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A LETTER, &0. 

My DEAR FRIE:-,l)S.~ 

You are all awa.re of the circumstance of my 
;recent {:onversion to the faith of the Catholic Church, 
and I have no doubt that the intelligence has been 
received with much surprise among you, from your 
knowledge of my former views and principles as a 
Minister of the Gospel of Christ. Many of you will pro
bably think that, in taking that step, I have been under 
the influence of some extraordinary delusion; aml it 
will perhaps o{:cur to you, that it can only be accounted 
for by supposing, either that I have been carried away by 
some sudden conviction of mind or excitement of feel
ing, or else, that I have been guilty of a long continued 
course of hypocrisy and dissimulation, while officiating in 
the ministry of the Church of England. I trust I shall be 
able to satisfy you that this explanation is incorrect; 
and though it is not my object to vindicate myself so much 
as to defend the cause of truth, yet I feel that I cannot 
avoid some personal allusions to my own experience, and 
that, in justice to yourselves, as well as to me, I am bound 
to give you some account of my own mental trials, and of 
the long and painful course of discipline by which I have 
been led to embrace the communion of the Holy Catholic • 
Church of Christ. 

An Christians have their own peculiar trials - the 
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nature of wltich depends very much on the mental c.on
stitution of indivilluals, or their external circumsLances 
in life. Some of them relate chiefly to speculati I"e diffi
culties in religion, while those of most persons consist 
more in the ordinary temptations of the world. :Mine 
have been to a great extent of the former description 
and especially with reference to the great controversy 
connected with the doctrines of the Protestant Reforma
tion ofthe ~ixteenth Century. And yet, all my connexions 
and associations of kindred and education were essentially 
Protestant. I was born of Protestant parents, instructed 
in Protestant principles, educated at a Protestant Univer
sity, ordained in a Protestant Church, and settled in Pro
testant Parishes, in co-operation with Protestant Clergy
men and Protestant congregations. My ancestors were 
Protestant Huguenots, expelled from France on account 
of their profession of the Protestant religion, and all my 
forefathers, in each succeRsi \-e generation, were Protestant 
ministers. l:"nder these circumstances, you willperceiyc 
at once, that my Protestant prejudices might be reason
ably presumed to be deeply rooted in my nature, anel that 
it must require a very strong and overwhelming amount 
of evidence, applied by the Spirit of God to my heart, to 
enable me to see my way clearly through all the mists of 
darkness and error with which I was surrounde,l, to the 
light of God':, everlasting truth, and to submit myself 
entirely to its heavenly guidance. And accordingly, I 
had completed my collegiate studies in the University 
of Dublin, before my mind was troubled with any doubts 
as to the true position of the Church of England, or the real 
character of the Protestant Reformation. In theyear 1840

r 
I succeeded in obtaining the highest Theological prize 
in the University, the Regius Professor's First Premium 
in Divinity, and the course of my studies on that occasion 
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gradually prepared mymincl for the more full and impartial 
investigation of the claims of the Catholic Church. The 
progress of conviction since that time has been very slow 
and gradual, but at the same time, sure and certain. I be
lieve it was the study of Ecclesiastical History which first 
contributed to give a new direction to my thoughts, and 
materially tended to modify my former views on the sub
ject of religion. I confess that, till then, my acquaintance 
with the general facts of Church History had been very 
slight and superficial, and I was particularly careful to 
derive all my information on the subject from the state
ments of Protestant Divines, as I had no confidence in 
the representations of Catholic historians. I was soon 
brought to the conviction, that, whatever might be the 
errors of the Church of Rome, she was not so corrupt, 
even 011 Protestant principles, as she was generally repre
sented t.o be, and that, though she appeared to have made, 
in some way, many unscriptural additions to the Primitive 
Faith, yet she still maintained the fundamental doctrines 
of Christianity, though apparently distorted and obscured 
by their mixture with human Traditions. However, 
having been led to form this favorable opinion of the 
whole system, I was not quite satisfied with this conclu
sion-I felt the immense importance of the subject, when 
I considered that the Church of Rome claims to be the 
only true Church of Christ., while Protestants themselves 
admitted that she still held the essential doctrines of 
the Gospel as the foundation of all her teaching. I thought 
it my duty, therefore, to pursue the inquiry further, and 
to examine attenti.vely the whole controversy with all 
possible impartiality. I now wished to know what ,the 
Catholic Ciurch really waB, not from the accounts of her 
enemies, but a.ccording to her own representation of it 
-and I therefore procl1l'ed and studied the principal 
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standard works which contain tile authorized form1t
luries of the Church, both with reference to Christian 
doctrine and public worship. Of these, the most import
ant, which engaged my attention, consisted of the Canons 
and Decrees of the Council of Trent, together with the 
Roman Missal. These were my constant companions
"great part of them both was committed to memory
and tfLOugh I could not fully approve of all their state
ment", ,,-et I felt that my mind was now, in a great mea
,>nrc, divested of all its former prejmlices-.anc1 from them 
I derived a dear and comprehensive view of the Catholie 
system in all its proportiolls-which seemed more beau
tiful, when scen reflected from the light of Christian an
tiquity, to which my studies had previously been directed. 
Yet, though I could not help adm,iring its beauty and 
consistency, still I was not prepared fully to s1.lbmit my 
understanding und reason to its claims-it seemed to me 
like some magnificent structure erected without it sure 
foundation-and though I could not easily account for 
irs exi:;tellce, I was not yet convinced of it:; divine origin, 
<I~ a whole-and therefore I thought it my eluty Htill tu. 
j','Ulaiu in the profe8sion of the Protestant religioll, till it 
~lwulc1 please God to give me clearer light on the subject
~uch were the general impressions of l'1)" mind nearly' 
eighteen years ag'o, ill the early part of the year 18Ji. 
TInt my peace wa,; broken-my soul was restless-my 
mind was unlmppy. I was visited: with sickness, and I 
dreaded the t1lOl1ghtS of dying in a state of doubt and 
uncertainty. It pleased God to restm'e me- to health
but my former difficulties still remained. I could find 
little comfort in the Protest.ant worship, and I earnestly 
longed for a more settled faith !lIIld a m;:,re perfect 
assurance in the way of salvation. I was in pOf'SeSSiOIll 
of a copy of the first edition of the Rhemish Testa 
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ment of 1582, with all the original Notes of that cele
brated version; and I well recollect that those Notes 
alternately perplexed and exasperated me, though they 
still failed in bringing full conviction to my mind. But 
my former opinions were now completely shaken, and 
though I certainly hell1 great difficulty in arriving at any 
satisfactory conclusion, yet I felt a deep interest in all 
that related to the Catholic Church, and I found it impos
sible to divert my mind from dwelling on the subject. I 
resolved to proceed with the inquiry, until my views 
should be fully matured, though as yet I had no serious 
intention of joining the Church of Rome. I was anxious 
to become more fully acquainted with the practical work
ing of the system, and to have an opportunity of witness
ing the performance of its public service. Accordingly, 
at last I ventured to act upon this desire, and, with a 
feeling of devout curiosity, I attended High Mass for the 
first time on the 12th December, 1841, in the Church of 
the Immaculate Conception, )Iarlborough street, Dublin. 
This event constituted a new era in my religious history. 
I was deeply impressed with the solemnity of the ser
vice, the splendor of the ceremonies, and the devo
tion of the worshippers. Yet still I continued in the 
same uncomfortable state month after month-reading, 
praying, doubting and believing-without being able 
to come to- any final determination. I feared lest, after 
all, my renunciation of Protestantism might be only 
a delusive work of the imagination and fancy, instead of 
the full conviction of the mind and heart. Accordingly 
I still hesitated before taking 80 decisive a step. I set 
apart the whole season of Lent, 1842, for a special exami· 
nation of the subject, with fasting and prayer. It was at 
this time tlrat I first directed my attention to the study 
of Cardinal Wiseman's excellent" Lectures on the prin-
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cipal Doctrines and Practices of the Catholic Church." 
I read them with great interest-my mind was still fur
ther disturbed-the reasoning appeared to be perfectly 
conclusive, and the whole train of argument seemed to 
l)e quite unanswerable. Still, howeyer, I felt a strong 
aversion to the full adoption of certain view" and prac
tices. I could not reconcile them ,,·ith my own interpreta
tion of Scripture-I could not find any clenr evidence of 
their existence in the Primitive Church, and thus my atten
tion was engaged with the consideration of each particular 
point, in successive order, instead of the one great funda
lIIental principle on which the "'hole system depends, and 
with which all the articles of the Catholic Faith are 
inseparably connected. Yet I can clearly remember, that 
even at this time, I had almost arrived at the general 
conclusion, which ought to have been quite sufficient to 
~ettle the question. It was simply this-that the whole 
work of the Reformation was an act qf Schism; and there
fore, that it was the duty of Protestants to retu1'll to the 
unity of the Church from which they were separated by 
the events of that unhappy period. I felt, too, that the 
defence of the Reformation must rest entirely on the 
proof of the supposed errors and corruptions of the 
Church of Rome-and that this proof could only be 
estaLlished by means of two principles, which, however 
familiar to Protestants, had ne\'er been admitted by the 
Christian Church- one of these being the complete 
sufficiency qf the Holy Scriptures in all things relating 
to faith and morals, and the other being the 1'ight of 
lJ1'ivate Judgment to interpret Scripture according to the 
opinion of each indiyidual. So far I had proceedtld in 
my inquiry at this time; illustrating in my own case the 
difference that exists between the successive mental 
processes of argument-impress ion-conviction, and per. 
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suasion. I was" almost, but not altogether persuaded" 
to be a Catholic, satisfied that there was something wrong 
about Protestantism, but not quite sure that everything 
was right about Catholicism-while the claims of the 
Greek and other Oriental Churches seemed to present a 
further difficulty in the way of my final decision. I 
remember, about that time, meeting in Dublin with an 
Eastern ecclesiastic of the Greek Church, Athanasius, 
Archbishop of Tripoli, in the Patriarchate of Antioch, and 
I recollect that, in the course of conversatiou with him, 
while dwelling .9n the respective claims of the Greek and 
Latin Churches, we both fully agreed in the conclusion, 
that whatever right the Bishop of Rome might have to 
an Universal Supremacy by virtue of the promise of our 
Lord to the Apostle Peter, the same right must equally 
belong to his own Metropolitan, the Patriarch of Antioch, 
since it is admitted that St. Peter was Bishop of Antioch 
before he was Bishop of Rome. It did not occur to me, 
however, to consider the Greek Church as involved in 
schism, as I was not aware that she had ever formally ac
knowledged the Supremacy of the Pope before the period 
of the disruption in the 9th Century, and therefore I could 
only regard the two Churches as separated from each 
other by the want of Christian communion, 'without 
determining which of them was guilty of the act of 
separation. Still, however, I felt that there was a strong 
opposition between the Primitive Church of Christ, and 
the modern Church of Rome; and though the proofs of 
this opposition were almost entirely of a negative charac
ter, still they seemed to me sufficient, not perhaps to 
justify the Reformers, but to justify myself in continuing 
a member of the Reformed Church of England, without 
making mystlf responsible for the events of the Reforma
tion itself. i felt the truth of the common remark, that 
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it fre"quentlY pleases God to make mle of evil men for 
accomplishing His own purposes, and that, whatever 
might have been the character and motives of ~he 
variou~ indiyil.luals employed as instruments for eifectmg 
that work, their designs were wisely overruled in pro
moting a reyi\"al of true religion in the world. Besides, 
I thought that the c;(,;e of the Church of England wa" quite 
different from that of the Reformed Churches on the 
Cl.lntinellt, ill:l~!lluch as it seemed to be the act of an inde
pendent Xational Church, rejecting a foreign usurpation, 
and retaining the Apostolic,t! succession in her Bishops 
and C'L:rgy, conducte'.], not I,), the revolutionary pro
ceeding~ of allY printte individuals, Lut with the consent 
of the highest Eccle,.;ia,.;tical authorities; and thus it 
appearl,d to me that, with all her defects and irregulari
tiL'~, ~he had transll1itted to us the ancient Catholic faith 
in sufficient conforl1!ity with the Iaw~ of the Catholic 
Church. I need scarcely remark, that I now feel these 
grounds to be entirely contrary tu the truth, as they are 
certainly grn~s perversions of all the filet::; of history. 
And yet I was quite aware of the difficulty, that if the 
Reformccl doct)'illC8 were true in England, they must also 
be trlle in Ofl'lIlany, France and Switzerlal1l.1, (so far as 
they agreed,) and that the English Reformation could 
not be properly defended without the recognition of the 
Protestant Churches on the Continent, as the question 
evillently related not to the mode of concillctillg the Refor
mation, but to the truth of the doctrines established by it. 
It wa", however, chiefly by these evasions that I en
deayon>d to get rid of my own individual responsibility 
by throwing it upon the Church to which I belonged
and in this way I tried to satisfy myself with remaining 
a Protestant. I was perplexed-but not fully conuinced 
--I was quite satisfied with the general truth of the 
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great principles of Catholic unity-while I still practi~ally 
,rejected them, by admitting doubts as to the truth of 
particular statements of doctrine lleld by the Catholic 
Church. I must confess, however, that after all, I cannot 
now give any satisfactory explanation of the reaSODR why I 
did not then become a Catholic~ except tIle want of a more 
full conviction of the divine origin of the Church. It is, 
indeed, one of the greatest mysteries in tho dispensations of 
Providenoe in my past life, and one which I cannot fully 
comprehend to this moment. It may, indeed. have been in. 
tendeu, in 'some way,for the benefit of others, as well as fo1' 
the trial of my own faith-the difficulties of my owp pre
sent situation may have been thus designed as the temporal 
punishment of my sins in delaying so long to obey the 
voice of God-and though He has led me, in His loyc and 
mercy, to the enjoyment of the blessed yision of peace! 
in His own time and way, yet I cannot but feel that He 
has appointed tbis discipline for me, that His grace might 
shine more brightly in my heart and life, preparing me 
for all the temptationj:! of my future pilgrimage on earth, 
and teaching me to remember that" I must through much 
tribulation enter into the kingdom of God." Certainly 
I felt a strong desire to have all my doubts removed, and 
to embrace the Catholic faith, if I could do so consi,;tently 
with my own views of Christian trnth, and still I feel that 
during all my years of separation from the Church, my 
l~eart was essentially Catholic, while my mind was acciden
tally Protestant-my fervent wishes were in favor of a 
sure and certain resting 'place for my weary soul-while 
I was Io';g prevented from gaining it on account of the 
peculiar difficulties of my own position. One reason 
of my reluctance to take the final step was probably my 
want of a persoIfal acquaintance with Catholics. During 
all the period referred to, I lived alone in college, I opened 
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my mind to no one and I had no aid from human sym-
, , 

1',~t11Y. There was only one Catholic Priest with whom I 
was acquainted-he resided in a remote part of the coun
try in my own native pari::;h, and with him I carried on a 
cOl:re~I"'l}(lellCe for some time, in the form of an amicaule 
dis('u~~ion of some of the principal point:; of contro\-erf'Y· 
I did not disclose to him my own duuuts, but appeared as 
the adyocate of the l'rt)tc·~tant side, though in a moderate 
tone uf argument. And here I may mention a circum
Btance C"Il\}("etc,l with this correspondence, which con
firms what I have sai(1 as to my o,,-n tendencies, even as 
a controversialist. ~eyeral years afterwards, I recci"ed 
a letter from this clergyman, in which he stated his own 
conviction, together ,,-ith that of his BiRhop, that I 
"would ultimately become a Catholic" And yet that COll
viction was fOllll<bl entirely on the general tone of the 
letter:' which had l'a,,~e(l between 11", and in which, 
though arguing against the Catholic view, it appears that 
I gaye uncOn~l"iUllS evitlccllce,; of the existence of a Ca tho
lic spirit witllin me. But to proceed with my former 
narrative. I WCllt on, in the same wny, for several months, 
frc"I\1"lltly joilling in tIll: ,;cc\"\"ices of the Catltolic Church, 
till the end of July, I8.!:!, when 1 thought I had taken a 
final Ltrewell of the Roman Church. I felt, indeed, that 
it wa~ high time to lie 'h:cided, an,l aecordingly I tacitly 
(]el·i,l, .. c1 on remainillg where I was. I now yielded to 
the solicitations of my friccn,]s, and determined on receiv
ing II"I)" Orders ill the Church of ElIgland. I was, 
acC'urdingly, ordailled Deacon and Priest. I was succes
sinly settled in three country Parishes in Ireland, and 
afterwards among yourselves, as your own Curate, in 
the Parish of :-;t. Paul'R. During all this time, my mind 
was never entirely free from itb former difficulties, though 
they were seldom of slIch a nature as to occasion mueh 
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serious embanassment. Still, however, not being fully 
convinced of the necessity of an infallible guide in 
religion, I thought that, on the whole, the Church of 
England was capable of a satisfactory defence, though 
I could not close my eyes to the great practical evils 
which existed within her communion, and which appeared 
to me rather as defects in the external operation of her 
system, than as fundamental errors the very principles and 
constitution of the Church. Thus I continued from year 
to year, with a moderate preference for the English Church, 
while at the same time I endeavored to preserve the prac
tical consistency of her distinctivc principles with the feel
Ings of universal Christian sympathy with reference to all 
other denominations. I did not express my douuts to any 
one, because I knew that it would be of no use to myself, as 
no satisfactory answer could be given to them,and it ,,-ould 
be of no use to others, as it would only tend to produce 
suspicions, to destroy confidence, and to injure my own 
usefulness. It may be asked, indeed, why did I come to 
my present decision at this particular time, and not sooner 
or later? To this I can only reply, that the choice of 
time is not within my own power, as it depends entirely 
on circumstances over which I have no control. The 
Eternal Spirit of God works in the heart of man, just 
when, where, and as He pleases, according to Hi~ own 
sovereign will, and I feel that it would be the deepest sin 
in me to resi8t the influence of the Holy Ghost, just 
because it may not suit my own time or convenience. 
The voice of Jesus calls me to follow Him, and I must 
obey without delay or condition. Faith is the gift of 
God; and it is not merely the result of intellectual 
conviction in the mind, but of Spiritual illumination 
in the heart. .And, without entering into any meta
physical speculations on the subject, it must be admit· 
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ted that there is a peculiar cri~i;; in the mind as well 
as in the uody, which it is beyond the laws of human 
science fully to explain. I can only say, that Providen. 
tial circumstances brought this subject before me agam 
with peculiar vividness, within the last few months. I 
felt strongly impressed with a deep conviction that it 
was illY wlemn duty to re-coJl~i<lcr the whole contro
yer~y . \yitlt Rome, with all humility and sincerity, and 
ferv~nt prayer for the guidance of the Huly Spirit, and 
at the same time, with a fixed determination tll embrace 
and to l,rofe,;s that ~ptelll of religion which should 
appear, under Diyine teaching, to be founded on God's 
eternal truth. 

I had fur some time prcYiomly, in the course of my 
studies, l)een engaged in the historical invc,;tigation of 
the dtlCtrines of the Church of Rome, by enlleavoring to 
trace the origin and l'rUSTl'~S of each particular dogma, 
so far a~ it could be ascertained, in the "'orks of the 
ancient Fathers of the Church, with the view of settling 
the real amount of cyidence which might jn:-:tly be claimed 
for it in primitive antiquity. I Was resulved, as far as 
possible, to take nothing on trust, to I"lject all secoud
hand quotations ac; given by mOdl'l'll writers, and to verify 
all such references by a personal examination of the ori. 
ginal authorities, and though I knew it to be a vast and 
laboriouR undertaking, yet I felt that the labor would 
be amply compensated by a clear and accurate view of 
the succcs"i,'c developemnt;; of Chri"tian doctrine, in 
the Yal'iuui! ages of the Church. I need hardly say that 
this must be a very tedious and uncertain method of 
arriving at a knowledge of the true doctrines of Chris
tianity, and it is not likely to lead to any very satisfac
tory results in the end. For it must be remembered that 
the greatest part of the writings of the first Christians 
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have been entirely lost to us, while at the same time it 
must not be forgotten that there was no cont)'orc)'sy in 
those times on those doctrineA which haye now unhap
pily divided the Church in these latter days, and there
fore the silence of those writers with regard to any par
ticular doctrine or practice, cannot be adlllitted as a proof 
that such doctrine or practice was unknown to the 
Church at that time, nor is it possible to make out a 
chronological table (3f the progress of Roman doctrine 
from. such imperfect notice, unless we are sure that we 
now have all the writings of all the primitive Fathers, 
and that everyone of them gives a complete view of the 
whole Catholic system recognized by the Church, in his 
own time. This mode of proof would indeed be highly 
unreasonable and absurd; such omissions prove nothing 
satisfactory: at the most, the evidence is entirely nega
tive-while, on the other hand, the positiee evidence of 
every such writer, or the incidental allusion to anyone 
point of Christian doctrine, is of the utmost value, as 
establishing the exi8tence of such a doctrine in the Church 
of his own age. I do not deny that the historical evi
dence as to the geooral reception of the Roman Catholic 
system in the ancient Church, is perfectly satisfactory, 
though there may be sometimes a difficulty in tracing up· 
each particular point of faith or practice, by direct testi
mony, to the times of the Apostles. This, however, is suffi
ciently accounted for by the circum~tanccs just referred 
to, and besides, it must be remembered that we Catholics 
receive them all, not because we are satisfied by personal 
inquiry, of the Apostolic origin of each one of them, 
(for this is only historical or human authority,) but because 
they are all proposed to our faith by the Church of God, 
and rest upon the same foundation of Divine authority. 
And therefore it has always appeared to me that the Angli-
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can Di\'ines, while professing their submission to the 
ancient Church, are only following an imaginary standard, 
and acting inconsistently with their own principles, as they 
practically adopt the Protestant principle in the investi
gation of truth, the only difference being, that the one 
apply it to Scripture, and the other to Tradition, but m 

- each case interpreted ]1)' private Judgment. They hold, 
indeed, in a general sense, with the Catholic Church, that 
Scripture and Tradition, together, form the true rule of 
faith-but the question is, Who is to apply this rule? 
i"urely there is a strange confusion of ideas between a 
Tule and a guide-for the one is practically useless with
out the other. Is each one, tlien, to expound and apply 
this rule for himself? Then, indeed, he must labor in 
vain. For if the Apostolical Traditions are to be fuund 
in the writings of the Fatlll'r~, it must be the work of a 
life-time to analyse and arrange these voluminous mate
rials, so as to produce a complete and hm:monious Rystem 
of doctrine-and after all, the result is just as much :m 
open question at the end a:3 at the beginning. The ten
dency of this School is to create a wallt which it cannot 
suppl:>'. It sho\\-" the need of an Infallible Church-but 
it cannot show where this Church is now to be found on 
earth. But it will be said that the appeal is made to the 
Primitive Church. This, however, is much the same as 
the appeal to the Bible, which can lead to no practical 
conclusion. For the documents of the Primitive Church 
,,-ill not decide the controversy, WhlCh is involved in the 
same difficulties as before, and therefore this process is 
still but" the Ideal of a Christian Church," which has no 
existence hut on paper-it is an appeal from the existing 
Catholic Church to the" Church of the Fathers"; it is an 
appeal from. a pre6ent, livin~, speaking Church, to a past, 
dead, and stlent Church, WhlCh cannot settle the dispute; 
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1t is simply an appeal from the Judge to the Law, when 
the real qllestion is about the true interpretation of the 
La,,,, of which t.he Judge himRelf is the only authorised 
expositor; it is an appeal which has been made by every 
heresy, in order to evade the definite sentence of the 
Church by taking refuge under the shelter of the past or 
the f/l,tl£j'e, which is of no more practical use than the 
fanatical appeal to the judgment seat of Christ. The 
Fathers are dead, and cannot return from heaven to de
cide our controversies; but the Church lives for ever, and 
the only represe'litative of the Primitive--or Nicene-or 
)Iediffival Church, is to be found in the Catholic Church 
of the present day. 

And here I may advert to a most erroneous mode of 
reasoning which is frequently adopted by Protestants, 
in order to prove the novelty of various Catholic 
doctrines. It is the confusion between the period 
of the first introa'uction of any doctrine, and the date of 
of its formal definition by the Church. Thus it is found 
that certain articles of faith were defined by the Pope, or 
by a General Council approved by the Pope, at some par
ticular period of history, and it is argued from thence 
that such articles of faith Were never held in the Church 
before that time. N ow everyone, who has the slightest 
knowledge of Church history, is fully aware of the fallacy 
of such a theory. It is well known, that no doctrine 
was ever publicly defined by the Church, until it had 
been first publicly denied by heretics-as it was quite 
unnecessary to promulge a formal explanation of a do('~ 

trine which was firmly believed by all Christians-and 011 

this principle we always find that the later Creeds were 
illvariably more full and explicit than the earlier ones. 
not because the C1turch believed more than formody, but 
because heretics believed less, in rejecting some articles 

2 
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of the Catholic faith, ,,·hich had never been denied before, 
In tltis sense it j" perfectly true, that new doctrines were 
defined hy the Church and new expressions were intro-. , 
Jncell into the definitio!ls of Geneml Oonncil" in oppo-
"it ion til new heresie~, just as new remedies are cOll"tantly 
employed to lUeet new discases in the human system, 
though the general laws of health remain essentially the 
~all1e. Thus the First Oouncil of Xice (A. D. 3:2.5) defined 
the Divinity of our Lord, i!l opposition to tllC Arian 
here~y, and adopted a new term to) express thi,; doc
trine, thOll,:;h it h,vJ been alway~ held in the Church he
fore that time. The ~econd Oouncil of Xice (A. D. iSi) 
defined the proper hOllor due to holy Images, in oppo
sition to the Iconoclasts, who had introduced a new 
intl'l'pretation of tlw divine law against Idolatry. In 
like manner the Fourth Lateran Oouneil (A.. D. 1:215) 
defined the doctrine of the Euchari,;t, by adopting 
a new term ill explanation of the Real Presullce, 
agail1~t the heresies' of the age r without any change 
in the doctrine held by the Clml'ch from the Lcgin
!ling; the same Council al~I' enforced the practice of 
Auricular Confession lJY a new regulation as to its peri
odical obsorvance-though it would be just as absurd to 
cOllclullu that the practice itself "'as new, as the prac
tice of receiving the Holy COlnmunion, which is enforced 
by the same (\\I1on. On the same principle, tllO Oouncil 
of Florence (A. D. 1439) defined tl10 Pope's Supremacy, 
;'en'l\ ~acramellts, Purgatory, Oanon of Scripture, and 
"ther ductrines-with reference to the controversies 
"f the tim'~~, and especially with a view to the union 
with the Gruek Ohurch. '''ould anyone infer from 
this, ~ll opposition to all historical evidence, that these 
11uctnnes were unknown to the Ohurch before the 
date of that Council? And yet the same explanation 
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'applies to all the other definitions of' the Church, and 
especially to the Decrees of the Council of Trent, in 
opposition to the doctrines of the Protestant Reformers, 
'while the Church has ever since condemned every heresy 
as it arose-thus zealously guarding the integrity of 
the Catholic faith against every innovation and perver
sion of Christian truth. 

, As to the testimony of the Fathers, it would be easy 
to select passages from their writings, apparently incon
sistent with the Catholic view of any doctrine, before it 
was clearly defined by the Church, but we must take such 
passages as (t whole, and in connexion with the particular 
circumstances of the writers, not by considering what 
these passages may possibly mean, in the abstract-but 
what they must necessarily mean, when interpreted by facts 
in the history of the Church. It has he en said, that the 
best interpretation of prophecy is the ltistory of its fulfil
ment-and the same remark is equally applicable to the 
doctrines of Christianity. It is by appealing to the doc
trine of the Catholic Church in every age, that we have 
theories superseded by facts, and conJectures by certainties. 
Thus, for instance, with reference to the Supremacy of 
the Pope, it formerly appeared to me, that the most 
striking passages in the early writers might be exp1ained 
with reference to the Apostolical origin of' the Roman 
Church, or the dignity of the Imperial City; but I found 
such an hypothesis quite inconsistent with facts, and con
sequently I was obliged to abandon it. And yet the 
same hypothesis is continually applied by Protestants to 
explain the statements of the Fathers, even- to the end of 
the Sixth Century. Thus the well known saying of Pope 

, Gregory the Great., in opposition to the title of" U niver
sal Bishop," was· much relied upon at the period of the 
Reforma.tion in England, and it is stiIlfrequ:ently quoted, 
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to prove that the holy Father was quite ignorant of the 
idea of his own spiritual Supremacy over the whole 
Church, though such an int.erpretation is directly con
trary to his own acts and claims, as the successor of St. 
Peter. And I may here state, that I was myself received 
into the Catholic Church, not according to the usual profes
sion of faith, but according to the Pontifical form, which 
has been preserved by this same Pope Gregory the Great, 
as used by the African Bishops, at the reception of Dona
tists into the Church, and which relates exclusively to this 
one point of submission to the Apostolic See, and com
munion with the Roman Pontiff, as the test of union with 
the Catholic Church. :My own profession is therefore 
more than 1000 years older than the Creed of Pope Pius 
IV., which is generally adopted on such occasions, but 
both are essentially the same, as the latter contains only 
a more complete explanation of Catholic principles and 
doctrines, which are virtually included, by anticipation, 
in the former. The truth is, that the Supremacy of the 
Pope, as well as all other Roman doctrines, stand before 
us in a prominent view, as striking facts in the theological 
system of the ancient Church-and it is impossible to 
account for this general adoption of such a system on 
any other principle than that of its Divine and Apostolical 
origin. And thus, the whole subject forms an appropriate 
illustration of the celebrated rule of St. Vincentius, with 
reference to the great test of Catholic doctrine, as what 
has been held "in all places, at all times, and by all 
persons." Surely the application of this rule is at once 
decisive in favor of the Roman Church, and fatal to the 
claims of all others-and on this principle it is clearly 
impossible to suppose that the Protestant system of doc
trine can be true, when we find it rejected by all othe1' 
Ohurches in the world, both in the East and in the West , 



GENERAL CONCLUSIONS. 21 

in ancient and modern times. It is evident, then, that no 
conclusive argument can be drawn against any part of 
the Catholic system, from the want of direct testimony 
to it in primitive writers-while there is no evidence 
to the contrary, it may have always been held by 
the Church, though not expressly stated by any of 
those whose works have come down to us, and this defect 
is occasionally supplied by the express historical state· 
ments of later writers on the subject; but it is easy to 
account for the loss of primitive 1·ecords, though it is not 
easy to account for the loss 0/ a Ohurch's faith-even 
without taking into consideration its divine authority
and it must be admitted that, as far as the evidence goes, 
it is decidedly in favor of the Catholic system, and in 
opposition to the Protestant; and that, in fact, the modern 
system of Protestantism stan." directly opposed to his· 
torical Christianity in every age of the Church. 

Such were the conclusions to which I was brought 
from a general view of the facts of the case-but now, 
my mind was directed, more especially, to the examina· 
tion of the great principles of Catholic Unity and Church 
authority, in connexion with the principles of the English 
Reformation. Feeling the questions involved in thi~ 

inquiry to be of the most vital importance, I was deter
mined not to relinquish it, until I had arrived at a final 
decision. It was the subject of my constant study. 
Night and day, my thoughts flowed mainly in the same 
channel,-my mind was completely absorbed in it, and 
although I sought and found a temporary relief in the 
active duties of the ministry, still the same question~ 
perpetually recurred to me, and demanded from me a 
decided answer. I felt that God would give me no peace 
till I was fully prepared to embrace the whole system of 
his revealed truth. His Spirit had long been striving 
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with my heart, but I feared th1'.t I had been endeav.aring 
to silence Hi" voice within me, amI to provuke lum to 
le~tyo me to mYf18If, and thus I only plunged myself deeper 
in dii'treC'ls and perplexity. }Iy heart \\,<lR sad and depres
sed, and eyery thing around me \\"(lrc' a dark am1 gloomy 
a,.;pcct. I trie,1 to pcr,;wv1c myself that it wa" only a 
telllphtion of :-iatan-l wished to snti.;{,' my mind with 
my former excu~e,;-lJUt I could II lit. I felt happy when 
Ircsoh-ed to yield to conviction, but wheneyer I began to 
re,;ist aud to doubt, all my former difficulties returned 
af;all1. 

I had long endeayored to obtain an exact yiew of the 
real doctrines of the English Reformers a::: stated in 
thr:ir own writillg,;-alli] for this purpose, I carefully ex
amined Crallmer's celebrated" Answer to Gardiner," (in 
the original Edition of 1551,) alld I was much struck 
with the inconclusive reasoning, perverted (luotations, 
and alm"ive language, employed by that unhappy man 
in the refutation of his opponent. A similar unfiwor
able impre",;illll, though not so [o'trong, was produced by 
the perusal of Ridley's brief" Treati.-;c agaillst Transub
,;t;\Iltiation," in which the argument chiefly cou"i:::ts in 
dei((('h<:rl ]!((SS((!/fS from the Fathers, (mostly f:purious or 
,111ubtful,) produced in opposition to the clefl)' and ex
press statements of the same writers in otliel' passage,;, as 
well as the gencrul consent of other ancient writers and , 
the e8tc~lJli8hecl doctrille of the Universal Church. The 
same remarks apply to the writings of J ewe! an,! the 
other Reforlllcr8, who labor to establish theorics instead of 
facts, and to found upon their own illtel"jJl'ehtiulI8 of some 
ambiguous expressions in the Fathers, a system of religious 
doctrine, and a sketch of Church history, which never ex
isted but in their own imagination. But why talk of the 
Protestant Divines of this period, and the effect of their 
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works on public opinion, when it is notorious that snch a 
cause had so little to do with the progre~" of the Ent:lislt 
Reformation, which ,,"'as accomplished, not 11)' the I'piritual 
weapons of theological Lli:;cu~sion, Lutby the :;troIlt: arm of 
the civil power? There is no doubt, indeed, thilt a t:reat 
improvement took place in the general tone of Pr"testant 
controversy in the following age, as exhiLitecl in the 
works of U ssher, Laud. ChillingwurtlI, Taylor, Barrow, 
Stillingfleet, and others, who certainly endeayored to 
meet the Catholic arguments in a more fitir and candicl 
spirit of discu,;,;ion, But to pass on to more recent pub
lications on the other Dide. I studied again, and with in
creased benefit, the work from whieh I had cleri\'e<l so 
much information mallY years before, Cardinal ,Yisemar,·s 
I,ectures, and found them more al1<l more instructive and 
conclusive. I was greatly as~i,;ted Ly Dr. I \'es' personal 
narrative of the" Trials of a Mind in its progress to Catho
licism,"-in which I was deeply interested, from the close 
i'el'emblance between the Author'::; experience and my own. 
~ or must I omit, after all their years of sen-ice, Bo""uet",; 
II History of the Yariations of the Protestant Clmrcllcs," 

Dor )lilner';; well kno\vn "End (If Religious Contro
versy, 'J Anu I must also exprc~s my ubIigatilllls to the 
able report of the" Hammersmith Discussiun"-together 
with )Ianning'::; ";;:hortest "" ay to eud Disputes about 
religion," and Dr. Newman's celebrated" E:;,;ay on the 
Development of Christian Doctrine," and his "~l'ru1UIl'; 

addressed to )Ii~ed Congregations. "-These works, to
gether with the Holy ~cripturc~ and the Christian Fathers, 
formed the principal subjects of my studies and medita
tions during that eventful period, and tlu'uugh them, 
under the blessing of God, I was led to the conviction, 
that it is my dutY' to renounce all connexion with Pro
testantism, and to tramJer my allegiance to the Catlwlic 
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Church. For this purpose, I resolved to proceed to 
England, and to announce my intention to His Eminence 
the Cardinal Archbishop of Westminster, as head of the 
Catholic Church in the mother country, and this plan, 
after much deliberation, I have at length been permitted 
to accomplish, through the mercy of God. 

lt may be said, indeed, that in all this process of in
quiry, I was acting on the very principle of private judg
ment, which I hold to be so dangerous to the interests of 
true religion. And yct, surely I was fully justified, on Pro
testant principles, in the exercise of such a right, though 
it might lead me to a different conclusion from other Pro
testants. Still, however, it must be observed, that there is 
a wide difference between the exercise of personal respoll
sibility and private judrjlllcllt, though they are often con
founded together. Catholics strongly hold the one, while 
they utterly deny the other. The former relates to the duty 
of every individual, by which he is bound to examine the 
grounds of his faith, and the evidences of religion, with the 
sincere uesire of joining that Church which he believes 
i l1 his conscience, to have the strongest claims to divine 
authority, with a deep sense of his accountability to Goll' 
for his decision, while the latter means the right of 
eycry one to form his religious opinions from his OWIl 

interpretation of the meaning of Holy Scripture, (which 
he supposes to contain all the doctrines of Christianity), 
without submitting his opinions to the authority of the 
Church. 

lt may be thought, however, very strange and incon
sistent, that I should seriously think of such a step, while 
still engaged in the service of the English Church, and 
supposed to hold and tf\ach her Evangelical doctrines ill 
all their scriptural purity. Now, I certainly did not think 
myself justified in holding or teaching "all Roman dlc.lfi:-
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trine," or any part of it, while occupying my former 
position, though I might feel strongly inclined to it as a 
matter of private opinion, but not as an article of faith 
till I was fully prepared to adopt the whole f\ystem. It 
is certainly true, that 'I felt a strong sympathy with 
Christians of every denomination, and earnestly desired 
to promote the fulfilment of the prayer of our Divine Re· 
deemer, " that they all may be one." And this sympatllY 
was especially directed towards the most ancient branch 
of the Church of Christ, though I feared that union with 
her was quite impossible, on account of her supposed cor
ruptions. In the mean time, therefore, I thought it suffi
cient to prof~ss and teach those doctrines and practices 
which were equally professed both by Catholics and by Pro
testants, and to avoid all further controversy on the sub
je,ct. But I must observe that this whole objection is 
chiefly founded on a total misapprehension of the real cha
racter of the doctrines of the Catholic Church. It is, in
deed, one great advantage which Protestants have in sub
mitting to the Catholic Faith, that they bring with them the 
whole Rystem of positive doctrine which they held befure, 
so that they are not required to give up any, article of their 
former belief, but to receive, in addition to it, the articles 
of the Catholic Creed, together with the Catholic principles 
which form the foundation of faith. For it is necessary 
to remind you, that the Protestant religion is entirely a 
combination if negatives; it does not properly cOIlsist in 
believing, but in disbelieving; it receives, perhaps, some 
particular articles of the faith which it has borrowed from 
the Catholic Church, and it rejects the rest, which it 
chooses to call additions, but which Catholics regard as 
integral parts of the ChriRtian Faith. It is evident, then, 
that Oathol£cs believe all that Protestants believe, but they 
believe a great deallllore, and on a totally different prin-
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ciple, the one rc,;;ting on a divine I'cuclation m:ule to the 
Church and secured by the illfilUiUc 'jllirlrlllCC of the , .. 
Holy ~pirit, while the other rests on the pl'iuutc "jlinlOn 

of each ill']ivi,]ual as tl) the meaning of the wurll~ of a 
)!rllllcrllIlIlJl.:. Dut, "till, the point to which I now rl'f'cr is 
the El'(( I/:feli!'l(' character of Catholic doctrine, whit'll is 
so Oftl'll misrepresented oy Protestants; and yet I can 
hear witlll.'SS from lll~' own experience to the peculiarly 
Evangelical tone of doctrine which I have gl'llerally ob-
8erYl'l] in all the sermons which I have heard from Catho
lic pulpits, indeed much more truly E\'<1l1gelical than many 
of tllU~L' which are frequently heard from Protestant 
pulpits; and it has fre1lucntIy occurred to me, while 
li~tL'lliug tl) such sermons, that these are the yery doc
trine" of grace which we loved to hear from the hlithful 
preacher~ of the Gospel in the Church of England. But 
the dilTerence i~, that in the Catholic teachiug, tl'l'~' form 
a l'f(rt of a harmonious system, in connexion with all the 
olliu ilWUJ8 and in~truments which God l,a,; mercifully ap
l'uinted fill' uur salvation, while in the Protestant teaching, 
they are held in an isolated and mutilated form, anll COll:'C

(!lll'utl.,- olle cla~s of the mL'<lllS of grace is l'utirely tl",elt 
upon, to the l'xclusion or denial of ((/lother class, which is 
cilually of divine appointment. ;\OW, I thank GoLl that I 
still hold all the doctrines (not indeed nC:f"tin1!1 lout LJ(fSi

tift!!!) wl!i,·h I helll and taught while I was a Protestant· 
}[inister in the Church of England, but I hold them now in 
all their fair proportions alill full developmentR, as a part 
of that glorious ;;:ysklll of Sacramental grace, wbieh God 
has been pleased to deposit with His Church for the salva. 
tion of mankind. And after all, it must be observed that 
the proper test of orthodoxy or heresy does not consist 
so much in jJruticnlar doctrines as in general ]J1"ilic~)7cs. 
The great question is between the ]J1'inciple of Church 
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authority and the principle of 111'ivatc Jwl'Jille lit; in other 
word;:;, between the principle of faith amI thc principle of 
infidelit.\',-between divine revelation and human opinion, 
-between humble, implicit submission to the Word of 
God, and proud, wilful contempt of it,-the one, the 
source of all truth, the other, the source of all error. In 
fact, all the other controyersies may be easily reduced to 
this one fundamental principle. It is a mere accident, 
and the result of particular circum~tances, ",hdhl'r a per
son holding' his own private opinion will hold the true 
doctrine on any given subject or not, but anyone wh() 
fully ho](l" the Church's divine right of teaching all truth 
is in possession of a principle which will preserve him 
secure from all error on every subject. 

But I must now proceed to speak more directly of the 
grounds and evidences of the Catholic Faith, as di~tin

guished from that of all Protestant denominations. 'lYe 
are required to be "ready always to give an answer to 
every man that asketh us a reason of the hope that is in 
us, with meekness and fear, having a good conscience," 
and in this spirit I desire to enter upon the explanation 
of my reasons for joining the Catholic Church. It is 
true that the motives which induce different individuals 
to join the Church are infinitely various, as acting 
on different minds under different circumstance~, but 
they all meet at last in the common centre of Catholic 
unity and Divine infallibility. I do not propose to 
enter upon a full discussion of this question, but merely 
to state some general considerations applicable more 
immediately to my own case. I have already, i:ldeed, 
anticipated this subject, in some measure, in the pre
ceding part of my narrative, but it requires to be ex
plained in a mote distinct and argumentative form. 
For, if the Protestant Reformers of the 16th Century were 
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guilty of the double sin of schism and h:resy, first,. in 
separating from the communion, and then .In renounc~ng 
the doctrine of the One True Church of Christ, it follows 
as a necessary consequence, that we are partakers of 
their sin while we refuse to return to the unity of the 
Catholic Church and the Catholic Faith. Now, there are 
two points of view on which this subject may be con
sidered, the one histori(,al, and the other theological. In 
the one case, we appeal to the facts and events connected 
with the history of the Reformation, and in the other 
case, to the fundamental principles and doctrines of the 

Christian Religion. 
Among all the schisms which have divided the Church 

since the days of the Apostles, there are two which have 
been particularly remarkable for their extent and their 
duration-the Greek schism, and the Protestant schism. 
Their effects continue, and are deeply felt, to the present 
day. :Kumerically speaking, it is stated on good autho
rity, that at this moment the Catholic Church includes 
about two-thirds of the whole number of professing 
Christians in the world. Of the remaining one-third, 
about two·thirds belong to the Greek and Russian Church
es, while the other one-third, or one-ninth of the whole, 
consist,,; of Protef-ltants of every class and name. Again, 
there are at present about 1,100 Christian Bishops in 
the world, of whom nearly 800 belong to the Catholic 
Church, 200 to the Greek Church, and more than 100 to 
the Anglican Church ill all its branches. One thousand 
years ago, the whole Christian Church was visibly united 
under one Chief Pastor, the successor of St. Peter in the 
See of ~ome-the E,astern Church having, till then, 
agreed With the Western in holding the same views on the 
two great points of difference since that time, the Supre
macy of the Pope, and the Procession of the Holy Ghost. 
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Then came the separation of the Greek tllUrch from the 
Latin, the former attempting to establish a new centre of 
unity, by human authority, in the city of Constantinople, 
while the latter adhered to the divinely appointed Rock 
of the Church. AJittle more than 300 years ago, another 
great schism took place in the Latin Church, commencing, 
like the former, with the rejection of the authority of the 
Holy See-but at the same time holding other principles 
tending to the subversion of all religion. This was the 
Protestant Reformation of the Sixteenth Century. Here, 
then, we come to the common, but unanswerable ques· 
tion, addressed to Protestants, with reference to th.e 
existence of their religious system before the time of 
Luther. It was not in the visible Olmrch, for it was 
universally rejected by it i it was not in the invisible 
Church-for there was no such Church in existence i 
and it was not in the Bible-for the Church never found 
it there during all that time, and without immediate 
inspiration, it was impossible for any individual to lay 
claim to such a discovery. It is, then, an incontroverti· 
ble fact, that up to the year 1517, there was no such thing 
as Protestantism in the world-for fifteen hundred years 
together such a system was unknown in the Church
and yet there was no new revelation of Christianity 
made at that time, nor did the Reformers themselves 
profess to act by such an authority. 

Let us, then, take a general view of the origin and 
progress of the Reformation in Germany. We must 
briefly refer to the circumstances connected with Luther's 
famous quarrel with Pope Leo X., when he boasted of 
having" stood alone" against the Universal Church, in 
his arrogant presumption. We need not stop to show 
how it was origil'lally a mere personal dispute, in which 
the pride of the Augustinian monk was deeply wounded, 
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and notwithstanding his solemn profession of obedience 
to the deci"ion of the Church, he rebelled against that 
decision when it comlemnetl his views, and then endea
Yure,l to justify hi" conduct uy applyil12-' to the Ch.urch 
hi~ own interpretatillns of Prophecy, while he proclaImed 
the Pope to lie the Antichrist of ~ni[ltur,-', and the 
Church ,,{' Hill Ill' the Babylon of the "\.l'(ll'alyp"e. And 
it may be remarked that the same vi<:w (If "\.ntichrist 
was a'ftL:nyaru,; generally adopted by all the lkformed 
Churehes in Europe, illsl'rtl',1 in their public Formularies, 
and allegc,1 as the ground of their sel'<trntion from Rome, 
1tnd tlwrcfure tho~e Protestants, who find a difficulty in 
preferring Luther',; opillion to the interpretation of all the 
F,tthcr", fir in reconciling it with the fulfilment of Pro
phecy, arc acting inconsistently with t11C principle of the 
Rl'['urmatillll, an,111ayc~ evillently mistaken their position in 
the Church. Tlti,; announcement was made 1 'y LutllCr in 
the memoral lIe year of 15:20. Having been excommuni
cated from the Chureh "nothing remained for 11im," says 
.:\Iosheim, "but to attempt to found a new Church oppo
sed to that of Romc, and to establish a system of doc
trine ClIlls,mant to the Holy Scriptures." And yet it is re
markalJle that lluring the ten years that elapsed from this 
time, he seemc< 1 quite unable to define how fir his own 
'"'ptem ,If ,1uctrine difTered from that of Rome, or whether 
there ,,'ore any n:al difference at all, and e\'en fourteen 
ycar:" aftenvards, with strange inconsistency, he still main
tainl'/1 tl1at the Church of Rome was the true Church of 
Chri,:t. In the year Li:2!I, the name of" Protestants" was 
first gi\·en to tl111,:e German :-:tatoil who jJr(Ji('~ted against 
the Decree of the Diet of :-:l,ires, in favor of the ancient 
wor"hip, and some explanation of their views ,,,as now ex
pected from the Protestants. Accordingly, in the Confes
sion of Augsburg, presented to the Emperor Charles V., in 
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1530, they stated that" they differed in no article of faith 
fi'om tlte Catholic Church, nor from the Church of Rome," 
but only desired the correction of certain abuses ill mat
ters of discipline. Among other particulars, they clearly 
asserted their belief in the lloctrine of the Hl'al Presence , 
and the Sacrifice of the j[a~~, which, they declarL'd, "was 
celebrated among them with the greatest reverence." But 
another tell years passed away, and the CUll!;"~~it)n of 
Augsburg (which had previously received an important 
change in 1331), was completely altered as to the doctrine 
of the Euchari~t, and the theory of Consubstantiati()n de
fined tn be the Lutheran yiew, while the A<lnratiull of the 
Host seems to have been still admitted in the "lyurship of 
the German Protestants. But I need not dwell un the 
painful differences between Luther and the other Reform
ers, invl)l y ing, in their opinion, the fundamental doctrines of 
Christiullit.\-, in which they founel it impossiLle to agree. 
And WL're these men invested with a divine commission to 
reform tlte doctrines of the Church of Christ"? What are 
we to think of new Creeds and new Conj8,,~ions, con
tinually pu lJlished, all differing from each other, and all 
profes6ing to contain the true doctrines of the Gospel? 
Can the ~pirit of God be the Author of such confusionand 
yarieti(~s of contending sects, all distinguish ell by these 
two leading characteristics-their intolerant opposition 
to each other-and their bitter hostility to the Catholic 
Church? 

It is quite evident, indeed, that the first Reformers dill 
not clearly understand either their own principle;.;, or the 
legitimate consequences to which they must lead. They 
were engaged ill a mighty revolution, and they did not 
stop to reflect on its ultimate effects upon the world. 
They certainly acted on the right of private judgment 
fo)" tllemselves, but they had no idea of extending the 
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same right to others, much less of perpetuating the prin. 
ciple, or allowing its practical application in flltltre ages. 
Their successors, however, did not think proper to stop 
at the precise point where they had stopped. Having 
rejected the authority of the infallible Church, they had 
no intention of submitting to a fallible one. Having laid 
hold of the principle, they were determined to carry it 
out consistently, and accordingly we find that there is 
not a single doctrine of Christianity which has not been 
denied, one after another, by the most distinguished 
theologians of the Lutheran Church, the Rationalistic 
Divines of Germany, the fatherland of the Protestant 
Reformation. It was truly said in the old adage, that 
"Luther only uncovered the roo/, while Calvin levelled 
the walls, but SOCillll8 destroyed the foundation" of the 
Catholic Church, and all acted consistently on the same 
princi.ple, however differing in doctrine. It cannot be 
denied that the Protestantism of the 19th Century is 
quite a different thing from the Protestantism of the 16th 
Century; a second Reformation has tacitly taken place in 
all the Reformed Churches, and especially during the last 
Century. And this is now publicly demanded by a 
numerous party in the Established Church of England, 
to be effected, as on former occasions, by authority of 
Parliament. Protestantism appears to be in a tmrl8ition 
state at present. It cannot stop where it is. It is 
contrary to its nature. Ever restless and nnsettled, 
it mnst advance in its progress, either to Infidelity or 
to Catholicism. It is evident that no security can be 
given for the permanent continuance of anyone Christian 
doctrine, on Protestant principles. It. c~ntains within 
itself the elements of its own dissolution, and it is only 
by violating its own fllndamental principle of private 
jUdgment, and restraining it within arbitrary limits, that 
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it can maintain its existence in the world as. a system of 
Christian truth. This, indeed, was the simple and con
clusive argument of Bossuet, that "Protestants have fre
quently changed their doctrines, therefore their religion 
cannot be true." It was this which convinced the intellec
tual mind of Gibbon, the historian, and induced him to 
profess the Catholic Faith, and yet afterwards, when his 
proud reason led him to reject its mysterioo, he rejected 
Ohristianity along with Oatliolicism, and rapidly passed 
through Protestantism to Infidelity, thus illustrating the 
close connexion that exists between the two systems. 
Surely, then, this cannot be the work of God, ! A Church 
which is continually changing her doctrines, cannot be 
the true Church of Christ, while the Catholic Church haR 
proved her divine origin by the uninterrupted nnity ot 
doctrine, and the perfect consistency of all its parts with 
each other, which she has constantly maintained at every 
period of her 'existence. She can never, never, alter or 
reconsider anyone point of Christian doctrine that she 
has authoritatively defined for the last 1800 years. Like 
her Divine Author, she is "the same yesterday, and to
day, and for ever." 

Let us now look at the Establir;hed Church of England, 
as founded, or reformed,. under Henry VIlL, Edward VL, 
and Queen Elizabeth. There can be be no difficulty in 
proving that each of those Sovereigns was merely influ
enced by a personal motive in promoting the progress of 
the Refurmation. What had the Church to do with these 
measures? Nothing whatever. Was she ever con
sulted about them? No, never. Was her consent fe
required in introducing a new religion? Certainly not. 
Who, then, were the authors of these changes? The 
English monarchs,4With the assistance of a servile Par
liament. It is surely unnecessary to detail the well 

3 
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known history of tllis deplorable schism, how it com· 
menced with a prinde fJllolTcl bet,,'een King Hcnry VIII. 
and Pope Clemcnt YII.) which ended with a total rupture 
with the Apostolic See, in consequence of the Pope's 
refusal to sanction qIC King',; divorce from his lawful 
wife, in order to form an adulterous connexion-and 
how the King immediately prodaimed the illdl'jlcwlclice 

of the national Church, and tm/l.~/(T,.erl to himself the 
Papal prerogatives, as Supreme Head of the Church of 
EnfTland and Ireland lw the substitution of the nationnl 

b ' J 

Empire for the Uilircrsal Clwl'ch, while at the same time 
he retained every otller article of the Catholic creed, 
without even the miserable excuse of any alleged corrup
tion of doctrine in the Catholic Church. The Act of sub
mi,;:..:ion of the Clergy) (2.5 Hen. YIII., c. 19) which con
ti!l11l''; in force tu this day, estaLlitihed the suLjugation of 
the Church to the king, while the suppression of the monas
teries, and the confiscation of Church property, afforded 
a rich recompence to those avaricious courtiers who took 
part in those sacrilegious measures. The English nation, 
though with some rc~erYC\tion, was at la"t intimidated 
into a pa~sivc acquit:scl'ncl' with the will of the tyrant, 
though many of its members, including those illustrious 
martyrs) Bishop Fisher and Sir Thomas More, preferred 
to lay down their lives in defence of Catholic unity. 

But further changes were rescrH'd for the times of his 
son and successor, Edward YI., or rather the Council that 
managed the affairs of the king,1"11l during his minority. 
This reign, indeed) is generally regarded as the real com
mencement of the Protestant Reformation ill England. 
It was ~tatl'd by King Charles I. that" no man who under
stands the English Reformation, will dE'rive it from Henry 
VIII. It was his son who began, and Queen ElizaLeth who 
perfected it." This statement may be true with regard 
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it-{) doctrl~nes, but certainly not with regard to jJl'inciples. 
'The Book of Common Prayer was first produced in 
1549, and afterwards, with important alterations in 1552 , , 
'While in the following year the Forty-two Articles were 
published with additional variations of doctrine, none rf 
theseformul(/),ics lw.c/-lig I'CCCilWl the sal/ctloll of the (,lwren 
in COllt'Omthm, while rigorous measures were adopted 
with the Bishops and Clergy who refused to acknowledge 
the validity of these changes. The celebration of the 
Catholic services was strictly prohibited, the sacred 
mYRteries of religion derided, and the usurpation of the 
Crown completed by the appointment oftlie RoyalVisitors 
and other Lay Commissioners, who entirely superseded 
-all Episcopal authority throughout the kingdom. 

After the death of Edward, the Catholic Religion 
'Was restoret1 for a ::;hort time during the reign of ::\Iary, 
and thus we come to that memorable period when 
lhe Reformed Church of England was legally estab
lished on its present foundation, by Queen Elizabeth, 
"in the year 1559. This was effected by the enactment 
of those two famous Statutes, tbe Act of Supremacy, 
and the Act of Uniformity. In the mean time, the 
Convocation was prohibited by the Queen from enactr 
ing any Canon;;; that might be unfavorable to those 
measures, under pain of premunil'c_ Notwithstanding all 
the efforts that were made to procure the return of a 
Parliament favorable to the Queen's interests, these 
Ecclesiastical Laws were with difficulty carried through 
the two Houses_ The bill for the Liturgy was pas~e(l by a 
majority of six in the House of Commons, and three in the 
House of Lords, (the latter majority being obtained by the 
imprisonment of tWQ Catholic Bishops, and the creation 
.of five new Protestant Peers,) having gone through all the 
:Stages in both houses withIIl the short space of 10 days. 
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Eyery Bishop in the upper house voted against i~. The
Clergy, assembled in solem~ convocation, together with 
the two Universities, protested against the change of 
Religion by an Act of Parliament. It was carried, how
eyer, and forced upon the nation, after an ineffectual re
sistance on the part of the Church, every Catholic Bishop 
having been deprived of his See, with the exception of 
one, who had always conformed with every change. And 
by "'hom were those changes made? By the Queen and 
Parliament, that is, by the State in opposition to the GhUTCh, 
by the Laity in rebellion against the Clergy. As yet" 
how eyer, no Protestant test of doctrine was required, and 
many of the Catholic Clergy ado pted the .use of the new 
Liturgy, which contained in itself nothing directly con
trary to their faith. This defect, however, was supplied 
four years afterwards, when the Catholic members had 
been expelled from both Houses of Convocation by the 
operation of the preceding Acts of Parliament, and hct7;£llf} 

secured (t Protestant assembly, the Thirty-nine Articles 
were "agreed upon by the Archbishops and Bishops of 
both Provinces, and the whole Clergy" (of the Province 
of Canterbury only.) This was the first occasion on which 
the Convocation acted in favor of the doctrines of the 
Reformation, and this was only done after the exclusion 
of Catholics from that Ecclesiastical body. And thus the 
work of the Reformation was completed in England. 
But what was the motive that led to all this? The 
Queen had entirely c.onformed to the Church of Rome 
during the reign of 1\1ary, as \\Tell as at the beginning of 
her own reign. At her Coronation, by a Catholic Bishop,. 
according to the Roman Pontifical,. she took the usual 
oath to maintain the rights of the Church, and though the 
Crown of England devolved upon her by the will of 
Henry VIIL, yet the Parliament had declared her illegiti-
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mate, a'Ild the Pope had decided against the validity of 
her mother's marriage-Catholic England could not have 
acknowledged her title to the Crown without het submis
sion t.o the authority of the Church-England must 
become Protestant, the Queen must usurp the spiritual 
supremacy which her father had establi8hed,.and thus it 
appears that tl~e 1'eal motive 0/ the English RgormatieJl, I!. 
was to establish the throne of Queen ElizcWeth on a sure 
foundation. Then came the long train of Penal Laws, 
the object of which was (and too successfully it was 
~ffected), the extermination of the Catholic Religion out 
()f England, the penalties of high treason being attached 
to every Catholic Priest (being a native of the British 
dominions,) remaining in the country, as well as to 
everyone reconciled to the Catholic Cllllrch, in COll

sequence of which upwards of 120 Priests suffered 
death for their religion, under the name of treason, in 
the latter part of this reign. It may be fairly said that 
the whole work of the Reformation was a mere political 
movement on the part of the State, an avaricious move
ment on the part of the nobility, while it may be reg'ardecl 
as a religi()us movement on the part of a considerable 
number of misguided mw, who endeavored to subvert 
the ancient religion of the country by the introduction 
()f a new system of doctrine derived from the cont.inental 
reformers, but the truth is, that the Ohurcft herse7j, as (t 

I :spi~itual body, had nothing to do with it. And thus Eng
land is separated, for the last 300 years, from the com
munion ()f the Catholic Church, and all simply as one of 
the government meaSlHes of the day, with a view to 
further the selfish objects of human policy. Where is 
the hand of God i~ all this? What right has such an 
establishment to be properly called tl~e Church of Eng
lalld? What plilssible claim can she have tG> tlw l'eligious 
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obedience of the people of England? How else is SrH~· 
to be rc-crarcIed but a>' part ancI parcel of the State ?-th6' 

o ~ 
creation "f man, and not of t;od, founded and go\"(")rneu 
by the authority of the Queen and Parliament, and llOt 
o'f Jesus Chri;;t and His Holy ;:';pirit. 

But all thi~, it Illay be sail], rdatcs only to the legal es-
jilli/ish/llrid "t' the ( Lurch of EIl!2,-1aml, and dues not affect 
her claims to be cl)l1~itlered the r(>pre"C'ntati\"l~ of the 
t J'//(~ ('II IITCh of C'hri~t in HH?';C dominions. 011 what 
ground, then, in a rAltjio1t8 point (If yie(\", call ~he main
tain her claim to tllis title? ,r e have seen that the old' 
ChurL'h of Eng-lam! protested agaill;-;t trle usurpatioll of 
her rigl,t~, b.\- her new m;!l pO\\l'rfnl rintl. 'Vhich of 
the two C'llUrclws i~ to be regarded as the fniC CIIIII'cii 
of Chrj,t in that country? 11ere ,,-e enter upon the 
T h"'17otjint/ view of the sul,ject, whieh is the l1lost impor
tant part of our inquiry, and demands OUT most serious 
attention. 

There i~ eyidently an irreconcileahle dilrcrel1cc 1,etwee11: 
the two Churclws. And further, there was clearly a sepa-
1'0(/1)11 uf theClmrch of EilUI(uul i'rOlIL tl18 Church of flullle, 

allil tlli~ S"jll/I'uti(!!l 11l\l,.;t be an act of 8clli.~I1/, unless it can 
he prove.] tllat that ~l'l'ar"tion wai> lU!(fl!l. It is surely 
U1l1JL'l'l'~.;ary to (lweil upon the hi~t()rical fiCti('ll of the' 
rndepenrJ'~ll(,c of the Ancil'JJt B'riti~h Clmrches on the ~ec 
of ROlllc-the lJC'~t refutation of \\-hich is tJ10 fact of it:; 
mIIlIcr;! invention. It \ya~ IlC\"l'r heard of ti1I after the 
Reformation, aud there i~ not the slightest found'utiun 
for it in the genuille rcconl~ of Ecclesiashcul history. 
It i~ e\-ident that the only way iil which the sepa
ration can Le justificd, is by proving that the Catholic 
Church had L'lIIen into dangerous CUI'ruldioll8 0/ dl)cin·lle, 

which required' her system to be thoroughly plll'~ficd by 
the \\"l,rk of the u',:formation. But it was w:elI rmml.l:kcd 
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by St. Irenreus, nearly 1700 years ago, that" no advantage 
can be gained by a Reformation, sufficient to compensate 
for the ('viIs of Schism," and the remark is strikingly ex
emplified in the history of the Church in modern times. 
It is, indeed, fully admitted that there was much need of 
a Reformation in the Church of Rome, for there was 
great corruption in the lives of her Clergyand people--and 
for several Centuries there had been an earnest demand, 
within the Church herself, for a total Reformation c:/ 
'!nomi.s "in the head and members." This was, indeed, one 
of the great objects for which the Council of Trent was 
assembled, and thi::; was successfully accomplisherl by that 
great A,.:sembly of the Church, by the enactment of the 
"Decrees of Reformation," and by the strict enforce-
ment of Ecclesiastical discipline. But surely flu's is a 
very different thing from the ReftJrmation of Christian 
doctl'ine, which can only be done by del/yillU the Ilifalli
bility of the Church and reversing her former decision,; 
on the articlcs of faith. But how is the charge of corrup
tion of doctrine to be lil'ored against the Church? It 
may be done in two ways, either by showing, from the 
Tecords of the Ohurch, that she has departed from the 
Primitive Faith, or by comparing .her doctrines with the 
TVord of God, and showing the difference between them. 
But in the former way it is impossible to arrive at any 
satisfactory result. We kwe no record of the fact, no 
proof that any change has ever taken place-and in the 
absence of direct proof, there is surely a strong pres/lmp
tion that the whole system of doctrine held by the Church 
now lw8 always been held from the beginning of Chri~ti
anity. We go back to the earliest ages-we examine the 
writings of the Fathers, and the Decrees of Cuuncils
and we find manifeirt traces of the same gcne/'al system, 
as far as the evidence extends. The burden of prool 
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cloarly lies on the otl/f')' sI,7,,: for the CatllO~ic Clnll'?h 
was alread\- in 1'ossessIolI of her title, and can Justly claIm 
a llJ'(,S"J'Iptlt"c ri:jld from immemoriallls,l~l', and i~ mnst 
rcquire Yory ~trullg- and convincing- cyi,ll'l1ce to J1"l)}'ov.e 
the validity of her titlo, and to cli,ln(lge hcr from a POSl

timl "f Wllidl Hhe is already in occupation. It is thorofore, 
from the Yl'ry naturo of the (,:HO, an nnreasonalle /ll'mand 
in Pr"t('~taJlt~ to call upon ns for a positi\-o proof of any 
"ne article of the Catholic faith; and, however ckar and 
('oncl\l~ive these prlJ"f~ 1l1ay be, we are sllrd,\" at l'l'rfl'ct 
liberty to objoct altogethcr to this mode of argument, 
as it i,~ evi,lent that, acconling to all tho rulos of ~ound 
roasoning, tho burden lies upon them to di"lli'iJt"C the 
truth of those doctrines wllid1 ha\-e l,oon firmly believod 
by tIll' whole Chri~tian C'hurch for 1500 Yl';\l':-; before 
ProtC'~tantism had any exi~tenoe in the \\'01'1/1. ''Ie are 
continually asked to demonstrate the In£llIibility of the 
('lmrch-the ~\lpl'l'macy of the Pope-the doctrine of 
Transu],~talltiation, &c" as if tlll'Y were all open ques
tions, now for tho first time to bo settled by an a1 '1'oal to 
the Protostant tribunal of privato judgment. K uw it iH 
,~Ilfficient 'for us to reply, that the Church i~ already in 
{(ctllul pr!88C8Siilil of these doctrinos for 1 ~OO )"l'ars
they haye 1 een settled and received since the day~ of the 
}"l'",.:t jl'S, and it cannot 1e lawful for us to re-consider 
the deci~ions of the Primitive Clmroh-ullless we are 
pn'j,arccl to pro\'c that our Lord and Iii" Apostles were 
fallible l11en, or that the whole Church from the begin
ning has corrupted the Christian faith hy the introduction 
of human traditions. Thi" is the true 'state of the ques. 
tion. The whole contt'st is certainly a Pl'ote.stant aggres-

8[on on the rights of the Catholic Church, and unless it 
c~n be ~roye:l .that these Joight.s are founded on U8 11}]J((-

11011, theIr vaZuZlfy cannot be denied. It is indeed, the 
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easiest thing in the world to raise ingenious cavils and 
plausible objections against every doctrine of religion
but their force cannot for a moment be admitted against 
the authority of divine revelation, and it is utterly im. 
possible to overthrow the foundations of Catholicism with
out overthrowing the foundations of Christianity at the 
same time. It is surely a legitimate demand, to require 
the opponents of the Church's claims to point out 
at what time and under what circumstances she cor. 
rupted the Christian Faith, and introdltced new doc
trines into her system. It will not do to substi· 
tute general assertiolls and vague conjectures for direct 
evidence and clear proofs. It is admitted that the Church 
of Rome, in the First Century, was in possession of the 
pure doctrines of the Gospel. It must be proved, then, 
that the Church of the Second Century was essentially 
different in doctrine from that of the First Century, or 
that of the Third Century from that of the Second Cen· 
tury, and so on, for each succeeding century, as com
pared with the preceding, down to the present age, other
wise it must inevitably follow that the Church of each 
Century is the legitimate representative and successor of 
the Church of the preceding Century, and consequently, 
that the Church of Rome in the Nineteenth Century is essen
tially the same in doctrine with the Ohurch of Rome in tlw 
First Century, in the very days of the Apostles, and thus 
she can justly establish her claim to Apostolic succession 
of doctrine as well as Apostolic succession of Bishops. 
It is a common thing among Protestants to speak of the 
Apostacy of the Church of Rome, as if it were a notorious 
fact in Ecclesiastical history, instead of a mere contro
versial invention, to~alIy, unsupported by facts, a~d con
trary to all evidence. Some learned men have, mdeed, 
attempted to fix the commencement of this corruption to 
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the time of the First General Council of :lice, when she 
defined the great doctrine of tbe Divinity of our Lon} on 
the gJ'Ollnd C!.l tradition, again~t the Arian lll're:'y. It was 
long a popular "iew that the Papal period in the history 
of the Church lle;C;illl with Pope Boniface III. in the com
mellcement of the'- seventh century, and in connexion with 
the l'ni\'er~al Supremacy-otller writers haye dated the 
beginning ()j' the reign of Antichrist from the time of Pope 
Gregory II. in the Eighth ('elltn!'.", in connexiun \yith the 
Iconoclastic c"IJtrtlycrsy-while others, unwilling tu admit 
so early a date a~ that of :lice, in connexion, tuo, with such 
a doctrine, and yet unable to find any intermediate period 
of sufficient importance,have brought down the tillle to the 
]a,t GCllcral Council of Trent, when the (,llU!'ch defined 
the wlJ(llc ('atlltllic system again,.;t all the IlCre~ic~ of the 
age; and tllU~, lx,tween the two extremes, cxtemling oyer 
a pcrillll of m()re than 1200 year", from the Jth to the 
16th century, the proof entirely fails, amI the disagree
ment between the witnesses tends fully to e~ta1Ii,.;h tIle 
innocence of the Catholic Church. It is as~ertl'll, indeed, 
that tIle Prill/itin' Church was really PJ'tdc!5tuJlt in doc
trine, that H'IIII:11l Catholic errors were afterwards 
!l1'udl((l 71!J illtmlllll'cll, and that the de~ign of the Refor
mation \\'a~ t" I'cstOI'C the Church to her or/:'jiwd purity, 
according to the ~ta]jllard of the BiLle. But ~l1reJy we 
Itan a ri,c:,ltt to expect some 1'1'111:( of all this, where~s the 
evidence is entirely on the other side, and we may fairly 
defy allY Protestant to PI'I!t'c that there ever waR ~ period 
since the beginning of Chri~tialJit.Y, in which OilY one 
do('tril!(' of the Roman Church was not held by the whole 
Church of Cltri~t on earth. It is said, indeed, that these 
doctrines are i/ot contained ill tlw Bible, and further, that 
t~ley a,re COllt I'll I'!J to tl,c Bible, but the jI)},JJlCI' of tllC~e objec
tions l~ founded on the principle, that all the dl)ctrines of 
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Christianity are contained in the Bible, which is ((Ssuming 
the whole suhject of controYcr:"y, and the {if/tl"· of them is: 
founded on the prirate illterpret(/tion of the Bible, ,,-hiclt 
cannot be admitted in opposition to trle J'udgment (If tll0 
Church. "'e must, ho,,·ever, consider the,.;c ol>jl,ctions 
more particularly, as this is certainly the most popular 
and the mo"t plausible way of ::;tating the qnl:::;tion and 
of defending the Reformation. It may be >'aid, that 
although there may be strong presllmptiYe evidence that 
the Church of Rome has never changed her doctrines 
from the beginning, still tIle question is nUT as to the 
time, but as to the (act. It is commonly said with r ::;::;her, 
that " we do not hold that Rome was built in a day," 
and that her present system is the acclllllulation of 
errors and corruptions which "-ere grade ally introduced' 
into the Church, in addition to trle Primitive Faith, sanc
tioned j,)" the authority of Popes and Councils, and re
ceived j)}" professing Christians during the" (1ark ages," 
when all the \\-orld was in a state of universal ignorance. 
I need not stop to show th~t all tlli,; is a lIIere fictioll, 
invented to account for a supposed difficulty, and that't 
derives no support whatever from historical evidence. 
But it lllay be replied, that we h,we nothillg to do with 
bistory-our business is with the Bible-and the strongest 
proofs of the corruptions of the Catholic Church consist in 
the manifl,,.;t opposition oet\\-cen ~'ts doctrilles and those of 
(Jle BiVle. In the language of Chillingwortll, \\-hicIl i::; re
echoed from every Protestant pulpit and platform, "The 
BiUe, and the Bible only, is the religion of I'rutestallts," 
and by this test alone every point in religious contro
versy is to be tried and determined. Now, it is cyident 
that there are two important principles involved in 
this appeal-the ona, that the Bible is the only Tul(
of (aith; and the other, that eycry one has a right 
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to interpret the Bible ((ccording to his OIcn sense. 
These arc, undoubtecl!y, the fundamental principles of the 
ltd'urmation, and though the one does not necessarily 
Include the otllL'r, yet it is certain that both are generally 
c1aillll'cl by all who call them~dves Protestants. It is the 
great yital principle containetl in the Gth Articlu of the 
Church of England, that" Holy Scripture containeth all 
t!tillg~ l'''L'es~ary to sah'ation, :-;0 that Wb~lbocH'r is not 
read thcrein, nor may be proved tllCrc1)y, is not to be re
quire.1 of any man that it should be believed as an article 
of the (Lith, ur be thought rl"pli~itc or neCc.3sary to sal
-:ation." This i" a puillt, indeed, which PrtJtestallts seem 
to cUll"idcr almost 81 l/cL"iilud, which is taken for ~fi'((}dcd 

in C\'ery argumcnt, and which it i" thought imlJ",;~iL)le to 
deny. TIut after all, it is a most important quc;;tiol1 to con
sitlcr-On what authurity is this opinion held, and how 
can it be pl'o\'e,l to be true? It may be done ill two ways, 
positinl!J or Ilt'jotivdy-either by illterl/ell or c,rtcJ'lwl 
eyidenee-that is, either by an express declaration of 
,Strip/luc itself (t;ranting its Divine IIl~piration and 
C,\II,)Uiecl! authority) or Ly di8jJJ'Uving tllc existence of 
any of 111' I' rule of faith. But where lloes Scripture assert 
ib OW11 sufficiency as a complete record of divine reycla
tiun? I:.: therc a single pa:.:~~q;c in the Bible, which de
clares that the l('l/fll" re\'c"led truth of God is cOlltuillC,1 
ill Hi" written Word alone'? W '" an~wer, without hesi
tation, tlu're is II"! one. It is usual, indeecl, to refer to 
some remarkable declarations of :-icripture which relate to 
this suLject, allcl c~pecially to those three importallt pas
sn;;L'~, John Y. 39. Act" xvii. 11, and ~ Tim. iii. 15-17. 
But it rC'luires only a little att.ention to perceive that 
these pa:.:sage" do not establi"lt the point. The first is 
our,.Lonl'::; aclclres~ tt) the Jews-" Search the Scriptures, 
for III them ye thlllk that yo llaYO eternal life, antI they 



EXAMINATION OF TEXTS. 45 

flre they "'hich testify of me." X ow "'hat docs this pas
sage pro,'e? Simply, that the Scriptures tcstil!! of 
Chl'id, Surely tllis is not the sallle with saying that 
they contain all that God has ')"c('c(dcd to 1IIUII. 

But again, What are the Scriptures of which our 
8~LYiour f'peak~? X ot certainly the Xcw 'J'c~tament 1 

which was not written at the tirne--but t!w Olcl Tc~ta· 
ment, which was then in the hands of the Jews, 
If, then, this passage proves anything conclusive on 
this point, it evidently l'roL'cs too milch, anel therefore 
l)J'o~'es nothilig ; for if it prons that the Old 'J'l',~!:tlllCllt 
was a 811 !licicld rule of faith, then the }I,~:!U 'I\'~talllent 

mu~t he quite unnecessary, "'hich will surely nut be ad· 
mitted by any Christian. For according to tlJis mode of 
reasoning, it is arguell that because the unbelicvill:':; Je/(',c 

were required to search their own Scriptures for the 
proof of lIlIC specific truth relatillg to the Mc:,,-;i:il!, whom 
they rejected- therefore the same principle is to be 
applied and extended to otliCl' Scriptures which were not 
then iii e.risicllce, and that each illdividnal Christian is 
ohliged.to search those other ~C'riptures, in or,le1' to find 
out, not one, but erery truth in them, as the sole and infal
lible rule of faith. ~urely such an inference cannot 1)e 
fairly drawn from Gur ~aviour's words by any unprcju
diced mind. Suppose a pious book were r(;commended 
to us on this grounJ, that" it testifies of Christ," would 
anyone seriously think that such a recommendation im
plied that it contained every doctrine of Christianity on 
eyery snbject? And yet such is precisely our Sa\'iour's 
recommendation of the Old 'Testament. But it is said 
that those ~criptures contain eternal life. 'This, howc\,cr, 
is only the opinion of the J OW", on which our Lon1 pro
nounces no decisiOIl.-and even if He did, the words can 
only be understood, consistently with his own explana-
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tion, in this sense, that the study of the 1cI'iUen wor.a 
formed an excellent preparation for receiving the 1ln1Vnl· 

trll 'Vord, or divine inf'tructiul1s of Chri"t, who was the 
great su1>j;ct of all the ".Titings of Moses and tl~e Pro
phets. Ann the other passagL's referred to are precIsely of 
a similar ,'haractcr. In the pa,,~age in the Act~, we have 
simply a historical illustration of our ~,LYi()ur's rule, w.ith 
ren-ard t'l the study of the Old Testament., as preparmg 
'th: J e"'i"h mind for the reception of Christianity. We 
.are told that the Berean JeW~ "searched the Scriptures 
daily," in order to compare the predictions of the Pro
phets with the statement of the Apostle with reference 
til the mfferings of Christ, and being thus conyinced of 
the truth of the facts of the GOf'pel hi,;tor.", "many of 
them believed" the testinwny of ~t. Paul, and embraced 
all the other doctrines taught by him, not because they 
were written in the Scril'tllre,;, but because they were 
delivered to them on the authority of a teacher sent from 
God. And it i" exactly on the same principle that 
Catholics still act in reasoning with p]'l'tt'~tallt", "'hen 
they appeal to the l\ew Testament, and exhort them to 
" search the Scriptures," which tc~tify of the divine ill.
stitution of the Church of Cll!'i"t, and then to submit 
their minds to the teaching of that Church in every article 
of faith .proposed to them on divine authority. And 
once m' Ire, the A 1)( ,,,tIe Paul remin(]s his beloved'rimothy, 
that" from a child thou ha"t known the Holy Scriptures, 
'Which are able to make thee wise unto salvation, through 
faith which is in Christ J e~ 1l3." Here again, there is cer. 
t.ainly no proof, that, because young Timothy, in point of 
;t/et, wa,,; imtructed in the Old Testament, and thus pre· 
pared to recei"e the doctrines of the Gospel which were 
ojtenvol'(ls to be revealed, therefore the general prin. 
'_'ijJlc is established, that every Christian is required by his 
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own personal examination, to finel all the articles of the 
Christian Fuith in the New Testament, which was after< 
tawards to be written. For even supposing that the 
statement may include, prospectively, the Scriptures of 
the ~ ew Testament, does the Apostle a";';l'rt the prin
ciple of their complete sufficicncy /01' salvation? Does he 
not say, as the Catholic Church teaches, that they are 
profitable and useful, not that they are e.rclllsin:ly suffici
ent for all saving purposes? Indeed he clearly asserts 
the insufficiency of Scripture in the '"Cry context uf this 
passag~, in which he refers to his own oral tcachillU as 
the foundation of faith, and as di~tinctly supplc/llc/dal to 
the teaching of ~cripture, which Timothy had learned in 
his youth. 

Such is the evidence of these three passages, every 
one of which, in its immediate context, overturns the 
Protestant rule, because it refers to the teaching of 
our Lord and his Apostles, as the true ground of Chris
tian Faith, quite distinct from, and in addition to the 
testimony of Scripture. And yet these are by far 
the strongest texts which seem, in any degree, to 
favor the Protestant view. But surely, they are applied 
far beyond their legitimate interpretation, when employed 
to establish this principle, and especially when we take 
into consideration that there are other texts in which such 
an interpretation is clearly disclaimed, and wwtllcr rule 0/ 
faith laid down in Scripture itself, for it is evident that 
Holy Scripture bears testimony to its own insufficiency as a 
complete revelation of the will of God, however sufficient 
and perfect it may be with reference to all the purposes for 
which it was given. Thus the Apostle Paul exhorts the 
Thessaloninn Christians (2 Thes. ii. 15.) "Brethren, stand 
fast, and hold the -traditions which ye have been taught, 
whether by word, or our Epistle." It is perfectly clear 
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that the Apostle here refers to doct1'incs, or articles of 
faith delivered to his converts, partly by oral tcaching and 
partly by written Epistle, and it is manifestly assuming 
the question to assert, with Protestants, that, t~e 
whole doctrine of the Apostles was afterwards commIt
ted to writing in their Epistles, and that their ulHV1'ittcn 
traditions are all included iu their written letters which 
have corne down to us. This is to take for granted what 
can never be proved, and what is contrary to their own 
statements, as well as to the whole tradition of the Church 
from the beginning. Thus, again, the same Apostle com
mends the Corinthians for their attention to the same rule 
of faith, (1 Cor. xi. 2.) "I praise you, brethren, that ye 
remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances 
(traditions) ((s I delivered them to you." And so he writes 
to Timothy, (1 Tim. vi. 20.) "0 Timothy, keep that which 
is committed to thy trust," &c. The Apostle does not 
refer to the doctrines of Christianity as contained in any 
written documents, but as delivered by Iris own immediate 
instl'llctioll, not to each individual member of the Church, 
nor to the entire congregation, but to one individual, who 
was appointed to preside over it, as responsible for the 
Rouls committed to his charge. And thus he addresses 
him again, (2 Tim. i., 13, 14, "Hol(l fast the form of 
sound words which thou hast heard oj me, in faith and 
love which is in Christ Jesus. That good thing which 
was committed unto thee keep by the Holy Ghost which 
dwelleth in us." Here is the vcry principle of Catholic 
unity, the divine authority oftlw Ohurch, teaching under 
the infallible guidance of the Holy Ghost, according to 
the original standard of Christian doctrine, through the 
constant succession of Bishops and Pastors. For we 
observe th~t shortly after he had laid down this principle, 
he extends It to futurc ages, when he says, (2 Tim. ii., 2,) 
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( The 'things which thou hast beard of me among many 
witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men, who 
shall be able to teach others also." We have no reference 
here to his own EpistleR, or to any other part of the New 
Testament, as forming the foundation of doctrine. It is 
the oral teacldng of the Church, not by any private in
spiration, but. hy the perpetual presence of the Holy 
Spirit, which is every where declared to be the true test 
of Apostolical doctrine, and thus We are exhorted to "con
tend earnestly for the faith which was once delive1'ed to 
the Saints," not in the writings of the New Te~tament, 
which was not completed at that time, but in the infallible 
teaching of the Apostles, as preserved in the constant 
tradition of the Catholic Church. Thus we see that the 
independent existence of Apostolical Tradition, as a rule 
of faith, is dearly rreognised, ev-en in Holy Scripture 
itself, and conseque~tly that the idea of the Bible being 
the only rule of faith, was altogether unknown to the 
primitiv'C Church. Protestants often argue as if the 
Catholic Church founded her doctrines on some part i
-cmar texis of Scripture, which they think are capaLle of 
a dijJe1Y-nt interpretation, whereas the truth is, that the 
Catholic doctrine was in existence long before those texts 
were written, and therefore the texts are to be explained 
by the iWctrine, and not the doctrine by the ie.rts. Thus, 
for instance, with respect to the doctrine of the Holy 
Eucharist, it is commonly supposed that the Catholic 
'View is found'ed entirely on the literal interpretation of 
the saD red words of institution----;-" This is my body-this 
is my blood." But this is certainly a very imperfect state
ment of the question; for surely there was some doctrine 
on the subject held Qrr the first Christians before the date 
of St. Matthew·'s Gospel, when the history of the in"titu
bon was first committed to writing. It is clear then, 

4 
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that the Primitive doctrine of the Eucharist was not de
rived from the K ew Testament, but from an independent 
~ourC<3 of revelation-the oral instruction::; of our Divine 
Redeemer The question i"l then, What was this primi. 
tiye doctrine? and on this point we have the concurrent 
testimony of all antiquity, confirmed by historical evi
dencc, and proycd by divine authority, that the· doctrine 
of tIle Primitive Church W;:8 the same as the doctrine of 
the Catholic Clmrcll ill the present day, and therefore 
the Ollly true interpretation of the words of institution 
is that which agrees with the doctrine of the Church as 
held fi'om the beginning. 

The Catholic Faith is derived, not directly from the wri
tings of the Apostles.1J1lt from their teaching, delivered and 
pre~l'ryctl by the infalliLle guidance of the Holy Ghost, 
and therefore, "'hen Catholics appeal to Scripture, it is 
not so much for the proof as for the conjirnwtion of doc
trine ((7(('I1(7!! p1'oL'cd by Divine Tradition. For tile Bible 
j~ not the book in which these doctrines were originally 
/cvculcd and delivered to the Church, but it is a collec
tion (jf inspired documents, containing a series of authen
tic records illustrating the external progress of Chris
tianity in the world, and including frequent allusions to 
the internal doctrines of our holy religion. 'l'hiB is not 
a mere opinion, but a plain fact, which it is impossible to 
deny. And the whole system of Christianity would have 
been 1'I'cci8e7y the 8ame at the present day, if the New 
TlSilf lIIe lit lwd never been uritten at all. This is, indeed, 
e;xactly the case supposed by St. Irenams in the latter 
part of the 2nd century, in opposition to the heresies of 
his time, and we find the modern Catholic liDe of argu
ment fully adopted by him, and a few years afterwards by 
Tertullian, in which they both appeal to the constant 
Tmdition of the Clw)"ch; and the unbroken s:uccessiQ'II..e{ 
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Bishops from the Apostles, in refutation of the doctrines 
of hereticR, "'ho always appealed to tJlei1" Olcnil/tapre
tation of SC1'IjtU1"e, in opposition to the doctrine of the 
CatllOlic Church. It is often said, indeed, that oral tradi
tiOIr is a Ycry uncertain ground of faith, as being so liable 
to corruption and misapprehension, and that, even if 
afterwards committed to writing, still the faith of Chris
tians does not rest on the Fathers and CounciL, of tIle 
Church, but on the infallible Word of Gael. All this is 
perfectly true, and the objection is founded on a total 
mistake as to the Catholic doctrine on the subject. In 
fact, we fully admit that oral tradition is not u gro/lnd of 
faitlitpt all to 'us, but only the medium through which the 
doctrines of the Apostles were originally ddin:red to the 
Church, and suusequently 1"ecordec~ by the Fathers and 
Councils. These are not the sources, but the channels of 
Apostolical doctrine-t.he source ;tsclf is dh'il/eiwclutioll, 
3J1d we rely upon the promises of infallible lJuidu w'e by 
which the Church is effectually preserved from all error, 
and therefore we receive all tlte doctrines taught by her, 
whether written or unwritten, as of divine authority, in 
whatever 'way they may have been first communicated to 
the Church, or in wlwtel"er depository of truth they may 
now be contained. It is the office of the Chul'l:h to pre
serve an~ to teach them with i11fallible certaildp, and for 
this office she is fully qualified by the dirille Frcsclice of 

, the Holy Ghost, and therefore we believe these doctrines, 
not because the Fathers, or Councils, or Popcs in their 
human capacity, teach them as credible witnesses to a 

fact, but because God teaches them by His own voice 
speaking to us in His Church. The gTOund of Ollr faith 
i$ not human testimony, but divine authority. It is, then, 
a plain matter of fact, that our blessed Lord laid 
the foundation of His ChtJrch on earth by the preach. 
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ing of the Apostles, in accordance with His own com· 
mand-"Go ye into all tlle world, and I'IT:tch the Gospel 
to eycry crcature,"-" teaching them to 01 ':,CITe all 
tlliIlYS;r1/(rtsOC1'CI' I hl(('c commlllldnl YOll," "Te find 
from t1te Ads of the c\.l'0~tlc~, that th'y l'roct'c(led to 
fulfil their commission, and thus the unu')'ittclI Word was 
certainly thefi1'st nde o( faith to the primitive Chri~tians; 
and ,,,!Jen the lCritten Irunl wa~ a(tem'((/'ds (((hll'd to it, 
it cannot surely be maintained that the autllOrity of the 

101'111('/' was 8ulJer8cdc(1 ur l//('rljcd illtl) the latter-and 

both t(J~fdlJcr continued to exi~t in lJl,rfi,ct harmony with 
each ((tllt!r, the former including tlJO latter, Lut the latter 
not illcImling the former. It mll~t bc remembered that 
our 1dC'"sccl ~a\"i((ur ga\"c no dirt'diuns to IIi" Apos
tIcs about writing a book at all, and thereforl' it i" not to 
be expected that a complete collectiun of tIll' doctrines 
of Cbri~ti:tnity ,,",lS to -Lt! found in allY book, written by 
the AI",stles themselves, But let us bridly mJalyse the 
contl'lIb of the X l'\\" Tbtament. That ~acrell Book 
cOll"ists of four parts-the Gospcls, Act,;, Epistles, and 
Revelation. Xow, in which of these parts might we ex
I'ed to fiud a full account of Christian doctrine and prac
tice? ?\ut in the G,,,,l'l'ls or memoirs of our ~a\'i()ur's 
life awl death, for our bles~cd Lord did nut reveal the 
whole system of Christianity to his Apustlu,,·during his 
per~(lnal milli~try 011 earth, but reserved it for the day 
of Pentecost, when the Holy Ghost entered upon 
His office as the Divine Teacher of the Church' and , 
1Jcsi(ll''', wc know tbat the Gospeh contain Lut a small 
portion of our Sayiuur'" instructions, as we are in
formed by St. J()hn. ?\ or is such an account to be 
found in the Acts of the ~\.postles, which consist chiefly 
of hi",torical fragment,;, without professing to contain 
-any new statement of doctrine. And surely we cannot 
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look for it in the Book of Revelation, which consists 
almost entirely of a prophetical vision of future events 
in the history of the Church. There remain only the 
Epistles, chiefly written by St. Paul, and what place 
do they hold among the inspired records of Chris
tianity? We find, indeed, that the Apostles wrote 
several Epiiiltles to different Churches and individuals, 
as occasion required - some of these Epistles have 
have been lost, while others have been preserved,-and in 
them we find various incidental allusions to the principal 
tloctrines of the Gospel, as well as other directions, some 
of a local and personal nature, others of a general and 
permanent character-but surely the very circumstances 
of the case preclude the expectation of a direct and for
mal statement of the whole system of Ohristian tndh, 
as these letters were not written for the purpose of teach
ing the doctrines of religion for the first time, but with 
the view of affording instruction and edification O~l vari
ous points of faith and practice to those who already believ
ed them. There is not the slightest intimation that these in
spired writings profess to treat of every article of the Chris
tian Faith, that they contain a complete Body of Divinity, 
or that any doctrine is to be rejected merely becau8e it is 
not to be found in them. They evidently pl'esuppose a 
full acquaintance with the doctrines of Christianity on the 
part of the persons to whom they are addressed, and 
without a previous knowledge of these doctrines, the 
Bible is really like a text 'without a context-having noth
ing to explain or elucidate its meaning. It is generally 

. assumed, without any proof whatever, that all the doc
trines of Christianity were afterwards committed to 
writing by the Apostlills. This, however, is a mere gra
tuitous hypotheRis-and like all such speculations, ought 
to be fairly tested on philo.sophical principles. One of 
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the most important of these tests is, that the proposed 
hypothesis l!1U~t soln~ all the phenomena, and account 
for all the facts of the case. Apply this rule to the Pro
testant theory, amI what is the result'? 'Vhat are the 
fact,.; to be accounted for? There are yarious doctrines 
and practices, not to be found in Scripture, which have 
been received 11)' the Church from it~ earliest ages 
as Apo"tolical Tt:aditions-the Apostle" theJU,;elve:'l, in 
their 'Hitten El'i~tll's, confirm thi~ explallation by their 
allusions to tbe unwritten Traditions which they deli
yered til the Cburches-the Fathers of the Church 
unanimously atte~t the existence of those Trac1itiolls and 
their divine authority. "\\That has become of the Tradi
tions of tllC Al'0,;tles? Were all the Fathers mi"taken? 
'Vas the whole, Church deceive,I'? How can we account 
for the origin of thc~e Traditions, and their uniyersal 
reception in the Church'? These are difficulties which 
are utterly inexplicable on the Protestant hypothesis, 
but which are solved at once on the principles of the 
Catholic C!lUrch. 

The truth is that Scripture itself is properly in
cluded under the name of Divine or Apostolical Tradition, 
which comprehends all that has been ,1clin~re,1 to us 
by the Church from the Apostles, whether in the form of 
written documellts, or of the general doctrines of Chris
tianity; hut we ::;lmll search in vaill through all the 
reconl,; of C'hri"tian antiquity for any proof that the 
early Chri~tialls regarded the Bible as tllC only rule of 
faith, or that such a principle was ever held by the 
Church of Christ for 1500 years after the days ~f the 
Apostles. It is quite true that many of the Fathers speak 
in the llighest terms (as Catholics do now) of the value, 
and even the perfection) of the Holy Scriptures; but it 

ust be remembered that such general expressions are 
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merely of a relative nature, as asserting the infinite ex
cellency of the inRpired writings ahove all books of 
human composition, and cannot be understood as exclu
ding any other source of divine revelation, or as affirm
ing the complete sufficiency of the written Word for the 
guidance of the Church, much less of individual Chris
tians. And that such was the real meaning of these 
statementR, is evident from the fact, that those very Fa
thers who most highly commend the Sacred ScrilJtures 
are frequently those who most strongly assert the neces
sity of Tradition as a divine rule of faith, not only for 
the right interpretation of Scripture, but as a distinct 
source of doctrine and practice, thus showing that while 
they held (as the Church always· holds ) that nothing is to 
be believed that is contrary to Scripture, they did not 
hold (as Protestants now hold) that nothing is to be be
lieved, that is not contained in Scriptnre, as they expressly 
declared that the Traditions of the Apostles are to be 
Ieceiyed as of equal authority with their Writings. Such 
was the general language of the Christian Church in 
every age-and it was not till the sixte'enth century that 
a new principle was announced as the foundation of 
faith, when it was declared that "Holy Scripture con
taineth all things necessary to salvation." And it is cer
tainly an unquestionable historical fact, that the first 
Christian Churches were founded and organized by the 
Apostles, in complete possession of all the doctrines of 
Christianity, before a single line of the New Te-slament was 
ever committed to writing~nothing is more clear than thi,:, 
that the Ohurch, and not the Bible, was the rule of (ailh to 
these Christiltns--no addition wail made to their faith by 
the completion of the Canon of Scripture-it was cer
tainly not true, befo~e the New Testament was written, 
(and yet this is the period to which all the texts alleged 
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in proof of it refer) that all saving truth is contained in 

~criptul'l', for tlJell Chri:ltianity would have heen use
le,;,;-it wa" nut trne, en'll (Ill Prote_~tallt principles, 

while the Xew 'j\,,,t:lIl1ent Wa:l in jll'(I!jJ'('ss, or before all 

it" btl\lb were writtclI, fur these euutained only a lJClTt 

oftllC ('ltri"tian RCJvelatiun, and it relllain~ to be ~ll(Jwn, at 
lI:hll! j'uiu(l thi" proposition did {)ccome true, or how it 

could ttl' {l'Iie III (j!lt' tilllC, if it Wl're wA {i'li-C al (wotlier 
tillll'. nl':,itlL~", it i,; irnl'u""ible to dellY that, aftt'r alL the 
('anon of Scripture can uuly be settled by i,!/idliUe au
tllO"ity, for if it rest" ull l'ril"ate \Ipillioll, or on any human 

<lutllilrity, we CHlllltit be "nrc that we have tlw authentic, 
infallilJle \\'onlof Gut!. And yC'l this \\';t" c(~rtailJly not 

dOlw by tIle Al'ustlc", nor for a cOllsilleralJle timo after 

the death of all the Apo"tle,.;. "'here, tllCn, did we 

get the Bible, and on what authority do we receive 

j? 'Ye gut it from the (jutlwlic Cloucli, which has 

delivt.TeLI tu ns the Hilly ;-O:cril'tUrt.':', tog:ctltc'r with the 

Divil.lt, tnulitiolJ'; of the Apustle,;-yd Pl otestallt" ucccpt 

11C (in a mutilated form) while they 1'(;11'1'1 the otlu'!", 
tlltlugh botlt rL'~till~- on tllB same ((1I11(or-ity of the Church. 

It i" well kl1(1\\"ll tllat the several parb uf ;-:cri~)tllre were 
not culleded into (1IlL' \"( Ilume in early times, and therefore 

Wl' fill\l that \"arillu,; lll1uk_-; were received by some of the 

Clmrehes and rejectt "J Ly other", befure the CatllUlic 

CllUn:1t had prolloultce t.! allY .Ieci"itlll uti their n.'"I'CC~ 
ti\"(, elaims; Lut it does not aprear that tho Cauull 

of ;-O:cripture "-a,; fixed and defined ily tlle Cimrch till 

the c1u,;u of the fourth century, aulI afterward" finally 
confirmed l)y the Decree of Pope GdlsillS and th~ 
Council of Rome, ill the end of the fifth century. This 

i" all Ule (wtlwi'it!} that P/'olcstwds now haL'c for the 

111:-;l'iration of the Xl'\\" Testament, and thus they tacitly 
admit the IutallilJility of the Church} at a period wheD

J 
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according to their own adllli""ion, all the elements 
of Roman doctrine were generally prevalent in the Chris
tian world. It i" quite plain, then, both in principle and 
in fact, that the Bible is fuuml('rl 011 the Church, (/ lid ilut 
the Church on the Bible-the BillIe derives all its autho
rity from the sanction of the Church, without which it is 
of no authority whatever as a stnllllanl of religiuu" doc. 
trine. The faith of Protestants is 1'J'<!/c8s.:d1!J founded on 
the Inspiration of ~cripture, but this does not determine 
wlwt books are to be regarded as the compolleHt part.~ of 
~cripture-and yet the Canon of ~CTil'ture i" certainly 
founded on the Infallibility of the Church, wllich is 
therefore the ultimate ground uf all faith. For if we 
receive the Canon of Scripture on tlll~ authority or te"ti· 
mOllY of the Church of Ellglaml, and if the Church of 
England receives it again on the antllllrity or testimony 
of the ancient Church, or of ancient Ecclesiastical ,ui
ter~, then it follows, that the Canon of Scripture rl'"t~, on 
Protestant principles, ~erely on a lUll/Ifill, hi8toriwl, amI 
consequently, fallible authority or testimony, and tlll're
fore there can be no certainty as to the Insl'iratilln of the 
book itseTj; much less ')f the pl'intic illtel'Prclutiu/i of that 
book, which forms the ground of Prote,.;tant doctrine, so 
that Protestants reject the foundation, while they rc/uin 
only a part of the sUjil'i'stl'llciul'c, held together by such 
loose materials, that the entire bnilLling is in C()jJ~taIlt 

danger of falling to the ground. The great St. Augustine 
has left us an enumeration of the books of ~LTil'turL', 
which includes the same catalogue as that now reo 
ceived by tlIC Catholic Church, and he elsewhere em
phatically declares-" I would not believe the GU'"'l'el, 
unless the authority of the Church had persuaded me"
thus asserting this· one principle, as the foundation of all 
faith. And it follows that we lu(L'l; Just the same author 
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1'ity (or reccicillU the Council qf Trent, as jar receiving the 
Canon o( Sc)'iptuJ'c-the interval of time makes no mate 
rial differel;ce, for both eyents took place long altcr the 
death of the 'illspiJ'cd Apostles, and both reRt entirely on 
the divine authority of the Church-indeed the argu
ment i,; mnch stronger in the lor-mel' case than in the 
luttel', as applied to the Protestant Canon-for it is an 
important fltCt,'that the Protestant Canon cloes not agree, 
in all ib parts, with the Sacred Books enumerated by any 
one ancient Council (II' Father of the Clll'i~tian Church-
it is compn~c',l of a fusion of materialR, derived from J ew
ish and various Christian sources, finally settled by the 
authority of Luthl:r, (though at first he rejected the 
Epistle of :-:t. .James, and probahly also the Apocalypse) 
while the Catholic or Tridentine Canon is precisely 
the same with that previously defined in the General 
Council of Florence in U3!), and contains the same 
books which lmd been adopted by the Third Council 
of Carthage in 3!)7, which were afterwards gene
rally receivod by the lTniversal Church for nearly 1200 
ycarR before the adoption of the Canon of Luther. In
deed the Canon of Scripture was not settled by the 
Church of England till the year 1563, when the list of 
Canonical Books was first inserted in the 6th Article. 
It is evident that, till this period, there was no distinction 
made between theRe books and those now called Apocry
phal, and accordingly we find that the latter are fre
'luently qnoted ill the Homilies as inspired Scripture, 
and one of ib books expreRsly described as "the infal
lible and ulldecei vable Word of Gud "-ancl yet the 35th 
Article approyes ofthese Homilies as containing a " godly 
and wholesome doctrine," while the 6th Article con
demns the doctrine taught by them on this suhject~ 
These boob, then, were con"idered as Canonical by the 
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Protestant Church of England during the reign of Edward 
VI., and the early part of the reign of Queen Elizabeth, 
but have since been placed on a different list,and this differ
ence accounts for the circumstance of their appointment 
as Lessons to be read in Churches on several occasions, 
in the Book of Common Prayer. All these appointments 
were made within the period here referred to-the last 
selection of Apocryphal Lessons having been introduced 
into the Prayer Book in the year 1559, before the publi
cation of the Thirty-nine Articles, and the final settlement 
of the Protestant Canon of Scripture. 

Thus we find that the rule of faith laid down by our 
Lord Himself, the practice of the Apostles, the structure 
of the New Testament, the assertions of Scripture itself, 
and the constant teaching of the Church-all internal and 
external evidence-tend to overthrow the principle, that 
the Bible is the sole foundation of all Christian doc
trine. And we may observe that, in point of fact, 
there is no Protestant Church or sect whatever, which 
has consistently applied this principle, and founded its 
system of doctrine on Scripture alone. The Church of 
England, indeed, adopts the principle in theory, but is 
unwilling to apply it in practice. Take, for instance, the 
case of Infant Baptism. Where is there any command 
or example of this nature to be found in the New Testa_ 
ment? It is vain to insist upon the analogy between 
Circumcision and Baptism, with those who totally deny 
its existence-it is vain to insist upon the necessity of 
Regeneration, with those who deny the instrumentality 
of Baptism for this purpose-it is vain to insist upon 
the probability of Infants being included in the house
holds baptized by \he Apostles, when we have no direct 
proof of the fact-and it is vain to insist upon the universal 
practice of the Church, when the appeal is made to Scrip-
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ture alone The truth is, that, on this prilli'il'h', the Bap
ti~ts h:1H clearll' the beilt of the argnJllcnt, while all 
Prutl'~tallt l).:d,~bapti~ts are evidently in('l)l1~i"b"llt with 
their own rule. In the Rubric at the ewl of the Bap
tismal (Jllicc' in the Prayer Book, it is ucclan:d that Ii it 
i" certaiu 11.\" GI"1'" 'Vord, that children which are bap
tised, ,lyillg 1ll'fllrl~ they conimit actual sin, arc undoubt
edly Ravl'.]." Thi~ is, indl'cel, an extrall[',linary state_ 
ment, with reference to the authllrity ,Ill wllich it is 
founded. Of course it is perfectly true, in the Catholic 
SCllse of ,. GII.]'S 'YorrI" as inclmling AjllI"tllli,:al Tradi
tion, but if tlli" expreRsi,m he used in the Protestant 
SCll~(', a,: rl'felTill~ to Holy :-:.:ripturl', it is cyident that 
there i" no real fllun.]atillll for it, as there i" no allusion 
,,,batcH'r to such a doctrine in tllC Bi1,L·. -:-:u it is, 
again, with the ollservance of the first dr/!! of the Icee7;, 
instead of the J C'wl"h :-:ablJath. What authority ll:lye we 
fur the clmll.~'c, in the X ew TC"t:tllll'llt? ); one what eyer. 
'Ve rc·",l, indee,l, uf the Chri"tian,; mcdillc;' t,,!-;'dlH'r on 
that .]<1.\', aIHI of a I'ertain collection appoillt.~,1 to be made 
on that da:-. and "'e read tllat :-:t. Julm "wa" ill the :-:l'irit 
on the LU]'fL Day." But what ha\"e tl1\>.-,o allil,i"ll'; to 
do with tIle "],,j'rY:llIce of the :-:alll,atl1? It is said, 
lwwc\"l'r. tllat the :-:al,]l:1th was clmng~.] from the ,;cyenth 
day to tll(' firi;t day of the week. Tlti" is ("('i'taillly the fact 
-but ,,',. wallt to know 11)" whrd authorit!! thi, change was 
un.]e, and un thi" point, a,., well as the fact itself, :-:f"l'ip
ture i, entirely,ill'llt. Xo satisfact()rY n~:l,.;un ("all be 
gi\"Cll, on l'r()tc',tant principles, why th~ ~C\"l~lltlt clay is 
not still to be kept holy, according to the (" illllll:llI,llllent 
(If GII'l, or ,\"hy allY other day should be fll'ser\"('d in its 
place, if the Jewish Sabbath has been abolit;hed by 
the Uu,;pel of (,lH'i"t. Whatever, then, lllay be the au
tllOrity for the change) one thing is certain) tl:rtt there is 
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no foundation for it in the Bible.-We may further 
take the case of Episcopacy, as an example of the 
same kind. It may be said, that this can be clearly 
proved from the Epistles to Timothy and Titus, and it 
must be admitted that there are some traces of it 
to be found in those Epistles. But, however clear this 
may be to English Churchmen, it is not so to Presby. 
terians and other Dissenters, all of whom think they can 
find their own system described there. The truth is, 
that whatever intimations of these practices there may 
be in the New Testament, to those who have already 
learned them from other sources, they are not really 
founded on Scripture at all, but on the divine authority 
of the Apostolical Traditions, on which ground they are 
received by the Catholic Church. It is impossibly, in· 
deed, on Protestant principles, to settle many important 
questions which are not clearly decided in Scripture, 
especially those relating to the temporary or permanent 
obligation of various practices. For instance,. why do 
Protestants rrject the practice of Extreme Unction, en· 
joined by St. James? (ch 5, v H.) (It was indeed autho· 
rised by Parliament in the 1st Book of Edward VI., but 
repealed in the 2nd Book.) Or that of washing one anoth· 
er's feet, enjoined by our Lord himself? (John xiii. 14.)
or the p1'ohibition of the use of blood, decreed by the A pos· 
tIes, (Acts xv. 29.)-01' of water, forbidden by St. Paul, 
(1 Tim. v. 23.)-or the unlawfulness of an oath, forbidden 
by our Lord and St. James, (Matt. v. 34, James v. 12.)
or the commltnity of goods, practised by the first Chris· 
tians, (Acts ii. 44. )-or the salutation witl~ a ki8S of chao 
rity, enjoined by the Apostles, (Rom. xvi. 16, 1 Peter v. 
14.)-or the gift of miraculous powers~ as possessed by 
the Primitive C1!urch? (Mark xvi. 17, 1 Cor. xii. 10.) 
And again, 'Yhy do Protestants generally retain Baptism 
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and the Eucharist, and some of them, Oonfirmation? Are 
these Sacraments necessary to salvation, or not? Why do 
they not administer the Eucharist as well as Baptism to 
Infants, as the Greek Church still does? How can they 
prove that Baptism is only to be administered Oilce, and the 
Eucharist ti'equently, to the same persons? Why do they 
still preserve. the Order of lJIiltisters in their congrega
tions? and why do they build Ohurches at all for public 
worship? There is no Scr~)tural authority for observing 
some of tllc~e things, and neglecting OthCTS. The Bible 
makes no such distinction petween them, and thus, Pro
testants, by their very inconsistency, tacitly admit the 
necessity of some other rulc than that of Script UTe alone, 
while, instead of .J')!lowill'J the Bible, they really make the 
Biblefollow tlIC/II.C;Clt·C8, by accommodating it to their own 
preconceiyed opinions. Weare frequently recommend. 
ed, indeed, to i"ttllly the Bible alone, with an unpre
judiced mind, without any previous system of doc
trine, il). order to know the whole will of God. But 
it may be safely u:"scriell, that this iil a rule which 
is never adopted by Protestants, all of whom have 
received the first elements of religious knowledge 
from the teaching of parents, or the lessons of a Cate
chism, or some other human system, so that the mind is 
alrcady occupied with some form of doctrine, to which 
the Bible is afterwards submitted. Indeed, we may ven
ture to say that this rule is quite irnpracticaLle, except, 
perhaps, in some extraordinary cases, in which persons 
have never haJ the opportunity of any religious instruc
tion whatever, and certainly it is not desiraLle in such 
cases, for many obvious reasons. But the truth is that , 
before we can derive our religion from the Bible alone 
on Protestant principles, there are many important and 
difficult questions first to be settled. We must be sure 
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that it contains the pure Word of God-that we have the 
genuine text in' all its integrity, nothing added, altered, 
or omitted, notwithstanding all the various readings of 
different MSS. and Versions-that every part of every 
book is divinely inspired-that the English 'l'ranslation is 
perfectly correct (though it was made in the very infancy 
of Biblical criticism, and not from the present standard 
texts of the Hebrew Bible and Greek Testament,)-and 
further, that we are fully competent to arrive at the true 
interpretation of the Sacred Y olume by our own reason 
and common sense, or by immediate inspiration of the 
Spirit of God. All this, and much more, if; necessary for 
every individual who is re~;olyed to act on the principle 
of private judgment in forming his religious Creed from 
the Bible. And, after all, supposing him to be quite capa
ble of assuming this responsibility, where is the exercise 
of faith in all this mental process? Faith is believing 
God, and" without faith it is impossible to please Go<1." 
What, then, is the object of faith? K ot, surely, the mere 
text or letter of Scripture, which is .only the external form 
of expression, but the true doctrine or meaning of Scrip
ture, which is involved in the text. But how can any 
one be sure that he has ascertained the true meaning of 
Scripture, unless every private Christian is personally 
infallible; and how is it possible to reconcile the certainty 
of faith with the right of private Judgment ? There may, 
indeed, be human opinion and conJecture and p?'obribility, 
but there cannot be divine faith in such a principle, 
according to which human reason is the only judge of 
divine revelation, and the final court of appeal from the 
decisions of the Church in every subject of controversy. 
Divine truth is ~ecognised, only as it appears to the mind 
of each individual, not as it exists in the mind ·of God. 
And yet it is evident that every argument in favor of 
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private judgment is capable of an infinitely stronger ap?li
cation in favor of CMwcn autlw1'itV in the interpretahon 
of Scripture, for if a single individual be supposed capa~ 
ble of undertaking this task successfully, by virtue of 
his superior learning and piety, how much more confi
dence is justly due to the result of the collective wisdom 
of a learned and pious body of men, when applied to the 
same suhject, even without considering the promises of 
Divine guidance by the teaching of the Holy Ghost! 
And, with these promises, are we not fully justified in 
placing the most unlimited confidence in the teaching cf 
the Chureh? Which, then, is the safest course? Which has 
the l{'((st difficultie8? to trust the guidance of an infallibl6 
Teaclta, or of our own fallible opinion in matters of reli. 
gion? And, even supposing there may be any possi. 
bility of doubt as to the Infallibility of the' Church, 
we ask, What advantage is gained by rejecting the assist- ' 
ance of the Church of God, and assuming that each 
individual is wiser than the whole body? None, surely, 
but the liberty of erring, and the danger of falling 
into some fatal heresy. And such have always been 
the lamentable consequences of private opinion, applied 
to the Word of God. It cannot be otherwise, from the 
very constitution of tbe human mind. There never can 
be " one faith" in the Church, without an absolute sub
mission to divine authority. The inevitable tendency of 
Protestant principles, both in theory and practice, must 
always be to Socinianism and Infidelity, and it "is utterly 
ImpossiLle, on these principles, to refute any heresy what
ever. For surely one man's opinion, in the abstract . , , 
IS qUite as good as anotlte1"s,and where there is 
a diff~1"~nce of ,opinion as to the meaning of Scripture, 
how IS. It possIble to, decide the question betwe~;m them 
without the appointment of an Infallible Judge? With. 
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out this) every doctrine of the Bible is an open question, 
there is no real difference between truth and elTor all , 
religion is a mere matter of opinion, and consequently n 
mere matter of indifference, which must lead to universal 
scepticism. It is strange, indeed, that Protestallts should 
allow themselves to be deceived with such palpable soph
istry as that which is involved in the appeal to ~cripture, 
for it. is rwt Scripture itself, but the irderp?'elation of ",crip
ture which forms the ground of this appeal, and how can 
any human fallible inte1pretation of Scripture be regarded 
as an article of faitlt? Still, it· is sa.id, that some doctrine~ 
of Scripture are necessary to salvation, and othe)'s are 
not. But what right have we to reject any part of God's 
revealed truth, and to draw our own distinctions on the 
subject? Anel, after all, granting this prin~iple, the 'lue,,· 
tion is, who is to apply it, and to distinguiRh between 
things essential and non-e.ssential? Let any number of 
Protestantllt try the experiment of drawing up a list of 
such doctrines, and it will be seen at once, how widely 
they differ ,from each other, while they stake their eter
nal salvation on such a principle. One man reads the 
Bible, and sees there the doctrine of the Trinity, while 
another cannot see it-one man sees the doctrine of Trull· 
8u6stantiation there, but another cannot see it-one mall 
sees Seven Sacraments there"another sees only Two, while 
another sees none at all. Is then the imperfect viRion of 
each individual the only Rtalldard in matters of f~lith '! 

Caii it be really believed, that the truth of the doctrine 
of the Trinity depends, in any degree, on the genuineness 
of the Codex Montfortianus (in the Library of Trinity 
College, Dublin) the only important one containing the 
celebrated Greek text; 1 John v. 7,8? Or that the ·doctrine 
'of the Divinity of tJhrist depends on the high magnifying 
powers- of the microscope 'applied M the Codex .Alexan
drinus (in the British Museum) in order to determine. the. 

5 
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original reading of 1 Tim. iii. 16, in .that ancient MS., and 
wlJich it is now impossible to a"certam? And how can any 
Protestant make an act of (aith in divine revelation, when 
each one maintains hi" own interpretation of Scripture to 
be the only true one, though directly contrary to all 
othere? Surely there must be something essentially wrong 
in such a principle which can lead men into such differ· 
ent conclusions on the fundamental doctrines of religion, 
and ",hich has always been the fruitful source of a 1 
here~ie~ in every age of the Church. 

From all these con~iderations, then, we must come to the 
(")Ilcll\~ion, tllat tlwre is no real foundation for the opinion, 
that the Bible is the only source of revelation, or the only 
rule of faith to Christians. We find that the pa""ages of 
~criptl1re alleged in proof of it are totally insufficient to 
estaLlish the principle, while the e.rtsfcllCC of a definite 
,,-,"stelll of Christian doctrine, distinct from Scripture, in 
every "llcecs,.;iYe period, is a jrld which is "utterly irre. 
concileable with it, aud consequently it must be regarded 
merely as a human tradition, ullfmpported by Scripture, 
and cnlltrary to all hi~torical ('vidence. The rule of faith 
preseril)ed hy our blessed Redeemer was the authoritative 
teaching of a perpetual succession of Pastors in his 
Church; and it i~ evident that this rule has never since 
been altered or modified by any su],~e(!uent rule, that it 
was not intended to he of a local or temporary nature, to 
continue in force till the publication of the New Testa
ment, but of universal and permanent obligation, "till 
the end of the world." And yet tlJi,.; rule, appointed by 
the Divine Head of the Church, is virtually rejected by 
Prute,.;tanb, and another rule, which is never mentioned 
by Him, is substituted in its place. For it is perfectly 
clear, that the X ew Testament was not the cause but the 
~tJect of Christianity, whieh had been previously estab
ligllC I by the preaching of the Apostles; and though our 
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kn'Owledge of the facts of sacred history may be derived 
from these written documents, yet our faith in the doc
trines contained in them must be founded on the same 
divine authority on which we recei\·c the New Testament 
as an inspired book-the authority of the Church of 
Christ acting under the guidance of the Holy Spirit. 

What, then, is the true foundation of {aifh, according 
to the Catholic Church? It is THE WORD OF GOD, con
taining the whole revelation of His will, whether commit
ted to Icriting by the Apostles, or deliyered by their 
teaching to the Fniversal Church. All that God has re
waled is the proper object of faith, without reference to 
the mode of communication, but to the divine authority 
on which it is founded. 'Vhether it be ~V'i'itten /;r IUI

u:riffcll, whether it be uttered by a voice from Heaven, 
or under the immediate inspiration of the IToly Ghost, or 
by a direct vision or revelation from above, or by the 
message' of an Angel, or in any other possible way,-if 
God has spoken, it is quite enough. It i~ usual, however, 
for the sake of perspicuity, to consider the whole Wora 
of God as consisting of two parts-the one written, amI 
the other unwrittell, that is to say-ScRIPTURE AND TR.\
DITION. It is a common mistake among Protestants, to 
suppose that Tradition relates to something of human 
origin, whereas nothing is received by C'utbulic:<, a~ an 
artide of faith, but what is retwdcd by God, and pro
posed by the Church to all her members. Mueh confu
sion, indeed, has arisen from the various senses in which 
the word is employed. Sometimes it is used with refer
ence to doctrines, and sometimes to ceremonies. Sometimes 
it relates to the so/tree from whence the doctrine is de
rived and sometimes only to the chan11el through which it 
is transmitted. Traditions are generally divided by The
ologians into three classes-Divine, Apostolical, and Eccle' 
siastical-the two former relating to WJcb'ines, and the 
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latter to ceremonies only. Divine Traditions are those 
taught by our Lord himself-Apostolical Traditions are 
those taught by His Apostles. But as both classes, though 
originally delivered in a separate form, were committed 
to the Church by the Apostles, they are both us",ally in
dUlled under the name of Apostolical. We find this dis
tinction recognized by the Council of Trent, in its remark· 
able" Decree on the Canonical Scriptures," (Fourth Ses
sion) in which the whole Rule of Faith is clearly defined in 
the following language :-" This Sacred, (Ecumenical, and 
General Council of Trent, lawfully assembled in the 
Holy Spirit, and presided over by the three Legates of 
tho Apostolic See, having this object perpetually in 
yjew, that, errors being removed, the real purity of the 
Gospel may be preserved in the Church; which, promised 
aforctime by the Prophets in the Holy Scriptures, our· 
Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, first proclaimed witlt 
His own mouth, and then commanded to be preached by his 
Apostles to every creature, as the source of all saving 
truth and moral instructiou-knowing also, that this truth 
and instruction are contained in the written books, and in 
the umvl'itien traditions, ,yhich, having been received 
from the mouth of Christ Himself by the Apostles, or rrorl~ 
the ~lpo8tlt'8 tl/l'iJlselucs under the dictation ofthe Holy Spirit 
have been handed down and transmitted to us--fdlowing 
the example of the orthodox Fathers, receives and vene
rates with equal sentiments of piety and reverence, all the 
books, both of the Old and New Testament since one God 
was the Author of them both, and also the Traditions them
selYes, relating both to faith and to morals, inasmuch as 
they have been orally delivered by Christ., or dictated by 
the Holy Spirit, and preserved in continual succession in 
the Catholic Church." This is the pnblio declaration of 
t he C~urch in her l~s: General Council. ButT although the 
wo hnds of TradItIOnal doctrine are thus technically 
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distinguished, we find them included under the same 
term in the Creed of Pope Pius IV. "I most firmly 
admit and embrace the Apostolical and Ecclesiastical Tra
ditions, and other observances and constitutions of the 
Roman Church." Such, then, is the meaning of Trarli
tion, as an equal and independent source of dirine j"ecela
lion with Scripture, both togetlwr muking up the complete 
rule of faith, and both interpreted by' the voice of the 
Catholic Church. We do not mean that they are inde
pendent of each other as to their origin, but simply 
that they have come down to us in a distinct and 
separate form. In this sense, then, we hold that Tra
dition is just as much a part of the Word of God as 
Scripture itself, 'both coming from the Apostle:'! by divine 
inspiration. And this is certainly the sense in which the 
expression, "the Word of God," is employed in Scrip
tur~ itsel£ It occurs upwards of forty times in the Kew 
Testament, and it is a remarkable fact, that in not a single 
passage in which it is used can it be proved, that it ever 
exclusively means the WriUen Word, or Holy Scripture 
alone; sometimes, indeed, it means the Incarnate Word 
Himself, but more generally the unwritten Word or Gos
pel preached by the Apostles, and delivered to the Church 
by oral Tradition. 

It has been said that Scripture, must be the only rule 
of faith, simply beca.use there is no other rule in exis
tence; but thi:'! objection is founded on some mi:'!concep
tion as to the nature of divine Tradition, which relates 
solely to the doctrines taught by Christ and his Apos· 
tIes, which, though not written by them, have been 
always preserved in the Church with the same care as 
that bestowed on the ppeservation of the writings of the 
Apostles, and b.()th resting on the same authority. 
There is, indeed, an erroneous impression, that the 
name of Tradition is of a very vague and indefinite 



70 UNWRI'M'EN DOCTRINES. 

mture, ana that it may be applied to all sorts of doa
trilll'~ which the CliUrch may choose to establish, under 
f;0 comprehell~ive a description. But this is totally in
currc'ct. The Church utterly (li~c1aims all power of in
tr(l(lllcing any new articles of faith, or of making any 
alhlitions til the ancient CrL\ed,;, lleyund her legitimate 
office of defining all corttrover"ies of faith, and deciding 
between the op]lll:-ling claim,; of cxi,;ting doctrines. She 
prore~"es til hold nuthing but what wa" always 11eld, in 
principle at lea"t, if not in actual development, by the 
Church from the ])uginnillg, aJld therefore the whole 
system of Traditional doctri~le, interpreted by the Church 
is equally clear and definite with that of Scripture itself~ 
illtc·rprcted by the same authority. ;-:till, however, it 
may be sai(l, that our blessed L(Jrd condemns the Tradi
tiuils of the J c"",;, as opposed tu the ,,-ord of God. 
nut what dllcs thi" prove'! Sillll,ly that there are false 
Traditions as well a:; tnle ones,-that some Traditions are 
c(llltrar), to the 'Yord of God, alld that those of the 
Phari~ec's, particularly referre(l to, Were of this descrip
tion; lmt :;urely tllC'rc is 110 general principle here laid 
down PI, tllis sul)jeut, applicable to Christian as well as: 
J ewish Traditioll~, and it i~ cvident that this language 
COll\'CY" no indiscriminate censure of all Traditions, 
eYen those taught by lii1l18clf and hi" Apostles, for the 
same argument would ell ually prove that allillterpre
tatiolls of :-'cripture must be f~d~e, merely because our 
Ll'nl cOllllc'll11l'; one erroneous interpretation of one of 
the Ten CUllllll<lmllllE'nb, as contrary to the Divine Law. 
And thus the Catholic believes all that God has reveal
ed to His C'lmrch by trle inspiration of the Holy Ghost, 
while the ProtestaJlt believe" all that appears to his own 
judgment to be contained in Scripture. Catholics hold 
that ~crjpture and Tradition are both equally divine, and 
that both equally need an infallible interpreter, whereas 
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the vital principle of Protestantiflm is the rejection of 
Tradition as a rule of faith, and the substitution of pri. 
vate interpretation of Scripture. It is therefore declared 
in the Roman Creed, "I admit Holy Scripture acconlinu 
to that sense which Holy )lutlier Church has held and does 
hold, to whom it belongs to Jwl'Jc of the true sense and 
interpretation of the Holy ~criptures, and I will ne\"er 
receive nor interpret it but according to the unanimous 
consent of the Fathers." It may be said, indeed, 
that there are spurious Traditions as well as gell1lillc, 
and that some doctrines have come down to us under 
the name of Tradition, which are erroneous and cor
rupt. This is certainly the case, and yet surely this 
forms no valid argument agaim;t Tmdition as a source 
of doctrine, any more than against 8criptlll'c itself, for 
we know that there were Apocryphal Writings published 
under the name of Scripture, and how were they tu be 
distinguished? By the infallible authority of the Church, 
and by the same authority the same distinction has been 
made between true and false Traditions, and tIms the 
whole body of Christian doctrine has been perpetually 
preserved in its original integrity. 

Here, then, we come to the great question of Church 
authority, and the p1'inciple on which it rests. But, before 
we proceed, we must briefly refer to the assertion so fre
quently made,-that in appealing to the X ew Testament 
for evidence on this subject, we are guilty of the sophism 
of reasoning iu a vicious circle, by attempting to prove 
the Infallibility of the Church from the Inspiration of 
Scripture, and the Inspiration of Scripture from the In
fallibility of the Church. This is the popular Protestant 
objection; and it is utterly unfounded in fact; be~it1es, 
if it were true, such a mode of argument cannot con
sistently form any ground of objection, as the Inspira
tion of Scripture, at least of the New Testament, is pro-
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fessedly admitted, on whatever grounds, by Protestan~s 
as well as by Catholics. Our proofs, then, even on thIS 
supposition,'are deriveo from a source which is common 
to us 10th, and equally recognised as a divine standard 
of faith. The truth ii', however, that in order to establish 
the great principle of Church authority, we do not refer 
to the Bible as an inspired book at all, but simply as an 
historical record of facts, it is not necessary to assume 
the Inspiration of Scripture, but only the divine origin 
of Chri~tianity, and the divine authority of Christ Himself, 
as principles held by all professing Christians, and quite 
independent of any theory whatever with reference to 
the Church or the Bible. We hold that our blessed 
Lord was the Divine Founder of a new religion on earth 
-this is an incontrovertible fact in the history of the 
world; we believe that all his promises were infallibly 
true. This is fully admitted by all who call themselves 
Christians. We advance a step further, and we maintain 
that He gave certain powers to His Apostles, which 
guaranteed the perpetual existence of an Infallible Church 
-that some of these promises were afterwards recorded 
in the Gospels, although they would have been equally 
valid, if they had been eontained in any other authentic 
document, or if they had never been written at all; and 
having thus established the divine authority of the 
Church from the promises of Christ, we are enabled to 
prove the Inspiration of the Canon of Scripture on the 
ground of the Church's authority, by which it has been 
fixed and defined. There is, therefore, no real foundation 
for the objection, that the Infallibility of the Church is 
merely founded on the' private interpretation of certain 
passages of Scripture-as the truth is, that it is founded 
on the promises of Jesus Christ, as they were always 
understood by Christians as well as proved by the absolute' 
necessity of such a gift, for the exercise of divine 
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faith, and for the preservation of truth and unity in the 
Church. 

This great question if; for ever o;ettled in the 
words of the memorable promise of our Lord to 
the Apostle Peter, platt. xvi. 18.), "Thou art Peter 
and upon this Rock I will build Illy Church, and the gate,; 
of hell shall not prevail again"t it." "'itlj()ut entering 
further upon the doctrine of tbL' Primacy of Peter or the 
Supremacy uf the Pope, as involved in thi" passage, we 
may obserye that we haw' here the great charter "t' the 
Church's perpt'fllity and infallibility, granted 1,y bl'i" Divine 
Founder to all future generations. The Church of Christ 
is a diville ~ociet.'"-divine in its origin aull preserva
tion-diyine in its authority and constitution, and no 
power on earth has any right to interfere with the divine 
character of this spiritual society. It is not a lUl1Iwn 

institution, but a divine c1"eatioll. Our Lord Jesu,; Christ 
has founded a visible Church on earth, to continue for 
ever, with the full exercio;e of all the spiritual powers 
which He conferred upon it. We must in~i,;t upon it, as 
an incontrovertible fact in the history of the X e\\" Tes
tament, that our blessed Lord has not merely founded a 
"eligion, but a Ohurch, on earth, and that II e ha~ not 
only revealed certain doctrines to be believed, Lut has 
also established an external society of Pa"tor" and Teach
ers, whom all the faithful are bound to hear and obey. 
And therefore, we must not allow oUl'selves tu be ]>erplex
ed with the various definitions which have been given of 
the Church by Protestant writers, or with the illen, that 
the true Church of Christ is an invisible body, cOIl"j"ting 
of all the elect people of God. Whatever degree of truth 
there may be in this.view, we must observe that tllis is 
not the real question at issue. It is simply this-Has 
Jesus Christ appointed a visible body of living men, with 
perpetual authority'to teach and to govern the Universal 
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Church in eYery age of the world ?-and on this point the 
evidcnce of ~cri!>ture i" perfectly clear and decisive. 
To this Church He gave an ulllimited commission to 
preach Hi" G""pel among all the nations of the earth, 
and promised His perpetual presence, when He pro
noulll'ed these solemn words, (}Iatt. xxviii. 20.,)" Lo ! 
I am with you alway, even to the end of the 
world." This promise is certainly in fnll operation at 
the I'resellt moment-it has been so, and shall be so, at 
every period of the Church'" past and future history, 
from the day of Pentecost till the Secund Advent of 
C!Jri~t from Heaven, The promise is absolute and uJ/(;o/t

ditiollr(7,-it was not given to the Apostles in connexion 
with tk'ir writings, as inspired authurB, but to the Apos
tles and their successors for cYer, in connexion with their 
office a~ a teachill'.f Church in every age till the end of 
time; and tIlU~ it secure,; the Glliversal Church from the 
possibility of error, by the Divine Presence of her Invisi
ble 1I.'ad, i, IIeaYeIl and earth shall l'a,,~ away, but the 
word,., of Christ shall not pa,;~ away." And how is the 
Church to be thus continually pre"erved from all error? 
n,\" the illFtllible '.fliidullce of God the Holy Ghu~t, accord
ing to the lH'(lllli,;e,; uf Chri8t, (John xiv. 16, :!G. xvi. 13.) 
i'I will pray the Father, and He shall give you another 
Comforter, that He may a1ide with you fur ever, even the 
Spirit of Truth-He shall teach you all thing,;,-He will 
guide you into all truth," &c. Accordingly, this promise 
wa~ fulfilleu by the Descent of the Holy Ghu~t upon the 
Church on the .hy of Penteco~t. It has been fulfilled ever 
since, alld it is fulfilled at this very Lour. Here, then we 
ask the simple question-Is the Church of Christjallible or 
illjidlible? Is her authority human or divine? It may be 
said'.th.e Church's authority was divine and infallible at first, 
but It 15 nut so now-The Holy Ghost was in the Church 
ill the early ({yes, but He is not so nOW'-and thus, accord. 
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. ing to this distinction, on which the whole Protestant 
system rests, we have now 110 infallible guide in n·li"'i()l1 
and consequently everyone is left to his own opini;~~ i~ 
the interpretation of the Bible. If the infallibility of the 
Catholic Church be denied, then it mURt foll()", either 
that every particular or national Church is inf,llIil)le, or 
else that there is no such thing as certain truth in religion 
to be found on earth. Koone, surely, will maintain the 
former, that a part of the vi"ible Church has Rtronger 
claims than the whole, and it is evident that the nry 
foundations of Christianity will be undermined 11)' the 
latter alternative. If there be no divine and infi,llible 
authority in the Church, then there can be no such thing 
as the sin of schism, for what right has any fallible body 
of men to impose their own religious opinions on others, 
under pain of excommunication, and to denounce them 
as schismatics for refusing to consent to them? It can
not be justified by the analog-y of human societies, which 
have a right to make rules for the regulation of their 
own members in temporal things; but the rights of COII

science are too sacred to be interfered with by any other 
than a divine authority. And, indeed, it has beel) fre
quently proved, that there is not a single doctrine held 
by Protestants as distinguished from Catholics, which 
has lIot been completely refuted by Protestant themRelVC'>" 
in their controversiefl with each other. Consider, then, if 
you 'will reject the Church's divine authority, what will 
you have instead of it? Nothing but human opinions, 
speculations, and conjectures. No certainty, no reality, 
no truth, no faith. 

We are fully justified, indee,d, from the very nature of 
fa'it7~, in the expeG,tation of an infallible guide in religion, 
and this expectation is strongly confirmed by the express 
promises of Cl~rist. In fact, it cannot be denied that there 
must be infallibility somewhere, for there can be )/0 faitlt 
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in God without a divine, and therefore infallible, object of. 
faith. If God has revealed to us a religion from lJean'll, 
it folluws that He has ginm us an Infallible Judge of 
C()ntroyersie~, for we cannot surely be commanded to 
belie~·c. when \\'l' do not know lcll1d to believe. The ques
tilill is, where i" thi" Tnfallil1ility tu be found? Stlille say, 
in the lJiU", for all that it contains is infallil1ly true. 
There i" no doubt of it; but of what use is thi" to us, 
witlwnt an infallible nwtllllil of ,Ieciding wI tat are the 
j'(.:Ll do,.{riJll'8 of the Bil,le? ,r e mnst remember that, 
altllOu;,:'h the (o't of the Bible, is diciJ/c still the ida

llri'tllti(J1i i~ only 111 II iU III an,l therefore ji,l1iUI'-rdll,;e
quently there can be no rl!rt(~int.'l in any of the doctrines 
of religion, amI where there i~ no certainty, there can be 
no.l;titJ,. ;-;'Illle snppn,.;e tltat the prerogati\'e of Infalli
bility IJelonged only to the inspired Al'tlstles, and that 
it (;ea,.;(·,1 with their d(·:tth, while others SUPI''''''' that it 
virtually continue,l in the ('hurch for se\'eral ages
that it cannot be exactly determined how long it laAed, 
but, at all '"\'onts, that it is now no longer ill existence, 
though it is an incontrov('rtible truth, that miraculous 
power", anfl the other snpernatural gifts of the IIl)ly 
Ghost, continue,} in the Church for several ('('nturies, at 
least, after tIle times of the Ap()stles. It i,; aclmitted, 
then, that there \\'a~ an infallible Church in the bl'~fI'llllinlJ 
of Christianity--but where is this Church now? when 
did she bccome ful1ible? The Holy Ghost was in the 
Church ai first-but when did He lcrll;C her, and "ta.ke 
His everla~ting flight" to heaven? At the death of the 
Apostles? or at any ~ull~e'1uent period'! But what au
thority i~ t.here for t.his statement'? and how can it be 
n'('ollciled with the promise of Christ, that the Holy 
Gllilst wonld abide with the Church" for ever." Certainly 
the rule of faith, in ancient times, was the voice of God 
peaking in his Church, and determining all controversies 
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of faith with infallible certainty; and the very idea of 
the Church of Christ was that of a living incorporation 
of all the offices of God the Holy Ghost, teachincr and • b 

defining cyery article of doctrine with divine authority. 
Is the Holy G/wst in t7le Ohurch, now, a)' /lot: If not, 
what has become of the prullli~L':-l of Chri::;t '! b there 
any thing in them of a temporary nature, limited to par
ticular times and circumstance:;? ,,'h,tt mean the wonl" 
"for eyer "-" alway, eyen to the end of the world" '? 
And has not the Church alway:; understood them in this 
sense? And how else is it pus,.;ible to preserve the faith 
in its primitive integrity, free from all human curruption? 
But if the Holy Ghost is still iu the Church on earth, 
where i" that Church now to be found, to ".hiclt the 
promise3 of Christ belong? Tlzue is only one C'/wl'ch 
which claims them in their full scn~c, professing to 
be infallibly guided by the Huly Ghost, and this alone 
might be sufficieut to decide the point. ~hc alone has 
remained alwa!/s the same from the beginning, the genuine 
representative of the Infallible Church founded on the 
day of Pentecost. She alone has /lever sepCtmtcd from 
any other Churcll on earth, while allot/lei' CllUrches 
haye separated from he)', some of which continue to this 
day, while other sects, in earlier times, such as the Ari
ans awl Donati,t", (the latter of which bears ~o Atriking 
a resemblance to the modern Engli:;h Church) though 
forming numerous and powerful bodies in opposition to 
the Catholic Church for a length of time, have long since 
ceased to exist in their collectiyc capacity. But Protes
tant communities do not, allll cannot, claim this infalliule 
guidance-their very exi"tence i" founcled on the denial 
of it. And thus Protestantism begins with the rl:jection 
of the greatest bl;ssing that ever was given to man, 
the blessing of an Infallible Church, which is superseded 
by the exercise of private judgment. It begins, as it 
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were with extingui~hing the light of the Sun in the 
heav~'lls, and then bidding us use our eyes in the dark. So 
completely is this inestimable gift of God rej~cted, that 
the Church of England \lot only expressly demes the In
fallibility of General Council,;, in her Articles, but df'. 
liberately asserts the total failure of the promises of 
Christ by the universal corruption of the Church for 
"everal centuries. We refer especially to the well known 
l'a~~abe in the Homilies, which states that "laity and 
der"'\' learned and unlearned-all ages, sects, and degrees r, , 

of men, "omen, and children, (If' whole Christendom (an 
horrible and most dreadful thinp: to think) have been at 
011(,1' drowned in alwminable illolatry, of all other vices 
most detested of God, and most damnable to man, and that 
'tty the space of EIGHT J1C~DRED YEARS AND MORE." This 
perilltl extelJ(l~ from the 8th to the 16th century, during 
\\' hich the very existence, even of an Invi~ible Church, 
seems to be entirely denied in this ~weeping language, 
Cranllll)f himself howe\'er appear,; to have reduced this 
period within 500 year,; before the Reformation, in orderto 
reconcile it with hi~ "iew,; of Prophecy and the interpre· 
tation of the Apocalypse. Aeconlillgly, he held that the 
commencement of the .\ po~tac"y in the Church took place 
after the expiration of the Millennium, in the 11 tll 
century, and con~eqnently he dated this event from the 
time (if Pope \icholas II., and hi" condemnation of 
the errors of Berengarius in the doctrine of the 
Euchari~t. He says-" the open Church is now of late 
years fallen into many errors and corruption, and the 
holy Church of Christ is secret and unknown, seeing 
that S dl/n these 500 yeats lwth been let loose and Anti-
h · . ' c nsf i'el~flH:th'" But he is not so precise in other state 

ments, when he speaks of "these four or five hundred 
years"-and again~" since Berengarius's time bv Nicho
las H., Innocentius III., and others of their R~rt," &c. 
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Snch is the ground on which the English Church attempts 
to justify her own schism, as founded on- the 1\ postacy 
of the Catholic Church; and on this ground it follows 
that the word of Christ has not been fulfilled, that the 
gates of hell have prevailed against His Church, that 
Christ Himself has forsaken her, and that the Holy Ghost 
has left her to fall into the most awful errors. 

But the Church of England also claims some kind of re
ligious authority, for it is declared in the 20th Article, that 
" the Church hath power to decree rites or cerenwIlie", and 
authority in controversies of faith." We nee,] not enter 
particularly into the history of this remarkable clause, 
which is involved in much obscurity; it was curtainly not 
originally a part of the Article, in the reign of E,lward 
VI., but it was inserted in ~ome copies in the early part of 
the reign of Elizabeth, and most probably by the (lneen'!' 
Privy Council, without the sanction of ConYUcation. 
There is some difficulty, however, in reconciling this 
statement with the following part of the Article, which 

limits this authority by declaring, that "it is not law
ful for the Church to ordain any thing that is contrary t .. 
God's word written, neither may it so expound one place 
of Scripture, that it be repugnant to another." Indeed 
it is not very clear with what yiew these word,,; were in
troduced into the Article. Certainly the Catholic Church 
has always maintained the same principle, and with this 
advantage, that .... she crumot act contrary to ~cripture, 
because she is under the guidance of the same Holy 
Spirit, by whom "God's word written" was inspired. 
But, according to Protestant principles, how is the rule 
laid down in the Article to be applied? Who j" to decide 
whether the Church'~ judgment is contrary to Scripture, 
or not? Certainly not the Ohu1'ch lW1'selj-for there is an 
appeal allowed froqJ. the Ohurch to the Bible, and the 
the Church surely cannot be judge in her own cause, This 
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t tement then recognises the existence of a: superior sa, , . . f 
authority whieh is competent to overrule the decIsIOns 0 

the Chn;~h. It must therefore relate to individual opinion, 
to which all controversies are thus ultimately referred, and 
so according to this principle, every individual is fully jus. 
tified in separating from the Church, if her doctrines are 
not in accordance with his own views of the meaning of 
Scripture. Such is the present anomalous state of things 
in the Church of England. But what is the nature of the 
authority thus claimed for the national Church'? ·Not a 
divine or infallible authority, this is not asserterl-she 
does not profess to be infallible-and if she did, the 
absurdity of the claim would be manifest at once. It 
must therefore be a human and fallible authority, either 
derived from the constitution of a religious society, or 
from the Ecclesiastical Supl'emacy of the Crown; and 
whatever spiritual authority the Anglican Church may 
claim ill theory, she has certainly not the power to exer. 
cise it in practice. That power is reserved to Hm' 
lYlaJesty in Oouncil, as the prerogative of the Royal 
Supremacy established by King Henry VIII., and Queen 
Elizabeth. This power is not professed to be founded 
on divine authority, but on the political connexion between 
Church and State in England. It cannot, therefore, 
be held to bind the conscience in matters of faith, and no 
Christian can be supposed to regard its decisions with 
any degree of religious obedience. And accordingly, when 
the Anglican Church attempted to force her decisions on 
the Protestant people of England, they rebelled against her 
authority, and pleaded the rights of conscience-having 
hers~lf separated from the Mother Church, and having 
nothmg left to support her but human power, her chilo 
dren refused to obey, and defended their conduct by her 
own example, and thus the Established Church which at 
first included the whole popUlation, now consis;s of little 
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more than one-third part of the people of England, as ap
pears by the Report of the last Census of the country. We 
have seen, then, that the Rule of Faith cannot be the BillIe , 
interpreted by every olle (01' himself, for such a rule must 
only lead to human, fallible, and contrary opinions incon
siHtent with divine faith. And it certainly was not the 
rule in early times, nor in the history ot the conversion 
of nations to Christianity in later times. Besides, it is 
utterly inapplicablB to the circumstances of mankind, 
and especially before the invention of the art of printing 
and the diffusion of Education; and even in the present 
day, there are comparatively few who are intellectually 
or morally capable of applying such a rule. And yet 
Christianity is a universal religion, inhmded for every 
one, and therefore its rule of faith must be clear and 
obvioHs, as well as certain and perfect, in order to be 
suited to the capacity of everyone. Further, this rule 
cannot be the Bible, interpreted by the Ck wy:h , unless 
that Church be infallible, for otherwise it may lead us 
into errors, and therefore cannot be an object of faith, 
even though its decisions may be final and absolute. 
The Church of England, indeed, is generally understood 
to maintain this principle, bllt it is quite inapplicable 
to practice. ~he professes to rest upon the inter
pretation of the Primitive Church, and much stresl! 
has been laid upon the Canon of 1571, which lays down 
such a rule for the doctrine of Preachers, and which 
provides-" that they shall teach nothing to be religiously 
held and believed by the people, but what is agreeable to 
the doctrine of the Old 01' New Testament, and what 
the Catholic Fathers and ancient Bishops have collected 
from the same_" But this appeal to the Primitive Church 
is a mere shadow, for we have no direct means of a,;ccrtain 
ing what interpret.ations of Scripture were generally held 

6 



JGDGE OF CONTROYERSY. 

in those time, as these are the very matter;;; in controversy 
at the prese~t day; and if the rule be fairly applied, it 
must be fatal to thc claims of the Anglican Church. 
l'ractically, however, this rule must refer, not to the 
Primitive, but to the Anglican Cburch herself, as a "par
ticular or Xational Church," according to the 3-1tll Article, 
and the question still ari~e~, on what authority arc we to 
receive her illterpretatiolls of Scripture? K ot on any 
divine and infallible authurity, for she does not assert 
thi~, and if not, it must be only on the ground of a respect
fill dtji'l'cliCC which has no puwer to hind the consciences 
of Ill'\' members. But, in TIwt, tile law has decided that 
thi" power belongs to the Queen, and not to the Church, 
SI) that all further (llle~tioll as to the spiritual authority 
(If the Church is at all cncl, and it is finally settled that 
the Clwl'c/i of EJiljlcmd has 110 )'U1CU, ]]ot Ollly to enact 
CallulI~ in CUIlY'Jcation, hut to dlCidt: cflldrorc1'sics 011 

71wtiel'8 of fuit". Alld, in(lee,j, it seems probable that 
from the beginning of the present Religiuus Establish
ment, ., the Church" ill the 20th Article really meant 
"the Queen" of England. For, as to "rites and cere
mOllies," the Church, as a i'piritual bouy, had no such 
power, tbi~ right being l'xprt'~~ly retlerycd by the Act of 
l'niformity to Queen Elizabeth '( with the advice of her 
Commissiullcrs or ~letrul'ulitan," anu afterwards exercised 
by the" Au H:rti"l'llll'nb" of l;i6-1; and as to "controver-
8ies of faith," this power also belonged to the High Com
mission ('"urt, appointeu by the Act of :-;\lpremacy, from 
whose deci~iull there was no appeal, but with the reserva
tiun of leaving the determination of any future controver
sies in religion to Parliament, with the consent of com'o
cation. And it is well known that all Ecclesiastical juris
diction in England was derived entirely from the Sove
reign, thus practically illustrating the nature of the Royal 
:-:npremacy, as a blasphemous usurpation of the rights of 
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Christ and of His Yil,,1t" on Earth. 'rhis was distinctly as. 
serted by the English SunrL'igns. and fully admitted by the 
English Prelates of the Reformed Churcll. TIm,; Cranmer 
says: " A Bishop may make a Priest by the Scripture, and 
80 may Princes and GovcnlOl's also,and that by the author· 
ity of God committed to them."' The form of the 
Bishop's Letters Patent, in the time of Edward yr., run!' 
thus: "". e nal'le, make, create, constitute and declar€' 
N., Bishop of X., tu huye and to h"l,l to Ilimself the said 
Bishopric during the time lIf his natural life, if for 
so long a time he behave himself well therein, and we 
cmpo/Cf/' him to' cOIl/e/' orders, (re" a-c" <foc.,in place qf 
us,in Olll' n(1I1/C, alld by our '/"o!/Ill mdhol'it!/." And, in 
conformity with these views, the Act (1 E,lward VI. c. 
iii.) declares that" all authority of jurisdiction" 8piritual. 
and temporal, is derived and deduced /I'om the King's 
Majesty, as Supreme Head of the CliUrch and Realms of 
England and Ireland, unto the Bi~hops and Al'chbisllOps," 
&c. Such was the Royal ~ll premacy 300 yeal's ago, and 
such it is now in the State Church of England. It can· 
not surely for a moment be suppose,l that there is an)' 
religious faith involved in the cXl'rCiSl~ of submission tGl 
such authority in questions of doctrine, and it follows that 
the Church of England does not possess any means of 
deciding Letween religious truth and error, and therefOrE' 
cannot be under the influence of tllC Infalliulc Teacher 
which Christ has promise' 1 to His Church. 

K ow it is evident that there must always be a perpe
tual collision between jJrindc jlldYIIIClti and Cllurch a'u· 
thority, unless the latter be so defined, as in effect to 
deny its reality; for if this authority be strictly enforced, 
then, as its origin is only human, it is an usurpation of 
the divine right of litierty of conscience, and therefore 
it may be lawfully 1"esisted, and separation from the 
Church will become a 1'Cliyiou8 duffy. The olel Puritans 
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saw this clearly, and acteu consistently with tileir princi
pIeR, when they denied the right of Pri.nces to interfe~e 
in religious questions; but the Estabhshed Church, III 
bondage to the State, stilI continued" teaching with the 
stammering lips of amuiguollR Formularies, and inconsist· 
ent precedents, and principles but partially developed," 
professing to be invested with a divine commission, but in 
reality deriving all her claims from human authority. 
And there is a similar opposition between the exercise of 
private Judgmellt and all cOllfeBsioTis of faith, as tests of 
doctrine; and every con~istent advocate of the former 
mnst contend for the abolition of the latter. Like John 
Fox, the Martyrologi~t, they will object to subscribe 
to allY standard of faith except the Greek Testa. 
ment, in which Arians anu Socinians wiII fully agree 
with them. And this wry principle waR distinctly ex
pressed in a bill proposed to the British Parliament, for 
thi~ purpose, in the year 1 ii:.!, prepared by a well known 
dignitary 'Of the Church uf England, which began with 
as'l'lting "the undoubted right of Protestants to inter
pret Scripture for themselves," and then complained of 
the violence done to this principle by requiring subscrip
tion to " Articles and Confessions of Faith drawn up by 
fallible men." In fact, all Formularies of religion must 
be regarded, on Protestant principles, as articles of peace, 
and not of faith, according to the latitudinarian princi
ples of most of the English Divines of the last century. 
And so it was declared by an eminent Protestant Bishop of 
the last century, that we could tell where the doctrines of 
Christianity were to be found, but we could not under
take to decide what they were. "They are contained," 
he ~ays, in one of his CI13rges, "in the Bible and if in 

ih.. Il'ading of that Bn·,)k. your sentiment: concern-
ing' . ',. doctrines of ( :ty should be different from 
tIl< .,> I,f your neighb ,m those of the Church, be 
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persuaded on your part that Infallibility appertains ail 
little to you as it does to the Church." So then, the 
difficulty still remains where it was, and all hope of 
arriving at the certainty of religious truth must be aban
doned. The Trinitarian Protestant appeals to the Bible 
in p~'oof of the Divinity of Christ, while the Unitarian 
appeals to the same authority in denial of it-each 
maintains his own interpretation to be the true one-there 
is no Infilllible Judge to decide between them, and 
both are equally 1'igltt, on their own principles. There 
is no real alternative, then, between the prillcilJZC of 
Infallibility and the p"inciple of Infidelity. For if the 
Holy Spirit be not in the Church at this moment, infal
libly guiding her in every doctrine, and if all Cliri"tians 
are not bound to submit their faith to the decision of this 
Infallible Church, then we are thrown back upon human 
teaching and human authority, and the consequence of 
the denial of this principle is the rejection of all divine 
faith, and the susbtitution of probable opinion for infal
lible certainty. But the English Churchman will say, 
that the Church is the judge of controversy. What 
Church? The Church of England? By what authority? 
Is she Infallible ? No. Then she may be wrong in her 
judgment. ~he is only a part (let this be granted) of the 
Universal Church, in opposit.ion to the rest of it, and 
cannot therefore justly claim the promises, which belong 
to the whole body. On what, then, does her authority 
rest? On her Apostolic Snccession? But this alone is 
not sufficient, supposing her to be in possession of it; 
as other Churches, in ancient and modern times, have the 
same succession, and yet are in a state of Schism. Others 
will defend her authority as the Established Church, or 
as a religious Society, but these are merely human dis
tinctions, and have no real force in religion. The 
Presbyterians form an Established Church in Scotland, 
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:md yet surely we are not Lound to Jom them Oil 

this account. But it is said that Dissent from the Estab
lished Cllllrch is incon~i~tl'llt with true allegiance to the 
Sovereign, as the Head of the Church. Talk of a eli vided 
ullcgiullcl' indeed! Y"S! it is diyided ]Jdwcell temporal 
,mel spiritllal anthorit,r-jll,t in tile same ~Cll~P as it was 
Iliyidcd I,y our ]'I,'~~ell Lord, I,dwl'cn /I the things that 
<l.re Ote8a/:'s, and the thing's that are God·~.'·-"~nd yet, in 
<tnother ~Pll~l', it is III/Ilil'illell too-for we acknowledge 
an ullllirided temp~'ral allegiance to the QUl'en of Ellg
land, and an undivielell spiritual allegiauce to the Vicar 
of ('!tri~t. It is needless tI, d,,"ell oil the claims of a re
ligioll~ SIP'id!!, as no olle will maintain that this alone has 
any authority over any except its own members, who 
choose to submit til its rules, while they disclaim any 
oLedience to an exelll~i\"('ly divine right on the 'part of 
their f.:, ,,'iety. And such is the true position of the 
Church of England, notwithstanding her political pri,-i
ll'g-e~ in the mother country-she cannot be regarded 
I)thl'r\\'i~c than as a /'lil/lIdo}'y association, like any other 
Protestallt sect, and possessing no spil'it'{(lZ authority 
over the ,'ollsl'iclIC'CS of the pel 'I ,Ie. Thl' conclusion then, 
is-that tlll'n' must be olle Infallible Clilire" on earth, or 
else there i~ no ceriaillty of Divine truth at all. 

Which, then, is the f!'lle Clol/'l1/ of Christ? There is 
no uther Church "11 earth which can come into competi
tion with the claims of the Roman Catholic Church, 
founded by our Lord upon the Prince of the Apostles, 
and pre~l'rved from every "l'hi~m and heresy in its origi
nal unity, with an uninterrupted sllccession of Pontiffs 
from :-;t. Peter down to Pope Pius IX. She alone pos
:jesses all the marks of the true Church laid down in the 
Creed-Ii I BELIEVE ONE, HOLY, CATHOLIC, AND ApOSTOLIC 
CHURCH." She is one in principle, in doctrine in wor
,hip, united in one communion with one visibl~ Hea d 



UNITY OF THE CHURCH. 

over all the world, and it is surely an obvious truth, that 
if the Church of Christ be ,l divine institution she must , 
be one, for there cannot be two 01" more Churches, hold
ing different and opposite doctrines, and all elaiming to 
be the true Church. There is "one Lord, olle Faitll, 
one Baptism," says the .\.postle Paul. So says St. 
Cyprian-" There is one God, and one Chri:.;t, and one 
Church, and one :-;cc founded hy the yoice of the Lord 
upon Peter:' In primitive times, "the multitUlle of 
belieYers were of one heart and one soul," all united to
gether in one holy bond of faith and love-and so they are 
still in the Catholic Church. Those who have separated 
from her have never been able to unite among them
selves. They cannot fix upon one common name to 
represent their agreement in doctrine. They do not con
sist of one body, but many sects, having no communion 
with each other. It is, indeed, a favorite theory with 
some writers, that the Church is one body composed of 
three parts, the Greek, the Latin, and the Anglican. But 
surely these are three bodies, and not one. They are all 
opposed to each other. The Greek and the Anglican 
agree in one point-in rejecting the Pope's supremacy
in atmost every other point they differ. For the Greek 
agrees with the Latin in holding the doctrines of Tran
substantiation, Sacrifice of the )Ia~~, Seven Sacraments, 
Purgatory, Invocatio~ of ~aitJt", and other doctrines re
jected by the Anglican, as defined in the Council of the 
Greek Church, held at Jerusalem, (or rather Bethlehem,) 
in the year 1672. Besides, it i8 a notorious fact, that hoth 
those 'bodies have separated from the Latin or Roman 
Church, to which they formerly belonged, and therefore 
they cannot be regllrded as independent Churches, but as 

schismatical communions, 
Again,-the Roman Church is holy-in the means of 

holines::! and in the fruits of holiness-in the tendency 
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of her doctrines and the profession. of l1er members-by 
the sanctifying grace of the Holy Ghost bestowed upon 
all her children, through the instrumentality of her 
divinely appointed Sacraments. We cannot, indeed, al
ways judge of tllC sanctity of a Church by the lives of 
its members, but surely the Catholic Church stands im
measura\Jly high in thi" respect, in comparison with all 
others. Look at the strict and devout lives of Catholics, 
as compared with the careless, ungodly lives of Protes
tants! Look at their exact attention to the dut.ies of 
religion-their deep love and zeal for the interests of the 
Church-their reverence and affection for her Priests, 
her ~alJctuaries, and her Altars-their frequent attend
ance upon her services, and their liberal contributions to 
her support. Look at the laborious lives and self:deny
ing devotedness of her Ministers. Look at the magni
ficent Ten~ples and costly decorations of the sacred 
structures consecrated to God-the perpetual succession 
of her public devotions of Sacrifice, Prayer, and Praise 
-the Clmrcltes almost constantly open from morning 
till night for the reception of worshippers-the solemnity 
and impressiveness of her Ritual-the frequency of her 
Fasts amI Fcac;b;-her inestimable practice of secret con
fession-the perfect unity and brotherly love of her 
members-her joyful, living, real communion with the 
glorified Saints ill heaven, and her affectionate sympathy 
with her less perfect departed members in the inter
mediate stat.e of purification. Look at all these, and 
compare them with the opposite characteristics of 
Protestantism, amI then judge which of them has 
the best right to the name of holy. Often, indeed, 
have I been painfully struck with the contrast; 
and while observing the coldness, irreverence, and 
Tude familiarity of Protestant worship, I have· secretly 
longed to join in the deep devotion, the profound reve 
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renee, and the soothing tenderness of Catholic worship, 
with all its holy associations and heavenly aspiratitlHS. 

Again-the Roman Church is Cufhulic-Cniver~al-the 
Church of all times and all lands-the Church uf the 
Apostles and Martyrs, and Fathers, and all the ~aints 

of eyery age-in possession of a name which is 
nearly 1500 years ulder than that of Protestant, not 
derived from any human sect, which is limited to a 
particular time or place, but from the comprehensive 
character given to her by her Divine Founder, in oppo
sition to all human and local ~ocidic,;. Others call them
selve~ Protestants, and the name includes C'i ery variety 
of Episcopalians, Presbyterians, Baptists, Quakers, Ariull>', 
Socinians, Lutherans, Calvinists, Armenian,;, (h'., &c., all 
of whom are thus classed together by a common name, 
which indicates not what they believe, but what tll(,y do 
not believe. It is clear that the Anglican Church is not 
the Catholic Church, for she herself never assnmes the 
name in any of her public documents, and her own 
members disclaim it by calling themselves Protcstants
she cannot be said to be C niversal, for she is limited to 
the British dominions-nor can sbe be said to be a part 
of the Catholic Church, for she i~ separate from, ml,l in 
opposition to, the Roman Catholic Church in all conntries, 
as well as from the Greek and every other Church. 
She professes, indeed, to maintain some degree of sym
pathy with the Church of Rome, while she declares (in 
the 30th Canon) tbat it was not her purpose" to forsake 
and reject the Churches of Italy, France, Spain, Germany, 
or any such like Churches, in all things which they held 
and practised." But, unhappily, this is a sympathy which 
is utterly inconsistent with the unity of the Catholic 
Church. How tenaciously did the ancient Fathl'r,; of 
the Chu~ch adhere to the glorious name of Catholic, 
as distinguished from all heretical sects! Their language 
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wu!'; that expressed by a Bi~hop of the fourth century:
"Chri"tian is my name-Catholic is my surname." We find 
the following ~~'hil'e given U5 by ~t. Cyril of J~rusa.lem
"~hllllld you come into a city, do not merely mqUlre for 
the House of God, for so heretics call their places of 
lllC'l'lillp:-llor yet ask for the Church-but say, the Ca· 
tholic Church, for this is the proper name." But most 
remarkable on thi" point, i,; the testimony of St. Augus. 
tine-"Among the many cOllRiderations that bind me to 
the ('hurch, is the yery name of Cathlllic, which, not 
with,,\! t n:,a~()lI, in the midst of :'3f) llHlIl)' heresies, this 
Church alone has ~() rdainl'd. tllat although all heretics 
wi,;h to acquire the name, should a stranger ask where 
the Catholic:> a~~l'lllj,lc, the heretics themselves will not 
dare tll point ont any of tllcir own place;; of meeting." 

And lastl~', the R,'man Chureh i~ Apo8(olie, not merely in 
holding the dur·trilles of the Apostles-for this is an inter· 
ternal mark, which requires independent proof-nor in 
preserying the succes~ion of Bishops tlu'oughout the 
world, from same source, for tllj~ belongs to some other 
bodies, that are separate from her,-but in her union 
with the Apostolic 81'1', in the succession of her Popes in 
the chair of :-'t. Peter, according to the sense in which 
this term was l~lIlpln~'c,1 by the ancient Fathers of the 
Catholic Church. .tll,l it shoulcl he remarked, that this 
note of" .tpCJ~t\llic" was introduced into the Xicene Creed 
j,y the same ('rlllllr·il (Second General Council of Con· 
;.;tantinople, .\. D. ,IS 1), which decided in one of its Canons, 
that the Patriarch of that Impel'i<11 city should take rank 
immediately opcr the Bishop of Rome, tllll:'3 tacitly admit· 
ting the Primacy of the latter in the Church of God, a 
di8tinction which was acknowledged by Fathers and 
Councils as exclusinly belonging, by diyine right, to the 
=-'l'e of Rome, as the centre of Ecclesiastical unity, and 
the source of spiritual authority. The Church of Eng-
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land professes to receive with peculiar reverence the 
decrees of the first four General Council~, and Yl't it is a 
remarkable fact that everyone of the"e Council" contains 
a clear and unequivocal testimony to the ~llprl'lllar.v of 
the Pope in the "Cniversal Church-the more conclll~iYc 

because it is not expressed in the form of a dogmatic 
definition, but of an incidental recognition of an estab
lished doctrine-it is not enactive of a new principle in 
the constitution of the Church, but simply declarahYc of 
a fact admitted by all Christians-and thus it was after
ward" stated by Pope Gelasius, (in the Council of RomC', 
held in the year 40940,) that "the Roman :-:ee hath not it~ 
pre-eminence over other Churches from any ordinances 
of Councils, but from the words of Our Lord and i'aviuur 
in the Gospel, "Thou art Peter, amI upon this Rock 
I will build my Church," &c. 

Such, then, are the four marks of the true Church, 
which decisively prove the claims of the Church of 
Rome to this glorious title. The" Church is Roman 
because her visible head is Bishop of ROllie. She is 
Catholic because her spiritual dominion extends through
out all nations, even to the extremities of the world." 
She is "built upon tIle foundation of the Apostles and 
Prophets, J eSUR Christ Himself being the chief corner 
stone." 

But I must not enter further into this su bject. I Jlavc 
only endeavored to make some ohtServations on the 
general principles which alone can lead to a right con
clusion in finding the true Church of Christ. I have not 
gone into the consideration of the particlilar doctJ'l:1It:s of 

the Catholic Church, as this would be far too extensive 
to be treated within the limits of a single Essay. Besides, 
I wish rather to direct your attention to one short and 
easy method of deciding all controversies in religion. 
It is simplyt his,-THE CHURCH IS DIVINE, therefore all she 
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teaches is true, certain, and infallible. There is one 
Ohurch founded by our blessed Lord, which has con
tinued to the present time, and will continue to the end 
of the world. To this one Church He has promised the 
perpetual guidance of the Holy Ghost, by which alone 
she i~ secure,l from all po~~il)ilit.Y of error. It follows, 
therefore, that ('('{:ry doctrine taught by that Church as 
an article of faith, must be received on divine authority, 
without the necessity of submitting it first to the exer
cise of reason and argument. Tlw very principle on 
wllich this process rests is that of implicit faith in the 
Word of God, not in the Olllll'cliitselj, as an abstract 
idea, but in the voice of GOll speaking through the 
Church by His Iluly ~l'irit. We are not required to 
examine each separate doctrine, as if we were competent 
to decide on its truth or falsehood, by comparing it with 
our Olen ViC1CS of the meanillg of ~cripture, or by tracing 
it through the medium of histuriwl evidence. All this is 
mere human testimony, and there is surely no principle 
of faith ill\'uln,d in such investigations. Having once 
arrived at the conclusion that Christ has given U8 an 
Infallible Guide ill religion, it is surely the highest exer
cise of reason to submit reason to revelation, to follow 
this divine glliue in c\'ery thing, and to believe and adore, 
instead of arguing and disputing against, the incompre
hensible mysteries, wl1ich are thus proposed to our 
acceptance. And I must be allowed to observe, that 
much of the opposition which exists among Protestants 
to the Catholic Church arises from total ignorance of the 
real nature of the Catholic doctrine. It cannot be 
denied tlwt there are very few Protestants who possess 
an accurate and comprehensive acquaintance with the 
doctrines of the Catholic Church, as their information 
is almost entirely derived from popular traditions 
which must lead to erroneous conclusions on the most. 
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important of all subjects. I am not aware that I haye 
ever heard a Protestant statement, or read a Protestant 
book, which did not contain some gross misrepresen
tation of Catholic doctrine. There is, indeed, an almost 
invincible repugnance in the minds of most Protes
tants to the Roman doctrines and ceremonie~, 'fhich they 
regard at a distant view with an awful curio"it~·, and 
though they may admire the mysterious structure of tl;1e 
~ystem, and wonder at it~ po,,'erful effects on the minds 
of men, still they consider it, on the whole, a~ a gloomy 
superstition, and think it almost unworthy of their 
notice, as rational Christians, seriously to inquire into the 
evidences of its divine origin. Let me earnestly recom
mend you, then, always to take your views of Catholic 
doctrine, from the public documents of the Church itself, 
or from ·the authorised expositions of Catholics them
selves, either in their writings or discourses, and not 
from the controversial statements of Protestant Divines, 
which cannot fail to exhibit an imperfect and distorted 
view of the whole sygtem. 

And now, my beloved brethren, I must conclude this 
I,etter. The sacred connexion that has subsi"ted between 
us during the last eight years, is now at an end forever. 
I am grieved to think that I must separate from you. I 
have loved you well, and I love you stilI. I am bound to 
you by the strongest ties of affection and gratitude, and 
I feel that it is the sorest trial to part with those from 
whom I have invariably received the greatest kindness 
and attention, and many of whom I know to be earnest 
and zealous in the cause of religion, according to their 
views of its nature. And I, too, have felt strongly 
attached to that religious system in which I was educa
ted, and which is so' clo~ely connected with all my early 
associations, and witl, . my tender recolledip\l" of for
mer times. My hear1 I fondly clings to the memory 
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of the past, and to the happy years of Chr~stian frie?d. 
ship which I have enjoyed, while engaged ,111 the act~ve 
duties of the ministry among you, and 111 my natn\ 
country. Yes! I feel that the Church of England has 
the strongest claims upon my veneration and obedience 
-except the one thing needful-that of divine authority. . . . 
But I know that mere attachment to any system IS qUIte 
a different thing from a conviction of its truth, and we 
must not allow our religious faith to be regulated by our 
private feelings. I know well, by experience, the diffi
culty of shaking off the effects of early prejudice and pre
conceived views on religion. It has taken me nearly 
half my life to emancipate mY8elf from the bondage of 
human opinions and Protestant traditions, and to submit 
myself entirely to divine teaching and Catholic truth. 
I have long been engaged in the search of truth, and, 
through divine grace, I have found it at last in" the 
Church of the livil1g God, the Pillar and Ground of 
truth." I am well aware of the deep solemnity and the 
awful responsibility of the step which I have taken-it 
has not been adopted without mature deliberation-it is 
the result of many a long year of anxious thought and , 
earnest prayer-I have counted the cost, and I am pre-
pared to incur it, with the help of God. I have fully 
looked at the consequences of such a step on the temporal 
prospectt! of myself and my family, and I am ready to 
undertake the risk for the sake of Christ and of his truth. 
I am deeply sensible that religious convictions are en
tirely, independent of all worldly interests and private 
affe~tlOns, and when they are really sincere, no earthly 
. motIve can be allowed to interfere with them. I trust 
that I have not so learned Christ. as to shrink from shame 
and contempt, and' poverty, for his sake. The Cross may 
be heavy to bear, but the-comfort of my Saviour's love 
and sympathy is sufficient to support me under it. I 
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have left all to follow Him, and I enjoy the consolation 
of the precious promise that "He will never leave me 
nor forsake me." 

But tbough I have no doubt that you will give me 
credit for sincerity, you will think me sadty mistaken in 
my views. I have here attempted, though very feebly 
and imperfectly, to explain them, and the grounds of 
them, and the attempt is an appeal to yourselves. If 
they are true for me, they are equally true for you. It is 
because I love your souls, that I wi"h to be instrumental 
in saving you from the dangerous delusions that abound 
in the Christian world, and in leading you to consider, 
with all seriousness and humility, the claims of tllO true 
Church of Christ, as the only sure guide to eternal sal· 
yation~ And I wish it to be distinctly understood, that 
my object is not to excite religious controversy, lJUt to 
direct serious enquiry into the true character of the Ca
tholic Church. Oh! it is too sacred a subject to 1)e ap
proached with any other feelings but those of solemn atten
tion and earnest prayer, with a realising sense of the pre
sence of God and of the v:lue of eternity. I think I 
lJeed hardly say that I cannot possibly have any personal 
motive for doing so, and nothing but a Jeep conviction 
of the truth could ever have induced me to separate from 
those to whom I am so strongly attached, and for whom 
I shall ever entertain the warmest sentimente of respect 
and affection. I have therefore ventured to lay before 
you, a portion of my own religious history, and to sug
gest a train of thought which has long taken pn~"n:~iull 
of my own mind, on the most important subject that can 
engage the attention of any human being. But I am fully 
persuaded that no success can be expected from any con
troversy, unless the· mind is in a proper disposition to 
rec~ive the evidence of Divine truth. No one can be a 
true Catholic without a proper spirit of humility and sub-
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miRsion to Divine authority; and so long as ptide and 
self:will form a part of corrupt human nature, there can 
be no difficulty in accounting for the origin and progress 
of Protestantism in the world. I am quite aware tliat it 
j" nut fashiohablc to be a Catholic-the profession of it 
is not generally associated with worldly rank and respec
tability, in these countries-and perhaps not with that 
high degree of intellectual cultivation and mental 
refinement which exist in the Catholic Gountries of 
Europe. But this is merely an accidental circum
stann', and has no connexion with the truth of the 
Catholic religion. True Catholics are not of the world, 
even ~t" Chri8t "a~ not of the world. "\Ye must go back 
to the beginning-we must commence our lessons in 
Chri"tiullity with the teaching of the Al't'stles, and not 
of the Reformers,-and thus returning to the Primitive 
faith, we shall soon discover that the Protestant system 
is merely founded on human tradition, while the Catholic 
Ry~tern is founded on divine revelation. There is no safety 
but in submitting entirely to the teaching of God's Holy 
Spirit in His Church, and in the complete surrender of 
human reason t() the divine rule of faith which He 
has appointed for the perpetual preservation of His 
truth on earth. For my own part, my choice is 
finally made-it i~ fixed and sealed for eternity. I am 
done for ever wi,th all the doubt and uncertainty of Pro
tr8tal1t principles. I have embraced the whole system 
of God's revealed truth with all my heart and soul; and 
I am firmly resolved, by the grace of God, to live and to 
die in the bosom of His Holy Catholic Church. 

I remain, rlly dear Friends, 

Your fait.hful Servant in Jesus Christ • 
EP)IUXD MATUR.rN. 


