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t+Bo likewiso shall myheavenly Father do also unto you, if yo from your hearto rcrg'fv'gz ot e::e"iy

- 60e.ifs brother their trespasseat’—Matt. xviil. 36,

The parable of which the text forms the
- conclusion, was uttered in the hearing and
for the benefit of the disciples, This is
evident from the first part of the chapter.
At vérse: 21st we learn what it was that
led our Lord, at this particular time, to
explain and-enforce the duty enjoined in
the text. To that duty, indeed, attention
bed been directed in a previous part of
our Lord’s discourse, as we. gather from
vorse 15th, Remembeiing: this, Peter,
“after vavolving the matter in his own mind
~inall probability without having arrived
at say satisfactory result—comes to our
‘Bord and asks the question, “ How often
shall my brother sin against me, and I for-
giva him? il seven times?’ A very
"proper question, truly, touching a most
important braneh of Chiistian duty, of
which it isof the ntmost consequence right
i "views shoulth be entertained.
The disciples themselves, like most of
“théir fellow-countrvmen, had obscure and
seriously defective notions of their duty
towards those who had wronged them,
Of old time it was said, ¢ An eye for an
eye, 8 tooth for a tooth, hand for hand,
foot for foot, burning for burning, wound
for wound, stipe for stiipe” It was
thought right to retaliate. It was zc-
,counted a just thing that one should be
_ avenged on him at whose bauds he had
| suffered wrong. As alaw desigaed to re-
gulate the public-admivistration of justice,
the sayiag beld’ good, and invelved a prin-
| ciple strictly just. The saying, however,
bad heen misinterpreted; and perverted to
the worst of purposes. It was looked upon
a3 expressly sanctioning private revenge, a
thing whieh here and, elsawhere ous Lo1d,
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oxposes and condemns. The mére fact
that He does so, stiows it to have been a
prevalent sontiment at that tirge, and, we
may suppose, one wWith which the disciples,
in common with those of the sarie nation,
were infected. This, in truth, is a subject
that éven uow, and under the hew dispen-
sation, i8 imperfectly undeistood. This
question of” Peter, then, we may aséume,
was put with an ‘anxious desire fo Enow the
right andttruo, and a-sincere intention to act

ragreeably to it, He beliaved, as doubtless

'we all believe, that in-some senss ot othér
he ought to forgive an eming brother.

FBut he seems to have been i doubtias to

the frequeney with which it was incam-
‘bent on him to do this, He appears- to
have thought there siiculd be a liiit to
human forbearance—-a point at which-one
might justly feel refuctant tof extend: foi-
giveness—a time; in short, when, withioit
guilt, wo could steel our hearts against the
offender. If such was his ides, as it is
undoubtedly that of many in tke pressnt
-day, then, clearly, he was, as they are, in
grave error.  For, in reply to his question,
our Lord said, ¢ Not uatil sevén times, but
antil sevenly times seveny” thal js, as the
words obvicusly teack, without restrictidd,
and without reserve as to the matureand
aumber of the offences,

“Hercupon follows the parable of which
our test forms at once the contlusion and
practical improvemeat. Awnd it 7nust bo
2 cause, not less of profourd grief than of
utter and unfeigned surprise, that any oce
laying claim to the name of disciple, and
professing any regard to the Master’s will,
can. read that parable, and at the same:

.tirng continue to.cherish.and,display resent~



