The Cathol:e.

(G All letters and vemittances are to
he forwarded, free of postage, to the Edi-
tor, the Very Rev. \"m. P. McDonald,
Hamilton.

OLI0.

D.

THE CATHO

Hamilton, G.

WEDNESDAY,

MAY 11,

— - - T

(> Letlers aud Remittances will be
acknowledged upoit  the return of the
Lditor from Fastern Canada.

Lrom the Dublin Revicw.

Art. 1l.—1. The Standard of Catholicity,
oranattempt to point outin a plain man-
uer certain safe and leading principles
amidst the conflicting opinions by which
the Church is at present agitated. By
the Rev, G. L. Biter L L. D.

2. Dr. Biber’s Swundard of Catholicity
Vindicated, being = reply to the notice
ofthat work contained in No. 57 of the
British Critic.

. An Appeal in behaif of Church Gov-
eroment, addressed tothe Prelatesand
Clergy of the United Church of Eng-
land and Ireland: being remarks on the
Debate in the Ilouse of Lords respect-
ing that subject, on the 26th of May,
1840, By a Member of the Church.

. A Letter to the Right Rev, the Lord
Bishop of Ripon, upon the State of Par-
tics in the Church of England. By
Walier Farquhar Hook, D. D., Vicar
of Leeds.

Catechetical Instructions upon the
Doctrines and Worship of the Catholic
Church. By John Luingard, D. D.

[conTINUED]

Neuber the archbishop of Canterbury,
noreven the bishop of Oxford, nor indeed
any other ecclesiastical “*authority,” ap.
pears to have considered it any part of his
or their duty to take any public natice of
such a state of affuirs. or to give so much
as an authentic public manifestation of
their opinions upan any of the subjecis in
question.  As the maiter stands, we have
the regius professor of 1heolgy declared
heterodox by a “tumuliuous assembly” of
divines possessingnu ecclesiastical judicial
authority, and scarcely any acquaint-
ance with theology : which assembly
was convened by otker divines in the

University, which other divines are con-
deinned as heretical by the hebdomadal
toardof the snme University ; which hoard
has as lite authority over the subject
matier asthe conveners againstwhom they
pronounced sentence of condemnation ;
which condemnation of the board would
be condemned by the convocation, if they
were only summoned together for the pur-
pose s whilst the persons who are collo-
qunally called the heads of the Crurch,
appear to have either ns authority ur no
wchnation to interfere, even to the sinall
est extent, in such extraordinary proceed-
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as well as of the necessity of putting it
forth.”  Whilst Mr. Sewel), the profesor
of moral philosophy in the snwme Univer-
sity, aflirms in the postscript in his letter
1o Dr.Pusey, that Mr. Newman is “en-
titled to the grutitude of the church for
having revived many most important truths
which “the chureh” had, as we syppose,
allowed to go nltogetLer 10 sleep.  Anoth-
er of the Tracts, which have proceeded
‘rom the same quarter, has the following
passage: Letthe Chureh [i, o, the Church
of England] go on teaching with the
stammering lips of ambiguous foruularics
and inconsistenl precedents.” (Letter of
a Protestact, in the Z'imes of Tuesday,
March 9.) In the same letter it is stated
that Mr. Froude hated the Reformers,
liked Bonner, and thought Bishop Jewel
an irreverent dissenter 3 and that M.
Newman said that “he looked uvpon the
communion service withgrief and impatient
sorrow;” and such or similar must be ta-
ken to be the sentiments of the members
of the convocation, who would condcmn
the board, which had condemmned the trac-
tarians, who had convened the assembly
of divines,who condemned the regius pro-
fessor of theology, in the University of
Oxford; whilst, in the same paper, it was
stated affew days before,(6th March,1841)
that the Tractarian sect originated at
a meeting held in the summer of 1833,
at the house of the domestic chaplain of
tho archbishop of Canterbury. The letter
in the Times names the bishops of Excter,
Chester, Chichester, Winchester, Lendon
and Salisbury,as having issued injunctions
warning the clergy against the doctrines
of the Puscyites. The leading article of
the Times of the same day, alleges, how-
cver,that some of these same bishops have
seconded the teaching of the same divines
upon controverted points of the ¢‘grearest
importance,’” and appeals to the candor
of the writer of the letter in confirmation
of the fact,

Such are 2 fow of the outward and sen-
sible symbols of unity which we discov-
ered in one department of the Anglo-Hi-
bernian establishment.

A considerable number of clergymen,
of a different class from the preceding
{“*of conservative politics and evangelical
sentiment”— Times, March 9,) petitioned
the House of Lords, in the course of the
last session, for a change in the liwrgy,
articles,and canons (fofa new stock, Jock,
and barrel ;) and the bishop of Norwich
observed in the course of the debate, that
‘¢ among the numberless clergymen with
whoms he had spoken upon the subject,he
had never yet met a single one who allow-
cd that he agreed in all'points to the sub-
scription which he took at ordination”
(Appeal, p. 16;) thatss to say, who really
belicved what he professed to believe s
whilst the bishop ¢i” London stated in the
sam: debate, ©thai he had never met with
a single clergyman who did not express his
unqualified belief in the whole”—1bid. p.

ings. The gentleman who is the avowed
author of the Tract No. 90, which the
toard condemned affiems, (Times, 17th
Mageh,) *<hat [notwithstanding the reso-
Litwn of the board] his opinion remaias
unchisged, as well of the truth and hon-
«styof the doctrine maintainedin the T'ract

25:) declaring at the same time, that he
should, for his own part, consider himseli
as “eating the bread of the church un-
worthily it he}were to subscribe to any ar-
ticles which he did not implicitly believe
- 23) From which it is quite evident

aslho expressed it,'the misfortunc to meet @
single onc’of the numberless clorgymen with
whom the bishop of Norwich isacquainted;
ov with the petitioning clergy of 1833 or
1841, who stated that some of the canons
were inexpedient, and somo of them im-
practicable (whilst all were obligatory up~

cation upon this pesition of the Board, it
may be stated ir. the words of Mr. Sewell
that “the tlfirty nine articles were not ine
tended us n doegmatical teaching, or as o
syst.m of theology, whoso reception was
to be imposed by authority 3 although
Bishop Burneit hud informed us that the

on the clorgy, who were obliged to profess

an adherence to the whole ;) and that some

deviations {rom the authorised forms and

positive obligations of the Church, were
found to be so advisable,that such devin-
tions had already been actoally carried ins
(Appeal. xii.)
Whilst, again,the author of the Appeal de-
clares that it is admitled that our canons
neither aro nor can be enforced; that our

to very general practice,

clergy are not compelied to observe them

czcept by the diocesan,and that our bishops
aro not under any abligationto enforce

them” (p. 127;)aud that it is notorious,
*that neither our clergy arc punished for

transgressing them, nor our bishops for

neglecting to cnforce an obedience to
them” {p. 128.) And we learn from tho
same source (p. 133,) that a * publication
uscd as a test-book in the Universities for
the instruction of even candidates for or-
dors, expressly maintains the doctrine that
subscription to the articles implivs no
more than the party subscribing will not
enter into any controversy upon the
points 1o which the articles relate.”

‘The Bishop of Norwich declared that
the Church of England was founded upon
liberty of conscience, andt the n§htBof

rivate judgment (Appeal, p. 14. ut
Fhe Bisli‘op%f Lotsdozl)lpcnllg) the declara-
tion *¢ qu libetl upon the church,” [2bid. p.
20.] and says that the only way in which
the *¢ church could maintain itself at all,
was by keeping true to the ona point of
the theological compass™ (Appeal, p. 22.)
In our attempts to hit off this one point,
we have not been more successful than
in the other parts of the enquiry.—-——
The Bishop of London himself told us
nothing about it, whulst the author of the
Appeal acknowledges that not only the
point of the compass, but the whole com.
pass itself is a mere nonentity., e come.
ically adds, that there could not be so
much disputation about the direction of the
course to which it pointed, if the compass,
to say the lenst of the matter, were not
very much out of repair ; and he concludes
by stating that “we have nobody able to
mend it® [Ibid. p. 73.] Nobody at
all secems to contemplate such a thing as
a capacity anywhere to correct the varia-
tions of the compass, even if it ever should
be repaired. The petitioners tell us that
the clergy are understood to be bound to
the observance of all the canons, although
some are “‘confessedly inexpedicnt, and
some are absolutely impracticable” | Ibid.
p. 12.] But the Bishop of Lincoln tolls
the House of Lords, as he had previously
told Mr. Wodchouse, that the fact of Mr.
Waodehouse’s entertaining difficultiesabout
the Liturgy and the Athanasian Creed,
constituted no nbstacle to his admission to
holy orders : (Ibid. p. 7) and that a simi-
lar opinion was given to Mr. Wodehouse
by other prelates whom he consulted :—
whilst, in another place, we are told, with
reference 1o the authority and practice
of the Bishop of London, “that no
conscicntious  bishop is satisfied with
an unexplained spbscription 1o the general
standard; that he requires, or ought to
require, every canddate for orders to
stand one examination as o the meaning
of that which he subscribes” (p. 120.}
The Bishop of Norwich himself made
some very natural reflections upon thein-
sincenity ot “confeseing with our lips
what we do not confess with our hearte:”
whilst the condemnation of No. 90, by the
Hebdomadal Banrd, proceeded expressly
upoa the ground that the tract reconciled
subscription to the thirty mine articles
with the adoption of errors which they

that the bishop of Lordon has never had| were designed to counteract.  As a repli-

aforesaid articles contained *sthe sum of
sur docteine,and the confession of our
lnith,”

T'he party however, who consider that
“it would be a serious evil to treat those
articles as a regular system of theology, or
confession of belie, 1o be enforced by the
ecclosiastical power,” are spoken of in the
followingXmanner, by a bigh authority ;—

 Their teaching has now sunk deeply
into the heart of the churchs of England ;
it has acquired not merely a numerical,
but a moral power and influeuce, which
must henceforth mako itimpossible for any
statesman to despise or overleok, and
highly indiscreet for any POLITICAL PARs
Ty unnecessarily to alienate this clement
in the constitulion of society. 'The youns
ger clergy are said 1o be very generally of
this school; it has no want of advocates
among their senijors ; it has penetrated into
both Houses of Parliament : and we are
confidently informed that it has met with
countenance from the bishops themselves.
It has completely succeeded in awakening
in the church that vital spirit of re-action,
the necessityfor which called it in existence
—We hear nothing now of a demand for
tho admission of dissenters into the Uni-
versities, of propoaslsto abolish subscrip.
tion to the thirty-nine Articles, or of con-
templated changes in the Liturgy; or,if we
do'still hear of them, the manner in whicly
they are roceived, as contrasted with their
popularity in 833, illustrates the com-
pletencss of the victory stil more forcis
bly.—Zmes of March Gth, 1841.

The most comical part of the transac-
tion is, that a polemical combination,
which was formed for the purpose
of preventing thosc alterations in the
prayer book “which were called for by
many of the clergy and laity,”? (Z'imes,
6th March, 1841,) and which has had the
effect, ag we are told in the same place,
of preventing proposals for abolishing:
subscription to the articles, should be con-
demned by the University to which they
belongzd, for advocating an interpreta-
tion of the articles which *‘reconciled o
subscription to them with the adoption of
errors which they were designed to coun-
teract,” and that the champions of resist-
ance to all contemplated alterations in
the liturgy of the church were loud in
proclaiming to the world, that the said
church cflected its ¢ teaching” through
“siammering lips” by ¢ ambiguous for-
mularies™ and *‘inconsistent precedents.”

(To BE coNTINUED.)

Number of Catholics in Great Britain.
A correspondent inquires the number of
the Catholies in England, Scotland, and
Wales. We believe there are no data for
answering the qestion exactly. The laity’s
directory of last year, stated the total
number in Great Britain at under two
millions ; and gave the following approx-
imative calculation of the Catholic popu-
lation of the undermentiond towns :—
London and its vicinity, 200,000; Liver.
puol, S0,000, Manchester and  Salford,
60°000 ; Glascow and irs vicinity, 50,000
Preston, 17,000 ; Edinburgh 14,000 ;
Neweastle and Gatesheud,12,000;,Paisicy,
10,000 ; Birmingham, 9,000 ; Leeds, S -
0003 Blackburn, 7,000; Bolton, 6,000
Sheflield. 6,000; Dundee, 6,000 ; Wigan
6'000; Derby, 5,000; Norwich, 5,000
Huddersfield, 5,000; Bristol 5,000; Bath,
4,000 ; f1all, 4,000; York, 3,000 ; Green-
ach. 3,000; North and South Shields,
3,007 ; Aberbeen,2,509; Dumfiies, 2,000.




