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T H E reasons which have induced me to take the earliest 

favourable opportunity of preaching the following Sermons 

a second time are sufficiently known to the congregation 

before which they were delivered. The Appendix is de­

signed to illustrate and confirm the course of reasoning 

employed in the Sermons. Several passages which were, 

for the sake of brevity, omitted in their delivery last year, 

are here inserted; so that the printed Discourses, excepting 

a few verbal corrections, correspond with those which were 

preached yesterday. 
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A S E R M O N . 

T h e elders w h i c h are a m o n g y o u I e x h o r t , w h o a m also a n e lder . 
I P e t . v . 1. 

T H E Church has thought good to direct that on days appointed 
for the ordering of Priests and Deacons, there shall be a 
sermon, declaring the duty of such as come to be admitted 
to the sacred ministry. In such general statements of the 
importance of that office arising from the momentous nature 
of the duties which appertain to it, there must necessarily be 
much uniformity, much which in substance will be applicable 
not in our Church only, but in every communion which re­
tains the apostolic rite of ordination, and the three orders of 
Bishop, Priest, and Deacon, wbich are known from the 
Apostles' time to have been in Christ's Church. Neverthe­
less, while there exists this degree of resemblance in the gene­
ral aspect of the ministerial character everywhere, there will 
be some distinguishing features or traces of a family pecu­
liarity, prevailing in the ministry which we ourselves have 
received. This is but a necessary consequence of our en­
gagement in the service of a Church occupying a position so 
remarkable, and bearing towards the collective body of Christ 
relations so peculiar, as belong to the Church of England. 
This position, this insulated position, as some have chosen to 
call it, we must continue to maintain, until by the mighty 
working of Providence, this little leaven of doctrine and 
order, both apostolical, which God has been pleased to keep 
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together among us and by our agency, shall hare fulfilled His 
great purpose in moulding to a conformity with itself the 
entire mass of visible Christianity. That such a conformity 
of the entire Church with the apostolical model will finally 
be wrought, the voice of prophecy does not permit us to 
doubt. God grant that I assume not too much in naming the 
Church of England as the chosen agent for accomplishing 
this result. Yet H e alone can tell whether before the time of 
the end such a connexion, as we are fond of dwelling upon, 
between the name of England and the Church, may not have 
been finally abandoned, and England itself have ceased to be 
heard of among the nations. W e have this treasure in 
earthen vessels; and we may provoke the Lord to anger, so 
that he may dash us in pieces as with a rod of iron. But the 
truth which we had in charge will not be, on that account, nearer 
to perishing. Though we be scattered, the Church itself 
must survive. The fragments are gathered up, nothing is 
lost. If forfeited by us, the office will but be transferred to 
others inheriting our apostolical constitution, that they may 
gird themselves (I trust more earnestly) to the combat which 
we so irresolutely maintain. Others in our stead will be the 
appointed keepers of that pearl of great price which we, 
through disregard and insensibility to its value, seem more 
than half disposed to cast away. 

But to return to the direct line of observation, I wish to 
notice in general that whatsoever Church it be, whether the 
Church of England or any other, which is to hold the deposit 
of truth and order while the great mysterious trial of Christ's 
purchased possession is going on, that Church so chosen must 
become as it were a wonder unto many, while the statutes of 
Christ are her songs in the house of her pilgrimage. Such a 
seclusion or alienation from the unreformed portion of the 
Church, is but the attendant consequence of her call and elec­
tion to such a charge. It is in every just sense of the term a 
getting apart. 



7 

In that position the office and work of the ministry must at 
all times have somewhat of peculiarity attached to it. A n d 
besides, there will be seasons ever and anon occurring, when, 
by the force of circumstances, such peculiarity will be brought 
more prominently into notice. A n d then, in declaring, as the 
Church has thought fit to order, at seasons like the present, 
the duties of the pastoral office, the intention of the Church 
will not be carried into effect unless attention be drawn to 
such peculiar junctures, and an endeavour be made to convey 
just ideas of the emergency which they create, and to suggest 
the proper mode of meeting it. Thus only can they who are 
entering upon the office and work of the niinistry receive a 
distinct impression of the nature of the conflict in which they 
are about to engage. Thus only can they be provided with 
the weapons on the right hand and on the left, which may 
serve them most effectually for attack or for defence in this 
great encounter; this state of the Church which is justly 
described as " militant here upon earth." A n d may God give 
us, at such a crisis, resolute hearts and prudent spirits; a 
great reliance upon H i m , and a proportionate distrust of our­
selves. In these, through his mercy and goodness, we may 
find the best of all supports, until it please H i m to remove 
the danger, and to " b r i n g forth judgment unto victory." 

There need be then no hesitation on my part in expressing 
a belief that the more immediate duty to which the ministry 
of the Church of England is at this time summoned, is that of 
resisting the revived pretensions of the Church of Rome. I 
mean its claim to a spiritual sovereignty "over all that in 
every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our L o r d ; 
both theirs and ours." This is not the first occasion of my 
stating from this place that the clergy of the present day 
ought to be aware of the altered terms upon which, compara­
tively with their predecessors, they are required to meet the 
aggression of the Roman See. Its pretensions now affect no 
less than they have in any past age aspired to. That Church 
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distinctly claims for its Bishop at this day, as it has done 
during ten centuries or more, a primacy by divine right over 
the whole world, as successor to blessed Peter, the first of the 
Apostles and the true vicar of Christ. It is held that in the 
person of St. Peter our Lord committed to the Bishop of 
Borne as his successor, full power to feed, direct, and govern 
the Church universal till the end of the world. W e know 
how this pretension was supported during many centuries, 
and until recently, by a supposed chain of tradition reaching 
down uninterruptedly, it was said, from St. Peter to the 
regnant pontiff; and upholding the conclusion that the 
authority exercised by the latter had been exercised invari­
ably by each and all of his predecessors. But this resource 
appears to be now mistrusted, or rather has been to a great 
extent abandoned. The theory favoured by authority among 
them at the present time is that the first occupants of the See 
of Borne were not aware of, or did not assume or exercise the 
privileges which its later and present possessors have claimed 
and claim. The papacy as it now exists, is acknowledged to 
have been the growth of time. As the emergencies of the 
Church rendered it necessary, the prerogative awoke into 
activity if not into existence; and the strongest argument 
why such an authority should be established, is now admitted 
to be the need which has been found to exist for it. The 
origin of the papacy must, however, according to every 
hypothesis, be sought in Peter. The intention to constitute 
such a perpetual authority and to confer it upon him first, is 
manifest, they say, from the terms in which our Lord on 
several occasions addressed him. Hence they infer that the 
Boman supremacy is but the seasonable manifestation of that 
same superiority which with a view to its future extension, 
was deposited latently in the constitution of the Church; and 
has but wrought out for itself by slow degrees the ascendancy 
to which it was predestined from the beginning. 

It is well for us that this position has been taken, because it 



reduces the whole question to the single enquiry whether 
such a supremacy as the Pope now claims, was in fact com­
mitted to St. Peter; whether the expressions of our L o r d 
necessarily amount to this, or were understood by those who 
must have been best informed as to our Lord's intention, to 
imply the conveyance to Peter of a perpetual and heritable 
jurisdiction over the whole Church. W e have every disposi­
tion to deal candidly with the representation, and willingly 
allow to its supporters every latitude for the discovery of 
truth, if truth there be in the system which they have adopted. 
W e do not require or expect to find the power in operation 
upon an extended scale from the moment of its establishment. 
W e should infer nothing against the fact of such establish­
ment if the authority were discovered in a nascent state; and 
if the delineation of it were not all at once perfect. But 
there must be some evidence at least to show that the words 
of our Saviour were intended to convey, and did convey, to 
Peter, in substance and reality, a pre-eminence of the same 
description with that which is asserted to be now possessed by 
the Popes; that is to say, a power to preside over the whole 
Church with one uniform degree of authority ; and to decide 
infallibly upon its doctrines; and to exclude from its com­
munion all who will not acknowledge their supremacy. This 
is the prerogative now assumed by the Bishops of Rome as 
the supposed successors of St. Peter; and it ought to be 
shown beyond dispute that this authority was first exercised 
by rum. But the proof of this is pressed by insurmountable 
difficulties. While the origin of the supremacy is still as­
serted to have been in St. Peter, an unreserved admission 
seems to have been made that there are no clear traces of his 
having openly assumed i t ; and that it can still less be traced 
back to him through an unbroken line of connexion. M y 
purpose is to show that no such authority was possessed by 
St. Peter. Even the first link in the chain is wanting. The 
establishment of the papacy seems never to have been a de-
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auction from sound catholic principles ; but having been de­
termined on at first from motives of policy and expediency, 
it must now be defended by the most plausible arguments 
that can be found. Yet how vain must all argument be te 
prove the derivation from St. Peter of an authority such as 
was never in St. Peter. Out of nothing nothing can proceed. 
The first step must be taken from a well-ascertained certainty, 
or else that which is called development will be no better than 
innovation. A very distinguished degree of pre-eminence 
we do not seek to withhold from the Apostle to whom Christ 
has said " Blessed art thou." A n d no one entertaining with 
good faith the principles of the Church of England can be 
disposed to deny that " blessed" he is. Only we are entitled 
to claim that the nature and extent of eminence assigned to 
St. Peter should be accurately represented. For the deter­
mination of this, an appeal to the words of Christ is neces­
sary, and their intended force must be gathered from the 
events; that is from the facts connected with the history of 
St. Peter, which may be ascertained from Scripture and eccle­
siastical history. If it be found that these are utterly at 
variance with the supposition that any such powers as are now 
claimed by divine right for the Pope were assumed by Peter, 
or were understood by others to belong to him, then I say 
again that the vast system of pontifical authority which has 
been elaborated out of the assumption that Peter was the 
first holder of it, cannot be a development, but must be a cor­
ruption of the truth. 

The question then which presents itself for determination 
is, whether the terms in which our Lord on several occasions 
addressed himself to Peter do actually imply, or must neces­
sarily be understood to denote the conveyance to him of per­
petual authority to feed, direct, and govern the Church; so 
that nothing connected with its doctrine or discipline could 
be lawfully undertaken or determined except by his appoint­
ment, or under his express sanction. A n d first and specially 
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let it be asked, is this the just conclusion to be drawn from the 
well-known words " I say un*o thee that thou art Peter, and 
upon this rock I will build my Church ?" From an early 
date the question has been debated whether, as this saying of 
our Lord was drawn forth by the preceding confession " Thou 
art the Christ,*' that confession were not itself the rock upon 
which Christ declared his intention to build his Church. In 
a certain sense it is so. " Thou art the Christ, the son of the 
living G o d , " is the fundamental truth of the Gospel. Until 
this was laid down, and faith was rested upon it, there could 
be no Church; and therefore this acknowledgment, this truth 
eternal and immoveable, is fixed as the basis upon which the 
Church is founded. But this, although a consistent and 
allowable sense, is not the full and only sense designed by 
Jesus. The attendant expressions prove this. For what 
could be the object proposed by the introduction of those 
words—" I say unto thee thou art Peter," except they were 
meant to express a distinct reference not to the confession 
only but also to the personal acts of Peter ? 

It is often urged as an objection that Christ is himself the 
rock upon which the Church is built; and certainly in the 
highest, and that an exclusive sense, he is the true and only 
Rock. But to imagine that when he said " u p o n this rock 
I will build my Church, " he had this in contemplation and 
pointed to himself, is to strip his words of all their force and 
pertinency. Christ is the Rock; but there is nothing in this 
admission at variance with St. Peter's being held to be the 
rock in an entirely different and immeasurably inferior sense. 
In this way Jesus Christ is "the chief corner-stone;" and yet this 
does not hinder but that the apostles and prophets are the founda­
tion upon which the Church is built. Christ had all power 
to build his Church by his own sole agency, or by the minis­
tration of angels, or as it should please him in any other way. 
He needed not the agency of man, yet he employed i t ; and 
in particular he employed the agency of Peter in a way which 
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made it peculiarly appropriate to apply to him this figurative 
distinction. The important question is, how is the expression 
to be interpreted; what does it imply; what must it neces­
sarily express? The words are used metaphorically, not 
literally; and the true interpretation must be such as may be 
deduced without violence from the terms of the figure. 
" Upon this rock I will build my Church. " Admitting Peter 
to be that rock, must the meaning therefore be, I will make 
thee the perpetual and supreme pastor of all my flock? 
There seems to be no direct or necessary connexion between 
these two ideas. But we shall arrive at a more natural 
solution if we call to mind that every act of ministerial duty 
which St. Peter was selected or singularly appointed to dis­
charge, until after the calling in of the Gentiles, partakes of 
the character of laying a foundation. In this sense the Church 
may in strict propriety of speech be said to -be built upon 
h i m ; inasmuch as in him it had its first formal origin; or for 
its first institution according to a fixed plan, it depended, 
mediately upon Peter. This was his peculiar distinction; not 
to govern the Church, but by his agency to be the first that 
gave rise to it. It is a just principle of interpretation, not in 
this passage only but universally, that we are not to deduce 
from Christ's expressions anything more than is properly in­
cluded in them; or is in strict harmony with their figurative 
signification. Take then the circumstances of the case, 
and observe how closely literal facts correspond with and 
interpret the expressions which our Lord was pleased to 
employ. H e declares that he will build his Church upon 
this rock; and it rests, even from its first rudiments, upon the 
man who had been the first to enunciate the leading truth; 
who would be steadfast and immoveable in the maintenance of 
his own confession; and by whose firmness his brethren would 
be strengthened to continue that work which had its original 
in St. Peter. Thus interpreted the words of our Saviour 
suffer no violence. There is a fulfilment both morally and 
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personally of the figure of building upon a rock. But when an 
endeavour is made to deduce from this St. Peter's title to a 
supreme headship over the Church, all must be sensible that 
this meaning can be derived only by a distortion of the 
image. Examine as we may the records of Peter's subsequent 
ministry, not one of his acts will be found to bespeak any 
precedence assumed by him further than in training and 
preparing the rest for the discharge of the office of the minis­
try. No instance afterwards appears of his assuming a right 
to exercise authority over his brethren; and the conclusion 
from this cannot but be that our Lord, in saying, " upon this 
rock I will build my Church, " had no design thereby to 
confer upon him a supremacy over it. 

But, admitting this, it may be said, is there not more dis­
tinctness in the succeeding clause " I will give unto thee the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven" ? and must not these words 
imply the conveyance to St. Peter of a supreme controlling 
power ? The conveyance of a power they certainly do imply, 
but its extent and duration will have to be ascertained from 
other considerations. The custody of the keys may be granted 
temporarily, with a view to some special act of duty which a 
single application of them may accomplish. The kingdom of 
God did at that time present a state of circumstances to 
which this condition is applicable. Under the former jealous 
dispensation, exclusion had been the general rule, for all 
were shut out except one single nation. Nor as yet had the 
introduction of the Gospel led to any relaxation. To the 
Jews alone the gate had been opened by the hand of Jesus 
himself, ever since the day in which he began to preach and 
to say unto them " Bepent ye and believe the Gospel." But this 
was all. H e was not sent " except to the lost sheep of the house 
of Israel." Peter was conscious that without any further com­
mission he was authorized to invite their continued entrance. 
Thus did he on the day of Pentecost, when he addressed to 
them these words—" Y e men of Judea, and all ye that dwell at 
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Jerusalem, repent ye and be baptized every one of you for the 
remission of sins." A n d shortly after this, they which were 
scattered abroad upon the persecution that arose about 
Stephen—preached the word of God unto none but unto the 
Jews only. The door was therefore opened effectually to 
them if they should be willing to enter. But against the ad­
mission of any beside, an obstruction had been erected which 
seemed to be insurmountable. The Gentiles were forbidden 
to enter. The key had been turned against them by God's 
own appointment; and the way could not be opened except 
by his special authority. A l l indeed had heard the saying 
" rejoice ye Gentiles with his people" but could make no ap­
plication of it. Of the Church it had been foretold by her 
own prophet " thy gates shall be open continually; they 
shall not be shut day nor night; that men may bring unto 
thee the forces of the gentiles, and that their kings may be 
brought." The time for the fulfilment of this mystery was 
come; and the key which should open the door for their ad­
mittance he promises he will commit to the charge of Peter. 

I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven." 
It is a promise limited to him individually. No mention 
made of that which the patriarch so often heard, " I will 
give unto thee, and to thy seed after thee;" but exclusively 
and personally " I will give unto thee." This proves it to be 
a power distinct from that which is expressed in the words 
following, "whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven." This promise was extended to 
the other apostles also. Not so the office of the keys. That 
extends no further than " I will give unto thee." Peter 
should be the chosen instrument for putting the first hand to 
the fulfilment of the blessed promise " open ye the gates of 
righteousness that the righteous nation which keepeth the 
truth may enter i n . " The spouse of Christ had been long 
enough " a garden barred; a spring shut u p ; a fountain 
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sealed." The key -which should give access to the world at 
large to these waters of salvation was placed in the appointed 
hand; and the mind of the Lord as to its employment is re­
vealed to him in that mystical vision on the house-top; and 
then follows the question " can any man forbid water, that the 
Gentiles should not be baptized ?" and it was felt and acknow­
ledged that God had granted unto the Gentiles also repent­
ance unto life. But the gifts of God are without repentance, 
and the privilege once given cannot require repetition. The 
appointed use had been made of the keys once for all, and 
Peter can have no successor, where there is no question as to 
the full sufficiency of the license for ever granted to the Gen­
tiles of entering into the kingdom of God. A n d it seems as 
if Divine Providence had an intention to guard against the 
supposition that from this appointment to bring them in, Peter 
was to derive any pretension to supremacy over them. The 
apostleship of the Gentiles was committed to another hand 
which had " the care of all their Churches." If then, as 
this appears to prove, the commission of the keys to Peter 
expressly for the introduction of the Gentiles, confer upon 
him no supremacy over them, it cannot well imply the con­
veyance of supremacy over other portions of the Church, 
and much less over the Church Universal. 

Another passage upon which much reliance is placed, as if 
in itself sufficient to support every pretension which has ever 
been advanced under cover of St. Peter's alleged supremacy, 
is that which contains the threefold injunction addressed to 
him by Chris t—" Feed my l a m b s " Feed my sheep;" " Feed 
my sheep." According to the ordinary interpretation, these 
words, on each repetition, have but one and the same meaning: 
preach the Gospel, take under thy pastoral charge my univer­
sal Church. The lambs and the sheep are supposed to com­
prehend the entire flock of Christ ; the former designating 
such among believers as are young and feeble in faith; the 
latter such as are more advanced and confirmed. But if this 
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be admitted, there is not anything in the recorded history of 
St. Peter which renders the injunction peculiarly applicable 
to him, nor which amounts to a special fulfilment of it by 
him. A l l teachers had in this sense " lambs" to feed. "When 
and where then did St. Peter specially execute this office ? 
Neither, again, does it appear why, according to this inter­
pretation, there should twice be such an emphatic reference to 
the " sheep." These objections are difficult to be disposed of. 
There may be great probability in the conjecture that the 
three enquiries by Jesus into the reality of Peter's love are 
meant to have a correspondence with his threefold denial of 
his Lord. But then, an accurate parallel seems to require 
that as each denial constituted an act of unfaithfulness, each 
assurance of love should be supported by the fulfilment of a 
distinct act of duty. " Jesus saith unto him, Simon, son of 
Jonas, lovest thou me more than these V Is thy love towards 
me (imperfect as thou hast proved it to be) yet more 
confirmed than the love of these thy brethren ; whom I 
am sending out " as lambs among wolves ? " Take heed, 
then, to the ministry which I now confer upon thee:— 
" F e e d my lambs." Nourish this my little flock. Teach 
them to love me as thou thyself dost; for that feeling alone 
can fortify them to sustain the assaults of persecution which 
will come upon them from furious adversaries seeking 
to make them their prey. Again he saith to him, the second 
time,—"Lovest thou me?" N o longer "lovest thou me 
more than these ?" as if the question had a designed reference 
to the persons then present, but simply " lovest thou me ?" 
and then,—" Feed my sheep." A n d here a remark must be 
offered, which is of much impoitance for the correct explana­
tion and comprehension of these words of Christ. In our 
translation, and indeed it may be said in every translation, the 
same expression " f e e d " is thrice repeated* Yet in this 

* T h a t he t a u g h t w h i c h s a i d " P e t r e amas m c ? pasce, pasce, pasce. P e t e r , 
l ovest t h o u m e ? feed, feed, feed.—LATIJIEK'S L E T T E B TO S I R E D T V A K D 
B A Y N T O X . 
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second injunction, according to the original, our Lord employs 
a different and much more emphatic term. It is the same 
word as by the prophet and the evangelist is applied to Christ 
himself as the chief shepherd :* and by St. Peter to all those 
elders whom he as a fellow elder is exhorting in the text. It 
is a word which denotes much more than a simple charge to 
feed. It includes also a commission to exert a direct pastoral 
control and authority. W e must, as in other instances, seek 
the true interpretation in the acts of St. Peter himself; among 
which must necessarily be that which was intended to be, and 
actually was, a fulfilment of our Saviour's charge " be the 
shepherd of my sheep." A n d when we call to mind the 
relation in which that apostle stood to his own countrymen, 
as having peculiarly the ministry of the circumcision com­
mitted to him, we obtain the most satisfactory explanation, in 
supposing that they, whom Christ would by this injunction 
commit to the charge of Peter, were none other than " the 
lost sheep of the house of I s r a e l t o whom he was sent. 
Again he says a third time " lovest thou me ?" and then, as 
at the first, the commission is simply to feed; not to control 
or govern: " Feed my sheep." " Other sheep I have which 
are not of this fold; them also I must b r i n g ; " even the great 
family of the Gentiles. Feed them therefore; make disciples 
of them; and baptize them. To them the porter openeth. 
Thou hast received the key. Admit them into the fold; that 
they may go in and out and find pasture. 

Thus in the records of St. Peter's life, (the source from 
which it is more natural to seek a solution), we derive an 
interpretation which seems without violence to express clearly 
the purport of our Lord's threefold injunction. But can as 
much be said for the opposite interpretation ? Is there any-

* O u t of thee s h a l l h e come f o r t h u n t o m e t h a t i s to be r u l e r i n I s r a e l , — a n d 
he s h a l l s t a n d and. feed i n the s t r e n g t h of the L o r d . — M I C A H , v . 2, 4 . 

O u t o f thee s h a l l come a G o v e r n o r t h a t s h a l l r u l e (or feed) m y people 
I s r a e l . — M A T T H E W , x i . 6. 

B 
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thing to justify the hasty conclusion of the Romanists that it 
assigns to Peter a supremacy over the whole Church, from 
which the title of their own bishop to such a universal 
headship may be legitimately deduced ? On the contrary this 
passage alone refutes the supposition that St. Peter enjoyed 
any such pre-eminence. The mode of expression adopted by 
our Lord, and the very remarkable change introduced by 
him into one portion of his commission, indicates most con­
vincingly his intention to confer in that one instance, a kind 
and an extent of pastoral controul, exceeding what he would 
grant in the other two cases; and the history of St. Peter 
shews clearly that he did exercise his ministry with this 
degree of difference in the cases alluded to. His commission 
to direct and govern was limited to one portion only of the 
Church. He held among the Jews a primacy of a peculiar 
k i n d ; such as was not assigned to him over the remaining 
portions of the flock of God. 

Thus we have examined attentively and impartially some 
of the passages of Scripture, containing the words of Christ 
addressed to St. Peter, upon which the attribution to him of 
a proper supremacy, that is, a right to feed, direct, and govern 
the whole Church, is usually rested. The just conclusion 
from such a survey will be, if I am not altogether mistaken, 
that there is no conveyance of such supremacy. The Church 
as an institution upon earth is built upon St. Peter, because, 
so far as human agency was employed, the first rise of the 
Church is attributable to him; because his personal acts were 
such that but for them, it may be said, the Church would 
not have been. It had not been but for the revelation made 
to him of that truth which is the basis of the dispensation; 
but for his prompt confession of the same, and his firm ener­
getic maintenance of it. Humanly speaking, the Church 
would not have been but that the conception formed in his 
mind was expanded, by his teaching, in other minds than his; 
unless his brethren had been nourished in the same belief, and 
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confirmed in the profession of it, that they might teach others 
also. The Church could not have been catholic, as it was 
designed to be, without the admission of the Gentiles; and 
to this work Peter was specially designated. Thus, under 
God, in a manner, every thing grew out of him. A l l that 
the Church has been, or is, or will be, till the end of time, 
if regard be had only to its springing up in the first instance 
through human agency, will be found to be the consequence, 
more or less remote, of the preliminary proceedings of the 
great Apostle of the Circumcision. Therefore it is described as 
being built upon him. This solution fully satisfies the figure 
which our Saviour employs ; and the test of experience, or 
of an appeal to the actual proceedings of St. Peter, proves 
that it is not an imaginary explanation, but a substantive, 
and true one. But the deduction from the words of Jesus of 
any claim to a perpetual supremacy, is remote from the origi­
nal idea, or natural sense; and if there be any point clearly 
made out by an appeal to the same test of experience, it is 
that neither did St. Peter claim such a supremacy for himself, 
nor was he considered by his brother apostles to possess it. 

So numerous are the questions connected with the subject 
which yet require to be considered, that the remaining portion 
of this discourse must be postponed until this afternoon's 
service. Purposing with God's permission to conclude it 
then, I will desire no more than that you will join with me in 
the Collect for this day* on behalf of the Church of which 
Jesus Christ is himself the chief corner-stone. 

O Lord, we beseech Thee, let thy continual pity cleanse 
and defend thy Church; and because it cannot continue in 
safety without thy succour, preserve it evermore by thy help 
and goodness through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

S i x t e e n t h S u n d a y after T r i n i t y , 1847. 



A S E R M O N . 

T h e elders 'wh i ch are a m o n g y o u I e x h o r t , w h o a m a lso a n e lder . 
l P e t . v . 1. 

T H E variety and extent of the subjects 'which we have to con­
sider compelled me in the earlier part of this day to break off 
my discourse, and to reserve for this afternoon the remainder 
of the argument on "which we had entered. I would fain 
believe that in this line of reasoning there is nothing too 
intricate for a plain understanding to follow; provided that it 
be well versed in Scripture and interested in the enquiry. 
A n d interested we ought all to be ; for it is a matter of in­
calculable importance, not only to our own happiness and 
liberty, but to those of the world at large, to be able to 
maintain the purity of the Gospel against the innovations and 
encroachments of a system which is irreconcileably opposed 
to it. The plea by which the Church of Rome pretends to 
establish its title to supremacy over all Christendom is the 
asserted conveyance of such a power by our Lord to Simon 
the Son of Jonas. It includes a supposed right to dictate to 
all Christians by infallible authority what they must believe 
to be saved. Exercised by St. Peter in person as long as he 
lived, it is described as having descended to the Bishops of 
Rome as his successors in the government of the Church. 
The line of argument during many ages used to be, that the 
Church of Rome being gifted with infallibihty cannot be 
guilty of innovation; and if its infallibility be admitted, this 
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is a sound process of reasoning. The possession of such an 
endowment necessarily excludes the possibility of such a de­
fect. But now the discovery has been made, that innovation 
cannot be so positively disclaimed. It is admitted that there 
has been a deviation from the primitive and apostolical system 
of the Church. The advocates of the popedom at present 
avow that the so-styled successors of St. Peter were long 
before they became aware that such a power had descended 
to them. Circumstances alone revealed to them that such 
authority was theirs by a divine right; and its apphcability 
to the wants of the Church, rather than its recognised exist­
ence from the beginning of the Gospel, awoke the exercise of 
such a prerogative. The proof that any such prerogative was 
committed to St. Peter, or that he could by divine right claim 
a supremacy, universal, perpetual, and endowed with the 
prerogative of infalhbility, is not only unsupported, but is 
decidedly contradicted by the testimony of Scripture. The 
authority conferred upon him was limited in degree, tem­
porary not perpetual, and such as conveyed no assurance of 
exemption from partial error even in matters of faith. The 
correctness of this representation as to his authority being 
limited, will be more fully confirmed by reference to the acts 
of St. Peter, when he was assuredly engaged in fulfilling 
the commission he had received, " feed my lambs," and 
" strengthen thy brethren." A n example immediately fol­
lows the return of the disciples from the Mount of Olives, 
after witnessing the ascension of their Lord into heaven. " In 
those days Peter stood up in the midst of the disciples." The 
number of names was altogether but about a hundred and 
twenty. " They returned to Jerusalem with great joy." Yet 
was there in the prospect before them so much to dispirit and 
discourage, that during the days of their appointed waiting for 
the baptism of the Spirit, there might be almost a danger of their 
giving way to despondency, and abandoning the undertaking, 
unless they should be instructed,invigorated, and held together 
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by the influence of some superior mind. They had not disco­
vered the true application of what was written in the Book of 
Psalms concerning Judas. They required to be enlightened 
in the knowledge of these things ; and Peter was their teacher, 
giving a resistless interpretation of the passage " his bishop-
rick let another take." Nor did he only feed his brethren 
with the knowledge of the truth. H e strengthened them in 
their resolution to persevere by proposing the ordination of 
another apostle under the sanction of that passage so ex­
pounded. That measure, would be, in itself, a sufficient 
manifestation of their decision that the work of preaching the 
Gospel to all nations should not be relinquished. The occa­
sion was of the greatest moment. This would be the first 
step in a progress, which, once begun, would never afterwards 
be arrested ; and so again the building of the Church is by 
derivation established upon Peter. This proceeding also 
serves as a touchstone of the correctness of the opinion " that 
our Lord purposed to institute in his Church a source of 
authority to which all subordinate rulers should be subject; and 
from and by which they should, directly or indirectly, receive 
their jurisdiction."f If it were purposed to institute in Peter 
the model of such an authority, that it might from this source 
be continued in a perpetual succession, the most natural occa­
sion for manifesting such a purpose might have been in the in­
stance of the appointment of Matthias. But whatever might 
be the office borne by Peter on this occasion it was from its 
very nature such as not to admit the possibility of his having 
successors in it. His peculiar vocation consisted not merely 
in assisting at the ordination of a disciple, but essentially and 
properly in this—in shewing, once for all, that it was necessary 
and lawful to make such an appointment. Thus was the 
Church to be built upon h i m ; inasmuch as he was the first 
to suggest and prove that the succession of the ministry was 

t W i s e m a n ' s L e c t u r e s o n the D o c t r i n e s of t h e C a t h o l i c C h u r c h . V o l . 1, 
p . 263, L e c t u r e V I I I . 
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to be continued; and thus to establish the principle on which 
the continuance of the Church itself depended. But who can 
be second in establishing a principle ? Done once it is done 
for ever. A n d as to the question of supremacy, there is no 
symptom of Peter's aspiring to it. H e takes the lead in sug­
gesting the sense of Scripture. The rest concur in his expo­
sition, and make the practical application. They appoint two ; 
they pray to G o d ; and the determination is given from on 
high. Had Peter been even so distinguished from the rest 
as to have the choice between these two, or the selection of 
the new apostle, committed to him, there might have been 
perhaps some ground for speaking of an authority having its 
source in him, to which all rulers in the Church were to be 
subordinate. But thus it is not. " They appointed two," 
the choice of the whole body, not of Peter; and the deter­
mination is left to God. It is a conclusive contradiction of 
any claim to universal supremacy, or jurisdiction over subor­
dinate rulers of the Church, which may assume to be inhe­
rited from St. Peter; for he, it is evident, possessed it not. 

Scarcely indeed is there any act of his ministry from this 
time forward which does not present the same character of 
being suited to laying a foundation for the Church, but has 
no necessary connexion with the government of it. A n ex­
ample of this is found in the miraculous cure of the lame 
man at the Beautiful Gate of the Temple. 

The gift of healing had been conferred by our Lord upon 
his apostles at their first appointment; and the promise of its 
continuance had been made to them immediately before his 
ascension into heaven. (Mark, iii . 15, xvi. 18.) During 
their Lord's abode on earth the ability to exercise that power 
had been on one occasion suspended through their feebleness 
of faith. (Mark, ix. 18, 19.); and the remembrance of this 
circumstance, and the consciousness of their still remaining 
slowness of belief, might create an apprehension that it 
would again fail them; and in proportion to the strength of 
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that apprehension would be their backwardness in attempting 
to employ the gift. While, therefore, it was necessary that 
miracles should be wrought by the apostles for the conviction 
of those to whom they were sent to preach the Gospel, there 
was a necessity preliminary even to this : namely, that the 
apostles themselves should be corroborated in the persuasion 
that the power to work miracles really resided in them. The 
most direct and obvious course would therefore be that some 
one of them there should be whose faith was sufficiently firm 
to render him superior to that apprehension. One instance 
of visible success would carry conviction more readily to the 
minds of the apostles than any reasoning could; and so far 
as it was the purpose of God that the doctrine of the Gospel 
should be supported by the evidence of miracles, the Church 
might be said to be built upon him who should occasion that 
evidence to be supplied. The object in view was not merely 
to work a miracle, but to show that miracles could be 
wrought; and in convincing his brethren of this, the pecu­
liarity of Peter's office consisted. Sensible that the entire 
success of the mission in which he was engaged depended 
upon the issue of this critical effort, (critical because the first), 
he felt the power of faith prevailing over every apprehension. 
" In the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth," he said, " rise 
up and walk" ; and at the power of that name the helpless 
cripple sprang upon his feet; and the proof of the validity of 
Christ's commission was at once complete. In the exercise of 
miraculous power Peter would have many followers; but he 
could have no successors either in the hazard of failure which 
necessarily accompanied the first assumption of it, or in the 
distinction of making his own act a groundwork for all of 
the same kind which were to follow. A n d as he could have 
no successors, so he needed none. This one example was 
sufficient to dispel all doubt and hesitation afterwards. 

Thus it is shewn that neither do the words of Jesus imply 
the conveyance to St. Peter of a supreme control over the 
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Church, nor do the acts of Peter show that he considered 
himself to be exercising such an authority. There is nothing 
in what is said to him, or in what is done by him, which 
necessarily leads to such a conclusion, and still less to the 
persuasion that the degree of eminence assigned to him was 
meant to be perpetuated in a line of successors. It is in the 
nature of things impossible that any one of these should do 
any acts corresponding in character with those which were 
done by him whose successors they affect to be. Whether 
he be the first to expound the sense of Scripture for the elec­
tion of an apostle, or to explain the terms of salvation to the 
Jews, or to open the door of the kingdom of heaven to the 
Gentiles, or to show practically that miraculous power was 
conveyed to the apostles, not to mention other instances 
favouring the same view, his doings all bear one interpreta­
tion :—that of supplying the groundwork for all that should 
afterwards be done. Others might repeat his acts; but this 
was only to build upon the foundation laid by him, so that 
even they who did the same things with him were not on this 
account in the true and proper sense his successors. A n d it 
will be found that all the peculiar parts of Peter's occupation, 
those which alone gave him personal priority among his 
equals, are by a single exercise rendered unnecessary. His 
commission expires of itself as soon as he has gathered and 
arranged the rudiments of a Catholic Church, and so enabled 
others to continue the work. Henceforth the duties of an 
apostle, which were to be only for a season, and those of an 
ordinary pastor, which were meant to be of permanent con­
tinuance, were exercised by each of the twelve upon terms of 
equality with h i m ; for to all of them, and not to Peter only 
had the Lord declared, " Y e shall sit upon thrones judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel," that is the Universal Church. 

But beyond these reasonings, which show only that it might 
not have been the intention of our Lord to confer a supremacy 
upon Peter, there are other facts which ascertain that point 
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he should have meant this to be the force of his words. I say 
that the position assigned to St. Peter in the apostleship, and 
his course of proceeding in the work of his own ministry, might 
alone suffice to show that it was not the purpose of the Divine 
will to appoint one supreme earthly head over the whole 
Church. It seems indeed as if all which relates to St. Paul, 
after he became a Christian, had been fore-ordained and 
ordered as we find it to have been, with an express design to 
nullify the title of either apostle to such an office; and especi­
ally to confute the claim of any who should pretend to inherit 
a succession from St. Peter. If, in a certain sense, St. Paul 
built upon his foundation (as there can be no more than one 
foundation) it is nevertheless independently of any previous 
fellowship with St. Peter, or instruction proceeding from him. 
If it be urged that Peter had acquaintance by immediate reve­
lation with the mystery of the Gospel, and was the appointed 
organ for the conveyance of that knowledge to the other 
apostles, it must be replied, that however true this may be as 
concerns the apostles in general, there was one apostle to 
whom the statement does not apply. St. Paul declares that 
he was an apostle " n o t of men, neither by man, but by Jesus 
Christ and God the Father." H e therefore was. not taught 
any more than Peter by the intervention of flesh and blood, 
but by the revelation of Jesus Christ. If, in the instance 
of St. Peter, so much were meant to depend upon such 
a communication of the truth immediately from the Father, 
that this almost alone is sufficient, as the Romanists are per­
suaded, to establish his claim to supremacy, it seems neces­
sarily to follow that no other such instance would have been 
exhibited. It is surely most difficult to comprehend how such 
a distinction should be common to two, without entitling 
them to equal privileges. St. Paul, as if to vindicate his 
claim to such equality, says, he " conferred not with flesh and 
blood;" Peter in conference added nothing to h i m ; or he 
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would have known no less of the Gospel if he had not known 
Peter. Peter was put in trust to strengthen his brethren, 
yet here is one "cal led to be an apostle," acknowledged 
as a brother and an equal, whom he had not strengthened. 
If it be set up as a plea on behalf of St. Peter that as he had 
been first the instructor of the eleven apostles, their converts 
were indirectly his, and that he might upon this ground claim 
a general superiority, we may oppose to this the case of an 
apostle who had preached the Gospel several years before he 
saw the face of Peter, and over whose converts therefore 
Peter could not upon that ground lay claim to such ascend­
ancy. A n immense proportion of the Church derived its 
knowledge of the truth originally and entirely from the 
preaching of St. P a u l ; who, as the apostle of the Gentiles, 
so magnified his office as to maintain that he was not a whit 
behind the very chiefest of the apostles. Therefore, what­
ever spiritual authority Peter could claim or exercise over 
those believers to whom directly or indirectly he had com­
municated their knowledge of Christ, the same for the same 
reason must St. Paul have been entitled to assume over that 
larger portion of the Church which he had begotten through 
the Gospel. Larger I say upon his own authority, when he 
writes " I laboured more abundantly than they al l . " To these, 
his own converts, he declares " though ye have ten thousand 
instructors in Christ, yet have ye not many fathers." But 
one father; and that not Peter, but himself: " for in Christ 
Jesus I have begotten you through the Gospel." It is not 
very safe to pronounce upon the designs of Providence, yet 
one cannot but acknowledge the reasonableness of the pre­
sumption that among the purposes for the attainment of which 
St. Paul was ordained to stand in such a peculiar relation to­
wards the Gentile portion of the Church may have been 
that of obtaining from St. Peter himself an admission that 
he held no supremacy over the entire body of the Church, 
either as an apostle, or in that other capacity of ordinary 
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pastor which has been imagined to belong exclusively to him. 
This acknowledgment he plainly made when he gave the 
right hand of fellowship to St. Paul, recognising him as the 
apostle of the Gentiles in a manner as full and ample as that 
in which he was himself the apostle of the circumcision. A n d 
the superiority which is hereby acknowledged to belong to 
St. Paul, includes a power of ordinary jurisdiction. It is a 
superiority of the nature of that which was to endure perpe­
tually in the Church. It carries with it a right to preside 
over and direct the internal affairs of all the Churches; for 
the settlement of controversies of faith, the correction of 
offences against order and discipline, the regulation of cere­
monies and forms of worship, the ordination of bishops, and 
the conveyance to them of their peculiar jurisdiction within 
their appointed limits. In short we recognise here a power to 
feed and govern the Gentile portion of the Church correspond­
ing with that which our Saviour directed St. Peter to exercise 
over the believing Jews. 

The Scripture, with a view to one particular object, 
allots to St. Peter, for a season, a position among the apostles 
which gives him a personal pre-eminence. Yet even that is not 
attributed to him in his relation to St. Paul, who affirms of 
himself that he was " not a whit behind the very chiefest of 
the apostles." On the authority of Scripture then we know 
that a distinct and concurrent rule was instituted, committing 
different portions of the Church, at one and the same instant, 
and upon a footing of perfect equality, to two separate men; 
neither of whom was entitled to interfere with the other's 
province. This establishment of equality expressly excludes 
supremacy. Neither can such an arrangement be reconciled 
with the Romish theory which vests all power in one; of any 
resemblance to whose authority no other can partake; and 
whose duty and commission is to interfere with the proceed­
ings of every other Bishop in the world.* There is an obser-

* "Wiseman's L e c t u r e s — a s before c i t e d . 
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vable difference between the exercise by St. Peter of those 
powers which he received for the establishment of the Church, 
and such as he misrht afterwards seek to exercise for its direc-
tion and control. As an instance of the first, he says himself, 
" men and brethren, ye know how God made choice among 
us that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word and 
believe." As an example of the second, when he would 
assume authority to separate from communion with the 
Gentiles except upon condition that they should live as did 
the Jews, he was resisted by St. Paul. In the former case his 
commission is temporary. "When once executed it expires of 
itself. H e cannot himself repeat it. H e cannot have any 
successor. It is plain from this circumstance that neither is 
his authority over the Church supreme, nor his judgment in 
matters of faith infallible. 

The argument which I have endeavoured from Scripture 
principally to maintain has been, that if the powers at present 
claimed by the Roman Pontiff be no more than the magnified 
image of powers originally attached to the person of St. Peter, 
we ought to be able, by reversing the perspective, to trace in 
St. Peter the same powers existing upon a contracted scale. 
But it has been shewn, and the more minutely the New 
Testament is examined the more evident it will appear, that 
those powers were not in St. Peter. Much less therefore can 
they be legitimately in his nominal successors. 

It is truly difficult to make head against the force of invete­
rate prepossession, or to induce enquirers to look at any subject 
in a fresh light: or under an aspect different from that in 
which, through deference to their instructors, they have been 
accustomed to view it. In this way it has come to pass 
that a kind of popular impression has been created that the 
passages from Scripture which we have been considering con­
tain proof that the power which the Popes now claim, and 
have for centuries claimed, does in some manner correspond 
with that which by our Lord's appointment was exercised by 
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St. Peter. Persons believe this because they have heard it, 
and have been long accustomed to think so. This is the 
parent fallacy. St. Peter had, as we most fully admit, a pre­
eminence among the apostles ; but it has been shewn that this 
was in every sense personal, and such as from its nature even 
to exclude the possibility of its being inherited by any other. 
What greater fallacy can there be then than to assume that 
the supremacy claimed and exercised by the later Popes must 
be acknowledged to have descended to them by inheritance 
from St. Peter ? Neither is this sophistical mode of reasoning 
confined to this portion of the controversy j its influence is 
discoverable in all parts of the system, leading to those other 
mistaken conceptions which have been adopted by that erring 
Church as Catholic doctrines. Because, for example, the 
Blessed Virgin is to be regarded and remembered (as by us 
she is) with a holy veneration and gratitude, therefore, it is 
assumed she is to be deified, and adored with a worship which 
can hardly by any ingenuity be distinguished from divine. 
Because it is certain that the body and blood of Christ our 
Saviour are verily and indeed taken and received by the faith­
ful in the Lord's Supper (as we religiously believe and confess) 
therefore it is concluded that this can be no other than a car­
nal and corporeal participation, in which the wicked also can 
unite. Because it is acknowledged that they alone can be 
saved whom the L o r d adds daily to the Church, therefore it 
is assumed that there is no salvation except in the Boman 
communion; which arrogates exclusively to itself the title 
and character of the Catholic Church. Thus it is in every 
case. Premises are laid down which in themselves are true; 
and then by a dexterous shifting of the meaning of the terms, 
a conclusion is brought out which has no connexion (beyond 
an apparent one) with the original assumption. Yet to the 
unpractised and unobservant mind, it may appear to follow 
naturally from it. Of this there are many instances; but one 
more flagrant cannpt be named than that which assumes the 
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Bishop of Rome to have had committed to him, as the successor of 
St. Peter, a supremacy of such a nature as I trust it has been 
shewn St. Peter neither claimed nor exercised. Hence, or 
from such an indolent habit of taking opinions upon trust, 
arises a disposition to look with less jealousy upon the preten­
sion to supremacy; and the adverse cause is proportionably 
assisted and promoted. A n d experience shows that when the 
current has long been running in one direction, and when 
most persons have been habituated to float along with it, there 
is very great difficulty attending the endeavour to bring it 
back into the proper channel. The strong and binding hold 
which the belief of the papal supremacy takes upon the minds 
of Roman Catholics arises from their never having been 
allowed to " prove all things," nor even to entertain a doubt 
whether or no the Scripture does prove that supremacy 
according to their sense of the term to have been so certainly 
attached to the person of St. Peter as they, from their earliest 
years, have been trained to bebeve. This too is the secret of 
the favour with which they welcome the revival of the theory 
that what they now behold in the administration of theb chief 
Pontiff, is but the image magnified of an authority which, 
though at first manifested upon a slender scale, has always 
been essentially the same as it continues to the present day. 
Yet whosoever will look attentively into the circumstances, 
must find that the exertions of St. Peter, until after the call­
ing of the Gentiles by the baptism of Cornelius, had a refer­
ence, more or less direct, but always natural and certain, to 
the act of laying a foundation; and doing that which was 
required to render it stable and permanent, strong in his own 
purposes, he was to be the instrument for strengthening others: 
and thus to afford proof of the truth and certainty of the pro­
mise that the Church built upon him should be built upon a 
rock. This, let it never be forgotten, was his peculiar dis­
tinction ; not to govern the Church, but to provide that there 
should be a Church to be governed. 
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I have herein addressed myself more particularly to my 
brethren of the clergy, and especially to those who have been 
this day admitted to the holy orders of Priest and Deacon. 
But in discoursing on their duties, I have been compelled by 
circumstances to confine my observations to one particular 
portion of those duties. It is however that portion to which 
the earnest attention of us all is required by the strongest of 
all motives—the principle of self-defence, and the desire to 
maintain the cause of God and truth. A n d it occasions me 
less regret that my attention should have been confined to 
this one subject, inasmuch as I feel confident that you, my 
brethren, are not deficient either in acquaintance with those 
duties of which I have omitted to speak, or in a disposition to 
discharge them faithfully through the grace and help of God. 
One observation only let me add, with reference to the 
openly avowed design of the Church of Bome to recover that 
supremacy from which she was cast down by our Beformation, 
that the Romish system can never be defeated or superseded 
except by a system older than itself. Catholic truth is of an 
earlier date than heresy or error, seeing that it has " always" 
been. It is therefore in vain to seek it in the papal system, the 
very origin of which maybe discovered centuries after the age 
of the apostles. Thankful letus be, for thankful indeed we ought 
to be to God, that we have in the Church of England a faith­
ful model and an unimpeachable witness of that primitive 
Church which was built indeed upon St. Peter. But be re­
minded that what we need is not a fondness for controversies 
nor skill in the conduct of them. It is not so much required 
that we work in ourselves by argument a conviction of the 
identity of our Church system with that which existed in the 
beginning, as that God should implant in us by his spirit a 
love of the truth, and a disposition to promote the truth as it 
is in Jesus, for the love of men's souls committed to our trust. 
May God work in us a disposition to adorn the doctrine which 
is in itself so perfect, by a stricter, humbler, more earnest, 
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more devout, more scrupulous conformity of our lives to the 
spirit of that model from which the Church whose ministers we 
are,has been derived. It is not in a presumptuous feeling of 
sufficiency, arising from our communion with a Church so 
pure in doctrine, and so'apostolical in constitution, that we are 
to repose, as if we had already attained, or were already per­
fect. " The elders which are among you I exhort which also 
am an elder. Feed the flock of God which is among y o u , " 
remembering that our sufficiency, whatever portion may be 
allotted to us, is from God. Every Church is builded upon 
Peter in proportion as it has embraced and continues to hold 
the belief which he avowed in Christ, the Son of the living 
God. "Wheresoever that doctrine is taught in purity and 
fulness, there, it ought to be acknowledged, is the chair of 
Peter, from which it may in a just sense be said he still 
teaches all. The Church sets him before us as our example' 
in fulfilling the work of that ministry which he was the first 
to exercise. A n d very earnestly and constantly should we 
unite in the appointed prayer wherein the goodness of God is 
implored to bestow upon us a portion of his pastoral faithful­
ness ; and upon you, my brethren of the laity, the disposition 
to receive meekly and with pure affection the word of him 
who is the Shepherd and Bishop of your souls. 

L E T U S P R A Y . 

O Almighty God, who by thy Son Jesus Christ didst give 
to thy Apostle Saint Peter many excellent gifts, and com-
mandedst him earnestly to feed thy flock; make, we beseech 
thee, all Bishops and Pastors diligently to preach thy holy 
word, and the people obediently to follow the same; that 
they may receive the crown of everlasting glory, through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

c 





A P P E N D I X . 

Is the p r e c e d i n g S e r m o n s i t has been assumed t h a t b y " m y l a m b s " ( J o h n , 
x x i . 15) o u r L o r d i n t e n d e d to descr ibe the f irst d i sc ip les a n d preachers of 
the G o s p e l : w h o m h e h a d before so des ignated ( L u k e , x . 3 ) , a n d b y " m y 
s h e e p " ( J o h n , x x i . 1G, 17) the converts f r o m the J e w s a n d G e n t i l e s , to 
w h o m he h a d a p p l i e d th i s n a m e ( M a t t h e w , x . 6 ; x v . 2 4 ; J o h n , x . 16.) I t 
does not occur to me that there can be a n y mode o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n m o r e fa i r 
or more secure t h a n t h a t w h i c h makes o u r L o r d h i m s e l f the expos i tor of h i s 
o w n i n t e n t i o n s . I n t h e o r i g i n a l , S t . J o h n e m p l o y s t w o w o r d s (/36<rirw a n d 
iroijiaivia) w h i c h are g e n e r a l l y r e g a r d e d as a l i k e answerable to o u r s ing le -
express ion " f e e d : " a n d i t i s u p o n the existence o f a difference i n force a n d 
comprehensiveness s u p p o s e d to subsist be tween these w o r d s , that I rest m y 
op in ion o f o u r S a v i o u r ' s h a v i n g i n t e n d e d to c o n v e y to S t . P t t e r a di f ferent 
degree o f a u t h o r i t y over t h e several classes to w h o m those w o r d s are respec ­
t i ve ly a p p l i e d . S c h l e u s n e r ( L e x . N . T . ) refers to t h e N e w M i s c e l l . o f L e i p s i c , 
and to W e t s t e i n N . T . for i n f o r m a t i o n as to the difference here s p o k e n of. 
N e i t h e r o f those w o r k s i s w i t h i n r each . B u t w e possess the S c r i p t u r e s ; i n 
w h i c h I h a v e c a r e f u l l y e x a m i n e d e v e r y passage, (so far as I a m aware ) w h i c h 
can t h r o w l i g h t u p o n t h e q u e s t i o n . I n the 34th chapter o f E z e k i e l , w . 10 a n d 
23, the 70 in terchange the t w o words (as represent ing the sense o f a s ing le 
H e b r e w t e r m ) i n a w a y w h i c h m i g h t p r o v e that t h e y are per f e c t l y s y n o n y ­
mous, i f t h a t passage a lone were to be t a k e n i n t o cons iderat i on . B u t there 
is a great f r equency a n d preponderance of instances of a n opposite t e n d e n c y , 
f avour ing t h e c o n c l u s i o n t h a t voi/iaivui a l w a y s i n c l u d e s ( w h e n f i g u r a t i v e l y 
used) t h e sense o f d i r e c t i n g a n d o r d e r i n g as w e l l as o f i n s t r u c t i n g ; w h i l e 
fiona s e l d o m i f ever i m p l i e d more t h a n the l a t t e r . I m u s t be u n d e r s t o o d 
as a l l u d i n g o n l y to t h e figurative e m p l o y m e n t of t h e w o r d s : because i n t h e i r 
l i t e r a l sense I see no reason t o suppose t h e y differ I refer to the f o l l o w i n g 
passages. M i c h . v . 2, 4. w h e r e Trotjiavti, i t w i l l be observed, i s associated w i t h 
the office o f a " r u l e r , " a n d w i t h " s t r e n g t h " a n d " m a j e s t y . " 1 C h r o n . x v i i 
6 : here i t i s express ive of t h e office o f t h e " j u d g e s " w h o w e r e rulers i n I s r a e l . 
P s a l l x x v i i i . 7 1 , 7 2 , w h e r e i t denotes t h e r e g a l government of D a v i d : a n d 
also 2 S a m . 1, 2, h i s a p p o i n t m e n t as C a p t a i n over I s r a e l : a n d t h e same 
1 C h r o n . x i . 2. A g a i n , i n the p r o p h e t i c a l descr ip t i on o f C h r i s t , I s a . x l . 11, 
the same w o r d i m p l i e s not m e r e l y the m i n i s t r a t i o n of who lesome doc t r ine , 
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b u t the contro l a n d d i r e c t i o n exerc i sed over t h e flock : as i n P s a l . I x x x . 1, 
" hear 0 t h o u S h e p h e r d o f I s r a e l : that leadest J o s e p h l i k e a flock," a n d M i c . 
v i i . 14, " feed t h y people w i t h t h y r o d ; " o r pres ide over t h e m a n d conduct 
t h e m b y that e m b l e m of a u t h o r i t y . T h u s w h e n our L o r d h i m s e l f h a d taught 
t h e people a n d h e a l e d t h e i r b o d i l y i n f i r m i t i e s , he was m o v e d w i t h compassion 
t h a t t h e y h a d " n o s h e p h e r d " ( M a t t h . i x . 35 , 36) or s p i r i t u a l gu ide to order 
a n d d irect c o n t i n u a l l y those w h o h a d been so i n s t r u c t e d b y h i m . A n d i t 
m a y be observed t h a t th i s e x p l a n a t i o n i s f u r t h e r s u p p o r t e d b y the passage i n 
w h i c h t h e express i on " as sheep h a v i n g n o s h e p h e r d " w a s first employed . 
I t i s N u m . x x v i i . 17, a n d t h e d e s c r i p t i o n t h e r e i n c o n t a i n e d of the duties of 
s u c h d irector a n d gu ide , i s i n these t e r m s : " t h a t h e m a y go out before t h e m 
a n d go i n before t h e m ; a n d m a y l e a d t h e m o u t a n d b r i n g t h e m i n : " or m a y 
c o n t r o l a n d d i r e c t t h e m i n a l l t h e i r p roceed ings . A n d th i s comports 
a c cura te ly w i t h t h e n a t u r e o f P e t e r ' s s u p r e m a c y over the J e w s , as the A p o s t l e 
o f the C i r c u m c i s i o n ; b u t n o t at a l l w i t h the r e l a t i o n i n w h i c h he stood (as 
e x h i b i t e d i n the N e w T e s t a m e n t ) t owards e i t h e r the A p o s t l e s o r the G e n t i l e s . 
H i s b r e t h r e n i n t h e m i n i s t r y h e i n s t r u c t s a n d strengthens , u p o n a foot ing o f 
perfect e q u a l i t y ; a n d the G e n t i l e s h e renders u p to S t . P a u l as t h e i r proper 
super ior . I n t h e v e r s i o n o f t h e 7 0 , w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n o n l y o f the chapter of 
E z e k i e l w h i c h I h a v e re fer red to , there are f e w i f a n y instances of s u c h a use 
o f the t e r m /3off*w. I n t h e N e w T e s t a m e n t there i s n o o p p o r t u n i t y of 
c o m p a r i n g i t w i t h noipaivto, there b e i n g n o ins tance of i t s use i n a figurative 
sense except i n t h i s s ing le passage of S t . J o h n . B u t the w o r d iroifiaivai is o i 
f requent occurrence , a n d always i n the sense o f e x e r c i s i n g a u t h o r i t y . M a t t h . 
i i . 6 ; A c t s , x x . 2 8 ; l C o r . i x . 7 ; l P e t . v . 2 ; R e v . i i . 7 ; v i i . 17 ; x i i . 5 ; x i x . 15. 
T h e o n l y o ther passage i s J u d e 12, w h i c h i n o u r v e r s i o n is " f e e d i n g 
t h e m s e l v e s . " B u t as the c o n t e x t speaks o f these persons as " m u r m u r e r s , 
compla iners , w a l k i n g after t h e i r o w n i n c l i n a t i o n s " ( v . 16 ) , I r a t h e r t h i n k the 
express ion relates to s u c h h e a d y h i g h - m i n d e d persons as s co rn the d u t y of 
" s u b m i t t i n g themselves t o t h e i r governors a n d teachers, s p i r i t u a l pastors a n d 
masters " a n d are therefore desc r ibed as f o l l o w i n g n o gu idance b u t t h e i r o w n ; 
or , as i t m a y be t rans la ted , " directing themse lves w i t h o u t f e a r . " 

M y a r g u m e n t therefore i s , t h a t t h e i n j u n c t i o n s of C h r i s t a p p l y to three 
separate classes i n t h e C h u r c h ; a n d that over one o f these h e gives S t . P e t e r 
a n a u t h o r i t y d i f f e r ing b o t h i n ex tent a n d character f r o m t h a t w h i c h is 
ass igned to h i m over the o ther t w o ; a n d t h a t t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n ( the r ea l i t y of 
w h i c h is p r o v e d b y the subsequent h i s t o r y ) i s i n c o m p a t i b l e w i t h the es tab l i sh ­
m e n t of a s u p r e m a c y e x t e n d i n g over every p o r t i o n o f the C h u r c h a l i k e . 

A s to the p r o m i s e o f the k e y s , I h a v e n o s c r u p l e i n a d m i t t i n g that i t is a 
promise l i m i t e d to S t . P e t e r : " I w i l l g ive thee the k e y s . " I t is a p l a i n s imple 
persona l engagement w h i c h w a s never a f terwards e x t e n d e d to a n y other. 
N o t so the succeed ing p r o m i s e , " whatsoever t h o u sha l t b i n d o n ear th s h a l l 
be b o u n d i n h e a v e n , & c . " I n t h e first ins tance indeed , t h a t promise also is 
p e c u l i a r l y addressed to S t . P e t e r : b u t s u b s e q u e n t l y the same p o w e r to b i n d 
a n d loose, to r e t a i n s ins or t o r e m i t , is e x t e n d e d to the t w e l v e , a n d conf irmed 



to t h e m i n p e r p e t u i t y even to the e n d o f the w o r l d . ( M a t t , x v i i i . 17 ; J o h n x x . 
23.) H e r e i n i s a v i s i b l e difference, w h i c h of i t se l f i s suff ic ient to s h o w t h a t 
these w e r e separate engagements . A n d i n the language i t se l f w h a t is there 
to encourage the b e l i e f t h a t t h e y are one ? T h e S c r i p t u r e teaches us t h e 
proper d i s t i n c t i o n . " I s a w a n A n g e l come d o w n f r o m h e a v e n , h a v i n g t h e 
key o f the bottomless p i t , a n d a great chain i n h i s h a n d : a n d h e l a i d h o l d o f 
that o l d serpent w h i c h is t h e d e v i l , a n d bound h i m , a n d cast h i m i n t o t h e 
bottomless p i t a n d shut h i m u p . " ( R e v . x x . 1, 2.) T h e k e y a n d t h e c h a i n 
are b o t h s ign i f i cant o f a d e p u t e d a u t h o r i t y , b u t for different purposes . T h e 
A n g e l does n o t b i n d b y means o f the k e y , nor s h u t u p w i t h the c h a i n . E a c h 
serves i t s proper office, a n d those offices are independent of each o ther . T h e 
d e v i l m i g h t be b o u n d , yet not i m p r i s o n e d : o r s h u t u p w i t h o u t b e i n g b o u n d . 
There i s n o ^ c o m p a t i b i l i t y i n d i s t m g u i s h i n g be tween the gi ft o f t h e k e y s , 
a n d of a u t h o r i t y to b i n d a n d loose. 

T h e d o m i n i o n o f o u r L o r d over h i s k i n g d o m m a y be represented b y the 
k e y of D a v i d w h i c h he bears ( R e v . i i i . 7 ) . I t i s the e m b l e m of a l l p o w e r 
g i v e n to h i m i n h e a v e n a n d i n e a r t h . "When therefore t h e same e m b l e m i s 
t rans ferred to a n y created b e i n g , ( w h e t h e r m a n or angel ) i t cannot b u t be 
accompanied b y l i m i t a t i o n s a n d abatements . W h a t t h e n a t u r e a n d ex tent 
o f these are , m u s t be co l l ec ted f r o m subsequent events , w h i c h m a y be sa id t o 
speak for themselves . L e t the t ransact ions o f P e t e r ' s l i f e a n d m i n i s t r y be 
i m p a r t i a l l y inves t igated , a n d I a m conf ident that n o one, f o r m i n g h i s j u d g ­
ment f r o m t h e m , c a n say that he c onduc ted h i m s e l f as he n a t u r a l l y w o u l d 
have done i f h e h a d fe l t t h a t the w o r d s " I w i l l g i v e thee the k e y s " w e r e 
meant to inves t h i m -wi th s u p r e m e a u t h o r i t y . I n w h a t ins tance does h e 
c l a i m s u c h a u t h o r i t y ; or t h e p o w e r o f d i s c i p l i n e over a l l persons w i t h i n t h e 
C h u r c h ? N e i t h e r c a n i t be s h o w n w h e n or w h e r e the A p o s t l e s gave a n y 
s i g n o f t h e i r r e g a r d i n g h i m as t h e h o l d e r of a n office more t h a n a p o s t o l i c a l ; 
w h i c h p l a c e d t h e m u n d e r h i s c o n t r o l as m u c h as sheep are u n d e r t h e s h e p ­
h e r d , a n d i n s t e a d o f b r e t h r e n , m a d e t h e m h i s subjects . T h i s h o w e v e r i s t h e 
v i t a l p r i n c i p l e of p o p e r y . B u t h o w i s i t made o u t b y a reference to t h i s 
e x a m p l e ? O n e o f t h e m a i n proper t i es o f C h r i s t ' s rega l p o w e r i s to g i v e 
a d m i s s i o n to w h o m h e w i l l i n t o that k i n g d o m o f h e a v e n w h i c h b y h i s d e a t h 
he has opened to a l l be l i evers . T h u s he h i m s e l f describes the office of t h e 
k e y of D a v i d , i n the ins tance of the C h u r c h of P h i l a d e l p h i a ; s a y i n g , " B e h o l d 
I have set before thee an open door, a n d no m a n c a n shut i t . " ( R e v . i i i . 8.) 
I n h i s h a n d i s also t h e sceptre o f righteousness; t h e e m b l e m of a c o n t i n u i n g 
a u t h o r i t y t o govern w h o m h e a d m i t s . B u t i s i t necessar i ly so w h e n the k e y 
alone i s c o m m i t t e d to the h a n d o f a created be ing ? "Was i t t h u s i n the case 
o f S t . P e t e r , to w h o m i n d e e d i t w a s g i v e n to set s u c h a n open door before t h e 
G e n t i l e s , that so a n entrance m i g h t be m i n i s t e r e d u n t o t h e m a b u n d a n t l y i n t o 
the k i n g d o m o f o u r L o r d a n d S a v i o u r Jesus C h r i s t ? B u t the p a r a l l e l is n o t 
e x t e n d e d b y the ass ignment to h i m o f a s u p r e m a c y over those w h o m h e 
admits . O n the c o n t r a r y the A p o s t l e s h i p of the G e n t i l e s was conferred u p o n 
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a n o t h e r ; the n a t u r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f w h i c h i s t h a t P e t e r c o u l d not c l a i m , 
as the h o l d e r o f the k e y s , a s u p r e m a c y over t h e w h o l e C h u r c h s u c h as he d i d 
n o t possess over e v e r y p a r t o f i t . 

T h e r e is i n S c r i p t u r e a n ins tance w h i c h s t r o n g l y conf irms t h i s in terpre ta t i on , 
as i t shews that t h e k e y s m a y be h e l d abs t rac ted ly f r o m a l l possession or 
increase o f s p i r i t u a l s u p e r i o r i t y . I t i s t h a t o f E l i a k i m the son of H i l k i a h , 
w h o i n the r e i g n o f H e z e k i a h w a s a p p o i n t e d t o be over t h e h o u s e h o l d , or 
keeper of the t e m p l e . ( I s a . x x i i . 15 -22 . ) T h e badge o f th is office was 
" the k e y of the house o f D a v i d , " w h i c h , s a i t h t h e L o r d , " I w i l l l a y u p o n h is 
s h o u l d e r : " a n d , as i f for the p u r p o s e o f contrast w i t h the neglect on account 
o f w h i c h h i s predecessor h a d been degraded a n d d i smissed , i t is s a i d w i t h 
emphas i s of E l i a k i m , " h e s h a l l o p e n a n d none s h a l l s h u t ; a n d he s h a l l shut 
a n d none s h a l l o p e n . " T h e r e m i g h t be a suf f ic ient occas ion for th i s u r g e n c y . 
B u t a f ew years before, K i n g A h a z h a d " s h u t u p the doors o f the house of 
t h e L o r d , " e x c l u d i n g a l l w h o came to w o r s h i p . A t t h e v e r y outset o f h i s 
r e i g n H e z e k i a h r e - o p e n e d t h e doors after t h e y h a d been k e p t c losed d u r i n g 
fifteen years , (2 C h r o n . x x v i i i . 2 4 ; x x i x . 3,) a n d he r e q u i r e d a firm a n d 
f a i t h f u l officer to w h o s e h a n d s he m i g h t c o m m i t the k e y s ; o r that p o r t i o n of 
h i s o w n r e g a l charge w h i c h cons i s ted i n e n s u r i n g a n o p e n door for the 
a d m i s s i o n in to the house of G o d o f as m a n y as w e r e e n t i t l e d to come i n . 
If i t be s a i d he was t h e t y p e o f P e t e r , a n d of the office h e l d b y h i m 
h i m i n the C h r i s t i a n C h u r c h , I h a v e n o ob j e c t i on to offer ; p r o v i d e d that the 
a d m i s s i o n be a c c o m p a n i e d w i t h p r o p e r e x p l a n a t i o n s . T h e " g o v e r n m e n t " 
o f E l i a k i m , or h i s " s t a t i o n , " as i t i s t e r m e d i n a prev ious verse , was l i m i t e d , 
not u n i v e r s a l ; m i n i s t e r i a l r a t h e r t h a n d i s c r e t i o n a r y . I t h a d reference to one 
d u t y o n l y , so far as w e are i n f o r m e d ; a n d the m a n n e r o f e x e r c i s i n g that d u t y 
was v e r y s t r i c t l y p o i n t e d o u t . H e w a s to o p e n to t h e peop le of G o d , w h o 
t h e n w e r e the J e w s o n l y . T o t h e m our L o r d was sent, a n d to t h e m the 
door o f a d m i s s i o n i n t o h i s C h u r c h was su f f i c i ent ly opened b y h i s e x p l i c i t 
persona l i n v i t a t i o n to t h e m t o come i n . T h e office o f E l i a k i m was to shut 
t h e door against t h e G e n t i l e s ; i n s o m u c h t h a t h e i s the contrast , r a t h e r , of 
P e t e r , as the second A d a m w a s o f the first; t h e i r offices be ing d i r e c t l y 
opposite i n effect. B u t o f w h o m s o e v e r E l i a k i m m a y have been the figure, 
h i s e m p l o y m e n t , a l t h o u g h exer c i sed w i t h a v i e w to s p i r i t u a l objects, gave 
h i m n o s p i r i t u a l charac ter , T h e possession o f t h e k e y o f D a v i d e n t i t l e d h i m 
to no a u t h o r i t y to f o rg ive s i n s , or t o sanct i fy e v e n to the p u r i f y i n g o f the 
flesh. I t was n o t h i s p r o v i n c e to c onvoke t h e s o l e m n a s s e m b l i e s ; o r to 
decide u p o n matters o f f a i t h , or p o i n t s of r e l i g i o u s o b l i g a t i o n a n d ceremony ; 
or to exerc ise a n y s p i r i t u a l s u p e r i o r i t y or j u r i s d i c t i o n . These dut ies were 
b y G o d ' s o rd inance c o m m i t t e d to o t h e r h a n d s : to the h i g h pr ies t a n d other 
members of the l e v i t i c a l o r d e r . E l i a k i m h e l d a n office connected w i t h the 
regal not the p r i e s t l y f u n c t i o n o f C h r i s t . H e was o r d a i n e d express ly to 
c a r r y i n t o effect t h e o r d i n a n c e of the k i n g ; w h o h a d n o w b y h i s edict opened 
t h e door that h a d been s h u t . I n t h i s , I t h i n k , h e m a y have been the e m b l e m 
o f C h r i s t ; w h o , as the representat ive of t h e K i n g I m m o r t a l a n d I n v i s i b l e , 
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holds t h e k e y o f t h e C h u r c h . So also P e t e r h e l d t h e k e y s for a c o r respond ing 
p u r p o s e ; b u t a n y charge w h i c h he h a d to feed a n d govern w i t h i n t h e C h u r c h , 
was d e r i v e d n o t f r o m the k e y s , w h i c h were c o m m i t t e d to h i m alone , b u t f r o m 
that c o m m i s s i o n to r e m i t a n d r e t a i n s ins w h i c h h e as a n A p o s t l e h e l d u p o n 
terms o f e q u a l i t y w i t h t h e rest . 

T h e eminence of h i s p e r s o n a l office consists i n t h i s , t h a t i t b r i n g s h i m near 
to b e i n g a p a r t n e r a n d f e l l o w - l a b o u r e r w i t h h i s L o r d i n h i s e m p l o y m e n t o f 
ga ther ing a C h u r c h out o f a l l n a t i o n s . H i s w o r k i n the a d m i s s i o n o f the 
Gent i l e s seems m e a n t to be the c o m p l e m e n t of C h r i s t ' s c a l l to t h e J e w i s h 
people. A n d t h i s condescens ion o f t h e S o n o f M a n i n assoc iat ing a h u m a n 
creature i n h i s o w n l a b o u r of l ove , i s s t r i k i n g l y set f o r t h b y a n i n c i d e n t w h i c h 
does n o t more c l e a r l y s i g n i f y the p r e - e m i n e n c e o f the e m p l o y m e n t to w h i c h 
P e t e r w a s c a l l e d t h a n i t betokens i t s absolute l i m i t a t i o n to h i m b y t h e 
e x c l u s i o n of a l l o ther m e n : I m e a n t h e p a y m e n t of the t r i b u t e m o n e y at 
C a p e r n a u m ( M a t t h e w , x v i i . 2 7 ) — " T h a t take a n d g ive u n t o t h e m for me and 

thee." O n e p a y m e n t s h a l l suffice t o m a k e sat i s fac t i on for t h e " c h i l d r e n " 
w h o m I h a v e i n t r o d u c e d , a n d for those " s t r a n g e r s " w h o m t h o u o n m y 
behal f a r t to a d m i t i n t o t h e k i n g d o m o f G o d . 

I t w i l l h a v e been seen t h a t I do n o t q u e s t i o n m a n y of the premises i n ­
sisted o n b y t h e advocates o f R o m a n i s m , because no m o d e o f r e a s o n i n g c a n 
less r e c o m m e n d i t s e l f to m y r e g a r d t h a n t h a t o f d i s p u t i n g v i s i b l e t r u t h s 
t h r o u g h a p p r e h e n s i o n o f the consequences w h i c h m a y ar ise f r o m t h e i r 
a d m i s s i o n . B u t those advocates r e q u i r e to be n a r r o w l y w a t c h e d at e v e r y 
stage. N e v e r has t h e w o r l d b e h e l d t h e i r equals i n t h e art o f d e r i v i n g false 
conc lus ions f r o m a c k n o w l e d g e d facts . T h e i m a g e p e r p e t u a l l y before then-
v i e w is t h a t o f a n u n i v e r s a l s u p r e m a c y , a r i g h t p e r m a n e n t l y conferred u p o n 
S t . P e t e r to feed, d i rec t , a n d g o v e r n t h e w h o l e C h u r c h . N o t h i n g shor t o f a 
cont inuance o f t h e same right to t h e i r c h i e f pre la te , as t h e successor o f 
S t . P e t e r , V i c a r of C h r i s t , a n d centre of C a t h o l i c u n i t y , c a n sat is fy t h e i r 
exorb i tant pre tens ions . 

Y e t t h e A c t s o f t h e A p o s t l e s , a n d S t . P a u l ' s ep i s t l e t o t h e G a l a t i a n s , c o n ­
t a i n i n t h e m suff ic ient f o r t h e o v e r t h r o w o f s u c h p r e t e n s i o n s ; n o r c a n I 
regard i t as o ther t h a n a n a p p o i n t m e n t o f D i v i n e p r o v i d e n c e t h a t the d i s ­
t i n c t i o n to w h i c h S t . P e t e r was r e a l l y e levated, t h a t o f p r e s i d i n g , as c h i e f 
pastor, over t h e J e w i s h sec t ion o f t h e C h u r c h i n e v e r y p lace , s h o u l d h a v e 
been m a d e to f u r n i s h a r e f u t a t i o n o f t h e c l a i m w h i c h others h a v e set u p o n 
h is behal f , to a u n i v e r s a l a n d p e r p e t u a l s u p r e m a c y over the C h u r c h i n t h e 
aggregate, a n d over e v e r y p a r t o f i t a l i c e . I t does appear to m e b e y o n d 
express ion r e m a r k a b l e t h a t out of t h e m i n i s t r y o f the c i r c u m c i s i o n , w h i c h 
u n q u e s t i o n a b l y was c o m m i t t e d to h i m , a c ont roversy s h o u l d h a v e ar i sen 
w h i c h i n i t s progress d r e w f r o m h i m a r e n u n c i a t i o n o f a l l those prerogat ives 
i n w h i c h , i f i t h a v e a n y r e a l i t y , t h e P a p a l s u p r e m a c y m u s t cons is t . I n t h e 
C h u r c h at A n t i o c h a q u e s t i o n was ra i sed w h e t h e r i t w a s necessary, as t h e 
J e w i s h zealots m a i n t a i n e d , that the G e n t i l e C h r i s t i a n s s h o u l d be c i r c u m ­
cised after t h e m a n n e r of M o s e s . W h e n P a u l w e n t t o J e r u s a l e m , u p o n a 
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reference of th i s d i s p u t e to t h e A p o s t l e s , he t o o k t h i s o p p o r t u n i t y o f c o m ­
m u n i c a t i n g t o the c h i e f A p o s t l e s t h e p r i n c i p l e s u p o n -which he h a d acted i n 
r e f u s i n g to p e r m i t T i t u s to be c i r c u m c i s e d ; b u t obta ined f r o m t h e m no more 
complete sat i s fac t i on . O n t h e c o n t r a r y , J a m e s , P e t e r , a n d J o h n a c k n o w ­
l e d g e d h i m as t h e a p p o i n t e d s p i r i t u a l d i r e c t o r o f t h e G e n t i l e converts ; 
h a v i n g as perfect a r i g h t of j u r i s d i c t i o n a m o n g t h e m as S t . P e t e r h a d over 
those of the c i r c u m c i s i o n ( G a l a t . i i . 9 ) . I a m sure n o one c a n c a n d i d l y 
e x a m i n e the s tatement c o n t a i n e d i n t h i s c h a p t e r w i t h o u t c o m i n g to the con ­
c l u s i o n that i f S t . P e t e r h a d ever e x e r c i s e d a p r e s i d e n c y over t h e affairs of 
t h e ent i re C h u r c h , i t arose f r o m t h e s i n g l e c i r c u m s t a n c e t h a t a l l the converts 
were i n the f i rst ins tance o f J e w i s h o r i g i n . B u t as soon as the n u m b e r s of 
G e n t i l e C h r i s t i a n s h a d so i n c r e a s e d t h a t t h e i r vo i ce began to be h e a r d , a n d 
t h e i r in f luence to be f e l t , h i s t i t l e to a n y s u c h s u p e r i o r i t y over t h e m w a s not 
a c k n o w l e d g e d b y S t . P a u l , a n d w a s a b a n d o n e d b y P e t e r h i m s e l f . " W h e n 
J a m e s , Cephas , a n d J o h n , w h o seemed to be p i l l a r s , p e r c e i v e d the grace 
t h a t was g i v e n u n t o m e , t h e y gave to m e a n d B a r n a b a s t h e r i g h t h a n d of 
f e l l o w s h i p , t h a t w e s h o u l d go u n t o the h e a t h e n , a n d t h e y u n t o the c i r c u m ­
c i s i o n . " I a m e n t i t l e d to say , t h e n , t h a t the p r i m a c y en t rus ted to P e t e r was 
l i m i t e d a n d t e m p o r a r y , a n d w e are able to p o i n t to the prec ise m o m e n t at 
w h i c h i t t e r m i n a t e d e v e n b y h i s o w n a c k n o w l e d g m e n t . T h i s g i v i n g o f the 
r i g h t h a n d o f f e l l o w s h i p to a b r o t h e r A p o s t l e , w h o s h o u l d exerc ise over one 
p o r t i o n of t h e C h u r c h t h e same j u r i s d i c t i o n as h e over the r e m a i n d e r , i s fa ta l 
t o the v e r y c oncept i on o f a s u p r e m a c y b e l o n g i n g to e i ther . 

A g a i n w h e n t h i s p r e l i m i n a r y h a d been d e t e r m i n e d , n a m e l y , t h a t there 
w a s n o d i s t i n c t i o n e i t h e r i n k i n d o r degree be tween the powers of order 
w h i c h the t w o great A p o s t l e s w e r e to exerc i se , each over h i s respect ive p o r ­
t i o n o f the C h u r c h , t h e a s s e m b l y w a s c o n v e n e d to consider the necessity of 
G e n t i l e c i r c u m c i s i o n . P e t e r r ises u p , after there h a d been m u c h d i s p u t i n g , 
a n d declares h i s p e r s u a s i o n t h a t the y o k e o f t h e J e w i s h r i t e s s h o u l d n o t be 
l a i d u p o n t h e G e n t i l e s . T h e n P a u l a n d B a r n a b a s dec lare w h a t mirac les 
G o d h a d w r o u g h t a m o n g t h e G e n t i l e s b y t h e m . A f t e r w a r d s fo l lows James , 
s a y i n g " m y sentence i s , " o r " I d e t e r m i n e . " N o w i t is c o m m o n e n o u g h to 
hear , " R o m e h a t h s p o k e n ; " b u t there w o u l d be s o m e t h i n g u n u s u a l i n a n ­
other r i s i n g u p after R o m e h a d s p o k e n , n o t a d o p t i n g R o m e ' s o p i n i o n as c o n ­
c l u s i v e , b u t pass ing h i s o w n j u d g m e n t u p o n i t ; a n d w i t h a n a i r o f a u t h o r i t y 
s e t t ing the sea l o f h i s a p p r o v a l to t h e d e t e r m i n a t i o n w h i c h the h e a d o f the 
C h u r c h h a d a l r e a d y p r o n o u n c e d . T h i s , t h e n , i s b e y o n d c o n t r a d i c t i o n , that 
S t . P e t e r d i d not o n t h i s occas ion l a y c l a i m to s u p e r i o r i t y . H e spoke as a 
w i tness , a n d v o t e d as a n o r d i n a r y m e m b e r ; a n d the d e n i a l o f five h u n d r e d 
P o p e s c o u l d not s h a k e the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t i t was S t . J a m e s w h o p u t the 
ques t i on to the a s s e m b l y , c o l l e c t e d i t s suffrages, a n d d e c l a r e d i ts d e t e r m i n a ­
t i o n ; i n o ther w o r d s , that h e w a s the p r e s i d e n t o f t h i s C o u n c i l . * I t i s 

' l ie was the Bishop of the C h u r c h in Jerusalem, therefore he speaks Jast " Chrys' 
Horn, in Act. Apost. Serai. 33. ** What mcacs this, * my sentence is* % It is cquiralent to 
/ say with authority that so it i s . " Id. E d . Sav. t. iv . p. 795—707. 
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i n c u m b e n t s u r e l y o n the aff irmers o f the P a p a l s u p r e m a c y to e x p l a i n h o w 
these t h i n g s c o u l d be , i f i t were t h e i n t e n t i o n o f C h r i s t , w h e n he s a i d , 
" u p o n t h i s r o c k I w i l l b u i l d m y C h u r c h , " to confer u p o n P e t e r a s u p r e m a c y 
w h i c h s h o u l d e n t i t l e h i m to feed, g u i d e , a n d g o v e r n the w h o l e b o d y of t h e 
C h u r c h ; a n d b y r i g h t to c onvoke a n d pres ide i n a l l G e n e r a l C o u n c i l s for t h e 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n o f po ints o f f a i t h . T h e s e acts o f s u p e r i o r i t y , i t i s u n d e n i a b l e , 
he d i d n o t exerc ise ; a n d w e are e n t i t l e d therefore to say he d i d n o t arrogate 
to h i m s e l f t h e possess ion o f a n y s u c h a u t h o r i t y . A c o n v i n c i n g proof , i t 
appears to m e , t h a t t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w h i c h t h e R o m a n controvers ia l i s ts 
have p u t u p o n the express ions o f C h r i s t was u n k n o w n to t h e A p o s t l e s ; o r , 
i f i t w e r e k n o w n , was n o t a d m i t t e d b y t h e m to c o n v e y the true s i g n i f i c a t i o n 
of those express ions . 

T h i s c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s f r o m the recorded acts o f S t . P e t e r h i m s e l f : a n d 
a s i m i l a r process o f r eason ing leads to the o v e r t h r o w of another a t t r i b u t e 
w h i c h i s f o n d l y c l a i m e d for h i s s o - c a l l e d successors ; a n d i s i n d e e d a n i n d i s ­
pensable q u a l i f i c a t i o n for the exerc ise of that u n i v e r s a l s u p r e m a c y w h i c h 
t h e y w o u l d f a i n be s u p p o s e d to der ive f r o m t h i s first o f the apostles : I m e a n 
the p o w e r o f p r o n o u n c i n g i n f a l l i b l y u p o n mat ters o f f a i t h ; or of u n e r r i n g l y 
d e c l a r i n g t h e sense o f t h e decrees o f C o u n c i l s . W i t h s u c h a q u a l i f i c a t i o n i t 
m a y be p l a i n l y s h e w n S t . P e t e r w a s n o t i n v e s t e d . T h e s u p e r s c r i p t i o n 
o f the aposto l i c decree i s h i g h l y express ive o f the d i v i d e d state o f t h e 
C h r i s t i a n b o d y at A n t i o c h . I t is addressed " t o those b r e t h r e n at A n t i o c h 
w h o are o f t h e G e n t i l e s " ( ro le Kara rf^v'Avric>xllav adi\(j>oig, roic t i ; Wvwv). 

I t w a s q u i t e n a t u r a l t h a t these, w h e n t h e y r e a d a decree so c o m p l e t e l y 
e s t a b l i s h i n g t h e i r e x e m p t i o n f r o m J u d a i c a l observances , s h o u l d re jo ice for 
the conso la t i on . P a u l also a n d B a r n a b a s r e m a i n e d w i t h t h e m p r e a c h i n g the 
w o r d o f the L o r d . S h o r t l y a f terwards a r r i v e d P e t e r , w h o h a d a s t rong n a t u r a l 
c o n n e x i o n w i t h t h i s C h u r c h ; the o r i g i n a l members of w h i c h h a d been " J e w s 
o n l y . " ( A c t s x i . 19 ) . A t h i s first c o m i n g h e l i v e d after the m a n n e r of 
the G e n t i l e s , a n d s c r u p l e d not to eat w i t h t h e m . ( G a l a t i a n s , i i . 12, 14.) 
A f t e r w a r d s , f e a r i n g t h e h o s t i l i t y w h i c h t h i s concession h a d p r o v o k e d 
a m o n g those w h o were o f the c i r c u m c i s i o n , he separated h i m s e l f a n d 
w i t h d r e w f r o m assoc iat ion w i t h t h e G e n t i l e s , except u p o n the c o n d i t i o n 
o f t h e i r c o n s e n t i n g t o l i v e as d o the J e w s . I n t h i s h e was f o l l o w e d 
b y t h e o ther J e w s : t h a t is b y t h e w h o l e of t h a t p o r t i o n of t h e C h u r c h 
w h i c h cons is ted o f converts f r o m J u d a i s m ; n o t e v e n e x c e p t i n g B a r n a b a s . 
( G a l . i i . 1 1 - 1 3 . ) T h u s w a s S t . P a u l left s i n g l y , w i t h h i s b a n d o f 
G e n t i l e f o l l owers , to face th i s d i s p l a y of p a r t y f ee l ing . T h e ques t i on t h e n 
to be a s k e d i s , w h e t h e r the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w h i c h S t . P e t e r p u t , or c o n n i v e d 
at others p u t t i n g , u p o n t h e decree o f the A p o s t l e s , gave the t r u e a n d genuine 
sense o f i t > A c c o r d i n g t o the l e t t e r , that decree d e t e r m i n e d no more t h a n 
that t h e G e n t i l e conver ts s h o i d d n o t be r e q u i r e d to be c i r c u m c i s e d after the 
m a n n e r o f M o s e s . I t does not proceed to say , a l t h o u g h i t i m p l i e s , that t h e y 
m u s t be a d m i t t e d to assoc iat ion b y those w h o were of the c i r c u m c i s i o n . O f 

th is the J e w i s h p a r t y evas ive ly took advantage , a n d w i t h o u t a c t u a l l y 
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cont rad i c t ing the t e r m s o f the decree, r e n d e r e d i t a lmost as inopera t i ve as i f 
i t h a d never been f r a m e d . T h i s w a s t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w h i c h S t . P e t e r 
encouraged others to m a i n t a i n , a n d h i m s e l f ac ted u p o n . T h e ques t i on is 
w h e t h e r he was t h e n a n u n e r r i n g e x p o u n d e r o f t h e w o r d of t h e H o l y G h o s t , 
or a n i n f a l l i b l e gu ide a n d d i r e c t o r u p o n a p o i n t o f f a i t h ? S t . P a u l was 
reso lute i n h i s oppos i t i on : a n d declares t h a t h e w i t h s t o o d P e t e r t o the face 
" because he was to be b l a m e d : " h e was r e p r e h e n s i b l e ; d e s e r v i n g c e n s u r e ; 
because he sanct i oned a v i r t u a l l y false i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f a n aposto l i ca l 
o r d i n a n c e ; o r at least , a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w h i c h cont rad i c t ed i ts s p i r i t a n d 
i n t e n t i o n : thereby m i s l e a d i n g o thers , a n d o c cas i on ing a s c h i s m i n the C h u r c h . 
I t does not a v a i l to say t h a t h i s c o n d u c t was t h e effect o f d i s s i m u l a t i o n , or a 
suppress ion o f h i s o w n c o n v i c t i o n s u n d e r a p p r e h e n s i o n o f t h e v io lence of 
o thers . I f he c o u l d l e a d others as t ray f r o m the t r u t h , i t matters l i t t l e f r o m 
w h a t cause i t m a y h a v e a r i s e n . T o satis fy t h e R o m i s h t h e o r y , w h i c h requ ires 
i m p l i c i t s u b m i s s i o n to t h e a u t h o r i t y of t h e C h u r c h d e c l a r e d b y its v i s i b l e 
h e a d , i t is necessary t h a t there s h o u l d be n o t o n l y h y p o t h e t i c a l l y an 
i n c a p a b i l i t y of b e i n g dece ived , b u t also a n e x e m p t i o n p r a c t i c a l l y f r o m the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of t e a c h i n g e r r o r . 

T h i s , therefore, m a k e s good t h e assert ion t h a t the p r i m a c y o f order , w i t h 
w h i c h S t . P e t e r w a s i n v e s t e d o v e r t h e Jewish converts to C h r i s t i a n i t y , f u r ­
n ishes occasion for the d i s p r o o f o f t h e s u p r e m a c y c l a i m e d for h i m over the 
w h o l e C h u r c h . T h e d i spute b e t w e e n the c i r c u m c i s i o n a n d the G e n t d e s i n 
the C h u r c h at A n t i o c h l e d i m m e d i a t e l y to the q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r the A p o s t l e 
o f t h e c i r c u m c i s i o n s h o u l d h a v e t h e gu idance a n d c o n t r o l of a l l the b r e t h r e n ; 
a n d t h e pos i t i on w h i c h S t . P e t e r w a s l e d to t a k e i n consequence o f h i s c loser 
c o n n e x i o n w i t h the c i r c u m c i s i o n , d i d g ive r i s e t o admiss ions f a t a l to the idea 
o f h i s u n i v e r s a l s u p r e m a c y . H e a b d i c a t e d e v e r y c l a i m to i t w h e n he ac­
k n o w l e d g e d the t i t l e o f another A p o s t l e to a n o r d i n a r y j u r i s d i c t i o n over one 
great p o r t i o n of t h e C h u r c h . H i s appearance i n the C o u n c i l at J e r u s a l e m 
betokens that the a s s u m p t i o n o f a s u p r e m a c y over a l l the rest was fore ign 
to h i s t h o u g h t s , a n d t h a t n o s u c h i m p r e s s i o n p r e v a i l e d a m o n g the A p o s t l e s 
as to t h e r e l a t i o n i n w h i c h he s tood to t h e m . H i s d i s s i m u l a t i o n at A n t i o c h 
shews that he m i g h t a n d d i d err i n f a i t h a n d d o c t r i n e ; for i f h e d i d n o t err 
o n t h a t occasion, t h e n c o u l d i t n o t be c o r r e c t l y m a i n t a i n e d b y S t . P a u l that 
" there is no difference b e t w e e n t h e J e w a n d G r e e k . " ( R o m . x . 12.) I t i s 
r e m a r k a b l e t h a t there i s n o f u r t h e r m e n t i o n o f S t . P e t e r i n t h e A c t s o f the 
A p o s t l e s . W e lose s i g h t o f h i m i n v o l v e d i n t h e m a i n t e n a n c e of a n error of 
s u c h a n a t u r e , t h a t , i f h i s v i e w s h a d p r e v a i l e d , i f he h a d n o t been w i t h s t o o d 
a n d corrected b y S t . P a i d , t h e u n i t y of t h e C h u r c h m u s t h a v e been de­
s t r o y e d , or the C h u r c h m u s t h a v e r e s o l v e d i t s e l f i n t o t w o d iv i s i ons , each 
aposto l i ca l b u t n e i t h e r o f t h e m C a t h o l i c . T h e s e are not quest ions of mere 
c u r i o s i t y . T h e i r i m p o r t a n c e c a n h a r d l y be o v e r r a t e d as b e a r i n g u p o n the 
R o m i s h controversy . T h e c o m m o n a r g u m e n t o n t h a t s ide i s , that the a t ­
t a i n m e n t o f s u c h a degree o f a u t h o r i t y as t h e B i s h o p s o f R o m e have , d u r i n g 
m a n y centuries exerc i sed i n the C h u r c h , i s o f i t s e l f a n unanswerab le proo f 
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of the correctness o f t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f o u r L o r d ' s express ions to S t . 
P e t e r . I n r e p l y to t h i s I p r o d u c e the t e s t i m o n y o f the aposto l i c age, 
s h e w i n g t h a t t h e s u p r e m a c y c on tended for w a s n e i t h e r a d m i t t e d b y S t . 
P a i d , n o r recogn ised b y t h e o ther c h i e f A p o s t l e s , n o r c l a i m e d b y S t . P e t e r 
h imse l f . C o u l d these t h i n g s h a v e b e e n so, i f the express ions o f our L o r d 
h a d r e a l l y been m e a n t to convey t h e sense i n w h i c h t h e R o m a n C a t h o l i c 
C h u r c h e x p o u n d s t h e m ? 

H e r e t h e n w e lose s i gh t o f P e t e r i n the A c t s o f t h e A p o s t l e s . "Whatever 
i n f o r m a t i o n w e m a y hence fo r th o b t a i n respect ing h i m , m u s t be d e r i v e d f r o m 
sources less a u t h e n t i c i n d e e d , b u t s t i l l so far t r u s t w o r t h y t h a t , b y c a r e f u l l y 
e x a n i i n i n g a n d c o n f r o n t i n g t h e m , t h e p o r t i o n o f t r u t h w h i c h t h e y do c o n ­
t a i n m a y be b r o u g h t to l i g h t , a n d es tab l i shed for our gu idance w i t h a su f f i ­
c ient degree o f c e r t a i n t y . I t appears to m e w o r t h w h i l e to p u r s u e th i s t r a i n 
of i n v e s t i g a t i o n for the s a k e o f some i m p o r t a n t conc lus ions to w h i c h i t l eads . 
T h e first o f t h e m i s , that S t . P e t e r d i d , at a subsequent p e r i o d , v i r t u a l l y a c ­
k n o w l e d g e , b y h i s a l t e r e d m o d e of p r o c e e d i n g , the error i n t o w h i c h he h a d 
fa l l en i n c o u n t e n a n c i n g t h e p a r t y d i v i s i o n s i n t h e C h u r c h at A n t i o c h . T h e 
es tab l i shment o f a t w o f o l d co - o rd inate apost leship o f t h e c i r c u m c i s i o n a n d 
the u n c i r c u m c i s i o n l e d to the r e s u l t that , w h e r e v e r t h e converts i n a n y 
C h u r c h were p a r t l y o f J e w i s h a n d p a r t l y o f G e n t i l e o r i g i n , t h e c h i e f p a s t o r ­
sh ip over the f o rmer was u n d e r t a k e n b y S t . P e t e r , a n d over the l a t t e r b y S t . 
P a u l , d u r i n g t h e i r c ont inuance i n t h e same p l a c e . " W h e n t h e y depar ted 
f r o m a n y s u c h C h u r c h , t h e y c o n s t i t u t e d P a s t o r s o r E v a n g e l i s t s , (or b y 
whatsoever n a m e t h e y m i g h t be d i s t i n g u i s h e d ) to act for the t i m e as t h e i r 
respect ive s u b s t i t u t e s . * 

Theodore t i n d e e d e x p l a i n s that t h e pastors a n d teachers were s t a t i o n a r y , 
one i n each c i t y or t o w n , (afyiapLon'ivovc Kara irokiv Kai Kwfinv) a n d w e r e 
thus d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m t h e E v a n g e l i s t s whose m i n i s t r y w a s i t i n e r a n t . 
( I n t e r p r . E p . a d E p h e s . cap . i v . 11 ) . T h e r e are m a n y ev ident instances o f 
th is b r a n c h o f t h e apos to l i ca l e c o n o m y i n the w r i t i n g s o f S t . P a u l , w h o 
appears i n t h i s m a n n e r to h a v e a d m i n i s t e r e d the C h u r c h e s of w h i c h the care 
came u p o n h i m . T o t h e P h i l i p p i a n s for e x a m p l e , h e states h i s i n a b i l i t y 
as yet to come to t h e m , o r so m u c h as , at the present t i m e , to send T i m o t h y . 
( P h i l i p , i i . 19, 23 , 24. ) There fore h e says, " I t h o u g h t i t necessary to s e n d 
to y o u E p a p h r o d i t u s m y bro ther a n d c o m p a n i o n i n l a b o u r , a n d f e l l o w 
soldier , b u t y o u r m e s s e n g e r " or a n g e l : t h e i r b i shop a n d pas tor , f T h e 
appo intments o f T i m o t h y a n d T i t u s are too w e l l k n o w n to r e q u i r e a reference : 

* Whenever those two great Apostles came to the same city, the one constantly applied 
himself to the Jews, received disciples o f such, formed them into a C h u r c h , left them 
whea he departed that region, to be governed by some bishop of his own assignation ; and 
the other in like manner did the same to the Gentiles. (Hammond on Schism, chap. iv . 
Works vol . 1. p. 514. 

f Tertull ian in Prcesc.: saith that St. P a u l instituted an Episcopal See at Phi l ippi . 
Chrysost., Hieron. , Theodor. , and others, name Epaphroditus to be the first bishop : and 
the epithets here given him by the Apostle do seem to confirm this. Bishop Fel l , Paraphr. 
on lie EpUUe to the Philipyuau. 
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a n d w h e n S t . P a u l sent for t h e former o f these t o a t t end h i m at R o m e , 
b r i n g i n g M a r k also w i t h h i m , h e cont inues b y s a y i n g " T y c h i c u s have I sent 
to E p h e s u s : " as i f to c o n v e y assurance t h a t the C h u r c h there s h o u l d n o t be 
left w i t h o u t a su i tab le pastor for i t s super in tendence d u r i n g t h e t e m p o r a r y 
absence of i t s o r d i n a r y c h i e f m i n i s t e r s . 

A p l a i n a n a l o g y w o u l d l e a d to t h e c o n c l u s i o n t h a t a s i m i l a r p r o v i s i o n 
w o u l d be m a d e at A n t i o c h , d u r i n g t h e absence of t h e A p o s t l e s , even i f there 
were n o h i s t o r i c a l ev idence to c o n f i r m i t . B u t there i s s u c h ev idence , as w i l l 
be s h e w n : a n d i ts force a n d c r e d i b i l i t y i s v e r y m u c h s t rengthened b y i t s ac­
cordance w i t h the state o f t h i n g s w h i c h , r e a s o n i n g a priori, w e s h o u l d expect 
to find p r e v a i l i n g . W e k n o w t h a t P e t e r a n d h i s f o l l o w e r s separated themselves , 
r e f u s i n g to eat w i t h t h e o ther p o r t i o n of t h e C h u r c h . A n d as t h e y w o u l d 
n o t eat, so ne i ther c o u l d t h e y w o r s h i p i n c o m m o n . S t . P e t e r ' s first assurance 
o f the l awfu lness o f h o l d i n g r e l i g i o u s c o m m u n i o n w i t h m e n u n c i r c u m c i s e d 
was g r o u n d e d o n t h e v i s i o n w h i c h s h e w e d h i m t h a t h e m i g h t eat the i r food . 
W h e n he a f terwards d e c l i n e d t o p a r t a k e o f i t , h e w o u l d n a t u r a l l y h o l d h i m ­
se l f a loo f f r o m the r e l i g i o u s assoc ia t ion a lso . C o u l d i t be o t h e r w i s e ? W h e n 
t h e y w o u l d not eat i n c o m p a n y w i t h gent i les , h o w w e r e t h e y o f the c i r c u m ­
c i s i o n t o u n i t e w i t h t h e m i n t h e i r r e l i g i o u s assembl ies , w h e r e the p r i n c i p a l 
o rd inance , a n d at t h a t t i m e o f d a i l y c e l ebra t i on , was b r e a k i n g of b r e a d ; the 
feast o f l ove u p o n a c o m m o n m e a l ? T h e consequence must be that w h i l e 
" one s a i d I a m o f P a u l , a n d a n o t h e r I o f C e p h a s , " C h r i s t ' s b o d y w a s i n 
effect d i v i d e d . T h e A p o s t l e s ' d o c t r i n e w a s i n d e e d m a i n t a i n e d , b u t n o t the 
f e l l o w s h i p . T h e A p o s t l e s w e r e themse lves d i v i d e d , each c o n f i n i n g h i s care 
to h i s o w n b o d y o f adherents . I t i s ev ident therefore that w h e n they q u i t t e d 
the c i t y , n o one s u b s t i t u t e c o u l d be capable o f r e g u l a t i n g the ent i re concerns 
o f a C h u r c h separated i n t o t w o d i s t i n c t a n d at t h a t t i m e i r reconc i lab le 
classes. N o t o n l y , therefore , does a l l antecedent p r o b a b i l i t y suppor t the 
c o n c l u s i o n a r r i v e d at b y B a r o n i u s , that E u o d i u s a n d I g n a t i u s were jointly 

cons t i tu ted t o the charge o f t h e C h u r c h at A n t i o c h b y Sa ints P e t e r a n d P a u l 
r espec t ive ly , b u t e v e r y p a r t i c l e o i s u r v i v i n g ev idence con f i rms i t . T h e 
A p o s t o l i c a l C o n s t i t u t i o n s ( v i i . 46) e x p r e s s l y m e n t i o n E u o d i u s as o r d a i n e d 
b y P e t e r ; a n d I g n a t i u s b y P a u l . A n d t h e p r o b a b i l i t y of t h i s i s s trengthened 
b y the evidence w h i c h S c r i p t u r e s u p p l i e s o f the c o n d i t i o n o f t h e C h u r c h at 
A n t i o c h r e n d e r i n g s u c h a t w o - f o l d n o m i n a t i o n , for a t i m e at least , altogether 
u n a v o i d a b l e . O n t h e o ther h a n d there i s s carce ly a po int i n ecc lesiast ical 
h i s t o r y establ ished w i t h more c e r t a i n t y t h a n that I g n a t i u s w a s const i tuted 
B i s h o p of A n t i o c h i n success ion t o t h e A p o s t l e s : a n d S t . C h r y s o s t o m r e p r e ­
sents h i m as h a v i n g been so o r d a i n e d by the Apostles: " t h e h a n d s o f the blessed 
A p o s t l e s w e r e l a i d u p o n that s a c r e d h e a d , " ( P a n e g y r . i n I g n . M . t o r n . v . 
p . 499, 32. E d . S a v i l : ) o r b y b o t h P e t e r a n d P a u l . I t is e v i d e n t th i s j o i n t 
o r d i n a t i o n c o u l d n o t h a v e been t h e p r i m a r y a r r a n g e m e n t : for t h e c u r r e n t of 
h i s t o r y r u n s w i t h a u n i f o r m i t y n o t to be res i s t ed i n f avour o f t h e persuas ion 
that E u o d i u s was i n t h e first i n s t a n c e a p p o i n t e d b y S t . P e t e r . C h r y s o s t o m 
states moreover the a d d i t i o n a l fact that i t was w h e n S t . P e t e r h i m s e l f was 
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finally q u i t t i n g A n t i o c h t h a t he s u b s t i t u t e d I g n a t i u s as h i s successor. I t i s 
imposs ib le t h a t th i s c i r c u m s t a n c e s h o u l d be ass igned to the t i m e w h e n P e t e r 
q u i t t e d A n t i o c h after the d i ssens ion be tween h i m a n d S t . P a u l : ( for , as h a s 
been observed , i t is too p l a i n to a d m i t of doubt that h i s original a p p o i n t m e n t 
was t h a t o f E u o d i u s :) a n d i t w i l l thence f o l l o w t h a t S t . P e t e r o n some s u b ­
sequent occas ion m u s t h a v e v i s i t e d A n t i o c h a g a i n , a n d then h a v e l a i d h a n d s 
o n I g n a t i u s ; c o n c u r r i n g i n t h e p r e v i o u s a p p o i n t m e n t of h i m b y S t . P a u l . 
A l l c i r cumstances consp i re to s u p p o r t the a c c u r a c y o f the statement g i v e n 
b y J o h n o f A n t i o c h , ( s u r n a m e d M a l e l a ) . " A s P e t e r w a s o n h i s w a y t o 
P o m e , p a s s i n g t h r o u g h A n t i o c h t h e G r e a t , i t befe l that E u o d i u s the B i s h o p 
a n d P a t r i a r c h of t h a t c i t y d i e d ; w h e r e u p o n I g n a t i u s succeeded to the r a n k o f 
the B i s h o p r i c k o f A n t i o c h t h e G r e a t : S t . P e t e r t h e A p o s t l e h a v i n g l a i d 
hands o n h i m , a n d p l a c e d h i m i n the ep iscopal c h a i r . " ( C h r o n . J o . A n t . 1. x . ) 
I t cannot be m a i n t a i n e d t h a t i m p l i c i t re l iance i s to be p l a c e d o n w r i t e r s o f 
M a l e l a ' s c lass e x c e p t i n g w h e n , as i n the present ins tance , t h e i r s tatements 
are s u p p o r t e d b y i n t e r n a l p r o b a b i l i t y ; a n d h a v e the effect of r e c o n c i l i n g o t h e r 
accounts w h i c h , separate ly cons idered , appear to be i r r e c o n c i l a b l y at v a r i ­
ance. T h i s f ragment o f h i s t o r y does h e a l a vast v a r i e t y of s u c h discordances ; 
a n d i n c i d e n t a l l y s u p p l i e s a fact o f n o s m a l l i m p o r t a n c e i n i t s e l f : that t h i s 
es tab l i shment of I g n a t i u s took p lace as S t . P e t e r was o n h i s w a y to P o m e . 
I t is i n d i s p u t a b l e t h a t h e was not i n t h a t c i t y d u r i n g t h e time o f S t . P a u l ' s 
i m p r i s o n m e n t : a n d h a d n o t a r r i v e d there w h e n the latest o f h i s E p i s t l e s , (2 
T i m o t h y ) , w a s w r i t t e n thence . I t i s also t o l e r a b l y p l a i n t h a t jea lous ies a n d 
separations at t h a t t i m e p e r v a d e d t h e R o m a n C h u r c h , c o r r e s p o n d i n g i n 
character , so far as the d e s c r i p t i o n w h i c h w e h a v e o f t h e m enables u s t o 
judge , w i t h those w h i c h S t . P e t e r h a d c o u n t e n a n c e d at A n t i o c h . I n t h e 
latter c i t y w e are i n f o r m e d , " c e r t a i n m e n , " w h o m S t . P a u l ca l l s " f a l s e 
b r e t h r e n , " t a u g h t t h e d i s c ip l es , " t r o u b l i n g t h e m w i t h w o r d s s u b v e r t i n g 
s o u l s . " A t R o m e s i m i l a r l y , " some preached C h r i s t even o f e n v y a n d s t r i f e ; 
o f c on tent i on , not s i n c e r e l y . " I c a n n o t b u t con jec ture t h a t i t w a s one a n d 
the same class o f m e n w h o i n b o t h c i t ies p u r s u e d t h i s course ; t e n d i n g a l i k e , 
i t is e v i d e n t , i n b o t h cases to p r o v o k e a s e p a r a t i o n w i t h i n the C h u r c h . A n d 
th is e x p l a n a t i o n is so m u c h t h e m o r e cred ib le as the d i s turbers at R o m e w e r e 
a v o w e d l y i n c i t e d b y t h e hope o f ag g rav at ing t h e af f l i c t ion o f S t . P a u l ; 
k n o w i n g f r o m h i s p r e v i o u s c onduc t i n w i t h s t a n d i n g S t . P e t e r , h o w oppos i te 
s u c h a course of p ro ceed ing w o u l d be to h i s sent iments . B u t w i t h o u t r e l y i n g 
great ly u p o n th i s con jecture , h o w e v e r probab le , w e m a y r e m a r k that there 
are n o t w a n t i n g express evidences o f the o r i g i n a l preva lence o f a t w o - f o l d 
episcopate i n R o m e i tsel f , no less t h a n i n A n t i o c h ; a n d the most r e m a r k a b l e 
c i r c u m s t a n c e i s t h a t , i n b o t h instances , th i s ecc les iast i ca l a n o m a l y s h o u l d h a v e 
been correc ted b y t h e same h a n d s . I t h i n k i t w o r t h w h i l e o n t h i s a c c o u n t 
to p u r s u e t h e subject s o m e w h a t m o r e e x t e n s i v e l y ; because i t h a s a d i r e c t 
b e a r i n g u p o n the asser t i on w h i c h h a s been m a d e , t h a t S t . P e t e r h i m s e l f b y 
h is u l t i m a t e course o f p roceed ing , set t h e sea l o f c o n d e m n a t i o n u p o n t h a t 
w h i c h h a d been h i s o r i g i n a l p r a c t i c e : t h u s s u r r e n d e r i n g b y a n t i c i p a t i o n t h a t 
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a s s u m p t i o n of i n f a l l i b i l i t y w h i c h , to serve the purpose o f w o r l d l y m e n , was 
i n v e n t e d ages a f terwards a n d a t t r i b u t e d to h i m . I n the first p lace , no account 
so probab le c a n be g i v e n of the cause o f that o b s c u r i t y w h i c h hangs over the 
order o f succession a m o n g the first possessors o f t h e R o m a n See, as that some 
of those w h o a f terwards h e l d i t u n d i v i d e d l y , h a d been o r i g i n a l l y n o m i n a t e d 
as pastors , or subs t i tu te b i shops , to s u p e r i n t e n d separate por t i ons o f the flock 
d u r i n g the absence o f the A p o s t l e s . B o t h t h e dates a n d the order of t h e 
succession m a y have been m i s r e p r e s e n t e d b y w r i t e r s w h o were n o t suf f i c ient ly 
care fu l to d i s t i n g u i s h the p r i o r e m p l o y m e n t s o f L i n u s , C l e t u s , a n d C lemens , 
a c t i n g s i m u l t a n e o u s l y i n the same C h u r c h , f r o m t h e i r p roper a p p o i n t m e n t , 
as b i shops , to t h e e x c l u s i v e charge o f i t after t h e A p o s t l e s were n o m o r e . I f 
th i s e x p l a n a t i o n be n o t adopted , I k n o w n o t w h a t account c a n be g i v e n 
sat is factor i ly of the d issonance as to t h e era o f t h e i r severa l successions, w h i c h 
is d iscoverable i n w r i t e r s the m o s t w o r t h y o f c r e d i t . E p i p h a n i u s express ly 
affirms s u c h a d i v i d e d r u l e to h a v e p r e v a i l e d i n t h e C h u r c h of R o m e i n the 
instance b o t h o f t h e A p o s t l e s a n d o f t h e i r i m m e d i a t e successors. " T h e 
appo intment of b i shops d u r i n g t h e l i f e - t i m e o f t h e apost les , m a y be accounted 
f o r , " he says, " b y t h e necess i ty t h a t t h e C h u r c h s h o u l d not be left w i t h o u t 
super intendence d u r i n g t h e progresses of t h e apostles to p r e a c h i n other 
cit ies a n d c o u n t r i e s . " " B u t a n y w a y , " he adds , " the order o f succession o f 
the B i s h o p s o f R o m e is as f o l l o w s ; P e t e r a n d P a u l , L i n u s a n d C l e t u s , 
C l e m e n s . " (Adv. Hair. torn. 1. p . 107. E d . P e t a v . 1682.) H e i m p l i e s that 
L i n u s a n d C l e t u s h a d at one p e r i o d at least , t h e j o i n t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f the 
affairs of t h e C h u r c h i n the l i f e t i m e a n d d u r i n g the absence o f P e t e r a n d 
P a u l , w h o m h e describes as b e i n g " b o t h b ishops a n d apost les . " H e does n o t 
speak of the separate a p p o i n t m e n t o f L i n u s to t h e b i s h o p r i c k : b u t w e l e a r n 
its occurrence f r o m the w e l l k n o w n statement o f Irenaeus (Adv. Ha>r. i i i . 3,) 
adopted b y T e r t u l l i a n (Adv. Marc. l i b . i i i . v . 276,) a n d not d i s p u t e d b y 
E u s e b i u s ( E . H . l i b . i i i . c. 2, a n d c . 4 ) . I t is n o t t o be den ied t h a t after every 
possible e n q u i r y there is m u c h r e m a i n i n g u n c e r t a i n t y connected w i t h these 
quest ions . B u t i t m a y be cons idered as a n a u t h e n t i c k p o r t i o n o f h i s t o r y , that 
" w h e n P e t e r a n d P a u l w e r e e s t a b l i s h i n g a n d o r d e r i n g the C h u r c h at R o m e , 
s h o r t l y before t h e i r decease, t h e y c o m m i t t e d t o L i n u s t h e m i n i s t r y of the 
ep i scopate . " 

I n proceed ing , as w e s h a l l n o w do , t o e n q u i r e w h e t h e r a n y traces are d i s ­
coverable i n the w r i t e r s o f t h e first three centur i es , o f a n a c k n o w l e d g m e n t of 
the s u p r e m a c y o f the B i s h o p of R o m e b y the C h u r c h at l a rge , I s h o u l d desire 
to d i r e c t a t tent ion to t h i s c o n s o l i d a t i o n o f the episcopate i n charge o f a n i n ­
d i v i d u a l r u l e r o f each see. W e find traces first at A n t i o c h of i t s supersed ing 
the prev ious s y s t e m i n t h e a p p o i n t m e n t o f I g n a t i u s : a n d a f terwards a n 
instance more consp i cuous s t i l l at R o m e . T h e s e examples w e r e g r a d u a l l y 
ex tended to a l l C h u r c h e s o f t h e E a s t a n d W e s t . I w i s h a t t e n t i o n to be 
g i v e n to t h i s ; because i n process o f time i t was f r e q u e n t l y t a k e n for granted 
that wr i t e rs were s p e a k i n g of one universal bishop p r e s i d i n g over t h e entire 
C h u r c h , w h e n t h e i r i n t e n t i o n i n r e a l i t y was o n l y to descr ibe t h e es tab l i sh -
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ment of one b i shop in his own See. A t a n y rate I a m sure that th i s m i s r e ­
presentat ion has been , a n d cont inues to be , h a b i t u a l l y prac t i sed i n the ins tance 
of one v e r y d i s t i n g u i s h e d w r i t e r , S t . C y p r i a n . P l a c e d as he was m the hear t 
of the w e s t e r n p o r t i o n o f the e m p i r e , he w o u l d be less l i k e l y to appea l to the 
examples o f C r e t e , o r E p h e s u s , o r A n t i o c h , or J e r u s a l e m . T o h i m a n d to 
those w h o m he was a p p o i n t e d to feed a n d govern , t h e C h u r c h of P o m e w a s 
the m o s t i m p o r t a n t object w i t h i n the range of t h e i r observat ion ; a n d w i t h 
the h i s t o r y o f i ts e s tab l i shment b y t w o c h i e f apostles b o t h he a n d t h e y w e r e 
necessar i ly m o s t f a m i l i a r . A c c o r d i n g to t h e v i e w o f C y p r i a n the u n i t y o f t h e 
C h u r c h consists i n the u n i v e r s a l a c k n o w l e d g m e n t o f the f a i t h professed b y 
P e t e r i n t h e coasts o f Cesarea P h i l i p p i ; a n d i n t h e r e p e t i t i o n every w h e r e o f 
the se t t ing u p o f the c h a i r o f S t . P e t e r ; t h a t is o f t h e government o f each 
d i s t i n c t diocese by one bishop, after the e x a m p l e of t h e sys tem es tab l i shed b y 
S t . P e t e r a n d S t . P a u l c o n j o i n t l y at R o m e . So far as h i s exper ience w e n t , 
he m i g h t t r u l y descr ibe t h i s as t h e first instance of t h e k i n d ; as the root a n d 
o r i g i n of ep i s copa l u n i t y . I n t h e same m a n n e r Irenaeus speaks o f t h e C h u r c h 
o f R o m e as *' the m o s t a n c i e n t : " n o t m e a n i n g abso lu te ly so, as t h e R o m a n 
C a t h o l i c annotator j u s t l y observes, b u t c o m p a r a t i v e l y w i t h the o ther L a t i n 
a n d W e s t e r n C h u r c h e s . B u t t h e v i ews o f C y p r i a n i n m a k i n g appea l t o the 
c h a i r o f S t . P e t e r , w i l l n o t be co r rec t l y u n d e r s t o o d unless w e bear i n m i n d 
the p e c u l i a r i t y o f h i s o w n p o s i t i o n w h i c h d r e w from h i m those appeals . H e 
was harrassed b y t h e p r e t e n d e d consecrat ion of a second b i s h o p ( F o r t u n a t u s ) 
w i t h i n the l i m i t s o f h i s o w n S e e : a n d h i s object i s to shew t h a t t h i s w a s i n 
v i o l a t i o n o f t h e a p p o i n t e d order o f the C a t h o l i c C h u r c h . 

H e desires n o access ion of a u t h o r i t y from C o r n e l i u s , n o r a n y exerc ise o f 
v igor b y h i m for t h e c o r r e c t i o n o f F o r t u n a t u s a n d h i s f e l l ows . H e , w i t h t h e 
B i s h o p s o f h i s o w n p r o v i n c e , h a d a l r e a d y asserted w h a t t h e d i s c i p l i n e o f the 
C h u r c h r e q u i r e d , b y t h e i r e x c o m m u n i c a t i o n a n d d e p o s i t i o n . H e k n e w , h e 
says , t h a t C o r n e l i u s w a s w e l l a c q u a i n t e d w i t h the p r e v i o u s character o f these 
m e n , a n d h e h a d therefore been i n n o has te to w r i t e t o h i m c o n c e r n i n g t h e m . 
I n d e e d h e states h e m i g h t h a r d l y have cons idered i t ' n e c e s s a r y to s e n d a n y 
account o f t h e i r proceedings , so l i t t l e does he t h i n k i t consistent w i t h the 
ma jes ty a n d d i g n i t y o f t h e C a t h o l i c C h u r c h to c oncern i t se l f w i t h the a u d a ­
c ious devices o f heret i cs a n d s c h i s m a t i c s . H i s c h i e f purpose was to w a r n 
C o r n e l i u s aga inst b e i n g i n d u c e d , b y the threats a n d v io lence o f these m e n , 
to s h e w t h e m m o r e countenance a n d encouragement t h a n was proper . T h e 
tone o f C y p r i a n i n t h e o p e n i n g o f h i s l e t t e r i s not t h a t of a subord inate a p ­
p e a l i n g to h i s super i o r for p ro te c t i on , b u t i t is that o f a n equa l f o r c i b l y a d ­
m o n i s h i n g h i s b r o t h e r as to the firmness w i t h w h i c h the dut ies o f a b i shop 
s h o u l d be d i s c h a r g e d b y a l l w h o h e l d t h e office. I t s h o u l d be borne i n r e ­
membrance a l so , t h a t i n m a k i n g a n a p p e a l to C o r n e l i u s i n a season of d i f f i ­
c u l t y , he w a s b u t c o p y i n g a precedent f u r n i s h e d b y C o r n e l i u s h i m s e l f . O n 
the occurrence o f a s i m i l a r outrage i n h i s o w n diocese, i n the se t t ing u p o f a 
pseudo-b ishop i n o p p o s i t i o n to h i m , the B i s h o p o f R o m e h a d c o m m u n i c a t e d 
the i n f o r m a t i o n o f i t , a n d h a d expressed h i s feel ings u p o n i t , i n a l e t ter to 
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the B i s h o p of C a r t h a g o ; a n d i n another also to F a b i a n , B i s h o p of A n t i o c h . 
( C y p r i a n . O p p . E p p . 4 7 , 4 8 , 4 9 , 5 5 . E u s e b . E . I I . l i b . v i . c. 43. B o u t h R e l i q . S a c , 
i i i . p . 6 —17.) I f a n y one w i l l c a r e f u l l y r e a d a n d compare t h e tone of these 
epist les , he w i l l be u n a b l e , I a m sure , to p o i n t o u t i n t h e m a n y ind icat ions of 
a difference i n r a n k or a u t h o r i t y be tween t h e w r i t e r s . I f a n y t h i n g i s to be 
i n f e r r e d f r o m the s t y l e o f t h e correspondence i t is o n l y t h a t t h e b ishops were 
accustomed , o n t e r m s o f per fec t e q u a l i t y , t o c o m m u n i c a t e w i t h each other 
u p o n quest ions r e l a t i n g to t h e i r severa l C h u r c h e s , a n d espec ia l l y that each 
m i g h t w a r n h i s b r e t h r e n n o t t o a d m i t i n t o c o m m u n i o n a n y w h o h a d been 
separated f r o m i t b y t h e sentence o f t h e i r o w n C h u r c h a n d B i s h o p . I t 
w o u l d have been l i t t l e or n o t at a l l to t h e p u r p o s e o f C y p r i a n to have ap ­
p e a l e d to the c h a i r of S t . P e t e r , as i f h e a t t r i b u t e d p a r a m o u n t authority to 
a l l w h o i n success ion sat t h e r e i n . I t was m o r e i n k e e p i n g w i t h c ircumstances 
t h a t h e s h o u l d p o i n t t o i t as s u p p l y i n g c l ear evidence o f t h e f o r m of eccle­
s ias t i ca l g o v e r n m e n t set u p a n d sanc t i oned b y the A p o s t l e s . A n d th is he 
does. H i s a r g u m e n t i n v o l v e s n o q u e s t i o n at a U u p o n the degree of a u t h o r i t y 
a n n e x e d to t h a t c h a i r . H e goes e n t i r e l y u p o n the a d m i t t e d fact of S t . P e t e r 
h a v i n g , w i t h the concurrence o f S t . P a u l , d e t e r m i n e d that one b i shop s h o u l d 
g o v e r n that p a r t i c u l a r S e e : a n d t h i s c h a i r h e regards as t h e t y p e a n d m o d e l 
o f t h a t w h i c h s h o u l d be set u p i n every d iocese . 

I t was a precedent m o s t a p p l i c a b l e t o t h e c i r cumstances o f C y p r i a n h i m ­
self , for n o o ther c o u l d be so c o n c l u s i v e l y p l e a d e d i n c o n d e m n a t i o n of the act 
o f F o r t u n a t u s a n d h i s abettors . A n d t h u s h e app l i es i t : " P o s t i s t a , " that 
i s , after t h e i r m a n y p r e v i o u s i n f r a c t i o n s o f t r u t h a n d order w h i c h he e n u m e ­
rates , " nav igare a u d e n t et a d P e t r i c a t h e d r a m atque a d ec l es iam p r i n c i p a l e m , 
u n d o u n i t a s sacerdotal is e x o r t a e s t . " T h e y h a v e t h e a u d a c i t y to take s h i p 
even to the c h a i r o f P e t e r a n d t h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t C h u r c h , whence episcopal 
u n i t y took i t s rise. W h e r e i n t h e n cons is ted the h a r d i h o o d o f t h i s sh ipment 
o f themselves ? I n t h e d e t e r m i n a t i o n w h i c h i t expressed t o appea l w i t h o u t 
t h e p e r m i s s i o n o f t h e i r o w n p r i m a t e to a transmarine a u t h o r i t y , a pract ice 
e v e n t h e n d i s a p p r o v e d b y t h e A f r i c a n C h u r c h , a n d a f terwards express ly p r o ­
h i b i t e d b y i ts c a n o n s . * A n d where fore " e v e n to the c h a i r o f P e t e r ; " w h y 
is t h a t so censurable ? H e m e a n s t h a t t h e v e r y aspect of t h a t c h a i r , a w a k e n ­
i n g t h e remembrance o f the t e r m s o n w h i c h i t h a d been es tab l i shed , o u g h t to 
r educe t h e m to c o n f u s i o n . A n d i n p r o p o r t i o n as t h e C h u r c h to w h i c h t h e y 
c a r r i e d t h e i r cause w a s ce l ebrated a n d consp i cuous , i n the same degree w o u l d 
t h e i r degradat ion be m o r e n o t o r i o u s i n t h e w o r l d , a n d m o r e d isgrace fu l to 
themse lves . C o n d e m n a t i o n t h e y c o u l d n o t escape w h e n t h e y came l i t e r a l l y 
t o flaunt t h e i r o w n v i o l a t i o n o f the r u l e w h i c h f orbad t h e appo in tment of 
m o r e t h a n one B i s h o p at t h e same t i m e i n a n y C h u r c h , i n the face o f that 

C h u r c h w h i c h h a d first set t h e e x a m p l e o f c o n f o r m i n g to that r u l e : or , 
" whence ep iscopal u n i t y h a d t a k e n i ts r i s e . " 

" T h e r e i s one ep i s copate , " h e says , ( i ) e Unitat. Eccls.) " a p o r t i o n of w h i c h 

* A d transmarina qui pntarerint appellaudum, a nullo intra Africam in communionem 
recipiantur. Conci l M i l c r . cap 22. 
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(name ly , h i s o w n See) " i s h e l d b y each b i shop i n solidum . " t h a t i s , I c o n ­
ceive, as a t h i n g w h i c h does n o t a d m i t o f be ing separated i n t o p a r t s , a n d m u s t 
therefore be h e l d undividedly. H e not o n l y lays i t d o w n as a n i m p o s s i b i l i t y 
that a second b i s h o p s h o u l d be o b t r u d e d u p o n h i m , b u t he denies the r i g h t 
of appeal to R o m e for the r e v e r s a l o f the sentence w h i c h h a d been passed b y 
h i m against the i n t r u d e r ; a n d h e r e b y d i s c la ims a n d declares h i m s e l f against 
the s u p r e m a c y of t h a t C h u r c h over h i s o w n . " W h a t r a t i o n a l g r o u n d c a n 
there b e , " h e asks , " f o r t h e i r g o i n g to announce t h a t a pseudo -b i shop has 
been i n s t i t u t e d i n oppos i t i on to b ishops ? E i t h e r t h e y rest content w i t h t h e i r 
deed, a n d w i l l persevere i n t h e i r c r i m e ; or i f t h e y repent a n d d r a w b a c k , 
t h e y k n o w whither t h e y s h o u l d r e t u r n . F o r wj iereas w e a l l h a v e d e c i d e d , 
a n d i t i s b o t h j u s t a n d reasonable , t h a t every m a n ' s cause a h o u l d be h e a r d 
i n the p lace w h e r e t h e offence was c o m m i t t e d , a n d every pastor has a p o r ­
t i o n of the flock a l l o t t ed to h i m w h i c h he i s to g u i d e a n d g o v e r n , a n d to g i v e 
account of h i s acts to G o d , t h e y w h o are under o u r j u r i s d i c t i o n o u g h t not to 
be r u n n i n g h i t h e r a n d t h i t h e r , b y t h e i r c ra f ty i m p e t u o s i t y to break a s u n d e r 
the good u n d e r s t a n d i n g a n d h a r m o n y o f b ishops ; b u t t h e y were b o u n d to 
t r y the ir cause here, w h e r e t h e y c o u l d have the accusers present , a n d t h e 
evidences o f t h e i r c r i m e : un less i n d e e d the a u t h o r i t y o f b i shops es tab l i shed 
i n A f r i c a , w h o h a v e a l r e a d y passed sentence u p o n t h e m , be l o o k e d u p o n b y 
these f ew desperate a n d despicable m e n , as a n i n f e r i o r one •" t h a t i s , un less 
t h e y be so a b a n d o n e d as to be l ieve t h a t there is a superior a u t h o r i t y t o ours , 
to w h i c h t h e y m a y l e g i t i m a t e l y appea l to obta in a reversa l o f our sentence . 
I t is p l a i n t h a t C y p r i a n means t o deny that there i s s u c h an a u t h o r i t y . H e 
recognized no s u p r e m a c y or i n f a l l i b i l i t y e i ther i n the p a r t i c u l a r C h u r c h at 
R o m e or i n the p a r t i c u l a r " c h a i r o f P e t e r " w h i c h stood there . B u t w h a t i f 
he h a d b e l i e v e d , as D r . W i s e m a n at present h o l d s , " the pope to be t h e source 
of a u t h o r i t y , as all s u b o r d i n a t e r u l e r s o f the C h u r c h are subject to h i m ; " 
that " the e x e c u t i v e p o w e r is vested i n h i s h a n d s for all s p i r i t u a l purposes 
w i t h i n h e r , " t h a t " h i s office i s t o w a t c h over the correc t i on o f abuses, a n d 
the m a i n t e n a n c e o f d i s c i p l i n e throughout the Church." S u r e l y i f C y p r i a n h a d 
h e l d s u c h to be the character o f the ponti f f , d i v i n e l y es tab l i shed , a n d u n i v e r ­
s a l l y a c k n o w l e d g e d b y the C h u r c h , h e could not h a v e expressed h i m s e l f i n 
s u c h p e r e m p t o r y t e r m s as h e uses i n the above e x t r a c t i n m a i n t a i n i n g t h a t 
the j u d g m e n t o f t h e b i shops o f h i s o w n p r o v i n c e , p res ided over b y h i m s e l f , 
was the u l t i m a t e a u t h o r i t y for t h e maintenance o f d i s c i p l i n e a n d the correc ­
t i o n of abuses w i t h i n h i s C h u r c h . I m a g i n e h i m to h a v e h e l d , as D r . W i s e m a n 
n o w bel ieves , t h a t there e x i s t e d a genera l right of appea l f r o m a l l parts of the 
C h u r c h to " t h e c h a i r of P e t e r ; " w o u l d he have so expressed h i m s e l f c o n ­
cern ing t h e act of P o r t u n a t u s ? A t the v e r y u t m o s t i t was b u t a m i s t a k e , a n 
i r r e g u l a r i t y , i n h a v i n g recourse to t h e pr iv i l ege o f appeal i n a n instance i n 
w h i c h i t c o u l d not l e g a l l y be c l a i m e d ; a n d a m a n of C y p r i a n ' s j u d g m e n t , 
k n o w i n g t h a t the genera l r i g h t of appea l to R o m e was i n d i s p u t a b l e , 
w o u l d h a v e been sat is f ied w i t h s h e w i n g that i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r instance 
i t was n o t a l e g a l course . L e t h i m be supposed t o h a v e h e l d as a n 
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ar t i c l e o f f a i t h , t h a t i f t h e j u d g m e n t o f t h a t A p o s t o l i c See were d e l i ­
bera te ly p r o n o u n c e d i n a case o f t h i s sort , i t m u s t be as u n e r r i n g l y j u s t 
as i f i t h a d proceeded f r o m t h e l i p s o f C h r i s t h i m s e l f , a n d w h a t c o u l d he 
desire better for h i s o w n cause t h a n t h a t i t s h o u l d be c a r r i e d before th is 
t r i b u n a l ? I t i s c lear h e w a s n o t a f r a i d t h a t C o r n e l i u s w o u l d j u d g e amiss . 
"What he objected to w a s t h a t h e s h o u l d j u d g e at all i n t h i s case, w h i c h h a d 
been a l r e a d y d e t e r m i n e d before t h e l a w f u l s u p e r i o r . H e f e l t that t h i s w o u l d 
be a n i n r o a d u p o n t h e a u t h o r i t y w i t h w h i c h h e was c a n o n i c a l l y inves ted ; 
a n d w o u l d recognise i n C o r n e l i u s t h a t s u p e r i o r i t y w h i c h a l w a y s belongs to 
the p a r t y to w h o m a n a p p e a l l i e s ; w h i c h s u p e r i o r i t y , i t is c e r t a i n , C y p r i a n 
w o u l d n o t a d m i t . H e a r a g a i n h i s w o r d s i n t h e T r e a t i s e o n U n i t y . S p e a k ­
i n g o f heresy a n d s c h i s m as i n v e n t e d b y t h e D e v i l for the s u b v e r s i o n of the 
f a i t h , h e s a y s : — " I t arises f r o m t h i s , b e l o v e d b r e t h r e n ; i t arises f r o m 
t h e i r n o t r e t u r n i n g to t h e source o f t r u t h ; a n d n o t s e e k i n g the h e a d ; 
a n d n o t a b i d i n g b y t h e t e a c h i n g o f the h e a v e n l y m a s t e r . " " W h y t h e n so 
severe u p o n F o r t u n a t u s a n d h i s associates, i f h e h e l d Rome to be the 
source , a n d h e a d , a n d centre o f a l l t r u e doc t r ine ? Ii a n y t h i n g be 
ev ident , i t is that h e c o u l d not h o l d H o m e to be s o ; a n d ye t i n t h e v e r y nex t 
p a r a g r a p h he i n t i m a t e s t h a t t h e source a n d h e a d to w h i c h he a l l u d e d was 

that w h i c h our L o r d i n s t i t u t e d w h e n h e s a i d to P e t e r " U p o n th i s r o c k , " & c , 
a n d " F e e d m y s h e e p . " T h e suppor ters o f t h e p s e u d o - b i s h o p , he says , " d i d 
n o t consider t h a t t h e y to w h o m t h e y were t h e bearers of le t ters f r o m sch is ­
m a t i c s a n d heret i cs w e r e R o m a n s , w h o s e f a i t h h a d been c o m m e n d e d b y an 
A p o s t l e ; to w h o m p e r f i d y cannot h a v e access ; " a n d t h i s is supposed to 
express C y p r i a n ' s o p i n i o n , t h a t to t h e e n d o f t i m e t h e p a r t i c u l a r C h u r c h of 
R o m e c o u l d never err , n o r g i v e a d m i t t a n c e to a n y false doc t r ine . A c a n d i d 
c r i t i c w o u l d a c k n o w l e d g e t h e m e a n i n g most agreeable to t h e context , a n d to 
t h e l i n e of C y p r i a n ' s r e a s o n i n g , t o be t h i s : t h a t m e n w h o h a d been g u i l t y of 
s u c h faithlessness, or of s u c h a b r e a c h of d i s c i p l i n e a n d u n i t y , c o u l d have no 
hope o f g a i n i n g a d m i t t a n c e t o t h e R o m a n s w h o m S t . P a u l h a d commended 
for t h e i r f a i t h . H e does t h e m t h e j u s t i c e t o suppose t h a t t h e y had not 
s w e r v e d f r o m t h a t f a i t h ; b u t h i s w o r d s i m p l y no s u c h m e a n i n g as that i t 
was imposs ib l e t h e y ever should. T h e R o m a n c l e r g y themse lves h a d ac ­
q u a i n t e d C y p r i a n t h a t t h e y r e g a r d e d u n i t y a n d d i s c i p l i n e as essent ia l to the 
maintenance of f a i t h , i f t h e y w e r e n o t even i n t e g r a l par ts o f that w h i c h the 
A p o s t l e h a d c o m m e n d e d i n t h e m . " H e n e v e r w o u l d h a v e u t t e r e d such 
pra ises c oncern ing u s , s a y i n g ' y o u r f a i t h i s s p o k e n o f i n a l l the w o r l d , ' 
un less , even f r o m t h a t p e r i o d , t h i s s t r i c t d i s c i p l i n e (v igor is te ) h a d der ived 
i ts root f r o m those days o f f a i t h . " ( C y p r . O p p . E p . x x x i . ) T h e y e x p l a i n 
w h a t th i s means b y o ther w o r d s u s e d d e s c r i p t i v e l y : as ratio discipline', 

antiqua seceritas, fides, disciplina; a n d t h e y m o s t cogent ly dec lare the i r p e r ­
suas i on , that f a i t h cannot s u r v i v e w h e r e t h e v i g o r o u s a p p l i c a t i o n of t h i s d i s ­
c i p l i n e against d i s turbers o f u n i t y s h a l l b e neg l e c t ed . T h e R o m a n s of that 
d a y w h o s t i l l h e l d t h e fides f or w h i c h t h e y w e r e c o m m e n d e d b y the A p o s t l e , 
a n d w h i c h is so c l o s e l y connected w i t h t h e m a i n t e n a n c e o f u n i t y a n d d i s c i -
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p l i n e , could n o t g ive encouragement t o perfidia, ( w h i c h is a l w a y s t a k e n as 
the opposi te to fides) n o r h o l d a n y in ter course w i t h i t s supporters . I n d e e d , 
as to C y p r i a n ' s i n t e n t i o n b e i n g to express h i s be l i e f t h a t the R o m a n C h u r c h 
could n o t e r r , a n occas ion soon o c c u r r e d w h i c h v e r y c l e a r l y s h e w e d t h a t s u c h 
was n o t h i s o p i n i o n : I m e a n i n h i s controversy w i t h S t e p h e n . T h e n a t u r e 
of th is c o n t r o v e r s y was s u c h t h a t i t c o u l d n o t f a i l to raise the ques t i on , h o w 
far a l l C h u r c h e s w e r e b o u n d , u p o n p o i n t s of f a i t h , to s u b m i t t o the d e t e r m i ­
na t i on o f R o m e . Y e t l e t the epist les o f F i r m i l i a n to C y p r i a n , o f C y p r i a n to 
S t e p h e n , a n d J u b a i a n u s , a n d P o m p e i u s , a n d of D i o n y s i u s to S t e p h e n a n d 
X y s t u s , be a t t e n t i v e l y r e a d ( E p p . 75, 72, 73, 7 4 . — E u s e b . E . H i s . l i b . v i i . 
c, 5 ) , a n d i t w i l l be f o u n d that t h e y m a i n t a i n t h e i r o w n tenet i n oppos i t i on 
to the P o p e ' s de c i s i on , u t t e r l y unconsc i ous (b ishops t h o u g h t h e y were ) t h a t 
i n so d o i n g t h e y w e r e i n f r i n g i n g a n y l a w o f the C h u r c h . F r o m t h i s I i n f e r 
i t to be i m p o s s i b l e t h a t a n y l a w s h o u l d t h e n h a v e been i n force dec la ra t i ve 
of h is s u p r e m a c y over t h e C h u r c h ; or e x c l u d i n g f r o m i ts c o m m u n i o n a l l 
w h o d i d n o t adopt e v e r y p o i n t o f b e l i e f ra t i f i ed b y h i m w i t h the u n a n i m o u s 
assent o f h i s C h u r c h a n d c l e r g y . S t e p h e n i n d e e d was w e l l e n o u g h d i sposed 
to exercise d o m i n i o n ; ye t a l t h o u g h h e threatened e x c o m m u n i c a t i o n , he v e n ­
t u r e d n o t to c a r r y t h e menace i n t o effect. H e fe l t t h a t the t i m e h a d not y e t 
a r r i v e d for c l a i m i n g i m p l i c i t s u b m i s s i o n to R o m e ; a n d that to anathemat i ze 
a l l w h o re fused to y i e l d to i t , w a s n o t the l e g i t i m a t e m e t h o d o f m a i n t a i n i n g 
u n i t y i n t h e C h u r c h . T h a t the R o m a n pont i f f possessed m e t r o p o l i t a n a u t h o r i t y , 
a n d so w a s , as T e r t u l l i a n t r u l y descr ibes h i m , " episcopus e p i s c o p o r u m , " n o 
one d i s p u t e s . T h e d e l u s i o n consists i n represent ing t h e acts done b y h i m i n 
th is c a p a c i t y , a n d w h i c h the o ther metropo l i tans h a d a n e q u a l r i g h t to do 
w i t h i n t h e i r o w n p r o v i n c e s , as a f ford ing ev idence o f h i s a s s u m i n g , a n d b e i n g 
a l l o w e d to exerc ise , t h e funct ions o f a u n i v e r s a l b i s h o p . T h e case o f M a r c i a n 
offers one e x a m p l e o f t h i s decept ive pract i ce . C y p r i a n w r i t e s to P o p e 
S t e p h e n , r e p r e s e n t i n g t h e B i s h o p o f A r i e s ( w h i c h c i t y was w i t h i n the j u r i s ­
d i c t i o n o f R o m e ) as a n a v o w e d N o v a t i a n i s t ; a n d r e m i n d i n g t h e m e t r o p o l i t a n 
t h a t t h e same accusat ion h a d been b r o u g h t before h i m b y F a u s t i n u s , B i s h o p 
o f L y o n s , a n d h i s co l leagues o f t h a t p r o v i n c e . " W h e r e f o r e , " h e says , " i t 
is y o u r d u t y to s e n d v e r y e x p l i c i t letters to o u r f e l l o w - b i s h o p s i n G a u l , 
d i r e c t i n g t h a t they s h o u l d no longer suffer M a r c i a n to i n s u l t o u r b r o t h e r ­
h o o d ; i n t h a t h e does n o t y e t appear to be e x c o m m u n i c a t e d by us." ( C y p r i a n , 
E p . 67. ) B y o m i t t i n g a l l reference to th i s passage, a n d b y the h e l p o f a 
l i t t l e false t r a n s l a t i o n , a n a t tempt i s made to represent S t e p h e n as des i red 
b y C y p r i a n to t a k e upon himself to e x c o m m u n i c a t e a n d depose th i s of fender; 
as i f i t were m e a n t to a d m i t t h a t h e , as B i s h o p o f R o m e , e n j o y e d the p r e ­
rogat ive o f e x e r c i s i n g a u n i v e r s a l j u r i s d i c t i o n w i t h i n t h e diocese o f a n y o t h e r 
b i shop . " L e t let ters be d i r e c t e d t o the p r o v i n c e , " ( that i s to t h e b i shops 
a n d c l e r g y o f the p r o v i n c e ) " a n d to the people se t t l ed at A r i e s , by which 

M a r c i a n m a y be e x c o m m u n i c a t e d , a n d another be i n h i s stead a p p o i n t e d t o 
the office : " so the w o r d s are t r a n s l a t e d , as i f b o t h these acts o f d i s c i p l i n e 
( the d e p o s i t i o n a n d the fresh a p p o i n t m e n t ) w e r e to be effected b y the m e r e 
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v i r t u e o f the let ters to be sent f r o m S t e p h e n . B u t h o w is t h i s ? A r e w e to 
suppose C y p r i a n g u i l t y o f so m u c h i n c o n s i s t e n c y as first to suggest that 
S t e p h e n s h o u l d , b y l e t ters , a d m o n i s h the B i s h o p s o f G a u l t h a t they s h o u l d 
not p e r m i t M a r c i a n a n y l o n g e r t o d isgrace t h e i r order ( w h i c h i s to say i n 
other w o r d s t h a t i t was their d u t y to p u t a n e n d to t h e s c a n d a l b y e x c o m ­
m u n i c a t i n g a n d depos ing h i m ) a n d y e t , b y t h e v e r y same l e t ters , S t e p h e n 
s h o u l d himself r emove t h e offender, a n d i n s t i t u t e a successor ? I t i s p l a i n 
t h a t quibus does n o t m e a n by which ( l e t ters ) , b u t by whom; that is the 
b i shops , c l e rgy , a n d peop le o f t h e p r o v i n c e . A f t e r their e l ec t i on of another 
b i s h o p (for b y c a n o n i c a l usage i t r e s t e d w i t h them) i t was necessary that the 
a p p o i n t m e n t s h o u l d be c o n f i r m e d b y the m e t r o p o l i t a n , a n d b y h i m a n ­
n o u n c e d to other b ishops ; a n d to t h i s p r a c t i c e C y p r i a n i s r e f e r r i n g w h e n he 
s a y s — " L e t us k n o w d i s t i n c t l y w h o h a s been a p p o i n t e d at A r i e s instead of 
M a r c i a n ; that w e m a y k n o w to w h o m w e are to i n t r o d u c e o u r b r e t h r e n , a n d 
t o w h o m w e o u g h t to address o u r l e t t e r s . " 

T h e interference o f S t e p h e n i s l i m i t e d to t h a t w h i c h fa l ls p r o p e r l y w i t h i n 
the p rov ince o f e v e r y m e t r o p o l i t a n b i s h o p ; a n d has n o t h i n g i n c o m m o n w i t h 
t h e s u p r e m a c y , w h i c h , o u t o f a l l r u l e , has been a s s u m e d b y h i s successors. 
A c c o r d i n g to t h e o r i g i n a l o r d i n a n c e o f t h e C h u r c h , the apos to l i ca l Sees 
f u r n i s h e d the p a t t e r n a c c o r d i n g to w h i c h a l l o thers were f r a m e d a n d r e g u l a ­
ted ; a n d among the apos to l i ca l Sees, B o r n e w a s t h e p r i n c i p a l ; n o t o n l y o n 
account of the d i g n i t y of i t s p o s i t i o n , b u t , I a d m i t , because i t was , i n the 
w e s t e r n parts , t h e o n l y See f o u n d e d w i t h t h e a p p r o v a l a n d concurrence o^ 
P e t e r , t o w h o m w a s c o m m i t t e d t h e d i s t i n c t i o n o f g i v i n g the first pattern o f 
every t h i n g w h i c h s h o u l d be e s tab l i shed i n t h e C h u r c h . B u t i t is as a n 
e x a m p l e or p a t t e r n o n l y , o f w h a t ep i s copa l r u l e o u g h t to be i n o ther places , 
that C y p r i a n refers to the c h a i r of t h e p r i n c i p a l c i t y . A n d i n th is h e copies 
h is master T e r t u l l i a n , w h o after e n u m e r a t i n g t h e aposto l i c Sees, as yet c on ­
t i n u i n g w h e r e t h e y w e r e o r i g i n a l l y f o u n d e d , says " s i Italiae adjaces habes 
R o m a m unde nob i s q u o q u e auc tor i tas p r a s t o e s t ; " — i f y o u are near I t a l y 
y o u have R o m e to refer to , w h e n c e a n a u t h o r i t y o r s a n c t i o n * for u s , ( that i s , 
for our f o r m o f doc t r ine a n d c h u r c h - o r d e r ) i s n o t far d i s tant . I t w o u l d be 
a proo f o f b l indness n o t t o see h o w R o m e , t h r o u g h t h e prepossession of a 
n e i g h b o u r i n g greatness, a t t a i n e d to s u c h a n ascendancy i n t h e es t imat ion of 
the wes tern w r i t e r s , (as Irenseus, T e r t u l l i a n , a n d C y p r i a n , ) t h a t t h e y were 
i n c l i n e d , u n c o n s c i o u s l y p e r h a p s , to forget the precept o f " d o i n g n o t h i n g b y 
p a r t i a l i t y . " R o m e was c o m p a r a t i v e l y every t h i n g t o t h e m ; a n d t h e y a l l o w e d 
t h e c l a im s of the eastern C h u r c h e s t o be cast i n t o t h e shade b y h e r t o w e r i n g 
magni f i cence . Irenseus for e x a m p l e says , " a l l w h o are w i l l i n g t o see the 
t r u t h m a y b e h o l d the t r a d i t i o n o f t h e A p o s t l e s mani fes ted throughout the 

world, i n every Church, ( toto m u n d o , i n o m n i ecc l es ia ) . A n d ye t to w h a t 
extent does he range the w o r l d i n s e a r c h of t r u t h ; or to h o w m a n y a m o n g a l l 

• Vitruvius uses the phrase, "aedifioiorum auetoritates," (1. i i i . c . 2,) to describe houses 
bailt and arranged upon so perfect a plan, that th«>y may serve as model* or patterns for the 
construction of others. 
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the C h u r c h e s does h e d i r e c t a t t e n t i o n ? I s carce ly t h i n k , o r at least a m n o t 
aware , t h a t h e m e n t i o n s t h e C h u r c h o f A n t i o c h at a l l . T h i s is observable , 
because i t seems to p r o v e that w h e n th is w r i t e r a n d others i n t h e w e s t e r n 
regions were e x a l t i n g the i m p o r t a n c e of R o m e to a n u n r i v a l l e d degree, t h e y 
were n o t s p e a k i n g the sense of the C h u r c h at l a rge , b u t r a t h e r w e r e u n d e r 
the in f luence of a l o c a l i m p r e s s i o n t h a t there was n o t h i n g , c o m p a r a t i v e l y , 
w o r t h a t t e n d i n g to b e y o n d the l i t t l e w o r l d to w h i c h t h e y w e r e most a c cus ­
t o m e d : t h a t is the u r b i c a n p r o v i n c e o f R o m e . T e r t u l l i a n , n o t ye t a h e r e t i c , 
a cknowledges th i s ; s a y i n g " s i I t a l i a ; adjaces habes R o m a m . " I f i n d e e d 
y o u h a p p e n t o be near I t a l y , as t h e C h u r c h e s o f A f r i c a w e r e , t h e n y o u c a n 
refer to R o m e . B u t w h a t o f those w h o were n o t near I t a l y ? T h e n he 
a d m i t s t h a t a n y w h o w o u l d o b t a i n sat i s fac t ion o f t h e i r enqu i r i e s i n the w o r k 
of t h e i r s a l v a t i o n , were u n d e r no o b l i g a t i o n to a p p e a l to R o m e : b u t m i g h t 
have recourse to o ther c i t i es more c o n v e n i e n t l y s i t u a t e d , a n d h a v e t h e i r f a i t h 
e q u a l l y w e l l es tab l i shed b y the a u t h o r i t y o f some other apostol ic See . " I s 
A c h a i a nearest ? t h o u h a s t C o r i n t h . I f t h o u be not far f r o m M a c e d o n i a , t h o u 
hast P h i l i p p i , t h o u hast T h e s s a l o n i c a . B u t i f t h o u art i n a c o n d i t i o n to v i s i t 
A s i a , t h o u has t E p h e s u s . " H e suggests a n appea l to R o m e , n o t u p o n t h e 
g r o u n d of i t s s u p e r i o r , m u c h less o f i t s e x c l u s i v e , a u t h o r i t y ; b u t u p o n that o f 
l o c a l convenience . T h e r e is yet a m o r e d is tant C h u r c h , t h a t o f A n t i o c h , to 
w h i c h h e does not so m u c h as a l l u d e . T h i s c o u l d n o t be occas ioned b y h i s 
esteeming i t a C h u r c h o f in f e r i o r i m p o r t a n c e , for i t was the p r i m a r y See o f 
P e t e r : b u t h e felt t h a t t h e y to w h o m he was w r i t i n g , a n d w h o w e r e capable 
of r e a d i n g w h a t he w r i t , h a d n o acqua intance w i t h i t . Y e t h e a r w h a t is s a i d 
of i t b y another eminent F a t h e r S t . C h r y s o s t o m , " I have come b a c k to m y 
m o t h e r ; t h i s C h u r c h " o f A n t i o c h " the object o f l ove a n d affection to a l l : 
our m o t h e r , a n d the mother of all Churches. F o r she i s the m o t h e r n o t a lone 
i n consequence o f b e i n g o f more anc i ent date, b u t because she w a s f o u n d e d 
b y apostol ic h a n d s . W h e r e f o r e , a l t h o u g h f r e q u e n t l y d e m o l i s h e d o n account 
of t h e n a m e o f C h r i s t , she has been ra i sed u p b y the p o w e r o f C h r i s t . 
F o r n o t o n l y d i d apos to l i ca l h a n d s l a y h e r f oundat i on , b u t the ed i c t 
of the L o r d o f the A p o s t l e s h a t h enc losed h e r w i t h i n a w a l l o f defence b o t h 
n e w a n d e x t r a o r d i n a r y . F o r n e i t h e r d i d he b y a n y c o m b i n a t i o n o f w o o d a n d 
stone cons t ruc t the enc losure , n o r b y compass ing h e r a r o u n d e x t e r n a l l y w i t h 
a moat , n o r b y d r i v i n g d o w n stakes , n o r b y r a i s i n g towers , d i d he r e n d e r h e r 
i m p r e g n a b l e . B u t he spake t w o n a k e d w o r d s , a n d these suff iced h e r for 
w a l l a n d t ower , a n d m o a t , a n d for e v e r y descr ip t i on of sa feguard . A n d w h a t 
are these w o r d s w h i c h possess s u c h s t r e n g t h r ' U p o n th is r o c k I w i l l b u i l d 
m y C h u r c h , a n d the gates of h e l l s h a l l not p r e v a i l against i t . ' " ( C h r y s o s t . 
S e r m o . i n I n s c r . i n A c t A p o s t . in init.) W i l l i t be possible to f i n d m e n b o l d 
e n o u g h to m a i n t a i n t h a t C h r y s o s t o m regarded the C h u r c h o f R o m e as " the 
m o t h e r a n d mistress o f a l l C h u r c h e s " ; or as the o n l y C h u r c h b u i l t u p o n S t . 
P e t e r ? or as a lone i n c l u d e d i n the p r o m i s e of the L o r d that " t h e gates of 
h e l l s h a l l n o t p r e v a i l against i t : " H e a r aga in the sent iments o f the same 
F a t h e r as to the p e c u l i a r c o n n e x i o n o f the A p o s t l e P e t e r w i t h the C h u r c h of 
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A n t i o c h , a n d say w h e t h e r i t c a n w i t h fairness be m a i n t a i n e d that R o m e was 
i n t h a t age cons idered t o possess t h e p r i v i l e g e o f a n e x c l u s i v e t i t l e t o h i s 
c h a i r . " Thou seest that even his receiving the name of Peter, had its rise, not 

from the working of miracles by him, but from his manifestation of a burning 

zeal. But having thus made mention of Peter, I am put in mind of another 

Peter," ( n a m e l y t h e t h e n B i s h o p o f A n t i o c h ) " the common father andteacher, 

who having inherited the former's excellency, has also succeeded TO HIS C H A I R . 
F o r t h i s is the one great p r i v i l e g e o f o u r c i t y , t h a t i t h a d for i t s f i rst ins t ruc tor 
the ch ie f a n d leader o f the A p o s t l e s ; for i t w a s su i tab le t h a t , as i t preceded 
the rest of the w o r l d i n h a v i n g the n a m e o f C h r i s t i a n s a t tached to i t , th i s c i t y 
s h o u l d have the first of t h e A p o s t l e s as i t s s h e p h e r d . B u t t h o u g h w e rece ived 
h i m as our teacher w e r e t a i n e d h i m n o t to t h e e n d , b u t y i e l d e d h i m u p to 
I m p e r i a l R o m e ; and yet rather we did keep him to the last. For the body oj 

Peter we retain not, but the faith of Peter ire do maintain as we are Peter's ; 

and thus holding fast the faith of Peter we have Peter himself. Thus also 

looking upon one who emulates him, we hare him within our view. For Christ 

called John Elias, not because Elias was the same with John, bid because John 

came in the spirit and power of Elias. In the same nuxnner, then, as John in 

consequence of his coming in that spirit and power was Elias, so this our bishop 

being with us in the confession and faith of Peter, may very properly claim to 

be called by the name of Peter." ( I b i d , prop, fn.) "What c loser degree o f 
a f f in i ty w i t h the c h i e f a n d l eader o f the A p o s t l e s c o u l d be c l a i m e d on beha l f 
o f the C h u r c h o f R o m e or i t s c h i e f pastor ? H e r e w e perce ive i t stated, t h e 
B i s h o p of A n t i o c h occupies t h e c h a i r of P e t e r ; h i s c h u r c h b y h o l d i n g the 
f a i t h o f P e t e r possesses P e t e r ; a n d i ts c h i e f pas tor , as he abides b y the c o n ­
fession a n d f a i t h o f that A p o s t l e , i s e n t i t l e d to be caUed b y h i s name , or i s 
h i s t r u e successor. I s th i s t h e n t h e mere p r i v a t e o p i n i o n o f C h r y s o s t o m 
h imse l f , or a doc tr ine n e w l y i m a g i n e d i n h i s age ? N o j w h a t C h r y s o s t o m 
recorded as h i s o w n bel ief , t h a t " t h e c h a i r o f P e t e r " was at A n t i o c h , a n d 
that A n t i o c h was " the m o t h e r o f a l l C h u r c h e s , " was b e l i e v e d a n d h e l d b y 
a l l p r e v i o u s b ishops of t h a t See, b y I g n a t i u s , b y T h e o p h i l u s , b y C o r n e l i u s , b y 
B a b y l a s , b y F a b i u s . N a y , a n d at the v e r y i n s t a n t that C y p r i a n was descr ib ing 
" t h e p lace of F a b i a n " at R o m e , as " t h e p lace of P e t e r " ( E p . I i . ) , there 
m u s t h a v e been at A n t i o c h a b i s h o p m a i n t a i n i n g w i t h n o less confidence t h a t 
his See (of A n t i o c h ) was the c h a i r a n d p lace of P e t e r . 

I t is w o r t h y of observa t i on , t h o u g h I s h a l l m a k e n o a t tempt t o account 
for i t , that the l a t t e r o f these passages f r o m C h r y s o s t o m is quoted o n beha l f 
o f the P a p a l C l a i m , w i t h t h e s u p p r e s s i o n o f t h e first a n d c o n c l u d i n g p a r a ­
graphs , here p r i n t e d i n i t a l i c . I n t h e case o f C y p r i a n , t h i s sys tem o f 
e x t r a c t i n g w h a t is s u p p o s e d to be f avourab le , a n d n o t h i n g more , is ex tended 
even to s ingle w o r d s . F o r i n s t a n c e , the m e r e e m p l o y m e n t b y h i m o f the 
w o r d primatus is supposed to p r o v e t h a t P e t e r h e l d a primacy i n a n d over 
the C h u r c h . T h e r e i s n o t i n t h e e n t i r e sentence w h e r e i n t h i s w o r d occurs , 
a n y o ther w h i c h l e n d s the s l i gh tes t countenance to t h i s persuas ion . O n the 
c o n t r a r y , i f i n s t e a d of d e d u c i n g the m e a n i n g o f t h e sentence f r o m a s ing le 
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w o r d , t h e m o r e reasonable course o f d e t e r m i n i n g the sense of t h a t w o r d 
f rom t h e c o n t e x t w e r e f o l l o w e d , i t w o u l d be f o u n d to afford no countenance 
whatever t o the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w h i c h i t i s c h a l l e n g e d to suppor t . I n h i s 71st 
E p i s t l e to Q u i n t i u s , o n b a p t i s m b y heret i cs , C y p r i a n i s c o m m e n t i n g o n t h e 
a i r of s u p e r i o r i t y a s s u m e d b y S t e p h e n i n enforc ing w h a t he r e g a r d e d as 
" anc ient c u s t o m . " E u s e b i u s says " h e w o u l d h a v e n o depar ture f r o m the 
t r a d i t i o n w h i c h h a d p r e v a i l e d f r o m t h e earl iest t i m e s . " ( E c . H i s t . v i i . 3.) 
C y p r i a n rep l i es t h e y m u s t n o t d i c ta te to h i m f r o m c u s t o m ; b u t m u s t p r e v a i l 
b y d i n t o f r e a s o n ; for t h a t " even P e t e r , w h o m the L o r d first e l e c ted ,* a n d 
u p o n w h o m he b u i l t h i s C h u r c h , w h e n af terwards P a u l w i t h s t o o d h i m , d i d 
not h a u g h t i l y l a y c l a i m to a n y t h i n g , or m a g i s t e r i a l l y assume i t , so as to 
say t h a t h e h a d a primatus, a n d o u g h t to be obeyed b y those w h o h a d been 
more r e c e n t l y c a l l e d " t o the apos t l esh ip . W h a t t h e n is th i s primatus, to 
w h i c h P e t e r d i d not l a y c l a i m , t h o u g h he m i g h t h a v e done so to s i lence t h e 
oppos i t ion of h i s j u n i o r s i n the m i n i s t r y ? (Nocellis et poster is.) T h e a l l u s i o n 
from primatus to the p r e v i o u s primitin is too obv ious to be m i s t a k e n : a n d i f 
S t . P e t e r h a d s a i d t h a t he , b e i n g of l onger s t a n d i n g i n office, o u g h t to h a v e 
the first p lace , o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n ass igned to h i m , a n d to be treated w i t h 
deference b y those w h o w e r e m o r e r e c e n t l y c a l l e d , a l t h o u g h i t m i g h t h a v e 
been a h a u g h t y a n d m a g i s t e r i a l m o d e o f t r e a t i n g t h e m , yet there w o u l d h a v e 
been some c o n n e x i o n b e t w e e n the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n . B u t suppose 
the sense o f primatus to be t h a t he h a d , b y d i v i n e r i g h t , a s p i r i t u a l s u p r e m a c y 
over every human being, w h a t c o u l d h a v e been h i s m e a n i n g i f he h a d s a i d 
that t h e y w h o were c o m p a r a t i v e l y i n t h e i r n o v i t i a t e ought o n this a c count 
to obey h i m ? I f h e h a d u s e d primatus to b e t o k e n such a n office, s u r e l y he 
w o u l d n o t h a v e con f ined t h e assert ion o f h i s t i t l e to respect m e r e l y to those 
of more recent a p p o i n t m e n t . C y p r i a n i n that case w o u l d have c o m m e n d e d 
h i m for n o t a s s u m i n g that every l i v i n g s o u l , o l d o r y o u n g , c a l l e d l o n g ago or 
o n l y yes terday , o u g h t to s u b m i t to the decis ions ot h i m w h o m C h r i s t h a d 
orda ined to s u c h a n office o f s u p r e m a c y over t h e u n i v e r s a l C h u r c h . A n y 
c o n c l u s i o n short of th i s w o u l d be most lame a n d i m p o t e n t . N e i t h e r i s t h i s 
a n u n a u t h o r i z e d sense o f primatus; s i g n i f y i n g p r i o r i t y i n po int o f t i m e . 
T e r t u l l i a n so uses i t . " O u r s y s t e m , " h e says , " i s n o t of later date t h a n others , 
b u t anter ior to a l l : a n d t h e sure w a r r a n t of the t r u t h i s , i t s a l w a y s h o l d i n g 
p r i o r i t y o f date . ' ( D e p r a s c r . x x x v . ) S o also ( D e A n i m . x x v i i . ) , s p e a k i n g of 
the s i m u l t a n e o u s generat ion o f the b o d y a n d s o u l , he argues " i f we a l l o w the 
one to h a v e a n earlier, a n d the o ther a later date i n c o m i n g i n t o be ing , ( s i a l t e r i 
p r i n c i p a t u m d a m u s , a l t e r i s e c u n d a t u m ) t h e n m u s t t h e i r p r o d u c t i v e causes 
operate also at successive t i m e s . " T h i s sense of the w o r d also shows e x a c t l y 
the p o s i t i o n i n w h i c h the apostol ic Sees stood i n r e l a t i o n to others . F r o m 
the v e r y n a t u r e of t h i n g s the f oundat ions of the A p o s t l e s m u s t be ear l ier i n 
date t h a n those w h i c h were d e r i v e d f r o m t h e m . I n t h i s sense R o m e h a d a 
primatus, o r s e n i o r i t y , a m o n g the w e s t e r n Sees, as P e t e r h a d a m o n g t h e 

• Matt, i r . 18—20 ; M a r k i . 16 ; L u k e v . 1—3; Matt. x. 2; M a r k i i i . 1G; L u k e v i . 12. 
Malt . i v i . 18. 
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A p o s t l e s . S t e p h e n w e perce ive s tood u p o n s u p e r i o r a n t i q u i t y : a n d the 

j rep ly o f C y p r i a n is i n effect, so m i g h t P e t e r h a v e d o n e ; b u t as he d i d not 
so ne i ther o u g h t y o u : y o u o u g h t to hear o u r remonstrances a n d to answer 
t h e m b y a r g u m e n t , " as P e t e r w i t h o u t r e l u c t a n c e y i e l d e d t o the leg i t imate 
r eason ing w h i c h P a u l m a i n t a i n e d . " I do n o t des ign h e r e b y to v ind i ca te the 
s o l i d i t y of C y p r i a n ' s a r g u m e n t , o r t h e correctness of h i s v i e w s r e l a t i n g to 
b a p t i s m . O n the c o n t r a r y m y p e r s u a s i o n i s , t h a t h e was i n error . B u t this 
i s not the q u e s t i o n . T h e r e a l p o i n t for c o n s i d e r a t i o n i s , w h e t h e r he h e l d 
t h a t S t e p h e n , i n v i r t u e of h i s office a n d jure dirino, possessed a s p i r i t u a l 
s u p r e m a c y e n t i t l i n g h i m to r e q u i r e f r o m a l l C h u r c h e s a n d countr ies an 
u n c o n d i t i o n a l c o m p l i a n c e w i t h h i s dec i s i on u p o n a n y p o i n t o f f a i t h . N o one 
c o u l d ex i s t u n d e r a s t ronger d r e a d o f e x c o m m u n i c a t i o n f r o m the C h u r c h of 
C h r i s t , t h a n C y p r i a n e n t e r t a i n e d . B u t he sets at n o u g h t a l l the menaces of 
S t e p h e n ; a n d e v i d e n t l y shews h i s p e r s u a s i o n t h a t separat ion f r o m the 
C h u r c h of R o m e w a s not to be c on founded i n i t s character a n d consequences 
w i t h e x c l u s i o n f r o m the C h u r c h o f C h r i s t ; i n w h i c h he f e l t t h a t the real 
r i s k a n d p e n a l t y a t t endant u p o n e x c o m m u n i c a t i o n res ided . T h e one of these 
he p r o v o k e d , i f he d i d n o t u n d e r g o ; b u t there are scores o f passages i n h is 
w o r k s , w h i c h p r o v e t h a t n o c ons idera t i on w o u l d have i n d u c e d h i m to 
encounter the o ther . 

P r e v i o u s l y to q u i t t i n g the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of h i s w r i t i n g s , w h i c h , f rom their 
impor tance , deserve a l l the a t t e n t i o n that can be bestowed o n t h e m , I w i l l 
r e m a r k that he does not refer t h e w o r d " m a t r i x " to the C h u r c h of R o m e 
e x c l u s i v e l y as i f the m o t h e r o f a l l C h u r c h e s ; h e appl ies t h e same w o r d i n 
t h e v e r y same sense to h i s o w n C h u r c h of C a r t h a g e . I n a n account g iven o i 
t h e sys tem p u r s u e d , as to persons w h o h a d been b a p t i s e d there, a n d h a d 
af terwards been seduced i n t o heresy , he says , " t h i s pract i ce w e also observe 
to th i s day ; n a m e l y , t h a t as m a n y as were i n d i s p u t a b l y b a p t i s e d here , a n d 
h a v e gone over f r o m us t o t h e here t i c s , i f after a d i s covery o f t h e i r f au l t and 
a d i s s ipa t i on of t h e i r w a n d e r i n g , t h e y r e t u r n to t h e truth, a n d to the mother 

( m a t r i c e m ) , " that i s t h e C h u r c h i n w h i c h t h e y were bapt i sed , w h i c h cer­
t a i n l y was not at R o m e , " i t s h a l l suffice to l a y h a n d s o n t h e m i n t o k e n of 
r e p e n t a n c e . " ( E p . I x x i . a d Q u i n t u m ) . I n h i s vehemence o f oppos i t ion to 
S t e p h e n , he assigns as a j u s t i f i c a t i o n of h i s o w n separat i on f r o m h i m that 
" w e ought i n a l l t h i n g s to h o l d t h e u n i t y o f the C a t h o l i c C h u r c h ; " nor 
o u g h t w e " i n a n y a r t i c l e o f t h e f a i t h a n d t r u t h to sur render to i t s enemies, 
or else (for the w o r d s w i l l bear e i ther sense) " t o surrender , u p o n any po ints , 
to the adversaries o f the f a i t h a n d t r u t h : " one or other o f w h i c h th ings he 
therefore more t h a n i m p l i e s t h e ent i re C h u r c h o f R o m e h a d been g u i l t y ot. 
I firmly be l ieve that i n t h i s d i s p u t e C y p r i a n w a s w r o n g ; b u t that is not the 
q u e s t i o n . H i s a u t h o r i t y i s p r o d u c e d , a n d g rea t l y r e l i e d o n to prove that he 
n o t o n l y a c k n o w l e d g e d the p a p a l s u p r e m a c y , b u t e v i d e n t l y spoke of i t as 
a c k n o w l e d g e d u n i v e r s a l l y t h r o u g h o u t the C h u r c h . W e therefore quote h is 
w o r d s to s h e w t h a t he t h o u g h t a n d wrote as i t was imposs ib l e any one 
s b o i d d w r i t e a n d t h i n k , w h o h e l d t h a t the B i s h o p o f R o m e possessed, i n 



v i r t u e o f h i s o c c u p y i n g t h e c h a i r o f S t . P e t e r , s u c h a r i g h t o f government 
over t h e C h u r c h at large as has been p r e t e n d i n g l y c l a i m e d b y the successors 
of S t e p h e n . I n m a n y cases the express ions o f C y p r i a n offer a d i rec t c o n ­
t r a d i c t i o n to s u c h a c l a i m ; a n d , at t h e best, he is r e f e r r i n g to a n e n t i r e l y 
different subject w h e n h i s evidence i s h e l d to be conf i rmatory o f t h a t c l a i m . 
T a k e t h e f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e : — " F o r a s m u c h as the perverse unmanageab le 
obst inacy of the adverse f a c t i o n r e p e l l e d the bosom a n d embrace o f the root 
a n d m o t h e r . " H e i s s p e a k i n g o f those presbyters at R o m e w h o h a d elected 
N o v a t i a n to be t h e i r b i s h o p i n o p p o s i t i o n to C o r n e l i u s , t h e c a n o n i c a l occupier 
of the c h a i r ; a n d to them, n o one d isputes t h a t the C h u r c h of R o m e was t h e 
root a n d m o t h e r ; because t h e y were members o f i t . So , w e have seen, w a s 
the C h u r c h o f C a r t h a g e , a n d so was A n t i o c h , a n d so is every l a w f u l C h u r c h 
to a l l w h o h a v e been a d m i t t e d to i t s c o m m u n i o n , a n d are res ident w i t h i n i t s 
l i m i t s . Y e t these w o r d s are r e l i e d o n as c o n t a i n i n g proo f t h a t C y p r i a n 
spoke o f t h e C h u r c h o f R o m e as t h e mother a n d root of all C h u r c h e s ; 
whereas n o t h i n g c o u l d be more a l i e n f rom h i s m e a n i n g , as n o t h i n g was less 
w i t h i n h i s c o n t e m p l a t i o n at the t i m e . " T h e d i s c o r d , " he proceeds , " s t i l l 
spread ing , a n d b e c o m i n g m o r e i n f l a m e d , t h e y set u p a b i shop o f t h e i r o w n ; 
a n d i n o p p o s i t i o n to the once dec lared sacrament of the d i v i n e order a n d o f 
C a t h o l i c u n i t y , e s tab l i shed a n adu l terous a n d host i l e h e a d outs ide of the 
C h u r c h . " ( A d . C o r n e l , ep . x l i i . ) T h a t the abettors of N o v a t i a n b e l i e v e d 
they h a d m a d e h i m the h e a d of the p a r t i c u l a r C h u r c h at R o m e , there c a n be 
no q u e s t i o n ; b u t that t h e y ever c ontempla ted m a k i n g h i m t h e r e b y the h e a d 
of the C h u r c h u n i v e r s a l there is n o t one w o r d i n any r e m a i n i n g a u t h o r i t y to 
prove o r to render p r o b a b l e . T h e sacrament o f d i v i n e order a n d ca tho l i c 
u n i t y , w h i c h t h e y were c h a r g e d w i t h v i o l a t i n g , was t h a t w h i c h f orbad the 
appo in tment of a second b i shop to a See w h i c h h a d a l r e a d y a c a n o n i c a l 
o ccupant . T h e w o r d s o f C y p r i a n h e r e have no reference, d i rec t , remote , or 
i m p l i e d , to a n y b r e a c h o f u n i t y b u t t h i s ; o f w h i c h ( i f the e lec t i on of C o r ­
ne l ius w e r e v a U d ) t h e y c e r t a i n l y w e r e g u i l t y . T h i s is C y p r i a n ' s e x p l a n a t i o n 
of h i s o w n m e a n i n g . I n h i s epist le ( I i i . ) to A n t o n i a n u s , w r i t t e n express ly 
to a c q u a i n t h i m w i t h the t rue state o f the controversy , he puts the offence o f 
N o v a t i a n e n t i r e l y u p o n t h i s f oo t ing . " C o r n e l i u s h a d been appo in ted b i s h o p 
b y the j u d g m e n t o f G o d a n d C h r i s t , b y the t e s t i m o n y o f n e a r l y a l l t h e c l e rgy , 
b y the suffrages of the l a i t y t h e n present , a n d b y an assemblage o f anc ient 
b ishops a n d good m e n ; n o one h a v i n g been p r e v i o u s l y e lected , a n d the 
place o f F a b i a n , t h a t is t h e p lace o f P e t e r , a n d the s ta t i on of t h e ep iscopal 
cha i r , b e i n g t h e n v a c a n t . W h i c h b e i n g entered u p o n ac co rd ing to the w i l l 
of G o d , a n d c o n f i r m e d b y the consent of a l l o f u s , i f a n y one s h o u l d a i m after 
th is at b e i n g m a d e a b i shop , he m u s t necessar i ly be made so outs ide t h e 
C h u r c h Cforisj, n o r can he receive ecc les iast i ca l o r d i n a t i o n w h o ho lds not 
the u n i t y of t h e C h u r c h . W h o e v e r he m a y h a v e been , a n d h o w e v e r m u c h 
he m a y boast of h imse l f , a n d c l a i m f o r h imse l f , he is a profane person , h e i s 
an a l i e n , he i s out o f t h e C h u r c h . A n d f o r a s m u c h as after the first there 
cannot be a second, w h o e v e r i s appo in ted after t h e one w h o ought to be t h e 
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o n l y one, he is n o t the second ( b i s h o p ) , b u t n o n e at a l l . " I t is a n easy 
t h i n g , b y e x t r a c t i n g a f ew w o r d s f r o m a n y w r i t e r , a n d b y a p p l y i n g t h e m , i n 
a sense w h i c h he d i d n o t i n t e n d , to a subject w h i c h he h a d n o t i n h i s 
thoughts , to find p r o o f o f a n y o p i n i o n ; even of t h e s u p r e m a c y of the See o f 
H o m e . B u t to expose the groundlessness of the c o n c l u s i o n , n o t h i n g more is 
necessary t h a n to state t h e case i n f u l l . A f ew y e a r s a f te rwards the u s u r p a ­
t i o n w h i c h C o r n e l i u s h a d s u s t a i n e d be fe l C y p r i a n h i m s e l f . A n i n t r u s i v e 
b ishop w a s o rda ined w i t h o u t h i s k n o w l e d g e or consent w i t h i n h i s diocese. 
Xow i t becomes m a n i f e s t t h a t h i s express ions o n t h e a t t e m p t e d u s u r p a t i o n 
o f the See of R o m e b y N o v a t i a n , h a d reference n o t to a n y super i o r i n i q u i t y 
a t t end ing the i n v a s i o n o f i t , b u t to t h e b r e a c h of t h e g e n e r a l o rd inance w h i c h 
forbad m o r e t h a n one b i s h o p at once i n a n y See ; a n d o f w h i c h appo intment 
the c h a i r o f P e t e r w a s , i n those reg ions , the o n l y s y m b o l . T h i s is manifest 
I say, because he repeats on t h e i n v a s i o n of h i s o w n See o f Car thage , 
prec i se ly the same l a n g u a g e as h a d been c a l l e d f o r t h b y t h e outrage o f 
N o v a t i a n u p o n the r i g h t s o f t h e See o f R o m e . " S i n c e these examples , so 
conspicuous a n d o f s u c h a charac ter , a n d m a n y o thers , h a v e o c c u r r e d afore­
t i m e , w h e r e b y t h e ep i s copa l a u t h o r i t y a n d p o w e r i s c o n f i r m e d b y d i v i n e 
a p p r o v a l , i n w h a t e s t i m a t i o n do y o u h o l d these m e n w h o b e i n g enemies of 
the pr i es thood a n d rebels against the C a t h o l i c C h u r c h , are r e s t r a i n e d ne i ther 
b y the threatenings o f t h e L o r d g i v i n g t h e m f o r e w a r n i n g , nor b y the p e n a l t y 
of a f u t u r e j u d g m e n t ? F o r heresies h a v e ar i sen , a n d schisms have s p r u n g 
f rom no o ther source t h a n t h a t d u e obedience is n o t p a i d to the pr i e s t of G o d : 
a n d i t i s forgotten t h a t i n a C h u r c h t h e r e ought be one b i shop at a t i m e , a n d 
one j u d g e at a t i m e . i n C h r i s t ' s s tead . I f i n c o n f o r m i t y w i t h the d i v i n e 
ord inances the w h o l e f r a t e r n i t y w e r e r espec t fu l to h i m , n o one w o u l d engage 
i n cabals i n oppos i t i on to t h e e p i s c o p a l col lege, n o one, after the d i v i n e 
appo in tment h a d been m a d e k n o w n , after the suffrage of the l a i t y , after the 
consent o f the b ishops o f t h e p r o v i n c e , w o u l d set h i m s e l f u p as the j u d g e , 
not of the b i shop , b u t o f G o d ; n o one , b y the r e n d i n g asunder o f u n i t y , w o u l d 
cause a b r e a c h i n the C h u r c h o f C h r i s t ; n o one t h r o u g h se l f -p l eas ing , a n d 
be ing puf fed u p , w o u l d e s tab l i sh a n e w heresy , s e p a r a t e l y f r o m a n d outs ide 
of the C h u r c h (forisJ: un less i n d e e d i t be some one of s u c h sacr i leg ious 
rashness, a n d s u c h d e p r a v e d p r i n c i p l e s , as to t h i n k t h a t a b i s h o p can be 
appo inted w i t h o u t t h e s a n c t i o n o f G o d : — p l a i n l y t h e y are m a d e b ishops not 
agreeably to the w i l l o f G o d ; b u t t h e y are made w h o are w i t h o u t the C h u r c h ; 
t h e y are m a d e i n o p p o s i t i o n t o t h e i n s t i t u t e d o rder a n d t r a d i t i o n of t h e 
G o s p e l . " ( E p . l v . a d C o r n e l . ) I f a n y R o m a n C a t h o l i c c o u l d be i n d u c e d 
w i t h o u t prepossession to s t u d y a t t e n t i v e l y these t w o compos i t i ons of C y p r i a n , 
the one r e l a t i n g to t h e i n t r u s i o n o f a p s e u d o - b i s h o p i n t o the See of R o m e , 
the other to a l i k e v i o l a t i o n of e cc les ias t i ca l d i s c i p l i n e i n the See o f C a r t h a g e j 

a n d to r e m a r k the perfect p a r i t y o f f e e l i n g a n d e x p r e s s i o n w h i c h C y p r i a n 
e x h i b i t s o n these two occasions, m o s t c e r t a i n a m I t h a t h e m u s t f r o m t h a t 
m o m e n t surrender t h e t e s t i m o n y o f C y p r i a n as v o u c h i n g for t h e s u p r e m a c y 
of the See of R o m e . A s a n a p o s t o l i c a l seat, o r as the apos to l i ca l seat i n that 
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part of the world, deference w a s due , a n d deference w a s p a i d to i t ; b u t t h i s 
was a l l . I say i t a d v i s e d l y a n d d e l i b e r a t e l y : i f the w r i t i n g s o f C y p r i a n be 
re l ied o n to f u r n i s h p r o o f that the C h u r c h of R o m e e i ther c l a i m e d or w a s 
a l l owed i n those days a s u p r e m a c y for i t s b ishop over a l l C h u r c h e s a n d 
persons i n t h e w o r l d , s u c h p r e t e n d e d p r o o f i s no better t h a n decept ion , w h i c h 
the s k i l f u l m a y pract i se , a n d b y w h i c h t h e u n i n f o r m e d m a y be d e l u d e d . I t 
amounts a l m o s t to the c r i m e o f fa l s i f i ca t i on ; a l l e g i n g statements as i f c o n ­
nected w i t h one subject , w h e n i n r e a l i t y i t was the i n t e n t i o n o f t h e i r a u t h o r 
to a p p l y t h e m to a n e n t i r e l y dif ferent q u e s t i o n . 

Y e t another w o r d has been fixed u p o n as af fording p r o o f of t h e s u p r e m a c y 
of R o m e : t h a t is principatus, w h i c h i s connected w i t h the c h u r c h of t h a t 
c i t y b y A u g u s t i n e , w h e n h e says t h a t i n i t " h a t h a l w a y s flourished t h e 
p r i n c i p a l i t y o f a n A p o s t o l i c a l C h a i r ; " or M e A p o s t o l i c a l C h a i r , as some w o u l d 
interpret h i m . I t is t r u l y s u r p r i s i n g that a n y person s h o u l d be f o u n d d isposed 
to urge these w o r d s , p i c k e d o u t o f the m i d d l e of a l o n g l e t ter , as i f t h e y 
cou ld b y themse lves c a r r y a n y w e i g h t . I f men ' s express ions m a y be dea l t 
w i t h after t h i s m a n n e r , e x h i b i t e d n a k e d l y w i t h o u t r e g a r d to the subject t h e y 
relate to , a n d s t r i p p e d of t h e i r c o n n e x i o n w i t h t h e context , a n y b o d y ' s 
a u t h o r i t y m a y be eas i l y c i t ed , i n p r o o f o f a n y t h i n g . T o j u d g e w i t h fa irness 
a n d to a r r i v e w i t h a n y c e r t a i n t y at t h e m e a n i n g o f A u g u s t i n e , w e o u g h t , 
u n q u e s t i o n a b l y , to w e i g h h i s words w i t h the c i r cumstances . L e t us t h e n 
r e v i e w t h e m . Caec i l ian , b i s h o p of C a r t h a g e , was a c cused b y the D o n a t i s t s 
before a C o u n c i l o f s e v e n t y A f r i c a n b i s h o p s ; S e c u n d u s , b i shop of T a g a s t a 
a n d t h e n p r i m a t e o f N u m i d i a , b e i n g the pres ident . F o r reasons w h i c h seem 
suff icient C a ' c i l i a n a n d h i s co l league , F e l i x , b i shop of A p t o n g a , d i d n o t 
appear, a n d i n t h e i r absence w e r e condemned . A u g u s t i n e b lames S e c u n d u s 
for th i s p r o c e e d i n g . H e t h i n k s i t w o u l d have been better i f t h e accusers 
h a d been r e c o m m e n d e d to forego the charges , a n d t o leave t h e accused t o 
the j u d g m e n t of G o d ; o r e lse , he t h i n k s , Secundus might have said to t h e 
promoters o f the t r i a l , " I f there be a n y a m o n g y o u w h o can o f t h e i r o w n 
k n o w l e d g e so depose to these charges as t o b r i n g t h e m home b y proo f w h i c h 
a d m i t s o f n o c o n t r a d i c t i o n , ye t are u n w i l l i n g to c o m m u n i c a t e d i r e c t l y w i t h 
s u c h persons as these, t h e y m a y go t o our b r e t h r e n a n d col leagues, t h e 
b ishops o f t h e C h u r c h e s b e y o n d sea. T h e r e let t h e m i n the first i n s t a n c e 
lodge t h e i r c o m p l a i n t aga inst these m e n , for the i r c o n t u m a c y i n d e c l i n i n g , 
u n d e r a sense of g u i l t , to appear before t h i s C o u n c i l t o undergo the j u d g m e n t 
of t h e i r A f r i c a n col leagues ; a n d i n the n e x t place l e t t h e m be s u m m o n e d t o 
at tend , a n d there to answer to the charges l a i d against t h e m . " I m u s t here 
r e m a r k t h a t A r c h b i s h o p L a u d was n o t v e r y w r o n g i n s ta t ing that " t h e 
Catho l i c s gave t h e m l e a v e to be h e a r d before fore ign C h u r c h e s . " F o r w h e n 
A u g u s t i n e w o u l d have h a d i t s a i d " t h e y m a y g o , " h e was i n r e a l i t y s p e a k i n g 
h is o w n sent iments . H e puts h i s o w n w o r d s , i f I m a y use s u c h an express i on , 
in to the m o u t h o f S e c u n d u s , o n l y to s h o w w h a t he w o u l d have s a i d h a d h e 
been p r e s i d i n g ins tead of S e c u n d u s . U n l e s s , therefore A u g u s t i n e were o f one 
o p i n i o n , a n d the C a t h o l i c s o f another , i t seems to f o l l o w as s u r e l y as t h a t t w o 
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a n d t w o m a k e four , t h a t t h e C a t h o l i c s d i d v i r t u a l l y express approval o f the ir 
b e i n g h e a r d j ) y f o re ign C h u r c h e s . I n w h a t m a t e r i a l respect t h i s differs f r o m 
A r c h b i s h o p L a u d ' s s tatement , t h a t t h e C a t h o l i c s gave them leave to be h e a r d , 
I do n o t u n d e r s t a n d . I t was to t h e f o re ign Churches t h a t A u g u s t i n e t h o u g h t 
the case ought to h a v e been r e f e r r e d , n o t s i n g l y or espec ia l ly to the C h u r c h 
o f R o m e , as i f i ts b i s h o p h e l d a s u p r e m a c y o r p l e n i t u d e o f p a s t o r a l a u t h o r i t y 
over t h e ent i re C h u r c h o f C h r i s t . A n d as A u g u s t i n e l a y s d o w n o n the one 
h a n d the course w h i c h S e c u n d u s ought to h a v e p u r s u e d , he imag ines o n the 
o ther w h a t the p o s i t i o n o f Csee i l ian w o u l d h a v e been i f that course had been 
adopted . T h e o p t i o n b e i n g le f t to the accusers o f c a r r y i n g t h e i r charges to 
the C h u r c h e s b e y o n d sea for a h e a r i n g , suppose t h e m not to have a v a i l e d 
themselves o f t h a t p e r m i s s i o n , b u t to h a v e c o n t i n u e d s p r e a d i n g ca lumnies 
a n d invec t ives against C s e c i l i a n . T h e y w o u l d not t h e r e b y , as A u g u s t i n e 
surmises , h a v e i n j u r e d h i m at a l l ; because as the b i s h o p o f so great and 
e m i n e n t a c i t y as C a r t h a g e , he m i g h t v e r y w e l l set at n o u g h t the ma l i c e of 
h i s enemies , e spec ia l l y as t h a t c i t y w a s n o t remote f r o m those t ransmar ine 
countr ies , a n d Caec i l ian m i g h t ref lect ( v idere t ) " that b y let ters c o m m u n i c a ­
t o r y * h e was associated w i t h t h e C h u r c h o f R o m e , i n w h i c h f rom the first 
t h e p r i n c i p a l i t y o f a n aposto l i c c h a i r h a t h flourished, a n d w i t h the other 
countr ies whence t h e G o s p e l passed over i n t o A f r i c a i t s e l f . " ( E p i s t . ad 
G l o r . et E l e u t h . t orn i i . 91 , D . ) B u t i n case the accusers s h o u l d prosecute 
the s u i t , a n d s t r i ve to i n d u c e those C h u r c h e s to b r e a k off c o m m u n i o n w i t h 
h i m ; t h e n Caec i l ian w o u l d be p r e p a r e d to a n s w e r before t h e m for h imse l t . 
I n a l l th i s there i s n o t h i n g w h a t e v e r to countenance the c l a i m of R o m a n 
s u p r e m a c y , un less i t c a n be e x t r a c t e d f r o m t h e s ing le w o r d principatus. B u t 
l e t i t be observed w h a t i s the g e n e r a l usage of t h a t w o r d , a n d the equiva lent 
primatus, b y t h e same w r i t e r . H e says , " P e t e r f r o m petra, c a l l e d blessed, 
i n a figure represent ing t h e C h u r c h , h o l d i n g the principatus o f the A p o s t l e s . " 
( S e r m . l x x v i . i n M a t t h . x i v . 25 , t o rn . v . p . 416, B . ) A g a i n , " b e h o l d how-
C y p r i a n relates , w h a t w e also h a v e h e a r d f r o m H o l y S c r i p t u r e , that the 
A p o s t l e P e t e r , i n w h o m the jrrimatus o f the A p o s t l e s shines f o r t h w i t h so d i s ­
t i n g u i s h e d grace, w h e n he was a c c u s t o m e d to treat the ques t i on of c i r c u m ­
c i s i on o therwise t h a n t h e t r u t h r e q u i r e d , w a s correc ted b y P a u l , a later A p o s ­
t le (posteriore). H t h e n P e t e r m i g h t w a l k not u p r i g h t l y i n a n y t h i n g 
T ^ r t a i n i n g to the t r u t h o f the G o s p e l , so as to c o m p e l the G e n t i l e s to l i v e as 
do t h e J e w s , as P a u l w r i t e s i n t h a t ep is t le w h e r e i n h e ca l l s G o d to witness 
t h a t h e l ies n o t , ( G a l . i . 20) a n d , after t h i s so s o l e m n a n d t e r r ib l e attestation 
of G o d , proceeds t o re la te a l l that he s a i d to P e t e r before t h e m a l l , — i f P e t e r , 

* T h e litira communicotorifB were letters written by bishops on their election to make 
notification of it to the bi-Oiops of other churches, whose admission of those letters w--s ft 
token of their reception of the writers into communion. In another letter to the same 
Glorius Eleutherius and others, Augustine says "Qua?rebam utrum epistolas comniuni-
catori:is, quas/ommtta dicimus, posset quo vellem dare f" T h i s he proposes to F o r t u n e s , 
the Donatist bishop, as a test or gage to determine whether he were acknowledged to be 
in commuuion with the Churches to whom those letters were to be addressed. 
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I say, c o u l d c o m p e l t h e G e n t i l e s to l i v e as the J e w s , i n c o n t r a d i c t i o n of the 
ru le w h i c h the w h o l e C h u r c h a f terwards adopted, w h y cannot C y p r i a n h a v e 
compel led heret ics or s ch i smat i c s to be bapt i sed a g a i n , i n v i o l a t i o n of t h e 
ru le w h i c h the ent i re C h u r c h h e l d at a l a t e r p e r i o d ? I presume t h a t w i t h o u t 
degradat ion C y p r i a n m a y be c o m p a r e d w i t h the A p o s t l e P e t e r , so far as 
relates to the c r o w n o f m a r t y r d o m ; b u t ra ther I o u g h t to a p p r e h e n d that I 
m a y be d i s respec t fu l t o P e t e r ; for w h o is not aware that that principatus o f 
the apostolate is to be m o r e h i g h l y esteemed t h a n a n y b i s h o p r i c k ; " or, 

accord ing to a dif ferent a n d perhaps preferable r e a d i n g , " t h a t he , on account 
of that principatus o f t h e apostolate, i s to be h e l d super ior to a n y b i s h o p ­
r i c k . " ( C o n t r a . D o n a t i s t , l i b . i i . c. 1, t orn . i x . p . 96, D . ) A u g u s t i n e , i t i s 
very ev ident , sets the inerrancy o f P e t e r a n d o f C y p r i a n e n t i r e l y o n a l e v e l . 
I f the f o r m e r were w r o n g , w h i c h cannot be d i s p u t e d , w h y m i g h t n o t t h e 
other also be ? A g a i n , h e uses principatus a n d primatus as per fec t ly s y n o n y ­
mous ; a n d b y t h e l a t t e r h e denotes p r i o r i t y i n p o i n t of time, not o f order. 

H e speaks o f S t . P a u l as posterior, t h a t i s later called to the apos t l esh ip # o r 
b o r n out o f d u e t i m e ; for A u g u s t i n e w o u l d h a r d l y use the w o r d posterior t o 
denote i n f e r i o r i t y , w h e n S t . P a u l h a d h i m s e l f dec lared that he w a s " n o t a 
w h i t b e h i n d t h e v e r y chiefest of the A p o s t l e s . " T h e t rue sense of principatus 

is no m o r e t h a n p r i o r i t y a m o n g equa ls , a r i s i n g f r o m h i s h a v i n g been 
first c a l l e d , a n d f r o m t h e f requent m a r k s of d i s t i n c t i o n w h i c h he r e c e i v e d 
f rom C h r i s t . S t . A u g u s t i n e l i i m s e l f conf irms th i s sense, b y u s i n g t h e same 
w o r d to denote a p r i m a t e ' s right to pres ide , or the act o f h i s p r e s i d i n g , i n a n 
assembly o f the b i shops of h i s p r o v i n c e . T h u s i n the v e r y ins tance before 
us, he a p p l i e s t h e t e r m : s a y i n g " c u m e t i a m Secundus ipse c o n c i l i i 
i'lincipatum t e n e r e t " ( u b . s u p . p . 89. F . ) . E v e r y aposto l i c See, n o t t h a t 
of R o m e a lone , h a d a principatus o f t h i s na ture a n d e x t e n t : e n t i t l i n g i t s 
b ishop to a p r e s i d e n c y i n a l l assemblies o f those o f h i s o w n order . 

So therefore , as a c c o r d i n g to es tab l i shed r u l e , t h e B i s h o p o f R o m e w o u l d 
preside a t a n y C o u n c i l o f t r a n s m a r i n e b ishops assembled to dec ide u p o n t h e 
cause o f Cuec i l ian , i t m i g h t n a t u r a l l y g i v e confidence to the l a t t e r t o k n o w 
that he s h o u l d be h e a r d before t h e b i shops of C h u r c h e s w i t h w h i c h he w a s 
i n c o m m u n i o n , a n d e spec ia l l y that the P r e s i d e n t of the C o u n c i l w o u l d be one 
of these. T h i s accounts for the m e n t i o n i n t h i s p l a c e o f " the p r i n c i p a l i t y 
of a n aposto l i c c h a i r . " C o m m u n i o n w i t h these cha i r s was t h o u g h t to afford 
a p r e s u m p t i o n o f c a t h o l i c i t y . W h e t h e r th i s were a sufficient test is a n o t h e r 
quest ion. B u t S t . A u g u s t i n e says , i t w a s so esteemed i n h i s t i m e . " W h a t 
has i t done to thee , t h a t c h a i r o f the R o m a n C h u r c h w h e r e i n P e t e r sat , a n d 
i n w h i c h A n a s t a s i u s sits a t t h i s d a y ; or of the C h u r c h at J e r u s a l e m i n 
w h i c h J a m e s once sat a n d J o h n n o w s i t s ; w i t h w h i c h (guibus) w e are c o n ­
nected i n ca tho l i c u n i t y , a n d f r o m w h i c h , i n y o u r f rant i c i m p i e t y , y o u h a v e 
separated ! W h y ca l lest t h o u an aposto l i c c h a i r ( t h a t i s either o f t h e t w o 
that he h a d m e n t i o n e d ) a seat o f pest i lence ?" ( C o n t . l i t . P e t i l . l i b . i i . 
118. torn . i x . p . 254. C . ) T h e b i shop o f a n aposto l i c See i t m i g h t be c o n ­
c luded w o u l d be above the r e a c h o f in f luence o r i n t i m i d a t i o n : a n d h i s 
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presence w o u l d ensure t h e a t tendance o f j u d g e s a n d advocates qua l i f i ed to 
c onduc t a n d dec ide t h e cause : w h i c h m i g h t n o t be so c e r t a i n i f i t were t r i ed 
i n some obscure q u a r t e r . T h e s e are reasonable causes w h y S t . A u g u s t i n e 
s h o u l d refer to the ex is tence o f a n aposto l i c c h a i r at R o m e w h e n he was 
e n u m e r a t i n g the c i r c u m s t a n c e s l i k e l y t o afford encouragement to Caecil ian. 
H e does not t h r u s t i n the m e n t i o n o f i t b y the h e a d a n d shou lders as he is 
supposed b y some t o h a v e done , m e r e l y for the sake of m a g n i f y i n g the pre ­
tens ions of R o m e . T h e r e m a i n d e r o f the h i s t o r y does b u t afford a cont inua l 
r e f u t a t i o n of those pre tens i ons . W h e n t h e D o n a t i s t s m a d e t h e i r appeal , 
a c co rd in g to the l i cense t h e y h a d rece ived , d e m a n d i n g the t r i a l o f Caecilian, 
t h e i r a p p l i c a t i o n for a h e a r i n g before t h e f o re ign b ishops w a s addressed not 
to M e l c h i a d e s b u t t o C o n s t a n t i n e : n o t to t h e successor i n the c h a i r o f Peter , 
b u t to the emperor o n the t h r o n e ; a l a y m a n , a n d t h e n b u t a catechumen. 
" W e beseech y o u , C o n s t a n t i n e , m o s t p o w e r f u l e m p e r o r , " t h e y s a i d : " y o u 
are descended f r o m a j u s t race , whose fa ther w a s the o n l y person of a l l the 
emperors w h o p u t a stop to p e r s e c u t i o n ; that f o r a s m u c h as G a u l i s exempt 
f r o m t h i s c r i m e , you w o u l d a s s i g n us j u d g e s to dec ide t h e differences w h i c h 
w e have i n A f r i c a w i t h the o ther b i s h o p s . " ( F i e u r y E . H . B o o k x . c. 10.) 
H e r e u p o n the emperor d i r e c t e d t h e p r o c o n s u l to send b o t h part ies to 
R o m e . H e h i m s e H d i r e c t e d a l e t t e r to M e l c h i a d e s t h e pope , j o i n t l y 
w i t h one M a r c u s , w h o s e r a n k a n d s t a t i o n i n the C h u r c h are not w e l l 
ascer ta ined . " It is my pleasure," h e says , " t h a t the same Caec i l ian together 
w i t h t e n b ishops w h o are p r e p a r e d to b r i n g charges , a n d t e n others w h o m 
h e regards as necessary for h i s defence, s h o u l d proceed o n t h e i r voyage to 
R o m e ; i n order t h a t i n presence o f you," ( t h a t is o f P o p e M e l c h i a d e s and 

M a r c u s ) , " together w i t h R e t e c i u s M a t e m u s a n d M a r i n u s , y o u r colleagues, 
w h o m for t h i s p u r p o s e I h a v e d i r e c t e d to h a s t e n to R o m e , h e m a y be 
h e a r d after s u c h m a n n e r as y o u s h a l l find o n i n q u i r y to be m o s t conformable 
to the h o l y l a w . " ( E u s e b . E c . H . l i b . x . c. 5.) T h i s C o u n c i l , i n w h i c h 
M a r c u s , whoever h e m a y h a v e been , i s p l a c e d o n e q u a l i t y w i t h M e l c h i a d e s , 
assembled a c c o r d i n g to the e m p e r o r ' s i n s t r u c t i o n s ; a n d h a v i n g examined 
i n t o the case, p r o n o u n c e d a sentence i u f avour o f Caeci l ian, t h e e q u i t y and 
m o d e r a t i o n of w h i c h w e r e h i g h l y s p o k e n of. S t i l l , as was v e r y n a t u r a l , the 
adverse p a r t y were n o t sat is f ied . A u g u s t i n e m o r e t h a n h i n t s that objections 
w e r e r a i s e d against the ent i re p r o c e e d i n g , r e s t i n g u p o n t h e unlawfulness of 
t h e b i shop o f R o m e i n t e r f e r i n g w i t h t h e d e t e r m i n a t i o n o f a n A f r i c a n C o u n c i l . 
" B u t perhaps i t m a y be s a i d , " a de l i cate w a y o f express ing that i t had been 
s a i d , " M e l c h i a d e s , t h e b i s h o p o f t h e C h u r c h o f R o m e , o u g h t n o t w i t h h is 
co l leagues, t h e t r a n s m a r i n e b i s h o p s , to assume t h e r i g h t of j u d g i n g i n a case 
w h i c h h a d been a l r e a d y dec ided b y seventy A f r i c a n b i s h o p s , the pr imate 
o f T a g a s t a p r e s i d i n g . " * I f A u g u s t i n e w e r e r e a l l y impressed w i t h a be l i e f that 
M e l c h i a d e s i n v i r t u e o f h i s see w a s , jure divitw, t h e source o f a l l j u r i s d i c t i o n , 

* " Ubi primus Tigisitanus prasedit : M the same as he had before expressed b j " cum ipse 
Secundus principatiim teneret." T h e true meanicg of principatnt cathedra? apostolicaa 
after this cannot be doubtful. 



63 

and the centre o f u n i t y , c o u l d he h a v e h a d a more favourab le occas ion for 
assert ing t h a t s u p r e m a c y t h a n aga inst those w h o t h u s m a l i g n a n t l y ques t i oned 
his r i g h t to ad jud i ca te u p o n a n appea l f r o m the dec i s i on of seventy A f r i c a n 
b ishops ? B u t h o w does h e r e p l y ? H e evades t h e q u e s t i o n . H e asserts 
not t h a t M e l c h i a d e s had the r i g h t ; b u t h e says, " I suppose h e d i d not 

assume i t , b u t m e r e l y ac ted as h e was ordered b y t h e e m p e r o r . " " T h e 
e m p e r o r b e i n g a p p l i e d to, sent c e r t a i n b i shops as judges , w h o s h o u l d s i t w i t h 
M e l c h i a d e s , a n d come to s u c h a d e t e r m i n a t i o n as j u s t i c e s h o u l d r e q u i r e u p o n 
the ent i re c a u s e . " 

C o n s t a n t i n e h a d o rdered h i s p r o - c o n s u l to e n q u i r e i n t o the accusat ion 
against F e l i x , a n d w h e n some u n f o r t u n a t e v e n t u r e d to h i n t that a b i shop 
ought not for a n ecc les iast i ca l offence to be j u d g e d before s u c h a t r i b u n a l , he 
is v i s i t e d w i t h a r e p r i m a n d , a n d A u g u s t i n e just i f ies t h e proceed ing b y s a y i n g , 
" A s i f he ( the b i s h o p ) h a d b r o u g h t t h i s u p o n h i m s e l f ; a n d as i f t h e 
E m p e r o r h a d n o t ordered t h e affair t o be t h u s e n q u i r e d i n t o ; to whose care, 
for h i s d i scharge o f w h i c h he w a s to r e n d e r a n account to G o d , t h i s mat te r 
ch ie f ly be longed ; for t h e y ( the D o n a t i s t s ) w h o h a d a p p l i e d to h i m , to w h o m 
they a f terwards appea led , h a d made h i m t h e j u d g e a n d arb i ter i n a cause 
respect ing t h e s u r r e n d e r o f t h e S c r i p t u r e s ( t rad i t i on i s ) a n d s c h i s m . " T h i s 
m i g h t a l l be v e r y j u s t r e a s o n i n g as a n argumentum ad homines addressed to 
the D o n a t i s t s , w h o c o u l d h a v e n o r i g h t to c o m p l a i n o f the i r o w n a c t ; b u t 
w h a t sat is fact ion was i t t o the P o p e or to t h e C h u r c h , t h a t at the s o l i c i t a t i o n 
of a c k n o w l e d g e d heret i cs the office of t h e V i c a r of C h r i s t s h o u l d be t h u s 
encroached u p o n b y the c i v i l a u t h o r i t y ; a n d he h i m s e l f r e q u i r e d to s i t a n d 
j u d g e b y v i r t u e o f a c o m m i s s i o n from t h e E m p e r o r ? w h e n , i f the p a p a l 
theory be w e l l f o u n d e d , h e h e l d a c o m m i s s i o n from C h r i s t ; u n d e r w h i c h a l l 
h u m a n beings ( the E m p e r o r h i m s e l f not excepted) were u n d e r a n o b l i g a t i o n 
to come a n d be j u d g e d b y h i m o n p a i n o f f or fe i t ing t h e i r e terna l s a l v a t i o n . 
A fine process o f deve l opment , c e r t a i n l y , t h e p a p a l p o w e r m u s t h a v e been 
u n d e r , w h e n s u c h was i t s state a n d c o n d i t i o n a lmost 250 years after i t s s u p ­
posed es tab l i shment b y S t . P e t e r ! T h e s e proceedings, are i m p o r t a n t also i n 
another p o i n t o f v i e w ; for t h e y e n t i r e l y c ont rad i c t the inferences w h i c h 
have been d r a w n from t h e express ions o f C y p r i a n . K a l l t h a t he h a d s a i d 
of the c h a i r of P e t e r , the p r i m a c y o f P e t e r , the source , a n d h e a d , a n d m o t h e r , 
a n d m a t r i x , a n d t h e p r i n c i p a l C h u r c h , a n d a great d e a l m o r e , h a d r e a l l y 
been meant to c o n v e y t h e m e a n i n g w h i c h m i s t a k e n devo t i on n o w seeks to 
deduce from t h e m , h o w is i t to be a c c o u n t e d for t h a t , e i g h t y years a f ter ­
wards , the E m p e r o r s h o u l d h a v e v e n t u r e d to p lace t h e h e a d of t h e p r i n c i p a l 
C h u r c h i n t h i s d e g r a d i n g p o s i t i o n , a n d s h o u l d have b e e n enab led to do so 
w-ithout ob jec t i on o r r emonst rance o n the p a r t of M e l c h i a d e s , or o f a n y p o r ­
t i o n of the C h u r c h ; a n d w i t h the expressed a p p r o v a l o f A u g u s t i n e ? T h e r e 
i s ye t more . A f t e r the P o p e w i t h h i s f eUow-con imiss ioners h a d p r o n o u n c e d 
i n favour o f Caec i l ian , t h e D o n a t i s t s , v e r y n a t u r a l l y d issat is f ied , persevere i n 
again m a k i n g a p p l i c a t i o n to the E m p e r o r to appo int o ther judges to r e v i e w 
that d e c i s i o n . A n d b y a concess ion a l together i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e , if he be -
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Heved the B i s h o p of R o m e to be the V i c a r o f C h r i s t , a n d the v i s i b l e head of 
h i s C h u r c h , C o n s t a n t i n e a g a i n y i e l d s to the i r d e s i r e : he issues h is o w n 
mandate , addressed to b i shops i n v a r i o u s c o u n t r i e s , e n j o i n i n g t h e m to 
assemble at A r i e s . T h e s u b j o i n e d e x t r a c t shews t h e t rue character of 
i m p e r i a l interference, a n d the r e g a r d w h i c h was then p a i d to p a p a l supre ­
m a c y — " C o n s t a n t i n e A u g u s t u s , to C h r e s t u s , B i s h o p of S y r a c u s e . B o t h 
n o w a n d heretofore, w h e n ce r ta in persons h a d b e g u n t o d i spute i n a w i c k e d 
a n d f r o w a r d s p i r i t c o n c e r n i n g the w o r s h i p o f t h e h o l y G o d o f H e a v e n , and 
concern ing t h e C a t h o l i c f a i t h , / had 30 appointed t h a t c e r ta in b ishops be ing 
d i spat ched o u t o f G a u l , a n d t h e adverse part ies , w h o earnest ly a n d obst i ­
n a t e l y opposed each o ther i n c o n t r o v e r s y , b e i n g o r d e r e d to a t t e n d out of 
A f r i c a , the B i s h o p of R o m e b e i n g a lso present , a l l d i s p u t e d quest ions m i g h t 
i n the ir presence be d e t e r m i n e d after c a r e f u l a r g u m e n t . B u t i n a s m u c h as 
some, a c co r d ing to u s u a l c u s t o m , f o rge t fu l of t h e i r o w n s a l v a t i o n , a n d of 
t h e reverence w l u c h is d u e to t h e most h o l y f a i t h , cease n o t e v e n yet to 
mani fest t h e i r persona l an imos i t i e s , a n d at t h e same t i m e w i l l n o t a c k n o w ­
ledge the j u d g m e n t t h e n d e l i v e r e d , b u t are d issat is f ied that the sentence was 
p r o n o u n c e d b y a few, a n d t h a t these proceeded p r e c i p i t a t e l y a n d over 
h a s t i l y to decide, w i t h o u t h a v i n g c a r e f u l l y e x a m i n e d a l l matters w h i c h ought 
p r e v i o u s l y to have been e n q u i r e d i n t o , i t has become necessary for me 
to take measures c a r e f u l l y for n o w f i n a l l y b r i n g i n g to a c lose i n the 
presence of m a n y , those d i sputes w h i c h o u g h t to h a v e been se t t l ed b y 
v o l u n t a r y assent, after that j u d g m e n t h a d been p r o n o u n c e d . H a v i n g there ­
fore ordered v e r y m a n y b i shops from m a n y dif ferent places to assemble i n 
t h e t o w n of A r i e s b y the first o f A u g u s t , w e t h i n k i t r i g h t to s i g n i f y to y o u 
a l s o , " & c , & c , ( C o n c i l . torn. i i . p . 24. ) H o w m a n y po ints are there i n 
t h i s short e x t r a c t , u t t e r l y d e s t r u c t i v e o f t h e b o l d pre tence that t h e c h a i r of 
P e t e r w a s t h e n the a c k n o w l e d g e d source of j u r i s d i c t i o n , a n d centre of 
C a t h o l i c u n i t y . T h e emperor i s i n f o r m e d t h a t t h e r e i s a vehement 
controversy r a g i n g i n A f r i c a c o n c e r n i n g t h e C a t h o l i c f a i t h . T h e accusers 
h a d h a d leave g i v e n t h e m to b r i n g t h e i r charges before the C h u r c h e s of 
E u r o p e . T h i s t h e y d e c l i n e d d o i n g , b u t addressed t h e m to C o n s t a n t i n e , 
d e s i r i n g that he w o u l d n a m e the j u d g e s . If the s t a t i o n of t h e P o p e i n the 
C a t h o l i c C h u r c h were at t h a t time t h e same as i t is n o w supposed t o be, the 
de terminat ion of these d issat is f ied m e n to address themse lves to the emperor , 
c o u l d be b u t a n i n t e n t i o n a l m a r k o f d isrespect , a n d of t h e i r w a n t o f confidence 
i n the R o m a n Pont i f f , a n d i t i s therefore u n a c c o u n t a b l e that t h e emperor , i f 
h e h e l d the P o p e i n v e n e r a t i o n as t h e V i c a r of C h r i s t , s h o u l d h a v e made 
h i m s e l f -a p a r t y to s u c h a p r o c e e d i n g . H e assumes to h i m s e l f t h e entire 
preparatory arrangement o f the ecclesiastical conc lave , w i t h o u t reference to 
M e l c h i a d e s , a n d m e r e l y a p p o i n t i n g (as i f i t depended e n t i r e l y o n t h e p l e a ­
sure of the emperor ) t h a t he s h o u l d be present , he orders t h e accusers a n d 
the accused to appear. I s h a l l not go far ther i n t o p a r t i c u l a r s ; b u t m e r e l y 
observe that i t is imposs ib le to r e c o n c i l e the subsequent proceedings of the 
emperor w i t h even the most g u a r d e d a c k n o w l e d g m e n t o f the P o p e ' s s p i r i t u a l 
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supremacy . I f h e h a d h e l d t h i s bel ief , i f t h e P o p e h i m s e l f h a d h e l d i t , i f 
any b o d y i n t h e C h u r c h h a d t h e n adopted i t , t h i n g s c o u l d not h a v e been 
carr ied as t h e y w e r e , w i t h o u t p r o v o k i n g some remonstrance . Y e t e v e n 
A u g u s t i n e does n o t find f a u l t . H e expresses no d issat i s fac t ion at these 
affronts to the p a p a l s u p r e m a c y i n the days o f M e l c h i a d e s ; a l t h o u g h i n h i s 
o w n age t h a t p o w e r h a d b e g u n to s h o w some s y m p t o m s o f consc iousness . 
I t was a w a k e n i n g f r o m i ts p r e v i o u s t rance , o r ra ther n o n - e x i s t e n c e . 

I t m a y be s h e w n h o w adverse these acts o f c i v i l a u t h o r i t y are to t h e theory 

of the p a p a c y , b y a reference to t h e forged epist le a t t r i b u t e d t o M e l c h i a d e s ; 
w h i c h pretends t o h a v e been addressed to t h e b ishops o f S p a i n . " F o r b e a r 
to j u d g e b ishops ; forbear to c o n d e m n w i t h o u t the a u t h o r i t y of th i s o l d m a n : 
(meaning h i m s e l f ) for i t has been a p p o i n t e d f r o m the age o f the A p o s t l e s 
that th i s p r i v i l e g e be reserved to t h i s h o l y S e e ; a n d i t cont inues i n v i o l a t e to 
th is day . B i s h o p s therefore w h o m t h e L o r d h a t h chosen for H i m s e l f as H i s 
eyes, a n d h a t h o r d a i n e d to be p i l l a r s o f H i s C h u r c h , to w h o m also H e h a t h 
g iven p o w e r to b i n d a n d loose, H e h a t h reserved u n t o H i s o w n j u d g m e n t : 
a n d th i s p r i v i l e g e H e c o m m i t t e d to P e t e r , t h e ho lder o f the k e y s , as H i s 
v icegerent . W h i c h prerogat ive o f h i s j u s t l y comes b y succession to the See , 
to be i n h e r i t e d a n d possessed i n a l l f u t u r e t i m e ; s ince e v e n a m o n g t h e b lessed 
A p o s t l e s there was a c e r t a i n p a r t i t i o n o f p o w e r . A n d a l t h o u g h the a p p o i n t ­
ment of a l l w e r e e q u a l , y e t to b lessed P e t e r i t was g r a n t e d that h e s h o u l d 
have preeminence over t h e rest , a n d b y h i s p r u d e n c e s h o u l d sett le a n d 
arrange those quest ions a n d differences about w h i c h c o m p l a i n t s h o u l d be 
made to h i m . T h i s w e b e l i e v e t o have been so a p p o i n t e d b y the o r d i n a n c e 
of G o d , i n order t h a t i n after t imes a l l par t i e s m i g h t n o t l a y c l a i m to a l l 
power , b u t t h a t at a l l t imes t h e m o r e i m p o r t a n t causes, s u c h as those 
r e l a t i n g to b i s h o p s a n d affairs of m o m e n t , s h o u l d b e n d t h e i r course 
n o w h i t h e r b u t to t h e s i n g l e See of b lessed P e t e r , the c h i e f of t h e 
A p o s t l e s , t h a t t h e y ( the b i s h o p s ) m i g h t thence o b t a i n a final j u d g m e n t o n 
the i r cause, w h e n c e t h e y r e c e i v e d the o r i g i n a l o f t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o n ; lest at a n y 
t ime t h e y s h o u l d be at v a r i a n c e w i t h t h e i r h e a d , " ( C o n c i l . t orn . i . p . 695 . ) 
T h i s , I repeat , i s one o f those a u d a c i o u s a n d cra f ty forger ies , the D e c r e t a l 
E p i s t l e s , w h i c h m a d e t h e i r w a y i n t o t h e w o r l d i n the e i g h t h a n d n i n t h c e n ­
tur ies , w i t h a d e s i g n t o e s t a b l i s h the s u p r e m a c y of S t . P e t e r a n d o f t h e 
R o m a n See. E v e n some of t h e P o p e s themse lves , w h e t h e r t h r o u g h i gnorance 
or w i ckedness c a n n o t n o w be d e t e r m i n e d , h a v e a v a i l e d themse lves of t h i s 
p o l l u t e d ev idence . T h i s p r e t e n d e d ep is t le o f M e l c h i a d e s contains so m a n y 
i n t e r n a l m a r k s o f fa l sehood t h a t i t i s u n i v e r s a l l y abandoned as s p u r i o u s . * 

* Melchiades or Miltiades succeeded St. Eusebius i n the popedom, on the 2nd July , A . D . 
311, and died, according to the ancient catalogue given by Father Boucher, on the 10th or 
l t t h of January, A . D . 314, under the consulship o f Voluscan and Anienus. The date of 
the Decretal Epistle attributed to him is the 1st of March in the year last named ; that is, 
more than six weeks after his death. It cannot therefore be his ; in further proof of which 
the Scriptures are quoted in it agreeably to the version of St. Jerome; (A.I) . 382 ) In it 
is found a sentence from Sextus, the Pythagorean, taken verbatim from Eufinus, ( A . D . 
3 9 7 ) ; and different passages from the writings of Sts. Celestin and Leo. (430 and 4511.) 

E 
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B u t thefalsarius does n o t m e r e l y b e t r a y h i m s e l f ; h e condemns the cause 
w h i c h h e espouses. G r a n t to h i s ep i s t l e the ear l iest date poss ib le , the con­
c l u d i n g p o r t i o n of the f i f th c e n t u r y , i t m u s t create a v e r y s t r o n g susp ic ion 
that the p a p a l s u p r e m a c y w a s n o t e v e n t h e n so recogn ised , b u t that i t 
r e q u i r e d fur ther c o n f i r m a t i o n a n d s u p p o r t . A n d to f u r n i s h these, recourse 
was h a d to th i s most a b o m i n a b l e d e v i c e . T h e effect o f i t i s to s h e w w h a t 
B o m a n a m b i t i o n was ever a i m i n g at , a n d that there c o u l d be no prac t i ce so 
c o n t r a r y to the s i m p l i c i t y o f t h e G o s p e l t h a t i t s accompl i ces w o u l d not have 
recourse to i t for the sake of a d v a n c i n g a n object w h i c h t h e y since t h i n k t h e m ­
selves to h a v e a t ta ined . T h e i r p u r p o s e w a s t o i m b u e the w o r l d w i t h a 
persuas ion t h a t f r o m t h e age o f M e l c h i a d e s ( a n d i n d e e d m u c h ear l i er ) the 
proo f of S t . P e t e r ' s s u p r e m a c y , a n d o f a p e r p e t u a l success ion f r o m h i m , was 
afforded b y the t e s t i m o n y o f t h e P o p e s themse lves . B u t w h o t h a t notices 
the proceedings o f C o n s t a n t i n e can b e l i e v e that there i s one w o r d o f t r u t h i n 
t h e representat ion o f the s p u r i o u s M e l c h i a d e s ? I f i n h i s age i t h a d indeed 
been a d m i t t e d as the l a w of t h e C h u r c h t h a t b i shops s h o u l d be j u d g e d b y 
the s ingle See of blessed P e t e r , c a n i t be b e l i e v e d t h a t t h e E m p e r o r o n the 
one h a n d c o u l d h a v e a s s u m e d , a n d t h e P o p e o n t h e o ther c o u l d w i t h o u t r e ­
monstrance h a v e a d m i t t e d , t h e r i g h t o f t h e c i v i l p o w e r t o const i tute a court , i n 
the w a y w h i c h has been descr ibed , to e x a m i n e i n t o charges against C a e c i l i a n ; 
o r to p u t F e l i x o n h i s t r i a l before a p r o c o n s o l ; o r to assemble a C o u n c i l 
before w h i c h the sentence o f t h e P o p e h i m s e l f s h o u l d be r e v i e w e d r C o n ­
s tant ine , w h e n the f irst a p p e a l was m a d e to h i m , apprehends n o r i s k of 
v i o l a t i n g the r i ghts o f the See o f B o r n e , b u t b r i e f l y hesitates u p o n the ques­
t i o n o n l y , h o w he c o u l d set u p a j u d g m e n t - s e a t w h e n h e was h i m s e l f expect ­
i n g to undergo the j u d g m e n t o f C h r i s t ? ( O p t a t . de S c h i s m . D o n a t . l i b . i . 
c . 23.) A f t e r a U , he d i d t a k e u p o n h i m s e l f to s i t i n j u d g m e n t e v e n u p o n a 
b i s h o p : " t h e prov ident E m p e r o r , " finding that the accusers were a t t e m p t i n g 
t o w i t h d r a w themselves s u r r e p t i t i o u s l y , " c o m p e l l e d s u c h o f t h e m as were 
s t i l l w i t h i n reach to proceed to M i l a n i n charge o f p r o p e r officers. Caeci l ian 
h a v i n g a r r i v e d there , h e caused h i m to be a r r a i g n e d also , as h e has 
w r i t t e n , a n d h a v i n g gone i n t o the i n q u i r y , w i t h h o w m u c h d i l igence , 
caut i on , a n d penetrat i on , h i s o w n l e t ters s h e w , h e p r o n o u n c e d Caeci l ian 
perfect ly c lear o f the charge , a n d the oppos i te s ide m o s t c u l p a b l e . " ( A u g u s t , 
u b . s u p . p . 97.) A u g u s t i n e is e v i d e n t l y m u c h p e r p l e x e d b y s u c h a proceed­
i n g on the p a r t o f a C h r i s t i a n E m p e r o r ; a n d says t h a t he w o u l d n o t dare to 
s i t i n j u d g m e n t o n the d e c i s i o n o f t h e b ishops w h o h a d t r i e d t h e cause at 
B o r n e . B u t i n th i s he contrad i c t s h i s o w n s t a t e m e n t ; w h i c h proves most 
c o n v i n c i n g l y that C o n s t a n t i n e d i d interpose b o t h o f f i c ia l ly a n d p e r s o n a l l y i n 
a w a y w h i c h c o u l d not have been s u b m i t t e d to w i t h o u t p e r t i n a c i o u s oppos i ­
t i o n , i f the supreme a u t h o r i t y o f t h e See of S t . P e t e r h a d been at that t ime 
a n unders tood a n d a c k n o w l e d g e d p r i n c i p l e o f C h u r c h order a n d government . 

O n l o o k i n g b a c k f r o m t h e p o i n t w h i c h w e h a v e n o w reached , w e are 
en t i t l ed , I t h i n k , to c onc lude u p o n ev idence g i v e n , t h a t there is n o recorded 
proo f of the a c k n o w l e d g m e n t o f the p a p a l s u p r e m a c y d o w n to t h e age of 
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Melchiades. Indeed this is to state the case by far too favourably for the 
Roman side. It is not merely true that during the first three centuries 
there is nothing said in favour of the claim (which might possibly have been 
the case, even though the persuasion of its validity had been very widely 
entertained) ; but the Fathers of those ages, and even much later, are found 
continually acting and expressing themselves in a style which they could 
not have adopted if they had been impressed with a belief that the See of 
Rome held, by divine right, a supreme jurisdiction over the entire Church. 
They not only do not recognize, but they positively contradict this assump­
tion. I have done my best as a candid and impartial enquirer to ascertain 
what sentiments were really held upon this point; and I avow my firm con­
viction that the facts thus gathered cannot be reconciled with the criterion of 
divine truth which the Church of Rome has by the highest of her authorities 
propounded. Her principle is, that the holy Synod, whose conclusions she 
adopts, "perpetually keeps in view the object of abolishing errors and main­
taining the purity of the Gospel in the Church, as promised beforehand by 
the prophets in the Holy Scriptures, and first promulgated with his own 
mouth by our Lord Jesus Christ the Son of God, and directed to be after­
wards preached by his Apostles to every human creature, as the source of 
all salutary truth and moral discipline ; and clearly discerns that this truth 
and this discipline, are contained in the books of Scripture, and in unwritten 
traditions, which have been received from the mouth of Christ himself by 
the Apostles, or by the Apostles themselves, through the dictation of the 
Holy Spirit, delivered as it were from hand to hand, until they have come 
down to us (quasiper manus tradita>, ad nos usque pertenerunt.") (Concil. 
Trident. Sess. iv. 8th April, 1546.) ii this be admitted as a true definition 
of the ground of faith in the Church of Christ, (and what Romanist can 
deny it so to be r) then I will without scruple or fear of effectual contra­
diction affirm that, according to the principles of the papal communion, 
the papal supremacy cannot be maintained. It was not among those truths 
which were declared by the mouth of Christ himself; it was not delivered 
by the Apostles; nor has the tradition of it descended from hand to hand 
from the Apostles to us. I believe it must have been a consciousness of the 
insuperability of this difficulty of connecting it by an unbroken line with the 
doctrine of the Apostles, which first suggested the expedient of the not yet 
perfectly consistent or intelligible doctrine of developement. That doctrine is 
grounded upon a plain admission that the tenet of papal supremacy is of com­
paratively recent origin; that this principle at least of the Christian scheme 
was imperfectly understood by those to whom it was delivered. To those who 
are prepared (as the Romanists of the new-light are) to make this admission, 
it presents of course no difficulty that we demonstrate the unacquaintance 
of the first three centuries with the doctrine of supremacy. Without 
any embarrassment they reply—we know it: we admit that the present 
doctrine of the Church of Rome upon that point is of recent origin. Mr. 
Newman candidly avows that he cannot, and that no one can, determine 
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the p o i n t o f t i m e at w h i c h the r u l e o f f a i t h became f i x e d . ( E s s a y , 
p . 107.) W e m u s t leave these theor is ts t h e n to dec ide the controversy , not 
w i t h u s , b u t w i t h those w h o m a y be cons idered t h e genu ine R o m a n i s t s , w h o 
abide b y the dec is ion o f t h e C o u n c i l o f T r e n t i n a l l matters i n v o l v i n g any 
art i c le o f f a i t h . W e h a v e seen w h a t their t h e o r y i s : a n d a v e r y respectable 
a n d reasonable theory i t m i g h t be, if it could be proved. B u t the C h u r c h of 
R o m e is n o w e v i d e n t l y d i v i d e d i n t o t w o part ies or sects ; each contending 
for a n i n f a l l i b l e creed u p o n p r i n c i p l e s m u t u a l l y des t ruc t ive of each other. 
B o t h these theories m a y be false ( a n d I be l ieve are) b u t i t i s imposs ib le i n 
t h e nature o f th ings that b o t h s h o u l d be t r u e . O n e p a r t y m a m t a i n i n g that 
t h e doctr ine of the p a p a l s u p r e m a c y m u s t have been d e l i v e r e d d o w n from 
h a n d to h a n d f r o m the A p o s t l e s e v e n t o u s , or else i t cannot be consistent 
w i t h the p u r i t y of the G o s p e l ; the o ther s ide as p e r t i n a c i o u s l y affirms that 
t h e p o w e r of the popes w a s u n k n o w n i n t h e ages nearest to the A p o s t l e s a n d 
even l o n g a f terwards . N a y ; I h a v e h e a r d a n d b e l i e v e , a l t h o u g h , n o t h a v i n g 
seen the book I w i l l n o t p ledge m y s e l f for the a c c u r a c y of the s tatement , that 
some o f the p r i n c i p a l apostles o f t h i s n e w sect go to t h e extreme o f say ing 
t h a t P e t e r h i m s e l f m a y h a v e been u n a w a r e of the e x t e n t o f the pr iv i l eges 
w i t h w h i c h C h r i s t i n v e s t e d h i m . T h e w h o l e t h e n comes to t h i s , — t h a t the 
u n i v e r s a l i t y o f power s ince c l a i m e d , a n d i n some measure a t ta ined , b y the 
See of R o m e , has been, a n d was f r o m the first i n t e n d e d to be , a n i n n o v a t i o n 
u p o n the o r i g i n a l scheme of the G o s p e l ; a scheme i m p e r f e c t l y proposed at 
first, t h e y say, a n d as i m p e r f e c t l y u n d e r s t o o d . T h i s i s a s t a r t l i n g propos i t i on . 
B u t a d m i t t i n g for the m o m e n t a p o s s i b i l i t y that i t m a y be w e l l f ounded , the 
ques t i on for others , not for u s , to a n s w e r i s t h i s . H o w is i t consistent w i t h 
t h e u n i v e r s a l l y a c k n o w l e d g e d p r i n c i p l e o f the C h u r c h of R o m e , t h a t i n n o v a ­
t i o n u p o n any par t of h e r s y s t e m i s a n i m p o s s i b i l i t y ? I n the t i m e of B i s h o p 
B u l l i t was v a u n t e d as a n " i n v i n c i b l e a r g u m e n t " aga inst t h e possibility of 
i n n o v a t i o n , that i f a n y doc tr ine n o w m a i n t a i n e d h a d n o t been be l i eved at first, 
b u t i n t r o d u c e d at a n y subsequent p e r i o d (as i t i s n o w a d m i t t e d t h e doctrine 
o f the supremacy was ) s u c h a n i n n o v a t i o n c o u l d n e v e r have been establ ished. 
( V i n d i c . o f the C h . o f E n g l . W o r k s , v o l . 2, p . 185.) T h i s " i n v i n c i b l e a r g u ­
m e n t , " w h i c h developemeut e n t i r e l y subver ts , i s n o w abandoned b y the 
advocates of the n e w s y s t e m . I t i s a d m i t t e d , a n d earnes t ly pressed u p o n us 
b y t h e m , t h a t i n n o v a t i o n may t a k e p l a c e ; t h a t i t has t a k e n p l a c e ; that a 
doc t r ine o n w h i c h t h e issue o f the C h r i s t i a n cause depends , a doc tr ine at first 
u n k n o w n , has been engraf ted u p o n t h e o r i g i n a l s c h e m e : a n d i t is made even 
matter of boast that i n t h i s m a n n e r t h e o r i g i n a l l y imper fec t sys tem has been 
i m p r o v e d t i l l i t was b r o u g h t , step b y step , t o i t s present state of consistency. 

T h e theory of M r . N e w m a n rests u p o n a p e r s u a s i o n that a l l t r u e develope-
ments of doc tr ine or usage w h i c h h a v e been p e r m i t t e d , h a v e been d i v i n e l y 
approved . ( E s s a y , p . 171.) A s a g e n e r a l m a x i m , few w i l l d i spute this : 
b u t w h e n he proceeds to assume t h a t t h e P a p a c y i s a t r u e deve loptment , 
a n d therefore d i v i n e l y a p p r o v e d , i t i s ev ident t h a t he begs the quest ion i n 
d i spute , w h i c h i s w h e t h e r i t be a t r u e deve lopement . C e r t a i n announce-
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merits i n S c r i p t u r e , m o r e or less obscure , he says , " are c l a i m e d b y the P a p a l 
See as h a v i n g t h e i r f u l f i l m e n t i n i tse l f . S u c h are the w o r d s , ' T h o u art 
Peter , a n d u p o n t h i s r o c k , ' & c . j ' a n d I w i l l g ive thee the k e y s , ' & c . 
T h e s e , " he urges , " n e e d a c o m m e n t ; " a n d a c omment i t has been m y 
endeavour to s u p p l y b y s h o w i n g t h a t t h e G o s p e l h i s t o r y i t s e l f affords a 
n a t u r a l a n d suff icient i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f these passages, a n d establ ishes t h e i r 
fu l f i lment i n the acts a n d person o f S t . P e t e r . F o r t h e u l t i m a t e deve lope -
ment o f these prophec ies a n d promises i n the P a p a l See w e have n o m o r e 
so l id g r o u n d afforded t h a n a n asserted " p r o b a b i l i t y " t h a t t h e C h u r c h w o u l d 
be es tab l i shed u p o n a m o n a r c h i c a l p r i n c i p l e ; a n d a " p r e s u m p t i o n " hence 
a r i s i n g that the P o p e i s that des t ined m o n a r c h . T h i s w o u l d be a frail f o u n ­
dat i on at the best to rest a d i v i n e f a i t h u p o n . A probable p r e s u m p t i o n , 
w i t h o u t at least some f u l l e r c o n f i r m a t i o n t h a n t h i s e x h i b i t s , i s no better t h a n 
a house o f c l a y , w h o s e f o u n d a t i o n i s i n the d u s t ; a n d i t i s c r u s h e d before 
the m o t h w h e n t h e ex is tence o f even that antecedent p r o b a b i l i t y of a p a p a l 
monarchy i n the C h u r c h is d e n i e d . S t . P e t e r b y h i s acts g ives n o encourage­
ment to the e x p e c t a t i o n ; he n o w h e r e acts t h e p a r t of S o v e r e i g n Pont i f f , nor 
monopol izes a l l p o w e r as a u n i v e r s a l b i s h o p . O u r L o r d presents a n i m a g e 
w h i c h contradicts the p r e s u m p t i o n o f s u c h a n autocrasy w h e n he says to the 
twe lve , " Y e s h a l l s i t u p o n thrones j u d g i n g t h e t w e l v e tr ibes of I s r a e l . " 
T h i s engagement countenanced a p e r s u a s i o n that the C h u r c h w o u l d be 
p laced u n d e r the federa l a u t h o r i t y o f m a n y co -ord inate r u l e r s , each exer ­
c i s ing a p a r i t y o f c o n t r o l w i t h i n h i s o w n l i m i t s ; a n d the o r i g i n a l deve lope -
ment corresponded w i t h i t . T h i s w a s the f o r m of government i n the e a r l y 
C h u r c h , a n d i t is expressed b y C y p r i a n , s a y i n g there i s one episcopate, a n d 
each B i s h o p ho lds u n d i v i d e d l y h i s o w n p o r t i o n of i t . I f h e h a d been aware 
of the p r e d o m i n a n c e o f one sole m o n a r c h , to w h o m every h u m a n creature 
that l o o k e d for s a l v a t i o n m u s t necessar i ly be subject , h o w c o u l d he have s a i d 
t h i s ? I t w o u l d h a v e been m o r e conformable t h e n w i t h the t r u e state o f 
t i l i n g s to have s a i d " T h e r e are two ep i s copates : the one o f w h i c h h o l d s 
d o m i n i o n i n solidum ( that is i n c o m m u n i c a b l y w i t h any o t h e r ) ; the others 
are a l i k e subject to h i s s u p r e m a c y . " 

I t i s not m y i n t e n t i o n to enter e x t e n s i v e l y in to a n e x a m i n a t i o n of the 
T h e o r y of D e v e l o p e m e n t . Y e t i t m a y not be useless to shew that , i n d e ­
p e n d e n t l y o f i ts w a n t i n g a l l p o s i t i v e ev idence o f t r u t h , i t betrays i t s p r o -
pounders (even M r . N e w m a n h i m s e l f ) i n t o inconsistencies w h i c h a lmost 
necessar i ly bespeak i t s fa l sehood . H i s f u n d a m e n t a l s u p p o s i t i o n is that 
" there was a c e r t a i n e lement at w o r k , or i n existence , w h i c h for some 
reason or other d i d not s h o w i t se l f u p o n the surface of ecc les iast ical a f f a i r s . " 
( E s s a y , p . 165). Y e t he str ives to m a k e certa in a n t e - X i c e n e test imonies a v a i l ­
able " i n b e h a l f o f the a u t h o r i t y of the H o l y S e e . " ( I n r r o d . p . 22.) " T h u s , " 
he says , " S t . C l e m e n t i n the n a m e of the C h u r c h of R o m e w r i t e s to the 
C o r i n t h i a n s w h e n t h e y were w i t h o u t a B i s h o p . " A n y one w h o reads the 
epist le of C l e m e n s w i l l perce ive t h a t i t was w r i t t e n i n r e p l y to a representa­
t i o n w h i c h the C o r i n t h i a n s h a d addressed to h i m , set t ing f o r t h the i n s u b o r d i -
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n a t i o n a n d consequent c on fus i on w h i c h p r e v a i l e d i n t h e i r ecc les iast ical state, 
a n d he , i n answer , exhor ts t h e m to u n a n i m i t y a n d pat ience b y a n appeal to 
S c r i p t u r e a n d the e x a m p l e o f the sa in t s . B u t n o t one w o r d or h i n t of a u ­
t h o r i t y is there i n h i s ep is t le f r o m b e g i n n i n g to e n d . W h a t s u p p o r t can this 
a p p l i c a t i o n a n d r e p l y g ive to the a u t h o r i t y o f the R o m a n See, as i f i ts bishop 
were e n t i t l e d to h a v e " the w h o l e o f C h r i s t e n d o m as h i s diocese i n such a 
w a y as no other B i s h o p s h a d " ? S u p p o s e t h a t a u t h o r i t y to have t h e n ex isted 
as an idea , not as a n i n s t i t u t i o n . T h i s i s M r . N e w m a n ' s o w n t h e o r y . T h i s 
undeve loped t r u t h (as h e esteems i t ) b e i n g u n d i s c e r n i b l e , t h e C o r i n t h i a n s 
c o u l d not have a p p l i e d to C l e m e n t o n t h e g r o u n d o f h i s possessing or being 
ent i t l ed to s u c h a u t h o r i t y . T h e y cannot be c i t e d i n b e h a l f o f the 
R o m a n See unless i n address ing C l e m e n t t h e y were conscious o f h i s 
pos i t i on i n the C h u r c h . A n d h o w c o u l d t h i s be w h e n M r . N e w m a n 
a d m i t s t h e p a p a l prerogat ives w e r e ye t u n d e v e l o p e d , a n d therefore 
c o u l d not be k n o w n to t h e m ? I f , o n t h e c o n t r a r y , w e a d m i t the suppo ­
s i t i o n that the C o r i n t h i a n s w e r e sens ib le that C l e m e n t h e l d , jure ditino, 

a s u p r e m a c y over the w h o l e C h u r c h , a n d i f t h e y a p p l i e d to h i m i n that 
capac i ty , w h a t becomes o f t h e t h e o r y o f deve lopement ? I f these part ies , 
the C o r i n t h i a n s a n d S t . C l e m e n t , were conscious o f the r e l a t i o n i n w h i c h 
( suppos ing the p a p a l t h e o r y to be w e l l f o u n d e d ) , t h e y s tood t owards each 
o ther , t h e n " events " i n t h e first, a n d not " i n t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y were the 
deve lopement of i t . " I s a y a g a i n , t h i s i n c i d e n t c a n n o t be c i t e d i n support 
o f the p a p a l a u t h o r i t y , u n l e s s t h e C o r i n t h i a n s w e r e a l r e a d y sensible o f the 
d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n of s u c h a n a u t h o r i t y , a n d o f t h e i r o b l i g a t i o n , i n c ommon 
w i t h the w h o l e C h u r c h , to s u b m i t themselves t o i t . I f t h e y w e r e conscious 
o f th i s , t h e n the e lement not o n l y e x i s t e d , b u t w a s at work, a n d i f i t were 
t h u s k n o w n i n the c h i e f c i t y o f A c h a i a , a n d i n t h e metropo l i s o f the w o r l d , 
there c o u l d not w e l l be m a n y p laces i n w h i c h i t h a d n o t a l r e a d y shewn 
i tse l f u p o n the surface o f e cc les ias t i ca l affairs. I n t h a t case t h e n the theory 
o f developement ceases a n y l o n g e r to af ford a n e x p l a n a t i o n , even i n pretext , 
o f the d i f f i cu l ty created b y the a c k n o w l e d g e d o m i s s i o n o f a l l express m e n ­
t i o n of t h e supremacy b y t h e e a r l y ecc les iast i ca l w r i t e r s . 

T h e same r e m a r k appl ies to a l l the other ins tances c i t e d ( p . 22. 3.) for 
the purpose of p r o v i n g the e a r l y ex is tence o f " a sent iment , or k i n d of 
i n s t i n c t , " that the P o p e o u g h t to possess supreme a u t h o r i t y over the C h u r c h 
of G o d . I f i t be i n t e n d e d t o f o u n d a n y c o n f i r m a t i o n o f the P a p a l c l a i m 
u p o n the existence o f s u c h a s e n t i m e n t , t h e n there i s no l onger any place 
for deve lopement . M r . N e w m a n m a k e s i t at least a ques t i on w h e t h e r th is 
element h a d yet s h e w e d i tse l f . A n d y e t h e proceeds t o argue i n a manner 
w h i c h requ ires a n a d m i s s i o n t h a t a n acqua in tance w i t h i t n o t o n l y preva i led 
w i t h i n t h e C h u r c h , b u t e x t e n d e d e v e n b e y o n d i t s l i m i t s . E v e n heretics 
were conscious o f i t s e x i s t e n c e ; for t h i s consc iousness , i t i s mani fest ly 
in f e r red , caused M a r c i o n to be take h i m s e l f to R o m e w h e n e x c o m m u n i c a t e d 
i n P o n t u s , a n d l e d t h i t h e r P r a x e a s f r o m A f r i c a , a n d the M o n t a n i s t s f rom 
P h r y g i a , " to g a i n the countenance o f i t s B i s h o p . " S u r e l y there m i g h t be 
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reasons e n o u g h to render i t a n object o f impor tance to m e n t h u s s i tua ted 
to a cqu i re the patronage o f the B i s h o p of R o m e , w i t h o u t suppos ing , n e v e r ­
theless, that h e was the s u p r e m e h e a d of t h e C h u r c h , o r the successor o f 
S t . P e t e r a n d V i c a r o f C h r i s t . H e was f r o m h i s v e r y p o s i t i o n a m a n o f vas t 
in f luence a n d a u t h o r i t y , a n d th i s cons iderat ion alone m a y suffice t o s h o w 
w h y h i s s u p p o r t a n d countenance were so e x t e n s i v e l y sought . These instances 
therefore, i f t h e y y i e l d a n y s u p p o r t to the p a p a l a u t h o r i t y m u s t subver t t h e 
f u n d a m e n t a l p r i n c i p l e of d e v e l o p e m e n t ; a n d o n the o ther h a n d w h i l e t h e y 
are destruct ive of t h a t t h e o r y , t h e y cannot u p o n any o ther g r o u n d be c i t e d 
for t h e a u t h o r i t y of t h e h o l y see. T h e fa ta l def ic iency o f the deve lopement 
s y s t e m is t h a t i t i n v o l v e s a n a d m i s s i o n t h a t t h e p a p a l p o w e r cannot be t raced 
b a c k to a n y s t a r t i n g p o i n t , ( let t h e m s tr ive to fix i t as t h e y m a y ) , at w h i c h 
i t c a n w i t h c e r t a i n t y be s a i d t h a t the finger o f G o d w a s t h e n u p o n i t . I n 
t r u t h i t i s a v e r y n a r r o w a n d contrac ted s y s t e m after a l l . A t r u l y ca tho l i c 
s p i r i t cannot to lerate or adopt i t . A m I a s k e d a reason ? I r e p l y t h e n t h a t 
the theory of t h e p a p a c y , as f o u n d e d o n developement , contravenes i n a m o s t 
r e m a r k a b l e m a n n e r t h a t c o n d i t i o n w h i c h w a s f r o m the b e g i n n i n g adopted as 
the test o f t r u t h . Priority is t h a t c o n d i t i o n . " T h a t w h i c h was first i s 
t r u e , " i s the m a x i m of T e r t u l l i a n : o f T e r t u l l i a n i n h i s days of o r t h o d o x y 
a n d s o u n d j u d g m e n t . O h , h o w g r a t e f u l s h o u l d w e be to G o d for i t , that t h e 
C h u r c h o f E n g l a n d can safe ly , a n d does a d v i s e d l y m a k e h e r appea l to t h i s 
t h e p r i m i t i v e r u l e of f a i t h ! B u t i n t h e r e g i o n o f deve lopement t h e w i n d 
sits i n a n e x a c t l y opposite q u a r t e r . T h a t w h i c h is last, t h e y say, i s t r u e . 
T h e first stages w e r e those o f i gnorance a n d imper fe c t i on , a n d u n c e r t a i n t y . 
I t i s o n l y b y g i v i n g u p the s e a r c h a m o n g t h e records o f t rue a n t i q u i t y , t h e 
test imonies o f apostles a n d apos to l i ca l m e n , a n d t a k i n g for our gu idance 
t h e op in ions w h i c h h a d g a i n e d g r o u n d f our o r five centur ies la ter , that there 
i s a n y p o s s i b i l i t y , so t h e y w o u l d m a k e us be l ieve , o f u n d e r s t a n d i n g w h a t 
t h e w i l l o f t h e L o r d i s . 

N e i t h e r w o u l d I h a v e t h i s r egarded as a s i m p l e argumenfum ad hominem 

d i rec ted against M r . N e w m a n a n d h i s d i s c ip l es , to s h e w h o w m u c h t h e i r 
admiss ions are at var iance w i t h t h e i r t h e o r y . T h a t t h e o r y , I do say , i s i t s e l f 
at var iance w i t h the great a r g u m e n t of apos to l i ca l t r a d i t i o n , o n w h i c h t h e 
ear ly C h r i s t i a n s so m u c h r e l i e d i n t h e i r controversies w i t h the heret ics : " b y 
w h i c h , " I r enams says , " w e c o n f o u n d a l l those w h o i n w h a t e v e r m a n n e r f o r m 
conc lus ions u p o n false g r o u n d s , " ( c o l l i g u n t prre terquam oportet . ) T h i s is 
d i rec ted against the M a r c i o n i t e s a n d o thers , w h o j u s t i f i e d t h e i r dangerous 
tenets b y the p l e a that the A p o s t l e s h a d le f t cer ta in " h i d d e n m y s t e r i e s , " o r 
elements of doc t r ine s u c h as d i d not s h e w themselves u p o n the surface o f 
affairs at first; b u t were c o m m u n i c a t e d reserved ly , apart f r o m the great b o d y 
o f bel ievers , to the few w h o were s t y l e d " t h e per f e c t . " A n d w h a t is the 
r e p l y o f Irenaeus to t h i s ? I t proceeds altogether u p o n a d e n i a l of the t h e o r y , 
that a mere i d e a was o r i g i n a l l y c o m m u n i c a t e d inde f in i t e l y a n d p a r t i a l l y ; a n d 
was left to a c q u i r e shape a n d cons is tency , as the course of events s h o u l d 
r e q u i r e a n d d e t e r m i n e . H e cannot be c h a r g e d w i t h a d m i t t i n g that the mere 



fact of t h e i r s y s t e m h a v i n g ob ta ined a c e r t a i n h o l d u p o n the persuasions of 
m a n k i n d , p r e t e n d i n g at t h e same t i m e to be f o u n d e d u p o n aposto l i ca l 
a u t h o r i t y , afforded suff icient ev idence t h a t i t was a t r u e deve lopcment a n d 
d i v i n e l y a p p r o v e d . Irenasus s p e c i a l l y opposes h i m s e l f to t h i s , w h i c h i s M r . 
N e w m a n ' s a r g u m e n t for t h e p a p a l s u p r e m a c y ; the v e r y p r i n c i p l e w h i c h he 
urges i n proo f that the B i s h o p s of B o r n e have the w h o l e w o r l d for t h e i r diocese. 
Irenaeus m a i n t a i n s that t h e C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e i n its ent ireness was de l i vered 
b y the A p o s t l e s to those B i s h o p s w h o m t h e y c o n s t i t u t e d i n a l l C h u r c h e s of the i r 
f o u n d a t i o n ; a n d that therefore the doctr ines of the heret i cs were n o t to be 
rece ived , because i t c o u l d n o t be s h e w n t h a t t h e y f o r m e d p a r t of t h a t deposit 
w h i c h was c o m m u n i c a t e d b y the A p o s t l e s to a l l the i r C h u r c h e s . T h a t any 
doctr ine h a d not appeared u p o n the surface f r o m the v e r y f i rst , w a s h e l d to 
be fa ta l to i ts pretensions to f o r m a p a r t o f d i v i n e r e v e l a t i o n . B u t of w h a t 
force c o u l d s u c h a n a r g u m e n t have been , i f the C a t h o l i c s themse lves h a d l a i n 
under the s u s p i c i o n of h a v i n g a m o n g t h e m e x a c t l y s u c h a doetr ine ? i f the 
heretics h a d been able to re tor t " y o u h o l d , i t is i n d i s p u t a b l e , one p r i n c i p l e 
u p o n w h i c h , b y the confession of the most perfect a m o n g y o u , t h e m a i n t e ­
nance o f ca tho l i c u n i t y , a n d therefore the s u m of t h e C h r i s t i a n interest , 
depends. H th i s e lement do not at present s h e w i t s e l f u p o n the surface yet 
w e have g l impses of i t . Y o u cannot d e n y t h a t i t e x i s t s ; y o u w i l l n o t d ispute 
that i t w o r k s ; y o u are consc ious t h a t i t is a p r i n c i p l e , i f n o t the m a i n p r i n ­
c ip le , o f y o u r sys tem. Y e t y o u a c k n o w l e d g e i t was not d e l i v e r e d to the 
who le b o d y o f be l ievers , n o r to the apos to l i ca l C h u r c h e s g e n e r a l l y . Y o u 
cannot der ive c o n f i r m a t i o n for t h e es tab l i shment o f y o u r P o p e f r o m a n 
appeal to them. Y o u r t r a d i t i o n u p o n t h i s p o i n t h a s n o m a r k s of s u p e ­
r i o r i t y to that b y w h i c h w e defend o u r doctr ines . " W h y t h e n are w e not 
e q u a l l y at l i b e r t y , " m i g h t the heret i cs h a v e s a i d , " t o h o l d our persuasions as 
of aposto l ical o r i g i n ; a n d i n s u p p o r t o f the d i v i n e a p p r o v a l o f t h e m to refer 
to the same test w h i c h y o u r e l y u p o n ? A n d h o w c a n y o u object? ' T h o u 
that teachest another , teachest t h o u n o t t h y s e l f ? a n d t h i n k e s t t h o u t h i s , O 
m a n , that judges t us w h i c h do s u c h t h i n g s , a n d doest the same, that t h o u 
shalt escape the j u s t j u d g m e n t o f G o d ?' " T h u s m i g h t the w h o l e b a n d of 
M a r c i o n i t e s , V a l e n t i n i a n s , a n d G n o s t i c s h a v e r e p l i e d t o Irenoeus ; a n d I a m 
not sensible h o w he c o u l d have m e t t h e o b j e c t i o n ; or h o w i t c o u l d have been 
w a r d e d off b y the C a t h o l i c C h u r c h o f that age, i f i ts d o c t r i n e a n d usage h a d 
been s u c h as the T h e o r y o f D e v e l o p e m e n t supposes a n d assumes. I a m 
ser ious ly persuaded that n o one c a n m a i n t a i n th i s t h e o r y w i t h o u t surrender ­
i n g aposto l i ca l t r a d i t i o n c o n f i r m e d b y S c r i p t u r e as a g r o u n d of r e l i a n c e ; and 
therefore i t appears to m e t o c o n c e r n the t r u e B o m a n C a t h o l i c , at least as 
deeply as i t concerns u s , t o e n q u i r e c a r e f u l l y w h a t t h i s n e w d o c t r i n e i s . 
B u t w h e n t h i s i s done, t h e n the o ther h o r n o f the d i l e m m a presents i tsel f . 
N o R o m a n C a t h o l i c of t h e o lder s c h o o l w i l l hes i tate , I p r e s u m e , to declare 
h i s persuasion that the d o c t r i n e of the s u p r e m a c y o f S t . P e t e r was as openly 
m a i n t a i n e d , a n d i ts des igned i n h e r i t a n c e b y the B i s h o p s of B o m e as h i s 
successors was as u n r e s e r v e d l y h e l d a n d professed, b y the C h u r c h at large , 
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i n the days o f w h i c h I a m s p e a k i n g as i t i s n o w a n d has been ever s ince . I f 
i t were so, h o w came C y p r i a n a n d so m a n y others before a n d after, to express 
themselves , a n d even to act , i n a s ty l e w h i c h be tokened t h a t t h e y k n e w 
n o t h i n g of i t ? I f th i s w e r e the case, h o w came I renams not to address h i m ­
s e l f to t h a t p o i n t , a n d to u r g e the i n f a l l i b l e a u t h o r i t y of that See as a lone 
suff ic ient to c o n f o u n d a l l here t i c s 5 I cannot be u n a w a r e of the efforts m a d e 
b y the R o m a n p a r t y to g ive t h a t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to h i s express ions . B u t I 
w i l l shew c o n v i n c i n g l y that t h i s is n o t t h e j u s t sense o f that celebrated pas ­
sage of w h i c h the f o l l o w i n g i s a close l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n . " B u t as i t takes 
l o n g to r e c k o n u p t h e successions t h r o u g h s u c h a c i r c u i t as that of a l l the 
C h u r c h e s , w e , s i n g l i n g o u t t h e t r a d i t i o n o f the most extens ive a n d most 
anc ient C h u r c h , a n d to a l l w e l l k n o w n , f o u n d e d a n d o r g a n i z e d at R o m e b y 
t w o most r e n o w n e d A p o s t l e s P e t e r a n d P a u l , ( the t r a d i t i o n ) w h i c h i t ho lds 
f r o m t h e A p o s t l e s , a n d the f a i t h p r o c l a i m e d to m e n a n d , t h r o u g h the succes­
s ions of b i shops , progress ive ly c o m i n g also t o u s , p u t to confus ion a l l those 
w h o m a y i n a n y m a n n e r whatsoever , e i ther t h r o u g h v i c i o u s se l f -p leas ing or 
v a i n g l o r y , e i ther t h r o u g h b l i n d n e s s o r misapprehens i on , gather a heap of 
WTong n o t i o n s . F o r to t h i s C h u r c h o n account o f the super ior j u r i s d i c t i o n , 
i t is necessary that every C h u r c h s h o u l d r e s o r t ; that is bel ievers f r o m a l l 
q u a r t e r s ; i n w h i c h ( C h u r c h ) t h a t t r a d i t i o n w h i c h proceeds f rom the A p o s t l e s 
has been a l w a y s preserved b y those w h o come f r o m every q u a r t e r . " ( A d v . 
haeres. 1. i i i . 3.) 

T h e ob jec t ion r a i s e d b y here t i c s , a c c o r d i n g to the statement o f I renams 
was , that the S c r i p t u r e s were incorrec t a n d w i t h o u t a u t h o r i t y , because t h e y 
c o u l d n o t be unders tood excep t b y those w h o h a d a n acquaintance w i t h 
t r a d i t i o n ; i n a s m u c h as t h e y w e r e i n a written f o r m , whereas S t . P a u l h a d 
s a i d " w e speak w i s d o m a m o n g t h e m t h a t are perfect." W h e n i t was p r o ­
posed , i n c o m p l i a n c e w i t h t h i s ob ject ion , to appea l to the t r a d i t i o n of the 
C h u r c h , t h e y s t i l l d e m u r r e d ; a f f i rming t h a t the A p o s t l e s themselves h a d 
i n t e r m i n g l e d l ega l p r i n c i p l e s w i t h the s y s t e m of C h r i s t , a n d that t h e y alone 
( the M a r c i n n i t e s a n d other k i n d r e d sects) h a d a m o n g t h e m the t r u t h u n a d u l ­
terated , d e r i v e d f r o m those perfect persons to w h o m the A p o s t l e describes 
h i m s e l f a n d h i s b r e t h r e n as speaking. T o refute t h i s f oo l i sh a r g u m e n t , 
Irenreus v e r y j u s t l y urges t h a t i f the A p o s t l e s h a d d e l i v e r e d p r i v a t e l y to a 
select class, u n d e r the t i t l e of the perfect , those doctr ines w h i c h w e r e n o t 
preached to a l l , t h e y w o u l d s u r e l y have t a k e n care above a l l th ings to m a k e 
these disc losures t o the b i shops w h o m t h e y p l a c e d over a l l the C h u r c h e s 
w h i c h t h e y f o u n d e d , a n d w h o m , for the h o n o u r of the f a i t h , t h e y were a n x i o u s 
to have very perfect . T h i s b e i n g the case, h e argues, n o doctr ine c o u l d have 
been preached b y the A p o s t l e s b u t i t m u s t have been, a n d m u s t therefore 
s t i l l be, k n o w n to the C h u r c h e s ; for e v e r y t h i n g w h i c h was t a u g h t to t h e 
first b ishops w o u l d be h a n d e d d o w n b y t h e m to the n e x t , a n d so b y c o n t i n u a l 
succession preserved u n t i l the t i m e t h e n b e i n g . 

T h e ques t i on for d e t e r m i n a t i o n is, w h a t bear ing have the express ions 
e m p l o y e d in support of th i s a r g u m e n t , u p o n the ques t i on o f the supremacy 



o f the See of R o m e ? Irenseus observes t h a t i t w o u l d o c c u p y m u c h t i m e to 
appeal to each C h u r c h , a n d trace the descent of the t r a d i t i o n t h r o u g h the 
succession o f B i s h o p s e v e r y w h e r e ; a n d he therefore refers to the C h u r c h at 
R o m e as a c o m p e n d i u m o f a l l t h e others , a n d as a f ford ing a t e s t i m o n y w h i c h 
m i g h t be h e l d as a n express ion o f t h e i r genera l bel ief . T h e doubt i s , as to 
the g r o u n d u p o n w h i c h he so assumes t h e suf f ic iency o f t h i s s ingle C h u r c h ' s 
t e s t imony . " O n a c c o u n t , " say t h e R o m a n i s t s , " o f the super ior a u t h o r i t y of 
t h a t C h u r c h , r e n d e r i n g i t necessary t h a t e v e r y o ther C h u r c h i n t h e w o r l d 
s h o u l d agree w i t h i t " ; b u t , as we t h i n k , " o n account o f the super ior j u r i s ­
d i c t i o n of the c i t y i n w h i c h t h a t C h u r c h w a s seated, r e n d e r i n g i t necessary 
t h a t every C h u r c h , or be l ievers f r o m e v e r y p a r t of the w o r l d , s h o u l d resort to 
the C h u r c h at R o m e . " S i t u a t e d i n so great a m e t r o p o l i s t o w h i c h persons 
w e r e c o n t i n u a l l y c a l l e d o n occasions o f bus iness or d u t y f r o m a l l par ts o f the 
w o r l d , there c o u l d not b u t be a constant c o m m u n i c a t i o n a n d in tercourse k e p t 
u p between i t a n d the m e m b e r s o f a l l o ther churches , w h i c h c o u l d therefore 
h o l d no doctr ines or usages b u t m u s t be k n o w n at R o m e . 

I n support o f th is i n t e r p r e t a t i o n I m u s t r e m a r k t h a t " convenire a d " c a n 
s ign i fy n o t h i n g b u t the a s s e m b l i n g of persons at one c o m m o n p lace . I t has n o t 
been suf f i c ient ly not i ced , i f i n d e e d i t h a v e been n o t i c e d at a l l , that t h i s phrase 
is a lmost l i t e r a l l y a q u o t a t i o n from the A c t s o f the A p o s t l e s , ( x x i . 2 2 . ) " t h e 
m u l t i t u d e m u s t needs come t o g e t h e r " oportet convenire multiiudinem. ( V u l g . ) 
Iii irXrjSoc ovvi\9uv. A g a i n , ( v . 16) " t h e r e came ( together ) a m u l t i t u d e , 
o u t of the c i t ies r o u n d about , u n t o J e r u s a l e m , " avvijpxtro H c n i TO irXfj0os 
Tuv Trcpi$ IOXEWI' itc 'lipov<ra\^a : w h e r e t h e V u l g a t e h a s concurrebat (not 
a l i t e r a l vers ion) Sanctes P a g n i n u s , p r e f e r a b l y , conveniebat. A l s o 1 C o r . x i v . 
2 3 , " i f therefore the w h o l e C h u r c h be come together i n t o one p l a c e : " iav oiv 
ovviXQni] iKxXnaia iirl TO avrb. Si ergo conveniat universa ecclesia in vnum. 
" C o n v e n i r e a d , " i n the sense of agreeing with w o u l d be b a d L a t i n ; a l t h o u g h 
the present P o p e seems to h a v e n o s c r u p l e i n so i n t e r p r e t i n g i t . * 

I n the n e x t p lace , i f I r e m e u s h a d m e a n t that e v e r y C h u r c h m u s t agree 
w i t h the C h u r c h at R o m e , w h y was h e n o t content to l eave so v e r y p l a i n a 
propos i t i on i n i t s s i m p l e f o r m ? W h e r e f o r e a d d i n e x p l a n a t i o n of i t " t h a t 
is to say, bel ievers w h o come from a l l q u a r t e r s . " I f h e h a d reference o n l y to 
conformity of belief, s u r e l y t h e y w h o r e m a i n e d at h o m e w e r e as m u c h c o n ­
cerned to m a i n t a i n t h a t , as t h e y w h o t r a v e l l e d a b r o a d . H e e v i d e n t l y 
contemplates bel ievers w h o came to R o m e from a l l p a r t s . T h i s use o f the 
w o r d sum t o s i g n i f y coming or proceeding i s v e r y c o m m o n w i t h th is w r i t e r . 
T o go no far ther b a c k t h a n t h e p r e v i o u s chapter , ( i i . ) ; he speaks o f the 
t r a d i t i o n , " q u a ; est ab a p o s t o l i s ; " w h i c h proceeds o r comes from t h e A p o s t l e s . 

* BpisL Encyc. P i i . D. P. Papaj ix. Ad omnia Poiriarekos, Primates, Archiepiscopos et £pis-
copos, S i i i . A t q n e hinc plane apparet, & c . ; a n d this opportunity may be taken of 
observing that in the recent Rescript from the S o c de P r o p . Fide , ( N t h Oct. , 1848), con­
demning the Irish Colleges, signed by Cardinal Fransonius, the expression " unitas 
sacerdotalia" is interpreted unity among bishops, a n d n o t s o l e occupation of each See by its 
own Bishop: which, with submission to his Eminence, is the true sense. 
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A g a i n , the e m p l o y m e n t of the w o r d undique is i n f avour of our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 
for i f i t h a d been i n t e n d e d to speak o f be l ievers in a l l p laces , a n d not from 
a l l places, ( the d i s t i n c t i o n be tween w h o m , i n its b e a r i n g u p o n th i s q u e s t i o n 
i s v e r y m a n i f e s t ) , t h e w o r d ubique, ( i . e . iravraxil not iravraxoSiv) w o u l d 
doubt less h a v e been used , i n agreement w i t h the u n i f o r m pract i ce of Irenaeus* 
a n d h i s L a t i n t rans la to r . ( C o m p a r e Adv. Hwrr. i i i . c. 11, p . 221 , 6. E d . 
G r a b e . ; i . c. 15, p . 84, 3 2 ; i i i . c. 19, p . 246, 9 ; v . c. 36, p . 461, 5.) 
G r e g o r y N a z i a n z e n m a k e s a p r e c i s e l y s i m i l a r observat ion o n the constant 
af f lux of strangers to C o n s t a n t i n o p l e , d r a w n t h i t h e r f r o m a l l par ts of the 
w o r l d . " A c i t y , " he t e r m e d i t , " w h i c h is the eye of the w o r l d ; m o s t 
p o w e r f u l b y sea a n d l a n d ; as i t w e r e t h e c o n n e c t i n g t ie of agreement 
be tween east a n d w e s t ; to w h i c h one p o i n t repa ir a l l those most i m p o r t a n t 
matters f r o m every quar ter , (iravraxi>5iv) a n d whence t h e y take t h e i r r i se , 
as f r o m a c o m m o n storehouse o f the f a i t h . " ( O r a t . x x x i i . ) A n d can a p l a i n e r 
c o m m e n t or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n be des i red o f the w o r d s of Irenaeus t h a n i s 
f u r n i s h e d b y the N i n t h C a n o n o f t h e (heret i ca l ) C o u n c i l o f A n t i o c h , A . D . 
340. " T h e b i shops o f e v e r y p r o v i n c e o u g h t to be a w a r e t h a t the b i shop 
w h o presides i n t h e metropo l i s o u g h t to t a k e t h o u g h t for t h e w h o l e p r o v i n c e , 
because a l l persons assemble there f r o m a l l quarters (iravraxoSev) w h o h a v e 
a n y business to t r a n s a c t . " ( C o n c i l . t orn . i i . p . 644.) 

W i t h respect to t h i s v e r y t e r m convenire i t seems to have been forgot ten 
t h a t i t bespeaks not obscure ly a reference to the es tab l i shed c o n s t i t u t i o n of 
t h e empire , u n d e r w h i c h each p r o v i n c e was d i v i d e d i n t o d istr ic ts t e c h n i c a l l y 
c a l l e d conventus. E a c h of these h a d i t s c h i e f t o w n w h e r e a l l w h o h a d p u b l i c 
business to transact were r e q u i r e d , a n d those w h o h a d p r i v a t e affairs to 
sett le were accustomed , to assemble f r o m t ime to t i m e . P l i n y speaks o f 
Bast i ca as h a v i n g f our s u c h p laces o f genera l resort , ( l i b . i i i . cap . 1,) a n d 
C i c e r o refers to t o w n s of S i c i l y i n w h i c h the praetors were accustomed to h a l t 
a n d h o l d t h e i r conventus: w h e r e a t the magistrates a n d others were b o u n d to 
assemble . ( I n V e r r . v i i . c. 11.) There fore the R o m a n e m p i r e b e i n g regarded 
as one great p r o v i n c e , the metropo l i s of t h e w o r l d w o u l d be, a n d w e k n o w i t 
w a s , the p lace o f u n i v e r s a l resort for the d ischarge of d u t y a n d the t r a n s a c ­
t i o n o f business : a n d Irenaeus expresses t h e consequence o f th i s v e r y n a t u ­
r a l l y i n s a y i n g t h a t every C h u r c h m u s t u n a v o i d a b l y keep u p a c o m m u n i c a ­
t i o n w i t h the C h u r c h at R o m e , because i n the course o f events some o f i t s 
members , " b e l i e v e r s f r o m a l l p l a c e s , " m u s t c o n t i n u a l l y be b r o u g h t i n t o 
a c t i ve c o m m u n i o n w i t h i t , i n consequence of the super ior j u r i s d i c t i o n n o t o f 
t h e C h u r c h , b u t o f the c i t y i n w h i c h i t h a d i ts seat. N o one can d ispute t h a t 
t h i s j u r i s d i c t i o n d i d be l ong t o the i m p e r i a l t r i b u n a l s ; or that the words 
potentior principalitas do a c c u r a t e l y descr ibe the t e m p o r a l greatness o f R o m e 
t h e y ascribe to the c i t y a prerogat ive w h i c h we know be longed to i t . B u t 
t h i s w i l l not suffice for some persons. T h e y m u s t have i t that the express ion 

* A n d the practice, it may be added, of the best Latin writers; e. jr. Ca»sar B. Gal . ad eos 
defendendos widi-im eonceturcnt (lib. i i i . c. 10.) undique ex fmitimis rcgiuuibus jubet 
«nee»M*e. 
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" super ior j u r i s d i c t i o n " appl ies to t h e Church at R o m e : a n d that , i n defe­
rence to i t s a u t h o r i t y , every o ther C h u r c h u p o n e a r t h m u s t necessari ly 
agree w i t h i t . T o th i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n one v e r y ser ious ob ject ion presents 
i t se l f . T h e r e is no w o r d i n the o r i g i n a l L a t i n a n s w e r i n g to t h e E n g l i s h its. 
" O n account o f its super ior j u r i s d i c t i o n , " t h e y w o u l d w i l l i n g l y render the 
words : b u t u n h a p p i l y there is no w o r d co r respond ing w i t h " i t s . " T h i s is 
a mere i n t e r p o l a t i o n to serve a p u r p o s e . T h e o r i g i n a l o f propter potentiorem 
principalitatetn w o u l d p r o b a b l y be c*id TI)V xvpiuripav i%ovaiav, or some 
equiva lent f o r m of w o r d s : a n d i f there h a d been i n the o r i g i n a l G r e e k a n y 
w o r d equ iva lent to ejus, t h e t rans la tor , i t c a n h a r d l y be quest ioned , w o u l d 
not have fa i l ed to denote i t i n the L a t i n . Socrates speaks of " the B i s h o p 
of the r o y a l c i t y , " a n d the P o p e s themselves h a v e a l w a y s been suf f ic iently 
p r o u d of the c o n n e x i o n . B u t i f " p o t e n t i o r e m p r i n e i p a l i t a t e m " be the r e n ­
d e r i n g of Kvoimripav i^ovaiav, a n d t h i s w e r e i n d e e d t h e s ty l e a n d t i t l e of the 
See of Borne i n the age o f Irenaeus, h o w r e m a r k a b l e a n instance w o u l d i t 
f u r n i s h of forgctfulness a n d d i s r e g a r d o f t h a t p r o h i b i t i o n i n w h i c h the words 
•cvpiivoim a n d HZovoiaZovric s t a n d f o r t h c o n s p i c u o u s l y as e m b o d y i n g the 
s p i r i t against w h i c h C h r i s t w o u l d express d i sp leasure ! ( L u k e , x x i i . 25.) 
T h i s is the appropr iate d e s c r i p t i o n o f a c i v i l , not of a n ecc l es ias t i ca l p o w e r . 
" I t s h a l l not be so w i t h y o u . " T h e r e c a n be n o d o u b t o f the t r u t h of 
B i s h o p O v e r a U ' s observat ion ; " the P a t r i a r c h or B i s h o p o f R n m e h a d the 
first place a m o n g the res t of t h e P a t r i a r c h s , because R o m e was t h e n the 
chiefest c i t y i n the w o r l d , a n d t h e seat of e m p i r e : " ( C o n v o c . B o o k . i i i . c. 2, 
p . 315) a n d " i t was l o n g s ince s a i d b y a good f r i e n d o f t h a t See , ( G a b r . B i e l 
E x p o s . C a n . M i s s . L e c t . 23) ' t h e e x c e l l e n c y o f the R o m a n empire d i d l i f t u p 
the papacy above other C h u r c h e s . ' " (p . 315.) 

B u t let us e x a m i n e the r eason ing o f Irenaeus. H e takes a g r o u n d , or 
makes a n admiss i on per fec t ly i r r e c o n c i l a b l e w i t h t h e ascr ip t i on o f th i s 
supreme j u r i s d i c t i o n to the c h a i r o f S t . P e t e r at B o m e . Suppose h i s m e a n ­
i n g to have been that the aposto l i ca l t r a d i t i o n h a d been l o d g e d i n the C h u r c h 
at B o m e ; a n d thence d i s seminated to a l l C h u r c h e s , w h i c h on account of th is 
oecumenical a u t h o r i t y m u s t be i n agreement w i t h h e r . Suppose , I say , th i s 
to have been t h e m e a n i n g o f Irenaeus, c a n w e be l ieve h e w o u l d f r o m s u c h 
premises have gone o n to say , w e s ing le out t h e t r a d i t i o n preserved at R o m e , 
because i t w o u l d require a great e x p e n d i t u r e o f t ime a n d l a b o u r to a p p l y to 
a l l the other aposto l i ca l S e e s ! I f he h a d u r g e d a n y reason for d i r e c t i n g a n 
appeal to B o m e , i t c o u l d h a v e been n o o ther t h a n t h a t , a c k n o w l e d g i n g 
her supremacy , he m u s t c o n d e m n as a v i o l a t i o n o f G o d ' s a p p o i n t m e n t a n 
appeal to a n y other C h u r c h . W h a t does he m a k e " i t s m o r e p o w ­
e r f u l p r i n c i p a l i t y " a m o u n t to , w h e n he n o t o n l y i n f e r s , b u t , I t h i n k most 
p l a i n l y says, that i f a n y one s e e k i n g the t r u e apos to l i ca l t r a d i t i o n s h o u l d 
not grudge s u c h an e x p e n d i t u r e o f t i m e , h e m i g h t d i s cover that t r a d i t i o n as 
s u r e l y a n d i n f a l l i b l y i n o ther C h u r c h e s as at R o m e i t se l f ? T h i s i s w h a t he 
does say. A l a s ! then , t h a t a n y , b e a r i n g t h e grave character of a P o p e , 
s h o u l d be content to rest h is t i t l e u p o n b a d L a t i n a n d f teb lc reasoning ! 
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A n d yet the present P o n t i f f u n q u e s t i o n a b l y does so, i f he quote the w o r d s of 
Irenseus i u t h e sense o f " every C h u r c h m u s t of necessity agree with t h i s 
C h u r c h . " I f i t h a d even been t h e intention o f Irenaeus to say t h i s , i t w o u l d 
have been, o n h i s p a r t , assert ion w i t h o u t proof. I t i s necessary therefore 
to e x a m i n e m o r e c l ose ly w h a t h e r e a l l y does say. 

H e proceeds n o t u p o n a mere ipse dixit, b u t u p o n a statement of facts, t h e 
t r u t h o f w h i c h was se l f - ev ident , w h i c h e v e r y b o d y knew to be t r u e . 

H e says t h a t the c i t y o f R o m e h a d a super ior j u r i s d i c t i o n , or was the 
metropo l i s o f the w o r l d . 

H e says t h a t , i n consequence o f t h i s , there m u s t be a constant c o m m u n i c a ­
t i o n k e p t u p b y a l l C h u r c h e s w i t h the C h u r c h at R o m e ; because the m e m ­
bers o f all o t h e r C h u r c h e s (fideles q u i s u n t u n d i q u e ) m u s t necessar i ly be 
c o n s t a n t l y r e s o r t i n g to R o m e , o f w h i c h necess i ty the super i o r j u r i s d i c t i o n o f 
the c i t y afforded a v e r y reasonable e x p l a n a t i o n . M o t i v e s of d u t y or bus iness 
m u s t b r i n g m u l t i t u d e s f r o m a l l quarters incessant ly to t h e c a p i t a l . 

H e i m p l i e s w i t h ev ident reason , t h a t i f the A p o s t l e s h a d left a n y s u c h 
p e c u l i a r t r a d i t i o n as the heret i cs v a l u e d themselves o n possessing, i t m u s t 
h a v e been f o u n d i n some one or m o r e o f t h e C h u r c h e s f ounded b y t h e m ; 
a n d as a l l these C h u r c h e s , b y t h e in tercourse of the i r members , m e t together 
at R o m e , s u c h t r a d i t i o n , i f i t e x i s t e d a n y w h e r e , m u s t necessar i ly h a v e been 
k n o w n at R o m e . B u t i t h a d n o t been h e a r d of at R o m e ; therefore i t d i d 
n o t anywhere e x i s t . 

H e says t h a t t h e t r a d i t i o n w h i c h proceeded f r o m t h e A p o s t l e s h a d been 
preserved in t h e C h u r c h at R o m e : not b y t h e C h u r c h i tsel f , b u t " b y those 
w h o came t h i t h e r f r o m a l l s u r r o u n d i n g p l a c e s . " 

W h a t the m e a n i n g of t h i s m a y be I k n o w not v e r y w e l l . G r a b e says , i t 
means t h a t " i f t h e C h u r c h at R o m e h a d b e g u n to deviate f r o m the f a i t h , 
t h e b ishops a n d legates o f o ther C h u r c h e s w o u l d n o t i m m e d i a t e l y - h a v e 
shared i n her error , b u t w o u l d h a v e a d m o n i s h e d the of fending C h u r c h , a n d 
i f that fa i l ed o f p r o d u c i n g re f o rmat ion , w o u l d have b r o k e n off f r o m c o m ­
m u n i o n w i t h i t . " 

T h i s mag h a v e been t h e m e a n i n g ; b u t to m e I confess i t appears s t r a i n e d , 
a n d conveys n o sat is factory e x p l a n a t i o n . N e i t h e r , w e m u s t suppose, c a n i t 
be v e r y acceptable to those w h o h o l d that t h e C h u r c h at R o m e is b y a d i v i n e 
prerogat ive e x e m p t e d f r o m a l l p o s s i b i l i t y of error . I n the m e a n t i m e i ts 
adherents m a k e n o at tempt to u n t i e the k n o t . T h e present P o p e quotes t h e 
w o r d s , b u t h e offers n o s o l u t i o n , o r h i n t at so lut ion , o f the d o u b t f u l p o i n t ; 
h o w i t was that t r a d i t i o n a n d f a i t h was preserxed i n the C h u r c h at R o m e , n o t 
b y the C h u r c h i tse l f , b u t " b y the f a i t h f u l w h o come f r o m a l l s u r r o u n d i n g 
p a r t s . " A s a resource I once offered a conjecture t h a t the t r u e r e a d i n g 
m i g h t be coacervata not consenata ; a n d t h e m e a n i n g w o u l d then be that t h e 
members o f e v e r y C h u r c h b r o u g h t to R o m e t h e t r a d i t i o n o f t h e i r o w n C h u r c h ; 
i n s o m u c h t h a t the t r a d i t i o n s o f a l l C h u r c h e s w o u l d there be co l lec ted 
together as i n t o a c o m m o n receptacle , e m p o r i u m , or store-house, as G r e g . 
N a z . speaks o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e . I f , therefore , the t r a d i t i o n of w h i c h t h e 
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heretics m a d e so m u c h account h a d ever been d e l i v e r e d b y the A p o s t l e s a n y ­
where , i t must have been k n o w n at R o m e . B u t i t was never heard of there , 
a n d therefore never h e a r d o f i n a n y C h u r c h o f a p o s t o l i c a l o r i g i n : w h i c h was 
equ iva lent to s h e w i n g t h a t i t never e x i s t e d . B-enaeus therefore w a s qu i te 
j u s t i f i e d i n s a y i n g *' w e c o n f o u n d a l l heret i cs b y r e f e r r i n g t h e m to t h e t r a d i ­
t i o n of the s ing l e C h u r c h o f R o m e ; " because f r o m t h e i m p e r i a l j u r i s d i c t i o n 
o f the c i t y r e q u i r i n g persons f r o m a l l par t s o f the w o r l d to a t t end there , the 
s ing le t e s t i m o n y o f t h i s c i t y w a s e q u i v a l e n t to the t e s t i m o n y of a l l . T h i s 
w a s the p o i n t w h i c h B-enaeus u n d e r t o o k to p r o v e ; a n d h e does p r o v e i t b y 
th i s v e r y s o u n d course o f r e a s o n i n g . B u t as to t h e s u p e r i o r authority o f the 
C h u r c h at R o m e , i f i t is t o be gathered f r o m h i s t e s t i m o n y , the cause m u s t 
be qu i te despa i red of. I n c o n c l u d i n g w h a t I have to s a y u p o n th is p o i n t , l e t 
m e r e m a r k t h a t i f the o r i g i n a l w o r d e m p l o y e d b y Irenaeus were avviaiaptvSti, 

the acc identa l omiss i on o f a s y l l a b l e b y some copy i s t , m a y h a v e conver ted i t 
i n t o avvcauiSn, as eas i l y as coacervata m i g h t be a l tered i n t o conservata. 

I t is g reat ly to be des i red t h a t a h i s t o r y o f the rise o f t h e p a p a c y s h o u l d 
be w r i t t e n , d e r i v e d e n t i r e l y f r o m the o r i g i n a l r e c o r d s ; m i n u t e l y i n v e s t i g a t i n g 
t h e cond i t i on of the C h u r c h t o w a r d s t h e c lose o f t h e t h i r d c e n t u r y , a n d 
d u r i n g the p e r i o d i m m e d i a t e l y s u c c e e d i n g . S u c h a n a r r a t i v e , i f i m p a r t i a l l y 
composed, c o u l d not f a i l t o confute e i ther o f the hypotheses u p o n w h i c h 
the pretensions of the R o m i s h See are r e s t e d ; t h a t is to say u p o n a supposed 
uninterrtipted succession f r o m t h e A p o s t l e P e t e r ; o r u p o n the opposi te 
t h e o r y w h i c h describes t h e p a p a c y as awakening at a m u c h la ter p e r i o d . 
T h e t r u t h o f the assert ion t h a t i t d i d so a w a k e , w o u l d be made too apparent 
b y s u c h a h i s t o r y as I a m h e r e s u g g e s t i n g . I t w o u l d , moreover , be 
s h e w n that t h e p a p a l d o m i n i o n was first s u b m i t t e d to f r o m a n apprehens ion 
t h a t the r e g i m e n u n d e r w h i c h t h e C h u r c h h a d heretofore subs is ted 
w o u l d be f o u n d too feeble to oppose t h e progress o f t h e A r i a n f a c t i o n ; 
a n d that the dreaded catastrophe c o u l d be p r e v e n t e d o n l y b y the 
es tab l i shment o f a f o r m o f g o v e r n m e n t c o r r e s p o n d i n g m o r e n e a r l y w i t h 
that under w h i c h the e m p i r e o f t h e w o r l d was t h e n a d i n i n i s t e r e d . T h e fear 
of a n a r c h y re conc i l ed m e n ' s m i n d s t o d e s p o t i s m ; o r d issent was t h e t r u e 
parent of p o p e r y . I n j u s t i c e to o u r o w n cause w e r e q u i r e a h i s t o r y h a v i n g 
for i ts scope to es tab l i sh t h i s ; f or , as i s j u s t l y observed b y a p e r i o d i c a l 
w r i t e r of the present age, ( F o r e i g n R e v . N o . v i i . ) , " n o e r r o r i s f u l l y confuted 
t i l l w e have s h e w n not o n l y t h a t i t i s a n e r ror , b u t h o w i t became o n e . " I 
have made n o account , i t w i l l be seen, o f a n y t es t imon ies subsequent to t h e 
age o f P o p e J u l i u s , (A. D . 340 ) . T h e s e are o f too late a date to be r e c e i v e d 
as proofs . T h e n e w sys tem h a d b y t h a t t i m e a c q u i r e d a secure foot ing i n the 
w o r l d , u n d e r t h e patronage of the W e s t e r n emperors , a n d w a s finally c o n s o l i ­
dated t h r o u g h t h e good m a n a g e m e n t , a n d u n c o n q u e r a b l e firmness of A m b r o s e , 
the po l i t i c pre la te of M i l a n . A B the l e a d i n g C h u r c h e s , w i t h few except ions , 
h a v i n g been l e d , under the in f luence o f t h e i r a p p r e h e n s i o n o f A r i a n i s m , t o 
abandon the p r i m i t i v e ep iscopal c o n s t i t u t i o n o f the C h u r c h , a n d to s u b m i t to 
the u s u r p a t i o n o f one See, whose c o n n e x i o n w i t h w o r l d l y greatness, i t was 
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t h o u g h t , w o u l d p lace t h e m a l l i n a m o r e h o p e f u l p o s i t i o n o f defence, i t was 
b u t to be expec ted that the language o f C h u r c h m e n s h o u l d f r o m th i s t i m e be 
m o r e a n d more c on fo rmed t o the n e w c i r cumstances u n d e r w h i c h t h e y h a d 
p laced themse lves . H e n c e f o r t h i t was necessary that not a scrap of ev idence 
w h i c h c o u l d be t u r n e d to account i n r e c o m m e n d i n g the n e w p r i n c i p l e s h o u l d 
be t h r o w n a w a y u n i m p r o v e d . E v e r y occurrence of former t imes , w h i c h c o u l d 
p o s s i b l y be bent i n t o a c o n f o r m i t y w i t h the n o w a c k n o w l e d g e d theory , w a s 
eager ly se ized u p o n ; a n d t h e t h e o l o g y of t h e i r predecessors, w h i c h u p to 
t h i s t i m e h a d been ch ie f ly s c r i p t u r a l , began to be read w i t h the a c c o m p a n i ­
m e n t o f a gloss; or u n d e r the in f luence o f a prepossession, w h i c h t u r n e d 
e v e r y t h i n g i n t o the sense most favorable to R o m e . T h e y were great m e n , 
t r u l y great i n i n t e l l e c t , a n d n o t i n f e r i o r i n p i e t y a n d h o n e s t y of purpose , w h o 
e x h i b i t e d th is s p i r i t . T h e s i n w h i c h t h e y h a d f a l l e n i n t o , was t h a t o f m i s ­
t r u s t i n g the suf f ic iency o f t h e r u l e u n d e r w h i c h the A l m i g h t y h a d c o n s t i t u t e d 
the C h u r c h ; a n d t h e y , l i k e I s r a e l of o l d , h a d ins i s ted o n h a v i n g a k i n g t o 
r e i g n over t h e m . W h a t w o n d e r t h e n t h a t t h e y were l e d " to be l ieve a l i e ; " 
or to adopt the persuas i on t h a t s u c h h a d been the o r i g i n a l l y appo inted s y s t e m 
o f t h e C h u r c h ? A n o t h e r c i r c u m s t a n c e m u s t n o t be o v e r l o o k e d : that a l l those 
co r rupt i ons of C h r i s t i a n doc t r ine , against w h i c h (as b e i n g u n s c r i p t u r a l ) t h e 
efforts of our A n g l i c a n R e f o r m a t i o n were d i re c ted , have been subsequent to , 
a n d also consequent u p o n , t h e e s tab l i shment of the R o m a n p a p a c y . I t s 
doc t r ine of p u r g a t o r y , pardons , w o r s h i p p i n g a n d adorat i on as w e l l o f images 
as o f re l iques , a n d also t h e i n v o c a t i o n o f sa ints , the supposed sacrif ice o f t h e 
mass , c o m p u l s o r y a n d a u r i c u l a r confession, the sacrament of penance, t h e 
m e r i t o f ce l ibacy a n d monas t i c v o w s , a n d m a n y other f ond t h i n g s v a i n l y 
i n v e n t e d , a n d g r o u n d e d u p o n no c e r t a i n w a r r a n t y o f S c r i p t u r e , began from 
this time to arise i n t o not i ce , a n d to c l a i m adopt i on . T h e s e abuses, w h i c h 
one b y one ga ined f oo t ing i n t h e C h u r c h , are a l l poster ior i n date to t h e 
es tab l i shment o f t h e p a p a l s u p r e m a c y , a n d m a y be t r a c e d to i t as t h e i r 
p r o p e r s o u r c e : — 

Hoc fonte derivata, clades 
In patriam populnm que fluxit. 

I t w o u l d be o u t o f p lace here to enter i n t o a l l these controverted quest ions ; 
b u t w h a t I have s a i d w i l l be i l l u s t r a t e d a n d con f i rmed b y a br i e f reference to 
one d o c t r i n e — t h a t o f p u r g a t o r y ; to w h i c h M r . N e w m a n assigns m u c h 
p r o m i n e n c e . H e heaps together t h e names of C l e m e n s A l e x a n d r i n u s , 
T e r t u l l i a n , P e r p e t u a , C y p r i a n , O r i g e n , L a c t a n t i u s , H i l a r y , C y r i l o f 
J e r u s a l e m , G r e g o r y N a z i a n z . a n d N y s s e n , C h r y s o s t o m , Jerome , P a u l i n u s , 
a n d A u g u s t i n e , as af fording ev idence t h a t " t h e n o t i o n o f suf fering, or t r i a l , 
or p u n i s h m e n t , after t h i s l i f e , i n t h e case o f t h e f a i t h f u l departed , or o ther 
v a g u e forms o f t h e doc t r ine o f p u r g a t o r y , h a s a lmost a consensus i n i t s f a v o u r 
of the f our first ages of t h e C h u r c h . " ( I n t r o d . p . 17. E s s a y p . 414, sqq . ) 
I w o u l d e n q u i r e , first, w h y th i s s h o u l d be s p o k e n of as t h e t es t imony o f " t h e 
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f irst four a g e s ; " w h e n the earl iest of these witnesses d i d n o t l i v e t i l l t owards 
the last years o f the second c e n t u r y : t h u s l e a v i n g a b l a n k i n the ev idence 
d u r i n g the exac t i n t e r v a l w h e n i ts p r o d u c t i o n w o u l d h a v e been most to the 
p u r p o s e ? A g a i n let m e a s k , w h a t i s t h e m e a n i n g o f M r . N e w m a n ' s 
express ion " the doctr ine o f p u r g a t o r y ?" W o u l d he h a v e i t i n f e r r e d t h a t the 
doc tr ine (whatever i t m a y be) w h i c h v a g u e l y d i sp lays i t s e l f i n the w r i t i n g s 
he h a s referred to , has a n y a c t u a l c o r respondency w i t h " t h e Romish d o c t r i n e " 
o n t h e subject ? E x c e p t i n g i n the d r e a m of t h e h o l y P e r p e t u a , the r e a l i t y o f 
w h i c h I a m ' n o t disposed to q u e s t i o n , b u t o n l y h e r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i ts m e a n ­
i n g , there i s scarce ly a w o r d or a s y l l a b l e i n a l l these w r i t i n g s dec laratory o f 
t h e theory w h i c h has p r e v a i l e d s ince t h e s i x t h c e n t u r y . F o r e x a m p l e , w h y 
is O r i g e n n a m e d b y M r . N e w m a n as c o n t r i b u t i n g to t h i s boasted consensus, o f 
w h i c h h is op in ions were p u r e l y d e s t r u c t i v e ? W a s he n o t condemned , a n d 
j u s t l y , as a heret i c for h o l d i n g t h a t h e l l was n o m o r e t h a n p u r g a t o r y ; a n d 
t h a t even the most e v i l - m i n d e d a n d i m p u r e , after a def inite p e r i o d of suf fer ing, 
w o u l d be released a n d a d m i t t e d to the e n j o y m e n t o f e t e r n a l g l o r y ? N o r i s 
there any nearer approach t o u n a n i m i t y i n t h e p e r s u a s i o n w h i c h was m u c h 
m o r e general ly accepted i n the p r i m i t i v e C h u r c h , that i n t h e d a y of j u d g m e n t 
the who le h u m a n race s h a l l be i n v o l v e d i n t h e genera l conf lagrat ion w h i c h 
attends the c o m i n g of t h e L o r d ; f r o m w h i c h t h e j u s t s h a l l be re leased w h e n 
t h e y have cast off w h a t G r e g o r y N y s s e n u s terms " the propens ion of 
m a t t e r " ; b u t i n w h i c h the w i c k e d s h a l l r e m a i n for ever . T h e r e is n o t h i n g 
i n e i ther o f these persuasions w h i c h c a n n a t u r a l l y or j u s t l y be deve loped 
i n t o " the doc t r ine of p u r g a t o r y " c o n t e m p l a t e d b y M r . N e w m a n , a c co rd ing 
to w h i c h the souls of the f a i t h f u l de ta ined f r o m t h e i r res t m a y be h e l p e d b y 
the prayers o f surv ivors , a n d above a l l b y the acceptable sacrif ice of the a l tar . 
T h e prayers for the dead w h i c h were offered i n t h e p r i m i t i v e C h u r c h h a d 
respect o n l y to the la t ter of the persuas ions a b o v e - m e n t i o n e d ; that i s t h e t r i a l 
o f the saints , i n the d a y o f j u d g m e n t , b y a fire w h i c h , A r c h b i s h o p TJssher 
observes, i f i t be t h a t a l l u d e d to b y S t . P a u l (1 C o r . i i i . 13) i s " a 
probatory n o t a purgatory fire." ( A n s . to J e s u i t , p . 186.) T h e w o r d s o f the 
fathers , as t h e same acute w r i t e r j u s t l y r e m a r k s , " b e l o n g to that p r a y i n g for 
the dead o n l y , w h i c h i n anc ient t imes h a d n o r e l a t i o n t o p u r g a t o r y , " b u t 
meant no m o r e t h a n our o w n p r a y e r s beseeching t h e L o r d to " d e l i v e r 
us i n the d a y o f j u d g m e n t ; " a n d to g r a n t t h a t t h e y w h o depart i n H i m 
" m a y have t h e i r perfect c o n s u m m a t i o n a n d b l i ss b o t h i n b o d y a n d s o u l . " 
W h a t is there , then , i n t h e s e - v i e w s w h i c h c o u l d n a t u r a l l y or f a i r l y be 
developed i n t o " the R o m i s h doc tr ine o f p u r g a t o r y , " f r o m w h i c h t h e y are so 
a l i e n that t h e one be ing a l l o w e d to s t a n d t h e other m u s t needs f a l l i T h e v e r y 
suspic ious p a r t of the case i s , t h a t (un less i n d e e d P e r p e t u a c o r r e c t l y i n t e r ­
preted her v i s i o n ) w e find n o t t h e m o s t remote sugges t i on o f a p u r g a t o r y 
out o f w h i c h t h e sufferers m i g h t be re leased b y intercess ions a n d sacrifices 
offered for t h e m u p o n ear th , u n t i l after the es tab l i shment of the p a p a l p r i n ­
c ip l e i n the time of J u l i u s . T h e n i n d e e d t h i s great i n s t r u m e n t o f sacerdotal 



ascendancy began to r ise i n t o esteem, w h e n i t was f o u n d desirable b y a l l 
prac t i cab le means to c o n f i r m the s u p r e m a c y w h i c h h a d at last been re cog ­
n i z e d . I w i l l e x t e n d the observat i on to a l l those other doctr ines , i n the 
instance of w h i c h t h e C h u r c h of E n g l a n d charges the C h u r c h o f R o m e w i t h 
h a v i n g o v e r l a i d a n d c o r r u p t e d the p r i m i t i v e f a i t h . T h e s e , i t i s imposs ib le t o 
doubt , are the genu ine f ru i t s o f t h e s u p r e m a c y a n d i m p u t e d i n f a l l i b i l i t y o f 
the C h u r c h o f R o m e ; because w h e n its sanc t i on of a n y doc t r ine was once 
obta ined , there was n o l onger that b e c o m i n g freedom of d i scuss ion a l l o w e d 
w h i c h m i g h t enable o ther C h u r c h e s to e n q u i r e for themselves w h e t h e r s u c h 
doctr ines were c o n t a i n e d i n S c r i p t u r e , or a u t h o r i z e d b y the vo ice of genuine 
a n t i q u i t y c o n c u r r i n g w i t h S c r i p t u r e . T h e deve lopement o f one false c o n c l u ­
s i o n l e d to m a n y others . T h u s at t h e present t i m e , the course of r eason ing 
o u g h t ra ther to be that these doctr ines cannot be any o ther t h a n c o r r u p t i o n s 
o f t h e C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , see ing t h a t t h e y h a v e no f o u n d a t i o n i n S c r i p t u r e , 
reason , or a n t i q u i t y , a n d t h a t therefore t h e R o m i s h a u t h o r i t y f r o m w h i c h 
t h e y receive s a n c t i o n , m u s t i t s e l f be, o f necess i ty , a s i m i l a r c o r r u p t i o n . 
Y e t m e n has ten eagerly to the opposite c o n c l u s i o n , p e r s u a d i n g t h e m ­
selves first of a l l t h a t t h e p a p a l s u p r e m a c y i s of d i v i n e appo in tment , a n d 
f o l l o w i n g u p t h i s b y the f u r t h e r consequence that whatsoever doctr ines h a v e 
i ts sanc t i on m u s t be accepted as ar t i c l es of f a i t h u n d e r p a i n o f e v e r l a s t i n g 
e x c l u s i o n f r o m t h e presence of G o d . M a n y of those u n h a p p y souls , w e 
k n o w , w h o h a v e separated themselves f r o m t h e embraces of t h e i r s p i r i t u a l 
m o t h e r , w i t h t h e m i l k o f whose p u r e doctr ines t h e y were n o u r i s h e d f r o m 
t h e i r y o u t h u p , are at th i s m o m e n t gasp ing w i t h apprehens ion a n d a n x i e t y 
as to the true f o u n d a t i o n o f the persuasions to w h i c h t h e y h a v e y i e l d e d 
a c k n o w l e d g m e n t w i t h the i r h p s w h i l e t h e i r hearts a n d u n d e r s t a n d i n g are 
far f r o m t h e m . I n the t r u e a n d l a w f u l sense t h e y do not h o l d the f a i t h . 
I t i s mere s u b m i s s i o n to a n a u t h o r i t y w h i c h t h e y have created for themse lves 
to be d i rec ted b y . N o t that t h e y be l ieve f r o m the heart , but t h a t t h e y dare 
n o t express t h e i r d i sbe l i e f o f a n y d o g m a o f t h e R o m i s h C r e e d , so l o n g as 
t h e y are t i e d b y t h a t i n e x t r i c a b l e k n o t o f P a p a l S u p r e m a c y . M a y G o d 
h a v e m e r c y . T h e i r ' s is a p i t i a b l e case, w h i c h m a y , a n d I have n o d o u b t 
does, m a k e angels weep . L e t m e observe, t h e n , b y w a y of c a u t i o n , that t h e 
only s e cur i ty w e possess against t h e u n i v e r s a l e s tab l i shment of the doctr ines 
I h a v e n o w been s p e a k i n g of, res ides i n a re ject ion o f the P a p a l C l a i m s . 
P u r g a t o r y , pardons , t h e sacri f ice o f the M a s s , the de i f i ca t ion of the V i r g i n 
a n d the sa ints , a n d a l l the rest , w o u l d p r e v a i l as a c k n o w l e d g e d port ions o f 
C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f a n d w o r s h i p w h e r e v e r those c la ims were a d m i t t e d ; a n d 
therefore, I say a g a i n , there is n o s e c u r i t y against a n ent i re c o r r u p t i o n o f 
the C h u r c h except i n a reso lute a n d i n f l e x i b l e d e n i a l o f the doc tr ine o f the 
P a p a l S u p r e m a c y . W e m a y j u d g e f r o m t h i s w h a t a degree of w i s d o m there 
was i n the d i v i n e p l a n o f C h u r c h - g o v e r n m e n t vested i n a n u m b e r of c o ­
ord inate diocesan b ishops , h a v i n g each an e q u a l voice i n a l l decisions u p o n 
A r t i c l e s of f a i t h ; a n d we m a y n o less m a n i f e s t l y see h o w great an e v i l has 
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attended the s u b s t i t u t i o n o f a dif ferent s y s t e m h u m a n l y d e v i s e d ; a c cord ing 
to w h i c h no doctr ine m a y be h e l d or t a u g h t i n o p p o s i t i o n to the d e t e r m i n a t i o n 
o f one s ingle S e e ; n o doc t r ine s u p p o r t e d b y that See m a y be quest ioned 
or d i sowned , even t h o u g h the vo i ce o f the u n i v e r s a l C h u r c h beside , s h o u l d 
d e m a n d its r e f o r m a t i o n . 

S y d n e y , 4 t h M a r c h , 1849. 
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E R R A T U M . 

Page 31, line 29, for permanent, strong, read permanent. Strong 
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