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PREFATORY REMARKS,

Dr. MrLner’s Work, miscalled the “ End of Religious Con-
troversy ” (in whatever sense the title may be construed),® is
well known to all controversialists, though variously estimated
by the contending parties. The late Charles Butler, a zealous
lay advocate of the Roman Church, declared it to be “the
ablest exposition of the doctrines of the Roman Catholic
Church on the articles contested with her by Protestants ;
and the ablest statement of the proofs by which they are
supported, and of the historical facts with which they are
connected, that has appeared in our language.”® The same
work has been put forward by Romanists as “ the Herculean
shield, which not only confounds, but fritters away the in-
genious subtleties of the sophist, the specious distinctions of
the critic, the empty theories of the sceptic, and all the im-
potent attacks of misguided reason against our holy religion.”®
By another editor it is styled “ The golden work of the Right
Rev. John Milner,” &c. &e. It is recommended as a “ book
particularly adapted for the perusal of inquiring Protestants ;
the one of all others which the Catholic priest or layman
wishes to place in the hands of such persons, as best able to
assist their search after truth.” Again, the same editor adds:
“We may, in fact, safely say, that no other controversial
work, of modern times, has had equal success in effecting
conversions to our holy religion. Indeed, there are probably
few converts who have arrived at it, without being, partly
at least, indebted to this excellent work.” ¢

While, on the other hand, Dr. Milner’s work has been
designated by Protestant writers of credit as the most nnscru-
pulous production that has been put forward under the garb

* By the the End of Controversy, Dr. Milner could not mean the legitimate
object of controversy, since the work can in no way bear out the idea ; but from
the positive tone assumed, we must presume that he meant its complete termina-
tion, thus intimating that his work was so potent as to put a complete end to
all controversy between Protestants and Papists. Few readers, we think, will
admit that the doctor has attained his desired object.

b ““Book of the Roman Catholic Church,” p. 10, quoted in the Letters of
the Bishop of Exeter, 2nd edit. 1826, p. 16.

¢ In the Preface to the Edition of 1820, published by Rd.Coyne, Dublin.

4 From the Preface of the Derby 8vo Edition, dated 1842.
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of religion, and with the affectation of candour. The Rev.
Joseph Mendham, in his “ Literary Policy of the Church of
Rome,” writes :—* I cannot forbear adding, with respect to
this plausible, because deceitful work, that the reflection
which but a cursory examination of it most constantly and
forcibly impresses upon the mind, is the facility with which,
particularly when aided by opportune suppression, invention,
and adjustment, Romanists may prove anything, since the
authors and authorities respected by them have maintained
everything.” The Rev. G. S. Faber, in his “ Difficulties of
Romanism,”* with great reason asserts:—In point of dex-
terity and plausibility, the work of Dr. Milner, which he has
entitled ‘the End of Religious Controversy,” has probably
not been surpassed since the days of that prince of sophists,
the wily Bossuet. It is, however, strongly marked by what
I have noted to be the grand characteristics of productions
written in favour of Popery, and in opposition to the Reform-
ation. These are unscrupulous misrepresentations on the one
hand, and bold allegation on the other.” And Mr. M‘Gavin,
in his refutation of parts of the work in question, declares
that Dr. Milner “has displayed an impudent disregard of
historical truth ;”” that “ his ¢ End of Religious Controversy’
bears one of the most prominent marks of the beast in its
very front; there is downright lying and imposition.”

From these brief extracts, our readers will at once appre-
ciate the estimation in which this work is held.

To the Roman Catholic controversialist, Dr. Milner’s book
has very extensively supplied weapons of attack, though very
few have cared, either to test the value of the authority on
which their favourite author relies, or to go further for
materials; while, on the other hand, there is scarcely a writer
on the Protestant side of the question, who has not, in one
shape or another, been able to detect gross and palpable mis-
representations in Dr. Milner’s assertions. We have, there-
fore,scattered about in different quarters, in chapters and notes,
materials, ample (though not easily obtainable by the gene-
rality of readers) for exposing these various ¢ pious frauds.”

It is our purpose in the present work, without following
any particular order, to bring before our readers illustrations
of “p10us rraUDS ” of the Rev. Dr. MILNER, as exemplified
in the work in question, availing ourselves, from time to
time, of the labours of others, as well original as published ;
and, during this examination, we may occasionally refer to
Dr. Milner’s other work—¢ Letters to a Prebendary.”

* In the preface, 8rd edit. p. xxxiv.



PREFATORY REMARKS. v

We shall confine ourselves as closely as possible to the
exposure of Dr. Milner’s misrepresentations, rather than
enter on a general discussion or examination of the doctrines

. of the Roman Church. We are fully aware of the diffi-
culty and extent of the task we have undertaken, arising
from the wide range of subjects treated of by Dr. Milner,
condensed into a small compass, without any attempt at
accuracy, either in citation of historical facts, or quotations
from other writers. Notwithstanding these difficulties, we feel
confident that, though it may be impossible in a limited com-
pass to expose all the misrepresentations of Dr. Milner, we
shall be able to lay before our readers sufficient to destroy
his credit, whether as a divine or a controversialist.

‘We may be reminded, by some of our readers, of Dr. Grier’s,
Dr. Jarvis’, Bishop Hopkins’, and Mr. McGavin’s very able
works on the same subject; but it has been universally
admitted, that they do not present a full examination of the
work; and, besides, having confined themselves (with the
exception of Mr. McGavin) to what more particularly
engaged them, as members of the Church of England, they
are rather incomplete. For though ourselves sincere mem-
bers of our time-honoured scriptural Church, we shall, in the
course of our examination, refute the calumnies which
Dr. Milner has heaped on the various other denominations
of Protestants with an unsparing and unscrupulous hand, and
to this part of our plan we particularly invite the attention
of our dissenting brethren.

The greatest care has been taken to arrive at accuracy in
the citations from authors.

C. H.C.

10tk September, 1856.

Notrr.— Except when another edition is expressly named, the edition of Milner's
“ End of Religious Controversy,” from which we have quoted throughout the fol-
lowing pages, is the 12mo. stereotype edition printed at Derby, *for the[Roman]
Catholic Book Society,” without date. The editor's Preface bears date 1842,
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INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER.

“Tag faith once delivered to the saints” is that which all
denominations of Christians profess to maintain and teach.
‘What that faith is, is the precise point in dispute between the
Churches of Rome and England. We are not agreed on the
subject : Protestants maintain that many of the doctrines
taught by the Romish Church as points of faith were not thus
delivered ; while Romanists, on the other hand, maintain that
her doctrines as now professed have been delivered to them by
the Apostles, and are to this day professed and taught in their
original purity, and which, says Dr. Milner, ““the [Romish]
Church has ever guarded as the apple of her eye.”*

In favour of the mass of doctrines, written and traditional,
Scriptural and extra-scriptural, which the members of his
Church are required to believe as equally and alike divine
revelations, Dr. Milner propounds the following statements :—

¢ Most likely the [IRoman] Catholic peasant learns the doc-
trine of the Church from his parish priest; butthen he knows
that the doctrine of this priest must be conformable to that of
his bishop, and that otherwise he will soon be called to account
for it. He knows also that the doctrine of the bishop him-
self must be conformable to that of the other bishops and
. the Pope; and that it is a fundamental maxim with them all
never to admit of any tenet but such as is believed by all
the bishops, and was believed by their predecessors up to the
apostles themselves.”

‘It is proper to observe, that this Holy Church, in declaring
her doctrine, does not profess to argue upon it in a controver-
sial way, either from Scripture or tradition : much less does
she pretend to make new articles of faith, or to expound the
original articles in a different sense from that in which she

* Letter xi. p. 150. b Letter xii. p. 166.
B
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has always held them ; though it is true that she sometimes
adopts new terms, such as consubstantial and transubstantia-
tion, as more energetical and expressive of her belief, in oppo-
sition to the rising heresies of the times. In short, her con-
stant language is : nil innovetur ; nil nisi quod iraditum est.
Such and such is the senseof Scripture: such and such is the
doctrine of her predecessors, the pastors of the Church,
since the time of the apostles.”’?

The bolduness of these allegations is equalled only by their
explicitness : but their very explicitness brings the question
to an abundantly easy solution.

Dr. Milner, we see, asserts: that every doctrine taught by
the present Church of Rome has invariably been taught by
the Catholic Church in every age from the very time of the
apostles, who themselves originally delivered the entire system
as it stands fully and authoritatively explained by the Council
of Trent.

Now such language indisputably asserts a naked historical
Jact. Hence, like every other asserted historical fact, it can
only be received upon sufficient evidence.

This, then, is the precise point upon which the Romish
divines and oursclves are at issue. :

They assert an Listorical fact : we deny, that the asserted
fact can be established by festimony.

Nor is this all. 'We not only deny that the asserted fact
can be established by testimony; but we furthermore main-
tain, that the festimony of history directly contradicts the
assertion of the pretended fact.

Both these positions, we undertake to establish in the
course of the following treatise, as the subjects present them-
selves for our examination. ‘

If, then, the two positions can be established nregatively
and positively, a favourite quibble of Dr. Milner, even if it
were incapable of an independent confutation, will perish by
a death of mere inanition.

He contends: that if the Primitive Church, either in the
way of difference or in the way of defect, taught any other
scheme of Christianity than the precise scheme of the present
Roman Church, the introduction of what was new must have
been immediately perceived, and would have been imme-
diately protested against.

“In a word,” says Dr. Milner, citing the notable argu-
ment of an apostate divine, who, by some curious intellectual
process, was led to desert the Church of England for the

* Letter lvi. p, 875, 8th edit, London.
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Church of Rome, “there is but one way of accounting for
alleged alterations in the doctrine of the Church; that men-
tioned by the learned Dr. Bailey: which is to suppose, that,
on some one night, all the Christians of the world went to
sleep sound Protestants, and awoke next morning rank
Papists.” 2

Whatever seeming plausibility there may be in this argu-
ment, it assuredly cannot stand against direct historical evi-
dence in opposition to Romish peculiarities. But, in truth, it
is nuder every aspect, such a mere sophism, that an Anglo-
Catholic can scarcely comprehend how a man of Dr. Milner’s
undoubted acuteness could ever in sober seriousness have
adduced it.°

The very sophism itsclf is disingenuously built upon a pre-
tended allegation, which no sane person ever made or ever
thought of making : the allegation ta wit, that “The depar-
ture from primitive purity to modern Romanism was at once
instantaneous and universael; insomuch that the former was
the standard faith of the Church on a Monday, and that the
latter was found to be the standard faith of the Church by
every mother’s son when he awoke on the Tuesday morning.”

Now, where is the person who ever asserted an instanta-
neous and universel change of this description? Where is
the person whose language, by any fair construction, could
ever have conjured up the phantom of such a ridiculous
caricature ?

Dr. Milner and his cherished apostate must alike have
known, that no such extraordinary person ever existed. Con-
sequently, they must alike, to serve their own ends, have been
deliberately guilty of misrepresentation prepense.

The assertion—an assertion fully borne out by the stubborn-
ness of history—is : not that * The departure from primitive
truth was characterized at once by suddenness and univer-
sality,” as these two unscrupulous individuals would misre-
present the matter; but that It was gradual in its progress
and successive as respects the introduction of this or that
unscriptural superstition.”

Dr. Bailey, therefore, and, after him, Dr. Milner, might
just as reasonably have proved, on their wonderful principle
of argumentation, that “ A human being must elways have
existed in a state of adolescence ; because, otherwise, there is
but one way of accounting for his alleged alteration in
stature : which is to suppose, that cvery full-grown son of

a Letter xi. p. 153.
b Has Dr. Milner adduced it in sober seriousness ?

B2
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Adam went to sleep, on some one eventful night, a puling
infant ; and awoke, next morning, as proper a man as ever
trod on neat’s leather.”

The bold allegation, however, runs : that “ No opposition to
pretended umscriptural innovation stands upon record.”
Whence it is argued: that “No such thing as any unscrip-
tural innovation could ever have occurred.”

Certainly, great wits ought to have, what they are prover-
bially said no¢ to have, long memories.

Dr. Milner himself mentions the opposition which was
made to prayers to the saints and veneration for their relics
and constrained celibacy, by the excellent Vigilantius, at the
latter end of the fourth century: but he, conveniently, in
the true popish fashion, that is to say, through the medium of
pronouncing him a keretic, would fain set aside his well-timed
protestation ; although, be it observed, this was re-echoed by
the still uncorrupted bishops and members of the mountaineer
churches, on that very account reviled by the furious Jerome.
No doubt, if all who opposed wunscriptural innovations upon
primitive Scriptural doctrine, are to be promptly set down as
heretics, Dr. Milner, on popish principles, will have made out
a tolerable case for his bold assertion: for, of course, the
innovators themselves would not protest against fheir own
innovations. But Vigilantius does not stand alone. Various
other instances of immediate opposition to urscriptural novel-
ties, now unblushingly asserted by Rome to be sound prime-
val apostolic doctrines, will be noticed in the course of the
present treatise. In short, nothing can be more unfounded
than Dr. Milner’s allegation : that ¢“ We have no historical
intimation as to when any change of doctrine or doctrinal
practice occurred ;”” and that “ We have no recorded instance
of any protestation against such change.”®

These several matters we notice, in this introductory
chapter, both as immediately bearing upon the plan, to a
great extent, of the present work, and likewise as exhibiting
the controversial management of a very ingenious but not
very scrupulous Romish divine.

The remarkable facility with which Dr. Milner arrives at
his conclusions, reminds us forcibly of the terse but true say-
ing of the great Curran : that « Error is in its nature flippant
and compendious ; it hops with airy and fastidious levity over
proofs and arguments, and perches upon assertion, which it
calls conclusion.”

* The above is adapted from the Preface of Faber’s ¢ Difficulties of
Romanism,” pp. xxxix, xlii., 3rd edit., London, 1853.



No. II.

THE RULE OF FAITH.
The 14th Psalm,—The Alleged Corruption in the Authorized Version.

I order to throw difficulties in the way of a Protestant
who receives the Bisrg, and the Bible alone, as his rule of
faith, and to unsettle this faith, the first step generally taken is
to destroy confidence in the sacred book itself. Accordingly
Dr. Milner commences Letter ix. by asking his imaginary cor-
respondent, the too confiding Mr. Brown, “ By what means
have you learnt what is the Canon of Seripture ?”—“ Which
are the books that have been written by Divine inspiration ;
or indeed, how have you ascertained that any books at all have
been so written?” He then tries to make his dupe doubt
altogether of the inspiration of the Bible. ‘It does not,”
he says, “of itself prove that they [the writers of the Bible]
always wrote, or indeed that they ever wrote, under the in-
fluence of inspiration. [The italics are Dr. Milner’s own.]
They were by nature fallible men. How have you learnt
that they were infallible writers ?””  Then the “ genuineness”
and completeness of the Scriptures are brought into question ;
and having thus led, as he supposes, his credulous reader into
a fit state of bewilderment, he thinks it a proper opportunity
to aim his death-blow at the Authorized version, and hopes
to demolish it at once, by showing that when “the English
Protestant gets possession of an English Bible,” he not only
has all these various difficulties to contend with, but that,
after all, he has only a spurious Bible to rely on as his rule of
faith! The assertion is conveyed in a most artful manner,
without compromising himself to any particular or precise
charge, but leaving his readers to infer that we are most
indubitably under the curse conveyed in Revelation xxii. 18,
19, by either adding to or subtracting from “ the words of the
prophecy of this book.” :

The allegation rests on the fact that whereas, in the edition
of the Psalms, as published with our liturgical service, verses
in the 14th Psalm appear which do not appear in the corre-
sponding Psalm in the Authorized version, and that therefore
a suppression or addition is perpetrated. He thus hopes to
throw the Established Church of England on the horns of a
dilemma.
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¢ Look then,” writes Dr. Milner (Letter ix.), “ at Psalm xiv.
as it occurs in the Book of Common Prayer, to which your
clergy swear their ¢ consent and assent ;’ then look at the same
Psalm in your Bible : you will find four whole verses in the
former, which are left out in the latter! What will you here
say, dear sir? You must say that your Church has added
to, or else that she has faken away from, the words of this
prophecy.”

And in a note is added :—

“These verses in question being quoted in St. Paul (Rom.
iil. 18, &c.), there is no doubt but the common Bible is defec-
tive in this passage.”

Here, then, in a note which probably is not Dr. Milner’s,
we gather that our Authorized version errs in consequence of
a suppression of part of God’s word; and weareled to believe
this to be the real charge that is urged, inasmuch as the
English Douay versions include all the verses alleged to be
suppressed.

To this charge, the offspring of folly, or malice, or both
united, and which betrays an ignorance of the very rudi-
ments of sacred criticism, it is easy to reply that the verses
are in Scripture, but donot properly belong to the 14th Psalm.
From the margin of an old Greek manuscript, as presently
stated, they were introduced into the text. The old Latin
version was made from the Greek, which likewise inserted, the
three verses as part of the text. In the first English Bible
authorized to be read in churches, published by Archbishop
Cranmer in 1539-40, the three verses are printed in smaller
letters than the rest, to denote that they are not in the
Hebrew. From this Bible the Psalter was inserted, in 1549,
in the first Prayer-book of King Edward VI., and has ever
since been continued ; and it has been deemed convenient to
retain the old translation of the Psalms, with which our
congregations have been so long familiar.®* The verses are
not found in the Hebrew original, and are therefore omitted
in every version made directly from it. Among these is our
authorized translation.

The question has to be considered in a twofold aspect :—

I. Have we suppressed any portion of the Scriptures by the
alleged omission of the verses in question in the 14th Psalm ?

II. Have we any precedent admissible by Romanists them-

* For the same reason the Latin churches did not adopt Jerome’s improved
version of the Psalter from the Hebrew, but constantly retained in all offices
the old translation from the Septuagint, not because the latter was more
correct, but because the people were accustomed to it.
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selves, which justifies us in maintaining that the authorized
version is correct ?

I. In the first place, we deny that the translators of our
Authorized version have suppressed any portion of the Worp
or Gob.

The question, then, usually put by Romanists is, If St.
Paul’s words, which he uses in the 3rd chapter to the Romans,
and which he prefaces by the significant words, It is written,”
are not found (as in the Roman Catholic [modern] version) in

the 14th [13th] Psalm,—where are they to be found ?

In the celebrated Vatican manuscript, one of the oldest
extant, these verses are written in the margin, with this note :
—< These are placed nowhere in the Psalms; whence, there-
fore, the apostle took them must be subject of inquiry.”?2
This is the question we propose to answer.

Let us first note down St. Paul’s words as they appear in
the respective translations (Rhemish and Authorized) of his
Epistle to the Romans, iii. 10—18:—

Rhemish Version.

10. As it is written: There is nof
any man just.

11. There is none that under-
standeth, there is none that seeketh
after God.

12, All have turned out of the way,
they are become unprofitable together ;
there is none that doeth good, there
is not so much as one.

13. Their throat is an open sepul-
chre, with their tongues they have
dealt deceitfully: the venom of asps
is under their lips:

14, Whose mouth is full of cursing
and bitterness.

15, Their feet are swift to shed
blood :

16. Destruction and misery are in
their ways:

17. And the way of peace they have
not known :

18. There is no fear of God before
their eyes.

Authorized Version.

10. As it 48 written: There is none
righteous, no not one.

11, There is none that under-
standeth, there is none that seeketh
after God.

12. They are all gone out of the
way, they are together become un-
profitable ; there is none that doeth
good, no not one.

13. Their throat ¢s an open sepul-
chre, with their tongues they have
used deceit: the poison of asps is
under their lips.

14. Whose mouth 4s full of cursing
and bitterness.

15. Their feet are swift to
blood :

16. Destruction and misery are in
their ways:

17. And the way of peace have
they not known :

18. There is no fear of God before
their eyes.

shed

Now it is asserted by Romanists that St. Paul quoted from

the Psalms of David (Psalm xiii. Douay version ; xiv. Autho-
rized version). But as the words contained in the 18th to
18th verses, are not found in the Authorized version of this
Psalm, therefore this version is defective in this respect; and

_* Montfaucon, ¢ Origenis Hexapla,” tom. i. p. 492, quoted by Dr. Jarvis in
his reply to Dr. Milner's “End of Religious Controversy,” p. 54. New
York, 1847.



8 THE RULE OF FAITH.

they have not hesitated to charge us with the sin of corrupt-
ing the Holy Scriptures : as proof of this charge they bid-us
examine their translations with ours, and then the fact will
become apparent.

To make the subject clear to the reader, we will quote from
the Psalm as given in the Douay version :—

3. They are all gone aside, they are become unprofitable
together : there is none that doeth good, no not one.

[« Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues
they acted deceitfully; the poison of asps is under their
lips.

“ Their mouth is full of cursing and bitterness; their feet
are swift to shed blood.

¢ Destruction and unhappiness in their ways ; and the way
of peace they have not known : there is no fear of God before
their eyes.]

4. Shall not all they know that work iniquity, who
devour my people as they eat bread?”” &e. &e.

Here, Protestants, it is asserted, have taken away from the
Psalm all that part placed [ ] from the foot of verse 3.

The first peculiarity that presents itself is, that the verses
alleged to have been suppressed by us, are not numbered in
their version. Two distinct and entire verses stand without
the usual, and, in fact, the otherwise invariable, numerical
designation ; they correspond with the 13th to the 18th verses
of the iii. Romans, as cited by St. Paul. The next verse
commences with the reference “4,” and this corresponds
exactly with the Protestant and Authorized division of nume-
rals. St. Paul’s words contained in the 12th verse stand as
the 3rd verse in both the versions of the Psalms. It is pre-
sumed by Romanists, therefore, that when St. Paul quoted
the 13th to the 18th verses, he quoted from the 13th Psalm.
But the extraordinary fact of the omission of the usual
numerical divisions, raises our suspicion that some adjustment
has been made by Romanists affer the introduction of the
numerical division, and that St. Paul did not quote from the
13th Psalm alone, but from various parts of the writings of
the Old Testament, and the transfer of the entire quotation
to the 13th Psalm is not warranted by the original Hebrew
text. It is true that St. Paul said, “ It is written;” but he
does not say that it is written in one particular Psalm.

It is admitted by both parties that the Psalms of David
were written originally in the Hebrew language. The Hebrew
text in consequence should be our authority. That portion
alleged to be suppressed in our versions is not (as before
remarked) to be found in the Psalm in question in the Hebrew
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text. It is for Romanists, therefore, to account for the
appearance of hese verses in their translations, or to prove
that the original text has been falsified. We strictly follow
the Hebrew version.

It may have escaped the observation of some, that the
Psalm in question appears again in another part of the Book
of Psalms in both versions; namely, Psalm lii. in the Douay
version, and Psalm liii. in the Authorized. It isa remarkable
fact, that in the Douay version the pretended omitted verses
do not appear, and in all other respects the respective versions
are similar to Psalm xiv., Authorized version, and toPsalm xiii.,
Douay version. We ask why have the Romanists omitted
the verses in question from the lii. Psalm, and placed them
in the xiii. ? :

But St. Paul said, <1t is written.”” We have now to show
that the Apostle spoke truly, and where it was so written.
‘We have, therefore, to account for the verses, 13th to 18th,
so quoted by St. Paul in Romans iii.

1. Verse 13. Their throat:is an open sepulchre ; with their
tongues they have used deceit,.is taken from Psalm v.

Douay version (verse 11). ¢“Their throat is an open sepul-
chre; they deal deceitfully with their tongues.”

Authorized version (verse 9). “ Their throat is an open
sepulchre ; they flatter with their tongue.”

2. Verse 13. The poison of asps is under their lips, is
taken from Psalm cxl.

Douay version (verse 4). “The venom of asps is under
their lips.”

Authorized version (verse 3). “ Adders’ poison is under
their lips.”

3. Verse 14. Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitter-
ness, is taken from Psalm x. 7.

Douay version. “ His mouth is full of cursing and of bit-
terness and deceit.” ®

Authorized version. His mouth is full of cursing and
deceit.”

4. Verse 15. Their feet are swift to shed blood, is taken
from Isaiah lix. 7.

Douay version. “ Their feet run to evil, and make haste
to shed innocent blood.”

® This Psalm in the Douay version has no number, but is headed “ Psalm x.,
according to the Hebrews;” the fact being, that the Roman Catholic versions
are not translated from the Hebrew, but from the Vulgate, and the Vulgate,
in this case, follows the Septuagint. This is an acknowledgment that the
Hebrew text is not followed, and accounts also for the difference in the
numerical series, we following the Hebrew.,
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Authorized version. “Their feet run to evil, and they
make haste to shed blood.”

5. Verse 16. Destruction and misery are in their way, is
also taken from Isaiah lix. 7.

Douay version. “Wasting and destruction are in their
paths.”

Authorized version. “ Wasting and destruction are in their

aths.”

A 6. Verse 17. And the way of peace have they not known,
is from Isaiah lix. 8.

Douay version. “ They have not known the way of peace.”

Authorized version. “ The way of peace they know not.”

7. Verse 18. There is no fear of God before their eyes,
is from Psalm xxxvi. 1.

Douay version (xxxv. 2). ° There is no fear of God before
his eyes.”

Authorized version. “There is no fear of God before his
eyes.”

)Thus we perceive, that when St. Paul wrote “It is
written,” he wrote truly, and these words are recorded in
various parts of Holy Scripture.

The origin of the interpolation, and how it was occasioned,
is thus stated by Dr. Jarvis:—In the year 1587 appeared at
Rome the printed edition of the Greek Septuagint, professing
to be an exact copy of the celebrated Vatican manuscript
of which we have spoken. But instead of placing the three
interpolated verses in the margin, together with the note of
the annotator, which clearly showed that they did not belong
even to the Greek text, the Roman editors suppressed the note
entirely, and embodied the three verses in the text! Unsus-
picious of this fraud, the learned world received the Vatican
text as the true text of the Septuagint. The old Latin
Vulgate was made from the Greek ; and ¢here the three verses
were inserted as a part of the text. The famous Alexandrine
manuscript, however, which was presented to Charles I. in
1628 by Cyril Lucar, the Greek patriarch of Constantinople,
and now in the British Museum, does not contain the three
interpolated verses.

I1. Have we any precedent admissible by Romanists them-
selves for coming to the decision that we are justified in main-
taining the correctness of the Authorized version ?

This question is as easily answered as the former; and if it
be maintained that the Prayer-book is right and the Autho-
rized version is wrong, then we retort the dilemma suggested
by Dr. Milner, on members of his own church ; for it must
be borne in mind that the note to Milner’s text avers that
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there is no doubt but that the Authorized Bible is defective by
the alleged omission.

There® are some scores of editions of the Hebrew Bible
and Psalter published by Romanists; there are also many
translations of the Psalms from the Hebrew executed by
distinguished members of the Roman Church,—into Latin by
St. Jerome,” Pagninus, Montanus, Felix Pratensis (whose
version was approved by Leo X.), Cardinal Cajetan, Malvenda,
and Simeon de Muis;—into French by Le Maitre, Dupin,
and others ;—and into Italian by Francesco del Pozzo:® and
we fearlessly challenge the production of one of these which
contains the passage in question. Have then the editors of
Iebrew Bibles, and all the above translators (to whom many
others might be added), executed their task with fidelity, or
have they wilfully mutilated the sacred text with the sanction
or connivance of their ecclesiastical superiors? Are we to trust
their Hebrew Bibles or their vulgar Latin ones?? Did their
canonized St. Jerome obtrude foo muck upon us in the version
which he mended, or fraudulently give us Zoo liftle in that
which he laboriously made? Truly Dr. Milner was well
advised to bring a charge against us, in which doctors, and
cardinals, and saints, and popes of his own Church, are
cqually involved.

® The following is adapted from the ¢ Protestant Guardian,” 1828, vol. 1.
pp. 85—87. 3 3

b This is usually printed along with St. Jerome’s works ; it differs materially
from that in the Latin Bible, which is the ancient translation from the
Septuagint, revised and partially corrected by Jerome.

¢ There is also an anonymous Italian version of the Psalter from the Hebrew,
executed under the auspices of Catherine de Medicis, of which several editions
were printed.

4 Among a multitude of passages in the Fathers relative to this question,
the following are deserving of notice :—* Latinz linguz homines Ebraice et
Grzcz linguz cognitione opus habent, ut ad exemplaria precedentia recurratur,
si quam dubitationem intulerit Latinorum interpretum varietas.”—Augustinus
de Doctrina Christiana, 2, 11. ‘“Cum diversum aliquid in utrisque codicibus
invenitur, quandoquidem ad fidem rerum gestarum utrumgque esse non potest
verum, ei linguz potius credatur unde est in aliam per interpretes facta trans-
latio.”—De Civitate Dei, 15,18. ¢ In Veteri Testamento siquando inter Graecos
Latinosque diversitas est, ad Ebraicam recurrimus veritatem.”—Hieron., Epist.
ad Suniam et Fretellam. ¢ Cogimur ad Hebreos recurrere et scientize veritatem
de fonte magis quam de rivulis quazrere.”—Hieron., Comment. in cap. 8
Zachariz. This last citation from St. Jerome is embodied in the Canon law.
(Distine. 76, cap. Jejunium). In the same Canon law we find the following
sound and rational maxim :—“ Ut veterum librorum fides de Ebrais volu-
minibus examinanda est, ita novorum veritas Greci sermonis normam desi-
derat.,”—Distine. 9, cap. ut Veterum. This, by the way, is an excellent
specimen of the boasted harmony and unity of the Romish Church. We have
the Fathers and the Canon law referring us to the Hebrew Old Testament and
the Greek New one, as the only authentic standard ; and we have the Council
of Trent anathematizing us if we refuse to give that honour to the Vulgar
Latin.
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We might content ourselves with thus turning this for-
midable two-horned argument upon Romanists, and leaving
them to grapple with it as well as they can. But lest some
of our readers should erroneously judge of all Roman Catholic
divines by Dr. Milner, we will, for their information, produce
one or two passages relating to this subject from Romish
commentators of rather more reputation for learning and
honesty than Dr. Milner and his modern copyists. Let us
first hear Calmet, a commentator justly esteemed both by
Romanists and Protestants. = On the words “ Sepulchrum
patens,” &c. he observes :—* This verse and the two following
as far as these words—¢ nonne cognoscent omnes qui operantur
iniquitatem,” are not read in the Hebrew copies, neither here
nor in the 52nd Psalm [our 53rd] which is parallel to this,
nor in the Chaldee, nor the Syriac, nor in the version of
St. Jerome made from the Hebrew. There are even several
copies of the Septuagint where they are not found.* They
were not read in the Complutensian edition, nor by Theodoret,
nor St. Chrysostom, nor Euthymius, nor Arnobius, nor Apol-
linarius. Neither the authors of the Greek Catena, trans-
lated by Daniel Barbarus, nor Eusebius of Czsarea, have
given any explanation of them. In a word, St. Jerome
affirms that ¢ all the Greek expositors who have left us their
learned commentaries upon the Psalms, mark these verses as
spurious and pass them by, plainly acknowledging that they
are not in the Hebrew, nor in the Seventy Interpreters, but
in the Vulgate edition which the Greeks call Kows, and
which differs in every part of the world.” ”—Calmet, Comment.
in Psalm xiii.

But perhaps it may be asserted that Calmet was so liberal
as sometimes to overstep the bounds of orthodoxy. Let us
then see whether objectors will gain anything by the testimony
of Estius. Anything savouring of heresy will scarcely be sus-
pected or advanced by Romanists from the Divinity Chair
of the University of Douay; the great fountain where so
many generations of English Romanists imbibed their theo-
logical knowledge. The following passage is an extract from
his commentary on Romans iii. 10—18. “As to the texts
here cited by the Apostle, though they have all been extant
for some time in the common Latin copies in one place, namely,

¢ Calmet might have said that they are not found in any one good manuscript
of the LXX. as an integral part of the text. In the famous Vatican MS. they
are written in the margin with an annotation to this effect :—*“ These words do
not oceur anywhere in the Psalms ; it remains therefore to be inquired whence
the Apostle took them.” Nevertheless, Cardinal Caraffa, who superintended
the Roman edition, thought proper to insert them in the body of the Psalm,
in defiance of the MSS. and all the best critics.
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in the 13th Psalm, even before the times of Jerome and
Augustine, it must nevertheless be known that they are not
all found in that Psalm in the Hebrew, nor in the translation
of the Seventy. This is expressly testified by Jerome in the
preface to the 16th book of his commentary upon Isaiah,
and it is also confirmed by that commentary on the Psalms
which bears the name of Jerome ; neither does the Chaldee
paraphrase acknowledge them in that place. Jerome also
adds that all the Greek expositors who have published com-
mentaries on the Psalms, plainly make the very same acknow-
ledgment ; and he says that fhey who were ignorant of the
Apostle’s method of blending texts together, when they looked
out for a proper place for the testimony alleged by him—
which they did not think was done without the authority of
Scripture—transferred them to that Psalm inwhich they found
the first words. There have indeed been some persons who
maintained that those verses, discarded by Jerome, had been
taken away from the Hebrew text of the Psalm referred to,
and ought to be restored: in support of which they bring
forward some Hebrew Psalter of the English Church. But
they are well and solidly refuted by Lucas Brugensis, in his
annotations on the Holy Bible, to which I refer the reader.”*

‘We could easily fortify the above testimounies by the addi-
tional ones of Erasmus, Cardinal Cajetan, Lucas Brugeunsis,
Agellius, Jansenius, and the Jesuits Mariana and Emanuel
Sa. The substance of their criticisms, which it would be
tedious to transcribe at length, is, that the verses in question
form no genuine portion of the Psalm where they appear;
that the passage in Romans is, as we have shown, an assem-
blage of texts from different parts of the Old Testament,
which some well-meaning but injudicious transcriber intro-
duced at an early period into the Italic or ancient Latin
version of the Psalms, apparently from an over-busy and
ncedless wish of protecting St. Paul’s reputation ; that it is
acknowledged neither by the original Hebrew ® nor any other
version, excepting a few copies of the Kown, or Greek Vulgate,
where it was evidently introduced from the Latin ; and finally,
that it is tacitly or expressly condemned by all the best
ancient commentators.

And now we think our Roman Catholic readers will begin
to perceive that Dr. Milner has thrown a stone at our church
which recoils upon his own. The conclusion of the whole

* Estius, Comment. in Epist. ad Rom. p. 33, ed. Paris, 1653.

b Emanuel Sa says it is to be found also in the Ethiopic and Arabic Psalters.
We suspect, however, that he relies upon those printed at Rome, which in
many instances were altered according to the Vulgate.
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matter is, that this passage, which is selected with such sin-
gular felicity to convict us of mutilating the word of God,
turns out to be a manifest interpolation, for which the world
is exclusively indebted to Dr. Milner’s aufhentic Latin version !
This, it must be confessed, is a notable proof of the vigilance
and fidelity with which the Church of Rome exercises the
office which she arrogates to herself of sole preserver and
guardian of the Holy Scriptures! After all, though this
corruption originally was caused by a reprehensible tampering
with the sacred text, we freely admit that it is one in which
no point of faith or morals is concerned. We do not blame
the transcribers and printers of the Vulgate for giving us
what they found in their manuscripts, nor are we disposed to
be severe upon the simple and well-meaning Romanist who
takes the passage in question as he finds it in his Psalter.
But when it is made the vehicle of an atrocious and unfounded
imputation upon our Church, and the honour and integrity
of our most learned divines, we repel the charge with indig-
nation, and confidently appeal to the wisest and best-informed
members of their own communion for our vindication. We
morcover assert, that they who are so ill-advised as to prefer
this charge against us, are either grossly deficient in erudition
and critical skill, or that they malevolently bring an accusa-
tion against us which they know to be groundless: and we
doubt whether it will be found as easy to clear Dr. Milner of
this reproach as it is to vindicate the fair-dealing of the
Church of England.

No.LEL

THE RULE OF FAITH.
Alleged Corruption of the Authorized Version of the Bible.—1 John v. 7.

In our last article we examined Dr. Milner’s accusation
against our Church for having faken away from the words of
Scripture. The accusation is based on the supposed omission
of certain verses from Psalm xiv. (Douay version, xiii.), which
appear in the liturgical version of the Psalms. Our autho-
rized version of the Bible was declared to be ¢ without doubt
defective” in this respect.

The object of this attack was sufficiently explained in the
introductory remarks to the last article, to which we beg to
refer our readers. With the same object in view, Dr. Milner
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proceeds to insinuate that our version is “spurious” by an
addition to God’s word. Thus in either way falling under
the curse conveyed in Rev. xxii. 18, 19.

To establish his second point, it must be observed that
Dr. Milner does not make the accusation in an unequivocal
and open manner, as if conscious of its truth, but by an under-
hand insinuation, leaving the desired impression in the mind
of the uninstructed reader, that the example given is peculiar
to the Authorized Bible.

Our readers will better appreciate the artifice if we set out
the entire passage :—

“ Look, then, at Psalm xiv. as it occurs in the Book of
Common Prayer, to which your clergy swear their ¢cousent
and assent ;’ then look at the same psalm in your Bible:
you will find four whole verses in the former which are left
out in the latter. What will you here say, dear sir? You
must say that your Church has added to, else that she has
taken away from, the words of this prophecy.”

And in a note is added :—

“The verses in question being quoted by St. Paul, Rom. ii.
&c., there is no doubt but the ‘Common Bible is defectwe in
this passage. On the other hand, Bishop Marsh has published
his conviction that the most important passage in the New
Testament, 1 John v. 7, for establishing the Divinity of
Jesus, is ¢ spurious.” ”’#

The italics, which are important to be observed, are as
given in Milner.

Now the inference here intended to be conveyed is
undoubtedly, that whereas in the first instance our Bible is
defective by the subtraction or suppression of matter, so is
it also “spurious” by the addition of a “most important
passage in the New Testament for proving the Divinity of
Christ.”

The first question we have already disposed of, we trust,
satisfactorily.— (See Article II.)

As to the second charge, either our translation is spurious
or it is not, in the case cited. If it be not, then there was
no necessity for Dr. Milner to question the text at all. But
by placing this last sentence of the above note immediately
after that of charging us with subtracting from the Word of
God, wherein our version was declared defective, we conclude
that the present charge is that we are guilty of adding to the
‘Word of God.

From the above extract, who would have had the slightest

# Letter ix. p. 116.
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notion that the Roman Catholic versions in circulation in this
country, without exception, have the verse in question, and
that too without any comment or note throwing any doubt
upon its genuineness ?  Such is the fact !
We give the text as it stands, word for word, in the two
versions :—
Authorized Version. Rhemish Version.

For there are three that bear record For there are three that give tes-
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and timony in heaven, the Father, the
the Holy Ghost : and these three are Word, and the Holy Ghost : and these
one. . three are one.

In another part of this book, Dr. Milner says, “ The whole
right to the Scriptures belongs to the [Roman] Church.
She has preserved them— shevouches for them.”’— (Letter xii.)
If this be true, we are quite at a loss to discover on what
grounds Dr. Milner attempts to throw a doubt on the
genuineness of a text which is thus emphatically vouched
for by his own Church.

We think this a most apt illustration of the title we have
chosen for our present series, being “ a pious fraud,” exempli-
fied by Dr. Milner, in- his “ End of Religious Controversy.”
And thus we have a priest of Rome, for the sake of damaging
the English Bible, casting aside all his exclusive notions
about the ¢ Church,” ¢ Councils,” and ¢ Tradition;”’ and
accepting the opinion of a private doctor (whom, by the way,
he misnames) as decisive at once of a long-litigated question,
if it may but subserve a sectarian purpose; and this, too,
concerning a doctrine which his own Church doctors expose
to contradiction and degradation, by placing it upon a level
(and the evidence supporting it) with the doctrine of
Transubstantiation.

No. IV.

THE RULE OF FAITH.

Alleged Inaccuracies in the Authorized Translation offthe Bible.—
1 Cor. xi. 27 ; Matt. xix. 11.

Nor content with his endeavours to destroy the authority
of, and unsettle our faith in, the Holy Scriptures, Dr. Milner
represents Protestant readers as labouring under addi-
tional difficulties, since they are stated to rely on a trans-
lation “ wilfully corrupted.” The fidelity of the Authorized
version is now assailed, and his correspondent, in Letter ix.,
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is asked, “ Can you consistently reject the authority of the
great universal Church, and yet build upon that of some
obscure translator in the reign of James 1.7 Dr. Milner,
‘however, gives credit to the “new translators” for having
“ corrected many wilful errors of their predecessors, most of
which were levelled at the Catholic doctrines and discipline ;”
and then for particulars we are referred to “ Ward’s Errata :”
—“ yet [he continues] they have left a sufficient number of
them behind, for which I do not find that their advocates
offer any excuse whatever ”” (p. 117).

In the present instance Dr. Milner has not dealt in gene-
ralities, but furnishes us with two examples of retention of
alleged wilful corruptions in our Authorized version :—* 1 Cor.
xi. 27, where the conjunction end is put for the disjunctive
or; and Matt. xix. 11, where cannot is put for do not, to the
altering of the sense in both instances.” These ¢ corruptions”
are also stated to “stand in direct opposition to the ori-
ginals.”

And, in Letter xxxix., Dr. Milner writes more plainly on
the text, 1 Cor. xi. 27: he says, “ Another more important
passage for communion under either kind, he [Bishop Por-
teus] unfairly suppresses, where the Apostle says, ¢ Whasoever
shall eat this bread or drink the chalice of the Lord unwor-
thily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” True
it is, that in the English Bible the text is here corrupted, the
conjunction AND being put for the disjunctive or, contrary to
the original Greek, as well as the Latin Vulgate, to the ver-
sion of Beza, &c.; but as his lordship could not be ignorant
of this corruption, and the importance of the genuine text,
1t is inexcusable in him to have passed it over unnoticed.”

And in a note is added :—

“The Rev. Mr. Grier, who has attempted to vindicate the
purity of the English Protestant Bible, has nothing else to
say for this alteration of St. Paul’s Epistle, than that in what
they falsely call the parallel texts of Luke and Matthew, the
conjunction ard occurs” (pp. 377, 378).

The reader will not fail to observe the positive manner in
which Dr. Milner talks of the original Greek, the Latin Vul-
gate, and the genuine text, and of the equally positive term
“ corruption” as applied to the Authorized rendering; and
though Grier’s attempt may be summarily put down asa
failure, it will be found that we have “ something else to say
in vindication of this (alleged) alteration of St. Paul’s Epistle,”
than a reference to parallel texts; and we in turn declare it
to be ““inexcusable in Dr. Milner to have passed over unno-,
ticed ” authorized editions published by members of kis own

c
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Church, who claim as much respect at our hands as Dr. Mil-
ner, and who render one of the two texts, at least, as we do.
The two instances cited are taken from “Ward’s Errata,”
and the alleged object of these corruptions is there also stated.
‘We will consider each text in turn.
I. The respective versions thus render 1 Cor. xi. 27 :— °

Rhemish Version. Authorized Version.

Now in Circulation.

‘Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this ‘Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this
bread or drink the chalice of the Lord bread AND drink this cup of the Lord
unworthily, shall be guilty of the body unworthily, shall be guilty of the body
and blood of the Lord. and blood of the Lord.

The Protestant version has ¢ and drink ;” all the modern
Romish have ““ or drink ;”’ the Vulgate, it is alleged, follow-
ing the Greek 7, and consequently having wel, or. The
English translators, however, selected the reading kai, for
which there is good MS. authority, and have accordingly
rendered it by and.

The object of this alleged perversion is stated by Ward to
be “on purpose to infer a necessity of communicating under
both kinds, as the conjunction ‘and’ may seem to do:
whereas, by the disjunctive ‘or’ it is evident that we may
communicate in one kind only.”* In alleging this reason
Dr. Milner follows Ward.

1. We will first address ourselves to the alleged o&ject of
the perversion.

We assert, that this criticism gives no countenance to
communion in one kind, because, by reference to all editions
of the Greek, Latin, and English versions, put forth by
Romanists, no less than five times they use the conjunction
AND in joining the bread and cup together, to be both received
in remembrance of Christ.” Therefore, to say that the cup
is not necessary, isto make the Apostle contradict himself, as
well as our Lord’s institution. There was, therefore, no neces-
sity for altering the 27th verse for any such alleged purpose.
But we have no reason to ignore the rendering or, if well con-
sidered ; for we find “ or drink”” placed immediately before and
immediately after “and drink,” which strengthens the cause
of the Protestants by making the cup of equal necessity and
importance with the bread; why then wilfully reject a text
which is so much in our favour! The practice of the early
Church of giving the cup to the laity is not denied. Besides,
whatever may be the true reading, the doctrine of half-commu-

* Ward’s “‘Errata of the Protestant Bible,” p, 45. Dublin : 1841.
® 1 Cor..xi, 26,28, 29 x. 16, 17 ]



T+CoRr. XI:°27. 19

nion gains nothing by it; because the Apostle teaches that
either to eat or drink unworthily as wrong. That the Corin-
thians drank of the cup is plainly declared in the context.?

2. But, secondly, the Protestant rendering is by no
means without a precedent, and has authority besides
that of some alleged “ obscure translator in the reign of
James L.”

To establish this assertion, the following, which we extract
from Mr. Kennard’s reply to the Rev. Paul Maclachlan, Roman
priest in Falkirk, who brings the same accusations, horrowed
from Miluer and Ward, will amply suffice.? A

We find it stated in Wolf’s “Cure Philologice et
Critice,”® that more than thirty of the earliest printed edi-
tions of the Vulgate translation, between 1462 and 1569, have
et biberit (and drink), agreeing with our own version. Again,
Missals, both printed and MS., likewise read et biberit,
which is proved by Le Brun, a late priest of the Oratory at
Paris, in “ Continuat. Memoriarum Literariarum et Histor. ;¢
and in the Paris “ Ephemerides,”’¢ quoted by Blair, ¢ Letters
on the Revival of Popery.” f Mr. Blair also testifies that he
had himself searched in numerous old editions, both MSS. and
printed, of the Vulgate, and German and French transla-
tions, and found the rendering as given by our authorized
translation, which is condemned as heretical. Among these
is the very first Bible ever printed by Fust and Guttenburg,
called the Mazarine Bible, about a.p. 1450, or soon after;
that of Mentz, 1462; the Polyglott of Cardinal Ximenes,
with the authority of Pope Leo X.; Eggestein’s Bible,
A.p. 1468; that of Nicolas de Lyra; Peter Comestor’s
“ Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle,” written in the middle
of the twelfth century; the Bible of the Louvain Doctors;
that of the Paris Doctors and the Benedictine editors; the
grand Polyglott of Antwerp; the Bible of Salamanca Uni-
versity, and many others, all published before the time of
Luther, Cranmer, &c. &c.

Again, “the reading kai is supported by the Uncial MSS,,
the Alexandrine, and the Clermont, with two others, and
even the Vulgate in the Complutensian Polyglott.””¢ To

* See Elliott’s “ Delineation of Roman Catholicism,” book ii. cap. vi. p. 184.
London, 1851,

® Controversial Correspondence between the Rev. Paul Maclachlan and
R. W. Kennard, Esq. Partridge and Co., London, 1855, pp. 178-9.

¢ Edit, Basil. 1741, vol. iii. p. 492.

4 Tom. viii. part i. n. iii.

¢ An. 1730, Dec. p. iv. 451, et seq. ed. Belg,

f London, 1819, pp. 244—252.

& Mendbam’s ““Literary Policy of the Church of Rome,” p. 359, App.
London, 1830.

c'R
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these let us add that the following three editions have and,
and not or, in the text in question; the first printed at
Nuremberg by Ant. Koberger, 1487 ; the second at Paris,
1504, by Petit; and the third at the same place by Thielman
Kerver, 1526. And in referring to the edition of St. Jerome’s
works, edited by Erasmus, and printed at Basil, 1516, we
find the same reading ef in the text.?

It would be tedious to enumerate all the editions published
by Roman Catholics; we shall therefore confine ourselves to
a view of the most remarkable ones. 1. The Syriac New
Testament, Vienna, 1556-62, patronized by the Emperor
Ferdinand, and edited by Albert Widmanstad, the Imperial
Chancellor. 2. The Antwerp Polyglott, 1569-72, patronized:
by the King of Spain, and approved by the Louvain divines,
several cardinals, and Pope Gregory XIII. 3. The Paris
Polyglott, 1628-45, approved in the General Assembly of the
Gallican Church. 4. The Syriac and Arabic Testament,
printed at Rome by the College of the Propaganda, 1703 ;
and many others enumerated by Le Long, Boerner, and
Masch, all of which render the text in question as we do.”
And there is yet to notice ‘““the curious and important
fact,” that “the jealous and sharp-sighted Spanish inquisi-
tors, who ordered a few corrections to be made in the
edition of the Latin Vulgate, printed by Colinzeus, 1541,
wherein the passage stands ¢ £r biberit,” find no fault what-
ever with the above text.” ©

Now what becomes of Dr. Milner’s false accusation against
our Protestant Bible? His Roman Catholic readers and
admirers will in future, we trust, have but little confidence in
his assertions.

II. The second text, Matt. xix. 11, is thus rendered in the
respective versions :—

Roman Catholic. Protestant.
All receive not this word, but they ~ All men cannot receive this saying,
to whom it is given. save they to whom it is given.

Ward’s objection to our rendering is thus expressed : Vul-
gate, Non omnes capiunt; Greek, O mavreec ywpovor It

* Ingram’s *“ Popish Doctrine of Transubstantiation Refuted,” p. 86. - Lon-
don, 1840. “ Here, by the way, on the words  guilty of the body and blood
of the Lord,” St. Jerome says nothing in the Commentary that will in the least
fa.vour“the sense assumed by Mr. Brigham, but merely observes, ‘Quia tants
mysteriy sacr tum pro wvili desy it” (tom. ix. fol. 156).” Again, “ Qui
enim indign® manducaverit ET biberit, reus erit violati corporis et sanguinis
Christi.,”—Op. tom. iv. adv. Jovin. lib. 2, sec. 14.

® ¢“Protestant Guardian,” vol. i. 1827, p. 105.

¢ See the “Spanish Index Expurg. of 1667,” pp. 126-9.
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is against the profession of continency in priests and others,
that they [Protestants] translate our Saviour’s words respect-
ing a ¢ single life,” and the unmarried state, thus, ¢ all men
cannot,” &c., as though it were impossible to live continent,
where Christ said not ¢ that all men cannot,” but ¢all men do
not receive this saying.’ ”’ 2

Here let us us note a strange inconsistency. ¢ Ward’s
Errata” was edited by Dr. Lingard, the Romish historian,
who wrote an introduction to this work in its defence. Dr.
Lipgard has since published a translation, which he has
entitled “ New Version of the Four Gospels, with Notes,” &e.
London, 1851; and he there renders this very text ¢ All
men are nof capable.” Wherein, then, consists the heresy
of saying “ All men cannot ?”

The same objection was made by Daniel French, Esq., a
Roman Catholic barrister, in his discussion with Dr. Cum-
ming. We shall adopt the Doctor’s reply.” The question is,
whether of the two is, not the more literal, but the more
faithful rendering; for every one acquainted with ancient
languages must know that a verbatim rendering is not always
correct. Which then is the real meaning? We read in the
Douay version, at the end of the twelfth and next verse,
¢ IIe that can receive it, let him receive it ;” thereby explain-
ing the meaning of the former verse to be, “ All men cannot,”
and not “do not ;7 implying evidently that there are some
who can, and others who cannot : and if there is any meaning
in the passage at all, “all do not” means “ all cannot,”
because the reason why a man does not a thing he wishes to
do, must be that he cannot do it.

To refer to another passage, Gal v. 17, where the same
thing occurs: ““So that,” it is in our version, “ye cannot
do the things that ye Would » in the Rhemish edition it is,
““So that you do not the things that you would.” WNow, it
will be observed, that in our version it 1s, “ ye cannot do;” in
this (Rhemish) version it is, “ do not.” Now if one will to do
a thing, the reason why he do nof do it must be that he can-
not doit ; because two things are requisite to action : first, the
will, or volition ; secondly, the power. Now, if he have voli-
tion, or the will, but do not do the thing, the natural inference
is, that he has not the power; and therefore our translators
have faithfully given the meaning of the passage; and the
Rhemish translators have given a sort of literality which ends
in absolute mystification.

* P, 54, edit. Dublin, 1841.
b See, “ Hammersmith Discussion,” edit. 1852, p. 477.
< The same objection is taken to our rendermg of 1 Cor. vii. 9.
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So much then for the two alleged corrupt renderings, by
“ an obscure translator in the reign of James 1.’ in the
Authorized version.

III. And, thirdly, this last expression of Dr. Milner will
raise a smile indeed when we transcribe the list of names
selected to perform the arduous and responsible task of
accomplishing the king’s desire, ¢ that our intended transla-
tion may have the help and furtherance of all our principal
men within this our kingdom.”’?

The work was assigned, according to Fuller, to forty-seven
of the most illustrious men of the day, who spent on it three
years. The Scriptures were allotted, in six portions, to indi-
viduals selected as best adapted for the particular labour
assigned to them. .

The names and numbers of the persons, the places where
they met together, with the portions of Seripture assigned to
each company, are as follows :*—

I. WEsT™MINSTER. Ten.—The Pentateuch, and the history from Joshua to
the First Book of the Chronicles exclusively.—1. Dr. ANDREWS, fellow and
master of Pembroke Hall, Cambridge, then dean of Westminster, and after-
wards bishop of Winchester. 2. Dr. OvEraLL, fellow of Trinity College,
Cambridge, master of Katherine Hall, Cambridge, then dean of S. Paul’s,
afterwards bishop of Norwich. [He obtained his promotion from his great
classical knowledge.] 8. Dr. SARAVIA, prebendary of Canterbury [the friend
of Hooker and Whitgift]. 4. Dr. CLARKE, fellow of Christ’s College, Cam-
bridge, vicar of Mynster and Monckton, in Thanet, and one of the six preachers
in Canterbury., 5. Dr. LAYFIELD, fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, and
parson of St. Clement Danes. [Being skilled in architecture, his judgment
was much relied on for the description of the tabernacle and the temple.]
6. Dr. Luigr, archdeacon of Middlesex, and parson of All-Hallows, Barking
[a profound linguist]. 7. Dr. BurgLEy. 8. Mr. KiNe. 9. Mr. THOMPSON,
10. Mr. BEDWELL, of Cambridge, probably of St. John’s, and vicar of Totten-
ham, near London [the first Arabic scholar of his age],

II. CaMBRIDGE. REight.—From the First of the Chronicles, with the rest of
the history and the hagiographa, viz., Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Cunticles, Eccle-
stastes. —1. Mr. LIVELIE [professor of Hebrew, at Cambridge]. 2. Mr. RicH-
ARDSON, fellow of Emanuel, afterwards D.D., master, first of Peter-house, then
of Trinity College. 8. Mr. CHADDERTON, afterwards D.D., fellow first of
Christ College, then master of Emanuel. [A Hebrew and Greek scholar, and
versed in Rabbinical literature.] 4. Mr. DiruiNcgHAM, fellow of Christ Col-
lege, beneficed at ——, in Bedfordshire, where he died. 5. Mr. ANDREWS,
afterwards D.D., brother to the bishop of Winchester, and master of Jesus
College. 6. Mr. HARRISON, the rev. vice-master of Trinity College [a first-
rate linguist]. 7. Mr. SPaLDING, fellow of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and
Hebrew professor there. 8. Mr. Bing, fellow of Peter-house College, Cam-
bridge, and Hebrew professor.

ITI. OxrorD. Seven.—The Four Greater Prophets, with the Lamentations,
and the Twelve Minor Prophets.—1. Dr. Harding, president of Magdalen College.
2. Dr. REYNOLDS, president of Corpus Christi College, [Wood says that his

16B4King James’s address to the Archbishop of Canterbury, dated 22nd July,

;’ See ]i;wlett’s edition of the Holy Bible, in three vols. 4to, London, 1811,
vol. i. p. 42.
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knowledge of the Hebrew and.Greek was almost marvellous.] 3. Dr. Hor-
LAND, rector of Exeter College, and King’s professor of divinity. 4. Dr.
Kir3y, rector of Lincoln College, and regius professor of Hebrew [an Orien-
talist of profound scholarship). 5. Mr. [MILES] SmiTH, afterwards D.D., and
bishop of Gloucester. [Hebrew, Syriac, and Greek were to him as familiar as
English.] He wrote the learned preface to the translation, and was one of
those who revised the whole work when it was finished. 6. Mr. Brerr. He
was eminently skilled in the Oriental languages, and was rector of Quainton,
in Buckinghamshire, forty-two years. 7. Mr, FAIRCLOWE.

IV, Causripge. Eight.—The Prayer of Manasseh, and the rest of the
Apocrypha.—1. Dr. DuronT, prebendary of Ely, and master of Jesus College.
2. Dr. BRAITHWAITE, first fellow of Emanuel, then master of Gounvil and Caius
College. 3. Dr. RADCLIFFE,-one of the senior fellows of Trinity College.
4. Mr. Warp, of Emanuel, afterwards D.D., master of Sidney College and
Margaret professor 5. Mr. DowxES, fellow of$St. John’ s College, and Greek
professor. 6. Mr. Boysg, fellow of St. John’s College, prebendary of Ely,
and parson of Boxworth, in Cambridgeshire. [The first Greek scholar of his
age.] 7. Mr. Ward, fellow of King’s College, afterwards D.D., prebendary
of Chichester, and rector of Bishop Waltham, in Hampshire.

V. Oxrorp. Eight.—The four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, and Apo-
calypse.—1. Dr. Ravis, dean of Christ Church, afterwards bishop of London.
2. Dr. ABBor, master of University College, afterwards archbishop of Canter-
bury. 3. Dr. Expes.* 4. Mr. TEoMPSON., 5. Mr, SAviLLE. 6. Dr. PERYN.
7. Dr. Ravens. 8. Mr. HARMER.

VI. WeSTMINSTER. Seven.— The Epistles of St. Paul, and the other
canonical Epistles.—1. Dr. BARLOWE, of Trinity Hall, in Cambndge dean of
Chester, afterwards bishop of Lincoln. 2. Dr. HUTCHINSON. 3. Dr, SPENCER.
4. Mr. FENTON. 5. Mr. RaBBET. 6, Mr. SANDERSON. 7. Mr. DAKINS.

Such, then, is the list of illustrious names who have given
us our Authorized translation of the Bible, which Dr. MiLNER
asserts to be the production ““ of some obscure translator in

therel ?OfJamesI”lr ,‘.“r (o by froe T lfores
m)nd'.*@'tlacfl ' st e Rt
No. V.

RULE OF FAITH.
The Protestant “Rule of Faith” and ¢ Private Judgment.”

TrE burthen of Dr. Milner’s book throughout is, that the
Romish doctrines are misrepresented by Protestants. Suffer-
ing under this alleged injustice, the doctor should have been
careful in not bringing upon himself a similar complaint
when he undertakes to find fault with Protestant doctrines
and teaching. We more particularly refer to Dr. Milner’s
remarks on the subject which forms the title of this article.

Dr. Milner pretends to divide the sects of “ Christians”
into three classes. The first are the Montanists, Anabaptists,

* Instead of Dr. Eedes, Mr. Lewis has James Montagu, BlShOp of Bath and
V\;ells — History of Translations of the Bible in English,” pp. 810-11, ed.
1739
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the Family of Love, Quakers, Moravians, and different classes
of Methodists.” Their ¢ Rule of Faith ”’ is asserted to be, or
to have been, “private inspiration, or an immediate light and
motion of God’s spirit, communicated to the individual.”

- The second class consists of the ““ more regular sects of Pro-
testants, such as the Lutherans, the Calvinists, the Socinians,
the Church-of-England-men ;”’ and their ¢ Rule of Faith ” is
represented to be “the written Word of God, or THE BIBLE,
according as it is understood by each particular reader or
hearer of it.” 2

The third class are those of his own sect, whom he calls
¢ Catholics.” Their rule is stated to be “ rue Worp or Gop
at large, whether written in the Bible, or handed down from
the Apostles in continued succession by the Catholic Church,
and as it is understood and explained by the Church.. To
speak more accurately, besides the rule of faith, which is
Scripture and Tradition, Catholics acknowledge an unerring
Judge of controversy, or sure guide in all matters relating to
salvation—namely, ToE CrRURCH.” ?

It is to that part of the second class referring to the
“ Church-of-England-men ”” ‘that we shall for the present
confine our remarks.

We have to thank the doctor for ranking “ Church-of-
England-men” among the “ more regular sects of Protest-
ants;” but we are placed in too close a proximity to
“Socinians ” to be agreeable. The intended compliment
loses it value; for we have yet to learn that the “Socinians ”
are a sect of “Protestants” in the ordinary acceptation of
the term, except that they profest against the fundamentals of
Cbristianity, equally admitted by Protestants and Romanists.

From which of the authorized documents of the Church
of England did Dr. Milner learn that Aer rule of faith is such
as he has defined it to be? He gives no reference,.and for
this there is sufficient reason,—none exists.

In reply to Dr. Milner, we assert that the Church of
England maintains the Rule of Faith to be TnE BiBLE ALONE,
not as it is understood by each particular reader of it, but
according to the INTERPRETATION OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH,
EMBODIED AND DISTINCTLY SET FORTH IN HER OWN ESTAB-
LISHED STANDARD OF DOCTRINE AND WORSHIP, THE PRAYER
Book.

For this assertion we appeal to the Thirty-nine Articles of
our religion, of which the first declares our faith in the Holy
Trinity ; the second, in the Divinity, Incarnation, and Atone-

* The Ttplics and Capitals are as given by Dr. Milner, Letter vi. pp. 79, 80.
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ment of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ; the thi
descent into Hades; the fourth, His 1esurrect10n the
the divinity of the Holy Ghost ; the eighth, the Apostles and
the Nicene Creeds ; the sixth, the sufﬁmency of the Holy
Scriptures, as containing all thmrrs necessary for salvation;
and the twentieth, the uuthorz'ty of the Church in controversies
of faith, as well as in the ordinary rites and ceremonies;
which authority is again declared in the thirty-fourth article;
to say nothing of a large amount of doctrine in the other
articles, on justification, original sin, the sacraments, &ec.
So that there is not a single topic decided by the councils
and the fathers, in the pure and primitive ages of the Church,
which is not here distinctly set forth with the most admirable
exactness and precision, leaving no room for  heretical private
judgment”” in any important point of the Christian doctrine.

And next we appeal to the fixed order of the Liturgy and
offices of the Church of England, which not only sets forth
the creeds and all the cardinal tenets of the ancient faith
in the plainest terms, but keeps them constantly before
the eyes, and on the lips, of our people; not wrapping
them up in Latin, which for the most part none but the
priest pretends to understand, but proclaiming them in the
langnage of the country; and thus giving regularly the
" decisions of the ¢ judge of controversy, THE CHURCH,”
to every man, woman, and child belonging to the body of
the faithful.

The judgment, however, of that Church, touching the
TRUE SENSE of Doctrinal Seripture, is in no wise a mere
arbitrary judgment ; nor can it be called the Private Judgment
of the Corporate Anglican Church, as contradistinguished
from the Private Judgment of any other Corporate Church.

On the contrary, it is laid down on certain fized and intel-
ligible principles, which at once approve themselves to the
right reason of every thinking individual.

While her sixth article, as we have asserted, recognizes
Scripture alone as her binding Rule of Faith, her eighth
article recognizes the three Creeds, as containing a Doctrinal
Summary of what may be proved by most certain warrants
of Holy Seripture. .Now these three Creeds are the only three
out of the numerous cognate Creeds which collectlvely and
harmoniously run up to the Apostolic Age. Hence, in recog-
nizing them, as giving the TrRue seNse of the Bible, the
Anglican Church appeals, not to her own mere insulated and

. * Bishop Hopkins’s ‘“ Refutation of Milner's End of Controversy,” vol. i.
pp. 14, 15. New York, 1854.
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arbitrary private judgment, which would be only one degree
more respectable than the insulated and arbitrary private
judgment of an individual, but to the recorded historical tes-
timony afforded by the universal consent of the Church from
the beginning, as to the sEnse in which her soLe rule of
faith ought to be understood. ;

Agreeably to this system, the whole of her articles an
homilies are constructed.

Throughout, she studiously refers to concurring antiquity,
as bearing witness to the sense in which the doctrinal parts
of Scripture were understood and explained from the very
beginning; and as she herself thus fully renounces the claim
of being her own insulated and arbitrary judge of the sExsE
of the Bible, so, both by the imposition of the articles, and
even explicitly in her nineteenth canon of the year 1571,
she wisely, to her clergy, and through them to her laity,
prohibits the absurdity of licentious and independent private
judgment :—

“In the first place, preachers shall take heed, that they
teach nothing in the shape of a sermon which they may wish
to be religiously, held and believed by the people, except what
is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old or New Testament,
and what from that very teaching the Catholic fathers and
ancient bishops collected.”® :

To the princrrLE of the Anglican Church, thus distinctly
set forth in her nineteenth canon, both Bishop Jewel and
the learned Casaubon bear full and explicit testimony.® It
may be added, what in some sort is still more important
because directly official, that, in the year 1559, Queen Eliza-
beth similarly avowed this identical PrRiNciPLE, as the TRUE
PRINCIPLE of the Reformed Church of England, in her formal
reply to the emperor and the other princes of the Romish
persuasion.®

® Imprimis, videbunt concionatores, ne quid unquam doceant pro concione,
quod a populo religios® teneri et credi velint, nisi quod consentaneum sit
doctrine Veteris aut Novi Testamenti, quodque ex illa ipsa doctrina Catho-
lici Patres et Veteres Episcopi collegerint.—Canon. Eccles. Anglican. xix,
A.p. 1571.

b Tsta nos didicimus a Christo, ab Apostolis, et sanctis Patribus: et eadem
bona fide docemus populum Dei.—Juell. Apol. Eccles. Anglican. apud Enchir.
Theol. vol. i. p. 228. Vide etiam pp. 295, 323, 340.

Opto, cum Melancthone et Ecclesia Anglicana, per canalem Antiquitatis
diduci ad nos dogmata fidei e fonte Sacre Scripture derivata. Alioquin, quis
futurus est novandi finis I—Casaub. Epist. 744. Vide etiam Epist. 837, 838.

¢ Nec causam subesse ullam cur concederet, cum Anglia non novam aut
alienam amplectatur religionem, sed eam, quam Christus jussit, prima et
Catholica Ecclesia ooluit, et vetustissimi Patres una voce et mente compro-
barunt.—Camden. Rerum Anglican. et Hibern. Annal. regnant. Elisab.
A.D. 1559, par. i. p. 28. Lugd. Batav. 1639.
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The very propounding of the Articles in the year 1562, for
avoiding of diversities of opinions and for the establishment of
consent touching true religion, might surely have convinced
Dr. Milner that the Anglican Church teaches no such
absurdity as that which he has been pleased to ascribe
to her.*

And yet, in the face of all this, Dr. Milner had the hardi-
hood to publish the charge, that the Rule of Faith in the
Church of England is tne BiBLE according as it is under-
stood by each particular reader of it! We invite our Roman
Catholic readers to point out a more glaring example of theo-
logical misrepresentation than this, which yet is but a speci-
men of the author’s style of management throughout the
whole volume.

In a later part of the book, and in a long note, Dr. Milner
attributes to the Reformers and Reformation, sedition, rebel-
lion, blasphemies; and after reciting history in his own fashion,
which we will have hereafter to examine, he declares one of
the principles of the Reformation especially to be  that of
each man’s explaining the Scripture for himself.”® ‘

Had this been one of the “ especial principles” of the Refor-
mation, we might reasonably look for its enunciation in the
writings of the Reformers; we shall therefore supply a few
extracts, which are borrowed from the Rev. Richard Gibbings’
learned work, “Roman Forgeries and Falsifications,”¢ to
prove how fallacious is the statement advanced by Dr.
Milner. ;

Cranmer’s belief was that “we ought to interpret the
Scriptures in conformity to the sense of the antients.”’¢
This feeling was of course produced by his agreement with
Ridley, that  we haue (hygh prayse be geuen to God therfore)
moste playnly, euidently, and clearly on oure side, all the pro-
phetes, all the apostles, and vndoubtedly all the aunciente eccle-
siasticall writers whiche haue written vntyll oflate yeares paste.””
“ The present question is,” (says Stillingfleet,) ““how far tradi-
tion is to be allowed in giving the sense of Scripture between
us. Vincentius saith, we ought to follow it where there is
antiquity, vniversality, and consent. This we are willing to
be tryed by.” f Instead of acknowledging that the Church of

® Faber’s “ Difficulties of Romanism,” in Preface, 8rd edition, 1853.

b Letter xlvi. p. 436.

¢ London, 1849, p. xi. et seq.

4 Collier’s “ Eccles. Hist.,” ii. 56. TLondon, 1714.

¢ “TLetters of Martyrs,” foll. 30, 81. London, 1564.

f «“The Council of Trent examin’d and disprov’d by Catholick Tradition,”
Part i. p. 23. London, 1688.
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Rome has “followed in the track of even the earliest fathers,”®
or, with preposterous flippancy, granting that Popery ¢ might
fairly represent itsclf as a reform upon early Christianity,”®
our Divines have continually rejoiced in the conviction that
the fathers “ must be trusted, but yet as men ;”¢ that “the
very doctrine of the Scriptures themselves, as they had been
constantly understood and believed by all faithful Christians,”¢
“is at this day intirely professed in our Church,”¢ which
founded “its Reformation on the prophets and apostles only,
according to the explications and traditions of the ancient
fathers.”® Tt is certain “ that we reverently receive the unani-
mous Zradition or doctrine of the Church in all ages, which
determines the meaning of the Holy Scripture, and makes it
more clear and unquestionable in any point of faith wherein
we can find it has declared its sense. For we look upon this
tradition as nothing else but the Scripture unfolded: Nor A
NEW THING, WHICH IS NOT IN THE SCRIPTURE, BUT THE
SCRIPTURE EXPLAINED, AND MADE MORE EVIDENT.”& “We
believe the concurring judgment of antiquity to be, though
not infallible, yet the safest comment upon Scripture,”®
“which rule the Reformers of the Church of England pro-
posed to themselves to follow :”’! “nothing was more remote
from their intention than indiscriminately to condemn all
tradition ;”’* and “ they who refuse to be tried by this rule . .
are justly to be suspected ; nay, it is evident that they are
broaching some novel doctrines which cannot stand this
test;”’! inasmuch as “where the question is concerning an
obscure place of Scripture, the practice of the Catholic
Church is the best commentary.”™ “The principle on which
we separated from the Roman Church was, not that we had
discovered any new views of Scripture doctrines, but that we

s ¢ Perverted Tradition the bane of the Church.” A Sermon, by the
Rev. Josiah Pratt, B.D., p. 6. London, 1839.
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i Chillingworth’s Works, p. 285. London, 1742.

k Bishop Kaye’s ¢ Tertullian,” p. 302. Cambridge, 1829.
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desired to return to the primitive confession, the views held
by the apostles and early fathers of the Church.”’* “If we
reject ScripTURE, we reject the very basis of theological
belief ; if we reject ANTIQUITY, we reject all historical evidence
to soundness of interpretation.”® To these testimonies we
may fitly add the command given to preachers by the Upper
House of Convocation in the year 1571 :—¢ They shall in the
first place be careful not to teach anything in their sermons,
to be religiously held and believed by the people, except that
which is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old or New Testa-
ment, and which has been deduced from the same doctrine
by the Catholic fathers and. ancient bishops.” ¢
Dr. Milner proceeds to descant largely on the unhappy
results of “private judgment,” leading, as he would be
glad to have his readers understand, to utter lawlessness,
confusion, and anarchy. We need scarcely inform our Pro-
testant readers that this assertion is as fallacious as that just
examined. We do claim the privilege of ““private judg-
ment,” but that “private judgment” is a very different
thing from that which is-attributed to us. Our work will
not be complete without recording in our pages what we
“really mean by the right of private judgment, and for this
purpose we cannot do better than transcribe the sentiments
on this subject of the late talented Rev. J. E. Tyler, from his
truly pious and learned work ¢ Primitive Christian Worship.”¢
The foundation on which, to be safe and beneficial, the
duty of private judgment, as we maintain, must be built, is
very far indeed removed from that common and mischievous
notion of it which would encourage us to draw immediate
and .crude deductions from Holy Scripture, subject only to
the control and the colouring of our own minds, responsible
for nothing further than our own consciousness of an honest
intention. Whilst we claim a release from that degrading

* Rose’s “ State of the Protestant Religion in Germany,” p.21. Cambridge,
1825. Compare Bretschneider’s ¢ Apology for the modern Theology of Pro-
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Cosin’s ““ Hist. of Transubstantiation,” p. 7. London, 1676. Scriveneri
‘“ Apolog. pro S. Patt.,” p. 57. London, 1672. Heylyn’s ‘¢ Life of Laud,”
p- 238. London, 1671. Patrick’s “Discourse about Tradition,” p. 15. London,
1685. Waterland’s Works, v. 317. Oxford, 1823. Routh, ‘‘ Reliquiz Sacre,”
vol. i. Preefat. p. xiv. Oxon. 1814. Bishop Mant, on the ‘“Book of Common
Prayer,” p. 340. Oxford, 1820.

4 London : printed for the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1847, Part I. cap. i.
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yoke which neither are we nor were our fathers able to bear,
we deprecate for ourselves and for our fellow-believers that
licentiousness which in doctrine and practice tempts a man
to follow merely what is right in his own eyes, uninfluenced
by the example, the precepts, and the authority of others,
and owning no submissive allegiance to those laws which the
wise and good have established for the benefit of the whole
body. The freedom which we ask for ourselves, and desire
to see imparted to all, is a rational liberty, tending to the
good, not operating to the bane of its possessors ; ministering
to the general welfare, not to disorder and confusion. Inthe
enjoyment of this liberty, or rather in the discharge of the
duties and trusts which this liberty brings with it, we feel
ourselves under an obligation to examine the foundations of our
faith, to the very best of our abilities, according to our oppor-
tunities, and with the most faithful use of all the means
afforded to us by its divine Author and Finisher. Among
those means, whilst we regard the Holy Scripture as para-
mount and supreme, we appeal to the witness and mind of
the Church as secondary and subsidiary ; a witness not at all
competing with Scripture, never to be balanced against it;
but competing with our own less able and less pure appre-
hension of Scripture. In ascertaining the testimony of this
witness, we examine the sentiments and practice of the
ancient teachers of the Church; not as infallible guides, not
as uniformly holding all of them the same opinions, but as
most valuable helps in our examination of the evidence of the
Church, who is, after all, our appointed instructor in the
truths of the Gospel,—fallible in her individual members and
branches, yet the sure witness and keeper of Holy Writ, and
our safest guide on earth to the mind and will of God. When
we have once satisfied ourselves that a doctrine is founded on
Scripture, we receive it with implicit faith, and maintain it as
a sacred deposit, intrusted to our keeping, to be delivered
down whole and entire without our adding thereto what to us
may seem needful, or taking away what we may think super-
fluous.

The state of the Christian thus employed, in acting for
himself in a work peculiarly his own, is very far removed from
the condition of one who labours in hondage, without any sense
of liberty and responsibility, unconscious of the dignity of a
free and accountable agent, and surrendering himself wholly
to the control of a task-master. Equally is it distant from
the conduct of one who indignantly casting off all regard for
authority, and all deference to the opinions of others, boldly
and proudly sets up his own will and pleasure as the only
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standard to which he will submit. For the model which we
would adopt, as members of the Church, in our pursuit of
Christian truth, we find a parallel and analogous case in a
well-principled and well-disciplined son, with his way of life
before him, exercising a large and liberal discretion in the
. choice of his pursuits; not fettered by peremptory paternal
mandates, but ever voluntarily referriug to those principles of
moral obligation and of practical wisdom with which his mind
has been imbued ; shaping his course with modest diffidence
in himself, and habitual deference to others older and wiser
than himself, yet acting with the firmness and intrepidity of
conscious rectitude of principle, and integrity of purpose;
and under a constant sense of his responsibility, as well for
his principles as for his conduct.

Against the cogency of these maxims various objections
have been urged from time totime. We have been told, that
the exercise of private judgment in matters of religion tends
to foster errors of every diversity of character, and leads to
heresy, scepticism, and infidelity : it is represented as rending
the Church of Christ, and totally subverting Christian unity,
and snapping asunder at once the bond of peace. So also
it has been often maintained, that the same cause robs
individual Christians of that freedom from all disquietude
and perplexity and anxious responsibility, that peace of mind,
satisfaction, and content, which those personally enjoy who
surrender themselves implicitly to a guide whom they believe
to be unerring and infallible.

For a moment let us pause to ascertain the soundness of
such objections. And here anticipating, for argument’s
sake, the worst result, let us suppose that the exercise of
individual inquiry and judgment (such as the best teachers in
the Anglican Church are wont to inculcate) may lead in some
cases even to professed infidelity; is it right, and wise, and
justifiable to be driven by an abuse of God’s gifts to denounce
the legitimate and faithful employment of them? What
human faculty — which among the most precious of the
Almighty’s blessings—is not liable to perversion? What
unquestionable moral duty can be found, which has not been
transformed by man’s waywardness into an instrument of
evil? Nay, what doctrine of our holy faith has not the
wickedness or the folly of unworthy men employed as a cloak
for unrighteousness, and a vehicle for blasphemy? But by a
consciousness of this liability in all things human, must we
be tempted to suppress the truth? to disparage those moral
duties? or discountenance the cultivation of those gifts and
faculties? Rather would not sound philosophy and Christian
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wisdom jointly enforce the necessity of improving the gifts
zealously, of discharging the moral obligation to the full, and
of maintaining the doctrine in all its integrity ; but guarding
withal, to the utmost of our power and watchfulness, against
the abuses to which any of these things may be exposed ?
And we may trust in humble but assured confidence, that as
it is the duty of a rational being, alive to his own responsi-
bility, to inquire and judge for himself in things concern-
ing the soul, with the most faithful exercise of his abilities
and means; so the wise and merciful Ruler of our destinies
will provide us with a sure way of escaping from all evils
incident to the discharge of that duty, if, in reliance on his
blessing, we honestly seck the truth, and perseveringly adhere
to that way in which He will be our guide.

It is a question very generally and very reasonably enter-
tained among us, whether the implieit submission and unre-
served surrender of ourselves to any human authority in
matters of faith (though whilst it lasts, it of course affords an
effectual check to open scepticism), does not ultimately and
in very deed prove a far more prolific souree of disguised
infidelity. Doubts repressed as they arise, but not solved,
silenced but not satisfied, gradually accumulate in spite of all
external precaution; and at length (like streams pent back
by some temporary barrier) break forth at once to an utter
discarding of all authority, and an irrecoverable rejection of
the Christian faith. From unlimited acquiescence in a guide
whom our associations have invested with infallibility, the
step is very short, and frequently taken, to entire apostasy
and renunciation of all belief.

The state of undisturbed tranquillity and repose of the man
who, having divested himself of all responsibility in matters
of religious belief and practice, enjoys an entire immunity
from the anxious and painful labour of trying for himself
the purity and soundness of his faith, is often painted in
strong contrast with the lamentable condition of those who
are driven about by every wind of novelty. The condition of
such a man may doubtless be far more enviable than theirs,
who have no settled fixed prineciples, and who wander from
creed to ereed, and from sect to sect, just as their fickle and
roving minds suggest some transitory preference. But the
believer must not be driven by the evils of one extreme to
take refuge in the opposite. The whirlpool may be the more
perilous, but the Christian mariner must avoid the rock also,
or he will equally make shipwreck of his faith. He must
with all his skill, and all his might, keep to the middle course,
shunning that presumptuous confidence which scorns all
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authority, and boldly constitutes itself sole judge and legisla-
tor; but equally rescuing his mind from the thraldom which
prostrates his reason, and paralyzes all the faculties of his
judgment in a matter of indefeasible and awful responsi-
bility.

Here, too, it is questioned, and not without cause, whe-
ther the satisfaction and comfort so often represented in warm
and fascinating colours, be really a spiritual blessing; or
whether it be not a deception and fallacy, frequently ending
in lamentable perplexity and confusion, like guarantees in
secular coneerns, which as long as they maintain unsuspected
credit, afford a most pleasing and happy security to any one
who depends upon them, but which, when adverse fortune
puts their responsibility to the test, may prove utterly worth-
less, and be traced only by losses and disappointments. Such
a blind reliance on authority may doubtless be more easy and
more free from care than it is to gird up the loins of our
mird, and engage in toilsome spiritual labour. But with a
view to our own ultimate safety, wisdom bids us look to our
foundations in time, and assure ourselves of them; admonish-
ing us, that if they are unsound, the spiritual edifice reared
upon them, however pleasing to the eye, or abounding in
present enjoyments, will at length fall, and bury our hopes in
its ruin.

On these and similar principles, we maintain that it well
becomes Christians, when the soundness of their faith, and
the rectitude of their acts of worship, are called in question,
““to prove all things, and hold fast that which is good.” Thus,
when the unbeliever charges us with credulity in receiving as
a divine revelation what he seornfully rejeets, it behoves us
all (every one to the extent of his means and opportunities)
to possess ourselves of the accumulated evidenees of our holy
faith, so that we may be able to give to our own minds, and
to those who ask it of us, a reason for our hope. The result
can assuredly be only the comfort of a still more unshaken
convietion. Thus, too, when the misheliever charges us with
an undue and an unauthorized aseription of the Divine attri-
butes to our Redeemer and to our Sanctifier, which he would
confine to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, exclusively of
the Eternal Son and the Blessed Spirit, it well becomes every
Catholic Christian to assure himself of the evidence borne by
the Scriptures to the divinity of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost, together with the inseparable doctrines of redemp-
tion by the blood of Christ, and sanctification by the Spirit
of grace ; appealing also in this investigation to the tradition
of the Church, and the testimony of her individual members

D
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from the earliest times, as under God his surest and best
guides. “In both these cases,” writes the venerable author
from whom we are quoting, “I can say for myself that I
have acted upon my own principles, and to the very utmost
of my faculties have scrutinized the foundations of my faith,
and from each of those inquiries and researches I have risen
with a satisfaction increased far beyond my first anticipations.
‘What I had taken up in my youth on authority, I have been
long assured of by a moral demonstration, which nothing can
shake; and I cling to it with an affection, which, guarded by
God’s good providence, nothing in this world can dissolve or
weaken.”

It is to engage in a similar investigation that we now most
earnestly invite the members of the Church of Rome, in
order to ascertain for themselves the ground of their faith
and practice in various matters of vast moment, and which
involve the principles of separation between the Roman and
Anglican branches of the universal Church. Were the sub-
jects of minor importance, or what the ancient writers were
wont to call “things indifferent,” reason and charity would
prescribe that we should bear with each other, allowing a
free and large discretion in any body of Christians, and not
severing ourselves from them because we deemed our views
preferable to theirs. In such a case we might well walk in
the house of God as friends, without any interruption of the
harmony which should exist between those who worship the
true God with one heart and one mind, ever striving to keep
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. But when the
points at issue are of so vast moment; when two persons
agreeing in the general principles of belief in the Gospel and
its chief characteristic doctrines, yet find it impossible to join
conscientiously in the same prayer, or the same acts of faith
and worship, then the necessity is imperative on all who
would not be parties to the utter breaking up of Christian
unity, nor assist in propagating error, to make sure of their
foundations; and satisfy themselves, by an honest inquiry
altlld upright judgment, that the fault does not rest with
them.

No. VI

THE RULE OF FAITH.
The objection that Christ himself wrote no part of the New Testament.

Tae first objection made by Dr. Milner against the Bible
being considered as the sole Rule of Faith, lies in the asser-
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tion, that ¢ if Christ had intended that all mankind should
learn his religion from a Book, namely the New Testament,
he himself would have written that book, and would have
enjoined the obligation of learning to read it as the first and
fundamental precept of religion; whereas, he never wrote
anything at all, unless perhaps the sins of the Pharisees with
his fingers upon the dust.”*

This, observes Dr. Jarvis, is about as wise a remark as that
of the unbeliever mentioned by Paley, that “if God had
given a revelation, he would have written it in the skies.””
Such remarks can operate only on the unreflecting and vulgar
mind. We are willing to believe that our Blessed Lord knew
better than Dr. Milner what was proper for Him to do, when
He told His disciples that the “Hory Grost should bring all
things to their remembrance, whatsoever He had said unto
them.” The learned polemic might as well say, that if our
Lord had intended that all men should enter His Church, He
would have remained on earth to found it. But why did not
Dr. Milner speak of the Oup TestamentT? Did not Christ
constantly appeal to the Scriptures, meaning of course the
Scriptures of the Old Testament ? “ Holy men of God spake
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.”’® And as God was
the first Author of writing in the Old Law, so our Saviour
Christ, God and Man, taught the same lesson by His own
example and direction in the New. Dr. Milner’s objection,
foolish as it is, is not his own. It is as old at least as the
days of Augustine, when it was refuted by this great writer,
an admitted saint of his own church. “ For when the disciples
wrote [saith Augustine] what Christ showed and said unto
them, 1t is not to be said that he did not write himself, inas-
much as the members wrote that which they learned by the
inditing of the Head ; for whatever He would have us to read
of the things which He did and said, He gave in charge to
them, as His hands, to write the same.”¢

It is a matter that should be particularly noted, that while
Romanists express such great veneration for the early writers,
known as the Fathers, when it suits their purpose, they do
not hesitate to hold a line of argnment which is not unfre-
quently in direct opposition to those early writers of the
Christian Church. We have given one extract from St. Au-
gustine’s works completely opposed to Dr. Milner’s views. To

® Letter viii. pp. 97, 98. b Evidences, part ii. ch. vi.

¢ 2 Peter, i. 21 ; see Exodus, xxxii. 16.

4 Cum illi seripserunt, quz ille ostendit et dixit, nequaquam dicendum est,
quod ipse non scripserit, &c.—Aug. de Consens. Evangel, lib. i, c. 35, p. 26,
tom. iii. part ii. Paris, 1680.
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this we will venture to add one other, from many at hand of
a similar nature. 'We Protestants believe that nothing in the
Old or New Testament was written by accident, but under
the immediate Providence of God, so as to be entitled to as
much credit as if Christ had written it with his own hand
and so Augustine himself believed :—

“For as many of His actions and sayings as Christ
wished us to read, these He commanded to be written in
a book, as if it were by His own hands. For whosoever under-
stands this common bond of unity, and ministry of members
actuated by one spirit, in different offices, under one head,
will receive the narratives of Christ’s disciples in the Gospel
no otherwise than if he saw the very hand of Christ writing
1t which was attached to His own body.””?

And thus one and the same spirit that prescribed the Old
Law to Moses, gave also express charge to the Evangelist
St. John to “ write these things.”®

The object which Dr. Milner has in view is very apparent ;
he prefers the preaching to the reading for the people; for
under the former those traditions of the Church ean be

maintairted which cannot be read in the Word of God. The
commission to preach is set above the commission to write
and read.

Every effort is made by Rome to relieve itself from being
subjected to the written word. If this grand rival to its own
authority can but be displaced, so that it shall itself, under
some pretext, be allowed to occupy the first place, the object
is accomplished. There is then no appeal from the response
of the managing priest; the ultimate authority is made to
rest in that officer of the Church, and what he utters becomes
law. Hence the eagerness of the Church of Rome to expose
the insecurity, the evils, the calamities, the disasters, the
follies, consequent upon the MerE use of the written Word ;
and to show how, without a guide, poor frail, fallible, erring
man, must of course wander, and lose the grand object
of his search, and all his pains. What can he know? and
should any clergy, excepting those of Rome, pretend to
instruct him, what can they do but mislead? Rome not being

* Quicquid enim ille de suis factis et dictis noslegere voluit, hoc scribendum
illis tanquam suis manibus imperavit. Hoc unitatis consortium et in diversis
officiis concordium membrorum sub uno capite ministerium quisquis intel-
lexerit, non aliter accipiet quod narrantibus dlsupuhs Christi in Evangelio
legerit, quam si 1psam manum Domini, quam in proprio corpore gestabat,
scribentem conspexerit.—August. De Consensu Evangelist., lib. i. cap. 35,
edit. as above.

b Rev. i. 11, 19; see Sir H. Lynde’s “Via Devia,” sec. ix. p. 205.
London, 1850. g £
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sure of the meaning of that Word, from which she claims
support for her teaching, there is no hope of succeeding pro-
perly ; recourse must be had to a feaching and preaching
church, properly authorized. These are some of Rome’s
notions, some of her assertions, some of the assumptions
which must of course be involved in her sctting aside the
written Word in favour of a teaching and preaching company,
under pretence that the one is empowered, and can act
efficiently, while other courses can only mislead and delude ;
there being no order, especially for mere individuals, to read
the Word.

But, if the absence of a direct unmistakable order to read
is so much relied on, where have we, after all, any one word
declaring, or so much as hinting, that this “teaching and
preaching ” is to be that of the Church of Rome? What one
word appears either in the Holy Secriptures or the fathers of
either church, Greek or Latin, to secure the Church of Rome
in the grand privilege, of being sole teacher and preacher ? or
to declare from her fountain alone flowed all truth, all security,
and all teaching of any value? Can no one read but herself ?
can no one see but herself? has no one any intellect but herself?

No. VII.

THE RULE OF FAITH.

The alleged limited scope and insufficiency of the Gospels and the Canonical
Epistles of the New Testament as a Rule of Faith—Patristic Evidence.

Wira an instinctive dread of Holy Scriptures being con-
sidered as a Standard or Rule of Faith, Dr. Milner takes
every occasion to place them in a secondary position. He -
informs us, that “only a part of them [the Apostles] wrote
anything, and what these did write was, for the most part,
addressed to particular persons or congregations, and on par-
ticular occasions.—8t. Matthew wrote his Gospel at the par-
ticular request of the Christians of Palestine, and St. Mark
composed his at the desire of those at Rome. St. Luke
addressed his Gospel to an individual, Theophilus, having
written it becaunse it scemed good to him to do so. St. John
wrote the last of the Gospels in compliance with the petition
of the clergy and people of Lesser Asia. * * % Nodoubt
the Evangelists were moved by the Holy Ghost to listen to
the requests of the faithful in writing their respective Gos-
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pels ; nevertheless, there is nothing in these occasions, nor in
the Gospels themselves, which indicates that any one of them,
or all of them together, contain an entire, detailed, and clear
exposition of the whole religion of Jesus Christ. The canonical
epistles in the New Testament show the particular occasions
on which they were written, and prove, as the Bishop of Lin-
coln observes, that ‘they are not to be considered as regular
treatises on the Christian religion.” ’—(Letter viii. p. 98.)

Nothing, says Bp. Hopkins, can manifest more plainly the
real spirit of Popery, than the necessity which its unhappy
priests are under to disparage, in this style, the Scriptures of
divine truth, in order to draw away the confidence of mankind
from the sacred oracles to their own corrupt teaching; and
therefore we must ask the attention of our readers to the
various points which Dr. Milner puts in this most irreverent
and blasphemous specimen of argumentation.

He had just before stated that the Saviour does not appear
to have commanded His Apostles to write, though he repeat-
edly and emphatically commanded them to preach His Gospel.
The inference desired to be conveyed of course is, that what
they said orally is to be taken for our guide, as the Churches
who heard them have handed it down by tradition, since in
this mode Romish innovations may be imposed upon the
world, under the pretence that they are derived from the oral
teaching of the Apostles, notwithstanding there is not a trace
of them to be found in the wriiten word.

But does not the command to preack include every mode
of teaching ?  When, for example, the Apostle Paul addressed
his epistles to the Churches, commanding that they should be
read by the disciples when they met together, was not this the
PREACHING to those Churches, with the single difference, that
as writings are intended to remain as the permanent monu-
ments of instruction, they are always expected to be more
full and deserving of repetition than the oral teaching, which
is confined to a single delivery ?

And what does Dr. Milner mean by saying that the Gos-
pels and Epistles were addressed to particular persons or
congregations, and on particular occasions? Did he ever
hear of any divine revelation that was not addressed to par-
ticular persons, and on particular occasions? And, in the
name of common sense, does that fact prevent its application
to all other persons and occasions where there is equal need
of it? And on the same ground, what advantage would he
gain for his oral traditions, which are pretended to be derived
from the same source? For we suppose that when the
Apostles delivered the truth of God by the living voice, they
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must have done it to particular persons or congregations, and
on particular occasions, inasmuch as they certainly could not
address the whole Church at once, except in writing, after
they were dispersed throughout the world, in the fulfilment
of their sacred mission.

He tells us, however, that the Christians of Palestine, and
those at Rome, and those in Lesser Asia, requested that the
Gospels might be written. He also says that “St. Luke
addressed his Gospel to a single individual, Theophilus,”’
apparently forgetting that this name cannot be shown to be
the title of any particular man, since it signifies a lover of
God; and hence it is at least as likely, if not much more so,
that it was addressed to every believer, because each one of
the faithful is a Theophilus, of necessity. But Dr. Milner
takes care not to inform his readers why those requests were
made, supposing, what cannot be proved, that the sacred
writers did not prepare their several contributions until they
had been requested. And yet it is most obvious that there
could have been but one reason for such a request, viz., that
the hearers desired to have a permanent record of what had
been delivered to them by the voice of the Apostles, in order
that they might be reminded of the truth by a lasting stan-
dard, and freed from the danger of distorting or losing any
portion of the celestial revelation, through the inevitable
infirmity of human memory. The ancient fathers state this
expressly in the case of St. Mark’s Gospel; and if it had not
been stated, the slightest reflection would prove the necessity
of such a course. And the history of the Church confirms it
most painfully. Since if, with the Scriptures, so much false-
hood and superstition have been added to the faith by a
pretended apostolical tradition, what must have been the
condition of the Church in case the wisdom of God had
furnished no fized monuments of divine truth as the standard
of His will ?

Neither is this the whole of Dr. Milner’s sophistry. He
informs us that the Gospels, taken altogether, do not contain
an entire, detailed, and clear exposition of the whole religion
of Jesus Christ. If he means by this that the rest of the
New Testament, together with the Old, is supposed to be
unnecessary, he treats his adversaries with the most absurd
unfairness, because no one has ever undertaken to say that
the rest of the Scriptures were superfluous, and that the whole
religion of Christ is in the Gospels alone. If he means by
an entire, detailed, and clear exposition of the religion of
Jesus Christ, the system of the Papal Church, we ful]y agree
with him, since it is very certain that the dlstmctlve dogmas

.
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of Popery, which the Church of England renounces, are not
only unwarranted by the Scriptures, but are, in many respects,
directly opposed to them. But if he means that the Scrip-
tures of the New Testament do not contain all the doctrines
of the Gospel faith, and all the morality of Christian practice,
and, moreover, when taken in connection with the Old Tes-
tament, all the warrant required for the details of form and
ceremony which the primitive Church adopted in worship and
discipline, and which we have retained, we deny the assertion
on the authority of the fathers, and on the ground of all
sound argument. His quotation from the English Bishop of
Lincoln, that “ the epistles of the New Testament are not to
be considered as regular treatises on the Christian religion,”
is nothing to the purpose. The question is, whether the
divine Scriptures, as a whole, contain a full and ample reve-
lation of the Rule of Faith, and not whether it has pleased
the Spirit of God to put their instructions into the form of
what Dr. Milner or any ‘other uninspired man would call “a
regular treatise.”

The Church of Rome is compelled to acknowledge the
Bible as TnE Worp or Gop, notwithstanding, like the ancient
Pharisees, she makes it void by ker traditions. Why, then,
we ask, were these divine Scriptures given at all, if they were
not designed to be the standard for the Church of Christ,
just as the Books of Moses were the standard for Israel
under the previous dispensation ? For if, according to Mil-
ner’s hypothesis, the faith of the Church was intended to rest
on c¢ral tradition, it is manifest that the written word would
be of no real value. What can be more absurd than the
idea that the Holy Spirit would dictate to the Church in this
permanent shape an incomplete, inconclusive, and unsatisfac-
tory exposition ? That, while there are many things recorded
there which are not strictly necessary to be known for our
salvation, yet the Spirit of God neglected to set forth the whole
of the faith, without which no one could be saved! That,
while the Scriptures contain a rich abundance of fruits and
flowers, yet they do not contain a sufficient amount of the
Bread of Life! As well might they charge upon the Lord
any other gross incongruity. As well might they persuade
us, that although He has adorned our bodies with various
members, and provided for the least among them the form of
grace and the beauty of colour, yet He neglected to furnish
the lungs to breathe, the brain to govern, or the heart to
circulate the blood of their vitality! As well might they
contend, that although His bounty had filled our lower world
with an exuberance of light, and a vast variety of vegetation,
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yet e had omitted the supplies of food which were essential
to our being ! Isit not an amazing proof of infatuation that
the Papal Church will thus persist in attributing to God that
which would be reproached as an absurdity in any human
lawgiver ? For who does not know that every earthly governor
is chiefly careful to provide first what is most necessary ?
Or what mortal author ever sought to instruct the world,
without giving his chief attention to that which he thought
most important for his reader’s information ?

But such is the deplorable irreverence of Papal writers
towards the Word of God, that they deny its chief office as
the Rule of Fuith, the Guide to Heaven, the Light of the
Church and of the world. The Scriptures are indeed inspired,
they admit; but the written dictates of the Holy Ghost are
not of half so much importance as the debates of a Roman
Council ! The Evangelists and Apostles wrote the Gospels
and Epistles by the direction of the Almighty; but the Pope
and the Bishops of Trent are far better teachers than they !
The Lord undertook to teach the way of life, but left out an
essential portion-of the lesson! The Redeemer placed His
saving truth on permanent record in a Book, but the truth
thus recorded was not worthy of being received as sufficient
for salvation! He inspired His special messengers, and gave
them holiness, and miracles, and tongues, and made them His
organs to publish a written revelation, and called it, by pre-
eminence, the Gospel. But he intended, notwithstanding, that
their work should be full of fatal defects and express false-
hoods, in order that a succession of uninspired men, many of
them destitute of holiness, some of them monsters of erime, and
all of them without miracles or any other supernatural gift,
might accomplishthe task of supplying and contradicting them!

Such is the fundamental proposition of Popery. The
Bible must be cast down, in order to set up her traditions.
The supremacy of the divine Scriptures must be dethroned,
and the dictates of Popes and Councils must be invested
with the crown and sceptre. And there is the head and
front of her offence against Heaven. It is cunningly de-
vised. Tt is artfully set forth. It is eloquently defended.
But it comes to this at last, and no sophistry can disguise
it. And hence we look upon the Papal system as involving
a high and very awful, though a covert blasphemy against
the majesty of God.—(Hopkins, pp. 289—295.)

Dr. Milner throughout his work is very profuse in his
reference to the ‘ Fathers’”’ of the Church wherever he can,
as he fancies, squeeze out an acknowledgment that may in any
way bear out his modern Romish Tridentine views. Butit is
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remarkable how barren are his pages of patristic support
when he comes to degrade the Worp or Gob, by placing it
on a level with the traditions of his Church. He does not
advance one single name, but a bishop of Lincoln (whose
meaning he perverts) to support his views. We have above
advanced an assertion, that the Scriptures do contain all that
is necessary to salvation in faith, morals, in worship, and in
discipline ; and in this we are amply borne out by the testi-
mony of the carly Christian writers.

The Church,* during a long succession of ages, beginning
with the immediately post-apostolic times, is regarded by us,
Protestants, as a valuable corroboration of the conclusion
which, however, we deem sufficiently established by the tes-
timony of Scripture itself, and by the reason of the case.”
But to Roman Catholics, who professedly rest much of their
belief on the authority of the Fathers, the argument now
under consideration ought to be conclusive. We say, then,
that a chain of evidence, bearing on the supreme importance
and sufficiency of the writfen Word of God, can be drawn
out from the works of the great Church Fathers, proving
incontestably that the doctrine of the modern Church of
Rome, regarding the in-sufficiency of Scripture, and the co-
ordinate authority of an independent Tradition, was utterly
unknown to the ancient Church either of the East or West.
To exhibit all these testimonies in detail would far transcend
our limits: we shall therefore content ourselves with
adducing a few of them as specimens of the whole.

We begin with Irenzus, the Bishop of Lyons, and the
disciple and friend of Polycarp, who again had been the com-
panion and disciple of the Apostle John. This Father repre-
sents the opinion of both the Eastern and Western Churches
towards the end of the second century. Disputing against
the Gnostic heretics, who denied the perfection and suffi-
ciency of Scripture, and maintained that the truth could not
be discovered from it by those who were ignorant of Tradi-
tion,® Irenzeus says—* We ought to leave such things as these

® We take the following from the Catholic Layman, October, 1852, p. 110,
et seq.

® Augustine thought as we do on this subject of patristic authority. ¢ Other
authors,” he says, ‘“however excellent their sanctity and learning, I read so as
not to credit their assertions merely because they say thus : but because they
have been able to persuade me, either by means of those canonical authors or
by probable reasons, that their statements are not repugnant to truth.”—
August. ad Hieron. tom. ii. 15, ed. Bened.

¢ “When they [the heretics] are confuted out of the Scriptures, they turn
round and accuse the Scriptures themselves, as if they were not accurate, nor
of authority, and because they are ambiguous, and because the truth cannot be
discovered from them. by those.who are ignorant of tradition :. for that the truth
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to God, who also made us, most rightly knowing that zZe
Scriptures indeed are perfect, as having been dictated by the
word of God and his Spirit.”* Again—* For we have become
acquainted with the dispensation of our salvation through no
other men than those through whom the Gospel has come to
us : which they then indeed preached, but afterwards, by the
will of God, delivered to us in the Scriptures, to be the foun-
dation and pillar of our faith”’® The last phrase, it will be
remembered, is the very one applied by St. Paul to the
Church—1 Tim. iii. 15. Irensus, accordingly, here distinctly
implies, that it was by the custody of the Sacred Scriptures
that the Church was to sustain her office as “ the pillar and
ground of the truth.”” Once more—“Read more diligently
the Gospel given unto us by the Apostles, and read more
diligently the prophets, and ye shall find the general mode of
action, and the whole teaching, and the whole passion of our
Lord predicted in them.”®

We come next to Terrurrian, who flourished a few years
later than Irenwus—that is to say, about the end of the
second century. This great writer, whom Vincentius of
Lerins pronounces (Commonit., c. 24) to be, “ apud Latinos
facile princeps,” thus expresses himself regarding Seripture,
when arguing against the heretic Hermogenes, who main-
tained the eternity of matter :—*“ I adore the fulness of Scrip-
ture, which manifests to me the Creator and his works.
.+ . But whether all things were made of some pre-
existent matter, I have as yet nowhere read. Let the shop
of Hermogenes show that it is written. If it is not written,
let him fear that woe which is destined for them that add or

was not delivered in writing but orally.” (Cum enim ex Scripturis arguuntur,
in accusationem convertuntur ipsarum Seripturarum, quasi non recte habeant,
neque sint ex auctoritate, et quia varie sint dicta, et quia non possit ex his
inveniri veritas ab his qui nesciant Traditionem : non enim per literas traditam
illam, sed per vivam vocem.—Cont. Heer. lib. iii. c. 2.) It is scarcely necessary
to direct attention to the truly remarkable resemblance here exhibited between
the respective positions taken up by the Gnostic heretics and Irenzus in the
second century, and those occupied by the Church of Rome and the Church
of England in modern times.

* Cedere hze talia debemus Deo, qui et nos fecit, rectissime scientes quia
Scripture quidem perfecte sunt, quippe a Verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus dictee.—
Cont. Heer. lib. ii. c. 47, edit. Grabe ; cap. 28, ed. 1853,

b Non enim per alios dispositionem salutis nostre cognovimus, quam per
eos per quos Evangelium pervenit ad nos: quod quidem tunc preconiaverunt,
postea vero per Dei voluntatem in Scripturis nobis tradiderunt, fundamentum
et columnam fidei nostree futurum.—Lib. iii. ¢. 1.

¢ Legite diligentius id quod ab Apostolis est Evangelium nobis datum, et
legite diligentius Prophetas, et invenietis universam actionem, et omnem doc-
trinam, et omnem passionem Domini nostri preedictam in ipsis.—(Lib. iv. c. 34,
ed. 1853 ; cap. 66, ed. Grabe.) The meaning obviously is, that in the Gospel the
general tenor of our Lord's actions and the whole of his doctrines were exhibited ;
whilst the prophets predicted all the circumstances connected with his passion.
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take away.”’* Again, when disputing against the heretic
Marcion, he says— I do not admit what you bring forward
of your own, extraneous to Scripture.”’®

The next witness whom we shall cite is Amsrosg, the
famous bishop of Milan, who flourished circ. A.p. 874. This
eminent Father recognized no authority as co-ordinate with
and independent of Scripture—* How,” he says, “ can we use
those things which we find not in Scripture ?’¢ And again
—< I read [in Scripture] that He [Christ] is the first, I read
that he is not the second : let those who say He is the second,
prove it by reading.”’¢

Contemporaneously with Ambrose lived JErROME, unques-
tionably the most learned theologian of the Western Church.
He thus expresses himself respecting the grounds upon which
his belief was founded :—*“ As we deny not those things that
are written, so we reject those things that are not written.”’®
The instance which he gives is peculiarly worthy of attention,
when taken in connection with the various purely traditional
notions entertained by the Church of Rome of the Virgin
Mary— That God was born of a virgin we believe, because
we read if. That Mary married after she gave birth to Him,
we do not believe, because we read it not.”’t

A few years later—that is, towards the close of the fourth
century—we come to AveusTIiNE., The writings of this Father
have been always held in the highest esteem in the Western
Church, and the Church of Rome, in particular, has ever
regarded them with especial reverence. What, then, is
Augustine’s opinion on the point under discussion? “In
those things,” he says, “ which are plainly laid down in Scrip-
ture, all things are found which embrace fuith and morals.”’s
Again—“ Whatsoever ye shall hear thence [i.e. from Scrip-
ture], let this savour well with you: whatever is extraneous to

® Adoro Scripturs plenitudinem, quz mihi et Factorem manifestat et facta.
An autem de aliqua subjacenti materia facta sint omnia, nusquam adhuc legi.
Scriptum esse doceat Hermogenis officina. Si non est scriptum, timeat Ve
illud adjicientibus aut detrahentibus destinatum. — Tertull. adv. Hermog.
c, 22

b Non recipio quod extra Scripturam de tuo profers.—De Carn. Chris.
coATe

¢ Qua in Scripturis sanctis non reperimus, ea quemadmodum usurpare
possumus —Ambr. Offic. lib. i. ¢. 23.

4 Lego quia primus est, lego quia non est secundus. Illi qui secundum
aiunt, doceant lectione.—De Inst. Virg. c. 2.

¢ Ut hec qua scripta sunt non negamus, ita ea quz non sunt scripta
renuimus.—Hieron. adv. Helvid. tom. iv. pars ii. p. 141.

f Natum Deum esse de Virgine credimus, quia legimus. Mariam nupsisse
post partum non credimus, quia non legimus.—Loc. cit. f

& In iis, qua aperte in Scriptura posita sunt, inveniuntur illa omnia qua
continent fidem moresque vivendi.—August. de Doctr. Christ. lib: ii. e. 9,
tom. iii. 801, ed, Bened, %
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it, reject, lest ye wander in a cloud.”* Again—¢“ Wherefore if,
concerning Christ, or hig Church, or anything else whatsoever
pertaining to your faith and living, I do not say we (who are
not to be compared to Him, who said—* Although we,” &c.
—Gal. 1. 8), but even as St. Paul adds, ‘an angel from heaven
were to preach to you aught besides (praeterquam) what you
have received in the legal and evangelical Scriptures [the Old
and the new Testaments], let him be accursed.’””® 1t should
be particularly observed, that Augustine is here not condemn-
ing the inculcation of doctrine confrary to Scripture, but in
addition to it (preterquam quod in Scripturis accepistis).
Will any candid Roman Catholic say, that the above is the
language of one who believed, as the Council of Trent teaches,*
that there are Church traditions, respecting faith and morals,
not contained in Scripture, and which are to be received with
the same sentiments of piety and virtue as the Scriptures
themselves ? If more evidence be required, the same Father
elsewhere says—‘ Those things, however, which appertain to
the investigation and preserving of frue religion, Divine Scrip-
ture is not stlent about.”’® Again, speaking of the confutation
of heresy, he says— There can be no proof of true Christia-
nity, nor can there be any other refuge of Christians wishing
to know the truth of the faith, except the Divine Scriptures.’’f
And, to quote once more, writing against the Donatists, he says

& Quicquid inde audieritis, hac vobis bene sapiat: quicquid extra est, respuite,
ne erretis in nebula.—August. Serm. de Pastor. c. xi. tom. v. 238,

b Proinde sive de Christo, sive de ejus Ecclesia, sive de quacunque alia re
que pertinet ad fidem vitamque vestram, non dicam nos (nequaquam compa-
randi ei qui dixit Licet st nos), sed omnino (quod secutus adjecit) s¢ angelus de
cezlo vobis amnuntiaverit preterquam quod in Secripturis legalibus et evan-
gelicis accepistis, anathema sit. — August. cont. Petilium, lib, iii. c. 6,
tom. ix, 301.

¢ The Rhemish trauslators correctly render the Greek mwap’ b in the 8th and
9th verses by ‘“besides.” But whilst they felt themselves constrained to follow
the Vulgate version (preeterquam quod, praeter id quod), they take care to
inform their readers, in their note, that, according to St. Augustine, what
St. Paul here condemns is ‘“such teaching as is contrary and disagreeing to
the rule of faith.” Now, this remark is not only at variance with the words
of Augustine above cited, but even to the very passage of that Father to
which they themselves refer, where he says,—‘‘qui autem pretergreditur
fidei regulam, non accedit in via, sed recedit de via.”—(August. Trac'. in
Johan. xeviii. 7.) We may add, that Theophylact and (Ecumenius, in their
commentaries on this passage of the Galatians, are also directly opposed to this
Rhemish gloss. With respect to the Greek 7ap’ d there seems to be no doubt
that the correct translation is besides or more than, as the Rhemish translators
themselves render it again in Rom. xii. 3.

4 See the Decretum de Can. Serip., Con. Trid. Sess. iv.

¢ Qua tamen pertinent ad veram religionem querendam et tenendam, divina
Seriptura non tacet.—August. Ep. 42.

f Nulla probatio potest esse verw Christianitatis, neque refugium potest
esse Christianorum aliud, volentium cognoscere fidei veritatem, nisi Seripture
Sacree.—August. de Pastorib. ¢. 12, tom. ix. 279.
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— Let them demonstrate their Church, if they can, not by
discourses and rumours of the Africans, not by councils of
their own bishops, not by the writings of any disputants
whatsoever, not by deceitful signs and wonders, against which
we have been prepared and warned by the Word of the Lord,
but by the words of the one Shepherd himself, in the whole
canonical authorities of the Sacred Books.”’® This remark-
able passage is deserving of all attention from Roman
Catholics.

Such are a few of the testimonies of the early Latin Fathers
in favour of the Rule of Faith for which Protestants contend.
When we turn to the Eastern Church, we find, if possible,
even stronger statements upon the point. :

CrEMENT of Alexandria, celebrated as one of the founder
of the famous school of Alexandria, and the master of the
renowned Origen, thus writes towards the close of the second
century :— They who are ready to labour for what is most
excellent, will not desist in their search after truth till they
obtain demonstration from the Scriptures themselves.”®

Or1eEN, the successor of Clement, in the beginning of the
third century, says:—“In the two Testaments every word
that appertaineth unto God may be sought and discussed, and
out of them all knowledge of things may be derived. But
if anything remains which Divine Scripture does not determine,
no other third Scripture ought to be received to authorize
knowledge . . . but let us commit to the fire what remains;
that is, let us reserve it for God. For God has not willed
that we should know all things in the present life.”¢ Could
Origen have written thus if he had entertained the epinions
put forward by Bellarmine respecting Tradition, which obvi-
ously represent it as a third Scripture? Again,—“ Where-
fore, it is necessary for us to call the Sacred Scriptures to

* Ecclesiam suam demonstrent, si possunt, non in sermonibus et rumoribus
Afrorum, non in conciliis episcoporum suorum, non in literis quorumlibet dis-
putatorum, non in signis et prodigiis fallacibus, quia etiam contra ista Verbo
Domini preeparati et cauti redditi sumus, sed in ipsius unius Pastoris vocibus,
in omnibus canonicis sanctorum librorum auctoritatibus.”—(August. de Unit.
Eccles. c. 16, tom. ix. 871.) This is quite in harmony with what he says in the
3rd chapter of the same treatise—¢ Nolo humanis documentis sed divinis
oraculis sanctam ecclesiam demonstrari.”

b AN’ of movelv Erotpor Emi Toic kaNNioroig, ob mpbrepoy dmosTioovTat
Lnrotvreg Ty d\pbeiav mpiv &v Ty amédaiw 4n’ avrdv NdBwor TV
ypap@y.—Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vii. p. 889, ed. Potter.

¢ “In hoc biduo puto duo Testamenta posse intelligi, in quibus liceat omne
verbum quod ad Deum pertinet requiri et discuti, atque ex ipsis omnem rerum
scientiam capi. Si quid autem superfuerit, quod non Divina Scriptura
decernat, nullam aliam tertiam Scripturam debere ad auctoritatem scientiz
suscipi . ... Sed igni tradamus quod superest, id est, Deo reservemus.
Neque enim in preesenti vita Deus scire nos omnia voluit,—Origen. Homil. v.
in Levit. tom. ii, 212.
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give evidence: for our meanings and interpretations, without
these witnesses, have no credit.”’®

HirroLyrus the Martyr, a contemporary and friend of
Origen, and a disciple of Irenzus, thus writes :—“ As he who
would desire to exercise the wisdom of this world cannot
otherwise attain it, unless he read the dogmas of the philoso-
phers: so, whosoever of us will exercise piety towards God
can learn it from no other source than from the Divine
Scriptures.”’®

ArHANasIUs, the famous Bishop of Alexandria, in the be-
ginning of the fourth century, expresses himself as follows :—
“The holy and divinely-inspired Scripfures are sufficient in
themselves for the enunciation of truth.” ¢ Again,—* These
[canonical books] are the fountains of salvation, so that he who
thirsts may be satisfied with the oracles contained in them;
in these alone the school of religion preaches the Gospel ; let
no man add to or take from them.”? These are the words
of the man who spent his life in controversy with the Arians,
and who was the great head of the Catholic party at the
(Ecumenical Synod of Nice. He obviously knew nothing of
Traditions which were at the same time necessary to salvation
and not contained in Scripture.

CyriL, Bishop of Jerusalem, in the middle of the fourth
century, after having given a summary of the doctrine con-
cerning the Holy Spirit, says that he will now prove it in
detail from Seripture:— For,” he adds, ““concerning the
divine and holy mysteries of the faith, even the most casual
remark ought not to be delivered without the Sacred Scriptures.
Do not implicitty believe me saying these things to you unless
you receive proof of the statements from the Sacred Scrip-
tures.” ¢ Again, speaking of the mode of the divine gene-
ration not being revealed in Scripture, he says:—“ Wy,

® Quapropter necesse nobis est Scripturas sanctas in testimonium vocare :
sensus quippe nostri et enarrationes, sine his testibus, non habent fidem.—
Orig. Hom, 1. in Jer.

b Quemadmodum enim, si quis vellet sapientiam hujus sazculi exercere,
non aliter hoe consequi poterit, nisi dogmata philosophorum legat; sic qui-
cunque volumus pietatem in Deum exercere, non aliunde discemus quam ex
Scripturis sacris.—Hippolyt. adv. Noetum, ch. ix.

¢ Adrapksic piv ydp slow al dyiar kai Oeémyvevoror ypagai wpde THY Tijg

d\nOctac dwayyehiay.—Athanas. cont. Gentes, tom. i. ed. Bened.
: 2 Tabra [BuBAia] wyyai Tob swrnpiov, wote Toy Suldvra ipgopeicbar Tiv
&v Tovrowe Noyiwy v Tovrolg pévov Td tiic eboefelac Sidackuleiov edayye-
Ailerar upleic TovToic imBalNérw, pndé Todrwy dpaipeicbw.—Ex Festali
Epistola xxxix. tom. ii. 962.

¢ A¢l yadp wepi T@v Oelwy kal dyiwy tiic mwicrewe puornpiwy pindé 70 THxov
dvev TOY Belwy wapadifooBat ypagdy . . . . pnlt épol T TavTd oot AéyovTe
am\ag moTEDaYC, Eav THY dwoladiy TEY kaTayyeANopivwy dwd TV Qady pi

AafByc ypap@y.—Cyril. Hierosol. Catech, iv. 17.
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then, do you busy yourself about what the Holy Spirit has not
written in the Scriptures ?” 2

Basit the Great, Bishop of Cesarea, and one of the most
profound theologians of his age (circ. A.p. 370), thus writes :—
“ Believe those things that are written ; the things whick are
not written seek not after.””’® And again,—*“1It is @ manifest
Jalling away from the faith, and arrogance, either to reject
anything of what is written, or fo introduce anything of
what is not written.” ¢ 'We shall quote one passage more,
as Basil is one of the authorities on whom Roman Catholic
divines rely most in support of Tradition :—* Let, therefore,
the inspired Secripture arbitrate between us; and tke sentence
of truth shall be adjudged to those with whom are found doc-
trines consonant to the Divine oracles.””? From these words
it appears that, according to Basil, Scripture and Divine
Oracles are one and the same thing ; and that in every ques-
tion their authority is supreme.

Trroru1LUS, Bishop of Alexandria, towards the close of the
fourth century, believed it to be “an instinct of the devil to
follow the sophisms of human minds, and ¢o think anything
Divine without the authority of the Scriptures.””® Roman
Catholics will, of course, assent to the first clause of this
sentence ; but could the Tridentine Fathers, who asserted the
existence of Divine traditions not contained in Scripture,
fairly subscribe to the sccond ?

Grecory, Bishop of Nyssa, and brother of Basil, declares:
— Forasmuch as this is supported by no testimony of Scrip-
ture, we shall reject it as false.”’t

Cyriy, Bishop of Alexandria, in the beginning of the fifth
century, to the very same effect asks:—“ That which Holy
Scripture kath not said, by what means, pray, shall we receive

2 Ti rolyvy wolumpaypoveic & undé 76 Mvedpa 16 "Ayiov Eypager dv raic
yoagaic :—Cyril, Hierosol. Catech. xi. 12.

b Toic yeypappévore mioTeve, Td pi) yeypappéva pn Lire.—Basil. Hom. xxix,
adv. Calumn. S. Trin. The Benedictine editors (tom. ii. 611) put this into
the Appendix of spurious passages: but it contains nothing that cannot be
paralleled from contemporary writers (¢. g., Cyril), and from Basil himself, as
in the next extract.

© davepd fcmrwoiwe wioTewe kal vmepnaviag karnyopla f Gbereiv Tt Ty
yeypappévwy 1§ iracdyew Tdy pi yeypappéivov.—DBasil de Fide, c. i. tom. ii.
251, ed. Bened.

1H Gebmyvevaroe npty Swurnodrw ypagn. Kai wap’ ole dv edpeff rd
dbypara ovvpda Toic Oeiore Néyorg, Emi TovTolc fEee Tijg aAnbeiag % Yiipoc.~—
Basil. Ep. 80, tom, ii. p. 901.

< Tgnorans [Origenes] quod dzmoniaci spiritus esset instinctus sophismata
humanarum mentium sequi, et aliquid extra Scripturarum auctoritatem putare
divinum.—Theoph. Alex. Ep. Pasch. ii.

f Cum id nullo Scripture testimonio fultum sit, ut falsum improba-
bimus.—Lib. de Cognit. Dei, cit. ab Euthymio in Panoplia, pars i.
tit. viii. n. 4. ?
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and reckon it among those things that are true ?* é fored
of the last two passages cannot be evaded by saying that they —
relate to things with which Tradition had nothing to do.’
The writers would scarcely have expressed themselves so
absolutely had they been aware of the existence, in their own
day, of a source of proof equally certain and authoritative with
Seripture, and yet independent of it.

CHrysostoM, the famous Bishop of Constantinople, towards
the close of the fifth century, thus speaks of Holy Seripture:
—<¢ Look for no other teacher ; thou hast. the oracles of God,
none teaches thee like these.” ¢ TIs there any doubt here as
to the sufficiency of Scripture? And again,—* He who useth
not the Scriptures, but climbeth up some other way—that is,
cutteth out for himself another and an unlawful way— he is @
thief”4 Roman Catholies think it enough to reply, that
Chrysostom is here speaking of antichrists and heretics.
Certainly ; but what he condemns them for is, not adhering
solely to Scripture. Had he or they heard of the existence
in the Church of Divine traditions not contained in Scripture,
would he have ventured thus to apply the words “ avafalvwv
aMaxd0ev?””  Once more,—* Wherefore, I exhort and be-
seech you all, leaving aside what this man or that man thinks
concerning these things, to learn all these things from the
Scriptures.” ©

The abové passages, taken from some of the most eminent
writers of the first five centuries, may serve to convey a
general idea of the light in which Holy Scripture, as
the ultimate and sufficient basis of all essential truth, was
regarded by the early Church. The ingenuity of controver-
sialists has, in various ways, endeavoured to elude the direct
force of some of those statements; but the general impres-
sion which they leave upon every unbiassed mind, no sophis-
try or special pleading can efface. Nor will that impression
be impaired even after we have brought forward (as we shall
do, when considering the Roman Catholic side of the argu-
ment) other passages from the same or different Fathers, in
which the use and authority of Tradition are dwelt on. For

L ]

2 "0 ydp odx elpnrev 7 Oela ypapn, Tiva 01 tpéwov mapaletiusba, kai tv
T0i¢ dAnBic Exovst karakoyotpeda ;—Cyril. Alex. Glaph. in Gen, lib. ii,

b Perrone, Loc. Theol. pars ii. sec. ii. ¢. 1.

¢ Mndé mepipeivye Erepov diddokalov' Exeg Ta Aoy Toi Ocol: odleic oc
Suodoret a¢ tretva ;—Chrysost. Hom. ix. in Ep. Coloss.

40 yap p1j raig ypagdic xpopevog, dAAa dvafBaivey dAhaxddev, rovréiorTiy
irtpav favrg kai pn) vevopopévny tépvey 600v, kNéwrng foriv.—Chrys.
Hom. lix. in Joh.

e Aw mapakald kai Stopar mhvrwv Ypdv, deevric i T Ociv kai T deive
dokel mepl TobTWY, Wapd TEV ypagwy rudta dmavra wvvldvesfe.—Chrys,
Hom. ix. in Coloss. cap. 3.

B
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it will, we trust, appear perfectly obvious, first that the Tri-
dentine notion of Tradition, as an authoritative source of
essential truths mnot contained in Scripture, was utterly
unknown to the ancient Church; and, secondly, that even
with respect to inkesive truths (i. e. doctrines either expressly
or implicitly contained in Scripture), the first and last appeal
was made to the written Word, the evidence of Church Tra-
dition being referred to either as subordinate and simply
corroborative; or else in controversy with heretics, who
questioned the authenticity of the orthodox Scriptures; or,
finally, under other very special circumstances. -

As the result of our investigation, therefore, in the words
of Jeremy Taylor, we assert “that there never yet was any
Catholic Father that did affirm in terms, or in full or equiva-
lent sense, that the Scriptures are defective in recording any-
thing necessary to salvation, but that they all unanimously
taught to the contrary.” ®

But the chain of evidence in favour of the sufficiency of
the Scriptures, the Protestant rule of faith, does not terminate
with the fifth, or indeed with any, century of the Church’s
history. We have upon our side the testimony of some
of the greatest theologians of every age. For instance,

* JomannNes Damascenus, the great oracle of the Eastern
Church in the eighth century, thus writes :— All things that
are delivered us by the Law, the Prophets, the Apostles, and
the Evangelists, we receive, acknowledge, and reverence,
seeking for nothing beyond these.””® In the beginning of the
fifteenth century, the famous Gerson, Chancellor of the
University of Paris, and the most learned man of his time,
thus expresses himself :—“ In the examination of doctrines,
the first and chief thing to be attended to is if the doctrine be
conformable to Holy Scripture, since Seripture has been
delivered to us, as a sufficient and infallible rule, for the
government of the whole ecclesiastical body and its members,
to the end of the world. It is, therefore, such an art, such a
rule or exemplar, that any other doctrine which is not con-
Jormable to it is either to be rejected as heretical, or is to be
accounted altogether suspicious, or not appertaining to reli-
gion.”” ¢ This is precisely the doctrine of the Church of Eng-
land in her sixth article.

2 Jeremy Taylor’s ¢ Dissuasive,” g) 192, Oxford ed., 1836.

® Hévra ra wapadesdapéiva puiv ud te vépov kal mpopnrdv kai dwosTélwy
kal ebayyeNiorwv, Sexbpeba, cai ywdoropey, kai otBopev, oddty meparrépw
robrwy imlnrodvrec.—Joh. Damasc. de Orthod. Fide, ec. i.

¢ Attendendum in examinatione doctrinarum, primo et principaliter, si
doctrina sit conformis Scriptur® . . . . quoniam Scriptura nobis tradita
est tanquam regula sufficiens et infallibilis, pro regimine totius ecclesiastici
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Nay, more, it is an unquestionable fact, thatin the Council
of Trent itself, the opinions of the prelates were not unani-
mous respecting the famous decree, so often referred to,
which placed Tradition on an equality with Scripture. The
Bishops of Fano and Chioggia especially protested against
this decree: and the latter went so far as to exclaim that it
was impious to elevate Tradition to the level of Scripture.®
Even in that very assembly, whose avowed object was to
condemn the so-called heresies of the Reformers, there were
found men honest and bold enough to proclaim and defend
what had been the unquestioned doctrine of the Catholic
Church during many ages, and had never ceased to be held
by many of its greatest ornaments. Roman Catholics, and
even Protestants themselves, seem to take it for granted, as
a matter of course, that the decrees of the Council of Trent
were passed with the full concurrence of all its members, and
and that the characteristic dogmas of the modern Church of
Rome were then regarded as established verities, which only
needed the authority of the Church to sanction them as
essential to salvation. The fact, however, is far otherwise:
many of those dogmas were then open questions, about which
great diversity of opinion existed. But as any appearance of
such diversity, in the formal definitions of the Council, would
have furnished the “ heretics” with a powerful argument
against what they maintained to be innovations on the doc-
trines of the Primitive Church, it was arranged that, before
each session, general “ Congregations” should be held, in
which the decrees to be proposed should be discussed, and
the opinions of the prelates taken” upon them; it being

corporis et membrorum, usque in finem sxculi. Est igitur talis ars, talis
regula vel exemplar, cui se non conformans alia doctrina vel abjicienda est ut
hereticalis, aut suspecta, aut impertinens ad religionem prorsus est habenda.
—Gerson, de Exam. Doctr. pars ii. con. 1.

= “This equality [sc. of Scripture and Tradition] was not approved of by
some, and especially by Bertano (Bishop of Fano). For, he argued, although
both might proceed from God, from whom all truths are ultimately derived,
yet it did not follow that everything true should be regarded with the same °
veneration as the Sacred Scriptures. That, inasmuch as some traditions had
failed, it was obvious that God was unwilling that so much stability, and,
consequently, so much veneration, should be attributed to them as to Seripture.
Nachianti, Bishop of Chioggia, inveighed still more bitterly against an equality
of this kind, traditions being considered by him not as Divine revelations but
as [human] laws, the weight of which he deemed insupportable. He exclaimed,
when the question of their universal adoption was proposed, that that equality
between the Sacred Writings and Traditions appeared to him impious.”—
(Pallavicino, Istoria del Concil. di Trento, lib. vi. cap. 3, 4.) The other bishops,
more true to the principles of their Church, heard this protest, we are told,
with wonder and horror; and, accordingly, he who dared to vindicate the
supreme authority of Holy Scripture, was compelled to acquiesce in the decree
which directly denied it.

E 2
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understood that whatever was decided upon by the majority,
in those preliminary meetings, should be passed in the fol-
lowing session with the unanimous consent of the Council,
the dissentient minority tacitly acquiescing in the previous
decision.® Such was the mode in which Tradition was placed
upon a level with the written Word of God by the unanimous
consent of the Catholic Church, as represented by the
“ Sacred (Ecumenical Synod of Trent.”

. No. VIIL

THE RULE OF FAITH.
Tradition ; or, the Roman Rule of Faith,

‘WE have seen that Dr. Milner has stated the Romish rule
of Faith to be “the whole word of God, both written and
unwritten, in other words, Scripture and Tradition, and
these propounded and explained by the Catholic Church.”—
(Letter x. p. 125.)

No Protestant would ever reject the “unwritten word of
God” wherever it can be heard or found. But who is to
vouch for it? The meaning, however, which is attached to
this definition is, that as a “ Rule of Faith,” the written word
of God is insufficient, and that oral ““ Tradition ”” is equally
part of the Christian’s rule. 'What is this but to admit that
there are doctrines taught by the Church of Rome, which she
declares necessary to be believed for our salvation, but which
are not in the written Word, but are founded on “ Tradition ?”’
‘We cannot admit into this discussion questions of discipline
and forms, but matters of faith alone.

® “The 8th of February, Cardinal del Monte [afterwards Pope Julius III.]
held a congregation, wherein he desired the Fathers of the Council to remember
the prayer he had formerly made to them, not to give their opinions anew in
the sessions upon the decrees that were published there ; since, those decrees
having been passed in the congregations by a majority of voices, this would
only serve, as he had formerly told them, to give the heretics an occasion of
talking, when they should see that the decrees that were published in the sessions
were contradicted by the Fathers of the Council themselves.”—(Du Pin, Eecles.
Hist. 16th Cent. vol. iii. lib. iii. ch. 1.) In the discussions which took place in
the subsequent congregations respecting the four articles that were extracted
from Luther’s writings, Antonio Marinari, a Carmelite, with reference to the
first of these articles expressed himself of opinion that Traditions should not be
spoken of at all, and that ‘it would be better to imitate the ancient Fathers, who
had always made use of Scripture alone, except in cases of necessity, without
ever daring to put Tradition in competition with it.”—(P. Sarpi, Hist. du Cone.
de Trente, liv. ii. ch. 46, edit. Courayer.) Cardinal Pallavicino attempts to
throw discredit on this statement of Sarpi, but there seems to be no just
ground for calling it in question.
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Dr. Milner proposes to prove that the Scriptures are insuf-
ficient ; and that we require the assistance of oral ““ Tradition.”
In support of this position he appeals to the testimony
of the Fathers. These we will examine ; but we here repeat
that neither Dr. Milner nor any other Roman controver-
sialist has been able to produce one single direct assertion
from any early Christian writer which declares the insuffi-
ciency of the Scriptures as a “ Rule of Faith,” and the neces-
sity of ¢ Tradition” to make up any supposed deficiency in this
respect ; while, on the other hand, we have adduced “line
upon line” from these writers directly asserting and main-
taining the sufficiency of the written Word as the Christian’s
sole “ Rule of Faith.” This is an intelligible issue.

‘We will now take up each of Dr. Milner’s references sepa-
rately, and shall then be able to examine their value in
establishing his position :—

1 begin,” says Dr. Milner, ¢ with the disciple of the Apo-
stles, St. Ignatius of Antioch. It is recorded of him that, in
his passage to Rome, where he was sentenced to be devoured
by wild beasts, he exhorted the Christians who got access to
him, ¢to guard themselves against the rising heresies, and to
adhere, with the utmost firmness, to the tradition of the
Apostles.” ?  The reference is “Euseb. Hist. L iii. e. 30.”
This ¢ 307 should be 36; but that is of little moment with
Dr. Milner.

The passage from Ignatius is as follows :*—* He [Ignatius]
exhorted them to hold firmly by the tradition of the Apo-
stles, which, confirmed by his own testimony for the sake of
security, he judged it necessary fo commit fo writing.”” Euse-
bius goes on, in immediate continuation, ‘ Arriving, there-
fore, at Smyrna, where Polycarp lived, he writes one epistle
to the Church at Ephesus,” &e.,* and which we now possess.
So that, agreeably to Ignatius, “the tradition of the Apo-
stles,” to which he exhorted the Asiatic Churches to adhere,
is contained in the epistles, which he himself composed. But
in making the quotation, Dr. Milner stops short at “ the
Traditions of the Apostles!” To Ignatius’s own letters,
therefore, recourse must be had, if we are desirous of learn-
ing what, according to the martyr-bishop of Antioch, is  the
Tradition of the Apostles;” and here we in vain search for
any of the Roman Traditions Apostolic, so called.

A learned professor, and editor of the writings of Ignatius,
Vedelius, argues that nothing that this early Christian writer

* We should here observe that we follow the invaluable work  Pope’s
Roman Misquotations,” p. 253, et seq. London, 1840.
® Euseb. Ecel, Hist. lib, iii, ¢. 36, curd Vales. p. 106. Paris, 1659.
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has recorded is other than what the Apostles themselves have
put in writing : “ It is not possible,” he says, “to discover
any apostolical tradition in the epistles of Ignatius (I mean
in those which are genuine, and not spurious), which is not
found in the writings of the Apostles, either in as many
words, or at least in the same sense, and by necessary con-
sequence.”?

In this place it may not. be without advantage to offer some
remarks on the terms wapddosic and traditio. Wherever these
words occur, a member of the Church of Rome at once con-
cludes, that they refer to some channel by which truth is
handed down, beside the volume of Inspiration. But this is
mere gratuitous assumption. The term wapddosic is some-
times, observes Suicer, 1dentical with the written Word, and
signifies the Holy Scriptures themselves. For example, in
Gregory of Nyssa :’—

“ The Divine Books truly abound with instruction of this
nature” (namely, as to the path which terminates in glory) ;
“and many of the saints exhibit, as a lamp, their walk and
_conversation to those who live in conformity with the will of
God. But it is in every one’s power to gather, in rich
copiousness, from both the Testaments of the divinely-
inspired Seripture, the precepts which relate to this proposed
end. For many may be collected, and that abundantly, in
the Prophets and the Law, and many in the Evangelical and
Apostolical Traditions [awoarodwkaic wapaddaeot].”

On this passage Suicer remarks: “ What can be more evi-
dent? That which Gregory had before called ¢ both Testa-
ments,” he afterwards describes as ‘the Prophets and the
Law,” also ¢the Evangelical and Apostolical Traditions;’
from whence even the blindest may perceive, that the written
Word is designated by the Nyssene father, tradition.”

The same profound scholar quotes another example from
Gregory of Nyssa:°—

“ We believe both from the common opinion and from the
tradition [mapaddoemc] of the Scriptures,” that there are
unclean spirits.?

Suicer gives examples of the like use of the word mwapd-
doatc, by other Greek fathers.

To these may be added the following passage from the
V. Cat. of Cyril of Jerusalem :*—* But take thou and hold

» Ignat. que exstant Omnia, curd Vedelii. Genev. 1623, Apol. cap. ii.

® De Virginitate, cap. xi. tom. iii. p. 147, Bened. edit.

¢ De Anima et Resurrectione, tom. iii. p. 212.

4 Greg. Nyssen. cap. xi. de Virginitate, tom. iii. p. 147,

¢ This translation is taken from ‘“ A Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic
Church,” vol. 1i.' pp. §7, §8. ' Oxford, 1838.
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that faith as a learner and in profession, which is by the
Church delivered to thee, and is established from all Scrip-
ture. For since all cannot read the Scripture, but some, as
being unlearned, others by business, are hindered from the
knowledge of them; in order that the soul may not perish
for lack of instruction, in the Articles which are few, we
comprehend the whole doctrine of the Faith. This I wish
you to remember in the very phrase, and to rehearse it with
all diligence among yourselves, not writing it on paper,* but
by memory graving it on your heart as on a monument :
being watchful during your exercise, lest haply some of the
Catechumens overhear the things delivered to you.” This I
wish you to keep all through your life as a provision for the
way, and besides this to receive no other for ever: whether
we ourselves should change and contradict what we now
teach; or some opposing angel, transformed into an angel of
light, should aim at leading you astray (2 Cor. xi. 14): For,
though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other Gospel
unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed
(Gal. i. 8,9). And for the present, commit to memory the
Faith, merely listening to the words ; and expect at the fitting
season the proof of each of its parts from the Divine Scrip-
tures. For the Articles of the Faith were not composed at
the good pleasure of men: but the most important points
chosen from all Scripture, make up the one teaching of the
Faith. And as the mustard-seed in a little grain contains
many branches, thus also this Faith, in a few words, hath
enfolded in its bosom the whole knowledge of godliness con-
tained both in the Old and New Testaments. Behold, there-
fore, brethren, and hold the traditions which ye now receive,
and write them on the table of your hearts (2 Thess. ii. 15;
Prov. vii. 8).”¢

¢ Here Cyril,”” observes the Benedictine editor, “ enunciates
the Creed, which is given on a subsequent page.”® The Creed
adverted to is a little shorter than the Nicene profession of

# The Bened. Editor of Cyril assigns as a reason which prompted this com-
mand—an unwillingness that the symbol of faith should fall into the hands of
unbelievers :—¢ Norunt omnes severe cautum fuisse & Patribus, ne symbolum
chartis mandaretur, atque ita in infidelium manus deveniret.”—Bened. in loc.

b Cyril in his Procat. num. 12, had before admonished the Zlluminandsi,
that they should not repeat to the Catechumens any part of the matter which
they were about to hear in the Catecheses:—‘“Jam superiiis monuerat
Procat. num. 12, &c., ne quidquam Catechumenis repeterent de his que in
Catechesibus audituri essent, &c.”—DBened. in loc.

¢ Cyril. Hieros. Opera, Bened. Paris, 1720. Cat. V. sec. xii. pp. 77-8.
Oxon. 1703. Cat. V. sec. vii. pp. 75-6.

4 Tllic Cyrillus tradit symbolum, quod habetur infr, pag. 84.—Marg. Annot.
ap. Ben. in loc.
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faith; but accurately agrces with it. By fraditions, there-
fore, it is evident that Cyril means the doctrines specified in
the Creed he alludes to; which is “ made up”’ of “the most
important . points chosen from all Scripture,”—to use the
language of our author.?

Suicer also furnishes examples of ¢raditio being used as
“identical with the written word.”—¢ The word treditio,”
he remarks, “is employed by Cyprian in this very sense: one
or two instances taken from his works will suffice. When
Stephen had observed, ¢ Let no new practice be introduced,
except that which has been handed down,” Cyprian (Ep. Ixxiv.
ad Pompejum) thus writes: ¢ From whence is that tradition ?
Whether has it come down from the authority of the Lord and
the Gospels, or from the commands and letters of the Apostles?
For that those things which are written, are to be done, God
testifies, and sets before Joshua, saying: The book of this
law shall not depart out of thy mouth; but thou shalt
meditate therein day and night, that thou mayest observe to
do all things which are written therein’ (Josh. chap.i. 8).
Presently Cyprian remarks: ¢ If, therefore, it is either com-
manded in the Gospels, or contained in the Epistles or Acts,—
that those abandoning heresy should not be baptized, but that
hands should merely be laid on them in order to penitential
discipline, let this divine and holy tradition be observed.’ Thus,
in the same Epistle: < If truth shall in any respect be uncer-
tain and fail, let us return to the fountain-head which is from
the Lord, to the Gospels (ad originam Dominicam et Evange-
licam), and to Apostolical tradition.® And a few lines after,
he calls it the sacrament of Divine tradition.’”

On these passages, Suicer remarks: “ According, there-
fore, to Cyprian, tradition is twofold : that of the Lord, and
that of the Apostles ;—of these, the former is transmitted in
the Gospels; the latter is revealed in the Epistles.”

s By traditions,” says Milles, “the Fathers often mean nothing else (as
Cyril in this passage) than the doctrine of Faith, handed down by the Prophets
and Apostles in the Old and New Testaments.” Milles, having cited the
extract from Greg. Nyss. (De Anim. et Resurrect.) already given, quotes
another example of the similar use of wapddooic. “Cyril of Alexandria, on
the lxvi. chapter of Isaiah, calls the doctrine of the Gospel wapddoow, a
tradition. ‘He wishes them to be mild and patient according to the
Evangelical traditions.” ”

Per wapadéoeic sepe intelligunt Patres, uti hoc loco Oyrillus, nihil alind
quam doctrinam Fidei & Prophetis et Apostolis in Veteri Novoque Testamento
posteris traditam. % i 7 * Bt Cyrillus Alexandrinus in caput
Ixvi. Esaie, Evangelii doctrinam vocat wapddosiv. Tpaodg adrodvg PodAerar,
kai dvekicdrovg elval, card ye Tag ebayyehicac mapadioeg.  Vult eos mites, et
malorum tolerantes esse, juxta traditiones Evangelicas.—Not. apud Oxon, edit.
(1708) in loc.

b Edit. cur./Pamel. p. 195,
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The preceding quotations clearly establish that the words
mapadosie and fraditio, in the writings of the Fathers, do not
necessarily mean oral Tradition, or allude to other dogmas
beside those contained in the Inspired Volume; but that they
are not unfrequently employed, either as synonymous with
the Bible itself, or in reference to truths made known therein.

To return to Dr. Milner. He continues: “The same sen-
timent appears in the epistles of his [Ignatius’s] fellow-
thartyr, St. Polycarp, the angel of the Church of Smyrna,
Rev. ii. 8.7 Here neither passage nor reference is given.
Polycarp suffered martyrdom by fire, at a very advanced age,
in Smyrna, about 130 years after our Saviour’s death, and
only one epistle from his pen has survived; it is addressed
to the Philippians. Not only does the ¢ the same sentiment ”’
not appear in this eminent martyr’s epistle, but throughout
the whole of it the word ¢ Tradition” does not appear. So
much, then, for the testimony of this “ holy bishop.”

Ireneus, we are told by Dr. Miluer, ‘“abounds with
testimonies to the present purpose :’—¢ Nothing is more easy
to those who seck for the truth, than to remark, in every
Church the tradition which the Apostles have manifested
to all the world. We can name the bishops appointed
by the Apostles in the several churches, and the successors
of those bishops down to our own time [A.p. 180], none of
whom ever taught or heard of such doctrines as these
heretics dream of.—(Adv. Heeret. lib. iii. ¢. 5.)”” Now since
Irenseus appealed, as we shall presently see, to the fulness
and sufficiency of the written Scriptures, and bearing in
mind what we have already observed in the use of the word
¢ tradition,” we have not the slightest hesitation in asserting
that Irenseus never referred to any other tradition which
the Apostles have manifested,” except as shown forth in
their writings.* The Church of Rome preserved traditions,
but not such as are now observed in that Church. They
might have preserved them incorrupt to the days of Ireneus,
who was “vir apostolicorum temporum.” Rome was then
famous for her faith (Rom.1i.8); but “ Quantum mutaius
ab illo Hectorey qui quondam !”’

Again: we are told that ““this holy Father emphatically
affirms that ‘In explaining the Scriptures, Christians are to
attend to the pastors of the Church, who, by the ordinance of

* Ubicumque Pontificii inveniunt vocabulum Traditiones, illud mox detor-
quent ad suas traditiones, quae ex Scriptura probari non possunt, ut cum Paulus
dicit (1 Cor. xv.), Tradidi vobis, &c., Hic statim exclamant, Audis traditiones ?
Audlo, sed mox in eodem loco lego, Paulum scripto explicare qua sunt illa qua
tradiderit, &c.—Chemnitz, Examen Conc. Trid. pars i. p. 110, edit. 1606.
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God, have received the inheritance of truth, with the succes-
sion of their sees.’— (Lib. iv. ¢. 43.)” Well! what then? The
question at issue is not as to the ““ explaining the Scriptures,”
by the “ pastors of the Church,” but whether these pastors,
who ““had received the inheritance of truth,” declared the
insufficiency of the Scriptures as the sole “rule of faith,”
and the absolute necessity of oral “ tradition ” to make up the
short-comings of the Scriptures. As we do attend to the
“ pastors of our Church,” and do believe that “{they have ré-
ceived the inheritance of truth” through the wrirteN Worb,
we cannot exactly see how this passageis a lesson to us. But
in immediate connection with this passage Dr. Milner adds
another :—* The tongues (Irenzeus adds) of nations vary, but
the virtue of tradition is everywhere one and the same; nordo
the Churches believe or teach differently from those in Spain,
Gaul, the East, Egypt, or Libya;” and the reference given is
“Ti.1.¢.8.”” Itisstrangeindeed that Dr. Milner should select
the very passage, of all others, which we were about to quote
against him to refute his argument.* But in quoting this pas-
sage we did not intend to restrict ourselves to the few lines
selected by Dr. Milner, but to give the whole context, which
we now venture to do. From this it will be seen that Irenseus
particularly defines what this universal tradition is ; and having
thus fixed it, he emphatically adds (sect.2) that ‘neither will
he who is strong in speech enlarge it, nor will he who is
weak in speech diminish it. For this faith being one,
neither has he who can say much respecting it amplified it,
nor has he who can say little curtailed it.”” When the
reader has perused the entire passage, he will have no diffi-
culty in declaring that Irenzeus, in the passage above cited
by Dr. Milner, from the 4th book, c. 43, means by the
“inheritance of truth’” received by the ‘pastors of the
Church,” the #ruths exclusively derived and taught in the
written Word only.

Irenwzus, in the passage in question, writes :—

« For the Church, although she is extended throughout the
universe, even to the ends of the earth, received the faith
from the Apostles and their disciples, which faith is in one
God, the Father Almighty, who made heaven, and earth, and
the sea, and all things which are in them ; and in one Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, who was incarnate for our salvation ;
and in the Holy Spirit, who predicted the dispensations of God

* We were misled by his reference. The passage will not, in all the editions,
be found in the third chapter, which vary in the divisions, Dr. Milner fol-
lows the numbering of Grabe's edition ; but in the Benedictine, printed at
Paris, 1710, it ranks/as cap. 10, f
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by the prophets, and the advent, and the generation from the
Virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection from the dead,
and the ascent in the flesh into heaven of Jesus Christ our
beloved Lord, and His coming from heaven in the glory of
the Father, to resume all things, and to raise the flesh of all
mankind ; so that, according to the good pleasure of the invisi-
ble Father, every knee, of things in heaven, and things on
earth, and things under the earth, should bow to Jesus Christ
our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King, and every tongue
should confess Him, and that He should judge all things in
righteousness, and that He should consign to eternal fire the
spiritual things of iniquity, and angels that have transgressed
and apostatized, and the impious and unjust, and the blas-
phemers among men; and granting, on the other hand, life
and immortality and eternal glory to the just and righteous,
and to those who keep his commandments and perse-
vere in his love, some from the beginning, others after
repentance.

2. And the Church, albeit she is scattered throughout the
whole world, having received this preaching and this faith,
diligently keeps it as if she inhabited one house; and in like
manner she believes in these things as having one soul and
one heart, and she uniformly teaches them and hands them
down as having one mouth. For although there are various
languages in the world, yet the strength of tradition is one
and the same. And neither do the churches that are founded
in Germany believe or hand down otherwise; nor do the
churches which are in Spain, or in Gaul, or in the East, or
in Egypt, or in Libya, or those which are established in the
middle of the world. But as the sun, the creation of God,
is one and the same in the whole world, so also the light,
which is the preaching of truth, everywhere shines and
enlightens all men, who will come to the knowledge of the
truth. And neither will he who is strong in speech enlarge
it (for no one is above his master), nor will he who is weak in
speech diminish it.  For this faith being one, neither has he
who can say much respecting it amplified it, nor has he who
can say little curtailed it.” ®

This passage needs no further remark than the observation,
that the word mapaddoewe, used by Irenzus, exactly agrees
with the explanation we have above given of the import of
the word as not unfrequently used by the early Christian
writers.

The next passage is given as follows, also as from Irenzus:

* Irenzus’s “First Book against Heresies,” ch. x. p. 50. Bened. edit.,
Paris, 1710.
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—¢ Since it would be tedious to enumerate the succession of
all the churches, we appeal to the faith and tradition of the
greatest, most ancient, and best known Church, that of Rome,
founded by the Apostles SS. Peter and Paul; for with this
Church all others agree, inasmuch as in her is preserved the
tradition which comes down from the Apostles.” The refer-
encé is “ Lib. iii. ¢. .7

It must be remembered that Irenzus wrote at the latter
end of the second century. He was born about a.p. 140, and
suffered martyrdom in the year 202. The passage in ques-
tion appears in the 8rd chapter, and not in the 2nd, in both
Grabe’s and Massuet’s editions. It thus commences:— The
tradition of the Apostles, manifested thronghout the whole
world, may be seen in every church by all who wish to hear
the truth.” Now, here is a remarkable similarity to the
sentiment enunciated in the former passage quoted, wherein
he specifies these traditions universally received by all the
churches, which no one dared to amplify or curtail, which
was not a code of unwritten doctrines, supposed to be in the
keeping of the pastors of the Church, and having the same
divine authority as the written Word ; but this “ Tradition
of the Apostles” was contained in, and rested on, that
written Word. He then proceeds to say, that they “ could
reckon up both those who by the Apostles were appointed
bishops in the churches, and their successors, down even to
his own time.—But,”” he continues, * since, in such a volume
as this, it would occupy too much space to enumerate the
successions of all the churches, we shall confound all those
persons who, from whatever bad motive, make their inferences
differently from what they ought, simply indicating that
Apostolic tradition and that declared faith of the greatest and
most ancient and universally known Church, founded at
Rome by the two most glorious Apostles Peter and Paul,
which has come down even to us, through the succession of
her bishops.” Now, was the faith of the Church of Rome at
that day such as required an alleged unwritten tradition—
say, if you will, ““ Apostolical Tradition ’’—independent of,
and of equal authority to, the writien Word, to support the
truth or orthodoxy of her doctrines ? 'We challenge proof of
this; let the reader run over the several doctrines set out by
Irenzeus, and which he declared to be “the faith received
from the Apostles,” and the “ tradition ”’ universally received,
and which was not to be added to, or diminished from, and
he will deduce from the language of Ireneeus, that the faith
of the Roman Church was founded on the tradition of the
Apostles, derived from the written Word, alone, since by the
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written Word alone we are instructed in all those  fraditions™
enumerated by Irenzus.

But Dr. Milner quotes, or rather misquotes, this passage
for the additional purpose of thrusting prominently forward
the Church of Rome; and, in order to give that church the
pre-eniinence, he drops an important sentence; the passage
proceeds : “ For to this church, on account of the more potent
principality (propter potentiorem principalitatem), it is neces-
sary that- every church should resort, that is to say, those
faithful individuals who are on every side of it,* in which the
tradition descending from the Apostles, has always been pre-
served by those around it.”

Here we may remark, that the Church of Rome, relying
on her ¢ tradition,” does not now hold the same belief as did
the Church in the time of Irenseus. The latter declared that
the adjoining faithful individuals on every side of the Church
at Rome, should resort to that church “on account of its
more potent principality ;> whereas the former claims autho-
rity for her by direct ““divine”” appointment, as successor of
St. Peter, the alleged first Bishop of Rome. On this latter
tradition, again, the passage referred to by Dr. Milner, strange
enough, throws some further light, showing that the fradition
now held varies from that recorded by Irenseus. Dr. Milner
repeatedly calls Peter the first Bishop of Rome,” whereas
Irenzeus continues to say, ¢ The blessed Apostles (viz., Peter
and Paul), then founding and building up that church, deli-
vered to Linus the episcopate of administering it;” and he
then enumerates the succession of the Bishops of Rome up
to his day, twelve in number, counting from Linus inclusively.
According to the ¢radition, therefore, of the Church in his
day, Peter was not the first Bishop of Rome; but he and
Paul together appointed Linus as the first Bishop of that
see. That there should be no misunderstanding, we add in a
note the entire passage from Irenseus.

® The word here used is *“undique,” that is, those who were dependent on
this Metropolitan Mother Church. Each bishop of a Metropolitan Church had
a separate and independent jurisdiction, and this independent authority was
confirmed by the Sixth Canon of the First Council of Nice held many years
after, namely, A.D. 345.

b Letters xIvi. pp. 437—440, and xxviii. p. 284.

¢ Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifestatum, adest
perspicere omnibus, qui vera velint audire: et habemus annumerare eos, qui
ab Apostolis instituti sunt Episcopi in Ecclesiis, et successores eorum usque
ad nos. Sed quoniam valde longum est, in hoc tali volumine, omnium Eccle-
siarum enumerare successiones ; maxima et antiquissime et omnibus cognitz
a gloriosissimis duobus Apostolis Petro et Paulo Romz fundate et constitute
Ecclesize, eam quam habet ab Apostolis traditionem et annunciatam hominibus
fidem, per successiones Episcoporum pervenientem usque ad nos,—indicantes,
confundimus omnes eos, qui, quoquo modo, vel per sui placentium malam vel
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It is further to be observed, that while Dr. Milner is pro-
ducing this passage asillustrating the value (to put the easiest
construction on his motives) of oral “ Tradition,” in contra-
distinction to the written Word, he is affording the strongest
argument against its adoption as a “ Rule of Faith.” The
doctor upholds the theory that Peter was the first bishop of
Rome; on which point not only is Irenzeus wholly silent, but
is by implication of a contrary opinion. But Dr. Milner
agrees with Irenzeus in the statement that the episcopate was
delivered directly to Linus, as the first bishop, but 1s silent
on the co-operation of Paul. Dr. Milner’s words are : “ He
[Peter] afterwards removed his own See to Rome, the capital
of Europe and the world. Here, having with Paul, sealed the
Gospel with his blood, he [Peter] transmitted his prerogative
to St. Linus, from which it descended in succession to St.
Cletus and St. Clement;”’? thus making Linus succeed to
the episcopate after the death of Peter ; Cletus then succeeded
in the second, and Clement in the third place. That is one
Tradition. Another Tradition, recorded in what is called the
¢ Apostolic Constitutions,” informs us that ¢ Linus was the
first ordained bishop of the Roman Church by Paul, but
Clement after the death of Linus, by Peter in the second
place ;”® and Tertullian also declares that Clement was
ordained by Peter.

Here then Tradition is at fault on one, to Rome at least, of
the most important of her tenets. How idle then is it for
Dr. Milner to strive to place his “ Traditions” on a level with
Scripture, and call Irenazus to support his assertion ?

Dr. Milner keeps, however, what he considers the most
‘“ crushing ”” sentence from Irenzeus for his last quotation,
giving it in most legible type as follows :— SupposiNG THE
APOSTLES HAD NOT LEFT US THE SCRIPTURES, OUGHT WE NOT

vanam gloriam, vel per cecitatem et malam sententiam, praeterquam oportet
colligunt. Ad hanc enim Ecclesiam, propter potentiorem principalitatem,
necesse est omnem convenire Ecclesiam ; hoc est, eos qui sunt undique fideles :
in qua semper, ab his qui sunt undique, conservata est ea qua est ab Apostolis
traditio. Fundantes, igitur, et instruentes, beati Apostoli, Ecclesiam, Lino
Episcopatum administrande Ecclesiz tradiderunt.—Succedit autem ei Ana-
cletus: post eum, tertio loco ab Apostolis, Episcopatum sortitur Clemens.—
Huic autem Clementi succedit Euaristus : et Euaristo Alexander. Ac deinceps,
sextus ab Apostolis, constitutus est Sixtus: et ab hoc, Telesphorus: aec dein-
ceps, Hyginus: post, Pius: post quem, Anicetus. Cum autem successisset
Aniceto Soter: nunc duodecimo loco, Episcopatum, ab Apostolis, habet
Eleutherius.—Iren® adv. Her. lib. iii. ¢. 3.

* Letter xxviii. p. 284.

b Tijc 8¢ ‘Pwpaiwv "Exk\qeiac, Atvoc piv 6 Khavdiac mparoc dwd Ilavdov,
KA\7fjunc 82 perd rod Aivov Odvaroy v’ ipov Tlérpov devTepog KexeLpoTovnTat.—
Const. Apost. lib. vii. c¢. 46, in Le Clerc’s Patres Apost. tom. i. Edit.
Amst. 1724,

¢ De Prescript, adv. Haret. cap, 36, p. 216. Paris, 1675.
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STILL TO HAVE FOLLOWED THE ORDINANCE OF TRADITION,
which they consigned to those to whom they committed the
Churches? It is this ordinance of fradition which many
nations of barbarians, believing in Christ, follow without the
use of letters or ink.” The reference given is “L. iv. c. 64,”
being a false one, as will shortly appear.

Here, again, for the better understanding of the author
quoted, we will give a literal translation of his own words,
such at least as are handed down to us, and we place the
text itself in a foot-note :*—

“Tr it had so happened that the Apostles had left us no
Scriptures, must we not then have followed the order of
tradition, which they committed to those with whom they
intrusted the Churches? To this course many nations of
illiterate barbarians, who believe in Christ, do assent, having
salvation written in their hearts by the Holy Spirit, without
writing or ink, and thus preserving the ancient tradition,
believing in one God, the Maker of heaven and earth,” &ec.

And this passage is quoted to prove that the primitive
Church recognized an authority, “unwritten tradition,” as
well as the written Word; that oral instruction is amply
sufficient for the laity ; and that, in point of obligation, the
written Word need not be communicated to them by the
priesthood. To ourselves the passage appears decidedly to
establish the contrary. For doubtless, as Irenzus remarks,
if it had so happened that the Apostles had left us 7o written
Scriptures, we should #ken have been necessitated, like be-
lievers in the patriarchal ages, to follow the order of tradition,
either purely oral, or some other sufficiently recognized
authority. But through the good providence of God, the
Apostles have left us the Scriptures. Therefore, by intrust-
ing us with them, they have practically demonstrated to us
the insufficiency and insecurity of tradition; for had oral
tradition from age to age been sufficient, the written Word
would have been superfluous, and would not have been given.
But it is insinuated that Irenzus, in the case of the barba-
rians, speaks of oral tradition in terms of approbation ; be it
so. It was only if they had no copies of the Scripture, or
could not read. But was the oral Tradition commended by
him the same, or the tenets the same, as advocated by

* Quid autem, si neque Apostoli quidem scripturas reliquissent nobis, nonne
oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam tradiderunt iis quibus committebant
ecclesias ! Cui ordinationi assentiunt multe gentes barbarorum, eorum qui in
Christum credunt, sine charactere et atramento scriptam habentes per Spi-
ritum in cordibus suis salutem, et veterem traditionem diligenter custodientes,
in unum Deum credentes, Fabricatorem cceli et terre, &c.—Irenzus adv.
Heer. lib. iii. cap. iv. p. 172, fol. Edit. Basil,, 1570.
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Dr. Milner, such as that which the Council of Trent placed
upon an equal footing with Scripture? Nothing of the kind.
What can be found instructing them in Purgatory, prayers
to saints and angels, St. Peter’s supremacy, indulgences, &c.?
The tradition commended by Irenseus was simply an oral
catechumenical communication of such truths as those con-
tained in the written Word, the Articles of their Faith or
creed ; for of such only he especially speaks:—“In unum
Deum credentes, Fabricatorem ceeli et terre;” whereas that
enforced by the Council of Trent sets forth sundry matters,
not only not contained in the Bible, but directly contrary
to it.®

Such, then, is the evidence adduced by Dr. Milner from
Irenzus on one side of the question, but he has wholly
omitted to mnotice the passages we have before quoted in a
former article (p. 42, supra), which to all candid readers
must decide the question against Dr. Milner’s one-sided
views.

Tertullian is the next valuable witness quoted, and the
manner in which he handles this venerable writer might well
astonish the Rev. Mr. Jackson in his review of the passages
selected by Dr. Milner. I must confess,” he says, ¢ that I do
not understand Dr. Milner.” After reading the passages cited
by him,’ and comparing them with the original, we are utterly
at a'loss in what terms to describe his procedure. The only
supposition which we can make, consistent with his good faith,
is this—that he found the passages, as he has given them, in
some Romish selection of Tertullian’s sayings, and that he
was wholly ignorant of their connection and import, as they
stand in the original. To us it appears incredible, that any
intelligent man, moderately skilled in the Latin language,
with a copy of Tertullian before him, should with honesty of
intention have so misrepresented the drift of that Father’s
reasoning, as Dr. Milner has taken the liberty of doing.

It is impossible, in any short compass, to convey an ade-
quate notion of the extent to which misrepresentation has
been here carried. We must confine ourselves to a few lead-
ing points; but we entreat the reader to consult the De
Preascript. Heeret. for himself, that he may learn to appreciate
the accuracy of Dr. Miluer, in describing the opinions of the
Fathers.

The passages alluded to, which are of considerable length,

¢ Elliott’s ¢ Delineation,” &ec., p. 45. London, 1851.

b We now quote from Mr. Jackson’s work, ‘The Two Main Questions in
Controversy between the Churches of England and Rome,” p. 172.
Dublin, 1825.
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are given in Letter x. pp. 132-3, as two distinct portions
Tertullian’s work. The reference to the first is thus marked :—
“Preescrip. advers. Heres. edit. Rhenan, pp. 36, 37;” the
reference to the second, “Ihid. 36, 87.”— pp. 86, 37,” is
manifestly a misprint for eap. or sect. 36, 37. The treatise
itself is also miscalled.? But, instead of the two extracts
being found in chapters 36, 87, or in any other chapters of
the De Preescript. Heeret. in the consecutive form in which
Dr. Milner has chosen to exhibit them, the reader will be
surprised to learn, that they are ingenious pieces of patch-
work, made up of detached sentences forcibly torn from their
context, out of no less than seven different chapters, some of
them pretty distant from each other ; namely, out of ch. 15,
16, 19, 31, 32, 36, 37. 'The rendering is as unfaithful as
this dislocation is unwarrantable ; and the sentences are so
artfully dovetailed into each other, as to present the appear-
ance of a connected set of propositions which produce a
conclusion at perfect variance with the general bearing of
Tertullian’s argument. That argument is similar to the line
adopted by Irenzeus; whose work Adv. Heres. it is mani-
fest Tertullian made use of in the composition of his own.
The adversaries of both these Fathers held much in common,
whilst they equally rejected the genuine Scriptures, either
wholly, or in part; and appealed to the pretended secref Tra-
ditions of their own sects, in opposition to the Traditions of
the Apostolic Churches, which were in that age consentient
with Scripture on the points in question. The heretics in
Tertullian’s day, as appears from cap. 22 and 25 of the De
Praescript. Heeret., accounted for these traditive doctrines, by
which they had corrupted the simplicity of the Christian
faith, being unknown to the Universal Church, by supposing
that all truth had either not been revealed to the Apostles
themselves, or had not been communicated by them to Chris-
tians in general.” In addition to these silly and even impious
pretences, these heretics, it seems, made @ show of appealing to
the written word, thus improving upon the adversaries of
Irenzus, who rejected the Scriptures altogether. But fo
what kind of writings they appealed as the inspired Word is
the main question: on the answer to it, the whole force of

2 Tt deserves to be remarked, once for all, that the references throughout
Dr. Milner’s work are so vague and inaccurate, as to be nearly useless to the
reader.

b Solent dicere [heretici] non omnia Apostolos scisse, eddem dementis qui
rursus convertunt, omnia quidem A postolos scisse, sed non omnia omnibus
tradidisse; in utroque Christum reprehensioni subjicientes, qui aut minus
instructos, aut parum simplices Apostolos miserit.—De Praescript. Heret.
cap. 22,

T
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the quotation depends, as far as it is applicable to the prin-
ciples of Protestants. That answer will be soon furnished :
meanwhile, let us follow Tertullian step by step. “Sed ipsi
de Scripturis agunt, et de Scripturis suadent!” The ipsi is
emphatical, and implies a contradiction between their real
principles, and their affected appeal to Scripture as a test
which could be consistently resorted to by the orthodox alone,
and which was in fact fheir standard of opinion. It is as if
Tertullian had said, these very heretics feel, that in order to
give a specious colour to their tenets, the Scriptures must
not be wholly disregarded. Ipsi de Scripturis agunt, &c.—
“They, as well as we, appeal to the Scriptures.” “ For with
what plausibility,” asks he, “ could men presume to speak of
matters of faith, without reference‘to the written documents
in which that faith is contained ?”’

In this sense, we think it is plain, as the only one agreeing
with the context, that the following sentence 1s to be under-
stood :— Aliunde scilicet suadere possent de rebus fidei, nisi
ex litteris fidei ? ’—(Ib. c. 14.2) “ By the very impudence of this
appeal,” he afterwards goes on to say, ‘““they advance their
cause: theyexhaust the patience of the strong, they impose upon
the weak, they raise doubts in the minds of the wavering.”®
The prescription, therefore, or general rule, which he lays
down for managing controversy with persons of so artful a
character, is this:—that they should not be permitted to
argue the matter on their alleged Scriptural grounds; for
before the question could be decided in such a way of con-
ducting the inquiry, it was manifest, that the genuineness of
the Scriptures to which the parties appealed, must be pre-
viously ascertained.® And now the question is to be answered,
—To what sort of Scriptures did these heretics appeal? to
the genuine and undoubted Scriptures? No; neither Ter-
tullian nor Irenzus would have disallowed an appeal to them;
but to spurious writings, or copies of the Scriptures mutilated
and interpolated, to serve their own purpose. An appeal to
Scripture, whilst men were not agreed as to what was to be
taken as Scripture, could lead to no concord; it was an idle

* In Semler'’s edition, it stands thus:—¢‘ Aliunde scilicet suadere non
possent, &c.,” without the note of interrogation. The sense is still the same.
Dr. Milner’s translation of this passage will be shortly seen,

b Secripturas obtendunt, et hac sua audacia statim quosdam movent: in
ipso vero congressu, firmos quidem fatigant, infirmos capiunt, medios cum
scrupulo dimittunt.—De Preascript. Heeret. cap. 15.

¢ Hunc igitur potissimum gradum obstruimus, non admittendos eos
ad ullam de Scripturis disputationem. Si ha ille sunt vires eorum, wufs

eas habere possint, dispici debet, cui competat possessio Scripturarum.
Ib. cap. 15.
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disputation,  calculated only to disorder the stomach, or to
distract the brain.”® i

Such is the scope of these passages in Tertullian when
viewed in their context, which Dr. Milner, after having mis-
translated and compounded according to his own purpose,
has adduced to establish this conclusion; for this is the
only one which can be drawn from them, as they are put
together by him ; that Protestants, in appealing to the Bible,
resemble the heretics confuted by Tertullian ; of whom that
Father is represented by him as saying, in terms of the
strongest disapprobation, ¢ They meddle with the Scriptures
and adduce arguments from them; for in treating of faith
they pretend that they ought not to argue wupon any other
grounds than the written documents of faith.” >—(Letter x.
p- 132.) The artifice consists in making Tertullian deny the
legitimacy of an appeal to the genuine Scriptures; whereas he
denied only the possibility of determining the question by an
appeal to spurious Scriptures, the heretics making use of
Jorgeries and corrupted copies, and resorting to a mode of
interpretation accommodated solely to their'own hypothesis.©

Dr. Milner’s effrontery in producing these passages of Ter-
tullian as making for his own purpose, is to be equalled only
by the unwarrantable freedom which he has taken in trans-
lating them. ! i

To complete his perversion of Tertullian, he uses these
words : “ In another of his works this eloquent Father proves
at great length the absolute necessity of admitting Tradition
no less than Scripture as the Rule of Faith; inasmuch as
many important points, which he mentions, cannot be proved
without it ” (p. 134). '

The work alluded to is the “De Corona Militis,” but no
reference to the passage is given. Throughout this perform-
ance Tertullian is weak and declamatory, though in some
passages not ineloquent. In the third and fourth chapters
are enumerated ¢ the important points,” which cannot be
proved without Tradition ; and they turn out to be ceremonial

* Quoniam nihil proficiat congressio Scripturarum, nisi plane aut stomachi
quz ineat, eversionem, aut cerebri.—(Ib.' cap. 16). In the next sentence he
assigns the reason :—Ista heresis non recipit quasdam Scripturas; et si quas
recipit, adjectionibus et detractionibus ad disposits instituts sui intervertit :
et si recipit, non recipit integras.—Ib. cap. 17. .

b This he gives as the translation of Tertullian’s ironical word :—Sed ipsé
de Scripturis agunt et de Scripturis suadent ! aliunde scilicet suadere possent
de rebus fidei, nisi ex literis fidei !—1Ib. cap. 14.

¢ His nituntur, qu® ex falso composuerunt, et qua de ambiguitate cepe-
runt. Quid promovebis, exercitatissime Scripturarumn ? cum si quid defenderis,
negetur ex diverso. Si quid negaveris, defendatur. Et tu quidem nihil perdes
nisi vocem in contentione.—Ib. cap. 17.

2
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practices and observances not indeed enjoined in Scripture;
but which Tertullian rightly insists upon, as deriving sufficient
authority from express appointment and ecclesiastical usage.®
Dr. Milner makes Tertullian appeal to them, as a part of the
Rule of Faith, and consequently as emanating from Jesus
Christ and his Apostles. Tertullian says of these, and of
similar appointments: “ Annon putas, omni fideli licere con-
cipere et constituere, duntaxat quod Deo congruat, quod dis-
ciplinee conducat, quod saluti proficiat, dicente Domino, cur
autem non et a vobis ipsis quod justum est judicatis ?’ (c. 4).

But, we shall be the better enabled to judge of the origin
of these Traditions, by enumerating some of them. They
are such as these: the form of renouncing the devil and his
angels, used in the rite of baptism; the practice of trine im-
mersion observed in that rite; the tasting of a mixture of
milk and honey on coming out of the baptismal bath, and
the abstaining afterwards from the use of the common bath
for a whole week; the partaking of the sacrament fasting ;
oblations for the dead (very different, it should be recollected,
from masses for the dead) ; the not fasting, and not kneeling
in prayer, on the Lord’s day, and between Easter and Whit-
suntide ; with others of a similar description: most of which
“important ” practices, the Romish Church has herself dis-
used, in virtue of that authority for regulating matters of
ceremony and discipline which every church possesses, and
by which they had been at first established.

Besides these ingenious perversions of Tertullian’s argu-
meunts, the doctor has also further accommodated the passages
from chapters (not pages, as Dr. Milner strangely misprints
it) 36, 87, of the treatise De Prescript. Heret. most com-
fortably to his own use, by omitting Tertullian’s reference to,
and arguments from, the other Catholic Churches, and citing
merely the instance of the Church of Rome. * Percurre,” says
the Father,  Ecclesias Apostolicas,” directing inquirers after
the truth for confirmation in it to Corinth, Philippi, Thessa-
lonica, Ephesus, and, last of all, to Rome, “if you are in its
neighbourhood ;” and here it is that Dr. Milner commences his
quotations, appropriating all the praise of the Church Catho-
lic to that local Church alone. But are the Roman priests
prepared to show that Tertullian is in this passage speaking
of the Roman Church at all? Whoever will be at the pains of
reading the treatise in the original, will be of opinion that he
1s not, or that this is at least a very doubtful matter, and that
there is quite as much, if not more, reason to suppose that he

* Quas sine ‘ullius Scripturs - instrumento, ' solius ' Traditionis titulo, et
exinde consuetudinis patrocinio, vindicamus,—De Cor. Mil. c. 3.
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is speaking of the whole Catholic Church, in contradistinction
to the heretics. It was obligatory also on Dr. Milner, refer-
ring to as he does (we can hardly say making use of) the
edition of Rhenanus, to establish the reading *ista Ecclesia,”
which he has adopted, but which the copy of that edition to
which we have access (Basil, 1521) does not exhibit (p. 102).
That reading tends to help out, in the hands of modern sec-
tarians, a more special application to Rome herself alone, and
may enable her to fancy she can adopt Tertullian’s language
towards the Churches of Marcion and similar communities,
and demand, “ Who are you, and where did you come from,
and what business have you here in my vineyard ?—This is
my farm,” &c. &c. All this may sound very grand, but, like
the notions of the old Apostolics, it isin Rome’s mouth equally
arrogant. It cannot appear to any one so very evident that
this passage applies to the local Church of Rome. To many
it must be evident, for various reasons, that it does not. No
one, for instance, has pretended that it was at Rome that the
heresies, here condemned by Tertullian, took their rise; and
the Roman priests show that they also have their misgivings,
for they introduce the word Rome or Roman in the passage,
where it is not in the original, in order to fasten this sense
on the words.*

Dr. Milner, after these testimonies, can afford—so rich he
fancies himself in Patristic testimony—“to pass over the
shining lights of the third century, such as St. Clement of
Alexandria, St. Cyprian, Origen, &c., all of whom place
Apostolic Tradition on a level with Scripture” (p. 134).
Here is an abandonment of the question at issue. Dr. Milner
should have shown that some one of these held doctrines
which they declared to be “Apostolical Traditions,” which
were not contained in the Secriptures, or that some one of
them deemed the Secriptures insufficient as a rule of faith.
A passage is given as from Origen, but without any reference,
and which we cannot find. On the other hand we have to
refer the reader to the extracts already produced from that
writer (p. 46, supra).

To this we might add several of a similar nature, but shall
content ourselves with the two following :—

““ As all gold, whatsoever it be, that is without the temple,
is not holy, even so every sense which is without the divine
Scripture, however admirable it may appear to some, is not
holy, because it is foreign to the Scriptures.”® And again :
“ Consider how eminent their danger is who neglect to study

® Simong’s ¢ Mission and Martyrdom of Peter,” p. 115. London, 1852,
The reader will consult this book with advantage on this subject.
b Origen in Hom. xxx. in Matt. Latin edit. Basil, 1571,



70 THE RULE OF FAITH.

the Scriptures, through which alone a judgment as te the
soundness of their instructors can be formed.”’?

There is a passage in Cyprian which refers to Tradition.
It is in a letter written to Pompeius against Stephen, Bishop
of Rome, and we must from this conclude that it was Stephen
who pleaded custom and tradition, to which Cyprian replied
in the following words:—¢ Whence comes this tradition ?
Doth it descend from the Lord’s authority, or from the com-
mands and Epistles of the Apostles? Tor those things are to
be done which are there written,” &ec. ¢ If it be commanded
in the Epistles and Acts of the Apostles, then let this holy tra-
dition be observed.’® - Evidently considering those traditions
apostolical only which are recorded in the Scriptures. With
regard to Clement of Alexandria, Dr. Milner avoids eiting
any extract to establish his position; the passage, how-
ever, to which he doubtless alludes, is that cited by Messrs.
Kirk and Berington, in their popular work, entitled ¢ The
Faith of Catholics,” under the heading “The Church is the
Expounder of the Scriptures,” pp. 12 and 114 of the first
edition, and p. 101 of the second edition. The fraud has been
so ably exposed by the Rev. R. T. Pope, in his “ Roman
Misquotations,” cap. i. p. 7, ef seq. (edit. London, 1840), that
the reader will do well to consult that excellent work, should
the passage from Clement of Alexandria be quoted against him.

We then are introduced to Basil and Epiphanius, as “illus-
trious witnesses of the fourth age.”.

The former is represented as saying, “ There are many
doctrines preserved and preached in the Church, derived
partly from apostolical {radition, which have equally fke same
Jorce in religion, and which no one contradicts who has the
least knowledge of the Christian laws.” The reference is
“In Lib. de Spir. Sanc.,” one of the most ordinary supports
of Papal and Tractarian writers.

It 1s really a sickening task to be compelled to doubt every
statement advanced by a Romish divine, until a careful exami-
nation of the originals be instituted. ¢ Really,” exclaimed
the Rev. Joseph Mendham, while occupied in a similar task
as our own, “ these papal writers require to be watched at
every step, and to be suspected, till they can verify their affi-
davits, like a felon or a swindler.”¢ Who, on reading
Dr. Milner’s version of St. Basil could doubt but that he was
referring to doctrines necessary to be believed as matters of
Jaith ?  There is not in the extract, as given by Dr. Milner,
the most distant allusion to rifes and ceremonies of the

® Lib. x. cap. xvi. sec. 35, in Rom. tom. iv. p. 684. Paxis edit.
b Cypr. Oper. Epist. 73, ad Pompeium, p. 211. Oxon. 1682.
¢ Meundham’s ¢“Life of Pius. V.;”-p. 217, - London, 1832.
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Church, to which, in fact this “illustrious witness” does
refer: the passage is taken from the 27th chapter of the work
cited. Basil’s own words are—

"Ev 1 &xAnaig mepvlayubvor Soypdrov kal knpuypdrwv,
7d ptv i tiic dyypdpov Sidaskallac Exopev, Ta O ik Tic TV
’AmosTéAwy Tapaddsewe (p. 351, tom. ii. edit. Paris, 1637.)

A more proper rendering of this would be:  There being
both written and preached ordinances preserved in the
Church; the first we have from the teaching of the Scrip-
ture, the latter from the tradition of the Apostles.” Dr. Milner
translates the two words 8dypara and knpiyuara, by the
single word ““ doctrines.” Neither the one nor the other bears
that sense. Adypua, in the original, is by no means equivalent
to the modern sense in which the word “dogma” is used.
Basil himself says, “AX\o yap 8dyua kal dAXo xfipvypa,—
“ a written ordinance is one thing, a preached ordinance is
another ;”’ because the ddyua, or written ordinance, remains
silent, while the «xfpvyua is spread among the people.
Adypara are the rites, customs, and ceremonies of religious
worship. Thus it is employed to signify the Jewish  ordi-
nances”’ (Ephes.ii. 15) ; and see Luke ii. 1 ; and see Schleus-
ner’s Lexicon, ad loc. And Basil says that many such are
handed down unwritten in the Church, lest, if written, they
should be thought trifling and petty ; but still ought equally
to be observed : and he proceeds to enumerate more than a
dozen instances, not one of which comes near the modern
meaning of the word “doctrine,” which Dr. Milner has
chosen to employ; e.g., signing with the cross, praying
towards the east, standing in prayer between Easter and
Pentecost, thrice dipping the party baptized; as to which
no man will say that they have jv adrijv loxdv Exew wpoc
™y eboéfBeiav,—conduce equally unto godliness with points
of faith; nor does the Church of Rome at this day practise
them. Now, if these be not necessary to be observed at all,
how can they be of equal service unto godliness? How can
they be of equal importance with doctrinal points, such as the
Articles of our Belief?* But, again, Basil was here writing
in the heat of disputation, and standing in defence of the
rites, ceremonies, and orders of the Church, and spoke indeed
very hyperbolically of them; but if we take him in his calmer
mood, we shall find no reason to doubt as to his real senti~
ments on the all-sufficiency of the Seriptures as the sole
“rule of faith” of the true believer; and for these his
expressed opinions we refer the reader to the passages we
have before given, in p. 48. ,

Epiphanius is quoted as saying, “ with equal brevity and
* See Birckbek’s ‘ Protestant’s Evidence,” vol. i, p. 206. Edit. London, 1849.
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force (as Basil), ¢ We must make use of #radition: forall things
are not to be found in Scripture’—De Hares. N. 61 ”
[p- 511, tom. i. ed. 1682]. Epiphanius—a great admirer of
tradition—backs his opinion with the usual citation from
St. Paul, “as I delivered unto you.” But neither the
Church of England, it should be understood, nor any other
Church, refuses tradition, as seems to be constantly assumed.
They avail themselves of its testimony with all willingness;
but they do not (as Rome) “ palter with a double sense,” and
when putting out, century after century, the same arguments
and the same quotations, and the same accusations, employ
the term #radition in one sense, when their opponents are
using it in another. The Papal sect, with two strings to its
bow, pulls one or other, as may be most convenient, and
ever and anon, reiterates the question, How do you know,
without tradition, that the Scriptures can be allowed their
claim to a divine character or authority? and how do you
account for the change of the day for observing Sabbath, and
for baptism of infants, &c. ? Asifall these things were depend- °
ent upon the same kind of tradition, equally full, equally
important, and equally unquestioned. The points for which
tradition, as Papally understood, is thus made to plead, or to
supplement the written Scripture, are little else than such
customs, rites, and ordinances as those for which St. Paul has
been quoted, and are here yoked in the same advocacy with
Epiphanius. In the particular portion of the latter author, to
which it might have been supposed Rome would not have
been very ready to send us, but that the’ passage forms a link
in the ordinary round® of quotation on the subject of
Tradition; Epiphanius is here combating the dpostolici,
who, as Aungustine observes,” most ar~ogantly assumed this
name to themselves—how closely resembling in this respect
another sect, whieh proclaims herself, on all sides, “ holy,
Catholic, and Apostolic,” need not be pointed out—and
their opinions on the subjects of marriage and a right
to private property. Epiphanius thinks (sect. 6) that the
apparently contradictory teachings of the Saviour and St.
Paul (Luke, xiv.26; 1 Tim. v. 11)—having himself misap-
plied and misinterpreted the former—are to be settled from
tradition ; and affirms that to marry after vows of celibacy
borders on sin, and that the Church has so received from the
Apostles. But as Chemnitz observes on an allied subject,® we

* See Perrone'’s “ Prelectiones Theol,” de Necess. et Exist. Tradit. sec. 850,
and notes.

b De Heresibus, cap. 40.

¢ Examen Conc, Trid. de Ceelibatu, pars iii. p. 100, ed, 1606.
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have nothing but his own assertion of the fact; nothing
reliable is produced to support either the statement or the
doctrine. Epiphanius Aimself proceeds to argue on the subject,
which were surely unnecessary, if there were any Apostolic
tradition extant to sanction the opinion, and authoritatively
decide the point. As Mr. Goode® remarks, Epiphanius “is
not speaking of any Christian doctrine,” and in other passages
frequently bears witness to the satisfying fulness of Serip-
~ ture for the refutation of false doctrine. Thus, when writing
against the Valentinians, he says, “Their idle fables are de-
stitute of confirmation, the Scripfure nowhere mentioning
them, neither the law of Moses, nor any prophet; nor, more-
over the Saviour, nor his Evangelists, nor the Apostles,” &c.

Not to weary our readers by a too long continuance of the
same subject, we will defer our further observations on the
other authorities quoted by Dr. Milner to another time, and
proceed to another subject.

. No. IX.

THE RULE OF FAITH.
The Canon of Scripture.

Trae Church of England, in her Sixth Article, declares, that
“In the name of the Holy Scriptures, we do understand
those canonical books of the Old and New Testament, of
whose authority was never any doubt in the Church.” These
books are then enumerated in the order in which they appear
in our authorized version. The other books, which are ordi-
narily called Tae ArocrypHA, “ The Church doth read for
example of life and instruction of manners; but yet doth it
not apply them to establish any doctrine;”” and the names of
these books are also set out; but « all the books of the New
Testament, as they are commonly received, we do receive, and
account them canonical.”

Thus, it will be seen, that we admit such books in our
canon of the Old Testament, “ of whose authority was never
any doubt in the Church.”

At its fourth session, the Papal Council of Trent  judged
proper, lest any doubt should arise in any one what are the
sacred books which are received by the Council [and conse-
quently by the Church of Rome], to annex a list of them to

* ¢ Divine Rule of Faith and Practice,” vol. iii. pp. 123-4. Edit. 1853.
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the [then] present decree:” and to that decree is added a list
of the books which the Council declared canonical ; and the
decree concludes as follows :—*“ If any one shall not receive
as sacred and canonical all those books, with every part of
them, as they are commonly read in the Catholic Church,
and are contained in the Oxp Vureare Lamin Eprrion :—let
him be accursed.” )

The Council appealed to antiquity in support of its views
of what it declared to be the true canon; for throughout its
proceedings, an unchanged and unbroken tradition and con-
sent of the early fathers is constantly appealed to; and the
25th, or last, session is thus brought to a close by the united
assembly exclaiming—* The sacred and holy ccumenical
Council of Trent: let us confess its Faith ; let us ever keep
its Decrees.—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 orthodoz. Thus
we believe ; thus we think; thus we subscribe. So be it—so
be it, Amen, amen! Anathema to all heretics! Anathema
—anathema !

And thus this Council closed with a reiterated curse !

In comparing the two canons of Scripture as admitted by
the two Churches, we find, regarding the New Testament, as
before observed, a perfect agreement between the Churches
of England and Rome ; but they differ in their enumeration
of the Old Testament Books; the Church of Rome admits
all those acknowledged as canonical by us, but to these are
added the following, which we call ArocrypHAL,—the Books
of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Baruch, and the
First and Second Books of Maccabees ; all which are specially
named : and this list includes, in the Books of Esther and
Daniel, what are called “ the Rest of the Book of Esther and
Daniel ”—that is, from after the third verse of the 10th
chapter of Esther to the end of the 16th chapter, and from
and including the 13th and 14th chapter of Daniel, as appears
in the present Douay version (the Story of Susanna, and of
Bel and the Dragon)—and the Song of the Three Children.

‘We have now to examine what Dr. Milner has to say on
this subject. He commences by throwing ridicule on the
confidence which Protestants feel when they ‘ get possession
of an English Bible printed by the king’s printer” (Thomas
Basket, for instance), as though received immediately from
the Almighty; but as the Bible cannot bear testimony of
itself, this confidence, he alleges, is vain ; and sneeringly and
triumphantly asks, “ By what means have we learnt what is



THE CANON OF SCRIPTURE. 75

the Canon of Scripture? that is to say, which are the books
that have been written by Divine inspiration? or, indeed,
how have we ascertained that any books, at all, have been so
written ? ”— (Letter ix. p. 118.) And after suggesting against
the inspiration of the Scriptures several of the leading argu-
ments of the sceptic or atheist,—particularly that numerous
apocryphal prophecies, and spurious gospels and epistles were
circulated in the Church during its early ages, and accredited
by different learned writers and holy fathers: while some of
the really canonical books were rejected or doubted by them,—
he concludes with these words :—

¢ In short, it was not until the end of the fourth century,
that the genuine Canon of the Holy Scriptures was fixed :
and then it was fixed by the tradition and authority of the
Church, declared in the third Council of Carthage, and a
decretal of Pope Innocent I.” In Letter xliii. p. 411, he
refers in a note to the Canon of Pope Gelasius as an
authority. And again, in Letter xlviii., to the objection that
Romanists “rank the apocryphal with the canonical books
of Seriptures,” he answers :—

“That the same authority, namely, that of the Catholic
Church, in the fifth century, and which decided on the
canonical character of the Epistle to the Iebrews, the Reve-
lations [Revelation ?], and five other books of the New Tes-
tament, on which character, till that time, the Fathers and
ecclesiastical writers were not agreed, decided also on the
canonicity of the books of Toby, Judith, and five other books
of the Old Testament, being those alluded to as apocryphal.
If the Church of the fifth century deserves to be heard on
one part of her testimony, she evidently deserves to be heard
on the other.”

The period, “ the Church of the fifth century,” last referred
to by Dr. Milner, points to the decision of the third Council
of Carthage, A.p. 397. He pretends that the third Council of
Carthage declared on authority of the tradition of the Church
the genuine Canon of Scripture. Three questions at once
suggest themselves :—Firs{, Have we any evidence in exist-
ence showing what was the tradition of the Church previous
to the alleged decision of the third Council of Carthage on
the subject of the apocryphal books ? secondly, Is the Canon,
on which reliance is placed, genuine ? and thirdly, If genuine,
was the alleged tradition fixed by the authority of this
Council, and accepted by the Church ?

1. On the question of Tradition up to the date of this
Council.

St. Paul informs us that ¢ unto the Jews were committed
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the oracles of God.”* Cardinal Bellarmine, the great Roman
controversialist, admitted that the Jews rejected all those
books which we call apocryphal ;* and it is a very significant
fact that neither Christ nor any of the inspired writers of
the New Testament, quote from, or refer to, any of these
books; and in the first century of the Church, there is not
one iota of evidence to show that any one of these books was
admitted into the Canon, as inspired writings.

In the second century we have the testimony of Melito,
the Bishop of Sardis, who, in an epistle to Onesimus, enu-
merates the Canon of the Old Testament,® from which the
apocryphal books are omitted. Bellarmine, in fact, admits that
Melito followed the Jewish Canon;? and, indeed, Eusebius,
to whom we are much indebted for the history of the Church
in those days, in his “ Ecclesiastical History * quotes directly
from Melito himself a letter, signifying that he had inquired
what the books of Scripture consisted of, and gives a list
of them; but among these appear none of the apocryphal
class.©

In the third century we have the testimony of Origen
against the alleged Tradition. Of him, Fusebius likewise
testifies, that as Origen received the Canon of the Jews, he
rejected the Apocrypha.f

In the fourth century we have the testimony of Saint
Hilary, Bishop of Poictiers, and Saint Cyprian (or as some
say, Ruffinus),® who also enumerate the Canon of Scripture,
as held in their day, being the same as was admitted by the
Jews ; this testimony of Hilary is acknowledged by Bellar-
mine."” Saint Cyril of Jerusalem also reckoned according to
the Jewish Canon, and directed his catechumens to peruse
the twenty-two books (the number into which the Jews
divided the Canon), but not to meddle with the Apocrypha ;
and he exhorted them ¢ to meditate diligently upon those
Scriptures, which the Church doth confidently read, and use
no other.” In thisecentury we have also the testimony of

* Rom. iii. 12.

b Bell. de Verb. Dei, lib. i. cap. 1, sec. i. tom. i. p. 18. Edit. Prag.
1721.

¢ Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. cap. 26, p. 191. Edit. Cantab. 1720.

4 Bell. de Verb. Dei, lib. i. cap. 20, sec. xv. tom. i. p. 88. Prag. 1721.

¢ Euseb. lib. iv. cap. 26, p. 191. Edit. Cantab. 1720.

f Ib. lib. vi. c. 16. p. 289, ut supra.

¢ Apud Hieron. Oper. Ben. tom. v. col. 141. Paris, 1693.

7“ Bell. de Verb. Dei, lib. ii. cap. 1, sec. xv. tom. i. p. 38. Edit. Prag.
1721. .

! Cyril, Catech. 4, sec. xx. Edit. Oxon. 1703. It appears, however, that
Cyril admitted the Book of Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah ; but it is not
at all improbable that, as he refers to the Jewish standard of computation, he
refers to these in the sense in which Augustine speaks of the apocryphal
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Gregory of Nazianzus, who expressly gives a catalogue of the
canonical Scripture agreeing with our own? To Saint
Jerome, we are informed by Romanists, was intrusted the
revision of the translation of the Old Testament by Damasus,
the Bishop of Rome, and it appears that he was occupied on
this work during the very sitting of the Council of Carthage,
cited above. He distinetly adheres to the books constituting
the Jewish Canon, and expressly rejects the several apocry-
phal books by name ;* and this, too, is admitted by Cardinal
Bellarmine.© The reader will not have failed to remark the
appeal to the “old Vulgate Latin edition,” as the authority
in which we are to find the books to be deemed ¢ sacred and
canonical,” and which are to be adopted and received under
the penalty of a curse. Now the term ““ Vetus editio Vulgata
Latina” was used after the publication of Jerome’s version,
which was called “Editio Nove Vulgata,” the New Latin
Vulgate, to denote that which was made from the Greek
Canon. So that, while Jerome’s translation, established by
the authority of Damasus (in the Western Church) is osten-
8ibly retained in the Roman Communion, all those parts
which Jerome rejected as apocryphal, are brought in again
on the authority of the old Latin Vulgate !¢

In this century we have likewise a council, namely that of
Laodicea, held a.p. 857. In the 60th canon of this council
the canonical books are recited just as we accept them;® and
this canon was confirmed by the General Council of Chalce-
don, A.p. 451 ;f as also by the Council of Constantinople, in
Trullo, A.p. 692, by two hundred and eleven bishops.®

In the fifth century we have the testimony of Saint
Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, in the island of Cyprus, who
reckoned up the canon of twenty-two books, as we do, and

books as after explained. A very able critique on the passage from Cyril
will be found in Pope’s “ Roman Misquotations,” p. 39, et seq. London,
1840.

* Greg. Naz. ad Seleucum, tom. ii. p. 194. Paris, 1630.

b Hier. Ep. ad Paulinum ; Oper. Ben. 1693, et seq. tom. iv. sec. pars col,
571-4, et Prze. in Libros Salomonis, tom. i. pp. 938-9.

¢ Bell. de Verbo Dei, lib. i. cap. 10, sec. xx. tom. i. p. 20. Prag. 1721.

¢ See Dr. Jarvis's “Reply to Milner’s End of Religious Controversy,” p. 51.
New York, 1847.

¢ Bin. Concill. Conc. Laodicen. can. 60, tom. i. p. 304. Lutet. Paris.
1636. ‘“Let it be observed, that though they [Baruch and the Epistle of
Jeremiah] are in some copies [of the Laodicean Canons], yet not in all; that
Aristenus in his transcript has them not, nor Caranza.”—See Beveridge’s
Synodicon, tom. i. p. 481 ; and Carran. Summa Concill. Paris, 1677. Cum
approbat. et permiss. p. 140 (quoted by R. T. P. Pope, in his ‘‘Roman
Misquotations™).
16; 2See Cosin’s ““Scholast. Hist. of the Canon,” sect. lxxxv, London,

& Labbe et Coss. tom. iv. col. 1140, can. 2. Edit. Paris, 1671,
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in express words declares that the books of Wisdom and
Eecclesiasticus are to be excluded.?

And lastly, we have the testimony of Saint Augustine, who,
it is alleged, assisted at the Council of Carthage, and sanc-
tioned the Canon in question. Now there is not the slightest
doubt but that Augustine expressly excluded the books of
Maccabees from the Canon of Scripture ;> and notwithstanding
this express exclusion of these books, he elsewhere includes
these books when he enumerates a Canon of Scripture ;© but
he made, nevertheless, a marked difference between the term
Canon of Scripture and inspired Scripture ; he used the word
Canon as denoting the books which were held in reverence
and read in the churches, under which title, besides the
inspired books, the apocryphal were also contained. That
the word Canon, as employed by him, must be understood
with this latitude of meaning, is obvious, from what he says
as to the preference to be given to some of the canonical
books over others. In the case of inspired Scripture, it would
be absurd to talk of preference. Inspiration does not admit
of degrees. The divine element of the Scriptures is not a
quantitative thing, conferring different values on different
parts of the Scriptures, in proportion to the amount of it
that may be found or thought to exist in them. The above
is no new explanation of Augustine’s words in the passage
under consideration; it was given by one of the most re-
nowned Roman doctors, and one, moreover, who was the
personal antagonist of Luther,—Cardinal Cajetan. We shall
quote his own words, as they occur at the close of his Com-
mentary on the Book of Esther. The whole passage is most
remarkable, and therefore we will make no apology for
giving it at length:—“Here we end our commentaries on
the historical books of the Old Testament; for the remainder
—viz., Judith, Tobit, and the Books of Maccabees—are not
included by St. Jerome among the canonical books, but are
placed, along with Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus, among the
Apocrypha. Do not be uneasy, tyro, if you should anywhere
find those [apocryphal] books enumerated amongst the
canonical, either by holy councils or by holy doctors; for the
words both of councils and of doctors must be brought to accord
with the rule of Jerome; and, according to his decision,
those books [the apocryphal books enumerated], and if there

* Epiph. tom. ii. p. 161. Edit. Colon. 1682, .

b Aug. de Mirab, Sacre Secrip. p. 26, tom. iii. part i., and in De Civ. Dei,
lib. xviii. cap. 36, p. 519, tom. vii. Paris, 1685; and Cont. Secundam Ep.
Gaud. lib. i. cap. 31. p. 821. Edit. Bass. 1797.

¢ De Doctrina Cbristiana, lib. ii. cap. 8.
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be any others like them in the Canon of the Bible, are not
canonical—that is to say, do not contain rules for confirming
articles of faith ; they may, however, be called canonical, as
containing rules for the edification of the faithful, inasmuch as
they have been admitted into the Canon of the: Bible and
authorized for this very purpose. With this distinction you
will be able to discern the meaning of the words of Augustine
(de Doetr. Christ., lib. ii.), as, also, of the decrees of the
Council of Florence, under Eugenius IV., and of the pro-
vincial Councils of Carthage and Laodicea, and of Popes
Innocent and Gelasius.” *

Now, Cardinal Cajetan lived so late as the sixteenth cen-
tury, and is described by his contemporaries as an “incom-
parable theologian, to whom, as to a common oracle, men
were wont to resort in all difficult questions of theology;”
and he had the benefit of Saint Augustine’s writings when
he thus expressed himself on the question now at issue. His
works abound with statements of a similar kind to those above
quoted. We will here quote two more, if possible stronger
than those which have been referred to. One occurs in his
commentary on the first chapter of the Epistle to the
Hebrews :—“ We have adopted Jerome’s rule, to prevent us
from error in the determination of the canonical books; for
we esteem as canonical those which he delivered as such, and
those which he separated from the canonical books we hold
to be outside the Canon.”® The other passage is found in
the Dedicatory Epistle to Pope Clement VII., prefixed to
Cajetan’s Commentaries on the Historical Books of the Old
Testament. “ Most blessed father,” he writes, “ the universal
Latin Church is most deeply indebted to St. Jerome, not
only on account of his annotations on the Seriptures, but

* Hoc in loco terminamus Commentaria Librorum Histor, Vet. Test, Nam
reliqui—viz., Judith, Tobiz, et Maccabzorum, libri a B. Hieronymo ezira
canonicos libros supputantur, et inter 4pocrypha locantur, cum libro Sapientim
et Ecclesiastico. Nec turberis, novitie, si alicubi repereris libros istos inter
canonicos supputari, vel in sacris conciliis, vel in sacris doctoribus. Nam ad
Hieronymi limam reducenda sunt tam verba conciliorum, quam doctorum ; et
Jjuxta illius sententiam, libri isti, et si qui alii sunt in Canone Biblie similes,
non sunt caronici, hoc est, non sunt regulares ad firmandum ea qua sunt fidei ;
possunt tamen dici canonici, hoc est regulares ad adificationem fidelium, utpote
in Canone Bibli ad hoc recepti et authoritati, Cum hac enim distinctione
discernere poteris et dicta Augustint in lib. ii. de Doctr. Christ. et Seripta in
Cone. Flor. sub Eugen. IV., Script. que in provincialibus Conciliis Carthag. et
Laodic., et ab Innocentio acGelasio Pontificibus.—Cajetan. in omnes authenticos
Vet. Test. hist. libr, Comment. p. 482. Parisiis, 1546. We extract the above
from the “ Catholic Layman,” vol. iv. p. 69. Dublin, 1855.

b Cajetani comment. in 1 cap. Ep. ad Heb.— Hieronymi sortiti sumus
regulam, ne erremus in discretione librorum canonicorum; nam quos ille
canonicos tradidit, canonicos habemus ; et quos ille a canonicis discrevit, extra
canonem habemus,
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also because he distingunished the canonical books from the
non-canonical, inasmuch as he thereby freed us from the
reproach of the Hebrews, who otherwise might say that we
were forging for ourselves books or parts of books belonging
to the ancient Canon, which they never received.” * Cajetan’s
work appeared but twelve years before the Council of Trent,
and was dedicated to Pope Clement VII., and received his
approbation. Consequently, Jerome’s rule, relative to the
broad distinction between the canonical books (properly so
called) and the apocryphal, was then recognized by the
Roman Pontiff himself.?

We can now fully appreciate Dr. Milner’s appeal to the
“tradition and authority of the Church,” according to which
the bishops assembled at the third Council of Carthage, in
the fifth century, are said to have been regulated in fixing
the Canon of Scripture.

II. The second point we proposed for our consideration is
whether the decree of the third Council of Carthage, on which
reliance is placed as an authority for fixing the Canon of
Scripture for the whole Catholic Church is genuine. We
have several grave objections to urge, to which satisfactory
replies must be given before the authority of this decree can
be conceded to Dr. Milner.

1. The forty-seventh canon is fke canon that is cited. It
purports to give a list of canonical Scriptures.© By a strange
blunder, the council has enumerated “¥rve Books of Solo-
mon ;" that is, besides Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the Song
of Songs, which are in the Hebrew Canon, not only what
is called, in the Septuagint, the Wisdom of Solomon, but
also the Book of Jesus the son of Sirach, written 800
years after the death of Solomon, are also attributed to
him !¢

2. In not one of the Greek copies or manuscripts of this
canon are to be found enumerated the Books of Maccabees,®
which raises a strong suspicion that the canon itself is forged.*

® Cajetani Ep. dedic. ad P. Clem. VII., ante Comm. in Lib. Hist. V. T.—
S. Hieronymo, Pater beatissime, universa ecclesia Latina plurimum debet,
non solum ob annotatas Seripturas, sed etiam propter discretos ab eodem Libros
canonicos a non canonicis. Liberavit siquidem nos ab Hebrzorum opprobrio,
quod fingamnus nobis antiqui canonis libros aut librorum partes, quibus ipsi
penitus carent,—in Cousin on the Canon, sec. 173.

b ¢“Catholic Layman,” as above.

¢ Labbe et Coss. Concil. tom. ii. col. 117. Edit. Paris, 1671.

4 See Dr. Jarvis, ut suprd, p. 50.

e Justellus, Cod. Can., Eccles. Afric. can. 24, note; and Synod. Carthag.
apud Balsam. in editione Joh. Tilii.

f See Sir H. Lynde’s ¢ Via Devia,” in supplement to Gibson’s ‘“Preservative
from Popery,” p. 166. London, 1850.
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And Dr. Milner should explain why the Latin copy should
be adopted in preference to the Greek.

3. Cardinal Baronius,® the Roman Annalist, and Binius,”
admit that this particular canon was not confirmed by this
council, but by some other subsequent council of Carthage.

4. Asa further proof that the canon is spurious, and that
the list of candnical books was inserted by some forger of
later date, we may observe that the council was held in the
year 397, Cesarius and Atticus being consuls, as the Council
itself relates, and yet the canon which contains the list of
canonical books refers to Pope Boniface, who was not Pope
until 418, or twenty years after.® It is therefore clear that
this list was made and put in by some one who lived so long
after the council, that he had forgotten who was Pope at the
time it was held.

5. We have said that the canon, as appears in the decree
of the Council of Laodicea, agrees with our list, but differs
from the list given by the later council, the third of Carthage;
we have also seen that the Council of Constantinople, in
Trullo, A.p. 692, confirmed the canons of the former council,
which rejected the Apocrypha, but it also confirmed the
canons of the latter council,® which is said to have admitted
the Apocrypha as canonical Scripture. Now, did the Council
in Trullo, of 211 Bishops, intend to confirm both lists ? This
is very unlikely. But if there was no list issued by the later
Council (of Carthage), which we think our readers will agree
in declaring most probable, then those 211 Bishops confirmed
only that list which is now admitted by us Protestants as
the only true list ; and we have not yet heard the canon of
the Council of Laodicea called in question on the score of
genuineness.

III. The third proposition is, that supposing the canon to be
genuine, was the alleged tradition of the Church, with regard
to the Canon of Seripture, fixed by the decree of the third
Council of Carthage, and universally observed by members of
the Roman Catholic Church?

It so happens that when this same council was cited as
opposed to the authority of the Bishop of Rome—the twenty-
sixth canon declaring that the Bishop of that see was not
to be called the chief priest-—Cardinal Bellarmine, ever fore-
most in defence of his church, with more zeal than judgment

® Baron. An. 397, num. 56, p. 249. Luce, 1740.
b Bin. in Concil. Carth. 3, p. 722, tom. i. Paris, 1636.
¢ See a list of the Popes in Labbe and Coss. Conc. Gen. tom. xvi. p. 130.
Paris, 1671.
4 See ¢ Catholic Layman,” vol. ii. p. 112.
¢ Labb. Coss. Concil. tom, vi, p. 1140, can, 2. Paris, 1671.
G
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declared that ¢ this provincial council ought not to bind the
Bishop of Rome, nor the bishops of other provinces.”’* Then
why should it be binding on us? Shortly after the meeting
of this Council of Carthage, a General Council of the Church
was held, at which, as we have seen, the canons of Laodicea
were confirmed. And further, this same third Council of
Carthage places the third and fourth books of Esdras in the
Canon, which Bellarmine places among the Apocrypha, so
that, in fact, the Church of Rome does not follow this Council.

Again, so far from dogmatically fixing the tradition of the
Church, Du Pin, taking the decree to be genuine, tells us
that the books in question were introduced into the Canon
only provisionally, “upon condition that the church beyond
sea should be consulted for its confirmation, as is implied in
an ancient note on that canon, which runs thus, De confir-
mando isto canone transmarina ecclesia consulatur. And
this very canon is repeated in the Council of Carthage, held
in the year 419, with a clause much like the former.”®

But we have ample evidence that the alleged tradition was
not fixed by this provincial council, even in the Roman
Church. We propose to cite the names of some leading
members of that church in each successive century, all of
whom rejected, in whole or in part, the apocryphal books,
up to the holding of the Council of Trent; and should the
reader require evidence of what we assert, he will find it set
out in Sir H. Lynde’s ¢ Via Devia,” © and Birckbek’s * Pro-
testant Evidence.” ¢

In the siwth century, Junilius, an African bishop.

In the seventh century, Pope Gregory I.

In the eighth, Saint Damascene, and Alcuin, Abbot of
St. Martin of Tours.

In the ninth, Nicephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople.

In the tenth, Alfrick, Abbot of Malmesbury; and Radul-
phus Flaviacensis, the monk.

In the eleventh, Peter, Abbot of Clugni.

In the twelfth, Hugo de Sancto Victore, Richardus de
Sancto Victore, and Rupert of Duyts.

In the thirteenth, Hugo Cardinalis and Saint Bonaventure.

In the fourteenth, William Occham and Nicholas de Lyra.

In the fifteenth, Alphonsus Tostatus, Thomas Waldensis,
Dionysius Carthusianus.

s Bell. de Rom. Pont. lib, ii. c. 81, sec. viii. p. 387, tom. i. Edit.
Prag, 1721.

b Du Pin, Hist. of the Canon, &c. fol. vol. i. pp. 8, 9. London, 1699.

© Sect. iv, pp. 142—171. London, 1840,

4 Edit, 1849, title, *“ Canon of Scripture.”
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And in the sixteenth, we have Cardinal Cajetan.

So much then for the alleged tradition which the modern
Tridentine Church professes to follow.

The next authority appealed to by Dr. Milner is a Decretal
of Pope Innocent I.

The alleged list of canonical books is contained in an
epistle which pretends to have been written by Pope Inno-
cent I., in the year 405. The list stands at the end—just
the place where the forger would add it in after-times.
No one appears ever to have heard of that list of Pope
Innocent’s for FOUR HUNDRED AND SIXTY years after the
date of that letter! of this we have proof. Cresconius, who
wrote at the end of the seventh century, professed to show
the agreement between the canons of the councils and the
epistles of the Popes: he quotes that very letter of Pope
Innocent siz times, to show its agreement with the canons
of the councils in siz points; but when he comes to speak
of the list of canonical books, he says nothing at all of
any list made by Pope Innocent, clearly showing that no such
list was in that letter in his time.

‘We hear of Pope Innocent’s list, for the first time, in the
ninth century, ArTER a great mass of forgeries of letters of
Popes had been published and imposed upon the Church.
Even in that age, Pope Nicholas says there was no list yet in
the canons of the Church, and he then produces the list of
Pope Innocent for the first time, and that too in a letter
written for the very purpose of imposing those forged letters
on the Church as true and genuine documents.®

Such then is the further authority on which Dr. Milner
relies for establishing the tradition of his Church on the
canonical list.

Cardinal Cajetan, of the sixteenth century, who evidently
believed this list to be genuine, places the same interpretation
on the word “ canonical,” used by Pope Innocent, as employed
by Augustine, classing the two in the very same passage, which
we have before quoted, where Cajetan states that Augustine,
in arranging these books with the inspired Canon, did not
place them on the same footing. But how can Romanists
appeal to Innocent’s list, when the earliest copies contained
no book of “Tobit!”® And, lastly, in another part of the

* The reader is referred to a series of papers containing a critical and minute
examination of these forged decretals in the ¢ Catholic Layman,” Dublin,
1853-4, from the December number, 1853. Pope Nicholas’s letter is fully
and critically examined in the January number of 1854, pp. 2—4. The above
also is borrowed from the same source, p. 126, vol. ii. 1853.

b Merlin’s Councils ; Colon. 1530, fol. clxxxv. Paris, 1535,

¢ 2
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book,* Dr. Milner cites Pope Gelasius as admitting the book
of Maccabees in the Canon of Scripture; this is supposed to
be in a council held at Rome, a.p. 494.> This counecil is a
manifest forgery wholly unworthy of credit. It rests alto-
gether on the authority of Isidore Mercator, who lived in the
ninth century, and who is now acknowledged by all Roman
Catholics of learning to have been the most impudent and
audacious forger that the world has ever seen. No writer
before his time has mentioned this council or list of Gelasius.
There are no authentic records that can be relied on. Some
say it was held by Pope Damasus, some by Pope Gelasius,
some by Hormisdas. The copies differ so much that the
Roman cardinals appointed by the Pope to correct the Decre-
tum of Gratian, when they came to a passage quoted from
this council, had to say, It cannot be known which is the
pure and true reading.”

The records of this council contain long passages, word for
word the same with the decretal epistle of Pope Anacletus,
which it is now confessed that this Isidore forged along with
about sixty other epistles from the early Popes.” There is set
forth a list of the patriarchal sees, also exactly agreeing with
that forged epistle, making Alexandria the second ; which list
is directly opposed to the second general council,® and is not
found in any genuine writing of antiquity. The whole thing
rests on the credit of that infamous forger. It is enough to
have the Canon Law filled with his forgeries ;' why should we
have him corrupting our Bibles too? Richter, the learned
editor of the Canon Law, says of this council, “ They are not
wanting who consider the whole apocryphal.”” And well they
may, when it is traced to Isidore.58 And, after all, it is more
doubtful whether Isidore ever put any list of the canonical
books into this council at all. One of the oldest copies in
existence (that in the Pope’s own library) gives the council
without any list of the books of Seripture m 1t." So it would
seem the list was appended by some later forger in still later
times.!

With the above well-authenticated facts before us, we
cannot but admire the confident tone with which Dr. Milner

2 Letter xlvii. p. 411.

b Labbe and Coss. tom. iv. col. 1260. Paris, 1672.

¢ Note of the Correctors on Dist. xv. c. 8.

4 Compare with Decret. Dist. xxii. c. 2.

¢ Labbe and Coss. tom. ii. p. 948, can. 8. Paris, 1671.
! See the series of articles in the “ Catholic Layman.”
¢ Leipsic ed. 1839, vol. i. p. 31.

& Berhard, in Canones Gratiani, vol. ii. p. 316,

i ¢ Catholic Layman,” October, 1853, p. 112.
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sums up his observations on the subject under consider-
ation.

“ Indeed, it is so clear that the Canon of Scripture is built
on the tradition of the Church, that most learned Protestants,
with Luther himself, have been forced to acknowledge it, in
terms almost as strong as those in the well-known declaration
of St. Augustine—¢1I should not believe the Gospel itself, if
the anthority of the Catholic Church did not oblige me to do
s0.”—(Contra Epist. Fundam.)” The Protestants referred to
are—* Hooker, Eccl. Polit. c.iii. s. 8; Dr. Lardner, in Bishop
‘Watson’s Col., vol. ii. p. 20.”” And, as a reference to Luther,
is added the following note :—“ We are obliged to yield many
things to Papists—that with them is the Word of God, which
we received from them, otherwise we should have known
nothing at all about it.— (Comment. on John xvi.)”

Here, then, by a side wind, as it were, is the Tridentine
Canon brought under the patronage of Augustine, Hooker,
Lardner, and Luther.

With regard to Luther, we may for the present observe
(the quotation we propose to examine more at length in
another article), that he wrote no “ Comment. on John xvi. ;”
but he did write examinations or homilies on the Gospels and
Epistles for the year; but the reference is too vague to test
the truth of the assertion of Dr. Milner. Dr. Grier has suf-
ficiently exposed his quotations alleged to be from Luther,
to warrant us in disbelieving anything the doctor may say
unaccompanied by precise references ; but supposing the quo-
tations to be accurate, what weight can the assertion have with
us ? The statement is not true, for the Greek Church and
Greek fathers, not the Latin Church nor Latin fathers, claim
first our obligations. The statement with reference to Au-
gustine, Hooker, and Lardner deserves our consideration.

Augustine’s words are, “ Ego vero Evangelio non crederem
nisi me Catholice Ecclesie commoveret authoritas ;’* which,
literally is, “ I should not have believed the Gospel, except
the authority of the Church had moved me thereunto;”
which Dr. Milner very artfully converts into, “ I should not
believe the Gospel itself, if the authority of the Catholic
Church did not oblige me to do so;” and this rendering,
coming immediately in juxta-position with the alleged con-
cession from Luther, that ¢ we are obliged to yield many
things to Papists,” Dr. Milner would have us believe that
Augustine was here pointing to the authority of the Roman
Church ; and since the modern Roman Church does admit the

& Aug. contr. Ep. Fund. c. 6, tom. viii. col. 154, Benedict. edit.
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Apocrypha, therefore, as a natural sequence, we must admit
the Canon of Scripture which includes these books, on the
authority of the Roman Church. The whole is a fallacy.
We have shown that Augustine did not admit the same Canon
as does the modern Tridentine Roman Church. He expressly
excluded the Maccabees, if he did not reject the others also;
but it is most clear, as admitted by eminent Romanists,* that
Augustine’s words, quoted by Dr. Milner, had relation to the
primitive Church, which both saw Christ’s person and his
miracles, and heard his doctrine ; to this very same authority
we also appeal for our guide. . What Christian is not,
let us ask, induced or moved as a first motive to receive
the Canon of Scripture as now handed down to us, by the
fact that the Christian Church from the most primitive
times has admitted with common consent certain books as
inspired ?

Are not the books of Scripture, as well as the varions
articles of Faith, when inquiry is made into the authority that
presents them for acceptance, made to rest upon the reception
of them in succession from the earliest times? No branch
of the Catholic Church either can or desires to set aside the
corroborative external testimony afforded by what is under-
stood under the the term * the Church.” Dr. Miluer, indeed,
fancies that the Protestant Churches cannot avail themselves
of this evidence ; takes “ the Church ”” to be of course his own
Church ; repeats for the thousandth time, and as inapplicably
as ever, the truly “ well-known declaration” from St. Augus-
tine, how he was led by the Church to receive the Gospel ; and
then thinks the cause is settled, and that the Protestants
being outlawed, they can never enjoy the rights and privileges
of true and honest citizens.

But are the churches of Europe all this while denying the
testimony of the Church? By no means! They only deny the
Church of Rome to be “the Church.” They assent to the
dictum of Augustine; but they question Rome’s peculiar, or
indeed any, property in the title.

But Dr. Milner and similar citers of Augustine might
agree about the meaning of these words, before using them,
or expecting such effects to follow the producing of them.
Augustine was dealing with the Manichaeans, who, as Bishop
Canus® has shown, would have a certain Gospel of their own,
admitted without further dispute; in this case, he says

®* Durand, 1, 3. Dist. 24, 9, 1, fo. ccxci. Paris, 1508. Driedo. de Eccl.
Script. et Dogm., lib. iv. ¢. 4. Gerson, de Vita Spir. Anime, lect. 2, Coroll. 7,
P- 24, tom. iii. pars 1. Paris, 1706.

b Canus, Log. Theol lib. ii: c. 8, p.. 52, Colon. 1605,
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Augustine puts the question, “ What if you meet with one
who doth not believe the Gospel? what motive would you
use to such an one to bring him to your belief ? I, for my
part,” he says, “should not have been brought to embrace
the Gospel, if the Church’s authority had not swayed with
me.” And then goes on to show, that though the Church
may induce a person to accept with confidence the books
presented to him as Scripture, yet it cannot secure him the
possession of the “fidem Evangelii:” the external material
instrument it can produce and vouch for, but can do no more.
So that this Romish bishop gives a very different interpreta-
tion to Augustine’s words from that of Dr. Milner.* ¢ By the
mouth of God,” said Augustine, “ which is the truth, I know
the Church of God, which is partaker of the truth.”® The
Church, in fact, with him is known from the Word of God.
Hooker does indeed admit the high value of the evidence
which, not the Church of Rome, but the Church Catholic,
affords to the Bible being the Word of God. He thus writes:
—“The voice and testimony of the Church, acknowledging
Scripture to be the law of the living God, is for the truth and
certainty thereof no mean evidence. For if with reason we
may presume upon things which a few men’s dispositions do
testify, suppose we that the minds of men are not both at
their first access to the school of Christ exceedingly moved,
yea, and for ever afterwards also confirmed much, when they
consider the main consent of all the churches in the whole
world witnessing the sacred authority of Scriptures, ever since
the first publication thereof even till this present day and
hour? And that they all have always so testified, I see not
how we should possibly wish a proof more palpable, than
this manifest, received, and everywhere continued custom of
reading them publicly as the Scriptures. The reading there-
fore of the Wor 1¢ * God, as the use hath ever been, in open
audience, is the plainest evidence we have of the Church’s
assent and acknowledgment that it is His Word.” [Hooker,
Eccles. Polit. Book v. c. xxii. § 2, p. 114, edit. Oxon. 1836.
The reference given by Dr. Milner, “c. iii. § 8, is rather
unintelligible. We propose to return to this reference to
Hooker.] This language is too plain to need any explanation
from us ; the sentiment is so appropriate to the explanation of
Augustine, as given by the Romish Bishop Canus. But a
reader unacquainted with Hooker’s ¢ Ecclesiastical Polity”
would suppose that this justly esteemed writer admitted the
apocryphal works into the Canon of Scripture, based on the

s See Sir H. Lynde’s “ Via Devia,” sect. xviii. p. 279. London, 1850.
b Aug. in Psal. 57, p. 545, tom. iv. Paris, 1681.
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imaginary fradition of the Church of Rome: on the contrary,
Hooker most clearly places all these works out of the Canon.
—(See Book v. c. xx.)

We have consulted Dr. Lardner in Bishop Watson’s col-
lection, vol. ii. p. 20, and can meet with no such a sentiment
as intimated by Dr. Milner. Whether Dr. Lardner ever
wrote such a passage or not, is of little consequence. DBoth
Hooker and Lardner do, of course, accept historical ifra-
dition, as is well known, as one of the main proofs of the
present Canon of Scripture, apart from the Apocrypha; and
though we have many arguments to support our views, and
many additional reasons for refusing to accept the apocryphal
books, we have based our proofs in opposition to Dr. Milner
wholly on the Zistorical tradition of the Church.

No. X.

REFORMERS AND THE REFORMATION.

Historical Misrepresentations with reference to the Reformation—Henry VIIL
—Duke of Somerset—Queen Elizabeth—The Reformation attributed to
Political causes: the avarice of the nobility and gentry, and the irre-
ligion and licentiousness of the people.®

Tue Reformation of the Church of England, in the sixteenth
century, threw off the usurpation of the Pope, together with
the whole mass of perilous innovations in faith and practice
which had grown up in the Church of Rome during a thousand
years before. It was the result, under the favouring provi-
dence of God, of a general awakemng of the minds of men
throughout Europe, forced into reluctant action by an accu-
mulation of abuses and oppression on the part of the priest-
hood, of which the last was the issuing of indulgences by
Pope Leo X., whose agents roused the indignant eloquence
of Luther. The movement, however, had its real commence-
ment in the latter part of the fourteenth century, when the
famous Wickliffe boldly attacked the authority of the Pope,
the jurisdiction of the bishops, and the temporalities of the
Church. He also assailed the doctrine of transubstantiation ;
but his most important work was the translation of the Bible
into English, after it had been, for so many ages, a sealed
book to the great body of the priests and to all the laity.

The preachings and the writings of this extraordinary
man, aided by his translation of the Secriptures, bore fruit

* The whole of this article is a,dmpted from Bishop Hopkins’s ¢ Reply to
Milner.”—Letter III.
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far and wide. Not only did he succeed in gathering around
him a numerous body of adherents, amongst the nobles as
well as the middling class in England, whom the Romanists
stigmatized with the name of Lollards, but he was the origin
of the effort towards reform in Bohemia, for which John
Huss and Jerome of Prague were condemned by the Council
of Constance, and suffered the agonies of martyrdom. Wick-
liffe himself, of course, was adjudged to be a heretic, and the
sword of Rome was raised against his followers with its
usnal persecuting vigour. The Lollards’ Tower yet remains,
attached to the Archiepiscopal palace at Lambeth, where
may still be seen the time-worn monuments of the cruelties
which gave it that name. As we gaze upon the gloomy walls
which imprisoned so many of the martyrs of the Bible, and
see the iron rings bolted in the oaken floor, to which they
had been chained in the bloody ages of Papal supremacy,
we cannot but feel, with an emotion of unspeakable gratitude,
the contrast between the mild and gentle government of the
Church of England and the savage and crushing despotism
which [in England] has passed away.

But although Rome succeeded, apparently, in extirpating
the influence of Wickliffe by her favourite weapons of the
dungeon and the stake, yet 1t can hardly be doubted that a
lasting impression had been made upon many thousand
minds, which contributed largely to the ultimate triumph of
the true Reformation in the sixteenth century. In many
respects, the notions of that eminent man were crude and
crroneous, and the thorough and effectual work required the
co-operation of various labourers before it could be brought
to a mature result. Luther, in Germany, led the way, fol-
lowed by Zuinglius and Calvin; and, far from wondering
that their views were in some respects mistakep and defective,
we are rather disposed to wonder that they should have been
so nearly right, and, in most points, so harmonious. The
reformers of England had the vast advantage of being last
in the field. From the commencement of Luther, in A.p.
1517, to the accession of Edward VI., in a.p. 1547, thirty
years elapsed, during which they were gradually finding their
way to the ground of the primitive Church, in doctrine,
worship, and discipline; and several years in addition were
spent before the true system of Christianity, recovered from
the corrupt innovations of past ages, was prepared for the
adoption of Parliament. In a.p. 1558, Edward VI. was
succeeded by the bigoted and persecuting Mary, who laboured
hard to overthrow their work and re-establish the old bondage
of the Papacy. But the good providence of the Almighty made
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use of her bloody reign to fasten the heart of the nation more
strongly to the principles of the Reformation; so that when
Elizabeth came to the throne,in A.p. 1558, the establishment
of the pure Gospel of Christ as laid down in the Seriptures,
and the system set forth by the Apostles as it existed in the
primitive Church, were hailed with general joy and accla-
mation.

To impeach this Reformation, therefore, and persuade
his readers that 1t was in all respects an unjustifiable and
even execrable violation of the laws of religious truth and
duty, is one of the great objects of Dr. Milner’s book; and
it must be confessed that he assails it with a dexterity and
hardihood which prove him to be a master in the art of reck-
less vituperation. To trace him in his more important mis-
representations, and vindicate the truth of history and religion
from his attacks, is a weary and ungrateful task, but one
which bears its own reward in the highest sense of duty.

‘We proceed, therefore, to our author’s mode of assigning
the cause, and describing the instruments and results, of the
British Reformation. And this is his statement of what he
considers the commencement of the work by Henry VIIL, in
his eighth letter, p. 106 :— Becoming enamoured of Ann
Boleyn, one of the maids of honour to the queen, and the
reigning Pope refusing to sanction an adulterous marriage
with her, he caused a statute to be passed abrogating the
Pope’s supremacy, and declaring himself the supreme kead of
the Church in England. Thus he plunged the nation into
schism, and opened a way for every kind of heresy and
impiety. In short, nothing is more evident than that the
king’s inordinate passion, and not the Word of God, was the
rule followed in this first important change of our national
religion.”

And in another place he writes,® “Such was his [Henry
VIIL’s] doctrine, till, becoming amorous of his queen’s maid
of honour, Ann Boleyn, and finding the Pope conscientiously
inflexible in refusing to grant him a divorce from the former,
and to sanction an adulterous connection with the latter, he
set himself up as Supreme head of the Church of England,
and maintained his claim by the arguments of halters, knives,
and axes.”

Saving only the facts that the English Parliament abo-
lished the supremacy of the Pope, and declared the king to
be the supreme head of all estates in England, whether civil
or ecclesiastical, this whole statement is utterly false from

* Letter xlvi, p. 445.
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beginning to end. But to demonstrate this falsehood will
require a little patient attention to the truth of history.

The real aspect of the matter is as follows:— Queen
Katherine, who was the first consort of Henry VIIIL., was
the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella, and was married,
from motives of state policy, to Prince Arthur, the eldest son
of Henry VII., a youth of sixteen years of age, who died soon
afterwards. This marriage had no issue, and King Henry VIL,,
in order to keep up his alliance with Spain, and prevent the
widow from carrying her rich jointure out of England, re-
solved to have her wedded to his next son, Henry. The
ccelesiastical law, however, was opposed to such a union, and
there was no remedy for this but the obtaining the Pope’s
dispensation. The Pontiff, Julius I1., who was much more
of a soldier and a politician than of a divine, made no diffi-
culty about granting the king’s request, and the marriage
between Henry and Katherine was solemmnized accordingly,
while he was yet in his minority.

But the validity of the whole proceeding was denied at the
time by many. Not only several of the cardinals, but also
‘Warham, who was then Archbishop of Canterbury, and as
eminent for his learning as for his office, dissented from it
openly, as did others of the English bishops and divines, on
the ground that the marriage of a brother’s wife was for-
bidden by the law of God in the Book of Leviticus, and
therefore the Pope had no power to give such a dispensation.
These objections made the young prince uneasy, and his
father also. Indeed, the king became so convinced of the
unlawfulness of the marriage, that he commanded his son, in
the presence of many of the nobility, to protest against it
when he came of age. In compliance with his wishes, the
“protestation was drawn up, the prince read it himself before
a public notary, June 27th, 1505, and it was lodged in the
hands of Fox, the Bishop of Winchester. By this instrument,
the prince declared, ¢ that whercas he, being under age, was
married to the Princess Katherine; yet now, coming to be
of age, he did not confirm that marriage, but annulled it,
and would not proceed in'it, but intended, in full form of
law, to avoid it and break it off; which he declared that he
did freely, and of his own accord.”* The affection which he
had for his consort, however, induced him to postpone any
further measures, until the death of his father, and his con-
sequent accession to the erown, again brought up the ques-
tion. It was debated warmly before the Council, where the

» Burnet’s ‘‘History of the Reformation,” b. 2, vol. i. p. 45 [p. 71
edit. Oxford, 1829]. ‘ i [p- 71,
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majority decided that the marriage should not be dissolved.
And as this decision accorded with Henry’s personal feelings at
the time, they were again married publicly, and both erowned
soon afterwards.

This union, disputed from the first, had several issue, of
which two were sons, who died at an early age, and the third
was Mary, the same who was afterwards queen, and the only
offspring of Henry and Katherine who came to maturity. It
so happened, however, that her father, having entered into a
negotiation with the King of France to marry this, his only
child, either to Francis himself, or to his son, the Duke of
Orleans, was struck with mortification and alarm when the
Bishop of Tarbes, who was the French ambassador, objected
that the Princess Mary was illegitimate, being the fruit of a
marriage contracted against the divine law, from which no
human authority could grant a dispensation.* This revived
the former scruples of Henry. Those scruples were further
strengthened by his favourite, Cardinal Wolsey, and by
Longland, the Bishop of Lincoln, who was the king’s con-
fessor. He ‘examined the Book of Leviticus, and found it
there recorded, that if a man took his brother’s wife, he
shoud die childless ; and he began to lock upon the untimely
death of his two sons as a punishment, according to this very
menace, for his unlawful marriage. He read the most
learned casuists, and especially Thomas Aquinas, and saw
that they were against him. He then commanded the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury to take the opinion of the bishops of
England upon the question. And the result was that all,
with the solitary exception of Fisher, Bishop of Rochester,
declared in writing, under their hands and seals, that the
marriage was null and void from the beginning, since the Pope,
although he had full power to grant a dispensation from the
laws of the Church, had no warrant to authorize the violation
of the law of God, which, as they maintained, expressly for-
bade the taking of a brother’s widow.?

The king being now completely convinced that the French
bishop was right, and that his marriage was illegal,his next
movement was to apply to the Pope, through Cardinal
Wolsey, for a decree to annul it, or to grant him a divorce.
For this, the arguments chiefly insisted on were the unlaw-
fulness of the marriage, and the manifest fact that the ques-
tion affected the succession of the English throne, since it
was evident that the Princess Mary, if illegitimate, might

* Burnet’s “ History of the Reformation,” vol. i. p. 49 [p.74. Oxford, 1829].
® Ibid. vol i. p. 50 [p. 76]. See Turner’'s “ Modern Hist. of England,”
vol. iil. pp. 142-—1583.-  London; 1828.
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have her title disputed, and Henry, in his present circum-
stances, could have no other issue. Such an application was
certainly just and reasonable. We all know that Napoleon,
the first French emperor, found it an easy matter to obtain a
divorce from Josephine, in order that he might marry an
Austrian princess, on the mere ground that he might thus
have a hope of an heir to his imperial sceptre, although, in
that case, there was no question as to the validity of his mar-
riage. Why, then, should the request of Henry VIII. have
met with so much difficulty ? He had hitherto proved himself
a devoted servant to the Papacy. He had even published a
book against Luther, in return for which act of royal author-
ship the Pope had sent him the golden rose, which was the
chief compliment to princes, and had added to his other titles
the new and flattering appellation of “ Defender of the Faith.”
How therefore, did it happen, that the Pontiff adopted a
course so unaccommodating towards this his favourite son
in the sixteenth ecentury ?

The answer is perfectly plain upon the face of history.
Clement VII., the reigning Pope, had been engaged in a war
against Charles V., the Emperor of Germany, and was actu-
ally, at the very time, a prisoner in the monarch’s hands,
negotiating for his own release, and for a treaty of pacifica-
tion. And Charles was the nephew of Queen Katherine, and
held that the honour of her powerful house was implicated in
the question. Her own pride of character, and that of all
her kindred, naturally revolted at the idea that her marriage
should be pronounced unlawful from the beginning, thus
bringing an ineffaceable stain upon her own wedded life, and
through her, casting humiliation upon the majesty of Arragon.
And hence the emperor was violently opposed to the course
of Henry VIII., and the Pope was at the mercy of ‘the
emperor. If Katherine of Arragon had been unprotected,
as was Josephine of France, or if Henry VIII. had been the
virtual master of the Pope’s dominions, as was the Emperor
Napoleon, the question would probably have been settled in
his favour at once, without the slightest prevarication.

As it was, however, the evidence is sufficiently complete
that the Pope was well inclined towards Henry’s application.
He had effected his escape from confinement, but still felt
himself obliged to temporize, delay, and evade a direct deci-
sion of the main question, from policy, lest he should provoke
the resentment of Charles, and involve himself in new trou-
bles. Nevertheless, he went very far in favour of the king’s
request. This is fully proved by the Papal historian, Lin-
‘gard, notwithstanding the decided bias towards his Church
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which is apparent through his whole elaborate work. We
need hardly say, that his testimony, even to the mind of our
Roman Catholic readers, ought to be conclusive. We pray,
them to observe, therefore, particularly, his distinct state-
ment, “ that the Pope signed two instruments presented to
him by the envoys of King Henry—the one authorizing Car-
dinal Wolsey to decide the question of the divorce in England,
as the Papal legate, and the other ¢ granting to Henry a dis-
pensation to marry, in the place of Katherine, any other woman
whomsoever, even if she were already promised to another, or
related to kimself within the first degree of affinity.’”” The
Pontiff further expressed his opinion in favour of this latter
course in these extraordinary terms: “The king is said by
some to have chosen a most circuitous route. If he be con-
vinced in his conscience, as he affirms, that his present marriage
is null, HE MIGHT MARRY AGAIN, This would enable me or
the legate to decide the question at once. Otherwise it is plain
that by appeals, exceptions, and adjournments, the case must be
protracted for many years.”’®

Here, then, we beg our Roman Catholic readers to mark
how completely their reckless partisan, Milner, is contradicted
by the Pope himself, on the clear testimony of their own his-
torian. ‘ Becoming enamoured,” saith this favourite author,
¢ of Ann Boleyn, one of the maids of honour of the queen, and
the reigning Pope refusing to sanction an adulterous marriage
with her,” &c. But, in fact, the Pope was so far from refusing
the application of Henry, that, on the contrary, he authorized
Cardinal Wolsey to decide the question of the divorce, as the
Papal legate in England, being perfectly aware at the time
that Wolsey held the marriage to be invalid, and was, besides,
the obsequious and devoted servant of the king. And more-
over, he sent a dispensation to Henry, allowing him to marry,
in the place of Katherine, any woman whomsoever, even if she
were already promised to another! Did that look like a
refusal of the Pope to sanction his marriage to Anne Boleyn ?

This, however, is not the only evidence which the same
Pontiff has furnished on the particular point of Milner’s
calumny. “It had been intimated to Pope Clement,” saith
the Romish historian Lingard, ¢ that the real object of the
king was to gratify the ambition of a woman who had sacri-
ficed her honour to his passion, on condition that he should
raise her to the throne. But after the perusal of a letter from
Wolsey, the Pontiff believed, or at least professed to believe,
that Ann Boleyn was a lady of unimpeachable character, and

* Lingard’s ¢ History of England,” Dunigan’s edition of 1848, vol. vi.
pp. 128-9.
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that the suit of Henry proceeded from sincere and conscientious
scruples.”” *

Thus we have this favourite Dr. Milner presenting the
action of the Pope in one light, while the Pope himself pre-
sents the very contrary! What sense of truth or decency
could have governed a writer who was thus ready to blacken
the character of the dead in the face of the highest testimony,
if, by so doing, he thought that he could stain, directly or
indirectly, the Reformed Church of England? For no inge-
nuity can reconcile his statements with the facts. According
to Milner, the king desired the Pope to sanction an adulterous
marriage : according to the Pope, the application of Henry
proceeded from sincere and conscientious scruples. According
to Milner, Ann Boleyn was accessory to the monarch’s sin :
according to the Pope, she was a lady of nnimpeachable cha-
racter. According to Milner, the Pope refused the request
of Henry : according to Lingard, he was so far from refusing,
that he authorized Cardinal Wolsey, the king’s most zealous
partisan, to decide the case, as Papal legate. According to
Milner, the Pope would not sanction Henry’s marriage with
Anne Boleyn : according to the historian, the Pontiff gave
him a dispensation to marry, instead of Katherine, any woman
he chose, and even advised him to take that course, as the
quickest and easiest mode of settling the question! How
plainly does this prove that the Pontiff, at this time, felt con-
fident of a final decision in favour of Henry, and how utterly
impossible to justify his own course, if he had doubted the
substantial justice and propriety of the monarch’s application !

But however cordial the Pontiff may have been, the
critical circumstances in which he found himself, with refer-
ence to the emperor, effectually deterred him from a firm or
decided course of action. His cardinals were divided in
opinion, and many of the more influential insisted that he
must delay and temporize until the imperial troops should
be driven out of Italy. Wolsey himself shrunk from the
responsibility of deciding the question of divorce without a
colleague, and requested that Cardinal Campeggio might
be united with him in the Papal commission. The applica-
tion was granted. After a considerable delay, Campeggio
arrived. The Court opened their sessions, and the queen
being summoned, refused to answer any authority below that
of the Pope himself, and appealed. The cause was evoked
to Rome, on the demand of the emperor, and thus three
years were wasted, and the king found himself no nearer to a

2 Th. vol. vi. p. 183,
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decision than he was at the beginning. About this time,
Cranmer suggested that the opinion of the foreign universities
should be taken; and as it had now become apparent that
the Pope, influenced by political expediency, had changed his
course, and united his interests with the emperor, Henry re-
solved to submit the question to the principal learned Faculties
and Canonists of Europe, and abide by their decision.

The result was as follows :—The judgment of the English
Bishops (all of whom, except Fisher, had affirmed, under
their hands and seals, the nullity of the king’s marriage with
Katherine) was ratified and approved—

By the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge.

By the celebrated Faculty of the Sorbonne, at Paris.

. By the divines of Bologna.

. By the University of Padua.

. By the divines of Ferrara.

By the University of Orleans.

By the Faculty of Canon Law at Paris.

. By the Faculties of the Civil and Canon Law at
Angiers.

9. By the Faculty of divines at Bourges.

10. By the University of Toulouse.

11. By the most famous Jewish Rabbins. These were
consulted because the question involved the construction of
Leviticus, which was a portion of the Jewish law. And
they all decided that the Mosaic rule, by which a man should
marry his deceased brother’s wife, in case there was no issue
by her former husband (the main argument of the imperial
party), was a local law, confined to Judea on account of its
connection with the orginal division of the land, and there-
fore not operative upon the Jews who resided in any other
country ; while the law forbidding the marriage of a brother’s
wife, on the contrary, was e general low, which bound them
everywhere.

12. And lastly; the same judgment was given, on their
individual responsibility, by a large number of eminent
canonists and divines in Rome itself, in Venice, and many
other places.

Such being the result, the king determined at length to
pursue the course advised by the Pope himself at the begin-
ning, and married Ann Boleyn privately on the 14th day of
November, 1582. But neither did this marriage, nor the
consultation of the universities, nor the refusal of Henry
to obey the citation of the Pontiff personally to appear at
Rome, in the still pending matter of the divorce, produce,
as yet, any open rupture. Hence, the Pope made no objec-

O N O TS o0
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tions against Cranmer, who was appointed Archbishop of
terbury on the death of Warham. And the usual bull for his
consecration, together with the pallium, was sent from Rome
without delay, notwithstanding the perfect knowledge that
the king’s course had been prompted by this favourite coun-
sellor’s suggestions.

The declaration of the king’s supremacy, however, fol- -
lowed soon afterwards, amd annihilated, at one blow, the
Papal power in England. Yet all the English bishops con-
sented to it, except Fisher, the bishop of Rochester, and all
the English laymen of eminence, except Sir Thomas More.
Nor can it be censured on any ground of Scripture or of
reason. Neither can it be truly denied that the act was
justifiable, according to the practice of the primitive Church.
To understand it rightly, however, it is necessary to advert to
the state of matters under the Papacy.

For a long period prior to this' assertion of the king’s
prerogative, the clergy enjoyed a complete immunity from
the administration of secular justice. They were only
amenable to the Church, and the courts of the king could not
call them personally to account for any enormity. Whatever
crimes they might perpetrate, whatever disorders they might
commit, whatever evil example they might set before the
community, they could laugh to scorn the powers of national
law so long as they enjoyed the Papal favour. Not only
were they thus secure in their own persons, but they were
the guardians of all the villains in the land ; for every church,
with a certain space around it, was a sanctuary of refuge,
and if the thief, the murderer, ‘or the robber, could get
within the line of its protection, the officers of justice were
set at naught; and thus the priests became the standing
obstacles to right, and the safeguard of the grossest iniquity.
We shall see, by-and-by, the application which had been made
by Henry VII. to the Pope to have this nuisance done away,
and the very small success which attended his urgent petition.

Besides these evils, the supremacy of the Pope operated
directly upon the wealth and the safety of the nation. Enor-
mous sums were annually carried out of the kingdom to
Rome, in the shape of Peter-pence, first-fruits, offerings, and
presents, to say nothing of the frequent demands of subsidies,
and the expenses of parties and witnesses who were obliged
to submit to the appellate jurisdiction of the Pontiff. The
prerogatives claimed by the Pope, moreover, gave him the
power of filling the English sees with foreigners, and the
expenses attendant upon the legatine authority were often
oppressive and severe.

’ H
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Tor all this there was not a particle of real authority in
the Bible, in reason, or in the primitive Church. It was per-
fectly undeniable that the whole despotic system was a usur-
pation, which came in-after the time of William the Conqueror.
It was certain that the Christian bishops of the carly ages
were subject to the civil ruler, to the emperors and magis-
trates, in all the temporal relations of their lives and proper-
ties. It was demonstrable that they held the sovereign to be
the supreme head of the clergy as well as of the laity in all
the ordinary interests of law and justice, and that even in
matters of faith, from the time of Constantine, the monarch’s
assent was necessary to give practical validity to the decrees
of Councils. Such was the supremacy which Henry VIII.
determined to reclaim: the same supremacy which was exer-
cised by the kings of ancient Israel—the same supremacy
which was exercised by the Christian emperors for more than
ten centuries. And therefore he was clearly right, on every
ground of argument which stands properly connected with
the question.

Thus, then, we trust that we have fully disproved the
assertions of Dr. Milner, in reference to the acts of
Henry VIII. We have shown that the Pope did not refuse
to sanction the marriage of the king with Ann Boleyn, but
sent him, on the contrary, a dispensation to marry any
woman whatever ; that instead of the Pontiff imputing to
either of them an adulterous design, he expressed himself
satisfied thatHenry’s scruples were sincere and conscientious,
and that Ann Boleyn was a lady of unimpeachable character ;
that instead of the refusal of the Pope producing the Act
declaring the king’s supremacy, the application for the divorce
was still pending at Rome at the time when that Act was
passed, and thus far the Pope had refused nothing, but had
only put off the decision, by policy and prevarication ; that
instead of the king’s “ inordinate passion” being the cause
which induced Henry to insist on his supremacy, as Milner
so positively asserts, he had actually married Ann Boleyn
after the judgment of the universities had been pronounced
in his favour, o.p. 1532 ; and this marriage produced no rup-
ture with the Pope, who showed his desire to accommodate
the king by forwarding, at his request, the bull for Cranmer’s
consecration the year after.

» The dates, as given by the historian Burnet, will show the course of the
whole matter precisely :—

A.D. 1501, Nov. 14. Prince Arthur married Katherine of Arragon.—[Vol. i.

p. 71. Edit. Oxford, 1828.]
1502, April 2, He died.—(Ib.)
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But in the face of all historical evidence, Milner boldly
insists that the conduct of Henry VIII. was the sole result of
an adulterous attachment to Ann Boleyn. ‘Nothing is more
evident,” saith he, ¢ than that the king’s inordinate passion,
and not the Word of God, was the rule followed in this first
important change of our national religion.” How marvellous
that he could not see how such a charge, if true, rebounded
against his own infallible Church ! For the course of Henry
was approved, 1lst, by all the English bishops except Fisher ;
2nd, by the Pope himself at the beginning, though two
years afterwards he was gained over by the emperor ; 3rd, by
the foreign universities, faculties, divines, and canonists of
Europe ; 4th, by many of the Roman cardinals. And Henry
all this time was a devoted Romanist, and all who concurred
with him belonged to the same communion! Did Milner’s
anxiety to blacken the Reformation blind his eyes to the

A.D. 1503, Dec. 26. Pope Julius granted the bull of dispensation, in order
that Prince Henry might marry the widow, and they
were united accordingly.

1505, June 27. Prince Henry, by his father’s command, protested
against the marriage, being then of age.—[p. 71.]
1509, April22. The old king died, advising his ‘son to break off the
marriage.—(Ib.)

June 3. The Counciladvise the contrary, and the king preferring

that course, he was married again publicly.—(Ib.)

1527, April. The French king’s ambassador demurs about the
Princess Mary’s legitimacy.—[p. 73.]

Cardinal Wolsey and Longland, the king’s confessor,
revive the old scruples of the king, who examines
the question for himself.—[p. 74.]

The English bishops, except Fisher, all concur against
the marriage.—(p. 76.]

,, Dec. 5, Theapplication for the divorce sent to the Pope [p. 90],
but the king’s agent could not gain admission to him,
as he was the emperor’s prisoner [p. 94; but by
corrupting some of the guards the king’s demands
were made known, when the Pope sent word that
the dispensation should be granted.]

% ,» 9. The Pope escapes to Orvieto.—(Ib.)

1528, January. About the beginning of the next month, the Pope signs

the documents referred to by Lingard.

1529, July 25. The cause evoked to Rome.

1530, The Universities consulted.

1532, Nov. 14, The king married Ann Boleyn.—[p. 255.]

1533, Feb. 21. The bulls signed at Rome for Cranmer’s consecration.—

[p. 259.

,»  Sept. 7. Queen Eli]zabeth born.—[p. 271.]

1534, Mar. 20. Act abolishing the Pope’s power passed in Parliament

[p. 292.] King’s supremacy declared.—[p. 318.]
23. Sentence of the Pope against the divorce in Rome,—
[p. 275.]

Burnet, moreover, states expressly, that Henry ¢ was beforehand with the
Court of Rome ;” that *‘the Pope’s power had then been for four years together
much examined and disputed,” and therefore the subject was thoroughly
canvassed before the Parliament decided upon the act of abolition.—[p. 277.]
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inevitable consequence of his own assertion? Did he forget
that if Henry VIIL. pursued his course without any just

ound, and only to gratify an inordinate passion, the whole
of these bishops, cardinals, divines, universities, canonists,
and even the Pope himself, were guilty as his accomplices ?
Did he forget that all this took place several years before the
Reformation ? That all the actors in it were the members
and the clergy of his own Church? That Henry VIII., in
every point except the supremacy of the Pope in England,
remained a bigoted and persecuting adherent to Romanism
to his dying day? That, in fact, the true work which
restored the Church of England to the privileges of the pri-
mitive apostolic faith did not begin until the accession of
Edward VI, in A.p. 1547 ; so that thirteen years elapsed
after the Act of Supremacy, in 1534, during which all the
Romanists in England, save Fisher and More, submitted to
Henry’s dictation.

And now, although we have occupied so large a space in
proving the falsehood of Milner’s statements, as well for the
sake of historical truth as to demonstrate the utter treachery
of the guide who is so strongly recommended by Roman
Catholics, yet we do not hold Henry VIIIL, in any proper
sense, as a reformer of the Church of England. In the matter
of his divorce from Katherine the general sense of Rome was
with him. In the matter of his supremacy, to the exclusion of
the Pope, it was not so much a point of religion as a point of
government. All the bishops, save Fisher, took the new oath
without scruple, and all the clergy, save the Franciscans, did
the same. Hence, Fisher and More did not suffer as keretics,
but as Tra1TORS, under the Act of Parliament ; and the whole
charge against them was confined to the secular offence of
opposing what was now the established law of the land.

We fully admit, however, that although Henry VIII.
was no reformer, he was undoubtedly an . instrument in the
hand of God to prepare the way for the Reformation. To
this end, he overthrew the supremacy of the Pope and the
monastic system in England. As Jehu was appointed to
execute the judgment of Heaven against the house of Ahab
and the worshippers of Baal, and executed the task, while he
was himself a friend to idolatry : so Henry was appointed to
destroy the usurped power of the Pope and the superstitious
influence of the monasteries, notwithstanding he was, in all
things else, the friend and patron of Romanism. The Church
of Christ, as planted by the Apostles, was like a noble temple,
round which the hand of barbarous and wanton innovation
had erected an.unsightly pile, thus spoiling. its effect, and
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concealing its fair proportions. To tear down the walls of
this, and bear away thé rubbish, would be the first step
towards the restoration of the original fabric. And such
was the work which, in part, was assigned to Henry.
The repairing and refitting the temple itself, so as to exhibit
to every eye its pristine beauty, was a very different task,
and was committed, in the wisdom of God, to a very different
instrumentality.

We have already said that the act of Henry VIIL, in
abolishing the Pope’s supremacy in England, and taking
possession of the monasteries, produced no reformation. He
may have heen, as Romish writers paint him, a lustful and
bloody tyrant. But with that we have nothing to do. He
was bred and educated in the school of Romanism. He
was even more than commonly well read in the religion of
his day, and exhibited his erudition, to the admiration of the
Pope and the bishops, in his book against Luther, which
gained him the title of  Defender of the Faith.” We doubt
not that if he had continued, in all respects, an obedient son
of Rome, the world would have heard very little of his
cruelty or his despotism. As to the first, it was a small
matter in comparison with the tortures and fiery death
inflicted by the Romish Inquisition, and universally sanctioned
throughout Europe previous to the Reformation. And as to
the second, it did not exceed the common measure of sove-
reigns in that age, and for centuries before. Towards his
wives his conduct was only severe when he believed them to
be faithless. None of them, from Katherine of Arragon
down to Katherine Parr, ever complained of his ill-treatment.
The famous Charlemagne had four wives at once, and yet
his name was inserted by many churches on the catalogue
of saints. Louis XIV. kept mistresses constantly under
the eyes of his queen, yet he was a prodigious favourite
with Romish bishops and clergy. Compared with either of
them, or with the ordinary list of Roman Catholic sovereign
princes, Henry VIIL. was a pattern of continence and de-
corum. With all this, it must be granted that he had an
extraordinary power of gaining and keeping the affection and
confidence of his subjects; so that the sole motive to which
we must attribute the pre-eminence of his evil character
amongst writers of the Church of Rome, must be their deter-
mination to stigmatize him because he broke the bands and
yokes of Papal domination.

The true work of reformation, however, was reserved for
the reign of his son, Edward VI., who came to the crown
when he was only eleven years old, and died at the early age
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of sixteen. Against him Milner can say nothing, save that
he was a boy! But this boy was a prodigy of learning, wis-
dom, and piety, which we might defy the history of Europe to
equal. We all know that many cases have occurred of boys,
whose precocious development of intellect in mathematics,
music, and dramatic skill, has astonished the oldest and most
accomplished minds of their time. We all know that it has
sometimes pleased the Almighty to manifest His grace to
children in a manner quite as wonderful, of which the youth-
ful Samuel, called to be a prophet at an earlier age than
Edward was called to be a king, was a marked example. We
even find the principle recorded in Scripture, where the

* Psalmist, addressing the Deity, saith : “ In the mouth of babes

and sucklings thou hast perfected praise,”—a passage which
the great Redecmer rendered memorable by employing it in
His stern rebuke of the Pharisees, when they found fault
with the children crying in the temple, ¢ Hosanna to the Son
of David.” The sneers of Milner, therefore, with respect to
Edward’s youth, are not merely absurd, but savour of impiety.
That surprising boy was a man in intellect, and a saint in
virtue. Precocious in all respects, the victim of consump-
tion, which cut him off so soon, and which is well known to
be usually connected with a premature unfolding of the rea-
soning faculties, his attainments and his character were the
constant subjects of astonishment and delight to all around
him. = And as his name has thus far bid defiance to the
calumny of Romanists, we doubt not that it will shine as
a bright star upon the page of history long after the memory
of those who mock his youth shall have sunk into oblivion.*

The leading men amongst the reformers who carried on
the work under the patronage of their saint-like young sove-
reign, were Cranmer, Ridley, Latimer, and Hooper. And
although there may be some flaws found by an ingenious
and unscrupulous adversary, like Milner, in their personal
consistency, yet we may safely challenge their enemies to
name an equal number of English Romanistsin their day who
stood upon the same exalted height of Christian virtue.

We come now to another tissue of misrepresentations,
which this bold and reckless advocate has crowded, with his
usual skill, into a single paragraph, although it will require
many paragraphs to expose their falsity. Thus he avers that
““the unprincipled Duke of Somerset,” who was the uncle of
the youthful king, and held the highest office in the govern-
ment, “ pushed on the Reformation, so called, much further

¢ Burnet, ¢ History of the Reformation,” vol. iii. pp. 2, 3.
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than it had yet been carried, with a view to the gratification
of his own ambitious and avaricious purposes. He suppressed
the remaining colleges and hospitals which the profligacy of
Henry had spared, converting their revenues to his own use,
and that of his associates. He forced Cranmer and the other-
Bishops to take out fresh commissions for governing their
dioceses during his nephew’s—that is to say, his own—sood
pleasure. He made a great number of important changes in
the public worship by his own authority, or that of his
visitors; and when he employed certain Bishops and divines
in forming fresh Articles and a new Liturgy, he punished
them with imprisonment if they were not obedient to his
orders.? He even took upon him to alter their work, when
sanctioned by Parliament, in compliment to the Church’s
greatest enemy, Calvin.”’—[Letter viii. pp. 106-7.]

The whole of this, however, is a mere string of misre-
presentations. For, 1st, the Reformation was prosecuted
vigorously, says Burnet in his history, by CranmEeRr, who had
upon his side several of the Bishops—Holgate, of York ;
Holbeck, of Lincoln; Goodrick, of Ely; and, above all,
Ridley, of Rochester, afterwards of London. Old Latimer
was discharged from imprisonment, to which Henry VIIL
had consigned him on account of his opposition to the Six
Articles of the Papal doctrine which that monarch had
resolved to maintain, but declined any public station, and
employed himself solely in preaching the docgrines ‘of the
Reformation. Somerset was “firmly wunited with Cranmer
in his design,” says the same historian ; but Milder’s statement
makes him the leader, instead of the Bishops, to whose office
it belonged. This fabrication, therefore, was set forth by
this favourite champion in order to deceive his ignorant or
careless readers into the false idea that the work was the mere
product of an ambitious and avaricious politician. Yet nothing
can be more contrary to the truth of history.?

2nd. The remaining colleges and hospitals which Milner
states to have been suppressed by Somerset, and the revenues
applied to his own uses, must be an allusion, not to the act
of Somerset, but to the Act of the first Parliament, which
gave the CHANTRIES, COLLEGES, AND CHAPELS, to the king, to
be applied ““to the maintenance of grammar-schools to the
support of preachers, and the increase of vicarages.”’® This
act was opposed by Cranmer and seven other Bishops; but
it passed, notwithstanding. It isa manifest perversion, how-

¢ Here Dr. Milner adds as a note, ¢ The Bishops Heath and Gardiner were
both imprisored for non-compliance.”
* DBurnet, vol. iii. p. 32. ¢ Ib. p. 60-1,
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ever, to represent it as if it were the work of Somerset’s
single authority.

8rd. The third fabrication of Milner states, that *he
forced Cranmer and the other Bishops to take out fresh com-
missions for governing their dioceses during his nephew’s—
that is, his own—good pleasure ;”’ the truth being, that the act .
passed by the whole Privy Council, appointed by the will of
Henry VIIIL., in pursuance of the course adopted during the
reign of that monarch, Cranmer being one of the Council,
and recommending the measure, both by precept and example,
as a prudent precantion under present circumstances. But
it was intended only as a temporary thing, and it was neither,
as Milner asserts, the single act of Somerset, nor wasit forced
at all.®

4th. The appointment of visitors, with injunctions, the
preparation of the first Book of Homilies to supply the lack
of sermons to the people, the order to read publicly certain
portions of Scripture, &c., were also the work of the whole
Privy Council; under Cranmer’s advice, and In no respect
the act of Somerset’s solo authority ;* and the imprison-
ment of Bonner and Gardiner was rendered necessary by
their resistance to these injunctions, with which all the other
bishops had complied.

5th. And the last of these statements is equally untrue,
that “Somerset took upon him to alter the work® of the
bishops, in compliment to Calvin, the Church’s greatest enemy.”
‘What is meant by Calvin’s being the greatest enemy of the
Church, is indeed ambiguous. If the word Church be referred
to the Church of Rome, the epithet may be consistent with
the idea of Romanists, who suppose their Church to be inca-
pable of improvement; but certainly quite inconsistent with
those even among themselves (and there are, thank God,
many such) who earnestly long to see her reformed. 1If, on
the other hand, our author intended to say that Calvin was
the greatest enemy of the Church of England, it is a very
gross mistake ; for he was in friendly correspondence with
the reformers throughout. He even tHought seriously of
uniting all the Reformed Churches to that of England, and
is reported to have proposed the measure to King Edward
in a letter, which the Papal party suppressed. But it was
Cranmer, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and his episcopal
colleagues, who were the leading persons in the whole work,
according to their office; and the resolutions of the Privy
Council, under the will of the late king, together with the

* Burnet, ‘ History of the Reformation,” vol. ii, p. 7
b Ib, pp. 35-7.
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hearty assent of Edward himself, were the authority by which
they acted in every change of the existing system.

A few specimens of this, as given by the historian Burnet,
may be here set down by way of illustration. There were in
the Churches some images of the blessed Trinity, in which
the Father was represented sitting on the one hand, as an
old man, with a triple crown, and rays about him; the Son
on the other hand, as a young man, with a crown and rays;
-and the Blessed Virgin between them, and the emblem of
the Holy Ghost, a Dove, spread over her head. And there
was a great variety of other images, all which the Council
resolved should be removed; and Somerset, who was the
Lord Protector during the king’s minority, and, by virtue of.
this office, the President of the Council, wrote to Cranmer,
that ke might give order accordingly.* Again, we find that
Cranmer compiled a Catechism.” And again, the Parlia-
ment, A.p. 1548, in order that there might be a perfect uni-
formity throughout the whole kingdom, gave their sanction
to the Liturgy and offices which the king, by the advice of the
Lord Protector, and the Council, had appointed the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury, with other learned and discreet bishops
and divines, to draw up.® We see, therefore, throughout,
the utter falsehood of the statement that the Reformation, in
Edward’s time, was the work of Somerset, for his own ambi-
tious and avaricious purposes. And thus we have another
specimen of the reckless spirit of this FAVOURITE AuTHOR.

From this tissue of misrepresentations Milner proceeds
to another. “ When Elizabeth came to the throne,” says he,
“a new Reformation, different in its Articles and Liturgy
from that of Edward VI., was set on foot, and moulded, not
according to Scripture, but to her orders. She deposed all
the bishops except one, * * * and she required the new
ones, whom she appointed, to renounce certain exercises
which they declared to be agreeable to the Word of God, but
which she found not to agree with her system of politics.”—
[Letter viil. p. 107.]

Of this set of assertions thus much is true, viz., that
Elizabeth deprived every bishop save one, the reason being,
that only one would consent to her coronation; and hence
the rest exposed themselves to be dealt with as traitors.
Under those circumstances, they should have been thankful
that their lives were spared ; and the notion that she shoild
have allowed them to continue as bishops is simply ridiculous.
But it is perfectly false that the Reformation, re-established

& Burnet, vol. iii. p. 79. b TIb. p. 93. ¢ Ib. p. 122.
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under Elizabeth, differed from that which was finally settled
under Edward VI., in a single doctrine or principle. The
few alterations which were made were mere matters of verbal
expediency, designed to remove needless offence to the
remaining Romanists, who had shown a general willingness
to attend the Church, and who would doubtless have soon
conformed entirely, if the Pope’s excommunication of the
queen, together with the strenuous efforts of Jesuit mission-
aries,* had not roused their zeal into opposition.

As to the “exercises’” which Dr. Milner says she required
the new bishops to “renounce,” they were not exercises
authorized by the bishops at any time, but were mere irregular
meetings, got up among some of the laity, conducted in
the Puritan style, under the name of Prophesyings, and of
course hable, in that day, to produce disorder. Archbishop
Grindal thought them likely to be edifying, or at least harm-
less; but most of the other bishops, as well as Elizabeth
herself, were of a different opinion,”and therefore he was
requested to discourage them. With what propriety, then,
could this be called a renunciation required of the new bishops ?
How could they renounce what they never had adopted ?

These examples exhibit the character of Milner’s book
throughout. He seems to have been utterly incapable of
writing with candour or truth, when the facts or instruments
of the Reformation were in question. And there is an easy,
dashing, confident air in his style of falsification, which shows
him to have been a perfect master in the art. But yet his
cffrontery is astonishing, when we look at the contrast
between the treatment of bishops under the Romish kings,
and that which they received under the reformed sovereigns
of England. When Charles V. seized the person of the Pope
himself, and held him a prisoner—when Henry VIII. suec-
cessfully insisted that all his Romish bishops should agree to
abolish the Papal supremacy, and substitute his own, and
suppress monasteries—when Queen Mary, instead of being
content with deposing Cranmer, Ridley, Latimer, and Hooper,
and confining them for a season, burned them alive at the
stake, with more than two hundred other victims—the des-
potism of princely power does not draw a single remark from
this determined partisan. But when Elizabeth deprives the
bishops who refused to acknowledge her right to the crown,
and orders Archbishop Grindal to execute his office in putting
a stop to an irregular exercise of the laymen, which neither
the Church nor her bishops had ever authorized—these are

® See Turner’s “Mod. Hist. of England,” vol. iv. pp. 192, 375 ; and Ken-
nard’s and McLachlan’s ¢ Controversial Correspondence,” Lond. 1855,
pp- 498, 500.



DR. MILNER’S FURTHER MISREPRESENTATIONS. 107

shocking proofs of the despotism which produced the Refor-
mation ! Yea, they demonstrate that the poor bishops were
not allowed to have any voice at all in questions of religious
doctrine or worship, but that thé mere dictation of royalty
regulated the whole! And yet Milner must have known
that "the entire preparation of the work was in the hands
of the bishops, and that not a single instance can be found
in which any point of doctrine or worship was changed or
established, unless it was done by their express judgment and
sanction.

But, to sum up the hypothesis of this favourite com-
pletely, we must quote another passage where he puts forth
his view of the Reformation :—* The more strictly the subject
is examined,” says Dr. Milner, ¢ the more clearly it will appear,
that it was not in consequence of any investigation of the
Scriptures, either public or private, that the ancient Catholic”
(¢.e. Roman) “religion was abolished, and one or other of the
new Protestant religions set up, in the different northern
kingdoms and states of Europe, but in consequence of the
politics of princes and statesmen, the avarice of the nobility
and gentry, and the irreligion and licentiousness of the people.”’
(Letter viii. pp. 107-8.) Here is the theory of the Reforma-
tion, as represented by all Romanists, with a few rare and
candid exceptions. We pronounce it utterly untrue, as
we could prove from the testimony of their own witnesses.
‘We shall only for the present point out its historical absurdity,
and total inconsistency with common sense and reason.

This bold and unscrupulous author assigns, as his first
cause of the change, “ the politics of princes and statesmen.”’
But what political motive could have influenced Luther in
Germany, Zuinglius in Zurich, Calvin in Geneva and France,
Cranmer in England, Knox in Scotland ? Were they politi-
cians, princes, or statesmen? What political motive could
have induced those who were the rulers of those nations to
quarrel with the Pope, with the emperor, with the vast
internal force of the priests and monks, and with the large
body of their own subjects, at the imminent risk of a fearful
civil war, if they should fail to convince the majority of the
people that their cause was just and righteous? What single
instance can be pointed out, where the Reformation was con-
nected, directly or 1nd1rectly, with the field of politics, with
the overthrow of any existing dynasty, or with a proposed
change of civil government ? On the contrary, it is manifest
to the slightest reflection that every motive of earthly policy
must have been hostile to the effort which sought to over-
throw the established religious system of all Europe. - As at
the beginning, of the Gospel dispensation: *the rulers and
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kings took counsel together against the Lord and against His
anointed,” so it was in the great movement of the sixteenth
century. And if the mighty hand of God had not roused
up, in a wonderful manner, the slumbering consciences of
men, the politics of princes and statesmen would have trampled
on the preachers of His truth, and consigned them all, for the
sake of temporal peace, to the flames of martyrdom.

But leaving the question of policy with respect to the
other branches of the work, and confining ourselves to our
proper field of the Reformation in England, we ask for the
evidence that this could have been carried forward by such
a_motive. 'What earthly interest could have prevailed on
Henry VIIL. to cast off the Pope’s supremacy in the year
15347 Was it the privilege of marrying Anne Boleyn? The
Pope had given him a dispensation, and even advised him to
take any woman he pleased, and he had actually married her
two years before. Was it the wealth to be derived from the
suppression of the monasteries? The Pope had granted his
bull to Cardinal Wolsey for this very act, and there was no
obstacle in the way of the king’s good pleasure. Was it to
stop the drain by which the Papal exactions and subsidies
drew off so much of the wealth of England? This could
have been effected by act of Parliament, without any difficulty.
No earthly policy, therefore, can possibly account for Henry’s
course. It was the work of Divine Providence, who raised
up this man of energy and passion to prepare the way for the
restoration of His truth, in mercy to mankind. '

And where is the argument derived from the politics of
princes and statesmen, in the genuine Reformation established
under Edward VI. by Cranmer, Ridley, and their colleagues ?
The body of the whole nation was devoted [externally] to all
the doctrines and practices of Romanism, which Henry VIIL.
had left, saving the Papal supremacy, in their full vigour. The
worship of the Virgin and the saints, of images and relics,
purgatory, priestly celibacy, transubstantiation, communion in
one kind, masses for the dead,—all was there, and all defended
by the strongest arguments of positive law, and vested rights,
and worldly expediency. Moreover, Edward VI. was in his
minority, and the main powers of government rested, until
he should be of age, in the Council, to whom the will of
Henry had committed them. Was this a time which the
politics of princes and statesmen would choose for such an
undertaking? Or could the whole range of earthly policy
point out a single advantage to be gained by such an effort?
‘When, since the world began, did it ever enter the head of a
politician, that a direct assault upon the established religion
of a nationwas the mast likely way to advance his temporal
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power? Most absurd and preposterous, therefore, is the
attempt to account for the facts by an hypothesis like this.
It was the work of God, and He raised up His chosen instru-
ments to accomplish it, not by earthly policy, but in the face
of it.

Equally manifest it is that Cranmer and his colleagues
had nothing to gain, of this world’s treasures, by venturing
their all in such a cause. What interest had they in reducing
to the Scriptural standard the inordinate privileges of their
own order? Was it the desire, as the Romanists would tell
us, of having a wife? The Church of Rome was far more
liberal than the Reformed Church of England has ever been
in allowing the pleasures of female intercourse to her clergy,
provided only that it was not in the lawful way of marriage.®
Was it the enlargement of their official power? The Re-
formation did not enlarge, but diminished it. Was it the
increase of their wealth? The Reformation dried up many
of the old sources of priestly profit, and did not open a single
new one to replace them. Under the rule of Romanism,
they might look forward to the princely rank of the cardinals,
the rich rewards of legatine authority, or even the splendid
majesty of the Papal throne. And the Reformation cut off
all these dazzling prizes of ambition, with no earthly hope of
a higher advancement before them. How plain, therefore,
the result, that their motives must needs have been derived
from the spiritual power of the faith, which not only purifies
the heart, but overcomes the world !

And surely the argument loses nothing of its force, when
we come to the reign of Elizabeth. For the cause of the
Reformation seemed hopelessly lost under the reign of her
predecessor, Mary. The Pope was reinstated in his old
prerogatives. Cranmer, Ridley, Latimer, Hooper, and more
than two hundred others, had endured the agonies of a fiery
martyrdom. The Parliament had submitted the whole nation
to the Roman yoke, and the general acquiescence proved, to
all appearance, that the people, at heart, had received but
little benefit from the measures adopted in the reign of
Edward, and were rather disposed to be content with their
old attractive superstition. On what ground, therefore, under
these circumstances, could the policy of princes and statesmen
rest the attempt to re-establish the Reformation? What
argument of worldly wisdom could induce Elizabeth to incur
the Papal sentence of deposition, which the immense resources
of Philip of Spain stood prepared to make cffectual? What
advantage could she reap from embroiling herself with her

» See Fleury's ““ Hist. Eccl. Cont.” tom. xxiii. p. 17.
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subjects, especially as the decision of the Pope, in the case of
her father’s marriage to Katherine of Arragon, made her of
necessity illegitimate, and she might be sure that this defect
in her title to the throne would be urged against her, if she
excited the hostility of Rome ?

This consideration alone must have determined her to do
nothing in favour of the Reformation, if she had really been
disposed to settle the choice of her religion by the policy of
princes. Our readers will not fail to remember how one of
Elizabeth’s contemporaries, Henry IV. of France, abjured the
Protestant Church in which he was educated, and became a
Romanist, in order that he might put at end to the civil war
in which a powerful Papal faction had involved him. Much
more might Elizabeth, who had been brought up by Henry
VIIIL, and found the kingdom fully committed to Rome,
have held that her safety required her to favour no change in
the existing system. So manifest, indeed, in every point of
view, is the absurdity of Milner’s hypothesis, that it is im-
possible to account for his venturing to palm it upon the
merest tyros in English history, if he had not already learned,
by experience and observation, that any falsehood, well told
and firmly adhered to, will gain some belief from the easy .
credulity of mankind.

The next motive assigned by this favourite author, which
induced Elizabeth to re-establish the Reformation, is “#he
avarice of the nobility and gentry.” But how could that
argument apply, when there were no more monasteries to
suppress, and no more abbey-lands to surrender? It is ad-
mitted, on all hands, that this part of the work was done by
Henry VIII., under the Papal sanction, and the remaining *
chantries, colleges, and chapels, were swept away by act of
Parliament, in the reign of Edward. It is also unquestionable
that when the nation returned to Romanism in the reign of
. Mary, the titles of those who had come into possession of
what had formerly been Church property, were all solemnly
confirmed. On what, then, was the avarice of the nobility
and’ gentry to speculate? At no period, indeed, could such
an inducement have produced a religious change, hecause the
retention of these lands might have been sccured just as
easily, without renouncing Romanism. Many monasteries
have been suppressed in France and Spain, although those
countries still continued wedded to the Papal system. But
the allegation loses even the semblance of support from
history in the time of Elizabeth, although that is the very
point where proof is most necessary to sustain the statement
of Dr. Milner,
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The last reason which Milner assigns for the Reformation,
is “the irreligion and licentiousness of the people.” He docs
not seem to have reflected upon the evidence thus given by
himself, to the results of the Romish system. For here, he
is speaking of the causes which produced the change in the
national faith ; namely, “¢he politics of princes and statesmen,
the avarice of the nobility and gentry, and the irreligion and
licentiousness of the people”” And it isvery certain that the
causes of the Reformation must have been in existence before
the Reformation itself. If, then, such was the fact—if the
people were, as he describes them, irreligious and licentious—
should not the Church of Rome take the responsibility ? And
does not this very admission prove, though unwittingly, that
there was abundant need of a thorough reformation ?

And yet it is perfectly absurd to suppose that wicked
princes, and an avaricious and unprincipled nobility, and a
licentious people, would ever, of themselves, seek to exchange
the yoke of Romanism for the doctrines of the Bible, because
the priests of Rome were far more indulgent to moral iniquity
than the Word of God, and therefore an alteration like this
would never have been agreeable to the lovers of transgression.
Hence it is obvious that the prevailing corruption could only
be assigned as the cause of the Reformation in one way; and
that is the very way which we assert, and which Milner could
never have consistently admitted. We doubt not that the
dreadful state of Christendom was operative, in the mercy of
the Most High, who raised up the instruments for the work,
and gave them success, in the face of difficulties and opposi-
tion. The author takes good care to pass by the irreligion
and licentiousness of the priests and monks, which exposed
them to the contempt and hatred of the people. He gives
no place to the knowledge of the Scriptures, which had been
translated into English by Wickliffe, more than a century
before, and, through the latter part of the reign of Henry
VIII. and the whole of Edward’s, had been allowed to be
read without restraint. Light from the Word of God had
thus become widely disseminated in many quarters. The
doctrines of the Reformation were openly preached on the
Continent, by Luther, Calvin, Zuinglius, and their followers,
and with a large measure of success. A multitude of hearts
and minds in England were well prepared to receive them.
And therefore, when the hand of Divine Providence had
opened the way, and raised up the instruments, the pure
principles of religious truth were enabled to achieve the
victory, not through the policy of princes, nor through the
licentiousness of the people, but in despite of them.



112

No. XI.

““ON THE FRUITS OF SANCTITY.”
Rome and the Reformation.

““ PRoTESTANTS are accustomed to paint in the most fright-
ful colours the alleged depravity of the Church when Luther
erccted his standard.”— (Letter xxi. p. 228.) So writes Dr.
Milner. There is no necessity for employing Protestant testi-
mony on this point : an orator at the Council of Trent, in the
year 1546, supplies evidence, later than the commencement
of Luther’s campaign, and in the most unrestrained terms,
as to the utterly disorganized state of the Church when
under Rome’s general tutelage. The plan of putting per-
sons into conventual pens, and then exhibiting them, as fit
occasion may offer, as proofs of the Church’s “ sanctity ” is
indeed needful to be adopted. ¢ The farther I launch out
into this deep,” he exclaims, “ wider and wider does it ex-
tend, and seems shoreless : there isno esteem put upon reason
amongst us, its authority is overturned and lies prostrate;
like brute beasts we are hurried on recklessly to right or
wrong, without any thought of consequences, and shame-
lessly, just as every man lists; so that we have come at last
to this, that men are ashamed of being good; the more
licentious any one is, the more credit does he secure ; fathers
are imbrued in the blood of their sons; sons (O, horrible and
foul deed!) in the blood of their parents; as though, O God,
Thou wast asleep, or payedst no attention to the course of
events, or as if the announcement of a hell was all idle talk.
In former ages you might hear of one or two parricides in a
century : the perpetrators of such deeds were banished society
as monsters ; 1t was then the common opinion that such beings
should be lashed by the furies remorselessly. But now, what
city can be mentioned that does not abound in such charac-
ters? Is not every place crowded with the headstrong, with
the unclean, with the impure, dicers, drunkards? Cast your
eyes upon Rome, which, placed in the centre of the nations,
ought to shine as astar! Look at Italy, France, Spain—you
will discover no sex, no age, no member in fact, that is not cor-
rupted, rotten, putrid. But why enlarge ; Scythians, Africans,
Thracians live as cleanly, as free from flagrant vice.”®

* Le Plat’s “Monumentt. ad Cone. Tridentinum illustrand. Collectio,” tom. i.
pp. 33, 34.



ROME’S FRUITS OF SANCTITY. 113

Or hear, again, another eminent member of the Spanish
Church, Barth. Carranza, a Dominican; and recollect that
these words were addressed to the Council of Trent, March 14,
1546 :— Grievous,” says he, “1is it to have to repeat, O
Fatbers, that faith, piety, religion, have in our days become so
lukewarm, or rather have so wasted away, that scarce are there
any remains of them left; and that the fervour which once
animated our ancestors has so chilled down, that we are com-
pelled, with Jeremy, to say :—From the daughter of Sion all
her beauty is departed : her princes are become like rams
that find no pastures; and they are gone away without
strength before the face of the pursuer....The enemies have
seen her, and have mocked at her sabbaths.—Lament. i. 6, 7
[Douay version]. The rules, moreover, and regulations
enjoined to be observed by our ancestors are now left unre-
garded; the transgressors of divine law, the despisers of eccle-
siastical rules, stalk abroad, with head all aloft; faith,
as regards a large portion of our world, is extinct, and the
little that does manifest itself is so faint that scarcely any
true marks of it are discernible. Love is everywhere gone
cold—abuses increase on every side ; yea, abuses follow hard
one upon another, and men’s minds are so bound down by
pexversions and wickedness that a separation is almost impos-
sible.”’

Then take the lamentations of the theological faculty of
Louvain, addressed to Philip II. of Spain, some years later
(May, 1558) :—

“ But in order to provide for the well-being of the residue
of the Church, and that the pious may not have reason for
grieving and mourning over such abominable and scandalous
offences, and that not of ordinary individuals, but among
those of rank; we consider that there is'a pressing neces-
sity for an entire and determined reform of morals; that
neither avarice be longer suffered to lord it almost uncon-
trolled over the Church, so that from the crown of the
head to the sole of the foot there is no soundness in it;
cverything consequently, both sacred and profane, being
publicly put up for sale, and laws, excellently framed and alto-
gether necessary, being everywhere set aside for money’s
sake; nor that an impure and debauched life be permitted
any longer to disgrace the Church, the priests who wait upon
the Lord, and offer up the holy mass, going through their
duties with great indifference and want of propriety; living
most disgracefully, just as if they were married, with their

® Idem, ibid. pp. 60, 61 ; ¢ Concilia studio Labbei,” tom. xiv. col. 1839.
Paris, 1671.
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concubines and children; while, at the same time, monks
and nuns break the vows they have taken, and live full
wantonly.®? Then again the patrimony of the Church is
shamefully wasted in worldly pomp, grand entertainments,
dress, building palaces, playing at cards, in buying dogs
and birds, and hiring jugglers and buffoons ; the poor—the
members and heirs of Christ—being in the mean while left to
starve : these and similar evils we are of opinion ought to
receive immediate correction.” ®

Then, towards the close of the Council, in 1562, the same
lamentation as to the degraded state, to which the Church,
proclaiming itself to be “holy, Catholic, Apostolic,” had
abandoned its unhappy subjects, and, what is more, sunk
itself with them, are dwelt upon; and a contrast drawn,
little in favour of Romish assumptions of an undoubted
superiority over the Reformed Church.

“'What, then,” asks Lewis M. Gravina,® “was the object
of our predecessors, our fathers, those heroes of our Church,
from whom we have so sadly degencrated, whose time-
honoured praises we have worn away by our evil deeds, to
whom we are indeed a disgrace: what did those holy men,
I say, design in planting and cultivating the vineyard of the
Lord ? what did they? Why, this was their sole object, not
to be seeking their own profit, but the things which are
Jesus Christ’s. This was their grand aim, not to be pleasing
men, but God. They were ambitious not of honours, but of
toil; did not look to be masters, but ministers; they were
lords not of mere animals, but of souls; supervisors not of
wealth, but of men. They did, indeed, abound in wealth,
but were poor in vice; they found their pleasures in de-

¢ The inhuman Church is %erself the cause of these offences. In his ¢ Letters
to a Prebendary,” No. V. (p. 149, edit. Derby, 1843), Dr. Milner affirms that
an epistle of Erasmus, addressed to a Carthusian monk, is quoted by Surius
[Commentarius rerum gest. ab anno 1500; p. 290, edit. Colon. 1586],
describing ‘“in the most odious colours the profligacy of the apostate and
married priests, who overran Germany.” Now, considering the very liberal
expression of sentiment, appearing in the huge collection of the Epistles of
Erasmus, as regards monks (see col. 1227, edit. Lug. Bat. 1706, for instance),
a manuscript letter merely, and to some unknown correspondent (for such is
the ‘ Epistle” relied upon), can weigh but little ; and if placed in the scale
against the descriptions given in public and before public assemblies of
the anything but sacrosanct behaviour of adherents of the ¢ holy Catholic
Roman Church,” about the same period, what can it avail? And if the “pro-
fligacy of married priests” were so ‘odious” as to make the writer sigh
for the peaceful abode of the Carthusian, what * boundless contiguity of
shade ” must he have panted for, to escape, and for good, from.the profligacy
of his own ‘“‘unmarried” monks and nuns here depicted. How unsuccessful
are Rome’s efforts to maintain the supremacy which she is constantly reaching
after, in every thing.

b Le Plat’s ¢ Monumentorum ad Hist. Concil. Trident. illustr. Collectio,”
tom. iv. 611.;

¢ Concilia studio Labbei, tom. xiv. col. 1862-63. Paris, 1671.
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serving well, not in worldly wealth; in the clothing of their
mmds, not of their bodies; they busied themselves in tend-
ing not their horses and dogs, but the poor and needy ; they
did not merely glitter before the world, they were truly
ministers of Christ and dispensers of the mysteries of God.
...... But, oh, how truly wretched is the condition of
our time!—and what other reason can be given for evils
such as these, such calamities and such changes, than that we
have administered this office so differently from our ances-
tors? what other cause be assigned than that we have alto-
gether abandoned the course which our fathers tred ? . . . .
The Church would still, however, have maintained her posi-
tion and authority, if the exercises of true piety, the admir-
able pursuits of true religion, upon which it had been
founded and established, and also been widely extended, had
not been relaxed, and then cast aside. For now, in a total
corruption of moraels, and with true religion, as regards the
generality, utterly lost, what wonder is it if Christians,
caught on every aide by varied attractions, have sunk from
their high estate? if the greater part of them have foundered ?
and the remainder are anything but water-tight ? ”’

T adduced,” says the honest Doctor—by the help pro-
bably of Brerely, in whose books heaps of such matter have
long been shovelled together—¢ the testimony not only of
Erasmus and other Catholics, but also of the Reformers
themselves, in proof that the morals of the pcople, so far
from being changed for the better by embracing the new
religion, were greatly changed for the worse.”* The work in
which these evidences are collected, is the ¢ Letters to a Pre-
bendary.”® They consist mainly of just such lamentations as
might be obtained by even moderate inquirers, acquainted
with the population of a country, at almost any period—such
as confession-receivers could predicate of any papally-ruled
region down to the present day. But will the Church of
Rome shine by contrast, especially at that period, when the
management of the population was under her own more
complete control, and the light of her ministrations shed its
rays free from the pestilential vapours raised up by intrusive
Reformers, at a time when, it is asserted, but for the desola-
tions caused by Luther and his contemporaries, the same
peaceful® reign of righteousness and truth would have con-
tinued to bless the earth to the present day ?

‘With the passages to which we have alluded, Dr. Milner,

* Letter xxi, p. 220. b No. V. pp. 147-50, edit. Derby, 1843.
¢ Miss Read states in her ¢ Six Months in a Convent” (p. 10, edit. Edinb.
1835), that on wisiting Mvs. GJ8 (a Romanist's), she saw a fine drawing,
12
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and similar writers from the days of the Reformation down-
ward, have pleased themselves in the quoting, supposing that
they had the evidence of the founders of the Reformation
themselves in testimony of the evil effects of that grand
revolution. The regrets of Luther, Melancthon, Calvin,
and others, are marshalled out, as if to be classed amongst
admissions and confessions; but just letting these passages
be viewed in that light, what shall we say to the avowed
confessions and lamentations of members of the Church of
Rome ; as, for instance, of Antonio Marinari, the Carmelite
(Dec. 20, 1545), one of those with whose addresses the
Council of Trent was opened :—“ Now,” says he, “ the Church
is limited to a corner of Hurope, and where Christ was
once in the highest honour, there is he despised.* And that
no description of assault should be wanting on every hand,
foes of our own household have sprung up, assailing even
this poor reduced Church, laid open as it is to the hatred
and attacks of the infidels: some pastors are asleep, or are
mere mercenaries (to say nothing worse); then there are
princes engaged in furious war, and in gratifying their insa-
tiable ambition : many doctors teach but with the mouth;
very many, who profess a more spiritual life than ordinary,
are filling every place with scandal; men and women of every
age, exhibiting the character of heathens and Turks rather
than that of Christians; and what is most injurious, so many
ministers of Satan transfigured into angels of light, who
despise, reject, and in fact abominate, the laws of their
country, the approved opinions of the Fathers, the customs
of Chri:tian society, the sacraments, and, in short, everything
holy.”

Then, again, hear the confessions of Cor. Martirani, Bishop
of St. Marco® (Jan. 7, 1546), long subsequent to the period
at which the Reformation commenced, and when the domi-
nant Church had had the general population under its
own peculiar teaching. “There are two points,” says he,
“most honourable Fathers, wherein especially the state of
Christendom is grievously suffering—religion and morals ;
and unless some remedy is applied, and that speedily, you
will have them falling into utter ruin: there is yet remaining
some little light ; we have not as yet sunk irrecoverably—
but delay, and all things will revert to a state of ¢chaos

exhibiting the peaceful and flourishing condition of the Church until the
Reformation under Martin Luther.

@ Alluding probably to the countries overrun by Mahomet and his disciples.

b Le Plat’s ‘“ Monumentt. ad Cone. Trid. illustrand. Collectio,” tom. i. p. 80.
Concilia studio Labbei, tom. xiv. col. 1005. Paris, 1671.

¢ See the list 'of prelates who attended at Trent, in' the sixth volume of
Pallavicino’s ¢“Istoria del Concil. di Trento.” Faenza, 1797.
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and ancient night.” For, to referin the first place to morals,
nothing can be plainer than that the morality and discipline
of Churchmen are so degraded, that there is nothing worse
for posterity to venture upon or invent—if people are disposed
to be wicked, it is impossible they can sink lower than the men
of the present generation. For what conceivable erime is there
so atrocious, so outrageous and monstrous, in which this adul-
terous and sinful generation is not wallowing. Look at their
cupidity, cruelty, and general licentiousness! Do not rapine,
plunderings, sacrileges, abound everywhere ? Do not churches,
courts, cities, villages, resound alond with horrid curses and
oaths? And as if it argued a want of manliness and courage,
Heaven itself is daringly assailed, and that daily, with every
kind of blasphemy ; sothat I am astonished that we are not
struck with the thunderbolts of Heaven. When were poi-
sonings and stabbings® more common? and who is secure,
whether among the priesthood or laity, from assassins? Be-
fore the very altars, during the performance of mass itself,
are men stabbed and murdered : our very confidants—such
is the thirst for gold—murder us in our bedrooms: in cheat-
ing one another, in waylaying one another, in slaughtering
one another, we fairly revel [perbacchamur] ; impure, vicious,
rapacious, without common humanity, to whom cruelty is
amusement, thievery is a mere joke, shedding blood mere sport :
indeed, it is impossible to mention all our ways and descriptions
of sinning. The farther I launch out into this sea, the wider it
cxtends, and seems shoreless,” &c. And thus this bishop of
this “ Holy Catholic Church” (as imagined) testifies; next
bringing before his auditors in Council assembled the Holy
City, Rome herself, and declaring its bishops—why should he
not ?—to be the cause and origin of all evil ; and as regarded
Italy, France, Spain, affirming the corruption to be universal ;
bidding the Fathers in Council assembled, unless utterly
stupid (nisi plumbei estis), to rouse themselves to effect some
alteration in a state of affairs so deplorable in the vineyard of
the Chureh,—if it be, indeed, a vineyard, and not a lair of
wild beasts.?

* This crime bears its glory in Rome even now ; see below.

b Le Plat’s ¢ Monumentt. ad Conc. Trid. illustrand. Collectio,” tom. i.
pp- 33, 34, 38. With regard to the letter of Erasmus written to the men of
Strasburgh, in 1529, and from which Surius (* Commentarius brevis rerum
gestarum ab an, 1500 ;” Colon. 1586, p. 181) thinks that Sleidan would
have cited more largely had it been in favour of the Reformed Churches,
which is doubtless probable, and would have been nothing wonderful ;
Jortin remarks : ¢‘The good man (Erasmus) did not consider that if he had
been seized himself as a heretic, and the monks bad sat in judgment upon
him, he would infallibly have been pronounced one of the heretics who deserves
death., This treatise [the letter from which Dr. M. has quoted] is written
with great acrimony, and the system of religious politics which it contains is
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Such was the state of an ecclesiastical institution which
had contrived to make itself dominant by the same means as
are now employed to keep it in existence; and for which its
sworn adherents of the present day demand an eminent
‘¢ moral ”” superiority, especially in the days of Luther, Calvin,
Cranmer, and Knox, on the score of being “ Holy, Catholie,
and Apostolic;” but over which one of her own bishops, with
more honesty and wisdom, mourned, as sunk in depravity, as
having reached the lowest depths of vice, as raging in ini-
qulty, as unapproachable in wickedness! ¢ The appearance
of the Gospel [viz., the Reformation]” was not needed to
¢ drive piety out of the world,” as Dr. Milner would have
Luther confess it had! (Letters to a Prebendary, No. V.
p. 147, edit. 1843). The modern writers who circulate and
recommend Dr. Milner’s works, and rely thus fully on the
Protestant testimony of the Lutheran period, may please to
accept, from a similar hand, ‘“another statement in illus-
tration of the little effect of Popery upon a people who
receive it, in civilizing and Christianizing them. There is on
the St. Lawrence, and in sight of Montreal, an Indian village,
containing a fraction of a once powerful tribe, famous for its
daring and cruelty in the old Indian wars. They speak the
French language—they are all Papists—they have a fine stone
church—they go to mass on Sunday morning—they are
regular in their attendance at the confession-box, and yet
they are as thoroughly Indian now as they were before they
ever saw a pale face. They spend the afternoon of Sabbath
at their old Indian games and sports, in which their priest is
generally their leader. They are ignorant, degraded—they
wear their old costume, and are intemperate. An intelligent
French Canadian said to me, ¢ They are good Catholics, they
go to mass on Sunday morning, then go to their sports on
Sunday afternoon, and you ought to go over and see them at
them. In the fall of the year we make them join the Tem-
perance Society, and they keep the pledge as long as they can
get no money to buy whiskey. But when the ice breaks
away, and they can make money by piloting the rafts over
the rapids, they break their pledge, and they all get drunk.’
And there are those Indians, who are entirely French in lan-
guage and religion, and good Papists, with their own resident
priest, and at as low a point in the scale of civilization as

good for nothing.”—(Life of Erasmus, vol. i. 435, edit. 1808.) The single
quotation made by Surius (why did he not himself enlarge the quotation %)
shows the soundness of this judgment upon the Letter: « Et nihil quidem
verius dixit Erasmus, quam ex istis novatoribus nullum meliorem, omnes
deteriores esse factos ;” an opinion as disgraceful to the utterer, as suitable to
the quoter, a Carthusian ' monk.—See Erasmi BEpistol, reoly 1227, edit. Lug.
Bat. 1706 ; and Waddington’s ‘“ Hist. of the Reformation,” ii, 192.
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when the priests first went among them to teach them the
religion of God! And such is the uniform testimony as to
the effect of Papal missions upon heathen and savage tribes.
They baptize them—they tecach them to say prayers to the
saints and the Virgin—they fill their minds with superstitious
fears ; but they neither educate, civilize, nor Christianize
them. There are districts in India, Dr. Duff being witness,
where Papal priests have been manipulating the people for
300 years, and yet they are as ignorant of the religion of
Christ as the heathens around them. But why need we
wonder at the state of the Indians on the rivers of Canada,
or at that of the tribes in India or China, when Ireland at
home, and its children in all their dispersion, proclaim the
utter worthlessness of Popery as an institution for civilizing
and Christianizing the race.””®

Among the passages selected to prove the inefficiency
of Protestant reform, one from Calvin’s treatise ¢ De Scan-
dalis,” ranks as a particular favourite; but from the style
of reference, 1. vi. De Scandalis,”” the citators owe their
reference, it would seem, to Mr. Scavenger Brerely, or to
some of his successors. We find it in “ Dr. Milner’s Letters
to a Prebendary;”® in Lingard’s “ Tracts;”’¢ in Pastorini’s
“ General History of the Christian Church ;¢ and, almost as
a matter of course, among a heap of similar quotations in the
¢ Hammersmith Discussion,”® and is doubtless to be found
in scores of other Romish publications. The passage upon
which so much value is put occurs in p. 71 of the Amsterdam
edition of Calvin’s “ Theological Tracts,” 1667, p. 71 ; and in
the translations furnished for their readers all the citators
make it a positive object, with these perverters of the freedom
opened to them by the Reformation, to give themselves up to
licentiousness without any restraint. “ What else did the
greater part prefend to?” as Drs. Walmsley, Lingard, and
Milner put it; whereas Calvin represents them as so acting
as if the main point with them was to avail themselves of
better opportunities for all licentiousness. They had them
already, in the very choice society of Rome; more laxity
would seem to be aimed at in Protestant freedom from the
martinets of Rome. This, it is not improbable, was to some
extent the case: the same mode of action, and in Papal coun-
tries too, is discernible at the present day. Opposition to
Rome is in many cases almost confined to a dislike of the
ceaseless prying of Jesuit and other agencies of Rome, f and
annoyance at being DRIVEN to engage in services incessantly,

& Kirwan, in *The Record,” Nov. 16, 1855.  ? P. 148, ed. Derby, 1843.

¢ P. 169, ed. Dublin, 1822. 4 P. 229, ed. 1798.
e P. 621, ed. 1852, f See Michelet’s Works.
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about which they care but little, and in which they can find
no pleasure, and in which no interest is created except
occasionally on the score of opposition and to outshine the
poor heretics. Ilence a wide-spread desire of casting off the
yoke, in order mainly to avail themselves of the benefits of
civil society, such as is afforded in Protestant countries. There
is nothing very wonderful in all this : let the ordinary members
of the Church of Rome have the same opportunities (or any-
thing approaching to it) that other churches afford for indi-
viduals to leave their former communion, and the desertions
would prove not unfrequently utter desolation to Rome; not
probably under a desire in many cases of better teaching, but
of simple indifference.

But how stands the case with Rome and her internal pro-
ceedings? Are there no scandals there? Does this very treatise
of Calvin intimate any superiority in that church, as if men
would improve themselves by going back to her, and seeking
once more the privileges of that severe sect? Is there any
indication that the licentious behaviour so painful to the
reformer was, or was likely to be, any offence in Rome?
Nothing of the kind! Calvin knew that the direct contrary
was the truth; and that, as Sir Edwin Sandys says,® “ with
respective attendance of her pleasure, no law almost of God
or nature so sacred, which one way or other they find not
means to dispense with, or at leastwise permit the breach of,
by connivance, and without disturbance.” ®

The same charges, and in more than twofold measure,
might be meted out to Rome, and on the very points in
which she judges adherents of the Reformed Churches to be
so peculiarly reprehensible. There is no reason to fear any
comparison with Rome on that score: in licentiousness of
living, discords, and above all the abominations of monkery; in
1dleness, quarrelling, perfidiousness, absence of bare humanity,*

& ¢ Survey of State of Religion,” p. 40, ed. 1687.

b The Bavarian envoy, at the Council of Trent, in 1562, declared ¢ That
Bavaria was overrun with heresy of every description, that the contagion
was not confined to the lower orders, but had seized the nobility and
middle ranks, so that scarcely a city or town was uninfected. He affirmed
that the evil was greatly aggravated by the shameful conduct of the clergy,
great numbers of whom indulged in gluttony, drunkenness, and all kinds of
vice, as if in open contempt of God and man, and lived in flagrant violation of
their vows of chastity,” &c.—Le Plat, vol. v. 338 ; Cramp’s “* Text-book of
Popery,” p. 284, edit. 1851.

¢ This state of being “lost to the feelings of human nature,” is one of the
consequences which Erasmus is quoted, in ““ Letters to a Prebendary” (p. 148),
to show’ followed the becoming an ¢ Evangelical.” It flourished, however,
under Papal rule ; see supra, p.. 118, note. In the selections which Dr. M.
has made from the writings of Erasmus (p. 148), in order to discredit the
Reformer, is one from which, besides giving a false reference, he has omitted

a sentence of some little consequence, showing that the offences, which Eras-
mus conceived chargeable upon the Lutherans, were just as .rife among the
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&e. &c., she far eclipsed any evil proceedings amongst the easy
members of Protestant communities : in the one case the pro-
ceedings were a scandal to the community to which the indivi-
duals . professed to belong; in the other money was made of
them, sceing that “where there is muck, there is money,” in
spirituals as in temporals. But can the offences have been con-
sidered as any scandal by the dominant priesthood ? As Calvin
argues (p. 86), there was no great necessity for persons to join
the Reformed Church in order to escape (as was imagined) from
the severity of Papal discipline. The austerity of that church
offered no check to intemperate living of any description;
they might eat and drink, and be recklessly dissolute all the
year round, if only it was all cleared off by confession and
cash. The attempt to recommend the Church of Rome for
its Spartan discipline, and to lower the Lutheran and Genevan
Churches for alleged laxity as to moral teaching, Calvin affirms
—and he knew them well—to be truly ridiculous ; and men-
tions as a pretty conclusive proof the vexation of parties who
had joined those communities, at finding themselves cut off,
or at all events checked in, the enjoyment of their former
“liberty ;”” and as for the great body of the clergy, the masters
of the people and their authorized instructors, ¢ vasta lacuna
est” (he asserts) “omne genus scelerum,” poisoning whole
neighbourhoods ! —a very natural consequence of Rome’s
disciplinary rule of celibacy, and her doctrines of penance, of
indulgences, of confession, &c. &e.

Could people well “become worse” in such a church as
this, and be any proper scandal toit? The testimonies before
cited as to the moral condition of the Papally taught popu-
lation were given, it should be observed, just about the time

so-called Catholics : ¢ Circumspice populum illum evangelicum, et observa
num minus illic indulgeatur luxui, libidini, et pecuniz, quam faciunt ii'quos
detestamini.”—(Opera, tom. ix. p. 1296, ed. 1540.) The latter sentence Dr. M.,
has thought better dropped ; and well (in one view) he might, intimating, as
it does, that those under Papal instruction were as much given to pleasure,
licentiousness, and money-making, as those whom the writer terms Evan-
gelicals. And the concession has been made even in the present day, of the
liability of the chiefs of the system to sin, and that there isno proud superiority
to be claimed on the above grounds even in their kolinesses. ¢ There is no
article of the Catholic [Romish] faith which teaches that Popes are either
immaculate or infallible. Sinners like ourselves [!!]. they have been even
deposed by that Church of which they formed the head.” So M. Gandolphy, a
priest, overcome by evidence, instructed his London flock (see his ‘“ Sernons,”
1814, vol. ii. 321-2), and correctly enough. But the supervisors thouglhit such
honest announcements not exactly the thing : the flock probably felt rather
queer at this descent of their Holinesses, and their becoming ‘“ one of us;” and
accordingly, in approved copies of the ‘Sermons,” this sentence is placed
among errata—a revised judgment mounts his holiness in the clouds again,
and there he is set to reign in the foggy majesty of er-cathedral infallibility.
Gregory X'VI. used to get drunk two or three times a week ;—see Nicoline’s
¢ Hist. of the Pontificate of Piug 1X,,” p. 6.
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of Luther’s death, and some twenty years subsequently; when,
as the Bishop of St. Marco affirms, it was impossible that
any future sinners could outmatch those of his day; and that
the Church of Rome was herself the grand cause of the
horrible state of morals—mnot Luther, nor Calvin, nor their
teachings! How can the crimes, which raised the indignation
and lamentations of Luther, and the other ¢ patriarchs” of the
Reformation, be otherwise now used by Rome than as a con-
venient tool to damage that interest, when she herself at the
present day can argue for their allowance, and under consider-
ation easily tolerate them! Dut perhaps the so-called “old
religion ”—being of course older now than in the days of
Luther and Calvin, &c.—exhibits its effects upon the popula-
tions of the world all the more brightly from having got rid
of those deformationists, and especially at the fountain-head.
Let us sece. The Dublin Daily Ezpress gives, in a recent
impression, the following appalling picture of the immorality
of the Eternal City itself:—

Few persons have an idea of the immense apparatus that
exists at Rome for the spiritual training of the citizens. The
whole of the Papal States contain rather more than three
millions of inhabitants, and yet in the city of Rome itsclf,
according to the statistical returns made by the Vicar-general,
there are 36 bishops, 1,226 secular priests, 2,213 monks,
1,919 nuns, 689 seminarists, making a total of 6,083 eccle-
siastics and religious, all devoted by profession to the spiritual
edification of the people of this one city. The population of
Rome is only 177,500, while that of Dublin is 258,361.
Imagine the Irish metropolis, though much larger than Rome,
blessed with thirty prelates like Dr. Cullen! Rome certainly
ought to merit the epithet Zoly, as she has a spiritual teacher
of some kind for every twenty-five inhabitants, including the
children.

This vast amount of spiritual agency has everything to aid
and facilitate its action in Rome, because the eivil power is
all in the hands of the clergy. Every possible condition,
therefore, requisite for the full development and complete
effect of the Roman religion, is there present. It ought,
consequently, to be a perfect paradise—a model farm of intel-
lectual, industrial, and spiritual husbandry. Of all the cities
that ever existed, Rome ought to be the most free from igno-
rance, vice, and crime.

Let us see, then, whether the Church of Rome, favoured as
it is, possesses what Roman doctrines teach is one of the
marks of the true Church—sanctity. There is one crime
which above all others indicates the moral condition of any
country. It is the first that was committed by man, and it
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is the foulest that man can commit. That crime is murder.
Should we not infer that this erime was altogether unknown
in the Holy City? Would it not be a fair conclusion from
the premises we have laid down, that there should be no
crime in Rome at all—no violence, no bloodshed, no robbery,
no theft; that there should be no need for police, or prisons,
or courts of justice, or any specics of carnal coercion and
temporal punishment ? Most certainly it would.

But how stands the case? The following table shows the
number of prisoners in the Roman States dufing a period of
five years :—

In 1850 ...... 10,436 persons. 254 o £ iR e 12,035 persons.
Tul851Y: s 1124279735, In1854...... 13,006 ,,
In1852...... 11,767 .,

Thus it appears there has been a steady increase in the
number of prisoners, indicating an increase of discontent,
misery, and crime among the people. The statistics of crime
do not include the numerous bands of brigands who infest
the road and elude the police. Of the total number of
criminals in the Roman prisons, one-third were guilty of the
crime of murder; that is, there was one murderer in every
750 of the population. Compare this with an “heretical ”
country, Seotland, where there is one murderer only in every
270,000 of the population. How suggestive is this contrast!

Murder prevails to a fearful extent in Rome. It is the
greatest of all crimes, and it seems to be attended with the
most impunity and the least infamy. Every chureh is a
sanctuary for the assassin, where he may abide in safety.
Other criminals are reviled as thieves and® rascals; but the
murderer is comparatively honourable, and is distinguished
from viler offenders by his prison dress. If you ask why,
* the answer is, “ Oh, sir! he was only guilty of the colpo di
stiletto.” The honourable man treacherously inflicted a mortal
stab on his neighbour. That is all.?

No. XII.

THE POPE’S SUPREMACY.
SEc. I.—On the Temporal and Spiritual Supremacy.

Tae discussion of the question of the Pope’s supremacy at
the present day can only be compared to a man fighting
® The ““ Achill Herald,” 1856, p. 68 ; and for the state of affairs in England

by one who knew and lived amongst them, just prior to or about Mr, Brerely’s
days, see White's /f,Way, to the True Church,” sec. 38; 1, p: 210, edit. 1616.
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with a shadow. =~ Whatever power the Popes arrogated to
themselves, and indeed enjoyed, in the middle ages, it is very
clear that they were not possessed of any such dominion in
the early days of the Christian Church, nor at the present
time.

In direct opposition to his general opinions and disposition,
Dr.Milner disclaims for the Pope all ¢ eivil and temporal supre-
macy,by virtue of which he can depose princes, or give or take
away the property of other persons out of his own domain.”
— (Letter xlvi. p. 434.) It is true, he admits, that different
Popes in former ages have assumed arbitrary temporal power,
and that such powers have been defended by various theolo-
glans, “ though not as a matter of faith.”” This may be merely
the temporary opinion of a private doctor, adopted for a purpose,
for Baronius, the Roman chronicler, says, “that there can be
no doubt of it, but that the civil headship is subjeet to the
sacerdotal,” and ‘“ that Gop hath made the political governor
subject to the head of the Spiritual Church ;”* and ac-
cordingly Pope Boniface by decree, as recorded, and now
extant, in the Canon Law of the Roman Church, said, ¢“ We
declare, say, define, pronounce it to to be necessary fo sal-
vation, for every human creature to be subject to the Roman
Pontiff.””® That which is here claimed refers to temporal as
well as spiritual supremacy; for this Pope goes on in the
same decree to declare that ““the one sword must be under
the other, and the temporal authority must be subject to the
spiritual power—hence, if the earthly power go astray, it
must be judged by the spiritual;”’ and all this he pretends
to prove by the authority of the Seriptures! Again, Pope
Sixtus V. issued his Bull against Henry, King of Navarre,
and the Prince of Condé, ““ depriving them and their posterity
for ever of their dominions and kingdoms.” This he declares
to be “God’s ordinance;” and he exercised his assumed
right by ‘the authority given to St. Peter and his succes-
sors,” &c. And the Bull of excommunication against Queen
Elizabeth by Pius V. begins with these words:—* He that
reigneth on high, to whom is given all power in heaven and
in earth, hath committed the Holy Catholic and Apostolic
Church, out of which there is no salvation, to one alone on
earth, &c., to Peter, prince of the Apostles, and to the Roman
Pontiff, successor of Peter, to be governed with a plenitude

2 Politicum Principatum Sacerdotali esse subjectum nulla potest esse
dubitatio.—Baron. Annal. Ann. 57, sec. 32, tom. i. p. 458, edit. Antv. 1612.
Politicum Imperium subjecit Spiritualis Ecclesiz domino.—Ib. sec. 33.

b Subesse Romano Pontifici omni humana creature declaramus, dicimus,
definimus, et pronunciamus omnino esse de necessitate salutis.— Corp.
Juris Canonici a Pithomo Extrav. Com,, lib. i, tit. 8, cap. 1, tom. ii
Paris, 1695.
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of power ; this one He hath constituted prince over all nations,
and all kingdoms, that he might pluck up, destroy, dissipate,
ruinate, plant, and build,” &c.* Thus, then, it is clear that
this temporal power was claimed, not only by divire right,
but “as e matter of faith.”’

Dr. Milner, therefore, begins his chapter on “the Pope’s
Supremacy’” with a misrepresentation.

As, however, Dr. Milner tacitly gives up this ground, and
in so doing has, we must admit, exercised a wise discretion,
he is nevertheless bound, on the authority of the Counecil
of Trent and Pope Pius IV., to admit the following pro-
positions :—

The Church of Rome is the Mother and Mistress of all
Churches. #

Patriarchs, primates, archbishops, bishops, and all others,

are bound to pledge and profess true obedience to the sovereign
Roman Pontiff.

The Pope is the Vicar of God upon Earth: and he pos-

sesses supreme authority delivered to him in the Universal
Church.

The Roman Pontiff must be acknowledged and obeyed, as

the successor of the blessed Peter the prince of the Apostles and
the Vicar of Jesus Christ.

Dr. Milner undertakes to solve the question, “ Whether the
Bishop of Rome, who by pre-eminence is called Papa (Pope,
or Father of the Faithful), is, or is not, entitled to ¢ superior
rank and jurisdiction above other bishops of the Christian

& Mag. Bullar. tom. ii. p. 324, edit. Luxemb. 1727.

b Ecclesia Romana, quz omnium Ecclesiarum Mater est et Magistra.—
Concil. Trident. sess. vii. de Baptism. can. iii. p. 87, edit. Antverp.
1644,

Praecipit, igitur, Sancta Synodus, Patriarchis, Primatibus, Archiepiscopis,
Episcopis, et omnibusaliis, ut . . . veram obedientiam Summo Romano Pontifici
spondeant et profiteantur.—Ib. sess. xxv. p. 573.

Ipsius Dei in terris Vicarii.—Ib. sess. vi. p. 61.

Merito Pontifices Maximi, pro Suprema Potestate sibi in Ecclesia Universali
tradita, cansas aliquas criminum graviores suo potuerunt peculiari judicio
reservare.—1b. sess. xiv. p. 163. 4

Sanctam Catholicam et Apostolicam Romanam Ecclesiam, omnium Eccle-
siarum matrem et magistram, agnosco: Romanoque Pontifici, beati Petri
Apostolorum principis successori, ac Jesu Christi vicario, veram obedien-
tiam spondeo ac juro.—Prof. Fid. Trident. ex Bull. Pap. Pii IV. Syllog.
Confess. p. 5.

¢ Dr. Milner would have us infer, or the explanation is not pertinent, that
that very title imports a concession of the claim. So common a book as Suicer
would have told him, that so far from the appellation Ilamwa being appropriated
to the Bishop of Rome, as Father of the Faithful, it was, down to the fifth
century, assigned in common to all the bishops of the Western Churches; that
even priests were called by this name ; and that in the acts of the Council of
Constantinople, A.D, 448, Eutyches, the heretic, is designated Papa. The
bishops of the Greek Church are still called Popes.—‘ Two Main Questions
Stated,” &c., ps248. Dublin; 1825,
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Church, so as to be its Spiritual Head upon earth, and his
see the centre of Catholic unity?”’2

The question is not whether the Pope of Rome is entitled
to a superior rank, but #ke superior dominancy claimed for
him by the Council of Trent ?

We must now follow Dr. Milner step by step in his
“proofs ” in support of this asserted supremacy.

He commences as follows :—

“ Let us begin with consulting the New Testament, in
order to see whether or no the first Pope or Bishop of Rome,
Saint Peter, was any way superior to the other apostles.”®

Here, in the very outset, Dr. Milner makes a leap, and at
once takes for granted that St. Peter was the first Pope or
RBishop of Rome. As this is a subject of some considerable
interest, we will consider it under a distinct head, in its proper
place ;—but first, we must follow him in his own order, and
examine the

SEc. II.—Evidence of Pope’s Supremacy derived from the New Testament.

He has to prove from the New Testament—

1. That Christ constituted St. Peter Supreme Head, both
of the Universal Church, and likewise of all the other
Apostles ; thus erecting an absolute monarchy in the Church
of which He was Founder.

2. That St. Peter was the first Pope or Diocesan Bishop of
Rome.

3. That all the paramount authority, originally vested in
St. Peter, has from him rightfully (and by Divine right)
descended to the Roman Church and Bishop.©

Here again, Dr. Milner gives the real question the “ go-by,”
by pretending that all he has to prove is, that « St. Peter was
superior in any way to the other Apostles.”” When Dr. Mil-
ner made this statement, he must have had Barrow’s
“Treatise of the Supremacy ”” in his possession and under his
consideration, for he refers to it several times. Now Barrow
declares,® that ‘“we may well admit that St. Peter had a pri-
macy of worth, or that in personal accomplishments he was
most eminent among the Apostles, although afterwards there
did spring up one who hardly in any of these respects would
yield to him; who could confidently say ¢ that he did not

2 Letter xlvi. p. 437. b Th. p. 437.

¢ See Faber’s ¢Difficulties of Romanism,” book i. cap. 8, p. 52, edit.
London, 1858.

¢ In the “Pope’s Supremacy,” pp. 45-6, edit. London, 1849.
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come behind the very chiefest of the Apostles;’ * and of whom
St. Ambrose said, ¢ Neither was Paul inferior to Peter, being
well to be compared even with the first, and second tonone;’®
and St. Chrysostom, ¢ For what was greater than Peter, and
what equal to Paul’¢ This is the primacy which Eusebius
attributeth to him, when he calleth him ¢ the excellent and
great Apostle, who for his virtue was the prolocutor of all the
rest,’7d

Dr. Barrow willingly ceded to St. Peter a primacy of
“repute” or of “order,” . e. “bare dignity,” imputing that
commonly, in the meetings of the Apostles, they yielded to
him a precedence or privilege as chairman.

But Dr. Milner has to establish the Tridentine assumption,
founded, as affirmed, on divine right, provable from the
New Testament.— (Letter xlvi. p. 437.)

1. “ St. Matthew, in numbering up the Apostles, expressly
says of him, ¢ The first, Simon, who is called Peter’ (Matt.
x. 2) ; in like manner the other Evangelists, while they class
the rest of the Apostles differently, still give the first place to
Peter (Mark iii. 16; Luke vi. 14; Acts 1. 13).” It is absurd
to argue for such a primacy in St. Peter as is claimed-by the
Church of Rome at the present day ; for had there been any
great objeet in view, this order would have been maintained,
whereas such is far from being the case. John, while refer-
ring to the ““ call ” of the Apostles, names Peter after Andrew.e
St. Paul knew of no such distinction ; in Gal. 1i. 9, he writes
“ James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars,”’ &ec.;
and again, in 1 Cor.iii. 22, “ Whether Paul, or Apollos, or
Cephas ;”” and again, in 1 Cor. ix. 5, he places Peter last. It is
further worthy of remark, that in what are called the “ Apo-
stolic Constitutions” St. Paul and St. Peter are introduced
jointly prescribing orders; they begin, “ I, Paul, and I,
Peter, do appoint.” f

2. ¢ St. Peter was the first to confess his faith in Christ
(Matt. xvi. 16),” referring to Peter’s acknowledgment “Thou
art the Christ, the Son of the living God”’ (p. 438).

This assertion, borrowed from Bossuet, will not bear exami-
nation. There was nothing in this acknowledgment exclu-
sively to merit Peter’s promotion ; for already, before him, had
“ Nathanael answered and said unto him, Rabbi, Thou art

# 1 Cor, xv. 20; 2 Cor. xi. 28; 2 Cor. xi. 5, xii. 11.

> Amb. de Sp. 8. lib. ii. cap. 12, tom. iv. p. 254. Paris, 1661.

¢ Chrysostom, tom. v, Orat. 167, vol. ii. p. 568, edit. Paris, 1837.

4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. cap. 14, p. 46, edit. Oxon, 1845.

¢ John i. 44.

f "Eyw Mailoc xai yw Iérpoc Swaracodépda. Const. Apost. lib. 8,
cap. 38. Lab. Concil. tom, i. col. 498, Paris, 1671.
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the Son of the true God; Thou art the King of Israel”
(John i. 49). And Martha made the like confession, “I
believe that Thou art the Christ, the Son of God, which
should come into the world”’ (John xi. 27). As also did all
the other Apostles: “ And they that were in the ship came
and worshipped him, saying, Of a truth Thon art the
Son of God”” (Matt. xvi. 33). Even one possessed with devils
¢ fell down before him, and with a loud voice said, What hast
Thou to do with me, Jesus, Thou Son of God Most High”
(Luke viii. 28).

8. “The first to whom Christ appeared after his resurrec-
tion (Luke xxiv.34).” The text cited is “The Lord is
risen indeed, and hath appeared to Simon ” (p. 438).

The word “first” is unwarrantably added; but how is
the fact recorded by all the four Evangelists.

Matthew informs us that ¢ Christ appeared to Mary Mag-
dalene and the other Mary ” (xxviil. 9) : this is the first inter-
view. The second appearance is recorded in the 16th verse,
when “ the eleven disciples went away into Galilee, where Jesus
had appointed them ;” no mention is made of Peter in parti-
cular, Mark (xvi. 9) expressly states, “Now when Jesus
was risen, early in the first day of the week, He appeared
first to Mary Magdalene ;”” and, in the 12th verse, we read,
¢ After that He appeared in another form unto two of them
as they walked and went into the country;” and ‘ AFTER-
warDs He appeared unto the eleven” (v.14). Luke omits to
name the first appearance of our Saviour to Mary Magdalene,
but records the second appearance to the two named by
Mark (Luke xiv. 18). One of these, we are told, was Cleo-
pas; that the other was not Peter is evident from the con-
versation that then took place between our Saviour and
the two. Cleopas, not recognizing Jesus, relates the circum-
stance of the visit by the women to the sepulchre, and the
angels, “which said, he was alive and certain of them [viz.
Peter and John] which were with us, went to the sepulchre,
and found it even so as the women had said, but Him [Christ]
they saw not”” It is not likely that Cleopas would have
said, ‘“ Certain of them which were with us went to the
scpulchre,” if Peter had been with him at the time. St.
John is more explicit: in chapter xx. he first relates the
interview with Mary Magdalene, who then told the disciples
of the resurrection; and in verse 19 he states, that in the
same day, at evening, when the disciples were assembled,
Jesus stood in the midst of them, which is the first time He
appeared to the disciples; and at the 26th verse, ¢ that after
eight days, then came Jesus and stood in the midst,” which
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is the second appearance. He then relates the circums
of the great draught of fishes (xxi. 14), when Christ again
ftppeared “This is now the third time that Jesus showed
himself to his disciples, after that he was risen from the
dead.” No particular mention whatever is made of Peter.
‘We may be referred to the text from St. Paul’s Epistle to
the Corinthians, wherein he says, “ And that he was seen
of Cephas, then of the twelve”” (1 Cor. xv. 5), which is the
parallel text to Luke, cited by Dr. Milner. As we cannot
suppose that Paul contradicted Luke or John, we must be
driven to the necessity of believing that one of the two
named by Luke (xxv. 13), and Mark ( vi. 12) was Peter, not-
withstanding the very peculiar manner in which Cleopas
addressed our Lord. In this case the other Apostle, Cleopas,
saw the Lord as soon as Peter did.

Neither Dr. Milner nor Bossuet, therefore, has any ground
for asserting that Christ appeared first unto Peter.

4. “The first to preach the belief of this (the resurrection)
to the people.”—(Acts i1. 14.) “ And first to convert the
Jews.”’—(i1. 37.) Dr. Milner seems to have forgotten that,
previous to this act of St. Peter, our Lord expressly conferred
on éach of the Apostles the like privilege in this respect.
“But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is
come upon you; and ye shall be witness unto me both in
Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and unto the uttermost part of
the earth.”’—(Aects 1. 8 ; and see Luke xxiv. 49, &c.)

5. “The first to convert the Gentiles.”—(Acts x.47.)

The circumstance here referred to has reference to St. Peter’s
vision and the subsequent conversion of Cornelius. It is
very evident that St. Peter himself was ignorant of his sup-
posed prerogatives, for he did not venture to go to Cornelius
without a special command. He did not act on his own
authority, as ruler of the Church, as is attempted to be here
established, for he even doubted whether it were lawful to
preach to the Gentiles. It is supposed by Dr. Milner that
he acted by virtue of the precedency given him over the other
Apostles. That no such authority in Peter existed, the eir-
cumstances connected with the very event amply tGStlfV, for
we are subsequently told that «“w hen Peter was come up to
Jerusalem, they [the other Christians] that were of the cir-
cumcision [calling him to account for his actions] contended
with him, saying, Thou wentest in unto men uncircumcised,
and didst eat with them.”—(Acts xi. 2, 3.) Peter, in reply,
did not plead his plenary powers, or authority as Christ’s

2 Collette’s ¢ Pope’s Supremacy,” p. 82. London, 1852,
Ko
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vicar, but “rchearsed the matter from the beginning, and
expounded it by order unto them ;—and when they heard it,
they glorified God.” They were convinced by his reasoning
and narration, not by his authority; and though Peter may
have converted Cornelius, and had a special commission among
the Jews, Paul had an equally independent commission, and
was appointed to preach to the Gentiles; and we have his
direct testimony that he did not hold this commission from
any superior or temporal head of the Church, but immediately
by divine revelation, by divine permission of the Lord Jesus
Christ,* and to whom was intrusted the daily care of all the
churches.—(2 Cor. xi. 28.) Had this been recorded of her
fancied head, St. Peter, Dr. Milner would not have failed to
parade the text with confident exultation.

Dr. Milner should be reminded that the events to which he
alludes (Acts x.) occurred subsequent to those related in
Acts viii. Philip was selected by a special messenger from
heaven to preach to the Ethiopian eunuch, and convert him
to the Lord Jesus, and also performed the ceremony of bap-
tism, on which occasion a miracle was performed; but we
deduce from this no proof of a primacy in Philip.® Indeed,
it 1s asserted that Philip, before this, preached Christ, did
many miracles, and baptized many, and among others con-
verted Simon the sorcercr. The Apostles at Jerusalem,
hearing of his success, sent John and Peter to assist him.—
(Acts viii. 14.) Peter being sent by the other Apostles ““im-
plies” that he was not superior to them.—(John xiii. 16.)
It is a favourite argument, repeated again and again, as if it
carried some weight, that in the order of the Apostles’ names
that of Peter stands first. But if this superiority were always
assigned, which it is not, it would prove nothing to the pur-
pose. No authority can be inferred from this circumstance,
nor anything beyond bare precedence. Reuben was first in
the numbering, but Judah was chief in rank. Chrysostom,
in his homilies on St. Matthew, assigns certain grounds of
prefercnce ; if there were any superiority involved, he cer-
tainly knew nothing of it.°

® Galat. i. 11—20; ii..1, 2, 6, 19.

b Tt may be observed, that the Ethiopic Church has, at the present day, a
tradition that, when the eunuch was baptized by Philip, he went home and
converted the queen to the faith, and baptized her and her family, and this
Church has since maintained the Christian faith ; to this effect their Emperor
David wrote to the Bishop of Rome (See Geddes’ ¢ Church History of Ethio-
pia,” and ¢ Damian a Goes. de Morib. Athiop.,” pp. 484, 582. Col. Agrip.
1574) ; and that ‘‘ this was done before Peter went to Cornelius to preach the
faith unto him.”

¢ Robing’s ““ Whole Evidence against the Claims of the Roman Church,”
p. 47. London, 1855. An excellent volume,
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6. Referring to John xxi. 15, 17, Dr. Milner proceeds with
his supposed Seriptural proofs: “ Again I would ask, is there
no distinction implied in St. Peter’s being called upon by
Christ to declare three several times, that he loved him, and,
in the end, that he loved kim more than his fellow-Apostles ;
as likewise in his being each time charged ?o feed Christ’s
lambs, and, at length, to feed his sheep also.”

It must be a sorry case indeed that relies on very weak
presumptive evidence (if it can be called evidence at all). All
that Dr. Milner can draw from this occurrence is, that there
was an “implied distinction.”” We think that we ought to
have far more than an “implied distinction” in favour of
Peter, to warrant us in believing that our Lord appointed
this Apostle as the Supreme Head of the Church. It isa
great stretch of the imagination to suppose that this grant is
substantiated by a thrice-repeated injunction from Christ
that Peter should feed his flock. It is evident that such a
charge was not considered by the early Christian writers
peculiar to Peter, or the Bishop of Rome, his alleged suc-
cessor.® Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, writing to Stephen,
Bishop of Rome, said: “/e, being many shepherds, do
feed one flock, and all the sheep of Christ.”’® ¢ What is
said to Peter [according to St. Augustine], is said to all,
Feed my sheep.”’

The thrice-repeated command evidently alludes to Peter’s
previous thrice-repeated denial of his Lord. Hence we are
very naturally told that Peter was grieved because Christ said
to him the third time, Lovest thou me? On this Augustine
remarks: “ He recompenseth a threefold denial with a three-
fold confession, that his tongue might not appear less acces-
sible to love, than it had been to fear.” ¢ And again, ¢ Peter
straightway received pardon from the Lord, when he had
most bitterly bewailed the sin of his threefold denial.” ¢ Yet,

3 Casaubon, to whom Dr. Milner refers occasionally (Letter x. p. 131, and
xxvi. p. 275) as being so frightened at the overwhelming evidence in the
writings of the Fathers, both on general topics and on St. Peter being head
of the Papal Church, and the Roman Pontiffs his successors, states in the
plainest terms that such notions as those entertained by Baronius on that head,
and of course by Dr. Milner, are the vainest of the vain :—‘‘Scriptur® ac
primorum s@culorum praxis, et metum Baronii et conjecturam illius pariter
atque illationem vanissime vanitatis arguunt.”—Exercitt. ad Annales Eccles.
Baronii, p. 663, edit. Geneva, 1655.

b Epist. 68, ad P. Steph. p. 188, edit. Lipsiz, 1838.

* ¢ Aug. de Agone Christ, 30, tom, vi. p. 439. Paris, 1837.

4 Aug. in Johan. Tract. 128, tom. iii. pars 2, col. 817, sec. 5. Paris, 1690.

e ¢ Petrus mox a Domino indulgentiam accepit, qui amarissime flevit trinm
negationis culpam.”—Aug. de Tempor. Serm. 66.

K 2
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by some inconceivable process, the Latin doctors transmute
what Peter Ahimself, with much mortification, deemed an implied
reproof, into a glorious grant of universal dominant supre-
macy !

i .yLuke xxii. 32 is then cited to prove that Peter was “to
act the part of the shepherd, not only with respect to the flock
in general, but also with respect to the pastors themselves :”’
in other words, to act as the supreme head or minister of
the Church of Christ, by Christ’s special appointment. This,
we are told, “is pl'unly signified by the Lord’s prayer for the
faith of this Apostle in parttcular, and the charge he subse-
quently gave him: Simon, Simon, behold Salan has desired
to have you, that ke may sift you as wheat ; but I have prayed
Jor thee, that thy faith fail not; and thou being once converted,
confirm thy brethren.”

Surely Dr. Milner must have considered that his Protest-
ant readers knew as little about the Bible as the members
of his communion. He commences at the 32nd verse; but
if we go back a little, we shall find sufficient evidence that
our Lord did not intend to confer any peculiar dignity on
Peter; on the contrary, the words of Christ were evidently
uttered in rebuke. We read from the 24th verse in the
same chapter, that there was a strife among the Apostles
who should be accounted the greatest. Here was an oppor-
tunity presented to our Lord to declare his intention of
conferring a supremacy or primacy of order on Peter. Christ,
on the contrary, rebuked them saying, “ The kings of the
Gentiles exercise lordship over them; and they that exercise
authority upon them are called benecfactors. Buf ye shall
not be so: but he that is greatest among you, let him be
as the younger; and he that is chief, as he that doth
serve.”

Here Christ’s instruction was addressed to them all.
But the reproof was addressed to Peter alone, because, as
Chrysostom says, of his two offences; first, because he con-
tradicted his master ; and, secondly, because he put himself
before the others. Immedlately after this reproof, we have
Christ’s address to Peter that his faith should not fail. On
this Peter replied by protestations of the firmness of his
faith, declaring his readiness to follow him even to prison
and to death; and then the Lord foretold that Peter should
thrice deny him before hardly a day had run its course.
And then we have in the same chapter the prophecy fulfilled ;
Peter, denying his Lord thrice,—yes, even (as Matthew
relates, xxvi. 74), “ he began to curse and to swear, saying, I
know not the man.”
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How Dr. Milner can have the hardihood to refer to this
chapter at all, and more especially to the particular fact of
the prayer that Peter’s faith should not fail, is almost unac-
countable, for the text has direct reference to Peter’s subse-
quent denial, not to Peter’s own supremacy.

But Dr. Milner seems to have altogether overlooked the
fact, that though our Saviour did not, at this time, include
the other Apostles in his prayer—the circumstance did not
then require it—he did so at other times. In John xvii.
6—9, in particular, we find that Christ prayed for all the
Apostles, and expressly said (verse 20), “ Neither pray I for
these alone, but for them also which shall believe in me
through their word.”

We cannot better close our remarks on this text than by
giving the interpretation of the illustrious Father, Chrysos-
tom, which 1s peculiarly corroborative of the foregoing obser-
vations ; the more especially as Dr. Milner appears at all
times to profess a great reverence for the early Christian
writers, and never omits an opportunity of appealing to them
as authoritative.

“Christ, therefore, wishing to repress such feelings,
assented to the denial [4. e. permitted it to come to pass that
Peter should deny him]. Tor since he (Peter) would not en-
dure either His (Christ’s) words nor the words of the Prophet
(and yet it was for this reason that he assumed the cha-
racter of a prophet that he might not contradict), he is
taught by deeds. For that he assented to the trial justin
order that this tendency in him might be corrected, listen
to what he says: ‘ But I have prayed for thee that thy faith
may not fail.” Now he uttered these words sharply reprov-
ing him (Peter), and to intimate that his fall would be more
serious than that of the other disciples, and would need more
help. For his offences were twofold; first, in contradicting
[his Master] ; secondly, in putting himself before the others;
but, thirdly and mainly, his assuming the whole [responsi-
bility] to himself. 'With a view of curing these things, there-
fore, he permitted the fall to take place, and on this ground,
passing by the others, he addressed himself to him (Peter)
alone. Tor says e, ‘Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath
requested to winnow you as wheat;’ that is, to disturb,
agitate, and try you. ¢But I have prayed on thy behalf
that thy faith may not be wanting” But why, if he
prayed for all, does he not say, I have besought on behalf
of all? Is it not very evident that this is just what I
before mentioned, that he is reproving Peter particularly,
and showing that as his fall would be worse than that of
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the others, he therefore addressed the conversation to Lim
especially.” ®

8. “Is there mo mysterious meaning,” continues Dr.
Milner, “in the circumstance, marked by the Evangelist, of
Christ’s eniering into Simonw’s ship in preference to that of
James and John, in order fo teach the people out of it; and
in the subsequent miraculous draught of fishes, together with
our Lord’s prophetic declaration to Simon: Fear not, from
henceforth thou shalt catch men? (Luke v. 8, 10.)”

‘We confess that we are perfectly at a loss to discover any
mysterious meaning in the circumstance of our Saviour being
pressed by the people when he stood by the borders of the
lake, and sceing fwo ships at hand, the fishermen having
gone out of them, being engaged washing their nets, that he
should enter into one of the ships, which happened to be
Simon’s, and sit down and teach the people out of this ship.
‘When he had done speaking, he told Simon to launch out
into the deep; and then is related the miraculous draught of
fishes, Simon’s astonishment, and his exclamation requesting
Jesus to depart from him, for that he was a sinful man.
Dr. Milner does not, however, unfold the mysterious cover-
ing which here envelops Peter’s supremacy by divine right,
and that of the Bishops of Rome, as his successors.

‘We cannot inform our readers how this ¢ miraculous
draught of fishes,” together with our Lord’s declaration to
Simon, that from henceforth he “should catch men,” tend
in any way to establish his case; but had Dr. Milner taken
the ordinary precaution of looking to the parallel text in
Matthew iv. 19, and Mark i. 17, he would have found exactly
the same “ prophetic declaration” applied by our Saviour to
Andrew by name, together wifh Peter.

9. “ But the strongest proof,” writes Dr. Milner, ¢ of St.
Peter’s superior dignity and jurisdiction, ‘comsists in the
explicit and energetical declaration of our Saviour to him, in
the quarters of Cesarea Philippi, upon his making that glo-
rious confession of our Lord’s divinity: Thou art Christ the
Son of the living God.—Our Lord had mysteriously changed
his name, at his first interview with him, when Jesus, look-
ing upon him, said, Thou art Simon, the son of Jona; thou
shalt be called Ceplas, which is interpreted Peter (John1i. 42) ;
and on the present occasion he explains the mystery, where
he says, Blessed art <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>