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Jhe innovations of earlier and later ti,nes. We are thu.
.1 to .St ^r fl^ith upon the Word of God, i^ ^^^^

:'• '•" ^y ^1^^^^' ^' understood bv the primitive Christ

riuiirt;;.^^^^^^^

But there is another argument which has been put for-^^ard n. proof of the InfallibUit, of the Church, and thaUs
;ubtion or the historical .^estimony of the Fathers on

t us pomt It is allegea that the Church her.elf h"alu^xys claimed this privilege, that the most eminententers of the Ou^ch in every age bear witness to tl
act that such a principle was held in their times, and that
his circumstance forms a strong evidence of the truth ofthe principle. Now we might reply that this is no proof

oi the divine origin of any doctrine, as our faith is founded
on the ;V ord of God, and not on the opinions of the
lathers. But after all that has been written on the sub-
ject, there is really little or no evidence to be found in the
^\ orks of the Fathers in favor of the Roman dogma of
lufaHibihty. Not one of them expressly asserts such a
doctnne, while there are numerous passages in their
nritmgs which are absolutely inconsistent with it. The-
do, indeed, strongly insist on the principle of Church
authorm^ and on the duty of obedience to the Pastors of
the Cliurch, in opposition to the innovations of schismatical
tcacners; but it is a very remarkable cii-cumstance, that, in
all their conti oversics with the heretics of their times, the
fathers never arpcal to the decision of any living infallible
Judge, much less to the Bishop of Rome, as invested with
divine authority to determine all controversies of faith
Which IS a plain proof that they were totally ignorant of
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