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WESTPORT DARBYISM EXPOSED. 

TO REV. P. POUNDEN, 

Overseer of the Church of God in Westport, or Rector of 
that Parish—" Grace, mercy, and peace, from our great 
God, and Saviour Jesus Christ." 

DEARLY BELOVED IN THE LORD—With'1 much 

sorrow of heart have I seen a reply to the Seventh 
Number of your Tuam Tracts, on " the Church 
of Ephesus," by J. C , wherein not only is 
your divinely delegated authority set aside, but 
the Anglo-Irish Church traduced, and truth forced 
by a tortuous sophistry to yield an apparent 
support to flagrant error. In truth, I grieve deeply, 
and desire to express my sympathy with you at the 
continued perseverance of many in guilty schism, 
who owe you all love and obedience, as their spiritual 
ruler. 

I. Did I not know better things of the reputed 
writer, and things which accompany salvation, I 
would be inclined to pronounce him dishonest. Great 
must be the perversion of mind, under any circum
stances, which could generate such MISREPRESENTA
TIONS as those I must now notice. 

1. J. C. says, " The establishment is avowedly a 
nation in the flesh, holding its place among the nations 
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of the earth, as the term national church implies.—See 
Art. 34, where the title is confessed!!!" Is it so ? Let 
us hear. " Every particular or national church hath 
power and authority to ordain, change, and abolish 
ceremonies, or rites of the church, ordained only by 
man's authority, so that all things be done to edify
ing.' ' Such is the confession of the article. No 
intelligent child would take the National BANK to be 
the nation; the national REVENUE to be the nation; 
the national TROOPS to be the nation; or the Na
tional BOARD to be the nation! It would be an 
insult to a man, who has studied logic, or even 
learned grammar, to tell him, that he avowed the 
Commissioners of Education to be the nation, and 
confessed the title to be theirs, because he called 
them the National Board. He would at once tell 
you; that what belonged to the nation, or was sup
ported and favoured by the nation, was not to be 
confounded with the nation ; and if he thought you 
able to understand him, he might speak to you of the 
difference between substantives and adjectives—objects 
and their qualities. Yet this writer, who has learned 
obviously both grammar and logic, not only makes 
the above notable blunder, but rashly says, "the 
national establishment" is " the greatest and proud
est amongst the nations, the ready vindicator of its 
rights, and avenger of its wrongs; the principles of 
its warfare, carnal retaliation; its weapons, the can
non, the musket, and the sword!!!" The halluci
nation which could produce such trash is evidence of 
an unsound mind. Let the writer inquire of O'Connell 
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and his tail, of Feargus O'Connor and the Chartists, 
of Dr. Burnett and the three denominations, or even 
of Rev. John Code and the Darbyites of Westport, 
if the church establishment is the nation ? 

2. How shall I describe the next blundering 
statement ? He says, " It had been more cor
rect if the tract had said bishops, priests, and 
deacons, as avowed in the Prayer-book to be the 
three orders in the Church of England. This 
is the doctrine of the Prayer-book; the dogmatic 
statement of the articles 32 and 36 ; and the lan
guage of the bishop, when ordaining to the office 
of priesthood.—(See the service for Ordaining 
Priests.) It cannot be explained away by sub
stituting the word presbyter for priest; for whatever 
the word priest means in the New Testament, when 
applied generally to the members of God's church, 
it means in the Prayer-book, when applied exclusively 
to the clergy." The enumeration of officers found 
in the Church of Ephesus, was doubtless felt to be a 
sore point, by one who objects to their formal ap
pointment in the Church of England. But when J. C. 
implies that the presbyters of Ephesus are a different 
class of men from the priests of the Church of 
England, I can only wonder at his ignorance. Can 
it be that he never read " Burnet on the Thirty-nine 
Articles/' or the Latin text of the Articles, which 
was prepared and sent forth at the same time with 
the English version ? Has he forgotten, that in the 
Latin of those Articles to which he refers us, presby-
teriy and not sacerdotes, is the word employed? 
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Has he never seen the Greek version of the " Book 
of Common Prayer/' throughout which the word 
presbyter is correctly employed as the rendering of 
our word priest? Has he never heard that the 
English word priest is hut an abbreviation of the 
Greek word presbyter, coming to us through the 
French prestre ? Does he not know the difference 
between a " dogmatic statement" and a list of titles 
incidentally used? Might he not have found in 
canons xxix. and xxxi. a corrective to his blunder; 
for in them " deacon and presbyter"9 are the 
terms employed? Must he not know, that in our 
office for "the Ordering of Priests," the Scriptures 
appointed to be read relate only to pastoral and 
evangelical employments; that there is no reference 
whatever to sacrificial functions ; that the " Epistle 
to the church of Ephesus" is regarded as establishing 
the fact, that " the Holy Spirit has appointed divers 
orders of ministers in the church," chap. iv. 7-13, 
being actually put in the fore-front of the service; 
and that the statement of St. Paul, in this place, is 
the dogmatic basis of the thanksgiving appointed 
upon the occasion 1 

" Almighty God, who of thine infinite love and goodness 
towards us, hast given to us thy only and most dearly beloved 
Son Jesus Christ, to be our Redeemer, and the author of 
everlasting life ; who, after he had made perfect our redemp
tion by his death, and was ascended into heaven, sent abroad 
into the world his apostles, prophets, evangelists, doctors, and 
pastors ; by whose labour and ministry he gathered together 
a great flock in all parts of the world, to set forth the eternal 
praise of thy holy name. For these so great benefits of thy 
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eternal goodness, and that for thou hast vouchsafed to call 
these thy servants here present to THE SAME OFFICE AND 
MINISTBY, appointed for the salvation of mankind, we render 
unto thee most hearty thanks/' &c. 

I would also ask, how it appears that the word 
priest in the English version of Rev. i. 6; v. 10; 
xx. 6, the only passages in the New Testament 
where it is "applied generally to the members of 
God's church," the original Greek signifying a 
sacrificer, has the same import with the word 
priest " in the Prayer-book when applied exclusively 
to the clergy ?" Or to give J. C. the full advantage 
of every cognate reference, must the term in the 
Prayer-book and Articles signify the same thing with 
the sacrificing body spoken of, I Peter ii. 5, 9, 
where alone the term is found in the Greek Testa
ment? Throughout the English version of the 
Bible the word priest denotes Sisacrificer. Through
out the Prayer-book I have shown that it denotes a 
presbyter or elder. May it not have been employed 
in the English Bible by our translators, to wean us 
from the thought of bloody victims as an essential 
feature of true devotion, and to familiarize us with 
the more important and spiritual function of the 
ministry under both the Jewish and Christian dis
pensations ; according to Johnson's definition of the 
word priest, " one who officiates in divine worship ?" 
or to adopt the Darbyite phraseology, " in service to 
the head of God's church." 

3. If "in the use of the word priest, the Prayer-
book does not once recognise the priestly standing of 
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the congregation of God's people, according to 1 Pet. 
ii. 9 ; Rev. i. 6; v. 10, does it follow, as said, that 
it " thus deprives God's church of its nearness to 
him, possessed hy union with Christ the head, giv
ing to an ordained clergy, even as the Church of 
Rome does, the privilege of nearer access to God on 
their behalf—a mediatorship between God and the 
people—taking the place exclusively proper to Christ, 
to whom alone a special priesthood belongs ?" This 
were indeed to make the church an offender for a 
word. Does not J. C. know in his heart that 
throughout her services, the church has recognised 
the nearness of access unto God, which belongs to 
the congregation at large, requiring them, in multi
plied responses, to take their due share in the public 
prayers, to follow the minister in the confession of 
sin, and to unite with him also in the utterance of 
the Lord's prayer and creeds? Have not the very 
rubrics he quotes established the case against him ? 
But I must not too hastily dismiss his Scripture 
references. If believers in general are called sacri-
ficers, are they not also, in the same connexion, called 
kings? "In the use of the word" KING "the 
Prayer-book does not once recognise the ' kingly* 
standing of the congregation of God's people." Does 
it therefore follow, that she u deprives them of their 
nearness to God, possessed by union with Christ the 
head, giving to" a crowned sovereignty the royalty 
that belongs to Messiah and his saints ? If their 
kingdom be future, as I hold it to be, so is their 
priesthood. 
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4. Is Messiah's promise to be with his ordained 
ministry to the end of this dispensation, nothing 
more than a promise to be " with the writings of the 
apostles ?"—an expression 1 do not well understand. 
I am sure J. C. was serious in what he wrote, but 
did he ponder it ? Are not these parallel proposi
tions ? 

1. " Moses and the prophets were with the Jews, for they had 
their writings. 

2. " The apostles are with us Gentiles, for we have their 
writings." 

Can it be also said that 

" Christ was with the apostles, for they had his writ
ings !!!" 

This must be proved before J. C.'s novel and hasty-
interpretation of Matt, xxviii. 20, can stand. Admit 
such an explanation, and what becomes of the 
favourite Darbyite text, " wherever two or three are 
gathered together in my name, there am I in the 
midst of them ?" Is the Lord Christ in the midst 
of them by his writings ? 

5. Did the Church of England or of Ireland re
ceive apostolical succession from the Church of Borne 
" at the period of its ripest corruption ?" Neither! 
Does not J. C. know that an apostolical successional 
ministry existed in Britain before the invasion of 
Austin and his monks ? Is he not aware that the 
yoke of Rome was not imposed on the apostolical 
successional ministry of the Church of Ireland till 
the conquest of the country by Henry II ? Let him 
know now, if he never knew it before, that the 

A 2 
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Church of Ireland derives her orders from the East, 
and not from Rome. At the Reformation, was it 
not discovered that it was required of stewards, that 
they should be found faithful ? Was it not resolved, 
then, by faithful men taught of God, that they would 
henceforth govern the family over which they were 
placed in rule, according to the prescribed directions 
bequeathed them by the absent Householder, Head, 
and Overseer of the family, instead of the iniquitous 
and ruinous laws imposed on them by a Roman 
usurper, who lorded it over God's heritage ? " But," 
asks J. C , "if Christ was with the pope and his 
bishops then, what was the benefit secured to the 
church by succession ? What preservation of truth 
was secured thereby ?" Certain it is that truth was 
secured, perpetuated, and transmitted even to J. C. 
by prelates who once held communion with, though 
they did not receive their succession from the pope. 
But I ask him in reply, can the unfaithfulness of a 
steward vitiate his original appointment ? Is there 
no advantage to be derived from the appointment of 
stewards, because some stewards plunder their mas
ters, and oppress their fellow-servants ? If an unjust 
steward repents of his evil ways, and returns to the 
paths of honesty, are his abandoned misdemeanours 
a proof that he never received a trust, and that his 
exertion of sway is an empty and unsubstantial pre
tence? Has J. C. yet to learn, that an argument 
derived from abuses must fail in reasoning about the 
legitimate uses of office, authority, privilege, pro
perty,- or aught beside ? 
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6. " Again," J .C. writes, "if Christ was with Rome 
then, why did these men leave its communion ? for to 
depart from it was to depart from Christ. ' Lo! I 
am with you; he that receiveth you receiveth me; he 
that despiseth you despiseth me.' " Was it to 
Rome these promises were made ? Did they imply 
impeccability or infalhbility ? Did they apply to 
every apostle at all hours and seasons, in every 
act, and in every undertaking? When Judas was 
sent with the eleven to preach the Gospel, those 
who received him received Christ; when the chief 
priests received him as a traitor, did they then receive 
his Master? When Peter was reproved by Paul 
for his dissimulation at Antioch, was Christ with 
him ? Have not these promises exclusive reference 
to the legitimate exercise of delegated authority? 
Were they not fulfilled to the Church of England 
when her sons cast off their lethargy and super
stition? Was not Christ proved to be present 
with those faithful ministers of his word, and 
presbyters of his church, whom he taught to reject 
the spurious additions to genuine Christianity, which 
by subtlety were imposed upon them for a long 
season—whom he supported under grievous trials and 
persecutions—and whom he constrained to depart, 
not from Rome, but from the errors Rome taught, 
and from the bondage in which Rome held them ? 
Be it remembered they were not separatists but 
reformers. This distinction is forgotten in the 
next sentence—" If Christ was not with Rome 
when these men received their ordination from 
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her" (which they never did), "and that he was 
not, their own departure (reformation) declares 
then the chain of succession from the apostles 
lost." How so ? Christ never left himself without 
a witness in the church ; he was with the faithful 
in their faithful proceedings at all times; and he 
showed himself to he now in the midst of her, 
hy restoring to her hoth purity of doctrine, and 
purity of worship. 

7. " The divine authority of the pope of Rome, 
not merely three centuries ago, but at the present 
day, is formally acknowledged by the Church of 
England." Is J. C. sane? Is it, indeed, "beyond 
denial that whosoever asserts the exclusive autho
rity of a clergyman, upon the ground of succession, 
(and upon what other ground can it be urged?) 
maintains the divine authority of the popes of Rome, 
and makes himself a transgressor for leaving them ?" 
What has apostolical succession to say to the supre
macy of the pope, and his right of dominion over 
the church universal? Can it extend beyond the 
undeniable proof of his episcopal authority over, 
and within his own see ? Can the acknowledgment 
of his orders, or of his derivative episcopacy, be 
construed into the admission of his faithfulness in 
discharging his ministerial functions ? Can his com
mission to preach the Gospel, and ordain presbyters, 
justify his omission of these duties, or sanction 
his usurped supremacy; his odious tyranny over 
princes and prelates, nations and churches ; his 
impositions, idolatries, legends, or decretals? Did 
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the right of Frederick to the throne of Prussia 
confer on him a right to become the spoiler of 
Poland?—or did the ordination of the apostate 
Sergius give validity and authority to the impious 
romance in the composition of which he assisted 
the impostor Mohammed ? I hasten to the next 
gross blunder. 

8. "One fact is better than many arguments. 
If a priest of Rome conforms to the Church ofEng. 
land, his holy orders, which he got from the pope 
are esteemed so valid, so genuine, that he enters 
at once, without any new ordination, upon his official 
ministrations, by the mere abjuration of certain doc
trinal errors, and strange to say, of that very autho
rity of the pope, in virtue of which he is received 
as a duly ordained priest of the Church of Eng
land ?" Would it not be well before a man ventures 
to describe facts, he should first be sure he is 
acquainted with them ? Can J. C. be ignorant of 
the fact that no presbyter, even of our church, 
who has received ordination amongst us, is per
mitted to enter at once upon his official ministra
tions, till appointed thereto by the bishop ? Did 
he never read the thirty-eighth canon of the 
Irish church? 

" No curate or minister shall be permitted to serve in any 
place without examination, and a trial first to be made 
of his sufficiency, sobriety, and fitness, every way for the 
ministration whereunto he is to be deputed; having respect 
to the greatness of the cure, and meetness of the party; 
and being found worthy, he shall be admitted by the bishop 
of the diocese, in writing under his hand and seal. And the 
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said curates and ministers, if they remove from one diocese to 
another, shall not be, by any means, admitted to serve, without 
testimony of the bishop of the diocese, or ordinary of the place, 
as aforesaid, whence he came, in writing, of their honesty, 
ability, and conformity to the ecclesiastical laws of the Church 
of Ireland." 

Is J. C. now to be told, for the first time, that 
a probation of three years is wont to be de
manded in the case of all repentant schismatic pres
byters ; and that even then they must not only 
ex animo abjure the pope, dissent, and heresy, pro
fess the doctrines of the church, and embrace her 
discipline, but subscribe thereunto solemnly, in the 
presence of the bishop of the diocese, before they 
can " be permitted to preach, read, lecture, catechize, 
minister the sacrament, or execute any other eccle
siastical function, by what authority soever they 
be thereunto admitted?" And is it too, the 
very abjured authority of the pope, in virtue of 
which a recanting priest of Rome may thus, after 
due caution, be admitted by a bishop of our church 
to the exercise of ministerial functions ? When J. C. 
took the oath of abjuration, he swore that "no 
foreign prince, person, prelate, state, or potentate, 
hath, or ought to have, any jurisdiction, power, 
superiority, pre-eminence, or authority, ecclesiasti
cal or spiritual," within these realms, did he then 
swear that they had no authority within their own 
realms or sees? Did he then swear that foreign 
prelates could not preach, or were not bound to 
preach the Gospel, or ordain presbyters ? Their 
authority to preach or ordain, within their own 
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jurisdiction, was never disputed; their authority to 
rule our presbyters, or impose their presbyters upon 
us, both was, and is disputed. Their authority 
so to interfere is then effectually set aside, when 
these presbyters are restricted from exercising any 
ministerial functions, till they first renounce the 
right of foreign intrusion, usurpation, or jurisdic
tion, and till, having given evidence of their sound
ness in the faith, they consent to act under the 
authority of our bishops, and not under the autho
rity of the pope. But, wherefore, do I attempt to 
reason in so plain a matter ? Surely the monstrous 
assertion that the Church of England formally 
acknowledges the authority of the pope, rests solely 
upon a contemptible quibble. She rejects his autho
rity 09 pope; she acknowledges his authority, in 
his own diocese, as a bishop, though an erring, and 
a fallen one; and quibbling on the word authority, 
J. C. unblushingly charges her with acknowledging 
what she renounces and abjures. In the madness 
of his factious zeal, this open schismatic presumes 
to pursue this audacious perversion of plain English, 
and truth, to such an extent, as to charge every 
clergyman of the Church of England, "whether 
knowingly or ignorantly," he says, it matters 
not, "with acknowledging the pope to be * Christ's 
vicar on earth,' i.e. that he is"—I can scarcely write 
the blasphemy—" that he is the Holy Ghost in the 
church; and accordingly he sends forth whom he 
will as ministers and stewards of the mysteries of 
God." True it is that the Holy Spirit is promised 
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as the instructor or comforter of the church, during 
the absence of the Lord Christ, and may, therefore, 
be said to be his vicar ; but because a certain 
prelate arrogantly assumes the title of Christ's 
vicar, does he, therefore, assume to be the Holy 
Ghost?—-or because he ordains certain presbyters, 
if he ever does ordain them, which I more than 
doubt, does he, therefore, pretend to act as the 
Holy Spirit? Did Timothy, the first Bishop of 
Ephesus, pretend to be the Holy Ghost when he 
ordained elders?—or did Paul acknowledge Titus 
to be the Holy Ghost when he left him in Crete, 
that he might ordain elders in every city? J.C. 
might have withheld the assurance, in which every 
clergyman will readily join him—" I cannot call 
that the Holy Ghost which is in reality the pope 
of Rome 1" As he adds, " he must be honest with 
God, and true to the responsibility imposed on him 
by the communication of his light," I trust his 
honesty, and sense of responsibility, will lead him 
to repent of the sin of which he has been guilty, 
in publishing so gross a libel—in dissenting from 
the church on the ground of such imaginary blas
phemy—and of resorting to such logic in support 
of such falsehood. 

9. J. C. tells us, that the Church of England 
acknowledges "that Christ was to be with men, 
irrespective of even their tradition of truth, by 
allowing that he is with a priest of the Church 
of Rome," and, therefore, that "every pretender 
may impose upon the credulity of the ignorant by 
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saying, that he is one who forms a link in the 
chain of succession." May I inquire where J. C. 
has found this dictum of the Church of England? 
Where has she affirmed that Christ is with each 
and every priest of the Church of Rome? If the 
statement has any point, this is what J. C. affirms; 
and God forbid we should deny that Christ is, 
in any sense, with any priest of that corrupt commu
nion. He may, while I write, the Lord in his 
infinite mercy grant it, be secretly at work with 
many amongst them, in leading them to cast off 
their bonds, and to discharge faithfully their trans
mitted functions. But J. C. confounds two things 
quite distinct in themselves—the promise of Messiah 
to be with a corporate body; and the interest of 
each successional member of that body in the ful
filment of the promise. He confounds the presence 
of Christ in the church, with the series of men 
who compose it; his engagement to be with them 
in the fulfilment of certain duties required at their 
hands, with the illusory notion of his pledged assist
ance in the neglect and violation of those duties. 
Nay, he goes beyond this, and supposes the.pro
mise to reach a pretender, who says, he "forms 
a link in the chain of succession.'' What sort 
of reasoning is this? Is it that of an honest and 
sound mind ? A promise to a corporation is a 
promise to each separate member who breaks his 
trust, and also to all who pretend to be, but never 
were, members of i t!! The nation piously under
took to support the church, did she, therefore, pro-
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mise to support, per fas et nefas, every individual, 
whatever his crimes, who was included within the pale 
of the church ? And, further, did she undertake to 
support all who, affecting to be members of the 
church, might choose to set up separate altars 
throughout the country? 

10. "To accept promotion or authority to preach 
from man, if already endued by the Holy Ghost with 
power to do so, is virtually to deny that blessing, and 
the gift to communicate it, to be of God; and to 
ascribe it to man.—Ps. brii. 11." Can such sophistry 
impose on any ? Did Paul and Barnabas ascribe to 
man the gift which rested on them, and deny to 
God the power to communicate it, when, at the direct 
command of the Holy Ghost, they accepted autho
rity to exercise that gift at Antioch from their brother 
prophets and teachers, "Simeon, that was called 
Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and Manaen ?"—Acts 
xiii. 1-3. Was the gift, that was in the first bishop 
of the Church of Ephesus, ascribed to man, because 
he received it " by the laying on of the hands of the 
presbytery?"—1 Tim. iv. 14. "Who denies that the 
power to heal sicknesses, to preserve life, to give food 
to man and beast, belongs to God, though physicians 
are consulted, perils avoided, and husbandry pur
sued ? Does a reference to second causes, and the 
employment of ordained means in ordinary matters, 
or in the common affairs of life, imply a denial of the 
principle, or disobedience to the precept, "Ascribe 
ye power unto God V9 If David refers to this twice 
repeated precept, is it not to repress the employment 
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of unrighteous, and reliance upon lawful, means, for 
the attainment of desirable results ? Records he not 
the precept in order to enforce the law of moral con
duct which he had just laid down, " Trust in Him at 
all times . . . trust not in oppression, and become 
not vain in robbery; if riches increase, set not your 
heart upon them ?" Does the avoidance of injustice 
and avarice, and sordid feeling, (the affections being 
weaned from the treasures of time,) amount to the 
same thing with an abandonment of our proper call
ings, and a systematic rejection of gain ? Is diligence 
in business incompatible with fervour of spirit ? And 
is the pursuit of trade inconsistent with a believing 
reliance on God for our daily food ? When Paul sup
ported himself by tent making, and his own hands 
ministered to his necessities, did he deny that the 
power to sustain him belonged to God? "When J. C. 
ministers to the Darbyites, does he deny that the 
power of communicating blessing is an attribute of 
the Spirit ? and if he be judged the conduit of grace, 
without profaneness, can he charge those with pro-
faneness who ascribe the communication of ministe
rial gift and office to "laying on of the hands of 
the presbytery V9 

11. Men sometimes expose their vicious reason
ing by resorting to illustrations. J. C. has fallen 
into this mishap. Endeavouring to support the 
foregoing misrepresentation he says—"this princi
ple is illustrated in the parable of Jotham, (Judg. ix. 
8-20,) where the trees are said to go forth to anoint 
a king over them; and the vine, olive, and fig tree* 
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which possessed virtue already from God to gladden, 
to honour, and to feed, refuse to leave their inherent 
virtues hy accepting promotion from the trees; and 
the only one that did take the offer—that assumed 
office, at the call of the people, was the bramble, 
that had nothing but fitness to be burned, or to 
burn the trees!" Was ever parable so tortured? 
Was it not directed against one, who was not only a 
wholesale fratricide, bearing upon his head " three 
score and ten" times the guilt of Cain, but who by 
deceitful speeches, guile, and sophistry, had with
drawn the hearts of the people from their legitimate 
rulers, and boldly usurped dominion ? Were we at 
liberty to derive an argument from this parable, 
methinks it would apply with greater exactitude to 
those who, by subtle talk, and misrepresentation, 
are the originators and maintainers of schism ; with
draw the hearts of the people from their legitimate 
spiritual rulers and governors ; are accredited only by 
the acclaim of their deluded followers ; assume autho
rity that does not belong to them ; and with fratricidal 
breath defame, disparage, and subvert the rights of their 
brethren. How did Jotham apply his parable—" If 
ye have done truly and sincerely, in that ye have 
made Abimelech king, and if ye have dealt well with 
Jerubbaal and his house, and have done unto him 
according to the deserving of his hands; (for my 
father fought for you, and adventured his life far, 
and delivered you out of the hand of Midian; and ye 
are risen up against my father's house this day . . . 
then rejoice ye in Abimelech, and let him also rejoice 
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in you; but if not " After such a manner 
might you also address the separatists of Westport— 
"If ye have done truly and sincerely in that you 
have made J. C. your pastor, and if ye have dealt 
well with the reformers and the church they cleansed 
and nurtured, and have done unto them according to 
the deserving of their hands, for they fought for you, 
and adventured their lives far, and delivered you out 
of the hands of the pope and popery, and ye are 
risen up against them and their representatives, by 
whom ye were fed and nourished, preserved and 
taught; then rejoice ye in J. C , and let him also 
rejoice in you—rejoice in your filial disobedience and 
ingratitude, in your open schism, and unfounded 
calumnies; but if not—I leave the alternative to be 
supplied. Fire came out of Abimelech and burned 
the house of Shechem and the house of Milo; he 
himself came to a fearful end—God requited his 
wickedness, " and all the evil of the men of Shechem 
did God render upon their heads, and upon them 
came the curse of Jotham, the son of Jerubbaal." 
What was the wickedness of these men of Shechem 
but their presumption in attempting to appoint their 
own ruler ? 

I thank J. C. for identifying the bramble with him 
who has " assumed office at the call of the people." 
Who then is the bramble at Westport? He who 
enticed the hearts of many, and withdrew them from 
their legitimate presbyter to himself; or he, who 
was placed over them in the Lord by that holy pre
late, who has now entered into his rest ? Does the 
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Church of England accredit any person whatever in 
office at the call of the people ? Are any owned in 
the assumption of office, or usurpation of rule amongst 
the Darbyites in any other way than by the call, or 
consent, or acquiescence (call it what you will) of 
the people ? Such ecclesiastical republicanism must 
bring with it its own punishment in due time. I 
know the voice of the people (call them all saints, 
if you please, or let them all be so in reality,) is held 
by these ecclesiastical innovators and destroyers to 
be the voice of the Holy Spirit (the very counter
part of the vox populi, vox Dei) ; but if so, how can 
they escape from the guilt, which they impiously seek 
to attach to the divinely appointed and divinely per
petuated ordinance of episcopal ordination? Is it, 
according to their new method of reasoning, less a 
denial of the Holy Spirit, as the source of all minis
terial authority and office, when that office is assumed 
by the consent of the people, by their positive acknow
ledgment or tacit acquiescence, than when it is 
conferred by transmitted delegation ? Whether is the 
imposition of hands by one, (for which we have Scrip
ture precedent,) or the tacit acknowledgment of many, 
(for which we have no precedent,) the greater intru
sion (if the former is to be so regarded) upon the 
office of the Holy Ghost ? 

12. In addition to these glaring misrepresenta
tions is a misstatement, or series of misstatements, 
concerning the "three senses in which the word 
' church' is used in Scripture," and the consequent 
denial of our national church to be a church. While 


