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As the OrTHODOX CATHOLIC REVIEW is not intended to be a periodical of
merely ephemeral interest, but proposes chiefly to contribute to the stock of
Orthodox literature by Essays, Reviews, and Translations of a more lasting
character, we venture to point out some of the papers which, at any time,
might enlist the attention of the reader :

VOL. I

Catholic Orthodoxy and Evangelicalism.
Russian Theological Literature.

“ Ancient Roman Inscriptions.”

¢ Christendom’s Divisions.”

Audiatur et altera pars.
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Our Position opposite Roman Catholicism.
Gordian Knots.

Greek Theological Literature.

VOL. II.

Orthodoxy, Anglicanism, and Romanism (Neale, Newman, Palmer, Allies).

Pope and Patriarch,

Rejection of the Council of Florence.

On the Relatlon of the Anglican Church to the Orthodox. By Professor
Damaras. (Continued in Vols, III. and IV.)

The False Decretals.

* Attempt at a Reunion of the Anglican and the Orthodox Church, made by
the Non-Jurors.

Historical Witness against the Church of Rome and its Counterfeit.

VOL. III.

Reconsideration of the Anglican Claims. (Also to be had as pamphlet.)
The Liturgy of the Western Orthodox Catholic Mass.

The Succession of the Patriarchs of Constantinople.

The Hellenic College in London.

The Old-Catholic Movement and the Munich Congress.

VOL. IV.
The Bonn Conference.

Neologism and Orthodoxy.

The Great Canon of 8. Andrew of Crete.

The only Safe Expedient for Roman Catholics. (Continued in Vol. V.)
Articles of Catholic and Orthodox Belief.

Confusion ! Letters addressed to an Anglican Churchman, (Continued in
Vols. V. and VI.)

[Continued on page 3.
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A PLAIN VIEW OF THE CLAIMS

OF THR

ORTHODOX CATHOLIC CHURCH

AS APPOSED TO ALL OTHER CHRISTIAN
DENOMINATIONS.

O Christian denies that Christ founded One Church, and
only One.
No Christian denies that this Church was to be
Catholic, i.e., universal, destined to embrace all mankind.

No Christian denies that this Church is Holy, offering the
means of sanctification to the believer.

But here the agreement ends, for there are not a few
Protestants who deny the fourth characteristic mark of
Christ’s Church, viz., that she must be Apostolic. They
maintain that Paul preached not the same doctrine as Peter,
and that both differed from John and James. In short,
they maintain that already in the Apostolic times doctrinal
corruption began to spread within the pale of the Church,
and continued in her ever since, till the so-called Reformers
set themselves to purify her, followed by their Rationalistic
successors, sweeping away whatever of dust and cobwebs
they still consider to hang about. Now, the individuality
and temperament of the Apostles were, indeed, different, as
there are not, never have been, and never will be, two per-
sons exactly alike in their mode of thinking and of express-
ing their thoughts. Thus the Apostles, though holding the

A



2 The Claims of t e Orthodox Catholic Church

same truth, look at it from different points of view, as you
may look at an object from different sides. So it was wisely
arranged by God, in order to exhibit His truth in the most
comprehensive way. Thus St. Paul shows the supreme value
of faith, without, however, undervaluing good morks, as the
legitimate and necessary fruits of faith; while St. James
lays a particular stress on ‘‘good works,” so far as they
spring from ¢ faith,” and prove that the faith producing
them was not a mere sham, but a substantial reality. The
depth of truth can never be exkausted, for it is conterminous
with God, who is ke truth (St. John xiv. 6). Our idea does
not comprehend and encompass the fulness of any divine
truth. It is the nature of a finite being that it cannot
comprehend an infinite being, nor an infinite inexhaustible
truth, or else the finite embracing the infinite would be
greater than the latter, and consequently both change places
—the individual would become God, and God would become
the individual’s creature. But what we mean to affirm is
this, that the individual must be able to form a correct
idea of the truth revealed by God for the benefit and
guidance of man. There is a great difference between a
correct idea and a complete idea. A correct idea of truth
is indispensable to us for attaining our end; an incorrect
idea is a wrong way that canunot lead to our destination.
A complete and exhaustive idea of divine truth is impossible
to man, since the finite capacity of man is not commensurate
to the infinite comprehensiveness of divine thought. Thus
the Apostles give us different (but by no means conflicting)
aspects of the same truth—Ilike the rays of the sun con-
verging into the same centre—they are all correct, and tend
towards completing the one unfathomable idea of divine con-
ception (if we may transfer this human expression to divine
intuition). Rationalism does.not see this harmony of Apos-
tolic teaching, because Rationalism is like a prism, the dis-
persive powers of which divide the ray of light, whereas
Orthodoxy gathers the different rays of the one light and
brings them back to its centre of unity. This Rationalism,
the legitimate development of the fundamental Reformation
principle, ¢ the right of private judgment,” has not only
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undermined the foundation of Christianity, but has scarcely
left a shadow of the doctrine revealed by Christ. All miracles
and prophecies are gone, i.c., have dwindled away before the
ever-increasing light of modern culture, which tried to prove
them to be impositions, hypocrisies, or the fruit of blind-
ness and ignorance. Christ, undeified, has been degraded to
the rank of Solon, Pythagoras, Plato, and Confucius. His
Moral Code, the only piece of property left to Him, is en-
thusiastically praised, as if to pacify and console Him for
the deprivation of the rest. But even this ¢ Moral Code ”
is antiquated, since it is based on a clear and distinct notion
of God as revealed to Moses, to the Patriarchs, and Prophets.
Rationalism cannot accept such a God, but can only admit
a kazy notion of the Deity, leaving altogether aside the ques-
tion whether Glod is a Personality or simply the Vital Force
pervading Nature, Hence the doubts and misgivings about
the creation of the world and the immortality of the soul.

This picture is not exaggerated, though all the Rationalists
do not go the same length: yea, a great many of them
would be frightened if they saw the abyss towards which
they are hastening. But the constraint of logic is all but
irresistible, and drags along those who once shuddered at a
notion they now hold and stubbornly defend.

The Christian cloak and nomenclature is retained by the
Rationalistic clergy for decency’s sake, or as a bait for the
ignorant and unsuspecting people. Bat, alas! the technical
terms are empty; the Bible is nothing but a human work of
literature, subject to the critical whims and conjectures of
classical, historical, and physical scholars. The chief.judge
and ruler in the matter are the Experimental Sciences.
Hence the depreciation of all supernatural truth. ¢ We
know only what our senses can perceive; all that is beyond
this is mere supposition and guesswork.” This is the main
drift of Rationalistic argument, though it generally does not
appear in this crude form, which would be too unpalatable
to many who are first to be educated into a more advanced
frame of Free Thought.

There are millions of Protestants belonging to this class
of religionists. They do not form a separate denomina-
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tion, but are content to remain where they hitherto were, in
the Lutheran, or the Reformed, or the Presbyterian, or the
Anglican, or any other Protestant Church. They are the
solvent which inevitably must dissolve the Protestant Church,
since it is not a heterogeneous matter inserted into the Pro-
testant body, but the legitimate development of its own
fundamental principle. The more far-sighted among the
Unitarians declare openly that they prefer those who sym-
pathise with them not to leave their present Church, but to
serve a8 a leaven slowly penetrating the mass. And, indeed,
is the fashionable Christianity of the present day, the Chris-
tianity of the;leading, actors, authors, artists, anything else
but what we have just described? How utterly Christianity
has disappeared from this sort of religion is evident from the
fact that the modern school -of Reform-Jews advocate the
amalgamation with the Unitarians and their co-religionists
scattered about in the different Protestant Churches. Mar-
riages between Jews and Christians are no longer called
scandals, but clergymen are found to officiate and call down
Grod’s blessing on such unions, and persons of the most
exalted rank of society honour the ceremony with their pre-
sence. These are signs of the times more eloquent than a
thousand arguments, and pointing in this direction: that
the Protestant Church is drifting into wnébelief, which is
next-door neighbour to infidelity. And, what is the worst,
it is just the consistent and rigorous development of the
fundamental Protestant principle of private judgment which
leads naturally and inevitably to unbelief.

It is only by inconsistency and self-delusion that a Pro-
testant can be a believer. If he refrains from drawing the
necessary conclusions from his premisses, because his better
self warns him and his religious feeling is revolted at the
logical result, he ought to examine his principle and reject
it, instead of proclaiming it yet not following it up to the
bitter end. This is glaring inconsistency. 1f, moreover,
this private judgment breeds an infinity of different opinions
on the same doctrine, common sense tells us that, at best,
only one can be right, and the others are misleading. But
where is the tribunal to decide who is right and who is
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wrong? It is a cheap and flimsy excuse to maintain that
the pious Christians agree in all fundamental doctrines.
-History tells us just the contrary, and only he who will be
blind can advance such a view. However, let us, only for
argument’s sake, grant the assertion : who is to decide which
doctrines ought to be considered fundamental? The pious
Protestant Claus Harms tells us that you can write the
doctrines in which the Protestants agree on the nail of your
finger. Such has become Christ’s doctrine under the man-
agement of private judgment.
“ The Bible, the Bible only, and nothing but the Bible,” is
the symbol and device of the believing Protestant. It is
nothing but self-delusion which prompts him to profess this
tenet. For from whom did he receive the Bible, and who
vouches for its authenticity and integrity? Biblical research
and criticism have at least had the good consequence to open
the eyes of those blind people who believed that the Bible,
ready made, had fallen from heaven, every letter miracu-
lously written by God’s own finger. And the translation ?
Was this perhaps also God’s infallible work? And what is
the recently revised translation? If anything brings dis-
credit on Protestantism, it is this unreasonable worship of
the Bible, this Bibliolatria. The Bible is essentially a
Clhurch-book. The Holy Ghost intrusted it to the Church.
The Church has kept and keeps it undefiled. The Church
knows its origin, and vouches for its authenticity and integ-
rity. The Church gives it to her children and explains its
meaning. The Church makes it, by her infallible guidance,
the r.chest source of blessings to her children. But the
Bible, purloined and snatched from the hands of the Church,
is apt to become a curse to those whom it was to benefit,
and has been made the fruitful mother of heresies, of follies,
and vagaries, If the Protestants, nevertheless, find many
Church doctrines in the Bible, they simply, though perhaps
unconsciously, borrowed them from the Church and inter-
preted them into the Bible, and consequently found them in
the same. The Protestants are ignorant of how much the
traditions of the Church influenced their understanding of the
Bible. It is not ¢“ the Bible only ” which guides them, but
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Tradition ; yet they persuade themselves that it is the Bible,
and not Tradition. This is the Protestant’s self-delusion.

Though we naturally must find fault with this inconsis-
tency and self-delusion of the believing Protestant, yet we
consider them a blessing for those poor souls who thus have
preserved some treasures of the Church, whereas otherwise
they would have fallen into unbelief. ,

Now, to return to the exposition in the beginning of this
paper. The believing Protestant recognises the fourth charac-
teristic mark of the Church, viz., her Apostolicity. But
what are we to understand by this word? ¢¢ Of course,” the
reader will say, ¢ the Apostolic doctrine on which the Church
is built.” But here the Irvingites step forward, protesting
against such a misunderstanding, since it is real and live
Apostles we need, and not only their doctrine.” They base
their claims on Ephes. iv. 11-13 and 1 Cor. xii. 28 ; and why
should they not? As genuine Protestants, they stick to the
letter of the Bible, without taking any notice of how the
Church understood the passages quoted, and the letter was
decidedly on their side. But why did, then, not the bulk of
Protestants follow (or rather precede) them in advocating an
¢ Apostolic ” ministry? No doubt the latent cause was
chiefly the silent and unconscious influence of the Church’s
traditional interpretation. But, besides, the ¢ Apostolic
theory was beset with so many practical difficulties, that men
of a sober mind directly saw its utter impracticability.
After the first twelve, chosen by Christ Himself, and St.
Matthias and St. Paul, appointed by Divine revelation, and
recognised as such by their colleagues, there never had been
in the Church an Apostle nor a demand for them. How to
get them now? As ‘“ Apostles are neither of men nor by
man, but by Jesus Christ and God the Father, sent forth
immediately and directly ” (as the Irvingite Catechism has
it), how could anybody pretending to have a Divine call as
Apostle offer any credentials? Were we simply to believe
his word, or was his claim to be confirmed by miracles and
prophecies? We do not know of any miracles wrought by
Irvingite Apostles. And as to the numerous Irvingite pro-
phecies, they have proved exceedingly unfortunate. But did
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not the ¢ Prophets” testify to the Divine call of the new
Apostles? Indeed! But how did the Prophets prove their
own call and mission? Here we are at a dead-lock, and the
claims of the Apostles, however unimpeachable and even
saintly their characters may be, collapse before reason and
common sense. Yet this condemnation becomes stronger
still when we see that this modern Apostle is essentially
different from the primitive one. The Irvingite Apostles do
not go out preaching the Gospel and teaching all nations;
they do not affect personal infallibility in their teaching (as
the primitive Apostles possessed it), nor inspiration in their
Epistles and Encyclicals. They prudently avoided, by cur-
tailing their own claims, the responsibility for errors and
inconsistencies ; but they overlooked that, by so doing, they
created an entirely new system of Apostleship, a novelty un-
heard of in the Christian Church before 1830.

But the wise inconsistency of the Irvingites in limiting
the rights and endowments of their Apostles was not adopted
by the only other Protestant denomination which claims to
possess Apostles, viz., the Mormons. This sect, considerably
more numerous but less respectable than the former, equally
sprang up in 1830. They are, indeed, consistent with a ven-
geance ! Their Holy Scriptures comprise not only the Bible,
the Book of Mormon, the Revelations contained in the col-
lection entitled ¢‘ The Pearl of Great Price,” but all other
Apostolic revelations and injunctions, past, present, and
future. The frame and filling-in of their Church fabric is
richer and more comprehensive than that of any other Church.
Not content with one priesthood, they have two—the Aaronic
and the Melchisedekian. Not content with introducing
Spiritism into their theological system, they add to it our
modern Materialism. Their God is a palpable and measur-
able being, and every one of the faithful is to become a God.
Matter is eternal, and God is Matter. '

Consistency of error leads most certainly to its self-
destruction. Thus we see Mormonism landing on the shore
of Materialism, which is identical with Atheism—as we see
likewise Buddhism, that Pagan mirage of a Christian High
Church, sunk in the Nirvana of Atheism.
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After having disposed of the modern Apostles and thus
cleared our way, we may, without contradiction on the part
of the remaining believing Christians, affirm that Christ’s
Church is called Apostolic, because she descends in an un-
broken line-from the Apostles, and professes the doctrines
taught by the Apostles, neither adding to nor subtracting
from them.

Thus far the four characteristic marks of Christ’s Church
are settled. Now the more difficult task remains to show
what we are to understand by the word CHURCH.

Considering the word Church or Kirk from an etymological
point of view, we find that all Teutonic, Scandinavian, and
Slavonic languages (with the solitary exception of the Polish
kogciot) derive the word from the Greek Ayriake (xvpiarn
sc. owia), ¢ the house of the Lord.” Originally it signified
the building erected for the meeting of the faithful, but it
soon got the secondary meaning of ¢ the household of the
Lord ” assembled in the building. The word, though Greek,
is not used by the Greek Church in this meaning, but the
Greek, Latin, Romance, Welsh, and Armenian languages
use the word ecclesia (eéxkAnaia), which means ¢ an assembly
convoked by-authority.” '

Thus we see that throughout the range occupied by the
Aryan or Indo-European languages the notion of ¢ the
Church ” is specified by two cognate and most expressive
ideas, supplementing and completing each other, viz., zyriake,
““ the household of God’s and Christ’s people,” and ecclesia,
‘“ the congregation convoked by the authority of Christ and
of those to whom He gave authority.”

It is most remarkable that in the domain of the Semitic
languages, more particularly in Hebrew and Syro-Chaldaic
(the language spoken by our Saviour), the same bifurcation
of expressions exists: (1.) The Hebrew gakal (5UE, coetus,
congregatio) is derived from a root which is identical with the
Greek xa\éw, the Dutch %allen, and the English to call, and
signifies ¢ a congregation called together,” implying influence
or authority able to make the call effective, Deut. xxxi. 30
the LXX. translates this word by éxxA\aia, agreeably to our
above explanation. '(2.) The Hebrew édak (V) and Syro-
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Chaldaic idta (RPT) signify a congregation convened at
a fixed spot; hence & congregation bound together by
certain bonds. Therefore (Job xvi. 7 and xv. 34) it is used
in the meaning of family or household, like the secondary
meaning of kyriake. The Syriac Peshito (of the second cen-
tury), and Cureton’s still older version of the Gospel of St.
Matthew, use constantly the term id¢a for ¢ Church,” and
there is no doubt that this was the very word used by our
Saviour.

The result of this etymological inquiry is, that the notion
of the word Clurch includes the two ideas: (1) that she is
a congregation called together and kept together dy awtio-
rity; (2) that she is the ‘Aousekold of God and Christ’s
Jamily.

Christianity is a Aistorical product, and not simply a
pkilosophical system. Hence the uppermost importance of
Tradition, which, properly understood, is only another name
for History. It is simply an abuse of our language to in-
terpret the word ¢ Tradition” by ¢ nursery tales,” ¢¢ super-
stitious legends,” ¢ fond things vainly invented.” Thus
our Historical or Traditional Christianity sprang from in-
contestable facts, far beyond the reach and beyond the
cavil of our fashionable critics. If we will be Christians,
we must take Christianity as a Zard and stubborn fact, such
as History, uncorrupted History, has handed it down to us,
and not as a 39ft, workable, and kneadable dough, from which
the skilful hand of the workman or modeller can shape any
fancy of his brain. To thousands of Christians the Bible is
this shapeless mass, from which they form their different
and multitudinous castles in the air, dubbing them ¢ the
Church of Christ.” A little common sense must show to
any sound mind how utterly futile these pretensions are;
and certainly there would not be such a cloud of pretenders
claiming to possess ‘‘Christ’s true Church,” had not Pro-
testantism taught them the specious phrase ‘o think for
themselves,’ i.e., to act independently and shun the trammels
of Authority.

Now, the Historical Church of Christ is an institution
clothed by Christ with authority, as we saw above. Christ’s
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words in this respect are most explicit and unmistakable :
¢ If he neglect to hear the Church, let him be unto thee
as an heathen man and a publican ” (St. Matt. xviii. 17).
The objection raised here, that Jesus does not refer to the
Christian but to the Jewish Church, is of no avail, for our
Orthodox Church always and emphatically declared that she
only knows and recognises One Church, founded in Paradise,
when the first promise of the Saviour was proclaimed, and
reaching into eternity. This continuous Church naturally
fell into the Church of promise and the Church of fulfilment,
both guided by the same Holy Ghost, both essentially Chris-
tian, either prospectively or retrospectively.

Thus the Church’s authority cannot be doubted. But who
is vested with this authority? Is the Church an abdsolute
democracy, so that every member has a vote in all Church
matters, and the Holy Ghost guiding the Church 4as to
yield to majorities, public opinion, and intrigues? Common
sense tells us that such cannot be the case, and the experi-
ence of hundreds of Christian sects contradicting and anni-
hilating each other corroborates the conclusion we arrive at,
that there must be a doard of authorities in the Church, to
whom we are bound to submit. This is also the express
teaching of Christ. He says (St. Matt. xxiii, 2, 3), ¢ The
Scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat: all therefore
whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do; but
do not ye after their works.” Dr. Warburton correctly ex-
plains this passage : ¢ Our Lord instructs His hearers . . .
that ministers of religion, who sit in Moses’ chair, and are
invested with authority to teack the lam, are to be attended to
as instructors when in their office they announce and enforce
the ordinances of God.”

We shall see presently who were the legitimate successors
of the Scribes and Pharisees in the New Testament dispen-
sation. But let us first consider the concluding words of
the above passage: ‘. . . but do not ye after their works.”
These words disclose & most important characteristic mark of
the Church, viz., its visibility. If a bad Churchman, in con-
sequence of his wickedness, would cease to be a real member
of the Church, how could bad Church authorities retain their
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power in the sight of God, and justly claim our obedience ?
Yet this is the case, as Christ teaches us. Christ knows
mithered branches in the vine (a symbol of the mystical body
of the Church), yet they remain (though lifeless, i.c., deprived
of the life of grace) in the vine till they are cut off (i.e.,
excommunicated). Here we see the glaring heresy of Huss,
Wiycliffe, and the great majority of believing Protestants,
who declare the real Church of Christ to be the invisible
Churck of the elect, and not the visible body of professing
Christians, composed of good and bad ones.

It is astonishing how deep-seated this Protestant principle
of the all-sufficiency of an Invisible Church is even in many
Anglicans who are standing on the threshold of the Orthodox
Church. They argue: ¢ If I only hold all the truths of the
Orthodox Church, it matters little whether I join it out-
wardly.” They do not see that by so speaking they betray
that they do not hold all the Orthodox truths, since they
deny the visibility of the Church by denying tke duty and
necessity of joining the visible Orthodox Church,

A consequence of the Invisible Church theory is the pre-
dominant belief among Protestants that all the different
Christian denominations constitute the One Church of Christ,
They are expected to sink their vital differences and to unite
on common ground. But there is the difficulty. Who would
be willing to give up what he considers vital? And which
is the common ground? The ¢ Evangelical Alliance” tried
the experiment with a set of kindred Protestant sects, and
has so far succeeded that it spread a levelling indifference.

However, it would be time and labour lost if we tried to
refute a theory so utterly opposed to Christ’s teaching: “ Go
ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them, . . . .
teaching them to observe ALL THINGS WHATSOEVER I HAVE
COMMANDED YOU: and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto
the end of the world. Amen” (St. Matt. xxviii. 19, 20).
From this passage we see—

1. That not a selection of doctrines is sufficient, but that
all things whatsoever Christ has commanded His Apostles are
requisite and necessary, and that the want or misconstruction
of one single doctrine frustrates all Church claims,
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2. That Christ refers us to the living voice of the Church,
t.e., to the Apostles and their lawful successors, whom He
charged with teaching all nations, and with whom He pro-
mised to be “alway, even unto the end of the world,” assist-
ing, enlightening, guiding into all truth. That this charge
and assistance was not to be confined to the Apostles, but
extended to their lawful successors, we know from the Apos-
tles, who actually appointed their successors, the Bishops.
Moreover, Christ’s promise to be almay with them, even wnto
the end of the morld, implied the successors of the Apostles, or
else would have been unmeaning.

3. That the Bible was not given us as our guide, standard,
and rule of faith. This was simply impossible, since not a
word of the New Testament was written down before the year
52, when the First Epistle to the Thessalonians was issued.
The first Gospel was not published until after the year 66,
and the last books of the New Testament were written about
the end of the first century. And when could possibly the
whole of the New Testament have become known to all the
Churches ? Moreover, most of the Epistles were occasional
writings, addressed to local Churches, or to certain disciples
of the Apostles. Again, the Church was not in a hurry in
drawing up a Canon of the inspired books of the New Testa-
ment, for up to the fourth century the ‘ Revelation ” of St.
John was not generally recognised.* What do the Bible-
Christians say to this? Many flourishing Churches existed
in the East and West, yet there was no Bible! Whence was
the doctrine and practice of these Churches derived ? From
THE ORAL TEAOHING OF THE APOSTLES. Those Christians
knew, without the Bible, their Catechism as well as we do.t

* The Canon does not even contain all the inspired books of the New Testament,
for we see from 1 Cor. v. 9 seq. that what we now call the First Epistle to the
Corinthians was preceded by another Epistle to the same Church. It is merely a
gratuitous assumption when the Anglican Bishop Tomline suggests ‘¢ that St.
Paul referred to the former part ” of our present First Corinthians. It is apparently
the sore perplexity of a Protestant being obliged to admit that the New Testament
does not contain all the inspired books that made him advance such an untenable
suggestion. And St. Paul's Epistle to the Laodiceans (Col. iv. 16), where is
it? It was not identical with that to the Ephesians (as some suppose), but a
separate Epistle, as Dr. Adalbert Maier (Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Tes-
taments, p. 810) and Dr. J. Langen have fully shown. Thus both these Epistles
have been entirely lost,

+ Even the Anglo- American Bishop Dr. A. N, Littlejohn, though a Protestant,
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And when at last the New Testament in its entirety appeared,
it was only a summary of the Church doctrine, or rather tke
written part of Church Tradition ; for it appears nowhere in
the New Testament that the Written Word is to supersede
the Tradition, but St. Paul most explicitly enjoins, “ There-
fore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the Traditions which ye
have been taught, whether by word or our epistle ” (2 Thess.
ii. 15). And St. Irensus (a disciple of St. Polycarp, who
was himself & disciple of the Apostle St. John) writes thus :
““ We ought not to seek among others the truth, which we
may have for asking from the Church. For in her, as in a
rich treasure-house, the Apostles have laid up in its fulness all
that pertains to the truth, so that whosoever seeketh may
receive from her the food of life. She is the door of life”
(Adv. Heeres, iii. 4). Such is the truth. which the Apostle
St. John taught St. Polycarp, and St. Polycarp* taught St.
Irenseus, and St. Irensus together with the whole Orthodox
Church teaches us. Very different is the teaching of Luther
and Calvin, Zwingli and Cranmer. They built the Bible on
the ruins of the Church (we do not mean the corrupted
Roman Church, but the undefiled Church of undivided
Christendom, the Church of the Seven (Ecumenical Coun-
cils). The so-called Reformers snatched the Bible from the
Church, its divinely instituted keeper and possessor, and
delivered it up to the private judgment of the people, but
soon found out that by appropriating the Bible they had lost
the key to its meaning, which key was left in the possession of
the Church. The Orthodox Church never at any time for-
bade the reading of the Bible—as the Roman Church did—
but, on the contrary, encouraged its reading, provided the

agrees with us. In his sermons on Individualism, preached before the Univer-
sity of Cambridge in November 1880 (Cambridge : Deighton, Bell, & Co.) hesays :
‘¢ There is a vague and unreasoning notion that Christianity was taken from the
New Testament. The notion is historically untrue ; Christianity was widely ex-
tended through the civilised world before the New Testament was written ; and its
several books were successively addressed to various bodies of Christian believers
—+to bodies, that is, who already possessed the faith of Christ in its integrity.

. . Christianity is not taken from it (the New Testament); for it existed
before it.”

* St. Polycarp * departed this life, having always taught the things which he
had learnt from the Apostles, and which the Church has handed down, and whick
alone are true” (St. Iren. contra Heer., iii. 3, 4).
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reader sought its meaning from the Church, and did not
follow his own imagination.

Of course the Protestants produce some Bible passages in
which they think to find their estimate of the Bible as the
only source of Divine doctrine. The chief passage is St. John
v. 39 : ¢ Search the Scriptures.” This, however, refers to the
Old Testament, not as a proof of its containing all the
doctrines of the Jewish Church, but as ¢ testifying of the
Messiah.” Still, this very passage implies a condemnation of
the Protestant Bible-reading, for Jesus adds to the words,
¢ Search the Scriptures ” the significant words, ¢ for in them
ye think ye have eternal life ”—(but you have not, because
you twist the words according to your private judgment, and
thus obscure and misinterpret the Messianic prophecies).
These words in brackets are the natural completion of the
sentence.

Most Protestants take St. John v. 39 as a solemn injunc-
tion of our Saviour, addressed to all the faithful, to read the
Bible. But whoever reads carefully St. John v. 39 will
eagily see that the meaning is not a command but a Aypothesis,
equivalent to ¢ If you read the Scriptures, you will find that
they testify of Me.”” But the translation, ¢ Search the Scrip-
tures ”’ is not so certain as people think, for the Greek ori-
ginal can also be translated, ‘¢ Ye searck the Scriptures.”
And this apparently fits better into the context. Therefore
the new revision of the English authentic version, following
in the wake of the best and most reliable scholars and trans-
lators of our time, has adopted it.

The futility of the Protestant Bible claims is obvious if we
go back from the nineteenth century to the times of Jesus
and the Apostles. Bible-readers are too apt to think that
every Jew had a copy of the Bible, such as the Bible Society
disseminates broadcast; that every Jew, in the morning and
evening, called together his household to read a chapter of
the Bible, as a genuine Protestant does. Now this is all
fancy. At the time of Jesus and the Apostles the Temple
and the Synagogues possessed copies of the Pentateuch, the
Prophets, and the Psalms, perhaps also of most of the Hagio-
grapha (for the Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, and Esther were
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not yet generally recognised). But it is more than doubtful
whether one in ten thousand Jews possessed a copy even of
the five books of Moses. Not every one could afford the
expense of having them copied. But it was not necessary, for
the Jewish Church read and explained all the most important
parts of the Bible throughout the year. The child had to
learn by heart (as it is still the custom with the stricter class
of the Jews) the Psalms and portions of the Pentateuch. The
Prophets were constantly read and exhaustively treated, as
we know from Jesus’s visit to the Temple. In short, tZe
Church was the only dispenser and interpreter of the Bible, and
the Jewish Church did for her doctrine no more depend on
the completion of her Canon than the Christian Church did
on the completion of hers. Thus neither the Jews had, at the
time of Jesus, what we would now call a complete Old Testa-
ment, nor had the Christians at the end of the first century
what we would now call a complete New Testament ; but the
Church doctrine was known and taught all the same.

The pretended duty and necessity of private Bible-reading
could never have been invented if another invention had not
preceded it, viz., the art of printing ; and we may safely call
Bible-Christianity a legacy of Gutenberg and an offshoot of
typography. The printed Bibles superseded Church-teaching.

It is an incontestable fact that the art of printing did not
prove an unmixed boon. At the side of the comparatively
few really good and useful books a deluge of trash and filth
is hourly issuing from the printing press, inundating the
world at large, spreading lies, exciting passions, inviting to
sins and crimes, undermining religion, disturbing family, and
poisoning society. We know the fanatic Bible-Christian will
reply to this : ¢ Whatever mischief bad literature may cause,
the enormous spread of the Word of God will richly out-
weigh it.” We are not so sure of this.. First of all, is your
Bible the Word of God ? It is only a translation, a transla-
tion made by uninspired men—men who held sectarian views,
and foisted their erroneous teachings into the Bible, palming
them off as the Word of God—men who had only a superficial
knowledge of the original languages, and, in consequence of
it, introduced translations of passages of which there is not
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the remotest idea to be found in the text (e.g., Luther’s
translation of Isaiah xxviii. 19). But let us turn to the ori-
ginal text. Where is it? It is more than doubtful whether
we ever shall get the correct original text. The stupendous
critical labours show that we only can hope to approach to
a relatively pure text. Absolute purity is altogether out of
the question. In the Old Testament we have adopted the
Masorethic text, though the Greek translation of the LXX,
used by the Greek Church, is very different, and the various
readings, collected by Benjamin Kennikott, Bernard de
Rossi, Abraham Geiger, &c., are truly crushing. As to the
New Testament, the uncertainty of the text is almost equally
great. The Vatican, Alexandrian, and Sinaitic Codices, and
a great many others, used by Cardinal Ximenes, Erasmus,
Beza, Brian Walton, Bengel, Griesbach, Lachmann, Scholz,
Tischendorf, in their respective editions, offer such a multi-
tude of various readings, that it is and ever will be simply
impossible to evolve from them the undoubted original text.
Thus are we jfor ever to remain without the authentic text of
the Old and New Testament? Yes, it seems that God’s

Providence has ordered it so, and very wisely ordered it so.

Had God wished us to possess the authentic text of the
Bible, it would have been an easy thing to Him to preserve
the original writings. But did it never strike you as a most
curious and astonishing fact, that none of all the original
sacred writings have been found, but only copies? Yet we
possess undoubted originals of profane literature, hierogly-
phic and cuneiform, reaching back as far as Moses. Thus,
humanly speaking, we may, yea, we cannot but suppose that
there was a certain design of God in allowing the sacred
originals to be lost. And this design was no doubt God’s
will that the Church should be the authoritative expoment of
His doctrine and commandments. God willed not to set His
seal on the dead letter of a Book, which might tend to dis-
possessing His Church, which He charged—and her alone—
with teaching all nations. Experience shows how wisely
God has acted in withholdiug from the Bible that degree of
certainty which originals would have offered. Now a Bible-
Christian must be either an ignorant and unthinking man,

| m——
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or the history of the Bible and its text must lead him back
to the Church and her teaching. We are prepared to hear
the objection, ¢ Has your Church, then, a better Bible to
offer us than we possess already?” No, indeed, we have
not; but what we have is Christ’s true doctrine bequeathed by
Him to His Church, and preserved by the continual assistance
and guidance of the Holy Ghost. Thus the Bible in possession
of the Church is a fountain of life, and does not give currency
to doctrinal errors or adulterate the meaning of the words
of the Apostles, because it was just the oral teachmo' of the
Apostles which constitutes the doctrine of the Church, and
has constituted it before a single word of the New Testament
was written down. Whatever improvements critical scholars
will introduce into the text of the Bible,. we thankfully
accept them, since we know that any sound.critical improve-
ment can only be in accordance with the Church’s doctrine ;
for the Holy Ghost, both guiding the Church and inspir-
ing the authors of the Holy Scriptures; cannot contradict
Himself. Even where the Bible-Christian is startled and
despondingly shakes his head when he sees the pruning-
knife of sound criticism cutting away favourite props and
evidences of his belief (e.g., 1 John wi 7); the Orthodox is
perfectly quiet and unshaken, for his belief does not depend
on a passage of the Bible, but on the teaching of the Church.
The wording of any Biblical passage depends, with us, on
full and sound critical evidence, and this evidence is against
the second half of the 7th verse of 1 John v., which is
manifestly an interpolation, as even the Jesuit Peronne in
his Prelectiones Theologice admits.

Thus we saw that the spread of the printed Bible is by
no means an unmixed boon. However, we must go farther.
The promiscuous and general use of the Bible is attended by
immense evils. It is shocking to see a child handling the
Bible and reading passages which a grown-up and married
person blushes to read. Thus the poison of impurity is
infused into the souls of the innocent. Those Bible-Chris-
tians cry out against the book ¢ The Priest in Absolution,”
a book destined only for the guidance of priests, but they

are not revolted at their own hypocrisy in placing in the
B
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hands of innocent children a. beok. disclosing things more
horrible than the beok mentioned contains. Géthe in his
‘¢ Bekenntnisse einer sehinen Seele’ refers to-the words of a
lady confessing.that she had learnt more of what defiles the
purity of the seul from.the Bible than from any other book.
In Holland. exists the oustom that in the morning and even-
ing the household.comes together, parents, children, and ser-
vants, to assist at the reading of the Bible, which is read
through from beginning to end in the course of the year.
Not a word is left out. Is this not a. horrible profanation of
God’s Word? The Bible was. not written for children and
inexperienced persons, but for the Church to dispense from
it to her children the food they need, wholesome and salutary
food, not indigestible stuff or. deadly. poison. The Church,
both the Jewish. and the Christian, was most considerate
and delicate in what it offered her children from the Bible.
Thus Rabbi Nathan, Origen, and St. Jerome tell us that the
Jews were forbidden to read ¢ the Somg of Songs™ before
they had attained their thirtieth year. And the Christians
followed in this- respect. the Jews. The Church acted as a
loving mother acts towards her children.

The Protestants; in making the Bible their one and all,
were naturally led to suppose its all-sufficiency and clearness.
But both these qualities are net only indemonstrable, but
the very reverse can.be shown by the clearest passages. If
the Church existed a hundred years before the whole of the
New Testament was written, and four hundred years before
all its parts were generally recognised, the Protestant is bound
to show the deed of superannuation by which the Church
surrendered her authority. to the Bible, Where is it to be
found? Nowhere,. And as to the clearness of the Bible,
only children, old women, and infatuated fanatics can believe
in it. If St. Peter found the Epistles of St. Paul difficult to
understand, the divines. of our days will scarcely dare to
maintain that they understand them better than St. Peter
did. And the Old Testament, with its thousand almost
insurmountable difficulties, who can call it clear? Only
ignorance or self-conceit can hazard such an assertion.
There is such an utter want of common sense underlying
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the Protestant system, that it is scarcely credible that so
many millions have yielded to it. However the real reason
is this: if the Bible is man’s sole authority, man—who is
the sole interpreter of the Bible—is Ais omwn authority.
Certainly nothing is more pleasing and acceptable to fallen
mankind. Hence the enormous success of Protestantism.

Christ’s Church was not a ¢ Scripture Club” or ¢¢ Theolo-
gical Debating Society,” but an institution vested with
authority, doctrinal, sacramental, and disciplinary authority.
This authority was exercised by the Apostles and their lawful
successors, the Bishops. This we learn from the Bible and
Tradition. The Apostles, when scattered. abroad preaching
the Gospel to all nations, were of necessity preserved from
error, as otherwise the unity of the-Church would have been
defeated by the human diversity of teaching.. But when
they could consult together, the Holy Ghost guided infallibly
their deliberations. When the Apostles had departed this
life and deposited all the teaching of Christ in the Churches
they founded, personal infallibility was no longer needed,
and the Bishops had, in cases of controversy, to consult
together, as the Apostles- had set them an example in the
first Council of Jerusalem. As the Apostles were of equal
rank, so were and are the Bishops. Certain Apostles might
have had a personal pre-eminence in some way, o.g:, St..Peter
through his fervent faith, St. Paul through his wonderful
activity, St. John through his love; yet all were officially
of the same raunk, had the same power and authority.

This equality of rank is stoutly. denied by the Roman
Church, which. claims for Peter the Primacy among the
Apostles ; not an %onorary Primacy,.but a real and distinctive
Primacy, t.e., Supremacy. This claim is chiefly based on
St. Matt. xvi. 18: ¢ Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I
will build my Church, and the gates- of Hades shall not
prevail against her.” All depends on the meaning which
the Church attaches to the word Rock. A genuine Catholic
consults the Apostolic Tradition, as found in the Fathers of
the Church. If the Fathers agree in their verdiot,. their
voice is apparently the voice of the Ghurch. But if it does
not agree, the voice of the Fathers is only their personal and
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subjective opinion, and not the voice of the Church, and
can never become suck. Now, the French divine Launoy has
taken the trouble to count the voices of the Fathers on this
point, and finds that forty-four explain the ¢ Rock ” as ¢ the
belief in Christ’s divinity,” just confessed by Peter, or as
‘¢ the person of Christ;”’ and only seventeen understand it of
the person of Peter. Thus we are at liberty to explain the
passage as we like. But however we may explain it, we are
not warranted to make a dogma of our subjective interpreta-
tion. Every sincere Roman, who knows the first principles
of the Catholic religion, must bend to these faucts. But how
the poor Romans are deceived and led astray by impertinent
and unblushing liars, we see from Dr, Allioli’s German Bible
translation, approved by Pope Gregory XVI. The translator
gives in a footnote the usual Roman interpretation, and
adds : ¢“ So teach a// the Holy Fathers ” (11!)

The Romans derive also Peter’s claim to the Primacy
from St. Luke xxii, 31, 32 ::¢ And the Lord said, Simon,
Simon, behold, Satan hath desired to have you, that he may
sift you as wheat: but. I have prayed for thee, that thy
faith fail not: and when thou art converted, strengthen thy
brethren.” The Holy Fathers generally understand this
passage of the grace of perseverance, and refer it to all the
faithful. Pope Honorius I., in his letter to the Archbishop
of Canterbury, refers it to all the pastors of the Church.
Those who refer it to Peter’s Primacy do not go beyond the
person of Peter,.and do not apply it to his successors. Even
the strongest language of Pope Agatho shows that he con-
siders the range of Papal authority confined to the pre-
servation of the decrees of the (Bcumenical Councils. Thus,
also this passage is, from a traditional point of view, no¢
conclusive.

The third and last passage adduced as proof of Peter’s
Primacy is St. John xxi. 15-17. The feeding of Christ’s
lambs and sheep, intrusted by Him to Peter, is differently
understood by the Holy Fathers. Some understand it of
Peter’s Primacy, others of the power given to the Apostles,
whose representative was Peter. The latter (particularly
St. Basil and St. Cyril of Alexandria) are most explicit
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in this respect. St. Basil winds up his argument by the
significant words: ¢ To all the following pastors and
teachers He gives the same power.” St. Cyril thinks that
the thrice-repeated question of Christ refers to the thrice-
repeated denial of Peter, and that the charge of feeding
Christ’s lambs and sheep was, as it were, a renewal of the
Apostolate and a wipipg away of the ignominy entailed by
Peter’s denial. To this second class of interpreters belongs,
in the first place, St. Peter himself, who in his first Epistle,
v. 1-3, plainly refers to our passage and claims no other
dignity than that to be the co-presbyter (cupmpesBirepos)
of those presbyters to whom he addresses his Epistles.
It is a most telling fact that in the KEpistles of St.
Peter, where we should naturally look for some trace of
the Apostle’s ¢‘ supreme authority,” not the slightest hint
can be discovered. If Peter had been ‘¢ the visible head of
the Church,” he ought to have officially proclaimed such a
prerogative. But he has not. This cannot be explained
(as the Romans do) on the plea of St. Peter’s humility,
for it would have been false humility, abdication or undue
concealment of his authoritative position. However, not
only Peter’s silence, but also clear facts show that Peter
never dreamt of claiming a power and authority such as the
Papists attribute to him. Gal. ii. 11-14 we read : ¢ When
Peter was come to Antioch, I resisted him to the face,
because %e stood condemned (kateyvwopuévos 7v). For before
that certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles :
but when they came, he drew back and separated himself,
Searing them that were of the circumcision. And the rest
of the Jews dissembled likewise with him ; insomuch that even
Barnabas mwas carried with their dissimulation. But when I
saw that they walked not uprightly according to the truth of
the Gospel, 1 said unto Peter before them all,” &c. Was
this act of human fear apt to realise the Lord’s words,
¢¢ Strengthen thy brethren ”? Was it not leading astray
the lambs and sheep intrusted to His care, so that they dis-
sembled likewise with kim ? Is he the Rock upon which the
Church is built who walks not wuprightly according to the
truth of the Gospel? And this ¢ truth of the Gospel,”
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which Peter practically denied, and by his example caused
others to deny, was just the solemn decree moved and de-
fended by Peter and unanimously accepted by the Council
of the Apostles as the dictation of the Holy Ghost (Acts
xv. 28) ! And before this, Peter had been informed by a
vision that the Gentiles were not unclean. Are these not
aggravating circumstances, not very promising for the pro-
totype of Papal Infallibility? The Romans like to skip over
the above passage with an easy heart; St. Paul, St. Jerome,
St. Augustine did not. And St. Hilary of Poitiers deduces
from it the equality in rank of Peter and Paul: ¢ Who
would dare to resist St. Peter, a chief Apostle, unless it
were another like him, who, confident of his own election,
and knowing himself to be not unequal to him, could firmly
disapprove of what the former had imprudently done ? ”

Another indisputable fact showing the groundlessness of
the Roman view of St. Peter’s authority is that he never
exercised any acts of supremacy over the rest of the Apostles;
on the contrary, when SENT BY THEM, ke obeyed (Acts viii. 14).
Here we see that the Council of the Apostles is a higher
instance than the authority of any single apostle, Peter
included. Therefore the (Ecumenical Council is the highest
instance in the Orthodox Catholic Church, to which Popes,
Patriarchs, Bishops, and all the faithful have to submit.

The result of the preceding inquiry is, that the interpre-
tation of none of the three passages on which the Romans
base the claims of St. Peter to the supremacy in the Church
is borne out by the unanimis consensus of the Fathers, con-~
sequently is not binding on us, If we were Protestants,
whose doctrines stand or fall by Bible proof, we could here
dismiss the question. But as our Church is based on the
oral teaching of the Apostles, transmitted by Tradition, we
are bound to ask, What does the Church say concerning -
St. Peter’s Primacy ? Here we find, indeed, the overwhelm-
ing majority of the Fathers constituting a moral consensus
in favour of Peter’s Primacy, and the Eastern Fathers are
almost more eloquent in this respect than the Western.

But what are we to understand by Primacy ? 1Is it simply
the Presidency (mpoedpeia) in the College of the Apostles, so
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that the President is only primus inter pares? Or is it the
Supremacy, ruling over the other Apostles as subjects? The
former view is taken by the 'Orthodox, the latter by the
Romans,

If the reader opens a Roman book on the :Papal claims,
he will be terrified by the tremendous array of quotations
from the Fathers-in support of the Roman view. But let
him not be alarmed. A few precautions will clear his way.
(1.) Let him not trust any quotation before he has satisfied
himself that the text.is neither incomplete, truncated, inter-
polated, or spurious ;:(.) That the text is correctly trans-
lated ; (3.) That the passage is .not a sudjective and merely
personal opinion, which has no value for supporting a
doctrine—this rule will remove “at least nine out of ten
quotations ; (4.) Only the passages claiming the authority
of tradition are to be considered, and even in these we must
not forget that the Fathers were fallible men ; consequently,
(5.) Only the consensus of the .Fathers can decide. In this
way our adversary’s army will wonderfully shrink together.

Another point must ‘be added, generally overlooked by the

* Romans, The Fathers are naturally infinitely more trust-
worthy when they state what the Church rejects as a heresy
than when they describe.a doctrine, for then, as & rule, they
specify the Church’s ‘traditional teaching and not their
private opinion, and we can suppose that they knew how to
distinguish between truth and error. But in describing a
doctrine they not unfrequently admix their personal specula-
tion, evolving the doctrine from a theological or philosophical
system, or supporting the doctrine by the system. In this
respect the Fathers of the Alexandrian school and those
educated in the Neo-Platonic school require a cautious
handling. St. Augustine wrote a whole book of ¢ Retrac-
tations,” and many a Father could have done the same.
Thus a few Scripture passages, and a few (or say even a
dozen of) passages from the Fathers in support of a doctrine
is by no means a sufficient proof of its true Catholic
character, unless it is shown that the Bible passages are
understood as the Church understands them, and unless the
passages from the Fathers are shown to represent the tradi-
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tional teaching of the Church, and not the personal opinion
of man. The Romans but too often forget that there is not
only a Biblical Protestantism, but also a Patristic Protes-
tantism, abusing the Fathers by private judgment, or con-
sidering their words as all but inspired truth, whereas the
Fathers may only be taken as historical evidences.
Unfortunately it is impossible to the vast majority of
Christians to control the testimony taken from the Fathers;
and even the few who understand Greek, Latin, Syriac, and
Armenian (the four chief languages in which the Fathers
have written their works) have neither time nor a mind to
read through the voluminous works of the Fathers. There-
fore it has become the fashion to consult some - patristic
supply-stores, collected by busy linguistic ants with little
circumspection but with a strong denominational bias.
These are the sources of the apparent stupendous learning of
the bulk of theologians, who conscientiously propagate the
mistakes and misprints of their text-books without taking
the trouble of verifying the passages or of finding out their
spuriousness or their interpolations. Again, the quotation of
a Father is scarcely correctly understood if the Father him-
self, his place in history, his friends and foes, his studies and
associations, his struggles and defeats or victories, his temp-
tations and occasional falls, his religious life, his passions
and virtues, and particularly the origin and drift of the
work from which the quotation is taken, are unknown to us.
On this acquaintance with the Father, as man and
Christian, depend virtually the meaning and value of the
passage quoted. Thus—to give only one instance of the
utter worthlessness of a proof from one of the greatest
Fathers and Doctors of the Church—we refer to the well-
known passage of St. Jerome (ad Tit. i. 7), in which he tries
to show that bishops and priests were identical, and that the
distinction proceeded from pride and overbearing. Now we
know from history the passionate character of St. Jerome,
and how he was revolted at the attempt of a deacon to raise
his authority above that of a priest. This induced St.
Jerome unduly to exalt the priesthood. Thus the whole
argument of St. Jerome being only a product of humau
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passion, is worthless. And what shall we say of St.
Jerome’s and St. Augustine’s mutual imputations of heresy ?
It shows us that the Fathers must be studied, and not
simply quoted. The Protestants can find, and have found,
many passages in the Fathers to support their own errors.
From these considerations follows the truth most consolatory
to our mind, that all the pious Roman Catholics (for there
are millions of nominal Roman Catholics who are unbelievers
or utterly indifferent to religion), who, having neither time
nor means or capacity to study the .Fathers and to control
the proofs adduced by their priests .and teachers, continue
in an invincible ignorance, which they would shake off if
they knew better and had no implioit belief in their teachers,
virtually belong to us. Therefore we claim them as being
bond fide Orthodox.

To resume the thread of our imquiry. Was Peter simply
the President of the co-equal Apostles or their supreme ruler ?
Peter was avowedly the Primate of the Apostles in order to
represent the unity of the Church, as St. Cyprian puts it.
Now, was for this purpose a presidency required or a supre-
macy ? What did Peter, in matter of fact, show himself to
be? Is it the sign of a ruler to submit to the reprimand of
a subject, as Peter did to the reprimand of Paul? Isita
sign of a ruler to be sent by his subjects, as Peter was by the
other Apostles? Is it the sign of a ruler not to show any
authority in the provinces held by his subjegts ? These are
all facts in the life of Peter. And as he acted, so he
preached : ¢ Tend the flock of God which is among you,
exercising the episcopate (émiokomoivres), not of constraint,
but willingly, . . . neither as lording it over the charge
allotted to you, but making yourselves ensamples to the
flock.” Even the position of Peter’s Epistles, nearly at the
end of the New Testament Canon, seems not to point to
Peter’s supremacy.

The Fathers entirely agree with this conclusion. The
Apostolic Fathers do not contain the slightest hint at
Peter’s prerogative, and do not even quote any of the three
passages on which this prerogative is based, except St.
Luke xxii. 32, quoted in the interpolated text of St. Ignatius
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(ad Smyrn. cap. 7), but explained as referring to all the
Apostles, and not to Peter alone. The shorter and authentic
text has not the quotation. Now as the Apostolic Fathers
show 412 quotations from the New Testament, it must appear
strange to us that those remarkable three passages are not
among them if the Papal claims had been known to the
Primitive Church. At present the Divine right of Papacy is
the central dogma of the Roman Church, but of all the Apos-
tolic Fathers only St. Clement mentions even the bare name
of Peter, and St. Ignatius (ad Smyrn. 3) mentions  those
who mere with Peter” (tovs mwepi ITérpov), from which words
Mr. Allnatt (Cathedra Petri, 2d ed. p. 48) concludes Peter’s
primacy (I!!) This looks decidedly strange considering the
place which Peter occupies at present in the Roman Church.

The numerous passages in which Peter is called Princeps
Apostolorum mean simply that he was the first (princeps) of
the Apostles, and not that he was a Prince in the mean-
ing of Ruler. And likewise mpwrogrdrns and ropudaios
gignify ¢ one who presides (or stands at the head of) a com-
pany.” Mr. Allnatt gives further on a wrong translation of
mpokpiros and mpowexpupévos. It is mnot ¢ set above,” but
‘¢ gelected to be the first.” 1t is altogether unfair to narrow
or strain the meaning of words for the benefit of one’s
pet theory. Thus caput and xepals) mean  the extreme
end of a thing,” and not necessarily ‘¢ the ruling head.”
The Armenian £luck (used by St. James of Nisibis) means
not only ¢ the head,” but also ‘‘la premiére place” (see
Aucher’s Dictionary). The Hebrew ros% and the Chaldaic
resh mean “the top of a thing.” And how little this last
expression is fit to denote Papal supremacy we saw from a
Syriac MS, of the sixth century, now in the British Museum,
in which a treatise of St. Cyril was headed : ¢ DKurilos resk
defiskufe dAleksandria™ (Cyrilli capitis episcoporum Alexan-
drige), 7.e., ¢ Of Cyril Archbishop of Alexandria.”

Now let us proceed to give direct proof that Peter was not
the master of the Apostles but simply their President, primus
anter pares. Most curiously our chief witness, St. Cyprian,
is also claimed by the Romans as theirs. Let the reader
then judge which party can justly claim him. Here are the
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words (De Cath, Eccl. Unitate, caps. 3 and 4): ¢ Upon one He
builds His Church; and though He gives to all the Apostles
an equal power, and says, ¢ As My Father hath sent Me, even
so send I you,’ &c.; yet, in order to manifest unity, He has by
His own authority so placed the source of the same unity as to
begin from one, CERTAINLY THE OTHER APOSTLES ALSO WERE
WHAT PETER WAS, ENDUED WITH AN EQUAL FELLOWSHIP
BOTH OF HONOUR AND POWER ; but a commencement is made
from unity that the Church may be set before us asone, . . .
This unity firmly should we hold and maintain, especially
we Bishops presiding in the Church, in order that we may
approve the Episcopate .itself to be one and undivided.”
Aud the Pope—ought he not .to have held and maintained
this unity, and more firmly still than any other Bishop,
since he was the representative of the Church’s unity?
But he broke the bond and divided the Episcopate. As
long as the Pope of Rome and the Episcopate ¢dwelt to-
gether in unity,” the Pope fulfilled his mission ; but when he
began to scatter the sheep, he incurred the sentence which
St. Peter passed on Judas Iscariot : ¢ He was numbered with
us, and had obtained part of this ministry,. . . (but) let
his habitation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein : and
his bishopric let another take’.! Well may the Pope ponder
the following words of Cyprian.: ¢‘ Let no one deceive the
brotherhood by falsehood, no one corrupt the truth of our
faith by a faithless treachery. Z1%e Episcopate is one, of whiek
a part i3 held by eack without. division of the mwhole.” And
as St. Cyprian taught, so he acted opposite Pope Stephen.
Cyprian died excommunicated by the Pope, but universally
recognised as -a saint both by the East and the West, and
even by the ¢“ infallible Vatican.” .

St. Gregory of Nyssa, referring to the festival of the
Apostles Peter, James, and John, which is celebrated on the
same day in the Church of Cappadocia, says that this union
is observed ‘ on account of the equality of their dignity ”
(8ta To opdripov Tis afias”).

St. Cyril of Alexandria (Ep. 17) calls Peter and John ¢ of
equal dignity ” (igdTiuor aAAnAoss).

The Areopagite (de Eccles. Hier. v. 2, 5) says : ¢ The chief
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of the disciples assembled with the other ten hierarchs, who
were of the same rank with kim (pera s opotayols avr xai
iepapyuxiis Sexddos), to elect the Apostle Matthias.”

St. Chrysostom (ad Gal. i. 11): ¢ Paul went to Jerusalem
to see Peter. Was there anything more humble than this
soul? He did not stand in need of Peter, for he was As
equal (icoTipos).” _

And (ad Gal. ii. 3): ¢“ He shows himself to be equal to
the other Apostles; but he compares himself not with the
rest, but with the first of them, pointing out that eack kad
the same dignity.”

St. John Damascene: ‘“The Apostles form the Holy
Ghost’s lyre of twelve strings; but neither Peter alone
is this lyre, nor Andrew, but all the tmwelve together. Ir
ANY ONE DECLARES PETER TO BE THIS LYRE, HE IS A LIAR.”

The Venerable Bede (Hom. ii. 15): ‘“ What was said to
Peter, ¢ Feed my sheep,” was said to all; for the other
Apostles weré the same as Peter, but to Petér the Primacy
mas given, in order that the unity of the Church might be
expressed.”

Isidore of Seville (Hispalensis) says (de Eccl. Off. ii. 5):
¢ The other Apostles shared with Peter iz an equal measure
his honour and power. . . . When they died, they were suc-
ceeded by the Bishops who in the whole world were placed
on the sees of the Apostles.”

This last passage leads us to another class of witnesses,
who state that the foundation of the Church was laid in the
Apostolic Sees, and not only in Peter’s See. To this class
belongs St. Augustine (cf. Mansi ix. 716) and Pope Pelagius
I, who says (Mansi ix, 732): ¢ Whenever a doubt arises
. . « let them consult the Apostolic Sees for information,
. . . Whoever, therefore, is separated from the Apostolic
Sees is without doubt a schismatic.” And (716) he teaches
¢‘that whoever exempts himself from the authority and com-
munion of the Bishops (presulum) of the same [i.e., the
Apostolic] Sees is a schismatic; and that there is no other
Church but the one which is grounded in the episcopal roots
of the Apostolic Sees (que in pontificibus apostolicarum
sedium est solidata radicibus).” By these passages the pre-
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sent Roman Papacy stands condemned, being separated from
all the other Apostolic Sees.

Hitherto we chiefly occupied ourselves with Peter’s claims.
Now we must go a step farther. The Romans transfer
Peter’s claims to his pretended successor, the Bishop of
Rome. We are sure that Peter’s claims never would have
been exaggerated had it not been for the benefit of the
Pope. But why should Rome have the preference before
Antioch, whose first Bishop Peter undoubtedly was, whereas
Paul would have an equal right to be considered Bishop of
Rome? Here the Roman fallacy begins. Rome became the
first Bishopric of Christendom, because it was tke most im-
portant city, and, as it were, the centre of the world, kallored
by the martyrdom of the two chief Apostles. Therefore THE
CrurcE (and not Christ or the Apostles) assigned the first
place to Rome. This was an ecclesiastical arrangement, and
not an Apostolic Tradition; consequently it is no dogma, for
the Church cannot make dogmas. That the Fathers express
the highest veneration for such an exalted personage as the
Bishop of Rome, and connect him somehow with Peter, who,
as it were, hallowed the Roman ground by his martyrdom,
is but natural. Moreover, many holy Popes fully deserve
our praises as exemplary pastors of the Church. If Peter
was only primus inter pares, his pretended successors, the
Bishops of Rome, cannot be more, whatever some Fathers
and many Popes have said. Plain facts refute the exuberant
and redundant language of these Fathers. If (Bcumenic
Councils anathematised Popes as heretics, and Roman Popes
had for centuries to repeat these anathemas till they dis-
appeared from the Liber Diurnus, it is proof emough that
the (Bcumenic Council is a higher and safer instance than
Papal teaching, and that ¢ Papal Infallibility”” is rudely
contradicted and exploded by historic facts. And to suppose
such an Infallibility, even witkout the consent of the Churck, is
more than a man of a sound mind can digest. That men
like Pius IX., who can say, ‘The Tradition is I, can
advance such a heresy, is not wonderful ; but that men
who are supposed to know more of theology and history can
throw their conscience and eternal welfare into the Roman
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scales, and allow themselves to be blinded and borne down
into the fatal abyss, is a mournful sight.

It is pride that caused the fall of angels (1 Tim. iii. 6).
It is pride that caused the fall of man. When the tempter’s
words, “ Ye shall be as gods,” had poisoned Eve’s heart,
covetousness and lust freely entered. And this pride was a
lie, or rather tke lie, the parent-lie of all subsequent lies,
for it was the usurpation of God’s supremacy by beings
created by God and dependent on God. Therefore our
Saviour says that the fallen angel, the Devil, ¢ abode not
in the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he
speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own: for he is a liar,
and the father of it ”’ (St. John viii. 44). As the Devil’s pride
and lie entered the Church of Paradise, but could not pre-
vail against it, since Adam and Eve, as repentant sinners,
clung to the promised Saviour, so the devil of lying pride
has persistently continued harassing and ravaging the Church
of God, and will continue doing so till doomsday. It was
his lying pride that seduced the children of Israel into
idolatry, annihilated the ten tribes, and crucified Jesus
Christ. It is his lying pride that persecuted Christ, even
after His death, in His disciples, originated heresies and
produced schisms. It is his lying pride that invented Papal
Supremacy and Infallibility as the blasting-engine to destroy
Christ’s Church. But, as in the Old Testament, he succeeded
in carrying away with him ten of the twelve tribes, so in the
Christian Church the majority followed him as their leader.
With what result we shall presently see.

Great things usually grow from small beginnings. And
go it is with Papacy. The Devil was far too clever to intro-
duce all at once full-blown Papacy, for he was certain that
Christendom would directly have discovered the cloven foot
of its author. He preferred sowing the tares during the
night, ¢ while men slept.” The weeds grew up with the
wheat, at first scarcely to be distinguished from each other.
And when both could be distinguished, the weeds were too
deep-rooted to be easily eradicated, and the eyes of the
people were accustomed to the harmless look of the poisonous
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plant, and to the religious halo surrounding the same; for
the Devil frequently appears as an angel of ligh.

It is a significant fact that the first record of the Pope’s

doctrinal authority of the Catkedra Petri is to be found in an
heretical mwork of fiction of the latter bhalf of the second cen-
tury, the Clementine Homilies, written by an Ebionite. In
this interesting novel Peter is for the first time connected
with the See of Rome to the exclusion of Paul. He addresses
himself to the Romans, saying, ‘I consecrate this Clement
as your Bishop, to wkom I confide my chair of teaching > (@ v
éunw Tév Noywy mioTevw xabedpav). However, the Clementines
did not attribute the Primacy to Peter, but to James, the
Bishop of Jerusalem. The waning influence of Jerusalem
naturally brought about the transfer of the Primacy to
Rome. A condensation, or rather recasting of the Clemen-
tines, called ¢‘Recognitions,” written in the beginning of
the third century, and equally issuing from /Zeretic quarters,
was widely circulated and eagerly read. Thus two Aeretic
novels were the fountain or cradle of Papal Supremacy,
wrapt in the swaddling-cloth of the Ebionite, Elkesaite,
and Artemonite heresies. The Orthodox contemporaries of
these heterodox novels, St. Dionysius of Corinth and St.
Irenmus, did not know of a Cathedra Petri at Rome, but
ascribed the foundation of the Church of Rome to both
Peter and Paul.

However, the seed of the serpent,. disseminated by the
two heretic novels, sprang speedily- up. Pope Victor sent,
in 196, threatening letters into the provinces where Easter
was kept with the Jews on the 14th of Nisan, and ¢ tries ”
(metparar) to excommunicate the Easterns, who, however,
resisted to a man, His third. predecessor, Anicetus, had,
thirty years before, treated the same question with St. Poly-
carp, but, though disagreeing, they parted in peace. So
much Papal ambition had already grown in the meanwhile.
Victor was defeated along the whole line,.for as to his pre-
tended supreme power he had no traditional ground to stand
upon. But the Popes Zephyrinus and. Stephen had already
a precedent in Victor, though also their pretensions were
universally rejected. If any one here objects that Victor’s
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and Stephen’s views on the particular doctrine or practice
they defended prevailed in the end, we answer that Victor
withal was an abettor of the heretic Praxeas, and the Pope
Zephyrinus and his successor Callistus were Noetians. Thus
we have at the outset three heretic Popes on the Cathedra
Petri. Hitherto the Papal pretensions were rejected; but
with every ambitious Pope the number of precedents grew,
and the number of arguments too; for ambition and im-
periousness are most ingenious in finding out plausible
reasons and evidences in favour of their proceedings, and
“frustrate the truth by subtilty ” (veritatem subtilitate frus-
trantur), as St. Cyprian says. Or, to quote Dr. Newman’s
words (““On Development,” p. 92): ¢ And thus we see
opinions, usages, and systems, mhick are of venerable and
imposing aspect, but which have mo soundness mwithin them,
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