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orking branches, and Noe. 10, 11, 12 are for dis-
£tafck>n as may be necessary.

The leaflets, which will be numbered in order of 
•ting and will, it is hoped, be added to, are for 

S'atnbntion freely among all classes. Specimen 
Janies will be sent on receipt of 25 cents.

I would also beg, leave to suggest that at the meet- 
* «lied to form a branch society, the resolution 

^ould be in some such form as “ That a branch of
the C E. T. S. be formed in the parish of--------

d that delegates be elected either at the same time 
y,e first meeting of the branch society, to repre- 

Lnt the branch at any meeting called to elect the 
executive committee of the diocesan society.

As yet the Central Association has no home ; until 
that is decided, letters addressed to me at Box 2,674, 
Toronto, will have attention, and I will willingly

Yours truly,
Q. Merser,

.. _ Secretary Central Ass. for Toronto

GENERAL THANKSGIVING.
C.F ____
8ih,—Your correspondent, “ R. S. Radcliffe,” asks 

Bfffno questions about the repetition by the whole con 
cregation of the General Thanksgiving. I am not 
competent to answer the first or second question, but 
I would like to express my own opinion regarding the 
third, viz : Can it possibly be argued, “ it is just as 
rubrical to join in the General Thanksgiving as to join 
in that prayer in Baptismal Office ‘ Almighty and 
Everlasting God Heavenly Father.’ ”

To my mind both are equally un-rubricalanl unad- 
visable.

1. There is no rubric whatever directing the congre
gation to repeat either form. There is such a rubric 
for the General Confession, the Creed, the Lord’s 
Prayer, the Prayer in the Commination Office, etc.

2. The Printing in these two Prayers is unlike that 
need where all the people are expected to join. In 
the latter short clauses are used each beginning with 
a capital letter—not grammatically necessary, but 
evidently used like bars in music, to enable all to 
“keep time."

8. The “ Amen ” shows, by its type, the same thing 
Of course the objection to this argument is the cast 
of the “ Gloria in Excelsis "—Well, “ exceptions 
prove the rule."

4. The style of the two prayers in question is quite 
unlike that of those intended for united voices. Th 
sentences are longer and more involved, and therefore 
more suited to one voice. Besides, they are both 
variable prayers. In the General Thanksgiving the 
clause for special cases may or may not be used. In 
the Form in the Baptismal Office the words, this In
fant—he—an heir—are liable to change according to 
circumstances ; which things, though trifling, make it 
somewhat awkward for all the people to join aloud.

5. The only reason I ever heard of for aU the people 
joining the Prayer in the Baptismal Office is that the 
Priest says “ Let ns give thanks . . . and say.”

By the same role all should join aloud whenever he 
aye|in the Litany or elsewhere “ Let us pray " which

we Imow is not the case. 
The difference of style—1itterence or style—the difference of Type—the 

absence of Rubrical Directions—are to me conclusive 
against the practice of all speaking together in either

Carleton Place, 9th August, 1888.

Yours,
G. J. Low.

UNFERMENTED WINE IN THE LORD’S 
r SUPPER.

Sib,—In ypur issue of the 26th duly, Mr. Tocqne, in 
is letter on this subject, says, “ Scholarly writers,as 
rell as ordinary readers of the Bible, differ on the 
rine question.” Now this " wine question " is but 

i of i---- a very large number ef other Bible questions
on which they very much differ, simply because a 
nsiderable number of these same - scholarly (?) 
itéra ” and others, in dealing with these questions, 
lie little or no pains at all to distinguish between 
monstration and declamation, between fact and 
tion, between truth and twaddle. If Mr. T., to- 
that with those scholarly (?) writers who view the 
liter as he does, have succeeded in making it quite 
jar that the “fruit of the vine" mentioned in the 
ispels does not mean anything more than simply 
fermented grape juice, then why call such grape 
ice wine at all, seeing that it so happens to have 
e term “ fruit of the vine” instead of wine 
it in the Gospels ; and since it is claimed that in 
em it is “ not once called wine.” Assuming then 
c a moment that it was simply unfermented grape 
ice that was used at the institution of the Lord’s 
ipper, and in the earliest administrations of it m the —— 
imitive Christian Church, it clearly follows that the the

use of the fermented article at any time afterwards is 
at the least a very grave innovation indeed, and can
not be regarded in any other light in the present day. 
In this view of the matter, and to make certain this 
very uncertain innovation, would it not be well for 
those scholarly (?) writers who view the matter as 
Mr. T. does, to apply themselv as to the discovery of 
the time when it crept in, if it crept in at all ; whe 
ther in the days of the Holy Apostles, or what time 
afterwards ; and whether there is in Church history, 
or in any reliable ecclesiastical writing any record or 
mention made of the name of at least one individual 
in the “ Holy Church throughout all the world,” who 
thought it worth his while to raise any question or 
make any protest then or within any reasonable time 
afterwards. I may be utterly wrong,but I at present 
very strongly suspect that “ scholarly writers ” or 
any other writers will find this task just about as 
difficult as the yet unperformed and very similar 

which has in all fairness been laid upon “ echo 
larly ” Baptist writers as to the supposed innovation
of infant baptism. - -----

Let it be once clearly established that to “ use 
grape or raisin juice ’,:Iwitnout any fermentation what 
ever, and perfectly free from any spirit in the slight
est degree intoxicating, is the quite correct and indis
pensable article to be used in the true and proper 
administration of the Holy Communion; and that 
immersion is the quite correct and (as the Baptists

the true and pro- 
and it shall then 

pass that Christianity is not for aU 
climes as well as for all times, so- far at least as its 
two great Sacraments are concerned, inasmuch as it 
will greatly puzzle any scholarly (?) Baptist writer or 
anybody else to show by what means any adult can
didate for Holy Baptism may in the arctic regions be 
immersed in water except for the purpose of sending 
him immediately to another world. And I venture to 
think that any clergyman in those regions attem 
to use this “ grape or raisin juice ” in the Holy Com
munion Would find it no more easy to solemnly and 
reverently say to hie communicants, “ Drink this, 
than it would be for them to comply however willing 
and anxious they might be to do so. If either the 
one or the other can, will some “scholarly (?) writers 
an Mr. Tocque’s side of the question kindly explain 
how such clergyman might manage the matter in that 
region without such “ grape or raisin juice ’’ becoming 
very quickly a solid article in the cup or other sacred 
vessel on the holy table. It would be well also if he 
would at the same time give some Scriptural proof of 
the truth of the allegation that the “ use of all ferment 
in . ... drink during the Passover season was pro
hibited by the Mosaic law." I confess that after a 
careful search I have been unable to find any proof in 
support of this allegation.

As long as this proof is wanting it is perfectly idle 
to argue that what our Blessed Lord described as the 
“ fruit of the vine," and used when he instituted the 
Holy Communion, was wholly free from ferment sim 
ply because He did not on that occasion call it wine 
but the “ fruit of the vine.” The conversation which 
Mr. Tocqne described as having taken place between 
Mr. Gough and a gentleman about the “ two kinds of 
wine recognized in the Bible,'* would no doubt, by 
some “ scholarly (?) writers/1 be regarded not only as 
very pretty but very clever so far as Mr. Gough’s 
part of it is concerne!, 
that there are a

erned. I venture to thmkjbowever, »pd 
good many people in the world who too great 

f ^ s$TSoconsider both the prettiness and the cleverness very 
much marred by the very great difficulty that there 
is in applying respectively the fermentation and the 
non-fermentation to the “ wine of the wrath of God,” 
and “ that which we shall drink new in our Father’s 
kingdom,” arising chiefly if not altogether from the 
absolute certainty in the one instance and the very 
strong probability in the other of the complete non
existence of both those wines except as a mere figure 
of speech. But then I do not overlook the fact that 
there are also a good many people, and among them 
no doubt some “ scholarly writers ’’ and total abstin
ence lecturers to whom the figure and the fact are 
about one and the same thing.

Mr. Tocque tells us “ This kind of distinction runs■ WM I
all through the Scriptures ; the one kind of wine is a 
symbol of divine love, the other is an emblem of the 
wrath of God and of the Lamb.” But it probably 
never occurred to Mr, Tocque that “ This kind of dis
tinction runs all through ” the imagination of some 
very good people very much more than “ all through 
the Scriptures ” and that it does not by any means 
follow that because the “ love ” and the “ wrath " are 
different that therefore the “wine” most also be dif
ferent to the extent of “ unfermented ” and “ ferment
ed." for if on the contrary it does follow, then should 
it not also be held to follow that when the Scriptures 

—w 0f the “ fire " of Divine love, and the “ fire ” of 
ivine wrath, there must be a difference in the kind 

of “ fire "—see Acts ii. 8, Psalms xviii. 8. Will Mr. 
T. or some “Scholarly (?) writer ” or total abstinence

Mr. Tocque says “There are passages (in the Bible) 
which speak of wine as a blessing. There are other 
passages which represent it as the direct curse.” I 
deny both allegation^ in the most positive terms. The 
first can only be proved by supposing that “ Every 
good and perfect gift ” of God is “ a blessing." This 

do not admit simply because I deny that the word 
“ gift ” is as sou* Scholarly (?) writers imagine, syn
onymous with the word “ blessing." As for the second 
allegation, I deny that it can be proved at all, and it 
would certainly lead to some very awkward logical 
conclusions if it could be proved.

Mr. Tocque says “ We agree with those scholars 
who teach that there are two kinds of wine recognized 
in the Bible ; the one the natural product of the vine 
unfermented and unintoxicating the other intoxicat- . 
ing." I admit this in a certain manner, but 
only in the sense in which I admit that there are 
two kinds of chtese viz. new and old and as old cheese 
was once new and is now stronger then when it .was 
new. So old wine was once very new and therefore 
unfermetited and unintoxicating but afterwards became 
strong simply beoause it beentaa fermented. and intox- , 
ieating, Now this view of the matter may^not suit 
certain “ scholars ” ? and “ scholarly ” ? writers and 
total abstinence lecturers, but nevertheless facts are 
stubborn things, and these gentlemen if they are really 
fair and honest in this matter, will do wisely and well 
to submit to them.

In making wine in the days of our Blessed Lord, 
what was the practical operation ; and in the very 
nature of things as they were then, what were the 
probable results which I venture to think must have 
happened in a very natural way indeed ?

Given a certain quantity of the pore juice of the 
grape, unmixed and unadulterated with any foreign 
article whatever. Will any scholarly writer deny 
that when exposed to the air it will in due time fer
ment, and fermenting it will become possessed of in
toxicating power ? And will any sane man say that 
it is not as much “ the natural product of the vine " 
after fermentation as before ? Nay, is it not a fact 
that if the fermentation be wholly and absolutely 
prevented for all time, it is done by some means or de
vice other than that which is “natural," in the very 
true and strict sense of that word, and therefore 
unnatural. It is one of the favourite devices of cer
tain scholarly (?) writers and total abstinence lecturers 
to represent fermentation as the work of the devil, or 
at any rate, the work of man by his aid ; when in 
very truth the non-fermentation of the pure juioe ef 
the grape, and the pure juice of other kinds of fruit 
besides, is wholly the result of man’s art ; and fer
mentation being nature’s “ natural ” work, is in very 
fact the work of God. The truth is that the "two 

qf wine recognized in the Bible " are simply one 
ndin two different stages—in both stages alike “ the 

natural fruit of the vine ; in the first stage unfermemted 
and unintoxicating, in the second staga fermented and 
Intoxicating. Let me here use Mr. TDeque’s own 
words, and says, “ With this dear distinction before 
us we can understand the Bible, but otherwise we are 
involved in confusion,” and permit me to add, Min 
the veriest childish folly." “ With this clear distinc
tion ” we can understand the force and meaning «I 
the words of our Blessed Lord, “No man pntteth 
new wine (very new wine) into old bottles, else the 
new wine will burst the bottles (because the swelling 

d expanding nature of the fermenting new wine is 
% strain upon these old bottles, made of 

skins). No man also naving drunk old wine straight
way desireth new : for he saith the old is better. — 
8. Luke v. 87-89. But if no fermentation takes place 
at any time id one of the two kinds of wine we 
told about by f 
trouble between the 
and placid "symbol of divine love” that it “will burst 
the bottles ? ” " With the clear distinction ” referred 
to, and only under such conditions can we understand 
how there might by any reasonable possibility be Sbj 
thing objectionable 
and truly a 
“ drunken with 
18-16.

Whatever may be done in these days to prm 
mentation of the "pure juioe of the grape " by i

ht in modern bottles ; no such tiling was or 
y could be done with bottles made of skins, 

the above view of the matter I venture to think 
there is very little ground indeed for Mr. Tocque to 
•Ay “ There is neither authority nor probability in 
favour of the idea that the’fruit of the vine’ was 

ted.” Would it not be well for all concerned

igbt by any reasonable possibility be any- 
enable or disreputable in being really 
“ winebibber,” ana how men might be 

ith new wine.,’—8. Matt. xi. 19 ; Acts ii.

lecturer like Mr. Gough kindly explain how it is about 
“fire."

1er.

fermented.” Would it not be well for all conoer 
is this question to give all “ scholarly writers1 

tie “ rest ’’ except only in so far as their scholi 
_ ta inmen ts may in some way or other afford more or 
less aid in demonstrating the truth of the particular 
position or thing sought to be established ; and except 
of course where they themselves wish to use their 
scholarly attainments in the same very desirable 
manner instead of giving us,as they too often do,their 
b impie opinio*,which after all may be either right or 
wrong ' ' >.*■ - W. J. McCleary


