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Saawe tafkcen place between the Dominicans and Franciscans ?
Thew Council of Trent in its sixth session laid down its
diacrees vespecting original sin and justification. At the
e of the sossion, Soto, one of the leading Dominicans,
dinliceted a work, in three books, to the Council which was

@xtemded o0 be s commentary on the decree just passed ;

meavwaiging, of course, that his views were in strict confor-

sy with ¢he decisions of the Council. This called forth
asdll more elaborate work, iu fifteen books, from Vega,

e loader of the Franciscans, in which he interpreted

¢ia werds of the Council 50 as to countenance the views

af % party, which were in many points diametrically
eppwed to those of the Dominicans. Not the least
mmarkable circumstance in this memorable controversy

s the fact that these divines were among the ablest of

clos theologians at Trent, and bad themselves taken most

posmment parts in drawing up the very decree about
wfaeoe mcaning they row differed almost foto calo. The

Coumdil itself was app aled to for an exp'anation of its

el meaning regardii:g 1he po 1ts in debate. Some of the

MRasanrs espoused opp:site si @:. Others remained neutral,

dleclaring that they did not understand the grounds of

ditfecence, and that th>y had assented to the verbal form
af the decres, beeause both parties had agreed to adopt it.

Swch was the explanation voachsafed by the infallible

LCoaucil of Trent, resg:ting one of itsown infallible decrees.

¥ decided nothing ; because it could attach no exact mean-

d@mg e the words which it employed. Like the oracles of
ameiont Greece, it chose to leave its dictum enveloped

im = ware of verbal ambiguity. All Europe made

mmesry at the expense of the poor Trentine Fathers. Among

e josts current at the time, the following was one, viz. :

The Coencil resembled Caiaphas, who prophecied without

&mowing what he said. The sting of the jest lay in this,

@aex ¢his very illustration was employed by the Bishop of

Bemta, in his famous sermon delivered at the opening of

&g Cowncil, when he was endeavouring to prove that the

©omacil would be the infallible organ of God whether it

aaszat to be s0 or not. The :lluesl.ion then debated has,

«f veurse, never since been settled. And it furnishes a no-

#akle example at once of diversity of opinion respecting a

diactrime of faith, and of the worthlessness of the decree of

sminfallible Council in defining s dogma with unmistake-
amble precision and certainty. We need not stop to enu-
marate ether doctrines respecting which the widest diver-
sity of opinion prevails amongst Romanists themselves.
Ecoxy one knows what fierce contests have raged between
the Josnits and Jansenists ; between the Ultramontanes
mufl the Gallicans. The dogma of the Immacalate Con-
ocptisn was long the battle fleld between the Dominicans
amed the Franciscans. . And though it has lately been ex-
atesd, by the present Pope, to the rank of an article of
faith, yet it is quite plain, from the numerous protests
«hich Rave been made against it by Roman Catholics in
wariaus countries, that diversity of opinion regarding it still
prevails. Here, as in 50 many other cases, the famous
distren, “Roms locuta est, cansa finita est,” has been
poowed €alse. What a striking comment do these differ-
enges furnish on the words of Dr. Milner, ¢ When disputes
arkie among Catholics concerning poiats of faith, the pas-
e of the Church fail not to examine them by the re-
<enzd rule of faith, and to pronounce an authoritative
meateoce upon them. The dispate is thus quashed, and
geare 8 restored ! or, as another high Romish authority
expresses it, * Learned and unlearned are bound to submit
tiseenselres immediately, heart and soul, to the definition
amceprononnced, under pain of anathema. Therefore, it is

@mpossible that unity of faith should not be preserved

smong them.” This impossibiity reminds one of what

poar Galileo said, when forced to recant his heretical as-

@xtion of the movement of the earth. After promising

@dt to promulgate such dangerous docirines ia future, he

added, in a whisper, ** And yet it moves !”

4§ 19. DIFFERENCES AS TO THE MANNER OF PROVING
TAE SUPREMACY DE JURE DIVINO OF THE ROMAN
PONTIFF.

Bt waiving for the present the want of unity amongst
Romanists respecting other doctrines, there is one point
<amcerning which, as we before remarked, there ought to
Beno difference, as it lies at the basis of their theory of
ghe Church—viz., the proof itse/f of the government of
ke universal Church being vested by diviue authority in
efrz Bishop of Rome. If this dogma be as true as it is
@sseatial to the Romish theory, it ought surely to admit
alsame tolerably simple and perfectly conclusive proof.
Bt so far is this from being the case 80 far are Romish
&heslogians from being unanimous as to the mode of
exawhishing 8o momentous a doctrine, that the modern
piosophical school have felt themselves compelled to
abandon the ground hitherto taken as wholly untenable,
and to occupy an entirely new and different position. A
fisw words will suffice to explain this sufficiently. The
arguments by which Bellarmine and all the most re-
mawned amongst the earlier champions of Roman‘sm
ammred to establish the divine supremacy of the Pope
wrere derived partly from a priori reasonings, partly from
<@ertain well known texts of Scripture, and partly from
Shr alleged testimony of early ecclesiastical history.
These were the arguments which Dr. Barrow and other
Pretestant divines undertook to refute, and which they
s trinmphantly demolished. Reason and Scripture and
peimitive antiquity were shown to lend no countenance
& tke dogma of a Vicar of Christ upon earth; and the

notion of a divinely appointed vigible head of the universal
Church was overthrown as far as unanswerable argument
could effect its overthrow. Still, Protestants were charged
with blind bigotry because they would not infer the P.
from reason, or discover him in Scripture and in the
extant remains of primitive antiquity. Their invincible
scepticism on the subject has, however, been at last fully
justified, and from a quarter, too, of all others the most
unlikely. In the bosom of Rome itself has of late years
sprung up a school of divines who, unable to blind them-
selves to the patent fact that the claims of the Papacy,
as well as many other dogmas essential to Romanism,
cannot be sustained by the argaments hitherto advanced
in support of them, have invented a new method of proof,
viz., the famous doctrine of Development, of which we
have already said something in our pages. Dr. Méhler,
who first clearly propounded this doctrine, in his argu-
ment to establish the supremacy of the Pope,® omits
all reference to Scripture and tradition, and abandons
the attempt to trace up to Christ and His Apostles
anything beyond the simple episcopate. From it
he deduces, by the application of the principle of
Development, the dogma of the Papacy. ¢ The idea,”
he argues, ¢ of the unity of the Church was progres-
sive, unfolding itself gradually as time went on, like
the continually widening circles of a disturbed sheet
of water. Hence,” he adds, * before Cyprian's time
when the unity of the whole Church first became a matter
of conscionsness among Christians, there could be no Pope,
even in rudiment.” * They who require,” he says again,
* before that period incontrovertible evidence of the ex-
istence of the Primacy require what is unreasonable, the
law of a true development not admitting of it; and, con-
sequently, the trouble which some [Romish divines] have
iven themselves to discover before the saméd epoch the
Fll ides of a Pupe mnstbeconsidered asvain, and theircon-
clusionsuntenable. As throughout the inferior organization
of the Church, so in thiz point the want mus: be feit be-
fore the supply could be found. . . . Itis evident
that during the first three centuries, and even at the
close of them, ¢the Primacy is not visible, save in ite first
lineaments ; it operates as yet but informally, and when
the question arises, When and how did it practically
manifest itself, we must confess that it never appears
alone, but always in conjur ction with other Churches and
bishops.” Exactly to thesame effect Dr. Newman allows,
in his Essay on Development, * that in the first ages of
the Church-this doctrine existed only in a seminal form ;
it was a mystery. First the power of the Bishop awoke,
then the power of the Pope. Nor would a Pope arise
bat in proportion as the Church was consolidated.” The
same ground has been taken by the late Mr. Wilberforce
in his work, * The Principles of Church Authority.”
This view of the gradual growth of the Papacy has,
doubtless, the great advantage of being historically true,
and will be readily acquiesced in by those who regard it
as a natural product, arising out of the peculiar circum-
stances of the Church of Rome in its relation to the other
Churches of Christendom. But, on the other hand, if
this account of the origin of the Roman Primacy be true,
what becomes of the numerous folios which have been
written to prove that the Bishop of Rome was invested
from the very first with headship over the universal
Church, and that this divinely bestowed prerogative has
been actually exercised in unbroken continuity from the
age of the Apostles to the present hour?
§ 12. THE ROMISH THEORY OF THE UNITY OF THE CHURCR,
AS CENTRED IN THE BISHOP OF ROME, SUICIDAL.
There is one more consideration respecting the Romish
theory of the unity of the Church, which we think too
important to be passed over unuoticed. Itisthis. If the
so-called Vicar of Christ be as essential to the unity of
the Church as Christ Himself, then it must surely be
necessary that there should never arise any real doubt
as to the identity of this visible centre of unity. Such a
thing as the simultaneous existence of two rival Popes,
to say nothing of three, should scem as great an absur-
dity as that the planetary system should have two suns,
or two distinct centres of gravity. And yet the case of
rival p.pes bas occurred not once or twice, but at least
thirty times, as the Papal historian Platina allows.! [t
is a striking fact that during the twelve centuries con-
tained between the 8rd and 15th, there was only one
(the 13th) which did not witness a schism in the Papacy.
Sometimes two, sometimes three, Popes simultaneously
claimed to be each the visible centre of the Christian
world, Every onc has heard of ti:e great Schism of the
West, which lasted more than balf a century, and during
which the rival Popes—two, and even thrce at a time—
had their respective obediences, and most cordially ana-
thematized each other. * Robber,” ¢ heretic,” ** tyraat,”
* schismatic,” ¢ antichrist,” ¢ son of Belial,” were a few
of the complimentary epithets which they interchanged.
Where was then the visible centre of unity? No adept
in the theory of the Romish ecclesiastical system has as
yet ventured to solve the problem of determining the
true centre of unity in Christendom when two Papal
luminaries, and occasionally a third, claimed to be each
the centre round which the entire system by divine
appointment revolved. ‘It has never yet been deter-

" This argumext is coutalned in his work entitled “ Unity in the
Church )

i Bellarmine acknowledges twenty-alx schisms in the Papacy. i

mined,” says Dr. Newman,! * which of the many de facto
or rival Popes are to be acknowledged de Jure. A
Romanist might at this moment deny the existing Pope
to be 8t. Peter's successor, without violating any article

of his creed.” A comfortable reflection this for those
who the Roman pontiff as the organic principle of
the union by which the whole visible Church of Christ
is combinec{ into one. ’

et

THE POPE.

It is now just twelve months since we expressed our
belief that the title ¢ Vicar of Christ” was never applied to
a Bishop of Rome before the Council of Florence, a.p.
1439, * and asked our Roman Catholic correspondents to
tell us where the title ¢ Vicar of Christ,” as applied to the
Bishop of Rome, is to be found at an earlier date, if it
were really older than the fifieenth century.

Thequestion was, surcly, both a fairand an important one;
for if learned Roman Catholics cannot show that we are
wrong we may ask how any man can believe that Christ
made the Bishops of Rome his vicars, and yet that no Pope
should have been called the ¢ Vicar of Christ” for 1400
years after such appointment.

We know that for the last 400 years the Popes have been
continually called by that title—the most dignified, or the
most audacious, that ever has been borne by man.

Another question somewhat akin to it has been sug-
gested to us, and which we shall also try to give a distinet
answer to:—Is it true that St. Peter was the first Pope ;
and is it true that the Bishops of Rome have ever since the
marr{rdom of St. Peter enjoyed the peculiar privil
wfh]i; tl;ey now possess of being alone known by the t?tgl:
of Pope

We believe we may assert with confidence that there is
not a single writer of antiquity who ever asserted that St.
Peter was known by the title of Pope ; ‘and we may with
equal certainty state that for 1000 years after St. Peter's
death the Bishops of Rome did not enjoy the exclusive
privilege of that title.

This may, perhaps, startle some of our Roman Catholic
readers who have been brought up in the conviction that no
one in the Christian Church was ever considered entitled
to the high title of Pope except St. Peter's (supposed)
successors in the See of Rome ; and that the very fact that
they alone were Popes goes far to establish their supremacy
over all other bishops in the Church of Christ.

So far, however, is this from being the truth, that the
simple historical fact is, until the times of the celebrated
Pope Hildebrand (Gregory VIL., ®) in the eleventh cen-
tury, the title ¢ Pope” was never considered to belong ex-
clusively to the Bishop of Rome, but was' common to all
bishops in the Western Church, as it still is to those in the
Eastern or Greek Charch.

As some of our readers, however, may still be sceptical,
and require further and more specific proof of the truth of
our assertion, we think it may be worth while, once for all,
to set the matter at rest by giving a few instances from the
works of writers of undouﬂted reputation, published under
the highest Roman Catholic authority, in which other
bishops than those of Rome have been addressed by this
title.  We might multiply such instances indefinitely, but
shall content ourselves with the following, giving, as is our
;_msto‘;n, the exact references where the passages may be

ound.

We shall begin with a few of the saints and fathers of
the Church, who had no connection whatever with the
Slee of Rome, but were bishops in other and very distant

aces,

P 1. St. Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, is addressed as
Pore Cyprian in all the letters extant in his works from
the presbyters and deacons and also the confessors at
Rome,* while not one of Cyprian’s letters to Cornelins,
Lucius, or Stephen, Bishops of Rome, are addressed to
them as Popes, but merely to his brothers Cornelius,
Lucius, and Stephen.d

2. St. Jerome always addresses St. Augustine, who was
Bishop of Hippo in Africa, as Pore Augustine.®

8. St. Jerome in like manner addresses Theophilus,

Bishop of Alexandria, as PoPE Theophilus.?

4. St. Augustine writes to Aurelius, Popk Aurelius ¢

6. St. Cyril of Alexandria calls Athanasius, Popx
Athanasius.h

6. Dionysius of Alexandria calls his Bishop, Heracla,
Pope.!

It may be necessary, however, for us to go further, and
and to show that the title Pope was not merely addressed
to such distinguished Fathers as Cyprian, Augustine,

4 Prophetical Office of the Church, p. 149,

& CarHorLic LaTMax, vol. v. p, 91,

b Biographie Universe'le, Parls, 1817, Art. Gregoire VII., p. 396.
—* 1l eat aussl le premier qui ait ordonne que le nom d¢ Pape ne
serait aitribué qui l'evéque de Home,” See also Barontus as cited by
Father Launoy, vol. v., p. 2, p.314, and Father Paul In his Treatise on
Eccl. Benefices, ¢. xviii, Opere di F. Paolo, Sarpi, tom. iv., p. 93,
Helmstat. 1763.

< Boe Eplsties 23, 30, 31, 38. Oper. pp. 49. &¢.  Oxon. 1683,

4 Boo Epistles 44, 45, 47, 48, 51, 52, 57, 61, 6%, 72. ldem. p. 85, &c.

« See Epistles 86, 69, 71, 74, 75, 79, 80. Hieron. Opera, tom. iv., pp.
604 to 644. Ben. Ed. Paris, 1706. See also St. Augus. Opers, tom,
ii.. p. 166, 189, 343, 796. Ben. Ed Paris, 1679,

! 8ee Ibid.  Epistles 58, 59, 61, 64, p. 598, 599.

$ Ep. 60, and 174. Opera tom. ii., p. 147, 615. Ben. Rd.

& Commonitorium ad Enlogium. uze’s Suppit. to Labbs, Nora
Collectio Concil. p, §98.

i * Beatissimo Pupa nostro Heracla,* Epia ad Philemon apud Eu-
sevium, lib. 7,¢. 7, p 207. Armsid, 159
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Athanasius, &c., but to bishops in general, as our readers
will abundantly see from the few instances which follow.

7. The works of Sidonius Appollonaris, Bishop of Au-
vergne, who died A.p. 489, were printed in Paris in 1652,
and edited by Jacobus Sirmondus the Jesuit. They con-
tain letters addressed by him to a great number of persons,
and, among others, to more than twenty bishops, each of
whom he addresses as Pope, and some as ** most blessed
Pope,” though none of them were Bishops of Rome.

e merely give their names, which any of our readers
can compare with their list of Popes, and see whether any
of them were Bishops of Rome : —

Pope Lupus—p. 160.

—— Pragmatius—p. 158.
~—— Leontius—p. 159.
—— Theoplastus—p 161.
—— Basilius—p. 181,
—— Eutropius—p. 162.
—— Fonteius—p. 163, 178.
—— Gracus—p. 174, 133, 198.
——— Censorius—p. 155.
~—— Eleutherius—p. 166.
—— Patiens—p. 167.
—— Mamertius—p. 171.
—— Megethius—p. 177.
—— Agreecius—p. 179.
—— Euphonius—p. 137.
—— Perpetuus—p. 188.
—— Auspicius—p. 197,
~—— Nonnechius—p. 241.
e Principius—p. 243.
—— Prosper—p. 245.
~—— Faustus—p. 252.

8. Our next witness is ‘St. Avitus, Bishop of Vienne,
who presided over the Council of Epaune, ip France, and
died A.p. 525. His works were printed in Paris, 1643, and
also edited by J. Sirmondus the Jesuit.

Avitus addresses his seventh epistle (p. 48) to John,
Patriarch of Cappadocia, as PorE of Constantinople, and
twenty-third epistle (p. 67) to Elias, Pope of Jerusalem.

9. The second Council of Tours, held A.p. 567, canon
21, calls this same Avitus, Bishop of Vienne, Pore Avitus.

10. Ruffinus calls Bishop Laurentius Pope Laurentius i

11. Prudentius calls Bishop Valerian, Pore Valerian.*

12. Fortunatus, Bishop of Poictiers, who died A p.
609, and whose works are preserved in the Bibliotheca
Patrum, tom. 10, p. 520, addresses Leontius, Bishop of
Bordeaux, as Pore Leontius; Euphronius, Bishop of
Tours, as Pope Eupbronius, p. 539; Felix, Bishop of
Nantes, as Pope Felix ; Gregory, Bishop of Tours, as Pope
Gregory, p. 553-4; Avitus, Bishop of Vienne, as Pope
Avitus, p. 515 ; and Syagrius, Bishop of Autun, as Pope
Syagrius, p. 555.

We think we need not weary our readers’ patience with
a longer catalogue, and shall merely refer those who are
curious to trace the truth of our assertion further to
Ducange’s Glossary, Henschel's edition, tom. 5, Paris,
1845 ; and Father Launoy, opera, tom. v., part 2, p. 314,
and Bingham’s Origines Ecclesiastice, v. i., p. 54. 1821.

We shall not wait to discuss whether the celebrated
¢ Dictatus Papz" referred to by Launoy be a genuine pro-
duction of Pope Hildebrand or not;! but we believe that
no one will deny that that document was cotemporaneous
with or shortly subsequent to his time, and that the arro-
gating thbe title of Pope by the Bishops of Rome exclu-
sively to themselves dates from that period, i.e., the latter
end of the eleventh century.
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Tue apparition of La Salette, which, on the
19th inst., will have attained the eleventh year
of its age, and the attempt of Dr. Ullathorne,
soi-disant Bishop of Birmingham, to introduce
this “ new devotion” into England, continue to
occupy a considerable share of public attention ;
and we have now before us three remarkable
documents relating to it, each of which is we
think, worthy of the consideration both of Roman
Catholics and Protestants.

4 Ruffinus Aquileinensis, Commentarium in Symbolum ad Episcopum
Laurentium, Opuoscula, p. 169, Paris, 1530.

k Aurelii Prudentii, opera. tom. i, p. 274. Parmem, 1758, in libro
mepicepavwy, bymes Xi, in pissions S. Hippolyti martyris ad
Valerisnum Episcopam.

! Launoy, Natalis Alexander, Pagl and Mosheim do not conmsider
the ** Dictatus Papz" as a genuine production of Pope Gregory VIL
Ell:ue"._bm rather of some cotemporary or subsequent writar, who

the 27 propositions contained in it from the writings of Gre-
gory. One of these propositions is the claim in question.

Whether we view the apparition as a fact ora
fraud, we think that too great importance can
scarcely be attributed to it.

If it should prove to be a fact, and the truth of it
should be satisfactorily established, such a fact
would, we must admit, outweigh a thousand
arguments, and go far to establish that Roman
Catholics are correct when they consider (as too
many of them seem to do) the Blessed Virgin-as
the sole source of divine mercy in averting the
vengeance which the power of her divine Son is
ready to pour down on the fallen race of man-
kind.* Ifit be a fraud, without asserting that
all its adherents are consciously assisting what
they know to be an imposture, we think it un-
avoidably implicates a large number, including
the present Pope himself, to an extent quite
incompatible with that scrupulous regard for
truth or honesty which should ever characterise
one who claims to be the head of the Church and
vicar of Christ upon earth.

The documents we refer to are an article in
the Rambler for the present month, entitled
« The Edinburgh Review on La Salette;” one
in the Tablet newspaper of the 5th inst., on the
same subject ; and a French brochure, which a
friend has been kind enough to procure for us in
Paris, entitled « Suite de L’Echo de la Sainte
Montagne ou L’Apparition rendue plus evidente
par ses epreuves ses gloires et de nouveaux
eclaircissements,” by an anonymous author, but
dedicated to the Bishop of Nantes.

Let us take them in the order we have named.
Alas! for the success of Dr. Ullathorne’s exer-
tions in England, whether Birmingham or
elsewhere, the editor of the Rambler, perhaps,
the most influential of English Roman Catholic
periodicals, readily admits that ke cannot adopt
his conclusions, and that in saying so he is ex-
pressing a sentiment very general among English
Catholics, who, “for some reason or other,”
seem to feel very little interest in the matter.

“We believe that we express a sentiment very general
among English Catholics, when we say that wehave never
been able to feel any very strong convictions either way
respecting the apparition of the Blessed Virgin on the
mountain of La Salette.”—p. 189.

And again—

“ For some reasons or other, it is undeniable that the
reported miraculous appearance at La Salette has not
awakened any very general interest in Catholic circles in
this country, or, we believe, anywhere except a portion of
France itself.

“ A certain number of Catholics, undoubtedly of differ-
ent classes, have not only been interested in it, but have
unhesitatingly decided in favour of its reality. Much has
been written in its favour, not merely by pious and uncri-
tical enthusiasts, but by sound-judging and temperate
men, who approached the subject with a conviction that
the one sole thing to be considered was, whether is was
true. On the whole, however, the great majority of
Catholics, both lay and clerical, have either expressed a
positive disbelief in its genuineness or a disposition to
suspend their judgment until the subject was more tho-
roughly investigated; or, more generally still, have con-
fessed that they could not arouse themselves to care very
much about it either one way or the other. An immense
number of ¢ pilgrims,” no doubt, have visited the moun-
tain, and the water has been carried far and wide through
Christendom ; but, nevertheless, with certain exceptions,
the narrative has not taken root generally in the minds of
Catholics of an influential character ; while of those who
have actually travelled to the scene of the supposed appa-
rition not a few have been but partially satisfied, how-
ever good a case they may bave presented to their own
minds and those of other persons.”—p. 190,

We confess we are at a loss to account for
‘“the great majority of Catholics,” inclucding the
editor of the Rambler, making such a confession
as that they have not been able “to arouse
themselves to care very much about it either one
way or the other;” especially when we find the
admission in the very next page that “ whether

* Our readers wiil remember that the address which the
Virgin is stated to have made to the children contained the
following words : ““ 1f my people will not submit themselves, I
shall be forced to let go the hand of my Son. It is so strong
and so heavy that I can no longer reatrain it.” *“Simon
peuple ne veut pas sommettre, je suis forcée de laisser aller la
main de mon Fils. Elle estsi forte, si pesante, que je ne
puis plus la retenir ”

the story of Mademoiselle Lamerliére is true or
not, it is clear that it must exercise a powerful
influence on the popular belief.” Surely it is
just in such a case that the conductor of what
claims to be aleading organ and exponent of
Roman Catholic opinion, ought to have spared
no pains to come to a “strong conviction” whether
the apparition was true or false, and, if true, ta
support the  Bishop of Birmingham” in his
exertions to propagate the belief through the
length and breadth of England; while, if he
discovered the matter to be false, he equally
owed it to the cause of truth and religion to
expose the imposture with all the power and
influence he possesses. That the Rambler, how-
ever, while professing to be exercising a mere
philosophical “suspension of judgment,” is plainly
a disbeliever, is manifest from the whole tenor
of his observations, from which we gladly extract
and adopt the following excellent remarks:—

‘¢ Surely, it is a serious error to confound the considera-
tion of what is * pious’ with the consideration of what is
‘true.” It is a jumbling together the cause with the effect,
which can only issuc in injury to them both. Itis an act
of piety to regard with devout interest and veneratiom
whatever is first proved to be true in the domain of religion §
but until the clear and unbiased critical faculty has de-
cided whether a statement is true or not, piety has nothing
to do with the matter whatsoever. It is not a pious act ta
attempt to anticipate, so to say, the works of Providence,
and to pretend to such a knowledge of the Divine will as
to assume, even to the slightest degree, that it has chosems
to act in one particular manner rather than another. It
is contrary to true piety to a{»proaeh the evidence of a re~
puted miracle with a bias either one way or the other. To
be disposed against the evidence, through a feeling of dis-
like to believe that God has interfered in the ordinary laws
of nature, or from an unwillingness to receive a fresh im-
pression of the awfully close uature of our relationship ta
Him, is contrary to piety, indicating a worldly and gene-~
rally irreligious mind. But in the avoidance of this fauls,.
it is not right to go to the opposite extreme. Some per-
sons like to belicve that there are many modern miracles
in general, and in detail are disposed to give credence
beforehand to every reported supernatural occurrence.
This may, doubtless, be a barmless disposition in them-
selves personally, though it cannot be denied that a tem-
dency to wish for many miracles is not encouraged either
in the Scriptures or the most eminent spiritual writers.
But to call this disposition ‘pious’ is to abuse language,
and to make the proof of all miracles more or less uncer-
tain by confounding it with our own personal feclings or
prepossessions. The argumentum ad verecundiam is, i
truth, a weapon of reasoning which requires to be applied
with remarkable skill and caution. It has proved one of
the most prolific instruments of deception in use amo
men. Itis precisely by its means that Dr. Pusey agg-
other men of influence of his school have succeeded im
controlling the actious of persons disposed to consider fairly
the claims of Rome to their obedience. It is ‘pious,’ they
are told, to believe in the Anglican Church, or, at any rate,,
to remain in her communion. And just so among our-
selves there are persons in all ages and countries who would
doctor the facts of history, and encourage chance reports
of marvellous events, on the ground that it is pious to shut
one’s eyes to facts, and to believe that Catholies have been
good men, when they have been great scoundrels ; or thas
it has pleased Divine Providence to act in one particular
manuer, when it is really probable that it has acted the
very reverse. For ourselves, we hold that true picty
absolutely commands the exercise of extreme caution in
crediting reports of miracles. We can sce no reverence to.
Almighty God in a disposition to think that He is perpetu-
ally acting in one way rather than auother. The most
profound submission and the most ardent faith are per-
fectly compatible with an acute perception of the extreme
carclessness with which reports of anything marvellous are
repeated from mouth to mouth, and with the convictiom
that there exists a strong a priori improbability in every
rumour which alieges thata miracle has taken place. The
question is purely one of matter-of-fuct; aud piety has no
more to do with its settlement one way or other than with
the determination of the laws which govern the revolutions
of comets or the growth of plauts. All alike come from
the hand of God ; and it is contrary to revealed religion to
believe an unproved miracle, as it is to natural reason to
believe an undemonstrated algebraic formula.”—p. 197.

With respect to Mr. Wyse, the author of the
“ Manual of the Confraternity of La Salette,”
which we have already reviewed in our pages,
and which the Edinburgh Review characterised
as a ‘“mendacious production,” the Rambler
fairly throws him overboard without ceremony,
in the following passage :—

“ With respect to Mr. Wyse, it must be admitted that
he has laid himselfopen to attack by his fierce abuse of the
English people, and the want of discrimination he has



