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TOLERATION-IN THEORY AND PRACTICE.

Everybody bas heard of Locke's letters on toleration. Most people knoýw
that the>' are the mast logical and satisfactory defence of religîous equalit>' in
the English language, or, for the matter ai that, in any language at ail. It
strikes a reader, however, as a littie strange tbat Locke, the advocate, otherwise
of impartial freedom, should make one grand exception ini his advocacy af
toieration, and declares that under no circunistances can the Roman Church
lay dlaim ta the rigbts which ought ta belong ta ever>' other communion. Was
Locke, so liberal in other respects, a bigot in this? Had hie some hidden
batred ta this communion which played tricks with bis logic and confused the
<' dry light " af his iucid intellect? Most readers have read wbat bie bas written
about the Church of Rame witb a sense of its inconsistency with bis generai
argument, and, reflecting perhaps that even Homer sometimes nods, have
passed it by witbout thinking it worthy ai any speciai attention. We own that
we have ourselves fon-ner>' done Sa.

But we bave lost b>' aur want of docilit>'. We ougbt ta bave reflected that
wben a great philosopher writes on a great theme bie is likel>' ta make it the
subject ai careful nieditation until be sees the nieanîng and relations of the
moral principles ta wbicb hie bas reduced the particular facts witb wbich hie bas
ta deai in a flood of light. Is it s0 very certain that we understand the root
princîples of religious liberty better than Locke? H1e bad a cabrm wise bead of
bis own, and a love for liberty of ail sorts which glowed with a real, if a sub-
dued fervour. H1e had suffered for bis principles, and thaught of themn, it is
likel>', pretty intensel>' wb ile he was exiled for their sake. Think again, Locke
ra>' be right after ail. Religious liberty ought ta be absalute, no doubt, but
there are nian>' rights which can oni>' be muade absolute on conditions assumed
and understood.

Men bave a rigbt ta life. If an>' right can be called absolute, assuredly
-that may be. Kili a nian and you bave nothing more you can do in violation
ef bis right, you bave invaded theni ail in one act. And yet even life is
*guaranteed ta men in saciety only on certain conditions. If 1 want ta live, I
must let athers live. As soon as I take the lufe of another mian iny own is for-
feit-my rigbt ta life ceases. I hald ru> life on the condition that I undertake
not ta, interfere with the lives ai otber men. Do I abject ta, that? Do 1
desire ta do a littie shooting wben I walk the streets ? Society' does not see
that 1 bave a right ta live an>' longer. It teaches me, and athers toa, b>' the
effective lesson of the gallows, that tbe rigbt ta lufe is conditional.

Suppose, now, that a muan on trial for a little fancy shooting ai this kind
defends himseif b>' saying, I amn quite consistent with my principles, for I
acknawledge nobody's right ta live but ni> own. But you, on your principles,
cannot bang me, for you declare that everybody bas an equai right, and if
everybody, then I must bave it also. It can make no difference that I den>' the
riglits of other muen, and act on my denial. If the right is universal, I, who
believe at least in rn> own right, can be no exception." WVe might think the
defence ingeniaus, but it would avail the prisoner nothing. We sbould telli bu
pretty swift]y that hie held bis rights on the condition of respecting the equai
-status af other people. Violate that, and you destro>' your own dlaim.

Exactl>' the samne principle applies ta property. We acknowledge a right
ta the possession of a muan's own. But if hie does not leave other men in the
quiiet enjoyment of their goods, we ruake no scruple if it seems expedient of
flningh îm, that is, ai taking property from him. Sa, toa, of personal liberty.
If I fetter anather man's limbs and thrust him inta a dungeon, the iaw, with the
'unanimaus approval of the cammunit>', will clap me into jail. The truth
ýobvions>' is that in civiiized societ>' the principle of equalit>' means that ever>'
right is heid on the condition, implied wben nat expressed, tbat bie who bolds it
bears the corresponding rigbt in others unvioiated. In no other way can socîety
stand for an bour. Rights the most absolute.are held on that condition.

How stands the case therr-ae-to-tbe-iJhnrch af-Ram-e ? It is not necessary
to prove that that Cburch denies the right of other communions ta religiouE
liberty. Any one of hier authorised formularies, in which the relation af the
Churcli ta the civil power is treated, will be iound cbarged ta the brim with this
çlenial. The Syllabus reiterated it with manifold variations, and the Vaticanl
Council was in pa.rt occupied in making it empbatic. Even apart from these
renewed utterances ai authority, it bas been generali>' conceded tbat the tolera
tion of ather communions, wben it exists, is matter of necessit>', or at best ai
expediency, and in no case of fundamental law or principle. Rame therefart
iin ths position. She claims perfect liberty for herseli, but denies it ta ever>

one else. She-takes the advantages of toieratian, while she conspires againsi
the prixiciples an which the>' are given. Nobody blarues ber for acceptifli
téleration when she can- get it, of course; that is the natural dictate of the lavm
of uelf-preservation. But the question is as ta the logical validit>'o aiber dlaim
She gays, Tolerate nie., On your principles. you are bouncl ta do so, for yoi
believe ini religiaus libertyr for ail. It-is true Iwouldnfot toierate y'u, if Icouic
help it, but that is af no consequence.

Stop a moment, we repi>'. It is of the very greatest consequence, so mucl
sa that it campletel>' invalidates your dlaim. The principle ai toleration-o,
rather, af religious equalit>', wbich is the preferable farmula-is, the rigbt o
eacb, so long 1as each respects the equal right ai ail. But that condition î
essential. It cannot be part ai a principle ta nourish the seeds of its ows
destruction. It can be no dut>' af religiaus freedom ta pratect an organize(
conspiracy against its own existence. The rigbt ta life is-ýLive and let live
an&d the nght ta liberty is, in like nianner-Be free and leave others free.

The conclusion therefore is, that it is fia dut>' under the principle ai re
ligious liberty ta tolerate an>' ecclesiastical canimunit>' which itself refuses t<
admit the principie oi toleration. It nia>' even be a dut>', under sanie circuni
stanées, ta suppress sucb a Societ>' without reserve in vindication ai tha
Prifldlpie. It nia>' seem a paradox, but it is truc that we ma>' refuse ta tolerati
ini such 'exceptional circumstances, just because we believe in the principi'
'Of unive-rWa toleration.
. Let u& flot be misunderstaod. We are not for a war against the Church, o
aome. Let het live and flourisb if she can. But let squeamish conscience
Understand tliat the>' ùwe ber fia duty in this matter ; it -is a question of gene
iosity and good feeling simàpl>'. And the moment Rame iifts ber hand agains

DOCTRINAL BELIEF AND CHRISTIAN COMMUNION.-

Ajournal which is first Christian, then free and liberal in tone, belongg
to no party, sr-ems the appropriate channel through which to explain sorie~
recent action on the part of Congregationalists in England and Canada. Any;
reader of the CANADIAN SPECTATOR who has no sympathy with such questions
can pass by this article ; such as have may be glad to understand what has
been done by this body of Christians in the matter of the doctrinal basis of-
communion. The subject may be the more interesting because of the tine-
honoured breadth of view and liberality of practice on the part of the Congregal
tidnal Churches. They have always beld, both in theory and practice, that
doctrinal harmony iii belief is wholly subordinate to a true Christian life. They
ever maintain that there cannot be the latter without the former-that there
must be faith in order to good works-and that spiritual life must have its root
in the hearty reception of Christian fact and truth, but that is one thing and the
recognition of a formulated creed is another and very different thinig, and this,
last they have flot required. Their question bas been ta ail applicants for-
membership " gDo you love the Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity?" and the.
inquiry concerning themn bas *er related ta a life of godliness and obediençe'
springing out of that professed love. Accordingly, the freest thougbt on points
debated amongst Christians bas not only been tolerated, but regarded as the
inalienable right of every man and woman in the fellowship of the Church.
They might be evangelical Arminians or decided Calvinists without being
disturbed, so long as they practically exhibited spiritual life. Now it was an
attempted abuse of this breadth of view and liberality ofpatc hhbs
called forth the action which has to be explaine1. patc hc a

Before doing sa, however, let it be noted that there bas arisen spontaneously
among these churcbes a remarkable harmony of doctrinal be lief, greater than is
usual amongst those that are crecd-bound, a harmony wbich bas been main-
tained by the simple force of God's revealed truth. The unwritten beliefs of the
Congregational Churches bave been singularly alike for two-and-a-half centuries.
But that harmonious belief has ever been of a progressive cbaracter, for the
churches bave not forgotten the memnorable words of Robinson as hie parted
with the pilgrims on board the IlMayflower," at Leyden: " He was ver>' con-
fident the Lord had more truth and light yet to, break forth out of His Hiai>
Word. He miserably bewailed the state and condition of tbe reformed churches
who were corne ta a period in religion, and would go no further than the instru-
ments of their reformation. As e. g., the Lutherans, the>' could not be drawn ta
go be>rand wbat Luther saw; for whatever ïart of God's will bie bad further
imparted and revealed to Calvin, they will rather die than embrace it. And s0
also, said hie, you see the Calvinists, the>' stick whiere hie left them; a misery
mtîch to be lamented ; for tbough the>' were preciaus shining lights in their
times, yet God had not revealed His whole will ta them;. and were the>' now
living they wouid be as ready and wîlling ta ernbrace further light, as that they
had received.»

It bas naturally followed that leaders of thought bave risen up from time
ta time of advanced opinions. That is, the>' have read the Scriptures with a
clearer vision and a more accuratel>' balanced mind than were corjimon among
their immediate contemporaries. The exaggeratian of tite latter in regard ta tbe,
condition of human nature ruined b>' sin, has been cor ected b>' a truer inter-
pretatian of Scripture whicb, wbile recognizing its desperate wickedness ini
relation ta Gad, does nat lose sigbt of those elements of another character wbich
make it susceptible of redemption and saivation. Sa also the one-sided and
therefore erroneous estimate of aur Lord's atenement, which regarded it simply
as the payment of a debt which the sins af the elect bad contracted, bas been
superseded for tbree-quarters of a century on the part of aur thealogians, by an
estimate of Scripture teacbing wbich presents that greatest af ail transactions as
an expression of God's lave ta mankind,-as an e-xhibit-?n of righteousness, and
as bringing ineffable glory ta the Godhead in the salvation of everyone who
believeth and obeyeth the Gospel-a Gospel wbîch freel>' offers salvation ta ail
men There bas been advance also in a true estimate of the Bible. Theories
of its inspiration and modes of interpretation bave been amended as the side-
iights of criticism and science bave been thrown upon the venerable, volume.
But tbe one point ta be stated, witb empbasis, is that there bas not been, and
there is not naw aught of divergence froin, the great fundamental facts and trutbs
farming the basis of the evangelical faitb. Tbat man is sinful and depraved,
renewable onl>' by the grace of God, that the atonement made by the God Man,
the gift and expression of the Father's love, is the sole ground of saivation, and
tbat the Ho>' Scriptures are of supernatural origin, one part of God's revelation
ta man, and its most important part are truths, or rather facts, most surel>'
believed, and held with a tenacity whicb springs from a consciousness that
eternal life is involved in themn.

The inquir>' now arises, "Wby take an>' furtber action ?" cgWhy assume
that an>' dispute can arise ?"The repl>' is tbat Philasophical and scientifirc
speculitions bave been for some time invadîng the domain of theology. Criti-

*cism of German origin, Positivism of French origin, guesses flowing out 0f
idiscoveries in physiolagy, and suggested by baîf discoveries in other of the
*material sciences, largel>' of British origin, have been empîoyed with no little

skill, and no little pretentîousness ta uinsettie the beliefs of the ages in regard ta
the miraculous; tbtîs denying the reality of the incarnation of the Son of God,
and consequently the divinity of the Lord Jesus Christ, and also the realit' o~f
His resurrection froni the dead. The supernatural being denied the authoritY

F of the sacred writîngs is ignored and their teachings regarded as tbe utteranceO
ofa a superstitious age. Speculation in regard, ta the origin of tbings bas led

*many ta doubt the existence of a personal God, and athers tQ den>' that there
*is anything ruling but law. Now somne very unwise, thaugh we iay .hope
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the liberty of other churches, she may, and ought to be, deait with on exactly
the saine principle as a man or a society xvho shuutld use the generous forbear-
ance of the community to attack its property or to plot against its life. Sa that
Locke seems to be right after ail. Rome can dlaim no advantagefo theW
principles of religious liberty ; she must be content in a free State to thro'W
herself on the public forbearance. J.F. STEVENSON.


