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proof of his becinix the Son of Cod ; and an évidence that illai sacrifice, up
ori whielî the happiness of millions depended, wvas accepted ; a fit reasori
for returning to the original day, and furnishes a strong argument for tho
diligent observance of it. .ý

But what must be thought of tho conduet of those vrho divide, the tineof
the Sabbath between two days, or fix a day sui table for theruselves ? (Jan
the systeni, which encouragçs suehi wanton libertes ivith a Divine institu-
tion, promote Christian humnility ? Does it flot rather tend ta foster pride 7
15 it flot pregunüptuous te assume the prerogative of Deity, anid alter bis
Iaws ta suit the-plensure or convenience of man 1

What betterjudgment can be formed of' the conduet of those Wvho begin
jhe day at six ock on the avcning of Saturday, and ond it ut six o'eloclc
on'the evening of' the following day 1 [t is not diffleuit te, aseettain 'wheri
the Sabbath should begin. Our Lord did net rise out of the grave ut the
end oôf the Jewisli Sabbath; but betwean ità expiration and the dawn eof
the following light;- se that the cormmencement of the Sabbath with the
time whan the othar days of the week begin, is sufiieiently neadrwo the
period eof the Lord's resurrection.

ý 1'he uniform observance eof the day of the Sabbath. is asimperative astg
Divine command ean iake it; and it is aiso, necassary te give toi the Sah.
bath aIl thgt moral inijuence which it ought te exart upon Society,

- THE EXTENT OP THE ATONE MENT*

Tis is a vcry vexed questiop, and ivara it ona merely of cloubtful dis-
putation, aud flot vital in its importance, on ilhe great subject of Jus1i..
fication, wa aiight avoid the discussion of it, as entirely controversial. But.'
inasrnuchi as the extent of the atonenwnt depends upon its nature, the en:
.quiry will, j[trust, ha ut qnce entertaining and 'profitable.

1. Let -us recall afew loading principles lzeretqfore sellied.
1. la the govarnment of a holy God, an innocent being cannot suifer.

To supposa that God would lay the punishment of sin-or treat a moral
being, entiraly free fri sin, çs îý sinnar, by dalivering him Up to suifer, is
;o charge God foolishly.

2. The sufl'crings et' Jesus were by appeintmnt of God, therefore. as
lie had ne sin Qf his own,

3. Ha must have suifered for the sins of some other person or persans.
1Issyperson,- because, 1'

4. We have seen, that the idea of a persan represerltiAg or actinm
morally for a 7natur-e, for a incre abstraction that neyer existed, and neyer
eould exist, is a speculation wo foolish te dlaim serions attention.,

5. Jesus, in acting and suifering for persons, stood in thair moral rela.

;ios-lie occupied their place-ha bore their legal responsibulitics. For.


