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PREFATORY NOTE.

——

I. THis book makes no attempt to cover the whole area
of the controversy to which it relates. Indeed, as Roman
disputants are perpetually shifting their ground, instead of
always appealing, as Anglicans do, to the Word of God and
the historical witness of the Church Catholic, it would be
practically impossible to do that. It is confined strictly to
a few practical questions which affect all members of the
Church, laity and clergy alike, and omits not only all purely
speculative discussions, interesting to theologians alone, but
also all matters of which it can fairly be said that Rome
and England have any common ground of agreement,
however they may differ in details, or in mode of expression.

II. It is defensive, and not aggressive in design, and is
therefore not addressed to born Roman Catholics, nor
does it undertake to measure their responsibility, or to point
out their duty. To their own Master they stand or fall
But it is addressed to those who have seceded, or are
tempted to secession, from the Church of England to the
Roman Communion ; that they may see what is the true
nature of the accountability with which they are charging
themselves in following their own private judgment, rather
than the providential order of God; and to remind them
of that saying of the Master: “ No man, also, having drunk
old wine, straightway desireth new ; for he saith, The old
is better ¥ (St. Luke v. 39).

R.F L

LoNDoON, ALL SAINTS, 1879,

_
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PLAIN REASONS
AGAINST JOINING THE CHURCH OF ROME.

On Change of Religion in General.

I. To change one’s religion, or even one’s communion, is
a very serious and solemn, nay, a very awful, step to take,
whatever that religion may be. On the face of things, it
at least looks like revolt against God’s will, since we were
born and reared in our first creed without any act or choice
of our own, and just as He was pleased to ordain for us.
Nothing, therefore, can really justify a change of religion
except a reasonable belief, based on sufficient evidence,
that we shall be certainly obeying God’s will better than
formerly, and that by znowing more trutk about Him and
His laws than we did before. If, for some reason or other,
a man found that he could not make a living in England,
because his trade had fallen off, or there were too many
hands engaged in it, he would probably cast about to see
if he could better himself by emigration. He would be a
very foolish person, however, if he were to break up his old
home, and put himself to all the great cost, inconvenience,
and delay of a long voyage, and subsequent settling-down
in an unknown country, on the mere ckance that he might
do better in Australia, or Colorado, or Brazil. He would
be bound to inquire about a great many things first, such
as whether there were any demand there for his kind of

B
!
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10 PLAIN REASONS AGAINST

work, whether the climate would suit his constitution, what
the rate of wages, and the cost of provisions and other
necessaries, might be, whether the laws of the government
were such as could be trusted to protect his life and
property. It has very often happened to unfortunate
emigrants to be lured to ruin and death, by trusting, without
examination, to the golden pictures of interested emigration
agents ; yet, on the whole, some pains to inquire into such
important details are usually taken by intending voyagers.
But the reverse is the case too often in the far more weighty
concern of changing one’s religion, which is far too rarely
the result of careful thought, devout prayer, and serious

inquiry.
Only Valid Grounds for a Change.

II. Whenever any one, therefore, is solicited by others,
or inclined for himself, to leave the Church of England for
the Church of Rome, he is bound first, as his plain duty
towards Almighty God, Who placed him where he now is,
and to his own conscience, to ask these questions before
deciding to make the change :—

1. Shall I know more about God’s will and Word than
I now do?

2. Shall I be more likely to obey that will as He has
been pleased to declare it ?

3. Shall I have a surer warrant than now that I shall
have access to those means of grace which God has
ordained for the spiritual profit of His people?

These are the really cardinal points in the inquiry; for
the question is not one of Z4ing, but of duty. All appeal
to any matters besides, however they may strike our taste,
our imagination, or our fancy, is out of court. For example,
it is of no use to employ the greatly superior numbers ot
Roman Catholics as an argument, for Buddhists are twice
as numerous, and some centyries older. And we have to
remember that our responsibility for evils in a com-
munion which we choose for ourselves differs both in
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kind and degree trom that for evils in one where God has
placed us.

Strong Presumption against Rome at the Outset.

ITI. We are met, at the very outset of the inquiry, by a
very remarkable fact It 15 not disputed by the Roman
Catholic Church—nay, it is affirmed as plainly as by the
Church of England—that the chief source of all our
knowledge, as Christians, of the nature and will of Almighty
God, is His written revelation in the Holy Scriptures of
the Old and New Testament, which, as the Vatican Council
decrees, are “held as sacred and canonical, not because
they have been approved by the Church’s authority, but
because, having been written by the inspiration of the
Holy Ghost, they have God for their author, and have
been delivered as such to the Church herself.” (Sess. iii.
cap. 2.) Nevertheless, the fixed policy of the Roman-
Church, for some centuries, has been to for4id the study of
the Scriptures in the vulgar tongue by the /a#ty wherever
such forbidding could be fully enforced, and to restrict it
seriously in all other places (see below, sect. XXXV.);
while there has been little or no encouragement to the clergy
to study them in any language, so that Roman Catholic
books of Biblical literature, for a century and a half past,
have been scanty, meagre, and ummportant, nor are there
a dozen at this moment in English deserving of attention.

Less Likelihood in Rome of Knowing God’s Will.

IV. At once, then, it is plain that a Roman Catholic is
less likely than an English Churchman to know God’s will
and Word, so far as they are set down in the Bible. A
Roman Catholic layman by birth has for the most part not
read the Bible at all ; if he be an Italian, a Spaniard, a
Belgian, a Portuguese, or a Frenchman, all "but certainly he
knows nothing whatever aL:l)_‘ut it; and a Roman Catholic
clergyman, out of Germany, has few helps to Biblical study
put into his hands, because relatively little of the sort of

B 2



12 PLAIN REASONS AGAINST

late is by Roman Catholic pens, so that he is not able to
make amends to his flock for their lack of familiarity with
the Divine records. And the necessary presumption from
these facts is that the Roman Church is afrasd of being
brought to the test of the Bible; for if there were such a
clear general agreement between her system and its teachings
as to make it plainly confirm her special tenets and practices,
it would be her interest to promote its study everywhere,
as the most indisputable testimony in her favour. A
man who refuses to bring his title-deeds into court,
damages his own claims thereby more than his opponent
‘can do.

No Romanism in the Old Creeds.

V. So far as the chief facts and doctrines of the Christian
religion have been collected and condensed into brief and
popular forms for the benefit of the Christian flock, as
being what must be held in order to salvation, they are
embodied in the Three Creeds—the Apostles’, the Nicene,
and the Athanasian. As all these are held, taught, and
publicly used by the Church of England, with the advantage
of being in the vulgar tongue, and not in a dead language,
there is nothing to be got by way of additional religious
knowledge on these heads—the only ones necessary to
salvation—Dby joining the Roman Church; for the fourth
creed (that of Pius IV.) which she has added, gives no
further information on these main truths, but merely on
certain comparatively minor points, as is proved by the
fact that all Christendom was able to do quite well without
it till so recent a date as 1564, nor is it, even now, pro-
pounded to ordinary lay Roman Catholics for reception.
And it is very noticeable that not one of the special
doctrines which distinguish the Church of Rome from the
Church of England (and in particular, no hint, however
faint, of Papal authority, though a fundamental tenet in
Roman teaching)! can be found in these three old creeds, .

! ¢“Moreover, we declare, affirm, and define that every human
v Creature is subject to the Roman Pontiff, and we pronounce this to be
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or in any ancient gloss upon them, though they were
intended to contain all that is necessary to be held and
believed by ordinary Christians, and though the old glosses
fill up carefully all the important matters in belief and
practice, which, while not stated in the brief creeds, are
yet practically contained in them, and have been constantly
received ; such as the nature and use of the Holy Eucharist,
the inspiration of the Bible, the transmission of Holy
Orders, and so forth.

The Roman Church Uncertain and Unscriptural.

VI. The two great indictments against the Church of
Rome are (1) that she has only uncertainty to offer her fol-
lowers, instead of certain truth, in faith, morals, and sacra-
ments; and (z) that many important parts of her system are
in direct contradiction to the revealed will of God.

That she has nevertheless held steadily in the main to
the great saving truths of the Gospel is a most comforting
and hopeful fact; but in the Church of England all truth
which the Roman Church holds is held and taught, while
the errors which too often deform and disguise that truth
are absent.

As the favourite boast of Roman controversialists is that
they alone have religious cerfasnty to offer, it is necessary to
show first of all why this is conspicuously not the case;
why, in fact, there is actually /ess religious certainty in
Rome than in any other Christian Church.

Twofold Witness of the Bible and Church History.

VII. The Christian religion, as a Divine revelation, came
perfect from God’s hands, and (as the Vatican decrees them-
selves declare, Sess. iii. cap. 4) is not like a human science,

altogether necessary for salvation.” Boniface VIIL., Bull, ¢ Unam
Sanctam.” Bishop Fessler, denying that the Bull ‘‘Unam Sanctam ”
is, as a whole, binding de fide, alleges this clause so to bind, because
of the word “‘define” used in it. (‘‘True and False Infallibility of
the Popes,” Eng. Traps., p, 67. London, 1875,)
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such as medicine or mechanics, which can be improved on
and altered by man’sskill. It was, as the Apostle says, “ once
for all” (Greek, &nat) delivered to the saints” (St. Jude 3),
and it may not be changed even by an angel from heaven
(Galatians i. 8). There are two trustworthy witnesses which
tell us what #s the Christian religion: the Bible, and Church
history. The Bible gives us the first inspired statement of
the facts ; Church history tells us how those facts were
understood by the earliest Christians, who were taught by
the Apostles and bymen whoknew the Apostles. Andbecause
the Church is Christ’s body, having an unbroken super-
natural life, the teaching of great Christian writers fifteen
hundred years ago is as much part of the Zwing voice of that
Church as anything spoken in our own day ; just as with us
in civil affairs, all unrepealed statutes and unreversed judicial
decisionsin leading cases, however old,are asmuch partof the
living voice of English law as any recent Act of Parliament
or judgment of the Courts. Whenever, then, we hold any
doctrine which is found alike in the Bible and in the teach-
ing of the Christian Church ever since, we can be quite
certain that here is an integral piece of the true original
Christian religion.! But if we cannot find it in the Bible at
all, nor in Church history for a very long time, then the evi-
dence is all against it, and there is very great unlikelihood
of its being part of the Gospel revelation.

For the broad rule is that, while the antigusty of a
doctrine does not prove its #rx#%, since it may be a mere
survival from one of the early heretical sects; yet its novelty
proves its falsehood, as not being part of the original and un-
changeable revelation of God. When we can lay our finger
on any particular tenet or practice, and say, “ Up to such
and such a date this was unknown to Christians, and did
not come in till afterwards,” we have disproved its claim to
be part of the primitive Faith, just as we should disprove
the genuineness of a panel picture declared to be three or
four hundred years old, if we showed it to be painted on

! Véron,  Rule of the Catholic Faith,” See below, Sect. CI.
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mahogany, a wood which did not come into practical use
till about 1720.

The Roman Church unéertain_in Faith,

VIIL. But in the modern Roman Church these two
corroborating witnesses, the Bible and history, have both
been set aside, and it is not only practically taught that the
“living voice of the Church "—meaning thereby merely the
ecclesiastical authorities fo the time being—may at any time
modify or alter the old belief, just as a Parliament of Queen
Victoria may repeal any statute of an earlier reign, but that
the Pope alone, without the consent of the Church, as the
Vatican decrees lay down (Sess. iv. cap. 4), can decide .
infallibly on all matters of faith or morals.! So the fait%
of Roman Catholics depends now on the weakness or
caprice of a single man, who may be himself unsound in
the faith, wicked, or mad, as several Popes have been.
Pius IX., on his own responsibility and authority, did add,
in 1854, a new article to the Roman Catholic creed, that of
the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin, a doctrine
not only undiscoverable in the Bible or in any ancient
Christian writer, but implicitly contradicted by St. Augustine,
explicitly denied by St. Bernard (commonly called “ the last
of the Fathers ”), and by the greatest of all Roman Catholic
divines, St. Thomas Aquinas, and openly disputed as false
by orthodox Roman Catholics for many centuries ;2 so,

! It follows, if these propositions be true, that St. Athanasius, when
he had the /fving woice of the Church against him, not only the
majority of the bishops of his day, but the Pope also, must have been
a heretic and rebel for refusing to accept Arianism. It is only on the
ground that the “‘living voice ” is bound by the original belief and the
historical witness of the primitive Church, and must be tested and
judged thereby, that St. Athanasius can be defended.

2 ¢¢ Mary, sprung from Adam, died because of sin ; Adam died be-
cause of sin; and the Flesh of the Lord, sprung from Mary, died to
blot out sin. —St. Augustine, Enarr. I in Psalm xxxiv. 3.

¢ Where will be the peculiar privilege of the Lord’s Mother, who is
held to be the only one rejoicing in the gift of progeny and in virginity
of person, if yqu grant the same to her own mother? This is not to
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therefore, not lawful for any Roman Catholic to hold or
teach, unless he reject this clause of the creed of Pope Pius
IV. published by the Council of Trent: Neither will I
ever take or interpret the Scriptures otherwise than accord-
ing to the wnanimous consent of the Fathers.” Another
Pope may invent some other new tenet, and declare it part
of the Gospel; or may deny, and order others to deny,
some ancient and universally-received Christian doctrine.
In fact, so perfect and entire is the Christian creed, that it
is scarcely possible to add anything to it in one direction
without Zaking from it in another, as this very doctrine of
the Immaculate Conception shows ; for it takes away from
the Lord Jesus Christ that peculiar attribute assigned to
Him by Holy Writ, of being alone without sin (z Cor. v. 21;
Heb. iv. 15; vii. 26 ; 1 St. Peter ii. 22 ; 1 St. John iii. g).
And thus no Roman Catholic can any longer tell what his
religion may be at any future time,! nor even what it has
been at any time in the past; since the Vatican decrees are

honour the Virgin, but to detract from her honour . . . . How can
that conception be alleged as holy which is not of the Holy Ghost—
that I may not have to say, which s of sin—or be accounted as a
festival when it is not holy? The glorious Virgin will gladly go
without this distinction, whereby either sin will seem to be honoured,
or a false holiness alleged.”—(St. Bernard, ‘Letter clxxiv. to the
Canons of Lyons on the new feast of the Conception of the B.V.M.”)

““The ﬂesi of the Virgin was cenceived in original sin, and there.
fore contracted these defects. But the flesh of Christ took its nature,
pure of fault, from the Virgin.,”—St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa, III.
xiv. 3.
¢ The Blessed Virgin was not sanctified till she had been born from
the womb . . .. and she could not be cleansed from original sin while
she was yet in the act of her origin, and still in her mother’s womb.
.« . . She was sanctified in the womb from original sin, so far as

rsonal defilement, but not set free from the guilt to which all nature
is liable.”—(St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa, III. xxvii, 1.) And see
below, sect. LXXIX,

! Here is a case in point. In 1687, Pope Innocent XI. condemned
as heretical and otherwise erroneous sixty-eight propositions in the
writings of Michael de Molinos, teaching the doctrine known as
Quietism. But Pius IX., beatified, in 1864, M:;saret Mary Alacoque,
who had imbibed Quietist opinions, and reproduced the teaching of
Molinos, not merely in substance, but well-nigh verbally, as regards
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retrospective, and declare the infallibility of all the Popes
who have ever spoken ex cathedrd, however they may have
contradicted one another. They try to escape from this
terrible difficulty by saying that it is only when the Pope
speaks in a certain formal way, called ex catkedrad, that he
he is infallible, and that a miracle then prevents him from
going wrong, but that at all other times he is liable to err.
Yet as no way is provided for knowing when he does speak
ex cathedrd (unless, perhaps, his saying so himself), all
Roman Catholics are reduced to gwess-work as to what is
or is not to be held or believed; and besides, the enormous
powers now lodged in the Pope’s hands, and the vast num-
ber of those who are pledged to obey him, whatever he
does, enable him to force almost any teaching he pleases,
* right or wrong, on all Roman Catholic bishops, under pain
of being deposed for refusal. And they in turn can put
pressure in the same way on all their clergy, so that any
false doctrine put out by some bad or ignorant Pope might
be thrust into every Roman Catholic pulpit in the world,
and be given a monopoly there. So there is no longer any
security or certainty for fz:#% in the Roman Church, especially
as any attempt to remonstrate, or to resist any Papal utter-
ance (even if afterwards proved to have been heterodox),
would be.summarily put down as rebellion, if not as blas-
phemy.

Nor is this the mere extravagant cavil of an opponent.
It is a case substantially contemplated and admitted by the
Roman Canon Law itself, in one of its most arrogant claims
for the Papacy ; thus: ‘ If the Pope, neglectful of his own
and his brethren’s salvation, be found useless and remiss in
his duty, and, furthermore, keeping silence from good (a
thing which is very hurtful to himself and others), and,
nevertheless, leads countless people in troops to hell along
with himself—hell’s chief bond-slave—to be beaten with
him for ever with many stripes : let no mortal presume to

propositions 1, 2, 4, §, 20, 21, 25, 43, 61, and 62, in her *La Dévo-
tion an Coeur de Jésn;s," pub’lish::d l;y F. Croiset in 1698. There is
thus a direct conflict of infallibility as to Quietist doctrines,
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judge him, since he who is to judge all men is himself to be
judged by none, unless ke be found deviating from the faith.”
—(*“ Decret.” L xl. 6.)

The Roman Church uncertain in Morals.

IX. Again, one great use of religion—in one sense the
very greatest use—is to guide and govern man’s conduct and
morals. It is of the utmost importance, seeing how man’s
own standard of right and wrong shifts and wavers, accord-
ing to the fashion of the day—as, for example, in the last
century, drunkenness was popularly thought no disgrace—
that the Church should have a fixed and certain rule of
morals, and that rule as pure and lofty as in God’s own
Word. Yet the Roman Church not only has got no such
standard now, but has actually set up one which is lower
and baser, and more uncertain by far, than the popular one
of ordinary folk who make no pretence to be religious. It
has come about in this way. Partly in order to make
religion a very easy thing, so as to prevent men from
shaking it off altogether; but partly also to provide excuses
for many evil things constantly said and done to promote
the interests of Romanism itself, a system has been steadily
built up, called Casuistry, for dealing with separate cases of
sins which, at any rate, seem to be condemned by broad,
general laws of God. And this casuistry is now govemed
by a principle called Probabilism ; the simple meaning of
which is this: that if something be plainly forbidden by
God’s law of morals, and you have a mind to do it, you
may do it in the teeth, not only of the Bible, but of most
of the chief writers on morals, provided you can get an
opinion of one casuistical writer in your favour, even though
it be plainly weaker and Jess probable than that of those who
bid you obey God’s law. It is just as if a man could claim
acquittal of any crime he had committed, though forbidden
by the laws of Great Britain, and punlshed scores of times
over by the courts of justice, if he could plead that he had
got an opinion from some tenth-rate barrister that there was
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no wrong in doing it.1 If, as a matter of fact, a high line
were taken by Roman casuists on moral questions, perhaps
no great practical harm would be done by this theory, but
there is hardly any sin, however heinous, for which they do
not find excuses. And the chief authority on morals now
in the Roman Church is Saint Alfonso Liguori, whose
teaching all Roman Catholic confessors are now encouraged
to follow in the confessional, since he has been raised
to the rank of a “Doctor of the Church.” As a Saint,
according to Roman doctrine, there can be no theological
error in his writings (not in the sense that he is nfa//ible in
all details, but that he is unimpeachably or¢%0dox) ; for if
even one unsound proposition be found in any of his papers,
published or unpublished, without proof of its having been
retracted, it stops the process of canonization. But as a
Doctor, not only is there no error, but his teaching is to
guide bishops and clergy in forming their judgments on
difficult cases, and to be a standard whereby they are them-
selves to be judged (Leo IV., cited by Benedict XIV., “De
Canonizatione,” IV. xi. 16). Now, he says, for example,
(1) that the actual assassins of 2 man are not equally guilty
with their instigator, whom he admits to incur excom-
munication (“Theol. Moral.” iv. 364); (2) that if A murder
B, in order that C may be suspected of the murder, and
thereby suffer loss of any kind, A is not bound to make C
any compensation (iv. 586, 636); (3) that if a clerical
adulterer be attacked by the husband, he may lawfully kill

' This rather understates the matter. A Jearned person may be kis
own guide, provided he have thought the question out diligently ; one
of the general public is at liberty to follow a single author of excep-
tional superiority, even though contradicting what is usually held ; but
a person unversed in letters may adopt the opinion of any one whom
%e thinks possessed of learning and insight. So the rule is laid down
by F. Gury, ‘“Compend. Theol. Moral.,” vol. i. p. 39, concl. 8.
And if a penitent claim to have followed a ¢‘probable ”.opinion, he
can compel his confessor to give him absolution, even though differing
from the opinion alleged, and holding it to be false (Liguori, ¢ Theol.
Mor.,” vi. 605). A precisely similar casuistry amongst the Jews is
condemned by Our Lord (St. Matt. xi. 1-15; xv. 1-12; xxiii. 16-24 ;
St. Luke xiii. 14-18). .
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the husband, and does not incur “irregularity 1 thereby,
provided his visit was secret, so that he had a reasonable
expectation of escaping detection, though, if he have openly
braved the danger, he does incur irregularity (iv. 398) ; (4)
that an adulteress may deny her sin on oath, either by say-
ing that she has not broken the marriage tie (since adultery
does not void it); or, if she have gone to confession, that she
is innocent of the sin, because it has been washed away
in confession ; or, again, that she has not committed it, 7.e.
so as to be bound to acknowledge it (iv. 162) ; (5) that a
man may swear aloud to any false statement, provided he
add some true circumstances in an undertone, unheard by
the bystanders (v. 168) ; (6) that it is lawful to swear to a
quibble or to perjure one’s self before a judge, if any great
loss or inconvenience would follow to a witness from speak-
ing the truth (iv. 151-6); (7) that it is lawful to procure the
giving of perjured evidence, ¢if you have a great interest in
cmploying perjury to expose the fraud of another person, in
order to obtain your own rights” (IIL iii. 77); (8) that a
nobleman, ashamed to beg or work, may steal to supply his
needs if he be poor (iv. 520). Further, Liguori republished
as a text-book, and dedicated to Pope Benedict XIV., the
¢« Marrow of Moral Theology,” by Busembaum the Jesuit,
from which the following maxims are taken: (1) A man in
great need may steal what is necessary for the relief of his
own want ; and what a man may steal for himself, he may
also steal for any other very destitute person ; (z) any one
trying to prevent such a theft may be lawfully killed by the
thief (Tom. III, lib. iii, par. 1, tract §, c. 1). Escobar,
another famous casuist, lays down that a member of a
religious order who lays aside his habit for a skor? time,
in order to commit some sin undetected, does not sin
heinously, nor incur excommunication (“Theol. Mor.” I.
xliv. 213). These are only a very few examples out of

! Disability for clerical office. This is here, no doubt, a question
of fact, not of morals, But wkatafact! And Liguori has no words
of blame for it,
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many, affecting all the moral Commandments. So there is
now no moral certainty in the Church of Rome.!

The Roman Church uncertain in Sacraments.

X. Thirdly, there is the greatest possible doubt as to the
validity of every sacramental office or act performed in the
Roman Church. Roman controversialists attack the Church
of England as having only doubtful Orders and sacraments,
but the only plausible reason they offer for this accusation
is, that just one document out of a long series which attests
the episcopal character of William Barlow, a bishop of
Henry VIIL’s time, who had a fourth share in consecrating
Archbishop Parker, is missing ; 2 and, therefore, may perhaps
have never existed. So far as that is concerned, a// the
documents necessary to prove the consecrations of a// the
bishops of Christendom for the first four hundred years are
hopelessly lost, many Roman ones were destroyed in the
sack of 1527, and many of the later French ones disap-
peared in the Revolution ; yet no one treats these losses as
disproofs. But the uncertainty which hangs over everyrite
and ceremony in the Roman Church is not one which could
be cleared up by finding any papers; it is of the very
essence of the whole system, and cannot be set right any-

! See below, sect. XCV. Scavini and Gury, the two other chief
text-books in use, are just as immoral. And those who wish to see
what the practical results are should consult the ¢ Practice Resolu-
tiones Lectissimorum Casuum” (Antverpie, 1660), of Antoninus
Diana, Examiner of Bishops under Urban VIIL, Innocent X., and
Alexander VII.

? So is Bishop Gardiner’s record, but %és rank is never disputed ;
while out of Cardinal Pole’s seven consecrators, four have no records,
the consecrators of two more have no records, and there remains only
Thirlby to make the succession perfect, who, as being consecrated by
Hodgskin, one of Parker’s consecrators, is the only one of the seven
whose papers are all extant. By 25 Henry VIII. c. 20, s. 5and 6,
Cranmer would have incurred the penalties of preemunire had he failed
to consecrate Barlow. And had the king wished to prove that his
mandate was as good as consecration, he would have taken pains to
make it publicly manifest that Barlow had not been given any authority
save that of the Crown, instead of leaving it so doubtful,
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how. It is due to the doctrine of Intention, peculiar to the
Church of Rome, and decreed, under anathema for reject-
ing it, by the Council of Trent (Sess. vii., Can. xi.), accord-
ing to which it is necessary that the bishop or priest who
performs any religious ceremony should inwardly mean to
"do what the Church intends to be done in and by that
ceremony. If the minister withhold this inward assent,
either from personal unbelief, from ill-wil, or any other
cause, the act is null and void, and conveys no grace what-
ever. And so Cardinal Bellarmine, one of the most learned,
able, and famous of Roman Catholic divines, says :—* No
one can be certain, with the certainty of faith, that he
receives a true sacrament, because the sacrament cannot be
valid without the intention of the minister, and no man can
see another’s intention” (Disput. Controv., De Justific.” ITL
viii. 5). What this practically means is that no Roman
Catholic can be sure that he himself has ever been baptized,
confirmed, absolved, or given Holy Communion ; for even
if he be morally certain of the honesty and piety of the
bishops and priests who have professed to do these things
for him, he has no warrant at all that they have been validly
ordained, since the bishop who professed to ordain them
may have withheld his intention, or have himself in turn
been invalidly consecrated.! And indeed, the frequent

! It is, however, a tenable opinion in the Roman Church (though
less approved than Bellarmine’s) that ex?erna/ intention to comply with
the rubrics of a rite is sufficient without zznzernal intention as to the
effect of the rite (Drouven, ‘“ De Re Sacramentali”). But this does
not remove the doubt, since there can be no sufficient proof of even so
much. For in 1880 a committee of cardinals pronounced the marriage
of the Prince of Monaco and Lady Mary Hamilton, contracted in 1869,
and with issue, null and void, on the ground of lack of inward consent
on her part, though her external compliance with the rite was not
(‘:wstioned; and she was re-married to another man. The force of
this example lies in the fact that the more approved Roman doctrine
as to the Sacrament of Matrimony (that of St. Thomas Aquinas and
the Council of Florence, and seemingly also that of the Council of
Trent, Sanchez, and Bellarmine), is that the érida/ pair are the real
ministers of that Sacrament, while the priest does but attest and bless
the union. Accordingly, Lady Mary occupied in the ceremony almost
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Roman practice of having but one consecrator of a bishop
imports another uncertainty into Roman orders, for Liguori
lays down that priests ordained by a bishop who has had
but one consecrator are doubtfully ordained (* Theol. Mor.”
VI. ii. 755). Yet again, Romans teach that unless the
ordinee also give his acf7ve assent to the rite, not merely
submiitting to it passively, far less being reluctant, his ordina-
tion is invalid (Togni, * Instruct. pro Sac. Eccl. Minist.”).
Who is to warrant such assent? And, as in Italy at the
Renascence and till after the Reformation, the higher clergy
were very widely infidel (see below, note on sect. CIL.), as
also in France just before the Revolution (Jervis’s ¢ Hist.
Ch. of France,” chap. viii.), while in Spain they were often
secretly Jews in religion, only conforming outwardly,! there
is the most serious possibility, if the doctrine of Intention
be true, that Holy Orders have failed in all these countries,
and therefore that the orders of the Anglo-Roman bishops
and clergy, all derived from these sources, have failed too ;
whereas in England there has never been, even in the laxest
times, any such clerical unbelief prevalent as to import this
peril, nor was the doctrine of Intention ever more than a
mere opinion of the schools, till it was made into a
dogma by the Tridentine decree of March 3, 1547, after
the breach between England and Rome, though it appears
in a Bull of Eugenius IV., addressed to the Armenians,
in 1439. Thus there is the greatest uncertainty attach-
ing to all Roman sacraments, on the showing of Romans
themselves.
the same place as the priest or bishop does in administering other
sacraments ; and by living with the Prince, and bearing him a child,
gave far better evidence of the genuineness of her ‘‘intention” than
can be had in the case of any priest’s ministration. Nevertheless, she
repudiated the contract as null and void from the first; and so there
is plainly no way in which any security of proof can be obtained as to
intention and validity in other cases. ~All that Perrone gives in aid, is
to say that ‘doubts may arise as to matter and form, as well as in
respect of intention (De Sacram. iii.).

! Mocatta, ‘ The Jews and the Inquisition”; Graetz, ‘‘ Geschichte
der Juden,” x. 100; Kayserling, ‘‘Geschichte der Juden in Portugal,”
P. 291 ; Llorente, * Hist, Inquis.” ii. 8.
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Uncertainty as to St. Peter.

XI. This is not all the doubt and uncertainty which
surrounds Roman Catholicism. Its most salient, distinc-
tive, and peculiar doctrine is, that the prime and essential
condition for salvation is to be in communion with the
Pope of Rome, as heir and successor of St. Peter, first
Pope of Rome, and therefore supreme Vicar of Christ, and
Head of the Church on earth. Now this doctrine is in
itself a sufficiently startling variation from what the New
Testament lays down as the one chief requisite for salva-
tion, namely, belief in the Lord Jesus Christ, and union
with Him (St. John iii. 16, 36 ; xi. 25 ; Actsvi. 31; 1 Johnv.
12, &c.), not saying one word about St. Peter in any such
connexion. But when we come to look into the matter
more closely, it becomes the merest heap of guesses. It
is little more than a guess—though no doubt one with much
in its favour—that St. Peter was ever at Rome at all, for
there is no first-hand or contemporaneous testimony to the
fact, whether in Scripture or elsewhere, whence it is clear
that God has not considered it important enough to be
certified for us, as being a matter of faith ; it is only a guess
that he was ever Bishop of Rome, and for this there is very
little evidence of any kind ;! it is only a gwess that he had
the power to appoint any heir to his special privilege, what-

! The only ante-Nicene testimony which expressly assigns the See
of Rome to St. Peter is the apocryphal ¢ Clementine Homilies,’’ re-
jected by the Roman Church as a?;eretical forgery. And yet it is all
but demonstrably certain that the whole legend of St. Peter’s Roman
episcopate was developed at Rome out of this identical document; for
no Church ever seems to have known it, save as asserted from Rome.
See a learned essay on the Chronology.of Hippolytus, by Dr. Salmon,
in Hermathena, No. 1. Dublin, 1873. The next in value is a phrase
in St. Cyprian, * When the place of Fabian, that is, the place of Peter,
and the rank of the sacerdotal chair, was vacant ”’ (Epist. lii.), which,
however, is not only somewhat vague, but is regarded by Rigaltius and
Fell as a mere gloss which has crept into the text. The first post-
Nicene witness who is quite clear on the subject is Optatus of Milevi
(A.D. 386), and he is contradicted by St. Epiphanius and Rufinus.
See the whole evidence in ¢‘ The Petrine Claims at the Bar of His-
tory ” (Church Quarterly Review, April, 1879). .
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ever that was ; it is only a gwess that he did so appoint the
Bishops of Rome—and for these two guesses not the smallest
scrap or tittle of evidence ever has been produced, or can
be so much as reasonably supposed ever to have existed ;
yet, if all these points be not clearly proved by plain and
convincing Scriptural and historical evidence, there is no
basis whatever for the huge fabric of Papal claims, which
is, in truth, the most vague and uncertain of structures.
And it is to be added, that the Ultramontane interpretation
put on the three great texts in the Gospels which are relied
on to support the * Privilege of Peter,”—namely, St. Matt.
xvi. 18, that St. Peter is the rock and foundation of the
Church ; St. Luke xxii. 31, 32, that St. Peter was infallible,
and charged with guiding the faith of the other Apostles ;
and St. John xxi. 15-17, that he was given jurisdiction over
the Apostles and the whole Church—is not supported by
the ‘“‘unanimous consent of the Fathers,” who agree by a
great majority that either Christ Himself, or St. Peters
confession of Christ, is the rock and foundation of the
Church! (the Council of Trent decrees that the Nicexe
Creed is this foundation);? that the words at the Last Supper
were spoken in view of St. Peter’s coming apostasy, in warn-
ing that he would fall below the other Apostles; and that

! Archbishop Kenrick of St. Louis, in his speech prepared for, but
not delivered in, the Vatican Council, and published at Naples in
1870, declares that Roman Catholics cannot establish the Petrine privi-
lege from Scripture, because of the clause in the Creed of Pius IV.,
binding them to interpret Scripture only according to the #nanimous
consent of the Fathers. And he adds that there are five different
E\tristic interpretations of St. Matt. xvi. 18: (1) That Sz, Peter is the

ock, taught by seventeers Fathers; (2) that the whole Apostolic Col-
lege is the Rock, represented by Peter as its chief, taught by eigh?;
(3) that St. Peter’s faith is the Rock, taught by forty-four ; (4) that
Christ is the Rock, taught by séxteerz ; (5) that the Rock is the wkole
body of the faithful. Several who teach (1) and (2) also teach (3) and
(4), and so the Archbishop sums up thus : ‘¢ If we are bound to follow
the greater number of Fathers in this matter, then we must hold for
certain that the word Pefra means not Peter Igtofessing the faith, buc
the faith professed by Peter.”—Friedrich, Docum. ad illust. Conc.
Vat. 1. pp. 185-246. . .

3 ¢¢The Symbol of the Faith . . . . the one and firm .foundatxon
against which the gates of hell shall not prevail.”—Sess. iii.

C
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the words spoken at the Sea of Tiberias after the Resurrec-
tion were no more than the reinstatement of St. Peter in
that Apostolic office from which he had been degraded by
his denial of Christ. So, it is not lawful for any Roman
Catholic, in the face of the Creed of Pope Pius IV., to main-
tain the Ultramontane view of these three texts. Thus, the
following Fathers explain the 7ok to be Christ, or faith in
Christ, and not St. Peter : Origen ; St. Hilary, Doctor; St.
Chrysostom, Doctor; St. Isidore of Pelusium; St. Augus-
tine, Doctor ; St. Cyril of Alexandria, Doctor ; St. Leo the
Great, Pope and Doctor; St. Gregory the Great, Pope
and Doctor; Venerable Bede; St. Gregory VIL., Pope;
while St. Epiphanius, Doctor; St. Basil the Great, St
Ambrose, and St. Jerome, Doctors, take it both ways, lean-
ing, however, more to the view that Christ is the rock.
One or two citations will serve as examples: “‘And I say
unto thee, that thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will
build My Church;’ that is, upon the rock of his confession”
(St. Chrysostom, Hom. 54 in Matt. xxvi. 4). “The Son of
God is the rock from which Peter derived his name, and
on which He said that He would build His Church” (St.
Gregory the Great, “Comm. in Ps. ci. 27”). And the
Collect for the Vigil of SS. Peter and Paul in the Roman
Missal settles the point for all Roman Catholics: ¢ Grant,
we beseech Thee, Almighty God, that Thou wouldst not
suffer us, whom Thou hast established oz the rock of the
Apostolic Confession, to be shaken by any disturbances.”?!
As to St. Luke xxii. 31, 32, #o Father whatever explains it
in the modern Ultramontane fashion, which is not even
found till Cardinal Bellarmine invented it about A.D. 1621.2

! Here are some famous Roman Catholic divines who deny expressly
or indirectly that St. Peter is the Rock : St. Peter Damiani, B. Albert
the Great, Cardinal Hugo of St. Cher, Tostatus, and St. Thomas of
Villanova. See them and several more, with full citations, in Denton’s
¢ Commentary on the Gospels” for St. Peter’s Day. It is only since
the Council of Trent that the other view has prevailed.

? The germ, however, is in St. Thomas Aquinas (‘¢ Summa, Sec.
Secund.” 1. 10), who derived the suggestion from a Curialist gloss, first
discoverable in Pope Agatho (A.D. 680), but adopted by subsequent
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And St. John xxi. 15-17, is explained as the mere restora-
tion of St. Peter to his forfeited rank by St. Gregory
Nazianzen, Doctor, St. Ambrose, Doctor, St. Augustine,
‘Doctor, St. Cyril of Alexandria, Doctor. Here is a speci-
men: “By this triple confession of blessed Peter, his sin,
consisting of a triple denial, was done away, and by the
words of our Lord, ‘Feed my sheep,’ a renewal, as it were,
of the apostleship already bestowed on him is understood
to take place, removing the shame of his after-fall, and
taking from him the cowardice of human frailty.”—(St.
Cyril Alex., “ Comm. in Joann. xxi.”)1

Roman Creature-Worship,

XII. Thereis one thing, however, which #s certain about
the Roman Church, that it is startlingly unlike, both in
belief and practice, to the Christianity taught by our Lord
and His Apostles, as recorded in the New Testament, and
that it directlyand plainly contradicts the revealed will of God
in several important particulars. Here are some of them :—

Throughout the entire O/d Testament, God Almighty
continually reveals and declares Himself as a jealous God,
one Who will not share a tittle of His rights and glory
with another. I, the Lord thy God, am a jealous God”
(Exod. xx. 5). “Iam the Lord; that is My name, and
My glory will I not give to another, neither My praise to
graven images ” (Isa. xlii. 8), &c. Throughout the entire
New Testament, the Lord Jesus Christ declares Himself,
and is declared by His Apostles, to be the one, single, and
only way to the Father; to be perfect and entire in His

Popes and their literary staff; failing, however, on this very ground,
as an ex parte claim. ere is a trace of it much earlier, in the First
Letter of Pelagius II. to the Bishops of Istria in A.D. 586 ; but they in
their reply denied the interpretation and the inference from it.

! On any hypothesis of the fundamental dogmatic importance of the
three great Petrine texts in the Gospels, it is hard to explain their
entire absence from the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, who make
in all 412 quotations from the New Testament. St. Luke xxii. 32,
does occur once, but only in the interpolated text of St. Ignatius 4d
Smyrn. 7, while even there it is referred to all the Apostles.

C 2
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human love for man, His intercession, and His answer to
prayer: “No man cometh unto the Father, but by Me”
(St. John xiv. 6). “If ye shall ask anything in My name,
I will do it” (St. John xiv. 14). ‘‘Come unto Me, all ye
that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest”
(St. Matt xi. 28). “Love one another, as I have loved
you” I am the Good Shepherd, and know My sheep
. and I lay down my life for the sheep” (St. John x.

14, 15). ‘“Neither is there salvation in any other; for
there is none other name under heaven given among men
whereby we must be saved” (Acts iv. 12). “ There is one
mediator between God and man, the Man Christ Jesus,
Who gave Himself a ransom for all” (1 Tim. ii. 5, 6).
The love of Christ passeth knowledge ” (Eph. iii. 1g). *It
behoved Him to be made like unto His brethren, that He
might be 2 merciful and faithful High Priest in things per-
taining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins of the
people” (Heb. ii. 17). “Wherefore He is able also to save
them to the uttermost that come unto God by Him, seeing He
ever liveth to make intercession for them” (Heb. vii. 25), &c.
There are certain Divine manifestations in the Old
Testament, technically known as “ Theophanies,” i.c., *“ ap-
pearances of God,” which have been cited in defence of
Saint and angel worship, because of the acts of homage
done by those to whom they were granted. Such are:
Abraham’s vision of the Three Men (Gen. xviii. 1); Jacob’s
wrestling at Peniel (Gen. xxxii. 26) ; Moses at the burning
bush (Exod. iii. z); and Joshua with the Captain of the
Lord’s host (Josh. v. 13, 14). Two opinions are held as
to these : either that they are indirect revelations of God
through the medium of created angels, which is, naturally
enough, the Jewish view; the other, and more Christiat
one, is that they are velled manifestations of the Second
Person of the Holy Trinity, which is strengthened in two
ot the cases (Gen. xviii. 1 and Exod. iii. 2) by the use of
the incommunicable name of Jfelovak, never imparted to
any created being—a fact which St. Augustine, our chief
authority for the first opinion, was not likely to have
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noticed, as being ignorant of Hebrew. But, whichever
view be taken, it will not help Saint or angel worship now,
because the only Theophany under the Gospel is the /n-
carnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. No Saint or angel
can henceforward represent Him, or be clothed with His
attributes, nor can such a thing be even imagined.

We have only four examples in the New Testament of
acts of reverence being done to Saints, and all in these
cases they were promptly rejected and forbidden, showing
that they were offensive to the Saints, as savouring of dis-
loyalty to that God Whom they love and serve.

“ And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met him, and
fell down at his feet, and worshipped him. But Peter took
him up, saying, Stand up; I myself also am a man” (Acts
X. 25, 26).

“Then the priest of Jupiter . . . . would have done
sacrifice with the people; which when the apostles, Barnabas
and Paul, heard of, they rent their clothes, and ran in
among the people, crying out, and saying, Sirs, why do ye
these things? We also are men of like passions with you,
and preach unto you that ye should turn from these vanities
to serve the living God ” (Acts xiv. 13-15).

“And I [John] fell at his feet [the angel’s] to worship
him. And he said unto me, See thou do it not ; I am thy
fellowservant, and of thy brethren that have the testimony
of Jesus: worship God” (Rev. xix. 10).

“I fell down to worship before the feet of the angel
which showed me these things. =~ Then saith he unto me,
See thou do it not, for I am thy fellowservant . + .
worship God” (Rev. xxii. 8, g).1 '

- 1 It cannot be supposed that Cornelius meant to do diwine homage
to St. Peter, or St. John to the angel, so that the rebukes in these two
cases clearly forbid secondary worship, In the ¢ Abridgment of
Christian Doctrine, with Scripture Proofs,” approved by Bishop Doyle,
Dublin, 1828, the verse, Rev. xxii. 8, where St. John for the second
time does homage to an angel, is quoted in proof of the lawfulness of the
cultus of the Saints with du/ia, on the ground that the former prohibi-
tion (Rev. xix. 10) was merely because of St. John’s own high dignity
as an Apostle; while verse 9, again forbidding the act, is sugpressed.
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Contrariwise, our Lord Jesus Christ never refused nor
blamed an act of worship offered to Himself, thereby
showing that there is a fundamental principle involved:
(St. Matt. ii. 11; viil. 2 ; ix. 18; xiv. 33 ; xv. 25; xvii. 14;
xx. 20; xxviil. g, 17; St. Mark v. 6; St. John ix. 38;
Heb. i. 6 ; Rev. v. 8).1

Nevertheless, in direct rebellion against the plain letter
and spirit of both the Old and New Testaments, the Roman
Church practically compels her children to offer far more
prayers to deceased human bein; than they address to the
Father or to Christ. It is not true, as is often alleged in
defence, that the prayers of the departed Saints are asked
only in the same sense as those of living ones, with the
added thought that they are now more able to pray
effectually for us. The petitions are not at all limited to a
mere “ Pray for us ;” but are constantly of exactly the same
kind and wording as those addressed to Almighty God, and
are offered kneeling, and in the course of Divine Service,
which is not how we ever ask the prayers of living friends.
A few specimens are here set down from the ¢ Raccolta ”
(Eng. Transl.,, Burns & Oates, 1873),a collection of prayers
specially indulgenced by the Popes, and therefore of
indisputable authority in the Roman Church.?

" 1, “Hail, Queen, Mother of Mercy, our Life, Sweetness,
and Hope, all hail! To thee we cry, banished sons of
Eve, to thee we sigh, groaning and weeping in this vale
of tears. Turn then, O our Advocate, thy merciful eyes
to us, and after this our exile, show us Jesus, the blessed
fruit of thy womb, O merciful, O loving, O sweet Virgin

Mary.” .

! It is also to be added that wherever the phrase ¢‘invoke ” or *¢call
upon ” in prayer is used in the New Testament, it is a/ways of God and
Christ, never of any other. These are the texts where it occurs:
Acts ii. 21, vii. 59, ix. 14, 21, xxii. 16 ; Rom. x. 12, 13, 14 ; I Cor. i.
23 2Cor. i. 23; 2 Tim, ii. 22 1 Pet, i, 17. In its secular use it is
apylied to St. Paul’s appeal to Caesar,

"2 It does not, however, contain nearlyall the indulgences. None of
the local ones, attached to churches, altars, pilgrimages, &c., of which
there are thousands, appear in it.
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%V. Make me worthy to praise thee, O sacred Virgin.
R. Give me strength against thine enemies.”

2. “We fly beneath thy shelter, O holy Mother of God,
despise not our petitions in our necessities, and deliver us
always from all perils, O glorious and blessed Virgin.”

3. “Heart of Mary, Mother of God . . . worthy of
all the veneration of angels and men . . . Heart full of
goodness, ever-compassionate towards our sufferings, vouch.
safe to thaw our icy hearts . . . In thee let the holy
Church find safe shelter; protect it, and be its sweet
asylum, its tower of strength ... Be thou our help in
. need, our comfort in trouble, our strength in temptation,
our refuge in persecution, our aid in all dangers . . .”

- 4. “Sweet Heart of Mary, be my salvation.”

5. “Leave me not, my Mother, in my own hands, or I
am lost. Let me but cling to thee. Save me, my Hope ;
save me from hell.”

6: ¢ Michael, glorious prince, chief and champion
of the heavenly host . . . vouchsafe to free us all from
every evil, who with full confidence have recourse to
thee.”

7. * Benign Joseph, our Guide, protect us and the holy
Church.”

8. “ Guardian of virgins, and holy father Joseph, to
whose faithful keeping - Christ Jesus, innocence itself, and
Mary, Virgin of virgins, were committed, I pray and beseech
thee by those two dear pledges, Jesus and Mary, that, being
preserved from all uncleanness, I may with spotless mind,
pure heart, and chaste body, ever most chastely serve Jesus
and Mary. Amen.”

These are only a few specimens culled out of many, and
it is easy to test their true nature by substituting the names
of the Father and Christ for those which occur in them ; so
nothing less can be said than that they encroach sorely on
the incommunicable attributes of God. Even if they did
not, the whole practice of the Invocation of Saints is
founded on pure guesswork. Not one syllable can be dis-
covered in the Old or New Testament which gives the

AN
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least ground or suggestion of it; God has never been
pleased to reveal it, nor can the smallest evidence or trace
of it be found for nearly four hundred years after Christ.
It is atbest a mere conjecture that the Saints do know what
passes on earth, and can hear and join in the prayers of
the faithful! It may be so, but God has not chosen to
make it known to us, and it is a very perilous thing to fly
in the face of His holy Word on the mere chance that a
guess of ours may be correct; a guess, too, which, as
put in practice, casts a doubt on the perfect sympathy of
Christ. .

It may, perhaps, be argued that expressions of devotion,
even if somewhat unguarded, are not to be rigidly weighed
and judged. Some extracts from a formal theological work,
Liguori’s ¢ Glories of Mary,” are therefore added here :—

“Queen, Mother, and Spouse of the King, to her belong
dominion and power over all creatures.”

“She is Queen of Mercy, as Jesus is King of Justice.”

“In the Franciscan chronicles it is narrated that Brother
Leo once saw a red ladder, on the top of which was Jesus
Christ ; and a white one, on the top of which was His most
holy Mother, and he saw some who tried to ascend the red
ladder, and they mounted a few steps and fe//; they tried
again, and again fe//. They were then advised to go and
try the white ladder, and by that one they easily ascended,
for our Blessed Lady stretched out her hands and helped
them, and so they got safely to heaven.”

If this (which Liguori #wsce uses in proof of the tenet it
involves) be not blasphemy against the Lord Jesus Christ,

! And this is all that Peter Lombard (A.D. 1150) ventures to assert
when treating of the doctrine of Invocation. He says: ““It is mof
incredible that the souls of the Saints . . . . understand what is pass-
ing in the outer world.” ¢ Sentt.” iv. dist. 45. It was thus but a
guess to the leading Roman theologian only seven centuries ago. And
Véron (““Rule of Catholic Faith”) denies it to be an article of the
Faith, though a probable opinion, therein following Cardinal Cajetan
(A.D. 1469-1534), who says: ‘‘ We have no certain knowledge as to
- whether the Saints are aware of our prayers, although we piously
believe it.”—¢ Comm. in Secund. Secundz,” qu. Ixxxviii, art. 5.
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and a formal denial of His power to save and His being
the way to heaven, there are no such sins possible.

Yet, even before Pius IX. made Liguori a “ Doctor of
the Church,” the Congregation of Rites decreed in 1803
that, “in all the writings of Alfonso de’ Liguori there is not
one word that can be justly found fault with.”

It may be just remarked here, as showing how modern
this sort of thing is, that the most popular of all devotions
to the Blessed Virgin, the Angelus, does not appear to
have been used at all till Pope John XXII. instituted it in
1316 ; while its latter clause,* Holy Mary, Mother of God,
pray for us sinners now and in the hour of our death,” can-
not be found earlier than 150%,! and was first sanctioned
for general use by a bull of Pius V., July 7, 1568, while the
use of the Ave Maria before sermons is due to St. Vincent
Ferrer (1419).

This is quite in accordance with what we should expect,
seeing how clear is the evidence of the early Christian
Fathers against any practice of invocation of the kind now
popular. Here are a few samples :—St. Irenzus (A.D. 180) :.
“ As the Church has freely received from the Lord, so does
she freely minister, nor does she do anything by snvocation
of angels . . . but by directing her prayers clearly, purely,
and openly to the Lord, Who made all things, and calling on
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.”—(*Cont. Heer.” ii. 32.)
. St. Clement of Alexandria (A.D. 200): “Since there is

_only one good God, both we ourselves and the angels
supplicaté from Him alone”—(* Stromat.” vii. 7.)

Origen (A.p. 230) : “ Every prayer and supplication, and
intercession and thanksgiving, is to be sent up to God,
Who is above all, through the High Priest, Who is above
all angels, He being Word and God. For it is not reason-
able that they who do not understand the knowledge of
angels, which is above man’s, skould invoke them. If their

1 Cardinal Baronius alleges that the first part of this addition was
made by the Council of Ephesus.—¢ Ann. Eccl.” 431. The devo.
tional use of St. Luke i, 28 and 42 in the West cannot be traced higher
than Odo, Bishop of Paris, in 1198, nor in England till 1247.
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knowledge . . . were understood, this very knowledge
would not suffer us to dare to pray to any other but to God,
the Lord over all, Who is sufficient for all, through our
Saviour the Son of God.” —(*Cont. Cels.” v. c. 4.)

“To those who place their confidence in the Saints, we
fitly produce as an-example ‘Cursed is the man which
hopeth in man;’ and again, ‘Do not put your trust in
man ;’ and another, ‘It is better to trust in the Lord than
in princes.” If it be necessary to put our trust in any one,
let us leave all others, and trust in the Lord.”—(* Hom. i
in Ezek.” xvii.

St. Athanasius (A.D. 370): “It is written, ‘Be my pro-
tecting God, my house of refuge and saviour,” and ¢ The
Lord is the refuge of the poor;’ and whatever things of
the same sort are found in Scripture. But if they say that
these things are spoken of the Son, which would perhaps
be true, let him confess that #ke Saints did not think of
calling on a created being to be their helper and house of
refuge.”—(* Orat. cont. Arianos,” i. 62).

St. Augustine (A.D. 389): « Let not our religion be the
cultus of dead men: for if they lived a holy life, they
cannot be held as seeking such honours ; but they desire
that He, through whose illumination they rejoice in our
being sharers in their reward, should be worshipped by us.
Therefore they are to be honoured by way of imitation, not
worshipped by way of religion.” “De Vera Religione,” c.
Iv. sect. 108.

Council of Laodicea (circa A.D. 360)—the same whlch
settled the canon of Scripture :—* Christians ought not to
forsake the Church of God, and depart and #nwoke angels,
and hold meetings, which are forbidden. If any one, there-
fore, be found giving himself to this hidden ido/atry, let him
be anathema, because he hath left our Lord Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, and hath betaken himself to idolatry.”-—
(Canon XXXV.)

. It is true that just after this time we find the first germs
of the practice at the close of the fourth century in St
Gregory  Nazianzen (A.D. 390) and St. Gregory Nyssen
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{a.D. 396) ; but their slight apostrophes are very unlike the
newer ones, even if their example could set aside a Divine
principle : and yet later, St. Chrysostom (A.D. 407%), com-
menting on Coloss. ii. 18, says that the “ voluntary humility
and worshipping of angels” there condemned by St. Paul,
refers to “such as say that we must not approach God
through Christ’s mediation, that being too great a thing for us,
but through the angels,”—exactly the popular Roman plea.
It is not till the eightk century that Roman contro-
versialists can find any clear precedents for the modern
practice, for all earlier examples cited will prove on examina-
tion either to attest only the belief that the Saints do in
fact pray for and with us, not that we should pray #o them ;
or, if going beyond this, to be either admittedly doubtful
or notoriously spurious.! How far the usage even near
the close of the thirteenth century was from reaching
modern excesses may be seen in Joinville’s account of the
dying prayers of St. Louis of France, for mentioning that
the king invoked St. James and St. Denis, he tells us that
he recited the collects for their festivals. But these collects
are addressed directly to God through Christ, merely com-
memorating the names of the Saints in question.

Roman Inconsistency in the Invocation of Saints,

XIII. Even apart from the theological heresy and
rebellion of the practice, as just exemplified, and the absence

1 It would seem, from the date at which Invocation of Saints first
begins to crop up, as though it were simply a result of the common
tendency of men to attribute their own views and motives to God.
When the Empire became Christian, and so was regarded as a friend,
it did not become less despotic, while the enormous powers wielded by
the Crown trained its subjects to regard God chiefly as an infinitely
magnified Emperor. But as the Emperors seldom administered justice,

ranted reasonable petitions, or did right, merely because it was right,
lgaut had to be approached and conciliated bi; the indirect road of con-
fidential ministers and palace favourites, who needed to be won over
first, it became readily believed that God could be best propitiated in
the same way. And the fact that the same practice of invocation pre-
vails amongst Mohammedans, always used to live under arbitrary and
capricious despotisms, strengthens this view.
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of any certainty of its utility, however modified and purged
from these sins; there is another fact which shows the
further inconsistency and uncertainty about it. If there
be any truth in the doctrine at all, one thing must necessarily
follow, that the fittest persons to invoke are the most eminent
Saints, those of whose holiness and acceptance with God
there can be no doubt whatever. But in actual practice
this is not the case at all, except as regards the Blessed
Virgin and St. Joseph. For example, take the ¢ Raccolta.”
There is not one indulgenced prayer to the Archangel St.
Gabriel, or to any Apostle, except SS. Peter and Paul, not
even to St. John, the Beloved Disciple; none to St.
Stephen the Protomartyr, nor to St. Mary of Bethany.
But there are such prayers to purely minor and .wholly
insignificant persons, like St. Aloysius Gonzaga, St. Stanislas
Kostka, St. Michael de’ Santi, and St. Nicolas of Bari,
who cannot, on any estimate of their merits, be ranked
with the great New Testament worthies, nor even with
saints like St. Athanasius or St. Augustine, who are never
popularly invoked at all.  Often, too, prayers are addressed
to persons whose life and acts make it fair to say that if
they be so much as just barely saved, it can only be by
God’s prerogatlve of mercy, as in the case of Pope Pius
V., the ruthless inquisitor, the stirrer-up of war and rebellion,
the encourager of Philip IL in his many crimes, including
the slaughter of his own son Carlos, the instigator of the
Emperor in breaking his treaty with the Turks, on the
ground that no faith or oath need be kept with an infidel,
the plotter against the life of Queen Elizabeth.! And
sometimes, at least, they are addressed to persons who
there is no reason to suppose ever existed at all; such as
St. Filumena, a virgin martyr, never heard of till 1802,
and invented then on the faith of a fragmentary inscription
which was declared, on the faith of somebody’s dream, to

1 For these acts of Pius V., see his own Bulls, Young’s ¢ Life of
Aonio Paleario ;” Prescott’s « Reign of Philip IL,” iv. 7, and Lord
Acton’s Letter to the 7¥mes, Nov. 27, 1874.
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prove her existence.! There is thus a further uncertainty
as to whether many of the personages invoked are real
Saints,? and the practice is shown to be a mere restless
love of novelty and fashion, not-a matter of true and fixed
religious principle.$

Roman Image-Worship.

XIV. Next, let us take. the -worship of images and
pictures. Here it must first be said (¢) that the Roman
Church in terms denies that any such act as can be strictly
called worship is done to pictures and images, even by the
most ignorant, since no one believes that these representa-
tions can see, hear, or help of themselves ; (5) that there
is no question as to the lawfulness of making some such
images and representations, . if not intended to receive
homage, as even the Jews had the brazen serpent,* and the
figures of the cherubim in the Holy of Holies, where,
however, only one man ever saw them, and that only once
a year; and the early Christians set up pictures of our
Lord in the catacombs, still to be seen there. But, on the
other hand, there is a very suspicious fact which meets us
at the outset of the inquiry as to the actual Roman practice,

' The value of this dream is easily tested. It was revealed therein

that “‘Filumena” is *‘filia luminis,” Latin for ‘‘daughter of light”
(an impossible formation), whereas it is a very common Greek name
(®ovpivy), meaning *‘ Beloved.”
% Véron (‘“‘Rule of Catholic Faith”) says that it is not matter of
Faith that any person, not named as a Saint in the Bible, is a Saint at
all, or capable of being invoked. A curious instance has been adduced
by Professor Max Miiller (‘‘Chips from a German Workshop,” iv.
173-187), that the legend of Saints Barlaam and Josaphat (‘‘Mart.
Rom.” Nov. 27), is the story of Buddha in a Christian dress.

3 The writer remembers seeing, a few years ago, in the churches of
several Belgian towns the older Saints and images practically deserted
in favour of some brand-aew statues of John Berchmans, a young
Jesuit then recently beatifizd, round which the worshippers crowded,
as the last new thing out.

¢ But Hezekiah broke the serpent ecawse incense was burnt b’efoxe
it, 2 Kings xviii. 4. The Abbé Glaire, in his *Dict. Eccles.,” s.z.
WNehostan, omits to mention this inconvenient fact.
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as distinguished from any finespun theories in books,
namely, that many Roman Catechisms omit the Second
Commandment, while zo Roman catechism teaches that
there is either danger or sin in any making or using of
images for religious honour, short of actual paganism.
The point is not, as Roman controversialists are apt to put
it, whether their way of dividing the Decalogue, which
makes the First and Second Commandment (as the English
Prayer-book and Catechism have them). one precept, and
then restores the number ten by making the Tenth Com-
mandment into two (a plan which seems only to repeat the
Seventh Commandment, to make St. Matt. v. 28 super-
fluous, and is not followed by the Vulgate or Douai in
Deut. v. 21, where the word ‘“covet” is not repeated in
the Tenth Commandment as there given), be a better or a
worse way than the Anglican; nor whether the whole text
of the commandment against image-worship be not found
unmutilated in Roman Catholic Bibles; but whether in
practice one Roman Catholic in a million ever knows that
image-worship can be abused or sinful without virtual
apostasy from Christianity.! The Shorter Lutheran Cate-
chism cuts down the First and Second Commandments
just in the same way as many Roman ones do ; but, then,
on the one hand, Lutherans have free access to the Bible in

! Even in Schneider’s ‘‘Manuale Clericorum,” a popular Jesuit
book in Latin, for the use of students for the préesthood (Ratisbon,
Pustet, 1868), where there is a very full set of questions for examina.
tion of conscience on the Decalogue, extending over pp. 403-411, there
is no hint whatever at the Second Commandment, which is entirely
suppressed ; but the first question under the First Commandment is,
¢ Has he believed everything which the Holy Roman Church believes,
or held an opinion contrary to the Roman faith in any matter?’’ Bel.
larmine’s Catechism, the most authoritative of all, as approved by
two Papal Briefs, cuts out the Second Commandment entirely. See
M‘Caul, * Why does the Church of Rome hide the Second Command-
ment from the People ?”” wherein he cites twenty-nine Catechisms, large
and small, used in Italy, France, Belgium, Austria, Bavaria, Silesia,
Poland, Spain, Portugal, England, and Ireland, in twenty-seven of
which the Second Commandment is entirely omitted, and mutilated ix
the other two.

\




JOINING THE CHURCH OF ROME, 39

their own language, and, on the other, nothing of -the
nature of image-worship has ever been practised amongst
them.! :

Intelligent and shrewd heathens, when arguing in favour
of idols, say exactly what Roman Catholic controversialists
do in defence of their practice, namely, that they do-not
believe in any sentient power as residing in the mere stone,
wood, or metal, of which their idols are made, but regard
them as representing visibly certain attributes of Deity, to
bring them home to the minds of worshippers ; and that
homage addressed to these idols on that ground is accept-
able to the unseen spiritual Powers, who will listen to and
answer prayers so made indirectly to themselves ; and, in
fact, Athenagoras, a Christian apologist, who lived in the
second century (A.D. 17%), tells us that such was the
defence set up by the Roman pagans of that time on
behalf of idolatry, and adds that they appealed to the
miracles and cures wrought by such images as proofs of
their truth (““ Apol.” xviii. xxvi.). And Julian the Apostate,
writing in defence of idols against the Christians of his
time, says: “Our ancestors appointed them as tokens of
the presence of the gods, but not that we should think
them to be gods themselves. . . . . Just as one who is
loyal to the sovereign, looks with pleasure on the sovereign’s
portrait, and whoso loves his son, looks with pleasure on
his son’s portrait, and one who loves his father, on his
father’s portrait; so one who loves the gods looks gladly
at their statues and pictures, and reverences with awe
the gods who behold him, themselves unseen” (* Orat.
Fragm.”).

- 1 It is worth remarking that Roman Catholics, who translate the
passage in Exod. xx. 5, ‘““Thou shalt not adore them,” sometimes
complain that the Authorized Version, ¢‘ Thou shalt not éow down to
them,” is a misleading rendering, and goes too far. As a fact, the
Hebrew verb skaclkak, here found, strictly means to dow or prostrate
one’s self, and only secondarily comes to mean worship or adoration,
and is translated Jowed down in the Douai Version of Genesis xlii. 6,
speaking of Joseph’s brethren’s obeisance towards him.
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Proof that Roman Image-Worship is Idolatrous,

XV. If it be true, as Roman controversialists often allege
in this country, that no more is intended by their use of
images than the Church of England intends by allowing
the erection of religious pictures, windows, and sculptures,
commemorating events of the Gospel, in churches, or
even than the loving use of the portraits of dear friends
and kindred; then the practice, however dangerously
misleading it may sometimes have been, is clear from any
just charge of idolatry. But it is not true. And the proofs
to the contrary are to be found, not in some remote and
barbarous heathen country, amongst an ignorant flock of
newly-converted pagans, who have not yet quite shaken off
their early habits, but in Rome itself, the very centre of
Latin Christendom.

Thus (2) at the Church of Sta. Maria del Divino Amore,
near the Piazza Borghese, there is a yearly festival, not of
the saint, nor yet of the church, but of the sacred image
there preserved ; (&) in the Church of St. Agostino there is
an alleged miraculous image of the B. V. M. and Child,
to which Pius VIL annexed an indulgence of 100 days for
every one devoutly kissing its feet ; () the Bambino, or
image of the Infant Saviour, in the church of the Ara Ceeli,
is regarded as a wonder-worker of exceptional et’ﬁcacy,
and (d) there is another miraculous picture of B. V. M. in
Sta. Maria in Cosmedin. Now, when a special picture or
image is no longer regarded as a mere historical memorial,
on an exact level of value for that purpose with every other
one representing the same person or event, but as endued
with supernatural powers, and to be reverenced accordingly,
that is idolatry in the strictest sense; for, as explained
above, no heathen, however brutishly degraded, supposes
his idols to be in themselves sentient and divine, but merely
attributes to them just the powers which the Roman
authorities publicly and officially ascribe to these and many
other so-called miraculous images.! And so we come to

! It is not open to Roman Catholics to say that this is a mere
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superstition like that of Louis XI., who prayed to-images
of the Virgin of Embrun and the Virgin of Clery as two
distinct, and to some extent rival, persons ; a kind of com-
petition we have seen revived in our own day between the
Virgins of Lourdes and of La Salette, where acute jealousy
exists between the custodians of the rivalsprings. “Itisall up
with Our Lady of La Salette,” complained a French partisan
of that shrine not long ago, in language whose very coarseness
is instructive, “ Our Lady of Lourdes has cut her out.”!

And it is further necessary to add, in final disproof of the
common Roman denial (as, for instance, in Cardinal Wise-
man’s “ Lectures on the Catholic Church,” xiii.), that any
real worship is paid to images, and that they are merely
regarded as edifying memorials, the following quotations
from the greatest of all Roman theological works, the
% Summa ” of St. Thomas Aquinas, to which the present
Pope Leo XIIIL, in a recent encyclical, has ordered the
teaching of the schools of religious philosophy to be strictly
conformed :—

“The same reverence should be displayed towards an
image of Christ and towards Christ Himself, and seeing that
Christ is adored with the adoration of Ja#7ia (i.. supreme
religious worship), it follows that His image is to be adored
with the adoration of /afria.” 2—(* Summa,” IIL. xxv. 3.)

‘“pious opinion,” and not binding; for Pius VI., by the.Bull
““ Auctorem Fidei” in 1794, condemned the proposition that par-
ticular devotion to a special image is blameworthy, as ‘rash, perni.-
cious, injurious to the pious and wonted custom of the Church, an_d’
to the providential order of God” in such matters. And the public
crowning of certain images by Papal authority is decisive.

! Clen est fait de Notre Dame de.La Salette ; Notre Dame de
Lourdes ’a flanquée.” It may be added here that in Chartres Cathe-
dral there are two rival Virgins, Our Lady of the Pillar, in the nave,
Our Lady of the Crypt, underground, one black, the other white,
having separate confraternities and clients.

2 It is necessary to bear clearly in mind that Jasria is the name for
the very highest kind of worship, due 70 God only. So Bellarmine :
¢ The first [species of excellence] is the Divine and Infinite excellence,
to which corresponds the first species of worship, which is called by
theologians La#ria,”—*¢ De Sanct. Beatitudine.” -

D
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« The Cross is adored with the same adoration as Christ,
that is, with the adoration of Ja#ria; and for that reason we
address and supplicate the Cross just as we do the Crucified
Himself."—(111, xxv. 4.)!

“In that images of the Saints denote their excellence,
they may be, and ought to be, adored with a certain inferior
adoration or dw/ia,? like the Saints themselves whom they
represent, though not with that absolute kind which is
offered to their prototypes, but relative only.”—(* Summa,
Sec. Secund.” xciv. 2.)

Not only is St. Thomas Aquinas a Doctor of the Roman
Church, and - therefore an authority which may not be:
challenged, but the collect for his festival in the Breviary
and Missal contains this petition,—* Grant to us, we
beseech Thee, to embrace with our understanding what he
taught, and to fulfil by our imitation what he did.” The
excuses and explanations offered by Roman Catholic con-
troversialists to allay objections to the system are therefore
presumably insincere, and against the received doctrine and
practice of their Church. And even if they were true, they
would still leave the modified image-worship perilously near

1 +¢The Legate’s Cross shall be on the right, because Zaria is due
to it” (Pontificale Roman. ¢‘Ordo ad Recip. process. Impera-
torem”), For the uncertainty of Roman doctrine on this head see
Cardinal Newman, ¢‘Via Media” (Vol. II., pp. 118 and 419, ed.
1877).

2 This distinction between la#Za and dwlia (both of them Greek
words) has no warrant from the LXX. or the New Greek Testament,
the former of which has the verb dowleuo (JovAedw), ‘to serve,” in
more than twenty places, where God’s service is meant, while the latter
furnishes the like evidence in the following texts: ¢“ Ye cannot serve
God and mammon” (St. Matt, vi, 24 ; St. Luke xvi. 13) ; *Serving
the Lord with all humility” (Acts xx. 19); ‘“He that in these things
servetk Christ” (Rom. xiv.) ; ““Turned to God from idols to serze the
living God ” (1 Thess, i. 9), &c. Theodoret (A.D. 457) several times
uses /latria and dulia as identical terms. See notably ¢‘Quzst. in
Josuam,” cap. xxiv. St. Thomas Aquinas, to whom the distinction
drawn between latria, dulia, and hyper-dulia is practically due, knew
neither Greek nor Hebrew, and thus was unaware that no warrant exists -
"i?l‘; his theory. The third passage above is not in all editions of St.

omas, . .
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being under the Prophet’sban: ¢ What profiteth the graven
image that the maker thereof hath graven it? the molten
image, and a teacher of lies, that the maker of his work
trusteth therein, to make dumb idols? Woe unto him that
saith to the wood, Awake ; to the dumb stone, Arise, it shall
teack /" (Habakkuk ii. 19.) And as regards allowing the
images of saints the inferior worship called dw/ia (which
strictly means s/avery, the service due from a slave to his
owner),—while that of Ayper-dulia, or extra-slavery, is to be
paid to the Blessed Virgin and her images,—it is to be
remarked that this, too, is expressly condemned in the
Decalogue, which not merely says of images, “ Thou shalt
not dow down to them,” but adds, “nor serve them,” as
. even the Douai Bible reads.

The Fathers on Image-Worship,

XVI. And if we inquire into the “unanimous consent of
the Fathers” as to images, we find them expressly con-
demned by the following, without mentioning those whose
entire silence implies their ignorance of any such use. St.
Irenzus (A.D. 120-190) mentions the use of images of
Christ, with religious honour done to them, as a peculiarity
of the Carpocratian heretics, distinguishing them from
Catholic Christians.—(“ Adv. Her.” i. 25.)

Minucius Felix (A.D. 220) : * Crusses, moreover, we neither
worship nor wisk for. You [heathens], who consecrate
wooden gods, do worship wooden crosses, perhaps as parts
of your gods; for your very standards, as well as your
banners and ensigns of your camp, what are they but
crosses gilt and decked ? ”—(* Octavius,” xxix.)

Origen. (A.D. 230): “We say that those are the most
untaught who are not ashamed to address lifeless objects
. . . and though some may say these objects are not their
gods, but imitations and symbols of real ones, nevertheless
they are untaught, and slavish, and ignorant, who imagine
that the hands of low mechanics can fashion likenesses of
Divinity ; for we assert that the very lowest amongst us
(Christians) have been set free from this ignorance and

D 2
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want of knowledge.”—(“ Cont.” Cels.” vi. 14.) “The
statues and gifts which are fit offerings to God are the work
of no common mechanics, but are wrought and fashioned ~
within us by the Word of God, to wit, the virtues whereby
we imitate the Firstborn of all creation.”—(* Cont. Cels.”
viii. 17.

“Wh>at sensible man can refrain from smiling when he
sees that one who has learned from philosophy such pro~
found and noble sentiments about God or the gods, turns
straightway to images, and offers to them his prayers, or
imagines that by gazing on these natural things he can
ascend from the visible symbol to that which is spiritual
and immaterial ?”—(* Cont. Cels.” vii. 44.)

Lactantius (A.D. 300): “It is indisputable that wherever
there is an image, there is 7o religion. For if religion con-
sist of divine things, and there be nothing divine except in
heavenly things; it follows that images are outside of
religion, because there can be nothing heavenly in what is
made from the earth . .. thus there is no religion in
images, but a mimicry of rehglon —(“ Div. Inst.” 1i. 19.)

Fathers of the Council of Elvira (A.p. 306) : ¢ It has been
decreed that there ought not to be pictures in churches,
lest what is worshipped and adored be painted on the
walls.”—(Canon XXXVIL)

Eusebius (a.n. 338), speaking of the image of Christ
traditionally said to have been erected by the Syrophenician
woman, says: ‘It is no wonder that those of old amongst
the Gentiles who were benefited by the Saviour, made
these things. We have heard of likenesses of Paul and
Peter, and of Christ Himself, preserved in pictures, the
ancients being naturally wont to honour them in this way
as saviours, atmrdmg o the heathen custom prevailing
amongst men.”—(* Hist. Eccl.” vii. 18.)

St. Epiphanius (A.p. 370), in a letter preserved in St.
Jerome’s translatlon, tells how he found a painting of Christ
on a curtain in a church at Anablatha, and tore it up, as
“ contrary to the authority of the Scriptures and contrary
to our religion.”—(St, Hlerop, Epist. 51.):
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St. Ambrose (A.D. 370), writing of the alleged fiuding of
the true Cross by St. Helen, says : “She therefore found
the title ; she adored the King—zruly not the wood, jor this
is @ heathen error, and the vanity of the ungodly, but she
adored Him Who hung on the Wood.”—(* De Obit.
Theodos.”) Compare this with the Good Friday Office for
the adoration of the Cross in the Roman Missal, with its
rubrics : “The priest, taking off his shoes, advances to
adore the Cross, genuflecting thrice before he kisses it. . . .
Then the ministers of the altar and the other clerks and
the lay-folks, two and two, genuflecting thrice as aforesaid,
adore the Cross.  Later on an antiphon is sung, beginning,
¢ We adore Thy Cross, O Lord.” ™!

The same St. Ambrose, in another place, uses words to
express the impossibility of reconciling heathen language
and practice, which precisely apply to modern Roman
apologies for the usage now discussed. Speaking of an
ably-drafted petition on behalf of the pagan religion, which
had been presented to the Emperor Valentinian, he says,
“ But this gold, if you handle it carefully, is precious out-
side, while within it is common metal. Ponder, I pray
you, and examine the Gentile sect: they utter beautiful
and imposing sentiments, but defend what is devoid of
truth.  Z%ey talk about God, they worship an image”—
(* Epist. xviii. ad Valentlmanum )

St. Augustine (A.D. 430) supplies very valuable testimony,
because he lets us know that those heathen arguments in
favour of idols which he refutes are identical in meaning,
and almost in exact wording, with the defence now set up
by Roman divines for the cultus of images. Here is sub-
joined a parallel between St. Augustine’s heathen and the
decrees of the Council of Trent.

! Doubtless this is snterzded to be in honour of the Atonement, but
1‘; is u:;dleast unfortunate that such dangerously misleading terms should
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St. Augustine.

“ Confounded be all they
that serve gravem images,
that boast themselves of idols.
But some disputant, who
thinks himself learned,
comes forward and says, ‘I
do not worship a stone, nor
that image which is without
feeling ; for it is not possible
that your prophets should
have known that they have
eyes and see not, and I be
ignorant that the image in
question has no soul, and
sees not with its eyes, nor
hears with its ears. I do
not worship #%at ; but I bow
before (adoro) what I see,
and serve him whom I do
not see’ Who is he?
‘Some invisible power,’ he
replies, ¢ which presides over
that image.” By giving this
sort of explanation of their
images, they think them-
selves very clever, as not
worshippers  of  idols.”

(*“Enarr. in Ps.” xcvi. 11.)

Council of Trent.

“The images of Christ,
of the Virgin Mother of God,
and of the Saints, are to be
had and retained, especially
in churches, and due honour
and veneration to be paid
to them ; not because there
is believed to be any divinity
or virtue in them, on ac-
count of which they are to
be worshipped, or because
from them anything is to
be asked, or because trust
is to be reposed in images,
as the heathens of old put
their trust in idols ; but be-
cause the honour which is
exhibited to them is referred
to the prototypes which
they represent ; so that
through the images which
we kiss, and before which
we uncover our heads and
lie prostrate, we adore Christ
and pay veneration to the
saints, whose likeness the
images bear.” (Conc. Trid.
Sess. XXv.)

Thus it is plain that down to St. Augustine’s death in
A.D. 430 there was no devotional use of pictures and images
lawful amongst Christians,' and even very little merely
decorative use ; of which latter & is just possible to find

! He does say in one P]ace: I know of many who are worshippers
of tombs and pictures ;” but adds, that ‘“the Catholic Church con-
demns them, and daily strives to correct them, as evil children,”-—

¢ De Mor. Eccl.” I, xxxiv. 75, 76.)

[
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some slight traces in a few of the Fathers, such as St
Chrysostom, St. Cyril, and St. Gregory Nyssen. By degrees,
as learning and civilization decayed in the West, through
the inroads of the barbarians into the Empire, and in the
East through the crumbling away of province after province
under the advance of Mohammedanism, image - worship
amongst Christians arose, spread, and developed, during the
time known as the “ Dark Ages,” 7.¢., from about A.D. 600
to 1000. Just before the firstnamed .of these dates,
Serenus, Bishop of Marseilles, finding that the pictures and
images in-the churches of his diocese were superstitiously
.used, destroyed them and cast them out of the buildings.
Pope Gregory the Great wrote him two letters, one in 595
and the other in 600, blaming him as too hasty, because
pictures of religious subjects are useful for teaching the
ignorant ;. but adding that, of course, no sort of worship of
these pictures ought to be tolerated. His words are: “I
give you warning that news reached us some time ago, that
you, my brother, noticing some persons as adoring images,
broke up and cast out these churchimages. A#nd we praise
you for having been zealous lest anything made with hands
should be adored, but we are of opinion that you ought not
‘to have broken those images. For the reason why a picture
.is used in churches is, that those who are unlettered may,
at any rate, read by secing on the walls what they cannot
read in books. So, brother, you ought to have preserved
them, and have prohibited the people from worshipping
them.” (Ep. VIL ii. 3.) Serenus, being on the spot, and
knowing better than the Pope hundreds of miles away, did
not restore the images, and got a second letter in reply to
his message of non-compliance. The Pope goes over the
same ground, saying: “ Fired with inconsiderate zeal, you
broke the images of the saints under this excuse, because
they.should not be adored. And in so far as you forbade
thesr being worshipped, we entirely praised you, but we
blamed you for breaking them. ... It is one thing to
worship a picture and another to learn by the story told in
a picture what is to be worshipped. . . . So, if any one
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wish to make images, by no means forbid it, u# in every
possible way avoid worshipping images . . . and let the
people humbly prostrate themselves in honour of the Almighty
and Holy Trinity alone.”—(Ep. IX. iv. 9.)

Now, though this shows a great declension from the
earlier standard, yet it explicitly contradicts the teaching of
modern Romanism, which encourages that kneeling and
prostration before pictures which St. Gregory limits to the
worship of God alone. It is not till the Eastern Church
had entered on its decrepitude that the falsely-styled
Seventh General Council was held at Nicza in 787, whicb
gave the first formal authorization to the worship of images,
doubtless influenced by reaction against the Arianizing
temper of the Iconoclasts. Regarding this, the following
facts are important :— :

1. It was not free, being at once under coercion from
the image-worshipping Empress Irene, and packed, as no
Bishop hostile to images (and such were then the majority)
was invited or permitted to attend.

2. It was attended by 375 bishops, and reversed the
decrees of a previous council of 338 bishops, who had
condemned image-worship at Constantinople in 754.

3. It was promptly rejected by Western Christendom in
a council of more than 300 bishops at Frankfort in 794,
including the prelates of Germany, Gaul, Spain, Italy, and
England, with two papal legates.

4. It is styled over and over again a “ pseudo-synod ” by
French, German, and English Catholic writers down to the
middle of the fourteenth century, so that it never has had
that acceptance by Christendom which is necessary to make
a council rank as General and binding, nor can it ever-
acquire it now. (See proofs in Palmer’s ¢ Treatise on the
Church,” IV. x. 4.)

5. Its Acts are extant, and prove that the Holy Scriptures,
and the practice and teaching of the early Church, went
for almost nothing in guiding its decisions, which are based
chiefly on wild and puerile legends; such, for example, as
that a workman employed in putting up hangings in a
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church happened to drive a nail into the head of a picture
of St. Peter, and was at once seized with a racking head-
ache, not curable till, at the Bishop’s order, he drew out
the nail, when the headache disappeared immediately !

6. It is justly chargeable with much of the great mis-
sionary success which immediately afterwards marked the
advance of Mohammedanism, which was able to represent
Christianity as an idolatrous religion, and to gain an
advantage over it which has never since been recovered by
Eastern Christians.

7. Such as the Council is, however, it expressly denies
and rejects the doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas, cited above,
in that it strictly confines the honour of Jafria to God
alone. Image-worship, then, stands condemned by Holy
Scripture and by all ancient Church authority, finding its
warrant only in a late, corrupt, and ignorant age. Some
more candid Roman Catholics, such as the great canonist
Van Espen, have admitted that there is actual idolatry
practised in the Roman Church,—his words are: “ Not-
withstanding the manifold decrees of synods, and notably
of the wholesome injunctions of the last, the Council of
Trent, so great, multiplied, superstitious, and almost
idolatrous cultus of images and statues on the part of the
vulgar and ignorant people is commonly seen, that the
Gallican Bishops [at the time of the Council of Frankfort]
do not seem to have groundlessly feared lest, if they per-
mitted the worship of images, it would be very difficult to
draw back the ignorant vulgar from superstitious cultus' and
extravagant worship.”! And George Cassander, a Flemish
divine (1515-1566), who strove to pacify the religious dis-
putes of the sixteenth century (and of whom the Dominicans
Richard and Giraud say that he possessed, besides unusual
learning, also great candour, sincere humility, absolute dis-
interestedness, a spirit of moderation and peace, and an
ardent zeal for terminating polemical difficulties, as also
that he died a good Catholic), wrote thus in a *Consulta-

v ¢ Jus. Eccl.” II. i. xxxvii,
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tion ” drawn up by order of, and addressed to, the Emperors
Ferdinand and Maximilian, after expressing regret that the
decrees of Frankfort were not still upheld in France and
Germany, as they had long been; “It is too manifest to
need many words of explanation, that the cultus of statues
and images has been too prevalent, and that overmuch in-
dulgence has been allowed to the popular taste, or rather
superstition ; to such an extent, that nothing seems left
undone on the part of our people to attain to the supremest
adoration which was wont to be paid to their images by the
Pagans, and to the extremest folly which the Gentiles
practised in fashioning and adorning their images and
statues.”—* Opera,” pp. 978-9. Paris, 1616. Of course,
this book was speedily put on the Index. But, notwith-
standing this, it is impossible to find any serious warning
against this danger and sin, much less any frank prohibition
and condemnation of it, in any popular Roman catechism
or manual of doctrine. Excuses and quasi-arguments
sometimes do occur, indeed, against Protestant charges, but
they seem half-hearted and insincere in their deprecation,
Relics.

XVIL As relics are not found' offered for veneration in
every Roman Catholic place of worship, it is possible that
many persons never practically join in devotion to them,
and it is thus not necessary to say much on this head. It
will be enough to remark, in the first place, that the
supreme worship of latria is accorded by the consent of
leading Roman theologians to all alleged relics of the
Passion, such as the nails of the Cross, the Crown of
thorns, the seamless coat, &e.; while du/ia is similarly
allowed to relics of the Saints (Dens, Theol.” v. p. 45).
And next, that so great is the uncertainty of a// relics
alleged as ancient—there are, of course, genuine ones of
modern Saints—that in few cases is the evidence offered on
behalf of their genuineness such as would induce the
authorities of any public museum in Europe to purchase
an alleged historical relic with no more to be said in favour
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of its authenticity ;1 while, in many instances, there is direct
proof of either error or fraud. It is usual with Roman
controversialists to plead against objections to the same
relic being shown in more than one place, that sometimes,
as in the case of St. John the Baptist’s head, each relic is
only a portion, conventionally spoken of as entire ; while in
other cases the relics are of different Saints bearing the
same name. But here is a crucial instance which cannot
be evaded by either method. The body of the Apostle
St. Bartholomew is declared in the Roman Breviary and
Martyrology to have been translated from Benevento to
Rome by the Emperor Otto III. (983-1002), and is alleged
to be entire. It is attested by Bulls of Alexander III and
Sixtus V. But the Church of Benevento alleges that the
entire body of St. Bartholomew is there still, and produces
Bulls to that effect from Leo. IX., Stephen IX., Benedict
XII., Clement VL., Boniface IX., and Urban V., the earliest
of which Popes reigned fifty years after the death of Otto
III. Here, then, are Zwo entire bodies ; but Monte Cassino
claims the possession of a Jarge part of the body, and so
does Reims. There are, besides, #%ree /eads, one at Naples,
one formerly at Reichenau, and a third at Toulouse; #wo
crowns of the head at Frankfort and Prague ; part of the

! Thus the Blessed Virgin’s girdle, venerated at Quintin, is attested
in this wise, that, after the archives of the church had been burnt in
1600, it was stated at an inquiry in 1611 that documents then lost had
recorded the bringing of the relic from the East by a former seigneur
at the date of the Crusades; and after the shrine had been carried off
snd destroyed in the French Revolution, some unknown person is
said to have recovered this relic and brought it to the dean, who re-
cognized it, There is no attempt whatever at proving the first or the
last step here; and even the first step, being more than a thousand
years later than the date of the relic itself, assuming its genuineness,
18 rather too far in advance of the real beginning of proof. One of the
best-attested ancient relics extant is St. Peter’s Chain, which is all but
tertainly that which the Empress Eudoxia brought from Jerusalem to
Rome 1 A.D. 438. But its history begins then, four centuries after
the event, and at a time when, as St. Augustine lets us know (““De
Opere Monach.” xxviii.), a thriving trade in forged relics had sprung
up; of which Palestine was naturally the head-quarters,
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skull at Maestricht ; a jaw at Steinfeld, part of a jaw at -
Prague, #wo jaws in Cologne, and a lower jaw at Murbach;
an arm and hand at Gersiac; a second arm, with the flesh,
at Bethune ; a #k7d arm'at Amalfi ; a large part of a fourt/e
arm at Foppens ; a fff#% arm and part of a séx#4 at Cologne ;
a seventh arm at Andechs ; an eighth arm at Ebers ; three
large leg or arm-bones in Prague; part of an arm at
Brussels; and other alleged portions of the body, not
reckoning trifles like skin, teeth, and hair, in twenty other
places.!  Again, that one handkerchief with which St.
Veronica is said to have wiped the face of our Lord,
thereby imprinting His likeness upon it, is shown in seven
different places. They are Rome, Turin, Milan, Cadouin,
Besangon, Compitgne, and Aix-la-Chapelle. Four Papal
Briefs attest that at Turin, fourteen the one at Cadouin.?
‘These are, no doubt, extreme instances; but there are
many very similar, and they admirably illustrate the uz-
certainty of relic-worship, and the culpable remissness of
the Roman authorities in taking no measures to remove the
doubts,? and what is even worse, their moral guilt in giving
the most solemn and public authorisation, in hundreds of
places, to what they either do not know, and have no reason
to think, to be true ; or else do know to be certainly false ;
being so committed to fiction that they dare not tell the

! Baring-Gould, *‘Lives of the Saints,” August 24.

* Burton, ‘‘ Description of the Antiquities of Rome,” p. 441.

3 The Council of Trent, giving up the question of ancient relics as
insoluble, decreed that no 7ew relics should be received without the
authentication of the Bishop (sess. xxv.)., But in practice this is merel
-his testimony to the fact that a certain relic has been honoured as suc
for a long time.  No attempt at a real inquiry into its genuineness is
made. And Wetzer and Welte, in their ¢ Kirchenlexicon,” acknow-
‘ledge that the Crusaders, notably after the sack of Constantinople,
brought great quantities of spurious relics from the East. Sometimes
there are open disputes. The seamless coat is claimed by Tréves and
by Argenteuil, and each denies the genuineness of the rival relic, while
both can produce Papal authentications of each relic; Leo X. having
pgonounced for Tréves in 1514, and Gregory XVI, for Argenteuil in
1843.
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truth, lest all popular belief in religion should disappear
when so much of it was once known to be baseless.

The Blessed Virgin more worshipped than the
Father or Christ.

XVIII. The next particular in which the modern Church
of Rome is in rebellion against the revealed will of God, is
the manner in which she has made the worship of the
Blessed Virgin not merely equal, but practically far exceed,
that paid to her divine Son and His Almighty Father. This
is committing the pagan sin, denounced by St. Paul, of
those who “ worshipped and served the creature more than
the Creator, who is blessed for ever ” (Rom. i. 25).

As there is great disingenuousness on this subject dis-
played in all books meant to allure proselytes or to answer
objections, it is necessary to give precise details in proof of
the charge. The little book by Dr, Di Bruno, ¢ Catholic
Belief” (Burns & Oates, 1878), is very cautious indeed on
this head. Three chapters are devoted to the subject. The
first of these explains and defends the title “ Mother of
God” as applied to the B. V. M. With this English
Churchmen have no quarrel, for the Church of England
acknowledges and is bound by the decrees of the General
Council of Ephesus, which affirmed her right to the title of «3-. 47
Theotokos. The second argues that it is fit to honour and
love one whom Our Lord so signally loved and honoured ;
that to dishonour her would be to dishonour Him ; and
that honour and love shown to her are for His sake. A
little—very little—is said about having recourse to her
intercession, and it is remarked that by asking for her
prayers, Catholics at once admit that she is not the fountain
or source of grace and merit, but must herself apply for
them to her Son and Saviour. But here, again, for the
most part, what is said is beside the question. The Church
of England honours and loves the Blessed Virgin, employs v
her Song in its daily service, places the feasts of her
Annunciation and Purification amongst the red letter days
of the Calendar, and preserves a record of her Conception

’PC-
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and Nativity there too ; while, without counting ancient
churches, or churches replacing ancient ones; there are no
fewer than six-and-thirty modern churches in and round.
London alone dedicated in_her honour. If the Roman
Church were content with this sort of reverence and
affection, there would be no fault to find, but the fact
is very far indeed from being so. Di Bruno’s third chapter
is on the Immaculate Conception, and avoids the main
issue.

1. In the ‘“Année Liturgique & Rome,” sth edition,
1870, which gives a list of all the festivals observed in each
and all of the churches of that city, there are set down
twenty-two festivals of our Lord, including the Invention
and Exaltation of the Cross, which are only colourably in
His honour ; while there are for#y-one of the Blessed Virgin,
two of which, however, are Candlemas and Lady Day, also
included under our Lord’s festivals. But taking away these
indeterminate ones on both sides, there remain fwenty
feasts of our Lord to #kirty-nine of the Blessed Virgin,
giving her all but dowble the amount of honour paid to
Him.

2. Out of the 433 public churches and chapels of Rome,
Jfive are dedicated to the Holy Trinity, fif#een to our Lord,
together with four of the Crucifix and fwo of the Sacra-
ment, making #wenty-one,; there are fwo dedicated to the
Holy Spirit, and one kundred and twenty-one to the Blessed
Virgin, more than four Zimes all those others put together.!
These ominous tokens at the heart of Romanism do but
too faithfully denote the current teaching and practice,
exaggerated and forced on within the last twenty years
beyond all previous bounds,

3. It has been already shown from the ¢ Raccolta ” that
language is used in prayer to the B. V, M. identical with

1 In the porch of one of these churthes, S. Maria delle Grazie, close
to the Vatican, the text- Hebrews 4iv. 16 is set up in large permanent
letters, with this important change: ¢‘Let us come. to the throne of
gl'% ]Vz'rgin Mary,” instead of *throne of grace,” as it stands in the

ible.

.
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that addressed to God, so that the assertion of apologists,
that she is merely asked to pray for us, and to obtain by
her prayers those gifts which are not her own to confer, is
obviously false. There are, of course, many such prayers
to be: found, but they are very far indeed from covering
the whole facts. It now remains to be shown that in prac-
tice she receives not only the same in kind, but more in
quantity.

First, then, the popular devotion of the Rosary, when it
was first invented several centuries ago, consisted of the
recitation of a certain number of Psalms, with prayers
intercalated ; in its second stage, it consisted of several
repetitions of the Lord’s Prayer, with the Creed added at
intervals—whence the medizval name of Paternoster given
to the string of beads,! a term still surviving in ¢ Paternoster
Row,” where rosary-makers used to live; but now, and for
a long time past, the rosary is made up of 166 beads, on
which are recited one Creed, fiffeen Our Fathers, and a
hundred and fifty Hail Marys; thus entlrely transforming
the original devotion, and giving Z# #mes as much to the
B. V. M. as to Almighty God.

4. Next, one of the most general private devotions in
Roman Catholic_countries is the Angelus, recited thrice
daily, with three Hail Marys in each recitation, so that she
is addressed at least 7ine times a day in prayer ; whereas
no similar devotion to the Father or Christ is recommended.

5. Again, the month of May every year is now specially
dedxcated to the Blessed Virgin, and termed the “ Month
of Mary,” every day of which is supposed to be chiefly
occupied with devotions in her honour ; a token of affection
and reverence which is not paid even to our Lord, for the
Lenten services are by no means so special in character,
save in Holy Week alone. And already even May is found
insufficient, so that September begins to be treated as a
supplementary Month of Mary. It is no mere titular
honour, for in Roman Catholic countries special altars are

! Siegel, *Christ-Kirch. Alterth.” s.v. *‘ Rosenkranz.”
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set up during May in honour of the Virgin Mother ; huge
images, decked with flowers and other adomments, block
the view of the high altar itself ; processions throng streets
and roads ; litanies and novenas take up most of the time
spent in church ; and all this with a fervour and eagerness
never displayed on festivals of Christ. Frequent as are the
offices and strong as are the expressions in honour of the
Blessed Virgin in the Missal and Dreviary, yet the main
structure of these ancient formularies is"so far unfavourable
to Mariolatry, that it shows as a mere excrescence upon
them ; and, therefore, no one who seeks for proof of the
manner in which it has become the most powerful factor in
the Roman Catholic religion can find it there. It is neces-
sary to have recourse to the manuals of popular devotion ;
the private offices of the most widespread confraternities
and guilds ; the shrines of pilgrimages, of which the over-
whelming majority, especially amongst the newer ones, are
connected with Virgin-worship ; to attend the sermons of
the ordinary Roman preachers ; to examine the devotions
in actual daily use amongst the people, before it is possible
to realize the true extent of the practice, which is held in
considerable check here in England, in deference to public
opinion, and because it has not even yet, after thirty years’
vigorous effort, been found possible entirely to. Italianize
. Anglo-Romans, ‘and to root out the traditions of a more
orthodox teachmg amongst them.

Quotations from Liguori’s ¢ Glories of Mary.”-

- XIX. But a few 1llustratlons will help to show what the
accredited teachmg on the subject nowis. And Liguori’s
¢ Glories' of Mary,” as being a work at once highly popular
and fully approved by the Roman Church herself, shall be
cited again, especially as it has been formally recommended
to Anglo-Romans by Cardinals Wiseman and Manning :—
= “Mary is our only refuge, help, and asylum.”

- “In Judea, in ancient times, there were cities of refuge,
wherein criminals who fled there for protection were exempt
from the punishment they had deserved. Nowadays these
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cities are not so numerous ; there is but oz, and 244t is
Mary.” . . )

“God, before the birth of Mary, complained by the
mouth of tlie Prophet Ezekiel that there was no one to rise
up and withhold Him from chastising sinners, but that He
could find no one, for this office was reserved for our Blessed
Lady, who withholds His arm until He is pacified.” :

“Often we shall be heard more quickly, and be thu
preserved, if we have recourse to Mary, and call upon Zer
name, tkan we should be if we called on the Name of Jesus
our Saviour.” ’ '

“Many things are asked from God, and are not granted ;
they are asked from Mary, and are obtained.”

. %At the command of the Virgin all things obey, even
God " .

“The salvation of all depends on their being favoured
and protected by Mary. He who is protected by Mary
will be saved ; he who is not will be lost.”

‘‘ Mary has only to speak, and her Son executes all.”

. These are only specimens from scores of similar expres-
sions in this work, wherein Liguori, carrying into his own
practice the maxims of truthfulness which he inculcated
upon others, unblushingly ascribes them to great Saints
and Fathers of the early Church, sometimes on the faith of
notorious forgeries, but often without even such a pretext
for calumniating their memory.

.. What wonder can it be, then, when such is the teaching,
that the logical and practical conclusion should be that it
saves time, trouble, and uncertainty to go to the Blessed
Virgin with prayer, rather than to the Father or Christ?

What wonder that the very Jast words which the Roman
Ritual puts into the mouth of the dying are, * Mary,
" 1 As this may be challenged, here is the Latin : * Imperio Virginis
omnia famulantur, etiam Deus.” These words are a quotation from
a sermon on the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin Mary, by St. Bernardine
of Siena, one of a series in which many similar things occur, rivalling
the extravagances of his namesake and contemporary, Bernardine de
Bustis, whose *‘ Mariale” is the chief source of Liguori’s book, ap?
a storehouse of extreme Mariolatry. o

E
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Mother of grace, Mother of mercy, do thou protect me
from the foe, and receive me in the hour of death.” Our
Lord’s own last words upon the Cross, and His first
martyr’s dying ejaculation, are prefixed, indeed ; but these
highest examples of Scripture are not enough, the aid of
the Father and Christ, so invoked, is not sufficient, and the
last and surest appeal must be made to Mary, as the most
powerful succour of all. :

The Mass converted into Worship of the
Blessed Virgin.

XX. It might seem, too, as if the Mass, whatever
criticisms may be made on other aspects of it in the Church
of Rome, is at any rate so peculiarly a pleading the Passion
of the Son to the Father, that no possibility exists of con-
verting it into an instrument of Mariolatry. Yet Ultra-
montane ingenuity has been adequate to the task. The
“ Raccolta,” already mentioned, has its indulgenced prayers
classified according to the object or intention of each
group ; and the first such group in the volume consists of
devotions to the Most Holy Trinity, followed in order by
those to the Almighty Father, to the Holy Spirit, to Our
Lord, and then to St. Mary. Naturally, an inexperienced
reader does not look for Marian devotions till thisfifth part
is reached ; but, in fact, the indulgenced Votive Mass of
the Holy Trinity is entirely taken up with acts of praise
and thanksgiving for the graces, gifts, and privileges
bestowed on the Blessed Virgin, and almost every prayer
in this section is of the same kind, while the most fervent
petition ‘of all by far is addressed to the Blessed Virgin
herself, beginning thus :— - -
~ “I acknowledge thee, and I venerate thee, most Holy
Virgin, Queen of Heaven, Lady and Mistress of the Uni-
verse, as Daughter of the Eternal Father, Mother of His
well-beloved Son, and -most loving Spouse of the Holy
Spirit. Kneeling at the feet of thy great Majesty, with all
humility I pray thee, through that divine charity wherewith
thou wast so bounteously enriched on thine Assumption
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into heaven, to vouchsafe me favour and pity, placing me
under thy most safe and faithful protection, and receiving
me into the number of those happy and highly-favoured
servants of thine whose names thou dost carry graven upon
thy virgin breast.” »
As this Mass of the Holy Trinity is quite separate from
the Votive Masses of the Blessed Virgin, which are of very
frequent occurrence, it is easy to see how St. Mary is con-
stantly made the principal idea and subject of thought and
devotion brought before the minds of the people even at
Mass itself, so that an opinion has even been advanced by
some writers that ‘she is bodily co-present with- Christ in
the Eucharist and is. there fed upon by communicants.!
And, accordingly, this kind of devation opens up another
great Roman difficulty, which is this..—Whereas it is con-
stantly alleged by modern Roman controversialists that the
difference between the honour paid to Almighty God and
to the Blessed Virgin, or to any other saint or 1mage of. a
saint; is so great and manifest that no one can possibly go
wrong on this head ; contrariwise, the greatest of all Roman
polemical divines, Cardinal Bellarmine, says: “ As to
external acts of adoration, ## is not easy fo make distinction,
for, generally speaking, the .external acts .are common to
every species of worship, and the only exception, the only
peculiar rite, to be reserved.for the worship of God Himself,
is-s4crifice, and what is connected with sacrifice, temples,
altars, and priests.” (“ Disput. Controv., De Sanct. Beat.”"
i 12.) But when special altars of Mary are erected, when
hundreds-of priests belong to orders, such as the Marist
Fathers, peculiarly vowed to her service, when votive gifts

v Oswald, ‘ Dogmat. Mariologie,” 177 ; Corn. & Lapide in Ecclus,
xxiv. 29 ; Faber’s *“ Precious Blood,” 28, 29; Salazar in Prov. ix.
4y 5, N. 144, 145. All quoted by Dr.. Pusey, ‘ Eirenicon,” part i.
168-172. Also see Canon Oakeley, * Letter to Manning,” p. 23,
Longmans, 1866. Oswald is indeed now on the Index, yet there
seems’ to be no explicit condemnation of this tenet, but only of a
certain inode of stating it, not the only mode which leads to-dangerous
consequences. - -

E 2
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and offerings, such as were of the nature of sacrifice in
pagan times, as lights, incense, and flowers, are incessantly
made to her, and when, finally, the Mass itself is celebrated
again and again in her honour, and her Litany is usually
sung before the Sacrament in the rite of Benediction,! what
becomes of Bellarmine’s safeguard, and how can an
ordinary ignorant lay person distinguish that which is
nearly invisible even to the eyes of a trained scientific
theologian?? And though it is often alleged that no Roman
Catholic, however ignorant, has ever given really Divine
honours to the Blessed Virgin, so that any future peril of
the sort may be dismissed as chimerical, yet the fact is not
so, for a view was actually propounded at one time that
she had been assumed into the Trinity, which had thereby
pecome a Quaternity; and the learned Jesuit Raynaud
(1583-1663) mentions (while disapproving), as the doctrine
of Suarez, Mendoza, and others, that “by reason of her
maternity, the Virgin Mary may be worshipped with the
worship of latria, wherewith God Himself is worshipped.”
(Opp. vol. vii. p. 229, Lyons: 1665-1669.) Yet, again, in a
prayer published at Rome, “ with licence of Superiors,” in
1825, the B. V. M. is put thus on a virtual level with God
as an object of worship : “I adore you, Eternal Father; I
adore you, Eternal Son ; I adore you, most Holy Spirit; I
adore you, most Holy Virgin, Queen of the Heavens, Lady
and Mistress of the Universe,” while Salazar calls her * the
‘Complement of the whole Trinity ” (fofius Trinitatis com-

1 ¢¢ Afterwards, the Litany of B. V. M., or some motett proper to
the day, is sung in honour of the Blessed Sacrament.” Oakeley,
“Ceremonial of the Mass,” Appendix, p. 141. Thus the road is
now open to the belief that the B. V. M. is to be worshipped in the
Blessed Sacrament also, and by degrees to the loss of all thought of
Christ therein. ] . ‘

2 Especially is this difficult when it is remembered that Bellarmine
is really speaking of the Sacrifice of the Mass, and in strict theology
+his is not an act of homage to Christ Himself, but to the Father
only; and, accordingly, Canon XXIII. of the Third Council of
Carthage enjoins : ““ When assisting at the altar, prayer is always to
be directed to the Father.” )
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plementum).  (Expos. in Proverb. Salomon, t. 1. p. 261,
Lugdun. 1636). Clearly, then, the plea is not true. But
even if it were, it would aggravate, not palliate, the sin;
for to worship the Blessed Virgin with Divine honours,
believing her to be actually divine, however grievous an
error, might be pardonable, as the result of ignorance ; but
to give her such worship when knowing her not to be
other than human, is to sin against knowledge, and to be
guilty of rebellion and idolatry ; according to that saying
of OQur Lord : “If ye were blind, ye should have no sin;
but now ye say, We see; therefore your sin remaineth.”
(St. John ix. 41.)1!

.What this Innovation amounts to.

XXI. Now, all this amounts to nothing less than a revo-
lution in the Christian faith. It is not a gloss, a develop-
ment, a modification, but a radical ckange. Taken from
the extreme point of view, and as actually carried into
practice in the most Ultramontane quarters, it is the
dethronement of the Almighty Father and the Lord Jesus
Christ, and the substitution of another sovereign ruler,
another object of worship. Judged more gently, and
according to its less extravagant forms, it is at least
equivalent to that change in the political constitution of a
kingdom.or empire, when the personal government of an
absolute monarch is suddenly limited, and altered into a
system like that of Great Britain, where the sovereign
retains indeed the prerogative of highest social rank, but
where every actual exercise of substantial authority and the
bestowal of honours are lodged in the hands of those who
are nominally subjects accountable to the sovereign, as the
Prime Minister, the Judges, and so forth, but who are in
real fact not only independent of the Crown, but dictate

! There is a very close and remarkable likeness between the attri-
butes ascribed to the Blessed Virgin in the Bull /neffabilis of 1854
and those of the Manichzan invention of the ¢ Mother of Life,” dise
cussed by St. Epiphanius, Hzres. LXVI, xlv.
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its policy in great and small things alike, from making war
and peace down to nommatmg a tide-waiter . And. just as
it is to the Prime Minister of the day.that politicidns with
us look for place, title, and measures, practically leaving
the Queen out of account, so it is with the modern clients
of the Blessed Virgin in the Roman Church, who go to her,
and not to God.

" "What Scripture tells us of the Blessed Virgin,

XXII. Where, then, is the warrant for so amazing a
change to be found? Let us first try Holy Scripture.
There are exactly twenty-three passages whére the Blessed
Virgin is named, directly or indirectly, as follows, in the
order of their occurrence in the New Testament :

" 8T, MAHHEW L

1. Her mere name in St Matthews genealogy of
Christ.—i. 16.

2. The removal of St. Joseph’s doubts of her purity,
and the birth of Christ.—i. 18-25.

3. Her presence when the Wise Men came to adare
her son.—ii. 11. :

4. The warning to St. Joseph to take the young Clnld
and His Mother to Egypt.—ii. 13.

5. The notice to return with them from Egypt —ii.
20-21.

(¥*) 6. Christ’s answer when told that His Mother and
brethren desired to speak with Him, declaring
that all who do God’s will, rank as His mother
and brethren.—xii. 46-50.

7. St. Mary named as Christ’s Mother by the unbeliev-
ing Jews.—xiii. 53.

St. MARK.

(¥) 8. Same reply as that recorded in St. Matthew to the
news that His Mother inquired for Him.—iii.

31-35-



(¥*) 10.

II.
12,
l ’13‘,

14.
15.

(*) 16..

(*) 7.

(*) 18

(*) 19.
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. His Mother named by the Jews, as above (7).—

vi, 3.
St. LUKE.

The Annunciation, Visitation, and “ Magnificat,”
containing the phrases, ¢ nghly-favoured ? (marg.
¢ graciously-accepted,” or ‘much-graced ;” Vul-
gate, “full of grace”); *“Blessed art thou among
women ;” ‘“Whence is this to me, that the
Mother of my Lord should come to me?” and
“All generations shall call’ me blessed.” —i.
26-57.

The arrival at Bethlehem, and the Nativity.—ii.

5-7. ’

The shepherds see her- with the Child and St.
Joseph in the manger.—ii. 16.

She is said to have kept and’ pondefed all these
: things.—ii. 19. -~

She goes to Jerusalem for the ‘Purification.

She marvels at the prophecy of Simeon, which
includes the piercing of her own soul with a
-sword.—ii. 33-35.

She goes up to Jerusalem at the Passover, loses
our Lord and finds' Him again, being rebuked by
Him for the search, and does not understand His
meaning.—ii. 41-50.

He is “subject ” to her and St ]oseph at Nazareth
—il. 51

He replies to the woman who extols the blessed-
‘ness of .His . Mother, * Yea, rather, blessed are
-they that hear the Word of God, and keep it."—
xi. 27, 28,

ST. JoHN.

Christ, at the marriage in Cana, refuses to permit
even His Mother to suggest to Him what Ile
should do.—ii. 1-5.
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20. He goes with her and His disciples to Capernaum.
—Iii. 12.
(¥) 21. His Mother stands beside the Cross, and He gives
her and St. John to each other as mother and
son.—xix. 25-27. :

ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

22, St. Mary is named amongst the company of those
who continued in prayer with the Apostles.—
i 14.
EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

23. “God sent forth His Son, made of a woman, made
under the Law.”—iv. 4.2 '

Examination of the Texts.

XXIIL Only the texts marked (*) have any possible
bearing on the question, for or against. If grouped, the
result is as follows ~—

- In favour of the cultus it is possible to cite (z) the three
titles of honour in St. Lukei. ¢ Full of Grace,” ¢ Blessed,”
¢ Mother of the Lord;” (§) Christ’s subjection to her at
Nazareth ; and (¢) His giving her as mother to St. John.

Against it: (2) His rebuke to her for seeking Him in
the Temple, and her failure to understand His meaning;

! This analysis of texts is usefully illustrated by examining the
Lessons, Epistles, and Gospels of the Breviary and Missal for such
feasts of the Blessed Virgin Mary as are not really feasts of Our Lord,
and by seeing the straits to which the compilers have been put to get
anything that will even seem to fit. Thus, several Epistles are supplied
from the Song of Songs, although it is not till about A.D. 1150 that
any writer treats the Blessed Virgin Mary as the Bride, and from
Ecclus. xxiv., which is entirely about the Eternal Wisdom ; while the
Gospel for the Conception and Nativity is simply the pedigree in
St, Matthew i., and that for the Assumption is St. Luke x. 38-42,
which is all about Martha and Mary of Bethany, the mere coincidence
of the latter name having prompted the choice. The. text Rev. xii. 1
is not cited above, because Roman Catholics are not agreed that it
. means the Blessed Virgin, by reason of the difficulty in explaining
vv. 6, 13, and 14 of her. ) B .
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(%) His refusal to let her dictate His action at Cana; (¢
His declaring that all who hear God’s Word and keep it
are His “brother, and sister, and mother;” (4) His
declaring further that to keep God’s Word is even a greater
thing than motherhood to Himself; (¢) the absolute silence
preserved as regards the Blessed Vlrgm, save for the one
cited reference at the beginning of the Acts, from the time
of the Passion, no mention of het name being found in any
of the Epistles.

Now, two out of the three laudatory epithets of the
Blessed Virgin are conferred on ordinary believers in the
New Testament. The word translated either ¢ highly-
favoured ” or “full of grace’ (xexaptrwpewl), in St. Luke
i. 28, is from the very same verb which appears as “made
accepted ” in A. V., and “graced” in the Douai version
of Ephesnans i 6, % wherein He hath made us accepted
(éxapirwaey Npdc) in the beloved,” and is not, in mere
wording, so strong as the expression used of St. Stephen
and St. Barnabas, “ full of faith and of the Holy Ghost”
(Acts vi. 5; xi. 24). We do get, by the bye, the precise
phrase, “full of grace” A. V. and Douai (xAipne xdptroc),
once in Scripture, but then it is applied to Our-Lord Him-
self, and Him alone (St. John 1. 14). And the title
“Blessed ” is represented by two words, one of which is
the same as that used by our Lord nine times in the °
Beatitudes (St. Matt. v. 3), and_the other that which He
uses in His account of the Last Judgment, in the sentence,
““Come, ye blessed of My Father,” &c. (St. Matt. xxv. 34.)
These, consequently, prove nothing either way for the
purpose in hand. There remains, therefore, only the third
title, ““ Mother of the Lord,” and Christ Himself has been
pleased on two several occasions (*6 and *18), either to
restrict very seriously the. conclusions which we might
otherwise draw from it, or to exend to all true believers the
privileges and favour which it implies.

As to Our Lord’s subjection to His blessed Mother, it
was, so to speak, a necessary part of His humiliation in
taking our nature upon Him. As the words of St. Luke
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are, “ was subject to #kem,” this passage, if pressed, makes
as much for St. Joseph’s authority as for that of the Blessed
Virgin, but extravagantly as his cultus, too, has been forced
on of late years, from a bare commemoration in a feast of
inferior rank—and that modern, and, as the Jesuit Guyet,
in his great work on Church festivals, “ Heortologia,” Paris,
1657, tells us (p. 140),! kept hardly anywhere wheén he
wrote?—to its present position, it is not ‘yet claimed for
him that he, too, rules our Lord in Heaven now. How-
ever; that dogma is already seen in germ in Faber's hymns,
and elsewhere :—

With her Babe in her arms, surely Mary will be, -
Sweet spouse of our Lady, my pleader with thee,®

50.that here- Christ Himself, as well as the Blessed Virgin
Mary, intercedes with St. Joseph, who is thus set positively
above God Himself. This ‘goes  even beyond the new
Trinity substituted for the old one :— -~ --"- - -~ --
esus, Mary, Joseph, I give you my heart and soul 3
esus, Mary, ioseph, assist me in my last agony ; '

Jesus, Mary, Joseph, may I breathe forth my soul in peace with you 3

a prayer indulgenced with 300 days, and in the “ Raccolta.”
St. Joseph has now been ‘“granted the title of universal
patron, guardian, and protector of the whole Church ;”
albeit Guyet (p. 100) protests against calling him a patriarch,
or ranking him with or before the Apostles, as a. mere
«caprice of persons eager for novelties. One-would like to
know, too, how human beings have got authority to confer
heavenly rank and office. It is much as if the ihmates of
a-London workhouse were to undertake the creation of

! Ed. Venice, 1729, . )

? It was first put in the Roman Kalendar by Sixtus IV., 1471-1484,
and is absent, for example, from the Kalendars of the Sarum, York,
and Hereford Missals, and from that in the Hours of the Monks of
St. Justina in 1541. It was not made a public festival till 1621, by
Gregory XV., but even that, and a subsequent constitution of
Urban VIII., did not procure its general observance. .

% So in the edition of 1871. ‘Some editions read ‘‘ my arms.”
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dukes and prime ministers.l. But we find the statement con-
cerning our Lord’s subjection immediately preceded by a
warping given by Himself to show that the parental
authority had already been mistakenly exercised (St..Luke
Ji. 49) ; as also that, at the very outset of His ministry, He
gently sets aside His Mother's one attempt to influence
Him ; and that it is never repeated, though we are told .of
similar acts on the part of the Apostles. Nothing can be
found which hints at. any human authority over Him after
His baptism. - . o S
Lastly, it has been argued that the words from the Crass,
“ Behold thy mother,” ¢ Behold thy son,” were spoken not
merely in vespect of St. John, butto all the faithful of all
time, and denote the grant- of- universal motherhoed: and
authority to the Blessed Virgin. What they do prove is
Christ’y Joving care: for His Mother-; and further, that the
“brethren ” of our Leord .named. in Scripture were not, as
some have thought, the Blessed Virgin’s children by St.
Joseph, since had that been so, the duty of tending her
would have devolved on them by every law of nature and
of man. But the theory of universal motherhood can be
at once refuted by simply pointing out that this attribute is
expressly ascribed to the mystical Church by Scripture :
“ Jerusalem above is free, which is the mother. of us all”
(Galat. iv. 26.)? ‘

! We have, in truth, a ruling by Christ Himself, which seems to
assign a much lower rank to St. Joseph in the economy of grace. By
placing St. John the Baptist on a level with the very greatest prophets
and saints of the Old Testament, without making any exception in
favour of St. Joseph, then probably dead, and yet adding that ‘¢ the
least in the kingdom of heaven *—that is, under the Gospel dispensa-
tion—*¢is greater than he” (St. Matt. xi. rr; St. Luke vii. 8), Our
Lord has practically decided St. Joseph’s position ; and this new cult
therefore undertakes to set aside His decision.

2 This is curiously illustrated by the Epistle of the Churches of
Vienne and Lyons (circ. A.D. 170), which uses the phrase ‘‘the Virgin
Mother” to denote the Church, with no explanation, thus: “ And .
great joy was caused to the Virgin Mother, receiving those alive, of
%chplm’s‘h}ehad been delivered as it were still-born.”—Euseb, * Hist.

cl” V. i.
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The entire silence of Scripture as to the Blessed Virgin,
from just before the Day of Pentecost, at least implies that
no special office, rank, or authority was bestowed on her
in the Church founded on that day, and has a further
bearing too. The authorized tradition of the Roman
Church, established as such by the indulgenced ¢ Chaplet
of St. Bridget,” is that the Blessed Virgin Mary lived sixty-
three years on earth, and was immediately after her death
assumed into heaven as its Queen, with many miraculous
circumstances. Her death must thus have fallen consider-
ably within the time covered by the Acts of the Apostles,
which come down to A.p. 63; but no mention is made
" there—nor, indeed, anywhere for some centuries—of so
great an event, with such far-reaching consequences.

The Evidence of the Fathers as to the
Blessed Virgin.

XXIV. Since Holy Writ gives no ground nor colour to
the cultus of Blessed Mary, can we find sufficient evidence
in the writings of the Fathers?

1. In the ante-Nicene period, the following extant
writers never so much as name St. Mary at all; St. Bar-
nabas, St. Hermas, St. Clement of Rome, St. Polycarp,
Tatian, Athenagoras, Theophilus, St. Hippolytus, St.
Gregory Thaumaturgus,! St. Firmilian, St. Dionysius, Amo-
bius, and St. Methodius.? 2. St. Justin Martyr mentions
her twice in connexion with the Nativity, and once with
the flight into Egypt. St. Clement of Alexandria once
touches on her virgin child-bearing. Tertullian mentions
her four times, once in connexion with the Nativity, once
merely to defend the occasional interchangeableness of the

. ! There are two homilies on the Annunciation ascribed to this writer,
which would make strongly for the cultus, but they are late forgeries,
rejected by Dupin, Lumper, and other Roman Catholic critics.

? A homily on the Feast of the Purification is ascribed to this Father,
but rejected as a forgery by Roman Catholic critics, on the very suffi-
cient ground that the festival was not instituted till A.D. 542, two
centuries after his death, It is highly Marian in tone, '
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‘words ‘““wothan ” and * Virgin” by showing that both are
applied to her (“ De Veland. Virg.” vi.), but twice actually
to charge her with lack of belief and with seeking to call
Christ away from His work (De Carne Christi, vil.; Adv.
Marc. iv. 19), thereby arousing His indignation. Origen,
very similarly, names the Blessed Virgin but casually a
couple of times, and in the one place where he goes more
into detail, he explains the sword of Simeon’s prophecy to
be unbelieving doubt, whereby she was offended at the
Passion. “ Through thine own soul . . . . shall the sword
of unbelief pierce ; and thou shalt be struck with the sharp
point of doubt.” (‘“Hom. in Lucam,” xvii.) St. Archelaus
defends the Virgin-birth against Manes, and incidentally
touches on the message to our Lord regarding His Mother
and brethren. St. Cyprian casually names her once as
Mother of Christ (Epist. Ixxii., @/. Ixxiii). 'There remain
only two passages from which any conclusion can be drawn.
The first of these is in St. Irenzus, where he says that St.
Mary’s obedience counterbalances Eve’s disobedience, so
that she has become the ‘“advocate” of Eve. (‘“Adv.
Her.” V. xix.) We have only the barbarous Latin trans-
lation here, and cannot tell exactly what the Saint wrote or
intended,! but we have his mind plainly enough expressed
in another place, where he speaks of Christ having ¢ checked
the unseasonable haste of His Mother at Cana.” (‘ Adv.
Heer.” IIL xvi.) The other is in a fragment of St. Peter
of Alexandria, where he styles St. Mary *glorious Lady,
and ever-Virgin.” Clearly, nothing in these scanty details
supplies the justification sought for.
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