin’s future successor. The
result of their labor was to be presented for approval at the next
General Chapter!. A few practical details, though, were imme-
diately settled ; e.g., it was decided that the nocturnal office on
holydays should begin no later that 2 AM ; on weekdays, at
least at 3 AM?2. Provisions were made for the proportionate
coverage of administrative expenses and the Strict Observance
was compelled to pay half of its overdue contributions, which
the “abstinents” had neglected to furnish during the years of
independence®. As an implicit admission that the Chapter was
unable to perform fully its avowed duty, before its closing, abbot
Vaussin was empowered to solve all anticipated difficulties that
might arise in the process of the execution of the brief4.

When, on May 16, the Chapter adjourned, Pope Alexander VII
lay at Rome mortally ill and died on May 22. If the “abstinents”
expected a more favorable attitude from his successor, they
were soon disappointed. After a relatively short conclave
Cardinal Giulio Rospigliosi, who assumed the name of Clement IX
(1667-1669), was elected. As his predecessor’s secretary of state,
through his busy correspondence with the nuncio at Paris, he
was well acquainted with the current problems of Citeaux and,
as Roberti, favored Vaussin over his opponents®. A change of
policy was unlikely still for another reason. The same special
Roman congregation that arbitrated the dispute of observances
in 1664-1666, continued to function and now was ready to examine

the records of the Chapter®.

1. Ibid., VII, p. 447.

2. Ibid., VI1I, p. 447.

3. Ibid., VII, p. 463.

4. Ibid., VII, p. 460.

5. See the correspondence of Rospigliosi with Roberti regarding Citeaux in
Arch. Segr. Vat., Nunz. di Francia, 130, 131, 132, 315, 316. For background
consult L. Pastor, The History of the Popes (St. Louis, 1952), XXXI, p- 314 ff.

6. The members of the Congregation remained the same as before although
the number of individuals was reduced from ten to six : cardinals Ginetti, Farnese
and Celsi, and prelates Ugolini, de Rossi and Fagnani, the latter acting as secre-
tary. Arch. Segr. Vat,, Misc. Arm. VIII, g9, fol. 334.
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Nevertheless, the leaders of the Strict Observance, sensing
an opportunity, made an attempt to influence the new Pope.
A memorandum, listing all their grievances against the Chapter,
was hastily composed and dispatched to Rome, where it was
presented to Clement IX by their powerful patron, Cardinal Retz.
The memorandum questioned the sincerity of the Common
Observance in the execution of the In suprema, charged that no
measures had been taken for the propagation of the Strict Observ-
ance and asked that the acts of the Chapter be examined by the
congregation of regulars and not by the prejudiced special
congregation in charge of the Cistercian reform. The Pope was
inclined to comply with that last request but after the interven-
tion of Citeaux’s alert procurator, Jean Malgoirez, the pontiff
reversed his attitude and thus Retz’s action fizzled out without
results .

An authenticated copy of the Chapter’s records, accompanied
by a lengthy memorandum pointing out both the measures
taken in accordance with the In suprema and the difficulties
created by the negative attitude of the Strict Observance, was
soon transmitted from Citeaux to Rome?2 The special congre-
gation received also the written protestation of the German
abbots against certain provisions of the apostolic constitution.
The Germans were concerned with the administration of monastic
goods, opposed the organization of common novitiates, suggested
modifications in the rule of abstinence, asked for the permission
of using linen instead of woolen garments, and most significantly,
objected to the appointment of ten “abstinent” definitors, arguing
that the number was disproportionately high and that it unduly
reduced the chances of foreign abbots to officiate in the same
capacity 3.

All these issues were considered at a formal session of the
special congregation on October 7, 1667. All major decisions of
the Chapter involving the reform were approved while the
protestation of the “abstinents” was condemned in a strongly
worded declaration. The difficulties of German abbeys, however,
were given thoughtful attention. The same meeting suggested

1. Archives of the Austrian Cistercian monastery of Heiligenkreuz, Rubr. 59,
Fasc. I1I, No. 3°. Courtesy of P. Zakar, Rome.

2. Arch. Segr. Vat., Misc. Arm. VIII, g9. fols. 334-355.

3. Ibid., fols. 370-382. See similar compositions in Misc. Arm. VIII, 28,
fol. 337 and 344 ; the latter was presented to Fagnani by Malgoirez.






