
UNIVEFRSITY OF OTTAWA REVIEW

rative to the philosophical essay. Locke's "Idea of Substa-'ce" is an
able reputation of the errors of Locke's tcaclîing. "Adrian IV and
Ireland" is a discussion of the mucli-disputed question of the famous
bull "Lanidabiliter." The writer well declares thiat the question can
zxever bc settled ivli>)st vituperation takes the place of argument.

Mie three points deait wvitl are, the Pope's riglit to grant Ire-
land to Henry, the justice and the autlîenticity of the Bull. The
flrst point wve may take for granted. On the question of justice -%ve
faiîcy the writer bias made some mistakes. He states that, in 115
I-i'enry Il could oniy be supposed to be swayed by generous impulses
to restore peace to the church in Ireiand. The Pope could flot ques-
tion bis sincerity, at that time. \'hat, then, is the rneaning of that
ictter of Adrian I *T, w'ritten in i i 56,-and certainlv flot*itte %vitb-
out due consideration, for Romie ai-ways acts slow]y,,-the letter to
lbeobald, archbishop, of Canterbury? In it the Pope upbraids Theo-
baid for giving w'ay before Henry's encroachments on the riglits of
thie Chutrchl. It can only mean that Henry had already iegun tbe
policy wbih as to end finally in the martyrdom of Thomias a Bec-
ket. Had the Pope, then, no cause to suspect H-enry? \Ve fear lie
bi, and tlîis part of the argument does not count for much.

As for the autbenticity of the "Bull," -i'e do not think that the
%vriter's statement tbat "it is contrary to thie opinion of near]y ail
nuthorities; on the subject," that soine historians deny the authentic-
ity of the 'Bull" is quite in accord wvith facts. We imagine that
somie of the very greatest, and many of the great, authorities âre
nurnbered amongy those opposed to the idea of its authenticity. We
think, too, these men biave sonza subsLant.ial evidence that the
"Bull" is an exercise of a miediew'al student. It lacks the technical
ternis wbiich arc iiivariabiy found in Papal documients, and over
tiiese same technicalities, the greatest caution bias always been cx-
crcised in the Gancellaria. Its structure is clumisy and unfinisbied,
and it bears unmista-ýkabtlle evidences of being an attempt to model a
Bull gyra-nting Ireiand to H-enry after the copy of thic letter senit to
Henry by Adrian concerning Spain and the Mobiammnedaxîs. It lias
on flhc face of it every feature but thc feature of a papal docunment.

The '«Brief" of Alexander III, quotcd by the .v.riter as confir-
nmatory evidence of the genuxneiîess of the '<Bull," lias, unliappily,
poor authority. Giraidus, its soie authority, could flot write about
Ireiand witiîout hiezzping abuse on lier. And even tiîis man admits
tlîat this very letter of Alexanider is anvtliingy but of certain autlien-
ticity. So much, tbcn, for the "'Bull" and the "«Brief." M-ic mighit


