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Special Notice.
SUBSCRIBERS IN ARREARS are respectfully

requested to remit ut thoir earliest conven-
icence. The LABEL gives the date fron
wbich subscription is-due.

CÂLENDAR FOR JANUARY.

JAN'Y 1st-CIROUMOlSION.
" lst-1st Sunday after Cristmas. [No.

tice of Epiphany].
" 6th-Epiphany. [Athanasian Creed].

Sth-Ist Sunday after Epiphany.
15th-2nd Sunday after Epipbany.
22nd-3rd Sunday after Epiphany. [ No-

tice of Conversion of St. Paul].
25th-Conversion of St. Paul.
29th-Septuagesima. [Notice of Purifi-

eation],

WAS ST. PETER E VER BIS-HOP OF
ROME?

By Tif REv. Da. LITTLEDALE.

It je well known that the Roman Catholie
Church rests its claim to supremacy over al]
Christians upon the allegcd inheritance of St.
Peter's priviloge and primacv by the Pope of
Rome, on the ground that St. Peter, by finaIlly
settling in Rome and dying there as itsBishop,
constituted his successors in the Seo his hoirs.
not only to bis local authority in Rome itself.
but to his univorsal jurisdiction over the whole
Church, bestowed upon him by Christ Iimelf,
over and above the apostolic commission
which was common to the reut of the Twelvo.
It ie needless to do more-than briefly point out
that no trace of any such exceptional commis-
sien to St. Peter as that of ruling the entire

Church is mentioned in Sripture directly, or
le indirectly to be discovered there by the fact
of actual exercise; and that even if this were
otherwise, the very fact of such an exceptional
authority being conferred makes the priviioge
a "personal" asdistinguished from an "official,"
one, and for that roason not transmissible by
its holder, but dying with him, and incapable
of being exercised by any other person without
a fresh grant from the original grantor. This
is the rule strictly laid down by Roman Catho-
lic ecolesiastical law in al cases of claim by
priviloge; that a personal privilege does not
admit of the introduction of any name or names
except such as explicitly occur in the deed of
grant ; that such a privilego dies with the do-
ceas. of the person or porons thus expnessiy
named; and that no power of dolegation or
transmission can exist in the case of privilege,
unless such additional power is expressly given
in and by the deed of grant. And, yet again,
if this were not so, it would ut loast b neces-
sary that any person claiming to exorcise the

privilege in right of any sub-grint or delega-
tion from the original holder should ho able to
produce evidence that such sub-grant had really

been made, and that in such a public and bind-
ing manner as to disable objection.

Not so much as one of these conditions je
satisfied in the case of the Roman claim of
8upremacy. For basides the absence of any
proof in Seripture that St. Peter actually did
exercise anthoritative jurisdiction over the
other Apostles and the whole Church, there je
further to be noted that not one syllable occurs
in the three texts alleged to embody the Petrine
Privilege (St. Matt. xvi. 18, 19; St. Luke xxii.
31, BZ ; St. John xxi. 15, 16, 17) wî ich empow-
ers St. Peter to convey the privilege, wbatever
bu its nature, to any other' porson. And if this
plain fact h set aside. there remains the addi-
tional difficulty that not one scrap of evidence
is producible that ho ever did confer and trans-
mit his peculiar privilege and authority. No
hint of the sort is discoverable for centuriesafter
his death, and thon it beg ns in the most suspi-
cious quarter ; the assertion of Popes in their
own interest, instead of coming froin any ex-
ternal and independent source.

Added to all these flaws in the Roman claim,
there comes up the crucial question, Is it true,
as a matter of historical fact, that St. Peter
ever was Bishop of Rome at all ? If it be true,
there must be something to show for it-some
thing that would bo accepted nowadays in a
conrt of justice as proof of any claim of heirship.
But here comes in a difficulty. Very few peo.
ple who have not been specially trained seem
to understand what je evidence in proof of any-
thing, and what must be rejected by a judge as
having nothing to do with the matter. But it
may briefly be said that more hoarsay, second
and third hand, is no evidence at all ; and that
evidence dating long after the týme concerned
is, if not to be entirely rejected, yet weaker and
weiker as the time is longer, and less to be re-
lied on. If people who lved at the time when
some event i said to have taken place nover
say anything about it, 'Und we bear of ià first a
huindred years or so later, we do not pay much
heed to it; i.nd the only thing that would make
us pay hoed to it is the discovery of some un-
known or forgotten papers written by people
who did live ut the time and bad opportunities
for getting information, and who thus confirm
the luter statemonts for us.

Now. lot us sec how the facts stand as to the
evidence for St. Peter having ever been Bishop
of Rome. If it is really such an enormously
important fact in the history of Christianity, if
the salvation of hundreds of millions je bound
up with it, if the vast temporal and spiritual
powers claimed and exercised by the Popes de-
pend upon it, we are fairly entitled to expect
that the proof of it will h early, clear, and
abundant. Is this so ? Not in the toast.

First, if we search the New Testament, we
find Rome mentioned by name just nine times,
of which seven havo to do with St. Pani and
one with his friends Aquila and Priscilla ; while
the only one that bas any connexion with St.
Peter ici the mention of " strangers of Rome,"
(Acte ii. 10) amongst his hoarers on the day of
Pentecost.

" No," a Roman Catholic disputant replies,
there is that other text of St. Peter's own

penning: 'The Church that is in Babylon,
elected together with you, saluteth you' (1 Pe-
ter v. 13), and Babylon means Rome, as has
beon held from the time of St. Papias, a contem:
porary of the Apostles." But at .any rate, St.
Peter .oes not say Rome, but Babylon, and the
rest of the Epistle wherein the word occurs i
written in a plain straightforward style, with-
out any similar figures of speech, so that it is
much more natural to suppose that he means
just what ho said, for Babylon was in bis Lime
stiti inhabited, and that largely by Jews, who
wero strong enough to defeat a powerful band
et robbers that infested the neigh borkood, about
twenty y cars before St. Peter werote the Epistle
somewhere about A.D. 63, (Jo-e as, " Anti-
quities." xviii. 9). Next, it is n, tmis : t
suppose that the very early $taeny to theJ
guess that Babylon means hem does really ex-I

. JAxuAnY 11, m88.

jet, for it bas arisen from a mistake as to the
meaning of a pasage in the ancient Church
historia'n Eusebius, where one writer after
another bas copied the blunder, without verify-
ing the original passage, which proves to con-
sist of two clauses, the first of which glves
Clement of Alexandria and Papias as authori-
ties for the tradition that St. Peter gave his
sanction and approval to St. Mark's Gospel, and
for that point only ; while the identification of
Rome and Babylon on the ground of the text
already cited is placed after the reference to
these two authdrs, as an independentstatement,
not as warranted by them, but as a current
opinion in Eusebius' own day. Put the case,
however, that the guess je right, and there re-
mains the difficulty that there is nothing said
about St.Peter's personalrelation to this Babylon
or Rome, certainly not that he was Bishop there,
any more than we take for granted that St. Paul
must have been Bishop of the "Churches in
Asia" whose salutation he sends to the Corin-
thians (1 Cor. xvi. 19), which no one has hither-
to asgerted. And St Paul's Epistje to the
Romans (written in A. ». 58) obviously takes
for granted that no Apostie had yet reached
them (Rom. xv. 20), while his silence about
St. Peter in his other Epistles written from
Rome ltself as late as A. D. 63 or 65, shows that
St. Peter had not arrived there even then.
When we come to the age next to that of the
Apostles, we are met by the silence on the
point at issue in the letter of St. Clement,
Pope of Rome, to the Corinthians, written in
the last quarter of the first century. Though
he twice refors to St. Peter, on neither occasion
doos he say a word to connect him with Rome;
while this is exactly what would be the most
natural thing for him to do in the circumstan-
ces if the fact wcre so, since it je hardly credi-
ble that ho should fail to appeal to the teaching
of the Apostie as still reoting in somae degree
in the Church he had ruled. And the like
silence is found in the Epistle of St. Ignatius
to the Romans, written in the first quarter of
the second century, when ho was actually on
bis road to martyrdom at Rome itself. He
says, indeed, to the Romans, "1 do not issue
commands to you, as did Peter and Paul ," but
(apart from the obvions remark that "com-
mands" may be sent by latter and do notimply
oral utterance only) he does not say a word
implying that ho wa, hoping to fuliil bis own
course in the same place where St. Peter had
done, and in a like fashion; and yet it is most
difficult to suppose him to have omitted such a
reference, if the fact of St. Poter's episcopate
and martyrdom ut Rome had been known to
him. The earliest attention of St. Peter in
connection with Rome is in a fragment of an
Epistie to the Romans from St. Dionysiýisof
Corinth, wherein he says that St. Peter and St.
Paul both went to Corinth as well as to Rome,
"and taught us in the same way as they taught
you when they went to Italy." Bat this makes
against St. Peter's opiscopate ut Rone, since it
is not pretended 1hat he or 8t. Paul were ever
Bishop of Corinth, and there is a clear lino of
difference between the teaching attitude of a
passing missionary and of a rosident Bishop of
a Church. They may teach the same things,
but they do not teach in the samo way, any
moie than an occasional lecturer teaches in the
same way as the head master of a school. Next
after this comes the evidence of St. Irenous,
Bishop of Lyons, about A. D. 190, and that is
decisive against St. Peter's episcopate atRome.
For he says, that St. Peter and St. Paul preach-
ed at Rome, and laid the foundations of the
Church there, and after doing so "committed
nto the hands of Linus the office of the episco.
pate." The particular Greek word bore used
eannot be made to mean "banded on" or "han-
led down," as if the word meant that Linus
succeeded either or both of them after they
lied, bat muet mean that they, in their life-
ie, appointed him to the office; which, con-
sequently, cannot have been held by St. Peter
when he died. There are altogether fifteen


