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PREFACE

v ———

« IN the person of his Eminence [Dr. Wiseman] is
recognised, not only a Prince of the Church, but the
illustrious head of the Hierarchy of England; the
people of Ireland also recognise a champion of whom
[Roman] Catholic Europe is proud.”

Such is the testimony of & leading London Romish
newspaper, ZThe Weckly Register and Catholic Tele-
graph, of the 28th of August, 1858.

There is no doubt that Dr. Wiseman has the repu-
tation of being a learned man, and on a merely super-
ficial examination of his controversial works, we cannot
be surprised that he should pass assuch; for he appears
to possess an extensive knowledge of the writings
of the early Christian divines, commonly called the
¢ Fathers of the Church.” In the character of “ Cham-
pion” of Romanism, he has undertaken to establish
by the testimony of these Fathers, the antiquity and
apostolicity of the peculiar ¢ doctrines and practices”
of his Church, against which we, the children of the
Reformation, protest.

The object, then, of the following letters, addressed
to Dr. Wiseman (reprinted from the National Standard
and Dublin Warder), is to prove:

First: That whenever Dr. Wiseman secks to esta-
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blish his case as founded on the testimony of antiquity,
these very Fathers are, with few and unimportant
exceptions, misquoted or misrepresented.

And, secondly: That Dr. Wiseman, practically and
personally, knows nothing of the writers he so con-
fidently, and with such apparent erudition, cites: or, if
we give him credit for a Anowledge of the authors
from whom he quotes, we have a very unpleasant in-
ference forced upon us. It is, however, a matter of
opinion with some persons, in what character they
would prefer to appear before the public, under the
circumstances in which Dr. Wiseman is now placed.

The subject derives importance, therefore, from the
fact, that it exhibits the chief functionary of the Papal
Church in this country, A CARDINAL ARCHBISHOP,
in a very equivocal light.

As legitimately coming within the scope of the title
I have adopted, I have added my “Porise FraUDS
EXEMPLIFIED IN DR. WisEMAN’s LECTURE ON PuR-
GATORY,” the former edition being out of print. In
this, the reader must be prepared to find a few repe-
titions, which, under the circumstances, could not be
avoided.

I would wish it to be observed, that the examples
adduced of Dr. Wiseman’s “Pop1sit LITERARY BLUN-
DERS,” are samples, merely, of similar misquotations
and misrepresentations, plentifully dispersed throughout
his controversial works.

: C. H. COLLETTE:
Lincoln's Inn-flelds, Dec. 1859,
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DR. WISEMAN’S

POPISH LITERARY BLUNDERS.

TO THE RIGHT REV. N. WISEMAN, D.D.

"No. L.

RieHT REV. SiR,—I have long desired an oppor-
tunity of bringing to your notice in some compact and.
convenient form, through some public channel, the
various misquotations and misrepresentations of au-
thors and facts which so plentifully pervade your
works. In now doing so, you will perceive that I am
not about to do the work of a “detective,” but of a
compiler of evidence,” dispersed over numerous
works, which your hazardous and apparently reckless
quotations and assertions have, from time to time,
called into existence. The accusation, therefore, is
nothing new; but as truths cannot be too often re-
peated, the present recapitulation may be of some

B



2 DR. WISEMAN'S POPISH

service, if not to yourself at least to those who have
not the opportunity of studying the controversy, and
have not access to those works containing the ex-
posures in question.

Before I enter on the immediate subject of these
Letters, let me dedicate the first to a few remarks on
yourself personally, as a slight apology for singling
you out as the object of peuliar attention.

You, Rev. Sir, have been designated, and not inap-
propriately, ¢ the Apostle in these parts of the Papis-
tical Heresy.” You have, either through personal
merit (worldly or spiritual), or by agitation and
intrigue, attained the highest ecclesiastical rank in
this country that can be enjoyed by a Romish Priest.
In you is revived the foreign title of Cardinal, extinct
in this country, since the reign of the first Mary.! It

_is currently reported, that, like a former ambitious
English Cardinal, in your spiritual pride, you aspire
even to the Popedom, and that your ambition will
only be satiated when you feel the weight of the triple
Crown on your brow. You have even dared to set at
defiance our laws, by assuming a territorial ecclesi-
astical rank. While you extend the begging palm,
you do not hesitate to aim a death-blow at our consti-
tution. You have credit for learning, power of argu-
ment, and certainly are looked upon as the great
champion of the Papal cause in this country.

That such a man would either wilfully falsify, or
even accidentally misrepresent a document, or fact, is
a supposition which no Roman Catholic will for one

! I have been reminded that there has been one Cardinal since, viz.
Cardinal Weld,
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moment entertain, because you withhold from your
people the means of enlightenment, by denying them
the privilege of reading Protestant books. Notwith-
standing all this, I boldly and unhesitatingly declare,
that I know of /no theologian in this country who has
put forward more glaring perversions, and at the same
time more subtle evasions, than yourself. You have
presumed on your credit, overdrawn your sccount,
and made bankrupt of your reputation, in the estima-
tion of the learned.

‘Whether your perversions be the result of ignorance,
carelessness, or dishonesty, I will not now stop to in-
quire. I have to deal with facts as I find them, and
it is for the public to judge, whether a man of your
reputation for learning among your co-religionists, of
your dignity and station, is not personally responsible
for erroneous statements and quotations, which are apt
to mislead your confiding and uninitiated admirers.
These blemishes are so much the more dangerous, as
they appear in works of great talent, in other re-
spects to be admired, as written in that elegant and
polished style so pecuharly your gift; but, as our poet
truly says,—

¢ Since the more fair and crystal is the sky,
The uglier seem the clouds thstinltﬂy'

I have to deal with you only as a teacher and vin-
dicator of “The principal doctrines and practicee” of
what you call the ¢ Catholic Church.”

My observations will be principally dlrected to
illustrations from your Lectures, published under the
above title, and which have been largely circulated,
the present edition being stereotyped.

B2
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If these Lectures have not entitled you to be called
“Jearned,” they have certainly earned for you the
reputation of a subtle, crafty, and dangerous exponent
and apologist of the “doctrines and practices” you
have undertaken to vindicate. I shall not, however,
confine my remarks to these, but, as time permits,
wander over the broad field, laid out before me by
your most prolific pen.

With these few preliminary observations, I shall
proceed to my subject in subsequent letters.

I remain, Right Rev. Sir,
Your most obedient Servant,

C. H. COLLETTE.
57, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London.

P.S.—Your reverence must not think me dis-
courteous in not addressing you by your foreign
ecclesiastical titles. Titles conferred by a foreign
prince, are not legally recognised in this country; you
will pardon me, therefore, for not publicly recognising
them.

No. II.

RicHT REV. SIR,—In examining the various ex-
posures of your misquotations, perversions, and strange
blunders, the first question that naturally suggests
itself is—Have you personally inspected the books
you, with such apparent research, summon in support
of your particular views or arguments? I am willing,
nay, I am constrained, to adopt the most charitable
supposition, that, as a general rule, you have not your-
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self examined the works from which you pretend to
quote, otherwise I must accuse you of wilful and
deliberate misquotation and perversion. If, however,
you are contented to pass as a.mere compiler, and
admit that you have been blindly following preceding
controversialists of supposed repute, and have implicitly
relied on their veracity, then you must be content to
renounce the title of “learned,” by which you have
tacitly permitted yourself to be addressed by your vari-
ous admirers.

It is quite a matter of opinion with some persons,
in what particular character they would prefer to
appear before the public, when detected in the perpe-
tration of some literary delinquency.

In the present Letter I will take two illustrations
which have led me to believe that your quotations are
taken “ second-hand,” and that you have not consulted
the original works you pretend to quote. You have
plumed yourself with borrowed feathers, but you have
not had the sagacity to perceive that they are only
painted, and fade when the bright sun of truth con-
centrates its rays upon them.

It must be a great humiliation to your pride to be
reminded of your short-comings, but this is the penalty
incurred by all those who place themselves in a false
position.

I take the first example from an incident which
occurred in your controversy with Dr. TURTON, then
Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Cam-
bridge.

You published a series of Lectures on the Eucharist.
Dr. Turton freely handled these, in a work entitled
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¢ Roman Catholic Doctrine of the Eucharist, consi-
dered” You were rash enough to hazard a reply, to
which the Doctor rejoined.!

You referred to Tittman's Meletemata Sacra, and
quoted, with the usual additions, “Lips. 1816, p.274.”
Again, you desire your opponent, with some degree of
confidence, ¢to consult all the best commentaries on
the chapter (John vi.), Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Tittman,”
&c. &c. These references would lead one to believe
that you yourself had an intimate acquaintance with
the productions of the ¢learned Tittman,” and more
particularly with the Leipsic edition of 1816 of Titt-
man’s Meletemata Sacra.

The discussion was the interpretation of certain
verses of the sixth chapter of St. John’s Gospel.

Dr. Turton having shown that the notion attributed
to Tittman by you, in your fourth Lecture, involved
something not very consistent with reason, he pro-
ceeded to prove that the notion was, in fact, altogether
opposed to Tittman’s recorded opinions. For that
purpose, he quoted a passage from his Melotemata
Sacra ; but conceiving you to be (as you professed to
be) perfectly familiar with that author, and naturally
imagining that you were quite at home in this region
of literature, he did not set out the full title of the
work, which is as follows: “ Meletemata Sacra; sive
Commentarius exegetico-critico-dogmaticus in Evange-
tum Joannis” —a title which declares, as distinctly as
words can declare, that the work is a commentary on

1 & QObservations on the Rev. Dr. Wiseman's Reply to Dr. Turton’s

Roman Catholic Doctrine of the Eucharist, considered.” London: J.
'W. Parker, 1889,
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the Gospel of St. John. Dr. Turton simply refers to
the work as the commentary on St. John in the fol-
lowing terms:

¢ In the last place, I have carefully examined Tittman’s
commentary on St. John at the place in question, to
ascertain whether there was any pretence for attributing
to him so absurd a sentiment as we have just been consi-
dering. No such pretence can be discovered.”

This drew from your pen one of those cutting re-
bukes in which you not unfrequently indulge when
your veracity or accuracy is questioned. I will tran-
scribe your ever memorable reply. You write:

¢ I quoted the Melctemata Sacra. 1 supposed the pro-
fessor [Dr. Turton] was acquainted with the work; so
like a good controversialist—certainly not like a good
scholar [brave words these of yours, Sir]—he goes to
another work of Tittman’s, and from that attempts to
confute me. This is his commentary on St. John.”

This was a bold leap to take in the dark, and your
intrepidity took the professor somewhat by surprise.
The volume with which you pretended such familiar
acquaintance, denominated Meletemata Sacra, is de-
clared on the very title-page to be a commentary on
St. John; at the top of every page, from the beginning
of the book to the end, the particular chapter and
verse under discussion are distinctly marked, so that
the volume is indisputably nothing but a commentary
on St. John; no other commentary on St. John by
Tittman, than that called Meletemata Sacra, was ever
heard of, except in your ¢ Reply;” and, therefore, to
quote Dr. Turton’s retort, notwithstanding the tone of
confidence which you, Sir, thought proper to assume,
and the accusation of a want of scholarship in a Pro-
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fessor of Divinity in our University of Cambridge, the
inference least injurious to your character is this—that
you never, in the whole course of your life, had read,
or even consulted, the volume called Meletemata
Sacra.

But the case does not rest here. In your first
Lecture, you referred to another volume by Tittman,
with perfect accuracy—¢ Opuscula Theologica, Lips.
1803, p. 661.” Had you really consulted that vo-
lume, as your precise reference would indicate, that
volume might have taught you that the Meletemata
Sacra must be a commentary on St. John, and Dr.
Turton points out that the first 170 pages of the
volume, headed Meletemata Sacra in Evangelium
Joannis, contain the commentary on St. John, as far as
the 42nd verse of the fourth chapter; which, with
some additions, occupies the first 188 pages of the
Meletemata Sacra, published in 1816:—a second and
clear indication that you have here again quoted a
work which you had never so much as seen, betray-
ing, as you did, & most lamentable ignorance of its
contents. And thus the tables were turned upon
yourself.

The second example, I take from your Moorfields
Lectures, entitled “ Lectures on the Principal Doc-
trines and Practices of the Catholic Church;” the
amended edition of 1851, Lecture XIII. vol. ii. p. 107.
You are attempting to prove that the Romish doctrine
of “Invocation of Saints” was taught by the Primitive
Church. Among other writers, you press into your
service Origen, who wrote in the third century. You
state that:
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“He (Origen) thus writes on the Lamentations: ‘I
will fall down on my knees, and not presuming, on
account of :lllf crimes, to present my prayers to God, I
will invoke all the saints to my assistance, ** &e.

And the reference you give in a foot-note is, ¢ Lib.
ii. de Job,” thatis, the second book of the commentary
on the book of Job, as being the place where we are
to find the passage quoted by you.

Now, Rev. Sir, here we have, in the short space of
a few lines, four distinct, gross, and unpardonable
blunders, which display a lamentable ignorance of the
subject you have undertaken to elucidate to your ad-
miring auditory.

We are left in a state of uncertainty whether the
passage you quote is taken from the treatise called
¢ The Lamentations,” or from the ¢ Commentaries on
the Book of Job,” two distinct works. ¢ The Lamen-
tations” is a work universally admitted to be the
genuine work of the writer whom you desire to press
into your service; it is called ¢ Selecta in Threnos,”
and finds a place among the genuine works of Origen
in the Benedictine edition, by De la Rue.! But the
passage you quote is not from this work at all. The
person from whom you borrowed wanted to palm off a -
spurious passage from a work bearing a somewhat
similar title, containing an heretical modern Popish
doctrine, on a respectable author of the third century.
This is blunder No. I.

The “ literary charlatans,” Messrs. Kirk and Ber-
rington, from whom you appear to transcribe, did

! Paris, 1788, tom. iii. p. 821,—the edition Dr. Wiseman himself pur-
ports to quote. See Lecture v, p. 142, vol. i,
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know of the fraud. It originated with them; but they
do not refer us to the “ Commentary on the Book of
Job,”! as you do. This additional complication was
left for you to consummate. They quote two passages,
from two different works; you transcribe one of them,
but recklessly add the reference to the passage you do
not quote. From the beginning of the “ Commentary”
to which you refer us, to the end, no such passage is
to be found as that you quote. You might just as well
refer us to the sixth chapter of St. John’s Gospel, to
find your favourite passage quoted from 2 Maccabees,
x1i. 43, 46. And this is blunder No. IL
Blunder No. IIL is to quote even this Commentary

on Job as a genuine production of Origen. Pray,
Rev. Sir, refer to some of your own writers—for
instance, Bellarmine? Sixtus Senensis in the Biblo-
theca Sancta,® or Possevin in Apparatu ;* and you will
find it admitted that this work which you palm off
with such confidence, is decidedly spurious. Erasmus,
in his Censura,® proved that it was written by some
Arian, long after Origen’s time, and calls the prologue
to the treatise, “the production of a silly talkative
man, neither learned nor modest.” And your own .
- Benedictine edition, the same you profess to have
consulted, transfers it to an appendix, as the commen-
tary of an anonymous writer on Job,5 and condemns it
a8 spurious. And you have the assurance to quote the
treatise as genuine !

1 See ‘ Faith of Catholics,” London, 1830, p. 430.

2 De Scriptor. Eccl. p. 62. Edit. Lovanii, 1678.

s Pp. 281, 2, fol. Paris, 1610.

4 Tom. i. p. 526. Coloniz, 1608.

8 Edit, Basil, 1545 ; tom, i. p. 408.
¢ Tom. ii. p. 894. Paris, 1788.
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And, lastly, for blunder No. IV.: the passage you
quote, as from the “ Lamentations,” or the ¢ Commen-
tary on the Book of Job” (you are not particular which),
is from a work, the ¢ Lament,” or, the ¢ Wailing of
Origen.” I have accounted for your culpable negli-
gence in sending us to the ¢ Commentary on Job.”
How you have fallen into the other blunder is patent.
To one so totally ignorant of the subject as you have
shown yourself to be, the ¢ Lamentations” and ¢ La-
ment” naturally appear to be one and the same work;
it is just such a mistake as one would make who had
not seen Tittman’s work of Meletemata Sacra, and
believed it to be a different work from the commen-
taries on St. John, of course reversing the order. The
Present case is the more unpardonable, for it is a part
of your creed that you will never interpret Scripture,
except according to the unanimous interpretation of
those Fathers, of whose writings you appear to be
hopelessly ignorant—a fact I shall presently bring out
in bold and unmistakable relief. Your own Pope
Gelasius, at a council held at Rome, considers this
very work under the title of ¢ Peenitentia Origenis,”
88 “ written by heretics and schismatics,” which ¢ the
Catholic and Apostolic Church by no means receives.”
In the edition of 1545 of Origen’s works, this univer-
sally condemned treatise is prefaced by Erasmus as
“the fiction of some unlearned man, who attempted,
under colour of this, to throw disgrace upon Origen.” *
And it is wholly excluded from the Paris Benedictine
edition, 1738—the very edition from which you pre-

1 Labb. et Coss. Concil. tom. iv. p. 1265, Paris, 1671.
* Basil. Edit. 1645, Tom. i. p. 498.
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tend to take your quotations. These Roman Catholic
editors do not admit the treatise even among the
doubtful works of Origen. On the contrary, they
give abundant reasons for excluding it, by inserting
the observations of the learned critic, Huet, Romish
Bishop of Avranches, who, after quoting the observa-
tions of Erasmus, and the condemnation of Gelasius,
concludes with these remarkable words:

¢ Tt is wonderful, therefore, that, without any mark of
their being forgeries, they should be sometimes cited by
some theologians in evidence. Here we may smile at the
supineness of & certain heterodox man of the present age,
who thought the ¢ Lament’ ascribed to Origen, to
something different from the ¢ Book of Repentance.’ !

Your supineness or heterodoxy led you, if I can
give you credit for weighing the subject at all, to
commit this very error.

In 1836 you fell into this blunder.? The Rev. Mr.
Tyler, in 1847,® exposed your blundering to the above
effect; which blunders in 1851 you repeated by issuing
a new edition.

I can only come to the conclusion, that these perver-
sions are for the most part the result of ignorance,
that you appear in borrowed plumes, and that you
should renounce all pretensions to being considered a
‘“learned” man, and should cease to aspire to be a
teacher of subjects you have not studied, and content
yourself by ¢ editing” such silly fictions and romances
as the “ Fabiola; or, the Church of the Catacombs.”

The object of your quoting this spurious work, is to

! Tom. iv. part ii. p. 326. 2 Lectures, vol. ii. p. 107.
§ ¢ Primitive Christian Worship,” pp. 184 and 404.
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convey to your hearers and readers that Origen held
the modern Romish heresy of “Invocation of saints
and angels.” Had you been anxious to bear unbiased
testimony as to the teaching of this same Father, whom
you designate as “ one of the most learned men in the
early Christian ages,” on the subject,’ you would have
had no difficulty. In his undoubtedly genuine work
against Celsus, he is very clear and express, and there
was no necessity to endeavour to press into your service
an undoubtedly spurious work. He writes:

“ All supplications and prayer and intercession and
thanksgiving we must offer up to God who is above all,
through the living Word and God who is a High-Priest
superior to all Angels.—To invocate Aungels, indeed, when
men know so little about them, were itself irrational :
but, even on the supposition that we were ever so well
acquainted with such misterious wonders, still this ve
supposed knowledge, while it was setting forth their
nature and their respective offices, would forbid us pre-
sumptuously to pray to any other than the all-sufficient
Deity through the Son of God our Saviour.”?

I shall, in my next, proceed to expose another class

of your perversions,
I remain, &c.

1 Lecture v. vol. i. p. 142.

2 Oaocay pév yip 8énow xal mpooevyjy kal érevfw kal
elxapiariav dvamepmréoy T émt wic. Ocw, Bk Tob éml wdvrev
dyyédwr dpyiepéos, éuyriyov Adyov kai Oeod.— Ayyélovs ydp
xakéoar p1) dvakaBévras Ty Imép dvBplbmovs mept abrav émariuny,
ok eoyov' va 8¢ xal xaf Umdfeaw 1) mepl alrév émoTiuy,
Oavpudoids Tis oloa kal dmdppnros, karakngli® airy % émariuy,
wapacToaca Ty pbaw abrov kai ép’ ols elaw éxaorot Teraypévor,
otk ldoee ANN@ Bappeiv eSxeclar, § 76 wpds mdvra Siapket émd
wice Oe, did Tov Swripos fpav Yiov Tob Oeol. Orig. cont.
Cels. lib. v. p. 288. Ed. Cantab. 1677.
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No. OI.

Ricar REV. S1r,—Without recapitulating any of
the facts brought forward in my last, it will be readily
conceded as proved: 1. That you have betrayed a most
culpable ignorance of, at least, the two subjects I have
brought to your notice; and 2. That it behoves all
those who desire to seek the truth, to exercise due
caution, if they hope to find it in your controversial
works. I have already said enough, I venture to
assert, to throw discredit on every assertion and quota-
tion you have made, or may hereafter venture upon;
but it is really distressing to be obliged to carry into
the regions of theological controversy, the axiom, used
in some secular transactions, that we ought to believe
our opponent a rogue until he proves himself to be an
honest man.

Experience has taught those who are at all ac-
quainted with the Romish controversy, to doubt every
quotation or statement made by ome of your co-
religionists, until it has been subjected to a previous
searching examination, by a competent and trustworthy
person. A veteran theologian, the late George Stanley
Faber, whose opinions must be respected, as having
been given after long-tried experience, laid down the
following rule:

“Whenever a Romish doctor makes a large or extraor-
dinary, or startling assertion, there clearly can be no harm
in a cautious suspension of belief, until either the inquirer
himself or some competent and trustworthy friend, shall
have bad an ?portunity of actual and personal verifica-
tion of alleged authorities.”
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I have ever acted on this rule.

But to continue my subject. Where shall 1 begin?
I feel myself somewhat in the same embarrassing
position you seemed to have been placed in, when you
were compiling your lecture on ¢ Purgatory.” Your
material from the writings of the Fathers, you alleged
to be so plentiful, that ¢ the only difficulty you expe-
rienced was to select such passages as may appear the
clearest;” and so it is with the perversions and mis-
quotations exhibited in your lectures. As I was last
on your lecture on “ Invocation of Saints,” suppose we
continue on that subject.

I find in your edition of 1836, vol. ii. p. 108, you
most confidently appeal to the great Athanasius, in
support of your modern Romish practice of ¢ Invoca-
tion of Saints,” and more particularly of the blessed
Virgin Mary.

Now, Sir, I fearlessly challenge you to produce one
single passage from the writings of this “renowned
and undaunted defender of the Catholic [not Romish]
faith”—¢ indicative of any worship of the Virgin
Mary, or any belief in her power and mterceamon,
and any invocation of her, even for her prayers.” This
illustrious Bishop of Alexandria died at the end of
the fourth century. Your modern practice of invo-
cation and intercession of saints did not then exist in
the Christian Church.

You, however, were bold enough confidently to
appeal to this Father as countenancing your modern
innovation. The passage was thus given by you in
Lecture XTIL vol. ii. p. 108:

« St. Athanasius, the most zealous and strenuous sup-
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orter that the Church ever possessed of the Divinity of
g’eaus Christ, and consequently of his infinite superiority
over all the Saints, thus enthusiastically addresses his
ever blessed Mother: ¢ Hear now, O daughter of David;
incline thine ears to our prayers; we raise our cry to
thee. Remember us, O most holy Virgin, and for the
feeble eulogiums we give thee, grant us great gifts from
the treasures of thy graces, thou that art full of grace.
Hail Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with thee. Queen
and mother of God, intercede for us.’ Mark well [you
continue] these words; ¢ Grant us great gifts from the
treasures of thy graces,’ as if he hoped directly to receive
them from her. Do Catholics [Romanists] use stronger
words than these? or did Athanasius think or speak with
us, or with Protestants 2"

Leaving, for the moment, the question whether this
passage indicates Popish or Protestant teaching, I
assert that it has been established by your own writers
beyond the possibility of a doubt, that Athanasius
never wrote any such nonsense as you here have put
into his mouth.

The passage is taken from a homily called ¢the
Annunciation of the Mother of God.” When you
transcribed this passage, did you, or did you not, know
that the whole homily had been unequivocally con- -
demned as spurious by Cardinal Bellarmine,' and that
he agrees with Du Pin in rejecting it ? I believe you
knew nothing about the subject, and so far I must
give you credit for not being intentionally dishonest;
but I cannot acquit you of the grossest negligence,
and this is evidenced by the fact that the reference
you yourself give clearly shows, that you never took
the ordinary precaution of referring to the book to

1 See his work, “ De Scriptoribns Ecclesiasticis, p. 82, Edit. Lovanii,
1678, or the Cologne Edition, 1617, vol. vii. p. 50.
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which you send us as your authority. Your reference
is % Serm. in Annunt. t. [tom.] ii. p. 401,” which in-
dication refers to the Benedictine Edition of 1698.
You blindly followed those literary impostors, Kirk
and Berrington.!

Had you but turned to the edition and volume
indicated by your reference, you would have saved
your reputation, for this once. You would have seen
that the Editors ¢ who published the Remains of St.
Athanasius in 1698, class the works contained in this
same second volume under two heads—the doubtful
and the spurious; and the homily you quote you
would have found ranked, without hesitation, among
the spurious. In the middle of that volume, in close
proximity to the passage in question, the Editors not
only declare the work to be unquestionably a forgery,
assigning the reasons for their decision, but they for-
tify their judgment by quoting, at length, the letter
written by the celebrated Romish Annalist, Baronius,
more than a century before (dated from Rome, Nov.
1592) to our countryman, Stapleton.”? The Bene-
dictine Editors begin their preface with these ominous
words: “That this discourse is spurious, there is NO
LEARKED MAN WHO DOES NOT ADJUDGE.” And
they add the testimony of Baronius, who said * that
all persons of learning, WHO WERE DESIROUS OF THE
TRUTH, would freely agree with him,” that the homily
was not the production of Athanasius. Alas! sir, for
your reputation for “learning” and ¢truth.” This
same preface is also to be found set out in the later

1 ¢« Faith of Catholics,” 1830, pp. 430, 481,
% See Tyler’s ** Primitive Christian Worship,” 1847, p. 182.

(o]
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Paduan Edition of 1777,! where this homily is also
ranked, without any doubt, among the spurious works;
and even in the earlier edition of Paris, 1662,2 it is
condemned as spurious. There was, therefore, not the
slightest pretence or excuse for ascribing this homily
to the respected writer whom you so much desire to
press into your service.

It is true, that in your edition of 1851, you quietly
withdraw the passage, but without one word of explana-
tion to guard your readers from falling into the same
error a8 you had done, or one expression of regret that
the sacred cause of truth should have been injured by
your negligence. No; such step would have been
ruinous to your reputation; so you think it more pru-
dent to keep your own counsel. This is not carrying
out the command ¢ to show yourself a worthy Minister
of Christ in the word of truth,”?® with which you so
ostentatiously commence your Lectures. And though
you may boast that your Church is established with a
¢ security against error” (p. 3.), you, Rev. Sir, have a
most unfortunate mode of persuading us of the truth
of the alleged fact.

As, however, you have so far taken a step in the
right direction, by withdrawing the passage, pray take
courage and complete the good work, by filling in the
hiatus, with an admittedly genuine pabsage from one
of the orations of Athanasius. It is as follows:

“We are truly worshippers of God, because we in-
vocate no one of the creatures nor any mere man, but
the Son who is by nature from God and true God ; made

1 Tom. ii, p. 832. ? p. 886, “ Bibliotheca Patrum Concionstoria.”
3 Lecturei. p. 1.

« A
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man indeed, yet not the less, therefore, the Lord himself,
and God md Saviour. 'Who would not justly admire this

being ; or who would not collect, that he mmt needs be

somewhat truly divine §”!

1t was scarcely worth while to risk your reputation,
by going out of your way to select a passage from a
notoriously spurious work, when you had genuine tes-
timony at hand. While I admit the difficulty of
your position, I cannot accept that as an excuse.

And here let me point out a fallacy in your intro-
ductory Lecture. You deny Scripture to be the only
rule of faith; whereas you allege that Zradition is
equally the rule of faith, and its addition to that rule
“is not a corruption.” “If tradition (you say) be
equally a rule of faith, the Catholic [Romish] Church
is not guilty of the alleged corruption of adding tra-
dition.” (p. 6.) This is a non sequitur. We admit
tradition, where it confirms Scripture. The doctrine
Athanesius taught on the subject under consideration
was scriptural. The ¢radition handed down to us, by
his writings, of the belief of the Church in his day,
confirms the truth of Scripture; whereas you have
perverted the doctrine as plainly taught by Secripture,
and have attempted to confirm your error by corrupt-
ing the tradition as handed down_by Athanasius.

It is this systematic corruption of tradition, exem-
plified in your writings, that I intend to expose.

1°AM\& d\nbas OeocePeis, Orv pndéva Tav yemrav: py 8¢
xotwdy Tivd dvbpamor* dAAG Tdv ék Oeot Piger kal dAnbivdy Oedv
Yiév' rovrov 8¢ yevbpevor dvfpomov, oddéy ﬁrrov Kvav avrdy
xai Qedv xal Son-rlpa, émuakotpeba. Toufo 8¢ 7is odx &v favpd-
ceter* # Tis odk & oiwbero Betoy &7\7]6@9 elvac 7 mpéypa ; Athan.

contr. Arian. Orat, iv. Oper. tom. i. p. 275. Heidelb, apud Commel,
1600.
Cc2
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‘While, however, I admit that the doctrine conveyed
by the passage quoted by you, is according to the
practical teaching of your Church, I protest against
your quoting it for the purpose for which you adduce
it. Were I in controversy to accuse your Church of
praying fo the Virgin “ to grant you great gifts from
the treasures of her graces, as if you hoped directly to
receive them from her,” you would, as Dr. Milner had
done,' protest that it was a libel and misrepresentation,
an odious charge, a “ calumny.” In this very Lecture
you protest that your Church is not responsible for
abuses of the doctrine practised by individuals (p. 97);
and yet, when you think to support your erroneous
teaching by tradition, you do not hesitate to bring in
evidence, under the sanction of respected names,
that very form of doctrine which you would repu-
diate when alleged against you. In my recently de-
livered Lectures on % The Invocation of Saints,”2 I
have adduced from your *lecture” several specimens
of the unfair use made of similar passages. As this
little work greatly concerns yourself, I would respect-
fully bring it tb your notice.

I remain, &ec.

! Letter 83, “ End of Controversy.”
2 Published by Wertheim and Mackintosh, price 1s.
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No. IV.

RieaT REV. SIR,—In the last edition of your
Lectures, from which I have been quoting, you state
in the preface, that it was undertaken under your own
sanction, “as the only effectual means to prevent
injury to yourself and to your cause;” and, indeed,
you stated that you had “written a considerable
portion of them over again” All this indicates quiet
study, calm judgment, and forethought; and you
commended your book ¢ to the favour and protection
of the Almighty, begging his blessing upon both the
writer and the reader;” and you court “a candid and
unbiased judgment of all who shall take it into their
hands.” And you state to have derived a * consola-
tion” at “ witnessing the patient and edifying attention
of a crowded audience.” Each succeeding edition
seems to have been subjected to your mature delibera-
tion and examination, and, therefore, am I the more
surprised, that you should have allowed to pass palpable
misrepresentations and erroneous quotations. But look
at the method you adopt to mislead the members of
your Church. You deny them the right of exercising
any judgment or criticism at all on the subject of
which you treat.

In your introductory Lecture (p. 17), you tell us
that, “ We may wander about the outskirts [of your
Church], we may admire the goodliness of its edifices
and of its bulwarks, but we cannot be its denizens or
children, if we enter not by that one gate—"
CHRIST! the way, the truth, and the life? No, by
no means; but of—¢ absolute unconditional submission
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to the teaching of the Church.” * And you further tell
us, that if we proceed to examine the grounds whereon
the peculiar dogmas and practices of your Church are
upheld, we shall find that ¢ Catholics [Romanists] main-
tain them exclusively by the same principle of their
being taught by an infallible authority vested in the
Church.” And so satisfied are you that the Church
can teach nothing but what is infallibly true, that you
do not hesitate to endorse that startling aseertion of
Ignatius Loyola, that we are to believe white to be
black if your Church defines it to be so.!

An “infallible authority,” you assert, ¢ exists, and
always has existed, in your Church.” This teaching
can only be ascertained or communicated by or
through the accredited ministers of your Church,
delivered either in writing or by word of mouth. You
come before us professedly as an exponent of her
doctrines and practices, ¢ clothed,” as you pretended
to be, “in a mail of proof.” (p. 1.) As a natural
consequence your flock gives an ¢ absolute, uncon-
ditional submission to your teaching,” and believes
that it is being taught ¢ by an infallible authority,” as
if “God’s truth” were really “committed to your
charge.” (p. 1)

1 ¢ That we may in all things attain the truth (that we may not err
in anything), we ought ever to hold it as a fixed principle, that what I
see to be white I believe to be black, if the Hierarchial Church so define
it to be.” See Dr. Wiseman's edition of * Ignatius’ Spiritual Exercises,”
Loundon, 1847, p, 180, It is worthy of remark here that the printer was
evidently puzzled, at the deliberate contradiction required of the senses,
and Dr. Wiseman seems to have overlooked the mistake (if a mistake).
The passage immediately preceding that above quoted stands thus:
¢ Finally, that we may be altogether of the same mind and in conformity
with the Church herself, if she shall have defined anything to be dlack
which to our eyes appears to be white, one ought in like manner to pro.
nounce it to be white ;” which is evidently contradicted by the passage
which follows it, the % Autograph,” as above set forth.




LITERARY BLUNDERS. 23

Now, what security have your readers that they
are not deceived? You invite implicit credence in
the pastors of your Church, disarm suspicion, and
then take advantage of your power by passing off
spurious documents defending your modern and anti-
scriptural doctrines, under the pretence of their being
sanctioned by respected Fathers of the early Christian

Church.
I have cited two such cases. We have numerous

others dispersed throughout your Lectures. See with
what confidence you quote Ambrose, the celebrated
Bishop of Milan, in support of your doctrine of Purga-
tory, citing, as evidence,' a passage from a Commentary
on Paul’s 1st Epistle to the Corinthians, when these
commentaries are rejected by all critics. Du Pin
positively asserts, that they were not written by
Ambrose. Bellarmine even condemns them, both in
his critical and controversial works. He writes, ¢ That
the author of this commentary was not Ambrose, as
the learned well know, neither was he one of the cele-
brated Fathers.”

In your Lecture XVIL, on Transubstantiation
(p- 229), you give two passages which you attribute to
Chrysostom, but both are admitted to be spurious.
You will find them declared so to be in the edition
% Gr. et Lat. Studio D. Bernardi de Montfaucon,” &e.,
Paris, 1837 ; that, *In Proditione Jude,” in tom. x.
p- 877, and the other “De Peenitentia,” in tom. ix.,
are ranked among the spurious works.

To prove Purgatory to be advocated by Basil, you
quote from the acknowledged spurious commentary on

! Lecture xi. vol. ii. p. 62.
3 Bell. de Matrimonio, lib. i. c. 17, tom. ii. p. 1328,
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Isaiah,! and it is yet to be proved that the writer of
these was even, as you assert, “a contemporary author”
with Basil. And in support of the same doctrine, you
make Augustine quote Matt. xii. 32—in proof of the
supposition, that some sins are forgiven in the next
world, and therefore you (not Augustine) conclude
this must be in Purgatory; whereas, not only is this
theory contrary to the statement of your own doctrine
(for, according to your statement, Purgatory is not a
place where sins are forgiven, but ¢ for the infliction
of punishment for transgressions”—¢ where God has
Sorgiven the sin;"?) but the passage attributed to
Augustine is itself a modern addition.® '

And now turn to your ¢ Remarks on Mr. Palmer’s
Letter.”* Here you quote various spurious writings
to prove that the blessed Virgin Mary was an object
of invocation to the early Christians. You press into
your service Methodius, the very learned Bishop of
Olympus, or Patara, in Lycia, and afterwards of Tyre,
in Palestine, who suffered martyrdom a.p. 303. You
quote (p. 30) from a homily on which there is not
the slightest question as to its being spurious. For, in
the first place, the Benedictine Editor, in a note to
Jerome’s works,® says, once for all, that the “ Sympo-
sium” is the only entire work of Methodius extant;
and Baronius expressly says, I do not hesitate to say

1 Lecture xi. vol. ii. p. 60.

2 Lecture xi. vol. ii. p. 42.

8 See Ludovicus Vives, in Lib. De Civ. Dei. lib. xxi. ¢. 24, p. 865,
London, 1610.

¢ London, 1841,

® Oper. tom. ii. p. 910.
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that no Greek or Latin writer has left a sermon
delivered on the feast of the Purification (called some-
times ¢ Hypapantes,” sometimes ¢ Simeon and Anna’)
‘before the fifteenth year of Justinian (A.p. 542), and
that Pope Gelusius paved the way for the institution
of that feast, by putting an end to the festivities of the
Lupercalia, which were also observed in February.”?
And the Benedictine monk, Lumper, in his ¢ Critical
Theological History,” * &c., unquestionably shows that
the homily you quote is of a much later date than you
give it, by attributing it to Methodius. In your
same ¢ Remarks on a Letter from the Rev. W.
Palmer,” in p. 28, you again boldly and confidently
cite the illustrious, pious, and eloquent Bishop of
Constantinople, Gregory of Nazianzum (A.p. 378), as
having directly and unequivocally prayed to the
Virgin Mary. The work you cite is the ¢ Christus
Patiens,” or % Christ’s Suffering”—found in the Ap-
pendix of the second volume, p. 1206, of the Benedic-
tine (S. Maur) edition, Paris, 1840, of Gregory’s
works—a tragedy, the characters being Christ, his
mother, Joseph, and others. In introducing the pas-
sage as from the pen of Gregory, which is too long to
quote here (it partakes strongly of the mawkish senti-
mentality characteristic of your erratic, and not un-
frequently erotic, prayers to the Virgin offered by
celibate priests), you say, ¢ After all, there is poetry in
all sincere prayer; every office of [Roman] Catholic
devotion, public or private, is essentially poetical; and

1 Baronius, in Feb. 2, Paris, 1607, p. 57.
2 Tom, xiii. p. 474. Aug. Vind. 1784.
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if it was lawful for St. Gregory to address the blessed
Virgin, as follows, under any circumstances, it cannot
be idolatrous in us.” And afier giving the idolatrous
prayer, youadd: ¢ Here is the blessed Virgin directly
prayed to, considered a protector or defender against
enemies. In short, in this one address St. Gregory
sums up all that is contained in $he passage considered
by Mr. Palmer so objectionable in the mouths of
modern Catholics.” As to the prayer being ¢ essen-
tially poetic,” I will not dispute with you, but that it
i8 most decidedly “idolatrous” I maintain. But if
Gregory never dictated such a prayer as you quote,
and he most certainly did not, your argument founded
on “if it was lawful” falls to the ground, but the con-
sequent idolatry still remains. There is not the
slightest doubt that Gregory of Nazianzum did not
write this ¢ dramatic composition,” nor was it a pro-
duction of his age; and for evidence I direct you to
the very edition you are supposed to quote from (that
you ever looked at any edition I cannot believe), of
the Roman Catholic Benedictine Editor (Paris, 1840,
second volume, in the Appendix); here you will find
all the editor’s arguments set out to prove the work
to be spurious. It is marvellous, indeed, to find a
man in the present day reckless emough to quote
passages and books he never saw, and yet to stand
forth as a “ teacher in Israel!” You have been bold
enough in the same ¢ Remarks on Mr. Palmer’s
Letter” (p. 25), to press into your service Cyril, the
eminent Bishop of Alexandria (a.p. 412-444), for
the same object that you have quoted Methodius and
Gregory, and you allege ¢ that to the Virgin, in some .
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sort, the works of Christ are attributed” by this Father,
this same Cyril, who, in his undoubtedly genuine
works, showed the blessed Virgin to be weak, frail,
and erring,! particularly when he referred to the
words of Simeon (Luke ii. 35), saying, “By the
‘sword’ he meant the sharp attack of passion which
distracted the female mind into reasonings which were
out of place!” The homily quoted by you is the
“Encomium 8. Mariam,” which Auberti, the editor
(Paris, 1638), has placed in the fifth volume of Cyril’s
works, p. 379. This editor was the first who added
the homily in question to CyriPs works, but he admits
that he copied it out of a most faulty manuseript in
the King’s Library at Paris, and amended it as well as
he could, by guesses. Had Cyril’s works come under
the cntwal examination of the Benedlctme Editors,
they would not have allowed this homlly to pass as
genuine And once again, in the same ¢ Remarks,”
P- 26, you quote, for the same purpose, *the Acts of
St. Mary of Egypt” as “a remarkable monument of
most confident supplication made to the blessed
Virgin [in the fourth century], and that, too, in the
presence of, and suggested by, her image!” On the
suthority of the Bollandists, you assert the ¢ Acts
could not have been compiled later than a.p.500.”
But the Bollandist editor® built all his reasonings on

! See the 12th Book of his Commentary on St. John’s Gospel, tom.
iv. p. 1064 et seq.  Edit. Paris (Lutet.), 1638,

* For a further critical notice on this subject, I beg to refer the
learned (?) Doctor to Tyler’s work, “ The Worship of the Virgin Mary,”
London, 1851, pp. 860 and 408, md to which I am also indebted for
previous observations on various citations.

* That Dr. Wiseman never read the authority he quotes is evident, for
he refers to the treatise as ¢ The Life” or ¢ Acts ofghry as though it
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assumed facts and dates, and which tumble down like
a house built with cards under the critical pen of the
Rev. J. E. Tyler.! But a man of your standing and
pretensions to learning, instead of relying on the
authority of a Jesuit writer of the seventeenth cen-
tury, should have brought to bear your ingenuity and
“inductive skill” to prove that the three manuscripts
of this ¢Life of St. Mary of Egypt,” in the Bod-
leian Library, and which are of the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries, and bear the name of * Sophro-
nius, Bishop of Jerusalem,” as their author, are at-
tributed to that writer. Sophronius lived at the
close of the seventh century! But then you would
have come in contact with a writer of a century
earlier than John Bollandus—Lawrence Surius—also
a compiler of “ Acts of Saints,” who had adopted a
Latin translatidh of this work, wherein the authorship
is attributed to the same Sophronius.? But as you
cannot afford to give up “an authority” of so early a
date when you would have us believe that the worship
of the Virgin was practised, you are quite satisfied to
stake your reputation on the writer you quote, and
take no trouble to examine the value of the authority.
Your object is gained if a series of early dates and
names garnishes your books, they pass muster with the
uninformed, and who would dare to doubt ¢ CARDINAL
WISEMAN’S” veracity !

were the joint work of many—the Bollandists ; it is in reality, however,
the production only of one, who speaks of himeelf in the first person
singular. See Acta Sanctorum, tom. i., April 2, p. 68, Anop.1675.
Seo Tyler as above, p. 419. Many hands, it is true, were occupied in
the entire work, but one only on this part. -

1 Worship of the Virgin Mary, as above, p. 410 et seq.

2 Tom. ii. p. 186, Venice, 1581.
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In your Lecture XIIIL. p. 113, in support of Saint
Worship, you quote, as from Augustine, from a work
“De Curi Gerenda pro Mortuis,” &c., which in the
edition Bassani, 1797, tom. viii., is placed under the
fifth class of sermons, as ¢ Sermones Dubii.”

Then, again, in this same Lecture on ¢ Invo-
cation of Saints.”® How you labour to enlist in your
service testimony from St. Ephrem, to whom you refer
“as remarkable as being the oldest Father and writer
of the Oriental Church.” Would it have disarranged
the force of your argument had you omitted the whole
page of quotation from a work entitled “The Praises
of the Virgin Mary?” What new evidence had you,
Sir, when you so dogmatically set this sermon down as
from the pen of Ephrem, the Syrian deacon, when
Tiellmont describes the production as from some
ignorant monk? Mr. Tyler shows that the whole
work has not only been declared spurious by writers
of your own Church, but, further, that the passages
quoted by you are taken from a work which never
was ascribed to Ephrem in any age, and which is not
ascribed to him in any one manuscript or printed book,
and which were never even bound up with Ephrem’s
works before the Roman edition of 1732.

! Augustine’s testimony is so clear on the subject of Invocation of
Saints, that I cannot refrain from quoting the following passage from
his work on True Religion : * Let not our point of religion be the wor-
ship of dead men. For though they lived piously, still they are not
to be 80 accounted of asrequiring from us any such honours ; but they
rather wish us to worship Him, through whose illumination they rejoice
that we should be partners of their merit. They are to be honoured,
therefore, on account of imitation; not to be prayed to on account of re-
ligion.”—(Honorandi sunt ergo propter imitationem, non adorandi prop-
ter religionem.) August. De Ver. Relig. c. Iv. tom. i. p. 817. Edit.
Colon. Agripp. 1616.

3 Lecture xiii, p. 109,




30 DR. WISEMAN’S POPISH

If your object was to palm off such sputious trash as
this, on your hearers for the genuine productions of a
Syrian deacon of the fourth century, “as the truths
committed to your charge,”! we can account for the
anxiety exhibited in your introductory Lecture, de-
manding implicit, absolute, and unconditional submis-
gion to the teaching of your Church, with a bold asser-
tion of your infallibility.

And so I might go on through a tedious list. Bat,
mark ‘here, again, your inconsistency. Ephrem is
cited to prove the antiquity of your doctrine, and yet
you are obliged to admit ¢ that his expressions are so
exceedingly strong, that some Catholics of the present
day would feel a certain difficulty in using some of
them in their prayers, for fear of offending persors of
another religion!” What affectation! The idea of a
Roman Catholic feeling any such difficulty for any
such alleged reason! You, Sir, found no sach difficulty
when you published under your own name a transla-
tion of Liguori’s ¢ Glories of Mary,” and wherein is
repeatedly quoted that other work, Bonaventure’s
Paalter.

I remain, &c.

1 Lecture i. p. 1.
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No. V.

RigeT REV. S1e,—I do not propose to follow any
particular order in examining your misquotations and
perversions, since it is not my intention to write a
treatise, but shall take examples from different parts of
your works, as convenience may suggest.

I beg now to refer you to the following passage in
your Lecture on “The Supremacy.”! You say:

“I presume it will not be necessary to enter into an;
argument to show that St. Peter was the first Bishop oyt'
Rome. The monuments which yet exist in every part of
it, and the testimony of ecclesiastical writers from the
oldest times, put the fact above all doubt ; and it is only
sufficient to say, that authors of the highest literary
eminence, and remarkable for their opposition to the
supremacy of the Roman See, such as Cave, Pearson,
Usher, Young, and Blondel, have both acknowledged it
and supported it. Among the moderns it may be suffi-
cient to observe, that no ecclesiastical writer of any note
pretends to deny this fact.”

This is a fair specimen of your daring and sweeping
statements.

Here are three dogmatic assertions:

I. That it is a “fact above all doubt,” that Peter
was the first Bishop of Rome.

IL That ¢ authors of the highest literary eminence,”
remarkable for their opposition to the supremacy of
the See of Rome (naming them), have acknowledged
and supported the proposition.

IIL. % Among moderns, no ecclesiastical writer of
any note pretends to deny this fact.”

! Lecture viii. vol. i. p. 278.
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I. In the sense in which you desire your words to
be taken, I most emphatically deny that it is a fact
above all doubt that Peter was first local Bishop of
Rome, or that he exercised any dominant supremacy
there. There is not the slightest reliable evidence to
support the assertion. That Rome was called ¢ Peter’s
Chair” I admit, and, in this general sense, Rome ‘may
have been called the See of Peter. But Carthage was
also called ¢ Peter's Chair;” Alexandria was called the
¢ Chair” and “ See of Peter;” even Canterbury was
also called “ Peter's Chair,” though it is not pretended
that Peter was ever at Carthage, Alexandria, or that
he ever stepped into England. It may possibly be
true that Peter went to Rome somewhere about A.D.
63, between the two visits of Paul to that city. The
history of the Acts of the Apostles,and the Epistles of
St. Paul, are wholly inconsistent with the idea sug-
gested. Lardner, a writer of some note, lays it down
as the most probable supposition, that Peter first
visited Rome A.D. 63 or 64, and that he suffered mar-
tyrdom there with Paul, A.D. 64 or 65. But the idea
of the twenty-five years’, or any other reign as Bishop
of Rome, i3 exploded.

II. Your appeal to the Protestant authors named, is
on a par with your usual intrepidity, when a point is
to be gained. CAVE gives testimony the very reverse
of what you attribute to him. After alluding to the
looser sense in which the title of Bishop may be applied
to Peter, he says: '

“ The nature of the Apostolic office hardly allows that
he should have been attached to the See of Rome as its
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peculiar Bishop, and no record of primitive antiquity tells
us that he was.”’?

If BisaorP PEARSON believed that St. Peter was
Bishop of Rome, he considered Paul no less so. He
uses the term in the general sense above referred to.
His words are:

“ Here, he (Epiphanius) plainly teaches that Paul, no
less than Peter, was both apostle and bishop, and derives
the succession of the Roman Bishops from Paul no less than
Peter. It is true, therefore, that the ancient Greek
Fathers considered b0tk Peter and Paul to be Bishops of
Rome.” 2

His meaning is more evident in the following, from
the same work, wherein, on the authority of Irenzus,
he states that Peter and Paul founded that Church,
and in the lifetime of the apostles, Linus was consti,
tuted Bishop:

“ Cum Petrus et Paulus fundarent ecclesiam hoc est
apostolis illis adhuc superstitibus, Linus Roms episcopus
constitutus est, ut docet Irensmus.” 2

Do you propose to assert that Peter and Paul were
joint possessors of the See of Rome, and that they both
abdicated in favour of Linus?

With regard to UsHER, I have carefully gone
through all his writings, and the only passage I can
find referring to the matter, is in his “ Speech de-
livered in the Castle chamber at Dublin, in 1622, on
the ¢ Oath of Supremacy.’”* He said that the grounds

1 Roman® vero Cathedrs tanquam peculiarem episcopum affixum
esse, sgre patitur muneris apostolici ratio; nec alla nos docent prims
vetustatis monumenta. Hist. Lit. Sec. Apost. p. 8, tom. ii. London,
1698 ; and Geneva, 1720, p. 5.

2 Pearson. Opera Post., cap. vi. Dissert. i. p. 29. London, 1688.

* Ibid. Diss. ii. c. v. sec. 2. p. 168
+ Edit. Cambridge, 1835, p. 649.
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of the ¢ claim of the Bishop of Rome” as the successor
of St. Peter, “appear to be vain and frivolous.” He
supposes with an ¢f it were true what Romanists allege,
that Peter was Bishop of Rome after he was Bishop of
Antioch, even then he adds, “ Rome has little else to
allege for this preferment, but only that Peter was
crucified in it, which was a very slender reason to
move the apostles so to respect it.” In another place
he distinctly makes Linus the first Bishop of Rome.

Youna, better known as ¢ Patricius Junius,” E-
brarian to Charles I., only goes to the extent of ad-
mitting that the fact of the martyrdom of Peter and
Paul, under Nero, was too well known to be brought
into question; but the period he admitted to be doubt-
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