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Church Histories— Bright and Hoberfson. 3

seing a vast array of half-divinee—pretenders to a knowledge
:_j- they do not possesa.  These sciolists go just as deep as
their anthorities happen to be able to take them, and no deeper.
When they have used up the sources from which they have got
what little they know, they do not continue to add to their know-
ledge, but rest content, Their quotations are trite and second-
hand. They possess no knowledze of antiquity, and therefore
they have no true value for it or for its teaching. Their opinions,
_.iey can be really said to have any, are such as are likely to
be gleaned from works which are composed with the object of
pleasing the greatest number possible.  They are content with
jsging for men of learning with the world at large, and are guite
nnaware of the fact that, when thrown with men who have
laboured to acquire from first sources what they have trusted to
heir cmm—bma for, they are sure to be seen in their true light,
ind set down at their real value.
As far as they foster such a race, Church histories, we repeat
t, and other short cuts to knowledge, are rather a bane than a
benefit. But to the diligent and earnest student, who has higher
pitws than that of being a mere manualist divine, and who would
gze his history as it may and ought to be used (not as if the
griter were himself the 1{“;[ authority, but simply the aceidental
aarrator of events, and the indicator of questions which have
0 be studied in their fulness at the fountain head), it will un-
doubitedly prove a great help in the attainment of that know-
edge which, it he be a Chnistian layman, can never be out of
nce ; and if he be a clergyman, it i his plain duty to do his
best to acquire.
Mr. Bright's history was, as we have said, given substantiall
1 the shape of lectures to his pupils at Trinity College, Ulenn{
mond ; and we put him forward because our following remarks
fill be chiefly addressed to those of the same class, who are
poking about for a good Church history to take as their guide
am their future studies.
‘Betting aside as unworthy of serious notice the impracticable
onzense mentioned above, which would be acted on by no one
Fhose mind held any acquaintance with the facts and doctrines of
‘eclesinstical history as contained in their original records; or
Who had any idea as to what Church history jn its fulness is;
‘8nd who did not wish simply to injure the minds of his upils
' pouring into them diffuseness of thought, moral laxity of

e and inexactness; nor was content to substitute the bare
rficial facts of manuals, cram-books, and secondhand aida
Eeﬁrtim, for the fulness and richness of the pages of
Mhose who lived amongst the events they deseribed : we will
enture to say o few words, not unfoundei on experience, as to
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sight into the first principles of that faith which is founded on
the incarnation, passion, and resurrection of God the Son,
and the different truths which this or that heresy offends
against and would destroy. He would learn the necessity,
“and the profound importance of definitions, and be taught to con-
struct them for imself. He would watch the gradual develop-
ment of ecclesiastical otlices and power. He would be taught
what was the construction and the moral weight of councils,
diocesan, provincial, and ceumenical. He would contemplate
the virtues and graces, the patience, fortitude, and subnpission
g0 wonderfully di-plived by the greater of the nnmes of the
Church of the perivd he chooses to study, the exercise of which
18 by no means conlined to days of controversy and perzeention,
but which every member of God's priesthood is to this day in
some degree, more or less, called on to practise; and, most im-
portant of all, he would by concomitant study, which the teacher
should never furget, of the commentaries on Holy Seripture,
written hi;hﬂ Fathers of the age he is studying, have his eyes,
in some degree, opened to the wenderful depths and varied
ireasures of the Holy Seriptures themselves, and learn how those
Fathers aﬂ?liﬁd them to the establishing of the particular trath
which required building up, or to the overthrow of the heresies
which called for confutation, in their day. A course of wstrue-
ion like this would be found to furnish no bad test of the
fitness of those who were candidates for futore ordination.  The
areless, the idle, the sensual, the incompetent, in a word, the
unworthy, might rebel against such a course of undoubted
abour; but the diligent and the earnest-minded, those who
peally desired to muke themselves efficient members of the
riesthood, would, we may fearlessly say, find in it a 1“31-101!%
Sudvantage.  Such men would thus gain an impetus to theologica
rly, which could hardly fail to bring forth froit in their after
ives. Devoutness of mind, deeper appreciation of the Christian
gheme, humility, love, zeal for truth, if even for themselves
Andl in their own minds alone, would be among their rich rewards:
0 say nothing of the lesser acquirements of exactness of mind
nd thonght; terseness of expression in their sermons, pastoral
other addresses; accuracy of scholurship for purposes of
ticismn ; and, with these, inereased powers of teaching and
fider influence, in other respects, for good.

- The question immediately before us is, what have the works
laced at the head of our article done to forward so good an end ?
- How far have they succeeded, and if they have in any degree
failed, are there any, or what histories, so far, or in such respects,
to be preferred to them ? or is any class of works to be studied
¥ith them to supply their deficiencies in any particular line?
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locuments to prove that the Pupe always posscsed those
powers and that place in the Church which he has of late
years clai On the contrary, as a Gallican of the seven-
teanth century, he, by implication, if’ not directly, lowers rather
than exaggerates the papal demands. His deficiency consista
in relating the fucts, whether of general history or of private
life, without order or method, or attempt at philosophical
gystem.  He errs in this extreme as much as Neander does
n the opposite one. He gives us no adequate iden of the
gouncils ; he contents himself with giving a bare parrative of
heir acts. He instils no life into their debates: their netors
geem shadows, and not men.  We gain from him no information
as to canon law. He leaves chronology pretty much to take
gare of itsell. Still the gase of his style and the pleasant
manner in which he keeps the reader’s attention slive, and
h‘_-,g even a dull ]JEt‘iﬂd |1‘:tcrcsting, are without lZ!l'plIl-E among
celesiastical histomans, and are worthy of all praise.  Henee
e recommend our younger veaders to lose no opportuniiy of
iequainting themselves with his pages. e will do as well as
ny other to break up the ground for them, and will preserve
hem from earrying away the iden, ss they migzht do for instance
rom Cave or Mosheim, that no history of the early Church can
have in it anything of heart or life.

L Tillemont's work is, in some respects, a far greater one than
leury’s. His learning was much more aceurate and extensive.
He has nothing whatever of that superficial method of handling
L subject which iz vulgarly but emphatically ealled © touch and
0, and which appears too often in the pages of Fleury. He
mows that to have mastered thoroughly some one period of
Ghurch history is far more heneficial to the student than to have
kimmed over the whole of it; and, in consequence, he does
is work so thoroughiy ns he goes 0N, that a learner can strike
b anywhere and take him as his guide for any period he pleases,
ure of finding a truthful nareator, and (what is no small advan-
to the beginner) of being made acquainted with the best
al authorities, and not seldom of being introduced to a par-
lar work which it is well worth while to study on its own
imnt. It is impossible to consult hiz pages for any nume or event
1 history, however trivial, without learning as much of them as
in be known. He overlooks positively nothing.  If he has a
ult, it is that he is too minute, and, at times, too little dizerimi-
g of what is and what is not worthy of laborious narration.
gift at least of honesty caunot be denied him. So careful
e not to appear to give his own opinion for historie truth,
hia plan is, to relate the events of each age in the ipsissima
tof the writers of the time, which he ingeniously g::\rctn’nls
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etween the genuine and the epurions.  Moreover, his almost
entire ignorance of the language of the Greeks compelling him
o rely on the Latin versions of their works, renders his citations
Arom them of little value. Indeed, he seldom tries his hand at
that language, and when he does, is apt to make most remarkable
and ridiculons mistakes. The weak point of his work is the
goclesiastical opinions maintained in it. The author adopts,
a8 is known to all, the wost extreme view of the papal power
“and prerogatives. To support them against the &cntuﬁnt&m
formed, by hiz own confession, the great object of his work.
~Hence it is rather an apology for Ultramontanism, than an
gxponent of the prineiples on which the Chureh is based, and by
‘which it is governed. And the author iz no lnkewarm or waver-
“ing champion of these views. They appear in almost every line,
“and to support them, theoriea are often invented, facts all but
perverted, and the plain testimony of antiguity overruled,
' ed, or escaped from without hesitation, and just as the
~particular case requires.  We do not think, indeed, that to the
Anglican reader his arguments will earry much conviction.
For they will see the lamentable shifts to which he i3 often
reduced, to account on his own prineiples for the events he is
ribing. Thus in his account of the First (Jeumenical
Council, finding that Eustathius of Antioch, Bishop only of the
Third See, had the first place at the right hand of ihe bishops,

hefore the Metropolitan of Alexandria and even the legates
if Rome, which would be well-nigh fatal to his previous theory
f the Pope as universal bishop and pévapyos of the whaole
Church, hmrinlg cansed Constantine to assemble the conneil,
(& discovery which it was certainly left to Baronius to make,)
he is much perplexed to account for so anomalous and extra-
inary an arrangement. First he suggests that it cannot have
seni hecanse he was preses of the council, for Eustathius him-
elf confesses that he had not taken the trouble to scquire much
“information about the bishops who were present, which the
| president must have done! Secondly, Baronius admits that it
| eannot kave been because he sang the hymn before the emperor
| At the opening of the council ;* or because he made an oration
to Constantine ;* for Eusebius of Cwmsarea also appears to have
- done the same. He has therefore to seck for a reason further
- a-field; and the kind of facts which he presses into his service,
~ and the reasoning he constructs from them, strike us as being
extremely original and characteristic. He finds that at the
ouncil of Chalcedon the legates of the Roman see sat on the
eft, the Bishop of Constantinople next, and then the Bishop of

- ! Theodoret. Hisk. T. vii. (8).  * Enscbins, Vit. Cons, 111 xi.  # Ibid,
B
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Tillemont, tie himself down to a mere repetition of the words
‘of the writer of the times he is describing, and when he has
dovetailed them into one another consider his task done. He
‘infuses into his narrative much of the vigour of his own mind,
and makes his dramatis personm not dead puppets, but living,
thinking, acting beings. :
Baronius too, we should remember, wrote. under great
disadvantages.  With the exception of the Centurintors, none
of the Church histories which now meet us at every turn had
then any existence. He was almost the first to sink a shait in
‘that mine, which since hiz time has been so abundantly, if not
&0 profitably, worked.

~ But Baronius should not be studied alone. It is impossible
that a leader on a road so extended and hitherto so little
travelled should not sometimes err; and to afford corrections
here and there as needed, Pagi, of the order of the Francizcana
or Friars Minors, composed his elaborate work. In thiz he
: y follows the order of Baronius, zo that the two works
can be studied year by year and page by page. Pagiis a kind
of reviewer of Baronius on a large scale; and as such he
corrects what appears to him erroncons and supplies what he
thinks deficient in his author. The chronology of Baronius is
the chief thing he discusses: and certainly one result of his
gtrictures iz to show how accurate in the main Baronius was in
hiz caleulations. But Pagi is not the only critic of Baronius
ong the writers of his own communion. The Church of
; e takes this author as ita chief historieal text-book ; and
all who have laboured in the same great field since his day—
“Tillemont, Fleury, N. Alexander—do not hesitate directly or by
implieation to }JTDMEII? against the exaggerated cluims set up by
him for the Papacy, and to zet him right on other points on
‘which he seems to them to go astray. In addition to these,
guch of our younger readers ns may wish fo study Baronius
eritically in his account of the earlier part of the~first century,
~ would I.EJ well to compare him with the work of Isanc Casaubon,
 which was written with the avowed intention of confuting
onius, but was carried by its author no further than the
ar 34 - We will dismiss our brief notice of this father of
oman Catholic historiang, by recalling to the minds of oo
aders the advice of Selden, that * we should study Baroniuas
on one side of the question, and the Magdeburgh Centuriators
‘o the other, and judze for ourselves as to where between them
* the truth lay.’

- But among the historians of a larzer seale we confesa that
- we value very highly the learned and often profounc dissertations
of N. Alexander. {u two fulio vﬂuluuma lie discusses the history
i
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of doctrine certainly take that line which, being supportable only
;,rt];]upnl dicta as opposed to the voice of the Church at large
in the writings of her Fathersand in the deerees of her Councils,
‘necessarily tends to the result which on other grounds and
ghown in other subject-matter he strongly opposee.  For instance,
he has dedicated some pages of his synopsis of the history of the
fourteenth century, to the defence of the doctrine of the
Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary against John
de Montesinos.  On the other hand he as staunchly affirms all
bishops to be possessed of the same intrinsic spiritual powers as
the Pope, who, he waintaing, differs from his brother prelates
only in his pre-eminence and primacy as the successor of
8. Peter, the hishu]i of the chief see, and the centre of
ecclesiastical unity. In a thesis on this subject he says:—

' T Jus (ligendi et solvendi) in Apustolos reliques eb in omnes Ecclesie
principes, id est Episcopos, sb eodem fonte dervatum esse, Falsa itague,
temeraria, verbo Dei contraria, propositio est gqus ab hoo privilegio exciudit
seopos et Coneilia, in quibus manst Petri privilegiom cum cx ipsios
wquitate ferunt judiciom. Hme propositio ; *Ad solem sedem Apostolicam
divino immutabili privilegio spectat de controversiis fdei judicare,” eplspopos
et concilia excludit. Hac ergo ratione falsa est, erronca, verbo Dei contrarin’
nd he concludes emphntically—' Propositio igilur que e potesiatem soli
sedi apostolics attribuit, absolute et per ss falsa et errones est."!

‘We think on the whole that if we were confined to a single
ecclesinstical historian, we should prefer N. Alexander; for
whilst his historical nareative is quite sufficient, and is for the
mest part exceedingly correct {I'fwugh we adwit that in this
- part of his work he does require to be watched and occasionally
 checked), his doctrinal dissertations are at once more full, more
- profound, and more lueidly expressed than anything of the
~kind to be met with in the historians with whom we have any
- acquaintance. In fact, treating it as he has done, he may be
~ truly said to have made this branch of his subject his own. 1t
#eems strange indeed that in a Church boasting of such unity
~of opinions in her pale, there should be historians varying as
videly from each other on one of their own first prineiples as
i Ey, Tillemont, and Alexander Natalis on the one hand,
- and Baronius, Pagi, &e. on‘the other. To solve this difficulty
, Hhowever, ia clearly not our business.
- We now pass on to works with which our readers are,
‘perhaps, more likely to be aequainted. We will take them in
F _f..'_- order of the chronclogy of their subjects. No better
- Buides to accurate knowlcdgge of the history of the first and
econd centuries can, in our opinion, be had than the disseria-
- biona of Bishop Pearson, contained in his ¢ Opuscula’ and

s

I Sne. xiv, Dissert. xii.
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Oxford; for our business is to pass on to simple matters of fact:
to state what we think the place among histories of the work of
~ the great German, and what it has l:ru'.'eﬂ. itself to us after some
years of acquaintance with it. We should advise a beginner
‘pot to give much time to this author. 1le will, it is true, at
first be greatly fascinated by his speculations; Imt his feelings
will soon change. He will i{nd himself perplexed by discussions
smhich to him for a time can have little or no meaning, DBut
. when he has mastered the details of his work, and broken up his
~ground, then he will find it profitable to read Neander with
wother historianz.  His work, in truth, is not history, but his
own deductions from, theories of, and refinements upon, history.
“Much of it is merely the result of the workings of his own mind
‘alone. He does not give a statement of facts, or a deseription
~of events or of characters, but of what he supposes, or assumes,
to have been the principles or the motives ulj the personages of
s history. He subatitutes philosophy, or rather, pliilnsu hising,
or statements of faots; nm} in many of his refinements li]\is cor-
“rectness as to fact iz a question.  Not seldom, too, he is tempted
“to make a dizplay of originality, where our own great divines had
“anticipated lam ; but, as might be expected, without his parade.
The fanlt of his history is its unsubstantiality. Ilverything
in it i2 seen as it were through a mist or haze. e must start
“an abstract idea, or originate some theory about almost every cha-
“macter of antiguity that he introduces on the actual stage. The
personazes of history who (o return 1o our former eomparison)
in the hands of Baroniug are often like the bizarre fisures of a
dream, or a magic lantern, and in the pages of Cave or Burton
e stone statues, rigid, lifeless, and immovable, become in his
hands shadowy and unsubstantial figures, who exist not in
hemselves, but only in his theories as to their actions; acrial,
transparent beings, through whom, by the light of Lis philoso-
ising, we appear to see. Let Neander, we say, by all means
read, and be read carvefully. e will teach the student of
tory to think, and suggest ideas the truthfuluess of which it
wholesome and useful exercize to test.  But by no means let
be read alone, or taken as the sole guide in the paths of
esiastical history. To attempt to attain to a knowledge of
esinstical history by his guidance alone would be like trying
to hold water in the hand.
- The Centuriators, and Basnnge against Baronius, are each
orthy of notice. They are both to be classed in the ranks
0f exireme Protestant writers. We should thinlt the sum
expended by a private person in purchasing the ponderous
of the former, though not of any great amount, simply
thrown away. ‘I'he zeal of the Centurintors cannot be
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conformist, and would have the cross in baptism, and kneel-
ing at the Holy Communion abolished, or left, at least, to the
discretion of each particular worshipper : yet the praize is due
to hiin of having broken ground on a portion of the history
of the Church which other historians have passed over in con-
tented silence.  Again, the elaborate and learned dissertation
on the authority of the Epistle to the Hebrews, contained in
hiz zecond volume, iz well worth careful ﬁludr, by all who
wish to see how greatly preponderating an evidence there is
in favour of asenbing it to 8. Paul, and how the modern
ghallow and flippant argument against his authorship, drawn
from the variation in this epistle from his usual style (as if
8. Paul, like any other writer, could not vary hiz style when-
ever he saw occasion lor doing so), is dealt with l:’r'}r 4 man
of real learning.  And we would recommend those who possess
this history, and are curious about 5. Paul’s meaning as to the
baptizm for the dead (1 Cor. xv. 29), to consult Spanheim’s
igsertation on the subject. Although we do not suppose that
any one will easily be induced to adopt his view of the passage,
which is that var vexpar should be read (by enallage) Toid
pov and should refer to Christ, and so the meaning simply
g, what shall they do who are baptized into Christ, or received
Christian baptism; yet we know no modern author by whom
the subject has been treated so methodieally, or who has brought
o bear upon 1t such a vast number of authorities both auncient
and modern.
From the giants of the seventeenth century to the men of
our own age and times, the descent is great. Foremost among
the Iatter in some respects stands Mosheim, especially in the
works which embrace particular periods only, his ‘ De Rebus
Christionorum ante Constantinum,” and his ¢ Institutiones.” His
history has been so well and in the main so truly described
by the late Hugh Rose, that any words of ours would be
Buperfluous:—
~ “Let any one take up Mosleim—and 1 mention his name without any dis-
- Eesp 5_&-! lie has done whatever could be i!nnt. in |:|i5l way, by a.il.'lllil.ﬂ!'l'l'edgiug
driving in cue fact after ancther into his pages, Ul tiey bristle with faots,
il the beart and the imagivation are alike beaten down aod crushed to picces
d see, when one has rend his careful and lborious eonglomeration of (ae
more we know of Christianity, as a rule of life intended to influrnce botli
'I'i'_ﬂl:llh and nations, gradually 1o operate upon laws and customs, and in=
Fions and munners, and graduslly to cheer and bless all the sons of men.
" We toil through bis pages with u reluctant aud weary spirit, without ever
g heneaih the surface, or boyoud dey details, without one movement of the
Mor the couse which e is recording, and with lively pleasure only wlieu
ean lax the book out of our hands,

"1 word, in Mosheim there is no love of the cause, or, if the man bad &
Tty Wi wriver thought it bis duty 1o overloy Lis feelings with dry details of
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~ Hagenbach's * History of Doctrines’ is a work very likely to
fall in the way of our readers. It is translated by a member of
‘the Lancashire Independent College, under the superintendence
of Dr. Davidzon ; and with Gicse%er‘u} which comes from the
eame source, iz to be classed as o text-book, rather than as a
. This account of their publication will form at once a
‘barrier to their reception by most of our readers; and there is
Jittle in their contents to redeem this objection. They both
ke that low view of the higher doctrines of the Christian fauh
~which might be expected ; but in partienlars they differ from
ench other. Hagenbach divides his work into periods. The
Mfirst two, which is all with which we are at present concerned,
‘extend respectively to the death of Origen and to the Pelagian
gontroversy, and the statements are exactly such as might be
expected from a German neologist, endorsed by a Protestant
Digsenter. The one tendency of the book iz simply to
Socinianism. We would not wrong the well-meaning and
forthodox " among the Dissenters by supposing for a momeut,
that if they knew the contents and bearning of this most per-
‘micious and heretical work, they would allow their sons to be
Brought up under its teaching and influence. The idea of the
Sacraments as held by the Church iz, of course, out of the

mestion ; but whilst our Lord is formally, and in some vague
Bense, acknowledgzed in the text to have had ¢ a higher nature,
ch notes ns the following from Liicke, to eay mothing of
ductions from the text by the author and translator, show
ghat is really meant :—

i The more T endeavour Lo realize the manner of thinking aud speaking our-
il in the New Testament, the more 1 feal mysell called upon 1o give it as m
ided opinion, that the historical Son of God, as such, canmot be called God,
hout completely destroying the monothieistical system of the Apostles.?

e e

Une such note as this, cited without protest, and therefore of

urse as what is true, is to us, and will be, we think, to our
wders, enough at once to speak the utter condemnation of the
thole work, and certainly 1o show the theological bearing of Dy,
Javidzon, aud all concerned in its publication. We say, too,
nd those concerned in its publication must make the best they
an of it,) that the book 15 thoroughly dishonest, and with a
iehonesty of the meanest and most cowardly nature. The
or does not venture to say at once as a wan of cournge
Id: *The Church or early Fathers held such and such opi-
83 the fact cannot be denied, but they were wrong;’ in
h caze hie would at least gain a hearing for himsell; but he

mdireetly, by suppressio verd, by im ﬁiﬂntiuﬂ—in ghort, by
¥ indirect manner possible, that they }!mh] what they did not

S g
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hold, and does not state what they did hold.  Frequently, tos,
we have found citations which are asserted to carry, or are mady
to carry quite different ideas to those contained in the full tex
of the original authors,  Monstrous assomptions are lnid dows
as plain and inecontestable troths, and iff & given fact or state-
mwent cannot be denied in its historical phase, it iz fnmediaiel
expluined away. 1If the early Fathers held what is here laid
their charge, they would have been as far from holding the prin:
ciﬂlua of the Apostles, ns is the author of the book himsell
Thus it iz of course known to all who are in any degree versed
in the works of 8. Clewent of Alexundria, that botiy from hi
position us a teacher in the schoul of Alexandria, from the natur
of his subject, and from his own personal feeling, he is more ful
and explicit on the subjeet of the Logus, than any other ante
Nicene Father. Yet, whilst giving a long and well-digested
note on this subject, and following it up by another, in prool
that the * Logos ' of 5. Clement is the * Son of God ' of Orizer
Hagenbach secks to undo his own compulsory admissions, first
by the illogically expressed assertion that © the subordination ol
* the Son to the Father was the necessary consequence of a #
* adherence to the idea of a hypostasis’ (§ 43} ; and secondly, b
the utterly false and unsustainable assumption that 5. Clemen
was only induced by his speculative tendency to eall the Loge
Himself * the ereator of the world ' (§ 47), an assertion found i
all the Fathers of the Church, and which follows of course, and
as a necessary consequence, from the doctrine of His Godhend
It is notuble, too, that even semi-Arian writers, such as Eusebiu
of Cmenrea, in his higher phase of doctrine, admit the same fuel
Let our readers take courage: if they have by any evil chanc
for a moment become entangled by the sophistries and false nsser
tions of this writer, let them diligently and with patience studs
the great work of Biulu:l\ Bull—the ¢ Defensio Fidei Nicmna
Here they will find all the questions which perplex the narvos
powers of Hagenbach and his followers, fairly, honestly, and
broadly stated, aud as far as human faculties will allo
answered and explained. They will see that the points, ng
urged, but insinuated and implied as objections to the Chr
tian zcheme by these writers, are many of them verities 1f
trinsically necessary and self-consistent, having alzo the outwand
testimony of ages; and that the resl cause of the perplexi
and errors of these moderns is simply their inability to cope with
the subjects of which they have taken on themselves to be expe= =
nenfs.  Thus will the honest inquirer learn how to auswer st
shallow zophistries as are contained in the work bc{nm i

=
-
=

x5 8

Eri8s5: 4

=
=

-

FroN

e

=¥y

As we have bracketed this work with Mr. Hobertson's and
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“Mr. Bright's, and intend to institute a comparizon of an ecele-
miastical history written by wembers of 1he Church, with one
pted by a Dissenter, we feme Hagenbach for the present, only
ding further our conviction, that any competent unprejudiced
=on whatever who should undertake to compare the two,
W at once confess that in truthfulness of statement, doetrinal
‘goundness, moral tone and scholarship, the works of the Church-
men are immensurably superior to the Diszenter's.
~ Gieseler may be classed generally with Hagenhach, although
‘the difference between them as to doetrines is great enough to
render it matter of wonder how the same person could have been
anstrumental in publishing both, and to make more inexplicable
than it was before, what kind of thing a Dissenter's conscience,
a8 to the doctrines of dogmatic theology, ean be.  There is one
thing urged by Dr. Davidson in favour of Gieseler, which we
tl 'ET[ very significant. He tells us that, looking about for a
text-book which he could put into the hands of his students, as
the substratum of lectures on ecclesiastical history, he could
find none so suitable to his purpose as the present. We are glad
“to know that no Englich Church history was found suitable to
‘be nsed as a ‘ substratum for lectures on ecclesiastical history’
by an Independent in his college, though we should have thought
that Milner might have served his turn for want of a worse.
- The fitness of the German consists, we suppose, in his total
Jdgnorance, or jgnoring of evervthing which we, as Churchmen,
possess and value—the gimple, clear, unwavering note of the
‘the trumpet that proclaims the doctrines of our Lord and
‘Saviour in Hiz Natures and Person, the Apostolic and Primitive

Doctrine of Sacraments, and the truth, doetrinal and practical,
L of a Church—any of which, the last especially, might make
- Dr. Davidson's pupils sit uneasily under his teaching, and haply
auge some of them to desert their seats altogether.
~ We heartily congratulate Mr. Bright on the fact that hia
- work has no c{nnca of ever being made a text-book in the Lan-
l.:i; shire Independent College. I it had, we at least should not
il to denounce it wherever our voice 15 heard, but he need not
- be alarmed that we shall have to condole with him on attaining
- 10 the martyrdom of a promotion such as this—of being cmrpleﬁ
- With a Hagenbach and Gieseler, commented on and tamiliarly
iged by Dr. Davidson, and helping to form the opinion of those
- Who i due time are to go fnrﬂ[: to the good task of sowing dis-
€nsiong, and hindering the work of the Church wherever they
et a chance.
. Mr. Robertson has given us a work which goes carefully over
' ﬁf}pgmum‘l from the Apostles’ age to the pontificate of 8. Gre-
iy the Great. Its fault is, that it is compiled almost exclu-
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tell not only to his own dizadvantage as a historian, but also to
* that of the student who may take the work as his text-book,
and who will be driven to other =ources for that information
about, and views of, the early writers which is here denied him.
L A few of the works, then, most worthy of mention, which
treat only of particular periods of Ecelesinstical History, are,
~ Bp. Pearson’s treatises in his U}JLWGU'II, Ittigius on the first
two centuries, De. Burton's and Professor Blunt’s works on ihe
Ante-Nicene Church, Isaac Cnsaubon against Baronius, to a.p.
84 ; Mosheim's De Rebus and Dissertationes ; D, Stanley's
wolume, which contains a good and interesting account of the
first Council of Nice, but one not, in our judgment at least, to
be compared with Tillemont's ; and a very interesting epitome of
the Russo-Greek Chureh, derived from the translation of Mou-
ravieff, by Mr. Blackmore, and other sources. Mr. Neale's
~ History of the Eastern Chureh is most valuable for its disserta-
tions. His plan of treating the patriarchates separately is the
great fault of his work, in that an adequate idea of the unity
of the Eastern Church is thus lost. Jansenius is the great his-
torical exponent of Pelagianism ; and, on the whole, perhaps the
best idea that can be obtained of the history of the hinal separa-
tion of the East from the West is to be gained from the pages
of Leo Allatius.
. There is another elass of writera who, in a treatize however
imperfect on ecelesinstical historians, must not be passed over
~the Biographers. Dr. Stanley has said that the lives of good
men ‘ are the salt not only of the world but of the Church.! And
in words with which, however, we cannot at all agree, he adds
“that ¢ in the lives of the saints, we zee close at hand, what on the
* public stage of history we see through every kind of distorted
‘medinm and deceptive refractizn.’  But if Feclesinstical Bio-
‘graphy has its advantages, it has also the contrary. No history
of the Church could ever be evolved from the lives of individuals,
| Their biographers are too apt to make their actions out of seale
d keeping. They can zearcely avoid giving distorted views of
ts, F‘Iia true place in the Church evidently eannot be
signed to the subject of a hiﬂgl:mphy, or hiz character drawn
true proportion when he is the only figure on the canvos:
erything seems subsidiary to the particular individual, and he
often appears to be, as it were, the Church itself of his time,
hilst he is perhaps in truth a comparatively subordinate and
mportant member of it.  There is apt to be no background to
e picture, nor proper grouping, Biography, though it should
ost agsurcdly be studied mi'rfxahiatnry._ should never be subsati-
forit. Those who have most successfully grappled with the
ulties of their subject are the Benedietine Editors, whose
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lives, fur instance, of 8. Athanasius and 8, Basil the Great, form,
by the power of their, we may say, wonderful grouping, no mean
or imperfect histories of the fourth century. ~ After these come
Mubillon, Dupin, and Cave, in hiz * Lives of the Fathers and
Apostles,” and- his * Historia Litteraria,’ of the latter of which
the continuation is greatly to be desired. We say nothing of
the volumes of the Bollandists, because the object of our remarks
is simply the practical one of nssisting younger men in the study
of Church history, and it is not probable that the purses of
many will endure the tax, or their shelves afford the room for
the ponderous folios of these endless compilers. ,
¢ should recommend our younger readers not to pass Ly an
opportunity of procuring a copy (which may be done for very
moderate terms) of the sccond or best edition of Cave's
¢ Historia Litteraria.” Tt has this great advantage over the
longer and more elaborate work of’ Dupin, that, often by com-
parison of one life with another, in a shorter narrative, importan
faets of agreement or opposition, of time, place, birth, or educa-
tion, between two or more charneters are observed, which in g
long history would probably be passed over. But the work of
Dupin is much the more valuable of the two in giving a good
account of the writings both as a whole, and in each separate
piece, of the subject of each biography. He dwells also at mugh
eater length on the Councils. Cave hns, however, acted on the
pry idea of dividing his work into periods, accordingly as
heresy or some great name gave it notoriety. It is much to have
continually before the eye a reminder of the great movement
which were going on from time to time within or outside th
pale of the Church. His ‘ Lives of the Apostles,” and ° Lives o
the Fathers of the First four Centuries, are, on the one hand,
works very accurate and easily procurable.  On the other hand
there attaches to both the serious drawback, and perhaps wors
than drawback, of their being written in a style to which fa
dryness and want of interest it would be well-nigh impossible
find an equal. It may be said that this is a style which prejudges
nothing, and to whicﬁ an enemy cannot object that it savours of
partisanship. But it is a matter of grave doubt to us whether
an anthor, who is an undoubted master of hiz subject, and has
unquestioned powers to direct the minds and form the opinions of
others, can, under any circumstances, be {.ﬂﬂtiﬁﬂﬁ in refran
from the exercise of those powers; from showing plainly whe
his sympathies lie; saying boldly what he thinks right and
and why he thinks =0 ; and endeavouring all he can to bring
or confirm in his position [which 4s his, of course, because
thinks it true and right) those who take him as their instructor.
As it 18, the Gallios tﬁ' Church history not seldom receive positive
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support and confirmation in’ their indifference and lukewarmness
| from those very persons whose duty it is to rouse and warn
them ; and they are apt to conclude that the subject is as dry,
pinteresting, and incapable of sustaining the weight of a decided
gonclusion in itself, as it appears in the pages of the author.
What a model in this respect is Bishop Bull's Defensio! What
arneatness and intensity of mind and purpose are seen in ever
pare! What a variety of weapons are used in the combat with
his enemies! Grave argument, profound learning, cutting irony,
iting and playful eatire, contemptuous exposure, stern denun-
giation, all are had recourse to in terms as the cause requires, or
the adversary is deemed worthy.  You cannot approach such a
‘gpirit and think that it is very little matter which side you take ;
hat there is hardly perhaps any right or wrong at all in the
question; that as much may be said in historie truth and moral
honesty (though in a historian these are one) for one opinion as
the other; that if other good qualitics are present to a man,
t cannot matter much what he thinks of a (fugmn:ic doctrine ;
‘that there is not evidence enough, it may be, for forming a
lecided opinion. '
This, then, is our objection to Cave's Lives, to say nothing of
‘the want of animation exhibited throughout, which may be an
“artistic fault, beyond the cure of the author. The whole work
gives no idea, or almost none, that he approaches his subject in
‘any other spirit than that of a mere literary antiguarian, or that
e had any deep feelings about the labours and the writi ol
‘those whose acts and sufferings he relates, or does not think
“one opinion and its converse, though the one be perhaps a vital
(truth, and the other a damnable heresy, pretty much the same
ing at last ; or, that the one is to be held, and the other re-
wbated, ad salvationem ; but that the scales must remain nearly
anced, the decision be what will amount in fact, with most
ors, to an open verdiet. *Give me a good hater,” said
Johnson. We say, Give us as our guide in Ecclesiastical
ory, one who fas a heart as well as a head ; who has feel-
pringiples, opinions, a bias, if _{'ﬁu will ; and who does not
ate to declare them. We wounld rather give our time and
sour to the pages of Baronius, even when he is dedicating his
and powers to the effort of making out a case for Ultra-
tanigm, because there is in him intense zeal for his cause,
en as that cause is, than plod wearily through the pages of a
orian, 'where everything is orthodox indeed and tenable, but
rly, hopelesaly lifeless,
Haiillnn has contributed two great historical works, pru[m:'ly
| 80 called, to Ecclesinstical History—the * Acta Sanctorum;’ and
“Anuales Ordinis 8. Benedieti” Of the former we must leave
c
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The attempt of Arius and Macedonivs to deny the Divinity of
our Lord, and of the Holy Spirit, are, with the aid of the
writings which that attempt called forth, our best exponents of
ose passages of Ecriﬂnm which teach the essential co-cquality
of the Persons of the Holy Trinity. The heresies of Nestorius
and Eutyches ; the schemes which they constructed, and the
arguments by which they sought to support them, with the
confutations they reeeived from individual doctors—3S. Cyril
and 8. Leo, and from the Church in Council—teach us better
han any formal eommentary of the Unity of the Perzon and the
Divinity of the Natures. Pelagius, by the manner in which he
gought to set aside Divine grace, and substitute for it the
wers of nature, and the writings on the need of the former,
which he was the cause of calling forth from 5. Augustine, has
illustrated more strongly than is or can be done by any later
eommientator, the utter Lf::peml{:nm of man upon God for all his
gifts, and the ezpecinl need and weight of Christian truth, and
of the Christian scheme on the point assailed. And thus the
eorpus dogmaticum of each age becomes the best guide we can
ave to the understanding and realizing of the multifarious lines
of Seripture.
And with the formal history and polemical writings of the
Fathers of ench age should be always united the study of their
exegetical works; for they are wi:lentlti,- the best exponents of
those doetrines and prineiples which during their time were
attacked, and in the maintenance of which they passed their
lives, It is the necessary want of this vitality,—the absence of
~ the annotator apl:alr.ing a3 of himszelf and his own lluinga,—lhnt.
~ to us makes all the formal commentaries of writers who lived
long after the questions they deseribe, comparatively lifeless aud
 without valoe, flat and secondhand, and almost reduces even the
- best of them to that order of productions which is technieally
~ called ¢ ecizsors and paste.’
~ Nor, whilst making himself acquainted with arguments of the
early writers, should the student Ly any means neglect their
laws and decisions as left to us in the Couneils, Some know-
ledge of the latter, indeed, though passed over in total silence
by writers of the Gieseler and nbach stamp, is ahsolutely
necessary for one who aspires to be in the least degree a master
of Church history., They show much of the practical every-
day life of the Church. In them he will sce with what enemies
the Church had to contend ; what legacies of depraved morality,
- and what a perverted sense of first moral principles, wherein evil
-8 called good, and good evil—heathenness left behind it; and
“what strenuous and long-continued efforts it cost the Church to
gain the victory, The practices prohibited by many national
i’ a2
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nd geagraphy. Lok at the long procession as it enters the scene of assembly.
Bea who was present, and who was absent.'—

Study, we would add, very carefully the geography of the
question at issue, as laid down in the sees, the bishops of which
were present, and which are named with their signatures at
the end or in the body of the council. One often, from this
source, gets a hint as to the limits within which, as a whole,
a given heresy was confined. And this frequently contains
peculiar and valuable information that is well worth being
worked out, and perhaps may even sound the key-note of the
after history of a particular Church or country. But to con-
tinue our extract :—
. "Let us make ourselves acquainted with the several characlers there hmu?!lt
tog ther, so that we recognise them as old friends if we meet them sgain else-
where. Study their deerces os expositions of the prevailing sentiments of the
times.!  Study them as Mr, Froude hos advised us to study the statutes of our
own ancient Parliaments.  Bes what evils are most condemned, and what evils
tare lelt uncondemned.  Observe how far their injunctions are still obeyed and
how far set at nought, and ask in each case the reason why., Iead them as 1
bave just now noticed, with the knowledge given us by our own experience of all
gynods of all kinds, Read them with the knul.rl‘mlgﬁ: which each gives of every
ather. Do this for any one council, and you will bave made a deep hole into
Eeclesiastical History. —F. 1.
On this aceount, then,—the revelations that the canons of
ecouncils make, as to the practical work of the Church in
different countries :—the student of Church history should allot
himself’ a certain period of time, amongst other subjects, to be
given up to the quiet and gradual mastery of the acts and
eanons of the councile. Routh's Reliquiz and Opuscula will
furnish him with the text and a commentary on the canons
- of the (Ecumenical and some of the earlier Councils; and to
~ these he would do well to add the Pandect of Beveridge, a
- work for which there is simply no substitute; and, eay, Riﬁlﬂl‘j
- Berardus, if he can afford it, and Cabassutius, HRicher shows
- the fallacy of the Ultrnmontane doctrine of the Pope as the
:1" final authority over councils ; and Cabassutius gives the other
~ #ide of the picture. Iven these are, after all, but manuals to
i the councils, and therefore it would be advieable, wherever

possible, to procure the full text of the councils themselves,
- and all that 18 commonly made to appertain to them ; and, as it
18 never real economy or true wisdom to buy a worthless book,

1 We senrcoly know the oxact meaning of Die. Stanley in this expression, The
eanons of the (Feumenical Couneils are binding on all Christendom.  As regards
matters of practice, indeed, some of their deerees hove been falfilled by obedience,
il others are rendered null hy the non-existence of the cirenmatances which they
e framed to meet; buk on l;]l.ll:ﬂltllli of faith thoy ore still in full force, and
(HUISS R0 remain oven to the end of time. In neither case can they Lo considered
‘maorely as ‘ expoaitions of sontiments,'
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manner by a professed historian. Gibson's Codex will give him
an insight into ecclesinstical law. From Archbishop ﬁuku on
Convocation, with its Answer by Bishop Atterbury, he may
derive much information on a subject on which, not only for its
intrinsic worth, but because it is so likely, before a long period
g elapsed, to be brought forward in the country, he should
“have a definite and clear opinion. Dr. Pusey on the Councils
will alzo be of value, as indirectly bearing on the same point,

~ And, with an English text-book, we should recommend, as
far as possible, the use of contemporary historians. The Suxon
Chronicle and Bede are the great authorities before the Con-
quest, and Matthew Paris will form a good and useful guide as
ur ns he goes: 4. e to the end of the reign of Henry 111,  There
18 much 1n a historian, who was contemporary with the events
ghich he describes, that eannot be found, at least with the same
weight, in any other. Matthew Paris teaches us, what indeed
the whole lives of Lanfranc, Anselm, and even Beckett confirm,
at the papal claims were always, in this country, regarded as an
psurpation, of which the nation long wanted only an opportunity
of ridding themselves. The * Beckett Papers,’ a cul;ccﬁun of
letters by Beckett himself, his friend, John of Salisbury, after-
wards Dishop of Chartres, and others, published by the late
Mr. Froude, throw more light than perhaps anything else we
have on the history of the times, and the personal characters
of the Archbishop and his opponents. Of the councils of the
English Church a sufficient account is given by Collier; and
his statements are worthy of study, as showing from age to age
“fo what vices our ancestors were most obstinately given, and
what the Church had most resolutely to struggle against.
Prominent among these, we are sorry to say, 15 ever found
i Thosze who wish for a fuller and more original account
on the subject, and to whom the great and costly work of
- Wilking iz as o mere snon ens, will find satisfaction, as far as
(it goes, in the folio of Spelman. True, he gives an account
0 g:e councils only to the Norman Invasion ; but this, as to the
| history of the councils of the English Chureh, is by no means
| the least important period.

~ After mentioning the above historical works, some of them
#tanding in the very first place, our readers will perhaps think
‘U8 unjustifiably fastidious if we confess that, in our judgment,
he history which shall be the best of all has yet to be written.
Mot that we suppose for a moment, or even wish (far otherwise)
that such works as those of Tillemont, Fleury, Baronius, and
Natalis, should ever be superseded. Such a result is as little to
be desired as it is possible: but the existing histories contain,
16 our mind, certain deficiencies which we should be glad to
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see supplied. As it is, some subjects which rightly belong te
ﬂhumg: history are lost sight of altogether, and others are
made to constitute a class of literature by themselves. Thus
how important it i8 that a teacher should know—not, decidedly,
for the sake of direetly treating of the subject, but that he may
be able to form hiz definitionz of the truth—what were the
ileas contnined in the great ancient heresies; whither they
tended : what would have been their ultimate result could they
pozsibly have succeeded in gaining a footing in the Church; and
how they were met by the Catholic Doctors.  Yet how small is
the number of those who have any but superficial ideas on the
ull_:hjlft:t! ! l'IIEnw few make (s they t]llu ht f;‘d[-?] iheir{?:luﬁjr f
the heresies keep pace, pari passu, with that of'the great Christian
verities ; and one reason affﬁ:ia i8, that they are scattered abou
in 50 many different sources, that few can possibly make any
acquaintance with the matter. How great a boon, then, wou -
a historian confer on the Church who should supply this want
Let him write his history, not for the sake of merely giving
another nareative of the ordo rerum, but relying i minutiis on
those already written—Flenry's, if he will, or Tillemont's, or an y
sufficient one ; let him mthur{ay stress on those questions which
are by them overlooked, or kept out of sight, or described on a
seale too narrow.  Let him dwell more especially on the doctrine
questions.  Let him first give a history—it can be done, at least
in many cases—of the heresy (Arvianism, Apollinarianism,
Nestorianism, Monophysitism, Monothelitism) as it had existed
in germ centuries before the particular heresiarch gave it hig
name.  Let him trace its progress, century by century, until,
from a small and unimportant beginning, held by men of no
ecclesiastical status, and confined within narrow raphical
limits, it spread well-nigh, perhaps, into all countries and became
an opponent which the rulers of the Church must spend life nnd
limb to destroy. Tet him, in his history of Arianism, not rely
solely on hisown statements and definitions, nor be content merely
with a narration of facts, but let him give the theology of the
movement ns it existed to the actors in the scenc; let him
attach to his history enongh of the writings of 5. Athanasius,
5. Basil of Cesarea, the 85, Gregories Nazianzen and Nyssen, and
Theoidoret, the chief Fathers by whom the heresy was eventually
confuted, to show, not only by what arguments it was overs L
thrown, but (which i= the firet point) by what the truth wass =it =
established. Let him, when Apollinarianizm is the subject, givé !
sufficient of the two books of 5. Athannasius, and hiz letters to
Epietetus and Adelphius, and the treatises of 8. Gregor)
Nazianzen, S Basil, 5. Ambroge, in the West, and Theodoret

|
!
jo show what was their circle of doetrine and teaching, and
|
|
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manner of application of Holy Seripture, on the humanity of
our Lord, for it was in relation to this doctrine that that con-
| troversy was brought ont. Let him, when relating the not less
“deadly, thongh apparently less important and prominent heresy
| of Nestorius, not content himself with a meagre page or two
of his own views, constructed, perhaps, from the works of living
‘men; but let him give a full view of the guestion from the
writings of the times. Let him evolve gradually and with
“patience the two opposite views of the natures upheld by
Neatoriug and 5. Cyril respectively, from their own works,
and the then champion of the former, Theodoret, in his answer
to the anathemas of 8. Cyril; comparing the tenets of Nestorius
with thoze of Paul of Samosata, and other heretics who had pre-
‘eeded him ; and giving the idea of 5. Cyril's points of doctrine,
both from hiz anathemas, his De Sta, Trinitate, and De In-
“earnatione, his treatise, Ql:lml unus sit Christus, his letter, vol. v.,
part 2, to Nestorios, and his books against the heresiarch, against
| Theodoret, and the heretical Bishops of the Oriens. He will
“aleo, by careful perusal of the Acts of the Council of Ephesus,
the letters written by and to Nestorius and 5. Cyril before the
| eouncil sat, the Synodical letter of 8. Cyril and other doecu-
‘ments of the council, be able to impart much peculinr and
waluable information on the subject. So with the Tome of
| 8. Leo; it should surely be drawn upon more largely than is
~eommonly done in a history of the heresy of Eut 'tﬁm& As to
“the length to which such a history would extend, our readers
fieed not be afraid.  All that we have recommended may be
eontained in mueh smaller space than would appear [Jclaaih{e at
first sight, without the addition to the work certainly of more,
| &t most, than another octavo volume,
~ Again, we will remind our readers that there is as yet no
mfficient history, in our own language, of the separation of the
| East and West : the causes, doctrinal and practical, that led to
[ it and fomented and kept alive the strife until it terminated in
| the formal state of division. In other words, we have no full
| fecord ; no such history as we might have and ought to have, of
- the Greek Church from the time of Photivs in the middle of
the ninth century, to that of Michael Cerularius in the eleventh.
Lhe works of Leo Allatius on the subject have never been
Ahoroughly tested and made available as they ought to have
Been, but much of them that is evidently very valuable metal is
allowed to remain in the ore.
~ Lastly, why in the histories of the Church are the Liturgies,
and all those questions which are connected with Liturgies,
Bystematically passed over, as if they bore no relation to Church
Wstory at all? OF course, the Liturgical branch of the great

e S S—
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subject of Church history is an obscure and difficult one, bug
this, ns it strikes us, is a reason why it should receive the mora |
attention. It 4 a branch of Church history after all.
A historian, we submit, should dedicate some portion of his [
work to this subject. He should begin, we venture to s t, B
with giving the text of the four great primitive Liturgies -wﬂi'

form the ig of the servies our own, and of every other ¥ i
branch of the Church, showing their points of difference from 2 H-!I“H
each other, and the propria, such as the prayer for the rising of BEcKDe .{
the Nile in the Alexandvian, which render each applicable to ita e B
own sphere and to no other. He should affix their titles to each i, ot [¥1

of the several eomponent parts, and should give notes explanatory: o Ju
of whatever required elucidation. He should show ﬂmlii&tnri sl
antiguity and aothorship, and the geographical limits within® |

ri
wl:h?ll. ench was used: the Litu of 8. James prevailing |

i E HE
o 111 (e
i il Wi

throughout the whole of the Oriens, Judaea, Mesopotamia, [ b il
Syrin, and the Southern parts of Asia Minor: the Litu yE e i e
8. Mark being used in the Churches of Alexandrin and its Tl oy, o
dependencies: that of 8. John in Ephesns; and 5. Peter's as e 1
used in Rome, Afries, and most of Hurope. ol dow un

Then he would show the alterations of these Liturgies mada
as time went on by some of the greatest of the Fathers of the
Church, and introduced by them into their respective dioceses
These changes are not merely matters of interest; - form
part of, and therefore illustrate, the direct history of the Church:
Lhe historian will show how 5. Chryeostom adapted the Liturgy
of 8. James to Constantinople: and how 8. Basil framed a
Liturgy on the base of the same for Crsarea, and the Churches
damﬁn: on that see.

And for modern times he should give us on the one hand a
picture of the Orthodox Greek Church, as now celebrating her
worship ; and on the other, he should peint out how anil where
the many heresies which find their habitat in the Fast have
ench altered and pervert@d, after their own doctrine, the original S
Liturgies: how, for instanee, as Renandot tells ns, the Nestoriang g
have altered the true doetrine, by the insertion in one of themr
encharistic benedictions of the words, *Similitudinem sery
* aceepit, hominem perfeetum ex anima rationali, intelligente, e
¢ immortali, ¢t corpore mortali hominum, et conjunxit illume
¢ gibi, univitque secum tn gloria, pofestate et honore ;° ! and showss
their animus by the anathemas which, we learn from the sam@™
authority, they were accustomed to heap in their service ond
8. Cyril, and the praises they give to Nestorius, .

Such alterations go s great way towards defining the positiol

ol il
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f these bodies towards the Chureh, and explaining and illus-
rating their tenets and tendencies; and lastly, they make clearer
jo uz what is our duty towards them.
And when he comes to the Latin Church, the historian will
no f_;:vrget.tn show what gradual additions were introduced into
he Western Liturgy (to use the word in its widest sense)
petween the time of 8. Gregory the Great and the Council of

Prent. He will not fail to mark the points at once of agreement

and difference between the Canon of the Mass, and the primitive

Liturgies ; and to show how the former was construeted from

the latter, or perhape with them.! He will tell us (if indeed it

be known or ean be traced) how the Sacramentaries of 5. Leo
peally or eo called), and of Gelasius and Gregory, were de-
veloped into the Breviary; and when and by what Popes or

Councils it was done. He will give the history more fully than

ke yet have it, of the substitution by Charlemagne of the
loman for the Galliean Liturgy (or ﬁ;lluine a8 it has been
thought to be, and as it appears to have been originally) in
france ; and that of the removal of the Mozarabic from Spain.

He will ehow carefully and at length, whercin those Liturgies

were cognate with each other, and differed from the Petrine or

Roman ; and will resene them from being, as they are now, a

dead letter, as it were, of the Church. He will trace the Roman

siturgy in its adaptation throughout the greater part of Europe
and the dependent Churches in Africa.

8  The origin of the two Litur%ien ag appears in our own land,
those used north and south of the Humber at 8. Augustins
landing, should next receive attention. The subject might, we

feel sure, by due investigation, be cleared of much of the

difficulty which at present envelopes it, and the existence of
which causes, even among scholars, an amount of uncertainty,
we are not afraid to eay even of ignorance, which need
it exist, and which we think, with a good history of the
arch that should supply this wanting page, would exist no

_And when the subject of Liturgies proper is exhausted, that
 the other services will take its place.  Goar will afford much
ble information on those of the Greek Church: Muratori
Martini of the Latin. It is a most important subject,
ugh Church historians bave so entively ignored it. The
ramentary which goes by the name of 8. Lee, and is known
be the most ancient of all the Sacramentaries and their
ation, may very probably be what Muratori conjectured,
the compilation of some one after Lieo’s time, who united in one

=
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book whatever he found of Leo's or his predecessors’. The
MS. edited by Blanchini dates from about 700, or a little
later.! Next in antiquity are the Saeramentaries of 8, Gelasing
and 8. Gregory : the MS, of the former is little less ancient than
3. Leo's ; and that of the latter—published by Muratori, and with
20 much justice, as we think, preferred by him to Menard's—is as
old as the beginning of the ninth century. On these was based the
Roman Breviary ; the Sarum Use of Bighop Osmund; and on
this again, the Service-hooks or Uses before the Reformation,
therefore of course our own Prayer-Book. We ean conceive
few subjects of more interest, or t-{mt come more strictly within
the provinee of the ecclesinstical historian, than the tracing out
this descent of the modern books from these ancient ones:
showing how, when, and why, and by whnt Popes and Councils
the Breviary took its present form from the Sacramentaries, an
hringing to light for ordinary familiar knowledgze—that it may
be no ngcr locked up in works difficult to be procured and
requiring years for their mastery—the originals word by word
of our prayers, benedictions, and collects, We are sure that
such a courze of investivation would tend to raize the estimation
of our Prayer-Book. Whilst the Breviary, if stripped of the
additions made since the time of 5. Grezory, wpuld be fonng
to differ but little from our own book, a comparison of the
Pontifieale of 8. Egbert and that of Rome with our own
Ordinal would show how, on particular points, the Enﬁ;]'__
Church has always been at unity with herself; and i
doctrines different from those of Rome.

And now, if these hints, or any of them, are judred of the
least value, a2 indicating the requirements of a history of
the Church, the question is, how far have the works which we
have brought before the notice of our readers fulfilled them
To compose n history which should be really worthy of a first
rate place among Instorics, would evidﬁnﬂ{ require a long and
intimate acquaintance with Counecils, Fathers, Liturgics, and
liturgieal works ; and would require, what Baronius fur one, #
far as he has supplied the want, gave to it, the work of |
lifetime. i

Mr. Bright neither has given, nor claims to have given us, such
a ook as this. What he has done is to produce an accurate ang
readable narrative of eventa from the Fdict of Milan to th
Council of Chaleedon ; and in doing thiz he has very properh
followed out no new idea, taken no new line, and has contented
himeelf with conveying to students old knowledge in an exac
manner and in a good narration, On all accounts we oMl

' Muzatoring, de Rabuw Litargieis, p. 11
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gertainly recommend his work s carcfully executed, aceurate,
geholarly, and comprized in a moderate compnss ; and it possesses
this great advantage over Mr. Robertson’s, at least, that he goes
at once to the fountain-head of authorities, and does not
pontent himself with the voice of the moderns. The chief
gubjects of his work are Arianism, and its consequences,
loctrinal and practical ; Pelagianism ; Nestorianism ; and Euty-

at a difference 1s there in the outset between the
definitions of an BEoglish Churchman like Mr. Bright, and a
German like Hageubach, or an Lnglish Dissenter like his
trapslator.  After describing Arius' Sorites,—

. “The Father is o Failer, the Son is a Son. Therefore the Futher must have

Al fore the Bow.  ‘Therefore owes f8e Son was msl  Therefore e was
ge, like all creatures, of @ swhsfance fhaf hod nod previcesly exisled,—

Mr. Bright adds, in words which show that he has a clear
mental idea of the real gist of the question, and is entitled to
peak on it,—

“This was the essence of Arius’ teaching. Trained in the sehools of disputa- |
ious logic at Autioch, and by temperament devoid of reverence, he had

peustoned himsell to think nothing too majestic for the grasp of a syllogistio {
formula. He took IJIiI stand on the sssumplion that such a formula could {

omprehend the Iufinite; that he could srgue irresistibly from human sonship i
1o Divine. j.lul ok his argument to thoughtful minds 15 self-destroctive ; for |
ik besram by msisting on the truth of our Lord’s Sonship, and cuded by making 1
Him whul{v alien from the essence of the Father'—P. 11. |

. The doctrine, on the other hand, of Alexander and the 5
Church, which insists on an Eternal Father and a Co-ternal ;
Son, who is such k?' essence, and neither by adoption, nor '
by promotion, involves, as Mr. Bright says, ‘no Sabel- .
Slianism, no Ditheism, no partition of the Divine Issence, '
| *no denial of the Father's prerogative as the Unbegotien.’—
B 17. And he produces a quotation from 5. Am y De
Fide, which wa"'l includes the matter in a dilemma for the
heretical party :—* If they think the Son foreign to the Father,
Swhy do they adore Him? . . . Or if they do not adore Him,
“let them eay eo, and there is an end of it
~ Let us now see how the German and the English Dissenter
#peak of such subjects. The dissertation of %in.gcnha.ch on
Arianism, Nestorianism, and their kindred heresies, is very
briel’; and we must, therefore, examine his doctrines on the
 general subject in the earlier part of his work. And, first, we
tink that some of our own historians, Mr. Robertson especially,
Aave surrendered to the German the great advantage of appear-
| Ing to ]]ﬁ'ﬂ: the ancient authoritics on his side. ﬁf. Robertson
a8 written a book perfectly eound in all respects, vet the
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paucity of his references to early authors would make it seen
to n young reader of German works, such as those of Gieseler
and Hagenbach, arguing logically, as if' his system of belief
were of the date and growth merely of his modern autho-
ritiecs, Hagenbach broaches doctrines and opinions in no ws
resembling those of the eamly Fathers, yet, by the intimate ac
fuaintance with their writings which he shows himzelf to possess
and the superabundant copiousness of his citations from, and
references to, their fugea, EﬂD‘PI"E‘i"EI' little bearing out his asser:
tiong, he would easily impose on the unsuspecting student the
idea that he must be their faithful representative. It is t
that Hagenbach seems nearly to repeat the Fathers, and to base
almost everything he says on their words. Yet it is equally
certain, not only that to the greater number of his opinions and
conclusions, none of them would for a moment agree, but ths
from most of them they would recoil with horror. .

The original sin of Hagenbach's work is the tone nssumed
throughout towards Holy Seripture. He scems to have no
idea but that it is lawful to handle it quite as we please, and t
do just what we like with it; to understand it in any senze w
judge expedient; to condemn it here, and to appland it there
to aceept it, or to reject it, as we think right. That anything
like reverence, or even unusual respect, is due to it, 15 an ide
which seems never once to have occurred to him. In a word
it possesses to him no claim to be considered inspived. It i
nothing whatever of a rule of faith. Tt is, in its historical plase
to be dealt with as he would deal with the statements of IHerg
dotus or Livy—to be commented on, in its doctrinal or mora
just a8 he would comment on Aristotle’s Ethics, -

Hence we find at every turn such expressions as the fol
lowing :—

"Our Saviour, indeed, adopted many potions aleeady in exislence, gspee
the Mosaie dectring of exe &o:l. and perhaps, o some exient, the prevailio
opinions u;d 6x &c-lajinnpa nslﬂ- the nge, congerniog the doctrine of angels, 1
kingdom o —F. 84 ;
¢ James . . . who gives an undue prominenee to tical Christianit
and scarcely once refers to the deotrine of Clrist, though he occasional
evinces a profound acquaintance with the napure of faith, and the Div
economy.’ '—P. 35, 3
The idea which the earlier Fathers were nocustomed to atiach to the ber
“ Logos,” was more or less indefinite ; some understood by it a real personald
[tlie pre-existenee of Clrist), others took it in an ahsiract sense (ides
word, revelation, wisdom, Divine life, &o.)"—P, 115,

! Tho author reminds we of his compatriol, o whom il was © L
common poom st Cxford, that 8. Maol, on somo fu n-:t]m i,
watif reply was,—* Powl, Powl? OR yos, T know dis fowl. Ho was a ver clay
man. | have read his boke, and [ don't agree wid i1.°
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To prove what is here at least implied, that any of the eavly
Fathers took the term exclusively in its abstract sense, and
‘denied it in the concrete, are brought forward two or three
‘gitations which are, as we need not say, wholly irrelovant :—

f Origen follows Hermas in classifying the demons according to the viees
which they ent, and thus prepares the way for more sober and rational
Cyiews, grudually to converk the concrete iden of devils into absirmet notions,' '—
P, 136.

. “On the supposition that the devil did seduce our fivst nts, it 18
bt ! :ﬁ;ﬂr bo assign an eaclier dabe to his apostosy than the fall of wan,'—

Such assertions, and such a manner of dealing with Seripture,
found almost in every page of the work, and they have
nhappily been endorsed; more, they have been .published (as
| far as he was able) to the whole wm{{], by an Englishman; an
Englishman, happily indeed not a Churchman, but an Inde-
endent. The Church, we are confident, would not for a
oment have endured the idea of any one of her clergy being
mstrumental in the spreading abroad of such profanities without
immediate censure, most probably, deprivation of his place in
er ranks. Great imleedpia the contrast, if only in religious
g, between the text-books of Dr. Dawidzon and the histories
f Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bright, or any English Churchman who
08 given us a work on the same subject.
On the heresy of Arins (which we have under dizeussion),
prenbach shows himself simply ignorant of the doctrine of
s¢ of whom he takes on himself to be the exponent. In
e first place, he seemz to confound the idea expressed by
e term dpooveros (not distinguishing it from ravrooioiss),
ith that of Sabellianism, for he says that the semi-Arians en-
voured to abstain from its use—not because they thonght it
gerous, but nhmlutctliy—‘ lest they should fall into the Sa-
allian error,’ p. 252 ; and he cannot comprehend that the Church
ught (against Arius) an equality of essence and (against
ellianism) a diversity (and therefore of necessity a u'::ﬁzrdi-
“Ration) of persons; but he persists in referring the ]};I.ﬂ.ﬁl' to the
Enee.

! Waﬂnﬂl seripua argoment, in dealing with sech an assertion, made aa 16 is,
| gy

* Ridienlum acri
Fortins et melive magnas pleramque secat res,”

Wo will remind our readers of Rowland Hill's reply to one who had ssserted that
“anpols were not actunl beings, but only local fgores of speech.” ‘Ta that case,
#id the humorist, * 1 do not wonder at the conduct of Balanm's nsa ; for an eastern
Ectaphor, with a drawn sword in its hand, is encugh to frighten any animal of tho
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' In maiutaining the sameness of casence, they had to hold fast the dis-
tinotion of persons; in wsserking the latter, they had to aveid the doctrine of
subordination.’—P. 263, .

We should recommend the readers of Hagenbach to study
the 4th section of Bishop Bull's Defensio, where they will find
the true docirine of the Subordinatio Filii treated with all the
lucidness of statement and depth of learning for which its great
author is celebrated. It is needless to say that Mr. Brizht's
history of Arianism does not aim at this, Indeed, the only
point “which we note in it, as calling for discussion, is his
account of the Council of Antioch, held in 341. Had he on-
sulted Pagi, and the quarto of Schlestrate, lie might have seen
reason to think that there werg possibly two Councils held in
the city at that time—a Catholic and a semi-Arian. We say
this, pace Mr. Robertson; for his u.r{];umuui- that the Counal
was received through the efforts of the late Nicenes, 5. Busil
and the two Gregorics, who had originally been connected with
the semi-Arian party, seems to us insufficient ; for the Couneil
was received from the first (A.p. 341), and consequently befora
they came on the scene.? . i

We venture to point out what appear to us two desiderata in
this part of the works both of Mr. Robertson and Mr. Bright,
'I.'I.‘]!ill'.fl, if supplied, would Loth make them easier of reference, [
Elm‘]J as we t |1||[l:, 1|J1|r=:rt. to them additional interest, We w‘isﬁ
that they had given two or three chapters relating separately
and distinetly the history of the heretical and semi-heretical
schools; e g. that, like Dr. Newman, in hiz work on the
Arians, they had given a succinet view of the different classes
of semi-Arinns. To this might be added an account, with &
comparison of their doctrines, of Adtius and Kunomius, Pho-
tinug, Acacius of Cmsarea, and such members of the lower
schools of heresy. The same plan might have been followed '
with advantage in the ease of the semi-Pelagians. And &nmndlﬁ..
we wish that they had given, in a brief appendix to their works,
a statement of the suceession of Bishops to cach of the great
sees in East and West, during the time embraced by their
hiztories. i

On Pelagianism, Messrs. Robertson and Bright have both)|
done what they could in their time, and with their space. The
history of this great heresy by the former is much the better of
the two. Mr. Robertson has evidently the deeper and more
extensive knowledge of the question at issue. At the sames
time, to write a perfect history of Pelagianism would take more

R
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1 8. Grogory Narianzon was born abiout the time of {he Cosnell of Nicos,
an 325 5, Basil aboot 320 (Benod. Life, § ILL 8. Gregory Nysmen was h!t
yoangor brother.
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years of reading than our historians liave, as it appears, yet had
to live. It was not done Eurf'uctiy even by Jansen, though
making it his life's work, and after reading through 5. Augus-
tine’s entire works on the subject no less than thirty times ; and
perhaps it never will or can be done.

The question is a subjective one ; and the historical element
should ?Imreﬁare have been made snbordinate to the doetrinal.
wulfemnng-eu alone should fill the foreground: 8. Augustine

of and Pelagive. On them is the interest concentrated; and the
doings of all the others, Popes or Bishops, are of quite secondary
§ moment, But Mr. Bright has brought 8. Augustine’s contem-
[ poraries too prominently forward; by raising their consequence
an the question he lowers that of 5. Augustine himself. In
o fact, we can only say that a subjective question is related by
§ him ohjectively; and -:omeqluently we can form from his pages
little idea of the depth and wonderful power and richness of
B. Augustine’s works on the subject.
The heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches, as being of a very
lifferent nature, and lying in a smaller compass, are more casily
meribed.  We prefer Mr. Bright's account of Nestorianism,
in the whole, to that of Mr, Robertson. It is more fresh and
fe-like, being derived from original sources, which Mr. Robert-

m's is not. ‘_’l'he_',r both know better than to commit Hagenbach’s

istake : 1st, That the question arose from the mere use of the

lerm Gcoronos ; and 2dly, that this expression had been brought
nto use ‘ by the inereasing honour paid to the Vi?"m’ (p- 273).
hey are aware that it had been used by Alexander, Bishop of

Uexandria, against Arius, upwards of a century before 1{‘,&5_

torius, and, as a great authority enables us to add, by 3. Diony-

18 of Alexandria, against Paul of Samosata, just ﬂixt}'-eigilt

gars enrlier still.

Mr. Bright's description of the Latrocinium is the most
graphic 1:1?] pieturesque part of his book ; and his account of
ge Council of Chaleedon is also well and carefully done, though
2 would, in our opinion at least, have done as much or more for
le great question therein debated, had he produced either in

:' eo.  But the doctrinal part (which is the permanent one)
18 made by him, as others have done before him, to give way to
| -'lﬂﬂl'e-aj' historical (which was only the part of the day and
, and for this treatment of the subject we see no adequate
n.
e tendencies of the histories of the Englishmen and of
the Germans are as different as light to darkness, In those
our own countrymen reverence to authority, Divine and
1 Boicer in verl,
I

ks

e original, or if g0 it must be, in a translation, the tome of
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human : humility and submizsion of the mere intellect and its
feeble powers to the higher principle of faith, are sén in every
page, and pervade their ‘whole works, With the 'Germans,
beeause we do not know what i= not revealed, we have nig
certainty abount what je. “In conscquence, to ﬂ,n_ything.#
they assert which happens to be out of the sphere of our owi
Lnowledze, we necessarily listen with the utmost distrost. VWi
must earefully test everything we find in their pages, of whicl
we do not at the moment know the absolute truth 'or fulsehood
We cannot receive it because they say it: far otherwise, thei
assertions are too often rathér a guarantee that what they say i
not to be admitted.
They are a warning of what men come to, who make th
doctrines of the Christinn faith a matter of mere and exclisivé
intellectual exercise. In this respect, also, the works of ou
English Cliurchmen form a happy contrast. - IF the latter an
sometimes rather 1|t‘_1.', and 1f th(.‘.':',* Incle the grnp'ﬁin" 1 o
Dr. Stanley, they are at least productions of men of reverentis
and hﬁ[ieumg nun.:]_ecr who see that there iz room for far more
Christinsity than mere exertions of the intelleet; and thy
their readers gain the benefit (whelly unattainable from til
Grermans) of being at once taught the true faith of Clrist an
His Church, and of having their minds formed to study-eccles
astical history, as it always ought to be studied, in a spin
of humility and devetion; in the spirit of the truly wise,
‘goar, but never roam ;' in the spirit, not merély of learnin
what this Father held or that Council ruled, but of improvin
themselves in knowledre, and hélping themselves to growi
I.'ne; increnging their ﬂ!f)'rlitf,- aceording to the

grace, and there : 3
od’s work in their day.

position, of doing




