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povwée to remit sin.®  The argument isthatthls pewer
was given to ths aposties, and transmitted through
thum {o thair successors, But (1) as we have already
shown by Incontrovertible evidence, in the first part
of the lecture, devoted eatirely to it, the apostles had
not, and could not, in the nature of things have any
successors. The missing links, too, arn so many as
to spofl the chain. (2) In point of fact, other powers
vested in the apostles were not transmitted, Who
ot their so-called successors can raise the dead or
cure deadly diseases as the onginal apostles did? No
proof is furnished that the pardoning power was traus-
mitted or ever exercised. (3) We know that when
Peter was besought to remit he positively refused,
saying, “ Pray to God 1t perhaps this thought of thy
heart may be forgiven thee,”  (Acts vill, 22.) Nor do
waever read of Paul, or John, or James, ot Jude, any
more than Peter, confessing or absolving asingle soul.
(4.) This power here described was not himited to the
apostles, but was given to the “disciples” as well,
and the mixed company gatheted in the uppes room,
corresponding, perhaps, with the 120 disciples of Acts
1. 15, Jesus stands i the midst, not ot the * eleven’

only, but * of those that were with them ** (Luke xxiv.
33) “all the rest ? of verse nine, Breathing on them
He said, “receive yo, eic.  Un clergy and laity alike,
thus the same power was conferred, This conclu-
sively shows that the power thus given was not judicial,
but simply dcclaratory, not magisterial, bur miais-
teria, like the priests in cases of leprosy, who six
tunes over in Levit, xi, are said siniply <o pronounce
unclean or clean, 1n like manner these New Testa-
ment passages inumate the terms and method of par-
don, as we find “ Peter and the apostles” doing in
Acts v, 31., where they say, * Him (Jesos; hath God
gxalted togive repentanco aad semission of sins ,” and
Paul in Acts xtil. 36 ;  Be it known, therefore, to you
that through Him forgsveness of sins s Preacked to
you" ; and in Acts xxvt, 18. “ That they may recelve
forgiveness of sws and & lot among the salnts thraogh
faith that is y1n me,” Along with his declaring there
was vested in the Church and its representatives the
disciplinary power, the perrogstive, in cases§of wrong
dolng, of putting away from among them wicked pet-
sons, when they sinned, and receiving them back again
te their former standing in the Church when they
showed sigas of sincere repentance.  This,as weshall
bereafter see, was a promtnent part of the Key Power,
or the “remitting 'and ¢ retaining,” the “binding and
loosing.’ All this 15 1n perfect harmony with those
passages ot the Word that send as tothe Divine Con-
fessional, as where in “ C’s” own New Testament it
is written: * The Blocd of Jesus Christ His Son,
cleanseth us from all sin® I we confess our sins,

He is faithful and jast to forgive us our sins and to |

cleanse us from all iniquity.” (1 St Jobn, i, 7-9)

a2, The second, passage quoted by “ C" is Acts xix.
18, telling us “ how the fanbfulactedat Ephesus when
Paul was there " ; * Many of those who believed came
confessing and declanng their deeds.” * It is simply
(says “ C.") 2 groundless suppostiton to seler this pas-
sages to a general pablic declaration of sin.” “ The
words themselves preclude such an imterpretauon.”
Thne conclusion ts, that this was a privateand panlcn
iar copfession to Paulas to a pniest.  To asthe words
themselves plamnly teach the very opposite of what
«C* todicates. The many came “ publcly,” con-
gessed theuwr sins publicly, declared thei views publidy.
in the verse following (the u)tb ) 1t is mentioned
* they brought together their books and barnt them
basfore all.°  The whole scene is laid, not privately,
but before 2ll.

3, * C?hext quotes = Cor. v. 10, that “ Christ has
given to us the muntsiry of xecong.xhanon, and verse
t9th, “ He has placed 1n usthe word of reconailiarion.”

“ What word of reconcihation (asks he) éxcept the
absolving from sin ¢ * Yet, strange'to say, the judicial
**absolving from s:n * on the part of any maa or body
of menis not cven hinted &t antha passage. Whatis
the *ministry ot -seconciliation ® spoken of 1 the
second-part of verse 187 Simply tha instrumen.
tality divinely apponted for spreading abroad the pre-
clous .message contained in the first pant, to wit.
“that all things are of GUod who hath reconcilsd us-to
Himself by Clmst, and hath given unto Hxs C!mrch

this ministry.” And what is the * Word ot reconcilia-
uon” at the cloze of the xgxh verse, but Just the sub-
stanco of the blessed mciaage as gwen at lhe bcgm-
r£ing, which is but 1be following up of what goes. be-
fore @ fur God-tndeed was.1n Chnist ‘zeconailing the
world to ‘Himself, not impuating to men their sins.”

-

\What post, then, do the members of this “ miolstry”
or sarvice fill! Not certninly that of “ priests* for
thoy are ministers or servants; not soverelgos or
judges, but simply the * messengers of the churches
and delegates of Christ.  * Minlsters of His todo His
pleasure.” Hence, verse 20th goes on to say . For
Christ, thereivre, we are ambasiadors. Now, the
ambassador of a sovereign does not make peace,but
announces it ; does not grant pardon, but as a herald
makes it known, He, if the carrier of the amnesty, the
communlcator of the terms of reconciliation. How
utterly opposed, therefore, Is this Paulinc statement
to that of “C"—* the power of the priesthood
does not consist in merely declaring sins to be re-
mitted, but In remitting them,  Since they were to re.
mit or to retain, it must have been intended that they
should act in a judicial capacity.” This is the very
point to be praved which our critic takes for granted
and which the very passage quoted by him effectually
disproves,

4 1 bhavs hitherto quoted exclusively from the
Roman Catholic translation of the Holy Scriptures,
published uader the higlet authority, as doubtless
more acceptable to ¢ C " thar, our own, but in his last
Scriptaral quotatlon (Titus I, 5,, Umust take issuewith
him, and decline receiving the Rheims rendering
priests instead of » <byters, “For thls cause I left
thee in Crete, thr .~wn shouldst set In orderthethings
that are wanting, and shouldst crdain priests in every
aity, as 1 also appolated thee.,” I konow what is said
about priest being acorruption of presbyter,or elder,
and, if so anderstood, it Is innocent enougb. But the
geoeral idea of priest involves the presentation of a
sacnfice, which “all Scripture® forbids. Without
sacrifice (and where Is there another sincs our great
High Pricst said on tte Cross, ““ It 1s finished >") the
priest’s *’ occupation is gone.” Our authorized ver
sion, which reflects the scholarship of the past, the
revised verslon,on which has been expended the most
advanced scholarship of the preszot age, agree in in-
serting Y Presbuteros” ~not “ Hiereus®, elders or
presbyters, not priests, as the word used here. We
are not aware of one solitary manuscript out of the
maltitude collated and compared, which sanctions the
Rheimish reandering. Even of Christ Himself the

Rhelms revision says,in Hebrews viii. 4: “1f He’

were on earth He would not be a Priest,” much less
than His minlisters, who cannot be priests in the ordin-
arily recelved sense as distinguished from the spirit-
ual priesthood of believers, without impugning the per-
fection of * the High Prieat of our Confession, Jesus”
{Heb. iil. 1t), and impairing the completeness of His
finlshed sactifice. The doctrine enunciated by “C”
is certainly, ashe declares, * the same as that preached
in St. Mary's, but strangely unlike that of Fort Massey
Church® True, perfectly true, my good friend, and
may it ever coptinue so!

t C further writes. * Dz. Burns says private con
fesslon began with Leo the Great.  This Pope lived
late in the filth century , we have conclusively shown
that iv existed from the beginning” Very far from it
We say it with the utmost respect and deference.
Your mistake arises from confounding private with
public confession. We bave always said that the
latier was practised in the primitive Church. Christ
brings this out when describlng Mat. xviil r3 r?* the
mode of dealing with an cflending brotkes. F irst, the
offended on8 to deal witlf him, then two or three, and
lastly, the whole cburch. * If he will not hear them
tell the church.® 1 Cor, v. illustrates the mode of
dcaling with a loose-living member, and any confess-
ing or discipliniog is pot private, hut, “before all”
Paul had no dealings with the party in question, far
less privately confessing and absolving kiw  He was
absent, but the Spirit of Cod was present to guide, ‘¢
Cor, v.4): In the name cfour Lord Jcsus Christ, you
beipg gahiered togethcr and my spirit too, If the case
of discipline issu2d in forgiving the party accused the
aposile, though away, endorsed the parden: —thas,
2 Cor.il; 10, * To whomye have paurdcaed ;I also”
When it ended in reboks o1 expulsion, it was, like the
confession, done pubhcly Thuy, Cor. 2. 6+ 4To
hima that is such ao oae this .rebuks is scfficient
that & given by ineny," Bot by one as if it were 2

private confessizg.. Nay, in r Tim. v. 20, far flom
favouring such secret cenfessing, the -postlc says*
* Them, :bsuin reprove before all, that: the Test also .

may have feax. All these latter passaga also ‘have

bosa copléd frofh the Roman Catholic edition of the

Scriptures, to prevent anyona asserting thot T had put
‘& Protestant construction upon- them, Private con-

fesslon was monastie in {ts origin - Jerome, do Regul
Monschar, 1o Qo. X1 499, and Basll, Regul Brev in
Op. I1. 492, Wealthy and {pfluential sinners, not re-
lishiog a public exposuregot an indulgance, and might
confess privately  For a gond while the clergy out-
side monastic walls keenly opposed oprivate confass.
ing. A demand was made by the Rishops of Cam-
pania and Apulla to the eflect that public aotice be
given to tha congreration of sins confeseed in private.
‘This led l.eo the Great officially to sanction private
confesslop, and so tolegalizsy what for s time had bezo
connived at.  See Opera Leonls, M. Fd: Hallerini,
Fo. 163. In Canon 31 of the Lateran Councilof A.D.
1215 the custom is confirmed It was not til) the 13th
century that the formula of absolution was altered
from “Dominus te absolvat” -* May the Lord ab.
solve thee * to Ego te absolvo—** [ sbsolve thee.”

¥ C" closes with this remark - * The early heretirs,
such as Arians, Copts, Monophysites and others, vho.
fell away from the Cburch before St, Leo's time, al’
teach and oractice in the present day auricular con-
fession.® Wa are not aware that they do : but if so,
we are ratber plad to be clear of thelr company, and
to baassociated as we have seen ourselves to be, with
the “goodly company of the prophets. the holy
fellowship of the apostles, and the noble army of
martyrs,® “ with Ged, the judge ot all, and Jesus, the
Mediator of the nawcovenant.” It was nat originally
intended, and shows things have pot considerably
mixed, that when I cpened fire on 2 fortress near us
that had hung out delusive colours, the shelle showered
from Fort Massey should have faller within another
entrenchment a little way farther off, and that the
watchful sentinel mounting guard there, with whom
we have been having thisfriendly tilt, should have now
championed tha flag so strangely taken from his own
and transferred to the other citadel,

And now, with the best of feeling T bid good bya to
¢ C,adding that although T have made an exception
In his cass in noticing an ~=+av=ous communication
couched in, on the whole, 1 kindlv tone and comiag
from an apparently authorative source, T shall not pro-
mise to contivue the discussion on this usequal footing
Jor the reason assigned at the outset) much lmste
notice those of inferior calibre who have neither C.'s ®
talent nor taste.

I have purposely avoided seeking to excite preju-
dice and pmxon by any referenée to the corruptions
of the Confessional, its social and domestic influences.
or glancing at any side issues, or collateral topics of
discussion, out of which “ polnts” might have been
made that would have prabably irritated rather than
convinced,

T. RUT H TELLS

MR. EptTur,—Allow me to express my approval of
the editorlals and letters in defznce of Calvinism aod
Presbyteriznlsm in opposition to the * Christian
Gusrdian.,® They were both timely and appropriate.
We shall probably hear less from that quarter about
alleged * revolts ” from the Calvinistic theology. I
have read the ¥ Guardian ¥ for some years and have
often been grisved and offended by its persistent and
grossly aafair attempts to discredit cur doctrines by
1ts misrepresentations.  These are taken ap by .many
of the circuit preachers, and repeated with offensive
iteration, as [ have had occasion to hear again and
agaip. It @as time they shonld be set right in this
matter. Out doctrines are eminently seriptural
They oeed assertion. not apology, VINDEX.

ITis sometimes hinted that the occupants of choir
seats are not always the gravest and most decorous
portica of a congregation. We have hwd it asserted
that mild firtztlons ars casried oa by mesns of littls
notes—pot neoosmnly musical winks wnd gigples.
It all looks very silly and incongiacus. We hope the
habit is all bat unknawa in Presbyterlan choirs ; ifit
isa't, It should be. Matters are blacker. still. among
out American frieads asthefollowing from an exchaspe
will show .—Wood Grangcr was ficed $30 for distutb-
ing public worship in a little church near Middletoa
Ky., cotwithstanding Robezt Avdrew . H:gzins ‘testi-

mony in his behalf, as follaws :~“Wobd’ Grangar, in
my ‘rnmon,wuz no wuss in his hcbavior ded’ smq.e of
dores’ Itoleyou dar's no-behavior in dat church
whateomever Dey all cuts up dar. Pve. dcne saen
‘em rollin® dese’ yer little sound dled in.ds pews while

- dspreache: wat a prayin ! fut salwaﬁon ot‘az;:se;x!s.
What I mezns by behaviour i:, dar oz no reel gnc@

geateel behavisir,"



