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PREFACE . 

A TASK both difficult and unlooked for has sud. 
denly fallen to my lot; that is, to gain a. fair hearing 
on subjects about which the opinions, and still more 
the feelings, of so many men are not only adverse, 
but even hostile. I must, therefore, ask for patience 
from those who may read these pages. 

The topics here treated have not been chosen by 
me. They have been raised by lVIr. GLADSTONE, 
and perhaps, in all the rat~ge of Religion and Poli
tics, none can be found more delicate, more beset 
with misconceptions, or more prejudged by old tra
ditionary beliefs and antiiJathies. Some of them, 
too, are of an odious kind; others revive memories 
we would fain forget. And yet, if Mr. GLADSTONE'S 
appeal to me is to be answered, treated they must 
be. l\tIy reply to the argument of the Expostulation 
on the Vatican Council will be found in the first, 
second, and fifth c~apters; but as~r. GLADSTONE 
has brought into his impeachment the ·present con
flict in Germany, and has reviewed his own conduct 
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in respect to the Revolution in Italy, I have felt my
self obliged to follow him. This I have done ill the 
third and fourth chapters. Apart from this reason, I 
felt myself bound to do so by the terms of the two 
,letters printed~ at the opening of the following pages. 
I hold myself pledged to justify their contents. 
~foreover, these two topics fall within the outline of 
the subject treated by :Mr. G.LADSTONE, which is, 
the relation of the Supreme Spiritual Power of the 
Head of the Christian Church to' the Civil Powers 
of all countries. So much for the matter of these 

pages. 
As for the manner, if it be faulty, the fault 'is 

mine: and yet there ou~ht to be no fault imputed 
where there has been no intention to wound or to 
offend. I can say with truth that, to avoid offence, I 
have weighed my words, and if there be' one still 
found which ought not to have been written, I wish 
it to be blotted out. The subject-matter is beyond 
my control. I can blot out ,vords, but t cannot blot 
out truths. \Vhat I believe to be truth, that I have 
said in the clearest words and calmest that I could 

find to give to it a~equate expression. 
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THE V A TIC A·N DEC R E ~~ S 

IN THEIR BEARING ON 

CIVIL ALLEGIANCE. 

INTRODUCTION. 

1\IR. GLADSTONE, in his Expostulation with the 
Catholics of the British Empire on the Decrees 'of 
the Vatican Council, writes as follows:

'England is entitled to ask and to know in what way 
the obedience required by the Pope and the Council of the 
Vatican is to be reconciled with the integrity of Civil Alle
giance: l 

When I read these words, I at once recognized the 
right-of the English people, speaking by its legitimate 
authorities, to know from. me what I believe and 
what I teach; but in recognising this right I am 
compelled to decline to answer before any other tl-i-. 
bunal, or to any other interrogator. If, therefore, 
I take the occasion of any such interrogation, I do 
not address myself to those who make it, but to the 
justice and to the good sense of the Christian people 
?f this country. 

1 The Vatican Decrees it, their Bearing on Ct"vil Alll'gial1u. By 
the Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone. P.43. . 
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1\'11'. Gladstone followed up this demand upon his 
Catholic fellow-countrymen by an elaborate argu
ment to prove that it is impossible for Catholics, 
SInce the Vatican Council, t9 be loyal except at the 
cost of their fidelity to the Council, or faithful to the 
Cou~cil except at the cost of their loyalty to their 
country.. I therefore considered it to be my duty to 
lose no time in making the subjoined declaration in 
all our principal journals. 

, SIR,-The gravity of the subject on which I address you, 
affecting, as it must, every Catholic in the British Empire, 
will, I hope, obtain from your courtesy the publication of 
this letter. 

'This morning I received a copy of a pamphlet, entitled 
"The Vatican Decrees in t~eir Bearing on Civil Allegiance." 
I find in it a direct appeal to myself, both for the office I 
hold and for the writings I have published.· I gladly ac
]{nowledge the duty that lies upon me for both those reasons. 
I am bound by the office I bear not to suffer a day to pass 
without repelling from the Catholics of this country the 
lightest inlputation upon their loyalty; and, for my teach
ing, I am ready to show that the principles I have ever 
taught are beyond impeachment upon that score. 

'It is true, indeed, that in p:Ige 57 of the pamphlet 'Mr. 
Gladstone expresses his belief" that many of his Roman 
Catholic friends and fellow-countrymen are, to say the least 
of it, as gOO9. citizens as himself." But as the whole pam
phlet is an elaborate argument to prove t.hat the teaching of 

, the Vatican Council renders it impossible for them to be 50, 

I cannot accept this grateful acknowledgment, which implies 
that they are good citizens because they are ~t variance with 
the Catholic Church. . . 

'I should be wanting in duty to the Catholics: of this 
country and to myself if I did not give a prompt contradic.. 
tion to this statement, and if I did not with equal prompt.. 
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ncss affirm that the loyalty of our civil allegiance is, not in 
spite of the teaching of the Catholic Church, but because 
of it. , 

, The sum of the argument in the pamphlet jU,st published 
to the world is this :-That by the Vatican Decrees such a 
change has been made. in the relations of Catholics to the 
civil power of States, that it is' no longer possible for them 
to render the same undivided civil allegiance as it was pos
sible for Catholics to render before the promulgation of 
those Decrees. 

'In answer to this it is for the present suffiCient to 
affirm

, I. That the Vatican Decrees have in no jot or tittle 
,changed either the obligations or the conditions of civil 
allegiance. 

'2. That t~e civil allegiance of Catholics is as undivided 
as that of all Christians, and of all men WilO recognise a. 
Divine or natural moral law. 

'3. That the civil allegiance of no man is unlimited; and 
therefore the civil allegiance of all men who believe in -God. 
or are governed by conscience, is in that sense divided. 

'4. In this sense, and in no other, can it be said with 
truth that the Civil allegiance of Catholics is divided. The 
civilallegiance of every Christian Irian in England is limited 
by conscience and the law of God; and the ci\'il allegiance 
of Catholics is limited neither le!'s nor morc. 

',5., The public peace of the British Empire has'been' 
consolidated in the last half century by the eliminatioil of 
religious conflicts and inequalities from our laws. The Em
pire, of Germany might have been equally peaceful" ~nd 

stable if its statesmen had not been tempted in' an evil hour 
to ra~e lJP the old fires of religious disunion. The hand of 
one man, more than anv other, threw this torch of discord 
into the German Empir;. The history of Germany will re
cord the name of Dr. Ignatius von Dollinger as ,the authol' 
of ,this national evil. I iament, not only to read the name, 
but to trace the arguments of Dr! von Dollinger in th'ep'am. 
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phlet before me. May God preserve these kingdoms from 
the public and private calamities which are visibly impend
ing over Germany. The author of the pamphlet, in his first 
line, assures us· that his "purpose is not polemical but 
p,lcific." I am sorry that so good an intention should have 
so widely erred in the selection of the means. 

• But my purpose is neither to criticise nor to controvert. 
~ly desire and my duty as an Englishman, as a Cathoiic, and 
as a pastor, is to claim for my flock and for myself a civil 
allegiance as pure, as true, and as loyal as is rendered by the 
distinguished author of t.he ·pamphlet, or by any subject of 
the British Empire. 

&c•.&c•
 
.' 1{ov~11Zbe,. 7, 1874. I
 

Subsequently, in reply to questions proposed to 
me,· I further wrote as follows : 

To the Editor of The New York Herald. 

• Dear Sir,-In answer to your question as to my state
ment about the Vatican Council, I reply as follows: 

'I asserted that the Vatican Decrees have not changed 
by.a jot or a tittle the obligations or conditions of the civil 
obedience of Catholics towards the Civil, Powers. The 
whole of Mr. Gladstone's pamphlet hangs on the contrary 
ass~rtion; and falls with ·it. In proof of. my assertion I 
add~-

'I. That· the Infallibility of the Pope was a doctrine of 
Divine Faith before the Vatican Council was held. In the 
second and third parts of a book called" Petri Privilegium 
(Longmans, 1871), I have given more than sufficient evidence 
of this assertion. 

'2. That- the Vatican Council simply declared an .old 
tnlth., and made no new dogma. 

, 3. That the position of Catholics therefore in respect to 
civil allegiance, since the Vatic~n Council, is precisely what 
it-was ·bef.ore i~, 
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'4. Tha;t the Civil Powers of the Christian world have 
hith"erto stood in peaceful relation with an Infallible Church, 
and that relation has been often recognised and declared by 
the Church in its Councils. The Vatican Council had, 
therefore,"ilO·new matter to treat in this point. 

• 5. That the Vatican Council has made no decree what· 
ever on the subject of the Civil Powers, nor on ciyil alle
giance. 

•This subject was not so much as proposed. The civil 
obedience of Catholics rests upon the natural law, and the 
revealed la"* of God. . Society is founded in nature, and sub
jects are bound in all things lawful to obey. their rulers. 
Society, when Christian, has higher sanctions,.and 'Subjects 
are bound to obey rule! s for conscience sake, and because 
the Powers that be are ordained of God. Of all these things 
the Vatican Decrees can have changed nothing because they 
have touched nothing. Mr. Gladstone's whole' argument 
hangs upon an erroneous assertion, into which I can only 
suppose he has been misled by his m.isplaced trust in Dr. 
DolJing-er and some o( hisfriends. 

•On public. and private grounds I deeply lament this act 
of imprud~nce, and but for my bclie! in :M r. Gladstone's sin
ccrity I should say this act oJ injustice. I lament it, as an 
act out of all harmony at"d !Jropo' tion to a great statesman's 
life, and as the first event that has overcast a friendship of 
forty-five years. His whole public life has hitherto. consoli
dated theChristiari and civil peace of these kingdoms. This 
act, unless the good providence of God and the good sense 
of Englishmen avert it, may wreck more than the work of 
Mr. Gladstone's public career, and at the end of a long life 
may tarnish a great name 

&c. &c. 
•Westminster, Nov. 10, 1874-' 

Having thus directly. contradicted the main error 
of Mr. Gladstonefs arguinentf I .thought it mT duty 
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to wait. I was certain that two things would follow: 
the one, that far better answers than any that I could 
make 'would be promptly made; the other, that cer· 
tain nominal Catholics, who upon other occasions 
have done the same, would write letters to the news· 
papers. 

Both events have. come to pass. 
The Bishops of Birmingham, Clifton, and Salford 

have abundantly pointed out the mistakes into which 
Mr. Gladstone has fallen on the subject of the Vati
can Council; and have fully vindicated the loyalty 
of Catholics~ 

The handful of nominal Catholics have done their 
work; and those who hoped to find or to make. a 
division among Catholics have been disappointed. It 
is now seen that those who reject the Vatican Coun-·
cil may be' told on Qur fingers, au·d the Catholic 
Church has openly passed sentence on them. 

Having made these declarations, I might have re
mained silent; but asin my first letter I implied that 
I was prepared to justify what I had asserted, I gave 
notice that I would do so. Having passed my word, 
I will keep it; and in keeping it I will endeayour to 
deserve ·again the acknowledgment }\tIre Gladstone 
has already made. He says that, whatever comes, so 
far as I am concerned, it will 110t be ' without due 
notice.' I will be equally outspoken now; not be
cause he has challenged it, but because, so far as I 
know, I have always tried to speak out. In all 
these years of strife I have never consciously kept 
back, or explained away, any doctrine of the Catho.. 
lic Church. I will not begin to do .50 now, when my 
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time is-nearly run. I am afraid that in these pages 
shall seem to obtrude myself too often, and too 

much.. If any think so, I would ask them to remem
ber that ~fr. Gladstone has laid me under this ne
cessity in these three ways:~ . 

I.	 He has made me the representative of the Ca
tholic doctrine since 1870, as Bishop Doyle, 
he says, ,vas i~ better days. 

2.	 He has quoted my writings four times in cen. 
sure. 

3.	 He has appealed to me as ' Head of the Papal 
Church in England;' I may also add as' The 
Oracle.' My words, however, shall not be 
ambiguous. 

The two letters given above contain four asser
tions.. 

First, that the Decrees of the Vatican COllneil have 
changed nothing in respect to the civil obedience of 
Catholics. 

Secondly, that their civil obedience is neither more 
nor less divided than that of other men. 

Thirdly, that the relations of the Spiritual and 
.Civil Powers have been fixed from time immemorial, 
and are therefore after the Vatican Council what 
they were before. 

Fourthly, that the contest now waging abroad be
gan in a malevolent and mischievous intrigue to in
stigate the Civil Powers to oppress and persecute 
the Catholic Church. . 
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The two first propositions shall. be treated in the 
first chapter, the third in the second chapter, and 
the last in the third. 

I will therefore endeavour to prove the' following 
propositions, which coyer all the assertions I have 
made:

_ I. _That the Vatican .Decreeshave in" 110 jo"t or 
tittle changed either the obligations _or the 
conditions of Civil Allegiance. 

2.	 That the relations of the -Catholic Church to 
the Civil Powers of the world have been' im
mutably fixed from the beginning, inasmuch as 
they arise out of the -Divine Constitution of 
the Church, and out of the Civil Society of 
the natural order. 

3.	 That. any ,collisions now existing have been 
brought on by changes, not on the part of the 
Catholic Church, much less of the Vatican 
Council, but on the part of the Civil Powers, 
arid that by reason of a systematic conspiracy 
against the Ho.ly See. 

4.	 That by these changes and collisions the Civil 
Powers of Europe are destroying their own' 
stability. 

'5. That the motive of the Vatican. Council in de
fining the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff 

,was not any temporal policy, nor was it for 
any temporal end; but that it defined th~t 
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truth in the face of ail temporal dangers, in or· 
der to guard the Divine deposit of Christian
ity, and to vindic~te the divine certainty of 
faith. 





CHAPTER 1. 

MEA~1NG AND EFFECT OF THE VATICAN DECREES. 

1. IN setting out to prove my first proposition-' 
namely, 'that the Vatican Decrees have in no jot or 
tittle changed either the. obligations or the conditions 
of Civil Allegiance '-I find myself undertaking to 
prove a negative. The 01lUS of proving that the Vati
can Decrees have made a change in our civil allegiance 
rests upon those who affirm it. Till they offer proof 
we might remain silent. It would be enough for us to 
answer that the Vatican Council in its Dogmatic Con
stitution on the Church has simply affirmed the re
vealed doctrine 9f the Spiritual Primacy, and of the 
Infallibility of the Visible Head of the Christian 
Church; that the relations of this Primacy to the Civil 
Powers are in no way treated; and that the civil obedi
ence of subjects is left precisely as and where it \vas 
beforethe Vatican Council was convened. 

(I) However, I will first examine what proofs have 
been offered to show that the Vatican Council has 
made the alleged change; and I will then give positive 
evidence to show what the Vatican Council has done. 
From these· things it will be. seen that it has neither 
changed, nor added to, nor ta~en a~vay anything from 
the doctrine and discipline of the Church, but has only 
defined what has been believeq and practised from the 
beginning. . ' 

%7 
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The arguments to prove a change are two. 
First. lYlr. Gladstone has argued from the third 

chapter of the Constitution on the Roman PontifT, 
that his powers have receiv~d a great extension. Mr. 
Gladstone, so far as I atll aware, is the first and only 
person who has ever ventured on this statement. 

His argument is as follows: 
He dwells'with no little amplification upon the' in

troduction of the remarkable phrase,' 'ad disciplinam 
et regimen Ecclesi~,' into the third chapter; that is, 
'non solum in rebus qu~ ad fidem et mores pertinent, 
sed etiam in iis qu~ ad disciplinam et regimen Eccle
she per totum orbem diffus~ pertinent.' He says, 
, Absolute .obedience, it is boldly declared, is due to 
the" Pope, at the peril of salvation, not only in faith 
and in morals, but in all things which· concern the dis
cipline and government of the Church' (p. 41). Sub
mission in faith and morals is ' abject' enough, but' in 
discipline and government' too is intolerable. 'Why 
did the astute contrivers of this tangled scheme, &c. 

• (p. 39). 'The work is now truly complete' 
(p. 40). This he calls' the new version of the princi
ples of the Papal Church.' When I read this, I asked, 
, Is it possible that l\lr. Gladstone should think this 
to l:?e anything new? What does he conceive the Pri
macy of Rome to mean? With what eyes has he read 
history? Can he have read the tradition of the Catho
lic Church? As one of 'the astute contrivers,' I will 
answer that these words were introduced because the 
Pontiffs and. Councils of the Church have always so 
used them. They may be 'remarkable' and 'new' 
to Mr. Gladstone, but they are old as the Catholic 
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Church. I give the first proofs which come to 
hand. 

Nicholas 1., in the year 863, in a Council at Rome, 
enacted: 'Si quis dogmata, mandata, interdicta, sanc
tiones vel decreta pro Catholica fide, pro ecdesiastica 
discipIina, pro correctione fidelium, pro emendatione 
sceleratorum, vel interdictione imminentium vel futu
rorum malorum, a Sedis Apostolic~ Pr~side saluhriter 
promulgata contempserit: Anathema sit.'1 This was 
an 'iron gripe' not less 'formidable' than the third 
chapter of tl.le Vatican Constitution. 

It may be said, perhaps, that this was oniya Pontiff 
in his own c'ause; or only a Roman C~unciI. 

But this Canon was recognised in the Eighth Gen~ 

eral Council held at Constantinople in 86g.2 
Innocent III. may be no authority with Mr. Glad

stone; but he says, \\'hat every Pontiff before him and 
after him has said, 'Nos qui sumus ad 'regillll'1z Univer
salis Ecclesi~, superna dispositione· vocati.'3 

Again, Sixtus IV., in 1471, \\;rit~s: 'Ad Universa
lis Ecclesi~ regimen divina disponente clementia voca
tis," &c. . 

If this be riot enough, we have the Council of Flo
re~ce, in 1442, defining of the Roman. Pontiff that 
, I psi in Beato Petro pascendi, regend£ ac gubenzulldi 
tJniversalem Ecclesiam a Domino nostro Jesu Christo 
plenam potestam traditam esse.' • 

1 Labbe, Conci!. tom. x. p. 238, ed. Ven. 1730.
 
i Ibid. tom. x. p. 633. See PetriPrivi!egiuln, 2nd part, p. 81.
 
a Corpus Juris Canon. Decret. Greg. lib. ii. cap. xiii. Novit.
 

, Corpus Juris Canon. Exlrav. C011l11l. lib. i. tit. ix. cap. i. 
• Labbe, Comi!. tom.' xviii. p. 527, ed. Yen. 1732 • 
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Finally the Council of Trent says :-' Unde merito 
Pontifices Maximi pro Suprema potestate sibi in Eccle
sia universa tradita,' 1 &c. , 

I refrain from quoting Canonists and Theologians 
who use this .language as to regimen and discipline. 
I t needed no astuteness to transcribe the well-known 
traditional language of the Catholic Church. It is as 
universal in our law books as the forms of the Courts 
at Westminster. The Vatican Council has left the au
thority of the Pontiff precisely where it found it. The 
whole, therefore, of Mr. Gladstone's argument falls with 
the misapprehension on which it was based. 

What, then, is there new in the Vatican Council? 
What i~ to be thought of the rhetorical description of 
, Merovingian monarchs and Carlovingian mayors,' but 
that the distinguished author is out of his depth? The 
Pope had at all times the power to rule the whole 
Church not only in faith and morals, but also in all 
things which pertain to discipline and government, and 
that whether infallibly or not. 

Such is literaUy the only attempt made by Mr. 
Gladstone to justify his assertions. But what has this 
to do with Civil Allegiance? There is not a syllable 
on the subject, there is not a proposition which can be 
twisted or tortured into such a meaning. The govern
ment 01 the Church, as here spoken of, is purely and 
strictly the Spiritual government of souls, both pastors 
and people, as it was exercised in the first three hun
dred years before any Christian State existed. 

But next, it the 'Vatican Council has not spoken 
of the Civil Powers, nevertheless it has defined that the 

J Sess. xiv. cap. vii. 
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Pope, speaking ex cathedra, is infallible: this definition, 
by retrospective action, makes all Pontifical acts infal
lible, the Bull Ulla1JZ Sallctam included; and, by pro
spective action, will' make all similar acts in future 
binding upon the conscience. 

Certainly this is true. But what is there new in this? 
The Vatican Council did not make the Pope infallible. 
\Vas he not infallible before the Council? He is, there
fore, not more infallible after it than before. If a 
handful of writers, here and there, denied his infalli
bility, the whole Church affirmed it~ Prodf of this shaH 
be given in its place. For the present, I affirm that 
all acts £% cathedra, such as the Bull UJzam Sallc
tam, the Bull Ulligellitus, the Bull Auctorem Fidei, and 
the like, were held to be infallible as fully before the 
Vatican Council as now. 

To this it will be said, Be it so; but nobody wasl 

bound under Anathema- to believe them.' I answer 
that it is not the Anathema that generates faith. The 
infallibility of the Head of the Church was a doctrine 
of Divine Faith before it was defined in 1870, and to 
deny it \vas held by grave authorities to be at least 
proximate to heresy, if not actually hereticaI.! The 
Vatican Council has put this beyond question; but it 
was never lawful to Catholics to deny the infallibility 
of a Pontifica~ act £% cathedra. It'is from simple' want 
of knowledge that men suppose every doctrine not 
defined to be an open question. The doctrine 
of the Infallibility of the Church has never been 
defined to this day. Will any man pretend that 
this is an ?pen question among Catholics? The 

! Pet,; P1ivilegi1lm, part i. pp. 61-66, and notes. 
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infallibility of the Pope was likewise ·never defined, 
but it was never an 'open question. Even the. Jan
senists did not venture to deny it, and the eva
sion of some of them, who gave 'obsequious silence' 
iilstead of internal assent to Pontifical acts, was con
demned by Clement XI. The definition of the Vat'ican 
Council has made no change whatsoever except in the 
case of those who denied or doubted of this doctrine. 
No difference, therefore, whatsoever has been made in 
the state of those who believed it. If the integrity of 
their civil'allegiance was unimpeded before 1870, it is 
unimpeded now. .But Mr. Gladstone admits that it 
was unimpeded before. His contention is that it is im,.. 
peded now. But, this is self-contradictory,' for they 
believed the same doctrine of infallibility both then 
and now. If Mr. Gladstone means that the Vatican 
Council has made a difference for the few who denied 
the doctrine, and for the authors of Ja1lus and Quirimts, 
and the professors of 'obsequious silence,' his c'onten
tion is most true. But then he must change his whole 
position. The title of his pamphlet must be amended 
and stand, 'The Vatican Decrees in their Bearing on 
the Civil Allegiance of those who before 1870 denied 
the Infallibility of the Pope.' But this would ruin his 
case; for he would have admitted the loyalty of Catho
lics who always believed it before the definition was 
made. 

We are next told that there are some twelve theo
ries of what is an act ex cathedra. We have been also 
told that there are twenty. But how is it that Mr. 
Gladstone did not see that by this the whole iorce of 
his argument is shaken? If the definition .has left it 
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sp uncertain what acts are, and what acts are not, ex 
cathedra, who shall hold himself bound to obedience? 
Are the eighty condemnations indicated -in the Sylla
bus ex cathedra.? By this showing it is 12 to I that 
they may not be. It is an axiom in morals' Lex dubia 
11011 obligat.' But if .it be dQubtful whether the Sylla
bus is ex catlzedra, I aln not bound .to receive it with 
interior assent.. Again, Mr. Gladstone thinks to aggra
vate the case by adding that the Pope is to be the ulti
mate judge of what acts are ex catlzedra. And who 
else should be? Ejlts est intcrpretari cujltS est c01zdere 
is a principle of all law. Mr. Gladstone has been act
ing upon it all his life. But, perhaps it .may be said, 
why did not the Council put beyond doubt what acts 
are ex cathedra? Well, the Council has done so, as I 
hope to show ; and has done it with as great precision 
as the subj~ct matter will admit. It has given five 
tests, or conditions, by which an act ex cathedra may 
be distinguished. 

But it may be said that doubts may still exist, and 
that doubts may still be raised as to this or that P~nti
fical act whether it be ex cathedra or not. Surely com
mon sense would say, consult the authority which 
made the law; the legislator is always at hand, always 
ready to explain his own meaning, and to define the 
limits of his intention. If there be anything unreason
able in this, all jurisprudence, including the British 
Constitution, labours under the same uncertainty, or 
rather the same inevitable imperfection. 

I am surprised that 1\1r. Gladstone should have 
quoted the second paragraph of the chapter in the 
Vatican Constitution; and that he should have passed 
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over the fourth paragraph, -in which there are indeed 
the ;'vords 'potestatis s~cularis placito.' This is the 
only recognition of secular powers in the whole Con
stitution. In that paragraph two things are affirmed: 
the one that the free exercise of the supreme Spiritual 
power of the Head of the Christian Church may neither 
be intercepted, nor hindered, nor excluded from any 
part of the Church by any human' authority; and, 
secondly, that all such acts of his Spiritual power are 
valid and -complete in themselves, and need, for that 
end, no confirmation or pladtu11t of any other autho

/rity. This independence is claimed for Christianity by 
everyone who believes in a revelation. Here is indeed 
a reference to Civil Powers; but, lest the Vatican 
Council should be held guilty of such inriovations, I 
will add that such was the contention of St. Thomas 
of Canterbury against Henry II. in the case of the 
Coilstitutions of Clarendon, which were not 'cursed,' 
as l\fr. Gladstone delicately expresses it, but condemn
ed by Alexander III. in the year 1164. This, then, has 
not changed the Civil Allegiance of Catholics since 

187°· 
But I am not undertaking. to prove a negative. 1 

hope that I have shown that the evidence offered 
to prove that the Council has made the alleged change 
is nil. I affirm, then, once more that the Vatican 
Council has not touched the question of Civil Alle
giance, -that it has not by a jot or a tittle changed the 
relations in which the Church has ever stood to the 
Civil Powers; and that, therefore, the Civil Allegiance 
of Catholics is as full, perfect, and complete since 
the Council as it was before. These are affirma
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tions capable of truth, and before I have done I hope 
to prove them. For the present it will be enough to 
give the reason why the Vatican Council did not touch 
the question ot the relations of the Church to the 
Civil Powers. The reason is simple. It intended 110t 

to toudz tlum, until it could treat them fully and as a 
whole. And it has carefully adhered to its intention. 
I will also give the reason why it has been so confi
dently asserted that the Council did touch the Civil 
Powers. It is because. certain persons, a year before 
the Council met, resolved to say so. They wrote the 
book James to prove it;. they published circulars and 
pamphlets before and during the Council to re.:.assert 
it. They first prophesied that the Council would in
terfere with the Civil Powers, and now they write sci
entific history to prove that it has done so. I am not 
writing at random; I carefully collected at the time 
their book~, pamphlets, and articles. I read them 
punctually, and bound them up into volumes, which 
are now before, me. Mr. Gladstone has reproduced 
their arguments. But for this systematic agitation be
fore the Council, no one, I am convinced, would have 
found a shadow of cause for it in its Decrees. No,,,, 
that I may not seem to write this as prompted by the 
events of the present moment, I will repeat what I 
published in the year 1869, before the Council assem
bled, and in the year 1870, after the Council was 
-suspended. 

Before the Council met I published these words :1_ 

.1 «The CEcumenical Council and the Infallibili ty of the Roman 
~ontiff" Petri PlivilegiuTJI, part ii. pp. 131-5. (Longmans, 1871.) 
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'\Vhilst I was writing these'lines a document has appeared 
purporting to be the answers of the Theological Faculty of 
lvlunich to the questions of the Bavarian Government. 

, The questions and the answers are so evidently concerted, 
if not written by the same hand, and the animus of the document 
so evidently hostile to the Holy See, and so visibly intended to 
create embarrassments for the supreme authority of the Church, 
both in respect to its past acts and also in respect to the 
future action of the CEcumenical Council, that I cannot pass it 
over. .But, in speaking of it, I am compelled, for the first 
time, to break silence on a danger which bas for some years 
been growing in its proportions, and, I fear I must add, in its 
attitude of menace. The answers of the University of Munich 
are visibly intended to excite fear and alarm in the Civil 
Powers of Europe, and thereby to obstruct the act~on of the 
(Ecumenical Council if it should judge it to be opportune to 
define the Infallibility of the Pope. The answers are also 
intended _ to create an impression that the theological 
proofs of the doctrine are inadequate, and its definition beset 
with uncertainty and obscurity. In a word, the whole corre
spondence is a transparent effort to obstruct the freedom of the 
(Ecumenical Council on the subject of the Infallibility of the 
Pontiff; Of, if that doctrine be defined, to instigate the Civil 
Governments to assume a hostile attitude towards the Holy 
See. And this comes in the name of liberty, and from those 
who tell us that the Council will 110t be free. 

, I shall take the liberty, without further words, of dismissing 
the Bavarian Government from our thoughts. But I must 
declare, with much regret, that this Munich document appears 
to me to be seditious. 

'Facts like these give a certain warrant to the assertion 
and prophecies of politicians and Protestants. They prove 
that in the Catholic Church there is a school at variance with 
the doctrinal teaching- of the Holy See in matters which are 
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not of faith. But they do not reveal how small that school is. 
Its centre would seem to be at Munich. It has, both in France 
and England, a small number.of adherents. They are active, 
they correspond, and for the most part write anonymously. It 
would be difficult to describe its tenets, for none of its followers 
seem to be ag~eed in all points. Some hold the Infalllibiity of 
the Pope, and some defend the Temporal Power. Nothing 
appears to be common to all, except an animus of opposition 
to the acts of the Holy See in matters outside the faith. 

, In this country, about a year ago,.an attempt was made 
to rendet" impossible, as it was confidently but vainly thought, 
the definition of the Infallibility of the Pontiff by reviving the 
monotonous controversy about Pope Honorius. Later, we 
were told of I know not what combination of exalted person
ages in France for the same end. It is certain that these 
symptoms are not sporadic and disconnected, but in mutual 
understanding and with a common purpose. The anti-Catholic 
press has eagerly encouraged this school .of thought. If a 
Catholic can be found out of tune with authority by half a 
note, he is at once extolled for unequalled learni~lg and irre
fragable logic. The anti-Catholic journals are at his service, 
and he vents his opposition to the common opinions of the 
Church by writing against them anonymously. Sad as this is, 
it is. not formidable. It has effect almost alone upon those 
who are not Catholic. Upon Catholics its effect is hardly ap
preciable; on the Theological Schools of the Church it will 
11ave little influence; upon the CEcumenical Council it can 
have none. 

'I can hardly persuade myself to believe that the U niver
shy of Munich does not know that the relations between the 
Pope, even supposed to be infallible, and the Civil Powers have 
been long since precisely defined in the same acts which de
fined the relations between the Church, known to be infallible, 
and the Civil Authority. Twelve Synods or C~ullcils, two of 
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themCEcumenical, have long ago laid down these relations of 
the Spiritual and Civil Powers.! If the Pope were declared to 
be infallible to-morrow, it would in no way affect those 
relations. 

, We may be sure. • that this intellectual disaffec
tion, of which, in these last days, we· have had in France a 
new and mournful example, will have no influence upon either 
the CEcumenical Councilor the policy of the Great Powers of 
Europe. They will not meddle with speculations of theologi
calor historical critics. They know too well that they cannot 
do in the nineteenth century what was done in the sixteenth 
and the seventeenth. 

, The attempt to put a pressure upqn the General Council, 
if.it have any effect upon those who are subject to certain go
vernments, would have no effect but to rouse a just indigna~ 

tion in the Episcopate of the Church throughout the world. 
They. hold their jurisdiction from a higher fountain, and they 
recognise no superior in their office of Judges of Doctrine, 
save only the Vicar of Jesus Christ. This preliminary med
dling has already awakened a sense of profound responsibility 
and an inflexible resolution to allow no pressure or influence, 
or menace or intrigue, to cast so much as a shadow across 
their fidelity to the Divine Head of the Church and to His Vicar 
upon earth. 

, Moreover, we live in days when the "Regium Placitum" 
and "Exequaturs" and "Arrets" of Parliament in Spiritual 
things are simply dead. It may have been possible to hinder 
the promulgation of the Council of Trent; it is impossible to 
hinder the promulgation of the Council of the Vatican. The 
very liberty of which men are proud will publish it. Ten 
thousand presses in all lands will promulgate every act of the 
Church and of the Pontiff, in the· face of all Civil Powers~ 

1 Bellarm. Opusctda adv. Barclaium, p. 845, 'cd. Col. 1617, . 
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Once published, these acts enter the domain of faith and con
science, and no human legislation, no civil authority, can efface 
them. The two hundred millions of Catholics will know the 
Decrees of the Vatican Council; and to know them is to obey. 
The Council will ask no civil enforcement, and it will need 110 

civil aid.. The Great Powers of Europe havelong declared that 
the conscience of men is free from civil constraint. They will 
not stultify their own declarations by attempting to restrain the 
acts of the Vatican Council. . The guardians and defenders of 
the principles of 1789 ought to rise as one man against all who 
should so violate the base of the political society in France. 
\Vhat attitude lesser Governments may take is 'of lesser 1110
ll1ellt.' ..... "'~' }-, '. ( 

(2) I will now state positively what the .council has 
defined on the subject of the Roman Pontiff. The 
history then· of the Definition of the Infallibility is as 
follows :

1. Two Schemata, as they were called, or treatises, 
had been prepared: the one on the. nature of the 
Church; the other on its relations to the Civil State. 

The first alone came before the Council; the second 
has never yet been so much as discussed. 

In the schema on the nature of the Church, its In
fallibility was treated; but the Infallibility of its Head 
was not so much as mentioned. His Primacy and 
authority alone were treated. In the end, the chapter 
relating to the Primacy and authority was taken out, 
and subdivided into four. The subject of.the Infalli
bility of the Roman Pontiff was then introduced. 

The reasons for this change of order were given in 
1870, as follows :

In all theological treatises, excepting indeed one 
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or two of great authority, it had been usual to treat 
of the Body of the Church before treating of its Head. 
The reason of this would appear to be that in 'the 
exposition of doctrine the logical order was the more 
obvious; and to the faithful, in the first formation of 
the Church, the Body of the Church was known before 
its Head. We might have expected that the Council 
would have followed the same method. It is, therefore, 
all the more remarkable that the Council inverted that 
order, and defined the prerogative of the Head before 
it tre.lted of the constitution and endowments of the 
Body. Arid this, which was brought about by the 
pressure of special events, is not without significance. 
The'schools of the Church have followed the logical 
order; but the Church in Council, when for the first 
time it began to treat of its own constitution and 
authority, changed. the method, and, like the Divine 
Architect of the Church, began in the historical order, 
with the foundati011 and Head of the Church. Our 
Divine Lord first chose Cephas, and invested him with 
the primacy over the Apostles. Upon this rock all 
were built, and from him the whole unity and author
ity of the Church took its rise. To Peter alone first 
was given the plenitude of jurisdiction and of infallible 
authority. Afterwards, the gift of the Holy Ghost 
was shared with him by all the Apostles. From him 
and through him therefore all began. For which cause 
a clear and precise conception of his Primacy and privi
lege is necessary to a clear and precise conception of 
the Church. Unless it be first distinctly apprehended, 
the doctrine of the Church will be always proportion
ately obscure. The doctrine of the Church does not 
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determine the doctrine of the Primacy, but the doc
trine of the Primacy does precisely determine the doc
trine of the Church. In beginning, therefore, with the 
Head, the Council has followed our Lord's example, 
both -in teaching and in fact; and in this will be found 
one of the causes of the singular and luminous pre
cision with which, the Council of the Vatican has; in 
one brief Constitution, excluded the well-known errors 
on the Primacy and Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff. 

The reasons which prevailed to bring about this 
chanse of method were not only those which demon
strated generally the opportuneness of defining the 
doctrine, but those also which showed specially the 
necessity of bringing on the question while as yet the 
Council was in the fulness of its numbers. It was ob
vious that the length of tin-ie consumed in the discus
sion, reformation, and voting of the Schemata was such 
that, unless the Constitution De Romano POJltifice were 
brought on immediately after Easter, it could not be 
finished before the setting in of summer should compel 
the' bishops to disperse. Once dispersed, it was 
obvious they could never again reassemble in so large 
a number. l\tlany who with great earnestness desired 
to share the blessing and the grace of extinguishing 
the I1l0st dangerous error which for two centuries had 
disturbed and harassed the faithful, would have been 
compelled to go back to their distant sees and mis
sions, never to return. It was obviously of the first 
moment that such a question should be discussed and 
<lecided, not, as we should have been told, in holes and 
corners, or by a handful of bishops, or by a faction, or 
by a clique, but by the largest possible assembly of the 
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Catholic Episcopate. All other questions, on which 
little divergence of opinion existed, might well be left 
to a smaller number of bishops; but a doctrine which 
for so long had vexed both pastors and people, the de
fining, not the truth, of which was contested _by a nu
merous and organised opposition, needed to be treated 
and affirmed by the most extensive deliberation o( the 
bishops of the Catholic Church. Add to this the many 
perils which hung over the continuance of the. Council, 
of which I need but give one example. The outbreak 
of a war might have rendered the definition impossible. 
And in fact the Infallibility of the· Roman Pontiff was 
defined on the eighteenth of July, and war was offici
ally declared on the following day. 

vVith -these and many other contingencies fully be
fore them, those who believed that the definition was, 
not only opportune, but necessary for the unity of the 
Church and of the Faith, urged its immediate discus
sion.Events justified their foresight. The debate was 
prolonged into the heats of July, when) by mutual con
sent, the opposing sides withdrew from a further pro
longing of the contest, and closed the discussion. If 
it had not been already protracfed beyond all limits of 
reasonable debate-for not less than a hundred fathers 
in the general and special discussions had spoken chiefly,. 
if not alone, of Infallibility-it could not so have en.d
ed. Both sides were convinc-ed that the matter was 
exhausted.1 

2. In order to demonstrate, if possible, more abun
dantly that the Vatican Council.has not so much as 

1 PetJi Priviltgitlm, part iii. pp. 51-54
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touched the relations of the Church to the Civil Power, 
I will give a brief analysis of its Definitions in what is 
called the First Dogmatic Constitution on the Church 
of Christ. 

I t is, as I have said, a portion of the Schema or 
treatise on the Church, taken out and enlarged into a 
Constitution by itself. There. would have been only 
one Constitution treating of both the Body and the 
Head of the Church. Now there are .two. The first, 
treating of the Head, has been completed ; the second, 
treating of the Body, yet remains. 

Now of the First Constitution there are four chap
ters. 

The first treats of the Institution of the Apostolic 
Primacy in Saint Peter. The sum of it is that Our 
Lord appointed Peter to be Head of the whole Church, 
and gave him immediately a Primacy, not of honour 
only, but of jurisdiction. There is here not a word of 
anything but the Pastoral or Spiritual power. 

The second declares the Primacy to be perpetual. 
It affirms two things: the one that Peter has a perpetu
alline of successors, and that the Roman Pontiff is the 
successor of Peter in that Primacy. 

The third affirms the jurisdiction of the Roman Pon
tiff to be full and supreme in all things of faith and 
morals, and also in discipline and government of the 
Church; and that this jurisdiction is ordinary and im
mediate over all Churches and persons. 

. The fourtJ.1 chapter treats of the Infallibility of the 
Magisterium, or the teaching authority of the Roman 
Pontiff. This chapter affirms that a Divine assistance 
was given to Peter, and in Peter to his succ.essors for 
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the discharge of their supreme office. It affirms also 
that this is a tradition received from the beginning of 
the Christian Faith. They, therefore, who tell us that 
the Vatican Council has brought in a new doctrine show 
that they do not know what the Vatican Council has 
said, and what it is that they must refute before their 
charge of innovation can be listened to. 

Now it is to be observed: 
I.	 That the Council declares that the Roman 

Pontiff, speaking ex cathedra, has a Divine 
assistance which preserves him from error. 

2.	 That he speaks ex cathedra when he speaks 
under these five conditions: (I) as Supreme 
Teacher (2) to the whole Church. (3) Defin
ing a doctrine (4) to be held by the whole 
Church (5) in faith and morals. 

If disputants and controversialists had read and 
mastered these five conditions, we should have been 
spared much senseless clamour. 

3. Lastly; it is to be observed that the Council has 
not defined the limit of .the phrase' faith and morals.' 
This well-known formula is plain and intelligible. The 
deposit committed to the Church is the Revelation of 
Divine Truth, and of the Divine Law. The Church 
is the gllardian and witness, the interpreter and the 
expositor of the Truth and of the Law of God. Such 
is the meaning of ' faith and morals.'· It is. a formula 
well known, perfectly clear, sufficiently precise for our 
spiritual and moral life. .If questions may be raised 
about the limits of faith and morals, it is because 
questions may be raised about anything; and questions 
will always be raised by those who love, contention 



the Vat£ca1t Decrees. '35 

against the Catholic Church more than they love either 
faith or morals. All argument against the Vatican 
Council as to the limits or extent of this formula is so 
much labour lost. It has not so much as touched the 
extent or the limits. 

Such, then, is the whole· of the first Constitution 
De Eccles£a Citr£sti. It does not contain a syllable of 
the relation of this Primacy to the Civil or Political 
State, except to say that no human authority is needed 
for the validity of its acts, nor may any human power 
hinder their exercise. But these are truths as old 
as the day when St. Peter said before the council in 
Jerusalem, 'If it be just, in the sight of God, to 
hear you rather than God, judge ye.' 1 I hope, then, 
I have justified my assertion that the Vatican Council 
has .not changed by a jot or a tittle the civil allegiance 
of Catholics. It is as free and perfect now as it was 
before. 

As I have affirmed that the doctrine of the Infalli
.bility of the Head of the Church was a doctrine of 
Divine Faith before the Council, and that the denial 
of it was confined to a small school of writers, I might 
.be expected here to offer .the historical proof of this 
assertion. 

. But I have already done so in the year 1869, before 
the Council assembled. I would therefore refer to the 
second part of 'Petri Privilegium' 2 for, as I believe, a 
sufficient proof.. I will, however, in few words give 
the outline of what was then said. 

It is acknowledged by the adversaries of the doc
,trine that from the Council of Constance in 1414 to 

J,. Acts iv. 19. :: Part H. pp. 63-1°7' 
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this day the doctrine has been the predominant belief 
of the Church. I gave evidence of its existence from 
the Council of Constance upwards to the Council of 
Cha1cedon in '445. 

Next I traced the history of the growth of the 
opinions adverse to the Infallibility of the Roman 
Pontiff from the Council of Constance to the year 1682, 
when it was, for the first time, reduced to formula by 
an assembly of French ecclesiastics under the influence 
of Louis XIV. 

Lastly, I showed how this formula was no sooner 
published than it was condemned in every Catholic 
country by bishops and universities, and by the Holy 
See. The sum of the evidence for the first period was 
then given as follows:-

Gallicanism is no more than a transient and modern 
opinion, which arose in France, without warrant or 
antecedents in the ancient theological schools of the 
French Church; a royal theology, as suddenly developed 
and as parenthetical ,as the Thirty-nine Articles, af
finned only by a small number out of the numerous 
Episcopate of France, indignantly rejected by many of 
them; condemned in succession by three Pontiffs; de
clared by the Universities of Louvain and Douai to 
be erroneous; retracted by the bishops of France; 
condemned by Spain,' Hungary, and other countries; 
and condemned over again in the Bull Auctorem Fidei. 

From this evidence it is certain :
I.	 That Gallicanism. has no warrant in the doc

trinal practice or tradition of, the Church, 
either in France or at large, in the thousand 
years preceding the Council of Con'stance. 
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2. 'That the first traces of Gallicanism are to be 
. found about the time of that Council. 

3.	 That after the Council of Constance they were 
rapidly and almost altogether effaced from 
the theology of the Church in France, until 
their rev~val in ,1682. . 

4.	 That the Articles of 1682 were conceived by 
Jansenists, and carried through. by political 
and oppressive means contrary to the sense of 
the Church in France. 

5.	 That the theological faculties of the Sorbonne, 
. and of France generally, nobly resisted and 

refused to teach them.! 
But Gallicanism was the only formal interruption 

of the universal belief of the Church in the Infallibility 
of its Head. The Vatican Council extinguished this 
modern error. 

II. Having thus far offered proof of the first pro
position in my first letter, I will now go on to the 
second. 

I there affirmed that the Civil Allegiance of 
Catholics is as undivided as that of all Christians, and 
of all men who recognise a divine or natural moral law. 

Mr. Gladstone requires of us 'solid and undivided 
allegiance.'ls 

I must confess to some surprise at this demand. 
The allegiance of every moral being is 'divided,' that 
is, twofold; not, indeed, in the same matter nor on the 
same plane, but in two spheres, and on a higher and a 
lower level, so that no collision is possible, except by 

1 Petri Privil~gium, part H. p. 56. "P.44
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sOlnedeviatioll or excess. Every moral being is under 
two authorities---:human and· divine. The child is 
under the authority of parents, and the authority of 
God; the subject .is· under the authority of the Civil 
State, and the .Divine authority of naturaLor revealed 
rc'ligion. Unless we claim Infallibility for the Stato, 
its' acts must be liable to revision, and to resistance by 
natural conscience. An unlimited obedience to parents 
or to States wOl!ld generate a race of unlimited mon
sters. Surely these arc. truisms.. Our Lord Himself 
taught"this division when He said, 'Render therefore to 
C<esar .the thil)gs that are C<esar's, and to God the 
things that are God's.' -But this all men admit -\vhen 
they think. < Unfortunately, when they attack the 
Catholic Church. or the Vatican Council they seldom· 
think much. 

Put the objection in this form: 'We non-Catholics 
acknowledge two' authorities as· you Catholics do. 
Our allegiance to the civil- law is· revised and checked 
by our conscien~es, guided by the light of nature and 
by the light of revelati.on. \Ve refuse to r~ceive reli
gious doctrine or discipline from the State. .vVe allow 
~he Society' of Friends, -for conscience sake, to refuse 
~o take an ~oa~h~ of allegiance, and even to fight for 
their country, for conscience sake; and yet these two 
are among' the.< natural duties of subjects which the 
~ivi1 authority may most justly both. require and en
(orce.vVe .therefore leave {very man frec :to refuse 
~bedience to civil laws i( his· conscience so dem'ands of 
him., But you Catholics put your conscience into the 
hands of the Pope. You are ~ound to follow his in
terpretation of the civil.1aw:; and he tells you when 
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your conscience ought to refuse obedience whether you 
see it or not; worse than this, the Pope may wrongly 
interpret our civil laws, or he may even so interpret 
them as to serve his own .interests; and then your 
moral- and mental freedom is at the mercy of another. 
You must choose between your religion and your 
country.' I think I have 110t understated the argument 
of our adversaries. 

To this the answer is twofold. First, that the 
non-Catholic doctrine is more dangerous to the Civil 
State than the Catholic. If any individual conscience 
may dispense itself from civil obedience; then almost 
all men will obey only', for wrath-' and not for 'can.; 
science sake.' 1 And such, in fact, is the condition of 
millions of men. I could wish that the mental state of the 
masseg were better known. I wish it were possible to 
ascertain, by letting down a thermometer into the deep 
sea of our population, what notions remaiir of loyalty 
or allegian'ce. -No doubt, in an i~sular population like 
ours, the traditional custom of inert conformity with 
law maintains a passive compliance which -passes for 
Civil Allegiance.- 'But take the population of countries 
where the so-called rights of the political conscience of 
individuals have had their legitimate development. ~ 

law is a law so far as it is accepted; a man i.sbound by 
the law so far ashe had a hand in making it. If you 
once admit that the ultimate decisio'1 as to -civil obe· 
dience is in the individual, each political conscience 
is a lawgiver and a law to itself. You cannot fly prin. 
ciples with a string as boys fly kites. Once enunciated 

1 Rom. xiii. 5. 
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they have nothing to control them. If every man has 
the ultimate right of refusing obedience to the law upon 
the dictates of his own conscience, then we are in a state 
of unlimited license, which is potentially a state of un
limited revolution. And such, in truth, since 1789 has 
been the state of the west of Europe. It is in a state 
of chronic instability and continuous change. More 
than forty revolutions have sprung from this essential 
la\vlessness. 

Secondly, according to the doctrine of the Catholic 
Church, the rights of individual conscience are secured 
not only against external coercion, but against its own 
aberrations. The obedience of Catholic subjects to 
their Civil Rulers is a positive precept of religion. The 
rising against .legitimate authority is forbidden as the 
sin of rebellion. The Syllabus has condemned the pro
positions :- . 

, Authority is nothing else but the result of 
numerical superiority ani material force.'

. Prop. 60. 
, It is allowable to refuse obedience to legitimate 

Princes, and also to rebel against them.'
Prop. 63. 

The political conscience of Catholics is not left to the 
individual judgment alone. It is guided by the whole 
Christian morality, by the greatest system of ethical 
legislation the world has ever seen, the Canon Law 
and the Moral Theology of the Catholic Church. Not 
only all capricious and 'wilful resistances of the Civil 
Law, but all unreasonable and contentious disobedi
ence is condemned by its authority. It is a doctrine 
of faith that legitimate sovereignty exists not only in 
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the unity of the Church, but outside of the same; and 
not only among Christian nations, but alsa among the 
nations that are not Christian.1 Moreover, that to all 
such legitimate sovereigns subjects are bound by 
the Divine Law 2 to render obedience in all lawful 
things. It is certain, threfare, that Catholics are 
bound to Civil Allegiance by every bond, natural 
and supernatural, as absolutely as their non-Catholic 
fellow-countrymen; and, I must add, 'more explicitly. 
And further, that they can hardly be reduced to the 
necessity of using their private judgment as to the 
lawfulness of obeying any law. In all matters of 
ordinary civil and political life, the duty of Catholics is 
already defined by a whole code which enforces obedi
ence for conscience sake. In the rare case of doubt 
which may arise in times of religious persecution, poli
tical revolution, civil wars, or wars of succession, 
Catholic and non-Catholic subjects are alike in this,
they ar~ both compelled to chqose their side. But the 
non-Catholic subject has hardly law or judge to aid his 
conscience: the Catholic has both. He has the whole 
traditional moral law of Christendon, which has formed 
and perpetuated the civil and political order of the 
modern world, and' he has a multitude of principles, 
maxims, and precedents on which to form his own 
judgment. Finally, if he be unable so to do, he can 
seek for guidance from an authority which the whole 
Christian world once believed to be the highest judicial 
tribunal and the source of its civil order and stability. 
And is this to place ' his mentat' and moral freedom at 

1 Rom. xlil. 1-4. 1I St. Peter U. 13-15. 
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the mercy of another?' As much as and no more than 
we place ourselves 'at the mercy' of the Christian 
Church for our salvation. Let us take an example. 
It is certain, by the natural and Divine Law, that 
everyman may defend himself,.and that every people 
has the right of self-defence. On this. all defensive 
wars are justifiable. But if the Sovereign levy war 
upon his people, have they the right of self-defence? 
Beyond all doubt. But at what point' may they take 
up arms? and what amount of oppression justifies re
course to resistance? For the non-Catholics there can 
only be these answers. 'He must go by the light of 
his own conscience, or he must be guided by the judg
ment of the greater number, or by the wiser heads of 
his nation.' But the greater number may not be the 
wiser; and to judge who'are the wiser throws the judg
ment once more upon himself. The Catholic subject 
would use his own judgment, and the judgment of his 
countrymen, but he would not hold himself at liberty 
to take up arms unless t·he Christian law confirmed the 
justice of his judgment. But from whom is this judg
ment to be sought? He would ask it of all those of 
whom he asks counsel in the salvation of his soul. If 
this is to be at the mercy of another, we are all at the 
mercy of those whom we believe to be wiser than our
selves. 

Let its take an example. The Italian people have 
oeen for twenty years spectators of a revolution which 
has overthrown the Sovereigns of Naples and Tuscany. 

will ask two questions. First, would any Italian 
place himself at the mercy of another, if he should ask 
I 
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of the head of his religion what course as a Christian 
he ought to pursue? 

And~ secondly, what has been the action of. the 
Pope in respect to the Italian revolution? He has 
said that to co-operate in the Italian revolution is not 
lawful. Surely, if Italians are free to form their con
science on the doctrines of the rev01ution, they are 
equally free to form their conscience on the doctrines 
of their religion. To deny this is to have two weights 
and two measures. The non-Catholic theory tells us 
that the conscience of subjects is the ultimate test. Be 
it so; my conscience tells me that it is right to obey 
my religion rather than the revolution. If this be a 
divided allegiance, then it is Christianity which has in
troduced it, and not theChurch. It was our Lord Him
self who, by instituting His Church, separated for ever 
the two powers, Civil and Spiritual, thereby redeeming 
the conscience and the religion of men from the domin
ion of princes, and conferring upon the Civil Power the 
consecration by which it is confirmed, and the higher 
law by which its sphere is defined. It is all this, and 
not 1 'our old friend the deposing power alone,' which 
I have described as teaching obedience to subjects and 
moderation to princes.~ In all conflicts between the 
Civil and Spiritual, the consciences of Christians will 
be decided by the Christian law. 

I conclude, therefore, this part of the subject by re
asserting : 

1. That the relations of the Church to the State 

J Expostulation, p. 52.
 
, T~mporal PO'llltrof tht Pt'/Jt, pp. 44-46, second ed. 1862.
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were never so much as proposed for discussion in 
the Vatkan Council. 

2.	 That in its Constitutions or Definitions it has in 
no way touched the subject. ' 

:.	 That the Definitions of the Council are' declara
tory' of doctrine already of Divine Faith, and 
that no new 'enactment' whatsoever was made. 

4, That the relations of the Church to the Civil 
"Power were left by the Vatican Council as they 
were known and declared by the Council of Trent 
a'ld all.previous Councils. 

I will ~herefore answer Mr. Gladstone's questions in 
page'44 of his' Expostulation.' He tells us that' what 
is	 not wanted 5s vague and general assertion of what
ever kind, and h0\VSOeVer sincere. What is wanted, and 
that in the most c;pecific form and in the clearest terms, 
I take to be one of two things, that is to say, either

, I. A demonstration that neither in the name of 
faith, nor in the name of morals, nor in the name' 
of the government or discipline of the Church, 
i"s the Pope of Rome able, by virtue of the pow... 
ers asserted for him by the Vatican decree, to 
make any claim upon those who adhere to his 
communion of' such a nature as can impair the 
integrity of their Civil allegiance; or else, 

'2.	 That if, and when such claim is made, it wilJ 
even, although - resting on the definitions of" 
the Vatican, be repelled and rejected.' 1 

I have shown that the Pope is not able, by th" 
Vatican Council, to make any claim in the name of 

1 Tlte Vatican Decrt'u, p. 44. 
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faith, nor in the name of morals, nor in the name of 
the government or discipline of the Church, which he 
was not able to make before the Vatican Council ex
isted. 

To 1\11'. Gladstone's first question, therefore, I an
swer) that neither in virtue of the Vatican Decrees, nor 
of any other decrees, nor of his supreme authority as 
Head of the Christian Church~ can the Pope make any 
claim upon those who adhere to his communion of such 
a nature as can' impair the integrity of their Civil 
Allegiance. 

To his second question, therefore, the answer is 
already given. I have no need to declare myself ready 
to repel and reject that which the Pope cannot do. He 
cannot do an act contrary to the Divine Law; but to 
impair my Civil Allegiance would be contrary to the 
Law of God. 

It is strange to me that so acute a reasoner should 
have begged the question, which is this: By whom 
are tho limits of Civil Allegiance to be determined? 
If :Mr. Gladstone should say by the State, I would ask 
-Does he Inean that the State is infallible in morals? 
or that subjects have no conscience, or that the State 
may coerce their conscience, or that the State can 
create a morality which all consciences must obey? 
Some of these postulates are inevitably assumed in his 
question, if it has any meaning. 

My reasons for saying this will be seen in the fol
lowing chapter. 
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Cl-IAPTER II. 

THE RELATIONS OF THE SPIRITUAL AND CIVIL
 

POWEI<.S.
 

WE will now go on to my second proposition, that the 
relations of the Catholic Church to the Civil Powers 
have been fixed immutably from the beginning, be
cause they arise out of the Divine constitution of the 
Church and out of the Civil Society of the natural 
order. 

1. Inasmuch as the natural and civil ,society existed 
before the foundation of the Christian Church, we will 
begin with it; and here my concessions, or rather. my 
assertions, will, I hope, satisfy all but C~sarists. 

I. The civil society of men has God for' its 
Founder. It was created potentially in the creation 
of man; and from him has been unfolded into actual 
existence. The human family contains the first princi
ples and laws of authority, - obedience, and order. 
These three conditions of society are of Divine origin; 
and they are the constructive laws of all civil or poli
tical society. 

2. To the Civil Society of mankind supreme autho
rity is given immediately by God; for a society does 
not signify mere number, but number organise.d by the 
laws and principles which its Divine Founder implanted 
in the human family. Sovereignty, therefore, is given 
by God immediately to human society; and 11udiately, 
or mediante societate, to the person or persons to 
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whom society may commit its custody and its exercise. 
When once the supreme power or sovereignty has been 
committed by any society to a king, or to consuls, or 
to a council, as the case may be-for God has given no 
special form of Civil Govermrient-though it be not 
held by those who receive it by any Divine right, as 
against the sO,ciety which gave it, nevertheless it has 
Doth a Divine sanction and· a .Divine authority. . For 
instance, it has, the power' of life and death. God 
alone could give to man this power over man. God 
gave it to man for self-defence. It passes to society at 
large, which likewise has the right of self-defence. It 
is committed by society to its chief executive. But, 
inasmuch as the supreme power is still given by God 
to the Civil Ruler, even though it be mediately, it has 
a Divine sanction; and so long as the Civil Ruler does 
not deviate from the end of his existence, the society 
has no power.to revoke its act. For example: the 
Civil Ruler is for the defence of the people; but if he 
should make war upon the people, the right of self-de
fence would justify resistance. I am not now engaged 
in saying when or how; but the right is undeniable. 
Manslaughter is not murder, if it be in self-defence; 
wars of defence are lawful; and just resistance to an 
unjust prince is not rebellion. AU this is founded 
upon the Divine sanctions of the civil and political 
society of man, e~en in the 'order of nature. ,It has~ 
then, God for its Founder, for its Legislator, and by 
His divine Providence for its supreme· Ruler.. 

3. The laws of such 'society are the laws ofnature. It 
is bound -by the natural morality written on the con
science and on the. heart. The ethics which govern 
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men become politics in the government of states. 
Politics are but the collective morals of socidy. The 
Civil Ruler or Sovereign is bound by the laws: the 
subject within the sphere of these laws owes to him a 
civil allegiance. The Civil Ruler may bind all subjects 
by an oath of allegiance. He may call on all to bear 
arms for the safety of the State. 

4. TIle State has for its end, not only the safety of 
person and property, but, in its fullest sense, the tem
poral happiness of man. Within the sphere of natural 
morality, and in order to its end, the State is supreme: 
and its power is from God. This is the meaning of St. 
Paul's words :- 

'Let every soul be subject to higher powers: for there is 
no power but from God; and those that are, are ordained of 
God. Therefore he that resisteth the power, resistetll -the ordi
nance of God; and they that resist, purchase to themselves 
damnation. For he is God's minister to thee for good. 
But if thou do that which is evil, fear, for he beareth not the 
sword in vain: for he is God's minister, an .avenger to execute 
\vrath upon him that doeth evil. 'Vherefore be subject of 
necessity, not only for wrath but also for conscience sake.' 1 

The State, then, is a perfect society, supreme within its 
own sphere, and in order to its own end: but as that 
end is not the highest end of man, so the State is not 
the highest society among men; nor is it, beyond its 
own sphere and end, supreme. I have drawn this out 
in greater fulness to show that the Church is in the 
highest degree conservative of all the natural au
thority of rulers, and of the natural allegiance of 

1 Romans xiii. 1-5. 
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subjects. It is mere shallowness to say that between 
the Civil authority, as Divinely founded in nature, and 
the spiritual authority of the Church there can be op
position. 

. Now, as to the Divine institution of the Civil So
ciety of the world and of its il)dependence in all things 
of the natural order, what I have already said is enough. 
The laws of the order of nature are from God. So long 
as a father exercises his domestic authority according 
to the law of God, no other authority can intervene to 
control or to hinder his government. So likewise{)f the 
princ:.e or Sovereign power, be it lodged in one or in 
many. There is no authority upon earth which can 
depose a just sovereign or release such subjects from 
their obedience.} 

II. There is, however, another society, the end of 
which is the 'eternal happiness of mankind. This also 
has God for its Founder, and that immediately; and it 
has received from God its form and constitution, and 
its rulers receive their authority immediately,~ with a 
special Divine sanction and authority, from God. 

Two things follow at once from this : 
I.	 That the society which has for its end the 

eternal happiness of man is of all order higher 
than the society which aims only at the natural 
happiness of man. 

2.	 That as the temporal and the eternal happi
ness of man are both ordered by Divine laws, 
these two societies are, of necessity, in essen

1 'Etiam nocentium potestas non est nisi a Deo,'-St. Augustin&, 
.De Natttra Boni contra lIfanich. cap..xxxii. ' 

2 Suaraz, Defmsio Fidei, lib. iii. cap. ii. sect. 5, IS, 16. 
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tial conformity and harmony with each other. 
Collision between them can only be if either 
deviates from its respective laws. 

The natural society of man aims directly at the tem
poral happiness of .its subjects, but -indirectly it aims 
also at their eternal happiness: the supernatural society 
aims directly at their eternal happiness, and indirectly 
at their temporal happiness, but always in so far only 
as their temporal happiness is conducive to their eter
nal end. . 

From this again two other corollaries follow : 
I.	 That the higher or supernatural society is 

supreme because it has no other society, above 
it 01' beyond it, with an end higher than its 
own. 

2.	 That the office of the supernatural society is 
to aid, direct, and perfect the natural society; 
that its action upon it is always i/Z cedi.fica
ti01um 1lOll -ill destructiollem, inasmuch as it is 
governed by the same Divine Lawgiver, and 
it is directed to an end which includes and en
sures the end of the natural society also. 

To put this brieflr. The State has (or its end the 
temporal happiness of-its subjects; the Church has for 
its end their eternal happiness. In aiming directly at 
temporal happiness, the State aims also indirectly at 
the eternal; for these things are_promoted bythe same 
laws. In aiming at eternal happiness, the Church also 
indirectly aims at the temporal happiness of men. 

III. The Divine Founderofthe Christian Church said: 
'To thee I will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven. 
And whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
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bound also in heaven~ and whatsoever thou shalt loose 
on earth shall be loosed also in heaven.' 1 And again: 
'All power is given to me in heaven and in earth. 
Going therefore, teach all nations,'.,.. 'teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have com
manded you.' , 

If these two commissions do not confer upon the 
Christian Church a supreme doctrinal authority, and 
a supreme judicial office, in respect to the moral law, 
over all nations, and over all persons', both governors 
and governed, I know not what words could suffice to 
do so. 

That authority and that office are directive and pre
ceptive, so long as Princes and their laws are in con
formity with the Christian law; and judicial, ratione 
pcccati, by reason of sin, whensoever they deviate from 
it. 

If any man deny this, he would thereby affirm that 
Pi-iilces have no superior upon earth: which is the doc
trine of the heathen Ccesarism. 

But no man will say that ·Princes have no superior. 
It is unmeaning to say that they have no superior but 
the law of God: for that is to play with words. A law 
is no superior without an authority to judge and to ap:
ply it. 

To say that God is the sole Lawgiver of Princes is a 
doctrine un~nown, not only to the Catholic Church, but 
to the Constitution of England. vVhen we say, as our old 
Jurists do, NOlZ Rex facit legem, but Lex facit Regem, ,ve 
mean that there is a will above the King; an that will 

1 St. Matthew xvi. 19. 2. Ibid. xxviii. 18, 19. 
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is the Civil Society, who judges if and when .the King 
deviates from the law. But this doctrine, unless it be 
tempered by vigorous restraint, is chronic revolution. 
What adequate restraint is there" but in a .pivinc 
authority higher than the natural society of man? 

The Supreme Judicial Power of the Church has no 
jurisdiction over those that are not Christian; and the 
entire weight of its authority, if it were applied at all 
to such a state, would be applied to confirm the natural 
rights of sovereignty and to enforce the natural duty 
of allegiance: and that, upon the principle that the 
supernatural power of the Church is for edification, not 
for destruction; that is, to build up and to perfect the 
order" of nature, "not to pull down a stone in the 
symmetry of the natural society of man. St. Thomas, 
says: 

, Power and ,authority are established by, human right; "tHe 
distinction between the faithful and those who do not believ~ is. 
established byDivine right. But the Divine right, which comes 
by grace, does not destroy. the human right, which is in the 
order of nature.' 1 

Let us suppose that the Sovereign Power of. a hea
then people were to make laws contrary to the law of. 
God, would the Church intervene to depose such·a 
sovereign? Certainly not, on the· principle laid down' 
by the Apostle, ' What have I to do to judge those that 
are without? '2 

Such a people is both individually ~nd socially out
s}de the Divine jurisdict.ion ofthe Church. The Church 

1 St. Thomas, 2da 2dtE, qUtEst. x. art. 10. 

2 I Cor. v. 12. 
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has, therefore, in this respect, no commission- to dis
charge towards it except to convert it to Christianity. 

But if it be the office of the Church to teach subjects 
to obey even Heathen Rulers, as the Apostle did, how 
much more, in the case of Christian Princes and their 
laws, is it the office of the Church to confirm, conse
crate, ::md enforce the sanctions of religion and of con
science, of doctrine and of discipline, the whole code 
of natural and political morality, and all laws that are 
made in conformity with the same. 

If Christian Princes and their laws deviate from the 
law of God, the Church has authority from God to 
judge of that deviation, and by all its po\versto enforce 
the correction of that departure from justice. I do not 
see how'any man who believes in the Revelation of 
'Christianity can dispute this assertion: and to such 
alone I am at present speaking. 

. Mr. Gladstone has quoted a passage 'from an .' Essay 
on C~sarism and Ultramontanism,' in which I have 
claimed for the Church a supremacy in spiritual things 
over the State, and have .made this statement: 

'Any power which is independent and' can alone fix the 
limits of its OWll jurisdiction, and can thereby fix the limits of 
all other jurisdictions, is, ipso facto, supreme. But the Church 
of Jesus, Christ, 'within the sphere of revelation-of faith and 
morals-is all this, or is nothing or worse than nothing, an im
posture and an usurpation; that is, it is Christ or Antichrist. ' ,I 

. 
It is hardly loyal ,to take the conclusion of asyllo

'gism without the premises. In the very page before 
this quotation I had said: 

. 1 CtZsarism al1d Ultramontanism, p. 36. 
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, In any question as to the competence of the two powers, 
either there must be somejudge to decide what does and what 
does not fall within their respeclive spheres, or they are de
livered over to perpetual doubt and to perpetual conflict. But 
who can define what is or is not within the jurisdictio:l of the 
Church in faith and 111Orals, except a judge who knows what 
the sphere of faith and 1110rals contains, and how far it ex
tends? And surely it is not enough that such a judge should 
guess or opine, or pronounce upon doubtful evidence, or with 
an uncertain knowledge. Such a sentence would be, not an 
end of contention, but a beginning and a renewal of strife. 

, It is clear that the Civil Power cannot define how far the 
circumference of faith and morals extends. If it could, it would 
be invested with one of the' supernatural endowments of the 
Church. To do this it must know the whole deposit of ex
plicit and implicit faith; or, in other words, it must be the 
guardian of the Christian revelation. Now, no Christian, nor 
any man of sound mind, claims this for the Civil Power. 
• . . . If, then, the Civil J;>ower be not competent to decide 
the limits of the Spiritual Power, and if the' Spiritual Power 
can define with a Divine certainty its own lirrLits, it is evidently 
supreme. Or, in other words, the Spiritual Power knows with 
Divine certainty the limits of its own jurisdiction; and it knows 
therefore the limits and the -competence of the Civil Power. 
It is thereby in matters of religion and conscience supreme.' 1 

If the Church cannot fix the limits of its juris
diction, then either nobody can or the State must. 
But the State cannot unless it claim to be the deposi
tory and e~positorof the Christian Revelation. There
fore it is the Church or nobody. This last supposi
tion leads to chaos. N ow if this be rejected, the 

1 Ca:saJism and Ultramontanism, pp. 24, 35. 



Spz"rz"tual and C£v£l Powers. 55 

Church alone can: and if the Church can fix the limits 
of its own jurisdiction, it can fix the limits of all otller 
jurisdiction; at least, so far as to warn it off its own 
domain. But this was my conclusion; and though I 
have seen it held up to odium, I have not yet seen it 
answered. 

But the Church being the highest society, and inde
pendent of all others, .is supreme over them, in so far 
as the eternal happiness of man is involved. 

From this, again, two consequences follow:
I.	 First, that in all things which are purely 

temporal, and lie extra jilltm Ecclesite, outside 
of the end of the Church, it neither claims nor 
has jurisdiction. 

2.	 Secondly, that in all things which promote, 
or hinder, the eternal happiness of men, the 
Church has a power to judge and to enforce. 

IV. Such propositions are no sooner enunciated 
than we are met by a tumult of voices, such as those 
of 'Jauus, Qllirilllls-and I lament to detect the tones 
of a voice, hitherto heard in behalf of the authority of 
Christianity and of the Christian Church,~affirming 

that the Church of Rome and its Pontiffs claim supreme 
temporal! power, and that direct, over all Temporal 
Princes and things; to be used at the~r discretion even 
to the deposing of Kings, to the absolution of subjects 
from allegiance, to the employment of force, imprison
ment, torture, and death. 

If such be the state of our highest minds, we cannot 
regret that this discussion has been forced upon us. 

1 Expostulation, p. 27. 
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It has come not by our act. "It has arisen in its time 
appointed. It will for awhile raise alarm and suspicion; 
it will kindle animosity and encourage bigotry: but it 
will manifest the truth with a wider light than England 
has seen for three hundred years. I will therefore 
freely and frankly enter upon this debate, and, in order 
to be clear, I will treat" the subject under the following 
propositions : 

I.	 The authority of Princes and the allegiance of 
subjects in the Civil State of nat!Jre is of Divine 
ordinance; and, therefore, so long as Pril~ces and 
their laws are in conformity to the law of God, 
the Church has no power Of jurisdictivl1 against 
them, nor over them. 

2.	 If Princes and their laws deviate from the law 
of God, the Church has authority from God to 
judge of that deviation, and to oblige to its c<:>r
rection. 

3.	 The authority which the Church has from God 
for this end is not temporal, but spiritual. 

4.	 This spiritual authority is not direct in· its inci 
dence on temporal things, but only indirect: 
that is to say, it directly promotes its own spi
rz"tual end; it -indiratly condemns and declares 
not binding on the conscience such temporal laws 
as deviate from the law of God, and therefore 
impede or render impossible the attainment of 
the eternal happiness of man. 

5.	 This spiritual authority is inherent in the Divine 
constitution and commission of the Church; 
but its exercise in the world depenqs on cer
tain moral and material conditions, by which 
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. alone "its exercise is rendered" eithet possible or 
just. 

I have affirmed thaf the relations of the Catholi<; 
Church to the Civil Powers are fixed primarily by the 
D~vine constitution of the Church and of the Civil'So
ciety of men. But it "is also true that these relations 
have been declared by the Church hi ads and decrees 
which are of infallible authority..' Such, for instance, is 
the Bull of Boniface VIII., Ullam" Sallcta11l.As this 
has become the text and centre of the whole contro
versy at this moment, we will fully treat of it. This 
Bull, then, was beyond all doubt an act ex cathedra. 
It was also confirmed by Leo X. in the Fifth Lateran 
fficumenical Council. Whatever definition, therefore, 
is to be found in this Bull is to be received as of faith~ 

Let it be noted that the Ullam Smlciam does not de
pend upon the Vatican Council for its infallible autho
rity. Ifw~s from the date of its publication an infalli
ble act, obliging all Catholics to receive it with interior 
assent.. Doctrines identical with those of the UlZam 
Smle/am had been declared in 1\"0 <:Ecumenical Coun
cils-namely, in the Fourth Lateran in 1215, arid the 
First of Lyons in 1245.1 On this ground, therefore, I 
have affi~med that the relations of the Spiritual and 
Civil Powers were immutably fixed before the Vatican 
Council met, and that they have been in no way chang
ed by it. 

V.We will ~ow examine, (I) the complete text of 
the UlZam Smle/am ; (2) the interpretations of its assail

1 Bellarmin. De Potest. PajJfE. in prref, p. 8-14, Cologne, 1617. 
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ants and its defenders; (3) the interpretation \vhich is 
of obligation on all Catholics. 

I. The Bull was published by Boniface VIII., in 
13°2, during the contest with Philip Ie Bel of France. 

Before the Bull was published, the Regalists or 
partisans of the King declared that the Pope had 
claimed, as Mr. Gladstone also supposes, to be 
supreme over the King, both in spiritual and in 
temporal things. The Chancellor Flotte made this 
assertion in the year 13°1, at Paris, in the Church 
of Notre Dame. The cardinals sent by Boniface 
declared that the. Pope made no such claim; that he 
claimed no temporal, but only a spiritual power.1 

Nevertheless this prejudice, once created, before the 
publication of the Ullam Sanetam, ensured its being 
misinterpreted when it was issued. Boniface, by the 
Bull A useulta Pili, had promptly exposed this misin
terpretation. But the prejudice was already estab
lished. ~ 

I will now give the whole text of the Bull, befor~ 

commenting upon it. It runs as follows:

, We are bound to believe and to hold, by the' obligation of 
faith, one Holy Church, Catholic and also Apostolic; and 
this (Church) we firmly believe and in simplicity confess: out 
of which there is neither salvation nor remission of sins. As 
the Bridegroom declares in the Canticles, " One is my dove, 
my perfect one, she is the on'ly one of her mother, the chosen 
Qf her, that bore her; "3 who repres.ents the one mystical Body, 
the Head of which is Christ; and the Head of Christ is God. 

1 Dollinger's Church History, vol. iv. p. go.
 
S Ibid. p. 91• SCant. ,,;. 8.
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'In which (the one Church) there is one Lord, one Faith, one 
Baptism.! For in the time of the Flood the ark of Noe was 
one, prefiguring the one Church, which was finished in one 
cubit,2 and had one governor and ruler, that is Noe; outside 
of which we read that' all things subsistilig llpon earth were 
destroyed. This also we venerate as one, as the Lord says in 
the Prophet, "Deliver, 0 God, my soul from the s\vord: my 
only one from the hand of the dog." a 

'For He prayed for the soul, that is, for Himself; for the 
Head together with the Body: by which Body he designated 
the one only Church, because of the unity of the Bridegroom, 
of the Faith, of the Sacraments, and of the charity of the 
Church. This is that coat of the Lord without seam,' which 
was not rent, but went by lots. Therefore of that one and 
only Church there is one body and one Head, hot two heads 
as of a monster: namely, Christ and Christ's Vicar, Peter and 
Peter's successor; for the Lord Himself said to Peter," Feed 
my sheep." 5 :Mine, he says generally; and not, in particular, 
these or those: by which He is known to have committed all 
to him. If, therefore, Greeks or others say that they were not 
committed to Peter and his successors, they must necessarily 
confess that they are not of the sheep of Christ, for the Lord 
said (in the Gospel) by JaIm, that. there is II One fold, and one 
only shepherd." a By the words of the Gospel we are in
structed that in this his (that is Peter's) power there are two 
swords, the spiritual and tl~e temporal. For when the Apostles 
say, " Behold, here are two swords," that is,7 in the Church, 
the Lord did not say, "It is too much," but" it is enough." 
Assuredly, he who denies that the temporal sword is in the 
power of Peter, gives ill heed to the word ofthe Lord, saying, 

1 Ephesians iv. 5. 2 Genesis vi. 16. 3 Psalm xxi. 21. 

4 St. John xix. 23, 24. Ii St. John xxi. 17. II St. John x. 16. 
7 St. Luke xxii. 38•. 
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" Put u~ again thy sword into its place.1ll Both, therefore, the 
spiritual sword and the material sword are in the power of 
the Church. But the latter (the material sword) is to 
be wielded ON BEHALF OF the Church; the former (the spiri
tual) is to be wielded BY the Church: the one by the hand 
of the priest; the other by the hand of kings and soldiers, 
Gut at the suggestion and sufferance of the priest. The 
one sword ought to be subject to the other, and the 
temporal authority ought to be subject to the spiritual power. 
l"or whereas the Apostle says, " There is 110 power but from 
God; and those that are, are ordained of God; "t they woul<;l 
not be ordained (or ordered) if one sword were not subject to 
the other, and as the inferior directed by the other to the high
est end. For, according to the blessed Dionysius, it is the law 
of the Divine order that the lowest should be guided to the 
highest by those that are intermediate. Therefore, according 
to the order of the universe; all things are not in equal and inl
mediate subordination; but the lowest things are set in order 
by things intermediate, and things inferior by things superior. 
".e ought, therefore, as clearly to confess that the spiritual 
power, both in dignity and excellence, exceeds any earthly 
power, in proportion as spiritual things are better than things 
temporal. This we see clearly from the giving, and blessing, 
and sanctifying of tithes, from the reception of the power itself, 
and from the government of the same things. For, as the 
truth bears witness, the spiritual power has to instruct, and 
judge the earthly power, if it be not good; and thus the pro
phecyof Jeremias is verified of the Church and the ecclesias
tical power: "Lo, I have set thee this day over the nations and 
over kingdoms,"etc.3 If, therefore, the earthly power deviates 
(from its end), it will be judged by the spiritual; but if a lesser 
spiritual power transgresses, it will be judged by its superior; 

1 St. Matthe,~ xxvi. 52. 2 Romans xiii. :to 3 Jeremiah i. 10. 
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but if 'the supreme '(deviates), it can be judged, not by man; 
but by God alone, according to the words of the Apostle: 
"The spiritual man judges all things; he hiil1self is judged by 
110 one." 1 This authority: though given to man and exercised 
through man, is 110t human, but rather Di~in~-givel1 by the 
Divine voice to Peter, and confirmed to him and his successors 
in Him whom Peter confessed, the Rock, for the Lord said to 
Peter: '" Whatsoever thou shalt, bind upon earth, it shaH be 
bound also ill heaven:' ,and whatsoever thou shalt loose on 
earth, it shall be loosed also in heaven." lS 

"Vhosoever therefore resists this power that is, so ordered 
by God, resists the ordinance of God,3 unless, as Manichreus 
did, he feign to himself two principles, which we condemn as 
false and heretical; for, as Moses' witnesses, "God created 
heaven and earth not ill the beginnings, but in the beginning.'" 
Moreover, we declare, affirm, define, and pronounce it to be 
necessary to salvation for every human .creature to be subject 
to th~ Roman Pontiff.' ' 

2. We will next take the interpretations.. They' 
may be put into three classes:

(1) First, of those who assailed it at the time. 
The theologians and doctors of the school at Paris 

had always taught by a constant tradition that the 
J,Jopes possessed a spiritual and indirect power over 
temporal things. John Gerson may be; taken 'as the 
J;epresentative of them all.. He says the ecclesiastical 
power does not possess the dominion and the rights of 
earthly and of heavenly empire, so that it may dis
pose at will of the goods of the clergy, and much less 
of the laity; though it must be conceded that it has 

1 1 Corinthians ii. 15. 2 St. Matthew xvi. 19. 
3 Romans xiii. 2. , Genesisi. I. 
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in these thing an authority (domillium) to rule, to 
direct, to regulate, and to ordain. 1

• Such was the 
doctrine of Almaiv, Alliacus, John of Paris, and of the 
old Sorbonne. It was also the doctrine of the theolo
gians of the Council of Constance; who are always 
quoted as opponents of the Infallibility of the Pope, 
because they held that, though the See of Rome could 
not err, he that sat in it might err. They likewise held 
the deposing power, which aloneis enough to show how 
little the definition of the Infallibility has to do with 
the deposition of Kings. 

vVhen the Unam Sanctam was published, Egidius 
Romanus, the Archbish,op of Bourges, wrote against it, 
being deceived into.a belief that Boniface claimed. a di
rect temporal power over the King of France, over and 
above that power which had always been admitted in 
France according to the Bull Novit of Innocent III.
viz. an indirect spiritual power in temporal matters 
when involving sin.! The same course was taken by 
other French writers. 

Boniface had already declared in, a Consistory in 
1302 that he had never assumed any jurisdiction which 
belonged to the King; but that he had declared the 
King to. be, like any other Christian, subject to him 
only in regard to sin. 

(2) Secondly, the Regalists once more assailed the 
Ullam Sallefam in the reign of Louis XIV. 

Bianchi says that there is not to be fOl!nd a writer in 

1 Joann. Gerson, De Potest. Eccles. Consid. xii. Bianchi .Della 
Potesta et della Polilia della Chiesa, tom. i. lib. i. cap. xi. 

:l Bianchi, lib. i. cap. x. 
3 Dollinger's History of the Church, vol. iv. p. 91.': 
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France, befote Calvin, who denied this indirect spiritu
al power j that the denial was introduced by the Hu
guenots about the year 1626; that the Sorbonne began 
to adhere to it, and reduced it to a formula in 1662. 
Bossuet endeavours to fasten on the Ullam Sallclam the 
old Regalist interpretation, and affirms that it was with
drawn by Clement V.: which statement is contrary to 
the fact. Clement V., on the contrary, interprets the 
Bull in the true sense, as Boniface had done, declaring 
that Boniface did not thereby subject the King, or the 
Kingdom of France, in any greater degree to the au
thority of the Pontiff than they had been before, that 
is, according to the Bull of Innocent III. No'l'Z", and the 
doctrines of the .old Sorbonne.2 

The history cf the Four Gallican Articles, and of the 
writers who defended them, is too well known to need 
repetition. 

(3) We come, lastly, to those who have assailed it at 
this time. ' 

It is not a little wearisome to read the same old 
stories over again; and to be told as 'scientific his
tory' that Boniface VIII. claimed to have received 
both sw'ords as' his own, to be held in his own hand, 
and wielded by him in direct temporal jurisdiction 
over temporal princes. "Ve have all this raked up again 
in'.1alllls. From Yam,s it goes to newspapers, maga
zines, and pamphlets. I Anybody can interpret a Pope's 
Bull. There is no need of a knowledge of contempo
rary fa~ts, or orthe terminology of the Civil: or Canon 

. J Lib, i. cap. xiii. . 
, In the Appendix A will be found in full the Text of the three 

Pontifi<;~l Acts, Nomt, Una11l Sanetam, Meruit, 



64 Relations of the 

Law, or of Pontifical Acts, or of the technicalineaning' 
of words. A dictionary, and a stout heart to attack the 
Popes, is enough. Such men would have us believe, 
against all the Popes, that they have claimed temporal 
power, properly so called, over temporal Princes. 

VI. I will, therefore, now give what may be affirmed 
to b,e the true' and legitimate interpretation of the 
UJlam Sane/am. 

'1 t cannot be better stated than in the words of Dr. 
Dollinger.1 He writes thus:

'Boniface opened the council, at which there were present 
from France four archbishops, thirty-five bishops, and six ab
bots,ill November 1302. One consequence of this council 
appears to have been the celebrated decretal l111am Sa1iClam, 
which was made public on the 18th of November, and which 
contains an exposition of the relations between the spiritual and 
temporal powers. In, the Church, it sa}s, there are two 
pow~rs, a temporal-and spiritual, and as far as they are both in 
the Church, they have both the same end: the temporal 
power, the inferior, is subject to the spiritual, the higher and 
more 110ble;' the fOlmer must be guided and directed by the 
latter, as' the body is by the soul; it receives from the spiritual 
its consecratiori' and its' direction to its highest object, and 
~1Ust therefore; should it ever depart from its destined path, be 
corrected by the spiritual power. It is a tIUthof faith tllat all 
men, even kings, are subject to. the Pope; if, therefore, they 
should' be guilty of grievous sins, in peace or in war, or in the 
government of their kingdcms, andth~ treatment of their sub
teets, and, should thus lose sight of the object to which the 
j)O\ver of a Christian Prince should be directed, and should give 
public scandal to )llepeople, the Pope can admonish them, 

1 Hist. iv. p. 91• 
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since' in regard to sin they are subject to the spiritual power; 
he can correct them; and, if necessity should require it, compel 
them by censures to remove such scandals, For.if they were 
not subject to the censures of the Church, wheneyer they might 
sin in the exercise of the power entrusted to them, it wouid fol
low that as kings they were out of the Church; that the two 
powers would be totally distinct from each other;, and that 
they were. descended from distinct and even opposed princi
ples, which would be an error approaching to the heresy of the 
l\Ianichees. It was therefore the indirect power of the Church 
over the temporal power of kings which the Pope defended in 
ihese Bulls; and he had designedly extracted the strongest pas
sages of them from the writings of two French theologians, St. 
Bernard and Hugo of St, Victor.' 

The interpretation given' here -by Dr. Dollinger is 
undoubtedly correct. All Catholics are bound to 
assent to the doctrines here declared; for though they 
are not here defined, yet they are certainly true. The 
only definition, properly so called, in the Bull is con
tained in the last sentence. 

- Now, upon the doctrines: declared by the Bull it is 
,to be observed : 

1.	 That it does not say that the two swords were 
given by our Lord to the Church; but that the 
two swords are itl potestate Ecclest'te, 'in the 
power of the Church~' 

2.	 That it at once goes on to distinguish,' Both 
(swords) are £11 tke power of the Churf:h, the 
spiritual, that is, and the material. But this 
(the material) is to be used for the Church; 
that (the spiritual) is to' be used by the 
Church. This, indeed (by the hand) of the 
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Priest; that, by the hand of kings and sol
diers, but at the bidding and sufferance of the 
Priest.' 

3.	 That though both swords are ill the Church, 
they are held in different hands, and to be 
used by the subordination of the one to the 
other. Gportet autem gladium esse sub gladio : 
the. one sword must be subordinate to the 
other, the lower to the higher. 

- 4. That Boniface VIII., in this very Bull Vilam 
Sa1letam, expressly declares that the power' 
given to Peter ,vas the 'Suprema Spiritztalis 
potestas,' not the Temporal, or a mixed power, 
but purely Spiritual, which may judge all 
Powers, but itself is judged of God alone. 

Now, on the principles already laid down, there 
ought to be no difficulty in rightly and clearly under
standing this doctrine. 

I.	 For first the Material Sword is as old as human 
society. It was not given by grace, nor held 
by grace, whiCh is a heresy condemned in 
Wic1if by the Council of Constance; but it 
belongs to the Civil Ruler in the order of na· 
ture, as St. Paul, speaking of the heathen em
pire, says: 'He beareth not the sword in vain; 
for he is the minister of God to execute 
wrath.' 

Nothing but want of care or thou·ght could have 
led men to forget this, which is a truth and fact of the 
natural order. 

\Vhen any prince by baptism became Christian, 
he became subject to the law of God and to the 
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Church as its expositor. He became subject, not 
only as a man, but as a prince; not only in the duties 
of his private life, but in the duties of his public life 
also. But this did not deprive him of the civil sword, 
nor of any of the rights of the natural order.! Oportet 
autem gladiu11Z esse sub gladio. The Bull declares that 
the Material Sword which he brought with him 
when he was baptized ought to be subject to the 
Spiritual Sword. But it nowhere says that the 
Material Sword was given to the Church, or that the 
Church gave it to the Imp-erial Ruler. It is in the 
Church, because he that bear~ it is in the Church. It 
is the office of the Church to consecrate it, and (illsli
lucre) to 'illstruct it. But it belongs essentially to the 
natural order, though it is to be exercised according to 
the supernatural order of faith. 

2.	 When it is said that both Swords are 'in lite 
power of the Church,' it means that the Church 
in a Christian world includes the natural order 
in its unity. The conception of the Church in
cluded the whole complex Christian Society, 
made up of both powers, united in a complete 
visible unity. 

Mr. Bryc~, in his excellent work on the Holy Roman 
Empire, says:

'Thus the Holy Roman Church and the Holy Roman 
Empire are one and the same thing in two aspects; and Ca
tholicism, the principle of the universal Christian Society, is 
also Romanism: that is, rests upon Rome as the origin and 
type of univers:llity, manifesting itself in a mystic dualism 

1 Bianchi, lib. i. cap. iv. , 



68 Relatiolts of the 

which corresponds to the two natures of its Founder. As Di· 
vine and eternal, its head is the Pope, to whom all souls have 
ueen entrusted; as human· and temporal, the Emperor, com· 
missioned to rule men's bodies and acts.' 1 

Mr. Bryce has here clearly seen the concrete unity 
:of the Christian world; but he· has missed the order 
\vhlch creates that unity.· His description is what 
Boniface VIII. calls' a monster with two heads.' Mr. 
Bryce quotes this sayi'ng in a note.. If he had mastered 
the spiritual elemeI].t as he has mastered the political, 
IVlr. Bryce's book would' have ranked very high among 
great authors. .. . 

Mr. Freeman;in an article on IVlr. Bryce's book, is 
nearer to the true conception.. He ,vrites as follows: 

'The theory of the Medireval Empire is that of an uni
versal Christian Monarchy. The Roman Empire and the 
Catholic Church are two aspects of one Society.' . . . 'At 
the head of this Society, in its temporal character as. an Em
pire, stands the temporal chief"of Christendom, the Roman 
'Cresar; at its hearl, in its spiritual character as a Church, 
stands the spiritual chief of Christendom, the Roman Pontiff. 
Cresar and Pontiff alike rule by Divine right.' 2 

N ow here are two things to be noted. First, that 
the Emperor holds an office of human creation; the 
Pontiff an office of Divine creation. Secondly, that the 
office of Divine 'creatioil is for a higher end than the 
office which is of human origin. The former is for the 
eternal, the latter for the earthly happiness of man. 
. But, as I have said before, the office of Divine cre

1 The IIoly Romatz Empire, p. lOS. (Macmillan, IS71.) 
1 Freeman's His/01ical Essays, pp. 136-137.: (Macmillan, 1872 .) 
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ation, ordained to guide men to' an eternal end, is 
higher than the office of human origin, directed to an 
earthiy an,d te.mporal end; ~nd in this the perfect 
unity and subordination of the whole is constituted 
and pres~rved. 

Nevertheless, both Mr. Bryce and Mr. Freeman 
bring out clearly what Boniface means when he says 
that the two swords are -ill Eccles-ia, ,zit the Church, and 
-ill potestaie EcdleslaJ, lnthe power of the Church. . 

To this I may add the following passage from the 
late Cardinal. Tarquini/ who. states th~ whole subject 
,~ith great precision :- . . 

'The- Civil So~iety of Catholics is distinguished from 
others by this-that it consists of the same assemblage of men 
as the Church of' Christ, tilat is, the Catholic Church, consists 
of: so that it in no way constitutes a real body diverse and 
separate from the Church; but both (societies) together have 
the character ofa hvofold federative association and obliga
tion inhering in the same multitude' of men, whereby the 
Civil 'Society under the government of the Civil Magistrate 
exerts its powers to secure the temporal happiness of men, and, 
under the government of the Church, to secure eternal life; 
and in such·wise that eternal life be acknowledged to be the 
last and supreme end to which temporal happiness' a;nd the 
whole temporal life is subordinate; because if any man do not 
acknowledge this, he neither belongs to the Catholic Church, 
nor may call himself Catholic. Such, then, is thetru~ notion 
of the C,ivil Society of Catholics. It is a society of men who 
so pursue the happiness ~f this life as thereby to shoW·tha..t it 
ought to be subordinate to the attainment of eternal happiness, 

1 Tarquini, 7u17s Ecd. Publici Inst..tutiones, p. 56. (R?mc, 1873.) 
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which they believe can be attained alone under the direction of' 
the Catholic Church.' 

\Ve have here. the full and genuinedoctrille of the 
Ullam Sane/am-the one body, the two swords, the 
subordination of the material to the spiritual sword, 
the indirect power of the spiritual over the temporai 
whensoever it deviates from the eternal end. 

Dr. Dollinger's interpretation, then, is strictly cor
rect-namely, ' It was therefore,' he says, 'the indirect 
power of the Church over the temporal power of l{jngs 
which the Pope defended in these Bulls;' but that 
power of the Pope is itself Spiritual. 

VII. From this doctrine Cardinal Tarquini draws 
the following conclusions: 

I.	 In things temporal, and in respect to the tempo
ral end (of Government), the Church has no 
power in Civil society. 

The proof of this proposition is that all things 
merely temporal are (prce/er jillC1ib Ecclesz~) beside, or 
outside of, the end of the Church. It is a general rule 
that no society has power in those things which are out 
of its own proper end. 

2.	 In whatsoever things, whether essentially or by 
accident, the spiritual end, that is, the end 

. of the Church, is neces;arily involved; in those 
things, though they be temp01:al, the Church 
may by right exert its power, and the Civil State 
ought to yield.1 

In these two propositions we have the full explana-

J T~rquini, yuris Ecd. Publi4 InstitutiolUS, p. 57. . 
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tion of the indirect spiritual power of the Church. I 
give i~ in Cardinal Tarquini's words

'Directly the care of temporal happiness alone belongs to 
the State, but indirectly the office also of protecting morals and 
religion; so, however, that this be done dependently on the 
Church, forasmuch is the Church is a society to which the 
care of religion and morals is directly committed. 

, That which in the Civil Society is indirect and dependent, 
is' direct and independent in the Church; and, on the other 
hand, the end which is proper and direct to the Civil State, 
that is, temporal happiness, falls only illdirectly, or so far as the 
spiritual end requires, under the power of the Church. 

, The result of all this is 
'I.	 That the Civil Society, even though every member 

of it be Catholic, is not subject to the Church, but 
plainly independent in temporal things which regard 
its temporal end. 

"2.	 That the language of the Fathers, which seems to 
affirm1 an absolute independence of the Civil State, 
is to be brought within tliis limit.' 

VIII. I will now give a summary of this matter in 
the words of Suarez, and also his comment on the 
terminology used by Canonists and theologians on this 
subject. 

He says that the opinion which gives to th~ Pontiff 
dirt:ct temporal power over all the world is false. 

Next, he sets aside the opinion that the Pontiff has 
this direct temporal power over the Church. 

He then gives as the true opinion that which has 
been affirmed-namely, that the Pontiff has not direct 

1 Tarquini, :Juris Eccl. Pltotici Institutio1U's, p. 55 and. note. 
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temporal power, except in tho"se States of which he 'is 
Temporal Prince; ·but that he has a spiritual power in
directly over temporal things, in so far as they affect 
the salvation of men or involve sin.1 

One chief cause of the confusion of Regalists and 
our non-Catholic adversaries has been the' uncertain' 
use of language, and the want ofa fixed terminology 
until a certain date. ' 

The word Temporal was used in two senses. It, 
was used to signify the power of Civil Rulers in the 
order of nature. And in this sense the Church has· 
never claimed it for its head. It was used also to sig~ .. 
nify the spiritual power of the' Pontiff when illdde1lt 
bzdirectly upon temporal filings. The spiritual power, 
thep, had a temporal effect, and took, so to speak, its 
colour arid name from that use, remaining always spi
ritual as before. . 

For instance, we speak of 'the Colonial power' of, 
the Cr~wn, meaning the Imperial power applied to the 
government of the Colonies; in like nlanner the Spi
ritual power of the Pope, applied indirectly to tem
poral things, was (improprie) improperly called Tem
poral, and this usus loque1zdi gave rise to much misin
terpretation. 
, ,What I have here stated was the judgment of Bel

larmine, who, in his answer to Barclay, writes as fol
lows :--

, Barclay says that there are two opinions ~mong Catholics
(on the i)o\ver of the Pontift). The' one, which most- Canon
ists follow, affirms that in the Supreme Pontiff, as Vicar of' 

1 Suarez, '.De Leg:1JlJs, lib. iii. c. Vi. 
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Christ, both powers, Spiritual and Temporal, exist: the other, 
which is the common opinion of Theologians, affirms that the 
power of the Supreme Pontiff, as Vicar of Christ, is strictly 
spiritual in itself; but that, nevertheless, he may, by the same, 
dispose temporal things so that they be ordered for spiritual 
ends.' 1 

Barclay argued that the power of the Pope in tem
poral things was a free and open opinion among. Catho
lies: Bellarmine, in replying, says:

, That this power is in the Pope is not opinion but certitude 
among Catholics, though there be many discussions as to 
what and of what quality the power is: that is to. say, whether 
it beproperly and ill itself of a temporal kind, or whether it be 
not rather spiritual, but by a certain necessary consequence, 
and in order to spiritual ends, it dispose o~ temporal things.' 2 

Bellarmine states his own opinion in these words: 

'Temporal Princes, when they come to the family of Christ, 
lose neither their princely power nor jurisdiction; but they 
become subject to him whom Christ has set over His fainily; to 
be governed and directed by him in those things which lead to 
eternal life.' 3 

Now, from these passages it would appear that in 
Bellarmine's judgment the opinions of the Canonists 
and the Theologians practically carrie to one and the 
same thing, though their language was different. By 
Temporal Power some earlier Canonists may perhaps 
have intended a power temporal in itself; but the later 
Canonists did not intend more than a Spiritual power 

1 Bellannine, De Potestate Summi P()nliJid~, cap. i. p. 848 A, 

Cologne, 1617. 
~ IlJid. cap. iii. p. 852 A. 'Ibid. cap. iii. p. 8S8 A. 



74 Relat£01zS of the 

over temporal things: which the Theologians also 
asserted. But this use of the word temporal seemed to 
imply that the quality of the power was not spiritual, 
as the Theologians asserted. This ambiguity is the 
source of the misunderstandings which we daily read 
in attacks upon the Catholic Church. I can the more 
readily believe the good faith of those who so miscon
ceive it, because I can remember that I was misled by 
the same mistake for many years. For instance, the 
Canonists affirm that the whole world is the territory' 
of the Pontiff (Territoriu1n POlltijicis). But they do so 
in answering the objection, that where the Pontiff acts 
spiritually in the territory of any temporal Prince, he is 
invading the territory of another. The meaning is 
evident: namely, that the Pontiff has universal jurisdic
tion over the whole world. But this does not say that 
his jurisdiction is temporal. It affirms only that .it 
runs info all the world. It merely affirms that it is 
univel~sal: and the same writers assert that in itself it 
is only SpirituaL1 

We have been told that Bellarmine's book was put 
upon the Index. But, after a judicial examination, it 
was removed by order of the Holy See, and its perfect 
soundness acknowledged. 

Suarez lays down precisely the same doctrine as 
Bellarmine. He says:

'Those authors who teach absolutely that the Pope has 
Supreme Power, and that temporal, in the whole world, mean 
this, "that the. Pontiff, in virtue of his Spiritual Power and 
jurisdiction, is superior to Kings and temporal Princes, so as to 

1 Tarquini, p. 46. 
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direct them in the use of their temporal Power in order to 
Spiritual ends." , 

~e then goes on:

, For though they sometimes speak indistinctly, and. withoul 
sufficient clearness, or even (improprie) incorrectly-because 
the power of the Pope is not temporal but spiritual, which con~ 

tains under itself things temporal, and is exercised about then~ 

indirectly, that is, for the sake of Spiritual things-nevertheless 
they often make this sense clear, and lay down their distinc
tions either expressly or virtually; for they affirm that the 
Pontiff can do some things iI/directly, but deny that he can do 
them db-ally.' 1 

But if the Pope had temporal power properly so 
called, he could do all things directly. This negative 
proves that the power of which they spoke was only 
Spiritual. 

Suarez further says :

, Subjection is of two kinds-direct and indirect. Subjection 
is called direct when it is within the end and limits of the same 
power; it is called indirect when it springs from direction to 
a higher t:nd, which belongs to a higher and more excellent 
power. The proper Civil Power in itself is directly ordained 
for the fitting state and temporal happiness of the human com
monwealth in time of this present life; and therefore the 
power itself is called temporal.' The Civil Power, therefore, is 
then called supreme in its own order when within the same, 
and in respect to its end, the ultimate resolution (of power) 'is 
made within its own sphere.' .' The chief ruler is, 
then, subordinate to no superior in order to the same end of 

1 Suarez, Dejensio Fidei Catho/jetE, t~m. xxiv. lib. iii. c. xxii. 2nd 
ed. Paris, 1869. 
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Civil Government. But, as temporal and civil "happiness are 
related to that which is spiritual and eternal, it may happen 
that the matter of Civil Government must be otherwise ordered 
and directed, in order to spiritual wdfare, than theCivil policy 
alone seems to require. And then, though the "temporal Prince 
and his power do not directly depend in" their acts upon any 
other power in the same (i. e. the temporal) order, which also 
regards the same end only, nevertheless it may happen that it 
needs to be directed, helped, and corrected in the matter of its 
government by a superior power, which governs men in order 
to a more excellent and eternal end; and then this dependence 
is called indirect,· because that higher power is not exercised in 
respect to temporal things (per se) of its own natur~, nor for its 
own sake, but indirectly, and for another end.' 1 

It will be seen here :---: 
I.	 That the superior power cannot be temporal, 

or its jurisdiction would be direct. . 
2.	 That, if temporal, it would not be ora higher, 

but of the same order. 
3.	 That, therefore, the claim .of indirect power 

is an express exclusion of temporal power, 
properly so called, from the spiritual supre:
macy of the Head of the Church. 

Suarez states, but rejects, the opinion' of certain 
early Canonists and Jurists who taught that the power 
of the Pontiff over any temporal thing was also tem
poral in itself. He then states"and proves that this in
direct power is Spiritual only. After speaking of the 
power of" the Keys, he 'says : 

, In no other place did Christ imply that He gave to Peter 

J Suarez, Defensio Fidei, &,-. lib. iii. cap. v. sect. 2. ' 
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or to the Church temporal dominion, or a proper and direct 
royalty; nor does Ecclesiastical tradition show this, but rather 
the reverse.' J 

With these autho~itie's' before us, there can be little 
difficulty in explainin'g the texts usually quoted by ad
versaries, who desire to . fasten Oil theUllam Sanetam 
and upon the Catholic Church a claim to temporal 
power, that is, temporal in its root and in itself. 

The passages usually quoted. from Pope Nicholas, 
St. Bernard, St. Thomas, Alvarez, Hugo of St:'. Victor, 
St. Bonaventura, Durandus, and others, are fully dis
cussed and proved by Bellarmine to affirm no more 
than Spiritual power; and that indirectly over tempo
ral matters, when they involve the Spiritual end of the 
Church.2 

IX. I hope sufficiently to prove hereafter what I 
asserted~namely, that though a supreme spiritual 
authority be inherent in the Divine constitution and 
commission of the Church, its exercise in the world 
depends on' certain moral and material conditions, by 
which alone its exercise is rendered possible or just. 
This shall be shown by treating the subjects raised by 
the' Expostulation ;' 3 namely, the deposing power, and 
the use of political force or penal legislation in matters 
of religion. I hop'e, and I b~lieve, that I am able to 
sl1<,)w that the moral condition of the Christian world 
made justifiable in other ages that which would be un

1 Suarez, Defensio Fidei, &c. lib. iii. cap. v. sect. 14
2 This may be seen in his Controversia de Szemmo PO!ltifice, cap. v.; 

and in Bianchi's work, Della Potesta, tom. i. p. 91, lib. i. ch. x. xi. 
3 Expostulation, p. 26•. 
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justifiable in this; and that the attempt to raise pre
judice, suspicion, and hostility against the Catholic 
Church at this day· and, in England' by these topics, is 
an ~ct essentially unjust; from which a real science of 
history ought to have preserved Mr. Gladstone. I must 
repeat here again that between the Vatican Council 
and these subjects there is no more relation than be
tween jurisprudence and the equinox. Some fifteen 
Councils of the Church, of which two are General, 
have in.deed recognised and acted upon the su
premacy of the Spiritual authority of the Church 
ov~r temporal things; but the Infallibility of 
the Roman Pontiff is one thing, his supreme 
judicial authority is another. And the Defini
tion of Infallibility by the Vatican Council has in no 
way, by so much as a jot or tittle, changed or affected 
that which was in(allibly fixed and declared before. 
But, as I will go on to show, even infallible laws cease 
to apply when the subject matter is wanting, and the 
necessary moral conditions are passed away. 

I must acknowledge, therefore, that the following 
words fill me with surprise. Speaking of 'Dr. Doyle 
and others, he says :

'AnsWers in abundance were obtained, tending to show 
that the doctrines of depos.ition and persecution, of keeping 
no faith with heretics, and of universal dominion, were obso
lete beyond revival.' 1 

This passage implicitly affirms what I hope expli
citly to prove. How can laws become obsolete, but by 
the cessation of the moral conditions which require or 

J Exposttelatioll, p. 26. 
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justify their exercise? How can laws, the exercise of 
which is required by the permanent presence of the 
same moral conditions which called them into exist
ence, become obsolete? I pass over the' no faith with 
heretics,' which is

r 

an example -of the injustice which 
pervades the Pamphlet. I should have thqught it im
possible for Mr. Gladstone not to know the true mean
ing of this controversial distortion: but I am willing 
to believe that he did not know it; for if he had, it 
would have been impossible for such as he is to 
write it. 

The moral principles on which the- exercise of 
supreme powers and rights was justifiable in the age 
of Boniface VIII. exist no longer in the nineteenth 
century in England. Let no one cynically pretend 
that this is to give up or to explain away. I read the 
other day these words :

'The Pope has sent forth his prohibitions and- his anathe
mas to the world, and the world has disregarded them.. The 
faithful receive them with cOllventioll:l1 respect, and then hasten 
to assure their Protestant friends that P,ipal edicts can make 
no possible difference in the conduct of any human being.' 1 

Nothing can be less true. The first principles of 
morals forbid the exercise of the supreme judicial 
power of the Church on such a civil order as that of 
England. \Vhen it was de facto subject to the Church, 
England had by its own free will accepted the laws of 
Christendom. It can never be again subject to such 
laws except on the same condition-namely, by its 

1 Times, VVcdncsday, December 30, 1874, in leading article on the 
Pope. 
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own free will. Till then the highest laws of moralitY. 
render the exercises of such Pontifical acts in England 
imp9ssible. 

Mr. Gladstone has called on Pius IX. to repudiate 
such powers/ But Pius IX. cannof repudiate powers 
which his predecessors justly exercised, without im
plying that their actions were unjust. He need 
not repudiate them for himself, for the exercise 
of them is impossible, and, if physically possible, 
would be morally impossible, as repugnant to all 
equity, and, under correction, I will say to natural jus
tice. The infallible witness for justice, and equity, 
and charity among men, cannot violate these laws 
which unerringly govern his office. 

X. The command of our Lord to the Apostles; 
'Go ye into the whole world and preach the Gospel to 
every creature: he that believeth and is baptised shall 
be saved, but he that believeth not shall be con
demned' :I-clearly invests the Church with the author
ity to baptise every creature. But the exercise of this 
right was suspended upon a moral condition. It con
veyed no dgl~t to baptise any man against his will; 
nor without an act of faith on his part. But an 
act of faith is a spontaneous and voluntary act of 
submission, both of intellect and will, to the truth, anq 
to the teacher who delivers it. The absolute and uni
versal authority therefore of the Church to baptise de
pends upon the free and voluntary act of those who 
believe, and, through their own spontaneous submis
sion, are willing to be baptised. 

1 Expostulation, p. 26. 11 St. Mark xvi. IS, 16. 
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" The Church so regards the moral conditions on 
which its acts depend, that as a rule it will not even 
suffer an infant to be baptised unless at least one of the 
parents tonsents. 

In like manner the power of absolution, \vhich has 
no limit of time or of subject, can be exercised only 
upon those who are willing. Confession and contrition, 
both voluntary acts of the penitent, are absolutely 
necessary to the' exercise of the power of the Keys. 

This principle will solve many questions in respect 
to the Spiritual authority of the Church over the Civil 
State. 

First; it shows that, until, a Christian, world and 
Christian Rulers existed, there was no subject for the 
exercise of this spiritual authority of judgment and 
correction.. Those who amuse themselves by asking 
why St. Peter did not depose Nero, will do well to find 
out whether people are laughing with them, or at them. 
Such questions are useful. They compendiously show 
that the questioner does not understand the first prin
ciples of his subject. If he will find out why 51. Pe
ter neither baptised nor absolved N era, he will have 
found out why he did not depose him. U nti! a Chris
tian world existed there was no apta1izateria for the 
supreme judicial power of the Church in temporal 
things. Therefore St. Paul laid down 'as a rule of law 
that he had nothing to do in judging those that were 
without the' unity of the Church. ' 

But when a Christian world came into existence, 
the Civil society of man became subject to the Spiritual 
direction of the Church. So long, however, as indivi-: 
duals only subjected themselves, one' by one, to its 
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authority, the conditions necessary for the exercise of 
its office were not fully present. The Church guided 
men, one by one, to their eternal end; but as yet the 
collective society of nations was not subject to its guid
ance. It is only when nations and kingdoms become 
socially subject to the supreme doctrinal and judicial 
authority of the Church that the conditions of its exer
cise are verified. When the senate and people of the 
Roman .Empire were only half Christian, the Church 
still refrained from acts which would have affectcd the 
whole body of the State. When the whole had become 
Christian, the ,"vhole became subject to the Divine Law, 
of which the Roman Pontiff was the supreme expositor 
and executive. 

It would be endless to state examples in detail. I 
will take, therefore, only one in which the indirect spi
~itual power of the Church over the temporal State is 
abundantly shown. Take, for instance, the whole s~b
ject of Christian Matrimony: the introduction of the 
Christian law of the unity and indissolubility and sacra
mcntal character of marriage; the tables of consanguin
ity and of affinity ; the jurisdiction of the Church over 
matrimonial cases. This action of the Pontifical law 
upon the Imperial law, and the gradual conformity of 
t'he Empire to the Church, exhibits in a clear and com
plete way what is the power, claimed by the Church 
over the temporal laws of Princes. 

The Council of Trent reserves matrimonial causes to 
the Ecclesiastical Tribunals; and in tl~e Syllabus the 
proposition is c'ondemned that they belong to the Civil 
j urlsdiction.1
 

1 Sess. xxiv. De Ref. can. xii.
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In like manner, in prohibiting duels, the Council 
declares temporal penalties against not only the princi
pals, but those also who are guilty of permitting them/ 

In" like manner, again, the Christian law of faith and 
morals passed" into the public law of Christendom. 
Then arose the Christian jurisprudence, in which the 
Roman Pontiff was recognized as the supreme Judge 
of Princes and of People, with a twofold coercion: 
spiritual by his own authority, and temporal by the 
secular arm. These twoacteq. a~ one. Excommuni
cation and deposition were so united in the juris
prudence of Christendom, that he who pronounced 
the sentence of excommunication pronounced also 
the sentence of deposition; as before the repeal of 
our Test Acts, if a member of the Church of England 
became ~atholic, or even Nonconformist, he was ip
so facto incapable of sitting in Parliament or holding 
.office of State. And by the first of \Villiam III. the 
heir to the Crown, if he become Catholic, or marry a 
Catholic, ipso facto forfeits the succession. Nothing 
is more certain upon the face of history, and no one 
has proved more abundantly than Dr. Dollinger, that 
in every case of deposition, as of Ph~Iip Ie Bel, Henry 
IV. of Germany, Frederic II., and the like, the sentence 
of the Electors, Princes, Sta tes, and people, and the 
public opinion and voice of nations, had already pro
nounced sentence of rejection upon those tyrants be
fore the Pontiffs pronounced the sentence of excommu
nication and deposition. It was only by the faith and 
free will of nation.s that they became socially subject to 

1 Scss. xxv, cap. xix, 
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this jurisprudence; it was by their free will that it was 
maintained in vigour; and it was in conformity with 
their free will that it was exercised by the Pontiffs. 
Their free sentence preceded the Pontifical sentence. 
I t was at their prayer, and in their behalf, that it was 
pronounced. The moral condition of spontaneous ac
ceptance, and the material conditions of execution, 
were alike present, rendering these supreme Pontifical 
acts legitimate, right, lawful, wise, and salutary. 

XI. And here I shall be met with the answer: ' You 
justify,.then, the deposition of princes, and. therefore 
you hold that the Pope may depose Queen Victoria.' 
Such, I am sorry to say, is the argument of the ' Ex
postulation ;' for if it be .not, why was it implied? I 
altogether deny the .argument, or inference, or call it 
w hat you will. I affirm that the deposition of Henry 
IV. and Frederic. II. of Germany were legitimate, right, 
and lawful; and I affirm that a deposition of Queen. 
Victoria would not be legitimate, nor right, nor lawful, 
because the moral conditions which were present to jus
tify the deposition of the Emperors of Germany are 
absent in the case of Queen Victoria; and therefore 
such an act could not be dorie. 

This is not a mere personal opinion of my own, or 
even a mere opinion of theologians. vVhat I have 
affirmed has been declared by the authority of Pius VI. 
In a letter from the Congregation of Cardinals of the 
College of Propaganda, by order of His Holiness Pius 
VI., addressed to the Roman Catholic Archbishops of 
Ireland, dated Rome, June 23, 179.1,. we read as fo1
19Ws ;
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, In this controversy a most accurate discrimination should 
be made between the genuine rights of the Apostolical See and 
those that are imputed to it by innovators of this age for the 
purpose of calumniating. The See of Rome never taught that 
laith is not to be kept with the heterodox-that an oath to, 
kings separated from Catholic communion can be violated
that it js lawful for the Bishops of Rome to invade their tem
poral rights and domini~ns. 'Ve, too, consider an attempt or 
design against the life of kings and princes, even under the 
pretext of religion, as a horrid and detestable crime.' 

I may add that this passage was not unknown to 
Dr. Dollinger, who quotes it at p. 5I in his work on 
'The Church and the Churches.' 

But lest anyone should reply that this was said 
when Catholics ,,,ere under penal laws" and with a 
view to .blinding the English Government, I will add 
that no one has more frankly and forcibly expressed 
this than Pius IX., in the very text of which lVlr. 
Gladstone .has quoted a part. The Holy Father, on 
July 20, 1871, thus addressed a Literary Society in 
Rome:

'In the variety of subjects which will present themselves 
to you, one appears to me of great importance at this time; 
and that is, to defe'!-t the endeavours which are now directed 
to falsify the idea of the Infallibility of the Pope. Among all 
oiher errors, that is malicious above all which would attribute 
(to the Infallibility of the. Pope) the right of deposing sove
reigns, and of absolving people from the obligation of allegi
ance. 

'This right, without doubt, has been exercised by the 
Supreme Pontiffs from time to time in extreme cases, but it has 
nothing to do with the Pontifical Infallibility; neither does- it 
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flow from the Infallibility, but from the autharity of the 
Pontiff: 

, Moreover, the exercise of this right in those ages of faith 
which respected ill the Pope that which he is, that is to say, 
the Supreme Judge of Christendom, and recognised the benefit 
of his tribunal in the great contentions of peoples and of so
vere~gns, was freely extended (by aid, as was just, of public 
jurisprudence, and the common consent of ilations) to the 
gravest interests of States and of their rulers.' 

So far Mr. Gladsto.ne quoted from what was before 
him. Unfortunately, he appears not to have -known 
what followed. Pius IX. went on to say:

, But altogether different are the conditions of the present 
time from the conditions (of those ages); and malice alone can 
confound things so diverse, that is. to say, the infallible judg
ment in respect to truths of Divine Revelation with the right 
which the Popes exercised in virtue of their authority when the 
common good demanded it. They know better than we, and 
everybody can discern the reason why such an absurd confu
sion of ideas is stirred up at this time, and why h)'Fothetical cases 
areparaded of which 110 1IIali thinks. It is because every pre
text, even the most frivolous and furthest from the truth, is 
eagerly caught at, provided it be of a kind to give us annoy
ance, and to excite civil rulers against the Church. 

'Some would have me interpret and explain even more 
fully the Definition of the Council. 

, I will not do it. It is clear in itself, and has no need of 
other comments and explanations. \Vhosoever reads that De
cree- with a dispassionate mind -has its true sense easily and 
obviously before him.' 1 

. Discorsi di Pio Nono, July 20, 1871, p. 203. Rome, 1872. 
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N ow, the Holy Father in these words has abun
dantly shown two things : first, that they who connect 
Infallibility with the Deposing Power are talking of 
what they do not understand; and, secondly, that the 
moral conditions which justified and demanded the 
dpposition of tyrannical Princes, when the mediceval 
world was both. Christian and Catholic, have abso
lutely ceased to exist, now that the world has 
ceased to be Catholic, and has ceased to be even Chris
tian. It has withdrawn itself socially as a whole, 
and in the public life of nations, from the unity 
and the jurisdiction of the Christian Church. 
In this it differs altogether from the mediceval world. 
And it differs also from the ancient world. For, the 
ancient world had never yet believed the f~ith; the 
modern world has believed, but fallen from its faith. 
The ancient world was without the unity of the Chris
tian Church de facto et de Jure. The modern world 
is without de facto; and this has changed all the moral 
conditions of the subject. The Church never, indeed, 
loses its jurisdiction in radice over the baptised, because 
the cha;racter of baptism is indelible; but unless the 
moral conditions justifying its exercise be present, it 
never puts it forth. As Mr. Gladstone has cited the 
example of Queen Elizabeth, implying that he sees no 
difference. between Queen Elizabeth and Queen Vic
toria, I will add that Queen Elizabeth was baptised a 
Catholic; that she was crowned as a Catholic; that she 
received Holy Communion in the High Mass of her 
consecration as a Catholic; that she was both de jure 
a'nd de facto a subject of the Catholic Church; that the 
majority of the people of England were still Catholic. 
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What one of all these conditions is present in the case 
which I refuse to put in parallel? The English Mo~ 

narchy has been withdrawn for three centuries from the 
Catholic Church; the English people are wholly sepa
rate; the Legislation of England has 'effaced every trace 
of the jurisprudence which rendered the Pontifical acts 
of St. Gregory VII. and Innocent IV. legitimate, just, 
aild right. The public laws' of England explicitly re
ject and exclude the first principles of that ancient 
Christian and Catholic jufisprudence. Not only is 
every moral condition which could justify such an act 
absent, but every moral condition 'which would render 
such an act unjustifiable, as it would seem to me, is 
present/ This is a treatment of history which is not 
scientific, but shallow; and a dangerous use of inflam
matory rhetoric, when every calm dictate of prudence 
and of justice ought to forbid its indulgence. 'The 
historic spirit,' 2 commended in the 'Expostulation,' 
would have led to such a treatment of this questioil as 
Mr. Freeman wisely recommends. 

'The cause of all this diversity and controversy-a diversity 
and controversy most fatal to. historic truth-is to be tra'ced to 
the unhappy mistake of looking at the men of the twelfth cen
tury with the eyes of the nineteenth; and still more of hoping 
to extract something from the events of the twelfth century to 
do service in the controversies of the nineteenth.' J 

XII. For the same .reasons I deplore the haste, I 
must say the passion, which carried away so' large a 

1 Appendix B. 2 Expostulation, p. 14. 
Freeman's Historical Essays, C St. Thomas of Canterbury and his 

Biographers,' p. 80. . 
3 
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mind to ~ffirm or to imply that the Church at this day 
would, if she could,use torture, an'! force and coercion, 
in matters of religious belief. I am well aware that 
'nen of a mind and calibre as far removed from Mr. 
.:iladstone as almost to constitute a different species, 
have at times endeavoured to raise suspicion and ani
mosity against Catholics, by affirming that if they 
became the majority in this country-a danger cer
tainly not proximate-they would. use their power to 
compel men to conform to the Catholic faith~ In the 
year 1830 the Catholics of Belgium were in a vast 
majority, but they did not use their political power 
to constrain the faith or conscience of any man. The 
'Four Liberties' of Belgium were the work of Catho
lics. This is the most recent example of what Catho
lics would do if they were in possession of power. But 
there is one more ancient and more homely for us 
Englishmen. It is found at a date when the old tra
ditions of the Catholic Church were still vigorous in the 
minds of men. It will therefoJCe show that in this at 
least we owe nothing to modern progress, nor to the 
indifference of Liberalism. If the modern spirit had 
any share in producing the Constitution· in Belgium, it 
certainly had no share in producing the Constitution 
of Maryland. Lord Baltimore, who had been Secre
tary of S.tate under James I., in 1633, emigrated to the 
American Plantations, where, through Lord Strafford's 
influence, he had obtained a grant of land. He was 
accompanied by men of all minds, who agreed chiefly 
in the one desire to leave behind them the miserable 
religious conflicts which then tormented· England. 
They named their new country Maryl(lnd, and there 
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they settled. The oath of the Governor was in these 
terms: 'I will- not, by myself or any other, directly or 
indirectly, molest any person profeSSIng to believe in 
Jesus Christ, for or in respect of religion.' Lord 
Baltimore invited the Puritans of Massachusetts, who, 
like himself, had renounced their country for conscience' 
sake, to come into Maryland. In 1649, when active 
persecution had sprung up again in England, the 
Council of Maryland, on the 21st of April, passed this 
Statute: 'And whereas the forcing of the conscience 
in matters of religion hath frequently fal1~n out to be 
of dangerous consequence in the Commonwealth where 
it has been practised, and for the more quiet and 
peaceable government of the Province, and the better 
to preserve mutual love and amity among the inhabi
tants, no person within the Province professing to be
lieve in Jesus Christ shall be anyways troubled, 
molested, or discountenanced for his or he~ religion, or 
in the free exercise thereof.' 1 The Episcopalians a'nd 
Protestants fled from Virginia into Maryland. Such 
was the Commonwealth founded by a Catholic upon 
the'broad mqrallaw I have here laid down-that faith 
is an act of the will, and that to force men to profess 
what they do not believe is contrary to the law of 
God, and that to generate faith by force is morally 
impossible. It was by conviction of the reason and by 
persuasion of the will that the world-wide .unity of 
faith and communion were slowly built up among the 
nations. vVhen once shattered, nothing but conviction 
and persuasion can restore it. Lord Baltimore was sur-

J Bancroft's His/ory (If the Ullited Stntes, vol. i. pp. 233. 235, 255, etc. 
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rounded by a multitude scattered by the great wr~ck 

of the Tudor persecutions. He knew that God alone 
could build them' up again into uhity; but that the 
equity of charity might enable them to protect and to 
help each other, and to prcmote the common weal. 

I cannot refrain from continuing the history. The 
Puritan Commonwealth in England brought on a Puri
tan revolution in Maryland. They acknowledged Crom
well, and disfranchised the whole Catholic population. 
'-Liberty of conscience' was declared, but to the exclu
sion of' Popery, .Prelacy, a!1d licentiousness of opinion.' 
Penal laws came ofcourse. Quakers in Massachusetts, for 
the first offence, lost one ear; for the second, the other; 
for the third, had their tongue seared 'with a red-hot 
iron. Women were whipp'ed, and men 'were hanged, for 
religion. If Catholics were in power to-morrow in 
England, not a penal law would be proposed, nor the 
shadow of constraint be put upon the faith of any man. 
We would that all men fully believed the truth; but 
a forced faith is a hypocrisy.hateful to. God and man. 
If Catholics were in power to-morrow, not only would 
there be no penal laws of constraint; but no penal laws 
of privation. If the Ionian Islands had elected, some 
years ago, to attach themselves to the Sovereignty of 
Pius IX., the status of the Greek Church separate from 
Catholic Unity would have been tolerated and respect
ed. Their Churches, their public worship, their Clergy, 
and their religious rites would have been left free as 
before. They were found in possession, which was con
firmed by the tradition of centuries; they had acquired 
Civil rights, which enter into the laws of political juSoo 
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tice, and as such would have been protected from an 
molestation. l 

I have drawn this out, because a question absolutely 
chimerical has been raised to disturb the confidence of 
the English people in their Catholic fellow-countrymen. 
And I .have given the reason and the principle upon 
which, if the Catholics were to-morrow the 'Im
perial race' in these Kingdoms, they would not 
use political power to molest the divided and he
reditary religious state of our people. We should 
not shut one of their . Chut:'ches, or Colleges, 
or Schools. They would have the same liberties we 
enjoy as a minority. I hope the Nonconformists of 
E~gland are prepared to say the same. As w~ are in 
days when some are' irivited,' and some are' expected,' 
arid some are' required t to speak out, I will ask my 
fellow-countrymen of all religious kinds to be as frank 
as I am. 

XIII. I have now given, I hope, sufficient evidence 
to' prove the assertion made in the second letter quoted 
at the outset of these pages ;. namely:

'That the relations of the Catholic Church to the Civil 
Powers have been fixed immutably from the beginning, because 

lOur older writers, such as Bellarmine and Suarez, when treating 
of this subject, had before their eyes a generation of. men who all had 
been in the unity of the faith. Their separation therefore was formal 
and wilful. Thei; separation from the unity of the Church did not 
release the conscience from its jurisdiction. But if Bellarmine and 
Suarez were living at this day, they would have·to treat of a question 
differing in all its moral conditions. What I have here laid down is 
founded upon the principles they taught, applied to our times. Car
dinal Tarquini,in treating the same matter, has dealt with it as it has 
been treated here.-7uris Ecd. Publ. Ins/itutfolzes, p. 78. 
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they arise out of the Divine constitution of the Church, and 
out of the civil society of the natural order.' 

And we have also seen how far from the truth are the 
confident assertions put forward lately, that the Church 
ascribes to its head Supreme Temporal as well as Su
preme Spiritual Power.1 

Further, we have seen with what strange want of 
reflection and of depth the Pontifical acts of the old 
Catholic world are transferred per saltllm to a world 
which has ceased, in its public life and laws, to be 
Catholic, I may almost say, to be even Christian. 

, Finally, I have shown, I hope, what are the rela
tions of the Church to the Civil Powers of the world; 
and I have given evidence to prove that those relations 
have been ~xed from the beginning by reason of the 
Divine constitution of the Church, and have been de:
elared by Councils, not only before the Council of the 
Vatican, but before the Council of Trent; and, there
fore, that to charge upon the Vatican Council a change 
in these relations is not only an assertion without proof, 
but an assertion contrary to historical fact. 

1 Expostulatioll, &c. p. 27. 
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CHAPTER III. 

AGGRESSIONS OF THE CIVIL POWER•. 

:MR. GLADSTONE says:

, It is the peculiarity of Roman theology that, by thrusting 
itself into the temporal domain, it naturally, and even neces
sarily, comes to be a frequent theme of political discussi011. 
To quiet-minded Roman Catholics'a must be a subject ofinfi
nite annoyance that their religion is 011. this' ground more 
than any other the subject of criticism; more than any 
other the occasion of conflicts with the State and of civil 
disquietude. I feel sincerely how much hardship their case 
entails, but this hardship is brought upon them altogether by 
the conduct of the authorities of their own Church.' 1 

His pamphlet from beginning to end bristles with 
the same accusations against the Catholic Church. His 
,,,..hole argument might be entitled, '-Reasons to show 
that in all Conflicts the Christian Church is always in 
the wrong, and the Civil State always in the right;' or, 
, On the outrageous Claims':I and 'Exorbitances of 
Papal Assumptions,3 contrasted with the Innocence and 
Infallibility of Civil St~tes.' This seems to me to .be 
history read upside down; and not history only, but 
also Christianity. I can hardly persuade myself that 
1\1:r. Gladstone would contend that even in the Consti
tutions of Clarendon 1 St. Thomas of Canterbury was 

1 Vatica'z Decrees, p. 9. :I Ibid. p. II. 3 Ibid. p. 25. 
• 1\11:. Gladstone says, upon what evidence I do not know, C The 

Constitutions of Clarendon, ~iirsed from the Papal Throne, were the 
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the aggressor, and Henry II. was within the law; or 
that either the Pope or Archbishop Langton began the 
conflict with the 'Papal minion John;' or, again, that 
in the question of Investitures and Ecclesiastical 
Simony, the Emperors of Germany were on the side 
of law and justice, and St. Gregory VII. and Innocent 
III. were aggressors. And yet all this is necessary to his 
argument. If he is not prepared to maintain this, the 
whole foundation is gone. But I do not know how any 
man who believes in the Divine office of the Christian 
Church can maintain such a thesis. And I have always 
believed that ]\tIro Gladstone does so believe the Chris

. tia~ Church to. have a Divine office, which, within 
some limit at least, is independent of all hU!llan autho
rity. 

But as the contention before us is' not of Jhc past 
so much as of the present, I will come to the facts of 
the days in which we live. 

My third proposition, then, is, that any collisions 
now existing between the Catholic Church and the 
States of Europe have been brought on by changes, 
110t on the part of the Church, much less of the Vatican 
Council, but on the part of the Civil Powers, and that 
by reason of a systematic conspiracy against the Holy 

work of the English Bishops.* St. Thomas himself says tllat ' Richard 
de Luci and Jocelin de BalIiol, the abettors of the Royal tyranny, were 
the fabricators of those heretical pravities.' t Herbert of Bosham, W110 
was present at Clarendon, says that they were the work of' certain 
nobles (proceres) or chief-men of the kingdom.' t The Bishops were 
indeed terrified into submitting to them, but the Constitutions were 
in no sense their work. 

* Vatican Decrees, pp. 57, 53. t Ep. St. Thoma!, tOr.l. iii. p. I:!, d. GiI03, 1845. 
~ Vita St. Thomcz, tom. vii. p. :us, cd. Giles. 
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See. Noone will ascribe to the Vatican Council the 
Revolution in Italy, the seizure of Rome in 1848; the 
invasion of the Rom,an State in 1860, the attacks of 
Garibaldi against Rome, ending with Mentana. Anu 
yet there are people who ascribe to the Vatican Council 
the breach at the Porta Pia, and the entry of the Italians 
into Rome. Such reasoners are prc;>of against history, 
chronology, and. logic. tf anybody will persist in 
saying that the two and twenty years of aggression 
against the Holy See, from 1848 to 1870, Were caused 
by Pius IX., I n1t~st address myself to other men. 
That Pius IX. has been in collision with those who 
attacked him is true enough. So is. every man who 
defends his own house. Who, I ask, began the fray? 
From the· Siccardi laws down to the laws of the 
Guarantees, who· was the aggressor? But where the 
Pope is concerned logic seems to fail even 1n reasonable 
men. The other day Prince 'lon Bismarck told the 
Catholics of the Reichstag that they were accomplices 
of Kulmann, and therefore, as he implied, his assassins. 
Moreover, he affirmed that the war o( France against 
Prussia was forced on the French Emperor by the 
Pope and the Jesuits. How providentially, then, 
~hough altogethe~ for~uitously, no doubt, had Prussia 
been for three years massing its munitions of ~var and 
putting France in the wrong by intrigues in Spain, and 
fables from Ems. Nevertheless, all these things are 
believed. Prince Von Bismarck has said them. But 
surely they belong to the Arabian Nights. 

Now, I have already shown that, before the Vatican 
Council assembled, there was an opposition systemati
cally organis~d to resist it. It was begun by certain 
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Professors at Munich. The Munich Government lent 
itself as an agent to Dr. Dollinger, and endeavoured 
to draw the other Governments of Europe into a com
bined attempt to hinder or to intimidate the Council. 
And this was done on the plea that the Council would 
not be free. I well remember that at one time' we 
were told in Rome, that if the Council persevered with 
the Definitio'n of the Infallibility!. the French troops 
would be withdrawn. That is to say, that the Gari
baldians would be let in to make short work of the 
Definition. It was said tilat the presence of the 
French troops was an undue pressure on the freedom 
of the Council, and that their departure was' essential 
to its true liberty. There was'a grim irony amounting 
tG humour in this solicitude for the liberty of the 
Council. 

I will now trace out more fully the hi~tory of 
this conspiracy, in order to put beyond question my 
assertion that the plan of attack was prepared before 
the Council met, and that the Falck Laws are a 
deliberate change made by the Civil Power of Prussia. 
the status of the Catholic Church in Germany beins 
still unchanged. 

I will here ask leave to repeat what I stated two 
years ago: 

'In the year 1869 it was already believed that the Bava
rian Government, through Prince Hohenlohe, had begun a 
systematic agitation against the Council. It was known 
that he had addressed a circular note to the European Gov
ernments. But the text of that note was not, so' far as I 
know, ever made public. I am able now to give the text in 
full. It affords abundant proof of the assertion here made, 
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that a deliberate conspiracy against the Council was planned 
with great artifice and sp~ciousness of matter and of Ian· 
gnage. J\.10reover, the date of this document shows how 
long before the opening of the Co(mcil this opposition wa:; 
commenced. The Council was opened on December 8, 
1869. .Prince Hohenlohe's note is dated on the 9th of the 
April preceding, that is to say, about eight months before 
the Council began. It rnns as follows :

, " J\.10tlsienr,-It appears to be certain that the Counc~l 

convoked by His Holiness Pope Pius IX. will meet in the 
month of December next. The number of prelates who will 
attend it from all parts of the world will be much .greater 
than at any former Council. This fact alone will help to 
give to its decrees a great authority, such as belongs to an 
CEcumenical Council. Taking this circumstance into con· 
sideration, it appears to me indispensable -for every govern
ment to give it their attention, and it is with this .view that 
Ian1 about to address to you some observations. 

, "It is l?ot probable that the Council will oc\upy itself 
only with doctrines appertaining to pure theology; there 
doe~ not exist at this moment any problem of this nature 
which requires a conciliar solution. The only dogmatic 
thesis which Rome would wish to have decided by the 
Council, and which the Jesuits in Italy and Germany are 
now agitating, is the question of the Infallibility of the 
Pope. It is evident that this pretension, elevated into a 
dogma, would go far beyond the purely spiri"tual sphere, 
and would become a question eminently political, as raising 
the power of the Sovereign Pontiff, even in temporal 
matters, over all the princes and 'peoples of Christendom. 
This doctrine, therefore, is of such a nature as to arouse 
the attention of all those Government:; who rule over Catho
lic subjects. 

'" There is a circumstance which increases still more 
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the gravity of the situation. I learn that among the com
missions delegated to prepare matter, which later on is to 
be submitted to the deliberations of the Council, there is 
one which is occupied only on mixed qucstions, affecting 
equally international law, politics, and canon law. All 
these preparations justify our believing that it is the fixed 
intention of the Holy Sec, or at least of a party at present 
powerful in Rome, to promulga.te through the Council a. 
series of decrees upon questions which a.re rather political 
than ecclesiastical. Add to this that the Cil,illa Cattoliea
a periodical conducted by the Jesuits, <l;nd I.>earing an offi
cial character through the brief of the Holy Fathcr-has 
just demanded that the Council shall transform into conci
liar decrees the condemn-ations of the Syllabus, published 
on December 8, 1864. Now, the articles of this encyclical 
being directed· against principles which .are the base of 
modem public life, such as 'we find it among all civilised 
nations, it follows that Governments are under the necessity 
of asking themselves if it is not their duty to invite 
the serious consideration both of the Bishops who are their 
subjects, and of the future Council, to the sad consequences 
of such a premeditated and systematic overturning of the 
present relations between Church and State. It cannot, 
indeed, be denied that it is a matter of urgency for Govern
ments to combine, for the purpose of protesting, either 
through their agents in Rome, or in some other way,against 
all decisions which the Council may promulgate without 
the concurrence of t-he representatives of the secular power, 
in questions ,~hich are at the same time of a political and 
religious nature. 

, "I thought that the initiative in so important a matter 
should be taken by one of the great Powers; but not having 
as yet received any communication on this subject, I have 
thought it necessary to seek for a mutual understanding 
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.which will protect our common. interests, and that without 
delay, seeing that the interval between this time and the 
meeting of the Council is so short. I therefore desire you 
to submit this matter to the Government to which you an~ . 
accredited, .and to ascertain the views and intentions of the 
Court of ::: * * in respect to'the course which it deems ad
visable to follow. You will submit, for the approbation of 
M. ::: :;: *, the question whether it would not be advisable 
to fix beforehand the measures to be taken, if not jointly, at 
least identically, in order to enlighten the Holy See as to 
the attitude which the Governments of the Continent will 
assume in reference to the (Ecumenical Council; or .whether 
conferences composed of representatives of the States con
cerned would not be considered as the best means to bring 
about an understanding between their Governments. 

, "I authorise you to leave a copy of this despatch with 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs at * * * , if he desires it ; 
and I wish you to inform me as early as possible of the 
manner in which this communication may be received. 

'" I have the honour, etc., 
, " HOHENLOHE. 

, "Munich, April 9, r869'" : 

Noone could fail to see that this Circular had not 
Prince Hohenlohe for its author. V\le shall hereafter 
trace it to its legitimate origin. 

, The indiction of the Council was no sooner published 
than the well-known volume called Janus appeared. It 
was said to be the work of many hands, and of various 
nations-of two at least. The chief object of its animosity 
was Rome, and its detailed hostility was levelled against 
the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff and th~ Syllabus. 
The book was elaborately acrimonious and extravagantl.y 
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insolent against Rome. Its avowed aim was to rouse the 
Civil Governments against the Council. The Sovereign 
Pontiff had, with great. wisdom and justic~, dealt with the 
Governments of Europe on the ground chosen by thell1
selyes. They had renounced the Catholic relations of 
union hitherto subsisting between the Civil and Spiritual 
Powers. Pius IX. took them at their word. He convened 
the Spiritual Legislature of the Church; he did not inyite 
those who have gloried in their separation from it. This, 
again~ sharpened the jealousy and suspicion of the Govern
ments. At this time came forth certain publications~to 

which I. will not more explicitly refer-avowedly intended 
to excite the Civil Powers to active opposition. 

, About the month of September 1869, as I have already 
said, a document containing five questions was proposed by 
the Bavarian Government to the Theological Faculty at 
Munich. No one could for a moment doubt by what hand 
those interrogatories also were framed; they were intended 
to elicit the answer, that the action of the Council, if it 
were to define the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff, would 
be irreconcilable not only with Catholic doctrine, but with 
the security of Civil Governments. In due time the answer~ 

appeared, leaving no doubt that both the questions and 
the replies were inspired by one mind, if not written by one 
and the same hand. 

, \Ve have already seen that Prince· Hohenlohe, President 
of the Council and Minister of Foreign Affairs in Bavaria, 
addressed a letter to the French and other Catholic Gov
ernments, calling on them to interfere and to prevent the 
"fearful dangers" to wllich the Council would expose the 
modern world. Next, the Spanish Minister, Olozaga, hoped 
that the Council would not meet, or at least would" not 
~pprove, sanction, or ratify the Syllabus, which is. in con-, 
tradiction with modern civilisation." H~then threatened 
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the Clnirch with the hostility of a league formed by the 
Governments of France, Italy, Portugal, Spain, and Bava
na. An Italian infidel then took pp the game, and pro
posed an Anti-CEcumcnical Council to meet at Naples. A 
French infidel was invited, who promised that his soul 
should be present, and said: "It is an efficacious and 
noble idea to assemble a council of ideas to oppose to the 
council of dogmas. I accept it. On the one side is theo
cratic obstinacy, on the other the human mind. The 
human miJid is a divine mind, its rays on the earth, its star 
is above. . • . If I cannot go to Naples, nevertheless I 
sh:1.11 be there. My soul will be there. I cry, Courage! 
and I squeeze your hand." The reader will forgive my re
peating this trash, which is here inserted only to show how 
the liberals and infidels of Europe rose up at the instigation 
of Dr. Dollinger to meet the comi~g Council. 

, About the month of June, in 1869, another despatch 
had been addressed by Prince Hohenlohe to the other 
Governments, inviting them to make common cause against 
the Council. It was extensively believed to be inspired by 
Prussia, the policy of which was thought to be, to put in 
contrast the liberty accorded to its own Catholic subjects 
in respect of the Council with the pedantic meddling of 
the Bavarian Government. At this time General lvlena· 
brea, under the same inspiration, addressed a· circular to 
his aplomatic agents, proposing to the Powers to prevent 
the as.,embling of the Council, on the ground of their not 
having been invited to it. It was supposed at that time 
that this policy also was secretly supported by Berlin. A 
joint despatch was sent by Prince Hohenlohe and the 
Italian Government to the French Government, urging 
the withdrawal of the French troops from Rome during 
the Council, to illsure its freedom of deliberatioll. 
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These preparations to oppose the Council were made 
before it had assembled. It met on December 8, 1869. 
In the following January, Dr. Dollinger received the 
freedom of a German city, in reward for his attacks on 
the H·oly See. 

, 'Vhen the well-known postulatltm of the Bishops, asking 
that the definition of the Papal Infallibility should be pro
posed to the Council, was made public, Dr. Dollinger openly. 
assailed it; and the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Co\mt Daru, addressed a letter to the Holy See with a view· 
to prevent the definition. Rome was at that time full of 
rum;urs and threats that th~ protection of the French 
army would be withdrawn. I had personally an opportu
nity of knowing that these threats were not mere rumours. 
. 'At the same moment, while France was attacking the 

definition of the Pope's Infallibility, the Protestant Chan
cellor of Austria, Count Von Beust, addressed himself to 
the Canons of the Schema published in the Augsbltrg Ga
zette, which he. declared would "provoke deplorable con
flicts between the Church and State." Every European 
Government from that time put a pressure ~llOre or less upon 
the Council to prevent the definition. 

, The source of this opposition, then, was Munich. The 
chief agent, beyond all doubt, was one who in his earlier 
days had been greatly venerated in Germany and in Eng
land. Truth compels me to ascribe to Dr. Dollinger the 
initiative in this deplorable attempt to coerce the Holy See, 
and to overbear the Fberty of the Bishops assembled in 
Council. Prince Hohenlohe is assuredly no theologian. 
The documents published by him came from another mind 
and hand. Such )vas the opposition befor~ and during the 
Council. 

, 'Vhat I have hitherto said to prove the conspiracy of. 
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certain European Governments, and the intrigues of the 
Old Catholics against the l:ouncil, both before the assem
bling and during its sessions, would not have been needed 
if the Diary of the. Council by Professor Friedrich had 
sooner come into my hands. I have been feeling in the 
dark. for proofs which he brings to light by a series of as
tounding confessions. I had ~lways believed in the conspi
racy; but I never knew how systematic and how self-confi
dent it was. I had always known that the Gnostic vain
glory of German scientific historians was its chief instigator; . 
but I never before imagined the stupendous conceit or the 
malevolent pride of its professors. A critique of Professor 
Friedrich's Diary, by some strong German band~ has 
appeared lately in one of our journals, and I cannot' refrain 
from giving certain passages in final confirmation of what I 
have said above. 

'And first as to the Governments. Professor Friedrich 
puts into the mouth of a diplomatist the following "'Words: 
"The means by which the greatest amount of influence 
might be brought to bear on the Council would be a d~ter
mined and plain manifestation of the public opinion of 
Europe in favour of the minority. Clearly the Curia could 
not prevent this; and it would add strength and numbers 
to the opposition, by giving it the assurance that, if at the 
last moment it found itself obliged to protest and appeal to 
the nation, the Governments and all intelligent laymen 
would support it. This measure would also secure' weak 
and doubtful Bishops'" (Diary, p. 184). On the 26th of 
December, 1869, Friedrich wrote, "That he was considered 
by many persons to be residing in Rome as the represen-' 
tative of an approaching schism, if the majority obtained 
the upper hand in the Council" (p. 41). He says in 
another place: "It would not be the first time in the his
tory of the Church that.a schism had broken out. Church 
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history recounts many such, .besides that of the Greeks" 
(p. 196). The critic of Professor. Friedrich's book writes 
as follows: "The' alliance between 'German science' and 
diplomacy was not productive of all the results which at 
first had been looked for. Friedrich expresses himself very 
bitterly on this point; nevertheless he endeavoured all the 
more to excite German science to fresh efforts." Under 
date of the 27th of March (p. 202) he writes: "The Gov
ernments are by degrees acting an almost ridiculous part 
towards' the" Council- first boasts; then embarrassment 
connected with meaningless threats; and at last the confes
sion that the right time has passed by, and that the Curia 
has command of the situation. If German science had not 
saved its position, and been able to establish a firm opposi
tion ill the Council~even in. contradiction to its own will, 
and kept it alive; and if our' Lord God had not also set 
stupidity and ignorance on the side of the Curia and of the 
majority, the Governments would have been put to shame 
in the sight of the whole world. Prince 'Hohenlohe, in 
fact, is the only statesman possessed of a deeper insight in 
this question, and' by degrees he has come to be looked 
upon as belonging to the minority." I 

, Of all the foreign sources from which the English news
papers drew ·their inspiration, the chief perhaps was the 
AlIgsburg Gazette. . This paper has many titles to special 
consideration. The infamous matter. of Janus first ap
peared in it under the form of articles. During the Coun
cil it had in Rome at least one English contributor. Its 
letters on the Council have been translated into English, 
and published by a Protestant bookseller in a volume by 
Quirinus.' 

A distinguished bishop of Germany, one of the mi

Preface to Vol. III. &Yf/ZOIIS on Eccl~siastical Subjects, p. xxv. &c. I 
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nority opposed to the ddinition, whose cause the A1tgs~ 

burg Gaztfte professed to serve, delivered at the time 
his judgment on Janus, and the letters on the Council. 

, Bishop Von Ketteler of Mainz publicly protested against 
"the systematic dishonesty of the correspondent of the 
AlIgsburg Gazette." "It is a pure invention," he adds, 
"that the Bishops nameq ill that journal declared that DOl
hnger represented, as.to the substance of the question (of 
Infallibility), the opinions of a majority of Ule German 
Bishops." And this, he said, " is not an isolated error, but 
part of a system which consists in the daring attempt to 
publish false news, with the object of deceiving the German 
public, according to a plan concerted beforehand." •... 
" It will be necessary one day to expose in all their naked· 
ness and abject mendacity the articles of the Augsburg Ga
zette. They w·ill present a formidable and lasting testimony 
to the extent of injus.tice of which party-men, who affect 
the semblance of superior .education, have been .guilty 
against the church." Again, at a later date, the Bishop of 
Mainz found it necessary to address to his diocese another 
public protest against the inventions of the Augsburg Ga
zette. "The Augsbltrg Gazette," he says, " hardly ever pro
nounces my name without appending to it a falsehood." 
. . • "It would have been easy for us to prove that every 
Roman letter of the Atlgsburg Gazette contains gross per
versions and untruths. \Vhoever is conversant with the 
state of things here, and reads these letters, cannot doubt 
an instant that these errors ~re voluntary, and are part of a 
concerted system designed to deceive toe public. If time 
fails me to correct publicly this uninterrupted series of 
falsehoods, it is impossible for me to keep silence when an 
attempt is made with so much perfidy to misrepresent my 
own convictions." 
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, Again, Bishop Hefele, commenting on the Roman corre
spondents of' the Augsburg Gazette, says: "It is evident 
that there are people not bishops, but having. relations with 
the Council, who are not restrained by duty and con
science." . "\Ve had reason to believe that the names of these 
people; both German and English, were well known to us. 

, Now the testimony of the Bishop of :Mainz, as to the 
falsehoods of these correspondents respecting Rome and 
Germany, I can confirm by my testimony as to their treat
ment of matters relating t~ Rome and England. I do not 
think tli'ere is a mention of my OWil name without, as the 
Bishop of Mainz says~ the appendage of a falsehood. The 
whole tissue of the correspondence is false. ' 1 

I have quoted all this to show the small chance the 
people of England had of knowing the trutli as to the 
state and acts of the Council, and also how systematic 
was the opposition organised against it in Germany. 

After the suspension of the Council, the action of 
this conspiracy, hitherto secret," became open. Dr. 
Von Dollinger and certain Professors openly rejected 
the Vatican Council, accusing it of innovation. They 
therefore either took, or were called by, the name of 
'Old Catholics.' This schism has never been in one 
stay. Its development has had three progressive 
stages. At first the Old Catholics professed to hold 
by the Council of Trent, and to reject only the Council 
of the Vatican. As such they claimed to be recog
nised by the Prussian law. But next, at a meeting at 
Augsburg, a large infusion of German" Rationalists 
compelled them to enlarge their comprehension, and 

1 Pdri Pliv. part iii. pp. 4-7.. , 
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to include those who rejected most of the doctrines of 
the Council of Trent. 

Lastly, at Cologne and Bonn, they received the ac
cession of Anglicans, American Episcopalians, Greeks, 
alld various Protestants. 

The Old Catholic schism, therefore, has lost its 
meaning and its character, and has become a body 
without distinctive creed. Dr. Von Dollinger, at Bonn, 
last September, declared (if the report be correct) that 
Old Catholics are not bound by the Council of.Trent. 

In the sphere of theology and rdfgion the 
movement is already paralysed, and has no future; 
but in the sphere of politics it has a great power Df 
mischief. I have already shown how the first acts of 
the diplomatic and political hostility to the Council 
began at Munich. There can be little doubt that it 
reached Berlin through the Circular of Prince Hohen.. 
lohe, the present German Ambassador at Paris. The 
Bedin Government supported the Old Catholic Pro
fessors who rejected the Vatican Decrees, on the plea 
that the Council of Trent was known to the law in 
Prussia, but that the Council of the Vatican was not 
known to it. It was ex/ex. Therefore the Government 
recognised the legal status of the Old Catholics who 
held to the Council ofTrent. How they will still recog
nise them as Old Catholics, now that they have re
jected the Council of Trent at Bonn, it is not so easy to 
say. However, Dr. Reinkens was. consecrated Bishop 
by a Jansenist Prelate, and .received from the Berlin 
Government both legal recognition and a good salary. 
'Ve shall see hereafter that the Government would 
thereby try to. tempt the Catholic Clergy to its 
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friendship, and to use the' Old Catholic' schism as a 
weapon against the Catholic Church.. The' Old Cath
olic' schism has an attraction for certain minds in 
which there is a strong hankering after the Catholic 
Church without the courage to suffer for the truth's 
sake. An attempt, we have been told, was made to 
set up an 'Old Catholic' Church in London, but it 
met with little encouragement. 

There is not a doubt that the Berlin Government 
aims at changing all the Catholics in Germany into 
Old Catholics. 

The Old Catholics, in their appeal to the Civil 
Power, are doing what the Arians did after the 
Council of Nic~a. They have been, and. they will be, 
the instigators of peJ;secution against the Catholic 
Church. But they are blindly doing God's will. 
When the -Church has been purified, theif place will 
know them no more. 

To return to the politicians and diplomatists. 
What was believed as to the conspiracy at Munich 
before the Council met has since been confirmed by the 
letters of Count Arnim, which ascribe his own action 
to the instigation of Dr. Dollinger. The Berlin Cor
respondent of the Daily Tdt:grciph/ after .noticing the 
discrepancy between the despatch of Count Arnim, 
published by Prince Bismarck, and his' Pro Memoria,' 
which appeared in the Vien1la Prt'sse~the first' treat
ing the dogma of Infallibility as a mere theological dis
sertation,' and the second, ' seeing in it an event that 
must overthrow Catholicism and the peace of Catholic 
States '-proceeds to explain the contradiction thus:

j Tabl~t N~u!spaper,Oct. 3:1: 1874, p. 546• . -. . 
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'\Vhcn Prince Hohenlohc, as leader of Bavarian foreign 
affairs; sent his well-known Circular to different Powers, ex· 
plaining the dangers o(that dogma, the German Chancellor 
applied to Count Arni1l1, who ~nswered that the Bavarian 
Minister exaggerated the danger, being influenced by Dol.: 
linger. After this answer was sent to Berlin, Count von Arnim 
went on his holidays, and in passing Munich visited Prince 
Hohenlohe. There they spoke about Infallibility, and Prillce 
Hohenlohe acknowledged that the Circular was 'writlcll wuler 
Do/lingers illspiration. The Prince asked the Count to visit 
Dollinger, which he 'did. Dollinger-convincingly explained to 
Arnim the importance of the dogma; and, on his return, 
Arnim ,tried everything to prevent the result of the Council by 
repeatedly advising Princ'e Bismarck to interfere; so the change, 
in Arilim's opinion, must be traced to Dollinger.' 

Before we enter tipan the present conflict in 
Germany, so carelessly to.uched and dismissed by :Mr. 
Gladstone, it is necessary to record the fact that, in 
the year 1849, the 15th' Article of the German Con~ 

stitution affirmed, that 'Every religious Society shall 
order and manage its OWll affairs independently, but 
shall remain subject to tl.le general power of the State.' 
The Prussian Coilstitutio'n also recognized this inde.. 
pendence. Such was the law until 1872. Under this 
law the Catholics were loyal, peaceful, and of unim~ 

peachable allegian'ce to the State. They s.erved i~ in 
peace; .they fought for it in war. They helped to 
found the Empire iIi their blood.. \tVho made the 
change? The Government of Berlin. The laws of 
1849 have been violated, and a series pf laws, which 
I will hereafter describe, have been forced upon the 
Catholics ~f Prussia. The conflict was thus begun, 
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not by the Catholics nor by the Church, but by the Civil 
Power. Prince Von Bismarck is' so conscious of this1 

fact, that he has spared no accusation, how wild soever, 
against the Catholics to disguise and to mask it. The 
laws resisted now by the Bishops anti Catholics of 
Prussia are not the old laws of their country, but in
novations, intolerable to conscience, newly introduced, 
and inflicted upon them by the fine and imprisonment 
of five Bishops and 1,400, it is even said 1,700, clergy. 
Surely the day is past when anyone believes that the 
Falck Laws ,,,ere caused by the Vatican Council. The 
French war was scarcely ended when Prince Von Bis
marck accused the Catholics of Germany of disloyalty 
and conspiracy against the Empire. They had not 
even had time to be disloyal or to conspire. The 
Cutholic blood shed in the war was not yet dry. He 
said then, as he said the other day, that he had 
secret evidence. Not a particle has ever been pro
d~ced. For a time Englishmen were perplexed. 
They did not know what to believe. They could 
not conceive that Prince Von Bismarck would 
make such charges without evidence; but, little by 
little, the truth has come out. The Old Catholic 
conspiracy has been laid open to the world. The 
manly and inflexible 'constancy of the Catholic Bi..; 
shops, Priests, and people of Germany has rOlise.d the 
attention of Englishmen, Cl;nd they have come to know 
that no body of men were more gladly loyal to the 
Prussian Government than the' Catholics on the basis 
of the laws of their country from 1848 to 1872; that 
no change -\vhatsoever, by a jot or tittle, was made on 
their part; that," on the part. of Government,. a new 
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and elaborate legislation, anti-Catholic and intolerable 
to conscience, W<\.S introduced in 1872. The whole in
novation wason the part of Government. The new 
laws excluded the Clergy from the schools; banished 
the religious orders; made Government c.onsent neces
sary to the nomination of a Parish Priest; fined and 
imprisoned Bishops for the exercise ·of their Spiritual 
office; subjected to the State the education of the 
Clergy, even to the examination for orders; and estab
lished a final tribunal of Ecclesiastical appeal in Berlin. 
And'yet men were found who had still the hardihood 
to say that the Church had begun the conflict- At 
last, Dr. Friedberg, Professor of Law at Leipsic, and 
one of the chief advisers of Government in its Eccle
siastical policy, let out the real cause. vVith an incau
tious candour he has told us the truth. 

I will take the account of Dr. Friedberg's book, 
, The German Empire and the Catholic Church,' from 
a pamphlet of the Bishop of -Mayence! entitled, 'The 
New Prussian Bills on the Position of the Church in 
reference to the State.' J 

. Bishop Ketteler begins by asking, 'vVhat could 
prompt the Liberal party to denounce as Ultramon
tane presumption, and as a surrender of the. essential 
rights of the State, that which, in the years 1848
1850, it had acknowledged as the necessary" conse
quence of its own principles" ? ' (p. 9) 

Bishop Ketteler answers~ 'The true reason of the 
thorough systematic change of the Liberal party, as 
well as of all those measures aimed against the lawful 

J A translation made in Germany has been published by Messrs. 
Burns & Oates, 17 Portman Street.. · 
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rights of the Church, is "the spiritual power of the 
Church based upon the foundation of freedom'" 
(po II). 

He then quotes an Address of Dr. Friedberg, in 
which he says, 'The Doctrinaires will still tell us that 
the all-sufficient remedy of this is the separation of the 
Church from the State; but, on the contrary, under 
actual circumstances, this 'would be a very injurious 
measure, for the Church has become too much tmited to 
tlte people.' 

He then shows that wherever the Church is free, as 
in the United States, it is powerful, becau se it is the 
Church of the people. 'What would be the conse
quence,' he asks,' with us if the Church were freed 
from the control of the State?' 'On the contrary,' 
says Dr. Friedberg, ' as the whole question has become 
now 0111' of main force, the State must go so far as to 
depriv,e the Church of her influence over the people, in 
order that its own power may be firmly established' 
(pp. 10, I I). 

Dr. ·Newman, more than thirty years ag~, said that 
Governments establish and endow Churches as people 
cut .the wings of magpies, that they may'hop upon the 
lawn and pick up worms. 'Liberals love a tame 
Church.' • 

I quote this in answer to those who have been 
taunting the German Bishops with complaining of per
secution and of yet holding to their legal status: Pha
raoh has taught all oppressors 'not to let the people 
go.' 

, Our crime as endangering the State/ says Bishop 
Ketteler, 'consists in this-that wheresoever the peo
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pIe and -the Church are free, the people turn to the 
Church, and not to the doctrines of the Liberal party' 
(p. 13). 

, Here ,'ire have the whole undisguised .truth. To 
separate the Christian people from the Church, to de
prive it of freedom, to subj ugate it by force to Liberal 
Statecraft and human wisdom, thus reducing it to a 
Liberal State-religion---:-this is the triumph of modern 
science and knowledge which Liber.alism and its pro
fessors offer to the German people' (p. 14). 

Bishop Ketteler then goes on to give Dr. Friedberg's 
argument: 'The Protestant Church is, at this day, an 
essential pol£tical agent-solely by its opposition to 
Catholicism.' 

&c.

Dr. Von Holzendorff says of the Protestant Church,
that'it has no intellectual unity, because a short-sight
ed orthodoxy has sown and fostered. indifference to
wards the Church; and also from the fact that the 
Protestant Church did not ~reate a constitution ~uited 
to its own spirit. vVho could count upon the High Con
sistoryCourt of Berlin outliving for a day the separa
tion of the Church from the State? or that the fiercest 
party strife would not break it up into sects? But what 
an opportunity for the compact mass of the Catholic 
Church as opposed to these dismembered elements,' 

1
. This lets in light. 

Bishop Ketteler then sums up: 'These confessions 
of a pretended Liberal deserve notice, 

, First, the Protestant Church is "an essential politi

1 Ytar•.Book of the G.!rman Em}!r~. B:r Dr. F. von flolzendor1f, 
Leipzig, p. 47S, 1 872. . 
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cal agent," and especially so by her opposition to Cath..: 
olicism. 

'Secondly, the Protestant Church cannot endure 
freedom and independence. "After separation from 
the State it would be ' dismembered..' The High Con
sistory of Berlin would scarcely survive a day." 

, Thirdly, out of these dismembered eiements an in
crease would fall to the Catholic Church. Principles 
truly Liberal. No longer shall the power of truth un
der the protection of equal freedom decide between 
the different creeds. In the hands of the Liberals the 
Protestant Church is to become a "politiGal agent;' 
" a tool of the State," to fight against Catholicism. Even 
liberty of conscience on the part" of the people is to be 
destroyed to avert the danger of their turning to the 
Catholic Church. 

'Lastly, Dr. Friedberg refused to separate the 
Church from the State, because it would be " a severity 
and an injustice," forsooth, to the Old Catholics. If 
the Church were set free, the Goven1ment \vould lo~e 

" an immediate support and a co-operation so necessary 
to the State for tlte internal reform of tlte Cltllrc/t." , 

The Bishop then sums up as follows :-The Govern
ment has changed its relations to the Catholic Church, 
'not because the Catholic Church is dangerous to the 
State, nor because it is hostile to the Empire, -nor be
cause"it will ov"erbear the State; these are not the mo
tives, though they are daily expressed in Parliament 
and in the press by the Liberal party, to show that the 
Catholic Church must be robbed of her liberty, but be
cause the German people must be torn away by force 
from the Church; and in order -to attain this end, the 



1:16. 'Aggress£ons of the .C£vil Power.. 

Protestant State Church 3;t1d tl~e H OJd Catholics" are 
to be used as weapons to fight the Catholic Church, 
and to destroy it internally,' &c. (p.. 17). 

Such is "the end and aim: now for the means. Dr. 
Friedb~rg says, 'One must first attempt to draw off the 
waters carefully, letting them flow into other channels, 
and conducting them into reservoirs; what remains will 
then be easily absorbed into the air' (p. 19). In other 
words, dry.up the Church; draw from it all intellectual, 
moral, and spiritual influence over the people ; paralyse 
the action of its Pastors; substitute Bureaus, Regis
trars, Professors, State Teachers, and State Officials; 
m~ke its worship a State Ritualism,'a ceremonial of 
subjective feelings,not of objective Truth. This done, 
religion will soon evaporate. The sum of all, Bishop 
Ketteler says, is that 

'The State will regard the -Church as a historical established 
institution, which may be very useful to the State by fulfilling 
its peculiar and necessary mission for the civilisation of the 
German people, but which, on the other hand, may become 
dangerous to the State, and has become so.' .. 
_ ' For the first reason the Church shall be not only tolerated 
but also be authorised by the State. For the second reason, 
it is to be rendered harmless. 

, This will dry up the stream, and the rest will evaporate.' 

After this I think Even an English Nonconformist 
would read the Uttam Salze/am with new eyes. 

Now, the proximate means of accomplishing this 
draining of the Pontine Marshes is 'the inward and 
outward release' of the Clergy from all dependence on 
powers 'outside our nation,' and 'str~ngers to our 
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national· consciousness;' that·is to say, a spiritual 
blockade against the Church throughout the world, or 
, our German consciousness' against Christianity. 

The inward release of the Clergy is to be effected 
'tluough their education' (pp. 29, 30). Their educa
tion is to be as follows:

I.	 Every Priest is to go through an examination at 
a German College. 

2.	 He is to study Theology for three years in a Ger
man State University. 

All independent. seminaries and religious colleges 
for boys are interdicted. 

3.	 He is ,finally to be examined in the presence of 
a Commissary of the Government. 

4.	 The State has the superior direction of all in
. struction of the Clergy. 

5.	 It fixes the method of their teaching. 
6.	 It decides the qualification of their teachers. 
The Bishop is to be, in all· these relations, depend

ent on the State; the State forms the Catholic Clergy 
to its own fashion; and the Bishop has only to receive 
them and to· give them cure of souls. 

The Bishop of Mayence justly says: 'A Clergy in
wardly deprived of faith, falling under the bondage of 
unbelief and the spirit of the times, would, no doubt, 
become the perfect ideal of national education' (pp. 
35, 36). 

Next for the' outward release' of the Clergy. 
First it means that the State will regulate the ap

pointment and deposition; and the correctional disci
pI ine of the Clergy by local Civil authorities, and partly 
by a Suprenle Royal court for Clerical affairs. 
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The Clergy are therefore perfectly released: 
First, from the jurisdiction of the Head of the 

Church. 
Secondly, from the jurisdiction of their own 

Bishops. 
The effect of this release is: 

First, that any fit and worthy Priest may be 
kept out of the cure of souls and all spiritual 
offices by the veto of the State. 

Second, that any unfit or unworthy, any im
rno'ral or heretical, Priest may be supported in 
defiance (;f his Bishop, to th~ scandal of the 
Church and the perdition of Souls. 

An unlimited veto is an unlimited right of patron
age. 

\Vhat kind of man will grow up out of the soil of 
State Universities, and under the sun of State Patron
age? 

What priest of fidelity to' the Church and of per
sonal dignity of character will sell or lend himself to 
such a despotism? 

We have read lately a little too much of the' pli
ancy and servility' and' degradation' of the Catholic 
Episcopate. What is the ideal of a Bishop in those 
who assail the Vatican Council and sympathise with the 
Old Catholics? By these laws the Clergy and Bishops 
are liberated or released from the foreign oppression of 
Rome. The Pope cannot suspend one of them. But the 
Royal Court may depose them all. Is Dr. Reinkens, 
with his sixt'een thousand thalers a year, under' the 
Falck Laws, independent, high-minded, and manly? 
Is the Archbishop of Posen, in 'his prison, pliant,ser~ 
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vile, and deg~aded? This seems to me to 'put light 
for darkness, and darkness for light.' It would be an 
anxious 'sign of our time and state if an inverted moral 
sense should grow upon us. \' 

The Bishop of l\1ayence finally sums up this exter
nal rel.e~se of their Clergy as follows: 

These laws amount ta
l. Separation of the Church in Germany from Rome. 
2. Annihilation of the powers .of the Bishops. 
3.	 The breaking up of all authorityan.d discipline over the 

Clergy and people. 
4. Unlimited contrcl of the State ()ver the Clergy, and over 

religion. 
5.	 Univer~al moral corruption of the whole Church. 
6.	 Introduction and encouragement of every form of error 

contrary to faith and to Christianity .among the teacher~. 

7~ Loss.of Christian faith among the people. 

The Bishop the~n protests against these laws as

eA violation of all Christian 'liberties, and of all Constitutional 
rights; as an attempt to force on the Catholic Church the 
Royal Supremacy of the Protestant Reformation; as a viola
tion of the Divine constitution and authority of the Catholic 
Church; and, finally, as leading men back again into the 
Cresarism of the Pagan world, in which the temporal and 
spiritual sovereignty were united in one person. The separa
tion of the two powers which the Divine Founder of Chris
tianity has in,troduced for the protection of the liberties of 
human life in faith, conscience and religion would be once 
more extinguished' ill Germany. It would then be easy to 
overthrow, one after another, the' other safeguards of the 
freedom of the people. The army, the official State press, or 
State school, or State Church, all united together would 
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transplant the old despotism of the Pagans to German soil! 
(P·49)· 

He concludes in these words :

, Finally, these laws are in their whole substance revolu
tionary, and a denial of the historical positive development of 
the rights, and an uprooting of all the constitutional privileges, 
of the people. They will bring about a conflict with the' 
Catholic 'Church, with its essential constitution and its doc
trines; they attempt to force upon the Catholic Church a con
stitution similar to that of the Protestant Church, By placing 
all earthly power in the hands of one man they introduce the 
system of the heathen despotism into Germany. 

, May God guard our German Fatherland from the disas
trous consequences of such laws.' 

Before this noble protest was published these Bills 
became law. I hope no E_nglishman will now say that 
the conflict in Germany was brought on by the Church. 
The pretext of Vatican Council is as transparently 
false as the plea of the wolf again'st the lamb. Such, 
then, are the Falck Laws; and I have read no part of 
Mr. Gladstone's 'Expostulation' with more sadness 
than the following words :

'I am not competent to give any opinion upon the parti
culars of that struggle. The institutions or Germany, and the 
relative estimate of State power and individual freedom, are 
materially different from ours,' 1 

Are faith and conscience 'institutions' to be 
, estimated' 'relatively'? Is religious freedom, to 
the vindication of which Ml', Gladstone has given ~ 

lo~g public life, a matter to be measured by geogra

1 The_Vatican Dunes, &c. p. 48• 
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phical or political conditions? 1. do not recognise this 
voice. 

. It- may, I think,wtth safety be affirmed, that in 
t~le lamentabie conflict now waging in Germany, the 
Berlin Government, urged .on by the conspiracy of 
~he f.Olcl Catholics,' aided, no douht, at a later stage, 
by the ps·eudo-Liberals of Prussia, has been the . 

. . ~: " ~ 

aggressor~ 

The same could be abundantly proved .in respect to 
the persecution of the Church in Switzerland. I have 
before me full and authentic evidence of the aggres
sion of the Cantonal Governments of Bale, Soleure, 
and Berne and others. But I will not prolong this 
chapter by a recital. The proof will be found in the 
Appendix C. 

It would be as easy also to show that in Brazil the 
Government was the aggressor. The Bishop of Olinda 
is at this moment in penal servitude, for refusing 
religious rites at the. burial of an excommunicated 
person. 

This will, I hope, be deemed a sufficient proof of 
my third proposition, which in sum is this, that the 
present collisions between the Civil and Spiritual 
Powers have not been caused by the Church. There 
is everywher,e a party aiming at the subversion of 
Christianity. The great barrier in their way is the Ca
tholic Church. They are now openly conspiring for its 
overthro\y. 

In England our old craters are extinct and the 
mountains are quiet. Such a conflict has, happily, not 
yet been rekindled among us. No change on the part 
of the Catholic Church, of a kind to provoke such a con



flic't, either has been or, will be made. ·The declining· to 
accept a scheme of education based on principles dan
gerousto Catholic Faith is certainly no such cause. To 
reject a tempting gift is no aggression. If we are again 
to be distracted by religious conflicts, the responsi~ 

bility will rest undividedly upoIithe head of anyone 
who shall break our present public confidence and 
peace. And that misdeed would be indelibiy written 
in our histOly: 



CHAPTER IV. 

TRUE AND FALSE PROGRESS. 

I WILL now go on to the fourth proposition-that by 
these collisions with the Church the Civil Powers every
where 'are at this time destroying the first principle of 
their own stability. . 

lV1r. Gladstone has represellted me as saying that 
, the civil order of all Christendom is the offspring. of 
the'Temporal Power, and has the Temporal Power for 
its keystone; that on the destruction of the Temporal 
Power u. the laws of nations WOtlld at once fall in 
ruins." , 

Understood. as I wrote these words' I fully affirm 
them; understood as they may be in this garbled form~ 

they have an exaggeration which is, not liline.. I waS 
speaking strictly of the Temporal Po\V~r of th~ 
Pope over his own State: whereby, as a King among 
Kings, he sustained the Christian character .of, Sove: 
reignty. I was not speaking of Temporal power 
over the Temporal Government of Princes. And I 
was speaking in defence at a time when every journaJ 
b the country, with hardly an exception, was day 
after day as~ailing, and I must add misrepresenting, the 
orig-in and office of the Temporal Government of the 
Pope. l\Iy own words were as, follows :

, Now.. the last point on which I will elwell is thi;;: that as 
the Church of God has created-and that specially through 
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the action of the Supreme Pontiffs in their civil mission to the 
world-this vast and fair fabric of Christian Europe, so it has 
perpetually sustained it. I ask, what has given it coherence? 
'What is it that has kept alive tl;e governing principle among 
men, but that pure faith or knowledge of God which has gone 
forth from the Holy See, and has filled the whole circumfer
ence of Christendom? vVhat has bound men together in the 
'respect due to mutual rights, but that pure morality which was 
'delivered to the Church to guard, and of which the 'Holy Sec 
is the supreme interpreter? These two streams-which, as St. 
Cyprian says in his treatise on the unity of the Church, are 
like the rays .that flow from the sun, or like the . streams 
that rise and break from the fountain-illuminated and 
inundated the whole Christian world. Now, I ask, what 
has preserved this in security, but the infallibility of the 
.Church of God vested chiefly and finally in the person 
of the Vicar of Jesus Christ? It will rather belong to 
the next lecture to note how,by contrast, this may be proved, 
amI how those nations, which have separated themselves from 
the Unity of the Catholic Church, ,and therefore are in opposi
tion to the temporal sovereignty of Rome, have lost these two 
great principles of their preservation. I' ask, ,then, what has 
preserved Christian Europe, but t~le principl~ of obedience-the 
precept of submission, which has been taught throughout the 
whole of its circuit by the Church of God, espeCially throllgh 
the mouths of its Pontiffs? By them subjects have been taught 
obedience and rulers have learned justice. 'Vhat, I ask, has 
limited monarchy? 'Vhat has made monarchy a free institu
tion, and supreme power compatible with. the personal lib~rty 
of the people, but the limitations which the Holy· Sec, actmg 
through its Pontiffs, has imposed upon the Princes of the 
world? Does anybody doubt these two propositions? To 
them I woulrl-say, the Pontiffs, with their temporal power, have 
been accused of despotism; at least, the~, let us give them the 
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credit of having taught the people to s·ubmit. They have been 
also accus~d of tyranny over Princes; at least let us "give them 
the honor of having taught Kings that their power is limited~ 

The dread chimera at which the English people especially 
stands in awe,-the deposing' power of the Pope,-what was 
it but that supr~me arbitration, whereby the highest power in 
the world, the Vicar of the Incarnate Son of God, anointed 
high-priest and supreme temporal ruler (i.e. as Sove~eig~ in his 
own State), sat .in his tribunal impartially to judge between 
nation and nation, between peqple and prince, between sove
reign and subject? The deposing pO\ver' grew up by the pro
vidential action ~f God in the world," teaching subjects obedi·" 
ence and princes clemency. 

", Now, in this twofold pO\ver of the Popes, which has been; 
I may say, the centre of the 'diplomacy of Christian Europe, 
we see the sacerdotal and royal powers vested in oue perSOIl, 

. the two powers of king mid priest, which are the two cOllserva
tive principles of the Christian world. "All Christian kings and 
all Christian priests stand related to the one person who bears 
in fulnes5 that twofold character; and it is by adherence to 
that one person as the centre of the civil and spiritual system, 
which grew UP" under his hand, that Christian Europe is "pre
served. I should say further, that, vast _and solid as Christen-_ 
dom may seeni, like a vault of stone, the temporal "power of 
the Pope is the keystone; strike it out, and the family of nations 
would at once fall in ruins.' 1 

In the verY same chapterfr~m ,~hich Mr. Gladstone 
has quote'd, at page"46, the ~olfo~ving sta~er:nents occur 
at pages 32 "an-d 33:-" 

(I)' Our Divine Lord" committed" to His Chur~h 
and to His Vicar-the head on earth of"that"Church---

1 Temporal .ft1wer of flu Pop::s, lecture ii. pp. 44-47. :(Burns, 1862.) 
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His Spiritual sovereignty, reserving to Himself His 
Temporal or providential sovereignty. There
fore the Spiritual sovereignty of the Church is a Divine 
institution, and has a. power directly ordained of God. 
(2) There are other powers in the world which are in
directly ordained of God-viz. all temporal sovereign
ties. . (3) Byan indirect but Divine ·providence 
our Divine Lord has liberated }-lis Vicar upon earth, 
in theplenitude of His Spiritual"sovereignty, from,all 
civil subjection. . (4) By the same Providence 
-:-indirect, indeed, but nevertheless Divine-our Lord 
clothed His Vicar with the possession of a patrimony. 

'. (5) Upon the basis of this temporal possession 
our Lord has raised a temporal power by His indirect 
operation, and therefore the temporal power of the 
Pope is a Divine ordinance, having a Divine sanction, 
at least equally with every other sovereignty in the 
world.' 1 It may not be amiss to add, lest it should be 
thought that this statement is merely a private opinion, 
that the text froni which I quote was translated into 
Italiail, in Rome, in J 862, was examined by the censor
ship, and printed at the Propaganda press. 

This is still my unchanged belief~ confirmed by the 
twelve years since these words were spoken, 'atid by the. 
shattered state of Christian Europe itl I875~ 'Now I 
am not afraid of defending the condensed stfitemertt of 
Donoso Cortes: ' The history o~ Civilisation'is the his.: 
tory of Christianit'y; the history. of Christianity is the, 
history of the Church'; the hi?tory Qf the Church is the 
pistory of the Pontiffs.' ~St,.· A llgusti.ne's:work ,'De. 
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C£vitate Dei is enough to prove that the civilisation of 
the old worill had run itself out by incurable con'up
tion, and that the civilisation of the modern world is 
the new creation of Christianity. Two other witnesses 
would also pro've this: St. Paul in his first chapter to 
the Romans, and Dr. Dollinger in his work on '. The 
Jewish and the Gentile Nations.' I am indeed one of 
those \vho still believe that we owe Christian homes to 
Christian marriage, that we owe Christian men t6 Chris
tian homes, that we owe Christian nations to Christian 
men, and that the transmission of national Christianity 
depends on Christian education. We owe, therefore, 
the civilisation of Europe to Christian nations, and we 
owe the whole, not to 'modern thought,' but to Chris..: 
tianity. 
\ Moreover,' I know of-no' agent by which Christianity 
~vas thus brought to'bearupon mankind but the Chris
tian \Chur~~; and, lastly, the heads of the Christian 
Church were the chief legislators, guides, judges, and 
protectors ofthis Christian civilisation. I cannot think 
that Mr. Gladstone would deny this, or that we have 
read history, all ,this while, in an inverted sense. 

But there is another sense tn which'-the Temporal. 
Pow~r of the 'Popes~that is, theirlocalsovereignty......:-: 
lias in an especial manner -created modern Europe. -To 
them and to the Civil Government of the Patrimonies 
of the Church, when'the Byzantine Empire had ceased 
to protect the West, may be a~cribed the Christendom 
of which Charlem~gne was the first Temporal -Head. 
From that germ the Christian civilisation of Europe 
11as bee~ propaga~ed by Christian marriage,' Christian 
education, 'and .-Christian~faith. -UntH' Luther's 



128 _-True anti False-.Progress.. 

mighty trumpet ',vas' blown .it was bou-nd to~ct.her by 
unity of faith, unity of worship, and unity of jurisdic
tion l-lnder one Head, and that Head .united in himself 
the twofold character qf Christian Pontiffand Christian 
King. Luther's' blast has. brought this down at last.
First, by regalism:in'Protestant nations; and, secondly, 
by revolution: in Catholic' States. The principles of 
1789 are Lutheranism applied to politics. \Ve have' 
already reached the time of civil marriage, of secular. 
education, and of States in their public life without 
Christianity..' But let tIS not think that we have reached 
our place~ of rest. 'Lt!ther's blast, 1- fear, has yet more 
to do. Faith is dying out of the public life and action 
of all Governments. '. There is· hardly a Catholic or a 
Christian Government left. The peopie they govern. 
are d-ivi'ded in' religion, and 'the religious difficu~ty' 

forces them tobe'come ,simply secular in legislation and. 
in action. So Jong- as there was a Christian world, ~he 

Head or the Christian Church \Vas recognised as the 
Vicar of a bivin~ IVlaster;and had a Temporal Power
amoilg Christian Sovereigns,' and a sovereignty of. his' 
own; Qut now that the nations have become secular, 
and no longer recognise his sacred office, -his direction 
in temporal tl)ings is :rejected by their rej~ction of: 
faith~ - - J ar11 not arguing or lamenting, but explaining 
our actual s:tate~ '.Apd what is' now the state and con
dition of the 'Christian world? -:VVhere are the Chris
tian laws which (ormedit in the beginning? I was· 
~lot far wrong in saying that the Temporal Po\ver of 
the Head of the 'Christian 'Church was the keystone 
of a world which has crumbled from its Christian unity, 
i.n_to;~, ~is~e_mbered,arraj of secular ,and conflicting 
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nations, of armed 'camps and retarded maturity. .And 
it is with thi~' progress and, modern. civilisation that 
the Roman Pontiff is invited to conform and to recon
cile himself.' Thi'~ is the sum and exposition of .' mo
dern thought,' save only that it omits the Agnostic 
theology De Dco 1lOll 'cxistelltc, ar.d the anthropology of 
Apes. Mr. Gladstone quotes this contemned' .proposi
.tion~ recited in the Syllabus,. asa grc.l'l/a11101 against the 
.Pope and the Catholics of th~ese kingdoms. \tVe have no 
desire to see the Christian Commonwealth of England 
decompose before our eyes. under Luther's blast.. \tVe 
·are content with the English l\;~onarchy, founded and 
,consolidated by our Catholic forefathers; and with 
our English Constitution, of which the solid and un
shaken base and the .dominant constructive lines are 
Christian and Catholic. \Ve .EngJishmen were once 
perfectly one in faith. Luther's. blast has' given us 
nearly three hundred years'of penal law's, bitter con
tentions, a 'bloody reign of Mary,' a.relentless shower, 
.indeed, between two seas of blood', iII the reigns- of her 
father and her sister; and when~ these horrors reiaxeet, 
,streams of blood stiil flowed on for .another' hundred 
.years. F or i1(~arly three' c'enturies we have been divided 
.in politics, because politics were mixed up "with· re
:ligio~l~ Our Legislature teemed with' penal laws such 
'as the world had never s~en', and'that against' nearly a 
.half of the. Eng}ish populatidn. \Ve were \~eakened 
,because we were diviped; ha!lnted. by ,suspicions of 
conspiracy and scared by fancied dangers, because we 
were consciously doing :wrong, as', Pr:ussia is at. this 
day.. But now for fifty years we have had peace, be:.. 

.cause we haye c9mmon interests, and, Cl. ~olid 90IPtnOJl 
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weal. The three Kingdoms "are without anxiety "and 
without fear. And why? Because we have elimi:" 
nated religious "conflicts from" our Legislation, be
cause we have learned to be" just, because we 
have learned also that the" Civil Ruler may pun
ish what men do, but not what men think, un~ 

less they issue in acts "against the State. All men, so 
far as conscience and faith extend, are now equal be
fore the law~ No man is molested for his religion. 
Although this is not the golden age of unity in truth, 
which the Christian Church once created a'nd Pius IX~ 

declares to be the only"civilisation and .the only pro~ 

gress to which he can conform himself, though he toler~ 

ate:; what he cannot cure; nevertheless, it is a silver 
age in which we can peacefully accept what we cannot 
either justify as the will of God, or extol "as the normal 
state of the Christian world. In "our shattered state of 
rciigious" belief and worship there is no way .of solid 
.civil peace, but in leaving all me"n free in their" amplest 
'liberty of faith. It is because this is vital to our wel:' 
fare as an Empire, and because,' as it seems to me, the 
late sudden 'and needless aggression on the Catholic re
ligion is dangerous to the social and political tranquil
lity of these Kitlgdoms, that I have pointed to Ger
many, as a warning. A monarchy of a thousand years 
is a majestic thing in this modern world of fleeting 
dynasties and of chronic" revolutions. We' possess a 
royal lineage the "least broi{en and the most closely 
"united to the people that the world has eversee"n, save 
~one. "The line of Pontiffs ruled before 'the crowned 
-he"ads oJ to-day came into existence.· "It has been the 
::vita:l chord of:~ tl1e; Christian "people of-the" worId. 
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Next after the line of Pontiffs, there "is' nothing in his
tory more time-honored or grander than the Mon
archy ofAlfred, which reigns to this day.- Does Mr. 
Gladstone' think' that the Vatican Council binds me 
to desire its· overthro\v? N ext to seeihg' again the 
laws and the faith of good King Edward restored 
throughout the la~d, we desire to. see the Sovereign of 
England reigning by equal: laws over a people united 
at least in everything that is right and just and· lawful 
in this world, if indeed they musf still be in higher laws 
and truths divided. 

One thing is most certain, Catholics will never lend 
so much as a finger or a vote to overturn by political 
action the Christianity whi~h still lingers in our public 
1aws. They will cherish aU' of it that remains in our 
popular education. If we could see the tradition of 
our nationalCluistianity healed of its wounds and taken 
up itito the full life and unity of pe"rfed faith by the 
spiritual forces of conviction and ofpersuasiol1; as that 
supernatliral unity was created' in the beginning, we 
should rejoice with thanksgiving; 'but n'o Catholic will 
diminish by a shade 'the Christianity which still sur
vives. We cannot, indeed, co-operate by any. direct 
action· to uphold what we believe to be" erron.eous; 
but it will find no political hostility.in us. They who 
wish its overthrow would pull it down "riot for what we 
think erroneous in it, but for what is true; arid what 
is true in it we revere as the truth of God. In our 
divided religious state the public revenues, 'once paid 
into the treasury, have passed beyond 'the individual 
conscience. Thenceforward they fall u'nder the impar
tial administration .of our mixed commonweflltQ.. _ 1 
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am no't responsible for the application of them. 1\1:y 
conscience is not touched if public revenues are given 
to a Presbyterian or to a Baptist School. lVly con
science is not ill at ease even if grants are. made to a 
schoo~ in which no religion at. all is taught. A people 
divided in religion pays its taxes, and a Parliament 
divided in religion votes the public' money by an 
equitable balance for o~r manifol4' uses iIi the midst 
of our manifold divisions. Noone has a right to con
trol this mixed administration to satisfy his private 
conscience, or to claim to have it, alI his own way. 
No Secularist can regard my schools with more aver
sion than I regard his; but I am passive when he re
ceives his share of the public money. I trust the 
day will 'never come when anyone section or, sect 
among us shall gain a domination over the equities 
which render tolerable our divided state. I hope 
no Puritans will rise up again to do in England, by 
the help of Secularists and unbelievers, what they did 
in Maryland. There they destroyed the fairest pro
mise of peace that a wrecked world ever saw. England 
at this time is Maryland upon an imperial scale. He 
\Vho shall break our reHgious peace will go down to 
history with those whose names Englishmen try to 
forget. • 

It is for this reason that I lament when six mil
lions of British subjects are told by a voice of great 
authority that they are loyal 'indeed, but in spite of 
their religion. When men. are so taught they are very 
apt to learn the lesson~ . They will be ready to say, 
if by .my whole life I am loyal, but by my religion 
1 ought, as I am .told, to be disloyal, I am, therefore, 
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either' a' traitor or a heretic. If I am a heretic I shall 
lose my soul; but fot imputed treason I can only lose 
my life. If men of Mr. Gladstone's age and fame say 
these things, the masses will be very. apt to believe 
thern. '. And if he shotil~ also say that· Pius ·IX. and 
the whole· Episcopate, and the Vatican Council, .and 
the Clergy of England and Ireland, so. believe and 
teach, I can hardly find' fault with a plain man who says, 
'Your arguments and quotations·are above me, but I 
know that the Pope and the Church cannot mislead me; 
they must know the Catholic faith better than you.- At 
all costs I must believe them.' I could not blame such 
a man in refusing for so obvious a reason Jo listen. to 
Mr. Gladstone when h~ expostulates wjth the Vatican 
Council. Indeed, I can conceive that ~t will not: pro
mote loyalty in England or Ireland to hold up pa~sages 

from books written even by me in proof that Catholics 
must choose between their loyalty and their religion. 
They may be more likely to choose to err even with me 
than to correct their faith at the voice of any "politician. 
Moreover, they may even be tempted to think that if 
I am not loyal they need not be. It is a dangerous 
thing to tell a flock of many millions that the Pastors 
they trust are, or ought to be,- disloyal. They will be 
apt to say, 'We do not understand it; but if it be true, 
lhe"re must be some very strong and sufficient reason.' 
I can conceive that the Catholic peasants in Germany 
may have argued in this' plain :way, even before they 
'understood the merits' of the cause. They saw the 
Archbishop of Posen carried off t? -prison. Depend 
upon it their confidence went with him. This is play
ing with edged tools, and in a matter where it is bardly 
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moral to play at all. 'Great public disasters might be 
caused by the game, and the costs of the game would 
fall, not upon the gamester, but upon innocent men, 
and women, and children. 

I could not refrain fronlsaying'thus much of Eng.;. 
land. But I have little fear that the stream 'of our equal 
legislation will be turned aside, much less turned back; 
or that our public peace ,vill be broken.' The destinies 
of the British Empire are in strong hands, guided by 
calm heads, and supported by a balanced and steady 
public opinion, which iIi the'last two months has mani-
fested a self-command and an equity which do honour to, 
our coiultry. 

As to Germany I shall say' no more. Luther's 
might trumpet' has' already rung twice through Ger
many. It ra'ng long and loud from 1535 to 1542, and 
again longer and louderfroni 1618 to 1648.. The old 
Germany that heard it has ceased to exist/, God grant 
that it may not give such notes again. Everyone who 
bears' a human heart, and a love'for the Christian world 
and agood-will to Germany, will share in this desire. 

But if the' conflicts of 'Governments against the 
Church are' fatal to the public' peace and to them
selves, as assuredly they would be to the British Em": 
pire if 'our accusers should' rekindle old strifes, and as 
they assuredly will be in the German Emp'ire, whether 
the policy of Prince Von Bismarck fail' or succeed, 
there can be found no ,sadder example' of this disastrous 
imprudence in statesmen than in the ca£e of Italy. For 
eight and ,twenty years a ,vanton and mischievous ag-

J See Archbish~p Trench's Gusiai/us A4olplmi, 'pp. 85, 89, 161. 
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gression against the Holy See .has been' carried on. I 
say wanton, because it has been without a cause. I 
say mischievous, because it has retarded and endanger
ed the unity and independence of Italy, and the public 
and private prosperity of the Italian people. As Mr. 
Gladstone has reviewed his relation to the Italian ques
tion in its b~aring on his Expostu~ation, I, may do the 
same. 

At the outset of their task of unifying and vindi
cating the i,ndependence of Italy, the Italian politicians 
began. by assailing the principle of all unity among 
men. They engaged all the' pride and ~ll the passion 
of Italy in a deadly conflict with .the special source of 
C:lll its greatness. Had they worked from that centre 
c;>f their moral life, Italy ;at this day would have been 
united,- peaceful, and strong., These are, indeed, my 
convictions, but not my words.Neither the present 
party which rules Italy, nor the party which has en
couraged them' in this country, will, perhaps, listen to 
me.' ; But :thejr will listen, I hope, to one who was an 
Italian, and a lover'of the unity and independence of 
Italy. Vincenzo Gioberti, in his 'Primato degli Itali
ani,' after proving that religion is the source of all civi
lisation,' says:- . 

_ 'If, then, the whole culture of a people has its impulse and 
origin from religio~, l~ow can' we treat of its culture without 
speaking. of its religion? If the culture of Europe in general,' 
and that of Italy in particular, were the wo.,rk of the New Rome 
and .of its telief, how is i.t possible to d:iscuss this twofold argu
ment, and to be silent about Catholicism and about the 
Pope? In writing a book upon Italy I protest that I desire to 
speak of the living and real.Italy as it exists at this da"y, not of 
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the Italy that is dead these fourteen hundred. years, nor of an 
abstract allegorical Italy that is not. to be found in the outward 
world, but only in the brain of soiue philosopher.' ..• 'Italy 
is differenced from the Gentile nations by its. Christianity; from 
those that are in heresy and schism by its Catholicism; and 
from the other nations which are Catholic ·by the fact that it is 
placed in the centre of Catholicism, and not in the outline or 
circumference.' . • . 'But among the Catholic popuiations, 
the Italian has the· privilege· of occupying the first place, be
cause it possesses in its heart the first See. 

, I hope that these suggestions will be enough to justify the 
small amount of theology that I have put into this book. . . • 
Two facts seem to me conspicuous in the political (ci~'ile) \vorld 
at this day t ••• 'the first is the exclusion of the Theology of 
Revelation from the field of the Encyclopedia of human know
ledge; the second is the removal .of. the Catholic clergy from 
the influence in civil affairs.' .' ... ' I count it to be the duty 
of a writer, above all if he be a philosopher, Catholic and 
Italian, to combat these two grand aberrations of modern civi~ 

lisation, and to recall thitigs to their first principles ; endeav
ouring to restore the universal primacy of religion in: the circle 
of things and of knowledge.' '.... 'I therefore. do not believe 
that I deceive myself in affirmirig "that every scientific. ref<?rm is 
v.ain, if it do not make chief account of religion, and· that every 
scheme of Italian renovation is null, if it have not" for its base 
t11e corner-st.on~ of Catholicism.' 1 

After a contrast of the theoretical abstractions of 
the Ghibelline party and the pr(}.ctical and popular 
policy of the Guelphs, Gioberti continues :

. 'The Italy of that day was not the Halyof .the ancient 
Latins, corrupted by the incapacity of the later Emperors, and 

) Gioberti, Primald drgli Italiani, vol. ii. pp. 28-31. 
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destroyed by the ferocity of the northern barbarians. In its 
stead a new Rome had been created, ·under the auspices, 110t 
of Romulus, but of Petet, not of the Conscript Fathers of old 
Rome, but of the Episcopate, and of the councils which are 
the Patrician order and the Senate of" the universal Christen
dom. The Guelphs, therefore, did not separate the civil con-' 
stitution of Italy [ro.m the Pontificate, and, without confound
ing the h"uman order with 'the diyine; they believed that God; 
having privileged'the Peninsula with the first See of the faith, 
mother of all others ..' ~ ~ it' ought to exercise the chief p'art 
in the political order of Italy.' ... 'But in this day many 
think otherwise, and in their' opinion th~ Pope has about as 
much to do ,vith the national condition ofItaly as he has with 
that of China.' Thisco!l1es from the ,veakness into which 
foreign influel).ces ,have led th~ Papacy, and from the. spring
il1g up again . for "tl~e last .century of the anc:ient spirit 
of the Nominalists and the Ghibellines, under the form' 
of Gallicanism, Jansenisn~, Ca~tesianism, Voltairianism, or 
under the disguise' of rationalisin and German pan'theism, 
prompted by the same principles;" and springing irom 
the sam~ countries respectively as those former heresies. 
And the. evil will, last as long as men· p~rsist in'sub
stituting a ,heathen or chimerical Italy ill' the place ofa real 
and a Christian Italy, which God, and a life of eighteen hun
dred years, has created; that is to say, a French or German" 
Italy in' the place of an Italy of the Italians. 'Bu't I cannot 
understand how men can ascrib'e the civilisation of Europe' in 
general to CI)ristianity(o(which there is at this day no ,vriter 
of any force who doubts), and not award in particular the cul
ture of our Peninsula .to the. Holy See; for the, Pope is to the 
universal Church that which the civilisa~ionof Italy is to that 
of Eurppe.' i . 

J ~ioberti, P,imalo deg/iIta/iani, vol. ii. pp. 66,67. 
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I will add but one more passage, which will enUll
ciate in the words of an Italian patriot the affirmation 
I have made :-'

'The separating of the national personality of Italy from its 
religious principle, and from the dignity, which spreads 
throughout it from the C.luistian monarchy of which it is the 
horne (resitlellza), is 110t, in my opinion, the least of the causes 
which, for, many ,centuries, weakens the minds of Italians. 
This error sprung in part fr~m the habit of arguing and judg
ing of Christian Italy after the manner of pagans, and in part 
from the custom of reasoning, 'according to the canons of 

~1. philosophy _which, is governed, not by rational ideas nor by 
living and concrete facts, but by empty abstractions.' 1 

Such ,~a's the estimate of a man who loved Italy 
with all his heart, and desired to see it united, and in
dependent of all foreign dynasties. 

This is no mere speculation as to what the Catholic 
religion and thePop~ may be to Italy, buta strict his
torical fact. The Pontiffs have been for fourte~n hun
dred years the chief popular power in Italy., I say 
popular, riot dynastiC; notde'spotic, but Guelf. .In the 
,fifth century the Pontiffs saved Italy from the Gothic 
invasions. St. Innocent I. saved Ravenna and Rome. 
St. Leo saved' Italy from "Attila, and Rome f~om Gen-
seric. II?- the sixth, and seventh.' cen~uries St. Gregory 
was the chief defender of Italy and -Rome against the 
Lombards. The sameis'true in the tini~ o( Gregory 
II. and, Adrian LIn the ninth, tenth, and eleventh 
centuries'the 'Pontiffs Leo~ IV'-an'd Gregory IV. saved 
Italy from the Saracens. So also John ViI I. ,"john X.~ 

• J Gioberti, Prim~/tJ degli Italialti, vol. ii. pp. 60. : 
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Benedict VIII. beat back the Saracens,and finally drove 
them 'from Sardinia. The Crusades of Urban II. and 
St. Pius V.saved Italy and Europe from the Moham
medan Po,ver. In the great contest about Tnyestitures, 
the Pontiffs, from Gregory VII. to Calistus 11., saved 
the Church from' subjection 'to the Empire, and Italy 
from subjection to Germany..The ecclesiastical and 
political liberties of Italy were both at stake, and were 
both vindicated together by theadion of the Pontiffs. 
In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the liberty of 
the Italian Communes was saved from the. feudal 
despotism of the Hohenstaufen by- the Popes. Alexan
der III.. and the Lombard League deferidedpopular 
liberty against Frederick Barbarossa. The City of 
Alexandria is to this day the monument of' the grati
tude of t~e Lombard people. The City of C.esarea has 
ceased to exist.. Innocent III. and the Tuscan' League 
saved the liberties of Central Italy. Gregory IX. and 
Innocent IV. resisted .the tyranny of Frederick I!., and 
finally saved the independence of Italy from the Im
perial despotism. Then :ca,me the contest of the people 
and the Empire,-the GueIfs alld the Ghibellines. In 
these conflicts the Popes and the people were indiv.isible.. 
In the ,fourteenth and fifteen,th, centuries, the' .pope~ 

were the, soul and the strength of th~ Italian Leagues, 
Whereby the p,eople and their. liberties wen~ prot~cted 
(rom the enormities of tyrants and adventurers and 
Free~ Compan.ies. In. the fifteenth century Nicholas 
V. maintained pe~ce among the Princes and people of 
IJaly,and drew N aple?, Milan, Flore~ce,,_Venic~,~and 

Genoa into a Confederation to maintain the Italian 
independence. 
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Pius II. protected, in ~ike manner,the liberty of 
Italy from the intrusions of France.' Paul II. leagued 
together all the Princes of Italy. in defence of Italian 
freedom. JuliusII. laboured to drive alLforeign domi
nation out of Italy. Leo X. made it his chief policy 
to liberate Italy' from all foreign dominion, and to 
unite all the Princes of Italy in a Confederation .of in
dependence. ' 

Paul IV.,' though unsuccessful, was the champion 
of the independence of 'Italy against' the Spaniards. 
From that time' onwards the Pontiffs were ever in con
flict against Spain or France to save the liberties of 
Italy and of the Church: ~The histories ."ofPius' VI. 
and 'Pius VII. are too ,veIl knc)\vn 'to need recital: 
" .It is therefor~ too late in the day to go about to 
persuade men that the Pontiffs were ever opposed 'to 
Italian unity, Italian freedom, Italian. independence. 
These three things have ,been the aim and the work 
of the whole line of Popes, down' to 'Pius IX. Even: 
Mr. Gladstone, acknowledges that' Pius IX. is 'an 
Italian.' J' Beyond all doubt there is not one' in the' 
long line' I have quoted who has loved Italy more than 
he. There ~isnot 'one who had at heart more ardently 
the unity; freedom; and independence of Italy. HiS: 
first act was to set free every political prisoner with a 
full pardon. By that act he showed 'that he r.ecognised' 
the misdirected love of country in those who had been 
seduced' i'nto false or unlawful ',vayso' of seeking the 
unity and the liberties of their country; . . 

In 1847 Pi~s I?C. invited ,all the Princes of Italy to 

J ExpostutatlOlI, p. 49. 



True and' False' Prog-ress~ 

a League of Customs, by which the principle of Fede
ral Unity would have been established., From this 
germ the Nation_~iIUnity would have steadily grown 
up, without shock or overthrow of right or justice. 
Once confederated, ~here was no identity of interests, 
no unity of power, which might not have, grown solid 
and mature., This and the Supreme Council for the 
Government of the Pontifical State arepro,of eno'ugh 
of his desire for Italian unity, and of the far-reaching 
foresight with which he aimed at the elevation of Italy. 
And- as for ltalian. independence, let th~ fol1o~ving let
t~r, '\vritten by himself to the Emperor of Austria on 
the 2nd of May, 1848, suffice:

'Your Imperial ~Iajesty, this' Holy 'See has been always 
wont to speak words of peace in the midst of the wars that 
stain the-Christian ,world with blood; and ill our Allocution of 
the 29th of bist month, while we declared that, our paternal 
heart shrunk' from declaring war, we expressly ,d~clared our 
ardent de$ire to restore peace. Let it not be displeasing, there
fore, to y~~r l\fajesty that wettirn to your piety· and religion, 
and exhort you with 'a father.'s affection to' withdraw your 
armies from a war .which~ whi~e it cannot reconquer to the 
Empire the hearts ~f the. Loinbrirds and Venetians, draws after 
it the, lamentable series of cabmities that ever. accompany 
warfare; and are assuredly abhorred and detested by you. 
Let it not be displeasing to the generous German pe'ople, that 
we invite them to lay. aside all hatreds and to turn a domina
tion which could not be either noble 'or happy while it rests 
only on the sword, into the useful relations of friendly neigh
borhood. thus we trust' that the German nation, honorably 
'Proud of its own nationality, will' not engage its honor in 
sanguinary attempts against the Italiail ~atiol1; but will place 
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it rather'in n'obly ackno\vledg'irigitasa sister, as indeed both 
nations are our ,daughters, and most dear to our heart; thereby 
mutually withdrawing to dwell each" one in its natural boun
daries,vith hononible treaties and the-benediction of the Lord. 
Meanwhile, we pray to the Giver of. all lights and the Author 
of all good to inspire your ~{ajesty with holy counsels, and 
give [romonr inmost heart" to you and Her Majesty the Em
press, and to the Imperial family, the Apostolic benediction. 

'Given in Rome at, Santa, Maria Maggiore, on the third 
day of May, in the- yearl848, the second of our Pontificate. 
'., .PIUS PP. IX.' 

The following passage, from an impartial observer, 
will attest "what were, the intentions and desires of 
Pius IX.:

'The opposition of Austria' has been constant and intense 
from the moment of his election. The spectacle of an Italian 
Prince, relying for the maintenance of his power on theaffec
tionate regard and the national sympathies of his people; the 
resolution of the Pope to pursue a course of moderate reform, 
to encourage railroads, to" emancipate the press, to admit lay
men to offices in the State, and to purify the law; but, above 
all, the dignified independence of action manifested by the 
Court 'of Rome, have filled the Austri~ns'withexasperation and 
apprehension. There is not the least doubt that the Cabinet 
of Vienna il) eager to grasp at the slightest pretext" for an 
armed intervention 'south of the Po. If such a ptetext do not 
occur, it is but too probable that it may be created; and any 
disturbances calculated to lead to such a result would at once 
betray their insidious origin. Meanwhile, the Pope is menaced 
in Austrian notes, which have sometimes trangressed the limits 
of policy 'and decorum; and the 111inor Princes of Italy are 
terrified by extravagant intimations of hostile designs enter
tained against them by the National Party, headed by the Pope 
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ana the 'House of Savoy, in order- to persuade them that their 
only safeguard is the Austrian army. These intrigues may be 
thought necessary, to the defence of the tottering power of 
Austria south of the Alps, for every step made in -advance by 
Italy is a step towards the emancipation of the country.' 1 

But the- evil genius of revolution had begun to 
work. Across the field of the Christian and Catholic 
traditions of Italy~ a chimerical theory of a Communis~ 

tic State, 'a Republic without" Christianity, 'a democracy 
withou't King or "Pontiff, forced itself.' 

. l\1azzini had been crying for 'years, 'The Papacy is 
extinct, Catholicism' iSl corpse, and the Pope' knows 
this....• Read the EvangelicaJ 'Letter~' 2 He had 
taught' Young Italy. the three' degrees, df Guerilla: 
Bands, : Insurre'ctiol1, Revolutiori.3 ,The mine was 
charged and the fuse already lighted~ , This widespread 
Secret Association, covered the face of Italy." What 
followed all men know:' the murder ofRossi~'the siege 
oCthe Quirinal Palace, the wreck of all al!thority, the 
Socialist' Revolution, the Roman Republic, impunity 
of sacrilege, and a reign of terror. : 

, Now,' let us suppose that in the period of our 
history, when the unity of the English people ,vas grad
ually' consolidatiIlg, some organised Apostleship of 
Socialism had begun to whisper in private and to preach 
in public such doctrines of conspiracy as these, and to 
teach .that the people could never be .free so long as 
King or Priest existed; that 'all monarchical power 

1 Times,1tlarch 28, 1847. 
2 Life and Writings of l1fazzil1i,vol. i. p. 248• 
a Ibid. p. loS, and Appendix, 1864
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and ecclesiastical authority,vere enemies of the pub~ 
lic weal; that the overthro"\v of the· Monarchy and the 
extinction of the Church were the only remedies of 
present evils, the only means of future progress. Such 
a foreign element of discord," mistrust, . conspiracy 
\vould have divided the hearts, i'ntelleds, and wills of 
the people of England,. and rendered its mi.ification 
impossible. The unity of religion in faith and wor..: 
ship, the unity of the Spiritual" authority which spoke 
to the reason and; the will of men, was then~ asJt is at 
this hour, the only p~inciple of unity..' \Vithout this, 
legislation is merely mechanical ; ~a dyriamic power is 
,vallted to 'bind men into one. people. Our furefathers 
had it, and the English Monarchy ,of a thousand. years 
is its fniit; The Italians have it at this hour in great 
vividness; but Philosophers and Doctrinaires, Conspi
rators and Communists,. are perverting' the intelleGt 
and dividing the wills of the rising men of Italy. If 
such a 'conspiracy bad crossed our early :unification,we 
sh6ulc1 have been, it may be, af this day, I will not say 
a Heptarchy, but assuredly a divided people, with a 
paralyzed national will. May God save Italy from 
this danger'. I tis not too "late. It was said in all do
quent speech, the' other day, that a people which 
breaks with its' past is doomed to, division and to insta
bility. The rupture of France with its ancient' tradi
tionsin 1789 has generated the brood of political 
parties, which, from month to month, tlnvart and 
defeat each other's action, like palsied lirribs~ . If Italy· 
should break with its p~st; if it should forget the 
labours, and sufferings, and dangers which· united its 
Pontiffs and its people in the wars·of its independence, 
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freedom, and unity; if it should forget the confedera
tions wrought by the Pontiffs, by which they made all 
the divisions of Italy work together for the liberties of 
the whole Peninsula, from the Alps to its foot-then, 
indeed, I should despair of its future. It could have 
no other in store than a chronic warfare of parties, and 
the final sway of some successful soldier. , 

Of the population of 26,000,000 Italians not three 
millions have launched themse1ves,in the revolution of 
the last twenty years. The great bulk of the people 
are, as they have always been, Christian, Catholic, and 
loyal. The Electoral body who have votes to return 
the Italian Parliament do not exceed in number 
some half million. Of these hardly one-half record 
their vote. The Italian Deputies are, therefore, 
chosen by one-hundredth part of the population. 
The whole Chamber is, therefore, revolutionary, 
and may be divided into two parties-the mo
derate revolution and the extreme revolution. 
The Catholic voters abstain from all participation in 
such a state. They are not revolutionists, either ex
treme or moderate. They could elect no deputy but 
one of their own principles; and no such deputy 
could sit, because to take his place he must bind 
himself by oath to the existing state of things~ includ
ing, therefore, the violation of the s9vereignty of the 
Pontiff. More than this,' the existing s~ate of the law 
has invaded the liberties and jurisdiction of the Church. 
It has abolished religious orders and institutions, it has 
~arshly turned out their inmates upon a pittance, which, 
i.f paid, would not suffice for food. I t has confiscated 
property, seized upon colleges, abolished theology from; 
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the universities, and. the Christian doctrine from 
schools. And all this, be it remembered, 110t to meet 
the distracted state of a people .who have lost their re
ligious unity, and must be provided with civil marriage 
and secular education, but in the midst of a population 
absolutely and universally Catholic. This, and not 
what Mr. Gladstone, with a strange want of accuracy, 
supposes, is what the Syllabus condemns. It nowhere 
condemns the civil policy which is necessary for a peo
ple hopelessly divided inre1igion. For us this may be 
a necessity. In Italy it is a doctrine of the Doctrin
aires. To force upOlf the united' people of Italy that 
which is necessary for the divided people of England is 
a senseless legislation, and a mischievous breakin.g with 
the glorious past of Italy. I do not now stay to dwell 
upon the unpatriotic and un-Italian agitation of men 
,yho for twenty-five years have threatened Pius IX. 
with violence, and a§sailed him as the Vampire, the 
Canker, the Gangrene of Italy. Such men, from Aspro
monte to this day, have been the chief hindrance to the 
unification and pacification of Italy. And those who in 
this country have encouraged and abetted those agita
tors-not that they knew anything but that Varibaldi 
was fighting against the Pope-have been among the 
worst friends of Italy; I might say among the uncon
scious but most mischievous enemies. It is strange 
how this one taint of bigotry will pervert everything. 
Garibaldi was raising insurrection in Sicily and Naples 
against a lawful sovereign; and those who put us now 
to question about our loyalty cheered and aided him by 
all moral influence. 1\10re than thig, when the leader of 
rebellion came to England he was received with royal 
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honours, and red carpets were spread for him at the 
threshold of aristocratic houses, until his name was 
found to be contagious. Then, in twenty-four hours he 
was sped from England with the profuse facilities'of de
parture which wait upon an unwelcome guest. In my 
judgment-and I have formed' it not in London from 
newspaper correspondents, but in Rome during many a 
long residence, extending in all over seven years
those who have encouraged this chronic agitation 
against the religion of Italians and the independence of 
Rome, have been among the chief causes of the present 
disorders of Italy. They could put no surer bar to its 
unity or to the solution' of the Roman question which 
they confidently believe to be settled. They are 
keeping it open by encouraging the Government of 
the day to persist in quarrelling with the Catholic 
Church and with its Head. But this part of the sub
ject has outgrown its proportion. I return, therefore, 
to the proposition I set out to prove,-that by the col
lisions which now exist between the Civil Powers and 
the Church, the Governments of Europe are destroy
ing the main principle of their own stability. And I 
must add that they who are rekindling the old fires of 
religious discord in such an equal and tempered Com
monwealth as ours, seem to me to be serving neither 
God nor their country. 
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CHAPTER V. 

THE MOTIVE OF THE DEFINITION. 

My last proposition is that the motive of the Council 
of the Vatican for defining the Infallibility of the Ro
man Pontiff was not any temporal motive, nor was it for 
temporal ends; but that the Definition was made in 
the face of all temporal dangers, in order to guard· the 
Divine deposit of Christianity, and to vindicate -the 
Divine certainty of Faith. 

I have read many things in Mr. Gladstone's pamph
let which are unlike himself, but none seems more so 
to me than this question, 'Why did that Court, with 
policy for ever in its eye, lodge such formidable de
mands for power of the vulgar kind in that sphere 
which is visible, and where hard knocks can undoubt
edly be given as well as received? ' 1 

\Vould it not have been more seemly and more dig
nified if the question had been couched in some 
such words as these: 'Why has the Catholic Church, 
in a moment of great peril, when a revolution is at 
the gates of Rome, and the Civil Powers ·<?f· the world 
are uniting, not only to forsake it, but even to 
threaten it with opposition-why has it at such a time, 
in spite of every inducement of policy, and every mo
tive of interest, and in defiance of every pleading of 
worldly wisdom, persisted in defining the Infallibility 

1 Expos/ufo/iOJl, p. 47. 
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of .the Pope-a doctrine which is sure to bring down 
upon the Church the animosities of all its enemies with
out, and the conspiracies of all its faithless members 
within? ' Even Mr. Gladstone can see that this was 
most impolitic. Why, then, will he accuse the Church 
of always having a policy in its eye? By his own con- . 
fession it is not always so: for he is witness that it is 
not so in this case. Why, then, would he not say so? 
I will" gladly answer the question he has put. 

The reasons, then, why the Infallibility of the Ro
-man Pontiff ought to be defined were publicly stated 
as follows, in 1869, before the Vatican Council met; 
and some or all of them, I believe, prevailed in deter
mining the Council to make that definition:

'Those who maintain that the time is ripe, and that 
-such a definition would be opportune, justify their 
opinion on the following reasons:

, I. Because the doctrine of the Infallibility of the 
·Vicar of Jesus Christ, speaking ex cathedra, in matter 
of faith and morals, is true. 

'2. Because this truth has been denied. 
, 3. Because this denial has generated extensive 

doubt as to the truth of this doctrine, which lies at the 
root of the immemorial and universal practice of the 
Ch urch, and therefore at the foundation of Christi.anity 
in the world. 

'4. Because this denial, if it arose informally about 
the time of the Council of Constance, has been revived, 
and has grown into a formal and public error since the 
closing of the last General Council. 

'5. Because, if the next General Council shal(pass 
jt over, the error will henceforward appear to be toler
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ated, or at least left in impunity; and the PC.Jntifical 
censures of Innocent XL, Alexander VII!., Innocent 
XII., and Pius VI. will ap'pear 'to be of doubtful effect. 

'6. Because this denial of the traditional belief of 
the Church is not a private, literary, and scholastic 
opinion; but'a patent, active, ~nd organised opposition 
to the prerogatives' of the Holy See.. 

'7. Because this erroneous opinion has gravely en
feebled the doctrinal authority of the Church in the 
minds of a certain number of the faithful; and if 
passed over in impunity, this ill effect will be still fur
ther encouraged. 

'8. Because this erroneous opinion has at times 
caused and kept open a theological and practical divi
sion among pastors and people; and has given occasion 
to d0f!H~stic.criticisms, mistrusts, animosities, and alien
ations. . 

'9. Because these divisions tend to paralyse' the 
action of truth upon the minds of the faithful ac( intra; 
and, consequently, by giving a false appearance of di
vision and doubt among Catholics, upon the minds of 
Protestan ts and others ad extra. 

'10. Because, as the absence of a definition gives 
occasion for these separations and oppositions of 
opinion among pastors and people, so; if defined, the 
doctrine would become a basis and a bond of unity 
among the fa:ithful. 

, I I. Because, if defined in an CEcumenical Council, 
the doctrine would be at once received throughout the 
world, both by those who believe. the Infallibility of 
the~Pontiff and by those who believe the Infallibility 
of the Church, and with the same universal joy and 
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unanimity as the definition of the Immaculate Con
ception. 

, 12. Because the definition of the ordinary means 
whereby the faith is proposed to the world is required 
to complete the treatise " De Fide Divina." 

'13. Because the same definition is required to 
complete the treatise "De Ecclesia, deque Dotibus 
ejus." 

, 14. Because it is needed to place the Pontifical 
Acts during the last three hundred years, both in de
claring the truth, as in the dogma of the Immaculate 
Conception, and in condemning errors, as in the long 
series of propositions condemned in 'Baius, Jansenius, 
a,nd others, beyond cavil or question; and still more~ 

to make manifest that the active Infallibility of the 
Church, between council and council, is not dormant, 
suspended, or intermittent; and to exclude the hereti
cal supposition that infallible decrees are left to the 
exposition and interpretation of a fallible judge. 

, 15. Because the flill and final declaration 'of the 
divine authority of the Head of the Church is needed 
to exclude from the minds of pastors and faithful the 
political influences which have generated Gallicanism, 
Imperialism, Regalism, and Nationalism, the perennial 
sources of error, contention, and schism. 

, For these, and for many more reasons which it is 
impossible now to detail, many believe that a defini
tion or declaration which would terminate this long 
and pernicious question, would be opportune; and 
that it might for ever be set at rest by the condemna
tion of the propositions following:

, I. That the decrees of the Roman Pontiffs in mat
, . 
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tel' of faith and morals do not oblige the conscience 
unless they be made in a General Council, or before 
they obtain at least the tacit consent of the Church. 

• 2. That the Roman Pontiff, when he speaks in 
matter of faith and morals, as the universal Do'ctor 
and Teacher of the Church, may err: .1 

I will now, as briefly as I can, state what the Defi
nition is. The greater part of the excitement and 
alarm on this subject arises from a want of just and 
clear perception of what the doctrine of Infallibility 
signifies. 

, The fourth and last chapter- of the" Constitution 
on the Church" defines the infallible doctrinal au
thority of the Roman Pontiff as the supreme teacher 
of all Christians. 

'The chapter opens by affirming that to this su
preme jurisdiction is attached a proportionate grace, 
wherehy its exercise is directed and sustained. 

'This truth has been traditionally held and taught 
by the Holy See, by the praxis of the Church,and by 
the CEcumenical Councils, especially those in which the 
East and the West met in union together; as, for in
stance, the fourth of Constantinople, the second of 
Lyons, and the Council of Florence. 

, It is then declared that, in virtue of the promise 
of our Lord, "I have prayed for thee, that thy faith 
fail not,":l a perpetual grace of stability in faith was 
Divinely attached to Peter and to his successors in his 
See. . . 

1 Petri P1ivilegium, part ii. pp. IIl)-I22. (Longmans, 1869.)
 

• ' St. Luke xxii. 3r, 32 •
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, The definition then affirms" that the Roman Pon:' 
tiff, when he speaks ex cathedra-that is, when in ,dis
charge of the office of Pastor and Doctor of all Chris
tians, by virtue of his supreme Apostolic authority, he 
defines a doctrine regarding faith or' morals to be held 
by the ,Universal Church-by the Divine assistance 
promised to him in Blessed Peter, is possessed of that 
Infallibility with which the Divine Redeemer willed 
that His Church should be endowed for defining 
doctrine regarding faith and morals;. and that, there
fore, such definitions of the Roman Pontiff are irre
formable of themselves, "and not from the consent of 
the Church. 

, In this definition there are six points to be noted: 
'First, it defines the me'aning of the well-known 

phrase, loque1ts ex cathedra; that is, speaking from the 
seat, or place, or with the authority of, the supreme 
.teach~r of all Christians, and binding the assent of the 
Universal Church. 

, Secondly, the subject-matter of his irifallible teach
ing; namely, the doctrine of faith and morals. 

'Thirdly, the efficient cause of Infallibility; that is, 
the Divine assistance promised to Peter, and in Peter 
to his successors. 

, Fourthly, the act to which this Divine assistance is 
attached; namely, the defining of doctrines of faith and 
morals. 

, Fifthly, the extension of this infallible authority 
to the limits of the doctrinal office of the Church. 

, Lastly, the dogmatic value of the definitions ~x 

cathedra,. namely, that they are in themselves irre
formable, because in themselves infallible, and not 
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because the Church, or any part or member of 'the 
,Church, should assent to them. ' 

, These six points contain the whole definition of 
Infallibility. 

'I. First, the definition limits the Infallibility of 
the Pontiff to the acts which emanate from him ex 
cathedra. This phrase, which has been long and com
monly used by theologians, has now, for the first time, 
been adopted into the terminology of the Church, and 
in adopting it the Vatican Council fixes its meaning. 
The Pontiff speaks ex cathedra when, and only when, 
he speaks as the Pastor and Doctor of all Christians. 
By this all acts of the Pontiff as a private person, or a 
private doctor, or as a local bishop, or as sovereign of 
a State, are excluded. 1 In all these acts the Pontiff 
may be subject to error. 'In one and one only capacity 
he is exempt from error; that is,' when, as teacher of 
the whole Church, he teaches the whole Church in 
things of faith and morals. 

'Our Lord declared" Super Cathedram Moysi sede
runt Scrib<e et Pharis<ei-the Scribes and Pharisees 
have sat in the chair of Moses." The seat or cathedra 
of Moses signifies the authority and the doctrine of 
Moses; the catht>dra Petri is in like manner the autho

1 Cardinal Sfondrati, writing in 1684, explained this truth as fol~ 
lows :-' The Pontiff does some things as man, some as prince, some 
as doctor, some as pope; that is, as head and foundation of the 
Church; and it is only to these (last-named) actions that we attribute 
the gif~ of Infallibility. The others we leave to his human condition. 
As, then, not every action of the Pope is papal, so not every action of 
the Pope enjoys the papal privilege. This. therefore, is to act as Pon
tiff, and to speak ~x (atnedr..l, which is not within the competency of 
any (other) doctor or bishop.'-Regltl~Saurdotium, lib. iii. sec. I. 
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rity and doctrine of Peter. The former was binding 
by Divine command, and under pain of sin, upon the 
people of God under the Old Law; the latter i~ binding 
by Divine command, and under pain of sin, upon the 
people' of" God under ~he New. 

, I need not here draw out the traditional use of the 
term cathedra Petri, which in St. Cyprian, St. Optatus, 
and St. Augustirte, is employed as synonymous with 
the successor of Peter, and is used to 'express the cen~ 

tre and test of Catholic unity. Ex cathedra is there
fore equivalent to c% cathedra Petri, and distinguishes 
those· acts of the successors of Peter which are done as 
supreme teacher of the whole Church.' 

'The value of this phrase is great, inasmuch as it 
excludes all cavil and equivocation as to the acts of 
the Pontiff in any other capacity than that of supreme 
Doctor of all Christians, and in any other subject~ 

matter than the matters of faith and morals.' 
'II. Secondly, the definition.limits the range, or, to 

speak exactly, the object of Infallibility, to the doc~ 

trine of faith and morals. 'It excludes, therefore, all 
other matter whatsoever. 

'The great commission or charter of the Church is, 
in the words of our Lord, " Go ye therefore and teach 
all nations .... teaching them t6 observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded 'you; and behold I am 
with you all days, even to the consummation of the 
world." 1 

, In these words are contained five points: 
, First, the perpetuity and universality of the mis

sion of the Church as (he teacher of mankind. 

1 St. Matt. 'txviii. 19. 29 
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" Secondly, the deposit of the Truth and of the Com
mandments, that is, of the Divine Faith and Law en
trusted to the Church. 

'Thirdly, the office orthe Church, as the sole inter
preter of the Faith and of the Law. 

, Fourthly, that it has the sole Divine jurisdiction 
existing upon earth, in matters of salvation, over the 
reason and the will of man. 

'Fifthly, that, in the discharge of this office, our 
Lord is with His Church always/and to the consum
mation of the world. 

'The doctrine of faith and the doctrine of morals 
nre here explicitly described. The Church is iufallible 
in this deposit of revelation.. 

, And in this depcsit are truths and morals both of 
the natural and of the supernatural order; 'for the reli
gious truths and morals of the natural order are taken 
up into the revelation of the order of grace, and form 
a part of the object of Infallibility. 

, The phrase, then, " faith and morals ". signifies the 
whole revelation of faith; the whole ,way of salvation 
through faith; or the whole supernatural order, with 
all that is essential to the sanctification and'salvation of 
man tllrough Jesus Christ. 

" This formula is variously expressed by the, Church 
and by theologians; but it always means one and the 

'same thing. 
'The Fourteenth CEcumenical Council of Lyons in 

1274says, U If any questions arise concerning faith, they 
.ave to be decided by the Roman Pontiff.'~ 1 

1 , Si qu~ subortre fuerint qurestiones de fide, suo (Le. Rom. Pont.) 
debent judicio definiri:-~ab1:l~,Conci/. tom; xiv. p. 512, Venice. 1731. 
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'" The Council of Trent uses the formula "In things 
~f faith and morals pertaining to the edification of Chris
tian doctrine." 1 

'The object of Infallibility, therefore, is the whole 
revealed Word of God; and all that is so in contact 
with revealed truth, that' without treating of it the 
Word of God could not be guarded, expourided, and 
defended. As, for instance, in declaring the Canon, 
and authenticity, and true interpretation of Holy Scrip
ture, and the like. - ' 

, Further, it is clear that the Church has an infallible 
guidance, not only in all matters that are re~ealed, but 
also in all matters which are opposed to revelation. 
For the Church could not discharge its office as the 
Teacher of all nations, unless it were able with'infallible 
certainty to proscribe doctrines at variance with the 
.Word of God. 

, From this, again, it follows that the direct object 
of Infallibility is the Revelation, or Word, of God; 
the indirect object is whatsoever is necessary for its 
exposition or defence, ~nd whatsoever is contrariant 
to the Word of God, that is, to faith and morals. The 
Church, having a. Divine office to condemn errors in 
faith and morals, has therefore an infallible assistance 
in discerning and proscribing false philosophies and 
false science.s 

1 C In rebus fidei et morom ad :edification'em doetrinre Christianre 
pertinentium.'-Sess. iv. De,ere!. de Edit. et Usu Sae. Lib. 

~ C Further, the Church, which, together with the Apostolic office 
of teaching, has received a charge to guard the deposit of faith, derives 
from God the right and the duty of proscribing false science, lest any 
should be deceived by philosophy and vain deceit (Coloss. ii. 8).'
~o1lStitu'io1Z 011 the Catholic Faith,' cl;1ap. iv. C Of Faith and Reason.' 
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, I will not here attempt to enumerate the subject 
matters which fall within the limits of the Infallibility 
of the Church. It belongs to the Church alone to de
termine the'limits of its own Infallibility. Hitherto it 
has not done so' except by' its acts, and from the prac
tice of the Church we may infer to what matter its in
fallible discernment extends. It is enough for the pre
sent to show two things :-

, Firstly, that the Infallibility of the Church extends, 
as we have seen, directly to the whole matter of re
vealed truth, and indirectly to all truths which, though 
not revealed, are in such contact with revelation that 
the dep'osit 'of faith and. morals cannot be guarded, ex
pounded, and defended without' an infallible discern.;. 
ment of such unrevealed truths. 

, Secondly, that this extension of the Infallibility of 
the Church is, by the unanimous teaching of all theolo
gians, at least theologically certain; and, in the judg
ment of the majority' of theologians, certain by the 
certainty of faith. 

'Such is the traditional doctrine respecting the In
fallibility of the Church in faith and morals. ,By the 
definition of the Vatican Council, what is traditionally 
believed by' all the faithful in respect to the Church is 
expressly declared of the Roman Pontiff. But the de
finition of the extent of that InfalIibility, and of the 
certainty on which it rests, in matters not revealed, has 
110t been treated as yet, but is left for the second part 
of the Schema de Ecclesia. 

, Again, the definition declares the efficient cause of 
Infallibility to be a Divine assistance promised to Peter 
an d in Peter to his successors. 
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C The explicit promise is that of our Divine Lord to 
Peter, "I have prayed for thee that thy faith fail 
not; and thou, being once converted, confirm .thy 
brethren." 1 

C The -implicit promise is in the words, cc On this 
rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it." I 

C The Divine assistance is therefore a charz"sma, a 
grace of the supernatural order, attached to the Pri
macy of Peter, which is perpetual in his successors. 

, I need hardly poirit out that between the charisma, 
or gratia gratis data, of Infallibility and the idea of 
impeccability there is no connection. I should not so 
much as notice it, if some had not strangely obscured 
the subject by introducing this confusion.. I should 
have thought that the gift of prophecy in Balaam and 
Caiaphas, to say nothing of the powers of the priest
hood, which are the' same in good and bad alike, 
would have .been enough to make such confusion 
impossible. ' 

C The preface to the Definition carefully lays down 
that Infallibility is not inspiration. 

'The Divine assistance by which the Pontiff are 
guarded from error, when as Pontiffs they teach in 
matters of faith and morals, contains no new revelation. 
I nspiration contained, not only assistance in writing, 
but sometimes the suggestion of truths' not otherwise 
known. The }>ontiffs are witnesses~ teachers,' and 
ju.dges of the revelation already given to the Church; 
and in guarding, expounding, and defending that reve-

St. Luke xxii. 32. 1I St. Matt. xl"i. IS. 
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lation, their witness, teaching, 'and judgment are by 
Divine assistance preserved from error.' 1 

I will now answer Mr. Gladstone's question-why 
the Definition was made. The Vatican Council, then, 
defined the Infallibility "of the Head of the Church, 
because, if it had failed to do so, the doctrinal authority 
of the Church would have been weakened throughout 
the world. Every mptive of worldly policy would have 
tempted the Council to' compromise, and to shrink from 
defining it; but the peremptory obligations of Divine 
Truth compelled it in defiance of all policy to define it. 
Necessity was laid upon the Council, and it could not 
recede. Universal doubt and scepticism are pervading 
men and nations: th~refore the Church de"fined the In
fallibility of its Head, ',vhich is the confirmation of its 
own. As a Divine witness, it declared his commission, 
and' the powers given for its exercise. The Vicar of 
Jesus Christ testified to the world, wearied with doubt 
and sick. with religious contentions, that the promise 
of his Master, 'He that heareth you heareth Me,' has 
not failed. The definition of the Infallible teaching of 
the Church by its Head affirms that there is still a: 
divine certainty of faith upon earth; and that, as God 
is the sole Fountain of all Truth, so the Church is the 
only channel of its 'conveyance and custody among 
men•.. No other policy prompted the Definition. And 
even though the combined hostility of Civil Powers, as 
we now 3ee it, had been heated sevenfold hot" before 
its eyes, the Council would not have swerved from de

1 Pdri Privilegium. part iii. pp. 56-60, 66, 78. 84- (Longmans 
t870.) 
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daring, 'whether politic or not, the truth delivered to 
'its charge. If I speak without hesitation, it is because 
I am able to speak of, that which I saw with my own 
''Yes, and heard \vith my own earS 

I hope I shall not violate· any confidence which 
ought to be'sacred, or any reserve the delicacy of which 
I fully recognise, in gOing on to state a fact of which I 
am able to give personal testimony. 

One day, during the' deliberations of the Council, 
when the pressure of Diplomatists, and Governments, 
and journals was at its highest, the Holy Father said, 
, I have just been warned that if the Council shall per
sist in' making this definition, the protection of the 
French army will be withdrawn.' After a pause he 
added, with great calmness, 'As if the unworthy Vicar 
of Jesus Christ could be swayed by such motives as 
these.' I can with perfect certainty affirm that' policy' 
had as little influence on the Council of the Vatican as 
it had on the Council of Nic<ea ; and that to ascribe 
the Definition to policy is as strange an aberration of 
judgment as to ascribe to the Definition the occupation 

'of Rome, or the Franco-German war to the Jesuits and 
to the 'Pope. When men say these things, can they 
believe them? 

It needs but little of the historic spirit to perceive 
that if the Vatican Council,. for such motives as these, 
ought to have abstained from defining the Infallibility 
of the Head of the Christian Church, the Council of 
Nic<ea ought also to have abstaineu from defining the 
HomoollsiOll. There was violence all round about it. 
There was the certainty of a schism. After the Coun
'cil eighty Bishops apostatised. They appealed, as all 
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heretics ever do, to the Civil Powers. The .A,rian 
Schism ,vas formed; it was proteCted by'Emperor after 
Emperor. Arianism became a State tool against the 
Catholic Church. It infectedConstaritiriople; it spread 
into Italy and Spain; if lasted, for cerituries. But 
where is it now? And where now is the Cre'ed of Ni
ccea? The Homoousion is at this day in the heart of 
the whole Church throughout the world. So will it be 
with the Council of the Vatican.' vVhat the Council 
of Florence implicitly declared, and the Council of 
Trent assumed as of faith, that the Council of the 
'Vatican explicitly defined.· It is very true that since 
the Council of Constance, that is, since the great 
schism of the' West, when the Civil powers of Europe, 
for a time, shook the visible unity of the Church by 
endeavouring to lessen the authority of its Head, the 
power of the Roman Pontiff has steadily consolidated 
itself.in the. intellect and the will of theChurch. vVhat 
was believed from the beginning has been now forced 
into explicit declaration. But while the Church has 
thus been more and more defining its faith with a 
Divine precision, the world has wandered off farther 
and farther into the wilderness of unbelief. The 
Council of Trent defined the particular 'doctrines 
denied by Luther's Reformation. But it did not 
deal with" the master.prillciple on which it rested. 
The chi~f character of the sixteenth century was the 
denial of the Divine authority of the Church, secured 
to it in virtue of a perpetual assistance of the Spirit 
of Truth. Three hundred years have unfolded the 
consequences of this denial. It is nearly complete in 
the rationalism and infidelity of Germany. The' Cen
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turia pr£erogativa' has a mournful privilege of prece
dence in the Comitia of unbelievers. It has run its 
course, too, in Switzerland; and I must add, with sad
ness, it is running its course in the widespread doubt 
which is undermining the Christianity of England. Day 
after day I hear the words, 'I wish I knew what to be
lieve, and why to believe anything:' and this from 
some of the noblest and most masculine natures, who 
recoil from the· incoherence and contradiction of teach
ers who gainsay· one another. But here is a subject on 
which I have no desire to enter. If I were asked to 
say what is the chief intellectual malady of England 
and of the world at this day, I should say, ubiquitous, 
universal doubt, an uncertainty which came in like a 
flood after the rejection of the Divine certainty of Faith. 
This uncertainty has already led multitudes to an en
tire rejection of Christianity; and they have not rested 
eyen in Deism. They have gone on to the rejection 
even of natural religion. They have nD certainty that 
they have a consci~nce, or a will, or ~ 'soul, or a law of 
morality, or that there iS'a God. ,Thre.e hundred years 
hence; when men look back 'upon the Council of the 
Vatican, as they now look back upon the Council of 
Trent-I will say even thirty years hence, when the 
noise and dust of the present conflict is laid,-they who 
have faith left in them will recognise the Divine guid
ance under which the Council of the Vatican declared 
the existence of God, with all the truths radiating from 
it. as resting upon the witness of the visible world; and 
also the Divine certainty of the Faith, as resting upon 
the witness of the Visible Church, and finding its per
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pet ual 'and infallible. expression in the voice of its Visi'
ble I-lead. ' 

But it is'now more than time to sum up w!lat I hope 
has been sufficiently proved. 

My first answer to the charge that the Vatican Coun.. 
cil has made it impossible for Catholics' to render a 
loyal Civil allegiance, is that the Vatican Council has not 
touched our civil allegiance at all; that the laws which 
govern our civil allegiance are as old..as the, revelation 
of Christianity, and are regulated by the Divine consti
tution of the Church and the immutable duties of natu
ral morality. ,We we're bound by all these 'obligations 
before the Vatican Council existed. They are of 
Divine institution, 'and are beyond all change, being in 
themselves unchangeable. I h~ve' shown, I hope, that 
in the conflicts of the' Civil Po\vers with the Church, the 
causes have arisen, not from acts of the Church, but 
from such acts as the Constitutions of Clarendon, the 
claim of Investitures, the creation of Royal Courts 
of final appeal, and the lik,e; that these in
vasions of the Spiritual domain ever have been 
from the attempts of Governments to subject 
the Church to their own jurisdiction; and now 
more than ever, from an universal and simultaneous 
conspiracy against it. A leader of this conspiracy said 
the other day, 'The net is now drawn so close about 
the Church of Rome that if it escape this time I will 
believe it to be Divine.' If God grant him life, I have 
hope of his conversion. For, that the Church of Rome 
will escape out of the net is certain, and that for two 
reasons: first, for the same reason why its Divine Head 
rose again from the grave-' it was not possible that 
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He should be holden by it;' 1 and next, because the 
Civil Governments, that are now conspiring against it, 
are preparing for their own dissolution. Finally, I 
have given the true and evident reason why, when 
some six hundred Bishops from the ends of the Church 
\vere gathered together, they defined the Infallibility 
of their Head-' Visum est Spiritui Sancto et 110bis.' 

1 Acts ii. 24. 
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CONCLUSION. 

AND ilOW there only remains for me the hardest and 
saddest part of the task, which has not been sought by 
me, but has been forced ·upon me. A few months ago 
I could not have believed that I should have ever 
written these pages. I have never written any with 
more pain, and none of them have cost me so much as 
that which I am about to write. 

Thus far I have endeavoured to confine myself to 
the subject-matter of l\ir. Gladstone's pamphlet; but 
before I end, I feel bound by an imperative duty to lay 
before him, in behalf of his Catholic fellow-country
men, the nature of the act which he has done. 

He has not only invited, but instigated Catholics to 
rise against. the Divine authority of the Catholic 
Church. He has endeavoured to create divisions 
among them~ If Mr. Gladstone does not believe the 
authority of the Catholic Church to be Divine, he 
knows that they do. 

If he thinks such a rising to be ' moral and men tal 
freedom,' he knows that they believe it to be what his 
own Litany calls' schism, heresy, and deadly sin.' If 
he believes· religious separations to be lawful, he knows 
that they believe them to be violations of the Divine 
law. I am compelled therefore to say that this is at 
least an act of signal rashness. 

No man has watched Mr. Gladstone's career as a 
statesman with a more generous and disinterested 
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good-will than I have. No one has more gladly appre 
dated his gifts; no one has more equitably interpreted 
certain acts of liis political life, nor has hailed his suc
cesses with greater joy. But when' he casts off the 
character of a statesman, for which he has shown so 
great capacity, to play the Ca~onist. and Theologian, 
for which he has here shown so little, and that with 
the intent of sowing discord and animosities among six 
millions of his fellow-countrymen-and, I must more
over add, with an indulgence of unchastened language 
r~lre1y to be equalled-I feel bound to say that he has 
been betrayed into an act for which I can find no ade
quate excuse. I must tell him that if he would incline 
the Cath~lics ,of the Empire to accept the ministries 
of his compassion, he must first purify his' style both 
of writing and of thinking. Catholics are not to be 
convinced or persuaded by such phrases as 't,he present 
perilou~ Pontificate ; ~,,' the Papal chair, its aiders and 
abettors;' 'the great hierarchi~ power and those who 
have egged it on;' 'the present degr~dation of the 
Episcopal order;' 'the sU,bserviency or pliability of 
the Council;' hideo~s mummies;' , head-quarters; ,l 

'the follies of Ecclesiastical power;' 'foreign arro
gance;' 'the myrmidons of the Apostolic Chamber;' 
'the foreign influence of a caste.' I ,transcribe these 
words from. his pages with repugnance; not, indeed, 
for our sake against whom they are levelled, but for 
the statesman who has thought them fitting. Mr. 
Gladstone can dq many ~hings; but he cannot do all 
things. He has a strong hand; but there is a bow 
which he cannot' bend. He has here tri~d his hahd at 
atask for which, without something more than mere 
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literary knowledge, even l1is varied gifts will not £uffic~ 

This ~xpostulation is, as I have already said', an at:t 
out of all harmony and proportion with a great states-
man's life. ' 

I have written these words with a painful con
straint; but, cost what it may, duty must be done, and 
I believe it to be my duty to record this judgment, in 
behalf of the Catholics of this country, on an act unjust 
in itself, and therefore not only barren of all good re.. 
suIt, but charged with grave public dangers. ; 

But, I cannot break off with a note so cheerless. 
If this Expostulation has cast down many hopes both 
of a public and a private kind, we cannot altogether 
regret its publication. If such mistrusts and miscon
ceptions existed in the minds of our fellow-subjects 
the sooner and the more openly they were made public 
the better. We are not content to be tolerated as 
suspect or dangerous pers9ns, or to be set at large 
upon good behaviour. We thank Mr.' Gladstone 
for gaining us the hearing which we have 'had before 
the public justice of our country ; and we are 
confident that his impeachment will 'be withdrawn. 
His own mind'is too large, too just, and too upright to 
refuse to llcknowledge an error, when he sees that he 
has been misled. It is also too clear and too accurate 
n~t to perceive that such is now the fact. I see in 
this the augury of a happier and more peaceful future 
than if this momentary conflict had never arisen. \Ve 
shall all understand' each other better. Our civil and 
religious peace at hom'e will be firmer by this trial. 

If the great German Empire shall only learn in 
time, thirteen millions ?f contented Catholic subjects. 
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reconciled as they still may be by a return of just laws, 
will give a support to its unity which nothing can 
shake. 

If Italy shall only come to see that the' Roman 
question' is, and for ever wfll be, a source of weakness, 
contention, and danger to its welfare; and, seeing this, 
shall solve it peacefully, as Italy alone can do, by un
doing its un-Catholic and therefore un-Italian policy, 
then its unity and independence will be secured by 
the spontaneou:; co-operation of a united people, 
gathered around the centre of all its Christian glories. 
Such a solution would then be consecrated by the 
highest sanctions of its faith. If wise counsels prevail, 
and wise friends of Italy shall gain its ear, it may be 
again what once it was, the foremost people in the 
Christian world. 

And, lastly, for ourselves, our world-wide Empire 
cannot turn back upon its path without disintegration. 
I t is bound together, not by material force, but by the 
moral bond of just laws and the glad consent of a 
free people. But justice and freedom cannot be put 
asunder. They flow from one source; they can be 
kept pure only by the· same stream. They have come 
down to us from our Christianity. Divided as we are, 
we are a Christian people still. By religious conflict 
our Christianity will waste away as a moth fretting a 
garment. By religious peace, all that is true, and wise, 
and just, and Christian, will be perpetually multiplied, 
binding indissolubly in one all men and all races of 
our Imperial Commonwealth. 





APPENDICES. 

APPENDIX A. 

INNOCENTIUS III. PRiELATIS PER FRAKCIAM: CONSTITUTIS. A.D. 1200. 

NOVIT Ille, qui nihil ignorat: et illfra. 
Non putet aliquis, quod jurisdictioncm illustris Regis Francorum 

perturbare, aut minuere intendamus, cum ipse jurisdictionem nostram 
nee velit, nec debeat impedire. Sed cum Dominus dicat in Evan
gelio, •Si peccaverit in te frater tuus, vade et corripe cum inter te ct 
ipsum solum: si te audierit, lucratus eris fratrem tuum; si te non 
audierit, adhibe tecum unum vel duos, ut in ore duorum vel trium 
testium stet omne verbum. Quod si te non audierit, die Ecclesire: 
si autem Ecclesiam non audierit, sit tibi sicut cthnicus et publica
nus. '1 Et Rex Anglim sit paratus sufficienter ostendere, quod Rex 
Francorum peccat in ipsum, et ipse circa eum in correctione processjt 
secundum regulam Evangelicam, et tandem quia nullo modo profecit, 
dixit Ecclesim. Quomodo nos, qui sumus ad regimen universalis 
Ecclesire superna dispositione vocati, mandatum divinum possumus 
non exaudire, ut non procedamus secundum formam ipsius? Nisi 
forsitan ipse coram nobis, vel Legato nostro, sufficientem in contra
rium rationem ostendat. NOll, enim illtendillllls judicare de feuda, rujus 
ad ipsum speclatjzedicizem: nisi forte jure communi per speciale privi
legium, vel contrariam consuetadinem aliquid sit detractum: si'd de
cernere de pNcato, cujus ad nos pcrtinet sine dubitatione ctlzsura, qu([m in 
quemlibet exercere possumus et dt'bemus. Cum enim non 
humanre constitutioni, sed divinm potius innitamur, quia potest:ls 
hostra non est ex homine, sed ex Deo, nullus qui sit same mentis 
ignorat, quin ad officium nostrum spectet de quocunque mortali pec
tato corripere quemlibet Christianum : et si correctionem contemp
serit, per districtionem ecclesiasticam coercere. Sed forsan dicetur, 

r 1 Mat,t, xviii. 15-17,' 
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quod aliter cum regibus et aliter clim aliis est agendum. Creterum 
scriptum novimus in lege divina: 'Ita magnum judicabis ut parvum ; 
nec erit apud te acceptio personarum: I-Corpus Juris Canonici, 
Deere!. Gregor. lib. ii. tit. i. cap. xiii. 

BONIFACIUS VIII., AD PERPETUAM REI MEMORIAM. A.D. 1302. 

Unam Sanctam Ecclesiam Catholicam et ipsam Apostolicam ur
gente fide credere cogimur et tenere. Nosque hanc firmiter credimus 
et simpliciter confitemur: extra quam nec salus est, nec rcmissio 
peccatorum, Sponso in Canticis proclamante, 'Una cst columba 
mea, perfecta mea: una est matri sure, electa genitriei sure: ':.I 
qure unum corpus mysticum reprresentat, cujus caput Christus, 
Christi vero Deus. In qua unus Dominus, una fides, unum bap
tisma.3 Una nempe fuit Diluvii tempore arca Noe, unam Ecclesiam 
prrefigurans, qure in uno cubito consummata,4 unum, Noe videlicet, 
gubernatorem habuit ct rectorem, extra quam omnis subsistentia 
super terram legimus fuisse deleta. Hanc autem veneramur et 
unicam; dicente Domino in Propheta, 'Erue a framea, Deus, animam 
meam et de manu canis unicam meam ; 'a pro anima enim, id est, pro 
seipso capite simul oravit et corpore: quod corpus unicam scilicet 
Ecclesiam nominavit, propter sponsi, fidei, sacramentorum et chari
tatis Ecclesire unitatem. Hrec est tunica ilIa Domini inconsutilis,6 
qure scissa non fuit sed sorte provenit. Igitur Ecclesire unius et 
unicre unum corpus, unum caput, non duo capita quasi monstrum, 
Christus videlicet, et Christi vicarius Petrus Petrique successor; 
dicente Domino ipsi Petro, ' Pasce oves meas,' 7 'meas,' inquit, et ge
neraliter non singulariter has vel illas, per quod commisisse sibi intel
ligitur universas. Sive ergo Grreci, sive alii se dicant Petro ejusque 
successoribus non esse commissos, fateantur necesse se de ovibus 
Christi non esse; dicente Domino in Joanne' unum ovile et uDieum 
esse pastore"?.' II In hac ejusque potestate duos esse gIadios, spiritu
alem videlicet et temporalem, Evangelicis dictis instruimur. Nam 
dicentibus Apostolis, 'Ecce gladii dllO hic,' 9 in Ecclesia scilicet, 
cum Apostoli loquerentur: n'on respondit Dominus nimis esse sed 
satis. Certe qui in potestate Petri temporalem gladium esse negat, 
male verbum attendit Domini proferentis, 'Converte gladium tuum 
in yaginam.'lO Uterque ergo est in potestate Ecclesire, spiritualis 

1 Deut. i. '17. :I Cant. vi. 8. 3 Eph. iv. 5. 4 Gen. vi. '16. 
6 Psalm xxi. 2'1. 8 Joann. xix. 23, 24. 7 Joann. xxi. '17. 
8Joann. x. 16. 9 Luc. xxii. 38. 10 Matt. xxvi. 52. 
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scilicet gladius et materialis. Sed is quidem pro Ecc1esia, ille vero 
ab Ecclesia exercendus. 111e sacerdotis, is manu regum et militum, 
sed ad nutum et patientiam sacerdotis. Oportet autcm gladium esse 
sub gladio et temporalem auctoritatem spirituali subjici potestati: 
nam cum dicat Apostolus, 'Non est potestas nisi a Deo, qure autcm 
sunt a Deo ordinata sunt: '1 non autem ordinata essent, nisi gladius 
esset sub giadio, ct tanquam inferior reduceretur per alium in su
prema. Nam secundum beatum Dionysium, lex divinitatis est, in
fima per media in suprema reduci. Non ergo secundum ordinem 
universi omnia reque ac immediate, sed infima per media et inferiora 
per superiora ad ordinem reducuntur. Spiritualem autem et dignitate 
et nobilitate terrenam quamlibet prrecellere potestatem, oportet tanto 
elarius nos fateri quanto spiritualia temporalia antecellunt. Quod 
etiam ex dccimarum datione, et benedictione, et sanctificatione, ex 
ipsius potestatis acceptione, ex ipsarum rerum gubernatione claris 
oculis intuemur. Nam verilate testante, spiritualis potestas terrenam 
potestatem instituere habet et judicare, si bona non fuerit, sic de Ec
elesia ct ccclesiastica potestate vcriticatur vaticinium Hieremire: 
, Ecce constitui to hodie super gentes et regna,' 2 et cretera qure sequ
untur. Ergo si deviat terrena potestas, judicabitur a potcstate spiri
tuali, sed si deviat spiritualis minor a suo superiori : si vera suprema, 
a solo Deo, non ab homine poterit judicari, testante Apostolo, 'Spiri
tualis homo judicat omnia, ipse autem a nemine ~judicatur:3 Est 
autem hrec auctoritas, etsi data sit homini ct exerceatur per hominem, 
non humana, sed potius divina, orc divino Petro data, sibique suis
que successoribus in ipso, quem confessus fuit petra firmata, dicente 
Domino ipsi Petro, ' Quodcunque ligavcris,'4 etc. Quicunque igitur 
huic potestati a Deo sic ordinatre 'resistit, Dei ordinationi resistit,li 
nisi duo sicut Manichreus fingat esse principia: quod falsum et 
hrereticum judicamus: quia testante Moyse, non in principiis, sed in 
principio crelum Deus c[eavit et terram.6 Porro subesse Romano 
Pontitici omni humanre creaturre declaramus, dicimus, detinimus et 
pronunciamus omnino eSSlit de necessitate salutis. 

Datum Laterani xiv kal. Decembris, pontificatus nostri anna 
octavo. 

Corpus Juris Canonici. Extra't'ag. C011l11lun. lib. i
De Majoritate et Obedientia, cap. i. 

\ Rom. xiii. I. 2 Hier. i. 10. 3 I Cor. ii. IS. 
4 Matt. xvi. 19. G~om. xiii. ~r S yen. i. I. 
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CLEMENTIS V. DIPLO~IA. A.D. 1300. 

Clemens Episcopus, etc. Ad perpetuam rei memoriam. 
:Meruit carissimi filii nostri Philippi regis Francorum iIlustris sin

CCf;E devotionis ad nos ct Ecclesiam Romanam integritas, et progeni
tJrum suorum prreclara merita mcruerunt, meruit insuper fida regni
calarum pietas, ae devotionis sinceritas, ut tam regnum quam regem 
bvorc bcncvolo prosequamur. Hine est quod nos dicto regi et regno 
per dcfiniti0nem seu declarationem bome memorire Bonifacii PP. 
VIII. prredecessoris nostri, qure incipit -Ullam sallclam, nullum vol. 
umU3 vel intendimus prrejudicium generari. Nee quod per iIlam 
rex, regnum, regnicolre prrelibati amplius Ecclesire sint subjecti quam 
antea existebant. Sed omnia intelIigantur in eadem esse statu quo 
cr:1.Ot ante definitionem prrefatam, tam quantum ad Ecclesiam quam 
ctiam quod regem et regnum superius nominatos. 

Datum Lugduni kalendis Februarii, pontifieatus nostri anno 
primo. 

Labbe, CO/zeilia, sub anTI. 1305, tom. xiv. p. 1374, 

cd. Yen. 1731. 

APPENDIX B. 

Extract from the Encyclical Letter of Gregory XVI. C Mirari Vos,' 
. August IS, 1832. 

As we have learned that certain writings spread abroad among the 
people publish doctrines which destroy the loyalty and submission 
due to p!ince~, and kindle everywhere the torch of civil discord, we 
have to take especial care that the nations may not be deceived 
thereby, and led away from the right path. Let all bear in mind, 
according to the words of the Apostle, that 'there is no power but 
from God, and those that are ordained of God; therefore he that Ie. 
sistcth the power resisteth the ordinance of God, and they that resist 
l?urc~lase to themselves damnation.' 1 

\Vherefore both divine and human laws cry out against those who, 
by b:l5~ly plotting civil discord and sedition, abandon their allegi. 
~mc~ to their princes and unite to drive them from their thrones. 

1 Rom. xiii. 20 
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For this reason, to avoid so·base a crime, it is a well-known fact 
that the first Christians, in the midst of persecutions, rendered meri
torious service to their Emperors and to the safety of the Empire. 
This they showed by the clearest proofs, not only in fulfilling with 
all loyalty and promptitude all that.was commanded them not con
trary to their religion, but by persevering therein even to shedding 
their blood in battle for them. 

, Christian soldiers,' says· St. Augustine, C served an unbelieving 
Emperor, but when the cause of Christ was in question, they ac
knowledged only Him who. is in Heaven. They distinguished be
tween the Eternal Lord and a temporal lord, and were nevertheless 
subject to the temporal for the sake of their Eternal Lord.' 1 

St. Maurice, the invincible martyr, the captain of the Theban Legion, 
had this before his eyes when, as St. Eucherius relates, he gave his 
answer to the Emperor :-' \Ve are your soldiers, 0 Emperor, but 
nevertheless, we are free to confess, th~ servants of God. • • • And 
now we are not· driven into. rebellion, even to save our lives, for here 
we have arms in our hands, and we do not fight, because we have the 
will to die rather than to slay.' 

This loyalty of the first Christians to their princes is the more con
spicuous if we consider with Tertullian, that Christians at that time 
, were not wanting in numbers and strength iftheyhad wished for open 
war. We are but of yesterday, and we are found everywhere among 
you, in your cities, islands, strongholds, towns, public places, in your 
camps, your tribes, your companies; in your palaces, your senate, and 
your forum. • • • For what warfare should we not have been able 
and willing, e.ven at great odds, who so readily offer ourselves to death, 
if our religion did not oblige us rather to die than to slay? • . . If 
we, so large a number as we are, had broken away from you and gone 
to some distant corrier of the world, the loss of so many citizens, even 
such as we are, would have put your empire to shame, nay, would have 
punished you by the very loss. Without doubt you would have been 
daunted in your solitude. . •". You would have asked over whom 
you were ruling: more· enemies would have been left than citizens: 
but now you have fewer enemies, owing to the number of Chris
tians.' ~ 

These luminous examples of immovable loyalty to princes, which 
necessarily followed from the holy precepts of the Chri~tian religion, 

1 St. August. in Psalm cxxiv. D. 7. 
~ Tc:rtutlian ,'n Apolog. cap. xxxvji. 



Appendices.. 

at once condemn the detestable pride and \vickedness of those who, 
boiling with unbridled lust for an inordinate liberty, are wholly en. 
gaged in destroying and tearing to pieces all the rights of princes in 
order to reduce the nations to slavery under pretence of liberty.-See 
Recucil des A.llocutions des Souverains Pontiles. Paris, Le Clere, 1865, 
PP· 165-6. 

APPENDIX C. 

For the accuracy of the following statement I have direct evi
dence: 

FOR several years past the Radical authorities of the Diocese of Basle 
have persecuted the Catholic Church, as they still continue to do. 
Formerly the persecution was carried into effect, partly by violence 
and partly by underhand means; but it was always specious and 
very injurious to religion. It was invariably carried on in the name 
of progress, liberty, and the welfare of the people, whom it pretended 
to free from the tyranny of the priesthood and the despotism of 
Rome. 

The Catholic populations were thus oppressed by the so-called 
omnipotence of the State, and, incredible as it would seem under a 
republican form of government, the State, or rather a few individuals 
acting in its name, supported by a non.Catholic majority, and hacked 
by the Radical element, have succeeded in monopolising power, and in 
maintaining themselve3 in it by terrorism and bribery for a length of 
years, assuming to themselves the functions of the Holy See -and the 
Episcopate, and so adding to their temporal rule the spiritual govern
ment of souls. Not only have they possessed themselves of the direc
tion of all public schools, and of the administration of all pious foun
dations, but they have destroyed all the monastic, capitular, and eccle
siastical institutions, claimed the right to regulate the parochial system, 
the preaching of the Gospel, catechising, confessions, first commu
nions of children, the celebration of public worship, processions, 
burials and benedictions: and even extended their jurisdiction-to ma
trimonial causes. More than this, by the Federal Constitution, which 
the recent revolutionary laws have just extended to the Catholic can
tons, contrary to the will of the populations as expressed by the vote 
of an immense majority, the State bas virtually and insidiously sup
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pressed the Catholic Church by the introduction of that article of the 
Federal Code by which the ecclesiastical jurisdiction is abolished. 
(Art. 58.) 

Finally, in five cantons of the Diocese of Basle, the Catholic popula
tions have lost all liberty of worship in a more or less degree. 

Since the Council of the Vatican more especially, the war against 
the Church has been waged with greater acrimony in the Diocese of 
BasIe, and since the victories of Prussia, our enemies have acted more 
openly. The five governments of Soleure, Argovie, Basle-Campagne, 
Berne, and Thurgovie have 'sent their delegates to an assembly call
ing itself a Diocesan Conference, composed not of ecclesiastics, but 
in great part of Protestants, and of lay-Catholics notoriously hostile 
to the Church. Such a body of course possessed no legal authority, 
but notwithstanding its patent incapacity, it committed, among many 
other illegal and unjust acts, that of pronouncing a sentence of depri
vation against the Bishop of Basle, on the 29th of January, 1873. The 
principal offence imputed to him was, that of having published the 
definition of Papal Infallibility in his diocese, and of having refused 
to withdraw the publication. Several minor accusations were brought 
against him; but it may be remarked that the authorities were unable 
to prove that he had violated a single law during the whole course of 
his episcopate. He was therefore deprived of his see solely because 
he had fulfilled the duties of a Catholic bishop, and because he would 
not separate himself from the Unity of the Holy See, by refusing to 
publish the decrees of the Vatican Council. 

Since the above attack on the liberties of the' Catholic populations; 
the Holy See, and the Church, a geries of laws favouring schism and 
apostasy have been passed by the five cantonal governments in ques
tion. They have forbidden the Bishop of Basle to exercise his epis
copal charge throughout the five cantons composing his diocese; and 
they have also forbidden the clergy to maintain any official relations 
with him, so that the faithful suffer grievous injury in their most sacred 
rights, and in their most urgent religious needs, in common with the 
whole Catholic priesthood, which has been punished in all the cantons 
for having protested against these unjust acts. 

But it is the Protestant Canton of Berne which has signalised it
self beyond all others by its despotism and its cruelty. It has sus
pended all the parish priests of the canton from their pastoral func
tions, and has since then deprived them, as well as all their curates, to 
the number of sixty-nine. It next pronounced sentence of exile on 
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the whole clergy, ninety in number, only excepting five or six aged 
priests, who were, however., forbidden to say m~ss save in their 0'\/.1 

rooms, or in any' way to exercise their'sacred ministry. The govCfi!.
ment then drove all the priests out of their churches and presbyteries, 
and confiscated all their benefices and revenues, so that they arc de. 
prived of all means of subsistence. Before the sentence of exile was 
carried out, many of them were- moreover punished by fine and im. 
prisonment. The Catholic laity has suffered there, and still has to 
suffer from every kind ofinjustice: fines, imprisonment, dismissal from 
public employment, are common occurrences, and men, women, nuns, 
and even childrenhave been imprisoned for their faith. 

There are, at the present moment, more than 60,000 Catholics in 
the Canton of' Berne, who are deprived, as far as State influence can 
effect it, of all religious help, whether in life or in death, the exiled 
priests of the Bernese Jura being arrested and cast into prison if dis
covered within the cantonal limits. . 

The immense majority of the people, however, remain firmly at
tached to their pastors. In many parishes not a s'chismatic is to be· 
found, and in others, containing a numerous population, the excep
tions are very few. In a word, the Catholics of the Bernese Jura main
tain their fidelity to the faith of their fathers, and the only partisans 
of the schism are apostates or persons long notoriously hostile to the 
Church. 

But the most revolting feature of the present persecution is that 
the Government of Berne has sought in every part of Europe foreign 
priests in order to replace the lawfully appointed clergy of the Jura. 
It has succeeded in finding a certain number of suspended or 
apostate priests, who have consented to act as the instruments of State 
persecution. During the fourteen months which have witnessed the 
exile of the sixty-nine faithful parish clergy, twenty-five strangers llave 
been brought to replace them. These men are of the worst moral 
antecedents. The government, notwithstanding, has imposed them on 
the parishioners, gives' them profuse.' supplies of money; makes ov~r 

the churches and presbyteries to them,' and supports' them in every 
way, while the native clergy are despoiled and exiled. 

The'Catholics of the Jura being thus deprived of their pastors, meet 
in farms or outllOuses for common worship; and yet'even this liberty 
is not always conceded to them•. It is only in profound secret they 
can receh'c the sacraments, or hear mass, and they even bury -their 
own deau without the ~ssistanceof a priest. It is thus that religious
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animosity, making common cause with Radicalism, tyrannises over its 
fellow-citizens, who commit no offence against the public peace, and 
who bear their proportionate share of the public burdens! 

By the course it has pursued the Government of Berne has violated 
the treaties and constitutions which protect Catholic liberties within 
the cantons. In order to give a colour oflegality to future persecutions, 
it has voted a new Ecclesiastical Constitution, expressly framed 
against the interests of the Catholic Church in Switzerland, and 
which it has imposed, against their will, on the Catholics of Berne by 
a preponderant non-Catholic majority. 

One consolation remains to us, namely, the fidelity of the entire 
body of clergy to the Catholic Church. They have freely chosen to 
lose all rather than betray the faith. 

In order to perpetuate the supply of schismatic or ' Old-Catholic' 
priests, the government has recently established a faculty oi theology 
in Bern~. It has br.ought professors from Germany, either Protestants 
or apostate priests, and has induced a small number of students to 
follow the courses, by paying them highly for their attendance. 

In Soleure, too, the Radical authorities carryon the same persecu
tion of the Catholics of the cantons. The government has succeeded 
in placing three schismatical priests in as many parishes. It has sup
pressed and confiscated the celebrated and ancient abbey of the Bene
dictines at Mariastein and the Chapters of Schrennenwerth and of the 
Bishopric of Basle at Soleure. In the other mixed cantons where the 
anti-Catholic Radicals are in a majority, the Catholics have much to 
suffer. 

The Diocese of BasIc includes seven cantons-viz. Solcure, 
Argo\7ie, Thurgovie, Basle-Campagne, Berne, Lucerne, and Zug. The 
two last-named cantons are Catholic, and possess a just government. 
In the other cantons the majority is Protestant. To these must be 
added the city of Basle and the canton of Schaffhausen, both of which 
form part of the same diocese. 

The Diocese of Basle comprises 430,000 Catholics-and 800,coo 
Protestants and other denominations. It contains 800 priests, only 
~(ven of whom have become Old Catholics. The so-called Diocesan 
Conference has pushed its pretensions to the point of prescribing what 
:,uthors are to be used by ecclesiastical ~tudents in the seminary! 
The bishop was not even free to appoint the superior and his assist
ants, but was obliged to obtain the' Placet' of the State for such no
minations, as well as for his Pastoral Letters. 





A LETTER
 
ADDRESSED TO 

His Grace the Duke ofNoifolk, 

ON OCCASION OF 

Mr. Gladstone's Recent Expostulation. 

BY 

JOHN HENRY NEWMAN, D.D., 

OF THE ORATORY. 

NEW YORK: 

THE CATHOLIC PUBLICATION SOCIETY, 

9 WARREN STREET. 





TO 

1-118 GRACE THE DUlCE OF NORFOLK, 

Hereditary -Earl Marshal of England, 

ETC., ETC• 

.... 

My DEAR DUKE OF NORFOLK: 

When I yielded to the earnest wish which you, to
gether with many pthers, urged upon me, that I sho,-!ld 
reply to Mr. Gladstone's recent Expostulation, a friend 
suggested that I ought to ask your Grace's permission 
to address my remarks to you. Not that for a moment 
he or I thought of implicating you, in any sense or 
measure, in a responsibility which is solely and entire
ly my own; but on a very serious occasion, when such 
heavy charges had been made against the Catholics of 
England by so powerful and so earnest an adversary, it 
seemed my duty, in meeting his challenge, to gain the 
support, if I could, of a name which is the special re
presentative and the fitting sample of a laity, as zealous 
for the Catholic religion as it is patriotic. , 

You consented with something of the reluctance 
which I had felt myself when called upon to write; for 

~ 
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it was hard to be summoned at any age, early or late, 
from a peaceful course of life and the duties of one's 
station, to a scene of war, Still, you consented; and, 
for myself, it is the compensation for a very unpleasant 
task, that I, who belong to a generation that is fast flit
ting away, am thus enabled, in what is likely to be my 
last publication, to associate myself with one, on many 
accounts so dear to me,-so full of young promise
whose career is before him. 

I deeply grieve that 1\1r. Gladstone has felt it his 
duty to speak with such extraordinary severity of our 
Religion and of ourselves. I consider he has committed 
himself to a representation of ecclesiastical documents 
which will not hold, and to a view of our position in 
the country which we have neither deserved nor can be 
patient under. None but the SclLOla Theologoru11l is 
competent to determine the force of Papal and Synodal 
utterances, and the exact interpretation of them' is a 
work of time. But so much may be safely said of the 
decrees which have lately been promulgated, and of the 
faithful who have received them, that Mr. Gladstone's 
account, both of them and of us, is neither trustworthy 
nor charitable. 

Yet not a little may be said in explanation of a step, 
which so many of his admirers and well-wishers de
plore. I own to a deep feeling, that Catholics may in 
good measure thank themselves, and no one else, for 
having alienated from them so religious a mind. There 
are those among us, as it must be confessed, who for 
years past have conducted themselves as if no responsi
bility attached to wild words and overbearing deeds; 
who have stated truths in the most paradoxical form, 
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and stretched principles till they were close upon snap
ping; and who at length, having done their best to set 
the house on fire, leave to others the task of putting 
out the flame. The English people are sufficiently 
sensitive of the claims of the Pope, without having 
them, as if in defiance, flourished in their faces. Those 
claims most certainly I am not going to deny; I have 
never denied them. I have no intention, now that I 
have to write upon them, to conceal any part of them. 
And I uphold them as heartily as I recognize my duty 
of loyalty to the constitution, the laws, and the gov
ernment of England. I see no inconsistency in my 
being at once a good Catholic and a good Englishman. 
Yet it is one thing to be able to satisfy myself as to 
my consistency, quite another to satisfy others; 
and, undisturbed as I am in my own conscience, 
I have great difficulties in the task before me. I have 
one difficulty to overcome in the present excitement of 
the public mind against our Religion, caused partly by 
the chro.nie extravagances of knots of Catholics here 
and there, partly by the vehement rhetoric which is the 
occasion of my writing to you. A worse difficulty lies 
in getting people, as they are comm011ly found, to put 
off the modes of speech and language which are usual 
with them, and to enter into scientific distinctions and 
traditionary rules of interpretation, which, as being new 
to them, appear evasive and unnatural. And a third 
difficulty, as I may call it, is this-that in so very wide 
a subject, opening so great a variety of questions, and 
of opinions upon them, while it will be simply necessary 
to take the objections made against us and our faith, 
one by one, readers may think me trifling.with their 
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patience, because they do not· find those points first 
dealt with, on which they lay most stress themselves. 

But I have said enough by way of preface; and 
without more delay turn to l\ir. Gladstone's pamphlet. 



§ I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

THE main question which 1\lr. Gladstone has started 
I consider to be this :-Can Catholics be trustworthy 
subjects of the State? has not a foreign Power a hold 
over their consciences such, that it may at any time be 
used to the serious perplexity and injury of the civil 
government under which they live? Not that Mr. 
Gladstone confines himself to these questi<;ms, for he 
goes out of his way, I am sorry to say, to taunt us ,vith 
our loss of mental and moral freedom, a vituperation 
which is not necessary for his purpose at all. He 
informs us too that we have" repudiated ancient his
tory," and are rejecting" modern thought," and that 
our Church has been "refurbishing her rusty tools," 
and has been lately aggravating, and is likely still more 
to aggravate, our state of bondage. I think it unwor
thy of Mr. Gladstone's high character thus to have 
inveighed against us; what intellectual manliness is 
left to us, according to him? yet his circle of acquaint
ance is too wide, and his knowledge of his countrymen 
on the other hand too accurate, for him not to know 
that he is bringing a great amount of odium and bad 
feeling upon excellent men, whose only offence is their 
religion. The more intense is the prejudice with 
which we are regarded by whole classes of men, the less 
is there of generosity in his pouring upon us superflu
ous reproaches. The graver the charge, which is the 
direct occasion of his writing against us, the more care
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ful should he be not to prejudice judge and jury to our 
disadvantage. No rhetoric is needed in England 
against an unfortunate Catholic at any time; but so 
little is Mr. Gladstone conscious of his treatment of us 
that in one place of his Pamphlet, strange as it may 
seem, he makes it his boast that he has been careful to 
" do nothing towards importing passion irito what is 
matter of pure argument," pp. 15, 16. I venture to 
think he will one day be sorry for what he has said. 

However, we must take things as we find them; 
and what I propose to do is this: to put aside, unless 
it comes directly in my way, his accusation against 
us of repudiating ancient history, rejecting modern 
thought, and renouncing our mental freedom, and to 
confine myself for the most part to what he principally 
insists upon, that Catholics, if they act consistently 
with their principles, cannot be loyal subjects. I shall 
not, however, omit notice of his attack upon our moral 
uprightness. 

The occasion and the grounds of Mr. Gladstone's 
impeachment of us, if I understand him, are as follows: 
-He was alarmed, as a statesman, ten years ago by the 
Pope's Encyclical of December 8, and by the Syllabus 
of Erroneous Propositions which, by the Pope's au
thority, accompanied its transmission to the bishops. 
Then came the Definitions of the Vatican Council in 
1870, upon the universal jurisdiction and doctrinal in~ 

fallibility of the Pope. And lastly, as the event which 
turned alarm into indignation, and into the duty of 
public remonstrance, " the Roman Catholic Prelacy of 
Ireland thought fit to procure the reject jon of" the 
Irish University Bill of February, 1873, " by the direct 
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influence which they exercised over a certain number 
of Irish Members of Parliament, etc.," p. 60. This 
step on the part of the bishops showed, if I understand 
him, the new and mischievous force which had been 
acquired at Rome by the late acts there, or at least 
left him at libertr, by causing his loss of power, to de
nounce it. "From that time forward the situation 
was changed," and an opening was made for a " broad 
political discussion" on the subject of the Catholic re
ligion and its professors, and "a debt to the country 
had to be disposed oC' That debt, if I am right, will 
be paid, if he can ascertain, on behalf of the country, 
that there is nothing fn the Catholic Religion to hinder 
its professors from being as loyal as other subjects of 
the State, and that the See of Rome cannot interfere 
with their civil duties so as to give the civil power 
trouble or alarm. The main ground on which he relies 
for the necessity of some such inquiry is, first, the text 
of the authoritative documents of 1864 and 1870; next, 
and still more, the allZ11lUS which they breathe, and the 
sustained aggressive spirit which they disclose; and, 
thirdly', the daring deed of aggression in 1873, when 
the Pope, acting (as it is alleged) upon the Irish Mem
bers of Parliament, succeeded in ousting from their seats 
a ministry who, beside~ past benefits, were at that very 
time doing for Irish Catholics, and therefore ousted for 
doing, a special service. 

Now, it would be preposterous and officious in me 
to put myself forward as champion for the Venerable 
Prelacy of Ireland, or to take upon myself the part of 
advocate and representative of the Holy See. "Non 
t~H fllP~iHQ " ; in nejther charact~r c;o~Jd ~ ~ol1le forward 
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without great presumption; not the least for this 
reason, because I cannot know the exact points which 
are really the gzst of the affront, which Mr. Gladstone 
conceives he has sustained, whether from the one 
quarter or from the other; yet in a question so nearly 
interesting myself as that February bill, which he 
brought into the House, in great sincerity and kindness, 
for the benefit of the Catholic University in Ireland, I 
may be allowed to say thus much-that 1, wI!o now 
have no official relation to the Irish Bishops, and am 
not in any sense in the counsels of Rome, felt at once, 
when I first saw the· outline of that bill, the greatest 
astonishment on reading one of its provisions, and a 
dread which painfully affected me, lest Mr. Gladstone 
perhaps was acting on an understanding with the Ca
tholic Prelacy. I did not gee how in honour they could 
accept it. It was possible, did the question come over 
again, to decide in favor of the Queen's Colleges, and 
to leave the project of a Catholic University alone. 
The Holy See might so have decided in 1847. But at 
or about that date, three rescripts had come from Rome 
in favor of a distinctively Catholic Institution; a Na
tional Council had decided in its favour; large offers of 
the Government had been rejected; great commotions 
had been caused in the political world, munificent con
tributions had been made, all on the sole principle that 
~atholic teaching was to be upheld in the country in
violate•. If, then, for the sake of a money grant, or 
pther secular fldv~ntage, this ground of principle was 
fleserted, and Cat4oli~ YO!1ths after all were allowed to 
attend the lectures of men qf no religion, or of the Pro
tes~ant7 ~h~ cqnte~t of thirty yeqfS ,yollid have been stul
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tified, and the Pope and the Bishops would seem to have 
been playing a game, while putting forward the plea 
of conscience and religious duty. I hoped that the 
clause in the Bill, which gave me such. uneasiness, 
could have been omitted from it; but, anyhow, it was 
an extreme relief to me when the papers announced 
that the Bishops had expressed their formal dissatis
faction with it. 

They determined to decline a gift laden with such 
a condition, and who can blame them for so doing? 
who can be surprised that they should now do what 
they did in 1847? what new move in ~olitics was it, if 
they so determined? what was there in it of a. fac
tious character? Is the Catholic Irish interest the 
only one which is not to be represented in the Hou.se 
of Commons? Why is not that interest as much a 
matter of right as any other? I fear to expose my 
own ignorance of Parliamentary rules and proceedings, 
but I had supposed that the railway interest, and what 
is called the publican interest, were very powerful there; 
in Scotland, too, I believe, a government has a formi
dable party to deal with; and, to revert to Ireland, there 
are the Home-rulers, who have objects in view quite 
distinct from, or contrary to, those of the Catholic 
hierarchy. As to the Pope, looking at the surface of 
things, there is nothing to suggest that he interfered, 
there was no necessity of interfere~ce, on so plain a 
point; and, when an act can be sufficiently accounted 
for without introducing an hypothetical cause, it is bad 
logic to introduce it. Speaking according to my lights, 
I altogether disbelieve the interposition of Rome in 
the matter. In the proc.eedings which they adopted, 



12 Introductory Remarks. 

the Bishops were only using civil rights, common to 
all, \vhich others also used and in their own way. 
Why might it not be their duty to promote the inte
rests of their religion by means of their political op
portunities? !.::> there no Exeter Hall interest? I 
thought it was a received theory of our Reformed 
Constitution that Members of Parliament were repre
sentatives, and in some sort delegates, of their consti
tuents, and that the strength of each interest was 
shown, and the course of the nation determilted, by 
the divisions in the House of Commons. I recollect 
the T£mcs intimating its regret, after one general elec
tion; that there was no English Catholic in the new 
House, on the ground that every class and party 
should be represented there. Surely the Catholic reli
gion has not a small party in Ireland; why then should 
it not have a corresponding number of exponents and 
defenders at Westminster? So clear does this seem to 
me, that I think there must be -some defect in my 
knowledge of facts to explain 1\1r. Gladstone's surprise 
and displeasure at the conduct of the Irish Prelacy in 
1873; yet I suspect none; and, if there be none, then 
his unreasonableness in this instance of Ireland' makes 
it not unlikely that he is unreasonable also in his 
judgment of the Encyclical, Syllabus, and. Vatican 
Decrees. 

However, the Bishops, I believe, not only opposed 
1\1r. Gladstone's bill, but, instead of it, they asked for 
some money grant towards the expenses of their U ni
versity. If so, their obvious argument was this-that 
Catholics formed the great majority of the population 
of Ireland, and it was not fair that the Protestant mi
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nority should have all that was bestowed in endow
ment or other\vise upon Education. To ,this the reply, 
I suppose, would be, that it was not Protestantism but 
liberal education that had the money, and that, if the' 
Bishops chose to give up their own principles and act 
as Liberals, they might have the benefit of it too. I 
am not concerned here with these arguments, but I 
wish to notice the position which the Bishops would 
occupy in urging such a request :-1 must not say that 
they were Irishmen first and Catholics afterwards, but 
I do say that in such a demand they spoke not simply 
as Catholic Bishops, but as the Bishops of a Catholic 
nation. They did not speak from any promptings of 
the Encyclical, Syllabus, or Vatican Decrees. They 
claimed as Irishmen a share in the endowments of the 
country; and has not -Ireland surely a right to speak 
in such a matter, and might not her Bishops fairly 
represent her? It seems to me a great mistake to 
think that everything that is done by the Irish Bish-' 
ops and clergy is done on an ecclesiastical motive; 
why not on a national? but if so, such acts have no
thing to do with Rome. I know well what simple 
firm faith the great body of the Irish people have, and 
how they put the Catholic Religion before anything 
else in the world. It is their comfort, their joy, their 
treasure. their boast, their compensation for a hundred 
worldly disadvantages; but who can deny that in poli
tics their conduct at times-nay, more than at times
has had a flavour rather of their nation than of their 
Church? Only in the last general election this was 
said, when they were so earnest for Home Rule. 
Why, then,-must Mr. Gladstone come down upon the 
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Catholic Religion, because the Irish love dearly the 
Green Island, and its interests? Ireland is not the 
only country in which politics, or patriotism, or party 
has been so closely associated with religion in the 
nation or a class, that it is difficult to say which of the 
various motive principles was uppermost. " The 
Puritan," says ~acaulay, "prostrated himself in the 
dust before his Maker, but he set his foot on the neck 
of his king." I am not accusing such a man of hy"po
crisy on account of this; having great wrongs, as he 
considered, both in religious and. temporal matters, and 
the authors of these distinct wrongs being the same 
persons, he did not nicely discr~minate between the 
acts which he did as a patriot and the acts which he 
did as a Puritan. And so as regards Irishmen, they 
do not, cannot, distinguish between their love of Ire
land and their love of religion; their patriotism is 
religious, and their religion is strongly tinctured with 
patriotism; and it is hard to recognize the abstract 
and· ideal Ultramontane, pure and simple, in the con
crete exhibition of him in flesh and blood as found in 
the polling booth or in his chapel. I do not see how 
the Pope can be. made ans\Ver~ble for him in any of 
his political acts during the last fifty years. 

This leads me to a subject, of which 1\1r. Gladstone 
makes a good deal in his Pamphlet. I will say of a great 
man, whOln he quotes, and for whose memory I have a 
great respect, I mean Bishop Doyle, that there was just 
a" little tinge of patriotism in the way in which, -on one 
occasion, he speaks of the Pope. I dare say any of us 
would have done the same, in the heat of a great 
struggle. for national liberty, for he said nothing but 
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what was' true and honest; I only mean that the ener
getic language which he used was not exactly such as 
would have suited the atmosphere of Rome. He says 
to Lord Liverpool, "vVe are taunted with the pro
ceedings of Popes.. What, my Lord, have we Catho
lics to do with the proceedings of Popes, or why should 
we be made accountable for them?" p. 27. Now, with 
some proceedings· of Popes, we Catholics have very' 
much to do indeed; but, if the context of his words is 
consulted, I m~ke no doubt it will be found that he 
was referring to certain proceedings of certain Popes, 
when he said that Catholics had no part or their re
sponsibility. Assuredly there are c~rtain acts of Popes 
in which no one would like to have part. Then, again, 
his words require some pious interpretation when he 
~ays that "the allegiance- due to the king and the 
allegiance due to the Pope, are as distinct and as 
divided in their nature as any two things can possibly 
be," p. 30. Yes, in their nature, in the abstract, but 
not in the particular case; for a heathen State might 
bid me throw incense upon the altar of Jupiter, and 
the Pope would bid me not to do so..'I venture to 
make the same remark on the Address of the Irish 
Bishops to their clergy and laity, quoted at p. 3I, and 
on the Declaration of the Vicars Apostolic in England, 
ibid. 

But I must not be supposed for an instant to mean, 
in what I have said, that the venerable men, to ,~~hom 
I have referred, were aware of any ambiguity either in 
such statements as the above, or in others which were 
denials of the Pope's infallibility. Indeed, one of them 
at an earlier date, 1793, Dr. Troy, Archbishop of Dub
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lin, had introduced into one of his Pastorals the sub
ject, which Mr. Gladstone considers they so summarily 
disposed of.. The Archbishop says :-" Many Catholics 
contend that the Pope, when teaching the universal 
Church, as their supreme visible head and pastor, as 
successor to St. Peter, and heir to the promises of 
special assistance made to him by Jesus Christ, is in
.fallible; and that his decrees and decisions in that 
capacity are to be respected as rules of faith, when they 
are dogmatical or confined to doctrinal points of faith 
and morals. Others deny this, and require the ex
pressed or tacit acquiescence of the Church, assembled 
or dispersed, to stamp infallibility on his dogmatical 
decrees. Until the Church shall decide upon this 
question of the Schools, either opinion may be adopted 
by individual Catholics, without any breach of Catho
lic communion or peace. The Catholics of Ireland 
have lately declared, that it is not an article of the 
Catholic faith; nor are they ~hereby required to be
lieve or profess that the Pope is infallible, without 
adopting or abjuring either of the recited opinions 
which are open to discussion, while the Church con
tinues silent about them." The Archbishop thus ad
dressed his flock, at the time when he was inform~ng 

them that the Pope had altered the oath which was 
taken by the Catholic Bishops. 

As to the language of the Bishops in 1826, we must 
recollect that at that time the clergy, both of Ireland 
and England, were educated in Gallican opinions. 
They took those opinions for granted, and they., 
thought, if they went so far as to ask themselves the 
question,.that the definition of Papal Infallibility was 
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simply impossible. Even among those at the Vatican 
Council, who themselves personally believed in it, I 
believe there were Bishops who, until the C!-ctual defi
nition had been passed, thought that· such a definition 
could not be made. Perhaps they would argue that, 
though the historical evidence was sufficient for their 
own personal conviction, it was not sufficiently clear of 
difficulties to make it safe to impose it on Catholics as 
a dogma. Much more would this be the feeling of the 
Bishops in 1826. "How," they would ask, "can it 
ever come to pass that a majority of our order should 
find it their duty to relinquish their prime prerogative, 
and to make the Church take the shape of a pure 
monarchy?" They would think its definition as much 
out of the question, as that, in twenty-five years after 
their time, there would be a hierarchy of thirteen Bi
shops in England, with a Cardinal for Archbishop. 

But, all this while, such modes of thinking were 
foreign altogether to the minds of the entourage, of the 
Holy See. Mr. Gladstone himself says, and the Duke 
of Wellington and Sir Robert Peel must have known 
it as well as he, "The Popes have kept up, with com
paratively little intermission, for well nigh a thousand 
years, their claim to dogmatic infallibility," p. 28. 
Then, if the Pope's claim to infallibility was so patent 
a fact, couid they ever suppose that he could be 
brought to admit that it was hopeless to turn that 
claim into a dogma? In truth, those ministers were 
very little interested in that question; as was said in a 
Petition or Declaration, signed among others by Dr. 
Troy, it was" immaterial in a political light ; " but, even 
if they thought it material, or if there were other 



18 I1ztroductory Remarks. 

questions they wanted to ask, why go to Bishop 
Doyle? If they wanted to obtain some real infor
mation about the probabilities of the future, why did 
they not go to headquarJers? Why did they potter 
about the halls of Universities in this matter of Papal 
exorbitances, or rely upon the pamphlets or examina
tions of Bishops whom they never asked for their 
credentials? \;Vhy not go at once to Rome? 

The reason is plain: it was a most notable instance, 
with a grave consequence, of what is a fixed tradition 
with us the English people, and a great embarrassment 
to every administration in their dealings with Catho
lics. I recollect, years ago, Dr. Griffiths, Vicar Apos
tolic of the London District, giving me an account of 
an interview he had with the late Lord Derby, then I 
suppose Colonial Secretary. I understood him' to say 
that Lord Derby was in perplexity at the time, on 
some West India matter, in which Catholics were con
cerned,. because he could not ·:find ·'their responsible 
representative. He wanted Dr. -Griffiths to undertake 
the office, and expressed something of disappointment 
when the Bisho.p felt obliged to decline it. A chronic 
malady has from time to time its paroxysms, and the 
history on which I am now engaged is a serious in
stance of it. I think it is impossible that the British 
government could have entered into formal negotia
tions with the Pope, without its transpiring in the 
course of them, and its becoming perfectly clear, that 
Rome could never be a party to such a pledge as Eng
land wanted, and that no pledge from Catholics was 
of any value to which Rome was not a party. 

But no; they persisted in an enterprise which was 



19 I1ztroductory Relnarks. 

hopeless in its first principle, for they thought to break 
the indi3soluble tie which bound together the head and 
the members,-and doubtless Rome felt the insult, 
though she might think it prudent not to notice it. 
France was not the keystone of the ecumenical power, 
though her Church was so great and so famous; nor 
could the hierarchy of Ireland, in spite of its fidelity to 
the Catholic faith, give any pledge of the future to the 
statesmen who required one; there was but one See, 
whose 'word was worth anything in the matter, " that 
church" (to use the language of the earliest of our 
Doctors) "to which the faithful all round about are 
bound to have recourse." Yet for three hundred 
years it has been the official rule with England to 
ignore the existence of the Pope, and to deal with 
Catholics in England, not as his children, but as 
sectaries of the Roman Catholic persuasion. Napo
leon said to his envoy, " Treat with the Pope as if he 
was master of 100,000 men." So ~learly did he, from 
mere: worldly sagacity, comprehend the Pope's place 
in the then state of European affairs, as to say that, 
" if the Pope had not existed, it would have been well 
to have created him for that occasion, as the Roman 
consuls created a dictator in difficult circumstances." 
(Alison's His!. ch. 35.) But we, in the instance of the 
greatest, the oldest power in Europe, a Church whose 
grandeur in past history demanded, one would think, 
some reverence in our treatment of her, the mother of 
English Christianity, who, whether her subsequent 
conduct had always been motherly or not, had been a 
true friend to us in the beginnings of our history, her 
we have not only renounced, but, to use a familiar 
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word, we have absolutely cut. Time has gone on and 
we have no relentings; to-day, as little as yesterday, 
~o we understand that pride was not made for man, 
nor the cuddling of resentments for a great people. I 
am entering into no theological question: I am speak
ing -all along of mere decent secular intercourse be
tween England and Rome. A hUlldred grievances 
would have been set right on their first uprising, had 
there been a frank diplomatic understanding between 
the two great powers; but, on· the contrary, even 
within the last few weeks, the present Ministry has 
destroyed any hope of a better state of things by 
withdrawing from the Vatican the make-shift channel 
of intercourse which had of late years been permitted 
there. 

The world's politics has its laws; and such abnormal 
courses as England has pursued have their Nemesis. 
An event has taken place which, alas, already makes 
itself felt in issues, unfortunate for English Catholics 
certainly, but also,· as I think, for our country. A 
great Council has been called; and, as England has 
for so long a time ignored Rome, Rome, I suppose, it 
must be said, has in turn ignored England. I do not 
mean of set purpose ignored, but as the natural conse
quence of our act. Bishops brought from the corners 
of the earth in 1870, what could they know of English 
blue books and" Parliamentary debates in the years 
1826 and- 1829? It was an extraordinary gathering, and 
its possibility, its purpose, and its issue, were alike 
marvellous, as depending on a coincidence of strange 
conditions, which, as might be said beforehand, never 
could take place. Such was the long reign of the 
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Pope, in itself a marvel, as being the sole exception to 
a recognized ecclesiastical tradition. Only a Pontiff so 
unfortunate, so revered, so largely loved, so popular 
even with Protestants, with such a prestige of long 
sovereignty, .with such claims on the -Bishops around 
him, both of age and of paternal gracious acts, only 
such a man could have harmonized and guided to the 
coilclusion, which he pointed out, an assembly so vari
ously composed. And, considering the state of theo
logical opinion seventy years before, not less marvel
lous was the concurrence of all but a few out of so 
many hundred Bishops in the theological judgment, so 
long desired at Rome; the protest made by some 
eighty or ninety, at the termination of the Council, 
against the proceedings of the vast majority lying, not 
against the truth of the doctrine then defined, but 
against its opportuneness. N or less to be noted is the 
neglect of the Catholic powers to send representatives 
to the Council, who might have laid before the Fathers 
its political bearings. For myself, I did not call it in
opportune, for times and seasons are known to God 
alone, and persecution may be as opportune, though 
not so pleasant as peace; nor; in accepting as a dogma 
what I had ever held as a truth, could I be doing vio
lence to any theological view or conclusion of my own; 
nor has the acceptance of it any logical or practical 
effect whatever, as I consider, in weakening my allegi
ance to Queen Victoria; but there are few Catholics, 
I think, who will not deeply regret, though no one be 
in fault, that the English and Irish Prelacies of 1826, 
did not foresee the possibility of the Synodal deter
minations of 1870, nor will they wonder that States
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men should feel themselves aggrieved, that stipula
tions, which they considered necessary for Catholic 
emancipation, should have been, as they may think, 
rudely cast to the winds. 

And now I must pass from the mere. accidents of 
the controversy to its essential points, and I cannot 
treat them to the satisfaction of 1\1r. Gladstone, unless 
I go back a great way, and be allowed to speak of the 
ancient Catholic Church. 



§ 2. THE ANCIENT CHUR<;H. 

When Mr. Gladstone accuses us of " repudiating 
ancient histor:y," he means the ancient history 'of the 
Church; also: I understand him to be viewing that his
tory under q, particular aspect. There are many aspects 
in which Christianity presents itself to us; for instance, 
the aspect.of social usefulness, or of devotion, or again 
of theology; but, though he in. one place glances at the 
last of these aspects, his own view of it is its relation 
towards the civil power. He writes" as one of the 
world at large;" as a " layman who has spent most and 
the best years of his life in the observation and practice 
of politics; " p. 7, and, as a statesman, he naturally 
looks at the Church on its political side. Accordingly, 
in his title-page, in which he professes to be expostulat
ing with us for ac~epting the Vatican Decrees, he does 
so, not for any reason whatever, but because of their 
incompatibility with our civil al,legiance. This is the 
key-note of his impeachment of us. As a public man, 
he has only to do with the public action and effect of 
our Religion, its aspect upon national affairs, on our 
civil duties, on our fC?reign interests; and he tells us 
that our Religion has a bearing and behaviour towards 
the State utterly unlike that of ancient Christianity, so 
unlike that we may be said to repudiate what Christian
ity was in its first centuries, so unlike to what it was 
then,_ that we have actually forfeited the proud boast 
of being" Ever one and the same; It unlike, I say, in 

2) 
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this, that our action is so antagonistic to the State's 
action, and our claims so menacing to civil peace and 
prosperity. Indeed! then I suppose our Lord and His 
Apostles, that St. Ignatius of Antioch, and St. Poly
carp ofSmyrna, and St. Cyprian of Carthage,-and St. 
Laurence of Rome, that St. Alexander and St. Paul of 
Constantinople, that St. Ambrose of Milan, that Popes 
Leo, John, Sylverian, Gregory, and Martin, all mem
bers of the" undivided Church," cared supremely, and 
laboured successfully, to cultivate peaceful relations 
with the government of Rome. They had no doctrines 
and precepts, no rules' of life, no isolation and aggres
siveness, which caused them to be consid-ered, in spite 
of themselves, the enemies of the human race ! ~1ay 

I not, without disrespect, submit to Mr. Gladstone that 
this is very paradoxical? Surely it is our fidelity to 
the history of our forefathers, and not its repudiation, 
which 1\'1r. Gladstone dislikes in us: When, indeed, 
was it in ancient times that the State did not show 
jealousy of the Church? Was it when Decius and 
DiocIesian slaughtered their thousands who had ab
jured the religion of old Rome? or, ,vas it when Atha
nasius was banished to Treves? or when Basil, on the 
Imperial Prefect's crying out, "Never before did any 
man make so free with me," answered, " Perhaps you 
never before fell in with a Bishop?" or when Chrysos
tom was sent off to Cucusus, to be worried to death by 
an Empress? Go through the long annals of Church 
History, century after century, and say, was there ever 
a time when her Bishops, and notably the Bishop of 
Rome, were slow to give their testimony in behalf of 
the moral and revealed law and to suffer for their obe
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dience fo it, or forgot that they had -a message to deli-: 
ver to" the world? not the task merely of administering 
spiritual consolation,or oCmaking the sick-bed easy, or 
of training up good members of society, and of" serv
ing tables," (though all this was included in their rang~ 

of duty); but specially and directly to deliver a mes
sage to the world, a definite message to high and low, 
from the world's l\iaker, whether men would hear or 
whether they would forbear? The history surely of 
the Churdl in all past times, ancient as well as medie
val, is the very embodiment of that tradition of Apos~ 

tolical independence and freedom of speech which in 
the eyes of man is her great offence now. 

Nay, that independence, I may say, is even one of 
her Notes or credentials; for where shall we find it ex
cept in the Catholic:Church? "1 spoke of Thy testi-:
monies," says the Psalmist/' even before kings, and I was 
not ashamed." This verse, I think Dr. Arnold used to 
say, rose up in judgment against the Anglican Church, 
in spite of its real excellences. "As to the Oriental 
Churches, everyone knows in what bondage they lie, 
whether they are under the rule of the Czar or of the 
Sultan. Such is the actual fact that, whereas it is the 
very mission of Christianity to bear. witness to the 
Creed~ and· Ten COITunandments in a ,world which. is 
averse to them, Rome.- is now the. :one. fai~hful repre
sentative, and thereby is heir and successor' of that 
fi·eespoken: dauntless Church of old, wno=,e .traditions 
Mr. Gladstone says the said Rome has repudiated. 

I have one thing moreto say on the subject of the 
qsemper eadem." In truth, this "fidelity to the andent 
Christian" system; .seeri in modern Rome, ,-vas the lumi
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nous fact which more than any other turned mcn'i 
minds at Oxford forty years ago to look towards her 
with reverence, interest, and love. It affected indi
vidual minds variously, of course; some it everi brought 
on eventually to conversion, others it only restrained 
from active opposition to her claims; but no one could 
read the Fathers, and determine to be their disciple, 
without feeling that Rome, like a faithful steward, had 
kept in fulness and in vigour what his own communion 
had let drop. Tlie Tracts for the Times were founded 
on a deadly antagonism to what in these last centuries 
has been called Erastianism or Ccesarism. Their wri
ters considered the Church to be a divine creation, 
"not of men,neither by man, but by Jesus Christ," 
the .A.rk of Salvation, the Oracle of Truth, the Bride of 
Chri~t, with a' message to all men everywhere, and a 
claim on their ,love and obedience; and, in relation to 
the civil power, the object of that promise of the J ew
ish prophets, "Behold, I will lift up My Hand to the 
Gentiles, and will se.t up My standard to the peoples, 
kings and their queens shall bow down to thee with 
their face toward the earth, and they shall lick up the 
dust of thy feet." No Ultramontane (so called) could 
go beyond those writers in the accoun't which they 
gave of her from the Prophets, and that high notion is 
recorded beyond mistake in a thousand passages of 
their writing5. 

There is a fine passage of lV1r. Keble's in the British 
Critic, in animadversion upon a contemporary reviewer. 
Mr. Hurrell Froude, speaking of the Church of Eng
land, had said that" she was' united' to the State as 
Israel to Egypt." This sh~cked the reviewer in q ues
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tion, who exclaimed in consequence, "The Church is 
1/ot united to the State as Israel to Egypt; it is united 
as a believing wife to a husband who threatened to 
apostatize; and as a Christian wife so placed would act 
.. clinging to the connection .. so the Church must 
struggle even now, and save, not herself, but the State, 
fWill the crime of a divorce." On this :Mr. Keble says, 
"We had thought that the Spouse of the Church was 
a very different Person from any or all States, and her 
relation to the State through Him very unlike tllat of 
hers, wllOse duties are summed up in' love, service, 
cherishing, and obedience.' And since the one is exclu
sively of this world, the other essentially of the eterqal 
world, stick all Alliance as the above sentence describes, 
would have seemed to us, 1/Ot only fatal, but mon
strollS! " * And he quotes the lines,

• Mortua quinetiam jungebat corpora vivis, 
Componens manibusque manus, atque oribus ora: 
Tormenti genus. " 

It was this same conviction that the Church "had rights 
which the State could not touch, and was prone to ig
nore, and which in c.onsequence were the occasion of 
great troubles between the two, that 'led Mr. Froude at 
the beginning of the movement to translate the letters 
of St. Thomas Becket, and Mr. Bowden to write the 
Life of Hildebrand. As to myself, I will but refer, as 
to one out of many passages with the same drift, in 
the books and tracts which I published at that time, to 
my Whit-l\10nday and Whit-Tuesday Sermons. 

* Review.of Gladstone's" The State ill its Relations with the Church," 
October, 1839. 
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I believe a large n'ilmber of members of the Church 
of England at this time are faithful to the doctrine 
which was proclaimed within its pale in 1833, and fol
lowing years; the main difference between them and 
Catholics being, not as to the existence of certain high 
prerogatives and ~piritual powers in the Christian 
Church, but that the powers which we give to the Holy 
See, they lodge in her Bishops and Priests, whether as 
a body or individually. Of course, this is a very im
portant difference, but it does nqt enter into my argu
ment here. It does seem to me preposterous to charge 
the Catholic Church of to-day with repudiating ancient 
history by certain political acts of hers, and thereby 
losing her identity, when it was her very likeness in 
political action to the Church of the first centuries, that 
has in our time attracted even to her communion, or at 
least to her teaching, not a few educated men, who 
made qlose first centuries their special model. 

~ut-I have more to ?ay on ~h~s subject, perhaps too 
much, when I go on, as I now do, to contemplate the 
~hristian Church, when persecution was exchanged for 
esta~lishment, and her enemies became her children~ 

As she resisted and defied her persecutors, so she ruled 
her convert people. And surely this was but natural, 
and will startle-those orily·to whom the subjectis new~ 

If the Church is independent of the State, so far as she 
is a messenger from -God, -therefore, 'should the State, 
\vith its high officials and its subject masses, come into 
her communion, it is plain that they must at once 
change hostility into submission. There was no 
middle term; either they must deny her claim to 
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divinity or humble themselves before it,-that is, as fat 
as the domain of religion extends, and that domain is 
a wide one. They could not place God and man on 
one level. vVe see this principle carried out among 
ourselves in all sects every day, though with greater or 
less exactness of application-~ according to the super
natural power which they ascribe to their ministers or 
clergy. It is a sentimentoLnature, which anticipates 
the inspired command, H Obey them that have the rule 
over yOll, and submit yourselves, for they watch for 
your souls~" 

As regards the Roman Emperors, immediately ~:>n 

their becoming Christians, their exaltation of th~ 
hierarchy was in proportion to its abject condition in 
the heathen period. Grateful converts felt that they 
could not do too much in its honour ~nd", servic'e. 
Emperors bowed the head before the Bishops, kissed 
their hands and asked their blessing.vVhen Constan
tine entered into the presence of the assembled Prelates 
at Nic~a, his eyes fell, the colour mounted up into his 
chee.k, and his mien was that of a suppliant; he would 
not sit" till the Bishops bade him, and he kissed the 
wounds of the Confessors. He set the example for the 
successors of his power, nor did the Bishops decline 
such honours. Emperors' wives served them at table; 
when they did wrong, th@)' did penance and asked for
giveness. When they quarrelled with them, and would 
banish them, their hand trembled when they came to 
sign the order, and refused· to do its office, and after 
various attempts they gave up tl~eir purpose. Sol
diers raised to sovereignty a3ked their recognition and 
were refused it. Cities under hnperial displeasure 
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sought their intervention, and the master of thirty 
legions found himself powerless to withstand the 
feeble voice of some aged travel-stained stranger. 

Laws were passed in favour of the Church; Bishops 
could only be judged by Bishops, and the causes of 
their clergy were withdrawn from the secular courts. 
Their sentence was final, as if it were the Emperor's 
own, and the governors of provinces were bound to 
put it in execution. Litigants every\vhere were allow
ed the liberty of referring their cause to the tribunal 
of the Bishops, who, besides, became arbitrators on a 
large scale in private quarrels; and the public, even 
heathens, wished it so. St. Ambrose was sometimes so 
taken up with business of this sort, that he had time 
for nothing else; St. Austin and Theodoret both com
plain of the weight of such secular engagements, as 
forced upon them by the .importunity of the people. 
Nor was this all; the Emperors showed their belief in 
the divinity of the Church and of its creed by acts of 
what we should now call persecution. Jews were for
bidden to proselytize a Christian; Christians were for
bidden to become pagans; pagan rites were abolished, 
the books of heretics and infidels were burned whole
sale; their chapels were razed to the ground, and even 
their private meetings were made illegal. 

These characteristics o(the convert Empire were the 
immediate. some of them the logical, consequences, of 
its new faith. Had not the Emperors honoured Christi
anity in its ministers and in its precepts, they would 
not properly .have deserved the name of converts. 
Nor was it unreasonable in litigants voluntarily to fre~ 

quent the episcopal tribunals, if they got justice done 
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to them there better than in the civil courts. As to 
the prohibition of heretical meetings, I cannot get my
self quite to believe that Pagans, Marcionites, and 
Manichees had much tenderness of conscience in their 
religious profession, or were wounded seriously by the 
Imperial rescript to their disadvantage. Many of these 
sects were of a most immoral character, whether in 
doctrine or practice; others were forms of witchcraft; 
often they were little better than paganism. The 
Novatians certainly stand on higher ground; but on 
the whole, it would be most unjust to class such wild, 
impure, inhuman rites with even the most extravagant 
and grotesque of American sectaries now. They could 
entertain no bitter feeling that injustice was done them 
in their repression. They did not make free thought 
or private judgment their 'yatch words. The popula
tions of the Empire did not rise in revolt when its 
religion was changed. There were two };>road condi
tions which accompanied the grant of all this ecclesias
tical power and privilege, and made the· exercise of it 
possible; first, that the people consented to it, se
condly, that it was enforced by the law of the Empire. 
High and low opened the door to it. The Church of 
course would say that such prerogatives were rightfully 
hers, as being at least congruous grants made to her, 
on the part of the State, in return for the benefits 
which she bestowed upon it. It was her right t6 de
mand them, and the State's duty to concede them. 
This seems to have been the basis of the new state of 
society. And in fact these prerogatives were in force 
and in exercise all through those troublous centuries 
which followed the break-up of the Imperial sway: 
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and, though theha'ndling of thematlength fellinto-the. 
hands of one see exclusiv~ly (on which I shall remark 
presently), the see, of Peter,yet" the substance and 
character of these prerogatives, and the Church~s claim, 
to possess them, remained untouched.' The change in. 
the internal allocation of po\ver did not affect the ex-, 
istence and the use of the power it~elf. . 

Ranke, speaking,ofthis ,development of ecclesiasti:;. 
cal supremacy upon the conversion of the Empire, re-. 
marks'as follows: 

"It appears to me that this was the result of an in~ 

ternal necessity. The rise of Christianity involved the 
liberation df religion from all political elements. From, 
this follolved the growth of a distinct ecclesiastical class 
with a peculiar constitution. In this separation of the 
Church from the State 'consists, perhaps, the greatest, 
the most pervadilig and influential peculiarity of all 
Christian times. The spiritual and secular powers may 
come into' near contact, may even stand in the dosest 
community; but they can be -thoroughly incorporated 
only at rare conjunctures and for a short period. Their 
mutual relations, 'their position with regard to each 
other, form, from .this time forward, one of the most 
important considerations in all history."-The Rpes) 
voL i., p. 10, transl.,



§ 3. THE PAPAL CHURCH. 

Now we. come to the distinctive doctrine of the 
Catholic Religion; the doctrine which separates us from 
all other denominations of Christians however near 
they may'approach to us in other respects, the claims 
of the see of Rome, which have given, occasion to Mr. 
Gladstone's Pamphlet and to the remarks which I am, 
now making' upon it. Of those rights; prerogatives, 
privileges, and duties, which I have been surv.eying in 
the ancient Church; the Pope is the~heir. I shall dwell 
now upon this point, as far, as' it is to my purpose to do 
sO,not treating it theologically (else I must define and 
prove from Scripture and the Fathers the H Primatus 
jure divino Romani -'Pontificis ")'. but historically~ be~ 
cause Mr. Glads,tone ,appeals to history.., Instead of 
treating it theologically I .wish to look ,~ith (as it \vere) 
secular, or even non-Catholic eyes at the powers claini
ed during the last thousand years by the" Pope.,...-that· iSj 
only as t.hey lie in the nature of the case, andin·the 
surface of the facts which come before us in history. 

I. I say then the Pope is the 'heir of the Ecumeni
.cal Hierarchy of the fourth century, as being, what I 
may call, heir by default. Noone else chiimsorexer
cises its rights or its duties. Is it possible 10 consider 
the Patriarch of Mos~ow or, of .Constantinople, heir to 
the historical pretensions of St. Ambrose or St. Martin? 
Does any Anglican: Bishop. for the last 300 years recall 
to our minds the image. 'of St~ Basil? Well, then, has 
all that ecclesi,:lstical power, ,which .makes such a show 
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in the Christian Empire, simply vanished, Of, if not, 
where is it to be found? I wish Protestants would 
throw themselves into our minds upon this point; I am 
not holding an. argument with them; I am only wish
ing them to understand where we stand and how we 
look at things. There is this great difference of belief 
between us and them: they do not believe that Christ 
set up a visible society, or rather kingdom, for the pro
pagation and maintenance of His religion, for a neces
sary home and refuge of His people; but we do. We 
know the kingdom is still on earth: where is it? If all 
that can be found of it is what can be discerned at 
Constantin~pleor Canterbury, I say, it has disappeared; 
and either there was a radical corruption of Christian
ity from the first, or Christianity came to an end, in 
proportion as the type of the Nicene. Church faded out 
of the world: for all that we know of Christianity, in 
ancient history, as a concrete fact, is the Church of 
Athanasius and his fellows: it is nothing else histori
cally but that bundle of phenomena, that combination 
of claims, prerogatives, and corresponding acts, some 
of which I have recounted above. There is no help 
for it; we cannot take as much as we please, and no 
more, of an institution which has a monadic existence. 
We must either give up the belief in the Church as a 
divine institution altogether, or we must recognize it in 
that communion of which the Pope is the head: \Vith 
him alone and round about him are found the claims, 
the prerogatives, and duties which we identify with the 
kingdom set up by Cluist. We must take things as 
they are; to believe in a C~urch, is to believe in the 
Pope. And thus this belief in the Pope and his attri
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butes, which seems so monstrous to Protestants, is 
bound up with our being Catholics at all; as our Cath
olicism is with our Christianity. There is nothing then 
of wanton opposition to the powers that be, no dinning 
of novelties in their startled ears in what is often un
justly called Ultramontane doctrine; there is no per
nicious servility to the. Pope' in our admission of his 
pretensions. I say, we cannot help ourselves-Parlia
ment may deal as harshly with us as it will; we should 
not believe in the Church at all, unless we believed in 
its visible head. < 

So it is; the course of ages has fulfilled the pro
phecy and promise, "Thou art Peter, and upon this 
rock I will build My Church; and whatsoever thou 
shalt bind on earth, shall be bound in heaven, and 
whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth sheill be loosed in 
heaven." That which in sUDstance was possessed by 
the Nicene Hierarchy, that the Pope claims now. I 
do not wish to put difficulties in my way; but]; cannot 
conceal or smooth over what I believe to be a simple 
truth, though the avowal of it will be very unwelcome 
to Protestants, and, as I fear, to some Catholics. How
ever, I do not call upon another to believe all that I 
believe on the subject myself. I declare it, as my own 
judgment, that the prerogatives, such as, and, in the 
way in which, I have described them in substance, 
which the Church ha~ under the Roman Power, those 
she claims now, and never, never will relinquish; claims 
them, not as having received them from a dead Em
pire, but partly by the direct endowment of her Divine 
lVlaster, and partly as being a legitimate outcome of 
that endowment? <;l~im? them~ b4t 110t ~xcept from 
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Catholic populations, not as if accounting' the, 'more 
sublime of them to be of every-day use" but holding 
theni as' a protection or remedy in great emergencies 
or on supreme occasions, when nothing else will serve, 
as extraordinary and solemn acts of her religious sove.. 
reignty. "'And our Lord, seeing what would be brought 
about by'lniman means, even had He not willed it, and 
recognizing, from t~le laws which He Himself had im-:
posed, upon human society, that no large 'community 
could be strong which had no head, spoke the word in 
the beginning, as he did to Judah, " Thou art he'whom 
thy brethren shall praise," and then left it to the course 
of events to fulfil it. 

2.lVlr. Gladstone ought to have chosen another 
issue for attack upon us, than the Pop'e's power. His 
real difficulty lies deeper; as little permission as he 
allows to the Pope, would he allow to any ecclesiastic 
who', would wield the weapons of St. Ambrose and St. 
Augustine. That concentration of the Church's powers 
which history brings before us should not be the object 
of his special indignation. It is not the existence of a 
Pope, but of a Church, which is his aversion. It is the 
powers, and not their distribution and allocation i:1 the 
ecclesiastical body which he writes against. A triangle 
pr parallelogram is the same in its substance and na
ture, whichever side is made its base.' "The Pontiffs,"· 
says 1\1r. Bowden, who writes as an Anglican, " exalted 
to the kingly throne of St. Peter, did not so much 
claim new privileges f01" themselves, as deprive their 
episcopal brethren of 'privileges originally common to 
the hierarchy. Even the titles by which those auto~ 
.cratical prelates, in Jhe ,plenitude"of .thdr pQwer, de: 
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ligl~ted to style themselves,':Summus' Sacerdos,' ':Pon-. 
tifex Maximus,' 'Vicarius Christi,' ',Papa' itself, had, 
nearer to the primitive times, been the h~nourable ap
pellations o'f every Bishop; as "S,edes Apostolica n 

had been the description of every Bi~hop's throne. The 
ascription of these titles, therefore, to tl1e Pope only gav~ 

to the terms new force, becau~e that'Cl:scriptioll becam~ 

exclusive; because, that is"thebishops ,il?-: ge.neral were 
stripped of honours, to which their claims were as ,yell 
founded as those-of their Roman brother, who became, 
by the change, l~Ot so strictly u'niversal as sole Bishop.'~ 
{Greg. vii. vol. i. p. 64.) , 

Say that the Christian polity renlained, ~s histo~y 
repr~sents it to us in the fourth cen'tury,"or"t"hat nmv:
it was, if that was possible, to revert to such.a state, 
would politicians have less trouble with 1;800 centres 
of power than they have with one? , Instead of one~ 
with traditionary rules, the trammels of treaties and 
engagements, pJlblic opinion to consult and ~nanage, 
the responsibility of great interests, and the guarantee 
for his behaviour in his temporal possessions, there 
would be a legion of ecclesiastics, each bishop with his 
following, each independent of the others, each with 
his own' views, each with extraordinary powers, each 
with the risk of misusing them, all over, Christendom. 
I t would be the Anglican theory, made real. It would 
be an ecclesiastical .communism; and, if it did not 
benefit religion, at least it would not. benefit the civil 
power. ' Take a small illustration :-what interruption 
at this time to Parliamentary proce~dings, does a small 
zealous party occasion, which its enemies call a " mere 
·~~1:~~~1.1 ~f cle~gy.;. n and. why? 'Because its membe,r:, 
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are responsible for ,vhat they do to God alone and to 
their conscience as His voice. Even suppose it was 
only here o~ there that episcopal autonomy was vigor
ous; yet consider what zeal is kindled by local interests 
and national spirit. One JOhll of Tuam, with a Rope's 
(ull apostolic powers, would be a greater trial to suc
cessive ministries than an Ecumenical Bishop at Rome. 
Parliament understands this ,veIl, for it exclaims 
against the Sacerdotal- principle. Here, for a second 
reason, jf our Divine Master has given those great 
powers to the Church, which ancient Christianity tes· 
tifies, we see why His Providence has also provided 
that the exercise -of them should be concentrated in 
one see. 

But, anyhow, the progress of concentration was not 
the work of the Pope; it was brought, about by the 
changes of times and the vicissitudes of nations.. It 
was not his fault that the Vandals swept away the Af· 
rican sees, and the Saracens those of Syria and Asia 
Minor, or that Constantinople and its dependencies 
became the creatures of Imperialism, or that France, 
England, and Germany would obey none but the 

author of their own Christianity, or that clergy and 
people at a distance were obstinate in sheltering them
selves under the majesty of Rome against their own 
fierce kings and nobles or imperious bishops, even to 
the imposing forgeries on the ,,"orId and on the Pope, 
in justification of their proceedings. All this will be 
fact, whether the Popes were ambitious or not; and 
still it wiII be fact that the issue of that great change 
was a great benefit to the whole of Europe. No one 
but a Master, who was a thousand bishops in himself 
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at once, could have tamed and' controlled, as the 
Pope did, the great and little tyrants of t~e middle 
age. 

3. This is generally confessed now, even by Pro..;, 
testant historians, viz., that the concentration of ec
clesiastical power in those centuries was simply neces
sary for the civilization of Europe. Of course it -does 
not follow that the benefits rendered then to" the 
European commonwealth by the political supremacy 
of the Pope, would, if he was still supreme, be ren
dered in time to come. I have no wish to make 
assumptIons; yet conclusions. short of this will be un
favourable to 1\1r. Gladstone's denunciation of him. 
vVe reap the fruit at this day of his services in the 
past. With the purpose of showing this I make a 
rather long extract from Dean" Milman's" Latin Chris
tianity ; ., he is speaking of the era of Gregory 1., and 
he says, the Papacy, " was the only power which lay not 
entirely and absolutely prostrate before the ciisasters 
of the times--:-a power which had an inherent 
strength, and might "resume its majesty. It was this 
power which was most imperatively required· to pre
serve all which was to survive out of the crumbling 
wreck of Roman civilization. To Western Christianity 
was absolutely necessary a centre, standing alone, 
strong in traditionary reverence, and in acknowledged 
claims to supremacy. Even the perfect organization 
of the Christian hierarchy might in all human probabi
lity have fallen to pieces in perpetual conflict: it might 
11ave degenerated into a half secular feudal caste, with 
hereditary benefices more and more entirely subservi
ent to the civil authority, a priesthood of each nation 
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or each tribe, gradually sinking to the intellectual or. 
religious level of the nation or tribe. On the rise of a 
power both controlling and conservative hung,hu
manly speaking; the life and death of Christianity-of 
Christianity as a permanent, aggressive, expansive, 
and, to a certain extent, uniform system. There' must 
be a counterbalance to barbaric forc,e, to the ,unavoid.,. 
able anarchy of Teutonism, with its tribal, or at the 
utmost national independence, forming a host of small, 
conflicting, antagonistic kingdoms. All Europe would 
have been what England was ,under the Octarchy,'what 
Germanywas when her emperors were weak; and even 
her 'emperors she owed to Rome, to the Church, to 
Christianity. Providence might have otQerwise or~ 

dained; but it i~ impossible for a man to imagine by 
what other organising or consolidating force the com
monwealth of the Western nations could have grown 
up to a discordant,indeed, and conflicting league, but 
still a league, with that unity and conformity of man
ners, usages,. laws; religion, which have made their: 
rivalries, oppugnancies, and even their long cease1es~ 

wars, on the, whole to issue in the noblest, highest, 
most intellectual form of civilization known to man .' .• 
It is impossible to conceive what had been the- con.., 
fusion, the lawlessness, the chaotic state of the middle 
ages, '\vithout the medieval Papacy; and of the me
dieval -Papacy the real father is -Gregory the Great. 
In all his predecesso~s there was much of the un
certainty and indefiniteness of a new dominion ..,,~ 

Gregory is the Roman altbgether' merged in the 
Christian Bishop. ,It is a Christian dominion, 'of which 
he Jays 'the f9und~tjot1~,itt tl~eEternal ~ity,~<?t ~he 
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old Rome, associatin'g Christian influence to her an.. 
cient title of sovereignty." (Vol. L, p. 401, 2.) 

4.. From Gregory 1. to Innocent III. is six hundred 
years ;-:--a very fair portion of the world's history, to 
haTe passed in doing good of primary importance to a 
wltole continent, and that the continent oT Europe; 
good, bywhich all nations and their governors, all 
statesmen and legislatures, are the gainers. And, 
again, should it not occur to Mr. Gladstone that these 
services were rendered to mankind by means of those 
very instruments of power on which he thinks it pro
per to pour contempt as " rusty tools?" The right to 
warn and puriishpowerful men, to excommunicate 
kings, to preach aloud truth and justice to the inhabi-; 
tants of the earth, to denounce immoral doctrines, to 
strike at rehellion in the garb ofheresy, were the very 
weapons by which Europe was brought into a civilized 
condition; yet he calls them" rusty tools" which need 
"refurbishing." Does he wish then that such high ex· 
pressions of ecclesiastical displeasure, such sharp penal
ties, should be of daily use? If they are rusty, because 
they have been long without using, then have they 
ever been rusty. Is a Council a rusty tool, because 
none had been held, till ! 870, since the sixteenth cen: 
tury? or because there had been but nineteen in I ,goo 
years? How many times is it in the history of Chris~ 

tianity that the Pope has solemnly drawn and exer:
cised his sword upon a king or an emperor? If an ex: 
traordinary weapon must be a rusty tool, I suppose 
Gregory VI1.'s sword was 110t keen enough for the 
German Henry; and the seventh Pius too used a rusty 
tool in his ~x~ommunicationof Napoleon. How could 
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l\ir. Gladstone ever "fondly think that Rome had di3~ 

used" her weapons, and that' they had hung up as 
antiquities and curiosities in her celestial armoury,~ 

or, in his own words, as "hideous mummies," p. 46,~ 

when the passage of arms between the great Conqueror 
and the aged Pope was so close upon his memory! 
Would he like to see a mummy come to life again? 
That unexpected miracle actually took place in the 
first years of this century. GregOlY was considered to 
have done an astounding deed in the middle ages, 
when he brought Henry, the German Emperor; to do 
penance and shiver in the snow at Canossa; but Na
poleon had his snow-penance too, and that with an 
actual interposition of Providence in the infliction of 
it. I describe it in the words of Alison:~ 

." 'What does the Pope mean,' said Napoleon to 
Eugene, in July, 1807, 'by the threat of excommuni
cating me? does he think the world has gone back a 
thousand years? Does he ·suppose the arms will fall 
from the hands of my soldiers?' Within two years 
after these remarkable words were written, the Pope I 
did excommunicate him, in return for the confiscation 
of his whole dominions, and in less than four years 
more, the arms did fall ffom the hands of his soldiers; 
and the hosts, -apparently invincible, which he had col
lected were dispersed and ruined by the blasts of win
ter. 'The weapons of the soldiers,' says Segur, in de
scribing the Russian retreat, ' appeared of an insupport
able weight to their stiffened arms. During their fre
quent falls they fell from their hands, and destitute of 
the power of raising them from the ground, they were 
left in the snow. They did not throw them away: 



43 The Papal Church. 

famine and cold tore them from their grasp.' 'The 
soldiers could no longer hold their weapons,' says Sal
gues, ' they fell from the hands even of the bravest and 
most robust. The muskets dropped from the frozen 
arms of those who bore them.' " (Hist. ch.Ix., 9th ed.) 

Alison adds-" There is something in these marvel
lous coincidences beyond the operations of chance, and 
which even a Protestant historian feels himself bound 
to mark for the observation of future ages.· The world 
has not gone back a thousand years, but that Being 
existed with whom a thousand years are as one day, 
and one day as a thousand years." As He was with 
Gregory in 1077, so He was with Pius in 1812, and He 
will be with some future Pope again, when the necessity 
shall come. 

5. In saying this, I am far from saying that Popes 
are never in the wrong, and are never to be resisted, or 
that their. excommunications always avail. I am not 
bound to defend the policy or the acts of particular 
Popes, whether before or after the great revolt from 
their authority in the 16th century. There is no reason 
that I should contend, and I do not contend, for in
stance, that they at all times have understood our .own 
people, our national character and resources, and our 
position in Europe; or that they have never suffered 
from bad counsellors or misinformation. I say this the 
more freely, because Urban VII!., about the year 1641 
or 1~42, blamed the policy of some Popes of the pre
ceding century in their dealings "v'ith our country.* 

* U \Vhen he was urged to excommunicate the Kings of France 
and Sweden, he made answer, '\Ve mar declare them excommuni
cate, as Pius V. declared Queen Elizabeth of England, and before him 
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··But,whatever \ve are bound to aUo·w to :Mr. Glad': 
. stone on this head, that does not warrant the passionate 
invective against the Holy See and us individually, 
which he has carried on .through sixty-four pages. 
\Vhat we have a manifest right to expect from him is 
lawyer.;.like exactness al1d logical consecutiveness iIi- his 
impeachment of us. The heavier thatis, the le·ssdoes 
it need the exaggerations of a great orator. .If the 
Pope's conduct towards us three cen~\iries ago has 
righteously wiped out the memory of his earlier bene
fits, yet he should have a fair trial.· The more intoxi
cating was his solitary greatness, when it was in the 
zenith, the greater consideration should be shown to
wards him in his present temporal humiliation, when 
concentra~ion .of ecclesiastical functions in one mag, 
does but make him, in the presence of the haters of 
Catholicism, what a Roman Emperor contemplated, 
when he wished all his subjects had but ~:me neck that 
he might destroy them by Olle blow. Surely, in the 
trial of so august a criminal, one might have hoped, at 
least, to have found gravity and measure in language, 
and calmness in tone-not a pamphlet written as if on 
impulse, in defence of an incidental parenthesis in a 
previous publication, .and· then, after having been mul
tiplied in 22,000 copies, appealing to tbe lower classes 
in th~ shape of a sixpenny tract, the lowness of the 

Clement VII. the King of England, Henry VIII. • . but with what 
success? The whole world can tell. We yet bewail it with tears of 
blood. 'Visdom does not teach us to imitate Pius V. or Clement 
VII., but Paul V. who, in the beginning, being many times urged by 
the Spaniards to excommunicate James King of England, never 
would consent to it'" (State Paper Office, Italy, 1641-1662). Vide 
Mr. Simpson's very able and careful life of Campion, 1867, p. 371. 
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price indicating the-\vidt~ of the circulation. Surely 
Nana Sahib willl~ave more justice done to him by the 
English people, than has been shown to the Father of 
European civilization. 

6. I have been referring to the desolate state in 
which the Holy See, has been· cast during the last 
years,such that the Pope, humanly speaking, is at the 
mercy of his enemies, and morally a prisoner in his 
palace. A state of such secular feebleness cannot last 
for ever; sooner or later there will be, in the divine 
mercy, a change for the better, and the Vicar of Christ 
will no longer be a mark for insult and indignity. But 
one thing, except by an almost miraculous interposi
tion, cannot be; and that is, a return to the universal 
religious sentiment, the public opinion, of the medieval 
time. The Pope himself calls those centuries "the 
ages of faith." Such endemic faith may certainly be 
decreed for some future time; but,· as far as we have 
the means of judging at present, centuries must run 
out first.' Even in, the fourth century the ecclesiastical 
privileges, claimed on ' the one hand~ . granted on the 
other, came into effect more· or less under two condi
tions, that they were recognized by public law, and 
that they had the consent of the Christian populations. 
Is 'there any chan~c whatever, e~cept by miracles 
which ~vere not granted then, that the public law and 
the inhabitants of Europe will allow the Pope that 
exercise -of his rights, which they-:allowed him asa 
in~tter of course in 'the I Ith and 12th centuries? If 
the whole ,~or1d will at,once answer No, it is'surely in
opportune to taunt us with the acts of medi~vaIPop'es 

i'n the case of certain princes and" nobles, when the 
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sentiment of Europe was radically Papal. How does 
the- past bear upon the present in this matter. Yet 
1\-1r. Gladstone is in earnest, alarm, earnest with the 
earnestness which distinguishes him as a statesman, at 
the harm which society may receive from the Pope, at 
a time when the Pope can do nothing. He grants (p. 
46) that "the fears are visionary . . . that either for
eign foe or domestic treason can, at the bidding of the 
Court of Rome, disturb these peaceful shores;" he 
allows that" in the middle ages the Popes contended, 
not by direct action of fleets and armies," but mainly 
" by interdicts," p. 35. Yet, because men then believed 
in interdicts, though now they don't, therefore the 
civil Power is to be roused against the Pope. But his 
am·mus is bad; his animus! what can animus do with
out matter to work upon? Mere animus, like big 
words, breaks no bones. . 

As if to answer Mr. Gladstone by anticipation, and 
to allay his fears, the Pope made a declaration three 
years ago on the subject, which, strange to say, Mr! 
Gladstone quotes without perceiving that it tells 
against the very argument, which lle brings it to corro
borate i-that is, except as the Pope's animus goes. 
Doubtless he would wish to have the place in the poli
tical world which his predecessors had, because it was 
given to him by Providence, and is conducive to the 
highest interests of mankind; but he distinctly tells 
us that he has not got it, and cannot have it, till a time 
comes, of the prospect of which we are as good judges 
as he can be, and which we say cannot come, at least 
for centuries. He speaks of what is his highest poli
tical power, that of interposing in the quarrel between 
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a prince and his subJects, and of declaring upon appeal 
made to him from them, that the P.rince had or had 
not forfeited their allegiance.' This power, most rarely 
exercised, and on very extraordinary occasio"ns, and 
without any aid of infallibility in the exercise of it, 
any more than the civil power possesses that aid, it is 
not necessary for any Catholic to believe; and I sup
pose, comparatively speaking, few Catholics do believe 
it; to be honest, I must say, I do; that is, under the 
conditions which the Pope himself lays down in the 
declaration to which I have referred, his answer to the 
address of the Academia. He speaks of his right" to 
depose sovereigns, and release the people from the 
obligation of loyalty, a right which had undoubtedly 
sometimes been exercised in crucial circuffi5tances," 
and he says, " This right (diritto) in those ages of faith, 
-(which discerned in the Pope, what he is, that is to 
say, the Supreme -Judge of Christianity, and recog
nized the advantages of his tribunal in the great con
tests of peoples and sovereigns)-was freely extended, 
-(aided indeed as a matter of duty by the public law 
(diritto) and by the commo~ consent of peoples)-to tlie 
most important (i pitt gravz) interests of states and 
their rulers." . (Guardian, Nov. II, 1874.) . 

Now let us observe how the Pope restrains the 
exercise of this right. He calls it his right-that is, in 
the sense in which right in one party is correlative with 
duty in the other, so that, when the duty is not ob
served, the right cannot be "brou"ght into exercise; and 
this is precisely what he goes on to intimate; 'for he 
lays down the conditions of that exercise. First it can 
only be exercised in rare and critical circumstances 
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(supreme drCOllsttl11Ze, i pitt gravi hzteressz). Next he 
refers to his being the supreme judge of Christianity, 
and to his decision as coming from a tribunal; his pre
rogative then is not a mere arbitrary power, but must 
be exercis.ed by a process of law and a formal examina
tion of the case, and in the presence and the hearing 
of the two parties interested in it.. Also in this limi
tation'ls imp!ied that the Pope's definitive sentence 
ihvolves an appeal to the supreme standard of right and 
,vrong, the moral law, as its basis and rule, and must 
contain" the definite' reasons on which it decides in 
favour of-the one parfy or -the other. Thirdly, the ex
ercise of this right is limited to the ages of faith; ages 
,vhich,on theone hand,inscribed it among ~he provisions 
of the jus publicum, and on the other so fully recog
nized the benefits it conferred, as to be able to enforce 
it by the common consent of the peoples. These last 
words 'shouldbe dwelt on: it is no consent 'which is 
merely local, as of one country, of Ireland or of Bel
gium, if that were probabie; but a united consent of 
various nations, of Europe, for instance, as a common
wealth, of which the Pope was the head~ Thirty years 
ago we heard much of the Pope being made the head 
of an Italian c~nfederation: no word came from Eng
land against such an arrangement. It was p'ossible, 
because the members of it, were ap of. one' reli... 
gion ;. and in like manner a EU,ropean commoll\vealth 
would be reasonable, if Europe were', of one religion. 
Lastly, the Pope declares with indignation that a Pope 
is not infallible in the exercise of thrs right; such ~ 
notion ."is: an invention of the enemy; he 'calls it 
" maliCioil's.': 
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But one attribute the Church has, and the Pope as 
head of the Church, whether he be in high estate, as 
this world goes, or not, whether he has temporal pos
sessions or not, whether he is in honour or dishonour, 
whether he is at home or driven about, whether those 
special claims of which I have spoken are allowed or 
not,-and that is Sovereignty. As God has sovereignty, 
though He may be disobeyed or disowned, so has His 
Vicar upon earth; and further than this, since Catholic 
populations are found everywhere, he ever will be in 
fact lord of a vast empire; as large in numbers, as far 
spreading as the British; and all his acts are sure to be 
such as are in keeping with the position of one who is 
thus supremely exalted. 

I beg not to be interrupted here, as many a reader 
will interrupt me in his thoughts; for I am using these 
words, not at random, but as the commencement of a 
long explanation, and, in a certain sense, limitation, of 
what I have hitherto been saying concerningthe Church's 
and the Pope's power. To this task the remaining 
pages, which I have to address to your Grace, will be 
directed; and I trust that it will turn out, when I come 
to the end of them, that, by first stating fully what the 
Pope's claims are, I shall be able most clearly to show 
what he does not claim. 

Now the key-note of IV1r. Gladstone's Pamphlet is 
this :-that, since the Pope claims infallibility in faith 
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and morals, and since there are no" departments and 
functions of human life which do not and cannot fall 
within the domain of morals," p. 36, and since he claims 
also " the domain of all that concerns the government 
and discipline of the Church," and moreover, " claims 
the power of determining the limits of those domains," 
and "does not sever them, by any acknowledged or 
intelligible line from the domains of civil duty and alle
giance:' p. 45, therefore Catholics are moral and men
tal slaves, and "every convert and member of the 
Pope's Church places his loyalty and civil duty at the 
mercy of another," p. 45. 

I admit l\Ir. Gladstone's premisses, but I reject his 
conclusion; and now I am going to show why I reject 
it. 

In doing this, I shall, with him, put aside for the 
present the Pope's prerogative of infallibility in gene
ral enunciations, whether of faith or morals, and con
fine myself to the consideration of his authority (in 
respect to which he is not infallible) in matters of daily 
conduct, and of our duty of obedience to him. 
" There is something wider still," he says, (than the 
claim of infallibility), "and that is the claim to an 
Absolute and entire Obedience," p. 37. "Little does 
it matter to me, whether my Superior claims infalli
bility, so long as he is entitled to demand and exact 
conformity," p. 39. He speaks of a third province 
being opened, "not indeed to the abstract assertion 
of Infallibility, but to the far more practical and de
cisive demand of Absolute Obedience," p. 4£, "the 
Absolute Obedience, at the peril of salvation, of every 
member of his communion," p. 42. 
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Now, I proceed to examine this large, direct, reli~ 

gious sovereignty of the Pope, both in its relation to 
his subjects, and to the Civil Power; but first, I beg 
to be allowed to say just one word on the principle of 
obedience itself, that is, by way of inquiry, whether it 
is or is not now a religious duty. 

Is there then such a duty at all as obedience to 
ecclesiastical authority now? or is it one of those 
obsolete ideas, which are swept away, as unsightly 
cobwebs, by the New Civilization? Scripture says, 
" Remember them which hllve the rule over you, who 
have spoken unto you the word of God, whose faith 
follow." And," Obey them that have the rule over 
you, and submit J10ursdvcs / for they watch for your 
souls, as they that must give account, that they may 
do it with joy and not with grief; for that is unprofit
able for you." The margin in the Protestant Version 
reads, "those who are your gu£dcs /" and the word 
may also be translated "leaders." vVell, as rulers, or 
guides and leaders, whichever word be rIght, they are 
to be obcyt·d. Now Mr. Gladstone dislikes our way of 
fulfilling this precept, whether as regards our choice of 
ruler and - leader, or our "Absolute Obedience" t<1 
him; but he does not give us his own. Is there any 
liberalistic reading of the Scripture passage? Or are 
the words only for the benefit of the poor and igno
rant, not for the Schola (as it may be called) of politi
cal and periodical writers, not for individual members 
of Parliament, not for statesmen and Cabinet ministers, 
and people of Progress? vVhich party then is the 
more "Scriptural," those who recognize and carry out 
in their conduct texts like these, or those who don't? 
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May not we Catholics claim some mercy from IvTr. 
Gladstone, though we be faulty in the object and the 
manner of our obedience, since in a lawless day an 
object and a manner of obedience we have? Can we 
be blamed, if, arguing from those texts which say that 
ecclesiastical authority comes from above, we obey it 
in that one form in which alone we find it on earth, 
in that only person who claims it of us, among all 
the notabilities of this nineteenth century into which 
we have been born? The Pope has no rival in his 
claim upon us; nor is it our doing that his claim has 
been made and allowed for centuries upon centuries, 
and that it was he who made the Vatican decrees, and 
not they him. If we give him up, to whom shall we 
go? Can we dress up any civil functionaty in the vest
ments of divine authority? Can I, for instance, fol
low the faith, can I put my soul ~nto the hands, of our 
graciolls Sovereign? or of the Archbishop of Canter
bury? or of the Bishop of Lincoln: albeit he is not 
broad and low, but high? Catholics have" done what 
they could,"-all that anyone could: and it should be 
1\'1r. Gladstone's business, before telling us that we are 
slaves, because we obey the Pope, -first of all to tear 
away those texts from the Bible. 

\Vith this preliminary remark, I proceed to consider 
whether the Pope's authority is either a slavery to his 
subjects, or a menace to the Civil Power; and first, as 
to his power over his flock. 

I. :1\1r. Gladstone says that" the Pontiff declares to 
belong to him the supreme directioll of Catholics in rc
spect to all duty," p. 37. Supreme direction; truc, 
but "supreme" is not "minut~," nor does "direc
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tion" mean supervision or" management." Take the 
parallel of human law; the Law is supreme, and the 
Law directs our conduct under the manifold circum· 
stances in which we have to act, and must be abso
lutely obeyed j but who therefore says that the Law 
has the supreme direction ,. of us? The State, asH 

well as the Church, has the power at its will of im
posing laws upon us, laws bearing on our moral duties, 
our daily conduct, affecting our actions in various ways, 
and circumscribing our liberties; yet no one would 
say that the Law, after all, with all its power in the 
abstract and its executive vigour in fact, interferes 
either with our comfort or our conscience. There are 
numberless laws about property, landed and personal, 
titles, tenures, trusts, wills, covenants, contracts, part
nerships, money transactions, life-insurances, taxes, 
trade, navigation, education, sanitary measures, tres
passes, nuisances, all in addition to the criminal law. 
Law, to apply Mr. Gladstone's words, " is the shadow 
that cleaves to us, go '~lhcre we will." Moreover, it 
varies year after year, ar.d refuses to give any pledge 
of fixedness or finality. Nor can anyone tell what re
straint is to come next, perhaps painful personally to 
himself. Nor are its enactments easy of interpretation; 
for actual cases, with the speeches and opinions of 
counsel, and the decisior.s of juciges, must prepare the 
raw material, as it proceed~ from the legislature, befo~e 
it can be rightly understood; so that "the glorious 
uncertainty of the Law" has bebome a proverb. And, 
after all, no one is sure of escaping its penaltie!' with
out the assistance of lawyers, and th~t in. such pri.,,::tte 
and personal matters that the lawy('r~ <:l~"~. a~ by 1111. 
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imperative duty, bound to a secrecy which even courts 
of justice respect. ..And then, besides the Statute Law, 
there is the common and traditional; and, below this, 
usage. Is not all this enough to try the temper of a 
free-born Englishman, and to make him cry out with 
Mr. Gladstone, " Three-fourths of my life are handed 
over to the Law; I care not to ask if there be dregs 
or tatters of human life, such as can escape from the 
description and boundary of Parliamentary tyranny? " 
Yet, though we may dislike it, though we may at times 
suffer from it ever so muc:h, who does not see that the 
thraldom and irksomeness are nothing compared with 
the great blessings which the. Constitution and Legis
lature secure to us ? 

Such is the jurisdiction which the Law exercises 
over us. vVhat rule does the Pope claim which can be 
compared to its strong and its long arm? vVhat inter
ference with our liberty of judging and acting in our 
daily work, in our course of life, comes to us from him? 
Really, at first sight, I have not known where to look 
for instances of his actual interposition in our private 
aff..'lirs, for it is our routine of personal duties about 
which I am now speaking. Let us see how we stand 
in this matter. 

We are guided in our ordinary duties by the books 
of moral theology, which are drawn up by theologians 
of authority and experience, as an instruction for our 
Confessors. These books are based on the three Chris
tian foundations of Faith, Hope, and Charity, on the 
Ten Commandments, and on the six Precepts of the 
Church, which relate to the observance of Sunday, Gf 
fast days, of confession and communion, and, in one 
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shape or other, to paying tithes. A great number of 
possible cases are noted under these heads, and in diffi
cult questions a variety of opinions are given, with 
plain directions, when it is that private Catholics are at 
liberty to choose for themselves whatever answer they 
like hest, and when they are bound to follow some one 
of them in particular. Reducible as these directions in 
detail are to the few and simple heads which I have 
mentioned, they are little more than reflexions and 
memoranda of our moral sense, unlike the positive 
enactments of the Legislature; and, on the whole, pre
sent to us no difficulty-though now and then some 
critical question may arise, and some answer may be 
given (just as by the private conscience) which it is 
difficult to us or painful to accept. And again, cases 
may occur now and then, when our private jlidgment 
differs from what is set down in theological works, but 
even then it does not follow at once that our private 
judgment must give way, for those books are no utter
ance of Papal authority. 

And this is the point to which I am coming. So 
little does the Pope come into this whole system of 
moral theology by which (as by our conscience) our 
lives are regulated, that the weight of his hand up'on 
us, as private men, is absolutely unappreciable. I have 
had a difficulty where to find a measure or gauge of 
his interposition. At length I have looked through 
Busenbaum's " Medulla," to ascertain what light such 
a book would throw upon the question. It is a book 
of casuistry for the use of Confessors, running to 700 
pages, and is a large repository of answers made by 
various theologians on points of COil science, and gen
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erally of duty.' It was first published in 1645-my own 
edition is of 1844-and in the latter ar~ marked those 
prop?sitions, bearing on s~lbjects treated in it, which 
have been condemned by Popes in the intermediate 
200 years. On turning over the pages I find they arc 
in all between 50 and 60. This list includes matters 
sacramental, ritual, ecclesiastical, monastic, and disci
plinarian, as well as moral,-relating to the duties of 
ecclesiastics and regulars, of parish priests, and of pro
fessional men, as ,veIl as of private Catholics. And 
the condemnations relate for the most part to mere 
occasi~nal details of duty, and are iil reprobation of 
the lax or wild notions of speculative casuists, so that 
they are rather restraints upon theologians than upon 
laymen. For i'nstance, the following are some of the 
propositions condemned :-" The ecclesiastic, who on 
a certain -day is hindered from saying Matins and 
Lauds, is not bound to say, if he can, the remaining 
hours; " "vVhere there is good cause, it is lawful to 
swear without the purpose of swearing, whether the 
matter is of light or grave moment;" "Domestics 
may steal from their masters, in compensation for their 
ser:vice, which they think greater than their wages;" 
" It is lawful for a public man to kill an opponent, 
who tries to fasten a calumny upon him, if he can
not otherwise escape the ignominy." I have taken 
these instances at random. It must be granted, I 
think, that in the long course of 200 years the amount 
of the Pope's authoritative enunciations has not been 
such as to press heavily on the back of the private 
Catholic. ,He leaves -us surely far more than that 
"one fourth of the department oi conduct," which Mr. 
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Gladstone allows us. 'Indeed, if my account and 
specimens of his sway over us in morals be correct, I 
do not see what he takes away at all from our private 
consciences. 

1\11'. Glad£tone says that the Pope virtually claims 
to himself the wide domain of conduct, and tllerefore 
that we are his slaves :-let us see if another illustra
tion or parallel will not show this to be a 110/1

sequitur. Suppose a man, who is in the midst of vari
ous and important lines of business, has a medical 
adviser, in whom he has full confidence, as knowing 
well his constitution. This adviser keeps a careful and 
anxious eye upon him; and, as an honest man, says to 
him, "You must not go off on a journey to-day," or 
"you must take some days' rest," or "you must at
tend to your diet." Now, this is not a fair parallel to 
the Pope's hold upon us; for he does not speak to us 
personally but to all, and in speaking definitely on 
ethical subjects, ,vhat he propounds must relate to 
,things good and bad in themselves, not to things acci
dental, changeable, and of mere expedience; so that 
the argument which I am drawing from the case of a 
medical adviser is afortiori in its character. However, 
I say that, though a medical man exercises a ., su
preme direction" of those who put themselves under 
him, yet we do not therefore say, even of him, that he 
interferes with our daily conduct, and that we are his 
slaves. He certainly does thwart many of our wishes 
and .purposes; in a true sense we are at his mercy; he 
may interfere any day, suddenly; he will not, he can
not, draw any line between his action and our action. 
The same journer, the ~ame ~ress pf b\lsin~s~7 thc samc 
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indulgence at table, which he passes over one year, he 
sternly forbids the next. If lVlr. Gladstone's argument 
is good, he has a finger in all the commercial transac
tions of the great mel'chant or financier who has 
chosen him. But surely there is a simple fallacy here. 
Mr. Gladstone asks us whether our political and civil 
life is not at the Pope's mercy; evelY act, he says, of 
at least three-quarters of the day, is under his control. 
No, not C1NrJ', but allY, and this is all the difference
that is, we have no guarantee given us that there will 
never be a case, when the Pope's general utterances 
may come to have a bearing upon some personal act 
of ours. In the same way we are all of us in this age 
under the control of public opinion and the public 
prints; nay, much more intimately so. Journalism can 
be and is very personal; and, when it is in the right, 
more powerful just now than any Pope; yet we do not 
go into fits, as if we were slaves, because we are under 
a s1t1'veillmlcc much more like tyranny than any sway, 
so indirect, £0 practically limited, so gentle, as his is., 

But it seems the cardinal point of our slavery lies, 
not simply in the domain of morals, but in the Pope's 
general authority over us· in all things whatsoever. This 
count in his indictment 1\11'. Gladstone founds on a 
passage in the third chapter of the Pastor cetermts, in 
which the Pope, speaking of the Pontifical jurisdiction, 
pays :-" Towards it (erga quam) pastors and people 
pf whatsoever rite or dignity, each and ail, are bound 
by the duty of hierarchical subordination and .true 
obeqien~e, not only in matters which pertain to faith 
and p.1orals, but also in those \vhich pertain to the dis
dpli1ZC fln~ the 1'cgimCIl of th~ Church spread through
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out the world; so that, unity with the Roman Pontiff 
(both of communion and of profession of the same 
faith) being preserved, the Cherch of Christ may be 
one flock under one supreme Shepherd. This is the 
doctrine of Catholic truth, from which no one can de
viate without loss of faith and salvatiop." 

On Mr. Gladstone's use of this passage I observe 
first, that he leaves out a portion of it which has much 
to do with the due understanding of it (ita ut custodita, 
etc.) Next, he speaks of" absolute obedience" so often, 
that any reader, who had not the passage before him, 
-would think that the word" absolute" was the Pope's 
word, not his. Thirdly, three tim es (at pp. 38,41, and 
42) does he make the Pope say that no one can disobey 
ilim without risking his salvation, whereas what the 
Pope does say is, that no one can disbelit've the duty of 
obedience and unity without such risk. And fourthly, 
in order to carry out this, false sense, or rather to hin
der its being evidently impossible, he mistranslates, p. 
38, " doctrina " (Hcec est doctrina) by the word" rule." 

But his chief attack is directed to the words" dis
ciplina ". and " regimen." "Thus," he says, "are 
swept into the Papal net whole multitudes of facts, 
whole systems of government, prevailing, though in 
different degrees, in every country of the world," p. 41. 
That is, disciplilla and regimen are words of such lax, 
vague, indeterminate meaning, that under them any 
matters can be slipped in which may be required for 
the Pope's purpose in this or that country, such as, to 
take Mr. Gladstone's instances, blasphemy, poor-relief, 
incorporation and mortmain; as if no definitions were 
contained in our theological and ecclesiastical works of 
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words in such common use, and as if in consequence 
the Pope was at liberty to give them any sense of his 
own. As to discipline, Fr. Perrone says "Discipline 
comprises the exterior worship of God, the liturgy, 
sacred rites, psalmody, -the administration of the sacra
ments, the canonical form of sacred elections and the 
institution of ministers, vows, feast-days, and the like ;" 
all of them (observe) matters internal to the Church, 
and without any relation to the Civil Power and civil 
affairs. Perrone adds," Ecclesiastical discipline is a 
practical and external rule, prescribed by the Church, 
in order ·to retain the faithful in their faith, and the 
more easily lead them on to eternal happiness," FreEl. 
TllCOI. t. 2, p. 38 I, 2d ed., 1841. Thus discipline is in 
no sense a political instrument,except as the profession 
of our faith may accidentally become political. In the 
same sense Zallinger: "The Roman Pontiff has by 
divine right the power of passing universal laws per
taining to the discipline of the Church; for instance, to 
divine worship, sacred rites, the ordination and manner 
of life of the clergy, the order of the ecclesiastical re
gimen, and the right administration of the temporal 
possessioqs of the Church."-Jur. Eccles., lib. L, t. 2, 
§ I2I. 

SO too the word "regimen" has a definite mean
ing, relating to a matter strictly internal to the Church; 
it means government, or the mode or form of govern
ment, or the course of government, and, as, in the in
tercourse of nation with nation, the nature of a na
tion's government, whether monarchical or republican, 
does not come into question, so the constitution of the 
Church simply belongs to its nature, not to its exter_ 
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nal action. There arc indeed aspects of the Church 
which involve relations toward secular powers and to 
nations, as, for instance, its missionary office; but 
regimen "has relation to one of its internal character
istics, viz., its form of government, whether we call it 
a pure monarchy or with others a monarchy tempered 
by aristocracy. Thus Tournc1y says, "Three kinds 
of regimen or government are set down by philoso
phers, monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy," Theol., 
t. 2, p. 100. Bellarmine says the same, Rom. POllt. i. 
2; and Perrone takes it for granted, -ibid. pp. 70, 71. 

Now, why does the Pope speak at this time of 
regimen and discipline? He tells us, in that portion 
of the sentence, which, thinking it of no account, :1\1r. 
Gladstone has omitted. The Pope. tells us that all 
Catholics should recollect their duty of obedience to 
him, not only in faith and morals, but in such matters 
of regimen and discipline as belong to the universal 
Church, "so that unity with the Roman Pontiff, both 
of communion and of profession of the same faith be
ing preserved, the Church of Christ may be one flock 
under one supreme Shepherd." I consider this pas
sage to be especially aimed at Nationalism: "Recol
lect," the Pope seems to say, " the .Church is one, anq 
that, not only in faith and morals, for schismatics may 
profess as much as this, but one, wherever it ~s, all 
over the world; and not only one, but one and the 
same, bound together by its one regimen and disci
pline, and by the same regimen and discipline,-the 
same rites, the s~me sacraments, the same usages, and 
the same one Pastor; and in these bad times it is 
nec~ssary for all Catholics to recollect, that this doc
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trine of the Church's individuality and, as it were, per
50nality, is not a mere recei ved opinion or understand
ing, which may be entertained or not, as we please, but 
is a fundamental, necessary truth." This being, speak
ing under correction~ the drift of the passage, I observe 
that the words "spread throughout the world" or 
~' universal" are so far from turning "discipline and 
regimen" into what Mr. Gladstone calls a "net," that 
they contract the range of both of them, not including, 
as he would have it, " marriage" here, "blasphemy" 
there, and "poor-relief" in a third coun try, but noting, 
and specifying that one and the same structure of 
laws, rites, rules of government, independency, every
where, of which the Pope himself is the centre and 
life. And _surely this is what everyone of us will say 
with the Pope, who is not an Erastian, and who be
lieves that the Gospel is no mere philosophy thrown 
upon the world at large, no mere quality of mind and 
thought, no mere beautiful and deep sentiment or sub
jective opinion, but a substantive message from above, 
guarded and preserved in a visible polity. 

2. And now I am naturally led on to speak of the 
Pope's supreme authority, such as I have described it, 
in its bearing towards the Civil Power all over the 
world,-various, as the Church is invariable,-a power 
which as truly comes from God, as his own does. 

That collisions can take place between the Holy 
See and national governments the history of fifteen 
hundred years teaches us; also, that on both sides 
there may occur grievous mistakes. But my question 
all along lies, not with" quicquid delirant reges," but 
with what, under the circumstance of such a collision, 
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is the duty of those who are both children or the Pope 
and subjects of the Civil Power. As to the duty of 
the Civil Power, I have already intimated in my first 
section, that it should treat the Holy See as an inde
pendent sovereign, and if this rule had been observed, 
the difficulty to Catholics in a country not Catholic, 
would be most materially lightened. Great Britain 
recognizes and is recognized by the United States; 
the two powers have ministers at each other's 
courts; here is one standing prevention of seri
ous quarrels. Misunderstandings between the two 
co-ordinate powers may arise; but there follow 
explanations, removals of the causes of. offeqce, 
acts of restitution. In actual collisions, there are con
ferences, compromises, arbitrations. Now the point 
to observe here is, that in such cases neither party 
gives up its abstract rights, but neither party practi
cally insists on them. And each party thinks itself in 
the right in the particular case, protests against any 
other view, but still concedes. Neither party says, "I 
will not make it up with you, till you draw an intelli
gible line between your domain and mine." I suppose 
in the Geneva arbitration, though we gave way, we 
still thought that, in our conduCt in the American civil 
war, we had acted within our rights. I say all this in 
answer to Mr. Gladstone's challenge to us to draw the 
line between, the Pope's domain and the State's do
main in civil or political questions. Many a private 
American, I suppose, lived in London and Liverpool, 
all through the correspondence between our Foreign 
Office and the government of the United States, and 
lYlr. Gladstone never addressed any expostulation to 
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them, or told them they had lost their moral freedom 
because they took part with their own government. 
The French, when their late war began, did sweep their 
German sojourners out of France, (the number, as I 
recollect, was very great,) but they were not considered 
to have done themselves much credit by such an act. 
vVhen we went to war with Russia, the English in St. 
Petersburg made an address, I think to the Emperor, 
asking for his protection, and he gave it ;-1 don't sup
pose they pledged themselves to the Russian view of 
the war, nor would he have called them slaves instead 
of patriots, if they had refused to do so. Suppose 
England were to send her Ironclads to support Italy 
against the Pope and his allies, English Catholics 
would be very indignant, they would take part with 
the Pope before the war began, they would use. all con
stitutional means to hinder it; but who believes that, 
when they were once in the war, their action would be 
anything else than prayers and exertions for a termina
tion of it? What reason is there for saying that they 
would commit themselves to any step of a treasonable 

-nature, any more than loyal Germans, had they been 
allowed to remain in France? Yet, because those 
Germans would not relinquish their allegiance to their 
country, Mr. Gladstone, were he consistent, would at 
once send them adrift. 

Of course it will be said that in these cases, there 
is no double allegiance, and again that the German 
government did not call upon them, as the Pope might 
call upon English Catholics, nay command them, to 
take a side; but my argument at least shows this, that 
till there cOlnes to us a special, direct command from 
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the Pope to oppose our country, we need not be said 
to have" placed our loyalty and civil duty at the mercy 
of another," p. 45. It is strange that a great states
man, versed in the new and true· philosophy of com
promise, instead of taking a practical view of the actual 
situation; should proceed against us, like a Professor in 
the schools, with the "parade" of his "relentless" 
(and may I add" rusty"'?) "logic/' p. 23. 

I say, till the Pope told us to exert ourselves for 
his cause in a quarrel with this country, as in the time 
of the Armada, \ve need not attend to an abstract and 
hypothetical difficulty :-then and not till then. I add, 
as before, that if the Holy See were frankly recognized 
by England, as other Sovereign Powers are, direct 
quarrels between the two powers would in this age of 
the world be rare indeed; and still rarer, their becom
ing so energetic and urgent as to descend into the 
heart of the community, and to disturb the consciences 
and the family unity of private Catholics. 

But now, lastly, let us suppose one of these extra
ordinary cases of direct and open hostility between the 
two powers actually to o'ccur ;-here first, we must 
bring before us the state of the case. Of course, we 
must recollect, on the one hand, that Catholics are not 
only bound to allegiance to the British Crown, but 
have special privileges as citizens, can meet together, 
speak and pass resolutions, can vote for members of 
Parliament, and sit in Parliament; and can hold office, 
all which are denied to foreigners sojourning among 
us; while on the"other hand there is the authority of 
the Pope, \vhich, though not" absolute" even in reli
gious matters, as 1\fr. Gladstone \~ould have it to be, 
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has a call, a supreme call on our obedience. Certainly 
in the event of such a collision of jurisdictions, there 
are cases in which we should obey the Pope and dis,. 
obey the State. Suppose, for instance, an Act was 
passed in Parliament, -bidding Catholics to attend Pro
testant service every week, and the Pope distinctly 
told us not to do so, for it was to violate our duty to 
our faith :-1 should obey the Pope and not the Law. 
It will be said by Mr. Gladstone, that such a case is 
impossible. I know it is; but why ask me for what I 
should do in extreme and utterly improbable 'cases 
such as this, if my answer cannot help bearing the 
character of an axiom? It is not my fault that I must 
deal in truisms. The circumferences of State jurisdic
tion and of Papal are for the most part quite apart 
from each other; there are just some few degrees out 
of the 360 in which they intersect, and Mr. Gladstone, 
instead of letting these cases of intersection alone, till 
they occur actually, asks me what I should do, if I 
found myself placed in the space intersected. If I 
Inust answer then, I should say distinctly that did the 
State tell me in a question of worship to do what the 
Pope told me not to do, I should obey the Pope, and 
should think it no sin, if I used all the power and the 
influence I possessed as a citizen to prevent such a 
Bill passing the Legislature, and to effect its repeal 
if it did. 

But now, on the other hand, could the case ever 
occur, in which I should act with the Civil Power, and 
not with the Pope? Now, here again, when I begin 
to imagine instances, Catholics will cry out (as Mr. 
Gladstone in the case I supposed, cried out in the 
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interest of the other side), that instances never can 
occur. I know they cannot; I know the Pope never 
can do what I am going to suppose; but then, since it 
cannot possibly happen in fact, there is no harm in 
just saying what I should (hypothetically) do, if it did 
happen. I say the~ in certain (impossible) cases I 
should side, not with the Pope, but with. the Civil 
Power. For instance, I believe members of Parliament, 
or of the Privy Council, take an oath that they would 
not acknowledge the right of succession of a Prince of 
Wales, if he became a Catholic. I should not consider 
the Pope could release me from that oath had I bound 
myself by it. Of course, I might exert myself to the 
utmost to get the act repealed which bound me; again, 
if I could not, I might retire from Parliament or office, 
and so rid myself of the ensagement I had made; but 
I should be clear that, though the Pope bade all Catho
lics to stand firm in one phalanx for the Catholic Suc
cession, still, while I remained in my office, or in my 
place in Parliament, I could not do as he bade me. 

Again, were I actually a s?ldier or sailor in her 
Majesty's service, and sent to take part in a war which 
I could not in my conscience see to be unjust, and 
should the Pope suddenly bid all Catholic soldiers and 
sailors to retire from the service, here again, taking the 
advice of others, as best I could, I should not obey 
him. 

What is the use of forming impossible cases? One 
can find plenty of them in books of casuistry, with the 
answers attached in respect to them. In an actual 
case, a Catholic would, of course, not act simply on 
his own judgment; at the same time, there are suppos
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able cases in which he would be obliged to go by it 
polely-viz., when his conscience could not be reconciled 
to any of the courses of action proposed to him by 
others. 

In support of what I have been saying, I refer to 
one or two weighty authorities:

Cardinal Turrecremata says :-" Although it clearly 
follows from the circumstance that the Pope can err at 
times, and command things which must not be done, 
that we are not to be simply obedient to him in all 
things, that does not show that he must 110t be obeyed 
by all when his commands are good. To know in what 
cases he is to be obeyed and in what not it is said 
in the Acts of the Apostles, 'One ought to obey God 
rather than man;' therefore, were the Pope to com
mand anything against Holy Scripture, or the articles 
of faith, or the truth of the Sacraments, or the com
mands of the natural or divine law, Ite ought 110t to be 
obeyed, but in such commands to be passed over 
(despiciendus)," SU1Jlm. de Ecd., pp. 47, 8. 

Bellarmine, speaking of resisting the Pope, says :
" In order to .resist and defend oneself no authority is 
required. Therefore, as it is lawful to resist the 
Pope, if he assaulted a man's person, so it is lawful to 
resist him if he assaulted souls, or troubled the state 
(turbanti rempublicam), and much more if he strove to 
destroy the Church. It is lawful, I 'say, to resist him, 
by not doing what he commands, and hindering the 
execution of his will," de Rom. Pont., ii. 29. 

Archbishop Kenrick says :-" His power was given 
for edification, not for destruction. If he uses it from 
the love of domination (quod absit) scarce!;' 'will he 
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mat with obedieJlt pojmla/ions." - Theol. J1foral, t. i., p. 
158. 

When, then, Mr. Gladstone a~ks Catholics how they 
can obey the Queen and yet obey the P0p,e, since it 
may happen that the commands of the two authorities 
may clash, I answer, that it is my rule, both to obey 
the one and to obey the other, but that there is no rule 
in this world without exceptions, and if either the 
Pope or the Queen demanded of me an "Absolute 
Obedience," he or she would be transgressing the laws 
of human nature and human society. I give an abso
lute obedience. to neither. Further, if ever this double 
allegiance pulled me in contrary ways, which in this 
age of the world I think it never will, then I should 
decide according to the particular case; which is be
yond all rule, and must be decided on its own merits. 
I should look to see what theologians could do for 
me, what the Bishops and clergy around me, what my 
confessor; what friends whom I revered: and if, after 
all, I could not take their view of the matter, then I 
must rule myself by my own judgment and my own 
conscience. But all this is hypothetical and unreal. 

Here, of course, it will be objected to me, that I 
am, after all, having recourse to the Protestant doc
trine of Private Judgment; not so ; it is the Protestant 
doctrine that Private Judgment is our ordinary guide 
in religious matters, bu t I use it, in the' case in q ues
tion, in very ex"traordinary and rare, nay, imp~ssible 
emergencies. Do not the highest Tories thus defend 
the substitution of \Villiam for James II.? It is a 
great mistake to suppose our state in the Catholic 
Church is so entirely subjected to rule and system, that 
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we are never thrown upon what is called by divines 
" the .Providence of God." The teaching and assist
ance of the Church does not supply all conceivable 
needs, but those which are ordinary; thus, for instance, 
the sacraments are necessary for dying in the grace of 
God and hope of heaven, yet, when they cannot be got, 
acts of hope, faith, and contrition, with the desire for 
those aids which the dying man has not, will convey 
in substance what those aids ordinarily convey. And 
so a Catechumen, not yet baptised, may be saved by 
his purpose and preparation to receive the rite. And 
so, again, though" Out of the Church there is no sal
vation," this does not hold in the case of good men 
who are in invincible ignorance. And so it is also in 
the case of oilr ordinations; Chilling-worth and Mac
aulay say that it is morally impossible that we should 
have kept up for 1,800 years an A postolical succession 
of ministers without some separation of the chain; and 
we in answer say that, however true this may be 
humanly speaking, there has been a special Providence 
over the Church to secure it. Once more, how else 
could private Catholics save their souls when there was 
a Pope and Anti-popes, each severally claiming their 
allegiance? 



§ 5. CONSCIENCE. 

IT seems, then, that there are extreme cases in 
.which Conscience may come into collision with the 
word of a Pope, and is to be followed in spite of that 
word. N ow I wish to place this proposition on a 
broader basis, acknowledged by all Catholics, and, in 
order to do this satisfactorily, as I began with the pro
phecies of Scripture and the primitive Church, when J 
spoke of the Pope's prerogatives, so now I must begin 
with the Creator and His creature, when I would draw 
out the prerogatives and the supreme authority of 
Conscience. 

I say, then, that the Supreme Being is of a certain 
character, which, expressed in human language, we call 
ethical. He has the attributes of justice, truth, wis. 
dom, sanctity, benevolence and mercy, as eternal char.. 
acteristics in His Nature, the very Law of His bein~l 

identical with Himself; and next, when He became 
Creator, He implanted this Law, which is Hirriself, in 
the intelligence of all His rational creatures. The Di
vine Law, then, is the rule of ethical truth, the standard 
of right and wrong, a sovereign, irreversible, absolute 
authority in the presence of men and Angels. " The 
eternal law," says St. Augustine, " is the Divine Reason 
or \Vill of God, commanding the observance, forbid
ding the disturbance, of the natural order of things." 
"The natural law," says St. Thomas, " is an impression 
of the Divine Light in us, a participation of the eternal 
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law in the rational creature." (Gousset, Theol. Moral. 
t. I, pp. 24, etc.)- This lawt as apprehended in the 
minds of individual men, is called" conscience ;" and, 
though it may suffer refraction in passing into the intel
lectual medium of each, it is not thereby so affected as 
to lose its character of being the Divine Law, but still 
has, as such, the prerogative of commanding obedience. 
" The Divine Law," says Cardinal Gousset, " is the su
preme rule of actions; our thoughts, desires, words, 
acts, all that man is, is subject to the domain of the law 
of God; and this law is the rule of our conduct by 
means of our conscience. Hence it is never lawful to 
go against our conscience; as the fourth Lateran cou n
eil says, ' Quidquid fit contra conscientiam, ~dificat ad 
gehennam.' " 

This, I know, is very different from the view ordi
narily taken of it, both by the science and, literature, 
and by the public opinion, of this day. It is founded 
on the doctrine that conscience is the voice of God, 
whereas it is fashionable on all hands now to consider 
it in one way or another a creation of man. Of course, 
there are great and broad exceptions to this statement. 
It is not true of many or most religious bodies of men; 
especially not of their teachers and ministers. \Vhen 
Anglicans, \Vesleyans, the various Presbyterian sects in 
Scotland, and other denominations among us, speak of 
conscience, they mean what we mean, the voice of God 
in the nature and heart of man, as distinct from the 
voice of Revelation. They speak of a principle planted 
within us, before we have had any training, though 
such training and experience is necessary for its 
strength, growth, and due formation. They consider it 
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a constituent element,of the mind, as our perception of 
other ideas may be, as our powers of reasoning, as our 
sense of order and the beautiful, and our other intel
lectual endowments. They consider it, as Catholics 
consider it, to be the internal witness of both the ex
istence and the law of God. They think it holds of 
God, and not of man, as an Angel walking on the earth 
would be no citizen or dependent of the Civil Power. 
They would not allow, any more than we do, that it 
could be resolved into any combination of principles in 
our nature, more elementary than itself; nay, though 
it may be called, and is, a law of the mind, they would 
not grant that it was nothing more; I mean, that it was 
not a dictate, nor conveyed the notion of responsibility, 
of duty, o( a threat and a promise, with a vividness 
which discriminated it from all other constituents of 
our nature. 

This, at least, is how I read the doctrine of Protes~ 

tants as well as of Catholics. The rule and measure of 
duty is not utility, nor expedience, nor the happiness 
of the greatest number, nor State convenience, nor fit
ness, order, and the pulcltrulIl. Conscience is not a 
long-sighted selfishness, nor a desire to be consistent 
with oneself, but it is a messenger from Him, who, 
in nature and in grace, speaks to us behind a veil, and 
teaches and rules us by His representatives. Con
science is the aboriginal Vicar of Christ, a prophet in its 
informations, a monarch in its peremptoriness, a priest 
in its blessings and anathemas, and, even though the 
eternal priesthood throughout the Church could cease 
to be, in it the sacerdotal principle would remain and 
would have a sway. 
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\Vords stich as these are idle empty verbiage to the 
great world of philosophy now. All through my day 
there has been a resolute warfare, I had. almost said 
conspiracy, against the rights of conscience, as I have 
described it. Literature and science have been em
bodied in great institutions in order to put it down. 
Noble buildings have been reared a~ fortresses against 
that spiritual, invisible influence which is too subtle 
for scieilce and too profound for literature. Chairs in 
Universities have been made the seats of an an
tagonist tradition. Public writers, day after day, have 
indoctrinated the minds of innumerable readers with 
theories subversive of its claims. As in Roman times, 
and in the midd-Ie age, its supremacy was assailed by 
the arm of physical force, so now the intellect is put in 
operation to sap the foundatioils of ~ power which the 
sword could not destroy. \Vc are told that conscience 
is bu't a twist in primitive and unt~tored man; that 
its dictate is an imagination; that the very notion of 
guiltiness, which that dictate enforces, is simply irra
tional, for how call there possibly be freedom of will, 
how can there be consequent responsibility, in that 
infinite eternal network of cause and effect, in which 
we helplessly lie? and what retribution have we to 
fear, when we have had no real choice to do good or 
evil? 

So much for philosophers; now let us see what is 
the notion of conscience in this day in the popular 
mind. There, no more than in the intellectual world, 
does" conscience" retain the 010, true, Catholic mean
ing of the word. There too the idea, the presence, of 
;:t 1'Ioral Governor is far away from the use of it, fre
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quent and emphatic as'that use of it is. \Vhen men 
advocate the rights of conscience, they in no sense 
mean the rights of the Creator, nor the duty to Him, 
i:1 thought and deed, of the creature; but the right of 
thinking, speaking, writing, and acting, according to 
their judgment or their humor, without any thought 
of God at all. They do not even pretend to go bya:ly 
moral rule, but they demand, what they think is an 
Englishman~s prerogative, to be his own master in all 
things, and to profess what he pleases, asking no one's 
leave, and accounting priest or preacher, speaker or 
writer, unutterably impertinent, who dares to say a 
word against his going to perdition, if he like it, in his 
own way. Conscience has rights because it has duties; 
but in this age, with a large portion of the public, it is 
the very right and freedom of conscience to dispense 
with conscience, to ignore a Lawgiver and Judge, to be 
independen~ of unseen obligations. It becomes a 
license to take up any or no religion, to take up this or 
that and let it go again, to go to Church, to go to 
chapel, to boast of being above all religions and to be 
an impartial critic of each of them. Conscience is a 
stern monitor, but in this century it has been super
!teded by a counterfeit, which the .eighteen centuries 
prior to it never heard of, and could not have mistaken 
for it, if they had. It is the right of self-will. 

And now I shall turn aside for a moment to show 
how it is that the Popes of. our century have been mis
understood by English people, as if they really were 
speaking against conscience in the true sense of the 
word, when in fact they were speaking against it in the 
various false senses, philosophical or popular, which in 
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this day arc put upon the word. The present Pope, 
in his Encyclical of 1864, Quantd cura, speaks, (as 
will come before us in the next section,) against 
"liberty of conscience," and he refers to his pre
decessor, Gregory XVI. L who, in_ his 1I1irari vos, calls 
it a "deliramentum." It is a rule in formal ecclesias
tical proceedings, as I shall have occasion to notice 
lower down, when books or authors are condemned, to 
use the very words of the book or author, and to con
demn the words in that particular sense which they 
have in their context and their drift, not in the literal, 
not in the religious sense, such a~ the Pope might re
cognize, were-they in another book or author.. To take 
a familiar' parallel, among many which occur daily. 
Protestants speak of the" Blessed Reformation ;" Cath
olics too talk of" the Reformation," though they do not 
call it blessed. Yet every" reformation" ought, from 
the very meaning of the word, to be good, not bad; so 
that Catholics seem to be implying a eulogy on an 
event which, at the same time., they consider a surpass
ing evil. Here then they are taking the word and using 
it in the popular sense of it, not in the Catholic. They 
would say, if they expressed their full meaning, " the 
so-calkd reformation." In like manner, if the Pope COll

demned "the Reformation," it would be utterly so
phistical to say in consequence that he had declared 
himself against all reforms; yet this is how Mr. Glad
stone treats him, because he speaks of (so-called) liber~y 

of conscience. To make this distinction clear, viz., be
tween the Catholic sense of the word" conscience," and 
tl~at sense in which the Pope condemns it, we find in 
the Recueil des Allocutions, etc., the words accompanied 
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with quotation-marks, both in Pope Gregory's and Pope 
Pius's Encyclicals, thus :-Gregory's, " Ex hoc putidis
~imo 'indifferentismi fonte," (mind, " indiff~rentismi " 
is under quotation-marks, because the Pope will not 
make himself answerable for so unclassical a word) " ab
surda -ilIa fluit ac erronea ~ententia, seu potius delira
mentum, asserendam esse ac vindicandam cuilibet ' Ii
bertatem conscienti~.'" And that of Pius, " haud ti
ment erroneam illam fovere opinionem a Gregorio XVI. 
deliramentum appellatam, nimirum ' libertatem cansci
entice' esse proprium cujuscunque hominis jus." Both 
Popes certainly scoff at the" so-called liberty of con
science," but there is no scoffing of any Pope, in for
mal documents addressed to the faithful at large, at 
that most serious doctrine, the right and the duty of 
following that Divine Authority, the voice of con
science, on which in truth the Church herseif is built. 

So indeed it is; did the Pope speak against Con
science in the true sense of the word, he would commit 
a suicidal act. - He would be cutting the ground from 
under his feet. His v~ry mission is - to proclaim the 
moral Jaw, and to protect and strengthen that" Light 
which enlighteneth every man that cometh into the 
world." On the law of conscience and its sacredness 
are founded both his authority in theory and his power 
in fact. vVhether this or that particular Pope in this 
bad world always kept this great truth in view in all he 
did, it is for history to tell. I am considering here the 
Papacy in its office and its duties, and in reference to 
those who acknowledge its clarms. They are not bound 
by a Pope's personal character or 'private acts, but by 
his formal teaching. Thus viewing his position, we shall 
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find that it is by the universal sense of right and \vrong, 
the consciousness of transgression, the pangs of guilt, 
and the dread of retribution, as first principles, deeply 
lodged in the hearts of men, thus and only thus, that 
he has gained his footing in the world and achieved hi9 
success. It is his claim to .come from the Divine Law.. 
giver, in order to elicit, protect, and enforce those 
truths which the Lawgiver has sown in our very nature 
-it is this and this only-that is the explanation of 
his length of life more than antediluvian. The cham
pionship of the Moral Law and of conscience is his 
raisoll d'eIre. The fact of his mission is the answer to 
the complaints of those who feel the insufficiency of 
the natural light; and the insufficiency of that light is 
the justification of his mission. 

All sciences, except the science of Religion, have 
their certainty in themselves; as far as they are sci
ences, they consist of necessary conclusions from unde
niable premisses, or of phenomena manipulated into 
general truths by an irresistible induction. But the 
sense of right and wrong, which is the first element in 
religion, is so delicate, so fitful, so easily puzzled, ob
scured, perverted, so subtle in its argumentative me
thods, so impressible by education, so biassed by pride 
and passion, so unsteady in its flight, that, in the strug
gle for existence amid various exercisesand triumphs of 
the human intellect, this sense is at once the highest 
of all teachers, 'yet the least luminous; and the Church, 
the Pope, the Hierarchy are, in the Divine purpose, the 
supply of an urgent demand. Natural Religion, certain 
as are its grounds ;l1ld its doctrines as addressed to 
thoughtful, serious minds, needs, in order that it may 
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speak to mankind with effect and subdue the world, 
to be sustained and completed by Revelation. 

In saying all this, of course I must not be supposed 
to be limiting the Revelation of which the Church is 
the keeper to 'a mere republication of the Natural Law; 
but still it is true, that, though Revelation is so distinct 
from the teaching of nature and beyond it, yet it is not 
independent of it, nor without relations towards it, but 
is its complement, re-assertion, issue, embodiment, and 
interpretation. The Pope, who comes of Revelation, 
luis no jurisdiction over Nature. If, under the plea of 
his revealed prerogatives, he neglected his mission of 
preaching truth, justice, mercy, and peace, much more, 
if he trampled 011 the consciences of his subjects;--if 
he had done so all along, as Protestants say, then he 
could not have lasted all these many centuries till now, 
so as to be made the mark of their reprobation. Dean 
Milman has told us above, how faithful he was to his 
duty in the medieval time, and how successful. After
wards, for a while fhe Papal chair Was filled by men, 
who gave themselves up to luxury, security, and a 
Pagan kind of Christianity; and we all know what a 
moral earthquake was the consequence, and how the 
<:::hurch lost, thereby, and has lost to this day, one-half 
of Europe., The Popes could not have recovered from 
so terrible a catastrpphe, as they have done, had they 
not returned to their first and better ways, and the 
grave lesson of the past is in itself the guarantee of the 
future. 

Such is the relation of the ecclesiastical power tothe 
human cO,nscience :-however, another view may be 
taken of it. It may be said that. no one doubts that 
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the Pope's power rests on those weaknesses of human 
nature, that religious sense, which in ancient days 
Lucretius noted as the cause of the worst ills of our 
race; that he uses it dexterously, forming und.er shel
ter of it a false code of morals for his own aggrandise
ment and tyranny; and that thus conscience becomes 
his creature and his slave, doing, as if on a divine sanc
tion, his will; so that in the abstract indeed and in idea 
it is free, but never free in fact, never able to take a 
flight of its own, independent of him, any more than 
birds whose wings are clipped ;~moreover, that, if it 
were able to exert a will of its own, then there would 
ensu.e a collision more unmanageable than that between 
the Church and the State, as being in one and the same 
subject matter-viz., religion; for what would become 
of the Pope's ~'absolute authority," as Mr. Gladstone 
calls it, if the private conscience had an absolute au
thority also? . 

I wish to answer this important objection distinctly. 
I. First, I am using the word c: conscience" in the 

high sense in which I have already explained it; not as 
a fancy or an opinion, but as ~ dutiful obedience to 
what claims to be a divine voice, speaking within us.. 

2. Secondly I observe that conscience is not a judg
ment upon any speculative truth, any abstract doctrine, 
but bears immediately on conduct, on something to be 
done or not done. "Conscience," says St. Thomas, 
"is the practical judgment or dictate of reason, by 
which we judge what hie ct 1l1tlle is to be done as being 
good; or to be avoided as evil." Hence conscience 
cannot come into direct collision with the Church's or 
the Pope's infallibility; which is engaged only on gene
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ral propositions, or the condemnation of propositions 
simply particular. 

. 3: Next, I observe that, conscience being a practi.. 
cal dictate, a collision is possible between it and the 
Pope's authority only when the Pope legislates, or 
gives particular orders, and the like. But a Pope 
is not infallible in his laws, nor in his commands,. 
nor in his acts of state, nor in his administration, 
nor in his public policy. Let it be observed that 
the Vatican Council has left him ju,st as it found him 
here. Mr. Gladstone's language on this point is to me 
quite unintelligible. Why, instead of using vague terms, 
does he not point out precisely the very words by 
which the .Council has made the Pope in his acts infalli
ble? Instead of so doing, he assumes a conclusion 
which is altogether false. He says, p. 34, " First comes 
the Pope's infallibility;" then in the next page he in
sinuates that, under his infallibility, come acts of ex
communication, as if the Pope could not make mistakes 
in this field of action. He says, p. 35, " It may be 
sought to plead that the Pope does not propose to 
invade the country, to seize \Voolwich, or bu'rn Ports
mouth. He will only, at the worst,' excommunicate 
opponents. Is this a good answer? After all, 
even in the Middle Ages, it was not by the direct action 
of fleets and armies of their own that the Popes con
tended with kings who were refr~ctory; it was mainly 
by interdicts," etc. What have excommunication and 
interdict to do wit~l Infallibility? Was St. Peter infal
lible on that occasion at Antioch when St. Paul with
stood him? was St. Victor infallible when he separated 
from his communion the Asiatic Churches? or Liberius 
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when in like manner'he "excommunicated Athanasius? 
And, to' come to later times, was Gregory XIII., when 
he had a medal struck in honouf of the Bartholomew 
massacre? or Paul IV. in his conduct towards Eliza
beth? Of Sextus V. when he blessed the Armada? or 
Urban VIII. when he persecuted Galileo? No Catho
lic ever pretends that these Popes were infallible in 
these acts. Since then infallibility alone could block 
the exercise of conscience, and the Pope is not infalli
ble in that subject-matter in which conscience is of 
supreme authority, no dead-lock, such as is implied in 
the objection which I am answering, can take place be
tween conscience and the Pope. 

4. But, of course, I have to say again, lest I 'should 
be misunderstood, that when I speak of Conscience, I 
mean conscience truly so called. When it has the right 
ofopposing the supreme, though not infallible Authority 
of the Pope, it must be something more than that mis
erable counterfeit which, as I have said above, now 
goes by the name. If in a particular case it is to be 
taken as a sacred and sovereign monitor, its dictate, in 
order to prevail against the voke of the Pope, must 
follow upon serious thought, prayer, and all available 
means of arriving at a right judgment on the matter in 
question. And further, obedience to the Pope is what 
~ called" in possession; " that is, the onus probandi of 
establishing a case against him lies, as in all cases of 
exception, on the side of conscience. Unless a man is 
able to say to himself, as in the Presence of God, that 
he must not, and dare not, act upon the Papal injunc
tion, he is bound to obey it, and would commit a great 
sin in disobeying it. Prima facie it is his bounden 
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duty, even from a sentiment of loyalty, to believE: the 
Pope right and to act accordingly. He must vanquish 
that mean, ungenerous, selfish, vulgar spirit of his 
nature, which, at the very first rumour of a command, 
places itself in opposition to the Superior who gives it, 
asks itself whether he is not exceeding his right, and 
rejoices, in a moral and practical- matter, to commence 
with scepticism. I-Ie must have no wilful determina
tion to exercise" a right of thinking, saying, doing just 
what he' pleases, the question of truth and falsehood, 
right and wrong, the duty if possible of obedience, the 
love of speaking as his Head speaks, and of standing in 
all cases on his Head's side, being simply discarded. 
If this necessary rule were observed, collisions between 
the Pope's authority and the authority of conscience 
would be very rare. On the other hand, in the fact 
that, after all, in extraordinary cases, the conscience of 
each individual is free, we have a safeguard and secur
ity, were security necessary (which is a most gratuitous 
suppositipn), that no Pope ever will be able, as the 
objection supposes, to create a false conscience for his 
own ends. 

Now, I shall end this part of tile subject, for I have 
not done with it altogether, by appealing to various of 
our theologians in evidence that, in what I have been 
saying, I have not misrepresented Catholic doctrine on 
these important points.. 

That is, on the duty of obeying our conscience at 
all hazards. 

I have already quoted the words which Cardinal G6us
set has adduced from the Fourth Lateran; that" He who 
acts a~ains~ his cop~cjen~e lose? his soul." Thjs dictu1~· 
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is brought out with singular fulness and force in the 
moral treatises of theologians. The celebrated school, 
known as the Salmanticenses, or Carmelites of Sala
manca, lays down the broad proposition, that con
science is ever to be obeyed whether it tells 
truly or erroneously, and that, whether the error 
is the fault of the person thus erring or not.* 
They say that this opinion is certain, and refer, as 
agreeing with them, to St. Thomas, St. Bonaventura, 
Caietan, Vasquez, Durandus, Navarrus, Corduba, Lay
man, Escobar, and fourteen others. Two of them even 
say this opinion is de fide. Of course, if he is culpable 
in being in error, which he would have escaped, had he 
been more in earnest, for that error he is answerable to 
God, but still he. must act according to that error, 
while he is in it, because he in full sincerity thinks the 
error to be truth. 

Thus, if the Pope told the English Bishops to 
order their priests to stir themselves energetically in 
favour of teetotalism, and a particular priest was fully 
persuaded that abstinence from wine, etc., was practi
cally a Gnostic error, and therefore felt he could not 
~o exert himself without sin; or suppose there was a 
papal order to hold lotteries in each mission for some 
religious object, and a priest could say in God's sight 
that he believed lotteries to be morally wrong, that 
priest in either of these cases would commit a sin !tic 
rt 1l111lC if he pbe~Ted the Pope, whether he was right 

"!' AliquJ opinantur quod cons~i~ntia erronea non obligat ; Se
cundam sententiam, et certam, a5'ser~ntem,~ssc peccatum discordarc a 
conscientift erronea, invincibili aut 1o'incibili, tenet D. Thomas; quem 
sequ~ntl1r o~nes ~cholastici:"~Tltrvf. ~f(1ml. t. '-., p. 12, ed. Ij2S. 
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or wrong in his opinion, and, if-wrong, although he 
had not taken proper pains to get at the truth of the 
matter. 

Btisenbaum, of the Society of Jesus, whose work I 
have already had occasion to notice, writes thus :-"A 
heretic, as long as he judges his sect to be more or 
equally deserving of belief, has no obligation to believe 
[in the Church.],' And he continues, "vVhen men 
who have been brought up in heresy, are persuaded 
from boyhood that we impugn and attack the word of 
God, that we are idolators, pestilent deceivers, and 
therefore are to be shunned as pestilences, they can
not, while this persuasion lasts, with a safe conscience, 
hear us."-t. I, p. 54. 

Antonio Corduba, a Spanish Franciscan, states the I 

doctrine with still more point, because he makes men
tion of Superiors. ." In no manner is it lawful to act 
against conscience, even though a Law, or a Superior 
commands it."-De COllscicllt., p. 138. 

And the French Dominican, Natalis Alexander:
" If, in the judgment of conscience, though a mistaken 
conscience, a man is persuaded that what his Superior 
commands is displeasing to God, he is bound not to 
obey."-:...T/zcol. t. 2, p. 32. 

The word" Superior" certainly includes the Pope; 
but, -to bring out this point clearly, Cardinal Jacoba
tius in his authoritative work on Councils, which is 
contained in Labbe's Collection of them, introduces 
the Pope by name :-" If it were doubtful," he says, 
"whether a precept [of the Pope] be a sin or not, we 
must determine thus :-that, if he to whom the pre
ce.pt is addressed has a conscientious sense that it is a 
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sin and injustice, first it is his duty to put off that 
sense; but, if he cannot, nor conform himself to the 
judgment of the Pope, in that case it. is his duty to 
follow his own private conscience, and patiently to bear 
it, if the Pope punishes him."-lib. iv., p. 241. 

Would it not be well for Mr. Gladstone to bring 
passages from our recognized authors as confirmatory 
of his view of our teaching, as those which I have 
quoted are destructive of it? and they must be pas
sages declaring, not only that the Pope is ever to be 
obeyed, but that there are no exceptions to the rule, 
for exceptions must be in all concrete matters. 

I add one remark. Certainly, if I am obliged to 
bring religion into after-dinner toasts, (which indeed 
does not seem quite the thing) I shall drink,-to the 
Pope, if you please,-still, to Conscience first, and to 
the Pope afterwards. 



§ 6. THE ENCYCLICAL OF 1864. 

The subject of Conscience leads us to the Encycli
cal, which is one of the special objects of Mr. Glad
stone's attack; and to do justice to it, I must, as in 
other sections~ begin from an earlier date than 1864. 

:Modern Rome then is not the only place where the 
traditions of the old Empire, its principles, provisions, 
and practices, have been held in honour; they have 
been retained, they have been maintained in substance, 
as the basis of European civilization down to' this day, 
and notably among ourselves; In the Anglican estab
lishment the king took the place of the Pope; but 
the Pope's principles kept possession. \Vhen the Pope 
was ignored, the relations between Pope and king were 
ignored too, and therefore we had nothing to do any 
more with the old Imperial laws which shaped those 
relations; but the old idea of a Christian Polity was 
still in force. It was a first principle with England 
that there was one true religion, that it was inherited 
from an earlier time, that it came of direct Revelation, 
that it was to be supported to the disadvantage, to say 
the least, of other religions, of private judgment, of 
personal conscience.. The Puritans held these princi
ples as firmly as the school of Laud. As to the Scotch 
Presbyterians, we read.enough about them in the pages 
of 1\1r. Buckle. The Stuarts went, but still their prin
ciples suffered no dethronement; their action was re

81 
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strained, but they were still in force, when this century 
opened. 

It is curious to see how strikingly in this matter the 
proverb has been fulfilled," Out of sight, out of mind." 
IVlen ·of the present generation, born in the new civiliza
tion, are shocked to witnes~ in the abiding Papal sys
tem the words, ways, and works of their grandfathers. 
In my own lifetime has that old world been alive, and 
has gone its way. Who will say that the plea of con
science was as effectual, sixty years ago, as it is now in 
England, for the toleration of every sort of fancy re
ligion? Had the Press always that wonderful elbow
room which it has now? Might public gatherings be 
held, and speeches made, and repui?licanism avowed in 
the time of the Regency, as is possible now? \Vere 
the thoroughfares open to monster processions at that 
date, and the squares and parks at the mercy of Sun
day manifestations? Could savants in that day insinu
ate what their hearers mistook for atheism in scientific 
assemblies, and artizans practise it in the centres of 
political action? Could public prints, day after day, 
or week after week, carry on a war against religion, 
natural and revealed, as now is the case? No; law or 
public opinion would not suffer it ; we may be wiser or 
better now, but we were then in the wake of the Holy 
Roman Church, and had been so from the time of the 
Reformation. vVe were faithful to the tradition of 
fifteen hundred years. All this was called Toryism, 
and men gloried in the name; ~ow it is called Popery 
and reviled. 

When I was young the State had a conscience, and 
the Chief Justice of the day pronounced, not as a point 
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of obsolete law, but as an energetic, living truth, that 
Christianity was the· law of the land. And by Chris
tianity was meant pretty much what Bentham calls 
Church-of-Englandism, its cry being the dinner toast, 
"Church and king." Blackstone, though he wrote a 
hundred' years ago, was held, I believe, as an authority, 
.on the state of the law in this matter, up to the begin
ning of this century. On the supremacy of Religion 
he writes as fo110\\"5, that is, as I have abridged him for 
my purpose. 

"The belief of a future state of rewards and punish
ments, etc., etc., .. these are the grand foundation of 
all judicial oaths. All moral evidence, all confidenc.e 
in human veracity, must be weakened by irreligion, 
and overthrown by infidelity. vVherefore all affronts 
to Christianity, or endeavours to depreciate its efficacy, 
are highly deserving of human punishment. It was 
enacted by the statute of )Villiam Ill. that if any per
son educated hz, 'and havillg made profession of, the 
Christian religion, shall by writing, printing, teaching, 
or ad vised speaking, deny the Christian religion to be 
true, or the Holy Scriptures to be of divine authority," 
or again in like manner, "if any person educated in the 
Christian religion shall by writing, etc., deny anyone of 
t.he Persons of the Holy Trinity to be God, or main
tain that there are more gods than one, he shall on the 
first offence be rendered incapable to hold any office or 
place of trust; and for the second, be rendereJ incapa
ble of bringing any actio~, being guardian, executor, 
legatee. or purchaser of lands, and shall suffer three 
years' imprisonment without bail. To give room, how
ever, for repentance, if, within four months after th~ 
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first conviction, the delinquent will in open court pub
licly renounce his error, he is discharged for that once 
from all disabilities." 

Again: " those who absent themselves from the di
vine worship in the established Church,- through total 
irreligion, and attend the service of no other persuasion, 
forfeit one shilling to the poor every Lord's day they 
so absent themselves, and £20 to the king, if they con- • 
tinue such a defa;ult for a month together. And if they 
keep any inmate, thus irreligiously disposed, in their 
houses, they forfeit £10 per month." . 

Further, he lays down that" reviling the ordinances 
of the Church is a crime of a much grosser nature than 
the other of non-conformity; since it carries with it 
the utmost indecency, arrogance, and ingratitude ;-in
decency, by setting up private judgment in opposition 
to public; arrogance, by treating with contempt and 
rudeness what has at least a better chance to be 
right than the singular notions of any particular 
man; and ingratitude, by denying that indulgence 
and liberty of conscience to the members of the na
tional Church, which the retainers to every petty con
venticle enjoy." 

Once more: "In order to secure the established 
Church against perils from non-conformists of all de
nominations, infidels, Turks, Jews, heretics, papists, 
and sectaries, there are two bulwarks erected, called 
the Corporation and Test Acts; by the former, no per
son can be legally elected to any office relating to the 
government of any city or corporation, unless, within 
a twelvemonth before, he has received the sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper according to the rites of the 
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Church of England; .. the other, called the Test 
Act, directs all officers, civil and military, to make the 
declaration against transubstantiation lvithin six 
months after their admission, and also within the 
same time to receive the sacrament according to the 
usage of the Church of England." The same test being 
undergone by all persons who desired to be 'naturalized, 
the Jews also were excluded from the pdvileges of Pro
testant churchmen. 

Laws, such as these, of course gave. a tone to so
ciety, to all classes, high and low, and to the publica
tions, periodical or other, which represeI1ted public 
opinion. Dr. Watson, who was the liberal prelate of 
his day, in his answer to Paine, calls him (unless my 
mem()ry betrays me) "a child of the devil and an 
enemy of all righteousness." Cumberland, a man ~f 
the world, (here again I must trust to the memory of 
many past years) reproaches a Jewish writer for ingra
titude in assailing, as he seems to have done, a tolerant 
religious establishment; and Gibbon, an unbeliev~r, 
feels himself at liberty to look down ori Priestly, whose 
"Socinian shield," he says, "has been repeatedly 
pierced by the mighty spear of Horsley, and whose 
trumpet of sedition may at length awake the magis
trates of a free country." 

Such was the position of free opinion and dissenting 
worship in England till quite a recent era, when one 
after another the various disabilities which I have been 
recounting, and many others besides, melted away, like 
snow at spring-tide; and we all wonder how they could 
ever have been in force. The cause of this great revo-
lution is obviolls, and its effect inevitable. Though I 
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profess to be an admirer of the principles n~)\v super· 
seded, in themselves, mixed up as they were \vith the 
imperfections and evils incident to everything human, 
nevertheless I say frankly I do not see how they could 
possibly be maintained in the ascendant: When the 
intellect is cultivated, it is as certain that it will de
velop into a thousand various shapes, as that infinite 
hues and tints and' shades of colour will be reflected 
from the earth's surface, when the sun-light touches it; 
and in matters of religion the more, by reason of the 
extreme subtlety and abstruseness of the mental ac
tion by which they are determined. During the last 
seventy years, first one class of the community, then 
another, has awakened up to thought and opinion. 
Their multiform views on sacred subjects necessarily 
affected and found expression in' the governing order. 
The State in past time had a conscience; George the 
Third ha~ a conscience; but there were other men at 
the head of affairs besides him with consciences, and 
they spoke for others besides themselves, and what was 
to be done, if he could not wo~k without them, and 
they could not work with him, as far as religious ques
tions came up at the Council-board? This brought on 
a dead-lock in the time of his successor. The minis
try of the day could not agree together in the policy 
or justice of keeping -up the state of things which 
Blackstone describes. The State ought to have a con
science; but what if it happen to have half-a-dozen, or 
a score, or a hundred, in religious matters, each dif
ferent from each? I think 1\11'. Gladstone has brought 
out the difficulties of the situation himself in his Auti
biography. No government could be formed, if re· 
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ligious unanimity was a si/te qua -1101Z. vVhat then was 
to be done? As a necessary consequence, the whole 
theory of Toryism, hitherto acted on, came to pieces 
and went the way of all flesh. This was in the nature of 
things. Not a hundred Popes. could have hindered it, 
unless Providence interposed by an effusion of divine 
grace on the hearts of men, which would amount to a 
miracle, and perhaps would interfere with human re
sponsibility. The Pope has denounced the sentiment 
that he ought to come. to terms with "progress, liber
alism, and the new civilization." I have no thought at 
all of disputing his words. I leave the great problem 
to the future. God will guide other Popes to act when 
Pius goes, as He has guided him. Noone can dislike 
the democratic principle more than I do. No one 
mourns, for' instance, more than I, over the state of 
Oxford, given up, alas! to " liberalism alid progress," to 
the forfeiture of her great medieval motto, " Dominus 
illuminatio mea," and ,,,ith a consequent call on her to 
go to Parliament or the Heralds College for a new one; 
but what can we do? All I know is, that Toryism, 
that is, loyalty to persons," springs 'immortal in the 
hu"man breast;" that Religion is a spiritual loyalty; 
and that Catholicity is the only divine form of Religion. 
And thus, in centuries to come, there may be found 
out some way of uniting what is free in the new struc
ture of" society with what is authoritative in the old, 
without any base compromise with" Progress" and 
" Liberalism.'· 

But to return :~I have noticed the great revolution 
in the state of the Law which has taken pla~e since 
1828 for this reason :-to suggest that Englishmen, who 
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within fifty years kept up the Pope's system, are not 
exactly the parties to throw stones at the Pope for 
keeping it up still. 

But I go further :-in fact the Pope has rIOt said on 
this subject of conscience (for that is the main subject 
in question) what Mr. Gladstone makes him say'.. On 
this point I desiderate that fairness in his Pamphlet 
which we have a right to expect from him; and in 
truth his unfairness is wonderful; He says, pp. 15, 16, 
that the Holy Sec has "condemned" th~ rnaintainers 
of "the Liberty of the Press, of conscience, and of 
worship:' . Again, that the "Pontiff has condemned 
free speech, free writing,a free press, toleration of non
conformity, liberty of conscience," p. 42. Now, is not 
this accusation of a very wholesale character? Who 
would not understand it to mean that the Pope had. 
pronounced a universal anathema against all these 
liberties ill toto, and that English law, on the contrary, 
allowed those liberties ill toto, which the Pope had 
condemned? But the Pope has done no such thing. 
The real question is in what respect, in what measure, 
has lIe spoken against liberty: the grant of liberty ad
mits of degrees. Blackstone is careful to show how 
much more liberty the law allowed to the subject in his 
day, how much less severe it was in its safeguards 
against abuse, than it had used to be; but he never 
pretends that it is conceivable that liberty should have 
no boundary at all. The very idea of political society 
is based upon the principle that each member of it 
gives up a portion of his natural liberty for advantages 
which are greater than that liberty; and the question 
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is, whether the Pope, in any act of his which touches 
us Catholics, in any ecclesiastical or theological state
ment of his, has propounded any principle, doctrine, or 
view, which is not carried out in fact at this time in 
British courts of law, and would not be conceded by 
Blackstone. I, repeat, the very ~otion of human so
ciety is a relinquishment, to a certain point, of the 
liberty of its members individually, for the sake of a 
common security. \Vould it be fair on that account to 
say that the British Constitution condemns all liberty 
of conscience in word and in deed? 

\Ve Catholics, on our part, are denied liberty of our 
religion by English law in various ways, but we do not 
complain, because a limit must be put to even inno
cent liberties, and we acquiesce in it for the social 
compensations which we gain on the whole. Our 
school boys cannot play cricket on Sunday, not even in 
country places, for fear of being taken before a magis
trate and fined. In Scotland we cannot play the piano 
on Sundays, much less the fiddle, even in our own 
rooms. I have' had before now a lawyer's authority 
for saying that a religious procession is illegal even 
within our own premises. Till the last year or two '\vc 
could not call our Bishops by the titles which our Re
ligion gave them. A mandate from the Home Secre
tary obliged us to put off our cassocks when we went 
out of doors. We are forced to pay rates for the es
tablishment of secular schools which we cannot use, 
and then we have to find means over again for building 
schools of our own. \Vhy is not all this as much an 
outrage on our conscience as the prohibition upon Pro
testants at Rome, Naples, a:Hl l\'la!aJa, uefore the late 
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political changes-not to hold their services in a pri
vate, or in the ambassador's house, or outside the 
walls,-but to flaunt them in public and thereby to 
irritate the natives? Mr. Gladstone seems to think it 
is monstrous for the Holy See to sanction such a pro
hibition. If so, may we not call upon him to gain for 
us in Birmingham" the free exercise or our religion," 
in making a circuit of the streets in our vestments, 
and chanting the" Pange Lingua," and the protectioll 
of the police against the mob which would be sure to 
gather round us,-particularly since we are English 
born; but the Protestants at Malaga or Naples were 
foreigners.* But we have the good sense' neither 
to feel it a hardship, nor to protest against it as a 
grievance. 

But now for the present state of English Law :-1 
say seriously 1\1:r.. Gladstone's accusation of us avails 
quite as - much against Blackstone's four volumes, 
against laws in general, against the social contract, as 
against the Pope.. What the Pope has said, I will 
show presently: first let us see what the statute book 
has to t~ll us about the present state of English liberty 
of speech, of the press, and of worship. 

First, as to public speaking and meetings :-do we 
allow of seditious language, or of insult to the sove
reign, or his representatives? Blackstone says, that a 
misprision is committed against him by speaking or 
writing against him, cursing or wishing him ill, giving 
out scandalous stories concerning him, or doing any
thing that may tend to lessen him in the esteem of his 

if ,j Hominihus iIl11C immigrantibus," These words Mr. Glad~ 

stone omits. also Iw tr:lIl:·lates "puhlicum" "frcc," pp. 17, 18. 
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subject,s, may weaken his government, or may raise 
jealousies between him and his people. H Also he says,• 

that H threatening and reproachful words to any judge 
sitting in the Courts" involve" a high misprision, and 
have been punished with large fines, imprisonment, 
and corporal punishment." And we may recollect 
quite lately the judges of the Queen's Bench prohi
bited public meetings and speeches which had for 
th~ir object the issue of a case then proceeding in 
Court. 

Then, again, as to the Press, there are two modes 
of bridling it, one before the printed matter is pub
lished, the other after. The former is the method of 
censorship, the latter that of the law of libel. Each 
is a restriction on the liberty of. the Press. We prefer 
the latter. I never heard it said that the law of libel 
was of a mild character; and I never heard that the 
Pope, in any Brief or Rescript, had insisted on a 
censorship. 

Lastly, liberty of worship: as to the English restric
tion of it, we have had a notable example of it in the 
last session of Parliament, and we shall have still more 
edifying illustrations of it in the-next, though not cer
taillly from Mr. Gladstor.e. The· ritualistic party, in 
the free exercise of their rights, under the shelter of 
the Anglican rubrics, of certain of the Anglican offices, 
of the teaching of their great divines, and of tlieir 
conscientious interpretation of their Articles, have, at 
their own expense, built churches for- worship after 
their own way; and, on the other hand, Parliament 
and the newspapers are attempting to put them dqwn, 
not so much because they are acting against the tradi
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tion and the law of the Establishment, but because of 
the national dislike and dread of the principles and doc
trines which their worship embodies.. 

When Mr. Gladstone has a righ't to say broadly, by 
reason of these restrictions, that British law and the 
British people condemn the maintainers of liberty of 
conscience, of the press, and of worship, £11 toto, then 
may he say so of the Encyclical, or account of those 
words which to him have so frightful a meaning. 

Now then let us see, on the other hand, what the 
proposition IS, the condemnation of which leads him 
to say, that the Pope has unrestrictedly" condemned 
those who maintain the liberty of the Press, the liberty 
of conscience and of worship, and the liberty of speech," 
p. 16,-has "condemned free speech, free writing, and 
a free press," p. 42.' The condemned proposition speaks 
as follows :

" Liberty of conscience and worship, is the z"llllerellt 
ngll! of all men. 2. It ought to be proclaimed in every 
rightly constituted society.. 3. It is a right to all sorts 
of liberty (omnimodam lihertatem) such, that it ought 
not to be restrained by any authority, ecclesiastical or 
civil, as far as public speaking, printing, or any other 
public manifestation of opinions is concerned." 

Now, is there any government on earth that could 
stand the strain of such a doctrine as this? It starts 
by taking for granted that there are certain Rights of 
man; Mr. Gladstone so considers; I believe; but other 
deep thinkers of the day are quite of another opinion; 
however, if the' doctrine. of the proposition is true, 
then the right of conscience, of which it speaks, being 
inherent in man, is of universal force-that is, all over 
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the world-also, says the proposition, it is a right which 
must be recognized by all rightly constituted govern
ments. Lastly, what is the right of conscience thus in
herent in our nature, thus necessary for all states? The 
proposhion tells us. I t is the liberty of everyone to 
give public utterance, in (very possible shape, by every 
possible channel, without allY let or hindrance from God 
or man, to all his notions wltatsoe'l/er.* 

Which of the two in this matter is peremptory and 
sweeping in his utterance, the author of fhis thesis 
himself, or the Pope who has condemned what he has 
uttered? Who is it who would force upon the world a 
universal? All that the Pope has done is to deny a 
universal, and what a universal! a un.iversal liberty to 
all men to say~out whatever doctrines they may hold 
by preaching, or by the press, uncurbed by church or 
civil power. Does not this bear out what I said in the 
foregoing section of the sense in which Pope Gregory 
denied a "liberty of conscience?" It is a liberty of 
self-will. '\That if a man's conscience embraces the 
duty of regicide? or.infanticide? or free love? You 
may say that in England the good sense of the nation 
would stifle and extinguish such atrocities. True, but 
the proposition says that it is the very right of every 
one, by nature, in every well constituted society. If so, 
why have we gagged the Press in Ireland on the ground 
of its being seditious? Why is not India brought 
within the" British" constitution? It seems a light 

* "Jus civibult ilresse ad omnimodam libertatem, 1zulld vel ecc1e~ 

siastica. vel civili auctoritate coarctandam, quo S110S conceptus quos. 
crmqtle sive voce, sive typist sive aWl ratione, palam publicequc' mani.. 
fcstarc ac declarare valeant." 
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epithet for the Pope to use, when he calls such a doc
trine of conscience dclira1JlC11Iu1JZ: of all conceivable 
absurdities it is the wildest and most stupid. Has Mr. 
Gladstone really no better complaint to make against 
the Pope's condemnations than this? 

Perhaps he will say, "Vhy should the Pope take the 
trouble to condemn what is so wild? But he does: and 
to say that he condemns something which he does not 
condemn, and then to inveigh against him on the 
ground of that something else, is neither just nor 
logical. 



§ 7. THE SYLLABUS. 

Now I come to the Syllabus of "Errors," the pub
lication of which has been exclaimed against in Eng
land as such singular enormity, and especially by Mr. 
Gladstone. The condemnation of theological state
ments which militate against the Catholic Faith is of 
long usage in the Church. Such 'was the condemna
tion of the heresies of vVickliffe in the Council of Con
stance; such those of Huss, of Luther, of Baius, of 
Jansenius; .such the condemnations which were pub
lished by Sextus IV., Innocent XI., Clement XL, Be
nedict XIV., and other Popes. Such condemnations 
are no invention of Pius XI. The Syllabus is a col
lection of such erroneous propositions, as he has con
demned during his Pontificate; there are 80 of them. 

The word "Syllabus" means a collection; the 
French translation calls it a "Resume/' -a Collection 
of what? I have already said, of propositions,-propo
sitions which the Pope in his various Allocuti9ns, En
cyclicals, and like documents, since he has been Pope, 
has pronounced to be Errors. Who gathered the pro
positions out of these Papal documents, and put them 
together in one ? We do not know; all we know is 
that, by the Pope's command, this Collection of Errors 
was sent by his Foreign Minister"to the Bishops. He, 
C.ardina~ Antonelli~ sent to them at the same time the 
Encyclical of December, 1864, which is a document of 
dogmati~ authority. The Cardinal says, in his circular 

101 
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to them, that the Pope ordered him to do so. The 
Pope thought, he says, that perhaps the Bishops had 
not seen some of his Allocutions, and other authorita
tive letters and speeches of past years; in consequence 
the Pope had had the Errors which, at one time or 
other he had therein condemned, brought together into 
one, and that for the use of the Bishops. 

Such is the Syllabus and its object. .There is not a 
word in it of the Pope's own writing; there is nothing 
in it at all but the Erroneous Propositions themselves 
-that is, except the heading "A Syllabus, containing 
the principal Errors of our times, which are noted in 
the Consistorial Allocutions, in the Encyclicals, and in 
other Apostolical Letters of our most Holy Lord, 
Pope Pius IX." There is one .other addition-viz., 
after each proposition a reference is given to the Allo
cution, Encyclical, or other document in which it is 
condemned. 

The Syllabus, then, is to be received with profound 
submission, as having been sent by the Pope's author
ity to the Bishops of the world. It certainly has in
directly his extrinsic sanction; but intrinsically, and 
viewed in itself, it is· nothing more than a digest 
of certain Errors made by an anonymous writer. Th.ere 
would be nothing on the face of it, to show that the 
Pope had ever seen it, page by page, unless the "Im
primatur" implied in the Cardinal's letter had been an 
evidence of this~ It has no mark or seal put upon it 
which gives it a direct relation to the Pope.• 'VVho is 
its author? Some select theologian or high official 
doubtless; can it be Cardinal Antonelli himself? No 
surely: any how it is not the Pope, and I do not see 
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my way to accept it for what it is not. I do not speak 
as if I had any difficulty in recognizing and condemn
ing the Errors which it catalogues, did the Pope him~ 
self bid me; but he has not as yet done so, and he 
cannot delegate his Magisterium to another. I wish 
with St. Jerome to " speak with the Successor of the 
Fisherman and the Disciple of the Cross." I assent to 
that which the Pope propounds in faith and morals, 
but it must be he speaking officially, personally, and 
immerliately, and not anyone else, who has a hold 
over me. The Syllabus is not an official act, because 
it is not signed, for instance, with "Datum Romee, 
Pius P. P. IX.," or " sub annulo Piscatoris," or in some 
9ther way; it is not a personal, for he does not address 
his "Venerabiles Fratres," or "Dilecto Filio," or 
speak as "Pius Episcopus;" it is not an immediate, 
for it comes to the Bishops only through the Cardinal 
Minister of State. 

If, indeed, the Pope should ever make that anony
mous compilation directly his own, then of course I 
should bow to it and accept it as strictly his. He 
might have done so; he might do so still; again, he 
might issue a fresh list of Propositions in addition, and 
pronounce them to be Errors, and I should take that 
condemnation to be of dogmatic authority, because 
I believe him appointed by his Divine Master to 
determine in the detail of faith and morals what is true 
and what is false. But such an act of his he would 
formally authenticate; he would speak in his own 
name, as Leo X. or Innocent XI. did, by Bull or Let
ter Apostolic. Or, if hOe wished to speak !ess authori
tatively, he would speak through a Sacred Congrega
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tion; but the Syllabus makes no claim to be acknow
ledged as the word of the Pope. Moreover, if the 
Pope drew up that catalogue, as it may be called, he 
would discriminate the errors one from another, for 
they greatly differ in gravity, and he would guard 
against seeming to say that all intellectual faults are 
equal. What gives cogency to this remark is, that a 
certain number. of Bishops and theologians, when a 
Syllabus was in contemplation, did wish for such a for
mal act on the part of the Pope, and in consequence 
they drew up for his consideration the sort of docu
ment on which, if he so willed, he m{ght suitably 
stamp his infallible sanction; but he did not accede to 
their prayer. This composition is contained in the 
"Reclleil des Alloclltiolls," etc., and is far more than a 
mere "collection of errors." It is headed, " Theses ad 
Apostolicam Sedem delatce CUJIl cCllsuris," etc., and 
each error from first to last has the ground of its con
demnation marked upon it. There are sixty-one of 
them. The first is" impia, inj uriosa religioni," etc.; the 
second is "complexive sumpta, falsa," etc.; the third 
the same; the fourth "hceretica," and so on, the 
epithets affixed having a distinct meaning, and denot
ing various degrees of error. Such a document, unlike 
the Syllabus, has a substantive character. 

Here I am led to interpose a remark ;-it is 
plain, then, that there are those near, or with 
access, to the Holy Father, who would, if they 
could, go much further in the way of assei·tion 
and command, than the divine Assistelltia, which 
overshadows him, wills or permits: so that his acts 
and his words on doctrinal subjects nlust be carefully 
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scrutinized and weighed, before we can be sure what 
really he has said. Utterances which must be received 
as coming from an Infallible Voice ar~ not made every 
day, indeed they' are very rare; and those which are by 
some persons affirmed or assumed to be such, do not 
always turn out what they are said to be; nay, even 
such as are really dogmatic must be read by definite 
rules and by traditional principles of interpretation, 
which are as cogent and unchangeable as the Pope's 
own decisIons themselves. What I have to say pres
ently will illustrate this truth; meanwhile I use the cir. 
cumstance which has led to my :nentioning it, for an· 
other purpose· here. When intelligence which we reo 
ceive from Rome startles and pains us from its seem· 
ingly harsh or c'xtreme ch~racter, let us learn to have 
some little faith and patience, and not take for granted 
that all that is reported is the truth. There are those 
who wish and try to carry measures, and declare they 
have carried, when they have not carried them. How 
many strong things, for instance, have been reported with 
a sort of triumph on one side and with irritation and de
spondency on the other, of what the Vatican Council 
has done; whereas the very next year after it, Bishop 
Fessler, the Secretary General of the Council, brings 
out his work on " True and False Infallibility," * reduc
ing what was said to be so monstrous to its true 
dimensions. When I see all this going on, those grand 
lines always rise o~ my lips in the Greek Tragedy, 

" Oil1TOT~ Tclv ~lOS' app.ovta.v 
9Va.Ti:JV 7Tapff;a.CT~ {JOl.>.ai," 

and still more the consolation given us b}" a Divine 

* This History of the COllilCil is published by Burns & Oates, 
find also b~' Th~ Cfl,hoJic;: P~b1i~qti(~m ~ocietr? New Yor~. 
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Speaker that, though the swelling sea is so threatening 
to look at, :yet there is One who rules it and says: 
" Hitherto shalt thou come and no further, and here 
shall thy proud waves be stayed." . But to return: 
the Syllabus, then, has no dogmatic force; it· ad
dresses us, not in its separate portions, but as a whole; 
and is to be received from the Pope by an act of obedi
ence, not of faith, that obedience being shown by hav
ing recourse to the original and authoritative docu
ments, (Allocutions and the like,) to which the Syllabus 
pointedly refers. Moreover, when we turn to those 
documents which are authoritative, we find the Sylla
bus cannot even be called an echo of the Apostolic 
Voice; for, in matters in which wording is so import
ant, it is not an exact transcript of the words of the 
Pope, in its account of the errors condemned,-just as 
would be natural in what is an index for reference. 

1\1r. Gladstone indeed wishes to unite the Syllabus 
to that Encyclical which so moved him in December, 
1864, and says that the Errors noted in the Syllabus 
are all brought under the irifallible judgment pro
nounced on certain errors specified in the Encyclical. 
This is an untenable assertion. He says of the Pope 
flnd of the Syllabus, p. 20: "These are not mere opin
ions of the Pope himself, nor even are they opinions 
whh::h he might paternally recommend to the pious 
consideration of the faithful. \Vith the promulgation 
of his opil1iQJ1~ is gnhappily combined, in the Encyc1i
~al Letter which pirtually,' though not expressly, £1Z
flucf.es t/le whole, a {011Z11la11d to all llis spiritual chil
dren (from which we command we, th~ disobedient 
children, ~r~ jn no way exchH3ed) to hold tllCl11-," and 
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he appeals in proof of this to the language of the 
Encyclical; but let us see what that language is. _ The 
Pope speaks thus, as Mr. Gladstone himself quotes 
him: "All and each of the wrong opinions and doc
trines, ment£oncd one by one £n tlus Encyclical (hzsce lit
terts), by our Apostolical authority, \ve reprobate, etc." 
He says as plainly as words can speak, that the wrong 
opinions which in this passage he condemns, are 
specified £n the Encyclical,. not outside of it; and, 
when we look into the earlier part of it, there they are, 
about ten of them. There is not a single word in the 
Encyclical to sho\y that the Pope in it ,vas alluding to 
the Syllabus. The Syllabus does not exist, as far as the 
language of the Encyclical is concerned. :This gratuitous 
assumption seems to me marvellously unfair. The only 
connexion between the Syllabus and the Encyclical is 
one external to them both, th~ connexion of time and 
organ; Cardinal Antonelli sending them both to the 
Bishops with the introduction of one and the same let
ter. In that letter he speaks to the Bishops thus, as I 
paraphrase his words : ~~-The Holy Father sends you 
by me a list, which he has caused to be drawn up and 
prin~ed, of the errors which he has in various formal 

* His actual words (abridged) are these :-" NotreT.S.S. Pius IX. 
n'a jamais cesse de proscrire les principaleserrcurs de notre tIes-mal. 
heureuse cpoque, par ses Encycliqucs, et par ses Allocutions, etc. 
Mais, comme il peut arriver que tous les actes pontificaux ne per
viennent pas a chacun des Ordinaires, Ie meme Souverain Pontifc a 
voulu que l'on redigcat un Syllabus de ces memes erreurs, destine a 
ctre envoy€: a tous les Eveques, etc. 11 m'a ensuite ordonnc de veiIler 
ace que ce Syllabus imprime f~t envoye a V.E.R. dans ce temps OU 
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documents, in the course of the last eighteen years, 
condemned. At the same time, and with that list of 
errors, he is sending you a new Encyclical, which· he 
has judged it apropos to write to the Catholic Bishops; 
-so I.send you both at once." 

. The Syllabus, then, is a list, or rather an index, of 
the Pope·'s Encyclical or Allocutional condemnations, 
an index razsonnl,-not alphabetical. as is found, for 
instance, in Bellarmine's or Lambertini's works,
drawn up by the Pope's orders, out of his paternal care 
for the flock of Christ, and conveyed to the Bishops 
through his Minister of State. But we can no more 
accept it as de fide, as a dogmatic document, than 
other index o~ table of contents. Take a parallel case, 
mutatis mutandzs: Counsel's opinion Qeing asked on a 
point of law, he goes to his law-books, writes down his 
answer, and, as authority, refers his client to 23 George 
III., c. 5, s. I I; I I Victoria, c. 12, s. 19, and to Tho
mas v. Smith, Att.-Gen. v. Roberts, and Jones v. Owen. 
Who would say that that sheet of foolscap had force 
of law, when it was nothing more than a list of refer
ences to the Statutes of the Realm, or Judges' deci
sions, in which the Law's voice really was found? 

The value of the Syllabus, then, lies in its references; 
but of these Mr. Gladstone has certainly availed himself 
very little. Yet, in order to see the nature and extent of 
the condemnation passed on any proposition of the 
Syllabus, it is absolutely necessary to turn out the 

Ie meme Souverain Pontife a juge apropos d'ecrire un autre Lettre 
Encyc1ique. Ainsi, je m'empresse d'envoyer a V.E. ceSyllabus avec 
ces Lettres." 
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passage of ~he Allocution, Encyclical, or other docu
ment, in which the condemnation is found; for the 
wording of the errors which the Syllabus contains is to 
be interp~eted by its references. Instead of this :Mr. 
Gladstone uses forms of speech about the Syllabus 
which only excite in tpe fresh wonder. Indeed, he 
speaks upon these ecclesiastical su bjects generally in a 
style in. which priests and parsons are accused by 
their enemies of speaking concerning geology. For 
instance, the Syllabus, as we have seen, is a list or 
index; but he calls it " extraordinary declarations," p. 
21. How can a list of Errors be a series of Pontifical 
" Declarations? " 

However, perhaps he would say that, in speaking 
of" Declarations," he was referring to the authorita
tive statements which I have accused him of neglect
ing. With all my heart; but then let us see how 
those statements fulfil the character he gives of them. 
He calls them ,,' Extraordinary declarations on personal 
and private duty," p. 21,and" stringent condemnations," 
p. 19. Now, I certainly must grant that some are 
stringent, but only some. One of the most severe 
that I have found among them is that in the Apostolic 
Letter of June 10, 1851, ag~inst some heretic priest 
out at Lima, whose elaborate work in six volumes 
against the Curia Romana, is pronounced to be in its 
various statements scandalous, rash, false, schismatical, 
injurious to the Roman Pontiffs and Ecumenical Coun
cils impious and' heretical." It well deserved to be 
called by these names, which are not terms of abuse, 
but each with its definite meaning; and, if Mr. Glaq
stone, in speaking of the condemnat.ions, had confined 
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his epithet" stringent" to it, no one would have com
plained of him. And another severe condemnation is 
that of the works of Professor N uytz. But let us 
turn to some other of the so-called condemnations, in 
order to ascertain whether they answer to his general 
description of them. 

I . For instance, take his own 16th (the 77th of the" er
roneous Propositions ") that, " It is no longer expedient 
that the Catholic Religion should be established to the 
exclusion of all others." When we turn to the Allocu
tion, which is the ground of its being put into the 
Syllabus, what do we find there? First, that the Pope 
was speaking, not of States universally, but of one par
ticular State, Spain, definitely Spain; secondly, he was 
not speaking of the proposition in question directly, or 
dogmatically, or separately, but was protesting against 
the breach in many ways of the Concordat on the part 
of the Spanish government; further, that he was not 
referring to any theological work containing it, nor con
templating any proposition; nor, on the other hand, 
using any word of condemnation at all, nor using any 
harsher terms of the Government in question' than 
those of "his wonder and bitterness." And again, 
taking the Pope's remonstrance as it stands, is it any 
great cause of complaint to Englishmen, who so lately 
were severe in their legislation upon Unitarians, Catho
lics, unbelievers and others, that the Pope does merely 
not think it expedient for every state from this time 
jorth to tolerate every sort of religion· on its territory, 
and to disestablish the Church at once? for this is all 
that he denies. As in the instance in the foregoing 
section, he does but deny a universal, which the" erro
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neous ,proposition" asserts without any explana
tion. 

2. Another of Mr. Gladstone's" stringent Condem
nations" (his 18th) is that of the Pope's denial of the 
proposition that" the Roman Pontiff can and ought to 
come to terms with Progress, Liberalism, and the New 
Civilization." I turn to the Allocution of March 18, 
1861, and find there no formal condemnation of this 
Proposition at all. The Allocution is a long argument 
to the effect that the moving parties in that Progress, 
Liberalism, and new Civilization, make use of it so seri
ously to,the injury of the Faith and the Church, that 
it is both out of the power, and contrary to the duty, 
of the Pope to come to terms with them. Nor would 
those prime movers themselves differ from him here; 
certainly in this country it is the common cry that 
Liberalism is and will be the Pope's de"struction, al1d 
they wish and mean it so to be. This Allocution on 
the subject is at once beautiful, dignified, and touch
ing: and I cannot conceive how Mr. Gladstone should 
make stringency his one characteristic of these con
demnations, especially when after all there is here no 
condemnation at all. 

3. Take, again, Mr. Gladstone's 15th-" That the 
abolition of Temporal Power of the Popedom would be 
highly advantageous to the Church." Neither can I 
find in the Pope's Allocution any formal condemnation 
whatever of this proposition, much less a " stringent" 
one. Even the Syllabus does no more in the case of 
anyone of the eighty, than to call it an " error;" and 
what the Pope himself says of this particular error i9 
only this :-" \Ve cannot but in particular 'warn and 
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reprov.e (monere et redarguere) those who a'pplaud the 
decree by which the Romail Pontiff has been despoiled 
of all the honour and dignity of his civil rule, and 
assert that the said decree, more than anything else, 
conduces to the liberty and prosperity of the Church 
itself."-Alloc., April 20, 1849. 

4. Take another of his instances, the I7th,the 
" error" that "in countries called Catholic the public 
exercise of other religions may laudably be allowed." 
I have had occasion to mention already his mode· of 
handling the Latin text of this proposition-viz., that, 
whereas the men who were. forbidden the public exer
cise of their religion were foreigners, who had no right 
to be in a country not their own at all, and might fairly 
have conditions imposed upon them during their stay 
there; nevertheless 1\1r. Gladstone (apparently through 
haste) has left out the words "hominibus illuc immi
grantibus," on which so much turns. Next, as I have 
observed abo'.'e, it was only the sufferance of their public 
worship, and again of all worships whatsoever, however 
many and various, which the Pope blamed; further, the 
Pope's words did not apply to all States, but specially, 
and, as far as the Allocution goes, definitely, to New 
Granada. 

However, the point I wish to insist upon here is, 
that there was in this case no condemned proposition 
at all, but it was merely, as in the case of Spain, an act 
of the Government which the Pope protested against 
The Pope merely told that government that that .,act. 
and other acts which they had committed, gave him 
very great pain; that he had expected better things of 
them; that the way they went on was all of a piece; 
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and they" had his best prayers." Somehow, it seems to 
me strange, for anyone to call an expostulation like 
this one of a set of "extraordinary declarations" 
" stringent condemnations." 

I am convinced that the more· the propositions and 
the references contained in the Syllabus are examined, 
the more signally will the charge break down, brought 
against the Pope on occasion of it: as to those Propo
sitions which Mr. Gladstone specially selects, some of 
them I have already taken in hand, and but few of 
them present any difficulty. 

5. As to those on Marriage, I cannot follow l\'lr. 
Gladstone's meaning here, which seems to me very 
confused, and it would be going out of the line of re
mark which I have traced out for myself, (and which 
already is more extended than I could wish), were-I to 
treat of them. 

6. His fourth Error, (taken from the Encyclical) 
that" Papal judgments and decrees may, without sin, 
be disobeyed or differed from," is a denial of the prin
ciple of Hooker's celebrated work on Ecclesiastical 
Polity, and would be condemned by him as well as by 
the Pope. And it is plain to common sense that no 
society can stand if its rules are disobeyed. What 
club or union would 110t expel members who refused 
so to be bound? 

7- r'\.nd the 5th,';\- 8th, and 9th propositions are 

.;:. Father Coleridge, in his Sermon on "The Abomination of Deso
lation," observes that, whereas Proposition 5th speaks of" jura," Mr 
Gladstone translates" civil jura." Vid. that Sermon, and the" Month' 
for December, for remarks on various of these Propositions; but 
above all Mgr. Dupanloup's works on the subject, Messrs. Burns and 
Oates, 1865. 
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necesgarily errors, if the Sket~h of Church Polity drawn 
out in former sections is true, and are necessarily con
sidered as such by those, as the Pope, who maintain 
that Polity. 

8. The loth Error, as others which I have noticed 
above, is a zmiversal (that" in the conflict of laws, civil 
and ecclesiastical, the civil law should prevail "), and 
the Pope does but deny a universal. 

9. Mr. ·Gladstone's I Ith, which I do not quite under
stand in his wording of it; runs thus :-" Catholics can 
approve of that system of education for youth which is 
separated from the Cat!10lic faith and the Chu"rch's 
power~ and which regards the science only of physical 
things, and the outlines (fines) of earthly social life 
alone or at least primarily." How is this not an 
" Error?" Surely there are Englishrnenenough who 
protest a~ainst the elimination of religion from our 
schools; is such a protest so dire an offence to Mr. 
Gladstone? 

10. And the 12th Error is this :-That" the science of 
philosophy and of morals, also the laws of the State, 
can and should keep clear of divine and ecclesiastical 
<l:uthority." This too will not be anything short of an 
error in the judgment of great numbers of our own 
people. Is Benthamism so absolutely the Truth, that 
the Pope is to be denounced because he has not yet 
become a convert to it? 

I I. There are only two of the condemnations which 
really require a word of explanation ;. I have already 
referred to them. One is that of Mr. Gladstone's 
sixth .proposition, "Roman Pontiffs and Ecumenical 
Councils, have departed from the limits of their power, 
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have usurped the rights of Princes, and even in de
fining matters of faith and morals have erred." These 
words are taken from the Lima Priest's book. vVe 
have to see then what he means by "the Rights of 
Princes," for the proposition is condemned in his 
sense of the word. It is a rule of the Church in the 
condemnation of a book to state the proposition 
condemned in the words of the book itself, without 
the Church being answerable for the words em
ployed.*· I have already referred to this rule in my 
5th section. Now this Priest included among the 
rights of Catholic princes that of deposing Bishops from 
their sacred Ministry, of determining the impediments 
to marriage, of forming Episcopal sees, and of being 
free from episcopal authority in spiritual matters. 
When, then, the Proposition is condemned" that Popes 
had usurped the rights of Princes;" what is meant is, 
"the so-called rights of Princes," which were really the 

. rights of the Church, in assuming which there was no 
usurpation at all. 

12. The other proposition, Mr. Gla9sto'ne's seventh, 
the condemnation of which requires a remark, is this: 

* Propositiones, d~ quibus Ecclesia judicium 8uum pronunciat, 
duobus prresertim modis spectari possunt, vel absolute ac in se ipsis, 
vel relative ad sensum libri ct auctoris. In censur§. propositionis 
alicujus auctoris vel libri, Ecclesia attendit ad sensum ab eo intentum, 
qui quidem ex verbis, ex tota doctrinre ipsius serie, libri textura et 
confirmatione, consilio, institutoque elicitur. Propositio libri vel 
auctoris tequivoca esse potest, duplicemque habere sensum, rectum 
unum et alterum malum. Ubi contingit Ecclesiam pr(lposifioms httjtlS
modi tl'quivocas absque prtEvia distinction/! sensuum cOlljigere, censura 
unice cadit in sensum perversum libri vel auctvris.-Tournely, t.'2, p 170, 
ed.1752 • 
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" The Church has not the power to employ force (vis 
inferend~) nor any temporal power direct or indirect." 
This is one of a series of Propositions found in the 
work of Professor N uytz, entitled, " Juris Ecclesiastici 
Institutiones," all of which are condemned in the Pope's 
Apostolic Letter of August 22, 185!. Now here" em
ploying force" is not the Pope's phrase but Professor 
N uytz's, and the condemnation is meant to run thus, 
" It is an error' to say, with Professor N uyt~, that what 
he calls 'employing force' is not allowable. to the 
Church." That this is the right interpretation of the 
" error'" depends of course on a knowledge of th'ePro
fessor's work, which I have never had an opportunity 
of seeing; but here I will set down what the received 
doctrine of the Church is on ecclesiastical punishments, 
as stated in a work of the highest authority, since it 
comes to us with letters of approval from Gregory XVI. 
and Pius IX. 

." The opinion," says Cardinal Soglia, "that the 
coercive power divinely bestowed upon the Church 
consists in the infliction of spiritual punishments alone, 
and not in corporal or temporal, seems more in har
mony with the gentleness of the Church. Accordingly 
I follow their judgment, who withdraw from the Church 
the corporal sword, by which the body is destroyed or 
blood is shed. Pope Nicholas thus writes: 'The Church 
has no sword but the spiritual. She d~es not kill, but 
gives life, hence that well-known saying, ' Ecclesia ab
horret a sanguine.' But the lighter punishments, 
though temporal and corporal, such as shutting up in a 
monastery, prison, flogging, and others of the same 
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kind, short of effusion of blood, the Churchjllre suo can 
inflict."-(Institut. Jur., pp. 161, 9, Paris.) 

And the Cardinal quotes the words of Fleury, " The 
Church has enjoined on penitent sinners almsgivings, 
fastings, and other corporal inflictions. Augus
tine speaks of beating with sticks, as sanctioned by the 
Bishops, after the manner of masters in the case of ser
vants, parents in the case of children, and schoolmasters 
of scholars. Abbots flogged monks in. the way of pa
ternal and domestic chastisement .. Imprisonment for 
a set time or for'life is mentioned among canonical 
penances; priests and other clerics, who had been de
posed for their crimes, being committed to prison ·in 
order that they might pass the time to come in penance 
for thei'r crime, which thereby was withdrawn from the 
memory of the public." 

But 'now I have to answer one question. If what I 
hav-e said is substantially the right explanation to give 
to the drift and contents of the Syllabus, have not I to 
account for its making so much noise, and giving such 
deep and wide offence on its appearance? It has 
already been reprobated by the voice of the world. Is 
there not, then, some reason at the bottom of the aver
sion felt by' educated Europe towards it, which I have 
not mentioned? This is a very large question to 
entertain, too large for this place; but I will say one 
word upon it. 

Doubtless one of the reasons of the excitement 
and displeasure which the Syllabus caused and causes 
so widely, is the number and v:uiety of the proposi
tions marked as errors, and the systematic arrange
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ment to which they were subjected: So large and ela;. 
borate a work struck the public mind as a new law, 
moral, social, and ecclesiastical, which was to be the 
foundation of a European code, and the beginning of a 
new world, in opposition to the social principles of the 
19th century; and there certainly were persons in high 
stations who encouraged this idea. vVhen this 
belief was once received, it became the interpretation 
of the whole Syllabus through the eighty Propositions, 
of which it recorded the erroneousness; as if they 
were all portions of one great scheme of aggression. 
Then, when the public was definitely directed to the 
examination of these Theses dm';llattE, their drift and 
the meaning of their condemnation was sure to be mis
understood, from the ignorance, in the case of all but 
ecclesiastics, of the nature and force of ecclesiastical 
language. The condemnations had been published in 
the Pope's Encyclicals and Allocutions in the course 
of the preceding eighteen years, and no one had taken 
any notice of them; now, when they were brought all 
together, they on that very account made a great sen
sation. N ext, that same fact seemed in itself a justi
fication, with minds already prejudiced, for expecting 
in each of them something extraordinary, and even 
11Ostile, to society; and then, again, when they were 
examined one by one, certainly their real sense was 
often not obvious, and could not be, to the intelli
gence of laymen, high and low, educated and 
simple. 

Another circumstance, which I am not theologian 
enough to account for, is this,-that the wording of 
many of the erroneous propositions, as they are drawn 
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up in the Syllabus, gives an apparent breadth to the 
matter condemned which is 110t found in the Pope's 
own words in his Allocutions and Encyclicals. Not 
that really there is any difference between the Pope's 
words and Cardinal Antonelli's, for (as I have shown 
in various instances) what the former says in the con
crete, the latter does but repeat in the abstract; or, to 
speak logically, when the Pope enunciates as true thc 
particular affirmative, "New Granada ought to keep 
up the establishment of the Catholic Religion," then 

. (since its contradictory is necessarily false) the Car
dinal declares, " To say th'at 110 State should keep up 
the establishment of the Catholic Religion is an error." 
But there is a dignity and beauty in the Popc's own 
.language which the Cardinal's abstract Syllabus cannot 
have, and this. gave to opponents an opportunity to 
declaim against the Pope, which opportunity was in no 
sense afforded by what he said himself. 

Then, again, it must be recollected, in connexion 
with what I have said, that theology is a science, and 
a science of a special kind; its reasoning, its method, 
its modes of expression, ~nd its language are all its 
own. Every science ·must be in the hands of a com
paratively few persons-that is, of those who have 
made it a study. The courts of law have a great num
ber of rules in good measure traditional; so has the 
House of Commons, and, judging by what one reads 
in the public prints,- men must have a noviceship there 
before they can be at perfect ease in their position. 
In like manner young theologians, and still more those 
who are none, are sure to mistake in matters of detail ; 
indeed a really first-rate theologian is rarely to be 
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found. At Rome the rules of interpreting authori
tative documents are known with a perfection which 
at this time is scarcely to be found elsewhere. Some 
of these rules, indeed, are known to all priests; but 
even this general knowledge is not possessed by lay
men, much less by Protestants, however able and ex
perienced in their own several lines of study or pro
fession. One of those rules I have had several times 
occasion to mention. In the censure of books, which 
offend against doctrine or discipline, it is a common 
rule to take sentences out 'of them in the author's own 
words, whether fhose words are in themselves good or 
bad, and to affix some note of condemnation to th~m 

in the sense in which they occur in the book in ques
tion. Thus it may happen that even what seems' at 
first sight a true statement, is condemned for being 
made the shelter of an error; for instance: "Faith 
justifies when it works," or " There is no religion where 
there is no charity," may be taken in a gooa sense; 
but each proposition is condemned in Quesnell, be
cause it is false as he uses it.. 

A further illustration of the necessity of 
a scientific education in order to understand 
the value of Propositions, is afforded by a con
troversy which has lately gone on among us as to 
the validity of Abyssinian Orders. In reply to a 
document urged on one side of the· question, it was 
allowed on the other, that, " if that document was to 
be read in the same way as we should read any ordi
nary judgment, the interpretation which had been 
given to it was the most obvious and naturaL" " But 
it was well known/' it was said," to those who are 



The Syllabus. 121 

familiar with the practical working of such decisions, 
that they are only interpreted with safety in the light 
of certain rules, which arise out of what is called the 
stJ'llls curi{l!." And then some of these rules were 
given; first, " that to understand the real meaning of a 
decision, no matter how clearly set forth, we should 
know the nature of the difficulty or dubium, as it was 
understood by the tribunal that had to decide upon it. 
Next, nothing but the direct proposition, in its nudest 
and severest sense, as distinguished from indirect prop
ositions, the grounds of the decision, or implied state
ments, is ruled by the judgment. Also, jf there is any
thing in the wording of a decision which appears incon
sistent with the teaching of an approved body of theo
logians, etc., the decision is to be interpreted so as to 
leave such teaching intact j" and so on.* It is plain 
that the view thus opened upon us has further 
bearings than that for which I make use of it 
here. 

These remarks on scientific th.~ology apply also cf 
course to its language. I have employed myself in 
illustration in framing a sentence, which would be plain 
enough to any priest, but I think would perplex any 
Protestant. I hope it is not of too light a character to 
introduce here. \Vc will suppose then a theologian to 
write as follaws: " Holding, as we do, that there is on]:? 
material sin in those who, being invincibly ignorant, 
reject the truth, therefore in charity we hope that they 
have the future portion of formal believers, as consid
ering that by 'i.lirtue of their good faith, thou·gh 110t of 

*Month, Nov. and Dec., 1873. 
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the body of the faithful, they implicitly and illterprda
lively believe what they seem to deny." 

\Vhat sense would this statement convey to the 
mind of a member of some Reformation Society or 
Protesfant League? He would read it as follows, and 
consider it all the more insidious and dangerous for its 
being so very unintelligible: "Holding, as we do, that 
there is only a very' considerable sin in those who reject 
the truth out of contumacious ignorance, therefore in 
charity we hope that they have the future portion of 
nominal Christians, as considering, that by the excel
lence of their living faith, though not in the number of 
believers, they believe without any hesitation, as inter
preters [of Scripture?] what they seem to deny." 

N ow, considering that the Syllabus was intended 
for the Bishops, who would be the interpreters of it, as 
the need arose, to their people, and it got bodily into 
English newspapers even before it was received at 
many an episcopal residence, we shall not be surprised 
at the commotion which accompanied its publication. 

I have spoken of the causes intrinsic to the Syllabus, 
which have led to misunderstandings about it. As to 
external, I can be no judge myself as to what Catholics 
who have means of knowing are very decided in declar
ing, the tremendous power of the Secret Societies. It 
is enough to have suggested here, how a wide-spread 
organization like theirs might malign and frustrate the 
most beneficial acts of the Pope. One matter I had 
information of myself from Rome at the time when the 
Syllabus had just been published, before there was yet 
time to ascertain how it would be taken by the world 
at large. Now, the Rock of St. Peter on its summit 
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enjoys a pure and serene atmosphere, but there is a 
great deal of Roman malaria at the foot of it. vVhile 
the Holy Father was in great earnestness and charity 
addressing the Catholic world by his Cardinal Minister,•there were circles of light-minded men in his city who 
were laying bets with each other whether the Syllabus 
would" make a row in Europe" or not. Of course it 
was the interest of those who betted on the affirmative 
side to represent the Pope's act to the greatest disad
vantage; and it was very easy to kindle a flame in the 
mass of English and other visitors at Rome which with 
a very little nursing was soon strong enough to take 
care of itself. 



§ 8. THE VATICAN COUNCIL. 

IN beginning to speak of the Vatican Council, I am 
obliged from circumstances to begin by speaking of 
myself. The most unfounded and erroneous assertions 
have publicly been made about my sentiments towards 
it~ aI;<.l as confidently as they are unfounded. Only a 
few weeks ago it was stated categorically by some 
anonymous correspondent of a Liverpool paper, with 
reference to the pros·pect of my undertaking the task 
on which I am now employed, that it was, "in fact, 
understood that at one time Dr. Newman was ·on the 
point of uniting with Dr, Dollinger and his party, and 
that it required the earnest persuasion of several mem
bers of the Roman Catholic Episcopate to prevent him 
from taking that step,"-an unmitigated and most ri... 
diculous untruth in every word of it, nor would it be 
worth ,vhile t9 notice it here, except for its connexion 
with the subject 6n which I am entering. 

But the explanation of such reports about me is 
easy. They arise from forgetfulness on the part of 
those who spread them, that there are two sides of 
ecclesiastical acts, that right ends are often prosecllted 
by very unworthy means, and that in consequence those 
who, like myself, oppose a mode of action, are not ne
ces~arily opposed to the issue for which it has been 
adopted. Jacob gained by wrong means his destined 
blessing. "All are not Israelites, who are of Israel," 

124 
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and there are partizans of Rome who have not the 
sanctity and wisdom of Rome herself. 

I am not referring to anything which took place 
within the walls of the Council chambers; of that of 
course we know nothing; but even though thingsoc
curred there which it is not pleasant to Awell upon, that 
would not at all affect, not bya.n haies breadth, the va
lidity of the resulting definition, as I shall presently 
show. 'VVhat I felt deeply, and ·ever shall feel, while 
life lasts, is the violence and cruelty of journals and 
other publications, which, taking as they professed to 
do the Catholic side, employed themselves by their 
rash language (though, of course, they did not mean it 
so), in unsettling the weak in faith, throwing back in
quirers, and shocking the Protestant mind. Nor do I 
speak of publications only; a feeling was too prevalent 
in many· places that no one could be true to God and 
His Church, who had any pity on troubled souls, or 
any scruple of" scandalizing those little ones who be
lieve in " Christ, and of" despising and destroying him 
for whom He died." 

It was this most keen feeling which made me say, 
as I did continually, " I will not believe that the Pope's 
Infallibility will be defined, till defined it is." 

Moreover, a private letter of mine became public 
property. That letter, to which Mr. Gladstone has 
referred with a compliment to me which I have not 
merited, was one of the most confidential I ever wrote 
in my life. I wrote it to my own Bishop, under a deep 
sense of the responsibility I should· incur, were I not to 
speak out to him !I1y whole mind. I put the matter 
from me when I had said my say, and kept no proper 



126 The Vatican COU1ZC£I.· 

copy of the letter. To iny dismay J saw it in the pub
lic prints: to this day I do not know, nor suspect, how 
it got there. I cannot withdraw it, for I never put it 
forward, so it will remain on the column~ of new~papers 
whether I will or not; but I withdraw it as far as I 
can, by declaril1g·that it was never meant for the public 
eye. 

1. So much as to my posture of mind before the 
Definition: now I will set down how I felt after it. On 
July 24,187°, I wrote as follows: 

" I saw the new definition yesterday, and am pleased 
at its moderation-that is, if the doctrine in question 
is to be defined at all. The terms are vague and com
prehensive; and, personally, I have no difficulty· in ad
mitting it. The question is, does it come to me with 
the authority of an Ecumenical Council? 

" Now the prima facie argument is in favour of its 
having that authority. The Council was legitimately 
called; it was more largely attended than any Council 
before it; and innumerable prayers from the whole of 
Clu:istendom, have preceded and attended it, and 
merited a happy issue of its proceedings. 

" Were it not then for certain circumstances, under 
which the Council made the dcfinition, I should rc
ceive that definition at once. Even as it is, if I were 
called upon to profess it, I should be unable, consider
ing it came from the Holy Father and the competent 
local authorities, at once to refuse to do so. On the 
other hand, it cannot be denied that there are reasons 
for a Catholic, till better informed, to suspend his judg
ment on its validity. 
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"\Ve all know that ever since the opening of the 
Council, there has been a strenuous opposition to the 
definition of the doctrine; and that, at the time when 
it was actually passed, more than eighty Fathers ab
sented . themselves from the Council, and would have 
nothing to do with its act. But, if the fact be so, that 
the Fathers were not unanimous, 'is the definition 
valid? , This depends on the question whether unani
mity, at least moral, is, or is not necessary for its 
validity? As at present advised I think it is; certainly 
Pius IV. lays great stress on the unanimity of the Fa
thers in the Council of Trent. 'Quibus rebus perfectis,' 
he says in his Bull of Promulgation, 'concilium tanta 
o11m z'1I 11l, qui £lli £1ZterfueY1!1lt concordia peractum fuit, ut 
consensuffi plane a Domino effectuffi esse constiterit; 
idque in nostris atque omnium oculis valde mirabile 
fuerit.' 

"Far different has been the case now,-though the 
Council is not yet finished. But, if I must no\v at 
once decide what to think of it, I should consider that 
all turned on what the~ dissentient Bishops now do. 

" If they separate and go home \vithout acting as a 
body, if they act only individually, or as individuals, 
and each in his own way, then I should not recognize 
in their opposition to the majority that force, firmness, 
and unity of view, which creates a real case of want 
of moral unanimity in the Council. 

" Again, if the Council continues to sit, if the dis
sentient Bishops more or less take part in it, and con
cur in its acts; if there is a new Pope, and he con
tinues the policy of the present; and if the Council 
terminates without any reversal or modification of the 
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definition, or any effective movement against it on the 
part of the dissentients, then again there will be good 
reasol) for saying that the want of a moral unanimity 
has not been made out. 

" And further, if the definition is consistently re
ceived by the whole body of the faithful, as valid, or as 
the expression of a truth, then too it will claim our 
assent by the force of the great dictum, 'Securus judi
cat orbis terrarum.' 

" This indeed is a broad principle by which all acts 
of the rulers of the Church are ratified. 'But for it, we 
might reasonably question some of the past' Councils 
or their acts." 

Also I wrote as follows to a friend, who was trou
bled at the way in which the dogma was passed, in 
order to place before him in various points of view the 
duty of receiving it:

" July 27, 1870. 
" I have been thinking over the subject which just 

now gives you and me with thousands of others, who 
care for religion, so much concern. 

" First, till better advised, nothing shall make 'me 
say that a mere majority in a Council, as opposed to a 
moral unanimity, in itself creates an obligation tore
ceive its dogmatic decrees. .This is a point of history 
and precedent; and of cours~ on further examination 
I may find myself wrong in the view which I take of 
history and precedent; but I do not, cannot see, that 
a majority in the present Council can of itself rule its 
own sufficiency, without such external testimony. 

"But there are other means by ,which I can be 
brought under the obligation of receiving a doctrine 
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as a dogma. If I am clear that there is a primitive 
and uninterrupted tradition, as of the divinity of our 
Lord; or where a high probability drawn from Scrip
ture or Tradition is partially or probably confirmed 
by the Church. Thus a particular Catholic might be 
so nearly sure that the promise to Peter in Scripture 
prove3 that· the infallibility of Peter is a necessary dog
ma, as only to be kept from holding it as such by the 
absence of any judgment on the part of the Church, so 
that the present unanimity of the Pope and 500 
Bishops, even though not sufficient to constitute a for
mal Synodal act, would at once put him in the posi
tion, and lay him under the obligation, of receiving 
the doctrine as a dogma; that is, to receive it with its 
anathema. 

"Or again, if nothing definitel)' sufficient from 
Scripture or Tradition can be brought to contradict a. 
definition, the fact of a legitimate Superior having de
fined it, maybe an obligation in conscience to receive 
it with an internal assent. For myself, ever since I 
was a Catholic, I have held the Pope's infallibility as a 
matter of theological opmion; at least, I see nothing 
in the Definition which necessarily contradicts Scrip
ture, Tradition, or History; and the 'Doctor Ec
clesice,' (as the Pope is styled by the Council of Flor
ence) bids me accept it. In this case, I do not r~ceive 

it on the word of the Council, but on the Pope's self
assertion. 

" And I confess, the fact that all along for so many 
centuries the Head of the Church and Teacher of the 
faithful aug Vi<;Clf of Christ hq.s Qeep. allowed by Goel 
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to assert virtually his infallibility, is a great argument 
in favour of the validity of his claim. 

" Another ground for receiving the dogma, still not 
upon the direct authority of .the Council, or with ac
ceptance of the validity of its act per se, is the consi
deration that" our Merciful Lord would not care so 
little for His elect people, the multitude of the faith
ful, as to allow their visible Head, and such a large 
number of Bishops to lead them into error, and an er
ror so serious, if an error. This" consideration leads me 
to accept the doctrine as a dogma, indirectly indeed 
from the Council, but not so much" from a Council, as 
from the Pope and a very large number of Bishops. 
The question.is not whether they had a right to im
pose, or even were right in imposing the dogma on the 
faithful; but whether, having done so, I have not an 
obligation to accept it, according to the maxim, ' Fieri 
non debuit, factum valet.' " 

This letter, written before the minority had melted 
away, insists on this principle, that a Council's defini
tion .would have a virtual claim on our reception, even 
though it were not passed cOllciliariter, 'but in some 
indirect way; as, for instance, to use a Parliamentary 
expression, in general committee, the great object of a 
Council being in some way or other to declare the judg
ment of the Church. I think the third Ecumenical 
will furnish an instance of what I mean. There the 
question in dispute was settled and defined, even be
fore certain constituent portions of the Episcopal body 
ha9 made their appearance; and this, with a protest of 
68 of the Bishops then present against 82. When the 
remqinjn~ 43 arrived, these did more than protest 
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against the definition which had been carried; they ac
tually anathematised the Fathers who carried it, whose 
number seems to have stood altogether at 124 against· 
I I I ; and in this state of disunion the Council ended. 
How then was its definition valid? By after events, 
which I suppose must be considered complements, and 
integral ·portions of the Council. The heads of the 
various parties entered into correspondence with each 
other, and at· the end of two years their differences 
with each other were arranged. There are those who 
have no belief in the authority of Councils at all, and 
feel no call upon them to discriminate between one 
Council and another; but Anglicans, who are so fierce 
against the Vatican, and so respectful towards the 
Ephesine, should consider what good reason they hav~ 

for swallowing the third Council, while they strain out 
the nineteenth. 

The Council of Ephesus furnishes us with another 
remark, bearing upon the Vatican. It was natural for 
men who were in the minority at Ephesus to thinl< 
that the faith of the Church had been brought into 
the utmost peril by the Definition of the Coun
cil which they had unsuccessfully opposed. They 
had done so from their conviction that that defini
tion gave great encouragement to religious errors in the 
opposite extreme to those which it condemned; and in 

. fact, I think that, humanly speaking, the peril was ex
treme. The event proved it to be so, when twenty 
years afterwards another Council was held under the 
successors of the majority at Ephesus and carried tri
umphantly those very errors whose eventual success 
had been predicted by the minority. But Providence 
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is never wanting to His Church. St. Leo, the Pope of 
the day, interfered with this heretical Council, and the 
innovating party was stopped in its career. I ts acts 
were cancelled at the. great Council oJ Cha1cedon, the 
Fourth Ecumenical, which was held under the Pope's 
guidance, and, without of course touching the defini
tion of the Third, which had been settled once for all, 
trimmed the balance of doctrine by completing it, and 
excluded for ever from the Church those errors which 
seemed to have received some sanction at Ephesus. 
There is nothing of course that can be reversed in the 
Vatican definitions; but, should the need arise (which 
is not likely), to set right a false interpretation, another 
Leo will be given us for the occasion; "in monte Do
minus videbit." 

In this remark, made for the benefit of those who 
need it, as I do not myself, I shelter myself under the 
following passage of Molina, which a friend has pointed 
out to me :-" Though the Holy Ghost has always 
been present to the Church, to hinder error in her de
finitions, and in consequence they are all most true and 
consistent, yet it is not therefore to be denied,' that 
God, when any matters have to be defined, requires of 
the Church a co-operation and investigation of those. 
matters? and that, in proportion to the quality of the 
men who meet together in Councils, to the investiga

. tion and diligence which is applied, and the greater or 
less experience and knowledge which is possessed ~nore 

at one tilne than at other times, definitions more or. 
less perspicuous are drawn up and matters are defined 
more exactly and completely at one time than at other 
times. And, whereas by. disputations, perse
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vering reading, meditation, and investigation of mat
ters, there is wont to be increased in course of time the 
knowledge and understanding of the same, and the 
Fathers of the later Councils are assisted by the in
vestigation and definitions of the former, hence it 
arises that the definitions of later Councils are wont to 
be more luminous, fuller, more accurate and exact than 
those of. the earlier. l\tloreover, it belongs to the later 
Councils to interpret and to define more exactly and 
flllly what in earlier Councils have been defined less 
clearly, fully, and exactly." (De Concord. Lib. Arbz"t~, 

etc., xiii. 15, p. 59.) 
2. The other main objection to the Vatican Council 

is founded upon its supposed neglect of history in the 
decision which its Definition embodies. This objec
tion is touched upon by lVlr. Gladstone in the beginning 
of his Pamphlet, where he speaks of its" repudiation 
of ancient history," and I have an opportunity given 
me of noticing it here. 

He asserts that, during the last forty years, "more 
and mQre have the assertions of continuous uniformity 
of doctrine" in the Catholic Church "receded into 
scarcely penetrable shadow. More and more have 
another series of assertions, of a living authority, ever 
ready to open, adopt, and shape Christian doctrine 
according to the times, taken their place." Accordingly, 
he considers that a dangerous opening has been marie 
in the authoritative teaching of the Church for the re
pudiation of ancient truth and the rejection of new. 
However, as I understand him, he withdraws this 
charge from the controversy he has initiated (though 
not from his Pamphlet) as far as it is aimed at the pure 
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theolc'b~~ of the Church. It lC belongs," he says, U to 
the theological domain," and "is a malter unfit for 
him to discuss, as it is a question of divinity." It has 
been, then, no duty of mine to consider it, except as it 
relates to matters ecclesiastical; but I am unwilling, 
when a charge has been made against our theology, 
though unsupported, yet llnretracted, to leave it alto
gether without reply; and that the more, because, 
after renouncing "questions of divinity" at p. 14, 
nevertheless Mr. Gladstone brings them forward again 
at p. 15, speaking, as he does, of the "deadly blows 
of 1854 and 1870 at the old~ historic, scientific, and 
moderate school" by the definitions of the Immaculate 
Conception and Papai Infallibility. 

Mr. Gladstone then insists on the duty of ," main
tabling the truth and authority of history, and the in
estimable value of the historic, spirit;" and so far of 
course I have the pleasure of heartily agreeing with 
him. As the Church is a sacred and divine creation, 
so in like manner her history, with its wonderful evolu
tion of events, the throng of great actors who have a 
part in it, and its multiform literature, stained though 
its annals are with human sin and error, and recorded 
on no system, and by uninspire~ authors, still is a 
sacred work also; and those who make light of it, or 
distrust its lessons, incur a grave responsibility. But 
it is not everyone who can read its pages rightly; and 
certainly I cannot follow Mr. Gladstone's reading of it. 
He is too well informed indeed, too large in his know
ledge, too acute and comprehensive in his views, not to 
have an acquaintance with history far beyond the run 
of even highly educated men; stilI, when he accuses us 
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of deficient attention to history, one cannot help ask
ing, whether he does not, as a matter of course, take 
for granted as true the principles for using it familiar 
with Protestant divines, and denied by our own, and 
in consequence whether his impeachment of us does 
not resolve itself into the fact that he is Protestant 
and we are Catholics. Nay, has it occurred to him 
that perhaps it is the fact, that we ha~e views on tlH~ 
relation of History to Dogma different from those 
which Protestants maintain? And is he so certain of 
the facts of History in detail, of their relevancy, and of 
their drift, as to have a right, I do not say to have an 
opinion of his own, but to publish to the world, on his 
own warrant, that we have "repudiated ancient his
tory.?'" He publicly charges us, not merely with hav
ing " neglected" it,. or " garbled" its evidence, or with 
having contradicted certain ancient usages or doctrines 
to which it bears witness, but he says" repudiated." 
He could not have used a stronger term, supposing the 
Vatican Council had, by a formal act, cut itself off from 
early times, instead of professing, as it does (hypocriti
cally, if you will, but still professing) to speak" sup
ported by Holy Scripture and the decrees both of pre
ceding Popes and General Councils," and " faithfully 
adhering to the aboriginal tradition of the Church." 
Ought anyone but an ocztlatlls testis, a man whose pro
fession was to acquaint himself with the details of his
tory, to claim to himself the right of bringing, on his 
own authority, so extreme a charge against so august 
a power, so inflexible and rooted in its traditions 
through the long past, as Mr. Gladstone would admit 
the Roman Church to be? 
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Of course I shall 'be reminded that, though Mr. 
Gladstone cannot be expected to speak on so large a 
department of knowledge with the confidence decorous 
in one who has made a personal study of'it, there are 
others who have a right to do so; and that by those 
others he is corroborated and sanctioned. There are 
authors, it may be said, of so commanding an authority 
from their learning and their honesty, that, for the pur
pose of discussion or of controversy, what they say may 
be said by anyone else without presumption or risk of 
confutation. I will never say a word of my own against 
those learned and distinguished men to whom I refer. 
No: their present whereabout, wherever it is, is to me 
a thought full of melancholy. It is a tragical event, 
both for them and for us, that they have left us. It 
robs us of a greatprest£ge: they have left none to take 
their place. I think them utterly wrong in what they 
have· done and are doing; and, moreover, I agree as 
little in their view of history as in their acts. Exten
sive as may be their 'historical knowledge, I have no 
reason to think that they, more than Mr. Gladstone, 
would accept the position which History holds among 
the Loci Theolog£ci, as Catholic theologians determine 
it ; and I am denying not their report of facts, but their 
use of the facts. they report, and that, because of that 
special stand-point from which they view the relations 
existing between the records of History and the enun
ciations of Popes and Councils. They seem to me to 
expect from History more than History can furnish, 
and to have to:> little confidence in the Divine Promise 
and Providence as gu~ding and deterplining .thos~ 

enunciations. 
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"Vhy should Ecclesiastical History, any more than 
the text of Scripture, contain in it " the whole counsel 
of God?" Why should private judgment be unlawful 
in interpreting Scripture against the voice of authority, 
and yet be lawful in the interpretation of History? 
There are those who make short workof questions such 
as these by denying authoritative interpretation alto
gether; that is their private' concern, and no one has a 
right to inquire into their reason for so doing; but the 
case would be different were such a man to come for
ward publicly, and to arraign others, without first con
futing their theological jJra?ambula, for repudiating his
tory, Qr for repudiating the Bible. 

For myself, I would simply confess that no doctrine 
of the Church can be rigorously proved by historical 
evidence; but at the same time that no doctrine can 
be simply disproved by it. Historical evidence reaches 
a certain way, more or less, towards a proof of the 
Catholic doctrines ; often nearly the whole way; some
times it goes only so far as to point in their direction; 
sometimes there is only an absence of evidence for a 
conclusion contrary to them ; nay, sometimes there is 
an apparent leaning of the evidence to a contrary con
clusion, which has to be explained ;-in all cases there 
isamargin left for the exercise of faith in the word of 
the Church. He who believes the dogmas of the 
Church only because he has reasoned them out of His
tory, ·is scarcely a Catholic. It is the Church's use of 
History in which the Catholic ·believes; and she uses 
other informants also, Sc~ipture, Tradition,. the ecclesi
asticalsense,oreppOY17J1a, and a subtle ratiocinative pow
er, which in its origin is a divine gift. There is nothing 
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'of bondage or "renunciation of mental freedom" in 
this view, any more than in the convert" of the Apos
tles believing what t~e Apostles might preach to them 
or teach them out of Scripture. 

What has been said of H-istory in relation to the 
formal Definitions of the Church, applies also to the 
exercises of Ratiocination. Our logical powers, to~, 
being a gift from God, may claim to have· their infor
mations respected; and Protestants sometimes accuse 
our theologians, for instance, the medieval schoolmen, 
of having used them in divine matters a little too free..: 
lYe But it has ever been our teaching and our protest 
that, as there are doctrines which lie beyond the direct 
evidence of history, so there are doctrines which tran
scend the discoveries of reason; and, after all, whether 
they are more or less recommended to us by the one 
informant or the other, in all cases the immediate mo
tive in the mind of a Catholic for his reception of them 
is, not that they are proved to him by Reason or by 
History, but because Revelation has declared them by 
means of that high ecclesiastical JJ!lagisterium, which is 
their legitimate exponent. 

What has been said also applies to those other 
truths, with which Ratiocination has more to do than 
History, which are sometimes called developments of 
Christian doctrine, truths which, are not upon the sur
face of the Apostolic depositum-that is, the legacy of 
Revelation,-but which from time to time are brought 
into form by Theologians, and sometimes have .been 
proposed to the faithful by the Church, as direct ob
jects of faith. No Catholic would hold that they ought 
to be logically deduced in their fuInes3 and exactness 

I 
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frorn the belief of the first centuries, but only this,
that, on the assumption of the Infallibility of the Church 
(which will overcome every objection except a contra
dic.tion in thought), there is nothing greatly to try the 
reason in such difficulties as occur in reconciling those 
evolved doctrines with the teaching of the ancient Fa
thers; such development being evidently the new form, 
explanation, transformation,. or carrying out of what in 
substance was held from the first, what the Apostles 
said, but have not recorded in writing, or would neces
sarily have said under our circumstances, or if they had 
been asked, or in view of certain uprisings of error, and 
in that sense really portions of the legacy of truth, of 
which the Church, in all her members, but especially in 
her hierarchy, is the divinely appointed trustee. 

Such an evolution of doctrine has been, as I would 
maintain, a law of the Church's teaching from the 
earliest times, and in nothing is her title of" semper 
eadem" more remarkably illustrated than in the cor
respondence of her ancient and modern exhibition of 
it. As to the ecclesiastical Acts of 1854 and 1870, 
I think with lVIr. Gladstone that the principle of 
doctrinal development, and that of authority, 
have never in the proceedings of the Church 
been so freely and largely used as in the Definitions 
then promulgated to the faithful; but I deny that at 
either time the· testimony of l1istory was repudiated or 
perverted. The utmost that can be fairly said by an 
opponent against the theological decisions of those 
years: is, that antecedently to the event, it might ap
pear that there were no sufficient historical grounds in 
behalf of either of th~m-I do not mean for a perso
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nal belief in either, but-for the purpose of converting 
a doctrine long existing in the Church into a dogma, 
and making it a portion of the Catholic Creed. This 
adverse anticipation ~as proved to be a mistake by the 
fact of the definition being made.· . . 

3. Here I will say just a few words on the case of 
Pope Honorius, whose condemnation by anathema in 
the 6th Ecumenical Council, is certainly a strongprimd 
fade argument against the Pope's doctrinal infallibility. 
His case is this :-Sergius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
favoured, or rather did not condemn, a 90ctrine con
cemingour Lord's Person which afterwards the sixth 
Council pronounced to be heresy. He consulted Pope 
Honoriusupon the subject, who in two formal letters 
declared his entire concurrence with Sergius's opinion. 
Honorius died in peace, but, more than forty years 
after him, the 6th Ecumenical Council was held, which 
condemned him as a heretic on the score of those two 
letters. The simple question is, whether the heretical 
documents proceeded from him as an infallible autho
rity or as a private Bishop. 

Now I observe that whereas the Vatican Council has 
determined that the Pope is infallible only when he 
speaks ex cathedrd,and that, in ·order to speak ex 
cathedra, he must at least speak "as exercising the 
office of Pastor and DoctorofaJI Christians, defining, 
by virtue ·of his Apostolical authority, a doctrine whe
ther of faith or of morals for the acceptance of the uni
versal Church" (though Mr. Gladstone strangely sayg, 
p. 34, "There is no established or accepted definition 
of the phrase. "eX· cathedra "), from this Pontifical and 
dogmatic explanation of the phrase it follows, that, 
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whatever Honorius said in answer to Sergius, and 
whatever he held, his words were not ex catlzedra, and 
therefore did not ·proceed from his infallibility. 

I say so first, because he could not fulfil the· above 
canditions of an ex catltedra utterance, if he did not 
actually mean to fulfil them. The question is unlike 
the question about the Sacraments; external and posi
tive acts, whether material- actions or formal words, 
speak for themselves. Teaching on the other hand 
has no sacramental visible signs; it is mainly a ques
tion of intention.vVho would say that the architri
c1inus at the wedding feast who said, "Thou hast kept 
the good wine until now," was teaching the Christian 
world, though the words have a great ethical and evan
gelical sense ~ \Vhat is the worth of a signature, if 
a man does not consider he is signing? The Pope can
not address his people East and \Vest, North and 
South, without meaning it, as if his very voice, the 
sounds from his lips, could literally be heard from pole 
to pole; nor can he exert his" Apostolical authority" 
without knowing he is doing ~o; nor can he draw up Ci 

form of words and use care and make an effort in doing 
so accurately, withol~t intention to do so; and, there
fore, no words of Honorius proceeded from his prero·· 
gative of infallible teaching, which were not accom
panied with the intention of exercising that preroga
tive; and who will dream of saying,. be he Anglican; 
Protestant, unbeliever, or on the other hand Catholic, 
that Honorius in the 7th century did actually intend 
to exert that infallible t.eaching voice which has been 
dogmatically recognized in the nineteenth? 

What resemblance do these letters of his, writttii 
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almost as private instructions, bear to the" Pius Epis
copus, Servus Servorum Dei, Sacro approbante Con

/cilio, a~ perpetuam rei memoriam," with the" Si quis 
huic nostr~ definitioni contradicere (quod Deus aver
tat), pr~sumpserit anat/lema sit" of the Pastor .LEtcr
llUS .'1 vVhat to the "Venerabilibus fratribus, Patri
archis, primatibus, Archiepiscopis, et Episcopis lwiver
sis," etc., and with the date and signature, "Datum 
Rom~ apud Sanctum Petrum, Die 8 Dec. anno 1864, 
etc. Pius P.P. IX." of the Quanta cura? 

Secondly, it is no part of our doctrine, as I shall say 
in my next section, that the discussions previous 
to a Council's definition, or to an ex cathedra utter
ance of a Pope, are infallible, and these letters of 
Honorius on their very face are nothing more than 
portions of a discussion with a view to some final de
cision. 

For these two reasons the condemnation of Hono
rius by the Council in no sense compromises the doc
trine of Papal Infallibility. At the utmost, it only de
cides that Honorius in his own person was a heretic, 
which is inconsistent with no Catholic C-0etrine ;'but we 
mLlY rather hope and bdieve that t!ie anathema fell, 
not upon him, but upon !:is !~tters in their objective 
sense, he not intendiv6 iJer~onal!y what his letters 
legitimately expresse1. I 

• 4. I have one n;...ci"C r~mark to make upon the argu
'mentative met~r;.d hy which the Vatican Council was 
carried on to it".i deGnition. The PastorAitermes refers 
to various wit :l~:;ses as contributing their evidence to
wards the d l.::ermination of the contents of the de
positum, sur .1. as TraditiGn, the Fathers and Councils, 
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History, and especially Scripture. For instance, the 
Bull speaks of the Gospel (" juxta Evangelii testi
monia," c. I) and of Scripture (" manifesta S.S. Scrip
turarum doctrina, c. I: "apertis S.S. Literarum testi~ 
moniis," c. 3. "S.S. Scripturis consentanea," c. 4). 
And it lays an especial stress on three passages of 
Scripture in particular-viz., "Thou art Peter," etc., 
Matthew xvi., 16-19: "I have prayed for thee," etc.,
Luke xxii., 32, and" Feed My sheep," etc., John xxi., 
15-17. Now I wish all objectors to our method of 
reasoning from Scripture would view it in the light of 
the following passage in the great philosophical work 
of Butler, Bishop of Durham. 

He writes as follows-"As it is owned the whole 
scheme of Scripture is not ye~ understood, so, if it 
ever comes to be understood, before the' restitution 
of all things,' and without miraculous interpositions, it 
must be in the same way as natural knowledge is come 
at, by the continuance and progress of learning and of 
liberty, and by particuler persons attending to, com
paring, and pursuing intimations scattered up and 
down it, which are overlooked, and disregarded by the 
generality of the world. For this is the way in which 
all improvements are made by thoughtful men tracing 
on obscure hints, as it were, dropped us by nature ac
cidentally, or which seem to come into our minds by 
chance. Nor is it at a!l incredible that a book, which 
has been so long in the possession of mankind, should 
contain many truths as yet undiscovered. For all the 
same phenomena, and the same faculties of investiga
tion, from which such great discoveries in nat~lral 

knowledge have been made in the present and last 
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age, were equally in the possession of mankind several 
thousand years before. And possibly it might be in
tended that events, as they come to pass, should open 
and ascertain the meaning of several parts of Scripture," 
ii. 3, vide also ii. 4, fin. 

vVhat has the long history of the contest for and 
against the Pope's infallibility been, but a growing in
sight through centuries into the meaning of those three 
texts, to which 1 just now referred, ending at length 
by the Church's definitive recognition of the doctrine 
thus gradually manifested to her? 



· § 9. THE VATICAN DEFINITION. 

Now'I am to speak of the Vatican definition, by 
which the doctrine of the Pope's infallibility has be
come de fide, that is, a truth necessary to be believed, 
as being inc1u,ded in the original divine revelation, for 
those terms, reveIa:tion, depositum, dogma, and de fide, 
are correlatives; and I begin with a remark which sug
gests the drift of all I have to say about it. It is this: 
-that so difficult a virtue is faith, even with the spe
cial grace of God, in proportion as the reason is exer
cised, so difficult is it to assent inwardly to proposi
tions, verified to us neither by reason nor experience, 
but depending for their reception on the word of the 
Churc~ as God's oracle, that she has ever shown the 
utmost care to contract, as far as possible, the range of 
truths and the sense of p~opositions, of which she de
mands this absolute reception. "The Church," says 
Pallavicini, " as far as may be, has ever abstained from 
imposing upon the minds of men that commandment, 
the most arduous of the Christian Law-viz., to be
lieve obscure matters without doubting."* To C<t

operate in this charitable duty has been one special 
work of her theologians, and rules are laid down ~y 

herself, by tradition, and by custom, to assist them ien 
the task. She only speaks when it is necessary to 
speak; but hardly has she spoken out magisterially 

* Quoted by Father Ryder, (to whom I am indebted for other of 
my references,) in his H Idealism in Theology," p. 25.
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some great general principle, when she sets her theolo
gians to work to explain her meaning in the concrete, 
by strict interpretation of its wording, by the illustra
tion of its circumstances, and by the recognition of 
exceptions, in order to make it as tolerable as possible, 
antI the least of a temptation, to self-willed, indepen
dent, or wrongly educated minds. A few years ago it 
was the fashion among us to call writers, who con
formed to this rule of the Church, by the name of 
" Minimizers;" that day of tyrannous ipsedixits, I 
trust, is over: Bishop Fessler, a man of high author
ity, for he was Secretary General of the Vatican Coun
cil, and of higher authority still in his work, for it has 
the approbation of the Sovereign Pontiff, clearly proves 
to us that a moderation of doctrine, dictated by 
charity, is not inconsistent with soundness in the faith. 
Such a sanction, I suppose, will be considered sufficient 
for the character of the remarks which I am about to 
make upon definitions in general, and upon the Vati
can in particular. 

The Vatican definition, which comes to us in the 
shape of the Pope's Encyclical Bull called the Pastor 
.A1terlllts, declares that" the Pope has that same infal
libility which the Church has:"* to determine there
fore what is meant by the infallibility of the Pope we 
must turn first to consider the infallibility of the 
Church. And again,- to determine the character of 
the Church's infallibility, we must consider what is the 

* Romanum Pontificem ea infallibilitate pollere, qua divinus R~
dcmptor Ecc1esiam suam in definienda doctrina de fide vel moribus 
instructam esse voluit. 
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characteristic of Christianity, considered as a revela
tion of God's will. 

Our Divine l\1aster might have communicated to 
us heavenly truths without telling us that they came 
from Him, as it is commonly thought He has done in 
the case of heathen nations; but He willed the Gospel 
to be a revelation acknowledged and authenticated, to 
be public, fixed, and permanent; and, accordingly, as 
Catholics hold, He framed a Society of men to be its 
home, its instrument,'and its guarantee. The rulers of 
that Association are the legal trustees, so to say, of the 
sacred truths which he spoke to the Apostles by word 
or mouth. As he was leaving them, He gave them 
their great commission, and bade them" teach" their 
converts all over the earth, "to observe all things 
whatever I-Ie had commanded them;" and then He 
added, "Lo, I am with you always, even to the end 
of the world." 

Here, first, He told them to "teach" His revealed 
Truth; next, "to the consummation of all things; " 
thirdly, for their encouragement, He said that He 
would be with them "all days," all along, on every 
emergency or occasion, until that consummation. They 
1}ad a duty put upon them of teaching their lVlaster's 
words, a duty which they could not fulfil in the perfec
tion which fidelity required, without His help; there
fore came His promise to be with them in their per
formance of it. Nor did that promise of supernatural 
help end with the Apostles personally, for He adds, 
"to the consummation of the world," implying that the 
Apostles would have successors, and engaging that He 
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would be with those suc~essors as He had been with 
them. 

The same safeguard of the Revelation-viz., an 
authoritative, permanent tradition of teaching is insist
ed on by an informant of equal authority with St. 
:Matthew, but altogether independent of him, I mean 
St. Paul. He calls the Church '.' the pillar and ground 
of the Truth; " and he bids his ·convert Timothy, when 
he had become a ruler in that Church, to " take heed 
unto his doctrine," to " keep the deposit" of the faith, 
and to " commit" the things which he had heard from 
himself" to faithful men who should be fit to teach 
others." 

This is how Catholics understand the Scripture 
record, nor does it appear how it can otherwise be un
derstood; but, when \~e have got as far as this, and 
look back, we find that we have by implication made 
profession of a further doctrine. For, if the Church, 
initiated by the A postles and continued in their suc
cessors, has been set up for the direct object of pro
tecting, preserving, and declaring the Revelation, and 
that by means of the Guardianship and Providence of 
its Divine Author, we are led on to perceive that, ·in 
asserting this, we are in other words asserting, that, so 
far as the revealed message is concerned, the Church is 
infallible; for what is meant by infallibility in teaching 
but that the teacher in his teaching is secured from 
error? and how can fallible man be th us secured ex
cept by a supernatural infallible guidance? And what 
can have been the object of the words, " I am with you 
all along to the end," but to give thereby an answer by 
anticipation to the spontaneous] silent alarm of the fee
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ble company of fishermen and labourers, to whom they 
were addressed, on their finding them~elves laden with 
superhuman duties, and responsibilities? 

Such then being, in its simple outline, the infallibili
ty of the Church, such too will be the Pope's infallibili
ty, as the Vatican Fathers have defined it. And if we 
find that by means of this outline we are able to fill out 
in all important respects the idea of a Council's infalli
bility, we shall thereby be ascertaining in detail what 
has been defined in 1870 about the infallibility of the 
Pope. With an attempt to do this I shall conclude. 

I. The Church .has the office of teaching, and the 
matter of that teaching is the .body of doctrine, which 
the Apostles left behind them as her perpetual posses
sion. If a question arises as to ,,,hat the Apostolic doc
trine is on' a particular point, she has infallibility pro
mised to her to enable her to answer correctly. And, 
as by the teaching of the Church is understood, not the 
teaching of this or that Bishop, but their united voi~e, 

and a Council is the form the Chllrch must take, in or
der that all men may recognize that in fact she is teach
ing on any point in dispute, so in like manner the Pope 
must come before us in some special form or posture, 
if he is to be understood to be exercising his teaching 
office, and that form is called ex,cathedra. This term 
is most appropriate, as being on one occasion used by 
our Lord Himself. vVhen the Jewish doctors taught, 
they placed themselves in 1\10ses' seat, and spoke e.'?: 

cathedra / and then, as He tells us, they were to be 
obeyed by their people, and that, whatever were their 
private lives or characters. "The Scribes and Phari
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sees,'; He says, " are seated on the chair of Moses: all 
things therefore whatsoever they shall say to you, ob
serve and do ; but according to their works do you not, 
for they say and do not." 

2. The forms by which a General Council is identi
fied as representing the Church herself, are too clear to 
need drawing out; but what is to be that moral 
catILedra, or teaching chair, in which the Pope sits, 
when he is to be recognized as in the exercise of his 
infallible teaching? The new definition answers this 
question. He speaks ex cathedra, or infallibly, when 
he speaks, first, as the Universal Teacher; secondly; 
in the name and with the authority of the Apostles; 
thirdlYt on a point of faith or morals; fourthly, with 
the purpose of binding every member of the Church to 
accept and believe his decision. 

3. These conditions of course contract the range of 
his infallibility most materially. Hence Billuart speak
ing of the Pope says, " Neither in conversation, nor in 
discussion, nor in interpreting Scripture or the Fa
thers, nor in consulting, n~r in giving his reasons for 
the point which he has defined, nor in answering let
ters, nor in private deliberations, supposing he is setting 
forth his own opinion, is the Pope infallible," t. ii. p. 
110.* And for this simple reason, because, on these 
various occasions of speaking his mind, he is not in the 
chair of the universal doctor. 

4. Nor is this all; the greater part of Billl1art's 

* And so Fessler: "The Pope is not infallible as a man, or a 
theologian, or a priest, or a bishop, or a temporal prince, or a judge, 
or a legislator, or in his political views, or even in his government 
of the Church."-Ill/rod. 
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negatives refer to the Pope's utterances when he is out 
of the Catltedra Petri, but even, when he i~ in it, his 
words do not necessarily proceed from 'his infallibility. 
He has no wider prerogative than a Council, and ofa 
Council Perrone says, "Councils are not infallible in 
the reasons by which they are led, or on which they 
rely, in making their definition, nor in matters which 
relate- to persons, nor to physical matters which have 
no necessary connexion with dogma."-Pra-l. Tltcol. t. 
ii. p. 492. Thus, if a Council has condemned a work 
of Origen or Theodoret, it did not in so condemning 
go beyond the work itself; it did not touch the per
sons of either. Since this holds of a Council, it also 
holds in the case of the Pope; therefore, supposing a 
Pope has quoted the so-called works of the Areopagite 
as if really genuine, there is no call on us to believe 
him-; nor again, when he condemned Galileo's Coper
nicanism, unless the earth's immobility has a 'i neces
sary connection \vith some dogmatic truth," which the 
present bearing of the Holy Sec towards that philo
sophy virtually denies. 

5. Nor is a Council infallible, even in the prefaces 
and introductions to its definitions. There are theolo
gians of name, as Tournely and Amort,~~ who contend 
that even those most instructive capitula passed in the 
Tridenline Council, from which the Canons with ana
themas are drawn up, are not portions of the Church's 
infallible teaching; and the parallel introductions pre
fixed to the Vatican ;tnathemas have an authority not 
greater nor less than that of those capitula. 

* Vid. Amort. Dem. Cr., pp. 205-6. This applies to the Unam 
Sanctam. Vid. Fessler. 



Tlte Vatican Dejin£t£on. 

6. Such passages,.110wever, as these are too closely 
connected with the definitions themselves, not to be 
what is sometimes called, by a catacllresis, " proximum 
fidei"; still, on'the other hand, it'is true also that, in 
those circumstances and surroundings of formal defini
tions, which I have been speaking of, ·whether of a 
Council or a Pope, there may be not only no exercise 
of an infallible voice, but' actual error. Thus, in the 
Third Council, a passage of an' heretical author was 
quoted in defence of the doctrine defined, under the 
belief he was Pope J uHus, and narratives not trustwor
thy, are introduced into the Seventh. 

This remark and several before it will become in
telligible if we consider that neither Pope nor Council 
are on a level with the Apostles. To the Apostles the 
whole revelation was given, by the Church it is trans
mitted; no simply new truth has been given to us 
since St. John's death; the one office of the Church is 
to guard "that noble deposit" of truth, as St. Paul 
speaks to Timothy, which the Apostles bequeathed to 
her, in its fultless and integrity. Hence the infallibi
lity of the Apostles was of a far more positive and wide 
character than thd.t nceded by and granted to. the 
Church. vVe call it, in the case of the Apostlcs, 
inspiration; in the case of the Church assz'stelltia. 

Of course there is a sense of the word" inspiration" 
in which it is common to all members of the Church, 
and therefore cspecially to its Bishops, and still more 
directly to its rulers, when solemnly called together in 
Council after much prayer throughout' Christellc1or.1, 
and in a frame of mind especially serious and earnest 
by reason of the work they have in hand. The Para
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clete certainly is ever with them, and more effectively 
in a Council, as being ," in Spiritu Sancto congregata ;" 
but I speak of the special and promised aid necessary 
for their fidelity to apostolic teaching; and, in order to 
secure this fidelity, no inward gift of infallibility is 
needed, such as the Apostles hau, no direct suggestion 
of divine truth, but simply an external guardianship, 
keeping them off from error (as a man's Guardian An
gel, without enabling him to walk, might, on a night 
journey, keep him from pitfalls in his way), a guardian
ship saving them, as far as their. ultimate decisions are 
concerned, from the effects of their inherent infirmities, 
from any chance of extravagance, of confusion of 
thought, of collision with former decisions, or with Scrip
ture, which in seasons of excitement might reasonably 
be feared. 

" Never," says Perrone, "have Catholics taught 
that the gift of infallibility is given by God to the 
Church after the manner of inspiration." -to 2, p. 253. 
Again: "[Human] media of arriving' at the truth are 
excluded neither by a Council's nor by a Pope's infal
libility, for God has promised it, not by way of an in
fused" or habitual "gift, but by the way of ,ass£sten
tia."-ibid. p. 541. 

But since'the process of defining truth is human, it 
is open ta the chance of error; what Providence has 
guaranteed is only this, that there should be no error 
in the final step, in the resulting definition or dogma. 

7. Accordingly, all that a Council, and all that the 
Po~, is infallible in, is the direct answer to the spe
cial question which he happens to be considerjJlg; 
his prerogative does not, extend bey'ond a power, 
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when in his Cathedra, of giving that very answer 
truly. "Nothing," says Perrone, "but the objects of 
dogmatic definitions of Councils are immutable, for in 
these are Councils infallible, not in their reasolls," etc. 
-ibid. 

8. This' rule is so strictly to be observed that, 
though dogmatic statements are found from time to 
time in a Pope's Apostolic Letters, etc., yet they are 
not accounted to be exercises of his infallibility if they 
are said only obiter-by the way, and without direct 
intention to define. A stri"king instance of this SilU qua 
nOll condition is afforded by Nicholas l., who, in a let
ter to the Bulgarians, spoke as if baptism were valid, 
when administered simply in our Lord's Name, without 
distinct mention of the Three Persons; but he is not 
teaching and speaking C.1: catlzedra, because no question 
on this matter was in any sense the occasion of his 
writing. The question asked of him was concerning 
the minister of baptism-viz~, whether a Jew or Pagan 
could validly baptize; in answering in the affirmative, 
he added obiter, as a private doctor,"says Bellarmine, 
" that the baptism was valid, whether administered in 
the name of the three Persons or in the name of Christ 
only." (de Rom. POllt., iv. 12.) 

9. Another limitation is given in Pope Pius's own 
conditions set down in the Pastor .EEtCr1ZUS, for the ex
~rcise of infallibility: viz., the proposition defined will 
be without any claim to be considered binding on the 
belief of Catholics, unless it is referable to the Aposto
lic dcpositum, through the channel either of Scripture 
or Tradition; and, though the Pope is the judge 
whether it is sp referable or not, yet the necessity of 
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his professing to abide by this reference is in itself a 
certain limitation of his dogmatic action. A Protestant 
will object indeed that, after his distinctly asserting that 
the Immaculate Conception and the Papal Infallibility 
are in Scripture and Tradition, this safeguard against 
erroneous definitions is not worth much, nor do I say 
that it is one of the most effe'ctive; but anyhow, in 
consequence of it, no Pope any more {han a Council, 
could, for instance, introduce Ignatius's Epistles into 
the Canon of Scripture ;--and as to his dogmatic con
demnation of particular books, which, of course, are for
eign to the depositum, I would say, that, as to their false 
doctrine there can be no difficulty in condemning that 
by means of that Apostolic deposit; nor surely in his con
demning the very wording, in which they convey it, when 
the subject is carefully considered. For the Pope's 
condemning the language, for instance, of Jansenius 
is a parallel act to the Church's receiving the word 
" Consubstantial:~ and if a Council and the Pope were 
not infallible so far in their judgment of language, nei
t4er the Pope nor Council could draw up a dogmatic 
definition at all, for the right exercise of words is in
volved in the right exercise of thought. 

10. And in like manner, as regards the precepts 
concerning moral duties, it is not in every such precept 
that the Pope is infallible. As a definition of faith 
must be drawn from the Apostolic depositum of doc
trine, in order that it may be considered an exercise of 
infallibility, whether in the Pope or a Council, so too a 
precept of morals, if it is to be accepted as dogmatic, 
must be drawn from the Moral law, that primary reve
lation to us from G()g, 
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That is, in the first place, it must relate to things 
in themselves good or evil. If the Pope prescribed 
lying or revenge, his command would simply go for 
nothing, as if he had not issued it, because he has no 
power over the IVloral Law. If he forbade his flock to 
eat any but vegetable food, or to dress in a particular 
fashion (questions of deceilcy or modesty not coming 
into the question), he would in like manner be going 
beyond his province, because such a rule does not re
late to a matter in itself good or bad. If he gave a 
precept all over the world for the adoption of lotteries 
instead of tithes or offerings, certainly it would be very 
hard to prove that he was contradicting the Ivloral 
Law, or ruling a practice to be in itself good which was 
in itself evil. There are few persons but would allow 
that it is at least doubtful whether lotteries are ab
stractedly evil, and in a doubtful matter the Pope is to 
be believed and obeyed. 

However, there are other conditions besides this, 
necessary for the exercise of Papal infallibility in 
moral subjects :-for' instance, his definition must 
relate to things necessary for salvation. No one 
would so speak of lotteries, nor of a particular dress, 
or of a particular Idnd of food ;-such precepts, then, 
did he' make them, would be simply external to the 
range of his prerogative. 

And again, his infallibility in consequence is not 
c~lled into ~~ercise, unless he speaks to the whole 
world; for, if his precepts, in order to be dogmatic, 
~ust enjoin what is necessq.ry to salvation, they must 
be J1e<;e~~(lrY for ~1l men. Accorpingly orders which 
issue frqm hj~ for the observanc~ pf particular coun.. 
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tries, or political or religious classes, have no claim to 
be the utterances of his infallibility. If he enjoins upon 
the hierarchy of Ireland to withstand mixed education, 
this is no exercise of his infallibility. 

It may be added that the field of morals contains 
so little that is ~nknown and unexplored, in contrast 
with revelation and doctrinal fact, which form the do
main of faith, that it is difficult to say what portions 
of moral teaching in the course of 1800 years actually 
have proceeded from the Pope, or from the Church, or 
where to look for such. Nearly all that either oracle 
has done in this respect, has been to condemn such 
propositions as in a moral point of view are false, or 
dangerous, or rash; and these condemnations, besides 
being such as in fact, will be found to command the 
assent of most men, as soon as heard, do not necessa
rily go so far as to present any positive statements for 
universal acceptance. 

I I. With the mention of condemned propositions I 
am brought to al10ther and large consideration, which 
is one of the best illustratiOlls that I can give of that 
principle of minimizing so necessary, as I think, for. a 
wise and cautious theology; at the same time I cannot 
insist upon it in the connexion into which I am going 
to introduce it, without submitting myself to the cor
rection of divines more learned than I can pretend to 
be myself. . 

The infallibil~ty, whether of the Church or of the 
Pope, acts principally or solely in two channels, in 
direct statements of truth, and in the condemnation of 
error. The former takes the shape of doctrinal defini
tions, the latter stigmatizes propositions as herelic~d, 
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next to heresy, erroneous, and the like. In each case 
the Church, as guided by her Divine Master, has made 
provision for weighing as lightly as possible on the 
faith and conscience of her children. 

As to the condemnation of propositions all she 
tells us is, that the thesis condemned when taken as a 
whole, or, again, when viewed in its context; is hereti
cal, or blasphemous, or impious, or whatever other 
epithet she affixes to it. vVe have only to trust her so 
far as to allow ourselves to be warned against the the
sis, or the work containing it. Theologians employ 
themselves in determining what precisely it is that is 
condemned in that thesis or treatise; and doubtless in 
most cases they do so with success; but that determi
nation is not de fide / all that is of faith is that there 
is in that thesis itself, which is noted, heresy or error, 
or other peccant matter, as the case may be, such, that 
the censure is a peremptory command to theologians, 
preachers, students, and all other whom it concerns, to 
keep clear of it. But so light is this obligation, that 
instances frequently occur, when it is successfully 
maintained by some new writer, that the Pope's act 
does not imply what it has seemed to imi)ly, and ques
tions which seemed to be closed, are after a course of 
years re-opened. In disc,ussions such as these, there is 
a real exercise of private judgment, and an allowable 
one; the act of faith, which cannot be superseded 
or trifled with, being, I repeat, the unreserved accept
ance that the thesis in question is heretical, or erro
neous in faith, etc., as the Pope or the Church has 
spoken of it. 

In these cases, which in a true sense may be called 
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the Pope's 1ugatz've enunciations, ~he opportunity of a 
legitimate minimizing lies in the intensely concrete 
character of the matters condemned; in his affirmative 
enunciations a like opportunity is afforded by their 
being more or less abstract. Indeed, excepting such as 
relate to persons, that is, to the Trinity in Unity, the 
Blessed Virgin, the Saints, and the like, all the dogmas 
of Pope or of Council are but general, and so far, in 
consequence, admit of exceptions in their actual ap
plication,-these exceptions being determined either 
by other authoritative utterances, or by the scrutiniz
ing vigilance, acuteness, and subtlety of the Schola 
Thcologoru1JZ. 

One of the most remarkable instances of what I 
am insisting on is found in a dogma, which no Catholic 
can ever think of disputing, viz., that "Out of the 
Church, and Qut of the faith, is no salvation." Not to 
go to Scripture, it is the doctrine of St. Ignatius, St. 
Irenreus, St. Cyprian in the first three centuries, as of 
St. Augustine and his contemporaries in the fourth 
and fifth. It can never be'other than an elementary 
truth of Christianity; and the present Pope has pro
claimed it as all Popes, doctors, 'and bishops before 
him. But that truth has two aspects, according as the 
fvrce of the negative falls upon the" Church" or upon 
the" salvation." The main sense is, that there is no 
other communion or so-called Church, but the Catho
lic, in which are stored the promises, the sacraments, and, 
other means of salvation; the other and derived sense 
is, that no one can be saved who is not in that one and 
only Church. But it does not follow, because there is 
no Church but one' which has the Evangelical gifts 
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and privileges to bestow, that therefore no one can be 
saved without the intervention of that one Church. 
Anglicans quite understand this distinction; for, on 
the one hand, their Article says, "They are to be had 
accursed (anathematizandi) that presume to say, that 
every man shall be saved by (in) the law or sect which 
he professeth, so that" he -be diligent to frame his life 
according to that law and the light of nature;" while 
on the other himd they speak of and hold the doctrine 
of the "uncovenanted mercies of God." The latter 
doctrine in its Catholic form is the doctrine of invin
cible ignorance-or, that it is possible to belong to 
the soul of the Church without belonging to the 
body; and, at the end of 1,800 years, it has been for
mally and authoritatively put forward by the present 
Pope (the first Pope, I suppose, who has done so), on 
the very same occasion on which he has repeated the 

. fundamental principle of exclusive salvation itself. It 
is to the purpose here to quote his words; they-occur 
in the course of his Encyclical, addressed to the Bish
ops of Italy, under date of August 10, 1863 : 

" ~Ve and you know, that those who lie under invin
cible ignorance as regards our most Holy Religion, and 
who, diligently observing the natural1aw, and its pre
cepts, which are engraven by God on the lic;arts of all, 
and prepared to obey God, lead a good and upright 
life, are able, by the operation of the power of divine 
light and grace, to obtain eternal life." * 

* The Pope speaks more forcibly still in an earlier Allocution. 
After mentioning invincible ignorance, he adds :-" Qui'S tantum sibi 
arroget, ut hujusmodi ignorantire designare limites queat, juxta popu
.lorum, rcgionum, ingcnionim, aliarumque renun tam multarum ratio
nem et ,·arietatcm ?"-Du. 9, 1854. 
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Wh~ would at first sight gather from the wording 
of so forcible a universal, that an exception to its ope
ration, such as this, so distinct, and, for what we kno\v, 
so very wide, was consistent with holding it ? 

Another instance·of a similar kind is the general 
acceptance in the Latin Church, since the time of St. 
Augustine, of the doctrine of absolute predestination, 
as instanced in the teaching of other great saints beside 
him, such as St. Fulgentius, St. Prosper, St. Gregory, 
St. Thomas; and St. Buonaventure. Yet in the last 
centuries a great explanation and modification of this 
doctrine has been effected by the efforts of the Jesuit 
School, which have issued in the reception of a distinc
tion between predestination to grace and predestination 
to glory; and a consequent admission of the principle 
that, though mir own works do n~t avail for bringing 
us into a state of salvation on earth, they do avail, when 
in that state of salvation -or grace, for our attainment 
of eternal glory in heaven. Two saints of late centu
ries, St. Francis de Sales and St. Alfonso, seem to have 
professed this less rigid opinion, which is now the more 
common doctrine of the day. 

Another instance is supp1ied by the Papal decisions 
concerning Usury. Pope Clement V., in the Council 
of Vienne, declares, " If anyone shall have fallen into 
the error of pertinaciously presuming to affirm that 
usury is no sin, we determine that he is to be punished 
as a heretic." However, in the year 183 I the Sacred 
PtCllitelltiaria answered an inquiry on the subject, to 
the effect that the Holy See suspended its decision on 
the point, and that a confessor who allowed of usury 
was not to be disturbed, "non esse inquietandum." 
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Here again a double aspect seems to have been realized 
of the idea intended by the word usury. 

To show how natural this process of partial and gra
dually developed teaching is, we may refer to the ap
parent contradiction of Bellarmine, who says "the 
Pope, whether' he can err or not, is to be obeyed by all 
the faithful," (Rom. POllt. iv. 2), yet, as I have quoted 
him above, p. 52-53, sets down (ii. 29) cases in which 
he is not to be obeyed. An illustration may be given 
in political history in the discussions which took place 
years ago as to the force of the Sovereign's Coronation 
Oath to uphold the Established Churefl. The words 
were large and general, and seemed to preclude any 
act on his part to the prejudice of the Establishm'ent; 
but lawyers succeeded at length in making a distinction 
between the legislative and executive action of the 
Crown, which is now generally accepted. 

T4ese instances out of many similar are sufficient to 
show what caution is to be ~bserved, on the part of 
private and unauthorized persons, in imposing upon 
the consciences of others any interpretation of dogmatic 
enunCiations which is beyond the legitimate sense of 
the w~rds, inconsistent with the principle that all gene
ral rules have exceptions, and unrecognized by the 
Theological Schola. 

12. From these various considerations it follows, that 
P,apal and Synodal definitions, obligatory on our faith, 
are of rare occurrence ; and this is confessed by all sober 
theologians. Father O'Reilly, for instance, of Dublin, 
one of the first theologians of the day, says :

"The Papal Infallibility is comparatively seldom 
brought into action. I am very far from denying that 
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the Vicar of Christ is largely assisted by God in 
the fulfilment of his sublime office, th~t he receives 
great light and strength to do well the great work 
entrusted to him and imposed on him, that he is con
tinually guided from above in the government of the 
Catholic Church. But this is not the meaning of Infal
libility... \Vhat is the use of dragging in the In falli
bility in connexion with Papal acts· with which it has 
nothing to do? Papal acts, which are very good and 
very holy, and entitled to all respect and obedience, 
ads in which the Pontiff is commonly not mistaken, 
hut in which he could be mistaken rl.nd still remain in
fallible in the only sense in which he has been declared 
to be so." (The Irislt Alontldy, vol. ii. No. 10, 1874.* 

This great authority goes on to disclaim any de
sire to minimize, but there is, I hope, no real differ
encc between us here. Hc, I am surc, would sanction 
me in my repugnance to impose upon the faith of 
others more than what the Church distinctly claims of 
them: and I should follow him in thinking it a more 
scriptural, Christian, dutiful, happy frame of mind, to 
be easy, than to be difficult, of belief.. I have already 
spoken of that uncatholic spirit, which starts with a 
grudging faith in the word of the Church, and deter
mines to hold nothing but what it is, as if by demon
stration, compelled to believe. To be a true Catholic 
a man must have a generous loyalty towards ecclesi
astical authority, and accept what is taught him with 
what is called the pie/as fidei, and only such a tone of 
mind has a claim, and it certainly has a claim, to be 

* Vide Fessler also; and I believe Father Perrone says the same. 
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met and to be. handled with a wise and gentle mulZ. 
1lZis1Jl. Still the fact remains, that there has been of 
late years a fierce and intolerant temper abroad, which 
scorns and virtually tramples on the little ones of 
Christ. 

I end with an extract from the Pastoral of the 
Swiss Bishops, a Pastoral which has received the Pope's 
approbation: 

"It in no way depends upon the caprice of the 
Pope, or upon his good pleasure, to make such and 
sllch a doctrine, the object of a dogmatic definition. 
He is tied up and limited to the divine revelation, 
and to the truths whi"ch that revelation contains. 
He is tied up and limited by the Creeds, already in ex
istence, and by the preceding definitions of the Church. 
He is tied up and limited by the divine law, and by 
the constitution of the Church. Lastly, he is tied up 
and limited by that doctrine, divinely revealed, which 
affirms that alongside religious society there is civil 
society, that alongside the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, 
there is the power of temporal l\lagistrates, invested 
in their own domain with a full sovereignty, and to 
whom we owe obedience in conscience, and respect in 
all things morally permitted, and belonging to the do
,main of civil society." 



§ 10. CONCLUSION. 

I HAVE now said all that I consider necessary}n 
order to fulfil the task which I have undertaken, a task 
verypainfulto me and ungracious. I account it a great 
misfortune, that my last words, as they are likely to be, 
should be devoted to a controversy with one whom I 
have always so much respected and admired. But I 
should not have been satisfied with myself, if I had not 
responded to the call made upon me from such various 
quarters, to the opportunity at last given me of break
ing a long silence on subjects .deeply interesting to me, 
and to the demands of my OWl; honour. . 

The main point of Mr. Gladstone's charge against 
us is that in 1870, after a series of preparatory acts, 
a great change and irreversible was effected in the 
political attitude of the Church by the third and 
fourth chapters of the Vatican Pastor .Aitenws, a 
change which no sta te or statesman can afford to pass 
over. Of this cardinal assertion I consider he has 
given no proof at all; and my object throughout the 
foregoing pages h~s been to make this clear. The 
Pope's infallibility indeed and his supreme author
ity have in the Vatican capita been declared matters of 
faith; but his prerogative of infallibility lies in matters 
speculq.tive, and his prerogative of authority is no infal· 
libility, in laws, commands, or measures. His infalli
bility bears upon the domain of tho~ght, not directly of 
action, and while it may fairly exercise the theologian, 

J6s 
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philosopher, or man of science, it scarcely concerns the 
politician. Moreover, whether the recognition of his 
infallibility in doctrine will increasf' his actual power 
over the faith of Catholics, remains to be seen, and 
must 'p.e determined by the event; for there are 
gifts too large and too fearful to be handled 
freely. Mr. Gladstone seems to feel this, and 
therefore insists upon the increase made by the Vati
can definition in the Pope's authority. But there is no 
real increase; he has for centuries upon centuries had 
and used that authority, which the Definition now de
clares ever to liave belonged to him. Before the Coun
cil there was the rule of obedience, and there were ex
ceptions to the rule; and since the Council the rule 
remains, and with it the possibility of exceptions~ 

It may be objected that a representation such as 
this, is negatived by the universal sentiment which tes
tifies to the formidable effectiveness of the Vatican 
decrees, and to the I)ope~s intention that they should 
he effective; that it is the boast of some Catholics and 
the reproach levelled against us by all Protestants, 
that the Catholic Church has now become beyond 
mistake a despotic aggressive Papacy, in which free
dom of thought and action is utterly extins'tished. 
But I do not allow this alleged unanimous tes
timony to exist. Of course Prince Bismarck and other 
statesmen such as 1\1r. Gladstone, rest their opposition 
to Pope Pius on the political ground; but the Old
Catholic movement is based, not upon politics, but 
upon theology, and Dr. Dollinger has more than once, 
I believe, declared his disapprobation of the Prussian 
acts against the Pope, while Father Hyacinth has quar
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reIled with the anti-Catholic politics of Geneva. The 
French indeed have shown their sense of the 
political support .which the Holy Father's name and 
influence would bring to their country; but does any 
one suppose that they expect to derive support defi
nitely from the Vatican decrees, and not rather from 
the prestige of that venerable Authority, which those 
decrees have rather lowered than otherwise in the 
eyes of the worlq? So again the Legitimists and Car
lists in France and Spain doubtless wish to associate 
themselves with Rome; but where and ho\v have 
they signified that they can turn to profit the special 
dogma of the Pope's infallibility, and would not 
have been better pleased to be rid of the controversy 
which it has occasioned? In fact, instead of there being 
a universal impression that the proclamation of his in
fallibility and supreme authority has strengthened the 
Pope's secular position in Europe, there is room for sus
pecting that some of the politicians of the day, (I do 
not mean 1\'1 r. Gladstone) were not sorry that' the Ul
tramontane party was successful at the Council in their 
prosecution of an object which those politicians consi
dered to be favourable to the interests of the Civil 
power. There is certainly some plausibility in the 
view, that it is not the" Curia Romana," as' IVlr. Glad 
stone considers, or the" Jesuits," who are the" astute " 
party, but that rather they are themselves victims of 
the astuteness of secular statesmen. 

The recognition, which I am here implying, of the 
cxis~ence of parties in the Church reminds me of what, 
while I have ·been writing these pages, I have all along 
felt would be at once the primd facie and also the most 
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telling criticism upon me. It ",:ill be said that there 
are very considerable differences in argument and opi~ 

nion between me and others who have replied to Mr. 
Gladstone, and I shall be taunted with "the evident 
break-down, thereby made manifest, of that topic of 
glorification so commonly ill the mouths of Catholics, 
that they are all of one way of thinking, while Protes' 
tants are all at variance with each other, and by that 
very variation of opinion can have no ground of cer
tainty severally in their own. 

This is a showy and serviceable retort in contro. 
versy ; but it is nothing more. First, as regards the 
arguments which Catholics use, it has to be considered 
whether they are really incompatible with each other; 
if they are not, then surely it is generally granted by 
Protestants as well as Catholics, that two distinct argu. 
ments for the same conclusion," instead of invalidating 
that conclusion, actually strengthen it. And next, 
supposing the difference to be one of conclusions 
themselves, then it must be considered whether the 
difference relates to a matter of faith or to a matter of 
opinion. If a matter of faith is in question I grant 
there ought to be absolute agreement, or rather I main
tain that there is; I mean to say that only one out of 
the statements put forth can be true, and that the other 
statements will be at once withdrawn by their' authors, 
by virtue of their being Catholics, as soon as they 
learn on good authority that they are erroneous. But 
if the differences which I have supposed are only in 
theological opinion, they do but show that after all 
private judgment is not so utterly unknown among 
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Catholics and in Catholic Schools, as Protestants are 
desirous to establish. 

I have written on this subject at some length in 
Lectures \~'hich I published many years ago, but, it 
would appear, with little pr.'1ctical effect upon those 
for whom they were intended. "Left to himself," I say, 
" each Catholic likes and would maintain his own opi
nion and his private judgment just as much as a Pro
testant; and he has it and he maintains it, just so far 
as the Church docs not, by the authority of Revela
tion, supersede it. The very moment the Church 
ceases to speak, at the very point at which she, that 
is, God who speaks by· her; circumscribes her range of 
teaching, then private judgment of necessity starts up; 
there is nothing to hinder it. .. .1\ Catholic sacrifices 
his opinion to the \Vord of God, declared througli His 

"
Church; but from the nature of tl~e case, there is no
thing to hinder him having' his own opinion and ex
pressiilg it, whenever, and !;iO far as, the Church, the 
oracle of Revelation, does not ~peak." * 

In saying this, it inust not be supposed that I am 
denying what is called the pic/as fidei, that is, a sense 
of the great probability of the truth of enunciations 
made by the Church, which are not formally and ac
tually to be considered as the "\Vord of God:' 
Doubtless it is our duty to check many a speculation, 
or at least many an utterance, even though we are not 
bound to condemn it as contrary to religious truth. 
But, after all, the field of religious thought which the 
duty of faith occupies, is small indeed compared with 

• Vide" Difficulties felt by Anglicans." Lecture X. 
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that which is open to our free, though of course tq our 
reverent and conscientious, speculation. 

I draw from these remarks two conclusions; first as re
gards Protestants,-l\1r. Gladstone shoulJ not on the one 
hanu declaim against us as having" no mental freedom," 
if the periodical press on the other hand is to.mock us 
as admitting a liberty of private judgment, purely Pro
testant. vVe surely are not open to contradictory im
putations. Every note of triumph over the differences 
which mark our answers to Mr. Gladstone is a distinct 
admission that we do not deserve his injurious re
proach that we are captives and slaves of the Pope. 

Secpndly, for the benefit of some Catholics, I would 
observe that, while I acknowledf;e one Pope,jurt'divillO, 
I ac.knowledge no other, and that I think it a usurpa
tion, too wicked to be comfortably dwelt upon, when 
individuals use their own private judgment, in the dis
cussion of religious questions, not simply "abundare 
in suo sensu," but for the purpose of anathematizing 
the private judgment of others. 

I say there is only one Oracle of God, the Holy 
Catholic Church and the Pope as her head. To her 
teaching I have ever desired all my thoughts, all my 
words to be conformed; to her judgment I submit what 
I have now written, what I have ever written, not only 
as regards its truth, but as to its prudence, its suitable
ness, and its expedience. I think I have not pursued 
any end of my own in anything that I have published, 
but I know well, that, in matters not of faith, I may 
have spoken when I ought to have been silent. 

And now, my dear Duke, I release you from this 
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long discussion, "and, in concluding, beg you to accept 
the best Christmas wishes and prayers for your present 
and future from 

Your affectionate Friend and Servant. 

JOHN HENRY N'EWMAN. 

THE ORATORY, December 27, 1874. 
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February 26, I875.-Mr. Gladstone's new Pamphlet, 
which has just appeared, is only partially directed 
against the foregoing Letter, and, when he remarks on 
what I have written, he does so with a gentleness which 
may be thought to be unfair to his argJ1ment. lVlore
over, he commence.? with some pages about me per
s0!1ally of so special a character, that, did I dare dwell 
upon them in their direct import, they would of course 
gratify me exceedingly. J3ut r cannot do so, because I 
believe that, with that seriousness which is characteris
tic. of-him, he has wished to say what he felt to be true, 
not what was complimentary; and because, 100kinK on 
heyond his words to what they imply, I see in them, 
though he did not mean it so himself, a grave, or almost 
a severe question addressed to me, which effectually 
keeps me from taking pleasure in them, however great 
is the honour they do me. . 

It is indeed a stern question which his words suggest, 
whether now that I have come to the end of my days, t 
have used aright whatever talents God hasgiven me, ~nd 

as He would have had me use. them, in building up reli
gious truth, and not in pulling down, breaking up, and 
scattering abroad. All I can say- in answer to it is, that 

113 
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from the day I became a Catholic to this day, now close 
upon thirty years, I have never had a moment's mis
giving that the communion of Rome is that Church 
which the Apostles set up at Pentecost, which alone 
has" the' aQoption of sons, and the glory, ,and the cov
enants, and the revealed law, and the service of God, 
and the promises," and in which the Anglican commu
nion, whatever its merits and demerits, whatever the 
great excellence of individuals in it, has, as such, no 
part. ' Nor have I ever for a moment hesitated in my 
conviction since 1845, that it ,vas my dear duty t6 join, 
that Catholic Church, a,s I did then join it, which in my 
own conscience I felt to be qivine. Persons and places, 
incidents and circumstances of life, which belOIig to my 
first forty-four, years; are de'eply lodged in my memory 
<;tr.d in my affections; moreover, r,have had more to trY: 
and afflict me in various ways as, a Catholic thaI,l' a's an, 
~nglican; but neve'r for a moment have Iwishedmy-: 
self back; never have I ceased to thallk my :J\faker for 
His mercy in enabling tile to make the great' change, 
and never has He let me fecI forsaken byHim~ or ill 
distress, or any kind of religious trouble. L do not 
know how to avoid thus meeting Mr. Gladstone's lan
guage about me: but I can say no more. The judg-' 
men! must be left to a day to come. > 

In the remarks that follow 'I shall take the 9rder of 
my sections. 

§ I. 

l\'Iy first reason for writing in answer to Mr. Glad
stone's Expostulation was his charge against us, " that 
Catholics, if they act consistently with their principles,' 
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cannot be loyal subjects," sllpr. p. 8. And he withdraws 
this in his new Pamphlet (Vaticatzz"sm, p. 14), .though 
not in very gracious language.. '~The immediate pur
pose of my appeal," he says, " has been attained, in so 
far that the loyalty of our Roman Catholic ·fellow.;. 
subjects in the mass remains evidently untainted and 
secure.." 

l\1y second reason was to protest against" his attack 
upon our, moral uprightness," supr. ibid. Here again 
he seems to grant that, if what I say can be received as 
genuine Catholic teaching, 'I have succeeded in my pur
pose. He has a doubt, ho'wever, whether it does no~ 

" smack.of Protestantism, Vat. p.69. ,He does not give 
any distinct reason for this doubt; and, though I shall 
notice it in its place, illfr. §·5, 1 think' it fair to main
tain as a plain principle of controversy, that it is the 
'accuser who has'to prove his' point, and that he must 
not content himself with professing that the accused 
parties have not succeeded to his satisfaction in dis
.proving it.. 
, Lastly, as springing out of these two charges and 
illustrating them, was his exaggerated notion of the 
force, drift"an~:range of the Vatican definition of the 

,Pope's itlfallibility.. Here again I consider he leaves 
my, interpretation of it without reply, though appa

.rently it does not content him. Some of the objec
tio'ns,'which h~' throws out obiter .tC?,~vhat I have said, 
shall' now be notieed• 

.SUpi'. page 18. I have said; apropos of the pros
·.ped of a definition" of the Pope's Infallibility in the 
time of Pitt and Peel, ,; If [the government] \~aDt;eq t"o 
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obtain some real information abouJ the :p'robabilities of 
the future, why did they not gofo headquarters? why 
not go to Rome? .• '. It is impossible that 'the) 
could have entered into formal negociations with the 
Pope, without its .becoming perfectly clear that Rome 
could never be a party to such a pledge as England 
wanted, and· that no pledge from - Catholics was of 
value to which R~me was not a party.'" To my .as
tonishment Mr. Gladstone seems to consider this.a fatal 
admission. He cries out, "Statesmen of the future', 
recollect the words! ., . The iesson,received is this: 
although pledges were giv'en, although .their validity 
was for~ally and even :passionately asserted,although 
the subject-matter was one of civil allc:giance, ' no pledge 
-from Catholics was of any value, ,to which Rome was 

. , H 

not a party, p. 39. 
I deny that the question of infallibility was .one of 

civil arIegiance, but let that pass; as to .the main prin
'ciple involved in what I have said, .it -certainly does 
'perplex and confuse me that a statesman .withMr. 
Gladstone's experience should make light ofcreden
tials, and should not recognize the difference between 
party opinion-and formal decisions andpledges.\tVhat 
is the use'of accredited ministers and an,official inter
course between foreign powers, if ;the ~ acts. of mere 

'classes or interests will' do ,instead of ,them? ...-\.t ,a 
congress,' I· believe the -first act -of plenipotentiaries is to 

. show to each other their credentials.\Vhat· minister 
of foreign affairs would go to the Cesarowitch, who 

.happened to be staying among us, for an explanation 
'of an expedition of Russia in upper Asia, .insteadof 
~having recourse to the Russian ambassador? 
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The common sayin'g, that" \Vhigs are Torks out of 
place" illustrates again what is in itself so axiomatic. 
Successive ministries,of opposite views show in history, 
for the most part, as one consistc:nt national govern
inent, and, when a foreign power mistakes the objec
tions which public men in opposition made to the 
details, circumstances, or seasonableness of certain 
miriisterial measures, for deliberate judgments in its 
favo~l~, it is :likely, as in the case of the great Napo
leon, to incur eventually, when the opposition comes 
into office,great disappo.intment, ,and- has no' one to 
blame but itself. So again, ,the 'Cza'r Nicholas seems 
to have mistaken the deputation of the peace ,party be
fore the Crimean war for the voice of the English 
nation. It is not a business-like way of acting to as
sume the assura'nces of partizans, however sincerely 
made, for conditions of 'a contract. There is nothing 
indeed to show that the Holy See in '1793 or 1829 had 
any 'notion that theinfallibiHty of the Pope, if ever 
made a dogma, would be so made within such limits of 
time as could affeCt the bOlla fide character of the pros
pects which English .and Irish Catholics opened upon 
Mr. Pitt or Mr. Peel. The events in Europe of tJIe 
foregoing half century gave no' encouragement to the 
'Papal cause. Nor did' Catholics alonea'C'owanticipa
tions ~vhichhelped to encourage the latter statesman in 
the course, into which the political condition of Ireland, 
,not ~ny' kindliess to the Irish religion, primarily turned 
,him, There were Anglican ecclesiastics, whom he de
:servedl)' trusted, who gave it to him as their settled 
.opinion, as regards the Protestantism of England, that, 
if-the emancipation- of Catholics could but be passed in 
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the night, there would b~ no exCitement about it next 
-morning. Did such an influential judgment, thus 
offered to IVIr. Peel, involve a breach of a pJedge, be,.. 
cause it was not fulfilled? 

It was notoriolls all over the world that the North of 
Catholic Christendom took a different view of Papal in:. 
fallibility, from the South. A long controvt?rsy had 
gone on; able writers were to be found on either side; 
each side was positive in the, truth of its own ,~ause; 

each -, hoped to prevail. The Gallican party, towards 
which, England and Ireland inclined, thought the other 
simply extravagant; but with the-Ultramontane stood 
Rome itself. ,Ministers do not commonly believe all 
the representations of deputations who come'to them 
'with the advocacy of particular measures, though those 
deputations may be perfectly sincere in what they aver_ 
The Catholics of England arid Ireland in 1826 were al,. 
most as one man in thinking lightly of the question, bu't 
even then there were those who spoke out in a differ.ent 
sense, and warned the government that there was a con;,. 
·trary opinion, and one strong both in its pretensions atid 
in its prospects. I am,not bound to go into this subject 
at length, fOf I, have -allowed the dominant. feeling 
among -our ,C~tholicsat'that day was againstthe,pru
denceor likelihood of a definition of PapaLinfallibility; 
but I will instance one or two writers of name' who had 
spoken ,;n a different sense. 

I call1lot fitld that :Mr...Gladstone,' deals,vitlrmy re~ 

ference, to Atchbishop Troy,.'whose pastoralbe'ars the 
dat~ (1793) -of the very year in whiCh, as Mr~,Gl~dstone 
tells us, Vat. p. '48, a Relief Act was granted to Ireland. 
:The Archbishop, as the passage has been found for me, 
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says, " .lVlally Catholics contend that the Pope .' 
is infallible others de:1)' this. Ulltil 
the Church shall decide •. either opinion may be 
adopted." Supr., page 16•. This is a very significant, 
as w'ell' as authoritative passage. 
, ·Again :~Father Mumford's Catholic Scripturist is a 
popular Address to Protestants, in the vernacular, 
which has gone through' various 'editions"in the J 7~h, 

18th, and 19th centuries. The edition from which I 
quote is that of 1863.' He says, p. 39, "Whether the 
definition of a council alone, defining without. their 
chief· pasto~~ or the definition of, the .chief pastor 
alone, defining without a council, beinJaUible, or n~, 
there be several opinions amongst u,s, in which we do 
and may vary without any prejudice to. our- faith, which 
is not built upon what is yet under opinion, but upon 
that which is delivered as infallible." 

Again, Bishop Hay is one of the most conspicuous 
Prelates and auth9ritative writers· amongst us of the 
18th century. In his "Sincere Cllristiall;' published 
between 1770 and 1780, he treats of the infallibili~y of 
the Pope at considerable length, and in its favour. He 
says, p. 188 (ed. lR71) that that doctrine" is not pro
posed. to 1;1s as an article of divine .faith, nor has the 
Church ever made any decision concerning it. Great 
n.umbers of ,the most learned divines are of opinion 
that in su<;h a case, the Head of the Church is infallible 
.in,what'he·teaches, but there~ are others who are of a 
.COl1trary: opinion." ~e proceeds, "On what grounds 
.dq ,those divines found their opinion, who believe that 
Jhe Pope himself, when he speaks to ,the faithful as 
h.eadof the church, is infoJIiblt; inw\1at he teaches? " 
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and he answers," On ~ery strong reasons both from' 
Scripture, . tradition, and reason."· These he goes 
thro~gh seriatim; then he-adds, p. 194, "What proof 
do the others bring for their opinion, that the Head of 
the Church is not infallible? They hring not a single 
text of Scripture, nor almost one argument from tradi
tion to prove it." . 

I might add that the chief instrument in rousing and 
rallying the Protestant sentiment against Catholic 
emancipation was from first to last the episcopate and 
clergy of the Ch urch Established; now, if there was any 
body of m~n who·,were perfectly aware of the division 
of sentiment among Catholics as to the seat of 'infalli~ 
bility, it was they. Their standard divines, writing in 
the vernacular, discharge it, as one of their most effec..; 
tive taunts, against their opponents~ that, whilst the 
latter held the doctrine of infallibility, they differ 
among themselves whether it is lodged in an Ecumeni
cal Councilor in the Roman See. It· can' never be 
said then that this opinion, which has n'ow become a 
dogma, was not perfectly well known to be liv~ng and 
energetic in the Catholic communion, though it was. 
not an article of faith, and was not spoken of, as such 
by Catholics, in this part of the world during the cen..; 
turies of persecution. 

Mr. Gla~stone, as his mildest conclusion against us; 
is inclined to grant that it was not an act of duplicity 
ill us, that in' 1826 our Prelates spoke against the 
Pope's infallibility, though in 1870 they took. part in 
4efining it; but then he maintains it to be at least a 
proof. that the Church has changed its d'octrine, and 
thereby forfeited its claim to be "semper- eadem." 
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Bilti"t is no change surely to decide between two pre
valent opinions; but, if it is to be so regarded, then 
change has been the characteristic of the church from 
the earliest times, as, for instance, in the third century, 
on the point of' the validity of baptism by heretics. 
And hence such change as has taken place, (which I 
should prefer to call doctrinal development,) is in, itself 
a positive argument in favour of the Church's identity 
from first to last; for a growth in its creed is a law of 
its life. I have already insisted upon this, supra, p. 
139; also in former volumes, as in my Apologia, and 
Difficulties of Allglicalls. 

§ 3· 

Supr. p. 33.' As Mr. Gladstone denied that the 
Papal prerogatives were consistent with ancient his
tory, I said in answer that that history on the contrary 
was the clearest witness in their favour, as showing 
how the promises made_ to St. Peter were providential
ly fulfilled by political, &c., changes external to the 
Pope, which worked for him. I did not mean to deny 
that those pretogatives were his from the beginning, 
but merely that they were gradually brought into full 
exercise by a course of events, which history records. 
Thus it was a mistake to say that Catholics could not 
appeal in favour of the Papal power to history. To 
make rl1y meaning quite clear, as I hoped, I distinctly 
said I was not speaking theologically, but historically, 
nay, looking at the state of things with" non-Catholic 
eyes." However" as .the following passage from the 
Ettidts Religieuses shews, it ,seems th.at I h~ve been mis... 



Postscript.' 

understood, though the ,vriterhimself, Pere Rainiere, 
does me the justice and the favour to defend me, and I 
here adopt his words as my defence. He says: 

H Pour exprimer cette concentration providentielle, 
dans les mains du Pape, du pouvoir ecc1esiastique 
partage autrefois dans une plus large- mesure par l'epis
copat, Ie P. Newman se sort d'un terme legal qu'il ne faut 
pas prendre a la lettre. 11 dit que Ie ~ape ~st herc#er 
par defaut de la hierarchie ecumeniqtie di ive siec1e.. Le 
savant directeur de la Voce della Verita blame cette 
expression, qui impliquerait, selon lui, qui Ie 'Pape tient 
son pouvoir de la hierarchie. Mais Ie P. Newmanexc1ut 
cette interpretation, puis qu'il fait derivait Ie plenitude 
du pouvoir pontifical de la promesse faite par Jesus
Ch_rist aSa~n~ Pierre," p~ 256, 7, l~ote. 

Supr. p. 67. I here say that" were I actually a sol
dier or sailor in her l\1ajesty's service in a just wat, and 
should the Pope suddenly bid' all Catholic soldiers and 
sailors to retire from her serviCe,.taking the advice, &c., 
.. I should not obey h~in." Here I avail myself of a 
passage in Canon Neville's recent pamphlet (" A few 
Comments," &c., Pickering) in which he speaks with the 
a.uthority belonging to a late theological Professor of 
Maynooth: 
." IIi the impossible hypothesis of the Pope being en
gaged' in' a war with- England, how would the allegiance 
of English Cathotics be affeCted? • • how would it be~ 

if they were soldiers or sailors? . . . . Some one will 
urge,the Pope may issue a inandate enforced by an 
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annexed excommunication, forbidding' all Catholics to 
engage in the, war against him • •• The supposed 
action of the Pope does !lot change the guestion mate
rially. His mandate will, derive its force from his 
authoritative declaration' of the immorality of the war, 
and the censures an,nexed,", £~ e. ,excommunication, 
",will' have' to' b~ subjected to theordil)ary rules. and 
principles of ecclesiastkal punishments. For instance, 
the' soldiers and sailors would not incur it, because 
'grave fears' excuse'from censure [excommunication], 
censures, being directed against the contumacious, not 
against t~lose who act,through fearor coercion ..•' It 
is a trite principle, that, mere ecclesiastical laws: do not 
bind, when there would ·be a very grave.. inconve'Ilience 
in their obsery'ance; and it denies as a rule to any,hu
man legislator (e.i, the Pope) the power of making 
laws or precepts, binding men to the petJormance of 
actions, which, from the danger and difficulty attendant' 
on their fulfilment, ~reesteemed heroic," pp. 101, 2. ' 

§ 5·, 

Supr. p. 79. I have said, "The Pope, who comes 
of Revelation, has no jurisdiction over Nature," £.e. 
the natural Law.' Mr. Gladstone on the other hand 
says, "Idle it is to tell us" finally, that the :Pope is 
bound by the moral and divine law; by the 'command
ments of God, by the rules of tIle Gospel: , • • for of 
these, one and all, the Pope himself, by himself, is the 
judge \vithout appeal," p. 102. That is, :Mr. Glad
stone thinks that the Pope may deny and anathematize 
the proposition, ~'Thp.rr- is on~ God:" and, may pro· 
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ceed to drc'ulate by Cardinal Antonelli a whole Sylla
bus of kindred" err-oneous theses" for the instructions 
of the Bishops. Catholics think this impossible, as be
lieving in a Divine Providence ever exerci!:ied over the 
Church. - But let us grant, for argument-sake, that a: 
Pope could commit so insane a violation of the Natu
ral and the Revealed Law:-we know what" would be 
the consequence to such a P~pe. Cardinal Turrecre
mata teaches, as I have quoted him, that "were the 
Pope to command any thing against Holy Scripture, 
or the articles of faith, or the truth of the Sacraments, 
or the· commands of the natural or divine law, he ought 
not to be obeyed, 'but in such commands to be ig:. 
nored." Supra p. 68. Other, and they the highest 
Ultramontane theologians, hold that a Pope, who 
teaches heresy" ipsofacto ceases to be Pope. ' ' 

Supra p. 86. Here, after stating that there are cases· 
in which the Pope's commands are to be resisted by in... 
dividual Catholics, I challenge 1\11'. Gladstone to' bring; 
passages from our authoritative writers to the contrary: 
and I add, " they must be passages declaring not only 
that the Pope is ever to be obeyed, but that there are 
no exceptions to this rule, for exceptions ~ver must be 
in all concrete matters~" Instead of doing so, Mr. Glad
stone c'ontents himself with enunciating the contradic
tory to what I have said. "Dr. New'man says'there 
are exceptions to this precept of obedience. But this 
is just what the Council has not said. The CI~urch by 
the Council imposes·'Aye. Th~ private conscience re": 
serves to itself the title to say No. I must confess that 
in this apology there is to me a strong, undeniable, 
sma::k of Protestantism." p. 6g. 
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Mr. Gladstone says" there is to me; " yes, certainly 
to him and other Protestants, because they do not know 
our doctrine. I have given in my Pamphlet, three 
reasons in justification of what I said; first that .excep
tions must be from the nafure of the case, "for in atl 
concrete matters," not only in precepts of obedience, 
rules are but general,. and exceptions must occur. 
Then, in, a later page~ p. 159, I give' actual instances, 
which have occurred in the history of Catholic teaching, 
of exceptions after large principles have been laid down. 
But my main reason lies in the absolute statements of 
theologians. I willingly endure to have about me a 
smack of Protestantism, which attaches to Cardinal 
Turrecremata in the 15th century, to Cardinals Jaco
batius and Bellarmine in the 16th, to the Carmelites of 
Salamanca in the 17th, and to all theologians prior to 
them; and also to the whole Schola. after them, SUCD. 

as to Fathers Corduba, Natalis Alexahder and Busen
baum, and so down to St. Alfonso Liguori the latest 
Doctor of the Church in the 18th, and to Cardinal 
Gousset and to Archbishop Kenrick in the 19th. 

§ 6.. 

. Supr. pp. 99, 100. Speaking of the proposition con
demned in the Encyclical of 1864, to the effect that it 
is the right of anyone to l~ave liberty to give public 
utterance, in every possible shape, by every possible 
channel, without any let or hindrance from G.od· or 
man, to all his notions whatever; I have said that" it 
seems a light epithet for the Pope to use, when he calls 
such a doctrine of conscience a deHramclltlllll." Pres
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el1tIy I add, "Perhaps Mr. GladstonewiIl say, Why 
should tbe Pope take the trouble to condemn }vhat is 
so wild? but he. does,",&c.' 

.. On this Mr. Gladstone remarks. Vat. p. 21, 22, "It 
appears to me that this, is, to use a mild phrase, merely 
trifling with fhe subject~' vVe are asked to believe that 
what the' Pope'intended to condemn was a state of 
things which never~ has existed . in any country 'in the 
world. N O\V he says he is condemning one of the 
commonly prevailing 'errors' of the tiqle, familiarly 
known to the Bishops whom: he addresses. ,What 
bishop knows of a State which by law' allows a perfect
ly free course to blasphemy, filthiness, and sedition? " 
, I d<;>' not find any thing to show that~ the Pope is 

speaking of States, and not of writers; and, though I 
do' no't'pretend t.o know against what'writers he is 
speaking, yet there- are writers who - do maiIitain' doc
trines which carried out consistently would reach that 
deliramelltll11l which the Pope speaks of, if they have 
not rather already reached it.. We are a soper people; 
but are ,not the doctrines of even' so grave and patient 
a thinker as the late Mr. J. S. Mill very much in that 
direction? He says, "The appropriate region of human 
liberty comprises first the inward domain of conscious
ness; demanding liberty 'of co'nscience in the most 
comprehensive sense, liberty of thought a,nd feeling, 
absolute freedo~ ofopinioll 'and sent,iment on all sub
jeets practical or specuhitive, scie~ti~c, 'mora:l,or theo. 
logiCal. The liberty of'ixpressihg ~nd publi$/zillg opin
ion'may secin to fall' under a different principle; since it 
belongs to that part of the conduct of. an 'indiyidual 
which concerns other people; but~ be{ng Clhnost .9f".as 
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much iinportanceas the liberty· of th()ught itself, and 
resting in great part on the same'reasons, is practically 
illseparable frol1i it, &c., &c. .. .' • N o society in which 
these :liberties are nat on the :whole respected, is free, 
whatever may be its form of gbve~nment," (011 Liberty, 
IIItrod.) Of course 'he does not. allow of a freedom to 
harm others, though we have to consider well what he 
means by harming: but it is a' freedom which must 
,meet with no "impediment from ou~ fellow creatures, 
so long as what we do does not harm them, even 
though they should think our conduct foolish, perverse, 
or : \vron'g.", ." The 'only freedom," h~ continues, 
"which deserves the nameis that of pursuing our own 
good in our own way, so long as we ~o not ~ttempt to 
deprive others, of theirs, or im'pede· their efforts to 
obtain it.' Each is the proper guardiat1 of his own 
health, whether bodily, or mental and spirituaL~' 

That is, no immoral doctrines, poems, ,novels, plays, 
conduct, acts, .maY ·be yis5~e~by the ,r~probation of 
public opinion; nothiQg:ll1ust be put down,. I 'do.not 
say by the laws, but ev:en by soci~ty,. by 'th~ press, by 
religiou~ influence; 'merely Ot~' the grot~nd~f shocki~g 
tttesense of decency and, the !TIodesty .of :~,' Christia~l 
community. : Nay, the p.olice In~st no.t .visit. Holywell 
Street, nor" .a licens·~:.. be n~c~ssary for dancing rooms~: 
but the O1ost re.volt.ingatrocities of he~the'n times'a'n~l 
countries 111Ust for conscience-sake be allowed free exer
cise irf .our great· citi~s~' Averte,d lool~s indeed 'a11d 
silent'disgust,- Qr again rational' expostulation; is· ad
missible against them', bu't nothing of ~ more energei(c 
character. , . . 

I do not impute this to .l\'lr. :Mi~l. He had too mUGh 
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Engl1sh ,common sense' ,to carry out his prindples to 
these extreme but legitimate conclusions ; he strove to 
find ,means 'of limiting, them by :the introduction of 
other and antagonistic ,principles ; but then that such 
a man held the theory of liberty whiCh he has,avowed, 
and that he has a great following,. is a suggestion to us 
that the Holy See may have had abundant reason in 
the present state of the' co'ntinent to anathematize a 
proposition which to Mr. Gladst01l'e ,seems so wild and 
unheard of. 

Supra,pp. 102. I have said that. the' Syllabus il'i to 
be received from the· Pope ",ith" profound submis~iion,',' 

p. 102, and" by an act ofobedience," p. "106; I add, " but 
not of faith," for'it "has no dogmatic force." I.main
tainthis still., I say, in spite of Professor Schulte, and the 
English Catholic writer to w!lom ::lVlr. Gladstone refers', 
p. 32, I have 'as much right tomaintai~l that the implicit 
condemnation with which it visits 'its eighty proposi
tions is not ex cathedra, or an act of the Infallible 
Chair, as have those " gravest theologians," as Bishop 
'Fessler speaks, who call its dogmatic .force in, question, 
Fessler, P.l07. I do not knowwhat'Fessler himself says 
'of it more than that it is to be received with submission 
'and obedie'nce. I ~o not deny· ariother's right to con
'sider it in his private conscience an act of infallibility, 
'or to say, in l\1r. Gladstone's words, p. 35, that '" utter
'ances ex cathedra are not the only"formin which In
'fallibility can speak;" I o'nly say that I have a right to 
:think otherwise. And when the .. Pope bya letter ap
proves of .on~ writer who writes one way, and of another 

'who writes in another, he makes' neither dogmatic, but 
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both allowable. Mr. Gladstone speaks as if what -the 
Pope says :to 'Fr. Schrader undoes what he says to 
Bishop Fessler; why not say that his ,letter to Fessler 
neutralizes his Jetter to Schrader? I repeat, when I 
speak ofminimizing, I am not turning the ,profession 
of it into a dogma; men, if they will, may ~aximjze 

for me,p~ovided they too keep from dogmatizing. 
This. is my position all through thesediscussion~,and 
must 'be kept in,mind by any fair reasoner. 

I grant ,the Pope has laid a great stress on the Syl
labus; he is said in 1867 to have spoken of it as "a 
regula docelidi ;" 1 cannot tell whether Vi7..'tl 7/0ce, or 
in writing; anyhow this ,d'id not interfere with Fessler's 
grave theologians in ,1871 considering the 'Pope did not 
in it teach dogmatically and infallibly. Moreover, how 
can a list of proscribed propositions be a "rule," ex
cept by turning to theAllocutions,,&~.,in which they 
'are condemned? and in ,those Allocutions, when we 
turn to them, we find in· what sense, and with what 
degree of force severally. .In itself the Syllabus cim be 
:no more than what the Pope calls it, a syllabus or col
lection of errors.. Lcd by th.e references inserted in it 

·to the ,Allocutions, etc., I have ventured to call it 
,something more,. viz.,:a list or index raiso1l1/e ,;an idea 
'not attached to it by me first of all, for PereDaniel, in 
,the October of that very year, 1867, tells us,in ,the 
'" Etudes Religieuses," "Au Syllabus luimeme il ne 
'[aut pas demander que Ie degre de clarte que convient 
,(]. une'bonne table des matieres," p. 514. ' .. 

But, whether an index or not, and though it have a 
.substantive chat:acter, it is at leqs~ clear that the only 
. way in which it can be. a "rule of teaching" is by its 
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felling us what to avoid;' arid this consideration :will 
explain what I mean byreteivingit with "obedience,'~ 

which to some' persons is a' difficult idea, wh~n con~ 
trasted with.accepting it with. faith. ] observe then 
that obedience is concerned with doing, hut faith with 
affirming. ' Now, ,vhen' we are· told to "avoid certain 
propositions, we ate told primarily and directly, not -tQ 

do something; whereas: in order to 'affirm~ we "1l1ust 
have P9sitive statements put before us. For instance; 
it' is easy to understand, a'nd in our teaching, to "avoid 
the proposition, H\Vealth is' the first of goods ;,,'but 
who shall attempt" to ascertain ,- what the affirmative 
proposition's are, one -or ,more,' which are necessarily 
involved 'in the proliibition of such a proposition, and 
:which must be clearly se(down before we can make an 
act of faith -of them? . ' " 

However,' Mr. Gladstone . argues, that, since the 
Pope's condetnnation 'of the, propositions of the Syl1a~ 

bus has, as ,I have allowed, a Claim on the obedience 
of Catholics; that very fact'tells 'decisively against the 
unfavorable vie\v the Pope takes of the same:; he thi l1k;; 
I h~ve here tnade a- fatal :admissiOll.. It Js 'ellO!lglt, h~ 
'says, ':, that:·, the Syllabus :." unquestionably '.demand,s 
ob~dience;" that is, .'en6lfgh, whether the propositions 
~ondemI;ed in' it des~rve condemnation or not. Her~ 
are :l~is' ve'ry \vards: ,'" What isconclusz"ve • ~ is this, 
that' the oblig~tion t'o,obey it' is' assertedort: all 'hands,; 
'... it is therefore' absolutely superfluous to follow: Dr. 
Newman throll'gh his references to the' Briefs and A'!
~loctidOll~ marginally noted," in order to ascertain their 
'meaning and drift. ,.. "I abide by my account, of the 
COllt~llts of the Syllabus." p. 36.: ' That is; the propo~i-
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Hons may be as' false' as heathenism, but they have 
this redeeming virtue~ that the Pope denounces them. 
His judgment of them may be as, true as Scripture, 
but it'carries this unpardonable sin: with' it, that it is 
given' ~vitha .purpose,and ,not as a:' mere literary 
flourish. Therefore I will not inquire into the propo... 
sitions at all j but my original conclusion shall. be dog
matic and irreformable. ' Stat pro ratione voluntas. 

: Supra, p. 113, I have declined to discuss the difficulties 
whicliMr. Gladstone raises upon our teaching respecting 
the marriage contract (on which I still think him either 
obscure ·or .. incorrect),b~causethey do not fall within 
the scope to which I professed to confine my remarks; 
however, his fresh statements, as they are,found, Vat: 
p. 28, lead 'me to say as follows: ' 
.. The non-Roman marriages in Englahd, he :says, '.' do 
not at present ,falL under the fo·ur.epithets ,of Rome~ 

But why? Not because we marry ~',. .•.. under the 
s-anctions of religion, forT our marriages are, in the ,eye 
of the Pope, purely civil marriages, but only, "for .the 
technical • reason that the disciplinary decrees 
of Trent are not canonically iil force in: this country; 
etc. H 

' 

. Here Mr. Gladstone,se'ems to consider that there are 
only two ways of marryiilg according to Catholic teach
ing; he omits a third, in which we consider the essence 
of the sacrament to lie. He speaks' of civil marriage, 
and of marriage "under the sanctions of religion," by 
which phrase he seems to mean marriage with a rite and 
a minister. But it is also a religious marriage, if the 
parties, without a priest, by a mutual act of consent, as 
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in, the presence: of God; marry themselves; "and such a~ 

vow of each to other is, according tOOUI- theology, really 
the cOl1stituting act,the matter and form,.thesacrameht 
of marriage.. That is; he ."omits the very contract which 
we specially call 'marriage.. This being the case; it fol
lows that evelY Clause of the above passage is' incorrect., 
-' 1. Mr. Gladstone, says that Englishnon;.Roman mar-: 

riages are held valid at Rome,. 1lOt because they are: 
contracted "under the sanctions of religion." On the 
cOIltrary, this is the very reas'on ,vhy they are held valid 
there: viz'., orily because parties who have already re
ceived the' Christian rite of baptism~ proceed: to give' 
themselves to each other in th~ sight of God'sacramen
tally, though: they may not call it a sacrament. 
. 2., 1\1r. Gladstone says,-" our marriages are in the eye 

of the Pope purely civil marriages." . Just the reverse, 
speaking, as he is, of Church' of England: marriages. 
They are considered, in the case of baptized persons, 
sacramental rna.rriages. 

3. IVlr. Gladstone says, that they are receiv'ed at Rome 
as .valid; " only for tIle tec/mica!, etc., reason that the 
disciplinary decrees ofTrent are not canonically in force 
in this country. There is nothing, unless it be motives 
of mere policy, to prevent the Pope from giving them 
[those decrees] force here, when he pleases. ' If, and 
when'that is done, every marriage tltereafter cOllcluded' 
in tke El1glislz Church, will, according to his O\v11' words; 
be 'ajilthy c01lcubi1lage.'" This is not so; I quote to 
the point two sufficient authorities, St~ Alfonso Ligtiori 
and Archbishop Kenrick. 

Speaking of the Clandestinity of marriage (that is, 
when it is contracted without pari~h priest and wit
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n'C3s'es;) as 'an impediment to its validity, 'St. Alfonso:' 
says":' "'As regards non-Catholics (infideles), or Catholics' 
who live. in non-Catholic districts, or \vhere'the CounciL 
of Trent has not been received,. . such a 1Jlarriage~ 

is valid." 'fonr. viii,. p.,6j, ed: 1845'. Even then, 
though the discipline of Trent was received hi England, 
still it would not cease- to be- a Protestant country, and: 
therefore- marriages in Protestant churches would 'be: 
valid. 

Archbishop Kenrick is still more explicit. He says;
"Constat Patres Tridentinoslegem ita tulisse, ut h~re-' 

ticorum cc:etus jam ab Ecclesia divulsos non respiceret 
Hoc igitur clandestinifatis impedimentum 

ad hceredcos seorsim convenientes in locis ubi grassan
tur h~reses, non est extendendum." Theo!. l\lor~ t. 3, 
P·351. ' 

Such being the Catholic rule as to recognition of Pro-, 
testant' marriages, the Pope could not, as '1\1r. Gladstone 
thinks~ any day invalidate_ English Protestant marriages 
by introducing into England the discipline of Trent. The 
Ollly case, in which any opportunity might occur to the' 
Pope, according" to his accusation, of playing fast and 
loose, is when there was a doubt whether the number 
of Protestants in a Catholic country was large enough 
to give them a clear.footing there, or when the Govern
ment refused to recognize _them. vVhether such an 
opportunity has praCtically occurred and has ever been 
acted on, I have not the knowledge either to affirm, 
or deny. 

'. Supr. p. 127. "But if the fact beso that the Fa-:
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thers· ,vere notunanirrious, is the definition valid,? 
This depends on the question whether, unanimity, at 
le'astmoral, is or is not necessary for its,vaIidity."Vid. 
also p. 129. 

It should be borne ihmind that these letters .of mine 
viere' not itltended for publication, alld' are introduced 
into my text as documents:of :r870, with: a view of re
futing the false reports' of my J:;earing, at.th~t~ time 
towards the Vatican Council and Defi~ition. Toalter 
tlleir wording' ,v'ould l1ave 'been: to: destroy tIleiT' argu
mentative value. I said 'nothing to imply that on re
flection I agreed to every propogition w~ichI set ,down, 
on 'myprhna facie view: of the matter" 
. 'One passage of it,perhaps' from' my own fault, :Mr.: 

Gladstone has misunderstood;. ,'He quotes ,me, Vat. p.~ 

13, as holding that "a definition which the Pope ap~: 

proves, is 'not absolutely binding thereby, but requires 
a moral unanimity, and a' subsequent. reception by 
the Church.H Nay, I considered" that the' Pope could· 
defhle :without either majority'or miflo'rity: but that, 
if he chose to 'go by the method of a Council,' in· 
that case a moral unanimity was required' of its Fa
thers. I say a few line~ lower down, waiving the 
difficulty altogether, "Our merciful Lord would 
not care so little for His people •. ~ as to. allow their 
visible head and such a large number of Bishops to 
lead 'them into error." Pere Ramiere, in his very kind 
review of me' in the Etudes Religieuses for, February,. 
speaks of the notion of a moral unanimity as a piece 
of Gallicanism; but anyhow it has vanished altogether 
from theology now, since' the Pope, if the Bishops in 
the Council, few or many~ held back, might, define a 



PostSCYt"pt. 

doctrine without them. A council of Bishops of the 
world around him, is only one of the various modes in 
w}1ich he exercises his infallibility. The seat of infal
libility is in him, and they are adjuncts. The Pastor 
.tEternus says, "Romani ,Potitifices, prout tempo-_ 
rum et rerum conditio suadebat, 1Zunc convocatis recu
menicis conciliis, flut rogata Ecc1esice per orbem dis
persce sententia, 1lUliC per syl10dos particulares, 1ZllllC 

aliis, quce Divina suppeditabat Providentia, e;tdhibitis 
auxiliis, ea tenenda definiverunt, quce sacrisScripturis 
et Apostolicis Traditionibus consentanea, Deo adju
tore, cognoverant." 

Nor have I spoken of a subsequent reception by the 
Church as entering into the necessary conditions of a 
de fidi! decision.. I said that by the" Securus judicat 
orbis terrarum " all acts of the rulers of the Church are 
" ratified," p. 128. In this passage of my private let
ter I meant by" ratified" brought home to us as au
thentic. At this very moment it is certainly the handy, 
obvious, and serviceable argument for our accepting 
the Vatican definition of the Pope's Infallfbility. 

Supra p. 13I. I said in my first edition, p. 13 I, that 
the definition at Ephesus seemed to be carried by 124 

votes against I I I; as this was professedly only an 
inference of my own, I have withdrawn it. Con
fining myself to the facts of the history, which are 
perplexed, I observe: - The Council was op'ened 
by St. Cyril on June 22 of the current year, 
without waiting for the Bishops representing the 
great Syrian patriarchate" who were aJew days' jour-" 
ney from Ephesus, in spite of the protest on that 
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account of 68 of the Bishops already there. The num
bers present at the opening are given in the Acts as 
about 150. The first Session in which N estorius was 
condemned and a definition or exposition of faith made, 
was concluded before night. That exposition, as far as 
the r\cts record, was contained in one of the letters of 
St. Cyril to Nestorius, which the Bishops in the Coun
cil one by one accepted as conformable to Apostolic 
teaching. Whether a further letter of St. Cyril's with 
his 12 anathematisms, which was also received by the 
Bishops, was actually accepted by them as their 
dogmatic utterance, is uncertain; though the Bishops 
distinctly tell the Pope and the Emperor that they 
have accepted it as well as the others, as being in 
accordance with the Catholic Creed. At the end 
of the Acts of the first Session the signatures of 
about 200 Bishops are found, and writers of the 
day confirm this number, though there is nothing to 
show that the additional 40 or 50 were added on the 
day on which the definition was passed, June 22, and 
it is more probable that they were added afterwards; 
vide Tillemont, Cyril, note 34, and Fleury, Hist. xxv. 
42. And thus Tillemont, -ibid., thinks that the signa
tures in favour of Cyril altogether amounted to 220. 
The Legates of the Pope were not present; but they 
had arrived by July 10. The Syrian Bishops arrived on 
June 26th or 27th. As to Africa, then overrUll by the 
Vandals, it was represented only by the deacon of the 
Bishop of Carthage, who sent him to make his apolo
gies for Africa, to warn the Council against the Pela
gians, and to testify the adherence of the African 
Churches to Apostolic doctriue. The countries 
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which were represented at the Council, and took 
part in the definition were Egypt, Asia Minor, 
and Thrace, Greece, &c. The whole number 
of Bishops in Christendom at the time was 
about 1,800; not 6,000, as St. Dalmatius says at ran
dom. Gibbon says, " The Catholic Church was admin
istered by the spiritual and legal jurisdiction of 1,800 
bishops, of whom 1,000 were seated in the Greek, and 
800 in the Latin provinces of the empire." He adds, 
"The numbers are not ascertained by any ancient 
writer or original catalogue; for the partial lists of the 
eastern churches are comparatively modern. The pa
tient diligence of Charles a S. Paolo, of Luke Hol
stein, and of Bingham, has laboriously investigated all 
the episcopal sees of the Catholic Church." 

§ 9· 

Supra, pp. 146, etc.. It has been objected to the ex
planation I have given from Fessler and others of the 
nature and range of the Pope's infallibility as now a 
dogma of the Church, that it was a lame and impotent 
conclusion of the Council, if so much effort was em
ployed, as is involved in the convocation and sitting of 
an Ecumenical Council, in order to do so little. True, 
if it were called to do what it did and no more; but 
that such was its aim is a mere assumption. In the first 
place it can hardly be doubted that there were those in 
the Council who were desirous of a stronger definition; 
and the definition actually made, as being moderate, is 
so far the victory of those many bi5hops who consid
ered any definition on the subject inopportune. And 
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it was no slight fruit of the proceedings in the COUtlc'il; 
if a d~finition was to be~ to have effected· a moderate 
definition. But the true answer to the objection is that 
which is given by Bishop Ullathorne.. 'rhe question 
of the Pope's infallibility was not one of the objects 
professed in convening the Council; and the Council Js 
not yet ended. ' 

He says in his "Expostulation Unravelled,"" The 
expostulation goes on to suggest that the council was 
convened mainly with a view of defining the infalli
bility, and that the defi~itionitselfwas brought about, 
chiefly for political objects, through the action of the 
Pontiff and a dominant party. A falser notion could 
not be entertaiilcd. I have the official catalogue be
fore me of the Schemata prepared by the theologians 
for discussion in the council. In them the infallibility 
is not even mentioned; for the greater part of them 
regard ecclesiastical discipline." P .. 48, he adds, "'Ca
lamitous events suspended the Council." 

Sllpr. p. 15 I, note. I have referred to Bishop 
Fessler's: statement that only the last sentences of 
Boniface's Ullam Sallc/am are infallible. To this Mr. 
Gladstone replies p. 45, that the word "Porro," 
introducing the final words to which' the anathema 
is affixed, extends that anathema to the body of 
the Bull, which precedes the" "Porro." But he 
does not seem to have observed that there are two 
distinct heresies cond'emned in the Bull, and that the 
" Porro" is the connecting link between, these two 
condemnations, that is, between the penultima and 
final sentences. The Pope first says "Nisi dU9, sicut 
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Manich~us, fingat- esse principia; quod falsum et 
!uerct£cu1Jt jud£camus -porro, subesse-Romano 
Pontifici, omni human~ creatur~ declaramus, defini-: 
mus, -et pronunciamus omnino esse de necessitate 
saluti$." That the Latin- is deficient in classical terse
ness and perspicuity wemay-free1y grant. 

. Supra, p. 152, I say, " We tall 'infallibility' in the 
case of the apostles, inspiration; in the case of the 
church, ass£stetltia." 

On this Mr. Gladstone says, " On such a statement 
I have two remarks to make ; first, we have this as
surance on the strength only of his O'WIl pr£'l.Jate judg
men/,"p. 102. H-ow can he say so when, p. 153, I 
quote Father Perrone, saying, "N~ver Ilave Catholics 
taught'that the gift of infallibility is given -by God to 
the Church after the manner of inspiration! " 

:Mr. Gladstone proceeds, " Secondly, that, if bidden 
by the self-assertion of the Pope, he will be required 
by his principles to retract it~ and to assert, if occasion 
should arise, the contrary." I can only say to so 
hypothetical an argument what is laiJ down by Fessler 
and the Swiss bishops, that the Pope cannot, by virtu~ 

of his infallibility, reverse what has always been held; 
and that the" inspiration" of the church, in the sense 
in which the Apostles were inspired, is contrary to OUf 

received teaching. If Protestants are to speculate 
about our future, they should be impartial enough to 
recollect, that if, on the one hand, we believe that a 
Pope can add to our articles of faith, so, on the other, 
we hold also that a heretical Pope, -ipso facto, ceases to 
be Pope by reason of his heresy. 
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Mr. Gladstone thus ends: "Thirdly, that he lives 
under a system of development, through which some
body's private opinion of to-day may become matter 
of faith for all the to-morrows of the future." I think 
he· should give some 'proof of this; let 'us have one 
instance in which" somebody's .private opinion" has 
become de fide. Instead of this he goes on to assert 
(interrogatively) that Popes, e. g., Clement. XI. and 
Gregory 1r., and the present Pope, have claimed the 
inspiration of the Apostles, and that Germans, Italians, 
French, have ascribed such a gift to him ;-ofcourse 
he means theologians, not mere courtiers or sycophants, 
for the Pope cannot help having such, till human na
ture is changed. If Mr. Gladstone is merely harangu
ing as an Orator, I do ~ot for an instant quarrel with 
him or attempt to encounter him; but, if he is a con
troversialist, we have a right to look for arguments, not 
mere assertions. 
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DOGMATIC CONSTITUTION
 

ON THE CATHOLIC FAITH. 

P~US, BISHOP, SERVANT OF THE SERVANTS OF .GOD, 

WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE SACRED COUNCIL, 

FOR PERPETUAL REMEMBRANCE. 

OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST, the Son of God, and 
Redeemer of Mankind, before returning to his heavenly 
Father, promised that He would be with the Church 
l\iilitant on earth all days, even to the consummation 
of the' world. Therefore, He has never ceased to be 
present with His beloved Spouse, to assist her when 
teaching, to bless her when at work, and to aid her 
when in danger. And this His salutary providence, 
wliich has been constantly displayed by other innumer
able benefits, has been most manifestly proved by the 
abundant good results which Christendom has derived 
from (Ecumenical Councils, and particularly from that 
of Trent, although it was held in evil times. For, as a 
consequence, the sacred doctrines of the faith have 
been defined more closely, and set forth more fully, er
rors have'been condemned and restrained, ecclesiastical 
discipline has been restored and more firmly secured, 
the love of learning and of piety has been promoted 
among the .clergy t c~lleg~s have 'beeri established to 
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educate youth for the sacred warfare, and the morals 
of the Christian -world have been renewed by the more 
accurate training of the faithful, and by the more fre
quent use of the sacraments. Moreover, there has re
sulted a doser communio'n of the members with the 
visible head, an increase of vigor in the whole mystical 
body of Christ, the multiplication of religious congrega
tions and of other institutions of Christian piety, ~nd 
such ardour in extending the kingdom of Christ 
throughout the world, as constantly endures, even to 
the sacrifice of life itself 

But while we recall with due thankfumess. tnese and 
other signal benefits wh-ich the divine mercy has' be
stowed on the Church, especially by the last CEcume
nical Council, we cannot restrain our bitter sorrow for 
the grave evils, which are principally due to the fact 
that the authority of that sacred Synod has been con
temned, or its wise decrees neglected, by many. 

Noone is ignoran~ that the heresies proscribed by 
the Fathers of Trent, by which the divine magisterium 
of the Church was rejected, and all matters regarding 
religion were surrendered to the judgment of each in
dividual, gradually became dissolved into- many sects, 
which disagreed and contended' with one another, until 
at length not a few lost all faith in Christ. Even the 
Holy Scriptures, which had previously been .declared 
the sole source and judge of Christian doctrine, began 
to be held no longer as divine, but to be ranked among 
the fictions of mythology. 

Then there arose, and t09 widely overspread the 
world, that doctrine of rationalism, or naturalism, 
which opposes itself in every way to the Christian re
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ligion as a supernatural institution, and works with the 
utmost zeal in order that, after Christ, our sole Lord 
and Saviour, has .been excluded from the minds of 
men, and from the life and moral acts of nations, the 
reign of what they call p'ure reason or nature may be 
established. And after forsaking and rejecting the 
Christian religion, and denying the true God and His 
Christ, the minds of many have sunk into the abyss of 
Pantheism, Materialism, and Atheism, until denying 
rational nature itself and every sound rule of right, they 
labour to destroy the deepest foundations of human 
society. 

Unhappily, it has yet further come to pass that, 
while this impiety prevailed on every side, many even 
;of the children of the Catholic Church have strayed 
from the path of true piety, and by"the gradual diminu
tion of the truths they held, the Catholic sense became 
weakened in them. For, led away by various and 
strange doctdnes, utterly confusing' nature and grace, 
"human science and divine faith, they are fouIld to de
prave the true sense of the doctrines which our Holy 
Mother Church holds and teaches, and endangering the 
integrity and the soundness of the faith. 

Considering these things, how can the Church fail to 
be deeply stirred? for, even as God wills all men to be 
saved, and to arrive at the knowledge of the truth; 
even as Christ came to save what had perished, and to 
gather together the children of God who had been dis
persed, so the Church, constituted by God the mother 
and teacher" of nations, knows its own office as debtor 
to all, and is ever ready and w~tchful to raise the fallen, 

"to support those Wh9 ~re falling, to t;:mQ~ace those wbo 
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return, to confirm the good and carry them on to better 
things. Hence, it can never forbear from witnessing 
to and proclaiming the truth of God, which heals all 
things, knowing the \vords addressed to it: " My Spirit 
that is in thee, and my word~ that I have' put in thy 
mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, from hence
forth and for ever" (Isaias lix. 21). 

vVe, therefore, following t~le footsteps of our prede
'cessors, have never ceased, as becomes our supreme 
Apostolic office, from te~ching and defending Catholic 
truth, and condemning doctrines of' error. And now, 
with the Bishops of the whole world assembled roun'd us 
aildjudging with us, congregated by our authority, and 
in the Holy Spirit, in this CEcumenical Council, we, sup
ported by the Word of God written and handed down 
as we received it from the Catholic C;:hurch, preserved 
with sacredness and set forth according to truth,-have 
'determined to profess and declare the salutary teaching 
of Christ from this Chair of Peter and in sight of all, 
proscribing and condemning, by the-power given us of 
God, all errors contrary thereto 

CHAPTER I. 

OF GOD, THE CREATOR OF ALL THINGS. 

The Holy Catholic Apostolic Roman Church believes 
. and confesses that there is one true and living God, 
.Creator.' and Lord of heaven and earth~ Almighty, 
(Eternal, ·Immense, Incomprehensible, Infinite in intel
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ligence, inwill, and in all perfection, who, as-being one; 
sole, absolutely simple and immutable spiritual sub
stance, is to be declared as really.and essentially dis
tinct from the world, of supreme beatitude in and from 
H imseIf, and ineffably exalted above all things which 
exist, .or are conceivable,. except Himself. 

This one only true God, of His' own goodness and 
almighty power, not for the increase '01' acquirement of 
His own happiness, but- to manifest His perfection by 
the blessings which Hebestm,vs on creatures, and with 
absolute' freedom 6f counsel, created out' of nothing, 
from the very' first beginning of time, both the spiritual 
and the corporeal creature, to wit, the angelical and the 
mundane and afterwards the human creature, as' par
taking, in a sense, of both, consisting of spirit and of 
body. 

God protects and governs by'His Providence all 
things which He hath made, "reaching from' end to 
end mightily, and ordering all things sweetly tJ (Wisdom 
viii. I). For" all things are bare and open to His 
eyes tJ (Heb. iv. 13), even those which are yet to -be by 
the free action of creatures. 

CHAPTER II. 

OF REVELATION 

The same Holy Mother Church holds ana teaches 
that God, the beginning and end of all' things, may be 
:ertainly 'known by the natural light of hum~n reason, 
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by means of created things; "for the invisible things 
of Him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, 
b~ing understood by the things that are made" (Ro
mans i. 20), but that it pleased His wisdom and bounty 
to repeat Himself, and-the eternal decrees of His will, 
to mankind by another and a supernatural way: as the 
Apostle says, " God, havingspoken on divers occasions, 
and many ways, in times past, to the fathers by the 
prophets; last of all, in these days, hath spoken to us 
by His Son " (Hebrews i. I, 2). 

It is to be ascribed to this divine revelation, that 
such truths among things divine as of themselves are 
not beyond human reason, can, even in the present 
condition of mankind, be known by everyone with 
facility, with firm assurance, and with no admixture of 
error. This, however, is not the rea;on why revelation 
is to be called absolutely necessary; but because God 
of His infinite goodness has ordained man to a super
natural end, viz: to be a sharer of divine blessings 
which utterly exceed the intelligence of the human 
mind: for" eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither 
hath it entered into the heart of man, what things God 
hath prepared for them that love Him" (I Cor ii. 9). 

Further, this supernatural revelation, according to 
the universal belief of the Church, declared by the 
Sacred Synod of 1;'rent, is contained in the written 
books"and unwritten traditions which have come down 
to us, having "been received by the Apostles from the 
mouth of Christ himself, or from the Apostles them
selves, by the dictation of the Holy Spirit, have been 
transmitted, as it were, from hand to hand. And these 
books of the Old and New Testament are to be received 
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as sacred and canonical, in their integrity, with all their 
parts, as they·are enumerated in the decree of the said 
Council, and are contained in the ancient Latin edition 
of the Vulgate. These the Church holds to be sacred 
and canonical not because, having been carefully com
posed by mere human industry, they were afterwards 
approved by her authority, nor merely because they 
contain revelation, with no admixture ·of error, but be
cause, having been written by the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost, they have God for their author, and have 
been delivered as such to the Church herself. 

And as th'e things which the Holy Synod of Trent 
decreed for the good of souls concerning the interpreta
tion of Divine Scripture, in order to curb rebellious 
spirits, have been wrongly explained by some, We, 
renewing the said decree, declare this· to be their 
sense, that, in matters of faith and morals, appertain
ing to the building up of Christian doctrine, this is to 
be held as the true sense of Holy Scripture which our 
Holy l\10ther Church hath held and holds, to whom it 
belongs to judge of the true sense and interpretation 
of the Holy Scripture; and therefore that it is per
mitted to no one to interpret the Sacred Scripture con
trary to this sense, nor. likewise, contrary .to the unani
mous consent of the Fathers. 

CHAPTER III. 

ON FAITH. 

:Man being wholly dependent upon God, as upon 
his Creator and Lord, and created reason being abso
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hltely subject to uncreat~d truth, we are bound to yield 
to God, by faith in His revelation, the full obedience 
of Qur intelligence and will. An'd the Catholic Church 
teaches that this faith, ~vhich is the beginning of man's 
salvation, is a supernatural virtue, whereby, inspired 
and assisted by the grace of God, we believe that the 
fhings' which He has revealed are true; not because 
of the' intrinsic truthof the things, viewed by the 
natural light of reason, but because of the authority of 
God Himself who reveals them, and Who can neither 
be deceived nor deceive. For faith, as the Apostle 
testifies, is "the substance 'of things hoped for; the 
conviction' of things that appear not" (Hebrews i. I I). 

Nevertheless, in order that the obedience of our faith 
might 'be in harmony with reason, God willed that to th~ 

interior help of the Holy Spirit, there should be joilled 
exterior proofs of His revelation; to wit, 'divine facts, 
and especially miracle's aild prophecies, which, as they 
manifestly display the omnipotence and infinite know~ 

ledge of God, are most certain' proofs of His divine 
revelation, adapted to the intelligence of all men. 
'vVherefore, both Moses and the Prophets, and most 
'especially, Christ our Lord Himself, showed forth 
"many and most evident miracles and prophecies; and 
of the Apostles we read: "But they going forth 
preached everywhere, the Lord working withal, and 
confirming the word with' signs that followed" (Mark 
xvi. 20). And again, it is written: "We have the 
more firm prophetical ,vord, whereunto you do well to 
attend, as to a light shining in a dark place" (2 St. 
Peter i. 1'9). 

But though the assent of faith is by no means' a 



II of the Vat£canCouncll. 

blind ,action 'of the mind; still no .nian can assent to the 
Gospel. teaching, as is necessary to obtain salvation, 
,..,ithou"t 'the illumination and inspiration -of the Holy 
Spirit, who gives to all men sweetness in assenting to 
and believing in the' tnith:Wherefore, Faith itself, 
even \vhen it does not work :by charity, is in itself a 
gift of God, and the act of faith is a work appertaining 
to salvation, .by which man yields voluntary obedience 
to God Himself, by assenting to and co-op.erating.with 
His grace,. which he is able to resist. 

Further, all those things are .to. be believed with 
divine and Catholic faith which are contained in the 
vVord of God, written or handed down, and which the 
Church, either by a solemn judgment, or by her ordr
nary and universal magisterium, proposes for belief, as 
having been divinely revealed. 

And since, without faith, it is impossible to please 
God, and to attain to the fellowship of his children, 
therefore without faith no one has ever attained justi
fication, nor will anyone attain eternal life, unless he 
shall have persevered in faith unto the end. And, that 
we maybe able to satisfy the obligation of embracing 
the true faith and of constantly persevering in it, God 
has instituted the Church through His only begotten 
Son, and has bestowed on it manifest notes of that 
institution, that it may be recognized by all men as the 
guarciian and teacher of the revealed Word; for to the 
Catholic Church alone belong all those many and ad:
mirable tokens which have been divinely established 
for the evident credibility of the Christian Faith. Nay,. 
more, the Church by itself, with its marvellous exten
sion, its eminent holiness, and its inexhaustible fruit
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fulness in every'good thing, with its Catholic unity and 
its invincible stability, is a great and' perpetual motive 
of credibility,' and' an irrefutable witness 'of its own 
divine mission.' 

And thus, like' a §tandard set up unto the nations 
(Isaias xi. 12), it both invites itself to those who do 
not yet believe, and assures its children that the faith 
which they profess rests on the most firm foundation. 
And. its testimony is efficaciously supported by a 
power from on high. For our most merciful Lord 
gives His grace to stir up and to aid those who are 
astray', that they may come to a knowledge of the 
truth; and to those whom He has brought out of dark
ness into His own admirable light He gives His grace 
to strengthen them to persevere in that light, deserting 
none who desert not Him. Therefore there is no parity 
between the condition of those who have adhered to 
the Catholic truth by the heavenly gift of faith, and 
of those who, led by human opinions, follow a false re
ligion ; for those who have received the faith under the 
magisterlum of the Church can never have any just 
cause for changing or doubting that faith. "There
fore, giving thanks to God the Father who .has made 
us worthy to be partakers of the lot of the Saints in 
light, let us not neglect so great salvation, but with our 
eyes fixed on Jesus, the author and finisher of our 
Faith, let us hold fast the confession of our hope with
out wavering" (Hebr. xii. 2, and x. 23). 
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CHAPTER IV. 

OF FAITH AND REASON. 

The Catholic Church, with one consent, has also 
~ver held and does hold that there is a twofold order 
of knowledge, distinct both in principle and also in 
object; in principle, because our knowledge in the one 
is by natural reason, and in the other by divine faith; 
in object, because, besides those things to which natu
ral reason can attain, there are proposed to our belief 
mysteries hidden in God, which, unless divinely re
vealed, cannot be known. Wherefore the Apostle, 
who testifies that God is known by the gentiles 
through created thing:5, still when discoursing of the 
grace and truth which come by Jesus Christ (John i. 
17) says: ' , We speak the wisdom of God in a mystery, 
a wisdom which is hidden, which God ordained before 
the world unto our glory; which none of the princes 
of this world knew • • . but to us God hath re
veal~d them by His Spirit. For the ,Spirit searcheth 
all things, yea, the deep things of God" (I Cor. ii. 7-g). 
And the only- begotten Son himself gives thanks to the 
Father, because He has hid these things from the wise 
and prudent, and has revealed them to little··ones (Matt. 
xi. 25). 

Reason, indeed, enlightened. by faith, when it seeks 
earnestly, piously, and ,calmly, attains by a gift from 
God some, and that a very fruitful, understanding of 
mysteries; partly from the analogy of those things 
which it naturally knows, partly from the relations 
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which the mysteries, b~ar to one another and to the last 
end of man; but reas~:>n never becomes capable of ap
prehending mysteries as it does those truths which 
constitute its proper object. For the divine mysteries 
by' their own nature so' far transcend the created· in
telligence that, even when delivered by revelation and 
received by faith, they remain covered with the vail of 
faith itself, and shrouded in a certain -degree ·of dark
ness, so long as weare pilgrims in this mortal life, not 
yet with God; "Jor we walk by faith and not by sight:' 
(2 Cor. v. 7). . 

. 
But although faith is above reason, there 

" 

can never 
be any real discrepancy between faith and reason, since 
the same God 'who reveals mysteries and infuses faith 
has bestowed the light of reason on the human mind, 
and God cannot deny Himself, nor can truth ever con
tradict truth. - The false appearat:Ice- of such a contra
diction is mainly due; either to the dogmas of faith not 
having been understood and expounded according to 
the mind of the Church, or 'to the inventions of opinion 
having been taken for the verdicts of reason. vVe de':' 
fine, therefore, that every assertion contrary to a truth 
of enlightened faith is utterly false.* Further, the 
Church, which, togethe'r with the Apostolic office of 
teachings, has received a charge to guard the deposit 
of faith, derives from God the right and the duty of 
proscribing false science, lest any should be deceived 
by philosophy and vain fallacy (Coloss. ii. 8). There

* Feom the Bull of Pope Leo X., Apostolici rtgiminis. read in the 
VIII. Session of the Fifth Lateran Council. A.D. 1513. See Labbe's 
Councils, vol. xix;, p. 842, Venice, 1732. 
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fore all faithful Christians are not only forbidden to de-_ 
fend, as legitimate conclusions of science, such opinions 
as"are known to be contrary to the doctrines of .faith, 
especially if they have been condemned by the Church, 
but are altogether bound to account them as errors 
which put on the fallacious appearance of truth. 

And not only can faith and reason never be 'opposed 
to one another, but they are of mutual aid one to the 
other.;. for right reason demonstrates the foundations 
0'£ faith, and,. enlightened by its light, cultivates the 

"science of things divine; while faith frees and guards 
reason from errors, and furnishes it with manifold 
knowledge. So far, therefore, is the Ch~rch from op
posing the cultivation ,of human arts and sciences, that 
it in many ways helps'and promotes it. For the Church 
neither ignores nor despises the benefits to human life 
which result from the arts' and sciences, but confesses 
that, as they came from God; the Lord of all science, 
so, if they' be rightly used, they lead to God by the 
help of His grace. Nor does the Church forbid that 
each of these sciences in its sphere should make use of 
its own principles and its own method; but, while re
cognising this just liberty, it stands watchfully on guard, 
lest sciences,. setting themselves against the _divine 
teaching, or transgressing their own limits, should in
vade and disJurb the domain of faith. 

For the doctrine of faith which God hath revealed 
has not been proposed, like a philosephical invention, 
to be perfected by human ingenuity, but has been d~
livered as a divine deposit to the Spouse of Christ, to 
be faithfully kept and infallibly declared. Hence alS'(), 
that meaning of the sacred dogmas is perpetually to b~ 
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retained which our Holy Mother the Church has once: 
declared; nor is that meaning ever to be· departed 
from, .under the pretence or pretext of a deeper com.. 
prehension of them. Let, then, the intelligence, science 
and wisdom of each and all, of individuals and of the 
whole Church, in all ages and all times, increase and 
flot!rish in abundance and vigor; but simply in its own 
pr~per kind, that is to say, in one and the same doc
trine, one and the same sense, one and the same judg
ment (Vincent. of Lerins, Common. n.28). 

CANONS. 

1. 

Of God, the Creator of all t/dngs. 

I. If anyone shall deny One true God, Creator 
and Lord of things visible and invIsible; let him be 
anathema. 

2. If anyone shall be not ashamed to affirm that, 
except matter, nothing exists; let him be anathema. 

3. If anyone shall say that the substance and es
sence of God and of all things is one and the same; let 
him be anathema. 

4. If anyone shall say that finite things, both cor
poreal and spiritual, or at least spiritual, have emanated 
from ·the divine substance; or that the divine essence 
by the manifestation and evolution of itself becomes 
all things; or, lastly, that God is universal or indefinite 
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being, which by d~termining itself constitutes the uni
versality of things, distinct according to general specie~ 

and individuals; let him be anathema. 
5. If anyone confess not that the world, and all 

things which are contained in it, both spiritual and ma
terial, have been, in their whole substance, produced 
by God out of nothing; or shall say that God created, 
not by His will, free from all necessity, but by a 
necessity equal to the necessity whereby he loves Him
~elf; or shall deny that the world was made for the 
glory of God; let him be anathema. 

II. 

Of Revelation. 

I. If anyone shall say that the One True God, our 
Creator and Lord, cannot be certainly known by the 
natural light of human reason through created things; 
let him be anathema. 

2. If anyone shall say that it is impossible or inex
pedient that man should be taught, by divine revela
tion, concerning God and the worship to be paid to 
Him; let him be anathema. 

3. If anyone shall say that man cannot be raised by 
divine power to a higher than natural knowledge and 
perfection, but can and ought, by a continuous progress, 
to aq-ive at length, of himself, to the possession of all 
that is true and good; let him be anathema. 

4. If anyone shall not receive as sacred and canoni
cal the Books of Holy Scripture, entire with all their 
parts, as the Holy Synod of Trent has enumerated 
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them, or nhall deny that they ~ave been divinely in
spired; let him be anathema. 

III. 

,Of Faz"tk. 

1. If anyone shall say that' human reason is so in.. 
dependent that faith cannot be enjoined upon it by 
God; let him be anathema. /' 

2. If anyone shall say'that divine faith is not dis
tinguished from natural knQwledge of God and of moral 
truths, and therefore that it is not requisite for divine 
faith that revealed truth be believed because of the 
authority of God, Who reveals it; let him be anathema. 

3. If anyone shal,l say that divine revelation cannot 
be made credible by outward signs, and therefore that 
men ought to be moved to faith solely by the internal 
e,xperience of each, or by private inspiration; ,let him 
be anathema. 

4. If anyone shall say that miracles are impossible, 
and therefore that all the accounts regarding tpem, 
even those contained in Holy Scripture, are to be 
dismissed as fabulous or mythical; or that miracles 
can neyer be known with certainty, and that the divine 
origin of Christianity cannot be proved by them; let 
him be'anathe~a. . 

5. If anyone shall say that the assent' of Christian 
faith is not a free act, but, inevitably produced by the 
arguments ·of human reason; or that the grace of God 
is necessary for that living faith only which worketh by 
charity; let him be anathema. 

6. If anyone shall say that ,the, condition of the. 
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faithful, and of those" who have not yet attained to the 
only true faith, is on a par, so that Catholics may. have 
just cause for doubting, with suspended assent, the 
faith which they have already received under th~ 
magisterhtm of the Church, until they shall have ob
tained a scientific "demonstration of the credibility and 
truth of their faith;' let him be anathema. 
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FIRST DOGMATIC CONSTITUTION 

ON THE CHURCH OF CHRIST. 

Published in the Fourth Session of the Holy CEC1t1/telz.ical 
COlt11Cil of the Vaticon. 

PIUS, BISHOP, SERVANT OF THE SERVANTS OF GOD, 

WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE SACRED· COUNCIL, 

FOR AN EVERLASTING REMEMBRANCE. 

THE Eternal Pastor and Bishop of our souls, in 
order to continue for all time" the life-giving work of 
His Redemption, determined to build up the Holy 
Church, wherein, as in the House of the living God, 
all who believe might be united in the bond of one 
faith and one charity. _ \Vherefore, before He entered 
into His glory, He prayed unto the Father, not for the 
Apostles only, but for those also who through their 
preaching should come to believe in him, that all might 
be one even as He the Son and the Father are one.* 
As then He sent the Apostles whom he had chosen to 
Himself from the World, as He Himself had been sent 
by the Father; so He willed that there s40uld ever be 
pastors and teachers in His Church to the end of the 

* St. John xvii. 21. 
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'''0rid. And in order that the Episcopate also might 
be one and undivided, and that by means of a closely 
united priesthood the ,multitude of the faithful might 
be kept secure in the oneness of faith and communion, 
He set Blessed Peter over the rest of the Apostles, and 
fixed in him the abiding principle of this two-fold 
unity, and its visible· foundation, in the strength of 
which' the everlasting' temple should 'arise and the 
Church~ in the firmness of that faith should lift her 
majestic front to heaven. And seeing that the gates 
of hell with daily i~crease of hatred are gathering their 
strength on every side to upheave the foundation laid by 
God's o\"n hand, and so, if that might be, to overthro\v 
the Church; \Ve, therefore, for the preservation, safe
keeping, and increase' of the Catholic flock, with the 
approval of the Sacred Council, do judge it to be neces
sary.to propose' to the belief and acceptance of all the 
faithful, in accordance with the ancient and constant 
faith of the universal Church, the doctrine touching the 
institution, perpetuity, and nature of the sacred Apos
tolic Primacy, in which is found the strength and 
solidity of the entire Church, and at the same time to 
prescribe and condemn the contrary errors, so hurtful 
to the flock of Christ. 

CHAPTER 1. 

OF THE INSTITUTION OF THE APOSTOLIC PRIMACY 

IN BLESSED PETER. 

vVe therefore teach and declare that, according to 
the testimony of the Gospel, the primacy of jurisdiction 
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over the universal Church of God was immediately and 
directly promised and given to Blessed Peter the Apos
tle ~y Christ the Lord. For it was to Simon alone, to 
whom He had already said: Thou shalt be called Ce
phas,* that the Lor_d after the confession made by him, 
.saying: Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God, 
addressed those solemn words: Blessed art thou, Simon 
Bar-J ona, because flesh and blood have not revealed it 
to thee, bu t my Father who is in Heaven. And I say 
to thee that thou art Peter; and upon this rock I will 
build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it. Arid I will give to thee the keys of the 
kingdom of Heaven. And whatsoever thou shalt bind 
upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven, and what
soever thou shalt loose on earth, it shall be loosed also 
in heaven.t And it was upon Simon alone that Jesus 
after His resurrection bestowed the jurisdiction of 
Chief Pastor and Ruler over all His fold in the words: 
Feed my lambs: feed my sheep.t At open variance 
with this clear doctrine of Holy Scripture as it has 
been ever understood by the Catholic Church are the 
perverse opinions of those who, while they distort the 
form of government established by Christ the Lord in 
His Church, deny that Peter in his single person, pre
ferably to all the other Apostles, whether taken sepa
rately or together: ,vas endowed by- Christ with a true 
and proper primacy of jurisdiction; or of those who as
sert that the same primacy, was not bestowed imme
diately and directly upon Blessed Peter himself, but 
upon the Church, and through the Church on Peter as 
her Minister. 

* St. John i. 42. t St. Matthew xvi. ,16-19. t St. John xxi. 15-17. 
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If any OIle, therefore, shall· say that Blessed Peter 
the Apostle \vas not appointed the Prince of all the 
Apostles and the visible Head of the whole Church 
Militant; or· that the same directly and immediately 
received from the same Our Lord Jesus Christ a pri
macy of honour only, and not of true and proper juris
diction; let him be anathema. . 

CHAPTER II. 

ON THE PERPETUITY OF THE PRIMACY- OF BLESSED 

PETER IN THE ROMAN PONTIFFS. 

That which the Prince of Shepherds and great 
Shepherd of the sheep, Jesus Christ our Lord, estab
lished in the person of the Blessed Apostle Peter to 
secure the perpetual welfare and lasting good of the 
Church, must, by the same institution, necessarily re
main unceasingly in the Church; which, being founded 
upon the Rock, will stand firm to the end of the world. 
For none can doubt,.and it is known to all ages, that 
the holy and Blessed Peter, the Prince and Chief of the 
Apostles, the pillar of the faith and founda~i<?n of the 
Catholic Church,- received the keys of the kingdom 
from Our Lord J esus Christ~ the .Saviour and Re
deemer·.ofmankind, and lives,. presides, and judges, to 
this day·and always, in his successors the Bishops of the 
Holy Se~ of Rome, which was found·ed by him, and 
consecrated by his blood. Whence, whosoever succeeds 
~o Peter. in this S~e, do~s by the ins~itution of Chri~'t 
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Himself obtain the Primacy of Peter over the whole 
Church. The disposition mL\de by Incarnate Truth 
therefore remains, and Blessed Peter, abiding through 
the strength of the Rock in the power that he r"eceived, 
has not abandoned the direction of the Church. 
\Vherefore it has at all times been necessary that every 
particular Church-that is to say, the faithfui through
out the world-should agree with the Roman Church, 
on "account of the greater authority of the princedom 
which this has received; that all being associated in 
the unity of that See whence the rights of communion 
spread to all might grow together as members of one 
Head in the compact unity of the body. 

If, then, any should deny that it is by the insti~ti
tion of Christ the Lord, or by divine right, that Bless
ed Peter should have a perpetual line of successors in 
the Primacy over the Universa.l Church, or that the 
Roman Pontiff is the successor of Blessed Peter in 
this primacy; let him be anathema. 

CHAPTER III. 

ON THE POWER AND NATURE OF THE PRIMACY OF 

THE ROMAN PONTIFF. 

Wherefore, resting on plain testimonies of the Sao. 
~red Writings, and adhering to the plain "and express 
decrees both of our predecessors, the Roman Pontiffs, 
p.nd of the ~eneral COl}n~ils, \Ve renew the definition 
of the CE;cumenical CouIlf;jl of Florence, in virtue of 
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which all the faithful of Christ must believe that the 
Holy Apostolic See anq the Roman Pontiff,-possesses 
the primacy over the whole world, and that the Roman 
Pontiff is the succ~ssor of Blessed'Peter, Prince of the 
A postles, and is true Vicar of Christ, and Head of the 
whole Church, and Father and Teacher of all Chris
tians; and that full power was given to him in Blessed 
Peter to rule, feed, and goveni the Universal ,Chl:lrch 
by Jesus Christ our Lord; as is also contained in the 
acts of the General Councils and in the Sacred Canons. 

Hence we teach and "declare that by the appoint
ment of our Lord the Roman Church possesses a supe
riority of ordinary power over all other Churches, and 

.that this power" of jurisdiction of the Roman Pontiff, 
which is truly episcopal, is immediate; to which all, of 
,vhatever rite or "dignity, both pastors and faithful, 
both individually and collectively, are bound, by their 
duty of hierarchical subordination and true obedience, 
to submit, not only in matters which belong to faith 
and morals, but also in those that appertain to the dis
cipline and government of the Church throughout the 
world, so that the Church of Christ may be one flock 
under one supreme pastor through the preservation of 
unity both of communion and of profession of the same 
faith with the Roman Pontiff. This is the teaching of 
Catholic truth, from which no one can deviate without 
loss of faith and of salvation. 

But so far is this power of the Supreme Pontiff 
from being any prejudice to the ordinary and immedi
ate power"of episcopal jurisdiction, by which Bishops, 
who have been sent by the Holy Ghost to succeed and 
hold the place of the Apostles, feed and govern, each 
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his. own flock, as true· Pastors, that this their episcopal 
authority is really asserted, strengthened and protected 
by the supreme and universal" Pastor; in accordance 
with the words of St. Gregory the Great: my honour 
is the honour of the _whole. Church. My honour is the 
firm 'Strength o( my. brethren. I am truly honoured, 
when the honour due to each and all is not withheld. 

Further, from this supreme power possessed by the 
RomanPontiffof governing the Universal Church, it fol
lows that he has the right of free commutlication with 
the Pastors of the whole Church, and with their flocks, 
that these may be taught and ruled by him in the way 
of salvation. Wherefore we condemn. and reject~ the 
opinions of those who hold that the communication' 
between this Supreme Head,and the 'Pastors and their 
flocks can 'lawfully be impeded; or who make this com
munication subject to the will of the secular power, so 
as to maintain that whatever is done by the Apostolic 
See, or by its authority, for the· government of the 
Church, cannot have force or value unless it be con
firmed by the assent'of the secular power. . And since 
by the divine right of Apostolic primacy, the Roman 
Pontiff is placed over the Universal Church, we further 
teach and declare that he is :·the supreme judge of the 
faithful, and thati'n all causes the decision of ,which 
belongs to the Church, recourse may be had to his tri
bunal, and that none may re-open the judgment of the 
Apostolic See, than whose authority there is no greater, 
·rior can' any lawfully review its judgment.* Wherefore 
they err from the right course who assert ~hat it is law

* From Letter viii. of Pope Nicholas i., A.D. 858, to the Emperor 
Michael, in- Labbe'sCouncil~, vol. ix;.. pp.: 1339 and 1570., 
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ful to appeal from the judgnJents of the Roman Pon
tiffs. to. an (Ecumenical Council as to an authority 
higher than ·that of the Roman Pontiff. 

If then any shall say that the Roman Pontiff has 
the office merely of inspection ~r direction, and not full 
and supreme power of jurisdiction over the Universal 
Church, not only in things which belong to faith and 
morals, but also in those which relate to the discipline 
and government of the Church spread throughout the 
world; or a~sert that he possesses merely the principal 
part, and not all the fullriess .of this supreme power; or 
that this power .which he enjoys' is not ordinary and 
immediate, both over each and all the Churches and 
over each and all the Pastors and the faithful; let him 
be anathema.' 

CHAPTER IV 

CONCERNING THE INFALLIBLE TEACHING OF THE 

Ro~iANPONTIFF. 

Moreover, that the. supreme power of teaching is 
also .included .in the ApostoJie primacy, which the 
Roman. Poiltiff;as the suCc.essor of Peter, Prince of the 
Apostles; posse~ses over'the whole Church,' this Holy 
See has always held, the perpetual practice of the 
Church confirms, and CEctunenical Councils also have 
declared, especially those in which the East with the 
West met in the' union' of faith and charity. For the 
Fathers of the Fourth Council of Constantinople, fol
lowing in, the footsteps of their predecessors, gave 
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forth this solemn profession: The first condition of 
salvation is to keep the rule of the true faith. And' 
because the sentence of our Lord Jesus Christ cannot 
be passed by, who said: Thou art Peter, and upon 
this Rock I will build my Church,* these things whicl~ 

have been said are approved by events, because in the 
Apostolic See the Catholic religion and her holy and 
well-known doctrine has always been kept undefiled. 
Desiring, therefore, not to be in the least degree sepa
rated from the faith and doctrine of that See, we hope 
that we may deserve to be in the one communion, 
which the Apostolic See preaches, in which is the 
entire and true solidity of the Christian religion. And, 
with the approval of the Second Council of Lyons, the 
Greeks professed that the Holy Roman Church enjoys' 
supreme and full Primacy and pre-eminence over the 
whole Catholic Church, which it truly and humblyac
knowledges that it has received with the plenitude of 
power from our Lord Himself in the person of the 
blessed' Peter, Prince or Head of the Apostles, whose 
successor the Roman Pontiff is; and as the Apostolic 
See is bound before all others to defend the truth of 
faith, so also if any questions regarding faith shall arise, 
they must be defined by its judgment. Finally, the
Council of Florence defined: That the Roman Pontiff 
is the true Vicar of Christ, and the Head of the whole 
Church, and the Father and Teacher of all Christians; 
and that to him in blessed Peter was delivered by our 
Lord Jesus Christ the full power of feeding, ruling and 
governing the whole Church (John xxi. 15":"'17) 

* St. Matthew xvi. 18. 
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To .satisfy this pastoral duty our predecessqrs ever 
made unwearied efforts that the salutary doctrine of 
Christ might be propagated among all the nations of 
the earth, and 'with equal care watched that it might 
be preserved genuine and pure where it had been re
ceived. Therefore the Bishops of the whole world, 
now singly, now assembled in synod, following the 
long established custom of Churches, and the form of 
the ancient rule, sent word to the Apostolic See of 
those dangers especially whic!l sprang up in matters of 
faith, that there the losses of faith might be most effec
tually repaired where the faith cannot fail. And the 
Roman Pontiffs, according to the exigencies of times 
and' circumstances, sometimes assembling CEcumenical 
Councils, or asking for the mind of the Church scatter
ed throughout the world, sometimes by partkular 
synods, sometimes using other helps which Divine 
Providence supplied, defined as to be held those things 
which with the help of God they had recognized as 
conformable with the Sacred Scriptures and Apostolic 
Traditions. For the Holy Spirit was not promised to 
the successors of Peter that by' His revelation they 
might make known new doctrine, but that by His as
sistance they might inviolably keep and faithfully ex
pound the revelation or deposit of faith delivered 
through the Apostles. And indeed all the venerable 
Fathers have embraced and the holy orthodox Doctors 
have venerated and followed their Apostolic doctrine; 
knowing most fully that this See of holy Peter remains 
ever free from aU blemish of error according to the 
divine promise of the Lord our Saviour made to the 
Prince of His disciples: I have prayed for thee that 
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thy faith fail 'not, and, when' thou· art converted, con
firm thy' brethren.* 

This gift, then,of truth and never-failing faith was 
conferred by Heaven upon Peter and his successors in 
this Chair, that they might perform their high office 
for the salvation' of all; that the whole flock of Christ, 
kept away by them from the poisonous food of error, 
might be nourished with the pasture of heavenly doc
trine; that the o'ccasion of schism being removed from 
the whole Church, it might be kept one, and, resting 
on its foundation, might stand firm against the gates 
of hell. 

But since in' this very age, in w!lich the salutary 
efficacy of the Apostolic office is most of all required, 
not a few are found who take away from its authority, 
we judge it altogether necessary soleqt nly to C;lssert the 
prerogative which the only-begotten Son of God vouch
safed to join ''lith the supreme pastoral office. 

Therefore faithfully adhering to the tradition re
ceived from the beginning of the Christian faith, for 
the glory of God Our Saviour, the exaltation of the 
Catholic Religion, and the salvation of Christian peo
ple, the Sacred Council approving, We teach and de
fine that it is a dogma divinely revealed: that the Ro
man Pontiff, when he speaks ex cathedrd, that is, when 
in discharge of the office of Pastor and Doctor of all 
Christians, by virtue of his supreme Apostolic authori
ty he defines a doctrine regarding faith or morals to be 
held by the Universal Church, by the divine assistance 
promised to him in blessed Peter, is possessed of that 

* St. Luke xxii. 32. See also the Acts of the Sixth General Council, 
A.D. 680. 
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infallibility with which the divine Redeemer willed that 
His Church should be endowed for defining doctrine 
regarding faith or morals: and that therefore such de, 
finitions of the Roman Pontiff are irreformable of them. 
selves, and not from the consent of the Church. 

But if anyone-which may God avert-presume to 
contradict this OUf. definition; let him be anathema. 

Given at Rome in Public Session solemnly held in the 
V" atican Basilica in the year of Our Lord one thou
sand eight hundred and seventy, on the eighteenth 
day of July, in the twenty-fifth year of our Pontifi
cate. . :' 
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