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ADVERTISEMENT.

IT is generally known that the dissensions excited

throughout Roman Catholic Christendom by the ,

Protestant Reformation, concurred with other cir

cumstances, in causing the Court of Rome to yield a

reluctant consent to the convocation of a General

Council of the whole Roman Church. It met first

at Trent, in December, 1545, and after various inter

ruptions and adjournments, completed its labours in

December, 1563.

The result of those labours was the publication

of a body of Canons, known as the Canons of the

Council of Trent, whereby a fixed and authoritative

form has been given to the teaching of Rome, on the

chief doctrines of the Christian faith.

The Canons of Trent may, on the whole, be regarded

as a compromise. The doctrines enunciated, are, both

in their matter and in the form of statement, modified,

so far as it is possible for Rome to modify, in order to

meet the circumstances of the time. Yet, even in this

attenuated form, the bare recital of the words of the

Decrees, will be suflicient to excite the indignation

of every one, who knows and values the Scriptures

of God.

The following Tracts have been written, in the hope

that an acquaintance with the doctrines promulgated

in these Decrees, and a comparison of those doctrines

with the word of God, will deepen our abhorrence of
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'Romanist teaching in every form, and cause us to

cleave, with more tenacity than ever, to the Written

Record of Divine Truth.

The Council of Trent ended, as I have already said,

in 1563. We have the following record of its con

clusion :—*

“ The Cardinal of Lorraine. The sacred and holy

cecumenieal Synod of Trent: let us confess the faith

thereof; let us ever keep the decrees thereof.

Answer of the Fathers. Ever let us confess, ever

kee .
flake Cardinal. We all thus believe; we all think

the very same; we all, consenting and embracing

them, subscribe. This 'is' the faith of blessed Peter,

and of the Apostles: this is the faith of the Fathers :

this is the faith of the Orthodox.

Answer. Thus we believe; thus we think; thus

'we subscribe. 'V- - ' ‘

The Cardinal. To these decrees adhering, may we

'be made worthy of the mercies and grace of the first

and great supreme Priest, Jesus Christ God; our

inviolate Lady,‘ the 'holy mother of God, also inter

ceding, and all the saints. > -

Answer. So be it:' so be it. “Amen, Amen.

The Cardinal. Anathema to- all heretics.

Answer. Anathema, anathema."

’* Council Trent; last Session.

10 Mr 68
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DOOTRINES or POPERY,

. .30.

ON HOLY SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION.

1..

WE cannot wonder that the recent aggressions of Rome,

should, on political grounds, have aroused, throughout

this country,'an almost universal protest against her

attempted encroachments. At a moment when the

greater part of -Western Europe appears re-subjected

to her control, and Russia is supposed to be rejoicing

at her triumph, an act of aggression on this country

may reasonably be watched with a jealous eye. It

is not however in the political schemes of Rome, nor}

even in'the atrocities of her persecutiens, that we, as

Christians, find our distinctive reason for resisting her.

We are‘the enemies of Rome, because she is, and ever

will be, the foe of the Gospel of the grace of God, and

of every truth connected therewith. That is the

reason why we are 'her adversaries—ready, through‘

God’s help, to resist her unto death. ’

Lest therefore, the minds of any should be too

exclusively occupied with the political aggressions of
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Popery, or with the external form of her superstitions,

it may be desirable, that our attention should be afresh

directed to her religious aspect—especially to the au

thoritative exposition of her doctrines issued by the

Council of Trent. There, at any rate, we are in no

danger of misunderstanding the teaching of Rome, for

her expressions are precise, her statements deliberate,

and as unchangeable as the assertion of her infallibility.

“ There we find (says a recent Roman Catholic writer)

the real doctrines of the Catholic Church, as stated

and defined, not by individuals, but by her assembled

prelates, secured from error in matters of faith, by the

promised assistance of the Holy Spirit, when thus

representing in Council the entire Church of God.”

(Waterworth‘s Council of Trent, p. i.)

The Council of Trent, before it pronounces upon

the controverted points which it undertakes to settle,

commences by deliberately setting aside the supremacy

of the Holy Scriptures, as the sole rule of our faith.

The following are the words of their decree 2-—

“The sacred and holy, oecumenical and general

“ Synod of Trent, lawfully assembled in the Holy

“ Ghost, * * * * keeping this always in view, that

“ errors being removed, the purity itself of the Gospel

“ be preserved in the Church; which (Gospel) afore

“ promised through the prophets in the Holy Scrip

“ tures, our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, first

- “promulgated with His own mouth, and then com

“ manded to be preached by His Apostles to every

“ creature, as the fountain of all, both saving truth,

“ and moral discipline; and seeing clearly that this

“truth and discipline are contained in the written
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“ books, and in the unwritten traditions, which,

“ received by the Apostles from the mouth of Christ

“ Himself, or from the Apostles themselves, the Holy

“ Ghost dictating, have come down even to us, trans

“ mitted, as it were, from hand to hand; the Synod

“ following the example of the orthodox Fathers, 're

“ ceives and venerates with EQUAL pious aflection

“ and reverence (pari pietatis affectu ac reverentia) all

“ the Books both of the Old and of the New Testa

“ ment—seeing that one God is the author of both-—

" as also the said Traditions, as well those appertain

“ ing to faith as to morals, as having been dictated,

“ either by Christ’s own word of ,mouth, or by the

“ Holy Ghost, and preserved in the Catholic Church

“ by a continuous succession."

So likewise the Catechism of the Council of Trent,

also published by authority :—“ The whole of the doc

trine to be delivered to the faithful, is contained in

the word of God, which is distributed into Scripture

and Traditions." Catech. Trid., Preface, § xii.

In strict consistency with these doctrines of Trent,

Cardinal Bellarmine says: “ We assert that the whole

necessary doctrine concerning faith or manners is not

contained explicitly in the Scriptures ; and that conse

quently beyond the written word of God, is required

also the unwritten word of God, that is, the Divine

and Apostolical Traditions." De verbo Dei., Lib.

iv ., c. 3.

So also Mr. Newman, in his Lectures on Romanism :

“ Catholic Tradition is a DIVINE informant in reli

gious matters” (p. 329)—“ the unwritten word." (p.

355.) “These two " (i.e., the Bible and Catholic
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“ Tradition) “together make up a joint rule." (p. 327.)

“Traditionis partly the interpretation, partly the

supplement of Scripture." 298.)

S0 likewise Mr. Keble, though yet bound by solemn

oath tothe truthof the.Articles of the Church of

_ England: “They are in error, who reject the notion

of a rule of faith, made up of Scripture and Tradition

together." (p. 82,) Consentient patristieal Tradition,

he calls God’s unwritten word, demanding the same

reverence from us as His written word (p. 27)—a

statement almost identical with that of the Council of

Trent, viz., that Tradition is to be received with a

pious affection and reverence “EQUAL” to that

with which we receive the Scripture?

* This astounding statement respecting the “EQUALITY "

of Tradition with Seripture,was not passed by the Council with;

out some opposition. Two are mentioned by Waterworth as

having resisted it—.‘Bertan, and the Bishop of Chioggia: his

statement is as follows:——“ The declaration that both the

written and unwritten word were received Lwith equal afection

of piety and reverence,’ was opposed by Bertan, on the plea,

that, though every truth is from the first great truth, yet is

not every truth to be revered as the word of God. To this

Musso replied, that the traditions, equalled with the written

word, were such only as were equally the revelations of God;

merely differing in the accidental circumstance, that the

one class of truths was recorded in writing by the Apostles,

whereas the other was preached and transmitted by the same

authority. That as the being written did not make certain

registered truths the word of God, neither did the being not

written cause the traditions treated of to cease to be the

word of God. But, though this was the sentiment ofthe great

majority, and a truth so obvious, Musso, in the next congrega‘
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It is not my intention to consider at length, the

laboured arguments, by which the advocates of Tra

dition endeavour to establish its authority. As yet,

tion was willing to place, instead of ‘equal' (part) the'word

‘like ’ (simili); a change, however, which was not acceded to.
“i In the [general congregation of the 5th of April, the bishop

of ChiOggia raised a more intemperate opposition; regarding

the traditions'as laws, not as revelations; and pronouncing it

impious to declare them of equal authority with the written

word. This sentiment had no approvers, but excited the indigna

tion of the whole assembly ; which soon caused him to explain

away, as best he could, his strong censure.”——Waterworth,
Preface, 88. I

' We find however, that this same bishop when the decree

was finally proposed for ratification, refused to use the cus

tomary term of approval—“ Placet ” (i.e., it pleases me)—and

answered “I will obey," thereby intimating his discontent with

the clause that receives with equal reverence the Scriptures

and Apostolical Traditions. Waterworth, p. 92.

Antonius Marinarius also, a Carmelite, said during the dis

cussion, that to divide the rule of faith into two parts, one

written, and the other not intended to be written, would involve

two great difficulties—first, they would have to define in which

the difference of these two rules consisted; secondly, to explain

how the successors of the Apostles dared to commit to writing

what God'had not intended to be written :—that to open this

diScussion at all, was like attempting to pass between Scylla.

and Charybdis; and that they had far better imitate the

Fathers, who always relied on Scripture alone (?) without

ever. putting tradition into competition therewith.

“This opinion,” continues Sarpi, “was little relished."

Cardinal Pole answered very angrily, and said, that whit had

been stated “ was more worthy of a German meeting than of

a General Council of the Church,” and that those who

adopted v'such reasonings would soon come to the conclusion,

that there wasno such thing as Tradition at all.
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they are not even agreed as to what they mean by

authoritative Tradition, for some deem that to be

authoritative which has the unanimous consent of the

Fathers, a consent be it remembered, which is utterly

fictitious: others on the contrary, with much greater

prudence, esteem that only authoritative which has

received the sanction of an infallible Church. As

respects the use also of Tradition they differ; some

maintaining, that although Tradition is indispensably

necessary for the right guidance of Christian life, yet,

that truths absolutely essential to salvation, may be

discovered in the Scripture without its aid; whilst

others contend, that even the doctrines of salvation are

revealed too obscurer to be discovered, apart from

the help of Tradition. But although the advocates

of Tradition differ in these, and other such things, they

all agree in saying, that Scripture alone is not a sufli

cient rule of faith and practice.

It is not needful to argue against such a statement,

further thanby confronting it with the declaration which

Scripture itself makes, respecting its own suficiency.

It might be expected, that the Scripture would itself

declare the purpose for which it is designed by its

Divine Author. Accordingly, it does authoritatively

declare that purpose in the following passage. St.

Paul, writing to Timothy, says: “ From a child thou

hast known the Holy Scriptures, which are able to

make thee wise unto salvation through faith which is

in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is given by inspiration

of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for

correction, for instruction in righteousness; that the

man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto
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all good works." (2 Tim. iii. 15.) The first part of

this passage declares, that Scripture is by itself suf

ficient to “ make wise unto salvation :” the latter part

declares that it is able also to make the “ man of God

PERFECT, througth furnished unto all good works"

-—the very thing that all the advocates of Tradition

deny. Which then are we to believe—the Romanists or

the Scripture ?—for if their statements be true, those of

the Scripture must be false. They may tell us indeed,

that without their aid, we are not competent to under

stand the Scriptures; but at any rate we understand

this, tha “ able to make wise ” cannot mean “ unable

to make wise ;" and that “to make the man of God

perfect, througth furnished unto all good works,"

cannot mean to leave him imperfect, and unfurnished.

The quotation of this one text is sufficient. I may

however further observe, without going at length

into the argument, that the assertion of the in

fallible authority of Tradition, obviously necessitates

the assertion of the existence of an infallible tribunal,

to determine, what is, or is not, to be received as

Tradition. It is true indeed, that some, especially

among modern Anglican Romanists, have said, that

whatever has received the general assent of antiquity,

is to be received as authoritative Tradition—but not

to speak of the impossibility of determining what

“antiquity” means, we find in' the early centuries, no

slight disagreement between the Fathers themselves

-—no trifling difference also between their statements

and those of Romanists, both ancient and modern.

For example, in the very question before us, Ire

naens mentions the habit of appealing to Tradition as
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one of the chief characteristiCs of his heretical advers

saries ;* and‘Jerome indignan'tly repudiates the Apo

crypha, which the Romanists canom'ze. As regards

disagreement among themselves, Jerome’s strong

condemnation of Origen is known by all ; and his

disagreement with almost every writer that had

preceded ,him on the subject of the millennium, is

avowed by himself. Consent of antiquity is therefore

a,fiction,vbut even if it could be proved to exist, it

could have no authority, unless some person or persons

were to be found, who could prove by miracle, that

they were divinely commissioned to deliver to us cer

tain things that the Apostles had spoken, and that, in

the very identical words which the Apostles had used.

I say—in the very words which the Apostles used,

because alteration of language may materially affect

the sentiments conveyed; and therefore, they who

were inspired to write the Scripture, were not left to

choose their own expressions, but used “ words taught

of the Holy Ghost.” This we are expressly told by

the Apostle Paul ; consequently, no Tradition that was

not verbally inspired could be authoritative; and inas

much as none of the Fathers pretend to be the inspired

vehicles of Apostolic doctrine, even as to its substance,

I * “Whenever,” says, Irenaeus, “they (i.e., the heretics) are

convicted from the Scriptures, they turn round and find fault

with the Scripture itself, on the ground of its being incorrect,

or‘unauthoritative, or contradictory in its statements—and be

cause, they say, truth cannot be discovered from the Scripture

by those who are unacquaintcd with Tradition—that being de

livered not in writing, but by word of mouth."——Irenaeus adv.

Haeres. Ill. 2. (For quotations from Jerome see page 22.)
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much less as to its words, there is at once an end to

the. whole Anglican system. -

I repeat then, that if we assert the infallible au

thority of Tradition, we must also assert the existence

of some infallible tribunal, to determine what is, and

what is not, to be received. That which is to be

received with the same reverence as Scripture, must

rest its authority on the same ground as that on which

Scripture rests its authority, viz., miraculous attesta

tion from God. The Apostles were empowered of

God to work miracles. Here was Divine attestation

to their authority; and all the New Testament was

either written by the Apostles, or immediately ac

credited by them. Thus the Gospels of Mark and

Luke, were written under the eye of the Apostles, and

circulated whilst the Apostles were yet alive; and

St. Paul quotes from the Gospel of Luke, and pro

nounces it Scripture.* If then unwritten Tradition

be equally authoritative with Scripture, some persons

must have been empowered of God to pronounce

infallibly, that the pretended Traditions convey the

exact sentiments of the Apostles, and are conveyed

in the very words in which they spoke. The Church

of Rome claims this infallible power, though some

times she appears to forget her proud pretension, and

unwisely consents to argue. Infallihility however is

the key-stone of. her system. “ The Roman Church,"

says Gregory VIL, “never erred, and, as Scripture

* Sec 1 Tim. v. 18. “For the Scripture saith, Thou shalt

not muzzle the ox that treadeth out the corn;" and, “ The

labourer is worthy of his hire "—this last text being a quotation

from Luke 1:. 7.
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bears witness, never will err to all perpetuity.” The

Council of Trent declares, in its Catechism, “ This

Church alone cannot err in the transmission of faith

and discipline.” ‘f Catholics,” says Milner, “acknow

ledge an unerring judge of controversy or sure guide

in all matters relating to salvation -—namely, the

Church" “ If we can prove,” says Dr. Wiseman, “ that

besides the written word of God, an infallible authority

exists, and always has existed in the Church, we like

wise make good all those different points on which we

are charged with having fallen into error." Such is

Rome‘s claim to infallibility. If she really possessed

it, she would be able to substantiate her claim in the

same way in which the Apostles substantiated theirs:

—first, by miracles ; secondly, by the exact agree

ment of all her statements with the Scriptures. As

regards Rome's miracles, her safest course is 'to be

silent. As to her agreement with the word of God,

is it agreement, for the Scripture to say, that it is able

to make the man of God perfect, througth furnished,

and for Rome to say, that it is not able? Rome's

denial of this one text, is alone sufiicient to destroy

her claim to inf'allibility.‘JF

* At the Council of Trent, Vmcent Lunel, a Franciscan,

“ urged on the Council that before they established Scripture

and Tradition as the foundations of faith, it behoved them to

treat of the Church, which is the chief foundation of all, since

it is from her that Scripture receives its authority, according

to the celebrated saying of St. Augustine ‘ That he would not

have believed the Gospel, if he had not been constrained to it

by the authority of the Church ;’ and that even the Traditions

were of no use if they were not supported by the same
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It is truly wonderful that Rome, unsustained by

miracles, which are the necessary credentials of all

who have a title to speak infallibly from God—con

tradicting, by her doctrines, the plainest testimonies

authority: since if a dispute arose as to whether any thing was

a Tradition or not, it must be decided either by the testimony,

or by the declaration of the Church: that after having once

established for a foundation that every Christian is obliged to

believe the Church, one might safely raise upon it the edifice

of faith. He added, that they ought to follow the example of

all those who up to that time had written weightin against

the Lutherans, as Sylvester Prierias and Eckius, who found

the authority of the Church a more available argument than

any beside—in fact, there was no other that could be used to

confute those heretics :‘ that it was ill-suited to the end pro

posed, that whilst undertaking to lay all the foundations of

the Christian doctrine, they should give up the principal and

perhaps the only one—at any rate, that, without which the

others could not exist. This advice was responded to by

none. Some said it was liable to the same difficulties as the

other views, because the heretics would pretend to be that

true Church to which they would be giving so much

authority. Others—holding as a certain and indisputable

truth that by the Church must be understood the Ecclesi

astical order, and especially the Council and the Pope who

was its head—said, that they ought to hold the authority

of the Church as a settled point; and that to treat of it at that

moment, would give reason for it to be thought, eitherthat

they found difficulties in it, or at least, that it was a truth

newly brought to light, and that had not always been believed

in by the Christian Church.”—1’aul Saryn', lib. 11., c. 45.

The infallibility of the Church was clearly assumed by the

Council of Trent, as something not to be questioned; for on

no other ground could they have ventured on pronouncing

their anathemas. As regards the passage from Augustine, '

above referred to, its meaning is perverted. {What Augustine

appears to have meant was, that the Church was the instru
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of Scripture—having her annals, secular and ecclesi

astical, marked by the darkest deeds of profiigacy

and crime—fso little possessed of unity within her

self, as to be rent continually by religious discord,

Brotherhood denouncing Brotherhood, and Pope ana

thematizing Pope—so little consistent even in her

own dogmas, as to be now engaged in glorifying and

worshipping, in the place of the One Mediator, her,

mental means

truth.

Augustine, says Gaussen (Theopneustia, p. 136), in speaking

of the time at which he was still a Manichean, says, ‘- I should

not have believed in the Gospel had I not been drawn to it by

the authority of the Church;" but he takes care to add: “Let

us follow those who invite us first to believe, when we are not

yet in a state to see: in order that, being rendered more capable

(valentiores) by faith itself, we may deserve to comprehend

what we believe. Then it will be no more men, it will be

God Himself within us, who will confirm our souls and illu

minate them.”

“ In this affair then (continues Gaussen) the Church is a ser

vant and not a witness; a depository and not a judge. She

exercises the office of a minister, not ofa magistrate, mz'nistm'um

mm magisterium. She delivers a testimony, not a judicial sen

tence. She discerns the danon of the Scriptures, she does not

make it; she has recognised their authenticity, she has not

given it. And as the men of Sichem believed in Jesus Christ

by means of the impure but penitent woman who called them

to Him, we say to the Church : ‘ Now we believe, not because

of thy saying; for we have heard Him ourselves, and' know‘

that this is indeed the Christ, the Saviour of the world.’ \Ve

have believed then, pe'r sum, not prtpter cam, through her

means, not on her account. We found her on her knees; she

showed us her Master; we recognised Him, and we knelt

down along with her." ‘

of bringing him into acquaintance with the

\
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for the repose of whose soul she once prayed" ——it

is wonderful, I say, that any so circumstanced, should

be so entirely lost to a sense of their own con

dition, as not to be covered with confusion, when

reminded of their claim to infallibility. Yet even

this is not so wonderful, as that any should be

found willing to accredit that claim. It teaches us

a fearful lesson as to the manner in which souls can

be spell-bound under the power of Satan, and given

over to the spirit of delusion.

No doubt, lofty pretensions audaciously maintained,

have in themselves a tendency to awe the souls of

men into submission; on which account, as I have

already said, it is the wisest course for Rome to

entreneh herself within the citadel of her infallibility,

and thence, authoritatively to pronounce her dogmas,

without attempting to argue; for she never simply

argues except to be overthrown. What, for example,

can be more absurd than for her to say, the authority

of the Scripture depends for its proof upon us, and

our authority depends for its proof upon the Scrip

ture ? What can be more feelish than their boasted

rule of truth: “That which has been delivered

always, everywhere, and by all "—for not to speak

of the impossibility of discovering what has been

held and taught always, everywhere, and by all—not

to speak of the destruction that this principle would

work amongst all Rome’s favourite dogmas, for

“always” would include the Apostles and their times,

* The Roman Church “ once recited ancient Liturgies con

taining prayers for the repose of the soul of Mary.”—-Malan's

True Protestant’s Manual, p. 53.
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and they are the great enemies of Rome—what error

can be more tremendous than to make Truth depend

for its attestation, upon its reception and delivery by

men, instead of on the miraculously-proved authority

of those commissioned of God, as were the Apostles

of our Lord and Saviour. Suppose I were to try

the proof of the Apostolate of St. Paul by this won

drous rule—there was a time when he was forsaken

and denounced almost by all—to what conclusion

would this canon lead me ? There was a time when all

the Churches of Galatia renounced the Gospel, and

turned back to Judaism. There was a time when

the Bishop of Rome condemned Athanasius. What

but hopeless scepticism could be the result of saying

that we would believe nothing, except that which can

be proved to have been taught “ always, everywhere,

and by all ? ”

The sin of framing Traditions, and then exalting

them into equality with the word of God, is to be

considered in its relation to God and the eternal

interests of men, rather than in its effects upon this

present world. Yet, it is well to remember, that there

can be no more terrible instrument in the hand of un

scrupulous ambition, than oral Tradition; for it affords

a ready means of putting the holy name of God upon

any falsehood, or any iniquity. Indulgences and In

quisitions—Perjury and Murder—can alike be sanc~

tified thereby. It supplies the means of deadening

the consciences of others, by accustoming them to

blind obedience to authority. The skill with which

Mahomet contrived to blunt the consciences of his

followers, and to render them the unscrupulous instru
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ments of his designs, by pretending revelations from

God in sanction of his excesses, was one great instru

ment of his success.

The sin is the more inexcusable, because committed

after the history of Israel has been written for our

warning. They too, added Tradition to the word of

God. When our Lord came upon earth, He found

Tradition, not Scripture, the guide of all their thoughts;

He found it nullifying the power of His example, and

blunting the edge ofHis testimonies. However closely

He might be following the Scripture, they saw that He

was not obeying their Traditions, and therefore His

example and teaching were valueless, and worse than

valueless in their sight. “In vain," said He, “ do they

worship me, teaching for doctrines, the commandments

of men. For laying aside the commandment of God,

ye hold the TRADITION of men. * * * Full well
lye reject the commandment of God, that ye may keep

your own TRADITION." The effect was, that they

knew not the time of their visitation—despised and

rejected the Holy One of God—nailed Him to the tree

-persecuted His Apostles, and are now scattered

to the four winds of Heaven. Yet still they cleave to

their Traditions. They prohibit the explanation of

the Holy oracles otherwise than according to their

Traditions. “ The Scripture,” they say, “is water—

the Mishna, wine—the Gremara, spiced wine.” “My

son,” says Rabbi Isaac, “learn to pay more attention to

the words of the Scribes than the words of the Law.”

“ Turn away your children," said Rabbi Eleazer, on

his deathbed, to his scholars who asked him the way

of life, “turn away your children from. the study of
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the Bible, and place them at the feet of the wise.”

“Learn, my son," says the Rabbi Jacob, “that the

words of the scribes are more agreeable than those of

the prophets.” *

Yet the Romanists, undeterred by the wrath and

judicial blindness that rests upon the Jews, fear

lessly follow in the same path. “Holy Scripture,”

says Bellarmine, “ does not contain all that is necessary

to salvation, and is not suflicient." (De verbo Dei.

lib. II., c. 19.) The bull Exsurge of Leo X., places

in the number of Luther’s heresics, his having said:

“ That it is not in the power of the Church, or of the

Pope, to establish articles of faith 1” and the bull

Unigenitus condemns as impious, heretical, and blas

phemous, the proposition “that it is profitable at all

times, in all places, and for all sorts of persons, to

study the Scriptures, and to become acquainted with

* McGanl’s letter from Warsaw, 22nd March, 1827 2——

“ They ” (the Jews), says Gaussen, “ have considered the Rab

bins of the successive ages of the Dispersion, as endowed with

an infallibility which put them on alevel with (if not above)

Moses and the Prophets. They have, to be sure, attributed a

kind of divine inspiration to holy Scripture; but they have

prohibited-the explanation of its oracles otherwise than ac;

cording toltheir traditions. They have called the immense

body of those commandments of men, the oral law, dis

tinguishing it into the Mishna or Sacred Law, and Gemara,

complement or perfection. They have said that it passed.

from God to 'Moses, from Moses to Joshua, &c., 8w. * “ *

until at last Juda the saint, deposited it in the traditions or

repetitions of the Law, which afterwards with their commen

tary or complement (the Gemara) formed first the Talmud

of Jerusalem, and afterwards that of Babylon."—Gaussen,

p. 119. ‘
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their spirit, piety,and mysteries.” ' Still more lately—

in 1824*the encyclical epistie of Pope Leo XII. com

plains of the Bible Society, which, he says, violates the

Traditions of the Fathers and'the Council of Trent, by

circulating the Scriptures in the vernacular tongues

of all nations. “ You are aware, venerable brethren,

that a certain society, commonly called the Bible

Society, audaciously wanders over the whole globe,

and in contempt of the most holy Traditions of the

Fathers, and in opposition' of the Well-known decree

of the Council of Trent, strives with all its energies,

and in every possible method to ‘get'the Holy Scrip

tures translated, or rather perverted into 'the vulgar

tongue of all nations. In order to avert this pest, our

predecessors have published several constitutions "

* * * tending to show' how pernicious for the

faith and for morals, this perfidious institution (the

Bible Society) is." Such are the words of Rome—

such are the doctrines, with which hosts of nominal

Protestants are tampering. Is it wonderful that a

judicial blindness, deeper even than that which rests

upon Israel, should finally be sent also'upon them ‘?

Great as the sin of the Jews has been, and is, in

respect of Tradition, they, have nevertheless not added

to this sin, another, viz., that of depraving the written

word, by admitting among'the sacred books, other

writings which have not proceededifrom God. On

the contrary, they have been vigilant guardians of the

Old Testament Scriptures, so‘v as ' e'v'en'i'to count their

lines and number their letters; and when the Apocry

pha was presented to them, they excluded it from the

sacred Canon, and refused to allow the tales of Tobit
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and of Judith, to be classed with the writings of Samuel

and the Prophets. “ Never,” says Josephus, speaking

of the twenty-two books of the Old Testament Scrip

tures, “ never, although so many ages have elapsed.

has any one dared either to take away, or to add, or

to transpose in these, anything whatever ; for it is

with all the Jews, as it were an inborn conviction from

their earliest infancy, to call them Gods Teachings, to

abide in them, and if necessary, to die joyfully in main

taining them.”1 “They are given to us," he says fur

ther, “by the inspiration that comes from God; but

as for the other books composed since the time of

Artaxerxes, they are not thought worthy of a like

faith.” Yet, spite of the witness which even Judaism

itself thus bears against the Apocrypha—spite of the

warning of Jerome,* whose authority they profess to

reverence, and in defiance of the abounding evidence

external and internal, that maybe accumulated against

these writings, the Council of Trent dares to inter

mingle the Apocrypha with the inspired Books, and

placing Judith, Tobit, Esther, and Job together, pro

nounces them all an integral portion of the sacred

* Jerome, giving directions respecting the training of another,

says: “ Let him beware of all the apocryphal writings—let

him know that they are not the works of the authors whose

names they bear—that there is in them the admixture of much

evil, and that it requires much wisdom to seek after gold in

the midst ofmire. (multaque his admixta vitiosa et grandis

esse prudentise aurum in into quasrere).” Jerome, I, 682, fol.

Again, in vol. I, p. 573, he exhorts us “ to cast away the

evil doctrines of Origen, and to have nothing to do with the

disciples of the writings called Apocryphal, or hidden.”

See also his Tract against Vigilantius, p. 393; fol. Veronse.
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Canon—and that too, whilst pretending to such ex

ceeding accuracy of discrimination as to object to the

expression “ Psalms of David," because all the Psalms

were not written by him, and to substitute for it another

title “ Davidical Psalter."

After having thus done all in their power to nullify

the word of God, the Council next proceed to get the

control of its interpretation exclusively into their own

hands. First, they claim for an uninspired Latin

translation, a place that belongs only to the inspired

original. They decree that the Vulgate, or commonly

received Latin translation, should be “ esteemed

authentic in all public readings, disputations, preach

ings, and expositions ;" and that “ no one should dare

or presume to reject it on any pretence whatsoever."

In other words, although the Hebrew and Greek in

spired originals are in our hands, and although we

find there, and there alone, words which the Scripture

itself declares to be “ words taught of the Holy Ghost "

(lv Cor. ii. 13), yet we are not to compare the unin

spired words of the Latin translation therewith, nor to

correct its errors, nor in any way to question its cor

rectness. What assumption can be more tremendous

than this ‘?-—-for if it means anything, it means that

their authority is sufficient to make the words of an

uninspired and very faulty translation, truth; and to

make the words of God Himself whenever they difi'er

from that translation, nullities.

It is no wonder that the indignation of the Re

formers should have burst forth against this outrageous

act of tyranny and wickedness. “ They command us,"

says Calvin, “ not only to be content with a most
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“ corrupt translation, (vitiosissimfi translation), but

“wish it to be adored just-as if it had come down
“from Heaven; and although its faultsiare manifest

“ to all the world, they forbid that any thing better

“ should be desired. It would be a long labour indeed

“ to note all the places that have been badly and fool

“ ishly rendered. So imperfect is every page, that

“there are scarcely three continuous verses that are

“ not spoiled by some notorious error. (insigm' aliguo

“ errore fwdati).” Calm'n on Council of Trent.

So also Chemnitz, the pupil and friend of Melanc

thon. “ The Tridentinesdemand, that that Vulgate

“ translation, as it has been used in their Church, should

“ be received as authentic in public readings, disputa~

“ tions, preachings, or expositions, so that no one on

“ any pretext whatsoever, shall dare to reject it. But

“ what, if many passages in the Hebrew and Greek

“ originals, are not rendered fitly. and properly in this

“ Vulgate edition? If, through the unskilfulness or

“ carelessness of librarians, some passages have been

“ changed, mutilated, or added, are we to be forbidden

“ to depart from the old edition, and to recur to the

“ originals? Are we not to be allowed to prefer the

“ fountain to the streams; and if there be certain

“ things in that Vulgate version badly rendered,

“ changed, mutilated, and added, so as to be at vari

“ anee with the originals,.are we not to be allowed to

“ reject them, if any one should carelessly quote them ‘2‘

“ The Tridentine Fathers reply: The Vulgate edition

“ --let no one dare or presume to reject on any pretence

“ whatsoever! Truly this is a thing not to be tole

“ rated in the Church, to have thrust upon us as
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“ authentic, passages incorrectly rendered by the trans

“ labor, or changed, mutilated, and added by librarians,

“instead of those things which the Holy Ghost has

“ written in the Hebrew and Greek originals ; and so

“ thrust upon us, as that we should not be at liberty to

“ reject them, even after we have satisfied ourselves

“ by inspecting the originals.” (Chemnitz on Council

of Trent, p. 55.)

This part of the decree was too monstrous to escape

all opposition, even at Trent. Louis of Catana, a

Dominican, is mentioned as having resisted it. He

urged the example of Cardinal Cajetan, “the greatest

“ Theologian whom they had seen for many centuries,

“ and with Whom there was no one in the Council who

“ could compare : he reminded them that Cajetan had

“ deemed acquaintance with the original Scripture to

“ be of such deep importance, that he had devoted the

“ last eleven years of his life to its study; and had com

“ posed his commentary, not on the Latin version, but

“ on the original text: that Jerome, too, and others,

“ would be condemned by such a decree—indeed, that

“ they would be guilty of disobedience to one of their

“ own Canons, (the Canon—at veterum) which or

“ dained, that they should compare the Books of the

“ Old and NewTestament with the Hebrew and Greek

“ respectively. He added, that they were bound to

“ believe, with Jerome andCajetan, that any individual

“ translator might err, though he allowed it to be true,

“that if the Council should examine and correct a

“ translation of the original text, the Holy Spirit,

“ whose office it is to direct Councils of the Church

“in matters of faith, would prevent their falling into

B
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“ error, so that a translation, so examined and ap~

6.‘ proved, might be regarded as authentic. This, how

“ ever, must be the work of many years, and could

“ not then be attempted : he therefore wished that no

“ decree should be passed on this subject, and that

“ things should be allowed to remain as they had

“ been for the last 1500 years." Such was the sub

stance of his advice. '

The greater part however of the Theologians were

of an opposite opinion, and said, “that they were bound

“ to hold as divine and authentic in all its parts, that

“ translation, which, in past time, had been read in all

“ the Churches, and used in all the schools; that other

“ wise, it would be a yielding to the Lutherans, and

“ opening the door to a thousand heresies, which would

“ be eternally troubling the repose of Christendom:

“ that the Popes and Theologians of the Schools had

“ founded in great measure the doctrine of the Roman

“ Church, the Mother and Mistress of all others, on cer.

“ tain passages of Scripture; and that if every one were

“ allowed to examine the correctness of the translation,

“ either by comparing it with other translations, or by

“ recurring to the Greek or Hebrew text, these new

“ grammarians would spread confusion everywhere,

“ and would render themselves umpires and judges of

- “ the Faith; so that it would be necessary at last to give

“ the Episcopate and Cardinalate to these pedants, to

“ the exclusion of the Theolcgians and Canonists: that

“ the Inquisitors too, unless they knew Greek and He

“ brew would no longer be able to proceed against the

“ Lutherans, without the guilty instantly replying that

“ the text did not mean so and so, and that the trans
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“ lation was erroneous .: * * * in short, if they

“ were to allow to every one this liberty, they would

“ soon bring Christianity into a condition in which

“ no one would know what to believel"

“ For these reasons, which the majority received

“ with applause, others added moreover that if Divine

“ Providence had given authentic Scripture to the

“ Synagogue, and an authentic New Testament to the

“ Greeks, it could not be said without casting reproach

“ upon Him, that the Roman Church, His Beloved, had

“ been deprived of so great a benefit : that consequently

“ it was very probable that the same Holy Spirit who

“ had dictated the Sacred Books, had also dictated the

“ translation which the Roman Church had adopted.

“ But others having some difficulty in making a man

“ a Prophet or an Apostle merely for the purpose

“ of translating a Book, modified this opinion, by

“ saying, that the Translator-had not the spirit of

“ the Prophets and of the Apostles, but one which

“ very closely approached to it: that if any one

“ found a difficulty in admitting the assistance of the

“ Spirit of God to the Translator, he could not deny it

"‘ to the Council: and as the Synod approved the Vul

“ gate version, and pronounced Anathema against those

“ who would not receive it, it ought to be declared free

“ from error; not because he who had written it had

“ been inspired, but because of the authority of the

“ Synod which had received it as divine.” (Father

Paul, ii., 51.)

Not satisfied however by all these provisions, the

Council thus proceeds : “ Furthermore, in order to

“‘ restrain petulant spirits, the Council decrees, that no
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“ one relying on his own skill, shall, in matters of

“ faith and of morals pertaining to the edification of

“ Christian doctrine—wresting the sacred Scripture

“ to his own senses, presume to interpret the said

“ sacred Scripture contrary to that sense which Holy

“ Mother Church—whose it is to judge of the true

“ sense and interpretation of the Holy Scriptures—

“ hath held and doth hold; or even contrary to the

“ unanimous consent of the Fathers, even though such

“interpretations were never (intended) to be at any

“ time published. They who contravene this decree

“ shall be made known by their ordinaries, and be

“ punished with the penalties by law established.”

Thus'not only are writings which even the Jews

declare to be uninspired, mingled with the word of

God, and human Traditions pronounced to be of

“ EQUAL" authority with Holy Vl'rit, and an imper

fect version substituted for the original Scripture, but

even after all this—after the Scripture has been thus

adulterated and dishonoured, none are to interpret it

except Rome herself according to the unanimous con

sent of the Fathers, which consent, seeing that it does

'not really exist, must also be created by her decree.

Such are the safeguards required by falsehood; and

such the unscrupulous recklessness with which they

are formed. How difl'erent is the free and open can

donr of truth! The Apostle Paul had authority—

true authority from God—but he, instead of endea

vouring to force the minds of others into blind ac

quiescence with his will, said, “ I speak as unto wise

men; judge ye what I say.” “ In malice be children,

but in understanding, be ye men.” “ The Son of God
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hath come and given us an understanding.” “ Be ye

not unwise, but understanding what the will of the

Lord is.” The true minister of Christ seeks in every

thing, to open the understandings of those whom he

teaches, and to lead them immediately to the word of

God. Even the Lord Himself taught from the Scrip

tures, and so taught, as for them that heard to under

stand; “ Beginning at Moses and all the Prophets, He

expounded to them in all the Scriptures the things

concerning Himself.”-—“ Did not our heart burn

within us, while He talked with us by the way, and

while He opened to us the Scriptures ?"-“ Then

opened He their understanding that they might un

derstand the Scriptures.”

There can be no surer evidence of the mind being

in a diseased and evil state, than when it refuses, in

spiritual things, to have its judgment determined by

the same kind of principles as infallibly influence it

in other things. If we were living in an island that

was under the sway of an absent Sovereign, and we

knew that the acting government had received from

that Sovereign written instructions which they hesi

tated to produce—that secret unwritten instructions

were pretended to exist—that when constrained to

produce the written instructions, they were found to

be corrupted by unauthorized additions; and further,

that the original documents were after all not pro

duced, but only an imperfect translation, and that

none except the government themselves were allowed

to. interpret that translation—who under such circum

stances would not instantly say that the government

were traitors? Would any, who had ordinary feelings
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of uprightness, think of tampering either with them

or their doings? And is the case difi'erent when

we find, that the Decrees and messages of Him, who

hath been pleased to; speak to us from Heaven, have

been corrupted, adulterated, and virtually destroyed?

This tremendous and well-nigh unpardonable sin,

meets us the very first moment we direct our thoughts

towards the doctrines and practices of Rome. It

ought instantly to arrest the steps of every one who

fears God, and should turn them back for ever. But

if it fail in doing this, if, in spite of this early and

suflicient warning we venture on, what wonder if the

spirit of delusion should be sent upon us? Does not

experience almost uniformly teach us that when sufli

cient evidence has been presented and has been de

spised, that the spirit of delusion is allowed to come,

and men are blinded, and rush darkly onward in the

path of ruin ?

He must be hopelessly blind indeed who does not

in these things detect the hand of the greed: Enemy

of souls, eagerly warring on the Scripture, as the last

thing in earth that yet bears unchanged and un

changeable testimony to God’s holy truth. The true

Ghurch scattered and almost divided into its units, has

long ceased-to be, what it once was, “the pillar and

ground of the Truth.” Once it stood as an united body

that lived the Truth, and practically taught it—Truth

was its formative power. Without pretending to be

the Truth, or to originate it, or to be its master, it

sought as the servant of the Truth, ministerially, to

sustain, and manifest, and dispense it. It was as the

pedestal to the lamp that stands thereon, or as the
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arm to the torch that it sustains. But when the

Enemy came and sowed tares among the wheat, the

saints of God soon lost their separate place of testi

mony—apostasy increased—unity in the truth was

changed into confederacy in falsehood, and the place

of corporate testimony became occupied by men who

have just as much title to say that they are the Church

of God, as Ahab and Jezebel and apostate Israel had

title to say so, when they danced around their idol,

and slaughtered the Prophets of God. No wonder

that such should hate the heavenly light, and seek

to quench, or change, or dissipate its rays. No

wonder that they should wish that they themselves

should be regarded as originators and controllers of

light, and scorn the place in which the Church once

gloried, of being servants merely, sent forth to bear

the light that had been committed to them by

another. But when we behold this proud assumption,

shall we hesitate to say that it is a work of evil?

Shall we stand by in careless indifference, and allow

the battle between Truth and Error to be fought

without us, because we will not arouse ourselves from

the sleep of selfish apathy ? We may do this if we

please, or we may gird ourselves for the conflict, and

gather around that light of God’s holy word which

still burns steadily in undiminished brightness though

cast down from the “ pedestal” on which it was once

displayed.

One of the arguments mainly rested on by the

Church of Rome, to prove her authority in matters of

faith, is, that we are indebted to her for knowing that

Scripture is Scripture :—a statement, which when
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analysed, amounts to this—that because we receive

their testimony in common with the testimony of

thousands besides, to an historic fact, such as that

the Epistle to the Philippians or Ephesians was written

by St. Paul, (and in this only do we use Rome) there

fore we are bound to receive Rome as the authoritative

expositor of Truth. A conclusion strangely drawn

indeed! If this were so, I might be constrained to

receive authoritative instruction from every witness

that ever has borne testimony to any historic fact

connected with the Scriptures. Christendom, as a

whole, must be set in a place of authority—and infi

dels too, for many an infidel, such as Porphyry and

Juliau, have borne credible witness to certain impor

tant facts connected with the Scripture. ,

God, in his providence, appointed that the Jews

should be the depositories and guardians of the Old

Testament Scriptures. They bring to us these Scrip

tures, and declare that they were written by God. If

we examine the opportunities they had for testing that

fact, we find those opportunities perfect; if we ex

amine the Book they bring, we find that it not only

describes them as being its guardians, but that it

delineates accurately their past history, foretels their

present condition, and what is most important of all,

speaks in terms of strongest condemnation respecting

them, their doctrines, and their ways. Under these

circumstances it is impossible but that their testimony

should have the greatest weight; for men, unless

constrained by' an overwhelming power of truth, never

testify in favour of that which utterly condemns them

selves. We cannot therefore refuse to receive the Jews
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as most credible witnesses, but do we on that account

receive their Traditions? Do we receive them as

competent interpreters of the Book they bring, or

do we say that their sanction gives authority to the

Scriptures of God?

Again, the great body of those who hear the

Christian name, although separated into many di

visions hostile one to the other, concur in declaring

that a certain Book called the New Testament came

from God. When we examine this Book we find

not only that it correctly describes the past and

present condition of thoseswho have preserved and

guarded it—not only that it speaks of that condition

in terms of the strongest reprobation, but also that

it teaches doctrines entirely opposed to the doctrines

of the vast majority of those who nevertheless

strenuously maintain its Divine authority. It con

demns the practical condition as well as the doctrines,

not of Rome only, but of the greater part of Chris

tendom—Russia for example and the Greek Churches ;

—and yet Rome and the rest of Christendom concur

in maintaining its Divine authority. This no doubt

is strong and valuable evidence, for why, except

constrained by truth, should men bear witness on

behalf of writings that not only condemn them, but

testify against all that they teach? Thus the moral

condition of the witnesses corroborates by its very

evil the fact to which they testify; but that same

moral condition so far from causing me to receive,

causes me to suspect, if not to reject, every word

of instruction that their lips utter. S0 different, is

competency for testimony to a fact, from competency

for authoritative instruction.

\
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‘ But strong as this testimony is—for it is virtually

the testimony of enemies—we do not make it the sole,

nor even the chief ground on which we rest the proof

of the authority of the Holy Scriptures. It is only

one amongst the many evidences, external and inter—

nal, which establish that authority on a basis stronger

than can attach to any writings, except the writings of

God. For example, what can be more miraculous

than to find writers who lived thousands of years apart

from each other-*ome of them herdsmen—some

kings—some fishermen—not only agreeing in their

statements and doctfinek—doetrines too which it is

impossible that human ingenuity could have framed——

but so agreeing as to produce a whole which as the

instructed reader of Scripture feels would be rendered

imperfect if any of its parts were withdrawn? Who

for example that understands Isaiah and Daniel, does

not see the necessity, as it were, of having the Book

of Revelation? What should we think of Leviticus,

if we had not the Epistle to the Hebrews? The

various strings of Scripture are attuned: into a har

monious unity too wonderful to be the work of any

human hand. It is a harmony that no external

evidence, much less Tradition, helps us to discern.

It is discovered only by those Who have an ear quick

, sued by the Spirit of Christ—but to such it speaks

as with a heavenly voicee—and they who have once

heard that voice need not, (though they do not despise)

the- corroborative testimonies of earth.

Nor is it the harmony of Scripture alone that gives

to the Christian heart conclusive evidence of its origin

from above—it speaks in a manner peculiar to itself.
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Even the Jews when they heard its Divine Author

teaching in their midst, were constrained to say, “Never

man spake as this man." “ They were astonished at

His doctrine, for He taught them as one having autho

rity, and not as the Scribes." We should be worse

than the Jews, if we could not distinguish the difl'er

ence between Isaiah and the Apocrypha, or between

the Epistles of Paul and the writings of Clement or

of Hermes. Whilst therefore we rest not at all on

Tradition in the Romanist sense, we rest comparatively

little even on testimony; our chief evidence being

derived from other sources, the full value of which a

Christian only is able to appreciate. Even Archbishop

Laud admits as one of the chief evidences of the Divine

authority of the Scripture, “ the light of the text itself,

in conversing wherewith we meet with the Spirit of

God inwardly inclining our hearts, and sealing the

full assurance of the sufficiency " of other branches of

evidence. -

As regards Traditionists, I have already observed

that in order to give even the semblance of plausi

bility to their theory, it is necessary to assert the exist

ence of an infallible tribunal which may determine

what is, and what is not to be received as authorita

tive : for how would it be possible for Rome to admit

the authority of Tradition as Tradition, when it knows

that the Apocrypha, which she canonizes, was not only

rejected by Jerome and Gregory, but in A. D. 364;,

was formally condemned by the Council of Laodicea.

-—and that as to Image-worship she is condemned not

only by Gregory, but by half the Traditions of Chris

tendom. The more wary of the Traditionists have
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always been aware of this, and have rested every thing

on the authority of the Church ; establishing Tradition

and confirming Scripture thereby. Indeed some among

them have not scrupled to say that Scripture entirely

derives its authorisation from the sentence of the

Church. '

“The Doctors of"Rome,” says Gaussen (he instances

Hosius, Eckius, Andradius, and Stapleton) “have

gone so far as to say, that without the testimony of

the Church, the Scripture has no more authority

than Livy, the Alcoran, or Esop’s fables; and Bel

larmine, horrified no doubt at such impious opinions,

would fain distinguish the authority of the Church

in itself, and with respect to us. (quoad se et quoad

nos). In this last sense, he says, the Scripture has

no authority except by the testimony of' the Church."

It' is true indeed that unhesitating obedience to

authority is the key-stone of the Roman System.

Ignatius Loyola, in his celebrated semen on Obedi

ence, sets the spiritual superior in the place of God,

and like Mahomet makes it a sin to question or

even to doubt the wisdom of any commandment

that may be given. This of course secures to the

System the perfectness of absolute authority, so that

nothing can be more complete than the subservience

generated in every soul that bows to its influence.

“ The moment,” says Dr. Wiseman, “that any Ca

tholic doubts, not alone the principle of his faith,

but any one of those doctrines which are thereon

based—the moment he allows himself to call in

question any of the dogmas which the Catholic

Church teaches as having been handed down within
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her—that moment the Church conceives him to

have virtually abandoned all connection with her:

for she exacts such implicit obedience, that if any

member, however valuable, however he may have

devoted his early talents to the illustration of her

doctrines, fall away from his belief in any one point,

he is cut off without reserve; and we have in our

times seen striking and awful instances of this fact.”

lViseman’s Lectures III., p. 76.

The Anglican Romanists however, from a desire,

I suppose, of avoiding the appearance of too close

approximation to Rome, have endeavoured to pre

sent the doctrine of Tradition in a less startling

form. They talk of authoritative Tradition being

deter-ruined by the consent of antiquity—the unani

mous consent of the Fathers and the like: grounding,

like the Romanists, the necessity of appealing to

Tradition, on the alleged obscurity of Scripture,

which needs the help of such an exponent; and on

its alleged imperfectness which needs the help of

such an addition. But soon, discovering, I suppose,

what is too obvious to be concealed, that the

Fathers often contradict the Scripture, one another

and themselves, they are obliged to confess that

the consent of Antiquity also is an uncertain thing,

and that the Fathers are not more incid than the

Scripture. And what is their conclusion? They

conclude that to hope for fixed and certain Truth

is just as foolish, as to expect to give fixedness

to the fitful moonlight that gleams on a stormy

sea; boldly assert that God has not intended to

grant certain knowledge to His children, and aver
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that doubt is a right and necessary ingredient in

faith. “They have coolly and deliberately," says

Mr. Geode, “set about to show, that faith can never

have more than probability to rest upon, and that,

in fact, if there was certainty, there could not be

faith, as if faith was belief on insufficient grounds,

“We for our part,” says Mr. Newman, “have been

taught to consider, that faith in its degree as well

as conduct must be guided by probabilities, and that

doubt is ever our portion in this life. We can bear to

confess that other systems have their unanswerable

arguments in matters of detail, and that we are but

striking a balance between difiiculties existing on both

sides, that we are following as the voice of God what

ON THE WHOLE we have reason to think such.”

(p. 129.)—-“According to English principles, faith has

all that it needs in knowing that God is our Creator

and Preserver, and that he MAY, IF SO HAPPEN,

have spoken. * * * Doubt may even be said to be

implied in a Christian’s faith.” (p. 103.) “Nay,” saith

Mr. Keble, “ evidence complete in all its parts leaves

no room for faith.’ ’ (p. 82.) And to put an end to

all doubt as to the doctrine they hold on this sub

ject, Mr. Newman openly tells us, that “to accept

revelation at all, we have but probability to show

AT MOST, NAY TO BELIEVE IN, THE EX

ISTENCE OF AN INTELLIGENT CREATO ."

(p. 69.)

Infidelity of course is the legitimate result of such

principles as these. Indeed the superstitious cre

dulity of Bellarmine, is less revolting than the cold

heartless complacency with which Mr. Newman and
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Mr. Keble consign the soul during the whole period or

its sojourn here, to the anguish of unsatisfied enquiry,

and never-ending doubt. Whether Mr. Newman

has abjured these sentiments, and really bowed to

the infallibility of Rome, and allowed doubt to be

quelled by her authority, or whether these dark

principles of Scepticism. are still treasured in his

bosom, by and by to work destructively against

Rome herself, I profess not to determine. Perhaps

Dr. Wiseman may'already have his suspicions that

Mr. Newman and others whom Mr. Newman leads,

however “valuable” their labours may have been,

“ however theymay have devoted theirearly talents "

to the illustration of Catholic Truth, may neverthe

less so fail in the one point of implicit obedience,

as to require “ to be cut (317‘without reserve.” But how

ever this may be, it is evident that nothing can be

more contrasted than two systems one of which

makes doubt a merit—the other of which makes it

a sin. The Fathers of Tractarianism say, “Be certain

of nothing”—-R0manism says, “Be certain about

every thing through faith in us "—Christianity says,

‘_‘ Be certain about every thing respecting which

God has spoken, through faith in His unchanging

Word.” It remains for us to say, which of these

systems we will follow. Shall w!follow Christ and

His Apostles—0r one of these other guides? Two

masters we cannot serve.

As regards the Tractarian doctrine that it is right

to doubt, and that doubt is a proper element in faith,

it involves a principle, which if it be true at all, must

be true always. Consequently, if we had personally
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received instructions from the lips of the Apostle

Paul, or had heard the Lord Himself teaching, it

would have been still right to doubt. The absurdity

of such a statement is great ; but its absurdity is not

greater than its impiety. It contradicts the Scrip

ture, and reflects upon the character of God, inasmuch

as when He teaches, whether audibly or in His writ

ten word, He avows the object of His instructions to

be the communication of certain knowledge. “ Thy

word is a Lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my

pat ." “ The entrance of thy words giveth light; it

giveth understanding unto the simple.” “ The testi

mony of the Lord is SURE, making wise the simple."

“These thingsare written that ye might KNOW.”

“ Abraham was strong in faith, being FULLY PER

SUADED.” But according to this system of reli

gious infidelity, all these statements of Scripture must

be wrong. Abraham was wrong to be fully persuaded.

He should have doubted always.

I have already noticed that famous circle of

Romanist reasoning—“ the Scriptures are infallible,

because we—the Church—say so ; and we—the Church

--are infallible because the Scripture says so. Now
apart from theifalse assertion that the Scripture owes

its authorisation to the Church, and apart from the

equally false assertion that they, the Romanists, are

the Church; it is not true that the Scripture pro

nounces even the real Church to be infallible. It is

true indeed,>that the Scripture, speaking of the Church

whilst it yet stood separate and unfallen, calls it “ the

pillar and ground ofthe Truth ;" but it might be this

without being infallible. We may sustain, or be “the
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pillar of" that which is infalliny true, without being

ourselves infallible. Whenever any maintain thatwhich

God has revealed, the truth maintained is infalliny

Truth, because of Him from whom it comes ; but they

who maintain it are not thereby rendered infallible.

The hand that sustains a heavenly light is not thereby

made heavenly. Even then, if the Church of Rome

had been a body of real saints faithfully maintaining

the testimonies of God, and were therefore entitled

to apply to themselves that holy name of “pillar of

Truth," yet they would not thereby become infallible?

The notion of infallibility attaching to the Church—

a notion Which the Church of Home has found it

most convenient to encourage—has arisen from not

distinguishing between the Church, and the Church

associated with the Apostles. The Church when

associated with Apostles acting officially, was infal

lible, and could issue authoritative decrees; of which

* “ Infallible,” as here used, applies not to those who state

something that is certainly true, because taught in the Scrip‘

ture. The Priests when Herod asked them where Christ was

to be born, felt infallibly sure, when they answered—Beth

leham. This is not what is meant by infallibility. It attaches

only to those who are oflicially empowered by God, to enact

or determine authoritatively that which is obligatory as a rule

of faith and manners; and this is the claim of Rome. The

Catechism of Trent expressly says that Christ has placed over

the Church “a man vicariously exercising His own power—

“ hominem suae potestatis vicarium et ministrum." In the

Maynooth translation, lest the original words should alarm

English ears, they are somewhat softened, viz., " a man to be

His vicar, and the minister of His power.”
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we have one recorded instance in the Council held at

Jerusalem, see Acts xv. The Apostles, having their

mission authenticated by miracles, could and did le

gislate infallibly, but the power of infallible legislation

was never granted to the Church apart from them.

As soon as the Apostles died, infallible legislation

ceased; and the authoritative record of God’s will

being completed, the Church had only to obey and to

administer that which had been written. The pre

tensions of Rome cease to have even the appearance

of support from Scripture, the moment we remember

what the Apostles distinctively were. The Apostles

in their peculiar ofice have no successors. If we

choose in wilfulness or in folly to receive as Apostles

those whom God has not accredited with “ the signs

of Apostles," we must be left to reap the fruits of our

own madness.

The Church of Rome argues, that because the

Church, as a visibly united body, was once “ the pillar

and ground of the Trut ," therefore such a body

must continue to exist always, and that they are that

body. But alas! their own sad example might have

taught them that they who display the Lamp of

Truth to-day, may lay it down and display something

else to-morrow. Of the Church in Rome it was once

said, that their faith was spoken of throughout the

whole world—but what has it since become ‘? Israel

when they first came out of Egypt, were “holiness

unto the Lord," but what were they when worshipping

the Golden Calf and Baal? There is no promise of

stability attached to any position of service or testi

mony held by the Church on earth, apart from its
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practical continuance in the goodness of God. If

there had been, if God had promised that a position

of testimony once occupied should be occupied un

changeany for ever, He never could have said to the

Church at Ephesus, “ I will remove thy candlestick

out of its place except thou repent ;” nor could He

ever have said of the Gentile olive branch, that if it

continued not in God’s goodness it should be cut off.

Among all the unholy figments of Romanism, there is

none perhaps more daring than its assertion that the

corporate standing of the Church as to authority, tes

timony, and the like, was inalienably secured to it by

the irrevocable promise of God. The fact is exactly

the reverse. The Scripture, in prophetically de—

scribing the history of Christianity, declares that there

would be a great apostasy from the faith—that the vi

sible body still calling itself the Church, would become

identified with the world—would cease to be the “ pillar

and ground ofthe trut "—-and would be punished (to

use the symbolic language of Scripture) by the loss of

its “ candlestick” position. Instead therefore of any

promise being nude to the visible nominally Chris

tian body, of continuance in that position which it

once held; the Scriptures predict its corruption and

final excision. (Rom. xi.) The only promise of con

tinuance is to the true members of the Church—and

even in their case it is limited to a promise of their

being individually preserved in such things as are

indispensany requisite for salvation.

As regards the argument that Scripture derives its

authorisation fromthe Church—an argument of which

even Bellarmine is ashamed—~it means this, if it means
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anything :—--that when St. Paul went to Philippi and

converted many, and afterwards wrote to them an

Epistle, that Epistle received its authority not from

its being the work of an inspired Apostle of God,

but from the fact of the Philippians receiving it—and

then, they having informed others that they so re

ceived it, and these others have informed us, so the

Epistle becomes authoritative to us. But how does

the circumstance of the Philippians bearing testimony

to the fact that St. Paul wrote the Epistle (a fact

which they could not deny without falsehood) how

does .this show that the Philippiaps made the Epistle

of the Apostle of God authoritative, either in itself or

to us ? Do mere witnesses to a fact create that fact,

or give to it its character? Did the woman of

Samaria when she told her countrymen that she had

found the Saviour, make Him thereby the Saviour—

or give Him authority—or become the infallible ex

positor of Truth? The Church so far from having

bad authority to accredit, dared not reject an Epistle

which came from an Apostle. “ If any man,” said St.

Paul, “think himself to be a prophet or spiritual, let

him acknowledge that the things that I write unto

you, are the commandments of the L0rd.”* God

* Dr. Wiseman must secretly smile at the simplicity of his

converts when he beguiles them by the following illustration,

in which the Church is supposed to be the Ambassador—the

Scripture, the credentials. “ When," says Dr. Wiseman, “ an

ambassador presents himself before a Sovereign, he is asked,

Where are his credentials? He presents them, and on the

strength of them, is acknowledged as an ambassador; so that
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by miracles, accredited His Apostle; and by accredit

ing him, accredited his Epistle. The Church had only

to receive and to obey.

But say they again, even if we were to admit that

the Church does not make the Scripture authoritative,

nevertheless, we say that the Church alone has

authority to interpret it, for it is expressly said by the

Apostle, that “ no Scripture is of private interpreta
tion." ' I

We reply that the words of St. Peter are misunder

stood and perverted. "What the Apostle states is that

Scripture is a solution (emkumg)—solution, in the

same sense as when we speak of the solution of an

enigma or mystery—yet not a solution put forth on

the authority of mere private unauthorized individuals

-—they who put it forth were not tdleaL--th6y were

holy men of God who spake as they were moved by

the Holy Ghost. It is a text therefore which refers

to the primary giving forth of Scripture as God’s ex

position or solution of diificulties—and has no refer

ence at all to what we call its interpretation. The

Scripture is itself God's “ explanation," or “ in

terpretation,” or “ solution” of difliculties; and all

he himself first presents that document whereby alone his

mission and authority are subsequently established.”

Now only suppose an Ambassador were to produce as his

credentials a document uncertified by the seal or signature of

his Sovereign, and having nothing to accredit it except his

own declaration, what would be the fate of such an Ambassador?

In vain would he say “ The document accredits me, and I ac

credit the dxmment.” The king to whom he brought it would

say, “Dost thou expect me to receive credentials signed by

thyself. when they ought to bear the certificate of thy king ‘2"
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Christ’s people, seeing that they receive of His Holy

Spirit, have ability to understand that explanation.*

All Traditionists speak of the obscurity of Scrip

ture. The Scripture, it should be remembered, em

braces two distinct classes of truth. It contains truth

adapted to the condition of such as are yet ignorant

of God—it also contains truths intended solely for

those who “having been justified (Marathi/rec) by

faith, have peace with God through our Lord Jesus

Christ." In other words, it contains truths intended

for men as men; and truths, intended for those who

being brought into the Church by faith, are able to

understand the ways of God, and to serve Him. Now

if those who have not yet believed, attempt to under

stand those parts of Scripture which are intended

only for such as are brought into the family of faith,

it is not wonderful that they should meet with diffi

culties. They who are ignorant of, or who reject the

message of salvation, receive not the Holy Spirit;

and without that Holy Spirit, none can understand

* The meaning of smhvmg—Erplanation or solution, may

be gained from the use of smhvm, in the following passages:—

In some copies of the Septuagint it occurs in Genesis xli. 12.

—“ To each man according to his dream he did interpret.”

Mark iv. 34. “When they were alone, He expounded all

things to His disoiples.”

Acts xix. 39. “ It shall be determined or explained in a law

ful assembly."

’Idla twrhvo'lg therefore, is equivalent to imhumg idtw'rd'w,

as opposed to that of divinely-inspired Prophets. Bengel very

properly observes that, smhumg in this passage, refers to

that prophetic interpretation by which the Prophets disclosed

things previously hidden. “Impriw interpretationi opponitur
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the things that have been freely given to the children

of God. But because that which is not intended for

men in their natural condition, is obscure to them

whilst yet remaining in that condition, it does not

follow that those truths which are intended for them

whilst in their natural condition, should also be ob

scure. On the contrary, they are plain and simple. The

character of God, not only in His holiness, but in His

goodness—His love toward men as sinners—His

willingness to accept them, notwithstanding all their

ingratitude and worthlessness, in the name of Another,

and tocancel all their sins through His atoning blood-—~

all this is written as with a sunbeam. It is not God,

but the foes ofHis gospel who dim this light. Out of

a pretended reverence to truth and talking of reserve,

they go in priestly pride and cover the light which

God set in the earth, in order that it might shed its rays

on every one therein—and then they speak of obscurity

and darkness. It is as if Moses, instead of placing the

Serpent of Brass high upon a pole, where every eye

might see, had declared that it was too holy for

human gaze, and had gone and enfolded it in hallowed

coverings, and hidden it in the recesses of the sanctuary.

No doubt priests and mystics can soon throw obscurity

and darkness around anything they seek to hide, but

we must take heed not to attribute that obscurity to

God.

¢opa——veclum prophetica. Itaque smkuo'zg dicitur inter

pretatio, qua ipsi prophetse res antes plane clausas aperuere

mortalibus. Prophetia nec primo humana est, nee a se ipsfi

unquam ita desciscit, ut incipiat esse verbum proprise, 110.,

humanss urthvaswg, sed plane divinae patefactionis est. ”
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We have to remember also, that God has not only

given the Scriptures—He gave also living men, fitly

qualified by His Spirit in order to explain those Scrip

tures. He gave Evangelists, in order that the truths

intended for the world might be preached and ex—

plained to the world :---He gave also Pastors and

Teachers, in order that the truths intended for the

family of faith, might be taught and explained to that

family. When the Eunuch in the desert was reading in

Isaiah respecting the Lamb led to the slaughter, an

Evangelist was sent who “ began at the same scripture,

and preached unto him Jesus.” St. Paul, Apollos, and

others, besides being Evangelists, taught also in the

Churches. Ministry therefore, both towards the world

and towards the Church, is an ordinance of God; and

if that ministry has been interrupted—if Rome and

others have deluged the world with false teachers,

and persecuted and destroyed the true—if worldliness

has eaten out the vigour even of real Christianity so

as for the energy of falsehood to become greater than

the energy of truth—it is no wonder that darkness

and obscurity should abound.

God however, is superior to all the derangements

caused by our infraction of His order. Accordingly

from time to time, He either sends Evangelists and

Teachers—or else, by less ostensible agency and not

unfrequently by the silent power of His own blessed

Spirit, He gathers in souls, and feeds the flock of His

pasture.

The Romanists dwell much on the value of authori

tative instruction, and on the advantage of accustoming

the mind to receive readily what is taught on the
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authority'of others. This, under certain limitations,

we admit. We would always desire to see the Chris

tian parent, or the Christian instructor, exercising

their authority over those committed to their charge,

in giving them the Scripture as the unquestionable

revelation of God, and we would equally desire to see

that authority cheerfully recognised and confided in.

.VVho would have wished to see the youthful Timothy

begin to doubt and to question, when Eunice his

mother, first presented to him the Scripture, and told

him it was the Book of God? Let the parent or the

instructor present the Scripture to those beneath their

care—let it be reverently read, and it will soon speak

with its own divine voice, and create in the heart, or

in the conscience of all who give heed to its words,

a conviction too strong for human argument to destroy.

vWe do not object therefore to authority rightly used.

“"e object to it only when it is assumed by those to

whom God has not given it ; or when it transgresses

its prescribed limits, and assumes unauthorized con

trol; or when it is perverted, and directs Iinto for

bidden paths. We would rejoice to see the true

Church of the living God, standing collectively as

“the pillar and ground of the truth 1” we would

rejoice to behold the Church acting .like a second

Eunice, and bringing up her children in “the nurture

and admonition of the Lord ;” but Eunice never said

to Timothy, “the Scriptures have no evidence save

that which arises from my authority :”——the true

Christian Teacher never said so—the true Church

of God has never said so. They do indeed direct

to the Scripture as divine; they all willingly contri

c
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bute their testimony to the facts connected with its

transmission, but they would as soon think of substi

tuting the torch light of earth for the mid-day light

of heaven, as of setting their testimony in the place

of that whereby God proves to the hearts of His

people the authority of His own holy word.

And now if any can review these things—if they

can reflect upon the relation which Rome holds to

wards God’s holy word—and not feel their hearts

burn with indignation, it must be because they have

never learned to reverence that word, and are ignorant

alike of its authority and its value. Such will be

unable to understand the clearest argument for the

truth, and will fail to appreciate the evil of the most

deadly doctrine, or of the most flagrant corruption.

They will be ready to welcome the guides sent forth

by the spirit of evil, and with them will advance,

(unless mercifully brought to repentance) until lost

in the black darkness of the latter day.

The Apostles speak abundantly of the corruptions

of the Latter days; but they do not tell us to expect

new Apostles, or a continuation of Apostles :—-on

the contrary, they say, “Remember US.” Be mindful

of the words which were spoken before by THE

HOLY PROPHETS and of the commandment of

US, THE APOSTLES OF THE LORD AND

SAVIOUR. Happy is the soul that remembers these

words—it will be freed from the trammels of men

into the liberty of the service of God.



APPENDIX.

(A-)

ON THE VERBAL INSPIRATION 0F SCRIPTURE.

Looss views respecting the verbal inspiration of Scripture,

have deprived many Protestants of one of the strongest

arguments against Tradition; for, if the Scripture be ver

bally inspired, it is manifest that whatever is received as

“ EQUAL” in authority with the Scripture, must be verbally

inspired also. To attempt the proof of the verbal inspira

tion of the Traditions, would be difiicult indeed.

The Jesuits (though in this they are opposed by the

Doctors of Douay and Louvain) reject verbal inspiration,

and see nothing in the operation of the Holy Ghost, but a

direction preserving the sacred writers from error. No

doubt they are wise in this, for in proportion as they lower

the character of Scripture, the easier it is to raise Tradition

to a_ level therewith.

The Scriptures explicitly declare that they are verbally

inspired. This is the claim they put forward for themselves.

To reject that claim therefore, is to reject the Scripture—it

is to accuse it of deliberate falsehood. '

“ The Spirit of the Lord,” says David, “ spake by me, and

His word was in my tongue.” 2 Samuel xxiii. 2.

“This Scripture must needs have been fulfilled, which

the Holy Ghost, by the mouth of David, spake.” Acts i. 16.
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In Hebrews 11., words written in Jeremiah are quoted as

the testimony of the Holy Ghost. “ Whereof the Holy Ghost

also is a witness to us: for after that He had said before,

* * * He also saith, their sins and iniquities will I remember

no more”

So also, Heb. iii. 7 : “ As the Holy Ghost saith, To-day if

ye will hear His voice.”

Again, in 2 Pet. i., “ No prophecy of the Scripture is of

any private interpretation (i_e., it is not an explanation put

forth on the authority of unaceredited individuals), but holy

men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.”

In all these passages the Holy Ghost is referred to as the

speaker of the words, and not merely as the superintendent

of the thoughts.

In 1 Cor. 13, St Paul expressly declares that the words

he used were “taught of the Holy Ghost.” “ Which things

also we speak, not in the words which man’s wisdom teach<

eth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth”—7\oymg didamrotg

Hvtuparog aywu. '

' Indeed, when we remember the importance of a word in

mere human documents—when we remember too, how fre

quently theological controversies rest upon a term, and that

even the Apostles not unfrequently ground their arguments

on the force of an expression, we necessarily come to the

conclusion, even apart from these texts, that the words

of Scripture are inspired. The circumstance of the word

“ Seed” in the singular, and not “ Seeds” in the plural, being

found in Genesis, forms the basis of an argument used

by the Apostle in the Galatians Not unfrequently the mis

translation of a preposition, such as 1rpog (with reference to),

materially alters the whole statement. See 2 Cor. v. 10,

where orpog, is, in our version confounded with lca'ra, accord

ing to. We know how anxious the Romanists are to follow

the Vulgate translation in Genesis iii. 15, and to read “She”

instead of “ It.”

The Apostle, writing to Timothy, says:

“ All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
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profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for in

struction,” 8w.

' Some modern Protestants who take upon themselves to

receive certain books of the Holy Scripture, and to reject

others—alter the translation of this passage and render

it thus: “All Scripture that is divinely inspired is also,

useful,” &c.-—1rava 1pa¢11 Seowvsvo'rog, :al. mpshipog—

the mat being supposed not to be connective, but emphatic,

and to throw its stress upon the word “use ul;” as if the

great object of the passage were to teach us that all divinely

inspired Scripture is useful.

Now, of course such a statement would imply that there

is some Scripture not divinely inspired; but not to speak of

this—a doctrine which even Rome would reject—can we

suppose it possible, that the Apostle would emphatically tell

us, that all divinely-inspired Scripture is useful? Who

would doubt it? He might, and he does tell us, for what

Scripture is useful, viz., “for doctrine, reproof, correction,”

&c.—but if the mar be read as emphatic, it must throw its

force on the word with which it is conjoined, viz., “useful;”

so that the utility of Scripture, and not the purposes for

which it is useful, would be the instruction conveyed.

Moreover, where can one single instance be found of Kat

used as emphatic in such a. position ?

“ Much mis-spent labour and false criticism," observes

Dr. Treg'elles, “have been used to take away the force of

this text. A learned man, for instance, found that he could

not understand the book of Canticles, and therefimz concluded

that it was not an inspired writing; but having thus con

stituted himself judge of what the Holy Ghost ought to

have written, he had to get over this text, which, according

to its common rendering, must include all Scripture, Jewish

or Christian, as given by inspiration of God; he therefore

translates the verse after this manner :-—‘ Every writing,

divinely inspired, is also profitable,” &c., &c.

“This would not be a particularly luminous statement ;'

and the learned writer can give no authority, scriptural or
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classical, for his construction of the sentence; indeed, he

says, he does not believe that any phrase exactly similar

can be found. But the Holy Ghost has vindicated His own

use of words by a similar construction in another passage

of the New Testament: let the two be looked at together.

“2 Tim. iii. 16. wraaa ypaqm S‘smrvevarog Kilt moshipog,

8w.

“Heb. iv. 13. aravra 5e vallid ran rz'rpaxnhwpwa r049

o¢0a7kpo¢g, &c.

“ If the proposed rendering of the passage in Timothy

were correct, the latter should be translated—‘ Now all

naked things are also open to the eyes,’ &c. This rendering

would refute itself, for instead of the passage showing the

all-searching character of the eye of God, it would limit

Him down to the beholding of naked things; i.e., those

which are equally exposed to the gaze of man."* .

Besides, let the use of the holy word, Ppa¢q—Seripture,

be observed in the New Testament as in 2 Peter ii., and

then say, whether it would be possible for the Apostle to

write words which would imply, that some Scripture was

not inspired.

The words “Scripture” and “the Smlotures” are continually

used by our Lord and His Apostles, as the denominations of

certain well-known books, to which they always appealed as

books of divine authority. The books so denominated were

exactly the same in number then as now. If there had

been any fraudulently included in the collection, our Lord

_ “ 36° 518° 1 Tim- iv‘ 4‘ row xnopa 920v anov mu ovdev

arroghm'ov’ This could not be rendered—“ Every good creature of

God," &c.

Efl‘orts have been made to support the above-mentioned rendering of

2 Tim. iii. 16, by the authority of the Vulgate, which as now used in

the Church of Rome, made the sentence thus: “ Omm‘s seriptura divinitua

inspirata, utilis est ad'zbeemium," 8:0. But this rendering may be es

teemed a virtual cancelling of the nu. Moreover the ancient copies of

that version read in verbal accordance with the Greek “ Omani; Scrip

tura divinitua inspirata e6 utilis," the. See Codex Amiatinus.
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and His Apostles could not have sanctioned the fraud, by

calling all the collection Scripture. How can any one dare

after this, to speak of any of the books of the Old Testament

as being uninspired, or as having a lower character of inspi

ration? There are no such varieties of inspiration. When

the Apostle says, “All Scripture is divinely inspired,” he

ascribes divide inspiration in the same sense to every writing

that is included under that word “ Scripture." Whatever

authority attached to the Tables written by the finger of

God at Sinai, attaches to every writing that together with

those Tables is included under the same name “ Scripture.”

Our Lord also said in the Revelation, “ Write, FOR these

things are true and faithful.” This affixes the character

of truth and faithfulness to every thing that is so written

—-the word written including, of course, the expressions as

well as the sentiments.

Some have endeavoured to shake our confidence in the

Scripture—especially in the New Testament—by speaking

of the incorrect condition of the received Greek text.

But surely if we can confide in God for any thing, we

may confide in Him for taking care that the book which He

has sent into the world as His, and which He commands us

to reverence and regard, should be so protected from corrup

tion as to answer the_ purpose for which He gives it.

In reasoning with deists, we are accustomed to ask,

whether they believe that God is good; and whether they

think it would be consistent with goodness, for God to allow

His creatures to remain without any revelation of His will;

and to keep them in ignorance of their relations to Him,

past, present, and to come.

And if on this ground the necessity of a revelation be

admitted, can we suppose, that One who is all-wise and all

powerful, would send such a revelation without also giving

sufiicient evidence to prove that it really did proceed from

Him ?

And if He has given the revelation and given the evi

dence, can we suppose that He would permit the revelation
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thus given and thus authenticated to become valueless by

corruption? Is there any thing that His providence would

watch over with more jealous care?

It is true indeed, that God requires we should use the

means which His providence has placed within our reach,

for attaining accurately the knowledge of the words He has

written, nor unless we use those means, can we expect the

result. If we are more intent on getting correct texts of

Thucydides or Eschylus, than in obtaining an accurate

text of the New Testament, we must expect to reap the

consequences of our carelessness. It cannot be denied

that English Christians have of late, been very uncon

cerned about the text of the Greek Testament, and have

so shrunk from the labour of collating the documents which

God’s providence has transmitted, that they are unable

to say, that they have a certified knowledge of what those

documents contain. There is one however who has under

taken the laborious work, and if he should be permitted

(as is hoped, during the present year) to publish the results

of his labours, we shall have the satisfaction of knowing,

that we have before us the words which God has been

pleased to write, given, with great care and accuracy, from

the sources to which His providence has granted us access.

The examination has confirmed the substantial* correctness

of that which we have already received—it enables us to

know with certainty the evidence on which our Text rests

" Bentley, as is well known, was a strenuous advocate for the revision

of the received text, “which,” said he, “seems taken for the sacred

original, in every word and syllable; and if the conceit be but spread

and propagated, within a few years the printer's infallibity will be as

zealously maintained as an Evangelist’s or Apostle‘s."

Bentley however took care to add, that although “the real text of

the sacred writers does not now (since the originals have been so long

lost) lie in any single MS. or edition, but is dispersed in them all,"

yet that the text is “competently exact even in the worst MS. now

extant, m is one article affaith 01' moral precept either perverted or lost

in them ; choose as awkwardly as you can—choose the worst by design,

out of the whole lump of readings."—~Lcner to F. H, D.D.
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-—and, wherever more minute accuracy is attained, it illus

trates truth the more, and confirms or enlarges the testi

mony to the “ faith once delivered to the saints”—aceu.racy

always strengthening the evidence to the truth, that Scrip

ture is given in “WORDS TAUGHT OF THE HOLY

GHOST” *——AOI‘OIE AIAAKTOIZ HNEYMATOS AI‘IOY.

" See Prospectus (to be obtained of Wortheimer and Co., Printers,

Circus-place, Finsbury-circus, London) of an intended edition of the

Greek New Testament, edited from Ancient Authorities, with various

readings, by S. P. Tregelies, LL.D
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DISAGREEMENT OF THE EARLY FATHERS.

“ There is no traditive interpretation of Scripture.”-—Bishop Patrick.

There are no such things as traditive interpretations."—Bishop Taylor.

“I may confidently affirm, that there is no one place of Scripture

explained the same way by all the Fathers."—Placette, translated by

Archbishop Tem‘srm.

“ There has been as great variety in interpreting: Scripture among

the ancient Fathers, as among our modern interpreters."—Dean Sherlock.

“ In all passages where there is any difficulty, the Fathers are sure.

to be opposed to each other in their interpretations."— Goode.

IF we did not know from sad experience, that the human

heart is capable of assenting to and maintaining any thing,

however false, we should marvel at the efi'rontery which

ventures still to put forward the oft-disproved assertion,

that catholic agreement marked the early ages of Chris

tianity—I mean by early ages, those which immediately

succeeded the times of the Apostles. Instead of the writings

of those ages affording evidence of agreement either with the

Scripture or with one another, there are no writings which

prove more convincingly, that truth and unity had given

place to error and division.

Indeed the Fathers themselves did not pretend to the

existence of such agreement. How could they, when they

were continually engaged in controversy with each other ?

“ Many,” says Origen, “ of those who profess to believe in

Christ, disagree not only in small points and those of small

moment, but also in important points and those of the
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highest moment, that is, concerning God, or concerning the

Lord Jesus Christ, or concerning the Holy Spirit.” Origen,

as quoted by Goode, Vol. I., p. 226.

Mr. Goode, in his able work on the Divine rule of faith

and practice, has given painfully convincing evidence of the

truth of this disagreement—not merely on trivial pointi,

but on subjects most vital to our faith.

For example, with respect to the true Personality and

Divinity of the Holy Ghost—it was denied by Origen,

I’ierius (the successor of Origen), Theognostus, Novatian.

' Lactantius, Eusebius, and Dionysius of Alexandria. See

Goode’s Divine Rule, Vol. 1., ch. 5, Q 4

“ Many,” says Jerome, “ through ignorance of the Scrip

ture, assert (as does also Firmianus, in the eighth book of

his Letters to Demetrian) that the Father and Son are often

called Holy Spirit. And while we ought clearly to believe

in a Trinity, they taking away the third Person, imagine it

not to be a hypostasis of the Trinity, but a name.”

Here then was disagreement even as to the nature of one of

the Persons in the Godhead.

Again, as regards the true orthodox doctrine of the divinity

and eternal Sonship of Christ, Mr. Goode shows very con

vincingly, that the statements of very many of the Fathers

were semi-Arian or worse. He quotes from Justin Martyr,

Tatian before he became a Valentinian, Athenagoras, Theo

phylus of Antioch, Hippolytus, and Eusebius. Other quota

tions may be seen in Bishop Bull, and in Newman’s History

of Arianism. I fully believe with Mr. Goode, that no inge

nuity can ever reconcile many of these passages with the

othodox doctrine, as defined by Athanasius, and taught in

the Nicene Creed. They cannot be reconciled with what

has been called the avapxog yam/17mg. They deny the eternal

Sonship of Him who AS SON is spoken of in the Scriptures

as “having neither beginning of days, nor end of life.”

“ Whose goings forth have been from old, from everlasting.”

“ The fact is,” observes Mr. Goode, “that as it respects the

original relation of the Second Person of the Trinity to the
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First, there was much diversity of opinion in the primitive

Church.” “ It must be confessed,” says Dr. Waterland,

“ that the Catholics themselves were for some time pretty

much divided about the question of eternal generation,

though there was no question about the eternal existence :

whether the Aoyog might rightly be said to be begotten in

respect of the state which was antecedent to the 7rp05)\£v0'tg

was the point in question. Athanasius argued strenuously

for it.” (Waterland, Vol. 3, p. 296.)

On this important subject therefore, there was not agree

ment, but much diversity and unprofitable controversy even

among those reputed orthodox. There was also much

unholy speculation, which some of the Fathers laboured

to check. “ Speculate not on this subject,” said Gregory

Nazianzen, “ for it is not safe—let the doctrine be honoured

silently: it is a great thing for thee t( know the fact—the '

mode we cannot admit that even angels understand, much

less thou.”
' I Basil says: “ Seek not what is inexplicable, for you will

not find, * * * if you will not comply, I shall deride you,

or rather weep at your daring, * * * believe what is re

Vealed, seek not what is unrevealed.”

With respect to the alleged agreement of the Fathers as

to the eternal existence, Mr..Goode very properly observes,

that there is no proof that they were of one mind in the

matter. Indeed it is evident there was great difference of

opinion.*

The words of Tertullian respecting the non-eternity of

the Son as a Person, are so objectionable, that I would

*‘ The early Fathers were dreadfully misled by the LXX. rendering

of Prov. viii. 22, Kvpmg EKTLO‘E [12 amp” odwv aurov. This

alse rendering was a strong-hold of Arianism. Photius tried to read

names. as if from new, for xraopal. This, ofcourse, is im

possible. As in an infinite number of other instances, the LXX.

translated wrongly. To possess is the right translation of mp See

Dr. M‘Caul Sermon on the Divine Swamp—Appendix. Also, Dr. Trc

yea“ note in kw translation Qf Geaem'us, in loco.
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rather not transcribe them. “ Tertullian,” says Mr. Goode,

“ savoured more of Platonism than Apostolicity. * * *

How indeed can any author be depended on, of whom it is

confessed by his most strenuous defenders, that he argued

deceitfully, and cared little what he said of God in refutation

of his opponent 2” '

The statements of Novatian, Methodius, and Lactantius

on the subject, are equally dishonouring to Christ. Metho

dius speaks of Him "‘ as the most ancient of nous, and the

first of the archangels." Lactantius writes thus :—“ Since

God was the most wise in designing, and most skilful in

creating; before he commenced the creation of the world

(since in Him was the fountain of full and perfect good, as

it is always,) in order that from that good, a stream might

arise and flow widely abroad, He produced a Spirit similar

to Himself, who was endued with the qualities of God the

Father. And how He did that, we shall endeavour to teach

in the fourth book. Then He made another in whom the

disposition of the divine original did not remain, * * * him

the Greeks call Ami-Zohog—devil—we criminator—aecum

* * * God therefore on commencing the fabric of the

world, set that first and greatest Son over the whole world ;

and made use of Him at once as His counsellor and artificer

in planning, beautifying, and perfecting things; because

He is perfect in forethought, and reason, and power.”

“More,” says Mr. Goode, “may be found in Lactantius

elsewhere to the same effect. It is useless to attempt to

reconcile such statements with the orthodox doctrine, and

so Bishop Bull admits.” .

“Are we then to take these things as evidence of ‘catholic

consent ’—or of the “development of truth as delivered in

the oral teachings of the Apostles, and fuller than that

which we find in the Scripture handed down by all the

Catholic Fathers from the times of the Apostles ‘1’”

“Petavius,” says Bishop Stillingfleet, “ confesses that

most of the writers of the ancient Church, did differ in their

explication of it (the doctrine of the Trinity) from that

which was alone allowed by the Council of Nice. And he
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grants that 'Arius did follow the opinion of many of the

ancients in the main of his doctrines, who were guilty

of the same error that he was, before the matter was

thoroughly discussed. Here now arises the greatest diffi

culty to me in this point of tradition; the usefulness of it I

am told, is for explaining the sense of Scripture, but there

begins a controversy in the Church about the explication

of the doctrine of the Trinity: I desire to know whether

Vinceutius his rule will help us here. It is pleaded by

Jerome and others, ‘that the writers of the Church might

err in this matter, or speak unwarily in it before the matter

came to be thoroughly discussed.’ If so, how comes the

testimony of erroneous or unwary writers to be the certain

means of giving the sense of Scripture ?" (Stillingflect,

quoted by Goods.)

Mr. Goode well observes, that “ where we cannot estab

lish catholic consent for the first three centuries, we cannot

establish it at all. The testimony of even the Nicene

Council could at most establish the consent of that age for

the doctrine; and not long after the Arz'an doctrine was afirmed

by a General Council, where there were twice as many bishqas

present, as were assembled at Nice. And how happens it, by

the way, that we hear nothing of this latter Council when

the General Councils of the Church are enumerated?

When Augustine was arguing with an Arian, he admitted

that his Opponent’s appeal to the latter Council would be

as good as his own to that of Nice, and therefore that they

must go to some other quarter to decide the matter, and

that quarter was Scripture.”

Abundant evidence might be added to show the unsound

‘ ness of the doctrines held by the Fathers. ‘

Thus Origen, speaking of the Scripture, says: “That

they have not only the sense which is apparent, but also

another concealed from most.”

Respecting the sun, moon, and stars, he says: “Whether

they have souls or not, is not clearly delivered."

Clement of Alexandria, in the following passage, denies
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the doctrine of original sin; “Let them tell us, how one

who has done nothing (speaking of the new-born babe) hath

fallen under Adam's curse."

It has been stated by Protestants, and allowed by Jesuits,

that “in the root of the doctrine of free-will, Chrysostom,

Cyril, Theophylact, Euthymius, (Ecumenius, Ammonius,

and most of others, especially in the Greek Church, did

yield too much unto the power of nature in the free-will of

man. And in this, and other doctrines of afinitie therewith

did seem to have inclined, contrarie unto Scripture, into the

error of the Pelagians." (Bishqn Morton, quoted by Goode,

p. 289.)

Justin Martyr says, “that those among the heathen,

such a Socrates and Heraclitus, who lived according to the

dictates of reason were Christians, though they have been

esteemed Atheists.” XPLU’TIaVOl tun nqv aQeot svoopia

97,011!

“Irenaeus identifies the decalogue with those natural

precepts which God from the beginning implanted in the

hearts of men.”

Clement of Alexandria says, that “ before the coming of

Christ, philosqrhy was necessary to the Greeks for righteous

ness;" that “ God is the cause of all good things, of some

immediately, as of the Old and New Testament, of others

mediately, as of philosophy, * * * for this, as a school

master, led the Greeks to Christ, as the Law did the

Hebrews."

Tertullian says, that “before the Law was written by

Moses, the Fathers observed that which nature taught

them,” and that by this Noah and others were considered

righteous.

Eusebius—that “ before the written laws of Moses, many

of the earlier Fathers were adorned with the virtue of piety,

through the right use of their reason.”

Theodoret—“ that the Abrahamic race received the divine

law, and enjoyed the blessing of prophecy, but the Gover
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nor of the universe led the other nations to piety through

nature and creation.”*

Hagenbach, in his “ History of Doctrines,” gives the fol

lowing account of doctrines taught immediately afier the

Apostles died. It shows how early the distinctive truth of

the Gospel was lost.

Clement, the earliest of the Alemndrine Fathers, writes

as follows: “Perhaps as we have been redeemed by the

precious blood of Christ, so some will be redeemed by the

precious blood of the martyrs.” (Vol. I., p. 178.)

“ Origen also ascribed somewhat of the effects of an atone

ment to the death of the martyrs, as Clement had done

before him.” (Hagenbach, p. 173.)

“That theory of satisfaction had not then been formed

which represents Christ as satisfying the justice of God, by

suffering, in the room of thesinner, the punishment due to

him. The term ‘satisfactio’ occurs indeed in the writings

of Tertullian, but in a sense essentially difi‘erent from and

opposed to the idea of a sacrifice made by a substitute.”

(p. 173.)

“The forgiveness of sins was made dependent both on

true repentance, and the performance of good works."

(p. 180.)

“ From all that has been said in reference to the subject

in question, it would follow that the primitive Church held

the doctrine of vrcsnrous suflen'nga, but not of vicarious

satisfaction” (p. l78)—that is, although they admitted that

no one could be saved unless Christ had sufl'ered on his

behalf, yet they also taught, that something else was needful

in addition to those sufferings of the Redeemer: conse

quently, His sufl'erings did not make “satisfaction.” Thus

the distinctive truth of the Gospel was utterly set aside,

and the doctrines of the Epistles to the Romans and to

the Hebrews, virtually blotted out from the Bible.

It may excite the surprise of some, that such confusion

and error should so soon have pervaded the Church :—

" Geode, Vol. I., p. 448.
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but how soon after their triumphant exodus from Egypt,

was Israel gathered around their golden Calf? The pro

fessing Church early showed great obduracy of heart in its

entire insensibility to the manner in which God was dealing

with it because of its unfaithfulness and sin. The Church

at Ephesus, simply because it had not retained “its first

love," had been threatened 'with the loss of its corporate

standing as a Church. “ I will remove thy candlestick out

of its place, except thou repent.” But the warning ad

dressed, through Ephesus, to the Church collective, was not

regarded. It not only refused to repent, but hardened itself

in transgression: the threatened chastisement was inflicted,

and the Churches, no longer sustained in their honoured

place of testimony and heavenly separation, ceased to be

represented before God by golden candlesticks of the sanc

tuary. Israel in the days of Jeremiah, were not more

under displeasure or chastisement from God, than was the

professing Church immediately after the Apostles died. Yet

none recognised it. On the contrary, they continued to say

“Peace, Peace ;” and mistook advancement in the world

under Satan, for progress according to God.

Instead of owning that they had ceased to be ‘5 the pillar

and ground of the truth,” they put forward high and

exaggerated claims to the power and dignity of Church

position; and the earnestness with which they have pressed

those claims, has generally been proportioned to the degree

in which they have increased in worldliness and forgetful

ness of God. Under such circumstances, we cannot wonder

that disunion and falsehood have prevailed. The only marvel

is, that truth has not utterly perished from the earth.

It will be found, I believe, that blessing has been vouch

safed of God to individuals or bodies, just in proportion as

they have avoided any false claim to corporate position, as

if the Church had not fallen; and have humbly cast them

selves on the resources of God’s mercy, using what measure

of strength they had, without assuming an untrue position.
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SWISS & BELGIAN PROTESTANT CONFESSIONS.

THE following extracts from the Swiss and Belgian

Protestant Confessions stand in honourable and

blessed contrast with the Council of Trent.

Extractfrom the Swiss Confession, §,2.

In controversies on religion, or in matters of faith, we

do not permit ourselves to be pressed by the mere opinions

of the Fathers, or by the decrees of Councils—much less

by received customs, or\by number of consentients, or

by length of prescription. \Vherefore in matters of faith

we allow no other judge than God Himself, declaring

through His Holy Scriptures, what is true, what false;

what is to be followed, what eschewed. Thus we acquiesce

in the judgments of spiritual men, only when those judg

ments are derived from the word of God. It cannot be

denied that Jeremiah and other Prophets pronounced the

heaviest condemnation upon councils of priests instituted

in opposition to the law of God, and have earnestly admo~

nished us not to listen to “Fathers,” nor to follow the

path of those who, walking in their _own inventions, have

turned aside from the law of God.

We equally repudiate human traditions, which, however

dignified by high-sounding titles (as if they were divine and

apostolic, and delivered either by the Apostles personally,

or through the instrumentality of apostolical men, to a. suc
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cession of Bishops in the Church) are nevertheless when

compared with Scripture, found to be discrepant therewith :

and do by such discrepancy show, that they are anything

rather than apostolic. For even as the Apostles have not

taught difl'erently one from the other, so apostolical men

haVe not promulgated things that contradict the Apostles

Moreover, it would be impious to assert that the Apostles

did by word of mouth, deliver things that contradict their

own writings. Paul expressly declares that he taught the

same things in all the Churches. And again, “ We write no

other things unto you than those which ye read, or I might even

say, acknowledge.” Elsewhere he again testifies that he and

his disciples, Le. apostolioal men, walk in the same path, and

do all things equally in the same spirit. The Jews of old

had their Traditions of Elders, but they were heavily de

nounced by the Lord, who showed that the observance

thereof obstructed the Law of God, and that by them God

was in vain worshipped.

Extractfrom the Belgian Confession. Art I.

With the heart we believe, and with the mouth we con

fess, that there is one only simple spiritual Being which

we call God, eternal, incomprehensible, invisible, immu

table, infinite, who is altogether wise, and the abounding

source of all blessings.

In two ways we become acquainted with God, first by

creation, preservation, and the government of this universe.

For it, like a page of beauty is spread out before our eyes,

wherein all creatures from the least unto the greatest, are

like so many forms and elements engraven; whereby the

invisible things of God can be beheld and known, even

his eternal power and Godhead as the Apostle Paul

declareth. Which knowledge sufiiceth to convict and ren

der inexcusable any among mankind. But much more

clearly and manifestly He does in due order reveal Himself
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to us in His sacred and divine word; that is to say, so far

as is in this life expedient for the purposes of His own

glory, and the salvation of His people.

\Ve confess that this word of God hath not been either

brought to us, or delivered down to us by any will of man ;

but that holy men of God inspired by the Divine Spirit,

spake it, as St. Peter testifies. Afterward however, God

Himself, according to that infinite care and solicitude which

He hath concerning His people and their salvation, gave

commandment unto His Apostles and Prophets, that they

should commit these oracles to writing. He Himself like

wise engraved with His own finger the two tables of the

Law; for which reason we call all writing of that kind, sacred

and divine Scripture.

[Then follows an enumeration of the Canonical Books]

These books alone we receive as sacred and canonical,

on which our faith may rely, and whereby it may be con

firmed and strengthened. And therefore without any doubt,

we believe all things that arein them contained. And that,

not so much because the Church receives and approves

them as canonical, as because the Holy Spirit testifies to

our consciences that they have proceeded from God; and

especially on this account, because they do of themselves

testify and evince their own holy authority and sacredness,

seeing that they who are strangers to everything that has

been predicted in those writings, are able to discern, as it

were sensibly to perceive, the fulfilment and accomplish.

ment of such predictions.

Moreover we draw a distinction between the aforesaid

sacred Books, and those which they call Apocryphal; seeing

that the Apocryphal may indeed be read in the Church, and

it is lawful to extract statements from them, so far forth as

they agree with the Canonical Books, but they have by no

means such authority or certitude as for any proposition

concerning faith and the Christian religion to be established

from their testimony, much less have they power to infringe

on or lessen the authority of others.
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And we further believe, that Holy Scripture doth com

prehend most completely the whole will of God, and that

therein all those things are fully taught, which are neces

sary to be believed for the attainment of salvation. Con

sequently, seeing that therein is described most exactly and

most fully, the whole method of divine worship which God

requires of His creatures, it is lawful for no man (even

though endued with Apostolic dignity-no not even for an

angel sent down from Heaven, as St. Paul declareth) to

teach other than we have been already taught in the Sacred

Scriptures. For seeing that it has been forbidden for any

One to add any thing to, or take any thing from the word of

God, it is sufficiently manifest from this very circumstance,

that this holy doctrine is in all its divisions and parts per

fect and complete, and consequently no other writings of

men, with whatsoever sanctity endowed, no custom, nor

superiority of numbers, nor antiquity, nor length of usage,

nor succession of persons, not any councils, nor in fine any

decrees or statutes of men are to be brought into com

petition, or comparison, with the aforesaid divine Scriptures,

seeing that THE TRUTH OF GOD surpasseth all things

beside—for all MEN are, as to their own nature, liars,

and lighter than vanity itself. Wherefore with our whole

soul we reject, whatsoever agreeth not with this most

certain rule, as we have been instructed by the Apostles

when they say :—“ Prove the spirits whether they be of

God,” and “if any come to you and bring not this doctrine,

receive him not into your house,” 820.
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MANDATE AGAINST THE BIBLE SOCIETY.

No comment need be made on the following extract.

I trust it may prove an incentive to the Bible Society

to pursue their labours with increased energy.*

JOHN VAN noornonx, BY THE omen 0F eon AND or run

HOLY sen, Brsnor or DARDANIE, VIGAR APOSTOLIC on THE

VICARAGE 0F manna;

To all our subordinate faithful Brethren, graee and peace in our

Lord Jesus Christ.

a: * a: a: a:

* i =|= * *

Beloved and faithful, we again perceive you exposed to a.

danger which is daily becoming more alarming; and again

we are constrained by the love which we bear to your souls

in their Creator and Redeemer, Jesus Christ, to lift up our

pastoral voice. The solemn account which we must one

day give of your salvation, and of the sacred faith which

is committed to our charge, obliges us to warn you most

earnestly, so that we may not fear the everlasting woe at

which the holy apostle Paul trembled and exclaimed, Woe

is unto me if I preach not the Gospel! woe unto me if I do

*‘ The Mandate, and a Reply, by W. P. Tiddy, Agent to the Bible

Society in Belgium and Holland, may be seen in a. pamphlet published

by J. Snow, 35, Paternoster~row.
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not defend the truths of God! (1 Cor. ix. 16.) It is not

one particular virtue of which the devil is now striving

to deprivo you, nor any special duty which he is seeking

to hinder you from accomplishing; it is nothing less than

the foundation of the whole Christian edifice which he is

labouring to undermine. It is the root of the tree of eternal

life he is seeking to destroy. It is your holy faith, beloved

Christians, which the devil is trying to take away; your

faith, without which no heavenly virtue can exist; your

faith, without which it is impossible to please God. (Heb.

xi. 6.)

t 1‘ t 0 *

Searcer a year has elapsed since the successor of the

holy Peter, the substitute on earth of Jesus Christ, raised

his voice to warn the whole Christian Church against the

renewed efforts of the self~called Bible Societies; and now

with the greatest grief we see established in the diocese of

the Church confided to our pastoral care a branch of one of

those fatal societies. Yes, faithful and beloved, so near'to

us is the danger, that in our very midst the darts are forged

with which the devil aims at the “heart-artery" of our

faith; we have been assured that in our very midst are

printed those books which, being by a sacrilegious presump

tion called Bible writings, God’s word, or some such like

name, must tend to make you disobedient and rebellious

against God’s authority, intrusted by Jesus Christ to his

holy Church. These books are distributed with such impu

dence that the persons who sell them are not contented with

publicly advertising in the newspapers where and of whom

they may be purchased, but they even dare, under every

kind of pretence, and with plausible but hypocritical and

poisonous words, to hawk them about amongst RomanCatho

lics, to press these to purchase at ridiculously low prices,

and even to offer them the books gratis. Much-beloved and

faithful brethren, whom I love in Jesus Christ, I beseech

you by the love of your Saviour, and by the love of your

own souls, be carefully on your guard, especially against
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this artifice of your hellish foe, whom resist stedfast in your

faith. (1 Peter v. 9.) Give not the least attention to the

workmen of Satan, who is ever on the watch to ruin your

souls, nor to their hypocritical and high-sounding words.

If sinners entice thee, consent thou not. (Prov. i. 10.)

“Flee,” saith the Holy Ghost, “from all sin as from the

face of a poisonous serpent.” (Ecclesiastic. xi. 2.) How

much more, then, must you flee from that which would

deprive you not only of one virtue, but would rob you of

the treasure of your holy faith; the foundation of all hea—

venly virtue; the root of all justification, as it is called by

the holy Council of Trent. (Sess. vi., ch. 8, De Justif.)

O i Q l - I

It is not our intention to set before you in the present

letter a discourse on the unsuitableness of dissemminating

the Holy Scriptures in order to promote Christianity; or, on

the injury done to the divine book, in making it the football

of every mortal’s arbitrary interpretation; or, on the un

avoidable destruction of the unity of the faith resulting

therefrom, as is clearly seen by the conduct of the enemies

of the Church. We believe that it will not be even necessary

to point out to you the danger and the sin of reading falsified

and heretical Bibles, or to show you the wise care of the

holy Church in the precaution she uses when she herself

gives to her children good and authentic translations of the

Holy Scriptures. Should this at any future time become

necessary, we shall, by Divine permission, provide for the

want: we trust, beloved and faithful, that it will be suffi

cient for the present to bring before you what his holiness

the Pope of Rome, the universal father of Christians, the

head of God’s Church on earth, said concerning the Bible

Societies in his encyclical letter addressed, last year, to all

bishops in the world, which letter was also sent to us.

Our holy father, Gregory XVI., after having declared that

the Bible Society is one of the most dangerous stratagems of

the day employed by the enemies of the Church, to mislead

the professors of the Catholic truth, and to separate their
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hearts from the holiness of the faith, reminds us that those

societies had been previously condemned by the former

Popes, Pius VIL, Leo XII., Pius VIII.; and declares that,

in the fulness of his apostolieal power, he also pronounces on

them the sentence of condemnation. So that all must know,

that whosoever dares join the Bible Societies or becomes so

bold as to support them in any way whatever, will, be guilty

of the blackest sin before God and his holy Church. Further,

his holiness, addressing his fatherly voice to all bishops,

earnestly charges them before the Lord, to inform those

under their care of this apostolical decision and command,

and to keep their faithful sheep from all intercourse with

Bible Societies. This, beloved, is the voice of the represen

tative of Jesus Christ, whom no one pan despise without

despising Jesus Himself. (Luke ii. 16.) But for be it from us

to entertain such an idea of you. We have the well-founded

assurance that you will lament what the universal father of

Christians laments, will abhor what he 'abhors and de

nounces, and will walk according to his precepts and com

mands.

U l O O Q

Should any among you have already bought or received

the books of the Bible Society, do not keep them in your

house or even look in them, but follow the example of the

. Ephesians, who, at the voice of Paul, threw into the fire

and burned those books they were not permitted to keep

(Acts xix. 19); or, if you prefer it, andcan conveniently do so,

bring them to your priest or to your father-confessor, whose

advice you can follow. If, in future, one of the colporteurs

of those books published by that soul-destroying society

should present himself to you, in that moment of danger

think on the exhortation of the holy John, the Apostle of

love, Bid him not God speed. (2 John 10.) Avoid all fellow

ship, all conversation with him, and immediately turn him

away with compassion in your hearts and indignation on

your countenances. Thus you will, beloved, render vain

the efforts of Hell, and keep in your souls the inestimable

treasure of faith.
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And you, reverend brethren, who are appoinwu asv pastors

and overseers of souls, We entreat you by the love of Jesus

Christ, to constantly remember your solemn obligations.

Be as a wall to the house of Israel. (Jer. xv. 20.) Lift

up your voices like a trumpet (Is. lviii), as soon as any

danger threatens your congregation. Keep for those con

‘fided to your care the sacred treasure of their faith. (1 Tim.

vi. 20.) Be armed with the sword of the spirit, which is the

Word of God, and the preaching of his truths. (Eph. vi. 17.)

Continue in season and out of season to reprovc, rebuke, and

exhort with all longsuffering. (2 Tim. iv. 2.) If the wolf

have been already among the sheep, bind up and heal as

much as possible the wounds which they may have received.

Cease not your efforts as long as one single production of

that Society is to be found among those persons under your

' care, whatever may be the name or size of the book published

or to be published hereafter; for, perhaps, as in other places,

those shameful pamphlets and books will be distributed

among you, which, with a religious title, ridicule sacred

things in a manner the most offensive and blasphemous.

Continue to watch, then, reverend brethren, over your

congregations; rouse the heads of families to redouble with

you their watchfulness, fearing lest while they sleep, or are

inattentive, the enemy may come and sow tares amongst the

wheat. (Matt. xiii. 25.) Add to watchfulness continual

ardent prayers for each other, that not one amongst us fall in

this temptation, or be deceived by these artifices of the devil.

Let us also implore the intercession of the holy apostles

Paul and Peter, who have sprinkled with their blood the

. foundation of the one only Catholic Church. Let us es

pecially implore the holy Virgin Mary to intercode for us

with her divine Son Jesus Christ, the author and finisher of

our faith (Heb. xii. 2,) so that we, with a cordial attach

ment to the See of the holy Peter, on whom Christ has built

his Church (Matt. xvi. 18,) and child-like obedience to the

voice of that Chief Shepherd, may continue to walk in the
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unity of the faith and perfection of virtues, and be able at

our last hour to exclaim with Paul, “ I have finished my

course, I have kept’ the faith : henceforth them is laid up for

me a crown of righteousness, which the righteous Judge

will give me in that day." (2 Tim. iv. 7, 8.)

Given at Hoeven, 8th Sop.I 1845 .
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REMARKS ON A RECENT STATEMENT OF SIR

JAMES GRAHAM.

WE have been recently told by one of our leading statesmen,

that the Roman Catholic religion deserves our RESPECT;

first, because it is the religion of the majority of Christen

dom; secondly, because it “boasts the tempered zeal of

Fenelon,” and “inspired, as if from heaven, the pen of

Pascal.”

Rome and Rome’s advocates had better never speak of

Fenelon. Does not Sir James Graham know that Fenelon’s

writings were dragged before the papal tribunals to be

judged—that the obnoxious parts were sentenced—himself

confined for years within the limits of his diocese, and

obliged to promulgate therein the sentiments of his own

condemnation—and that this was done through the Jesuit

advisers of Louis XIV., with the full sanction of Popes

Innocent XII. and Clement Xl. ?

Nor was it otherwise with Pascal. Though externally in

fellowship with the Church of Rome, he strenuously pro

tested within its pale. No one more pointedly exposed the

dogma of papal infallibility. Unless his death had taken

place when it did, he would have been one of the Jansenist

victims in the Bastille on account of the doctrines of grace

which he held in opposition to the teaching of Rome. Are

we then to be told that the religion of Rome “ inspired the

pen of Pascal i” Strangethat Rome should have inspired
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his pen, and their turned so fiercely on that which she had

inspired ?_

But suppose Fenelon and Pascal had not been persecuted,

does the mere fact of their existence within the pale of Rome

change the character of the Roman system ? Did the fact

that Joseph of Arimathea, “a good man and a just,” was

“a counsellor” in Israel, sanctify the principles of lsrael, or

alter their character or avert their doom ? God in His grace,

is continually accustomed to send light into the midst of the

world’s darkest systems—but what can be more fearful than

to say that the light so sent, sanetifies the system, when the

very object for which that light is sent, is that it may con

demn the system, and deliver from its evil. _

The character of all corporate bodies is determined by two

things : first, by the- principles which they deliberately

avow; secondly, by the manner in which execufivcly they

give, effect to those principles. Individuals in an evil system

may act inconsistently with that system for good; indivi

duals in a right system may act ineonsistently with that system

for evil; but is the character of the respective systems to be

determined by these inconsistencies? Are we to believe, with

Sir James Graham, that the uprightness of a few individuals

'sanctifies Popery—or, with Lord Aberdeen, that the evil

inconsistency of a few- Protestants in putting heretics to

death, renders Protestantism as blood-gnilty as Popery ? Are

the principles of Protestantism, and the principles of the In

quisition to be confounded? Lord Aberdeen finds it very

'convenient to forget that Papists in persecuting unto death

act in consistency with the avowed principles of their system,

but that Protestants in so acting contravene the radical

principles of theirs: ' ‘ ' '

Sir James Graham tells us “ to respect" Romanism because it

is the religion of the majority of Christendom. But were not

the Pharisees the majority among the Jews ‘P - God does not tell

us to respect majorities, but to respect the Truth and those

who have it. At present, truth cannot‘be with the majority,

for the Lord Himself has said that the-way of life is narrow,
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and the way of destruction broad. The Prophets—the Apos

tles and the Lord Himself were against the majority. The

majority hated—persecuted—slew them. To be with the

majority is a sure evidence of being against Christ.

If the principles recently avowed under the name of civil

and religious liberty be true, we must say that to imagine

that either Parents or Governors hold authority from God

for the restraint of evil and are responsible to Him for its

due exercise, is an idle fancy of by-gone days. It would be

our chief duty to remove every restriction, and to allow to

each individual and to each system, the freest possible scope

for the full development of their'principl'es. Mahomedanism

or Socialism may be allowed to expand themselves as they

please, for why should we deny to them what we grant to

Jesuitism? The Hindoo' widow may again be allowed to

rear her funeral pile, and Juggernaut be permitted to crush

his victims as of old. The human will under Satan, may be

allowed free scope for all its imaginations until the destruc

tion 'of Truth and the disruption of society remain as the sole

trophies of the triumph of (so-called) “civil and religious

liberty.”

Sir James Graham says, if Popery be fettered, let the

Dissenters beware, lest their hand be fettered too: that may

follow next. It may be so; but I am sure of this, that

neither Baxter nor Howe, nor Wesley, nor Whitfield would

ever have purchased liberty for themselves by consenting to

a principle that grants unrestricted licence to the develop

ment of all evil. They would rather have resigned every

thing. The augury of Sir James Graham may be true.

Yet such words sound strangely on the lips of one who be

lieves that the world is advancing in truth and righteousness.

Dark and evil days must indeed be coming on, if men cannot

or will not distinguish between the characters and principles

of such men as I have. mentioned, and those which prevail in

the Schools of Jesuits and the Halls of Inquisitions. It may be

true that such days of evil are coming—when the landmarks

of truth will utterly be broken down—but who chiefly aid
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the onward progress of this evil? Not they who exhort us

not to“ respect” evil; nor they who refuse to denounce as

“acrimonious,” expressions which are little more than mere

statements of undeniable facts.“

' The words of Sir James Graham were: “ \Ve have had acrimonious

language here to-night. That was used in the heat of debate. But the

prelates of the English Church have used this language deliberately in

answer to the addresses of their clergy. And 1 think they ought to have

remembered that the religion so denounced is, after all, the religion of

the far greater portion of Christendom, and deserving, on that account, of

their respect. They ought not to forget, as I cannot forget, that it is a

religion thatjustly boasts the tempered zeal of Fenelon—that warmed

the eloquence of Masillon—that touched with fire the tongue of Bossuet

—-and that inspired, as if from Heaven, the pen of Pascal."—Speeclz of Sir

James Graham, in House of Commons, March 20th, 1861.

London: Printed by B. R. Paruca 20, Tuck‘s-court, Chancery-lane.
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THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT,

EDITED FROM ANCIENT AUTHORITIES,
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THE VARIOUS READINGS OF ALL THE ANCIENT MSS.,

THE ANCIENT VERSIONS, AND EARLIER ECCLESIASTICAL

WRITERS (TO EUSEBIUS INCLUSIVE),
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‘ THE LATIN VERSION OF JEROME,

FROM THE CODEX AMIATINUS OF THE SIXTH CENTURY.

BY S. P. TREGELLES, LL.D.

_+_

Tm; object of this proposed Edition may be briefly explained. All

ancient works have come down to us with various readings, arising

from mistakes of transcribers, or from endeavours to correct such

mistakes. The Holy Scriptures, given by Divine inspiration, have

been subject to the same casualties in their transmission as other

works. Hence it is needful to resort to critical authorities, in order

to edit the books of Holy Scripture as correctly as possible.

The earliest printed editions of the Greek New Testament were

based on but a. few MSS., of comparatively recent date; while in the

course of the last three centuries, not a few ancient and authoritative

MSS. have come to light. Hence it is of deep importance to all those

who value the Word of God, that the New Testament should be

edited from the best and most ancient authorities, instead of tradition

ally adhering to the common text. It is not taking any liberty with

the sacred text thus to recur to the ancient copies; it is, on the con

trary, treating it with that veneration which those should shew, who

desire to use it as nearly as possible in the words in which the Holy

Ghost gave it forth. '

With this object, the Editor has been for many years engaged in

the'collation of MSS. etc., in order that he may give the authorities

for the text as accurately as possible. This has involved the necessity

of examining the MSS. themselves, in Italy, France, and Germany,

as well as in English libraries; he has thus been able to collate for

himself most of the ancient documents.
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PROSPECTUS OF GREEK TESTAMENT.

In preparing the text, he makes ancient evidence the ground on'

which every word rests; and the authorities are so stated, that it may

be at once seen what witnesses u'phold, and what opposol each reading.

The whole of the materials are now in a state of considerable pre

paration; and in hope that the whole will soon be ready for the press, ~

the Editor wishes to give all publicity to- this labour in which he is

engaged in connection with the Text of God’s Holy Word, since the

publication of such an undertaking must necessarily depend on his

obtaining a sufficient number of subscribers. -

To be published in One Volume, 4t0., price £3. 38.

Subscribers are requested to send their names to the Editor, 'care

Messrs. J. Wertheimcr and Co., Printers, Circus Place, Finsbury

Circus, London: accompanied by an address in London, at

which copies may be delivered. Specimen pages have been pre

pared, and may be obtained en application at the above address.

,+

PUBLISHED,

‘BY S. BAGSTER & SONS, 15, PATERNOSTER ROW.

Tun Boon or Ravaas'rrou, translated frmn‘the Ancient Greek

Text. By S. P. Tregelles, fcp. 8vo., cloth 2s.- 1849. I ,

To this is appended “A Prospectus of 8301'“in Edition of the;

Greek New Testament, now in preparation, with an Historical Sketch

of the Printed Text." > \ ' . ~ - ' '
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