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vated morals which a clergyman should
impress upon his flock ; bui when, in 1839,
he published his countributions to the
Edinburgl Review in a collected form, he
veters to the « Letters™ in the preface in
these words: 1 have printed in  this con-
lection the ¢ Letters” of Peter Plymley.
The Government of that day took great
pains to find out the author: all that
they could find was, that thev were brought
1o Mr. Budd, the publisher, by the Earl of
Lauderdale. Somehow or other it came
to be conjectured that I was the author,
1 always denied it; but finding that I
deny it in vain, I have thought it wmight
L as well to include the ¢ Letters’ in this
colluction.” This same gentleman, who
afterwards became a dignitary of the
church, and who scarcely hid his displea-
sure that he had not been lified to the
bishop’s beneh, had writteri several articles
in the Edinburgh on Methodiam and Mis-
sions. Methodismn was a general name
under which he classed not only the
Methodists proper, but the various bodies
of Nonconformists, and the Evangelieal
clergymen of the Church of England:
« Not troubling ourselves,” as he said, “to
point out the finer shades aund nicer dis-
criminations of lanacy, but treating them
all as in one general couspiracy against
common sense and rational orthodox reli-
gion.” By comparison of these articles we
1ay know the writer's mind as to the
composition of this ¢ patent™ Chuistianity,
and we may be helped also toidentify the
type of men who were the subjects of }ns
unwarthy sneer.  The revival of religion
which peuan under the ministry of Wes-
Jeys and Whitfield, had left upon the face
of society a broadly-marked churac\en: _of
itls own.  Right well did the sturdy spirits
of that time do battle for the Jiving truth.
Fiom benemh incumbent tra'dn]o\ns, or
from out of the depths of an Illflsﬁel'ence
like that, of death, they broughtit to the
day.  Justification by - faith—Luther's
 articulum stantis vel cadenlis eccles’ee™
~—was pressed upon the people not ouly as
a truth to be believed, but as a blessing to
be realized ; and they preached it with the
confidence Sf the early apostles, feeling
that it was as fit for England as for
Ephesus, and that it would overturn the
Lieresies of modern times as readily as it
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confounded the Stoics at Athens, or sub-
dued the houshold of the Casars in Rome.
Their singleness of aim and .purpose,
while it lifted them above fear, and pre-
served them fn 8 bigh disinterestedness,
« of which the world was not worthy,”
unfitted them, (o some extent, for the per-
ceplion of peculiar difficulties, and of the ni-
ceties of individual thought and need. They
knew but a4 common want, to which they
applied a common remedy. Their ehil-
dren clung to their creed and trod in their
footsteps, hut their expression of godliness
was less rebuking and stern, It was rather
the Samaritan’s  goodness  than  the
prophet’s warning. They were more “in”
the world, though as little “of ” it. They
had a keener insight into the troubles of
the doubtful, and a more practical knowl-
edge of the muauners and customs of
society. They felt that exrth had itsclaims
which it were at once foolish and sinful to
disregard : an?d while they held their faith
fast—the faster, perhaps, under the dread
shadow of the French Revolution—they
formed confederacies, that it micht work
1:y love, and it was soon found warring
against oppression and wrong, looking out
for the needy that they might be enriched,
and for the helpless that they miusht be
befricnded,  sowing  Billes  hroadeast
throughout the land, sending missionaries
who might ingtruct and rescue the heathen,
and strelching its magnificent charity to
the very ends of the world.

These were the men acainst whom the
Edinburgh reviewer took up his parable,
Their wisdom was pronounced to be folly,
their zeal fanaticism, their belief in the effi-
cacy of prayer impiety, their efforts of mis-
sionary enterprise socially foolish and politi-
cally dangerous, and themselves. as the
taste of ths reviewer inclined, « canting
hypocriies,” ¢ quacks in piety,” ¢ detach-
ments of inaniacs,” or “nasty and nume-
rous vermin.” Who that remembers these
amenities of controversy will not rejoice
a kindlier day has dawned vpon us now #
Public opinion has Lecomealmost extreme
in its recoil from this intolerance, and
there is no reviewer in the land, unless be
have Jost all self-respect and care for his
own repmalion, who would veuture to
write such articles to-day. One great ob-
jection which was taken against them was



