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-¢ A-ProtESTANT’S ArPPEan To THE Dovay BiBLE.”
Closely connected with the * cultus sanctorim,”

is the uise which the Catholic Church makes of .im- |

ages, and pictorial representations of sacred. persons
and subjects, as adjuncts'to the Christian’s worship
of Almighty Gad. This, even wore than the Invo-
cation of Saints, lias been made the grounds of the
charge of idolatry—or the, giving to creature that
“which'is due only to Creator—which Protestants
yrefer against her. A few words on the use of images
and pictures, and the reasons of the Church for al-

" lowing their use, may not be out of place ere we con-
clude our review of this chapter of Mr. Jenkins® in-
vectives against the Catholie Church.

“F'he whole controversy betwixt Catholice and Pro-
testants as to the use of images, and pictorial repre-
sentations, of saered persons and subjects,.is com-
prised in the following two' questions :—

1. Isit lawful to make, or retain in our temples,
such images, or pictorial representations?

9, If it be lawful to do so, how should they be
treated 2—with respeet, or with disrespect ?

The Comncil of T'rent answers hoth these ques-
tions. To the first it replies —that it is lawful to

make sueh imazes, or pictorial representations, and |J

that they should be retained in our temples:—

« inagines porro Christi, Deipara Virgiuis, et alio-
rum sanctornm, in templis pricsertim habendas et
retinendas.”’—S8essio xxv.

And to the second, the answer as given by the
same Council is, that such images or pictures should
be treated with due respect:— -

s Eisqne debitum honorem, et venerationem imper-
tiendam.”—1b, :—

Not hiowever beeause of any divinity or virtue re-
siding within them on account of which they should
be worshipped t— o

« Non guod credatur inesse aliqua in iis divinitas,
vel virtus, propter quam sint colende.”’—1b.

But solely beeause the respect whichis paid to
them is intended for these whom they are intended
10 represent :—

« Sed quoniam honos qui eis exhibetur refertur ad
prototypa, que ille representaut.”—JIb.

So that, when we incline the head belore, or press
our lips to, the image or picture of Christ, or the
Saints, it is not to the image, but to Christ Himsell
that we offer homage—it is not the mere picture of the
Saint, but the Saint himself who is represented by
the picture, whom we venerate :—

¢ [ta ut per imagines quas osculamur, et coram qui-
hus caput aperimus et procumbimus, Christum adore-
mus, et sanctos. quorum ille similitndinem  gerunt,
veneremuy.’’-—1b,

This is the dactrine of the Catholic Ciureh: this
ilie sole use of images or pictorial representations
which she enjoins, or recommends,  Against this doc-
trine and practice, P’rotestants protest, as idolatrous :
urging the following objections in support of their
protest :—-

1. ‘That they are repugnant to God’s holy Word,
as contained in the Decalogue.

2. That they are opposed to the practise of the
Church in the first ages of Christianity, and repro-
hated by the early Fathers. -

1t is to these objections that we purpose to reply ;
still begaing our readers to bear in mind that we are
not attempting to defend, or justily the doctrines or
practise of the Caiholic Church. “The Church re-
guires no defence, stands in need of no justification,
from any man; for if she be, what she claims to be
—Geod’s Church—then mustall her teaching, and all
hier practises, be pure and holy., Our thesis is—not
that the use of images as recommended by the Church

is right and proper—Dbut that the objections urged !

acninst that use, by DMr. Jenkins and the generality
of Protestants, are destitute of any solid foundation.
T'o the first Protestant objection against the doc-
trine*and practise of the Catholic Clurch, respecting
the use of images, ang pictorial representations of sa-
cred persons and subjects, as adjunets to Christian
worship—that sueh doctrine and practise are repug-
nant to (God’s holy Word as contained in the Deca-
lngne—it would be suficient to reply—that, after all
this objection amounts only to this—that such doc-
trives and practise ave cantrary to the Bible as he—
the individual Protestant objector—understands it
and that, unless (he Protestant can show that he is
an infaliibie interpreter of Ioly Writ, his objection
i3 worlh notling at all—it being merely the opinion
of a fallible individual, for which, in matters of reli-
gion, the Catlolic does not care one straw. The
~latler bas just as much right to assume that his in-
terpretation of the Bible is the correct one, as has
his. Protestant opponent: he has, to say. the least,
quite as good opportunities for forming a correct
opinion as to the meaning of God’s Word, as hasthe
other : and requires no assistance from any fallible
individua! whomsoever, in forming his opinions upon
all matters connected with religion.  If God have not
given to himan infallible teacher in the Church, the |
Catholic will never submit to the humiliation ot tak-!
ing instruction from one who is not commissioned as |
a teacher, and who has therefore no more authority
10 teach or expound Scripture, and no better means
of arriving at a true knowledge of the meaning of its
contents, than he has lLimself. ITither the Bible re-
quires an interpreter or expounder, or it does not.
1fit does, God Iimself, if just, must have appointed
one: if it does not, it is the leight of impudence for
any man to take upon himself to expound, explain, or
interpret Scripture, which needs no expounding. In
ngnher case will the Catholic ever deign to submit
bis private opinion to that of any, or all, of the Pro-
teslant ministers who ever wearied their hearers with
their prosy and impertinent harangues. The sim-
Mest answer then to give to any Protestant, object-
ng against Catholic doctrine, because opposed to the
Bible, is—« My good sir, that is, as you understand
it ; T understand it differently ; and, as T am quite as

good a judge of the true meaning of God’s Word as
you are, I intend to abide by my interpretation, as you
‘are wélcome to do by yours.”

And here, as in all disputes about the true meaning

of any law, whether human or divine, the controversy
must terminate, unless there be a judge, or umpire, in
whose decision the contending parties are willing to
acquiesce. - As Catholics and Protestants recognise
no such authority competent to decide betwixt them,
it is clear that all disputes betwixt them as to the
true meaning of a disputed passage in the Bible—
{and the meaning of what passage has not been, and
may not be, disputed 7)—must remain for ever un-
lecided : but upon an undecidable controversy we
bave no intention to enter. All that the most rigid
rules of controversy can require of us, is to show that
the passages in the Bible, cited against us, are sus-
ceptible of an interpretation in accordance with our
faith, and practise: and therefore we are willing to
show how the precepts of the 1st Commanduent of
the Decalogue can be reconciled with the doctrine
and practise of the Catholic Church—That it islaw-
ful to make, and retain in our temples, images, or
pictorial rupresentations, of sacred persons or sub-
jects.
The 1st Commandment, may, without doing viclence
to language, be so understnod as to prohibit the inak-
ing of images—not absolutely—but for a particular:
purpose ; 7. e. for the purpose of worshipping them as’
God, or Gods—or as possessed of some particular;
divinity, or virtue, residing in them, on account of|
which they should be worshipped, and by means of !
which they can help, or grant the prayers of, their |
votaries, Now as Catholics do not make, or use, !
images for this purpose, their faith and practise may |
easily be reconciled with God’s Ioly Word as con-i
tained in the Bible—which is all that we can be called ;
upon to prove.

That the probibition against the making of images
is not absolute—but is directed only against making
them for a particular purpose—is pretty-clear, both
from the positive instructions of the Giver ol the Law,
Who must have known its real meaning—and from ;
the practise of iliose to whom it was given, a prae-
tise which was never rebuked by the great Lawgiver
as an infraction of Iis diving commands, ‘Thus,
though forbidden by God to ake unto themselves
“ g graven thing,” ¥xod. 20, we find in the 25th
chapter of the same book 1that the children of Tsrael
were by Fim instructed to make “two Cherubim of
beaten gold”—the likenesses of which—¢¢ things in
heaven above™ must have been supernaturally re-
vealed to Moses by the Lord ;* as it is not to be sup-
posed that even Moses any more than any other man,
could have had, in virtue of his natural faculties, any
intuitive apprchension of the likeness of a # Cherub
and even at the nresent day, ihe most learned com-
mentators, Jews as well as Christians, can at best
form but vague conjectures of the likeness of these
“araven” or perheps “molten’ images whicl, by
God’s command, Moses, and again Solomon, made
for the service of the Most igh God.t  TFrom this
positive command, and from the absence of any thing
like a condemnation of the conduct of Solomon, in
making images of oxen, in graving images of Cheru-
bim on the walls, and in working figures of Cherubim
in the veil of the temple—2 Par. c. 3,—we may
conelude that the probibition of the Decalogue,
against making—* a graven thing”—or—¢ the like-
ness ol anything thal is in heaven above, or in the
earth beneath”—was not absolule, but dirceted only
against the making of such images for a particular
purpose—viz., worshipping them as God or Gods,
Tus prohibition (herefore, is not irreconcilabie with
the doctrine of the Catbolic Church at the present
day.—That it is lawflul to make, and retain in our
temples, images, or piclorial representations, of sa-
cred persons, or subjects.

Nor is it extravagant to suppose tlat these images,
placed by God’s command in the holy temple,
were designed fo subserve some purpose of religious
worship. Tor God does not act capriciously, and all
His commands are designed to serve some purpose ;
now, if these inages of the Cherubim were not placed
in the temple for a 7elZgious purpose, or o subserve
some end connected with the worship of God, they
must have been placed there for some other purpose ;
and it is for our opponents—who, admitting that it
is lawhl to make images, deny that it is lawful to
make or use them for a religious purpose—to show for
what purpose God commanded them to be made, and
placed within the precinets of His holy temple : they
will hardly venture to assert that these images were in-
tended merely for ornament, or to please the wan-
dering eyes of the worshippers.  We therefore
conctude, in the second place, that the prohibition of
the Decalogue is not absclute against the making
images for religious purposes, or as adjuncts to Di-
vine worship.

We will next examine the second objection which
Protestants urge against the making or retaining in
our temples, images, or pictorial representations of
sacred persous, or subjects—viz., that this custom is
opposed to the practise of the Church ia the first
ages of Chyistianity, and reprobated by the early
Fathers. To this objection we veply, that from (he
earliest period it was tlle custom of the Catholic
Church to make such images, or pictorial representa-
tions—that the Fathers of the Church approved of
the custom—and that therefore Protestantism, which
condemns it, 15 not the “ O1p RELiGION.”

"To the antiquity of the customn—the writings of the

* 15 they had not been, in some sense, likenesses of Chern-.
him, these statnes would have been, not Zmages, but 7dols.
t Josephus says—dntig. 111, 6—that, in his day, no one
knew the form of these CYnerub_im, bt that they resembled no
crentures ever seen by man. Eichern, and after him Gesenius,
endeavor to identify them with the Persian ¢ griffin,” led
astray, as much by their sceptical tendencies, as by carious
clvmofogical speculations ; but the most common opinion, in
which Calmet coincides, seems to.be that the Cherubim united
in one,

~vide Ezechiel 1. 5.

the Jigures of the man, the ox, the cagle, and the lion |

Chvistians of the second century—and the paintings
and carvings still vitible on the walls of those caves
in which the violence of persecution compelled the

faithful to seck concealment during the celebration

of their ysteries—bear incontestable evidence.
The artist, who has no {heological theories to
maintain recognises the fact at once.—* Even during
the reign of those emperors by whom the Cliristians
were cruelly persecuted”—says Flaxman in his lec-
tures on Sculpture— when they were obliged to per-
form their sacred worship in subterrains, aud sepul-
chral chambers, they ornamented these retreats with
sacred portraits and subjects from Seripture”—Ter-
tulliatn—De predicitia—informs us that in his time it
was customary to represent Chirist as the Good Shep-
herd, bearing on His shoulders the lost sheep. It
was also eommon, at the same carly period, to repre-
sent 1Tim as the T.amb of God ; and sometimes under
the figure of a fish (ikthus) a word composed of
the initials of the titles, in Greek, of ¢ Jesus Christ
the Son of God our Saviour”: hence the ferm often
applied to the early converts—* piserculs.” ¢

As the numbers and wealth of the Clristians in-
creased, so did the magnificence of their churches,
and the arnaments with which the piety of the faith-
ful delighted to adorn them. Sozomen, who wrote

'abont the middle of the IV. century, mentions a fa-

mous statue of Christ, in the time of the apostate Ju-
lian; and from other early iriters, we learn that
Coustantine commemorated the spot where he re~
ceived baptism, with the image of alamb in gold,
flanked, on the right by a silver statue of our Sa-
viour, and on the left by one of St. John the Bap-
tist—Dam- 72 vita Sylv. ‘o these we may add
the evidence of Eusebius 1. vii—who mentions the
image of Cliist at Paneas, which he had himsell
seen, adding also that similar images, as welil as those
of the Apostles SS. Peter and Paul, were to be seen
in many other localities.  We might cite many other
writers of the same age, who bear the clearest testi-
mony 1o the fact that, fong before their time, it was
the custom of the Christians to make images, or pic-
torial representations of saered, persons and subjects:
but we have said enough on this part of our thesis

This custom was approved of by the Church. TFor
of these images, many were employed fo decorate the
consecraied vessels employed in the celebration of
her sacred mysteries; the Chalices as we learn from
Tertullian, were almost alwaysthus nrnamented.  In
the Liturgy of St. Chirysostom we find thie image of
Christ mentioned, and approved of ; for the offictat-
ing priest is instructed to oz the head before it
and from the hymns of Sr. Paulinus of Nola, and
Prudentivs, we learn that, in the IV. century, the
images of Christ’s Saints, and  their sulferings, were
pictured over the altars beneath which their relics
reposed : a fact which establislies this—that, at that
period, as well as in the preceding, the Church re-
cognised the propriety of making, and retaining in
the temple, images. and pictorial representations of
sacred, persons, and subjects.

To this mass of positive testimony in favor of the
antiguity of the eustom, Protestants oppose—T'irsl
—QCan 36. of the Councit of Eliberis, lreld in Spain,
A.D. 305, coudemning the practice of painting the
objects of religions veneration upon the 2calls of the
churches, “we id quod colitur ol adoratur in parie-
tebus depingalur’—and secondly. a passage ina
letter from Epiphanius to Joln of Jerusalem, A. D,
390, in which the writer relates how, having seen the
image of a man painted on a cloth langing in a cer-
tain chureh, he destroyed it as a violation of the
Seriptures.

T these objections we reply. Tiesily, that the
Canon of Eliberis, quoted agninst us, is as susceptible
of an interpretation in owr favor—and sccondly—

that thie passage quoted from Ipiphanius is spurions,:

being manifestly an addition made to the original text
of the writer, at a late date.

Remark the wording of the Canon. Tt is not—
ne id quod deprngitur, adorclur—but—ne % quod
adoratur, deptngalur,and that, notasa general rule,
but only— ¢n parietibus”—on the walls. Nlove-
able paintings, or images, were not condemned, from
which we may conclude that, as the Council prohib-
ited the ane, it sanctioned the other. If we take
into account the epoch at which this Council of Jili-
beris was held, and the dangers against which it had
to gnard, the reason for this distinclion, and for the
prolibition of fixed or immoveable pictures such as
frescoes on the walls of the churches, becomes at
onre apparent. On the 24th of February, A.D.
303, Diocletian, at the instization of Galerius, had is-
sued his famous edict against the Church of Chirist,
which was thus obliged to concert measures to evade
the fury of her persecutors. Images of Christ and
His Saints,émanoveably painted on the walls of tle
churches, would have been exposed to the insult and
ribaldry of the pagan soldier : it was therefore a pro-
dent precaution—A.D. 305—1o prohibit such paint-
ings; but at the same time, one which may be, as
prudently, neglected now, when the reasons which
called it forth, no longer existing, we may safely re-
turn to the practise which obtained before the Coun-
cil of Elibers. :

That the passage attributed to Epiphanius—A.D.
390—is spurions, Baltarmin gives the following rea-
sons for believing:—

1. Tts position—occurring in the form of a post-
script, ill according with the letter itsell, and totally
unlike the style of the writer to whom it is attributed ;
besides, it is well known that the writings of Epipha-
nius have been subjected to several interpolations by
hereties. S _ :

2, That this passage, apparently so conclusive, was
never cited by the opponents of images, although they
used the utmost diligence in raking together every-
thing from the Fathers which could tell in their favor.
St. Gregory too, in writing to Serenus, blames him

* Tertullian, Do Bopt,

as the first Bishop who had ever destroyed an image
of Christ or His Saints ; and St. Jerome, thongh
professedly giving the whole of - the letter of Tpipha-
nius in which this passage is said to occur, makes no
mention of it: a sure proof, that it was unknown in
the V. century, and conclusive to all who are aceus-
tomed to sifting evidence.

With these remarks we shall conclude for the pre-
sent, Having shown, we trust, that we do but fol-
low the practise of the early Church in making, and
retaining in our temples, images, or pictorial repre-
sentations, of sacred persons, and subjects—and that
this practise is not condemned by the Word of God,
o at variance with the practise of God's chosen peo-
ple—we propose, in our next, to discuss the question
—Iow should these images or pictures be treated 7—
with respect, or with disrespect 1-—and to offer a few
observations upon Mr. Jenkins® definitions of idols
and idolatry—which like most of his other definitions
arc execedingly vague and unsatisfactory.

The Court of Queen’s Bench has been in session
all the week, but as yet nothing has been done with
the cases springing out of the Gavazzi riots: the
Bills we uuderstand will be laid before the Grand Jury
to-day. We hear-that indictments will be yreferred
against cerlain individuals from Quebee, as accessories

to the murder of Walsh and Donnelly.

We lave been authorised by B. Devlin, Esq., At-
torney-at-Law, to state that the indictment against
James Moir Ferres, for abscenity, was not prescuted
at the instance of the Catholic # Vigilance Commit-
tee.” The Gazelte,upon a mere suspicion express-
ed by the Minerve—that it was by that Commiltee
that the prosecution against the usprincipled edifor
of the former journal had been undertaken—censures
the proceedings of that body as inquisitorial, and
impertinent ; forgetting that a self organized society
in London, * the Society for the Suppression of
Vice,” oflen took it upon itself to institute actions
against lewd and dirly fellows, guilty of offences
agaiust common decency, analogous to the nasty
crime for which James Meir Ferres is about to an-
swer before the country.  The Minerve will please
copy.

Giavazzi and the Siamese Twins liave both been
exhibiting at Buftalo during the past weelr.  Every
thing passed of quietly 3 but it is said that Gavazz
is jealous of the superior atiractions of the ¢ Lwing,”
for few wvespectable persens, and no Catholics, tack
the least notice of him during his visit. 'Lhe Buffa-
o Sentinel puts him down as a poor specimen of a
“Souper,” afterall; not worll listening ts.

We have much pleasure in inserting the followiny
minutes of a meeting of Irish Catholiecs at &t Ca-
therines : we trush, that their example may be gener-

ally followed:—

i Atameeting ol the [rish Catholics of St. Catherine
i held on Sunday the L6th inst., for the purpose of giv-
i ing expression to their sentimems touching the present
i religiaus excitement, consequent on the Gavazzi riols,
i the following resolutans were dely moved, aud unani-
monsly adopted :-—

Capt. Juseph Malony was called 1o the chair, and
Mr. John Meahun requested to uct as secretary.

Resolved, On motion of Mr. auick Canghlan, se-
conded by Mr. James Buckly :— .

‘¢ That this meeting feels indignant at the eflorts of
the Protestant portion of tlie citizens of Quebee, par-
I ticnlarly since the Gavazzi riols, as tending to stir up,
and enkindle the flames of religious strife and dis-
cond.”?

On motion of Mr. Maurice Power, seconded by M.
James Caunghlan :(—

¢ That althoagh this meeting deeply deplores the
excesses that oceurred at the Gavazzi riols, it cinnot
however, withhold ils sympathy from those who have
been unjustly accused ; inasmuch as our common
crecd and country are attempted to be hield np to exe-
cration by the Protestant press of this country,”

On motion of Mr. James Barry, seconded by Mr.
Manrice Dunn:—

“That this meeting views with horror the late at-
tempt at the odions system of Jury-packing, lor the
purposeof condemningtheir fellow connirymen ; asys-
tem which if followed up, would poison the saered
springs of justice, and render trial by Jury ¢ a mockery
a delusion, and a snare.”

On motion of Mr. William M¢Kennor, seconded by
Mr. Michae! Manaing :—

“That as [rishmen, and Catholics, yielding to no
class of her Majesty’s subjects in loyalty and attach-
ment to her peison, it is oar bounden duty to seek for
a fair and impartial administyation of justice.”

0n motion of Mr. William Guilfoyle, seconded by
Mr. John Griffin :—

¢ That 1o connteract such baneful and pernicious ef-
forts, this meeting hails the appointment of the Vigi-
lance Committee of the Irish Catholies of Quebee, as
a barrier against any encroachments an thetr eivil an:t
religious rights ; and pledges itself when ezlled apon,
to sustain i1, by whatever means may be legally -
available.”? . -

On motion of Mr. Francis M¢Keanor, seconded by
Mr. Cornelius M<Carty :— g

¢ That this meeting cannot see without disgust the
secfarian and anti-national feelings of the Protestants
of Quebec, as displayed against the Superintendent of
Police, a gentleman pre-eminently qualified to chs-
charge his official duties with honor and impartiality.

The Chairman having left the chair, Mr. Owen.
O’Sullivan was, oa motion duly seconded, called
thereto, when the thanks of the meeting wete voledto
the Chairman for his able and dignified conductin the
chair. o
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