The Ecclesiastical and Missionary Record,

when the divise speaker himself aflirmed
that *his words wera spirit and hfe ??

We dwell the more on this point, because
of its vastimportance ; and becauso the other
authirities quoted by Dr, Whitaker do
really as little support his own view as does
Cranmer,—ueither (looker does so, nor
Usher, from whose writings ¢ Prespyter'
adduces the most distinct deliverances on
the other sido of the question, Nor can we
allow the Provost te escape from the scene of
his discomfiture, with the casy alternauve he
assumes, ¢ that they who do not apply Jobn
6, to the Lord’s Supper, yet geserally, at
least explain the passage to assert the noces-
sity uow of observing the communion, as the
mean3—the only means ho in effect says—of
receiving the blessing sivoified.” ‘I'hey do
indeed allow no such thing. ‘I'he communion
is one honoured means of the spiritual par-
ticipation of Christ, but it 1s not the sacra-
wenal eating or drinking that is there
atiicned to be surely saving, or the want of
it dammag—it 13 farth’s communion with
the Saviour 3 which faith is exercised not in
that ordinance only, but appropriates hun
in the word and tue promses ; nay which

ives 1ts true significance aud effect, under

God’s blessing, aud the working of his spirit,
to that interesting sacramental ordinance it-
self. Bui, interesung and precious as, despite
of such misrepresentations of it, that ordin-
aucs will still be to christiavs, yet they
would almost say of it, as the reforming king
of the brazea serpent, ¢ Nehushtan,” when
perverted to idolatrous uses, they see in
the sacramental theory the exaltation of the
ordinance, but the degradation of the Lord.
So says Hooker, followm% Augustine,
{¢¢ Strictures” p. 58,)—* If his majestical
body, {or, as the Trimty Collego Professor
calls 1t, “glonfied humanity”] have now any
such new property by which it may every
where renlly, even in substance, present
itself, or may at once be in many places,
then hath the majesty of lus estate extin-
gushed the venty of his nature.  Make then
no doubt or question of it, but that the man
Christ Jesus is now in that very place whence
he shall come in the same form and sub-
stance of flesh.” Thus, according to both
Hooker and Augustine, that majestical body,
or glorified humanity, which we can make to
be every where present doth thereby cease
to have the substunce of a true body. Jast
as Calvin also gays; “We may not draw
Chrisv'a body baek, or dowa again from hea.
ven to earth, under the elements of bread
and wine.”’

We are pleased to see that « Presby-
ter” hag also brought up the Provost
on the subject of the Intercession of
Saints, and the glorification of the Virgin—
points we bad ourselves reserved for notice
in this article, OFf course, Dr. Whitaker
pleads the great difference between holding
the probabie intercession of saints, and ap-
proving of tho addressing of prayers to theimn.
Bat, the origical sllegation, by the Bishop
of Haron, wag, that the one wnaturally leads
to the other as an article of belief; and this
connection i pointof factismatter of istory.
And here agam, the Provost’s own autho.
rities fail him. ¢ Presbyter® turns them
against him.  He quotes Archbishop Usher
traciog up the invocation of saints to the
doctrine of their ntercession for us,and mark
ing the gradual advance of the superstition

But who would expect 1t 2~tho Provost has
set down Calvin oo on the side of this pro-
bable ntercession. ‘That 18, just as with
Ushier, he takes hold of a mero” phrese used
in a sort of cuncession way, or tor the sake
of argument, by the one writer or the other.
But let us hear Calvin, when touching the
subject directly 2 ¢ What angol or devil
ever announced oue syllable to any human
bemg concerning that fancied 1nlercession
of theirs?  There is not onc word on the
subject in scnipture. Intercession is the
work of Christ ; and though believers mutu-
ally offer up prayers to God in bebalf of their
brethiren—the injunction 1signorantly trans-
ferred to the dead, of whom we nowhere
rend that they are commanded to pray for
us. Agamn, ‘it 18 superstition that has
rashly adopted iotercessors who bave not
beea divinely appointed.~-Institutes, Bovk
iii, ¢, 22,

Itis but the fitting finish of this matter
that Manry should have an important and
mysterious place assiguned to her asan “ in-
strument” in human redemption ; and that
students of theology should be entertaincd
with speculations ou her perpetunl virgioty !
e do not refuge the Provost's explaoations
here, nor desire to fix upon bun opinivns
which he disowns, DBut *¢ the straw shews,
&e.” What we feel is, that the icanings dis-
covered in the very taste for euch discus-
sions aro Romish—a contributioa to Ro-
manism—wealmost call it an aping of 1t, by
parties who can not, dare not, avow the logi-
cal conclusions to which such doctrine leads
on, Call Mary an ‘“ mstruinent” of redemp-
tion, typified as well as foretold in holy
scripture, and the consequences ecasily fol-
low, in spite of protests; and 1t is truly a
weak excuse for such teaching, that a Pro-
fessor tinds a soutence or foot note in lus
text-book [Pearson] shewing the fancy of
the philologist as much as anything else—a
little discussion on the name * Mary” and
its analogy or 1dentity with Miniam, which
in the hauds of Pearson suggests a remark
on the relative positions of these women to
the redemption from Egypt, and the redemp-
tion from sin and death. It is little worth
of Pearson; out 1t is after all, Dr. Whita-
ker, and not the auther of the text-book,
who makes Miriam a “type.’> For, as the
Provost allows, Pearson does not teach that
the Virgin was a divisely appointed type
uader the law; “nor,’® adds he, “do [ say
so.”” Then, Doctor, what do you say? «1
say,” he continues, ‘that she answers 10 some
typical respect to the place Mary bore.”
Now, this is very like a distinetion without
a dference. Dr. Whitaker says 1t is one
thing to point out a typical rescmblance,
and agother to affiem that two things stand,
by divine appointment, in tbe relation of type
and anti-type. But we perfectly agree with
“Presbyter’ thatif Mary was a type atall,
she must have been a divinely appomted
type ; and we sbscribe to the position taken
by the Bishop of Huron, that it is “danger-
ous teaching” indeed to talk thus of the
place which Mary bore instrumentaily in the
m ans of human redemption ; and of thig as
foreshadowed by Miriam'sinstrumentality in
bringirg Isracl into the promised land. Res!-
ly the whole thing is ndiculous, we al.nost
say irreverent. Miriam pever dreamed, we
dare say, of being s0 cancnised. It 1strue
that she was sister to Moses and Aaron, and

favored with & certain prophetic impulse, as
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she led the female chonsters in their celebia-
tion of Israel's deliverance atthe Red Sea
(Ex. 15.) ‘I'heprophet Micah, in ono brief
clause joins her with her brothiers of the
same famity, as “sent” with Muscs and Au-
ron, asort of bandmwaid to these mes:-engers
of the Lord,  For any tygical character, we
search her history in vain.  But it Mirinm
must be canonis: d, we should bave expected
a Protestant  Duwvinity teacher to have
made a very dificrent use of her history. It
18 1n fuct fitted to rebuke Mariolatry; (o sug-
gest the  danger of  putting forward 1he
clata.g of the Virgin Mary to any share of
the divine bonour rendered to the Virgin's
Son. The largest story of Mirinm recorded
in the Books ot Muses, is the story of her
envy and ambition, when, with Aaron, she
spoke grudgingly against Moses in respect
of the pretogative claimed by lum, or the
honor accorded to hnn.  And bow was the
controversy adjusted 7 Did not God himself
assert the honor of s servunt, and condemn
the envious aspirant ; ay2; avd this type of
Mary, so little will tt make for the idofatry
of the virgin mother, was only forgiven iu
answer to the pravers of Moses, not her own,
and pumshed withal with temporary exclu-
glon feom the camp. We wish those who
unpiously alienate to the virgin the howmage
due to Gud, who salute her Queen of lea-
ven! Mo ber uf God ! Refuge of Sinners !
&ec., and who bu her command her son, we
wislht they wou d look here and learn, And
if tho Professor in ‘Tinity  College will
touch the su' jeet at all, we wish he would not
leave it without inculcating the lesson with
which the episode is fravght. Let him
teach that Mary 19 wrdeed that honoured mo-
ther whomn ages shall call blessed, But lot him
also teach, that by the Saviour himself Mary,
like Miriam, was taught to beware of inter-
fering with things too high for her. ‘Lhe vir-
£In, it has been remarked, is never but once
(Acts 1.) so much as pamed throughout the
Acts and Apostolic Epistles. In the gospels
even, sheis but rara’y mentioned ; and on
one of the most remarkable occasions, it is on
purpose to discourage any undue honoring
of her, and to 1mpress the lesson thatin
Christ’s own estmation, fleshly ties are as
nothing compared with obedience to God's
will.

‘I'o have done, we must recur {o the grand
error of this theology, in many other respects
unprotestant—the doctrine of priestly abso.
lution. Here is the point in which we see its
Romanising tendency most unequivocally
Hasty absolutions are justly ranked, by
Burnet, as the cief cause of all that corrup-
tion of morals that has prevailed in the Rom-
ish Communion ; *Iathe EnglishChurch,
he says, ¢“when we use absolution with the
dying, we mean only the full pesce and
pardou of the church ;1f further, we give
pardon in the nams of God, this is declara-
tosy only, or expressive of the Church’s
supplication in the sinner’s behalf. We
commend the sober and rational views sat
forth on this subject (on Article 25)t0 all who
are stambled ty Provost Whitaker’s at-
tempts to set off by very inferior authorities,
another ard most dangerous view of that ser-
vice. But, though the Provost’s doctrines of
human intercssion are more guardad,we can
not too earnestly say to all who are not wil-
ling1othink that the Reformation was a blun-
der, “obsta principiis.” Do not ignore all
his-tory, and what it depones of the natural




