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PREFACE

TO THE FIRST EDITION.

HIS volume, like that already published under

the title of ‘ An Introduction to the New Tes-
tament,” contains lectures delivered in the ordinary
course of instruction to my class in the Divinity
School of the Dublin University. The character of
the audience addressed in such lectures renders neces-
sary a mode of treatment different from that which
would be suitable in a work originally intended for
publication. A lecture does not aim at that com-
pleteness which is demanded by the purchaser of a
book, who expects to find in it all the information he
needs on the subject with which it deals, and who
objects to be sent to look for it elsewhere. The
teacher of a class of intelligent young men cannot
but feel that the knowledge which he can hope to
communicate to them directly is insignificant in com-
parison with what they will acquire by their own
reading, if he can only interest them in the study.
He has no wish to save them the trouble of reading
books, and thinks it would be waste of time to spend
much in telling them what they are likely to read for
themselves elsewhere. It is not his duty to write a
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new book for their use if he can refer them to sources
whence the same information can be satisfactorily
obtained. And he naturally adopts a colloquial style
as best adapted for retaining the attention of the
hearers of a long vivd woce lecture.

On account of the differences I have indicated, I
had not thought my lectures suitable for publication
in their actual form, though I at times entertained in-
tentions of writing theological works for which these
lectures might supply materials. But time went on
without my finding or making leisure to carry any of
my contemplated projects into execution ; until, three
or four years ago, I found reason to consider the possibi-
lity that if I were to die leaving lectures behind me, the
pious zeal of some of my friends might cause them to
be published posthumously. I felt that if any of my
lectures were to be printed, I should much prefer that
it were done before they were quite out of date, and
while they could have the benefit of my own revision.
So Idetermined to try the experiment of printing some
of them ; and I selected those on the New Testament,
as being on the subject most likely to be generally
interesting. Having found by experience that there
was no likelihood of my casting my lectures into any
different form, I sent them to be printed just as they
were, though in the course of their passing through
the press I found so many points omitted, or imper-
fectly treated, that I was led to make additions which
considerably increased the bulk of the volume.

The favourable reception which that volume has
met with has encouraged me to print another series
of lectures. For the reasons stated in the Introduc-
tory Lecture, I do not expect the subject to be so
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generally interesting as that of the former volume;
and yet I have in the same lecture given reasons for
considering the investigation to be one that ought
not to be neglected. But I frankly confess that I
have had more pleasure in that part of my profes-
sorial work which engaged me in the defence of
truths held in common by all who love our Blessed
Lord, than when it was my duty to discuss points on
which Christians differ among themselves. It has,
however, been a pleasant thought to me, that in the
present series of lectures I was doing what in me lay
to remove what is now the greatest obstacle to the
union of Christians. There is, I think, abundant
evidence that at the present day the pressure of the
conflict with unbelief is drawing Christians closer
together. When we regard the state of mutual feel-
ing between members of the Anglican Church on the
one hand, and on the other the Greek Church, or the
German Old Catholics, or the Scotch Presbyterians,
or the Scandinavian Churches, I think we can discern
in all cases a growing sense that there are things in
which we all agree, more important than the things
on which we differ. And the prospect is not alto-
gether unhopeful that, by further discussions and
mutual explanations, such an approximation of opi-
nion might be arrived at that there would be at least
no bar to intercommunion. But as the Roman Church
is at present disposed, there can be no union with
her except on the terms of absolute submission; that
submission, moreover, involving an acknowledgment
that we from our hearts believe things to be true
which we have good reasons for knowing to be false.
The nature of the claims of Rome clearly shuts out
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that possibility of reconciliation in her case which
may be hoped for in other cases from retractations or
mutual explanations; so that, by every effort to bring
about the withdrawal of these claims, we are doing
something to remove the main obstacle to the reunion
of Christendom.

I am not so silly as to imagine that any percep-
tible effect can follow from adding one to the many
demonstrations that have been given that the claims
of which I speak are unfounded. But no false opinion
can resist for ever the continual dropping of repeated
disproofs. We may point out instance after instance
in which papal authority has been given to decisions
now known to be erroneous, and in each case some
ingenious attempt may be made to show that the
attribute of infallibility did not attach to the erro-
neous decision ; but sooner or later men must awake
to see that the result of all this special pleading is
that, whereas they expected to find a guide who would
always lead them right, they have got instead a guide
who can find some plausible excuse to make every
time he leads them wrong. I do not think it abso-
lutely impossible that, under the pressure of historical
disproof, some such modification of the theory of
Roman Infallibility may eventually be made as will
amount to a practical withdrawal of it. The theory
of Development, which has now found extensive
acceptance in the Roman Communion, involves the
belief that the Church of the present day is, in some
respects, wiser than the Church of earlier times. When
that theory has been itself a little further developed,
it may be found to give the Church the right to review
the decisions of earlier times, and to abandon claims
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fermerly made, but which experience has shown to be
untenable.

In the present series of lectures I have not entered
into the details of the controversy with Roman Ca-
tholics. I was able to refer my class to many good
books which have been written on the subject. But
arguments are useless if addressed to those who pro-
fess to be above argument. As the controversy is
conducted at the present day, everything turns on the
power claimed for the Pope of determining and de-
claring, without any attempt to produce evidence,
what are or are not Apostolic traditions. There really
is but one question to be settled: Are we bound
to receive undoubtingly the Pope’s unproved asser-
tions, without any attempt to test by argument
whether they are true or not? He may declare in
words that he has no commission to make revelation
of new doctrine, but only to hand down faithfully the
revelation made through the Apostles; but what does
that avail if we are bound to take his word whether
a doctrine be new or not ! He may propound a doc-
trine such as that of the Immaculate Conception of
the Blessed Virgin, which itis certain that the Church
for centuries never regarded as part of the revelation
made through the Apostles, and it is held that we
are bound not only to believe that doctrine to be
true, but also to believe, on the Pope’s authority, that
it is old.

These lectures were not written for Roman Catho-
lics; and I do not expect them to fall into the hands of
any, except of those who deal in controversy, and who,
perhaps, may take up the volume in order to see if it
contains anything that needs to be answered. If any
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such there should be, I beg of them to remember that
they are overhearing what members of another commu-
nion say when theyare quite by themselves, and, there-
fore, that they must not be offended if they meet the
proverbial fate of listeners in hearing some things not
complimentary. If they should think that I have not
done justice to their side of the question in the view I
have presented of it, I earnestly request them to believe
that my error has been involuntary; that it has been
my desire to know and to report fairly the strongest
arguments that can be used in defence of the Roman
claims; and that if there be stronger than those which
I have attempted to answer, my omission arises either
from ignorance of them, or because the constitution
of my intellect is such that I could see no force in
them.

With regard to the manner in which I have ex-
pressed myself, it is possible they may object to my
habitual use of the term Romanists to denote the mem-
bers of their Church. In the older Church of England
books of controversy the word commonly used was
¢ Papists,” and the religion was called ¢ Popery.’ In
modern times the word Papist is supposed to be offen-
sive, though I do not know why men should be
ashamed of being called after the Pope, who give him
now even a more prominent place in their religious
system than he held three hundred years ago. I have
however, avoided using a term which, whether rightly
or wrongly, is imagined to be offensive, though I sus-
pect that the real reason for objecting to it is a desire
to be known by no other name than ¢ Catholics.” Pro-
testants who know nothing of theology are apt freely
to concede the appellation, having no other idea con-
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nected with it than that it is the name of a sect; but
those who know better feel that it is a degradation of
a noble word to limit it in such a way. And, in truth,
if it is possible to convey insult by a title, what is
really insulting is that one section of Christians should
appropriate to themselves the title ¢ Catholic’ as their
exclusive right, and thus, by implication, deny it to
others. This is so obvious that they do not now insist
on being called Catholics pure and simple, and are
satisfied if other people will speak of them as Roman
Catholics. It is a compromise which I am willing to
accept in my intercourse with persons of that reli-
gion ; but I observe that when they are by themselves
they always drop the ¢ Roman,” and call themselves
‘Catholics.” So they have no cause to be offended if,
when we are by ourselves, we drop the ¢ Catholic’ and
call them ¢ Roman.’

‘We may fairly object to an inconvenient periphrasis.
If we must not speak of members of the Roman Church
without tacking Catholic to their name, must we not
also, if we claim an equal right in the title, add it to
our own name? While, however, we could describe
our brethren in England as Anglo-Catholic, how are
those of us who live in Ireland or Scotland or America
to call ourselves? If any sect—say the Unitarian—
were to claim the exclusive title of Christians, and
when this were refused them, should insist, at least, in
being known, not as Unitarians, but as Unitarian
Christians, would not that be felt to be the old claim
in disguise, since it would be inconvenient to us to be
obliged to make a similar addition to our own name?
What I should understand by a Roman Catholic
would be a member of the Catholic Church whose
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home was Rome. A member of the Catholic Church
who lived in England would, of necessity, be an
Anglo-Catholic. If he wanted -there to be a Roman
Catholic, he would be no Catholic at all, but a schis-
matic. To speak honestly, of all the sects into which
Christendom is divided, none appears to me less
entitled to the name Catholic than the Roman. Fir-
milian, long ago, thus addressed a former bishop of
Rome (and this great bishop Firmilian must be re-
garded as expressing the sentiments not only of the
Eastern Church of the third century, but also of St.
Cyprian, to whose translation, no doubt, we owe our
knowledge of his letter): ¢ How great is the sin of
which you have incurred the guilt in cutting yourself
off from so many Christian flocks. For, do notdeceive
yourself, it is yourself you have cut off : since he is the
real schismatic who makes himself an apostatefrom the
communion of ecclesiastical unity. While you think
that you can cut off all from your communion, it is
yourself whom you cut off from communion with
all.” At the present day the bishop of Rome has
broken communion with more than half of Christen-
dom, merely because it will not yield him an obedience
to which he has no just right. To me he appears to
have as little claim to the title Catholic as had the
Donatists of old, who, no matter how many bishops
they had in their adherence, were rightly deemed
schismatics, because they had unjustly broken com-
munion with the rest of the Christian world.

I might, however, have conquered my objection to
the name Roman Catholic, if it were not that it seems
to draw with it the word Roman-catholicism, one of
some abominable words that have been introduced in
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our generation. To me, ‘Catholic’ and ¢-ism’ repre-
sent ideas which absolutely refuse to coalesce. Roman
Catholics hold many doctrines which I believe to be
true and Catholic; but what is meant by Roman-
catholicissn is that part of the belief of Roman
Catholics which is not Catholic, and is not true.

The majority of the lectures in this volume were
written about the year 1870; and as they were not
intended for publication, they contained no references
to authorities. This has caused me some inconve-
nience, as, since the time these lectures were written,
my reading has taken other directions. I have,
however, been able to supply references to the
ancient authorities cited; but I have not thought it
worth while to give the labour necessary to recall
what use I have made of the literature current at the
time the lectures were written.

I have to acknowledge the assistance given me by
my friends, Dr. Gwynn and Dr. Quarry, who have
been kind enough to read the proofs of this volume;
and I have to thank the Rev. W. K. Ormsby for help
given me in the preparation of the Index.

This second edition is but a reprint of the first,
with some few corrections and additions. At p. 365
I have substituted Mr. Gore’s explanation of a pas-
sage in Epiphanius for that given by Déllinger which
I had adopted in the former edition. I have added
(pp. 255-261) a discussion of an answer attempted, in
the Montk, by Mr. Sydney F. Smith, to the argu-
ments of Lectures X1.-X1v. I am glad that my work
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should meet some hostile criticism, for containing as
it does many hundred statements of facts, it were too
much to expect that I should not have made some
slips, especially now that I have arrived at a time of
life when my memory cannot so well be trusted as in
former days. I am very grateful to those who point
out such slips and enable me to correct them. But I
have been disappointed to obtain only some very
trivial corrections from a review of my book in the
Lyceum, written in a very different tone and temper
from Mr. Smith’s article. I soon perceived that the
review in question was written for those who do
not know me, and are not likely to see my book,
but who having heard that such a book had been
written would be glad to be told that it had been
completely demolished, and the writer proved to have
been both ignorant and dishonest. I wish I could
persuade myself that my critic was a man of much
learning, for if so it would be extremely consolatory
to find that he had been able to discover none but the
very unimportant errors he has singled for comment ;
and even of these the number would have been reduced
if he had read my book more carefully. For example,
it may be very shocking that I should in one case
have inadvertently used the prefix St. in speaking of
Margaret Mary Alacoque, but it was surely some
extenuation of my fault that I had elsewhere stated
(see p. 223) that this poor visionary had as yet
attained only the dignity of beatification, not that of
canonization. My critic is very severe on me for
attempting to conceal from my readers that New-
man’s Essay on Development was written before he
joined the Roman Church. As I had expressly
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stated this (see p. 33), I need not inquire what diffe-
rence it makes. The matter would be important if
there were any disposition to repudiate the defence of
Roman doctrines made by this new convert; but, on
the contrary, it has been eagerly adopted by the
Roman apologists of the present day, whose candid
acknowledgment of the novelty of their teaching
would certainly have amazed their predecessors.

And my critic is so anxious to represent me as not
only ignorant but dishonest, that he refuses to accept
lapse of memory as an explanation of misstatements
for which he can discern no motive. For instance,
the most serious error he has pointed out is that I
more than once gave the date of the declaration by
Pius IX. of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception
as 1852 instead of 1854. I might have expected some
gratitude for my liberality in ascribing to one of the
two latest of Roman additions to the Catholic Faith,
two years more antiquity than it was entitled to claim,
but my reviewer’s comment is that my misstatement
is ‘unaccountable,” ¢as nothing was to be gained by
falsifying the date.’” One can generally judge what a
man is likely to do by observing what he thinks other
people likely to do. But I congratulate myself that I
was not brought up in a school where it is thought
permissible to falsify a date if anything is to be gained
by doing so.

After this it is amusing that my critic should accuse
me of want of courtesy to my opponents, his ground
of complaint being that I refuse to describe his co-
religionists by the name of ¢Catholics.” But the real
offence is given by those who arrogate to themselves
exclusively the title of Catholic, and not by those
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who refuse to recognize the claim. I am told that in
China it is thought that politeness requires a man
to use disparaging words in speaking of anything
belonging to himself, so that if he were asked of
what religion he was, it would be proper for him to
answer, The miserable superstition to which I am
addicted is so-and-so. But as I cannot carry my
politeness to such an extreme, I must decline to
compliment away our own right to the title Catholic.
It is curious how much easier it is to see the mote
in our brother’s eye than the beam in our own. A
dignitary of the Roman Church, from whom my
critic borrowed his accusation against me of using
offensive language towards my opponents, was ob-
liged to confess that he had been in the habit of
including members of our own Church with others
outside the Roman communion under the common
name of non-Catholics, and had apparently been
unconscious that there was anything offensive in the
phrase. Now if it is not offensive to call members
of the Church of England, Anglicans, it cannot be
offensive to call members of the Church of Rome,
Romanists ; but to call us who claim to be Catholics,
non-Catholics is not only offensive but brutally
offensive. And it makes no difference whether this
is done in express words, as constantly happens, or
done by implication, as when men speak of ¢ Catholic
institutions,” a ¢Catholic University,” and so forth,
meaning thereby institutions in which Catholics in
communion with the Church of Ireland have no share.
Those who speak of Romanists as Catholics cannot
help speaking and thinking of non-Romanists as
non-Catholics. No other word can be substituted.
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For instance, the word ‘Protestants’ which it has been
proposed to substitute will not answer. There are
many non-Romanists who strongly object to be
called Protestants. If Romanists think that the
concession of the word Catholics is one that we
can properly make, let them set us the example,
and speak of the members of our Church as Irish
Catholics.

A friend has pointed out to me that I had but fol-
lowed the example of Cardinal Newman, one of
whose works bears the title Lecfures on Romanism
and popular Protestantism. And in truth there was
no other name than ‘Romanism’ that he could have
used. He was too great a master of the English
language to use such a portentous word as Roman-
catholicism, and he was too good a theologian to use
such a phrase as Roman Catholicism, as if there was
not only such a thing as Catholicism but several
kinds of it, Roman Catholicism being one variety.
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INTRODUCTORY.

THE CONTROVERSY WITH ROME.

WHEN I attended the Lectures of the Regius Professor

of Divinity, now more than forty years ago, the pre-
scribed division of his year’s work was, that in one Term he
gave a course of lectures on the Bible; in another, on the
Articles; in the third, on the Liturgy. When I succeeded to
the Chair myself, I found that, for several years previously,
the subject of this Term’s lectures, as set down in the Uni-
versity Calendar, had been, not the Articles, but the Roman
Catholic Controversy. It is easy to understand how the
change took place. It was, of course, impossible in the
lectures of one Term to treat of all the Articles; and, some
selection being necessary, it was natural that the Professor,
on whom the duty is imposed by statute of giving instruction
on the controversies which our Church has to carry on with
her adversaries, whether within or without the pale of Chris-
tianity, should select for consideration the Articles bearing
on the controversy which in this country is most pressing,
and in which the members of our Church took the deepest
interest—the controversy with Rome. This limitation of my
subject being only suggested by precedent, not imposed on
me by authority, I was free to disregard it. As I have not
done so, I think I ought to begin by telling you my reasons
for agreeing with my predecessors in regarding the study of
this controversy as profitable employment for the lectures of
this Term.

B
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1 readily own, indeed, that I have found, both inside and
outside the University, that thjs controversy does not excite
the same interest now that it did even a dozen years ago.
In your voluntary Society, in which the members read theo-
logical essays on subjects of their own selection, I notice
that topics bearing on this controversy are now but rarely
chosen; whereas I can remember when they predominated,
almost to the exclusion of other subjects. There are many
reasons for this decline of interest.

One effect of Disestablishment, in not merely reviving the
synodical action of the Church, but widely extending it,
introducing the laity into Church councils, and entrusting
to them a share in the determination of most important
questions, has been to concentrate the interest of our people
on the subjects discussed in such assemblies; and in this
way our little disputes with each other have left us no time
to think of the far wider differences that separate us from
Rome on the one hand, and from various dissenting sects on
the other. But besides this cause, special to ourselves, of
decline of interest in the Roman Catholic controversy, there
are others which have operated in England as well as here.

First, I may mention a reaction against certain extreme
anti-Romanist over-statements. It was only to be expected
that, at the time of the Reformation, men who had with a
violent effort wrenched themselves away from beliefs in
which they had been brought up, and who, for the exercise
of this freedom of thought, were being persecuted to the
. death, should think far more of their points of difference
from their persecutors than of the points on which they
agreed with them. A considerable section_of the men who
had witnessed the bloody scenes of Queen Mary’s reign
scarcely thought of their adversaries as worshippers of the
same God as themselves. The form in which one of the
opponents of Queen Elizabeth’s marriage with a French
prince put the question as to the lawfulness of marriage
with 2 Roman Catholic was, whether it was lawful for a
child of God to wed with a son of the devil. When Fox,
the Martyrologist, has to speak of the religious services, not
merely of the Roman Catholics of his own day, but of the
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Church in the days before any reformation had been attempted,
he seems to regard them as fit subjects for ridicule and
insult. It would be easy to quote specimens that would
grate on the feelings of those of us who have least sympathy
with Rome. When Fox has to tell of what he could well
remember—the prayers which the Romanists offered up on
the occasion of the supposed pregnancy of Queen Mary—he
mocks them with the taunt of Elijah, ‘Cry up louder, you
priests, peradventure your god is asleep.” He does not seem
to have reflected that the prayers in question were addressed,
not to Baal, but to the same God whom he worshipped
himself.

But modern conceptions of the proper attitude of mind of
a historian require him to strive to enter impartially into the
feelings of all his characters. We can now find apologies
even for the magistrates who shed the blood of the first
Christians, and whom their victims regarded in no other
light than as the instruments of Satan. We can now recog-
nize that many of them were grave magistrates, simply
anxious to do their duty in carrying out the law; some of
them humane men, who were sincerely grieved by what they
regarded as the unreasonable obstinacy of those who left
them no option but to proceed to the last extremities. One
of the most harrowing and most authentic tales now extant
of Christian heroism and heathen cruelty relates things done
with the express sanction of Marcus Aurelius, the man who,
of all the heathen of whom we have knowledge, approached
nearest to Christian excellence; nay, who surpassed many
professors of a better creed in purity of life, in meekness,
gentleness, unselfish anxiety at any cost to do his duty. No
wonder, then, that we can find apologies, too, for Roman
Catholic persecutors, and believe that many a judge who
sent a heretic to the stake may have been a conscientious,
good man, fulfilling what he regarded as an unpleasant duty,
and no more a monster of inhumanity than one of the
hanging judges of George the Third’s reign, who at one
assizes sent scores of criminals to the gallows. If we can
judge less harshly of Roman Catholic persecutors, it is still
easier to judge mildly of ordinary Roman Catholics. With

B2
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some of them we may perhaps be personally acquainted,
and may know them to be not only just and honourable in
the ordinary affairs of life, but, according to their lights, sin-
cerely pious, living in the devout belief of the cardinal truths
of our faith.

The feeling that there are many things in which we agree
with Roman Catholics has been helped by the increased cir-
culation among members of the Anglican Church of pre-
Reformation, or distinctly Roman Catholic, books of devotion.
In England especially, where Roman Catholics are few, and
where the controversy with dissent has been the most urgent,
members of the Established Church, besides the natural dis-
position to indulgence towards the less formidable enemy,
sympathize the more with those who share with them not
only their common Christianity, but also attachment to Epis-
copacy and to an ancient liturgy. And I must not omit to
mention that, with regard to Eucharistic doctrine, a great
change has taken place during the last quarter of a century
in the feelings of the English clergy. Views are held by men
who pass as moderate which, when I was young, a man
would be accounted violently extreme for maintaining; while
the opinions put forward by men who now rank as extreme
would, in days that I can remember, have been considered
absolutely outside the limits imposed by our Church’s teach-
ing. Hence has naturally sprung an inclination to sympathize
with those with whom unity exists on this important subject,
to the disregard of differences perhaps in real truth more
vital.

In addition to the causes I have mentioned, the struggle
with unbelief has benefited the cause of Romanism. In the
first place, some of the minds less docile to authority, less
inclined to mysticism, who, had they remained among us,
would have been ranged strongly on the anti-Romanist side,
have been lost to Christianity altogether; and this fact has
increased the proportion of sympathizers with Romanism
among those who still remain. Again, there are many
whose temptations are altogether on the side of scepticism,
and who, feeling themselves in danger of being worsted in
the:cruel conflict with doubt, have recoiled towards Rome,
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under the idea that there they would be safer. Distressed at

-results to which free inquiry seemed to lead them, they have
determined to attempt no more to think for themselves, but
submit themselves resignedly to the yoke of authority; and
where can authority be found which gives more promise of
relieving men of the responsibility of self-direction than that
of a Church which claims to be infallible ? In point of fact, a
majority of the perverts which Rome has made in later years
have been made through the road of scepticism; and I have
known Romish advocates unscrupulously use sceptical argu-
ments, in order that their victims, despairing of finding
elsewhere a solution of their doubts, might be so glad to
welcome a Church which offered them certainty, as to be
disinclined to make too minute an exammatxon of her power
to fulfil her promises.

Once more, the growth of scepticism has produced in
another way disinclination to the Roman controversy. There
are many nominal members of our Church who adhere to the
profession of a creed which was that of their fathers, but who
have little concern for religious truth ; who are apt to think
that a man’s religion is his own affair, with which other
people have no business to concern themselves; and that
whether his belief be true or false does not really much
matter. Such persons are apt to regard any attempt to show
that Roman teaching is false as a wanton attack on poor,
harmless Roman Catholics, and as little different from per-
sonal abuse of unoffending people. I fear it will be a long
time before men are so philosophic as to understand that a
man is not your enemy because he tries to correct errors in
your opinions, and that the more important the subject the
greater the service he will render you if he makes you change
your false opinion for a true one.

I have enumerated causes enough (and more might be
added, if I were to speak of the influence of political changes)
to explain the undoubted fact, that less interest is generally
felt in the Roman Catholic controversy now than was feit
twenty or thirty years ago. Yet I have no hesitation in
presenting it to you as a subject, in acquiring a knowledge
of which your time will be well spent. What use you are
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hereafter to make of your knowledge will depend upon cir-
cumstances in which you must be guided by considerations.
of expediency.

In different times, and in different circumstances, different
dangers are formidable, and a man exercises a wise discre-
tion in devoting his chief energies to combating the dangers
which are most threatening at the time. Both in politics and
in religion parties are apt to make the mistake of carrying on
traditional warfare with enemies whose power has now de-
cayed, and neglecting the silent growth of foes now far more
formidable: in politics, for instance, delighting to weaken
the executive government on account of instances of royal
tyranny two hundred years ago, and taking no account of
the opposite danger of anarchy: in religion, fearing only
lest men should believe too much, and not noticing that in
many places now the danger is lest they should not believe
at all. I had occasion last Term to remark, that at different
periods of St. Paul’s life different controversies engaged him ;
and I pointed out that to overlook this was the fundamental
error of Baur, who denied the genuineness of all Paul’s
letters which did not give prominence to that controversy
which is the main subject of the four letters that Baur ad-
mitted. Thus, I can quite acknowledge that different cir-
cumstances may make it wise to insist on different topics,
and that it is not judicious to make the Roman controversy
the main object at all times and in all places. But a man
must be blind, indeed, if he imagines that there is no danger
from Romanism. Even in England it is often formidable. In
Ireland there is no place where it is not pressing.

I am not in the least ashamed of the object aimed at in
the Roman Catholic controversy. I believe that the Church
of Rome teaches false doctrine on many points which must
be called important, if anything in religion can be called
important ; and it is not merely that on some particular
points the teaching of that Church is erroneous; but they
who submit to her are obliged to surrender their under-
standing to her, and submit to be led blindfold they know
not whither. I count it, then, a very good work to release a
man from Roman bondage—a release of which I think he
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will be the better, both as regards the things of etermity
and those of time. The only question, then, that I should be
disposed to entertain as to the expediency of direct contro-
versy with Roman Catholics is, whether or not such contro-
versy may be expected to eventuate in their conversion. It
is notorious that many controversial efforts have been made
with no other result than that of embittering those to whom
they were addressed. We are not commanded to cast our
pearls before animals who are likely to turn again and rend
us; and if the state of men’s feelings is such as to indispose
them for a candid consideration of the truths set before them,
then prudence may forbid the attempt. Of course, what I
am saying would apply to the use of prudence in preaching
Christianity just as much as in preaching Protestantism. In
either case we are blameworthy if we preach the truth to
others in such a way as to make them less likely to accept it.
Btt, fully granting all this, I hold that it is unworthy of any
man who possesses knowledge to keep his knowledge to him<
self, and rejoice in his own enlightenment, without making
any effort to bring others to share in his privileges. Justly
did the four lepers at the gate of Samaria feel their con-
science smite them: ‘We do not well ; this is a day of good
tidings, and we hold our peace’” Had those to whom the
light of Christianity was first given dealt so with our an-
cestors, we should still be lying in heathen darkness.

But, even if it should not be your duty hereafter to make
any aggressive efforts for the dissemination of the truth, you
may still be forced to take up the Roman Catholic contro-
versy for the safety of the people committed to your own
care. The most ardent admirer of peace societies may be
forced to own that muskets and cannon have some use if an
invasion be made on our own shores. And certainly our
Roman Catholic countrymen have not that aversion to pro-
selytism (at least when it is made in what they account the
right direction) that some among ourselves recommend as a
virtue. The poorer members of our Church especially are
under constant pressure from the eagerness of their neigh-
bours to win them over to the faith of ‘the true Church’—
pressure which it would often much advance their worldly
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interests to give way to. Why should they not give way, if
you, who are their spiritual guides, can give them no reason
for refusing to submit to the Roman claims ?

And setting aside the consideration of our duty to others,
our duty to ourselves requires us not to shrink from a full
and candid examination of the validity of the Roman claims.
Can we believe in our Lord’s Divinity—believe that He
founded a Church, and not care to inquire whether or not it
is true that He appointed a vicegerent upon earth to govern
that Church, from whom His people are bound submissively
to learn the truths of His religion, and apart from whom
there can be no salvation? Again, if anyone acknowledges
that Christ intended His people to be one, and that anyone
commits a sin who makes causeless schisms and divisions in
His body, he cannot justify his remaining separated in com-
munion from the large numerical majority of the Christians
of this country, if he thinks that his differences with them all
relate to subordinate and trifling matters. For a man to say
that he feels no interest in the Roman Catholic controversy,
is to say that he thinks some of the most important religious
questions that can be raised quite undeserving his attention ;
that he does not care to know what are the conditions which
Christ has appointed for his salvation, and whether union
with the Church of Rome be not one of them. I am per-
suaded that, if Romanism were true, it would be more
tolerable in the Day of Judgment for a Protestant like
myself, who has done his best to examine into the subject,
and, however mistakenly, yet honestly, arrived at the convic-
tion that the claims of Rome are unfounded, than for one
who conceives himself entitled to indulge an eclectic sym-
pathy with everything Roman that he, in his wisdom, may be
pleased to call Catholic, but who disdains to inquire into the
truth of other points of Roman teaching, and makes himself
sure that he must be equally acceptable to God whether he
be in the true Church or not.

I have just called myself a Protestant; and, in saying
this, I use the word in its popular sense, in which it is equi-
valent to non-Romanist. It is true that there are non-Ro-
manists—for example, members of the Greek Church—to
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whom this name is not commonly applied; but this is be-
cause we come so little in contact with Eastern Christians,
that popular usage takes no account of them. I am aware
that there are several who dislike to be called Protestant,
because the title is one which can be equally claimed by men
differing widely in opinion, and with some of whom we have
little in common but opposition to Rome. But a man must be
a poor logician if he does not know that objects may agree in
a common attribute, and with respect to that attribute may
be called by a common name, though differing widely in
other points. The controversy with Rome is so important,
that it is highly convenient to have a word expressing what
side a man takes on it : that is to say, whether he accepts or
rejects the Roman claims. Indeed, in these lectures, it is
impossible for me to dispense with the use of some word of
the kind. Finding the word Protestant® in common use for
this purpose, I do not trouble myself to look for any other,
but frankly describe myself as a Protestant. And if a con-
troversial attempt is made to hold me responsible for the
opinions of everyone else described under the same name, I
do not expect to be more embarrassed than were the men of
the early Church when their heathen opponents attempted
to hold them responsible for the opinions and practices of
heretics who had in common with them the title of Christian.

* T consider that we are not concerned with the history of the word,
which in its origin had nothing to do with protesting against the errors of
Popery, but with protesting against the decrees of a Diet of the German
Empire, viz. that of Spires, in 1529. At that Diet the libert{y was taken
away from the sovereign princes of the German Empire of regulating
religious affairs each in his own termritory, according to his discretion.
Against that decree of the majority certain princes protested, and appealed
to the Emperor, on the ground that the decree was ultra vires, for that a
majority of votes in the Diet could regulate a secular question, but not a
:Eiritual or religious one. But the decree being made in the interests of

ose who wished to keep everything as it had been, and the protest
against it by those who were desirous of reformation, it naturally happened
that the party of the protéstant princes and that of the Reformation
should be synonymous. The word, however, has now come into é;opuhr
use as denoting the non-Romanist members of the Western Church;
and this use of the word is too convenient to be let drop. We are
no more concerned with the history of its origin than we are with the
Athenian laws about the exportation of figs when we use the word

¢ sycophant.’
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By a Protestant, then, as I use the word, I mean one
who has examined into the Roman claims, and has found
reason to think them groundless; one who knows that there
are not only great and precious truths on which we agree
with the Church of Rome, but also points of difference so
grave and fundamental as to justify our remaining in separate
communion. If the Church of England or of Ireland be not,
in this sense of the word, Protestant, her position cannot be
defended at all. For her justification it is necessary to show
not only that she is not bound to render any obedience to
the Church of Rome, but also that the things demanded by
that Church as conditions of union go beyond what one
Church is bound to yield to another for the sake of godly
union and concord among Christians, members of that one
great Church of Christ, whose influence and extension
through the world have notoriously been sadly impeded by
internal dissensions and schisms.

Thus, from a Roman Catholic point of view, the more our
Church purged herself from the sin of heresy, the greater
would be the guilt of her schism; for the smaller the doc-
trinal differences, the less justifiable pretext there would be
for separation. And I think a Roman Catholic must hold
that the more a member of our Church approximates to the
doctrine of Rome, the worse he makes his spiritual condition,
if that approximation does not bring him to the bosom of
the true Church. For such a man can no longer plead the
excuse which an ultra-Protestant might urge, invincible igno-
rance incapacitating him for receiving the Church’s teaching,
which, in his sincere belief, is deeply tainted with peril of
idolatry.* I need say no more, then, to convince you that
our time this Term will not be ill spent in studying this
controversy, inasmuch as on the successful maintenance of

¢ See Newman's Anglican Difficulties, Lecture XI., where, having
enlarged on the m&sons{vhich may excuse the unbelief of otl\er’ persons
outside the fold of his Church, he goes on to say that there is but one set
of persons who inspire the Catholic with special anxiety, for whom he
must feel the most intense interest, but about whom the gravest appre-
hensions, viz. those who have some rays of light vouchsafed them as to

their h:ruy and as to their schism, and ‘who seem to be closing their eyes
upon it.
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it by our Church depends her right to be accounted part of
the true Church of Christ, and since a wrong decision on it,
it is alleged, hazards our eternal salvation.

Possibly there may be some here who have not needed
argument to convince them of the importance of the contro-
versy which I propose to discuss with you, but who may be
disposed to imagine that no laborious study of it can be
necessary. It is always irksome to be offered proof of what
it has never occurred to us to doubt. The first impression of
one who has been brought up from childhood to know and
value his Bible is, that there is no room for discussion as to
the truth of the Roman Catholic doctrines, and that a few
Scripture texts make an end of the whole controversy. He
cannot conceive what ingenuity can reconcile prayers in an
unknown tongue with the fourteenth chapter of the First
Epistle to the Corinthians; or the worship of the Virgin Mary
with the text, ‘ There is one God, and one mediator between
God and men, the man Christ Jesus.” And assuredly, if we
desire to preserve our people from defection to Romanism,
there is no better safeguard than familiarity with Holy
Scripture. For example, the mere study of the character of
our Blessed Lord, as recorded in the Gospel, is enough to
dissipate the idea that there can be others more loving and
compassionate, or more ready to hear our prayers, than He.
And the whole mental attitude of one who comes direct to
the Bible for guidance, praying that God’s Holy Spirit will
enable him to understand it, is opposed to the Romish
system, which renders difficult all real direct access between
the soul and God, through the interposition of countless
mediators both in interpreting God’s will to us and in
making known our desires to Him. Thus, believing as I
do that the Bible, not merely in single texts, but in its whole
spirit, is antagonistic to the Romish system, I feel that it
would be time ill spent if I were to spend much, in these
lectures, on the development of the argument from Scrip-
tare. 1 should be well pleased if our adversaries were
content to fight the battle on that ground; but the dis-
couragement which the Church of Rome has always offered
to the study of the Bible by her people affords a presumption
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that she is against the Scriptures, because sfhe feels the
Scriptures are against her.

But you would be greatly disappointed if you; entered into
controversial discussion with a Roman Catholic, expecting
that by a few texts you could make an end of the whole
matter. No one is much influenced by an authority with
which he is not familiar. Roman Catholics generally are
not familiar with the Bible; and if they hear passages
quoted from it in apparent contradiction with the doctrines
in which they have been brought up, they are satisfied to
believe, in a general way, that you must be quoting unfairly,
and that the contradiction can only be apparent. With the
Roman Catholic the authority of the Bible rests on the
authority of the Church, and he receives with equal reve-
rence and affection whatever else is communicated to him
on the same authority. In arguing with a Protestant, he
challenges him to say on what grounds he can justify his
submission to the Bible if the authority of his Church be set
aside; and he is quite ready to assail with infidel arguments
the independent authority of the Bible. For Rome’s maxim
has been, ‘All or none’; and, like the false mother before
King Solomon, she has been ready to slay the souls whom
she is unable to keep. Thus the inexperienced Protestant,
engaging in this discussion, is likely to find the arguments
on which he had placed most confidence set aside altogether,
or the texts which had seemed to him conclusive disposed of
by evasions quite new to him; while, on the other hand, he
is plied with citations from ancient Fathers, purporting to
show that his interpretations of Scripture are modern, and
opposed to the judgment of all antiquity. Thus it frequently
happens that an attack, begun with all the confidence of
victory, ends in disappointment, and there is danger lest the
disorder of failure should degenerate into total rout.

What I am insisting on, then, is that, in this controversy,
it would be a fatal error to despise your antagonists. Very
often has it happened that untrained bands, full of high
spirits, and confident in the goodness of their cause, have
found that their undisciplined courage was no match for the
superior science of their opponents, or have advanced into
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false positions, whence no courage could avail to extricate
them. And so, unwary controversialists are apt to damage
their cause by over-statements, to rest the success of their
cause on the truth of assertions which cannot be proved, or
on the validity of general principles which can be shown by
cases of manifest exception not to be universally true. Now,
the effect of a bad argument is always to damage the party
who brings it forward; for, when that is refuted, it is not
merely that the argument goes for nothing, but there is pro-
duced a general distrust in the other arguments which are
brought forward on the same side. If a book were written
containing a hundred reasons for not admitting the claims of
the Roman Church, and if ninety of them were thoroughly
conclusive, 2 Roman Catholic advocate who could show that
the other ten were weak, would be regarded by his own party
as having given a triumphant reply, and as having entirely
demolished his opponent’s case. And I believe that many a
perversion to Romanism has resulted from the discovery by
a member of our Church that some of the arguments on
which he had been accustomed to rely were bad, and from
his then rashly jumping to the conclusion that no better
arguments were to be had.

For these reasons, if it should ever be your lot hereafter to
engage in controversy, it will be essential to your success
that you should have learned beforehand the strongest case
that can be made by your opponents, in order that you may
not be taken by surprise by anything likely to be advanced
in the course of the discussion. You must be careful, also, to
distinguish the authorized teaching of the Roman Catholic
Church from the unguarded statements of particular divines,
and not to charge the system as a whole with any con-
sequences which Roman Catholics themselves repudiate.
And, generally, you must beware of bad arguments, the
fallacy of which, sooner or later, is sure to be exposed, when,
like a gun bursting in the hand, they disable him who uses
them. But there is a better reason for taking this course
than that it is the more prudent one. Our object is not vic-
tory, but truth; for the subject is one of such importance,
that a victory gained at the expense of truth would be one in
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which we should ourselves be the chief sufferers—left blindly
to wander from the truth, wilfully rejecting guidance which
had been offered to us.

With regard to myself, I feel that the strength of my con-
viction of the baselessness of the case made by the Romish
advocates removes any temptation to be niggardly in making
any acknowledgment they can atall fairly claim. If you play
chess with one to whom you know you can give the odds of a
queen, you are not very solicitous to play the strict game.
You allow your antagonist to take back moves if he will, and
you are not much distressed in mind should he succeed in
making some unimportant capture on which he has set his
heart. I know that it is impossible to prove that the Pope
can never go wrong, and quite possible to prove that in many
cases he has gone wrong, and very seriously wrong; so it
costs my liberality absolutely nothing to acknowledge that
on many occasions he has gone right. If the dispute is con-
cerning some Roman Catholic doctrine which I know to be
no part of primitive Christianity, it costs me no effort of
candour if I see reason to acknowledge that the date of its
introduction was a century earlier than some Protestant
controversialists had asserted. _

On the other hand, the strength of my convictions may
operate disadvantageously by rendering me unable to see
any force in some Romish arguments, which, to other minds,
seem very effective. When I take up some popular Roman
Catholic books of controversy, although I am told they have
been used with success in making perversions from our Church,
they appear to me so feeble, that I feel little inclination to
take the trouble of answering them.

But I own that, if it were not that the office which I hold
imposes on me the disagreeable necessity, controversy is not
to my taste, and I engage in it reluctantly. I read the writ-
ings of the Christian Fathers with a purely historical object,
anxious to know how the men of former days believed and
taught, and quite prepared to find that on many points their
way of looking at things is not the same as mine. I take up
then books of controversy, and both on one side and on the
other I find that those who originally made extracts from the
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writings of the Fathers were more anxious to pick out some
sentence in apparent contradiction with the views of their
opponents, than to weigh dispassionately whether the question
at issue in the modern controversy were at all present to the
mind of the author whom they quote, or to search whether
elsewhere in his writings passages might not be found bearing
a different aspect. The extracts thus picked out are copied,
without verification, by one writer after another, so that, to
one familiar with the controversy, books on it are apt to seem
monotonous. And it constantly happens that at the present
day controversial writers continue to employ quotations from
writings once supposed to be genuine, but which all learned
critics now know to be spurious. I feel little inclination to
enter into a detailed exposure of errors of this kind. I have
said already that, to an unlearned Christian, familiarity with
the Bible affords the best safeguard against Romanism, and I
will add now that a learned Christian, who makes himself
familiar, by uncontroversial reading, with the thoughts of the
men of the ancient Church, finds that he is breathing a dif-
ferent atmosphere from that of modern Romanism, and that
he cannot accept many things now propounded as articles of
faith, unless he is prepared to say that on many important
questions we are wiser than the Fathers. That is what Roman
Catholic advocates now actually say : but then they have no
right to quarrel with Protestants who say the same.

In one respect I have an advantage in addressing an
audience all of one way of thinking, that I am not bound to
measure my words through fear of giving offence, and that
when I think opinions false and absurd, I can plainly say so.
Yet I should be sorry so to use this liberty of mine that my
example should mislead you afterwards. Inevery controversy
the Christian teacher should put away all bitterness, ‘in
meekness instructing those that oppose themselves.” In this
controversy we have to deal with those whose feelings of
piety and reverence have in part fastened themselves on un-
worthy objects ; and it requires a skilful hand gently to dis-
engage these feelings, and give them a better training—not
tear them up and kill them. We assail credulity, not faith ;
and we cannot use the weapons of those who deny the
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supernatural, and refuse to lift their thoughts above material
things.

Your future success in controversy, should it be your lot to
engage in it, may depend much on the strength of your faith
in truths not controverted. For no one is much influenced
by those with whom he has no sympathies; and your influence
on those whom you would most wish to gain, and whom there
is most hope of gaining—those, I mean, who truly love our
Lord, and whose will to do His will has the promise of being
blessed by the gnidance of His Spirit into truth—must depend
on yourselves being animated by the same love, and seeking
for the guidance of the same Spirit.

In the interests, then, of controversy itself, I might give
the concluding caution, which I should in any case have
added for the sake of your own spiritual health, namely, that
you should not allow the pleasure which intellectual combat
has for many minds to detain you too long in the thorny paths
of controversy, and out of those pastures where your soul
must find its nourishment. ‘I love not,’ says Taylor, ¢to be
one of the disputers of this world. For I suppose skill in
controversies to be the worst part of learning, and time is the
worst spent in them, and men the least benefited by them.?
When we must engage in controversy, it is not that we love
contention, but that we love the truth which is at stake. Seek,
then, in study of the Scriptures to know the truth, and pray
that God will inspire you with a sincere love of it—of the
whole truth, and not merely of that portion of it which it may
be your duty to defend—and ask Him also to inspire you with
a sincere love of your brethren: so that the end of all your
controversy may be, not the display of your own skill in
arguing, not the obtaining of victory for yourself or for your
party, but the mutual edification of all who take part in it,
and their growth in likeness to Christ.
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THE CARDINAL IMPORTANCE OF THE
QUESTION OF INFALLIBILITY.

YOU will easily understand that it would be absolutely

impossible for me, in the course of these lectures, to
go through all the details of the Roman Catholic controversy.
You have in your hands text-books which will give you
information on all the most important points. But the
truth is, that the issues of the controversy mainly turn on
one great question, which is the only one that I expect to be
able to discuss with you—I mean the question of the Infalli-
bility of the Church. If that be decided against us, our
whole case is gone, and victories on the details of the
controversy would profit us as little as, to use a favourite
illustration of Archbishop Whately’s, it profits a chess-player
to win some pieces and pawns if he gets his king check-
mated. In fact, suppose we make what seems to ourselves
a quite convincing proof that some doctrine of the Roman
Church is not contained in Scripture, what does that avail if
we are forced to own that that Church has access to other
sources of information besides Scripture as to the doctrine
taught by our Lord and His Apostles? Suppose we even
consider that we have proved a Roman doctrine to be
contrary to Scripture, what does that avail if we are com-
pelled to acknowledge that we are quite incompetent to
decide what is Scripture or what is the meaning of it, and
if it belongs to the Church of Rome alone to give us the
book and to teach us its true interpretation? In like
manner, if our study of history should lead :xo the conclu-
,.sion that the teaching of the present Church is at variance
c
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with the teaching of the Church of former days, we are forced
to surrender this ill-grounded suspicion of ours if we are made
to believe that the Church cannot err, and, as a necessary
consequence, that her teaching must be at all times the same.

One can scarcely open any book that attempts to deal
with controversy by such a Roman Catholic as, for instance,
Cardinal Manning, without being forced to observe how his
faith in the infallibility of the present Church makes him
impenetrable to all arguments. Suppose, for example, the
question in dispute is the Pope’s personal infallibility, and
that you object to him the case of Honorius: he replies, At
most you could make out that it is dowd/ful whether Honorius
was orthodox; but it is cerfain that a Pope could not be a
heretic. Well, you reply, at least the case of Honorius shows
that the Church of the time supposed that a Pope could be a
heretic. Not so, he answers, for the Church now holds that
a Pope speaking ex cathedra cannot err, and the Church could
not have taught differently at any other time.

Thus, as long as anyone really believes in the infallibility
of his Church, he is proof against any argument you can ply
him with. Conversely, when faith in this principle is shaken,
belief in some other Roman Catholic doctrine is sure also to
be disturbed ; for there are some of these doctrines in respect
of which nothing but a very strong belief that the Roman
Church cannot decide wrongly will prevent a candid inquirer
from coming to the conclusion that she has decided wrongly.
This simplification, then, of the controversy realizes for us
the wish of the Roman tyrant that all his enemies had but one
neck. If we can but strike one blow, the whole battle is won.

If the vital importance of this question of Infallibility had
not been sufficiently evident from a priori’ considerations, I
should have been convinced of it from the history of the
Roman Catholic controversy as it has been conducted in my
own lifetime. When I first came to an age to take lively
interest in the subject Dr. Newman and his coadjutors were
publishing, in the Z7racts for the Times, excellent refutations
of the Roman doctrine on Purgatory and on some other impor-
tant points. A very few years afterwards, without making
the smallest attempt to answer their own arguments, these
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men went over to Rome, and bound themselves to believe
and teach as true things which they had themselves proved
to be false. The accounts which those who went over in
that movement gave of their reasons for the change show
surprising indifference to the ordinary topics of the contro-
versy, and in some cases leave us only obscurely to discern
why they went at all. It was natural that many who witnessed
the sudden collapse of the resistance which had been offered
to Roman Catholic teaching should conclude that it had
been a sham fight all along; but this was unjust. It rather
resembled what not unfrequently occurs in the annals of
warfare when, after entrenchments have been long and
obstinately assaulted without success, some great general
bas taken up a position which has caused them to be eva-
cuated without a struggle.

While the writers of the Z7rac/s were assailing with success
different points of Roman teaching, they allowed themselves
to be persuaded that Christ must have provided His people
with some infallible guide to truth; and they accepted the
Church of Rome as that guide, with scarcely an attempt to
make a careful scrutiny of the grounds of her pretensions, and
merely because, if she were not that guide, they knew not
where else to findit. Thus, when they were beaten on the one
question of Infallibility, their victories on other points availed
them nothing.

Perhaps those who then submitted to the Church of Rome
scarcely realized all that was meant in their profession of faith
in their new guide. They may have thought it meant no more
than belief that everything the Church of Rome then taught
was infallibly true. Events soon taught them that it meant
besides that they must believe everything that that Church
might afterwards teach; and ber subsequent teaching put so
great a strain on the faith of the new converts, that'in a few
cases it was more than it could bear.

The idea that the doctrine of the Church of Rome is always
the same is one which no one of the present day can hold
without putting an enormous strain on his understanding. It
used to be the boast of Romish advocates that the teaching of
their Church was unchangeable. Heretics, they used to say,

cz
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show by their perpetual alterations that they never have had
hold of the truth. They move the ancient landmarks without
themselves foreseeing whither their new principles will lead
them; and so after a while, discovering their position to be
untenable, they vainly try by constant changes to reduce their
system to some semblance of consistency. Our Church,
on the contrary, they said, ever teaches the same doctrine
which has been handed down from the Apostles, and has since
been taught ‘ everywhere, always, and by all.” Divines of our
Church used to expose the falsity of this boast by comparing
the doctrine now taught in the Church of Rome with that
taught in the Church of early times, and thus established by
historical proof that a change had occurred. But now the
matter has been much simplified; for no laborious proof is
‘necessary to show that that is not unchangeable which has
changed under our very eyes. The rate of change is not like
that of the hour-hand of a watch, which you must note at some
considerable intervals of time in order to see that there has
been a movement, but rather like that of the second-hand,
which you can actually see moving.

The first trial of the faith of the new converts was the
definition of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception, in 1854,
when a doctrine was declared to be the universal ancient

- tradition of the Church, on which eminent divines had notori-
ously held different opinions, so much so, that this diversity
had been accounted for by Bishop Milner and other contro- ;

versialists by the assertion that neither Scripture nor tradition

contained anything on the subject. i

The manner of that decree, intended to bind the universal |
Church, was remarkable. It was not a vote of a council. |
Bishops, indeed, had been previously consulted, and bishops |
were assembled to hear the decision; but the decision rested on i
the authority of the Pope alone. It was correctly foreseen that
what was then done was intended to establish a precedent. I
remember then how the news came that the Pope proposed to

assemble a council, and how those who had the best right to

know predicted that this council was to terminate the long con-

troversy as to the relative superiority of Popes and councils, |

by owning the personal infallibility of the Pope, and so making |
\
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it unnecessary that any future council should be held. This
announcement created the greatest ferment in the Roman
Catholic Church ; and those who passed for the men of highest
learning in that communion, and who had been wont to be
most relied on, when learned Protestants were to be combated,
opposed with all their might the contemplated definition, as
an entire innovation on the traditional teaching of the Church,
and as absolutely contradicted by the facts of history. These
views were shared by Dr. Newman. His own inclinations had
not favoured any extravagant cult of the Virgin Mary, and he
was too well acquainted with Church History not to know
that the doctrine of her Immaculate Conception was a complete
novelty, unknown to early times, and, when first put forward,
condemned by some of the most esteemed teachers of the
Church. But when the Pope formally promulgated that
doctrine as part of the essential faith of the Church, he had
submitted in silence. When, however, it was proposed to
declare the Pope’s personal infallibility, this was a doctrine
so directly in the teeth of history, that Newman made no
secret of his persuasion that the authoritative adoption of it
would be attended with ruinous consequences to his Church,
by placing what seemed an insuperable obstacle to any man of
learning entering her fold. He wrote in passionate alarm to
an English Roman Catholic bishop (Ullathorne): ¢ Why,’ he
said, ‘should an aggressive insolent faction be allowed *to
make the heart of the just sad, whom the Lord hath not made
sorrowful” 7 Why cannot we be let alone when we have
pursued peace and thought no evil ? I assure you, my Lord,
some of the truest minds are driven one way and another, and
do not know where to rest their feet—one day determining to
give up all theologyas a bad job, and recklesslyto believe hence-’
forth almost that the Pope is impeccable, at another tempted to
believe all the worst which a book like Janus says: ... Then,
again, think of the store of Pontifical scandals in the history
of eighteen centuries, which have partly been poured forth and
partly are still to come. . . And then, again, the blight which
is falling upon the multitude of Anglican ritualists, &c., who
themselves perhaps—at least their leaders—may never become
Catholics, but who are leavening the various English denomi-
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nations and parties far beyond their own range, with principles
and sentiments tending towards their ultimate absorption
with the Catholic Church. With these thoughts ever before
me, I am continually asking myself whether I ought not to make
my feelings public: but all I do is to pray those early doctors
of the Church, whose intercession would decide the matter
(Augustine, Ambrose, and Jerome, Athanasius, Chrysostom,
and Basil), to avert this great calamity. Ifitis God’s will
that the Pope’s infallibility be defined, then it is God’s will to
throw back the ‘‘times and moments’ of that triumph which He
has destined for His kingdom ; and I shall feel that I have
but to bow my head to His adorable inscrutable Providence.’ #

Abundant proof that the new dogma had, until then, been
no part of the faith of the Church, was furnished by von
Déllinger at the time deservedly reputed to be the most learned
man in the Roman communion, and amongst others by two
Munich professors, who, under the name of Janus, published
a work containing a mass of historical proofs of the novelty
of the proposed decree. These arguments were urged by
able bishops at the Vatican Council itself. But the Pope
carried out his project in the teeth of historical demon-
stration. A few of the most learned of the protesters against
the new dogma refused to recognize the doctrine thus defined
as that of the Catholic Church, and formed a schism, calling

¢ Letter published ¢ by permission’ in the Standard, April 7, 1870.
See Letters of Quirinus, authorized translation, p. 356.

I have been reminded that Newman, in his letter to the Duke of Norfolk,
written five years later, speaks of himself as ‘accepting as a dogma what
he had ever held as a truth’; and I suppose that this word ever’, if not
to be understood quite literally, at least means that at the time he wrote
his letter to Bishop Ullathorne, he believed the doctrine of the Pope's
Infallibility to be a truth. But a reader of that letter may be pardoned
for not suspecting this. 'Who could imagine that such panic apprehen~
sions as the letter exhibits was caused by alarm at the intelligence that
the writer was about to receive the highest assurance that what he had
ever believed to be true really was true, and that this truth was about to
be published to the world with such authority that thenceforth it would be
inexcusable to doubt it? It was natural to attach significance to the fact
that the words of Ezekiel should rise to Newman's mind: ¢ With les ye
have made the heart of the righteous sad,’ and natural to sup‘pose that it
was only politeness which withheld him from quoting them in full.

No one who has read my lecture with any attention will need to be told
that I never meant to impute to Newman insincerity in his professions of



in] THE OLD CATHOLICS. 23

themselves ¢ Old Catholics’. But the bulk of the people had
no inclination to trouble themselves with historical investiga-
tions, and accepted, without inquiry, what their rulers were
pleased to offer them ; and a number of the eminent men, who
had not only denied the truth of the new dogma, but had
proved its falsity to the satisfaction of every reasoning man,
finding no other choice open to them, unless they abandoned
every theory as to the infallibility of the Church which they had
previously maintained, and unless they joined a schism which,
as vas foreseen at the time, and as the event proved, would be
insgnificant in numbers, preferred to eat their words, and to
prefess faith in what it is difficult to understand how they
could in their hearts have had any real belief.

I own, the first impression produced by this history is one
of discouragement. It seems hopeless to waste research or
argument on men who have shown themselves determined
not to be convinced. What hope is there that argument of
mine can convince men who are not convinced by their own
irguments ? As long as there was a chance of saving their

» <hurch from committing herself to a decision in the teeth of
aistory, they struggled to avert the calamity; showing by
irefragable arguments that the early Church never regarded
the Pope to be infallible, and that different Popes had made
decisions glaringly false. But having clearly shown that

belief. What I have been speaking of all through is the effect of the
reception of the doctrine of Infallibility—not on men's profession, but on
their beliefs. External force may frighten a man into altering his outward
profession, but has no effect on his inward belief. But if he comes to
persuade himself of the existence of a guide incapable of leading him
wrong, he is ready to surrender his j\revlous beliefs in deference to that
authority, to accept as true what he had before proved to be false, and tore-
nounce as false what he had before proved to be true: even though he can
point ont no flaw in his previous demonstrations, and though he might find
1t hard toexplain whyhe was not as liable to error in the process by which he
persuaded himself of the infallibility of his guide as in his earlier reasonings.

Newman's letter to Ullathorne, however, serves to illustrate what a
different thing is the belief into which a man persuades himself in def.
erence to authority from that which is the result of his own investigations.
The former we have seen to be a thing which winces when it is pressed
too hard, and which the holder shrinks from pressing upon others.
This, in my opinion, does not deserve to be called real belief, though, no
doubt, it may grow into it, when in process of time the opposing argu-
ments come to be forgotten.
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black was not white, no sooner had authority declared that it
was, than they professed themselves ready to believe it.

But though it is, on the first view, disappointing that oar
adversaries should withdraw themselves into a position
seemingly inaccessible to argument, it is really, as I shall
presently show, a mark of our success that they have ben
driven from the open field, and forced to betake themseves
into this fortress. And we have every encouragement to
follow them, and assault their citadel, which is now tleir
last refuge.

In other words, it has now become more clear than ever
that the whole Roman Catholic controversy turns on the de-
cision of the one question—the Infallibility of the Chur:h.
We have just seen how the admission of this principle car.
force men to surrender their most deep-rooted beliefs, whict
they had maintained with the greatest heat, and to the asser-
tion of which they had committed themselves most strongly
They surrendered these beliefs solely in deference to externa
authority, though themselves unable to see any flaw in thd*
arguments which had persuaded them of the truth of themw
And I must say that, in making this surrender, they were
better and more consistent Roman Catholics than von D&l
linger and his friends, who refused to eat their words and-
turn their back on their own arguments. For all their lives
long they had condemned the exercise of private judgment,
and had insisted on the necessity of submitting to the au-
thority of the Church. Now, if you accept the Church’s
teaching just so long as it agrees with what you, on other
grounds, persuade yourselves to be true, and reject it as soon
as it differs from your own judgment, that is not real sub-
mission to the authority of the Church. You do not take a
man as a guide, though you may be travelling along a road in
his company, if you are willing to part company if he should
make a turn of which you disapprove. It matters not what
Romish doctrines the German Old Catholic party may
continue to hold. They may believe Transubstantiation,
Purgatory, Invocation of Saints, and more. But from the
moment they ventured to use their reason, and reject a
dogma propounded to them by their Church, they were
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really Protestants; they had adopted the great principle of
Protestantism. And so, at the time of the formation of the
Old Catholic party, I expressed my fears in a lecture here
that its members would be able to find no home in the Roman
Church. My fears, I say, for I count it a thing to be regretted
that that Church, by casting out her most learned and most
enlightened members, should lose all chance of recovering
the truth by reform from within.

If, however, there could ever be a case where men should
be constrained by a reductio ad absurdum to abandon a prin-
ciple they had held, but which had been shown to lead to
consequences certainly false, it was when the men of the
Old Catholic party found that if they were to go on main-
taining the infallibility of their Church, they must also assert
that she never had changed her doctrine. If, previous to the
Vatican Council, the Church of Rome had known the doc-
trine of the Pope’s personal infallibility to be true, she had,
somehow or another, so neglected to teach it, that though it
is a doctrine relating to the very foundation of her religious
system, her priests and bishops had been ignorant that it
was any part of her teaching. The Infallibilist party at
Rome had been obliged, at an early stage of their exertions,
to get placed on the Prohibitory Index, Bailly’s work on
Theology, which had been used as a text-book at Maynooth.
Would not any Roman Catholic say that the Church of Ire-
land had changed her doctrine if the text-books which you
use here were not only removed from your course, but if the
Irish bishops published a declaration that these books, in
which their predecessors had been wont to examine candi-
dates for orders, contained erroneous doctrine, and were on
that account unfit to be read by our people ?

Again, the effect of the Vatican Council was to necessitate
great changes in controversial catechisms. One might think
that the clergymen who might be supposed best acquainted
with the doctrines of their Church are those who are selected
to conduct controversy with opponents. In our Church,
indeed, anyone may engage in controversy at his own discre-
tion, and need not necessarily be the most learned or wisest
of our body; but the controversial catechisms of the Roman
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Church are only issued with the permission of the writer's
superiors, and therefore their statements as to Roman Ca-
tholic doctrine may be supposed to tell what the best in-
formed members of the communion believe that she teaches.
Now, it had been a common practice with Roman Catholic
controversial writers, when pressed with objections against
the doctrine of the personal infallibility of the Pope, to
repudiate that doctrine altogether, and to declare it to be
a Protestant misrepresentation to assert that it was taught by
their Church.

I may afterwards have occasion to say something about
books which circulated in America, but will now mention
one to which my own attention happened to be specially
drawn. The controversial book which, thirty years ago, was
most relied on in this country was ¢ Keenan’s Catechism,’ a
book published with the imprimatur of Scotch Roman Ca-
tholic bishops, and recommended also by Irish prelates.
This book contained the following question and answer:—

¢ Q. Must not Catholics believe the Pope in himself to be infallible ?

*A. This is a Protestant invention: it is no article of the Catholic
faith: no decision of his can oblige, under pain of heresy, unless it be
received and enforced by the teaching body ; that is, by the bishops of the
Church.’

About 1869 or 1870 I had a visit from an English clergy-
man, who, for reasons of health, resided chiefly on the Con-
tinent, and, mixing much with Roman Catholics, took great
interest in the controversy which was then agitating their
Church. I showed him the question and answer in ¢ Keenan’s
Catechism’; and he was so much interested by them, that he
" bought some copies of the book to present to his friends
abroad. A couple of years later he visited Ireland again,
and purchased some more copies of ‘Keenan’; but this
question and answer had then disappeared. He presented
me then with the two copies I have here. To all appearance
they are identical in their contents. From the title-page, as
it appears on the paper cover of each, the two books appear
to be both of the twenty-first thousand; but when we open
the books, we find them further agreeing in the singular
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feature, that there is another title-page which describes each
as of the twenty-fourth thousand. But at page 112 the ques-
tion and answer which I have quoted are to be found in the
one book, and are absent from the other. It is, therefore,
impossible now to maintain that the faith of the Church of
Rome never changes, when it is notorious that there is
something which is now part of her faith which those who
had a good right to know declared was no part of her faith
twenty years ago.*

I will not delay to speak of many changes in Roman
teaching consequent on the definition of Papal Infallibility;
but you can easily understand that there are a great many
statements officially made by several Popes which, inasmuch
as they rested on papal authority alone, learned Roman
Catholics had formerly thought themselves at liberty to re-
ject, but which must now be accepted as articles of faith.
But what I wish now to speak of is, that the forced confes-
sion of change, at least by way of addition, in Roman teach-
ing has necessitated a surrender of the principles on which
her system had formerly been defended; and this was what
I had specially in mind when I spoke of the fortress of Infal-
libility as the last refuge of a beaten army, who, when driven
from this, must fall into total rout.

The first revolt against Romanism took place when the
Bible was made easily accessible. When, by means of trans-

¢ In reply to the above it has been said that it has been customary with
heretics to accuse the Church of changing her doctrine whenever she finds
it necessary, for the first time, to pass condemnation on some newly in.
vented heresy; and that if the Church of Rome can fairly be accused of
baving changed her doctrine at the Vatican Council, the Church of the
fourth century may, with equal fairness, be accused of having chan
her doctrine at the Council of Nicea. But in order to make the parallel
a just one, it would be necessary to show that all through the first three
<enturies it had been a permissible opinion in the Christian Church to hold
¢bat our Blessed Lord was not truly and properly God : and further that,
when heathen assailants had accused the Ehurch of worshipping Christ as
{iod, it had been customary with Christian apologists to answer, *this
is 2 heathen invention ; the%hxistian Church has never regarded Christ as
‘God in the highest sense of the word.’ If such a defence had been made
the ablest of the Christian advocates, and if their apologies had been
<irculated with the approbation of all the leading bishops, then it would
have been impossible to resist the Arian allegation that the Council of
Nicaa had innovated on the ancient faith of the Church.
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lations printed in the vulgar languages of Europe, a know-
ledge of the New Testament became general, men could not

L.

b

et

help taking notice that the Christianity then taught by the : .,

Church was a very different thing from that which was
preached by the Apostles, and that a host of doctrines were
taught as necessary to salvation by the modern Church, of
which, as far as we could learn from the Bible, the early
Church knew nothing. Whether the doctrines of Romanism
can be proved from the Bible is a matter which you can
judge for yourselves; but if there is any doubt about it, that
doubt is removed by watching the next stage of the contro-
versy. The Roman Catholic advocates ceased to insist that
the doctrines of the Church could be deduced from Scripture ;
but the theory of some early heretics, refuted by Irenzus®*
was revived, namely, that the Bible does not contain the
whole of God’s revelation, and that a body of traditional
doctrine existed in the Church equally deserving of venera-
tion.

At this time, however, all parties were agreed that through
our Lord and His Apostles a revelation unique in the his-
tory of the world had been made to mankind. All parties
imagined that it was the truths then made known, neither
more nor less, that the Church was to preserve and teach.
All parties agreed that the Holy Scriptures might be im-
plicitly depended on as an inspired record of these truths.
The main difference was as to how far the Bible record of
them could be regarded as complete. Things were taught
and practised in the Roman Church for which the Bible fur-
nished no adequate justification; and the Roman advocates.

® ¢When they [the Valentinian heretics] are confuted from the Scrip-
tures they turn round and accuse these same Scriptures as if they were not
correct, nor of authority, for that they are ambiguously worded, and that
the truth cannot be discovered from them by those who are ignorant of
tradition. For they say that the truth was not delivered in writing but
véva voce ; wherefore Paul also declared ¢ We speak wisdom among them
that are perfect, but not the wisdom of this world*’’ (Irenseus iii. c. 2.)
And to make the analogy complete, Irensus goes on to complain that
when the Church met these heretics on their own ground of tradition,
then they had recourse to a theory of development claiming to be then
in possession of purer doctrine than that which the Aposges had been
content to teach.
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insisted that, though the Bible contained truth, it did not
<contain the whole truth, and that the Church was able, by
her traditions, to supplement the deficiencies of Scripture,
having in those traditions a secure record of apostolic teach-
ing on many points on which the Bible contained only
obscure indications, or even gave no information at all.
This Roman assertion might be met in two ways. Many,
probably the majority, of the Protestants refused to listen at
all to doctrines said to be binding on their faith, and not
asserted to be taught in Scripture; and we shall afterwards
see that they had the sanction of several of the most eminent
Fathers for thinking that what was asserted without the
authority of Holy Scripture might be ¢despised as freely as
approved.”® But there were champions of our Church who
met the Roman case in another way. They declared that, as
they had been convinced by historical proof that the books
of the New Testament were written by Apostles or apos-
tolical men, so they had no objection to examine whether
similar historic proof could be given of the apostolic origin
of any of the peculiar doctrines of Romanism. '
Bellarmine, indeed, had given as one of his rules for
knowing whether or not the proof of a Church doctrine
rested on tradition,} that if a doctrine taught by the Church
could not be proved by Scripture, it must be proved by tra-
dition ; for the Church could not teach wrong; and so the
doctrine must be proved either in the one way or the other.
But it would be too much to expect from us that we should
admit a failure of Scripture proof to constitute in itself a
proof by tradition. We have a right to ask, If the Church
learned that doctrine by tradition, where has that tradition
been recorded 7 Who are the ancient authors that mention
it? If the thing has been handed down from the Apostles
the Church of the first centuries must have believed or prac-
tised it : let us inquire, as we should in the case of any other
historical question, whether she did or not.
Bishop Jewel, in his celebrated challenge, enumerated

¢ Hieron. in Matt, xxiii,
1 De verbo Dei, iv. 9.

-
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twenty-seven points of the Roman Catholic teaching of h.s:
day, and declared that if any learned man of our adversaries;
or all the learned men that be alive, were able to bring any},
one sufficient sentence out of any old Catholic Doctor or
Father, or General Council, or Holy Scripture, or any one
example in the Primitive Church, whereby it might be clearly
and plainly proved that any of them was taught for the first
600 years, then he would be content to yield and subscribe.
Not, of course, that Jewel meant that a single instance of a
doctrine being taught during the first six centuries was
enough to establish its truth, but he meant to express his
strong conviction that in the case of the twenty-seven doc-
trines he enumerated no such instance could be produced.

I do not wonder that many Protestants looked on this
historic method as a very perilous way of meeting the claims
of Romanism. In the first place, it deserted the ground of
Scripture, on which they felt sure of victory, for that of his-
tory, on which success might be doubtful ; and, in the second
place, it needed no learned apparatus to embark on the
Scripture controversy. Any intelligent layman might satisfy
himself what amount of recognition was given to a doctrine
in the Bible; but the battle on the field of history could only
be fought by learned men, and would go on out of sight of
ordinary members of the Church, who would be quite incom-
petent to tell which way the victory had gone.

When two opposing generals meet in battle, and both send
home bulletins of victory,and 7¢ Deums are sung in churches
on both sides, we, who sit at home, may find it hard to un-
derstand which way the battle has gone. But if we look at
the map, and see where the next battle is fought, and if we
find that one general is making * for strategic reasons’ a con-
stant succession of movements towards the rear, and that he
ends by completely evacuating the country he at first un-
dertook to defend, then we may suspect that his glorious
victories were perhaps not quite so brilliant as he had repre-
sented them to be. And so, when the Church of England
champions left the plain ground of Scripture, and proceeded
to interchange quotations from the Fathers, plain men, out
of whose sight the battle now went, might be excused for
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each side. But when they find that the heads of the Roman

Catholikc, it was necessary for him in some way to reconcile
this ste\p with the proofs he had previously given that cer-
tain distinctive Romish doctrines were unknown to the early
Church. The historical arguments he had advanced in his
Anglican days were incapable of refutation even by himself.
But it being hopeless to maintain that the present teaching
of Roman Catholics is identical with the doctrine held in the
primitive Church, he set himself to show that though not the
same, it was a great deal better. This is the object of the
celebrated Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine,
which he published simultaneously with his submission to
the Roman Church. The theory expounded in it in substance
is, that Christ had but committed to His Church certain seeds
and germs of truth, destined afterwards to expand to definite
forms: consequently, that our Lord did not intend that the
teaching of His Church should be always the same; but or-
dained that it should go on continually improving under the
guidance of His Holy Spirit. This theory was not altogether
new. Not to speak of earlier anticipations of it, it had been
maintained, not many years previously, by the German divine,
Mahler, in his work called Symdolik ; and this mode of de-
fending the Roman system had been adopted in the theo-
logical lectures of Perrone, Professor in the Jesuit College at
Rome. But Newman's book had the effect of making the
theory popular to an extent it had never been before, and of
causing its general adoption by Romish advocates, who are
now content to exchange tradition, which their predecessors
had made the basis of their system, for this new foundation
of development. You will find them now making shameless
confession of the novelty of articles of their creed, and even
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development: I only mention it now because the st
this theory exhibits plainly the total rout which th
pions of the Roman Church experienced in the b
attempted to fight on the field of history. The t
development is, in short, an attempt to enable mg!

Suppose, for instance, we have made a strong proof thfat some
doctrine or practice of modern Romanisn was unkrhown to
the primitive Church, we might still find it difficult /to show
that this general proposition of ours admitted of aTolutely
no exception. Did no one ever in the first centuries feach or
practise the thing in dispute ? or, if not absolutely the same
thing, something like it 7 something only to be defehded on
the same principles, or which, if pushed to its logical conse-
quences, might justify the present state of things? Then the
argument is applied, Any practice which was tolerated in the
first age of the Church cannot be absolutely wrong, and
though it may have been in those days exceptional, still the
Church may, for reason that seems to her good, make it her
general rule now. And a doctrinal principle once acknow-
ledged, though it may be without its full import being known,
must now be accepted with all the logical consequences that
can be shown to be involved in it.

Thus, to take an example of a practice: it is not denied
that the refusal of the cup to the laity is absolutely opposed
to the custom of the Church for centuries; but it is thought
to be sufficient justification of Roman usage if we are unable
to prove that in the early ages absolutely no such thing ever
occurred as communion in one element without the other.
Or, to take an example of a doctrine, we inquire whether the
Church of the first three centuries thought it necessary to
seek for the intercession of the Virgin Mary, or thought it
right to pay her the extravagant honours which Roman
Catholics have now no scruple in bestowing on her. There
is no pretence of answering these questions in the affirma-
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tive. It is thought reply enough to ask in return, Did not
the ancient Church teach the fact of the intimate relation
that existed between the Blessed Virgin and the human
nature of our Lord? Surely yes, we confess, we acknow-
ledge that ourselves. Then, it is urged, the later Church is
entitled to draw out by legitimate inference all that it can
discover as to the privileges which that intimate relation
must needs have conferred, even though the earlier Church
had been blind to them.

When Dr. Newman’s book appeared, I looked with much
curiosity to see whether the heads of the Church to which he
was joining himself would accept the defence made by their
new convert, the book having been written before he had
yet joined them. For, however great the ingenuity of this
defence, and whatever important elements of truth it might
contain, it seemed to be plainly a complete abandonment of
the old traditional theory of the advocates of Rome.

The old theory was that the teaching of the Church had
never varied. Scripture proof of the identity of her present
teaching with that of the Apostles might fail; but tradition
could not fail to prove that what the Church teaches now she
had also taught from the beginning. Thus, for example, the
Council of Trent, in the celebrated decree passed in its fourth
Session, in which it laid the foundation of its whole method
of proceeding, clearly taught that all saving truth and moral
discipline had been delivered either by the mouth of Christ
Himself, or by His inspired Apostles, and had since been
handed down either in the Scriptures, or in continuous
unwritten tradition; and the Council, in particular decrees
passed subsequently, claimed for its teaching to have been
what the Church had always taught.* No phrase has been
more often on the lips of Roman controversialists than that
which described the faith of the Church as what was held
‘everywhere, always, and by all’.t Bishop Milner, in his
well-known work, of which I shall have more to say in an-

¢ So for example in the decree concerning matrimony (Sess. xxiv.),
* Sancti patres nostri, et concilia, et universalis ecclesiae traditio semper
docuerunt.’

t Vincent, Lirin. Commonitorium, c. 3.

D
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other lecture, The End of Religious Controversy, writes: It is
a fundamental maxim never to admit any tenet but such as
is believed by all the bishops, and was believed by their
predecessors up fo the Apostles themselves.” ¢The constant
language of the Church is nil innovetur, nil nisi guod traditum
esf. Such and such is the sense of Scripture, such and
such is the doctrine of her predecessors, the Pastors of the
Church, since the time of the Apostles.” Dr. Wiseman said :
‘We believe that no new doctrine can be introduced into
the Church, but that every doctrine which we hold has
existed and been taught in it ever since the time of the
Apostles, having been handed down by them to their suc-
cessors.'*

It is worth while to call attention to another point in the
decree of the Council of Trent to which I referred just now,
namely, the value it attached to the consent of the Fathers as
a decisive authority in the interpretation of Scripture. The
veneration for the Fathers so solemnly expressed at Trent
has been handed down as an essential part of popular Ro-
manism. Let the most unlearned Romanist and an equally
unlearned Protestant get into a discussion, and let the
Fathers be mentioned, and you may probably hear their
authority treated with contempt by the Protestant, but as-
suredly it will be treated as decisive by the Romanist. Now,
this making the authority of the Fathers the rule and mea-
sure of our judgment is absolutely inconsistent with the
theory of Development. In every progressive science the
latest authority is the best. Take mathematics, which is in
its nature as immutable as any théory can represent theology
to be, and in which what has once been proved to be true
can never afterwards come into question ; yet even there the
older authors are only looked into as a matter of curiosity, to
illustrate the history of the progress of the science, but have
no weight as authorities. We study the science from modern
books, which contain everything of value that the older
writers discovered—possibly may correct some mistakes of

¢ Wiseman, Moorfield Lectures, i. 60. London: 1847.



i.] BOSSUET AND JURIEU. 35

theirs, but certainly will contain much of which they were
ignorant. And, in like manner, anyone who holds the theory
of Development ought, in consistency, to put the writings of
the Fathers on the shelf as antiquated and obsolete. Their
teaching, judged by the standard of the present day, must
certainly be defective, and might even be erroneous. In
point of fact, there is scarcely one of the Fathers who does
not occasionally come into collision with modern Roman
teaching, and for whom it is not necessary to find apologies.
A good deal of controversial triumph took place when, by
the publication of certain expurgatorial indices, it was brought
to light that the Roman authorities regarded certain genuine
dicta of early Fathers as erroneous, and as needing correction.
But if the Development theory be true, it is only proper that
the inaccuracies of the time when Church teaching was im-
mature should be corrected by the light of fuller knowledge.
It follows that the traditional veneration of the Fathers in
the Roman Church is a witness of the novelty of the theory of
Development.

But, more than a century before Dr. Newman’s time, the
theory of Development had played its part in the Roman
Catholic controversy ; only then it was the Protestant com-
batant who brought that theory forward, and the Roman
Catholic who repudiated it. I shall have occasion in another
lecture to speak of the controversial work published by
Bossuet, who was accounted the most formidable champion
of the Church of Rome towards the end of the seventeenth
century. The thesis of his book called Hisfory of the Varia-
lions of the Protestant Churches was that the doctrine of the
true Church is always the same, whereas Protestants are at
variance with each other and with themselves. Bossuet was
replied to by a Calvinist minister named Jurieu. The line
Jurieu took was to dispute the assertion that the doctrine of
the true Church is always the same. He maintained the
doctrine of Development in its full extent, asserting that the
truth of God was only known by instalments (par parcelles),
that the theology of the Fathers was imperfect and fluc-
tuating, and that Christian theology has been constantly
going on towards perfection. He illustrated his theory by

D2 :
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examples of important doctrines, concerning which he al-
leged the teaching of the early Church to have been defective
or uncertain, of which it is enough here to quote that he
declared that the mystery of the Trinity, though of the last
importance, and essential to Christianity, remained, ‘as
everyone knows,’ undeveloped (informe) down to the first
Council of Nicza, and even down to that of Constantinople.
Bossuet, in replying, had the embarrassment, if he felt it as
such, that a learned divine of his own Church and nation—
the Jesuit Petau, whose name is better known under its
Latinized form, Petavius—had, in his zeal to make Church
authority the basis of all religious knowledge, made very
similar assertions concerning the immaturity of the teaching
of the early Fathers. Plainly, if Jurieu could establish his
case, the whole foundation of Bossuet’s great controversial
work would be swept away. It would be impossible to taunt
Protestants because their teaching had not been always the
same, if it must be confessed that the same thing must be
said of the Church in every age. But it would be unjust to
imagine that Bossuet was actuated merely by controversial
ardour in the indignant and passionate outcry which he
raised against Jurieu's theory, or to doubt that that theory
was deeply painful and shocking to him on account of its
aspersion on the faith of the early Church. He declared the
statement that the mystery of the Trinity remained unde-
veloped down to the Council of Nicza to be a horrible libel
(flétrissure) on Christianity, to be language which could only
have been expected from the mouth of a Socinian. He
appealed to the contemporary work of our own divine,
Bishop Bull (Defensio Fidei Nicenz), in which the doctrine
of Nicea was established by the testimony of ante-Nicene
Fathers, a work for which Bossuet had communicated the
thanks of himself and his clergy. He declared it to be
the greatest of errors to imagine that the faith of the Church
only developed itself as heresies arose, and as she made
explicit decisions concerning them. And he reiterated his
own thesis, that the faith of the Church, as being a Divine
work, had its perfection from the first, and had never varied ;
and that the Church never pronounced any judgments, ex-
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cept by way of propounding the faith of the past.® Tle
name of Bossuet is, for reasons of which I shall speak on
another day, not popular with the Ultramontane party now
dominant in the Roman Church; but there is no doubt that,
in his day, he was not only the accredited champion of that
Church, but the most successful in gaining converts from
Protestantism. It seems, then, a very serious matter if the
leading authorities in the Roman Church have now to own
that, in the main point at issue between Bossuet and Jurieu,
the Calvinist minister was in the right, and their own cham-
pion in the wrong.

Now, in Newman's Essay on Development, everything that
bad been said by Jurieu or by Petavius as to the immaturity
of the teaching of the early Fathers is said again, and said
more strongly. He begins by owning the unserviceableness
of St. Vincent’s maxim: ‘Quod semper, quod ubique, quod
ab omnibus’. He confesses that it is impossible by means of
that maxim (unless, indeed, a very forced interpretation be
put upon it) to establish the articles of Pope Pius’s creed; in
other words, impossible to show that these articles were any
part of the faith of the early Church. But he urges that the
same thing may be said of the Athanasian Creed, and he
proceeds to try to pick holes in the proofs Bishop Bull had
given of the orthodoxy of the ante-Nicene Fathers. So he
declares that we need some new hypothesis for the defence of
the Athanasian Creed, for which purpose he offers his theory
of Development; and then he says that we must not com-
plain if the same defence proves to be equally good for the
creed of Pope Pius.

I can remember my own astonishment at this line of de-
fence, and my wonder how it would be accepted by Roman
Catholic authorities. There appeared to be signs that it
would be received with disfavour; for Brownson’s Quarferly
Review, the leading organ of American Romanism, published
a series of articles severely criticizing the book, as abandon-
ing the ground on which Roman doctrine had previously

¢ The statements in the text are taken from Bossuet’s Prémier avertisse-
ment aux Protestants.
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been defended, giving up, as it did, the principles that the
Church taught nothing but what had been revealed, and that
the revelation committed to the Church had been perfect
from the first.

But when I was simple enough to expect that Roman
Catholic divines generally would thus repudiate a work in-
consistent with what their teachers had constantly main-
tained, I failed to notice what a temptation Newman offered
by freeing the defenders of Romanism at once from a multi-
tude of controversies in which they felt they were getting the
worst. He evacuated all the difficult posts which they had
been struggling to maintain, and promised that the captors
should gain nothing by taking them, for that he had built
inside them an impregnable wall of defence. Just imagine
what a comfort it must have been to a poor Roman Catholic
divine who had been making a despairing struggle to refute,
let us say, the Protestant assertion that the Church of the
first three centuries knew nothing of the Invocation of the
Blessed Virgin, to be told that he need have no scruple in
granting all that his opponents had asserted. Dr. Newman
himself, disclaiming the doctrine that the Invocation of the
Virgin is necessary to salvation, says (Letter o Pusey, p. 111):
¢ If it were so, there would be grave reasons for doubting of
the salvation of St. Chrysostom or St. Athanasius, or of the
primitive martyrs. Nay, I should like to know whether St.
Augustine, in all his voluminous writings invokes her once.’
But he holds (p. 63) that, though ‘we have no proof that
Athanasius himself had any special devotion to the Blessed
Virgin’, yet, by teaching the doctrine of our Lord’s Incarna-
tion, ‘he laid the foundations on which that devotion was to
rest’.

Similarly, if perplexed by troublesome proofs that early
Fathers were ignorant of the doctrine of purgatorial fire, or of
the religious use of images, or of the supremacy of the Pope,
what a comfort to be told, You may safely answer, ¢ Quite
true: these doctrines had not been revealed to the conscious-
ness of the Church of that age’ ;—nay, to be told that he need
not quarrel with Arian representations of the doctrine of the
ante-Nicene Fathers, but might say, * Quite true : the Church
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did not learn to speak accurately on this subject until after
the Council of Nicza.” The enlightened Roman Catholic of
the new school may take the same view that a dispassionate
infidel might have taken about the controversy which An-
glicans and old-school Roman Catholics had been waging as
to which of them held the doctrines originally revealed by
Christ and taught by his Apostles. An infidel might say,
‘ Neither of you. The doctrines taught by Jesus of Nazareth
have been since incorporated with a number of elements
derived from different sources, and the Christianity of the
first century is not like what is taught by anyone in the
nineteenth.’

Thus, you will see that the doctrine of Development con-
cedes not only all that a Protestant, but even all that an
infidel might ask. I purpose, in a subsequent lecture, to say
something more in reference to this doctrine. At present
my main object has been to show the primary importance of
the question of Infallibility, which has really swallowed up
all other controversies. It is inevitable, indeed, that other
branches of the controversy should have a tendency to die
out when a candid Roman Catholic is forced to concede
what his opponents assert. An unlearned Protestant per-
ceives that the doctrine of Rome is not the doctrine of the
Bible. A learned Protestant adds that neither is it the doc-
trine of the primitive Church. These assertions are no longet
denied, as in former days. Putting the concessions made us
at the lowest, it is at least owned that the doctrine of Rome
is as unlike that of early times as an oak is unlike an acorn,
or a butterfly unlike a caterpillar. The unlikeness is ad-
mitted: and the only question remaining is whether that
unlikeness is absolutely inconsistent with substantial iden-
tity. In other words, it is owned that there has been a
change, and the question is whether we are to call it develop-
ment or corruption.

But you must carefully observe that the doctrine of Deve-
lopment would be fatal to the Roman Catholic cause if sepa-
rated from the doctrine of the Infallibility of the Church.
Withoat the latter doctrine the former, as I have already
pointed out, leads to Protestantism or to infidelity rather than
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Romanism. In fact, the motto of the doctrine of Develop-
ment is warépwyv péy’ dpelvoves elxéued® elvar—* We are much
wiser men than our fathers’. Well, surely, in many respects
that is the case. Why, then, may not Protestants claim a
right to revise erroneous decisions made in days when
learning was asleep and science did not exist 7 Submission
to the supremacy of Rome in Europe was mainly brought
about by the circulation of documents which no one now
pretends to be genuine. Why should not an age learned
enough to detect these forgeries reject also the doctrine
which was founded on them? Or, take another Roman
doctrine, that of Transubstantiation. It was built up in the
middle ages, and founded on a scholastic theory of substance
and accidents which modem philosophy rejects. Why is
the building to remain, when its foundation is discovered to
be rotten? So much for the doctrine of Development in
Protestant hands; while, in infidel it leads to the improving
away of religion altogether. We, being wiser men than our
fathers, can dispense with superstitions that amused them.
And against Protestants, at least, Romanists gain nothing
by appealing to God’s promises to be ever with His Church,
and to give His Spirit to guide it into truth, and thence
inferring that such as His Church is, such her Founder in-
tended it to become. But this principle, ¢ Whatever is is
right,’ has to encounter the difficulty that Protestantism s :
Why should not it be right? Was it only in Rome that
Christianity was to develop itself 7 Was it not also to do so
in Germany and England ? Has God’s Holy Spirit only a
local operation, and is it to be supposed that He had no
influence in bringing about the form in which Christ’s re-
ligion has shaped itself here? May it not be supposed, for
example, that He wisely ordained that the constitution of
His Church should receive modifications to adapt it to the
changing exigencies of society; that, in times when no
form of government but monarchy was to be seen anywhere,
it was necessary, if His Church was to make head success-
fully against the prevalent reign of brute force, that all its
powers should be concentrated in a single hand; but that
when, with the general spread of knowledge, men refused to
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give unreasoning submission to authority, and claimed the
right to exercise some judgment of their own in the conduct
of their affairs, the constitution of the Church needed to be
altered in order to bring it into harmony with the political
structure of modern society ?

The fact is, that the doctrine of Development has to en-
counter a great historical difficulty, which it can only remove
by an enormous assumption. The doctrine is, that Christ’s
original revelation contained seeds and germs of truths
destined, under the Divine guidance, to expand to a cer-
tain definite form. If this be true, that expansion would
take place wherever these germs were planted. It does not
depend on where a tree is planted, whether it springs up a
cedar or a bramble-bush, or whether it brings forth figs or
grapes. How is it, then, that all over the East that doctrine
which is the cardinal one of modern Romanism—the neces-
sity of union with the Chair of Peter—never made its appear-
ance; nay, that the direct opposite was held? And what
reason can be given for excluding from the list of divinely-
intended developments those which we Protestants have
made—as, for instance, the importance which we attach to
the exercise of private judgment, to the individual study of
Holy Scripture, to the right of each to approach the Throne
of Grace without any earthly mediator ? May it not be said
that it was the vitality which the teaching of the Holy Spirit
gave to the last doctrine, which has rescued Christianity from
assuming the form of some heathen superstitions, in which a
certain caste of men was imagined to understand the art of
conciliating the favour of the gods; to whose mediation,
therefore, the ordinary worshipper was to address himself,
religion being a matter which only his priests understood,
and which required no intellectual co-operation of his own ?

If we compare Protestant with Roman Catholic develop-
ments, we find, further, that Protestant developments are of
such a nature as to be made only in the fulness of time,
as the human intellect developed itself, and as science and
learning grew. There is no shame in a Church acknowledg-
ing herself to grow wiser with years, in such matters as these.
If the Church of Rome, for instance, were now wise enough
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to expel the text of the Three heavenly Witnesses from her
Vulgate, she could say in her defence that the science of
Biblical criticism was more advanced now than in the days
when this text was admitted. But, by what means are we to
suppose that the Roman Church acquired a knowledge of
historical facts concerning which there is no historical tradi-
tion? How has she come to be wiser now than the Church
of former ages, concerning the way in which the Blessed
Virgin was conceived 1900 years ago, or concerning the re-
moval of her body to heaven? If there had been any his-
torical tradition on these subjects, the Church would always
have known it. And is it likely that God has interfered to
make any special revelation on these subjects now, if He
saw there was no inconvenience in leaving His Church for so
many centuries without authentic information on such points ?

However, without further arguing the point whether Pro-
testant or Roman developments are the best, it is evident
that the doctrine of Development is a many-edged weapon.
There are Eastern developments and Western ones, Protestant
and Romish, even infidel developments: which is the right
one? The Romanist answers, The Church of Rome is infal-
lible; she alone has been commissioned to develop doctrine
the right way; all other developments are wrong. Let the
Romanist prove that, and he may use the doctrine of De-
velopment, if he then cares to do so; but it is quite plain
that without the doctrine of Roman Infallibility, the doc-
trine of Development is perfectly useless to a Romish
advocate.

But with the doctrine of Infallibility once proved, or
supposed to be so, the doctrine of Development becomes
needless; and Cardinal Manning, in particular, has quite got
beyond it. In my own time the aspect of Romanism has
changed so rapidly that this theory of Development, so
fashionable thirty years ago, has now dropped into the back-
ground. It was wanted while the Roman Catholic divines
were attempting to make some kind of battle on the field of
history. In those days it was still attempted to be maintained
that the teaching of the Church of the present day agrees
with that of the Church of early times: not indeed in form,
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but at least in suchwise that the former contains the germ of
the latter. Now, the idea-of testing the teaching of the
Church of the present day, by comparison either with Scrip-
ture or antiquity, is completely abandoned. Cardinal Manning
has profited by Plutarch’s story, that when Pericleswas puzzling
himself what account of his expenditure he should give the
Athenian people, he got the advice from Alcibiades that it
would be wiser of him to study how he could avoid giving any
account at all. The most thoroughgoing and most ignorant
Protestant cannot show greater indifference to the opinions
of the Fathers than does Cardinal Manning. If Dr. Manning
were asked whether St. Cyprian held the doctrine of the
Pope’s Supremacy, he might answer much in the same way
that, as the story goes, Mr. Spurgeon answered, when asked
whether St. Cyprian held the doctrine of Justification by
Faith. Either might say, ‘I don’t know, and I don’t much
care; but, for his own sake, I hope he did ; for if he didn’t,
so much the worse for him.” According to Manning, it is a
matter of unimportance Aow the Church is to be reconciled
with Scripture or antiquity, when once you understand that
the Church is the living voice of the same Being who inspired
Scripture, and who taught the ancient Church. To look for
one’s creed in Scripture and antiquity is, to Manning, as
great a heresy as to look for it in Scripture alone. Either
course makes the individual the judge or critic of Revelation.
The appeal to antiquity, says Manning, is both a treason and
a heresy. It is a treason, because it rejects the Divine voice
of the Church af tAis hour; and a heresy, because it denies
that voice to be divine.* According to Manning’s theory, it
is our duty to accept implicitly whatever the present Church
teaches, and to be sure that, however opposed this may seem
to what we find in Scripture or antiquity, we need not trouble
ourselves about the matter, and that the opposition can only
be apparent. According to this theory, then, all the prero-
gatives of Scripture are annulled : the dicta of Pius IX. and
Leo XIII. are as truly inspired by God’s Spirit, and are to
be received with as much reverence, as the utterances of

o Temporal Mission of the Holy Ghost, p. 226 : see also pp. 28, 203.
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Peter and Paul. Thus the function of the Church, in the
latest form of Romanism, is made to be not so much to guard
and hand down securely an original revelation as to be a
perpetual organ for making new revelations.®* Whenever a
new controversy arises, the Pope is divinely inspired to dis-
cemn its true solution, and to pronounce which of the parties
is in the right, and how far. In this way Manning’s party
have now got beyond the old Ultramontane doctrine of the
inerrancy of the Pope. This doctrine has been changed into
that of his divine perpetual inspiration,} giving him a power
of disclosing new truths as infallibly as Peter and Paul.
Dr. Pusey called this theory a kind of Llamaism, implying
as it does a kind of hypostatic union of the Holy Ghost with
each successive Pope.

I think I have made good my assertion, that the present
Roman Catholic position is one taken up in desperation by
men who have been driven from every other. And I will add
that they have taken it up with immense loss; for the few
whom they have gained from us do not make up for the
larger numbers, both in our communion and their own, whom
they have driven into infidelity.. In their assaults on Protes-
tantism they have freely made use of infidel arguments.
Their method has been that of some so-called Professors of
biology: first to bewilder and stupefy their patients, that they
may be ready to believe anything, and do anything, their
mesmerizer tells them. And it has happened that men who
have been thus driven to the verge of infidelity, when they
saw that abyss yawning before them, have eagerly clutched

® In theory the power of making new revelations is disclaimed, but in
practice there is no scruple about calling on the Church to believe new
truths : that is, to accept as true things previously disputed or unknown ;
and the claims of theory are supposed to ge satisfied by asserting, often in
direct o%posilion to evidence, that the revelation was not new, for that the
Church had always believed in accordance with the new ruling.

+ A Roman Catholic critic accuses me of forgetting here that ¢the
Catholic claim’ is not inspiration but only inemnﬂ'. I consider the latter
far the stronger word. In popularlanguage the word ‘inspired’ is sometimes
used in speaking of the works of a great genius who is not supposed to
be exempt from error, but no one can imagine the utterances of a natur-
ally fallible man to be guaranteed against possibility of error, unless he
believe that man to be speaking, not of his own mind, but as the inspired
organ of the Holy Spirit.
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at the only hand which they believed had power to save them
from it. But for one convert made in this way, many have
been spoiled in the making ; many, when offered the choice—
Ultramontanism or Infidelity—have taken the latter alterna-
tive. It is a very short way from the doctrine that Pius IX.
and Leo XIII. were as much inspired as Peter and Paul, to
the doctrine that Peter and Paul were no more inspired than
Pius or Leo.

According to the theory of our Church, the appearance of
Christ, and the founding of His Church, of which He made
the Apostles the first earthly heads, were unique events in the
world’s history. No argument can be drawn from the unifor-
mity of nature against the possibility that miracles may have
attended these events, because the uniformity of nature only
assures us that in like circumstances like results will take
place ; and here the circumstances are asserted to be wholly
unlike what has occurred at any other time. But the case is
otherwise if it is implicitly denied that there was anything
exceptional in the mission of the Apostles. If their divine
commission was the same in kind as that which the Pope
enjoys now, we must measure what is told of them by what
our experience tells us of the Pope now. And, conversely, if
we believe that they really did authenticate the message
which they delivered, by exhibitions of miraculous power, we
have a right to demand that the Pope, if he claims to be the
organ of divine revelations, as they were, should heal the sick,
and raise the dead, as they did.

It would be too late now to commence the discussion of
the question of the Infallibility of the Church. I content
myself for to-day with having shown that this is, in fact, the
pivot of the whole controversy, on which everything turns,
defeat on which would make all other victories useless ; and,
conversely, that a man who ceases to hold it ceases to be
really a Roman Catholic.

In conclusion, I have to warn you that, although the
reasons I have given justify me in devoting this Term's
Lectures to the question of Infallibility, to the exclusion
of several important subjects, yet you cannot safely neglect
these other subjects; for, though the controversy has been
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simplified for the Roman Catholic, it is not so for you. The
Romish champions, beaten out of the open field, have shut
themselves up in this fortress of Infallibility, where, as long
as their citadel remains untaken, they can defy all assaults.
Confute them by any arguments you please, and they can
still reply, ¢ The Church has said otherwise,’ and there is an
end of the matter. But, though the Roman Catholic has
thus shut himself up in a fortress, he can at any moment
sally out on you, if he thinks he can do it with success. He
will for the moment waive the question whether the Pope
could decide wrongly, and will undertake to show that deci-
sions of his which had been controverted were, in point of
fact, right. Every victory 2 Roman Catholic can gain over
you on particular points of controversy strengthens his faith
in the attribute of Infallibility, his Church’s claim to which
seems to be verified by fact. On the other hand, if he is
beaten back into his fortress every sally he makes, if he
finds it a task of ever-increasing difficulty to reconcile with
Scripture and with history the actual decisions of this guide
who is warranted never to go wrong, so heavy a strain is put
on his faith in the reality of this gift, that this faith is not
unlikely to give way. The almost invariable history of con-
versions or re-conversions from Romanism is that doubt has
arisen as to the truth of some particular point of Roman
Catholic doctrine (very often not by any means the most
important point), and then, as the evidence of the falsity of
this particular doctrine becomes more and more clear, the
inquirer goes on to examine whether the arguments for
Infallibility are strong enough to bear the strain laid on
them. In fact, a tract on any point of Roman teaching
may be regarded as an argument on the question of Infal-
libility. Clearly, there could be no more decisive proof that
the Church of Rome c¢an err, than if you could show that
she Aas erred. If a Roman Catholic will discuss any point
of doctrine with you, he is really putting the Infallibility of
his Church on its trial. And, consequently, a thoroughgoing
Infallibilist, like Manning, is consistently a foe to all candid
historical investigation, as being really irreconcileable with
faith in the Church’s authority.
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THE ARGUMENT IN A CIRCLE.

ON the last day I dwelt sufficiently on the vital importance

in the Roman Catholic controversy of the question of
the Infallibility of the Church. To-day it is our business to
examine what proof of that doctrine can be offered. But
there is a preliminary question whether it is in the nature of
things possible that any proof cen be given.

The craving for an infallible guide arises from men’s
consciousness of the weakness of their understanding. In
temporal matters we are constrained to act on our own
judgment. When we have important decisions to make we
often feel ourselves in great doubt and perplexity, and some-
times the decision we ultimately make turns out to be wrong,
and we have to pay the penalty in loss or other suffering. A
loss, however, affecting only our temporal interests may be
borne ; but it seems intolerable to men that, when their
eternal interests are at stake, any doubt or uncertainty should
attend their decisions, and they look out for some guide who
may be able to tell them, with infallible certainty, which is the
right way. And yet it is easy to show that it is in the nature
of things impossible to give men absolute security against
error in any other way than by their being themselves made
infallible ; and I shall hereafter show you that when men
profess faith in the Church’s infallibility, they are, in real
truth, professing faith in their own.

It is common with Roman Catholics to speak as if the
use of private judgment and the infallibility of the Church
were things opposed to each other. They are fond of con-
trasting the peace, and certainty, and assurance of him whose
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faith rests on the rock of an infallible Church, with the un-
certainty of him whose belief rests only on the shifting sands
of his own fallible judgment. But it must be remembered
that our belief muss, in the end, rest on an act of our own
judgment, and can never attain any higher certainty than
whatever that may be able to give us. We may talk about
the right of private judgment, or the duty of private judg-
ment, but 2 more important thing to insist on is the mecessity
of private judgment. We have the choice whether we shall
exercise our private judgment in one act or in a great many;
but exercise it in one way or another we must. We may
either apply our private judgment separately to the different
questions in controversy — Purgatory, Transubstantiation,
Invocation of Saints, and soforth—and come to our own
conclusion on each ; or we may apply our private judgment
to the question whether the Church of Rome is infallible, and,
if we decide that it is, take all our religious opinions thence-
forward on trust from her. But it is clear that our certainty
that any of the things she teaches us is right cannot be
greater than whatever certainty we have that our private
judgment has decided the question rightly whether we ought
to submit unreservedly to her teaching ; and it will appear,
before we have done, that this is at least as difficult a
question as any in the controversy.

That submission to the Church of Rome rests ultimately
on an act of private judgment is unmistakeably evident,
when a Romanist tries (as he has no scruple in doing) to make
a convert of you or any other member of our Church. What
does he then ask you to do but to decide that the religion of
your fathers is wrong; that the teachers and instructors of
your childhood were all wrong ; that the clergy to whom you
have looked up as best able to guide you are all mistaken
and have been leading you in a way which must end in your
eternal destruction? Well, if you come to the conclusion to
reject all the authority which you have reverenced from your
childhood, is not that a most audacious exercise of private
judgment ? But suppose you come to the opposite conclu-
sion, and decide on staying where you were, would not a
Romanist have a right to laugh at you, if you said that you
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were not using your private judgment sken; that to change
one's religion indeed is an act of private judgment, but that
one who continues in his father’s religion is subject to none
of the risks to which every exercise of private judgment is
liable ? Well, it is absurd to imagine that logic has one rule
for Roman Catholics and another for us; that it would be
an exercise of private judgment in them to change their
religion, but none if they continue in what their religious
teachers have told them. An act of our judgment must be
. the ultimate foundation of all our beliefs.

- The case is the same as if an inexperienced woman now
finds herself the inheritor of a landed estate. She may feel
herself quite incompetent to decide on all the questions of
dealing with tenants that must now arise, and she may very
wisely entrust the management of her affairs to an agent or
attorney. But it would be a delusion to imagine that she
thereby escapes risk or responsibility. She has to exercise
her judgment in the choice of an agent, and according as she
has made that decision, wisely or not, her affairs prosper, or
the reverse. A blind man does well in getting someone to
lead him ; but if he chooses a blind man to lead him, both
fall into the ditch. And so in matters of religion. The most
irreligious man, who resolves to neglect the whole subject,
and never trouble his head about any religious question,
surely by that resolve, whether formally or informally made,
incurs a most serious responsibility. In like manner, neither
does the man escape responsibility who equally puts the con-
sideration of religious problems from his mind, because he is
content to surrender his judgment to the guidance of some-
one else whom he believes to be wiser than himself. I do
not see how a Roman Catholic advocate can help yielding
the point that a member of his Church does, in truth, exercise
private judgment, once for all, in his decision to submit to
the teaching of the Church.

But he might probably argue that the illustration I have
used shows that this is the very wisest way to exercise pri-
vate judgment. The lady of my illustration surely does the
wisest thing, if she attempts no other way of dealing with
her estate, than, after taking the best advice she can get,

E
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entrusting herself to a good agent. Do we not in every
department of conduct submit our own judgment to that of
skilled persons? If we are sick, or if a member of our family
is so, we do not try to study the case out of medical books ;
we call in a physician of repute, and submit implicitly to his
directions. If we go to sea, we leave the navigation of the
vessel in the hands of the captain. If we have a difficult
lawsuit, we do not try to conduct it ourselves ; we take legal
advice, and permit our adviser to determine our course of
action. Why should we think that the problems of religion
are so simple, that skilled and unskilled persons are on a
par, and that this is the only subject in the world in which a
man is to be ashamed to submit his judgment to that of
those who are wiser than himself ?

This is by no means an uncommon line of argument for a
Roman Catholic advocate to use; but if he does, it shows
that he does not at all understand the nature of the claim to
infallibility made on behalf of his Church, of which claim
this argument is, in real truth, entirely subversive. For it
would be absurd misrepresentation to suggest that any of us
who insists on the necessity of private judgment thinks it a
matter of indifference whether a man uses his judgment
rightly. On the contrary, we think it every man’s duty, who
has to make a decision, to use every means in his power to
guide his judgment rightly. Not the least of these means is
the instruction and advice of people better informed than
ourselves. I do not suppose that any different rule in this
respect prevails in matters of religion and in other matters ;
or that theology is the only science in the world that can be
known by the light of nature, and in which a man, who has
given no thought to the subject, stands on a level with one
who has. The illustrations we have used, then, justify a
clergyman in claiming deference for his opinion on theo-
logical subjects from a layman, just so far, and no more,
as he has given more and more prayerful study to those
subjects than the layman has. It is just so in other cases.
Why do we defer to the opinion of a barrister in matters of
law, and to that of a physician in questions of medicine ?
Not because of their official position, but because of their
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superior acquaintance with the subject. We do not imagine
that an idle young man, who has eaten his dinners, and got
called to the Bar, becomes, by reason of his new dignity,
qualified to conduct an important lawsuit, or that we may
not, without breach of modesty, prefer our own interpretation
of an Act of Parliament to his. And so if you give no heed
to theological study, the mere fact of your ordination will not
entitle you to claim deference for your opinion from members
of your congregation, among whom you may easily find some
better informed than yourself.

On what grounds, then, do those who insist on the in-
fallibility of the Church of Rome claim deference for the
authority of the Pope? Is it on the ground on which the
illustrations we have used show that deference may rightly
be claimed, namely, that superior knowledge which is the
natural result of greater learning and deeper study ? Clearly
no such thing. The deference claimed is alleged to be due
to the Pope’s official position solely, and is demanded from
the most leamned and the most ignorant of his subjects
equally,. Now, on the principle that a man is likely to
know more of a subject the more he has studied it, which of
the two had a right to claim that his judgment deserved to
be received with respect—von Déllinger, when he said that
the doctrine of the Pope’s personal infallibility was a mere
novelty, unknown to the Church of former times; or Pius IX.,
when he declared that the Church had always held it ? The
one might be considered as entitled to speak on Church
history with the authority of an expert; the other was an
Italian ecclesiastic, of no reputation for learning, to whose
opinion, on a question of Church history, if it were not
for his official position, no one would dream of paying the
slightest attention. You see, then, that the illustrations
which have been appealed to are utterly destructive of the
Papal claims. In truth, the ultra-Protestants and the ultra-
Papists are in complete agreement in their contempt for
theological and ecclesiastical learning, and in their re-
sistance to that claim to deference for the opinion of the
clergy, which is made precisely so far, and no more, as by
diligent and prayerful study the clergy have learned to know

E2
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more than those who are asked to defer to them. In the
Roman Catholic Church, as much as in the wildest Protes-
tant sect, learning must give way to ignorance and prejudice.
Let a theological opinion commend itself to the superstitious
and ignorant of the people; let the practices founded on it
become prevalent ; then let the Pope, who may be quite as
superstitious and ignorant himself, give formal expression to
it, and the learned have only the humiliating choice whether
they will be turned out like von Déllinger, or give an amazed
and reluctant assent like Cardinal Newman.

I must not part with this illustration without pointing out
that the kind of deference to his authority which the most
learned divine may claim is of a different nature from that
which the captain of a ship may demand from his passengers,
or a physician from his patients. The passengers do not go
into a ship to learn navigation, but to be carried to their
journey’s end the quickest way : a physician’s patients want
to be cured of their disease, and not to be taught medical
science. If in the Christian, as in many heathen systems,
the art of propitiating the divinities was a special craft known
to the priesthood alone, then the analogy would subsist, and
we ought to trouble ourselves no more about the secrets of
the art by which the priesthood gain for us the Divine favour,
than a passenger on shipboard troubles himself about lunar
observations and the nautical almanac. But the promise to
Christ’s Church was, ‘4// thy people shall be taught of God.’
In the Christian system religious knowledge is not the secret
of one profession, but the privilege and the duty of all the
people; and the duty of the clergy is to feack those com-
mitted to their care. It follows at once that the relation
between them and their flocks is not that between a phy-
sician and his patients, but rather that between the physician
and the class of students to whom he is teaching medical
science. From the members of such a class he & entitled to
the deference to which his superior knowledge gives him a
right. His students would make no progress if they were
indocile to their instructor, if they were captious and con-
ceited ; full of the belief that they had already knowledge
enough, and that the old woman’s remedies which their
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grandmothers or aunts had taught them could not be
improved on by the highest medical science. And yet the
instructor must be a bad one, or his pupils of mean capacity,
if they do not arrive at a point when their beliefs rest on a
better foundation than their teacher's word ; when they are
able to verify for themselves the things which they at first
accepted from him with meekness and docility ; when they
feel that they may, without breach of modesty, criticize what
he has told them, and perhaps improve on it.

I have thought it important, when speaking about private
judgment, to make it plain that we do not recommend rash
judgment, or independence of the teaching of others, or
exclude deference to the authority of persons better in-
formed than ourselves, or the use of any of the means which
prudent persons employ in order to guide their judgment
rightly.

But I must bring you back to the point with which I com-
menced, namely, that it is absurd for Roman Catholics to
disparage private judgment, or make light of the kind of
certainty we can obtain by its means, since their belief, as
well as ours, must ultimately rest on an act of their private
judgment, and can have no higher certainty than whatever
that is capable of yielding. If they use their private judg-
ment on no other question, they must use it on the question,
Are we bound to submit implicitly to the authority of the
Church of Rome ? The result is, that absolute certainty can
only be had on the terms of being infallible one’s self. A
man may say, ‘I am absolutely certain that I am right in my
religious opinions, because I believe what the Pope believes,
and he is absolutely certain not to believe wrong.’ But
then comes the question, ¢ How come you to be absolutely
certain that the Pope is absolutely certain not to believe
wrong ?’

It is not possible to answer this question without being
guilty of the logical fallacy of arguing in a circle. For
example, a common way of answering is by producing texts
of Scripture such as ‘ Thou art Peter, and on this rock I will
build my Church,’ and such like. Now before we can use
these texts to prove the Church’s infallibility, private judg-
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ment must decide that the books cited are the Word of God,
and private judgment must interpret the texts brought for-
ward ; and if private judgment can be trusted to do this, it
would seem that it might be trusted to decide other questions
too. But there is no point on which Roman advocates are
fonder of insisting than that it is from the Church that we
receive the Bible; that without her guidance we could have
no certainty about the canon of Scripture; and still more,
that without the Church’s guidance we are incompetent to
find the true meaning of Scripture. Now, certainly, those
texts which are alleged to prove the Church’s infallibility
are not 8o plain and clear that no rational man can doubt
their meaning. On the contrary, there are no texts in the
Sacred Volume about which controversy has raged more
fiercely. I suppose there is no text on which the Fathers
have given greater variety of interpretation than that which
I just mentioned, ‘ Thou art Peter’: and we have to go down
far, indeed, before we find one who discovered the Bishop of
Rome in it. As a matter of fact, it is certain that more than
half of those who profess to acknowledge the authority of
the Bible are unable to find in it any proof of Roman
infallibility. It remains, then, for a Roman Catholic to say,
‘I know that I understand these texts rightly, because the
Church, which cannot err, has taught me that this is their true
meaning,’ and then they are clearly in a vicious circle. They
say, ‘ The Church is infallible, because the Scriptures testify
that she is so, and the Scriptures testify this because the
Church infallibly declares that such is their meaning.’

We find ourselves in the same circle if we try to prove the
Church’s infallibility by antiquity, sayings of the Fathers,
by reason, or in any other way. For the advocates of the
Church of Rome have constantly maintained that, on religious
questions, nothing but the Church’s authority can give us
certainty. Well, when we are trying to prove the Church’s
authority, we shall be guilty of a logical fallacy if we assume
the thing to be proved. Unless, then, we are building a
fabric in the air, our proof of the Church’s infallibility must
rest on something else; and if we arrive at a certain result,
it follows that wirAout the Church’s help it is possible for us
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to arrive at not only true, but absolutely certain, results in
our investigation of one of the most difficult of religious
questions. All the attempts of Roman Catholic controver-
sialists to show the helplessness of men without the Church
make it impossible to have any confidence in their success in
finding the Church.

Great efforts have been made by Roman Catholic divines
to clear their mode of procedure from the charge of logical
fallacy, but in the nature of things such efforts must be hope-
less. A clever mathematician described the problem of per-
petual motion, about which so many crazy speculators have
busied themselves, as the problem to enable 2 man to lift
himself from the ground by the waistband of his own
breeches. And this is precisely the kind of problem which
men set themselves when they hope to discover some ab-
solute security against the possibility of going wrong in their
judgments. Unless God directly bestows miraculously this
privilege on themselves, they must be exposed to risk of error
in their judgment that somebody else possesses this privilege.
In point of fact, I believe that in the Roman Church, when-
ever faith in her is more than that indolent uninquiring
assent which men give to the opinions in which they were
brought up, and which it has not occurred to them to doubt,
it rests on an implied persuasion that God has miraculously
bestowed on them the privilege of knowing that the Church
is infallible. Whether such a persuasion is an adequate
foundation of faith will be considered afterwards, when I
come to discuss the value of faith resting on a supposed
motion of God's Spirit communicated to the individual.

Since this lecture was delivered, 2 Roman Catholic bishop
(Clifford) has attempted, in an. article in the Fortnightly Re-
view (January, 1887), to meet the difficulty here raised. The
statement which he professes to answer is: ‘ The Church
bases its authority on the remarkable words,  Thou art
Peter,” &c. The authority of the words, * Thou art Peter,”
rests on the Divine authority of the New Testament. But
the authority of the New Testament, in turn, rests on the
authority of the Church, which derives its authoritylfrom the
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book. . . . We call this process, in other matters, arguing
in a circle.” Bishop Clifford replies: The argument here set
forth is an argument in a circle, no doubt; but it is not the
line of argument which the Church adopts in proving against
unbelievers her Divine origin and mission. He then proceeds
to state the latter line of argument in a form, of which what
follows is a summary :—

(a) She appeals, in the first instance, to the writings of
the New Testament, using them, not as inspired books, but
as the genuine works of contemporary writers, in the same
way as she appeals to Tacitus, Seneca, or other trustworthy
authorities. In this way it is established, by purely historical
evidence, that there was such a person as Christ; that He
founded a Society, which received the names of the Christian
and the Catholic Church; that that Society has continued to
exist through successive generations to the present day, and
that the Church is that Society.

(8) Still using the New Testament writings only as his.
torical records, she establishes the fact of the miracles of
Christ, and especially the fact of the Resurrection. Thence
she infers that Christ is God. In confirmation of His Divinity,
and of the truth of His mission, she appeals to the manner
in which His prophecies concerning the Church and the
Jewish nation have been fulfilled ; to the wonderful spread
of the Gospel; to the constancy of the martyrs; to the great
change for good that the preaching of the Gospel has wrought
among men; and to the testimony which the Church herself
has borne, through so many generations, to the belief which
has been held in the truth of His miracles.

(¢) Christ having been proved to be God, His words must
be Divine, and therefore infallibly true. But it is on record
that he spoke the words, ‘Thou art Peter,’ &c.; ‘As the
Father has sent me, I also send you’ (John xx. 21) ; * Going,
teach all nations: . . . behold, I am with you all days, even
to the consummation of the world’ (Matt. xxviii. 19, 20).
These being God's words, the Church, to which they relate,
is a Divine institution, and has authority from God.

(d) This Church, founded by God, with a mission from
God to teach all nations, and armed with a Divine promise
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that God will be with her to the consummation of the world,
cannot err in her teaching; she is, by God’s appointment,
infallible.

Such, in substance, is Bishop Clifford’s reply; but, in
offering it, he wholly misconceives the exigencies of his
position. He brings out the infallibility of the Church as
the result of a long line of argument. This doctrine, which
is wanted for the foundation of the building, is with him the
coping-stone of the structure; or, to state the matter more
correctly, it is the last storey of a house of cards. For the
whole argument is full of disputable points. Thus, in the
last clause of paragraph (a), ‘and the Church is that society,’
he, no doubt, by ‘the Church’ means the Church of Rome,
to the exclusion, for example, of the Anglican Church and of
the Eastern; but it need not be said what room for contro-
versy there is on that point. In paragraph (d) there is a
tremendous jump in the assumption that to prove the Divine
institution of the Church is enough to prove its infallibility.
For with regard to the State, we are told ¢ the powers that be
are ordained of God,’ yet it does not follow that ‘the powers
that be’ can never issue unjust commands.

But this is not the time to examine the goodness of
Bishop Clifford’s arguments; that will come under discus-
sion at a later stage: what we are now concerned with is
whether such a proof as is here offered us makes any pre-
tence of being adequate to the necessities of the case. What
is wanted is a proof which will induce us to accept without
doubting the teaching of the Church. Now, you cannot
submit without doubting to a doubtful authority. It would
be ridiculous, for instance, to say, You must accept without
the least doubt the assertions of the Church of Rome, because
it is an even chance that she may be infallible. What degree
of assurance, then, is such an argument as Bishop Clifford’s
calculated to afford ? You cannot have more assurance of
the truth of the conclusion of a long line of argument than
whatever assurance you have of the truth of every premiss,
and of the correctness of every inference, used in the argu-
ment. If doubt attaches to any one step in the argument,
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that doubt will attach to the conclusion : if doubt attaches to
more steps than one, the conclusion is affected by multiplied
doubt.

Now, Bishop Clifford cannot possibly imagine that the
steps of his argument are free from doubt. The line of argn-
ment is, in its general features, the same as that employed
by Protestants, which Roman Catholic advocates are fond of
saying is not sufficient to warrant certainty of belief without
the testimony of an infallible Church. But if Bishop Clifford’s
account of the matter is right, Protestants have ten times as
much certainty as Roman Catholics. For the arguments by
which the former establish their faith are accepted as good
and valid by the latter, to the foundation of whose system
they are indispensable. But the arguments necessary to
establish the points in the system of Roman Catholics which
are peculiar to them are such that nobody but themselves
can see any cogency in them.

Bishop Clifford was probably aware of the weakness of
the proof he offers; for he is careful to say that this is only
the line of argument which the Church offers to unbelievers.
But Logic has not one rule for believers, another for unbe-
lievers. If the proof which the Church tenders to unbelievers
is not satisfactory, she does not mend matters by saying, Oh,
you will be fully satisfied if you will only take my word for
everything. This is much the same as if one, seeking a place
with you as a servant, brought you a recommendation which
you did not think satisfactory, and then thought to make
it all right by writing his own name on the back of it.
However, 1 remember that this line of defence was taken up
long ago by Dr, Newman, and I believe it is as plausible as
any that can be adopted. He frankly owned the impossi-
bility of making out any proof of her claims which will be
felt as demonstratively convincing by one who has not
already submitted to her. He taught that one must not
expect certainty in the highest sense before conversion.
¢ Faith must make a venture, and is rewarded by sight.'*
The claims of the Church shine, as it were, by their own light.

* See Loss and Gain, pp. 284, 318.
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She comes and calls on you, in the name of God, to bow down
before her. And though, perhaps, you can give no reason
logically unassailable for submitting to her, yet, after you have
submitted, you find that you have done well. You find in her
bosom rest, peace, freedom from doubt; and you are sure
that she who has bestowed these gifts upon you must be
divine.

Now, assuredly we do not deny that an alleged revelation
may powerfully commend itself by internal evidence. He
who has received such a revelation on its external proofs
may find additional reason for trusting it in the consistency
of its doctrines with each other, their reasonableness, their
holiness, their adaptation to the wants of his nature. Such
arguments as these go to make up great part of the grounds
of the conviction we all feel that the Bible comes from God.
Bat this rational conviction can be felt by no member of a
Church claiming to be infallible. For her first principle is,
that her teaching shall be subjected to no criticism. A
disciple of the Church of Rome is bound to crush down
every doubt as sinful—must reject every attempt to test the
teaching of his Church by reason or Scripture or antiquity,
Consequently, her teaching can never receive any subsequent
verification. The certainty of her disciples can never rise
higher than it was the first moment they submitted to her.
The pretence of subsequent verification really presents us
with a pefitio principsi in the most outrageous form. ¢You
must believe everything I say,” demands the Pope. *‘Why
should we ?’ we inquire. ¢ Well, perhaps I cannot give any
quite convincing reason; but just try it. If you trust me
with doubt or hesitation, I make no promise; but if you
really believe everything I say, you will find,—that you will
believe everything I say.’ It follows, then, that all the Church
of Rome can promise is what any guide can promise who
insists on blindfolding his passengers. ¢ Trust yourselves
implicitly to me, and you shall thenceforward feel no doubt
or perplexity; you shall never se¢ any reason to make you
think that I am leading you wrong. Whatever may be the
difficulties or dangers in the path, you shall never perceive
any of them.” It requires no Divine commission to be able
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to promise freedom from doubt on such terms as these. I
could promise as much to any of you. I could tell you all:
¢ If you never use your understanding, it will never lead you
wrong. If you never inquire, you will never be perplexed.
If you take all your opinions on trust from others, you will
be free from all the painful uncertainty that attends the task
of forming opinions for yourselves.” No; if you wish to
make sure that the Church of Rome is a trustworthy guide,
you must examine her claims before you submit to her. For,
as her present rulers teach, he who once puts himself under
her guidance abandons all means of verification of her doc-
trines, and has no power of detecting error, should any
exist. :

This argument of Dr. Newman’s was revived some little
time ago by Mr. Mallock. He had been in the habit of
publishing articles in magazines, in which he criticized other
people’s beliefs and disbeliefs so freely, that it was hard to
know what he believed or did not believe himself. At last
he published an essay, of which the gist was that Romanism
alone could make head against infidelity; that all attempts
to defend Christianity by argument must end in failure ; but
that a religion which demands submission without proof may
hold its ground for ever. For a time, I grant; but certainly
only for a time. Was ever the cause of Christianity so
treacherously defended ? If infamous charges were made
against my character, perhaps there are some of you who
might think well enough of me to disbelieve them without
examination. But suppose anyone were to defend me after
this fashion: Dr. Salmon says he is a good man, and I
earnestly pray you to take his own word for it; for if you
permit yourself to inquire into the charges against him, you
will be forced to come to an unfavourable conclusion about
him, which would be so very uncomfortable for you to hold,
that it will be a great deal wiser for you to make no inquiry.’
Do you think Ishould be grateful for such a defence as that ?
or that I could regard the maker of it as other than an enemy
who scarcely took the trouble to disguise his malignity ? If
this be the best that can be said for the Church of Rome, the
peace of mind which she offers is just that which might be
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offered by the directors of some Glasgow Bank, who had
made away with their customers’ money, but hoped that by
bold speaking they might carry on their business prospe-
rously, and prevent their accounts being looked into.

Recently an attempt has been made to place the system
of Roman Catholic belief on a more scientific foundation. -
Of this I shall speak in the next lecture.




IV,

THE GRAMMAR OF ASSENT.

BEFORE coming to the immediate subject of this lecture,

I find it convenient to mention a very interesting book,
published several years ago by Mr. Capes, one of those who
went over to Rome about the same time as Dr. Newman, but
who, unlike him, did not submit to having his eyes quite
blindfolded, and consequently saw reason to distrust the
guide whom he had chosen, and therefore returned to the
Church of England. His reasons were given in the book of
which I speak. In this he tells® that he had been about five
years a Roman Catholic before he fully understood the nature
of the claim made by members of that communion. About
that time he was taken to task by one of the leading divines
in that Church for having spoken of the certainty which they
had of the truths of their religion, as in its nature moral, not
absolute ; that is to say, as amounting to a very high kind of
probability, and nothing more. He was informed that a
Catholic possesses absolute certainty as to the truths of
revealed religion, which are taught him by an infallible
Church, in whose statements he believes with an undoubt-
ing faith, which faith is the supernatural gift of God. His
knowledge, then, of the supernatural truths of Christianity is
alleged to be absolute, and to admit of neither criticism nor
doubt. In the next lecture I mean to say something about
the theory of the supernatural gift of faith as laid down at the
Vatican Council, merely remarking now that the theory of a

* Reasons for Returning to the Church of England : and edition, 1871,
P. §6.
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supernatural endowment superseding in matters of religion
the ordinary laws of reasoning, an endowment to question
the validity of which involves deadly peril, deters Roman
Catholics from all straightforward seeking for truth ; for they
fear lest they should trifle with that supernatural gift by
seeking for that which they claim to have already.

Now observe that the evidence which proves the truth of
Christianity is in its nature historical, not demonstrative.
That Jesus Christ lived more than eighteen centuries ago;
that He died, rose again, and taught such and such doctrines,
are things proved by the same kind of argument as that by
which we know that Augustus was Emperor of Rome, and
that there is such a country as China. Whether or not
Christ founded a Church ; whether He bestowed the gift of
infallibility upon it; and whether He fixed the seat of that
infallibility at Rome, are things to be proved, if proved at all,
by arguments which a logician would class as probable, not
demonstrative. It is true that Roman Catholics maintain
that when a Divine revelation has been given, our assent is
not a matter of opinion, but of certainty. We must receive
without doubt what God has revealed. In a popular lecture,
there is room for abundant declamation on the topic that
whatever God has revealed must be absolutely true. It is a
common rhetorical artifice with a man who has to commend
a false conclusion deduced from a syllogism of which one
premiss is true, and the other false, to spend an immensity
of time in proving the premiss which nobody denies. If he
devotes a sufficient amount of argument and declamation to
this topic, the chances are that his hearers will never ask for
the proof of the other premiss. Thus it is really amusing in
Roman Catholic popular books of controversial teaching to
see how much labour is expended on the proof that God
is true; that He cannot deceive ; that nothing which He has
revealed can be false; and that therefore those who accept
His statements without doubting cannot possibly be in error,
and have infallible certainty that they are in the right. But
all the time it is tried to make us forget to ask for proof of
what is the real point at issue, namely, that God Aas revealed
the doctrines which their Church teaches. It is certain enough
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that what God has revealed is true; but if it is not certain
that He has revealed the infallibility of the Roman Church,
then we cannot have certain assurance of the truth of that
doctrine, or of anything that is founded on it.

But it is unavoidable that the proofs that God has revealed
the infallibility of the Church should be, in their nature, his-
torical : that is to say, probable, not demonstrative. The
great crux, then, with Roman Catholic divines is to explain
how, from probable premisses, we arrive at absolutely certain
conclusions ; how we can have a stronger assurance of what
the infallible Church teaches than we can have of the fact of
her infallibility.

Dr. Newman had the merit of seeing more clearly than
other champions of his Church that a solution of this prob-
lem was impossible, if the infallibility of the Church was to
be proved by any logical process of reasoning, the neces-
sary law of which is, that we cannot have greater certainty of
any conclusion than we have of the premisses from which it
is derived. He saw, therefore, that the thing to be done was
to remove the process of finding the infallible Church into
some province outside logic, in which it shall not be amen-
able to logical laws. And this is what he tried to do in the
last of his works, called an Essay on the Grammar of Assent.
The professed object of it is, leaving to works on logic the
discussion of the theory of Inference to give a theory of the
process by which men arrive at their beliefs. Perhaps the
chief fault in the book is that Newman has not, even in his
own mind, sufficiently distinguished two very different things.
He has given a2 most interesting history of the process by
which men actually arrive at beliefs ; and he gives this in
substitution for the answer to the question, How shall men
secure that their beliefs shall be correct ?

Perhaps you might suppose that a sound theory of the
reasoning process would give a sufficient account of all our
correct beliefs. The great merit of Newman’s book is, that
it brings out very clearly that this is as far as possible from
being the case. A moment’s reflection will convince you
that the majority of our beliefs, true or false, have not been
arrived at by any process of reasoning, but have been handed
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to us by authority, or caught up from sympathy. In child-
hood, on the authority of our elders, we accept a mass of
beliefs which long govern our practical conduct. As we
grow up, experience verifies the soundness of much that we
have been taught; some things, however, we examine and
reject. But no subsequent reasoning adds anything to the
strength of our earlier faith. The belief of him to whom it
bas never occurred to doubt, though certainly less secure, is
commonly stronger than that of him who has doubted, and
has by his own investigation verified the correctness of what
he had been taught.

So, agaln, we naturally believe what our neighbours be-
lieve, and what commends itself to our feelings. It is the
most difficult thing in the world to help believing what all
about you believe. There is an interesting account in a book,
not so much read now as it was once on a time (Zotken), of
the process by which a hard-headed Englishman going out
to live in the East, and at first laughing at the people’s super-
stition about witchcraft and ghosts, and such like, becomes
gradually infected by the beliefs which form the atmosphere
in which he lives, and ends by becoming a slave to supersti-
tions he had once despised. How little evidence is necessary
to get a popular rumour to be accepted as fact? Take, for
example, the generation of panics. With scarcely any ground
to justify alarm, a whole army has been seized with apprehen-
sion of imminent danger, and in that belief has turned to
flight. It requires great training and discipline to make a
force proof against such alarms. I need hardly remind you
how terribly dangerous it is for anyone to raise a cry of fire
in a crowded theatre or concert-room. Often has a whole
audience rushed to the doors, trampling each other to death
in their eagerness to escape, fully believing in the presence
of danger of which there was no evidence whatever. At the
time of the Indian mutiny, I remember that stories were cur-
rent, and were generally believed, of atrocities perpetrated
on our countrymen and countrywomen, which we now know
to have been gross exaggerations; but at the time to hint a
suspicion of exaggeration would have been regarded as a
mark of sympathy with the rebels.

F
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Dr. Newman quarrels with Locke’s dictum, that we ought
not to entertain any belief with assent greater than is pro-
portioned to the grounds on which it rests. He shows that
nobody does carry out this rule in practice ; and that Locke
himself confesses that there is a number of things not demon-
strable, which we hold with as full belief as we give to any
proposition in Euclid. It would be mad to doubt that you
will one day die; yet the thing is not demonstrably certain.
I repeat this from Newman; but I may remark that it is a
weakness of his logic that, though quite familiar with the
theory of the deductive process, he seems quite unacquainted
with the logic of induction. It is more to the point when he
says that 2 man may be content to trust all he has in the
world to the faith he has in the truth of his wife, or his friend ;
he may be most wise in refusing to listen to any question on
the matter, yet other people have been deceived in such con-
fidence, and he would be unable to give any logical proof
that it was impossible for himself to make a mistake such as
theirs.

With this part of Newman’s book I have not much to dis-
pute, unless it be the supposition that it gains anything for
the Church of Rome. Nay, I found it very useful when an
Essay was published a few years ago on ZAe Ethics of Belicf,
by the late Professor Clifford. Clifford, whose great fear
came to be lest men should believe too much, tried to make
out that it is a highly immoral thing to believe anything the
proofs of which we have not fully investigated. Newman’s
book, if he had read it, might have taught him that what he
condemned was really a necessity of our life.

The simple truth is, that as all our action must be guided
and stimulated by beliefs of some kind, our Creator has not
left us dependent for such beliefs on the slow process of
argumentation. Instead of the tedious and laborious process
of forming conclusions for ourselves, by weighing arguments
pro and con, we take ready-made the conclusions of others;
and it is in this way that the best results one generation is
able to arrive at are handed over as the starting-point for the
next. To this is due that the world makes any progress in
knowledge, for if each generation had to start afresh, there
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would be no reason why one should be more successful or
wiser than another.

But it is important to remark, that though our beliefs are
not, in the first instance, generated by reasoning, they are
bound to justify themselves by reason. There is nothing
more rational than that children should accept what is taught
them by their instructors, even though those instructors may
be in error on some points; and generally that, on subjects
which we have not leisure or capacity to investigate for our-
selves, we should receive the conclusions come to by those
who have, and who have the highest reputation for know-
ledge and ability.

But all this investigation as to the manner in which we
get beliefs is seen to be utterly worthless as a basis for the
doctrine of Church infallibility, if we observe that though we
get beliefs originally, as a general rule, without much per-
sonal investigation, every belief has to submit to a constant
process of testing and verification, either by ourselves indivi-
dually, or by general experience; and the confidence we have
in traditional belief mainly depends on the constant exami-
nation to which it is subjected. Thus you have a general
knowledge that the theory of gravitation will account for all
the movements of the heavenly bodies. You might count on
your fingers the number of persons in the three kingdoms
who could say this from their personal knowledge ; but you
know that if any one of them discovered any case of failure or
exception, it would immediately become a subject of scientific
controversy, and we should soon hear of it in every news-
paper. How do you know that we are living in an island ?
You firmly believe that we are, and yet did you ever sail
round Ireland yourself? Have you even spoken to anyone
who had ? The history of your belief is simply that you were
told it when you were a child, and have never heard it con-
tradicted since. But what makes your firm belief rational is
that you know that if it had not been true, you would be quite
sure to have heard it contradicted. Ifa single ship had sailed
out of Dublin, either to the north or south, and had found its
way stopped by land ; if a single person had made his way out
of Ireland by land, you could not help hearing of it. And so,

F2
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generally, about geographical propositions of this kind, which
are favourite examples with Dr. Newman, we know that the
maps published by a number of independent publishers,
all substantially agree in the geographical facts which they
assert. We know that a multitude of persons are acting every
day on the faith that these facts have been correctly stated ;
and we know that if any one of these persons had found that
this faith had misled him, he would have been sure to make
his disappointment known. In this way we all feel undoubt-
ing certainty about a multitude of geographical facts that it
would be quite impossible for us to investigate for ourselves.
And that, though maps are not absolutely infallible, and
‘though we sometimes hear of navigators making rectification
of the charts, sometimes even of shipwrecks caused by too
implicit dependence on them.

I have already said that, in claiming the right of private
judgment, we acknowledge the need of human teaching to
inform our judgment. In particular, we own that the teach-
ing of the Church is God’s appointed means for the religious
instruction of mankind. But the confidence with which we
can trust such teaching is altogether proportionate to its
willingness to submit to correction. The teaching of the
primitive Church, or of our own, may be as safely trusted as
the uncontradicted statements of the newspaper press in a
free country, where we know that anything erroneous that
may be published is liable to be met by an immediate
counter-statement. The teaching of a Church which claims
infallibility is as little worthy of confidence as what is pub-
lished in the newspapers of a despotic country, where nobody
is permitted to deny whatever it is the wish of the Govern-
ment that the people should believe.

A few words will suffice as to a second point on which
Dr. Newman lays stress, namely, that we give to things for
which the evidence is only probable in its nature as strong a
practical assent as to truths which are actually demonstrated.
This is no more than what is laid down in the Introduction
to Butler's Analogy: probability is the very guide of life.
Evidence which a logician would refuse to class as demon-
stration suffices to give us practical certainty. Even when
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there is but a strong probability one way, with a small op-
posing probability the other way, the small probability is,
in practice, completely neglected. For instance, when the
life of a fellow-creature is at stake (as when a criminal is
tried on circumstantial evidence), the judge tells the jury to
find him guilty if they have no *rational doubt’ of his guilt :
that is to say, that even though one can imagine an expla-
nation of the facts consistent with his innocence, still they
are to find him guilty if the probability of this explanation is
smaller than that which reasonable men ordinarily allow to
influence their conduct. It will presently be part of my own
case that it is impossible to draw a sharp line of distinction
between things of which we may describe ourselves as prac-
tically certain and things which can only be said to be in the
highest degree probable.

But what I take to be the specialty of Dr. Newman’s
book was his imagined discovery of a supposed ‘illative
sense’. It has already been made evident that logic will
not provide any means of freeing us absolutely from risk of
error in our religious opinions. If we take our opinions on
trust from a guide supposed to be infallible, we are still
liable to have erred in the process by which we persuaded
ourselves that he is infallible. It would be a ¢ petitio prin-
cipii’ if we employed the infallible authority in proving his
own infallibility; and if we recognize it without his help
we are liable to all the risk of error with which our unassisted
religious speculation is said to be attended. Dr. Newman
hoped to get over this difficulty by showing that the process
of arriving at beliefs was not the work of logic, but of a
special sense.

Some persons, he remarks, have an intuitive perception of
character, and yet would be unable to assign reasons for the
distrust which certain persons inspire in them. A weather-
wise peasant can predict the weather, without being able to
give his reasons for saying it will rain to-morrow. Savages
have been able to track their way over an unknown country
with a sagacity which seems more like instinct than reason.
All these sagacious inferences, of which logic seemed unable
to give an account, Newman imagined to be the work of a
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special illative sense, and to this he trusted to give him some
higher certainty than reason was capable of yielding, so that
he might be rightly as sure that the Pope would not deceive
him as a child is that his mother will not deceive him ; and
might trust the indications which manifest the existence of
an infallible Church as safely as a practised physician trusts
those by which he makes a diagnosis of a disease, arriving
at a right conclusion, which he would not always find easy to
justify by argument.

It certainly is true that right conclusions sometimes are
arrived at by what looks like a process of divination; but I
do not in the least believe that we are entitled to assume a
special sense to account for them, or that they are obtained
in any other way than as the results of rapid inference from
minute facts unnoticed by any but very careful observers. It
is no objection to this account of the matter that the parties
themselves are unable to explain the steps by which they
arrive at their conclusions; for it requires a high state of
culture to be able to analyse mental processes. Reasoning
came first ; logic afterwards. Men reasoned correctly for
many generations before Aristotle or anyone else undertook
to give an account of the laws which govern all correct
inference.

To take Newman’s own example, it is true that an
experienced physician may be able at a glance to detect
the real nature of the disease under which a patient is
labouring ; but, if he can give no account of his reasons, I
should not place him in the first rank of educated physicians ;
for such a one would be able to teach his class what were the
symptoms which had guided his diagnosis. Just in the same
way, any of us, meeting 2 man whom we had never seen
before, might be struck by his likeness to a brother or parent
whom we had known, and might yet be quite unable to tell
in what the likeness consisted ; while a portrait painter, who
had made it his business to observe features, might be able
not only to detect the likeness, but also to tell in what it con-
sisted. Or, to take another example of the same kind, we all
can recognize the handwriting of a friend, and yet might be
embarrassed if we had to give evidence on a case of disputed
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signature in a court of justice. But a few years ago, an inte-
resting book was published by an expert on the handwriting
of Junius, showing that those who make the discrimination
of handwriting their profession employ no inarticulate process,
but reason by arguments of which they are well able to give
an account. Once more, take the case of some parts of plays
ascribed to Shakespeare, his authorship of which has been
disputed. There are parts which some critics, on general
considerations of style, had pronounced not to be his, but
their grounds of judgment were unappreciable by others of
less fine ear or less familiarity with the poet. Recently the
metrical peculiarities of these parts have been studied, and
have been found to differ from those of Shakespeare’s certain
works. This is an argument which anyone can test who is
able to count. But, no doubt, the metrical peculiarities in
question were among the things that were felt by the earlier
critics, though they had not so analysed their feelings as to
be able to make others understand the grounds of their
judgments.

On the whole, I do not think that there is the slightest
ground for thinking that we have any special sense to guide us
to correct beliefs, though I readily concede that many a man
arrives at correct beliefs, not without reasoning, but thhout
being able to state to others the reasons which have influ-
enced his judgment. The sum of the matter is, then, that
there is not the smallest pretence for the assertion that the
process by which Newman or anyone else arrived at belief in
an infallible Church was the business of a special sense, or
lies in a province above logic, or is not amenable to the
necessary law of reasoning that we have no stronger reason
for holding the conclusion than we have for holding the
premisses from which it was obtained. Belief in an infallible
Church, when not merely traditional, is the result of a process
of reasoning ; and, when we come to analyse that process, we
shall find it to be a very unsound one. At any rate, if there
be any uncertainty about this process, this uncertainty must
attach to all its results, and there can be no success in a
search for infallibility unless we are infallible ourselves.

Dr. Newman is obliged, in substance, to accept this con-
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clusion, though he objects to the form of expression. To say
we are infallible would imply that we were sure of being
always in the right; but you must own that there are some
cases in which we may be absolutely certain that we are in
the right. Who can refuse to own that there are some things
about which we may be perfectly certain ? Are you not cer-
tain that two and two are four? Are you not certain that
Great Britain is an island ? that the reigning sovereign is
Queen Victoria, and not William the Fourth? Are you not
certain that I am now addressing you? And we may be
equally certain of the falsity of some other things. Would
you condescend to discuss the truth of the heathen fancy
that Enceladus lies under Etna, or the notion that Johanna
Southcote was a divinely-inspired prophet, or that the
Emperor Napoleon had, as he fancied, a star? Why may
we not, then, without being infallible, have the same kind of
certainty that the Pope is the Vicar of Christ ?

Well, we may reasonably ask of the advocates of the
Church of Rome that they shall not blow hot and blow cold
on the question what kind of certainty is attainable by man’s
unassisted powers. When they try to prove our need of an
infallible guide, they would make you think that, without
such help, man’s attainment of religious truth is impossible.
Now, when the question is whether such a guide has been
found, we are told that the answer to this, which is certainly
not the easiest of religious problems, can be known as cer-
tainly as that two and two are four. If this be so, surely we
are safe in asserting our power, without any help from the
Church of Rome, to arrive at certain knowledge of all the
truths which we hold in common with her. Is not the
evidence for the statement, ¢ Jesus Christ came into the
world to save sinners,” quite as clear and convincing as that
for the proposition, ‘ the Pope is Christ’s vicar’ ?

The simple answer to Newman’s talk about certainty is
got by observing what is the kind of things about which we
can have practical certainty. They are the things about
which our own judgments agree with those of all other men.
The truths which we have the highest confidence in accept-
ing are those which commend themselves as plain and
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self-evident to everyone else as well as to ourselves. Is the
infallibility of the Roman Church a truth of this class? We
know, as a matter of fact, that it is not. We need not now
determine whether we heretics are right or not. Our very
existence proves that if Christ saw fit to found an infallible
Church He did not see fit to give her unmistakeable creden-
tials. He might, if He had chosen, have made her Divine
commission as plain as that the sun is in heaven; but,
instead of that, He has left the matter, to say the least, so
doubtful, that more than half of those who own Christ as
their Lord reject the authority of him who pretends to be the
Saviour’s mouthpiece ; and of those who in name acknow-
ledge that authority, it is safe to say that more than half give
only nominal submission. It is safe to say it, because it has
been the theme of constant lamentations, in the encyclicals
of the late Pope and the present, how his authority is resisted
in Italy itself and in other countries professedly Roman
Catholic. Cardinal Newman cannot be more certain that the
Pope is Christ’s vicar than I am that he is not. I do not say
it for the purpose of talking big, but state a simple fact,
that to my mind this proposition stands on exactly a level
with the examples given by Newman, ¢that Enceladus lies
under Etna, and that Johanna Southcote was inspired,’ as a
thing that I not only do not believe to be true, but cannot
conceive it possible that I should ever be made to believe it
to be true. Now, when that is the honest expression of the
feelings of a person who has given much study to the subject,
and has done his best to be candid, it is absurd to talk as if
the proposition were of the same class as that two and two
make four.

When I deny the possibility of Roman Catholics having
any success in their search for an infallible Church, I hope
you will not think that I hold any Pyrrhonic system of scep-
tical philosophy, or that I disparage the amount of certainty
which the human mind is capable of arriving at. It is, in
truth, Roman Catholics who get into difficulties from dis-
paraging that homely kind of certainty which suffices to
govern our practical decisions in all the most important
affairs of life. This seems to them a poor thing, because
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"logicians will only class this practical certainty as high
probability, and because it shades off into probability by
gradations impossible to be measured. We are certain, for
instance, that there was such a man as Julius Czesar. We
may call ourselves certain about the principal events of his
life ; but when you go into details, and inquire, for instance,
what knowledge he had of Catiline’s conspiracy, you soon
come to questions to which you can give only probable or
doubtful answers. And it is just the same as to the facts of
Christianity ; for ours is a historical religion, and our know-
ledge of it has to follow the same laws as our knowledge of
other history. About the great facts (including all the
knowledge of which we count necessary to salvation) we
may fairly call ourselves certain. When we descend to
details, questions may be proposed, our answers to which
can only be said to be probable, and others which we answer
with hesitation, or declare ourselves unable to answer at all.
This seems to Roman Catholics an unsatisfactory state of
things, and they look about for some tribunal which shall give
to any question that may be proposed answers absolutely free
from risk of error. But how can we eliminate risk of error
from the process of finding this tribunal, or, indeed, of deter-
mining whether it exists at all? Archbishop Whately used
to tell a story of a bridge at Bath which was so crazy that an
old lady was afraid to walk across ; so she got herself carried
over in a sedan chair. What she gained by that was just not
seeing the danger; but the bridge had to bear her own weight
and that of the chair and bearers into the bargain. And so
those who, through fear of making wrong decisions, trust them-
selves to adopt blindfold the decisions of a supposed infal-
lible authority gain nothing but not seeing the risk of error.
But, in real truth, their risk of going wrong in each of the
decisions adopted blindfold is fully as great as before, and, in
addition, they make one judgment which we may confidently
pronounce to be wrong, namely, the judgment that the
Church of Rome is infallible.

The certainty to which Roman Catholics aspire is a thing
different altogether in kind from what we commonly call
practical certainty. Newman claims for his certainty the
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attribute of indefectibility, and he plainly shows that it is
his theory on this point which has kept him a Roman
Catholic, notwithstanding several shocks his faith has met
with since he joined that communion. Newman’s idea is
this : if you only think a thing to be true, you may to-mor-
row find reason to think it not to be true; but if you certainly
know a thing to be true, truth cannot change—that will be
true to-morrow which is true to-day ; so that, if we once cer-
tainly apprehend a truth, we must hold it fast, convinced that
any other truth we may discover can only contradict it in
appearance. Thus, he holds that a man can never lose his
certitude, and, if he appears to do so, it only proves that he
never had had it. For example, if a man believes himself to
have become certain of the infallibility of the Roman Church,
and, after joining her, becomes disgusted at the definition of
the Immaculate Conception or the Pope’s personal infalli-
bility, and says, This is more than I bargained for, and quits
her communion, this does not show that he has lost his
certainty of the Church’s infallibility, but that he never had
had it. He might have believed all the doctrines which the
Church had propounded at the time he joined her, but he did
not understand that faith in her inerrancy required him equally
to believe all that she might at any time teach.

By way, 1 suppose, of making his theory more acceptable
to a Bible Protestant, Newman puts the following case :—
‘Suppose,” he says, ‘I have a certainty that the Bible is
inspired, and that it teaches that Adam was the first man;
and suppose that all ethnologists, philologists, anatomists,
and antiquarians, led by a multitude of independent proofs,
agreed in holding that there were different races of men, and
that Adam had only made his appearance at a definite point
of time, in a comparatively modern world; then, if I had
believed with an assent short of certainty, this new evidence
might make me lose my faith ; but otherwise I should still firmly
hold what I believed to come from Heaven. I should not argue
or defend myself, but only wait for better times. Philosophers
might take their course for me ; I should consider that they
and I thought in different mediums, and that their certitude
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could not be in antagonism with mine. I recollect hearing,
when I was young, that there were then still surviving Roman
Catholic ecclesiastics who, in reference to the Copernican
theory of astronomy, took the course here described. They
looked upon it as a scientific craze, which had become so
epidemic, that direct struggle with it was time wasted. They
must only wait until it would blow over.

Dr. Newman owns that he is making an impossible sup-
position in putting the case that a philosophic discovery might
contradict Revelation. But in such a case I am sure that the
course which he recommends is an irrational one. No one
can rationally maintain the same thing to be theologically
true and philosophically false. Men may resolutely look at
a question only from one side. A philosopher may shut his
eyes to the facts with which theologians are conversant, or
vice versa. In the case supposed, clearly, Newman would
simply refuse to examine the evidence tendered him by the
philosophers. But if he did examine, and found it convinc-
ing, he would be obliged to revise his former opinion; and
either own that what he had taken for a revelation was not
one, or, more probably, that he had misunderstood it. Dr.
Newman’s fallacy is simply this—he knows that what is true
must always remain true, and he infers that what men are
fully persuaded is true must always remain true. This would
be the case if men were infallible, and if their undoubting
persuasion always corresponded with the reality of things;
but, alas, this is by no means the case. A single example
suffices. For how many ages must all men have believed
with undoubting persuasion in the immoveability of the earth
we stand on, and yet the opposite doctrine is now taught as
part of a child’s elementary education ?

Indeed, with respect to this word certainty, I may remark,
that the more people talk about their certainty the less they
really have. If one of you came in and told me, ‘I saw the
Prince of Wales just now walking down Sackville-street,” I
might be a good deal surprised at your news, but there would
be nothing in your language to make me think you were
saying anything about which you had not full knowledge.
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But if you said, ‘I am certain I saw the Prince of Wales just
now,’ I should conclude you were by no means assured your-
self of the truth of what you said.

But to return. There cannot be a plainer proof that men’s
so-called certainty does not always correspond with the re-
ality of things, than the fact that there may be opposing
certainties. Dr. Newman, for instance, is certain the Pope
is infallible, and I am certain he is not. Dr. Newman would
get over this by calling his strong conviction certainty, and
giving to mine some weaker name. But what is this but
assuming that he is infallible, and I am not? And when he
refuses to revise his former judgment that the Church of
Rome is infallible, notwithstanding that since he came to
it the Pope has made two decisions which, if Newman were
free to exercise his own judgment, he would pronounce to
be wrong, what is this but assuming that he was infallible at
the time of his former judgment ?

On the contrary, no wise man holds any conclusion of his
to be absolutely irreversible. There are some things which
we may firmly believe with a full persuasion that no new
evidence will turn up to contradict them. In that persuasion
we may legitimately refuse to attend to opposing evidence
that is manifestly not of the first class. Thus, I have a firm
belief in the universality of the law of gravitation. I do not
give myself the trouble to examine into stories of contrary
facts alleged to take place in darkened rooms, because I
know that while the working of the law of gravity is just the
same in the dark and in the light, the absence of light is
highly convenient when imposture is attempted. In like
manner, I would not lightly give heed to stories affecting the
character of a person in whom I had full confidence. But
if I made it a canon that on no evidence whatever would I
believe anything to that person’s disadvantage ; if, in any
case, I maintained that the conclusion I had drawn from my
study of one class of facts must never be abandoned, no
matter what new facts might come to light, then my belief
could no longer be called faith—it would be prejudice.

I have thought that Cardinal Newman’s celebrity required
me to give full examination to his attempt to make a philo-
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sophic basis of Roman belief, founded on a study of the
ordinary laws of human assent; but I think I may safely say
that that attempt has totally failed, even in the judgment of
his own co-religionists. When Newman’'s book first came
out, one could constantly see traces of its influence in Roman
Catholic articles in Magazines and Reviews. Now it see