schism or any irregularity approaching to it in
His Church.  Indeed I shou!d thiuk that the
voriest Dissenter that ever breathed must start
at the idea of supposing it possible that our In-
carnate God could so forget His own Majesty as
to approve the conduct of any one wlho should
have refused in any and every thing implicitly
and fully to submit to Himj but if not, then
his approval clears this boliever of any charge of
schism or self-soeking. The error, 1 think, lay
in this, that the Apostles’ idea of a temporal
kingdom, in connection with that ambition by
which they were so much influenced, before
they received the Holy Ghost on the day of
Peutecost, caused them to suppose that all who
confessed Christ were to be subject to them as
the future princes of His kingdomn; and it is
possible that the Savieur’s answer was designed
to check these their earthly aspirings. Or, what
is perhaps equally probable, the Apostles might
suppose that all who confessed Christ ought, as
they had done, to abandon all their worldly pur-
suits and continually attend upoa Him, and then
the answer which St. Jobn received would tend
to show them that in these respects the calling
of all was not alike, but that men in general
might become his disciples and yet continus to
follow their lawful worldly business, for that but
few were called, like them, to the honours and
the dangers of the Apostleship. Such are my
views of this narrative; but yet I do not think
it necessary to my argument fo explain its
meaving; it is quite suflicient that I am able to
show that it does not give the least possible
ground for supposing that Christ looks upon
schisia and insubordination as trifling evils; and
that it does not do so, 1 trust I bave fully
proved.

Mr. Brown.—Indeed, Mr. Secker, I candidly
acknowledge that you have entirely satisfied me
that the case of this man forms not the slightest
vindication of separation from the ancient Apos-
tolic Church. But this reminds me of another
question which I intended to ask you—it is this:
What right has the Church of England to call
iteelf the Apostolic and Primitive Chuich? 1
should think that the Roman Catholic Church
is the only une that bas a right to the title of
« Primitive and Apostoiic,” for it is certainly the
first Chureh. And if this be so, I do not sce
what right you have to complain of us for being
Dissenters when you yowrselves have dissented
from the Church of Rome.

Mr. Secker.—This objection has been so often
and so ably answered that I am a little surprised
that you should have named it again. The
truth is that the Church of Eugland Zas nof
dissented from the Church of Rome. The Apos-
tolic Church of England has ever been the same
chuveh; at some parts of its history much more
pure than others, but still the same church.
What I mean by its being the same church is
this, —that it has had its succession of scriptur-
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ally ordained clergy from the apostles unbroken
that it has never separated from any othor
church; that it has always retained those Holy
Sacraments and the power of duly administering
them, which Christ instituted as the ounly meana
whereby we could be adwmittedl into his visible
Church, and be retained as members therein;
that it has always maintained the grand distin- .
guishing truth of our holy religion, * God mani-
fest in the flesh” crucified for the sins of men,—
and, the vital doctrine, that faith in Ilimn was
the condition of salvation:—these, though at
some times much overlaid by superstition, or
forgotten through neglect, were yet ever the |
doctrines of the Church of Christ in England.
In fact, the story of the English Church having
dissented from the Romish Churceh, is nothing
less than an impudent fabrication of the Papists,
which never would have gained Lelief, but that
ungodly people, who are too indifterent to in-
quire aiter the trath, are always ready to believe
a lie when boldly told; and 1 do not know but
that thoe ease with which careless Protestants re-
ceive the falsehoods of Popery is in part to Le
accounted for by that awful passage in the first
chapter of St. Paul's Epistle to the Romaus,
“And even as they did not like to retain God in
their knowledge, God gave them over to a1e-
probate mind.” But indeed the Dissenters have
also had much to do with deceiving the people
in this matter—they have purposely represented |
the Church of Englaud as having dissented from
Rome, in order that they might plead her ex-
ample as an oxcuse for their own unholy divi-
sions and schismatieal separation from her.

Mr. Brown.—1I adnit that if you can jrove
all you have just stated, it is highly unjust to
charge the Church with dissent; but then, ex-
cuse my saying, that I do not think that you can
fully do this.

Mr. Secker.—Why, this has been so fre-
quently done of late, that T scarcely thought you
would question these things. Indeed it is im-
possible that I should go fully into the proofs of
theso assertions in an hour or two's conversation,
And then I do not think that you have any
right in fairness to demand it; I know that it js
the custom of Dissenters to deny the very prin-
ciples of our Catliolic Church, and then call upon
us to defend them, but this is surely contrary to
every straightforward method of reasoning. Here
is the Church of Christ, which for centuries has
been established in the Empire; the authorities
of the Empire and the rulersof the Church both
declare that it is the ancient Chureh of Christ,
with doctrines and government in aceordanco
with His usage and apostolic institution. Now
Mr. Brown, if any one dissents from this church,
and denies it to be the primitive and apostolic
Church of Christ, surely ke is bound to show
why he dissents, and not to call upon the |
Church to defend itself, unless he can first prove
that it is in error.  For if men are not bound to
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