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THE NOVELTIES OF ROMANISM:
OR, POPERY REFUTED BY TRADITION.*
BY
WALTER FARQUHAR HOOK, D.D.,
Vicar of Leeds, Chaplain in Ordinary to the Queen, and
Prebendary of Lincoln.

—_—

““I PREPER THE ANTIQUITY OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH TO THE NOVELTY
OF THE CHURCH OF ROME.”—BISHOP RIDLEY.

it Nothing can be more striking, nothing more perfect
inits charity, than the manner in which, in the 8th
chapter of this Epistle, and the 14th chapter to the
mans, St. Paul treats the weaker brethren, and
directs that they should be treated by others. Would
10 God that in these days, those who esteem them-
selves, or are accounted by others, the stronger breth-
ten, would act on this principle and walk by this rule!
Now, however learned, however mighty in the
iptures, however skilful as critics or profound as
Metaphysicians, those persons may be who are usually
enominated High Churchmen, . they are regarded by
Many ag weaker brethren, utterly ignorant of the
G°!pel. If it be so,if they are wier brethren in the

+ treatment, that allowance for conscientious prejudices,

opinion of those who thus assume authority to decide,
(sometimes, it must be admitted, without any great
Proficiency in theology), let them receive that gentle

sy, consideration, and kindness which St.
Paul recommends. I they are in error, let them be
refuted by argument ;' if they violate the regulations
or principles of the Church of England, let the fact
be proved and let them be suspended : but admonish
them affectionately as brethren in Christ: do not
resort to the arts of the profane; donot misrepresent
their principles, or ridicule that conduct which, how-
ever absurd it may appear to others, they believe to
be pious: do not denounce them without hearing
what they have to say, or without reading, with un-
prejudiced minds, what they may have written: do
Not attribute wrong motives to them: do not call them
Jésuits in disguise: do ot hold them up as persons
desirous to deceive. For why should they wish to
deceive you more than their accusers?  Their princi-
Ples are not those which lead to preferment: they can
only maintain them because they believe them to be
the truth ag it is in Jesus.f
mong the heaviest of the charges which are
bm.“ght against them, their regard for Antiquity and
their respect for the Fathers is the most prominent.
ut what does this offence amount to?
§ Let me state, in a few words, what their principle
3. In all questions of doctrine and practice which
may arise in the Christian Church they fully admit
that the first and last appeal lies to Holy Scriptare.
To the Law and to the Testimony; if they speak not
according to this word, it is because there is no light in
them. And where both parties agree in their inter-
pretation of the words of Scripture, this appeal will
bring all controversies to the most satisfactory deter-
mination. The private Christian, looking into this
true mirror, discovers the blemishes and defects in his
own conduct; and the Church puts on her ornaments,
and is sanctified and cleansed by the Word.

But a little observation will convince us that the
controversies which arise in the Church can seldom
be decided by this appeal. The records of past ages
prove this, and daily experience shews it. Each
party in a dispute claims Scripture for its own side,
and, as the sense of Scripture, it zealously maintains
its own interpretation. If there be, then, no further

appeal, the question can never be decided. There is,
therefore, another test, which, in the opinion of those
I am defeading, Scripture itself allows and sanctions,
the testimony of the Church from the beginning. And
to this test St. Paul,in our text, sets us an example of
making an appeal. We have no suck custom, neither
the Churches of God.

Thus these persons conceive that a way to peace is
provided in harmony with the common rule of life, and
the law by which society is held together; for how
much of law and of the rules of society is based on
precedent! They conceive that they act in the spirit
of the Church of England ; for it is plain to every one
who has considered the language of the Church that a
deference to antiquity pervades her Articles, forms the
argument of some of her most instructive Homilies,
and breathes through every portion of her prayers :
they conceive that when they stand in the ways and see
and ask for the old paths where is the good way that we
may walk therein, they act, as I have shewn, in accord-
ance with a principle provided for us in Scripture, and
in accordance with which St. Paul reasoned in the
words of our text.

Now this it is that induces them to study the writ-
ings of the primitive Fatbers of the Church. There
seems, however, to be a prejudice against the very
name of the Fathers; a prejudice which certainly was
not felt by Ridley, or by Cranmer, or any of thelearned
and pious confessors and martyrs to whom we owe the
Reformationof our Church. And whyshoulditbe felt
now? for, let me ask, who are the Fathers? They
are merely ancient writers who lived in the earlier
ages of the Church. Now one would think that there
could be no great sin in our venturing to read the
works of these ancient authors. It is said that we
ought to refer for our divinity to the Bible and the
Bible only. God knows, my brethren, that I wish the
Bible were more exclusively read than it is, and no
one can regret more than [ do to find the Bible so
geunerally superseded by tracts. But those very tracts
are most diligently distributed by the very persons
who most vehemently blame us for venturing to read
the Fathers. Nay, by those persons themselves these
tracts are read : in many instances they are the foun-
tains, not always surely the purest, from which they
:‘l'lll!::ll ;nt:S'r theology. But what is a tract? It is
oot t:s:e«::ais:{mo.u ff:(l)l"l;f]msc‘i by some person or
tises and sermons fom);,t;::e i‘vo‘ Ll e e

. rks of the Fathers. Both
parties, then, you will observe, are tract readers, and
why should he who reads an ancient tract be blame-
worthy, while he who reads a modern tract is held
worthy of praise? But it is said the modern tracts
are sound in doctrine, and ancient tractsnot so. And,

 and
fthe

let me ask, who says this? Isit said by an infallible
man?  What proof do you bring from Secripture that
modern tracts must be sound in doctrine, and ancient
tracts not so? Itis merely a matter of opinion, and
when one man praises the ancient tracts to the dis-
paragement of the modern, it is quite as probable that

* This valuable discourse was preached in St. Andrew’s
Church, Manchester, upon the text, « But if any man seem to
be contentious, we have no such custom, neither the Churches of
God,” 1 Cor. xi. 16; and was published at the request of the
great body of the Clergy of Manchester, who were present at its
delivery. The copy from which this is printed, is of the second
edition, and bears date 1840 : London, Rivington.

+ We have certainly just cause to complain of the Religious
Tract Society, although it is supported by many good and pious
men, when we find it stated in a recent number of its “Monthly
Record,” entitled “The Christian Spectator,” that those who
hold the principles advocated in the present discourse, are
enemies to the cause of Christian Truth, more formidable than
the Socialists; the Socialists being Atheistic sensualists.—
They are'accused, with the Papists, of “an intense dislike of
the peculiar doctrines of scripture.” Comparing them with
avowed Infidels, the work referred to says: “It is not possible
that the object of either party could be more plainly declared
The one would throw down the Christianity of the Bible, .the
other would dig up the foundations of Christianity altogether.
These their purposes they loudly proclaim and fiercely pursue.
They have declared a war of extermination, and the inseription
on the banner of both is, I will overturn, overturn, overturn ”—
See the Christian Spectator for September 18, 1839, and the
Rev. Win. Dalby’s Letter to the Editor of the British Magazine,
However much in error the supporters of that Society may
consider High Churchmen to be, they are surely going too far
when they speak of them in such language as this.

his opinion should be correct as that of. another
person who praises the modern tracts to the fi.xsp.arfxg(.e-
ment of the ancient: and more probable, if. it is in
the nature of truth to be better understood near to the
fountain head, than after its transmission through many
generations. 1
not scriptural 7 This is only repeating the Iaft as-
gertion in a different form. If the tract contain any
thing of doctrine more than an extract frot‘n Scr}pture
without note or comment—and theo it is Scnptl‘lre
itself—it must be a deduction from or an explanation
of Scripture, and we have just as much rl.ghl to assert
that the deduction made from Scripture 10 an ancient
tract is scriptural, as another person has to make t.he
same assertion as to a modern tract. Disagree with
us, if you will, in your opinion of this matt.er.——but
why object to our principle while you adopt it in an-
other form? We are both tract readers; the orly
difference being that some of us go for thfese tracts to
St. Chrysostom, St. Basil, and St. Athanasius, to whom
our Prayer Book is indebted for much of its excellence;
others to a modern Religious Tract Society,sanctioned,
it may be, by what is called the religious world; which
is, nevertheless, no more infallible than the Church of
Rome, though the members of both seem to rely on
their traditions with undoubting confidence.*

But it is said, “ Scripture is so plain, we will have
the Bible and the Bible only : what need have we of
the Fathers in addition ? this is to add to the word of
God.” Surely, we may answer, Scripture s plain,
and we too, will have the Bible and the Bible only—
what need have you of commentators? Their com-
ment is an addition to the word of God.” But the
Bible having come down to us in a dead language, we
do absolutely require some commentary to elucidate
its diction and phraseology ;—a translation is itself
to a certain extent, a commentary ; it might easily be
shewn how ours actually is so. Again, there is allu-
sion in Scripture to many antiquated rites and cus-
toms ; and some acquaintance with the history and
opinions of the age in which the New Testament was
written is important; here, then, we also require a
commentary. Isit said that you can get all this from a
modern commentator ? this is true, and one modern
commentator may borrow his facts from another with-
out reference to the original authority, and one may
copy the mistakes of another,and hence false facts may
become current in the world : but the first commen-
tators must have gone to the contemporary writers, that
is to say to the Fathers. Even admitting, then, that
it is a work of supererogation far us to consult the
Fathers, to ascertain whether the modern commen-
tators are correct, still there can be nothing sinful in
doing so; since for what youkuow of these things, you
are as dependent upon the Fathers as we are, the dif-
ference being that you derive your information from
secondary, we from primary sources.

As to doctrine, it is said that the wisest and best
plan is to make Scripture its own interpreter, by com-

Is it said that one is scriptural the other |

| But a popular argument against this use of the Fa-
| thers, and this deference to the tradition of the An-
! cient Chureh, rather than to that of the modern re-
ligious world is, that it is impossible for the mass of
mankind to study writings so voluminous. But are the
mass of mankind appointed to be teachers? We may
fairly expect those who are ordained to the office of
teaching to attend to such things, for to enable them
to do so is the very reason why the Church is endowed.
But in no sense will the objection hold as applicable
to members of the Church of England; for it is as-
serted, and has never been contradicted, that on all
essential points this primitive tradition is embodied in
the Book of Common Prayer. It is this that gives to
the Prayer Book its weight and aathority as an inter-
preter of Scripture.  As such, it is, of necessity, to a
certain extent, employed by those even who endea-
vour to unite their daty to the Church with their duty
to the religious world ;—to the Church of which the
object is to bind us to those very principles which the
religious world would relax. They may have their

reasons for this deference to an uninspired formulary,
those who are called High Churchmen, may have
theirs, which is the one I have assigned ;—the fact,
namely, of its embodying that primitive tradition, which,
though not the light of the gospel itself, for which we
look to Scripture, may be serviceable to weaker breth-
ren, when the blasts of strange doctrine are raging
fariously around us, and threatening to bring down the
very bulwarks of our Zion, to act as a lanthorn for the
protection of that light. And if the Iigh Churche
men provide you, my Brethren, with another reason
for loving your Prayer Book, forgive them this wrong.

But then comes the grand charge of all—this sys-
tem of deference to antiquity must lead to Popery:
an assertion which it is the more difficult to refute
since it is impossible in these days to ascertain what,
in the sense of the religious world, Popery is. Some
persons tell us that the Surplice is a rag of Popery,
because the Papists in their ministrations wear a sur-
plice in common with ourselves ; others speak of the
Prayer Book as Popish, because almost the whole of
the Book of Common Prayer may be found in the
Roman Missal and Breviary. Some religionists re-
gard infant baptism as a remnant of Popery, while
others only think it Popish to suppose that infants de-
rive any benefit from that Sacrament: some persons
think the Catechism Popish, and others that it is Po-
pish to teach children doctrines before they can un-
derstand them: a higly respectable, though, as I think,
an awfully mistaken class of religionists, who profess
to be guided by the Bible only, think the doctrine of
the Trinity Popish, because the Papists, amidst all
their corruptions, still worship the Trinity in Unity
and the Unity in Trinity. Now the real fact is, that
you may in this way prove almost any Scriptural truth
to be Popish, because Popery consists in novel en-
largements of old Catholic truths; in novel additions
to ancient and true doctrines. Thus the Papist holds

paring spiritual things with spiritual. I have already
said that this is admitted by those who are complained
of; and who are more diligent than they in explain-
ing one Scripture by another? Rut I have also shewn |
that after having done this, there are still many points

with us that the twenty-two Books of the Old Testa-
ment are canonical; but then he adds to them other
books which we affirm to be apocryphal: he agrees
with us in believing that after death there is a heaven
and a hell, but then he adds a purgatory. He agrees

on which we cannot come to an agreement,—aye, and | with us that sins are to be remitted by the merits of
important points, too. Now take any passages or col- | Christ; but he adds the merits of the saints, Ile
lection of the passages of Holy Scripture from which | agrees with us that God is to be worshipped; but he
youand I deduce a different doctrine. What is it | adds again an inferior worship due to the saints, to-

that any disputant does? His favorite commentator | gether with the Virgin and the angels.

He receives

is brought down from the shelf; and to him deference ‘ Christ as 2 Mediator; but again he adds the media-
is paid. Why? Because he is recognized as the : tion of the Virgin, saints and angels. e agrees with
organ expressing the sense, 7. e. the tradition of his | us in believing our Lord's real presence at the Eu-

own sect or school, just as a Romish commentator ex-

charist ; he adds his corporeal presence by transub-

presses the sense, 7. e. the tradition of the Church of | stantiation. e agrees with us in believing the Com-

Rome.
man (applying this conceded principle in a different
manner) looks to the Fathers, not as an inspired au-
thority, but to ascertain from their writings what was
the meaning attached to the passage or passages un-
der counsideration in the first ages of the Church, be-
fore modern controversies were started. And what
makes the value of these primitive writings the greater
in this respect is, that the Fathers not only possessed
many written documents now lost, but it was part of
their religion, if I may so say, to preserve the doctrine
they had received in its purity from the apostles, and
to hand it down to their children; they transmitted
the once-kindled lamp from sire to son, never suffer-
ing its light to grow dim, or its heat to evaporate.—
And as a member of a lately-founded sect can soon
detect whether an interpretation of Scripture be in ac-
cordance with what %e calls the gospel, so did a primi-
tive Christian understand whether such an interpreta-
tion was or was not contrary to what ke called the
Catholic faith.

But it is said that some of the Fathers were some-
times in error.  Now I certainly do protest against
the manner in which it is not unfrequently attempted
by not very wise men to prove this, which is thus:
“Such a Father differs from me, a modern teacher,
therefore such a Father must be in error’*: the whole
authority of which judgement depends upon an as-
sumption, more bold than modest, that the modern
teacher is infallible: or if he defend himself by
saying that his is the opinion of the religious world,
again, I ask, Is the religious world itself infallible?
We know that the great object with the religious

world is to produce not unity in the Church, but |

union among Sects;—to do this many scriptural
principles must on all sides, be conceded, and much
regarded as non-essential, which to some persons ap-
pears to be essential. We cannot allow, then, a re-
ference to the opinion of the religious world to be of
any authority in sach a case. But as a matter of fact,
we do admit that many of the Fathers did err. Who
ever thought them to be infallible men? Nay, the
student of the Fathers can point out to you the kind
of error to which any particular Father may have had
a tendency, and he can probably shew how that error
was detected and animadverted upon by his cotempo-
raries. But admit that they erred,—what then?—
Are we not to read them because they were liable to
error? In many of the works published by popular
Tract Societies, I could point out, not only errors,
but if I were to use the language of those who con-
demn the Fathers, I should say, grievous heresies:
yet, are we on that occount to refuse to read any
modern Tract? But this is what they ought to do
who censure us for studying the Fathers, because the
Fathers were not infallible men. What we chiefly de-
sire in reading them is, to ascertain,not what the private
opinions of individual Fathers were, but, for reasons I

have before assigned, what was the general system of
Doctrine in their age.

* By the rgligious world T mean that conventional union of
sects .nn.d parties which is formed by those who agree to merge
the distinctive features of every sect, (and where Churchmen
belong to it, the distinctive features of the Chureh itself,) in
order that they may insist in common upon what that world
deems to be essential truth, But the question still occurs
whether. that world is competent to decide what part of the
I?e‘velatmn of God is essential and what is not. Of this propo-
sition those who are called High Churchmen hold the negative.
The difficulty of their present position consists in the religious
world having assumed that a]| pious persons must belong to it.
But there are persons whose zeal for the cause of religion, what-
ever may be their faults, is ardent, but who at the same time
refuse to subscribe to many of the traditional doctrines and some
of the practices of the religious world. The members of the
religious world cannot coneecive the possibility of such persons
being really pious and sincere : hence the hostility to them :
their real fault being their rejection of the tradition of the
religious world, the controversy of the present day having
reference, in fact, to this one question: according to what
tradition shall Scripture be interpreted ? according t!:; the tra-
dition of the Church of Rome? or according to the tradition of
the religious world ? or according to the tradition of the primi-
tive Church ?—the latter being, as we contend; embodied in the
formularies of the Church of England,

Is there any sin, then, if the High Church- ‘

munion of Saints; he adds the invocation of them.—
He agrees with us in maintaining the divine authority
of Bishops and Priests; he adds the supremacy of the
Pope over all Bishops and Priests. e receives with
us the three creeds: he adds the creed of Pope Pius
the IV. 'These additions have led to further corrup-
tions; such as the adoration of the consecrated bread
at the Lord's Supper, the worship of images, and other
superstitions not needful to refer to. .You perceive,
then, the very great absurdity of accusing persons of
being Popish merely because it may be shewn that
the doctrines which they happen to hold are doctrines
held also by the Papists. Why ou this ground, all
would be Papists who believe in the plenary inspira-
tion of Holy Scripture; since such is the doctrine of
the Charch of Rome, as strongly enforced in the Va-
tican as in the Meeting House. The real question is
not whether the Papists hold such and such doctrines
in cemmon with us; but whether we adhere to their
additions to the Gospel trath. To accuse those of
an incljnation so to do, who have respect for antiquity,
is evidently absurd; they are the very last persons to
sanction Popish novelties, for the moment they do so
their deference for antiquity must, in the very nature
of things, cease; that is, they must renounce their
principle before they can countenance Popery.

Tow can those who have respect for antiquity ac-
knowledge the Supremacy of the See of Rome, when
they remember how Polycrates and the Bishops of
Asia opposed the opinion of Pope Victor and despised
his excommunications ?—how the same Victor was
rebuked for his arrogance and indiscretion by Irenaeus 7*
| how St. Cyprian saluted the Bishop of Rome by no
higher title than that of brother and colleague, and
feared not to express his contempt of Pope Stephen's
judgment and determinations when that prelate gave
his countenance to heretics ?f—when they remember
how Liberius Bishop of Rome, in the 4th century ap-
plied to the great St. Athanasius to sanction his con-
fession of faith :—* that I may know,” said that Pope
of Rome to Athanasius, * whether I am of the same
judgment with you in matters of faith, and that I may
be more certain, and readily obey your commands?}
When they learn from Gregory the Great, himself
Bishop of Rome in the 6th and 7th centuries, that
“the Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon were they
who first offered to his predecessors the title of uni-
versal Bishop, which they refused to accept™'§; as well
they might, since Gregory tells us elsewhere in this
epistle, that it is *“a title blasphemous to Christian
ears” ?  When they remember that the fourth Late-
ran was the first of those Councils which even Roman-
ists call general, that recognized the authority of the
Roman See as Supreme over the Church,—a Council
which assembled in the year 12157  How can they
ever recognize the Church of Rome as “the mistress
and mother of all churches,” when they know that the
Fathers of the second general Council, that of Con-
stantinople in the year 381, gave that very title to
the Church, not of Rome but of Jerusalem, writing in
their synodical epistle: “we acknowledge the most
venerable Cyril, most beloved of God to be the Bishop
of the Church of Jerusalem, which is the mother of
all churches.” ||

No, my brethren, whatever difficulties some persons
relying ouly on themselves, may have in explaining that
passage in the 16th chapter of St. Matthew, Thou art
Peter, and upon this Rock will I build my Church : the
Romish argument founded upon that text will fall
harmless upon those who defer to the Fathers; since
we have St, Augustine,ﬂ[ and St. Gregory Nazianzen,**
and St. Cyril,ff and St. Chrysostom,}} and St. Am-

* Buseb Eccles. Hist. Lib. v. ¢, 24;

+ Cyp: ad Pomp 74.

1 Athanas: Ep: ad Epictet.

§ Greg: Epist: Lib. 7. Ep. 30.

[|Cone. ii. 966. Perceval’s Roman Schism, p. 32:
Augustine De Verb. Dom. Serm. 13.

*s Nazian. Test. de. Vet. Testam;

+4 Cyril de Trin. Lib. 4.

33 St. Chrysost. Hom. 55. in Mat.

brose,|| and St. Hilary,q expounding that Scripture
in the protestant sense.

Neither are they very likely to fall down and wor-
‘ship the saints departed who know that among the
Fathers one of the strongest arguments, as they deemed
it, which could be brought forward in favor of our
Lord's divinity was the fact that prayer was to be made
unto Him; while we are comnianded to pray only to
God. The injunction to pray to Him was, in their
minds, an assettion of his divinity. In vain to them
will the Romanists attempt to explain away the second
commandment ¢ they will not even commence an ar-
gument upon the subjoct—their answer being, we
have no such custom, neither the churches of God : they
know that image worship was not sanctioned in any
part of the Churéh; until what is called the deutero-
nicene Council; in the year 787. And the decree of
that Pseudo-couneil was immediately repudiated by
the Emperor of the West, and all the great divines of
the day, and among others by the clergy of the English
Churcl, In vain did the Pope of Rome give his
sanction to the idolatry; at a council assembled at
Frankfort, the decree was (to use the language of the
council jtself,) “rejected,”” *despised,” and ‘“con-
demned™ as a wickedness and a novelty.**

Doet the Romanist bring forth his specious argu-
ments (and he can do so,) for praying in a language
not understood by the people : our answer is obvious:
we havepo such custom, neither the churches of God :
for antecedently to the 8th'century, we can discover
no nation which had not the Liturgy and Holy Scrip-
tures in its own language, or a language known to it;
Origen expressly stating that in his time every person
prayed to God in his own tongue, the Greeks using
the Greek, the Romans the Roman Language.*

Thitk you those who defer to the primitive tradi-
tion ofthe Charch will join with the Papists in en~
forcing the practice of auricular confession to the

But it is said that those who defer to tradition
hold the dogmi of Transubstantiation. That the
Fathers did hold the doctrine of our Lord's 7eal pre-
sence in the Edcharist, (real though spiritual, or rather
the more real because spiritual,) we not only do not
deny, but unequivocally assert. That is to say, they
held what the Church of England holds, and what
our wise-heafted Reformers maintained on this sub-
jeeti for, as Bishop Cleaver observes, “the great
object of our Reformers was, whilst they acknowledged
the doctrine of the real presence, to refute that of
Transubstantiation, as it was afterwards to refute the
notion of Impanation or Consubstantiation™*: the
Fithers held with the Church of Ingland that ke
body and blood of Christ are verily and indeed taken
and recetved by the faithful in the Lord's Supper; they
were ‘wont to exhort their hearers, as the Church of
England exhorts us, to consider the dignity of those
Ligh and holy mysteries;t of that high mystery, that
heavenly feast, the banquet of that most heavenly food :
all expressions of our Liturgy: they did, indeed, look
upon the altar to be, as our xxvii Homily calls it,
“The King of Kings' Table” : they were wont to de-
clare, as in that Homily is declared, “ Thus much we
must besure to hold, that in the supper of the Lord there
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laity, an injustice, robery, and wrong, not sanctioned
even by the Romish Church till the Council of Con-
stance in 1414,

I will refer t6 one other topic and then conclude.
That which, in my humble opinion, makes the Charch
of Rome, and all Churclres connected with her, by re~
ceiving the decrees of the Couticil of Trent, to be ab-
solutely heretical,—that which has separated them
from the Catholic Church itself,that which rendersall
union with them utterly impossible; is this :—that to
the Scriptures of God and the Creeds of the Church
they have made additions. To the three Creeds which
we posseéss in common with the whole Churchy they
have added the Creed of Pope Piusthe IV.; and they
receive the Books of the Apocrypha as equally sacred
and canonieal with the Books of Holy Scripture. Now
I ask how are we to prove that in so doing the Romish
Church is in error? How but by consulting those
very Fathers, for having a regard for whow we are too
often misrepresented ?  How but by referring to Ori-
gen, and Eusebius, and St. Athanasius, and St. Hilary,
and Epipbanius, and St. Gregory Nazianzen; and St.
Jeromef'; the latter of whom, after enumerating the
Canonical Books of Scripture, expressly declares that

is no vain ceremony, no bare sign, no untrue figure of
a thing absent'’; but “that the faithful receive not
only the outward Sacrament, but the spiritual thing
also; not the figure but the truth; not the shadow

only, but the: Body.” So says the Church of Eng-
lan(l, and so said the Fathers.  Ifsome persons Can-

not make a distinction between the real presence of
Christ in his spirit and power, and the corporeal pre-
sence, which ig Transubstantiation, and so accuse us
of Popish docttine, they must blame the Church of
England too; and so we err in good company. To
censure the dagma of Transubstantiation too strongly
is impossible, because it has not only given occasion,

Priest? No, my brethren, though the Church of
England does recommend, in her first exhortation to
the Ildy Communion, that if “any one cannot quiet
his coiscience, but requireth further comfort and
counse, he should go to some discreet and learned
ministe of God, and open his grief, that by the
ministly of God’s Holy Word he may receive the
benefit of absolution, together with ghostly counsel
and advice” ; though such be the recommendation of
the Cturch of England,} we know that auricular con-
fessior was never imposed as necessary until the Late-
ran Owuneil in 1215.

It s sometimes insinuated that those who have a
respe:t for the practices of antiquity, must be in fa-
vourof the celibacy of the Clergy, and it seems in
vain that such clergymen by their own marriage shew
praciically the injustice of the insinuation. But on
this point we are under no concern; we still say to
the Romanists, we have no such custom, neither the
churches of God. It is true that many ‘of the Fathers
felt strongly with Richard Baxter, the celebrated non-
conformist, that it might often be “inconvenient for
ministers to marry who have no sort of necessity”] :
these are the words of that pious non-conformist, and,
perhaps he thought, as the Fathers thought, that the
same was taught by St. Paul, .in the 7th chapter of
the First Epistle to the Corinthians : they—St. Paul,
the Fathers, and that pious non-conformist—thought
that men were ordained not merely to make them-

as our 28th afticle mildly states it, to many super-
stitions; but it has also led to the assertion and
belief of what to my mind is absolutely blasphemous,
that there is in the Eucharist an expiatory sacrifice ;
that therein, I utter it with horror, our Blessed Lord
and Saviouf is each time sacrificed afresh; that there
is each time & fresh immolation and death. But still,
the only real question is this, Has it been revealed?
—Is it part of the Revelation of God to man? The
Romanist affirms that it is, and he refers to our Lord's
own words, This és my Body,—This is my Blood.
He calls upon us, in humble faith, to receive these
words in the literal sense. To this all Protestants
~demur: the Romanist has, of course, a fight to de-
mand the reason: by some persons he is told that the
doctrine of transubstantiation, ‘which he would build
upon this passage, involves an_impossibility; that it
is an insult to the understanding, a contradiction to
the senses, to call upon us to embrace it.  Are you
contented with these—what shall I call them P—ar-
guments? or dogmatisms? It may be that you are;
but when you try to convert the Romanist, he replies
that he sees no more difficulty in believing the doc-
trine of Transubstantiation than in receiving the
doctrine of the Trinity. Upon this, perhaps, you
refine and you point out the difference between things
above reason and things contrary to redson, which is
doubtless perfectly correct, but it is a refinement as
difficult to unlearned minds as any-thing to be found \

“ whatever is beside these is to be reckoned among the
Apocrypha ?  Iow but by referencé to the Councils
of Chaleedon, and Laodicea; and Nice; and to the
Apostolical canons ?  Perhaps those who disapprove
of this, are contented with thé autherity of some
modern writer who asserts that he has examined the
snhject. Be it so; and the Romanist may be per~
plexed to understand why he is to be blamed for plac-
ing the same confidence in ké$ writers who make an
assertion coutrary to that on which the Protestant
relies.  Bat, at all events, it cannot be sinful in us to
examine the Fathers and Countils themselves to be
certain that the modern writer is correct, And so you
sce that the Fathers are not utterly to be despised ;
but some regard to antiquity may be of sefvice to our
learned men.  And he who shall tell us; as we have
been virtually told of late; “if these hooks eontain
the same doctrine with the Bible they can be of
no use since the Bible contains all necessary truth,
but if they contain anything contrary to the Bible they
ought not to be suffered, let them, therefore, be de=
stroyed,” ‘will reason more like the Moslem fanatic
than an enlightened Christian.

In what has now been said, it has not been my wish
to give unnecessary offence. My chief object has been
to shew that into whatever errors our respect for anti-
quity may lead us—and, since all things connected
with man are liable to abuse; I am ready to admit that
there may be some errors,—it is not to Popery that it
tends : nay, that armed as others may think themselves
by arguments, we are doubly armed: we have their
arguments, for as much as they are worth, and we have,
moreover, the testimony of the primitive Church. As
a very }c'urncd man of this town profoundly rentarks;
“"Tradition itself is the very evidence on which we

convict what ar¢ ealled Traditions, (by the Papists,)

of defective authority."$ 1f the charge of our beifig
popishly affected be brought against us, hecause even

to Rmnzm.ists we would extend our charity, #and instead
of returning railing for their railing wc‘n’;ld convinee
them by argument, while we treat them with that
courtesy which Christianity does not absolutcly.forbid‘
and, admit, what in candour must be admitted, thatj

selves comfortable, and to maintain a respectable sta- | in the writings of the Fathers. And in spite ofit, they have much in their system that is true, for they
tion in Society,—but to devote all their energies, | when you are engaged in controversy with the Socin- | have much in common, not only with “the Clurch of

their Body, Soul, and Spirit, to the service of the
Saviour, who bought them with his Blood: and they
thought that in many instances men could do this
better without the burden of a family than with it:
many of the Fathers may have erred in this opinion;
and those who e¢ensure that opinion, may, I suppose,
lz'he_wixe err :—some of them may have carried their
notions op this point to an extreme, and I, for oune,
think that they did so§: but tkey were not the aathors
of that iniquitous and démoralizing and soul-destroy-
ing rule of the Romish Church, by which Priests are
constrained to vow a single life: for this rule was first
obtruded in the Western Chureh (it is not even yet
the rule of the Eastern Church,) by Pope Hildebrand
in the year 1074 : and then the intovation was sturd-
ily opposed by many of our English Clergy. |

But we will advance yet further. There is an in-
clination on the part of some Protestants to the doc-
trine of Purgatory : for what is Hell, in the estima-
tion of thoge who deny the eternity of future punish-
ments, hyt a Pargatory?  And to those inclived to
think we]] of the doctrine, the Romanist has some ap-
parent geriptural authority to produce. IHe refers us
to the third chapter of the 1st Epistle to the Corin-
thians, where we read at the 13th verse; Tlhe fire
shall try every man's work of what sort it és.  If any
man’ s work abide which he hath built thereon, he shall
receive g peward. If any man's work be burned, he
shall suffer loss, yet he limself shall be saved yet so as
by fire, By such a passage some persons may be
staggered, but we can answer, We have no such custom,
neither the Churches of God : and for the truth of our
Position we can appeal to Bishop Fisher, a martyr to
the Romish cause, who expressly tells us that *“the
doctrine of Purgatory was rarely, if at all, heard of
among the ancients ; and to this very day, the Greeks
believe it not:"’ and he adds, with reference to the
doctripe of Indulgences, * so long as men were uncon-
cerned about Purgatory, nobody inquired after Indul-
gences, for on that all their worth depends.”"q  Yes,
and we can quote passages innumerable from the
Fatherg to shew that the ancient faith was, as the
true faith is, that when our life in this world is brought
to a close, our state of probation ceasesff ; aye, and
we can shew that the first authoritative decree con-
cerning Purgatory was made so lately as in the Council
of Florence in the year 1438,

And be not astonished, brethren, at the admission
made by Bishop Fisher; I could produce to you
similar admissions from Romish divines on almost
every point.  Of all vulgar errors, as you must have
already perceived, none can be greater than that which
would represent the Papists as appellants to antiquity.
Their principle is obedience to those who from time to
time oceupy the place of ecclesiastical rulers. These,in
their opinion, constitute that Church which is to be
heard }mder penalty of being accounted a heathen or
a publican; consequently there is no room for an ap-
peal to antiquity, and accordingly the attempt to ap-
peal from the present to the ancient Church has been
pranded by them, as Bishop Jebb shews, with the
ndious stamp of heresy.}{ :

It An}bﬂ)s. C(:m. in Ephes.

€ Hilar. de Trin, Lib. 2, c. 6.

** Canon. 11 Conc: Frankf.

* Orig. Cont. Cels. Lib. viii. p. 402.

+ “Sudden changes without substantial necessary causes
and the. heady setting forth of extremities I'did never love.—
Confes<ion to the Minister which is able to instruct, comfort,
and iufurm. the weak and ignorant consciences, 1 have ever
thought might-do much good in Christ’s congregation, and so
1 assure you I do at this day.”"— Bishop Ridley's Letter. Ap-
pendix to Strype’s Cranmer, ii. 965 ;

1 Life of Mrs. Margaret Baxter, Chap. vi.

§ 1 may add that some of the opinions advanced on this sub-

recommend itself 1o pure and holy and devoted minds. It looks

Sailed.

of Ely.1174—89_ Collier, i. 381.
§ Op. p. 496 Ed. 1597, Art. Cont, Lutherum,
t1 Perceval on the Rumun Schism; p. 354,

land, p- 289,

|| Lt was tiot til] the time of William of Corboil,about 1129, that
the marriage of Secular Priests was put down in England. An- | allies.
selm seems to have attempted it about 1102, but Henry I. op- | tures to Romanists at Manchester, it appears that *“he broke
posed him. It is plain that many Bishops in that reign and | out in a strain of passionate invective against the wrirers of the
Inter were married men,  See Collier of Geoffrey Rydal, Bishop Traets for the Times; denouncing them, and complaining that

ian you may perhaps find some of these hard words
retorted upon yourself. The Socinian will speak of
impossibilities, insults to the understanding, contra-
diction to the senses and so forth. But we will not
quarrel with those who thus attempt to refute the
dogma of Transubstantiation. All that we say is
that we do not like to elevate ourselves and to judge
of what the Almighty can do or cannot do. And
certainly our mode of proceeding isfar easier and
more intelligible to the brethren at large. We tell
the Romanist that we understand the passage referred
to, with the English Churchy in a sublime and mys-
terious, but not in a literal sense. For as the Ca-
tholic ereeds and holy Scripture teach, we believe our
holy Redeemer's body is in heaven, and will there re-
main, till he shall come, in like manner as he ascended,
at the end of the world to judge the quick aud the
dead. And as to the dogma of Transubstantiation,
we have 10 such custom, neither the Churches of God.
If that passage implies the doctrine of Transubstan-
tiation, we ask how came it to pass that this doctrine
was tinknown to the Catholic Church for: seven hun-
dred years? We know itas anindisputable fact that
this effor was first started in the eighth century;
that it found its most able advocate in Pascasius
Radbert, in the ninth century; and that when this
error was first introduced, it was spoken of by Raban
Maurus; the pupil of our countryman Aleuin, Arch-
bishop of Mentz, as an error broached by some indi-
viduals “unsoundly thinkiog or L «TE,”’ and by the
contemporary Divines of the Churches of England and
Ireland it was strotigly opposed.f  We know, more-
over, that it was not authoritatively received even by
the Roman Church till the Fourth Lateran Council in

England, but with all Protestants except the “ Unis
tarians” : if on this account the charge be brought
against us, to 1t we must plead guilty, By some per+
sons it is not considered a breach of Christian charity
to adopt towards the Romish Dissenters beve.ry species
of vituperation which the arts of rhetoric and a skilful
periphrasis may render 06t yulgar; it is not considered
a breach of Christian charity to excite aoainst them
the wildest passions of the fanatic, and tobexhibit in<
stead of the gentle persnasions of the Christian preac,liei‘-
a close imitation of the vehement declamations of thé
heathen orator; but against Protestant Dissenters;
whom the religious world (not uifallible, but deting a§
if it were so) pronounces to be orthodox, i

; to insinuate
that they may err on any essential point, is a breach of
charity whicli is 1 the ¢ '

ves of the relizi 1

unpardonable:  Now, my brethren; the g:;uz}x,?.?::
man stands faifly and boldly in the middle wavy: e
considers both; the Protestant diid the Romish i)is-
senter, to be in error—the latter by adding to; the
former by detracting from, the doetrine and disci,pfiﬁe"
of the Cathalic Church.  Hé conceives it to be the
part both of duty and of charity to maintain that middle
position in which God has placed him, and, as oceasion
offers, to warn either side of the errors c(;mmi'néd o
that side, and of the danger, whén warned. of adhering
to them. But here he remains: he adVa,nces no fur-
ther: he assumes not to himself the character of
judge; when ouf Lord commands iis Judee nof. What
amount of truthit may be necessary fot e?lch individual
for his salvation to possess, heé knows not. IHe onl_}:
Jknows hat edehman #11f b Judged by that he hath
not by that he hath not; o4d that our duty it is, withoué
respect of persons, without caring for v'vhot'n it may

the year 1215.  So then, brethren, those who defer
to Primitive Tradition, and study the writings of the
Aucients, may be thought by some persons to be the
most judicious opponents of Romanism,§—but cer-
tain it is, that they cannot receive the Romish doetrine
of Transubstantiation until they have renounced these
principles. - No, nor with reference to the Eucharist
will they ever consent to withhold the cup from the

* Bishop Cleaver's Sermon, Nov. 25, 1787: See also Bishop
Ridley’s Treatise against the Error of Transubstanitiation ;
Bishop Poynet’s Treatise of Reconciliation, or Diallatticon, and

seem to condenn, to declare all the counisel of God—
We treat no error with: toleration ; we treat no person
with u?kxn(lvxess or disfespé'ct. If we seé the Protes=
tant Dissenter of the Romish Dissenter surpassing us
in holiness; we do not pronounce them to be free from
error, Nor do We represent their errors 4s frivial, or
conceal from them our opinion, that if the means of
avoiding those errors have been within their reach they
will be accountable to God for not having recourse to
them: but we do say in great humility, What a man
W()llld this have bcen had he been b]essed w{th my

Archbishop Cranmer’s Defence of the Catholic Doetrine. B. iii.

+ Exhortation to Communion Office. i

1 See Perceval’s Roman Schism, 40, 56, 132, 346, 225,
372, 429.

§ The question as to the proper manner of opposing Roman-
ism is one of great importance. I can state it on bigh authori-
ty, that the Papists alwys calculate on twenty or thirty con-
verts to their system, after a meeting in any place of the xo-cal-
led Reformation Society. ‘The declamatory violence at these
meetings disgusts some persons, in others doubts are suggested
while weak arguments are used to answer them, and recouvse
is eventually had under the idea of hearing both sides, to the Ro-
mish Priest for their solution. To support a good cause with
bad arguments is the best aid that can be given to those whose
cause is bad. There are many anti-popery sermons and
speeches reported in the newspapers which suggest a doubt to
the mind wheiher those who delivered them were the more iz-
norant of the doetrines of the Chiurch of Rowme, or of the doc-
trines of the Church of England. And it is no new art of the
Romanists to attack the Church in this way by their own
erissaries in disguise. “In the 16th century, one Cummin, a
friar, contrived to be taken into the Puritans’ pulpits, where, as
he stated at the councils, * I preached against set furms of prayer,
and 1 called English prayers, nglish mass, and have persunded
several to pray spiritually and extempore: and this bath so
taken with the people that the Church of England is become as
odious to that sort of people whom Linstructed, as the mass is to
the Church of England, and this will be a stumbling block to
that Chureh so long a5 it is-a Chureh.’ For this the Pope
commended him and gave him a reward of 2000 ducats for his
good service,  Are there not many at the present day, of whom
it they were to apply to the Pope tor a reward oi the same score
all the world could witness that they have well de<erved it at
his bands?  Surely our opponents have some reason to feel

ject by some of the learned and pious writers of the Oxford | misgiving when they find themselves treading in the footsteps

‘T'racts appear to me to be incautious. I admit that the argument | of the Heathen revilers of Christianity, and of the Popish hire- preachers. Mr. Elmes, ﬁnding that several persons
in favor of the celibacy of the clergy is stiong, and such as to | ling underminers of the bulwark of Protestantism.— Pepceval liad been so foolish as P

on Apostolical Succession, pp 64, 65.”

they had started a line of argument against their Popi-h oppo
nents that had been left undisturbed for a century,” — Manches

¢ , j | ter Courier; Oct. 26, 1839. 'To tlie fulschoods of Popish
1] Bishop Jebb, Peculiar Character of the Church of Eng- | Prieste I have traced many of the absurd stories propagated by

‘ Dissenters against consistent Churchmen.

| . 1 may here remhark on
well on paper. Byt the experiment has been made, and it has | the eratt of the Romanists of the present day. In . rder to cause

divisians among Protestants, in some of their publications they
are said to have spoken of the widters of the Oxford Tracts as
In the report; however, of one of Dr, Wiseman’s Lee-

superior advantages! ' And what a sinner am I, that
with all my superior advnmages I am in my conduct
his inferior! afid this sends us to our knees and our
self-denials; that we may obtain pardon for the ‘pni}
through the merits and intercession of an Almighty
Saviour; afid grace for the future, to form habits of
| stricter picty.

In short; we learn from Scripture, as well as from
antiquity, that a firm uncompromising adherence to
our principles, a calm, steady, zealous promulgation of
the truth, and a fearless rebuke of crror, are all piu"t‘s
of Christian charity : but when either Romanist or
Protestant has recourse to persecution whether physieal
or moral, to the Norrors of the inquisition or to railing
accusations; we reply, We have no such custom neither
the Churches of God.

QUAKERISM IN IRELAND.
(From the Irish Ecclesiasiical Journal, November 28.)
The Rev. John Elmes, Viear of St. John's; Limerick,
has lately published a sermon, entitled, * Quakerism
Exposed;,” which he preached on Sunday evening,
March 20th, last. It appears that twb of the leading
Quakers in Limerick called twice during Lent this
year on. Mr. Elmes, and every other clergyman in
Limerick, and left at each timeé an iovitation to at-
tend their meeting-house to hedr one of their female

to dccept the invitation, gave
uotice that he would preath on the subject of Qua-
kerism the following Sunday. On the Saturdav morn-
ing, three of the principal Quakers waited on Mr.
Elmes; in ofder to dissuade him from preaching; and
the same day had an interview with him; at which,
among other things, they said, “that some of his
. | clerical friends, who looked on them as brethren,

t Prefin Libram Regum. See the quotations at length in
Perceval, 420 ; and the Councils, pp. 41, 56, 159, 862,
{ Parkinson's Hulsean Lectures, 1838, p. 84.
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