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svilege. The special digqil,y of the
?afol::-:a;-imara thronghout as & matter of
pll;uf)‘ awman origin and arrapgement, so

savs 1'8 General Gouncil of Chalcedon

(A 1. 431), in ils twenty-eight Canon )

“The fthers, with good rcason, bestowed
The fuhers the Chair of Old Rome,
{ocars <k wan the I_'mperid! City.” This
Capeh was passed in despite of the pro-
tost of the Rowan L?gilt.cs. who aloune
lfis:a»x.:e-l. and wes officially decl:u:ed_tu
wmeaw that only an honorary priority
belonz-d to the Homan See. .

But suppusing St etor d‘ld receive o
eupre ey, wid also supposing that i
was Di-hop of l{om_e, wh.at. ovidence is
thers *o prove that his privileges, what-
ever ey weore, did not die \\'lt‘h him, or
R ;\)\peinl.e_d the Bishops of
Tome Lis heirs, even if he had power to
appuint ruy heirs at all, for th? thyee
grer Petiing tests do not coatain any-
thinz which even hints at the transmis
sion of the mivilege? Roman Canyu
law starvs that a personal privilege dies
with :he person pamed, and canoot Le
extanlod pn any plea to persons not so
nan. . aned that whenever a claim of =
vizh Sv prividese e made, the decument
atte; Ui it must be produced iu evidenee
by the clainant, or else the case fails,

Vhew, | would ask, is the Moenment
v these privilezes on the Bishops
!
~1in, supposing the Petrine supre-
+ 1o have been left to St. Petir's
ueesssoss, by what pawer or pro
. conveyid to them ¥ The Papuaey
a . intermittent office, becowming con-
tint :iiv veeant ond then filled and con-
ferre by awerely human election.  One
Pope cwnot be said to hand over hix
gifis to his successor, beeause that suc
cessar i3 not wppeinted uatil after his
death, sumetinees a loug time afterwards.
Tu the case of the Episcopacy this is vory
dilfervnl, one Bishop reccives his onders
from vther Dishops, and so the power is
handded on without break or dimination.
To give on illustration : Hibbert, Bishop
of Nova Scutia, was consccrated in the
yeu 1351, by John Bird, Archbishep of
Canteilury, and three other Bishops. and
we -au tiace on the line of succession to
St Augusting, Biskop of Canterbury,
atd tluough him {o Apestolic times.
This is not « matter of opivion or faith
even, dmt of historical faet, of which the
recotds me extant. But  will Father
Reans tell us bhow the Pope is made
paitiscer ol the Petrine powers

We e 1ol that “dwving the period of
eizlteen centuries Pope has suceeederd
Pupre, without interraption, to the num-
ber of 260, No soomer was one Pope
dead. or martyrad, than another succeed-
el him, No shall it be to .he end™ 1
wouil ask how it was, at the death of
Cleent V., when theve was a vaeaney
of tke Nee fur more than twe years, iu
consequence of a division among the
Cardivals ! Wheie was the Supremacy
during this time, and how did tho Church
exist without it?  Perhaps by a natural
Lw ti compensation it was connter
bilanced in 1409, when there weve fhree
Popes—Gregory X1I, Benedict XIII, and
Alexander V, elected by the Couneil of
Pis' For some years the world saw the
Spectacle of three Popes, each claiming to
be the sole and true viear of Lhrist, the
suceessor of St. Peter, and the centre of
uuily to the whole Church, each power-
fully sapported, and severed by mutual
¢xcommunication from his rivals, and all
who adhered to them. If space permit-
fed, and 1 eared to do so, I could give &
Jong Jist of rival Popes. Thero are cven
Saiuts in the Calendar who were contem-
Poraries, yet not in communion with the
same gpe,

Asto the supremacy and infallibility
of the Popes, which Fathor Kearns main-
Lains, it will bo enough, out of wany
dispnoofs _which aro at hand, to give a
ew. Pope Liberius subscribed sn Arian
Creo(d, and anathematizod St. Athanasins
834 heretic.  Pope Honorius was un-
“nimously condemned by the Sixth Gen-
el Council as a herctic; and a suecessor
of lis, Gregory 1L, wroteto sssure the
Spanishy Bishops that Honoring was eor-
tunly dumned. The Western Church
8love deposed, on its own authority,
Popes Jobm XIL, Benedict 1X.," Gregory
Y1, Gregory XI., and John. XIIL, the
Lt in express torms; #a simoning; sorcer-
ey s bt dod T vl
tions ha;'ye ;:ar et f(hesaﬂqpom-'

2 n acknowledged as peitect-
ly wdlid, and the Popes sst up in‘the
Stearl of the deposed ones, a3 lawful tey-
. ants of the Roman Chair, - -Nothing in

history shows more comclusively thrn
this that the Popes ware not viewed as

l—,;ecw]cnce on

¥

infullible by the Church, but isble to er

O

ror in the discharge of their office, and
to pupishment from their suporior, the
Callective Church, for any maisconduct;
contrary to the Vatican decrees, which
allege that tbe Pope's decisions on faith
and morals are “‘irréformable on their
own murits, not by reasen of approval by
the Church.,” ~

For the sake of brevity, I have omitted
giving chapter and verse to quotations,
md contented myself with, in many
cases, merely referting to them ; but if
iy of them are yuestioned, I shall be
veady to give not only the reference, but
-he text. in the (Greek or Latin as it may
chance to be.

Jonx PaprieLp,
St. Margaret’s Tall, Dec. 7, 183).

QuR READERS, wo kpow, will rejoice
with us that our English correspondent
has resumed his lubours., His fust
letier, which appeared last week, (n
pleasant surprise} came upon us so
suddenly apd at so late an hour, that we
were not able to call the attention of our
readers to it. Perhaps it is ss well for us
to repeat, that whilv we have full confid-
ence in our correspondent, we do not
necessarily endorse all his views.

ON THE I'ROPOSED CHANGES IN
THE MARRIAGE LAW OF THE
DOMINION, LEGALIZING MAL-
RIAGE WITH A DECEASED
HUSBAXD'S BROTHER, AND A
DECEASED WIFES SISTER.

Summary of a Serman delivered in Si.
Peter's Chureh, Churlottetdon, P E 1.,
Ly Rev, G. W, Hooesox, on Sunduy,
November 14th.

[Concludeil.)

Now let us turn to our Bibles, and
consider the question with the light
thrown upon it there. And herc we
will only take up the degrees of affinity.
Iesides the foregoing reasoms, are there
any from  Seripture why degrees of
aflinity should be counted?

So doing, guards wud enforces the
greab Seripwural truth of the Unity of
Man and Wife. 1f not au absolutely
necessary deduction from that truth
it is at least a reasonable conclusion from
it, naturally and wisely adopted.

But—it may be said—death having
tissolved the union between a man and his

wife, « fortivri, it is dissolved between

him and her relations.

Granted for aygument's snke. DBut is
it seemly, is it decent, is it campatible
with any high or pure view of those re-
lationships vhat & man, having ence con-
sidered & woman as his mother or his
sistor, may afterwards take her as his
wife? While his wife lived she was his
mother-in-Jaw, or his sisler in-law.
Ought she then cver to bocome lhis
wifo 7 If the relationship is admitted as
a natural deluction from 3 Seviptural
slatement during the wife's life, then
surely every right feeling person would
have it continue.

3ut now, as to the directions in Laviti-
cus, Izve it will be fairer to separale
the cases of the husband's brother and
wife's sister. Tuke the former.

WIf a man shall take kis brother's wife
it is un unclean thivg, kg kath uwncovered
Iis brother's nakedness.” (Leviticus xx :
21,

And,

“Thou shalt ot uncover the nakedness
of thy brother's wife; it is thy brother's
nalkedness.” Levilicas xviii: 16.

Very many areof opinion(the West-
minster Confession emphatically nsserts
this) that these laws are part of God's
revelation to the world generally. If
80, thare isno room for further argument
on this point, for those who accept that
revelation.

But, as I have said, I want to meet the
advoeates of the change on their own
ground. Grant, then, for argnment's
sake, that these are mercly Jewish laws.
What then would be the case? The
Jewish view of matrimony was lower
than the Christian. Polygamy was toler-
ated. - Divorcowas made easy. ' Yef éven
with~ this lower view, they remember-
ed that a “man and Lis' wife are’ one
fesh” (Gen. ii, 24) ; and forbade a woman
to morry the brother of her own -flesh.

‘But Chriatian legislators are' gning to be

satisfied with a lower view on this puint
than was the Jew. That certainly sesns
o very unworthy position. It is actunlly
a going back or going down. One e¢an
understaiid - restrictions “being increased,
but on what ground are they to be relax-

Tt is sid; “but in’-one Partizular case

it was commanded” (Deuteronomy xxv.,
§,10). A speciul exception in no way
invalidites a genoral rule. Cur law
generally is not to killa man; but in
self-defonce I mey kill & man. ow
absurd it would be lo ergue :— Decause
the law of England permits killing a
man fo onn easey cvidently it cannot
think it wrong to kill a man eveu though
there is & law against it.  Now, clearly
understand what this argument is. A Jow
with his tewer ¥iew of marriage, forbids
genewlly such marriages. A Christian
with his higher view may even go beyond
the Jew und forbid them altogether.
Hecan't aurely fall below the enrljer
standard, awd  permit them altugether.

Now as to the wife's sister.  Tn Leviti-
eus xviii, 18, we read ;: “Neither shalt
thou take a acife Lo her sistor, to vex her
to nacover her nakedness beside the other
‘n_her lfelime”  The interpretation of
this verse is doubtful. In the margin of
the common version we road instend of
a “wife to her sister,” “one wife to
anotler.” I this be correet, the verse
would only forhid polygawy.

Of course thoso who throw
bourd the dircet, explicit statement
ahout the husband's brother, eannot
claim this verso to support their viow
abont the wife's sister, Toey cannot
claim this verse as a growud for perm t
ting the one union if they refuse 10 allow
verse 16 to forbid the other. Dut no
doubt there is a considerable number
of persons who consider the Ievitieal
law as not without anuthority —whe there-
upen disapprove of the marringa with a

aver-

thushand’s brother ; but who, relying cn

this verse, would permit ths ather.
To that elass the following argumunt is
addressed.

Grant, for argument’s sake, your inter-
pretation of the verse. What do we
sce | Among the Jows,a woman was for-
biddea te marey her, deceased hushand's
brother : buba mian was permitted to
marry his deceased wife's sister. Bear
these two points in mind,

Now come for a moment and think
of aChristian marriage service. What
idea runs all throughit? The equality of
man aod wife, so far as that is possible.
Have you ever thought of the meaning
of the following minute aud eaveful
directions given in our marriage rervice §

*The minister all canso the man with
his right haud to take the woman by her
right hand and t say : T M. take thee, N,
to ho my wedided wife, &e., &e."

And now, observe—

“Then shall they larse their hands :
AND THE WOMAN WITIZ IIER RIGHT HAND,
TAKING THE MAN BY 11s RIGHT HAND. shall
likowise say : I N. take thee DI. to bumy
wedded husbarl”  If the man takes
the woman's hand, then their hands
must ho Jooserd, that she, in turn, may
take Lis. Notonly does the man take
the woman 1o be his wedded wifa ; Lun
the woman takesthe man to be har wed
ded husband. There wes nothing of
this sort among the Jews, or with any
Eastern. nation.  Tha positiuns were not
equal. The man took the woman, hut
the womar did not take the man. She
whe not alluwed so 1o do.  Consoiuently.
when a man “look a wife,” he brougin
hor inte his family. His brothers became
hers, so she was furbidden {o marry any
one of them. But asthe woman did
ot “take theman,” he was not supposed to
7o into her family ; her sisters were not
his, and he might marry them,

The one can be forbidden while the
other is permitied only on the low view
of womar's position, that she is =zet an
equa)l in the contract. And so, actual v
men who take thisview aro (no donht
unconsciously) yet really degrading their
sisters, daughters, mothers and wives, in
this particular. from the lofty position
in which Christianity has placed them,
to a level with the inmates of an Eastorn
harem. The proposal ia a burning insult
lo overy woman in the land. There is
another matter in connection with this
subject to which T must refee It is
impossibla to read the debates that tosk
place in Parliament on this question,
without seeing how prominently the
peculiar claims of the Roman Cetholic
deniomination were brought forward. It
may be well to state what ground that
Chureh takes on the question. o

“She prohibits all the degrees, hoth.of
consanguinity and affinity, that we. do.
Sha also prohibits the marringe of eousins.
She further recognizes spiritual affinities,
asa bar, i. £, a godfather cannot marry
his-godchild. Having thus widely ex-
tended the prohihition, the' Pope claims
power td dispense with them, ~ I do not
know whether he is supposed . to _have

thepowerto disponse with all - A_a L

matier of fact ho dispenses with spiritual
affinitics, with cousins, with brothors
and sistors-in-law, with uncles and nidees,
nephows and aunts, Ordinarily these
dispensations are not procured without
1 money payment. Last winter A mom-
Loy of that Chureh wroto to one of ‘the
papers that ho had obtained such a dis.
pensation at the cost of ons hundred
dollars.

I quate now from the official report of
the debates (Tlansand, session of 1830,
vol. I1 p. 1383) where M. Gizouard vond
lettors ho liad received from several
Bishops.

The Bishop of Sherbrooke writes,
while approving of the Bill : “Would it
uot also he aprapos to Tepeal, at the same
time, Articlo 126 [ol' the Quobee code),
which prohibits marriage batween unele
and niecy, aunt and neprhow 1"

And the Dishop of St Hyneintho
writes 1 “L have the honoer to inform
you, iu aunswer o your yesterday's
lotter, that | would Yo content 1o sve
ilisuppear from our codo not only articlo
+ 25, but alse Anticle 126 [i. ¢ not only

the prohibition against brother and
sisters-in-law, but also ngainst  unclus,

nieces, aunts and nephows], which in
many cases are very embarrussing to us
Catholiea,”

No that those who are among the most
anxious lor the change desirs that, not
ouly shall there bo a  relaxation in the
case of marriage conbections, but also
in that of blootl relationa.

1t is Lt vight o say that when the
bill was allered, Mgr. Lofleche, Bishop
of Three Rivers, ook alaviy, and  with-
drew his sanetion from it.  As this pro-
lato is confessedly ono of the ablest, if
not the allest theologian on  tho Bench,
it may be that his ivfluenze will not he
un’elt hy his episcopal brethren,

Tl.e question {s now befure you. Itisa
woman's (ue:tion equally, if uot more
than aman’s, for women willbhs the keen-
est sufferers by any degradation of the
marringo state. It is a Layman's ques
tion far movo then n clergyman’s ; for
one clorical faniily theroare hundreds of
lay families. You can, by petition anld
by the use of every legitimata influenco,
oppose the hill for the sake of your
counlry ; and, if it should pass, you can
thank Gob, with all your hearts. that you
bolong to a chureh  which, under all
civcumstances, furbids such _unions toall
hetr members.

Eorrespondence,

The columns of T Cnurcit GUARDIAN
iwtll be freely open tv all who may wish
to use them, no maller whal the writer's
eicis or opinions may be; bul oljection-
uble personal lanyuuge, or doctrines con-

trury lo the well understoud leazhing of
the Churel will not be udimitled,

WIIY DO PEQOPLE STAND!1

(To the Editors of the Cliurch Guardinn )

Sirn,—It is difficult to underatand the
idews and wmotives of some persons. Ji
is particularly difficult to understind tho
ideas end motives of ¢ue of yéur corres-
pondents, who has consumed mueh time,
ink and paper in attacking 2 beautiful
act of worship, which the growing
reverence of the age has introduced iuto
many of our churches. Until the oighth
century there were but Lwo atiitudes
nllowed to womshippers in churches,—
standing and kneoling, The apathy in
religious mutters, and the disregard of
ancient pions customs, which prevailed
from that period down to the Reforma-
tion, if not somewhat Jater, suffered the
Church goer to sit, ond evon te sleep,
during the time of divine scrvico.  Your
correspondent may just as well protest

by o strang effort of will, instead of giv-
ing way to o natural inelination to drowsi-
ncss, ns ta prolest ageinst those of his

the presontation of the offertory; but now
1ise and, with reverenee and gratitude
folt in the heart and shown in the bodily
posture, returning to Almighty Gon a
portion of what He, in His great good-
ness, has given-themn. - This is the simple

very. wrong.. Is- reverence:to be:dis-
our criterions the Churchmen . who sif

their fellows, and -generally do_littla in:

against my keeping awake dwing prayers, .

fellow-Christians wha formerly sat during-

and only meaning of this. beautiful and:.
simple costom, whatever other motives .
may be falscly imputed to thoeé by whom ™
it is observed ; and- if soems. ta me that:
any cne who attacks the -enatom does”

coaraged and, if it is, are wo Lo take as -

through’ prayers, leave the respouses to -

vices except by way of porpetual protest
ngaitist intavation ¢
Your obedient sorvant,
Jo A

THE REPORT OF THE BOARD OF
HOME MISSIONS.

{To the Falitors wf the Chureh Guandian.}

Dean Sws,—Tt is pleasing to lear
from the Clevieal Hoeretary that he hopes
"o proseut a satisfactory Report varly next
vened bt Loam somy  that 1 cannot
cogand w3 satisfactory his oxplanations
md answers pertaining to the Report of
1878, which appeared in your last issue.

In wmy  former Jetter 1 vontured to
impagn this Neport on three grounds:
the ftirst being that the infermation it
contained was  insufficiend and jnndo-
quate 5 the second, that it was inacenrate ;
and the third, that it wns possibly mis-
leading. :

Al after a enreful porusal of M.
Wainwright’s letter, 1 have aothing to
rotraet or modily.

L My fisl complaint was that it was
“impossiblo 10 gather from the Repors
what the fncome of 1he Board from donn-
tions il subscriptions for 1879 veally
was” And the only reply to this com-
plaint is that Mr. Wainwright was 10l
by the lato Seeretary and precent Trea-
anrer that the table of receipla by the
Treasurer was not requisite and nead not,
he printed. Dut b least a swnimeary of
the reevipts for the year might have heen
givem, showing from what sonrces tha
incomy  had been derived, what from
voluntary” contributions, nmd whal from
investments,  1f the Teport had con-
tnined such a summary, 1 should not
have thaught of looking further.

IL In the next plaee, T found that
the figures in Mr. Wainwright's compari-
son ol subseriptions fur 1877, 1878 and
1878, did not correspond v ith the sums
obtained by adding the lists printed in
tho Heports of these years, I put Mr,
Wainwright's figures and my own in
parallel columns . —

M W, N, 8.
18M7...... S4,147.71 IR77......8495170
INTR LN De2 45 )L T 83,677,890
1879 4,880,090 Wi, $4,411.67

"To the list for 1879, Mr. Wainwright
adids S110-19 collected by him to April,
1879, so that his total for that yer is
$3,209 98,

Mr. Wainwright acknowledges that
some ¢irors do oceur in his Ropurt 3 bu
he endeavors to miviinize thew, and
deprocales eriticism on the plea of the
exacting nature of his duties, Bat is it
ot of the first Smportance that a Report
of the Doard of Ifomo Missions, which is
the only means the Chureh-people gen-
cinlly of the Djocese lavo of ascertaining
what the work, condition and prospects
of the Board are, should be as accurate as
iL is possible to make it]

It did not escape me that in the Noport
of 1878 some parishes (viz, Anuapolia
and Ship IHnarbor) bad two lists, Mr,
Wainwright suggests thal if these “double
lintg" wero deducted from my figures for
1877 and 1878, they would approximato
very nearly to his. This is true enough.
But why should Lhey bo so deducted ?
On what prineiple would ho deduet from
the Report of 1877 any lisl thal appears
in that of 18781 Why deduct from
either? I did not nolico these lists in
my former leller, because in the caso of
Annapolis there was o list in the Ileport
of 1877, and if one of those which ap-
poared in 1878 woro transferred to that
year, it wauld nol materially aflect my
case. I saw, too, that if Mr. W, callod
alieniion to them, ns I expected him to
do, we should only have another illus-
{ration of tho untiustworthiness of n
comparison of the lists as a guide to a
ku ywledge of the financial eondition of
the Bonrd.

* In face of Mr, Wainwright's corroction,
I must repoat my mssertion, adviscd'y
made with all the facts before me, that
the Bishop's donation of $200.00 is nof
included in apy list. Donations to the
amount of $228,75 szro acknawlodgod.
And then intmediately balow begin “the
subseription lists received np to Jannaly
16th, 1880.” I exeluded the donatiens
from my-figures of 1879, because Mr. W,
himaelf bhad limited his financial- slate-
ment to-a comparison of the lials, and
because they had no tendéney to support

" Another element of pérplexily appoars .
iz Ms, Wainirright's letter.  He has cor-
recled -his sddition of the subscription "
lista-for 1879, and added to it the'dona-":

connection with the Church and its sor:

tions which I l_l;ayq ‘oxcluded, and $11,00
obtained Iknow not how. Buthe makes~
up for mich of what bo has been cont-

+

the inforence “that ihie propls are wak- -
ing to a sense-of their responaibilitios.”



