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HY OF THE RULE OF
FAITH.
(From the Dublin Rewiew.)

" (CORTINUED.)

Above all, we should require a Scriptural gnarantee
{hat those who use the Drotestant rule of faith will
he rightly guided by itin their mterp'retalion of
Seripture. It is a poor soplisin {0 point to those
texts whicl affirm that all Scripture was given for
man’s instruction. Al this is insisted an equally by
{he Catholic Church 5 but the question at issue is, hy
what key (the Protesm{n or Catholic method _of ir_x—
terpretation) the casket is to be unlocked. It isvain
1o sav that thouzh the mind of man isnaturally weak
and blind, it is yet enlightened by the Holy Spirit;
for all this likewige is but o frapment of admilted
Catholic doetrine.  The point at issue is, whether
ihe Holy Ghost, ¢ who spoke by the prophets,” and
through whom alone they are intelligible, be given to
the Church, and to the individual in union with and
apbordimation to the Church;—or be given to indi-
viduals separafely, and irrespectively of (heir wnion
with the Visible Body of Chyist.  According to Ca-
tholie teaching the Holy Spirit is the mind of the
Churel ; and though individuals can peither think one
gaed thought, or do one good action except through
i—]is aid, they cannot possess that aid except by union
with Christ their Tlead, from \Whom and from the
Tather. the Holy Spirit evor proceeds § nor can they
maintain union with their Head, except through unien
with ITis mystical Body. Whatever be the covenant
which God has made with man, it is according to
ihat covenant, and on no oller terms, that man ecan
enjoy the Divine gifts. No ope in secular matters,
would be allewed to manage his own affairs who was
incapable of distinguishing between the value of a
aift, and the right meaus of using that gift; no one
would he thought an benest man who perceived the
distinetion, and yet refused to acknowledge or attend
toit, I[ it has pleased God to give us the Chureh
as well as the Bible, and if we yet look for guidance
10 the latter only, we are in the position of one who
should reject the New Testainent, on the ground that
St. Paul had assured Timothy that the Seriptures of
the Old Testament, in swhich only he had been iu-
slracted from lis youth, weve sufficient to make bim

. wise unto salvation. If the Clurcel’s teaeling con-
stitte even a part of the system God has instituted
for qur instruction, (o discard her authority, on the
ground that the Bible is suflicient by itself, must le
a5 fatal an act of will-worship, as though we were to
tistard the Lpistles, on the ground that all necessary
lights may be found in the Gospels. ‘

No one can be united to truth in ils mare spiritual
forms, wlio despises it in the humbler form of TFaet.
Experience has in this matter tested the Protestant
nle of faith. Protestantism is not the name ol a
religion, but of a thousand religions, and a single
wotest.  I'rom the earliest times it divided irto in-
mmerable seets, which appealed generally to the
same rule of faith. A vule of faith which, in place
of telling faith what it is to believe, sanctions equally
the most oppasite forms of belief, and thereby ren-
ders the exercise of faitli impossible, is as clearly a
fiilove as a key that will not open a lock, or a knife
tat will not'eut. A rule that bends in the hand of
Yim who uses it is no rule.

The allegation that the Protestant rule of faith
anly fails from lack of devotion {n those that use it,
i contradictory 1o fact. The Puritans and Anabap-
Usts were at least as fervent in prayer as Protestants
o 2 staider character, and beyond most others in-
ssted on the doetrine of grace. Luther, who as-
stried the Real Presence, in a form of bis own de-
"Sing,and Zuinglius, who denied it in all formsalike,
2% both held by their followers to have been *men
of jrayer.”  Who will ‘take or him to say that the
e Dr, Channing, thougl a Unitarian, did not seek
rine il in {he exercise of his private judgment, as
el as Dr. Chatmers, and Dr. Chalmers as well as

r. Pusey, though the Iatter thinks the Apostolical
Suceession one of -the notes of Christ’s Churcly, and
e lormer was no believer in the * Sacramental sys-
tw® Do not the Quakers believe in the teaching
o the Spirit 2 and have they ot the Bible also?—

e they believe that it is the Living, or Inward

ord, not fhe Written Word, that is to guide us.

rotestant may say of his brother that he differs
"om lim recause he has not (he Spirit, and isnot a
o1 ; but he cannot prevent a rejoinder being
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. ¢ in the same words, and with precisely the same

w 0( veason.  Neither can )ie deny that hisoppo-
':‘tehtlshews'all the same outward signs of grace which
" :I?tvs himself, Tf, tlien, these'signs are lllusory
. MIL Ohe case, so may they be in the other; and if

S neichbor’s fnstance a strong internal persuasion
t 250 hat ap illnsion, so may it be one in lis own.
i ‘;:tgih observing here that a violation of charity
e h” upon the Protestant by his rule of faith, to

& Catholic is never tempted.. A Catholic is

never either called upon or permitted to judge an in-
dividual ; because, thongh he knows that heresy is
incompaiible with salvation, lie cannot tell whether
any particular person be a heretic, or be excused by
an * invincible ignorance” of the truth—that is, by
an ignorance the result of circumstance, and not pro-
ceeding from the will. The Protestant, on the other
hand, is obliged, either to give up te sufficiency of
his rule of [aith, or to account for its failure by the
supposition that none of those whose belief dilfers
from his own on fundimnental points, ean have those
dispositions without which no ene can see God.—
True charity is exercised towards the individual, not
towards the doctrine. DProtestantism is forced to be
hatitudinarian as to doctrine, up te a cerfain paint,
and, beyond that point to be uncharitable to the indi-
vidual. .

Not less vain is the plea that those who use the
Protestaut rule of faith, sincerely and devoutly, dif-
fer among themselves only in matters not fundamen-
ful. Tt is, in the first place, directly opposed to
fact, as is proved by {he instances to which reference
Iias afready been made.  T'o ground a statement that
all Protestants are substantially orthodox, on the as-
serfign that Socinians and Quakers are not true Pro-
testants, is a juggle, not an argument. As awmtler
of fact, morcover, Protestant secls ean never agree

ras to what are, ond what are not funamental doc-

trines ;—mnay, even an individual Protestant can
hardly ever be prevailed on te state what doctrines
be regards as fundamental.  If bie says they are those
included in the Apostles’ Creed, or in the Nicene,
he cannot show that his own rule of faith, or even
that a belief in the inspiration of the New Testa-
ment, vanks among them ; and on the other hand, he
finds that the doctrines of Limbo, and of the Double
Pracession, of their number. Tf he says that ihe
fundamental docirines are those countaiaed in the Bi-
ble, he is prevaricating as much as if be boasted that
he knew where to find a Yost treasure, Vecause he
knew it wasat the bottom of the sea. The guestion
is not 2okere the truth is, bul what itis. If he says
they are those which lie on the surface of Seripture,
and concerning which there can be no dispute among
the learned and the good, he knows that many truths,
comparalively unimportant, lie on the surface of
Scripture, and that disputants on all questions are
looked on as learned and good by their own follow-
ers. If he says that they are the doctrines of the
Trinity, and the Incarnation, he excludes from salva-
tion multitudes who take the same rule for their
guidance, and be includes multitudes who anathema-
tize it. e denies, moreover, the essential charae-
ter of doctrines most strongly insisted on, beth in
Haoly Scripture and in the Creed.

But even if Protestants could. draw up a catalogue
of fundamenta!l doctrines, their case would not be
improved according to their own rule of [aith, unless
this catalogue could be authenticated from Holy
Seripture. Now, Holy Seripture makes no such
summary. If, again any authority on earth were
able to decide this question with infallible certainty,
it would necessarily be equally infallible on other
points ; and, consequently, it would be as mueh our
duty to believe its statements on other matters as on
this. So far as such an authority interpreted Chris-
tian doctrine to us, our duty would be tu believe, and
no further; and thus we should be at once Srought
feom the theory of fundamental, and non-fundamental
truths to the Catholic doctrine of implicit or explicit
faith. .

Let the Apostles’ Creed, or any other imaginable
summary of leading truths, be put forward as com-
prising all ¢ fundamental doctrines,” and the same in-
herent fallacy will be found in all such rules. When
we assert that the Creed is true, do we refer to its
letter, or its meaning? It to the meaning, then no
one can in reality hold the Creed who denies wlhat is
legitimately deduced from it, and obstinately main-
tains a cantrary doctrine.  Whatis in the conrclusion
is in the premise; and if the conclusion be denied,
the premise must have been anly held in appearance.
The Church added the Nicene.Creed to the Apos-
tles’, because, the early Dheretics prolessing to ac-
cept the latter, but rejecting ils true sense, it be-
came necessary to clear up whatever might be ambi-
guous. Again, the Athanasian Creed professes to
be the true meaning. of that part of the Nicene which
velates to the Incarnation: and the creed of Pape
Pius professes to convey the true meaning of the Ni-
cene in that part which makes mention of the Church.
Should their " claims be true, no one can accept the
Apostles® Creed in reality who rejects the later ex-
planations of it.

Multitudes, it is sometimes answered, have gone
to heaven without having ever heard of deductions
from articles of the Apostles’ Creed. Doubtless ;—
but midtitbdes are also saved without an explicit
knowledge of many of the articles included in that

Creed. It is hard to say what is the least amount of
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necessary for salvation.  The reason of this is, that
the whole faitl exists lateatly in but a small part of
it, il rightly received. The whole Law was pro-
Lpounded lo man in one Commandinent, DPerfuct love
*to God is the keepinz of the whale Law. But, on
3 the other hand, to offend wilfully in any part, is to
;offend in all.  “The whole faith was virtally included
Jin St. Peter’s confession ; hut that confession would
'not liave been the true fuith relatively to St. DPeter,
bad he refused to accept any doctrine really contain-
ed in it.

By essential doctrincs of Christianily is meant, not
that which may possibly be sufficient for an indivi-
dual, a quantity which must vary according 1o eir-
cumstance, but that which sullices for (he general
company of Christians.  Tn this sense essential truth
cannot stop short of the entire revelation of God,
as already defined, or as the necessities of future
times may require its definition. If, for instance, he-
relies professed to accept the article, « Who spoke
by the Prophets,” but yet restricted Fuspiration to
the Prophetical Books of Iloly Seripture; and if
ampler definitions were resorted to by the Church Lo
vindicate the authority of the Bible, could it be con-
ceded that any one righitly understood that article of
the Creed who refused (o admit it in the sense of
tthe Church? Faith belongs 1o the will as well as
ito the mind; and if the will belicves rightly, the
I mind must believe with more or less of dutail, in pro-
portion as it is instructed. Tgnorance relates to the
mind enly ; denial to the wijl.

To say that a part of what we held is essential
doctrine, and a part is not, amouuts to this, that a
part of it is faith, and a part is opinion ; that a part
is divine, and a part juman ; that a part is revealed
religion, and a part phitosophical eonjecture. Now,
the latter part, in this case, not only cannot be an
essential part of the Christian Taill, but cannat be
any part of it. The object of Faitl is Revelation.
It must be essentially necessary o believe in the
whole of what is revealed and propounded to us ; and
it can be no duty to believe in aught beside, A fuith,
part of which is divine, and part human, carries with
it a  bady of death,” which must infect the uobler
parts.  Simplicity of faith cannot be attained by be-
lieving no more than the Clurch had defined before
denial rendered definitions necessary.  Aswell might
one endeavor (o cut a man dowu to the dimensions
of a child. :

The theory of {undamentals regards the Christian
faith mechanically, as though it werc a bundle of se-
parable notions, instead of being a Truth at once
one and manifold, potentially contained in a single
statement, yet capable of being indefinitely expand-
ed. It reduces the Churel to the httleness of the
individual, instead of imparting to the individual the
statire and the faith of the whole mystic Body. It
affects to give us false immunities, while, in fact, it
but deprives us of real privileges. It ignores the
great truth that the same faith may exist implicitly
or explicitly :—for, as for an impliit failh in the Bi-
ble only, as well might we profess to believe impli-
citly in whatever may be'included in the “ nature of
things.” An abstract faith in that which, for the
very veason that it is a book, and therefore imper-
sonal, can never test our sincerily by requiring us to
accept in detail what we profess o accept generally,
is no faith at all.  Such a faith in Holy Scripture, a
Mahometan may profess, as well as a Christian, The
Bible is not the print and paper, but the meaning of
the Sacred Book. If inslead of discerning that
meaning, we contemplate in the text but our ownre-
flection, finding in Holy Scripture simply what our
several acquirements or associations bave enabled us
to bring to it, what remains but to admit that we
have thus changed tlie word of God into the word of
man, and destroyed, by mis-using, the divine gift ?2—
The Spirit is one, and the Word is anc : but the re-
ligions which men profess to extract from that Word,
by the aid of that Spirit, are so many, that Protest-
antism cannot answer the guestion, ¢ What is Chris-
tianity ¥ Well may the devout Christian exelaim,
“They bave taken my Lord away, and I know not
where they have laid Him.”

A rule of faith to be sound ouglit nol only to give
us a certain interpretation of Seripture, but also the
amplest as well as the deepest.  ‘'Wre Protestant rulé
must ever give us the narrowest and the most super-
ficial exposition of Holy Writ, It inviles everyane
to criticise for himsell, and it is entitled only to re-
gard as truth the results in which those whe devoutly
and sincerely use the rule in question agree. Now
the same circumstances which produce diversities of
opinion in one age will produce them in all ages.—
This is ke cause of that which we observed at the
oatset, viz., that the secured results of Protestant
theology are, and must be, a perpetnally diminishing
quantity. Prolestantism was richest at first when,
like the prodigal, it left its parent’s hause with its se-

‘explicit knowledge, which mav, in special cases, be
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pavate portion. Xver since it lias been spending, not
gaining, or retaining ; so that in the mowt Protestant
| country the most learned men have not only givenup
tdoctrive after doetrine in succession, but in multi-
j wdes of eases give up the dogmatic principle iiself,
{and assert that Christianity is but a sentiment, and
JI that doctrines ave but ¢ oppositions of science falsety
150 called.”  They abandon reasoning processesin re-
 ligion as bul a snare, or, with a tourage more lakal
ithan tieir timidity, they discard logic in reasoning,
I forgelting that to reason lagically is simply to reacon
(henestly. 'T'hat religion alone adits of progressive
jlknowledge which includes in it also the principle of
;\plermnnencc. If we endeavor to build withont the
[ plummet and square, the new work will be ever mot-
{ ting out of the perpendicular, and tumbling over.

The Protestant rule of faith is hound to discard
(every deduction from a text which does not follow
| from it by a sequence apparently almost self-evident.
{ T'he mind of the Chureli, on the niher hand, can -
Herpret on a wholly different priciple, being free

from the disturbing influences that aftuet isofated in-
dividuals, ]t deals with Holy Scripture acceordingly
as the Apostles do, deducing from fexts meanings
[ which do not follow by any obvious and necessary in-
ference; in other words, secing a meaning where an
‘ uninspived  eye conldl see none. This is why the
i Church is sometimes accused of fulse reasoning, the
fact being, that she often refers 1o a text rather asa
motto than as the basis of a logical argument. From
lexts even the most vague slie can draw certain con-
clusions, because slie brings {o [the study of Iloly
Scripture that mature faith and spivitual mind which
alone have the gift of discernment.  The individual,
on the other hand, is foreed to discard all texts that
are not plain.  That whiclh is to him practically the
Bible becomes shrivelled up into a small space ; and
the Bible of his Pratestant neighboris in words alone
the same as his. _

The rule of private judement can deal only with
the surface of the Bible. Holy Scripture is a book
of unfathomable depth, as well as of inexhaustible
riches. Tt is possible that not a single chapter of it
has yet been fully explored. A single text is olter
so many-sided that it reveals meaning beneath mean-
ing, as it is more -and more deeply searched. For
this reason the mystical interpretation of Holy Scrip-
ture has ever been insisted on by Catliolic ~ theolo-
gians, as well as the literal.  But if isolated indivi-
duals are to interpret it, they cannot trust them-
selves to a method of interpretation whicl, in that
case, would be the work of funcy alone. Who, for
instance, could have felt certain, on his private Juda-
ment only, that the passage of the Red Sea was a
type of baptism, that the listory of Tsack and Jsh-
mael steod in a particular symbolic relation to Cliris-
Lianity, and that eertain passages from the Psalms
referred especially toour Lord? It is the apostolic
Chureli only that can interpret Seripture according
to the profounder method of the Apestles and yet
willt the same certainty. Tle contradictions of com-
mentators on the book of Revelations sufficiently
prove that the mystical interpretation, when carried
out by individual caprice or imagination, is as unsafe
a guide as omen and avgury. Vet through the lite-
ral meaning alone the early Christian converls could
hardly bave discovered the new dispensation in the
books of the ()ld Testament.

A comprehensive and manifold appreciation ¢ .
Holy Scripture, like a deep one, is-incompatible witl
the rule of private judgment. No text of Seripture
can be explaived by itself alone, or even with tle
aid of the context. It must be compared with other
texts in other parts of the Bible. It might have
pleased God to have presented us with all truths of
moment, and all important moral principles in a com:-
pendious form, asin a creed, or 2 catechism, but it
has pleased Him to do exactly the contrary. The
great truths of religion are found scattered over the
whole Bible. Nay, those truths,owing to their very
greatness, are divided and subdivided, a portion be-
ing expressed in one text while another portion of tle
same truth is to be found elsewhere. Thus, in one
place we read what might make us think that faith
only is necessary, in another, that baptism is also a
part of the Christian covenant. Ope set of texis
instructs us that Christ is Gad, another that He iz
man. Iigurative expressions are somelimes used,
and in other places expressions which, if acted. en
literaily, would lead us into superstition or error.——
The confusion which must result from not distinguish-
ing between the literal and the figurative, or from
not combining texts which are mutually supplementat,
is not guarded against by any provision made in 1oly
Scripture itself, simply because God las given. us
another guide also. If we reject that guide we en-
deavor o sail wilhout a chart.. What right has a
man to affirm that the words  This is my body” are
to be taken figuratively, just as T am the door” 1s
a ligurative expression, if Le condemnd the Socinizos




