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THE LATE DEAN CLOSE.

THE death of Dr. Clos*, ex-Dean of Carlisle, 
removes from the ecclesiastical stage one 

who, in his day, filled a very prominent role. With 
all his failings the late Dean was of great service 
in farthering great causes, he did yeoman service 
in educational and temperance reforms. It is to us 
doubtful whether his true vocation was the priest
hood. His energies certainly were far in excess of 
the necessities of the sacred office of the Chris 
tian ministry, as he understood them. It seems, 
therefore, manifest that his conception of the func
tions of the sacred calling was faulty, for that cal
ling has not only a supreme claim to all the pow
ers of him who is devoted to it, but, beyond all 
others, is capable of utilizing all the gifts and 
forces in man.

Bom in a rectory, Dr. Close was devoted from 
childhood to the Church. At the age of nineteen 
he entered St. John’s College, Cambridge, of 
which he became a scholar, taking his B.A. degree 
in 1820, about the time when the Church touched 
its lowest point. In 1826 he was presented to the 
incumbency of Cheltenham, which was just about 
developing into a fashionable watering-place. He 
was thus at the most sensitive and formative pe
riod of life placed in a whirl of secular excitements, 
into which the young men of that period could 
hardly fail to be drawn. He remembered the days 
of the battle of Waterloo, Catholic Emancipation, 
the Reform Bill, and the education and temper
ance crusades. The Church was beginning to stir 
with the new life which had come in from the re
vival of Wesley, and it was very natural, it was 
inevitable, that the seed thus sown should bring 
forth fruit after its kind. Hence the so-called 
Evangelical movement, the leaders of which, with 
pardonable haste, took their inspiration and ideas 
of work from those whose methods, phraseology, 
and tenets were not in full accordance with the 
doctrines and discipline and usages of the Church 
of England. It was a mistake, but an honourable 
one, their error was not a wilful discardance of 
Church principles nor an avoidance of Church 
practices which lived before their eyes as examples 
and models, but rather the shunning of forms of 
doctrine and forms of ritual displaying no signs of 
spiritual vitality, which were therefore naturally as
sociated with the deadness they shrouded. Dr 
Close and his school sought to revivify the Church 
without reviving also its material form. They for 
got that in this world spirit is not known to us 
save through the medium of the body. They over
looked the fact that he would bring the spirit of 
man into new life from a state of collapse, must 
first bring his material frame into vigorous health. 
They and their successors refused to see this con
nection between Church forms and Church spirit, 
hence the transiency of the success they achieved, 
fiance, as the Time* puts it, “ While the religious 
principles the Evangelical preachers inculcated 
are living and vigorous still, the public shape the 
Evangelical party wore is not merely dormant, it 
is apparently incapable of awaking.”

DOMINION CHURCHMAN.

The policv of working the Church on the lines 
of nonconformity, the policy of incessantly heat 
ing the tom-tom of party, the policy of spending 
strength m attacking comrades who arc as zealous 

ud as successful evangelists us themselves, the 
policy of playing the Devil s game by stopping 
Christ’s work for the sake of engaging in party 
rows, each and all are being utterly avoided by 
our brethren the Evangelicals of England. They 
have discovered that " the endurance of docile ad 
herents is exhausted." The admirable letter from 
Canon Inxks, in our last issue, is a striking evi
dence that the Evangelicals of Canada are equally 
sagacious as those at home. Indeed, from all 
parts of the Dominion come to us assuring signs 
and tokens of this elevation of tone, this reactive 
elimination from the Church life of to-day of all 
that in the past militated against the loving, sym
pathetic, brotherly co-operation of every rank and 
order in the Church in loyal service to Him who 
is the head of all and each. As Moxlky says in 
one of his University sermons, “ there is ah end of 
all religious progress when a man’s mind is taken 
up in the morbid excitement of small enmities, 
when he derives gratification from these jarring re
lations to others." But there is much to be dom 
to place peace on a solid foundation. There can 
be no permanence to so happy a state, however, 
while institutions exist amongst us whose vocation 
is, whose entire reason of existence is—the perpet
uation of strife. Let then those who love peace 
cease to give aid and countenance to those who 
break it as part of their official duty or by the per 
sistent working of a prolonged habit of combative
ness.

There was, too, in Dr. Close’s case especially, a 
startling inconsistency between his anti-sacerdotal 
fulminations; the mysteries of faith and Articles 
of religion being shouted by him from the platform 
with all the passion of a stump orator, and the 
life he was leading. The Tine* speaks of Dr. Close 
as “ the Pope of Cheltenham with pontifical pre
rogatives from which the temporal had not been 
severed. His decrees were accepted in thousands 
of households without a thought of opposition a* 
submission iras extorted by the terrorism of clamour.'' 
There is one Diocese in this free land which 
knows how potent a weapon, in beating down the 
freedom of the less learned and less socially inde
pendent laity, this “ clamour ” is. We quote again 
from the Time* some very significant and highly 
valuable reflections on the ultimate results of all 
this party drum beating and uproar : “ Church
men unaddicted to partizanship will congratulate 
themslves on their escape from constant liability 
to religious riots and tumults with which they 
could feel no sympathy. Evangelical Churchmen 
may congratulate their cause no less. While they 
lament, as he deserves, a stout and valiant cham
pion of their side, the smoerest among them will 
acknowledge that the energies Dr. Close managed 
so skilfully and the scenes in which he occupied 
so large a space are grown out of date. Possibly 
he may have had a superabundance of force, suffi
cient to storm in one capacity before a mob and in 
another to win hearts. They will understand that 
for the majority of their brethren the double tasV 
both is and was incompatible. A pastor, by what
ever party name he chooses to be styled, who is to 
be the comforter of the sick-bed, a guide to the 
weak, and a preadher of the Gospel, has more 
than enough employment for all his faculties with
out attempting to arouse the passions of the mul
titude in party strife.”

The latter sentence would make a splendid sen-
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tenee for illuminating ns an adorn meut to the 
ary of those clergy who, like the late Dr. C 1.0*1, t,Me 
energies and gifts in excess, as they think, of the 
requirements of their sacred calling, and who apend 
these fore'8 in flourishing the obsolete sword of 
their party. A leading journal says " The iiatoe 
of Dr. Close is associated with the platform phu« 
of Choroliluauship, which filially exhausted the 
endurance of docile adherents. He was m reality 
much more than lus popular reputation implied. 
Evangelical chiefs thundered against sacerdotalism 
as a tyranny. They were themslves inveterate 
martinets. All issued their edicts,and endeavour, 
ed to compel obedience.”

It will be well for themselves, well for the 
Church, and better still for the world, for those 
who are trying to restrict the liberties of Ciikist’i 
freemen by clamour, by inventing suspicions, by 
inflaming passions, by endeavouring to oompi] 
obedience through the humiliating agency of party 
discipline, it will be well, we say, for such to 
study the career of Dr. Cuihk. They will discover 
that all his party zeal was vain, all his party suc
cesses were overwhelmingly reversed, all his party 
fruit turned to Dead Sea apples, and his honour in 
the Church now is, and ever will lie, not as a 
party warrior, but simply and alone as a builder 
of churches and schools, as a temperance reform
er, and, above all, as a noble worker in promot
ing a system of national elementary education un
der the government of the Church.

SI’S HAY SCHOOLS ASH SUS DA Y SCHOOL
rs loss.

IN discussing this question, we cannot forbear 
to say that religious "instruction should be 

given at home and in church ; that if parents ful
filled their duties, and if the old Church rule of 
afternoon catechising were systematically observed, 
Sunday-schools would become te a large extent 
unnecessary. But we must take things as they 
are and not as they might or should be. It is un
happily the fact that many parents are very ignor
ant about Christian troth, and are careless in fol
lowing ont Christian precept ; whilst there are not 
a few who openly acknowledge that they care no
thing at all about religion of any kind. And, as 
regards the catechizing, we venture to thinkethat 
the mere repeating of the Catechism, and the 
struggles of the children to repeat its answers, 
which are often very puzzling to them, would not 
be very edifying to the congregation, to aay nothing 
ol the real trial which it would be to the children 
to undergo this examination of their memory in 
public. But catechizing, where the subject mattèf , 
is made easy, and familiar explanations are given, 
would be found a pleasure to tho children, and 
also be instructive to the older members of 
the congregation, who would learn in this way 
many things which they did not know, and which 
they were ashamed to ask about. This kind of 
catechizing, however, requires practice on the part 
of the questioner, and perhaps some of the clergy 
would shrink from attempting it. We are glad to 
know that this mode of instruction is becoming muoh 
more common, as also are children’s services, and 
thus our children are being led gradually to asso
ciate religous teaching with the house of God 
itself.

Meanwhile the agency of the Sunday-school 
proves most valuable as one of the many anus 
which the Church puts out to draw the people into 
her fold. By means of it, children, who would 
often be neglected or allowed to run idlein the


