
TH1E EXPOSITOR 0F HOLINESS.

that the -sritings ofr Paul, as they have
corne down to, us, be excepted as
infallibly correct as to letter, wvord and
sentenice, save only wvhere some un-
doubted proof is afforded by new di
coveries of ancient manuscripts wvhich
effect the letter without touching the
inherent original accuracy and absolute
perfection of the original production.
To even give birth to the public ut-
terance of a suspicion that Paul ever
mnade a mistake like that on the face of
this verse must be pronounced on,
without investigation, as a deadly sin,
and therefore unforgivable by ail true,
orthodox Christians.

For our part, having once for ail,
years ago, braved this orthodox bogie,
wve 'have becomne so convinced of its
flimsy superstitious character that we
not only smile at its fancied terrors but
aiso at our former superstitiou9 awe in
its ghostly presence. Just as wvhen one
has surmounted the prevailing fears
concerning a reputed ghost, and by
fearless examination has found bis
ghostship to resolve itself into some
natural objeet acted on by moonUght
or comparative darkness, we now
handie sucli matters as the considera-
tion of this or» any othier part of Paul's
wvritings. Mie examine them precisely
as wve do those of Wesley, Luthcr or
Augustine.

Hence we in infer that the anacronism
of this verse niay be the outcome of
carelessness on the part of the writer,
or of his copyists, or both, but in any
case it is a 1trifling inatter, and as suchi
will be treated by ail], excepting by
those wvho are stili in the thraldoin of
a ghiostly superstition concerning the
inerrewy of ail S&riptiurc.

THE GUARDIAN AND MR. TRUAX.

E DO flot take up our pen to

lachampion friend Truax. 0f this
tlhere is no need. We simply do so to
utilize one expression of his critics, for it
is food for thoughtful remarks. "cHe finds
it convenient: to 'omit thar he maintained
that we mnust know the wvi1l of the Father
just as ivell as. He knewv it in order to
do it."é

We pass by the open accusation of in-
tentional concealment, or -omission for dis-
hionest pturpios-,, as simply characteristic of
the writer of the criticisrn. Certainly ve:
must içnoiv the wvill of the Father as lesus
did if we are to do the will as Ile did, for
if liot then would we far surpass hlm in
succeeding. This is s0 evident that it is
nccessarily implied Ife that docth the wvill
of the Fathcr must know that wvill, or as
Paul puts it -knoiv triat good and accept-
able and perfect %vill of GOLI.

Nowv if Jesus kcnewv the wvill of the
Father botter than we can kniov it then is
there a serious defect in his character if lie
taught that wve should mieHlmiiin do-
ing the ivili of God. And for Dr. D-ivart
or any othier ieligiunibt to bewvail his mani-
fold fai1ures wvhilbt, subscribing to this
characterization of Jesùs is to bu a party in
the atternpteci fraud.

Just look at the question from this stand-
point, and the truc inwardncss of th;e
thoughts; of the editor abolit Christ wifl
appear. Everýy tiime hie re.grets in peni-
tential wvords li.s failure to i mitate Christ
in doing the wvill of tie Father, lie virtually
laments bis inability to learn the wvill of
the Father, fimplying, if lie is an hionest i ian
that if he only knewv the w~ilt of the Father
as well as Jesus did, lie, too, would do it.
Are flot contrition and self accusation
wrong, yea, foolish hei'c? Fancv a per-
son looking admiringl at tie flight of an
cagle heavenward and then bewailing his
manifold failures to do the sanie thing, in
a self-accusing spirit!1

Hence, whilst this edlitor goes back
from our conclusions to oui- preinises, ad
he has a rîghit to so do, we also insist oul
his facing necessary conclusions fron fis
promises. He dcclarcs that lie 'çarnot:
know the perfect wvil1 of God, then ho can-
not do this perfect will. Well then, we
demae1 that bis conduct correspond withi
this his belief, and we henceforth rig,,hteous-
ly accuse hirn, not on'y of foolish acts, but
of downrigit: hypocrisy when in bis pub-
ic or private prayers he confesses, as sfiis,


