
The author of
" Hindrances

"
declares that the Church of

England,whilstrefuting the infallibility of any one man, has
alwaysheld, in obedience to her Lord's words, the infallibility
of theChurch,and so accepts the first four GeneralCouncils,
at which Bishops from every part of the Church werepresent.
Does he not know that at the fourthot those Councils--that of
Chalcedon,held in 451, at which Bishops from every part of
the Church were present

—
the Fathers oi that Council made

public acknowledgementof the Papal supremacy ? Here are
the words as givenby Harduin11., 660 :—":

— "
In the person of

Peter, our interpreter,you preserved the chain of faith by the
command of our Master descending to us, wherefore, using
you asaguide,we have signified the truth to the faithful;not
by private interpretation,but by unanimous confession." If
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" where two or three are gathered together in the name of
Christ He is there in the midstof them," how must He have
been with 520 ministers? " Over these, as the Head over the
members, you presided by those who held your rank; we
entreat you, therefore, to honour ourdecisionby yourdecrees;
and, as ive agree with the Head, so let your Eminence
complete what is proper for your children."

The authorof "Hindrances "says:— "Nowsupposingthat the
Roman claimaboutPeterbeing the Vicarof Christ was true,we
should at once find evidence for it in the Actsof the Apostles
and the Epistles." Does he find in the Acts of the Apostles
and the Epistles evidence at once of all the claims of the
Church of England, nay,of the Catholic Church, of which he
thinks it to be a branch? Still,Imay ask, is not St. Peter's
name alwaysprominent in the Acts of the Apostles? Isnot
the first miraclerecorded of the Apostles that of Peter? On
the memorable occasion on which he converts three thousand
souls is Peter not the first to address the Jews at Jerusalem,
whilsthis brethren in theapostolate stand respectfullyaround
him ? Is he not the first to convert the Gentiles in the persons
of Cornelius and his friends ?

At page 15 of his pamphlet the author of " Hind-
rances" brings forward from the New Zealand Church
News for 187 1 the "great speech" of Bishop Stross-
mayer "against the innovation of Papal infallibility at
the Vatican Councilof 1870." With a feeling of pride, the
author of

"
Hindrances"proclaims that the conclusions of the

Primate of Hungary on this important matter of Papal
infallibilityare very nearlyhis own (the author's) conclusions.
Unfortunately for our learned author, the great speech in
which the Primate'sconclusions by a remarkable coincidence
are so nearly his own is no more to be relied upon than the
misstatements of Dr Littledale. What are those remarkable
conclusions? (1) That Jesus had given to His Apostles the
the same powerthat He had given to St. Peter; (2) that the
Apostles never recognised in St. Peter the Vicar of JesusChrist and the infallible doctor of the Church ; (3) that
St. Peter never thought of being Pope, and never acted
as if he were Pope; (4) that the Councils of the first
four centures, whilst they recognise the high position which
the Bishop of Rome occupied in the Church, on account of
Rome, only accorded him a pre-eminence of honour— never
of power or jurisdiction; (5) that the holy Fathers in the
famous passage,

"
Thou art Peter, and on this rock willIbuild

My Church
"

never understood that the rock was built on
Peter (superPetnim) but on the rock (super Peiram)— that is,
on the confession of faith of the Apostle. Doubtless it were a
great triumph for the Christchurch orator if the orator of the
Vaticanbelieved as he does, though we might well ask, what
is one Bishop or a single Primate amongst eight hundred or
more who declared their adhesion to the decree of infallibility?
But, unhappily for Christchurch, the great speech of Bishop
Strossmayer is amere m>th. I am not the proud possessor
of a valuablecopy of the New Zealand Church News for 1871,
but I do possess the whole of the deliberations, acts, and
decrees of the Vatican Council of 1870, and Ifind in those
acts that Bishop Strossmayer, though he, with acomparatively
few other Bishops, at fir^t thought the time for the definition
was inopportune(whencethe name they received of Inoppor
tunists), subscribed to that same definition, and this in the
very hands of the InfalliblePontiff Pius IX.,of happy memory.
As to the speech wherein the conclusions of both orators are
so identical, the misfortune is that it was never delivered

— it
was not the work of Bish >p Strossmayer. "

When the speech
had gone the round of Europe in a polyglot form," says the
late Cardinal Manning,"Bishop Strossmayerdenounceditasa
forgery, and his letter has been printed again and again in
England. Nevertheless the speech is reprinted continually to
this day at Glasgowand Belfast, and sown broadcast by post
over these kingdoms." Had the illustriousprelatebeen aware
of the existence of the New Zealand Church News he might
have addedNewZealand to the list of countries where this
notorioushe had beenpropagated. Ihaveinmy possession a
copy of the very letter of repudiation written by Bishop
Strossmayer to a lady, who still possesses the original(Miss
O'Connor Morris, now Mrs William Bishop) :—":

— " Mademois-
selle,— I hasten to reply to your letter received yesterday.
The discourse attributed to me isaltogether apocryphal. This
calumny has been several times reproduced in the German
papers; Isolemnly contradicted it, and contradict it now;
givingyou,by this letter,full power to contradict it everywhere
in my name. Receive the assurance of my esteem.— Iam your
servant, Strossmayer,Bishop. Rohic,July 1,1873."

When clergymenspeak from the pulpit we expect them to
state what is true. When they assume to teach theirown and
otherpeoplethedoctrineof a Church to which they donot belong-
the laws ot justiceand equity should oblige them to study those
doctrines beforehand fiom some reliablesouice. When they
dare state facts which give rise to issues of grave importance,
we expect them, at least, not to make such assertions without
first taking the trouble to ascertain whether they are founded
on truth and whether they are accurate. The author of" Hindrances

"has suffered himself to be the dupeof others.

Is the author of "Hindrances" aware of the following
facts?:

—
(1) That Canon Gore admits with us that our

Blessed Lord promised to build His Church upon St.
Peter, and that St. Peter himself is the rock. (2) Thatour
Lord's words gave to St. Peteraheadshipamongthe Apostles
that he was the Coryphaeus, the leader of the Apostolic band
(3) That the Fathers, even the early Fathers, generallyaccord
a certain primacy to the bishops in St Peter's See, not merely
because of the secular importance of Rome but because they
connect theposition of its bishop "with the wordsofour Lord to
St. Peter,ifonly as a symbol ofunity. We have shown the
contrary of what theauthor of "Hindrances

"
assertsas to

" St.
Peter never imagininghe had any supermacy." He always
acted as the chief, with consciousness of the supremacy,
because he believed that our Blessed Lord meant what He
said when Hebadehim confirmhis brethren, whenHeassured
him thathis faithshould never fail, because He,Eterr.alTruth,
had prayed thatit might never fail, thathe mightbe the head
andguide of the whole flock committed to his keeping,shep-
herdsas wellas sheep.

The author of " Hindrances," repeating the assertions
of his masters, Littledale and Gore, affirm* that St Victor,
Bishop of Rome, in 192 approved of the heresy called
Montanism. Ichallenge him to produce any authority for
this assertion except the discredited account of Tertullian.
Let theauthorof" Hindrances

" giveus proofsof the condemna-
tion of Popes Liberius and Honorius. As usual he makes
gratuitious assertions on the authority of Dr Littledale and
Canon Gore. We know the worth of the former, and the
latterfollowstoo blindlyhis master,Dr Pusey, who rests his
supposition of the Pope's fall on the disputed letters of St
Hilary, and a half quotation from the letters of St Jerome.Thelearned BishopHefele has ably refuted the errors preju-
dicedwriters have fallen into with regard to theallegedheresy
of these two great Popes. He has utterly demolished the" Fragments of St Hilary's Letters," andshows that St Hilary
was an ardent admirer of Pope Liberius. I might add that
had not the whole world, before the so-called Reformation,
always lookedupon the Popeas infallible in their teachingand
rulingof the Church of God so much notice would never have
been taken of supposed mistakes, which Irepeat have never
beenproven. No proof has ever yetbeen given that anyPope
defined aught contrary to faith.

Then the author of "Hindrances" says: "We find
that the Western Church, on its own authority, deposed
five other Popes, one John XXIII. as a simoniac, sorcerer,
schismatic and heretic. And what are we to say of the
time when there were rival Popes, sometimes as many as
three at a time— excommunicating one another '■'" Has
he never heard what is done when rival claimants appear
in the State? or put forth their right to some property? Has
he never read of pretenders to the crown? Does he not know
there can be but one true owner or claimant ? Arenot the rest
practically deposed? Does he not know that though there
may be great delay justice is generally done at last to the
lawful heir ?

In the next paragraph the author of "Hindrances "

tells us:
—

"In no way is the absurdity of the modern
Roman claim of an infalliblePope shown more strikingly than
in the fact that the decree of 1870 is directly opposed to the
utterances of Pope Gregory the Great, who speaks of ihe'blasphemous sin

'
of ascribing either tv the Roman Pope or

any other person the title and officeof Universal Bishop,andso
the decree of 1870 expresses its own disbelief in the very doc-
trine of Papal infallibility which it so loudly asserts." We
answer that out of humilityPope St Gregory the Great chose
as his title one which his successors have always since used,'"

Servus servorumDei." He refused the title of CEcumenical
Patriarch. Why? The ambitious Patriarch of Constanti-
nople, John the Faster, claimed the title of CEcumenical
Patriarch. St Gregory declined the honour of the title
but never did he shrink from the duties and rights
imposed by the title of Supreme Pontiff. Otherwise how
couldhe write,"As to what they say of the Church of Con-
stantinople,who doubts that it is subject to the Apostolic See?
This is constantly ownedby the most pious Emperor andby
our brother the Bishop of that city"

(Lib. IX., Ep. 12); and
again," If any fault is found amongst Bishops, Iknow not
any one who is not subject to the Apostolic See."


