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INTRODUCTION

CarpiNal NEwsMA®'S lectures on the ™ Scope and
Nature of University Education ™ have quite speginl
intereat aa a turning-point In his mental history. [ Al
Oxford he was regarded as the head of the Reaction-
aricy, the undlinehing opponent of all “ ltberalism ™ in
Theologv. In later life he was called by maay o
* Libeval Catholie,” and thowgh he most strongly
repudiated that epithet he did admit in 1866 his
* gnthusisstic agreement 7 with the gencrsl line of
thought of Montalembert and Laeprdaire who gloried
in the title of * Liberal Catholie.”! Later on camc o
phenomenon vet mors surprising on Lhe surface. Such
advoeates of Modernism as Abbs Loisy and M. Leroy
claimed Newman's philosophical thoughl as being in
ling with their pwn gpeenlations. The fact is that labels
ond watchwords ars constanlly so imadeguate as to
be guite misleading. Mot all opponents of Liberalizm
have been illiberal. Al Newman's earlier carcer
emphoasized his opposition o Liberalism. His later
vears beought in evidenes his troe libévality. Newman
was never 1 Modernist, but he was keonly alive to the
changes of outlook wrought by the thought and
research of modern days. One side of his thought was
emphasisad at Oxford, snother was developed in Lis/) ©
later Catholic life. And the change was brooght about
by the circumstances in which these lectures were
written.

The inadequacy of popular watchwords explains in
other cased also the gradual fusion of echools of thought
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INTRODUCTION

which had been at first simply opposed to one anothber,
While liberal thinkers have claimed as their ally a man
whose opposition to Liberalism waa the very keynote of
his mission at Oxford, we bave seen o similar alliance in
fater times between the descendants within the Church
of Enpland of the two opposite schools which divided
Oxford in the forties. The High Church party which
long carried on the traditions of Tractarianism startled
the world in 1889 by a manifesto on behalf of breadth
in theology—the famouns Luxr Mundi, The writers 1
allude to singled out especially the subject of Biblical
inspiration and the historical treatment of dogma,
both of which had been exclusively associated in
earlier years with those implacable foes of Tractarian-
ism, the disciples of Dr. Arncld. The old opposition
in mattera theological was between the High Church
and the Broad Church, though the phrase * Broad
Church " was subsequent to Newman's day. But Lux
Mundi, whose anthora all elaimed to be High Church-
men, was as broad as it was high in its theology. It
differed from Broad Church theology in retaining the
idea of the Catholic Church, which the Oxford Maove-
ment had brought into evidence, as of paramount
importance both in theology and in the philosophy of
belief.

Newman nover exhibited the highly speculative
vein apparent in Luzx Mwndi. But throughout his
opposition to unrestrained theological Liberalism, a
Liberalism which threw overboard the idea of a cor-
porate church and the sacredness of tradition, he had
been alive to the necessity of facing fearlessly the new
vutlook pressnted by advancing science and research.
We can see this clearly in the fisst of the Oxford
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INTRODUCTION

University Sermons preached when he was only ’m Eunl.].r

five years old. In the days of the Oxford Movement
no doabt be was a party man and his party waa in a
sense reactionary. But to careful readers of the Uni-
versity Sermons and the Easay on Development the
width of his outlook was quite apparent. His concep-
tion of the development of Christian doctrine as
gradually bringing into wview fresh aspects of truth
really made room for the advancement of secular
knowledge, its gradual reconciliation with the essence
of traditional Catholic truth, and the necessary
modifications in the analysizs of that truth, What
changed with him was, as I have eaid, not so much
his views as his party and his emphasia. He had
opposite dangers to face in the earlier and the later
period. At Oxford he feared that Christianity would
be swept away by the tide of rationalistic Liberalizm
which losat sight of the profound truths contained in
the Christian tradition and derived from revelation:
In later years his fear was exactly the opposite. He
was alive to the danger lest theological narrowness
might be an equally dangerous opponent to Christi-

anity by bringing about an apparent alliance between
Orthodoxy and Obscurantism. The lectures here
published mark the point at which this change of
emphasis began. ‘Erhu-}r are one long plea for the com-
patibility of a complete culture of mind and all the
frankness it emtails with adherence to the Catholie
faith. He waa, as Rector of a Catholic University, face
to face with the necessity of marking out for sharp-
witted young men an attitude towards seience and
theology which was entirely reasonable. The task
befors him was the formation in the nndergraduate of
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INTRODUCTION

a mentality which should be at once thoroughly edu-
cated and thoroughly religions. He declares in his own

preface to these Jectures that he-ddoes not a
University as concerned mth Tesearch, ,m,,_ﬂ;}ri%

"HE"dtered on the

fn RiHTL.

TS Ve o tiog i 5o ket thia hard sod fask s

could not be dravwn. A thoughtiol Catholio must take
gecount of problems which every other thoughtful
man wad discussing. It was impossible in a time of
constant soientific movement to disregard or be
indifferent to the resalts of research.

The lac:l.uraa on the Scope and Ha.turﬂ of Unwermt]'

-'mlle:;:t.ual hl}ert]r in o University. That plea is con-

tamed in the lecture on Christisnity and Secientifie
Investigation which is published in the larger volume

‘known as The Idea of a Universily, and ia given at the

end of the present book.YIn the face of constantly
advaneing science and criticism the attitude of the
thoughtful Catholie in their regard was an urgent ques-
tiom, and ke hoped pradually to define that attitude in
& University which should contain experts in all the
aciences, and which being a learned body might consent
to allow the complete freedom of discussion which is
indispensable to true seientific progress. The danger of
scandal and of upsetting the popular mind by novel
views would be reduced to a minimum in discus-
sions conducted not by & mixed body of learned and
unlearned in the pericdical press, but among specialista
in & University. Thus t.h‘e mm:«aptwn of a University
as a place in which young men should form habits of |
frank eultivated and accurate thought was enlarged
in the lecture on Christianity and Scientific Investiga-
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