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BIOGRAPHICAL PREFACE.

BY THE TRANSLATOR.

As it is possible this book may fall into the hands of
many but little acquainted with the claim which the Author
has upon the attention of the learned in every country, it
has been deemed advisable to collect some materials respecting
his antecedent biography. The life of an author is to be found
in his works; and it will be seen by the subjoined narrative
that the years of Dr. Déllinger have been crowded with
events; and that each of these reflects honour upon him as
a theologian, a scholar, and an historian, as a man of deep
research and of original thought.

Dr. Déllinger was born at Bamberg, on the 28th February,
1799, and educated at Wiirzburg. After several years passed,
first at & curacy in Franconia, and as Professor at the Eccle-
siastical Seminary of Aschaffenberg, he was,in 1826, appointed
one of theFacultyof Theologyin the new University of Munich.
The results of the French Revolution were felt in the youth
and early manhood of Dr. Déllinger. Rationalism was every-
where predominant. There was no master-mind amongst the
Roman Catholics of Geermany; and the young and ardent
student was thrown upon his own resources, and compelled
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to rely on his own independent research for the acquisition
‘of knowledge and the formation of his judgment. The
results of such a course are apparent in the writings of Dr.
Déllinger; for all exhibit profound and extensive learning,
a judgment free from personal and partial influences, the
habit of penetrating directly to original sources, and a
critical method to which the works of the patristic, the
scholastic, and modern writers are indifferently subjected.

Dr. Déllinger’s earliest work was on “ The Doctrine of
the Eucharist in the three first Centuries,” 1826. Two
years later appeared a ¢ History of the Reformation,” form-
ing the third volume of “ The Ecclesiastical History” of
Hortig. He then undertook to re-write the whole work,
and published in 1833 the first, and in 1835 the second volume
of that ¢ Church History ” by which his name first became
widely known for his learned and able defence of the
Catholic idea, and for the confidence with which many
views, 8o often repeated as to be believed unquestionable -
and essential, were abandoned as untenable. Four more
volumes which had been announced were never written ;
but an elaborate treatise on ¢ The History, Character, and
Influence of Islamism,” appeared in 1838; and a Com-
pendium of the History of the Church down to the
Reformation, was published in the years 1836-1843. The‘
history of the six first centuries is given with extreme
brevity ; but the history of the Middle Ages, though much
compressed, displays even more copious erudition than the
account of the earlier period in the larger work. In the
English tranelation, these two histories have been unskil-
fully combined. Between the years 1846 and 1848, Dr.
Dollinger published three large volumes on the history of
German Lutheranism, ¢ The Reformation, its Internal De-
velopment and its Effects.” The original design was too
extensive to be completed; the work remains a fragment,
and the innumerable extracts from the writings of the period,
many of them rare, and some unpublished, whilst they confer
on these volumes a value they will never lose, yet render
them difficult to be read with pleasure. But the imwense
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research with which the ideas of the Reformers and their
contemporaries, on the doctrine and the condition of their
Church, are exposed, make this by far the most instructive
account of the German Reformation.

During this period Dr. Déllinger delivered courses of leo-
tures on several other branches of Divinity besides that
which specially belonged to his chair; “ on the Philosophy
of Religion,” “on Canon Law,” “on Symbolism,” and on
“the Literature of the Patristic Age.” Having ceded, for
some years, his professorship of ecclesiastical history to
Mahler, whose lesser writings he afterwards collected, he took
that of dogmatic theology, which in his hands was trans-
formed into a history of revelation and of the development
of doctrine. None of these lectures have been printed, but
the author has published from time to time a large number
of occasional writings. Among the earliest were “ An Es-
say on the Religion of Shakespeare,” and a lecture “on the
Introduction of Christianity among the Germans.” A “Com-
mentary on the Paradise of Dante,” accompanied by the de-
signs of Cornelius in 1830; “ Mixed Marriages—a Voice for
Peace,” came out in 1838, during the conflict between the
Prussian Government and the Archbishop of Cologne. In
the following years articles on “ The Tractarian Movement,”
¢“John Huss and the Council of Constance,” “The Albi-
genses,” appeared in the ¢ Historisch-politische Blitter,” over
which, though very rarely a contributor, he presided for
many years. A dissertation on # The Position of the Church
towards those who die out of Her Communion,” was written
in 1842, on the occasion of the death of the Dowager Queen
of Bavaria; a lecture on ¢ Error, Doubt, and Truth,” was
originally delivered by Dr. Déllinger before the students, as
Rector of the University ; a speech on “The Freedom of
the Church,” one of his most excellent publications, at Ra~
tisbon, in 1849. ¢ Martin Luther, a Sketch,” was reprinted
in the year 1852, from a theological Encyclopdia to which
he also contributed articles on “ Bossuet,” and on “Duns
Scotus.” A pamphlet on “ Coronation by the Pope,” was
produced in 1853, when it was feared that Pius IX. would
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be induced .to crown the Emperor of the French; and de-
scribed the different instances in which it had been done,
and the error committed on the last occasion.

From 1845 to 1847 Dr. Dillinger represented the Univer-
sity of Munich in the Bavarian Chamber, where he was re-
garded as one of the leaders of the Ultramontanes. Several
of his speeches have been published. In the latter year he
was deprived of his professorship, and consequently of his
geat in the Chamber, where the ministers who had been
raised to power by Lola Montez dreaded the influence of his
eloquence and character. Having been elected a deputy to
the National Parliament in 1848, he spoke and wrote with
great effect in favour of religious liberty, and the definition
of “the relations between Church and State,” which was
carried at Frankfort, and was afterwards nominally adopted
both at Vienna and Berlin, is said to have been his work.
The same spirit and the same principles which made him in
religion the keenest of controversial writers, and the most
earnest advocate of reforms, guided him in political life, and
made him the exponent of the highest Catholic views, and
the champion of ecclesiastical freedom. He regarded the
oppression of the Church as the safeguard of absolutism in
the State, and the faults and errors of Catholics as a fruitful
source of the divisions and disputes among Christians. In
his desire to reconcile religion with society, and Protestantism
with Rome, Dr. Déllinger admitted no compromise, but, ac-
knowledging the just claims and real progress of the modern
world, and the evils that afflict the Church, he sought to dis-
tinguish that which is essential and true from those things
with which, from ignorance or superstition, interest or unbe-
lief, it had been surrounded.

In the spring of 1849, he returned to Munich and was
restored to his professorship, and also to his seat in the
Chamber, which he, however, resigned two years later, in
order to devote himeelf to the completion of his literary plans.
Three principal works have since appeared, each complete in
itself, and superior, both in style and matter, to those by which
they had been preceded. The publication of the ¢ Philoso-
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phumena,” by Miller, in 1851, gave rise to a prolonged dis-
cussion, in which many Catholics sought to weaken the testi-
mony of the author, whilst Protestant writers endeavoured
to use his authority for the purpose of throwing discredit on
the Church of Rome. Inanswer to both parties—especially to
Gieseler, Baur, Bunsen, Wordsworth, and Lenormant—Dr.
Déllinger published, in 1853, “ Hippolytus and Callistus—
The Roman Church in the Third Century,”—perhaps, of all
his writings, the one in which his ingenuity of combination,
his skill as a logician, and his lofty tone in handling the
interests of his Church, are most conspicuous. The classical
learning shown in this work was more abundantly displayed
in the introduction to the history of Christianity, which
appeared in 1857, under the title of ¢ Paganisin and
Judaism.” In 1860 appeared a volume entitled Christianity
and the Church in the period of their Foundation,” which is
the authors masterpiece. It is understood to be Dr.
Déllinger’s intention to continue this work down to the
present time. The newspapers have also announced a
volume on the thirteenth century,and a rumour has long
circulated that a work on the Medieval Heresies, founded
on very extensive researches in Rome, Florence, Paris, and
Bologna, was in preparation. These labours were inter-
rupted by the course of events which called forth the
present volume. Of the value to be attached to this work,
it would not be becoming in the Translator to express an
opinion; but a few words he cannot refrain from adding
with reference to the spirit in which the translation has been
executed.

In our Courts of Justice, when a witness speaking a
foreign language is called upon to give his evidence, there is at
the same time sworn an interpreter, to whom an oath to the
following effect is administered :

“You ehall well and truly interpret to the Court and
Jury, aud to the best of your skill and knowledge, the evi-
dence of the Witness in this Cause.”

When undertaking to convey to English readers the
opinions and statements of the most distinguished of living
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German scholars and writers, upon topics of paramount
interest, the translator felt himself under an obligation some-
what similar to that which binds the sworn interpreter. He
has, “to the best of his skill and knowledge,” given as close
an English representation of Dr. Déllinger's German words
as the genius of the two languages would permit.

In accordance with such a desire, he has adopted, verbatim,
or, with only a few alterations, passages of Dr. Déllinger’s
work, which he found translated in “ The Rambler,” vol. vi.,
part 16.

The Author has, in the second part of this book—*The
Papacy and the Papal States”—mnade frequent reference to
the favoured bureaucratic class in Rome, the ¢ Prelatura.”
A literal translation of the word “ Priillaten” into English,
as “Prelates,” might lead to a gross misapprehension. In
England, Ireland, and Scotland, the universal signification
given to the word ¢ prelate,” corresponds precisely with
Johnson’s definition of it—“an Ecclesiastic of the highest
order and dignity.” Our “ Prelates” are either archbishops
or bishops; but it will be seen by the annexed account given
of the Roman ¢ Prelates,” that they are far different, in every
respect, from members of the Episcopal order.

“The ¢ Prelatura,’ ” (observes Mr. Lyons, in his letter to
the Marquis of Normanby, No. xxxi.,) “is essentially an
Ecclesiastical Body: its members, whether they actually
take orders or not, are looked upon as belonging to the
clergy. They wear the ecclesiastical habit; they are ex-
pected to act, think, and speak as Churchmen. They form
a body apart from the rest of the community. They have
ecclesiastical privileges. It is true that they have not all of
them trrevocably taken a vow of celibacy ; nay, I believe there
are even some rare instances of prelates actually married.
But if a prelate marry, his career is almost inevitably closed
—his hopes of high office and of the cardinalates are at an
end.”*

To prevent misunderstanding, whenever this class of

# Despatches from Mr. Lyons, respecting the condition and adminis-
tration of the Papal States. London, 1860, p. 50.
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officials is referred to in the following pages, they will be
found designated with the name by which they are known
in Rome, that is, a8 “ Prelati.”

W.B. M.

ML Hiir Lopge, HasTINGs.
April, 1862.
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THE CHURCH AND THE CHURCHES.

INTRODUCTION.

Tars work has arisen out of two lectures which were delivered
in the month of April of the present year. I feel myself
bound to explain how I came to speak, before a very mixed
auditory, upon the most difficult and complicated question of
our time ; and that, too, in a manner decidedly different from
what is usually adopted. I had at first determined, when the
request to deliver some lectures reached me, simply to speak
of the present state of religion in general, with a com-
prehensive view extending over all mankind. It happened,
however, that by those very circles (from which the impulse
to the delivery of the lectures had come) the question was
frequently put to me—* How was the position of the Papal
See—the partly consummated, partly threatened loss of its
temporal sovereignty—to be explained ¥’ ¢ What”—I was
repeatedly asked—* what was one to say in reply to those
non-churchmen who pointed, with trinmphant scorn, to the
numerous episcopal manifestoes in which the States of the
Church are declared essential and necessary to her existence,
even though the events of the last thirty years appear with
unerring distinctness to announce their downfall ”

I had, too, in newspapers, periodicals, and books, fre-

B



2 INTRODUCTION.

quently found the hope expressed, that with the downfall of
the temporal sovereignty of the Pope, the Church itself
would not escape the doom of dissolution. At the same time,
I was struck by finding, in the Memoirs of Chéteaubriand,
this expression of Cardinal Bernetti, Secretary of State to
Leo XIIL: “That if he lived a long time, there was the
prospect before him of yet beholding the fall of the temporal
power of the Papacy.”? I had also read in the commu-
nication of a Paris correspondent, whose name has been
mentioned to me as that of a well-informed and trustworthy
person, “that the Archbishop of Rheims, on his return from
Rome, had recounted what Pope Pius had said to him: ¢I
yield to no illusions ; the temporal power must fall. Goyon
will abandon me ; I shall then disband my remaining troops.
I shall, as the King enters, excommunicate him, and calmly
await my death.’”?

I already believed, in April, I could perceive that which is
still more plainly exhibited in October, that the enemies of
the temporal Papal-Sovereignty are resolute, united, predo-
minant, and that nowhere is there to be found a protecting
power which possesses at the same time the will and the
ability of averting the catastrophe. I considered it, there-
fore, probable that an interruption of the temporal dominion
would ensue—an interruption which, like to others that had
preceded it, would again cease, and be followed by a restora-
tion. I resolved, therefore, to avail myself of the opportunity
which the lectures afforded me to prepare the public for those
coming events the shadows of which had been cast into the
present time, and thus to prevent the scandals, the doubts,
and the offence which must inevitably arise if the States of
the Church should pass into other hands, although episcopal
pastorals had hitherto energetically asserted that they be-
longed to the integrity of the Church. I meant, therefore,
to say :—That the Church can exist by and for herself, and
that she did exist for seven centuries without the territorial

1 ¢ Mémoires d'Outretombe,” viii. 136. Ed. de Berlin.

* Such is the statement in the London Catholic weekly journal, the
Weekly Register, March 2, 1861, p. 4.
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possessions of the Popes; but that at a later period this pro-
perty, through the condition of the world, became necessary,
and, in spite of great changes and vicissitudes, has discharged
in most cases its function of serving as a foundation for the
independence and freedom of the Popes. As long as the
present state and arrangement of Europe endures, we can
discover no other means to secure to the Papal See its free-
dom, and, through it, general confidence. But God’s know-
ledze and power reach further than ours, and we must not
presume to set bounds to the Divine Wisdom and Omnipo-
tence, and cry out to it—¢ This way, and not otherwise.”
Should, however, the event which now threatens to occur
actually take place, and the Pope be despoiled of his landed
possessions, one of three eventualities will assuredly come to
pass :—Either the loss of the Papal States is only temporary,
and the territory will revert, after some intervening casualties,
in its entirety or in part, to its rightful sovereign; or Provi-
dence will bring about, by ways unknown to us, and com-
binations which we cannot divine, a state of things in which
the object—namely, the independence and free action of the
Papal See, without those means which have hitherto sufficed
for it; or, lastly, we are approaching great catastrophes in
Europe—a collapse of the whole edifice of existing social
order—events of which the downfall of the Papal States is
only the precursor, or, as it may be said, “the Job's-
messenger.”

I bave developed, in this book, the grounds upon which I
think of these three possibilities, the first the most probable.
As to the second possibility, there is nothing to be said but
this—that it is an unknown, and consequently indescribable
=z—it is only good for this much : we must retain it against
certain over-confident assertions, which profess to know the
secret things to come, and trespassing on the Divine Domain,
wish to subject the Future absolutely to the laws of the
immediate Past. That the third possibility must also be ad-
mitted, few of those who studiously observe the signs of the
times will dispute. One of the shrewdest historians and
statesmen, Niebuhr, had, so long ago as the 5th October,

B2
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1830, written these words: “If God does not marvellously
help, there is impending over us a destruction such as
occurred to the Roman world in the middle of the third
century—the annihilation of prosperity, freedom, civilization,
and literature.” And we have proceeded much further on
the inclined plane since then. The Powers of Europe have
overturned, or permitted to be overturned, the two main
pillars of their edifice—the principles of Legitimacy and
public international Law. Those monarchs who have made
themselves, like to slaves, the tools of revolution, are now
active performers in the world’s historical drama—the others
conduct themselves as quiet spectators, and are, in their
hopes, smiling heirs, like Prussia and Russia; or they are
bestowing applause and giving help, like England ; or they
are as passive invalids, like Austria, or the hectic-fever-
stricken Turkey. But the Revolution is a permanent
chronic disease, breaking out now in one place, now in
another, and then attacking several members at the same
time. The Pentarchy is dissolved ; the Holy Alliance,
even though a defective and misused form of European
political order, is buried. The right of the strongest alone
now prevails in Europe. Is it a process of renovation, or a
process of dissolution, in which European society is plunged ?
I still believe it to be the former; but I must, as I have
said, admit the possibility of the other alternative. If it
occurs—then, when the powers of destruction have done
their work, it will be the business of the Church at once to
co-operate actively in the reconstruction of social order out
of the ruins, both as a connecting civilizing power and as the
preserver and dispenser of moral and religious tradition.
And for this, too, the Papacy has, with or without territory,
its own function and its own mission.

Such, then, were the ideas from which I started; and it
1ay be supposed that my language concerning the immediate
fate of the temporal power of the Pope necessarily sounded
ambiguous—that I could not, with the confidence that is
given to others, perhaps more keen-sighted men—come
before my auditors, and say: “Rely upon this—the States
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of the Church—the land from Radicofani to Caperano, from
Ravenna to Civita Vecchia, shall and must and will remain
with the Popes—heaven and earth shall pass away, before
the States of the Church pass away!” I could not do this,
because I had not then any such conviction, nor do I now, in
the slightest degree, entertain it; but of this I am alone
confident, that the Papal See will not be permanently
deprived of the conditions necessary for the fulfilment of its
mission. Hence, the substance of my words was this, “Let
no one lose faith in the Church, if the temporal principality
of the Papacy should disappear, whether it be for a season,
or for ever. It is not essence, but accident; not end, but
means; it began late; it was formerly something quite
different from what it is now. It now justly appears to usto
be indispensable ; and so long as the existing order lasts in
Europe, it must, at all cost, be maintained; or, if it is
violently interrupted, it must be restored. But it is possible
to suppose a political condition of Europe in which it would
be superfluous, and then it would be only a clogging burden.” *
At the same time, I wished to defend Pope Pius IX,, and
his government, against numerous accusations, and to show
that the inward infirmities and deficiences which undeniably
exist in the country, and through which the State has been
reduced to such an astounding condition of weakness and
helplessness, are not attributable to him ; that, on the con-
trary, he has, both before and since 1848, shewn the best
will to reform; and that, actually by him, and under him,
many things are now much better than they had been.

The reports in the newspapers, written out at home from
memory, gave but an inaccurate representation of a discourse
which did not attempt to cut the knot in the usual way, but
which, with buts and ifs, and referring to certain elements—
to critical and decisive events, for the most part left out of
the calculation—alluded to an uncertain future and manifold
contingencies. This was unavoidable. Every report, not
absolutely verbal, must, despite of the best intentions of the
reporter, give rise to a distorted apprehension. When,
therefore, one of the most widely circulated journals reported
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the first lecture, without any intentional falsification, but
with omissions, which altered the sense and tendency of my
words, 1 immediately proposed to the editor to print my
manuscript ; but this was declined. In other reports of the
daily organs I was often unable to recognize my own ideas;
whilst expressions were put into my mouth to which I was
altogether a stranger.

And here I will admit that, when I gave the lectures, I did
not think that they would be discussed by the press; but I
expected that, like others of the eame kind, they would at
most be mentioned in a couple of words, in futuram oblivionem.
Of the controversy which sprang up at once in separate
works, and in newspaper articles—in Germany, France,
England, Italy, and even in America—I shall not speak.
Much of it I have not read—the writers often did not even ask
themselves whether the report which accident put into
their hands, and which they carelessly adopted, was at all
accurate. But I must refer to an account in one of the
most widely read of English periodicals, becanse I am there
brought into a society to which I do not belong. In the
July number of the Edinburgh Review, there is an article,
written, as it is reported, by Mr. H. Cartwright, and
entitled “ Church Reformation in Italy.” The author first
analyses Rosmini’s treatise, % Le cinque piaghe della chiesa ;”
he then speaks of what is congenial to it, of the existing
change of circumstances in Italy favourable to the views of
Rosmini, of the Dominican of St. Mark in Florence, of the
Capuchins, of a writing by the Oratorian Capecelatro of
Naples, which takes an unfavourable view of the Temporal
Sovereignty of the Pope—and then, misapprehending the
tendency of my expressions, and under the erroneous
notion that I had already published an apology of my ortho-
doxy, he appeals to me—and then comes a detailed descrip-
tion of the sentiments and sufferings of Passaglia and Tosti.
A -sharp attack upon me in the Dublin Review I know only
from extracts in the English papers, but I can see, from
the vehemence with which the writer pronounces himself
against “liberal” institutions, that, even after the appear-
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ance of this book, I cannot reckon on coming to an under-
standing with him.

Upon this matter every one now can judge for himself.
To fulfil a promise that I had given, I have had both
lectures printed as an appendix, just as they were origi-
nally composed, merely omitting the introduction, it not
touching upon the general Church and State question, and
being nothing more than casual reflections. As a matter of
course, in revision, many things that were introduced extem-
pore are left out, although not in the slightest degree at
variance with the sense of what is here published.

The excitement which was caused by my lectures, or
rather by the reports of them in the daily press, had this
advantage, that it brought to light, in a way which to many
was unexpected, in what wide circles, how deeply and how
firmly rooted is the attachment of the people to the See of
St. Peter. For the sake of this, I was glad to accept all the
attacka and animosity which fell on me in consequence. But
wherefore—it will be asked, and I have been asked innumer-
able times—wherefore not cut short misunderstandings by
the immediate publication of the lectures, which must, as a
whole, have been written previous to delivery? Why wait
for five months? For this I had two reasons. First, it was
not merely a question of misunderstanding. Much of what
I bad actually said had made an unpleasant impression in
many quarters, especially among our optimists. 1 should,
therefore, with my bare statements, have become involved in
an agitating newspaper and pamphlet squabble, and that,
was not an attractive prospect. My second reason was—I
expected that the further development of circumstances in
Italy, the irresistible logic of facts, would dispose many minds
to receive certain truths. I hoped that people would learn
by degrees, in the school of events, that it is not enough
always to be reckoning with the figures ¢ Revolution,”
% Secret Societies,” ¢ Mazziniism,” ‘¢ Atheism,” or to esti-
mate things only by the standard supplied in “The Jew of
Verona,” but that other factors must be admitted into the
calculation ; for instance—the condition of the Italian clergy,
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and their position towards the laity. I wished, therefore, to
let a few months pass away, previous to my appearing
before the public. Whether I calculated rightly, the recep-
tion of this book will show.

I thoroughly understand those who think it censurable
that I should have spoken in detail of circumstances and
facts that are willingly ignored, or that are skipped over with
a light and fleeting foot, and that, too, especially at the
present crisis. I myself was restrained for two years by
these considerations, in spite of the feeling that urged me
to speak on the question of the Papal States ; and it required
the circumstances I have described, I may almost say, to
compel me to speak publicly on the subject. I beg, then, of
those persons to reflect on the following points. First, when
an author openly exposes a state of things already abun-
dantly discussed in the press; if he draws away the necessarily
very transparent covering from the gaping wounds which
are not in the Church herself, but on an Institution nearly
connected with her, and whose infirmities she is made to feel
—it may fairly be supposed that he does it, in accordance
with the example of earlier friends, and great men of the
Church, only to show the possibility and necessity of the
cure, in order, so far as in him lies, to weaken the reproach
that the defenders of the Church see only “the mote” in
the eyes of others, not “the beam ” in their own ; and, with
narrow-hearted prejudice,endeavour tosoften,ortodissimulate,
or to deny every fact which is, or which appears to be, un-

. favourable to their cause. He does it in order that it may
be understood that where the impotency of man to effect a
cure becomes manifest, God interposes, in order to sift on
His threshing-floor the chaff from the wheat, and to consume
it with the fire-glow of catastrophes which are only His
judgments and His remedies. Secondly, I could not, as
an historian, present results without going back to their
causes; and it was, therefore, my duty, as it is that of every
religious inquirer and observer, to try and contribute some-
thing to the Theodicea. He that undertakes to write on
such lofty interests, which nearly affect the weal and woe

]
3
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of the Church, cannot avoid examining and displaying the
wisdom and justice of God in the conduct of terrestrial
events. The fate which has overtaken the States of the
Charch must, before all things, be considered in the light of
a Divine Ordinance for the advantage of the Church. So
considered, it presents itself as a trial which will endure
until the object is attained, and the welfare of the Church, so
far, secured.

It seemed evident to me that, as a new order of things in
Europe lies in the design of Providence, so the disease
through which, for the last half century, the States of the
Church unquestionably have passed, might be the transition
to a new form. To describe this malady, without overlooking
or concealing any of the symptoms, was, therefore, an
undertaking I could not avoid. The disease has its source
in the inward contradiction and discord of institutions and
of circumstances; for the modern French institutions stand
there in close and constant contact with a medisval hierarchy ;
and neither of these two elements is strong enough to expel
the other; and either of them would, if it were the sole
predominant power, be in iteelf a form of disease. Yet, in
the history of the last few years, I recognise symptoms of
convalescence, however feeble, obscure, and equivocal its
traces may appear. What we behold is not death or hopeless
decay; it is a purifying process—painful, consuming, and
penetrating bone and marrow—such as God is wont to inflict
upon His chosen persons and institutions. There is no lack
of dross, and time is required before the gold can come pure
out of the furnace. In the course of this process, it may
happen that the territorial dominion will be interrupted—
that the State may be broken up, or pass into other hands ;
but it will revive, though, perhaps, in another form, and with
a different kind of government. In a word, sanabilibus
laboramus malis; that is what I wished to show, and that, 1
believe, I have shown.

Now, and for the last forty years, the condition of the
States of the Churth is the heel of Achilles to the Catholic
Church; the standing reproach with opponents in every part
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of the world—in America as in Europe; and a stumbling-
block for numbers. Not as though the objections which are
founded on the fact of this transitory disturbance and discord
in the social sphere possessed any weight in a theological
point of view. But still it is not to be denied that they are
of incalculable influence on the disposition of the whole world
external to the Church.

Whenever a state of disease has appeared in the Church,
there has been but one method of cure—that of an awakened,
renovated, healthy consciousness; and of an enlightened
public opinion in the Church. The very best will on the part
of ecclesiastical rulers and heads has not been able to effect
a cure, unless sustained by the general sense and conviction
of the clergy and of the laity. The healing of the great
malady of the sixteenth century, the true internal reformation
of the Church, only became possible when people ceased to
disguise or to deny the evil, and to pass it by in silence and
with concealment ; and when so powerful and irresistible a
public opinion had formed itself in the Church, that its
commanding influence could no longer be evaded. At the
present day, what we want, before all things, is the truth—
the whole truth—not merely the acknowledgment that the
Temporal Power of the Pope is required by the Church—
for that is obvious to everybody, at least out of Italy; and
everything has been said about it that can be said—but what
there must be also is—an acknowledgment upon what conds-
tions this power is possible for the future. The history of the
Popes is full of examples, shewing how their best intentions
remained unaccomplished, and how their most firm resolutions
had been baffled, because persons in inferior circles were
adverse to them, and because the interests of a firmly-com-
pacted class, like an impenetrable hedge of thorns, resisted
them. Adrian VI. was fully resolved to set about a
reformation in earnest; and yet he achieved virtually nothing;
and felt himself, though in possession of supreme power,
utterly impotent when he came into contact with the passive
resistance of all those who should have served as instruments
in the work. Only when public opinion—even in Italy, and in
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Rome itself—had been awakened, purified, and strengthened;
and when the cry for reform resounded imperatively on every
side, then only was it possible for the Popes to overcome
resistance in the inferior spheres, and gradually, and step by
step, to open the way for a more healthy state. May,
therefore, a powerful, salubrious, unanimous public opinion
in Catholic Europe come to the aid of Pius IX.!

Here I must justify myself upon one point. Fault has
been found with me that I have appealed to the ¢ Reports”
of Mr. Liyons, which had been printed by order of the English
Padiament. English “Reports,” it is said, are undisguisedly
partial and unreliable. I have referred to them in proof
that the Pope, with the best-intended reforms, was not in a
position to content his dissatisfied subjects; and that every
concession made by him was instantly perverted into an
instrument for undermining his government. Now, the
Count de Montalembert made use of the same *Reports”
in his celebrated second Letter to Count Cavour; and he
did so with this remark: “ M, Lyons le seul diplomate honnéte
que T Angleterre ait envoyé en Italie” 1 subscribe to this
eulogy ; but, remembering Lord Normanby and Mr. Sheil,
of whom my friend did not think in writing, I would strike
out the word ¢ seul.”

Concerning another part of this book, I have still a few
words to say. I have given a survey of all the churches
and ecclesiastical communities now existing. The necessity
of attempting this task presented itself to me, because I had
to make clear both the universal importance of the Papacy
as a world-power, and the things that it actually performs.
This could not be done fully without exhibiting the internal
condition of the churches which have rejected it, and with-
drawn from its influence. It is true that the plan increased
under my hands, and I endeavoured to give as clear a picture
as possible of the development which has accomplished itself
in the separated churches since the Reformation; and, through
it, in consequence of the views and principles which then had
been once for all adopted. I have, therefore, admitted into
my description no feature which is not, according to my
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conviction, an effect, a result, however remote, of those
principles and doctrines. There is doubtless room for
discussion in detail upon this point, and there will unavoidably
be a decided opposition to this book, if it should be noticed
beyond the limits of the Church to which I belong. I hope
that there also the justice will be done me of believing that
I was far from having any intention of offending; that I
have only said what must be said, if we would go to the
bottom of these questions; that I had to do with institutions
which, because of the dogmas and principles from which they
epring, must, like a tree that is nailed to a wall, remain
in one position, however unnatural it may be. I am quite
ready to admit that, on the opposite side, men are often
better than the system to which they are, or deem themselves,
attached; and that, on the contrary, in the Church, individuals
are, on the average, inferior in theory and in practice to the
system under which they live.

And here is the proper place for me briefly to explain
myself with reference to the Erfurt Conference, and the
hopes connected with it, and especially as regards the
relative positions of the Confessions (different creeds or
religions) in Germany. I believe I am the more bound to do
this, because some expressions of mine addressed in a letter
to a friend, and bearing upon this subject, have been printed,
although my name was not published. The following points
may, perhaps, contribute in throwing some light upon the
state of affairs:—

1. There-union of the Catholic and Protestant Confessions
in Germany would, if it were now, or a short time hence,
effected, be, in a religious, political, and social sense, a most
salutary circumstance, both for Germany and Europe.

2. There is not the smallest probability that this union can
be immediately carried into effect.

3. It is not possible at present, first, because the greater,
more active, and more influential portion of German Pro-
testants do not desire it, for political or religious reasons, in
any form, or under any practicable conditions.

4. It is impossible, secondly, because negotiations con-
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cerning the mode and the conditions of Union can no longer
be carried on. For this purpose plenipotentiaries on both
sides are required; and these only the Catholic Church is
able to appoint, by virtue of her ecclesiastical organization—
not so the Protestants. Upon that side there is now no
common basis, no one single starting-point (not even the
Augsburg Confession), and every decree, and every dog-
matic canon is underlaid with principles evoking the veto of
individuals, as well as of entire Schools and Parties.

5. The Catholic Church could, without the elightest
difficulty, enter into a negotiation with the separated
Greek and Russian Churches in reference to a re-union ; and
this negotiation, if not opposed by foreign interests, and
the stolid ignorance of the clergy and people of those
churches, might hold out a hope of the most favourable
results. There, both parties stand on the same ground, in
so far as they have both taken the same views as to the
Church, its authority, and its uninterrupted continuity.
This view is wanting on the Protestant side, and with it
falls a common basis, without which, negotiations and
attempts at coming to a common understanding are not
possible. Isolated points are not here to be taken into
consideration.

6. To take the Holy Scriptures as a common basis, upon
which Catholics and Protestants should make the attempt to
come to an understanding would be purely illusory ; for,

Primarily, so long as there have been Christians they
never by such means came to be unanimous. A striking
example of this is the dispute upon the Eucharistal conse-
cration between the Lutherans and Reformers (Calvinists),
which—after countless colloquies, and thousands of books
published for three hundred years—has never progressed a
gingle step.

Secondly, the great advances that have undoubtedly been
made, within the last thirty years, in expositions of the
Bible, have in no way produced, on the Protestant side, a
larger amount of faith or unity in doctrine—so far from that,
the very contrary is perceivable.
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7. Nevertheless, Protestants and Catholics have, theo-
logically, come nearer to each other; for that main doctrine—
those “articles with which the Church was to stand or fall,”
and for the sake of which the Reformers declared separation
from the Catholic Church to be necessary, are now confuted
and given up by Protestant theology, or are retained only
nominally, whilst other notions are connected with the
words,

8. The Augsburg Confession is not only * the fundamental
creed of the Reformation,” but it is also the only one which
the great majority of Christ-believing Protestants now ac-
knowledge. Were this acknowledgment based upon a
perfectly serious, clear recognition and right understanding
of what it contains, then would the union of the separated
Churches be proportionably attainable. ¢ But,” as Heinrich
Leo! has lately observed, “everyone has this Confession in
his mouth, but there is scarcely one who knows what it is,
and no one seeks to embrace it in its original meaning. It
is declared to be the corner-stone of Protestantism, and
great festivals have been celebrated in its honour; it is
yearly lauded in every Protestant School, and scarcely one
individual knows what is contained in it.”

9. The Augsburg Confession, in its seventh article,
declares, ¢ that there is, and must continue to be at all times,
one holy Catholic Church, which is an assembly of all the
faithful, and by which the pure Gospel is preached, and the
holy sacraments, in accordance with the Gospel, ad-
ministered.” If language has not been invented for the
purpose of concealing men’s thoughts, then this is affirming
that, before the birth of the Protestant doctrine, there was
already in existence a church, “ one,” “holy,” with “ pure
doctrine,” and ‘‘real sacraments.” Can there be along with
“one holy Church” also a second and a third? Has the
Church, which in the year 1517 was still “one,” “holy,”
suddenly ceased to be, because since then new Associations,
by separating from her, have arisen—which Associations
instantly began to accuse her of false teaching, and of

1 4 Neue Preuss. Ztg.," 26th September.
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having untrue sacraments—without there being, according to
the Separatists’ own avowal, any essential changes in her?
Could the authors of, and subscribers to, this article have so
understood its signification, that the “one holy Church”
was to consist of an undefined number of churchmen, sepa-
rated in doctrine, sacraments, order, and mutually accusing
one another of vital errors? Can the authority or sym-
bolical value of the Augsburg Confession be seriously spoken
of when thia weighty and conclusive article is treated as non-
existent, and when science ignores, or strongly disputes, or
gives to it a directly contrary signification? An affirmative
logical answer to these questions is an indispensable pre-
liminary to every Confessional understanding, and this, too,
it must, moreover, be in the interest of all laymen who are
struggling after religious purity and certainty.

10. So far as one can judge from literature, there appears
to be the wish amongst theologians and clergymen on the
Protestant side, that there should be a union amongst the
Germans, now separated by religious distinctions. How it is
to be effected some do not show—some put it in the form of
a request that the Catholics should at once turn Protestants
—whilst with others there is manifested the inclination, with
a complete dimness as to the ways and the mode. Seldom,
at least, has the author, in real life, met with a religious-
minded Protestant layman who did not feel a desire for this
union, and who also, for the most part, entertained the
opinion that the time for it is come, as the duration of the
separation has done much more evil than good.

11. Protestant theology is, at the present day, less hostile,
8o to speak, than the theologians. For whilst theology has
levelled the strongest bulwarks and doctrinal barriers which
the Reformation had set up to confirm the separation—the
theologians, instead of viewing favorably the consequent
facilities for union, often labour, on the contrary, to conceal
the fact, or to create new points of difference. Many of
them may participate in the opinion of Stahl of Berlin, who,
shortly before his death, said, *“ Far from allowing that the
breach of the sixteenth century can be healed, we ought, if
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it bad not already occurred, to make it now.”! This,
however, will not continue, and a future generation—perhapa
even that which is now growing up—will rather adopt the
recent declaration of Heinrich Leo: “In the Roman
Catholic Church a process of purification has taken place
since Luther's time; and if the Church had been in the
days of Luther what the Roman Catholic Church in
Germany is at present, it would never have occurred to him
to assert his opposition so energetically as to bring about a
separation.”® Those who think thus will then be the right
men and the chosen instruments for the acceptable work of
the reconciliation of the Churches, and of the true unity of
Germany.

12, Upon the day when, on both sides, the conviction
ghall arise, vivid and strong, that Christ really desires the
unity of His Church, that the division of Christendom, the
multiplicity of Churches, is displeasing to God—that he
who helps to prolong this situation must answer for it to the
Lord—on that day four-fifths of the traditional polemics of
Protestants against the Catholic Church will, with one
blow, be cast aside, like chaff and rubbish; for four-fifths of
it consists of misunderstandings, logomachies, and wilful
falsifications ; or relate to personal, and therefore accidental,
things, which are utterly insignificant, where only principles
and dogmas are at stake.

13. On that day, also, much will be changed on the
Catholic side. Thenceforward the personal character of
Luther and of the Reformers will be no more dragged
forward in the pulpit. The clergy, mindful of the words,
“ Interficite errores, diligite homines,” will ever conduct them-
selves towards members of other Churches in conformity with
the rules of charity,and will therefore assume, in all cases where
there are no clear proofs to the contrary, the dona fides of
opponents.? They will never forget that no man is convinced

' Address at the opening of the Berlin Pastoral Conference, in the
 Evang. Kirchen-Ztg.,” June, 1861, p. 564.

¢ N. Preuss. Ztg.,” 27th September.

8 After the example of one of the best prelates of our time, Cardinal
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and won over by bitter worde and violent attacks, but that
everyone is rather repelled by them. Warned by the words
of the Epistle to the Romans (xiv., 13), they will be more
careful than heretofore to give to their separated brethren
no scandal, no grounds of accueation against the Church,
In popular instruction and in religious life they will accord-
ingly make the great truths of salvation the centre of all
their teaching: they will not treat secondary things in life
and doctrine as though they were of the first importance, but,
on the contrary, they will keep alive in the people the con-
eciousness that such things are but means to an end, and
are only of inferior consequence and subsidiary value.

14. Until that day shall dawn upon Germany, it is our
duty as Catholics, in the words of Cardinal Diepenbrock, * to
bear the religious separation in a spirit of penance, for guilt
incurred in common.” We must acknowledge that here also
God has caused much good, as well as much evil, to proceed
from the errors of men, from the contests and passions of the
sixteenth century; we must, too, admit that the anxiety of
the German nation to see the intolerable abuses and scandals
in the Church removed was fully justified ; and that it sprang
from the better qualities of our people, and from their moral
indignation at the desecration and corruption of holy things,
which were degraded to selfish and hypocritical purposes.
We do not refuse to admit that the great separation, and the
storms and sufferings connected with it, were an awful
judgment upon Catholic Christendom, which clergy and
laity had but too well deserved—a judgment which has had
an improving and salutary effect. The great intellectual
conflict has purified the European atmosphere, has impelled
the human mind on to new courses, and has promoted a rich,
ecientific, and literary life. Protestant theology, with its

de Cheverus, who, when he was Bishop of Boston in America, declared,
from his intercourse with Protestants, converted by him to the Catholic
faith : ** Que plusieurs Protestans pouvaient étre dans la bonne foi ou
ignorance invincible qui excuse I'erreur devant Dieu. 1l en conclut qu'il
falloit 8tre trés—indulgent pour ceux qui se trompent, et trés reservé a
les condamner.”—Vie du Cardinal de Cheverus, 2d edit., p. 140.

c
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restless spirit of inquiry, has gone along by the side of the
Catholic, exciting and awakening, warning and vivifying ;
whilst every exalted Catholic theologian will readily admit
that he owes much to the writings of Protestant scholars.

15. We have also to acknowledge that in the Church the
rust of abuses, and of a mechanical superstition, is always
forming afresh; that the eervants of the Church sometimes,
through indolence and incapacity, and the people through
ignorance, brutify the spiritual in religion, and so degrade
and deform and misemploy it to their own injury. The
right reforming spirit must therefore never depart from the
Church, but, on the contrary, must periodically break out
with renovating strength, and penetrate the conscience and
the will of the clergy. In this sense we do not refuse to
admit the justice of a call to penance, when it proceeds from
those who are not of us,—that is, of a warning carefully to
examine our religious life and pastoral conduct, and to
remedy what is found defective.

16. And yet it never must be forgotten that the separa-
tion did not ensue in consequence of abuses in the Church.
For the duty and necessity of removing those abuses has
always been recognised ; and only the difficulty of the thing,
the not always unjustifiable fear lest the wheat” should be
pulled up with “the tares,” prevented, for a time, the refor-
mation which was accomplished in the Church, and through
her. Separation on account of mere abuses in ecclesiastical
life, when the doctrine is the same, is rejected as criminal by
the Protestant Church, as well as by us. It was therefore
for the sake of doctrine that the separation occurred; and
the general discontent of the people, the weakening of eccle-
siastical authority by the existence of abuses, only facilitated
the adoption of the new doctrines. But now, upon the one
side, some of these defects and evils in the life of the Church
have disappeared, and more have greatly diminished since
the reforming movement. And, on the other side, the prin-
cipal doctrines for which men separated, and on the truth of
which, and their necessity for salvation, the right and duty
of secession had been based, are given up by Protestint
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science, deprived of their Scriptural basis by exegesis, or, at
least, made very uncertain by the opposition of the most
eminent Protestant theologians.

17. Meanwhile, we live in hope; comforting ourselves with
the conviction that history, or that process of development
in Europe which is being accomplished before our eyes (as
well in society and politics as in religion), is the powerful
ally of the friends of ecclesiastical union ; and we hold out
our hands to Christians on the other side, for a combined
war of resistance against the destructive movements of the
age. For this—to use the words of Von Radowitz—is the
state of affairs: “ We plainly perceive that the minds of men
are ranging themselves under two banners—upon one of
which is inseribed the name of ¢ Christ, the Son of God;’
and beneath the other are incorporated all to whom That
Name is Foolishness and a Reproach.”

Munich, 12th October, 1861.

c2
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THE CHURCH AND THE NATIONS.

IN all time, antecedent to Christ, there were none other
than National and State religions. The populations had each
their own divinities, and their peculiar form of worship.
Their religions essentially contributed to keep the peoples
more widely apart and more distinctly separated from one
another. Onme nation might derive its divinities and take
its form of worship from another; but a religious bond,
embracing both, and drawing them closer together, was not
thereby formed. The Christian religion, whose very existence
from the beginning rested upon the disruption of Jewish
national-religious individuality, was the first that appeared
amongst mankind with a claim to Catholicity. It declared
itself to be a universal religion; one that did not belong to
any people in particular, but, on the contrary, whose calling
and innate qualification were to extend itself over the surface
of the globe; to receive into its bosom every variety of
population ; to satisfy their real religious wants, and, regard-
less of national or geographical boundaries, to establish a
great kingdom of God on earth—to found a Church for
humanity !

The Roman Empire, through whose means the political,
lingual, and conventional boundaries and bulwarks of con-
quered nations had been broken down and levelled, had thas
prepared the way, and smoothened a path for the Christian
Church. And then, afier a battle of three hundred years—

.
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a battle in which there were suffering and confession on the
one side, of persecution and of slaughter on the other—this
empire was conquered by the Church, which had, at the same
time, through the three principal languages of the period—
the Greek, Latin, and Syrian—produced a triple literature,
extended itself far beyond the limits of the Roman boundaries,
penetrated far into Persia, and travelled away to the North,
and amongst the German nations. The central point of
Church life was Rome—the world-city— “ the sink of nations”
—where Egyptians, Syrians, Asiatics, Armenians, Greeks,
Jews, Gauls, Spaniards, met and mixed together—were
mutually attracted towards one another, or repelled. Next
to Rome, Alexandria—the great emporium of commerce, the
seat of Greek and Oriental science and literature—served to
nurture and develope the cosmopolitan character of Chris-
tianity.

And so was the Church nationally colourless. No one
could then, or at any subsequent period, ever affirm that any
one nation more than another had impressed the stamp of
individuality upon the Church. After the fall of the Western
Roman Empire the Church became the instructress and the
foster-mother of new States. In its bosom were developed
the ruling nationalities of the West, and all were penetrated
with the consciousness of forming one mighty Christian folk-
family; a European commonwealth, under the spiritnal
supremacy of the Papal See, and the temporal headship of
the newly created Roman-Germanic Imperial Power. If
France was proud to be called “the first-born son of the
Chureby” it thereby recognized the fraternal relations in
which it stood as regarded the other sons of the one mighty
mother—that is, to the people and states of the South, the
North, and the East. Wars between brothers could be no
more than a transitory phenomenon; whilst a permanent
state of hostilities between members of the same great family
was in reality to be no longer conceivable. The Church
Councils were also national Congresses. If a heathen people
became Christian, and began to mould its customs, both
socially and politically, in accordance with the Christian

N - | N
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model, its chief or duke was raised to the kingly dignity by
the Pope, was solemnly consecrated and crowned by the
Church, and the people were enrolled as members of the
Christian folk-family, as the equals of all in birth, and like
to the rest in their rights.

In this manner was a problem solved, and a thought
realised, which would have been declared by both Greeks and
Romans to be alike absurd and impossible; that is a multi-
tude of nationalities, through a community in faith, and of reli-
gious worship, as well as by the bonds of an all-embracing
. ecclesiastical organization, united into one great whole. That
there should not be wanting a vigorous reaction on the part
of particular nationalities was a thing to be expected. The
long and eanguinary persecution which was carried on
amongst the Persians, under the kings of the Sassanides
dynasty, was a reaction of this description. The new strange
religion was hated and feared as being  un-Peraian,” as an
intrusive ¢ Roman-Empire religion,” as coming to them from
the territory of their hereditary foe ; and hence they wished
to exterminate its confessors, as men who had, at the same
time, abandoned the national religion of Persia, and with
their religion—Persian patriotism !

An element of nationality speedily mixed itself up with
the schism of the Donatists. The separation from the Church,
and its central point at Rome, which was effected in North
Africa, although it was an act repudiated by all the rest of
the Christian world, was, in point of fact, an outburst of the
North African spirit of nationality, which sought to establish
for itself its own thoroughly pure national Church, in opposi-
tion to all others, which were assumed to have become
corrupt and decayed. In the same manner was Egyptian
nationality urged to take a part, ever since the fifth ceatury,
in the great Christological battle of the Monophysite doc-
trine, that brought it to its having its own national Coptic
Church, which still remains separated from the Catholic
world, and the fragments of which, in a truly lamentable
condition, subsist to the present day. In Armenia like
causes produced like effects.



BYZANTINISM, 23

At a later period —that is, since the twelfth century—the
separation and isolation of the Church of the Byzantine
Empire has been gradually completed. Two Powers ruled
there, to whom a union with the Universal Church, and
with Rome, was incommodivus, because with that union were
conjoined dependence and restraint: these two Powers were
the Emperor, and the Patriarch at Constantinople.' The
latter (the Patriarch) sought to extend his spiritual dominion
—e0 as that it might be an absolute despotism —over every
inhabitant of the empire. The Emperor, for his part, wished
to have in his hands the Church, and the Patriarch espe-
cially, as a useable political tool at his uncontrolled dispossl.
Under such circumstances was developed Byzantinism, $Kat
is, the national political spirit of the Greek Empirg, and
whoee two factors were the absolutism of Imperialism over
the State and the Church; and ignorance, combined with the
arrogant self-exultation of the people. The Byzantines re-
garded their emperor as the successor of the old Roman
Cwmsars. Each Greek emperor was a new Constantine,
entitled to reign over the East and the West—to the utmost
limits to which the old imperial power had extended! The
establishment of the Western Empire, the separation of Italy,
the independence of the Pope, who, moreover, neither would
nor could be the subject of the Emperor at Constantinople
—all these circumstances were, in the eyes of the Greeks, in-
surrections, usurpations, attempts against the cecumenical
power of the Emperor, who had been instituted by God as
the head of all Christendom! And then, the people, who,
as they said, bad, with the language, also inherited classic
Greek literature and civilization—they haughtily and self-
complacently looked down upon all who were not Greeks, as
mere barbarians |

In the complete control over the Church in their Empire,

2 The general notion, that Photius and Cerulerius were the originators
of the separation, is not quite correct. In the twelfth century, there is
still to be found frequent community in the Divine Services between the
Greek and Latin Churches; as, for instance, in the year 1147, when
King Louis VII., of France, arrived at Constantinople.
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the Greek Emperors, especially after the exaltation of the
Comnenes dynasty, went much further than the Russian Czar
at a later period ever did. They willingly permitted the
Patriarch to have unlimited power over bishops aud clergy ;
but then, according to their own pleasure, they appointed,
and they deposed him. Every Emperor was a born theolo-
gian,'; he was above the canons of the Church, and he was
above the laws of the State. Through their anointment and
by their imperial dignity they had, as Isaac Angelus (who
came to the throne in 1185),2 declares, obtained a supreme
superintendence in all matters of ecclesiastical doctrine and
discipline. In short, they were, with the exception of the
administration of the sucraments, in possession of all Church,
official, and governmental rights. And the new Byzantine
State and Court-Church laws had reduced all this to a
regular, systematic theory. )

Contrasted with the active life, the juvenile freshness,
and expansive vigour of the West, the Byzantine exhibited
naught but that senile torpidity and haughty obstinacy which
are no longer capable of learning; and are as sterile as they
are incompetent of improvement, or of expelling that which
is internally corrupting. As dethroned rulers, or as a person
who has been despoiled of his property, the Byzantine looked
at Rome and the restless movements of the Latin—that is,
the half or wholly barbaric world. The great massacre, by
which, in the year 1182, such numbers of the Latins were
destroyed in the capital, was an outbreak of that national
hatred which had struck such deep and ineradicable roots,
from the moment that those foreigners had, with their army,
overthrown the Greek throne, and established a Latin
Emperor in Constantinople. In euch a disposition, and in
such a state of affairs, all—even the most trivial differences

1 So says the historian, CINNAMUS, p. 521. It is permitted to no one
to investigate into the nature of God, but doctors, bishops, and—the
Emperor!

* BALSAMON, ap. *‘ Bevereg. Cod. Canon,” i. 838.

? Kowds rav ixxknoidy imornpordpxns xat v wal dvopalduevos, says.
DeMeTRIUS CHOMATERUS, ap. * Leunclav, Jur. Gr. Rom.,” p. 817.
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—in dogmatic expressions, in rites, and in church life, were
carefully sought out, nurtured, and widened. It had formally
become a question of national honour to possess the capability
of accusing the Latins of heresy ; and ritual forms were
invented, for the purpose of tangibly expressing the pollution
which any contact with the Latins must occasion. In their
common conversation, they contrasted ¢ Christians”—that is,
Byzantines—with the ¢Latine;” and in the capital, even
women, workpeople, and schoolboys chattered about ¢ the
procession of the Holy Ghost;” and upon this abstruse (and
only to practised theologians in some measure comprehensible)
question, finally turned the controversy between the two
Churches. The later Emperors, rendered by their necessities
more prudent than their predecessors, yet found themselves
incapable of repairing this breach: they were unable to
contend against the national sentiment, which, though
impotent in all other matters, was, upon this one point of
anti - Latinism, obdurate and invincible. The union of
Florence was again torn asunder—the Church of St. Sophia
was doomed to become a mosque !!

The destructive schism which took place towards the end
of the fourteenth century, in consequence of the election of
a French anti-pope, and then convulsed the Church for more
than forty years,had,too, its origin in purely national interests.
For that which was really intended to be effected by it was
to have the Papal See and court, as the exclusive possession
of the French nation, located upon French soil, and under
the predominating influence of the French government. And

' Some felt strongly what injury must accrue to the Church through
the operation of an Imperial Popedom ; but those entertaining such a
conviction appear to be but few. The strongest expression of opinion I
have met with is that of the Archbishop Simeon of Thessalonica (ap.
¢ Morin. de Ordin.,” p. 188. Ed. Amstd.). He affirms that the perver-
sion of the Church order, through the assumptions and assaults of the
temporal power, is the cause of the decay both of the Empire and the
nation. * And hence it is,” he observes, * that we have become impotent
and contemptible in the estimation of all nations; and hence, too, it is
that our foes scorn us, consume our harvests before our eyes, and possess
themselves of our sacred relics and consecrated places,” &c., &e., &ec.
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scarcely had this wound been healed, when the Hussite
movement took place—that, too, was an attempt at a national
separation, and the formation of a particular peoples’ church.
The Czechish antipathy against the Germans had from the
commencement a large share in their essay at a new Ecclesi-
astical Structure, which was to be limited to the race of
Czechs.

‘When, with the appearance of Luther, began that powerful
movement which split asunder Western Christendom, until
then whole and united; and when new churches, with
doctrines and constitutions entirely different from the old,
were formed, there was not at its commencement to be found
the impulse of the supreme interests of a nationality pushing
onward reformation, and inciting insurrection against the
Pope and the Church. The German people had, for a series
of centuries, with a deep and complete devotion, been absorbed
by the spirit of the Catholic religion; they had made their
churches the most nobly-endowed of any in the world : they
had created a literature that was purely Catholic, and yet
was the genuine production of the German mind. But in the
beginning of the sixteenth century there was spread far and
wide in Germany a strong repugnance against the Popedom,
as it was then; and no unrightful indignation with reference
to abuses in the Church, and the moral depravity of a much
too numerous and far too wealthy clergy. The national
feeling of the German people had been for a considerable
time offended by the treatment which German persons,
things, and interests had experienced in Rome; and by the
part which had been played, since the fourteenth century, by
German kings and emperors, as opposed to the See of Rome.
It was when this state of feeling prevailed, that the mightiest
democrat and most popular character that Germany has ever
possessed—the Augustinian monk of Wittenberg—presented
himself as a leader and eloquent orator. At the same time,
he, with his newly-invented doctrine of ¢ Justification,” had
discovered a lever of wonderful strength, by means of which
he might destroy the still great attachment.of the people to
the Catholic religion. He tendered a compensation—eagerly
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and joyfully to be sought for—in repayment for what they
bad lost.

Luther well understood how to draw into the service of
his canse the German national feeling, which then exhibited
itself in a decided manner, by its dislike of the Italian nation.
He shews this by his frequent expressions in reference to the
“ Whalen,” as the Italians were then called. There is
scarcely a single vice that he does not attribute to them;
and he purposely descants upon their assumed ¢ haughtiness,
and their contempt for the Germans, who, in their eyes, are
not even human beings.”!

When the separation had been completed, the new Church
system established, and the violent movement brought to a
stand-still and a conclusion, it was found that only the half
of Germany had submitted itself to the Lutheran doctrine.
The other half remained as it had been, or it had again
become Catholic. The Protestant portion was split up anew,
for Calvinism was introduced into some territories previously
Lutheran. Upon the whole, however, the Germans—that is,
such of them as had broken off their communion with the
old Church—were attached to the Lutheran doctrine; for
Calvinism was in their estimation un-Grerman and outlandish,
and did not satisfy their religious feelings; whilst Luther-
anism, in the two first centuries of its existence, was felt and
comprehended as the most accurate product of the German
mind, in matters of religion. Outside of Germany, the
kindred Scandinavians were the only states that introduced
amongst them the Lutheran form of Protestantism; whilst,
on the other hand, the Calvinistic form owed its existence
and diffusion on the German soil, for the most part, to the
constraint exercised by individual princes.

A Lutheran national Church was not established in
Germany. The whole ecclesiastical power—such power as
in the Catholic Church had been exercised by primate and
episcopacy—was systematically intrusted to the temporal
princes,and (in the imperial cities) to the municipal authorities,

1 See * Luther's Werke,” Walch, Aung, xiv. 278 ; xix. 1156 ; xxii.
2365 ; ii. 1429,
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8o that there were just as many churches as there were states
and territories. Every prince and every Germanic-Empire
titled noble was now both Pope and Bishop in his land or
little holding. He was, in fact, something more ; for he
could alter the religion of his subjects according to his own
pleasure ; and the Palatine Electoral princes did actually,
in a single generation, and through the instrumentality of
depositions and banishments, four times violently change the
religion of their country. And, then, so weakened has
been the Church impulse in Protestant Germany, under the
influence of the Lutheran doctrine, that, in three hundred
years, there never has been one serious attempt made for the
establishment of one all-embracing Lutheran Church-like
band, having one common Church action.

- They content themselves with the conviction that they are
in the exclusive possession of the pure doctrine, in which is,
beyond all other things, to be understood ¢ self-attributed
righteousness,” and upon which is founded unconditional
personal “ salvation.” This is called “the Gospel !” Besides
this, they console themselves for this lamentable condition,
dismemberment, and territorial servitude of Church affairs,
with thoughts of the assumed glory of the invisible Church,
which possesses in richer abundance and more fanciful
perfection all that is wanting to the visible.

In the rest of Europe, the Lutheran doctrine was a decided
failure. It was either rejected, or it had to give way to the
Calvinistic reform doctrine. It devolved upon the Saxons in
Transylvania, after the German inhabitanté of the cities
amongst Hungarians and Poles had paved the way for it.
But even 8o, it was plainly nothing more than the creed of a
small minority, which saw itself on all sides overridden and
pressed down by the logical, and (on that which is the main
point) still more consolatory Calvinism. It was the same in
the Netherlands and France. It was, therefore, correctly
(even though but lately) said :—* That the Lutheran Church
was 80 absolutely modified, and so thoroughly animated with
the German character, that, in another country, and under
different national conditions, it could never exist. The
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Scotch, for instance, could never be Lutherans, so long as
they are Scotchmen.” According to Schaff’s remark,
¢ Lutheranism loses more or less of its original features, and
imperceptibly assimilates itself to the Reform Confession, so
soon as it, through emigration, is transplanted to French,
English, or American soil. This,” he adds, “is to be seen
very plainly in the United States, if we compare the
Anglicised portion of the Lutheran denominations with the
foreign Geerman Synods of Missouri and Buffalo.”

Calvin was as decidedly the creator of the so-called
“reform” doctrine, as Luther was the originator of that which
has been called after him. Calvin had only Zwinglius as a
predecessor, whilst Luther was dependent on no one, and
indebted to no one for anything. Calvin was not able,
however, in his own country, France, to obtain the success
and the high position which accrued to the German Reformer
at home. The great majority of his countrymen still con-
tinue to see in him only the founder of erroneous doctrines,
and of a false Church; but as regards other nations, which,
either wholly or partially, have accepted his system, he remains
still a foreigner; and their national feelings will not tolerate
the Church in their own land to be called by his name, and
8o be made known as the work of a stranger. They would
have, therefore, their Church only known as being reformed;
whilst the German Protestants, with the conviction that
Luther is flesh of their flesh, and bone of their bone, that
he is the nation-born prophet of Germans—name with
satisfaction themselves ¢ Lutherans,” and their church
% Lutheran.”

Upon the whole, the Calvinistic Church-form, which had
not at its commencement the stamp of a particular nationality
upon it, has had a wider expansion than the Lutheran.
Scotland, as regards the great majority of its inhabitants,
became Calvinistic; whilst in the Netherlands and in Swit-
zerland the larger portion of the population that adopted

1 ¢ Aflgemeine Kirchenzeitung,” 15th May, 1855.

# ¢ Germany ; its Universities, Theology, and Religion.” Edinburgh,
1857, p. 168.
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Protestantism accepted it in that form. In Germany
Calvinism attained an entrance into the Palatinate, Anhalt,
Hesse, Bremen, and finally (since the conversion of Sigismond
in 1614) into the Brandenburg territory. In Hungary the
Magyars, go far as they fell off from the old Church, did eo,
for the most part, to become Calvinists. In France, up to
the time of the incorporation of Alsace, “Calvinist ” and
¢ Protestant ” were synonymous terms. The churches of
this confession, however, remained separated according to
the territories in which they were placed; and in Switzerland,
according to the Cantons in which they were located. Only
once was there found to take place one common action, and
one general confederation of all—or the most of the com-
nunities conforming to the Calvinistic doctrine. It was at
the Dordrecht Synod, in the year 1618, when it was desired
to defend and confirm genuine Calvinism in its practical
doctrines, and such as they were most wished for by the
masees, against the alterations of the Arminians. This was
also the culminating point of Calvinistic Church development.
From that time began its internal dogmatic and Church
decomposition.

As a third chief form of Protestantism, and with a complete
pational colouring and exclusiveness, the Episcopal State-
Church in England instituted itself. Wholly differing from
Lutheranism, it was, at the beginning, in its dogma super-
abounding with Calvinism. It is, in its constitution, a
mixture of Catholicity and Protestantism; it is territorially
Protestant, or imperially papistical, in its principles and
institutions ; it is, in its Liturgy, more Catholic than
Protestant, and in its ¢reed— the 39 Articles ”—more
Protestant than Catholic. It suffers from its internal con-
tradictions; and resembles a building which, erected out of
heterogeneous materials, can only be prevented from falling
to pieces by the strong hand of the State. The struggle with
the Calvinistic elements contending for the supreme power,
and which had been carried on for a long time in its bosom,
gradually led to the separation of the Puritans,and to the great
civil and religious war of the seventeenth century. At last the
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more logical Protestant parties—the Presbyterians, Congrega-
tionalists, and Baptists—gave to themselves a constitution of
their own, and placed themselves in opposition to the State
Church as independent Churches. It then shut out all the
Protestant communities on the Continent so completely, that
an ordained Lutheran or Calvinist preacher in England passes
simply as a layman ; and, in order to enter into the service
of the Anglican Church, has to submit himself once more to
Episcopal ordination.

When we look over the whole course of the Reformation-
century, at the result of the great movement, and the state
of the newly-formed religious communities, we find everywhere
the victorious principle of national distinct Churches mani-
festing itself. ¢ Principle” is not, perhaps, the right expres-
sion to make use of; for this state of things was by no
means systematically brought about —it should rather be
said that it was self-formed—it was the inevitable consequence
of the opposite prindiple—that is, of Catholicity, of a Church
for the entire world having been, with deliberate design,
renounced. To the Temporal Power, to Princes, and their
officials, in Protestant lands, was assigned, in its fulness,
ecclesiastical power, with a supremacy in spiritual matters.
The Reformers had willed that it should be eo,! and
therewith must necessarily cease every religious tie between
different nationalities. In Germany there were as many
Protestant Churches as there were distinct territories; and

! This has been frequently denied, but let any one confront the denial
with the Wittenberg Consistorial Ordinance of the year 1542, in Richter’s
“Sammlung der Kirchen-Ordnungen,” p. 371, which was either com-
posed or approved of by Luther and Melancthon. With reference to it
Professor Schenkel says : * In this manner, with a single stroke of the
pen, was the important matter of Church discipline placed wholly in the
hands of the heads of the State, and this, too, without any reservation of
ecclesiastical righta ; so that affairs of conscience were, from this time,
treated precisely like worldly matters, and were to be settled altogether
according to the form of temporal legal proceedings. The subjection of
the Church to the State was therewith completed, and the gate thrown
wide open for boundless tyranny by the State over men's consciences.”
—* Studien und Kriticken,” 1850, p. 469.
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each lord of the land was invested with the highest ecclesi-
astical power. If a general “ Lutheran” Church, or an
¢« Evangelical ” Church, were mentioned, this expression, in
reality,meant no more than an aggregate of National Churches,
each one of which was limited by the frontiers of its own coun-
try ; and, in no point of view, representing a living whole—an
organically associated unity. In the same manner there were,
and there still are, in “reformed ” Switzerland only Cantonal
Churches. Itis,however, as a Protestant theologian correctly
remarks, untrue and perplexing to speak of a “unity,”
when it only represents ¢ something present in one's
thoughts ;” and where we can point to nothing in which
this assumed unity manifests itself. “Unity” and “similarity,”
or “relationship,” are very different ideas.’

Nationalities are certainly not the products of accident;
they are not the children of a blindly-ruling force of nature.
On the contrary, in the great world-plan of Divine Providence,
every distinct people have their own peculiar problem to
solve, their own assigned missivn to fulfil. They may mis-
take it, and, by a perverted course, wander away from it, or,
by their sloth and moral depravity, leave it unperformed—
and of such we have examples before our eyes. This mission
is determined by the character of the people themselves, by
the boundaries within which nature and circumstances confine
them, and by their own peculiar endowments, The manner
in which a nation undertakes to solve the problem re-acts,
again, upon its position and character, determines its welfare,
and decides the place it shall occupy in history. Each dis-
tinct people forms an organically connected limb of the great
body of humanity—it may be a more noble and distinguished
limb—it may be a people destined to be the guide and
educator of other nations—or it may be an inferior and a
subservient limb; but, then, each nationality has an original
right (within easily-recognised limits, and without interference
on the part of any other equally privileged nation) to vindi-
cate and freely develope itself. The suppression of a nation-
ality, or of a manifestation of its existence within its natural

' LECELER, * Lehre vom heiligen Amte.,"” 1857, p. 139,
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and legitimate limits, is a crime against the order decreed by
God, and which sooner or later brings its own punishment
along with it.

Higher, however, than associated nationalities, stands that
Community which unites the multiplicity of nationalities into
one (God-connected totality, which binds them together
in one brotherly relation, and forms them into one great
peoples’ family ; the Community that does this is—the Church
of Christ. It is the will of ite Founder that it should be just
with every national peculiarity; “one shepherd and one
flock.” It must, therefore, in its views, in its institutions,
and in its customs, bear no peculiar national colour. It must
neither be prominently German, nor Italian, nor French, nor
English, nor to any of those nations show a preference; and
still less must it desire to impress upon any one people the
stamp of a foreign nationality. The thought will never
occur to it to despoil or injure one people for the advantage
of another; nor to molest them, as regards their rights and
properties. The Church takes a nationality as it finds it,
and bestows upon it a higher sanctity. The Church is far
from desiring that all the nationalities received into its
bosom, should bend down beneath the yoke of a monotonous
uniformity, much less does it wish to annihilate the differences
of races, or to put an end to historical customs. As the
firmest, and at the same time the most pliable of all institu-
tions, it is able to become “all things to all men,” and to
educate every people, without doing violence to their
nature. The Church enters into every nationality, purifies
it, and only overcomes it, when assimilating it to itself. The
Church overcomes it when it struggles against excrescences
upon national character, and when it removes from the
popular traits whatever had previously been intractable. It
is like to the house of the father, in which, to use the words
of Christ, “there are many mansions.” The Pole, the
Sicilian, the Irishinan, and the Maronite, have each their
national character—a character not in common with each
other—whilst still each of these is, in his own way, a good
Catholic. Should there, however, be nationalities or races

D
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so deeply degraded, and so thoroughl} corrupt, that the
Church, with all its appliances, can do nothing with them,
then they must gradually die out, and give place to others.
There is a reciprocal gain. As each new and vigorous
population enters into the circle of the Church, the Church
becomes not merely numerically, locally, and externally
strong, but also inwardly and dynamically enriched. Every
people, in whatever way gifted, gradually contributes its
share in religious experiences, in peculiar ecclesiastical
customs and arrangements, in its interpretation of Christian
doctrine, in its impress upon life and science. It adds all
these to the great Church capital—to that which is the
product of former times and older nationalities. Every
Catholic people can learn from another, and may borrow
from foreign nations institutions worthy of being imitated.
This has often already happened. It has occurred, too, even
in the most recent times, and mostly with an evident bless-
ing; and it will for the future (with the advantage of rapidly
increasing communication, and the greater means for recip-
rocal knowledge) take place to a much greater extent. In
this sense, populations long since degenerated have continued
to exercise a beneficial influence. Even still the Church
feels the operations of the old African and Egyptian Churches
.of the first century.
The course which the history of Christianity has taken from
the beginning, even to the present day, may be thus measured :
With the first issuing forth of the Christian Church, from
the maternal bosom of the Jewish, there developed itself, as
a fundamental law of Church life, the principle of Catholicity,
that is, of a world-religion, of a world-Church, of one that
has space and air, laws and liberty, for all nations; which
summons all, and receives into itself all who obey its call.
This principle is, however, in reality superhuman; and it
can only be maintained among men by institutions to which
strength from above is given, and with which a permanent
blessing abides. It will always elicit the most violent resist-
ance on the part of natural bumanity. The centrifugal
forces and tendencies of individual nations are aroused ; they
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tear themselves loose ; they make for themselves a creed, and
manage themselves, ecclesiastically, according to their own
plan and fancy; and then have to experience what is to be
their own special history, which is found to be dependent on
the fact of original separation from the Church, modified by
the character of the nation, and of the doctrine it has
accepted. As to the Church, it proceeds on its path; the
majority remains faithful to it; new members replace those
that have fallen off; and it approaches slowly, yet with a
firm step (for with its great losses there are still great com-
pensations and advantages), and so it at last arrives at its
goal—absolute Catholicity. That goal is still far distant;
and the Church will only have reached it when it shall have
an abiding place in every part of the earth, and when the
words of Malachi (i. 11,) shall be completely fulfilled.!

So singular is the position of the Catholic Church, both in
the past and the present, that no other religion, or religious
society can, even in the most remote manner, be compared
with it. There are, indeed, besides the Catholic, two other
religions, which, since they have passed beyond the bound-
aries of one nation or state, may make a claim to the title of
being “a world-religion:” these are the Mahommedan and
the Bhuddist.? If we look to Islaminism, we find it never

1 < For from the riging of the sun even to the going down, my name is
great among the Gentiles, and in every place there is sacrifice, and there
is offered to my name a clean oblation.”

* Bhuddism is usually mentioned as the most numerous of all religions ;
and counting the entire of China as being Bhuddist, it is said to have
five hundred millions. This, however, is incorrect. The Bhuddist religion
in China is, in fact, only tolerated; and to ask a Chinese whether he is
a Bhuddist or not, would be, as Wassiliew (in the ‘‘ Abbandlungen
der Petersburger Akademie,” xi. 856) observes, absurd. The three
religions of China are those of Confucius, Taosse, and Bhudda. They
subsist not only by the side of one another, but they mingle with each
other,.and the Chinese occasionally take a part in all. It can therefore
only be gaid that there are in China many Bhuddist confraternities, and
that a great number of the people regularly, or from time to time, observe
some Bhuddist rites. Hence it becomes indispenmable, if we wish to
compare the religions of mankind, with reference to the numbers of their
disciples, to pass over that of the Bhuddista,
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has exhibited the organic unity and brotherhood of a Church,
and that it is split right asunder. The Sunnites are opposed
to the Shiites; the head of the Sunnites, the Turkish, is
hostile to the Shiite head, the Persian. Bhuddism is con-
fined to Eastern Asia. It is in fact only a religion of the
clergy. It knows only ¢ brotherhoods,” and has no congre-
gations—there is no organic relation between the clergy
and the laity; no Church powers, and no ceremonies of
reception.

Thus, then, is there the Catholic religion, which counts
more disciples than all the other Christian communities
taken together—nearly two hundred millions—and it is the
only world-religion in the true sense of the word; and, as
there was formerly ouly given but one world-religion, so is it
at present, and so it will remain for ever!
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THE PAPACY.

TeAT a Church of nations is not able to maintain itself
without & primate, without one supreme head, must be
evident to every one; and history has demonstrated it.

Every living totality requires a central point of union, a
chief head, which shall hold its parts together. In the
nature and structure of the Church it is established that this
central point shall be a determined personality; the chosen
bearer of an office corresponding to the nature of the thing
and the requirements of the Church.

He who declares: “I do not recognize the Pope—I, or
the Church to which I belong, will stand for itself, the Pope
is for us a stranger, his Church is not ours,”—he who
declares this thereupon says: “ We separate ourselves from
the Universal Church, we will be no longer members of that
body.”

Or, if it is theologically maintained : * That there may be,
and shall be no primacy in the Church; that the Papacy is
an institution in contradiction with the will of Christ, that it
is a usurpation,”—then that is only saying, in other words,
that one Universal Church, comprehending a variety of
nations, should not exist; that it ought to fall to pieces, and
that the normal state of religion ought to be—that there
should be as many various churches as there are natious or
states. But that the state of this one Church should be that
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of one composed of the scattered multitudinous fragments
of several national or political churches, is such a church as
cannot afford a shadow of claim either from higher authority,
or be based upon a Biblical foundation; and, it may be
added, there has not even the attempt been made to establish
it theologically, as approved of by God.

It lies in the nature of things, that a State Church, in its
isolation, can no longer inspire piety, or evoke veneration ;
that it appears as something conventional, from which, as
soon as the political constraint that maintains it is withdrawn
or crippled, one may separate with ease, and without any
scruple of conscience. Thus the principle and law of
Church-dismemberment being once for all sanctioned, new
Church communites arise, the Sectarian system flourishes,
and theologians, reflecting upon the article of faith which
speaks of “one Universal Church,” in despair, betake them-
selves to an abstraction, an idea, which they call “the
invisible Church.” And.so there must be euphonious sound-
ing inanities of a hidden, holy community, a silent band of
spirits—there must be fine phrases, that are culled but to cover
over the abysa caused by the loss of the Church!!

1 Julius Miiller makes use of such phrases in his remarkable essay,
¢ The Universal Church,” in ** The German Journal of Christian Science,"
1850, p. 14. It is naturally easy for him to show what is untenable and
erroneous in the recent efforts of Lutheran theologians to make out a
visible Church confined to the professors of the pure Lutheran doctrine ;
and he is able also to demonstrate that the Reformation had forced them
out of a * visible,” and compelled them to the conception of an * invisible
Church.” But when he wishes to establish this idea he can give to his
readers nothing more than solemn sounding and hollow phraseology. He
tells us of “a silent band of spirits, independent of space and time ;
oonscious of itself, but free from all guildship with external institu-
tions ; as distant and yet near, as scattered and yet gathered together,
as unknown and yet known, permeating the variety of Church confessions
and constitutions, and in all places, wherever it ts, carrying with it the
consciousness that this Band is the highest that has been formed on
earth,” and so forth! So then ** this silent spirit band " has really been
formed upon this earth, and is ** conscious of itself,” and so forth. When
or where was it then formed? By what signs can one know the members
of “the band,” or can they recognize each other? Soberly and pro-
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The more distracted and forlorn is the actual condition of
a Church, so much the more poetical and enthusiastic becomes
the talk of unity and love in mysterious undiscoverable
regions, where the invisible Church is said to be at home !

mically expressed, the matter will stand thus : ¢ It may be assumed that
in every one of the various Christian communities some well-meaning
pious souls are to be found, earnestly seeking for salvation, and for them
we must hope that, with God's grace, they will find it.” But no man of
common sense can, for that world-institution, the one Universal Church,
with its settled doctrines, and its means of Salvation, find a compensation
in the fancy that has been feigned about *‘ a band of spirits,” and which
may be compared to the stone that Rhea presented to her husband
in place of a child—a false notion, enveloped in the swaddling clothes of
rhetoric! By Jean Paul (Richter) the advice was once given to a
Swedish pastor in winter, to walk up and down in his room and eat
barley sugar, and thus have on his tongue, and before all his senses, a
notion of lovely Italy and its gardens. H. Miiller thus advises his
followers to take his ‘¢ still spirit band ” into their mouths, and then to
fancy they have with them *‘ the Church.” That the visible Church has
also its invisible portion—and .precisely that which is best and holiest in
it is invisible—that is a fact which may be taken as understood. But it
is indeed something very different to rend asunder the soul and body of
the one Church, and oppose them to each other as two Churches, in
order to be able to withdraw into this * silent band of spirits ;  that so it
happens when one has quarrelled with the Universal Church, and made
the unpleasant discovery that the branch to which he adheres is rent
away, that it no longer belongs to the tree, and is suffering for want of
the living sap. The sharp-sightéed Richard Rothe (**Anfinge der
Christl. Kirche,” p. 100) has openly said, *“ An invisible Church is a
contradictio in adjecto. In no way can it be made a substantiality. It
suffers from one of two evils—either the expression is quite unsuitable
to it, or it has in itself no real existence. The idea was first formed
when it was sought to give a factitious notion of a Church in its full
development, and that idea was acted upon when the idea of leaving the
Catholic Church was carried into effect.” That the whole theory of an
invisible Church is self-destructive for the community which desires
seriously to adopt it, is a fact that becomes more and more generally .
acknowledged. It is said in the ‘* Gottin. Gel. Anzeigen,” 1848, p. 224,
“ With this theory of an invisible Church something truly sectarian has
found its way into Protestantism ; something that has shown itself as
self-destructive; and it is only to the circumstance that it has never come
to a general recognition, we are indebted for finding limits set to its self-
destructiveness.”
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¢ The silent spirit band” has, in sooth, neither hand nor foot ;
it speaks not, hears not ; it gives forth neither doctrine, nor
discipline, nor the administration of Ecclesiastical means of
grace. All these being matters that may, indeed, be dis-
pensed with, since not one of the spirits ” knows anything
of the other, nor can act upon another, either for good or for
evil.

It is well known that, in order to escape from subjection
to the Papal authority, the following phrase was adopted at
the time of the Reformation, and has again been recently
brought into vogue: “We who have separated ourselves
recognize only Christ as the head of our Church.” And
with this it has been intended openly to declare, or such, at
least, a8 an inevitable consequence is to be said: ¢ There
may be, and there shall be no earthly office, which shall
confer upon its possessor the supreme guidance of the
Church,” or, “ No one is entitled to guide the common affairs
of many particular churches connected together, and forming
one Whole. For the guidance of individual communities or
local churches, and for the conduct of some ecclesiastical
departments, there may be offices, and earthly bearers for
them; but as regards the guidance of the whole Church,
there shall be no office, and no bearer of such an office.
That is a place which must always remain empty.” A
suitable symbol of this theory (in accordance with which
the head of the Church can only be in Heaven, and never
must come too near it on earth, lest His presence might be
an inconvenience) may be found in that stately empty arm-
chair which is still to be seen in the magnificent ancient
Gothic cathedral of Glasgow, and that, to the inexpressible
disappointment of the spectator, is placed upon the very
spot where formerly stood the high altar., Thus had the
- Manicheans, in their halls of assembly, ‘“the Bema”—a
pulpit always empty—and for them the representative of
their invisible Lord and Master, and before which their
believing members prostrated themselves on the earth.

When a community says: “Christ alone is the head of
our Church,” it is at the same time, in other words, saying:
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“Separation and isolation constitute a principle of the Church
—such is its normal condition.” When, in common life, a
person eays, I leave that to God, He may provide for it,”
the meaning of such words is at once appreciated. It is to
the effect, “ I will trouble myself no more about the matter, it
does not concern me.” When, for example, the Church of
Greece declared, “ No one shall be the head of the Church,
bat Christ alone,” the declaration ultimately resulted in this,
“ We provide only for ourselves, and do not trouble ourselves
about other Churches. Christ may eee to them, and do with
them as He pleases.” And so, under the mask of piously
sounding phrases, we find the most common-place natlona.l
selfishneas.

Church communities have, in this respect, moved upon a
declining path. At first, it was said by the Byzantines,
“We recognize only Patriarchs, and each of these governing
a portion merely of the Church; but no Pope, no head of
the Patriarchs.” Then came the English Church, and it
said, “ Neither Pope nor Patriarchs, but merely Bishops.”
Upon their side, the Protestants of the Continent declared,
% No Bishops either, but merely pastors, and above them the
sovereign of the country.” Subsequently came the new
Protestant esects of England, with the declaration, “ We
have no need of pastors, but only preachers.” Finally
appeared “the Friends ” (the Quakers), and many more new
communities who had made the discovery “that preachers,
also, are only an evil, and that every man should be his
own prophet, teacher, and priest.” One step still further
downward has to be made. It has not yet come to pass, but
already in the United States they are considering about it.

Let us now approach somewhat nearer to the institution
of the Papacy, which is comparable with no other; and let
us cast a glance at its history. Like to all living things,
like to the Church itself of which it is the crown and the
corner-stone, the Papacy has passed through an historical
development full of the most manifold and surprising
vicissitudes. But in this its history is the law which lies at
the foundation of the Church—the law of continual develop-
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ment—of a growth from within outwards. The Papacy had
to pass through all the changes and circumstances of the
Church, and to enter with it into every process of construc-
tion. Its birth begins with two mighty, significant, and far-
extending words of the Lord. He to whom these words
were addressed, realised them in his own person and actions,
and planted the institution of the infant Church in the
central point—at Rome. There it silently grew, occulto velut
arbor aevo; and in the oldest time it only showed itself forth
on peculiar occasions; but the outlines of the power and the
ecclesiastical authority of the Roman Bishops were ever
constantly becoming more evident, and more prominent.
The- Popes were, even in the time of the Roman Emperors,
the guardians of the whole Church, exhorting and warning
in all directions, disposing and judging, “binding and
loosing.” Complaints were not seldom -expressed of the use
which, in particular cases, Rome had made of its power. Re-
sistance was offered, because the Pope was supposed to have
been deceived ; an appeal was preferred to him, when it was
believed he had been better informed; but there was no
refusal to obey his commands. In general, his interference in
Church affairs was less necessary ; and the reins of Church
discipline needed less to be drawn tightly, so long as the
general Church, with few exceptions, was found within the
limits of the Rowan Empire, when it was so firmly kept
together by the strong bands of the civil order, that there
could neither be occasion nor prospect of success to any re-
action on the part of various nationalities, which, on the
whole, were broken and kept down by Roman domination.
Out of the chaos of the great Northern migrations, and
the ruins of the Roman Empire, there gradually arose a new
order of states, whose central point was the Papal See.
Therefrom inevitably resulted a position not only new, but
very different from the former, The new Christian Empire
of the West was created and upheld by the Pope. The
Pope became constantly more and more (by the state of
affairs, with the will of the princes and of the people, and
‘through the power of public opinion) the Chief Moderator
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at the head of the European commonwealth—and, as such,
he had to proclaim and defend the Christian law of nations,
to settle international disputes, to mediate between princes
and people, and to make peace between belligerent states.
The Curia became a great spiritual and temporal tribunal,
In short, the whole of Western Christendom, formed, in a
certain sense, a kingdom, at whose head stood the Pope and
the Emperor—the former, however, with continually increas-
ing and far preponderating authority. The efforts of the
Hohenstaufen Emperors to subject Italy, and with Italy also
the Papal See, led to a prolonged conflict, from which both
powers, the imperial and the papal, come forth weakened
and wounded ; for ever since then the position of the Papacy,
in its political relations, has been more difficult and un-
favourable. The Papacy saw itself compelled to lean more
and more upon France, and, when the aspiring plans of
Boniface VIII. were frustrated, it paturally passed into
French bands, and upon French soil; and a resistance on
the part of other nations was then inevitable; its high
position over peoples and princes could no longer be success-
fully maintained. The authority of the Papal See sank still
lower through the Franco-Italian schism. Then followed
the reformatory efforts of the Councils, in the fifteenth
century, which were mainly directed against the oppres-
sion of the Curia; and, subsequently, the Popes became
entangled in the devious path of Italian politics, The
former social-political, universal power led, when it was
attempted to be realised, to troubles and disputes, and then
it went utterly to wreck in the storms of the age of the
Reformation.

From that time forth the whole of Europe assumed a new
form. Powerful and internally united political bodies, each
having a special interest, and pursuing a fixed policy of its
own, came into the foreground, and a new system of “a
balance of power” was formed amidst severe struggles. The
Papal See could no longer be the regulator of a European
Commonwealth, and the centre of a general polity. It could
not be so, amid the confusion of merely political interests,
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and changes of Catholic and Protestant states—sometimes
in alliance, and sometimes hostilely opposed to each other.
The popes withdrew themselves more and more to their
purely ecclesiastical domain. They could stand in no
other relation to the new principles (the Territorial system,
and such like), which had found their way, through Pro-
testantism, into the laws of European states and peoples.
Thus has the matter stood to the present time. On eccle-
siastical grounds the Papal See is, at present, as strong and
powerful as ever, and as free in its action as it ever had been.
Dangers and perplexities await it in temporal affairs—in the
position of Italy, and in the possession of the States of the
Church.

What is now, and in point of fact, the actual function and
vocation of the Papacy, and why is the whole existence of
the Church at this time, and in future, so inseparably bound
up with the existence of the papal authority, and with its
free exercize ?

The Catholic Church is a most opulent, and, at the same
time, a most multifarious organism. Its mission is nothing
lJess than to be the teacher and moulder of all nations; and
however much it may find itself hampered in this task;
however limited may be the sphere of action allowed to it,
by this or that government, its task always remains the same,
and the Church requires and possesses an abundance of power
to attain its purpose: it has a great number of various insti-
tutions, all directed to the same end; and with these it is
continually creating new. All these powers, these institu-
tions, these spiritual communities, stand in need of a supreme
guidance, with a firm and strong hand, in order that they
may work harmoniously together; that they may not dege-
nerate, and may not loee sight of their destination; that they
may not suicidally turn their capabilities, one against the other,
or against the unity and welfure of the Church. It is only
an ecclesiastical primacy can fulfil this mission—it is the
Papacy alone that is in a position to keep every member in
its own sphere, and to pacify every disturbance that may
arise.
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Besides this, there is another task, just as difficult as it is
important, which it lies upon the Papal See to fulfil.

It is the duty, namely, of the Pope to represent and to
defend the rights of individual Churches against the domina-~
tion of states and monarchs ; to watch that the Church be not
altered in its character, nor crippled in its power, by be-
coming interwoven with the State. For this purpose, with
the voice and action of the church immediately concerned,
the intervention of the Supreme Church authority becomes
indispensable ; eince this stands above and outside of the
conflicts, which may possibly arise between any one church
and the state; and it solely is capable, in its high and inac-
cessible position, and in possession of the richest experiences,
won in centuries of ecclesiastical government, to specify
accurately the claims of both parties, and to serve as a stay
and support to the weaker—to the one which otherwise
must inevitably succumb before the manifold means of com-
pulsion and seduction which lie at the command of modern
states.

It is, moreover, a beautiful, sublime, but certainly difficult
mission of the Papal See—a mission only to be fulfilled by
the strength of an enlightened wisdom and a comprehensive
knowledge of mankind—and that is, to be just to the claims
of individual nations in the Church; to comprehend their
pecessities, and restrain their desires within the limits re-
quired by the unity of the Church.

For all this there is wanted a power opulently endowed
with manifold views and prerogatives. If there were u
primacy of dignity and honour, without any real power, the
Church would be but badly served. This is not the place to
enumerate all the particular rights which the Pope exercises
in the ordinary course of his administration over the Church.
They may be found in every hand-book of ecclesiastical law.
But concerning the measure and extent, the limitation or
illimitability of the Papal power, a few words, amid the pre-
vailing confusion of ideas on the subject, cannot be consi-
dered as superfluous.

Outside of the Catholic Church it has become almost »
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common form of speech—to brand the Papal power as being
boundlese, as being absolutist, as one which recognizes no
law capable of controlling it. There is a great deal of talk
of “Romish omnipotence,” or of one at least with a never
unceasing pretension to universal dominion. Persons main-
tain that “ Rome never foregoes a claim which she has once
put forward; that she keeps such constantly in view, and
upon every favourable opportunity strives to enforce it.” All
these representations and accusations are untrue and unjust.
The Papal power is in one respect the most restricted that
can be imagined, for its determinate purpose is manifest to
all persons; and as the Popes themselves have innumerable
times openly declared that purpose, “ to maintain the laws and
ordinances of the Church, and to prevent any infringement
of them.” The Church has long since had its established
ordinances, and its legislation determined on, even to the
most minute points. The Papal See is thus, then, before all
others, called upon to give an example of the most rigid ad-
herence to Church tenets; and it is only upon this condition
that it can rely upon obedience to itself on the part of indi-
vidual churches, or calculate upon the respect of the faithful.
Hence every one thoroughly well grounded in a knowledge
of ecclesiastical legislation can, in most cases, with certainty
anticipate what the Papal decision will be. Besides this, a
considerable portion of Church ordinances rests, according to
the views of Catholics, on the Divine Commandment, and
are consequently for every one, and of course for the Papal
power also, not to be tampered with. The Pope cannot dis-
pense with things which are commanded by Divine Law.
This is universally acknowledged. What then can restrain
the Pope?! De Maistre says, * Everything—canons, laws,
national customs, monarchs, tribunals, national assemblies,
prescription, remonstrances, negotiations, duty, fear, pru-
dence, and especially public opinion, the Queen of the
World.”

In another respect, the Papal authority is certainly truly
sovereign and free, one, too, which, according to its nature
and purpose for extraordinary accidents and exigencies,



EXTRAORDINARY APPLICATION OF CHURCH POWER. 47

must be endowed with an altogether extraordinary power to
control every mere human right, and to permit or ordain
exceptions to general rules. It may occur that serious em-
barrassments, new situations of things, may be placed before
the Church; and to which existing ecclesiastical ordinances
do not extend, and in which a solution can be found only by
overstepping the regulations in force. If the necessity of
the case requires it, ‘“the Pope,” as Bossuet says, ‘“can do
all,”* of course with the exception of what is contrary to the
Divive Law.

The most conspicuous instance of an extraordinary
application of the highest Church power, because the weal of
the Church urgently required it, was the step taken by Pius
VII., on the conclusion of the French Concordat, in the
year 1801. With a stroke of the peun (by his Bull of the
29th November of the same year), he deprived of their
dignity thirty-seven French bishops who had refused to
resign. He, too, abolished all the episcopal churches for
ever, with their Chapters and privileges; and he erected, at
the same time, ten Metropolitan sees and fifty Bishoprics.
A proceeding so unprecedented, such an abolition of well-
founded rights, was only to be justified by the most extreme
necessity—by the imperative duty of creating a new system
of order out of the deeply-convulsed Church of France.
Pius himeelf declared to individuals in whom he reposed his
confidence, that, of all the circumstances in his eventful life,
“the act which he then found himself compelled to perform
was that which had cost him the greatest effort, and caused
him the deepest pain”; but the necessity of the measure he
had taken was so obvious, that everyone in the Church,
with the exception of those affected by it, had approved of
his conduct.

The delusion that the Papal See has arrogated to itself a
despotic and absolute power, and exercised it wherever it
was not restrained by fear, is so generally diffused, especially
in Germany and England—it is so customary to proclaim
the boundlessness of that power, and the defencelessness in

1 ¢ Defens. Declar.,” 2, 20; * Oeuvres,” vol. xxxiii, p. 854.
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which individual Churches and persons find themselves
when opposed to it, that I cannot refcain from exposing the
error by a few decisive testimonies. Let us hear on this
matter one who was a pope himself—Pius VII. :—

“The Pope,” he says, in an official document drawn up in
his name, and having reference to Germany'—¢ The Pope is
bound by the nature and the institutions of the Catholic
Church, whose head he is, within certain limits, which he dare
not overstep, without violating his conscience, and abusing
that supreme power which Jesus Christ has confided to him to
employ for the building up, and not the destruction, of His
Church. Inviolable limits for the head of the Church are
the dogmas of the Catholic faith, which the Roman bishops
may, neither directly nor indirectly, violate; and although
in the Catholic Church faith has always been regarded as
unalterable, but discipline as alterable, yet the Roman
Bishops have, with respect even to discipline, in their actual
conduct, always held certain limits sacred, although by this
means they acknowledge the obligation never to undertake
any novelty in certain things, and also not to subject other
parts of discipline to alterations, unless upon the most im-
portant and irrepugnable grounds. With respect to such prin-
ciples, the Roman Bishops have never thought that they could
admit any change in those parts of discipline which are
directly ordained of Jesus Christ Himself; or of those
which, by their nature, enter into a connection with dogmas;
or of those which may have been attacked by erroneous
believers to sustain these innovations; or also in those parts
on which the Roman Bishops, on account of the conse-
quences that might result to the disparagement of religion
and of Catholic principles, do not think themselves entitled
to admit a change, whatever the advantages might be
offered, or whatever the amount of evils might be threat-
ened.

“So far as concerns other parts of Church discipline,

¥ ¢ Esposizione dei sentimenti de Sua Santita,” in the treatise, ‘* Die
Neuesten Grundlagen der Deutsch-Katholischen Kirchenvervassung.”
Stuttgard, 1821, p. 384.
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which are not comprehended in the classes above-men-
tioned, the Roman Bishops have felt no hesitation in
making many changes; but they have always been grounded
onthe principles on which every well-ordered society rests;
and they have only given their consent to such changes
when the need or the welfare of the Church required them.”

I will here quote the words of an individual, who, to a
certain extent, speaks in the name of the whole Church of a
country, which is, in point of fact, the youngest member of
the Universal Church. He is the first prelate of the
American Church—the present Archbishop of Baltimore,
Father Patrick Kenrick. ¢“The power of the Pope,” he
says, “is chiefly employed in maintaining the general laws
already established, regulating the mutual relations of the
clergy, and mitigating the strictness of disciplinary observ-
ance, whensoever local or individual causes demand it. The
faithful are sufficiently protected against the abuse of power,
by the freedom of their own conscience, which is not bound
to yield obedience to authority when flagrantly abused. The
Pope only addresses conscience : his laws and censures are only
powerful inasmuch as they are acknowledged to be passed
under a divine sanction. No armies or civil officers are
employed to give them effect; and in case of flagrant abuse
of authority, he loses the only influence by which they can
become effectual.”’

The work of the Archbishop is, even for Europe, a
remarkable phenomenon. It shows how the two millions of
Catholics who live in the free states of America regard their
relations both to the Pope and the Republic. ¢The
obedience,” says Kenrick, ¢ which we owe to the Pope has
regard only to matters in which the salvation of souls is con-
cerned—it has nothing to do with the loyalty and allegiance
which belong to the civil government. The Church is
indifferent as to the various forms of political administration.
The acknowledgment of the primacy of the Bishop of Rome

1 #“The Primacy of the Apostolic See Vindicated.” Philadelphisa,
1845, p. 8568.
E
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cannot have the most remote connexion with any danger to.
our republican institutions, but will much more serve to
render them stronger and more lasting, since they will
moderate the enjoyment of civil liberty by moral restraints,
and so prevent the evils of licentiousness and anarchy.!

There is now lying before me the most recent production
of a very respectable individual, who stands at the head of
an important party in Holland—this is Groen van Prinsterer.
He declares against Stahl, who had maintained, “that the
temporal sovereiguty of the Pope, and the persecution of
heretics by the temporal power, were not dogmas, or articles
of faith, with respect to which Rome could assert its claim
to infallibility.” Groen will not admit this; he says, “ Rome
must, in principle, acknowledge the independence and
sanctity of the temporal powers; it must no longer claim the
right of disposing of heretical kingdoms, or of altering the
law of succession, et cetera: it must, too, acknowledge that
the Bull of Boniface VIII., with the assertion as to the two
swords at the command of the Church—the spiritual and
temporal—no longer affords an authentic resumé of the long
sought for Roman omnipotence; and, finally, it must recall
its protest against the Peace of Westphalia. And when all
this has been done,” he adds, “ Rome will have spoken its
own condemnation.”?

My first reason for selecting Herr Groen van Prinsterer,
out of a whole troop of persons entertaining similar opinions,
is, that his is one of the most recent declarations on the same
subject which I have been able to find; and next, because,
in point of fact, there are hundreds of our literati who do not
know that of which he also is either actually ignorant, or
which he intentionally ignores.

In the first place, the matter is put thus: “ Rome must
acknowledge the independence of the Temporal Power, and
renounce the right of deposing non-Catholic monarchs.”
But this has been done long since. Cardinal Antonelli,

1 ¢ Kenrick’s Primacy,” p. 475.
* ¢ Le Parti Anti-revolutionnaire et Confessionel.” Amsterdam, 1860.
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Prefect of the Propaganda (under whom the Irish Bishops
are placed), addressed, on the 23d June, 1791, a Rescript to
the Archbishops and Bishops of Ireland, wherein it was said :—
“We must very carefully distinguish between the real rights
of the Apostolic See, and what have been, with an inimical
intention, in modern times imputed to it. The Roman See
has never taught that faith was not to be kept with heretics;
or, “that an oath of allegiance made to kings, in a state of
separation from the Catholic Community, could be broken ;”
or, % that it was allowable for a Pope to interfere with their
temporal rights and possessions.” This Rescript has been
often enough printed, and I do not know what could be said
more clearly or distinctly.!

Some years ago, the Bishops of the United States, in
North America, when assembled in their fifth council, pre-
pared an address to the Pope, in which, when complaining of
their numerous “calumniators” in the country, they expressed
themselves in the following terms:—*“They (the calumniators)
strive to cast suspicion and bring the odium of Government
on us, their Catholic fellow-citizens, although our fathers
poured out their blood like water in defence of liberty,
against a sectarian oppressor ; and falsely assert that we are
enslaved to a foreign prince—namely, under the political and
civil authority of the Roman Pontiff; aud that we are faithless
to the Government.”® We see here the same things alleged
which have been a thousand times before stated in Germany,
and that still continue to be repeated. The Archbishop of
Baltimore, who communicates this fact, adds: ¢ This dis-
claimer of all civil power in the Pontiff, which many of us
have made on our oaths, was graciously received by Gregory
XVI. Can any further evidence be required that the
authority which we recognise in him is spiritual, and nowise
inconsistent with the most unqualified allegiance to the civil
Government 1”

Four and seventy French Bishops, with two Cardinals at

1 See ‘* Ami de la Religion,” vol. xviii. ; also in the works of Arch-
bishop Affre of Paris, * Essai sur la Suprematie temp. du Pape,” p. 508,
3 KEXRICK, p. 434, where he appends the Latin text of the Council.
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their head, presented, on the 10th April, 1826, a memorial to
the King, in which they declared that they held fast to the
old doctrine of the French Church upon the rights of their
monarchs ; and of their full and absolute independence in
temporal matters of any authority, direct or indirect, on the
part of every spiritual power. Archbishop Affre has reprinted
this document.!

A short time before this, on the 25th January, 1826, the
Archbishops and Bishops of Ireland put forth a similar
declaration, in which they renounced, in the strongest terms,
any jurisdiction or power in the Pope to interfere in tem-
poral matters within the British Kingdom.? As a matter of
course, both these Declarations were made with the consent
. of the Papal See.

Secondly, it is briefly to be observed, with respect to the
Bull of Boniface VIIL., and the theory therein put forward,
as to the Spiritual and Temporal Power, that the retractation
or abrogation of the same had been made a few years after
its assertion; and that, too, by Pope Clement V.* Arch-
bishop Affre of Paris, who, in the discharge of his pastoral
functions, afterwards died an heroic death at “the barricades,”
has, in reply to La Meunais, clearly shewn that the Bull of
Clement could recall nothing else than the assertion made in
the Bull of Boniface—viz., that the exercise of the Temporal
was subject to the correction of the Spiritual.t

Thirdly, and finally,  Rome is to recall its Protest against
the Peace of Westphalia.” This Protest is, in fact, a favourite
theme, which is regularly discussed whenever an attack is to
be made upon the Pope, or the Catholic Church in Germany.
In the year 1846, this Protest was brought forward as a
powerful argument against me in the Bavarian Chambers.
Not long since, in the Prussian Chambers, Herr von Ger-
lach resisted a proposal of the €atholic Deputies (the justice
of which, as wcll as I recollect, he was obliged himself to

3 AFFRE, * Essai,” p. 505.

* Unam Sanctam, so it stands in the Lib. vi. Decretal.
* The Bull ** Meruit,” in the Collection of Decretal.

¢ A¥FRE, * Essai,” p. 340.
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admit), by a reference to this very Protest. It will, there-
fore, be allowable for me to go a little further back, and to
enter somewhat more minutely into the true state of the case.
I must here make what at first sight may be regarded as a
paradoxical confession, when I say that I rejoice that there
should have been, at that time, one man found in Europe,
who, in the name of God and of Christian conscience, entered
a Protest against the Peace of Westphalia; and that this
man should have been precisely the one who was the bearer
of the highest ecclesiastical office upon earth. The Pope,
indeed, did not protest for the reason that he would not
admit that there could be any peace between Catholics and
Protestants—the whole course of subsequent history has
proved the contrary—but he protested because it was for
him a sacred duty to resist the deeply immoral and unchris-
tian principles that lay at the foundation of the religious
stipulations of that entire Treaty of Peace. I allude to the
territorial system—to the principle “that to whomsoever
the country belongs, to him also belongs its religion.”® Un-
happily ! they were German Theologians and German Jurists
who first brought forward this doctrine, hitherto unheard of
in the Christian world—namely, that it was a right of
princes to -alter the religion of their subjects, as it seemed
good to them; and to change Catholics into Protestants, and
to make Calvinists out of Lutherans! It is well known
how willingly princes made use of this new doctrine. In the
states of the Middle Ages there certainly was religious com-
pulsion ; but how completely different were the ideas and
practice of former times when compared with the new! In
those times people and princes were members of the Catho-
lic Church, by the side of which none other existed. All
were agreed that the State, by its close connection with the
Church, could tolerate no falling off from it; could allow no
new religion to be introduced ; and that every attempt of the
kind was an attempt against existing social order. KEvery
heretical doctrine which broke out in the Middle Ages, either
had distinctly avowed, or bore, as its inevitable consequence,
1 ¢ Cujus est regio, illius est religio.”
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a revolutionary character. It must, in proportion as it
attained influence and authority, bring with it a dissolution
of the existing condition of the State, and effect a political
and social revolution. The sects of the Gnostics, the Ca-
thari,and the Albigenses, which especially elicited the harsh
and relentless legislation of the Middle Ages against heresy,
and that had to be resisted in sanguinary wars, were the
Socialists and Communists of that time. They attacked
marriage, family, and. property. Had they been triumphant,
the consequences would have been general ruin—a collapse
into barbarism and heathenish liceatiousness. As to the
Waldenses, it is well known to every one acquainted with
history that their principles concerning oaths, and the right
of the State to inflict punishments, were such as could find
no place in the European world at that time.

In the Middle Ages the laws and rights in religious matters
were the same for all. It was everywhere taught that not
only every bishop, but the Pope himself, must, should he
have fallen into erroneous doctrines, be deposed ; and, in case
of his perseverance in error, he must, like every other, be
condemned. The King knew that a separation from the
Church would inevitably cost him his crown, and that he
would cease to be sovereign over a Catholic people. Never,
during the thousand years before Luther, was an attempt
even made by a monarch to introduce into his states a new
religion, or a new doctrine, or in any form to separate himself
from the Church. If there ever was one, like the Emperor
Frederick IL., who was, in fact, an unbeliever, yet he had
it publicly denied, and got a testimony of his orthodoxy
made out for him by bishops and theologiane.

All this was changed with the Reformation. The Reformers
committed to temporal princes from the beginning  the
authority ”"—that is to say, power over the religion of their
country and their subjects. It was the duty and the right
of “the authority ” to plant the new Church and the new
Goospel, to root out Popery, and to allow no strange doctrine
to spring up. This was at every opportunity impressed
upon temporal sovereigns. There resulted, indeed, from this
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an irreconcileable contradiction ; for Luther at the same time
represented it as a sacred duty for every individual to please
himself in religious matters—to place himeelf above every
authority, and, before all things, above the Church, and even
to disregard princes! ¢ Notwithstanding every human
command,” he says, “ each one must determine his own faith
for himself. Even a miller's wench, or a child nine years of
age, who decides according to the Gospel” (that is to say,
according to the new dogma of Justification), “ may under-
stand the Scriptures better than Pope, and Councils, and all
scholars collected together!” 1In another place he says:
“You must decide for yourself; your own life is at stake”
—and so forth,) Luther never attempted to reconcile this
contradiction. In practice he adhered to it; and it became
the religious Protestant doctrine, that princes had the highest
juridical office over religious doctrines and the Church ; and
that it was their right and their vocation to suppress every
opinion in matters of faith that should differ from their own.
In this opinion Lutherans and Reformers were consentaneous.
In the Augsburg Confession Melancthon, who was at that
time inclined to uphold Episcopal authority, or to help in
re-establishing it, reckons it as the office of the Bishop to
judge of doctrine; but he had already, in his ¢ Apology,”?
declared that it is to kings and princes that the protection and
maintenance of the pure doctrine is, as an office, committed
by God. The Lutheran princes assumed, then, to them-
selves expressly this right in the Preface to the Con-
cordian-Book ; and have, since then, exercised it to the widest
extent. The Calvinistic writings upon the creed give to
“the authority” the right of opposing false doctrine, and
defending the true.? Luther himself reckons it as a matter

' Lutaer’'s Werke, Walch’s Ausgabe, xii., Sermon, v. 3, 1522; xi.

1887.
? At the end of the 9th Article.

3 The Swiss Confession in the 30th, the English in the 87th, the Scotch
in the 24th, and the Belgic in the 36th Articles. In the Brandenburg
Electorate this is placed at the head of the Confession of Faith. In the
Confession of Basle it is said : ** Hoc officium gentili magistratui com-
mendatum esse debet, ut vero Dei vicario.,” For this reference is made
to the example of the Jewish kings, who had abolished idolatry.
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to his especial credit, that he had, in this respect, benefited
the temporal Powers, who, in the Catholic Church, had
been robbed of their good right ; and thus, by him, those in
supreme authority were “ exalted, enlightened, and adorned.”
The Danish Court-preacher, Masius, mentions it as a parti-
cular advantage of the Lutheran religion, that, according to
it, princes are “the highest vicegerents of God upon earth;’
that they may at their pleasure appoint and depose the
servants of the Church, and freely govern the whole terri-
tory of ecclesiastical rites and ceremonies.? This doctrine
was long the prevailing one, and it still has its defenders ; for
example, Petersen, who, after having assured us that the
German people are the specific people of the New Testament,
then proceeds to declare its “lords of the land ” as the only
possessors of power over the whole Christian world, and as
those “in whom the Evangelical Church reverences the dele-
gates of Christ.”?

And so arose a despotism, the equal of which has never
before been seen.* The new system, as it was expounded by

! Walch's Ausg., xiv. 520; xix. 2287: “If any gratitude,” he says,
‘‘from this scandalous and accursed world were to be gained, and 1,
Doctor Martin Luther, had taught and done nothing else than this, that
I have eulightened and adorned the temporal rule or *authority’—and
for this thing alone should men be favourable and thankful to me, since
even my worst enemies well knew that a like understanding as to the
temporal authority was completely concealed under the Papacy,” &c.,
&c., &c. The favour of princes was, in truth, not wanting to him. He
gives another reason why princes and authorities ought to be especially
. grateful to him. Formerly, that is in Catholic times, they had felt great
anxiety about executions. Many princes had, from religious scruples,
and under the influence of their confessors, avoided signing numerous
sentences of death; but now, by Luther's doctrine, they were perfectly
tranquillized.—See ** Colloquia et Meditationes Lutheri.” Ed. Reben-
stock, i. 147.

3 ¢ Interesse principum circa religionem evangelicam.” — Hafn,
1687, p. 81. ’

s « Die Idee der Christlichen Kirche,” vol. iii., pp. 224-227.

¢« To mention only one example: At the Westphalian Peace Con-
gress, Wolfgang von Gemmingen, a deputy of the Imperial Equestrian
Order, stated that the city of Oppenheim, pawned to the Palatinate,
had, since the Reformation, been forced to change its religion ten times !
—Praxyee1, * Hist. pacis Westph,,” i., p. 42.
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theologians and jurists, was worse than the Byzantine practice;
for there no attempt had ever been made to change the
religion of the people. The Protestant princes were not
merely Popes in their own country, but they were much
more ; and were able to do what no Pope had ever dreamed
of attempting. Every Pope knew that the power he pos-
sessed was a conservative one—that he held it to maintain the
doctrine that had been transmitted to him, and that an
attempt on his part to alter the teaching of the Church
would infallibly be frustrated by a universal resistance.
To the Protestant princes, however, it had been said—and
they themselves believed and declared it—that their power
in religious matters was entirely unlimited ; and that, in the
use of it, they need attend to no other standard than their own
consciences. They also, as a matter of course, declared that
they were subject to “ the Gospel,” or the Holy Scriptures ;
but then it was to the Scriptures according to their own
interpretation of them, or that of the court-preachers of their
selection. The Reformers had naturally so understood
the matter, that the princes should proceed according to
the advice of theologians, and that they would especially
allow themselves to be guided in all questions of doctrine
by the theological faculties of the universities of their
country. But these changed, or were changed ; and as often
as it pleased the sovereign to alter the religion of his terri-
tory the old professors were dismissed, and new professors
were summoned.

With this new system of ecclesiastical and political power
united in the person of the prince, was introduced a change
of incalculable gravity in the condition of the entire German
people. The distinction and the contrast between the two
Powers, which, on the whole, had acted beneficently for the
people, and which, through collisions and counterpoises, had
aroused and maintained intellectual activity and political
freedom, were now completely put an end to. The Church
became altogether incorporated in the State, and was re-
garded as a wheel in the great state machine. He who can
exerciee an absolute power over that which is noblest and,
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for the most part, invisible—he who can so rule over religion
and conscience—is also one who, if he chooses, can have at his
disposal everything which the State can bestow or the people
yield. With the establishment of the Consistories, as
sovereign authorities ruling ecclesiastical affairs, began the
development of Bureaucracy—of monarchical and political
omnipotence—of Administrative Centralisation. As soon as
ecclesiastical and religious affairs were placed in the hands
of Government officers, a mechanical, clerk-like-scribbling
system, and the benumbing spirit of a mere administrative
machine, whose functions were to command and issne ordi-
nances, took the place of a living organism—of an authority
acting through moral motives. It went on then as it goes
on still ; the Bureaucratic system became a polypus, per-
petually putting ouf new branches, and swallowing up more
materials.!

An inevitable consequence followed—a still more onerous
system of despotism weighed down upon the greater part of
Germany. The Protestant people were oppressed by a
slavery such as had never before existed, through their
monarchical supreme Bishops. Pecuniary fines, imprison-
ments, and banishments, were inflicted for non-appearance in
church on Sunday, for not attending regularly at Communion,
and for a few persons meeting together for the purpose of
private edification.

Upon this system of princely dominion over religion and
conscience the Westphalian Peace had put its seal. This

1 So remarks the well-known jurist, LEYsER (*‘ Medit. ad Pandect.,”
vol. vii., p. 292) : ** In former times, and far even into the seventeenth
century, the governmental business of the German princes was so
limited that it could be disposed of by a few Councillors and a single
College. But afterwards, and when,.by the Peace of Westphalia, the
territorial authority became 8o very widely extended, the business of the
Administration had multiplied tenfold, and a crowd of Colleges, Courts,
and official persons became necessary. It was then seen what influence
must have upon the Government the committing into its hands the whole
of the Church business and religious affairs.” The same Leyser also
reminds us (vol. vi., p. 49), that * the Protestant Consistories conducted
themselves in & much more tyrannical manner than the Pope.”
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Reformation Jaw was only limited by the fixed normal year
—1624. But, beyond the right of quiescent continuance
guaranteed for that year, every Catholic might be compelled
by his Protestant sovereign, and every Protestant by his
Catholic sovereign, either to change his religion or to quit
his country. The Protest of the Pope was, therefore, a
solemn declaration that the fact of his envoy taking part in
the Congress must not be regarded as an assent to its
articles, which had, as their inevitable consequence, the
compulsory secession of a number of Catholics from the
Church.! It is true that the Pope in his Bull places himself
in this exclusive stand-point, that every cession of Catholic
bishoprics and Church property to Protestant princes, and
every further extension of Protestantism, were things to
which he could not give his approval, ahd against which he
must endeavour to guard. This, under the circumstances of
the times, was a course which the Supreme Pastor of the
Church could not avoid taking. He stood there opposed to
a system which, at the same time with a denial of the
Charch and its authority (and in consequence of that denial),
had exalted into a principle of religious doctrine the
arbitrary power of the Prince in ecclesiastical affairs, and
the boundless dominion of the Prince over the consciences of
mankind. With such a system a substantial peace was, in
reality, not possible; it was nothing more than an armistice.
Every advance of such a system, into countries hitherto
Catholic, must be regarded as a calamity to be prevented at
any cost. The terrible territorial system must first be
moderated, and, in some measure, its destructive conse-
quences obviated by custom, by public opinion, and by
experience, before there could be expected a friendly,
neighbourly feeling between Catholics and Protestants. In
Rome, as in Germany, it was known right well that in
purely Lutheran countries, like Sweden and Denmark, the
punishment of death had been affixed to the exercise of the
Catholic religion, and had, only a few years previously, been

t Instr. P. O., 5, 30: * Cum statibus immediatis cum jure territorii et
superioritatis —etiam jus reformandi ezercitium religionis competat.”
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carried into execution, by Gustavus Adolphus, on several
young persons.! It was known also that, in the symbolical
books of the (German Protestants, it was said to princes and
kings: “You are the lords and rulers over religion and the
Church in your countries, and you have to regard in this
matter no other limits than the Bible, as interpreted by your-
selves, or by your chosen theologians.” It was, finally, also
known that the authority of princes over religion was
declared by Protestant theologians and jurists to be a real
and essential constituent part of the sovereign power; and,
therefore, that every prince must regard persons adhering to
a religion different from his own, as in a state of permanent
revolt against his lawful authority—as half-subjects, who
perversely refused to acknowledge and yield obedience to
the nobler and more perfect part of his governmental
authority.? This position of affairs must be taken into
consideration when reference is made to a treaty by which
so many Catholics, and so many territories and possessions
formerly Catholic, were ceded to Protestant powers, and
with scanty or very feeble security for freedom of con-
_ science. At that time the Chief Pastor of the Church could,
in reality, do nothing else than enter his Protest against
partitions and concessions, the consequence of which must be
‘a considerable number of souls being lost to the Church.
Had the Pope taken up his former position—that which
through the circumstances of the Middle Ages, and since the
great emigration of the Northern nations had been occupied
by him—his rejection of this Treaty would have been equi-

! Baaz, * Inventar. Eccl. Suegoth.” Lincop. 1642, p. 789.

*The jus circa sacra, and the jurisdictio Ecclesiastica constituted, it
was said, the most costly and precious jewel of territorial superiority.
See SmAuroTH, ‘ Sammlung d. Concl. Corp. Evang.,” ii 89. The
statesman and historian, Lord Clarendon, designates the Church
supremacy of the Kings of England ‘‘the better moiety of their
sovereignty.”—¢* Edinburgh Review,” vol. xix., p. 435. In point of
fact, ‘* this better moiety™ of the sovereignty has, since the Revolution of
1688, become partly a dead letter, and has partly passed away from the
Crown to the Prime Minister for the time being, and a Parliamentary

majority.
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valent to a demand that war should break out anew, and that
the whole work of the Peace negotiation should be gone over
again from the very beginning. It was now far otherwise.
The Papacy, since the Reformation, no longer stood at the
head of the European commonwealth—was no longer the
general acknowledged mediator of peace: the protector and
interpreter of international law. The Papal rejection of -
the articles of Peace had, therefore, only this effect—it was
to be regarded as a disapproval and a censure, taken from
the ecclesiastical point of view. No prince has ever called
into question the validity of the Peace of Westphalia by an
appeal to the judgment of Rome, and theologians have
always taught that a Papal Dispensation from its obligation
would not be admissible.!

It is certain that in Catholic countries compulsion was
exercised to eject Protestantism, which had found its way
into them, and to restore-the unanimity of the Church; and
Catholic princes willingly appealed ‘to a right invented at
the Reformation by the Protestants, in order thus to over-
come it in their own territories, with a weapon offered to
them by their adversaries, and which was declared by them
to be legitimate. In order, however, that a just judgment
should be formed upon this point, the following matters
are to be taken into consideration :

First, On the Catholic side they had to do with a theory
and a practice whose founders and adherents had declared,
at the celebrated Protestation of Spire, in the year 1529,
that they would not tolerate the Catholic religion by the
side of the new one; and they, in fact, had everywhere
begun to destroy all traces of the old religion, and they
likewise had devised a system which, by committing the
ecclesiastical power to temporal princes, had degraded every
religion, even that of Luther and Calvin, into a mere
question of power, or the will and pleasure of the sovereign,
Where the Catholic prince recognised above him and his

t LAYMAN, “Theol. Moral,” lib. ii., tr. 8, ¢. 12. “Si Catholici
cum acatholicis publicum feedus ineunt, non potest per auctoritatem
Pontificiam solvi aut relaxari.”
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people the firm and always equable authority of the Church,
and desired to be only a member, a faithful and obedient
member, of that great organism, the world-Church—there was
(on the other side) the Protestant prince; and ‘this prince,
according to the supposition of his being invested with a su-
preme religious judgeship in religious affairs, both for himself
and his subordinates, knew of no authority higher than his own.
So had they constructed in England 'an Episcopal church,
out of an unnatural combination of Catholic and Protestant
elements—and this had so happened because the king had so
willed it. Then there were Denmark, Sweden, and Norway,
which became and remained Lutheran, because their kinga
regarded that doctrine as the most convenient, and also as
the most favourable to the extension of their power. In
Holland there reigned a pure Calvinism, because it was pro-
fessed by the more numerous and powerful party, who,
as soon as they felt themselves strong enough, violated the
agreement they had ‘'made with the Catholics of the
country,! and annihilated their religious freedom. In the
. German principalities no one could know whether the
. country the next year would be Lutheran, or Calvinist, or
balf-Calvinistic, according to the pattern that had been
introduced into Brandenburg. It depended upon the person
of the monarch and his varying views, or on the death of
one and the succession of another of a different opinion.
Secondly, The theory of the supreme episcopal authority
of the Sovereign, and his obligation to allow no other reli-
gion than his own, was distinctly a part of the Protestant
system, and had become an article of faith. When a prince,
hitherto Lutheran, suppressed Lutheranism in his territory,
and forced Calvinism upon it, the Lutheran theologians na-

! Namely, the Union-Treaty of Utrecht, in the year 1579, and by
which the still preponderating Catholic provinces and cities joined the
‘League. Four years afterwards William of Orange issued a new edict,
which, without the slightest pretext, broke the promise that had been
given to the Catholics, and permitted only the exercise of the Calvinist
religion, Compare on this point StouPE, * La Religion des Hollandais,”
1672, p. 12 ; and ** Oeuvres,” D’ANT. ARNAULD, xiv. 509.
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turally eaid, ¢ Your Calvinist conscience is in error;” but at
the same time they were obliged to admit that, since the
prince considered the Calvinist doctrine as the Biblical one,
he was certainly entitled—nay, bound—to “reform” his coun-
try in that direction. The Catholic Church found itself in
quite a different position. Here, the two Powers were com-
pletely separated; the prince and the authorities had not
to be the rulers and bishops of the Church, but merely its
protectors. The Church had already passed through various
stages with respect to its position as regarded persons dif-
fering from it in faith. Under the Christian Emperors it had
been, taking it on the whole, the ruling or most favoured
corporation in the Roman Empire; but the conduct of the
Emperors towards those outside of the pale of the Church,
towards heathens, Jews, heretics, and schismatics, was very
unequal. Amongst the great variety of sects it was observed
that, whilst some had an extremely immoral character, others
were distinguished by the severity of their manners, so that
general rules could not be applicable to both. On the whole,
amongst the bishops of that time the prevailing view was,
that a departure from the faith of the Church, if no other
offence were conjoined with it, could not be severely punished
by the State. ¢ The mildness of the Church,” declares Pope
Leo the Great, “contents itself with the sacerdotal judg-
ment, and desires no blood-stained vengeance.” Therefore
was the action of two Spanish bishops, who appeared before
the Imperial tribunal as accusers of the Priscillianists, visited
with the severest reprehension by the most illustrious men of
the Church—by an Ambrose and a Martin. For a long pe-
riod of time during the Middle Ages there was no separation
from the Church on the ground of varying doctrines. In
the eleventh century first began that gloomy, morally de-
structive sect, with Gnostic doctrines, and which had come
hither from the East, and in secret extended itself. Against
the adherents of that sect the ruling authorities acted with
great severity, and not one obdurate member of it was
permitted to live. Gradually it became the rule that a fall-
ing off from the faith, and the diffusion of un-ecclesiastical
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doctrines, should be regarded as a crime worthy of death.
The idea that by the side of the Church, by which the whole
political and social life of the time was penetrated and sup-
ported, there should also be other religious communities with
a doctrine of their own, and that such might exist in the
State, was a conception of a condition of circumstances such as
no one at that time regarded as a possibility, and to which no
one had ever given expression. Where sects did exist they
retreated into the deepest obscurity, and the decrees of Popes
and Councils, with respect to heresies, were naturally based
upon the views generally prevailing at the time. But the
regulations and commands therein contained do not fall within
the domain of faith—of received and unchangeable doctrine;
they appertain to discipline, which is changeable and capable
of modification by peculiar and transitory circumstances.
The insurrection of Protestantism against the Church
assumed, in a very short space of time, the character of a
conflict of life and death. Already in the writings of Luther,
in the years 1520-1521, there was opened between the new
doctrine and the old Church an abyss that could never more
be bridged over. The rejection of all ecclesiastical tradition
and of every Church authority—the setting up of a dogma
concerning the relations of God to man, of which the
originator confessed that it had remained unknown to
the whole Church from the time of the Apostles to him-
self. Such were the principles now undisguisedly brought
forward and maintained. The demand wae no longer merely
this: “that the Church should reform itself thoroughly, in
its head and in its limbs,” but that it should be dissolved,
and that the judgment of self-destruction should be executed
by itself.” Its Primacy and Episcopacy were to be abolished;
the organism which had kept nations together was to be rent
asunder, and in the place of its worship, prayer, and Sacrifice,
there were to be preachers appointed, and the Church must
break with the entire past,in doctrine, in sacraments, and
institutions. Upon a common understanding, upon a mere
half-candid reunion, could only the person think who neither
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comprehended the nature of the Protestant doctrine nor the
bearing of the Reformation movement.

For a long time there was no question as to mutual tolera~
tion, or an attempt at a friendly communion together. Such
a thought was utterly foreign to that entire age. On the
Protestant side the theory of absolute ecclesiastical power
being vested in the temporal sovereign, rendered a system of
toleration an impossibility. Historically, nothing is more
untrue than the assertion that ¢the Reformation was a move-
ment for freedom of conscience.” The fact is that it was
precisely the very opposite. Both Lutherans and Calvinists,
as well as all men at all times, desired freedom of conscience;
but then, to grant it to others when they were themselves the
stronger party, was a thought that did not even occur to
them. The Reformers all regarded the complete suppression
and extirpation of the Catholic Church as a matter of course.
From the very beginning they called upon princes and the
political authorities to abolish by main force the worship of
the Ancient Church. In England, Ireland, Scotland, Den-
mark, and Sweden, they went so far as to affix the punish-
ment of death to the practice of the Catholic religion. To-
wards other sects, that arose about the same period, they
proceeded with no less severity. That the Anabaptists should
atone for their doctrine with their lives, was required even by
him who was renowned as the mildest of the Reformers, Me-
lancthon.! The same man desired that corporal punishment
should be inflicted on the Catholics, because it was the duty
of the temporal power to proclaim and defend the Divine
Law[* Calvin also besought of the Duke of Somerset, as
the Regent-Protector of England, that he should destroy
with the sword all—pamely, the Catholics—who opposed the
new Protestant Constitution of the Church.? Kings, states-

1See ¢ Corpus Ref.” Ed. Bretschneider, ii. 18, 711, 713.

14 Corp. Ref.,” ix. 77. .

3 « Epistole Genev.,” 1579, p. 40. It is remarkable that he also brought
forward, as a ground why the punishment of death should be inflicted,
that an attempt against the monarchy, appointed by God, was
involved in the refusal to submit to its ecclesiastical authority. His

F
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men, theologians, and philosophers were all agreed that
neither the Catholics, nor any one of the sects who differed
from the dominant Church, were entitled to claim toleration.
To have two or several religions in a country, they said, was
dangerous, and enfeebled the Government!' Even the Lord
Chancellor, Bacon, considered that the extreme limit of to-
leration to which a Government could venture to go would
be attained when it should content itself with a mere ex-
ternal conformity to the established religion, and should make
no attempt to penetrate into men’s consciences and secret
convictions.?

Thus, the Catholic princes, clergy, and people knew with
perfect certainty that they themselves would be oppressed so
soon as the party of the new religion felt itself strong enough
to work out its will against them. They carried on a war of
self-defence, when they endeavoured by all means to prevent
the entrance of Protestantism into their territory, or to expel
it if it had already penetrated. All the Reformers and the
theologians of the New Church expressed in their writings
not the slightest doubt upon the principle—¢ that the Ca-
tholic religion must be exterminated wherever men had the
power to do so.” In Germany, in the Scandinavian coun-
tries, in England, in Switzerland—in short, everywhere that
the Protestant religion predominated—its practice was soon
found in correspondence with its theory. And as Reformers
at the same time held firmly to the doctrine that princes and
the civil authorities were the possessors of supreme religious
authority, it was resolved, by the Coryphi of the reformed
faith, that they should refuse to princes, who did not conform

friend Beza even urged that anti-Trinitarians should also be put to death,
and this, too, even though they recanted —‘* Crenii Animadversiones,”
xi. 90.

1 As, for example, Lord Burghley, minister of Queen Elizabeth. His
fixed principle was that the State could never be secure in which two
religions were tolerated, for there was no stronger feeling of animosity
than that on a¢count of religion —See * Life of Lord Burghley,” in
Peck’s * Desiderata Curioea,” p. 83.

t ¢ Certain  Observations made upon a Libel, 1592,"—Worxks;
London, 1846, i. 882.
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to Calvinistic principles, the right to govern, and declare
their deposition as permissible and necessary. It is well
known how far Knox and others went in this way, and what
share such men had in the dethronement of Charles I. of
England. In Sweden, Sigismund was despoiled of his crown
because he was a Catholic.

Bayle supposes that the Reformers and their followers must
have felt themselves in a very embarrassing position, because
they had always, when opposed to the old Church, insisted
upon “freedom of conscience,” and declared that the com-
pulsion exercised towards them was criminal; whilst they
themselves, nevertheless, exhorted the authorities to suppress
every other doctrine and religious community. Such a cir-
cumstance, however, took place so universally, and it was so
much in accordance with the spirit of the times, that it was
not felt to be self-contradictory.! The French Protestants,
although they formed but a poor minority, and only found
protection from the Edict of Nantes, yet refused, in the
places of security that had been granted to them, to allow
any Catholic, or the practice of the Catholic religion, to be
where they were. The same scene was enacted in all parts
of Protestantised Europe. The prevailing maxim was:
% Freedom for ourselves, and oppression for every other
party!”

The first who were in earnest about religious freedom, and
who really placed the two religions on an equality, were the
Catholic Englishmen who, towards the middle of the
seventeenth century, founded the colony of Maryland, under
the leadership of Lord Baltimore. That little State, under
a Catholic administration for a few years, was in the enjoy-
ment of perfect tranquillity and the most complete freedom.
But barely two decades had been completed, when the more
namerous Protestants, protected by the government of
the mother country, overthrew the existing regulations,

* We need only see how the well-known Marnix de Saint-Aldegonde
defends himself in his * Réponse Apologétique,” 1598, against the
reproach made to him in the piece entitled ‘* Antidote ou Contrepoison
contre les Conseils Sanguinaires, de M. S. A.”

F2
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brought in the Church of England as the established religion,
and passed severe penal laws against the practice of the
Catholic faith.!

For a long time, the Netherlands had the reputation of
being the only country in Europe where freedom of faith,
although very limited, existed. Here Calvinism was the
State Church, but a very considerable part of the population
remained Catholic; and there were, besides, Arminians,
Lutherans, Mennonites, and other sects from foreign
countries. These the States-General allowed to live in
peace, so that many settled down in Holland on account of
this freedom. The Catholics alone lay under severe oppres-
sions.? Since the middle of the seventeenth century, various
isolated Protestant voices had been raised in favour of the
concession of religious freedom. The first of these was the
Dutchman, Koornheert, a predecessor of the Arminians;
but he stood quite alone in his views concerning toleration.
After the middle, and towards the close of the seventeenth
century, some defenders of the principle of toleration came
forward : Milton, Richard Baxter, Bayle, Locke. Bat
Locke alone discussed the question thoroughly and candidly,
without falling into glaring contradictions, or taking refuge

1 The facts are given in detail in MAacMaBON's ** Historical View of the
Government of Maryland,” Baltimore, 1831, pp. 198-250; and in
Baxncrorr's ‘ History of the United States.” Boston, 1834. It is
interesting to have the opinion of a living Protestant theologian, Thomas
Coit, of Newrochelle, on this point. He says—(in his work, ** Puritanism,
or a Churchman’s Defence ;” New York, 1855)—** In Maryland, as the
Roman Catholics claim, the rights of conscience were first fully acknow-
ledged in this country. This is a fact I never knew dizputed by good
authority, and though a Protestant with all my heart, I accord them the
full praise of it with the frankest sincerity,” &e.

* This is noticed by Sir William Temple, in 1670, in his ¢ Observations
upon the United Provinces.”—Works; London, 1720, i. 58. The
preacher Brun, in his treatise—(** La Veritable Réligion des Hollandois ;"
Amsterd. 1675, p. 171)—adduces, as a proof of the commendable piety of
the Netherlands Government, that they had not ounly taken from the
Catholics their churches, schools, and institutious, as well as excluding
them from any office, but also continually interfered with and disturbed
taem in their religious worship! &c., &c.
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in prevarication. The others required, in accordance with
the precedent given by the Netherlands, that all Protestant
parties and sects should reciprocally afford to each other
liberty ; but the Catholic Church, as their common antago-
nist, was still to be oppressed and persecuted. As grounds
for thus dealing with Catholics, they stated, first, that the
Catholics alone acknowledged an Ecclesiastical head in a
foreign country ; and next, that the Catholics would, if their -
side ever became again the stronger, oppress the Protestants.!
Subsequent experience has, indeed, proved that this Protes-
tant possibility has long since been worked out by them into
an actual reality ; because, for two hundred years after the
rise of Protestantism, no religious freedom was granted to
Catholics, in any country or district where Protestants had
gained the upper hand. In some towns and villages of
Germany alone, there was a prescriptive parity in pursuance
of the provisions of the Peace of Westphalia.

How deeply-seated was the principle of religious persecution
in the very blood of the professors of the new doctrine, is
shown in a striking manner by the conduct of the Anglo-
Saxon race. In England, after the Restoration, executions
were no longer numerous, and these fell only upon Catholic
clergymen ; but the prisons there did the work of the execu-
tioner—for they were so unhealthy, that human beings died
in them by thousands. The Quaker, William Penn, reckoned
that, in a short space of time, about 5000, who had been
incarcerated on account of their religion, had perished in
the English jails.? This was also the fate of numerous
Protestant Dissenters, as well as of Catholics—and especially
so of the new sects of Baptists and Quakers.

Puritans and Presbyterians were, by turns, oppressors and
oppressed; but they were also theoretically convinced that it
was a matter of conscience to tolerate no other religion than

1 BAYLE, ** Oeuvres,” ii. 412,

2 MackiNTosH, ** History of the English Revolution,” pp. 168- 160. Ac-
cording to the calculation of this historical investigator, there were in
England, from 1660 to 1685, about 25,000 persons imprisoned on account
of their religion, and 15,000 families utterly ruined.
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their own, the moment that they should possess the means of
exercising compulsion. So soon as the very men who had
escaped from persecution in the mother country founded
new States on the soil of North America, they devised a body
of laws unequalled for their severity and intolerance.!
Catholic priests were put to death, if they were but seen in
the country; Quakers were hanged; the mildest punish-
- ments of the new Code, for them and other heterodox
persons, were branding, banichment, and piercing through
the tongue with a red-hot iron. In that land which, since"
the Declaration of Independence, in the year 1776, bas
carried out to its widest extent a separation between the
Church and the State, there was, in the seventeenth century,
a theocracy established that so mingled together religion and
civil life as to destroy all freedom; and, for the like of
which, a second example is not to be found in history. The
state of things in Lutheran Sweden, came the nearest to
that of the Calvinists in America. There it was a law of
the State, that whoever remained a year under the ban of
the Church should be expelled from the kingdom; that a
person under excommunication should be excluded from all
social intercourse ; and further, it was ordained that whoso-
ever, in theological matters, should use even an objectionable
mode of speech, and would not recant it, should be dispos-
sessed, and transported out of the country.? As a matter of
course, in such a state of affairs, and with such a restrictive
system of laws, a theological literature, and scientific culture
of the sacerdotal order in Sweden, must come to naught.
Mackintosh has strikingly remarked what an incalculable
amount of despotic power Protestantism placed in the
hands of princes, for, by committing to them the chief
authority over religion, it armed them with powers whose

! The so-styled ** Blue Laws” of New England. Dr. Spalding, Bishop
of Louisville, in North America, has given an elaborate analysis of them
in his ** Miscellanea: comprising Reviews, Lectures, and Essays.” Louis-
ville, 1855, pp. 855-380.

s ¢ Kirchengesetz und Ordnung Karls XI.” Stockholm, 1687, pp.
7-38.
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exercise was mnot restrained either by law or custom, of
regulated by experience, and whose limits were undefined.!
This notion, however, became so intertwined with Protestant
views, that theologians, when they were urging persons to
conformity with the Church of the country, and writing
sgainst Separatists, made loyalty towards the sovereign, and
veneration for the law and authorities, their most weighty
arguments. It is thus Archbishop Tillotson expatiates on
this theme: ‘“That whosoever cannot, like the Apostles,
show a directly Divine mission, is committing an offence
against authority and the law, by proclaiming any other
doctrine than that approved of by them.”?

Even in a Catholic country, in France, the theory that the
religion of the king should be also that of all good subjects,
bad, in the seventeenth century, met with general accept-
ance. To it especially is to be attributed the revocation of
the Edict of Nantes, by Louis XIV., and the attempt to
change Protestants into Catholice, by all means, gentle and
coercive, allowable and unallowable. It is a fact that the
Intendants and Magistrates were accustomed to bring
forward, as a decisive argument to Protestants, that it was
“the command of the King;” and the reproach which
Bayle makes to the Catholic clergy is, that they suffered this
to be done, and did not loudly protest against it, although
such a proceeding was contrary to the Catholic religion.
The reproach was not unjust;® and the French clergy had,
one hundred years afterwards, to wipe away, in streams of

1 « History of the Revolution.” Ed. Paris, i. 230. ‘‘ The execution
of the prerogative, of which neither law nor experience had defined the
limits.”

* See his treatise or discourse, * The Protestant Religion Vindicated
from Novelty.”—Works, London, 17561, ii. 247. In later times has
DactBENY (** Appendix to the Guide to the Church,” ii. 434) put in a
very prominent light & separation from the National Church as a crime
of disobedience against the highest authority in the State. Every one
acquainted with the state of affairs in England is aware that the same
motive has still a considerable influence with certain classes of the
popalation,

s » Oeuvres,” ii. 848,
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their best blood, this fault of their predecessors. The same
Bayle remarks that “the Royal Edicts which suppressed
Protestantism were referred to in books and pastoral
writings, as if they had been ‘Sacraments.’”! A precedent
Protestant author, Brueys, endeavours, in a work of his, upon
the obedience which Christians owe to the temporal power,
to show that the Protestants were bound in conscience to
obey the Royal Edicts which forbade their assembling for
Divine worship! Instead of an Ecclesiastical repudiation
of his work, it obtained praise and commendation!?

From the excess of the evil—out of the paroxysm of the
malady—there arose gradually the recovery. It required a
long time. Several circumstances concurred together to
bring ultimately about a more endurable state of things.
There was, in the first place, the internal languor of the
Protestant State Church—namely, of the most powerful of
them all, the English, which was severely damaged by the
consequences of its own victory—the Revolution of 1688.
With the eighteenth century had appeared such a wide and
deeply-penetrating decay of religion, and such a temper of

1 ¢ OQeuvres,” ii. 83.

* In a note appended to the Introduction in this book, theauthor remarks,
with reference to the persecution of the French Protestants by Louis
XIV., that in writing the above paragraph he would have wished to have
called attention to the fact that * Pope Innocent was greatly displeased
at the oppression of the Protestants in France, and took steps to have
themn treated with more lenity.” The author, however, adds, he could
not at the moment discover the authorities upon which this statement
rested ; but whilst his work was passing through the press he had dis-
covered, and therefore cites them. They are MazuUREs, ‘¢ Histoire de la
Révolution de 1688,” Paris, 1825, ii. 126; and MacAuLAY's well-
known work (Tauchnitz Edit., ii. 250). The author adds: “It is
notorious that the relations between the Pope (Innocent) and the King
(Louis XIV.) were not merely unsatisfactory, but actually hostile, and
the Pope was therefore under the necessity of seeking to attain his object
not by a direct appeal to the French King, but through another channel.
He therefore commissioned his Nuncio, D’Adda, in London, to pray of
King James II. of England that he might intercede with Louis XIV. in
favour of the persecuted Protestants. Jamee declined complying with
this request, although he himself did a good deal for an alleviation of
their sufferings.” :
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indifferentism had become dominant, that in the upper classes
there was not so much of that kind of zeal which is necessary
for the persecution of people for a different opinion. Indif-
ferentism had gone so far, that strangers, like Montesquieu,
received in England the impression that there existed no
religion any more; and serious men, like Gibson and Butler,
expressed their anxiety lest the whole nation should fall into
demorulization and infidelity.! The sects of dissenters were
left to act as they pleased, because their doings were regarded
a8 mere folly, or harmless fanaticism ; and as to the Catholics
in England, they had shrivelled up into a small, quiescent,
scarcely perceptible group; aund persons were ashamed to
put in motion the heavy hammer of the Penal Laws for the
purpoae of crushing a feeble and scarcely visible antagonist.
The state of affairs in Ireland was, however, far different.
There the interests of the Protestant party still required that
the majority of the nation should be kept in a state of
Helotism. But in England, to the feeling of indifferentism,
which allowed things to go on as they might, was added
that disposition in favour of right and freedom peculiar to
the Anglo-Saxon race ; and which served to arouse still more
and more an inclination towards religious toleration
Germany, during the seventeenth, and at the beginning of
the eighteenth, adhered constantly to the track of the six-
teenth century. The yoke of the ecclesiastical princes’
dominion —* the Ceasaro-Papism,” as people called it—
weighed with undiminished and suffocating force upon the
Protestant Church system. Almost every well-disposed man
complained of it; and, forgetful that it was the fathers and
reformers of the New Church who had put this bandage
upon their child in its cradle, at its birth, they said, with
Valentin Andres,  that Satan had been the inventor of
Cemearo-Papism.”? Executions, too, on account of religion,
still continued.? The reaction against Pietism led to new

1 ¢¢ Quarterly Review,” vol. cii. p. 463.

* AxToN BonME'S ** Schriften,” ii. 986.

3 In Sweden, Banier of Stargard Was executed, because he did not
think as a true Lutheran concerning the doctrine of ‘¢ Justification.” At
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and endless religious oppressions and vexations. No one was
allowed to meet with others for religious purposes.! There
was soon added to this the hostility of the authorities
against the disciples of Zinzendorf. It was forbidden, under
pain of banishment, to circulate the books of the Moravians.?
In the Prussian States Lutherans were taken to task, and
the Government prohibited religious practices that were
distasteful to the Calvinists. People were 20 accustomed to
religious despotism, and to the interference of the authorities
in private life, under religious pretexts, that persons of the
world, in their writings, urged the authorities to bring before
the tribunals and severely punish expressions used im
social intercourse which did not sound as being quite ortho-
dox!?

In the meantime—by the middle of the last century—
Germany had become thoroughly weary of the theology of
the sixteenth century. The dogmatic system of the Con-
cordian -Book and the Heidelberg Catechism, with their
internal contradictions and their social-political consequences,
lay like a mountain upon the German mind. The two chief
supports of the old Protestant system—the authority of the
University Professors and the Church Government of Princes
—were worn out and decayed. The Professors became
Rationalists; and, on the throne of the principal Protestant
State, there sat a Supreme Bishop of the Church of his
country, who, as he said, “ never lived under the one roof

Konigsberg, John Adelgreiff was, in 1636, beheaded and burned. At
Lubech, Gunther was beheaded on account of his Socinian views in
1687, on the recommendation of the Jurist faculty of Kiel, and of the
theological faculty of Wittenberg.—ArNoLDS, ¢ Kirchenhist.,” ii. 643.

1 John James Moser reports in his Biography, p. 191, that in Auspach-
isch, for a few persons singing a hymn together in their own homes they
were thrust into the tower! Whole volumes are filled with Penal edicts
against Pietists and Conventicles.

* MeuskLs, ‘ Hist. Lit. Magazin,” 1790, ii. 26.

% This is required, for example, by Bernard von Réhr, in his introduc-
tion to * Staats-klugheit,” (Ieipsic, 1718, p. 292,) with respect to the
then often-repeated expression, * that a way to salvation was to be found
in all religiona.”
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with religion,” and whose favourite occupation it was to mock
the clergy, who, in his eyes, were only a heap of blockheads,
sloggards, and profitless bread-consumers!! With wonderful
rapidity a flood of rationalism and infidelity, under the mask
of theology, poured over Germany; and everywhere theo-
logians and preachers were the first to yield to it. Frederick
the Second’s expression—*“That in his States everyone might
become blessed (work out his ealvation) after his own fashion”
—portrayed the revolution that had taken place. By the
want of faith in the princes and theologians (a sentiment
which soon communicated itself to the upper classes in
Germany), persons showed themselves well content with the
temporal and police-like treatment of ecclesiastical affairs;
bat it also indisposed them to the application of compulsory
measures, upon religious grounds. The liberty of taking
part in, or withdrawing from, a particular form of worship,
was generally desired and conceded. This led further; it
appeared to be natural and reasonable that confessional
restrictions and the civil inequalities of various religions
should be done away with. Then, the separation hitherto
existing between Lutherans and Calvinists had also lost
much of its significance since the diffusion of the Rational-
istic mode of thinking. The old opposition between the
Catholic Church and that of the Protestants remained,
however, as strongly marked as before. Denmark, which, in
respect to religion, was accustomed to follow the German
current, did, however, in the years 1777 and 1779, issue
ordinances by which the regular (Catholic) clergy were
prohibited, upon pain of death, from entering the country.?

In France, the violent and hateful proceedings against
Protestants, and the consequences of these proceedings—the
emigration of so many thousands, which had inflicted a deep
wound upon the prosperity of the country—had also aroused
a strong and long-continued reaction. The emigrants,
amongst whom were many men of scientific attainments,

1+ Fiir die protestantische Kirche und deren Geistlichkeit, ein
Journal,” 1810, ii. 84.

3 ReuTer’s * Theolog. Repertorium,” 702, vol. Ixx. p. 168.
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got hold of a great part of the foreign press, and filled all
Europe with their complaints. The ¢ dragonnades” and the
persecuting tyranny of the French Government passed into a
proverb. People began in France to feel ashamed and
humbled before foreigners. The “ halo” of the monarchy,
which had made every measure of Louis XIV. appear in a
favourable light to Frenchmen, had been extinguished by
the Regency, and the despicable government of Louis XV.
The story of Calas afforded an occasion for popular, warm,
and eloquently-written treatises concerning “ the advantage
and rationality of religious freedom ;” and then the deistical
and indifferentist mode of thought, which had got possession
of the upper classes, did the rest. Every turn in the views
and disposition of the French people is accustomed to exer-
cise a decisive influence upon the mode of thought and
condition of all Europe. At that time it was considered in
France, as elsewhere, that persecution and restraint only
made hypocrites; that the fact of suffering for the faith,
and being able to show martyrs, exalted the self-complacency
and the confidence, as well as the authority, of a religious com-
munity. It was felt and said that a Church which called for
the arm of temporal power to sustain it, and that closed the
mouth of its antagonists by compulsion and punishments,
did, by so acting, make out a certificate of its own spiritual
impotency. In all Europe the idea became more and more
prevalent that Churches only needed spiritual weapons for
their protection; and that it was the duty of the temporal
power to refrain from all constraint in matters of religion.
The old legislation, which rested on the opposite principle,
existed certainly for a long time—indeed, it still exists, parti-
cularly in Sweden and Spain; but the aversion to put its
enactments into execution, with all their exclusive severity,
has, for a long time, restrained the temporal power, and has
made an alteration in the still existing Penal Laws appear,
even to the Governments themselves, desirable. Catholic
Bishops also endeavoured now to show that the principle of
pereecuting and oppressing persons of a different opinion had
never been a dogma of the Church ; and if Catholics in former
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times practised persecution, their so doing was not to be
regarded as a consequence of a Church dogma.!

The Catholic Church could, in fact, always, without diffi-
culty and without scruple, enter into the new direction of
the times, and contribute to the sustainment of public
opinion, now becoming continually stronger and more
unanimous in disapproving of constraint being employed in
matters of religion. It had never put forward the assertion
“that sovereigns were to be rulers over the religion of their
people.” Its whole doctrine of the princely power, and of the
relations between governments and their subjects, was limited
to the Apostolic demand of “obedience in things lawful.”
It had always left the most ample room for the most
manifold political combinations. It had, remembering what
were its own boundaries, never undertaken to decide what
should be the amount or the form of political authority, and
how much should be left to the mass of the people, or
how much to the ruler and his organs—it has never de-
termined what things should be reserved as matters for
the administrative, and what, on the contrary, should be left
to the decision of the people, nor what should be dependent
upon the consent of the Estates: all these were subjects
that did not concern the Church. Freedom of movement in
its own spiritual sphere is what it had always demanded.
Thus there could not only exist in its bosom states with the
most various institutions, as regarded their religious rela-
tions, but monarchs also could, without experiencing the
dieapproval of the Church, make the strongest concessions to
persons of another belief in their dominions, as the French
King had already done by the Edict of Nantes, and that, too,
without any contradiction on the part of the French Episco-
pacy and the Papal See. On the part of the Church, it was
considered to be reasonable and right that King James II.
of England, although a Catholic, should bind himself to
maintain the freedom and the possessions of the Anglican

1 So speaks Bishop SpALDING in the ‘‘ Introductory Address” to his
“ Miscellanea,” p. xxx.
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Church, and to urge on Parliament a general freedom of
religion. He, indeed, did not keep his promise, and thereby
brought about his own downfall. It was then to be generally
expected that the Church, in its altered situation, and in the
revolution that had taken place in the views of nations,
should occupy a position where it might show, as it had
already done, with what tranquillity it could bear inde-
pendent and fully-developed religious communities to exist
by its side, whether with equal or with lesser rights.

At present there reigns in all Europe the most decided
dislike to make use of religion as a political instrument, and
just as generally and decidedly do men protest against com-
pulsion in religious affairs by the State or the police. As
often as, in any part of Europe (with the exception of Russia,
which is herein regarded as privileged), any act of religious
restraint takes place, there arises a general sensation—an
agitation and a demonstration in the opposite direction—and
that, too, is almost always so well-managed, and so perse-
veringly carried out, that it finally gains its point.

And yet there is another side to this question. Let us
especially consider the position of a State, and a popular
Church still in the possession of the entire nation—that
unity still exists in the country, and that this unity and
this religious peace can only be disturbed through the
«diffusion of a new doctrine by intruders from abroad. If we
place ourselves in that which is the general Christian point
of view (and abstractedly from the differences prevailing
among Christians), we may certainly say ¢ that the religion
and morality of a people are, in every state, inseparably
connected with one another, and that an attack upon the
one inevitably involves an injury to the other. It is, then,
the business of a government to provide for the public weal
—for the maintenance of those principles and views by which
general morality is sustained, and to prevent all threatened
violations of it.”! From this follows the duty also of pro-
tecting the religion of the country. It might here be

' Compare the opinion of Bossuet with Mazure, ¢ Histoire de la
Révolution de 1688.” Paris, 1825, iii. 386.
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objected that the Christian Church is strong enough, or
ought to be strong enough, to protect itself and overcome
attacks from heresy or infidelity ; but, as a matter of fact, it
is not etrong enough to do so. It is not so, in the first place,
becanse the attack allies itself with the passions and
strongest inclinations of the natural man, and also finds a
fellow-combatant in the breast of every individual aban-
doned to his own impulses, and who is thus arrayed against
a religion felt to be burdensome, and requiring so many
difficalt things for him to do. In the second place, religion
is not equal to the struggle, for this reason—that is, when its
opponents are completely unrestrained, because Christianity
is one connected whole of doctrines, precepts, counsels, and
historical facts, in which each is supported and responsible for
the other. There are, however, very few who are competent,
at one commanding view, to take into contemplation this
connexion, and still fewer, perhaps, who are able to keep
it clearly and constantly present before their mind. Its an-
tagonists direct their attacks always upon isolated points, taken
away from their connexion with the whole; and so the
attack seems to be stronger and more plausible than the
defence. On this account the weight of the power of the
State must be thrown into the scale in favour of the assailed
religion.

Furthermore, no advocate for the freedom of attack on
existing religion has ever yet succeeded in determining exactly
the limits within which that freedom is to be permissible.
Logically has this freedom never yet been carried out in the
world—not even in England, nor in North America. On the
other hand, it may indeed be replied that the defenders of
protection to be afforded by the State to religion, and for
compulsion—for, without such, protection cannot be made
effective—are, on their side, not in a position to point out
any rational limits, up to which the repression of new
doctrines and the defence of the State Church may proceed.
In times of religious excitement such a repression, if severely
and thoroughly carried into execution, becomes an awful
tyranny, which revolts all minds against it; and the reaction
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from which is far more destructive to the Church than a
state of defencelessness would have been.

This, then, at the end, is the only thing to be said: That,
since the great divisions of the sixteenth century, a condition
of circumstances has come to pass in the cultivated states of
Europe, and the intercourse and the intermingling of nations,
(with the facility of communication,) have so increased, and
the reciprocal influence of populations has become so incal-
culable, and public opinion exercises such an irresistible
power, that Governments, in their own interests, as well
as in that of the various churches, find themselves placed
under the necessity of refraining, so far as it is possible,
from any interference with religious entanglements, and
of preserving for the members of various religious creeds,
8o long as they really can be called Christian, equal duties
and also equal civil rights. And then these Governments,
looking tranquilly on at the spiritual struggle of the
Churches, must still be careful to provide for the preserva-
tion of the public law, of civil order, and the perfect freedom
of all. For one hundred years pust the whole course of
development in Europe has led to this—and we may see in
it the hand of Divine Providence—that Protestants and
Catholics have been approaching each other more and more
—have been brought into closer, more frequent, and more
intimate civil relations with one another—and have been
placed under the necessity of a common action and a
common understanding. The old confessional bulwarks
and walls of separation have fallen down more and more, and
become untenable. We can no longer withdraw from one
another—we can no longer retire back to the old distance
and separation, however troublesome and painful the conse-
quences of the present state of things may be. And many
problems and puzzles which have sprung from this inter-
mingling, however insoluble they now appear to us, may yet
with time find a solution ; or, at leaat, it is to be hoped they
will. Our posterity will one day perceive that this inter-
twining and mingling has yet had preponderating beneficial
consequences ; that it—
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¢ Like the toad, ugly and venomous,
‘Wears yet a precious jewel in its head.”

At the same time, however, the State can and must (if it
will not abandon its cause altogether and yield itself, as cap-
tured, to the destructive forces and tendencies of the age) pre-
terve and defend its character as a Christian State. It may not
put off and give up what is common to all Christian Churches,
because it must, in the existing equality of creeds, do so
with what is peculiar as to individual religious church com-
munities, and does not afford to their doctrines or institutions
agovernmental guarantee. The Christian social elements and
principles are those by which marriage, the family, childhood,
the foundations of civil order, are fortified and consecrated ;
the social virtues of neighbourly love, industry, chastity, and
moderation have become Christian duties; and with them is
bound up the relation between the civil power and its subjects.
These are all built upon one sanctified basis. This whole Chris-
tian social order, and its sureties in doctrine and in life, must be
maintained at all cost, by every State which desires to con-
tinue in existence. And every State, too, must be prepared
with a negation if there is required from it, as is now fre-
quently done, by an appeal to * the freedom of science,” to
vield up such things to the assaults of ¢the scientific,” and
of their destructive doctrines, whether couched under the
name of a “materialist theory of nature,” or of a “critical,
analytical treatment of history.” The State must be pre-
pared to refuse permission to do mischief —it must act
precizely as if one were to say of a tree, that it might still
hope to bloom, if permission were once given to destroy its
roots through which hitherto it had imbibed sap, and strength,
and life.
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THE CHURCH AND CIVIL FREEDOM.

A FEW years ago, the ¢ Privy Councillor of Justice,” Pro-
fessor Stahl of Berlin, in some printed lectures of his,' made
a sharp attack upon the social and political character, as well
as influence of the Catholic Church. With respect to what
he says on the point of religious toleration, I shall not sub-
ject it to any further examination. The description which
I have already given of the historical development of this
question will, when compared with that of Herr Stahl, be
sufficient for forming a judgment upon it. Herr Stahl,
however, goes much further. According to his theory, Pro-
testantism gives, by its “justification from faith, a higher
degree of inward (moral) freedom to man, and carries him
forward thereby (‘“to a certain extent,” he cautiously adds)
“also to a degree of external (political) freedom.” According
to this, he assumes that the States which have become Pro-
testant have attained, by their change of religion, to greater
freedom than the Oatholic. I cannot refrain from a brief
historical examination of this assertion.

Stahl points out the chief doctrine, from which he deduces

' “Der Protestantismus als politisches Princip.” Berlin, 1853. 1
confess that I had not paid any particular attention to this work. I only
lately read it, when I wished to write upon the subject. I have perused
it with astonishment. I really had no idea that one in the position of the
author could possibly have indulged in such notions and treatment of
history.
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such great political blessings, more precisely as the doctrine
of imputed righteousness; and he is quite correct when he,
in this “article of the standing and falling Church,” as well
as the same in the Concordian-Formulas, and of the whole
old Protestant theology, recognises the dogma in which the
contrast between the Catholic Church and Protestantism, in
its old form, is most sharply marked out. I must, however,
remark, that he with this, his favourite doctrine, as the
mother of political freedom, stands somewhat isolated. All,
or almost all, learned theologians of his own faith in Germany,
as well as elsewhere, have renounced it. Exegetists acknow-
ledge that it is foreign to the New Testament, and that
Luther had only introduced it into one of the Epistles of St.
Paul by a false translation; and dogmatic theologians have
repudiated the attempt to establish it on speculative or
biblical grounds. I, for myself, undertake to point out to
him for every single one who adopts it, fifteen who have
given it up as untenable.!

Let us now see how it stands with the greater measure of
political freedom which the * imputation” doctrine is said to
have brought to the people. We will begin with the Scan-
dinavian States, as those in which Lutheranism has developed
itself most purely, without any foreign interference, and has
been able to unfold its social and political consequences
without any obstacle.

The Englishman, Lord Molesworth, who made himself
thoroughly acquainted with the Protestant North, remarks
in the year 1692, “ In the Roman Catholic religion, with the
bead of the Church in Rome, is a principle of resistance

1 Stahl refers to p. 98 of Baxter's ascetic writings, which he far prefers
w the ¢ Exercises of St. Ignatius.” He appears not to know that this
certainly distinguished theologian made it the peculiar task of his whole
life to contend against the Protestant doctrine of ‘¢ Justification,”
and especially the *‘imputation” dogma, as an un-Biblical and soul-
destructive error; and this, too, as well in his practical-ascetic as in his
dogmatic writings. For forty long years did Baxter oppose this doctrine
which Herr Stahl regards as the innermost mystery of the Christian
religion. Baxter pursued it in all its windings, and hunted it out of
every corner in which it sought refuge.

a2
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against unlimited civil power; but in the North, the Lutheran
Church is entirely subject and subservient to the civil power,
and the whole northern population of Protestant countries
have lost their freedom since they exchanged their religion
for a better.” The cause for this he seeks in the absolute
and sole dependence of the clergy upon the monarch. “ The
Lutheran clergy,” he says, “ protect their political power in
a chamber of their own at the Diet, although at the same
time they are dependent on the Crown, as their temporal
and spiritual head.™

In Denmark the Lutheran doctrine obtained as complete
a victory as possibly could be desired. Its influence and
its strength are neither disturbed nor lamed by the existence
of sects, nor by any remnants of the old religion. Denmark
and Sweden are still purely Lutheran countries. The social
and political consequences of the victory over the Catholic
Church in Denmark are described by Barthold in a very
few words:? “ A dog-like servitude weighs down again upon
the Danish peasant; and the citizens, deprived of all repre-
sentative power, groan under oppressive burdens, and the
quartering of soldiers upon them. The North has become
Lutheran, but the King and the nobility share the dominion
between them, and even the children of preachers and
sacristans continue to be serfs.”

The nobility at once made use of the Reformation to
appropriate to themselves not only the greatest part of the
Church property, but also that belonging to the free peasants.
At the same moment (in 1569) by the increased severity of
the Religious Article, the non-reception of which was punish-
able with death, they drove strangers out of the country.?
From 1536 to 1660 the nobility had become rich and power-

1 ¢ Account of Denmark,” p. 236.

* ¢ Geschichte von Riigen und Pommern,” iv. 2, 294.

8 This and the following facts are taken from ALLEN's ‘‘ History of
the Kingdom of Denmark,” translated into German by Falck, 1846,
PP- 287, 296, 804, 809. The Copenhagen Society assigned to this book
a prize, as the best work of its kind pnbhahed. See * Berliner Polit.
Wochenblatt,” 1882, p. 224.
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ful by the oppression of the other orders, and the monopoly
of all state privileges in their own hands. To the wants of
the State they contributed nothing. The oppressive taxes
bad to be borne by the poorer classes. “The impoverish-
ment and degradation of the peasant class, in consequence of
the strong and stern rule of the nobility, operated most
disadvantageously for the State.” ¢The dwellers upon the
great estates of the Church were now obliged,” says Allen,
“to exchange the mild rule of the clergy for the oppressive
yoke of the nobility. Forced labours were arbitrarily multi-
plied, and the peasantry were treated as thralls.”! ¢ Agri-
culture sank to a much lower degree than it had been in the
Middle Ages; the population declined, and the country was
overspread with untenanted farms.” Through new nobility
privileges, by the cruelty of the Game Laws,® introduced
directly after the Reformation, and by forced compacts, was
the servitude, the spoliation, and the degradation of the
once free peasant class completed. Not only were the
peasantry, but also the citizens and the clergy—in short, the
whole nation was trampled under foot by a nobility comprising
from eight to nine hundred individuals.? Christian IV.
(1588-1648) made an attempt to procure some alleviation
of this oppression; but his attempt was frustrated by the
resistance of the nobility, whose power proved to be greater
than that of the monarch. The slavery of the peasantry
continued. King and citizens were in reality the bondmen
of the nobles.

By the Revolution of 1660, the power of the nobility was
broken ; but then, on the other hand, King Frederick III.
and his successors were declared to be absolute monarchs.
The Royal Law of 1665 decreed that the King of Denmark
was bound to take no oath, and need impose on himself no
duties of any kind, but, with uncontrolled and boundless
power, do as he pleased. By this means was lost an interest

'« ALLEN,” pp. 310-11.

* In 1587, by pulling out the eyes. Even the punishment of death
was inflicted for keeping a hunting dog.—ALLEN, 813.

' ALLEN, p. 319.
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in public affairs, and the public spirit and co-operation of the
people with the government was annihilated.! The peasantry
remained in the same slavery as before, and the nobility
retained a great part of their privileges. The wretchedness
of the peasantry was still further aggravated, after the year
1687, by new despotic laws; “so that one-fifth part of the
farms on the crown-lands lay waste, and things appeared to
be still worse on private estates.”® In the year 1702,
Frederick IV. abolished slavery; but another yoke—attach-
ment to the soil—was soon put in its place; so that the
position of the peasantry, by a regulation of 1764, was little,
or not at all, different from their former thraldom. The
result was, that the population of the country in the
eighteenth century diminished from year to year, innumer-
able peasant farms were abolished, and even whole villages
destroyed to make room for manors® Schools were want-
ing. The education of the people still stood, in 1766, at the
very lowest grade. It was not until 1804 that personal
freedom was conferred on twenty thousand families, who bad
been in a state of servitude.

The Provincial Estates, introduced by Frederick V1., did
not restrain the absolutism of the Danish monarch. An
observer, favourable to the Danes, Mr. Laing, a Scotchman,
remarked in the year 1839—that since the Danes are,
politically, quite passive, and had no voice in their own
affairs, they had found themselves, in spite of many good
regulations of the government, merely in the same state in
which they had been in 1660, and had remained two
hundred years behind the Scotch, Dutch, and Belgians, with
whom, according to their population and position, they best
could be compared.®

! ALLEN, p. 836. * ALLEN, pp. 389, 431.
? ALLEN, p. 4838. Out of 600 landed proprietors in ‘* Holland” before
the year 1660, there were no more than 100 remaining in 1766.
¢ How much remained to be done for * the Danish peasantry,” is shown
by a frightful description of their situation in WEGENER'S  Chronik
Friedrichs VI.,” in the ‘ Gegenwart.” Leipz., 1853, vol. viii, p. 473,
§ « Tour in Sweden.” London, 1889, p. 12,
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In March, 1848, “after a hundred years of legalised and
systematic despotism,” Denmark had its revolution; and
the government of Frederick VII. was brought, by frequent
changes of ministry, into relations with a Diet, in which (in
moet striking contrast to the former state of things) the
peasant-order preponderated. To this must be added a press,
which in boundless licentiousness equalled that of the
French, in 1793.! A new institution—a national convoca-
tion—(a Reichsrath), two-thirds of which were elected by
the people, was created; and now the fate of the greatly
enfeebled monarchy will very speedily be decided.

In Sweden, Gustavus Vasa had introduced the Lutheran
religion, and by robbing an immoderately wealthy Church,
had founded a strong monarchy and kingdom. The people
were, in fact, cheated out of their religion; for Gustavus
had always denied that he had introduced any new doctrine ;
and fifty years afterwards, notwithstanding the changes that
had been made, a great part of the people were not at all
aware that they were not Catholics!? By degrees, howeyer,
Sweden became a thoroughly Lutheran country.

Three results now followed. The first we will permit to
be described by the classical historian of Sweden—-Geijer.
After the great religious wars, he says, the share of the
Commons, in Ecclesiastical affairs, was suspended, and in
the same degree that of the princely power was confirmed.
Thus the Church lost more and more its connection with the
people, and soon became merely a monarchical or aristo-
cratical external form—a clerical addition to the military and -
civil officers of the State.?

The second result which followed the subjugation and
spoliation of the Church by the monarch was, a new public
law. Gustavus declared that the commonage lands of the
villages and hamlets, and even also the rivers, weirs, and
mining districts—finally, even all uncultivated lands, were

1 « Allgemeine Zeitung,” 1859, p. 5932.

* GRWER'S * Geschichte Schwedens,” ii. 218.

¢« Ueber die innern gesellschaftlichen Verhiltnisse unsere Zeit mit
besonderer Riicksicht auf Schweden.” Stockholm, 1845, p. 47.
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the property of the Crown. Therewith was, as Geijer says,
an arbitrary power given into the hands of the King, which
was extremely perilous to the rights of private property
belonging to individuals.! Gustavus unhesitatingly per-
severed in his spoliations ; and, since he looked upon himself
as the universal heir to Church property, he took also the
farms wherever he pleased.? He could not, however, keep
the whole inheritance of the Church to himself : the nobility,
whose support he much needed, had to be adopted as co-heirs ;
and, in the end, obtained an equal, or still larger share of
profit than the monarchy, from the change in religion.

As a third result of the Reformation, came that dislocation
of the national relations of the Estates, that discord into civil
order which has given to the history of Sweden for three
hundred years its changeful character, and has occasioned
a series of revolutions, such as never occurred in any
European state until 1789; and which has also elicited
revengeful feelings, party spirit, intrigues, a violent disposi-
tion, corruption, and caprice, as prominent national character-
istica.® Three of their kings have the Swedes (namely
the nobles) murdered—Erick IV., Charles XII. and Gus-
tavus III; two of them have been deposed, Sigismund and
Gustavus IV ; and finally, they have driven out their native,
hereditary dynasty, and presented or sold their crown to a
foreign officer, one of Napoleon's generals.

Here, too, as well as in Denmark, there has arisen out of
the Reformation an oppressive and pettifogging domination
on the part of the nobility; and it was only because *the
laws and customs of Sweden in its early rude state had been
so excellent,” as Arndt says, “that Sweden was saved from
the fate of Russia and Poland* There was wanting, the
dignified, independent position, and the regulating influence
of the Church. The Lutheran clergy were always too
dependent on the possessors of power.” Arndt further
remarks, ““that the priests” (for the clergy there are called
priests) “have always been accused of never having originated

! GELJER, ii. 101.  * GELJER, ii. 110. 3 See ARNDT, pp. 29, 81.
¢ ¢ Schwedische Geschichten.” Leipsic, 1889, p. 80.
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| an important movement ; and, also, that they, more than any
other of the Estates, have been the most subservient to those
poesessed of power.! The Reformation had given over the
clergy completely into the hands of the king and the
nobility. Every nobleman residing in a parish had the right
of choosing the pastor, whom he paid whatever he chose to
give.?

The four Estates were represented at the Diet; but the
nobility, who possessed almost all the public offices of the
kingdom, were the only real Estate of the monarchy, and
dared not be outvoted by the other Estates. As to the
peasantry—being under the control of the nobility—they
were only indirectly subjects of the kingdom.? As the
nobility had, already, on the change of religion, and at the
division of the Church plunder, gained immensely in posses-
sions, privileges, power, and influence, so was their gain still
further increased, when the government was compelled to
alienate its domains, and could only alienate them to nobles.*

There were, indeed, after the death of Gustavus, attempts
occasionally made on the part of the clergy to withdraw
themselves from the domination of the nobility. They de-
sired that the admissibility to office should be made possible
for the sons of preachers; but the nobility were too strong
for them, and the hopes that were held out to Bishops,
Superintendents, and Doctors of Theology, of being them-
selves ennobled, sufficed to separate the higher from the lower
clergy.® That a married clergy cannot attain to a resolute
corporate position, or cannot maintain it, lies in the nature of
things. Under the yoke of a nobility-mastership the pea-
sant class had been impoverished and degraded, and the
people had become feeble, wretched, and oppressed.® To
free themselves from this yoke, they endeavoured in Sweden,
as well as in Denmark, to make the King's power unlimited.
Thus, in the year 1680, the Estates declared, ¢ That the King
was bound to no special form of government”; and in the

3 ARNDT, p. 47. 8 GELJER, iii. 400. ? GELIER, iii. 18,

¢ GEIJER, ‘* Ueber die innern gesellsch, Verhiltnisse,” p. 65.
8 GRLJER, ** Verhiltnisse,” p. 110, ¢ ARNDT, p. 80.
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year 1682, “ the Estates held it as absolutely unreasonable
that the King should be compelled, by statutes or ordinances,
first to hear the Estates;” and from this time was adopted the
maxim, “That the King's will is law,” and everything, as
Geijer says, was now interpreted to the advantage of an
Autocracy. The Estates were no longer called the Estates
of the Kingdom, but of his Royal Mujesty; and in the year
1693 the monarchy was declared to be fully absolute. ¢ The
King,” it was said, * could, without any responsibility, go-
vern according to his own will.!

This led to the pernicious reign of Charles XII., who had,
in answer to the Diet, told them ‘“he would send one of his
boots to preside over them.” His reign plunged the country
into the greatest misery, and brought it to the very brink of
destruction.

After his murder kingly absolute power was condemned,
and what is called “ Swedish freedom,” that is to say, the
mastership of the nobility, was re-established. All power
and official administration, all great privileges and superior
rights, fell again into the hands of the nobility. In the acts
of the Diet, from 1720 till 1772, “ aristocratic ignorance and
arrogance were” (according to Arndt’s remark) “ expressed
in the most shameless terms against what were called the
lower Estates.” The monarchy was a mere misty shadow—
despicable and impotent. At the same time, two factions of
the nobility contended fiercely for dominion. These were the
“ hats” and the “caps,” or the French and Russian parties.
At length Gustavue III. brought about the bloodless revolu-
tion of 1772: the Council was dissolved, and the King again
ruled as lord. But he was not long a match for the nobility.
The officers of his own army betrayed him, and he fell at last,
in 1792, the victim of a conspiracy of the nobility.?

“Until now,” says Geijer, in the year 1845, ““no change
in the representation has ever taken place in Sweden, unless
in and by a revolution; and of revolutions, after our own
fashion, we have had too many.”® Since the assassination of

! GENER, pp. 118, 115. * ARDNT, p. 92.
3 % Ueber die innern gesellsch. Verhiiltnisee,” p. 128.
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Gustavus, Sweden has become the hotbed of intrigue and
corruption. Kinland was parted with to Russia—Ilost by the
treacherous sale of the fortresses—Gustavus 1V. was de-
throned—even his posterity were excluded, and a foreign
officer, unknown in Sweden, was preferred, to be the founder
of a new dynasty, to the descendants of Vasa. The acqui-
sition of Norway—continuing independent—was no compen-
aation for the loss of Finland. Sweden now stands powerless
before the mighty Northern Colossus, whose cannons can
almost reach its capital; and it can but now abide whatever
Russia may be pleased to decide concerning its destiny.

Mr. Laing, the Scotchman, who has occupied himself much
with the political and moral condition of the Swedish people,
and both in the one respect and the other, assigns to Sweden
the lowest place amongst the nations of Europe, has, although
himself a decided Protestant, come to the conclusion that
the Reformation has injured more than it bas benefited the
moral and social state of the Swedish nation; and that the
Lutheran Church has shown itself to be completely powerless
in ite influence on the people; whilst the Catholic Church, on
the contrary, had been in its time, as he affirms, an effective
system of moral discipline.!

In Germany it was a natural result of the Reformation
that the power of the prince and of the imperial cities (of
their magistrates namely) should be increased, and the free-
dom of the lower order of nobles, the rural classes, and the
peasantry diminished.? The German clergy had previously
been (unfortunately for themselves) the richest and most
powerful in the world, and the change was now so complete,
that their Protestant successors became, according to Menzel,
the mere serviceable tools of political power, and within a
very short time the most insigunificant link in the chain with
which the new order of things had bound the nation.?

A brief survey of the position of affairs in particular Ger-
man states will serve to show more clearly the great change -

1 “Tour in Sweden,” p. 125.

* Lxo's ** Universalgeschichte,” iii. 208. 3d Edit.
8 ¢ Neuere Geschichte der Deutschen,” v. 5, 6.
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that the Reformation had effected in the political and social
condition of the nations.

In Mecklenburg the first effect was, that the order of pre-
lates disappeared from the Diet. Since the year 1552, only
two orders had appeared there—the Ritterschaft, or Equestrian
Order; and the Landschaft, or Provincial Estates.

The nobles as well as the dukes had carried off their
share of the Church property ; and there now began a system
of subjugation and plunder of the peasantry, whose rights,
since the suppression of the Church, no one any longer re-
presented. The plan was to appropriate the labour of the
peasantry for the benefit of the nobles, and to drive them
from their farms by the process called “ Legan,” or laying.
At the Diet of Giistrow, in the year 1607, the peasants were
declared to be mere coloniats, who were bound to give up pos-
session of their lands, even of those that they might have held
from time immemorial, at the desire of their landlords. In
the year 1621, the unlimited disposal of the farm lands was
secured to the landlords ; and subsequently, by the ordinances
of 1633, 1646, and 1654, the personal freedom of the pea-
santry was completely annihilated, and all persons of this
class declared to be serfs.! As the peasante frequently en-
deavoured to escape from this slavery by flight into other
countries, they were punished, when they were caught, by
flogging, and other severe penalties were inflicted upon them,
and occasionally even they were put to death. In the year

1660, indeed, the punishment of death was openly affixed to
the crime of leaving the principality. ¢ Then,” says Boll,
“was forged the slave-chain which our peasantry had to drag
within a few decades of the present time. Their lot was
only in so far better than that of negro slaves, that it was
forbidden to sell them singly, like so many head of cattle, by
public auction, to the highest bidder, but it happened never-
theless often enough that people traded underhand with their
serfs, precisely as they did with their horses and cows.

About the middle of the eighteenth century it is observed

1 BoLL’s * Geschichte Mecklenburgs.” New Brandenburg, 1865, i.
p- 8562; ii. 142-147-48,
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the peasantry of Mecklenburg were treated by the nobles
| like the most abject slaves,! and they attempted, whenever
! they could, to make their escape, even to Russia. To pre-
vent this, they were again threatened with condemnation to
forced labour in the prisons or fortresses ; and ¢ there was,”*
according to the ordinance, “a complete depopulation of our
generally thinly-populated country, and the ruin of all the
landed estates was greatly to be feared.”* In the year 1820
serfage was abolished.

In Pomerania, which, down to 1637, had its own Duke,
though it was afterwards united with the Margravate of
Brandenburg, Protestantism had won the victory so early as
1534. Duke Philip had well weighed the project that the
new doctrine would bring him “in the wealth of the clergy
—the numerous prerogatives and the supreme headship of
the National Church.”® The citizens, say the historians
of Pomerania, having attained the spiritual goal (of the
Reformation), renounced mere earthly freedom ; and in
Stralsund and Stettin all representation of the Commons
ceased. The lower population of the towns became * pain-
fully sobered from its dream of civil freedom, and looked
with contented resignation to heaven.”® The confiscated
Charch property was squandered here, as in many other
places, in luxury, drink, and gormandizing. The fate of the
peasantry in Pomerania was what it had been in Mecklen-
burg. Since the Reformation the “laying” of the villages
had been carried on with great earnestness and success, and
sheep pastures and manors took their place. Sometimes the
nobles would lay waste the peasants’ farms, inclose them in
their estates, and by that means make them free from taxa-
tion.® The oppression of the peasantry became so atrocious,
that even those who still held farms fled the country.® But

1 FRANKE'S ‘ Altes und neues Mecklenburg,” i. 102.

* Bowy, ii. 569.

? BARTHOLD'S * Geschichte von Pommern,” iv. 2, 259.

¢ BARTHOLD, 297-299.

3 ARNDT, * Gesch. der Leibeigenshaft in Pommern und Riigen,” 1808,
p- 148. ¢ ArNDT, 159, 211 ; BARTHOLD, 865.



94 BRUNSWICK AND HANOVER.

it was, according to Barthold, the principle of the Roman
law that first brought down the full curse of slavery upon
Pomerania. In the Peasant Ordinance of 1616,' they
were declared to be ‘“serfs without any civil rights,” and
preachers were compelled to proclaim fugitive peasants from
the pulpit. The peasants whose farms were seized by the
nobles were in general completely plundered ; and the Pome-
ranian jurist and noble, Balthazar, confessed, in the year
1779, whilst in Germany the original serfs had become almost
free, in Pomerania the ancient methods of establishing serf-
dom had increased. And down to the present century
complaints were made of the desolation of the country, and
the thinness of the population.

In the territories of Brunswick and Hanover it is very
evident how the new absolute ecclesiastical power of the
princes, simultaneously with the substitution of the Roman
law for the Gerinan, which took place subsequently to the
Reformation, undermined the ancient liberties of the nation,
and paved the way for the bureaucratic mode of government
and arbitrary power. The judges and magistrates, taken
from the rural districts, were gradually supplanted by lawyers,
salaried as princely counsellors ; and cases formerly de-
cided by precedent and the law of the country, were now
settled by Roman law.? The towns lost the independence
they had inherited (Brunswick alone retained it for some time
longer), “and the rulers, supported by learned disciples of the
Roman law, exercised an arbitrary authority before unknown.”
The confiscated Church property sufficed, at least for some
time, for a luxurious and extravagant mode of life in the
palaces, and a great increase in the number of attendants.
In the courts of law, for the speedy verbal method of trans-
acting business, was substituted a tedious, long - winded
written process.? Down to the middle of the seventeenth

' DaBNERT, “ Urkunden-Sammlung,” ii, 835.

$ HAVEMANXN, “ Geschichte der Lande Braunschweig und Liineburg,”
1855, ii. 479.—** With all these complaints of the state of the country,”
says SPITTLER (‘‘ Gesch. von Hannover,” i. 847), *the Roman law
obtained a complete victory.” ? HAVEMANN, ii. 515.
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century, the cities and the knightly order offered some
resistance to the measureless extravagance, oppressive taxes,
and demands of the Court ; but the old beneficent institution
of Administrative Councils chosen from various orders—nobles,
prelates, and others, who had mediated between sovereigns
and their subjects, and whose decisions in cases of dispute
were binding also on the princes—now fell to decay through
the abeence of the spiritual members, consequent on the
Reformation, and became gradually supplanted by a
Princely College.! The habits of extravagance engendered
and encouraged by the robbery of the Church property
occasioned a complete disorder in the finances of the Princi-
palities ; the princes took to debasing the coinage, and other
immoral means. The nuisance and scandal of “money-
clipping,” combined with the general luxury and passion for
gormandizing and drinking, completed the ruin of thousands.?
In place of the decisions of the Administrative Councils
came ordinances of the governments (first, in the Principa-
lity of Calenberg, in 1651); and soon after this the last
traces of the ancient freedom and independence of the
Estates was annihilated. ¢ The clergy,” says Havemann,
“had been long (that is, since the Reformation) sunk into
dependence, and the nobles had entered into the service of
the Court. The cities were languishing for want of public
spirit; and in the after-paine of the great German War, as
well as of corrupt internal government, the ¢free’ princely
power of modern States was unfolding itself over the sad
remains of the ancient life and liberty of the Estates.”s

In the Brandenburg and Prussian territories the condition
of the Estates, even after the Reformation, remained for a
time strong and unbroken. Duke Albert of Prussia was a
man feeble in character, and had, in the consciousuess
of his very doubtful title, been fearful in his dealings
with the Estates; and the Elector Joachim was, by his own
extravagance and that of his paramour, rendered constantly

' HAVEMANN, iii. 112. * SPITTLER, i. 880.
s ¢ Geschichte der Lande Braunschw. und Liineburg,” iii. 172.
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dependent on them for the payment of his debts.! His son,
John George, found himself (1571 to 1598) in the same
pecuniary dependence. The condition of the peasants had
become more and more miserable? since the Church had fallen ;
and the nobles and princes were the only powers in the country.
After the seventeenth century, the princely power, by the im-
poverishment of the nobles and cities, continually struggled
onwards to unrestrained dominion. Military executions, for-
merly quite unknown in Germany, became frequent, especially
for non-payment of imposts. The Estates were not summoned
to meet, and the prince imposed taxes by his own autho-
rity. Stenzil has not allowed it to pass unobserved, how,
in Prussia also, the princely power being above that of
the Church, led to the practice, that affairs of the higher
police and the administration, which were formerly discussed
and determined by the Estates, should be more constantly
decided by princes on their own authority, and settled in the
cabinet,? so that the Estates became continually more insig-
nificant, and the government in an increasing ratio more
despotic and bureaucratic.

After the reign of the Elector Frederick-William (1640-
1688), the absolute arbitrary power of the government was
developed more systematically. A General Diet was not
called after 1656 ; and the oppressive taxes imposed not only
without the consent, but against the protest of the Kstates,
were extorted by the Elector with military violence—eo that
the peasants left their farms by troops, and turned robbers.
Peasants and nobles fled to Poland, twelve thousand farms
lay uncultivated, and the taxes of many thousands of acres
were greater than their produce. The Estates of the Duke-
dom of Prussia, who had imagined themselves still protected by
the treaties- with Poland, asserted that all that was left them
of their ancient freedom was “the right of complaining of their
ruin;” and they threatened to emigrate. Inthe Markgravate,
the Estates were degraded into a mere credit institution.*

! GALLUS, * Gesch, der Mark Brandenburg,” iii. 94.
* STENZEL, * Gesch. d. Preuss. Staata.,” i. 847.

# i Gesch. des Preuss. Staats.” i. 859.
¢ STENZEL, ii. 422,
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It was an unexampled tyranny, and deeds worse than those
of the French, when laying waste the Palatinate, were perpe-
trated by a prince whom persons afterwards agreed—and in
his dominions, too—to call “the Great!”

Prussia was, according to Stenzel's expression, on the
way to a complete Asiatic despotism, which would stifle
everything noble and beautiful. To maintain soldiers, and
to gratify a passion for the chase (for which the Elector
kept three thousand people in his pay),! were the objects for
which the country was exhausted, and many thousands
brought to beggary, whilst, at the same time, the subjec-
tion and serfdom of the peasants was maintained in all its
severity. '

Frederick I., the parade-loving first king of Prussia, con-
tinued the system of his father ; and the Estates, where they
still subsisted, had no other function than, willingly or un-
willingly, to vote taxes and guarantee loans.? Frederick
William I., however, (1713—1740) surpassed even his grand-
father ; and with his accession began in Prussia the reign of
a petty, capricious, and often cruel despot;® a harsh, narrow-
minded man, filled with the notion of his own unlimited
power, and eager only for money and soldiers, who beat his
judges with sticks, to compel them to alter their decisions
according to his wishes; who had men hanged * without
prolix law-suits,” and who decreed, that if a deserter should
be harboured in any hamlet or place too poor for a pecuniary
fine, the chief inhabitants should be made *to drag carts”
for some months.* Under this king, the Lutheran clergy
had to drink to the very dregs the bitter cup of monarchical
Church supremacy. The king himself undertook reforms, in
ecclesiastical as well as worldly affairs, in an equally ignorant
and arbitrary spirit. He dictated to the Lutheran clergy,
as their spiritual head, what subjects they were to treat upon
in their pulpits, and what they were to be silent about ; as well

! STENZEL, ii. 456. * STENZEL, iii. 196.
3 « 1 faut donner une victime au bourreau,” said the nobles, speaking
of him. —MorJENSTERN, * Ueber Fr. Wilh. den Ersten.” Brunswick,
1793, p. 140. ¢ ForsTER'S ¢ Friedrich Wilhelm I.,” ii. 202.

H
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as what ceremonies were to be observed at divine service,
and what to be omitted. Thus, for instance, in 1729, he
forbid the Lutherans to carry a crucifix or a cross before the
body, at funerals, as the custom was known to bear a vexatious
relic of Papistry.” !

His son, Frederick II., was enabled, by his own genius,
and the utmost exertion of all the energies of his people, and
all the resources of the country, to raise Prussia into the
rank of a powerful state of European importance. His
government, also, was a pure despotism ; but it was, in the
French eense of the word, “an enlightened, philosophical
despotism,” and the despot was a man of powerful mind—a
born ruler of men—who knew how to inspire his people with
a spirit not so much national as devoted to the Prussian
state. The most numerous portion of the population remained,
however, in the same oppressed, miserable condition as
before. The greater part of the rural inhabitants were so
entirely without personal freedom, that Buchholtz compares
their condition to that of a West Indian colony.? Frederick
decreed, not only that discharged soldiers should again
become subject to their former landlords, but even that their
wives, widows, and children should be submitted to the eame
destiny.? Dietereci,the Prussian government statist, describ-
ing in 1848 the state of the country in 1806, exclaims, at the
conclusion of his portraiture, “ How many restraints are there
on the freedom of the individual! How many difficulties
are thrown in the way of a man wishing to exercise his
energies—to improve his condition, and earn as much as
possible! How much personal dependence is there of one
on another. What arbitrary authority l—what violence on
the part of the privileged towards the unprivileged or
oppressed! What heavy taxes and personal burdens are
laid on the lower classes!* One kind of liberty, however,

! STENZEL, iii. 474. See also p. 475, the description of the so-called
¢ Priest Review" in Berlin.

* ¢ Gemilde des geselich. Lebens im Konigr. Preussen,” i. 19.

3 Verordnung Vom., 7th April, 1777.

¢ ¢ Ueber Preussische Zustiinde.” Berlin, 1848, p. 18.
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Frederick had left the people. Every one was allowed to
seek salvation in his own way; and every one might, if he
pleased, after the example of the sovereign, announce himself
as & mocker of religion.

In the Electorate of Sazony, it is very evident how, after
the Reformation, the princely power over the whole Church
went hand-in-hand with the increase of taxation—the oppres-
sion of the lower classes, the extinction of ancient liberties,
and the ever-growing vice of over-government. The struggle
between the Lutherans and Calvinists, which broke out
twice under Augustus and Christian I., led to a long series
of acts of violence, to depositions and banishments, to the
dungeon, the rack,and the scaffold. The government intruded
itself into every sphere of life, in order to root out more
effectually Calvinism, which had got intothe land, and to insure
the strictest observance of Lutheranism, which was further
secured by a new book of Faith,and an oath to be taken upon
it. People became accustomed to violent modes of proceeding,
and to a severe and unmerciful treatment of those who were
subjects. The cities lost their former independence, the
Estates had to submit to the most oppressive laws of the
chase,! and even, in 1612, the introduction of a secret
police ; * and they were obliged r1ore and more to limit their
fanctions to the granting of taxes, and in undertaking the
payment of the Prince’s debts. At the Diet of Torgau, in
1555, the Estates declared, ‘it wes not possible for them to
pay the new excise on liquor—their lands would become waste,
and they would be utterly ruined.” But it was maintained,
nevertheless, and, in 1582, with the addition of a greatly
increased land-tax.? The results were such, that even one
of the Court preachers declared ¢that the people were so
destitute, that they had scarcely the means of keeping them-
selves alive;” and a contemporary reports ¢ that in 1580
the people were 8o steeped in poverty and hunger, that they

' All dogs, not belonging to persons whose occupation is the chace, were
to have a fore-foot cut off. —BoTTICHER, ii. 67.

* BOTTICHER, il 141.

? GRETSCHEL, ** Gesch. des Siichs. Volkes und Staates,” ii. 70.
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had eaten the husks in brewhoumses.” “It is not to be
denied,” says Arnold, “ that tyranny, injustice, and extortions
had risen to the highest point since the Reformation.”

I refrain from entering into any further consideration of
the state of affairs in Germany—in Hesse, Wiirtemberg, and
still smaller states. Itissufficient to quote Stenzel's remark :
“ Whilst the unlimited power of the princes advanced in
many other German countries, no less rapidly than in
Prussia, the produce of the subject’s toil was, in that
country, lavished upon mistresses, favourites, courtiers, cham-
berlains, opera singers, dancers, and other objects of princely
caprice, and ministrants to princely pleasure, without any of
it being expended on the higher purposes of a government.?

Let us now turn to those countries which accepted Protest-
antism in its Calvinistic form, amongst which the Nether-
lands and Scotland appear the most prominent. England,
with its Church like to none other, is to be considered by
itself. We will not speak of Switzerland, since there
Catholic and Protestant cantons subsist together, and no one
will maintain that civil liberty has flourished more in the
latter than in the former.

The Netherlands, that dismembered portion of Germany
which came forth from the struggle with Spain, in the form
of a Republic, but had barely maintained itself as such,
through the internal contests and factions of two hundred
years, and had vacillated between the “republican” constitu-
tion desired and represented by the city aristocracy, and the
“ monarchical,” represented by the Stadtholder-General and
the House of Orange. Had Calvinism become generally preva-
lent in the country, the power of that house would have been
developed, and confirmed as a stable religious or political
despotism. “The Dutch Reformed Church,” says Niebuhr,
“has always, wherever it was free, become coarsely tyran-
nical, and has never, either for the spirit it manifested, or
the good dispositions of its teachers, deserved any great
esteem. The Calvinistic religion has everywhere, in England,

1 ¢ Jenisii Annal. Annseberg,” p. 45. * ¢ Kirchenhistorie,” i. 792.
8 ¢ Geschichte des Preuss. Staates,” ii, 4.
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in Holland, as in Geneva, set up its blood-stained scaffold a3
well as the Inquisition, without its possessing a single one of
the merits of the Catholic.!

The uncontrolled rule of Calvinism, and with it that of the
House of Orange, was prevented, partly by the formation of
new sects, partly by the continued adherence to Catholicity
of a considerable portion of the population, which was,
indeed, robbed of every civil and ecclesiastical right; but
being, by that very means, withdrawn from the influence of
party spirit, threw its weight—as far as it had any—into the
scale of the Orange party and the Stadtholdership, and
strengthened the opposition to the domination of the Calvin-
istic preacher-party. The new Arminian doctrine, which
opposed the Calvinistic, brought about the first politico-
ecclesiastical struggle. With the execution of Olden-Bar-
neveldt, the imprisonment of the Arminians, and the holding
of the Dordrecht Synod, the United Calvinist and Orange
party obtained a complete victory; but the party of the
States, the chiefs of which were disposed to Arminianism,
or at all events friendly to the Arminians, rose again
after the death of Maurice. And then, when Holland declared
the Provincial Estates the sovereigns of the country,
William II. took up arms; and it seemed to him that he
would be able to succeed in subjecting the republic to monar-
chical dominion; but his bold plan was frustrated, in 1650,
by death. The States party now obtained a transitory
preponderance, and attempted, by its ¢ Perpetual Edict,” to
get rid of the Orange party and their Stadtholdership.
The contest led to a bloody conflict. Young William III.,
of Orange, was brought forward by the Calvinistic preachers,
and the populace under their guidance; and the murder of
the brothers De Witt, which William had sanctioned and
turned to account, confirmed his authority.? When, how-
ever, he became King of England, and governed the Nether-
lands from thence, there arosc in Zeeland and elsewhere an
energetic resistance.

1 ¢ Nachgelassene Schriften,” Hamburg, 1842, p. 288.
2 Vax KaMFEN, * Geschichte d. Niederlande,” ii. 322.
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Their great, and, on the whole, their successful wars, their
naval supremacy, their foreign conquests—all those things
turned the energy and the attention of the nation to external
affuirs, and domestic dissensions were thereby checked. But
with the eighteenth century decay set in. The selfishness of
the provinces asserted itself against the country at large, and
that of the cities against the provinces. Eagerness for money,
a narrow, shopkeeping greed, and party spirit, remained to the
end of the century the chief motive powers of the people.
There were no longer any men of weighty character; there
was only a crowd of little tyrants, and at the same time, as
Niebuhr observes, “ not only the ruin of the States but the
decline of the nation was hastened by the madness of party
spirit.” Towards the end of the century even foreign aid
was called in, and the Netherlanders saw without shame
Prussians, French and English in the heart of their country.
The Prussians in 1787 conquered Amsterdam, and procured
for “the Orangemen” the triumph they had desired. The
¢ patriots” fled to France, and in 1795, without striking
a blow, took possession of the whole country. KFrom this
time forth, the French revolutionary doings—with clubs,
Jacobinism, and all their appurtenances—were mimicked
by a people who had now lost all character of their own.
The Netherlands became the Batavian Republic, after that
a French kingdom, next a French provmce, and finally—
but by the aid of foreign powers—again an independent
kingdom.

The freedom enjoyed in the Netherlands was essentially
determined by the circumstance that Calvinism had lost its
great authority ; and we see in Scotland, where Calvinism in
its most genuine form had been introduced by Knox, a simi-
lar result. Up to the end of the sixteenth century the civil
condition of the country was very unsettled. It had long
been the prey of feudal violence and private feuds, which
James I., towards the end of his reign in 1624, boasted of
having suppressed. Then came the period of the struggle
against the “episcopal constitution” and ¢ the Liturgy,”
which Charles I. wished to force upon the Scots. With the
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victory obtained by Scotch Calvinism, was that state of Pro-
testant power and supremacy restored, which the Reformation
in Scotland, according to the intentions of its founder, had
established, since the Reformer Knox declared that the ¢ or-
dering and reformation of religion specially appertains to the
civil magistrate,” and the punishment of death was on two
different occasions affixed to the celebration of mass. And
now began such a system of spiritual tyranny, and such
merciless meddling in private and family life, as has never
been seen anywhere else, except in North America.

The Presbyteries extended their power so far, and wielded
the terrible weapon of excommunication, which amounted
almost to complete expulsion and banishment from society,
with such effect, that no one could feel himself secure, and
that almost every action of life might be brought before the
Presbyterian forum.? As a matter of course, every attempt
in a spiritual direction to break through the narrow limits
of Calvinistic views was crushed in the germ.

It has often been maintained that the Calvinistic Church
Constitution was, before all others, popular and favourable to
freedom, because it afforded so much room to the lay element
in the Presbyteries, and gave it so much influence even in
higher matters. Experience has shown, however, that no
other Church form ever led to so potent and intolerable a
tyranny, or irritated men everywhere to such strong opposi-
tion; for which redton, wherever it came, it sowed bitterness
and discord, and was unable to maintain itself long. The
institution of the Presbytery, as a tribunal of morals, has never
been effectively introduced except in small towns and villages,
where everyone knows the domestic circumstances of every
other,and stands connected with many others by ties of kindred,
and everyone is influenced by motives of friendship or hos-

14To the civil magistrate specially appertains the ordering and
reformation of religion.”—** Westminster Review,” vol. liv., p. 453.

s A striking picture of this state of things has been lately given by
RoserT CHAMBERS, in his *“ Domestic Annals of Scotland, from the
Reformation to the Revolution.” Edinburgh, 1858.
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tility. When individuals are chosen in such cases as “lay
elders” to eit in judgment on their fellow-townsmen, then
three evils are unavoidably incurred. In the first place, these
men are exposed to the strongest temptation to abuse such a
completely discretionary and vaguely defined power to pri-
vate purposes of personal advantage, or for the satisfaction
of personal dislike or vengeance. In the second place, a
system of espionage is established in every such community,
of meddling intrusion into the secrets of private life. De-
nunciations, tale-bearing, malice, and hatred are all veiled
under the appearance of religious zeal. In the third place,
pereons invested with such power become the objects of ge-
neral displeasure, suspicion, and hatred. Their externally
religious life, which had determined their election, appears
now as hypocrisy, as a calculated means of advancing them-
selves. People will consent to allow a certain amount of moral
and religious authority to a man who has received the seal of
a special vocation, and occupies a position apart from the
business of every-day life; but they will not consent to sub-
ject themselves in religious affairs to one who is entirely their
equal, and who like themselves is engaged in worldly business
and the care of their families. That in the age when these
religions and churches were constructed, there should bave
been devised an institution like the Presbytery, with lay
elders and tribunals of morals, is one of the many instances
of short-sightedness, and want of prattical sagacity and
knowledge of human nature, that were then exhibited by the
Reformers.

This stdte of things had not, however, a lengthened dura-
tion; for, from 1660 to 1688, the Calvinist Church of Scot-
land was compelled, by the renewed efforte of the English
Government, tointroduce the Anglican form of worship; and to
put forth its utmost energies for the preservation of its own
existence. Calvinism was, indeed, again victorious with the
Revolution of 1688 ; but an Act of Parliament of 1712, by
which the assistance of the temporal arm was refused to
Presbyterian tribunals, made the re-establishment of the
former tyranny impossible, and at the same time the
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Calvinists were compelled to tolerate the establishment
of an Episcopal Church by the side of their own in Scot-
land.

England had in its Catholic days, and with the powerful
assistance of the Church, laid the foundations of its political
freedom, and carried the edifice far towards completion. It
was the Church that the nation had to thank for the Magna
Charta of 1215; for the gradual amalgamation and equaliza-
tion of the conqueror and the conquered, of the Norman and
Anglo-Saxon races, and also for the abolition of ¢ villenage.”
The first sparks of the religious conflagration that had
broken out in Germany had just kindled on the British
island, when Henry VIII. conceived the plan of opening the
way for himself to unlimited monarchy, by the complete
subjugation of the Church. How he succeeded in this is
well known. He and the succeeding princes of the House
of Tudor, or those who ruled in their name, could manage
the National Church as seemed good to them—and they made
abundant use of their power. It was not till the reign of
Edward VI that complete Protestantism, asit had developed
itself on the Continent, was introduced into England. Eli-
zabeth restored the work of her brother, or rather of his
guardians and advisers (after it had been interrupted by
Mary), but with some important modifications. The Pro-
testant doctrine was so foreign to the nation, that no English-
man in the sixteentli century originated a single idea on the
subject, nor added anything to the doctrine as it was brought
from the Continent. Nothing more was done than that the
ready-made doctrine, as it had been stamped in Geneva and
Zurich, was imposed on the people by those above them.
By force, and with the assistance of the arms of foreign mer-
cenaries, were the people compelled to renounce the Catholic
religion, and submit to the creed of Bullinger and Calvin.
Even such a laudatory historian of the English Reformation
as Bishop Burnet, confesses that all the efforts of the Go-
vernment to overcome the dislike of the people to Protest-
antism had been in vain, and that a troop of German mer-
cenaries had to be brought over from Calais, in 1549, to con-
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quer their resistance.! “ With eleven-twelfths of the people,”’
eaid at that time Paget to the Duke of Somerset, the Pro-
tector, “the new religion has found no entrance.” ?

The resistance of the Catholic people was indeed over-
come, under Edward V1. as well as under Elizabeth, but it
was found still more difficult, or rather impossible, to establish
the unity of the Protestant Church, or prevent separations,
on the basis of the Reformation.

The new State Church, with its peculiar character and hete-
rogeneous elements, was of no party, and belonged to no one
of the systems then present; but owed its existence, on the one
hand, to the exertions to afford to the still preponderating
Catholics, by the retention of some externals—the priestly
vestments and certain customs—an appearance of what was
traditional and Catholic; and on the other hand, to the per-
sonal inclinations of the Queen, who, being a Protestant,
more from policy than from any preference for the doctrine,
desired to. retain as many elements of the old religion as
possible, at least in the liturgy and the administration of the
sacraments. The men who stood at the head of the new
Church, however, Parker, Grindal, Jewell, Nowell, and
others, were all decided Calvinists, as well as Puritans,
though they were at the same time very obedient palace
theologians. In the nation they had no genuine support;
the portion of the people disposed to Catholicity, which was
now constantly decrepsing, saw in the new Court and State
Church a less evil than the yoke of hated Calvinism; whilst
zealous Protestants were all at heart puritanieally disposed—
that is, they reasoned logically that the exterior of a Church
should express its inner life, and that a Calvinistic doctrine
required a Calvinistic constitution and a Calvinistic form of

1 ¢ History of the English Reformation.” London, 1681, fol., iii.
190-196. ¢ In Cornwall an insurrection broke out in 1547 against the
Protector, who wished to make England Protestant. The people
sought to be allowed to obey the decisions of the General Councils
of the Church.”—* Quarterly Review,” 1857, vol. cii. p. 319. In 1569
there followed in the North a great rising against the yoke of Pro-
testantism. It was only crushed by wholesale executions.

s STRYPE'S ** Ecclesiastical Memorials,” ii. Appendix H. H.,
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divine worship. The State Church had therefore for fifty
years no theological literature of its own, but subsisted
entirely on the productions of the Schools of Zurich, Stras-
barg, and Geneva. It was not till 1594, when Richard
Hooker came forward with his celebrated book on the con-
stitution of the Church, that any attempt was made to afford
it a dogmatic foundation ; and here, in a necessary contradis-
tinction to Calvinism, he endeavoured to make the breach with
the old Church as trifling as possible, and so found himself
irresistibly impelled into a path leading back to Catholicity.
Another extremely important point of dispute now came
into discussion. The Court reformers of the Tudors, Cranmer
at their head, had not kept to the theory of other Protestants
(Lutherans as well as Calvinists)—that the civil authorities
had also the right of deciding on matters of religion, of
ordering Church affairs, and, if need were, of reforming the
Church. They had gone further, and, according to them,
the King was the representative of God upon earth, in the
sense that, as High Priest, he was the chief teacher of Church
doctrine, and the source of every power relating to
Church service.! The archbishops Cranmer and Parker
maintained that princes could make as good priests
as bishops, and that a person once nominated a priest
by the king stood in need of no further ordination.
They were accustomed, indeed, to except from the func-
tions of their royal priesthood the performance of divine
service and the administration of the sacraments. It was
said the King or the Queen made no claim to these func-
tions; but it is evident, as a living theologian of the Anglican
Church has correctly remarked, that this was the only ex-
ception the Court reformers wished to make, and that they
claimed for the monarch every other ecclesiastical power.?
In accordance with these principles was the reformation of

1 ¢ The vicar of God, the expositor of Catholic verity, the channel of
mcramental graces"—thus does Macaulay quite correctly express this
theory in his ‘* History of England.”—Tauchnitz Ed., i. 54.

¢ PReTYMAN, “ The Church of England and Erastianism and the
Reformation.” London, 1854, p. 84.
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the English Church carried through; the bishops consented
to receive from the Crown every kind of spiritual power, and
allowed those powers to be limited or extended at the plea~
sure of the Crown; and as such powers were supposed to
expire with the death of the bestower, they had to be re-
newed at every new accession to the throne.!

Elizabeth would not indeed appear, as her father and
brother had done, as possessor of the high priestly dignity ;
but she and the Parliament together confirmed the principle
of the boundless power of the monarchy of England over
the collective Church, and that all jurisdiction concerning the
doctrine, discipline, or reformation of the Church should be
vested in the Crown for ever! When James 1. was on the
point of ascending the English throne, and was informed for
the first time of the full extent of the inheritance left him
by his predecessors, and of the greatness of his royal prero-
gative, exclaimed, “I do what I please, then. I make the
Law and the Gospel I3

The new Protestant Church became in this way, for a
hundred and fifty years, the slavish servant of the monarchy,
the persistent enemy of public liberty.* The character of the
English people seems to have undergone a complete meta-
morphoeis. In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, two
foreign historians, Froissart and Comines, had described
them as the freest and proudest nation in Europe, the one
that would least endure oppression. And what had now
this nation become? Its Parliament subjected its holiest

t David Lewis has, in his ** Notes on the nature and extent of the
Royal Supremacy in the Anglican Church,” given from original sources
abundant proofs of this fact. London, 1847. See p. 29 especially.

2 ¢ Yet it was not in fact the Queen or her successors, but the Parlia-
ment, which formally claimed for itself infallibility, by adding to the Act
concerning the Royal Supremacy a clause to the effect, that no act or
decision of the present Parliament on religious matters shall ever be
altered or regarded as erroneous.”—See the passage in ** Lewis,” p. 87.

s Literally, in his Scotch dialect, ‘Do I mak the judges? Do I mak
the Bishope? Then God's Wauns! I mak what likes me—law and
Goepel."—** Hist. Essays,” by JoaN ForsTER. London, 1858, i. 227.

¢ MacavLAY'S * Eseays.” Paris, 1843, p. 78.
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interests, the most solemn rights of conscience, to the arbi-
trary authority of a woman; its Church lay humbly at the
feet of the monarchy, preaching the absolute power of the
(rown, and unconditional passive obedience to the will of
kings. If it is remembered, too, that the Government had
at the time no standing army in the country, the matter will
appear still more striking; but the condition of affairs and
the state of parties well explain all. The Government, by
supporting itself on two, or in fact on three parties, could
with their help overpower, first, the adherents of the old
religion, and then one of the factions which had lent their
belp for that purpose. The State Church *had of course in
its favour all those who had carried off a portion of the
spoils of the convents, and of the ancient Church—namely,
the court nobility, and a large proportion of the rural gentry;
and as long as the object was to destroy the Catholic Church,
and to oppress its adherents, it had all the Protestants for
its friends and helpers. United, they would have been
strong enough to effect a complete Reformation, according to
the Swiss view, and erect a Calvinistic Church establish-
ment; but by means of the bait of Church dignities and
benefices, the Court succeeded in dividing them. The
majority of the theologians accepted, along with the Cal-
vinistic dogma, the liturgical and sacramental constituents
that had been retained from the old Church, partly in the
hope that if once this dogma should take root in the minds
of the people, these papistical remains would fall away of
themselves, or could be easily stript off. The genuine Cal-
vinists found too late that they had given their assistance to
the erection of an absolute and oppressive Church and State
power, and that the rope they had helped to put round the
necks of the Catholics was now pressing on their own throats;
and then resistance was broken, under Elizabeth, by the
dungeon, the rack, and the scaffold. In the Lower House
tat only Protestants, since the Catholics had been excluded ;
but amongst these were not a few zealous Puritans, and yet
laws were passed which affixed the most oppressive and cruel
punishments to the slightest deviation from Elizabeth’s
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Church —even the mere absence from Divine service. It
was, indeed, a great advantage to the Government that
the Calvinists were united among themselves, for whilst
Cartwright and his followers were developing the Presby-
terian system, the more thorough-going Brownists became
the harbingers of the subsequent Congregationalists. On
the whole, the state of things was such that, according to
Macaulay’s expression, had it lasted, the Reformation would
have been the greatest curse, in a political point of view,
that had ever fallen upon England.! The English people,
says another historian, had sunk to the lowest degree of
civil and politicetl degradation to which it is possible to press
down the moral and physical energy of the Anglo-Saxon
race.?

The Queen had established her court of Inquisition,® which
decided upon heresy and orthodoxy, and imposed pecuniary
fines, the dungeon, and the rack, at its pleasure. From this,
her favourite tribunal, she decreed suspensions or removals
over the third part of the whole clergy, on account of non-
conformity. She made it an offence for several persons to
meet together to read the Holy Scriptures. “No one shall
be allowed,” she said, in a letter addressed to the Archbishop
of Canterbury, “to depart, in the smallest degree, to the
right or the left of the line drawn by my ordinances.”* Her
statesmen andlawyers maintained,and the House of Commons
readily admitted, that she might exalt herself above all
laws; could restrain all rights and liberties; that, by means
of her Dispensing Power, she could set aside every Act of
Parliament ; and that her prerogative had no limits.® Ac-
cording to these doctrines she reigned; but tyrannical as
were many of her proceedings, she was, and remained, in a
high degree, a popular sovereign. Her subjects did homage
to her intellectual superiority; they knew that under her
England was powerful and respected in Europe ; that it stood

1 ¢ Essays,” p. 158.
* MACGREGOR, * History of the British Empire.” London, 1852, i.,
p. celxx. ¢ Court of High Commission.

¢ MACGREGOR, i., eccl. xxi. $ Dr. Ewzs, p. 649.
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at the head of Protestant states and Protestant interests
throughout the world ; and they bore from her what a feebler
or more narrow-minded monarch would not have dared to
attempt.

One circumstance of the highest importance prevented the
English people from sinking into the condition of the Pro-
testant continent. The country had retained in constant use
its old Germanic laws. The Roman law could never gain an
entrance into England ; no class of Roman jurists, no officials
trained in the views of Roman jurisprudence, could ever be
formed there. England received no Consistorium, after the
German pattern ; it never became a bureaucratically-governed
country ; and it kept clear of the continental bureaucracy,
with its ever-increasing numbers of government officers and
places. Notwithstanding the exceptional courts created in
consequence of the Reformation, England had, on the whole,
maintained the German independence of its courts of law
against the power of the Crown.

Under the first Stuarts—James I. and Charles I.—the
seeds scattered in two opposite directions ripened to their
harvest. In the State Church, though it took part in the
Dordrecht Synod, the aversion to Calvinism was constantly
on the increase ; and in the same degree arose the wish and
the effort to return towards the ancient Church. The anti-
Calvinistic doctrine, the ecclesiastical-political regulations,
the theory of an Episcopacy of divine institution, and of
the Apostolic succession—all this gave to the Anglican
Church a more Catholic colouring. The Church of England
was no longer to pass for one of the various Protestant
communities, but for an improved and purified branch of
the Catholic Church; and on this account the wrath of the
Calvinists against all this Arminianism and Papistry in the
State Church burned the more fiercely.

The royal supremacy over the Church, now no longer
maintained by a powerful, respected, and dreaded woman,
but by a petty, pedantic, and generally despised king, like
James 1., who was always talking of his divine right and
his unlimited prerogatives, sank very low in public opinion.
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It was also felt that the Church was destined to serve as the
protecting bulwark to the absolute power of the monarchs,
and to act as its pliant tool. Charles the First actually
declared that he regarded the Episcopacy as a stronger
support of the monarchical power than even the army ;' and
thus did the political struggle against royalty become like-
wise a struggle against the State Church. The Puritans of
Elizabeth’s time were now, for the most part, Presbyterians ;
and they sought, in the overthrow of the Episcopal order,
the establishment of the Calvinistic doctrine, united with
stricter Church discipline ; the extermination of the Armin-
janism and Papistry that had made their way into the
Church ; the abolition of a liturgy, which had been the source
of these evils; and, finally, they desired to make the Church
independent of the Crown. Their influence in the Lower
House was strengthened by the ¢ doctrinal Puritans "—that
is to say, the Calvinistically-disposed members of the State
Church.? The Independents wished for no further eccle-
siastical organisation, but the independence of the several
congregations ; and though they were subsequently the most
dangerous enemies of the Presbyterians, yet they at first
made common cause with them against their common enemies
—monarchy striving for absolute power, and its subservient
implement, the State Church.

The vicissitudes of the great politico-ecclesiastical struggle
are well known. Strafford, Archbishop Laud, King Charles,
the three representatives of ecclesiastico-political absolutism,
died on the scaffold. The Church fell with the monarchy ;
but the hopes of the Presbyterians, that they would be able
to overpower all other churches and parties, as in Scotland,
and bow the whole English nation under the yoke of genuine
Calvinism, were frustrated. Their brief triumph was followed
by defeat, under Cromwell's dictatorship; the Independents
rose again,and with them the sects of Baptists and Quakers ;
and all sects (with the exception, perhaps, of the Quakers)

1t MACAULAY'S * Essays,” p. 86.
s See SANDFORD'S * Studies and Illustrations of the great Rebellion.”

London, 1858, p. 77.
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desired to rule, and to persecute, and oppress the rest. Of
the State Church it could hardly be said that it had been
crushed into a sect, for it had ceased to exist.

With the Restoration, however, it revived ; it rose into full
glory as a National and Parliamentary Church, with a royal
head-bishop, and once more it was able to plant its foot on
the neck of its enemies. So violent was the re-action against
the intolerable oppression Calviniem, in its various forms,
had then recently exercised, that King Charles I1. was com-
pelled to retract his promise of religious toleration. The
removal of 2000 preachers, the Conventicle Act, the laws
that annihilated the hopes of the anti-Episcopalians, followed
rapidly, blow after blow. The Parliament seemed desirous
of finally settling ecclesiastical affairs, and of securing the
Episcopal Church, not only in the possession of its ancient
rights and privileges, but the exclusive possession of the
nation. In 1673, the Test Outh—a solemn declaration upon
oath of belonging to the Anglican Church, and an acknow-
ledgment of the Royal Supremacy—was imposed on all civil
and military officers. This measure, however, was directed
especially against the Catholics. Since the heir to the
throne, the Duke of York, had become a Catholic, fears—
certainly not unfounded—were entertained, that the future
king would use his supremacy over the Church to bring it
back, step by step, to Catholicity. Such apprehensions
prevailed among all statesmen and zealous Protestants, and
formed, with them, the strongest motive of political action.
The Catholics, as a party, could not then cause the slightest
anxiety. They were lost in the mass of the population, and
it was only on account of the names of some distinguished
families that the little group retained any significance at all.
They would be perfectly content to have, in peace and
quietness, toleration, and the permission to worship God in
the chapels attached to their own homes. It was not on
them that James IL founded his hopes, but upon the reli-
gious distractions of England; on the unconditional de-
votion of the State Church to its royal head-bishop; and

the fidelity with which, as he imagined, they would act up
1
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to their favourite doctrine of “ passive obedience,” and show
an example to all others; and, finally, he trusted to the
Catholic elements and tendencies in the Church itselfi The
most important theologians had, then, for fifty years, been
combating most of the chief doctrines of the Reformation
~—the very foundations of Protestantism — with acuteness
and learning, and had declared the old Church doctrine to be,
in many and important points, the only tenable one. The
great Protestant doctrine of ¢ Justification” had been so
thoroughly demolished by Ball, Hammond, Thorndyke, and
others, in the Church, and by Baxter outside of the Church
—its contradictions and destructive consequences were shown
to be so glaring, that, in spite of its assertion in the 39
Articles, it had never been able to maintain itself in the
Episcopal Church, and no one scientifically-cultivated theo-
logian continued to defend it.!

The amalgamation of the political king’s power with that
of the State Church had generated the doctrine of passive
obedience ; and the Anglican bishops and theologians had
maintained that, according to Christian principles, the people
and the Parliament were bound, even in the most extreme cases
of defence of life, or of the ruin of the social order, not to
resist the will of the sovereign, but to obey unconditionally ;
and, in case the thing commanded were a sin, to remain
entirely passive. They appear to have been considering the
origin of their religion and Church, which was really the will
of a king, by whom it had been forced on a reluctant people.
This duty of passive obedience was, it was said, the doctrine
of all Protestant Churches, but especially of the English, in
contradistinction to that of the Catholic, which maintained
that in certain cases there was a right of resistance, and
even (according to the principles of the middle ages) of
deposition of princes in extraordinary circumstances.? This

1 The so-called Evangelicals at the end of the preceding century,
Toplady, Venn, Newton, James Hervey, and others, cannot be reckoned
among learned theologians.

* In fact, even under the reign of Philip II., the doctrine put forward
by a Spanish preacher in Madrid, that kings had an absolute power over
the persons and property of their subjects, had been condemned by
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doctrine of passive obedience was not merely taught in books
and pamphlets,! but it sounded from all pulpits, and was de-
clared to be a doctrine necessary to salvation.? It was practi-
cally applied to all the measures of Charles II. and James IL,
and both monarche were thus encouraged and assured in their
efforts for absolute power by the Church, whose Head they
were. Defoe bitterly reproached the bishops and Church
clergy for baving flattered James II. with assurances of his
unlimited power, and thus led him on to the brink of ruin,
and then overthrown him. When William III. landed, the
whole Anglican clergy, in mockery of its own teachings, went
over to the usurper, and only 400 Nonjurors had so much of
conscience as to refuse the new oath.?

James II. had been mistaken in his calculation; for the
attachment to Protestantiem was then deeply rooted in the
feelings of the great majority of the people. All parties,
Calvinists as well as Anglicans, were united in their fear of,
and aversion to, the Catholic religion, or what was repre-
sented to them as inseparably connected with it — political
and ecclesiastical despotism, persecutlon, Smithfield fires,
subjection under a foreign Italian prince, or, as the zealots
said, “ the Romish Antichrist,” and a drain of English gold to-
wards Rome! All these terrific phantoms hovered before
the English fancy, in connection with the words “ Catholic
Church.” That it was precisely the Catholic period in
England which had been that of increasing civil freedom,

the Inquisition. The preacher was compelled to revoke his assertion
from the very pulpit where he had made it, and declare that ** kings had
over their subjects no other power than such as was afforded by Divine
and human law ; and by no means any power proceeding only from their
own free and absolute will.” This is reported by ANTONIO PEREZ in his
Relations.—*¢ Université Cath.,” xxii. 76.

' A rich fund of material concerning this matter, so important to
England, is contained in the work of an unknown person (Abr. Seller).
—* History of Passive Obedience since the Reformation.” Amsterdam
(London), 1689.

s« Edinburgh Review,” vol. lv., pp. 32-34. See there the answer of
James L. to Burnet’s Remonstrances.

* WiLson's ‘¢ Life of Defoe,” i. 160.
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and that of the Reformation the time of slavery, absolutisa |
and the loss of individual rights, perhaps not one in
thousand of the English knew, and that one took good car
to say nothing concerning it. It is doing no injustice t
James II. to say that, as a true Stuart, and as an admire -
of Louis XIV., he did aim at absolute power, and would hawve
used the Church of England, when restored to Catholicity,
as a serviceable implement to this end. ‘
The short reign of James, and the preceding years of fear as
to what he might attempt, served to give a powerful impulse to
Protestantism, and occasioned an approximation, though cer-
tainly only a transitory one, amongst all Protestant eects and
parties. Even the toleration offered by James was rejected
by them, with the exception of the Quakers. He had offered
it, persons supposed, merely for the sake of procuring a more
tolerable position in the country for his hated fellow-believers.
‘With the fall of James II. and the Stuart dynasty, and the
elevation of William III., the Protestant succession was
secured, and the movement which had begun with the
Reformation completed as to its main features. The most
important acquisition of recent times was the Habeas Corpus
Act, the guarantee of personal freedom against arbitrary
power, which passed in 1679, under Charles II., and where-
with the rights secured by the ancient Magna Charta were
thus then confirmed and secured against the ambiguous inter-
pretations of Crown lawyers.! The ¢ birth-rights,” or funda-
mental rights, of the English nation, as it was expressed when
William ascended the throne in 1689, contained, with the
exception of the limitation of the succession to the Crown,
only the ancient rights and franchises. Two powers, how-
ever, or rather one power regarded in two different points of
view, were for ever destroyed—these were an arbitra
monarchy, and the royal supremacy over the State Church.
William himeelf was not able, even by the threat of an abdi-
cation, to overcome the opposition of the Parliament; and
since his death, and the accession of the Hanoverian dynasty,
no King of England has ever been able to govern in his own

t Harram's * Constitutional History.” London, 1882, iii. 17.
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person.! The kings of this dynasty continued to be strangers,
uloved by the nation. And whilst the monarchy withdrew
from the eyes of the nation into the background, and lost
more and more of its dignity, the power and authority of
Parfiaments were considerably on the increase; and during
nearly sixty years the administration of the Whig party, the
pofitical centre of gravity, was moved entirely into the Lower
House. :

With this enfeeblement of the monarchical element in
England, the ecclesiastical supremacy of the Crown could not
but gradually receive a different interpretation, and produce
different results. Queen Anne had, in 1707, declared her
supremacy to be a fundamental element of the constitution'
of the Church of England;? and George I., who, shortly
before, had been a Lutheran, issued, as early as 1714, certain
ordinances concerning things connected with the liturgy, that
went very much into detail’ But the political advantage
and importance of the supremacy now fell to the Prime
Minister for the time being, and ecclesiastical patronage was
used in the interests of the Whig party, and as a means of
gaining over the more powerful families, and obtaining their
influence in the elections and in Parliament ; but the Church,

! It may be objected that George III., from his accession to the dissolu-
tion of the Cabinet under Lord North (1761-1782), exercised great influ-
ence on the course of Government and the decision of political questions,
and that by means of a party formed outside the Cabinet, and in opposition
to it. But that was an abnormal, unnatural state, which awakened great
discontent in the nation, as BURKE has shown in his * Thoughts on the
Canses of the Present Discontent.” (Works, London, 1834, i. 127, &c.)
*The power of the Crown,” he says, * ‘ almost dead and rotten as pre-
rogative,” has grown up anew, with much more strength and far less
odium, under the name of influence.” He then goes on to describe this
plan as a system of favouritism, the invention of a double Cabinet, &c.
It was exercised through the corruption of a great number of the
members of the Lower House, to which purpose a portion of the Civil
List was applied. The matter proves, in the most striking manner, that
henceforward there was to be no such thing as a legitimate exercise of
pereonal power on the part of the king.

* See WiLKINS'S * Concilia Britannie,” iv. 685.

3 Davip Lewis, p. 41.
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in which Jacobite and Tory tendencies prevailed, was robbeu
even of what had remained to it of the power of free move-
ment, and for this purpose the royal supremacy did excellent
service. The Convocations were no longer allowed to meet
and the Church was more and more temporalized, -an«
degraded into an institution for the advantage of the sons an-
cousins of influential families.

As soon as the Constitution of the Estates of Englan.
entered into its new Stadium of Parliamentary government .
that which was formerly called in England Erastianism,
namely, the control and depression of the Church, and
“turning it to account” by the laity, became a regular prac-
tice, as if belonging to the natural order of things. The
Government has had since then greater power over the
Church, and in the Church, than in the State, both in
theory and in practice! If ever a statesman employed this
supremacy for the good of the Church, it was a mere lucky
accident.

Since the Nonconformists, or Dissenters, were friends of
the Hanoverian dynasty, and of the Whig party, the govern-
ment, which was glad of their support, set aside the restraint
under which they had lain in Anne’s reign, though this
certainly was only effected by an Indemnity Act yearly re-
newed ; still it granted them access to public affairs, whilst
the State Church was not only unable to make any aggres-
sion on the Dissenters, but was incapable of protecting itself
against heterodoxy and infidelity in its own bosom. The
penal laws remained in force against the Catholice alone.

Thus there was presented in England the remarkable
phenomenon of one State (since Scotland had become by
the Union a province of the British Empire), with two
entirely different and mutually hostile State Churches—a
Calvinistic Presbyterian in the North, and an Episcopal
Church in the South; and further, the English Church,
deprived of all power of free action, lay bound and helplessly
dependent on the State; whilst all the sects and religious
societies that had arisen, or were to arise out of it, whatever

! PRETYMAN, * The Church of England and Erastianism,” p. 215.
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their doctrines or institutions might be, could govern them-
selves in perfect autonomy and freedom. An Englishman
thinks this quite in the regular order of things!

The supremacy is, according to Hallam, who expresses the
prevalent view on the subject, the dog’s collar which the
State puts on the Church that it has endowed, in return for
food and shelter.!

If we now ask what has been gained in almost one hundred
vears of an embittered struggle between parties and Churches?
—what can be shown as the actual result?—it appears to
amount, in the first place, to this: that religious freedom, or
rather the liberty of not belonging to the State Church, but
of forming an independent community, has been won after .
a contest of about a hundred and seventy years, and after
thousands of Englishmen have lost their lives; and this, too,
has been won in direct contradiction to the original principles
of Protestantism.

Secondly, the civil liberties that the English possessed
in Catholic times, had been essentially enervated, and in
some cases destroyed, by the Reformation and the spirit of
State-Churchship. They had primarily to be reconquered,
and then confirmed and extended, in the sanguinary war
which the partisans of the sects, in alliance with the political
champions of freedom, carried on against the monarchy and
the dependent State Church. In so far as all these sects
proceeded from the principle of the Reformation, and all
called themselves Protestant, it may be said that Protestant-
ism in England, after having been, in its first form, the most
dangerous enemy and destroyer of civil freedom, did, in all
subsequent forms, or through the consequences of Church
dismemberment involved in it, contribute to the re-establich-
ment and extension of political liberty. Every one of these
Protestant communities oppressed every other when it could,
or was prepared and resolved to do go; every one wished to
lay on the nation the yoke of its own views and institutions.
The Presbyteriane, Prynne and Edwards, as soon as their

1 ¢ Constitutional History of England,” iii. 444. ¢ The supremacy of
the Legislature is like the collar of the watch-dog,” &e., &ec.
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sect had obtained a momentary pre-eminence, endeavoured
to prove that the authorities were entitled and bound to
wield the sword against all erroneous doctrinea—that is to say,
against all that were not Calvinistic.! Ultimately, all
religious parties came forth from the long contest weakened
and shaken. The Presbyterians disappeared in England,
and were replaced by other sects. The State Church had
become so powerless; there was such an uncertainty in all its
doctrines, and such a dissolution of all ecclesiastical bonds had
taken place within it, that even bishops declared the English
clergy to be the worst in all Europe; and in the eighteenth
century England was distinguished above all other nations
. for its general contempt of the Church, and a wide-spread
infidelity, even among the female sex.

The fall of James II, and the summoning of a new
dynasty, did not, in fact, bring any accession to English
popular liberty, for such had been, as to all essential par-
ticulars, already won; but it brought with it two changes,
pregnant with important consequences, viz: the degradation
of the monarchy into a mere powerless phantom, and the
system of parliamentary government by majorities of the
lower house, whose views and aims had to be modified by
the limitation or extension of the suffrage. Upon the value
of these two acquisitions the future must decide.

Since the passing of the Reform Bill, England has been
treading a downward path ; and, upon the question whether
it can be arrested in its decline—whether it is in a position
to recoil from the increasingly democratic tendencies of the
House of Commons and of the constitution—will depend the
future prospects of this kingdom, and, to a certain extent,
of the world also.

On the whole, it appears, as a fitting inference from the do-
mestic history of each country, that wherever the Reformation
produced one united State Church, it acted prejudicially on
civil liberty ; that such States retrograded on the political
path in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; and that it is

! See the expressions of Burnet, Lady Mary Wortley, and others, in
the * Quarterly Review,” vol. ccli., p. 462.
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only where Protestantism did not attain to absolute supre-
macy, in the form of a State Church, but where a considerable
portion of the population remained Catholic, while another
formed various religious communities, that there arose, from
the collisions and limitations thereby occasioned, a greater
measure both of civil and political freedom.
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THE CHURCHES WITHOUT THE PAPACY—
A PANORAMIC SURVEY.

Ir we wish to understand all that must stand or fall with
the Papal See, and how inextricably interwoven it is with
the innermost being of the Church, we must cast a glance
upon those religious bodies' which have separated themselves
from Rome, or have arranged their constitution so as to
have no place for a Primate. 1 here, then, enter #o much
the more willingly on a survey of the Churches, since it is
my object to make clear the condition of the present time,
with respect to ecclesiastical affairs; and I also do so because
such a survey is indispensable for a comprehension of the
question concerning the States of the Church.

THE CHURCH OF THE PATRIARCHATE OF CONSTANTINOPLE,

We will begin with the oldest of the dismembered Churches,
the Oriental, or “ Orthodox Anatolian Church,” which
recognises the Patriarch of Constantinople as its head. It
embraced, formerly, all the countries of the Greek Empire,
but has been for some time past continually crumbling away,
by ecclesiastical resistance to, and separation from it of
particular portions. The separations have been based on
the antagonism of various nationalities, and on the decay of
the Turkish Empire, which, in the day of its power, upheld,
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for the sake of its own interest, the authority of the
Patriarch. The Hellenic Church, that of the kingdom of
Greece, has declared itself independent; the Metropolitan
of Carlowitz, in Austria, with his eleven bishops, has done
the same, and his Church is now an independent Patriarchate.
The Churches of Cyprus, of Montenegro, and of Mount
Sinai, have declared their independence. In the Danubian
Principalities a similar attempt has been made to form an
independent Romaic Church. Almost all the organs of the
press there demand a solemn declaration of the independence
of the “ Moldavo-Wallachian Church,” and the formation of
a Moldavo-Wallachian Synod. A separation of the Bul-
garians has taken place, but they have joined the Catholics.
That the Ionian Islands have not gained the Hellenic
Church, but still acknowledge the Patriarch as their eccle-
siastical head, is probably to be ascribed to English influence
or compulsion.!

The Patriarch, whose sway still extends over about nine
millions of persons, has in some respects more than a Papal
power. He can appoint or remove, on his own irresponsible
aathority, all archbishops, bishops, and priests, and, with ex-
ception of four prelates belonging to the standing synod, can
relegate them all to their dioceses. He possesses at the same
time an extensive civil jurisdiction, the right of punishment,
and an unlimited power of taxation. His whole administra-
tion has now been for hundreds of ycars connected with an
unexampled system of extortion, corruption, and simony.
Every Patriarch attains by these means to his dignity. Ac-
cording to long-established precedent, the patriarch is usually
changed every two or three years; he is, namely (the custom
originates in Turkish despotism and Greek corruption), de-
posed by the synod, for bad administration, or he is com-
pelled to resign.

Thecases in whicha Patriarch dies in possession of his dignity
are extremely rare, for those who make a profit by bargains for
the patriarchate take care that they shall be transacted as often

1 In Roumelia and the Herzegovina, separations from the Patriarchate
are expected.—** Neue Evang. Kirch.-Zeitung von Messner,” 1860, p. 400.
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as possible.! When the Patriarch has purchased the dignity
of his deposed predecessor for hard cash, he gets his money
back again by the sale of archbishoprics and bishoprics, and the
purchasers of these, in their turn, make amends by extortions on
the inferior clergy and the people. The most important part in
theseintrigues and bargainings about the patriarchate is played
by a temporal official, the Logothetes, who at the same time, as
an ecclesiastical dignitary for the patriarch, stands by the side
of the executive and mediates between him and the Porte.
Only a year ago the Patriarch Kyrillos was deposed on
account of simony and waste of the patriarchal finances, and,
after a regular election contest, Joachim, Bishop of Cyzikus,
was chosen in his place. The clergy attached to Greek na-
tionality have been hitherto the instruments by whose means
the Turks have ruled over not only the Greek, but also the
Sclavonian population of the empire, and in so doing exercise
a despotic power that the Sclavonians are more and more
revolting against. The eight dignitaries of the Synod (they
bear the name of metropolitan, but six of their number are
mere villages), are the ruling powers, in subordination to the
patriarch, but when united against him are more powerful
than he can be. The temporal power that has been com-
mitted or left to the Greek-Church-princes is a source of
innumerable outrages, and the means of enriching immode-
rately their families, as well as those upon whom they feel
themselves to be dependent.

The great Sclavonian party, relying on “the Hatti-Hu-
mayun” of the Turkish monarch, and in alliance with a
portion of the Greek laity, is endeavouring to break through
these ecclesiastical and political fetters. The Greek oli-
garchy, however—namely, the seven first prelates of the
Synod, in union with the national Hellenic party, which dreads
the Sclavonic preponderance —is ever contending against
them, and a struggle for life or death is carried on, in which
national hostility, strengthened by indignation at a state of

1 ErcHMANN, * Die Reformen des Osmanischen Reiches.” Berlin, 1858,

p. 27-28.—Prrzirios, ‘“ L'Eglise Orientale,” Rome, 1825, ii. 82.—
GELzER'S * Monatsblitter,” vii. 224.
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things so intolerably corrupt, leaves apparently no room for
reconciliation. Thus the patriarchate of Constantinople has
already entered on the stage of approaching dissolution.
The three other patriarchates, which, according to the Anato-
lian schismatic theory, exercise, in conjunction with that of
Constantinople, the supreme authority in matters of faith, are
scarcely more than titular dignitaries, for the patriarchate of
Alexandria has but 5,000, that of Antioch 50,000, and of
Jerusalem 25,000 souls. The Patriarch of Jerusalem has
his regular summer residence on the Prince’s Island, near the
capital ; and the two others reside, with his permission and
that of the Synod, in the capital itself.

The Greek Patriarchate is in the most shameful and pe-
rishing condition to which an ancient and venerable Church
has ever yet been reduced; but that does not prevent the
youngest prophet of Slavism, which is to be called to the
dominion of the world, from founding on that See the most
splendid hopes. “ When the Turkish dominion is destroyed,”
says Pogodin, ¢ the Patriarchate of Constantinople will arise
again in all its glory, and the Church of the East will again
attain its world-wide importance. Then” (according to Po-
godin) “ will the worn-out West be rejuvenated, namely, by
the Slave and his Church, for all the future belongs to the
Sclavonic race.”!

This Church certainly lies under the most pressing neces-
sity. of reforming itself and of becoming re-vivified; for
simony in its widest sense, veniality, corruption of the clergy
both high and low, the employment of all imaginable means,
both religious and superstitious, for the extortion of gifts—
all these features of the Byzantine Church system have been
authentioated by all observers. To this must be added the
groes ignorance of the clergy, the majority of whom in many
districts cannot write, and sometimes not even read. Las-
karato, the author of a work that appeared in 1856, on the
state of Cephalonia, declares, in his letters to the archbishop
of that place, that it might happen to any one to dismiss a
servant one day for misconduct, and meet him on the mor-

v ¢ Politische Briefe aus Russland.” Leipsic, 1860, p. 17.
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row as a priest; people that you have known as petty
chandlers, day labourers, or boatmen, you may see in a few
days appear on the altar or in the pulpit.!

Devotion to the civil power is so completely the lot of all
special churches that have been rent away from the one uni-
versal World-Church, that the Greeks will even acknowledge
their Turkish ruler as a supreme judge in ecclesiastical ques-
tions. As incredible as this appears, it has been stated in the
most decided terms, and in the most official form, in quite
recent times. Pius IX., in his evangelical letter to the pre-
lates of the East, in the year 1848, reminded them of their
want of religious unity; and thereupon the Patriarch an-
swered, in his own name and that of his Synod, * In disputed
or difficult questions, the three Patriarchs discuss the matter
with the Patriarch of Constantinople, because that city is
the seat of empire, and because he is the president of the
Synod. If they cannot agree the affair is, according to
ancient precedent and ueage, referred for decision to the head
of the (Turkish) Government.”* The Greek who makes
known this communication, mentions also a case in which a
decision was really given. The Armenian clergy had a dis-
pute with the Greek priests concerning the custom of mixing
water with the sacramental wine; and the dispute was finally
brought before the Turkish Reis-Effendi, who accordingly
gave his decision. “ Wine is an impure drink, condemned
by the Koran; pure water oaly, therefore, should be made
use of.”

And yet it is undeniable that a splendid prospect lies
before the Church of the Turkish Empire, if it should be
able to raise itself only in some measure from its present
degraded condition, and to comprehend the greatness of its
mission. For the days of the Turkish dominion are num-
bered. Not only can the Empire not continue in its present

! Td pvoripua rijc Kegahoviag, 1856. This work entailed on its author

the punishment of excommunication.
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form, but the power of Mohammedanism in Europe must
aleo fall. The Turks will be compelled to emigrate and
to return to Asia, or they will die out—and in fact they are
actually dying out at the present moment. The Christians
are already four times more numerous than the Turks, and
the latter already begin to fear that if the Hatti-Humayun
were truly and honestly carried out, they (the Turks) would
within five years’ time be driven across the Bosphorus. They
themselves are abeolutely unimprovable and stationary: the
hatred of every kind of reform is as much an article of faith
with them as the hatred of all non-Mahommedans, Their
polygamy, their frequent divorces, the seclusion and unna-
tural mode of life of their women, the criminal methods
employed to prevent the increase of families, the want of an
aristocracy, as well as of a genuine middle class—their entire
social position, as a slothful, parasitical race, living on the
impoverishment and plunder of the Christian population—all
these things make the elevation of the Turkish race an im-
possibility.

They themselves are filled with the idea that their time is
coming to an end. They are continually declining in num-
bers, in morals, in courage, and in hope.! Their slothfulness
nourishes their fatalism ; and, again, their fatalism serves as a
pretext to their slothfulness, and disinclination to every kind
of exertion. The Christian stands towards the Turk in the

8¢ All is dying around the Christian populations,” says RAaouL DE
MaLHERRE (‘ L'Orient.,” 1718-1845. ‘ Histoire, Politique, Religion,
Mceurs.” Paris, 1846, ii. 157.), ‘* All is perishing, under that hard law of
fatalism —all is becoming extinguished in polygamy, vice, and debauchery ;
beyond these the East has no other prospect than depopulation and the
desert.” See also the communications of 8o excellent an observer as
Nassauv W. SENIOR, in his *Journal kept in Turkey and Greece.”
London, 1859, pp. 28, 32, 147, 212. The British Consul, Mr, Finn,
lately said, * The Mohammedan population of Syria is dying out, and I
cannot even say that it is dying slowly.”—* Allg. Zeitung,” 1861, p.
1144 ; 11th March.—‘Even Asia Minor, which, in 350 years, the
Turks have changed from a rich and prosperous country into a desert,
shows the same phenomenon. A Pacha himself reports that, in his
Pachalik, the deaths exceeded the births by six per cent.”—SExIOR,
p- 188,
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same relation as if & living man were bound to a corpse; but
the Christians are evidently increasing in numbers, in pros—
perity, in intelligence, and in courage. The Turks theon-
selves say that it will soon be necessary to fill all offices with
Christians; and then some day the ministers will say to the
Sultan that he must become a Christian, and—so it will
happen.! The future belongs, then, to Christianity, and not
to Islam; and the same thing is true of a great part of Asia,
for the Persian Empire also is in a state of hopeless internal
distraction, and the population is very thin and constantly
decreasing. At the beginning of the present century it was
estimated at twelve millions, it is now said not to exceed
eight. Almost all Persian cities, with the exception of
Tabris, Teheran, and Schiras, are in ruins,? and must fall
more and more under the Russian dominion. Moham-
medanism also, though it has in recent times made some pro—
gress among the Malays of Borneo and the negroes of
Soudan and Madagascar,? has, on the whole, entered into the
stage of decay, and must fall back whenever the superior
energy of the Christian nations advances against it. Apart
from the question of truth, Islam bears within itself the
germ of diseolution, since it is a religion of fixed definite
precepts, embracing every department of life, and in their
nature destructive of all progress. As the production of an
individual nation, and of a decidedly low degree of culture,
it could not, when transferred to other nationalities, be other-
wise than injurious and inadequate, and must ultimately fall
before the internal contradictions it occasions, and the neces-
gities of life; whilst Christianity, as a religion of ideas, and
of an institution adapted to the whole world, and limited
neither by time nor locality, is capable of doing justice to
every really human requirement—of promoting and encourag-
ing the onward progress of the human race.*

U« Diary in Turkish and Greek Waters,” by the EARL oF CARLISLE.
London, 1864, p. 78.

1 ¢ Allg. Zeitung,” 1st March, 1857, p. 956.

s « Edinburgh Review,” vol. c. (1854), p. 412.

¢ This contrast of the two religions has lately been noticed by a very
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THE HELLENIC CHURCH.

The Charch of the Kingdom of Greece has dissolved its
connection with the Patriarch and Synod of Constantinople.
On the motion of thirty-five bishops assembled in Nauplia,
the Regency, in the year 1833, declared the ¢ Orthodox
Oriental Church of Hellas” independent of every foreign
anthority. The government of the Church is to be vested
in a Synod, consisting of five ecclesiastical members, to be
appointed by the king, and two laymen, of whom one is to
be the Attorney-General (Staats Procurator). A Concordat
had been previously agreed upon (the 7Zomos), by which
greater freedom had been granted to the Church with respect
to the constitution of the Synods. The Government, how-
ever, altered this arrangement, and arrogated to itself the
right of appointing the members, in accordance with the pre-
cedent given by Russia. In fact, the whole new Conastitution
was an imitation of the Russian; whilst the remarkable pro-
vision, that the members of the Synods should only be
appointed by the State authorities for a year at a time, went
far beyond the Russian model. But the Patriarch of Byzan-
tium nevertheless, in the year 1850, acknowledged this
pecaliar kind of Church constitution, merely with the reserva-
tion of certain acts of homage.

The clergy of the newly constituted Church are taken
from the lowest classes of the people, and are so parsimoni-
ously paid that they are obliged to carry on some mechanical
trade or rural occupation in addition to their priestly func-
tions. They are mostly men utterly uneducated, and have
no influence whatever amongst the cultivated classes,
amongst whom a species of Voltairianism has made great
progress.! In the powerful, and, in fact, wonderful intel-

acute obeerver, the CouNT D’EsCAYRAC DE LAUTURE, in ‘ Le Désert
et le Soudan.” Paris, 1868, p. 185. The remarks made by him were
the result of his close attention to the condition of the Mohammedan
population. The author is the person who, a short time gince, was taken
prisoner by the Chinese, and frightfully mutilated.
! W. SENIOR, * Journal kept in Turkey and Greece.” London, 1859,
K
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lectual movement that has taken place of. late years among
the Greeks, the clergy have not participated. An attachment
to the National Church, a preference for the peculiarities of
the Anatolian doctrine and rites are found, to some extent,
among the Greeks, but such attachment is more political
than religious. The ecclesiastical peculiarities were regarded
as the bulwarks of Greek nationality, as things connected
with the great superiority of the Hellenes over other nations.

For this Church of Hellas, also, there is a hopeful prospect ;
because, in proportion as the kingdom extends—of which, in
the rapid decay of the Turkish Empire, there is every likeli-
hood—the Church also will be enlarged at the cost of the
Patriarchal See of :Constantinople. The inhabitants of the
Tonian Islands would doubtless join the Church of Hellas on
the first opportunity; and Thessaly also, where the Greek
race is preponderant, desires greatly a union with the kingdom
of Greece; and the subjects of King Otto look to this event
with eagerness ;' and no sooner should the incorporation take
place than the province would certainly separate itself from
the Patriarchate of Stamboul, and enter the Synodical Church.
The politico-ecclesiastical hopes of the Hellenes of the king-
dom, however, are well known to extend much further—even
to Little Asia.

THE RUSSIAN CHURCH.

The Church of the great European-Asiatic Empire, if we

- 880.—GELzER'S ** Monatsblitter,” vii. 251, The author of the Essays
called ¢ The Croes and the Crescent,” in the latter publication mentions
(vii. 226) that he visited a great number of bishops and metropolitans in
the islands of the Archipelago, in Asia Minor, and in Syria, and some-
times enjoyed their hospitality ; and that in conversation with them he
frequently alluded to the religious apathy of the people, whose womship
appeared to him as if they were rather troublesome ceremonies of polite-
nees, in which the heart had no share. The answer he got was, * What
can we do? How can we think of devoting ourselves to quiet study and
the instruction of others, when we have our own wives and children to
rrovide for, and are scarcely able to procure the means of existence ?”
t SENIOR, p. 36.
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include the sects of which the State does not recognize the
existence, numbers more than fifty millions of persons, and
is also a daughter of the Byzantine ; and though, towards the
end of the sixteenth century, it declared itself separate from
the Patriarchate, it has retained, with perfect fidelity, the
Church system, with its doctrines and ritual, as it was
received from Byzantium. According to theory, it recognizes
in matters of faith the four Anatolian Patriarchs as a supreme
authority ; and if the decision of a point of doctrine is in
question, it i8 laid before them, that is to say, in fact before
the Patriarch of Constantinople, with his Synod—for the three
others no longer represent any great ecclesiastical body, but
are merely titular, and must be regarded as members of the
higher Byzantine clergy. The Catholic Church passes for
heretical, on account of the doctrine of the procession of the
Holy Ghost; and even in Russia for heretical and for schis-
matic, on account of the claims of the Papal See. But with
re-pect to the third point of difference, the intermediate state
after death, it would be easy to come to an understanding.
It is only put forward when there is a desire to multiply the
pretexts for separation, and to widen the chasm.

The Russian Church has been, since the separation from
the Patriarchate of Constantinople (1587), a completely iso-
lated National Church, without any connection with the rest
of the Christian world. At its head stood the Patriarch,
resident at Kiev, who was the Metropolitan for all Russia,
and, in power, almost the equal of the Czar—for the Church
was still independent, and represented the rights of the
people, in opposition to the imperial power, and that of the
Boyars—so that the remonstrances of the Patriarchs were
almost equivalent to a veto. Peter 1., who was early initi-
ated, by his Genevese tutor, into Protestant views, and who
was determined to get the mighty influence of the Church
into his own hands, abolished the Patriarchal dignity, because
“ the people would otherwise think more of the Chief Pastor
than of the Chief Ruler,” and appointed (1721) a “ Holy
Synod,” appointed by himeelf—a permanent Council, in the
eyes of the Bishops, and an Upper Consistory, in the Pro-

K 2
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testant sense, in the eyes of the Czar. When the clergy
petitioned for the re-appointment of a Patriarch, Petes
replied, angrily striking his breast—* Here is your Patri
arch.”! This overthrow of the ancient ecclesiastical consti-
tution was acknowledged by the Patriarch Jeremiah of
Constantinople. “The Synod appointed by the Czar Peter,”
he declared, ¢ is, and is to be called, our brother in Christ.”
It has the power to transact and to decree, like the four
sacred Apostolic Patriarchal Sees.®

These Synods, with their permanent Procurator, taken
from the laity (and occasionally from the army), form a kind of
State Council and Ecclesiastical Tribunal, an administrative
machine for the Church, which is placed by the State on a
level with other administrative authorities. Being in itself
a body without a soul, it receives the principle of life from
the Czar, through the Procurator, without whose signature
none of its proceedings are valid, and none of its words have
any power. It cannot even itself appoint its secretary and
subordinate officials ; but they are all nominated and displaced
by the Czar. It subsists only by the will of the Ewperor,
and merely to fulfil his commands.

On the whole Russian religious system, therefore, is im-
pressed the stamp of Imperial State Churchship. The entire
property of the Church was attached by Catherine IL to the
estates of the Crown, in order, as it was said, to relieve the
clergy from the burden of their administration.? The Church
bears this supremacy as a yoke that has been laid upon it; but
it bears the burden willingly—it undeniably serves the State as
a political instrument, and assists in confirming the absolute
power of the Czar. The slightest movement towards inde-
pendence in the Bishops, leads to threats of imprisonment
and exile; and although the three Metropolitans of Peters-
burg, Kiev, and Moscow, are permanent members of the
governing Synod, the latter, when he on one occasion pre-

! HERMANN'S * Geachichte des Russ. Staats,” iv, 850.

* MUBAWIIEW'S ** Geachichte der Russischen Kirche." Carlsruhe,
1857, p. 252.

* DoraoroUEOW's ‘‘ La Vérité sur la Russie.” Paris, 1860, p. 844.
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sumed to differ in opinion from the Emperor Nicholas, was
immediately dismissed to his diocese, by which he was
- prevented from taking any further part in the proceedings
of the Synod.!

Notwithstanding this, the Protestant idea, that the sove-
reign, as such, must be the chief Bishop or head of the
National Charch, is really foreign to the Ruesians, and to
the Sclavonic nation in general. A religious Russian
would not adit, even now, that the Czar was the head of
his Church, or that it belonged to his office to decide
on questions concerning faith and doctrine, divine service,
and the Sacraments. In fact, no Czar has ever taken on
himself to do, what, in Protestant countries, is regarded as
among the ordinary, and, what may be called, the normal
proceedings of the government—to make enactments con-
cerning faith and divine service, or impose any changes on
the Church.

What, however, the Russian Czar, with all his power,
declines to do, with respect to his own Church, that he
arrogates to himself, according to the Protestant system,
with respect to the Lutheran Church of the Baltic provinces.?
This archiepiscopal power, too, has even been exercised in a
somewhat hostile spirit, not only by the extension of the laws
concerning mixed marriages to the Protestant provinces,
according to which all the children of such marriages belong
to the Russian Church,® but also by prohibiting Protestant
clergymen from baptizing heathens, Jews, and Moham-
medans. Authority in dogmatic or liturgical questions has
never been ascribed to the Emperor in his own Church, but
he has assumed it over that of the Protestants, for the Edict

! DOLGOROUKOW, p. 343.

* By a Rescript of the year 1817. HrNgsTENBERG'S ‘* Kirchen-
Zeitung,” vol. xxxi., pp. 569-567.

? Concerning the consequences that have already resulted, see * Russ-
land und die Gegenwart.” Leipsig, 1851, i. 163 ; and HENGSTENBERG,
* K.-Zeitung," i., p. 575.—Both witnesses maintain that, by this law, the
Protestant Church of those countries must gradually pess into the
Russian-Greek Church.
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of 1817 commands the General Consistory to refer all sach!
matters to the Czar.

There is, therefore, no question of an Imperial Papacy or
Caliphate in Russia; but, nevertheless, in the ¢“ Order of
Succession,” which the Emperor Paul read aloud in the
Cathedral at Moscow, and then laid on the altar, the Emperor
is styled the ¢ Head of the Church.” In the Book of Laws
he is called merely the ¢ Divinely annointed Protector” of
the Church of God; and at his coronation he is treated =as
the “ first-born son” of the Church. Prince Dolgoroukow
remarks that the Emperor Nicholas never regarded himself
as head of the Church, though he certainly acted as if he
was;! and, as a matter of fact, the Church of Russia is more
completely in the power of the monarch than any other
religious community in the Christian world.

It is wanting, to a degree, of which there is scarcely
another example in Christian history, in every capacity of
free action. There are no Councils, no conferences of the
clergy, no co-operation of the clergy and their parishioners,
no centre of ecclesiastical knowledge and culture, no exchange
of views through literary organs, or an ecclesiastical literature.
No such things exist in Russia, nor may they exist; and
thence it follows that there is in the Church no such thing
as public opinion or public feeling; and it cannot be said
that the Russian clergy have before them auy purpose clearly
defined or recognised, or even instinctively felt, or that it has
any indwelling organic life. The Bishop and his clergy are
separated by a broad and impassable chasm. The Bishop is
mostly an aged monk, who, after a life passed in his cell, in total
ignorance of temporal affairs and administrative business,
sees himself suddenly elevated by the Imperial will to an
Episcopal throne, the choice being made with special refer-
ence to personal qualifications—a lofty stature, a majestic
beard, a generally imposing appearance. He has two main
duties : first, devotion to the Emperor, and unconditional
obedience to his will ; and, secondly, a watchful attention to
the pomp of liturgical ceremonies. The serious business,

1 4 La Vérité sur la Russie.” Faris, 1860, p. 341.
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and the cares of Catholic Bishops, are unknown to him; for
these the Bishop leaves, partly to the Imperial Synod (since
the Emperor has withdrawn from the Episcopacy the greater
part of its spiritual power and juriediction), and partly to
the Consistories, which are notorious for their venality and
simony. Among the Bishops themselves there is no hierar-
chical organization, no internal connection, and no reciprocal
action. All these the Czars have annihilated; and thus the
Russian Church is -found in glaring contradiction to a
fundamental law acknowledged by itself — namely, the 33d
Apostolic Canon, by which “every national Church is to
recognise one bishop as its first and its head.” The secular
clergy, who are mostly the sons of clergymen—for the clergy
here form an hereditary class—have usually, even before the
time of their ordination—that is, from their early youth—to
maintain in a church that the Czars have robbed of its
property, a constant struggle against poverty and destitu-
tion. They are mostly married to priests’ daughters, and
the fathers of a numerous progeny, and they have to till
their fields with their own hands: they are in general, as
may be supposed, extremely ignorant—indeed, are merely
taught to read and to sing, and but too often addicted to the
national vice of drunkenness. They are entirely defenceless
against the bishops, who sometimes treat them like slaves;
they cringe before them with trembling humility; and as it is
impossible for them to live with their families on the income
allowed them by the Church, they are compelled to descend
to the most supple pliancy of demeanour, both towards those
above them (their Bishops and patrons), as well as towards
the people below them.!

The Ruseian Church is a dumb one: there is no singing
by the congregation, and there is no sermon—only occasion-
ally, and especially on lmperial féte-days, does the Pope or
Bishop say a few words, to impress on the people the duty
and great merit of unconditional obedience towards the
Czar, and to point out that they cannot better show their

1 See the description given by an eye-witness in the ‘* Correspondant,”
vol. xxii. (1826), p. 816.
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love to God than by a faithful subjection to the Imperial will-i
Amid such a want of all instruction and of epiritual renova-
tion (for there are neither prayer-books nor ascetic wntxnos
in the hands of the people), the individual remaine com-
pletely confined within the circle of his own thoughts, and
there are no remedies against the overwhelming mass of
superstition which cannot fail to be engendered by a purely
ceremonial religion in the absence of doctrine and of the
living Word.

Spiritual culture, and even a smattering of theological
knowledge, can only be found in the monasteries, and with a
few monks. Very unfavourable opinions are, nevertheless,
given of the monastic orders: “ They are,” says Dolgoroukow,
“jdle and demoralized, and, with the exception of the
Bureaucracy, the most mischievous class of men in Russia.
At the same time, the secular priest stands so much lower in
the sociul scale, and in public opinion, that he can, if he
pleases, again become a layman, or be, by degradation, restored
to the laity, and may then even be placed in the ranks as a
soldier.”?

The Russian is, however, unconditionally devoted to_his
Church ; it is for him the firm citadel of his nationality, in
which, and through which, he feels himself invincible; and
the Slavonian Liturgy, which so completely expresses the
manners and the tendencies of the people, gives to the clergy

1 Intelligent Russians now acknowledge that it is a perverse practice,
in their Church, to make marriage compulsory on the clergy, and to
admit no man to ordination who is living in celibacy. See upon the sub-
ject DoLagoroukow, p.350. Thedifficulty is not to be got rid of, as the
Prince thinks, by leaving them free on this point—for a married clergy,
and one living in voluntary celibacy, could not well subsist together.
The former would sink too low in public opinion by the contrast: the
oconfidence—and, as a natural consequence, the contributions—of the people
would be bestowed upon the latter. In the appointinents to livings,
the parishes would certainly petition for a wifeless pastor, that is, if
they were allowed to express their wishes. There have been, very lately,
complaints from Galicia, of the injurious consequences that have followed
from the compulsory early marriages of the Greek clergy there.—See
** Kleine Beytriige zii grossen Fragen in Oesterreich.” Leipeig, 1860, p. 81.

t LEouzoN LE Duc, p. 224, et seq.
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a great power over their minds. The Russian is far from
feeling that moral indignation at the low moral state of hie
“Popes,” which to the Germanic and Romanic nations made
the corruption of their clergy ultimately intolerable.!

The Raussians believe in themselves, and in a great futurity
for themselves, and this confidence especially applies to their
Church. The extension of their empire and of their Church
are jointly regarded as great national objects; and as their
Church stands alone in the world, the government can
always stamp every war as a religious one—as, indeed,
Nicholas, in the recent great war,actually did. All who are not
Russians are, in accordance with the opinion officially incul-
cated on the people, either heterodox or infidels. According
to this view, an Appeal of the Holy Directing Synod of
Petersburg summoned the people, in 1855, to devote their
lives and fortunes to the cause of their country and their
holy religion. And the proclamation of the year 1848
closed with the words, “ Hear, ye heathens, and humble
yourselves, for God is with us !”

Russia is, for the people, the “ Holy Land "—Moscow, the
% Holy City ” —the monarch, the “ Holy Czar”—God is the
“Russian God.” In the prayers of the Church supplication
is made for the extension of the dominion of the Czar and of
the orthodox Church on earth, and many a Russian hopes to
see the day when the Greek cross will be planted on St.
Peter's at Rome. The Government only acts in accordance
with the spirit of the nation when it meditates preparing
the other nations of the same confession, Greeks and South
Slavonians, for the reception at some period into the
Russian Imperial and ecclesiastical body. Before all things,

1 The Russian author of the work called ** Vom anderen Ufer” (Ham-
burg, 1850), p. 167, says, indeed, of the Russian peasant, ‘* He despises
the clergy as slothful, covetous fellows, who live at his cost, and in all
street ballads and popular ribaldry, the priest, the deacon, and their
wives, are always brought in as examples of the absurd and the despic-
able.” Even if that should be the case, yet that the clergy occasionally
exercise great power over the country people would mot be contra-
dictory to the fact, but would rather afford a peychological explanation
of it.
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however, the Russians look longingly towards Constantinople
—the Emperor—city (Zargrad), as they call it. They be—
lieve that God has given them a right to possess that city
—the mother of their Church—and that they are to have
the church of Saint Sophia. It is their mission to restore
this great church of Anatolian Christianity, after its desecra-
tion into a mosque, once more to its original destination.

One great Slavonian Empire, extending from Archangel
to the Adriatic, and, by means of this empire, a dominion
- over the world, which, as the pious eay, is to serve for the
diffusion and the glorification of the orthodox Church—this
is the ideal that, more or less consciously, hovers before
every Russian. As early as 1619, in an original document
of the Holy Synod at Moscow, the Czar is solemnly assured
of the dominion of the world, and it is promised that there
shall be continual prayer offered up that “he may be the
only sovereign over the whole earth!”! It is well known
how this expectation, and the devotion to the great Pro-
tector of their Church, has been awakened and cherished
among the Slavonian populations belonging to the separated
Anatolian Church. For this purpose are church-books, with
“obligate” prayers for the orthodox Czar, furnished gra-
tuitously from Russia, to both priests and parishes, and with
the same object pecuniary assistance is secretly afforded to
the clergy. The most insignificant priest in Albania, Corfu,
Zante, and Cephalonia receives a little yearly income from
the ecclesiastical treasury at Nischuei-Novgorod.? Even
amongst the Slavonians of Austria, the Wallachians in
Hungary and Transylvania, the Russian influence is actively
maintained.?

To plant this Emperor-worship in the minds of the young,

1 KOPITAR, in the * Wiener Jahrb. d. Lit.,” vol. xxviii. p. 247.

s « Allg.-Zeitung," 29th Febr., 1860, p. 983.

*De GrroNDO, ‘‘La Transylvanie,” Paris, 1845, recounts this
fact: * An Hungarian officer pointed to a troop of Wallachian soldiers
that he commanded, and said, ‘ Ces hommes m'aiment, ils m’obéissent
aveuglement, mais le Pope s'est laissé gagner par les moines Russes;
qu'un seul cosaque paraisse a la frontiére, et ils me passeront sur le corps
pour aller ot le pretre les conduira.’”
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and to cherish and strengthen it in those of the old, is,
according to their views of the government and the Synod,
the main business of the Russian clergy. The power of the
Emperor, according to their catechism, comes immediately
from God; the veneration due to him must be expressed by
the most complete submission in words, bearing, and actions;
the obedience must in every respect be unlimited and
passive.!

The police-like character, the mechanical constraint of a
church system degraded into a mere machine of government,
strikes the observer everywhere in Russia. Even for con-
fessions and absolutions a fee is fixed by Imperial ordon-
nance. Every Russian is bound to confess and communicate
once a-year, and get a certificate made out for him to that
effect. Without this confession and communion certificate
he can neither take an oath nor bear witness. It is required
for everything, and is, therefore, frequently bought, so that
a regular trade is carried on in these documents. It is gene-
rally maintained that priests are instructed to report to the
governmental authorities anything that may appear of
political significance from the confessional, and that in
general they have no scruple in obeying this instruction.
The Civil Code, “the Swod,” prescribes that people are not to
change their places in church, and so forth. The Emperor
reserves to himself the decision concerning divorces,? and the
canonization of saints takes place by Imperial ukase.

The greater part of the Russian clergy do not, neverthe-
less, feel the imperial supremacy as a burden and a deformity
in the Church. They have grown up in this view, and know
no other—the Bible and the history of the Church are sealed
books to them ; and they feel like the Russian populace, who
take a pride in the fact that the Czar is the sole lord and
ruler in the empire, and who find their nationality involved
in it. “If we were to unite ourselves to Rome,” said a
Russian priest to a Frenchman a short time ago, “ our
Emperor would no longer be the sole ruler in his States. He

1 # Protest. Kirchen-Zeitung,” 1854, p. 854.
1 « Allg.-Zeitung,” 1858, 12th Decr., p. 5607.
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would have to be accountable to a foreign sovereign, and
that would be humiliating. We cannot understand how you
Frenchmen, who usually possess a pretty good share of
national pride, should allow your bishops to receive the con-
firmation of their appointments from Rome !”'!

Churches are, like individuals, punished by that wherein
they have sinned. How carefully did this Church cherish
the bad heritage it had received from the spiritually im-
poverished Byzantium, a mechanical ritualism ; and how care-
fully did it exclude itself from every breath of spiritual
religion and of deeper feeling! How it has allowed its
clergy to sink into a mass of rude, mindless machines; how
it has left its people, without the spiritual nourishment of the
tidings of salvation, to languish and perish in the dreary
monotony of a barren ceremonial and empty religious
etiquette! Amidst endless crossings and prostrations, and
genuflexions, the body is kept so hard at work, and so con-
stantly occupied in the Church, that the mind has not a
moment for thought.? Only in Russia could sects arise,
founded on a difference as to whether the sign of the Cross
was to be made with two fingers or three, or whether a fast
was to be kept on Wedneeday or Friday, if either of these
days should happen to be a holiday. Russia is the true
home of a sect which would consider its salvation endangered
by a revision of the faulty text of the liturgical books, or by
a variation of images from the ancient pattern.

The temporalization of the Church by the supremacy of
the Czar has, on the whole, had a great part in the forma-
tion of the numerous sects and Separatist communities, which
form in Russia an evil not to be remedied by ecclesiastical
means, and appear to threaten danger to the State, since
they only need skilful leaders to give them a politically re-
volutionary direction. On the other hand, however, the
existence of these sects has been put forward as a reason why

1 ¢ Correspondant,” May, 1861, p. 189.
* See Louzox Lk Duc's ** La Russie Contemporaine.” Paris, 1854,
p. 228.
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the supreme power of the Emperor over the entire ecclesi-
astical territory must be maintained unaltered.!

The Raskolnikes, or Apostates, as they are called by the
State Church, or the Staroverzes (old Believers, as they call
themselves) are very widely spread among the lower orders.
They represent old Russia, as it was before Peter I., and
ostensibly protest against the alterations made in the Church
books by the Patriarch Nikon, but really also against the
dominion of the Czar over the Church. This sect is extend-
ing every year more and more ; and, according to a recent
statement, it has increased, since 1840, from nine millions?
to thirteen millions. Throughout Siberia, the Ural moun-
tains, among the Cossack tribes, and in Northern Russia, the
population belongs chiefly to the Staroverzes. The Govern-
ment will not coneent to tolerate them ; but they know how to
manage with the Government officers;? whilst the bishops and
Popes of the State Church, who are sent by the Synod to
Siberia, are regarded very much in the same light as the
Protestant clergymen of Ireland in purely Catholic districts.¢
Through a bishop of their own Church, who, since 1845, has
taken up his residence in a Galician village, they have been
arranged into six large dioceses, and have obtained bishops
and ordained priests of theirown. Besides these Separatists,
a considerable number of heretical sects have issued from the
fruitful womb of the State Church. One of the youngest of
these sects is that of the Molokaner, who profess to be strictly
Biblical in their faith; but it is according to an arbitrary and
mystical interpretation of the Bible. They have already
spread throughout Ruesia, and number a million of disciples.®

To this increasing estrangement of the lower classes may
be now added the complete indifference of the educated and
higher orders.® “ There is perhaps no country in the world,”

! See the Russian Memorial in * The Rambler,” Nov., 1857, p. 818-55.

! GOLOWINE, ** Autocratie Russe,” Leip., 1860.

* DoLgoroukow shows (p. 366) what a lucrative branch of income
the Staroverzes form for the venal police.

¢ Mkssxzr's *“ N. Ev. Kirchen-Zeitung,” 1860, p. 867.

¢ “ N. Preuss.-Zeitung," 21st Dec., 1859.

¢ “ La Russie—sera-t-elle Catholique?” p. 66.
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says Gagarin, ¢ that counts so many Voltairians as Russia.”
The Russian Church maintains that in its creed and
administration of the Sacraments, it is completely in har-
mony with the Church of Constantinople ; but this, in reality,
is not the case—on the contrary, a very striking difference
has lately appeared. Both Churches—namely, the Russian
and the Greek—are accustomed to administer baptism by
three complete immersions ; whilst the Catholic Church and
the Protestants (Baptists excepted) content themselves with
pouring water on the head of a person to be baptized; or, as
in England and elsewhere, with a mere sprinkling of water.
The form of baptism, by pouring on the head, was declared
by the Greek Church, in a Synod assembled at Constantinople
in the year 1484, and with consent of the four Patriarchs, to
be effectual; and the same thing wae done for Russia by a
mixed Synod of Greek and Russian bishops in the year
1667; but in the year 1756, the Greeks, in a Constitution
signed by three Patriarchs, overthrew the former decisions,!
and resolved that, for the future, all proselytes from any one
of the Western Churches should be immersed.

This custom has since continued in all the churches belong-
ing to the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and is now de-
clared by the Hellenic Church to be indispensable. The
Ruesian Church, however, with its comprehensive projects
for obtaining Catholic and Lutheran converts, rightfully
considered that the necessity for a new baptism might prove
a stumbling-block to such proselytes, and would, therefore,
not accept this new decision; so that,in the eyes of the
Greeks, not only the Russian Empresses, but many of the
priests, and a considerable number of laymen, are not baptized
at all. From 150,000 to 180,000 of the latter, for example,
of Lutherans of the Baltic provinces, who have become
“ orthodox,” and the thousands of converts received every
year, and for all of whom the anointing with the Chrism
has been thought sufficient? Such a profound difference

! As a pretext, the incorrect assertion was made, that the Latins bap-
tized by mere sprinkling pavrioudc.
* The Patriarch of that time, Cyrillus of Constmﬁnople, approved,
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would certainly, under other circumstances, have led to a
' complete dissolution of ecclesiastical association ; but in the
Turkish East, as well as in Hellas, there are the most press-
ing reasons for keeping up a good understanding with the
Czar and the Czar’s Church; and it has therefore been
resolved, with very cautious “prudence,” to pass over in
silence the crime of which, according to Anatolian prin-
ciples, the Russian Church has been guilty, by admitting
whole troops of unbaptized persons to all Christian rights
and means of salvation, and by having also allowed the
whole Church to be ruled by (Catherine II.) an unbaptized
Empress.

THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND AND THE DISSENTERS.

The Church of England cannot properlybe called a National
Church, since at least the half—in fact, a much larger number
—of the population, do not belong to the Anglican Church.
The Catholics of England (without reckoning Scotland and
Ireland) amount to a million and a half; the Dissenters of
various denominations are much more numerous; and there
is a mass of the poor population, factory workers and others,
who are, for the most part, attached to no Church at all,
and about whom the Anglican Church does not trouble
itself—and partly for this reason, that in its stiff and narrow
organization, and all want of pastoral elasticity, it feels itself
powerless against the masses; whilst they, on their side,
never think of reckomng themselves members of the Church
or asking from it any assistance.

The Anglican, however, is still the State Church; it is
the only one politically-privileged ; its Bishops sit in Parlia-
ment, though only in the Upper House—whilst in the Lower
House, which is the real centre of power and government,

and made public, in the year 1756, the book of EUSTRATIUS ARGENTES,
Erghirevaic rob ‘Pavriopod, which is intended to show that the whole of
Western Christendom is unbaptized. See also the detailed discussion of
this subject by WiLLiAM PALMER, in his ‘ Dissertations on subjects

relating to the Orthodox, or Eastern Catholic Communion.” London,
1853, p. 163-203.
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the Church is only casually represented by some few mem-
bers, especially regarded as friends of the Church. It
is most closely connected with the civil power; the King or
Queen is its head in the fullest sense, and the State provides
before all things for the Church and its wants. The intel-
lectual classes belong almost exclusively to the State Church,
and it scarcely ever happens that a man of eminence pro-
fesses himself a member of any Dissenting body.! In Eng-
land the upper ranks of society are in so far religious, that
scarcely one of them would acknowledge himself an unbe-
liever, and the majority attend Divine service on a Sunday.
It is, then, the rich and distinguished who go to Church, the
poor and low who remain away. The clergy of the Episcopal
Church themselves proceed from the higher classes, and are
by relationship or marriage intimately connected with them ;
it is only very seldom that clergymen of the Church havesprung
from the lower orders ; and whoever does not belong by birth
and connection to the privileged classes, generally finds the
door of ecclesiastical preferment closed against him. The
patronage is mostly in the hands of the nobility and gentry,
who regard the Church as a means of provision for their
younger suns, sons-in-law, and cousins. Its patronage partly
belongs to the Crown, the bishops, and the universities, who
also usually provide for their own. Besides the rich beneficed
clergy, however, there is a subordinate poor class of clergy-
men (an auxiliary clergy), the curates, who perform service
for the more numerous classes of sinecurists and pluralists,
and very commonly do this for very slender emoluments.
The son of a family of the lower order might perhaps attain
to the position of a curate, but there is no Christian country
where the poor and humble are so much excluded from the
higher schools and educational establishments—and thereby
of course from the Church and the service of the State—as
in England.
Nowhere else is the chasm between the rich and the poor
so great—nowhere else so little intercourse between these
classes, so little community of thought and feeling, as in

1 The celebrated chemist, Faraday, seems a rare exception.
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Eagland. The aristocratically born and educated clergy of
the State Church belong to the higher orders—they under-
stand them, and are understood by them—they think and
feel with them—and from the people they are separated by a
chasm that their pastoral zeal is seldom able to bridge over.!
The Anglican Church clergyman does not preach—he reads
a speech or an essay; he reads the lengthy Sunday liturgy,
and he visits the boys’ school; but the people are not epecially
fond of these lectures in the churches; and, with the prevail-
ing system of hired seats and pews, they cannot even find
room inside the churches. Of the confessional, which, in the
Catholic, the Greek, and the Russian churches, brings the
priest into immediate communication with the individual,
there is of course no question. The liturgy directs indeed
that the sick man, if he feels confession necessary for the
easing of his conscience, may resort to it; but no practical
use is ever made of this permission, since persons who have
never confessed in their whole lives do not think of it when
on a sick bed. The English clergyman is therefore a lec-
turer, and in general nothing more; whilst to the lower classes
his manners and his modes of expression are strange, unin-
telligible, and repulsive.

There is no Church that is so completely and thoroughly
as the Anglican the product and expression of the waats
and wishes, the modes of thought and cast of character, not
of a certain nationality, but of a fragment of a nation, namely,
the rich, fashionable, and cultivated classes. It is the religion
of deportment, of gentility, of clerical reserve. Religion and
the Church are then required to be, above all things, not
troublesome, not intrusive, not presuming, not importunate.
What specially recommends it is its freedom from pretension—
that it claims no high authority, is no inconvenient disturber
of the conscience, but keeps within the limits of general
morality ; and whilst retaining some Christian doctrines, sel-
dom wounds the hearts of the hearers by an application of
' 1 LyrroN BuLwekr has made some excellent remarks on this * cause

of weskness in the Established Church” in his * England and the
English.” Paris, 1833, p. 210.

L
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them. As to what it once possessed of positive ecclesiastical

tenets, it has gradually allowed them to become obsolete. It is.
content with taking up just so much space in life as com-~

merce, the enjoyment of riches, and the habitude of a class,

“desirous before all things of *comfort,” may have left to it.

Of the numerous pious practices by which formerly the lives of
Englishmen, during their whole course, were attached to the
Christian faith, there are few that this Church has not broken,
or allowed to be broken; and the few that remain are those
which possess the smallest restraining power. The Con-
fession of sins, Fasting, everything that falls within the limits
of the ascetic, the average Englishman reckons as “ super-
stition,” an idea that is for himn a very comprehensive one. His

Church, and it is that for which he specially admires it, requires

of him nothing ‘“superstitious.” Its insulated character, also,

its separation from every other Christian community, suits

the national taste, and is a popular feature of the Anglican

Church. The Englishman, especially of the higher ranks,

finds it quite in the proper order of things that he should

have a Church exclusively to himself, in which no other

nation has any share; a Church, too, which, while it has all

the accommodating spirit, the reserve, and the exclusiveness

of Continental Protestantism, on the other assumes, by

means of its episcopacy and its more liturgical character,

an aspect of more dignity and importance.'

1 It is necessary to have been in England, to see, and to observe, this
self-complacent feeling with regard to the National Church, before one
can have anything like an exact idea of its strength, intensity, and
peculiarity. In Catholic countries the case does not occur; siuce
Catholics—except those who live scattered amongst nations of other
creeds—are little, if at all, aware of the contrast between their own Church
and that of others. From their youth upwards they have heard only of
one Universal Church—they have breathed only its air—they have moved
only within the circle of its ideas—and they know that their nation is
only one samong many—one branch of the great tree of the Church, and
has no peculiar advantage over any other branch. The English-
man, on the contrary, has sucked in, with his mother's milk, the idea of
an English religion, an English Church, to which all others stand related
only as degenerate—as bastard Churches—as superstition does to faith
—and he enjoys the agreeable conviction of belonging to the chosen
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The Episcopal State Church has, since the Revolution of
1 1688, and especially since 1770, suffered enormous losses.

In the year 1676, that is, only seventeen years after its re-es-
:ablishment, it was calculated that Catholics and Dissenters
wogether only made up a twentieth part of the population.
At present, at least one-half of the nation is estranged from
it. What makes it pleasing and acceptable to the higher
classes repels the lower. They see in the Anglican clergy-
man only the elegant gentleman, who has no mission to them ;
he is not a friend, not a messenger of God, and, what is
worse, he has no fixed doctrine to proclaim to them, for the
Church he serves has none. What he teaches is only the
opinions of the party or school to which he belongs, by the
accidents of birth, of education, or of society.

It may be conceived that a great part of the people prefer
belonging to one of the sects which have a definite form of
doctrine, and leave little or nothing to the whim of a preacher.

Clergymen of the Established Church assert! that, since the
Reformation, the Church has never been so much the religion
of the people, has never been able to win so much of their
confidence, as their Catholic predecessor. But as the Church
of the richest country in the world, and of the richest classes
in that country, it has the disposal of larger pecuniary means
than any other; and, during the last thirty years, it has
done more in the way of the restoration of old, and the

people of & new Church—the modern favourite of the Godhead! It is
this very Jewish mode of thought that has also found so much satisfac-
tion in the Jew-like observance of the Sabbath, The one true Church,
thinks the average Englishman, is physically and morally an Insular
Church. Where the firm British soil ceases, and the sea begins, there
ceases also the firm ground, ecclesiastical—outside of it are the heaving
billows of superstition, and of false or defective Churches. Admirably,
and from the very hearts of his countrymen, has the ** Saturday Review "
(1859, ii. 104) portrayed this state of feeling. * There is no feeling so
Pleasant as the assurance that you are yourself right, and everybody else
wrong—that your Church and nation are the very perfection of Churches
and nations—and that, by implication, you are yourself the most perfect
specimen of both temporal and epiritual society.”
1 « Christian Remembrancer,” vol. xxvii. (1854), p. 885.

L2
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building of handsome new churches, than had previously
been done in the present century.

There is little prospect, nevertheless, that it will ever
succeed in becoming what its Catholic predecessor was, or in
doing what that effected; that is, of becoming the Church of the
lower classes and of the poor,and winning both their confidence
and their attachment. Every one who observes the effects
that the change of religion has had upon this portion of
the population, and the relation in which the present Estab-
lished Church stands with respect to the poor, will admit that,
as regards both, there can be little room for doubt.

The depression, detriment, and spoliation of the lower
classes, have everywhere followed on the revolution-
ary change called “The Reformation.” In England, the
robbery of the Catholic Church—the transference of its
property, in enormous masses, into the hands of the laity
—left thousands of the poor destitute, and transformed
thousands of peasant proprietors into helpless paupers.
Expenditure upon the poor, in Catholic times, ceased at
the Reformation, with the marriages of the clergy, and the
enrichment of the nobility, from the property of the Church.
“In places where formerly twenty pounds sterling were
given away to the poor every year,” says a contemporary,
“the poor do not now get so much as a handful of meal.”?
The churches and monasteries, as well as the parish priests,
had hitherto chiefly provided for the poor: they had on
their lands a dense population of farmers and tenauts. Lieslie
and Kennett? describe the conduct of the Catholic clergy to
the poor. They did not, it is said, merely give them alms;
they procured work for them; they put their children to
trades and handicrafts ; the poor, when they were travelling,
found shelter in the monasteries and patsonages, and the
pastors kept lists of the poor, that they might give alms to
those who most needed them.?

But by the sudden abolition of the monasteries, and by the

1 SELDEN's Works, iii. 1839.
1 ¢ Divine Right of Tithes,” Works, ii. 873.
3 ¢ ].ease of Impropriations,” 1704, p. 16.
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bestowal of the Church and monastic estates on the courtiers
and nobles, not only were countless numbers of the people
rendered all at once destitute, but the new proprietors found
it advantageous to turn fields into pastures, and so depopu-
late large tracts of land, on which, hitherto, an agricultural
population had lived under the protection of the Church;
¢o that at last “the sheep devoured men.”! It appears
(under Edward V1.), says Burnet,? to have been the general
intention and plan of the nobility to press down the country
people into the same state of degradation and slavery in
which they languished in other countries. Thus, with the
very first steps that Edward's government made towards the
introduction of Calvinism into England, a regular state of
slavery was established by law. Such pitiless and un-
Christian severity of legislation as was now adopted (after
1548) had never, hitherto, been heard of. Idle persons
—(and for confirmation of the fact of idleness, it was sufficient
to show that they had not been at work for three days)—
as well as vagrant beggars, were to be branded on the breast,
and to be made slaves—to be fed on nothing but bread and
water, thrown into irons, put to forced labour, and attempts
to escape were to be punished with death.? Thus a helpless

t This was said in a political work that appeared in 1581. (‘‘ A Com-
pendious or Briefe Examination of Certayne Ordinary Complaints,”
£.5.") * The sheep are to blame for all this mischief: they have driven
agriculture from the country,” &c., &ec., ap. EpEN, p. 115, HARRIsON’S
* Description of England,” p. 206. speaks of whole hamlets, or towns,
that have been pulled down, and the ground turned into pastures.
Bxcon, Saxpys, and other reformers, theologians, and Protestant
bishops, of the time of Edward and Elizabeth, speak of cold covetous-
ness, and rude, pitiless oppression of the poor, as prevailing characteristics
of the titled and opulent classes, and confess that in the Catholic times
they were much more charitable and merciful. Another Protestant
theologian traces this change to the doctrines of Faith and Justification.
—StuBBES, ** Motives to Good Works.,” London, 1596, p. 42.

1 « History of the Reformation,” fol. ed., ii. 114.

1Sir Frep. M. EpeN, ‘State of the Poor.” London, 1797, i.
100-101. PasHLEY, ‘‘ Pauperism and Poor Laws.” London, 1852, p.
180. This writer calls it ‘‘a statute characterized by a barbarous and
ruthless severity, wholly unworthy of the legislation of any Christian

people.”
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pauper population was first created — for England was not
at that time an industrial country; and its poor were treatec
worse than the beasts of burden.

Under Elizabeth these laws were renewed, and even boys
of fourteen or fifteen years old were to be branded if they
begged for alms.! If they were beyond eighteen, they might,
on being arrested for the second time, be put to death.® In
the year 1597, severe whipping, or condemnation to the
galleys, was substituted for branding. At the same time,
however, under Elizabeth, the burden of the poor-rates was
first imposed, by which free Christian charity was degraded
into a legal obligation, and a compulsory oppressive tax
substituted for a willing gift.* In more recent times, the
poor, or workhouses have been added, whose arrangements,
by the separation of husband and wife, parents and children,
are completely un-Christian, and even, according to English
judgment, in their present state a disgrace to the country,*
since there is nothing like thew to be found throughout the
rest of Europe. In England—at an expense of six millions
sterling a-year—this much is attained, that the working
classes will endure the greatest privation, and live in the
most disgusting filth, rather than go voluntarily into
¢ the workhouse.” It is the Reformation, as it is now ac-
knowledged, that has brought upon the English people, as its
permanent consequence, a legally existing and officially
established pauperism.®

By the abolition of the Catholic holidays, and the trans-
formation of the Christian Sunday into a Jewish Sabbath,

1 Stowe’s * Chronicles of England.” London, 1630, ad. an. 1564,
15668, 1672.

1 EpEN, p. 128.

8 See the remarks of the * Edinburgh Review,” vol. xc., 507. * The
Poor Law,” it is said, ¢ poisons the springs of Christian love to our
neighbour, by making, on the one side an irresistible claim, and on the
other a tax, from which there is no escape,” &c. At the beginning of
the last century, LEsLIE represented the heavy Poor-Rates (ii. 873) as
a just punishment for having ** robbed God, the Church, and the poor of
their patrimony.”

¢ PasHLEY, p. 364. s “ Dublin Review,” xx. 208,
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a further oppressive yoke has been laid on the poor. All the
cheering and enlivening Church festivals that had been
allowed to the people in Catholic times—processions, rustic
fétes, pilgrimages, dramatic representations and ceremonies—
were, as a matter of course, abolished, and nothing remained
but the sermon, read out of a book— the Liturgy, read out
of a book—and with this the grim Calvinistic suppression of
every social sport, and every public amusement, on the
Sunday. By these means the whole character of the English
people was changed.! Formerly known throughout Europe
as a people full of genial humour—as cheerful “ merry Eng-
land ”"—they assumed, after the Reformation, a sullen, dis-
contented aspect |2

Music and dancing, once the favourite amusements of the

1 Literally thus (Lorp JoEN MANNERS in his * Pleas for National
Holidays ;” London, 1843, p. 7), “ The English people, who were of
yore, famous all over Europe for their love of manly sports and their
sturdy good humour, have, year after year, been losing that cheerful
character, and acquiring habits of discontent and moroseness.” The
extensive spread of drinking among the lower classes is certainly con-
nected with this ; and experience everywhere shows that when individuals
are dissatisfied with their lot, and their lives are gloomy, they become
disposed to fall into intemperance. It is only after the middle of the
sixteenth century that this immoderate drinking is mentioned. In the old
Catholic times the English people were so free from this vice that their
country was regarded as the most sober of all the northern nations. It
was entirely changed under Elizabeth, according to the report of two
contemporaries, the historian CAMDEN (** Annals of Queen Elizabeth,” p.
263), and Bishop GopFREY GoOoDMAN (* The Fall of Man ;" London,
1616, p. 366). The military men, who returned home from the wars of
the Netherlands, are said to have specially contributed to the spread of
this vice, and the first laws against it were made under James, in
1606. At present, the working classes of Great Britain drink every
year, in brandy and spirits, as much as the revenue of the kingdom,
namely (counting also what is spent on tobacco), more than fifty-three
millions sterling.—PORTER, * On the Self-imposed Taxation of the
Working Classes,” vol. xiii. of the *‘ Journal of the Statistical Society.”

* The English proverb, ‘* All work and no play makes Jack a dull
boy,” is specially true of the working classes in England. They are
overburdened with work, and the Church does nothing for them. Lord
John is perfectly right in designating their general condition as the ** all
work and no play system.”
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people, have disappeared. An Englishman of the humble
ranks is unmusical, and neither will nor can dance. Al the
enjoyments of life, all the means of making the Puritan mo-
notony of an English sabbath more tolerable, are reserved to
the higher classes. To the working classes nothing is left
but—drink! Since the authority and intervention of the
Charch, which protected all classes equally in the enjoyment
of their holidays, has been abolished, the people cannot any
longer allow themselves any time for rest ; for amidst a general
breathless competition, days of rest—nay, hours of reet—
would be the forerunners of want, misery, and death. At
the aspect of such a state of things, even so ardent a Pro-
testant as Robert Southey could not refrain from casting
longing glances on Catholic countries like Spain, where re-
ligion favours and consecrates the innocent pleasures of the
people. He complained of the Calvinism of his country,
which, with its gloomy, joyless eanctimoniousness, its Jewish
observance of the Sabbath, and its suppression of all holidays,
had crushed down and brutalized the working classes.!
English sovereigns have long recognised this evil. Charles
1. wished to protect the freedom of the population against
the Puritanism of the Parliament, but was defeated ; and the
“keeping holy the Sabbath day” became an effective war-
cry against the King, who was unfortunate even in his best-
intended measures.* A hundred years later the first king of
the House of Hanover had to content himself with the bar-
ren wish, “that the amusements and games of which his
people had been deprived by Puritanical bigotry, and pre-
sumptuous latitudinarianism, might be restored to them.™
But to do anything effectual in this direction is for the ex-
isting shadow of monarchy impossible.*
Down to the time of the Reformation, there were in
almost every parish in England several chapels and oratories,
' Espriella’s * Letters.” London, 1814, p. 147.
2 J. D'IsrAELI'S ** Commentaries on the Life of Charles I.” London,

1889, ii. 29.
’ Lorp Jorx MANNERS, p. 21.
¢ See, amongst others, PoLwnKLE'S * Leth: to the Bishop of Exeter.”

Truro, 1833, p. 28.
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which were doubly desirable for the poorer classes and the
country people, in a land were there were few actual villages,
but so many of the rural population lived in scattered farms
and cottages, and the parish church was at a great distance
' from a considerable part of the congregation. All these
chapels and religious places Protestantism has destroyed, and
left no more than the parish church.

But even this was not thought enough. The church is
the house of the poor, in which—if it is anything more than
a lecture-room—they feel themselves happy, for this reason,
that they find there what is wanting in their confined and
mostly cheerless homes—the adornment of pictures; symbols;
—ample space; the solemn influence of architectural beauty
and proportion ; tranquillity and silence inspiring devotion;
an atmoephere and the example of prayer. Protestantism has
not only robbed the churches it permitted to remain of every
ornament, but it has even locked and bolted them up, so
that during the week no one can pay a visit to the church.

Before the Reformation no closed pews were allowed in the
churches ; the space belonged to the whole congregation,and
high snd low were mingled together when they prayed.!
With Protestantism, however, pews, or boxes, obtained an
entrance—pews furnished with all comforts, in which the rich
and great can remain completely apart and separated from
the common people.

Thus all things have combined together to exclude the
poor from the Churches of England, or induce them volun-
tarily to keep away : the listless form of a service consisting
almost wholly of readings; the space taken up by the pews of
the rich, the feelings of the humbler as to the wretchedness
of their attire by the side of the elegant costumes of the
opulent ; and then—the widening separation and estrangement
between these different classes.

To the Dissenting sects the utterly poor cannot turn, since
these sects are supported entirely by the payments of their
members ; and the consequence is, that the masses have sunk

1 This is remarked by Bishop KENNETT in his * Parochial Antiquities,”
new od., by Bandford, Oxford, 1818, ii. 282,
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into such a state of complete religious and moral barbariem, tha
a “numerous nation of heathens” has grown up in the country,
or rather, according to the confession of one of the bishops
something worse than heathenism, for a fierce hatred agains:
the Christian faith rages in many parts of England.? According
to a statistical statement, only a fifth part of the population
of London, and that even of the opulent classes, goes to
church. ¢ The poor,” says one of the city missionaries, € ab-
sent themselves almost wholly from religious worship.”? He
found that in the parish of Clerkenwell, containing 50,000
souls, only one in fifty goes occasionally to church.* The
consequences have not failed to follow; Worsley, a clergy-
man of the Established Church, maintains that among the
poor in the manufacturing towns the last remains of modesty
between the sexes have almost disappeared ; and, what is still
more significant, that even in the country villages chastity
and continence have almost entirely disappeared from among
the labouring classes.®
Along with the churches the schools also were abstracted

' An expression of PUSEY’s, in his sermon, * Christ the Source and
Rule of Christian Love,” pp. 5, 11.

% ¢ Charge of the Bishop of Exeter,” p. 56. German obeervers also
certify to this fact. ** The poor in England find no other way of avoid-
ing complete religious and moral destitution than that of going to Rome.
It is not, alas! to be doubted, that the great majority of the poor who.
in the widest extent of the word, may be called the mass of the lower
orders of the people, have passed away without having had any part in
its moral and religious life.” —B. A. HUBER, * Hengstenberg Kirchen-
Zeitung,” 1858, p. 845.

' VanDER KisTE, *‘ Notes and Narrations of a Six Years' Mission,
principally among the Dens of London,” 1853. He says, (p. 14),
** Heathenism is the poor man’s religion in the metropolis.”

¢ According to the Census of 1851, it appears, that if we take the
number of persons capable of attending Church at fifty-eight per cent.
of the population, six and a Lalf millions belong to the Established
Church, six millions to the Free communities, Catholics and Dissenters,
and five and a half millions to no Church’at all. In the towns the num-
ber of Established Church people is less than that of the Dissenters, and
in Wales and Monmouth not one third of the population belongs to the
Established Church.

s ¢« Prize Essay on Juvenile Depravity.” London, p. 68-82.



EXCLUSION OF THE POOR FROM SCHOOLS, 155

{ from the poor. In the year 1563, the Speaker of the Lower
Houee declared that,in consequence of the robbery and
plundering of the foundations at the Reformation, the edu-
cation of youth had been prevented, and a fresh supply of
teachers cut off. That there were a hundred less schools now
than had formerly existed, and that many of those that re-
mained were very poorly attended. This was the cause of a
glaring diminution in the number of learned men.! Several
grammar-schools were afterwards founded, but the poor were
excluded from these also, and the case was the same at the
two universities. Among the numerous colleges several had
been founded in Catholic times expressly for poor students,
but after the Reformation these also were made aristocratic.

Even an organ of the Established Church cannot help con-
fessing, in the face of these facts, that the Reformation in its
results was, without doubt, a triumph of the rich over the
poor, and of money over the rights of labour.?

The laws from the time of the three Tudors, Henry, Ed-
ward, and Elizabeth, declare the supremacy over the Church
to be an inalienable prerogative of the Crown. These
statutes still exist in full force. The king or the reigning
queen is in possession of the Church ecclesiastical power, and
that of the bishops is only ‘an emanation of the royal autho-
rity. The wearer of the crown is consequently in one re-
spect the most unfree person in his dominions; for if he were
to enter into communion with the Papal See, become a Ca-
tholic, or even take a Catholic wife, he would thereby incur
an abdication or loss of his throne. According to the statute
of 1689, the nation would be in that case released from the
oath of fealty and allegiance.® At the same time, he must

$ CorLLikr’s ** Ecclesiastical History of Great Britain,” ii. 480 ; also
Harram’s * Introduction to the Literature of Europe,” ii. 39, Paris ed.,
mentions the poverty and insignificance of English literature in the time
of Elizabeth, and remarks that Spain, at that time, stood higher than
England in this respect.

s + British Critic,” vol. xxxiii., p. 419.

* See upon this the remarks of Pusey in ** Patience and Confidence the

Strength of the Church.” Oxford, 1841, p. 30. He cites the words of

the statate: ** The people are, in such case, absolved from their allegi-
ance.”
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be, in fact, by turns the religious head of two Churches, and
of two opposite, and sometimes mutually hostile religions ;
for in Scotland, Presbyterian Calvinistic Protestantism is the
Established Church.

The present Queen, therefore, is accustomed to be in win-
ter an English Episcopalian, and in summer a Scotch Pres-
byterian; in winter she attends the Anglican Liturgy, and
has the sacrament administered to her by the hand of a
bishop, or an Episcopally ordained clergyman—and during her
summer residence in Balmoral, or any other part of Scotland,
she hears a Calvinistic sermon, and receives the Communion
from a clergyman who would not in England be admitted to
a pulpit of the Establishment, and that a great part of the
clergy and laity would not regard as a regularly ordained
clergyman,

Besides the Ministers and the Parliament, “the Privy
Council,” since 1833, exercises a supremacy over religion
aod the Church. It was appointed by Parliament to be the
Supreme Court of Appeal in ecclesiastical disputes, whether
concerning doctrine or discipline, and consists wholly or
chiefly of laymen, who are in part not even members of the
Established Church.

A ministerial daily paper, the *“ Globe,” published, a few
.years ago, a declaration upon the nature and position of the
National Church, which even Biehop Wilberforce, of Oxford,
publicly adduced as the expression of the views of the
Government. “The State Church, by law established,” it is
stated, “is, in fact, a creation of this world; it is a machine
for the employment of the spiritual element in the variable
public opinion of the day. Its government is managed
by the Prime Minister; its characteristics are passive
immobility, persevering silence, an absolute nullity in its

censures—and, then, the thousands of its declared adherents,
who laugh aloud, whenever its ministers overstep their
humble sphere, as officers of a national institution— all these
things are signs and tokens of a servitude which the lowest
sect of Jumpers would not subject itself to, but which,
in our department of public worship, is both natural and
appropriate.”
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When, about the same time, a desire for a certain .inde-
pendent Synodical action arose, the “ Times” said—It ought
to be considered that this Church, to which the Parliament
had given its present form,  possesses every attribute, every
advantage, and every dieadvantage of a compromise. Her
Articles and authorised formularies are so drawn as to
admit within her pale persons differing as widely as it is
possible for the professors of the Christian religion to differ
from each other. Unity was neither sought nor obtained ;
but comprehension was aimed at and accomplished. There-
fore we have within the Church of England persons differing
not merely in their particular tenets, but in the rule and
ground of their belief—the one party seeking religion in the
Bible, with the help of the Spirit, the other in the Church,
by the means of tradition. The same power of freely meet-
ing and deliberating, of discussing and altering, which is
eseential to the existence of a voluntary Church, is destruc-
tive to a compromise entered into and carried out under the
sanction and authority of the state.™

The Bishope are, on the whole, powerless concerning
doctrine and discipline ; and, for fear of a long and expensive
lawsuit, they seldom venture to proceed against a beneficed
clergyman. They have greater power over the curates,
who, also, are mostly very poor ; whilst Cathedral institutions
have no place in the organization of the Church, and consist
of sinecures. The numerous Ecclesiastical Courts have also
a crowd of sinecure places attached to them. Of the 11,728
benefices of England and Wales, the Crown has the disposal
of only 1,144, and private persons, 6,092, which they may
give away by mere favour, without any conditions concerning
examination to be passed, or ycars of service. The Bishops
dispose of 1853 livings, with the widest opening for nepotixm,
which has become proverbial among them. Plurality, or
the simultaneous possession of several benefices, and the
consequent inevitable absenteeism, although somewhat re-
strained by recent enactments, is still of frequent occur-

1% Times,"” 5th August, 1852. The article may also be seen in the
% Christian Remembrancer,” vol. xxiv., p. 882.
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rence. In Ireland, in the year 1834, out of 1385 church
livings, 157 had no divine service, and 339 no resident cler—
gyman.

Thus, according to the confession of serious and conscien—
tious men in the English Church, it is an intensely worldly
institution, The ecclesiastical offices have been, for 150
years, disposed of by the civil power, chiefly accortling to
political views, anéggarded and treated according to their
lucrative value. e Bishoprics,and other rich preferments,
have been emplSyd to procure for the ministry the support
of influential families. At present they are chiefly bestowed
on men of the Evangelical party, as these are most agreeable
to powerful dissenters, and to great numbers of similarly-
disposed Anglicans of she middle class. The designation of
a church benefice as a living is very characteristic. It is
regarded entirely as a piece of private property—as a mere
ware, that may be bought, and sold, and bargained for, as
one pleases. The most open simony is an everyday occur-
rence in England, and meets with no remonstrance on the
part of the Bishops. It creates no surprise when the next
presentation to a living is publicly offered for sale; and it
is quite usual for a father to buy for one of his sons a
commission in the army; and for the other, the next presen-
tation to a church living.! And yet, every clergyman, upon
entering on his living, has to take an oath that he has not
obtained it through simony! A thoroughly mercantile spirit
has taken possession of this part of the Church system. The
office of preacher to a church or chapel, built on speculation, is
publicly advertised, with the remark, that a free and complete
¢ preaching of the Gospel (that is, according to the con-
venient Calvinistic doctrine of Justification) is expected.”
Not unfrequently clergymen offer themselves, and mention
their recommendations—their powerful voice, their impressive
manner, their pure Protestant principles, or their attachment
to the “ moderate and liberal” views of the Establishment.?

1 « British Critic,” vol. xxx., p. 281.
t A great number of such tenders of their services are to be found in
the ¢ Ecclesiastical Gazette.”
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Others profess ¢ decidedly Evangelical principles,” and
very generally ¢ extreme religious views are disclaimed,” and
moderation and sobriety announced. Others, again, state
that they have “ Anglo-Catholic principles,” or an agreement
with the theologians of the seventeenth century.

There is probably no Church journal in the world in which
there is so much talk of “views,” and such a choice of opinions
to suit every taste, as the publication in which the clergy of
the Established Church, so to speak, sit in the market, and
offer themselves for hire. In a country like England, one
would suppose that nothing would be more intolerable to the
freeborn Briton, usually so great a stickler for his rights,
than the etate of so many congregations—the being obliged
to allow themselves to be sold to the first purchaser who
may present himself. “There is nothing,” said the “Times”
lately, “to prevent any one from going into the market,
and buying a living for any silly, fanatical, extravagant, or
ineapable booby of a son, and installing him forthwith as the
spiritual mediator between the Almighty and one or two
thousand of his creatures.”! And yet there has never yet
been, as far as I know, any agitation against this enor-
mous abuse, which can hardly be equalled out of Tur-
key.

The inextricable contradiction between the 39 Articles,
which are essentially Calvinistic, and the strongly Catho-
licized Liturgy, originated in the circumstance of the age of
the Reformation. The Articles were to be the dogmatic
fetters, binding the clergy to Calvinism, and were only laid
before them for signature. But the Liturgy, with its prayers
and sacramental forme, was intended to prove to the people,
who were still more Catholic than Protestant, and who had
to be threatened with pecuniary fines before they would
attend the service, that their religion had not been essen-
tially altered, and that the old Catholic Church still really
existed.?

‘The Anglican Church is, therefore, distinguished from all

1 See ¢ Weekly Register,” May 11th, 1861.

s This must be openly admitted even on the Protestant side.—See
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other Protestant Churches in this, that they poesess in thexx
symbolic books at least the possibility of unity of doctrine,
and a corresponding ecclesiastical life—as, for example, the
Lutherans, by keeping seriously and closely to their Concor -
dian-Book, might effect a unity of life and doctrine, provided
they got rid of theology. But the English Church has the
germ of discord and ecclesiastical dissolution in its normal
condition, and in its Confessions of Faith. It iz a collection
of heterogeneous theological propositions, tied together by
the Act of Uniformity ; but which, in a logical mind, cannot
exist by the side of one another, and whose effect upon the
English Churchman is, that he finds himeelf involved in con-
tinual contradictions and disingenuousness, and can only
escape the painful conscivusness by sophistical reasoning.
Each of the two great parties in the Church cast on each
other an aspersion of hypocrisy and disingenuousness, with
equal right: for the one cannot sign the Calvinistic articles
with inwsrd conviction; and the others can only accept the li-
turgy, to which they have an antipathy, for the sake of the bene-
fices they receive, and are obliged to wrest the meaning of
liturgical forms in the most violent manner. Many feel the
contradiction involved in the rule that the doctrinal articles
are to be binding on the conscience, whilst there is no
authority to be found that might guarantee the truth of
these articles. No such authority is, in fact, recognised. One
of the articles declares, indeed, that the Church has authority
in matters of faith, but no one is able to say what and
where this Church is. It cannot be the English State-
Church, for this has no organ, and, since the Reformation,
has never had one; unless, indeed, it be the political supre-
macy of the prime minister for the time being, and his privy-
council of laymen.
The present distracted state of the Established Church, in

WiLL Goope’s “ Defence of the thirty-nine Articles.” London, 1848,
p- 10.—The * Christian Remembrancer” (vol. xvi., p. 472) thinks, in-
deed, that Mr. Goode has herein manifested an extremely presumptuous
contempt of the Church, of which he is the servant. But the matter is

familiar to every reader of history.
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which there are not so many various Schools, as parties with
extremely various and contradictory views, is the consequence
'of the measures adopted at the Reformation, and of its
subsequent historical course. The old contrast between
gennine Protestant, and old Church or Catholic views, has
manifested itself from time to time, under various forms, in
the bosom of the Church itself.

After the Revolution of 1688, arose that class of theologians
and clergymen who were the forerunners of rationalism—the
so-called Latitudinarians. Archbishop Wake said, in 1710,
that ¢ the English Church was only preserved from destruc-
tion by her hands being bound (by the civil power), so that
she could not destroy herself.”!

During the long period of perfect languor and indifference
which followed, the contrast between the two parties died
away. Towards the end of the last century, there arose the
elder Evangelical school; and through its means, and the
struggle with Methodism, some symptoms of life began to
re-appear in the hitherto benumbed limbs of the English
Church. This was a re-action against the spiritless mecha-
nism and the half-veiled infidelity of the English Church;
a religious movement proceeding from the re-awakened
Calvinism of the Church doctrine, which had been so long
dormant. To this earlier generation of Evangelicals, the
English owe the abolition of slavery, and the establishment
of several useful societies, which are still, in fact, financially
prosperous. But the present race of Evangelicals may, in
comparison with the former, be called a declining one. As
the party is at present constituted, it represents within the
Established Church, continental Protestantism, but without
any Lutheran feature ; on the contrary, with a prepondera-
ting Calvinism—for example, it has the Calvinist feature of
a degradation of the sacraments into mere symbols. Its
favourite doctrine, and most effective instrument, is the
dogma of “Justification by imputation,” which is so popular
in England and America ; and, when proclaimed with fluent
oratory, fills both chapels and churches. This party is

1 CaranmY's * Life of Baxter,” i. 405.
M
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mostly deficient in university culture, and there is no question
of theological science among its adherents ; their literature
considts almost wholly of sermons and writings * for edifica-
tion;” they also occupy themselves and their hearers much
with Apocalyptic and Chiliastic theories and prophecies ;
with “the approaching fall of the Man of Sin,” and * the
Beast,” or with ¢ the discovery of the ten lost tribes,” and so
forth. A narrow understanding, a defective education, and un-
acquaintance with the world are, according to Arnold’s defini-
tion, the signs of an Evangelical. The party is internally
much nearer to the Methodists, the Congregationalists, and
Baptists, than to the High Church and the “Tractarians,”
whom they fervently hate, though both belong to the same
Church.
Since this party is entirely deficient in everything that
could be called theology, it is hard to eay how the various
fractions into which it has now fallen are to be distinguished
one from another. Besides the characteristics above-men-
tioned, their most prominent features are the rejection of the
whole body of Church tradition—the denial of the visible
Church as a divine institution—the treatment of the Bible
according to a theory of literal inspiration which would make
every theology impossible—the transformation of the Chris-
tian Sunday into a Jewish Sabbath, and in accordance with
which the lower classes of the people are prohibited from all
recreation, and even children are forbidden to laugh and play.
The sacramental system is, in their eyes, only Popery in
disguise. Of the decided Calvinist Record-party, Cony-
beare' says, “ The religion of many of ite members seems to
congist only of love to the Jews, and hatred of the Papists.”
On the whole, the Evangelicals may be regarded as sone
and descendants of the old Puritans, but without their deep
earnestness, or their hatred against the Episcopal constitu-
tion of the Church; which, indeed, in the absence of all
authority, is but the shadow of a Hierarchical order. In
the year 1660, when matters came to a rupture between the
! In hin description of the English Church parties in the * Edinburgh |
Review,” vol. xcviii. p. 274, et seq.
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Puritans and the Episcopalians, the present Evangelicals
would have left the Church, or been driven from it. It is
at bottom only the Liturgy—the Prayer Book—to which they
submit, though unwillingly. They scornfully call their
opponents “ Prayer-Book clergymen,” but the State supre-
macy they are not willing to part with, especially since the
government has bestowed many bishoprics on men of their
rchool.? '

The true Anglicans, or High-Church men, take a middle
position between the Evangelicals and Tractarians. ' They
reject, as a rule, the Protestant doctrine of Justification, and
the Calvinistic degradation of baptism to a céremony. They
value the professed apostolic succession of the Anglican
episcopacy—they maintain the existence of a Church
endowed with doctrinal authority; but they defend them-
selves against every logical conclusion that must be drawn
from such premises. The English Established Church is
not only in their eyes the only true one, but it is the ‘purest,
the best conmstituted, the most free from all exaggerations.
They are really the best sons and the truest representatives
of this Church, and are most content with its existing state;
and since, also, they are by no means exacting in their claims
on the Christian lives of their congregations, they are
much in favour with those classes which give the tone to
society. That they should form so considerable a part of
the English clergy, is only explicable with a nation to whose
peculiarities it belongs, that, even according to the judgment

1 What motives often determine a clergyman to join the party of the
Evangelicals, and how much their teaching is in favour with the circles of
the rich and fashionable world, is strikingly exhibited in the ** Tales by a
Barrister.” London, 1844, iii. 174-183. The clergyman, above all
things, finds that the Anglo-Saxon School requires too much devotion to
the Church, and provides too little for the interest and personal import-
ance of the individual He remarks that the position of the ‘‘ Evan-
gelical” preacher is a far more favourable one. And then the doctrine
is 80 admirably adapted to the taste of the polite world. Such consolatory
views of the utter depravity of our nature !—such sweet assurance deduced
from the tranquillizing doctrines of Election and Grace! &ec., &c.

M2



164 TRACTARIANISM.

of Englishmen themselves, they do not see the logical con-
sequences of their own doctrines.! As these Anglicans
formerly found the continual profanation of the Lord’s
Supper, in consequence of the Test Act, to be quite a
matter of course; so they now feel no repugnance at the
Burial Service;® and the clergy of the Established Church.
Evangelicals, and High-Church men, are