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say of what-influence. But to my mind the
note of the "Venerated Founder" ot the Metho-
dists reeks with mostpresumptuous blaspheny.
If he believed that the words of St. Paul, the
direction a8 given by him, were inspired, then
they were spoken by the Holy Ghost. Thlus
the Spirit saith by the Apostle, " Let your
women keep silence iii the Chuircles," which is
an unqualitied conmand of* ie Spirit ; but
Wesley adds, " Unless they arc under an extra-
ordinary impulse of the Spirit." Join Wesley
thus presumptuously qualifies the teaching of
Ilie Spirit. Had isuch a qualification been the
mind of the Spirit, I humbly thinlk the Spirit
would have made the sane knîown at the time
the command was given, and would nlot have
left it for John Wesley to reveal it. Also, it
iist have been considered absoluto nd uni-

qualiied till Wesley's " note" was written !
But, again, this " note" implies that there

must be a judge as to wvhether any sucb womnei
who violatc the comnmand " are under an ex-
traordinary impulse of the Spirit." If they are
to be the judges themselves, w'e kinow how the
judgnent will be given, naturally in tIheir
fivouir. But if this be coisidered too iwaassd a
judgment, thon, cither the case must be judged
by the words of' the speaker said to bc spoken
"under the influence" or by a particular le-
seription of the feelings under thxe impulse. Yet
iii tiiese cases another nuist be found tu judg-e.
i do not think the " note" iakes the passage
more practical, if' more plain.

The lise of the passage fromt our point of view
would be adhominem. We do not cinsider their
meeting houses as in any sen'eb"hrches,"
aind would not apply the conmanid to sîuclh
buildings, but inarmueh as thley do call them

'hurches," contrary to t le techclingr of their
" enerable Founîder," we have a just right to

quote the pastsage against thcir piraîctice.
I would like to refir to one other "I note' of

Wesley's, the one added te Aets viii, 14, " And
the Apostles who 'wer'e at Jerusalen hearing
t liat amaria had reeci cd the Word of God,
bent to themx Peter and John." To tiis Wesley
add s, " Sent Peter and John. le that sends
muîist be cither superior, or at least equal, to
lima that is sent. it follows that tle College of
tlie Apostles was equal, if not superior, to
Poici-." Quite so. The argument and the con-
(-lusion are good. But it tells as muchx againîst
tle principles and practice of thei Methodists as
it was agatiist the doctrine of the Ron<î îists.
For iinder this theory even if' John Wesley or-
dained Coce to be anything. lie could only, at
the mnost ordaini lim te be the eqiaîl of liirmelf'
And as John Wesley was only a Presbyter or
Priest, lie could not make Coke i Bis hop. Quite
o. Then by Wesley's ow'n teachiig Coke

otiild not be a Bi-hop. Aid, again, as Coke
wvas at the lime of sueh ordination the cqual of'
Wesley, being also a Presbyter or Priest, it is
lird Lo kniîow what either expected as the re-
ult of t liat so-called ordinat ion. To on-ider it
Uny such is to make theiu botlh appear senile.

Ve off'er our Metlodists i very possible and
flittering solution of the incident, viz., thlit,
b'einig sucli devoted friends, the one--the
yoinilger Priest-craved wid reccived the Bless-
<lîg of lis elder brother, vi ih the inposiiion of
liands, before goini.g out te take up thIe Ivork
tie thillr lid recsi'gnîed. .

Joux LicKn'1i.

Poir Medway, N.S., Dec. 9ih, 1893.

'To the Editor of the Cuiciact GUARDIAN

Naî--l have watched with sone interest the
cOrresIpoidence going on fter sone time iii our
Church papers in re'ly to " Country Parson"
"i as to the pricti-e of the Clergy of the Churehi
taking par*t in religious services with otlIr d(e-

uninations." My attention has beenî parti-
cularly called to the reported opening services

of a ehurch ait Hospeler in the Diocose of
Huron, at which the Bishîop of t lie Diocese was

present, and that within the Communion rails
were .linisters of the Methodist and Presbyter-
fit botuies. I can hardly suppose such coull
have been correct and have looked for soime re-
futation of' the stateient, not believinig it pos-
sible that the Bishop of' ic Diocese and tie
Rector of the Parish oî could have knowingly been
consenting parties to such at violation of lie
Caion of tie Iocose n this question. It Voul
appear as of' little use to cnact Canons, that ouir
Bi.lhops :ul CleUrgy bind thieiiselves to obey, if
they ire tlus to be so flagrantly ignored l'r tlhe
panidcring to those wo liare in i dissent frot ulns,
and have at heart no 83mPithy w ithi us, and Io
nlot iesitate to traduce us. Christian Uiity, so

nuch talked about in the present day, will
never comne about by such uncis, as il' wcu are
to gain Ile espeot f' others w-e miuiist first re-
spect )1ourselves, aid aut least bu consistent.

Mr. Edlitor, L amn only a ltiiami, buit I cant
easily understand tlie diitieiiiios of the poor
"Counitry Parson,'" wlio is tinviig if cducate his
p)opel to believe in thei r Church that hias s tood
the test of 1800 years, and is a true Branich of
the Catholie ild Apostolic Chulrchi. in wh'iose
prayers ve vainly ask to bi delivee fromt ail
JJeresey and Shismi if v ire thius to bIe lcl o
fraîernize w'ithi those cauusing such. And that
b thiose wvhio have the rule over us!

WC hear so uch rluoi soimle of Ithe dallner Of
Hiigh Churchisiman Ritualism; ut sud'rely
there iust be daner also in No Churchisii,
whieh is lcading lis to Metluoilisii.

At the last neeting of the Fluron Synod a
Commlîuîittee was apioi nted to iivestigate the l

V arious cauises whicl hinder tle, grovthl of'
t le Chuirchi of' Engad iii this Diocesc, &c.,

Fron the foregoini g I sloiild iiagine ihat
this Commu urittee vouild unot iuave miucii diliculty
xin arriving at least at olle if' tlie causes retard-
inig the progress of the Ch1uch 1 i uron, as
also t lue ci se of' the great defi'iciecy reported
i n th \Iaintenxance indh N issinii Fiiunds.

For to insure progress in thc CIuru'ch anîd a
libe-Il support Of' lier unl'dills, we uiust he taiuglit
to ie lievc in her superiority over aill n iuii fuide
chiiutices. loth hy exanple :dui pecets of
those wlo minister to lis in I(o1y things.

Nothing. canux l1c gainîied for :111y cauise by' at
haolf-hiedl helief and faitl in if. W are
cilher ClhurelumchII, Or wO are lot i t here cai be
n doubting rhal f and hall icasures if' ve ie-
i-irc and intend to lluuholl the jloly Catholic aii]
A postoilic Cliii cli. Yurs truily,

Cuieiir'nn N.
Doce. 12th, 18.93.

PiNuCE Euuwann IsAN.

To the Edlitoir of the Cuiriei jUAnwiAN:

Si--"__ Candid Friend's ' letter in yoir issue

of (ith ilnst., confiris thie statenent iade by
une ait the arm-iouth Missiory Coibrence,
that Prince EdwarIs iand is not part of the
Diocese of' Nova Siotia.

Cn niy>- of' youri re:aders give us furithcr inî-
format ion on this subhject ? WVe cnov what we
are not. Nov we would like to kiow what «:e
arc.

i stated in miy palper, that the flrst Ihbhiop of
Nova Scotia vas given juriet-i<on o-ver the<'
Province of P. E. bland, ai 'l I hdid pon
authority I thoiglit w<as per ily reliable, but
wvitliont exainiing tie letters p uaient of BiL-hop
Inglis But the Uev. Hl. C. Stuart in lis ru-

cently publishlied work, "The Chur hi of Eng-
lanixd in Canada, 1759-1793," qpiotes tlhee letters,
however, Gs follows: [pagc 2 ]

Gorge ihe If[.. 1) > Cims. Iniglis, Si-huop of
Nova Svi " i he rcas, ouir Provi nece of' Q ue-
bieei. NeV Bruswik and New fin d14J la ar :ui-e o t
vet divided or forned into dioceses as Bishop's

Sees, . . . know that we . . . by these

presents do give and grant unto you the afore-
sai Bishop of Nova Scotia, pover and authority

. . . to exercise jurisdiction, spirimtal and
ocelesiastical in th Ie afoesaid provinces, etc."

It vill b seet that P. E. Island is not mon.
tionled, and (if tle quotation is correct] fihe first

BihI îop Of Nova Scot ia had no0 jurisdic tion ovor
this Island, whieh had been a separate province
for seventeen years whein he was consecraîted.

Ilut fuirtll in the Statutos of P. E. ikIland,
there was an Act pased in xliii. year omGeorge
11J., "for the botter und more effectuai ostab-
lishment of tle Church of E gland in this Is-
land, which staltes, . . . . ainid hait for
the preservatioiin of unity and purity of doctrine
and discipline in the Chuirclb, and the right ad-
miniiistration of Siacraitunet, ne minuister- shall be

adliied to ohlieiate as a miînister oi hie Church
of* iglanl, but such as shaîili produce to the
Governor, Lient.-Goiverior, oi. Commandr-in-
Ciiet' fI the time beiig, :1 testimiîonial th at he
bath be con duly liceusei by tie Bishop of London
or by tlie lis ho p of Nova Scot in. So> iaIlhuîglx
Bisliop Inglis was co1scrated in 1787, ii 1803
the Bishop of' London haîd eqlal or superior
a111hority to limî ii this Province.

This Act, w'as repealed in xlii. yearof Victorial
and the tollowiig was substituted.

No nerson shall olliciate is a nisteii 1r

of the Clirel of Endglmd ma this province, ex-
celpt lie be duly liceiscl by the I ishop for the
ti me being, exercising Episcopal jiurisdctioi over
the Churel of lEnîglaiil in tli$ land.' .

St ill, it will be seui thi Bsihop of Nova Scotia
is nlot mai it ioned by naime. anîîd it wLs 011y somfie
lin ycars ago tat i spei a Aet w passoli

mkinîug I lis Lordslip a Iorjporation solo in tlis
provinee.

The following questions arise:

1. If tle first Bishop of Nova Scot ia had no
jurisdliction over P. E. Islllia, is there an0ything
'id show thbat this jurisdiction was conterred
ul hois sicCeseors ?

2. Whîy wvas tihe Bîishopo<f Nova Scot in's namec
coupied wil it ihe Ilishop of London in lhe Act
above quoted it' su-h jurisdiction hal been coni-
ferred.

3. I', is " Cadid Friend '" says : the pr1'esInt
Biislop of Nova Su'otia wa, ceîl by lie Syrod
ot' Nova Scotia to Ille Dioelse of Nova Scotiat,
aid no miention was male of' the jurisiliction of

P'. K. Island, Can onc legally exOCule uclh juris-
li'tietm ?

Canl the clergy and laity of' P. E. Island, if
they belong to nIo diocese, lavftully sit ii I he
reierail or ile Piovinctial SyiIod ?

I hope som<e of' our- istorical friends will bo
able 1 o throwi a little light upon tlse qesi ions,
in order that we in P>. E. Islad mnay kniî.v our

Ecelesiastitil iiposition more clearly tliai it

1 resent. Yours faith filly,
JAM:S S.MPsos,

r iest, Incumbent oi St. 'etiers.

Ir is the religious duty of every ian, to h

true t o every art of the natu re God las given
hi n. I believe hat tle purpose of religion i

to build ui) the whole man in the love find] pîrae'-

tice of wIalever is true, waiîtcver is honuiirable,
vhalever is lovely, whatever is of giool rept e ;

if' there ob any vi-tue or any praise, loi omklue
him eager lor its attaiinei ;il, o I liw lint Io
strive to be su<'hi that iel, l dtUI<linig himîî, h:lll

haiv'e sone faillt ideoa what Giod iai il, mfiund
when lie plarhc t le ujnhitllen Adarn in th, gar-
den, lord of iiinself' and all the liwer crea(iodi
.- G. W. Field, I).D.

rnE esseneo off ail sayinug Cbri-,tia ",i lies

in the belief in GoI I a revcalei < o us in Christ

by lIi Spirit ; the essence of all Cirisîi:în con-
duet lies iii the f'earless fin aceptance of God's
commandmlients as the supremu guide of' our
life.-Farrar,


