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CALENDAR FOR MARCIL

——

3—1st S .nday in Lent,

«“ 6 —

“ S——% Emher Days.

“o9—

# 10- 2ad Sunday in Lent.

“  17—3rd Sunday in Lent,

“  24—d4th Sunday in Lent. [Notice of An-
AauncLation.

¢ 95_Tno Annuncistion of the Blessed Vir-
gin Mary.

% 31--3'h Sunday in Lent,

THE BI3'10P OF MANXCHESTER ON THE
CLAIMS OF ROME.
(From the Scoitish Guardian.)
Proaching at Manchiestor Cathedral on Sun-
day weck, the Bishop of Manchester continued
the discussion of the questions—raised by him
at his recent Diocesan Conferonce—as to what

evidence thero was either that St Peter was |

Bishop of Rome or tbat his prerogatives as
Apostle, whutever they right be, descended to
his alleged successors in thatsee. The Bishop
gaid St. Jerome, in his lives of illustrious men,
mado the stafement that * Simon Peler
bimsclf chicfof the Apostles, after having been
Bishop of the Church of Antioch push-
ed on to 1lome in the sccond year of Claudins
(i. e.a. v. 42), and held the sacerdotal chair
thero for twenty-five years.” In these words
he stated the beliot of the Church of Rome. Let
thom nsk what historical busis thero was for it
It was piainly inconsistent with the Scriptural
notices uf the period reforred to. Inthe year
A. D. 58, that wus sixteen yeurs after St. Peter
was supposed te have become Bishop of Rome,
St. Paul wrote ¢ lotter to the Rmuns, ln that
letter he suid:  “So have Isirived to preach
tho Gospel, not where Christ was named, iost I
should build upon another mun's foundation : but
a8 it is written, To Whom He wus not spoken
of they shall teo, and they that have not heard
shall understand ” (Rom. xv, 20 21.}  That was
the Apostle's practice. 1F then, 8t, Petor had
becn Bishop of L)me for sixteon yours, they
migzht be sure that he would not go o Reme to
preuch the Grapel and to impart to them Apos-
tolic gifts, Yot this was procisely what ho said
he hoped to do, * Fer Iloog to see you that
I may impart unio you somo apivitual gift, to
tho end yo wmay be ostablished™ (Bom. i, 2.)
This compelled them to strike out sixteen years of
St. Peter's supposed episcopate,

Noxt, they migit be pretty sure that St. Poter
wa» not Bishop of Rome bolore tho end of St
Paul’s impri-oximent in that ciiy, vis, bufore
A.D. 63. For during that imprisonment St,
Puul wroto many letters to Gentile Churches and
to individuul:. {n these, especially in his lotter
to the Colossians, greetings were sent to his
correspondents from suints in Romn, but no
mention of any kind was made of St. [*cter, who
whother present or absent, mast acuording to
the Romaun hypothesis, have been the believer
of most power and influence in the Church.
This was to him inconceivable, Aud thusonce

more they must striko out five additional years
from St. Peter's suppnsed episcopate, During
twenty-one, then out of the twenty-five years,
he certuinly was not Bishop of Rome, But it
they came to sueh a conclusion as this, of what
value could they hold that testimony to be
which ¢oniained as an essentin) part of it the
statement that St. Peter's episcopscy lasted for
twenty-five yoars? Roman apologists bad
urged that the most ordinary prudential con.
sideraiions must have hindered the early Chris-
tians from allowing St, Peter's movements and
ufficial acts as hend of the whole Church to be
made known to the heathen authorities. To
that he replied that St. Paul was not writing to
the heathen authorities but to Cbristian
Chuvches,

Roman apologists often ignored the alleged
period of St. Peter’s episcopate, and contented
themsclves with an endeavour to establish the
fact. Bat indeed, the bare fact was only one
degree less improbable than its alleged duration,
for 1t was utterly inconsistent with all which
they knew of the gencral churacter of St. Potor's
ministry, The Bishop pointed to many passages
of Holy Scripture 28 showing that the
hypothesis of St. Peter's bishopric of Rome was
inconsistent. Were there, he asked, any Serip-
tural quotations which looked the othor way?
There was not one. The only expressions to
which he had secn reforence made was not
alleged to prove that St. Peter was Bishop of
Rome, but only founder of the Church there.
As, however, they twere cited to oxclude St.
Puul as a founder, they perhaps deserved ex-
amination. Tho assertion that St. Pueter way
Bishop of Rome was opposed by tho earliest
and most rolinble records of ceclosiastical
history. The vory earliost reforence to St,
Peter's work at Rome was made by Dionysius,
Bishop of Corintl, about 170 A. p. He said in
a lotter written to the Roman Church, * You
bave by such an admonition bound togetber the
planting of Peter aud of Paul at Rome and
Corinih, For both of them planted and like-
wise tuught uy in our Corinth. And thoy
tanghs together in like manner in [tuly. and
suffered murtyrdom at the sume time " {Euse-
bing, Jlist, Eecles, ii. 25.) That was in many
ways @ vory remarkablo passage. It showod
tho looseness with which the earliest futhers
used such words as “founder’ and “ founding;”
and so loose a usago of words showed them how
cattions they should be in interpreting such
woerds too  strictly, Again tho planting ot
Poter and Paul was suid to be tho sameat
Rome and at Corinth. DBut who ever argued
that beeause St. Puter and St. Paul planted the
Church at Corinth either of them wus Bishop of
Corinth ?  If such phrases showed that eithor
of them was a Bishop of Rome or Corinth, they
sbowed that both were—a thing impossible in
tho early ages. Again, Terlullian, writing
about thirty years later, told us that ““as the
Church of Smyrna recounteth that Polycarp
was pluced there by John,” so * that of Rome
doth that Clement was in like manner crdained
by Peter”™ (De Prwseript. Her, xxxil) His
only remark on that point was thuat Tertullian
knew no rolation betweon Peter and Clement
which wus not equally true of that botween John
and Polycarp. But whoever thought that
beeanse Jubn ordained Polvearp, therefore John
was bishop of Smyrna? Why then shonld it
be assumed thay because Peter ordained
Cloment he was bishop of Rome?

In bis address to the Diocesan Confercnce ho
bad quoted a passage of Irensus in whieh they
found the same relation preserved between the
two great Apostlos of the Roman see. Irenmas
told them that * the blessed Apostles having
founded and buailt the Church, committed the
opiscopal ufice o0 Linus, To him succoeded
Arenclotus (olsewhere called Clotus, or Anac-
letus), and after him Clement succeeded; in the
third place from the Apostles™ { Her. iii. 3.) They
had seen what Irensus meant by ¢ founded.” Ho

moans that the two founders, Peterand Paul,
assisted in the eslablishment of the Roman
Church. What the one did tho other did. And
on the anthority of this passage they had no
more right fo say that Peter was Bishop of
Rome than that Paul was, The supposition

.that either was was absolutely excluded by the

statement that Clement was the third. Both
Apestles were thus excluded from the enumer-
ation of the Roman Bishops. That was the case
in the year 180, and he (the Bishop) thought
be shounld be ablo to show conclusively that all
later statements that Petor was Bishop of Romo
were mistakes founded on a forgery. This Jist
of the early Roman Bishops was universally
nccoplod after him; it was accepted by Epi-
phanins in the East and Rufinus in the West,
and was contained in the Roman liturgy to the
prosent day. Every carctul student of Patris.
tic literature bad perceived that at avery early
period tho mistake had in some way been in-
troduced ihat Ciement was ordained by St,
Petor as his successorin the Roman see. Ter-
tullian, at the beginning of the third century,
had heard and believed the story. Obviously
it was in direct conflict with the correct state-
ment of the fact. St. Peter died in 67 4. . and
St Clement became Bishop of Rome in 90 4. b,
How, then, couid St. Peter have orduined him
twenty ihree yoars after his owpdeath? ‘ Ac-
cordingly,” says Dr. Salmon, * another list of
Roman Bishops was published, which puts up
Clement to the second and pushes down Ana.
clotus to tho third place” (Infallibility, p. 355).
1t did more. Ittook Cletusand Anacletusto be
two persons,instead of two names for one porson,
and mado the imaginary addition a Bishop of
Rome. No one attributed deliberate fraud to

the Ryman Church. Tho false statemont was

nat invented by that Church, butcame to it
from without, and the only fault committed con-
sisted in tho too easy acceptance of what fell in
with its own desires, Its owo true tradition
made it impossible for it to claim St. Poter as its
first Bishop. He was no more its Bizhop than
St. Paul was, He was pointedly excluded from
tho su~cession. But in the new story that had
como to it both these difficuliies were removed.
St. Potor was scpurated from St. Paul, and he
was called Bishop of Rome. Such a report was
most welcome, aud it was eagorly roceived, No
doubt it created immense difficuliies, but diftl-
culiies might be met by moro or less ingevious
speculation,
(To be continued.)

A TIMELY LENT,

By tho Right Revorend Freperic Dany Hunt-
INGTON, §.T.D., Bishop of Central New York.
How is one Lent, as it comes to the Chureh,

different from another?  Each yeur the Lonten

season has somethng differentin the expression
of 1ts face. The Kingdom of God is the samoe;
no statute in the law of God bas been amend-
od or rovised; the deep sharp line between
right and wrong hus not shifted right or left;
human nature has not been transformed; no
item is sdded to the black list of vices to be
killed or devils to be cast out ; no unheard-of
blossom in the floral of graces is to be gathered.
Yot tho Lent of 1895 will not be to any one of

us, to conscience, hoart, will, character, what
any Lent heretofore has beon, The Voice that
calls  will not be changed; but if we listen
anxiously thero wili be uccents and theve will
he specifications, in the warnings and appeals,
that we have not lieard before.

Itis the conditions that are new—conditions
of society, industry, trade, property, politics.
In these varying scones the changeless princi-
ples of the oternal Gospei must huve their ap-



