(299

writings of the Fathers, and in the constant and'

uniform customs of the universal church.

And why cannot traditions of this nature exist ?
Could the Redeemer of mankind speak nothing else
of impertance to us, ‘when he appesred among

men and conversed with them,” than what is re-:

corded in the sacred pages? Shalllittle man thus
confine the operations of divinity aud address him,
as he did the waves of the ocecan, ““so far shalt
thou go and wno farther ¥ It cannot be, that the
word of God should be disregarded because it is
not wriiten. To thake thisasscttion would be to
constitate the divine authority of God's word, in
the fact of its having Leen committed to paper.—
That authority irdeed rests on a very diffeient ba-
sis. Traditions of this nature have existed botlh
in the old and the new law. Before Moses wrote
Lis inspired Pentatauch, the facts which he record-
ed descended by tradition.  There was sowme
means of freeing infants from original sin, if they
did not live till the ‘eighth day, on which day they
received circumecision, and yet the scripture is si-
lent throughout on the subjeet. This very neces-
sary point then was handed down by tradition.—
Before the hew sctipture was written, which was
by no means immediately after the ascension of
Christ, tradition was the only rule of faith.  And
St Paul writes to his couverts, ¢Stand fast, und
hold the traditions, which you have received either
frons my discourse or epistle.’ (2 Thess. ii.) Our
opponents will not say, that he afterwards com-
nmitted to wiiting, what he had told them in his dis-
course. And yethe ought to have done so in their
system, for the divine truths which he told them
were of equal impoitance with those which he
wrote, as will be evident from the inspection of
the text.  Then traditions have existed in the new
law as well as in the old,
Tradition is absolutely neccegsary.  Without
tradition, we wvhould not kpow that infant bap-
tism is valid, that it was p'é'gpé,l; lo, chbange the
Lord’s day from Saturday to ““"%;%;z‘?” that it was
laful to transgress the pr‘ece‘pltie;w 'g:ted by the
aposties, (Acts, xxi.)  On each of "these subjects
the scripture is perfectly silent, and yet their im-
portance stands universally -confessed. In (fact,
although our dissenting brethren reject tiadition
in words, they admit it, and ust admit it, in fact;
besides, they have noother arms than those which
—1e afforded bytradition to defend themselves against
Socinians and Deists. I would ask one of my dis-
-enting friends, how he knew the seripture to be
ke word of Ged. He must prove it from his rule
ffarth, or tus proof is nugatory ; for the fast of
1s being the word of God,’is the foundation of his
ehgion. And ean he prove this {com seripture ?
‘ertainly not ; for surely no authority can’ prove

tself, by simply appealing to itself. An ambassa-

dor would be an object of ridicule in a foreign

Leourt, if to prove his character, he only referred

the injuirer to his own assertion, and did not pro-
duce bis credentials.  The fact of the divinity of
setipture cannot be proved, unless by the authori-
ty of the church or of tradition. Nor can we learn
which books constitute the canon of seripture,
without having recourse to one, or other or both
of these authorities. These (wo facts that the
scripture is the word of God, and that such de-
terminate books constitute it, are of eternal import-
ance to our dissenting brethren, The very exiat-
ence of therwr rule of faith depends on them, and
requires that the most satisfactory answers may be
given. They are like the first principles of a
science, that ought to be so true and so removed
from this possible reach of doub¢, that they are
universally admitted.  Without some external evi-
dence these fxcts cannot be ascertained, for, as re-
marked obove, it would be frolish to assert that
the scriptuie is the word of God, because the setip-
ture says so. If it be asserted as it may be, that the
authenticity or veracity of scripture is proved, like
the same qualities of any other bouk, from contemp-
raneous evidence and the testivony of men, this is
indeed appealing to bumnan tradition. ut the be-
tie{ which this species of testimony creates, is
merely human, and God requires divine faith.—-
And a3 for the divine inspiration of scripture, no’
human testimony is able to establish it., God .
alone, can aver the divine inspiration of a . wark ;
surely, then, the tradition by which we know that
the seripture is the word of God, must be diviane,
or such as I have defined above. Was it not a
rash act, then, to reject tradition, and maintain the
sufficiency of an exclusive scriptural rule- of
faith ? .

The scripture no where points out the number
of canonical books ; and indeed it is acknowledg-
ed on all sides to be utterly impossible to ascar-
tain them from the sacred pages. The books
which our dissenting brethren conceive to consti-
tute sacted canon, must be admitted on some au-
thority. It cannot be asserted that their having
been written by apostles, is sufficient to render
the books canonical ; (and even this cannot be al.
ways ascertained,) for we know from St. Paul’s
own words, that he wrote an epistle, which is not
now extant,and which, of course, was never ea~
nonical, For if it ever were canoniral, our dis.
senting brethren have lost a part of their complete
rule of faith. Some external authority then is ab.
solutely requisite to define which books are cano-
nical and which apoeryphal.

if the scripture be the orly rule of faith, why
did not the master and perfecter of our faith, Jesus
Christ, write' it himself, or at least command his
apostles to write it. (e frequently ordered “thém



