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THE EXPOSITOR OF HOLINESS

like that. For e 3ubscribes to the truism
of St. John, “As He is so are we in this
woild” (1 Johu iv. 17). Moreover, to the
ex ent 1t does nout truly represeut the
words of Jesus, to that exient it is
faulty, and to be rejected. This is all we
wish to say concerning the spirit of this
editorial,

But concerning some of the statements
it contains we will write a few seutences,

In the first place, the readers of the
Guardian have naturally presumed that
Dr. Stecle wrote this letter at the urgent
request of the editor of Guardian, and
for the Guardian., We suspect that this
was not the cave, as the letter appeared
first in the Christian Witness. Now, if
we are correct that itis simply & clipping
from the Witness, then it is scarcely fair
to Dr. Steele or others that they should
be put iz a false position before the
public.

Again, he is in error concerning “ the
Rev. Nelson Burns, and his disciples.”
Such disciples have no existence outside
of the realm of imagiunation,

“Indeed we are persuaded that the
number that accepts the theory of per-
soual infallibility in judgment, with which
Mr. Burns’ name is associated, is very
small.”

Yes, and we suspect that il is even
smaller than he thinks, for we have not met
with one who teaches such a doetrine, but
we do meet, from time to time, some who
come close on the border line of illus-
trating it. 'When a minister, worshippiug
in the same church, and occasionally par-
taking of the sactament with a brother
miniscer, sees a hostile eriticism of that
brother in print, and does not wait to see
it there is to be a reply to it, or does not
take the trouble to travel the few rods
between their private residences to ascer-
tain his side of the stury, but relying on
bis judgment, formed, necessarily, on one-
sided evidence, publishes that critique,
and accowpanies it with the abuve cow-
meuts, we would ask, it that is not acting
out dnfallibility, what, in the name ot
common-sense 15 ?  Veiily, if the editor
of the Guardian can, at any tiwme, con-
vict us of such a specimen of practical
belief in the infallibility of one’s judg-
mient us the legitimate outcome ot any
of our teachings, we certainly will feel

that it is high time to halt and go back
to the first principles of the doctrine of
Clirist. Eveu the Rumans, heathen though
they were, enuuciated the rule that it
was not lawful to cundemn a man until
he was brought face to face with his
accuser, and permitted to answer fur him-
sell against the charges made against him.
(See Acts xxv. 16.)

But it can now be said that our reply
to Dr. Steele was admnitted to the columns
of the Guardiun. Yes, we are thankful
to say it was, aml to that extent there is
a pleasing contrast between the Christian
Witness and the Christian Guardian,
forin the oiie case it was excluded alto-
gether, whilst in the other case, after a
delay of one week, it was published. The
one editor is a professor of holiness, the
other is a professed seeker of that experi-
ence, and yet, judged by their practice,
we think the general verdict will be con-
cerning the editor of the Guardian, “jus-
tified rather than the other.”

But we have reason to think that strict
justice was not, meted out to us by our
Caunadian confrére. It wiil be noticed that
the attack or us had the honor of a place
in the edztortal columns, Now, we think
that we bad the copy of our reply in the
editor’s sauctum in time for insertion in
the same place as the leiter of Dr. Steele
appeated, although not in time for the
correspondence columns; and we main-
tain that justice demanded that our letter,
especially when it could not be printed
elsewhere, should share equally with our
oppouent’s letter,

It was no slight agaravation of thisun-
provoked, personal attack on us, that Dr.
Dewart should subject us unuecessarily
to the vrdeal of sustaining the burden of
lis denunciations for an additional week,
without the slighec alleviation which our
reply might afford, or even a short ex-
planation as to the reason of our reply
not appearing in his next issue, Is that
doiuyg to another as he would be doue by,
or in harmony with the royal command ?

All we will say heie coucerning tha
allusious to doctrine in this editorial, is
that we apprehend, from their wording,
that, like many others, he is simply fight.
ing men of straw of his own or others’
creativn, We emphasize the statewent,
we are as Arnaiuan, as Wesleyan, and




