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A SKETCIL
- aF
THE HISTORY OF TIHE DOCTRINE OF
ATONEMENT.

BY THE REV. JAMES FREEMAN CLARKE.

In surveying the course of this docirine we
are struek by three periods distinctly marked,
which present themselves iinmediately to our
observation. The first, which may be called
the Mythic period, extends from an early
point of Christian antiquity to the eleventh
century, during a period of nearly a thousand
years. During the whole of this time, the
prevailing idea was of a conlroversy between
Churist and the devil for the souls of men, and
the work of Cliist was mainly {o redeem men
from the power of the devil, by paying the
ransom due to him on account of their
sins, The second is the Scholastic period, ex-
tending {rom the eleventh eentury to the Re-
formation, and during this period the leading
notion was legal, and the work of Christ was
to salisfy the justice of God by paying the
debt legally incurred by the sinner. The
third is” the period from the Reformation to
the present time, and the leading thought has
relation to the government of God, the work
of Christ being mainly fo produce an impres-
sion on the human mind, by manifesting God’s
hatred of sin, his respect for his law, or his
forgiving love.

Throughout the whole of this {ime we see
that the doctrine is in- progress, [t passes
from_the most theoretical to the most prac-
tical form. The work of Christ is at first
something wholly outward, out of -men, out
of the world; it'is at last wholly inward, a
work taking place in the interior soul. It is
at first objective, it is finally subjective.
Atonement is at first a transaction between
God and Satan, in the supernatural world;
then it becomes a transaclion between God
and man, in which God is to be satisfied ; and
then an influence exercised upon the human
mind, by which man is to be redeemed. But
after reaching this extreme point of subjec-
tivity, a reqetion takes place, and in the sys-
tems which have followed from the philo-
sophy of Xant, Schelling, and Hegel, there
has been an attempt o combine the objective
and subjective forms ; in other words, to repre-
sent the atonement as a transaction in which
God is reconciled {o man, as well as man re-
conciled to God.

Returning therefore fo the first period,
which we have called the mythic period of the
doctrine, we shall see that the writers of the
carly chureh, taking a partial view of the
New Testament statements concerning the
work of Chuiist, and seizing on a particular
class of Scripture expressions, consiructed a
theory in accordance with the habits of
thought pecliar {o that age.

The New Testament ascribes a great va-
riety of influences to the death of Christ, and
uses a multitnde of expressions in relalion to
it. Many of these are highly figurative, as
where Christians ave said to “ wash their
robes white in the blood of the Lamb,” and
many are naturally borrowed from the Jew-
ish ritual and sacrifices. But there are two
principal influences, relating to the two-fold
consequences of sin, as sepavaling us from
God and as depraving our nature.  The work
of Christ, in relation to the first, is called in
the New Testament reconcilielion, in relation
to the second, redemption. The first removes
the guilt of sin; the second, its power. By
the first, we are forgiven ; by the second, we
are cleansed from all unrighteousness. Now
the first of these effects was of too inward,
subjective, and spiritnal a character, to suit
the tone of thought in the carly church.
They passed by, tﬁcreforc, the fact of Recon-
ciliation ; and took hold of the fact of Re-
demption, as comprising the chief part of the
work of Christ. “And seizing a single ex-
pression of Scripture in relation 1o this, they
built their whole theory on its literal applica-
tion. The word thus taken as the foundation
of their sysiem was the word ¢ Ransom,” a
word used by Christ* of himself, -and applied

* Matt, xx. 2B. Mark x. 45.
1 Peter i« 18, &e.

Titus i, 1d.

also to his work by the Apostles. ¢ A ran-
som,> they argued, “is paid to deliver cap-
tives from the hands of their enemies. But
if Christ gave his life as a ransom for us, to
whom did he give it? It must have been to
an cnemy who held us captive. And who
could this be except the devil 222 Thus ar-
gued, for example, Ireneus, contending
against the Gnostics,* who endeavoured to
take a more spiritual view of the death of
Cluist. Irenmus was the firsit who attempt-
ed anything like a doctrinal developement of
the notion of Redemption. His theory was
this. DMen, throngh sin, became Lhe prison-
ers of the devil. Christ, being perfectly just,
the devil has no just power over him. ~ By
causing him to be put to death, the devil
therefore made himself liable in tam to a pe-
nalty, and Christ accepts the freedom of his
prisoners as his due. He, by his death, pays
their ransom, and sets them free. This theo-
ry was supporied by those texts which speak
of a viclory overthe devil.f

Origen supplied the defeets in the system
of Irenwns, and developed the docwrine fur-
ther. Ile is more mythic in his view than
Irenmus, for he explains {he motives which
led the devil to canse the crucifixion of Jesus,
a point which Irenzus had left in obseurity.
Origen regarded good and evil as in constant
conflict, and considered every good action of
a good man as a viclory gained over evil and
the demoniac woild, Ewvery marlyr-death is
aviclory. The demons are well aware of
this, but blinded by their hatred, forget it, and
cause the death of the good. Tut in doing so
they destroy their own powerd Thus was
the devil deceived, when through ‘hatred to
the goodness of Jesus, he caused him to bE
murdered. " He was then obliged to accept his
soul as a ransom for sinners. ~ The death of
Christ differs from that of others only in this,
that his death brought good to ol men.

The theory thus developed by Irenmus and
Origen, held its place for many centuries with
little alleration, The right of the devilover
men was fully admitted.” Augnstine regarded
it as the rightof property. According tohim,
Adam was conguered by the devil in a fair
fighi, and made his slave by the laws of war,
and according to the same laws all his de-
scendants were slaves also.l Leo the Great
considered the devil to have a tyrannical
right.  Oihers thought man to be only in the
power of the devil.  Some, as Theodorel and
Iilary of Doictiers, spoke of redemption as a
battle, in which Chrst has conquered the
devil, and set free his prisoners, The notion

* The Gnostic views of the death of Christ
were quite different from each other. Thus Ba-
silides admitted a real death of Jesus, but only
of the man Jesus, and denied the power of his
death toredecm others.  Marcion tanght that the
sufferings of Jesas were to be regarded as those
of the Divine Being, but were not to be consider-
ed as real, but only symbolic, representing the
truth that man must die to this world and to all
material things. Valentine said that the Plychic
Christ, not the Pucumatic, (the soul, noi the
spirit, the humanity, not the divinity,) suffered
on the cross.  This, aceording to him, typified
the truth that in the Absolute becoming one with
itself, nll finite existence is reconciled with it.—
Baur, Christ. Gnosis, p. 140.

+ The carly Fathers were occupied alinost en-
tirely in opposing the Gnostic Docetic tendencies,
and in proving the reality of the death of Jesus.
Ignatius, Tertullian, &c., say a great deal of the
reconelling power of the death of Jesus, but not
definitely enongh to give any distinet doetrinal
iden.—Buur, von der Versohnung, p. 26.

t Coloss. ii. 15, Jleb. ii. 14. 1 John iii. 8.

§ Origen taught that good works magically, by
a secret wonderful power, uponevil. e refers
those who doubt, to the Henthens, who believed
that nations and eitics had been saved by the vo-
luntary devotion of some heroic characters.
Origen also regards the death of Christ as a sn-
crifice offered to God, and centends that a sin
can never be forgiven without a sacrifice. Yet
this necessity is not deduced from the notion of
divine justice, conscquently it contains no iden of
substituted suffering. ‘The purity of the sncri-
fice tnkes away the sin, and in its beauty the evils
of men vanish away. 'The purity of the sacri-
fice would lend God "to forgive, but the devil’s
claim remains, and that is satisfied by the soul of
Jesus as a ransom. 'We must not look for per-
fect consistency in these carly fathers.

|l Augnstin wavers in this view, and in some
plnces seems to take an oppositc vne.

of a confract, however, was more usual, and
it was accurately expltained how the devil was
deceived into accepting the life of Cluist as a
ransom. Gregory of Nyssa tells us that he
was atlracled by the sublimity of Christ’s
works, and did not perecive the divinity under
the veil of the flesh. ¢ Under the bait of
the flesh,®” he says, ¢ the hook of the divinily
was concealed.”” The figure of the hook and
hait runs through many of the Fathers down
to Peter Lombard.

Objeclions ave made to this view, from
time to time, by one and another, and even
those who held it seem often inconsistent
with themselves in their statements, I was
opposed by Gregory Nazianzen, John Dama-
scene, and others.  But it had taken such
strong hold of the mind of that age, thal it
contained the prevailing view. And even
after it iad been rejected by Ansebn and
Abelard, and its inconsistencies fully pointed
out, the famous Orthadox teacher, St. Bernard
of Clairvaux, defended it with extreme bitter-
ness against its opposers.  Peler Lombard,
Bishop of Paris, A.D. 1164, whose ¢ Four
Books of Sentences ?? was the text-book of
every student, and commented upon by every
greal theologian, holds to a eerfain right in
the devil over the souls of men.  In fact, so
long as they clung to the literal idea of re-
demption, they were compelled 1o retumn to
the view of an atonement offered to the
devil.

The second period is that of Schelasticism.
But what was scholasticism? Bauwmgarten
Crusius says, ¢ The school separating itsclf
from the Church, and endeavouring to gain
an independent existence.”  Hegel, going
deeper;, says, < First come the Chureh Fa-
thers, then the Church Doctors.”?  First come
those who givelight o the Chureh, then, life
needing light, there arise those who shall
teach it.

Tn the first period of the Church, the diree-
tion of ifs activity was to produce the contents
or substance of Docirine; in the second, or
scholastic, to give arrangement and form.
To systematize and reconcile the vavious doc-
trines which had come to be regarded as Or-
thodox 3 to harmonize the whole into a com-
plete system of theology; by innumerable
distinctions, and the most subile definitions, to
unfold and penetrate every theological ques-
tion with the sharpest thought ; such was the
work of the dialectic scholasticism of the
middle ages.  But at the very beginning of
this period appears a book, which was destin-
ed, hy the power of its author’s genius, o
make an epoch in theology, and especially in
the history of this doctrine,

Ansclim, Archbishop of Canterbury, hom
1034, scholar and successor of Lanfrac, the
opponent of Berengarius, in his celebrated
book, ¢ Cur Deus homo?” lays the founda-
tion ‘of the Church doctrine of substituted
punishment. A realist in philosophy, proving
the existence of God by assuming the reality
of general ideas, in an argument which has
been commended by Leibnitz and Hegel; he
carries into theology the same strong confi-
dence in necessary truths, and endeavours to
found the doctrine ol the Atonement on a
basis of absolute necessity. e sweeps away,
with the boldness of an independent thinker,
the whoie doctrine of the rights of the devil,
declaring that the devil has a right to rothing
but to be punished.

Anselm begins this treatise by asking, Why
was it necesvary that God should hecome man
in order to redeem mankind? His answer is,
Because only so could the guilt of sin be
atoned for. He defines sin to be, nof giving
to God his due. But man owes God all that
comes within the spheref - his free will.
Whenever he omils {o pay-ihis debt, he dis-
honours God, and commifs sin. Ilow can sa-
tisfaction be made to God for his dishonour?
It cannot be made by us, since at any mo-
ment we alrecady owe God all that can we
can do. Allthat we do, therefore, only ful-
{ils our present duty, and prevenis us from
falling into new 'sin, but cannot satisfy for
past sin. Since the gift of a universe ought
not {o tempt us o omit a single duty, itis
evident that each duty outweighs the universe,
and for cach omission of duty we owe God
more than a universe. Evidently, therefore,
we cannot ourselves satisfly God for our past

“his sin, in order that he may be saved.

ishment inflicted ; for only by punishing sing
or receiving satisfactien for sin, can God’s

honour be maintained. That it ought to be

maintained, is evident ; since as there is no-

thing in the universe greater or better than

God, to maintain God's honour is most just,

and the best thing for the whole universe, I

God were to forgive sin without satisfaction

being made for it, it would be a disorder in

his kingdom. Sin, in that case, being sub-

ject to no law, would enjoy greater freedont

than goodness. Now, as God’s honor can he

preserved in two ways, cither by punishing

sin, or receiving atisfaction for jit, why does

Got choose satislaction instead of punish-~

ment?  Anslem gives two reasons = first, be~

cause so sublime a work as man’s rational

nature should not be ereated in vain, or suf-

fered to perish; sceond, becanse the number

of the redeemed being absolutely fixed, and

some of the angels having fallen, their numn-

ber must be supplied from among men. Man
must, therefore, be enabled to satisly God far

But

to satisfy God, we have scen thal he must
give God more than the universe, thal is,
more than all that is not God. But only God
himself in this, therefore God must make the
satisfaction. Bul it is man who owes the debl,
therefore God must be man to make satisfac-
tion. Hence the necessity of the Incarnation
of the Son of Ged, or of the God-man. To
make satigfagtion, this God-man must pay
something wilich he does not himself owe on
his own account. As a man, he owes per-
fect obedience for lumself'; this, then, cannot
be the satisfaction. - But being. a sinless ' man,
he is not bound to die his death, therefore,
as the death of a God-man, is' the adequate
and proper satisfaction. In retarn for so greai
a gift, the Father bestows what the Son de-
sires, namely, human redemplion. These
are the essentsal steps of the famous argumnent
of Anselm.*

Many serious objeetions may be urged
against this theory, and the same scholastic
acuteness which Anselm showed in building
it up was manifested by other scholastic Doc-
tors in criticising it.  Their minds were {oo
penetrating not to discover its main defect,
namely, that the idea on which it is based—
aof the absolute preponderance af the Divine
Justice over the Divine Love—is a mere sup-
posilion.  Peler Abelard, born 1079, the great
Rationalist of the middle ages, eriticises and
opposes it in his Commentary on Romans. He
places the reconciling power of the death of
Jesus in ils awakening in us an answering
love, which conquers our sinfulness.  Those
who foresaw this revelation of the goodness of
God were influenced by it also.f Robert
Pullen, teacher at Oxford, 1130, agrees with
Abelard.  So also, on the whole, do Petler
Lombard and Hugo St. Victor.

With Peter Lombard begins the period of
Summists, or system-making Doctars. Their
object wastotality. They attempted to give
a solution to every theological question that
could be asked. Their usual course is to
state the question, then adduce the argu-
ments from Seripture and the Fathers on
ench side, then the conclusion, in which
they endeavour to find a way of reconeiling
theopposite views. On these great theolo-
giang, overrated once, underrated now, we
would gladly dwell, did our limits permit.
Bonaventure, the Seraphic Doetor (born
1221y, handlesthis subject with great clear~
ness and simplicity.
Anselm’s theory, and then lets it {ull by de-~
nying the absolute necessity of satisfaction.

* It will be seen that, according to Anselm,
Christ’s death was not wicarious punishment.
He did not endure punishment in the place of sin-
ners. On the contrary, the idea of satisfacticn
excludes that of punishment. God is satisfied
cither by satisfaction or punishment. * Necesse
est ut omne peccatum satisfactio aut pmna se-
quatur.’  The death of Christ satisfies God’s ho-
liness, because it was a free act of goodnesa which
was equal to all the good acts which men had
omitted to perform. The notion -of vicarious
punishment was introduced afterwards by the Lu-
theran Reformers, when they distinguished be-
tween the active and passive obedicnee of Christ.

T In proof of which he quotes-the text, * The
multitudes which went before, and followed, eried,

sin.  But satisfaction must be made, or pun-

saying, * ITosanna to the Son of David " !

He almost adopls
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Cod, he says, Leing omnipotent, might
have chosen some other way. But when
the reason has seen o thing to be necessary,
it is absurd to place above this necessity the
abstract notion of an Omnipotence which
may malke it unnecessary. For, in this case,
the .notion.really uppermost is that of the
entire incomprehensibility of God, which, of
course every theory founded on a supposed
knowledge of Lis attributes. ' .

The theory of St. Thomas Aquinas, the
Angelic Doctor (born 1224), is chiclly dis-
tinguished by its doetrine of “satisfactio
superabundans.”  Christ has restored to
God more than was taken from hitn by hu-
man sin.  Thig swrplus beeame afterward a
stock of merit belonging to the chureh, and
was the ground on which it bused the tight
of selling indulgences. In the main Aquinas
agrees with Anselm, neverthess he also
gives up the absolute necessity of satisfuc~
tion. .

Opposed to St. Thomas stands Dons Soc-
tus (flourished 1300y, the Saltle Doctor,
whose view direetly contradicts that of An-
selm. He denies the infinite gnilt of sin
and the infinite merit of Christ, deelaring
that guilt and merit take theiv chiaracter from
their subject not their object. Me declares
that the belief of the infinite eharacter of
sin, involves Manicheism.  Sin, however,
though not intensively infinite (in itself) is
extensivdy so (in its results) Dy thos deny-
ing the infinite natore of sin, Anselin’s the-
ory is cut up by the roots. He denies
the necessity of the death of Cluist,
and even asserts that it is possible that a
mere man might have atoned for us,  Any-
thing which God chose to accept as an atone-
ment ‘would be so. In other words, God’s
will is not conditioned by any necessity, but
is absolutely supreme. ~ And here isthe ra-
dical difference between the Scotists and
the Thomists, the one attributing to God an
unconditioned will, the other 2 will condi-
tioned by the lawsof nature. From this
point the scholastics divided into these two
parties, though the majority were Scotists
The church, however, deeided for the doc-
trine of Thomas, as seeming most to favor
chureh authority. [t was adopted by the
Bull Unigenitus. The idea of acceplatio is
found, however, it a_great variety of sys-
tems, from the time of Seotus down.

And now we come to the third great epoch
in the histery of owr doctrine, which com-
mences with the Reformation.

The peculinrity of the Protestant Refor-
mation, as of all true reformations, consists
in its being a falling back upon personal
experience. Wearied with the forms of
Scholasticism, men were impelled to reject
every thing which was potbased in a moral
need, or an immeditee and practical re-
ligiousinterest. The refonmation, therefore,
was the greal turning point, where the mind
passed from the Oulward to the Inward, from
Objectivily to Subjectivity, and became con-
scious of its own freedom, Nothing which
could not be legitimated by an inward expe-
rience was henceforth {o be regarded as true.
Hence the importance of Faith, or the deepest
personal elementin man.

The principal difference between the Lu-
theran theology and that of Anselm: was sig-
nificant of this change. Anseln’s docirine
was based in the necessity of the Divine na-
ture. Anselm asked, How shall God be sa-
tisfied 2 Luther, How shall man be justi-
fied ?

In answering this question, the Lutheran
theologians maintained the doctrine of an in-
finite evil in sin, bul ehanged the satigfuction
of Anselm into an eguivalent. They also
made the distinction belween the active and
passive obedience of Christ, which was not
known tothe theory of Anselm. Theirview
was, that man, by disobeying thelaw of God,
was justly exposed to punishment, but Christ
is punished in his place, and he thus becomes
free. Yetheis stillbound toobey God and lead
alife of perfect goodness, in ordertobesaved.

Cluist fulfils this obligation for him by his
holy life, The suffering he ought to bear,
Christ bears ; the duty he ought to perform,
Christ performs.  The salisfaction, therefore,
before confined to the death of Christ, is now
extended fo his life; and now first is Christ
considered as being punished in the place of
the sinner. God also is now regarded as a
sovereign, bound to uphold his laws, instead
of a creditor, claiming his due. We see in
this the beginning of the change from the
Jegal to ihe govermental view.

Ve now come to Faustus Socinus and the
Sociniang, whose dactrine may be regarded as
the great revoit from the doctrinal authority
of the chureh, as that of Luther was a revolt
{rom its ccclesiastical authovity. Socinianism
is the extreme of subjectivity, Tn this sys-
tem the subject (man) becomes self-depen-
dent, and his relation o the object (Got) be-~
comes an outward one. The ailacks by

Socinus ypon the church docirines were very
acute, ang have never been sufficiently met
or answered,

The argument of Nocinus against the
chureh theay of satisfaction, begins hy de-

nying its foundation, the idea of Divine jus-
tice- If God cannot forgive sin without a sa-
tisfaction, he becomes subject to finite limita-
tions, Mercy is as much an attribute with
God as justice, but if we consider it as ab-
solute, then God cannot punish sin at all.
Therefore justice and mercy must both be
regarded as finite conditions, not ab-
solute qualities in Cod, Both are eflects
of his will, which is his absolule essence.
Man therefore is reconciled to God, God is not
reconciled {o man.

With still greater emphasis does the Soci-
nian logic atfack the doctrine of satisfaction
itself. “Satisfaction and forgivenessmutually
exclude each other. Satisfaction pays the
debt 5 how then can it be forgiven? "If [or-
given, why need it be paid 2~ If it be said,
that the person who owes the debt is forgiven,
because it is not demanded of him but ano-
ther; Socinus then asks, how can a debt be
asked except of the one who owes it, ar the
one who assumes it? If paid by either, how
can it be forgiven? Morcover, punishment
is strictly a pevsonal thing. The idea of
punishment involves thatof guilt. If irans-
ferred to the innocent, it ceases to be punish-
ment.  Punishinent, therefore, cannot be as-
sumed like a debt.  Again, satisfaction sup-
poses boih the justice-and mercy of God in
exercise.  But the exercise of mercy would
be a free pardon, that of justice determined
punishment.

As amatter of fael, satisfaction is impossi-

ble, and could never have been made, Ivery

sinner deserves eternal death. Thesubstitute

then should endure elernal death for cvery

individual sinner, which is impossible. Dat

in fact Christ did not endure it at all, for he

rose from the dead in three days, and has as-

cended into heaven. Paul says, that «if
Christ be not risen, we are yet in our sing.”

But if his death freed us from sin, his resur-

reclion is unnecessary. Nor was the death

of Cluist o punishment, since it was the

means of his exaltation and glory. {if it be

said, that Christ made an infinite satisfuzction

through the dignity of his persan, Secinus

replies, that with God ¢ there is no respect of

persons.’”?  Cluist could not suffer as God,

and if he could have done so, this Divine

suffering would have been no proper satisfuc-

tion for human sin. Nor, lastly, could God

make satisfaction to himself,

Nor did it escape the acuteness of Faustus

Socinus, that active and passive dbedience

are contradiclory to each cther. The one

either excludes the other, or makes it unne-

cessary,.  Christ could not make satisfaction

by his active cbedience, for he was bound to

obey God on hisown account. . Hisobedience

was rewarded by his own elevation 10 glory,

it could not therefore have been rewarded by

the salvation of others. Nor could the obe-

dience of one have made satisfaction for that

due by all. However exalled liis person, he

could only do, what cach owes, i. ¢., obey

God perfectly.

In addition to these arguments, Socinus

adduced others founded on the nature of man,

which we cannot stop o insert here. ‘This

bold and profound attack was met by a suffi-

ciently tamne reply from the Protestart theo-

legians. They wmerely repeated again their

previous formulas, and relied mainly on the

Seripture argument. But here again they

were met by their skilful opponents by a
mode of interpretation, which was original

with Socinus, and which has never been suf-
ficiently caried out since his time.  Socinus
colleeted all the texts referring to the death
of Cluist, or to the {orgiveness of sin, and ar-
ranged them in four elasses. Placing in the
first class the texts which speak of Christ’s
death as aransom or redemption, he easily
shows that these were to be taken figurative-
ly. Inthe second class were those that spoke
of Christ as dying for our sins, which he ex-
plained as meaning that he died on account
of our sins, in order that we might be freed
from them. The third class of texts included
those in whichit issaid that Christ took our
our sins on himself, or teok them away.
These cither mean that he has taken them
away by making us good, or borne them, as
one may bear {he consequences of another’s
sin.  The fourth class includes the texis re-
lating to Jewish types and sacrifices. Here
Socinus clearly shows that the sacrifices of
the Old Testament were not substitutions,
either really or symbolically, but only cer-
tain conditions with which God had connected
the forgiveness of sin.

Having thus demolished the Chareh doc-
trine of atonement, what did Socinus put in
in ils place ? Thepositive side of his system
is far from being satisfactory asthe negative.
The sum of it is briefly this,

Man is reconciled to God when he repents.
God js always placable, man alone necds to
be changed. He reconciles himself by re-
penting. Repentance, in the system of Soci-
nus, takes the place which faith eccupies in
the Protestant system. Still, subjective as
this system appears, it has also an objectivity
of its own. If faith has its object out of it~
self in the Divine love, repeniance has its

nus also teaches that it is faith in God’s for-
givencss which Jeads to repentance, TFaith
18 necessary also, therefore, in his system.
The question between Socinus and Luther is
only this, Do we repent in order o be for-
given, orare we forgiven in order that we may
repent ?

But how is Christ a Redeemer according
to Socinus ?  Through Christ, man has God’s
promise to trust and God's law to obey. Ile
isteconciled to God when he has a praclical
living confidence that his sins are forgiven.
Christ gives him this confidence by announc-
ing forgiveness on the condition of repeni-
ance. Christ’s office, therefore, as a Medi-
ator, is prophetic rather than priestly. The
death of Christ has value as an example of
sclf sacrifice, and as a solemn confirmation
and scal of the promises of God. The death
and rtesurrection of Clrist are necessary to
man’s salvation, but not because of any effect
they exereise upon God, but beeause of their
moral influence upon man.

The attack by Socinus made it necessary
for the system of church orthodoxy to shift
its ground, that which it had oceupied having
hecome no longer tenable. Hence the famous
theory of Hugo Grotius, which has been es-
sentially that of modern orthodoxy cver since
his time,  He founds the necessily of Christ’s
death not on the justice of God as a creditor,
but as a ruler (¢ justitio Dei rectoria.??) For
the legal view of the alonement, he substi-
tutes a Governmental view.

The fundamental error of Socinus, says
Grotius, is to consider God in the work of
redemption only in the light of a creditor,
who may forgive the debtif he will; or in
that of an absolute monarch, wiio can at any
time remit punishment. God is to be regard-
ed as o Governor, and the right of forziveness
is conditioned by ‘the good of the whole com-
munity. The objeet of punishment is not
to satisfly the honor of the wmonarch only,
but only to preserve the ovder and pro-
tect the peace of sociely. Alenementis an
act of Jurisdiction, according to which one is
punished that another may be excused 3 or of
Dispensation, remitting the operation of the
law withrespect to certain persons or matlers.
Now, can the law of punishment be relaxed ?
All positive laws, says Grotius, may bo relax-
ed. The law (Genesis ii. 17) which an~
nounces death for disobedience, may be re-
milted, since it is an expression, not of the
Divine nature of the Divine will. But in
in order that it might safely be remitted in
the ease of haman beings, it was necessary
that some example shouid be made to show
the evil of sin. Christ, therefore, ¢ died
for our sins,? ‘to“be - an  example. of God’s
displeasure " against sin. ‘This displeasure
the Scriptare calls ¢ wrath of God.” Inihe
death of Chuist, therefore, God’s hatred of
sin, his care fo. his law, and his goodness to
men, are all maunifested.

The essence of the theory of Giotius lies
in the proposition, “God could not forgive
sin without an act of exemplary punish-
ment.”> The necessily of Chiist’s death,
therefore, according to this theory, is very
different from its nccessily in the theory of
Anselm. It has reference not to ihe pasi
but to the future. The guilt of past sinis
abolished by an immediate act of Divine
love, The example of punishment is only
necessary to prevent future sin. Therefore
with Grotius, as with-Socinus, the principal
effect of the death of Clristis its moral in-
Jiuence on man.,  With Grotius this is nega-
tive, with Socinus positive. According to
Grotius, Christ’s death was necessary before
man could be forgiven, but this is aiso the
case inthe theory of Socinus. Insome re-
spects Grotius is the least consequent of the
two. Anselm’stheory is based upon theno-
tion of Divine justice, that of Socinus on
the notion of Divine goodness. Grotius, in
his theory, neutralizes both. The whole of
this theory has the character of a juridical
proceeding, and its error consists in applying
io the Divine law and government necessi-
ties which belong merely to hwnan govern-
ments and to human laws.

The essential difference between the the-
ory of Grotius, and the church doetrine of
satisfaction is” very apparent. The main
point of the chureh theory is this, that before
man can ke forgiven,Divine justice demands
that the full debt be paid. Satisfaction is
paying to God the very debt which man
owes, and what Christ has done is identical
with what man oughtto do. Socinus object-
ed tothis, that it made forgiveness impossi-
ble, and that thercfore satisfaction and
forgiveness are contradictory. Grotius re-
plies, that Christ®s death is not  satisfactio,”?
but “solutio 3> thul is to say, the debt
is not paid, but something 18 aceepted
in the place of it, and this act of
accepting Christ’s death constitutes forgive-
ness. Mo admits that if the {ull and very
debt was paid by the death of Christ,
¢ remissio,” or freedom from guilt, wounld
follow at oneo, withont any forgiveness on
the part of God-  'The death of Christ would
then be ir itself % solutin, or payment, and

ohject out of irsell in the Divine law.  Soci-

call ot for an act of ¢ remiasio,? or pardon

on the part of God, but of ¢ liberatio,” or
acquittal. - He thos virtually surrenders to
Socinus the theory he had” undertaken to
defend against him.

Crellius, the Sveinian, replied to Grotins,
(Fratres Poloni, vol. 5,) und easil y showed
the injustice he had done to Socinus, and
the defecs of bis theory. These dofects
were also observed Ly his own friends, the
Arminians,  Nevertheless the theory of
Grotius has, on_the whole, continued fo be

down to the present time,

We must stop our historieal survey at this
point, and content ourselves with a few
closing remarks suggested by ihis cursory
view of the subjeet,

(TO BE CONCLUDED IN OUR NEXT.)
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TIHE DOCIRINE OF ATONEMENT.

The proper meaning of the word atone-
ment is reconciliution, as its etymology tes-
tifies. Ttoeccurs only once in the transla~
tion of the New Testament, that is in Rom.
v. 11. But the Greck word so rendered in
this place, occurs clsewhere in the same
epistle, and in other writings of the Apostle
Paul, (Rom. xi. 15, 2 Cor. v. 18, 19,) and is
translated “reconeilintion.’® Now this doc-
trine of atonement, or reconciliation, is un-
questionably the great point of the Gospel.
To make an atonement, that is, to effect a
reconcilintion, was the great am of the
mission of Christ.  The parties at varianee
were man and his Maker. They had to be
reconciled, and Christ underiook the work.

But in whom was the necessary change
to be wrought? Obvicusly in mau, not in
ihe unchangeable Gad. ‘The Deity fromhis
nature must hate the sin, but it does not
follow, therefore, that he must hate the
sinner. The sinner is his child—his rebel-
lious child to be sure, but still his child—
and the benevolent Father could not hate
his child- He has no pleasure in his
death, wicked though le be, but would ra-
ther all would turn from their wickedness
and live, “Turn ye, turn ye, why will ye
die #7 i3 still the appeal which he makes
to them. Ifthey come back to him as peni-
tent prodigals “ confessing their sins, he is
faithful and just to forgive them their sins.”
Our Saviour, in Lis affeeting parable of the
Prodigal Sou, exhibits a striking illustration
of the doctrine of reconciliation. The earth~
ly father in the parable is but the type of
the heavenly Father as he deals with his
intelligent offspring.

To effect such a change in the sinner as
would induce him to return with penitenee
to God, was the sublime and beneficent aim
of Jesus Clrist. Toaccomplish this end, he
lived, taught, and died. By the disclosures
which he made of the Divine mercy, by the
winning example of holiness and obedi-
ence which he set before the eyes of hu-
manity, and by the profoundly interesting
spuctacle of his death upon the cross, he
sought 10 turn the heart of man from evil,
and bring the world back to God. To what-
ever extent the heat of the sinner is moved
to penitence by these combined influences,
to the same extent is he reconciled, and
when le is wholly moved to a thorough re-
pentance,—a repentance which issues in a
new lifeof sincere obedience,—then he is
reconciled to God. Then Christ has made
atonement for him,—that is, he has effected
the reconciliation.

This seems plain enough to us, yet we
are aware that it would be very unsatisfac-
tory to a large class of minds., Many
even in onr own denomination would pro-
bably feel dissatisfied with it. The Serip-

tures, it is thought, in some places lay a pe-
culiar stress on the death of Christ as the
procuring cause of man’s salvation. The
Apostle Paul, we know, makes a free use
of the sacrificial language of the Jews in
which he had been educated, but when
used in reference tothe death of Christ it
seems clear to us that it is employed in a
figurative sense. We do not mean, how-
ever, 1o deny the effective ageney of the

the most favorite form of modern orthoedoxy-
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Saviour’s death in the work of hnman sal-
vation, But the efleet is produced by its
moral influence on the mind of man.  We
cannot admit it to be the sole procuring
cause. To do so, would be to do nuanifest
injustice to the teachings of Sacred Serip-
ture. Partiality for a favourite doetrine,
and the dread of departing {rom it, may,
and does, induce many excclient people to
overlook very plain passages of holy writ,
when these passages happen to interfere
with the easy enjo{mem of their favourite
notions. Such a elass of persens can per~
ceive a deep and affecting meaning in the
former part of Rom. v, 10, “ when we were
enonies, we were reconciled to God by the
death of his Son,” but they fail to per-
ccive any such deep significance in the
latter part of the samoe verse, “much more,
being reconeiled, we shall be saved by lis
life.”” Here salvation is evidently ascribed
to the life of Christ,—that is,to his teaching
and example. Nowthe candid and impar-
tial student of the Scriptures who is not
bound by any sectarian dogma, will not
close his eyes to the force of such an ex-
pression as this. Parification fvom sin, and
the gift of eternal life, are likewise aserib-
ed in Scripture to obedience en the part of
the believer (1 Pet, 1, 22, Tleb. v, 9. And
salvation, in other places, is said to be ef-
feet2d by hope (Rom. viii. 21), by the
¢ word *° or doctrine of Cluist (James 1. 21),
and by his resurrection (Rom. x. 9, 1 Cor.
xv. 17).  The candid student, we repeat,
cannot shut his eyes to these facts. And
the inference to be drawn from a survey of
the whole, is, that all the agencies men-
tioned have a certain nfluence in the work
of human salvation. We cannot exclude
any of them without oflering disrespect to
the Scriptures, which we profess to take as
our guide. All these saving influences
have come to us through the mission of
Jesus Christ; therefore Jesus Christ is our
Saviour,

‘What is called the “ Orthodox?®? doetrine
of atonement is founded on a partial inter-
pretation of the Scriptures, it does injustice
10 the character of God, and involves ebvious
contradictions. It keepsin view thosetexts
which refer hnman salvation to the death,
or blood of Christ, and overlooks those which
ascribe it likewise to other influences. 1t
represents the Deity as laying bare the arm
of vengeance agaist a perleetly innocent
Leing, whilst the grossly gailty ure permit-
ted to escape. It says that an infiiite sac-
rifice is required for sin, and that Christ, an
infinite being, laid down his life to offer
such a sacrifice- This involves tlie asser-
tion of the death of an infinite being, which
is a palpable contradiction. But this con-
tradiction, we know, is readily covered by
the everlasting plea of mystery,—a plea
which already shelters the dogma of Tran-
substantiation, as well as that of the Trinity,
and which is still broad enough 10 cover
any othersof a similar stamnp which the timi-
dity or credulity of the world will permit to
Le so protected.

We have been led into these remarks on
the doctrine of the Atonemeut by seeing
the letter of Dr. Cox of Brooklyn concerning
the ¢ Orthodox ?* theology of Great Britain.
Dr. Cox is one of the leading * Orthodox
clergymen of the United States, and, as we
noticed in our last number, he dircetly
charges his brethren in Great Britain with
inculeating false and confused views of this
doctrine.  Nay more, he insists that it yet
requires to be thoroughly investigated on
both sides of the Atlantie. He says,

“ The controversy as to the atonement, is soon,
to become the question of the day. Yhey [the
British Theologians] are far behind us in it, and
we have no general proficiency of which to boast.
Still, I am sure that the atonement is the grand
radiating centre of theology ; thut it is under-
stood competently by very few even of our clever
and eminent divines ; that the power of the pul-
pit, and the glory of religion, requires a thorough
philesophical eclaircisement of that transcendent
theme. Jhear grave and erudite preachers everyt
where making broad and sweeping assertions,
which I am sure they have not proved, and
which I' know are not true. Indeed, they are
legalising, strained, confused, and blundering to
the svuls of their auditors.”

This is plainly spoken,and we believe it to
be true. We believe that ¢ arthodoxy,’” not-
withstzmding the marvellous light of which
it boasts, still {inds itself surrounded by a
mist.

¢ The controversy asto the Atonement,”
Dr. Cox thinks, “is soon to become the
question of the day.”” How theDoctorand his
brethren will settle ity we will not venture
to surmise. We hope, however, that they
will perceive the simplicity of the Gospel,
and be contented to rest there, The doc-
trine has undergone several important modi-
fications at the hands of theologians already.
For the information of our readers, we com-
mence in our present number the publica-
tion of a sketch of its hListory, which we
commesd to the careful pernsal of all.

“ EVANGELICAT, ALLIANCE.”

Dr. Davidson, formerly Professor of Biblical
Criticism for the Irish Calvinistic Presbyte-
rians in the Royal College, Belfast, and now
cceupying a similar situation iy the Tanca-
shire Independent College, for the English
Calvinistic Congregationalists, has witten a

letter, which appeared in the London Patriot,
in which he males strictures on some of the
proceedings of the Alliance, and withdraws
from connection with it. A part of his letter
throws important light on the state of opinion
regarding the cternity of future punishments.
He is a studious and accomplished man, and
his testimony on this point we consider very
valuable,

“ Some procecdings of that Conference creat-
ed in me considerahle dissatisfaction. I allude
particularly to two propesitions, inserted in what
is termed the ¢ Doctrinal basis.’ In one of these,
statements are made by which the Friends and
many of the Plymouth Virethren are excluded ; in
the other, the doctrine of the immertality of the
soul, the cternal blesscdness of the righteous, and
the eternal punishment of the wicked, is pro-
pounded. My objection to thesc propostiions is,
that they exclude many Christians, It is not
diticult to foreicll the reception which the elause
relating to the everlasting punishment ot the
wicked will meet with among a uumber of
thinking men in this country. 1 give no opinion
at present on the scripturality or unseripturality
of it, as this iz not necessary for my purpose.
But I know taen, of whose Christianity there
can be, in my opinion, no doubt, who hesitate
about receiving the dogtrine of punishment li-
terally cternal. 1 belicve, too, there are many
highly intelligent Christians all over Englund,
(not at all Unitarian,) both ministers and lay-
men, who are cither averse to the doctrine, or
have not at all satlictently studied it, so as 10 be
prepared to subscribe it.  Tu Germany, all the
leading evangelical elergy and people, with the
excepiion of lengstenberg, and perbaps 'Tho-
luck, will not adopt it.  Sueh men as Neander,
Nitzach, Julius Muller, Ulhuani, Kucke, Bleck,
&e., reject it, if I am not greatly wistaken ; and
thousands of pious Germans do the same.

« I object, therefore, to these two prepositions,
on the ground of their exclusiveness. In my
opinion, they shut out from the associntion men
whom God will not shut out from heaven. They
would have excluded such men as John Foster
and John Milton.” &e.

With regard to creeds also, Dr. D. ex-
presses himself very plainly. IHe not only
olijects to the creed of the Alliance, but to
creeds - generally, - MHe aflirms rightly that
¢ occlesiaslical history shows their inutility
and positive injuriousness.”?: ¢ On the pre-
sent occasion,> he continues,

“ A creed is particularly objectionable, be-
cause the piety of a man is not manifested by the
complexion of his doetrinal belief. Life is the
test of true veligion, * Iy their froits ye shall
know them.’ Conduet is the great index to man
of the conformity of his fellow-man to the spirit
of the Gospel.” .

This is truly spoken, and well.  So is this:

“ The Almighty has drawn no line in the
Scriptures by which poor hamanity might ascer-
tain the nmount of doctrine to be belicved in or-
der to salvation. INorlas he given any warrant
whatever for dividing true Christians into more
orthedox and less orthodox ; into those whom
we can love readily, heariily, easily, with whom

Inquirer promises to be, is required in many
other places beside.  In suying this, we do
not mean o insinuate anything agaiust the
two excellent Boston papers—the Christian
Register and Christian World—Dboth of which
are well sustained, and for whose Editors
we have great respect- But the moral at-
mosphere of the eapital of New England, in
its etleet upon Unitarianism, is entirely dif-
ferent from that of almoest every other place.
In Boston, Unitarianism has many chchies
and a meltitude of supporters. It is in-
ftuentjul, and cannot be frowned upon, and
jostled out of existence by popular ortho-
doxy. The position-of the Unitarians of
Joston prevents them from perceiving the
constant necessity of “ explaining, defend-
ing, and enforcing ? the distinguishing doe-
trines of the Unitarian faith, Ilence, inthe
Boston religious papers couneeted with our
denomination, we liave comparatively little
doctrinal discussion, They have quite
enough, we presume, for their own latitude,
but certainly not enongh for other latitudes.
Montreal, for example, reqnires muel more
of it than is seen in the Christiun Register
ov Christion World, To supply this defeet,
and to penetrate somewhat farther into the
“waste and wilderness?? of Cunada, this
unpretending sheet was set on foot some
threc years ago.  New York city and state,
vequire a bold and open discussion of the
dilferences Letween liberal views of Cliris-
timiity and the doetrines of peputarorthodoxy.
very one who perceives the blighting in-
flnence which sucl orthodoxy has on the
human mind, erushing the spirit of free in-
quiry by frightenin

tie maltitudes whon it
cuntiet convinee, will agree with us as to the
neeessity of bestining owrselves to fice so-
ciety from its disustrons dowination,  This
is nof sneh a matter of mdiflerence s sorne
excellent persons seem to think it is. The
evil we complain of is veal, visible, unde~
niable. It is Ly uo rmeans neeessary that
theological controversy should be of the un-
candid, ungenerous charnctor that it too
frequently exhibits.” If candour and gon-
erosity must necessarily be hmmolated at
its shirine, we should stand far from it. Bnt
it is not so.  Error can be exposed without
aerimony, and the truth can be spoken in
love,  This is the conrse which the Chris-
tian Inquirer proposes lo lake, and, without
baling our good wishes for any existing
Jourtial of our denomination, we wish it all
suCeess.

We subjoin the terms of subscription :—

Terms—Twao dallars -and fifty cents per
annwn, delivered by the earrier; and two
dollars to mail subseribers: in all cases in
advance. Single copies, six ecnts,  Sub-
scriptions reccived at the Reading-Room
of the Associution, at the bookstore of C. S.
Franeis & Co., 252, Broadway ; or at 143,
Grecue Street.

CONVENTION AT PHILADTIPIIA.

The Autumnal Unitarian Convention met in the
First Congregational Church, Philadelphia, on
‘Tuesday, 20ty October, and was called 1o order
by the Rev, Mr. Lothrop, of Boston, Chairman
of the Commiittee of Arrangements. The follow-
ing gentlemen were unanimously elected officers
of the Convention 1=

we ean enjoy sweet fillowship 3 and those whom
it is more dillicult to love and sympathize with,
because they believe rather little.  On the con-
trary, the Scriptures teach us to love all who
bear the Saviour's image. Such as give practi-
cal evidence of loving the Saviour must be most
loved.  To them will the believer {eel atiracted
more easily than to such as exhibit less of the
Redeemer's image.”

4 A waord fitly spoken,? how beautiful itis !
It is ¢ like apples of gold in pictures of
silver.””  While that company of ¢loving
bigots,’” as the Alliance has been well term-~
ed, were striving to make Heaven as narrow
as possible, and exclude as many as they
could, there were some among their number
to revolt at their proceedings, and raise a
voice in favour of the essential principle of
the Gospel. Several oihers, we believe,
have seceded as well as Dr. Davidson.

“THE CHRISTIAN INQUIRER.”

This is tl:e title of a weekly journal re-
cently established in New York, ¢ one of
the main objects of which is to explain, de-
fend, and enforce Unitarian views of Chris~
tianity.”> We are much gratified to find
that our {riends in the leading commereial
city of the United States have suceceeded
in carrying this, their cherished project, into
execution. The first numbers have reach-
ed us, and they bear the mark of careful-
ness and ability on the part of those con-
cerned in the management. The acciden-
tal and melancholy death of the gentleman
originally engaged as Editor, will not, as

we learn from private sources, interfere
with the continuanee of the paper.

A Unitarian newspaper was required in
New York. Such an one as the Christian

President,—Rev. F. Parkman, D.D. Boston.

Vice-Presidents,—Walter R, Johnson, Linq.,
Philadeiphia ; 1on. Albert Fearing, Boston ; Rev.
F. A. Yarley, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Secretaries,—Rev. AR Pope, Kingston, bMass,
and Rev. Thomas Hill, Waltham, Mass,

‘The Rev. Dr. Parkmian opened the proceed-
ings by appropriate remarks; and the Rev. Mr.
Furness, pastor of the churely, offered o cordial
areeling and welcome to the members,

Rev. 8r. Lothrop stated the order of exercises,
and read the following Resolutions, as those to
be -offered for the counsideration of the Con-
vention ;— .

¢ Resolved, That in holding our first con-
vention in the city of William Penn, we would
express our respect for Lis Cluistiun character
and services, our sympathy with his humane and
spiritual views, and our earnest hope that they
may have increasing power over the minds of
Christian people, and the poliey of Christian
nations.” .

« Resolved, That the state of meorals in
our country, the condition of the Christinn
Church at large, and of that portion within our
own field is such, us to give us deep solicitude
for the future, to move us 1o thorough exmmina-
tion of our hearts and ways, and cail us to a
solemn consideration of our spiritnal wants, and
the means of promoting more faithfully the cause
of Christ.”

« Nesolved ‘That we insist now, as heretofore,
upon the daty of all Christians to labor to extend
the gospel and its influcnce throughout the
world, and whilst we rejoice in what hag been
done among ourselves for the distant places of
our land, and especially among the destitute of
our towns and cities, we lament that so much
apathy exists upon the whole subject, an.{ would
regard all that has been accomplished bat as the
begining of a great work, to which we are called
of God and our own consciences.”

Sermons were preached by the Rev. T2, B. Hall,
of Providenee, R. 1., and the Rev. F. i Hedge,

of Bangor, Me, . ’

The Convention was conducted throughout iu
a truly free and Christian spivit, und was charae-
terized by great carnestness of purpose.

On the 21st, about 300 ladies and gentlemen
sat down to an clegant collation provided by
the friends in Philadelphia,  ‘This ¢ family party’
was, by the unanimous consent of ull present, ane
of the pleasantest ever held.

Tue Lowt's Svrrer.—''he usual semi-annunl
Communion was held in the Unitarian Church of
this city, on Sunday morning, the 8th instant,—
For the information of ouy friends at a distance,
we may state that there were Bighty Communi-
cants.  Sixteen of these, on that occasion joined
the Unitarian cotmunion {or the first time, most
of them having been formerly in communion with
T'rinitarian Churches.—T'he moring service was
devoted wholly to the ordinance. 1t was a sacred
and deeply interesting oceasion, and we have
every reason o hope that those who sat down to
commemorate the death of their Lord, rose with
their souls relreshed, and their love 1o Him
strettgthened.  Day the divine influences of the
occasion constantly abide in our heurts.

Uxrraniasisy 1w Bostron.—There are in Bos-
ton twenty-five regularly ordained Unitarinn
winisters, and settled over as many religious
societies, and one unscttled clergyman who min-
isters to another congregation—making twenty-
sixin all.  Five of these nre connected with the
ministry atlarge. ‘The whole nmmber receive
salaries to the amount of §42,000 annually. The
bouses in which they preach, and the sies on
which the churches stand, ure estimated to be
worth §800,000,

It is remarked as o curious coincidence, that
br. Everett, the recent United States Minister
to England, aud Mr. Bancroft, just appointed to
the satne post, were both formerly Unitarian
clergymen.

¢ FAMILY CHRISETIAN ALMANAC,” for 1B4T.

WWa have accideatally et witha copy of this Almannc,
which makes high pretensious to a religious character, cad
proposes in its prospectus to given list of all the religious
denominations in the country, and ministers connected
therewith,  We turned to it with some interest, hut were
catirely disuppointed in the information wesought, It will
be remembered thet sduring the Iest Session of” the Provincial
Parlinment ngaot deal of attention wus given to the claims
{or privileges of certain religious  societies desominated
respectively, ¢ Bible Christians,” ¢ Christian Universalists,”
and * Clirixtions”  We had a desire to seo where theso
worshipping socicties were lognted, but we find no mention
of them whatever in this publication.  This we confess sur-
prised us, considering its pret 1t is very desirablo
thut every fucility should bz given to the public, fur nscer-
taining the character and conditivn of religivus sucigties
seeking privileges from the Legislature, ~ Of the ¢ Bible
Christians,™ we do not preteud to know anything further
than their existence in certain parts of Ceneda,. 'Of the
* Chiristinn Universnlists,” we kaow little, save that they
inve some dozen congresationa,  OF the * Christians,” we
know something. We know thnt they liave between twon-
ty and thirty churches in the country--¢rzanized in the
« Cannda Christian Conference,”—In the Legisintive Ses-

sion befure st they had the privilego of holding lands tur
religious ptrposes, granted to them, We have been iy one of
their places of worship in the thriving villnge of Oshawa,
on the shore of Linke Ontario. The “ Christian Chapel **
there is one of the moest prominent buildings in the place,
well fimshed, and cupuble of seating six or seven hundred
persons,  1n this village, likewise, the * Canada Chiristinn
Conference®  publish o religions newspaper, called the
¢ Christinn Luminory,”  Now, theze are prominent fucts,
und we sro glad of this opportunity of bringing them befure
the public. ‘Ihe compiter of the * Family Christian Al-
manae " either kuew them, or hedid uot.  It'he knew them
wned withheld them, then he is deficient in integrity,  1f he
did pot know them, then he is wanting in intelligence.
Aud, in either cuse, he is disquulilied for the task he hus un-
dertnken.

According to the Chinese map of the world, it is snid
thue Ching vecupies nearly the wisole spuce,—but a small
portion heing allowed for uny other nation or people.  Tho
Almanne beture us geems constructed on the principls of the
Chinanun’s map.  We know nothing of the compiler, but
swe can see clearly that it is the work of pletistic ortho-
doxy. "T'he Romun Catholics were rather numerous to bo
blotted out of this *orthadox ™ map, Rut the other de-
nominations verging in the opposite direction of # hetero-
duxy ** ure qnite overiookal, us nouentities.  ‘I'ho Chinese,
"c::?l:.\l.illls" lwwever, are beginning to open their oyes nnd
pereeive that China does nut occupy the whale eurth, nud
thnt the * barbarians ** are somebuody and live somewhere,
although they do not shave their heads sl wenr caes, like
themseves,  And we hurc that *orthodox ™ individunls,
such us the compiler of the Almanac, willsoon imitate the
wood example gt them by the illustrious people of the
Celestinl Jmpires  We hope they too will soon beenabled
to open their eyes and perceive, that *orthodoxy * does not
mongpolise the whole of Christendom, ind that the “hetero-
dox ™ are renliy somebody, snd bhave w ‘lecal habitation
and n name,’ although they do not eonform precisoly to
thair Jending peculinnties. .

The present uotice gives us an opportunity to offer another
remiark which we nre desirous should be kept in view by
the public. Thut is—the catire want of condor shown by
orthodox publications, generally, when anything conneet-
cd with Unitarienism {8 concerned.  In looking over the
tist of Sabbuth Schiwols of this city, aa givon in the * Family
Christine Alwnnne,' page 120, we see no mention made of
the school in cognection with the Unitarinn chureh. Yot
there is one, and it hus been fur yenrs, and has a superin-
tendent, and teuchers, and scholurs, as well ns uny of tho
uthers. The compiler must Jmve knowa the fuct of the ex-
istence of the Uniturinn Sundny School, for its hour of
meeting is _mutked in the tabular furm on the preceding
e, Agninin the Jist of © Newspapers aud Perodicnls ™
presented on puge 12, no meation is made of this paper,
yotthe BinLE CIHRISTIAN hus been in oxistence quite ns
long ashalf of those given, We sllluuld not have placed
any inpurtanee on the fucy of 1s being included, nnd we
anly notice its omission with the view of illustrating the un-
just systematic efforts which are constantly exerted against
Jiberal views of Chiristinnity, by popular orthodoxy, Aguinst
such unfiirness we make our sppenl, to all candid minds,
of every creed.  When nn Ahunnac is compiled and sold
profusscdly for the information of the public at lurge, they
have o right to demand that the informuation sh_(mlll be
honesthy nud fully given.,  The suppression ol truth is as bud
ns the suggestion of fuisel , it the ion of an
Almunane us well us in everything alse, .

We fear that it will be found erruncous in othor respecte
likewise. ‘I'nke, fot instance, thy item of inteliigence direce-
Iy benouth tint just noticed. Itisof the “Govermment of the
United States. There we Iuwe_Gcorgc Buneroft sot down
us Secretury to the Navy, But i3 not George Baneyofl the .
Miuister fron the United Stotes to the Court of CGrent
Brituin 7 We hnve ncither time nor spuce, howerer, to

nutice ity incorrectaess more ut lurge.
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INVOCATION TO THE IDEAL.

Mother of the soul ! thou potent dreamer !

‘Whose wild whisperings wake the soul to action

Thau bright Idesl! in whose forms we live ;

Moved by thy power, before thy throne I fal] ;

In homage to thy might, my soul I yield.

1 hail thee not Queen of sickly fancy,

Which withering fades beneath its own pale light

But ag the Queen, in whose unerring hand

Enclosed, weaves the woof of destiny,—

The all potent, whose breathings wake alike

‘The fire that kindles in the hero’s breast,

Or the bright dreams that bid the poct soar

On daring wing, in never tiring flights

That still would scale the Empyrean heights.

"Thou givest strength to battle with the wrong,

Tho’ deek’d with bright fair hues it doth appear,

While truth lies hid beneath the threat'ning clouds,

Whose thunders burst o’er him, who dauntless
strives

To rend the veil, and worship at her shrine.

O, mighty mother! own thy prostrate child.
But fuebly yet thy soul within me stirs

Now bid thy spirit deep on me descend ;

O, warm with thy pure flame my frozen blood,
And bid my soul with lofty thoushts expand.

Cast me not hence, but listen to my vow.

No eraven child am T, that for the boon,

With coward heart, dares not the penalty.

Een though through darkness lies the path to
light,—

Though thickest clouds hang o’er my onward
way,—

Lead me but to thy soul-inspiring stream,

Let me but freely quaff from its pure fount,

And fearless, daring, I will brave the strife.

Hath not even that spark of thy high spirit,
‘Which sometimes brightly glows within my soul—
Hath it not shadowed forth the.destiny

Of hopes, that, nursed in etherinl soil,

‘Would vainly strive to strike their root in earth?
Have I not ever mourned o’er the bright dreams
‘That fondly, madly, strove on earth to rest,

Or dared upon its breast to seek their bourne 7
But though thon deek’st with colors not their own
T'he phantoms we pursue; yet as they fade,

Or ever flee before our cager grasp,

‘We, by enduring, train the soul for flight,

And jearn, e’en on rough sorrow’s wing, to mount.

Mounting, with joy, we own the Teacher wise,
‘Who bade us conjure into life, visions

So bright, they could not rest-on earth,

But fleet away, bearing in their high flight

Our souls even unto thine inner fane.

Wilt thou, then, hear my prayer, mine homage
own,

And grant unto my soul seme higher light,

That, unextinguished by earth’s storms, shall

glow?
Z.

THE DEAD YET SPEAK TO TS,

The earth is filled with the labors, the
works, of the dead. Almost all the literature
in the world, the discoveries of science, the
glories of art, the ever-during femples, the
dwelling-places of generations, the comforis
and improvements of life, the languages, the
maxims, the opinions of the living, the very
framework of society, the institutions of na-
tions, the fabrics of empire,—all are the works
of the dead; by these, they who are dead
yet speak, Life,—busy, eager, craving, im-
portunate, absorbing life,—yet what is iis
sphere, compared with the empire of death!
What, in other words, is the sphere of visible,
compared with the mighty empire of invisible
life! A moment intime; a speck inimmen-
sity 3 a shadow amidst enduring and un-
changeable realities; a breath of existence
amidst the ages and regions of undying life!
They live,—they live indeed, whom we call
dead. They live in our thoughts; they live
in our blessings ; they live in our life ; ¢¢ death
hath no power over them.”

Let us then meditate upon these—the
mighty company of our departed brethren—
who cccupy such a space in the universe of
being. Let us meditate upon their relation,
thieir message, their ministry,to us. Let us
lnok wpon ourselves in this relation, and see
what we owe to the dead. Let us look upon
the earth, and see if death hath not left be-
hind its desolating carcer some softer traces,
some holier imprint, than of destruction.

‘What memories, then, have the dead left
among us, to stimulate us to virtue, fo win us
to goodness.

The approach to death often prepares the
way for this impression, The effect of a last

sickness to develope and perfect ihe virtues
of our friends is often so striking and beauti{ul,
as to seemn more than a compensation for all
the sufferings of disease. 1t is the practice
of the Catholic Church to bestow upon its
emineat saints a title to the.perpetual homage
of the faithful, in the act of canenization,
But what is a formal decree, compared with
the effect of a last sickness, to canonize the
virtue that we love for eternal remembrance
and admiration 2 Ilow ofton does that tonch-
ing decay, that gradual unclothing of the
mortal body, scem to be a pulting on of the
garments of immortal beauty and life! That
pale cheek, that placid brow, that sweet se-
renily spread over the whole counienance,
that spiritual, almost supernatural, brightness
of the eye, as it light from another world al-
ready shone through it, that noble and touch-
ing disinlerestedness of the parting spirit,
which utters no complaint, which breathes no
sigh, which speaks no word of fear nor ap-
prehension to wound its friend, which is calin,
and cheerful, and natural, and self-sustained,
amidst daily declining strength and the sure
approaclr to death,—and then, at length,
when concealment is no longer possible, that
last firm, triumphant, consoling discourse, and
that last look of mortal tenderness and im-
mortal trust :—what hallowed memories are
those to soothe, to purify, to enrapture sur-
viving love !

Death, too, sets a seal upon the excel-
lIence that sickness unfolds and consecrates.
There is no living virtue, concerning which
—such is our frailty—we must not fearthat it
may [all; or, at least, that it may some-
what fail from ifs steadfastness. It isa pain-
ful, il is 2 just fear, in the bosoms of the best
and purest being on earth, that some dreadful
lapse may come over them, or over those
whom they hold in the highest reverence
But death, fearful, mighty, as is its power, is
yet a power that is subject to virtue. It
brings relief to the heart from its profoundest
fear. It enables us to say, ¢ Now all is safe!
The battle is fought; the victory is won,
The course is finished j the race is run; the
faith is kept: henceforth it is no more doubt
nor danger, no more temptation nor sirife;
henceforth is the reward of the just, the erown
which the Lord, the righteous Judge, will
rive!??  Yes, death—dark power of earth
though it seem—does yet ensphere virtue, as
it were, in heaven. 1t sels it up on high, for
eternal admiration. It fixes its place never
more to be changed,—~as a star to shine on-
ward, and onward, through the depths of the
everlasting ages !

In life there are many things which in-
terfere with a just estimate of the virtues of
others. © There are,in some cases, jealou-
sies, and misconstructions, and there are
false appearances ; there are veils upon the
heart that hide its most secret workingsand
its sweetest aflections from us; there are
earthly elouds that come between us and
the excellence that we love. So that it is
not, perhaps, till a friend is taken from vs,
that we entirely feel his value and appreci-
ate his worth.  The vision is loveliest at its
vanishing away ; and we pereeive not, per-
haps, till we see the parting wing, that an
angel has been with us,

Yet if we ave not, from any ecause, or in
any degrece, blind to the excellence we pos-
sess, il we do feel all the value of the trea-
sare which our affections hold dear; yét, 1
say, how does that earthly excellence take
not only a permanent, but a saintly charac-
ter, as it passes beyond the bounds of mortal
frailty and imperfection! how does death
enshrine it, for a homage more reverential
and holy than is ever given to living worth!
So that the virtues of the dead gain, perhaps,
in the power of sanctity, what they lose in
ihe power of visible presence; and thus,—
it may not be too mueh to say,—~thus the vir-
tues of the dead benchit us sometimes as
much asthe examples of living goodness.-

How beautiful is the ministration by which
those who are dead thus speak to us,—thus
help us, comfort us, gnide, gladden, bless us,
to know that we thus remember them ; that
we remember them, not with mere admira~
tion, but in a manner that ministers to all
our virtues. What o glorious vision of the
future is it to the good and pure who are yet
living on carth, that the virtues which they
aro cherishing and manifesting, the good
character which they build up here, the
charm of their benevolence and piety, shall
live, when they have laid down the burden
and toil of life,~—-shall be an inspiring breath
to the fainling hearts that are broken from
them,—a_walted odor of sanctity to hun-
dreds and thousands that shall come after
them. Tsit not so?  Arc there not those,
the simplest story, the frailest record, of
whose goodness is still, and ever, doing
goad? But frail recordsy,—we know full
well,—{rail records they are nof, which are
in our hearts. And can we have known
those whom it is a joy as well as a sorrow to
think of, and not be betterforit 2 Are there
those,—once our friends, now bright angels
in some blessed sphere,—and do we mot

sometimes say, “ Perhiaps that pure cye of

affection is on me now ; and I will do no-
thing to wound it>*? No, surely, it cannot
be that the dead will speak to ns in vain.
Their memories are all around us; their
footsteps ure inour paths; the memorials of
them meet our eye at every tum ; their pre-
sence is in our dwellings; their voices are
in our ears ; they speak to us in the sad reve-
rie of contemplation, in the sharp pang of
feoling, in the cold shadow of memory, in
the bright light of hope,—and it cannot be
that they will speak in vain.—Dr. Dewey.

MISCELLANEOUS EXTRACTS,
IIOW TO CHOOSE A SECT.

[The following paragrnph is from ¢ Combe’s
Tourin America.” We apprehend there is more
truth than poetry in it.—Euo. B, C.]

The following anecdote is not an old Joe
Miller. Irelate it because, while it illus-
trates the kindly feeling which reigns among
the members of a sect fowards each other, it
shews how this amiable uait of character
may bo taken advantage of by rognes. A
bookseller, a native of Germany, eameo from
England, settled in one of the large Ameri-
can cities, and began business in a mode-
rate way. e had « stock of neatly-printed
bibles, which he was anxious to dispose of.
After he had been established forgome time,
he called on an old-established citizen, and
told him that ho thought of joining one of
the religious bodiesof the town, and wished
to know which of them was the most influ-
entinl. Mis friend imagined that he waus
in joke, and said that there was a simple
way of solving that question. He took up
the Directory and showed the inquiring
bookseller the lists of the directors of all the
publie institmions. He desired him to write
down their nmunes, and he would tell him
what sects they belonged to. The book-
seller accordingly folded his paper for co~
lumns, and wrote on the heads of them,
¢ Presbyterian,’’ “ Mecthodist,* ¢ Catholic,?
* Quaker,” ¢ Baptist,>? ¢ Unitarian,’? ¢ Uni-
versalist,?” ¢ Jew,” &c., and under these
heads entercd the names of the directors of
the institutions, according to the informa-
tion of his friend. 7Theresult was n clear
demonstration that the ¢ Preshyterians??
were by far the most numerous and power-
ful sect in the public institntions, whence
the inference was drawn that in all proba-
bility they would be most influential in the
general afluairs of the city. He thanked the
gentleman (who still believed that it was a
jest) and departed. - But it was neither a
Joke nor a mistake. . The bookseller found
out which was the wealthiest Presbyterian
congregation, offered to join them, and pre-
sented a handsome gift 1o the chureh, and
neatly-bound copies of his Lible to the mi-~
nister and elders. He wasadmnitted a mem-
ber, was widely praised among the congre-
gation, sold all his bibles, oblained exten-
sive eredit, had a large store and ample
trade, and might have done well. But, like
too many others, he speculated and ruined
himself. At his baukruptey, the rich men
of the congregation were his creditors, one
to the extent of §20,000, another of
$10,000, and so forth, every man according
to his means!

Cax wE ReEcoNciLE War with Cumis-
TIANITY ?7—Let us put the main aspect of the
two side by side, and see how far they agree.
Christianity saves men; war destroys them.
Christianity clevates men; war dehases and
degrades them. Christianity purifies men;
war corrupls and defiles them.  Christianity
blesses men; war curses them. God says,
thou shalt not kill ; war says, thou shalt kill.
God says, blessed ave the peace-makers ; war
says, blessed are the war-makers. God says,
love your encmics; war says, hate them.
God says, forgive men their trespasses; war
says, forgive them not. God enjoins forgive-
ness, and forbids revenge; while war scorns
the former, and commands the latier, God
says, resist not evil § war says, you may and
must resist evil.  God says, if any man strike
thee on one cheek, turn to him the other also;
war says, taen not the other check, but knock
the smiter down. Gad says, bless those who
curse you: bless and curse not; war says,
curse those who curse you, curse, and bless
not. God says, pray for those that despite-
fully use you ; war says, pray aguainst them,
and seek their destruction. God says, see
that none render evil for evil unto any man ;
war says, be sure to render evil for evil
unto all that injure. God says, overcome
evil with good 5 war says, overcome evil with
evil. God says, if thine enemy huuger, feed
him: if he lhirst, give him drink ; war
says, if you do supply your ememies with
foed and clothing, you shall be shot as a trai~
tor, God says, do good unto all men; war
says, do as much evil as you can o your ene-
mies. God says to all men, love one another §
war says, hate and kill one another. God
says, they that take the sword, shall perish
by the sword ; war says, they that tuke the
sword shall be saved by the sword. God says,

blessed is he that trusteth in the Lord; war

says, cursed is such a man, and blessed is hie
who trusteth in swords and guns. God says,
beat your swords into ploughshares, your
spears into pruning-hooks, and learn war no
more ; war says, make swords and spears still,
and continue to learn war until all mankind
have ceased from learning it, i, e., fight all of

you, until all of you stop fighting !1

Goop axp Bap Luck—“1 may here as
well as any where impart the seeret of good
and bad luck. ‘There are men, who, suppos-
ing Providence to have an implacable spite
against them, bemoan in the poverty of a
wrelched old age the misfortunes of their
lives. Luck forever ran against them, and
for others.  Oue with a good profession, lost
hisluek in the river, where he idled away
his time a {ishing, when he should have
been in the office. Another, with a good
trade, perpetually bumnt up his luck by his
Lot temper, which provoked his employers
to leave him. Another, with a Jucrative
business, lost his luck by amazing diligence
at every thing but his business.” Auother,
who steadily followed his trade, as steadily
followed his bottle.  Another, who was
hionest and constant 1o his works erred by
perpetual misjudaments ; he lacked disere-
tion, Hundreds lose their luck by endors-
ing ; by sanguine speculations ; by trusting
frandulent men; and by dishonest gains.
A man never has good luck who has “a bad
wife. 1 neverknew an early-rising, hard-
working, prudent man, careful of his earn-
ings and strictly houest, who complained of
bad luck. A good character, good habils
and iron industry are impregnable to the
assaulis, of all the ill luck that foolsever
dreamed of.  But when I sce a tatterdema-
lion, creeping out of a grocery late in the
forenvon, with his hands stuck into his
pockets, the rim of his hat turned up, and
the crown knocked in, I know he has had
bad luck,—for the worst of ull lnek is to be
a slugzard, a knave, or a tipler.”~—Rey, H.
1. Beecher.

Serr GoveEryMENT-—Every wrong pro-
pensity we should strive to subdue—every
evil habit to lay aside, every good ono to
cherish.  Conscience” and priveiple we
should enthrone within us, and ever hearken
to their voice. Often should we ask as to
our nature and desliny as immortal beings ;
and bound as we are to d future and invisi-
ble world, and to a deathless existence, wa
should seck, as the gospel directs, to prepare
for the scenes that are before us. ~ No where
has self-cultivation =o glorious a field as
when she whispers of our destiny,—as when
she reminds us that we are to ive forever—
as when she unfolds the idea. of God and of
duty, clearly and livinglf within us; meov-
ing us to reverence and love and obey him,
to bunger and thirst after his likeness, to be
a blessing to ourselves and to all around us,
and thus to make progress in the noblest
growth whether of human or angelie natures.
And never do we appear so noble, so like
the bright intelligences of heaven, as when
we are thus bound to God in deep and holy
aflection, in joyful obedience and heavenly
hiope ; when religion sits enthroned on our
brow, and paide hasgiven way to meckness,
and benevolence reigns within us, and
glows in our looks, and breathes in our
words, and lives in our conduct ;—when our
whole life Is one continual process of self-
elevation and improvement—when principle
regulates every act, and all our plans take
hold on eternity,—and when =all around us
feel that religion has made us nobler and
better and happier. Such we may be ; and
to our progress here, by God’s grace, there
is no assignable limit. ~ The pathway before
us takes hold on eternity 3 and in it we may
cternally ascend, rising with o holier ardor
and a swifter progress, and moving with a
diviner energy I— Lyrone Edwards.

UNCHARITABLE JUDGMENT.—A. man’s
character is shown by the general tenor of
his conduet. If his life in the main be cor-
reet, he should have credit for purity of in~
tention. 1t is exceedingly uncharitable to
form an unfavorable opinion of 4 man, or to
sufler our confidence in his integrity to be
impaired by a few actions, that we eanuot
reconcile with our views of propricty. The
neighbor whom we condemn may see as
much ormore in us with which tofind fanlt.
Difference in opinion is unavoidable. It is
our duty while exercising judgment for our~
selves, to accord that priviloge to others.
¢ Charity thinketh no evil—charity never
faileth.”” Mave we not wronged deserving
brethren by our incousiderate epeeches
Have we not wronged them in our thonghts ?
Let us take for our fuinre guide the admoni-
tion of the Savior—¢ Cast first the beum out
of thine own eye, then shalt thou see clearly
to cast the mote out of thy brother’s eye.””—
Methodist Prolestant.
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