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SECTION 1.

MOBE OF CONTROTERSY.

L. Two chapters of Dr Wiscman's Reply are
occupied by & review of * the style and mamner”
of the stricturcs, which have been published, on
his Lectures on the FEucharist. Tn the first of
those chapters, the learned writer more especially
remonstrates against the harsh terms employed
by mysclf in my Raman Catholic doctrine of the
Luchari £ considered. Now, far from being at-
tached to the language of reproof, T for my own
part sincerely lament that Dr Wiseman should
have had any reason to complain of such lan-
guage: and I entreat that whatever phrase or
sentence can be justly deemed unwarrantable may
be considered as withdrawn, Comments indeed,
stronger than the occasion requires, undoubtedly
tend to weaken the effects of argument; and
whether Dr Wiseman is right or wrong in the
opinion, which he seems to hold (p. 18), that
such is the result in my own case—I certainly
shall not permit another edition of the work in
question to appear, presenting expressions which
are likely to have that tendeney.

1




2 EECTION 1,

It was mot till very nesr the close of the
year 1836, that I became acquainted with Dr
Wiseman's volume on the Eucharist. Not being
then aware that anything had been written, or
was designed to be written, in the way of re-
marks upon that preduction—and thinking that
some remarks upen it were required—I  deter-
mined to put down what occurred to me, as
well as the little leisure, which I could command,
would allow. And thus, amidst the -distractions
of business—and, I may add, during a protracted
illness—the work was semt to the prnter in por-
tions 'as it was writton, and was finally published
about Easter 1837. This statement will in some
measure account for the existence of & volume
less courteous in tone, and more diffuse in style,
than I trust it would have been, under less um-
favourable circumstances. Unaceustomed to dis-
guise my sentiments, I fairly mention what has
struzk me, on looking through the book for the
first time since it appeared—that is, after an
interval of more tham two years, On this sub-
jeet 1 will only add, that the acknowledgment
now offered would have been the same, whatever
might have been the occasion of examining my
treatise on the Eucharist.

2. After the statement just made on my own
behalf, it is but right to observe, with regard to
Dr Wiseman, that, even when argument is quite

MODE OF CONTROYERSY. a

out of the question, there iz often gfeat difficulty
in dealing with his positions. For example: In
his Heply (p. 6), he mentions the Profestans
Journal—a publication entirely unknown to me—
in which, as he informs us, some one, when com-
menting on his Lectures, “weeps at his wick-
edness”—asserting that *there is o mistaking
the infernal spirit of these passages"—that * there
is an !'.IL.I"E*.I‘J'IM apirit, which struggles with every
effort of which the man was capable, to make
ﬁ:EIll.iﬂ:!, of infidels, since he eould not make them
Romanists,” Dr Wiseman then affirms that,
“throughout Dr Turton's book, a similar form
af objection prevails;™ and proceeds to give, as
an instance, a remark of mine — which, after

, transcribing . sentence that called it 'forth,
[ shall adduce. In the Lectures en the Eu-

charist (p. 86), 1 found the following passage,
relating to the latter part of our Lord's dis-
course to the Jews, in the sixth chapter of St
John's Grospel :

Hur Saviour's ﬂl]jiH.". in his discourses to the Jaws,
wad o gain them over to the docirines of Chrlstlanity;
and he, thercfore, must be aipposed to propose those e
trings in the manner most likely to gain their sttention,
and cemcilinte their esteens.  A¢ Faasd, it ie repugnanl fo sups
pare hiw selecting (e nrorl revolfing imoges, sherein to elothe
kir dogwar, disgwiving hiv mond omialle inglitutions under the
semblance of fhings the most sicked ovd chomsinable in bhe
opinion of iz hearers, and imcwlcating his most savimg and
mggf {-'i-'l'-r::,l'_un' prillrﬁf:-ﬁr.'.', -":l.r fhe mad |;|n_|lnj|':r|.|: aud  Korrible
illwslral wi®

1—=2




4 ! BECTION 1.

On the preceding sentence, printed in italics,
I commented (p. 111) in the following terms:

" The conscicumess of being lable to error cught to
have restrained any man, when approaching that subject,
from the use of such expremions as we there find. If a
prize were o be awarded to that writer, who should em-
ploy the most gross and offensive torms, in describing our
Lord's discourse, Dr Wiseman's sentence could searcely
fuil to emoure suecess® :

These animadversions of mine form part of
an extract which Dr ‘lu"rrisnmm. gives, as “a fair
specimen of this favourite mode of arguing fol-
lowed by Dr Turton.” And now, let the reader
carcfully weigh the import of Dr Wiseman's
account of our Lord's discomrse.  Let him then
judge for himself, how far my *form of ohjec-
tion ™ is similar to that of the Protestant Journal,
when denouncing “the infermal spirit” of cer
tain passages in Dr Wiseman's writings; and
also, with what suecess I have encountered the
difficulty of criticising such expressions as were
then before me. For specimens of the learned
author's own mode of treating Protestant Writers,
in his Lectures—in which he had, as he states
(Reply, p. 4), * unaffectedly avoided all harsh
expressions, as well az rancour of mind "—] refer
to a subsequent page (19, 20). 1 am reluetant to
transeribe such passages more than omee; but
it is necessary that they should be borne in mind,
in order that the cause, between Dr Wiseman
and his opponents, may be firly decided; and

MODE OF CONTHOVEREY. 5

therefore I here give one example of Dr Wise-
man's language, in a work not written in repl_tr
to an adversary, but professing simply to state
“the seriptural proofs” of the Roman Catholie
doctrine of the Eucharist:—"I could oceupy you
long by extracts from Protestants, full of the maost
ribald sewrrility, when speaking of this blessed
institution. But considering them, as we must
do, at least ignorantly blasphemous, I will not
shock your ears, nor pollute my lips, by repeating
what ean in no mannmer strengthen their case,
with virtuous or sensible men.”

It would be difficult to find, even amidst the
warmth of controversy, expressions mere viclent
and improper than those which Dr Wiseman has
here used " ander circumstances which should have
induced him to forget, for » season at least, that
such subjects had ever been discussed with in-
temperate zeal.  But in fact there is, through-
out the volume, an ill-disguised intolerance of
Protestant  interpretations.  These “things are
mentioned, not by any means as an excuse for
the faults I may have committed in the same
wayi; but as a hint that he, who has thus
transgressed  without any apparent temptation,
ought mot to be very forward in first casting
the stone,

Dr Wiseman however, in his Reply (p. 10),
thus vindicates such expressions, as those relat-
ing to our Lords diseourse above-mentioned—




i SECTION L

when employed by himself and Roman Catholic
writers in general: “The Catholic is sure that
he has an infallible authority for what he be-
lieves; and consequently does not assert opinions
but truths. This is a principle which ealls forth
peculiar indignation from Dr Turton. But who-
ever holds it, as I, with the Holy Catholie
Church, sincercly do, must feel a confidence, such
as perhaps a Protestant divine canmet, in conclu-
gions which aecord with the decisions of God's
Church, even where those eonclusions are worked
out by reasoming and research.” Notions of this
kind might be alleged as a sanction for any prin-
ciples, or any disquisitions, which, however ground-
less or however ill-conducted, might seem to lead
to the doctrives of the Church of Bome. They
therefore prove too much. But admitting, for the
sake of argument, that a decision of that Church
will warrant language like that of Dr Wiseman,
he ought certainly to be able to produce the
degision when he uses the langusge.  What,
then, is the fact, with regard to the sixth chap-
ter of 8t John? In the exposition of that
chapter, Dr Wiseman is confident, but his Church
wavers. He interprets the latter part of the dis-
course, of the Eucharist, as boldly as if, to adopt
his own phrase, he had “an infallible anthority
for what he believes "—whereas the Roman Cath-
olic Church itself, as bound by the Council of
Trent, leaves itz members to interprot that por-

L
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tion, of the Eucharist, or not, l;thq_',' may think
proper.  And thus, even according to his own
prlrwjplei, he may be “asserting npinil:ln!:" and
not “truths™. There is indeed, throughout Dr
Wiseman's four Leetures on this chapter, a mode
of introdueing the doectrine of his Church, which
has probably misled many readers. Inm p. 30, he
thus lays claim to “the Cathelic®—as in favour

of his views:

“The Catholic maintaine that, at this peint, a total
though natural change of suliject takes plsce, and a per-
fect transition is made from believing in Cheist, to a resl
eating of his body and drinking of his bleod, in the sicra-
ment of the FEuchsrist. The grnul‘aﬁl}' ol Protestants
maintnin that no such transition takes |:||.u.r:|:r bt that our
Baviour 'hrl.“}' canlinues to dispourss H the srme sub-=
Jjeet as before, that is, on falth, [ have said the generality
of Protestants, hecsuse there i3 variety of opinlon among
them,”

From this account, the obvious inferemce is,
that there is no “variety of opinion”, among
Roman Catholies, on that subject. Apain, in
p- 94, Dr Wiseman thus writes:

“'Thus far, then, we have the atromgest testimony we
can require, to our Savicur's having passed, in his discourse,
to the literal eating of his Resh, One thing now only re-
maing to decide the question Gaally : were the Jews righi,
in s understamding him, or were they wromg?  If they
were righf, then so are the Catholics, who likewise take
hiz wards literally ; if rrong, then Protestants are right,
when they understand him fguratively....In order to de-
cide this mpartnt point, wow becomes the hinge of the
rtnegl.iun between the two rfli:;:il:u:l-:l. oo, &
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Representations like these being continued to
the close of the last Lecture on the fth chapter
of 5t John, it is, up to that peint, difficult for
the reader to imagine that the real question at
issue between Roman Catholies and Protestants,
does mot depend upon that chapter. He must
learn, from other sources than those four Lee-
tures, that Roman Catholics are permitted by
their own Church to symbolize with Protestants,
in cxplaining the latter part of the :1ismur3;c
figuratively and spiritually. Such, however, is
the fact; and the consequence is, that the strange
language employed by Dr Wiseman, respecting
our Lord's expressions, does not less affect many
Roman Catholics than it affects Protestants—if,
indced, it has wny assignable bearing wpom any
Peraons whatever.

But Dr Wiseman has anether mode of defence:
“In any case," he writes {p. 10}, *it is evident
that whoever so far ingists upen & text, as to say
that any other interpretation appears to involve
eontradiction or absurdity, intends only to make
a reductio ad fmpossibile, as the schoolmen call
it; that is, to propose an ounly alternative which
ne one can for & moment choose.” On this 1 re
mark: 1. that neither the reduciio ad impossibile,
nor any other form of argument, can excuse the
use of indecorous words: 2. that our Lord's ex-
pressions, described by Dr Wiseman in such of
fensive terms, remain the same, however they may

MODE OF CONTEOVERSY, ]

be interpreted : 3. that Dr Wiseman's interpre.

tation seems to tend less, to the removal of diffi-/ |

culties arising from those oxpressions, than an
other interpretation—whether Roman Catholic or
Protestant: 4. that the interpretations  opposed
by Dr Wiseman have not been shown by him to
“involve contradiction or absurdity.” Let me
add that there are—if I am not greatly misinform-
ed, which I do not believe—numbers of intelligent
Roman Catholics, in this country, extremely dis-
satisfied with many of the principles laid down by
Dy Wiseman, as well as with his mode of reason-
ing from them—however they may agree with him
in his doetrine of the Fucharist.

The fact is—and it ought to be distinetly
stated—that a great part of what I have written,
on the Gth chapter of St John, is as much on be-
half of Roman Catholic divines, as of Protestant
writers. There are Roman Catholic divines who
agree with Protestant writers, in imderstanding
our Liord's discourse simply in & spiritual sense ;
and there are Roman Catholic divines who Agree
with Protestant writers, in applying the latter
part of the discourse (but in different ways) to
the Eucharist. Of the modes of interpretation
here alluded to, it may be affirmed, that they
are straight-forward and intelligible; whereas Dr
Wiseman's exposition is tortuons—and, so far ns
I can pereeive, irremediably perplexed.. ... In the
interpretation of this chapter, at all events, the
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position of Dr Wiseman, with respect both to
Roman Cstholics and Protestants, stands some
chance of being, in the end, well ascertained.

Dir Wiseman morcover, (Reply, p. 11), vindi-
cates some Ianguage, which I strongly reprobated,
Dby the practice of the Fathers. Richard of St Vie
tor, for instance, exclaims—* Lord, if there ig a
mistake, we are deceived by thyself:" St Augus-
tine addresses his adversary—* You would have
Christ a liar, and yourself true:" and St Jerome
—* Accuse God therefore of falsehood, &¢," The
learned author also cites Bishop Jewell, saying—
"0 Gregory! O Augustine! O Hicrome!......
0 Paul! O Christ! if we be deceived herein, ye
are they that have deceived us” With reference
to these passages, Dr Wiseman writes ip 15):
“Dr Turton is, or ought to be, conversant with
the writings of the Fathers; he must have been
familiar with these forms of argument so frequent
in them, and other divines. Has he acted Justly,
or wisely, in forgetting them on such an oeea.
sion?"  How others may feel in this ease, I
know mot; but I sheuld be ashamed of myself,
if I could hesitate to condemn such EXPITESSI0NE,
whether in ancient Fathers or modern divines_
whether in Richard of 8t Vietor or Bishop Jewell ;
—I may add, whether sanctioned by the English
College at Rome, or (as appears to be the fact)
by Maynooth College in Ire[ami.—l"iuaillr,r, I
cannot agree with Dr Wisernan (p. 12) in think-

MODE OF CONTROVERSEY. 11

ing that “if the reader will dispassionately eon-
sider such texts as 1 John i 10, and v. 10, he
perhaps will mot consider the form of reasoning/’
either s0 modern or so disrespectful.” The reads
er, I suspect, will be of opinion, that the com-
mission of St John, both with regard to senti-
ment and language, was very different from that
of Augustine— to say nothing of more recent
writers,

3. Dr Wiseman having said, in his Lee-
tures (p. 140)—"No one will consider flesh an
cquivalent to this [i.e. letfer]; especially in a
chapter [John vi.] wherein it has been used
twenty times in its ordinary meaning "—the mno-
tion, of the word flesh being used fwendy times
in this one chapter, drew from me (p. 212) the
following remarks: *“We are informed that the
word flesk has been used fwenty times in this
sixth chapter. Now, from a love of accuracy, |
wish to observe that the word had Been used just
five times by our Lord, and just once by the
Jews. Not that I deem this an extraordinary
exaggeration in Dr Wiseman; whose imagina-
tiom is somewhat of a romantic east” On these
remarks, the learned author thinks it worth while
thus to comment:

“The gentleman, who writes thus, displays a particular

horvor for exaggeration in any form, even the mast innocent.
For instance, I had observed, according to a form of speech

L
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ususl both in common conversstion (and these Lectures
were originally orally delivered) and in every writer from
Moses downwards, that cur Savicur had used an Expression
Iweaty timer ; meaning, of course, as every one not engaged
in controversy would have understood, oflen. This draws
down & severe reproof, as an exaggeration; and my imaging.
Eicn is said to be somewhat of & romantie cant, "= gnin, ~1
would recommend to Dr Turton's perusal the chapter De
Syueedoche Speciei in (lassius’s Philblogia Sacra, po 1257,
im Dathe’s edition, upon this use of numbers in Beriplure.
[ must aleo obwerve that, in its proper place, T had securstely
stated the number of times the phrase was used, while here
the subjoct came in indirectly.” {Rf;_rfy. p- 19:)

Having thus laid Dr Wiseman's grievance be-
fore the reader, T will merely say that I really did
not suppose that the “reproof” would be thought
particularly “severe”; and will conclude, with this
declaration—that if Dr Wisemans appeal to the
usages of “common conversation”—to antiquity
sscred and  profane, with writers of every kind
whether more or less modern—and to Glagsing's
Fhilologia Sacra in particalar—be held favourable
to his use of round numbers in the ease before
us, I shall in no wise contest the paint. From
what I have observed of Dr Wiseman's mode of
animadversion, I verily believe that he would have
employed much stronger language in a similar in-
stance:—but enough on this subject—let us pass
on to other matters.

4. It must, I think, be obvious to every read-
er of my volmne on the Eucharist—so at least
I intended it to be—that I considered 1r Wise-

MODE OF CONTROVERSY. 15

man as & wan of great learning and singular acute-
ness; and if, in the course of the work, any thing
should appear not quite in accordance with that

estimate of his character, the blame must be tllrnp-nf

upoen some casual awkwardness of expression. Hav-
ing wnfortunately stated that Dr Wiseman was
“learned after the manner of a controversialist,
not after that of a student"—he understands the
observation in the most unfavourable sense—and
reverts to it, throughout his Heply, with great
indignation.  Let me endeavour to explain my
meaning. An advocate may be a sounder lawyer
and an abler man than a judge is.  The talents of
the two functionaries are exerted in different WaYS.
The advocate does the best he can for his client.
His object is, to make an impression. If & desir-
able event has occurred a few times, he employs
round numbers—it has happened twenty times in
a very short interval t—and o om. The judge has
other views; and caleulates and deliberates aceond-
ingly. No one on this nccount eonceives the ad-
voeate's legal knowledge to be impugned. Such
was the Kind of distinetion which I had drawn,
in my own mind, between the controversialist and
the student. [ never intended to question Dr
Wiseman's learning.  The learned author, however,
avails himsell (Keply, p. 25) of my allusion to the

eontroversialist and the stwlent, for the pourpose of

describing me as “a patient follower of his steps ;
a most diligent verifier of all his quetations;
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14 , SECTION 1,

most pains-taking, though extremely irritable, com.
mentator upon all his pages...,.,«] think,” Dr
Wiseman continues, “poor Estiug about the only
Catholic author he refers to without any suggestion
from me, snd therefore he makes much of him,
exalting him from time to time inte semething
-great.” In this strain, the learned author peree-
veres~—Now, a patient and pains-taking commen.
tator is, after all, a very respectable character ; and
having so far secured Dy Wiseman's approbation,
I have an additional reason for persevering in my
endeavours to do my duty in that capacity,.—With
regard to Dr Wiseman's remarks upon the want
of recondite references in my volume, I would
observe, that a display of erudition—that is, an
appeal to authors, accessible only to the learned,
beyond what is absolutely necessary—Dbeing always
inexpressibly odious to me, T resolved to restrict
myself, as much a5 possible, to such writers ag
appeared to possess Dr Wiseman's good opinion—
in order that the authorities referred to might be
in some sort commen to us both. On this prig.

ciple, I made use of Bellarmine: whoge magnifi-

cent Comiroversies® Dr Wiseman had mentioned

in his preface, with great delight.  When he sup-

poses that “ poor Estius is ahout the enly Catholie

author I refer to without &y suggestion from him-

self"—I can venture to say—not only that Roman

Catholic authors unnamed by Dr Wiseman are

quoted—but that there is a smal] mistake, even

i

MODE OF CONTROVERSY. 15

with regard to “poor Estius® The fact is, that
Dr Wiseman had himself directed me to Estius,
(Lectures, p. 150)—by the following language :
“ Henee Estius expresely writes, and other divines
acknowledge, that there is not the same strength
in the proof drawn from the discourse in St Jahn,
a8 in the words of Institution.” The passage of
Estius referred to is thus given —* Comment. in
IV Libros Sentent. Par. 1696, p- 114" On find.
ing * Estius" thus singled out from “other divines”,
I' could hardly suppose that he was in low esti
mation with Dr Wiseman, | certainly did not
anticipate that he would be afterwards deseribed,
by that learned persom, as poor Estius" But
80 it is; and if, as Dr Wiseman affienfs, “1 have
made much of him, exalting him from time o
time into something great”—1I ean truly declare,
that I'r Wiseman has made very little of him, as-
siduously depressing him into something extremely
small indeed. Throughout the feply, we find the
most agreeably ironieal expressions, with reference
to Estius; as well as to all these who are 80 un-
informed as to quote Him, as possessing anything
like authority in the Iufallible Church,

My quotations from Estius, however—that is,
from a writer whom I Wiseman had himself
quoted, as a warrant for his own opinion —are
not passed over with mere ridicole. Great and
numerous as are my offences, the wse I made of
Estius appears to be deemed ome of the very

e R ey Y W
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greatest ; and accordingly, regular evidence is ad-
duced in n. 70 of the Reply—and supposing that
might not be sufficient, again in p. 195—to show
that Estius was mot the considerable person |
believed him to be. The evidence in each case
ja_ to much the same effect. [ shall -:ml:.' trouble

the reader with that given p. 70:

“ e Tarten seems to have got held of ome Cathalte
commentafor, whom he i determiined o make me acoept ms
o Ereat ﬂ.||l.hl:|ll'it:|'. Thizs i Eatius, wl-.?m he several tiemes
quaotes ; anee as *a commentator of great name in the Ro-
man Churek  The professer will allow me 1o set him right
wpon this point.  The commentary of Estins upon 51 Paul's
Epistles is highly esteewwed by us, a3 one of the best upon
that dificult porton of Seripture ; but his commentaries
upont other parts of the saered valume are in no sori of

n':pul:-l:'. E'.'Hlﬂ'll"-l:. a m:-uﬂ lﬂ!i.m.un_v of Catholic n|.|-i:|||'nr|. priaile
vary small aeeount of them: smod Richeed Simon, wha de-

volos eight pages 1o the commentary on the Epistles, does
ol gy one word upon hi commentary on the rest of
Henpture.  Were any one, versedd in Catholic studies, asked

what commentators on the (fospels are most in use, and
mst generally recommended amongst us, T think he would
unhesitatingly say, Maldonatus, Cornelus & Lapide, and

Calmet.”

Although 1 have already stated how | “got
hold of one Roman Cathelic commentator,” 1 will
observe, in the first place, that I perceived that
Dy Wiseman haid quoted Estius, and did net per-
ceive that he had quoted any one of the commen-
tators, Maldonatus, Corneling & Lapide, Calmet ;—
secomdly, that even from the foregoing aceount of
Estiug, he must have been a considerable man j—.
and thirdly, that in all my veferences to Estius—

MOLE OF CONTROVERSY, IT

and, Dr Wiseman says, I have referred to  him,

sgain &nd again—1I only ence referred to hig:

l-:‘.‘ummeumr}r on the rest of Seripture”—and that
once, on an incidental point, wnconnected with
controversies between Roman Catholies and Pro-
tr:-at_mts. With that exception, my quotations from
Estius are taken from his work On the Sentences
—the very work to which, as I stated in p 15
Dr Wiseman had referred his readers, as aut]mrit}:
for his own opinion, ;
What, it may be asked, is the canse of that
extreme aversion, now shown on the part of Dy
Wiseman, to Estius— the writer whom he had
before adduced, in relation to the fith chapter of
St John?  The only cause, which, I believe, can
be assigned, is this—that, although Estius inter.
prets that chapter, of the Eucharist, he does 80 in
& manmer which, if right, proves that Dy Wise.
man’s methed of interpretation is altogether wrong,
Iln short, Estius adopts that mare ususl, and more
stmple, exposition on Roman Catholic principles—
upan which, without giving it my assent, I have
endeavoured to bestow due praise. There is, how-
CVEl, one strong objection to this my aceount of
1lru matter. I have at least made g much use
of the Rhemish Annotations og the New Testa-
ment, as of Estius: and the latter is not more
opposed than the former, to Dr Wiseman's mode
of explaining the sixtl chapter of St John—how

18 It, then, that he does not meet the Rhemish
0
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Annotators, 83 in- the cass of Estius, with grave
objections— with happy raillery —wigh substantinl
evidence of thejr want ‘of weight 7 My reply is,
that he might be apprehensive that the mode of
proceeding, which diqd very well with regard to
Estius, might not he held quite respectiul towards
what s generally considered as 4 kind of authe-
Tised commentary, on the New Testament, for the
use of the Roman Catholje inhabitants of these
realms,

5 “In delivering theological instruction”_
Dir Wiseman writes, { Reply, P ) —in proeliiming
Catholic dogma from the Pulpit, in private con.
ferences, I had unaffectedly awsided al] harsh ex-
Pressions, as wel] a5 rancour of mind: apd this
long before T presented myself g5 5 controversial
writer before the English public. Ty, tone [
naturally preserved in the works which T publish.
ed in Londop. ™ Now a work, like the Liectures
on the Eucharist, from which all intemperance of
eXpression was thys Jealous]y excluded, ought cer.
tainly to bear any test which the laamed author
would think of applying to the produstions of
suother person. [ g Reply, he hag taken,
from my volume, 4 number of uneonmected seq.
tences and printed {heyy consecutively, as g eri.
terion of the character of the whole, Let therefore
Dr Wiseman's Lectures on the Eucharist be tried
by his own test.

NODE oF coNTRma YERSY, 19

“ Between thy twe OFposite dpinions of ghe litoral and b
ive meaning of Chrigy Crpressions—thers aroge mid-
dle Wstem, which pretendeqd ¢, hald both, apd recencile the

in the annaly of interpretation, FECEpt among thoge Arjang

of old, who waglg call Christ the San of God, yet nge il
him to b consubstantial 1o ghe Father P18,

“ From the laster [Reformers, unfortunstely, the Church

of England learnt har belief; andg accordingly we fing it

ught with the contradictions which Tecentarily involyes,*

"“The [Englishy Catechiom stands iy the seme form of
Uncertain cantradiction, p- 1%,
AL the end of ih, Communion Seryms Lof the Chyrely

mare like 5 Mmagistric'y warrant, than an occlesinstionl deg.
nition ; that pe adoration s intended by the act of knesling

ol lusion g ' P 5.

“While My T thus refers 1o imsginary Paksages whish
ne where exist,, and white [ip Lightfoct, ag Yo will
#en later, ileavours, fyg feebly, to HIpply some syeh
[senee], more learned ar marg candid Protsatanes acknow.

Ficlicnlous Masage priven by Menschen,* B 18

"My answer g s daring and tpraved asiertion j,
contained, Ko~ P 136

* I must omdt ghe exhibition of the laboured gpd lengthy,
and often noy very intellgible, Paraphrises, by which they
&re compelled g EXplain our Saviour'a fXpresiona p, a8

“I will conclude i, subject by qeoting the opinjong
of a latg Protestant Philosopher i "oy Country, whoe way
Probubly ag deep & diving as the Church of England [ lately
Possessed ; byt why 1|:|ﬁ-mum|:rl;,- betrays, where OEnaony

1] ]
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~ocedrs, sy miserable an ignerance of our relighon, and as
nArrow a prejudice agninst i, s would have disgraced tas
lents of & much lower order.” p. 147,

M1 eculd oceopy you long by extracts from Protestants,
full of the most ribald scurrility, when speaking of this
Meesed institution, But consicering them, as we must do;
at Jeast ignorantly blasphemoas, I will not shock your ears,
ner peollute my lips, by repesting what cam im no manner
strengthen their case with virtuows or sensible men.' p. 162

“ There i much to remark o this statement. Due dosa
mot know, after reading it, whother to consider the writer
& mad enthasfast, or little bettor ﬂ"'." an Bist.” p. 180,

#This exemplification is quite tite, and to be found in
almost every Protestant writer. Mr T. brings it forward
with great pomap, and seema guite satisfed of fts sulficlency.”
p- 226

“ Anul this is the Syriac language, of which Dr Clarke
has the hardihood to assert, & po 25T,

All that is intended to be shown, by the pre-
eeding series of sentences, is this—that, notwith-
standing Dir Wiseman's great care, his own work
is by no means [ree from those fanlts which he
has taken so much pains to exhibit in mine.

6. With the explanations afforded by this in-
troductory section, I should be quite satisfied, if
my volume on the FHucharist were carefully read,
along with Dr Wiseman's Heply. Almost any
work grounded en truth will be found, when the-
ronghly examined, fully suflicient to vindicate itself
from objections; and I should be sorry to attempt
to defend any work of mine, which had been pro-
nouneed, after sueh an examination, to be erroncous.
A few, however, have either time or inclination

MODE OF CONTROVERSY. 21

for the kind of examination here slluded to, I
‘have endeavoured, in the following sections, to
{!I.'I..E].'.IIE! the reader to form some judgement of the
points in dispute between Dr Wiseman and thyself.

Dr Wiseman expresies himself as if he were
well pleased with his Reply, What the value of
these Observations will be, I know not. Care
Wwill be taken that they shall not mislead the read-
er....The learned Lecturer intimates that he has
but Iflttc leisure for contentions of this kind; and
that is precisely my own case. Dr Wiseman has
already vindicated his own work ; and when these
Ubservations are published, T shall have vindieated
mine, We shall, both of us, very probably, have
then written more, on the subject, than the world
will be willing to read; and therefore we may

both take the hint, and quictly withdraw from
the contest.

o T
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SECTION 1L

ATEUCTURE OF THE EILTH CHAFTER OF T JOHM

L. It is well known that many Protestants
agree in the main with a great majority of Ro-
man Catholics, in their explanation of our Lord's
discourse, in the sixth chapter of St John, till
they come to the 51st verse. The two parties
agree also in thinking that at that verse a change
of sulject takes place—n reference to the Kucha-
rist being then introduced ; but they differ as to
the mode in which the reference to the Eucharist
is to be understood. Dr Wiseman, in his Lees
tures, wished to transfer the change of subject
from the 51st verse to the 48th; or, in other
words, to prove that the change of subject is
made between the 47th and 48th verses. The
learned author complains, in his feply, that all
this was not made suffciently clear to my read-
ers; and scems to attribute the want of clear-
ness to the arts of controversy. What advantage
I could gain, by any concealment of this kind, is
beyond my comprehension.  If there really was
any want of explicit statement, it must have
arisen from sn endeaveur to guard against an
unfair judgement—by examining the question, in

STRUCTURE OF JOHMN v, 2%

the first justance, without reference to: theological
opinions.  Dr Wiseman, however, holds that my
object was, to give a degree of importance to his
conjecture, respecting the change at the 48th
verse, which was by no means warranted by any
expressions of his. To say the truth, I then
thought, as I still think, that the conjecture was
—to use my own phrase at the time—- remarkably
ingenious"—by far the most striking portion of
the first Lecture—the only portion, indeed, that
scemed to require a distinet examination. Di
Wiseman, however, views the matter in a differ
ent light. ““No where,” he writes, p- 32, of his
Feply,” does Dr T, give better proof of his con-
troversial talent of treating secondary and wnim-
portant points as of great magnitude, than in his
lengthened commentary of nearly forty pages upon
a short text of seven. Not only from his diffuee-
mess but still wmore from his carnestuess, the
reader iz led to suppose that my ,opinion upon
this subject is something perfectly monstrous, and
that its confutation will overthrow the rest of
my argument” As for the remark upon my
“ commentary of nearly forty pages” upen Dr
Wiseman's “short text of seven"—thess points
are not to be decided, I take it, by #he rule af
three. A wman may, in less than seven pages, make
mistakes which may require more than forty pages
for their rectifieation. But let that pass. The
learned author devotes rage 4 of his Reply to
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“an historieal sketch” of his speculations on -the
subject; ‘in proof that.I could have no gooil
reason for making his propssed division of the
chapter & thing of consequence. Now, whatever
arts of eontroversy he may assign to me, he does
not imagine, 1 suppose, ‘that I possess the arts of
divination—and therefore I shall not farther notice
his “historical sketchs” but of the importance,
which IDr Wiseman, in his Lectures, really ap-
peared to attach to his proposed division, I shall
now enable the reader to judge, by the follow-
ing extracts from the lectures themselves :

" The peint at issue, therefore, between us and our adver-
saries, in two.fold,  First, is there & change of subject at
the 48th verss ; secondly, is the transition, &« [p- 40.)

"It will appear from what I have asid, that I am net
‘watisfied with the teansition being placed, as it usnally fs,
at the 51t verse, Before closing this lecture, therefore, it
iz proper that I clenr up this poing; the more s, a8 the
determination of such a transition mws maleriolly advance
the strength of the arguments which [ shall bring forward,
Fer if it shall be shown, that the portion comprisedl be=
tween the 43th wnd St verses is a complete section of
Jtself, wo shall not wittensonably conclude that & new sub-
ject may Bkewise be therein trested. 1 have no hesitation

\ in placing the transition at the 48th verss™ (pp. 40, 417
“The motive which prineipally induces me to ses &
clear separation between vv. 47 and 48, and which forbids
me to allow amy other tramsition or bresk in the disconrss,
tll its complete interruption at v. 38, is the connexion of
the entire passage in what fs known Ly the name of the
Foetical. paralleliom™  (p, 43,
“ This attempt 4o prove, I trust mot urrdcoessfally, that
there is & marked division of the discourse, at verse the
#8th, is net, as I have before ocheerved, of mean e

STRUCTURE OF JOHN VI, 25

Portance in our researches. It removes an objection made
i liming by our adversaries, that it s doing a violence to
our B-I'I-':'ﬂur'l discourse, 10 supposs that he passes  from
one subiect ta ancther where there i3 nothing to indicste
#uch a transition, [ have shown that the structure of this

Pertion of the passage detaches it fram the preceding; and
my next Jectures will demonstrate the remarkable change of
_Phraseclogy which takes place ot the ssme time™ {p. 45}
“Buch are the grounds which T conceive not merely au-
thorise, but convincingly oblige us to sUppose & transition (o g
_new section of our Lord's discourss at the 48th verse,” (- 471.

If the five extracts just given, from Dr Wige-
man's “ seven pages of text™ —not to mention re-
peated allusions, to the same subject, through the
subsequent Lectures—fail to prove fhe smportunce
of the proposed division in Dr Wiseman's esti-
mation at that time, and to indicate the mode
in which he was labowring to establish his con-
jecture, T really know mot what is proaf. In his
Feeply however, besides what [ have already quoted,
he states, (p. 86)—so completely nugatory does he
now deem his proposed division atey. 48— that,
in fact, he might have eut out every word of
the seven pages in question, without any loss, ex-
cept of forty pages in Dr Turton's book " Dr
Wiseman, as I have all along held, is 2 man
of learning and talent. The reader of these
pages will henceforth maintsin that he is a man
of singular intrepidity of nssertion,

There is something yet to be remarked on
the division at v, 48 and, for the sake of clear-
ness, the reader must be informed, that Dr Wise-
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man published, much about the seme time, not
culy his Lectures on the Eucharist, but also two
volumes of *Lectures on the principal doctrines
and practices of the Catholic Church—delivered

at 8t Mary's Moorficlds, during the Lent of

1836." I used these last nsmed Lectures, as sup-
plementary to the former, or as explanatory of
them; quoting them, for the purpose of briefly
distinguishing " them from the College Lectures,
as  Discourses.”  Dr Wiseman calls them * Moor-
fields Lectures:” and thus reproves one of my
delinquencies, with regard to them:

“Dr T. in his preface, promises *incidental refarences
to my * Moorflelds Lectures:'—fairness would have recom-
mended such a reference on this cceasion. Fer his resders
would have come to & very different conclusion from him-
self, on the importanee I attach to the place of divigion,
had they been todd that, in thoss Lectures, 1 stated the
question to be  “fmmareriad, it makes no diference whether
we place it cne verse earlier or later,” (Vol. 1. p. 142);
that T afterwards speak of the tramsition having already
taken place at v. 51, where mmost Catholics Mace it; and
that, &t p. 140, I vaguely fix it ‘about the S0th verse’
And yet nearly every one of the arguments in the larger
Lectures is presented in these. How could I, therafore, be
upposed 1o have built them upen my division of the
twxt?”  (Keply, p. 95).

Kow, on the one hand, we read in the larger
Lectures (p. 41), that “the determination of such
& tramsition,” namely at the 48th verse, ™ must
materially advance the strength of the arguments”
to be brought forward—the same sentiment being
there asserted or implied, again and again: on the

ETRUCTURE OF JOHN vy, T

other hand, the Moorfields Lectures state that the
determination is “immaterial * and Dy Wiseman
now holds that it is immaterial, He who can
reconcile these contradictions must have made
great advances in that department of intellectual
exercise. Having no talents in that way, I did
what appeared to be the best, in the emergency.
When examining the privciples of the proposed
division, I wrote of the division, as if it were
deemed important; and I could mot have done
otherwise, as I continually quoted the learned
anuthor's own words. When proceeding to trace
its application, I avowed my opinion of its nuga-
tory character, in terms almost as strong as the
learned author now employs with regard to it
There is not, I will venture to say, a single
person, who, in reading these pages for the first
time, iz not thoroughly comvinced, from Dr Wise.
man's language, that I never hinted at the ex-
pression used in the Moorfields Lectures, And
¥yeb, in the 58th page of my velume, I thus wrote :
“It may be enough to say, that the ressons for
dividing the discourse after the 47th verse being
completely incicient—and the anthor himself
allowing as he does, with strange inconsistency,
the point of division to be “immaterial” I:r.:'iﬂﬂl'.lltl:'il'_:ﬁ,
Vol. 1. p, 148)—1 shall heneeforward, with the
acknowledged concurrence of Roman Cathelie and
Protestant writers, consider the first part of the
disconrse as continued 1o the 518t verse” et

-
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the reader advert once more to the paragraph from
the Reply given in p. 26, and decide whether any
other conclusion, as to my not having quoted the
Moorfields Lectures, ean he fairly drawn. Let
him also adopt the term “strange inconsistency,”
or supply another, of greater or of less intensity,
according to his own fancy,

There is a corollary, resulting from all this,
which I will here put down. By means of the
paragraph last quoted from the Reply, Dr Wise-
man has given the Moorfields Lectures s co-
ordinate authority with the Lectures on the
Bucharist. It is a useful corollary ; and I hope
the reader will take the trouble to bear it in mind
for m little space.

2. Dr Wiseman's proposed division of our
Lord's discourse being of no importanes, I should
not now notice his reasons for the division, if it
were not that the learned author has recorded
some complaints against wme, with regard to those
reasons. I will briefly state the peints alluded
to; and I wish I could promise that my hrevity
will not in amy instance lead to obscurity.

(1) Dr Wiseman's first reason for dividing
the discourse immediately after the 47th verse was
thus given, in the Lectures on the Eucharist,
I 41 except that, in accordance with our English
version, I shall here, and elsewhere, substitute
Ferily for Adwmen :

STRUCTURE OF JOHN VL 20

« " Verse 47 soema to me to form an appropriste closs to
& divigion of discourse, by the omphatic ssseverstion Ferily,
prefized to & manifest Wimmary snd epilogue of all the
Preceding doctrine, *Verily, verily, I say unto you, He
that believeth in me hath everblasting life.' Compare vv. 35,
37, 45, Verss 48 lays down 4 cloar proposition: ‘1 am the
bread of life: suggested by the preceding words, and just
saited for the opening of & new discourse,”

Here was an assumption, which, although up.
supported by evidence, appeared to involve this
principle—namely, that Verily, verily, was usually
prefixed to g summary and epilogue of what had
gone before, Op turning to St Jehn's Gospel, [
found five instances, in Succession, of Ferily, verily,
being prefixed to g Te-commcncement, a continug.
tion of discouric. These were sufficient to prove
the ineorrectness of Dy Wiseman's assumption :
but had time allowed I should have pursued my
researches—and have drawn a conclusion—not, as
I :Iumtjlj.r did, from the five instances just men-
tioned—but in conformity with all the eases which
the Gospels might have Presented.  From some
pasiages colleeted by Dr Wiseman (Reply, p. 43,
&e.), it appears that the expression, Ferily, verily,
is used at the commencement, and also at the
conclusion of & discourse—gs well as for the pur-
pose of eontinuing and re-cnforcing the precepts
and admonitions already given. [y addueing such
passages, the learmed author has acted VEry ro-
perly. I think this the bess rart of his Repdy ;
and T willingly avail myself of what is thus

G R o R e ——
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offered. Whatever passages show that the ex-
pression is used in commencing and continuing a
discourse, tend so far to show that John vi. 47
may be the commencement of a new paragraph,
and not, ag Dr Wiseman coatends, the close of
the preceding one.  But the truth is, that, amidst
such diversity in the usage of the expression,
vothing can be concluded, as to the point at issue,
from the gemeral analogy of other passages.

() We now proceed to Dr Wiseman's second
reason for his proposed division. Our Lord in his
discourse, John vi. 35, uses the expression, I am
the bread of fife; and agais, John vi. 48, the
game words, 1Dr Wiseman (Lectures, p. 41) found
it “an ordinary form of transition” with our Lord,
“ when he applies the same images to different
purposes, to repeat the very words by which he
originally commenced his discourse.” The learned
author gave, as instances, John x. 11—16: whers
the 11th and 14th verses begin, J am the good
shepherd—and John xv. 1—8; where the first
verse beging, T am the frue vine, and the 5th
verse, J am the vime—which, althongh not quite
the same with the former, may be allowed to be
ss pearly the same as the occasion requires. In
the former of those passages, Dr Wiseman sap-
posed that Johm x. 11—13 regarded owr Lord
kimself; and that John x. 14—16 referred to fhe
sheep. 1 gave my reasons for thinking that John
x. 14=—16 regarded onr Lord honseli” even more
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than John x. 11-—18 regarded him. There was
a similar discrepancy of opinion between us, in
the case of John =xv. 1—8, The faet, in each
instance, was, that Dr Wiseman, perceiving clearly
enough that certain important words rendered the
alleged passage altogether adverse to the purpose
for which it was wanted, considered such words
“as merely incidental and parenthetic.” 1 econ-
demned the attempt thus to get rid of words im-
mediately affecting the decision of the point under
consideration ; and endeavoured to show the mean-
ing of the passage, supposing the words mof to be
* merely incidental and parenthetic.” Dr Wiseman
employs about six pages of his Feply (pp. 40—55).
in proving that an important declaration may be
introduced * incidentally and parenthetically”—
and refers to Bishop Portens, Woide, Cramer,

. Michaelis and Marsh, as his authorities. All this

is guite beside the mark. No one can doubt that
impartant sentiments are oceasionally so introduced.
The real question is, whether passijes, requiring
the management above deseribed, can be |I|‘|_'|1H3|‘I:|"
adduced as proof-passages.  Assuredly, what is
thus brought forward, for the sake of illustration,
ought to ‘be as clear as the noon-day. We can-
not therefore but conclude that, when the passages
had been subjected to Dr Wiseman's treatment,
they became perfectly worthless, as evidenees in
his own cause. In fine, setting aside the previeus
improbability—that our Lord's diseourses were so




0 SECTION 1L

systematically constructed, that a peculiarity, likir
the one imagimed by Dr Wiseman, can be jre-
dicated of them in general—his attempt at proof
is liable to these objections:—two instances, even
if indisputably clear, are insufficient to establish
a rule;—Dr Wiseman's two instances are nof in-
disputably clear, inasmuch as, before they can be
of any avail, they must be expressly adapted to
the purpose he has in view.

In explanation of John xv. 1—8, I wrote, p. 23,
“ The reasoning is of this kind—*‘He that be-
lieveth in me—bringeth forth much fruit—and
only in that case—for without me ye can do
nothing”” Upen this, Dr Wigernan remarks in
his Reply, p. 54 *“ After all, Dr Turton sup-
poses an ellipsis of the words, and only in that
case, and intrudes them into the text, which is
a much greater conjectural liberty than 1 have
taken.” On another occasion |Lectures, p. 125)
Dir Wiseman thus expressed himself: * We must,
therefore. consider the appeal to his ascension,
in the 6th chapter of St John, in precisely the
same light ; and may fill up the apodosis of his
sentence, by, would you not receive my word qfler
such a confirmation.” Now, I do not recollect
that 1 ever said that Dr Wiseman *introded ™
his words “into the text."

(3) The third resson, alleged by the learned
author, i * the motive which principally indueed
him to see a clear separstion between v. 47
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and v. 48 (Jobn vi) and which forbade “him
o allow any other separation or bresk in the
iliscourse, till its complete interruption at v. 53"
-I—tl:mt is * poetical parallelism” Dr Wiseman
in his Reply p. 56, pronounces my “utu:lt':
upon this reason to be “as feeble as it is boast-
ful.” He did not, he says, apply this “ poetieal
parallelism™ to “the interpretation of Scripture” ;
but as he deemed the division, which it was 511j
tended to support, caleulated = materially to ad-
vance the strength of his arguments”, I sup-
posed that it must have at lesst some bearing
upon “the interpretation of Seripture.” If T had

he subjoins, “looked farther into D Jebh I'
ah_mlld have found plenty of instances '|'|'1Il.rre: in

stichometrieal compositions, verses are not com-
plete sentences” :—not often so incomplete, I should

hope, as the propesed sentences, in Dr Wiseman's
Lectures.  He coneludes the matter by queting
my opinion—that “a much better distribution of
his materials might have been made”: in which

I do not think there is much boasting.

_ 3. To remove am objection to the fUpposi=
tion of & tramsition from one subject to another
at John vi. 48, Dr Wiseman finally ]-tfen'm.i
(Lectures, p. 45) to “a perfectly parallel in-
stance of such a transition”, at Matt. xxiv, 43;
and this reference led to a variety of eonsidera-

tions, which must now be discnssed.
3
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A few pages back, namely from p. 26, to
P- 28, it was seen that I had to encounter the
reprehension of Dr Wiseman, for not having
duly attended to the Moorfields Lectures. The
impropriety of my proceceding was evinced by
means of “an historical sketch™; and the corol-
lary, which I ventured to draw, was inevitable—
that the Moorfields Lectures were to be accountad
of co-ordinate authority, at the least, with the
Lectures on the Fucharist. But now, the scene
is changed. T am reproved for-noticing the Moor-
fields Leectures at all; and the new econclusion
seems to bhe, that the said Moorfields Lectures
were published only to be disregarded. I am
also accused of not having duly referred to the
Moorfields Lectures, when I quoted them. In
short, the learned author (Reply, p. 62) writes as
follows: “There is & most unworthy breach of
candour, in thus trausferring his attack from
the work under consideration [Lectures on the
Eucharist], to another [Moorficlds Lectures] ; with-
out either, by a reference or otherwize at this
place, directing the reader’s attention to the stra-
tagem, but leaving him to surmise, as probahly
many did, that the words quoted were the arpu-
ments of the Lectwres on the Fucharist, These,
in fact, are the Iater, and avowedly the more
studied performance; and sny departure in them

from the more popular and previous wark, should,
in fairness, be considered as the writer's true
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n'[nn.i-rm: and hir should have beeg attacked.”
Be it recollected that, in the Repiy, P 35 th
learned author wrote g follows :—» Dy 7, i1l1 hi:
preface, promises ‘incidenta] references’ to
* Moorfields Lectures’ :—fairness would have n:
commended such a reference on this oceasion
For, his readers would have come o a very dif‘:
ferent conclusion from himself on the I portance
I attach to the Place of division, had they been
t_n]d, that, in those Lectures, T stateqd the ques-
t:-::ru to be r'mmm'#im", &e. e Ag the rjs?: of
being considered by Dr Wiseman as ahoyt to re-
vert to some of my old forms of speech, T wdll
!m.].r that it would be diffey] to find another vo.
ume presenting, in less than thirg
passages like those which I have niwmp!!::::dh;:
Juxta-position. '
But 1 have not vet done with
which mentions “ the stratagem™ to wit:n]iifh ﬁ:ﬁ:
had recourse, in no referring o the Moorfields
Lectures. The reader must either take the tron.
ble to refer to the 38rd page of my volume on
t_hn Eucharist, and there read for himself—or bhe.
lieve me when I affipy that he there mey read
—the following words: « In the last extract from
It.he Lectures, we find the learned author assert
ing that “some of the hest commen tators'—mean-
mg, as he elsewhere informs s, *exclusively
Protestant commentators’—place the point of ge.
paration [in St Matthew] at the 43rd verse, [n
83—z
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his Diseourses, he adopts still stronger language.
*All the most accurate commentators’, he there
SYE, ‘Pl.m:e the point of mp.pﬁ.tinn at the 437d
verse of the 24th chapter’.” In thig manner did
I refer to the Moorfields Lectures—giving, in a
note, the place referred to, thus:—Diseourses,
Vol. 11. p. 148. I have already stated that I ealled
the Moorficlds Lectures—Discourses. On  what
pringiples all these strange proceedings, on the
part of Idr Wiseman, are to be accounted for—I
do not pretend to suggest. Lot the reader ponder
on the subject for himself. [ will not disturb
the current of his thoughts by any observations
of my own.

Having disposed, as well as eirenmstances would
permit, of the *stratagem” which Dr Wiseman
thought proper to attribute to me, in concealing
my reference to the Moorfields Lectures, [ now
proceed to lay before the reader what the learned
author is pleased to denominate a “elever ma-
neeuvre” on my part. With reference to the tran-
sition, in the 34th chapter of St Matthew, which
hes been alluded to, Ir Wiseman (Lectures, P
461 thus wrote: " Now where does the transition
occur? Why, some of the best commentators, as
Kuinoel, and after him Bloomfield, place it at
the 43rd verse." The question is, whether Dr W.
referred, or must be supposed to have referred, to
Kuinoel and Bleomfield ownly—or io “some of
the best commentators” besides? Ewen had the

' w—_u_ B TCHEES .,
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explanatory Moorfields Lectures been unknows to
me, I honestly confess that I should have con.
cluded that “some of the best commentators”, as
well as &iﬂ fwo specified, were referred to. Thus
however, in his Reply, (p 62), Dr Wiseman rea-
sous and represents things: “If here"—thye is,
in the Lectures—*I considered it sufficient for
my argument, that fwo Protestant commentators
should have maintsined an opinion, the argu.
ment should not have been treated as depending
upon .tha fact of & great number maintsining or
Tjecting that opimion. Yet so has Dy T,
treated it; amd, to borrow his own phrase, *the
scheme was ingenious”. It allowed him to dlis-
play a great many neutral forces, as on his side;
and under their cover to expeute his clever ma-
neeuvre of shifting the ground of controversy,"—
1L.nt us consider Dr Wiseman's own mode of view.
ing the matter. We will even suppose  that,
without the slightest allusion to “ some of the
hl"&!: commentators”, he had simply mentioned
Klllli-h:lﬂl and Bleomfield, as holding a particular
epinion. “IF X" says Dr Wiseman, * considered
it sufficient for My argument, that fwo commen.
tators should have maintained an opinion, the ar-
gumnent should not have been treated as depend-
mg upon the fact of o great number maintaining
or rejecting that opinion :"—which, in hrief, runs
thus—* What I have considered sufficient, that is
enough :—let not others venture to put forth a dif-
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ferent opinion.” Has, then, Dr Wiseman been ap-
pointed Dictator? Why may not any man who
pleases refer to & great number of commentators?
What right has Dr Wiseman to fix limits to inves-
tigation; and say to his resder, * Hitherto shalt
thou go, and no farther”? Whence his authority
for assigning the number of commentators to be con-
sulted—for deciding that there shall be but fwo—
and for declaring who they shall be? And if any
one ventures to step beyond theline, which Dr Wise-
man at his own mere will has drawn, on what ground
is that person to be denounced, as having prac-
tised a * stratagem™—as having executed a * elever
maneuyre”?  Bo much for the general principle—
that Dr Wiseman's judgement is to be the stand-
ard of what is right—DBut, to advert to the par
ticular case—Was it really “wmfficient for his ar-
gument that fwe commentators should have main.
tained the opinion?” No. The argument was af
ne oolue whatever, unless there was a general
consent of commentators in that opinion; and
therefore I was perfeetly right, in “treating the
argument, as depending upon the fact of a great
nunber maintaining, or rejecting that opinion.” I
also affirm that I did not then “shift the ground
of controversy”, as stated by Dr Wiseman; and
that Dr Wiseman has himself mow *shifted the
ground of controversy”. The argument, so far
88 I could then understand it was this—that &
certain division, in the 6Gth chapter of St John,

2w Ww
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was sanctioned by the gemeral agreement of com-
mentators, a8 to a similar division in the 24th
chapter of St Matthew; and I once more affirm
that, till that general agreement is proved—
which can only be done by examining @ great
mumber of commentators—the argument is good
for nothing. Dr Wiseman, indeed, knew very well
how completely his argument depended upon the
genernl agreement of eommentators, when he told
his Moorfields audience, that “all the most accu-
rate commentators” placed the division at the
verse he indicated.

All that is contained in the preceding  para-
graph may be urged on the supposition that only
iwo commentators were referred to; but let the
learned author be again heard in proof of that
point :

“My words are these: *Why, some of the best com.
menitators, ¢ Kuincel, and after him Bloomfeld, place it st
the 48rd verse. I conceive that the sowe nre this sigmifi-
cantly specified. Were 1 to write, *Semg of the host his
torians, &5 Lingard and Capefigue, beliove the massacre ok
81 Bartholomew to have been acvidental’, surely it would
be a strange way of proving my assertion Inaccurate, to
refer to the other historians whe thought stherwise, My
reference o names wonld sufficiently explain who the his
torisns were that 1 meant.”  Reply, p. 60 note

The author of the foregoing reprewntation
would assuredly be very indignant, if My one
were to suppose him unacquainted with the falla-
cies which it involves. In the first Mace, D
Wiseman does not inform ws what wse is fo be
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made of this supposed reference to *“some of the
best historians, as Lingard and Capefigue” It
the two historians thus specified are adduced as
-sufficient authoritics for our believing that the
massacre of St Bartholomew was acciden tal—such
aceidental massacre being subsequently employed,
in argument, ar a Jacl—it becomes the duty of
every one, who regards truth, to extend his in-
quiries among “some of the best historians,” for
the purpose of ascertaining what kind of tale they
have to tell. In the second: place, he pssumes
that the only proper object, which & man ean
have in the matter, is to cowvinee himself that
the opinions of Lingard and Capefigue are acen-
rately reported ; and therehy assumes the peint at
issue—namely, that “some of the best historians™
are, by the very tumn of expression excluded from
the inquiry.... Let us, however, place the sibject
in another point of view, Suppose some one to
be dissatisfied with Lingard and Capefigue, as
authorities respecting the origin of the massacre ;
and to maintain, from Dy Wiseman's mode of
expression, that he had no other authorities to
produce.  Suppose also Dy Wiseman, in the course
of hie researches to meet wil wrtain other his.
toriams of good repute, who agree with Lingard
and Capefigie on the peint.  Are there any terms
of ridicule and invective, whicl, the learned author
would hesitate to apply to the person who conld
50 misinterpret his expression, as o imagine that
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he meant to exclude * the best historians®, with
the exception of Lingard and Capefigue—or, in
other words, that Lingard and Capefigue werp any
otherwise specified, than as répresentatives of “some
of the best historiang” » It is indeed greatly to
be lamented that Dy Wiseman's talents should be
thus employed in involving what is Plain in utter
perplexity, —With regard to the massacre of St
Bartholomew, I wi| ouly observe, that it wag gn
awkward event to happen by accident,

In repelling the charge of stratagem™ ap
" manceuvre” branght against me by Dy Wisernan,
and showing that the notion, of his referring
solely to Kuinoel and Bloomfield, is a mere aftar.
thought, formed ¢ meet an unexpected r]ifﬁeuifg.r-—
I am, in fact, Supporting the eredit of that gen-
tleman's writings—against which he has, with his
own hand, dealt g deadly blow. For, what are
the circumstances of the case? In the sime
month of August 1836, Dr Wiseran published

- his Lectures on the Eucharist: that is, a5 we

learn from the preface, “a portion of the theale-
gical eourse several times delivered in the English
College at Rome”__and his Moorfields Lectures ;
that is, discourses dalivered during the Lent of
that year to a mixed audience, These Moorfields
Leetures, origimally taken down in short land,
were afterwards published, with many notes and
details,” by the Lecturer himsclf We have seen
(p 26), that in one mstanee I Wisernan insisted
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upon the Moorflelds Lectures being considered as
explanatory of the College Lectures. In the (Col-
lege) Lectures on the KEucharist, Dr Wiseman
stated that “some of the best commentators, as
Kuinoel and after him Bloomfield"—meaning, as
he now asserts, Kuoinoel and Bloomfield only—held
a certain opinion. In the Moorfields Lectures,
after mentioning, in relstion to the point in ques-
tion, *most modern Protestant commentators” and
wall those whom he had read®—Dv Wiseman de-
clared that “all the most accurste commentators”
held the very same opinien. Now, if Dr Wise-
man’s assertion be correct—that he meant ondy
Kuinoel and Bloomficll—by divulging that faet,
he has gone very far indeed towards destroying
the credit of the Moorfields Lectures. What se-
eurity is there that misrepresentations equally gross
may not pervade them from beginning to enil 7
On commeneing my references to commentators,
respecting the alleged division at Matt. xxiv. 48,
I did not at all anticipate the result at which
[ was to amrive. It scemed strange indeed, on
inspecting the passage, that commentators should
have fixed the division exactly there; and 1 was
really desirous of sceing their reasons for so rln-iing.
After examining various commentators, and ﬂmlimg
no traces of a division at that werse—except In &
very few instances, which T carefully recorded—I
consulted several editions, and several versioms, of
the Greek Testament, in which great atteution
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bad been bestowed upon the marking of the di-

~ visions—and in none of them could I find any

intimations of the division in question. These
cireumstances excited unpleasant feelings respecting
the object of Dr Wiseman's labours; and, 1 he-
lieve, gave a severer character to my remarks than
they would otherwise have exhibited. 1 cannot,
indeed, but think my plan of inguiry perfectly
fair. If the referemee to editioms, versions and
commentators had been favourable to Dr Wise-
man's views, he would noi, I conclude, have deemed
the proceeding wrong. He may lament that such
reference was not favourable; but he ought not
to condemn me for appealing to amy other com-
mentators than the two specified.

Lament, did I say? Why, Dr Wiseman is
quite delighted with the reference. For in p. 63
of the Reply, he thus writes:

“After this protest sgninst Dr T's unbandsome and
uncandid dealing [in the afair of the *clgvor manwuvre'],
I ask, what has he gained by it? He has qeoted me thir-
teen Protestant commentators, who place the transition st
v. 42, instesd of st v. 45, Most heartily do I thank him
for his diligmes snd sagacity. My object was merely to
prove that Protestant commentators sre net deterred from
placing transitions in our Lovl's discourses by the coherence
of sentences hefore and alter; and 1 quated feo authord.
tee, Dr T, has the kindness to favour me with (birlees
instead ; whe, though they place the transition a verse carlier
than my two, do yet precisely the same thing—they pluce
n transition where the capression indicates & close eonnexion
wiih what precedes. e has, therefore, made my answer to
the chjection stronger, in the proportion of 13 to 2.
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It seems, then, that a paragrapl beginning
with the 42pd verse will do just as well for Dr
Wiseman, as a paragraph beginning with the 43rd
verse. My object,” he writes, * was merely to
prove that Protestant commentators are not de-
terred from placing transitions in our Lord's dis-
eourses by the coherence of sentences before and
after.” Gently, Verse 47, of John vi, was repre-
sented (Lectures, p. 41,) ms “an appropriate close to
a divison of discourse "—** a manifest swmmery and
epilague of all the preceding doctrine.”  Moreover,
the 43rd verse, of Matt. xxiv, was given (pp 45,
46) as “'a perfectly parallel instance"—* In the
preceding verse (41), onr Lord suwms wp the sub-
stance of the foregoing instruction, just as he
does in Joehn wi, 47.7 Iy Wiseman's ohject
therefore, as stated in his Lectures, is not merely
what he has stated in his Hﬂll.lf'y. Moreaver, if
commentators are in favour of a division at the
42nd verse in St Matthew, how is that “a per-
fectly parallel instance™ to the learned author's
proposed division at the 48th verse in St John?
Is it the same, in this respect, whether the divi-
gion be at the 42nd or the 43rd verse?

We have finally to advert to the two speci-
fied eommentators, Kuinoel and Bloomfield......
Kuinoel had made a division between the 42nd
and 43rd verses of Matt. xxiv, as Dr Wiseman
had truly stated. Thinking Kuineels reasons
for such a division very insufficient, I frankly de-
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clared my opinion; which Dr Wiseman { Reply,
p- 65) holds to be an extraordinary proceeding on

-my purt. The learned amthor concludes a page

of comment on this subject, with the remark,
“I need hardly remind the reader agnin, that I
am no ways interested in the accurncy of his
[Kuinoel's] opinion, but only in the fact of his
maintsining it"  When examining the Lectures
on the Eucharist, T frequently met with passages
b0 different from what I had been accustomed
to 1I'iml in theological discussions, that I paused
agun and again, to ask myself—What is Dr
Wiseman's purpose? does he intend to prove a
doctrine to be true, or to support it, at all events?
The sentence which I have Just transeribed from
the Reply calls forth the same inquiry. “1 am,"
Dir Wiseman writes, *ng wiys interested in the
accurasey of Kuinoel's opinion.” Let the reader
observe the bearing of this sentenee. Why will
Dr Wiseman lead us to suppese that he is -mady
to avail himself of any opinion, of tmy commen.
tator, provided that he ecan build an argument
upan it in favour of his own tenets ?

With regard to Bloomfield, I concluded (p.
45) that, when he wrote the note referred to in
his Recensio Synoptica, “he was not considering
the exact point of transition: for he mot only
quotes Kuinoel and Rosenmiiller as agrecing in
opinion on the subject, when in fact they do not
0 agree, but transeribes the manifestly differcnt
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sentiments of Doddridge [who had placed the divi-
sion after the 41st verse] in confirmation of the same
views.” I also stated that Dr Bloomfield; in his
Greck Testament subsequently published (1852),
had deseribed *some of the best commentators an-
cient and modern,” as agreeing in drawing the line
after the 41st verse. The first of these reasoms—
for thinking that Bloomfeld's account of the matter,
in his Recensio Synoptica, is not fully to be re-
lied upon—Dr Wiseman calls * a conjecture™; “.d
the second he despatches, by remarking, that it
18 “drawn from another work subsequently pub-
lishe.” The learned suthor concludes with Elg-
gesting that “the mass of errors”, which I had
mentioned as belonging to this part of the Lee-
tures, “is in my commentary, and not in tlhe
text” Dr Wiseman having been “no ways in-
terested in the accuracy of Kuinoel's opinion®, he
is, I conclude, in the same predicament with re-
gard to thut of Bloomfield; and therefore it ean
be of no consequence, to the learned auther,
whether or not Dr Bloomfield's opinion was in-
advertently formed—and whether or not he after-
wards corrected that opinion. If I do not mistake,
Dr Wiseman has, by this mode of representing
his views, inflicted as heavy a blow upon his
Lectures on the Eucharist, as he formerly directed
against his Moorfields Lectures,

Dr Wiseman describes * Bloomfield as unmer-
cifully dealt with, for having been so uuil'::nrt.um-ta
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83 to afford him a reference.” ~The reader wil]
judge whether I did any thing more than atiri.
bute to Dr Blosmficld one of those oversights
from which no man, who is engaged in & work
of such extent as the Recensio Synoplica, can
hope to escape.
When discussing my remarks on Kuinoel snd
Bloomfield, Dr Wiseman contrasts, with great
effect, his own facility in admitting  evidence,
with my scrupulosity in that particular. 1 bow",
he writes, (p. 65) “to Dy Turton's superior saga-
city; but when I referred to Kuinoel o any other
author, to ascertain his opinion, I never made it
a part of my plan to doubt hig own record of
it, or dive into his intentions "eersa.and soom sfter,
according to the sentence already quated ; =
need hardly remind the reader again, that I am
ne ways interested in the accuracy of his [ Kui-
noel's] opinion, but only in the fact of his main-
taining it" The learned author here seems to
have assigned the true reason for the difference
which exists between us, in the matter under
review, He is “no ways interested in the aceuracy
of the epinion” which he quotes; whereas I take
the greatest care not to quete an opinion, which
I have not good reason to believe to be aceurate,
Nevertheless, Dr Wiseman scizes an opportunity to
write somewhat sharply, even of Kuinoel and Bloom-
field (p. 93), before he has advanced far in his
thind Lecture—as the following extract will prove :

e
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“Kuincel has imagined a very proffy scene; for he
has given us am mccount of the different sentiments which
formed the dispute of the Jows, as accurately as a writer
of romance could have done ft. I am surprised that a
sober English commentator, like Bloomfield, should have
capied this fictien; for he ought to bave been awere, that
it is by this peyokalogical methed of interpretstion, as it is
called in Germany, or, in other words, by supplying from
imagination facts and conversations supposed to have been
omitted by the Evangelists, that such men ns Paulus, (Gabler,
Bchuster, and others of the Rationalist schoel, pretend o over-
thraw every miracle in the CGospels.”

From the preceding extract, as well as from
other passages which I have had cceasion to cite,
it is clear that Dr Wiseman takes the liberty to
bestow his censure upon these, to whom, as he
supposes, censure is due; and that is all that I
have done in the case of Kuinoel...... The case of
Rosenmiiller, who was referred to by Bloomfield,
might here receive a brief notice; but sz the
main effect of such notice would be to show that
there was one commentator, nof fixing the divi-
sion in S5t Matthew at the 48rd verse, who had
been carefully read by D'r Wiseman, I will not
cnlarge upon the subjeect,

4. The reader will recollect that the alleged
division of the 24th chapter of 8t Matthew was
given by Ilr Wiseman, as “a perfectly parallel
instance " to the proposed division of the 6ih
chapter of St John. Thinking it singular that
commentators should have been referred to, by
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Dr Wiseman, ag authorities for the illustrative jn.

tll:nnue. and not for the cage immediately under con.
sideration, | expressed my surprise at the omission,

in stronger terms probably than were called for,
The learned author, in his Reply (pp. T1—77) has
recourse to Maldonatus,

Cornelius & Lapide and
Calmet—Roman Catholic commentators, whom, as

I have already recorded, he has commended very
highly—and, iy my opinion, very Justly.
Respecting the first of those commentators, Iy
Wikeman thus writes: “ Maldonatus thinks, in
common with some ancient writers, that, frem the
beginning of his diseourse, our Saviour spoke of
the Eucharist; but conjointly with faith gng
other means of being united with him; and after.
wards passed to treat more specifieally of the
Blessed Sacrament... . Where, therefore, does he
pPlace the transition? He g where distinetly
states it, but it seems to me probable that he
places it nearly where I do” Now, the division
comtended for by Dr Wiseman was Just  after
the 47th verse—s the summary and  epilogue
of the preceding doctrine”; and therefore when
it merely “seems probable” that Maldonatus
“Places” the division « nearly where™ Dr Wise.
man had himself placed it, he ig other words
admits that Maldonatus does
precise division proposed.
There is, however, o
with Maldonatus,
4

mof  ganetion the

ne point, in eonnexion
eminently deserving of atten-
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tion. Ir Wiseman, in his Lectures, Hlﬂed Ferily,
verily, in v. &7, “an emphatie asseveration prefixed
to & manifest summary and epilogue of all the
preceding  doctrine”—the pirt of the verse, sub-
sequent to the “asseveration,” being that “,H"“?'
mary and epilogue”. In his Reply (!1. 72} his
language is : “Maldonatus moreover mus:c'ten. v.r &7
wich in the same light that T do. T call it “an
emphatic asseveration prefixed to & summary and
epilogue of all the preceding doetrine: .h.& coi-
siders it a return to the original Proposition re-
garding faith, confirmed by an asseveration almost
amounting to an oath."....] know not whether
the reader will have observed Dr Wiseman's won-
derful substitution of the whole 476k verse 'l‘a.-;
prefixed to a summary and epilogue™ of preceding
doctrine—instead of the verily, verily, as prefixed to
the remaining part of the 47th verse. [If [ had
not actually witnessed this substitution, II should
have thought it “beyond the reach 1a:|f' art”, And
by this substitution, Dr Wiseman intends to ae-
commodate his plan of interpretation to that of
Maldonatus; but how the 47ih vorse can be, at
the same time, “& summary amd cpi]ﬂg:m}", ae-
cording to Dr Wiseman's primary :mtmn—z.;m]
“a return to the original proposition regarding
faith”, according to Maldonatus—is not for me
to expluin. 8o far as I can understand the mat
ter, the verse is retrospective in ﬂwl one case,
and prospective in the other. Nothing of this
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kind, however, renders the substitution above men.
tioned less worthy of admiration,

The learned autho, very just remark on (gr.
nelius & Lapide might have beeq applied with
equal propriety to Maldonatus. « gy Cornelius 4
Lapide,” Dy Wiseman writes, * there is little to
sy; for he considers oyr Bavieur's discourge to
refer to the Eucharist throughout,

Dr Wiseman extraets from Calmet the fy.
lowing Passage, to prove that he i favourable to
@ division at the sgh VETSE ;

" i credil in me fader vilam aferngm. ) rapelle oo
quil & déa dip cldevant, v. 40, ool quv eroul aw Fils, g fo
e dermelle. Tt emt atird par maon Pire, ¥ & éeous #r g
Hrvctions ; i #'est Morrr] gl Poin de vie : 1 e B dopns
PEF men Mre s fe ne o perdeal poing, je le IeESICHorsl Ay
dernier jour; i1 aurg Ia vie dtemelle.  Toutes virités rélg.
tives, ot lides les wnes avee les sutres, que Iy Bauveur a pp.
battues, o tournies on Jifiren peg tlams touit e diacours, ATETE
les inculquer da Vittits ge,

Dr Wisemay conlidently askts” gq he SYs—
“eould Calmet haye more clearly shown thae he
considered v, &7 in the same light that | do, ng
“an epilogue and summary of the preceding dis-
course,” which he reeapitulates membor by mem-
ber, as summed up in .this verse?” this I
will anly observe, that if the reader should find,
in the Passage from Calmet, more than might
have been writte,, fithout supposing a division
—tagother with 4 complete change of subject—
there, be will fug more than [ eam... Wise.

d—z
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man finally appeals to some of the ancient Fa-
thers, in confirmation of his opinion. If my
limits would allow, T would lay the passages
before the reader, and leave him to form his

own judgement on the subject.

I cannot close this seetion, without thanking
Iy Wiseman for some hints, which, il 1 rightly
understand  them, warrant  the conelusion, that
the new Fersion of the Gospels, by a Catholie,
must be assigned to 1 Lingard. [ had not
met with any one who could give me the infor-
mation.

SECTION IIL

HERMENEUTICAL PRIRCIFLIS—{CURGL OF TIENT.

—

1 Coxwecring the Hermeneutical prinei-
ples laid down in the first of the Leetures on
the Eucharist, with Dr Wiseman's declaration—
when opening the first of his Moorfields Lee-
tures on the same subject—that it was “neces-
sary to enter more fully into an exposition of a
few general and simple principles, which have
their foundation in the philesophy of ordinary
language, and in common sempe”—I expressed
my distrust of principles thus brought forward
for a particular purpose. A formal array of
principles founded on the philosophy of ordinary
language, &c.—principles reserved, as it were, for
the ocension—appeared to me equivalént to a con-
fession, that the usual modes of interpretation
were insufficient for the object which was in
view. A proceeding of this kind was so like to
a desertion of the principles employed in other
instances, that I called it by that name. If the
reader should be of opinion that the wse of such
& term was scarcely warranted, by all means let
A more appropriate one be substituted in its
place.
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2. In my volume on the Eucharist (p. 62),
after intimating the difficulty of understanding a
pretty long extract which had been given, I thus
went en: “The learned writer begins with *the
meaning of & word or phrase'; and, if 1 rightly
comjecture, glides without hesitation to the im-
pression made by an entire address, or section of
an address :—when it is clear that ‘s word or
phrase’ might be understood by one who mis-
teok the import of the sentepce—and the sen-
tence, by one who misapprehended the whole
diseourse.”  On this, Dr Wiseman remarks, in
his Feply, (p. 89)—* There is not a word in the
passage he quotes, to warrant any such asser-
tion. I speak entirely of the impression of words:
not & syllable do I say, about an entire address,
or section of an address. If I had, I should
have laid myself open to just censure, and a
charge of inconsistency.” WNow, as Dr Wissman
began the extract with * the meaning of a word
or phrase®—and ended it with this admonition—
“OF course, when 1 speak of our Saviour's dis-
corses being wnderstood, 1 do not mean that
they were ecomprehended”—my conclusion, which
still seems inevitable, was—that, whatever might
be the distinetion between understanding and
comprehending, Dr Wiseman really did, in some
way or other, make a transition from “a word
ar phrase” to a “discourse™—an entire address,
or scetion of an address. | will only add that.
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if T failed in my endeavours to understand or
comprehend the extract in question, my want of
Sticeess was my misfortune and not my fault.—
This, indeed, was & misfortune which appears to
bave been common to various learned and in-
telligent persons, who have published remarks
upen Dr Wiseman's work,

3. Dr Wiseman having so far adhered to me
with considerable steadiness, now diverges to P
lalethes Cantabrigiensis, and the Couneil of Trent;
but as I am not uninterested in the matter, my
published  sentiments with regard  to it very
much coinciding with those of FPhilalethes, T shall
venture to interpose a fow words on the topics
brought forward. It is right to premise that Dy
Wiseman, conceiving himself to have been ani. '
madverted wpon by Philalethes * without depar-
ture from eourtesy of phrase”, has endeavoured
“to meet him in a corresponding spirit.” More-
over, this may be the proper place to observe,
that, Philalethes having referred to Sarpi's His-
tory of the Council of Trent, Dr Wiseman (p. 96)
thus notices the fact: * Philalethes quotes Sar-
pi's Histary of the Council; which is about as
reasonable as to ecite Voltaire for the History of
Moses, or Gibbon for that of the Chureh.” Fa.
ther Paul's History is not very satisfactory, I be-
lieve, to Roman Catholics in general ; but surely
this is strange language to be used respecting
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that valuable work. Dr Wiseman eomplains .m“d'
of the various exaggerations, empla:mtl by his .ndl-
versaries, on the different mhjm:u. d.l.m:u.ued
doubt whether there i, in all their writings put
together, a single passage worthy to be mlm[ml‘td.
n that peint of view, with the sentence Jl.wt.f 1‘31-
tracted from the learned author's Reply, The
point to be decided, however, depends not upon
Sarpi's History, The authentic dt‘l:ﬂ.‘.ES'm_ld ca-
nons of the Council—together with the diffieul-
ties of its position, from the eircumstances of the
times, as apparent from any history ﬂfl that pe-
riod—are sufficient to guide us to a right con-
clusion in the case. ) ;

Philalethes thus comments upen Dr W iseman's
aceount of the proceedings of the Council of I'J:ent,
in relation to the interpretation of the sixth
chapter of St Johu

L ly, Dr Wiseman must entertsin & VEFY mean opi-
i uﬁf:undermud:hg of his n:-crm._ He u}--hﬁnt the
Council prudently refrained from idefining any thing ,t
gording the interpretation, which :-um-r John vi, fo :
Euvcharist, because the tradition of the Church was nof ':_
cided for . Tha Council, e the conirary, al._ltn. ET : ,;
ground of its forbenrance, thst thc. Church having mﬂ:l
in the opulence of twes interpretations of 1th pauugn-l{ :
rectly appesed to each other, but bath, on fitting ru'r:ni.mt,
serviceable against heretics) it uu:_h'. “LI:: {ufi_-:'ill:mﬁu.:

ty of one. Can any t Eng o :
::: E];:::i:u:ﬂy relrained Fram defining .I:Im.l; .Ih:dm vi. refers
to the Eacharist, because it was convenient, in the m:ru-.
veray respecting the refusal of the cip b the .Irnr_r, bo ny
that the passage haid any sueh referemce? H::inul.!uhn Vi

L

Fefers to the Eucharist or it dous not ; bath interpretationg

Dr Wiseman, having pronounced « the state.
ments of Philalethes” ¢4 be “incorrect from first
to last, and the inferences drgwn from them eop.
fequently erronpons”, alleges two tonsiderations iy
Proof of his assertjop. This is one of them ;

 Ha [Fhih].:l:hn] has mistaken the conclusion for the
motive, Far I defy him 1g produce 5 single proof that th
reasos, for nat defining mare specially the interpretation of

imissib]e Opiniong
initead of gpe in the Church. But, on the confrary, it ia

in CONSg iRy
of the division of Opinion among ghe Fathers, pop Saln,

Bishap of Viviers, and Guerrerq, Archbishop of Ciranacla,
wha first opposed (he dlefinitivg, alleged no other remsgy
than this. Ang the same wag assigned in the Answer of
the theologinng g, the modification of the decres
by Salmeron and Terres,” (feply, p.ga)

If Dr Wiseman really believes, g5 from his
language he “Tpears to do, that to ghow respeet
for the Fathors wag the motive— tipe object —of
the Council, iy not fixing the interpretation of
John wvi.—gpg believes s becanse Sala, Bishop of
Viviers &o. “alleged no other reason” than #ghe
division of opinion among ghe Fathers"—he st
cortainly be & man of much easier faith, and fyr
greater simplicity of mind, than egy generally he
met with. Philalethes, he syt “has mistakoy
the conclusion gy the matjve ™ Now when g
conclusion is a magper of urgent neecssity — g fFopl.
ding the means of escape from Pressing diffieultjcs.
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observers of what is passing will be apt to look
there for the motives of action. To say nothing
at present of the contentions abroad—with which
that chapter of St John was intimately coneerned—
there were, in the Couneil itself, influential per-
sons who held oppesite opinions with regard to
the application of the chapter. To the Roman
See, therefore, it was of vast eonsequence not only
not to offend either of the parties, but, if possible
to conciliate them both.  Fortunately, the Fathers
had Teft the interpretation of that part of Seripture
unsetiled; and =0 an opening was left for the
execution of such a design. Under these cirenm-
stances, the Couneil had recowrse to an expedient,
which, I trust, is unexampled in BEeclesiastical
History. It decided that the opposite interpreta-
tions were both good. Nor was the Council shy
of declaring the reason ; so that, notwithstanding
Dr Wiseman's deffavce, Philalethes may produce
the Council's own words employed for that pur.
pose—*Cum ei gemine interpretationis opulentis
de 8. Toanmis testimonio Eeclesta frueretur, qua-
rum utraque probationem ab hereticis inde dedue-
tam impugnabat, ad unius tantummodo paupertatem
non esse redigendam”— which he has rendered—
“that the Church having revelled in the opulence
of two interpretations of the passage, it enght not
to be confined to the poverty of one.”—I believe
it to be utterly impossible to give any other in.
telligible aceonnt of the matter than this.

N A sl TR grievoms misgak oty

e i ittecd by Phy
'i':ljgu;,_'n-hr_-n he supposes that the Council refexined gmuh::::
i n:l;h because twg OPPosite opinions were wgafy] agninsg
“-: [: Tlm 'm“'. He evidently imagines the wards |
uiote ' quaram {mlerpq-eutirrnnm] UErRque  probationem
.I|. ta Ii.i!'ﬂif}' ﬂ]ﬁl

. to the lally, you ma ke
chapter of St John to refer to the Bucharist n!ru;l -"}':lrht:l:

Praving the Fgal Presence, you my .
Stroag proof” Such Junﬂ'“-"R}E wuury.;-] "rie this chapter ay 4

how il [erson of l"hilﬁr i
; ethes o . =
contiderate as 1o attriliute SrRier can have been B i

Cosinpd T y
b n::lﬁj n}f:_ir-:-u:l.--ﬁ he progf’ or argument of Protestants
gminit which ejther Interpretstion of Johp Vi, was ap L
. SEL
;;i:::'p a.uui the same: a9 that the Coggeit {ar ralJmF:-“ I:h|_:
. :

i rl|:: Lr:_:-pm?ry kﬁgumﬂiﬂh‘-uj thought that the quaition
- undecuted, on acoung of the diversjis
tl]lll?ll.-ﬂflll among the Fathers, eipecially ag, i
protation, the argament for ey

refiage].” [ Feply, P 0

by either inter.
e oudr af tha CUp was eouially
L]

On the preceding extract 1 would observe that
n_'hulm-nr “the Church” fhen « stid to its thegl J
pfl:l]l#"~_—a|.l‘l.t[ whether the language employed u.-:;
“unprineipled” gng “fit to put only into fools'
l:mutha," of not—we Lknow that jts Hm-:r]n,qjl:tm;.

_wi:mt pressed on the refusal of the eup to the
laity,” haee denied—and therefore, we mgy :ur-nL
sume, were allowed to deny—* tha cilmptwjuf'l H.l:
.i':_]ilm to refer to the Eucharist at all”; ye like
wise know that, * whey, proving the Real I‘n-ﬁc-nr.-v:-"
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they Aave urged—and therefore, we conclude, were
allowed to urge—* that chapter, as a strong proof™.
Dr Wiseman, then, can scarcely mean that what
the Church sanctions when dome, it would have
been unprincipled and absurd on the part of the
Church to suggest. Perhaps he intends to repro-
bate the supposition, that the Church allowed the
same individual theologian to explain the chapter,
of the Eucharist, in one case—and to deny that
it could be so explained, in another. The remarks
of Philalethes do not depend upan that supposition ;
but if he so understood them, Dr W. would have
well employed a few moments in illustrating, on the
principles of his own communion, the rather ob-
seure notion of the Chureh vevelling in the opulence
of two opposite interpretations—and at the rame
time refusing the privilege to any one of its mem-
bers.... The probability is, that the Council was
sufficiently seeure of the chapter being appealed
to, when wanted, in proof of the real, corporal
presence. It was moreover easy to say—and per-
haps among members of the Council not difficult
to induce the belief—that in the controversy with
heretics ** the argument for the use of the cup was
equally refuted”—in whichevgr sense the chapter
was understood. The Council of Trent, however,
had not only to provide for the refutation of he-
retics, but also to consider how it might paeify
great vumbers of the adherents of the Roman
See.  Throughout a consiclerable portion of Roman

e Lo R e T ey, Tl et e o
v L . e . =
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Catholic- Europe, the people demanded the Sacra-
mental Cup; and alleged the 6th chapter of St
John, in proof of the justice of their elaim. To
have informed powerful and indignant nations, on
the point of seceding from the Papal jurisdiction
unless their wishes were attended to, that, fheir
“argument for the use of the cup was equally
refuted” by the 6th chapter of St John, whether
applicable to the Eucharist or not, would have
been a rash proceding ; —the Couneil therefore,
after procrastinating till it could procrastinate no
longer—after harassing and unsatisfactory debates
—after pronouncing an anathema against any one
who should afirm that * the faithful are obliged,
by Divine precept as necessary to salvation, te
receive the sacrament of the Ewcharist in both
kinds"—left the concession of the cup, as a matter
of propriety or favour towards the faithful in some
cases, undetermined; and agreed that the decision
of the question should rest with the Pope. In fine,
when all the circumstances of the case are taken
into account, we naturally ask, with i:l"llilﬂlif.'1;.111.=:|al.
“Can any thing be clearer than that the Council
only refrained from defining that John vi. refers to
the Eucharist, because it was convenient, in the con-
troversy respecting the refusal of the eup to the laity,
to deny that the passage had any such reference "'

But it is right to allow Dr Wiseman to open
his views still farther; this, indeed, he has done
in the following manmer:
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“Now, that the Council, seeing the difference of opin-
ion among the Fathers, should have delicately refrained from
defining concerning John vi., sems reasonable enoughs but
I o not think it equally reascnable that they, who are in the
same predicamsent, should find fanlt with this reserve.  Pap
the Anglican Church allows its members the same Latitade of
interpretation. [ am, in fact, placedd between two adversaries,
one of whom (Philalethes) admits that John vi. refers to the
Eucharist, while the other (Dr Turton) &8 strenuously denies
it; giving to the latter part of the discourse the same meaning

asto the first.”  (Reply, p. 97.)

With regard to the first part of this extract,
I will now only observe, that, had the meaning
of Jobn vi. mever been diseussed —or had the
Council, after discussion, simply forborne to in-
terpret the chapter—something might have been
said of its having “ delicately refrained” from
doing so; but there really was no great delicacy
in refusing to choose between two interpretations,
for the purpose of securing both...... With regard
to the latter part of the extract, I observe, that
I know not where I “strenously deny that John
vi. refers to the Fucharist™: but if, as 1 must
suppose from Dr Wiseman's mode of writing,
there is in any part of my work an appear-
ance of having made such demial, T can safely
affirm that the circumstance must be attributed
to haste and inadvertence. My object was, to
conduct the inguiry independently of that ques-
tion; amd accordingly, in p. 235 of the volume,
[ stated my purpose as follows: “The Roman
Catholic Church does mnot require of its mem-
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bere the belief that the 6th chapter of St John
is to be interpreted of the Eucharist: ner doss
the Protestant Church of England affirm that
the same chapter is nof to be interpreted of the
Eucharist. My object has been to show that
the debateable part of the chapter is to be un-
derstood spiritually, as well as the remainder,
That part may be understood sacramentally like-
wise; and may be so understood, without any
supposed  fransfer of material properties — any
transubstantiation of bread into flesh, and of wine
inte blood—on the illagical plan of the Roman-
ists—and with the sdvantage of facilitating the
explanation of the terms cmployed.  With regard
to the different Protestant interpretations  here
alluded to, T give no opinion. Neither my time
nor my limits will suffice for an examination of
the subject.” Such was my declared purpose ;
and there still seems to be no reason why I
should not have endesvoured, as [ did endea-
vour, to show that, whether the discourse is ex-
pounded of the Eucharist or not, the argument
for the real, corporal presence equally fails......
I should not select that page of Dr Wiseman's
Heply, which dwells upon the alleged discrepaney
between Philalethes and mysell, as exhibiting
very favourable specimen of the author's “style
and manner”,

A few remarks upon the different views
which have been taken, of our Lord's discourse

B
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in John vi, may not improperly close this sec.
tion.

Dr Wisemsn, in his first Lecture, (p- 34),
meets an objection to his proposed plan, of prov.
ing the truth of the Roman Catholic doetrine of
the Eucharist, by a simple appeal to Seripture:—
the ohjection being that such a plan may * tend
to diminish the authority of the Chureh and of
Tradition, by making the imterpretation of Serip-
ture depend upon human ingenuity and learning,
rather than upon the authority of an infallible
guide.”  The learncd writer first laments, with
Novalis, “an acute and amishle Protestant phi-
losopher” — that there ever should have been
“mixed up with the concerns of religion another
perfectly foreign and earthly science—philology—
whose destructive influence cannot but be recog-
nised ™ from the time of Luther; thus holding
“thet this philological method of learning  reli-
gion is one of the most pernicious evils we owe
to the reformation.” He then ackuowledges *that
Cathelic controvertists, especially in England and
Germany, have greatly erred by allowing them-
selves to be led by Protestants inte a war of
detail ”; but still he is of opinion that * the state
of the controversy at the present day renders it
expedient to treat the questions philologieally.”
Dr Wiseman then replies to the abjection, in
substance, that “all the controvertists of the
Roman Church had treated the arguments from

| i iy
(17 ey -|I -

lht'frlﬂmulonilrg the liters] sehae,  Flapd)
bn-_l-aurl Lo agree in theiy explanation ; s
nation suiciently hyrgh e wsed in thefp p
But I have heen alreadly g diffuse, tha J

AT s i <
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Seriplure distinetly from Tradition "—ghay «
_Fl'r!tmh decides the dogma. .. byt generally a]:n-:]:
g, leaves the discussion of individual 5
to the care of theologiang*__ g5 finally, that wg
8 drawn from 4 text, by a mere theologieal
argument of authority... must be at the same time
ﬂi_n -:u.rfy interpretation which seund hermeneutical
Pl'lll!:i].lfﬂ CAR give” Thase statemen s,
applied to the interpretation of John v, easily
T?ad to very crroneoys conclusions ;  more eape-
mali?r a5 there jg nothing, throughout Dy Wise.
man's Lectures o that chapter, ¢4 excite the
slightest Suspicion thae any of the glg Fathers,
f'r that g single Romay Catholic divine, had ever
"hterpreted the chapter otherwise than of the By,
c!}umt. In point of fact, the differences of api-

end, without onee Tore recurring to the topic, in

© T might be allowed i dye, alter having answered o)

olijectiong, Upen the variety of interpretation ing, which

tant divines haye Becestarily rup, i COTSEqUen e of

¥ t%o of them ony
terma of Rt i T
| confiitstiong,

: lare ot dpgagy Yol
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it like-
wpan this chapter; and must, l.hrrv:Euﬂ:ﬂl:[Etm:‘ =
S would pot be devoid of intorest, the ex i
g T.m-uﬂ-:lh“ and lengthy, and often not very in i “{.
5 h'hruu by which they are compelled to exp
E:ifnr'm expressions.” {Lectures, p. 145)

Now, aware, as Dr Wiseman was, of the tim;:
variety of interpretations, nfl the chaﬂt::;mﬂ“—
found among the divines of his own co it
a greater variety, I believe, than ex g

writers—it must have requir

Pmt“-“tﬂ“'; to cast reproaghes on the IIIH'E'IET!:I!_E
murﬂ'ﬂfn; m;; the subject, without the pale of 1'!ua
:fv::p::lmr;h. But T have lllm;;?i::-m::::hi:r:

s intrepldity.... ,
:::md m:-:::;}:; ﬂ.j:].l: it strange tha.'t F:utc::;::
wn'.l:zm should dwell, with some pr:rulnam ¥ b

tioned diversities of sentiment among
e RM‘E‘T:ZM divines. [nder the cirenmstances
3”1:::: ca:e. this proceeding most assuredly onght

not to exeite his surprise.

SECTION 1V,

UHANGRE op EUBIEOT 1IN THE BIXTH EHAPTRR aF ET JOmN.

I. Tmrressen with D Wiseman's formal
announcement of his proposed division of John vi.
at the 48th verse—with the great pains which
bad manifestly been bestowed in establishing the
division—the material advantages to the main ar
gument to be derived from jt—¢he repeated re-
ferences to it in the subsequent Lectures—and, in
short, the ingennity of the notion, forming (s0 far
8 I could judge) the most striking part of the
whole performance—I naturally endeavoured o
ascertain, from the instances in whieh the divi-
sion was adverted to, the real opjects which it
was intended to seewre, This | did with becom-
ing care; and (pp, B5—59) stated the resulf of

my researches, Dir Wiseman, in his Keply, p- 101,
intimntes that I haye completely mistaken his

views ; which is not improbable—inasmuch a5
now iuforms the world

the division might have
without detriment—he
importance whatever
light, which the lea

hi
that the whole proaf of
been eut out of his hook
said division being of ne
to his argument. The new
med author has thys thrown
S—z
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upen the matter, effectually precludes any mhr.-.;:
tude, which I might otherwise have felt, wit

regard to my misapprehensions on this peint.

2. Some objections, to my atnt-emcnh? in “f;
lation to the first part—that m,l DE Wmemru:e
first part, to v. 48—of our Lord's discourss, ;h

o S0 ible. The
now to be considered—as briefly as possible
learned author thus writes:

“1 observed that, in the frat part of rzuq:;:m:rn:-“
our Lovrd mever opplies the term fo end to hi | ‘.;“, o
the lreacdd which he shall Eive I.,: 1 nrlrl-l:l':.:ll.;q i

(11}
bt sar Lord did not waE, oF Falher w s
::'J'I:Im‘:l.'iﬂﬂp this word [exr].. ,I ﬂ:.:;:n: t::ﬁiffr:::g;.d:::ﬂnﬂ
158 the expression Is el in i .
:'r::'::!s ;l n question of fhet, nndl'lhe Phul'mln:r: mut.*t:l I:h._.:,t,;{
waying, that our Lord insinmafed it Tlr::u assertion u.]m]
I:Fm.rli: the answer s about an idea.” (Heply, p. }

Now, in direct opposition to all thrmdniﬁhrt
mations respecting the shef nl'1t]|-.r lerm, an lht
word being used, and not the nfm—_rf aqffirm tal
the sentence of Dr Wiwman,.wht::h I [:!:m.u:j
and ecommented wpon, was I:I.ua—'_H{: (Chris
does not suffer the idea of eating fim to ;T;LPE
his lips;” and that I mm.!.-.- (p. LEF}} the fo ';:H
ing observation on the subject—* ‘.'i'r]'.l_l.tE;":'El': i “
may be thought to hawe ‘escaped his ips .Mm
certainly de not find that Ile_spmku |:I|f m-r;ng m,
before the 57th verse; which, as it belongs
the latter part, may he rc-sr:r':'ud for future h:,:4:|:||-
sideration.”  Whether my view of the subject
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was right or wm:;g. is another matter—about whijgl,
I shall pow give myself no troyhle, It is enough

for me to point out the groseness of Dy Wige-
man's misrepresentation,

Dr Wiseman, in his Lectures, p. 54, thug cop.
timved his remarks - “Not once, through this
[first] section of the discourse, does our Lord use
the expression £ eat even the bread of life.” Op
this I observed P 69), that the learned guthgr
referred to * g UWH unwarrantable division be-
tween the 47th and 48th verses:" gpd that “the
CXpression oceurs in the 50th verse, which every
one hagd previously assigned ¢ the first part” [y,
the Repdy, P- 103, we find ng more than—« Thig
is only a repelition of the Professors ungronnded
assertion disproved jp chapter iii,;» ¢, which |
90w respond, that I have sesq Do reason to think
My assertion wogrounded—sand that I do not fing
it disproved in chapter iii.... In P 35 of the
Reply, Dy Wiseman writeg—« It is Perfectly in.
correct in Dr T, o say that my arguments jn
the ‘next section® gre i the jeast byt upon
my division—for wor gne argument is founded
upon phrases occurring between vy, 4g and 51
—to which | answer-—f.!'?:'re—mmcl}-. in what wag
called the pnext section "—iy gy argument founded
Upon a phrase g occnrring. It is founded on the
EXPression to emf the bread of life: ¢he eXpres.
slon exists in v, 50, which relates o the bread of
life and to ghose who “may o thereof ™ : gna
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v. 50, together with its phrases, will be found
“ oeourring between vv. 48 and 51." Remove Dr
‘Wiseman's proposed division, and the argument
vanishes...The learned author's utter indifference
about his division, in p. 85 of his Reply, ren-
ders his zeal in its cause, in p. 108, sufficiently
striking. With regard to the subsequent reason-
ing on the meaning of the verb fo give, in our
Lord's discourse, T will only say, that [ have no
wish to diminish any satisfaction which Dr Wise-
man may derive, from such an argument on such
a subjeet.

The learned author's next complaint of me I
will give, together with his vindieation of himself,
in his own words—omitting what is not needed
for the understanding of the subjeet:

“Dr Turten charges me with having, at the outset of
my sicond Lecture, professed 1o be showing that the phrases
which oocur in the frst part of our Lord's discourse sere
ealvilated o convey the idea of listening to the doctrines of
our Lord; and then with having concluded that the Jews
did so understand it. * The dscourse’, writes De T., ‘was
caleulaled 1o produce o certain effiect upon the Jews—there-
fore it did prodace that eflect on _the principle, [ sappose,
that to point sut what, in any case, ought to be the con-
duct of men, is only another method of ascertaining what
it really was'. I am not sufficiently acute to see the foree
of this paralleliem, &c....I thes devoted ansther paragraph
of s page (of which, strange 1o =ny, Dr T. who i eo mi-
nuts in his strictures, takes no notice) to show bow, "even
if the expresafons used by our Saviour had net been so con-
sanant with customary lmguage, the paing which he takes
to explain his words must have removed all possible olwens
rity's...I Turton {ro doubt unthinkingly) changes conid mat

[pur.n!l&] mirwndersfond into oid understand, and g this
bases his censure, Yet there i & wide difference between
the two: the first, my inference, is the natural rosilt of the
proofs, n conclusion from my argument : the second, Dr T
attribution to me, would be indeed an sssertion of matter
of fact, which I never made.” (Repls, pp. 104—1106.)

Dr Wiseman's proposition, at the opening of
his second Leeture, was this: “ The phrases which
occur in the first part of the discourse wers el
eulated fo concey to the minds of those whe heard
our Saviour, the idea of listening to his doctrines
and believing in him; the more so, as he positively
explaived them in that sense” To this Proposi-
tion, which I extracted word for word, I, in p. 64,
distinetly gave my assent; and therefore T need
say mothing, about Dr Wiseman's charge against
me, of not noticing the reference to our _ Lord*s
explanations of his own words. What I objected
to was—that, in the propesition originally laid
down, the phrases and explanations were stated to
be calenluted fo convey certain spiritual meanings
to the minds of the hearers—but that, in the

proposition finally enunciated as proved, it was
affirmed that those who had heard such phrases
and explanations condel not poasibly mivunderstand
them—mnor give them any other mterpretation than
the one pointed out. These two propositions are
not enly very different in words, but very dis-
tinguishable in signification; so that, at the best,
there is something exeecdingly imeegular in the
mode of reasoning. When, besides, we take into
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account’ how nearly such turns of speech, as could
ot posably misunderstand—must have undd-rmﬁ.:{
—and so on, approach, in common usage, to did
understand—how often they are employed for the
purpose of lesving such an impression upon the
hearer—we can easily perceive that the proposi-
tion, which Dr Wiseman set out with, might be
perfectly true, and yet his final proposition, as ap-
prehended by the reader, altegether false. In fine,
Dr Wiseman's argument from John vi. depended
upon two alleged facts—viz. that, after our Lord's
explanation, the Jews understood his discourse, (1)
to the end of the #7th verse, correctly in a spiritual
sense—(2) from that peint, correctly in a literal
sense; and I believed the final proposition under
diseussion to have been construeted so as to affirm
the first of these facts. Vet my belicf was not
expressed absolutely, as might be supposed from
the last extract from Dr Wiseman; but was me-
dified by the following introductory sentence :
“My hope is that *I cannot possibly misunder-
stand’ the learned author, when I suppose him to
affirm, that the Jews actually did give a spiritual
interpretation to the first part.” So that the reader
was in possession of the fullest intelligence respect-
ing my views of the subject. And this is all that
I shall observe upon my, * no doubt unthinkingly,
having changed conld not [ possibly] misenderstand
inte didd wndersiand”...."That T Wiseman held
the Jews to have understood the diseowrse, Crom
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v. 85 to the end of v, 47, spiritually of believing
in Christ, may be ascertained from the following
passage of his Lectures (p. 9g), although not very
clearly expressed: “We have before seen, that, upon

the Jews misunderstanding our Saviour's metaphori-

cal expressions, in the former part of his discourse,
he clearly explained them, at v, 35, as relative to
faith ; and that after this, he continues iy & lite-
ral train of instruction through the rest of that
discourse. Hence we find, that on this head the
Jews were satigfied, for they now only ohject to
his suying that he came down from Heaven,”

3. According to Dr Wiseman's arrangement of
subjects, we now come to his reasons—six in num-
ber—for believing that at v. 48 the topic of our
Lord’s discourse is eom pletely c!mngtd—mmnly,
from faith in Christ, to the sctual eating of his
flesh. In three of those reasons, the first, the
second and the fourth—as discussed in the Heply—
Tam so little concerned, that I need wot detain the
reader with any comments upon them. 1 would
only point out, in the discussion on the second,
what Dr Wiseman thinks an hypereriticism upon
him.... The learned author, in lis Lectures ( 57),
wrote thus: “We have seen how carefully our
Lord avoids, throughout the first part, the harsh
expression to eat kim, cven where the tury of his
phrase scemed to invite him to ysg it; on the con-
trary, in the latter scction, he employs it without
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-scruple, and even repeats it again and again."—
In p. 81, I observed— *Our Lord has used the
expression, to eaf him, once; that is, in the 57th
verse j—but 5o far was he from * repeating it again
and again', that he has never used it except that
once,”  * This", says Dr Wiseman in his Reply,
P 109, “is mere hypercriticism: any reader less
prejudiced would have understood that, under this
abridged form, I included the application of the
term to Christ's flesh.” We may therefore infer
that Dr Wiseman considered fo eet bim and io
cat Ais flesk as equivalent expressions,

Dr Wiseman's third reason for the change of
subject at v. 48 was thus stated, p, 58

“ 8o long 21 Christ speaks of himself as the ahject ol
fuith, under the Image of a spiriteal foxl, he represents his
food &1 given by the Father; but aftor verse 47, he gpeaks
of the food, which he now describes, as to be given &y Aim.
selfl. . This marked difcresce in the giver of the twa com-
munbcations.. .. points sut that s different gift s likewisp
promised.”

This notion—of God being the giver in the
former part of the discourse, and owr Lord Rim-
seff in the latter—I described, in p. 84, as a mis-
take; inasmuch as, “when our Lord (v, 27) first
recommended this spiritual food to his hearers, he
used the following terms: * Labour not for the
meat which perisheth, but for that meat which
endureth unto everlasting life, which ThHE Sox
oF Max shall give unto you'” T now present
Dy Wiseman's manner of weeting this abjeetion,

- T G e — e gD
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in his Reply, p. 111:—T have lready remarked
that ouwr Lord's discourse properly begins  at
V. 35....T0 what then does the expression in v, 97
refer? 1 amswer, to the Kucharist, This was
the natural topie suggested by the miracle of the
multiplied loaves, and of it Jesus designed to
treat.  The interruptions of the Jews, and their
perverse asking of a new sign, led him to intro.
duce (fncidentally and perenthetically) the intro-
ductory  discourse concerning  faith.” — This s
probably one of the cases in which Dr Wiseman
“feels a confidence, such as perhaps a Protestant
divine cannot, in conclusions whicl aceord with
the decisions of God's Church ;" and thus may we
account for his decision that “the Eucharist wig
the natural topic suggested by the miracle of the
loaves™—that “of if our Lord designed to treat”—
and that *the introductory  discourse concerning -
faith was incidental and parenthetic.” But the
authority of the Infallible Church s required, not
only as a warrant for the preceding” assumptions—
but alse for the privilege, which appears to be
elaimed by Dr Wiseman, of holding two eontra-
dictory opinions. He tamght we, in his Lectures,
that the discourse was on faith, from the 26th
verse to the 48th. He now teaches us that the
discourse is first on the Sacrament; and fhes an
faith, from the 35th verse to the 48th: and he
does not inform us that e has changed his mind.
That, in his former productions, the learned antheor
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held the whole of the first part of the discourss
(vv. 26—47) to relate solely and exclusivaly to
faith, shall be proved from a few out of many
passages which might be produced:

“ You are aware that most Catholics divide the chapter
into three portions, while most Protestants congider the two
last portions as only composing one whole, From the first
to the twenty-sixth verse, we have an historieal detail ., , .
At the twenty-sixth verse his discourse commances.....On
the sigmification of his discourse as far as the 48th or Slst
verss, Protestants and Catholics ate equally agreed, it refers
to believing in him." (Lectures, pp. =50

“We have before seen, that, dpon the Jews misanders
standing our Saviour's metaphorical expreasfons, in the former
part of his discowrse, he clearly explained them, ot v, 35,
oe relative to faith.” (Lectures, p g2.)

AN are agreed, both Catholies and Protestants, thae
the first part of the chapter, From the beginning to the 26th
verte, is simply historical..... All are also agresd as to the
next portion of the chapter; that is, from the 26th, s far
ns shout the 5th verse, that in & our Savicur's disconrse
i8 exelusively about faith.” (Mocrfields Lectures, Wol. o1,
- 140.)

Such, but two or three years since, were the
opinions instilled into the minds of students at
Rome, and enforeed upom the audience st Moor.
fields, London. As to the discourse from the 26th
verse to the 48th, all was unanimity. [t was
agreed, by Roman Catholics and Protestants with-
out o dissentient voice, that that portion  was
“exclusively about faith”'. And now, the ssme
oracle proclaims to the world that * the 27th verse
refers to the Eucharist"—that * the discourse pro-
Jerly begins at v. 35" —and that the part of the
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discourse touching faith is “ incidental and paren-
thetic.” Having already acknowledged my inability
to render any serviee in the kind of ex anation
required in a case like this, I avail myself of my
acknowledgment, and leave the reader to dispose
of the matter as he may think [roper.

I shall close the subject with this refleetion -
How singular that a simple reference to the 2Tth
verse should have produced so different o plan,
from that formerly adopted, of interpreting this
sixth chapter; if indeed Dy Wiseman considers it
to be different—which, as we are left ip the dark
on the point, I neither affirm nor deny.

The main thing to be noticed, in connexion
with Dr Wiseman's fifth reason, is a charge pre-
ferred against we in these terms: “ 1 have had to
point out abundant instances of misrepresentation of
my sentiments, and misinterpretation of my expres:
sons. I now charge him with FALSIFICATION of
my words.” (Reply, p. 117). OFf the * abundant in-
stances of misepresentation of Dr'Wiseman's se.
timents and misinterpretation of his expressions”,
which he “has had to point out”, the reader of
the foregoing Pages will be able to form some
judgement. I am not aware that I have omitted
to record any alleged instances of that nature.—
The passage, to which the charge of Parsirica-
TION relates, may be found in Dy Wiseman's
Lectures, p. 61, and in my volume on the Euchar.
ist, p. 87; and shall be onec more transcribed :
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“If to feed on Christ mésn to believe In Christ, thes,
o est the flesh of Christ (if the phrase has to be nzm:uidqrﬂlj
parallel) must signify to believe in the flesh of Christ. This
is abewrd; for the flesh and blood of Christ was net an
ohject of faith to those who realy sinned by I:rL'!h:'r_mg him
too literally to be only & man; nor can our belief in them

he the source of eternal life""

It is worthy of remark that Dr Wiseman's
mode of writing, in the preceding extraet, was
deemed so strange by Philalethes, as to draw
from him the eensure implied in the expression
& paltry quibbling " ; aud Phtlalethes—as Dr 1I|'r"!5u\.
man  confesses—* generally preserves a becoming
dignity of phrase.” Most willingly do I avew my
sense of the superior judgement of Philalethes, in
his trestment of that extract. I now feel how
hopeless must have been any attempt of mine
to understand a passage by him designated as
“paltry quibbling”. On a review of that n:!:trm:F.
I ean searcely imagine a mistake, for which it
will not furnish a good exeuse. The fact, then,
is—that when I found this reasoning—= If to foed
on Christ mean to believe in Christ—then, to
eat the flesh of Christ muost signify to believe in
the flesh of Christ. This is absurd”—1 referred
the word “this™ to what immediately preceded ;
and conceiving Dr Wisernan to have affirmed that
“to believe v fe fleak of Christ * is “absurd ™,
I stated that proposition as his. If T was wrong
in so deing, the reader at that time had the ex-
tract fairly before him; and therefore was as well

e s L Gk b i
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able to judge of that matter, as the reader is pt
the present moment. In hig Heply, Dr Wise.
man has two pages (117—] 19) of comment upon
the crime laid to my charge; and finally entreats
his reader “to caleulate what his adversary's tri-
umph and seorn would have been, had he ever
detected Aéim [Dr Wiserman] in such a practice
#s this."—I ought also to observe that the learned
author has expatiated upon the meaning of the
Passage; but from some canse or other, T can
make neither more nor less of its objeet, than [
did when it first engaged my attention. And so
much for the alleged ¥arLsiFICATION of D
Wiseman's words,

A few pages back—that is, in P T4—Dr Wige.
man accused me of hypercriticism in supposing
that, when writing of our Lord, he could do
otherwise than include, in the term eating kim,
the eating of Ais flesh, We now find the learned
author drawing a distinetion between the expres-
sions; and, go far as [ can perceive, attributing
to his opponents, as a consoquence, a correspond-
ing distinetion between believing in Cheist and
believing in Ais flesh. This is stated for the sole
purpose of showing that my mind is still perplex-
ol in my attempts to understand the drift of the
extract in the Iast page....Philalethes was right.

My object, in drawing up these ohservations,
being not o mueh to vindicate my opinions and
arguments, when they happen to differ from those

- '*’rﬂ—'--;.'::',‘-.."-'-}"'w.:-ﬁ.--::':." T
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of Dr-Wiseman, a5 to examine those "# ibnindauit
instances of misrepresentation of his sontiments
and misinterpretation of his expressions” which
he has “had to peint out”—I have but little to
state, respecting the learned author's sixth reason
for believing that there is a change of topie at the
48th verse. Under this head, however, there is
ane complaint against me, which 1 will exhibit
in his own words, as given in his Reply, pp.
122, 128: '

“I must not omit to point out 1o the reader nnather
instance of Dr Turton's hebitual innccuracy in stating my
views, im spite of his ‘consciousness of having represented
evety thing faithfully. He asserts that *Dr W. holds that
in John vi. lore, or charity, is the internal principle implied
in emling the fesh of Christ according to his own lteral
sonde.  Now 1 never asserted any such thing. I said,
indeed, that in the latter portion of the discourss, the effeets,
attributed to eating the flash of Christ, are such as Fijaresenit
love. There Is a great difference between thess two things ;
and the substitution of eae for the other gives I T"s argui-
ment, at the moment (an argument otherwise not worthy of
s serfous answer), an air of more Plawsibility.”

When I stated that, according to Dr Wige-
man, fove, or charity, is * the internal prineiple im-
plied in eating the flesh of Christ,” in the Kteral
eense—I alluded to the following passage in his
Lectures, P 09— After the place where we
suppese the transition made, he speaks mo lenger
of our coming to him, but of onr abiding in
Aim, and ke in we. And this is a phrase which
always intimates union by foee” And I do still
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think that Dr Wiseman, in the passage now quoted,
scemed to represent love, as “tha internal prinei.
ple implied in eating the flash of Chrigt "—not.
withstanding his declaration that * he never gs-
serted any such thing.” Any difference in words
_-—a.!thﬂlug]l without a pereeptible change of mean-
ing—would probalbly be, in Dy Wiseman's esti-
mation, another instance of my * habitual inge.
n1|rac}r in stating his views, " For my awn part,
being a plain man—and 50 by mo means solicitoys
about modes of expression—I really should have
supposed that, to say— ¢, effects, attributed to
cating are guch g represent Jove "— would be
much the same a5 g say—"love iz the ip-
_tnrmtl principle implied in edting "—ag jts e,
if you please; for my phrase no more ercluded
the principle of Jove gg an cffeet, than Dr Wise.
man's other phrase, respecting wnion by fove, ver.
bally ineluded jt......T ohserve, indeed, {Lectures,
P- 60) another sentence oq the subiject; but it jg
by no means free from obseurity, any more than
is the sentence—» ghe effects, attributed to eating
the flesh of Christ, are such as represent fope”..
So much for my “ habitual inaceuracy in stating "
D Wiseman’s views,

After all, my mode of expressing, what I be-
lieved to be Dr Wiseman's meaning, has done him
some service. It has furnished him with a deci.
sive sentence, in reply to an argument which I had
mh'a:ém:cd- “There is a great difference”, the
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learned author writes, * between these two things;
and the substitution of ome for the other gives
Dr T's argument for the moment (an argument
otherwise not worthy of a serious answer), an air
of more plausibility.”—That I am net, even yek,
ashamed of the argument, may be collected from
my now offering it to the resder’s notice :

“To say the truth, Dy Wiseman, while distussing this
topic, writes like a wan who is convinced that his argument
= invulnersble ; nevertheless, there will be po great :Ii.ﬂ".rult_lr
i dlscovering s weak points. After the lesrned aviber lad
crnployed almost ewenty pages in proving that o et the flesk
of any one 15 uzed mrrnp.'mricnl'.':n,- in a badl soise, a0 that, when
interproting John vi, the metaphorical meaning must be dis-
carddedl—he eught, by all means, to have added a few pages,
1o show that fo eaf ke sty of avy one i= weed .|'.i.r.-r'm'-!:g- in &
good sense, so that there was w positive rexson for maintaining
the lteral meaming in opposition to the figurative. I extrone-
ouy nsage is to be the test in one cass, wo are justified in ex-
pecting that it should be produced in anciher.  Dr Wiseman
bolels that, in John vi. fere, or n’iun':'lllu, iz the intermal Flri1=4:i|'||r-
implirﬂ 1 rm':'n_}_' e I,n'.-p.ﬁ o Christ, nm;ﬂmliu.lq te his awn
Eteral senee @ he ought, then, to follow up his own iﬂun; and
make out, by elutlons from the Old Testament, the Arabie,
the Syriac, the Greek, sl so an, that the literal eating of the
Eesh of a person, with a feeling of fvve and charify, admits of
r:'c:l_'ll|3r-..lr-.l_ht;llll ) |:i|l|-. e, !I;I.':|

I have, as the reader is already aware, no in-
tention to diseuss either the validity of arguments
summarily eondemned, or mere differences of opi-
mion.  Let the precoding passage be considered as
a specimen of the work from which it is extracted,
by any reader who happens to be unacguainted with
that work; and as ]III:' will not perhaps discover

—
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SECTION V.

JEWIAH FREJUDICRS AND MODEE OF IKTERFRETING
OUN LORD'E DISCOURIER

1. Dr Wisemax having laid {]nw?. a8 prin-
ciples to guide him in the jnmmm'faunli of lhf:
discourse in the sixth chapter of 5t John, ;'l"rﬂ
maxims—the one from Mr Burke, namely, that
“in all bodies, those who will Jead, must also, in
a considerable degree, follow: they must cm;lfurm
their propositions to the taste, talent and HjIH.‘.l-
sition of those whom they wish to ::umiur:tl-—
the other from Dr Whateler, that "‘t]lli.' preac |r.;r,
who is intent upon carrying his pint, :s!mud.
use all such precautions as are not inconsistent
with it, to avoid raising lml'n'l-'uum'!'_rle impressions
in his hearers”"—I could mot avoid m.nﬂdermg
how far such maxims were really Ippltnﬁ]}]ﬂ: to
cur Lord, as a divine instructor, _T]:m: mﬂme:::
indeed, appeared to be formed with mﬂ:rmwtn
what is expedient in the eves of men al;;ma:,r
although completely adapted to Mr Burke's e
of a popular assembly—the sort of person w o
he had in view—and mot 1I].:1-Jr_n]:n-rt|rfg wi
Dr Whateley's preacher, were, in my cahmnt;:nl,
altogether unsuited to the charscter of our Re-
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deemer, ag pourtrayed in  ghe Gospels. They
seemed to be inexpressibly derogatory to that chy.
racter; and therefore I stated my opinion on the
whole matter, in terms not to be mistaken, To
say the truth, I am glad I did s, That is
not an opinion to be repented of The subject
has many important bearings, and much might
be said upon it: by let the reader judge for
himself of the propriety with which Iy Wise.-
man has applied the maxims to our Lord, [y A
case of this kind, proof is out of question. Feel.
ing must depide the paint,

Although 1 thought the simple enunciation
of Mr Burke's maxim suflicient to show thay it
ought not to he applied to our Lord's eonduct,
T was anxious that the readers of my work should
know how far My Burke himself was from ap.
Plying it to persons employed in the duties of
moral or religious instruetion. I thereforg pro-
duced from hig + Reflections an the Revolution in
France, the Pastage of which the maxjm forme
& part; thus proving thay Ay Burke’s attention
was directed to the mode of governing an excitn
multitude, asseinhlod for political Purposes. Dy
Wiseman (Reply, pp. 133—135) censures me for
thus giving the context of Mr Burke's maxim ;
selects a sentence from the context, and asks me
whether I mean Lo h:u:it'maf;uJ &e. ; maintains that
it is not usual to cite contexts; and declares that
the whale Proceeding is “a misershje trick™. By
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I will extract a few sentences from the learned
author, on the subject:

“Iir T. goes to Burke's work, and Ends that the words
I have extracted are in n Patsage tresting of the revolutionary
party ; and, therefore, ia siruck with herror at my applying it
te oar Savieur's teaching. To ealm this awful fecling, which
gives occasion o a very effective display, T need anly shearve
that Burke introduces the words 1 quete, ns a general aim,
applicable v ~irtuous assemblies as well as to wicked anes, to
¥irtuous ar to  “vious instructors.  He goes on to Ray, * fheres
Jore, if an assemw ¢ ls viciously or feebly composed’, &
Does Dr T. mean to imsinasdte, thot by taking the orstor's
axiom, I ean be ressonably charged with applying it to a
similar rase, when all the circumstances prev Lhiat I cansider
vurs one clean the costrary?......Surely the Professor will
not maintain that it is usual or just—to trace every guotation
of & general remark to its sowrces, with the ides that the Eiter
18 bound to adopt the particulir application of it in the origi-
nal...... And if not, mrely it is a miserable trick—to act as
he has dose, and try to excite indignation against a quotation,
by citing passages which were neither alluded to, nor in the
least conmected with, the use made of the citation,”

I have already given my reasons for thinking
that 1 was called upon to state the occasion of
Mr Burke's maxim....I did not particularly direct
the reader's attention to the sentence singled out
by Dr Wiseman; and therefore did not insinuate
unything....Whether the context of a quotation
shall be produced, must depend, ot on general
rules, but on peculiar circumstances. A reference
of this kind may be absolutely indispensable in
one instance, and thoronghly impertivent in an-
ather...... What Dr Wiseman deseribes as “a mi=
serable trick”, I felt to be a bounden duty. In
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50 different o light may the same action appear
to different persons.
Respecting that great ond of our Lord’s per-
sonal ministrations—the spiritual welfare of s
countrymen—ithere could be po dispute between
Dr Wiseman and myself; and if the learned Jec.
threr had taken this eircumatance into acconnt, he
might have rendered his Feply shorter by several
pages.  Had he borne in mind that the questian
under consideration related not te fhe end, but o
the methads employed with a view to that end,
he wust have folt assured that my expressions
could refer only to the methods employed. When,
for instance, I wrote thus (p. 109): “ If we may
Judge from owr Lord's own proceeding, he must
have frequently had some other objeet, besides
that mentioned by Dr Wiseman—namely, that of
‘gaining the attention of the Jews, mﬂ. concilia-
ting their esteem’"—jt iz pretty clear that the
phirase, *some other object”, must meam *some
other method " —and cannot in any way refer to
“the end™ shove mentioned :  and therefore, al.
though 1| madvertently wsed the wopd ohjeet™,
which Dv Wiseman had applied to « gaining over
the Jews to the doctrines of Christianity”, no-
thing whatever depended wpon that ward, Any
other word, a5 purpose”, when considered as in.
dicating the manner of discoure, methed of pro-
cedure, &e. &e. would have suited the sentence
Just as well. The point for discussion was o

-
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Lord's alleged purpose (let us eall it) of k E';I.‘i'ﬂ-
ing the attention of the Jews and eoneiliating
their esteem”—for his disconrses, according to Dr
Wiseman's explanation given in his Reply—More
than this I will not offer, by way of ebservation
upon that paragraph (pp. 196, 187), which begins
with “a remark upon snother of my elever per-
formances” —and ends with phrases respecting
“solemn trifling, or something much worse”— g
palpable falsification of words"—and * proving
that our Lord's object in *his ministry was not to
conciliate esteem.”

By means of an axiom, to be cuusidn;-mfl ,“
generally applieable to our Lord’s manner of dis-
course, Ilr Wiseman scems to have intended to
give a colouring, in favour of hiz awn vie“:'a, to
certain portions of the discourse in John vi. It
appeared to me when formerly considerin £ the sub-
ject, as it does siill appear, that, instead n.l" pro-
ceeding on the assumption of an axiom—which is,
in all eases, lisble to the ohjection of having been
framed with an eye to a partieular result—the
most satisfactory method of arriving at a principle
would be an examination of the facts, presented
by our Lord's discourses, s recorded in the Gospels.
For this purpose, I quoted Luke xii, 49, 51 ; where
we find our Lord declaring—* I am come to send
fice on the earth.”—* Suppose ye that I am come
to give peace on earth ? 1 tell yon, Nay; but ra-
ther division" :—also Luke xiv. 26— If any man

—
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come to me, and hate not hig father and mother,
de. yea and his own life also, he cannot be my
diseiple,” [ quoted thess, ag showing that thers
were oceasions on which eur Lopd's immediate pur.
pose could not be, secording to the sxiom hor.
rowed from Mr Burke, “to conform his Proposi-
tions to the taste, talent and  disposition” of hig
hearcrs—or, to wse Dy Wiseman's own language,
“to gain their attention and conciligte their esteem®
—either for his doctrines gr himself.... Afrer stating
that “most of the Fathers, as St Ambrose, fe.
understand by the fire (Luke xii. 49) which Jesus
wished vehemently to see kindled, the light and
flame of the Holy Spirit, faith, devation and

charity; and that Tertullian, followed by one or
two others, understands the hatred and  persecu-

tions which were to pursue his faithfyl diseiples™
—Dr Wiseman asks, = What does this example

prove, il the interpretation of antiquity have any

weight #"—I  answer, Whichever of those inter.

pretations are taken, it proves that our Lord did

not, 1o that instanee, “conform his propositions

to the taste, talent and disposition™ of his hearers,

The learned author, however, is right in supposing

that “I prefer the opinion of more modern com.

mentators, who explain this text, by the wards

that follow, of dissension and discord.” On this

supposition he thus writes :

" Once more | mik, whither does thig quatatian fend ¥
If it be directed o confite my Essertion; that Chrfst was
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anxiows to draw sl] 1o hitnself, and was intent upon Lis gl.
ject of converting the Jews, thep I must conclude ghyt Iie
Turton alleges it 1o Prove that, on e Couirary, our Loed
wished to produce disiension, &e. and only a partial egn.
version. And this s nathing short of downright blaspliemy,
I en the other hand, he considers thise words as only in.
dicating the LML) W CEs—pnk certainly desired, bt only
foreicen—of our divine Master's teaching, and therefire wites
them cally 1y prove that he did pot shrink fram proposing
the st disagrecable truthe to his hearers then, 1 sak,
what assertion of mime does ghat comfute, secing tha | hawvy
clearly asserted uy ppch 0 three ddstinet places, and
some length, vig : in P 38 again, at pog1; and, Enally,
at p. 18)." (Reply, p. I#1.]

With regard to the first supposition in the
preceding extragt— |y Wiseman must have very
well known that the diseussion turned upon the
Imemns employed by our Lord, and not upon the
end proposed to be obtained by them. Wiy, -
gard to the segan sipposition—which is the true
one—the quotation tends, with others of a like
character, to show he imprapriety of adopting
Mr Burkes AXIOW, 85 4 measure of our Lord's
conduet..., Iy Wiseman refers, as we have soen, to
three places in his Lectures, in which he touches
upon our Lord's tnelifference to mepe pogyidarity,
&e.; but of whay avail are those passages, so long
as the leared anghor can apply Mr Burke's axiom,
a8 the means of inturiwting onr Lord's discourses,
whenever the expedient may be theught desirable

On such texts a8 Lauke xii 3 51; and xjy,
26 ; many uwseful observations might be offered,
This, however, is pog the proper occasion for gp
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undertaking of ghay kind, I must content my.
self with entreating the repder to eonsider how
few of the divine dispensations gre earried on by
means which are jp Perfect accordanes with our
notions of things ; and ¢, acknowledge, with s
Faul, that 54 WaYs are past finding oue.»

2. In proof that the Jews rightly uniderstood
the phrases of cating the flesh of Christ (Johp v
51—56) in 4 literal sense, 1y Wiseman, (in his
Lectures, pp, 95—103), endeavourp] to establish,
by an cxamination of partieylar mstances, the fl.
lowing positions - (1} “Whenever our Saviour's
EXPressions were crroncousiy taken in theiy literal
Bense, it was g constant practice instantly g
explain himself, g4ng let his audience understand,
that his words were to be taken figuratively ;»__
12)  “When his words were ightly understood in
their litera] sense, and by that correet interpret.
ation gave rige tg nrnmurs o objections, i Was
his custom to stand te his words, apg repeat again
the very seutiment which had given the offence,”
On the instapees slduced by Dy Wiseman, som e
remarks were made, jp my Roman Cutholic el
frine of" the Lwcharise contidered, [ pow Proceed
to notice what seems gy require notice, in the
learned authgrs Reply, so far g those instanees
are um:cenmd_h:-gi:ming With the cases in whiel,
“our Lord's figurative EXPressions werp wrangly
taken in the Jiteral sense.” (Repdy, P 145.)
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% (1) The first case was thus discussed by Dr
Wiseman in his Lectures :

* The frat example, which I shall give, it & woll-known
conversation betwesn our Saviour and Nicodemus, (John jii,
3—b) *Jesus answered and asid unto hiey, Amen, Amen,
I uy unto thee, unless s man be bora again, he cannot
enter the kingdom of God' This eXpression was ane i
ordinary wse among the Jewish doctors, to EACCE _[roses
Iytism. Nicodemus, whether from wilfaliess or eTTer, ook
the waords in their literal import, and made an aljestion P
cisely similar in form to the of the Jews : ¢ How can & mun
be boen when he is old 7 Oar Saviour instantly explaing the
words in their figurative eearng to him, by repeating them
with such n medification s could leave no farther doubt of
the sense in which he Bpoke them. ¢ Amen, Amen, I By unto
thee, unless a man be born again of maler and the Haoly Ghon,
he cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven '™ {pp. 95, 96.)

In commenting on the foregoing extract, T first
pointed out the difference of disposition hetween
Nicodemus in John iii, and the People of Ca-
pernaum in John vi.—as indicated by an apparent
desire to learn in the ene ease, and a manifest
determination to eavil in the other; and thus in.
ferred that our Lord might afford an explanation
to Nicodemus, and yet withhold ong from the Jews.
When, morcaver, I observed that the Council of
Trent had “ prononnced a curse upen him who
should turn our Lord's words, Freept a man he
born of water and af the Spirit, into any kind
of metaphor"—or understand them otherwise than
of the sacrament of Baptism by water—the pro-
bable conclusion seemed to he that what wauld
have appeared to Dr Wiseman, under other cir-
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cumstances, the obvious interpretation, gave way
to a “figurative meaning” better suited to the
purpose immediately in hand,

Dr Wiseman allows \Reply, p. 145)—Dbut
mainly, I thiuk, for the sake of argument—that
“ Nicodemus was an upright man, seeking the
truth™; and that “ the multitudes in John i,
were of & contrary character” —« Still", he goes on
to say, “if no point ean be shown where oup Lord's
conduct actually did change in his dealings with
men of different classes, this instanee has s right
to be brought in, as one of & series, tending to
establish the principle whereon Jesus universally
acted.” Buch are Dr Wiseman's notjons of things
in his Reply; but in his Lectures (p. 29), when
laying down his principles of interpretation, he
thus deseribed the conduet of g kind and skilfu]
teacher”™, with a view to our Lord"s discourses :—
“He will address himsclf very differently to friends
or to enemies; to those wha Are FTErl:I']-:E:IIiI:Ig' in
order to learn, or those wha are listening anly to
find fault.” When, besides, Dr Wiseman was
discussing the objection, that we have many jo.
stances in the New Testament, where our Lard,
far from giving such explanations [as Dr W,
imagined] seems rather desirous of keeping his
hearers in the dark”—he thought it » satisfactory
account of the matter to allege, as in the case of
the woman of Samaria {John iv), that our Lord's
observations were not received with the kind of
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disposition to which an explanation was likely to
be vouchsafed. How sl this is to be reconciled
with the learned author's hypothetical case« jf
no point can be showy where our Lord's conduct
actually did change iy his dealings with men of
different classes *.—] know mot. I am onee e
in a region in which | invariably lose my way.

With regard to the omission of the sferament
of Baptism, in the interpretation of the discourse
with Nicodemus, De Wisoman writes thus:

1 really was not avware of the Ffect, Gl he [D¢ T, re-
marked it [ am obliged to him for it : in another eclition the
ward slall, if prossibla, he introdiecr, thoigls oily to show
that it was po particular convenience to me wed to moniion
baptimm.  [n faet, so fur From my having ¢ studiously wvaided
the tlerm baptism* here, upen reading the prragraph over
again, T do net wall see whote I shall be shle to mtrodisen i
(Beply, po 1 Ly

The preceding paragraph, notwithstanding its
free and BASY air, exceedingly confirms me i the
belief, that the :illtl:l!'pl‘t‘i‘ﬂ.!iI.'llh—1l.1mf1]]-'. o Bap.
fism—which Dy Wiseman would most  probably
have given, as a matter of course, on another
occasion—would have been somewhat troublesome
in this instance: and that an explanation, involv-
ing a “figurative meaning " and oy todification™,
was better caleulated 1o lessen oliMicultios, My ab.
Jections weng pg far as this—that evei e word
was omitted,  The mepp insertion of the word
would not remove my objections.  When Dy
Wikeman states, as he does, P 140, that * @ g
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obliged to acknowledge that he has, in other iy,
skances, applied the Passage to  Baptism"— },
Seems to mistake the ohjeet of my remarks. The
application of the Pissige to Baptism in other
instances furnished g Slrong reason for expecting
the same application in the case yyder consider-
ation. When a man has interpreted o Passage
of Scripture in & certaiy way, is he, on thae
Account, at liberty to interpret it otherwise, when.
ever he thinks Proper to do 80 7...... Again, in
P 147 Dr Wiseman writes : “ The explanation te
Nieodemus... .did not reach the mammer iy which
the regeneration by Baptism was to be performed ;
it only satisfied himn of its spiritual natyre =
far as I ean understamd this aflirmation, it appears
to be looked upon with a sterp aspect, by the
Canon of the Council of Trent already adverted
to, and here given: «g; quis dixerit, squam ye.
ram et naturalem nom esse o Neeessitate Baptismi,
atque aded verba illa Dhomin; nostri Jesu Christj,
" Nisi quis renatus fuerit ox urfu;"u et Spiritn Sancto’,
ad metaphoram aliguam deforserit, anathema esto,”
According to this Canon—if I mistake mot its jim-
part—*the explanation to Nicodemus ® wag ip.
tended to do wmuel more than “satisfy him of
the spiritual nature” of regeneration.  But the
reader has the case before him. Lot him decide
the point as he may think right,

After all, Iy Wizeman holds, | belicve, that
our Lord’s disconrse with Nicodemps e to he
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understood of Baptim., He also holis that the
Iatter part of our Lord's discourse in Johy vii i
0 be understood of the Eucharist, Now, Nico.
demus certainly did not—when | asked, * How
N a man be born when he i old? "—mare som.
Pletely misapprehend gy Lord, than the Jews
did—whey they asked, © oy can this man give
us his flesh to egyon And therefore Dy Wise.
MAW's own system would here lead us to expect,
that some explanation should he given—at leqst
by means of 54 « figurative meaning ” and vy
medifieation "—in  the [atter case, ag weil as in
the former. Elsewhere the i¥stem forbids such px.
Pectation.  So fur, indeed, as [ cap pereeive, the
system not only faily 1o accomplish the Purposes
 for wlhich it was formed, byt congists of parts gs
much at variance with each other as the elements
of any system can casily be imagined to be,

(2) The next exsmple to be considered ig
taken from Matt, xvj, 6. In Dr Wiseman's OFi=
ginal discuesion of this text (Lectures, P 96),
there was 5 reference to Luke xij, 1, on which
I' made some remarks (p. 139). Those remarks
furnish, as the learned author writes, (Reply, p,
147) * another instance of my inexplicahle per-
version of his words and meaning; and, at the
same time, a gurious Inconsistency in my own
assertions.” Let yg, therefore, examing the matter.

Our Lord's disciples having « forgotten to take
bread * { Matt. xvi. B), * Jesus said unto them, Take
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. heed, ang beware of the leaven of ‘fhe Pharisees
d of the Sadducees™ disciples togl this
literally; gp4 0 misunderstogd their master._
who speedily corrected their mistake, by adme.
Mishing them to “beware of the doctring of the

ﬁrinae; and of the Sadducees, Dr Wiseman
?‘Iﬂ'l-':l:l'.lg stated a]] thi, Very properly, Proceeded 4,

;Husi:mm *ur Lord's eomdygg on  that secasion,
Y means of whay is recorded in the bepipg
of the 19§ chapter of S5t Luke. “ﬂurgdli:;::lf
master”, iy Wisernan Wrote (p. 97) “wished g
employ fefore the crowds the game figure ag
have jyst heard; ang pe had perepiveg that j¢
WS not easily understood ; and pe therefore adieq
this explanation, "“Beware ye of 41, leaven of
the .:F'lmrinmw. which g !|}rpﬂc:riu}r'."-—h’ﬂ-n'. tha

‘l:im.i: it wag addressed £y g, cPowds: but on turn-
g to Luke xjj LT found thyy though « g,
were patherad together ap Innumerahjp multitude
of people, insom pely that they trode 008 upon
a!'m!:!mr.'* our Lgpg = began 1o Y wnte kip i
erples ,.I‘.'I'T'H O all, Bownre Ye of the legven of

WS addressed the diseiplos op to the erowdg.
m:_:i therefore | thoughy ;¢ right to paing out the
mistake inty whig, every reader, who dig mot stop
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to examine Luke xii. 1, must inevitably fall. This
I did, by quoting the words of St Luke. And
if the ease mentioned by 5t Luke was really to
the purpose, why, I would now ask, was it not
given in the Evangelist's own words?—In ﬂr»:rm
menting upon the mistake to which Dr W ige-
man's readers were exposed, I used the fallowing
expressions: “ As if there were some spell over
the mind of this learned lecturer, which left his
faculties no power but to mislead—what we ac-
tually read is, that our Lord Begen fo say o
his diseiples first of all, Beware ye of the leaven
of the Pharisees, which is hypecrisy. So that
the opening of the discourse was not in the lc-a_.sl:
addressed to the crowds” In opposition to this,
Dr Wiseman states in his Reply, p. 148: =1
asserted that our Saviowr wished to employ these
images BEPORE ke erowds, as Dr T. himself
quotes me; and yet, ‘by some spell,” he changes
my words, and charges me with saying they
were addressed ‘1O the erowds’ F"—It is now
my turn 1o anewer; and I answer thus: How
it could possibly come to pass that I should, at
one and the same time, gwote Dr Wiseman's
own words—nErFonE #he crowds—and yot change
his words, and charge him with saying they were
addressed To the erowds—is a point which can
only be explained—if it ever is explained —by
persons deeply wversed in such mysteries.  More-
over, people may be misled as completely by am-
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biguous phrases, e by phrases directly affirming
what is not tigeand my complaint against D
Wiseman was—unot that he said that our Lord's
words were addressed to the erowds,—but that he
had used an ambiguous phrase, instead of giving the
Evangelist's plain aceount of the matter. The am.
biguous phrase—nrronz the crowds—I repeat jt—
would inevitably lead all those readers, who did not
setually refer to Luke xii, 1, to the inference that
our Lord's admenition was directed To the crotes
—whereas he was then beginning to speak o Ais
disciples first of all. What | before stated, T now
re-state—namely, that “ the opening of the dis.
course was not in the least addressed to the croweeds,”

We mow come to that " eurious inconsistency
I my own assertions ™, of which Dy Wiseman,
38 we have seen, promised some notice ; and he
thus descants upon it :

“This is by no wieans the most curious part of the
matter. T beg the resder o have the patience to turn back
W op 110 of D Tucan's own book, where he will find
thesy words i— When, far instance, he {Christ) declared in
the mpreseace L T —. wotiifude of people (Lauke
xih 1), as well a5 of his disciples [Luke xii, ] Mers
we have thia very  filenaies vers, Luke xij, 1, quoted to
Pprove that cortain wargls were apokan beftre Bhe croweds,
which in p, 140 iy alleged o convict me of misleading,
deceit, anel heaven hAows whai, far ying exacily the ssme
thing ! If the first verie of that chopter proves for Dr T,
when it ftted his Pirpose, that the discourse there reearded
was spokien *in the presemce of an innumerslile mnltituad
of peaple,’ surely it cannet, b s COBYERICHen, Tirove thad
it was net made Pefore fhe crands™ { Repdy, [ 145}

Ly o i

f—
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o Pririias Hinsos? for having heen addressod sometimes to his djs.
Now, in . the H“]:- ]ﬂ"":' ;ial."mﬂﬂj' it might ciples, and sometimes o the people gt large ;
ﬂm“". of mmcudm%'ﬂ SRR L : and that there is occasionally, in the progress of
be gxhi;l:lltﬂ:t—'f.:'{l'lllll 0 IWB_?’ i T the discourse, 5 difficulty iy ascertaining for whom
D W’inlr.mu.n. _lﬂﬂt"“f'“d I.:fnrngﬂﬂb]}' mislead any the admanitions were intended. T oy feel some
Evangelist, which cou hick $1:Jd P ey degree of doult whether Lyke Xii. 49, reqlly
aone, employed a phrase w Rl Ao was addressed to the People ; by however that
lead every one who ““1 not ¢ PR il may be, it is beyond al] doubt, ag I have said,
. ltlIIE'!.DIg[m't:l::i PI::::: ;;:P:Hltiml 1.gn find, rather that Luke xii. 1, was Mot addressed to them,
fests Dir sl 1y ! .
; o leged inconsis- ) _ .
than his ahility to prove, ﬂi_e r:!fi]]f:d; %o Ticka Searcely anything appears o have -disturbed
tency. [In the tllf:rd -|:|!:|l1lt.I dhik - auems Dr Wiseman s, mueh ag the ehjections brought
xii. 1, beenusa I wished to s wT‘f]_ o il 8. he farward, by Fhilalothes Cantabrigiongiy and  my.
was present—as | rfl'ﬂ'll"-‘dh t:' j;ﬁ laclelis e self, against the learned auther's estimate of the
cause | wished to show tdﬂ e the: Tirengelists character gy disposition of the people of Caper-
present. [ moreover eonsi rﬂ P e nanm, to whom our Lond's discourse in Johy vi.
statement st l—ﬂm;“ sn indication that was  addresged, Besides meidental repmgp), o
to kis diwiples firat of a _:;dmm ed afterwards, this topic, he employs o considerah] portion of
the cromde th:-.msclvﬂh“ﬁ':‘:-mrmin words®, wiidh eleven pages of hijse Beply (pp. 143—154), in
In the fourth place, ¢ o e e, : vindieating the favourable opinion he had forme
I adduesd, as spoken b'l:'ﬁ.’” rtﬂ g Tr:lmﬂg'c-]'tsh of them. The best sccount of the matter—sg
re Tk ““':'Di:“l:' mi'inﬂ.‘ to the dlrsci. ! far, at least, as I can judge—is Biven (pp. 143,
our Lord employed, 'h'IL!J I:T]:mm” ks o 144) in the following terms .
ples first of all—but obs solnsion 5 Ghin Bk . “At p. 49, the Professor tharges me with having «4
in the discourse. The conclusion, 7 . Pawerful imagination ', because T gaig that sur Lords dis-
last place, is—that the charge of * curions course ‘opened amidst the watider, the admirgtion and the
ks J'“ e 3'3, , ich. if established, could have reverohnce of moltiydes Now, e seems 1o admit that re.
incﬂnmﬂtﬁﬂf}f’ "—which, i i T apect, ab least, nodmated the hearers at the oitset, P 1243,
rendered the learmed author no [ The sentenee illiziled ¢ by Dir W, is this: ‘In the outset f
¢ failed in his endeavour to establish. the conferenco, the Peaple, hoping for 4 repotition of (b,
uttﬂ]} I“. g let me ﬁna”}' observe, that miracle faf ghe lonves) seem to have treated ouy Faord wiy,
On this E“bjtﬂt ‘_:' Eiks it = remarkable tame respect.”]. .. This iy nist maeh
our Lords diseourse in Luke xii.

mar, I think, wifp Ny
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cae think it sufScient, who attends to the following comaiders
ations: First, That after the mirncle of the boaves, the people
exclaimed, This is of a trath Tue prophot (¢ wpoguiree) that
is come inta the warld, (¥i04.) Secomdly, That they wished
to make him & king, and that even by force, (v.158.) Thirdly,
That the crowds waited gl might by the sea shore, for they
know that Jesus did mot embark during the night, {v. 22.};
or, at lenst, assemabled thirs carly next morning. Fourthly,
That they procured shipping, and crossed the sen 10 20 b
him again, upon learning thet he was on the other side. (v 24.)
I ask any unprejudiced person, are these equivoeal marks of
fwonder, sdmiration, and reverence'?  Could nny ang desine
stronger ¥ Or is it & streteh of imagination to conslder them
such? I make thee remwks, not maerely in reply to the
prsage referred to in Dr Turton, but in reference slso to
Philalethes's apparent surprise at my calling sur Lord's
awdlience, *ardent and enthusinstic hearers . That they were
dull of apprehension, unspiritually minded, &e, | willingly
sdeit—so were all the Jews; but that they were uwinler 1he
influence of enthusinem for Jesus, the fuct of wishing to make
him & king is surely evidence, or humun natere can pliy us
andly false:—that they were ardent, their parsuit of him
across the lake is certainly some proed”

By means of these and similar remarks, Dr
Wiseman meets the objections to his representa-
tions of *“the wonder, sdmiration and reverenes"—
the “ardent and enthusiastic™ feelings—prevailing
amongst the multitude st Capernaum, He dwells
also upon the circumstance, that, besides * the
twelve”, there were, amongst the erowd, numbers
of “disciples"—who must be supposed to have
had more correct notions, than were entertained
by the rest, of our Lord’s character. Something
is clearly to he allowed in this respect, We
happen, however, to have a more certsin method,
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than thut_ afforded by Dy Wiseman's Teagonin
of ascertaining  the gemernl  disposition of mﬂ:
People.  In that Very page of mine (P 49}, to

the ‘Im: eXtract, & senfence was submitted ¢y |y
c-l;uuﬂdrmtim, which does not feom to have seg I:'.:
his attention_g, far, at least, as opg ma u:;i
ﬂ'ﬂ[_ﬂ the fact of hie not having taken the siJlutg:
notice of it, iy his f;’:gpiy. If, indecd amtirf: ﬁ:;-
been there taken of it, I am SOrTy t::- say, that
the proceeding has eseaped my observation -I and
I' heartily beg the learned author's pardon r T}
truth of the matter, then, is this After I'J’]L:' mi, "'3
::!r.- 1.rf' the loaves—g/pe- the popular cxch.u.mti‘u:_
This is of & tryh the prophet, & gl tihe'
{fefefmiuntiu:n to make Jesus g king—ager the
w.:i:tu]g all night by the ses ﬁhu.'-rc—f:?_ﬁr.r the
pursmit of him serogs he lake—eapter gyepy (i
Dr Wiseman's estimation ) unequivoeal marks ”[]'
“wonder, admiration and Teverence "—af g, nt
and enthusiastie* leelings—unlogy o human Iullu“
Play us sadly false .y 54¥, @fter all these eviden i
of the correctness of e Wiseman's opinion =
Liord opened his discoyren (v. 26), to the peo ](: :E:u
sought him, in the following terms : F'yﬂ'{;.rprrr.r'e'u
I mg.r_ Ml you, Fe seal me, nol Becoyse ,,g.-r mi:
the miracles, byt becanse ye didd oar of the lapes
anel were Silled.  Such iy he sentence whiel, .‘;t '
Pears in the 4g¢h Page of my former work - 'ui-lh-
that sentence I wij) stand by, as 5 proaf tha,r. Itju-
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people, to whom it was addressed, were & gross
and low-minded people—in opposition to all the
Teasons to the contrary, which Dy Wiseman has
produced—or which he may produce, even if they
should oceupy a folia valume.

(3) Dr Wisemnan, as I have stated, main-
taimed in his Lectures that, when our Lord's
hearers mistook his meaning by too literal an
interpretation of his words, it was his comstans
practice instantly to deelare their figurative im-
port; or, in other language, (p. 100) that our
Lord “undeviatiogly adhered" to this rule. A-
maongst the instances terding to establish the rule,
Dr Wiseman produced John visi 21— Jesus said,
Whither I go, ye cannot come® As our Lord
had several times adopted this turn of thought
and expression, I endeaveured to trace hiz method
of treating the subject; thereby intending rather
to illustrate Seripture, than to confute Dr Wise.
man. On a previous occasion however {(John wii,
34), which I mentioned, our Liond said, * Where
I am, thither yo cannot come”; and when the
Jews asked smong themselves, “ Whither will he
go, &e” he gave them no answer. My conclu-
sion, therefore, was —that, in a case Precisely
amilar to that adduced by Dr Wiseman, the
tule did not hold good; so that it was wof our
Lord's “constant Practice” to give the figurative
meaning of his expressions—he did oz o undevi-
atingly adhere” to Dr Wiseman's rule—0f the

Iaufmd author's reply to th, point, the only part
which [ ean understand is gy stated (p. 154),
“Dr Turton argues that our Jord did not ex.
Plain his words, hecaysg on subsequent oocasions
he used the same Ianguage, ang Was not undc-r:
stood.”  Now withont stopping g inquire— g j¢
is pot worth while—how I argued from whae
gecurred “on subsequent oecasions ", | affirm that
I al'si_:n argued from what wgred o & provigy,
occasion; and thag | then proved the IncoTTegt.

ness of [p Wiseman's rule,

4. There seems nothing to prevent our now
I[m:cmi:ing to the eomsideration of the “ Instances
i which u-u?-ium*s words were richtly taken
I:n their Jiter fsense, and objected aguinst : wherg

€ repeats the wordy g akj .
g oo jected 1o, (Feply,

(1) Dr Wiseman (Lectures, p. 100) hag quoted
Matt. ix. g g, where, on the DLCASION of gy
I:anl‘r.i'ﬁ saying to the man ok of the palsy, « Thy
sins be forgiven thee "—the serihp « sald withiy
themselves, This man blasphemeth "« 4 Jesug
knowing their thoughts, saig, Wherefore t].a:'nk’
Ye evil in your heartgs For whether i, casier,
to say, Thy sing be JSorgiven thee, or o say, Arise
and walk 2., « gy that ye may know that the
Son of Man hath PIWer fo forgive sine, g In
this instance, ghe Power of forgiving sing Was pe.
asserted ; when, if not openly objected to, i Was
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secretly murmured. agsinst......Dr Wiseman gave
the following aceount of the matter: “The hearers
took the words in their literal meaning, and were
right in doing so; still they expressed their dis-
pleasure with them, saying—' This man blasphem-
eth'.” From this account, as it appeared to me,
the reader would naturally suppose that there had
been formal ohjections and replies—giving the case
8 greater resemblance to that of John vi. than an
examination of the passaze would warrant. My
opinion, which I fiirly avowed, was, that it would
have been better if Dr Wiseman had quoted the
Evangelist accurately ; and this T think the learned
suthor will nﬂmit—-nnmithstum]iug his page and
a half of vindieation.

In p. 151, I quoted, a5 a parallel case, Luke
vii. 36—50; where on our Lond's saying to a
woman, who was present ss he sat at meat in a
Pharisee’s house, Thy sins are forgiven " they
that sat at meat with him began to say within
themselves, Who is this that forgiveth sing alsa?™
On this occasion, our Lord made ne remark apon
their secret thoughts; but ssid to the wonan,
“Thy faith hath saved thee; go in peace,” My
inference from this example was, that “our Lord
did nof always “stand to his words’ (an expres-
sion used by Dr Wiseman) ; nor * repeat the very
sentiment which had given offence’ (an EX[res-
sion likewise used by Dy Wiseman).” On this
subject, the learned author writes as follows :
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"rAnd thus e Appears,’ obeerves Dr Tyrton, avem
according to Dr Wissman's own mode of exemplification,
that oar Lord did mot always stand to his wards, fa fhe
meaneng intended by the learyed awthor” It f3 a pity thast
e should have added the last clause, which completely
spails his argument. 1 do not *op to noticy the wnwarrang-
able assurance with which he determines the mesning in.
femded by ma: it certainly s not thep meaning expresved by
Be. For If he, or the reader, would be kipd enough g
lobk at P 109 of my Lecturer, ho woukl see that | haye
Plainly  declared o remson why such an examply ng this
{(if Dr Turton's view of j¢ be correct) can have no weight
in thy contreversy. For, according to him, our Lord an.
#wered not at all to the ol jection. Now, _ur inguiry being
how var Faoed answered in given cases, iwsely no eriterion
is to b deawn fram instances where he did not cofdescen
o reply at all” (p. 157))

In the first place, to the knewledge of any
WMeaning intended by I WiRman, exeept ns cor.
tified by Ais meaning expressed, 1 made no pre-
tension.  Whae understood, by  the meaning
tntended by him, will be seen from the fina)
cliuse of the :"f!""l-""J:I("E—Ul'IIiltf"III in Ir Wiseman's
quitation—* nop repeat the very sentiment which
had given offence”... Iy the second place, if Dy
Wiseman affirms, as he appears to do, that this
“certainly iz wof the meaning expressed” by him
—I must now unfold MYy reasons for believing
that it was. In his Lectures then, 102, we
mect with the following sentence : “The two rules
are sufficiently elear : when his hearers, misender.
stancing his words, rajse objections, Jesus expleing
them ; when undersinnding them right, they fin]
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-fﬂul’r, he repeats them,” A fow lines afterwards,

Dr Wiseman expresses his meaning by the words
—our Lord “repeats the obnoxioys eXpressions™
and this I supposed to be ghe meaning infended
by kim....With regard to the reference to p- 104,
Dr Wiseman undoubtedly there stated that “he
never said that our Saviour was bownd to answer
the objections of the Jews;" and that “he had
cxamined only his practice, when he gig AnEwer
or explain.” But be jt also  observed that, in
- 100, the grand rule, which I Wiseman laid
down, was—that “ when gur Lords words were
rightly understood in their literal sense, and gave
rise t0 murmurs or objections, it was hiz ensfom
to stand to his words, and repeat the very senii.
menf which had given offence ;" and that, in
P 103, he adverted o this, as our Lord's *jp.
variable practice”. On the manifest mconsistency
now pointed out, | animadverted in PP 176, 177,
of my former work, « Where,” 1 apain ask, * g
far as the drgument s coneerned, is the difference
between affirming that it was aur Lord's invarighle
praclice to answer—and thay he was boumd o
answer?™  And if it wag A invariable practiee
Yo answer, what is to be said of the netion of
“examining only his practice when he did g
swer "—Moreover, Dr Wiseman, as he asserts,
“never said that our Saviour was bownd to answer
the abjections'of the Jews:™ and yet, with o view
bo John vi. 51, &e, we find him assorting (Lee-

intrieacies, jn the midst of which, as in other in.
stances, [ am fairly bewildered,

Having accidentally observed that Dr Wizemay
has, in a subsequent page (172), touched upon the
APparent discrepancy mentioned in the Preceding
Paragraph, I will here submit fijs observations 1q
the reader : '

Houmess to decide religlons controversy, Dr Tortog might
be permitted tq write in this mentier, Or had T Jajd down

where answers had heen Eiven, he might, wigh & show of
Plausibility, have vetorted that I hge ¥werved from my ori
Final standing. Ruy where, in the same volime mpd chapter,
nay, within the same haifua-dogen Pages, I myself adidyee
the example, and BO RNSWET i1, it jg Plin that I hag the
enst, wnd its groands of exception, in my mind, whey
wrote the rule, op conelugion ; ami, Consrguently, cannor
be suspected by any inipartial sman—ghag is, by any one
who will not make a personal matter of o grpgt thealogical
inquiry—af kaving run ef my ground, or varipd ™Y Jrim.
ciples,™ (Heply, p. 172)

Ineonsistencies on the part of Dr Wiseman—
not less glaring than the one now considered
and oecurring “in the same volume and chapter_
have been pointed out in these pages. The truth
SeemE to be, that the method of interpreting Johy
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vi, laid dewn in the Lectures on the Eucharist,
cannot but involve the learned author jn disere-
pancies and contradietions,

The learned author further defends himself, by
ohserving that he “amight have divided the cases
in which difficulties were rajsed against our Lord's
words, into fhree instead of feeo classes " —which
18 perfectly true, inasmuch as any part of the
velume, taken at veature, might have heen
different from what it is. *But whe can feel satis.
fied that the rule, even when adjusted to the new
division, will not still redquire alteration ?

Dr Wiseman, moreover, (p- 159) elaims Luke vii,
36—50, as & case in fivomur of his own views :
on the ground, that the words, *“thy faith hath
saved thee”, addressed to the woman “after the
Jews' cavil (if eanil it be} may be considered as
tantamount to the ﬂ:-rl:-gr.liug Worgs, “thy sins are
forgiven thee, and as g re-assertion of our Lord's
pawer to grant pardon.”  This is one of Dr Wise.
man's best arguments: but how different are the
terms of his proposition, which suppose our Lopd
to repeat his obnoxious expressions, from the facts
of his not repeating  his expression at all—his
stlence towards the objectors—and his benignant
language to the woman... When Dr Wiseman
gocs on to sy, as he does, that our Lord thus
“ proves that he had heen rightly understood,” he
mistakes the purpese for which the instance s
adduced ;—which is not to prove the right under-

—
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standing of the liters] meaning—but, from the
right understanding, to prove the repetition of the
obnoxious expression, | wonder not, however, that
the learned author, with al his aeuteness, should
occasionally be perplexed by his own system,

Dr Wiseman finally hints, byt without insisting
upon the opinion, that the expression in Luke vij,
49, “Who is this that torgiveth sins ulge,” ez
betoken admiration rather than indigustion, Lot
the reader peruse the whole narrative ; and judge
from that, how far admiration is implied in such
An expression....The werds, Dr Wiseman writes,
“bear & resemblanee 1o the expression of wonder
in Matt, viij. 27, " What manner of man is this?

. for the winds and the sea obey him;’ or Luke iy,

36. *They talked among themselves, saying, What
word is this? for witl authority and power he
commandeth the unglegn spirits, and they go
out."”  Now, mot to dwell upon the very different
impressions produced upon the mind of the ob-
server, by the possession of POWEr as attested by
its marvellous effects, ung by the exercise of
authority without any visible result—impressions
50 different, that, witheut strong proof, it is dif-
eult to believe that the language produced by them
will be the same—Iot ys contrast the account given
i Luke vii. 49, with the aceounts in the other
two fexts, not iy the mutilated state in which
they are presented by Dr Wiseman, but as they
are given by the respective Evangelists,...On the
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one hand, then, we have Luke vii. 49, * And they
that st st meat with him began to say within
themselves, Who is this that forgiveth sins also?”
On the other hand, Matt. viii. 27, “But the men
MARVELLED, sying, “ What manner of man is

this, that even the winds and the sea obey him ™

and Lukeiv. 36, “ And THEY WERE ALL AMA EED,
and spake among themselves, saying, What a word
is this! for with authority and power he com.
mandeth the wnelean spjrits, and they come out.”
—It is needless, I presume, to pursus the subject
any farther; and indeed there seems to be nothing
to prevent our now proceeding to the consideration
of two texts; which, being apparently adverse to
Dr Wisernan's rule, he very properly undertook
to discnss,

(1) In John ii. 18—22, we find the fellowing
narrative of what occurred in the temple at
Jernsalem :

“ Then smswered the Jews and sabd wnto him, What
sign showest thou unio us, spping that thou doest these
things ! Jesus answered and said unto them, Drestroy thie
temple, and in three days 1 will raise it up.  Thom said
the Jews, Forty and six years was this temple in building,
and wilt thow rear it wp in three days. Bet he spake of
the temple of his body, When therefore he was risen from
the dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this
unto them; snd they believed the Scripture and the word
which Jewms had said."

Here, as Dr Wiseman observed { Liectures,
P 105), the Jews understood the wonls literally,

L

™
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when our Lord meant them to be understood
figuratively ; yet he gives no explanation, To
account for this proceeding, Dr W. * commenced
by remarking that the phrase [this temple] used
by our Lord, if referred to his body, was one in
such ordinary use among the' Jews, that le no
ways departed from the established forms of lan-
guage;” and couneluded a page of refercaces, in proof
of his position, by stating, that *the expression
wis one of such obvious cccurrence, that the Jews
otght to have understood him without difficulty”.
In his Reply, p. 168, the learned author proposes
to substitute—for the close of the last sentenoe—
the following, “the Jews might have umderstood
him, had they been less disposed for mere eaptions
cavilling”. 1 doubt whether the proposed change
is an improvement. For “eaptious cavilling” ean
scarcely be attributed to our Lord's immediate
diseiples; and it does not appear that they under-
stood the phrase, any more tham the Jews did.
This hewever is the primary reason, assigned by
the learned author, for ouwr Lord's not having ex-
plained the matter :—The Jews ought to have un-
derstood the phrase—or migh? have understood it
Now, as | observed, when commenting (p. 160, &e.)
on this primary reason, Dr Wiseman had before
shown, by “a minute analysis of the expressions
used in the former part [to v. 48] of the discourse
in John vi, that every phrase, as in common use
among the Jews, was r:thplu:l to convey the doe-
.|
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trines there taught”—in other words, that receiv-
ing the bread of ffe implied belicving in Jesus.
On that cccasion, thevefore, according to Dr Wise-
man's principles, the Jews oughf to have ubder-
stood the expressions, or might have understood
them, without difficulty. Yet they did not under-
stand them. How, then, did eur Lord proceed
in that instanee? Dr Wiseman shall, from his
Lectures (p. 74), answer the gquestion: *We dis-
covered that every phrase, as in common use among
the Jews, was adapted to convey the doctrine there
taught, and so our Swvionr czplained himself™
[ also remarked that Dr Wiseman, when treating
of our Lord's conference with Nicodemus, deseribed
the expression, bora agaire, as * one in ordinary use
among the Jewish doctors, to express proselytism®
—and added that “ Nicodemus, whether from wil-
fulness or error, took the words in their literal
import.” How then did owr Lord proceed in this
instanee 7 Dr Wiseman shall, from his Lectures
(p- 96), answer the question: * Our Saviour in-
Bt&l‘lll}' m‘.‘p[uintd the words in their figurative
meaning”. The inference from these instances
was—that the primary reason, why our Lord did
hot explain his meaning, could not, on Dr Wise-
man's own showing, be admitted, as sufficient to
account for the fact. To what was thus advaneed,
the learned author replies in the following manner :

“With the r!'.tupl:ir.u'l al, 1 think, a :up:r{-‘i]ﬁuu eriti-
ciam of a passage from Lucretius, there does not seewn much
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frult found with the accuracy of my remarks on the existence
ﬂf‘th# form of speech in question, in Jewish snd other
writers... . To the authors who affirm that our Lord's ex-
pression was conformable ta the Intelligible usages of speech,
1 bog leave to add another recent commentstor....l reean
Dr Scholiz of Bonn." (p. 162).

Dr Wiseman, from p. 107 to . 112 of his
Lectures, presented several views of the expres-
gion, “Destroy this temple”; as affording reasons
why our Lord might not have thonght proper to
rectify the mistakes of the Jews op the subject.
On those views I offered some remarks, which
the lesrned author has diseussed in his Reply,
On looking over his animadversions, I find some
particulars in which T scem to have misappre-
hended Aix meaning—and others in which he ap-
pears to have misapprehended mine; but 1 de-
spair of making these matters intelligible to the
reader, without extending my observations far be-
yond my wishes. 1 shall therefore restrict my-
self to & very few points which I shall mention
as briefly as possible. ;

(1) Had Dr Wiseman—instead of stating
{Lectures, p. 107) that “#he commentators, who
refer the phrase—*destroy this temple—wholly to
the resurrection, suppose two things: 1. That
our Lord decided the mesning of the phrase, by
peinting with his finger towards himself; 2. That
the Jews did really understand the matter cor-
rectly, and oljected only from malignity”—written,
as he proposes in his Reply, p. 163, “some com-

A
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mentators, &e."—my remarks, in pages 169, 170,
would not have been required.

(2) Dr Wiseman—in the part of his Lec-
tures under review, as well as in other parts—
quoted commentators in & manner which led me
to believe that he relied upon their autherity.
Thus, I supposed him to favour the notion of
those who held that our Loed peinted towards
himself. The notion seemed to be introduced as
a corollary from what had precalal: * Hence it
is, that the commentators, who adept the ordinary
interpretation, &c.”....0f the difficulties 1 have oc-
casionally experienced, and the perils I have had to
encounter, in tlL‘ﬂidilngE.l?‘ firhiet prirpose Dr Wise-
man introduced the opinions of commentators and
other writers, the reader may jodge from the follow-
ing quotations from his Reply: “ Having stated that
these writers maintain the Apostles to have under-
slood our Lord, only they did not Belfere his words,
Dr Turton takes up twe or three pages in disprov-
ing this fact, advanced, bhe wiites, * with Dr Wise-
man's approbation, I presume’. It is indeed an un-
warrantable presumption on his part, to say so; but
the innuendo was necessary, to give colour amd
ground to his lengthy attack upon it and me”
{p-164). Again; “Such,then, are the numerons false
assertions, resulting from attibuting to me what
I quoted as other people™s sentiments.” (p. 167).

{3) The note in the Leetures, p. 108, referred
as I conceived, to the two supposed facts: namely,
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L. that our Lord pointed with his finger towards |
himself—2. that the Jows did really dnterpret
the expression—* destroy this temple”—of the re.
surrection ; and therefore [ thoughe it very ab-
surd in Storr, to imagine that g {rlrsrri‘nr;t an
auditor as St John may have noticed that Jesus
pointed to his own body—which may have been
overlocked by soch stupid people as the adver-
saries of Jesus were” Ajg, acconding to the sup-
position, the Jews wnderstood the CX PSS O e
why may they not have noticed the alleged ae-
eompanying sign ? But independently of the eon-
fusion of thought which appears, on comparing
the text and the note (Lectures, pp. 107, 108},
what reliance ean be placed on fanciful surmises
of this kind ?

) D Wiseman has employed some pages,
both of his Leetures and his Keply, in proving
that, when our Lord said, * Destroy this temple,
and in three days I will raise it up”, he alluded
to rebuilding the temple, as well as his own re-
surrection.  * Forty and six years™, said the Jews
te our Lord, “was this temple in building, and
wilt thow rear it up in three days?™....* But
HE", ( Exeivos &) writes St John, gpake of the
temple of his body™....1 prefer this simple account
of the matter by St John, to whole volumes of
subtile interpretation ; more especially when that
interpretation is designed to support a favourite
hypothesis.
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(1) The second passage considered by Dr Wise-
man, as apparently opposed te his rule, was John iv.
10—15; where our Lord * speaks of giving living
waters, in a figurative sensze, and the Samaritan
woman manifestly understands him literally; yet
he gives no explanation.” To remove this objee-
tion, the learned author replied, that “asecording
ta the opinion of the best commentniors, the woman
received our Saviour’s words with irony and levity;
and did not so much solicit an explanation, as
ridicule his words,” Dr Wiseman did net state
the particular commentators to whom he alluded ;
and as no man, I suppose, carries all these things
in his memory, I consulted such eommentators of
good note, as time and ereumstances allowel,
With the exception of Lampe and Kuinoel—who
gave intimations of the existenee of such an opi-
niot—the commentators, to whom I had referred,
afforded no reason to believe that the opinion even
partially prevailed among eommentators; and I
expressedl my doubts of its being held by commen-
tators who eould fairly be denominated “ the best”.
By some aceident, I dicdd not examine Lightfoot,
who held that epinion. Upon this, Dr Wiseman,
in his Heply, p. 177, writes: " Let Dr Turton
listen to the words of a commentator of his own
Church, eompared to whom all its medern ones
e Pigmi{'ﬁ;"....ﬂull finally asks: “Are we to con-
elude that the Regius Professor of Theology at
Cambridge makes it almost a beast to be *but
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little acquainted with commentators’ of ‘D Light-
foot’s class?"....No reader of these pages will be
surprised to find Dr Wiseman, in - his Lectures,
P 77, writing thus: * While Dr Lightfoot endea-
vours, but feebly, to supply some such [sense],
mare learned or more candid Protestants scknow-
ledge, &c.;"—and in his Reply, p. 177, deseribing
the same Dr Lightfoot as “a commentator of the
English Church, compared to whom all its modern
ones are pigmies” Apgain, it was my determina-
tion, to which I faithfully adhered, to recond every
thing, favourable to De Wiseman's tenets, which
I might meet with in the course of my inquiries.
Om this principle, I mentioned Le Clere, Whithy
and Lightfoot, on one occasion, as affording some
countenance to Dr Wiseman's opinion.  No reader
of these pages will be surprised to find Dr Wise-
man, in p. 68 of his Reply, writing thus: [
one thing, I owe thanks to the Professors easier
aceess to Protestant commentators: to Kuinoel and
Bloomficld, he has added Whithy, Lighifiot and
Le Clere, as placing the transition at v, 42;"—
and in p. 178 of the same work, after this fashion :
“Are we to conclude that the Regius Professor
of Theology at Cambridge makes it almost a boast
te be *but little acquainted with commentators' of
Dr Lighifoots class?" also, * Had I quoted com-
mentators oftener, I should have spared Dr Tyr-
ton's readers the perusal of much bold assertion,
and himsclf some exposure of ignorance™: with
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‘much mere, in the same strain....Dr Wiseman
pursues his course, in the following manner : “ It
is inexplicable to Dr Turton, how any one can
attribute the slig]‘ltfﬁt._tenﬂenr:f to iromy or levity
to the Samaritan woman; though he, with the
same bresth quotes Lampe, asserting ° sarcasticum
quid subesse videtur'. Does not sarcasm inelude
“ the least tendeney to irvony or levity'?™ On this,
I will only observe, that I am well aware of many
opinions that arc held; and yet “it is inexpli-
cable to me™ How—by what mode of reasoning
—they are arrived at:—and thiz is the case with
regard to the belief of the Samaritan woman's
irony or levity. Let we state my view of the
matter, from my volume on the Eucharist:

o That the waman wndersood our Losd to have been
speaking licerally of water, when she said, *8ir, give me
this water, that [ thimt not, nether come hither to draw’
—must be mamifest o every ose; bat haw it is posible
for any coe to attribute o her the least tendemey to ireny
or levity, in making such a request, is to me inexplicable,
coqclhe Bamariian woman appesrs to me o have :IEII-'F'L'J}'
cdane that, in perfiect n-implir'it:,'—whirh others, with far hetter
opportunities of knowing our Lord's method of discourse,
generally did—to have mistakes the literal for the mpiritusl
meankng,  Should, howgver, so strmnge & comtruction bs pog
upon the woman's conduet, compare it with the scornfil and
violent procecdings of the Jews of Jerosalem, & recovdesl
in John vlli.—or with the salen dizscontent of the Jews
of Capernium, as described in John vi—wmnd then deter-
mine what weight can be allowed 1o such a reason for
our Lorl's silence at the well of Sychar”™  {p. 181}

In John viii, 21—28, scconhing to Lk Wisp-

l

JEWISH PREJUDICES, &e 121

man (Lectures, p. 98), “ Jesus, with the greatest
meekness, removes the absurd interpretation of his
words™; in wiii. 32—84, “ He onee more inter-
rupts his discourse, to contradict the erroneous in-
terpretation™ ; in wviii. 56—359, * Our ' Saviour,
though he foresaw that personal violence 'r;.'l:rllll,'l b
the consequence of his condust, yet did not seek
to modify his words, but exactly vepeated with
his usual intrepidity the very sentiment which had
caused so much offence.” After giving this account
of the cecurrences in John viti,, Dr YWiseman urged
the supposed irony and levity of the Samaritan
woman, as & valid reasom 1.\'it:f' our Lord did not
explain his meaning; and so far as appears, the
learned author still holds the reason to be valid.

Dr Wiseman— having alleged the woman's
“irony and levity”, as a good reason why our Lond
tlid not explain his meaning—immediately went on
to enforce another equally good reason for the same
result ; namely, that our Lord “had inspired her
with respect"—and that “he had wrought up these
feelings to the highest point, till she asked at
length, that he would give her the water whereof he
spake.” In my volume on the Eucharist (pp. 182—
184), the aspect of these two suppositions, with
regard to each other, was distinctly pointed out.
Of the aspect so pointed ont, Dr Wiseman, in his
Reply, takes no notice ; nor shall [ offer any farther
remarks on the subject.
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g LUKD'E ANSWHR TGO THE JEWE AKD His CONDUGT
0 Nis Disc]PLES

1. “Tue chapter on which I now enter’—
Dr Wiseman observes (Heply, p. 180), with refer-
ence to the fourth seetion of my volume on the
Eucharist—" is by far the most rhetorical in all
Dr Turton's work. It abounds in lengthy amd
vague declamation, in irrclevant discussion, in mis-
statements (I hope unintentional) and, above all,
in his usual ornaments of exaggeration and abuse,
beyond all the preceding”—By this and much
other writing of the same kind, together with
somne considerations which will appear in the sequel,
I am induced to proceed, without delay, to a sub-
ject which, in the ordinary course of things, conld
not by any means be postponed for more than
two or three pages.

My great—indeed, I might almost say, my
only object, in these Observations, has been, to
lay fairly before the reader, such charges as |
could find alleged agzinst me, in IDr Wiscman's
Replyy— whether denominated * stratagems™ — or
“ glever maneuvres“—or * misrepresentations”—or
“ misstatements”—or * FALSIFICATIONS of wonds™
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—ar " miserable tricks"—or whatever else ‘{:P_
pened, at the moment, most to please the learned
author’s taste. » With respect to my method of
proceeding, I have generally been content to ex-
plain, as simply and concisely as 1 could, the eir-
cumstances of the cases which seemed to require
notice; for the purpose of enabling the reader to
form his own opinion, en the points successively
submitted to his judgement. My present design
ig, to pive much more in detail, than in other
instanees, on account of a charge against me,
which, 1 think, I may justly affirm, demands
peculiar attention—when [ say that it was for-
mally announced by Dr Wiseman, even in his
first chapter, as something, which—when fully de-
veloped, as at the proper season it must be—
could searcely fail to overwhelm me with igne-
miny. Respeeting the grave matter now adverted
to, I offered no remark, when diseussing the con-
tents of the first chapter; under the impression
that—by connecting the learned author's first in-
timation, with his final statement, of the case,
whatever it might be—I shonld have the better
chance of doing complete justice to both parties.

In the first section of these Observations, the
reader will find Dr Wiscman designating me as * a
mest pains-taking commentator on all his pages™;
anil animadverting upon the use I had made of
“poor Estius", Reproaches also (Repdy, p. 25) are
cast upon my mode of referring to * English Pro-
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testant commentators”, to whom I am represented
to have gome *on the texts in dispute (and of
course on no others)—[why should I?]—when it
was important to me to have concurrent opinions
against him [Dr W.1* At the same placo, the
learned author expresses his sentiments with regard
to me, in Itl'lg'l:lﬂgl: which I should he sorry to
present otherwise than in an accurate tramseript.
Thus, then, writes Dr W'i::ena.ln:

“ Throughout D Turton's volume, I canmot remembar
in him an appropriate quotation, whose discovery could be
suppased independent of his controversial exercise, or any
argument oF rellection that eeems deawn from & store of
theological learning, made by previous study, He roms to
hig library-shelves ax soom as m book i1 poloted out to him
by his mlversary; and when he does not find it—why, he
takes one like it in its plaoe! (s we shall see in the in-
stances of Tittmann and Faber; which, if T shall be tempted
U characterize a2 they deserve, T wust seek the epithets in
Iir Turton's pages;) bt he certainly is not the *Beriba
dectus in regno coloram, gui profet de thesaure suo nova
o vetora. When a man calls another o cownrd, it is pre-
sumeedl that he is, or deems himself, brave; and sa when
g writer sneers st another as not lesrned’ after a cortain
manier, we may suppose he lays chim himself fo that dha-
racter of learning which he denies Hm. For, as the Arabsie
proverh says, ‘the learned man knews the unlearned, be-
canse be imself has onee been unleamed ; but the unlesmed
knows not the larmed, beeause he has never himeell been
learned’. D Turtem is welecomne, therefore, to all the ssli-
complacency included in his sneer; but [ have no hesitation
in seying—to copy, for ounce, his farourite form of express
sion, that of all the instances 1 have ever met with of o work
exclusively controversial in its learning, his fe by far gl best
FpecTmien.” {.l'i'r.uf_.-, pp 25, 2k,
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Now, whether we look to the particulars thus
indistinetly hinted at by Dr Wiseman, or to the
character of the whale paragraph, one may venture
to say that a person, whe adopts such language
a3 is there found, ought to be quite sure of the
position he has thought proper to take. If the
ground he has selected will not support him, he
will seek in vain for o place of refuge. He must
abide by the consequences of his own act. For
mysell, I lay no claim to iminunity from error;
but I have the satisfrction of reflecting, that I
took greater care to he accurate, than can casily
be imagined by those who are acquainted with
the untoward circumstances attending the publica-
tion of my work on the Eucharist. As to any-
thing designedly wrong in the work—that, 'i'
kwow, is out of the question.  The paragraph
indeed, just laid before the reader, indicated the
existence of what was wWrong, in some Wiy or
other; and it formed part of Dy Wiseman's in-
trodustory chapter. It failed, however, even then to
produce any effect upon my mind; for it appeared
at the close of the chapter—and I had resd af]
that preceded. 1T therefore steadily pursued my
cowrse; and now, with as much tranquillity as
may be, I am on the point of stating the mat-
ter in Dr Wiseman’s own words

In Dr Wiseman's fourth Lecture, (p. 118), I
found the following sentence: 1 have proved al-
ready, and have adduced the autherity of the learned

= — = _3-:_'—-—_.&._.-:—'-_ ....'
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Tittmann, that our Saviour, §f° not a;nmﬁmgqf: the
real presence, spoke not aeeording to thn rmlweﬂ
usages of language among his hc@m. There
was no specific reference either to Tittmann, or to
the place where Dr Wiseman had * .:.ddumd 'I'.]u;
authority of Tittmamn™; but suspecting that al

was not right with regard to ‘Tittmamll. mafll the
clause which is lere printed in italics—if mot
speaking of the real presence—I sought for “the
authority of Tittmann™, whith hed been addaced,
and found it in the second Lecture (p. 78). The
point discussed was, how far our Lord's phrases
of eating his flesh and drinking his blood could
be illustrated by writers siered or profane; and
en thiat peint, Dr Wiseman had (p. 78) accurately
quoted, and correctly translsted, a passage from
Tittmann—from the translation of which, 1 now
give all that is requisite: “ These forms of ex-
pression were clearly wnheard of, by any authors,
and are peculiar to our Lond alene ; thnmfu::: e
we nowice appeal to their castom of speech.” In
short, the limitation—i# no! speaking of !ﬁelmm!
presence—for which Dir Wiseman (p. 118) clmm:ed
the suthority of Tittmann, as adduced by him
{p 78)—was altogether unwarranted by the passage
from Tiltmann, as quoted and translated by Dr
Wiseman himself. 'There was, in fact, no ground
whatever for the sanction, which thus np;m.rarﬁ.rf
to be given by Tittmann, to the Roman Catholic
doctrine of the real presence. I'n my volume on
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the Eucharist, (pp. 190—193) I remarked upon
the diserepancy between Dr Wisemans two ac-
counts of the subject: affirmed, in particular,
that “ Tittmann was cited tq prove that which
be does not Prove™; namely, “that our Saviour,
if not speaking of the real presence, spoke not
necording to the received usages of language among
his hearers”; and 1 ended with an abservation,
which I now think far teo lenient for the ocea-
sion: “ All that | mean 18, that Dr Wiseman's
sentenos, respecting T Hmann, was so constroeted
s to lend to an entire misapprehension on the
subject™.... The reader is now aware of the facts
which Dr Wiseman had to dispose of 1 and he
shall immediately see how Dy Wiseman has dis.
posed of them :

“We come new to 4 curjous fpecimen of the lesrning
of n controversialist’, so cliverly distinguished by the Pro-
fessor from that of 4 student’, Iy my second Lecture,
quoted & passage from Tittmann, on which Dr Turton made
Be remark ; bat now that he is comMmenting on my feurth,
he returns to jt, and discmsses it at some length, and
certainly in & singuler manper, Did T copy his style, §
oaght to insdnuste that ne doult he found CONYERiEn
1o make this translocation, But no matter, Tiemann says,
that cortain writers explaining John i, nppeal 1o the wewe
foguendi of profane suthors, who apply the wards fo e
ard drigh o doctrine ; that it {s trye that Greek spd Latin
writers do employ them in {his manner ; but ¢ that they so
itseel the phrases, to i the feeh nnd dring the blood of any
ohe, cannot be proved by a single example’. Now ghsrve
the corious—shall T g the mudiﬂ—-n.u:m:unu.r_r-  Th
learnod Tittmann, we see, writes absolutely—1 mean, wigha
tut the condition, i wo ipeaking of the real rrescsice, Ly
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otr Lord's forms of expression were unhesrd ofi  Tittmani
therefore ja cited m prove that which he does sed prove’
Tittmann was cited to prove [thit is, was cited s acknow-
ledging) that the application of the phrases fo eaf ferk and
drink blood, to admitting or spproving of doctrines, coull
not be supported by the uess Joguendi; and this agiinst a
specinl, unproved assertion of Townsend's. Does mot  his
nageriion say this?* Doo he not speak sofely of fhat appli.
cation P And s not that applicmtion the Protestant one?
How then is he cited to prove what he does not prove?
Did 1 ever gay that he maintained the Catholic interpretation
to he either supparted or combated by the mews J—nanﬂd“'
And farther, does Dr Turtonn thisk that he would have de-
nied these phrases ever to signify to participate orlly of
the constituents of & body—Resh aml blosd? If T sheould
"have ncted more prudenty, i I had kept this swthority
for my own private edification, instead of divelging it for
the public advantage’, what shall we say of the Profssors
either blandering or unfair commment# ( Reply, pp. 184—186),

Here is much opprobrious language; eombined
with a well-contrived attempt to evade a difficulty,
which could not be fairly met. When Tittmann's
words were quoted in the second Lecture, they
were queted as affirming what they really did
afirm; and to such use of Tittmann's words T
eould have mo possible objestion, whether review-
ing the second or fourth Lecture.  This unassailed
use of ‘littmaun’s words, however, I'r Wiseman
haz defended, with great zeal; in the ]ml'uu, per-
haps, that he might be thoaght to have defended
that abuse of them, in the fourth Lecture, which
drew forth my animadversims. In the second
Lecture, Tittmann's words were quoted as authe-
rity for Mg proposition—namely, “that our Lond
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spoke not according to the received usages u.f
language among his hearers: in the fourth Lec-
ture, the same words of Tittmann were quated
a8 uutiu:urjt_-,l' for this Proposition—namely, * that
our Lord, i nor speaking of the real presenee
spoke not according to the reeeived usages ntr‘
language among his hearers” Dr Wiseman asks
the following question—""1d T ever gav that he
[Tittmann] maintained the Catholic inh;rpretati{m
to be cither supported or combated by the usIges
of language ?"—to which I reply, that, when Dy
W. employed the Preceding sentenee, he adopted
& form of expression, which would naturally lead
his readers to infer, that * Littmann did maintain
the Roman Catholic interpretation to be sup.
‘im;rn'ﬁi by the usages of language.” In fine ;ir,
18 not easy to imagine a more unwarrantable rm“
of any words, than the yse of Tittmann's words
by Dr Wiseman, in his fotrth Lrecture,,,, S mw::!:
for the “curious specimen of the lesrning of a
controversialist,” mentioned at the beginning of
Iy Wiseman's paragraph—and * the blundering
or unfair comment” which is the subject of remark
a.r. the end. Byt this", the lesrned author oM -
hu:.lac-n. “is mot the most curious part of this extra-
urd}uary proceeding.”  Let, therefore, * the most
curious part” be now unfolded by himself, the djs
coverer; though I think it will be found that he
has not had the luck to hit upon * the most euripys
]'h’:.rt;', afler all. Thus then writes Dr Wiseman :.

LS
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“But this is not the mest curicus part of this extra
ordinary procesding. [ guoted the Melrfemala Sscra—I
suppose the learned Professor was wnacquainted with the
work ; so, like a good controverdalist—certainly, not like
a good scholar—he goes to another work of Tittmans's, and
from that aiiemps to confote me. This ia his commentary
on S Jobwm, Now in this, Thtmann, being a Probesiant,
interprets our Laoed's discourss Pmbl"l'tllltl:,l'; nnd LR njuui
nariror, that 16, among German Protestants, there i3 mo doubt
that no reference is here imtended to the Bléssed Sacra.
ment. ., . ... .The words from the Meldemala Foero are m
clear as those from the cowmealary; nor will any gue-
tation from the lster obscure or invalidate the former®

{ Repdy, po 186),

There are readers who, without any intimation
from me, will be aware of my astonishment at
the sight of the foregoing extract from the Reply;
and every reader will be enabled to form some
judgement on the subject, when 1 state, that the
Meletemain Sacra ond the Commeniary on St
Jokn are the same work! And thus, Dr Wise.
man—after treating familiarly of * the learned
Tittmann"—after quoting the Meletemata Sacra
—after supposing that the Cambridge Professor
was unacquainted with the work—Dr Wiseman,
I say, after all this—writes himself down, either
as a person who did not know that the work, ealled
Meletewmaia Sacra, #s @ commentary—~ihe commen-
_ tary—Titimann’s commentary—on St John—or =s
one who aimed at inducing people to believe that
the Meletemata Sacra and the Commentary are
different productions. From whatever cause this
strange misrepresentation may have arisen, it may,

— B S
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::b L‘ n:z:er:;aﬂmtmiat:, be supposed that ning
S J]" ‘l’lruuentan‘n readers have really
bt s .E.hEth; and, of course, into
: pon mLT opinion of the Cambridge Pre.
m?:. Nﬂw,in!rcfhtr the misrepresentation
ed.fmm Ignorance or from design tlrf.-rpn']‘
something about jt g WIong—wran i'n ::; ‘
manner, and to such a dcgrm—-thatgl h 5 I;hu
greatest difficulty ip deciding upon ‘“;-' :
course. If T conld persuade myself that I-T;:r T::um
man had ever had the Meletemata Sacpg .
before him, L should certainly stop here ﬂﬁ“
earthly consideration coyld induce me l-u 1
another sentence to these Observations It t]:ﬂl'rh:l
fare hmmFea 4 matter of some cuumqu;‘:ntc m“:"“—
ﬁ.nm-mmm _ﬁl‘.'l far as circumstancps will ps-m:?tﬂ
¢ kind of information, which Iy Wiseman ma_-a:

have possessed, respect: ]
- pecting T 5
temata lﬁ’rwn_' B Litimann and hjs Mefe.

The title of Tittmann's work i5 this: Mg
Trl:?t.:.ﬂ.t. SACRA @ sfre Commentariys e:nr ce']"E_
Crilico-tlogmaticns i Lvaneelivm fmmcg- e
title which declares, a4 (]jsl,im:tJJ.- asg w“;'*'-'—a
d?-:]um. that the work js » -:-nmmmﬂ:n‘r -::ea E;:
l{:n.:ffflug,r'.ﬁ Sodn. H.uvjnp; u!.u:m'::. or endeavoured
. mu,hﬂ']nt the notion attributed o Titimann
::_ Dr 'H.'ira.-a:cman's l:uurth Lecture, involved vz;-:unnu--I

Ing not very consistent with reason—] Proceeded
;:Ip. 192) to show that the notion was, in faet
together opposed to Tittmann's recorded ::ln]r:'nu'n:-|r-+r

[ -
W 4
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For that purpose, I quoted a passage in the Me.
letemata Saora; but having an unconquerabls dis-
like to hard words—and not imagining that any
one who had ever heard of Tittmann's name—to
say mnothing of the person who had written as if
he were quite at home with *the learned Titt-
mann"—eould be at a loss in the case, | employed
the following terms: “In the last place, I have
carefully examined Tittmann's Commentary on
St Jobm, at the place im question, to ascerfain
whether there was any pretenee for attributing to
him so absard a semtiment, as we have just been
eensidering. No such pretenee can be discovered™,
.o Statements like these were not destined to be
put forth with impunity. They drew from Dr
‘Wiseman that dignified but cutting rebuke, which
—although it has already been laid before the
reader, and deserves a far more extensive and
lasting eelebrity than my pages can confer—shall
be onee more transeribed :—*F quoted the Mele.
tematn Sacra”, writes the learned anthor—* 1 sup-
pose the Professor was unacquainted with the work ;
80, like a good controversialist—eertainly, not like
a good scholar—he goes to another work of Titt-
mann's, and from that attempts to confute me.
This is his Commentary on St John"....Some
tolerably remarkable instances of intrepidity, on
the part of Dr Wiseman, have been pointed out
in the course of this unlinrmking; bt that qn_a.]it}r
is mow presented in & form which, to say the least
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of it, cannot fail to excite surprise. The volume
denominated Meletemate Sacra is declared, on the
very title-page, to be a Commentary on St John;
at the top of every page, from the beginning of
the book to the end, the particular chapter and
verse under discussion are distinetly marked, so
that the volume is indisputably nothing but a
Commentary on St John ; no other Commentary on
St John by Tittmann, than that ealled Melotemate
Saera, was ever heard of, T will venture to sy,
except in Dr Wiseman's FReply:—and therefore,
notwithstanding the tone of confidence which Dr
Wiseman has thought proper to assume, the infer-
enee least injurious to lis character is this—that
he never, in the whole course of his life, had
read, or even once comsulted, the volume called
Meletemata Sacra.

But leaving entirely out of the sceount the
learned author's affirmation, T quoted the Me-
tefemata Sacra”—which I will conslder as 2 mere
mode of speech—there iz an objection to the in-
ference, which I am disposed to draw in his favour,
arising from the manner in which the quotation
from the Meletemata Sacra is actually presented.
The passage from Tittmann, cited in the second
Lecture and referred to in the fourth, is given
{p. 78} quite correct]y—with this intimation sub-
joined, * Meletemata Sacrn, Lips. 1816, P 274"
—hy which the passage may be found in & mo-
ment. A speeific reference of such a kind certainly

e

e T e i ke e



134 BECTION V1.

indicates an inspeetion of the work itself'; but Dr
Wiseman may have accidentally met with the pass-
agre, in the form in which it is present.ﬂi. in some
other work ; and this, on the whole, is the opinion
I am inclined to entertain em the subjeet. In
spite of the foregoing objection, therefore, we still
may believe that Dr Wiseman had not, at any
peried of his life, consulted the Meletemata Sa-
e,

My quotation from Tittmann was given with a
distinet reference to p. 273, and Dr Wiseman's
with a reference to p. 274; the interval, between
the end of my quotation amd the beginning of
his, being about siz lines. The numerical prox-
imity of the pages, referred to by Dr Wiseman
and myself (274 and 273), might have suggested
the wisdom of caution. Dr Wiseman, however,

despised cantion—and launched his bolt.
It may be worth notice that I'r Wiseman, in

his first Lecture (p. 30), had referred to another vo-
lume by Tittmann, with perfeet aceuracy—"" Opuia-
culn Theologica, Lips. 1803, p. 661"; and that
volume might have taught the learned author
that the Meletemata Sacra must be a8 Commen-
tary on St John :—for the first 170 pages of the
volume, headed Meleleurata Sacra i Evangelinm
Toannis, contain the Commentary on St John, as
far as the 42nd verse of the fourth chapter; which,
with some additions and altcrations, cceupies the
first 188 pages of the Meletemate Swcra, publish-
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ed in 1816.....We find also, in Dr Wiseman's
fourth Lecture (p- 122), a note to this effect—
“Consult all the best commentators on the chap-
ter [John vi.), Resenmiiller, Kuinoel, Titimann,

Elluluﬁk. Lampe, &e." Such are the indications of
r Wiseman's acquaintance with the productions

of “ the learned Tittmann"....I have now sdduced
what evidence I could cellect, and stated what I
am inclined to believe, on that subject; but the
reader will decide the point at issue for himself

If Dr Wiseman really was—as he professed
to be—acquainted with the Meletemate Secra, he
has used language, respecting that work and my.
self, which, as I have already intimated, must
effectually preclude all further attention, on my
part, to his Reply. If, again, he really was not—
a8 he professed to be—aequainted with that work,
still his language cannot but raise great doubts,
with regard to the course which ought to be pur-
sued. In truth, Dr Wiseman's proceeding, even
when viewed in the most favourable light, is so
marked by every thing that is contrary to pro-
priety, and exeites so much suspicion as to the
rest of his book, that my undertaking has now
become irksome beyond expression, It may be
just possible for me to bring to a close this final
section on the sixth chapter of St Johm, in some
sort after the manner of the prececding chapters ;
but when that is aecom plished, there can searcely
remain to me the power of perseverance.
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¢ oI the reader will refer to a preceding page
{124), he will fisd the following sentence, in a
paragraph taken from Dr Wiseman's Reply : * He
rune to the library.shelves as soon as a book is
pointed out to him by his adversary; and when
he does not find it—why, he takes one like it in
its place! as we chall sce in the instances of Titt-
mamnn and Faber, which if I shall be tempted
to characterize as they deserve, T must seek the
epithets in Dr Turton's own pages” Having
discussed the case of Tittmann, I will now Jro-
ceed to that of Faber—although it occurs towards
the end of the Reply: my wish being that the
instances, thus bronght together by Dr Wiseman,
may be seen, without disguise, in connexion with
cach other,

On my proceedings then, in the case of Mr
Faber, T find the following remarks:

*“Ir Turton proceeds to exsmine the vee [ made of a
passage fram Mr Faber, where that experienced controver-
slalist compares the words ‘The rock wasr Cheist® with
*This is my body'. His manner of procesding is curiously
congistent.  He seems anxions to throw deuht upen the ae-
curacy of my fuotatione=—=by sating, first, in the Loxt, _'l‘-hl‘t
Mr F. *appears to have written as follows': snd them, in a
note, that he takes the passage as [ have given it; for, ‘on
looking over ithe secomd edition' [of Faber] *mot PETH CAFe-
fully he did not meet with the passage ; but it may, neverthe
bess be there I (p. 270) Is this, [ ask, scholar-like—or is it
the learning of a controversalist? | quote a book, giving
edition and page—and Dr Turton takes asotber edition of

the beok —leoks over it not rery carefully —doss not find
the passage {as well he might mot, upon secking for it
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neghipently where ?tmnnt-ddwhu}—-lnﬂ insinnstes
that it may be thers ;—but that of COUFse, mY minute re.
ference to the place might be almost counterbalanced

. his careless ramble over another edition ! Such b the ac’

curacy of the Professor, such the srts by which he can
actually descend, to carry his point!  {Reply, p. £82.)
We have become so accustomed to discrepan-
cies of sentiment in Dr Wiseman's writings, that
they pass, as matters of course, almost without
observation. I may, however, Just hint that the
preceding acconnt of me does seem to differ ma.-
terially from that formerly given (p. 13); from
which it appeared that T am *g4 patient follower
of Dr Wiseman's steps; a most diligent verifier
of all his quotations; s most pains-taking eom-
mentator upon all his pages.” But not to dwell
on trifles of this kind, let us see what is to be
done with the case of Mr Faber....In the text
(p. 270), I certainly snid—s My Faber appears to
have written as follows”; and in the note— |
take the passage, s Dr Wiseman has given it
from the first edition (1826) of My Faber's work,
P 38. On looking over the second edition—not
very carefully—I did not meet with the passage ;
but it may nevertheless be there. I gm sl
fo refer fo the first edition” Such is that highly
criminal proceeding, which was denounced in ge-
neral terms by Dr Wiseman, more than two hun.
dred pages before he stated the particulars of the
case. He mow represents me as * seeming anxious
to throw doubt upen the aecuracy of his quota.
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tion"; when my only object was to give a plain
account of a simple matter of fact : namely, that
being unable to refer to the first edition (for I
could not in any way procure it) I examined the
secomtd edition ; and although T did not happen to
meet with Dr Wiseman's quotation, I concluded
that it might still be there found. He also re-
presents me as “TAKING anobher cdition of the
book” —needlessly the reader will naturally sup-
pese—when it is eclear that.] was ebliged cither
to “take another edition”, or no edition at all
With regard to accuracy of quetation, [ bad not
then to learn, any more than [ have now, that
a quotation may be accurste as far as it goes;
and yet, from being incomplete, may leave the
most erroncous impressions on the mind. OF this
truth, we need not seek for an exemplification.
We have one immediately before us. In my
statement, p. 270, every thing turned upon the
sentence above printed in italies—J om wnable
to refer o the firet edition—which explained my
situation, with reference to Mr Faber's book. Dr
Wiseman, however, not only omits that sentence,
in quoting the passage—but takes not the slight-
est notice of the information it affords, in his
representation of the whole matter. To * quote
a book", therefore, “ giving edition and page”, is
no test of a full and correct transeript. We have
here & sufficiently * minute reference” to p. 270 of
my volume; and yet it is not mercly * almost",

e R
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but entirely, *counterbalanced”, by even a **care-
less ramble” over that page....The main part of
the case of Mr Faber is now before the reader;
who is thus enabled to estimate the inferenee,
which Dr Wiseman has drawn from it: * Such is
the acewracy of the Professor, such the arts to
which he can actually deseend, to earry his point ™

In discassing the remaining part of the casc
of Mr Faber, Dr Wiseman once more conneets it
with that of Tittmann—and not only o, but with
the almost forgotten cases of Kuinoel and Bloom-
field—after the following fashion :

“On his vindication of Mr Faber, I will only make a
brief' remark or two, First, he says, ‘1 do net B P
that Mr Faber adduced the twa passages ns perallel, nocord-
ing to the meaning which Dr Wiseman would attech to that
waord ! s that, with respect to Mr F. the romsrke do not
seom very appropriste’. This is o common ferm of argu-
ment with Dr Turton. Not only does he almost assume,
from ane book fo decide concerming another, as in the case
Just noted, and in thet of Tittmenm, but he appears to have
& secret for penctrating the intentions of men's minds, We
are here to conclwle my chservations to be inappropriate,
because Idr Turten doecs mot swppose Mr Faler to have
mieant the words as [ fake them. IE was in this menner
that, on & Former occasion, Kuinoels and Bleomfields in-
tentions, penetrated by the sagacious eye of the Hrgiml Pra.
fessor, were made to annul the clear words of their texts.
It is thus, that repeatedly my intentions have been unravelled
with as authoritutive a precision and boldness, ns though he
had Leen in my study, and in my confidence, while T was
writing my FLectures, and these supposed motives mede to
set aride my clearest worde. Tt is thus, &c. &e. &e. ([ Heply,
P L,’.‘I::.i—k‘.l-‘:}.
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Now, I Wiseman, in a passage of his Lee-
tures which I produced p. 271, had examined Mr
Faber's instances, by means of what in that pas-
sage was called “parallelism”; and such meaning
of *parallelism”, as could be derived from that
passage, was, [ concluded, the meaning which Dr
Wiseman would attach to the word, To any
“unravelling” (as Dr Wiseman ealls it) of an
authors intentions, except sp far as they are “un-
ravelled” by his own writings, 1 make no pre-
tensions ; and in the case under consideration, I
alluded to nothing, but the passage which I lad
just then transeribed. When I * supposed”, as I
expressed myself, that Mr Faber had no sueh * pa-
rallelism™ in his mind, I expressed mysclf, as [
thought became me, without confidence—not having
met with Mr Faber's accownt of the matter; and
I now humbly submit, that, if I was wreng in my
supposition, Dr Wiseman would have effected more,
by quoting Mr Faber’s words against me, than
by all that he has advanced sbout my attempts
to “unravel” his own intentions.... With respect
also to Titimann, whose eause Dr Wiseman seems
resolved not to desert—as he (Dr W.) conld boast
that he had “quoted the Meletemata Sacra”, 1
would suggest that his best plan of preceeding
would have been, to produce, from that work, a
passage dircetly opposed to that which I was con-
tent to guotc from the Commentary on St John.
There would have been nothing wrong in doing
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80, had it been possible; and if these really had
been different works, and the Meletemata Sacra
had been published subsequently to the other, a
passage of the kind I have mentioned would have
admitted of no reply. A later work, or a later
edition of the same work, must be held to eon-
tain the author's settled sentiments: and I wish
to protest, in the strongest terms, against [
Wiseman's apparent determination to stand by an
opinion, although afterwards relinguished, as the
writer'’s final judgement on the subject. It is
scarcely possible to imagine any writer less likely,
than Dr Wiseman himself, to submit to he thus
dealt with; supposing him to have either openly
disavowed, or silently corrected, any statement
which he had published. I have already given a
reason for having had reconrse to the second edition
of Mr Faber's work ; but 1 fairly confess that, even
if cireumstances had allowed me access to the first
edition, I should have had neo seruple in consult-
ing the second also....0f Kuincel and Bloomfield
—once more brought to recollection by Dr Wise.
man—I have written (pp. 44—48) all that I con.
ceive to be needful ; and there, the reader will
find some remarks upon the learncd author's rese.
lution to retain Dr Bloomfield's anthority, for a
statement which Dr Bloomfield had abandoned...
In fine, the mode of thinking and of writing which
prevails throughout the case of Mr Faber, as pre-
sented by D Wiseman, stamps it a5 o meet ap-
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pendage to that of Tittmann, by the same hand.
Whatever feelings the one was caleulated to exeite,
the other canmot fail to strengthen. Far, there
fore, from recomciling me to my present under-
taking, the late specimens of the Reply have
rendered my employment still more irksome to
me.  But however that may be, I must now pro-
ceed to the business of the section.

2. The first subject, upon which I shall offer
a few words, is ID'r Wisemaz's interpretation of John
vi. 85, “For my flesh is meat indeed, and my
blood is drink indeed :* or, as Dr Wiseman ren-
ders it, “My flesh is truly meat, and my bload
is truly drink:"—hiz conclusion being, that our
Laord “was speaking of a real eating of his flesh,
snd drinking of his blool.” (Lectures, p. 121).
In observing upon this, [ cndeavoured to show
{pp- 195—200) that whenever, in the New Testa-
ment, that form of speech was applied to ohjects
of the semses—as in the case (flesh and hlood)
under consideration—there was communicated to
those objects some mew meral or spiritual signifi.
cation ; so that such form of speech was very far
from leading to a literal sease of the * flesh™ and
“bleced”, mentioned in the verse above cited. Dr
Wiseman devotes two pages {Reply, pp. 187—189)
to my comment on the subject—aflirms that it is
“a masterpiece”—thinks it right “to expose my
fallacics in even irrelevant arguments”—and con-
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cludes with exhorting me “to take to myself
shame for such inconsiderate boldness of assertion,
in hopes of gaining an advantage over my oppo-
nent.”  Dr Wiseman, in short, “exposes my fal-
lacies™ in the following manner:

iz Ilie quotes two exampes of the adverh 418 {iraly)
in which the word applies t0 maral qualities and net to gm:
silde realities. One (s John i, #7, where Mathannel is eslled
“an Lsraclite indeed '—which doubtless signified—and I will
not contest it—that the individunl in question { posscsed
qualities which rendered him worthy of his lineage’. The
secord da John viil, 81: 7IF you continug in my word, you
l|1.l1| be iy diseiples indeed” To these examples he adda
this sweeping conclusion: ¢ Under such circumstances and to
such purposes is the ward duyis, employed : and [ have not
been able to discover a single instance of an adverse chas
racter.’  Let me refresh his memsory: *Truly thou art the
Bon af God' (Matt, xiv. 83). *Truly this was the Sen of
God’ (xxvii. 58: Mark xv. 50) By these words, then, we
are nat to understand that Christ was revealod and declared
to be really the Son of God, but anly the poisessor of quolities
which rendered him worthy of being considered such! He
was pronounced the Som of God enly s Nathanael was [oro-
nounced an lsrselite! ¢ Can any one imagine that our Lord
ld'r_merl to the unblemished descont of Nathansel from the
nrcient p_ﬂtriun:h' asks Dr Turton trivmphantly.  Shall |
imitate this sentence, o as to make it applicalila to the cther
passage, and to our divine Saviour's filistion? No: [ will
leave the Socivian to do it  Let the Professor, however, take
to himself shame, &e,"

It is difficult to conceive a more determined
perversion of any man’s meaning, than that which
is to be found in the foregoing paragraph. The
inquiry was, whether & certain form of speech,
when applied to sensible objects, tended to Rx
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‘the thoughts upon the material existenee of such
objects, Whenever such form of speech diedd tend
that way, the instance would be of “an adverse
character” to my own views. In the “sweeping
comclusion” mentioned by Dr Wiseman, 1 affirmed
that “I had mot been able to discover any such
imstance”. Dr Wiseman produces, as an instance
of “an adverse character”, Matt. xiv. 3. * Truly
thou art the Son of God”: and applied to it my
interpretation of John i. 47, “an Israclite indecd”;
just as if the statement, respecting my not having
discovered any instance of “an adverse character”,
were equivalent to the position, that such texts as
those last cited are to be interpreted alike....
The effect of the form of speech, when applied to
objects of the senses, is—to raise the thoughts to
samething beyoud the material existence of those
objects. But in what manner, and to what extent,
the thoughts will be so raised in any instance,
muost depend upon the particular object and the
peculiar cireumstances of the ease. We cannot
reasom, with regard to the manner and extent, from
one instance to another. Ome portion of Serip-
ture may, in this respect, be intelligible of itself:
another may require elueidation from other por.
tions.  Nathanael was “truly an Israclite”, by
virtue of his disposition—in eontradistinction ta
those who were Israclites by mere natural deseent.
Our Lord is “truly the Son of God”, by the
divinity of his nature—in contradistinetion not
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only to all human beings, but likewise to alf
created intelligences, '

In fine, from what has thys appeared, we are
a8 fully warranted in understanding our Lord's
“ment indeed”, John vi. 55, in a spiritual sensp—
3§ we are in taking “the true bread,” John vi, 82,
i a spiritusl sense.

8. The next subject, to which I shal] advert,
is the interpretation which T affixed to John vi. 60 :
* Many. therefore of his disciples, when they had
heard this, said, This js an hard saying, who can
hear it " My view of the matter was, that the
disciples, there alluded to, were offended by more
than one of our Lord's declarations, in his Iate
discourse to the people; or probably by its general
tenor, as much as any single part. On this view,
I Wiseman thus enlarges ;

“I appeal to the common-sense of any reader, who has
already perused, and will again peruse, the entire diszouras,
whether he can Persunde himsel that, after twenty verses,
an anawer e given to a difficulty then answered, and sfter
which two interraptions by oljections had occurred, and
the Evangolist had interposed an historical verse (v.89% I
appeal to the words of cur Saviour himsell. The disciples
ay, culgpes éeve obror & Adyoe: Cormrs enying s hard'.
Then the Evangelist continges: Eitd: & & lnwoie.. S yoy
i v mipl Tolrew... ., frie aurek, Terro wene exarfakifi ;
* But Jesus sceing that they murmured sbout Twes, ssid to
them, Does o scandalize you' Wil any one, calmly
reading this, for o moment allow that the pronoun éhis re.-
fers to something twenty verses removed, not to spesk of
the intervening interruptions? .., ., -Farther, 1 appeal 1a the

10
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historical context. The ohjections which the Professor sup-
poses to be here answered, were made by the Jews during
the discourse: the answer was given to the disciples, wpon
their ohserving, *this saying is hard. Tt is gfter the teach-
ing in the synagogue; nor is thers any evidence that it was
immedigtely after. [ appeal to editions and versions which
make a break here,....and consequently suppose a complete

“separation.....] have opened three, and they all present a

new paragrsph. These sre ¢ The New Version of the four
Gospels by a Catholic'; Dr Camphell's *Four Gospels'; and
Grieshach, who muakes an isterval of & line, indicative of a
new section. In fine, T appeal ta "the best commentators’,
I will not be so rash s6 to mssert that Dr Turton has made
this interpretation without * the withority of a single com-
mentater, good, bad or indifferens’; I can only say, that I
have looked into & gool many Catholic arsl Protestant, smid
find not & hint of such an interpretastion of our Lord's words

I have no hesitation in saying, that, upon these grounds, this
their new adaptation is as devoid of foumdation in substance,

as it is of scholar-like reserve in the monner of it propoond.
ing.” {Feply, pp. 193—105.)

D Wiseman, in the foregoing extract, has laid
great stress upon the pronoun ofres, this :—* THIS
saying is hard”. Now, there is another word, be-
sides ofror, on which the mesning of the discon-
tented disciples will greatly depend—ane that is
Adgor, translated “saying”. This word, as iz well
known, may relate to an eatire discourse, or the
doctrine which it contains; and, in fact, Dr Camp-
bell, to whoem Dr Wiseman refers with regard to
the division of the chapter, renders the word, in
this place, by **doctrine”™—*This is hard doctrine,
who can bear it.” According to this rendering,
the discomtent of the disciples may be referred to
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the whole of the discourse—and not merely to
the latter part of it, as Dr Wiseman SUpposts...,
The diseourse being ended, the Evangelist adds,
“These things said he in the synagogue, as he
taught in Capernaum.” Dr Wiseman properly
states that the subsequent conversation may not
have taken place *immediately after” the teach-
ing in the synagogue. The longer the interval
in question, the more likely is it that the dissatis-
faction expressed related to the great body of the
discourse, rather than to the closing portion.  How,
besides, does onr Lord treat the matter ?

“61. When Jesus knew n himsell that his iliaciples
murmiared at it, he sald unto them, Deth this offend you?
G2, What and if ye shall see the Son of man ascend up
where he was before? 3. It is the Spirit that quickoseth ;
the flesh profiteth nething: the words that I speak iz
you, they are spirit, and they are life. G4 But there are
some af you that believe not...... G5. And he smid, There-
fore said I unto yow, that mo man can come unto me, ex-
copt it were given unto him of my Father.”

According to the interpretation which I gave
(pp. 206—211), v 62 referred to v. 42; v. 63 ta
v. 32; and vv. G4, 65 to wv. 43, 44, My cnly
chject now is to sfafe my mode of interpreting our
Lord’s final observations. I do mot think myself
ealled wpon to offer any thing in vindication of
my views. But as Dr Wiseman has indulged in
same speculations on the views of commentators
on the same subject, I will report what [ find, in
the first two commentators whom I ecan consult

10—z
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Dr Doddridge then—a learned and sensible
commentator, & man a8 unlkely, as any one that
can be named, to sscrifice truth to novelty—eon-
siders the word Aéves as relating to the whole
discourse, and thus interprets the G0th verse:

v Many therefore of these who followed him as fiv dis-
cipler, having heard [i(] said, Thi iz @ diffeuli and strange
discourse ; anl who ean bear o understand itF  In it
literal sense it is plainly sbsurd, and we know not what
octher interpretation to give it

He refers v. 62 to vv. 41 and 42:

w[ What] then if ye shall soe the Som of man ascending
wp inta heaven, where he swas before? Would yem then
understand what was meant by the bread of life coming
down From thonee, as the food of the world?  Or would
vou then believe that [ came from heaven, notwithstand-

ing the chjection you have made as to the mesnness aof my
pareniage '

On v. 68, he writes :

“Ag a key to his former decourse, our Lord added,
As In the human frame #f i She indwelling spicil hat grieens
every part of it; and the flesd, how exnctly soever organised

and adorned, i separate from ik profis mul.l'll'ng. but is am
insenzible and inactive corpse ; soalsa the moras {v. G4) wrhied

I Jﬁrﬂ-‘ wnife yow are ;F:'F.'r—t]':q,' are 1o be laken ia & api-
rilual sense, and then you will findd they are life to your
souls : whereas to take them im a literal sense would be most

unprofitable and meastrous.”

Doddridge's exposition of vv., 64, 65 needs not
to be adduced. We have owr Lord's own anthority
for referring those verses tovv, 43, 44, My views,
therefore, of our Lord's purposes, in the discourse
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from v. 61 to v. 65, are confirmed by the ex-

position of Doddridge.
I shall now introduce a commentator, with

whom Dr Wiseman is probably better acquainted,
than he is with .U-:rﬂd:id._gﬂu-.-l mean, ¥ the learned
Tittmann”. In his Melefemata Sacra, or Commen-
tary on St John—whichever is the most agreeable
to Dr Wiseman—we find explanations, very simi-
lar to those which have just been given, of John
vi. 60—65. Tittmaon supposes the disciples to
be offended with the whole disconwrse; and our
Lord to revert, in his observations, to what were
considered as the most obnoxiows parts of it:
namely, v. 41 and v. 52. Let me record some of

hiz obsorvations:

" Awdite koo serimowe, gwem Jesws hobuil Caperndiomd ix
spaagagd, convenlu sacro, malli secloforum dizerwud imfer se,
dwrum erid gfwr sermonem ) quia ewns awdive suslineat 7. Hia
sermo Domini, nempe primum, gaosd dizerat, so de cmlo
descenclisss, deinde, quod se panem \;Etu: appellaverat, item-
que que de comedendd carne sud, suogoe sanguine kibendo
locutus erat, his igitur hic sermo durus videbatur, hoc et
'Il'tml'm', et ail inhtlil'gmn:lﬂm. et ad eredendam ; i wiiklibo
animnag sudientis ita ofenditur, wt com swudire uberivs nolit,
serme ingratus, odiosus, invisus. , . Ofemberat illos, quod dis-
teset, se venisso de coelo) sed queet, quid vobis videbitur,
quid dicetis tum, com conspexeritis me in oelum redeun-
tem, ubi focram, antequam in bhas terras venissem? Num
il quesqwe vobis durom erit el edlensioni®. . ..., [reincle imdig-
nndl erant, |:11|1'urnt,1'ut: i]1:||i1 videbhatur, cum diceret Dominus,
ae pase panem vite, carnmm ipalus comelemian, sangainen
Libendum esse ab oo, qui velit adspirare ad vitam eternnm.
Qiinm cluldtationem ut s eximcret, ostemmlit, se non intel.
ligere cibom corporealem, sed apiritualems.  Respondit enim
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hoc modo: Spirifus vivifeal, care nikil prodest; quer vobir
tradidi, spiritur sunt of wite” (Meletemata Sacra, pgp. 278,
278

My great object, in producing these interpre-
tations by Doddridge and Tittmann, is to show
that the mode, which I preferred, of explaining
our Lord's closing address to his disciples in John
vi, had previously been adopted by men of cha-
racter, as scholars and divined; and this I have
done, without at all geing out of the way for my
authorities. 1 now seem, indeed, to have taken
quite sufficient notice of those speculations of Dr
Wiseman on the subject, to which I lately direct-
ed the reader’s attention. And yet, on such a
subject, I hope to be exeunssd for offering, as =
free gift, the sentiments of Dr Wiseman's friend
Dr Lingard—if I am right in supposing that gen-
tleman to be the author of the * New Version of
the ﬂq;-g[uel.s, 'L'uJ.' a Catholic'. This writer, then,
appears to think the disciples {v. 60) to have been
dissatisfied with the main part of the discourse ;
for he renders their objection thus—* This is a
hard doctrine, who can hearken to it?" He also
considers the assertion in v. 41 to have been finally
felt as offensive; for to the words {v. 61} “ Doth
this give offence —he subjoins this note—"" These
verses may be paraphrased thus: * Are ve offended
becanse I said that I came down from heaven?
What will ye think, if ye see me go back to
heaven? As the body alene, if it be not animated
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by the spirit, is of no value, as it is the spirit
slone which giveth life to it—so the doetrine
which I have taught, iz the epirit which must
give life to your souls’.”....After the reader shall
have carefully weighed these observations, I would
entreat him to refresh his recollection of the past,
by onee more perusing the extract (given p. 146)
from Dr Wiseman's Reply.

4. When engaged in drawing up my former
volume, there were two plans, of expounding the
latter part of the discourse in John vi, which I
had to eonsider :—the one, that of the Annotator
on the Rliemish Testament—generally adopted (as
I then helieved and do still believe) by those Re-
man Catholic divines, who understand that dis-
eourse as referring to the Eucharist—the other,
that of Idr Wiseman., According to the former
plan—which to my apprehensiog was quite simple
and intelligible, and was derived immediately from
the dizcourse itself—the Jews misunderstood our
Lord's expressions respeeting the eating of his flesh
&e., by taking them in the grossest meaning, and
our Lord afterwards (v. 63) directed the minds of
his disciples to & mystieal sense:—aecording to
the Jatter—which appeared to be extremely per-
plexed, and was derived from extraneous sources—
the Jews rightly understood our Lord's expressions,
which therefore received no explanation. The per-
plexity of the latter plan arose mainly from this—
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that the gross and material cating, &e., imagined by
the Jews, did not scem to be the right meaning after
all, even in Dr Wiseman's estimation. In endeavour-

“ing to make out the munner of reconciling opinions

s completely at variance with each other, I was
bewildered ; and I honestly confess that, as might
be expected in such  case, there are, in my ac-
count of the matter, many statements very far from
clear. Tr Wiseman's plan mereover, besides being
liable to numerous objections from which the other
was free, scemed to fail altogether, in effecting his
purpose.  In addition to all this, much was ad.
vanced, respesting “ the Cathalic interpretation”—
“the Catholic explanation” &e.; as if there really

were one uniform Cathelic principle of interpre-.

tation—and that priticiple the one employed by
Dr Wiseman himself Then again, “the variety
of interpretations™ among Protestants—their length
—their obseurity—their incomprehensibility—were
themes prolific of remark. Who can wonder that
I expressed some pretty strong dislike of what was
thus presented to my view?

That the Jews rightly understood, in the literal
sense, our Lord's expressions, respecting the eat-
ing of his flesh, &c.—and that our Lord offered
no explanation of those expressions—are the two
positions on the truth of which Dr Wiseman's
mode of interpreting the sixth chapter of St John
depends.  Being aware that those were not the
positions usually maintained by Roman Catholie
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divines, T produced, along with other explanations,
the cpinions of Estius and the Annotator on the
Rhemish Testament, as instances of a totally dif-
ferent mode of intc:preLntim:—whi:h. il ecorrect,
proved that Dr Wiseman's labours on the sixth
chapter of St John were thrown away. It was not
probable that the explanations thus brought for-
ward would be pleasing to Dr Wiseman ; but no
one, I think, eould have anticipated the extra-
ordinary language which they have produced from
his pen. Dr Wiseman, indeed, scems to have had
great difficulty in abstaining from abuse of the
Rhemish Annotator; and with regard to KEstius
—whom he had himself quoted as authority, and
whom I had adduced as fairly representing the
general sentiments of the Roman Chureh—there
are no terms of vituperation which appear to have
been deemed too strong to be applied to him.
If Estiuzs had done Dr Wisemah some personal
injury, the learned author could seareely  have
pursued him with stronger feclings of resentment.
One advantage has been derived from all this.
Dr Wiseman has pointed out Maldonatus, Cor
nelius & Lapide and Calmet, as the comment-
ators to whom I should have done well to
have recourse; and now that T am acquainted
with the learned author's views in this matter, [
am quite willing to refer to those eminent writers
of the Reman Catholic Commumion, Taking
them, therefore, in the order in which they have
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been mamed, I will at cnce state the result of
my investigation.
MALDONATLE

v. 60. Thiz is an hard saying ; who can hear
i#? Maldonatus refers these words of the disci-
ples, to our Lord's doctrine of eating his flesh, &c.
in this particular agreeing, in the main, with
Dr Wiseman. His words are :

o Thurnm sermonem voeant, doctrivam creditu difficlem, -

quod memo, nisi Chrisi carnem manducaret et sanguinem
hibered, vitam mternam habere posset.”

v. 62. What and if ye shall see the Son gf
man ascend up where ke wes before ¥ After
mentioning the difficulty of the expression, arising
from its concise and interrogative form, Maldo-
natus states, but does no: Lulﬂ-pt, the interpreta-
tion of those whe refer the matter to v. 41: The
Jews then murmyred al kim, because he said, 1
am the bread which came down firom heaven. He
thus writes on the subject:

“Bed hi fpsi auctores in eo inter s dissentiunt, qood
alil hice referunt ad id |:|1|1||! dimerat, s de ecelo descendizse.
Man eam eliam ob caviaim Jedsi mormuraveract.  Choasd
dicat, Ciime cidebriiz Fitima fomivr preendenfen bl erml prive,
R nimirunt  scandalizar 'I'.IE'..rll"l.i*i 'iﬂh‘]:i_gli'ti.ﬂ:p.“.' me de
colo descendisse, cum nemo nscendere in cobom possit wie
qui descenddit de omio, Filivs femimis gui eff in owle  Sic
Chrysostomus, Theodorus Ileracleensis, Theophylactus et
Euth ymiue”

From the preceding extract it appears, that the
reference to v. 41, which [ supposed to be im-

CONDUCT T THE DISCIFLES 155

plied, has some claims to sntiquity—notwithstand-
ing what, as we have seen (p. 146), Dr Wiseman
thought proper to write on that subject. I have
al:e.n{]:,' ghown - that it has found favour with
modern eommentators— Roman Catholic and Pro-
testant.

v. 63. I iz the spirit that gquickeneth; the
Jeeh profiteth nothing : 8. After giving a variety
of interpretations (among which is the one adopted
by Dr Wiseman), and his ewn changes of opinion
on the subject, Maldonatus decides upon an in-
terpretation, which proves that he thought the
Jews not to have understood our Leord's wonds,
and conceived some explanation to have been
given. He writes as follows:

o Wpe gnim Christus, cum baee dixit, questioni illi re-
apondere voluit, Quomedp pstert hic wolis carsem suom dere
ad mondiemidem® sed verbin ks 1|is||.'i||1|'|m-|'.1n: Dhurwe exf
biz rermo, quis pdest anx audire P Purum antemn dicebant
fisE  BETIROSIEINL, qui:. dixerat, neminem vitam habere | L
nidl carpern suam mandocaret.  [toque docet, qud raticne
ciro sum vitnm tribust, nen quia caro, sed quin cum spicite
conjancts est.  [tague prababiiliter I}, Augustinus cxistimnd
bmee wverba Christom mon omnibus auditorilaws, sed solis dis-
cipulis suis dizisse, postqusm cwteri recessissent, rerbe quor
£ locwlus sum |'\|',|-!|'|r Tj'_r'ril:'q'p & wily sewd » id est, non de
gpoli et nudik carme, r|_||1'-|r|r.1|:|1'.-:-||:uu|. vas iatelligitis, sed de
carne divine plend spiritu, de spiritn vivificarte sumt intells-
H-\c:-';ﬂn_. sola onim éaro nihil 1_IrIJ-\.II"|1.| CiEm i[lirjtl.l VTS f0TE.
junmcta vivifieat, ut supra ex Ammonie, et aliis mupitis aucior-
bas dicebamug, she Cyrillis,  Atque hic verus eat sensus.”

So far, therefore, as the testimony of Maldo.
natus can decide the point, Dr Wiseman's theory,
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for the interpretation of the sixth chapter of 5t
John, is without foundation.

CORNELIUS A LAPIDE. /""f

v. 60, This is an hand saying, &. Cornelius
i Lapide agrees with Maldonatus, in referring
these words to the expresions respecting the eat-
ing of the flesh, &e.; bul he declares, as strongly
as Hstius and the Rhewish Annotator, that the
Jews had completely misunderstood our Lord's
meaning. | extract his remarks :

o Hie que Jesus dixit de carne sl pnamdueandd, se
presertim preeceptum Jo il emedendd, Nisi masdneaveritis
carnem filii hominis, of biberitu grits dERgRInEI, HOIE Awbehilis
vitgm in mobiz; videntur erediu difficilia, et practicatu her-
Abilia......Durns erat hic srmo, non in se secl Judeis
crassis et duris; qui ]'mu'l.mnt gnrnem Christi laniac, dentibus
discerpi e comminul, deberne, Dstar cumis tubule ; sed erm-
bart. Wec enim Christus hoe dixerat, nee dicere intendeluast,
spdl volebat nos carmem suam comedere sacramentaliter ; hoe
ast, in sacramento, sub speciebus punis et vini absconditam.”

Neither Estins nor the Rhemish Aumotator
has deseribed the gross mistake of the Jews, in
this matter, more boldly than Corpelius & Lapide
has done, in the precedng extract. Compare it
with the following note from the Rhemish Testa-
ment :

«This carnality of theirs Tthe Jews] stood i two points
specially : First, that they inagined thst he would kil himm-
solf, and cut and mangle his desh irto parts, gl w0 give it

them raw or voast to be eatn among them. Which could
not be mennt, saith 8. Augudice, For that had contaimed an
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heinous smd barbarous fact; amd therefore they might, and
should have besn assured, that he would command no such
thing : but some other swest sense to be of his hard, mys-
tical, or fgurative words; and to be fulfilled in & sserament,
mystery, and a marvellous divine sort, otherwise than they
could comprehend. Secondly, &e” (Nete on John vi. 4.}

v, 62. What and if ye shall see the Son of
man ascemd, &e.  Corneling & Lapide understands
these words with reference to v. 4l; as appears
from the following remark :

o Aprgnsus Cheietl in ceelum signifient eum @ eelo des
scendisse (redibat enim ed wnde venerst) ac proéode ipsum
esse panem vivam, qui de ealo descendit, gquesl ipse Bic
Capharnsitis persundere volebat.” i

v. 68, It is the spirit that quickeneth: &e.
Cornelivg & Lapide applies these words to fhe
explanation of what had been said of eating the
flesh, &e. as the following words will testify:

o Wirne viviboawli, quam halst caro mes comesta i Eu-
charigtili, nem tarn manst & carne quam a spirit Verbd, qui
o8t vivus et vivifieans: ac comsequenter hiec carnis mes man-
ducstic non fit modo coreali lanionfm, sed modo spirituali
et spiritui accommodate, scilicet sociltd et smeramentaliter.”

In short, Corneling i Lapade is as directly op-
posed to Dr Wiseman's mede of interpreting the
sixth chapter of St Johm, as any commentator
4an be, whe understands that chapter of the Eu-
charist.

CALMET.

This commentator doca mof refer v. 62, What
and if ye shall see, &e. to v, 4l He supposes
the disciples to have misunderstood the phrases

L



158 RECTION VI

of eating the flesh, and to have received some
explanation in v. 63; as will appear from the
following passage :

o B3, TP e the Spirit thal quickemeth, de. Quand je
vous profets o vie, 8§ vous menges ma chalr, ne croyes
pas que celn doive o entendre d'une manifre grossifre et
charnolle, comme ¢ I'on deveit m"arracher les membires, au
me les couper, ot vous Bea donner, comme Ton fait la chair
i la boucherie,..... & wous voulez entrer dons meon Hpn':,
# recevoir Ia vie que je voul promets, é]n-vﬂ..'-'q:lil-tu-um il
wne intelligence plus spivituele: Spiritus erd qui wivifical,
C"est I" explication qui paroit la ples simple, et la plus lis-
térale.”

In this manner, Maldonatus, Cornelius & La-
pide and Calmet—the tiumvirate selected by Dr
Wiseman himself—combine with Estius and the
Rhemish Annotator, in effecting the destruction
of that system, of interpreting John vi, which we
have been considering. They all and each of
them hold that the Jews most grossly misunder-
stood our Leord's expressions relative to eating his
flesh, &e.; and that our Lord afterwards explained

the enbject to his disciples.

5. The Latin Vulgate, with the Glossn Or-
dinaria, having, for sevenal centuries, formed T%e
Bible of the Latin Church, T have had the curio-
sity to ascertain what kind of account is there given
of these matters. It is held, in the Glosse Ordina-
rid { Marginalis), that the Jews misfook our Lord's
phrases of eating his flesh, &e.; and that no expla-
nation was given to Phem—the explanation being

|
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reserved for the disciples afterwards....On the
words (v. 62) What and if' ye shail see, &e., 1
find the following account of that explanation ;

" Fatnbant quod corpus distribueret: ille dicit in colum
¢ ascensurum utique integrum. Quid ergo tenendum sit,
apte subdit: Spiriter eef qui wivifeat: Caro sicut irtelligitia,
que in macello emitur sicut alivs cibus, non prodest”

Moreover, the comment of Nicolus de Lyra,
published with the Glossae Ordivaria, is still more
adverse to Dr Wiseman's notions.  Tn that com.
ment, it is supposed that the descent from hearen

__aud the eating of the flesh, &e. were the fwo causes

of offence; and that our Lord, vv, 62, 63, dis. "
coursed on those topics, for the purpose of expla-
nation. The passage, in connection with what has
gone hefore, is y worth attention:

o Primum, de quo sesndalizati crant, emt quod dixerat,
dercendi de eorfo, et ostendit qued nga debebant seandaliesri »
praedicens guod viderent eum in posteram in coelum proprii
virtute reverti....His exponit secundum de quo murmug-
dbant ; scilicet, quod dixerat carmem susm esse cibum e
cessarium ad salotem: et ipsi intelligebant hse, s s daret
in proprid specie sic lanintd ut venditur in macello, guod’ st
bherribile. Taollit hune intellectum dicens : Spiritur el qui
viifral : q. d. verba quee dixi spiritualem sensum habent,
et sie vivifieans”

After proceeding so far in my inquiries, [
have been tempted to pursue them a little {arther.
With this view, I have examined most of those
Roman Catholic Commentators—for, to Femian
Catholic Commentators I resolved to confipe my-
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self—who are, mentioned by Simon, in his ¢ His.
toire Critique des principaux commentateurs du
Nouveau Testament’. The consequence has been,
that I have found Erasmus, Cajetan, Titelman,
Tolet, Ribera, Emmanuel Sa, Mariana, Tirinus,
Jansenius, &e. &e, although differing in various
respects, yet quite in accordance with egch other
on these two points: namely, that the Jews , meds-
understood the latter part of the discourse in
Jobn vi.; and that owr Lerd, in his subsequent
address to the disciples, espluined those parts of
the discourse which had been so misunderstood :
—that is, on the points, the mest essentisl of all
to Dr Wiseman's views, I have found those Com-
mentators in agreement with Estivs, and at vari-
ance with Dr Wiseman. With regard to the
Commentators consulted, T employed no prineiple
of selection: I examined those to whom I could
easily obtain access. It thus appears that, whether
we direct our inguiries to ancient or to modern
times, we find the opinions of theologinns, on the
points under review, tending 1o overthrow the
speculations of Dr Wiseman and support the con-
elusions of Fsiins.

In the earlier part (p.V16) of this work, I
troubled the reader with a epecimen of Dr Wise-
man's attacks on Estivs. As we ean now more
exactly estimate the force of such attacks, I will
here give another specimen, Thus, then, writes
Dr Wiseman :

i
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“1 do not wish to repeat what I have safd nbodt Estius ;
and the exaggerated charscter given hinm by the Professor,
who in matters of Catholic exegetics seems truly & man of
ane book ; aed of the prepostérous use made of him, as
though bis opinions were to bind Cathalics, like the decrees
of a general council. I will therefore make some additional
romarks on this mntter, Firat, should net the reader be
satisfied with the evidence 1 gave befiore, of the very second-
rite churacter attributed by Catholics to Estiug's Commentary
on the difficull passages of Scripiure, 1 beg he will peruse
the following judgement of Duapin, whoe promounces the
highest, and merited, encomiums on the f'um.-r{a-rm‘,- an SF
Pauls Epistles: Les annotstions o Estiua sur les liux
difficiles de I'Eecriture...ne sent pas si travailldes que ses
commentaires sur les Epitres de 5. Panl: et il semble &'dtre
phis appliqué i rechercher les pensées morales pour servie
A imstruetion, qud expliquer & fomd les  diMculiés e
YEeriture sainte’, Such is the commentator * of Ereat Fe-
repute’, o whom the Professor seems to think Catholics
bound to submit their judgement. Secowedly, T am con-
Timneally veproached by D Turton with maintaining, comn.
irary to Estivs {necording to his intorpretation of the
mertter) that we !nke_,hH'E- wards of Jobha vi “!-i.'n.lilj:p ns
the Jews did, &e. &c S Lieply, pp. 198, 1540.)

For what purpose I referred to Hstius and
the Rhemish Aunotator, I have sulficiently ex-
plained ; and the coincidence of sentimet whieh
has been pointed out, between those Writers and
other leading divines of the Roman Communian,
proves the correctness of my views....Any reader,
taking the preceding extract for his guide, would
suppose that Estivg afforded & solitary instance
of & Roman Catholic divine maintaining the opi-
nions there objected to; whereas such opinions ap-
Pear to have been for ages the prevailing opinions

11



162 SECTION L

of the Latin Church. But that is not all. Any
reader of the extract would conclude that 1 had
guoted Esting's Commentary on the difficalt pas-
sages of Scripture, with regard to the interpre-
tation of John vi.; which I have mof done. He
would infer that there is mo other work of Estius,
which I had quoted om that subject; which yet
there is. He would feel assured that Dupin had
not given a character—at least a high character
—of any such work ; which yet he kas given. In
short, with respeet to John vi, I quoted Estius
On the Sentences; and of that work, Dupin, in
the very place referred to by Dr Wiseman (Nou-
velle Bibliothéque des Autenrs Ecelesinstiques,
tome xviii.), has given the ﬁ:ullnwing aecount; which
I copy from the Euglish translation of Dupin,
now accidentally before me

1 Hia commentary wpon The Mader of the Sentewces in
oot of the best Theologienl books we have. He follows
exactly his aathor, without devisting inte farelgn questions;
and imitates perfectly his methed, by eatablishing his doc-
trine by passages out of the Holy Beripture, and the Fathers,
and by solid ratiocination. This commentary i written with
a grest deal of perspicuity and exactness, essy to under-
stand and very instructive. It were to be wished that our
young divines woull apply themselves more carefully to
the study of it, and take their first elements of Divinity
from "

There is something, in Dr Wiseman's pro-

. y PR . A
ceedings with regard to Estius, from which the
mind turns away with inexpressible wuneasiness.
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Not to mention other particulars, only think of
Dr Wiseman's giving Dupin's character of that
work of Estius which I had ot quoted on John i}
and suppressing Dupin's character—and such g
character too—of the work—the” ondy work—which
I kad quoted on that subject. However unsatis
factory may be the case of Tittmann, it does mot
offer such extreme violence to our moral feelings,
a8 we experience in that of Eastius.

The remaining pages of Dr Wiseman's Reply
relate to the wonds by which the Kucharist was
instituted by our Lord, and to the doctrine of St
Paul on the subject. An instance of unfairness
alleged against me in these pages—I allude to
the case of Mr Faber—has been examined in this
sixth section. On locking over the concluding
portion of the Keply, I do not perceive that I am
there charged with any other procecdirg marked by
injustice to the author of the Leet Various
differences of opinion indeed, between Dr Wiseman
and myself, are there dwelt upon; but they could
not be made perfectly intelligible, without some
rather extended disquisitions, of a theological cha-
racter.  Upon such disquisitions I have made wp
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my mind not to enter, on the present oceasion |
mainly, for reasons already given—partly also, from
a feeling that this is not the proper oppertunity for
an undertaking of that kind—and partly, because
[ am anxious to keep my Observations within
moderate limits. With these remarks, I venture
to submit all that I have written—as well in my
volume on the Eucharist, as in the vindication
of that work thus brought to a clese—to the
candid judgement of the public,
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with Nores, by the late Rev. M PRICKETT, M A, FSA, of Trin. Coll.,
Cann., ned T, WRIGHT, M_A., Trin, Coll. Camb.  fu the Press

UNIVERSAL MYTHOLOGY ;oA Aceount of the maost fme
partant Mytholagical Svatema, aud an Inquiry ingo their Origin amd Cop-
mizion ; with Cnslilemtions om the KORAN and the TALMULD, ' the
Rev. HENRY CHIEISTMAS, St. Jaba's Coll., Camb, ’,‘-’p'ri

A BYLLABUS OF LOG IC, in which the views Lu[' Kant are
generally alopted, apd the Lawsof Byllogiam symbolivally cxpressed, Dy
THOMAS SULL I ]::-':'l]... Into of {1J:|:’||::IJ1I.HII l:uuhrid;\-}_ i, B,

A NEW SYSTEM OF LOGIC, and Developement of the Prin-
ciplea of Trmth and Ressoning; in which a System of Legie, o)y, ealle to
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RICHAIL BORANQUET, AM., of the lunce Ill.-'l_'|||i|:|l_ T, H
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1,
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THE MECHANICAL EUCLID. By the Rev. WILLIAM
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THE DOCTRINE OF LIM I'TS, with its ﬂ.pp[imti-:mg; nnm:-ljr,
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Caleulus, By the Rov. WILLIAM WHEWELL, LI, &e. 1

AN ELEMENTARY TREATISE on the DIFFERENTIAL
and INTEGRAL CALCULUS, By the Rev. T. (. HALT, M.A.,
Profeszor of Matlematies, Kingh College, London, 153, B

LECTURES wpon TRIGONOMETRY, and the APPLICA-
THIN of ALGEBRA to GEOMETRY, S~ond Edition, correcbod, Fe, G,

DYNAMICS, or n TREATISE on MOTION: to which is
addel, a SHORT TREATISE om ATTRACTIONS. Dy SAMUEL
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mmy Cluts, 14,

THEORY OF HEAT. By PHILLIP KELLAND, M.A.,
F.R.5., Professor of Nntural Philosphy in the Cmiveraiy of Edinbargh;
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PHILOSOPHY = being a proparatory Yiew of the Foreos which comeur
to the DPrslveion of Chaneal Phensnem 151- J. FREDERIC
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the same Pagr, i fa, B,

THE NEW CR!‘LTYLUH; OF, {-.'ﬂ_"{TH”“.'TIﬂxE- towards a
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dions amd that of the Holy Beripturm,
enlorien, Se, By the Rew. CHLA RLES
15,
BT THE GUIDE of the HER REW STUDENT: con-
taining an EPITOME of SACHED HIETORY, torether with EASY
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