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get forth in this tract, is ill deserving of citizenship.
His pugrile objections are not only an off:nce to
his fellow Christians, but an insult to the nation
whose protection he enjoys.

H. |[given to masters in the Enpistle to the IZphesians,

PROFESSOR CLARK'S LECTURES ON
REASON AND FAITH.

IV.—OnrisTIaNITY AND CIVILIZATION.

HE preacher - said that while there was a|not again be lost.

general agreement as to the advantages of

modern civiliz?tion: there was great diversity of|selfishness revived, and the working classes would
opinion as to its origin and the manner of its de-|be very much misguided if fhey were induced to
velopment. According to one school it had a merely | believe that the brotherhood of humanity could be
patural origin, and was the result of the regular|retained, when Gop the Farmer, and the great
According to another it| ELoer Brotar who revealed Him, were forgot-

ten.  All that endangered the Gospel endangered |Some have supposed that Timothy and Titus were
only temporary deputies of the Apostles.

had a supernatural origin, springing out of the re-
yvelation of Gop in Carist Jesus ; while an inter-
mediate school held that although religion had
once promoted civilization, it was no longer needed.
When he had shown, as he proposed to do, that

man civilization was in the Gospel of Jesus Curisr,
they would then be able to judge how far it was
now independent of that from which it had its be-
ginning: ‘

First, he would cousider human civilization as
it was before Cmmist. ~ Broadly the whole ‘was
vitiated by the principle of selfishness.  And this
principle was but partially corrected by the associ-
ation given in communities, for the privileges of
humanity were not extended beyond those who
were citizens. All outside the favoured country
were barbarians, who were supposed to have no
rights. And it was the same with the weaker
classes within the State.  This he illustrated by
the oase of (1)- women, who were not indeed
slaves in Greece or Rome, but little better. A
daughter passed from her father fo her husband as
an article of property, and a wife might be left by
her husband to another man (2) Workingmen.
These were regarded by the ancient philosophers
as incapable of virtue, and were neglected in old
age, and left, it might be, to perish from want:
(8) Slaves. These were mere property, and
might be sold or maimed or killed ; and although
many masters might be humane, the servile class
were liable to these sufferings. :

All this was changed not by philosophers or

zation, but by the Gospel of Jesus Cmsr, which
proclaimed s kingdom of Gop into which all might
enter, the common brotherhood of humanity and
the supremacy of love—and which not only pro-
olaimed these new principles, bat brou
& new power for their realization. This he illus.
tratedSby reference to the change effected in the
condition (1) of women, (2) of the working c¢las-
ses, (8) of the poor, (4) of the slave. Women
were now admitted to the same privileges as men,
and the effect was soon witnessed, when a heathen
was forced to exclaim, ‘ What wives these Chris-

tians have I” The very fact that the Author of txuly.

the Gospel was s ocarpenter, His first followers i
fishermen, and His greatest apostle & tentmaker, |interval elapsed between

necessitated an entire change of view with regard R = i
The poor were not only|ig7 or 117, it is not quite .o:“thin which. Every 1
lonb’

to workmen and such.

introduced into Church commaunion, bat were
: been discovered in
cared for by those who were endowed with suffi- g;l’ym: three out of the seven letters be'i

Julian the Apostate lamented that| i nown to have written—testifies w dﬁl%h' the ¥
the same

cient means.

the worshippers of the old gods left their poor to1eX RS Koy ietian
be provided for by the Christians. With regard £0| 0., as thase by which they are now fmown. The g;

dﬁi with it|eommon to them was the sphere of its exercise.
. 2. The fact, that whatever ﬁeg%
been, the the orders existed in the lic h|-

and certainly dangerous—it had done better : it
institution.

and St. Paul's letter to Pailemon respecting bhi-
runaway slave Onesinrus. There were many who
would noncede a great deal of this, who would,
however, suggest that Christianity had done its
work and was no more needed.
now the common propersy of humanity, and could
This was a dangerous exjeri-
ment.

the brotherhood of man, and therefore, if we love
our fellow-men, we should do what we could to

THE PRIMITIVE EPISCOPATE.

1. THE question of the existence of an Episcopate
from the very foundation of the Christian Church has
been much complicated by the modesty of the
Bishops of the first ages. Instead of calling them.
selves Apostles, they called themselves ‘‘Successors
of the Apostles,” fearing that by the assumption of
the former name they might seem to arrigate to
themselves-an equality with the disciples of the Lord,
and the twelve (lesser) foundations of the Church
(Rev. xxi. 14).  Casting about for a name, they as-
sumed to themselves one which accurately described
their office, but which had hitherto been applied to
the second order of ministers in the Ohyreh. The
function of oversight was common to then and to the
Presbyters, the only difference being that their duty
was to oversee the whole Charch ; while the Presby-
ter's duty was confined to the oversight of particular
congregations. - The fact that the names of Bishop
and Presbyter were both applied in Scripture to the
gecond order is clear from a comparison of Acts xx.
17, with xx. 28; and Titus i. 5, with i. 7, though
the reference is somewhat obscured in our version by
the translatioh ‘‘ overseers” in Acts xx. 28. Hence
hes arisen all the confusion - in modern, and even in
ancient times. We find 8t. Jerome, when Wishing to
depreciate the Episcopal’ order, arguing vehemently
for the original ‘equality of Bishop and Presbyter.

extent now that non-Episcopal bodies exist, and are

anxious to find a defence for their position in .
tive Church his It is untrue that the office of
ov ht of the whole Church was ever common 0 the
second and third order of the Church. The office of
oversight, it is true, was common to those two orders
then, and is common to them now. What was never

of Carisr. ® ey

Aud the fallacy bas been repeated to an indefinite |

wally abolished it—a course perhaps impossible |sufficient for * development,” in so definite and un-
mistakable a form, of the Episcopate as we fiad it

xisting at the.time of the death of I natins. And it

bad taoght the principles which undermined the|woald have displayed little of that remarkable prac-
He 1eferred further to the connsels|tical wisdom possessed in 8o eminent & degree by the
Apostles, if they had left to chance the form that ec-
clesiastical institutions would take in so important a
particular, and would have been incousistent with
the fact that the Apostles had received directions
from Christ Himself concerning the foundation of the
Charch (Acts i. 3).

Moreover, we are not left with-
ynt indications of the fact that the Apostles did insti-
tute Episcopacy. Eusebius, one of the most pains-

Th B ? :
Gh0 T1oAR Were saking and accurate of historiins, whose credit bas

been most unfairly assailed on grounds of pure thed-

logical prejadice, without the slightest support from
facts, states explicitly that certain persons were
Wherever the love of Canist was forgotten, appointed by the E! posllz‘r to the Episcopgse in various
churches ; and we must remember that Eusebius had
access to many sources of information now lost to us.
Irenzus, who was persoually acquainted with Poly-
oarp, states that Polvearp was placed over the
Church at Smyrna by the Apostles.
only this, but we have Scriptural evidence, which,
to say the least, points strongly in this direction.

And not

It may be

30, but there is no proof.that it was so. And in the
face of the evidence which I have already mentioned

preserve the memory and the Word and the grace for the Apostolic origin of the Episcopate, it is cer-

tainly remarkable that f'nst precisely those powers
tginstion and general oversight are ascribed by

St. Paul to Timothy avd Titus which have been exer-

cised by the Bishops of the Christian Ohurch from A, D,

107 (or 117) until this very day.

3. One thing may have added to the confusion. We
are allapt to import into our views of the past the ideas
of the present. Our notion of a Bishop is of an offi.

cer exercising his office over a defined nortion of terri-

tory. This is no necessary part of the office of &
Bishop, any more thau of that of u priest. It is
simply a regulation of mere convenience. Itcan hardly
be supposed possible that the Primitive Church could
have elaborated an extensive tcheme of territorial
jurisdiction when she bad to struggle for her very
existence. 'There can be little doubk that the gov-
ernment of the Church was at first Collegiate. e
whole Episcopate governed the whole Church. Each
partioular Bishop resided.in & icular city, and
exercised special jurisdiction in that city. But the
limits of his jurisdiction outside the bounds of that
city were not olearly defined until later, This ac-
counts for St. Clement's letter to Corinth, even before
the death of St. John. = This is the meaning of St.
« Episcopatus unus est, Oujus @& singulis in solidum pars
tenetur.” And this is the reason why, when any par-
ticular diocese has fallen into disorder, it is the pre.
rogative of the rest of the Episcopate toJlt;p ﬂﬁxl‘ :l‘

disorders, #
amaly Yomm: o —Qhwrok Bells

Cyprian's famous declaratiod (I quote from memory),

From our qun Correspondents.
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