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PROTESTANT TESTIMONY.

* Mr Keenan knows, much better than we can tell him, the mysteries of
priesteralt : and, judgmg from his work, we should have no hesitation in pro-
nouncing him admirably skilled in that ingenious science which aims at makmy
the worse appear the better reason. In justice to Mr Keenan, we must acknow-
Iedge that we shall not easily find, within so narrow a compass, a more cunning
or plausible apology for the distivguishing peculiarities of Romanism. The
 Controversial Catechism” i3 a masterly instance of special pleading, and
admicably fitted, beth to strengthen the attachment of Catholies to their own
ereed, and to bring over to that mode of thinking no inconsiderable number of
those who, calling themselves Protestauts, are yet but partially informed as to
the reason of their hope."—Macphail's Ecclesiastical Magazine.

D, R. Collie & Son, Printers, 19 South St David Street, Edinburgh.



Approbotions of the Pork.

BY THE RIGHT REV. BISHOP CARRUTHERS.

A concise summary of arguments, authorities, and proofs, in
sapport of the doctrines, institutions, and practices of the Catholic
Church, is here presented in a very convenient form, as an additional
antidote against the unceasing effusions of antagonistic Ignorance
and Misrepresentation. The believer will be hereby instructed and
confirmed in his faith, and the sincere searcher after truth will here
find a lncid path opened to conduct him to its sanctuary. There
is much important matter condensed in these unpretending pages.
The work, 1 trust, will mcet with the notice it deserves, and the
good be thus effected which the szealous and talented author has
had in view in its publication.

»l« ANDREW, BISHOP OF CERAMIS’
Ficar Apostolic of Eastern Scotland.

Edinburgh, 10th April, 1846.

BY THE RIGIIT REV. BISHOP GILLIS.

I have much pleasure in adding my name to the above Approbation
by my Venerable Predecessor, and in earnestly recommending the
study of the CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM to the Faithful ¢t the
Eastern District of Scotl#nd. A class of Anti-Catholie Evangelist<
i. mow fast multiplying around us, whose principal ** Message,” it
would appear, is unto hungry stomachs; and against them, of
course, all argument is vain. But there are many, it is to be
hoped, sincere in their pursuit of Truth; and to all such. the
CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM must ever prove a welcome aud
highly useful guide.

The fact of nine thousand copies having already been exhausted
in two Editions in this country, besides & third Edition printed in
America, is evidence sufficient of the favour with which the Cate-
chism has been received by the Catholic Public ; and, in truth, it
would be difficult to find g work of religious instruction, in matter
so condensed, and in pri%?é& moderate, better fitted to qualify
its attentive reader for * being ready always to satisfy cvery one
that asketh him a reason for the hope that is in him.” T con-
gratulate the Reverend Author on his Work, and the District on its
Author. ’

»J« JAMES, BISHOP OF LIMYKA,
Ficar Apostolic of theEastern Districi

in Scotlund.  *
Edinburgh, 14th November, 1853.
A3



Appeobotions of the %ark.

BY THE RIGHT REV. BISHOP KYLE.

1 bave read, with much pleasure, a Work entitled * Controversial
Catechism, by the Rev. Stephen Keenan.” As it contains a well-#
reasoned defence of the Catholic faith, and clear and satisfactory
solutions of the usual objections adduced by scparatists, I deem -
that the study of it will be most useful to all Catholics; and,
therefore, I earnestly recommend it to the Faithful in the Northern
District of Scotland.

»X« JAS. KYLE, V.A. N.D.S.
Preshome, 15th April, 1846.

BY THE RIGHT REV. BISHOP MURDOCH.

Glasgow, 19th November, 1853.

My Deawr MR REENAN, .
I am exceedingly delighted to learn that a
Third Edition of your excellent * CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM”
is about to be printed. You request my .approbation of this New
Edition. Most willingly and most heartily do I give it. But it is.
really altogether unnecessary ; for the work has amply approved
itself. The rapid exhaustion of the two last editions, is more than
sufficient proof of the value and worth of the Catechism. I know
not, indeed, if we possess a volume better adapted to the wants of
the time ; whilst its price brings it within the reach of all, cven the
poorest classes of society ; and its size is well suited to those—and
they are very many—who have little time to read large books. As
long as the CONTROVERSIAL CATEC™ .4 is to be had, it is en-
tirely the fault of all Catholics—be ‘their rank however humble—
if they be not ready on all occasions to give a reason of the faith
and hope that are in them. I am, REV. DEAR SIR, yours sincerely
in Christ,
»}« JOHN MURDOCH, V.A. W.D.

The REV. bTEl;BEN KxENAN, Dundee.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

DiscussIons on the various questions of religion, have ever
been and still are matters of inevitable necessity; because
Christianity and its dogmas have ever been and still are
impugned, by those vittims of passion, prejudice, and error—
the schismatic, heretic, and infidel. The true minister of
Josus Christ is thus compelled to make religious controversy
an important part of his studies, as it is only by this mean he
can, with the help of God’s grace, bring back these unfortunate
wanderers to the fold of Christ. 1f angry feelings are some-
times engendered by these discussions, the fault lies with those
who first raised the standard of rebellion, against the teaching
of the lawful pastors, whom Christ commissiquned to fecd his
lambs and his sheep, with the bread of life and the Word of God.
To elucidate truth, is the object of free discussion; and to all
who are properly qualified for the task, ample scope should be
given. Catholics, as regards their doctrines, court publicity ;
because they are fully aware, that the more these are tried and
examined, the stronger will be the conviction of their truth in
the mind of the sincere inquirer. Of this, ample proof will be
found in the multitude of late conversions,—conversions, be it
observed, not of the vulgar and illiterate, but of the brightest
ornaments of the age,wsot of the interested and worldly, but
of men who proved themsg}es ready to dacrifice every worldly
advantage for the sake of conscience and truth,—conversions,
not of the victim of passion, as is the case when a stray Catho-
lic becomes Protestant, but of men whose minds are pure and
their hearts chaste, whose high and spotless morality is beyond
all suspicion. Such are the men, who, bursting the fetters in



iv PIGFACEN.

which they had been hithefto Bound, dnd-earing to pieces the
thick veil of early prejudice ich the Protestant world is
blindfolded, have boldly dared i act upon the Protestant
principle of examining for themselves; and, having made that
examination, not without hearty commendations of themselves
to Heaven, have, of late, added to the glory of the Redeemer by
their piety and learning, and, by their numbers, cxtended the
pale of His true Church.

On the subject of religious controversy, numerous works of
deep research and intrinsic merit have of late issued from the
press: most of these, however, are so diffuse and expensive as
to render them uscless to the humble Cdtholic and Protestant
artisan, who, though anxious in their search ‘after truth, have
neither time nor education to enable them to read, nor money
to procure, elaborate and expensive publications; others, again,
are so compendious, and the arguments so abridged, that, when
put into the hands of a superficial Protestant, they fail to pro-
duce conviction. Some others, in fine, there are, the scope of
which is rather to instruct Catholics in the faith and practices
of thdir religiony than to disabuse the Protestant mind of its
prejudices and its errors. Amongst these works of real talent
and merit, something seemed to the Writer of the following
pages to be still wanting, viz. : an epitome of controversy in a
concise and cheap form, comprising the principal arguments
on the various questions most commonly controverted, com-
bining perspicuity with brevity and cheapness, that it might be
within the reach of all Catholics who are called to give a reason
for the faith that is in them, and of all sincerely inquiring
Protestants, whose occupations and circumstances preclyde the
possibility of recourse to more learpes»more voluminous, and
expensive works.

‘Whether this desideratum be supplied by the following little
‘Work, the public will soon determine. The plan and a portion
of the groundwork are taken from a small controversial treatise
by Father Scheffmacher, a German Jesuit, who held the chair
of controversy ‘at Strasburg about a century ago. It was at
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first the intention of the Writer to give only a translation cf

_ Scheffmacher’s Catechism, but, after a careful examination of it,
he found some important articles treated with such brevity,
that it was necessary to remodel and extend them, whilst others
of vital iuterest were scarcely touched at all ; indeed, such were
the changes and additions which the Writer was obliged to make,
that the present may be considered an almost entirely new
work. The Writer acknowledges his obligations, in some in-
stances, to several Continental as well as English Divines; and
trusts that an indulgent public will find, in the solidity of the
matter, an apology forall defects in manner and style. He
also takes this oppertunity of expressing his gratitude to the
eminent Catholic Prelate to whom the Work, for the sake of
security, was submitted ; and hopes that nothing will be found
in it unworthy of his Lordship’s patronage. If, in fine,” this
publication promote the canse of Religion and Truth ;—if, by
being put in the hands of the neophyte, it lighten the burden
of his brother Clergymen in the matter of controversial instruc-
tion ;—if it aid in dispelling error,—in carrying convictioy to
the mind,—in bringing back to the unity of the one fold, some
of the many who have wandered from it ;—the Writer will con-
sider his labours amply rewarded.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

THE rapid sale of the former editién,fits approbation by
many Clergymen in Scotland and by several in Ireland and
England,—the fact of its appearing in a very e:legant American
edition, approved by the Right Rev. Dr Hughes of New York,
and by the American Catholic Clergy and Catholic press,—
combined with the antipathy of modern religionists to its pub-
lication or circulation, and the unwilling testimony wrung from
them as to its efficacy in supporting truth,—all these motives,
strengthened by a desire to put down error and establish truth,
have induced the Author to give to the public a second edition.
Busied with the various duties of a heavy and important
Mission, he regrets that circumstances have not allowed him to
make this edition more worthy of his readers and patrons.
He has, however, made alterations and important additions,
which, with an improved arrangement of the matter, may, he
trusts, render the Work more geoatdiy useful.
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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

TuE hard-working Clergy and persecuted Catholics of Great
RBritain have now given the CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM a
decided approbation. The demand for it in each of the three
kingdoms has satisfied its Author that his labour has answered
some good purpose. An Edition of three thousand copies, and
one of six thousand, have been disposed of in a comparatively
short time ; and as the demand continues, a Third Edition is
now imperatively required. Having the high approbation
of Archbishop Hucnes, the Right Rev. Drs KyiLE and

JARRUTHERS, as well as the approval of the,Right Reva Dr
Giuuis, and the Right Rev. Dr Mukpoci, the Author begs
leave to present again his little Work to that kind public,
which has honoured him with such extensive previous pa-
tronage.

The high approbation above-mentioned proves that the
CONTROVERSIAL CATEcnst is not without its merits,—that
it is calculated to do somedittle good. 1If so, there never was
a time in which such helps were more necessary. Every
thing that the enemy of salvation can do, is now being done to
obscure truth, to substs=+e falsehood in its place. Infidelity
is making desperate effort ‘?o render us 4t once disloyal to our
Queen and to our God. . Exeter-Hall heresy is making a
dying exertion to slay Popery. The lying tract, the corrupted
English Bible, as"well as the poor, dry, heartless, faithless,
hopeless, and charity-less ranting of English and Scottish
itinerant quacks in religion, are all, all, emploged, armed
with every mean that earth or hell can supply, to subvert the
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faith, not of the rich and learned, for that would be hopeless,
but of the poor, unlettered, and defenceless Catholic. You
never hear of their feats amongst our educated Catholic
population; but how often, oh! how often do we hear of
what they call the triumphs they obtain by victories won,
armed with a soup tureen in one hand, and a corrupted Bible
in the other. They attempt not to convert or reconvert their
own ministers, who have become Catholic, because they
know they would not succeed; but they proceed in whole
bodies to convert the poor widow, who has no bread, and the
poor orphan, who has no home.

If ever, therefore, there was a time in which the Catholic

® Pastor should be vigilant, it is the present time. “If there
ever was a moment in which Catholics, poor Catholics, ought
to guard against the wiles of the enemy, the present is that
moment. It is, then, with great confidence, that the Author
sends forth his little book in such perilous times, trusting in
God, that it may do much good, especially amongst the
poor, who, sought for anxiously by the herctic, the schismatic,
and the infidef, are every moment in imminent peril. May
God watch over his own poor Catholic children, and make
this Work an instrument in His hands, to strengthen their
faith, and enable them to struggle triumphantly against the

enemies of their salvation,

DUNDEE,
Feast of all Saints, 1853,




CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

CIHAPTER I.

REASONS FOR EXAMINING THE CATHOLIC
RELIGION.

.

QUESTION. Can there be more than one true Church ?

Answer. No p for the Scripture tells, that there is but one
faith, fs there is but one Lord and one baptism (Ephes. iv.
4, b); that there is but one fold and one Shepherd (Johnx. 16);
that the children of the Church of Christ should be one, as
Christ and the Father are one (John xvii. 20); that we are
one body in Christ. (Rom. xii. 5.)

Q. Is not this truth plain also from other reasons? B

A. Yes; God cannot teach contradictory doctrines. There
is but one revelation made by him; that revelation can have
only one true meaning, and hence that Chugch only, vhich
gives the true meaning of God’s revelation, in teaching her
children, can be God’s truec Church.

Q. What then would you say to the multitudes who profess
so many modern, contradictory creeds 2

A. 1 would say, according to Scripture and reason, there
can be only ove true Church.  That one is somewhere—search
for it—*Try all things, and hold fast that which is best.”

Q. What say you to the man who professes amodern religion,
wmerely because he was born in i, and when ke came to the use
of reason, found himself a member of it?

A. Twould say, that, on the same principle, 2 man may be
a Jew, a Mahometan, or ’agan, without incurring the dis-
pleasure of God. :

Q. What advice would you give those who examine all our
modern creeds, but never think of inquiring into the ancient,
universal religion of Catholics

A. I would, in the first instance, pray for them, because
this indifference is the effect of early prejudice, of the impres-
sions left on their minds by incessant misrepresentation; L
would then advise them to pray, that God would evable them

B
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to extend their inquiry to Catholicism, since we find trutlh,
often, where we least expect to find it.

Q. Would you add any thing to this admonition 2

A. T would tell them to reflect, that the whole world was
once Catholic; that their forefathers, till very lately, were all
Catholic ; that the kings whom they admire for their great-
ness, the philosophers they admire for their wisdom, and the
saints whom they admire for their holiness, were all Catholic.

Q. What if they call all these idolaters 2

A. Then, asidolatry is a mortal offence to God, they must
reconcile themselves to the awful thought, that the souls
of the whole Christian world during fifteen hundred years
are now in hell for their idolatries; for, the whole Christian
world, during all that period, was Catholic.

Q. What if they say, Catholics are Catholics, because they
Jre unenlightened, unlettered simpletons? - :

A. Then they must maintain, that the whole worid wus
such, for fifteen hundred years; that Augustine, Jerome,
Basil, Leo, Gregory, Tasso, Pope, Dryden, Bourdaloue.
Fenelon, Massillon, and ten thousand other such lights, were
fools and idiots.

Q. Would you add anything to the above ?

A. I would say, as Hume and others have remarked, that,
at the time of the Reformation, the most enlightened nations,
sucl as I'rancey Italy, and Spain, remained Catholic, whilst
the more barbarous nations of the North embraced Pro-
testantism; and that, ever now, when the whole Christian
world is enlightened and learned, the greatest part is still
Catholic.

Q. Is there any thing to induce us to remain Cutholic, hut
the love of truth, and the most solid conviction that our Church
is the only true Church of Christ?

A. No; we have adhered to our faith amidst all imagin-
able difficulties ; our religion in practice is laborious ; its duties
numerous, painful, yet indispensable; confession, fasting, absti-
nence, the mortification of cvery passion, are all, with us,
realities, not mere names, as they arc with others ; indeed, the
Sunday and every-day duties of as#8od Catholic arc so labo-
rious, that they would tire the energies of human nature,
were it not supported by a divine hand.

Q. Besides the difficulties we have in the practice of our
religion, have we had other and greater difficultics to strugyle
with in our adhesion to Catholicism ?

A. Those who read the penal code, containing the laws
enacted against Popery during the last three hungred years,
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will be quite satisfied, that God alone preserved our faith,—
that there is nothing human in our attachment to it.

Q. What have we suffered by some of these laws ?

A. The loss of our estates, which were transferred to others ;
the transfer of our Churches to government preachers, or, as
in Scotland, the absolute destruction of these Churches; our
Church lands, the patrimony of the poor, given to the
corrupt minions of unprincipled governments. Education,
either at home or abroad, was forbidden to us under the most
severe penalties. Indecd, the persecutions we have suffered
for our faith, in these Protestant countries, have been such,
that the eloquent Burke says of them: ¢ Never did any
thing more savage proceed from the perverted ingenuity
of man;” and yet, after all, we are still Catholic ; after all,
our religion is progressing,

Q. Have we not suffered by misrepresentation, as well as
by perSecution 2 : '

A. Yes; ministers of modern religions have laboured to
prevent inquiry into Catholicism, by misrcpresenting our
creed ; according to them, we trust in our own works, not in
Christ ; we worship the saints ; we never read the Scriptures ;
we believe man to be infallible; we hold that man, as maun, can
forgive sin; we think the Pope can give leave to commit sin,
&e.  Now all these are simple falsehoods: we believe none
of them.

Q). Has not this systematic misrepresentation been very in-
Jurious to Catholicism 2

A. Tt has kept the people of these countries, for centuries,
from inquiring into the nature of our religion ; and it is only
of late, that I’rotestants have learned to penetrate the veil of
falsehood our enemies have cast around us; have discovered
our real doctrines, and are daily embracing them.

Q. Do not these ministers labour earnestly to impress the
public with the notion, that our doctrines are absurd ?

A. Yes; and by this have prevented many from inquiring ;
yet how unfoundéd is this assertion? If our doctrines are
absurd, why are theg believed by five-sixths of Christianity *
why are the learned the Rest Casholics? and why is it, that
it is the most learned ministers and laity of Oxford and Cam-
bridge, who are daily becoming Catholics? We have con-
verts in every class of society, from the nobleman to the
mendicant. The former, by becoming Catholic, has much to
endure; and the latter is refused even a cup of cold water,
because he has become a member of the Catholic religion ;
and all this is endurcd for the sake of our absurdsdoctrines !
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Q. Arenot attempts made, even now, all over these liingdoms,
to seduce the poor, and especially the young, by the offer of food
and raiment ¢

A. Yes; the educated, the instructed, and comfortable Ca-
tholic is beyond seduction ; and the snare is set by heresy for
the hungry and the naked.

Q. Do these seducers succeed even with the poor 2

A. No; for no sooncr have their poor victims tried the reli-
gion of their seducers, than they feel the remark of I
Johnson : The lacerations of conscience, which they instantly
experience, make them hasten back to the altar of their fathers
to deplore their apostacy, and implore torgiveness.—Life
of Johnson, vol. ii., p. 99.

Q. Is there not something wery striking in the comversions
of the present day ? “

A. Yes; the most enlightened men of the Protestant
Church, even multitudes of her ministers, are crowding, of
their own accord, into the Catholic Church ; whilst the igno-
rant and bigotted portion of the I'rotestant community are
labouring hard, but without success, to seduce, not the
educated, but the poorest and most ignorant, of the Catholic
body.

Q}., Is there not something in the Catholic clergy, when com-
pared with the clergy of other persuuasions, to induce men 1o
doivt of the reformed religion #

A. Yes; they are an independent body of men, who will
not be bought by any worldly advantages. Irom the Pope to
the humblest priest, we find them, not time-servers, or the
servants of any government, but boldly denouncing sin, whe-
ther it lurk under the purple of the king, or the tattered rags
of the beggar.

). As men having the care of souls, are they not much more
laborious thon Protestant ministers

A. Their lives are one continued toil ; they are poor ; they
are refused by their office every Inxury except the most ordi-
nary food and raiment. Their perpetual study and learning ;
their attention to the sick-bed of evegy dying Catholie, be he
poor or rich; their heavy vestry dfity, which compels them to
take weekly, monthly, or, at the outside, yearly cognisance
of the conscientious state of every Catholic, points them out
as men who really have the care of souls. How different is
their duty from that of the Presbyterian minister, who has
no other spiritual connexion with his flock, than what is
derived from the delivery of a dry piece of ethical morality
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once or twice a week! or a hebdomadal lecture against
Popery.

Q. Can you give any other reasons to induce a prudent Pro-
testunt to doubt of his religion, and to induce him to inquire 2

4. Yes; many reasons: Our religion existed in the world
fifteen hundred years bofore I'rotestantism had even a name ;
and even our cnemies admit that it was founded by” Josus
Christ.

Q. But they say, it became corrupted ?

A. Yes; butif so, then they must maintain, that Christ-
failed in his word ; for he says, the gates of hell shall not
prevail against it ; that he will be with his pastors all days ;
that his Holy Spirit will teach kis Clhurch oll truth ¥or EVER.
(Math. xvi., xxviii., John xiv.) Nay, he adds, that he died to
make her a g]m ious Church without s]ml or wrinkle, holy and
without blenvishy and his Apostle calls her the pzllar and,
yround of truth. (Kphes. v., 1 Timn. iii.)

Q. Does he say anything else which proves the above asser-
tion to be an tmpicty ¢

A. He prays that all who should believe in his name may
be one, as he and the Father are one,—a prayer which could
not have been heard, it his Church had fallen into crror.
(John xvii.)

Q. Have yow any other reason to induce an honest man to
doubt of the reformed religions ¢

A. Yes; toprevent men from being tossed about by every
wind of doctrine, and to perfect the elect, Christ appointed,
not the Bible, as reformers do, but apostles, prophets, evan-
gelists, pastors, and doctors.  (Iiphes. iv.)

). Were there no abusesinthe Churchbeforethe Reformation 2

A. Yes; and in every age there were wise and foolish
virging, wheat and cockle blended together. These abuses
were the work of individual Catholics; the faith and moral
teaching of the Church were always the same as they are at
present.

Q. Have not Protestants reason to doubt of their fuith, when
they consider the mermwho founded Prolestantism ?

A. Yes, and strong redson. dhese avere men of the most
licentious character ; and surely God would never choose such
immoral persons to reform a Church established by his divine
Son.

Q). When Protestants consider their rule of fuith in its
result, have they not reason to tremble 2

A. Yes for by making every man a judgg of the Bible,
they have filled the world with j Jjarring and contraditory sects,
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each making war on all the rest; instead of the one united
family for which Christ prayed, the one fold and one
Shepherd, the most Babylonish disunion, as to folds and
shepherds, pervades the entire Protestant world.

Q. Must not a sensitble Protestant doubt seriously, when he
finds that even the Bible is not followed as a rule by kis co-
religionists 2

A. Surely, when he sees them baptize infants, abrogate
the Jewish Sabbath, and observe Sunday, for which there is
o Scriptural authority ; when he finds them neglect to wash
one another’s feet, which is expressly commanded, and eat
blood and things strangled, which arc expressly prohibited in
Scripture. e must doubt, if he think at all.

Q. Do not the perpetual changes of Protgstantism give ground
Jor doubt?
¢ A. Certainly ; since a changing religion, which assymes a
new face both as to faith and morals in every age and every
country, cannot be the religion of Christ, wﬁich is the same
yesterday, to-day, and for ever, and the same everywhere.

Q. Should not a wise man doubt of the first principle of
Protestantism, when ke reads the words of St Peter,—2 Peter
i, 20, iii. 16?

A. Ile must not only doubt, but be certain, that the prin-
ciplg of private interpretation is erroneous, since that Apostle
says, that no pruphecy is of private interpretation, and that
many things in the Seripture are hard to be understood, which
the unlearned and unstable wrest to their own destruction.

Q. Should not a Protestant doubt, when he finds that he him-
self, holds tradition as a guide ?

4. Yes; if he would but reflect, that he has nothing but

Catholic tradition for keeping the Sunday holy; and that.
amongst many other things, it is by Catholic tradition only
he knows the Bible to be the Word of God.

Q. Is not the Clurch of Christ one fold ?

A. Yes; yet not two Protestant sects,are exactly the
same ; nay, Fon will hardly find two Protestants who have
the same faith on every point. '

Q. Isnotthe Churchrof Chtist holy, without spot or wrinkle?

A. Yes; and whether we consider Protestantism in its
founders or inits doctrines, it is not holy. Itsfounders, as we
shall shortly see, were immoral men; and it held, and now
holds, most immoral doctrines; for example, the doctrine
of predestination, from which it follows that God is the author
of sin, that man must sin.

Q. Is udt the Church of Christ Catholic, or universal ¢
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A. Certainly; for Christ told his Apostles to teach all
nations, to teach all truth, and that he would be with them all
doys ; yet, the Protestant Church has not existed all days,
she is only of yesterday ; she does not teach all truth, for no
two Protestant sccts teach the same doctrines ; she is not the
Church of all nations, nor even of any one entire nation on
earth.

Q. Is not the Church of Christ apostolical as to orders,
doctrine, and massion ?

A. Yes; yet Protestants, instead of being able to trace
their orders, mission, and doctrine, back to the apostles, can
trace them to Luther, but no further; even the Knglish Church
has no certainty that its ministers have orders; and as to
Calvinists, their ministers arc mere laymen.

Q. What does Chillingworth say on this subject ?

A. He saysy that “perpetual visible succession, which
could’ never be wanting to the religion of Christ....is wanting
to the Protestant religion.”—.Athene Oxonienses, Bliss' edit.
vol. iii. col. 86.

Q. Did Christ say, that his Church would be infallible,
that the gates of hell should never prevail against her, that his
Holy Spirit would teach her all truth for ever ?

A. Yes; yet all Protestants hold their Church to be fallible.

Q. Would a wise man remain a member of such a Church?

A. No, certainly ; he might as well be aglagan: he has
no sceurity for salvation, as he has no certainty, whether he is
believing truth or error. ’

Q. What does Edmund Burle say of the Protestant religion?

A. That it is “ no description of a religion at all, or of dny
principle, religious, moral, or political, but is a mere nega-
tion.”—Letter to Dr Lawrence.

Q. W hat do eminent Protestants say of the Catholic Church?

A. Hooker acknowledges the Church of Rome “to be
of the Family of Jesus Christ.” (Liccles. Polity.) Bishop
White says: ¢ He never doubted the Church of Rome to be
the visible Churth of God, wherein our ancestors did profess
the true faith; and grere saved.” (Defence of his Way.) Dr
Barrow admits, that the most learned Protestants have owned
the Church of Rome to be the Church of Christ.

Q. What lesson should a wise, educated Protestant learn
Jrom all these reasons? - .

A. He should weigh them well ; and, in doing so, he will
find abundant reason to doubt of his own religion, and power-
ful inducements to examine the Catholic faith,
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Q. How should the sincere, but unlearned Protestant, act in
this important matter

A. As his salvation depends on his being a member of the
true. Church, and as he sees crowds of learned ministers,
induced by the above reasons to sacrifice their worldly pro-
spects, and embrace Catholicism, he should, without delay,
commence an earnest inquiry after truth. No worldly
interest should be allowed to deter him from professing what
his head aud his heart command him to embrace as truth.

CIIAPTER II.

TIIE RISE AND PROGRESS OF FROTESTANTISM,
(Drawn from the Works of Luther fiimsclf.)

SECTION I.

Q. What is Protestantism 2

A. A new religion, invented and propagated by a person
called Luther.

Q. Why do you call it a new religion 2

A. Because, viewing it as a body of doctrine, no such
divinity, either as to faith or morals, was ever known, taught,
or btlieved, by eny sect in the world, until Luther’s time.

Q. Was not the same divinity taught some centuries earlier
by the Albigenses, Waldenses, Hussites, and Wickiiffites ?

A. Noj these sects professed errors of a very different kind.
The Albigenses taught that there were two Gods and two
Christs ; they reprobated marriage, denied all the Sacraments,
as well as the resurrection of the body. The Waldenses
aimed at plunder; they declared it a heinous sin for a
magistrate to condemn to death for any crime; according to
them, it was a mortal sin to take an oath ; the clergy became
reprobates by holding one farthing’s worth of property. In
other things these deluded fanatics were Catholic; they held
the Sacraments, Mass, Transubstantiatioe, and Purgatory, &ec.
The Wickliffites maintained; that man must sin, that God
approves of sin ; yet, with evident inconsistency, they declared
that all power, whether of the priest or magistrate, 1s forfeited
by the commission of one mortal kin ; they concluded, that as
they themselves were all free from sin, so all power belonged
to them. As to the IHussites, their doctrines were those
of Wickliffe, their principles were seditious and unchristian,
and plundet was their object.
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Q. Did Luther and kis reforming brotherhood teach nothing
in common with the Christian Church then existing ?

A. A few of the great leading truths were still retained ;
but there is scarcely one article of the Christian faith which
was not denied and rejected by one or other of the reformers.

Q. In what year was Luther born 2

A. In 1483.

Q. Where was ke born?

A. In Lisleben, of Prussian Saxony.

Q. Of what religion were kis parents 2.

A. They were Catholics, and so were all his ancestors.

Q. At the time Luther was born, what was the religion of
all Europe?

A. Allbelieved what Catholics belicve at the present time.

Q. Was Luther hituself @ Cutholic for any time 2

A. e was a Catholic until his thirty-fifth year.

Q. What was his state of life?

A. He was a monk of the order of discalced Augustinians.

Q. As such, had he made religious vows ?

A. At the age of .twenty-three years, he made vows of
poverty, chastity, and obedience.

Q. Was ke bound to Lecp these vows 2

A. Without doubt, since he made them after mature reflec-
tion, and of his own free will; because the Prophet says
(Ps. xlix.): “Pay thy vows to the Most 1ligh;” and &od
himself says (Num. chap. xxx.): “If any man make a vow to
the Lord, or bind himself by an oath; he shall not make his
word void, but shall tulfil all that he promised.”

Q. Did Luther obey this command of God by keeping hisvows?

A. Noj; he violated all the three; he apostatized,—he
married Catherine de Boré, a nun, like himself under vows,—
and he positively disobeyed every ecclesiatical authority.

Q. Was this man in reality the founder of the Protestant re-
ligion, and the first of that sect that ever appeared in the world ?

A. Most certainly ; Tor no minister, no congregation, no
body of divines, professing Protestant doctrines, were ever
heard of, until his time.

Q. What inference do you dram from all this ?

A. That Drotestantism cannot be the religion of Christ,
because, if the Church of Christ required reformation, a God
of purity and holiness, would never have chosen such an
immoral character—an apostate, a wholesale vow-breaker,
a sacrilegious seducer—for that purpose.
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SECTION II.
. What was it that induced Luther to attack the ancient
Cutholic faith, and invent a new creed 2

A. Pride and jealousy. Pope Leo having granted an In-
dulgence, Luther’s pride was mortified, because the com-
mission to preach that Indulgence was given to the order of
St Dominic.

. To what did he allow kimself to be driven by this pride
and jealousy 2

A. To attack in itself the doctrine of Indulgences.

Q. Would the Catholic Church have blamed Luther had he
merely attacked the abuses or avarice of individual Catholics ?

A. No, certainly. He erred in this, that, under pretence
of reprehending abuses, he assailed the truc faith, on the
subject of Indulgences.

Q. What was his next step 2

A. e posted on the gates of the Church of Wittenberg
ninety-five articles, which we wrote, and which contained
many things not in accordance with the doctrines of the
Church.

Q. Were these articles refuted ?

A. They were, and with much cleverness, by some Catholic
Theologians, to whom Luther replied with a haughty insolence
unworthy of a Christian.

&. W};zat lypocritical pretences did Luther make in 1517,
during these disputes ¢

A. He pretended that he wished to teach nothing but what
was conformable to Scripture, to the Iloly Fathers, and
approved by the Holy See. (T. 1. Ger. Edit. Gen. p. 12.)

). What did he write to Jerome, Bishop of Brandenburg ?

. That he wished to decide nothing himself, and that he
wished to subinit all his doctrines to the Church. (Ibid, p. 54.)

Q. What did he write to Pope Leo in 15182

A. That he would listen to that Pope's-decision as to an
oracle proceeding from the mouth 8f Jesus Christ. (Ibid,

58 *

Q. What did he promise to his religipus superiors?

A. That he would be silent, if his adversaries were placed
under the same restraint.

Q. What inference do you draw from all this?

A. That he was either a hypocrite, who did not intend to
fulfil his promises, or that he was quite satisfied of the truth
of the doctrines which he impugned, since otherwise he could
not_conscientjously promise silence and obedience.

Q. What other consequences do you draw 2
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A. That a man bursting with pride, envy, jealousy—a
disobedient hypocrite—was not the person to be chosen by
God to reform abuses, if any such existed.

SECTION III.

Q. What took place at Augsburg between Luther and Cor-
dinal Cajetan ?

A. The Cardinal required of him, that he should retract
his errors, which Luther refused, appealing at the same time
to the most cclebrated Universities of Germany, and to that
of Paris, and pledging himself most humbly to submit to their
decision.  (Ibid, p. 119 and p. 14.)

Q. Did he stund by that appeal 2 .

AQQNO; he appealed a short time after to the Pope.  (Ibid,
), 122.)

: Q. Did e abide Dyfthis second appeal ?

A. No.; he nekt appealed from the Pope ill-informed to
the Pope well-informed. (Ibid, p. 205.)

Q. Did ke stop even here?

A. Noj; he then appealed to a General Council. (Ibid,

. 351))
b Q. Did ©Le abide by this resolution to submit to the decision
of @ General Council

A. Noj; at the Diet of Worms, he declarcd flatly that he
would not submit his doctrine to any Council. (Ibid, op-
448, 400, 452.)

Q. What do you conclude from such conduct?

A. TInthe first place, that Luther must have been extremely
fickle to appeal to so many judges, and to abide by the decision
of none. Secondly, that he knew his cause was bad and his
doctrine false, since he would not submit it even to the best
judges. Thirdly, that he must have becn brimful of sinful
pride and obstinacy, since he preferred his own single judg-
mont to that of the whole Christian world. )

Q. But did not Luther promise to abandon his errors, if
any one would prove them such from Scripture?

A. Yes; but this was only an artifice to enable him more
freely to propagate #hem; because he well khew that the
Heriptures may be wrested into any, or every meaning; that
he could give them any sense he pleased, as the Mormons,
the ' Muckers, the Methodists, and the Free-Kirkmen do at
the present day : the Scripture is made to teach all sorts of
contradictions.

Q. What was his real object tn this subterfuge?

A. He wished to impose his monstrous errors on the public,
as truths, bearing the sacred stamp of Scriptural Juthority.
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Had he been sincere in his appeal, he would have said: I
shall leave it to the Church to decide whether my doctrine is
conformable to the Seripture or not.

Q. What judgment did the Universities, to which Luther
appealed, pronounce upon his doctrine ? ‘

A. They condemmned his doctrine as false and heretical.
(Ibid, p. 539.)

Q). What Universities did so ?

A. The Universitics of Leipsic, Cologne, Louvain, and
Paris.

Q. Did Luther abide, as ke had promised, by their decision

A. Noj; on the contrary, he poured forth a torrent of invec-
tives and insults against them; he called the University of
Paris the mother of errors, the daughter of Antichrist, the
gate of hell.  (Ibid, p. 548.) "

). What wus the judgment of the Pope, to whom Luther
appealed, and whose decisions he promised to receive, as if
they came from the mouth of Christ himself?

A. The Pope published a Bull, condemning forty-one arti-
cles of Luther’s doctrine. )

Q. What does the Pope say in that Bull ?

A. That he had done every thing he could, to reclaim Lu-
ther, but that all his paternal cares and advices had becn
unavailing. e gives Luther sixty days to retract, and orders
his works to ba burned at the expiry of that period, should he
persist in his errors.

Q). Did Luther submit?

A. Noj; he now renounces the authority, to which he had
appealed ; he writes against the Bull of his chief Superior,
whom he had vowed to obey ; he denounces the Papal decision
as the decision of Antichrist (Ibid, p. 345); he publicly burns
the Bull, along with the book of Decretals. (1bid, p. 353.)

Q. Had Luther previously writlen, in the most submissive
terms, declaring that ke was willing to cast himself at the feet
of his Holiness ? .

A. Yes (Ibid, p. 58); but the moment the Pope opposed
him, he changed his language, declaring that not only the
Bull, but the Pope bhimsclfsshould be burned. (Ibid, p. 553.)

Q. Had Luther not written, « little before, that his preserva-
tion or destruction depended entirely on the absolution or
condemnation of lis Holiness?  (Ibid, p. 53.)

A. Yes; but he now declares, that men must take up arms
against the Pope, the Cardinals, and Bishops, and wash their
hands in thg blood of these dignitaries. (Tbid, p. 60.)
“'Why,” says he, “do not we fall on those masters of per-
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dition, the Popes, Cardinals, and Bishops, with all our force,
and not give over, tillwehave bathed ourhands in theirblood?”
(Ad Rilvest. Pereir.) “If you fall” he elsewhere adds,
“before the Beast has received its mortal wound, you will
have but one thing to be sorry for, That you did not bury
your dagger in its breast. All that defend him must be
treated like a band of robbers, be they kings or be they
Ceasars.”  (Thesis. apud Rleid. A.D. 1545.)

Q. Had he not written, before this time, that the Pope and
the Cutholic Church were the highest spiritual authority on
earth? (Ibid, p. 144.)

A. Yes; but he now teaches, that none but those who
oppose the Papal authority can be saved. (Ibid, p. 553.)

Q. What do you now think of Luther's conduct

A. 1 can discover mothing in it but the spirit of inconstancy,
doubt, crror, and revenge, without even the slightest mark
of the ¥pirit of God. e seems solely actuated by the spirit
of the devil.

SECTION TV.

Q. What did the secelur power do, to suppress the rising
lLeresy ? :

A. The Emperor Charles V. cited Luther to appear before
the Dict of Worms, and sought to reclaim him by the mildest
means,

Q. What veply did Luther imake to the order gf the Empesor?

A, 1le replied, that from the wording of the ordcr, one
would suppose the Emperor to be either a maniac or a
demoniace.  (Ihid, p. 460.)

Q. Why was not Luther confined, to prevent him from
corrupting others, and from cxciting disturbance

.. He had received the assurance of a safe-conduct, and
the civil authorities could not break their promise. When,
however, the term of the safe-conduct had expired, the Em-
peror proscribed Luther as a sectarian, cut off from the body
of the Church. .

Q. Whither difl Luther then retire?

A. To the Castle gf Wirtemberg, where he wrote the most
false and pernicious works. .

Q. Whkat was the effect of these works, in which he spole
of nothing but evangelical liberty ?

A. These works produced disturbances, sedition, and,
amongst other evils, the German War of the Peasants, who
committed every sort of excess, declaring that the rich had
no cxclusive right to their properties, that every thing should
be held in common, because in the 2d chapter ‘of #he Acts, it
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is said, that all property was common amongst the first
Ghristians.

"Q. Did other divisions and schisms soon appear amongst
Lutherans ¢

A. Yes; each disciple of Luther thought he had as good a
right as his master to expound the Seripture according to his
own peculiar fancy : Carlostad, Zwinglius, Calvin, Muncer,
Schwenckfeld, were of this opinion. They interpreted for
themselves, denounced their master, and opened religious
hucksteries for themselves.

Q. Did the religron, invented by Luther, continme thus to yive
rise to new and different sects ?

A. Yes; every year gave rise to some new one,—a short
period produced thirty-four different sects: and even to this
day, the religion of Luther is as prolific as ever : witness the
Mormons and the Free Kirk. So true is it, that when we
once abandon truth, there can be no end to our wan-lerings
in the mazes of error; that when we once break the moor-
ings which bind us to the rock of truth, by the adoption
of a false principle, such as that of private interpretation,
we are only the prey of endless, ever-varying, erroncous
human_opinions,—tossed to and fro on a wide ocean of
contradictions and contrarieties,—to-day on one tack, to-
morrow upon another,—certain of nothing, but ultimate
shipwreck on the rock of infidelity, or the quicksands of
heresy and sthism. Calvgiism is now running fast into
Socinianism and Socialism; and three lawyers, professing
different Creeds, scttle all articles of faith for Luther’s Eng-
lish Church ; and this decision is binding, if a lay Lady
coneur in it, but not otherwise. Shame! Shame !! Shame!!!
Three Lawyers and a Lady to teach Bishops what they are
to believe!

). What lesson do you learn from this portion of Luther's
conduct ?

A. That the man who wilfully disobeys all his superiors,
both ecclesiastical and civil—the man who nerverts the sacred
Scripture, for the purpose of exciting sedition, and propagating
evident heresy and schism-—cannot po8sibly be the ambas-
sador of Heaven., '

SECTION V.

Q. What geans did Luther resort to, for the purpose of
supplying his new church with priests, seeing that no bishop
could, or would, ordain any of his followers?

A. He invented a new docttine on that subject, a doctrine,
never known.n the Church, till his time.
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Q. What was that doctrine ?

«A. That all Christians—men, women, and children, even
infants—were truly and really priests, and that nothing was
wanting to them but presentation to a charge. (Ibid, pp. 64,
336, 369. :

Q. UpZm what did he found this unheard-of doctrine 2

A. Upon that passage of St Peter, “ You are a royal priest-
hood.” “St Peter,” he reasoned, “addresses this to all
Christians, therefore all Christians are priests.” He might
cqually well have proved, from the same passage, that all
Christians are /ings ; siuce St Peter declares that they are
all RovaL. Hence, as all Christians are confessedly not
kings, so neither are they all priests. Hence, again, all the
followers of Luther should be satisfied, that their pretended
pastors are only wolves in sheep’s clothing, who entered the
told, not by the deor, but over the wall, since their pretended
orders %nd mission are founded upon a passage of Scrip-
ture evidently perverted to suit a purpose.

Q. What was Luther's next step, after abolishing the true
priesthood amongst his followers 2

A. He next abolished the true Sacrifice.

Q. What did he alleye against the sacrifice of the Mass ?

A. Various things, which he learned from the devil, as he
himself declares.

Q. How does he express himself on that subjget in his bowk
on the Mass? (Tom. vi. p. 82.)

A. “Having awoke,” he says, “about midnight, the devil
commenced a dispute with me on the subject of the Mass.”

Q. What did the devil say to him & :

A. “Listen, most sapient doctor,” said the father of lies:
“ during fifteen years, you have said Mass almost every day.
What if all these acts, have been only so many acts of
idolatry ?"

Q. Did Luther hearken to the paternal advice of his sable
director ?

A. He listened "so well, that he allowed himself to be
persuaded that the dexil was right and he wrong, so that the
enemy of man came off victor; and though Luther, in the
same bwok, calls the devil, the most artful and lying deceiver,
he here chose to follow the advice of the devil, rather than
that of the Church.

Q. What think you of all this? .

A. One can hardly tell at which to be most astonished,—
at the open and brazen avowal of Luther, or, at the awful
blindness of those who follow a master, who, by® his own
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account, received his training and instruction in the school ot
Satan.

CHAPTER III.

THE PﬁETENDED REFORMATION IS NOT THE
WORK OF GOD.

) SECTION T.
© Q. Can any one reasonably believe, that the change in re-
Lgion brought about by Luther, ¥s the work of God ?

A. No one can believe it, unless he be utterly ignorant ot
the truc nature of religion, and very -illiterate in matters ot
history. ‘

Q. Why do you make this ansiver ?

A. Because, in the first place, the author of the Reforma-
tion is not a man of God; secondly, because his work is not
the work of God; thirdly, because the mcans which Le used
in effecting his purpose, are not of God.

Q. Why do you say Luther is not a mon of God ?

A. Because he has left us, in his works, abundant proot
that, if God saw need for any reformagion in his Church, such
asnan as Luther would net be selected to carry God’s will
into effect.

Q. What have you to blame in Luther's worls ?

A. They are full of indecencies very offensive to modesty,
crammed with a low buffoonery well calculated to bring
religion into contempt, and interlarded with very many gross
insults to individuals of dignity and respectability.

Q. What does Luther say of himscl f?

A. That, when he was a Catholic, he fasted and watched
and prayed, he was poor, chaste, and obedient; but when he
became reformer, his heart was a prey to the most shameful
passions, which he would not resist. (Val. v. c. 1. ad Galat.
chap. v. 14; Serm. on Matrim., ibid, . 119.) He declared,
that he would yield, to neither emperor, nor king, nor devil;
no, not even to the whole universe. (Respon. ad Maled.
T g. Angliz.)

- Whasaid his brother reformers of him 2
That he was absolutely furious, that he impugned the
known truth even against the reclamations of his own con-
science, (Hospinian.) That he was puffed up with pride
and arrogante, and seduced by Satan. ((Fcolamp.) “How
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dare you,” said Henry the VIIIL., #“O Luther, lift your eyes
before God or man, after having allowed yourself to be borne
away by your concupiscence at the instigation of the devil.”
(Florimond; p. 299.)

" . What says the Church of Zurich against Luther?
(Confess. p. 61.)

A. It says, he is borne away by his devils; his tongue is
filthy and full of devils; all his works are written at the im-
pulse of the devil. Erasmusways, in his letter to Luther
(1626) : “ All good people lament the schism with which your
arrogant, unbridled, and seditious spirit, rends the world.”

Q. Pussing over his indecencies in silence, give us a specimen -
of his buffooneries and insults. W hat does ke say to the King
of England, replying to a book which the King had written
against him?  (Tqm. 4. p. 145.)

A. He calls the King an ass, an idiot, a fool, whom very
infants ought to mock. )

Q. How does he treat Cardinal Albert, Archbishop and
Elector of Mayence, in the work which he wrote against the
Bistop of Magdeburg? (Tom. vii. p. 353.)

A. He calls him an unfortunate little priest, crammed with
an infinite number of devils.

Q. What does he say of Henry, Duke of Brunswick?
(Tom. vii. p. 118.) =

A. That he had swallowed so many devils in eating and
drinking, that he could not even spit any thing but a devil.
He calls Duke George of Saxony, a man of straw, who, with
his immense belly, seemed to bid defiance to Heaven, and te
have swallowed up Jesus Christ himself. (Tom. ii. p. 90.)

Q. Was Luther’s language more respectful, when he addressed
the Emperor and the Pope?

A. Noj; he treated them both with equal indignities; he
said that the Grand Turk had ten times the virtue and good
sense of the Emperor,—that the Pope was a wild beast, a
ravenous wolf, against whom all Europe should rise in arms.

Q. What do you conclude from Luther's insolent, outrageous,
and libertine manne™ of spealing, and from his character,
drawn by himself and his reforming brethren ?

A. That he was not the man to be chosen by God to re-
form his Church; for his language is the strongest proof that
he was actuated, not by the Spirit of God, but by the spirit
of the devil.

Q. May not his party say, that they care litile about the
manner of the man, if hus doctrine be true,—thatsit 18 not upon
ham, but upon the word of God, they build their fatth?
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A. If the Protestant doctrine be true, then God used
l.ather as a chosen instrument to re-establish his true faith;
but no reasonable man can possibly believe the latter ; there-
fore, neither can any reasonable man believé that the
Protestant is the true faith. .

Q. May it not be ohjected that there were individual pastors
in the Catholic Church as worthless as Luther ?

" A. Yes; but all the pastors of the Catholic Church were
not so at one and the same time ; there were a hundred good
for one bad pastor; whilst Luther, at the time we speak of,
was the first and only teacher of Protestantism. Besides,
C'hrist himself gives an unanswerable reply to the objection
(Matt, xxiii): “The Scribes and Pharisees have sitten on
the chair of Moses; all things therefore whatsoever they
shall say to you, observe and do, but according to their works
do ye not.”  Again, some Catholic pastors may huve been
bad men, but still they were the lawful ministers of God,
having succeeded to lawfully commissioned predecessors;
but Lauther stood alone, he succeeded to no one having lawful
authority, from whom he could derive a mission. In fine,
whatever may have been the lives of some vicious Catholic
pastors, they taught nothing new, their teaching was what
the best and holiest ministers of the Church taught. Hence,
thare was no innovation in matters of faith, or principles of
morality. Bt Luther was the first, to teach a new doctrine,
unknown in the world before his time.

SECTION II,

Q. We are now satisfied that the author of Protestantism
wns not a man of God; show wus, that his undertaking wus
not from God 2—what did he undertake ?

A. He undertook to show that the Church had fallen into
error, he separated himself from her, and formed -his fol-
lowers into a party against her.

Q. Could such an undertaking be from God ?

4. Noj; for God has commanded us, net to sit in judgment
upon the Church, but to hear and obey her with respect;
“and if he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as
the heathen and publican.” (Matt. chap. xviii.)

Q. Was it the particular territorial Church of the Roman
States, or the Unwersal Catholic Church, that Luther charged
with having erred?

A. Tt was the Universal Church, he dared to calumniate in
this manner.

Q. How do you prove this ?

A. Before the time of Luther, there was no Christian society
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in the whole world, which believed the doctrines afterwards
taught by Luther; consequently, he assailed not any patticular
sect or church, but the faith of the whole Christian world.

Q. Are you quite sure, that it is incontestably true, that no
Christian body ever believed, before Luther's time, the new
doctrines he began then to propagate ¢

A. So sure, that we have Luther's own authorify for it.
His words are (Tom. ii. p. 9): “How often has not my
conscience been alarmed? How often have 1 not said to
myself :—Dost thou ALONE of all men pretend to be wise ?
Dost thou pretend that ALL CHRISTIANS have been in
error, during such a long period of years.

Q. What was it that gave Luther most pain, during the
time e meditated the ingroduction of his new religion ?

A. A hidden respect for the authority of the Church,
which he found it impossible to stifle.

. How does he cxpress himself on this matter?  (Tom. ii.

A. “After having subdued all other considerations, it was
with the utmost difficulty I could eradicate from my heart
the feeling that 1 should obey the Clhurch.” “1 am not so
presumptuous,” said he, “as to believe, that it is in God's
name 1 have commenced and carried on this affair ; I should
not wish to go to judgment, resting on the fact that Ged
is my guide in these matters.” (Tom. i. D. 364.) He
evidently had a conscience, but pride was its ruler.

Q. What think you of the schism caused by Luther?
Can one prudently believe that it is the work of God ?

A. Noj; because God himself has forbidden schism as a
dreadful crime. St Paul (1 Cor. i. 10) says: “Now 1
beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord dJesus
Christ, that you all speak the same thing, and that there
be no SCHISMS among you; but that you be perfect in the
same mind and same judgment.”

Q.. What idea didd Luther himself entertain about schism
before Le blinded himself by kisinfuriated antipathyto the Pope?

A. He declared, that it was not lawful for any Christian
whatever to separate himself from the Church of Rome.

Q. Repeat the very words of Luther touching this important
matter? (Tom. i. p. 116.)

A. “There is no question, no matter how important, which
will justify a separation from the Church.” Yet, notwith-
standing, he himself burst the moorings which bound him to
the Church, and, with his small band of ignorant®and reckless
followers, opposed her by every means in his power.
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Q. What do you'remark, on historical examples gf conduct
similar®o this, ever since the birth of Christianity ?

A. That in every age, when a small body detached itself
from the Church, on account of doctrinal points, it has been
universally the case, that the small body plunged by degrees
deeper and deeper into error and heresy ; ang, in the end,
brought by its own increasing corruption into a state of
decomposition, disappeared and perished. Of ‘this we have
hundreds of examples; nor can Lutherans or Calvinists
reasonably hope, that their heresy and schism can have any
other end. They are walking in the footsteps of those who
have strayed from the fold of truth,—from the unity of faith;
and they can have no other prospect than that, of so many
heresies, that have gone before them.

. SECTION III

Q. Why have you said, that the means adopted by Luther,
to establish his' new religion, were not of God? What were
those means ?

A. That he might secure followers, he employed such
means as were calculated to flatter the passions of men; he
strewed the path to heaven—not like Christ with ¢korns, but
like the devil—with flowers; he took off the cross which
Christ had laid on the shoulders of men; he made wide and
easy the way, which Christ had left narrow and difficult.

Q. Repeat Some of Luther’s improvements upon the religion
of Christ?

A. He permitted.all, who had made solemn vows of chastity,
to violate their vows and marry ; he permitted temporal sove-
reigns, to plunder the property of the Church; he abolished
confession, abstinence, fasting, and every work of penance
‘and mortification.

Q. How did he attempt to tranquillize the consciences he had
disturbed by these scandalously libertine doctrines?

A. He invented a thing, which he called justifying faith,
to be a sufficient substitute for all the above painful religious
works,—an invention which took off every responsibility from
our shoulders, and laid all on the shouldérs of Jesus Christ; in a
word, he told men t¢ believe in the merits of Christ as certainly
applied to them, and live as they pleased, to indulge every
criminal passion, without even the restraints of modesty.

Q. How did ke strive, to gain over to his party a sufficient
number of presumptuous, unprincipled, and dissolute men of
talent, to preach and propagate hig novelties ? ‘

A. He paudered to their passions, and flattered their pride,
by granting them the sovereign homour, of being their own
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judges in every religious question; he presented them with
the Bible, declaring that each one of them, ignorant and
learned, was perfectly qualified to decide upon every point of
controversy. o

Q. What did he condescend to do for Philip, Landgrave
of Hesse, in order to secure his support and protection ?

A. He permitted him to keep two wives at one and the
same time. The name of the second was Margaret de Saal,
who had been maid of honour to his lawful wife, Christina de
Saxe. Nor was. Luther the only Protestant Doctor who
granted this monstrous dispensation from the law of God;
eight of the most celebrated Protestant leaders signed, with
their own hands, the filthy and adulterous document.

Q. Does the whole pistory of Christianity furnish us with
even one such scandalous dispensution derived from ecclesiastical
authority?

A. Noj; nor could such brutal profligacy be countenanced
even for a moment, seeing that the Scripture is so explicit on
the subject. Gen. ii. Matth. xix. Mark x. speak of two in
one flesh, but never of three. But Luther and his brethren
were guided, not by the letter of the Scripture, but by the
corrupt passions, wishes, and inclinations of men. To induce
their followers to swallow the new creed, they gave them, in
return, liberty to gratify every appetite.

SECTION IV.

Q. It is now quite clear, that Luther was not sent by God to
reform the Church ; is this also true of the other reformers?
What say you of Calvin 2

A. “What man,” says Rousseau, “ was ever more impe-
rious, more divinely infallible than Calvin, who looked upon
opposition as the work of Satan, and a crime which made
~one deserve to be burned alive.”

Q. What says Walmer of kim ?

A. He says: “Calvin, 1 know, is violent and perverse ; so
much the better, he 4s just the man, we require, to attain our

Q. What does Calvin himself say in his letter to the Marquess
du Poet ¢

A. He says: “Do not fail to rid the country of those, who -
exhort the people to rise against us,...monsters of that kind
should be suffocated, a8 I did to Michael Servetus.” (Original
Letter—Archives of the Marquess Montélimart.)

Q. What says the reformer Stancharus de Mediat. in Calv
Institut., No. 4? .

A. “What demon,” says he, “ has induced you, O Calvin,
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to declaim with Arius against the Son of God? Is it that
Antichrist of the North whomyou adore ?””  Be on your guard,
Christian reader, and you, above all, ministers of God, against
the books of Calvin; they contain impious doctrine, the
‘blasphemies of Arianism, as if the spirit of Servetus, escaping
from the funeral pile, had passed whole and entire into Calvin.
(Ibid, No. 3.)

Q. What says the Lutherans of Germany (Corp. doct. Chris-
tiana) of Calvin’s doctrine, which makes God the author of sin?

A. That it ought to be, for every one, an object of horror
and execration; that it is a madness, the ruin of morals,
monstrous and blasphemous. Bullinger, himself a reformer,
proves, from the Scripture, the Fathers, and the testimony of
the whole Church, the falsehood of this doctrine of Calvin
(Decad. iii. Serm. 10.) .

Q. What say the English reformed Bishops on Calvinism ?

A. They protest before God, that Calvin and his disciples,
perverted every text of Scripture they quoted in favour of
their Church of Geneva. (Survey of Pretended Holy Disci-
pline, %’44.) . .

Q. Was Calvin accused of shockingly immoral practises?

A. Yes; and it is said he bore the penal mark of these.
Nay, the Church of-Geneva, after being aware of the charge,
dié not even deny it, when made at Noyon against him, by
Berthelier. After a judicial trial, his sentence was com-
muted into branding, instead of burning. (Campion and
Card. Richelien.)

Q. What says Calvin about Luther's doctrine ?

A. Thatit was much better to build a new Church altogether
than remain like Luther—a half Papist. (Theol. lib. ii.
p. 126.) He calls the Lutheran Church a pig-sty; and he
styles Westphal, a great animal—a dog—and a fool. Such
is the head and founder of the Presbyterian or Calvinistic
Church.

Q. How did Calvin die?

4. A disciple of his own says: ¢ Calvin ended his life in
despair,...of that shameful and loathsome disease with which
God threatens the rébellious and accursed.” “This T can at-
test, as 1 saw with my own eyes his dreadful and tragical end.”
(Feller. art. Calvin.) “God,” say the Lutherans of Germany,
“ manifested his judgments on Calvin, whom he visited horri-
bly by punishments, before his unhappy death: he so struck
the heretic, that, despairing of salvation, and invoking devils,
swearing and® blaspheming, he breathed forth his malignant
soul.” (Conrad Schlus. in Theol. Calv, lib. ii. p. 72.) -
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SECTION V.

Q. What says Melancthon on the character of Carlostadt ?

A. Hesays he was a brutal man, devoid of talent or know-
ledge, who, so far from seeming to have the Spirit of God,
neither knew nor practised the duties of civilized life. He
bore evident marks of impiety, his doctrine was either
Judaism or sedition, he condemned all laws made by Pagans,
and made the law of Moses his only rule ; when Nicholas Stork
began to publish the Anabaptist fanaticism, Carlostad adopted
it ; like Luther, he violated his vow of celibacy by a sacrile-
gious marriage. (See Prayer for his Marriage in Florim.)

Q. What say the Lutherans of him ®  (Hist. Conf. August.
fol. 41.)

A, It cannot be denjed, say they, that he was strangled by
the devil, 4s so many Witnesses have attested it, and so many
authors kave given it a place in their writings. His son, who
survived him, returned to the bosom of the Church.

Q. What does Zwinglius say of himself'? .

A. That he was consumed by an unholy and incontinent
fire, which had drawn upon him the reproach of the Churches,
(Parenoes. ad Ilelvet. 1. i. p. 113.)

Q. Whnat says Luther of Zwinglius and his book ?

A. “I do not,” says he, “read the books of such men.
They are out of the Church, are not only damned themselves,
but “are bringing other miserable wretches %o perdition,
(Schlugsemb. lib. ii.) * Zwinglius,” he says again, “is dead
and damned.” (1. ii. p. 36.) “We have no communion,”
say the Lutherans, “ with the Zwinglians; they are actuated
by the spirit of falsehood, and speak blasphemies against the
Son of God.” (See Lpit. Colloq. 1564. p. 28.)

SECTION VI.

Q. The German reformers werenotthen messengers of heaven,
but emussaries from a very different quarter ; is this also true
of the leading English and Scottish reformers? What say
you of Cranmer 2

A. He was chief agviser to Henry VIII., the greatest
monster that ever disgraced Christignity, in all the sacrileges
and murders he committed : his name should be everlastingly
execrated. "Thecold blooded, perfidious, impious,blasphemous
caitiff’ expired amidst the flames he ha&) himself kindled.
(Cobbett, Letter ii. n. 64. Hist. Reform.)

Q. How did this first Protestant Archbishop prepare himself
Jor consecration ?

A. By committing perjury : before going to the®altar, where
he had, in the usual way, to swear obedience to the Pope, he



32 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

went info a chapel, and there swore, that he would not keep
the oath to the Pope, if it prevented him from kelping the
K_m% to reform, that is,to plunder the Church. (1bid, let. ii.
n. 65.

Q. How did Cranmer behave as to the divorce of Henry ?

4. Knowing that the King was already married to Ann
Boleyn, and that the intercourse between them was incestuous
and adulterous, he, with matchless hypocrisy and impu-
dence, as head of the Churoh, pronounced a divorce against
the lawful wife, Queen Catherine ; and thus, for the good of
the King's soul, permitted him to live on, in the most aban-
doned state. (Ibid.)

Q. What did this Cranmer do shortly after?

<. He annulled this very marriage, which he had declared
valid, and declared the fruit of it illegitimate ; and this he did
in the name of Clrist, and for the honour of God. (Ibid,

. 76.
P Qr ?Had this wicked man been a priest?

A. Yes; and he had, notwithstanding his vow, one wife
in Goermany alive, and another in England. (Ibid, letter iii.
n. 104.)

Q. Was Cranmer a persecutor ?

A. He aided Henry in all his robberies and murders.
& These horrid butcheries,” says Cobbett (ibid, n. 98), “ were
Eerpetratedr under the primacy of Cranmer, and by the

elp of another ruffian named Thomas Cromwell, who shared
with Cranmer the work of plunder, and afterwards shared
in his disgraceful end.”

Q. Did Cranmer pronounce another divorce in favour of the
King ?

A. The King had married Ann of Cleves; he soon disliked
her, and wished to have Catherine Howard; Cranmer again
sat in judgment for the good of Henry's soul, and declared the
King and Queen single people again.  (1bid, letter vii. n. 188.)

Q. When Henry died, had Cranmer sworn to see his will
ewecuted ?

A. Yes; and he violated that oath in various ways shortly
after. In the midst of which perjuries, he had the {;ypocrisy
to attend a solemn High Mass, (Ibid, n. 195, 196.)

Q. What took place after the High Mass ?

A. The cream had been taken by the wife-killing King
Henry, by the plunder of the monasteries ; the skimmed milk
remained for Cranmer and the Protector. These declared the
Catholiz religion false and wicked ; they had crowned Edward
as a Catholic; they had taken the oaths as Catholics; they
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had sworn to uphiold that religion ; they had taken the King
to High Mass; and now, as a mecessary consequénce, they
combine to plunder the altars, the parish churches, and, above
all, the cathedrals. (Ibid, n. 196, 197.)

Q. What was the next move of this prince of hypocrites,
Cranmer ¢

A. He had, during the reign of Henry, condemned people
to the flames for NOT BELIEVING Transubstantiation ; now, he
condemns them for believing it. He filled England with
foreign traders in religion. Perhaps the world has never, in
any age, seen a nest of such atrocious miscreants as Luther,
(alvin, Zwinglius, Beza: every one of them was notorious for
the most scandalous vices. The consequences to the morals
of the people were tergible; all historians agree that vice and
crimes of all sorts were never so great or so numerous before.
(Ibid, 199, 200, 201.)

Q. What did this founder of English Protestantism de
when Edward died ?

A. He invited Mary and Lady Jane to London to console
their brother, whilst he really intended to put both into prison.
A secret messenger was sent to Mary to give her hope, and
vet Lady Jane is proclaimed Queen; and Cranmer orders
Mary to submit as a dwtiful subject; vet, after all, this
miscreant band, in a few days after, actually proclaim May
Queen.  Cranmer, the master-plotter against {\fary, actually
pow tossed his cap into the air, as an expression of his joy
that Mary was Queen. No reign, no age, no country, ever
witnessed rapacity, hypocrisy, meanness, perfidy, such as
England witnessed in those who were the destroyers of the
Catholic, and the founders of the Protestant Church. (Ibid,
n. 219, 220, 221.)

Q. What sow took place as regards Cranmer ?

A. His sentence of divorce, and his Protestant religion,
were both upset, and this, by the very parliament which had
confirmed the one 2nd established the other. Cranmer is
confined, and hearing, that Mass is celcbrated in his cathedral,
he writes an“inflammatory address, for which he is committed
to the Tower. (lbid, 226.)

Q. What now happened to Cranmer?

A. Brought at last to trial and condemnation, he proposed
to recant all his errors; he signed six different forms of re-
eantation. He, who had established it, declared now that the
Protestant religion was false; that the Catholic religion, which
he now believe%t was the only true religion ; that he had been
a horrid blasphemer; that he was unworthy of forgiveness;
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that he pmged the people, the Queen, and the Pope, to have
pity on, and to pray for, his wretched soul; that in this, his
recantation, he was without fear, or hope of favour, and was
actuated only for the discharge of his conscience. It was,
after a debate in council, decided that such a monster should
not escape justice; that it could be no honour to the Church,
‘to see reconciled to her a wretch covered with robberies,
sacrileges, perjuries, treasons, and bloodshed. Finding now
that he must die, and carrying in his breast all his malignity
undiminished, he re-recanted the above recantation, and ex-
pired protesting against the very religion in which, only nine
hours before, he called God to witness, he firmly belicved. Thus
died Cranmer, in his sixty-fifth year, twenty-nine years of
which, were spent in a series of acts, which, for wickedness in
their nature, and mischief in their consequences, are without
a.n{y thing approaching to a parallel in the annals of human
infamy. (See Authorities in Lingard; Cranmer’s Life.)

Q. What inference would you draw from all this 2

A. That England was not more fortunate, in her first Pro-
testant apostle, than (ermany or Geneva, and that Catholics
ought sincerely:to regret, that the noble and learned sons of
the once pious and religious England, should have fallen
victims to the delusion, that if God’s Church required refor-
ation, He would have chosen such an unhallowed miscreant
for that purpose.

SECTTON VIL

Q. Cranmer and his assoceates in the English reformation
were any thing, but men sent by God, to roform his Clurch ; was
Knoz, the founder of Presbyterianism, « man.of thesame stamp 2

A. According to our latest and best Scottish Protestant
historian, he was a drcadful compound of vice, as you shall
shortly be convinced.

Q. In what yeur was Knox born?

A. In 1505. He studied in Glasgow, where he took
priest’s orders, before the canonical age. When he com-
menced reformer, he was forty yearsold. (Tytler, vol. vi. p. 2.)

). What does Bezn soy of lim 2 -

A. That he was condemned, as a heretic, and degraded from
the priesthood. (Ibid, p. 3.) This accounts for his reform-
ing propensities.

Q. What was kis first act with which we are acquuinted 2

A. Ho cast his Iot with the assassins of Cardinal Beaton ;
he openly declared his approval of their principles, and thus
becamesa participator in murder. (Ibid, p. 3.)

Q. What took: place in the Castle of St Andrews in 15462
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A. Knox, who had retreated into the Castle, and joined the
murderers, declared with these murderers, that they would
give up the Castle, the moment they received a Papal absolu-
tion from the murder of the Cardinal; and yet, while he was
emitting this declaration, he and they were writing to Henry
VIIL,, that he should try to delay the absolution, that they
only wished to gain time, and that they had no notion
of giving up the fortress. What hypocrisy, for an emissary
from heaven! (Ibid, p. 8.)

Q. Bywhom was Knox empowered to preach ? Is there any
proof that God sent him ¢

A. He received his mission from John Rough, a dismissed
chaplain, and without any other order, began to give the word,
withgas much confidepce, as if he had been sent by God. (lbid,
prp. 9, 10.)

Q. What happened on the Festival of St Giles to a religious
procession headed by the Bishops and the Regent ?

A. 1t was assaulted by Knox’s party, who had resolved on
revenge. Royalty was insulted, religion was outraged in the
persons of her chief pastors, and according to Knox, down
went the very cross itself. (1bid, 77.)

Q. Had Knox the merit of being even a courageous apostle
of error 2

A. Oh noj; he was very unlike 8t Peter or St Paul; he gvas
reported to the (Queen as a seducer; he fled; 8nd Tytler says,
“ he betrayed some want of the ardent courage of the martyr.”
(Ibid, 80, 81.)

Q. When Knox fled to Geneva, what was the conduct of
his fanatical followers 2

A. They described the Bishops of the Church as members
of Satan, declared they would strive against them unto death,
denounced vengeance against the superstition of Rome ; even
toleration, says Tytler, was at an end. (Ibid, p. 84.)
© Q. What happened when Knox had the courage to return ?

A. He delivered a fanatical tirade against idolatry; his
enraged followers demolished the altar of St Giles, broke in
upon the shrine, and shivered itg ornaments to pieces. They
then rushed to the houses of the black and grey friars, and
these magnificent edifices were at once spoiled of their wealth,
their altars, and every ancient and hallowed relic, were torr
down and defaced. (Ibid, pp. 99, 100.)

Q. What did Knox's congregation say in its third Letter ?
(Keith, p. 87.) -

A. 1t was addressed to Zpe Pestilent Prdlakes (Catholic
Bishops); it arrogated to Knox and his murderous followers
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the appellation of the CONGREGATION OF CHRIST; it called
their opponents, the offspring of the man of sin; and “con-
cluded,” says Tytler, “in & manner which none cun read
withowt sorrow, uniting expressions of extremest vengeance and
wrath, with the koly name of God. (1bid, p. 104.)

Q. What were the consequences of Know's fanatical ravings?

.1. At Crail, Anstruther, and St Andrews, he spoke like a
madman to the mob ; he profaned the sacred name of Chrisi,
to blind and excite his ignorant followers, who, immediately
after, demolished altars, broke down crosses, and levelled the
Doininican and Franciscan monasteries to the ground. (Ibid,
pp. 108, 109.)

Q. Was Knox a hypocrite?

.1. He used the service-book of Edward VI., whilst he
condemned it in his heart (ibid, 119); %nd, at the very time
when he intended to overturn all authority in church and
state, he says in a letter to an English knight: ¢ Persuade
vourself, and assure others, that we mean neither sedition nor
rebellion against any just and lawful authority.” (Ibid, p. 119.}

Q. Had Knox really approved of the murder and nourderery
of Cardinal Beaton ?

A. Tytler, remarking on a letter of his, says, his words go
far to intimate his approval of their conduct. Knox, in this
lettpr, speaking of Heury, calls him the GOOD father
of kligabeth. '¥hat shocking hypocrisy !—the wife-destroyer
is called good by the founder of Preshyterianism{
(Ibid, 138.)

Q. What did his holy congregution do immediately cfter he
wrote to England, decluring thut nedher sedition nor rebellion
was lis object ?

A. They bound themselves, not only to subvert the Catho-
lic religion, but to overturn the government of the Regent.
(Ibid, pp. 142, 143.) After the lapse of a short time, Knox
and Willock advised the congregation actually to depose
the Regent. (Ibid, p. 145.) T'he congregation proceeded to
carry this advice into execution; they tell their sovereign’s
representative, that, for weighty reasons, ‘ner authority is sus-
pended by them,—an' act which even Tytler declares to be
open rebellion.  (Pp. 146, 147.)

Q. What does this convicted hypocrite do next?

A. He has the presumption to tell his rebel followers, that
they must call on the eternal G'od, to aid them in their rebellion
(Ihd, p. 150 ;) and then he advises the unprincipled Elisabeth,
who was haund by league with France, not to aid the rebels
of Scotland, to evade this treaty, by sending, s if withous her
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eonsent, a thousand men or pore into Scotland; and then,
to cover her treachery, by decluring them rebels after their
arrival in the latter country. (Ibid, p. 152.) )

Q. When the Regent died in 1560, full, as Tytler says, of
faith and hope, what was the conduct of the suvage ministers
of reform ?

A. Even on her death-bed, she was annoyed with their
ranting, against the abomination of the Mass ; and they refused
to her remains, a decent Christian burial. (Tytler, p. 164;
Calderwood MS. Brit. Mus. vol. i. p. 421.)

Q. Why did Knox and his congregation depend on the aid
of the nobles in sulwerting'the reliyion of the country ?

A, “Because,” says Tytler, “many of the nobles had
already tasted the sweets of ecclesiastical plunder, and were
little disposed to give fp what they had won.” (1bid, p. 174.)

Q. Dal Know desire, like a disinterested apostle, to leave this
Churcl plunder tn the hands of the nobles 2

A. Noj; he first called upon the parliament (using the sacred
name of Jesus) to persecute with vigour the Romish clergy,
and deprive them of every thing. He next told them that thi
demand was not Ais but Gop's; and then concludes by
demanding, for his congregational ministers, a share of the
Church plunder, with which the nobles were unwilling to part.
(Ibid, 180, 181.) :

Q. Was this persecution of the Catholic clergy carried into
eflect?

A. It was ordained, that all who said Mass, or dared even
to hear Mass, were, for the first offence, to be punished with
the comfiscation of goods; for the second, with banishment
Jrom the kingdone ; and for the third, with deuth. Thus did
the very hypocrites, who, only a little before, were brawlin%
about liberty of conscience for themselves, openly compe
others to swallow their absurd religious nostrums, under the
penalty of death. (Sce Tytler, p. 185.)

Q. What says Geodmun, Knox's intimate friend, writing
to Cecil, the English mipister ?

A. He exhorts Cecil to put the bloody, Bishops to death,
as (God had himself alrcady pronounced sentence of death
against them, and openly upbraids Cecil with leniency.
(1bid, p. 186.)

Q. Did Knox show any dispowition to share in the spoils of
the Church ?

A. “There were none,” says he, “ within the realm more
unmerciful to the poor ministers.than those which shad the
greatest rents of the churches.” (Knox, p.276.) He calls
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those who robbed the churches, thieves, and wonders why they
do not restore, not to the true owners, but to kim and s gang
of unsent ministers. “If” says he, ‘“the ministry of the
Church had their own, the kitchens of the nobles would lack
two parts of what they unjustly possess.” ¢ Some,” says he,
“were licentious, some had greedily gripped the possessions
of the Church, and others thought, that they would not lack
their part of Christ’s coat.” (Knox, p. 276; Tytler, ibid,
188, 189.) So this founder of Presbyterianism considered
the riches of the Clurch, as Christ’s coat, and scemed to wish
the whole coat to himself and his abettors. (See Tytler,
pp. 250, 251.)

Q. Did Knox counsel murder ?

A, When the holy sacrifice of the Mass was to be offered
in the Queen's chapel, Knox inveighdd sp bitterly against it,
that the furious Master of Lindsay, in armour, rushed to the
door, declaring that the priests should die the death. This
madman was prevented from executing his purpose by Lord
James, who opposed him at the door of the chapel, for which
Lord James was ironically and bitterly reprehended by
Knox. (lbid, pp. 237, 238.) At a subsequent period, the
death of a Papal envoy was resolved on by the murderous
family of Knox, and he was saved only by the peremptory
<emonstrance of the Earl of Mar. (Ibid, 263.) “ Knox and
his brethren$” says Tytler, ¢ excited feelings of resentment, and
his endeavours were seldom accompanied by sound discretion
or Christian love.” (1bid, p. 269.) )

Q. What does Randolph, writing to Cecil, say of Knox and
his holy family 2

A. He says, they pray that God will either turn the
Queen’s heart, or give her a short life. From what charity or
spirit this proceedeth, I leaye to be discussed by the great
divines ; all this, too, whilst, Lethington says, the Queen
(Catholic) behaved with much forbearance. ‘Knox, in his
language,” says Tytler, “ was coarse,« Lethington scoffed at
him, Morton ordered him to hold his peace, and Randolph re-
gretted that he had more zeal than 8harity.” (Ibid, p. 270.)

Q. Was the character of Knox that of treachery £

A. Tytler says: “To excite suspicions, and interrupt the
good understanding between the two Queens (Mary and
Elig?}éeth), became a favourite object with Knox.” (Ibid,
p. 278.)

Q. Did Knox and his party take the persecution of the
Cathobics“into their own hands ?

. A, 'When the Catholics fled to the woods and mountains,
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where they worshipped in sient solitude, the Presbyterians
under Knox took the law into their own hands, seized the
priests, and declared that, without having recourse to Queen
or council, they would with their own hands execute upon
idolaters the punishment contained in God’s word. (Tytler,
p- 281.) On the 19th of May thereafter, the Archbishop of
St Andrews, the Prior of Whithhern, the I’arson of Sanqu-
har, and otliers, were tried and condemned for celebrating
Mass. (Ibid, 280.) The insolence of Knox, to the Queen
and council, excited the indignation of both Catholics and
Protestants,  (Ibid, 283.)

Q. Did Knox and his party, wko must have Leen cognizant
of euch others movements, plot the death of Darnley 2

A. The TDresbyterians, led by Moray and Argyle, at-
tempted to overawe their sovereign ; they asked aid from the
English Queen; it became a mere matter of debate, whether
it would be best to assassinate Darnley or to deliver him to
England. (Tytler, vol. vi. p. 343.) Randolph, writing to Cecil,
says: “They” (the Presbyterians) “ conclude that they find
nothing, but that God must send him a skort end.” (P. 343.)
Randolph seems to regret that so many should risk life, land,
and goods, and concludes,—* only to remedy so nuch mischief,
he (Darnley) must be taken away.”  (1bid, p. 344.) .

Q. As regards the murder of Darnley, what suid Maitlard,
in the presence of Moray and the principul nobillty and council,
all, or nearly so, of Knox's congregution

A. That they could find a way to get her Majesty quit of
Darnley, and that Lord Moray, though a Profestunt, would
look; throuyh his fingers, and see them do this (murder Darnley),
and suy nothing thereto. 1t is certain, says Tytler, that Mary
commanded these murderers to abandon any such design, and
to leave every thing to God ; yet the bond or agreement for the
murder of Darnley was entered into by these wretched re-
forming miscreants.  (See Tytler, vol. vil. p. 52, 53.)

Q. Were Knox and Craiy, the two founders of Presby-
terianism, directly coynected with the murder of IRizzio, Queen
Mary's seerctary .,

A. Tytler, vol. vil. pp. 20, 21, 22, establishes this fact
beyond a doubt: “ Knox and Craig,” he says, “were made
acquainted with the conspiracy; and with these were asso-
ciated all the leading reformers, with Darnley . at their head.
These bloody men, who were all religion without, and real
demons within, held a general fust, at the very time they in-
tended to stcep their hands in a brother’s blood. >

Q. What sort of sermons were given, during this week of
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humiliation, by Knox and the guinisters, when just about to
commit murder ?

A. The subjects chosen were such as seemed calculated to
prepare the public mind for resistance, violence, and blood-
shed,—subjects, such as the slaying of Oreb and Zeeb, the
cutting off the Benjamites, the hanging of Ilaman, &c. (Ibid,
p- 28; Knox, pp. 340, 341.)

Q. Can you give any other proof that Knoxz, the apostle of
Presbyterianism, was clearly implicated in this mwrder ?

A. He fled in the most cowardly manner, immediately
after the murder, to the fastnesses of Kyle, where he remained
concealed for a year. (Ibid, pp. 35, 36, 40, 41, and 119.)

Q. Who were the parties cluefly engaged in this dustardly
murder ?

A. Tytler says: “Morton succeeddd in securing the co-
operation of the reformed Church; he next drew in"Moray ;
and he then obtained the support of Elisabeth and her chief
ministers, Cecil and Leicester.” (Ibid, p. 20.)

Q. What did Knox do, when he found the King murdered,
and the Queen in prison ?

A. He had the courage to return, to join with the mur-
derers of Rizzio and Darnley in denouncing vengeance against
the murderers of the King,—a murder they evidently had
eommitted themselves, and of which, there can be little doubt
that Knox wis at least cognizant ; and they concluded by
resolving to put down, by force of arms, the Catholic religion.
(1bid, p. 120.)

Q. What was done by the reformers, Lindsay, Ruthven, and
Knox, at the coronation of Queen Mury's infant son at Stirling 2

A. The two former swore, what they knew to be fulse, that
Mary's demission of the crown was her own free act; and after
witnessing this gross act of perjury, Knox preached the
sermon.  (Ibid, 139.)

Q. What does Tytler remarl: on Lethington's speech, where
he congratulates the reformers, that they hud secured their reli-
gton without wron or bloodshed? -

A. He says, he scarcely knows which most to condemn,—
the inaccuracy of Lethington’s picture, or the hardihood
evinced by its coming from Aés lips ; since the rising of Moray
against the Queen’s marriage, the murder of Rizzio, the
aspassination of Darnley, the imprisonment of the Queen (he
might have added the murder of Cardinal Beaton, and the
butchery of the sainted Mary in England), were all, more or
less, connected with the establishment of the reformation ia
Scotland. (1bid, pp. 163, 164.) '
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Q. Were Knox or his followers remarkable in the results of
theiwr teaclings 2

A. Their confession of faith doomed all who heard Mass
to death. They made all who held any public office swear to
extirpate Popery; they warred with their own laity for the
spoils of the Church (ibid, pp. 163-4-5); they employed the
very men who did murder Darnley, to accuse their own vir-
tuous Queen of that awful crime. (Ibid, p. 221.) Nay, Knox
himself advises Cecil to strike at the root, that is, to murder
Mary (ibid, p. 247); and in this fiendish advice, he dares to
profane God's sacred name. “Strike at the root,” says he;
“turn your een unto your God; God grant you wisdom;
yours to command in God”—John Knox with one foot
i the grave. Gracious God! Whilst this minister, the
head of the Preshylerian Church, counsels the murder of his
own sovereign, he has the hypocrisy to pray that God may
‘grant wisdom to the murderer ! ]!

). What sort of character was Moray, the leader, as Tytler
styles him, of the reformed party. (Ibid, p. 254.)

A. Whilst this Protestant author speaks.of him as a
man having deep feelings of religion, he himself, almost in
the next scntence, points him out as a man, not only without
religion, but totally destitute of honour, principle, and even
of humanity. He consented, says Tytler, tg the murder
of Rizzio ; he leagued himself with the murderers of the King; he
used the evidence of these murderers to convict his sovereign ; he
betrayed Norfolk, treacherously delivered up Northumberland ;
he made the most ignominious offers to Elisabeth; and how
difficult is it, says our author, to think that religious truth could
have a place in %zs heart, whose last transaction was to ag-
gravate the imprisonment, if not to recommend the death, of his
own sister and his sovereign.  (Ibid, p. 254-5.)

Q. How did the hoary hypocrite, Knox, behave on the murder
of Moray ?

A. He had the body of the above monster placed before
the pulpit, and preached his funeral oration from these words :
“ Blessed are the dend WHO DIE IN THE LORD.”
(Tytler, vol. vii. pp. 254, 255.)

Q. What is the newt move of this holy reformer 2

A. He openly calls for the death of his lawful Queen,
pronounces the threatenings of the law against all who main-
tain that wicked woman, and declares that the plague shall
never cease in the land, as long as ske and her supporters
remain unpunished, according to the sentence of'. God’s law,
(Ibid, p. 287.) it page 295, you will find this cowardly
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hypocrite flying again for fear of the Hamiltons. In page 332,
we find this appstle closing his career, as he had lived, a very
model of hypocrisy. The persecutor—the sacrilegious par-
ticipator in murder—the regicide in desire—the plunderer
of (grod’s temple—the instigator to the murder of God’s peo-
ple—the man who cared not what means hc used, so he
attained his end—now closes his criminal course, and falls
into the hands of the living God with a lie upon his lips.
“ God knows,” he says, ‘“that in my heart I never hated the
Fersons of those against whom I thundered God’s judgments ;

did only hate their sins, and laboured to gain them to
Christ.,” Yes, if to murder, were to gain them !!

Q. Is it at all likely, that God could sclect such a character,
Jor the reformation of his Church? |

A. When we consider the men whom: God, in every age,
chose as the ministers of his mercies to man—Mosc§, Aaron,
the Prophets, the Apostles; when we reflect, that whatever
thesc men were, before their appointment to a Divine Mission,
they were, from the moment of such appointment, mild,
holy, merciful, full of zeal, but zeal tempered with the most
refined and exalted charity,—we must come to the conclu-
sion, that the man who would consider Knox, or any one
of the great reforming léaders, as an instrwunent, in the hand
of God, either for the cstablishment or the reformation
of religion, must have lost his reason.

Q. If then nelther the «uthors of Protestuntism, nor their
work dtself, nor the means they adopted to effect their purpose,
are from God, what are their followers obliged to 2

A. They are obliged, under pain of cternal perdition, to
seek earncstly and re-enter the true Church, which, seduced
by Luther and his associates, they abandoned: If they e
sincere, (God will aid them in their inquiry.

Q. What is the situation of the man who does not at once
acquit himself of this obligation &

A. He is the victim of heresy and &chism; the thing he
calls a church, has no pastors lawfully <ent or ordained; hence,
he can receive none of the Sacramnents, declared in Scripture
to be so necessary to salvation,

Q. What think yow of those (they are many) who are at
heart convinced that the Cutholic Clurch is the only true one,
and are still such cowards as to dread making a public pro-
JSession of their faith ? )

A, “I;Ie," says our Saviour (Luke ix. chap. 26 ver.) “who
‘shall be ashamed of me and of my words, of him the Son of
‘man shall be ashamed, when he shall cofhe in his majesty.”
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Q. What think you of those who areinclined to Catholicism,
but out of family considerations, or for feawr of the world,
neylect to embrace ot £

A. Our Saviour (St Matth. x.) tells such, that he who
loves father or mother more than God, is unworthy of God.

Q. What say you to thosewho become Protestants, or remain
Drotestants, from motives of worldly gain or honour 2

A. 1 say with our Sayiour, (St Mark viii.) What will it
avail a man, if he gain the whole world, and suffer the loss of
his soul ?

CHAPTER 1V.
ON FAITIL.

SECTION 1.

Q. What is faith 2

A. 1t is a divine light or grace which God sheds upon our
souls, by which we believe firmly in God, and in all that he
has revealed, even what we do not by reason comprehend.

Q. Why do you believe things you do not understand ?

A. Because most ot the truths of revelation are above owr
comprehension,—such as the unity and Trinity of God, the
incarnation of our Maviour, the creation, &c. They are not,
however, less true, hecause we cannot tell kow such things
can be.  God, who is infinitely good, and cannot deceive us;
God, who is nfinitely wise, and cannot be deceived himself,
has revealed them ; and Christ says to St Thomas, “ Blessed
are they who have not scen, and have believed.” -(John
xv. 29.) -

Q. Could not nun, of himself, have Lnown the truths of
revelution ?

A. “Hardly,” says the Scripture, “do we guess aright at
things that are upon carth;...... but the things that are in
lLicaven who shall search ?” .

Q. Are we bound to believe all that God has revealed ®

A. Most certainly ; otherwise, we insult God by questioning
his infallible word.  * He that believeth not, maketh God a
liar.” (1 John v. 10.) .

Q. Must we believe in Jesus Christ, as well as, in his doctrine?

A. Yes; because “this is his command, that we believe in
‘the name of his Son Jesus Christ.” (1 John iii’23.) “He
that belicveth not in the Son shall not see life.”  (Johniii. 26.)
‘With regard to his doctrine, it is said in the last chapters
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of Matthew and Mark : “He that believes, and is baptized,
shall be saved ;.and he that believes not, shall be condemned.”
See also Matth. x. Mark viii. Luke ix. and 2 John ix. In
fine, St Paul says, “ without faith it is impossible to please
God” (Heb. xi. 6); and the fate of unbelievers is declared
the same as that of murderers. (Rev. xxi. 8.)

Q. What 18 the object of this divine faith ?

A. Each and every revealed truth, whether that truth be
contained in the Holy Scripture, or in divine tradition,
of which, we shall speak in a subsequent chapter.

Q. When the reformers found, that there was no unity amongst
them,—that no two sects,—scarcely two individuals, belicved the
same revealed truths, what subterfuge had they recourse to ?

A. They declared, that it was not necessary to believe
every revealed truth ; that it was quite sufficient, to admit a
few articles, commonly believed by all sects; and that the
rest of revelation, upon which these sccts differed, was not
at all necessary to salvation. The former they called funda-
mentals ; the latter non-fundamentals.

Q. What say you, to this ingenious device for securing a
semblance of unity ?

A. We say, the whole of revelation is God's word; to
reject any part of it,.is to give him the lie: it was revealed to
be believe£ «Qur Saviour tells his Apostles, to teach, not
two or three fundamentals, but all things whatsoever he had
commanded.

Q. Should not those, who malke this distinction, tell us clearly
what are, and what are not, fundamentals, since true fuith is 80
necessary to salvation ?

A. Yes; but here they are silent ; their principle is impos-
sible in practice. Mosheim, Buddeus, and Zimmerman con-
fess, that it is easy to talk of fundamentals, but when it
becomes question of deciding what and how many these fun-
damental articles are, all must acknowledge their ignorance.
This distinction is then a pure absurdity, because it is im-
practicable. ) ‘

Q. Admitting that theie are jfundamental and non-fun-
damental articles of fuith, is there not still a difficulty for
Protestants ?

A. Yes; for St Paul says, that without faith we cannot
lease God. Now, if Protestants cannot know, what are
undamentals, they cannot have true faith, because, they can

never be certain, that they believe exactly all the fundamen-
tals, and without this certainty they cannot have true faith,

Q. Is not this doctrine, as to fundamentals, absurd ?
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A. Yes; because, whilst there can be only one true faith,
the supporters of this doctrine must throw open the gates
of heaven to all sectarians, no matter how contradictory
their doctrines ; for, as they cannot distinguish the fundamental
from the non-fundamental doctrines, it is clear, they cannot
tell who believe them, and who reject them; hence, they
must embrace the deist who denies the Scripture, and the
Unitarian who rejects even the Divinity of Christ.

Q. Arenot these Protestants guilty of another contradiction?

A. They admit, that the Catholics have always held all the
fundamentals ; and, if so, why did they separate from the
Catholic Church, and steep Europe in b?;od, by that separa-
tion, since, even according to themselves, to believe the fun-
damentals, is all thajeis necessary for salvation ?

Q. May they not say, reason will point out these funda-
mentals to each particular person ? :

A. Noj; for as each man’s reason is different from that
of his neighbour, so will men differ in their fundamentals;
and, consequently, there can be no unity of faith. Besides,
reason is a fallible guide, and hence, it may lead into error, as
to the fundamentals so essentially necessary to salvation.

Q. 13 it not vain to appeal here, as gome have done, to senti-
ment or feeling as enabling us to discover the fundamentals e

A. These are still more whimsical, than feason. They
produce, instead of one faith, & mass of contradictions. The
deist feels God, but feels no revelation; the Arminian feels
not the necessity of grace; Luther feels, whilst Calvin does
not feel, the real presence; the Unitarian does not feel the
Trinity ; the Iistablished Church of Scotland, feels the benefit
of state funds and state control, whilst the Free Kirk feels
that the funds of the state are excellent, but its control per-
nicious.

Q. Do not some say, that the Spirit will point out for them
the fundamentals?

A. This is the argument of every madman; according to
this fancy, it was the pirit of God who taught one faith to
Luther, and another to Calvin; one to Wesley, and another
to Knox.

Q. What do you conclude from all this?

A. That this distinction between fundameritals and non-fun-
damentals, is the miserable subterfuge of a bad cause, and that
the Catholic system, which teaches us to believe, without ex-
ception or distinction, every truth contained in revslation, is
nf(_)tf on}ly rational, but absolutely necessary to preserve unity
of faith, :
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SECTION II.

Q. Can Protestants have divine faith ?

A. Noj; because divine faith is incompatible with doubt,
and the faith of a Protestant must ever be accompanied by
doubt.

Q. What two particular qualities, must faith have, that it
may be divine ?

A. It must be firm and undoubting ; and it must be PRU-
DENTLY firm and undoubling.

Q. Why firm and undoulting ?

A. Because, otherwise, it will not be divine faith, but mere
human opinion. Divine faith is incompatible with doubt ;
rather than call the smallest particle into doubt, we must be
ready to lay down our lives; because Gnd, the author of faith,
cannot deceive. )

Q. Why do you say that faith must be prudently firm ?

A. Because, no matter how strong and firm the inward
conviction be, if it be irrational—that is, grounded on false
reasoning—it is not a virtue, but rather the effect of a vicious,
because wilful obstinacy : such is the faith of the Turk and
the heretic of every sect.

- Q. Where do you find the above-mentioned conditions of
divine faith 2 .

A. Only ationgst Catholics: hecause, they only, follow a
rule of faith, which places the truth of their belief beyond
the possibility of doubt.

Q. What is that which you here call a rule of fuill ?

A. That which guides us to the belief and practice of all
that God has revealed and commanded.

Q. What is the Catholic rule of faith ?

A. The whole Word of God, understood infallibly in its
true sense.

. Q. Is not the written Word of God alone a sufficient rule
of jaith ? .

A. No; because it is susceptible of different senses, and the
interpreter may give it a wrong sense. Hence, that it may
be to us, an infallible rule’of true faith, we must be absolutely
certain that we understand the disputed passages correctly.

Q. Have Catholics on this head any certainty 2
. A. Their cértainty is entire, because they receive from the
Church, which they prove to be infallible, the exposition of
the Scripture. )

g. «wve‘not Protestants this same certainty ?.
~A. Noj; for each Protestant explains the Scripture ac-
cording to his own particular light, or fancy, or prejudice.
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Hence, he can'never be certain that he is right, as he can
never be absolutely certain that he is not deceived in his in-
terpretation. This we shall see at length when we speak of
the rule of faith.

SECTION II. ‘

Q. Show wus, why those, who are not Catholics, can have no
other than a doubting or vacillating faith 2

A. It is, because, there are three essential points upon
which they have no real certainty.- They have no real cer-
tainty, as to the canon of Scripture; they have none, as re-
gards their versions or trauslations of Scripture; and they
can never be certain, that their énterpretations are the genuine
meaning of God's Word ?

Q. Why cannot Protestants know, with infallible certainty,
what books of Scripnfire are canonical and divine?

A. Because they profess to believe nothing, but what is
expressly laid down in Scripture. Now, the Scripture neither
does, nor can, tell us what books are canonical,—that is, what
and how many books arc God's divine Word ; thisis admitted
even by the most learned Protestants. To be a certain rule
of faith, the Scripture should inform us, with the utmost
certainty, what are the true and uncorrupted copies of the true
and original Scripture. The last of the Scriptures ;were
written nearly two thousand years ago’; we know, that tle
last chapter, was added to Deuteronomy after the death of
Moses, and that other changes have taken place since that
time. What text, then, tells us that these changes were
made by nspired men, and not by smpostors 2 'Without cer-
tainty on this head, the Bible cannot be a secure rule of faith.

Q. Cuan Protestants be certain, that the Jewish Rubbins did
not corrupt the original Scripture ?

A. Noj;this is another question the Bible cannot answer.
If these ignorant and malicions men, who hated Christianity,
and in that hatred, had a sufficient motive for corrupting
Christianity in its source, when they inserted, after the time
of Christ, points to igdicate, where there should be vowels,
inserted maliciously a wrong points; may. they not thus have
perverted verses and chapters, nay, whole hooks of Scripture?
and what Protestant can be now certain that they did not do so?

Q. Cannot they know the books that are divine, by their
excelling beauty and thrilling expression, as you lenow honey or
sugar by their sweetness 2

A. Noj; for if tMat could be, then all Protegtants would
have acknowledged the same books as canonical,” and yet,
they have not agreed upon this point. The first Protestants
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rejected the Egistle to the Hebrews and the Apocalypse, or
Revelations, whilst the Protestants of the present day, receive
these books as divine. Calvin called the Epistle of St James
an Epistle of gold, whilst Luther styled the same an Epistle
of straw.

Q. May they not say, that they know the canonical books by
their titles

. A. If we must receive the Gospel of St Matthew, because
it bears his name, we should, for the same reason, receive the
Gospels of St Thomas and St Bartholomew, because they
bear the names of these Apostles, and yet all Christians reject
these two Gospels as apocryphal.

Q. May they not say, that they receive the true books of
Scripture on the authority of tradition?

A. Noj; they reject tradition, on every~other question, as a
doubtful source of truth; hence, every doctrine drawn from
it must be, for them, uncertain. Divine faith, they say, can-
not rest on tradition as a foundation; if, therefore, they know
what books are divine only from tradition, it evidently follows
that they do not, and cannot, believe these books to be God’s
Word with divine faith.

Q. What happened at Strasbourg in the year 1598 ?

A, The Protestants expunged from their canon of Scrip-
tire, the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Epistle of St James,
and the Apocalypse; and, seventy-four years after, they
again replaced them. This fact may be seen in their old
Ritua’lz, in the chapter ON DOCTRINE, and in the new Ritual,
page {.

S. What do you conclude from this?

. That they were all certainly wrong, either in expunging
or receiving these books; that if they were evidently wrong,
in a matter of such awful importance, as is the integrity of the
Scripture, they can have no certainty that they are right in
any thing; that, in fine, their faith resting thus, not upon
any rational or certain foundation, but on the mere whims
of men, cannot be prudently firm, and, by a necessary con-
sequence, cannot be. divine faith.

SECTION 1V.

Q. Why have you said, that those who are not Catholics, can
never be certain, that their translations from the original Scrip-
tures are correct or faithful

A. Because few, if any of them, understand the original
Ianguages; g0 that they are incapable &f judging whether
their tranflations are conformable to the originals. .

Q. May they not reply, that they have every necessary
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security from their translators, whose knowledge of Greek and
Hebrew was indisputable

A. No; for these translators have given very different and
contradictory versions. Translation from dead languages is
at all times difficult ; the original idiom of the Bible has not
been in use for upwards of* two thousand years; the trans-
lators are mere men, and, of course, fallible. Zwinglius says,
Luther was a foul corrupter of God’s Word; Luther retorts
the compliment upon Zwinglius; Beza condemns the trans-
lation of (Ecolampadius, and Castalio condemns that of Beza ;
the Protestant Bishop Tunstal counted two thousand errors
in the first English translation; and Dr Brougliton says,
the English Bible is so corrupt, as to send thousands into
eternal flames. The very translators themselves confess,
“that they are not cBrtain that they have given the true Word
of Grod 1n every passage, but merely what THEY supposed to
be the best readings.”” Such is the Protesant rule,—such the
thing to which they trust their immortal souls! Here they
can have no certainty.

Q. What does Luther himself avow as regards translations
of Scripture 2

A. That he had added the word “ ONLY” to the text
of 5t Paul (Rom. chap. iii.): for *we account a man to be
justified by faith,” he has, *by faith onLy.” ,

Q. How did he justify himself, when reproached with this ®
(Tom. iii. Edit. de Jena, pp. 141, 144.)

A. “I know well,” he says, “that the word only is not to
be found in the text of St Paul; but if any Papist plague you .
on the subject, tell him at once, that it was the will of Dr
Martin Luther that it should be added; and please to say
further, that a Papist and an ass are one and the same thing.”
“TI am sorry,” says he, in addition, “that I have not added
other words. This word ‘ONLY’ will remain in my New Testa-
ment, until all the Papists burst themselves with spite.”

Q. What do you conclude from this?

A. That no prudest man can have any confidence in a
Protestant Bible, since he can never be certain that it is
properly translated. The English versions are of the same
stamp with the German. (See D'Israeli's Curiosities of
Literature, Edit. 1843, vol. iii. p. 530, et seq.)

Q. Can you draw any further inference?

A. Yes; that the faith of Protestants, grounded, as it is, on
doubtful versions of Scripture, is not prudently firm, and,
consequently, is not divine.

Q. But have the Catholics themselves an absolute certainty
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as to the number. of the sacred books, and the truth of the
transiations from them ?

A. Yes; the Catholics are perfectly certain as regards both
points. The Church points out the books that are canonical,
and the correct versions of these books. Now, a fundamental
principle of the Catholic religion is, that the Church is infall-
ible ; because Christ says, “the gates of hell shall not prevail
against her; that He will be with her all days; that His
Ioly Spirit will teach her all truth for ever.” Hence, the
Catholic grounds his faith on what is certainly God’s Word,
and his faith, consequently, is certainly divine.

’ SECTION V.

Q. Why have you said, that Protestants have no certainty
or security, as reqards the true sense of the Scripture ?

A. The passages of Seripture, which"regard controverted
points, may be tortured into two different, and soinetimes
opposite meanings; now, the Scripture itself does not, and
cannot, tell us, which is the true sense. The Scripture cannot
explain itself : nay, St Peter (2 Pet. iii. 16) tells us, that parts
of Seripture “ are hard to be understood, which the unlearned
and unstable wrest, as they do all the other SCRIPTURES, to their
own destruction.”  Nay, the Scripture cannot even prove, that
itself is the Word of God, and this Protestants admit.
(Thillingwortly, p. 69, No. 49; and Hooker Eccl. Tolem.
lib. i. 8. 14, p. 86.) Dr Covel (Defence, Art. iv. p. 31)
declaves, “It is not the Word of God, which does, or can
assure us, that we do well to think it the Word of God.” The
Bible then, cannot tell us these two most important of all
truths : that tsel/ is the true Word of God, and what s its
true and genuine sensc.

Q. Have not Prolestants said, that they are individually
inspired to understand, in s true sense, any passage of
Scripture ? .

4. Yes; but they have said many very absurd things. Ac-
cording to this blasphemous assertion, it was the Spirit of God
who taught Luther the real presence, eavhilst the same Spirit
tanght Calvin the figurative presence ; it is God who inspires
the Church of England to have bishops, and the Church
of. Scotland to reject them; one sect of Protestants, ‘to
admit good works as necessary to salvation, and another, to
reject them ; one minister, to account baptism necessary to
salvation, and another, to repute it as a mere ceremony.
Surely, if they were inspired, they would all believe the
same doctrines. .



ON FAITH. 5L

Q. May they not say, that the ambiguous texts are easily
explained by those that are clear ?

A. Yes; they may say any thing; but it so happens, that
each flatters himseclf, that the texts which appear to support
his peculiar notions are abundantly clear. Thus, to prove
that Christ ¢ not God, the Unitarians think these words:
“ My Father is grecter than I;" and these others: “ That
Chrust is the first born of creatures,” very clear indeed. The
Presbyterians, to prove that the Sacrament is only bread and
wine, think these words: “the flesh profiteth nothing, the
words which I speak to yow are sperit and life,” the clearest
{)ortion of Scripture; as if, any Christian in his senses could
believe, that the flesh of Christ, by which, in union with the
Divinity, the world wis redcemed, profited nothing. The
Anabaptists, to preie, that infants should not be baptized,
bring forward, what they imagine is very clear, these words:
“TEACH all nations, baptizing them ;" and, *“ fe who BELIEVETH
and is baptized. shall be saved.”

Q. Do other Christians thinls these clear also 2

A. Yes; some think them very clear in proving the oppo-
site doctrines, and others think them the most obscure pas-
sages in the Inspired Volune.

Q. Do these sects quote other texts, to prove their peculiar
notions ? ' . '

A. Yes; they will quote texts by the dozen, to prove any
doctrine you please. 1t is quite clear, to the Iree Kirk, from
Seripture, that the Kstablished Kirk is Antichrist; and to
the latter, the Scripture as clearly proves the Iree Church to
be schismatical. T'o some, Joanna Southcote was the mother
of the Messiah; to the followers of Wesley, the greatest
crimes are only spots upon God’s children; whilst to the
Muckers, immorality is virtue.

Q. W hat inference would you draw faom all this?

A. That a wise God, must have left in his Church some
judge perfectly qualified to decide, authoritatively, on all re:
ligious disputes, andsto point out, with certainty, the truc
sense of the Inspired Volume.

Q. Enjorce this truth by a comparison.

A. As a legal process could never be terminated, if the
counsel were allowed, to appeal merely to the book contain-
ing the law, so, religious disputes can never be settled, by an
appeal merely to the Scriptures; and as a lawfully commis-
sioned judge, is necessary for the settlement of civil matters,
50 is, a divinely appointed judge, necessary for the decision, of
the more difficult and more important matters of religion.
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Q. Who is that judge t

A. The teaching body of the Church of Christ, whom he
sent, to preach his Gospel to all nations, and to whom, he pro-
n}ised the continued guidance of his Spirit, even to the end
of time.

Q. What do you understand here by the teaching body of
the Church?

A. T understand, not the Pope alone, nor the bishops alone,
either severally or collectively, but the Pope, with the bishops
as a body ; and not every or any body, calling themselves
b}s:lfxiops, but those only, who are in communion with the See
of Rome. :

CHAPTER V.

THE THREE PROTESTANT RULES OF FAITH.

SECTION I

Q. What say you to the rule of faith adopted by the Socinian?
He admits that the Scripture s inspired, but holds that reason
8 to be the interpreter of that divine revelation, and that nothing
18 to be admitted, but what reason can clearly comprehend.

“A. We reply, in the first place, God is infinite; we are

finite : hence, he can reveal many things of which we under-
stand nothing, except the facts revealed; such are, for
example, the Unity and Trinity of God, the creation, the
Incarnation, &c. Now, can reason be our guide in things
which it cannot comprehend? Will presumptuous, finite
reason pretend to fathom the unfathomable abyss of God’s
infinite wisdom and power ? 'Will it blasphemously tell God,
that it will believe nothing but what it can understand,—that
it will believe nothgng on God’s Word, unless he condescend
to explain its nature ?

Q. Is not reason fallible ®

A. Yes; and hence it cannot be the foundation of faith,
which excludes all. doubt; it can only be the foundation
of opinion. Only open the pages which contain the sad his-
tory of man; look at the molten idols of ancient Rome and
the garden gods of ancient Egypt,—at the contradictions and
absurdities of Pagan and Christian schools, guided entirely
by human reason; and you will be satisfied, that there 1s
nothing ridicnlous, gross, absurd, or shameful, which erring
reason hds not taught; and if so, surely it cannot be a
secure rule of faith,
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Q. Is the Socinian a safe rule?

A. No; all the sects in the world, professing Christianity,
agree in denouncing the Socinian or Unitarian rule, and the
creed founded on that rule. Most certainly, therefore, it is
safer to follow the overwhelming majority of Christians, than
to risk our salvation upon a rule lately adopted by a handful
of men, who have no claim to the title of Christians, since they
deny one of the fundamental articles of Christianity—the
Divinity of Christ.

Q. Have you any other arqument against this rule ?

A. Yes, many. The reasons, or judgments of men, are as
different as their faces ; hence, an infinite variety of religions
would be formed under the direction of reason. Look at our
contradictory systems of medicine, philosophy, politics, and
agriculture, and say: If such is the case in secular sciences,
should we not have the same Babylonish confusion as regards
religion, if reason were admitted as supreme judge? Should
we not, in that case, have as many creeds as there are men,—
as many varieties in religion, as there are different grades
of strong or weak, polished or unpolished reason amongst
men; in fine, the very rule of the Socinian is a contradiction
to his reason.

Q. Is not the Christian rule much more rational ?

A. Yes; God reveals certain truths, many.of which are
mysteries. The Socinian says: What I understand of these,
I will believe ; what my reason does not comprehend, 1 will
r(zject : and thus an insolent creature,. who is the mere work
of God’s hand, who does not understand even himself, who
cannot comprehend half the mysteries which exist in and
around him every moment, dares to disbelieve God's Word,
unless God condescend to explain all to him. How drrational
ig such conduct! The Christian, on the contrary, when a
niystery is proposed, seeks sufficient proof of the fact
of revelation: satisfied on this head, he belicves at once.
God is infinitely good, he says, therefore he cannot deceive
me; he is infinitely wwise, therefore he cannot be deceived
himself; whatever he reveals must be true; therefore I
believe it, whether I understand it or not. We may then
sound as we please the depths of worldly science ; in this we
are confined to no bounds; but in religion we have prescribed
limits. It is a positive institution—* Thus far shalt thou go,
and no further.”

SECTION II. co .

Q. What say you to the rule adopted by the Anabaplists,
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Qualkers, Moravians, and Methodists, which consists in a sup-
posed private inspiration made by God to each individual ?

A. The conduct of those who adopted this delusion is its
best refutation. Montanus and Maximilla were the first who
adopted it, and they both hanged themselves. (LKuseb. Eccl.
Hist., Lib. v.) 'The followers of Carlostad were privately
inspired by God, “to despoil and kill all the wicked.”
V(ngid,an, De Statu Rel et Reip. Comment., Lib. iii. p. 45.)
John Bockhold, following his inspiratior, declared himself
king of Sion; he married cleven wives; and, by order of kds
spirit, put them all to death. (Hist. de la Reform. par Ger.
Brandt.) Herman was inspired to declare himself the
Messiah,—to order that all priests and magistrates should be
killed. (Brandt, p. 51.) David George declared himself the
true son of God. (Mosheim, vol.iv. p. 484.) Such were the
foreign Protestants who followed private inspiration as a
rule of faith.

Q. Were the English followers of this rule more moderute
than their continentul brethren 2

A. No; Nicholas taught, that faith and worship were use-
less; that men should continue in sin, that grace might
abound. (Brandt, p. 51.) Tor the doings of lacket and
Venner’s private inspiration, see Fuller’s Hist. of the Church,
P. 9, and Iichard’s Hist. of Eng. Fox, according to P’enn’s
Journal, declared the Scripture only a secondary rule, subject
to the Spirit; and ore of his party entered the Parliament
House with a drawn sword, saying he was authorized by the
Holy Spirit to kill every man that sat in that House, (Mac-
laine’s Note on Mosheim, vol. v. p. 470.) James Naylor was
inspired to have himself hailed as the “Prince of peace, the
rose of Sharon, and the fairest of ten thousand.” (Kchard.)
Wesley says of the Moravians, that many of them did not
read the Scriptures, pray, or communicate, because that was
seeking salvation by works. “Some of our English brethren
say,” he adds, “you will never have faith, till you leave off
the Church ami7 the Sacraments: as¢many go to hell by
praying as by thieving.”* (Journal, 1740.) Such were the
impious and blasphemous fruits of the rule called “private
inspiration.”

Q. These unquestionable facts are shocking evidences against
that rule; have you'any additional arqument to offer ?

A. The true rule of faith is a rule for all, whilst, with the
exception of these few deluded Protestant fanatics, no body
of Christians ever felt, or even pretended to feel, that they
were privately inspired by God; therefore, the great mass
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of Christians have ever been, and now are, without any rule
of faith; and is this at all reconcileable with God's goodness
and mercy ?

Q. Did those who adopted this rule, directly contradict the
Seripture

A. Yes; their spirit told them to murder ; the Scripture,
says, “Thou shalt not kill.” The spirit told them to sin,
that grace might abound; the Scripture forbids all sin.
Nay, they contradicted one another. The same Spirit of
God taught one thing to Wesley and another to Bockhold,—
one to Joanna Sputhcote and another to Fox. Finally, the
Spirit of God, say these fanatics, teaches us what we are to
believe, and what we are to do; but can they prove that

_1t, in Teality, is the Spirit of God, and not the spirit of error?
(from their works, " would appear that the latter is_ their
guide.) “No, they cannot ; for, in order to do so, they should
work some unquestionable miracle; but in this they have
never succcéded. What wise man, thercfore, would be
weak enough to abandon the Seripture, constant tradition,
and Church authority, ‘and deliver his soul to the guidance
of syeh self-sent, foolish, and wicked pretenders to inspira-
tion? 'They are guided by a spirit, but it is evidently the
spirit of fanaticisn, darkness, and error. |

SECTION IIL

Q. What is the third fulse rule of fuith ?

A. That of the respectable portion of Protestants, who
maintain, that the Bible, and the Bible only, and the Bible,
not as it sounds, or as it is understood by the learned, but as
it is understood by each private individual, whether ignorant
or learned, is the rule of faith, given by a wise and good God
to maukind. .

- Q. Have you many arguments against this pretended rule 2

A. Yes, very many. The first of which is derived from a
comparison of this Protestant, with the Catholic rule of faith.

Q. What is the Catholic rule of fuith?

A. All truly inspired Scripture, and all truly divine tradi-
tion (see Chap. on Tradition), interpreted, not by the ignorant,
nor even the learned laity, but by the lawfully sent and
ordained pastors of God’s true Church,

Q. In comparing these rulcs, why do yow give a preference
to the Catholic rule?

A. Even at this moment, there are in the world seven
Catholics, for one Protestant; hence, we have sevgn to one
in favour of our rule; we bave, in addition to this, the whole
world during fifteen hundred years before Luther; and all
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this is confirmed by the fact, that whilst all Catholics, of
every age and country, agree, as to the rule of faith and its
interpretation, no two sects of Protestants are agreed upon
every question of religion ; nor do they give their rule of faith
one and the same interpretation,——eac{; individual Protestant
explains the Scripture for himself, whilst each Catholic has the
Scripture explained by all that is at present—or ever was—
wige, learned, great, or good, in God's Church. The Protes-
tant has only the security of his own ome judgment; the
Catholic has that of the whole Church.

Q. Is there any thing absurd in this trait of Protestantism ?

A. Can any thing be more absurd, than that an ignorant
Eeasant, should pretend to interpret the Inspired Volume

etter than all the pastors of the Church ?

Q. Would it be less absurd, if only ldurned Protestants pre-
tended to do so ?

A. Very little indeed ; since they can be only considered
a handful, when compared with the learned Kody of the
Catholic Church ; if, as the Scripture says, ¢ Z'here be wisdom
among many councillors,” truth will be, on the side of Catho-
licism : we have the learning of eighteen centuries ; Protegtants
have only that of three.

Q. What is your next argument ?

A. During three hundred years, the Bible, as privately
interpreted, has been the rule of Protestants; now, if it had
been the rule intended by God, all Protestants would have
been of one faith,—they would have given the same interpre-
tation to every passage. DBut thereverse is the case. Luther
taught the real presence out of the Bible; Zwinglius, out of
the same book, taught the contrary ; the Church of England
teaches one doctrine, the Kirk of Scotland another, and the
Free Kirk a third; and yet all follow the Bible, and interpret
for themselves. They have proved the Bible, as privately
interpreted, to be the fruitful source of delusions, heresies,
and schisms. ’

Q. Is it not clear, that there can be only one true faith, as
there is only one Lord, one baptism, one revelation, which can
have only one true sense ?

A. Yes, beyond all doubt ; and the Protestant rule destroys
this unity of faith. Let each man interpret the Bible for
himself, and you will have, as is evident, from our swarms of
Protestant sects, as many religions as there are different
heads and judgments.

Q. May not the ministers restrain these sects by forcing all to
accept their interpretation ? '
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A. Noj; for this would be in contradiction to their own
rinciples; it would be destroying the right of private
mterpretation.

Q. Does not the Protestant rule, facilitate the teaching of all
sorts of error, and this without the possibility of applying an
antidote 2 i '

A. Yes, clearly. For example, an ignorant Unitarian
cobbler denies the Divinity of Christ, on these words—¢The
Father is greater than I.” Tt will be of no use for a Protestant
minister to quote against him that other passage—*“I and
the Father are one;” for the cobbler will reply, that their
unity is a unity of affection, not of nature, zmdy this he will
say is evident from the former passage. The minister must
leave him in his error; for the cobbler will tell him he has a
right to interpret Scrigture for himself, and that he is, as good
4 judge,®as any minister. )

Q. If the Bible be the only rule of faith, should not Protes-
tants be able to tell us, with certainty, of what and how many
boolks the Bible is composed ?

A. Certainly ; yet this they cannot do. They have never
agreed amongst themselves on this head; they reject nine
or ten books, which we admit. St Paul to the Hebrews, St
James, the second of St Peter, the third of St John, St Jude,
and the Apocalypse, have been all successively admitted ands
rejected by Protestants. Their opinions, so dften changed,
show they have no certainty, as to what books really constitute
the Bible; and, consequently, the Bible can never be for
them a certain rule of faith. .

Q. What say you as to the books of Scripture which are
lost, alluded to tn Num. xxi. 14 ; 1 Kings iv. 32; Chron. ix.
29: 1 Cor. 1. Y; Matth. xxvii. 9 ; Matth. ii. 23°?

A. If the Bible be thé only rule, it is either the whole
Bible, including the books that are lost, or it is that portion
of the Bible which we still have; if the former, then the rule
is incomplete ; if the latter, then let Protestants, give us one
text, declaring what we lhave, to be swfficient as a rule, and
clearly indicating, the non-necessity,of what is lost.

Q. Can you draw any arqument against the reformed rule,

. from the circumstance, that Christ appointed o body of pastors
to teach and preach in his Church ?

A. Yes; the reformed rule makes these pastors an un-
necessary lumber; for either these pastors and their people
agree in their interpretation of Scripture, or they differ;
if they agree, then give the people Bibles—the®pastors are
useless—the people can teach themselves; if they differ,

B
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then which is right—the pastor or the people? Where is the
certainty ? If the pastor compel the people to follow his in-
terpretation, then, their rule is destroyed; if he cannot do
this, then again he is useless; and if they give up their own
opinion and follow his, then, they are trusting their salvation
to one fallible man, who gives them, not the wnfallible Word
of God, but his fallible interpretation, of that infallible Word.

Q. If Christ intended the Bible, to be man’s only guide,
should we not suppose, that he would have written it, or ordered
it to be written 2 : '

A. Certainly ; and yet he never did so; he never com-
rg:;nded his Apostles to write Bibles, but to PREACH the

spel.

Q. What may we ask Protestants in addition ¢

A. Why did not the Apostles, whd knew well the true
rule of faith, write millions of Bibles, and send them, to all
the ends of the earth, with a command that all should read
them ? Why did they not establish schools, that all might
be taught to read ? Why did only a few, even of the Apostles,
write their doctrines? Why did tl};ey allow nearly one hundred
years, to pass before the last book of Scripture was written ;
and what rule did the Christians of that century follow, since
the Scripture was incomplete? Was not the world converted
%y the preaching of the Apostles and other pastors, and not
by Bibles? Why did not the Apostles, even translate the
Scriptures into the vulgar tongues of the nations they con-
verted ? Why did not St Peter and St Paul, who lived at
Rome, translate into the Reman tongue, even their own
Epistfes? Why did St Paul write to the Romans in Greek,—
a language, understood only by the learned ? '

Q. Does it appear, from undoubted facts, that God could
never have intended the Bible, to be our only rule of faith ?

A. We bave seen that this was impossible during the first
century, for the Bible was not complgted. During the first
four hundred years, it was equally impossible; few copies,
and these few, written with the pen, existed. Some books of
Scripture were lying at ene Church, and some at another;
and during thege four hundred years, they were translated into
only one language; yet, during these four hundred years,
whilst the Bible, as a rule of faith, was a physical impossibility,
the whole world was converted. Nay, until the art of printing
was discovered, the Bible could not be the rule of faith; and
thus Protestants must maintain, that the whole world was
without any rule of faith, during the first fourteen hundred
vears of Christianity. During that time few could read, and
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even if they were able, they could not det a copy of the
Scripture, which cost immense sums. Even at present, there
is not one Bible in existence for every ten souls; and what
rule are those to follow, who cannot read ? Thus, even during
the first century, the Bible was not the only rule of faith, and
much less was it the rule, during the first four, nay, during the
first fourteen hundred years.

Q. If the Bible, as privately interpreted, were our only
tribunal of appeal, would not God have acted like an unwise
legislator who would make every man his own judge in matters
of law

4. Yes; and is not this consideration alone sufficient to
convince every reflecting person of the futility of the Protes-
tant rule? \%’hat sort of law should we have, if every
man were his own ad?ocate, as well as judge? If a wise
legislator*considers the judge of the law as important to the
welfare of the commumty as the law itself, what are we to
think of Protestants, who would make God give us a divine
code of laws, without supplying us, with divinely appointed
interpreters and judge$ of these laws? Such a principle
contains in itsclf endless divisions and schisms. Luther's
religion, which was one in him, became, by the adoption of
this principle, the seed of an infinity of creeds; so much so,
that scarcely two Protestants have the same faith.

Q. What does Capito, Protestunt minister of Strasbury,
admit in this matter ?

A. “Our people now tell us,” says he, “I know enough of
the Gospel—I can read it for myself—I have no need of you.”
(Inter. Epist. Calv.) Dudith says to Beza, “Our people are
carried away with every wind of doctrine ; if you know what
their religion is to day, you cannot tell, what it will be to-
morrow. In what single point, are those who war against the
Pope, agreed amongst themselves?” “It is of great impor-
tance,” says Calvin to Melancthon, “that the divisions which
subsist among us, should not be known to future ages.”

JBECTION 1V.

Q. Does it appear from Scripture, that the written word was
ever, either under the Old or the New Law, considered as the
only rule of faith ?

A. Until the time of Moses, there was no written revelation;
yet Seth, Abraham, Isaac, Melchizedeck, and all God’s people,
were saved, by the belief of truths for which they could have
no authority but tradition. R

Q. What says Moses as to the Book of the Law which ke
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wrote, and which was the first written revelation the world was
Javoured with ?

A. He orders the Levites to deposit it *“in the side of the
ark of the covenant of the Lord ;" adding, “after seven years,
in the year of remission,...thou shalt read the words of this
law, before all Israel in their hearing.” (Deut. xxxi. 24.)
Was this a giving of the written word to the people, as their
only rule? The Levites are ordered to read it to the people,
an({this, only once in the seven years.

Q. What do we find in Deut., chap. xvii. 8, 9?

A. God commands his people, whenever they find among
them a hard and doubtful matter in judgment, “to come to
the priests of the Levitical race, and to. the judge that shall
be at that time (the High Priest), and thou shalt ask of them,”
says the Lord, “and they shall show®thee the truth of the
judgment ; and thou shalt do whatsoever they shall kay...and
what they shall teach thee: and he that will be proud, and
refuse to obey the commandment of the priest who ministereth
at that time,...that man shall die.” Moses had written out

tthe law by this time; yet he, the infpired oracle of heaven,
does not put that written word, into the hands of the people,
that by it, they might decide their disputes; on the contrary,
he orders them, under pain of death, to have recourse to the

“priests of the Church, and especially to the High Pricst.
See 2 Parallp. (2 Chron, xix.) and Malachias ii. 7, where it
is said, “the lips of the priest shall keep knowledge, and the
people shall seek the law at his mouth.”

Q. 1s not the New Testament equally clear on this head #

A. Certainly ; for Christ never wrotc any thing, and never
"commanded his Apostles to write. In Heb. i. 2, it is said,
‘““in these days (God) hath spoken,” not written “to ug, by his
Son.” In Matth., xxviii, 18, Christ does not say to his
Apostles, Go, write Bilies to all nations ; but, “ Go, teach all
nations.” In Luke x. 16, He does not say, he that readeth,
or heareth the Scripture, heareth me ; but, “he that hearcth
you, heareth me.” ~ In Matth. xviii. }7, He does not say, he
that will not read the Scripture ; but, “he that will not HEAR
the Church, is to be considered as a heathen and publican.”

Q. Is it not said—2 Pet. iii. 16—that there arevn Scripture
“ things hard to be understood, whick the unlearned and un-
stable wrest unto their own destruction 27

A. Yes; and how then, can any one believe, that God
should legve, as our oNLY rule of faith, a book which the
unlearn®d and unstable, who form the great mass of mankind,
so easily wrest to their own perdition ?
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Q. What does St Peter say—2 Pet. ii. 20?

A. “No prophecy of Scripture is of any private interpre-
tation ;” an(f) yet, in the very face of this text, Protestants
say every text of Scripture is to be privately interpreted.

Q. ?What does St LPaul tell the Thessalonians—2 Thess.
v. 13 ‘

A. That they are to hold fast, not the Bible alone, but the
tradition they had been taught, whether by word or epistle ;
and the same Apostle tells Timothy to commit, not what he
had read, but what he had keurd, to faithful men, who should
be able to teach others also. (2 Tim. ii. 2.)

SECTION V.

Q. Are there not many essential truths, the knowledge of
which is necessary to sudvation, whick are not clearly laid down
in Seripure ?

A. Yes, many; such as, who are the true pastors of God's
Church—who the wolves in sheeps’ clothing—which of all
the sects is the Church of Christ,—what her authority,—
should she have a head upon earth,—who is to preside in her
councils,—how is a disputed question to be settled,—what
should be precisely her public service? The Scripture does
not tell us, what arc the true, original books of Scripture, or
how many of these books form the canon; whether all the,
books we have, and neither more nor less, arediod’s uncor-
rupted Word in every part; or, in fine, whether the transla-
tions of them which we have, and upon which our salvation
depends, are correct in every part. The Seripture does not
clearly teach us any onc of all these necessary truths;
therefore, it cannot be of itself our ouly rule of faith.

Q. What do you draw from the juct, that the Jews were, for
generations, without the Bible as a rule of faith in their own
tongue &

A. A most important inference,—viz., that the people
of God were all thag time, without that, which Protestants
maintain to be the only rule of faith. That people, lost the
use of the Hebrew lahguage in the Babylonish captivity ;
during fourteen generations after, théy spoke Syriac; and the
Protestants themselves admit, that there was no Syriac ver-
sion of Scripture before the time of Christ. (Rayeroft’s kd.
of Bible, I.ondon, 1655.) .

Q. Do you observe other mecessary truths not clearly laid
down in Scripture

A. The doctrine of the Trinity,—a doctrine thekgowledge
of which is certainly necessary to salvation,—is not explicitly
and evidently laid down in Scripture.
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Q. What say you of infant baptism ?

A. One-third part of the whole human race, die before their
seventh year ; it is then a matter of the last importance to
know whether infants should be baptized ; for the Scripture
declares, that baptism is necessary to salvation; and yet the
Scripture does nowhere tell us clearly, whether Christ intended
infants to be baptized. If it did, why should we have Ana-
haptists, who have never been able to see this truth clearly laid
down in Seripture? Here, then, we have a truth, upon which
the salvation' of one-third part of the whole human race
depends, which is not to be found in Scripture.

Q. Did not the Church, at the time of Christ, and before
that period, keep the day of rest from five o'clock on Saturday
till five on Sunday ? )

A. Yes; and yet Protestants keep it from twelve to twelve,
without any warrant of Scripture. Nay, they oppose the
Seripture, Levit. xxiil. 32: “From even unto ever shall you
celebrate your Sabbath.”

Q. When Protestants do profane work upon Saturdey, or
the seventh day of the week, do they follow the Scripture as
their only rule of faith ?

A. On the contrary, they have only the authority of tradi-
tion for this practice. 1n profaning Saturday, they violate
one of God’s commandments, which he has never clearl
abrogated : “ Remember thou keep holy the Sabbath-day.”

Q. Is the observance o/ Sunday, as the day of rest, a matter
clearly laid down in Scripture?

A. Tt certainly is not ; and yet all Protestants consider the
observance of this particular day as essentially necessary to
salvation. To say, we observe the Sunday, because Christ
rose from the dead on that day, is to say we act without
warrant of Scripture ; and we might as well say, that we should
rest on Thursday, because Christ ascended to heaven on that
day, and rested in reality from the work of redemption.

Q. Is it not said, in the Book of Revelations, that St John
was in the Spirit on the Lord's day, that 18, Sunday ; and s
not this scriptural proof that Sunday is the day to be observed
in the New Low ?

A. Are we then to observe this particular day, merely
because St John had a revelation upon it ? Must we observe,
as a day of rest and holiness, any day upon which an Apostle
was in the Spirit? '

Q. But <t is called the Lord's day ?

A. And is not every day the Lord’s day? Does this text
tell you not to work upon that day ? Does it tell you that
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the obligation of keeping Saturday is done away with, or that
it was not the day of the Resurrection or Ascension which St
John here calls the Lord’s day ?

Q. Is itnot said in the Acts—* And upon the first day of the
week, when the disciples came together to break bread, Paul
preached unto them, ready to depart on the morrow ;" and is
not this sufficient scriptural authority for the observance of the
Jirst day of the week ¥ .

A. But does this text abrogate the observance of Saturday
the seventh day, or allow Protestants to do profane work on
that day ? Certainly not. They should then rest upon both
days, if they hold the above text as any argument. The text
in question does not say that the Apostle preached, or that
the people assembled, every first day of the week, but merely
on this, particular day; for which a good reason is given,
namely, that St Paul was to depart next day. It is quite
clear, however, that they met every Saturday; for the same
Acts say, St Paul preached in the synagogue every Sabbath,
and exhorted the Jews and the Greeks. Besides, it is not
wonderful that the disciples came together on this first day
of the week, since, according to Acts ii, they continued
DAILY in the temple breaking bread.

Q. Does not St Paul order the Galatians and Corinthiang
to make collections on the first day of the week 2

A. Yes; but, again, this does not abolish the observance
of Saturday. St Paul does not say that the people would be
at church on that day,—that they were to keep that day, to
the exclusion of Saturday, holy,—or that these collections
were to be made at church; but merely, that every man
should lay up by himself in store upon that day. -

Q. What do you conclude from all this?

A. That Protestants have no Scripture for the measure
of their day of rest; that they abolish the observance of
Saturday, without yarrant of Scripture ; that they substitute
Sunday, in its placewithout scriptural authority ; consequently
that for all this, they Imve only traditional authority. Yet Pro-
testants would look upon a man who would do profane work
after five o’clock on Sunday, or keep the Saturday, and pro-
fane the first day, as a victim of perdition. Hence we must
conclude, that the Scripture, which does not teach these
things elearly, does not. contain all necessary truths; and,
consequently, cannot be the only rule of faith.

SECTION VL. .

Q. Do we find that Protestants really,adhere so the Scripture

as their only rule of faith ®
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A. No; we find the very contrary.

Q. What is the doctrine of Protestants regarding the com-
mandments of God #

A. They teach that it is impossible to keep them. “No
mere man,” say they, “since the fall, is able perfectly to
keep the commandments of God.”

Q. What says our Saviour on this subject, in Matth. xi. ?

A. My yoke is sweet, and my burden is Zight.

Q. What says St Luke i. 6, speaking of Zachary and
Elisabeth 2

A. “And they were both just before God, walking in ALL
the commandments ond justifications of the Lord, WITHOUT
BLAME.” 8t John, 1 Epistle, ch. v. 3, says: “For this is the
charity of God, that we keep his commondments, and his com-
mandments are not Aeavy.” In Deut., ch. xxx., we have:
¢ This commandment that T command thee this day, is not
above thee,...... but in thy mouth and in thy heart #hat thou
mayest do it.”

Q. Could a wise God give to his children commandments
that he knew they were unable to observe ?

A. Certainly not; for even a master, who would order his
slave to carry a burden beyond his strength, would be reputed
a fool.  Besides, did not the young man in the Scriptures tell
Christ himself, that he had kept all the commandments from
his youth ; and Christ, who knew his heart, did not contradict
him, but urged him to other and greater works of love ?

Q. Do you find, from these passages, that the law of God
cannot be observed ?

A. Noj; 1 find quite the contrary. Protestants, therefore,
follow any thing or every thing, but Scripture in this matter.

Q. What is the doctrine of Protestants on the subject of
faith ?

A. They teach that faith alone justifies the sinner. .

Q. What does St James say? (Chap, ii., ver. 17, &c.)

A. “So faith also, if it have not works, 18 dead in itself,
...... even the devils also believe and tremble.” “ Was not
Abraham our father justified by works, offering up Isaac his
son upon the altar?” “ Do you see that man 18 justified by
works, and not by faith only.” 8t Paul, 1 Cor., chap. xiii.,
says: “ And if I should have all faith, so that I could remove
mountains, and have not charity, I am nothing.” Our
Saviour addresses Magdalen thus: “Many sins are forgiven
thee, becguse thou hast loved much.”

Q. at do these texts clearly prove?

. That the Protestant doctrine is false,~—that their creed
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is in direct opposition, to their own boasted rule of faith.

Q. What is the Protestant doctrine toucking good works 2

A. They teach that good works are not at all necessary
to salvation.

Q. What does our Saviour teach on the same subject?
(Mat. x. 17.)

A. That we cannot enter into heaven without good works:
“If you would enter into life, keep the commandments.”
St James, ii. 17, says: “So faith, if it have not works, is
dead in itself.” St Paul teaches, Rom. ii. 13, that “not the
hearers of the law are just before God, but the doers of the
law shall be justifiecd.” In 2 Peter i. 10, we are told:
“ Wherefore, brethren, labour the more, that by Goop WoRks
you make sure your calling and election.” Jesus Christ
himself says, Mat. vii. 21: “Not every one that saith
to me, Lora, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven,
but he that doeth the will of my Father who is in heaven, he
shall enter into the kingdom of heaven.” ‘

Q. Wihat is the reason to be given by Christ on the last day,
why ke shall pronounce the sentence of eternal exile on many
of the wicked® Is it only that they had no faith ¢

A. No; it is, that they had no charity. Matth. xxv. 41;
“ De{:art from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire,...... for T,
was hungry, and you gave me not to eut; 1 wag thirsty, and
you gave me not to drink ; 1 was a stranger, and you took me
not in ; naked, and you covered me not ; sick, and*in prison,
and you did not visit me.”

Q. What think you now? Is the Protestant doctrine on
good works in accordance with Scripture 2

A. No, certainly ; on the contrary, it seems invented to
set Scripture and reason at defiance.

SECTION VII.

Q. What is the Protestant doctrine on assurance, or the
certainty of grace?

A. They pretend, that the moment we believe in Jesus
Christ, we are infallildy assured of God’s grace.

Q. What are we taught in Eccles. ix. » and 12?

A. “Therc are just men,” says that inspired book, ‘ and
wise men, and their works, are inthe hand of God, and yet man
knoweth not whether he be worthy of love or batred, but ail
things are kept wncertain for the time to come:...... man
knoweth not his own end.” Solomon, Proverbs xx. 9, asks:
“Who can say, My heart is clean, 1 am pure from gin?" St
Paul, Phil. ii. 12, says, “ Wherefore, my dearly beloved,....
with fear and trembling work out your salvation;” and again,
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Cor. iv. 4: “For I am not conscious to myself of any thing,
yet I am not hereby JusTiriep, but he that judgeth me is
the Lord.”

Q. Do these tewts prove the fulsehood of the Protestant
doctrine in question ?

A. Very clearly indeed. They show it, to be clearly as
unscriptural, as it is presumptuous.

Q. But do Cathoelics believe, that we should always remain
in a state of doubt, as to whether we are in a state of grace ?

A. Catholics hold, that those who fear God, may have, not
the certainty of faith, as Protestants teach, but a moral
certainty, that they are in possession of God’s grace; but
nothing except a revelation from God, who knows the heart,
can give us an absolute certainty.

Q. What is the Protestant doctrine on the subject of peni-
tentral works ?

A. Protestants pretend, that Jesus Christ, has so satisfied
for our sins, that, on our part, fasting and other works of
penance are entirely uscless.

Q. Is it wonderful that Protestantism, should have some
professors, since it teaches such a convenient doctrine & )

A. Not at all; since such doctrine opens a wide, easy, and

<flowery path to heaven for unrepenting and vicious Christians.
According toethis, they may serve the devil and serve God
at one and the same time.

Q. Does the Scripture teach this doctrine so flattering to the
passions ?

A. No, certainly ; the Prophet Joel, ii. 12, says: “ Now,
therefore, be converted to me with all your heart, i fasting,
and in weeping, and in mourning.” 'The Baptist, Matth. iii.
8, adds: “ Bring forth, therefore, worthy fruits of penance.”
St Luke xiii. 3, our Saviour says: “ Unless you do penance,.
you shall all equally perish.,” In the 12th chap., he says to
those who brought not forth worthy frujts of penance : “ Wo
to thee, Corozain; wo to thee, Bethsaida ; for if in Tyre and
Sidon had been wrought the miracles that have been wrought
in you, they had long ago done penance in sackcloth and ashes.”
He tells us elsewhere, that unless we take up our cross, and
follow him, we cannot be his disciples. St Paul, 1 Cor. ix. 27,
says : “I chastise my body, and bring it into subjection.” And
again we are told: “If we live by the flesh we shall die, but if
by the spifit, we mortify the deeds of the flesh, we shall live.”

Q. Da you find, by the perusal of these passages, that, ac-
cording to Scripture, Christ kas so satisfied for us, that we maoy
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safely dispense with all crosses, sufferings, mortifications, and
works of penance?

A. Noj; the very reverse is so evident, that a man must be
either very ignorant, or blinded by prejudice, not to see it.

Q. What do Protestants teach as regards the Church 2

A. That she fell into gross errors, and corrupted the purity
of the Gospel doctrine of Christ.

Q. X this clearly in opposition to Scripture?

A. Yes; because the (zospel tells us (Matth. xviii, 17), that
the Church can never fall into error: ‘ Upon thisrock I will
build my Church, and the gates of hell shall never prevail
against 1t.” A rock is its foundation, Christ its builder, and
his power, its prop and support. ¢ He that will not hear the
Church,” says Christ, ““is to be reputed as a heathen and a
publican.” ¢ I will be with you,” says Christ, again, to his
Apostles and their successors, “ all days,” (that is, each and
every day) “to the end of the world.” In fine, St Paul calls
the Church the pillar and ground of truth. 1 Tim. iii. 15.

Q. What do Protestants teach of the Church ?

A. They teach, that she was invisible, during more than a
thousand years, pretending, that there were always men who
held their faith secretly, but that they dared not profess it
outwardly. . '

Q. Could such a pusillanimous and cowarddy body as this,
be the Church of Christ?

A. Noj for the people of Christ, must not only believe with
the heart, but openly. profess with the tongue. Rom. x. 10:
“ For with the keart we believe unto justice, but with the
mouth confession is made unto salvation.”

Q. To what does Christ compare the Church?® (Matth.
xviil. 17.) .

A. To a city on the top of a mountain, visible to all the
eyes in ‘the world.

Q. What do yoy, conclude from these words (Matth. xviii.
17): “ If he well not hear them, tell the Church 2’

A. That the Churth, must have been always visible, other-
wise, there must have been a time during'which this command
of Christ was impossible, on account of the invisibility of the
Church ; for no one could lay his complaint before an snwvisible
Church.

SECTION VIII.

Q. Whatdo Protestants teach on the subject-of the Seripture?

A. They pretend that the Sacred Volume is 8o «lear, that
every one, learned and ignorant, may easily know its meaning.

Q. Does St Peter think with Protestants in this matter ? -
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A. No, indeed. In his 2d Epist., iii. 16, he says, that there
are some things in the Epistles of St Paul that are hard to be
understood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest, as also
the other Scriptures, to their own destruction.

Q. Do Protestants teach any other absurdity on the subject
of the Scripture ? '

A. Yes; they try to persuade their followers, that the
Scripture contains all God’s revealed will, and that nothing is
to be believed or practised, but what is expressly laid down in
that Divine Book.

Q. Is this doctrine in accordance with the Scripture itself ?

A. No; it is directly opposed to the words of St Panl, 2
Thess. ii. 14: “Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold
the traditions which you have been taw:t, whether by word
or our Epistle.”

Q. What do Protestants teach on the Eucharist?

A. Tt is not an easy matter to answer this queston; for to
these four words, this 18 my body, each Protestant gives his
own peculiar meaning. Some say that the body of Christ is
in the bread ; some, that it is under the bread ; some, that it
is with the bread; some, that it has no connection with the
bread, but that you receive the body, when you eat the bread;
pud some, in fine, say, that the body of Christ is not present
n any sense whatever,—that the whole affair is a bare me-
morial.

Q. Are Protestants scripiural in this matter ¢

A. Noj; they teach the very reverse of Scripture. Christ
says, “ This is my body ;" they say, “It is NOT his body.”

Q. How many distinct passages of Scripture are there to
prove the real presence ¢

A. Fourteen; all contained in the following texts: Mat. xvi.
26, 28; Mark xiv. 22, 24; Luke xxii. 19, 20; 1 Cor. xi. 23, 25;
John vi, 51, 60, 66; 1 Cor. x. 16; 1 Cor. xi. 27, 29.

Q. Is there one text of Scripture which declares the Euch-
arist, to be mere bread and mere wine ¢

A. No, not 8o much as one; and hence the faith of Pro-
testants on this subject is not only not scriptural, but anti-
scriptural. '

ﬁ. What say Protestants of Confession ?

. That it is an unscriptural, popish practice.

Q. Is it then unscriptural?

A. Noj the yery reverse. St James v. 6, says, “ Confess
your sins, oue to another.” The first Christians, under the
direction of the Apostles themselves, practised confession,
Acts xix. 18, 19: “ And many that believed came and con-
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fessed, and showed their deeds.” See also Num. v. 6, 7, 8;
Levit, xii. 15; Matth. iii. 5, 6. -

Q. But why confess sin at all ?

A. That, according to the law of Christ, those who are
penitent may be absolved by the priests of Christ’s Church,
lawfully sent and ordained.

Q. Do we find tn Scripture that any such power was given
to the priests of the Clurch ?

A. Yes; we have for this the clearest texts of the Inspired
Volume. - In John xx. 21, Christ says to his first chosen
pastors: “As my Father hath sent ME, even so I send YouU;”
and in chap. xvii. 18, of same (Gospel : ““ As thow hast sent
me into the world, even so I have also sent them into the world.”
But Christ was sent into the world with power to forgive sins;
therefore, as he communicated to his first pastors the same
power, he had himself, they also had power to forgive sins;
mdeed, he expressly declares it, John =xx. 21, 22, 23:
“ Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and
whose sins you shall retain, they are retained.” And else-
where he says: “ Whatsoever you shall bind on earth, shall
be bound in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose on earth,
shall be loosed in heaven.”

Q. Are Protestant doctrines equally unscriptural as regards
the other Sacraments ? :

A. Yes; their doctrines are all anti-scriptural as regards
these. On lixtreme Unction, see James v. 14; on Holy
Orders, read 1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim.i. 6; Acts vi. 6, and
xiv. 23; on Matrimony, sce Ephes. v. 24, 25, 32.

Q. When you read these pussages, do you find that Protes-
tants teach scriptural doctrines 2

4. Noj; they evidently teach the very contrary. Their
empty vauntings ahout Scripture, are only deeply-laid schemes
to blind the ignorant, and mislead the unwary.

Q. Have you any other proofs that they are not guided by
the Scripture ? o

A. Yes; so many, that we cannot admit more than a mere
specimen into this small work. They reject much that is
clearly contained in Scripture, and profess more that is nowhere
discoverable in that Divine Book.

Q. Give some examples of both.

A. They should, if the Scripture were their only rule, wash
the feet of one another, according to the command of Christ,
John xiii. ; they should receive, what they call the sacrament,
after supper, and not in the morning, because Chrisdinstituted
that sacrament at night, and his Apostles received it after
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supper ; they should not eat blood or strangled meat, be-
cause the Apostles forbid it in Acts xv.; they should not
baptize infants, as there is no example in Secripture to justify
such a practice.

Q. What inference would you draw from all this

A. That Protestants ought rather to call themselves Anti-
Evangelicals, than Evangelicals, as their doctrines are opposed
to, rather than in conformity with, the Gospel.

CHAPTER VI.
THE TRUE RULE OF FAITH.

SECTION I. :

Q. What are the qualities of the Catholic rule of faith 2

A. The Catholic rule is UNIVERSAL, CERTAIN, and CLEAR,
or EASY.

. Q. Why universal ?

A. Tt is a rule for all, the learned as well as the ignorant ;
it relieves the former of all doubt and uncertainty, and spares

Jhe latter the trouble of a difficult inquiry and examination,
or which they are in no way qualified.

). Why do you say it ¢s certain?

A. Because it is no other than the Word of God, explained
by God’s appointed organs, in the very sense, intended by the
Holy Spirit; and, of course, (xod can neither deceive nor be
deceived.

). Why do you say it is clear?

A. Because it tells, clearly, in what sense, every portion of
God’s Word is to be understood.

Q. What are the peculiar advantages of the Catholic rule
of faith ? .

A. In the first place, it banishes all’ doubt; secondly, it
decides finally every dispute ; thirdly, it preserves unity. When
an infallible judge decides, there can be no room, for doubt or
division.

Q. What say you of those who would examine, personally,
every controversial point, and abide by what, they in their
wisdom think, the Scripture teaches ®

A. That they adopt a rule which, for the great mass of
mankind, is.an impossibility ; because, to form a proper judg-
ment from the Scripture on any controverted point, one
should know, in the first place, all the texts of Scripture, that
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are for or against such point ; secondly, it would be necessary
to compare these texts one with the other, to weigh thewr
respective force, to illustrate the obscure, by others more
clear ; thirdly, to be absolutely certain, that @l of them are
understood in their true sense, and no other. Now, this is
evidently a business, far beyond the reach, at all events, of
the ignorant, who form the great mass of mankind.

Q. But may not the learncd aid the ignorant in this inquiry 2

4. Such is the absurdity to which error always reduces
its votaries. You refuse to submit to the decision of the
whole Church,—to the decision of all the learned, pious, and
enlightened prelates of the Church, with the sovereign Pontiff
at their head, men of all others the best qualified to judge of
religious matters; you reject their opinion, whilst you would
blindly follow the crude notions of one layman pretending to
learning,’ of one Calvinistic or Lutheran minister, for the
truth of whose opinions you have no security whatever.

SECTION II.

Q. Do Catholics depend on traditional doctrines, as well as
on those that are seriptural or written 2 )

A. Yes; we believe that what Christ or his Apostles spoke
is as true as what they wrote. 1t is clear, from what we have
seen above, that they delivered, many truths by word of mouth,
which are not written in the Scripture.’” These truths are
considered authentic and divine, by Catholics, when it is found,
that they have been believed, by all Christian nations, and in
every age of the Church.

Q. Does the Scripture authorize this-dependence on traditional
doctrine ?

A. In 2 Thess. ii. 15, we have: “Hold the traditions you
have been taught, whethe? by word, or by our epistle.” " In
2 Cor. iii. 3, it is said: “You are the epistle of Christ, not
written with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God.”
Here, what is not written, is called the epistle of Christ,
written with the Sphrit of the living God upon the heart,
which, though only tragition, most certainly must be as true,
as the written Word itself. . .

). Have you any other texts to the same effect?

A. 2 Thess. iili. 6: “Withdraw yourselves from every
brother, that walketh disorderly, and, not after the tradition
which ye have received of us.” ~ See Rom. vi. 17; -1 Cor. xi.
2; Tim. vi, 20; Tim. i#3, where it is said, “ Hold fast the
form of sound words which thou hast heard of me.”, 1 Thess.
ii. 13: “When yereceived the Word of God, which Ye heard
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of us, ye received it, not as the word of men, but” (as it is in
truth) “the Word of God.”

Q. How can you distinguish true from false tradition

A. As easily ag, you can distinguish, a true from a false
copy of Scripture. In both cases, you must depend on the
uniform and universal testimony of Christian antiquity. You
hold your Bible, to be the Word of God, because all ghristian
ages and nations have done so before you; and you have the
very same testimony, for the traditional doctrines, held as
divine by the Catholic Church. We have as much evidence,
for the truth of universally-admitted traditional doctrine, as
we have for the truth, and authenticity, and divinity, of the
four Gospels. .

Q. Doces not our Saviour say : * Search the Scriptures, for
in them ye think ye have eternal life? (John v. 39.)

A. Yes; but he does not say in them, ye kave vertainly
eternal life. This argument would prove, that the Old
Testament, without the New, was sufficient ; for, at this time,
not one word of the New Testament was written. In 2 Tim.
iii. 15, we are told, that all Scripture is profitable, and that it
maketh wise unto salvation ; but what Catholic ever denied
this? This text does not say, that the Scripture alone maketh
wise, as to everything necessary. The book of Genesis makes
men wise, but will this one book make men wise in every
religious truth? St Paul praises Timothy, becanse.he had
rea§ the Scriptures from his youth ; but then Timothy was a
bishop, whose duty it was, not only to read, but to expound
the Scripture.

Q. Wl’)/zat say you to Deut. iv. 2: “You shall not add to
the word which I speak, nor take away from it ?”

A. At this time nothing but th® Mosaic law was written ;
hence, this passage in the mouth of a I’rotestant proves, that
he believes the Mosaic law, sufficient as a rule of faith. But
what will he say to the Prophets and Apostles, who afterwards
added all the rest of the Old and New Testaments? It is not
what is added by inspired men that is here condemned, but
what is contrary to that,which God had already revealed, for
God does not condemn the good institutions of men. 2 Chron.
xxx. 21, after the children of Israel, according to law, had
kept the solemnity of Azymes seven days (ver. 23), the whole
assembly took good counsel, to keep other seven days, and
yet, though this was a human addition (ver. 27), *their
prayer came to the holy habitation of heaven.” Thus, also,
Christ himself (John-x. 22) keeps the feast of the dedication,
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mentioned in 1st Macchab. iv. 56, though this book is not
admitted by Protestants, to be Scripture at all. ‘

Q. Does not St John, at the end of Apocalypse, the last
book of Scripture, say : *If any man shall add to these things,
God shall add unto him the plagues written in this book ?”
(Chap. xxii. 18.) )

A. The Apocalypse, though placed last in order, was not
last written. St John wrote his Gospel some years after his
liberation from the Isle of Patmos, where the Apocalypse
was composed; hence,.as St John, according to the Pro-
testant sense of the words above quoted, would himself incur
the curse, it is evident that he merely threatens, with that
curse any one who should dare to vitiate, by addition or sub-
traction, the book which he there concludes,—that is, the
book of the Apocalypfe. 1le ends his Gospel by declaring
(John xx. 25), that our Lord did much, that was not written ;
and surely the witnesses of these doings were not accursed
for relating and believing what they had seen, or heard from
the lips of Christ, although these things were never written.
The Thessalonians had tradition (2 Thess. ii. 14); Timothy
had a form of sound words (2 Tim. i. 13) ; and were they, or
are we, to be visited by the plagues, because, in obedience to
St Paul, we hold these traditions, in addition, to what God
commanded to be written? It is therefore a mere rotestant
gloss, unauthorized by the text itself, and in contradiction to
the rest of the Scripture, to assert, that we are to believe
nothing except what is written.

SECTION III.

Q. What s the rule of faith adopted by Catholics ?

A. All truly inspired Scripture, and all truly divine tradi-
tion, interpreted by the teaching body of the Church,—that
is, by the pastors to whom Christ said, “ Go, teuck all nations.”
This teaching body, when taken collectively with the chief
Pastor at their head, all Catholics believe to be infallible,—
that is, that they cennot teach any error against faith or
morals. Now, if this great fundamental truth, be clearly laid
down in Scripture, then Catholics vill be guite safe in follow-
ing the teaching of their pastors; then ‘the teaching body
will be, to the taught, an infallible rule of faith. Mark well,
we do not maintain that the pastors of the Church are, of

. themselves, infallible, but that God has made them so, for the
}{cneﬁt of his people, and that Christ himself teaches, by their
Ips.
Q. What proof have you to advance for all thid 2
A. InlIsaiah ii. 3, Christ is represented as teaching the

F
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Church: ““ He will teach us his ways, and we shall walk in
his paths.”® That Church must be infallible in its teaching,
which has Christ as its director, and whose children walk
in the paths of the Saviour,

Q. g;hat do we find in Isaiah liv. 17 ?

A. That no weapon, which is formed against the Church of
Christ, shall prosper ; and that every tongue which resisteth
her in judgment, she shall condemn. Surely she must be in-
fallible, if she triumph over every enemy, and have power
from God to condemn, every tongue that opposes her decisions.
In Isaiah Ix. 12, it is said, * that the nation and kingdom, that
will not serve her, shall perish.” Now, could nations be
<compelled to serve the Church, if she could lead them astray,
and teach them error ?

Q. Do we find any thing of impoitance to our purpose
Ezechiel xliv. 23?

A. “They” (the priests) “shall teach my people, what is,
between a holy thing and a thing polluted, and the difference
between clean and unclean, they shall show them ; and when
there shall be a controversy, they shall stand in judgment,
and shall judge according to my judgments.” The judgment
of the priests of the Most High must then be infallible, since
they are ACCORDING to the judgment of God himself.

fz. W hat have we in Psalm cxxxii. 13 ?

. We huve: “OQOur Lord hath chosen Zion: he hath
chosen it for an habitation to himself. This is my rest for
ever and ever: here will I dwell; because 1 have chosen it.”
Now, according to St Paul, 1 Tim. iii. 15, Christ’s dwelling-
place is his Church: “That thou mayest know how to con-
verse in the kouse of God, the Church of the living God.” 1t
must be manifest, then, that the Church of Christ is pure and
free from™ error; for, were she the mother and mistress of
idolatry, the pure God of heaven could never have chosen
her for his dwelling-place. .

Q. What says 1saiah liv. 4?

A, “Fear not,” saysthe Almighty, addressing the Church,
“for thou shalt not be aghamed, neither be thou confounded,
for thou shalt not be put to shame.” 1If, as Protestants pre-
tend, the Church became idolatrous, surely she must have
been put to shame; and, in this case, the words of the Al-
mighty are supposed false, which is evident blasphemy.

# Our Protestant brethren have unly to refer to their own Bible, and note
thé titles of its chapters, to be eatistied, that this and the following passages,
quoted froth the Old Teatnment, have a direct reference to the Cburch of Christ,
whose infallibility they foretell in the most explicit terms.
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Q. Is there not a still more brilliant testimony to the infui-
libility of the Christian Church gn the same Prophet, 1x, 15?

A. Yes: “I will make thee an ETERNAL excellence.”
Would the Church be an eternal excellence, if, after a few
centuries’ duration, she had fallen into the depths of idolatry ?
And in verse 18: “Thou shalt call thy walls salvation ; our
Lord shall be unto thee an everlasting light ; thy sun shall go
down no more, and thy moon shall be no more diminished.”
Now, could it be said of an idolatrous Church, that her walls
were salvation,—that the infallible Deity was her everlusting
leght,—that her sun should set no more, nor her moon with-
draw her light? According to these texts, either the Church
is perpetual, pure, and infallible, or God is a false prophet.
In chap. Ixi1. 3, she is called “a crown of glory, the delight
of the Almighty ;" and in ver. 12, she is called, “a city
sought Yor and not forsaken;” and could she be either the
one or the other, if she had, as Protestants pretend, fallen
into idolatry and superstition ?

Q. What suys Ezech. xxxiv, 222

A. “1 will save my flock, and it shall be no more a
spoil.”  Could the flock be saved from spoil, if the Church
teaching that flock were full of error, and buried in idolatry,
for upwards of a thousand years, as DProtestants contend?
Surely that Church is infallible, in which God himself saves’
the flock from spoil. '

Q. Is not this infallibility clearly laid down tn Isaiah xi. 87

A. Yes, very clearly. “I will direct their work in truth,”
says the Lord, of his Christian pastors, “and I will make an
everlasting covenant with them,”—for preserving this newver-
Juiling truth. Surely nothing could more explicitly point out
the infallibility of the future Christian Church. Again, in
xxxv. 5, it is said, that in the time of Christ's Church, ¢ the
eyes of the blind shall be opened, and a highway shall be
there, and it shall be called the way of holiness,...so that
fools shall not en* therein,” Now, if the Church werc
idolatrous or superstifious, could she be called a way of holi-
ness,—a way in which even fools could npt err?

Q. Do we not find a very strong tewt in Isaiah lix. 207

A. Yes; there the Almighty makes a covenant with his
Church, which places her infallibility beyond all doubt.
“ There shall come,” says he, “a Redeemer to Zion, and to
them that shall return from iniquity in Jacob; as for me,
this is my covenant with them : My Spirit that ig in thee, and
my words that I have put in thy mouth, shall not depart out
of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy seed, nor out of the
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mouth of thy seed’s seed, from kenci{orth and for ever.”
Surely a Church, with the Word of Gtod in her mouth, with
the Spirit of God as her guide, and having the word of heaven
that tﬁ{\ese shall remain with her for ever, must be infallible—
can teach no error.

Q. What say you to the words of Jeremiah xxxii. 39, where
God says of his Christian Church: “1 will give them one
heart and one way, that they may fear me for ever ; 1 will put
my fear in their hearts, that they shall not depart from me ?”

A. Protestants should see here how false is the assertion,
that after three or four hundred years’ duration, the Church
of Christ fell into idolatry. That Church is to fear God for
ever, and never to depart from God. In Ezec. xxxvii. 24, the
Almighty says: “They shall walk in my judgments, and
ohgerve my statutes, and do them. 1 will make a covenant
of peace with them ; it shall be an everlasting covenant with
them; 1 will set my sanctuary in the midst of them for ever-
more.” We here ask any reasoning DProtestant, if an
idolatrous Church can observe God’s statutes; can He make
an everlasting peace with such a Church; or can it be even
imagined, that He could place his holy sanctuary in the midst
of a mass of idolatry and superstition for evermore?

SECTION 1V.

Q. Have you any arguments from the New Testament?

A. Yes, miny.

Q. What do you observe on Matth. xviii. 17: “If he will
not hear the Church, let him be unto thee as a heathen and a
publican ?” ‘

A. We ask, could a good God, who came to teach truth,
and to save men by the belief of truth, give such a command
as this, if the Church, which he appointed to teach, were an
idolatrous Church? Suppose, for a moment, that Church
teaching even one error; docs not Christ, in the above text,
command all to believe that error under pain of being as
heathens and publicans, for whom thére is no salvation?
If this supposition be not blasphemoug, I know not what is ;
and yet such is the language of every Protestant. By
rejecting the infallibility of the teaching body of the Church,
they evidently make the Saviour command his people to
believe idolatry ; as the Church, according to them, fell into
it, and taught it, soon after Christ left the world.

Q. Have you any remark to make on the next verse—Matth.
xvill. 18—gwhere Christ says to the teachers in his Church:,
“ Whatsdever you shall bind on earth, shall be bound in
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heaven ; and whatsoever you shall loose upon earth, shall be
loosed also in heaven ?”

A. 1f these teachers could err in loosing or binding, then
Christ has sworn to err in ratifying ; but the consequence iis
blasphemy, therefore the premises are untenable; hence the
teaching Church can teach no error ; hence she is infallible.

Q. Do you here suppose the teachers individually infallible,
or that they are free, personally, from all sin and error 2

A. By no means; philosophically speaking, if all the bishops
of the Church, scattered over all the nations of the earth, all
men of learning and probity, who have never seen one
another,—who have had no means of combining to teach any
particular doctrine,—and who have had no motive for such,
do actually teach the very same truths, then we maintain,
that their combined testimony to the existence of any doctrine
infallibly proves its truth. This, however, is not what we
contend for here: we maintain our teaching body to be
infallible, because God has made them so; as in the Old Law
he made the scribes and Pharisees, who were the public
ministers of his Church (though often, no doubt, personally
sinners), infallible, for the safety of those whom they taught.
That these teachers of the ancient Church were infallible, is
more than evident from Matth. xxiii. 1: “ Upon the chair
of Moses have sitten the seribes and Pharisees ; all therefore
whatsoever they shall say unto you, observe anl do.” Were
they not infullible teachers, even God could not command us
to obey them ; and surely no one would make the teachers
of the better Christian Church inferior to these.

Q. Did not the Apostles and first Christiuns act on this
teacking as infallible ?

A. Yes; in Acts xv. 2, Paul and Barnabas, and certain
others, went up to Jerusalem, to have a disputed question
of religion, authoritatively decided. They had no Scripture
to guide them, yet, after great disputation, they, as the
teaching body, detbrmined the point, declaring that their
decision was the decision of the ﬁoly Ghost: “It seemeth
good to the Holy Ghost and to us¢” and this decision was
obeyed by all, as the infallible decree of heaven.

Q. Is ¢t not manifest, from Gal. ii. 1, that the first Chris-
tians reposed no confidence in any authority but the Church
teaching ?

4. It is; even St Paul, after teaching and preaching four-
teen years, goes up to Jerusalem. “I went up,” says he,
“according to revelation, and conferred” (compared) ¢ with
them, the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles,” St
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Paul does not take the Scripture here as his only rule;
m{, no]; he draws his light from the infallible teaching of the
Church.

Q. Doesnot St Paul—Ephes. iv. 11—supply us with a very
strong argument : *“ He gave some Apostles, and some pro-
phets, and other some evangelists, and other some pastors
and teachers, for the perfecting of the saints, for the work
of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ, until
we all meet in the unity of faith ?”

A. This, certainly, is a strong passage. Here the Bibleis
not employed to perfect the saints, to edify the body of
Christ; but a body of living teachers are pointed out, and
these must be infallible in their doctrine, otherwise they
would neither perfect nor edify the body of Christ.

). What say you on Matth. xvi. 18: “The gates of hell
shall not prevail against it” (the Church) ? ’

.. In this passage, Christ is the architect or builder:
“On this rock I will build my Church.” A rock is the
foundation ; and Christ declares, that even all the power of
hell, shall never prevail against her. 'Who, then, will dare
to assert, that this Church, with such a foundation, such an
architect, and such a promise, is fallible,—that she may fall
into idolatry ?  Either she cannot fail, or Christ is only a

- talse and impotent prophet.

Q. Is mot tue tnfallibility of the Church clearly pointed out
wn Matth, xxviii. 18, 19, 20, where i is said: “ All power is
given to me in heaven and in earth; going therefore, teack
all nations,...teaching them to observe all things whatsoever
1 have commanded you ; and behold, I am with you all days,
even to the consummation of the world ?”

A. Christ here sends his pastors to teach all nations, and
to teach them until the end of the world. Ile knew well that
his Apostlés could not do this of themselves; for twelve
mortal men could not teach every where and always until the
consummation of the world. 'When, therefore, Christ sent
these first teachers, he sent, with them, all their chosen assist-
ants and successorg ; for surely Christ did not come merely
to secure safe teachers to those who lived in the time of the
Apostles. Now, he says he has all power ; therefore he can
make his teachers tnfallible. He, the God of truth, sends
them to feach all nations ; and surely he does not send them
to teach error ?  He will be with them, he says, all days, and,
beyond all doubt, he will be with them, to preserve them at -
all times from teaching even the smallest error: for he could
not be with an idolatrous Church, Hence, as Christ himself
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is the guide of the Church, and this iz every age, she can ob-
viously teach no error; hence she is infallible.

). What says St Paul—1 Tim, iii. 15?

A. He calls the visible Church, in which Timothy is a
teacher, “ THE COURCH OF THE LIVING (GOD, THE PILLAR
AND GROUND OF TRUTH." . What man will dare attempt to
give these clear words even two probable explanations ? She
is, says an Apostle, the Church of the living God, therefore
she can teach no error. Sheis the pillar and ground of truth ;
could she be so, if she taught idolatry or superstition ?

Q. We admit, you may say, that the Church was infallible
until the Scripture was written, but after that period the Scrip-
ture became the infallible rule ?

A. Christ does not tell you, that his Church will be in-
fallible, only for a time,—he declares, she will be'so until the
end of time; nor does St Paul say, that the Church will ever
cease to be the pillar and ground of truth. The Scriptures
are, beyond doubt, an infallible rule, to the extent of the
revealed truth contained in them, but they are infallible only
in themselves, and not with regard to us, unless we are pre-
pared to say, that the meaning we give them is infallibly
correct, and that this cannot be, we have only to consider
how Protestants contradict one another in interpreting Scrip-
ture. The Bible, then, cannot be an infallible rule, unless your
understanding of it be infallibly right; but of ®this you can
never be certain, unless you have it interpreted for you, by
an infallible judge ; and this, as you must see, supposes the
existence of an infallible Church.

Q. In Luke x. 16, what do we find ?

A. “le that hearcth you, heareth me; and he that de-
spiseth you, despiseth me.” He who heareth the teaching
of Christ, heareth infallible teaching ; but Christ, who cannot
deceive, declares, that he who keareth his pastors, heareth
f73@'773.5;«37_,)“ ; therefore their doctrine, being that of Christ, is in-
allible.

Q. Does not the Apostle—Gal. i. 8—assume, that the teach-
ing of the pastors 18 infallibly correct ®

A. Certainly ; for he declares, that even an angel from
heaven is not to be believed, if he teach a doctrine, contrary
to that preached, by the pastors of the Church. .

Q. ]xwe we not o most conclusive passage in John xiv. 16,
17, and xvi. 13: “And 1 will ask the Father, and ke will
give you another Paraclete, that he may abide with you for
ever, the Spirit of truth...You shall know him, beeause he
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shall abide with you and in you ; but when he, the Spirit of
truth, is come, he will teach you all truth ?

A. Here the teaching body of the Church are to be directed
by the Spirit of truth, who is to teach them all truth, and for
ever. 'They must then be infallible guides.

Q. Does not Christ call his Apostles the light of the
world ? T .

A. Yes; and upon these words we argue in the following
manner. The light, sent by Christ to enlighten the world,
could not lead into darkness or error; but the Apostles and
their lawful successors were such light; therefore they could
not lead mankind astray.

Q. We admit, say some of our reformed brethren, that the
Apostles were infallible, but we cannot make the same admis-
sion as to the pastors who succeeded them ?

4. You must, we reply, either admit the latter, or you
must make Christ a respecter of persoms, who gave to the
first Christians snfallible teachers in the Apostles, and left
all the rest of mankind to the direction of erring men. Christ
surely makes us as secure as the first Christians; he loves us,
ag he loved them.

Q. Can you strengthen your cause by a reference to Ephes.
chap. v? .

A. Yes. The-Church is described there as the spouse of
Christ; Christ has sanctified her, and loved her, and pre-
sented her to himself, without spot or wrinkle, or any such
thing, and made her holy and without blemish. Now, this
Church must be free from error, otherwise Christ could not
sanctify her, nor could he love her, if she was idolatrous: her
holiness, without spot or blemish, is a certain pledge of her
infallibility. “Obey your prelates,” says St Paul, * for they
watch, as being to render an account for your souls.” Now,
how could the Almighty, by his Apostle, order us to hear and
obey men, unless he knew that these men could teach us no
error? “ Take heed to yourselves,” say the same Apostle to
the pastors of the Church, “and to your whole flocks, wherein
the Holy Ghost has placed you bishops, to rule the Church of
God.” Could the fioly host subject his people in this
world to the rule and direction of men, who might—and,
according to Protestants, did—teach error, idolatry, and
superstition ? .

Q. Must not the rule of faith, given by the Almighty to man-
kind, have peen an easy rule? .

A. Yes; because it was intended for the sgnorant as well
as the learned. Wherever the Christian Church existed,
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there were Christian pastors, for we cannot suppose a flock
without shepherds ; hence, the teaching of these living guides
was always within reach of their people. The mode of ac-
quiring instruction is a * path in which fools cannot err;” not
so the Bible, about the interpretation of which even the most
learned, dispute and differ, and which, until the invention of
printing, fourteen hundred years after Christ, &uld not be,
within the reach of the people at all; and to those, who were
unable to read, could be no rule at all.

Q. Was the Jewish, as well as the Christian Clurch, in-
Jallible ?

A. As long as it was the decree of heaven that the Jewish
Church should®exist, she was, by the teaching of her pastors,
infallible, as a guide to her people. During the first two
thousand four hundred years of the world, there was no Scrip-
ture: (God’s people—Seth, Abraham, lsaac, Israel, Job,
Melchizedic—were saved by the teaching, which must have
been infallible, of the patriarchs. In Deut. xxxi. the Levites
are-ordered to read and expound the Scripture to the people ;
but the Scripture is not put into the hands of the people.
In the same Book, chap. xvii., all are commanded, under pain
of death, to have recourse to the pastors of the Church in
every controversy. In 2 Paralip. (2 Chron. xix.) : ¢ Amarias,
your high priest, shall be cHIEF in the'things which regard
God.” In Malac. ii. 7, the people are command®ed to seek the
law from the lips of the priesthood. Now, surely these com-
mands, to obey the pastors, or teachers, in the Jewish Chureh,
evidently suppose that body to be infallible, for a good God
could not comnmand his people, under pain of death, to obey
men who might lead them into error. ,

Q. Was the Church of Clrist to be so universal, that all its
children might be within reach of ils teaching ?

A. 8t John, Apoc. vii. 9, besides twelve thousand of
every tribe of Israel, saw a great multitude, which no man
could number, of all hations, tribes, people, and tongues. Ps
. 8: “ Ask of me, and 1 will give thee the Gentiles for thy
inheritance, and the ends of the earth for thy possession.”
Ps. xxii. 27: ¢ All the ends of the earth shall remember and
be converted to the Lord.” -Ps. Ixxii. 7: “He ghall rule
from sea to sea,...yea, all the kings of the earth shall adore
him, and all nations shall serve him.” And in the New
Testament, the Church is represented as a city on the top of
a mountain,—as a light which cannot be hid ; whilst Christ
commissions his Apostles to teach all nations. The teaching
of the Church, then, is within reach of all, as the Church is
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visible to all; but no one in his senses will say the same of
the Bible, whose existence, in the hands of the people, was
an impossibility during most of the time, that has elapsed
since the establishment of Christianity.

SECTION V.

Q. May not some reasoning Protestant here say : You have
given a very'plawnble interpretation of these passages of Scrip-
ture in favour of the infallibility of the Church of Christ; but
how are we to know that yours us the true interpretation,—
that these texts mean exactly what you say ¢

“A. Here we have a sensible person to reason with, and we
roquest him to beg the Almighty to cnlighten his mind; we
beg him to solicit this grace through the all-powerful media-
tion of the incarnate and crucified Gog ; we beseech him also
to recollect, that there is a thick mist of long-fostered pre-
judice to be removed,—that the effects of early cducation
are'to be overcome,—pride and self-love to be curbed and
repressed. Let him give these texts an attentive re-considera-
tion, and then weigh, impartially, the following reflections.

lst The following rule of criticism has been universally re-
ceived : “Eve explanation must be clearer than the thing
explained.” The texts, then, in question, by the chapter
titles of the Protestant Bxble, evndent]y refer to the Christian
Church ; on this head, therefore, there can be no dispute.
These texts sy, that, in the Christian Church, the Lord will
teach us his ways, that our path shall be so plain that even
fools cannot err in it, that God will never be wroth with
his Church, that she shall be founded in justice, that her
children shall be taught of the Lord, &c. &c.  Now, what in-
terpretation can be so clear as that Which 1 gave these texts—
that the Church, of which they were spoken, must be free
from error? And what inference could be more forced and
unnatural than this, which Protestants draw, that a Church,
with these splendid and glorious attributes,—a Church which
has God as ger teacher, his Spirit her guide, and his Word
ever in her mouth,—should be liable to teach error, or fall
into idolatry ?

The inference which I drew from the New Festament
evidences is still more natural. I will build my Clurch wpon
arock,—the gates of hell shall not prevail against her,—1 will
be with her all days even to the consummation of the world,—
she is the pillar and ground of truth,—my Holy Spirit will
teach her a¥l truth for cver. 1s not the interpretation of these
passages, in favour of infallibility, easy, natural, and obvious;
and would not any interpretation of them, in favour of falli-
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bility, be forced, conjectural, and whimsical, and much less
clear than the texts themselves ?

2dly, Our next reason for the admission of the Catholic
interpretation is this: We have, for this interpretation, the
almost unanimous testimony and collective judgment of all
ages, of all nations, of all Christian people; and surely this
ought to be preferred, to the private interpretation of one
fallible man ; for this, in fact, is the Protestant rule,—each
Protestant is bound to follow the interpretation he limself
thinks best. If there is wisdom among many counscllors,
and if Christ is in the midst of ewen two or three gathered
together in his name, surely any interpretation, universally
believed by the Catholic Church, spread over all nations, and
existing in all ages, is preferable to the interpretation of any
one individual, how learned soever he may be.

3dly, Uur interpretation should be admitted, if I can prove,
that the Protestant mode of interpretation, ought to be re-
jected ; truth lies between us : the one must be right; the
other wrong. Now, that mode of interpretation is bad in
theory, which its advocates are obliged to abandon in practice.
But such is the Protestant mode ; it supports the right of
private judgment, as the great palladium of Gospel liberty.
When, therefore, Protestant Churches interfere with, or re-
strain this liberty, they abandon their system in practice.
But the Church of England excommunicates, tiie Church of
Scotland excommunieates, for doctrinal errors.  Now, 1s this
reconcileable, with the right of private judgment ? This right,
they say, is from Christ; those who use it, are responsible
only to Christ ; and if so, no Protestant Church has a right -
to judge, of its use or its abuse, for that is the very power
they deny to the infallible Church, Protestants authorize
each man to interpret, and then excommunicate and depose
him for doing what they authorize ; hence, their principle is
bad; they hold in theory, what they are obliged to_abandon
in practice. What, indeed, are their signatures to the thirty-
nine articles and the Athanasian Creed,—their denunciations
of Dissenters and Unitarians,—their suspensions of Pusey
and others,—but a practical abandonment of the empty boast
of Protestantism—the right of private judgment?

4thly, That mode of interpretation must be the correct one,
which is sanctioned by the example of the Apostles, and
practised by the primitive Church. But both these appealed,
not to private judgment, but to the judgment of the teaching
Church, for the truth of their doctrines. 'When certain
teachers at Antioch disputed with Paul and Barnabas con-
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cerning the necessity of circumcision, did they appeal each to
his private judgment, or to the Scripture privately interpreted ?
No; they sent a deputation with Paul and Barnabas to con-
sult the pastors of the Church at Jerusalem. The Judeans
and Antiochians, led by private judgment, believed circum-
cision necessary; Paul and Barnabas thought otherwise.
They appeal, not to the Bible, but to the teaching body of
the Chureh ; and, under the direction of the Holy Ghost, the
point is decided by this body. Now, if the Scripture alone
were the only rule, the Antiochians were guilty of a heinous
sin in abandoning that rule,.and the Apostles were equally
criminal in deciding by any other.
5thly, That mode of Interpretation is true which was
adopted during the first five centuries; during which period
even Protestants admit that the Church was pure and free
from error. Now, when Arius denied the Divinity of Christ,
there was no appeal to private judgment ; a general Council
was called in the year 325, and thus was condemned, by the
body of living teachers, the impious doctrine of Arius,—a
doctrine which may be styled the first monster produced by
the principle of private interpretation,
6thly, Such as the above, was the principle adopted by all
the Fathers of the first five centuries. St Irenzus (de.
" Heres. L. iv. ¢. 45), wholived in the second century, says:
“God appoitited’ in his Church, Apostles, prophets, and
doctors ; where, therefore, the holy gifts of (grodp are, there
must the truth be learned.” And again, cap. lii. p. 355;
“To this man all things will be plain, if he read diligently
the Scriptures, with the aid of those who are the priests in the
Church, and in whose hands rests the doctrine of the Apostles.”
Origen, of the third century, says, (Praf. Lib. i. Periarchon) :
“Many think they believe what Christ taught, and some of
these differ from others;...all should profess that doctrine
which came down from the Apostles, and now continues in the
Church ; that alone is truth which in nothing differs from what
18 thus delivered.” St Hilary, in the fourth century, says,
the ship from which Chuist preached “is an emblem of the
Church, within which is the word of life placed and preached.”
“I would not,” says St Augustine (Contra Epist. Fund.) in
the fifth century, “I woul%unot give credit to the Gospel,
unless the authority of the Church induced me to it; for,”
says he, Contra Faust,  the authority of our sacred books ts
confirmed by the consent of nations, through the succession
of Apostles, bishops, and councils.”
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SECTION VI.

Q. Does reaspn, which is the handmaid of Scripture, speak
out clearly in favour of infallibility ?

A. Yes; very clearly and decidedly.-

Q. W hat does reason tell us of a fallible Church 2

A. That, as such a church may teach error, it is evidently
unworthy of a good and merciful God.

Q. Does not our salvation depend on the truth of our faith,
and the rectitude and purity of our morals ?

A. Yes; without faith we cannot please God, and if we
would enter into life, we must keep the commandments.
Now, how can any one be certain either of the truth of his
faith, or the purity of his morals, so long as he has only
Jallible Church, which may teach error, as his guide ?

Q. Can the child of a fullible church have true faith ?

~ A. Nb; as he must ever doubt whether his Church teaches
truth, and can have no certainty, as to any one article she
teaches ; so his faith, ever accompanied with doubt, can be
only mere human opinion.

Q. Does not the idea of a follible Church militate against
the goodness and wisdom of God? ’

A. A good God, who has been so solicitous to save us,
could not surely commit us, to the blind guidance of mere
human reason or opinion ; nor could such an uncertain mean
for our safety, be devised by an all-wise Being®

Q. Is not this clear, even from the love God bears for us?

A. Yes; if he loves us so, as to have sent his only Son to
die for us, surely, having done so much, he could not commit
us to the blind guidance, of an erring, fallible teacher.

Q. What inference do you draw from all this?

A. That, to have true faith, we must have a teacker that
cannot err ; a fallible teacher of any kind may err ; Christ does
not teach us himself personally ; his Apostles have long since
left the world ; the Seripture, privately interpreted, is made,
as we see daily, to°teach every absurdity. Therefore, the
infallible teacher we go absolutely require, can be no other
than the teaching body of the true Church of Christ.

Q. May it not be still urged that the Scripture is an infallible
teacler ?

A. We admit that the Scripture is an infallible teacher, if
Kour interpretation of it be infallibly right; but until you

ave it explained by an infallible interpreter, you must remain
in doubt as to its true meaning; consequently, though, in
itself, the Bible is infallible, with regard to you, it is still a
fallible rule, unless it be explained by an infallible interpreter ;
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and an infalliblé interpreter supposes the existence of an in-
fallible Church.

CHAPTER VII,
ON THE TRUE CHURCH OF CHRIST.

SECTION 1.

Q. You lmve now proved very clearly,that the Protestant rules
of fmtk are all false; that they reduce ﬁuth to mere human
opinion: You have also proved, by many and convincing argu-
ments, that the Church of Christ, whatever and wherever she
be, is mfnlhble ; Please, wow, to point out that Church to us?

A. T shall endeavour to do so, with as much perspicuity as
the brevity to which'I must confine myself will permit ; and,
in this i mqmr{ let God’s holygrace and word be our guldes H
let us beg of Him to enable us to lay aside prejudice, to forget
ourselves and the world, and Wltﬁ candid minds and pure
hearts, to seek only Him and his holy truth.

Q. Can any one be saved who 48 not in the true Church ?

A. Noj; for those who are not in the true (Church,—that
is, for those who are not joined, at least, to the soul of the
Church,*—there can be ro hope of salvation.

Q. What says Christ upon this subject? (Matth. chap. xviii.)

A. That he who will not hear the Church, is to be reputed
as a heathen.

Q. W hat says St Cyprian? (Lib. de Unit. Eccl.)

4. “That he who has not the Church for his mother,
ca.nnot have God for hiz father ;" and the Fathers generallv
“that as all, who were not in the ark of Noah, perished
ll\e waters of the deluge; so shall all perish, who are with-
out the pale of the true Church.”

Q. What is the meaning of the ninth article of the Creed :
« I belicve in the Holy Catholic Church?”

A. That every one should firmly, beleve, that to be a
member of the Catholic Church, is necessary in order to
salvation. .

Q. By what marks can you distinguish the true Clurch Sfrom
ail other sects ?

4. Very particularly by two: 1st, Whatever pretends to
be the Church of Christ, must have been estab ished, up-
wards of ,eighteen hundred years ago, by Christ and his

# This question as it regards Pagans and invincibly ignorant Christians,
will be treated afterwards.
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Apostles. 2nd, Tt must have existed unceasmgly in the world
from that time, 'to the present.

Q. Why do you say that Christ's Church must have been

established more than eighteen hundred yeurs ago

. Because it was Christ who established hds own true
Clhurch, and it is more than eighteen hundred years since he
left the world, to which he has never since visibly returned.

Q. Why o you say that a Church, to be the true Church of
Christ, must have perpetually existed, without any interruption,
since the time Christ established it ?

A. Simply, because Christ promised such perpetuity to
lis Church.

Q. What are the words of Christ on this subject? (Matth
xvi. 18 and xxviii. 20.)

A.# Thou art Peter, and upon this rock 1 will build my
church, ‘and the gates of hell shall not prevail dgainst it
and, “ (J() therefore, teach all hations......and lo! I am wid
you all dag/s, even to the consummation nf the world.”

. Q. How does St Paul f:pealc of the Churcl of Christ? (1
Tim. iii.)

A. He calls her the p;llar and ground of truth.

Q. Were it true that the Church had in reality fallen into
tdolatry, what inference would you draw from that fact ?

A. That Christ was an unskilled architect and a false
prophet ; because he must then have built hi§ Church, not
upon a mck but upon sand, like that foolish architect of
whom he himself speaks, Matth. viii. ; and because the gates
of hell would then have really prevailed against the Church,
in spite of his prediction.

Q. What conclusion do you draw from all this 2

A. That Christ established a Church; that, that Church
has existed in every age; that she exists at present; that
she never could, and never can, fall into any error dangerous
to salvation, on matters of faith or morality ; that every one,
in fine, is bound witl a firm and unshaken faith, to believe
what she teaches, because her doctrines are, like her Divine
Master, the same yesterday, to-day,sand faor ever.

ITOTION 11

Q. In what Clurch do you find, those two certain marks
of truth, of which you have spoken ?

A. In the Catholic Church, and in no other.

Q. Was she established evgkteen hundred years ago ?

A Yes; for no man has ever yet been able, tp date her
origin, at any later period.
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Q. Has she existed always, without even the least interruption,
during that time ¢

A. Yes; and no one has ever ventured to point out such
interruption, or how long, if it took place at all, such inter-
ruption lasted.

Q. How does St Augustine establish this necessary antiquity
c(v‘nd perpetuity, of the Church up to iis own time? (Epist. a

sener.)

A. He proves it, by the uninterrupted succession of Roman
Pontiffs, whose names he gives, one after the other, for the
complete period, to the number of thirty -nine.

Q. How many Popes have governed the Church jfrom St
Peter to the present Pontiff, Pius IX., inclusively ?

A. Two handred and fifty-seven.

Q. Are the two certain marks of the true Church, of which
you have apoken, discoverable in the Protestant Church?

fA. No; neither in the Episcopal nor Calvinistic branch
of it.

Q. How long ts it since the Lutheran Church was estublished £

A. About three hundred years: Luther preached the first
Protestantism ever known, in 1517 ; and Calvinism was first
preached, in the year 1537. ,

). Were there no Lutheran or Calvinistic Churches before
these dates 2

A. No; ro such doctrines, nor churches, nor pastors, nor
sects, were ever known in any country, prior to that time.

Q). How do you reason from these facts against your
adversaries ? )

A. Any Church, to be the true Church, must have been
established eighteen hundred years ago ; but the Episcopalian
and Presbyterian Churches are only of three hundred years
duration ; therefore, neither of them can have any pretension
to be the Church of Christ.

Q. Muy not your adversaries reply, that the Church of the
first four centuries believed as they do ; .that, at the end of that
time, the Church fell into superstition and idolatry ; and that
God judged it necessary, after the Church was drowned in
error for eleven hundre years, fo send Luther and Calvin to
reform her ?

A. Yes, they may, and do advance many absurdities, and
this is one of them, which does not bring them out of their
difficulties ; for Christ says, his Church cannot fail; that the

ates of hell shall never prevail against her ; that his Holy
Spirit shull teach her all truth YOR EVER ; that he will abide
with her ALL DAYS, even to the consummation of the world.
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Therefore it is an infallible truth, than any Church, to be the
Church of Christ, must have been established eighteen
hundred years ago; therefore that Church, once established,
could not fail; therefore the Protestant Church, the mere
child of yesterday, cannot be the Church of Christ; there-
fore her very found#tion, is nothing but error and blasphemy,
for she is built on the supposition, that Christ was either
UNWILLING Or UNABLE fo keep his promise,—a supposition
which implies the most aggravated blasphemy, tantamount
to a denial of the Divinity of Christ.

SECTION TII.

Q. What question can you put to a Protestant, to which he
can give no satisfactory reply 2

A. Ask him, where the true Church was before the time
of Luther and Calvin.

Q. Muy ke not reply, that the Church was then invisible,
that there were Christians in every age, who held the doctrines
of Luther and Calvin, but that they dared not openly profess
their faith ?

4. Yes; but this answer will satisfy only fools ; for surely,
it must be evident, to every one who thinks, that men who
helieved in their hearts one creed, and professed another,
like these INVISIBLE DProtestants, were only hypocrites,

_ dastardly traitors to their religion, utterly incapable of com-
posing the holy, fearless body of the true Church of Christ.

Q. Was not the Jewish Clurch for a time invisible, and
did not God say to the prophet Elias, that there were seven
tgousand men concealed, who had never bent the knee to

aal

A. When the Jewish Church was invisible in the kingdom
of Israel, it was in a most flourishing state in the land of
Judah ; but the Protestant Church existed in no kingdom,
during the years of its invisibility, nor have we the Word of
God assuring us, that there were seven thousand invisible
Protestants conceale@ under a cloud any where.

Q. Hawve you any other reply to hake ?

A. Yes; there is a very great, differgnce between the
C hristian and the Jewish Church : God never promised that
he would be with the Jewish Church all days, that the gates
of hell should not prevail against her.

Q. Have you any other way of proving, that the true Church
must have been always visible ?

A. 1f the Church had not been always visible, it would have
been impossible to obey the command of Christ, that we
i.should ear and obey his Church. The Church is composed

G
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of men teaching and men taught, and are these invisible ?
Are preaching, public prayer, baptism, the administration of
the other sacraments, duties that can be performed invisibly ¥
Ts not the subterfuge of an invisible Church a mecre absur-
dity? May not any Mormon, Mucker, or madman, declarc
his nostrums, to be the true religion, hit®erto invisible, now
at length revecaled ?

Q. Is it not clear, from Scripture, that the true Clawrch must
ever be wvistble?

A. Yes; for the pastors were ordered to go and teach all
uations, baptizing them, &e. (Matt. xxviii. 20) ; and sarely
preaching and baptizing are not invisible operations.

Q). W hat do we find—1saiah ii. 2, v. 14—and in Psalm
xviu. 49 .

A1, “ The mountain of the house of the Lord shall be pre-
pared on the top of mountains.” * You are the light of the
world, a city seated on the top of a hill, that cannot be hid.”
¢ He hath put his tabernacle, his church, in the sun.” Surcly
Protestants must shut their eyes to these texts, when they
talk of an invisible Church.

W hat says Origen on this subject 2

A. “The Church is full of brightness from east tu west.”
(Hom. iii. in 8. Matt.)

). What say Cyprian, Chrysostom, and Augustine

A. “The *Churclh, clothed “with the light of our Lord,
spreads its beams over the whole world.” (De Unit. Ieel)
“1t is easicr that the sun should be extinguished, than that
the Church should be obscured.” (Iom. iv. in Isaiah.)
“ The Church is seated on a mountain, and cannot be hid.
They are blind, that see not so great a mountain; they shut
their eyes against light. The Church hath this most certain
mark, that she cannot be hid.” (Lib. iii. Contra Paramen.
ct Contra Petil. ¢. 104.)

Q. What think you now of an inwvisible Clurch 2

A. That it is the midsymmer-night’s‘dream _of weak men,
who struggle to sustain a bad cawse,—a dream directly
opposed to Scripture, te the Fathers, and to common sense.

Q. Is this perpetual, visible succession of Popes, lishops,
priests, and congregations, only to le found in the Catholic
Church 2 May not Protestants sy, that the succession of the
Jirst five pure centuries was their succession ¥

A. They may as well talk of a white black-moor! Who
ever heard of a Protestant Pope ? The Church during these
five ages, was always governed by Popes; Augustine gives
their names and successional order. This is enough: the
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early Church was not Protestant ; it had a Pope. Nor were
its Xoctrines in any thing Protestant ; it believed, as we shall
see afterwards, just what Catholics believe at present.  Kven
Dudith, a,l’rotestant, admits this: “If that be true, which
the Fathefs have professed with mutual consent, it is altogether
on the Papist’s side.” (Epist. 1 ad Bezam.)

Q. What does Whitaker say? (Con. 4, q. b, c. 3.)

A. “1In times past, no religion but the Papistical, had any
place in the Church.”

Q. Muy not Protestants say, that they have a visible suc-
cession, at least, from the Hussites, Vaudois, and other herctics
of the 12th and 13th centuries 2

A. That they have not, is evident from what we have stated
of the doctrines of these heretics in chap. ii., p. 8. But even
admitting this, in what way will they connect themselves with
the Apostles ? they have still twelve hundred years of invisi-
bility, or non-existence, to account for. Until they prove
their visible existence, during all these long ages, noue but a
fool Will believe that they are the Church of Christ.

Q. Do not some suy, the Catholic Church was the truc
Chawreh till Luther’s time, but errors had crept in, which it was
necessary to correct? :

A. Yes; but these supposed errors were cither prejudicial
to salvation, or they were not. If they were, then Christ has
failed in his word,—then the gates of hell have prevailed
against the Church, and this in the very teeth of Christ’s
promises and security to the contrary ; but if these errors were
not prejudicial to salvation, then they were only the errors
-of individuals, not the errors of the Church teaching; and,
accordingly, it was merely necessary to correct the individuals.
but on every account to cling to the Church, as the pillur i
ground of truth ; to act otherwise, was to he guilty of the
dreadful erime of schism, so awfully denounced by St Paul.

(). May not these people say, that it was we who separated
Sfrom them, not they from wus ?

A. Noj for when there are two bodies, one of which is
great, the other small’; one ancient, the other modern; one
teaching the doctrine of a long series of ages, the other
teaching a new creed, it is evidently not the great or the
ancient, both in existence and doctrine, hut the small and
modern bedy, which becomes responsible for the separation -
a small portion detached {from a mounntain, can never, with
propriety, be called the mountain itsclf. ‘1t is th’e Free Kirk
and the Puseyites who leave the Kirk of Scotland and the
{’hutch of England, not the reverse.
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SECTION IV.

Q. Are there any other marks of the true Church 2

A. Yes; four, enumerated in the Nicene Creed ; “ I believe
in One, Holy, Gatholic, and Apostolic Church.”

Q. Did Christ require unity in his Church ?

A. He says, John x. 16, that there is but “ oNE fold and
ONE shepherd.” St Paul, Rom. xii. 5, says: “ We being
many, are ONE BODY 4n Christ ;" and Ephes. iv. that there is
but ¢ one body, one spirit, one Lord, one faith, one baptism.”
The Church, thercfore, is one body, or fold, having one faith,
under one shepherd.

Q. What do you conclude from this

A. That no Church can be the Church of Christ which has
not this oneness, or unity.

Q. Is the Protestant Church one ?

<. On principle it cannot be one ; for its first principle—
“ private interpretation”—has ever produced, and will ever
produce, necessarily, schisms and divisions ; each one, learned
or ignorant, interprets according to his peculiar light or
interest.

Q. Is the Protestant Church one in its government ?

A. Noj it has for its head the King in Prussia, the Queen
or State in England, and in Scotland the government is vari-
ous, according to the whims of the various sects.

Q. Is the g’atlmlic Church one in her government 2

A. Yes; all the Catholics in the world are subject to their

Friests; these priests are subject to their bishops; and these
vishops are appointed by, and subject to, Veter’s lawful
successor in the See of Rome,

Q. Is the Protestant Clurch one in her faith 2

A. She has one faith in England and another in Scotland,
a third in Switzerland, and a fourth in Prussia. The Free
Kirk holds, as damnable, what the Established Kirk believes
to be good and true; and the Puseyite believes what the
English Church ' repudiates. In one Protestant Church,
bishops, and ordination by bishops, are believed to be neces-
sary; in another, they are rejected. One Trotestant body
believes in the real presence; and another, in a bare and
empty memorial. All the minor Protestant sects are in the
same melancholy predicament ; they differ from one gnother
on some or many essential points, )

Q. Is the Catholic Church one in her faith?

A. All the Cathoélics in the world have one and the same
creed. Amongst Catholics there are no sects,—mo Church
of Scotland, or England, or France; all Catholics believe the
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same truths, and to reject any one of these truths, is to cut
one's self off from the Catholic communion. The Catholic
Church is the Church, not of any nation, but of the world.

). Is the Protestant Church one in her moral doctrines ?

A. Noj; one sect of Protestants believe in predestination,
in salvation by fuith alone; and another sect of Protestants
holds the necessity of good works and free-will, whilst they
denounce the above Calvinistic principles, as leading directly
to the most debasing immorality-

Q. Is the Catholic Church one in her moral principles 2

A. All Catholics follow the same moral principles; the
same vices are denounced on the one hand, and the same
virtues inculcated on the other.

Q. Is the Protestant <iscipline every where the same 2

A. It.is different in every country and every sect.

Q. Is the Catholic Church one on this head ?

A. The Catholic Church is strictly uniform on every
essential matter of discipline, whether that regard the pas-
tors or the people: the same great feasts and fasts are every
where observed,

Q. Is the Protestant Clarch one in her Liturgy, or public
service ¢

A. Noj; on this she exhibits the most absurd contrariety :
Scotland worships God in one way, Ingland in another,
Geneva in a third, Prussia in a fourth, Sweden in a fifth,
and wherever a handful of Protestants can be assembled
together, they strike out a service for themselves, according
to their particular views.

Q. Is the Catholic Liturgy every where uniform ?

A. The same great sacrifice of the Mass, and essentially in
the same words, is every where offered ; the same seven
sacraments are every where administered in the same manner ;
even the forms of the public service are every where essentially
the same. . :

Q. What inference do you draw from this ?

A. That the Protestant Church is a house divided against
itself,—that it is not ome, but manitvld; therefore, it is not
the Church of Clwist. That the Catholic Church is one
strictly jn every sense of the word; and, consequently, that
as it is ale only Church on earth which has perfect unity,
it is unquestionably the one true Church of Christ.

B l?l 9Are not Protestants one, becuuse they ull follow the
ible ?

A. Onthe contrary, it is the Bible, abused by the principle
of private interpretation, which occasions all their errors,
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heresies, and schisms. The Prussian Mucker teaches his
tilthy principles from the Bible; the silly Mormon palms his
nostrums on the Bible; the execrable Socialist proves his
brutalities from the Bible ; the Chartist extracts Chartism from
the Bible; in a word, the Methodist, the Dancer, the Dipper,
the Swaddler, the Free-Kirk-man, and every other scctarian,
pervert God's Word, in order to make it support their jarring
and contradictory systems, and they do this with as much
assurance, as if God could teach that black is white, or that
a thing may be black and white at the same time. Thus,
amongst the Preshyterians, one sect teaches that patronage
i1s dammable, whilst another teaches that it is a very good
thing.
SECTION V.

Q. What is the second mark of the true Church?,

. Holiness, or sanctity.

Q. Does it appear, from Scripture, that Clrist's Clurch
should be holy ®

. The prophet Isaiah calls her, Isa. xxxv. 8, “a way,
which shall be called THE HOLY WAY, over which the unclean
shall not puss.”  David, Ps. xeli. b, says: “ Holiness becomes
thy house, O Lord, for lenyth of doys.” St Paul, Eph. v. 25,
declares, that “ Christ loved the Church, and delivered him-
self for it, that he might sanctify 4, cleansing it by the laver
of water and the word of life, that he might present it to him-
self a glorious Church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such
thing, but that i “hould be holy and without blemish.” See
also Tit. ii. 14, and 1 Peter ii. 9.

Q. Is the Protestont Church koly in her pastors ?

<. Noj to this she can have no pretension; her pastors
are mere men of the world, not subjected to the restraints
of Apostolic poverty, chastity, or mortification. The burden
of their religious duty seems to be, the mere preaching of &
sermon or two upon Sunday ; whilst most of their tinde must
be employed, not in Apostolic duties, but in looking after
their own worldly interest, and that of their wives and
children. . -

Q. Is the Cuatholic. Church holy in her pastors ?

<1. They are all separated from the world and itgeratifica-
tions, and dedicated entirely to promote God’s glo%d the
sanctification of souls; no worldly cares intrude upon them ;
the Churcl’ is their spouse, and the people their gpiritual
children # they are ever, in a variety of ways, employed in
the spiritnal improvement of their flock ; tgey Wate}}x’ with
tender care, from the cradle to the grave, those committed
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to their charge; and, as they have no wives or families to
provide for, their hearts are in their dutics; and whatever of
this world’s goods they may possess, is employed for the
glory of God.

Q. Are there any means of lholiness in the Protestant
Church? ‘

A. No; they have destroyed them all; they have rejected
the soul of religion, in rejecting the holy sacrifice of the Mass,
and five of the sacraments,—all abundant sources of grace, as
you shall afterwards see, where the subjects are treated.
Even the two sacraments which they still retain, are, by them
reduced to mere empty forms—the mere giving of a name,
and the partaking of a little bread and wine.

Q. Has the Catholic, Clurch means of holiness 2

A. Yes; the most abundant, in the holy sacrifice of the
Mass and the seven sacraments, which are all so many
channels, through which the graces which flow from the
wounds of our Redeemer, are couveyed to the souls of
Catholies of every class, in every condition, and at every
period of life, from the time they enter this world, until they
render their souls into the hands of God.

Q. Is the Protestant Church foly in her doctrines 2

A. The very contradictory nature of the various moral
doctrines taught b the ever-varying sects of Protestants
must, of itself, be ruinous to holiness. But what places the
unholiness of her doctrines beyond all doubt, is her doctrine
on predestination, on free-will, her belief that faith alone is
necessary, and that good works are useless ; for who, believing
such absurdities as these, can have any motive to avoid viee,
or practise virtue? Holiness is incompatible with these
immoral principles.

Q. Is the Cutholic Church holy in her doctrine?

A. She teaches her children to believe all that God has
revealed, and to practise all that he has commanded ; multi-
tudes of Catholics, nbt content with observing the precepts,
practise even the coumsels of the Gospel. Fasting, mortifi-
cation, unremitting prayer, sclf-denial, and a frequent
participation of the sacraments, all of which are so pressingly,
recommended in the Scripture, are enjoined and practised by
the whdle Church, from the sovereign Pontiff, down to the
humblest member of Christ’s mystical body.

Q. Were there, in consequence of these holy means and holy
doctrines, muny members of the Catholic Churche illustrious
Jor sanctity £ ‘
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A. Yes; multitudes, and of every class, from the king to
the mendicant, and from the Pope to the deacon.

Q. Have even adversaries admitted this ¢ ‘

A. Yes; the Apology for the Confession of Augsburg,
Art. 13, declares, that St Bernard, St Francis, and St Bona-
venture were saints ; the Calendar of the Church of England
admits others ; and almost all our saints are admitted by the
Puseyite section of the English Church.

Q. In what Church did these admitted saints live and die ?

A. In the Catholic, Apostolic, and Roman Church.

Q. What do you conclude from this 2

A. That as one can be sanctified tfn‘ough Christ in the
Catholic Church, so he can certainly be saved in the same
Church; and if he can be saved in this Church, it must be
the true Church, and he can be saved in no other; for Christ
did not establish two Churches. There is only one baptism,
one fold, one shepherd, one revelation, containing one true set
of doctrines.

Q. Did God ever work miracles to testfy the sanctity of a
Catholic ¢

A. Even enemies admit that he did. That he wrought
miracles by the hand of St Francis Xavier, is allowed by
Baldeus, Hackluit, and Tavernier, al] rigid Lutherans and
Calvinists. Now, St Francis was a Ontholic Priest; and
hence the Catholic religion, which, by the aid of these
miracles, he taught and propagated, must be the true religion,
since God could not give the testimony of his Almighty
hand to error.

SECTION VI.

Q. What is the third mark of the true Church 2

4. Catholicity, or universality.

Q. Is this mark evidently required by Scripture?

A. According to Scripture, the Catholic Church must be
universal in three ways: universal as to #ime, yniversal as
to place, and universal as to doctrine.

Q. Where do you find that she must be universal as to time?

A. In Isaiah Ixji. 6:.“ Upon thy walls, O Jerusalem, I
have appointed watchmen all the day and all the night, they
shall NEVER hold their peace.” Isa.ix. 7: “Of the increase
of his government and peace there SHALL BE NO@ END.”
He shall sit upon the throne of David “to order it, and
establish it,...... from henceforth EVEN FOR EVER.” In John
xiv. 16: “T will ask the Father, and he shall give you another
Paraclete, that he may abide with you for ever.”
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Q. Where do you find universality, as to place, laid down
en Scripture 2

A. In Malachi i. 11: “from the ‘rising of the sun to the
going down thereof, my name is great amongst the Gentiles.”
Ps. xxi. 28: “ All the ends of the earth shall remember, and
shall be converted to the Lord.” Ps. ii. 8: “ Ask of me,
and I will give the Gentiles for thine inheritance, and the
uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession.” Luke xxiv. 46:
“That penance and remission of sins should be preached in
his name among all nations.” Acts i. 8: “ And ye shall be
witnesses to me in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria,
and even to the witermost parts of the earth.”

Q. Isthere any passage of Scripture, in which the above three
Finds of universality are clearly laid down, as necessary qualities
of the true Church?

A. Yes; in the commission given by Christ to his
Apostles, Matth. xxviii. 19, 20: “ Going, therefore, teach
ye all nations ;...... teaching them to observe all things, what-
soever I have commanded you; and, behold, I am with you
all days, even to the consummation of the world.” Here you
have, from the lips of Christ himself, an express attestation,
that his Church must be Catholic, or universal, as to #me,
place, and doctrine.

Q. Is the Protestant Church universal-in these three ways?

A. Noj; norin any one of them. She is not &niversal as to
time ; for, a few centuries back, she had no existence ; she is
little more than three hundred years old. A Church is com-
posed of pastors and people, teaching and believing certain
doctrines ; and no such body holding Protestant doctrines,
were known in the world for fifteen hundred years after
Christ left it. She is not universal either as to numbers or
place; even the Greek Church is before her in numbers ; and
on this head she cannot bear a comparison with the Catholic
Church. According to the Scientific Miscéllany, the total
number of Protestamts in the world is 48,985,000; the total
number of Greeks is 56,360,000; whilst the Catholics are
254,655,000 ; that is, the Catholics are nearly six to one.
But if we take each Protestant Church by itself, and this is
the true point of comparison (for these Protestant Churches
all differ from one another), we will find, then, that Catholics
are to Presbyterians as sixty-five to one, and to the Church of
Iingland, as thirty-six to one. Hence, it is not only incorrect,
but ludicrous, to call any of these Protestant sects Catholic,
or universal. Neither can they be called univdrsal as to
place ; for Protestants arc contined to a small corner of the
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earth, as will be evident, by the following statistical account,
from the above authonty

Europe. Asia. Afric America.  Oceanica.
Catholics,..... .154,444,600 40,000,000 12,400, 000 34 no 000 3 1,450,000
Protestants,... 89,675,000 50,000 lD 000 9, l.')() 000 50,000

These statistics are the most decisive proof, that the Protestant
is not the Church of all nations; she is not even the (‘hureh
of any one nation, no, nor of even one parish, cxclusively,
on the face of the earth. In fine, she is not universal as to
doctrine, either as to extent or truth; for she has taught, and
does teach, many evident errors, such as predestination, the
rejection of free-will and good works, and the impossibilit
of keeping the commandments. And as to the teaching of ar
truth, she can haveno pretension to it, since each Protestant
sect has its pecultar doctrines ; sc'uccly two of them have
the same creed. They cven rqected as apoeryphal, at one
time, whole books of the sacred Scripture, which they now
admit : they reject to-day what they taught yesterday. In-
deed, in point of doctrine, whether moral, dogmatical, or
dlsclplmary, they present, only one confused and revolting
mass of contradictions, contrarieties, and absurdities.

Q. Is the Catholic Clurch universal in the above three ways?

A. No one will dare to deny that she is the Church of ]
ages.  She is-the only Church upon earth that can be visibly
traced back through every age, to the time of Christ. Sheis
the Church of all nations, as is evident from the above statis-
tical argument; there is not a Christian, nay, scarcely a
Pagan nation, that dees not attest her actual presence, or,
by noble monuments her former greatness. Her ancient canon
law is still, in a great measure, the law of Scotland; her
noble temples and colleges, dedicated to the living God, are
still the pride of England ; the ruined monastic establishments
and glorious cathedrals, that once adorned every valley of
our country, have survived the Vandal hand of barbarous
reform, as ever-enduring monuments, to perpetuate the history
of Catholic greatness. Protestantism has never converted
even one Pagan nation ; whilst every people that have been
brought to the knowledge and worship of the true God,
professing that they owe their conversion to the Catholic
Church, loudly proclaim her universality ; every where her
incense a.scends every where her sacraments are administered ;
every wherg her pure sacrifice is offered. T her alone did the
Prophet speak when he said: “I will give the nations for
thine inheritance, and the ends of the earth for thy possession.”
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In fine, she is universal as to her doctrine ; it is-every where
the same; it has, like the pure gold, passed through the
ordeal of eighteen hundred years’ examination, unchangeable
and unchanged ; the combined efforts of heresy and infidelity
against it, have been unavailing. She teaches her children to
observe «/l that God has commanded, and to believe a/l that
He has revealed ; her doctrine is, like her Divine Founder,
the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever.

Q. What says St Augustine on the word Catholic 2

<. “The very name of Catholic,” he says, “keeps me in
the Church. Heretics have done their utmost to obtain that
name, yet they have never been able to succeed. 1f a
stranger, on entering any city, were to ask, Where is the
Catholic Church? no_heretic would dare to point out his
heretical assembly.” (Tom. vi. Contra Ep. Fund. chap. 4.)

Q. Give us St Jerom’s words, contra Lucif.

A. “When you see anybody inherit their name from a
particular man, as the Marcionites from Marcion, the Valen-
tinians from Valentinus,” (we may add the Lutherans from
Luther, the Calvinists from Calvin), “ you may look on that
body, not as the Church of Christ, but as the school of
Antichrist.”

Q. Give us a good reason why your name of Catholic, is
the best proof that you are in the true Church.

A. Those who remained in communion with the ancient
body of the faithful, retained the ancient name, whilst inno-
vators, gave fo their followers, either their own name, or one
derived from their peculiarly novel doctrine, or from the
country in which this new creed made its first appearance.
Thus, the Lutherans, the Calvinists, the Church of England,
the Methodists, the Quakers, the Moravians, show, by their
very names, the human origin of their religion.

6. W hat inference do you draw from all that you have said
on this marlk of Catholicity 2

A. That the Scripture expressly requires, in the true
Church, universality as to time, place, and doctrine ; that the
Protestant Church is not universal in any of these threc
ways; that the Catholic Church is the only Church upon
earth that has this triple universality ; and, consequently,
that it is the true Church of Christ.

SECTION VIL

Q. What ts the fourth mark of the true Church?

A. Apostolicity.

Q. What do you mean by this word ®

A. That any Church, pretending to be the Church of
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Christ, must be able to trace her doctrine, her orders, and her
mission, to the Apostles of Christ:

Q. Why should this be the case?

A. Because, during all the time the Church has existed,
there must have been true pastors “for the work of the
ministry, for the edification of the bod{ of Christ,”—Ephes.
iv. “Uponthy walls, O Jerusalem, I have apPointed watch-
men...... they shall never hold their peace,”—Is. Ixii. 6.
These pastors must have been lawfully sent; for “no man
taketh the honour of the priesthood upon himself, but he
that is called by God, as Aaron was,”—Ieb. v. 4. Thus,
Christ sent the Apostles; these Apostles sent others,—for
example, Paul and Barnabas ; and again, Paul sent Timothy
and Titus; and, in this manner, each succeeding generation
of pastors was sent by the preceding, from Christ to the
present time; and the generation of pastors giving their
commission to their successors, did it, by the power of Christ
originally given, in these words: “ As my Father hath sent
me, I also send you.” In fine, the pastors of every age must
have been ordained, according to that of St Paul to Titus,—
i. 5: “For this cause I left thee in Crete, that thou shouldst
set in order the things that are wanting, and shouldst ordain
priests in every city, us I also appointed thee.”

Q. May it not be said thqt the Protestant Church is Apos-
tolical in her doctrine, seetng that she adopts the Scripture as
her rule? } .

A. If she were, all Protestants would teach the same
truths ; and surely no man in his senses will assert, that either
the Apostles or the Seripture could teach all the mongrel,
contradictery, and absurd creeds of Protestantism. . Besides,
for fourteen hundred years after the last of the Apostles left
this world, Protestant doctrines were unknown amongst
mankind. '

Q. Is the Catholic Church Apostolic in her doctrine

A. Even our adversaries admit this, in spite of themselves ;

or whilst they unwittingly admit, that we were the first
Church, they as uniformly maintain that Popery is unchange-
able. 'We teach the same doctrine now which was taught
in every century and country since the time of Christ;
our doctrines cannot be traced to any man or set of men,
to any particular country or date, posterior to the time
of the Apostles; we defy our adversaries to trace it to any
but Apostolic authority. Besides, we are the only Church
that has existed in every age, since the Apostolic times.

Q. Is not the Protestant Church Apostolic as to mission ?
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A. Certainly not; Luther was the first Protestant minister
the world ever saw. By whom was he sent? Not by God ;
for he never wrought one miracle to prove it, and his life was
such as to prove that he was sent by an opgosite authority.
Not by the Apostles ; for he came fiftcen hundred years too
late to have any connection with them. Not by the Catholic
Church; for she cut him off from her communion, and she
could not give a commission to teach error, directly opposed
to her own creed. No Protestant Church existed prior to
Lauther’s time, from which he could receive a commission ;
therefore he had no mission; therefore all his followers, in the
heretical and schismatical body to which he gave being, are
missionless intruders,-who pay no regard to the words of St
Paul: “How shall they preach unless they be sent?”—Rom.
x.  Of such as they, the Almighty says, Jer. xxiii. 21: “1
have not sent these prophets, yet they ran; I have not spoken
to them, yet they prophesied.” It is incumbent upon them to
show that they are not the thieves and robbers mentioned by
St John, chap. x.

Q. Is the Cutholic Churcl Apostolic as to mission ?

A. The Catholic Church, alone, has, beyond all doubt,
existed in every age, from the present, till the Apostolic age.
Hence, her pastors are the only pastors on earth, who can
trace their mission from priest to bishop, and from bishop to
Pope, back through every century, until theg trace that
mission to the Apostles, who were commissioned by Christ
himself.  We have a complete list of an uninterrupted chain
of Roman Pontifts, reaching from the present Pontiff, Pius 1X.
to St Peter.  We have lists of all the Catholic sees in the
world, and the names of the bishops who, in every age,
occupicd them ; so that we have an unbroken succession of
bishops ruling, teaching, and adorning every age and clime,
all these in strict communion with the chief see, that of
Rome.

Q. Is the Protestant Church Apostolic as to orders ?

A. The fact is, they have no orders at all, nor do many of
them even pretend to have orders. The ministers of the
various Calvinistic sects, as well as those of all other reformed
sects not Lutheran, are mere laymen. The Lutherans,
generally, can have no orders ; because they have never had
a regular succession of valédly ordained or consecrated bishops
from whomn they could receive orders. As to the orders of
the Church of England, they are, to say the least, extremely
doubtful ; because, it has never been proved, that the first
Protestant bishop of the Church of England was himself
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validly ordained or consecrated, and because, the true form
of ordination was not in use in the Church of England during
one hundred and twelve years. But granting that they
really are validly ordained, they have no méission, and hence
they can be reputed only as so many suspended, schismatical,
and heretical priests. 1n fine, as the whole fabric of Protes-
tantism is only three hundred and thirty-six years old, it is
manifest, that her ministers cannot trace their orders to the
Apostolic times.

Q. Are the orders of the Catholic priesthood Apostolic 2

A. They can be traced from priest to bishop, and from
bishop to Pope, through every century, back to the time of
the Apostles. Indeed, a perpetual succession of Catholic
pastors has always existed ; and hence, so little doubt is
there, ecven amongst Protestants on this subject, that the
Church of England, by claiming her orders from us, clearly
and unequivocally adnits the Apostolicity of the orders of
the Catholic Church.

Q. What inference do you draw from oll this?

4. That the Protestant Church is not, and the Catholic
Church is, the true Church of Christ.

Q. Why this conclusion ?

4. According to Scripture, the true Church must derive,
by a perpetual and uninterrupted succession from the
Apostles, her doctrines, her mission, and her orders; but
the Protestant Church is not Apostolical in any of these
ways; therefore she cannot be the true Church. The
Catholic Church, on the contrary, is evidently Apostolical in
her doctrine, her orders, and her mission ; therefore she is
the true Church of Christ.

Q. What general inference do you draw from «ll we furve
said on the marlks of the Churcht

A. That the Protestant Church has not even one of these
scriptural marks of truth ; hence, her claim to be the Church
of Christ is ludicrous in the extremes that, on the other
hand, as we have seen, the Catholic Church cvidently
possesses them all ; therefore she is the one, holy, Cutholic,
and Apostolic Cliwrch.

Q. Can you give one other proof that the Catholic is the
true Church?

A. Were we destitute of every other argument, the fol-
lowing would be sufficient. That Church, and that Church
only, can be the truc Church of Christ, which openly avows
and belieVes its own infallibility ; for, having once admittecd
that Christ’s Chureh is infallible, any Church teaching its own
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fallibility, teaches that it canhot be the Church of Christ;
because, even though such Chuich were actually in itself in-
fallible, by teaching its fallibility, it teaches an error in dogma,
and, by this very fact, becomes fullible. But the Catholic
Church is the oNLY Church upon earth, which avows, believes,
and teaches its own infallibilily; therefore, the Catholic
Church is, beyond all doubt, the true, infailible Church
of Christ; and the Protestant Church, by proclaiming her
own fallibility and liability to err, proves to a demonstration,
that she has no right to the august title of Christ’s Church.

Q. What do you conclude from all you have said ?

A. We can come to only one conclusion on this all-
important  subject, which we think fully warranted by
what we have seen. ,That conclusion is this: the true
Church of Christ, which is infallible, ought, according to
Scripture, to be ONE, HoLy, CATHOLIY, and AprosToLICAL.
But the Protestant Church is neither one, nor holy, nor
Catholie, nor Apostolical ; therefore she is not—she cannot
be—the true, infallible Church of Christ. On the contrary,
the Church called Catholic is strictly One in her faith, her
government, her liturgy ; Holy in her head, her doctrines, and
her saints ; Catholic as to time, place, and doctrine; Apostolical
as to her society, doctrine, orders, and mission. Therefore,
cither ghe is the true, infallible Church of Christ, or God is a
deceiver, the Scripture is not his Word, reaSon is fancy,
and religion, a solemn mockery.

CIIAPTER VIIL
ON TIIE HEAD OF THE CHURCH.

SECTION L.

Q. Who is the cl®f head of the Church ?

A, Jesus Christ is the true Head ofgghe Church, who, being
himself invisible, governs his Church frousheaven in an invi-
xible manner.

Q. Did Jesus Christ appoint any vicar on earth to govern
lis Clurch, in quality of visible chief or head ?

A. Yes; he appointed for that purpose St Peter and his
KUCCESSOTS.

Q. Did St Peter receive more power than the other Apostles
Jrom Christ?

A. Yes; as is evident from many passages of Scripture.
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Q. Quote St Matth xvi.

A. “Thou art Peter,’and upon this rock T will build my
Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.”

Q. What is meant here by y the word “rocl: 2"

A. Peter himself.

Q. Why?

A. Because, in John i. 42, Christ, in calling Peter, gives
him a new name, which signifies a rock, and which explains
clearly the meaning of the word “rock” in the above text.
“ Thou art Simon the son of Jona, thou shalt be called Cephas,
which is interpreted Peter, or a rock.” Our Saviour spoke
in the Syriac language, and in that language, Cephas is the
same as Petros in the Greek, both meaning a rock ; indeed,
the words of Christ, literally mterprcted have this meaning :
“ Thow art a rock, and upon this rock I will build my Church.”
Such words were not addressed to any other Apostle.

Q. What are the words of the text immediately following ?
(Matt xvi. 19.)

4. “And I will give to thee” (Peter) “the keys of the
kingdom of heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt bind upon
earth, it shall be bound also in heaven ; and whatsoever thou
shalt loose on earth, it shall be loosed also in heaven.

Q. Did not Christ address the same words to all the Apostles?

A. On this occasion, he addressed these words to Defer
alone, which tnakes it quite evident that he intended to confer
on Peter a peculiar power; when he addressed the other
Apostles in these words, he did so generally and to all in comanon.

Q. What does Christ say to l’eter—John xxi. 15, 16, 17 ?

A. “Feed my lambs, feed my sheep.” And the Fathers
of the Church have understood {y the lambs, the lay faithful
people; and by the sheep, the pastors of the people; for as
the sheeg nourish the lambs, so do the pastors of th(, Church
tend, and spiritually feed, their flocks.

Q. What do you conclude Jrom the above commission given
on]y to Peter ?

. That Christ gaye the charge of the whole Church,
pastors and people, si¥ep and lambs, to Peter alone.

Q. Huave you any other proofs of St Peter's primacy, or
supremacy ?

A. Yes; in Luke xxii. 26, Christ says to his Apostles :

“He that is greater among ou, lét him become as the
Yyounger ; and he that is the leader, as he that serveth.,”
Therefore. there was a GREATER, or LEADER, amongst the
Apostles, otherwise Christ’s words could have no meaning;
but if there was a leader, Peter, and no other, was that man.
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Q. Does Christ any where offer up a special prayer for
Peter's foith, without including, wn this prayer, the rest of the
Apostles ?

A. Yes; Luke xxii. 32,—Christ says to Peter, “ But I

have prayed for thee, that thy FAITH FAIL NoT; and thou,
" being once converted, CONFIRM THY BRETHREN.” From
which it is clear, that Peter had a superiority over his
brethren, given to him by Christ ; for if he was only their equal,
how could he confirm them ?

Q. Why does Christ, John xxi. 15, before giving Peter the
special charge of all Christ's lambs and sheep, ask that Apostle
whether he loves Jum (Christ) MORE than the other Apostles
love him 2

A. Christ evidently requires greater love from Peter,
becauseshe is to confer a greater dignity upon him, commit-
ting io his care the whole Christian community, pastors and

cople.

P Q. Haveyou any other scriptural proof of Peter's superiority?

A. When the Scripture gives the names of the Apostlesin
order, Peter’s name is always placed first. (Matt. x.) Nor
can it be alleged that this was done, because Peter was the
oldest, for Andrew was Peter’s elder, and was even the first
to follow Christ. St Ambrose, in Kpist. ii. ad Cor. xii., says :
“ Not Andrew, but Peter was chief amongst the Apostles.”
St Augus., lib. de Baptist., says : “ Behold Peter, who held
the pretminence with such lustre.” St Optat., lib. contra
Parmen., adds: “Peter was appointed chief of the Apostles,
to the end that unity might be preserved in the Church.”

Q. Did Peter act at any time as chief functionary of the
Church? <

A. He did so immediately after the Ascension of our Lord.
He assembled the Apostles; he presided at the election of an
Apostle to replace Judas. (Actsi.) Peter was the first to
preach Jesus Christ grucified ; and, by the conversion of three
thousand at his first sermon, first gave form to the Christian
Church, verifying the Words of Chris#, that he should be the
rock, or foundation, from which the Church should rise.
(Acts ii.) He is the first to teach the admission of the
Pagans or heathens to baptism, which matter, he alohe was
taught, by a revelation from heaven. (Acts x.) He works
the first miracles, at the beautiful gate of the Temple, on the
lame man (Acts iii.); on /Eneas and Tabitha (Acts ix.);
and, as a punishment, on Ananias and Sapphira. TActs v.)

Q. Does it appear, from any other circumstances, that Peter
was chief amongst the Apostles? -

H



106 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

A. Yes; for when he was cast into prison the whole Church
prayed for him, nor was this done for i:;y of the other
Apostles; to him alone, did heaven vouchsafe an angel as a
deliverer from his prison. (Acts xii.)

Q. Did Peter act as' presiding teacher amongst the Apostles?

A. Yes; he decided, in the first Council held at Jerusalem
by the Apostles, that the Christians should not be subjected
to the Jewish rite of circumcision; St Paul, though an
Apostle, did not venture to decide upon it. *Men, brethren,”
said Peter, “you know that in former days God made cHOICE
among us, that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the
word of the Gospel;” and, when Peter had made an end
of speaking, “ all the multitude held their peace;” and even
James himself, who was bishop of Jerusalem, where the
Apostles were assembled, rose only to repeat St Peter's
decision, and to acquiesce in it. (Acts xv.)

Q. What do you conclude from all this?

. That there is not one truth more clearly established in
Scripture, than the superiority, or supremacy, of Peter, and
that the acrimonious attacks of Protestants on this article
of the Christian faith, only prove, that they make a sport
of the Scripture, except in so far as it supplies them with
some passages, seeming to bear two meanings, which they
pervert, in order to prop up the tottering fabrics of contra-
dictory and contrary schisms.

SECTION II.

Q. The supremacy of St Peter once established, what
necessarily follows? . .

A. That all the successors of St Peter hold the same rank
and power; because the form of government, established by
Christ in his Church, was not to last merely during one or
two centuries, but always, like the Church, until the consum-
mation of the world,

Q. Who are the successors of St Peter 2

A. The bishops of Rome, in which capital of the world St
Peter establisheg his See, and ended lis life.

Q. What reply do yoil make to those who pretend to hold
that St Peter never was at Rome?

A. We put the following rather troublesome questions to
them. In the first place, tell us, if St Peter did not suffer
martyrdom at Rome, under the Emperor Nero, in what part
of the world, and when, did he die? Secondly, if St Peter
did not die 4t Rome, at what time, and from what country,
were his relics or remains transported thither, for there they
are, beyond all doubt? Tpirdly, did not the Fathers of the
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early and pure Church, who lived near to the time of ¥t
Peter, know better than Protestants, who made their first
a.p];]earance only three hundred years ago, who was the first
bishop of Rome ?

Q. Do any of these Fathers say St Peter was the first?

A. Yes; St Augustine, Ep. ad Gener., enumerating the
bishops who had governed the Church of Rome, begins thus:
Peter was the first, to Peter succeeded Linus, and to Linus
Clement. St Optatus, contra Parmen’ “ 8t Peter first occu-
pied the See of Rome, to him Linus succeeded, and after
Linus, Clement.” 8t Ireneus, lib. iii. cap. 3; St Epiphanius
de 27 Heres. ; and all the other Fathers who have given a
catalogue of the bishops of Rome, assign the first occupation
of that See to Peter. St Leo, Ser. de Petro et Paulo, says:
‘“ Rome became the capital of the Christian world, becanse
St Petef established his See in Rome.” In Pream. Concil.
Chale. and also in Concil. Ephes., it is said, that “Peter
lives, judges, and defines, in his successors.” “Happy Church,”
says Tertullian, addressing the Roman Church, ‘“which the
Great Apostles fully impregnated with all their doctrine and
all their blood.”

Q. Do all the faithful owe obedience to the bishop of Rome ?

A. Yes; all are bound to obey him as the vicar of Jesus
Christ, the chief bishop of the whole Christian Church.

Q. Is it a grievous sin to refuse submission ® the sovereiyn
Pontiff e

A. “Whoever opposes,” says St Paul, ¢ the lawful autho-
rities, oppose the order of the Almighty ; and those who resist
such authorities, bring condemnation on themselves.”

Q. Is it nmecessary that all Christian Churches, be in strict
communion with the See of Kome?

A. So all the Fathers teach. St Ireneus, lib. iii. cap. 3,
says: ‘“The Roman Church is the princigal, and hence all
other Churches must be united to her,” St Cyprian, lib. i.
epist. 8: “ There i» only one God, one Christ, one Church,
one chair of Peter, established by the Word of Christ him-
self.” St Jerom, Epist.to Pope Damasus, gays, “I am attached
to your chair, which is that of St Peter; I know that the
Church is built upon that rock ;” and again: “ Whoever eats
not the Lamb in that house, is profane; whoever takes not
refuge in that ark, shall perish in the waters of the deluge;
whoever is not with you, is against Jesus Christ; whoever
gathereth not with gou, scattereth abroad.” .

Q. Why s the Catholic Church called also Roman £

A. Because the Catholic Churches of all nations and ages
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have honoured the Bee of Rome; and, on account of its

* superior headship,” have always gloried in the profession

of their attachment to it, as the source of their jurisdiction,

and the guardian of the sacred deposit of their common faith.
SECTION III.

Q. Has the assertion ‘that-the Pope is Antichrist,” any
foundation in Scripture ?

A. That the Antichrist will come before the end of the
world, the Seripture abundantly proves; but that the Pope
is that Antichrist, is not only unscriptural, but antiscriptural.s

Q. Where wn Scripture do you jfind the insolent assertion
refuted ¢ . ’

A. In very many places. In Matth. xxiv., wars, famines,
earthquakes, pestilence, false prophets, tribulation, such as
hath never been-nor shall be, all this shall exist, hefore the
abomination of desolation (the Antichrist) shall be seen standing
in the holy place; therefore, as these extraordinary scourges
have not yet made their appearance, Antichrist has not yet
come. Inthe same place, it is said, the Gospel shall be preuched
in the whole world, before the Antichrist and the consummation
come. But the Gospel has not yet been preached in the
whole world ; therefore, the Antichrist has not yet come;
therefore the Popes, who have existed even since the time
of Christ, cannot, be'the Antichrist.

Q. Have ydu any other texts ?

A. Yes; texts in abundance. Daniel vii. connects the
abominution of desolation, or the Antichrist, with the placing
of thrones and the sitting in judgment of the Ancient of days.
He gives power to the beast, for a time, times, and kalf a time,
or three years and a-half, which exactly agrees with the
period of his career fixed in the Apocalypse (chap. xi.)
torty-two months, or twelve hundred and sixty days. There-
fore, Antichrist’s reign is to be only three and a-half years,
and these immediately before the last judgment. But the
Popes have reigned since the time of Christ; therefore the
Popes cannot be the Antichrist.

Q. What does the Apoealypse say, chap. xi. ?

A. That, during the above reign of Antichrist, duﬁnﬁ
twelve hundred and sixty days, Henoch and Elias will preac!
against him. But Ilenoch and Elias have not yet come;
therefore, neither has Antichrist yet appeared.

Q. What says the 13th chap. of same book ?

A. That Antichrist will mark on the right hand or fore-
head all his followers ; but the Pope has not done so ; there-
fore he is not Antichrist. Again, no man is to be allowed
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10 buy or sell, but he that hath the character, or the name
of the beast, or the number of his name ; but Catholics have
neither his character, nor name, nor number, nor has the
Pope prevented them from buying or selling: therefore,
again, the Pope is not Antichrist. !

Q. What do you find in Apoc. xiii. ?

A. That Antichrist is to open his mouth in blasphemies
against Giod, to blaspheme his name and his tabernacle, and
them that dwell in heaven. But the Pope has made God's
holy name honoured and adored in every clime and at all
times ; through him was the world converted to Christ; it
was he who converted all that are now Protestants from
Paganism ; the Pope honours and venerates them that dwell
in heaven,—'tis Protesfants who dishonour and blaspheme
the angels and saints, them that dwell in heaven ; therefore
the Popé, at least, is not Antichrist. The.above text would
go far to prove, that Antichrist is, or will be, a Protestant.

Q. What remark do you make on Apoc. xvii. 77

A. 1t says: “The beast which thou sawest was, and ¢s not.
and shall come up out of the bottomless pit.” But these
words cannot be verified in any Pope ; therefore, the Pope is
not Antichrist.

Q. Is it clear from Scripture that Rome will be the scat of
Antichrist ? :

A. Noj; itis much more evident that Jerusalem will- be
his seat. In the Gospel of St Matth., chap. xxiv., Christ
speaks first of the temple of Jerusalem, and immediately after,
connects this with the abomination of desolation to be seen
standing in the holy place ; evidently pointing out that temple
as the koly place where the beast should be enthroned ; and
this is clearly confirmed by the Apoe. chap. xi. 8, where,
speaking of the wars to be carried on by Antichrist, and of
those that were to be slain by him, St John says: “ And
their bodies shall lie in the streets of the great city, which is
spiritually called Sodom and Egypt, WHERE THEIR LORD
ALSO WAS CRUCIFIED,” Now, the Lord was crucified in
Jerusalem, not in Rome ; therefore Jerysalem, not Rome,
will be the seat-of Antichrist. See also, on this subject,
Apoc. xi. xi. xiii. xvii.



110 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

CHAPTER IX.
ON TIIE COUNCILS.

SECTION I.

Q. How many kinds of Councils are there?

. A. Two kinds ; general and particular Councils.

Q). What is a general or ecumenical Council ?

A. An assembly of bishops, to which all the bishops of
the world are invited or summoned, presided over by the
ll’_upe or his legates, or at least confirmed and approved by
1111,

. What is a particular, national, or provincial Council ?

4. An assembly of bishops, to which are invited all the
bishops of a nation or province.

Q. Can a Council err in its decision on any.matter of
Faith?

A. General or cecumenical Councils are infallible in matters
of faith, not so particular Councils.

(). Why do you say that a general Council is infallible?

A. Because, if a general Council erred, in a matter of faith,
the whole Church would be in error; now, this cannot be,
because the gates of hell shall never prevail against the
Church. v .

Q. Why do you say the whole Church would err, if «
general Council taught error 2

A. Because the bishops assembled in a general Council
represent the whole Church ; and any error taught by them,
is, consequently, an error of the whole Church.

Q. In what light, then, are we to look on the decision of a
general Council

A. As the decision of the Holy Ghost.

). How does St Peter speak at the first general Council?
(Acts xv. 28.) -

A. “Tt hath,” he says, « seemed good to the HoLY' GHOST
and To US, to lay. no farther burden upon you.”

Q. Is it a great sin to refuse submission to a general
Council ?

A. Ttis the greatest act of criminal pride and presumption,
accompanied by the awful guilt of heresy or schism, or both.
We call it extremely crimina), as well as irrational; because
the man avho will not submit, prefers his own one opinion—
and this in a matter regarding which he is neither qualified
nor authorized to judge—to the deliberately formed decision
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of an immense assemblage of the best qualified, and most
competently authorized, legitimate judges. )

Q. May it not be said, that we are obliged to abide by the
decisions of a general Council, only when these are in accord-
ance with the Word of God ?

A. This is a mere piece of sophistry; it supposes that
the Church may teach what is opposed to God’s Word.
Now, this is impossible; for in that case, God must have
failed in his word ; his Holy Spirit, as he promised, would
not have taught his Church all truth for ever; the gates of
hell would have prevailed against her. God did not tell the
world to be guided by what they thought conformable to the
Scripture; He sent his pastors to teach all nations, and told
the nations, that he who would not believe these, should be -
condemned. :

° SECTION II.

Q. How many general Councils have been held ?

A. Besides that held by the Apostles and first Pastors of
the Church, eighteen others have been held. . *

- Q. Where and when were the four first general Councils
held ® .

A. The first at Nice in 325, the second at Constantinople
in 3?1, the third at Ephesus in 431, the fourth at Chalcedon
in 451, .

). Where and when were the other general Louncils held 2

A. Three in the years 553, 680, 869, in Constantinople ;
four, in the years 1123, 1139, 1179, 1215, in Rome; one, in
787, in Nice; two, in 1245, 1274, in Lyons. A general
Council was held at Vienne in 1311 ; one at Florence in 1439 ;
one at Constance in 1414.

Q. What was the last general Council ?

A. The Council of Trent. . ,

Q. Why do you place that of Trent amongst the general
Councils

A. Because all the bishops of the Christian world were
invited to it; the Pope, by his legates, presided over it, and
confirmed its decisions.

Q. How many ecclesiastical dighitariet attended it ?

A. There were six cardinals, three patriarchs, thirty-two
archbishops, and two hundred and twenty-eight bishops.

Q. Were the Lutheran and Calvinist ministers invited to
assist at it ?

A, Yes; they were entreated to attend, and every safe-
conduct they could desire offered them: it wa$ their own
fault that they were not present. ‘
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Q. Are Protestants bound to obey the decisions of this Coun-
cil of Trent? ,

A. Certainly ; because these decisions emanated from the
lawfully-constituted judges of the true Church of Christ.

Q. Who are the lawful judges of Clristian docirine?

A. Only the bishops of the true Church, who have been
appointed by Christ for that gxrpose.

Q. Repeat the words of St Paul to the ancients, or Uishops,
of the Church. (Acts xx. 28.)

A. “Take heed to yourselves, and to the whole flock,
wherein the Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops to RULIS
the Church of God.”

. What remarks do you make on this passage ?

A. The bishops are, under the guidance of the Holy Ghost,
to rule, or govern, the Church; this they could not do, unless
they were qualified to distinguish, with the utmost ccrtainty,
good from bad doctrine. .

. Can a general Council frame new matlers or articles
of faith ?

A. No; a general Council can only explain what has been
already revealed ; it belongs to God alone to reveal new
articles of faith.

Q. What if o general Council, or Papal Consistory, showld
undertake to depose a king, or absolve his subjects from their
obedience?

A. No Catholic is bound to submit to such a decree. In-
deed, every Catholic may renounce, upon oath, any such
doctrine, and.this without the least breach of Catholic
principle.

Q. Must awt Cutholics believe the Pope in himself to be
infullible?

A. This is a Protestant invention ; it is no article of the
Catholic faith; no decision of his"can oblige, under pain
of heresy, unless it be received and enforced by the teaching
body ; that is, by the bishops of the Chyrch.

Q. Can the Pope absolve subjects from their allegiance on
account of the heresy or schism of their Ring £

A. Noj; such dispensation or absolution is null; Catholics

- are still at liberty to defend their king and country at the
hazard of their lives, even against the gope himself,

Q. Can Catholics lawfully kill their prince or king, if he be
ewcommunicated for heresy or schism ?

A. Suchan act is declared, by the Catholic General Council
of Constande, damnable and heretical, as well as contrary to
the known laws of God and nature.
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Q. Can the Pope, or any power in the Church, license men
to lie, or forswear themselves ; to injure their neighbours, or
destroy their country, under pretence of promoting the Catholic
cause £

A. Such licence can have no other effect, than to add sac-
rilege and blasphemy to the commission of the above crimes.

Q. Are equivocation or mental reservation allowed by the
Catholic Church?’ ‘

A. No; these are Protestant charges, invented for the
purﬁose of exhibiting Catholics in odious colours. The
Catholic Church never taught such unworthy doctrines;.on
the contrary, she disapproves and condemns them.

CHAPTER X.
ON HERESY.

SECTION I.

Q. What is heresy ?

A. An obstinate attachment to one’s own private opinion,
in opposition to what is declared an article of faith; and he
is guilty of it, who prefers his own opinion, to the declared
doctrine of the universal Church; for éxample, if he hold
obstinately, any meaning he chooses to give to any portion
of Scripture, which meaning is opposed to that given by the
Church.

Q. Have all heretics pretended to prove their peculiar doctrines
Sfrom Scripture?

A. All, without exception. The Arians denied the con-
substantiality of the Word, depending on that passage of St
John xiv.: “ My Father is greater than 1.” 'The Macedonians
denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, on these words, Rom.
viil. 26: « The Spirit himself asketh for us with unspeakable
groanings.” The Manicheans pretended to prove, that Christ
became man only in gppearance, by Philip. ii. 7: ¢ Taking
the form of a servant, being made in the likeness of men.” The
Nestorians fancied they proved, that in Christ there were
two persons, by Coloss. 1i. 9:  For in hign dwelleth all the
Sulness of the Godhead cORPORALLY.” The Eutychians cited
John i.,“ And the Word was made flesh,” to prove that Christ
had only one nature; and the Pelagians founded their denial
of original sin, on,Ezech. xviti. 20: * The son shal not bear
the iniquity of the father." e

Q. W hat was the source of all these errors $
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A. The presumptuous desire and determination, of each
heresiarch, to prefer his own interpretation of the Scripture,
to that given by the whole Church.

Q. Were Luther and Calvin guilty of a similar irrational
presumption ? *

A. They were shipwrecked on the same rock, which had
caused the ruin of all the heresiarchs that had gone before
them. Calvin, for example, gave these words, “ Thi's is my
body,” a figurative meaning; whilst the whole Church then
existing, and the whole Christian world during fifteen hun-
dred years, understood them in their natural sense. Luther
explamed these words, Rom. iii., “ Man s justified by faith
without the works of the law,” as dispensing with the neces-
sity of good works, and .the observing of God’s command-
ments ; whilst the whole Church tinderstood these words to
mean, that man is justified neither by the works of the
natural nor of the Jewish law, but by faith in Jesus Christ,

by the works which proceed from that faith, having the
grace of God for their source.

Q. Did Luther and Calvin act uniformly, on this irrational
principle of preferring, each kis own individual judgment to
that of the whole Church ?

A. Yes; such was the principle upon which they grounded
each article of their new faith.

Q. Can Lither, or any of his followers, be excusable before
God, seeing that each one of them prefers, in the interpretation
of Scripture, his own ONE light, and his own ONE judgment, fo
the light and judgment of the whole Clurch ?

A. Certainly not; for to such individual we say: Either
you believe that you are fallible in the interpretation which
you give the Scripture, or you hold fhat you are infallible ;
if you say you are fallible, then your faith is uncertain and
vacillating, and, consequently, is not faith at all; but if you
say you are. infallible, then your absurd presumption drives
you to assert, that the whole Church mgy err in her interpre-
tation of Scripture, but that YOU individually, can interpret it
with ir%’gllib e certainty | ! ‘

Q. What can hé reply to this dilemma ?

A. We defy him to make any satisfactory reply. He is
either the victim®of perplexity, or the dupe of the most in-
supportable obstinacy. )

' SECTION II. '

Q. Hayeyouobserved any peculiarities, which haveuniformiy
accompanied every important heresy, that hds made s appear-
ance in the Christion world?
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A. Yes; five peculiarities are always observable. Ist,
Every heresiarch presumed to blame the Church with having
fallen into pernicious error; 2dly, These heresiarchs, with
their adhercnts, always separated themselves from the
Church; 3dly, They uniformly taught mew doctrines, un-
known till then in the Christian world ; 4thly, They always
gave their own name, or the name of their country, or the
name of their new dogmas, to their followers; 5thly, Not
one of them could ever prove that he had a lawful mission.

Q. Have you observed the same traits in the heresiarchs
Luther and Calvin ®

A. Yes; like Arius, Macedonius, Nestorius, and Eutyches,
they blamed the Church,—they separated themselves from
her,—they taught new doctrines,~—they gave their names to
their fpllowers,—and they were unable to prove a lawful
mission. - '

Q. How do you prove that Luther, for example, taught new
dogmas ?

A. We defy him or any of his followers, to name one
country, one¢ parish, or even one village, which, from the
time of Christ until Luther appeared, ever taught, that there
are only two sacraments ; that the Mass is an abomination ;
the invocation of Saints, idolatry ; Purgatory, a superstition ;
and the Pope, Antichrist.

Q. Huave you remarked any other peculiority as often os
any new doctrine appeared in the Church?
~ A. We can always name the author of such new creed,—
tell the place and time, where it made its first appearance,—
give the names of the first men who opposed it,—and point
out the Council which condemned it. Thus, we know that
AR1US, in the YEAR 315, in ALEXANDRIA, a city of Egypt,
was the first to teach, that Christ Jesus was not equal to the
Father; and we know, that this error was combated by the
PATRIARCH ALEXANDER and by ST ATHANASIUS, and that
it was CONDEMNEDYBY THE FIRST COUNCIL OF NICE.

Q. Do we observesthe same peculiarities, as to the new doc-
trine of Luther? ‘

A. Exactly the same. That doctrine made its first appear-
ance at WITTEMBERG, in Saxony, in the,YEAR 1517 ; it had
LuTnEer for its author ; was COMBATED BY ALL THE UNi-
VERSITIES to which he appealed ; and was finally CONDEMNED
BY THE COUNOCIL OF TRENT.

Q. What other marks of novelty do you dizcover in Luther's
doctrarie ? '

A. Three other marks. That doctrine was at first em-
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braced by very few ; all those who embraced it, had been
previously taught a very different doctrine ; and its appearance
gave rise to great confusion, amazement, and sedition,

Q. May it not be said, that Luther taught nothing new, but
merely reestablished what the Apostles taught ?

A. This reply is justly suspected, because it was the reply
of every heresiarch that appeared in the world.

Q. How do you refute this assertion ?

A. The doctrine of the Apostles could never cease to be
taught, because Christ declared ke would be with his Apostles
teaching ALL DAYS even to the consummation of the world ; but
the doctrine of Luther was not only not taught, it was not
even known, before his own time ; therefore, the doctrine of
Luther was not the doctrine of the Apostles.

Q. Were Luther and Calvin better able to_prove their mis-
sion than were Arius, Mucedonius, or Nestorius ? ’

A. Noj; in this they had the very same difficulty to con-
tengl with, as had these heresiarchs.

Q. How did the Catholics prove to the reforming leaders
that they had no mission ?

A. They said to them : Your ecclesiastical superiors have
not sent you to preach or baptize; therefore you have no
ordinary mission ; but neither have you an extraordinary
mission ; for, if you were sent immediately and directly by
God himself, you would have been able to prove this, like
Moses or our Saviour, by working miracles.

Q. Did Luther himself adwiit, that no man could preach
unless he had one or other of these missions &

A. Yes; addressing the Anabaptist preachers, he says:
“If you are sent by man, show us your patent; if by God,
let us see you working miracles.” (German Edit. T. 5,
p. 491-6.) He forgot, however, this embarrassing dilemma,
when the Catholics, with much more justice, applied it to
himself. -

Q. Could not Luther, who was a priest of the Catholic
Church, reply, that he had power and copmission from her to
preach the true doctrine contained in the Scripture?

A. Either the Catholic Church was at that time the true
Church, or ghe had ceased to be such ; if she was then the true
Church, it was unlawful for Luther to separate from her, and
she could not give him a commission to preach a doctrine
contrary to her own; but if she had ceased to be the true
Chulll'ch, thep she was not qualified, to give any commission
at all, e .

Q. Asthen Luther and Calvin had evidently mo mission,
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either ordinary or extraordinary, in what light are we to re-
gard them and their successors in the ministry

A. As wolves in sheeps’ clothing, who have entered the
fold, not by the door, but over the wall; of whom Christ
says, that they come not to feed, but to devour the sheep. -

CHAPTER XI.
ON THE OBEDIENCE DUE TO THE CHURCH.

SECTION I.

Q. Are we obliged torobey the Church?

. Yes; becawse our Saviour says, Matth. xviii. 17:
“1f he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the
heathen and the publican.”

Q. What does Christ say to the pastors of the Church?
(Luke x. 16.) * ‘

A. “Ile that heareth you, heareth me; and he that
despiseth you, despiseth me; and he that despiseth me,
despiseth him that sent me.”

). What says St Paul® (Heb. xiii. 17.)

A. “Obey your prelates, and be subject to them ; for they
watch, as being to render an acconnt for your souls.”

Q. Are we bound, in conscience, to obey the ecclesiastical, as
well as the civil powers 2

A. Yes; because both are instituted by the appointment
of God. Rom. xiii. 1: “Let every soul be subject to kigher
powers ; for there is no power but from God ; and those that
are, are ordained -of God : therefore, he that resisteth the
power, resisteth the ordinance of God; and they that resist,
purchase to themselves dammation....*. Whercfore be subject
of necessity, not only for wrath, but also for conscience’ sake.”
v 3 W hat follows Jrom these passages #

. That we are oblged to obey the civil authorities, and
to observe the commansments of the Church.

Q). But are not the commandments of the Clurch, the mere
commandments of men ¢

A. True; but we are obliged to keep the commandments
of men, when God ordainsit; for example, the command of a
father, or a magistrate, is only the commandment of man;
yet we are bound to observe both, because God so*ordains;”
thus also are we bound to obey the Church, because it is the
PP RT I i o [P
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Q. Does not Christ say, Matth, xv. 9: “In vain do they
worship me, teaching doctrines and commandments of men ?"

A. ges ; but Christ speaks here, of vain and useless human
commandments, not in accordance with, but opposed to
his law.

Q. To what purpose are the commandments of the Church ?

+ A. They serve to lead us to the better observance of the
commandments of God. " Thus the law of God ordains, that
we render to him, the worship that is due to him; that we
should fast, and confess our sins, and receive the holy com-
munion ; but the law of God does not tell us how, or when, or
how often, it 'is necessary to perform these acts of religion;
He has left it, to his Church, to settle these matters of detail.

Q. Has the Church any right to appoint feast-days 2

A. The Christian Church has surely a gight, which even
the Jewish Church possessed, as we see in Esther ix. and
Judith xvi.

Q. Have you any other way of proving that the Church has
power to institute festivals of precept?

A. Had she not such power, she could not have done that,
in which all modern religionists agree with her,—she could
not have substituted the observance of Sunday the first day of
the week, for the observance of Saturday the seventh day,—
a change for which there is no scriptural authority.

Q. Has the' Church power to appoint days of Justing ?

A. Certainly; for 8t Augustine, one of the bishops of the
early and confessedly pure Church, taxed Arius with heresy,
for having disputed that right.

Q. Canthe Church forbid us the use of certain Linds of food
on particular days

A. Yes; for she did so even in the time of the Apostles,
Acts xv. 29: “That you abstain from things gacrificed to
idols, and from blood, and from things strangled.”

Q. If the Christians of these times had used these forbidden
meats, would they have commitied sin? -

A. Certainly; because, in that csse, they would have
violated a commandment-of the Church.

Q. May not Protestants say, that that which entereth by the
'mouth defileth not the man ?

A. Yes; but we reply, it is not the meat, it is the disobe-
dience, which renders the man unclean; and we ask them,
Where did Adam and Eve put the fatal apﬁle ?  Was it not
b{x’:he mouth or palate that sin entered the world? How
blind that Protestant must be, who puts forward such an
brgument,—an argument betraying such gross ignorance of
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Scripture! Besides, in the passage alluded to, Matth. xv. 11. '
Christ is speaking, not of food taken in opposition to a pre-
cept of his Church, but merely of food taken with unwashed
hands. '

SECTION IL . .
. Q. . Why does the Church forbid certain meats on particular
days §

<. Not that in these meats there is any thing unclean, but
to chastise and mortify the body.

Q. Were there not some heretics in ancient times, who
t(»rmn;l certain kinds of food unclean, and the creatures of the
devil ?

A. Yes; the Marcionites and Manicheans ; and this doc-
tlrine of theirs is styled by the Apostle, the doctrine of the
devil.

Q. Is it a very ancient Christian practice to abstain from
the use of flesh meat two days in the week ?

A. Yes; this practice commenced with Christianity itself;
for 8t Epiphanius, in his Catechetical Instructions, says:
“ An Apostolic law has ordained a fast of two days in the
week.”

). Were Friday and Saturday, the two days of abstinence,
always observed over the whole Christian Church ?

A. No; in some places the Wednesday and, Friday were
the days observed; and as to these disclglinary portions of
Christian doctrine, it is 1;])roper, as St Jerom remarks, to
cor:lforrr; to the usages of the Church where we may happen
to dwell.

Q. Why have the Greeks appointed Wednesdays and Fri-
days as their days of abstinence ? .

A. Because Christ-was sold or betrayed on Wednesday,
and put to death on Friday. ‘

Q. Why does the Western or Latin Church observe Friday
and Saturday £

A. In honour of tie death and burial of Jesus Christ.

Q. Does not the Apbstle blame the Colossians for saying,
“Touch not, taste not, handle not’;" ad again, “ Let no
man6 therefore judge you in meat or in drink ?” (Coloss.
ii. 16.

‘A. )The Apostle is speaking here, of the Jewish distinctions
between meats ; they considered some meats in themselves
clean, and others unclean; it is this false and superstitious
notion, as well as other abrogated Jewish observahces, that
the Apostle here condemns; and this is quite evident from
the words immediately following those above quoted: “Let
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no man therefore judge you in meat or in drink, or in respect
of a festival day, OR OF THE NEW MOON, OR OF THE SAB-
BATHS.” .

Q. Docs he not say, 2 Cor. iii. 17: “ Where the Spirit of
the Lord is, there is liberty ¢

A. Why, this text may be quoted with as good a grace to
throw off the whole law of God. Liberty |—yes; but a ra-
tional and religious liberty consistent with the obligations
and duties of one bound to observe the laws of Christ.
“ Free as St Peter says, “as free, and not as making
LIBERTY a cloak for malice, but as the servants of God.”—
1 Peter ii. 16.

SECTION IIL

Q. Who established Lent ?

A. The Apostles.

Q. How do you prove this ?

*A. By the rule of St Augustine (Epist. 18), and by the
testimony of the Fathers. ‘ Every practice,” says St Augus-
tine, ““received by the whkole Church, whose origin cannot be
traced to any bishop, or Pope, or Council, must be regarded
as an Apostolical institution.” Now Lent has been observed
in all Christian ages and nations, and cannot be traced, to
any merely human source, posterior to the time of the
Apostles ; therefore it was instituted by the Apostles.

Q. W hat do you reply to those who say it was snvented by
the Council of Nice?

A. That this cannot be true: for Tertullian and Origen,
who lived before that Council, make mention of it in their
writings.

Q. Do you know any Father who has erpressly declared
that Lent was instituted by the Apostles ?

A. Yes: St Jerom and St Leo declare it formally; the
former, Epist. ad Marcel., says: “ Following the Apostolical
institution, we observe a fast of forty days;” the latter,
Serm. 9 de Jejun. : “ It was the Apodtles, who, by the in-
spiration of the Holy Ghost, establislred Lent.”

Q. Were people; in th¥se times, obliged in conscience to fast
during Lent ?

A. Yes; for St Jerom, Epist. ad Marcel,, says: “ The
Montanists fast three Lents in the year; we fast only owe.
That they observe three, is a voluntary act of their own ; but
we observe one, because we are obliged.” St Augustine says :
“Our fast at any other time is voluntary; but during Lent,
we sin'if we do not fast.” :

Q. Why did the Apostles institute the fast of Lent?
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A. First, in honour of our Savour’s fast of forty days;
secondly, in honour of his passion; and, thirdly, to prepare
ourselves, in the spirit of mortification, for the better cele-
bration of the Easter solemnity.

Q. In what manner should Lent be observed ?

A. We ought to attend in this to the Lenten Instruction
of our respective bishops; to abstain from the use of flesh
meat on the days its use is prohibited; to take only one
meal about noon, and a slight, collation in the evening. The
sick are under no restrictions, when the nature of the disease
requires a relaxation of the law; and if a sufficient reason be
given to the lawful superior, the collation may be taken in
the morning.

Q. Are all Christians Yound to fast 2

A. Now various clusses are exempted: 1st, all under
twenty-one years of age; 2dly, all the aged who can be pru-
dently deemed too weak to fast; 3dly, women with child and
nurses ; 4thly, all that are engaged in heavy and laborious
employments ; and, 5thly, the poor who are never certain
of sufficient or regular food.

Q. What should a Catholic reply to those who scofff and
rail at fasting and abstinence 2

A. e should tell them, that those who will not hear the
Church, are declared by Christ himself, to be as,heathens or
publicans. He should repeat to them the words of St
Augustine : “ It is an impudent folly to blame that which is
practised by the whole Church.” .

Q. Upon whom does this reproach fall with full force ?

A. Upon Luther, in an especial manner, who blamed
fasting, although practised over the whole Church.

Q. Canr you prove, by any scriptural example, that Catholics
o well to abstain from certain kinds of food ?

A. Yes; the prophet Jeremias praised the Rechabites for
ahstaining from wine, because Jonadab, their father, had
forbidden them the us of it; hence, the Catholics, cannot do
evil by abstaining from any particular food, when the Church,
their mother, orders them to do so.

Q. In what manner can we show a Protestant that he speaks
unreasonably against fasts and abstinences ?

A. We say to him: You keep Sunday, and neglect Satur-
day, because the ancient Church so ordained ; why, then, do
you not fast and abstain, since for this, you have the com-
mand of the same ancient authority ?
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CHAPTER XII.

ON THE CEREMONIES OF THE CHURCH.

SECTION 1.

Q. Why does the Church make use of so many different
ceremonies ? '

A. First, to give external expression to the: interior senti-
ments of respect, devotion, and religion ; secondly, to enliven
and increase devotion and piety, by moving and striking the
senses ; thirdly, to lead the simple and illiterate more easily
to a knowledge of the mysteries of religion.

Q. Is there nothing superstitious n these ceremonies ?

A. There was nothing superstitious in the ceremonies of
the Old Law ; why, then, should there be any thing super-
stitious in those of the New ?

. 1s the use of ceremonies authorized by Scripture

A. St Paunl, 1 Cor. xiv. 14, says: “ Let all things be done
decently and according to order;” and the ceremonies of the
Church contribute’ much to these ends.

Q. Whas would you say to a Protestant who condemns
ceremonies £ .

A. You make them, I would reply, contribute to the
decency, solemnity, and eur of the court, the camp, the
bar, and the civic festival, and yet you would bhanish them
from the service of God ; your ball-room, your dining-room,
and drawing-room are all ceremony, and this, to add to your
dignity and grandeur in the eyes of men ; and you would rob
Grod’s service of the solemnity and grandeur to which proper
ceremonies so much contribute.

Q. Have fou any other reply ?

A. Your whole service, I would say, is only one great
ceremony. Why build churches, when you can serve God
at home? Why go to church, when, in your own dwelling,
you can study the Bible ; and when your interpretation is as
good and as correct as that of your minister? Why have
g:nr childret baptized, since many of you maintain, that

aptism is only a eeremony,—that it does not remit original
#in? ‘Why receive the sacrament in the church, if it be only
a bit of bread and wine, which you may receive at home?
‘Why ‘do you stand uneovered wl}l,en the minister prays, since
sitiing is more convenient and less troublaroma?
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Q. Why are waz tapers blessed-and burnt on the Festival
of the Purification in our churches ?

- A. To put us in mind, that our Saviour, who is the light
(J)f thelworld appeared, for the first time, on that day, in the
Temple

Q. Why are ashes distributed on® Ash- Wednesday, the first
duay of Lent ?

A. To remind us, that we are only dust and ashes, and
that we ought to enter upon that season, in which Jesus was
humbled and mortified ?or our sake, with an humble and
mortified spirit.

Q. Why are palm branches blessed and distributed on the
bunday before Easter ?

To remind us of the triumphant entry of our Sakur
1uto Jerusalem.

Q. Why are bells of churches baptized ?

A. They are not baptized; they are only blessed in the
same manner as churches.

Q. Why are bread, wine, eggs, and other things blessed ?

A. To induce the Almxghty to shower down his benedic-
tions Uﬁ})n those who use them.,:

hen things are consecrated to the service of God, do
tkey, in reality, become more sacred £ :

A. Yes; for Christ says, Matt. xxiii. 17, 19+ “Ye foolish
and blind ! for whether is greater, the gold or the temple
that sanctifieth the gold? Ye blind ! for whether is
%leater, the gift, or the altar that sanctifieth the gift ?”

ere you see the gold sanctified by the temple, and the gift
by the altar.

Q. Doesthe Scnpture allow the sanctifying or blessing of
inanimate things

A. Certainly; for St Paul, 1 Tim. iv. 4, §, says: “ Every
creature of God i is good...... for it is sandtﬁed by the word of
God and prayer.”

ChQ W)’qut does St Gregory of Nyssa say? (Orat. de Bap.
risti
A.. “The mystical oil and wine before benediction are
common things and of no virtue; but after benediction, both
of them have a great virtue,”

Q. Isitnota su;:erktuwus pmctwe to make ase Qf inani-
mate things for religious purposes, to procure blessi

A. Certainly not for the Scnpﬁure would mn%at ‘case,
teach supexstition.

Wl;aeera does the Scripture authoriee this practice *
4. 8t Mark vi. 18, says: ‘“And they cast out many
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devils, and anointed with oil many that were sick, and healed
them.” In St John v. 4, we have: “ And an angel of the
Lord descended at certain times into the pond, and the water
was moved ; and he that went doewn first into the pond, after
the motion of the water, yvas made whole of whatsoever infir-
mity he lay under.”"

Q, Have you any thing in 4 Kings v. 10, on this subject ?

A. Yes: “ And Eliseus sent & messenger unto him, say-
ing, Go and wash seven times in the Jordan, and thy flesh
shall recover health, and thou shalt be clean;” and, in ver,
14, the order is complied with, and he is made clean.

SECTION II.

Q. Whence has holy water its virtue 2

A. From the prayers of the Church used in blessing it,
and from the prayers and picty of those who use it.

Q. What are these prayers 2

A. The priest, in blessing it, prays, that against those who
use it, the intrigues of the devil may be defeated by the Holy
Spirit of God ; and the people, whilst using it, pray in these
beautiful words : * Sprinkle me, O Lord, with hyssop, and 1
shall b’e cleansed ; wash me, and I shall become whiter than
snow.’

Q. Is the use of holy water of very ancient origin in the
Church of God ?f Y v very d :

4. Tt 1s mentioned in Numbers v.: “ And he” (the priest)
“shall take Aoly water in an earthen vessel.” In Num. viii.
7, it is again mentioned.: “Let them be sprinkled with the
water of purification.” (See also Exod. xix. xxx.)

Q. May holy water be used under the New Law ?

4. Certainly ; for every creature of God may be sanctified
by the Word of God and prayer. (1 Tiwm. iv. 5.)

Q. Did the early Church use it 2

4. 1t is mentioned inthe Apos. Instit. lib. viii. c. 35; St
Cyprian, lib. i. ep. 12; 8t Jerom, ep.12; St Basil, de Spirit
Sancto, cap. 27 ; St Greg. Mag. lib. ix. ep. 71; St Epipgan.
Her. 30; Euseb, lib. v. cap. 21.  * |

Q. Why do Catholics make the sign of the Cross wupon
themselves? and why is it so' frequently used in the Church
Service

4. Because it ig a brief Emfesaion ‘of the Christian faith,
21;10 st]{; use is derived by universal tradition from ‘the

Q. How is it a profession of our faith?

A. Asoften as 'we make the sign of the Cross, re ting

-at the same time these words: “In the name of the ather,
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and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” we profess ourselves
followers of, and believers in, redemption by the Cross, and
we at the same time profess our faith in the Three Persons
of the Adorable Trinity. : .

Q. How do you prove that the use of tlis sign is as ancient
as the Claurch wtself ?

A. From the testimony of the early Fathers and writers.
“ At the commencement of all our actions, whether we come
in or go out; whether we go to dress, to the bath, to the
table, or to rest ; whether we take a chair or a light, let us
always begin by making the sign of the Cross on our fore-
heads. This practice is not commanded by a formal law of
the Scripture, but tradition has taught it, custom confirms
it, and faith observes it.”—Tertul. de Corona, cap. 4.

Q. Do any of the other Fathers mention it ?

4. Origen says the same thing—S8elect. in Ezech. C}I;}) 9.
St Cyril recommends the same practice to the faithful—
Catech. 4. St Basil, de Spirit Sancto, cap. 27, No. 66,
expres;l&y tells us that it is an Apostolical tradition.

Q. Why is the sign of the Cross made so often in the holy
Sacrifice, the administration of the Sacraments, the benedic-
tions, and exterior worship of the Church ?

A. To teach us, that every practice, cvery ceremony, rite,
and service, has its virtue solely through the merits and death
of Jesus Christ upon the Cross, and that all God's graces are
;ﬁlo(;wdered down upon us on account of his sufferings and his

ood.

(i. Were not the Christian Copts guilty of superstition, in
making the sign of the Cross with a kot iron on the foreheads
of their children ? and was not this the origin of the Catholic
practice ? ’ :

A. Protestants must. be very ignorant to make this asser-
tion. The sign of the Cross, not however made by any pain-
ful means, was universally used in the Charch. The Copts
made the sign of the Cross visible on the foreheads of their
children, to prevent' them from being stolen by -the
Mahometans.  (See I'Abbé Renaudof.)

‘ SECTION IIL o

Q. What do the vestments worn by the priest signify ?

A. Each of them signifies some accompaniment of our
Saviour's passion. The Amice signifies the piece of linen
with which our Saviour was blindfolded—Matt. xxvi. The
Alb represents the white garment with which Chrisf was, in
mockery, clothed by Herod—Luke xxiii. - The Girdle,
M am:'pg, and Stole, represent the cords and fetters with which
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Christ was bound—John xviii. 12, 24. The Chasuble repre-
sents the purple garments which the soldiers put upon our
Divine Saviour.

Q. What is meant by the Cross marked on the chasuble?

4. It represents the Cross which our Saviour carried
through the streets of Jerusalem,

Q. What s meant by the corporal and the veil of the chalice?

A. They represent the linen clothes in which our Saviour’s
body was wrapped, whilst it lay in the tomb.

Q. What does the altar signfy ?

A. Calvary, upon which our Saviour was crucified, and
also the table used for the Last Supper.

Q. Why is the Missal carried before the Gospel from the
right to the left side of the Altar? .

A. To commemorate the transference of the Gospel of
Christ from the Jews, who rejected it, to the Gentiles, who
received it.

Q. Why do we stand during the reading of the Gospel ?

A. To express our readiness to obey the orders of the Son
of God. '

Q. Why does the priest put a drop of water into the wine
in the chalice ?

A. To represent the union of the divine and human natures
in Christ.

Q. Why does the priest elevate the consecrated elements 2

A. To repfesent the elevation of the Cross after our Sa-
viour was nailed to it. ‘

Q. Why does the priest divide the Host into three parts,
and let one of them drop into the chalice ? ‘

A. To signify the separation of our Saviaur’s body from
his blood, and his soul from both ; and to represent the de-
scent of his soul to Limbo, where the spirits were in prison.
" Q. Why does the priest pray sometimes tn a low, and at
other times in a loud voice 2

A. Because Christ did so, whilst he was hanging on the
Cross.

Q. Why does the priest bless the people at the end of Mass?

A. To represent the benediction which our Saviour gave
to his disciples before he ascended to heaven.

. SECTION IV,

Q. Why is Mass said tn the Latin tongue, and not in the
vernacular '

A. Insthe first place, That the service of God may be ever
where uniformly the same; secondly, That the game words
and same prayers may be used, in order to avoid the changes
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to which all living languages are so much subject; thirdly,
That the same language may be used over the whole Churcﬁ,
that the pastors of every country may understand one
another, and that the people passing from one country to
another may have no difficulty in joining at the public
service, it being every where the same.

Q. Are not the people injured by having the public service in
a language which they do not understand ?

4. By nomeans; for surely God understands all languages :
prayers will reach His Throne, no matter in what language
they may be uttered’; and as to ‘the people, they have the
E)rayers of Mass translated into their own tongue in their
Prayer Books.

Q. Does not St Paul say, 1 Cor. xiv. 19: “ But in the
Church I had rather speak five words with my understanding,
that I may instruct others also, than ten thousand words in a
tongue ?”

A. Yes; but 8t Paul is®peaking herp of instruction, as is
evident from the words, “ That I may instruct others also.”
And the Catholic Church in all her sermons, private prayers,
and instructions, addresses her children in a language which
they do understand. :

Q. Do not Protestants make frequent use of 1 Cor. xiv.
against Catholics on this subject ' :

A. Yes; but if Protestants would think before they speak,
they would see that this chapter has nothing to do with the
question. St Paul, in the whole of this chapter, is repro-
bating the vain display of miraculous tongues in preachings,
exhortations, or instructions, made by recent converts, more
to show their gifts, than to glorify God or edify the people.

Q. Can this chapter be turned against Protestants so .as to
slipport the Catholic practice ?

4. Yes; in ver. 5, St Paul says: ¢ For greater is he that
prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues, unless
perhaps he INTERPRET, that the Church may receive edifica-
tion ;" now the Catholic service is interpreted for the use
of all. Again, ver. 13: “Therefore he that speaketh by a
tongue, let him pray that he interpret ;" where speaking
tongues is not found fault with, if interpretation follow. In
ver. 27: “If any speak with a tongue...... let one interpret.”
In fine, in ver. 30, the Protestant argument is annihilated by
the Apostle: Wherefore, brethren, be zealous to prophesy,
and forbid not to speak with tongues.” .

). Is the Latin, in reality, an unfnown tongue ¥

4. None but those who are very ignorant will venture to



128 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

say that it is. In some countries, it is still the vernacular
tongue ; the learned of every country are acquainted with it ;
and of all languages it is, at least to a certain extent, the
most universally known.

Q. Isthecustom of not performing the service inthe vernacular
tongue confined to the Catholic Church?

A. No; the Greek, Ethiopian, Indian, and Muscovite
schismatics, say Mags in their ancient, and not in their modern
tongues. The Syrians and Egyptians say Mass in Syriac,
though Arabic their vulgar tongue. Arabic is the
language of the Melchites and Georgians, though they say
Mass in Greek. : :

I Q {s there any other reason why the Mass should be said in

A. The Mass is the one sacrifice of the whole Church,
foretold by Malachi, as an offering to be made in every place
under heaven. Hence, all Christians have, in the oneness and
unchangeableness of the language in which it is offered up,
af strict bond of union: unity is preserved by uniformity
of rite. t

Q. Is it necessary that all the people should understand every
word used tn the Liturgy 2

A. Certainly not. It is only necessary that they should
comprehend the nature of the action performed, and unite
their intention and devotion with that of the priest.

- Q. What do we find in the Jewish Church?

A. The Jews lost the use of the Hebrew language, during
the Baléylonish captivity, so éntirely, sthat when Nehemias
and Esdras read the law from the Scriptures to the people,
they were obliged to interpret it. (Nehemias' viii. 13.)

5. What do you infer from this?

A. The Jews spoke Syriac; the Scriptures were not trans-
lated into that language until after the time of our Saviour;
yet the Hebrew was still retained in the religious service
of the Jews. Besides, from Levit. xvi, and Luke i., it is very
evident that the people were not required to be even 80 near
the priest ag to be able to,hear him ; for they were not'allowed
to be even in the Tabernacle whén he prayed for himself and
the whole congregation. :
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CHAPTER XIT1.
OF OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST.

SECTION L

Q. How many natures are there in Jesus Christ?

A. Two : the Divine and human natures ; for Jesus Christ
is true God and true man.

Q. How many persons are tkere in Jesus Christ?

A. Only cne; he is 8 Divine and not a human person,
although he has’ a human nature. :

. %Vhat do you conclude from this ®

A. That all the works of Jesus Christ are divine, and
infinite m value ; because,” the more excellent ¢he person,
the mofe valuable are his works ; hence, the works of the
divine person of Jesus Christ must be infinite in merit.

Q Was it his Divinity or his humanity that suffered for us?

- It was his humamty that fasted, prayed, and suffered
for us, still we are right in saying it was God who suffered,
because his sufferings and works must be attributed to the
person, and the person of Jesus Christ is God.

Q. Where is Jesus Christ #

4. Asheisa Divine person, he is every where; but his
humanity is only in heaven, and on the altar in 'the holy
sacrament. Nor can it be sald that, as his Divinity is every
where, so is his humanity, for that' does not follow.

Q Show us, by an example, how it does not follow 2

. Man’s head is intimately connected with his soul; yet
it is not in every place where the soul is, otherwise the head
would be in the feet also.

Q. W hat do we owe to Jesus Clirist ?

A. We owe him a sovereign confidence, love, and worship.

Q. What worship is due to him ¢

4. That sovereigy worship or adoration which is due to
God, and to God only,

Q. Do Catholics adore the saints.

A. God forbid that we should give to any, er all of the

saints, the worship which is due only to God; we honour the
saints a8 God’s servants, enriched and’ honoured with his
divine grace.

Q. Do not Catholics consecrate altars, and oﬁ'er upon them
the sacrifice of the Mass to the saints $

A. Noj; altars are erected and consécrated to God alone;
to God alone is the sacrifice of the' Mass offered ; the former
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under the invocation of the saints, and the latter in memory
of the saints.

Q. Why do weowe to Jesus Christ a sovereign confidence ?

A. Because He is the only Mediator, in the proper sense
of the word, between God and man.

Q. Why doyou say he is the only Mediator 2

A. Because He alone could and did satisfy for sin; He
alone merited for us all the graces we receive from God.

Q. Could not a saint have satisfied for the sins of men?

4. Noj; all the angels and saints that ever were, or ever
will be, could not have satisfied the justice of God for even
one mortal sin;. because, by sin, an Infinite Being was
offended ; His justice required infinite satisfaction. Now,
this could not be given by any number or quality of saints
or an%ﬁ-]f’ who are, and must essentially be, finite creatures ;
but Christ, being a Divine person, could easily offer sufficient,
because infinite satisfaction, by restoring to God the glory of
which sin had deprived him. .

Q. Has Jesus C hrist merited for us all heavenly graces ?

A. Yes; “Blessed be the God and the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us with spiritual blessings in
heavenly places in Christ.”—Ephes. i.

Q. Do the saints merit graces for us?

A. They may, by their prayers, obtain graces for us from
God, but they cannot, of themselves, merit them. It was
Christ. alone, who could, ‘and did, merit and purchase them
with the price of his blood, both for the saints and for us.

Q. Why do you say we owe to Jesus Christ a sovereign love?
. A. Because it was He “ who delivered us from the power
of darkness, and translated us into the kingdom of the Son
of his love.” (Coloss. i.) )

- SECTION II.

Q. Do Catholics glorify Christ and his merits more than
Protestants ? . )

A. Yes; much more. They worship him more frequently
and more intensely ; they glorify him in his saints, and in
the pictures andimages af him, which they keep with respect
and venerasion. ,

Q. Why do you say that Cutholics worship Christ in his
person, more than Protestants ?

A. Because the worship which Catholics render to the
person of Christ, present in the sacrament and sacrifice of
the altar, shows it sufficiently. In conformity with their
creed, they render to Christ, really present, all the adoration
in their power. .



OF OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST. 131

Q. Why have you said that Catholies honour Christ, in his
saints, more than Protestants do ?

A. Because Catholics, in honouring the saints, enly glorify
Jesus, who, by his mercies and graces, has made these saints’
what they are, worthy of our veneration and imitatien; and,
as often as Catholics show respect or veneration before a
picture or image of Jesus, they uniformly refer both, net to
the mere matter before them, but to the prototype, Jesus
Christ himsclf.

Q. Why do you say that Catholics komour the merits of
- Christ more than Protestants ®

A. Because Catholics think more of his sufferings and passion
than their adversaries. Catholics observe Lent, a fast of forty
days, in honour of his fasting and sorrows ; they abstain from
the luxury of flesh meat on Friday, in honour of his death;
they make frequent use of the sign of the Cross, to keep them
in mind of the tortures he endured for sinners, and that it is
from the merits of his passion and death on the Cross, that
they hope for heavenly strength and grace; they end every
prayer by these words, * Through Jesus Christ our Lord;”
and the last name they utter, when they are dying, is his holy
name ; Jesus, therefore, is the only hope of every Catholic;
and those of our adversaries who say otherwise, are guilty of
the very extreme of impertinence ; since all we ask the saints
to do, is, to pray for us to our Divine Saviour,

Q. Do not Catholics abandon God, and put their trust in the
saints, when they ask the prayers of the saints 2

A. No, certainly; not so much as Protestants do, when
they ask the prayers of sinful men.

Q). Is it not derogatory to the merits of Christ to invoke the
saints ? :

A. Certainly not; since the Scripture declares, that the
prayer even of the just man availeth much. .

Q. In what are Protestants deceived on this subject ®

A. In supposing that Catholics substitute the saints for
Christ, and place their hope in the former, and not in the
latter. This is a very mistaken notion., Catholics do not
ask grace from the saints; they merely ask the szints to me
that God may' grant them all necessary graces throug]
Christ. They say, when addressing God:. “ Have mercy on
ws ;" “ Forgwe our sins;” but when addressing the Blessed
Virgin, or the saints: “ Pray for us.” Catholies know well,
that all the virtues, merits, and graces of the saints, are
derived, not from themselves, but from Jesus Christ.

Q. ‘Are the merits. of the saints, then, useless to us ?
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4. Noj; the more agreeable the saints are to God, the more
powerful will their intercession”be in our favour; conse-
uently, the more meritoriously they have codperated with
‘God’s grace, the more useful will their prayers be to us; in
the same manner that we value more the prayers of the man
that is rujy just, than we do, those of him whois émperfectly so.
Q. In whose place do we put the saints ¢ '
A. Not in the place of Jesus Clhrist, but in our own; we
conjure them to join us in fervent prayer to God, that, through
Jesus Chrigt, we may obtain all the graces we stand in need of.

CHAPTER XIV.

ON THE VENERATION OF THE EVER-BLESSED
MOTHER OF JESUS. '

’Q Do Catholics adore the Blessed Virgin M e
. Do ics adore the Bless rgin Mary, as they
adare God ? ‘ 7 "

A. No: this would be idolatry ; but Catholics honour her
pre€minent prerogatives with a degres of veneration infinitely
m{l%rior to that which is due to God, but much superior to that
which is due to the angels and saints.

3{ W hy honowr her at ail? .

. Jesus Christ himself, John xii. 26, says, “If any man
serve me, him will my Father honour ;” surely, then, even as
God honours the Blessed Mary, for no one served his Divine
Son with so great fidelity, our veneration for her cannot be
misplaced. Kven Dr Pearson, a Protestant, (Exp. of Creed,
gi 178,) says : “ We cannot bear too reverend a regard to the

other of our Lord, so long as WE GIVE HER NOT that worship
which is due unio the Lord himself.” ‘

Q. What do you discover so especiglly preéminent in the
Blessed Virgin, as to demand our espegial veneration ?

A. Tmmediately after the fall of man, the Almighty honours
hor by pointing her out, four thousand years before the event,
as the ‘person whose seed.should crush the serpent’s head.
In Isainh viii. 13, she is made again the subject of a prophecy,
and the sacred lips of the Prophet of the iord proclaims her
virginity,—a virtue which in all ages has obtained the first
degree ofehonour. .

b§. What do we find in Luke i. 267 '
. 'We find ske is chosen, of all the daughters of Evé, to be
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the Mother of Jesus; the CHOIOE is made by the ADORABLE
TRINITY; and an ARCHANGEL announces the wenderful
tidings to her. '

Q. 1Is the heavenly message, delivered by the Angel in suck a
manner, as Lo give a strong pragf of Mary's ewmalted dignity ®

A. Yes; for she is addressed in language-so respectfil, as
to leave no doubt about the matter. “Hail!” says the Angel,
“ FULL OF GRACE, THE LORD IS WITH THEE: BLESSED ART
THOU AMONG WOMEN.” ‘ ,

Q. What think you of those Protestants who call the Blessed
Virgin an ordinary woman? :

A. We pity them—we tremble for them. An Archangel,
bearing the words of the Adorable Trinity upon his tongue,
tells them they are blasphemers of the saints of God. They
utter a falsehood in the face of that exalted creature,—a false-
hood in the face of the Angel; nay, a falsehood in the very
fuce of God himself. .

Q. Do the above passages of Scripture exhibit her as an
ordinary woman ? :

A. go ; but the contrary. Is she an ordinary woman who
is made the subject of prophecy; with whom the Blessed
Trinity communes ; to whom that Blessed Trinity delegates
an ARCHANGEL MESSENGER ; who is declared by'the unettinig
lips of that Angel to be FULL OF GRACE, to have THE LorD
WITIL HER ; and, of all the women of the ehrth, to be ‘pecu-
liarly BLESSED ? S

Q. What should Protestants do to justify their linguage
towards the Mother of God ? ‘ ‘

A. They should corrupt their Bible a little more, and make
the Angel say : “ Hail, thou that art an ordinary woman; thou
hast no grace ; thou art not blessed more than others ; the Lord
18 as much with_the wives and daughters of the holy reforming
ministers as he is with thee” ' o C

Q. What does Origen, wko lived fourteen hundred years
ago, say to our preseRt purpose? - ° S

A, He says: “‘Huil, full of grace,” &c., 'is a salufation
addressed to MARY ALONE.”

- SECTION IL .
. What says Luke i, 35, on this question?

g. “ And the Angel answering, said untoher” (Mary), % The
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Most
High shall overshadow thee; therefore also that HalyxTMng
which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Soft of Ged."

Q. .l;oes this passage proy’ ~ Blessed Virgin an ordipary
woman
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A. Oh! blush for shame, ye reforming pretenders to Scrig-
tural knowledge! Is she an ordinary woman, who holds

i interconrse with the Three Persons of the Adorable
Trinity P-—ehe whose Bon is the Son of God ?—shke who is
made the mother of the King of kings P—ashe whose Son, as
the Axﬁgl tells her, shall be great, and shall be called the Son
of the Highest, who shall sit on the throne of David, and reign
over the howse of Jacob for ever?

Q. Does she not, in ver. 34, show some doubl, when she
ashs, “ How sholl this be, seeing that I kriow not man ?”

A. Yes; but the moment that the Angel tells her, that ‘the
Holy (%host shall come upon her, that all is to be the work
of the Most High, she submits at once, and with the most
edif a:‘g docility and bumility exclaims: “ Behold the hand-
mii the Liord; be it done unto me according to thy word,”

Q. Is thers any thing in the 40th ver. of same chapter, to
%aw t:dditionai light on the exalted dignity of the Blessed

ary !

A. Yes; at the salutation of Mary, the babe leaped in Elisa-
beth's womb, and Elisabeth was filled with the Holy Ghost.

Q. Did Elisabeth, filled thus with the Holy Ghost, and
bearing in her womb the Baptist, than whom none greater was
ever born of woman,—~did Elisabeth, who was made by God
miraculdusly frusiful, who knew, though not present at the

ie Snterview, what had passed between the Anmgel and
qry,—did this honoured, exalted, and inspired Elisabeth,
m’ewﬁk« tang wn ‘thinking the Blcsed Virgin an

nary woman ¥
A, No; she would have shuddered at such language. She
proclaimed MAZ;B blessedness, and, though exalted herself,
she considered herself highly honoured b fg\lary’s condescen-
sion in paying her & visit. “ And Elisabeth spake out with
a loud voice, and.said, Blessed art thou among women, and
Blesped is the fruit of thy womb. And whence is this to me,
that ‘the mother of my Lord should comesto me 2"

Q. Jo there any other proof, in ikis chapter, of Mary's
predminent dignity &

+ A. The poorest daughter of Eve is ennobled and exalted
by becoming the mother of a king. How great, then, must
%m dignity of Mug,\who became the mother of the King

: Jords! And, when we consider that



VENERATION OF THE EVER-BLESSED VIRGIN. 135

A. Yes; she was troubled at the emwnhﬁmg nature
of the angelic salutation; but the Amngel Messenger
of God calmed her fears, by declaring to hgr the esited
place she held in the estimation of the Most High. ¢ Fear
not, Mary, thow hast found grace with God.” Butthe cirenm-
stances which proclaims, gbove all others, her sit
preéminence is, her maternity combined with virginity. She
18 a virgin, and yet a mother!!! This alone is sufficient to
put to shame those unhappy men who seem to g in
reviling the blessed mother ofP their Redeemer, by proclaiming
her, whose SON THEY ADORE, as an ordinary woman.

Q. What do we learn from Luke i. 18°?

A. That the ever-exalted and blessed Mary is a prophetess.
She declares of herself that all generations sha?l call her
BLESSLD; and surely no one will be bold enough to say, that
she who was full of grace, and the temple of the Holy Ghost,
could speak falsehood.

Q. What inference would you draw from this revealed
truth ?

A. That Protestants belong not to the true people of God ;
for they refuse to fulfil this prophecy. They glory in con-
temning the Blessed Virgin; they proclaim her an ordinary
woman, instead of obeying the Scripture, which says, * From
henceforth all generations shall call me blessed.” — * .

Q. Does not the Blessed Jesus despise Mary, John i, 46,
e these word®, *“ Woman, what have I to do with thee ?”

A. Yes; according to the corrupt Protestant translation ;
but, according to the Vulgate, which even the Protestant
Gi otiug considers the SAFLST VERSION, our Saviour's words
are, “ Woman, what is it to thee and to me?”

Q. Is the Protestantdranslation absurd and ridieulous.as they
wunderstand it 2

4. Certainly ; for they would make our Saviour, whose
ecample we are all bound to imitate, despise and contemn his
own mother. She isy honoured by being asked with him to
the marriage ; she was fameliar with him previously, for she
asks him to work a miracle, which *she cheurly knows hé can
perform; she does not seem hurt by the app: refusa)
of J}fet}s. Bh‘:: 1tllz:a sol;:iiolxll of the whole difficulty gl found
in the fact, that he works the very miracle requestsd by Mary
immediately after. Thus, he works his ﬁ?‘gt &ﬁrhckymtke
suggestion of Mary. In Luke ii. 49-51, he treatsher with
the st respect ; he forgets her not, when, eviy hauging
on the cross in,the agony of death, he comniends her with
his last breath to the care of his beloved dlsciple; dnd yet,
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after all this, Protestants would make us believe that he
. despised her, and treated her with studied contempt at the
martiage feasf of Canall '

Q. What would you say to the difficulty, if the Protestant
tramslation was correct .

A. He sometimes acted in his character as God, and some-
times as man ; and, on this dceasion, he wished to manifest
that, as God, he knew their wants, and would rclieve them :
in the same manner as, on another occasion, he said to Mary,
“ Didst thow not know that I should be about my Futher's
business 2" .

SECTION IIL
Q. What says St Auqustine, (Serm. on the Annun.,) as to the
dignity of the Blessed Virgin ? o

_A. “By what praises, O sacred Virgin, I may extol thee,
I know not, since thou hast been decemed worthy to bear in
thy womb, Him whom the heavens are unable to contain.”

Q. What says St Epiphanius, Adv. Hares. lib. iii. f. 2?

A. “Truly life itself was ¢ntroduced into the world by the
Virgin Mary...... Eve brought to the human race the cause
of death,...... Mary brought the cause of life.”

Q. Is the Greek schismatical Church one with the Cutholic
Church on this head ®

A. Photius, its great leader, speaks thus, Serm. de Nativ. :
“But you, O Blessed Virgin, and also Mother of the Eternal
Lord, our propitiation and refuge, interceding for us with your
Son and our God,...vouchsafe to render us your pancgyrists.”
See Coun. of Ephesus and Nice, Act. 6.

Q. Istheveneration of the Blessed Virgin an ancient practice
in the Church ? :
A. Tt can owe its origin only to the Apostles, for it can be
traced to no later age; no man, no body of men, no country,
can be pointed out as having originated it; hence, it is evi-
dently Kpostolical, and, consequently, it has the authority

of heaven. :

Q. What general conclusion would you draw from all that
we have said 2 .

A. That Protestants, mn their contemipt for the Blesscd
Virgin, resist the irresistible evidence of their own Bible.
They talk of her as an ordinary woman, whilst, in a flood
of heavenly light, she shines the most singularly preSminent
personage that ever was created. Grod himself makes honour-
able meftion of her at the ver¥1 dawn of the world; the

yrophet, Isaiah, centuries before the event, proclaims her the
ﬁlusttio'u,s Virgin Mother of the future Messiah : an all-wise
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Deity selects ker, of all the daughters of Eve, to be the Mother
of the Redeemer ; the Blessed Trinity sends an Archangel to
obtain her consent; she is saluted as jfull of grace; she is
assured that the Lord ¢s with her—that she 1s blessed among
women,—that the Holy Ghost will come upon her,—that the
Most High will overshadow her,—that %er Son shall be called
the Son of God,—that she has found grace with God,—that,
though a wvirgin, she shall conceive the Son of God, and be at
once a VIRGIN anda MOTHER!!! At the sound of her voice,
the infant Baptist leaps in kis mother’s womb, and his mother is
filleqgwith the Holy Ghost. The inspired Elisabeth salutes
Mar{¥ in the very words of the Angel: “ Blessed art thou
among women ;" and this Blessed Mary herself bursts forth
in the spirit of prophecy, and foretells, that all generations
shall call her Ulessed ; and all generations, during fifteen
hundred“years, did so, and seven-eighths of Christianity do
s0 at the present day.

Q. It does appear strange, that Protestants will despise ker,
whom God has so preeminently sanctified and exalted ; have you

- any additional considerations which may have a tendency to

malke them blush for their rash and unscriptural conduct ¢

A. Yes, many. For nine months did the Blessed Mary
carry our Redeemer in her thrice holy womb; she suffered
with him at the crib of Bethlehem, wept over his infant body,
and wiped away his tears; she sorrowed when he bled in the
temple, fled with him to Egypt, tended him during youth, and
was sanctified by his Divine companionship during thirty-
three years. She was the companion of all his sorrows,
sufferings, and tortures; her soul was transfixed by every
wound ﬁe‘received; her tears were mingled with every drop
of blood which he shed ; a living monument of grief, she was
found at the foot of the cross, when all had abandoned him.
In the dying struggle of Jesus, we find her his anxious care :
with his dying breath he commends her to the affectionate
tenderness of his beloved disciple. She received into her
arms his mangled and"bloody, body, and sarrowed with those
who laid him in the fomb; she squght him early on the
morning of the Resurrcction, and was’found ‘among his
Apostles on the day of his Ascension, and on the day of
Pentecost ; and even all this is not sufficient to induce wise
and religious Presbyterians to regard with respect and
veneration the Mother of Jesus ! ‘

Q. Can you address a few words to them personally, which
will be likely to bring them to their senses 2

A. 1 fear, that to prevent them from *blaspheming them
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that dwell in heaven,” is impossible. Still, you might thus
address them : ¢ Protestants, do you at all reflect that, when
you treat the Blessed Mary with contempt, you insult, as it
were, the very HuMaANITY of Jesus, for IT WAS FROM HER
PURE BLOOD THAT HIS BODY WAS TAKEN? He was bone
of her bone, and flesh of her flesh. Nay, you insult the
purple streasn -which redeemed you ; for from her was drawn
the wery blood that flowed from the Opening wounds of an
all-redeeming Baviour!! Oh! tremble, ye scoffers of the
exalted Mary! Every insult you offer to the Mother, is an
insult to the Son. Beware lest she make against yog the
dreadful appeal made by the souls of the martyrs, Rev. 1. 10:
“How long, O Lord, dost thou not judie and avenge our
blood” (our dignity and honour) “on them that dwell on earth!”

Q. What should Catholics do in a country where torrents
of blagphemous insults are every day poured forth against the
Mother of God, by men calling themselves Christian ministers ?

4. They should have ever on their lips the sweet address
of the Archangel Deputy, thus paraphrased by the holy
Athanagius, fourteen hundred years ago: “ Be mindful of us,
O Blessed Virgin! Hail, full of grace! the Lord is with thee !
Thee the angelic and terrestrial hierarchies proclaim blessed.
Blessed art thou among women, and blessed is the fruit of
thy 'womb. O mistress, Iady, intercede for us! Queen, and
Mother of God, pray for us!”

CHAPTER XV.
ON THE INVOCATION OF ANGELS AND SAINTS,

SECTION 1., '

Q. Do Catholics worship angels or soints? o

4. No; we only honour them according to their dignity,
and invoke their aid, ’,

Q. Is 3t by the outward' act, or by the inward intention, that
we-are to be judged, when we show that we honour God or any
of his creatures? - ,

A. 'We must be judged by our intention, for we honour
6rod, his saints and men, by the same external acts of kneeling,
bowing, and uncovering the head. Thus, we do not adore
the QQueen when we kneel, nor do we worship the magis-
trate when we bow,.yet these are externsl marks of internal
adoration, when made to:God. .
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Q. Do the angels and saints know what passeth on earth?
and, can they hear us? .

A. The prophets, who were mere men, knew, by a special
grace, what passed at a great distance: Eliseus knew what
passed at an immense distance in the king of Syria’s chamber.
(4 Kings vi.) He knew also what passed, in his absence,
between Naaman and*Geezi. (4 Kings v.) St Peter knew
the sacrilegious lie of Ananias and Sapphira. Now, surely
we must suppose that the angels and saints know more than
these men.

Q¥ Do not even the devils know our actions ?

A. All our adversaries admit this, and the Scripture is
clear on it : “The accuser of our brethren” (the devil) “js
cast forth, who accused them before God day and night.”
(Apoc. xii. 10.) Now, we must allow the saints, at least, as
much knowledge as we accord to the devil.

Q. Do not the angels and saints see all things in God ?

A. Yes; and hence they must see our actions, and hear
our prayers in him and through him, as it is in him we live,
move, and have our being. They see God fuace to face, and
Imow, him even as they are known. _ (1 Cor. xiii. 10, 11, 12.)

Q. Are not the angels and saints our guardians 2

A. Yes; and hence they must know all our actions. *See
that ye despise not one of these little ones, for I say to you
that their angels in heaven always see the face of my Father.”
(Matt. xviii. 10.) “The angels are all ministering spirits, sent
to minister for them who shall receive the inheritance of
salvation.” (Heb. i. 14.)

Q. Do the saints also rule and guide us?

A. Yes; “He that shall overcome and keep my words to
the end, to him I will give power over nations, and he shall
rule them.” (Apoc. ii. 26, 57.) “Thou hast made us” (the
saints) “to our God a kingdom and priests, and we shall reign
upon the earth.” (Apoc. v. 10.)

Q. Da the angels axd saints know our necessities and affairs ?

A. Certainly ; for in Luke xv. 10, it is declared, that
“there shall be joy before the angels of (Gtod upon one sinner
doing penance.” *They must then see even the pemitent
heart, otherwise they eould not rejoice; and as penitence is
an internal affection of the mind, if they can see this, they
can surely hear our prayers. That the same is true of the
saints is evident, for “the saints are as the angels of God
in heaven.” (Matth, xxii. 81.) They are “eqil to the
angels.” (Luke xx,36.) “Now, therefore, when thou didst
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pray,” said the angel to Tobias, “I did present thy prayers
to the Lord.” (Tob. xii. 12.)
SECTION II.

Q. Do the angels and saents actually pray for us?

A. Yes; for this the Scripture is quite clear. *The angel
of the Lord answered and said, O Lord of hosts, how long wilt
thou not have mercy on Jerusalem, and on the cities of Judah,
with which thou hast been angry these threescore and ten
years? And the Lord answered the angel that talked with
me, with good words and comfortable words.” (Zach. i. 12.)
Here four things are proved: An angel takes an inferest in
Jerusalem and the cities of Judah ; he Lnows that God is angry
with them, and even kow long GGod was 80 ; he intercedes for
them; and God attends to his intercession. .

Q. Can you give us other texts ?

A. “The four and twenty elders fell down before the
Lamb, having vials full of odours, which are the prayers of
the saints.” (Apoc. v. 8.) Saints'do not pray for them-
selves, they are already in a state of bliss; they do not pray
for those around them in heaven, for prayers are not needed
by those who surround the throne ofp God. Therefore, the
prayers of the saints above mentioned, must be prayers for
the only beings who, need them—the sinners of this world.

Q. Whaut says Judas Machabeus? (2 Machab. xv. 12, 13.)

A. That he saw in a vision Onias and Jeremias, who had
been long dead, both praying much for the people.

© Q. Should we honour the saints and angels ?

A. Our blessed Saviour tells us that hig Father will honour
those who have served him, Now, the angels and saints
have served him in the most perfect manner; therefore God
himself honours the saints and angels; therefore we may
honour them. Joshua fell flat on the ground before the angel
who said he was the Prince of the host of the Lord. (Josh.
v.14.) Lot went to meet the angels, and adored with his
face bowed toward the earth. (Gen. 3ix. 1.) St John fell
down to adore before the feet of the angel. (Apoc. xxii. 8.)
By the word adore, in these two passages, is not meant the
worship due to God, but a high degree of- veneration, which
may be given to God’s most exalted creatures,

5. May we invoke the angels # .

4. We may do what we find done by the patriarch Jacob,
(Gen. xlviii. 16), who prayed that the amgel who delivered
him fromell evil might gless his children. And in Osee xii. 4,
Jacob prevailed against the angel, and wept and prayed to
him. ‘In Gen: xiviii. 17, Jacob says, * Be my name, and the
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name of my fathers Abraham and Isaac, invocated on them.”

Q. What says St John? (Apoc. i. 4.)

A. “Grace to you, and peace from Him that is...and from
the seven Spirits that are in the sight of the throne.”

Q. What says Eliphaz to Job, v. 1°?

A. “Call now, if there be any that will answer thee, and
turn to some of the sgints.” Surely this shows that it was
an ordinary thing with Job, to invoke the aid of the saints.

. Have you any thing else to add here ?

A. The faithful on earth are members of the same mystical
body of Christ, with the saints and angels in heaven ; hence,
as the component parts of one body, we care for, and are
interested in one another. As St Paul says (1 Cor, xii. 25) :
‘““1f one member suffer any thing, all the members suffer with
it; and.,if one member glory, all the members rejoice with it.”

Q. What says Dionysius, who lived in the second century ?

A. That “when we beseech the saints to help us, we obtain
very %great assistance.” (Eccl. Hierar. c. 7.) In the same
century, St Clement says ; * Honour the martyrs, as we honour
S8. James and Stephen. God hath made them blessed, and
holy men have honoured them.” (Apost. Const. 5.)

Q. What says Origen, in the third century ?

A. “O saints of God, I beseech you tq fall down before his
mercy” (before God's mercy) “for'me, a sinful wretch.” (In
Lament.) St Ambrose, in the fourth century, says: “He
honours Christ, who honours his martyrs; we must pray to the
angels who are given to us, as our defenders, and to the
martyrs, who are able to pray, that our sins be blotted out.”
(Serm. 6, and de Viduis.)

Q. What says the second Nicene Council, Act 6, an. 7817

A. “Let us do all things with the fear of God, asking the
intercession of the unspotted Mother of God, as a.lsouc:% the
angels and saints.”

Q. Havelearned Protestants admitted the truth of the Catholic
doctrine on the above gubject ?

A. The Augsburg and Helvetic Confessions, Art. 21 and 5,
define it as sound Protestant doctrine, that relative and in-
ferior veneration is due to the saints and angels. The Centu-
riators admit, that the practice of invoking the saints existed
in the third century. Thorndyke, Epil. part. 3, actually
tedches the Catholic doctrine, as a truth which cannot be
called in question. co

Q. What says even Luther himself?

A. “I, therefore, with the whole Catholic Church, hold
that the saints are to be honoured and invocated by us,” (In
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Purg. Quorand. Art. t, 1); and again he says, “Let no one
omit to call upon the Blessed Virﬂn and saints, that they may
intercede for them.” (Prep. ad Mort.)

CHAPTER XVI.
ON IMAGES, RELICS, AND PILGRIMAGES.

SECTION I. -

Q. What is the use of images ?

A. They serve, in the first place, to adorn the Church;
secondly, to instruct the ignorant;-and thirdly, to excite
devotion.

Q. Do Catholics adore images ?

A. Noj; Catholics adore God only.

Q. Do Catholies invoke images ?

A. No Catholic ever thought of such a thing. Catholics
neither hope for, nor ask succour or grace from them.

Q. What says the 25th Session of the Council of Trent?

A. That we honour pictures or images, not for any virtue
these inanimate things possess, but on account of the originals
which they represeat. The honour is given to the original,
not to the picture; so that in uncovering the head, or kneeling
before a picture of Jesus Christ, we -honour and adore Jesus
Christ himself.

Q. Dees not the commandment forbid the making or the use
of pictures or images ¢ '

A. Noj; it only forbids warshipping them as gods. * Thou
shalt not adore them, nor serve. them.”

Q. If the Scripture condemned, as idolatry, the making or
use of pictures or images, would not the Scripture contradict
stself 2

A. Yes; for in that case God himself would contradict his
own command ; and, in fact, order that.idolatry which, in the
commandment he had forbid, Exod. xxv. 18: “ God said to
Moses, Thou shalt make also two cherubims of beaten gold on
the two sides of the oracle; let.ome cherub be on one side,
and the other, on the other.” See also verses 20, 21, and 22
of same chapter. : :

Q. We see here the Uik of & ly things made by
the exprese command of God ; dud He any where order, in the
same manner, the likenesses of earthly things ?

A. In the same Exodus xxviii. 33, he does go: “ And be-
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neath, at the feet of the same tunic, round about, thou shalt
make as it were pomsagramates of violet, and purple, and
scarlet, twice dyed, with little bells set between.” See also
verses 34, 35; and 3 Kings, (1 Kings, Prot. Trans.), vii. 23,24,
25,29. Again, 3 Kings vi. 29; and 3 Kings x. 19. Read
also Osee iii. 4.

Q. Did God ever use an image for miraculous purposes ?

A. Yes; in Nume xxi. 8: “ And the Lord said to him,”
(Moses) “ Make a brazen serpent, and set it up for a sign :
whosoever being struck shall look on it, shall live;” and in
verse 9, you will see the miraculous effect produced.

Q. You have said that pictures und images adorn the House
of God, is it proper to adorn temples ?

A. Certainly. The Royal Prophet says, Ps. xxv. 8; “I
have loyed, O Lord, the deauty of thy house, and the place
where thy glory dwelleth.” And in 2 Kings vii. 2, (Protest.
2 Sam.) “ David is ashamed to dwell in a house of cedar, whjlst
the Ark of God is lodged within skins.” See also Ps. cxxxi.
3, 4, 5. Catholics glory in the splendour of God's house and
the grandeur of his service; and in this they imitate the ex-
amgle- of David and Solomon, (see opening of his temple)
rather than the niggardly parsimony of the traitor Judas, who
wished to sell the box of precious ointment, for which parsi-
mony be received such a severe veprimand from Christ him-
self.—John xii. 3, &ec.

Q. Why do Protestants strip the House of God of every
ornament, whilst they are so profusely liberal in the decoration
of their own dwellings, and all thewr werldly monwments and
public buildings

A. It is because their religion is essentially that of this
world. They flatter themselves that they may obtain heaven
at the least pessible expense. They give God’s glory to
themselves and to their worldly heroes; and their ministers
are too much engaged in providing for wives and families, to
give themselves any trouble about, or spend any of their
incomes in, the erecfion or decoration of splendid temples to

the living God.
SECTION IL

3.‘ I what manner do Catholics honowr relics ?
. As precious remains, which bring to their rememhrance
distinguished sanctity, and as dear pledges, which animate
their confidence, in the communion and intercession of saints.
Q. Did the first Christians konour relics ®
s A. Certainly ; and it is from them that we have learned to
0 80.
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Q. Repeat St Augustine's words, Epist. 103, and Quint.

A. “1I send you the relics of St Stephen, to which pay due
honour.” St Jerom wrote a whole book against Vigilantius,
who was the first to deny honoeur to holy relies.

Q. Have relics any secret or interior power or virtue 2

hA. Noj; but God has often granted great favours through
them.

Q. Do Catholics adore, or worship relécs

A. No; this would be rank idolatry. All Catholics cén,
with a safe conscience, say, “ Cursed is he who commits
id(:ilatfy, who prays to images or relics, or worships them as

ads.’
¢ Q. Has God kimself honoured relics, and through them
wrought astonishing miracles ? .

A. Yes; the waters of the Jordan being struck by Eliseus
with the mantle of Elias, suspended their course, and afforded
him a dry passage, 4 Kings ii. 14. (Prot. Ver. 2 Kings ii.
14.) And, in verse 8, the same astonishing prodigy was per-
formed by the same means. Read the wonders performeg by
means of the rod of Moses. (Exod. vii.) See also 1 Kings
(alias Sam. v.) and also Sam. vi. 19, as to the wonders God
was pleased to perform on account of the Ark, which was
certainly a mere relic. See also 2 Kings (alias Sam. vi. 6,
7) and 4 Kings (alias 2 Kings xiii. 21), where the bones of
the prophet Eliseus raised a dead man to life.

Q. Are any such examples to be found in the New Testament

A. Yes; many such, Matth. ix. 20, 21. The woman
troubled with an issue of blood for twelve years is cured by
touching the hem of our Saviour's garment. In Matth. xiv.
36, as many as touched the hem of his garment were made
whole. In Aects xix., the handkerchiefs and aprons which had
touched the body of St Puaul, removed diseases, and expelled
devils. In fine, the shadow of St Peter healed multitudes
t}:atlvgere sick and troubled with unclean spirits. (Acts v.
15, 16.) .

Q. What inference do you draw frow all this?

A. That Protestants show a lamentable ignorance of
Scripture, when they rail against holy relics. If God has so
honoured them, and has wrought such wonderful miracles by
them, as honoured instruments, under both the Old and New
Law, should not all Christians honour them ? and may not
those men be deemed wicked, who despise the venerable
instruments, used by the Almighty, to display the wonders
of his power ? ‘ , '
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SECTION 1IL

Q. Is there any spiritual advantage to be derived from
religious prlgrimages *

A. Yes; when they are performed in the spirit of true
devotion.

Q). What can be the use of a pilgrimage to any particular
place, since God is every where ?

A. Tt is useful in this, that, though God is every where,
some places are better calculated to excite devotion than
others ; for example, the scenes of any of the great wonders
or triumphs of Christianity, the Shrine of SS. Peter and
Paul, the Crib of Bethlehem, or the thrice holy soil of Mount
Olivet or Mount Calvary. ‘

Q. What succour does devotion find in o pigrimage to such
places

A. We pray with more fervour, and are humbled more
sensibly, when we find ourselves as grievous sinners wander-
ing amongst the monuments of redemption.

Q. Can we glorify God by doing, for kis honour, what ke
has not commanded ?

A. Certainly; David, 2 Kings xxiii. 15, 16, 17, whilst he
burned with an ardent thirst, poured forth the fresh water as
an offering to the Lord; and, by this act of mortification,
which was not commanded, he glorified’ God. The Blessed
Virgin surely glorified God by her voluntary chastity, which
was not commanded. (St Luke i) St Paul glorified God
by the voluntary chastisement of his body. (1 Cor. ix.)

Q. Can you give us any scriptural example of religious
pilgrimages ? '

A. Elcana and Ann went every year to Silo to pray; and
the Blessed Jesus and his Virgin Mz)ther, made a pilgrimage
every year to Jerusalem, to pray in the temple. These surely
are good and sufficient authorities.

CHAPTER RVIL
ON JUSTIFICATION.

SECTION 1.
3. What 1s justification ¥
. Tt is a grace which makes us friends of God.
Q. Can a sinner merit this justifiying grace?:
A. No, he cannot ; because all the good works which the
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sinner performs whilst he is inua state of mortal sin, are dead
works, which have no merit sufficient to justify.

Q. Is it an article of the Catholic faith, that the sinner, in.
mortal sin, cannot merit the grace of justification.?

A. Yes; it is decreed in Sess. 6, chap. vii. of the Council
of Trent, that neither faith, nor good works, preceding justi-
fication, can merit the grace of justification.

Q. How then is the sinner justified ?

A. He is justified gratuitously by the pure mercy of God,
not on account of his own or any human merit, but purely
through the merits of Jesus Christ; for Jesus Christ is our
only Mediator of redemption, who alone, by his passion and
death, has reconciled us to his Father.

Q. Why then do Protestants charge us with believing, that
the sinner can merit the remission of his sins? .

A. Their ignorance of the Catholic doctrine is the cause of
this, as well as nrny other false charges.

Q. Must we then conclude, that the sinmer cannot, by good,
weorks, obtain the grace of justification ?

A. Thesinner may obtain the grace of justification by good
works proceeding from a broken and penitent heart, because
these are necessary predispositions and conditioms; but no
works of his own can ever MERIT the grace of justification.

Q. What part has fasth o the justification of the sinper ?

A. It is its root or foundation, the first step to its attain-
ment, an all-necessary condition, without which no man can
ever be justified ; because the Apostle says, « without fuith,
it is impossible to please God.”

Q. But is faith alone sufficient to justify the sirner

A. No; God requires other dispositions in order to the
reception of justifying grace.. He requires the sinner to fear
God, to love God, to hope in God, to be sorry for past sin,
and to have a well-grounded purpose not to sin again.

Q. Does God require these as mecessary conditions, or as
meritorious works? g

A. As necessary conditions, without which he will not
receive the sinner in. grace.

Q. What do the Scriptures say on this subject ?

A. “ And when thou shalt seek there the Lord thy God,
thou shalt find Him ; yet so, if thou seek Him with all thy
heart, and all the affliction of thy soul.” (Deut. iv. 29.) “ But
if the wicked man do penance for al his sins which he hath
committedy and keep all my commandments, and do judg-
ment ayd justice, living, he shall live, and shall not die.”
(Ezek. xvii. 21.) “If you kesp my commandment, you shall
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abide in my love....You are my friends, if you do the things
that I command yow.” (John: xv. 10, 14.) : :

Q. What do you. conclude from these pussages 2

A. In the first place, that the sinner can never be justified,
unless he comt;;ly with these necessary conditions; and,
secondg, that faith alone is not sufficient to justify him.

oes not the Baptist say, John iii. 36: “He that
believeth in the Son hath life everlasting ?” :

A. Yes; but 8t John speaks here of efficacious faith ; that
is, he who believeth in the Som, so as to believé all that he
teaches, and practise all that he commands, shall have ever-
lasting life.

Q. Does not St Paul, Rom. iii. 28, say : “ We account a
man to be justified by faith, without.the works of the law ?”

A, True ; but St I’aul is speaking here of the Jewisk, not
the Christian law, for St Paul cannot contradict St James.
Now, St James says, in words about which there can be no
dispute, ii. 22, 24: “Seest thou that faith did cobperate
with his works, and by works faith was made lPerﬂect‘z’ ......
do you see, that by works a man is justified, and not by faith
only ?” and, ver. 26, he adds: “For even as the body with-
out the spirit is dead, so also faith without works is dead.”

Q. Does not St Paul, Rom. v. 1, say: * Being justified
therefore by faith, let us have peace with God through our
Lord Jesus Christ ?”

A. Yes; but the same St Paul (1 Cor. xiii. 1, 2.) says: “If
1 speak with the tongues of men and of angels, and have not
charity, I am become as a sounding brass;...and if 1 should
have all faith, so. that I could remove mountains, and kave
not charity, I am nothing.” So that it is quite clear the
Apostle speaks, in the passage quoted, of that lively faith,
animated by charity, which is ever producing good works.

Q. Protestants suppose, that good works are the necessary
effect of faith, as heat is of fire, or light, of the sun; is this
supposition correct ?

4. Noj; for St Jshn xii. 42, says: “Many of the chief
men also BELIEVED in him; but pecauge of the Pharisees,
they did NOT CONFESS him ;...for they loved the glory of men
more than the glory of God.”

SECTION IL.

Q. Can any one, who is in.a state of mortal sin, merit
heaven by any good work or works ¢

A. No; he can neither merit justification, nar heaven;
because, all the works he pérforms, while in a state of mortal
sin, are dead works, and, of course, have no merit.
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Q. Can one, who is in a state of grace, merit hoaven ?

A. The just, who are in & state of grace, may, by good
works, merit an increase of glory ; but even they can never,
by any or every good work, merit the first degree of glory,
that is, a right to heaven.

Q. To whom do we owe our permission to enter heaven ?

A. Solely to the mercy of Grod and the merits of Jesus
Christ ; for it is by the sufferings and death of Jesus that we
acquired heaven as our inheritance; and it is God’s mercy
alone, which gave us such a Mediator and Redeemer.

Q. Why have you said that the just may, by good works,
merit an increase of glory in heaven ?

A. Because, in Scripture, heaven is proposed to us, as a
recompense ; and a recompense, or reward, is due only to
merit. ,

Q. What does St Malthew say on this matter & (v. 12.)

A. “Be glad and rejoice, for your reward is very great in
heaven.” Prov. xi. 18: “ But to him that soweth in justice,
there is a faithful reward.” St James i. 12: “Blessed is the
man that endureth temptation, for when he hath been proved,
he shall receive the crown of life, which God hath promised
to them that love him.” 2 Tim. iv. 7: “I have fought a
good fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the faith ;
as to the rest, there is laid up for me a crown of justice, which
the Lord, the just Judge, will render to me in that day.”

Q. What have Protestants to object against this scriptural
doctrine 2

A. Nothing that is either rational or scriptural; for the-
learned among themselves have taught the very same. The
Apology for the Protest. Confess of Augsburg, p. 96, says:
“We teach, that good works merit a temporal and spiritual
reward in this wor%d, as well as a spiritual reward in the next.”

Q. W hat then have Protestants to say to Catholics on the
subject of merit and good works ?

A, All they have to say arises from their ignorance of the
Catholic doctrine.

Q. What is that which gives their value to good works ?

A. Sanctifying grace, which is within us, .

Q. Is this sanctifying grace our own,.or is it from God?

A. It is the pure gift of God's liberality to us.

Q. Hotg )does St Paul express himself on this subject?
Rom. v. 3. :
¢ A. “The charity of God,” he, says, *is poured forth in
our hearts by the Holy Ghost, who 1s given to us.”
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. What are the effects of sanctifying grace?
. It makes us the friends and children of God.
. To whom do we owe this inestimable grace £
To the merits of Jesus Christ, and to these alone.
. Huwve you any thing to remurk on the efficacy of the
merits of Christ 2 ‘

A. Yes; he was not satisfied with meriting heaven for us;
he also, by his grace, put us in a condition to merit greater
degrees of glory in heaven.

Q. Does not our Saviour say, Luke xvil. 10: “So you
also, when you shall have done all those things that are com-
manded you, say, We are unprotitable servants ?” ,

A. This is quite in accordance with our doctrine; we are
certainly unprofitable sarvants to God, whatever good we do;
for nothing which we can do, either adds to, or takes from,
His essential glory. We are not, however, unprofitable
servants to ourselves, since these good works secure for us
the rewards God has been pleased to promise.

Q. Could God order us to perform good works without
promising us any recompense £

A. Certainly ; because we are his creatures, and the grace
which enables us is is. The Council of Trent, Bsss. xvi.,
chap. 16, says: “ God’s goodness to man is so great, that he
even dcsires his own gifts to be convertéd into our merit.”

Q. Have we reason to trust-much in our good works £

‘A. “God forbid,” says the same Council, *that any
Christian should glory, or confide in himself, and not in the
Lord.” :

Q. How is it, then, that Protestanis reproach Catholics with
plucing too much confidence in thetr good works 2

A. 'They reproach us, because they do not know us; and
the only retwrn we should make for their ill-treatment of us,
is to pray, as Christ did for the ignorant Jews, who put him
to death: “ Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do.”

ChChO

SECTION IIL

Q. Can a man satisfy for his own sing? :

A. No; neither man nor angel, nor both men and angels,
can ever satisfy for one mortal sin. Jesus Christ alone could
and did satisfy for our sins. ‘ .

Q. Cuan we apply to ourselves the satisfaction of Jesus ?

A. We can, certainly, with the help of God’s grace.

Q. How is the satisfuction of Christ applied to us ?

A. In two ways, either when we receive a full remission
of temporal, as well as eternal punishment, or when the gternal
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is remitted, and some temporal punishment is reserved for us
to endure, '

Q. In what case are both the eternal and temporal punish-
ments remitted by the application of the satisfaction of Christ
to our souls ?

A. In baptism, by which all sin, and all punishment due
to sin, is remitted. .

Q. When are the satisfactions of Jesus so applied to our
souls, that, though the eternal punishment be remitted, we may
have some temporal punishment to endure 2

A. Commonly in the sacrament of penance.

Q. Are not the guilt and the punishment remitted together

A. No; for it often happens that ‘God, in forgiving the
sinner, changes the eternal punishment, which he has deserved
by his sins, into a temporal or temporary punishment.

Q. Make this clear by an example from 2 Kings xii ?

A. David is guilty of murder, which deserves the eternal
punishment of hell. Nathan warns him of his danger.
David repents : “ 1 have,” says he, “sinned against the Lord.”
Nathan replies, “ The Lord also hath taken away thy SIN;
THOU SHALT NOT DIE.” Behold the eternal punishment
taken away; but, mark what follows, a temporal punishment
is substituted in its place : “ Nevertheless, because thou hast
given occasion to the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme ; for
thia thing, THE CHILD THAT IS BORN TO THEE SHALL SURELY
DIE.” (Prot. Vers. 2 Sam. xii.) '

Q. Gave another scriptural example, that all doubt may be
removed ?

4. In the same Book, xxiv. (Protest. Ver. 2 Sam. xxiv.)
Dayvid repents of his sinful pride .in numbering the dpeop]e;
Grod forgives him, but on condition that he should suffer,
as a temporal punishment, either seven years of fumine,
or tiree months of flight before his ememies, or three days of
pestilence 2 and, in addition, the prophet Gad orders him to
erect an altar, and offer sacrifice to the Lord.

Q. Can the penitent pay, in any manrer, the debt of TEM-
PORAL punishment which s due to the justice of God ¢

A. Yes; as is quite evident from the above two passages.
Indeed, the Seripture counsels it in express terms. Daniel
iv. 24: “ Wherefore, O king, let my eounsel be acceptable to
thee; redeem thou thy sins with alms, and thy iniquities
with works of mercy to the poor.” Qur Saviour himself,
Luke chap. xi. 41, says, “ GIVE ALMS, and BEHOLD ALL
THINGS ARE CLEAN UNTO YOU.” ‘
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CHAPTER XVIIIL
ON MORTAL AND VENIAL SIN.

Q. What do you mean by mortal and venial sin? .

. That some sins rob the soul of justice and spiritnal life,
and render it deserving of hell; whilst others do not deprive
the soul of justice, but only weaken both justice and charity.

* Q. Is it evident that some sins kill the soul ?

A. Clearly so. “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the com-
mandments.” (Matt. xix. 17.) “ The wages of sin is death.”
(Rom. vi. 23.) “ The ynjust shall not possess the kingdom
of God,.....Neither idolators, nor adulterers, nor drunkards,
&e., &c., shall ever enter the kingdom of God.” (1 Cor. vi.
9, 10.)

Q. Are there any sins which rob not the soul entirely of
Justice?

A. Our Saviour himself teaches us that there are: “ Who-
soever shall be angry with his brother shall be in danger of
the judgment ; whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall
be in danger of the council; and whosoever shall say, Thou
fool, shall be in danger of hell-fire.” (Matt. v. 23.) Here
Christ points out three sins, and only one of the three de-
serves, he says, damnation.

Q. Have you any other text?

d. Yes: “ Blind guides, who strain at a gnat, and ewallow
a camel.” (Matt. xxiii. 24.) Here Christ shows that some
sing, compared with others, are ag a guat, when compared to
a camel. Now, surely, no mortal sin can be compared to a
gnat. Mortal sins, to say the least, must all be camels. In
Luke vi. 42, our Saviour speaks of sins like a beam, and sins
like a mote in the eye. Now, do Protestants think mortal
sins motes? If so, what will the large beam represent ?

Q. Can you add oy other argument ?

"A. In 1 Cor. iii. 13, 14, 15, it,is said: “That there are
sins for which we shall suffer loss, but from which we shall
be saved, yet so ns by fire.” These must evidently be venial
sins, for we have proved that mortal sins deserve hell, and
the fire of hell is not a saving, but an ever-destroying fire.
In James i. 14, 15, it is said, that ‘“conecupiscence, when it
has conceived, bringing forth ¢n” (evidently veniatl'%; “but this
sin, when it is consummated, bringeth forth death,” (clearly
mortal, as its punishment shows.)
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Q. What say you to Matth. xii. 37, where we are told we
must render an account for every idle ward 13

A. That these idle words must be venial sins, as we have
to account for them, but not mortal, or damning sins, since
otherwise it were better we had no tongues, for if idle words
are soul-destroying sins, the world is in the most desperate
of all possible conditions.

Q. 1s it not said, in Prov. xvi. 24, that. the just man falls
sewen times

A. Yes; and these falls, or failings, must be venial, since, |
were this nt)t 50, “he could not remain just.” StJames iii. 2
says, “in many things we all offend,” which evident]
alludes to venial faults; for St James includes himself and all
others, and we know that he offended not mortally, nor did
Zacharish and Elisabeth, who were just before God (Luke i.

6,) though, according to St James, they, too, offended in many

things.

Qt.’ W hat did the Futhers teach on this subject 2

A. Tertullian speaks of sins which are small and daily sins.
(De Anima. ¢. 17.) Origen says, “By the wood, hay, and
stubble,” (1 Cor, iii.) ““are meant some sins so light, that they
may be compared to those light materials which are easily
consumed.” (Hom. 14 in Levit.) St Jerome condemns
Jovinian for holding all sins to be equal. Speaking of the
beam and the mote, Matt. vi. 42, he says, our Saviour here
alludes to those who, being guilty themselves of mortal sins,
tolerate not lesser sins in their brethren, thus straining at
gnats and swallowing camels. (Contra Jovin,, c. 15, 16.)

Q What says St Augustine, Enchir, ¢, 22?

“ A small falsehood for the good of others, which does
not m_]m‘e any one, may be onlv vewal...... For daily, short and
light sins, the daily prayer of the faithfal satisfies......There
are certam venial sins, without which even the just do not
live.” (De Spiritu et Litera.)

Q. What say you to Ezek. xviii. 20: “ The soul that sin-
neth shall surelv die ?”

A. The prophet is spesking of enormoug crimes, which he
mentioned Eefore, such as theft, idolatry, &e.

Q. What say you to James ii. 10: ¢ He that offends in one
point, offends in all 2"

A. Yes; in one mortal sin, to which St James evidently
alludes in ver. 11, where he mentions murder and adultery.
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CHAPTER XIX.
ON INDULGENCES.

Q. What s an Indulgence?

A. It is a remission of the temporal punishment due to
venial sin, and also to mortal gin, after the eternal punishment
has been remitted, as before mentioned, in the case of David.
(Chap. xvii. sec. 3.) :

Q. Are sins rematted by Indulgences ?

A. No; sins are remitted by the sacraments of baptism
and penance.

Q. Has the Qhurch the power to remit temporal punishments ?

A. When the applicant or sinner is properly disposed, the
Church has power to remove every obstacle to his admission
into heaven ; but a debt of temporal punishment, due to God’s
justice, is a temporary obstacle; therefore the Church has
power to remove it. That this proposition is most certainl
true, is evident from Matt. xviii. 18: “ Whatsoever you shall
bind upon earth, shall be bound also in heaven ; and whotso-
ever you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.”
From which it is more than evident, that the powers of the
Church, over sin and its punishment, are not in any way
confined or restrained, provided always, that the sinner have
the proper dispositions; and if the Church has power to
remit the sin itself (as beyond all doubt she has), she has
surely power to remit the temporal punishment due to sin.

Q. Are Indulgences of very ancient date in the Church?

A. Yes; since the very commencement of Christianity.

Q. Giive us a clear instance of their early use ?

. 4. 8t Paul granted an Indulgence to the incestuous
Corinthian, by the remission of the temporal punishment to
which he had subjected that public sinner ; and the Apostle
declares, that it is by the power of Christ, and in Christ's
person, he acts in thiy matter, 2 Cor. ii. 10: “ For what I
have pardoned, if 1 have pardoned any thing, for your sakes
have I done it in the person of Christ.”

Q. Is this temporal punishment always inflicted in this life?

A. Tt may be inflicted here or in Purgatory; and if mot
discharged here, it must be discharged hereafter.

Q. Do the Fathers of the early Church speak of Indulgences
or the remission of temporal punishment ?

A. Yes; St Cyprian, Epist. 18, says, that the bishops
of the Church granted (like St Paul) a remission of the
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canonical penances and penitential works, by the mediation
of holy confessors or martyrs, “the abundance of whose
merits might supply for the want of their brethren,” accord-

ing to that of St Paul: “I now rejoice in suffering for you.”

(Col. 1. 24.)

Q. Have any Councils spoken on this subject 2
A. The Council of Ancyra (anno 314) orders the bishops,

“having considered the conduct of the penitents, to show them

merey, or, to lengthen the time of their penance.”

Q. What inference do you draw from this practice of the

Church in ancient times ¢

A. That, in the remission of the canonical penances, she
alsoi remitted so much of the temporal punishment before

God. .

Q. Why? what connexion is there between the one and the
other ?

. A. The canonical penances were inflicted by God’s Church
as a temporal punishment due to sin. This, as inflicted by
his Church, is accepted by God, either as the whole or a part
of what his justice demands; for whatever his true Clurch
does, is done by kémself: “ As my Father sent me, even so I
send you ;" “ Whatsoever you shall loose on earth, shall be
loosed also in heaven;” ‘“He that heareth you, heareth me,”
&e. &e.

Q. Cun any Indulgence or leave be granted by any power
on earth, to commdt sin ¢

A. Noj; por ean God himself give leave to comumit what is
of its own pature sinful,

Q. Does not the Pope give leave to tell lies, to commit perjury,
{0 male mental reservations, to be disloyal, and persecute Protes-
tants, when these licences appear to him to promote the Catholic
cunse 2 .

A. No; these are all Protestant calumnies.

Q. Would dispersations or pardons granted for any such
ends, have any validity ? .

A. No; they would only add sacrilege to blasphemy.

Q. Is it an’ article of.the Catholic faith, that temporal

punishment is remitted before God by an Indulgence 2

A. It is not ; but it is an established opinion amongst all
theologians, morally speaking ; and their opinion is well sup-
portedvl’;y Scripture.

Q. What has the Church decided on this subject® -

4. That God has left in his Church the power of granting
Indulgences, and that Indulgences are extremely advantage-
ous to the Christian people.” (Decret. 1, de Indul. Sess. 25.)



ON 'RAYER FOR THE DEAD. 155

Q. Is there any thing in this decree with which Protestants
can reasonably be offended £

A. No; for they themselves grant Indulgences, as is evi-
dent from the history of the cutty stool. For particular sins,
those who were rich were mulcted in a pecuniary fine, and
those who were poor were obliged to give satisfaction before-
the whole congregation. Now, either this was of use to the
sinner, or it was not ; if the former, it was an Indulgence ; if
the latter, then for what purpose was it practised? For
further proof of the practice of the ancient and pure Church,
see Coun. of Nice (anno 325) Can. xii. Conc. (fen. T. 2.

CHATTER XX.
ON PRAYER FOR THE DEAD.

Q. Do Catholics pray for the dead ?

A. Yes; we hold that it is holy and charitable to offer
prayers and oblations to God for the souls of the faithful
departed.

Q. How do you prove that this practice is commendable ?

A. We have already proved the existence of venial sin,
and we will shortly prove the necessary existence of Purga-
tory ; now, from these two truths, the propriety of prayers
for the dead follows necessarily.

Q. Whyso?

A. Because a Christian may die guilty of only venial sin,
and as nothing defiled can enter heaven, by praying for such
Christian we appease God’s anger against him, and shorten
the duration of his sufferings in a middle state, in the same
manner a8 we benefit the living by praying for them. TPur-
gatory exists, because there are some who die either in venial
sin, or before they have fully satisfied the justice of God, by
enduring the temporM punishment due to mortal sin. This

unishment must be endured somewhere; not, however, in

ell, as that is the abode of the damned, out of which there is
no redemption ;- nor in heaven, for nothing defiled can enter
there,—the last farthing must be paid; therefore this debt
of justice must be paid in Purgatory. But, if so, then we,
by praying for the dead, .shorten the period of their sufferings
in a middle state ; we make for them, by prayers and oblations,
a satisfaction which they themselves .cannot make, as they
are not now in a state to merit.
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Q. Can you prove prayers for the dead from Scripture?

A. In 2 Machab. xii. 46, it is said: “ Itis g holy and
wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that they may be
loosed from their sins.” Now, even though our enemies do
not admit this book as the Word of God, still, as history, it
proves, beyond a doubt, that, in the old law, God’s people
prayed for the dead.

Q. What have we ¢n 2 Kings ii. ?

A. That David mourned, wept, and fasted, after the death
of Saul and Jonathan; and, in 2 Kings ii. the men of
Jabes Galaad, fasted and mourned for it, seven days fogether,
without reproof. Very useless penances, if the dead were
not bhenefited by them. .

Q. What say you to that passage of.1 Cor. xv. 29 : “ What
shall they do who are baptized for the dead? Why are
they baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not at all ?”

A. There are two kinds of baptism : the baptism of water,
and the baptism of penance. To the latter Christ alludes,
when he says, “ I am to be baptized with a baptism,” meaning
his passion, and his sufferings for sin. To this second bap-
tism St Paul evidently alludes, when he speaks of people
being baptized for the dead, as of a common practice existing
in his time, and with his approbation. His words have this
meaning :—=Some of you deny that the dead rise again ; if they
do not, why do you suffer, for their good, the baptism of
penance, prayer, fasts, and mortifications ? )

Q. Does not St Paul (2 Tim. i. 16) pray for the dead ?

A. Yes; evenJeremy Taylor admits, that he prayed there
for Onesiphorus, after he was dead.

Q. What suy the Fathers of the early and pure Church on
this subject 2 ‘

4. St Clement, the fourth Pontiff from Peter, says: ¢ Peter
taught us to bury the dead, to perform their funeral rites, to
give alms, and pray for them.” (Ep. 1. de 8. Petro.) Tertul-
lian, de Corona Milit., says: “ Make yearly oblations for the
dead.” 8t Cyril, in the fourth centuryays: “ We beseech
God for all who have died -before us, believing that the dread-
ful sacrifice which is put on the altar, is the greatest help of
the souls, for which it is offered.” (Catech. Mistag. 5.) St
Augustine, in the fifth century, says: “ The souls of the dead
are eased by the piety of the living, when the sacrifice of
the Mediator is offered for them.” (Enchir, 110.)

Q. Does not St John say, *'There is a sin unto death: for
that, T say not, that any man ask ?” (1 John v. 16.)

A. Certainly ; but St John here speaks of mortal sin, for
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he immediately adds, that there és a sin not unto death, for
the forgiveness of which a man may ask; and this very
passage proves both prayer for the dead and Purgatory ; for
St John must be speaking here of prayer for one that is
dead, as during life, there is no sin, for the forgiveness of
which we may not and ought not to pray. '

CHAPTER XXI.
ON PURGATORY.

SECTION 1.

). How do you prove that there is a Purgatory, or middle
state between hell and heaven.?

A. 1t is proved, 1st, from the Old Testament; 2dly, from
the New T'estament ; and, 3dly, from tradition.

Q. What is your proof from the Old Testament ?

A. 2 Machab. xii. where Judas, the valiant commander,
collects and sends to Jerusalem twelve thousand drachmas of
silver, for sacrifice to be offered for the sins of the dead.
“It is thercfore,” says this passage, “a holy and wholesome
thought to pray for the dead, that they may be loosed from
their sins.”

Q. What do you conclude from this passage ?

A. That besides heaven and hell, there is a middle state;
because, as the souls in heaven require not the aid of prayer,
so the souls in hell can receive no benefit from it; hence
there must be some third state of souls, in which prayer is
beneficial to them.

Q. But is this book of Machabees a canonical book, contain-
ing God's Word ?

A. 1t has been recognised as such from the earliest ages.
St Augustine (Civit. §Jei. 36) says: “The Church of (iod
has always acknowledged the Machabees as & canonical
book.” Protestants have rejected this book, like many other
books of Scripture, because 1t contains doctrines opposed tu
their novel inventicns. They do not seem to reflect, that it
is on the authority of the Catholic Church they know the
Scriptures which they admit, to be God’s Word, and they
have that authority for this'book as well as for thesrest.

Q. Does not the author of Machabees make an apology for
the errors &t contains &

A. Ygs: for errors of style, but not for errors in fact or
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doctrine. See, for another argument on this subject of Pur-
gatory, Gen. xxxvii. 35.
SECTION 1I.

Q. How do you prove from the New Testament, that there
is a Purgatory 2

A. From Matth. xii.: “ Whosoever speaketh a word
against the Son of man, it shall be forgiven him ; but whoso-
ever speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be for-
given him, neither in this world, neither in the world to
come.”

Q. What does St dugustine draw from this passage? (Civit.,
Dei. xiv. lib. 21.)

4. That some sins are forgiven in, the next world, other-
wise this passage of Scripture would be nonsense. Now sins
are not remitted in heaven, for no sin can enter thee; nor
in hell, for there is no redemption from that awful abode;
therefore there must be some third place, where some sins
are forgiven.

Q. Cite the words of St Paul. (1 Cor. iii.)

A. “ And the fire shall try every man’s work, of what sort
it is. If any man’s work abide...... he shall receive a reward;
if any man’s work shall be burned, he shall suffer loss; but
he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire.”

Q. What on this do you remark ¢

A. There can be no pain, or suffering, or fire in heaven ;
nor is the fire of hell for salvation, but damnation ; therefore
this fire, which worketh unto salvation, must be in Purga-
tory.

3 W hat says the same Apostle? (Philip. ii. 10.)

A. “That at the name of Jesus every knee should bow of
those  that are in heaven, on earth, and under the earth.”

Q. How do you reason on this

A. By those under the earth, are evidently meant, not the
dead bodies, but the souls of the dead not yet in heaven.
Now these souls are certainly either inghell or in Purgatory.
But 8t Paul did not allude to those in hell, for he knew well
that they would not bow the knee to Jesus; therefore he must
allude to souls in some other place, which is not heaven, or
earth, or the hell of the damned ; therefore that place exists,
and it is that place which Catholics call Purgatory.

Q.. What does St Jokn say (Apoc. xxi. 27) ¢ lzrea,ven?

A. “ And there shall not enter into it any thing defiled.”

Q. What do you conclude from this ?

A. That there must be some place for the purification of
souls after death ; because the Scripture assures us, that even
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the just man falls seven times ; and can any one in his senscs
suppose that many will not die without expiating these
faults? With these, they cannot enter heaven, which re-
ceiveth nothing defiled ; they cannot be sent to hell, for they
are, according to Scripture, JusT. Therefore there must be
a third place, where these failings of even the just man will
be expiated. See also 1 Cor. xv. 29 ; 2 Tim. i. 18, where St
Paul prays for Onesiphorus after he was dead.

Q. Dud any one ascend to heaven before our Saviour ?

A. No; for in St John iii. 13, Christ says: “ Noman hath
ascended up to heaven, but He that came down from heaven.”

Q. Where then were all the just souls of the Old Testament
until Christ’s ascension 2

A. They were not in heaven, they were not in hell ; there-
fore they were in some middle place or state.

). What is the meaning of that passage, 1 Peter iii. 19,
which says, that Christ went and preached unto the spirits in
prison?  Where were these spivits 2

A. They were not in heaven, for there they would require
no preaching ; they were not in hell, for there preaching
could be of no use to them; therefore they were in some
middle state, where the preaching of Christ could avail them,
and this state, is what Catholics call Purgatory.

Q. Does not the Scripture say, that as the tree falls so it
shall lie? '

A. Yes; but this means, simply, that every man who dies
is either saved or lost; and it may also refer to the state of
the soul after the last judgment. The moment man dies, his
ultimate fate is decided, either for the south or the north, for
heaven or hell.

Q. Is it not said (Apoc. xiv.): © Blessed are the dead wha
die in the Lord, for they shall rest from their labours ?”

A. Yes; thrice blessed, we say ; but this text only alludes
to martyrs and such as die free from all sin and debt of tem-
poral punishment, and such, of course, require no purifica-
tion. They really die in the Lord,

Q. Does not Christ say to the good thiéf, “This day thou
shalt be with me in paradise ?” .

A. Yes; but it is not clear, that by paradise, is here meant
heaven and not Purgatory; and even if this were clear, a
miracle of God’s grace, wrought in favour of a penitent, on
the very day the world was redeemed, is not to be gonsidered
a8 God’s general rule with regard to sinners. In fine, the
good thief suffered much on the cross, and Christ might have re-
ceived his patient sufferings there, as his purgatorial expiation.
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SECTION III.

Q. What is your third mode of proving that there is a
Purgatory ¢

A. 1%; tradition, or the unanimous testimony of the Fathers.

Q. Was all antiquity of the belief that there vs a Purgatory #

A. The thitrd Council of Carthage, anno 253, decreed
prayers for the dead. The Council of Chalons in 579, the
Council of Worms in 829, and the council of Trent, all came
to the same decision.

Q. Arethe ancient Fathers unanimous on this question ®

A. Youhave only to consult Berrington and Kirk's Faith
of Catholics, or a little Work published by the compiler
of this, to be satisfied that they are most unanimous. St
Ephrem orders prayers for the repose of his soul after his
death. The Emperor Constantine wished to be buriéd in a
church, that the faithful might remember him in their
prayers to God. St Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Ep. ad. Corinth.,
says : ‘ The tears of the living are not useless to the dead;
prayers and alms relieve them.” 8t Jerom, in his Epistle
to Pammachius, remarks: “It i8 customary to strow the
graves of the female dead with flowers, but you have followed
a better usage, in strowing the grave of your wife with alms
for the solace of her soul.” St Augustine, in his Confessions,
lib. ix. c. 13, says: “I shed not a tear whilst they offered
the holy sacrifice for the peace of my dear mother’s soul.”
On the 37th Psalm, he prays thus: * Purify me, O Lord, in

- this life, that I may not require the application of that fire
by which souls are tried, in the next ;’ and, in his Work on
the Meresies (Heresy 53), he says: ¢ Arius was the first
who dared to teach, that it was of no use to offer up prayers
and sacrifices for the dead, and this doctrine of Airius is the
fifty-third Heresy.

. Does it follow, from the circumstance, that the ancient
Church prayed for the dead, that there is a Purgatory ?

A. Certainly ; if the Church always prayed for the dead,
she believed the dead were in a place where prayer could be
beneficial to them : “this place was not heaven, nor could it
be hell, therefore it was Purgatory.
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'CHAPTER XXII.

ON BAPTISM.

SECTION I. )

Q. How do you prove that there are seven sacraments ¢

A. From the Holy Scripture, and the dogmatical decisions,
as well as the constant traditions, of the C%E:rch.

Q. Where do you find in Scripture that there are seven
sacraments?

A. We find in Secripture seven outward signs of invisible
grace, instituted by Jesus Christ, as so many means to confer
grace orl our souls ; this is easily shown of each sacrament in
particular.

Q. Do all Catholics profess that there are seven sacraments 2

4. Yes; all the Catholics in the world, in number about
two hundred and fifty-six millions, believe in seven sacraments.

Q. Do the Greel schismatics recognise the same number ?

A. Yes; all the Greek schismatics recognise the same
number of sacraments as the Catholic, Church, and these
schismatics are in number about fifty-six and a-half millions ;
so that three hundred and twelve millions and a half—that
is, nearly the half of the whole human race—hold the Catholic
faith on this subject ; whilst the whole Protestant population
of the world, opposed to it, only amount to about forty-nine
millions. Jeremias, the schismatical Greek Pattiarch of
Constantinople, declared the belief of the schismatical GYeek
Church in the seven sacraments, anno 1576 ; and others have,
repeated that declaration at various times since that period.

Q. What do you conclude from all this 2

A. That the whole Christian world, morally speaking, do
now believe, and have at all times believed, in seven sacra-
ments ; for had the sevgn sacraments been a modern inven-
tion, the Greek schismatical Church, which has been separ-
ated from us for nine hundred years, would not have had
these sacraments, in number and nature, just as we have them.

Q. Have Protestants been always agreed as to the number
of the sacraments ¢

A. Noj; some admitted two: baptism and what they call
the Lord’s Supper ; others admittecf four, and even five ; and
some admitted only three, as is evident from the Confession
of Augsburg, Apol. art. 7, which says expressly that
“ penance js a sacrament in the proper sense of the word.”
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Q. What inference would a man of reflection draw from
these Protestant inconsistencies ’

A. That Protestants were compelled to frame their religion,
not according to Holy Writ, but according to the corrupt
maxims of theit followers. The question with their founders
was not, what does Christ teach? but, what will our partisans
receive as doctrine from our hands? Hence, they taught one
doctrine to-day and another to-morrow, one doctrine in this
country, and another in that, in order to suit themselves and
their religion to the changes of time, place, and passion.

SECTION IL.

Q. For what end was baptism instituted &

A. To make us Christians; to free us from the slavery
of Satan, under which we come into the world; to unite us
with Jesus Christ as members of his body ; to give us aright
to receive all the other sacraments; and a title to an eternal
and happy inheritance in heaven.

Q. 1s baptism a true sacrament 2

A. ltis, because it has all the requisites of a true sacrament.

Q. What is the outward or visible sign in baptism 2

A. The pouring of water on the person, and the words, “T
haptize thee,” &c., pronounced by the minister.

3. What is the trward or inmsible grace conferred ?

. The sanctifying grace of God, by which the soul is
regenerated, cleansed from all sin, made the child of God, a
member of his Church, and an heir of heaven.

Q. Where do you find, in Seripture, that Christ instituted
buptism 2

. In many places, but particularly in the passage where
he gives his commission to the Apostles, Matt, xxviii. 19;
“ (o, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”

Q. Does it appear from Scripture that baptism remits sin?

A. Yes; St Peter, Acts ii. 38, says: “ Do penance, and
be baptised every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for
the remission of your sins.”

Q. 1s baptism necessary to salvation ?

A. Yes; for Christ says, John iii. 5: “Verily, verily, T
say to thee, Except a man be born again of water and the
Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God ;" and
in Méu;}x xvi. : “He that believeth, and is baptized, shall be
saved.”e
baQ. Dothe Fathers of the early and pure Church teach infant

iptism ¥ -

A. Most explicitly.. 8t Dionysius, of 2d century, says:
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“It is a tradition of the Apostles, that infants should be
baptized.” (Eccl. Hierarch. c. ult.) Irencus, of same age,
says: ‘““ All are saved who are regenerated in Christ : infants,
youths, and aged men.” (Lib. ii. ¢. 39.) -

Q. What says Origen? (lib. v. in cap. 6. ad. Rom.)

A. “The Church hath received a tradition from the
Apostles, to give baptism also to little ones.” St Cyprian, in
the same age, says: “It seemed good, not only to him, but
the whole Council, that little ones should be baptized even
before the eighth day.” (Lib. iii, Ep. ad Fidum.) See also
Clement, Ep. 4; Epiph. Heres. 28; Augustine, de Orig.
Anim. ; Coun. Nicen. Decret 3 de Baptis.

Q. Can Protestunts prove to Anubuptists, that the baptism
of ifants is good and uscful 2

A. No: they cannot; because, according to Protestant
principles, such baptism is useless.

Q. Why do you say this 2

A. One of the Protestant principles is, that no human
being can be justified, except by an act of faith in Jesus
Christ; but no infant is capable of making this act of faith;
therefore, upon Protestant principles, the baptism of infants
is uscless. .

Q. Can you draw the same conscquence from any other
priveiple ?

. Yes; their first principle is, that nothing is to be
practised, which is not authorized by scriptural example;
but it does not appear from Scripture, that even one infant
was ever baptized; thercfore Protestants should reject, on
their own principle, infant baptism as an unscriptural usage.

Q. How do Anabaptists treat other Protestants ?

. They boast, that the Scripture is evidently for Ana-
baptist practice; that other Protestants hold traditional
doctrines like the Catholics. They quote Matt. xxviii,, “ Go,
teach all nations, baptizing them,” from which they say it is
clear, that teaching should go before baptism; hence, they
conclude, that as infand cannot be taught, so neither should
they be baptized, unti]l they are capabzle of teaching or
instruction,

Q. What use do they make of Mark xvi.: “He who
believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved ?”

4. They say it is evident, that belief, or faith, must precede
baptism ; but, they add, children or infants are not,capable
of believing; therefore neither are they capable of being
baptized.

Q. What can Protestants reply to this Anabaptist reasoning
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A. They may give these psssages another meaning, but
they can never prove that their interpretation is better than
that of the Anabaptists, because they themselves give every
one-a right to interpret Scripture.

Q. Whiat inference do you draw from this?

A. That every Protestant has much reason to doubt
whether he be baptized. .

Q. How do Catholics prove that infants ought to be baptized ?

A. Not from Scripture alone, which is not clear on this
subject, but from the Scripture, illustrated by the constant
tradition of the Church, which, in every age, administered
baptism to infants, and consequently the practice must have
been derived from the Apostles. .

Q. Can Protestants use this triumphant argument of tradi-
tion against the Anabaptists £

A. No; they have no right to use it in this matter, where
it would serve them, since they reject it in every question
where it is opposed to their movel and lately invented
doctrines, : ’

" CHAPTER XXIIL
ON CONFIRMATION.

Q. Why doyouconsider Confirmation one of the sacraments

A. Because it is a visible sign of invisible grace.

Q. What is the visible sign in Confirmation 2

A. The unction of Holy Chrism, and the imposition of the
hands of the bishop.

Q. What is the invisible grace conferred by this sacrament 2

A. A grace of the Holy Ghost, which strengthens and
secures the faith of the Christian.

Q. Where do you find Confirmationgnentioned in Scripture?

A. In Acts viii, it is said, that the Samaritans, having re-
ceived the Word of God, were baptized by St Philip; and
the Apostles “ sent unto them Peter and John, who, when
they were come, prayed for them, that they might receive
the Holy Ghost; for he was not as yet come upon any of
them, but they were only baptized in the name of the Lord
Jesus. «Then they laid their hands upon them, and they re-
ceived the Holy Ghost.” Here we have a sacred rite per-
formed by the.Apostles themselves, by the imposition of
hands. which certainly is not ordination, as gome have
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dreamed ; for, as is evident from a previous verse of the same
chapter, there were women amongst those upon whom the
Apostles imposed their hands. Neither can it be baptism ;
for the text expressly says, that these Samaritans were pre-
viously baptized by St Philip. Therefore it is that sacra-
ment of Confirmation, which, by the universal testimony of
the whole Christian Church, was instituted by Christ, and
practised, in this instance, by his Apostles.

Q. Have you any other scriptural proof showing this sacra-
meht as completely distinct from baptism 2 .

A. Yes; St Paul first baptized and then confirmed the
Ephesians, Acts xix. 5: “Having heard these things, they
were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus; and when
Paul had imposed his lunds upon them, the Holy Ghost
came upan them.”

Q. May it not be said, that the Apostles imposed their hands
on these occasions to communicate the external and visible gifis
of the Holy Ghost, but that bishops have no such power now ?

A. The external or visible gifts of the Holy Spirit, such
as the gift of tongues or Erophecy, were, in the time of the
Apostles, necesgary for the conversion of the world, as direct
proofs that God was the Author of their religion; but now
that the world has abundant arguments and proofs for that
great fundamental truth, miracles are no longer necessary,
but the grace of God—communicated along with these mira-
culous gifts, which strengthened the first Christians unto per-
fection, and enabled them to lay down, even with joy, their
lives, rather than deny their €aith—has been necessary in
every age to all Christians, is still necessary, and will con-
tinue so until the end of the world; and it is this invisible
grace of the Holy Ghost which is communicated in Confir-
mation.

Q. What have you to say to Protestants on this sacrament ?

A. You appeal, we say to them, incessantly to Scripture,
—you boast that you comply with it to’the very letter: why
is it, then, that only a®mere handful of you practise this
sacred rite? 'Why do you not, as thé Apobtles did, impose
your hands upon those wflom you have baptized ? ‘

Q. Are there any proofs for Confirmation in the practice of
the ancient and pure Church?

A. Yes; St Cyril, 3 Cathes., says: “ When the body is
visibly anointed, the soul becomes sanctified by the ipterior
operation of the Holy Spirit.” St Augustine, Lit. contra
‘Petel. lib. iii. cap. 10, says: “The sacrament of Holy
Chrism does not yield in sanctity to baptism itself,”
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Q. Do other Fathers spealk of this sacrament ?

A. St Clement, of 2d century, says: “All must make
haste to be consigned” (confirmed) by a bishop ; that is, to
receive the sevenfold grace of the Holy Ghost.” (Ep. ad.
Julium.)

Q). What says Dionysius? (Eccl. Hier. c. 4.)

A. “But the anointing with ointment gives also the coming
of the Holy Ghost to them that are consecrated.”

Q. What says Tertullian? (De Resurrect. Carnis.)

A. “The flesh is anointed, that the soul may be con-
secrated ; the flesh is overshadowed with the imposition
of hands, that the soul may be illuminated with the Spirit
of God.

Q. Is it not a strange infatuation in Presbytericns, to reject
a sacrament, so clearly laid down in Scripture ?

A. Yes; very strange; but this is not a solitary instance
of such infatuation. They read the Scripture, not to follow
or obey it as a rule, but to adopt or reject its doctrines at
the bidding of fancy or fashion. B{ the rejection of bishops,
who are the ordinary ministers of this saerament, they made
it almost a matter of necessity to reject the sacrament.

Q. What think you of the Episcopalian practice ?

A. It is more sbsurd than the Presbyterian, since the
former have rejected the substance and retained the shadow.
If it be not a sacrament, 1t is only a ceremony; and as they
profess to detest ceremonies, they should abandon 1t
altogether.

CHAPTER XXI1V.
ON THE HOLY EUCHARIST.

SECTION I. |

Q. Is the Holy Eucharist a sacrainent ?

A. Yes; all parties admit this, gven those whe look upon
it as merely bread and wine.

Q. What is the sensible sign in this sacrament ?

A. The appearance of bread and wine which remain after
consecration, and under which our Blessed Saviour is received
into our souls,

Q. What is the inward grace contained in this sacrament?

4. The body and blood of Jesus Christ, the source and
author of all grace.
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s0u find Jesus Christ mentioned as the author
A .

spel account of its institution, Luke xxii, 19,
wrist, “taking bread, gave thanks, and brake,
them, saying, THIS 18 MY BODY ; do this for a
on of me. In like manner, the chalice also,
« supped, saying, This is the chalice of the new
2 my blood, which shall be shed for you.”
it does the Catholic Clurch believe as to this
2 ;
.t, after the words of consecration are pronounced
ae bread and wine, our Lord Jesus Christ, true God
true man, is truly, really, and substantially contained
.nder the outward appearance of bread and wine,—the
whole substance of the bread being changed into his body,
and the whole substance of the wine into his blood ; we under-
stand also, not his body and blood as they were in this world,
but as they are now glorious and immortal in heaven.
Q. What do you mean by « glorious and immortal body ?
<. T mean that kird of body of which Paul speaks, 1 Cor.
xv. 44: “Itis sown a natural body, it shall rise a spiritual
body; if there be a natural body, there is also a spiritual
body.”
Q).’ Do the Greeks hold the same doctrine as the Catholics
on this subject 2 o
A. Yes; in their attestation, signed by scven Eastern
Archbishops (Perpet. de la Foi. tom. iii. p. 412), we read;
* 1st, That the living body of Jesus Christ, who was crucified,
who ascended into heaven, and who sits at the right hand of
the Father, 1s TRULY PRESENT in the Eucharist, but in an in-
visible manner; 2dly, that the bread and wine, after the in-
vocation of the priest and the consecration, are substantially
changed into the true body and blood of Jesus Christ, and
that the accidents which remain are not bread and wine in
reality, although they appear to be bread and wine; 3dly,
that the Eucharist is a sacrifice for the living and the dead,
established by Jesus Christ, and which we have from the
Apostles by tradition ; 4thly, that the body of Jesus Christ
is eaten whole and entire, in an impassible state, by those
who receive it, whether they be worthy or unworthy,—such
as are worthy receive it for their salvation, the unworthy to
their condemnation ; that it is also immolated without effu-
sion of blood, and justly adored as God.”
Q. Was not the celebrated Calvinist, Claude, staggered by
this Eastern document ?
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A. So much so, that he wrote to verif
have the celebrated letter in answer to him,
1672, confirming every word of the above d¢
clearest and strongest language, as containing t
Eastern Church on the subject of the Eucharis
de la Foi, already quoted, tom. iii,

Q. What did Luther teach on this subject 2

4. “In vain I wished,” he says, “to have den.
presence of Christ in the Eucharist,...the words ot
ture are so plain and strong in favour of the myst
spite of all my wishes, although I strained every
reject it, yet 1 could never bring my mind to adopt th.
expedient.” (Ep. Car. Amic.) Again he says: “The dc.
of the real presence is a piece of downright blasphemy, an
impeachment of the divine veracity; and he ealls the
deniers, “ a set of deviled, be-deviled, per-deviled, and super-
deviled wretches.”

Q. What is the real doctrine of the Clurch of England
on this sacrament ?

A. In the Book of Common Prayer, we find the following
question: “ What is the inward part or thing signified?” (of
the Lord’s Supper.) The answer is: ¢ The body and blood
of Christ, whicg are verily and indecd taken, and received by
the faithful in the Lord’s Supper.”

QSs What says Leibnitz ? (Systema Theol. p. 226 : Paris,
1819.)

A. “But pious antiquity plainly enough declared, that
the bread was changed into the body of Christ, the wine into
his blood ;...and this change the Latins have rightly called
transubstantiation ;...here the Scripture is to be explained
by that tradition, which the Church, as its keeper, has trans-
mitted to us.”

Q. What says Grotiug? (Vot. pro. pace.)

A. “I find in all the Liturgies—Greek, Latin, Arabic.
Syriac, and others—prayers addressed to God, that, by his

oly Spirit, he would consecrate she gifts offered up, and
make them the body of his Son. I was therefore right in
asserting, that a practice so ancient and universal must be
considered as having come down from the first ages, and
ought not to have been altered.”

Q. What says Dr Parker, Prot. Bishop of Oxzford? (Rea-
sons for Abrogating the Test, p. 13, 1688.)

A. “It is evident to all men that are but ordinarily con-
versant in ecclesiastical learning, that the ancient Fathers,
from age to age, asserted the real and substantial presence
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in very high and expressive terms.” Indeed, almost all the
learhed bishops of the English Protestant Church are of the
same opinion on this matter. And no one can doubt, that a
vast section of that Church at present are as much Catholie,
as the Catholics themselves, on the subject of the real pre-
sence.

Q. What inference do you draw from this powerful testi-
mony in fovour of the real presence ?

A. That this portion of Catholic doctrine has the support
of every Church deserving the name ; that its opponents are
few, generally ignorant, and always factious and full of sec-
tarian prejudice. Ience, from the number and learning of
the vouchers for the Catholic faith here under discussion, it
is manifest, that that faith must be strongly and clearly laid
down in Beripture.

SECTION IT1,

Q. Did Christ make any particular promise, as regards the
Eucharist, before he instituted it £

A. Yes; a very clear promise, in 3t John’s Grospel, chap vi.

Q. Does this chapter regard the Eucharist ?

A. Yes; even the lecarned Mr Johnston, a Protestant, in
his * Uubloody Sacrifice,” shows, at large, that the primitive
Fathers understood this chapter as referring to the Eucharist.

Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the first part of this
chapter ?

A. Yes; the astonishing miracle which Christ performed
in feeding five thousand persons, with only five loaves and
two fishes, is here related ; and such a miracle was truly a
suitable prelude to the introduction of that miracle of
miracles—the Holy Eucltarist,by which he was, with heavenly
bread—that is, with his own body and blood—to feed all his
faithful followers, The very fact, that he wrought this
astonishing miracle, before introducing the subject of the
Eucharist, shows that he was about to speak on a matter
that required strong faith in his followers and audience. If
he had merely to annolince to them, that he was going to

ive them common bread and wine, s it likely he would have
introduced it by such a tremendous miracle ?

Q. Does it appear that the Jews had, before the teacking of
Christ, any notion that the Messiah would give them bread
Jrom heaven, as Moses had done?

« A. Yes; for in one of their earliest works after the com-
ing of Christ, “ Commentary on the Book of Eccldbiastes,"”
they say, that as Moses brought down manna from heaven, so
one of the signs of the Messiah should be, that he should bring



170 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

down bread from heaven. Various Jewish teachers in the
early ages of Christianity, according to R. David Kimchi,
seem to have admitted transubstantiation, grounding it on
that passage of Osee xiv. 8: “And they shall live upon
wheat, and they shall blossom as a vine : his memorial shall
be as the vine of Lebanon.”  “ Many doctors,” says David
Kimchi, “expound this text, that there shall be made a
CHANGE OF NATURE IN WHEAT in the times of our Redeemer
Christ.”

Q. Does Christ himself appear to allude to this belief of the
Jews ?

A. Yes, in very clear terms, John vi. 32: “ Amen,
amen, I say to you, Moses gave you not bread from heaven,
but my Father giveth you the true bread from heaven.”

Q. What does Christ say that this bread from hesven is?

A. In verse 35, he says, it is Zémself: “1 AM TUE BREAD
OF LIFE.”

Q. What follows these astonishing words 2

4. A long and impressive instruction as to the necessity
of believing his words, which shows clearly, that he was
about to reveal something, which he knew his audience would
have great difficulty in believing,

Q. After ending. the instruction as to foith with these im-
pressive words,—Amen, amen, I say to you, he that believeth
in me hath everlasting life,”—how does he proceed ?

A. He vepeats again, verse 48, the awful words, “I am
the bread of life,” as if he saw they would now be believed,
in consequence of the instruction he had given.

Q. Does he show that the bread which ke will give shall be
better than the miraculous manna, and, consequently, better than
the bread and wine of the Protestant sacrament 2

A. Yes; he says: “ Your fathers did ewt manna in the
desert, and are dead ; this is the bread which cometh down
from heaven, that if any man eat of it, he may not die.”

SECTION III.

Q. After having prepared the minds of his audience by feed-
ing five thousand persond with five loaves, and lectured them on
the mecessity of strong and lively faith,—after having repeated,
again, that he himself was the bread of life, from heaven,—
what does ke now say, that this bread s, in reality

A. Verse 52, he says, “The bread that 1 will give is my
Jflesh, for the life of the world.”

Q. How did the Jews receive this announcement 2

A. Verse 53: ¢ They strove among themselves, saying,
How can this man give us his flesh to eat ?” This is exactly
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the question put, at the present day, by unbelieving I’ro-
testants. How™?!! What blasphemy, to put such a ques-
tion to the Almighty! How did he create the world out of
nothing ?  How gid he turn the rod of Moses into a serpent ?
How did be change the waters into blood ?  How, the water
into wine at Cana? How feed five thousand people with five
loaves ?

Q. If he had meant, that what he was to give them was mere
Iread and mere wine, what should he, as a good and wise God,
have done, now that he saw the Jews did not believe fine 2

A. He should at once have explained (as he did on other
occasions), that he did not wish to be understood literally
but figuratively,—that he meant to give them bread and
wine, mercly as a commemoration of his death.

Q. Did he give such an explanation 2

A. No; he repeats, verse H4, the same truth again in
stronger language, and cven with an asseveration: “Then
Jesus said to them, Amen, amen, I say unto you, Except you
eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you
shall not have life in you ;” and, in the next five verses, in
order to give strength to his words, and to leave no doubt of
his meaning, on the mind of any one, he, in different forms,
but almost in the same words, repeats and re-repeats the
same truth, without any explanation whatever.

Q. When, on other occasions, Christ taught any thing in
Sigurative language, was he in the habit of giving an explana-
tion inumediately after, lest his words meght be misunderstood,
«and lest the people might be misled byghis figurative language,
by interpreting his words literally ?

1. Most certainly he was. In John iil., he corrects
Nicodemus, who understood him literally, when he wished to
be understood figuratively. In Matt, xvi. 5, he corrects the
Apostles, who understood him literally, when he meant to
speak figuratively, on the lewven of the Pharisees. In John
iv. 32, his disciples misynderstood him as ta the food he
spoke of, taking hin in the literal senso.; he ipstantly corrects
the error, by expluining himself. In John xi. 11, his disciples
again mistake him, and he instantly explains. In Matt. xix,,
there is another misunderstanding on the part of his disciples,
and he at once sets them right. Another instance may be
seen in Matt. viil.

Q. Did the Jews, the Apostles, and the disciples of esus,
understand him here in the literal sense ?

A. Yes; for the Jews ask, “ How cun this man give us his
flesh to et 2", Ver. 62: “ His disciples murmured.” Ver.
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67 . « After this many of his disciples went back, and walked
no more with him ;" whilst he finds it necessary, in ver. 68,
to ask his Apostles, “ Wil you also go?”

). Seeing, then, that all are about to leave him,—that they
are scandalised at his doctrine,—that they do not believe kim in
the literal sense,—does he on this, as on every other occasion,
explain himself at once, and show them that he speaks in figures,
~—that ke does mot intend to give them his flesh and his blood
in reality, but merely bread and wine, as « commemoration of
himself'? .

A. No; he sees that the Jews, the disciples, and the
twelve Apostles, understand him in the very sense which he
intended. He allows them to go away ; he gives no explana-
tion, because he has none to give. They understand him
literally, and he speaks literally. He appeals to his Ascension,
as an argument which should induce them to believe (ver. 63.)
In ver. 64, he clearly tells them that the eating of dead flesh
will profit them nothing, but that the flesh whieh he will give
them is his glorified body, animated by his soul and his life-
giving divinity,—that same body, soul, and divinity, by which
in the mystery of Redemption, he was to give life to the world.
He exhorts them again to have faith, showing that he was
teaching something which it was difficult to believe; and
concludes, by asking his Apostles, whether they also refuse
to believe him. To which St Peter replies (ver. 69), with
full confidence in his Divine Master: * Lord, to whom shall
we go ? thou hast the*words of eternal life....Thou art Christ
the Sou of God.” i

Q. What general inference would you draw from the conduct
aof those to whom Christ addressed himself on this vceasion ?

A. If Christ intended only to give bread and wine, as a
memorial of himself, why did he not say so, to prevent the
departurg of his followers, and to teach them truth? Or can
any one in his senses suppose, that the Author of truth would
leave, in doubt and obscurity, one of the most important
articles of the rejigion he was about to establish? Assuredly
no. Then he spoke in the literal sense,—then he wished to
be understood in the literal sense,—then the Jews, the dis-
ciples, and the Apostles, understood him correctly. The
Jews and disciples left him, because they would not believe
that he could give them his flesh and blood. But the
Apostles. who knew that he was God, to whom nothing was
irnpossible, who could not be deceived himself, and could not
deceive them, submitted to the belief of the incomprehensible
mystery, in these words: “ Lord, to whom shall we go? thou
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hast the words of eternal life;” we believe all that thou hast
taught, no matter how difficult, BECAUSE “ we have believed,
and have knrown, THAT THOU ART THE CHRIST THE SON
oF Gopn.”

Q. If Christ tntended to be understood in the fiyurative sense,
and meunt only to give bread and wine, would there have been
any reason why all lis audience should have turned their backs
upon him 2

A. Certainly not; since such memorial would have been
inferior both to the maunna and the paschal lamb of the Old
Law. .

Q. If Christ intended only mere bread and wine, was t not
an awful violation of the propriety of language to say, that, in
using these, his followers would be eating his flesh and drinking
his blood ?

A. Yes, most certainly ; such as we can never suppose that
the wisdom of (zod could adopt ; nay more, such language was
well calculated to deter the Jews from believing his doctrine
at all, because, in their language, to eat the flesh of any one,
meant to do him some grievous injulgr, Ps. xxviii.; Job xix. ;
Eccl. iv.; St James v. As to the drinking of blood, it was
universally considered a dreadful crime among the Jews,
Gen, ix.; Levit. vii. Sam. xiv.; Judith xi. And as to
the eating of human flesh, or drinking human blood, it is men-
tioned, as the most dreadful curse God could inflict on man-
kind, Wisd. xi. 7; Apoc. xvi. 6; Jerem. xix. 8,

Q. What would you draw from this consideration ?

A. That Christ evidently wished to be understood in the
literal sense, and, on account of thjs, was compelled to use
language disagreeable to Jewish ears; otherwise, his use
of such expressions was uncalled for, improper, and unwise,
and calculated to defeat the very object which our Divine
Saviour had in view; and this supposition, that the very
Author of wisdom, would couch the doctrines he yished the
entire world to believe, in language unpardonably incorrect,
and scandalous to his followers, is not only absurd—it is
impious and blasphemous. ‘

SECTION IV,

Q. Christ then promised that he would give his body and
blood, for the spiritual food of his peaple, where do you find
that promise fulfilled ?

A. In Luke xxii. 19: “ And taking bread, he gave thanks,
and brake, and gave to them, saying: 1'%is is my body which
18 given for yow.” Place these words alongside of the words
of the promise, and you will at once admit the promise ful-
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filled. The words of the promise were: “ And the bread
that I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world.” -

Q. Is the institution as to the cup, or chalice, equally clear ?

A. Yes; the words of the promise were: “ Except you
eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall
not have life in you.” This promise is now fulfilled in these
words, Luke xxii. 20 : ¢ This is the chalice of the new testa-
ment in my blood, which shall be shed for you.”

. Are the Evangelists Matthew xxvi. 26, 28, and Mark
xiv. 22, 24, equally clear 2

A. Yes; and the fact that they reclate the institution
almost in the very same words, and essentially in the very
same sense,—that they all repeat the words body and blood
with the most remarkable unifoxmity of language, is one
of the strongest proofs for the real presence.

Q. Whyso?

A. Because they, at least, knew what Christ meant by the
words body and blood ; and if Christ meant by these, mevely
bread and wine, some of them, were it only by accident,
would have given his meaning instead of his words, or, at all
events, would have given some explanation of them ; yet not
one of them did so.

Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the Syriac version of
St Mark 2 '

A. Yes; learned Catholics, as well as Protestants, admit,
that it represents our Lord as saying: ¢ Take, eat, this ismy
body ITSELF ;" thus clearly confirming the Catholic interpre-
tation, See Walton, Prol. Bib. Polygl.

Q. If Christ intended to deliver to mankind, his real body
and blood, could ke have used more proper, concise, or correct
language ?

A. Noj; we cannot conceive language better chosen.

Q. If he intended mere bread and wine, could he have used
more improper language

A. No%¥in that case, the use of such language would be
unwise and inexplicable, .

- Q. Was the time in which Christ instituted the sacrament «
period of his mortal career, in which the use of the most obscure
and improper figures should be employed, to conveytohis Aposties
(those who were to teach the world) the most simple and neces-
sary truths 2 .

.A. Certainly not ; he was making his last Testament, which,
even atg;)ngst men, 18 made in as simple and clear language
as possible; he was teaching his Apostles what they were to
teach others; he was teaching what was to be believed and

©
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practised by the whole world till the latest ages, and upon
the belief and practice of which, all were to be saved or
damned. The awfulness of the time, therefore, the awful
nature of the doctrine, and its awful importance to those who
were to teach, as well as to those who should be taught, all
demanded from a good and wise God, what he could easily
give, and what he most assuredly did give—the utmost per-
spicuity in the language used.

Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the words of the old
alliance, which tends to illustrate these words of the new :
¢ This is my blood ?”

A. Yes; in Exodus xxiv., Moses took blood, and sprinkled
it upon the people, saying : ¢ This is the blood of the covenant
which the Lord hath made with you.” The words of Christ
in the New Testament have evidently a relation to those of
Moses in the Old ; and as Moses presented to the people, in
the Old Law, the real blood of the victims, so, in the’ New,
the real blood of the heavenly victim—the Lamb of God—is
presented to the children of the new covenant.

Q. If, in this most dignified of all the sacraments, the true
body and blood of Christ were not present, what would be the
consequence ? .

A. That Jesus Christ, the all-wise God and Saviour of
mankind, did intentionally, or, at least, indifferent as to the
awful consequences, express himself so in its institution, as to
deceive nineteen-twentieths of those he came to redeem,—to
involve all Christians in bitter and endless disputes, and ex-
pose the great body of his Church to be guilty of the appal-
ling erime of idolatry ; all this, too, whilst one word of ex-
planation from him would have prevented all these evils.

Q. What would you infer from this 2

A. That, as these blasphemous suppositions cannot for a
moment be entertained, so it is clear, beyond all doubt, that
Christ spoke in the literal sense ; in that he intended to be
understood ; and in that sense, and no other, his language is
perfectly intelligible.

Q. W}/"as the Almighty pleased to ke explicit in the language
which he employed in the establishment of other institutions
of importance ?

A. To be satisfied that he was so in institutions of much
less importance, read Gen. xvii. 10, on circumecision; Exod.
xii. 8, on the sacrifice of the paschal lamb; and Leviticus,
on general ritual observance: and in the New JLaw, the
sacrament of baptism is instituted and enforced, in language
the most clear and precise.
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Q. If Christ meant to leave us in the sacrament mere bread
and wine, are not his words sufficiently explicit 2

A. No; they are thereverse. He says: * This is my body,
this is my blood ;" whilst Protestants would make him mean
by these words : This is NoT my body, this is NoT my blood.

SECTION V.

Q. Can you quote any other scriptural authority on the
subject?

A. Yes; several, and of great importance. St Paul, 1 Cor.
x. 16, says: “The chalice of benediction which we bless, is it
not the communion of the blood of Christ? And the bread
which we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the
Lord?”

Q. What is the first remark you would make on this passage?

A. 8t Paul knew well whether the sacrament was the body
and blood of Christ, or only mere bread and wine. He 1s
here preaching to the Christian Corinthians, instructing them
in what they ought to believe and practise. If, then, Christ
spoke figuratively, why does not St Paul now explain these
ﬁiures to the simple and the unlettered? ‘Why does he now,
when he ought to be plain and clear, call bread, the body,
and wine, the blood of Christ? If the Protestant be the true
sense of these words, why does he not, even by accident, hint
at such a meaning ?

Q. Have you any other reflection to offer on St Paul’s words ?

A. If the cup contain only wine, how can St Paul call it a
cup of benediction or blessing® If only wine, how can the
recemion of it be the communion of the BLOOD OF CHRIST ?
If what appears bread, be only bread, how can the partaking
of it be the partaking of the body of the Lord ? Besides, the
word which St Paul uses to express communion, is xovoua,
not psroxe,—a word which expresses not any ordinary union,
but the closest union of what we receive with our own
substance.

Q. What does St Paul'say in the next verse? (1 Cor.x.17.)

A. After having said, that we are,partakers of the body
and blood of Christ, under the forms of bread and wine, he
now adds : “For we, being many, are one bread, one body, all
that partake of one bread.” "Now, in the Catholic sense
of the sacrament, these words are true strictly, for we all
gartake of ONE AND THE BAME BREAD,—that 1s, the sacred

esh of the Lord. The bread which I will give, is my flesh ;
but, in the Protestant sense, St Paul's words would be non-
sense; for if the sacrament be mere bread, then each
receiver partakes of a different bread; and hence, as the
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bread ttpon which they feed is not one, so neither can they
be cemented into one body. Protestants, therefore, being
neither one bread, nor one body, are not the sort of Christians
to whom St Paul addressed himself.

Q. What does St Paul say in the next verse of same chapter ?

A. “Are not they that eat of the sacrifice, partakers of the
altar ?"

Q. What does St Paul mean by these words 2

A. That as the Jews, by the order of the Almighty, always,
except when precluded by their sins, eat of the victims that
were offered, so also the Christians, by partaking of the altar,
eat of the sacrifice; but the Christian sacrifice is Christ
himself ; therefore, in partaking of the victim, they eat the
body and drink the bloed of Christ.

Q. Have you any other scriptural arqument?

A. Onthis all-important matter, the arguments from Scrip-
ture seem inexhaustible. St Paul, 1 Cor. xi. 23, 24, records
the institution’inthe very language adopted by Matthew, Mark,
and Luke, and adds, that he has learned what he writes from
the Lord. Now, if Christ had spoken in figures, at the institt-
tion, would it not be natural to expect, that, in this new reve-
lation to St Paul, who was not present at the Last Supper, he
should vary the language, so as to afford some explanation of
these figures ? Andyet hedoesnot; thesame wordsare adhered
to, with the most wonderful exactness. Again, St Paul knew
the true meaning of these words ; and if he understood them
to mean mere bread and wine, used as a figure or commemora-
tion, why did he not, writing, as he was, in Greek, to the
Corinthians, say, This is a figure of my body, or a commemo-
ration of my blood, or this sIGNIF1ES my body and my blood ?
St Paul was instructing the ignorant ; he tells these ignorant
people, that what they believe to be bread and wine, is the
body and blood of Christ: was this the way an inspired
Apostle should instruct the simple? Would any Protestant
minister imitate St Paul in this odd system of instruction ?

Q. Does 8t Paul giwe any explanation, which proves, incon-
testably, that he understood the sacrament, to be the true body
and blood of Christ?

A. Yes; in ver. 27, he says: “Therefore whosoever shall
eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily,
shall be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord.”

. What inferences do you draw from these words ?

A. That St Paul believed in- the real presences; for how
could he call the chalice, the ckalice of the Lord, if it were only
a cup containing common wine? And what would the un-
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worthiness consist in, if only common bread and wine were
present? And how could the unworthy receiver be guilty
of the body and blood of the Lord, if the body and blood
of the Lord were not there present ?

Q. What doyou remark on the following verse: “ But let a
man prove himself ; and so let a man eat of that bread, and
drink of the chalice ?”

A. That, in the sacrament, there must be something more
than mere bread; otherwise, why this searching proof and
trial before receiving it ?

Q. What are the concluding words of St Paul, ver. 29 ?

A. “For he that eateth or drinketh unworthily, eateth
and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the body
of the Lord.” . ’

Q. What do you say on these words ? .

A. How could a man become unworthy by eating a morsel
of bread, and drinking a little wine, a8 a commemoration of
the death of Christ? Why, above all, is he* consigned to

"eternal damnation for a thing, in itself, so indifferent ?—and
why is he doomed to this awful fate, for not discerning the
body of the Lord, if the body of the Lord be not there, since,
if not there, it cannot be insulted or profaned? If the
Catholic be the true doctrine,—if the body and blood of
Christ are truly and really present,—then are all St Paul's
words intelligible and full of meaning ; but in the Protestant
sense, they are the most usintelligible gibberish that ever
was uttered. .

Q. Can you draw any further proof of this from the next
verse? (30.)—* Therefore are there many infirm and weak
among you, and many sleep.”

A. Yes, and a very strong proof. St Paul, in these words,
says: On account of your unworth{ communions ; because
you, in many instances, receive, without discerning the bod
of the Lord; you are afflicted with sickness, and even wit
death, in punishment of your awful guilt, by the profanation
of the sacred body and blood of the Redeemer,—a punish-
ment which we cangot suppose inflicted for eating bread or
drinking mere wine.

Q. Are the Christian Church and dispensation superior o
those of the Old Low ?

A. Certainly; this is admitted on all hands, by Protestants
as well as Catholics.

Q. Would this be the case, if the most dignified sacrament
of the New Law were only bread and wine, used as a mere
Jigure of the Christian sacrifice ?
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A. Assuredly not; for how much more dignified, and
strikingly illustrative of the sufferings and death of our be-
loved Saviour, was the paschal lamb of the Jews, slain and
offered up before the Lord, than is the unmeaning practice of
eating and drinking bread and wine, as the only memorial of
the Christian Pasch.

Q. Was the manna of the desert a figure of the Christiun
sacrament of the Eucharist 2

A. Yes; Christ himself declares it ; but if the Protestant
bread and wine be the Christian Pasch, then the figure is
greater than the reality, and Christianity is degraded even
below the level of the Judaic rite. The manna was mira-
culous bread; the Protestant sacrament is natural bread.
The manna came from on high; the Protestant sacrament
comes from the earth, or the baker's oven. The manna was
a heavenly food, given only to the people of God; the Pro-
testant sacrament is the common food of all men, wicked
and virtuous, Jews and Gentiles, Turks and Christians.
The manna, on the Sabbath, suffered not corruption; the
Protestant sacrament is corruptible at all times; it has no
miraculous qualities. The manna had the taste of all kinds
of food, and yct was none of all these foods; the Protestant
sacrament has the taste of ordinary, bread, and has no
heavenly property whatever. Thus, according to the Pro-
testant faith, Christianity sinks into insignificance before the
wonders of Judaism—the figure is greater than the reality—
Moses superior to Christ—all our notions of religion are sub-
verted—we find ourselves entangled in a horrid mass of
absurdities and contradiction. But when we look at the
Catholic Pasch, and believe in the illustrious sacrifice and
sacrament in which the body and blood of Jesus Christ are
offered and received, we are extricated from our inexplicable
difficulties ; our understanding becomes unclouded ; we per-
ceive at once the noble and significant figure of the Old, and
the infinitely superior and illustrious rcality of the New
Law. -

SECTION YI.

Q. Does not Dr Adam Clarke, in * Discourse on the Holy
Eucharust,”” London, 1808, say, thatin the Syriac, the lanquage
used by Christ, there is no word that expresses “to signify or
represent,” and that hence Christ was compelled to say, * This
IS my body,” instead of “ This REPRESENTS my body ?”

A. Yes; but this assertion of Dr Clarke has been ex-
punged since, by Mr Horne, thus proving that Clarke was
wrong. Dr Lee of Cambridge (Proleg. to Bagstet's Polygl.
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Bible) confesses that Clarke was in error; and the Right
Rev. Dr Wiseman, who is well qualified to judge in this
matter, has discovered, in the Syriac, many words expressing
to signify, to represent, or typify. But the simplest answer
to the objection is, that the Apostles, who wrote in Greek,
had plenty of words meaning to signify. Why then did they
use the word 1s, when, to express.Protestant doctrine, if
the;:1 w?ished to teach such, they had an abundant choice of
words

;)I‘. Does not 8t Luke xxii. say: “ And having taken the
chalice, he gave thanks, and said, Take, and divide it among
you. For I say to you, that I will not drink of the vine till
the kipgdom of God come ?” And does not this prove that it
was wine, and not his blood, which was in the chalice?

A. If Protestants wonld have patience to read the whole
passage, and not leap at conclusions, théy would see {hat the
above words were uttered, not over the sacramental cup, but
over the wine that was drunk with the paschal lamb, imme-
diately before Christ instituted the sacrament, in ver. 19, 20.

Q. Christ says, “ This is the chalice, the new testament,”
&c.; and where we have these two figures, why may not the
whole be figurative

A. These figures were the simplest language to the
Apostles who were familiar with them. Every one says, this
cup, this glass, meaning the contents of it ; and the Apostles
were accustomed to the language of Moses: “ This is the
blood of the covenant which the Lord had made with you,”
meaning that the blood was not of he covenant, but its scal.
Besides, Christ explains the figure in the words, “ which
shall be shed for you;” now, assuredly, it was not the chalice
or wine that was shed, but his blood.

Q. 8t Paul, 1 Cor. xi., says: *“ Do this for the commemora-
tion, or, in remembrance, of me.” Now, we do not remember
things present, but things absent ; hence Christ is not present in
the sacrament & '

A. This is a mere quibble. Eccles. xii. says: “ Remember
thy Creator in the days of thy youth.” Now, will any Pro-
testant be fool enough to say, that, in the days of our youth,
our Creator is absent from us ? Besides, Christ is not visibly
present as he was, when addressing the Apostles; hence, in-
asmuch as he is now invisible, he may be said to be absent.
In fine, the sacrament is a memorial of his death; and the
real death of Jesus'is not a thi esent in the Holy
Eucharist, but is only represented m it, 1 Cor. xi.: “ As
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often as you eat this bread, &c., you shall show the death of
the Lord till he come.”

Q. Cun « thing be a memorial of itself?

A. Yes; the manna preserved in the Ark was so; Aaron’s
rod was preserved as a memorial of itself, with which Moses
wrought so many miracles ; the victims eaten by the Israelites
were memorials of the same victims offered on the altar.

Q. May not these words, “This is my hody,” &c. be under-
stood as these others, 1 am the door,” “1 am the vine ?”

A. No, for many reasons. 1st, Nothing was previously
said by Christ to prepare the Apostles for believing that he
was really to become a vine or a door; whilst he wrought a
tremendous miracle, and addressed them in a long discourse,
to prepare them to believe that the bread he was to give
them, should Le his own flesh. 2dly, When Christ, says, “1
am the door,” John x., the Scripture itself, ver. 6, de-
clares, that he was speaking figuratively. “ This PROVERB
Jesus spoke to them, but they understood not.” Christ, seeing
this, immediately explains the figure: “I am the door into
the sheep-fold ; by my doctrine, and through my blood, all
must enter. If any man enter in, he shall be saved. I am
the good shepherd ; the good shepherd giveth his life for his
sheep.” In John xv., where he says, he is the vine, he ex-
plains himself instantly, by calling us the branches ; showing,
that we must live by /s grace, as the vine branch lives by
the sap of the vine,—that we must be united to him by love
and obedience, as he was by these united to his Father.
Now, when Christ says, * This is my body,” he does not even
hint that he is speaking figuratively ; he enters into no expla-
nation whatever. The Jews are scandalised—his disciples
leave him—all exclaim, ¢ This is a hard saying ;" yet he re-
peats the same truth in the same words: ‘‘ Except you eat
the flesh of the «Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall
not have life in you.”

Q. May not Jesus Christ, when he said, *This is my body,”
have spolen figuratively, like St Paul, when he said, 1 Cor. x.
“and the rock was Christ #”

A. No: for St Paul is merely preaching, where figures
are allowed and useful ; whilst C{rist is instituting a sacra-
ment, at the mest awful moment of his life, in the act of
making his Jast will and testament'; and every one will grant,
that here rhetorical figures and flowers woul?be highly un-
becoming. Besides, there is no figure in the words of St
Paul, if carefully examined. He proposes the cloud and the
passage of the Red Sea as a figure of baptism ; the manna as
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a figure of the body, and the water of the Rock of Horeb as
a figure of the blood of Christ. He then says: * And all
drank the same spiretual drink ; they drank of the spiritual
rock that followed them, and the rock (spiritual) was Christ.”
And was not Christ the true spiritual rock, from whose
wounds, as from spiritual fountains, all believers, both pro-
spectively and retrospectively, drank (not as the Jews, from
t*le material and figurative rock Horeb) the spiritual waters
of eternal life? The word spiritual explains the whole, and
does away with the figure.

Q. Muay not the substantive verb 18, in the text, “ This 13 my
body,” mean represents, as the same verh 15 means represents
in Exodus xii.: “You shall eat (the flesh of the lamd) in
haste, for it s the Phase (or Passover) of the Lord.”

4. No, not at all ; though on the force of this text Zwing-
lius became so bold as to deny transubstantiation, declaring,
that he was in a dream reminded of this text by some “whate
or black monitor.” 'The fact is, that the verb ¢s does not
mean represent in this pissage. Kven Roscnmiiller, one.of
the most learned Protestant commentators, maintains that the
word 7s should be here taken literally ; the original has, This
is the passover to the Lord, or, this is the day or feast day of
the passover sacred torthe Lord. The very same construc-
tion of langnage is used in Exodus x. ; “This is the Sabbath
to the Lord,” which we have, “This is the Sabbath of the
Lord.” The same again occurs in Exodus xxxii. H: “The
festival of the liord,” for “ the festival to the Lord.” And,
finally, in the 27th verse of the very chapter under discus-
sion: “ This is the sacrifice of the Lord’s passover,”—that
is, in the original : “This is the sacrifice of the passover
sacred to the Lord.” So that the verb ¢s does not here
mean represent at all, but is to be understood literally. How
amusingly inconsecutive are Protestants in their arguments
against Catholicism. In a few scriptural instances, the verb
to be means fo represent, whilst in ten thousand instances, it
is to be understood literally ; therefore, like true philosophers,
they conclude, becatise it°suits their views, that in these
words, “ This is my body,” the word ¢s must be understood,
not literally, but figuratively, whilst every circumstance con-
nected with the above text goes to prove the contrary.

Q. Do not the Scriptures represent the body of Christ as. in
heaven, which he is not to quit, till the “ times of the restitution
of all thingd,"—that ds, until the end of the world ?

A. Yes; but the Scriptures assure us, that his body is also
in the Eucharist; therefore we believe both. Those who
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make this objection will find, that our Lord, after his Ascen-
sion, appeared visibly to St Paul in the castle of Jerusalem.

Q. Docs not Christ kimself say, Mark xiv. : “ The poor you
have always with you, but me ye have not always?”

A. Yes; but he speaks here of his mortal and visible pre-
sence ; for he elsewhere says: “I will be with you all days,
even to the end.”

Q. St Pawl calls the sacrament bread, 1 Cor. xi. ; therefore
is it bread ?

. He calls it bread, because it has the appearance of
bread ; but he calls it Tus bread, clearly showing, that it
has something extraordinary about it. He calls it bread,
but he says that he who partakes of it, partakes of the body
of Christ. Christ callell it bread; but he adds, the bread
which Iewill give you is my jflesh for the life of the world.
Again, we have many examples of Scripture, in which the
thing changed bears the name of that from which it is tran-
substantiated.  Thus, Gen. ii., Iive is called the bone of
Adam ; in Gen. iil., Adam is called dust, because he is made
from dust ; Fixodus vii.,, Aaron’s rod is called a rod, after it
beeame a serpent ; John ii., the water, after being changed
into wine, is called water. "The Seripture, too, often calls
things what they appear to be. Thus Gen. xvil., angels, in
human form, are called men. ’

SECTION VIL

Q. What do you mean by transubstantiation ?

A. To comprchend this, we must observe, that in all bodies
there are two things to be noted : 1st, the owtward appear-
ances, such as taste, smell, shape, colour, &c.; and 2dly, the
matter or substance in which these qualities reside. The
sensible qualities are objects of knowledge, which we can
acquire by the testimony of the senses; but we can form no
notion of the nature or structure of the inward substance,
—it is beyond the reach of even our conception. Now, with
regard to the MHoly Kucharist, our faith teaches us, that
“this snward smperceptible substance of the bread and wine,
is, at the consecration, by the almighty power of God,
changed into the substance of the body and blood of Christ,”
all the owtward sensille qualities remaining entirely the
same as before consecration. (Council of Trent, Sess. xiii.
cap. 4.

}()}. C)'tm you show that such a change took place?

A. Yes; for when Christ took the bread into his*hands, it
was still bread; but when he gave it to his disciples, he de-
clares that it is his body : “ This is my body.” His words
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cannot be false; by declaring it to be his body, he made it
80. The change did not take place in the outward sensible
qualities ; therefore it took place in the inward substance.

Q. May it not be said that his body is with the bread ?

A. Noj; for Christ does not say: [In, this lread, or with
this bread, or under this bread, or in this bread eaten by faith,
or with this bread when you receive it, is my body; but he
simply says, THIs 18 MY BODY. What Christ held in his
hand could not be bread and his body at one and the same
time.

Q. Does the Scripture, by any other example than this,
show, that the word of Christ, affirming that a thing is what
it was not before, is sufficient to produce the effect ?

A. Yes; the ruler, John iv. 49, says to Christ: “Sir,
come down before my son die. Jesus saith to him:.Go thy
way, thy son liveth ; and it was the same hour that Jesus said
to the ruler, thy son liveth, that the fever left him.” (Ver. 53.)

Q. How is such a change possible ?

A. You may as well ask, how was the world created out
of nothing ; how were the waters of Egypt turned into
blood ; the dry rod into a living serpent ; the water into wine
at Cana? .

Q. How can one substance exist under the outwurd appecr-
ance of another # ’

A. As easily as angels appeared to God’s servants in
the Old Law, under tLe outward appearance of men, and
spoke, and walked, and ate, as if tgey really were men.
Luke iii. 22, the Holy Ghost appeared under the bodily
shape of a dove; and, Acts ii. 3, under the form of “purted
tongues of fire.”

Q. How can the body of Christ be in many places at one
and the same time 2

A. We know little of glorified bodies or their qualities and
perfections ; but we know that they are not like mortal bodies.
How did our Saviour’s body pass through the stone with
which his sepulchre was closed ? Mark xv.46. How did his
body pass throughthe dbor? John xx. 19, 26. How did he,
whilst in heaven, after his Ascension, appear to St Paul?
1 Cor. xv. In fine, if, by the power of God, the same body
cannot be in many places at once, how did Christ, Mark vi.
49, feed five thousand men with five loaves and two fishes,
and four thousand, with seven loaves and a few small fishes ?
Mark viif. 6. -

Q. Perhaps each one only took a little £ ,

A. Noj; for the Scripture says, they did ALL eat, and had
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thetr FILL, and there were twelve baskets of fragments
remaining.

Q. Perhaps, then, Christ created new loaves and fishes 2

A. Noj; for again the Secripture declares, that “the TwWo
FISHES ke divided among THEM ALL,” and that “they filled

. twelve baskets of the fragments of the FIVE BARLEY LOAVES.”

Q. How can the body of Christ be contained under the con-
pass of a small host ? ‘

A. Our Saviour says, that our bodies shall become like the
angels, that it is possible for God to make a camel pass
through the eye of a needle; and how did the body of Christ
pass through the door, and through the stone ?

Q. Are not the senses deceived in this matter ®

A. Not atall; the sepses can only be employed on external
qualities ; they are not exercised on substance. In the sacra-
ment, the external a,%pearances are those of bread and wine;
the senses perceive these, and therefore they perceive all that
is within their province. As well might you say, the senses
were deceived in Christ, who was God-man, and yet appeared
to be only man, or in the Holy Ghost, when he appearedp under
the form of a dove. )

Q. How can the same thing appear under two different forms,
as under the form of bread and wine ?

A. The Holy Ghost appeared undef the form of a dove,
Lukeiii. 22 ; and under the form of parted tongues, Acts ii. 3.

). Has the doctrine of transubstantiation been believed in
cvery age of the Church ?

A. No portion of Christian doctrine is better attested. St
Ambrose, lib. iv. de Sacra. c. 4, says: “ Before the consecra-
tion, bread only is present; but after the sacred words are
pronounced, the bread is changed into the body of our Lord.”
And St Gregory of Nyssa, in his Large Catechism, c. 37, de-
clares : “I firmly believe that the bread is changed into the

body of Jesus Christ.”
' SECTION VIIL.

Q. Is Christ permagently present in the sacrament,—that is,
at other than the time it is received !

A. He is really and permanently present, from and after
the time the words of consecration are pronounced.

Q. How do you prove this

A. At the moment Christ finished the pronunciation of
these words, ¢ This is my body,” either his body was there,
or his words were not true; the latter is blasphemy ; there-
fore, his body was present, but the disciples had not yet re-
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ceived it: there it was, present at other than the moment
i which it was received.

Q. Throw a little more light on this.

A, Christ did not say, * This shall be my body when you
receive it,” but abselutely, ¢ This is my body.” 'The present,
not the future time, is marked by the word zs.

Q. If the Lutheran doctrine in this matter were true, what
would be the consequence ? -

A. That the body of Christ would be present, not by virtue
of the words of consecration, but by virtue of the manduca-
tion, which is a gross absurdity.

Q. What says St Ambrose? 1. iv. de Sacr. c. 4.

A. “The words of consecration are as efficacious as those
employed by Godin the creation of the world.” Hence, the
body of Christ is present immediately after the words of con-
secration, as the world existed immediately after the pro-
nunciation of the words which drew it out of nothing.

Q. Repeat St Cyril in his Epistle to Celosyrius.

A. “None but a fool,” he says, “ can imagine that the con-
secrated host loses its virtue immediately after consecration.”

Q. Hawve you any other proof of the permanent presence of
Clrist in the Eucharist? .

A. Yes; the primitive Church preserved the Eucharist
for the sick in holy ‘vessels. In times of persecution, it was
kept for a considerable time; and the bishops were wont to
send it, one to another, as a mark of their strict union.

Q. How long does Jesus Christ remain under the species 2

A. As long as the species exist.

Q. If the blessed sacrament should fall into fire or water,
would Jesus Christ suffer, or be insulted ?

A. He would be insulted if this happened by the fault of
man; but if by accident, no insult would be offered to him.
He is immortal and impassible ; He can suffer no more; and
in the cases mentioned, or any other such, the species only
are consumed or changed.

Q. Should we adore Jesus Christ in the blessed sacrament
of the Eucharist? N

A. Certainly ; because He, whom all the angels adore, is
truly present on our altars.

Q. Are Catholics justified in lneeling before the blessed
sacrament when it is carried past them in the street, either to
the siclk or in religious processions ?

A. Yees; more than justified ; for if, according to Scripture,
we bend the knee at the name of Jesus, how much more are
we bound to do go before his sacred person.
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Q. Do Catholics act properly in carrying the adorable suc-
rament with religious pomp and solemmnity in processions ?

A. If the Israelites carried the ark of the alliance with
great solemnity, Catholics have much more reason to carry
in triumph the holy sacrament, of which the ark was only a
wmere figure.

Q. Muy it not be said, that Jesus Christ is in the sacru-
ment, not sceliing our adorations, but to be the spiritual food of
our souls ?

A. Jesus Christ was in the crib of Bethlehem, not to be
adored merely, yet the Magi neglected not to adore him. He
cured the man iom blind, not merely to receive that man’s
adoration, yet that man neglected not to give it him. Where-
ever Jesus Christ is, there he is to be received and adored
with spvercign honours. St Augustine, in Ps. xcviii.,, says:
‘It is sinful to neglect to adore Jesus Christ in the Eucharist.”
St Ambrose, L. iii. de 8. Spirit. c. 12, says: “ We adore Jesus
Christ during the celebration of the sacred mysteries.”

Q. Are the Lutherans agreed upon this point

A. No; Kemnitius and his partisans, order the adoration
of Christ in the Eucharist ; Illyricus and his party, forbid it.

CHAPTER XXV,
COMMUNION UNDER ONE KIND.

SECTION I. .

Q. Is it necessary to receive the sucrament of the Eucharist
under both kinds 2

A. Noj it is not, for three reasons: first, because what is
received under both kinds, is received under one kind;
secondly, because Christ has promised the same reward to the
reception of one as to the reception of both; thirdly, because
the ancient Church adininistered this sacrament often under
one kind only.

Q. Why do you say that the same is received under one, as
under both species 2 ‘ .

A. Because Christ is received as he is, living and immortal,
whole and entire ; and, as a living body is not without blood,
or living blood without a body, so Christ is received as he is,
under either the forin of bread or the form of wine

Q. Does the priest, who receives under both, veceive more
than the laic? .

A. Noj; he receives the same; for, as a man receiving two
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hosts would not receive more than he who receives only one,
so the reception of one species is equal to the reception
of hoth : Christ whole and entire, being received in either case.

Q. Why do priests alone partake of the chalice

A. They alone partake of it in Mass, because it is part
of the sacrifice; but priests, bishops, and even the Pope, re-
ceive under one kind only, when they receive out of Mass.

Q. Why do you say the chalice forms part of the sacrifice?

A. Because Christ is a priest, according to the order
of Melchisedech ; now, Melchisedech offered bread and wine
both ; hence, Christ has been pleased to institute the sacrifice
of his body and blood, under the forms of bread and of wine.

Q. Why do you say that Chyist promises the same reward
to the reception of one, as to the recepiion of both kinds ®

A. Because this is clearly laid downin John vi. 501 “ This
is the bread which cometh down from heaven, that if any man
eat of it, ke may not die.”” 52: “If any man EAT of this
BREAD, ke shall live for ever.” 58: “ As I live by the Father,
0 he that eateth me, the same shall live by me.” 59 : “Not
as your fathers did eat manna, and are dead ; he that eateth
this bread shall live for ever.”

Q. What do you observe on these passages 2

A. That Christ promised eternal life to those who receive
under one kind, as well as to those who receive under both.
Indeed, Christ himself administered the sacrament under one
kind only to the disciples at Emmaus: “ And it came to pass,
whilst he was at table with them, he took bread, and blessed,
and brake, and gave to them.” St Paul, 1 Cor. xi. 27, says:
“Therefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, orR drink the
chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body
and of the blood of the Lord.” This shows clearly, that the
unworthy reception of either kind is enongh to damn; and,
consequently, also, the worthy reception, enough to save;
because both the i)ody and blood of the Lord are profaned
or advantageously received, under either kind, as is evident
from the conjunctive particle, AND, in the latter part of the
verse, whilst the disjunctive or is used in the former. From
the account of the ){ast Supper given by St Luke xxii. 20, it
would appear that the cup was not a necessary, even of the
Apostolic communion, for it is given, not during the Supper,
but after the Supper.

Q. Why have you said that the ancient and pure Church
administered the sacrament often wunder one kind only £

A. Because history proves it to be the fact. Nice{)horus,
Hist. Ecel. 1. iii. c. 7};51: Cyprian, and St Basil, all allude to
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the fpractice. The latter says, that the solitaries who lived
far from towns, were in the habit of carrying with them, for
the whole year, the Holy Eucharist, under the form of bread.

Q. Did not Pope Gelasius command all Catholics to receive
the chalice ? )

A. Yes; but this was only for a time, and for the purpose
of detecting the Manichean heretics, who considered wine as
the creature of the devil. 'These heretics mingled with the
Catholics, and, concealing their heretical principles, ap-
proached to communion with them. Hence, the Pope
ordered the chalice also to be administered, knowing that this,
being under the form of wine, would deter these heretics from
profaning the sacrament.

Q. What do you contiude from this?

A. "Fhat the sacrament must have been previously adminis-
tered under the form of bread, otherwise this order of 1’ope
(xelasius would have been unnecessary.

Q. How wus the sucrament given to the sick, to the youny, and
1o infants?

A. Under the form of bread only, in the two former cases,
and under the form of wine in the latter; and the Greek
Church, during Lent, was in the habit of consecrating on
Sunday, what should be necessary for the whole week, and
under the form of bread only.

SECTION 11,

Q. Has not Christ expressly said, Matt. xxvi. 27 : * Drink
ye all of this?”

A. Yes; but these words were addressed to the Apostles
alone, and not to all the faithful.

Q. But if the command to drink, was here given, only to the
Apostles, we may justly conclude, that the comamand to eat also,
was given only to the Apostles

A. The commands to eat and drink were, on this occasion,
both given only to the Apostles and their successors,—that is
to say, to the bishops and priests of the Church.

Q. How do you prove this? .

A. The command to eat and to drink, was given on this
oceasion only to those to whom it was said: “Do Tuis I
REMEMBRANCE OF ME; but these latter words were addressed
only to the Apostles and their lawful successors in the minis-
try ; because, by these last words, Christ conferred on his
ministers, the power to consecrate and administer the Eucha-
rist; and it is quite apparent, that this power was given to
the Apostles only, and not to mankind in general, who have
never even claimed it.
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Q. Is there then no command in this passage, that the laity
should receive the Eucharist?

A. Yes; the priests are ordered to distribute’it by these
words : ¢ Do this in remembrance of me ;" and, consequently,
the laity are commanded to receive it.

Q. At what precise moment did Christ utter these words :
“ Do this in remembrance of me ?”

4. Exactly after he had given the Eucharist, under the
appearance of bread, to the Apostles; not after he had de-
livered the chalice to them. (Luke xxii. 19.)

Q. What may be learned from this circumstance ?

. That Christ commanded his Apostles and their succes-
sors, to administer the sacrament unger the form of bread to
the laity, but that he gave no such command as regards the
chalice. '

Q. But does not Christ say, John vii. : “ Except ye eat the
tlesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye cannot have
life in you ?” \

4. True; but we receive Christ not dead, but alive and
immortal, as he is now in heaven ; hence, we most certainly
receive under either kind both his body and blood, for where
his body is, there is his blood, soul, and divinity also. Be-
sides, Protestants have nothing to do with this text on the
present question, since they hold, that not only this text, but
the whole chapter in which it is found, regard, not the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist, but mere faith in Jesus Christ.

Q. What would you say, in addition to the above, to one
who would tell you, that every thing done by Christ at the Last
Supper, should continue to be practised, and hence, that all
should receive under both kinds, because he administered it to
all then present?

A. 1 would tell him: Protestants, in that case, have much
to do that they neglect.

Q. What should they do,if all that Christ did be essentially
necessary ?

A. They should wash the feet of all that are admitted to
the sacrament ; they should break the bread; they should
make the chalice, or cup, pass from hand to hand; they
should receive the sacrament after supper, and only twelve
should sit at the same table.

Q. What if Protestants reply, that these are not essential to
the reception of the sacrament ?

A. That is just what we say with regard to the reception
of Loth kinds.

Q. Are not both kinds essential to the sacrament®,
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A. If they were, Christ would not have promised to the
reception of one kind, all that he promised to Eim who receives
both. And again, if they were, the pure Church of the first
four centuries, would not have administered one species
without the other, as she frequently did.

Q. Why does the Catholic Church administer the sacrament
under one kind only 2

A. Amongst other reasons, first, because, for the above
reasons, it is evidently unnecessary to use both ; and, secondly,
because many accidents, eﬁ:f)osing this most holy sacrament
to irreverence (such as spilling the cup), would take place,
if the cup were given to all.

Q. Have Protestants magle any admissions on. this head ?

A. Yes; the Confession of Augsburg excuses the Church
from any blame in this matter (p. 235) ; and Luther, t. ii. p.
100, says: “1f you go where only one kind is administered,
be content with one kind, and don’t oppose the great mass of
Christians ;" and again, t. iii. p. 274 : “1f a Geucral Council
should order us to receive under both kinds, out of contempt
for the Council, we should receive only onre.”

Q. What do you conclude from all we have said?

A. That Protestants, in forming their creed, have read the

. Scripture without studying its meaning,

Q. What other inference would you drow 2

A. That the Scripture does not contain every necessary
truth clearly laid down ; otherwise, there would be no dis-
pute on this subject.

CHAPTER XXVI
ON THE SACRIFICE OF THE MASS.

SECTION I. -

Q. Who is the author of the Mass? Was it instituted by
Jesus Christ, or by the Church ?

A. Jesus Christ is the author of the essential part, or the
sacrifice of his body and blood ; the Church has appointed
merely the accomganying ceremonial,

Q. Did Jesus Christ offer his body and his blood for us to
his Father in the Last Supper

A. He did, not only upon the cross, but id his Last
Supper. |

Q. How do you prove this?
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A. By the words of Christ himself. In St Luke xxii., he
says : * This is my body, which IS GIVEN for you.” Mark
well his words. e does not say, This is my body, which
shall be given for you, but which IS now, whilst I speak, given
for you. This becomes more evident still, from the words
used by Christ, whilst he held the chalice in his hands, and
this whether we follow the Catholic or Protestant translation;
“This is my blood of the new testament, which 18 sHED for
many for the remission of sins.” (Matth. xxvi. 28., P, Transl.)
“ For this is my blood of the new testament, which skall be
ehed for many unto remission of sins.” (Matth. xxvi. 28., C.
Transl.) St Mark and St Luke are equally clear, especially
the latter, xxii. 20. From these passages, it is quite clear,
that the chalice contained what was shed for us; but what
was shed for us, was the blood of Christ; therefare the
chalice contained the blood of Christ. But at the time of the
Last Supper, Christ had not yet shed his blood for us in the
sacrifice of the cross; therefore he shed it in the sacrifice of
his Last Supper ; therefore, in his Last Supper, Christ offered
in sacrifice his body which was broken, his blood which was
shed, for the remission of our sins; therefore, he offered a
true and real propitiatory sacrifice in his Last Supper.

Q. What follows from this ? . .

A. If Christ, in his Last Supper, offered a true and real
sacrifice of his body and blood, before he offered himself in
sacrifice on the cross, it follows, that all the priests of his
Church must offer the same sacrifice, because Christ ordered
all his ministers to do what he himself had done on that occa-
sion: Do thig for a commemoration of me.”

Q. What s the title given by David, Ps. cix., to Jesus
Christ ? .

A. He styles him a priest jfor ever, according to the order
of M elchiaegech. % "

. Whyis he styled for ever a priest, according to the order
of Melchisedeol ? 4 ’ "

A. Because, like Melchisedech, he used bread and wine in
the sacrifice. p , - "

. Why is Christ styled a priest for ever, afier Melchise-
dec%’s ordg' 2 W uil 'R

A. Because he continues, and will continue, to offer the
samfdsacriﬁce by the hands of his priests, to the end of the
world. '

Q. Would Christ be a PRIEST FOR EVER, according to the
order of Melchisedech, if a sacrifice, according to Melchise-
dech's order, had been only offered at the Last Supper by himself?
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A. No; for in that case, he would not be a &riest for ever,
but only for once, according to the order of Melchisedech ;
to be a priest for ever, it was necessary he should establish an
everlasting order of priests, to offer the same sacrifice, as his
substitutes. :

Q. Would Christ be a priest, according to the .order of
Melchisedech, if he had not used bread and wine in a true
and real sacrifice in the Last Supper ?

A. Noj; for if he did not do so in the Last Supper, he is
not a priest at all, according to the order of Melchisedech ;
since there is no resemblance between his sacrifice on the
cross and the sacrifice of Melchisedech; and if Christ did
not, at his Last Supper, he never at any other time did, offer
a sacrifice similar in any manner to that of Melchisedech.

Q. What does the prophet Malachias say touching this
sacrifice?

A. “From the rising of the sun, even to the going down
thereof, my name is great among the Gentiles ; and in EVERY
PLACE there is SACRIFICE, and there is offered to my name a
clean oblation.”

Q. Does not Malachias foretel here merely the sacrifice of
the cross ?

A. No, not that alone ; for he speaks of a sacrifice to be
offered in every placs, and the sacrifice of the cross was offered
in only one place, and for one time. Hence, there must be a
sacrifice of thmw;‘ aw intimately connected or identical
with that of the cross, to be offered up in every place, which
can be no other than the eucharistic sacrifice.

Q. May not this clean oblation be prayer, and praise, and
thanksgiving ® )

A. No; for this would be nothing new for a prophet to
foretel ; this sort of oblation was offered to God in every age,
even at the time the prophecy was made. Besides, who would
dare to say that his emperfect prayer was a clean oblation ?
The prophet evidently alludes to some extraordinary sacrifice,
some new clean oblationsto come, not already existing, which
would be substituted for all the sacrifices .of the Old Law,
which in the previous verses he condemns® '

Q. What says the prophet Jeremias on this subject, xxxiii. 18?

A. “Neither shall there be cut off from the priests and
Levites a man before my face, to offer holocausts, and to
burn sacrifices, and to kill victims continually.”

Q. What says St Paul® (Heb. v. 1)

4. “For every hlﬂn priest, taken from among men, is
ordained for man, in things pertaining to God, that he may
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offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins;” and elsewhere he
says, “ We have an altar of which those who serve the
tabernacle dare not eat.”

Q. Do you find that these doctrines o [ the Apostles, or what
was_foretold of the Christian Church by the prophets, are
realized or verified in the Protestant Church ?

A. Noj; for the Protestant Church has no altar, or priest,
or sacrzﬁce all of which, according to Scripture, are clearly
necessary, in the true Christian Church.

SECTION IL.

Q. How many kinds of sacr/if:ices were therein the Old Law?

A. There were four: the holocaust, the eucharistic, the
impetratory, and the propitiatory sacrifices.

W hy were victims offered in Kolocawust 2.

A. To acknowledge the supreme dominion of Go&over all
creatures.

Q. For what purpose was the eucharistic sacrifice ?

. To thank God for favours and graces received.

. For what was the impetratory sacrifice instituted ?
. To obtain from God important benefits or graces.
For what end was the propitiatory sacrifice 2

- To render God propitious, and to expiate sin.

. What says St Augustine? (De Civ. Dei.)

. That the one sacrifice of the Mass was instituted, to
hold the place of all the sacrifices of the Old Law,

. What says St Ireneus? (L. iv. 6, 88.)

A. “The Apostles received this sacrifice from Christ, the
Church from t’ixe Apostles, and she offers it every where,
according to the prophecy of Malachias, ¢ and in every place
a pure sucrifice shall be offered.’”

Q. Hauos the sacrifice of the Mass been offered every where
during the last two hundred years ®

A. Yes; in every Christian country of the earth.

Q. Has it been every where offered during the last twelve
hundred years.

A. Yes; as all the ancient liturgies*—Latin, Greek, Arabm,
&oc.—attest. '

Q. Can any one point out the priest, bishop, or Pope, who
Jirst said Mass, or the time or country in which this first Mass
was said ?

A. No; no man has ever been able to make such a dis-
covery

Q. What Sollows from this 2

A. It follows, by St Augustine’s rule, that we have re-
ceived the Mass from Christ’ and his Apostles, since, if it

AChOLON
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were the invention of man, it could be traced to its author;
for, says that Father, whatever is universally believed and
practised in the Church, and cannot be traced to any bishop,
or Pope, or Council, as its author, must have been taught
and practised by the Apostles. )

Q. Give me another authority, from the many Futhers who
assure us, that the pure Christian Church of the earliest ages,
admitted the Mass as a true sucrifice ?

A. 8t Cyprian (Epist. 78) says: “Jesus Christ offered
the same sucrifice as did Melchisedech, that is, bread and
wine, his own body and blood...... If Jesus Christ, our Lord
and God, be himself the high priest of his Father, and if he
first offered himself as a sacrifice to Him, and commanded the
same to,be done in remembrance of him, then that priest
truly stinds in the place of Christ, who does what Christ did,
and offers in the church a new and complete sacrifice to God
the Father, doing what he ordained.”

Q. Is the sacrifice of the Mass a true, propitiatory sacrifice ?

A. Yes; 'both for the living and the dead.

Q. Inwhat senseis it a propitiatory sacrifice for the living ?

A. In this, that through it they obtain the spirit of comn-
punction and grace to repent of their sins.

Q. How is it propitiatory for the dead?

A. Tt contributes to the remission of the temporal punish-
ment,* which they may still owe to the Divine Justice.

Q. How do you prove that the Mass is truly a propitiatory
sacrifice :

A:ﬁFrom Matt. xxvi. : “ This is my blood of the new testa-
ment, which ¢s shed for many for the remission of sins;” and
from Heb. v.: “ For every high priest, taken from among
men, is ordained for men in the things that appertain to God,
that he may offer up gifts und sacrifices for sins.”

. What do you conclude from these?

A. That as we certainly have, in the Christian Church, a
high priest, so his duty certainly is to offer sacrifices for sins.

Q. Is there, then, mdre than ome sacrifice propitiatory or
expiatory? Has not the sacrifice of the cross alone expiated
all sin?

A. The sacrifice of the cross and the sacrifice of the altar
are one and the same. ,

Q. Whythen renew every day the same sacrifice 2 Is not the
sacrifice of the cross, once offered, sufficient® .

4. The merits and virtue of the sacrifice of the cross are

® 3ee Treatise on Indulgebcen.
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infinite ; but that virtue and these merits must be applied,
and this can only be done by certain means.

Q. What are these means by whick the merits of the sacrifice
of the cross are applied to our souls ?

A. They are the sacraments, the sacrifice of the Mass,
prayer, and good works. '

Q. Amongst these means, in what light are we to regard the
sacrifice of the Mass ?

A. We are to regard it as a means employed by the
Almighty, for applying the sacred merits of the sacrifice
of the cross to our souls, in a very particular manner.

. Q. Has the sacrifice of the Mass been offered for the dead
since the earliest ages ?

A. Yes; as is evident from the’ testimony of the early
Fathers and writers. Tertullian, de Monog., says : # That a
woman who would not have the holy sacrifice of the Mass
celebrated every year for her husband, on the anniversary
of his death, should be considered as one who had been
divorced from him.” St Cyprian, Ep. 9, says: ¢ Our pre-
decessors prudently advised, that no brother departing this
life should nominate any churchman his executor, and, should
he do it, that no oblation should be made for him, nor sacrifice
offered for his repose.” The Council of Chalons (anno 579)
decrees, that in all solemn Masses, prayers be offered up for
the souls of the departed. 1In fine, St Augnstine, (L xxuii. de
Civ. Dei,) tells us, “that one of his priests-celebrated Mass in
a house infested by evil spirits, and that by this their banish-
ment was effected.” :

CHAPTER XXVII.,

ON THE SACRAMENT OF PENANCE AND
CONFESSION.

SECTION 1.

Q. For what end was the sacrament of nce tnstituted ?

A. For the remission of sins committed after baptism.

Q. Is it a true sacrament !

A. Yes; because it has all the essentials of a sacrament”
the owtward sign in the sentence of absolution pronouncedolﬁy
the priest ; the inward grace in the sanctifying grace of God,
by which our sins are forgiven ; and it is evidently instituted
by Jesus Christ.
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Q. Where?

A. In Matth. ix., Jesus heals the man sick of the palsy,
and says to him : “Be of good heart, thy sins are forgiven
thee.” The Jews say: “ He blasphemeth.” Jesus replies,
that he works this miracle, that they might know “that the
Son of man hath power on earth to forgive sins.” ¢ And the
multitude seeing 1t, feared, and glorified God, who had given
such power to men.” Here Christ works a tremendous
miracle, to prove that he, as man, can forgive sins, and the
people glorify God who had given such power to men.

What do you conclude from this?

A. That Jesus Christ, even as man, had this power from
his Father.

Q. Does he communioate this power, whick ke certainly had,
to the pgstors of the Church ?

A. On the very day of his resurrection, he says to them,
John xx. 21: “As my Father hath sent me, I also send
you;” but he himself, even as man, had, by the above text,
power from his Father to forgive sins ; therefore he gave this
power to his Apostles.

Q. What docs he immediately add, to clear away all doubt
as to this power ?

A. “Breathing upon them, he said, Receive ye the Holy
Ghost ; whose gins ye shall forgive, they are forgiven them ;
and whose sins_.y@.,ainll retain, they are retained.” Again,
Matth, xv.iii.h}%&,;m says: “ Amen, I say to you, what-
soever ye shall; bind upon earth, shall be bound also in
heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose upon earth, shall be
loosed also in heaven.”

Q. What says St Chrysostom on these passages &

A. “To the priests is given a povr, which God would
not give to angels or archangels. Earthly princes have the
power of binding the body, but the binding of the priest
reaches even ta the soul.... What the priests do below, God
ratifies above, and the Master confirms the sentence of the
servants.”

Q. Can the priest forgive or retain gin gs he pleases ?

A. No; he is bound to act as St Paul did, when he
pardoned the incestuous Corinthian. The Apostle declares,
that what he did, ¢ ke did st in the person of Christ,” 2 Cor.
ii. The priest acts in the person of Christ, and does only
what Christ would do for the sincere penitent.

Q. Is it not blasphemy to say that man can forgive sins ?

A. Certainly, it is blasphemy to say, that men, not com-
missioned by God for that purpose, can do so; but it is no
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blasphemy to say, that men may haye that power, and have
that power from God, since the Apostles were men, and yet
they certainly had such power.

Q. On what conditions can the lawfully-ordained and com-
missioned priest exercise this power ? -

A. The penitent, to be absolved, must detest his sins; he
must be firmly resolved to avoid sin and its occasions in future;
he must be welling to submit to whatever penance the priest
imposes ; and, if able, he must confess all his sins.

SECTION II.

Q. Is the.confession of sin a modern practice ?

A. No; it is as ancient as revealed religion.

Q. How do you prove this ?

A. 1n the first place, from the clearest testimony of the
Old Law: “When a man or woman shall have committed
any of all the sins that men are wont to commit, and by
negligence shall have transgressed the commandment of the
Lord, they shall confess their sin, and restore the principal,
and a fifth part over and above,” Num. v. 6. Iere we have
not only confession, but penance and restitution.

Q. guote other passages on this important matter ?

A. “He that hideth his sins shall not prosper ; but he that
shall confess and shall forsake them shall obtain mercy,” Prov.
xxviii. 13, “Be not ashamed to say the frydh for the sake of
thy soul; for there is a shame that brénye@h ¥%, and a shame
that bringeth glory and grace.” See alsofeelus. vi. 24, 31.

Q. Did the practice of confession exist mmediately before
the coming of Christ? S

A. Certainly ; for it is said of the immédiate forerunner of
Christ, St Johnthe Baptist, ¢ That there went out to him all the
country of Judea, and§l1 they of Jerusalem, and were baptized
by him in the river Jordan, confessing their sins,” Mark i. 5.

Q. But did not this confession merely mean confessing sin
to God?

A. Protestants must be blind, indeed, not to see the
absurdity of this subterfuge ; do they consider that a culprit,
about to be hanged, makes a real confession, if he merely
confess his sin in his own mind or heart to God? No; every
execution that takes place proves that they do not. Confes-
sjon is the revelation of sin to man. The confession of sin to
Grod ig, in iteelf, without contrition, 4 matter of little con-
sequence ; for God knows all things; we confess to him in
spite of “ourselves. Besides, in Num. v., you see that the
confession must have been to men, as the restitution of the




SACRAMENT OF PENANCE AND CONFESSION. ‘199

principal, and the fifth part over and above, must have been
made to men.

Q. In the New Law, is confession instituted by God, or by
the Church 2

A. Confession is a divine institution, but the Church has
fixed the time for the performance of that duty.

Q. How do you prove that confession is a divine institution ®

A. From John xv. 22, where Christ says to his Apostles :
“Whose sins ye shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and
whose sins ye shall retain, they are retained;” and from
Matth. xviii. .

Q. What do you conclude from these passages?

A. That before the pastors of the Church can exercise this
power, the sinner must gonfess his sins to them.

Q. Why so?

A. By the above text, the priest has power to forgive or
to retain sin, according to the disposition of the penitent;
now, without confession, the exercise of this power is im-
possible, because, in that case, the priest cannot know what
sins to retain, or what to forgive.

Q. Throw a Uittle more light on this 2

A. The priest is a judge who must decide what sins he
ought to forgive, what he ought to retain ; now, no judge can
pronounce a decision, without hearing the whole case.

Q. May it.not Be gaid, that the priest.is not a judge, but is
appointed mercﬁto, deélare the sins forgiven ?

A. No; for the keys are given, to open and shut the gate,
not to declare that it vs open. lience, the power which Christ
gave to his Apostles and their successors, was the power of
binding and loosing, not the power of declaring the penitent
bound or loosed. :

Q. What do you find in 1 John i. 8?

A. “1f we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and
the truthis not 1n us, If we confess our sins, God is faithful
and just to forgive us our sins.”
© Q. May not Protestapts say, that this saying, we have no
sin, and this confession of our sins, merely regard God, and not
the priests ®

A. They must regard the priests; for who would dare to
say to God that he hasnosin? And does not God know all
our sins already, without having recourse to our confession ?

Q. Have you any other remark to make on this passage ?

A. 1t says, if we confess our sins, God is fuithfuleand just
to forgive us. God is here said to be faithful and just,
because he promised to forgive us our sins on the condition
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that we confess them. The words of the Apostle are the
same as the following: “If we confess our sins, God, who is
faithful and just, will keep the promise he made in these
words,—Whose sins ye shall forgive, they are forgiven.”

Q. Cun you produce any other texts of Scripture on this

subject 2

© A, St James v. 16, says: “ Confess therefore your sins one
to another, and pray fer one another, that you may be saved.”
Here we have confession to man laid down as a condition to
salvation.

Q. May not this mean public and general confession, not to
the priest, but to any neighbour 2

A. 1t means confession of sin either public or private, for
either will be sufficient, and it means to the pastors of the
Church, who are declared to have power to absolve ; for what
would be the use of confessing private sins to the public who
cannot forgive them, and who would be scandalised by them ?
Besides, who would confess to those who might divulge his
sins, and destroy his character ?

SECTION ITIL

Q. Is there any example in Scripture to prove that the first
Christians confessed their sins ¢

A. Yes;in Acts xix. : “ Many who believed came, confessing
and showing their deeds.”

Q. What did the Apostles require of them besides confes-
ston ¢

A. “That many of them who had followed curious arts,”
should bring their books together,; and burn them.

Q. What do you infer from this passage ¢

A, That St Paul and the converts of Ephesus were tho-
roughly Catholics in this matter, seeing that they did exactly
what the pastors of the Catholic Church and their people do,
at the present day, in the same circumstances.

Q. Is it clear, from the Fathers of the ancient Church, that
private confession was always practised ?

A. Yes: St Cyprian, in his Sermon (de Lapsis,) says:
“ My dear brethren, let every one, whilst he is yet in i’i’fe,
and in a state to profit by the advice and assistance of the
priest, confess his sins.” St Basil (Quest. B. Reg., 228)
remarks: “Qur sins mygt necessarily be confessed to those
tc} vtv‘h(c)]n;l’ has been committed the dispensation of the mysteries
o1 txod.

Q). What are St Ambrose'swords? (L.'fi. de. Peenit. c. 6.)

A. “If you obtain grace, confess your sins, for an humble
confession bursts all the chains of sin.”
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Q. What says St Chrysostom? (L. iii. de Sacerd.)

A. “The Jewish priests could not cure the leprosy of the
body, they merely declared it cured ; but the Christian priest
does not merely declare, but effects the cure of the leprosy
of the soul.”

Q. What says St Augustine? (Hom. xlix. t. 10.)

A. “Let no one say, L sin secretly ; I do it before God,
he knows my heart, and will pardon me. Did Christ then
say without reason : ‘ What you shall loose upon earth, shall
be loosed in heaven?” Were the keys then given to the
Church for no purpose?” See also St Jerome, Exp. in
Tzech. c. 10.

Q. Why did the Lutherans abolish confession ?

A. “ Because,” says the Confession of Augsburg, “no man
can remember all his sins,”

Q. TIs this u good and valid reason ?

A. Certainly not; since the Catholic Church only requires,
that her children be sorry for ai/ their sins, and confess all
that, after earnest and careful examination of conscience,
they can bring to their recollection.

Q. Was the above, the real reason why Protestants abandoned
confession ¢

A. No; they abolished it: fitst, because it was trouble-
some, and they did not wish to carry their cross ; secondly,
becanse their pastors were not lawfully-ordained and com-
missioned priests, and hence, as they had not the power to
absolve, confession to them was useless: thirdly, the thing
which they called the Reformed Church, taught them,” that
faith alone was sufficient to save them, hence it was useless
to practise confession or any other scriptural precept ; fourthly,
these ministers were bound by no law to keep secret the sins
confessed to them, hence their people would be fools to put
any thing in their power.

Q. Docs the Church of England teach any thing on this
subject ?

A. Yes; the Book of Common Prayer teaches both con-
fession and the power of absolvitg; amd even the Kirk
of Scotland (see Confess. Visit. of Sick), whose ministers have
certainly no ordination, would willingly lead their people to
confess : but these spurious Churches have never succeeded
in this attempt.
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CHAPTER XXVIII.
ON EXTREME UNCTION.

Q. Where does the Scripture mention the sacrament of
Euxtreme Unction ?

A. InJamesv. 14: “Isany one sick among you? Let him
bring in the priests of the Church, and let them pray over him,
anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord.  And the
prayer of faith shall save the sick man; and the Lord shall
raise himup; and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him.”

Q. What do you conclude from these words ?

A. That, according to Scripture, every Christian in danger
of death, should be anointed by the priests of the Church.

Q. What would yow say to a Protestant, touching these words
of St Jeunes 2 ‘

A. You boast, T would say, of following the Scripture to
the letter, in every thing; how is it, then, that you never
anoint one of your sick, whilst you are aware that therc is
an express command in the Scripture to this effect ?

Q. May not Protestants say, that this passage of St James is
to be understood of a miraculous unction, like that in St Mark
vi. 13: “ And they cast out many devils, and anointed with
oil many that were sick, and healed them ?”

A. No: this passags is rathera confirmation of ourdoctrine ;
for the Apostles, throngh the sacraments, often wrought '
miraéles; as in Aects xix., St Paul works miracles through
Confirmation. These miracles were not an essential part of
the sacraments administered; they were an extraordinary
exhibition of God’s power to induce an unbelieving world to
admit, not only the sacraments so miraculously established,
but to admit also the truth of Christianity. When, however,
the world was converted, these wonderful accompaniments
of the sacraments were no longer necessary.

Q. Huve you any other reply to maie on this matter ?

A. Yes; the words J¢f St James are so clear that it is
impossible to explain them away. By these words, all pricsts
are ordered to anoint; from St Mark this does not appear.
2dly, By the words of St James, all the sick are to be anointed;
from $t Mark it is only clear that many were anointed. 3dly,
This duty of anointing the sick is, by St James, expressly
confined to the priest; whilst the gift of healing maladies
and sickness, in 8t Mark, is given to others, as well as to the
pastors of the Church. Finally, the unction mentioned by
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8t James, is to produce the effect of saving by the renission
of sin, which proves it evidently to be an institution of Jesus
Christ ; for ouly He, by a material mean, can produce such
an effect. Now, such effects are not at all attributed to the
unction mentioned by St Mark.

Q. Does not the word presbyter meun elder, én the above
passage ¢

A. Certainly not, in the Protestant sense. The pastors
of the Church were, in the primitive ages, called presbyters,
because they were generally clderly men; such beings as
kirk-elders were unknown in the Church, until Protestantisin
made its appearance. But what sets the matter at rest, is
the circumstance, that the Apostles are called presbyters in
1 Peterv. 1; in2 Johni 1; and in 8 John i. 1.

Q. 4s Lutreme Unction a sucrament ?

A. Clearly ; because it is a visible sign, which, by divine
institution, confers invisible grace.

Q. What is the sensible sign 2

A. The anointing with holy oil, accompanied by prayer:
** Let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name
of the Lord,” James v.

Q. What s the invisible grace given 2

A. The sanctifying grace of God, by which sin is washed
away and forgiven ; the actual grace of God, by which the
soul is strengthened, and sometimes the restoration of the
body to health, according to these words : “ Aund the prayer
of faith shall save the sick man ; and the Lord shall raise ki
up; and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him.”

Q. How do you show that Christ instituted this sacrament?

. Protestants believe St James to be an inspired Apostle ;
and can they for a moment imagine, that such a man would
even speak of a rite, by which man is to be saved, raised up,
and forgiven Iis sing, unless as an Apostle, taught by the
Redeemer himsclf, he had the express tustitution and authority
of his Divine Master ?

Q. Do the Fathers mention this sacrament {n thedir writings ¢

A. St Augustine, Serm. 215, de ‘Tempe, say: *‘ As often
as sickness happens, the sick man should receive the eucha-
ristical sacrament, and then the unction of his body, in order
to comply with the words of the Apostle James, v.: ¢ Is any
sicl; amongst you 2 &e.”

). Did the Clhurch of England ever use this ritc?

A. Yes; in the first Liturgy of Edward V1., the use of
Chrism and Extreme Unction arc ordered. (See Visit. of
Sick, p. 114.)
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CHAPTER XXIX.
ON HOLY ORDERS.

SECTION L.

Q. Who sends the pastors of the Church ?

A. Christ himself sent the first pastors, in these words :
“ (oing, therefore, teach ye all nations, baptizing them,”
&c.  These first pastors, aided by the Spirit of God in mak-
ing their selection, appointed their successors; and thus,
through the chief bishop of the Church, the body of pastors
have continued down to the present day.

Q. May not any man set himself up' for @ Christian teacher,
1f he be chosen by the people, as the Presbyterian ministers are 2

A. Certainly not ; since St Paul says, ITeb. v. 4: ¢“Neither
doth any man take the honour to himself, but he that is
called” (not by the mob, but) “dby God, as Aaron was.”
*“ How can they preach,” says St I’aul again, Rom. x. 15,
* unless they be sent ?”

Q. Have you any other temts on this subject 2

.A. In 8t John x., Christ says: “ For he that entereth not
hy the door into the sheepfold, but climbeth up another way,
the same is a thief and a robber.” Again, Matth. xv. 14,
those who intrude themselves into the pastoral office, are
represented as “ blind leaders of the blind,” who, with their
unfortunate followers, wiil “fall into the pit.”

Q. What arethe principal duties of the pastorsof the Chureh 2

A. To preach the Gospel, Matth. xxviii. 19; to baptize,
Matth. xxviii. 19; to offer up the holy sacrifice of the Eucha-
rist, Luke xxii. 19 ; to forgive sins, by the power with which
(od has invested them, John xx. 22 ; and to administer the
holy sacraments of which we are now treating.

Q. Did the Apostles communicate their sacred powers to
those who succeeded them?

A. This is clear from the words of Christ, who said he
would be with theth all days, even to the consummation ot
the world. Now, he conld not be with the Apostles all days,
as the pastors of his Church; therefore, he meant that he
would be with them and their successors all days, even to the
end. DBesides, we hear St Paul, Aects xx. 28, address the
chief pasgors who were to succeed him in these words : “ Take
heed to yourselves, and to the whole flock, wherein the Holy
(3host has placed you bishops to rule the Church of God ™
In fine, the religion of Christ was to be the religion of all
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time ; therefore, of necessity, it must have, at all times,
pastors ordained and sent as the Apostles were,

Q. Are buishops superior to priests in authority and juris-
diction ?

A. Certainly, as much superior to the priests as the
Apostles were to the other disciples.  'When Judas fell from
the Apostleship, the other Apostles clected and raised
Matthias to his place, according to that prophecy: ‘‘His
bishopric let another take,” Acts i. 16-24. St Paul, Acts
xx. 28, says, the bishops are to rule the Church of God. 1In
1 Tim. v. 19, he says: *“ Against a priest receive not an
accusation, but under two or three witnesses;” from which
the superiority of bishops is more than evident, as they arc
here constituted the JupGES of the priesthood.

Q. Where, in the sacrament of holy orders, have we the out-
ward sign ?

A. In the imposition of the bishop’s hands, the delivery
of the necessary instruments, and prayer. Read the ordina-
tion of the seven deacons, Acts vi. 6; and that of 83. Faul
and Barnabas, Acts xiii. 3.

Q. Where does it appear that inward grace ts conferred in
this sacrament? .

A. In 1 Tim. iv. 14, where St Paul says to Timothy :
“ Neglect not the grace that is in thee, which was given thee
by prophecy, by the imposition of the hands of the priesthood ;”
and in 2 Tim. 1. 6: “ Stir up the grace of God which is in thee
by the imposition of my hands.”

Q. Who Las the power to ordain priests ?

A. None but bishops.

Q. How do you prove this #

4. From Titus 1. 5, where St Paul says to Titus, bishop
of Crete : “ For this cause 1 left thee i Crete, that thou
shouldst set in order the things that are wanting, and shouldst
ordain priests in every city, as I also appointed thee;” and
from 1 Tim. v. 22, where St Paul tells the bishop of Ephesus,
“not to impose hands kightly on any man.”

Q. Can you establish the superiority 0f bisltops fromtradition ?

A. Very clearly : From the very establishment of Chris-
tianity down to the time of Luther, we defy any adversary
to name even one person considered a priest, who was not
ordained by some bishop. '

* Q. What do the Fathers say ?

A. St Ignatius, a disciple of the Apostles, who succeeded
St Peter in the See of Antioch, says, Ep. ad Trall. : * Reve-
rence your bishop, as Christ himself, like as the blessed
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Apostles have commmanded us ; for who is the bishop, but he
who has all power and principality over all.” Again, Ep.
ad Magnes. : “It becomes you to obey your bishop, and in
nothing to resist him,...whether you be priest, deacon, or
laic.” 8t Cyprian, Ep. 55, says : *“ Heresies and schisms rise
from no other source, but disobedience to the chief pastors.”
Tertullian, de Bap., c. 17, writes : ¢ The bishop, indeed, has
a right to give baptism, and next the priest and deacons, but
not without the authority of the bishops.”

Q. What says St Epiphanius, Con. Arius ?

A. That the 65th Heresy, condemned by the Church, con-
sisted in maintaining, as Aurius had done, that the powers of
the bishop and the priest were equal. He adds, that there is
this difference between the bishops and priests; that the
priests are the spiritual fathers of the people by baptism, whilst
the bishops are the spiritual fathers of the priests by ordina-
tion.

Q. What Was done at the Council of Alewandria ?

. All the ordinations of Colluthus were declared null,
because he was only a priest.

Q. What do you conclude from all this #

4. That none but Catholics have true and real priests, or
pastors ; because, in- other Churches, the ministers are not
ordained at all, or ordained by men whose episcopal ordina-
tion is doubtful ; hence, I conclude also, that sectarians are
deprived of the greater part of the sacraments ; their minis-
try is not of divine appointment, but self-constituted ; and
their Church forms no part of the Church of Christ. “ Where
there is no episcopal ordination,” says the Protestant Dod-
well, ““there is no ministry, no sacrament, no Church.”

CHAPTER\ XXX,
ON MATRIMONY.

Q. Has marriage all the necessary constituents of a sacra-
ment ¢ :

A. It has the outward sign, in the mutual consent of the
parties, externally signified ; accompanied by the other con;
ditions, vy];l:ich the ecclesiastical law requires. The inward
grace is that which enables the married couple to discharge
their duties faithfully, and in a Christian manner, to one
another, and to train up their children in the fear of God;
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and the divine institution is evident from Matth. xix. 6,
where it is said, “ Wherefore they are no more two, but one
flesh ; what therefore God hath joined together, let no man put
asunder.”

Q. How does it appear that grace is conferred in the sac-
rament of marriage? .

A. In the first place, you see from Matth. xix., quoted
above, that God is the author of marriage, and surely you
will admit, that he will give to those, whom he joins in this
holy union, such graces as will enable them to discharge the
duties of it. 2dly, St Paul expressly says, Ephes. v. 32:
“This is a great sacrament, but I speak in Christ and in the
Chureh,—that is, that marriage is, in the New Law of Christ
and in his Church, a great sacrament ; for the passage would
not mgke sense, if this be not its meaning; if marriage be
not the great sacrament here alluded to, what is this great
sacrament in Christ and the Church? Christ himself and
his Church cannot be a great sacrament in Christ and the
Clurch ; but if marriage be this great sacrament, then as a
sacrament, it confers grace.

). What does St Puul suy, in the preceding verses, 24 and
25 of same chapter ? ’

A. “Therefore as the Church is subject to Christ, so also
let the wives be to their hushands in all things. Husbands,
love your wives, as Christ also loved theé Church, and gave
Himself up for it, that he might sanctify it.” Ilere the union
of man and wife is likened to the union of Christ and the
Church ; but the union of Christ and the Church is not onl
a union of love, but also of grace; therefore, such also 1s
the union of man and wife.

Q. Do not Protestants translate the above word sacrament,
by mystery, in Ephes. v. 32?

A. Yes; but they had an object in doing so : they wished
to deny the sacrament of marriage ; and, to show them that
they have made nonsense of the text, you have only to ask
them, what mystery there is in marriage, if it be not a sacra-
ment 2 and, if not a sacrament, how,is it greater in Christ and
the Church, than it was at any former period of the world ?
St Augustine reads sacrament; and St Jerome, who restored
the New Testament io the truth of the Greek, and the Old, to the
truth of the Hebrew, who lived fourteen hundred years ago,
and who was one of the greatest linguists of that or any
other age,—this St Jerome reads sacrament for mystery.

Q. I%’hat does St Augustine say as to the sacrament of Mat-
rimony, De Bono Conjug. ¢. 18, t. vi. p. 33; Ibid,c. xxiv.p.337?
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A. He says: “In the marriage of our women, the sanctity
of the sacrament is of the greatest weight;” and again: “In
all nations, the great good of marriage consists in the
propagation of children and the fidelity of the parties; but
among Christians there is, besides, the HOLINESS OF THE
SACRAMENT.” Tertullian, also, in his Treatise de Monog.,
expressly calls matrimony a sacrament. St Ireneus, Adv.
Heer., L. i. c. 1. says: “ By all means they ought to mediiate
on the sacrament of marriage.” St Cyril adds, c. ii. in Joan.
22: ¢ Christ sanctified wedlock, and gave grace to marriage.”
St Ambrose, 1. i. de Abram., and in c. v. ad Ephes., writes:
“There is a great sacrament in the union of man and wife.”

Q. Areall Christians bound tomarry by thecommand of God 2

A. Certainly not ; for if they were, St Paul has given a
very bad advice.

Q. Repeat his words, 1. Cor. vii. 8.

A. “But I say to the unmarried, and to the widows, it
is good for them ¢f they so continue, even as 1.

Q. Does not the Apostle say, in ver. 2, * But for fear of
fornication, let every man have his own wife, and let every
woman have her own husband ?”

A. Yes; but in ver. 1, he says, “ it is good for a man not
to touch a woman ;” and in ver. 9, “but if they do not con-
tain themselves, let them marry.” Hence, the Apostle’s
meaning evidently is, that those who do not feel, that, with
the help of God's grace, they can live chaste lives, ought to
marry, and that, once married, each man should confine him-
self to his own wife, and each wife to her own husband. 1n-
deed, ver. 27, he says, “ Art thou loosed from a wife? seck
not a wife;” and, in several passages, he exhorts all who
are able, to live, like himself, a single life. (See chap. vii.
ver. 7.)

Q. Does not God order Adam and Eve, and the whole
kuman race, to increase and multiply 2 ’

A. This is not a command to all, but a blessing by which
God accords fecundity to all that shall marry. Those
Protestants who understand it as a command, must charge
8t Paul, one of God’s inspired Apostles, with breaking the
law of God. How can Protestants argue thus, seeing that
a great number of themselves never marry? and what is to
be done with those who cannot get married ?

Q. Does the Catholic Church forbid any one Yo marry 2

A. No , she leaves every one at liberty to do as he thinks

proper. ,
é). Does she not forbid the marriage of priests 2
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A. She forbids priests to marry, but she obliges no one to
become a priest.

Q. Towhat does she oblige those who enter into holy orders 2

A. To kéep the vow of chastity, which they have wvolun-
tarily, and after mature deliberation, made to God.

Q. Why does she obliye them to this 2

<. That they may be more at liberty to discharge their
duties to their flock, and that they may be totally disengaged
from temporal matters. These advantages of the unmarried
Friest over the married Protestant minister were acknow-

edged, even by Protestants, during the prevalence of that
horrid plague, the cholera, and are still openly visible to all,
when typhus fever and other contagious discases scourge
our population. .

Q. Does St Paul clearly urge these advantages, in 1 Cor.
vii. 327 33°?

A. Yes; he says: “ But I would have you without solicitude.
He that is without a wife is solicitous for the things that belong
to the Lord, how he may please Glod. But he that is with a
wife is solicitous for the things of the world, how he may please
his wife ; and he is divided.”

Q. In any of the early ages of the Church, were bishops or
priests permdtted to marry, a;’ter entering into holy orders 2

A. No; we defy our adversariesto name even one such case.

Q. What are thewords of the 2d Council of Carthage, Can, 2?

A. “That bishops, priests, and all who are charged with
the administration of the sacraments, must lead continent lives.”

Q. What reason does the Council give for this ordinance?

A. “This,” adds the Council, *“ was taught by the Apostles,
and has been always practised by the Church.”

Q. What do you infer from all that has been said on this
subject 2

A. That reason, antiquity, and Scripture, are all on the
side of Catholic docttine and practice. .

CHAPTER XXXI.
ON PERSECUTION.

Q. Is persecution, on account of religious belief, a Catholic
tenet §

A. No. Although some Catholics are said to hmve perse-
cuted, if matters are carefully examined, it will be found, that,
in some instances, the persecutions arose out of the wicked
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spirit of revenge, and in others, that it was not religious
opinion which was persecuted, but gross moral and political
crimes. If Catholics have ever been guilty of persecution,
the crime was their own, not that of their religion.

Q. Did Protestants persecute Cutholics 2

A. Yes; in every country where the reformed doctrines
were received, Catholics werc persecuted.  C. Paterson
Hooft reproaches his Protestant countrymen of Holland thus :
“ Actuated by a hatred of cruelty, you rush yourselves into
acts of cruelty; no sooner have you secured your freedom,
than you wish to tyrannise over others.”—Hist. Ref. Ger.
Brzm(i' t. i. p. 333. Knox commenced the Reformation in
Scotland, by being a party to the murder of Cardinal Beatoun.
In 1560, the Parliament established Presbyterianism, and
-ordered all the professors of the ancient faith to be punished
with death. ¢ With such indecent haste,” says Robertson,
“did the very persons, who had just escaped ecclesiastical
tyranny, procced to imitate the example.” In 1596, the
Presbytery, writing to the King and Council concerning the
Earls of Huntly, Errol, &c. say that, “as they had been
guilty of idolatry, a crime deserving of death, the civil power
could not spare them.”

Q. Did the French. Protestants persecute ?

A. They rebelled against their sovereign, prohibited the
Catholic religion, murdered the priests and religious, burnt
the churches and conveats, and dug up the dead, to make
bullets of their leaden cofiins. (Maimbourg, Thuanus, Hist.
Calv. 1. 31.) Nic. Fromenteau, a Protestant, confesses, that
in Dauphiné alone, they killed two hundred and fifty-six
priests, and one hundred and twelve monks or friars. In these
atrocities, the Protestant Baron des Adrets forced Catholic
prisoners to jump from the towers upon the pikes of his
soldiers, and obliged his own children to wash their hands in
the blood of Catholics. (Liv. de Finance.)

Q. Did Protestant England persecute Catholic Ireland 2

A. Dr Curry has preserved, amongst many other martyrs,
the names of twenty-seven priests, who suffered death on
account of their religion. (Civil Wars, vol. i. p. 8.) See
Spondanus and Pagi on the martyrdom of F. O’Hurle, the
Catholic Archbishop of Cashel, a sanguinary deed, perpetrated
by Sir W. Drury. Seealso Bourke's Hib. Dominicana, where
the number of Irish martyrs, and their dreadful deaths, are
detailed.

Q. Did not the Dulke of Alva boast, that in the Low Countries,
ke had delivered eighteen thousand heretics to the executioners
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A. These heretics should have been called rebels, since,
according to the Protestant writer Brand, they had conspired
against the life of the Duke, then Spanish governot, and put
to death, in cold blood, all the priests and religious they could
lay their hands upon. See Brand, Reform des Pays Bas.
Feller, Hist. Dict. art. Toledo, says, that Vandermerk slaugh-
tered more unoflending Catholic priests and peasants in 1572,
than Alva executed Protestants during his whole govern-
ment.  See Mons. Kerroux, I Abregé de I'Hist. de la
Hollande.

Q. Did not the 4th Lateran Council, in 1215, expressly ordain
the persecution of heretics ?

A. In the first place, Matthew of Paris (ad dict. ann.)
denies that the suppostd persecuting Canon was the act of
that Gouncil ; 2dly, even Dupin, who was more Protestant
than Catholic, tom. x. p. 104, says, “it is certain that this
chapter (the persecuting Canon) is not the work of the
Council ;” 3dly, the learned Protestant divine Collier, Eecl.
Hist. vol. i. p. 424, declares that the Canon in question ‘“is
spurious ;” 4thly, supposing this Canon to be genuine, it was
framed for a particular case, and not by the ccclesiastical
part of the Council alone, but by all the sovereigns of Kurope,
who were present at the Council, either by themselves or by
their ambassadors.

Q. Yor what particular class of heretic$ was this Canon
adopted ?

A. 1t was framed to check the horrible brutalities of the
Albigenses, who taught that there were two Gods, one good
and the other evil; that no one could be saved in a married
state ; that unnatural gratifications should be sabstituted for
those of marriage ; that no kind of flesh-meat could be used
without sin: they threw the Scriptures into the common
scwers, and profaned horribly even the sacred vessels of the
altar.  All these, and many other dreadful impieties, the;
openly taught and practised, so that even Mosheim, Eccl.
Hist. vol. iii., says:*“Their shocking violation of decency
was a conscquence of their pernictous system; they looked
upon modesty and decency as marks of inward corruption.”
What wonder, then, if both fire and sword were employed by
‘both Church and State to extirpate from the earth an ex-
ecrakle race, who conspired thus both against God and
man? Angels shuddered at their unnatural brutalities,
whilst kings trembled lest the human race shéuld be de-
stroyed. Such were the men so often pitied by Protestants
as a persecuted race. See Limburch. Hist. of Inquis.,
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Q. Did not the Council of Constance persecute Wyckliff2

A. He was treated very mercifully : notwithstanding his
seditious and impious doctrines, he was left unpunished during
his whole life. Dr Feddes, Life of Wolsey, p. 38, Protestant
as he was, says: “ It was not for their speculative opinions
that the followers of Wyckliff were punished, but because
they maintained opinions derogatory to the rights of princes,
injurious to society, and coutrary to law;’ and Archb.
Parker says: “The laws against them were necessary, on
account of the tumults they have occasioned.”

Q. What were these impious and seditious doctrines of
Wycklif? :

A. He taught that one mortal sin in a rector, bishop, magis-
trate, or sovereign, justified the people in disobeying and
deposing these authorities (Walsingham, Hist. Ang. p..283);
that no civil laws were to be obeyed, no taxes paid, unless
the justice of such laws could be proved from Scripture (ibid) ;
that no man could lawfully swear in a court of justice (ibid,
page 204), or confirm his own or his friend’s title to an estate
for ever (Knyght, Col. 2707) ; that it was sinful in any clergy-
man to have one shilling’s worth of property (ibid, 2648);
that his followers should despoil all that had property
(Walsing. p. 284) ; that God ought to obey the devil (Knyght,
Col. 2648); that colleges and universities were diabolical
(Condem. Coun. Constan. art. 29); that it was unlawful to
pray in churches, or keep the Lord’s-day (Iypodig. Walsing.
p. 557) ; that temporal princes should cut off the head of an
ecclesiastic who sinned ; and that, if the prince himself sinned,
the people should punish hirn (Knyght, Col. 2657).

Q. Did this dreadful doctrine produce its bitter fruit 2

A. In four years from the time he opened his mission, he
and his followers produced amongst the people insurrection,
plunder, murder, and civil war. The Chancellor, Primate
Ludbury, Lord Treasurer Hales, and Chief Justice Cavendisk,
were murdered by the Wyckliffite rioters, and their intention
was to kill the King himself and all the nobility (Walsing.
Hist. p. 265.) They fixed advertisements to the church
doors in London, declaring that they had raised one hundred
thousand men, to combat those who did not agree to their
opinions. (Ibid, 385.)

: On what ground can the Council of Constance, composed
both of bishops and princes, be attacked ? :

A. Certainly on no just ground; for there is ot at the
present day a Protestant government in the world, which
would not, and justly too, punish, with beheading and quarter-
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ing, such dreadful doctrines; and yet in Catholic times, the
monster who taught these died a natural death.

; Q. At least, John Huss and Jerom of Prague were put to
death ?

A. Yes; but they caused violent seditions in Bohemia ;
they excited a general insurrection ; they deluged the country
with blood. “The Hussites began by murdering the Mayor
of Praguc, then they overturned the government of the king-
dom, after fighting several battles against their Sovereign in
the field, and after every where burning down monasteries,
murdering the clergy, and even those who protected them.”
—Aneas Sylv. ap Fleury.

Q. But were not Huss and Jerom put to death by the ec-
clesrasticul Council of Constance 2 '

A. Noj; the Council excommunicated them, and declared'
it had no farther power regarding them (Sess. 15). Nay,
the Church under her highest penalty, forbids any ecclesiastic
to concur in any sanguinary punishment; and hence, the
hishops in Parliament leave the house, when trials of life and
death are going on.

Q. Butwere not these men burnt atthe instance of the Council?

A. Noj; they were committed to the flames by the magis-
trates, acting on the laws of the land; and by the order of
the Klector Palatine and of the Kmperor Sigismond (L’Enfant,
1. {ii. §. 48). Nor had the Council any thing to do with
their death; its acts are still extant; and we have its
history by L’Lnfant, a Calvinist, who does not even hint at
such solicitation on the part of the Council.

Q. Was not the Councel culpable in permitting the execution
of these men, afier granting them o safe-conduct

A. The Council could not prevent the execution of seditious
rebels; John Huss had no safe-conduct, but merely a passport,
promising him protection to and from the Couneil (I.’Enfant,
Ilist. Const. 1. 1. parag. 41). The Council was guilty of no
breach of faith to Jerom, but he was guilty of flagrant perjury
to the Council; he ptblicly anathematized his own doctrine,
and yet afterwards confessed, that,” at the #ime he denounced
it, he belicved every tittle of it in his heart. (L’Enfunt, lib.
v. parag. 75.)

). dre mot the Protestants who were slaughtered on St
Bartholomew’s day at Paris, an undeniable proof that tic
Catholic Church persecutes ?

A. Very far from it; that massacre was caufed by the
unrelenting vengeance of Charles 1X. and the bloody ambition
of Cathgrine de Medicis. “On the day of this massacre an



214 CONTROVERSIAL CATECHISM.

edict is published, in which the King declares, that whatever
had happened was done by his express order, and not out of
Jatred to Protestants, but to put an end to the conspn'acy of
‘the Calvinist Cohgm. and his nefarious companions.’

Q. What did the Calvinists do, which thus provolked the in-
excusable vengeunce of the King 2

A. They were reported to the King, as having hatched a
plot to overturn his government, and destroy himself. They
certainly attempted to secize the King, and overturn the con-
stitution of his dominions (Maimb., ib. iv.) ; they threatened
to whip the King, and to make a mechanic of him (ibid);
they fought four battles against him, and treasonably de-
livered Havre de Grace, the key ot his dominions, to Queen
Llisabeth, a foreign potentate; they wurdered multitudes of
priests, religious, and unarmed people; burned churckes and
monasteries ; and made rivers of blood flow in the very streets
of Paris (I avila, ) In the city of Pamicrs, they murdered all
the clergy who composed a procession on Corpus Christi.
(Heylin, Hist. Presb. lib. ii.)

Q. Did the bisthops not encourage the massacre of St Dur-
tholomew ¢

4. Noj; on the contrary, the bishop of Lisicux opposed
the execution of the.King's order, saying: * It is the duty
of the good shepherd to lay down bis life for his sheep, not
to let them be slaugbtered before his face. These are my
sheep, though they arc gone astray, and I am resolved to run
all hazards in protecting then.”  Maimb. Conten. Fleury, &e.

Q. Did not Pope Gregory XIII. vejoice when he heard of
this massacre ?

A. 1 he did, it was because the matter was represented to
him, not in its true colours, but as a victory gained by the
King, in a fair manuner, over impiety and sedition. Thuan.
lib. i.; Maimb. lib. iv. “The D’ope considered Charles’s
act, as a necessary act of self-defence against the infamous,
treasonable, and bloody plot of the Calvinists, Coligni, &ec.
against his life and government.” Pagi. Brev. Gest. Rom.
Pont. vol. vi. p. 729.

CHAPTER XXXII.
" ON THE INQUISITION.
Q. Is fiot the Inquisition a state engine, employed by the

Catholic Church for the purpose of persecution ?
A. No; the Church bas not, and never had, any connec-
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tion with the Inquisition, farther than this, that some of her
members, through mistaken zeal, rcsorted to this cruel and
unwarrantable ineans, for the purpose of suppressing immoral,.
blasphemous, and infidel doctrines.

Q. Why do you say that the Inquisition is no part of the
Catholic religion ?

A. Because no such court existed till the Twelfth Century;
and in many Catholie countries no such tribunal ever existed ;
whilst, in some of those where it was established, it has been
long since suppressed.

Q. Was not St Dominic the founder of the Inquisition ®

<. This is a Protestant ealumny ; it was nowhere estab-
lished till after his death. Mosheim, sec. xiii.

Q. If some Popes, and Bishops, and Catholic Princes, esta-
blished,and used this dreadful engine, it must certuinly be «
part of the Cutholic reliyion 2

A. No more than Queen Elisabeth’s Court of I1Hgh Com-
mission, which the Dissenters of that period declared to be
more intolerable than the Inquisition jtsclf, was a necessary
part of Protestantisin. Huame, Hist. Eng. James 11 ¢. vi.;
Mosheim, vol. iv. p. 895. ’

Q. Was not the Inquisition, with ccclesiastics at it head,
competent Lo pass sentence of the loss of limbs or of dewth ?

A. Noj; it had no such power. Very few received sentence
of death at all.  Of the Roman Inquisition there is not one
such sentence recorded ; and more blood was shed by the
Calvinistic Hugnenots of France on account of religion, than
would have been shed by five hundred Spanish Inguisitions.

Q. Why such.an enyine at all 2

A. Therulers at that time were, in their wisdom, impressed
with the idea, that it was the best mode of suppressing sacri-
lege, profanation, apostacy, magic, and other crimes, which
are corporally punished in every country, whether Catholic
or Protestant. How many witches did the Calvinist ministers
burn in Scotland ? (Lyon's Ilist. of St Andrews.) llow
many Papists did they persecute and prosecute ?  {Arnot’s
1ist. of Iidinburgh.)

Q. Did not the Cutholic Clurch at Madeira persecute lately
Dr Kalley and Maria Joaquina ?

A. Noj; but the Catholic people at Madeira would not
tolerate an insolent apothecary from Kilmarnock to violate
the laws of their country, which, under severe penalties,
forbid blasphemy. Had that personage confined hfmself, not
to the vending of corrupt Bibles and outrageous blasphemies,
but to his legitimate pro¥ince, the vending of pills, the autho-
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rities would not consider him worth their attention. The
medical, however, did not seem to pay him so well as the
religious pill, though no doubt both were equally noxious.

Q. Have Protestants been guilty of a persecution exactly
stmilar to this?

A. Various persons, such as Carlisle, have been lately im-
prisoned in London for blasphemy ; and the Presbyterians of
Scotland have shown equal zeal, for they have now, or lately
had, two persons in prison in Edinburgh for the same crime.
Thus do Protestants blame Catholics for what they them-
selves think it a duty to do.

Q. The Inquisition, then, s no cssential part of the Catholic
religion 2

A, It is s0 far from being so, that fnost Catholics condemn
it, as loudly and as earnestly as Protestants themselves. Tt
is a mere state engine, which certain rulers used as a matter
of policy, not so much to put down heresy, as to check the
seditions «nd immoralities that, in every age, were the con-
sequences of heresy,—an engine which Catholics in general
denounce, as oppused equally to policy, justice, and charity.

Q. Have Protestunts any right to be perpetually harping on
the Inquisition ?

A, As a matter of principle, they should come to the
charge with clean hands. What difference is there between
the gaols, into which they cast thousands of Catholies, and
the prison of the Inquisition ? and what difference between
the deaths the unhappy victims on both sides died ? If Quecn
Mary put to death two hondred and seventy-seven Pro-
testants for their rebellious opposition, Protestants have had
ample revenge, through the first Protestant king, 1Tenry VIII.,
who slaughtered sixty Catholics for denving his spiritual
supremacy ; and through their merciless Elisabeth, who per-
secuted, in most instances to death, and in all to utter ruin,
twelve hundred Catholics, for their faith ; and if Mary burnt
her victims, Elisabeth hanged, quartered, embowelled, and
burnt hers. See, for other examples of persecution, Lingard,
vol. viii., reign of Elisabtth; and for the penal laws against
Catholics, vol. viii. p. 143. In fact, Catholics have expe-
rienced from the Protestants of these countries only one
continued persecution, more or less intense. They have been
permitted to fight for the honour of a country, and the security
of a crown, which, in return, gave them no.encouragement,
and, till very lately, scarcely any protection.
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CHAPTER XXXIII.
ON READING THE SCRIPTURES.

Q. Do Catholics forbid the reading of the Sacred Scripture ?

A. Noj; they only forbid the abuse of that Holy Volume,
which the Catholic Church has ever preserved and reghrded
as one of her most sacred deposits, and without whose pre-
servation the Protestant Church would never have had it.

Q. Is it forbidden to any one ?

4. Yes, to those who would certainly abuse it, to those
ignorantly-prond people, of whom St Peter speaks, where he
says (2 Det. iii. 16), that certain parts of St Paul's Epistles
‘are HARD to be un {ritood, whick the GNLEARNED and UN-
STABLE wrest, us uisv the rest of the Scriptures, o THEIR OWN
PERDITION.”

Q. Why are not «ll permitted to interpret the Seripture as
they will 2

A. Because (2 wph. iv. 11) God has given only “ soME to
be apostles, some prophets, otler some evanyelists, and some
pastors and teachers.”  Because its sense is to be sanght from
those who were sent to teach; from the “lips of the priest
who shall keep knowledye, and from whose mouth they shall
require the law.”  (Mal. ii. 7.)

Q. Do not Cutholic Bishops and Popes discouraye the read-
ing of the Scriptures ?

A. Noj; the Catholic clergy are bound to read the Serip-
ture for nearly an hour every day; the Catholic Bishops of
Great Britain publicly declared, in 1826, that the circulation
of authentic-copies of Scripture was never discouraged by the
Church; Pius VIIL,, in a rescript, April 18, 1820, addressed
to the Linglish Bishops, tells them “to encouraye their people
to read the Iloly Scriptures, because nothing can be more useful,
more consoling, more animating. 'They serve to confirm the
faith, to support the hope, and to inflame the charity of.the
true -Christian.” )

Q. Does not the Cutholic Churdh forbid wersions of the
Seripture into modern tongues, for the very purpose of keeping
the Seripture fromYhe people 2

A. Even the Rev. Robert Adams refutes this Protestant
slander; though a Protestant himself, he declares that the
Catholic laity are not debarred the use of the Serjptures.—
Leligious World Displayed, vol. ii. p. 78.  But the best refu-
tation of this calumny is, that Pius V1., writing to Martini,
Archb. of Florence, on the subject of his translation of the
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Scriptures, applauds his zeal in publishing his version, and
exhorts the faithful to read it. This document is dated April,
]137518, and is prefixed to every English edition of the Catholic
ible.
Q. Is it not said that Catholics published few wersions of
Scripture till they werecompelled to do so by Protestant example?
A.+This is another Protestant slander, propagated to catch
the ignorant. Before Protestantism had a being, there were
upwards of twenty versions of the Scripture iuto almost all
(tihe a;rl]odern languages, as will be evident from the subjoined
etail.

~ EARLY CATHOLIC VERSIONS. EARLY PROTESTANT VERSIONS.

Fust’s, at Mentz, - Anno 1482 Luther's New Test.,, - Annpo 1522
Bender's, at Avgsburg, - 1467 Tyndale's New Test., . 1526
Malermi's Italian, - - - 1471 First Belgic, - - - 1527
Four Gospels, Belgic, - - 1472 Luther's Old Test., - » 153G
Entire Bible, Belgic, Cologne, 1475 Tyndales's Pentateuch, - 1530
Julian’s, -~ - - - - 1477 Miles Coverdale's, - - 1535
;‘)elfy E‘dltéons wh. - 111172] ;‘)livetan’s Old Test.,, - 1537

errier's, Spanish, - - - i i N .. 3
Gouda Edil)ion. - - - 1479 ot Italian, 1562
Des Moulins, French, - - 1490 —_—
Four Versions mentioned by

Beausobre (Hist. de la Refor. CATHOLIC M.8. VERSIONS.

livre iv.& peinted before - 1522 X
Estaple's New Test, - - 1523 Whole Bible, English, Anno 1290

01d Test. printed before 1528 Anglo Saxon, - - about 1300

Bruccioli’s Italian, - L1532 German, about 800 ; Italian, 1270;
Antwerp and Louvain, - 1378 Spanish, 1280 ; French, 1294.%

CHAPTER XXXIV.
ON RELIGIOUS ORDERS.

Q. What is the meaning of Religious Orders?

A. The very fact, that we have in revelation, counsels, as
well as commands, proves that such Orders should exist in
the Church as would observe these counsels; for Christ did
not give them in vain.

Q. What do you mean by counsels§ '’

A. Those virtues' which Christ has recommended, but not

#* Six versions and twelve editions of the Sacred Volume appeared in German
before Luther's time. Three versions and many editions in Italian. Four
versions, with a multitude of editions, were ];ub ished in Gothic and Freoch.
Two Belgic Versions, with several editions. The Bohemian version was pub-
lished : Prague, 1488 ; at Putna, 1498 ; at Venice, 1506 and 1311. For other
Catholic tragslations, in almost all the languages of the world, and many
of them published in_Rome, the very HOT-RED OF POPERY,—see Le Long's
Bibhotheca Sacra, Bochmer, Leipsic, 1709; end note appended to Lerd
Shrewsbury's Letter to Lord Bexley, page 90,
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commanded under pain of sin, such as voluntary chastity,
povertjy, c.
. Isthere not something wrong in becoming a monk or a nun?

A. Noj; butif we are to believe the Scripture, there is some-
thing peculiarly praiseworthy in doing so. Christ speaks
often of the danger of riches ; he tells the young man in the
Gospel, to go and sell all that he had, and give it to the poor,
if he wished to le perfect. Now, this is what monks and
nuns do; and can there be any thing wrong in following the
advice of Christ himsclf, in embracing a life of voluntary
poverty, instead of exposing one’s self to the seductive danger
of riches ? St ’aul declares, that he who giveth his virgin
in marriage doth well, but %e that giveth Ler not, doth better ;
and can there be any thing wrong in following this advice of
the Apostle, in vowing and preserving that Drightest of all
virtues—chastity ¥ Christ declares that we must deny our-
selves, take up our cross, and follow him ; can there be any
thing wrong in those who, finding that they cannot do this
well in the midst of this world’s tenptations, retire from it
into the cloister, and there practise the counscls of Christ,
in obedience to, and under tile guidance of, the great masters
of a religious life ?

Q. Avre all religious employed merely in labouring for their
own, or praying for the salvation of others ?

A. No; many religious Orders are established entirely for
the good of their neighbours : some to teach the ignorant,
others to preach the Gospel; some to provide for the poor,
others to imbue the minds of the rich youth with knowfedge
and virtue ; some to attend the sick, especially in the public
hospitals, and others to redeem the sluve and the captive.

Q. May there not be abuses in these estublishments ?

A. 'There is nothing so good that it may not be abused -
marriage, every profession, the very Word of God, nay, our
common Christianity, are all occasionally abused ; but surely
no good Christian will think this an argument either against
them, or to get rid of them.

CHAPTER XXXV.
ON THE CHARGE OF IGNORANQ:.

Q. Did not the Reformation bring learning into the world ?
A. Protestants attribute to the Reformation, what is due
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solely to the art of printing, discovered a short time before
the introduction of Protestantism.

Q. Did Catholics use the art of printing to promote learning
hefore Luther's time ?

A. Before the end of the Fifteenth Century, printing
presses were wrought in thirty-four towns of France alone;
and between the years 14556 and 1536, twenty-two millions
nine hundred and thirty-two thousand volumes had been printed.
Popes Nicholas V. and Sixtus 1V., with the Princes and
Kings of most Luropean countries, were the wmunificent
patrons of the arts and sciences. (Recherches sur les
Biblioth., pp. 82, 207.) '+ Learning was in such a flourishing
state in Germany, that ten Universities were founded between
the years 1403 and 1506. Frasmus déclares, that *learning
triumphed in Iingland, that the King, the Queen, two Gardi-
nals, and almost all the Bishops, exerted themselves in pro-
moting it.” (Ad Pet. Bemb. ; Basil. 1518.) TIndeed, all the
Universities in Europe were founded by Catholics, and in
Catholic times. During three hundred years, Protestants
have shown their wish to promote learning by the erection
of only two Universities, those of Dublin and London.

Q. By whom were the Universities of Scotland erected 2

A. By Bishops and T'opes. That of St Audrews, by
Bishop Wardlaw, under the sanction of Benedict XIII., in
1413; that of Glasgow, by Pope Nicholas V., aided by
Bishops Muirhead and Tucmbull, in 1450 ; that of Aberdeen,
by Pope Alexander VI, to which Bishop Elphinstone largely
contributed. Even the Edinburgh University was projected
by Bishop Reid of Orkney, who left eight thousand merks
for that purpose. Indeed, cvery nation in Europe, by the
proudest monuments, such as Oxford, Cambridge, Bologna,
Sarbonne, Salamanca, bears irrefragable testimony to the
untiring exertions of the Catholic Church for the promotion
of the arts and sciences.

Q. Coan you dllustrate this matter by any additional con-
stderation ?

A. Yes; is not Europe indebted to Catholic Bishops and
Popes for its civilization, its laws, and all its knowledge of
the fine arts?  Are not painting, sculpture, music, and archi-
tecture, all entirely Catholic ? 1f you doubt of this, only look
to the magnificent abboys and cathedrals which have sur-
vived the fury of Vandalic reform, and which the barbarous
hand of Protestantism has left only as interesting ruins, and
you will be quickly convinced. No wonder, then, that the
candid Colonel Mitchell, in his Life of Wallenstein. should
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declare, that * deep and indelible is the debt which RELIG1ION
AND CIVILIZATION OWE TO THE EARLY ROMAN PoONTIFFs,
AND TO THE CHURCH OF RoME. They strove long and
nobly to forward the cause of human improvement.”

. Did not even the monasteries possess lurge libraries and
men of learning ¢

A. For this we have excellent Protestant authority. “'The
monasteries.....had more opportunites for study than the
secular clergy possessed....But their most important service
was as secure repositories for books. All our manuscripts
have been preserved in this manner.,” (Hallam, Mid. Ages,
vol. ii. p. 439.) “When the monks were settled, in the reign
of King Edgar, they promoted a general improvement ; they
were very industriots in restoring learning, and retrieving
the gountry from the remarkable ignorance of these times.”
(Collier, Hist. Eccl.) A little before the Reformation, many
of the great monasteries were NURSERIES OF LEARNING j the
SUPERIORS of monasteries were men of distinction.”  (1bid.)
Bishop Tanmer says: “The .monasteries were schools of
learning and education.”

Q. What was the order of Pope Gregory VII. to the bishops
of the Church 2

A. He urged all the Bishops in Christendom, to encourage
literature and the arts, and to have each a school attached to
his Cathedral Church.  (Voigt. Iist., French Trans. p. 500.)

Q. What was the opinion of Burke, Gibbon, and Lord
Hutchinson, as to Catholic learning £ .

A. 'The first declared, that “l‘rance alone had produced
more eminent scholars, than all the Frotestant Universities
of Europe ;” the sccond said, that * one monastery of Bene-
dictine Monks, gave to the world more works of learning than
both the Universities of England ;" and the third spoke thus
to the British House of Lords: “ Catholicity, which has this
night been the subject of so much abuse, has been the beliet
of the most cxtensive and ENLIGHTENED nations of Europe,
and of the most illmstrious characters, that ever did honour
tothe name of man.” (Cob., Letteri.; Isingard’s Tracts,p.63.)

Q. Do not DProtestant countries stand much higher in educa-
tion and prosperity, than Catholic countries

A. They turn their whole attention to worldly prosperity ;
religion gives them little concern ; and hence, it would not be
very surprising if, in worldly matters, they werg in advance.
That such, however, is not the case, you hgve only to read
Howitt's Germany — Tait, Feb. 1843; Turnbull's Austria,
vol. i. p. 219; Ibid, vol. ii. pp. 66, 72; Borrow's Bible in
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Spain, c. v. Even Dr Welsh, in the General Assembly of
1835, admitted, that Scotland, “instead of being the very
first in point of education, holds a very low place in respect
of some Protestant, and I must,” he says, “add some RoMAN
JATHOLIC COUNTRIES.” This, for a minister, is a very large
admission ; and when taken in connexion with the declara-
tion of the present Secretary of State on the Factory question,
“that Protestant England is the most ignorant Christian
country in the world,” and with the astounding proofs of
<spiritual and temporal ignorance laid before that Factory
Commission, must be considered as perfectly conclusive.

Q. What does Mr Laing—Notes of a Traveller, pp. 435,
442—say as to the comparative state of education ?

A. In page 435, he says: “The education of the regular
clergy of the Catholic Church is, perhaps positively higher,
and, beyond doubt, comparatively higher, than the education.
of the Scotch clergy. By positively higher, is meant that
among a given number of Popish and of Scotch clergy, a
greater (i)roportion of the yormer will be found, who read with
ease and a perfect mastery, the ancient languages—Greck,
Latin, and Hebrew—and the Eastern langnages connected
with that of the Old Testament,-—a greater number of pro-
found scholars, a greater number of high mathematicians,
and a higher average amount of acquired knowledge.” In
p. 442, he adds: “The Catholic clergy adroitly seized on
education, and not, as we suppose in Protestant countries, to
keep the people in darkness and ignorance, and to inculcate
error and superstition, but to be at the head of the great
social influence of useful knowledge.” Again, in page 439,
alluding to the gross calumny, ‘ that the Catholic clergy seek
to keep their people in ignorance,” he scouts the impudent
saying, in the following masterly style: ¢This opinion of
our Churchmen seems more orthodox than charitable, or
correct. The Popish clergy have, in reality, less to lose by the
progress of education than our own Scotch clergy. In Catholic
(termany, in France, Italy, and even Spain, the education of
the common people, in reading, writing, arithmetic, music,
manners, and morals, is, at least, as generally diffused, and as
-faithfully promoted, by the clerical body, as in Scotland. It
is by their own advance, and not by keeping back the advance
of the people, shat the Popish priests of the present day, seek
to keep a-head of the intellectual progress 0? the community.
Education, fs, in reality, not only not repressed, but is enr-
couraged, in the Popish Church, and is a mighty instrument
vn its hands, and ably used. In every street in Rome, for in-
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stance, there are, at short distances, public primary schools,
for the education of the children otP the lower and middle
classes. Rome, with a population of 158,678 spuls, has 372
public primary schools, with 482 teachers, and 14,099 children
attending them. Has Edinburgh so many public schools for
the instruction of those classes ? I doubt it. Berlin, witha
population about double that of Rome, has only 264 schools.
Rome has also her university, with an average attendance of
660 students; and the Papal States, with a population of
two and a-half millions, contain seven universities. Tro-
testant Prussia, with a population of fourteen millions, has
only scven....The sthtistical fact, that Rome has above a
hundred schools more than Berlin, for a population little
more than half that of*Berlin, puts to flight a world of hum-
bug....Is it asked, what is taught to the people of Rome by
all these schools? Precisely what is taught at Berlin (Zhe
most Protestant capital of the most Protestant country in the
world),—reading, writing, arithmetic, geography, languages,
religious doctrine of some sort.” This ample attestation,
given by an enemy, should, we think, open the eyes of the
veriest bigot, to this truth, that the Catholic Church loves
learning, and promotes the arts and sciences.

CHAPTER XXXVI.
ON THE CHARGE OF UNCHARITABLENESS.

Q. Are Catholics uncharitable to scctarians?

A. Certainly not ; since the Church teaches them to love
all mankipd, to pray for all, to.forgive all, and to do good to
all, irrespective of creed, country, or colour.

Q. Does she not teach that there is no salvation out of the
Church ?

A. We have already proved that there is only one true
Church, as there is only one Lord, qre fajth, and one baptism,
and that the Catholic Church is that one true fold. Ience it
is not only not uncharitable, but vex:iy charitable in Catholics
to declare to the world what is laid down in Scripture, which
teaches, that sects and heresies and schisms sins which
exclude from heaven. St Paul declares, that “they that do
such things, shall not inherit the kingdom of God.”» (Gal. v.
20, 21.)

b. Do Catholics charge all that are apparently out of their
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communion, with the crimes of heresy and schism, and conse-
quently, exclude them from salvation ?

A. No; all baptized children who die before they sin
mortally, and before they embrace and believe error, are
members of the true Church. Again, all those sincere people
belong to the soul of the Church, who, being baptized, and
believing the great fundamental truths of Christianity, and
who are prevented from believing it in all its details, not by
carelessness, nor temporal intercst, nor human respect, nor
the spirit of obstinacy, nor by malice, but simply because they
never doubted, and never had sufficient means of knowing
the truth, which they would embrace af once, and with glad-
nesd, conld they only discover it,—all these, we say, belong
to the soul of the Church, and will be saved, if they lead good
lives, and do not violate God’s law. .

Q. What do you mean by the soul of the Church ?

A. All those belong to the body of the Church who are
openly professing Catholics; to the soul of the Church belong
all such as I have above described, who, being baptized, and
believing the fundamental truths of religion, are living sepa-
rate from the body of the Church, not by any fault of their
own, but purely by not having sufficient means to lead them
into a knowledge of the whole truth.

Q. Do Protestants expressly teach the very doctrine they
unjustly blame, in us, © exclusive salvation ?”

A. Yes; the 16th Article of the Old Confession says,
“That there is one Kirk, out of which Kirk neither life nor
eternal felicity s to be hoped for.” The 25th Chap. of the
Westminster Confess. declares, “ that those who profess the
true religion (there can be only oue religion true), with their
children, are the house of God, out of which there is no ordi-
nary possibility of salvation.” The 18th of the Clurch
of England Articles, declares, ““ that they also are to be had
accursed, that presume to say, that every man shall be saved
by the law or sect which he professeth.” The same is the
doctrine taught in the Prot. Belgian Gonfess., 1561, and by
the Synod of Dort, 1619.« The French Prot. Catechism, Edit.
1710, p. 283, says, “ without doubt, out of the Clurch, there
78 nothing but DEATH and DAMNATION.”, This is extraordi-
nary doctrine, from the lips of men, who came out of the only
Churcl in tiee world a few years ago.

Q. What do you conclude from all this 2

A. Th#& those pretended lovers of charitable doctrine,
must be very blincxl, who look for such in any Protestant
Communion.
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CHAPTER XXXVII.

THE FREE KIRK, EPISCOPALIAN ORDERS, AND
IRELAND’S CONNEXION WITH ROME.

SECTION 1.

Q. What sort of sect is that called the Free Kirlc?

4. Tt isan offshoot from the Presbyterian Kirk of Scotland.

Q. In what does the Free Kirk differ from its parent?

A. Chiefly in rcjecting patronage, and in leaving it to the
people to clect their own ministers.

Q. Do they, in reality, leave the choice of the pastor to the
people ? -

A. There are symptoms of a schism, between the ministers
and the people on this subject, which proves the system to
be a very foolish one.

Q. Why do you say this system is a foolish one ?

A. Because low as is the standard of education, amongst
the ministers of the Free Kirk, it is superior to that of their
followers ; and, hence, they are better qualified than the mob,
to choose what they termi ministers.

Q. Was not the system of the Established Kirk preferable
to that of its sclismatic daughter ®

A. Clearly ; for whether the crown, or the educated gen-
tleman, or the magistrate, presented, therc was a chance that
the selected minister should be, at least a man of education.

Q. May not this be the case also, when the people elect ?

A. The mass of the people arc ignorant, and hence not
qualified to give judgment, especially when it is a question of
ecclesiastical or civil learning. The ignorant are the majority,
and as the majority elect, the ignorant and bigotted mounte-
bank, will often nsurp the place of learning and modesty.

Q. Istherenotsomething very absurdin this' Free Kirlk system?

A. Yes; as well might the children in a school take upon
themselves to choose® their teacher, as the mob, to choose
their minister, 'What !—the peoplé to be taught, to choose
their teacher !—the ignorant, to judge of the qualifications
of the man, that is to make them wise unto salvation !—the
guide of the multitude in the most important of all concerns,
to be judged and guided by the men whom he has to teach
the very clements of the science of salvation ! .

Q. But do not the ministers judge of the qualrfcatz’ans of
the person selected ?

A. Evgu if they did so, they have not the power to prevent
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his election, if the people persist in their choice; either the
ministers haye the absolute power, to select or reject, or they
have not. If they have it, then the people are mere tools ;
if they have it not, then they may judge as they please of the
presentee ; their opinion must go for nothing : the people are
the parties in power ; they may thrust a fool into the pulpit.

Q. Is this system of the Free Kirk scriptural ®

A. It is as directly opposed to Scripture as it can possibly
be. Christ, the great founder and light of his Church, did
not tell the people to choose their pastors, he selected these
himself; he did not tell the people to send them forth, he sends
them forth himself: ¢ As the Father sent me, I also send you.”
Matt. xx. 21. He did not order the people to sit in judgment
on his preachers ; no, be himself commanded them to preach
the Gospel to all nations; and declared that those who would
not hear and obey, should be reputed as heathens.

Q. What says St Paul, Rom. x. 15?

A. “How can they preach unless they be sent ?”

Q. What says our blessed Saviour, John x. 1?

A. “1Xe that entereth not by the door into the sheepfold,
but climbethup another way, the same is a thief and a robber.”
They are “blind lcaders of the blind,” Matt. xv. 14.

Q. s it not evident from St Paul, Titus ii. b, that the above
passages are applicable to the ministers of the Free Kirk and
to all others, elected by the people ?

A. As evident as the noon-day sun. “For this cause,”
says St Paul to Titus, “T left thee in Crete, that thou shouldst
set in order the things that are wanting, and shouldst ordain
priests in eyery city, as I also appointed thee.” Here we see
an Apostle, whose Eractice should be our rule, ordering a
bishop whom he had himself consccrated, to ordain priests in
every city. This is exactly what Christ, the great first
Bishop of our souls, did, when he sent the first pastors. In
this practice of the Apostles, there is no foolish mob rule.

Q. How are the Catholic clergy chosen and ordained ®

A. Just as those who, in every city, were chosen and or-
dained by Titus.

Q. Were not the seven deacons chosen by the people, Acts vi.?

A. Yes; but this choice was made by the holy and, pro-
bably, inspired infant Church, and under the very eyes of the
ins({)ired Apostles, who had independent power to reject one
and all of the seven, if the choice were bad. Besides, these
seven wée not priests, but the servants of the priests, ap-
pointed merely to relieve the priests of some inferior duties,
such as attending the tables of the poor.
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Q. What do you conclude from all you have said?

A. That no man can be a minister of Christ's Church,
unless he be sent, as Christ sent the Apostles, or as St Paul
sent Titus ; and hence, that no minister of the Presbyterian
or Episcopalian Church, is a minister of the true Church of
Christ; because, in the former, ministers are sent by no
bishop ; and, in the latter, ministers are sent by men calling
themselves bishops, but whose orders are, to say the least,
doubtful, and who certainly, as a schismatical and heretical
body, can have no mission or succession from the Apostles.

SECTION II.

Q. You have said that the Episcopalian Chlurch has no
Apostolical succession, how do yow prove this 2

A. Even they themselVes, through their greatest authori-
ties, admit this : “ Let therefore our enemies judge us,” Deut.
xxxii. If it appears, on the best Protestant testimony, that
there was no body of bishops, priests, or laics, teaching or
believing exactly what the Episcopalians believe at the pre-
sent day, ever known in the world till the time of Luther,
then it will be evident, that there was no body to whom the
bishops and ministers of the Kpiscopalian Church, could
succeed.

Q. Have you such testimony ?

4. Certainly ; Calvin says: ¢ All the western Churches
have defended Papistry.” (R.ad Versip. p. 154.) “Luther’s
separation was from all the world.” (Ilosp. Ep. 141.)
“ There was no visible company in the world free from Popery.”
(White, Defence, c. 371, p. 136.) *“The priests and all
people were drowned in opery.”  (Bancroft, Censure 4.)
*“'The whole world, princes, priests, and people, were bound by
oaths to the Pope.” (Jewel, Serm. on Luke xi.) ¢ In times
past no religion but the Papistical had place in the Church.”
(Whitaker, con. 4, q. 5, ¢. 3.) It must then be clear to all,
that no body professing Iipiscopalian doctrines, existed before
Luther; therefore, either the bishops of that body have no
succession at all, or tltey have succeeded to the Catholic
bishops, But the latter cannot be? because, either the
teach what the Catholic bishops taught, or they do not; if
they do not, then they cannot have succeeded them ; if they
teach what the Catholic Bishops taught, then they are
Catholics,—then they believe and teach that there are seven
sacraments,—that the Pope is the supreme head oy earth,
and the first bishop of the Church; but these great truths,
taught by the Catholic bishops in every age; they repudiate ;
therefore thgy have no succession from the Catholic bishops ;
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therefore they have no succession from the Apostles, either
directly or indirectly; therefore they have no mission of
any kind; they are mere State intruders, who have entered,
not by the door, but climbed over the walls into the ¥old of
Christ ; “blind leaders of the blind.”

Q. You have said, that the orders of the Episcopalian
ministers are doubtful,—is this so ? '

A. When any converted minister wishes to be a priest, he
is always redrdained ; whilst the Church of England never
reordains any Catholic fpriest who passes over to her, after
having been cast out of the Catholic ministry.

Q. Did Episcopalians themselves alwuys believe even in the
necessity of orders ?

A: Noj; the celebrated Dr Balguy says: “A priest or
bishop can be as well made by the town-crier as by the
metropolitan;” and in this, Drs Sturges, Key, Paley, and
others, have agreed with him. Now, as they cared so little
about orders, it is very likely, that they gave themnselves little
trouble, to receive any but the orders of the fown-crier.

Q. What says Luther on this sulject, Adv. fal. Nom., tom.
ii. Jen. 15257

A. “Whoever labour to extinguish the government of
bishops are the beloved of (God, and whoever support the
government of bishops are the devil's ministers.” The followers
of this man would not trouble themselves to reccive orders.

Q. How do you prove, that the orders of the Anglican Clurch
are not to be depended upon ?

. Cranmer, its founder, held that princes and governors,
can make priests, and that 1o consecration is necessary in
making a bishop or a priest. (Burnet’s Reform.)

Q. What says Barlow, on the validity of whose consccration
the validity of all the episcopal and sacerdotal orders of the
Cloaurch of England rest? *

A. That the king's appointment, without any order or
ordination whatever, suffices to make a bishop. (Collier's
Eccl. Hist. v. ii.p. 135.)

Q. Do modern ministers, then, claim holy orders 2

A. Yes; but with what certainty you shall now see. The
above-mentioned Barlow is said to have consecrated Darker,
the first Protestant archbishop, from whom all Protestant
orders must have been dérived.

Q. Was this Buriow himself consecrated ?

A. The bishops of the Church of England have been
challenged, during upwards of two hundred years, to produce
proof of Barlow’s consecration ; yet they have never accepted
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the challenge, or produced this all necessary proof. Now, if
Barlow was no bishop, neither could Parker be a bishop ;
and if Parker was not a bishop, then all the bishops and
ministers of the Anglican Church are mere laymen.

Q). But granting that Barlow was o bishop, did ke, in reality,
eonsecrate Parler ?

A. Here, again, we meet with doubt and almost evident
forgery. The Catholic bishops of the time, challenged their
adversaries to produce even the registry of Parker’s conse-
cration ; yet this document was not produced till after the
lapse of fifty years, when Mason, a chaplain to Archbishop
Adbbot, pretended to have found it amongst some old papers at
Lambeth. The moment it was published, it was exclaimed
against as a forgery, and its mutilated and irregular form gave
almost perfect proof, that such was the case. Now, if Parker
was not consecrated, neither is any one bishop or minister
in the Church of England consecrated or ordained ; because
whatever orders they have, are derived from Parker.

Q. Besides the above arqguments, which are quite sufficient to
render the Anglicun orders ewtremely doubtful, have you not
another argument, which makes it very certain, that, in that
Church, there are no orders at all ?

A. They lost the form of ordination during about one hun-
dred and twelve years ; and, consequently, even though their
bishops and ministers had true orders, before the first of these
one hundred and twelve years, all such must have died out
during the lapse of that period; and all, who were ordained
within that period, must have been invalidly ordained, frgm
defect of form; hence as these had no orders, so neither could
they ordain others.

Q. When was the defective ordinal introduced by the Angli-
can Church?

A. In the reign of Edward V1., and it was restored by
Elisabeth. It was used from that time till the year 1662,
upwards of one hundred years.

Q. What do you cortlude from all you have said ?

A. That the Anglican ministers have reason to believe that
they are mere laymen. When they first attempted to receive
orders, very few of them believed in the necessity of ordination.
Even Barlow, who consecrated the first Protestant bishop,
had no faith in ordination. There is no proof that Barlow was
consecrated,—there is no proof that, even if he was conse-
crated, he consecrated Parker, : if Parker was not consecrated,

" then there is neither bishop nor priest in the English Church.
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In fine, their whole Church existed without the valid form
of ordination, during, at least more than one bhundred years.
SECTION IIL. -

Q. Have notsome Anglican ministers asserted that the ancient
Irish. Clurch had no connexion with Llome ?

A. Yes; but in this, as in many other attempts to prop up
their Church, they are like drowning men catching at straws.

Q. Who converted England ?

A. Lucius, king of the Britons, was received, at his own
request, into the Church, by order of Pope Elutherius, in the
year 156. By thissame Pope, Fugaciusand Damianus weresent
to convert. the Dritons, whilst St Austin and his forty monles
were sent, by St Gregory the Great, to convert the Anglo-
Saxons; aud to convert the Irish, Pope Celestine sent, first,
Palladius, and, after his death, St DPatrick. (Bede, Hist.
Ticel lib. i)

Q. What were the Irish called in very ancient times ?

A. They were called Scotti, or Scots.  ““Ireland, an island
between Britain and Spain, is inhabited by a people called
Scots.” (P. Orosii, Iist. lib, i. cap. 2; see also, Lp. b,
Patricii ad Corot. apud Bolland; Ep. 8. Columb. ad Boni-
facium Papam ['V.; and Bede, lib. i. Eccles. Hist.)

Q. What does Pinlerton suy, Hist. of Scot., v. ii. p. 261¥

A. “From the consent of all antiquity, the name Scotti
belonged to the Irish alone, till the cleventh century.”

Q. What suys St DPresper of Aquitain, Chron. t. i. Rer.
Gal. Paris. 17387

A. “Palladius, the first bishop of the Scotti (Irish) is sent
by Pope Celestine to that country.”

What says St Columbanus, Ep. ad. Bonif. IV, Biblioth.
Vet. Patrum. t. xii.?

A. He calls that Pope the master, the stecrsman, the
mystic pilot of the spiritual ship. *“ We are Irish,” he says,
“receiving nothing but the Ilvangelic and Apostolic doctrine.
The faith just as 1t was delivered by thee (the Iope), the
successor of the Holy Apostles, is held unshaken. The praise
is thine, for the purity *is not from the stream, but from the
Jountain-head.”

Q. What says the Loly Albbot Cummian, anno 650, Usser.
Vet. Epis. Hib. Syll. p. 13?

A. “We sent wise and humble men, as children to their
mother, fo Rome, to inquire as to the time for keeping Easter.”

Q. But were there not Catholics in Ireland even before the
time of Palladius ¢

A. There may have been some who, owing to the proximity
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of Ireland to the Britons, converted at an earlier period, may
have passed from England to that country. 8till, as England
was converted by Pope Elutherius, even these owed their
religion to Rome. That such, however, were few, we know
well, from the difficulties, even St Patrick had to contend with
at a later period, in the conversion of that country.

Q. Whatsays Usher as to the connexion of Christian Ireland
with ome?

A. About the year 360, a certain Christian priest was sent
from Rome to Ireland, long before St Patrick. This priest
baptized St Ailbe, yet a boy. In the year 382, Kiaran left
Ireland, went to Rome, and spent twenty years in the study
of Holy Writ. 1In 397, 5t Ailbe was sent by St Hilarius to
the Roman Pontiff, by* whom he was ordained a bishop.
(Usser, Brit. Eccl. Antig. Index Chron. p. 512.)

Q. What say the Annals of Innisfallen, Rerum Ilib. Script.
t. il in Annal. p. 12°?

A. Kiaranand Declan came from Rome, bishops, toannounce
the faith in Ireland, in the year 402. 1In 412, Ailbe of Emly
came from Rome, a bishop, to Ireland.

Q. What says Probus, Vita 8. Patricii, Bedee, p. 315?

A. That 8t Patrick went to Rome, the heud of all churches,
and there having got the Apostolic blessing, returned to
convert Ireland.

SECTION IV,

Q. Has the Irish Church always acknowledged and obeyed
the Holy Sce of Iome ¢

A. Most certainly.  One of the canons of the Irish Church
in the time of St Patrick ran thus : “If any questions arise in
this island, they are to be referred to the Holy See.” (Can.
8. Patricii apud Wilkens Cone. Mag. Brit. t. 1. p. 6.)

Q. How does St Columbanus address the Pope, Vita Columb.
Serip. Cirea. 615, Mabillon ?

A. “To the holy Roman Father in Christ, the chosen
watchman : Tt pleaseth me, the lowly Columba, to send health,
and to interrogate thecbout Easter, according to that can-
ticle: “ Ask thy Futher, and hewill sPow thee ; thy elders, and
they will tell thee.”

Q. What says this same saint in his first letier to Pope
Giregory?

A. “1 ask thee, sitting as thou dost in the chair of Peter
the key-bearer, What dost thou deem as to bishops goko are
ordained against the canons—is communion to be held with
them ? and what should be done with monks, who, seeking
perfection, Jeave the place where they made their first reli-
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gious profession? From my heart,” says the holy man to
the Pope, “I yield thee due honour ; mine it is to ask, thine
to give Christ’s behest, the bread of true doctrinve. TForgive,
oh! blessed Pope ! my boldness, and pray to our common
Lord for me, a vile sinner.”

Q. What does this same saint say to Pope Bonifuce IV. 2

A. He addresses him as “the Apostolical Father in Christ,”
and begs that he will direct the Irish as to the proper time to
observe Kaster. (Bede, lib. ii. p. 108.) In his Epist. to the
same Pope, he says in his preamble : ¢ To the beautiful head
of all the churches...to the pastor of pastors: the lowliest to
the HIGHEST, the last to the FIRST.” Such was the idea of
St Columbanus on the subject of the supremacy of St Peter's
successor ; such the subjection of the Irish to the 1loly See.

Q. What says St Cumsian on this subject, de Mens. Peeni-
tent. Bib. Pat. t. xii. ¢. 117

A. That disobedience to Rome, in matters of religion,
deserved ejection from the Church.

Q. Did any Pope claim jurisdiction in Irelund

A. Bede tells us that Honorius, in 621 and 634, sent letters
to the Irish, to correct their error as to Kaster; and not only
was there no opposition, but the Irish prelates sent messen-
gers to learn the truth from the Pope’s own lips: Honorius
died before the matter was settled ; Severinus succeeded, but
gave no decision ; John IV, however, the succeeding Pontiff,
settled the matter, in the most dignified and aunthoritative
manuer, fixing the time for the celebration of Laster, and
ordering them to eradicate from amongst them the Pelagian
Heresy. (Bede, lib. ii. ¢, xix. p. 148.)

Q. Did not the early Irish missionaries show their subjection
to, and respect for, the Holy See, by doing homage lo the Pope,
and asking his permission and blessing before they preached to
Pagan Rations ?

A. Yes; 8t Deicolas, or Dichul, after building his monas-
tery at Besanc¢on, went to visit the shrine of the Apostles, and
lay all right over his monastery and its-affairs at the feet of the
chief Bishop. (Belland, Vita 8. Deicoli, p. 205.) St Kilian
says to his brethren: “ Let us visit Rome, and after getting
leave of the blessed Pope John V., let us return with the
authority of the Holy See, and preach Jesus Christ to these
people.” (Bolland, Acta 8. Kiliani, p. 613.) See a multitude

-of other, examples in Rock’s Letter to Lord John Manners,
and in the learned works of the Bollandists.

Q. Whatinference wouldyoudraw fromwhat has beensaid ¥

A. That, beyond all doubt, it was a Pope who founded the
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Irish Church; that her first bishops preached with the Apos-
tolic blessing and permission; that, in every dispute, they
referred to Rome for a decision; and that all great Irish
missionarics, whether in Treland or elsewhere, always sought
and obtained jurisdiction from the Holy See before attempting
to preach the Gospel.

). What clse would you add ?

A. We defy any Protestant to point out cven one Pro-
testant bishop or minister, one Protestant conventicle, one
Protestant individual, or one particle of Protestant doctrine,
existing or taught in any period of Ireland’s Christian history,
up to the time when Protestantism was forced into that country
by the sword of the already Protestantized hereditary enemies
of Irdland’s temporal and spiritual prosperity. Yes!—to
Ireland’s unhappy connexion with England we may attri-
bute all her misfortunes. England infused the puison of
heresy into that once happy and still faithful land ; England,
after inflicting on her centuries of misrule, oppression, per-
secution, and famine, has at length reduced that country to o
deserl, and this desert she calls peace.  The fairest and most
faithful of England’s subjects are now reduced to one of two
extremes: to desert their native land;that they may avoid
starvation; or to perish, as thonsands have done during the
last seven ycars, in the land of their I“'rth ; and all this whilst
an alien priesthood,—a priesthood “without a flock,—are
rioting on the spoils of the poor; and all this, whilst England,
full and bloated, looks quietly on, like the rich glutton in the
Seripture, grudging even the crumbs which fall from the
groaning buard.  Oh! persccuted, wronged, reviled children
of Ireland! be patient yet a little—a day of retribution
will come—Giod is just—Lazarus will yet be comforted.

FINIs.
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