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CONFESSION AND ABSOLUTION.

DR, BURNS' REPLY TO ‘'C"

The Rev. Dr. Burns deﬁv_ered the second lecture of

his winter course in the lecture room of Fort Massey |

Church on Friday evening, Dec. 21st, and took for
his theme another letter of ¥ C."

I have cousented again to reply to “ C,” because
his last, appearing, like his previous communic-iion,
simuitaneously in two of our lacal journals, wears an
authoritative aspect, and is generally understood to
have recelved the highest sanction, It presents falely
and clearly the R. C. doctrine respecting confession
and absolution, and a great variety of vitally important
subjects besides, If I do not refer to every point it
embraces I must not be held as consenting to his
views on those not overtaksa at present, or leaving
them by default, I regret that the subject has not
been kept by “ C " within its original limits, but that
he has travelled so discursively {oto the “reglons be.
yond.” It would have been better, in order to the
distinct elucidation of the theme that originated this
friendly interchange, had he concentrated on it, and
malintained the common ground on which we stood,
in the possession of the same Seriptures. I, at any-
rate will endeavour to keep the Scriptural grovand, ap-
pealing invarlably as before to the Roman Catholic
version (1582 and 1609) while doing a little skirmish.
ing in the wilderness of the Fathers, and glancing in
the other directions, towards which the sends fatuus
of my friend would lure me. To his oft repeated
fallacy of *bemping the question "—renewed sgain
and again in this long letter—** C” hasadded anotker
fallacy to which those on our side have now got used
—the fallacy, known to logicians as that of * Reason-
ing in a Circle.” “C,” like many of his predicessors
when hard pushed, has revived the old and oft ex-
ploded device of trylag to prove the Church by the
Bible and then, the Bible, by the Chuech. It does not
satisfactorily meet our respectful request for Scripture
proof in favour of auricular confession such as is prac-
tised In the Roman Catholic Church, to say “ in ex-
press wards the gospels testify to the powers of
remitting sins conferred on the apostles.” ¥ That the
power of absolving was conferred on the apostles is
outside of profitable controversy.” We wish to know
what these “express words® are. Give us chapter
and verse, Meet fairly and squarely the many pass-
ages we quoted from your own traopslation of the
Scriptures,  You insist on it that the kind of confes.
sion you advocate is absolutely necessary to salvation.
% For grievous sins (you say, making a distinction be-
tween sins for which there is no Bible warrant) con-
fession is not 2 matter of cholce, it is an absolute
necessity ;” aad again, “ God will not pardon grievous
sins without confession, when it can be made, He
has made the law of confession just as much as the
law of baptism.” We again ask, where? In our
sense I know it is written : *“ He that hideth his sins
shall not prosper, but he that shall confess and shall
forsake them shall obtain mercy.” (Prov. 28, 13)
And ¢ If we confess oursins, He is faithful and just to

+ forgive us our sins,” (1 Johni.9) Butthatis our
kind of confession, not yours. You insist on it that
for 2 sinner to go direct to God is not the right way ;
and that confessing first in the ear of a priest is essen-
tial in order to be finally saved—that this was taught
by Christ and practised in apostolic times, When
did our Saviour give instructions to this eflect? We
are not told. On what occasions did the apostles
practise this form of confession? Not a solitary in-
stance has been.named nor can be. Can a seatence
be found in those writings that come closest to the
apostolic age that could be even wrested into 2
favouring of this view ? If there were, doubtless such

*a shrewd and far-sighted observer as “ C” would have
found it out, and exhibited it in largs typs.

I1f it be, as “ C” avers, ‘“ not a matter of choice, but
an absointe necessity,” why this ominous silence on
the part uf those who might be presumed to koow
most about it? Why were ncarly five ceaturies al.
lowed to clapse belore it was made even permissible,
and over twelve centuries (4 Lateran Couccil, 1215)
erc it became compulsory ? What became of the
many who, duting these great gaps of time, passed
into eternity without knowing gr practising this indis-
pensable means of salvation?

’

“Chsays againt ‘“In all times and in all places
the Church belleved in and practisesd zacramental con.
fession, Therefore itis God’s ordinance, and he who
resisteth the ordinance, we ara told, purchases to him.
sell damnation.” Rather bard on us, my good friend,
who resist it so strenuocusly~ After the way which
you call heresy so worship I the God of my fathers”
(xs Paul puts it, Acts xxiv. 14)—2aund because [ honestly
resist what you gratultously czll “ God's ordinance,”
do I and all like minded purchase thereby ‘' damna-
tion?? Are we “explicitly commanded” (as you
afterwards state) to * hear and obey its (the Church's)
teachings, under pain of eternal condemnation ?° We
are much more charitable, Far be it {rom usto cher-
ish such thoughts of you,

“C" admits that a sinner may go stralght to God,
but God will not receive or remit bis sins till he has
first appeared before a priest. ' The sinner may go
directly to Him, but He will say, ‘ Go show thyselt to
the priest)” ¢ C” knows very well the circumstances
in connection with which these words as quoted by
him were used by our Saviour, They ave eatirely in
harmony with our view of confession, and opposed to
his. It isthe case of tho cleansed leper. Now, ac.
cording to the law of leprosy as presented in detail in
Levit, xiii,, what was the priest to do? Not to give
the diseass or to take it away. The victim was to
come with {t, and back again when it was removed,
that the priest might discover and declare thesigns of
its presence In the one case, and its disappearance in
the other. His office was purely ministerial, not
magisterial ; his duty, declaratory, not judicial. Six
times over in as many verses are we told that he was
to pronounce the patient uaclean or clean, as the case
may be, “bindiog " him in tke former instance, “ loos.
iog " him in the latter. Yet the Septuagint rendering
of * pronounce unclean” is mearnes, literally, shall un.
clean him; and of “ pronounce clean,” is Aatkaries,
literally, ** shall cleanse him “—as if it was his doing
in both instances, though the passage in the orlginal
Hebrew issimply a declaratlon, not a judicial sentence;
Christ and His apostles quoted from the Greek version
made nigh three centuries previously, and then gen.
erally in use. The purpose of Christ’s order ¥ Go
show thyself to the priest,” is to beinterpreted in the
light of that ancieat article of the Hebrevs law, The
application to the leprosy of sin is manifest, and the
minister’s duty as well. When, therefore, Christ
authorized His disciples to remit or to retain sin,and
so bind or loose the sinner, he used the well under-
stood language of the Levitical statute, to the effect
that, just as the former priests were wont to pronounce
lepers clean or unclean, so they were to pronounce
the forgiveness or non-forgiveness of God in the mat.
ter of sin, not to pass the sentence as though it were
by “their own power and authority,” they did it.
“Who can forgive sins, but God only.” Man may
declare it, but cannot doit. This we have seen over
and overagain to be theunmistalkableteaching of Christ
and His aposties. Yet “ C” repeats and repeats his
former statement, * This powet is not merely declara-
tory, it is efficaclous, it is as the power of the Judge,
real and efiective, though delegated.” In viey of the
“line upon line " which we gave in our lecture on this
subject in our last reply to ¥ C,” and now, in this, have
we not reason for returning to him his own zetort :
 Now, in sober truth, can any one whofeelsarespon.
sibility for his utterances assert the above ! ¥

When asserting the efficacious nature of priestly
absolution,* C * endeavours to push a paraliel between

_it and the ordinance of baptism. He elaborates this

at considerable length, but the gist of his argument is
in the sentence, “ Confession is just as much of a
necessity as Baptism—the latter regenerates us, the
former restores us,” ¢ Baptism is the one only means
of regeneration. Penance, the onc only means of
restoration zfter a grievous fall.”"” In a matter so
momentous we nced something more than mere dog-
matic assertion. ¢ Nay, rather to the Law and to the
Testimony”(Isaiah viii,20) as our old quotation bath it.
If, through baptism * the stain of criginalsin is blotted
out the soul regenerated,” if, indeed, baptism is the
“ one only means of regenesation,” how comes it 1.
That Christ never presents water baptism as thegreat
regenerating foxce?

2. That not one instance can be given of Christ
haviog ever baptised.

3 That St. Paul says (1 Cor. i, 14 17): * I give God
thanks that 1 baptized none of you bat Crispus and
Galus, etc,, for; Christ sent me pot to baptize but to
preach the Gospel” If baptism be the “one only

meauns of regeneration,” would one so bent on saving
souls as Paul bhve spoken thus or acted thus?

4. That it is said of Simon Magus (Acts vill, 13):
“Then Simon himsel( believed also, and being bap.
tlzad, ke stuck close to Philip.” There are many
thoughts suggested by this scene, but these two lis on
the surface :

{a) That Simon was baptized on theprofession, not
on the possession of faith in the Lord Jesus,

(4) That baptism did not regeneratg him, for after
recelving it from Philip, Peter says to him: “Thou
hast no part nor lot in this matter, For thy heant is
not right in the sight of God." (v.21)

If baptism and confession depend for thelr efficacy
on the meotal state of the recipient or penitent, then
whic can judge of that but He who says: “1 am the
Lord who search the heart and prove the reins?”
(Jeremiab xvil, 10) Herein even Petor fails, who
endorses baplism to one *' whose heart was not right
with God ;" a baptism, too, which works no change
on that heart,

§. Oa the other hand, the dying thief was never
baptized at all, but who will deny that he was regen.
erated to whom his expiring Lord said: “Amen I
say unto thee, this day shalt thou be with me in Para-
dise.” (Luke xxiil.43) Whi'earguing thus, I believe in
baptism, both adult and infant, though sot attaching
to it (inasmuch as the Word of God does not) the
saving power which Roman Catholics and Anglo-
Catkolics claim for it. I am somewhat surprised that
the only other passage (in addition to ** Show thysslf
to the priest,” and “whosesoevar sins ye forgive,” etc.,
already fully explsined by us) to which * C " refers, is
that formerly quoted by him from Acts xix. 18: “ And
many of those who believed, came confessing and de-
claring their deeds.” He adds: “ These words are
verified every Saturday night and at other times, in
all cur churches.” He admits also the book-burning,
etc., as "' at times, verified” which, I suppose, in re-
gard to certain books, is the case. Let the passage
be carefully and candidly examined—and can anything
¢elsc than an open, public confession—be taken out of
it? ‘The scene is laid not in a church at all, but “in
the school of one Tyrannus,” or more probably, from
the allusion to the “burning” and * all those that
dwelt in Asla, Jews and Gentiles "—flocking to “ hear
the Word of God,” it was in the open air. It is not
coming to confess singly, but “ many ’ came, and not
in any private way which auricular confession neces-
sitates, but “ beforeall,” There is nothing like this,
when each penitent goes separately into the confes-
sionals usually to be found in R. C. churches, and
makes confessions in the ear of the one listener.

“ C " speaking of Christ’s life in His Church says :
 Not only was Christ to remain with the corporation,
during the life of the apostles. He was to remain
with it for ever” ‘ \Whea Christ explicitly premises
to remain for ever with that corporation, He gives us
proof enough that it is to live on unchanged.” Our
friend with admirable ccolness and complaisance takes
for granteqd that this ¢ Corporation " mnust be the one
to which he belongs. But what would his favousite
St. Augustine say to this? When he acted as secre-
tary to the Council of Melvie and Bishop of Hippo,
he alopg with two hundred and szventeen other bis-
bops threatened with excommunaication any who might
appeal to Rome. Oae of the canons of that council
ruos thus :  * Whoever wills to appeal to those be.
yond the sea, shall not be received by any one in
Africa, to the Communion,” At the sixth Council of
Carthage held in 412, presided over by Aurelius, the
Bishop of that city, a forma! despatch was forwarded
to Celestinur, Bisbop of Rome, from the collective
episcopate of Africa, warning him not to receive any
African appeals or to send any Legates or Commis-
savries, It is plain, therefore, that for long the African
Church belonged not to the * Corporation.” Then,
what of the Eastern Church with its eighty.four
millions with which the stnfe of the Western was so
bitter. Did it not claim to be the * Corporation,”
too? Nay, did not John 1V., Patriarch of Constanti-
nople, its visible head, love to call himself ** Ecument-
cat Patriarch,” which so roused the ire of Gregory I.,
surnamed the Great, his Western brother and rival,
that he wrote (A. D. 595) to the FEmgeror Mauritius
bitterly complaining of the presumptuous assumption.
One sentence {rom this memorable missive is worth
quoting : “ I confidently say that whososver calls
himself the universal priest, or desices to be o called
in bis amogance, i¢ a fore-tunner of Anti.-Chiist.”
(* Ego fidenter dico, qued quisquis, ss universalem
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