e A F AR e, e

7

'THE TRUE, WITNESS AND CATHOLIC CHRONICLE.

THE TRUE WITNESS
" CATHOLIC CHRONICLE.
" MONTREAL, FRIDAY, JAN. 23, 1852.

-

NEWS OF THE WEEK.

Tugland seems destined Lo have Ler social troubles,
as well as the Continental nations. Considerable
agitation, which, according to the ZZmes, is fast
assmning formidable proportions, at present prevails
in the manufacturing districts of the North of England.
“I'he last day of the year was celebrated by a gigantic
“strike > of a great body of the engineers, mechanics,
aod millwrights.  “On the first of January 1852,
says the Z%mes,  the greater number of those enor-
mous. industrial establishments in Lancashire, which
have been the pride of Lnglishmen, and the astonish-
ment of the world, will, for « time, be closed, in
consequence of the suicidal folly of the associated
meclianics. "The great London firms have publicly
annpunced their resolution to throw in their lot with
#heir provincial brethren. Whatever may be the
ultimate result on the manufacturing industry of the
communily, the first consequence will be an unexampled
amaount ol distress amongst the mechanics themselves.

* : * The masters have to calculate how
Jong the operative can bear the strain of penury and
starvation; the operative asks himsclf how soon the
master will yicld when he sees lis forges dim, bis sheds
unocerpied, bis orders rejected, and his fortunes
verging towards bankruptey and ruin. It isa fearful
enleulation on cither side.”

The Kaffir war is costing amually the sum of
£1,350,000, being four times more than the sum
expended during that same period of time, in England,
on.art, seienee, and public edneation ; such at least is
the cafeulation of the Ldéinburgh Adeertiser.

There has been a rather amusing passage at arms,at
Puam, unhappily notorious at present fov the exploits of
the Jumpers, betwixt the Rev. Mr. Bourke, Dean of
Clonmel, and a Rev. Mr. Foley, an Apostate Priest,
who, it seems, had challenged the Rev. gentleman
above mentioned, to a public controversy. "Lhe reply
of the Dean, was a contemptuous and sareastic refusal
of the challenge :—

“In thus refusing you an opportunity to exhibit
your fancied dexterity in polemical gladiatorship,
permit me,” says the Rev. Mr. Bourke, “ to offer
you a word of advice. You have gained something
. this world by your change of religion; you have
gol a nice wife, with, it is said, no rilling share of
the shiners ; these enable you to live more comfort-
ably and fuxuriously, than was, I believe, your wont.
Tor these animal enjoyments your structure of bady
and character of mind seem to fit you much better
than for intellectual exercises, which require literary
cullivation, and refined and deep erudition. Take
<ounse] from me, therefore, and contine yourself 1o
them. But if, notwithslanding this useful and well

.sneant advice, you are still bent on exhibiting as a
polemical gladiator, for the entertainment of fools and
fnatics, you must seavech out and find o more befitting
autagonist.”

Ihe Tublet gives a translation of those parts of
the decrees ol the Synod of Thurles which relate to
the Gadless Colleges.

The Aveblet gives alist of the number of conver-
sions during the past year, from which it appears that
34 clergymen—including  amongst the number the
naines ol Manning, Wilberforce, and the most eminent
seholars and divines of the Anglican Establishment—
aml. 3% laily have been received into the bosom of
var loly mother, during the year 1851, Deo Gratias.

We copy the foilowing, as containing the latest
details of the result of the Presidential election :—

Yes . 7439216
Nao . .. 677,557
Total munber of voles 8,116,773

PROTESTANT {ITSTORY.

Vi onre fast we pointed out the ervors in quoting
irom. Catholic divines, into which an Tidshmen had
beew betrayed by trusting too implicitly 1o the good
faith, and honesty of Protestant controversial writ-
ers; to-day we mtend to examine his logic, his
history, and his chronology, and will show, that whilst
in muny instances his statements of {acts, or his pre-
mises, are false, so also, that the inferences he would
thenee fain deduce arc—even if the premises were
true—unsound,

We have already shown that Bellarnine, a zealous
supporter of, and a writer who yields to none in
sespect fory the Chair of Peter, asserts infallibility of
such ffapai decisions, only, as are propounded 1o the
Lhrtversal Clatrch, ¢ quee toti Beslesice preescribun-
2ur ; we do not consider Lhat we are called upon
10 be more Tire-Montane than Bellarmine, and,
therefore, will, with Dellarmine admit, that in other
<asns, it is not absurd to say the Pope may err. Now,

“the thesis of Iréshmazn, if indeed he bave a thesis,
is, that the Pope, loquens ex Cutliedrd, addressing
the Uwiversul Church, and deciding upon questions
ol faith and morals, is ot infaflible ; he argues that
Popes may err, undar the cireumstances above speci-
tied—Jirstly, because some Popes have been bad
iuen, aud bave led wicked and immoral lives ;—
Beeandly, because some PreJates of the Catholic
Church—men eminent for their sanetity, have, at
differcut epochs in the Churel's history, separated
themselves fram the Pope j—'Thirdly, beeause Fopes
Zeaqve erved in their decisions, upon questions of faith
il morals, by them propounded to the Universal
Chureh.  Now, we frankly admit that, if Trishwan
could prove [rom history, that Popes lhave erred—
speaking ex Cathedri—we should he obliged to ad-
il {he logical sequence—that Popes are pot infzllible,

but may err again, for ab actu ad posse, valet conse-
cutio; but there is much virtue in this, ¢f; many have
tried to prove that Popes have erred when ad-
dressing the Uhniversal Church ¢z Cathedrd; all
have failed—and, as we shall liave occasion to show,
Irishman has no reason to flatter himself that lic has
been successful where so many have Been bafifed ;
we will examine his instances in detail presently..
But, though the conclusion of Papal fallibility
would inevitably . flow {rom (he premise, tliat Popes
have erred, it by no means follows as a logical se-

Bishops have separated themselves from the See of
Peter, the Pope is not infallible, when addressing the
Universal Church, and deciding upon- questions of
faith and morals; because, in the first place, Infaili-
bility does not mean Impeccability, as Zrishman
may satisfy himself by consulting the Dictionary—
and because, in the second place, the fact that
Bishops have separated themselves from the Pope
may just as well be quoted, to prove the fallibility of
individual Bishops, when separated from the centre of
unity-—from the Sce of Peter—supra quam fundata
est Ecclesia, as to prove the fallibility of the Popes,
from whom the said Bishops separated ; the fact ol
the separation proves, that one, but is of no use in
enabling us to determine which, was in the wrong.

Infallibility does not mean Tmpeccability, we soy
againj neilhier does it always follow, that, because a
man does what is wrong, lie does not Anors what is
right. Tosee the belter course, and still the worse
pursiie, is an every day occurrence, and proves, rather,
the corruption of the will, than the weakness of the
intellect ; when-we Lear of a murder, or some other
atrocious crime, we do not conclude that the perpe-
trator was igrorant of the laws of God, or the pre-
cepts of morality, but that knowing them, he 2cidicd
to disobey them. 'T'he same principle applies to the
conduct of the Popey if he sin, it does not thence
follow that he can not,unerringly, distinguish betwixt
right and wrong. Thus, as Catholics, we do not
argue that it is right to do all that the ope does, or
that Popes have done, but, that whatever the Pope—
“ Joquens ex Cathreds” says, that we are to olscrve
and do.  Well does our Lord Himself draw this dis-
tinction—St. Matthew, xxiii., 2, 3.— The Scribes
and the Pharisees have sitten on the chair
of Moses. All, thercfore, whatsoever they shall
say to you, observe and do ; but according to their
works do ye not.”>  With St. Augustine, therefore,
would we address Irishaan— Why dost thou call
the Apostolic Chair the chair of pestilence? If for
the men that sit thesein, I aslk, did our Lord Jesus
Clrist on account of the Pharisces, reflect upon the
chair wherein they sat?  Did He not commend the
Chair of Moses, and, preserving the honor of the
Chair, reprove them. * * * L'liese points, if you
did well consider, you would not, for the men whom
you defame, blaspheme the See A postolic, wherewith
you do not hold communion.”

That there bhave been bad Popes we admit, al-
though both the number and the vices of the bad
Popes have been grossly exaggerated by Protestant
writers, who, in their anxiety to “blaspheme tle
See Apostolic,” have gencrally neglected to give the
causes why it happened, that during the middle ages,
the Chair of Peter was sometimes filled by immoral
occupants ; they have not taken care to point out,
from whence these scandals arosz ; for, long before
the days of Twther—ever since the Devil scduced
Eve—ever since Luciler fell from his high estate—
the spirit of Protestantism—that is of the rebellion
of the temporal against the spiritual—of earth against
leaven—ol the creature against the Creator-—has
been active, developing itsell now under one form, now
under another. The same spirit which manifests itsell
at the present day, under the forms of Anglicanism,
Presbyterianisim, and Mormonism, manifested itself in
the fourth and fifth centuries, under the form of
Manicheisin, and in the tenth and eleventh centuries,
in the contests for supremacy betwixt the Popes and
the Emperors. T'o the brutal interference of lay-
men, with things ecclesiastical—of civil rulers, with
things spiritunl—were the disorders which afflicted
the Church in the middle ages, owing ; in the same
way, at ali subsequent periods of her history, when-
ever the unhallowed hands of the laity have been
faid wpon the Avk of God, disorders, and corrup-
tion of morals, and pollution; have been the con-
sequences. Yes, so longas the Zinperors, or so long
as king, or parliament, or civil rulers, have the slight-
est influence over the nomination of Bishops, or
Popes, so long will they do,their beslto fill the Sees,
and the: Apostolic Chair, with their vile creatures,
and, as the Devil is strong, they may. sometimes sne-
ceed in thrusting bad men into holy places ; but
as God is stronger than the Devil, even: these bad
men-~wicked Bishops, and immoral Popes—will never
be allowed to wound the faith of the Churchi. Bad
as some of the Popes were (and, considering how
areat, before God sent the blessed Hildebrand, was
the influence that the Kwperors exercised upsn their
election, it is wonderful that they were not worse,)
there is not an instance on record of one of these
bad Popes propounding fzlse doctrine, either in faith
or morals, to the Urzversel Church; such, and so
great was. the care that God had of His own, making
even the wrath of man to praise Him.  Though the
Emperors. did their best to procure the election of
bad Popes, God always took_ care that His Chureh
should never have false teachers. We reply there-
fore to Lrishman, that, in arguing from Peecability
to Fallibility, his logic is bad; that the -personal
characlers of the Popes can, in no wise, affect their
doctrines; and that the vices of some few amongst
them can no more diminish the respect of Catholics
for the Chair of Peter, than can the fact  that,
amongst His ancestors, according to the llesh, our
Lord and Saviour numbered a Manasses, as well' as
a David, diminish their respect for Ilis Divine per-

son, or their faith in ITis mission.

fuence, that, because Popes have sinned, or because |

Certainly Irishman’s logic iz not good, but his
history and chronology are much worse ; indeed we
strongly suspeet him of having studied the Comic
History published by thie Apostate Priest’s Protection
Society, some extracts from which elicited much
rapturous applause from the learned editor of the
Montreal Witszess, ani a few remarks, not quite so
laudatory, in.our own columns. We will givea few
specimens, for io expose al/ the absurdities and
anachronisms of Drishman, would require a mode-
rate sized book, instead of a newspaper.

We will first, pass in review, the instances adduced
by Zrisliman, of Popes having decided erroneously,
upon questions of faith and morals, when addressing
the Universal Chureh, when, only, it is contended—
even by Bellarmine—that the Pope is infallible;
admitting, that in these instances, his logic is goad—
for, if a Pope loguens ex' Cathedrd, Kas erred,
another Pope, under similar circumstances, may err

‘again—we shall’ siow that his premises are false,

and that, therefore, his conclusions must fall to the
ground. The first inmstance adduced: by Zrishman,
is, of course, the old story of Liberius, who is accused
of having “subscribed to the Arian heresy.” This
slatement we meet withi a flat denial; Liberius did
no such thing. Liberius is accuesed of having signed
the first formula of Sirmium, which is not an Arian
confession, although, perbaps, some Semi-Arians
might have been found willing 1o accept of it,asa
vie media ; beeause, without asserting the ¢ Homou-
ston,” it condermned “ those who say that the Son
existed fromy any creation, or substance, and net
from God ; or, that there wus a time when he did
not exist,” Now, we are not going to discuss the
question, whether Liberius did, or did not, sign this
formula, becanse it is a question that has nothing to
do, with the subject in dispuic—the Infallibility of
the Dope, loguens ex cothedrd. Liberius was a
prisoner in the hands of Constantius, subjected to the
most infamous treatment, and therefore, not only, not
a free agent, but moraily unqualified from speaking to
the Untversal Chureh, ez cathedrd ; had he signed
fifty Arian creeds, whilst 2 captive in the Lands of
the tyrant, or subscribed (o the condemnation of
fifiy thousand Athanasiuses, it would be to Catho-
lics, inso far as the Infullibility of the Sovereign
Pontiff is concerned, a matter of perfect indifference.
Liberius, if he erred at all-—which, we, by no means,
admit—did not err, in propounding false doctrine to
the Undversel Chureh, and nobly redcemed the
errors of his captivily, by his firm resistance to the
fortrula of Rimini which, had he signed, an Zrish-
man might, perhaps, have truly cited, as an instance
of the fallibility of a Pope; as it is, his song of
trinmph, is premature.

Of course, if the case of Liberius was cited as the
first, that of Ionorius, is cited as the second instance
of Papal fallibility. ¢ Why did the sixth general
council depose Honorivs? asks Lrishman, with the
air of a man who has discovered a mare’s nest.  We

cannot say why the sixth geaneral council deposed.

Honorius, but we can give a very good reason why
it did not—because death had deposed Honorius
nearly half a century hefore the meeting of the sixth
general ccuncil, Honorius having departed this life,
A.D. 638, whilst the council was held A.D. 630.—
This reason ought to satisly, even an Irishman, to
whom we recommend a little more atiention to
Chronology, before again writing upon Ecclesiastical
History., Honorius never propounded any false
doctrine, to the Unzversal Churchi he was blamed
for writing to Sergius, in ambiguous terms, and for
not having taken eflectual measures to suppress the
Monothelite heresy ; but, we defy Irishman, to
prove, that Ionorius, loguens ex cathedrd, taught
false doctrine, or, that he himself, held the opinions
of Sergius, with regard to the One will'in Christ.
Thirdly, Irishmen cites Pope Vigilius, as having
shown himself to be fallible, loguens ex eathedra,
because D, in a private fetter to the Jinpress Theo-
dora, the lovely, but licentious and heretical wife of
Justinian, ¢ anathematised all that said, that there
were two natures in Christ.”  To this, we answer—
Firstly : that a letter from a Pope to an Empress, is
not a dictum emcathedrd—is not a decision address-
ed to the Universel Church.  Secondly: that Pope
Vigilivs never wrote to the Empress, a letter, in which
he “ anathematised ail that said there were two
natures in Christ.” The letter, to which Irishman
alludes, was written—if written by Vigilius at all—
during the lifetime of Pope Sylverius, and when,
consequently, Vigilius- was no more Pope, than Jrisk-
man is a sowid authority upen Catholic doctrine.
"To make this clear, we taust, even at the risk of
being tedious, enter a little, into the details of the
reign of Justinian, and we will talze the Protestant
view of the conduct of Vigilius, because, not even
the Protestant version of the conduct of that Pope,
can, in aught, affect the question of Papal Infallibility.
Vigilius, the deacon, accompanied Pope Agapetus
to Conslantinople, and is said to have intrigued with
Theodora, and subsequently, with Belisarius, in order
to procure liis- elevation to the Papal See; ard to
have promised, in return, to restore Anthymius, Pa-
triavch of Constantinople, who had been deposed for
heresy. Agapetus was succeeded by Silyverius,
during whose lifetime, the intrigues of Vigilius were
continued ; to the Empress, hevself a Eutychian, he
promised the condemnation of the decrees of the
council of Chalcedon; to Antonina, the haughty, but
corrupt wife, of Belisarius, he is sazd to have promised
large sums of money ; in’ the meantime, the Roman
General was closely besieged in Rome, by the Goths;
the Pope Sylverius, was accused of conspiring with
the Grothic Monarch, for the surrender of the city—
he was dragged before the General ; letters, saird to
be in_his hand-writing, were produced; his protesta-
tions of innocence, and his demands for a.fair hearing,

were alike, unileeded—condemned, and carried.into.

exile, Vigilius, throngh the influence- of Belisarius,

and: the- intrigues. of Antonina, was proclaimed bis.

‘Pope excommunicated him ; if the D

successor, but, did not, on that aceop
re_ally, neitlger bad he, the simoniaca
slightest claim to the veneration of the
decrees to be considered the decrees
until the death of Sylverius, whick tool Vace, i
A.D. 538._ “ Facinus omni execratione dlq':;ce’ »
says Baronius, speaking of this transactioy » « f:m,
nina served the passions of the Empress: and Tln o
dora lavished her treasures, in the vainzho) ‘1eo.
Gibbon,” of obtaining a Pontiff ho s

\ stile, or ind;
to the council of Chalcedon:” 2 O indifferent,

Vain hope, inleed ! for mark { .
sooner had Vigilius, by the death otfhes;le‘ll:f]' Ny
come really Pope, than- the conduet of " 1} ns be.
tirely altered. Vigilius, the T g e

ered. - Vigilius, the Pope, frustrated ey
hope which Vigilius, the Deacon, had held out Ifttll
Deacon had promised to restore Anthymi;:s-.u::
mised to reverse the decrees of the ngﬁgﬁ }1;?‘dc‘;r°-
cedon—the Pope confirmed themn, and condemne “Ill.
Butychians § 3f the Deacon was the favorite of Thl .
dora, and encouraged ber in her errors—{};q p;O'
was the victim of her fury, the denouncer of lier | ¥
resy, and the fearless vindicator of {lie doctrine xe[_
the Catholic Chureh, in spite of the crug] pm: .o
tions, and long years of exile, and imprisonment L?-
which he was subjected in consequence. Syel, tla ko
to the care which God las over His Cluyrel ::-ﬁ
the dilference betwixt the conduct of, Viailiys “:.lt
Deacon, and Vigilius, the Pope. 1t is ln?n(.'c.e'sqr.(;
to go into the details of the famous comrov;:rs. . 0}{‘
the ¢ Three Chanters;” what we have stnful]) we
defy Trishman to refute, and is suflicient io :-]m'\:;
how little grounds, the conduct of Visilivs ;‘{!.';n-d.-
for the argument of our opponent, tlme the l.’o,:
loquens ex cathedrd, is fallible, because Popes [‘é
speaking—so addressing the Undeersal Clurch, g,
erred.  We will now pass on o J}‘i's-/zmruzv’s’n,i,-[‘i
and last argument ; we shall find, that he has not e
more lucky here, than in his quotations, or in s pre-
vious history, chronology and logic.

It remains for us to examine, in the fast place
Irishman’s argument against the infallibitity of the
nge, loquens ez Cathedrd, deduced from e pre-
mise that some Bishops, of recognised sanclity, have
separated: from the See of Iome. Were the feis
as stated by Zréshman, his argument would be navght,
for, as we have shown aborve, it does not follow :szi
necessary consequence, that becausz a Bishop separates
from the Pope, that the latter is in the wrong, But
absurd.as is the argument, the frecls adduced by rish-
70 are far mare [udicrous, and tend to confirm us
in the opinion. that the honest man has been studyiny
some Comic Ilistory of the Lower Empire. « Wiy
again asks Jreshman, “ did Ignatius of Constantinople,
St. Chrysostom, St. Cyprian, Firmilian, and ihe
Bishops of Asia, separate fiom the Pope on the
question of Laster?™ We lave here certainly o
queer jumble of names, from Firmilian in the third, (v
Ignatius of Constantinople in the ninth, century; hut
where did ZFrishman discover that any one of these
Bishops separated * from the Pope on the question of
Easter?”  St. Cyprian, supported, as sowe say, by
Firmilian,—though the letter of the later to the
former is apocryphal, and is by some attributed to a
Donatist, at the end of the fourth century,—~had »
dispute with Pope Stephen, not respecting Easter,
for that dispute raged during the Pontificate of Vietor,
at the end of the second century—but, respecting the
validity of baptism conferred by heretics, in which
disputes, Both Firmilian and St. Cyprinn, were un-
douhtedly in the wrong, but neither separated from
the Tope. Albont the time of observing Iaster, we
never heard that they differed with the See of Rome
at all.  What St. Cyprian’s sentiments towards the
Chair of Peter really werc, we may gather from the
facts that—in his contests with the preshyter Novatus,
and the deacon Felicissimus, and again, when fe was
accused of apostacy, because, at the breaking out of
the Decian persecution, he withdrew, for a wlile, from
the fury of his foes—it was to Rome that he appealed,
i5 was to-Rome that he thought it necessary to write,
in vindication of his conduct. . _

The absurdity of making St. Chrysostom, and I-
natius of Constantinople, separatists from the Pope..
is still more glaring, for the attachment of both these
Prelates (o the Ioly See, and the good oficesof the
Popes—Tanncent 1., and Nicholas 1., in their hehall,
when banished and persecuted by the Imperors, wre
matters of bistory, such as we have been accustomed
to read ; though, perhaps overlooked in the Cumiz
History of Irishmun. The Easter question was de-
finitively settled by the Council of Nice, A. Ik
325; now St. Chrysostom succecded Nectarius in
the See of Constantinople, A. 1D. 398 ; he soon be-
came odious (o the court, hecause of the energy
with which he' reproved its vices, and dechimed
against—not the time of observing aster, but the
marner of spending Goed riday, and IHoly Satur-
day, in the sports of the circus. Banished by the
Emperor Arcadius—recalled in afew days by general
acclamation—again exiled through the intrigues ol
Eudoxia—hisChair filled by another—St. Chrysostoin.
appealed. to the Dope, who decided in his favor,
though he was unable to overcome the :mlmosll.‘.'”I
the Empress. Nor did the exertions of the Pope,
in favor of the deposed, and exiled St. Chrysostom.
cease with the life of the latters ¢ it was the firn-
ness of the Roman Pontifls” says Gibbon,  that d"'.
posed the Prelates of the East 1o restore the honsral
ol his venerated name ;* and yet Lrishmun tells us
that St. Chrysostom separated from the Popefon the
question of Iaster ; be is a funny chap. _

We wili examine another of Li.s'lmm,n’s_mstaﬂcc:"
and then conclude; Ignatins of Constantinople, We
are informed, also separated from the Pope on the
question, of Easter. Let us see. Ignatius, son oF
the Emperor Michael Rhangabé, succeeded Mlc N
thodius in, 846, but having incurred the enmity O.Ft e
all-powerful Caesar Bardas, to whom. the holj _Bibl"’l?'
refused: Communion. on the Feast of the Epiphany

\‘""\_
lnt, become g
surper, {he
faithful, c;r his
of the Dope




