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THE VATICAN COUNCIL OF 1870.

The nirneteenth century has been a century in which the Roman
Church made very marked progress' in its endeavor to restore that su-
Premacy to the Roman Curia which it enjoyed during the liddle Ages.
The blow which Iuther dealt to the papacy ‘was one from which the pa-
pacy recovered but slowly. The Romanists instituted the counter-Re-
‘formation to cou"tgract the damaging effects which the reformaticn by
the I'riar of VWittenberg had produced within the ranks of the Cathclic
church.@Xspecially during the 19th century do we sce the papal see mak-
ing rapid strides in the restoration of its pristine power and glory.
The progress which was made during this century towards a return tdthe
0ld llomzn cecclesiastical monarchy was due very largely to the efforts
of' an order which was established for that very purpose,viz.,théﬁﬁgguits
This order,founded in 1540,with Ignatlius loyola es its general,had as
ite avowed purpose the spreading of the cause of the Roman chair in
forei;n countries. In 1773 the Society of Jesus was dissolved by Pope'
Clement X1V.lisher says in his "History of Christian Doctrine",thaé?the
cause of the order's breakdown and dissolution was its interferencehin
politics,lts worldliness,and its thirst for power.(p. 537). After .
the expiration of 41 years,the order was again restored by Pope Pius V1l
in 1814. The last characteristic which risher mentions as having ::;ged
the order's breakdown in 1773,is the same one which manifests itself
during the 19th century. Dr. Grébner remarks that the Jesuits were al-
ways a restorative of the papacy.(Theolog. Guart.,V,105-116).4s the

forged lsadorian Decretals,the falsifications 6f Gratian,the system §

of Cregory V1l,and the establishment of the liendicant Orders all geiped5

il

immeasurably in the promotion of the papal power and in the apreading

of this conviction during the iiddle Ages that the Roman bishop i#,

the vicar of Jesus Christ on earth end fiod's V1oe-5erent amona
" - i “_‘l .;‘ﬁ;&'



2.
so did the Jesuits of the 19th century render invaluable servic=s in !
the cause cf the pope,so that the papacy again reacl ed the zenith of
spiritual power and g;ory.

Rome ever looks for a complete restoration of its might and p;ﬁ—
er. Although the 19th century marked the dissolution of the papal
states(1870),and thus put an end to the pope's hopes and aspirations
for a complete restorakion of temporal power,still we see an increase
in the spiritual power which makes up for the diminution in temporal
authority. As Dr. Graebner remarks in the above-guoted article,the
principles and alms of the popes of the 19th century did not differ
from the aims of the medieval popes,but agreed in all respects,since
all popes tried to secure a firm hold on the consciences of the people
subjeet te their jurisdiction. Our subject draws our attention 1E§Ecial-
ly to one pope in the 19th century under whom two of the most daring
doctrinces of the Catholic Church were promulgated. e refer to Piugrlx

.M»CEW:‘-‘
who used the Jesultlc order to the greatest advantage,in the interaests

of the Roman See. During the entire incurbency of Pope Pius lx,w;w;ee
the Je;uitic orcer used as the meané of obtaining récognition orltﬁﬁ;l
indefectibility. In 1854 Pope Pius 1X elevated the doctrine of the
Immaculate Conceétion of Mary,which was a favorite doctrine of thefﬁes-
uits,but which had been held until then merely as a theological aﬁinion,
to the position of an official dogma of the Catholie Church,and that
without the aid of an ecumenical council. In 1870,with the aid of his
Jesuit workers, Pope Pius was able to have the ddoctrine of the papal
inféllibility made a dogma of the church and placed on a level with
other doctrines revealed to us by God in His Book.

This tendency to elevate the Roman Curia to such heights that

an ecumenical council would be entirely unnecessary for the defi 1tion

of a doctrine, is designated as Ultramontanism. Ultramontanism is

the belief that the Roman Curia 1s superior to the ecumenical cdﬁn&il, _

i1 Bther words it L tHeL SEand that il oo o i e e e A



3.

to the collective episcopate. It is absolutism in the church. The
Ultramontanists placed the concept of church above that of religion;
they spoke,thought,and wrote of the pope and the church as of inter-
changeable terms. They claimed that the power of the keys included
also temporal power and jurisdiction.(Zchaff-Herzog Encyclopaedia).
This latter view includes also this that conscience should be diso-
beyed on the claim of a foreign authority,as well as the admission
that religious convictions can be forced upon a person by material

power. This,of course,is but a reiteration of the claims of such an

early pope as Symmachus,who claimed that the pope,who is judge over
all,can himself be judged by no one,and the relteration of the claims
of Boniface V111l to spiritual and temporal power as embraced in his

amous bulls,In Coena Domini,Ausculta Fili,and Unam Sanctam,for Boni-

face V111l believed that the pope received all rights and that he cher-
ishes them in the shrine of his breast.
The last ecumenical council which had been held was the Council
eenJwuts
of Trent which was held during the years 1545-1565. Three full centuries
! Ce
had already passed without the convocation of an ecumenical council,and,
onsegquently,the pope thought that his plan of convoking a council
would meet with general approval. Of course,every previous ecuirenical

council had been called for the purpose of condemning some form of'eore-

-teg, -
valent heresy and for publishing the true doctrine,and as we shall see,
ardeelon ~
the pope claimed that such a need for a positive statement ani redeclar-
- z -‘hﬂ_

ation of doctrinal truth was present. Such a meeting of church dignita-
ries from all parts of the globe would also enable the Roman Curia to
obtain first-hand information regarding the attitude of Roman Catholics

in various parts of the world towards Rom¢ itself.

That the pope had 1oné been thinking of convoking an ecumenical
council is evident from the fact that the first intimation of such a

move was glven already on Dec. 6, 1864. The pope on this beeasion:‘,:fgﬁ

.....

h
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4.
them declaréd the idea was acceptable,with the exception of Cardinal
Pentini,who said that there wns no occasion for a couﬁcil. £nd that
the question of the dogmatization of papal infallibility must have -
been the subject matter of the consultations is evident from thédgﬁate-
ment of Cardinal Ugolini that the proclamation of papal infallibility
as an official doctrine of the Church,revealed by Cod and necessary
for salvation,would make unnecessary the calling of ecumenical coﬁ;gﬁls
in the future for the purpose of deciding such questions,which the
pope,hy virtue of his new power,would be able to decids himself. Iﬁﬁo
vs later,Tec.8,1864,on the anniversary of the dogmatization of the
Immaculate Conception of lary,the pope issued an encyelical to which

he attached his Syllabus,in which he condemned 80 errors and in which

he condemned the possibility and desirability of reconciliation nfﬁ%he
papoecy with modern civilization. Since the pope's sugge§tion found
such general approval among the Roman cardinals,the pope immediately
asked the Roman cardinals to ﬁake suggestions on the council and on
matters which might come up for the council's consideration. It is in-
teresting to note here that the pope 1atehdisclaimed all intentioﬁkﬁ;d
personal interest in the promulgation of papal infallibility,and said
that the only purpose of the council was to confirm the doctrines wﬁich
he had set forth in his Syllabus,i.e.,to receive the Church's stamp|of
aporoval and thus to have these doctrines elevated ‘to a pbsition of

e
official recognition by the Church. At first the pope asked only the

Roman cardinals for suggestions as to the purpose of the proposed cou;-
cil,but later on he consulted also other bishops,at the same timé“gggr*
cising extreme caution to consult only those whom he knew to be favor*'
ably inclined to the cleims of Ultramontanism. The bishops offered

o~
quite a variety of subjects which they thought might occupy the 22?8?"}&
tion of the proposed council. In spite of the pope's denial that»ﬁhal.f%

council was to elevate the papal infallibility to a dogma of ﬁhe Ghurd@g

b

Sy

the Civilta Cattolica,a review by the Jésuits.’ﬁﬁ&w&ﬁhﬁijiﬁh
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statement that the council was to be'convéned for the purpose of:
l.confirming the Syllabus,2.of promulgating the infallibility,and
3.0f dogmatizing the doctrine of the bodily Assumption of iary. The
pope now felt guite sure of his ground aml so he continued with the
preliminary plans of the council,and appointed a Central ;ommittee;bto
which were subject other committees on dogmatics,church discipline,
religious orders,Oriental churches and missions,and on eccleslastical
polity and ceremonies.

The reception of the proposed council in the variou: Furopean
countries was undoubtedly influenced not a little by the frank and?gﬁen
statement of the Civilta that infallibility would certainly be one of

the matters to be treated by the assembled episcopate. The liberal

Catholics immediately voiced their opposition to a council with such

a purpose in view. The main opposition was in Germany,where the cler-
¢y was btoo well acquaintea with the field of Church History to be led
blindly into the oogmauizatlon of infallibility,and in France,where
the University of Paris had been,since the liiddle Ages,one of thef}irm-
est opponents of the Roman claims to supreme secular and spiritual au-
thority,ard one of the staqnehest advocates of the superiority of tﬁe
entire episcopate. The leader of the liberal Catholics in Germany was
Dollinger,who,with his party,said that the church was done with the
theocratic civil forms of the liddle Ages,(the Augsburg Allgemeine
Zeitung,186924.0.).The German episcopate issued a pastoral trying to
quiet current demonstrations of dlssatisfaction,assuring the people
that the council would not try to formulate a doctrine which was not
alresdy a part of the Roman Catholic deposit of faith,but at the same
time i1t gave expression to its ovmn fears and apprehensions over the :

council and the proposed proclamation of infallibility in a private

letter to the pope. In Austria,the announcement of the council was
received indifferently,while 1n Italy;a'weak and short-1lived opp '
tion manifested itself in the formation of the




6.
free-thinkers,which,however,was of little consequence and was soon
disbanded. In general,it may be said that the civil governments of
Iurope did not place any oﬁstacles in the path of the council, for the
governmnents were loath to interfere,although Prince Hohenlohe of Ba-
varia advised the German government to try .to bring pressure fo bear
upon Rome. But,mostly for political reasons,there was no action taken
upon his suggestion.

The bull Leterni Patris of June 29,1868 had announcei that the
council would be convened on Dec.8,1869,which was the anniversary of
the dogmatization of Hary's immaculate conception. The pope himself
was to determine the order of business,this being made possible by
the committees to which the pope had only such men appointed who were

known to be favorably inclined towards the claims of the papacy. The

pope thought that an ecumenical council would be an.opportune time to

so he issued another bull,Iam Vos Omnes,in which he admonished and ex-
horted all Christians outside of the Catholic Church to return to the
fold of the mother church on this occasion. It is needless to say ’
that his invitation was ignored by non-Catholiecs who resented theﬁg:pe's
implication and Rome's claim that all of the baptized are in reality
members of the Homan Catholic Church and,thercfore subjiect to the pope.
On Dec.2,1869 a pre-synodical assembly was held in which Pius
addressed the council and in which the présidents of the council were
appointed by the pope. All of these were staunch adherents of theﬁsbpe
and this insured the pope's control over the council's proceedings.
The pope was to decide whether any proposal would go before the coun-
cil. The sessions of the council were to be of two kinds:general con-
gregations and public sessions. The congregations were private ;they
weré presided over by the presidents elected,or rather,aprointed,from
among the cardinals,and their decisions were only provisional. The

public sessions were presided over by the prﬁ?h@lﬂ?if; Trithe.publton s

S
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sessions there was no debate permitted. The definitive voting took

Le]

lace during these sesslions of which there were only four during the
entire session of the council. If a doctrine were accepted by the
public session it was to be promulgated immediately by the pope as a
dogma of the church,"sacro approbante concilio". At this preliminary
meeting held Tec. 2, it was decided to refer matters on which there

was ﬁo unanimity to 4 committees,viz.,l.on things pertaining to the
faith,2.on discipline,3.on the regular orders,and 4. on Orirntalﬁﬁfuce.
Each one of these committees was composed of 24 members.

The formal opening of the council took place on Dec. 8,1869,
the right transept of St. Peter's being used for the sessions of the
council. Cn this occaslon the cardinals were permitted to kiss the
pope's handjthe patriarchs,archblshops,and bishops were permitted to

kilass hiz right knee,while the abbots and heads of orders,being propor-

tionately lower in the scale of ecclesiastical system,were permitted -

’
?
|

to show due respgect to His Holiness by perforving the same act upon
the pope's pedal exbremity. In the appointment of the committees wgiﬂh
followed on this day,the pope again commithed a tactical error by hav-
ing only Italians appointed to such cormitté% and thus insuring abso-
lute control on his part. The council now prcceeded to the work at
hand and things proceeded quite tranquilly until the 28th of December,
when the first real debate tcok place on the Schema de Fide,whenagfgiop
Strossmayer of Diakova raised his voice in objection,demanding that .a
reform be instituted amwong the ca:dinals themselves. In this he was
supported by other members of the council who demanded,among other
things,that the papacy be made accessible to others besides Italians,

that decentralization take place,that a new rule be made on the celi-

bacy of priests,and that the breviary chould be revised,etec. It was

also at this stage of the proceedings that a petition, signed by 480 -

bishops,was presented to the eouncil demanding that papal infallihiliﬁyh4
: il A PR ;q,.: 'L
be elevated to the posltion of sl dosmalof tholbkunch b



himself never attended the 'congregationes generales',hg kqp@'*
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Since any attempt to describe the proeeedingu of the Vatican

Council would simply be inconceivable without a section devoted tc
a2 consideration of the doctrine of infallibility,we shall first give
the proceedings of the coungil in cubtline and shall then turn our at-
tention to a separate consideration of the rost important result oggahe
council's efforts,the doctrine of papal infallibility.

It was evident already during the first public session thaghfhe

proclamation of papal infallibility by acclamation woulZ be an impos-

s roeda |
sibility,although ianning denies that it was th: intention of thg friends|

of the Curia to try to have the doctrine accepted by acclamation,for
he says that acclamation is not definition.(lanning,The Vatican Coun-
ell,page 44.). “he second public session was appointed for Jan.6,1870.

On I'eb. 22,1870,a papal bull was made publicjliultiplices Inter' ,which

changed the order of business ,restricting the bishops'! liberty con-

siderably by making long debates impossible. This rule was also in-
troiuced that a mere majority was all that was required for dogmatiza-
tion,thus discarding the time-horored rule which obtained also at the
Council of Trent,that moral unanimity is absolutely necessary in de-
fining doctrines. Beside the usual form of voting by either 'placet!
or 'mon placet!.a coénditionzl form of voting,the 'placet iuxta modum!
was now permitted in the congregations general,but not in the public
sessions. The papists claimed that these changes were made only for
the sake of cxpediting the council's business,but it was undoubtedly
done alsc to facilitate the passing of the doctrine of papel infalli-
bility after the papal party saw how great the opposition.to th= doc-
trine really was. All protests of the mihority against these changes
were simply overruled as the chairman now bad the right of depriving
a speaker of his right to address the assembly upon presentation of

a petition signed by a minimum of ten bishops. This shows that the
pope was now adopting a hore aggreskive attitude. Although the pope o

n close

w-‘.J--‘.ba.—-=

|

{
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|
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touch with the council and was able to direct everything to his own
satisfaction. On Jan. 21,the Schema Constitutlonis Dogmaticae de Ee-
clesia Christi set forth the supremacy of the £tz Chur-h over the
State and the supremacy of the Roman bishop over the entire Church.
On March 6 an appendix was added to Chapter 1V of De Ecclesia which
contained these startling words:"Romanum pontificem in rebus fidei ‘et
morum definiendis errare non posse". Here the Curia manifestly gave
up all attempts at dissimblation and came out plainly with its posi-
ticn by attaching this appendix which was added,"cum plurimi episcopi
petierint".

In the third public session held on April 24,18706,the scheme
'De Doctrina Cathoiica' occasioned much debate which finally cuimi;;ted
in a tempestuous uproar and tumult produced by Bishop Strossmayer's
fearless and straightforward speech. The constitution was,however,a-
dopted unanimously by 667 ecclesiastics.

The papal party had now come out clearly with its positiodhgor
the doctrine of infallibility and there now ensued a period which was
marked by intense activity by both the majority and minority. The
pope himself,although himself not taking active part in this papafﬁgfo—
paganda,ncvertheless showed that he considered the stand which a mem-
ber of the council took on the 1nfallibility question a personafunﬁ:tter.
He considered opposition to the doctrine as personal antipathy and en-
hity and was not slow in showing his feelings on the matter to those
concerned. There was especially a great deal of literary getivity‘in
both camps. Among the most important writings were Cardinal Rnﬁggg;r's
'nhservationes quaedam de infallibilitatis ecclesiae subjecto!,Bishop
Hefelé's !Causa Honorii papae'! and Bishop Ketteler's'Quaes io!'. On
lay 9,the schedule 'Constitutio Dogmatica prima de ecclesia Christi!
was referred to the synodical delegates. The constitution treate&h%he
primacy of the Church and considered it in the phases of 1. its 1n§F1-

e, e
j.

tution irn Peter,2.its auecessian, gits force and reason andr4lthejﬂbmmn
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bishop's infallibility. It must be remermbered that whenever a schema
was introduced,it was never introduced in its entirety so Ehat the de-
legates would be enabled to get & general survey of the doctrine,but

it was introduced plece-mecal,with hardly enough time intervening - be
tween successive presentations to permit the delegates to givedgé;ious
consiceration to the watter under discussion.i Each sectién of a Eg%g&a
was voted upon separately,after which the entire schema was adopted‘ﬁs

a complete whole. On kMay 13,the debéte en this constitution began.

In all there were 64 speeches dellvered on the floor on this subject,

while a great many waived this right later on when they saw thejfutili—
4

ty of protesting against the council's actions. The majority cléfﬁed

that the doctrine had always been a part of the church's deposit of

e S S— e e —

faith and that it had merely lacked recognition as a formal coctrine

of the whole Church,and that the present time was the most opportune
time to malre the promulgation of the doctrine,since 1ts truth had'k%%er
called into question by many within the Catholic Church. mheq;;;:ﬁhty,
on the other hand,opposed the dogmatization of papal infallibility
mainly on the.grounds of expediency,saying that it would cause mwuch
disturbancc in foreign countries and would practically render impos-
ible a defense and justification of the doctrine in the eyes of those
belonging to Protestant denominations.(Purcell of Cincinnati). fﬁt;é
were approximately 200 bishops in the minority. Their maln weakness ;
lay in the fact that they were really one at heart with the'ﬂajo?iFy

in regard to their personal opinions on the doctrine of 1nf;4%f%g%§ty,
but opposed its elevation to an officlal doctrine of the Churchﬁ;gﬁhlj

on the grounds of expediency and opportuneness. This,of courseﬁrggﬂivad v
them of any real strength and precluded the possibility of preseggﬁkg

a solid front against the majority in the efforts to prevent the el- : 1ﬁ

evation of infallibilitv to an offirial teaching of the Church. Arch-

bishop lanning goes so far as to say that he cannot think of fiva;m

_ who opposed the doctrine 1tn*”“
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exaggeration on the part of a Roman Catholic convert.(Manning,The
Vatican Council,p.33.). It must he remembered that hié statement is
made on the basis of the post-conciliar submission of the members of

- [
the minority to the pope.Simpson in his book"Roman Catholic Opposition

to the Infallibility" quotes Hasenlever to the effect that this sub-
mission,which Cathclics were pleazed to call 'sacrifice of reasonrrﬁas
really a sacrifice of everything that a man values in his individual
make-up,for it "paralyzes the innermost depths of personal existence",
(p.315). On Junc 3,the general debate on the constitution was closed
with the opening o® a special debate announceé for June 6. Chapte;gil
(De Feeclesia) was adopted on June 1ll,only after a sharp debate had
taken place which compelled certain revisions and restrictions to be
made. The debate on the fourth chapter,(De Infallibilitate), began

on Jjune 15. During the course of the debate on this matter,Cardinal

Guidi expressed himself on the subject in a manner highly objection-

able and displeasing to his papal highness,and for which Guidi was

summoned into the presence of the pope to give an accQunt. Duriﬂg&the g
course of the conversation,Guidi remarked that tradition would not

permit such a doctrine to be entered into the canons of the Church

as an ofiicial doctrine of the Church. To this Pope Pius 1X made the
well known and sharp remark,"I am tradition",thus arrogating unto him-
self the same power and privileges which Louis X1V had,when he Zi%i:imed,
"I am the state!" However,in spite of all of the opposition on the

part of the minority,the fourth chaptqr was passed on July 1. Of

the 601 delegates present,451 voted placet,b88 voéed non placet, and

62 voted placet iuxta modum. Besides this,there were 80 delegates
present in the city of Rome,who simply did not vote on the question.

So we see that the £ota1 of' the opposing minority amounted tc approx-
imately 200 delegates,which is,indeed, an imposing enough minorityV-

to be taken into consideration when.a doctrine is made a;partvor;ﬁne;jj;f

Church's deposit of faith. jiheamindriti[nbw realized tgfﬁ@aﬁjamgﬁgg_*
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things had come and so determined upon one more,final,desperate stand.
Accordingly na number of the minority bishops appeared before Pius to
see whether he could not be influenced to change the resoclution. It
mist be remarked,however,that their petitions fell far short cf their
original demands. In fact,as we can readily sce from the fact that
Ketteler fell upon his knees before Pius and addressed him ad'most
holy Father!, their entire behavior and attitude was altogether out
of lreeping with their previous actions. It seered as though the pope
might finally be inclined to condede just a little bit,althouﬁh he
postponed any definite answer until the following day. His answer
indeed,came like a thunderbolt out of the sky and simply left the mi-
nority disconcerted,for instead of the expected concession,the pope

had had this significant phrase appended to the section pertaining

to the onal infallibility of the pope:'"and,therefore,the like de-
finitions by the Roman pontiff ARE ABSOLUTE OR UNALTERABLE IN THEN-
SELVIS,AS OF INTRINSIC FORCE, AND NCT BY CONCESSION OF THE CHUR! i

( ex sese irreforwabiles esse,non autem ex consensu ecclesiase). This .
shows how irrevocably the pope was cormitted to the doctrine of infal-
libility. On July 1l6,in the 86Gth general congregation,the entire con-
stitution was acceptéd and on the 18th of July,the entire constitu-
tion was accepted in'tﬁgapublic session. Up to this time the delegate§
had been forbidden to leave the Holy City without special permission
from the pope. But now 55 of the minority bishops ,who thought 1ﬁw§%h1d
be futile to oppose the dogmatization of infallibility, wrote to the
pope on the evening preceding the 18th of July,and petitiocned him for
special permission to leave the city,for they added,they were also ir--
revocably pledged to oppose the dbctrine_of infsllibility,but at the
same time,did not wish to offend his papal holiress by a public demon- =
stration of their disagreement with the new doctrine. It is needless

to say that the pope,who probably feared just such a public demon- f;g;

..‘t .;
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departure of so many delegates.,we find only 535 present at the 4th
public session,over which the pope himself presided. 'hen the defin;
itive voting took place,only two members of the council dared to vote
non placet,Bishops Riccio of Cajazzo and Fitzgerald of Little Rock,
Arkansas. It is interesting to note here the description which the
Catholic Encyclopaedia giveé of the final pronulgaticn of the‘%gz?tine:
"During the proceedings a thunderstoqm broke over the Vatigan,and
amid thunder and lightning the pope promulgated the new dogma 1ike{a
lloses promulgaeting the law on Mt. Sinai"!,(Cath. Enc. XV, 309.),al-
thouph,of" course,we can think of another reason tesides divinefgi::;ure,
which would account just as plausibly for this demonstration of the
elenents. The two bishops who had voted non placet,irmediately a;;gaic-
ed their submission to the'loly father'.The Catholic Encyclopaedia
sets Torth the submission of Bishop ritzgerald in a dramatic manner,
Describing the bishop's action thus:"™ the bishop of ILittle Rock said
simply snd with true greatness, 'Holy Father,now I believe'".XV,307.
e shall touch upon the subject of the submission of the other4%f§£;ps
in a little gre=ster detail later on. The attendance upcn the éﬁﬁﬁgﬁl
had dwindled down from the greatest nurber ever present,767 fathers,
to 2 mere 104 soon after the 18th of July. The bishops were greatly
fatigued,since the heat in Rome was practically unbearsble for those
accustomed to a milder clime,and besldes,entire EFurope was now in a
state of turmoil over the impending break between France and Germany.
Nor was the pope's position an enviable one,for soon after the 18th
of July the Italian army entered the city of Rome,the papal states
were dissolved by the withdrawal of' the French army fpom Italian soil,
and the city of Home was now proclaimed as the capital dity of & uni-
fied Italy. The most 1mporﬁant of councils since the Tridentine was

never officially adjourned,for the pope's bull Postquam'Dei munere,

main reason foraits prorogat

e S g At N
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Europe which made it imperative for the bishops to be present 1n4¥ﬁeir
respective dioceses. He might have added also. this,that he had incur-
red a great expense by having 300 delegates staﬁing with him. He might
smoreover,have said that the main purpose of the council had been a-
chieved on the 15th of July with the elevation of infallibility to the
position of an officail doctrine of the Roran Cestholic Church.

Eefore we pass over to a consideration of the doctrine itself,
we might mention briefly the accompl:shments of the council. Simpson
remark: concerning the council and its results,that no comparison be-
tween its results and those of the psst eouncils can be made. In Jfact,
we have but to recall that the entire first three months were spent

withouy any appréciable progress having been made and without the coun-

¢il having been able to point to one deecree which would béve Justified
such an expenditure of time. Of course, from the view-point of a k‘igith-
ful Ultramontsiiist, the time had ‘been redeemed well and hardly could
have been speﬁt to better advantage,for was not the infallibility of

the Roman See now declared to the world to be a doctrine revealed by

God to his faithful ones,a doctrine, which,i1f a man did not acknow%ﬁage

it,would malke it impossible for him to be a member of God's communiocn
of szints on earth? There was ; conspicuous lack of the reforms which
had been warmly ;5vocated by many of the bishops. 1In fact,the entire
results of the council may very well be summed up as havirg been:
l.the establishrent of the universal episcopacy of the popé?&nd
2. the definition of the pope's infallibility, :
which are chapters & and 4 of the constitution be Ecclesia.
The exact wording of the important 1nfaliibility clause in the e |

4th chapter ,on the authority of the church is as follows:"The sacred

in the discharge of his office as pastor and teacher of all C
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on faith or morals tobe observed by the entire ecumeniéal church;
thereby nsing the divine assistance to him vouchsafed by promise to
blessed Peter;he then brings to bear that potential infallibility
wherewith the divine Redeemer desired and willed that his Church be
instructed in such definition of doctrine on faith or morals ,and,
therefore,the like definitions by the Roman pontiff are absolute or
unalterable in themselves as by intrinsic force and not by concession
of the Churci. How,therefore,if any were to presume(which may God

avert) to contradict our definition;let him be anathema."

It was this doctrine which the members of the majority,headed

¥y Archbishop lannin; and Bishops Senéztrey and Deschamps principally,
claimed had reposed in the Church's deposit of falth ever since the
first centuries. Some delegates,who not only opposed the expediency
of the doctrine's elevation,but who opposed the doctrine itself most
bitterly were:Rauscher, Strossmayer, Hefele, Ketteler,Kenrick,and
Dupanloup. It is generally conceded that the ablest théologians and
the leenest inteliects of the period were arrayed on the side of the

ticn to the doctrine of infallibility. Among the most learned

=i

oppos
opponents of the infallibility doetrine must be mentioned Déllinger,
professor of Church History at the University of lunich,who,although
not invited to the ccuncil,nevertheless wrote against it,showing that

the doctrine was simply untenable on historical grounds. 7‘hile the

maiority attempted to show,that of necessity,the popes of the past

erred
centuries had neverashen speaking on matters of falith or morals,the

minority,on the other hand, adduced records,whose authority and au-

thenticity and reliability could not be questioned,to prove that the j
3 Roman r

popes in past times had committed many errors and that theghb;shoﬁx O%

the first five centuries had not attempted to arrogate such privi- g

leges unto themselves,as PBope Pius 1X was trying to secure for hiﬁS I£
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the verdict of condemnation passed against Pope Honorius by the Sixth

Ecumenical “Zouncil,and later again by the seventh and eighth'ggﬁﬁggfgﬁl

councils. It Wwas necessary for the minority to appeal to history,for

the definition of papql infallibility implied that all of the pastfﬁgﬁéé
.had possessed this gif% of infallibility,which papists claim was given

by Christ to Peter,the first pope,and transmitted to each succeeding

pope in an unbroken line of succession. '

The papists offer a series of Scripture passages in support of

their claims that ths doctrine of infallibility is contained in the

revealed Word of God. The most important of these passages are:

l.lMat. 16,13("Thou art Peter and upon this rock I will build mycﬁﬁﬁ%ch;
and the getes of hell shall not prevail against it"),2. ILuke 22,32
("But I have prayed for thee that thy faith fail thee notj;and whenaﬁggu
art converted,strengthen thy brethren'),and 3. John 21,15("He saith
unto him:Foed my lambs"). On the basis of these passages Romanists
claim that special power and jurisdiction was gilven to Peter over

the entire Church and that at the same time his supremacy over the

other apostles was established. We need not go into detail with re-
Chee

gard to the passages adduced to prove Peter's supremacy over the Churzh,

and through that,the Roman bishop's supremacy,for we know that our
Sgvior gave the same power to all of his disciples which in lMat. 1éf18
1s addressed to Feter(sol),as we can read in G&at. 28,19 and John
20,22.23("and when he hac said this,he breathed on them,and saith

unto theTﬁeceive YE the Holy Ghost;whose soever sins YR remit,they.
are remitted unto them;and whose soever sins YE retain,they are re-
tained".) With regard to the second verse we simply ask,Is 1t less
probable that “hrist prayed for Peter for the simple reason that he

knew very well that Peter,because of his tempestuous nature,was the

one who needed it more than any one of the others? This explanation "_j;

talkkes on additional force when we notice that in the very next verses
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following this statement of our Lord,(viz.,John 21,Z4),Christ informs
Peter that he will deny his Lord three times hefore the crowing of
the coek. 1In the light of this explanation the last passage becomes
very evidently but a reconfirmation of Peter in his apostoliec office.
The tree-fold question which Christ puts to Peter undoubtedly is to
Impress Peter and us with the fact that Fefter was fully restored to
his former position as Christ's apostle by this triple confessionhé%ich
corresponded to the triple denial of Christ in the courtyard of the
high priest.

The infallibilists firthermore, say that history corroborates
thelr claim that the early church acknowledged and recognized a su-
premacy on the part of the Roman blishops and that this supremacy was
actuall; exercised by the bishop of Rome. Vhereas,it is an incontro-
vertible historical fact that during ‘the first three centuries there
was not the slightest sign of an acknowledgment of the Roman bishop's
supremacy on the part of the other metropolitans. It is just as true
an historical fact that the bishops of Alexandria, Antioch,Constanti-
nople,and Jerusalem protested vigorously whenever the Homan bishcpdggd

attempt to appropriate some right or power which was not properly his.

4 D!
This we can sce from the Sixth Canon of the Council of Nicaea(325 é.g.)
e o,

which placed the Roman bishop on a level with the bishops of Alexandria

and Antioch. As Janus points out, (Der Pabst u. das Konzil,p.?Sff);

the following facts concerning the first centuries simply cannot be

changed without a complete falsificatlion of history,

l.that the emperors called the synods which were held, :

2.that the Roman bishop did not always preside,as e.g. at Nicaea,325,
and at Ephesus,439;and moreover that the Roman bishop was not even
represented at the Second Ecumenical Council held at Constantinople;
381 A.D.,

3.that the decrees published needed no papal confirmation,and

. 4, that the Roman biéh;op had no power of ;exepmmmﬂzqatinn; Astrhaa
T oaE : A k! AL AL




_Homan bishop to force his position upon the rest of the Church,in the

supreme teaching authority resided in the entire dpiscopatga

18.

of Janus very clearly shows (p. 96ff),&set history nowhere records
tﬁe case of. a sect having been condemned,at any time during the first
six.centuries,for not havin; acknowledged the pope. The only conces-
slon made by the bishops of the first centuries in regard to the posi-
tion of the Roman bishop was that they were willing to concede him to
be a 'primus inter pares!,this being brought about purely by consider-
ations of such a nature as the location of the city of Rome,its size
and importance in the commercial world,the size of the congregation
and its glorious past in having been assoclated,in life and in death,
with the greatest apostles.

The advocates of papal infallibility élaim that this doctrinéqis
clearly taught by the church fathers,who,they say,ascribe a higheréﬁig-
nity and honor to the Roman bishop. PBut we fail to find any proof of

this in the church fathers.When the first real attempt was made by a

case of the Laster Controversy with Pope Victosthe attitude of the

entire church,including the church fathers Irenaeus and Tertullian,
was that apostolic tradition was preserved in all of the apostolie
sees. Ayer has shown that Cyprian's tract on the "Unity of the é%:%hh“, 4
was shamefully interpolated by friends of the Roman See, (Ayer,Source-
book for Ancient Church History,p.241), in their attempt to establish |
Roman supremacy on the basis of the authority of the church fathers.

And so it is with Augustine,for what can be clearer than the following
words of Augustine,quoted py Bishop Strossmayer at the Vatican Coun-

cil,"What do these words mean, 'and upon this rock I will build my

church?! Upon this rock.namely, on the faith which said: 'Thou art
Christ,the Son of the living God!."(Lehre u. Wehre,XXXV,151-164).

So we see that the church fathers were far from escribing a position:
of superiority to any particular church,for they guarded the powers
given by Christ to the Church very zealously,and maintained that the




~ power were dependent upon him. He was also the rirst one to be Eble

19.
Since the church fathers were one¢ in their denial that any single e-
piscopate or individual was possessed of supreme teaching authority,
we caon readily see that the argument from the chiirch fathers does not
hold. The council of Trent said fhat the Scriptures mizt be explained
according to the church fathers. The author of Janus points out,with
his characteristic keenness,the dilemma into which Romanists fall when
trying to prove Roman supremacy from the church fathers,for,says he,
there were no church fathers,in the strict sense of the term,after
604 A.D.,and since the church fathers of the first six centuriegaggg;ot
be shoun to have upheld a supremacy of theRoman bishop,the argument
not only immediately becomes of no value,but reacts like a2 boomerang

upon those who try to use this particular point to uphold such a su-

premacy.(Der Pabst u. das Konzil,p.99ff).Pope Agatho was the first

lp
one to acoly the. words of ILuke 22,32-37,to the Roman see.(circa GBOAfE.)
From this period we see the Roman bishop making great strides towards

the goal of secular ﬁnd spiritual supremacy. The first systematic.
endeavor to prove Rome's superiority were the Pseudo-IsadorianEE;Z;ktals
which appeared sbout 850 A.D.,although dating back to about 500 A.D.,
whose purpose was to elevate the papacy above the temporal power ,

and to establish the supremacy of the Roman See within the Clrurch.

.
‘
3
:
4

The first pope to use these decretals to full advantage was Eicholgé 1.
It is incredible that he was unaware of their spurious character,for
he was in possession of the Roman archives and was well acquainted 3
ﬁith the tradition of the Church. The next great pope was Gregof?i Vl1i,
1073. Janus says that he also forged papval letters to prove his su-
periority, (p.99ff). Regardless of the manner in which he did it,it is
undeniable that he raised the papacy to an undreamed-of height by
successfully introducing his idea of an all-encompassing theocracy,

of a universal vassal-union. Gregory insisted that the pope was the

representative of God on earth and that all spiritual and temporal
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i European monarchs as well as he was able to.

flocks. Pope Gregory V11l claimed that he was "really the lord and

20.
to depose monarchs.

In addition to the two systems mentioned as aiding papal power,
we must also mention the Gratian Decretals of 105C A.DT.,whose coneclu-
sion was:"that it is a duty to let also the unbearable be pleasing.if
it be imposes by Rome".(Janus,p.1l56). Besides these falsifications,
there were other systems which rendered invaluable aid in increasing
papal prestige and power. e refer_to the Crusades,which gave the
pope control over kings,and to the founding of the lMendicant Orders,
through whose efforts the ordinary clergy lost most of its power,and
by whose efforts the pope became recognized as the universal pastor,
for his emissaries were given access to any local congregation,thus

interfering th the control of loécal clergy over their respective

possessor of the whole worldi".In the Unam Sanctam,1302,Boniface V11l

claimed that the temporal power depends on the spiritual,that the pope

has both of these swords,and can,therefore,be judged by no man. In-
nocent 111 used the picture of Peter walking upon the sea to prove

that Peter's successors also have the right to walk upon the sea?éﬂ&ch,
he says,represents the masses. The height of papal power was really
reached under Innocent 1lll,and we have but to think of the Fourth Lat-
eran Council,held in 1215,to see that ne had succeeded in bringing the
papacy to that soint where the council!s only function was to listen

to and to endorse ,for the;sake of form,the decrees of the pope. In
other words,Innocent 111 had reached the peak of papal power,infalli-
bility.

Thus we see that the infallibility-doctrine was actually exer-
cised and put into force long before it was declared to be an official
doctrine of the Church. But since,this was dependent in the greatest
measure upon the pebsonal aggressiveness of the pope,we find that veny’i

few of his successors were able to uphold the papal honor against the
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forces within the Church itself which had to be reckoned with. Ilen
arose who denied that the pope is possessed of the supreme teaching
power,men like larsiglio of Padua,Gerson,Occam,and institutions like
the University of Paris. Then there came a time in which the papacy
sank to the very nadir of dishonor,wickedness,1icentiousness,andeéﬁid-
liness,times like the reign of pornocracy and the era of nepoti;ﬁrzimes
&hen the very existence of the Church was endangered by a seriouébgéeak
in the Church. Ve refer to the Great Schism,1378 A.D.,during which
the power of the papacy gradually decreased and became practiculljﬁéil.
There came a time when the wishes of the 'Holy Father! were entirelw
disregarded,when councils were called without consulting the popej“%he
Roman Church cannot change the fact that the most important councils
of Basel and Constance had as thelr goal and result decrees which

aimed at reforming the Roman See,establishing the superiority of the

entsire cplscopate i.e.,the superiority of a council over the 'singls
voice' in Rome. And as we have mentioned in the 1ntroduction,theré”3§me
the Heformation at the hands of liartin ILuther,who showed,on the basis
of Seripture,that it is the duty of the ecclesiastical powers toff‘i‘i“é‘zich ._
the Cospel,while the temporal powers are to protect the lives and
property of.their subjects.

W§ have traced the development of papal infallibility. What
had gradually developed within the early Chrisitian Church because
of outward circumstances,viz.,the growing up of the Chrisitian Church a

simultaneously with the Roman Empire,and what had been brought to a

definite use during the many centuries,by strong-willed popes,was now
declared to be an official dogma of the Roman Catholic Church by the
Vatican Council of 1870.
- i
There are,of course,many ditfficulties connected with the imfalli-
bility dogma,one of them being that all decrees of all past popes are '

thereby made irreversible » And here the proponents of.;nfallibilyqﬁigl

el
P i
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arguments advanced by such men as:Sgrossmayer,Dollinger, Kenrick,
Frledrich,icton,and other men thoroughly acquainted with papal history.
The case which gives the paphsts the greatest amonnt of trouble and
worry,and which they have not succeeded in explaining even with a show
of satisfaction -to recal students of history up to the present time,is,
as Nanning calls it,"the monotonous controversy about Pope Honcrius".

3,

(lanning, The 'A +. Counc.p.l6ff). Pope Honorius 1 wished to bring a-

-

bout 2 reconciliation between the eastern and westerh churches arnd

in his eagerness to do so,he made a concession in favor of lionothelet-

ism,which "virtually denies the reality of the incarnation".(Simpson,
tThon

R.C. Opp. to the Doct. of Ini.,p. 32).It was the question as to whether

here were one or two willsin our Lord Jesus Christ. Honorius plainly '

says,"we confess one will of our Lord Jesus Christ".(Simpson,p.33).
The S5ixzth Ieumenical Council, 681 A.D.,put an end to the iionothelete
Controversy and eondemned Honorius as a heretic,its action being later

confirmed by Pope Leo 11l. Honorius was subsequently anathematized

by the Seventh and Eighth Ecumenical Councils. Iven in the face of
clear and incontestibile evidence,lianning dares to make the statement

124
that the 'Honorius case also proves infallibility!',(Vat. Counc. ,p.l%é),

but forgets this detail,to show in what manner it cdoes so. [Nanning ﬂ
also speak:z as though this were the only historicsl difficulty to be
solved,whereas we shall show that their number is legion. Variougdgzﬁempﬁg
have been rmade to prove that Honorius is not to be accused of teaching

a heresy,among which are:

l.the argument that great discrepancies prevall among historians on

the case of Honorius(Vat. Council,p.128)
2.that Honorius was defining no doctrine whatever,and that he was not

speaking as pastor of the universal church,

he immediately ceases to be pope,for God dﬁposes‘hiﬁ, |

M;Min& devotes an entire chap
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that the cumulus of evidence for the infallibility of ths Eomanfgo'tiff
outweighs all such doubts,for he says,that Honorius forbade the mal-

ing of any new definition,that his two epistles are entirely orthocox,

and that hisz only fault was "in thc ommission of apostolic authority,
for which he was justly censured". [Ianning claims that it is an
"injustice to censure his language used before that condemnation, just
as it might be just to censure it after the condenmation had been

made”.(Vat. Council,p.244ff).In short,the arguments of lanning amount

e —

=

to this:that the council which condermned Honorius conderned him mis-

takenly,for it was in error on the facts of the case,or,that Honorius

was conderned for imprudence,or,lanning makes even this admission,
wf -

- - &
that Tlonorius was condemned as a prilvete. theologian. As to these'érgu-

ments we woulu simply ask,what could be clearer than Honcrius! state-

5 ment adduced abovethat there is only one will in our ILord Jdesus Christ .

surely,nothing could te plainer. The argument that 1t was merel; _an

imprudence on the part of Honorius tu use such terminology is just

g8 speciova,flor Janus' argument as to the ex cathedra character of
Honorius! utterance is just as forceful when applied to this argument

of the papists. Janus says,"Vhenkhen, is a decision given ex cathedra

E
5
.
1

unless when the successor of St. Feter,beiﬁg concultéd by the entire
east,should suppress a deadly error and strengthen his brethrent"
(Der Pabst u. das Konzil,p.39). Regaidless of the innumeraéle loop-
holes which Catholic theologians have invented to escspe the charge

of fallibility in the case of Honorius,history nevertheless,but gives

back its faithful record that Honorius was condemned as a heretic by
three ecumenical councils. History also reminds of the fact that every
Roman pope up to the eleventh century,for the Romanists rust have lost l?
sight of the condemnatory clause on Pope Fonorius :ln. the papal boatfh,;. _‘:
" likewkse condemmed Pope Honorius as a heretic and branded him with
an infallible anathema. .Aernggrﬁ‘aaxS‘aq-1rqnica;lyﬁin.hxgiﬁpiéi;w
_ Siinde der Pipste',"It i and remains a fact, that infa '



and infallible popes have condemned the infallible Honorius as a
heretic." (P.48) '
One of the arguments which lianning advanced at the time of the

Vatican Council for a guick dogmatization of the infallibility doct-

rine was that in these modern times,when the calling of an ecumenical
council was such a cumbersome task,the Church would be enabled to pass
Judgments and to meet exigencies with greater efficiency. It is re-~
markable that after such an argument was used that no pope hagb%ﬂ%ggpte
to issne an infallible statement since 1870. The restrictions imposed
by the cunning Roman theologians have protected the church against

the possibility of another such unfortunate incident as the 'lionorius
Case',for immediately after the prorogation of the council,the con-
ciliar secretary,Fessler,issued conditions necessary for a doctrine

to be infallible. His conditions were contained in the infallibility
clause itself,viz.,that the pope must express himself on a doctrine
pertaining to faith or morals,and that the doctrine must be of such

a nature that the entire Church must regard it as necessary for sal-

vation. Since that time Homan Catholic theologians have gone on 'ad
infinitum' in their application of what Newrann calls'the principle

of minimizing',which,he adds,is so'necessary for a wise and cautious
theology'. lianning adds this phrase that it is not necessary to have
a series of texts to prove a dochtrine'!s infallible charscter,"since

it is manifest that the extent of Holy Revelation is greater thén that
of Holy Seripture.” (Vat. Coun. p.241) Among the more recent condi-
tions given as favoring the infallibility of a doctriral expression |
are those given by Simpson,in addition to the two mentioned abovg?%iz.,‘
l. with respect to its form,the expression nust be a dogmatic*gfgg;;hce 

2. it must be intended for every member of the Universal Church be-

v Intlie

causc 1t defines something essential to be believed.

d . , 1
It is evident that all of these conditions are simply various ways "
of rendering the original conditions as given in the infallibilit i
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-episcopate,and to the pope are respectively democratic,aristocratic, &

clause itzelf. It 1s needless to say that no pope ,or any Roran
Catholic theologian ,has ever undertaken the .stupendous task of de-
terming just how many ex cathedra utterances are contained ir the
Romen archives. There is no list of infallible decrces issued for a
great deal of caution must be exercised in declaring that all of the
necessary conditions have been fulfilled by the dogmatization of a
particular deoctrine. Among those decrees which have been said to
have fulfilled all of the required condi£1ons are:the Dogmatic Con-
stitutions of Constance against Wyclif and Fus;Leoc the Tenth's con-

stitution Ixsnrge,apgainst Luther;one sentence in the Unam Sanctar;

the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception and the Doctrine of Infal-

1libility. TFrom the rareness of infallible decrees we see that a mul-
—ecanieo]
titvde of condltions rust be fulfilled before a doctrine will be marked

with the official infallibility stamp.

lanning says that by'faith and morals!',"the whole revelation

of faith',or,"the whole supernatura]norder,with all that s essential

tc the sanctificaetion and salvation of man through Jesus Christ",is.
to be understood. ' ' !
iith regard to the condition that the entire Church must g
dressed 1f an utterance is to be considered infallible,Janus =asks,
"Why should the pope be less infellible when addressing only dﬁgziiion
of the church than when addressing the whole church?"(p.430). 3 -
By the adoption of the doctrine of papal infallibility,the :
Church committed itself irrevocably to fhe position of an ecclesias-
tical monarchy,for it is interesting and significant to note "that
the threé theories which assign infallibility to the church,tc the

and monarchical®.(Simpson,R.C. Opposition to the Doct. of Inf.,p.350)
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them in detail,simply quote a mnsterly section from Bishop Dupan-
loup's speech delivered at the Vatican Council,in which the bishop
shows LH:. popes were no more than human beings,subject to 11kgmwguil-
ties as we are,and that some of them were incredlbly worse than many
a man of this world: "Fope Victor first approved of Liontanism,and then
condenmed it. larcellinus was an idolater; Liberius consented tsﬂ%he
condernmation of Athanasius nﬁd made a professicn of Arisnism that he

might be recalled from exile and restored to his see. Honorius acd-

hered to lionotheletism. Gregory 1 calls any one antichrist ‘A:.rht_:nﬁéllzes
the name of univers~l bishop and ,contrariwise,Boniface 111 made
the parricide emperor Phocas confer that title on him. -Virgilius
purchascd the papacy from Belisarius, ‘Paschal 11 and Eugenius 111
aunthorized duelling:Julius 1l and Pius 1V forbade it. ZEugenius 1Y

approved the council of Basel and the'restitution of thé cup to the
church ol’ Bohemia; Pius 1l revoked the concession. Hadrian 11 de-
clared civil marriages to be valid; Pius V11l conderned them. Sixtus
V published an edition of the Bible and commended it to be read;
Pius V11l condemned the reading of it. Clement V11l abolished the or-
der of the Jesuits permitted by Paul 111;Pius V1l reestablished it.
If,then,you proclaim the infallibility of the actual pope,you must
prove that which is impossible----that the popes never contradicted !
eacﬁ other.

"Baronius must have blushed when he narrated the acts of phe

Roman bishops. S pealking of John Xl,natural son of Pope Sergius and

liarozia,he said the Holy Church,l.e.,the Roman,had been vilely tramp=-

b
e
F
4
-
-

led on by such a monster. John Xll,elected pope at the age of 18,

was not oné whit better than his predecessor. I am silent of Alex-

LU :
ander,the father and lover of Lucretia. I turn away from John XX111,
who denied the immortality of the soul and was deposed by the council

of Constance. This century is unfortunate, as for nearly'“§o ears

.-\-l‘c
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the popes had fzllen from all viﬁkés of their predecessors and have
become

apostates prather than apostles."(Theolog. Quart.,X111,84-85.)
It was

church -

tc such a doctrine,which disregarded absolutely the
testimony of centuries of history,that the delegates and the whole
were asl

RS )

asked to submit.
in

L0 L

The surprising thing for us is that
splte of 211 of

STy

~ P o
the cpposition which was manifested at ﬂome?ﬁaainst
the doctrine of infallibility,all of the minority delegatecs finally

subnitted to the decree and declared themselves to be obedient sons
of the Church.

,o.:mul-td/ —
Some deeclared their submission to the doctrine immedi -

Zico
£
part of 1372.

R R v

other man,except the bisyop of Orleans,in exciting public feeling, |
especially in Ge »many and England,against the'Vgtican Council,drew
up a severe and scathing denunciation of the weakness on the minoriF
ty members and speaks ci' the action of the minority in this tenor:

"They approved what they were called on to reform and solemnly bless

/5T |
with their 1lips what their heart knew to be accursed".(5impson,R.C.

Opposition tg the Doc. of Inf.,p.ESﬂ. He further says that "the

ately upon its promulgation,while Archbishop Kenrick of St. Louis,mz.,

sav
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for instance,did not send in his notice'of submission until the edrly
that it

and so they I

3lowly but gradually the rebelliyous sons of the church
would ¢

¢ useless toc ontinue in their refusal to subnit

inally yielded to the pope's incessant demands and de-
clared their willingness to submit.

When we think back to the stor-
my sessions which took place at the counil,and when we think of the

which sonc

pope's attitude of personal antipathy towards all who opposed infal-
1libility,and when we think of the ardor, zeal,and sincerity with

impossible

of the delegates fought against its dogmatization,it seems
conscience

to us that such men,contrary to the dictates of their

and. to what they knew to be right,would in the end calm-
ly submit to the doctrine because they considered it to be their du-

ty as obedient sons of the Church.

Lord Acton,who did more than any
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cowardly weakness on the one side and unscrupulous coercion on the
other" (ibid. p.331),secured the passing -of the decree. That this

Plan of coercion wes really the only plan open to the infallibilists

is concedled by Acton when he says,"to admit that a minority couigmg;e-,
vent or nullify a dogmatic action of the papacy,was to renounce in-
fallibility".(ibid. p.320). As we have mentioned already,the dele-
gate who was the last one to announce his submission was Archbishop
Renrick of ©5t. Louis, l'o. When XKenrick did finally announce his sub-

mission bto the dogma,he was brought Lo ‘task for his action by Lord

o whom he then replied that his submission”was one of pure o-
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{ bedience and was not grounded on the removal of my motives of oppo-

gition to the decrees as referred o in my speech and set forth in

my pamphlsts."(ibid. 302). On the question of the retraction of his

pampnlets,for he had written some very telling arguments against
alle
infallibility and had prepared a speech,which,however,he was not able

| to deliver before the council,he says emphatically,"This I shall not

do,no matter what the consequences may be."(ibid. p. 302).

£11 of the delegates,then,finally announced their submission
to the new doctrine. But there were some men in the ranks of the
Catholic Church who did not fear to brave the consequences of a con-
sistent refusal to submit,based.upon their persuasion by reliable

histo
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ral facts,which simoly refused to be removad by the simple ]
brocess of a papal decree. Among those who ﬁere finally excommuni-
cated for their refusal to submit were Professors Langen angfgzﬁﬁdh,
and Dr. iasenlever. The' latter illustrated the imiossibility of a
reconciliation of the new dogma with the principles of episcopal
teaching-authority,by adducing the algebraic formula:if a plus b
equals a,then b equals 0,thus showing that the new doctrine reduces
episcopal authority to a non-existent quantity. PBut there waédgg;}l‘_

one man whom the verdict of excommunication @ffected more than it .diem
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the others,and that was Dr. D8llinger,who had been one of the leaders
of the opposition to the doctrine. His friends tried to persuade

him to modify his position,but not succeeding in this,they tried to
bring their influence toc bear upon the pope to deal kindly with the
old gentleman who had been in the fold of the Church for such a long
time. DEllinger remained as firm as adamant in his determination to
adhere to the only position which he was convinced,on the basis of
his historical studies,was the right one. He answered his friends,
A8 o Christian,as a theologian,as a historlan,as a citizen,I cannct
accept this doctrine”,and again,"Rest assured that I shall not dis-

honor my old age with a lie before God and man".(Simpson,p.320).

D6llinger accepted his excommunication and refused to join the 0ld
Catholic Party which was formed by those who flatly refused to sub-
mit to the doctrine of infallibility.

e argument that submission to the infallibility desree was
a "sacrifice of intellect"shows what a firm hold the LRoman Church

pon 1ts members. As liontalambert says,this sacrifice of reason.

is also a sacrifice of justice,truth,and history.(Simpson,p.184).

: , C‘oﬂ&/-
But it 1s,of course,very consistent Roman teaching,for the Roman Catho-

Seripture,and that,in turnjwhen we speak of the Church, we mean the
pope" (Jesuit Cretser,Janus,p. 40). The pope then plays the part of
a court of final appeal. The Catholics adduced this very argument

; to s how the necessity of the doctrine of infallibility,for,they said,
is it not the naturzl order of things,even in civil affairs,thatzﬁﬁgre

must be a final euthority whose word decides the matter? On this

argunent Simpson has a very fine answer when he speaks of "the huge

hor

abyss which separates infallibility as the Church understands it “from
civil soverelgnty and final judicial appeal. The former not only de- @
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and exterior obedience without involving any interior convietion or
belief;without preventing discussion,contradiction and reversal by
subsequent legislation".(p. 152). It Is evident that on the basis
of Scripture the very firat premise of the Catholics in fallacious
and this of course,makes every other premise and conclusion which
they may draw,a false one. Sacrifice of reason is to be made notags
the decrees of any human being,but only to the inerrant Word of God,
which itself tells us that we are to bring "into captivity every
thought to the obedience of Christ”. (2 Cor. 10,5).

Tlas &
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lzing the ancient rule of St. Vincent of Lerins who ex-

horted,"Let us follow universality,antiquity,consent", 8 iﬁpson D.26)

the Catholic Church ushered upon itselfl a new era,in which it offici-
ally admite this statement made by the Jesult professor Ebermanﬁ?ﬁggat
the pope can impart light although blind,and even a wholly ignorant 7
pope can guite well be infallible,as God,we know,in old times led men
on the right way by means of a mere ass“:(Theol. Guart. X111,65ff).
The Roman Church entered upon an era of ecclesiastical monarchisﬁ"gad t
has thereby talken away the rights of the individual bishops,although
"the Vatican decree indeed maintains the peradox that exclusive papal

authority enhances that o7 the bishops".(Simpson,p.353). The Roman

it

Church has officially discourage,Scripture-study,for now a papal de-

crec establishes a new doctrine beyond any possibility or even neces-
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sity of an appeal to the Scriptures. The pope can set up a2 new doc-
trine at will. Pius 1X said in his Syllabus that it is a grievous'
error to say,"that divine Revelation is ;ﬁperfect and that,therefore,
subject to a continuous and indefinite progress:“(Theol.'Quaré?ﬂilll,
65-89). And yet we find th;t very pope declaring,without the aid of
2 council K that the doctrine of Mary's Immaculate Conception is a de?fj;
revealed doctrine. We find him doing all in his power to have ﬁhe»dq
cree of 1nfallibility passed. By the dogmatizatian of i



‘The fact was that the Roman Church had finally come through vigtoriouﬁi

the RHoman ﬁhurch has officially shown itself to be in favor of the
tactics of suppression which were used by the majority members urder
the direction of the pope,and opposed to liberty. For,although the
Catholics deny this charge most emphatically,it is evident to ag§p;er-
lous student of the council that repressive messures were adopted

: - ole.
and that the council was far from being a'iree one. TWe traznslate di-
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rectly from Le Liberté du Concile et L!'Infaillibilite,"or has a coun

cil,which does not discuss,and is not permitted to discuss,the neces-

sary liberty?" (Documenta ad illustrandum Concilium,Vaticanum--Fried-

rich,p.139). Nippold says,"but in the application of the means which
Pilus personally used for the intimidation of opponents,nothing was.
left unattempted,from friendly psrsuasion to angry threat and trutal
force".(Papacy in the 19th Century,p.153). And here we might refer
to such a recognized authority as Ranke,who,although conceding that
there 1s no authentic proof that the pope called the council Ffor the |

purpose ofl' declaring the infallibility doctrine,nevertheless says, |

"but that it was his intention,is beyond doubt".Die Romischen Pépste,

reom  left for free speech".(Ibid.).
(7% /7
In conclusion we must remark that with the passing of the Vati-

|
111..195. )And then he adds this significant statement,"there was no i
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can Council,the Roman Catholic Church passed éa{ply through one of
the greatest crises with which it had been confronted since the days
of the Augustinian monk. Not only did the Ultramontanist Partfa;gich

1ts goal,the official recognition of the papal supremacy in the Chnﬁ&h,?

but it had done so without losing one of the delegates who had attende&

the.couneil. It is true that the 0ld Catholic Church was formed by

i 4 Lo
those who were absolutely dissatisfied with the conciliar results,but
this was but a negligible number in comparison to the strong minoriﬁy;f

<

in spite of the danger which had threatened to cause a schism in'thmh;;
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ranks of the Chnrch. From this pericd on there is very little dan-
ger of a similar breach ever threatening the Roman Church,for the
doctrine of infallibility makes absolutely superfluous the calling
of an ecumenical council at any time in the future,and we have also
seen whalt a hold the Catholic Chdrch has upon the consciences and
intellects,not only of 'its laity,but also of the clergy,by its claim
that reason must be sacrificed in the intereéts of the Church. In-
stead of the decentralization which the-delegates had demonded,the
Roman Curia simply enhanced the papal power by complete centéﬁligztion
in florie. Truly,this is "Romanism gone mad"!(Dupanloup). Roman Catho-
lic theologians undoubtedly realized the great danger to which they
had exposed the Church,for upon sober consideration,this new power
mist seem logically untenable also to them.

Rri@?l;,ﬂnf%he results of the Vatican Council were:

l.The establishment of the universal episcopacy of the Roman bigggp,
by means of which the pope can interfere in the affairs of any gg;tie-
ular congregation,diocese,or bishopric under the jurisdiction of the
loman Catholie Church. This is Chapter 111 of the CLonstitutio Pog-
matica prima de Ecclesia Christi.
2.The dogmatization of the doctrine of papal infallibility,by which
the decrees of all popes are declared to be irreversible,by virtue-

of a personal,secparate(scparate from the Church),independent,and ab-

solute infallibility,which makes it impossible for the pope to err

when he speaks as universal pastor to the entire church on matterszif

doctrine or morals,by which is understood the entire field of divine

Revelation,for God immediately deposes a pope who nmight venture to

speak ex cathedrafeven though all necessary conditions are fulfilled),

and hence the erring pope is ,in reality,pope no longer. This 1s°3!§p-

ter 1V of the Constitutio Dogmatica prima de Ecclesia Christi.
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