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ships where the sermon was preached, and pre-
suming no doubt on his reputation as an author,
questioning them as to the authority of their
ininister to preach the gospel, and that in
the mauner rather of 2 constable or messen-
ger-at-arms, than as a caim lover of truth or
spiritual adviser. Henrmfr this, we were indu-
ced to give the discourse a sccond perusal, and
judge of our surprizéy when looking into Bishop
Beveridge’s worke, we find that the greater
part of it is not the writer’s own; but o barefaced
plagiarism from Dr. B’s discoursé on the Pafa-
ble of the Sower. We should always wishi to
be charilable to the author of a sermon—and if
sound in doctrine we should” hardly presume to
censure him for handling the subject in any
way, or adopting any style that is most natural

to express his own views and sentiments. We'

know it is a somewhat difficult task io writea
20dd sermon, and we should not despise any
tnbute, however small it might be; to the strcam
of our sacred literature, Nevertheless; asi™H-

gious journalists; we certainly hold it to be our
duty to require that what an author publishes
as his own, should not belong to another man.
When the jackdaw came dressed up in the plu-
mage of the peacock it was only an act of pro-
priety to manifest whose it was<-and tlie para-
ble holds in reference to authorship. It isa
special dishornbut done to the memory of an au-
tlior, When those writings on which he had
bestowed much care, and had bequeathed as his
best legacy to a grateful posterity, after being
garbled and interlarded by a less skilful hand,
are served up again to the public under a fulse
name. To allow this to pass without being
noticed, would be to connive at the giving of
praise where praise was not due, and withhold-
ing it where it was righteously carned, Ma-
ny othtr niinof onsiderations scem fo require
of journalists fo be vigilantin judging of the
authorsblp of writings that come under their
review; It is Horace, we think, who repre-
sents the public as feeling a peculiar interest in
authors, They point to them with the finger
in thepublic walks, and itis only right they
should not be under a mistake as to their identi-
ty. It would moreover be an anomaly in the
philosophy of mind which it would seem could
not be easily explained, how one who had the
nime of being ¢the ingenious author” of such
a book or pamphlet should yet give no other

symptoms of any ingenuity at all. He would
have the voice of Jacob and the.hands of Esau,
It is for such reasons we doubt not, that a pla<
giarism in common literature is so odious—but
we humbly think it is even more so in Sacred
literature. It appears tous that if tliefts are
censurable in the republic.of letters, they are
more so in the church of God. 'We must say,
too, we wonder greatly that an author who is
an advocate for the apostolic succession as cen»
tering exclusively in his own bishop, should
have exposed this doctrine to such eminent
peril by a literary larceny. Presbyterians are
moderately well read, and we donot think the
claim to the apostolical succession, would weigh_
a feather with them, if they found the virtue of
common honesty awanting in those who madé
it. It is not every one,' the author probably
knows whois capable of discussing with him the
historical part of the argument adduced for this
doctrine. The catalogue of & line of bisHops
for 1800 yearsis a nice affair which requires a
good logician to examine its relevancy—and
then few \vould have historical furniture enough
to ascertain its truth—and therefore we wonder
rhuch, how a champion who in a d.spute \vxth
the peasantry had such a high vantage g ground
on which to stand and bid dcﬁance o their mis-
siles, should have descended from this arena and
challenged distinction by his acqulremcnts in
theoloay. «We .cannot follow you,” they
would say, ¢ through the links of a chain that
terminates nearly two thousand years ago, in
the days of the apostles ; but we judge of apos+
tolic men not by their pretensions, but by their
products ; we know that ‘Fimothy never pilfered
any of the writings of Panl, neither did Paut
those of Timothy, nor Peter of Paul. We judgé
of what is before us—truth must be consistent,
and 1o licis of the truth”  We fear it would
be a poor set off to say with this autior, (for
we do not find the words in Bishop Beveridge’s
sermon)—<¢it is to the office, to the commissiony
not to the man that this deeply respectful con~
sideration is to be paid.”

But lest we should be thought fo malte avér:
ments without evidence, we shall now prove
our charge that the greater part of the sermont
does not belong to the author whose nawe it
bears, but to Blshop Bevenidge whosc name is
never once mentioned.



