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Ina word, there

“lniowlmess o1 mund he was ever ready g no sufhiciency tut of Seripiure only, tev

ta osteom wthers bietter than hunself

any considening man to budd upony But

Adto fus teekuess, i this graee conmsts these igh chiurchmen are pretty ol .
[ 4 ¥

1 bearmg injunies patiently § and particn.
hirsy atfronte, teproacies, uppressiots, amd
tungal epegres, .l" l)\l»\(‘l‘ﬁl"l it an more
et an eplaary deseee. Fven worldh
peopie wern often constriutied o esteen
mma e ot God - Ouey u particalar, a
tan of tiore than orditary understamling
ater caretly watelivr han tor severs
years, bare teetunony to the fact, that he
could “nnd no it m him” Bat he was
Wit fie was by e gree of God | oand, as
he bonselt noa, throggh the doaame unere, !
enpor« the hiescedue<g ot thom who % die e
e Laed,™ w0, to e famadv and Christian
teenda has he Jettan exunpie of true paty
ot mors thaa ordiaiey v adae.

Reniew.

A CRIZIY R ON THL HON. AND KRBV, ML PRE.
VIV ALY APOLUGY BOR CTHE [0 TRINE OF
ALoSiOLIc AL SUrcESSION D BY TIIE KLY,
TIOMAS PUMFT L.

Coneludeds
Tothe obyection mde in the Bisay, that
the bl churciidoct, e *was wnktnn to,
or pmatierd bys e protestant joreiathers,

[ e the divimes  lioan the <isteenth cen.

tary opposed the Church of Rome,] and

thesetore we Protestacts need not conceru
cursehves about ' pp. TV 725 he pro.
perls rophies, «The divanes ot the siteenth
ventury were neither the founders of the -

Chnstian charchy nur the wrters o the

Sacred Scriplures 3 and, theretore, nestlier

the Scaptures nor the Ciwreh are to be

ined by theny bot they and ther docirines
are to be tred by the testimony of the
seniptures and by the voice of the church.”

r'hat the Reiurmers’ covtrme, and the doe. s

1nne v all unmspired teachers iz to be tned;

uy the Neriptures, and not the Scriptures'
1y their doctrine, we glory to mamtam, as
the great disunguishanr prinoiple ot Pro.
testautistn, 30 opposition to 3 Popery and
semi-popery.  But the reader must not’
suppose that Mr. Perceval and s party
mamtam it; they hate 1t with a perfect
hatred. “I'he * Voice of the Church,—
the Vaice of the Church! lHere is their’

Inding place and their glory. However,

should the ‘reader wish to know what 18-

meant by “the voice of the church,” he

might as soon expect to know where wfal-

hbihty resides in the popish church, as 1o’

know what these persons mean by “the

voice of the church,” and where he 1s to
tind it.  ‘I'hic best slustration of the case,
that strikes me, 18 the reported conversa.
tion said to have taken place between two
distinguished statesmen on the subject ot

Cadl thingw, e *a pacted ey ™

“Martyr, Bucer, Join Kuon, &¢?

tatorg of their pomieh brethren, whe, whave
W hen
any of the Uathers wiil wpe ok o theng, of
any thng Lhe sty they paele thew a the
Court ax thongh the oo pmaneranyl ble

they will even brag ackononinded oree.
FIOS IO COUEt 4% tr e W teaaes e Bl
Lirnune and others Jove dowe vty the
Deccetal Epstoes g by ot te Pithiorn sv
word agaast thew, they hoon Ler ol of
cottrt a< sadivadaad testae veoes e ate
omuolis, flot Gl bl

and ghe ke Mr
Pereevd ad bis vt siart oour W'y une
der the correction of Ly wreat Bogiedh
Reformers Dr. 11k, e the
Loblnece ta gesert, that by toe fleoortiers
the "l‘.;usum Josticeres o Was ceerne }
s anecssgrry doctrae of the Clared oot
Bogland " wad e e g1k el s
propagited n these saoadera dis oot
the Reformers dud not hold O dicrar rioht
of ];plm LTS St e that ueer '-Il"-;'. -\
call to Union on the Prage tees o the R
prmaon, & Vistation Serpgar, by the
Ret. WO Haaok, DD, prce S 6L Aje
nondin, pie 10, 111, «T'he joriue rI:[rx ol
the Chureh,™ suv< e, % 54 W dive sect,
form an maermenntal le 2arerer between ys
and the Desenters, and render o v th
those pattics posstas,” po 3l 4 i,
rious cail o unen It aealis andeed,
to churclhimen o umte to prrsecute dissetie
terss Lo all who presue b d fFor grom
these lordiy priests. Dl the Reworuers
proclam suchrentiments to Cilvn, to Peter
1t the
reader carefully cxancne ~ection Tth 1 the
Essay, especiily i the recend edivon, tor
a refutation or all such 1ocls on tue Re-
tormers.

Mr. Perceval comies to the object;on that
sthere ir 1o ruficient histonie evidence of

doat,

a personal succession of valud epi=copal or-

KX}

dinations:™ we have noticed hug reply be.
fore—sce the place. But after “yiclding
atonce ' that tlus 1s the cixe, he tunks
that “if 1t be a moral unpassalily that any
man, who had not been duly consecrated,
could be accounted a Birhop of the Chureh

of England at the present tune, theu the’

onus rests upon the obiectortosay how that
which 1s morally inpossible now, could Lave
been morally passible af any arthor perrad,”
p- 82 That 1v, what 1s morally naposs.ble
Now, in times of order, 1+, according to Mr
Percesal, by the same rule, iorally unioe.
sible 1 fimes of confusion: that, what s
moraliy mpossible an the hght e, by the
same rule, morslly impossibie s the dark!?
Fine reasonmg !~ But facts aze ~tibborn
things.  And though it 18 a mers subter.

sion ol *he first Bunusters of the church of onomeia emiegesthes  tlare it wijl bo no-
Rewe s of no anportanee s eaough, he twed that eadinatam w always spuken ol
ruppeeaee, that the church was then goo it aud ravarisbly as the eacrewe of gu.
verned by Rishops: but what dind of Bishe tAeriy. ~e renaian, the latrer claues of the
ope * Trenwue wldre<ses thom by the Ltie two reterr.g to the propoeing of names, of
b Prechyters ) Ulemen's whomsuppmecd recting  Tus entheruy of crdannng, (o
rhae been cne of thew, wnting o the 0 e ot theae paseagrs, aconpaniod by
ehurch ot Cornthy, knows notliag abent the word we e rendered to erdain. Tho
any Bushiop but what wacadentoal wely appication of U te ordanng by the tishop
and pwte distinguished by, the ttle ot \enindeam adeputable.  'heso Pros.
“Prestivter™  Tuat, cithe secondeeaturs, batersg thene ate sadd to have ctousinn
the vinet presbyter acted as a supertene jeochoon v, gty of power Lo of.
dent by the consent and authorty o atier Jan. and the acoerdag to eeclenartiest
presbyters, may be pranted . nottong taore law and sanec e’ Nueh seetis to me to
can b proved Burwhat wll the Bpao ' othe dep e meaung of the place
cotacy o ter Me Pereev i and bs party * However, Lén oot wish to be preitive, as
Nething ! taere e worae gedoendy an the Lnyum of

Aaa Ctorlorn Aopet” he takes to the the It L am jos tae that the
vase ot Judar, the trador . the peocder s, councd did e deoy the prwer ol presby.
fined thow case settied o Me Perceva 's <o s toogaan Tk the alove are strong
Lalartim at g 230 ot the Foeay, seeond re e ke e thae the o Epatle qffirmed
vl bon "

Mr Pereesal, hoving cleared tus mistens We now came tathe Seriptutal teatimony
ot gections ab ae iotneds ws e ted e Me Peecensi’s schiene of Epucopacy.
M e Tevew, tow oo s oo daplng the Batg wast toe e Hewshe Mre Pepceval, and
Tl gory of espience toe b sehome vt the oty t the Norptures have so httle to
Cpiscopacy.  Innoticmy congregatiomalmsm he'o the:e rase, 1 th s champou of the
Al prostyteriatusin, lus wetioad wak to cause weetipies ver. nearly as much of e
o what he represeuls wationr sorpiural worte wah Butaei ua od Auraliam Bchele
ovideice _ﬂrtl,‘ wed then, o e weeed onem, as e coes ' tae whele of the
place, the socfesiastica! evedrnce = diee et o0 v G2 the Nor ptare i behalf of thesr
play g the evidence e Epscopacy, e syatem  But tis better to e wilont whon
raverces this order, and jlaces eccirnas’t wo base nothan g o re. The Senptural
cad wnlaquity farsis and then, ctthe o aud st aenaes whodh ln poaduces, are, the e
Moo the coidence trow the wrpraren Vrpele o the Yewalvpae , the case ot T
Fhoeomn Mr Percea O connestent Phese neiky and T tua, the Apnatles’ superin.
papists and high churchmen pisce the word tendence ot the churches wlich  they
of God under the authoraty, subject 1o the 1 utndedewlin b nosxady crer denied ,~—the
mrorpretation, of What they calithe churcn vountiesion ot var Load to b Apestics —
Howeser, attor al, the reader who taay et thiese are the princpal, and slinost the only
have the pri dege of veeng Mr Perceval’s astanees whicn be notices, but as ho doea
Apology, can hardly conceine what a mea- not even attempt an answer to that part of
gre, nuserable display, be makes ot the the Besay wh el troads ou thiese prasages,
evdence of ecclesiastical antiquty. A few "we have a night teconclude that he teit gt
trite passages from the Fathers, Clewmens o be unanswerdi'e The Aigheat, the su.
Romanus, Ignatine, &e. are strung to- preme cridears. the evidence ot the Holy
gether, withuut hardly a smgle hine to Scriptures, again-t th lugh church Eps.
prove that they support fus scheme. It it copacy, retia vy, tieretore, w ail s inte-
‘should be said that their evidence for s grty and comy vteuess This s the ul! de-
schemn 18 5o clear as to need na explana- «uling poent
tion, we believe many of thuse who have:  Speaking of 'he e~hurtations 8 unty to
candully read the FEssay, swill not be of this be found 1 our lord's dcoursea, Mr. Yor.
upiiot. .\ complele answer to that wark ceval sayr, p 100, “our opporients are ever
trom such men as Dr. Hook and e panty, (oad o Cfag ' iose paseages o Tertallian,
“should by all meaus have answered this' Jerome, and others, which aflinin that Epis.
“part <3 it But no: Mr. Pereesal s alrad copacy wan wecessardy mstituted for the
of “lirng ks readers’ patiencs” po 98, preseriativu «f unidy  Hut of unity bea
Very weil: Mr. Perceval’s kindness to lns necevsary end an the church, then how can
readers 1y passe only he does nt forgets the inference be set aside, that the Lord ot
that he has not auswered the question. “glorys wha optamed the end, wnust Hunsel

Intne conclusom ot theg chapter. after Lkewen have vrdnned e neans necessary
queting what are calied Apostolical Canuns tor attauntuy that eud ™ “'h:s statement e
—a number of canons ur regulatiors cole ncorrect . thuse passages i the Fesay
lected nobody knows when, nor by whom— which epead. abuout the reatons ““‘8:;“ by

e

he says =the Nicene Council umversally the Fathers for the natitution of Episco.

orthodoxy and heterodoxv. *\What s the!fuge to pretend that the onus o1 prows jwes
dilference beiween orthodoxy and hetero-. #pon ts;  yet, as these boasters «; the
duxy,” said one tothe other. '"Unhodu.\y,"‘proof of their scheme beang “eviden 1o
the reply was, “1s my doxy, and hetero.- every one,’” were ¢hary of thewr priduction
doxy ts your doxy.”  Ask Mr. Perceval, or of that cvidence,we have done what our ar-
any papist or semi-past, what is “the voice gument needednot, we have prodaced proots
ot the churchi” the answer would substan- ' from  unexceptionable testanony  ag.anst
tally be, “that 1t 18 the vorce of thechurch - the valubty of the esp ~copal consecrations
which says as e say; and all which the through which these mnen truce thes suc.
Fathera say contrary to tlus, we exp'ain’ cession. Mr. Perceval hos imvalidated none
away either as heresy, particular opunun, o thetn; see rectims 10 and 1 of the
ur not of sank”  There s nomore common Exsag.  Ilndeed Mr. Perceral lmr.;sc.: {ur.
soplngn anongst such writers than this play - tnehies s with proots of the same and. e
upon the term church, always assummg =ave, at p. 10 of the Appenix. xhat.r.m.-'f\
tnat their particular party 16 the “catholic 2re “ mony vistances 10 be found 1 Charch
church ™ \s to the authority of the IFu- ;hlr‘lbr}' o} perevns copsecrated to the Zjas-
thers, Bishop Taylcr hunself says,—= It 11 copate framn the lawey.” Now we rua.l be
not honest for either sude to press the au- glad 10 sce Mr. Perieval prose thet theee
thor:ity of the Fathers, as a concluding were “duly consecrated B ™ (Vi hes
argument in matters of d.spute, unicss principles Ae never can Onser:ptural vr.n.

themselves will be content to subtant in allicpless which adimt that Bishops and 1'res. |

things to the testumony of an equal number: byters are one and the same otfice, there

of them, which I am certain nether side -8 no dificulty s but then ths cann.t hr?pi
Bishop Jewel, an incomparably : Mr. PPercesal, ae he rejects theee prses.

will do”'
better authorty, sayme— There 1 no way ‘ples. Mr.Perceval’s “maral unpossinlty.”
0 casy to begurle the simple, as the name |therefore, 18 contradicted by pian facis,

and countenance of the Fathers."¢  “Iscejantdy on huis own shareing, “manynst inces!

plamly,” «2:d the renvwned Chillingworth, | are 1o be found 1 chureli Instory ™ of per.

“and with aune own cyes, that there are, sons NOT “duly ronsccraled 1o the episro. !

Pops aganst Pojes, Councils agm,,.n;pa!o._" For «a Bishop orduined per sal.
Cuuncds, smac Fatacrs ugamst others. the tum™ (1.¢) “ihat neser had the orduia.
same Fathers azainst themsclves, a consent ton of a preshyier, ran nc‘:!u.-r. ronrer=g'e
of" Fathers of one age agamst the consent and adminisier the Sgerament of the Lord’s
ot Fathers of another age iie Church o_]'

one ageagams! the church of anvtier age:
‘Tradiuve interpretations ol Scripture are
pretended, but there are few or none to be [faduvre™ for which Mr. Pezceval ominously
10and : no tradiion but omly of Scripture |provided.

canderive iteelfl from the tountain, vat may
be PN:lcipmvdei(Mrmhnheabnm'ht contradictions of history abnut the succes.
in 1n such an age after Chrit, or thatin}«

o rgonihs Roligion of Proiomsenss, chapter 7,
* &0 Pragheyying, ane. 8. -, "
1 Profaee o bis Regly o Nerding.. s -0t~ 00t0 hareh” B Dusbop. T, P

having power to ordaan™  ‘T'hat the canons
of the Nicene counci! epeak only about
Bishops ordaimng Bishiops, we grant; but
it Mr. Perceval mitends his readers o un-
-derstand that that councid gave any decrson
that presbyters had not porcer to ordain
presbyters, or even bichups, fic mmleads
tus reader. that counc. made ne such de.
cision.  I'erhaps the readec mav recollect
that the Epistie ot thus council to the church
o1 Aleaandra, was quated section 6 ol the
Essay.  la this Epstie, tae councd) speakn
of certan clergvmen whe “shsuld hase
power 10 ondam,™ &e. Some teasotuny e

there empluyed agains® Valesiue to prove

-that these ciergymen were presbyters—he
supposiiz that they were ishopa. That

feasumng s estalhished a8 correct by the)

express staleaient of Athanasur, Qpp. vol.
o T3 woel edit. Pare, 1627
then, this point of the power ot Presbyters
to ordain, 18 esiabliehed by the Council of
Nice.  They say that these Presbyters
were to have, that i, o conltnue (o heve,
power to ordain ; wineh ordaining by pres.
:bytere, the Epistle siates, was “according
1o the ecclesiastical law and sxnction.” 8¢
much tor the council of Nice tresting “ of
tishops oniv having pewerto ordan ** The

“only difficuity in the passage 1s 1a the ren.

cderang of tne ward procherrszomar. It
“somelnnes seems 1o mean to yropose for

body. fnor orDAISF a preshyter.”™®  [istonc  ordinaline of ta eiect: this 1 admut.  Butithew party, contend. was wecessery for th
evidonce fathing, and 100ral impossibulity then 1 aleo means to ordawn ; and, what 15 unity of the church. Thi s ::&mu
fasiing, we sec somethung of the “uier WOPUTLADT, it us indisputably weed n thegshown i the Baaxy,

tHere,,

treats of Bahops, and Disheps only. as pacy. donor say that the Fathers “affizmed
‘that Epacopu v was necessarily snstituted
tor the pruwotion of umty,” but only that
the r opirien was that it was designed to
profate tus unty  Bat suppose they had
-affirmed this necessity tor Episcopacy as &
ucans fur the protnution of unity, still the
Jargument s fave . bothy the premuses are
talen . the ronclusion, therefure, must be
talse alse. The argument in full is ze fol-
lows:

W fat the: Fathers afficn is necessary as
2 means to *ho utity of the chureh, Chnst
mstituted a- a necessary means 1o the uany
of the church.

But the Fathers afinn that Epuscupacy s
A neresvary means to the unty of the
chureli. tiieretore,

Christ ratituted Episcopacy ss a ne.
.Cessary tnoans to the vaty uf the eherch.

In he tust, ur majer propomtion, Mr.
Peroval tess the question; st ia nenber
proved ner pranted it s false. The next
istep with tlas argument lande v 0 fuli
igrown Jopery  The agthoritws of that
cenurcis sav, 1iat a unaoversal bishop » ns-
‘cessary for W unity of the church; erge,

Chrst estiuled 3 unoersal bubop—t

Popr  T'he wocimd, o mimor proposttion,
18 tabae alsoy in Mz Percoval’s seuse . the
j Fathers neier expressed aa o¢non, vor
-affirned e.ther, 11at the kind of Epweopey
1for which Mr. Terceval, D:. Hock, snd

y
The preciwes faling.,

‘eense of ordaining 1n thw Epwtle only a;the conclusion falls 10 the

ifew hipes before, a8 1o the Bishop of Alex-

¢electing are seversl Umes spoken of in this
Epistle in varied plrsacology—sreusien
echein charsthetein, prochsinsesthai—en-

4.
Mr. Percenal condudecﬁl\p)qy for

He thinke, p. 62, that the fact of the!andria  The two acts of ordusing and| Apostolical Sugesesion with s kong A

du, ewm

which

i gy L

. ssaniest part of the werk o
Mors wo acadiuin ts Crisigee e M.

’




